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PREFACE TO THE FOURTH GERMAN EDITION.

QHE third edition of this Commentary appeared in the
| year 1861, The accessions to the exegetical litera-
(@ 4y ture of the Book of Acts since that date have been
on the whole meagre; and they have been chiefly directed to
the investigation of certain specially important facts which are
recorded in the Book, as regards their miraculous character
and their relation to the Pauline Epistles! The critical
researches as to this canonical writing are, doubtless, not yet
concluded ; but they are in such a position that we must
regard the attempts—prosecuted with so much keenness, con-
fidence, and acuteness—to make the Book of Acts appear
an intentional medley of truth and fiction like a historical
romance, as having utterly failed. To this result several able
apologetic works have within the last ten years contributed
their part, while the criticism which finds “ purpose” every-
where has been less active, and has not brought forward

1 There has just appeared in the first part of the Stud. und Krit. for 1870 the
beginning of an elaborate rejoinder to Holsten, by Beyschlag: ¢ die Visions-
hypothese in ikrer meuesten Begriindung,” which I can only mention here as an
addition to the literature noted at ix. 3-9. [Soon after this preface was written,
there appeared Dr. Overbeck’s Commentary, which, while formally professing
to be a new edition of de Wette’s work, is in greater part an extravagant appli-
cation to the Book of Acts of a detailed historical criticism which de Wette
himself strongly condemned. Itis an important and interesting illustration of
the Tiibingen critical method (above referred to) as pushed to its utmost limits ;

but it possesses little independent value from an exegetical point, of view.

W. P. D.]
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vi PREFACE TO TIIE FOURTH GERMAN EDITION.

arguments more cogent than those already so often diseussed.
Exven the new edition of the chief work of Baur, in which its
now departed author has devoted his last scientific labours to
the contents of the Acts of the Apostles, furnishes nothing
essentially new, and it touches only here and there on the
objections urged by his opponents.

With reference to the method of judging the New Testament
writings, which Dr. Baur started, and in which he has taken
the lead, I cannot but regret that, in controversy with it,
we should hear people speak of “believing” and “critical”
theology as of things necessarily contrasted and mutually
exclusive. It would thus seem, as if faith must of necessity
be uncritical, and criticism unbelieving. Luther himself com-
bined the majestic heroism of his faith with all freedom, nay,
boldness of criticism, and as to the latter, he laid stress even
on the dogmatic side (“ what makes for Christ”),—a course, no
doubt, which led him to mistaken judgments regarding some
N. T. writings, easily intelligible as it may appear in itself
from the personal idiosyncrasy of the great man, from his
position as a Reformer, and from the standpoint of science in
his time. As regards the Acts of the Apostles, however, which
he would have called “a gloss on the Epistles of St. Paul,”
he with his correct and sure tact discerned and hit upon the
exact opposite of what recent criticism has found : “ Thou
findest here in this book a beautiful mirror, wherein thou
mayest see that this is true: Sola fides justificat” The con-
trary character of definite “ purpose,” which has in our days
been ascribed to the book, necessarily involves the correspcnd-
ing lateness of historical date, to which these critics have not
hesitated to transfer it. But this very position requires, in
my judgment, an assent on their part to a critical impossi-
bility. For—as hardly a single unbiassed person would ven-
ture to question—the author has not made use of any of the
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Pauline Epistles preserved to us; and therefore these letters
cannot have been accessible to him when he was engaged in
the collection of his materials or in the composition of his
work, because he would certainly have been far from leaving
_unused historical sources of such productiveness and of so direct
and supreme authenticity, had they stood at his command.
How is it to be still supposed, then, that he could have written
his work in an age, in which the Epistles of the apostle were
already everywhere diffused by means of copies and had become
a common possession of the church,—an age, for which we have
the oldest testimony in the canon itself from the unknown
author of the so-called Second Epistle of Peter (iii. 15 f.) ?

It is my most earnest desire that the labour, which I
have gladly devoted, as in duty bound, to this new edition,
may be serviceable to the correct understanding of the book,
and to a right estimate of its historical contents; and to these
ends may God give it His blessing !

I may add that, to my great regret, I did not receive the
latest work of Wieseler,! which presents the renewed fruit of
profound and independent study, till nearly half of my book
was already finished and in type. But it has reference for the
most part to the Gospels and their chronology, the investiga-
tion of which, however, extends in many cases also into the
Book of Acts. The arguments adduced by Wieseler in his
tenth Beitrag, with his wonted thoughtfulness and depth of
research, in proof of the agreement of Luke xxiv. 44 ff. and
Acts i. 1, have not availed to shake me in my view that here
the Book of Acts follows a different tradition from the Gospel.

Dr. MEYER.
HANNOVER, October 22, 1869,

V' Beitrige zur richtigen Wiirdigung der Ewangelien und der evangel. Ge-
echichte, Gotha, 1869.



PREFATORY NOTE.

THE explanations prefixed to previously issued volumes of this
Commentary [see especially the General Preface to Romans,
vol 1] regarding the principles on which the translation has
been underteken, and the method followed in its execution,
are equally applicable to the portion now issued.

W. P. D.

Grascow CoLLEGE, May 1877.



EXEGETICAL LITERATURE.

[For commentaries and collections of notes embracing the whole
New Testament, see Preface to the Commentary on the Gospel of St.
Matthew. The following list consists mainly of works which deal
with the Acts of the Apostles in particulur. Several of the works
named, especially of the older, are chiefly doctrinal or homiletic in
their character ; while some more recent books, dealing with the
history and chronology of the apostolic age, or with the life of St.
Paul, or with tlie genuineness of the Book of Acts, have been included
because of the special bearing of their discussions on its contents.
Monographs on chapters or sections are generally noticed by Meyer
in loc. The editions quoted are usually the earliest; al. appended
denotes that the work has been more or less frequently reprinted :
t marks the date of the author’s death ; ¢ = circa, an approximation
to it.]

ALEXANDER (Joseph Addison), D.D., { 1860, Prof. Bibl. and Eccl. Hist.
at Princeton : The Acts of the Apostles explained. 2 vols.

8°, New York [and Lond.] 1857, «l

AxGER (Rudolf), t 1866, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig: De temperum in

Actis Apostolerum ratione. 8°, Lips. 1833.

Arcurarius (Daniel), T 1596, Prof. Theol. at Marburg: Commen-

tarius in Acta Apostolorum, cura Balthazaris Mentzeri editus.

See also GERnaxp (Johann). 8°, Francof. 1607, al

BanringTon (John Shute, Viscount), t 1734 : Miscellanea sacra; or
a new method of considering so much of the history of the
Apostles as is contained in Scripture. 2 vols. Lond. 1725.
2d edition, edited by Bishop Barrington. 3 vols.

8°, Lond. 1770.
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BaumearTEN (Michael), lately Prof. Theol. at Rostock: Die Aposte.
geschichte, oder der Entwicklungsgang der Kirche von

Jerusalem bis Rom. 2 Binde. 8° Braunschw. 1852,
[Translated by Rev. A.J. W. Morrison and Theod. Meyer.
3 vols. 8°, Edin. 1854.]

Batr (Ferdinand Christian), t 1860, Prof. Theol. at Tiibingen :
Paulus der Apostel Jesn Christi. Sein Leben und Wirken,
seine Briefe und seine Lehre. 8°, Stuttg. 1845, al.
[Translated by Rev. Allan Menzies. 2 vols. 8°, Lond. 1875-6.]

Bepa (Venerabilis), 1 735, Monk at Jarrow: In Acta Apostolorum
expositio [Opera].

BEeLEX (Jean-Théodore), R. C. Prof. Or. Lang. at Louvain: Com-
mentarius in Acta Apostolorum. . . . 2 voll.

4°, Lovanii, 1850.

Bexsox (George), D.D., 1 1763, Minister in London : The History of
the first planting of the Christian religion, taken from the
Actsof the Apostles and their Epistles. 2 vols. 4°, Lond. 1735.
24 edition, with large additions. 8 vols. 4°, Lond. 1756:.

Biscoe (Richard), 1 1748, Prebendary of St. Paul's: The History of
the Acts of the Holy Apostles, confirmed from other authors,

... 2vols. 8°, Lond. 1742, al.
BrourieLp (Charles James), D.D., 1 1857, Bishop of London: Twelve
Lectures on the Acts of the Apostles. . . . 8° Lond. 1823,

Brexz [Brexmios] (Johann), T 1570, Provost at Stuttgart: In Acta
Apostolica homiliae centum viginti duae. 2°,Francof.1561,al.
BroexHageN (Johann), + 1558, Prof. Theol. at Wittenberg: Com-

meptarius in Acta Apostolorum. 8°, Vitemb. 1524, al.
Briimeee (Heinrich), 1 1573, Pastor at Ziirich: In Acta Aposto-
lorum commentariorum libri vi. 2°, Tiguri, 1533, al.

Borrox (Edward), D.D., 1 1836, Prof. of Divinity at Oxford: An
attempt to ascertain tbe chronology of the Acts of the

Apostles and of St. Paul's Epistles. 8°, Oxf. 1830.
Caseraxus [Tomuaso pa Vio], + 1534, Cardinal : Actus Apostolorum
commentariis illustrati. 2°, Venet. 1530, al.
Cavixtus (Georg), T 1656, Prof. Theol. at Helmstadt: Expositio
literalis in Acta Apostolorum. 4°, Brunsvigae, 1654.
CaLviy [CEavviN] (Jean), T 1564, Reformer: Commentarii in Acta
Apostolorum. 2°, Genev. 1560, al.

[Translated by Christopher Featherstone. 4°, Lond. 1585, al.]
Caperrus [CappeL] (Louis), t 1658, Prof. Theol. at Saumur: Historia

apostolica illustrata ex Actis Apostolorum et Epistolis inter

se collatis, collecta, accurate digesta . . . 4° Salmur. 1683.
Cassioporus (Magnus Aurelius), T 563. See Romans.
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CurysosToMus (Joannes), t 407, Archbishop of Constantinople:
Homiliae lv. in Acta Apostolorum [Opera].

CoNYBEARE (William John), M.A., HowsoN (John Saul), D.D.: Life
and Epistles of St. Paul. 4°, Lond. 1852, «l.

Cook (Frederick Charles), M.A., Canon of Exeter: The Acts of the
Apostles; with a commentary, and practical and devotional

suggestions. . . . 12°, Lond. 1850.
Crapock (Samuel), B.D., 1 1706, Nonconformist minister : The Apos-
tolical history . . . from Christ's ascension to the destruction

of Jerusalem by Titus; with a narrative of the times and
occasions upon which the Epistles were written : with an
analytical paraphrase of them. 2°, Lond. 1672.

CreLr (Johann), f 1633, Socinian Teacher at Racow : Commentarius
in magnam partem Actorum Apostolorum [Opera].

Dexton (William), M.A., Vicar of S. Bartholomew, Cripplegate: A
commentary on the Acts of the Apostles. 2 vols.
8°, Lond. 1874-6.
Dick (Jobn), D.D., t 1834, Prof. Theol. to United Secession Church,
Glasgow : Lectures on the Acts of the Apostles. 2 vols.
8° Glasg. 18056, al.
Diev (Louis de), T 1642, Prof. at Leyden: Animadversiones in Acta
Apostolorum, ubi, collatis Syri, Arabis, Aethiopici, Vulgati,
Erasmi et Bezae versionibus, difficiliora quaeque loca illus-
trantur . . . 4°, Lugd. Bat. 1634.
Diovysius Cartuusianus [DExys pE Rycker], t 1471, Carthusian
monk: In Acta Apostolorum commentaria. 2°, Paris, 1552.
Do VEIL. See VEIL (Charles Marie de).

EvsLey (Heneage), M.A., Vicar of Burneston: Annotations on the
Four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles; compiled and
abridged for the use of students. 3 vols. 8° Lond. 1812, al.

Frrus [WiLp] (Johannes), t 1554, Cathedral Preacher at Mentz:
Enarrationes breves et dilucidae in Acta Apostolorum.
2°, Colon. 1567.
Fromonp [Froipyont] (Libert), $ 1633, Prof. Sac. Scrip. at Louvain :
Actus Apostolorum brevi et dilucido commentario illustrati.
4°, Lovanii, 1654, al.

GAGNEE (Jean de), 1 1549, Rector of the University of Paris:
Clarissima et facillima in quatuor sacra J. C. Evangelia
necnon in Actus Apostolicos scholia selecta.

2°, Paris, 1552, al.
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GERHARD (Johann), t 1637, Prof. Theol. at Jena: Annotationes in

Acta Apostolorum. 4°, Jenae, 1669, al.

Also: S. Lucae evangelistae Acta Apostolorum, trinmvirali com-

mentario . . . theologorum celeberrimorum Joannis Gerhardi,
Danielis Arcularii et Jo. Canuti Lenaei illustrata.

4°, Hamburgi, 1713.

GLoaG (Paton James), D.D., Minister of Galashiels: Critical and

exegetical commentary on the Acts of the Apostles. 2 vols,

8°, Edin. 1870.

Gorrax (Nicholas de), t 1295, Prof. at Paris: In Acta Apostolorum

. . . Commentarii. 2° Antverp, 1620,
GrI~AEUS (Johann Jakob), $ 1617, Prof. Theol. at Basle : Commen-
tarius in Acta Apostolorum. 4°, Basil. 1573.

GuavLtaerus [ WaLTEER] (Rudolph), 1 1586, Pastor at Zidrich : In Acta
Apostolorum per divum Lucam descripta homiliae clxxxv.
2°, Tiguri, 1577.

Hacgerr (Horatio Balch), D.D., Prof. Bibl. Lit. in Newton Theol.
Institution, U.S.: A commentary on the original text of
the Acts of the Apostles. 8°, Boston, U.S,, 1852, al.

Hexzices (Johann Heinrich), Superintendent at Burgdorf: Acta
Apostolorum Graece perpetua annotatione illustrata. 2 tomi.
[Testamentum Novum . . . illustravit J. P. Koppe. Vol. iii.
partes 1, 2.] 8°, Gotting. 1809, al.

Hewsex (Johann Tychsen). See Romaxs.

Hentexics (Johannes), T 1566, Prof. Theol. at Louvain : Enarrationes
vetustissimorum theologorum in Acta quidem Apostolorum et
in omnes Epistolas. 2°, Antverp. 1545.

HiLpesraxD (Traugott W.), Pastor at Zwickau: Die Geschichte der
Aposteln Jesu exegetisch-hermeneutisch in 2 besonderen
Abschnitten bearbeitet. 8° Leipz. 1824,

HorueisTer (Johann), 1 1547, Augustinian Vicar - General in
Germany : In duodecim priora capita Aclorum Apostolicorum
commentaria, 2°, Colon. 1567.

Hcupupy (William Gilson), M.A., Vicar of St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields,
London: A commentary on the Book of the Acts of the
Apostles. 8° Lond. 1847, al.

Eisrevager (Johann Hyazinth), § 1834, R. C., Prof. Theol. at
Miinster : Geschichte der Aposteln mit Anmerkungen.

8°, Miinster, 1822.

Kuwvoer [Kuenor] (Christian Gottlieb), § 1811, Prof. Theol. at

Giessen: Commentarius in libros Novi Testamenti historicos,

4 voll 8°, Lips. 1807--18, al.
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LaNGE (Johann Peter), Prof. Theol. at Bonn: Das Apostolische
Zeitalter. 2 Binde. 8°, Braunschw. 1853.
Lecurer (Gotthard Victor), Superintendent at Leipzig: Der Apostel
Geschichten theologisch bearbeitet von G. V. Lechler, homi-
letisch von G. Gerok [Lange’s Bibelwerk. V.].

8°, Bielefeld, 1860, al.
[Translated by Rev. P. J. Gloag. 2 vols., Edin. 1866. And
by Charles F. Schaeffer, D.D. 8°, New York, 1867.]
Das Apostolische und das nachapostolische Zeitalter mit Riick-
sicht auf Unterschied und Einheit in Lehre und Leben. 8°,

Stuttg, 1851. Zweite durchaus umgearbeitete Auflage.
8°, Stuttg. 1857.
LeeuweN (Gerbrand van), ¥ 1721, Prof. Theol. at Amsterdam: De
Handelingen der heyligen Apostelen, beschreeven door Lucas,
uitgebreid en verklaart. Amst. 1704. Also, in Latin. 2 voll.
8°, Amst. 1724.
LegesuscH (Eduard): Die Composition und Entstehung der Apostel-

geschichte von neuem untersucht. 8° Gotha, 1854,
LewIN (Thomas), M.A., Barrister : The Life and Epistles of St. Paul.
8°, Lond. 1851.—New edition. 2 vols. 4°, Lond. 1874.

LigeTrFooT (John), D.D., ¥ 1675, Master of Catherine Hall, Cambridge:
" A commentary upon the Acts of the Apustles; chronical
and critical. . . . From the beginning of the book to the end
of the twelfth chapter. . . . 4°, Lond. 1645, al.

[Also, Horae Hebraicae et Talmudicae. See MatTHEW. ]
LiysorcH (Philipp van), {1712, Arminian Prof. Theol. at Amsterdam :
Commentarius in Acta Apostolorum, et in Epistolas ad

Romanos et ad Ebraeos. 2° Roterod. 1711, al.
LinpeaMMER (Johann Ludwig), ¥ 1771, General Superintendent in
East Friesland : Der . . . Apostelgeschichte ausfiihrliche

Erklirung und Anwendung,darin der Text von Stuck zu Stuck
ausgelegt und . . . mit . . . philologischen und critischen Noten

erldutert wird. 2° Halae, 1725, al.
LiverMore (Abiel Abbot), Minister at Cincinpati : The Acts of the
Apostles, with a commentary. 12° Boston, U.S., 1844.

LossTEIN (Johann Michael), 1 1794, Prof. Theol. at Strassburg: Voll-
stindiger Commentar iiber die Apostelgeschichte das Lukas.

Th. I 8° Strassb. 1792.
Lorinus (Jean), 1634, Jesuit: In Acta Apostolorum commentaria. ..

2°, Lugd. 1603, al.

MarcoLm (John), § 1634, Minister at Perth : Commentarius et analysis
in Apostolorum Acta, 4°, Mediob. 1615,
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Maskew (Thomas Ratsey), Head Master of Grammar School, Dor-
chester: Annotations on the Acts of the Apostles, original and
sclected . . . 2d edition . . . 12°, Camb. 1847.

Mexgex (Gottfried), 1 1831, Pastor at Bremen: Blicke in das Leben
des Apostel Paulus und der ersten Christengemeinden, nach
ctlichen Kapiteln der Apostelgeschichte.  8°) Bremen, 1828.

Mexocrio (Giovanni Stefano), 1 1635, Jesuit at Rome : Historia sacra
de Actibus Apostolorum. 4°, Rom. 1634.

Morus (Samuel Friedrich Nathanael), { 1792, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig:
Versio et explicatio Actorum Apostolicorum. Edidit, anim-
adversiones recentiorum maxime interpretum svasque adjecit
G. J. Dinderf. 2 voll 8°, Lips. 1794.

Neavper (Johann August Wilhelm), + 1850, Prof. Theol. at Berlin:
Geschichte der Pflanzung und Leitung der christlichen Kirche

durch die Apostel. 2 Biinde. 8°, Hamb. 1832, al.
[Translated by J. E. Ryland. 8° Lond. 1851.]
Novarmo (Luigi), T 1650, Theatine monk : Actus Apostolorum expansi
et notis monitisque sacris illustrati. 2°, Lugd. 1645.

OECTMENITS, ¢. 980, Bishop of Trieca. See Romans. ]
OzrrreL (J. O.), Pastor at Gr. Storkwitz: Paulus in der Apostel-
geschichte. . . . 8°, Halle, a. S., 1868.

Patey (William), D.D., t 1805, Archdeacon of Carlisle: Horae
Paulinae ; or, the truth of the Scripture history of St. Paul
evinced by a comparison of the Epistles which bear his name
with the Acts of the Apostles, and with one another.

See Tare (James). 8° Lond. 1790, al.
Pateiz (Francesco Xavier), Prof. Theol. at Rome: In Actus Apos-
tolorum commentarium. 4°, Rom. 1867.

Pearce (Zachary), D.D., 1 1774, Bishop of Rochester. See MaTtmiew.

Pesesox (Jobn), D.D., t 1686, Bishop of Chester: Lectiones in Acta
Apostolorum, 1672 ; Annales Paulini [Opera posthuma].

4°, Lond. 1688, al.

[Edited in English, with a few notes, by J. E. Crowfoot, B.D.

, 12°, Camb. 1851.]

Pere1 [Peeteks] (Barthélemi), 1630, Prof. Theol. at Douay : Com-

mentarius in Acta Apostolorum, 4°, Duaci, 1622.

Previer (Johannes), t c. 1760, Pastor at Middelburg : De Handelin-

gen der heylige Apostelen, bescbreeven door Lukas, ontleedt,

verklaardt en tot het oogmerk toegepast.
4°, Utrecht, 1725, al.



EXEGETICAL LITERATURE. Xv

Pricaeus [Price] (John), LL.D., t 1676, Prof. of Greek at Pisa:
Acta Apostolorum ex sacra pagina, sanctis patribus Grae-
cisque ac Latinis scriptoribus illustrata.  8°, Paris, 1647, al.

Prie (Thomas), D.D., t 1756, Vicar of Lynn: A paraphrase, with
some notes, on the Acts of the Apostles, and on all the Epistles
of the New Testament. 87 Lond. 1725, al.

Rieum (Johann Karl): Dissertatio critico-theologica de fontibus
Actorum Apostolorum, 8° Traj. ad Rhen. 1821.
Ritscur (Albrecht), Prof. Theol. at Géttingen: Die Entstehung der
altkatholischer Kirche., 8° Bonn, 1850—2te durchgingig
neu ausgearbeitete Ausgabe. 8° Bonn, 1837.
Roeinsox (Hastings), D.D., t 1866, Canon of Rochester : The Acts of
the Apostles ; with notes, original and selected, for the use
of students, 8° Lond. 1830.
Also, in Latin. 8°, Cantab. 1824,

SaLmereN(Alphouso), t 1585, Jesuit : Tn Acta Apostolorum [Opera, xii. ].
Sancuez [Sancrius] (Gaspar), 1 1628, Jesuit, Prof. Sac. Serip. at
Alcala: Commentarii in Actus Apostolorum . ..
4° Lugd. 1618, al
ScraFF (Philip), D.D,, Prof. of Church Hist. at New York: History
of the Apostolic church. 8°, New York, 1853. 2 vols.
8°, Edin. 1854.
[Previously issued in German at Mercersburg, 1851.
ScHNECKENBURGER (Matthias), t 1848, Prof. Theol. at Berne : Ueber
den Zweck der Apostelgeschichte. 8° Bern, 1841.
Scuraper (Karl), Pastor at Horste near Bielefeld: Der Apostel
Paulus. 5 Theile. [Theil V. Uebersetzung und Erkldrung
. . . der Apostelgeschichte. ] 8°, Leipz. 1830-36.
ScuweGLER (Albert), t 1857, Prof. Rom. Lit. at Tiibingen: Das
nachapostolisches Zeitalter. 8° Tiibing. 1847.
Sewneccer (Nicolaus), t 1592, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig : Commentarius
in Acta Apostolorum. 8° Jenae 1567, al.
StapLeToN (Thomas), t 1598, Prof. at Louvain: Antidota apostolica
contra nostri temporis haereses, in Acta Apostolorum. . ..

2 voll, 1595.
Stier (Rudolf Ewald), 1 1862, Superintendent in Eisleben: Die
Reden der Aposteln. 2 Binde. 8°, Leipz. 1829.

[Translated by G. H. Venables. 2 vols.  8°, Edin. 1869.]

Streso (Caspar), 1 1664, Pastor at the Hague: Commentarius prae-
ticus in Actorum Apostolicorum . . . capita. 2 volL

4°, Amstel. 1658-9, al.
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SrivEmA (Juan de), + 1687, Carmelite monk : Commentarius in Acta
Apostolorum. 2°, Lugd. 1678.

Tate (James), M.A., Canon of St. Paul's: The Horae Paulinae of
William Paley, D.D., carried out and illustrated in a con-
tinuous history of the apostolic labours and writings of St.
Paul, on the basis of the Acts . .. 8°, Lond. 1840.

TrEOPAYLACTUS, ¢. 1070, Archbishop of Acris in Bulgaria: Commen-
tarius in Acta Apostolorum [Opera].

Taterscu (Heinrich Wilhelm Josias), Prof. Theol. at Marburg : Die
Kirche im apostolischen Zeitalter. 8° Frankf. 1852, al.
[Translated by Carlyle. 8°, Lond. 1852.]

Triess (Johann Otto), T 1810, Prof. Theol. at Kiel: Lukas Apostel-
geschichte neu iibersetzt, mit Anmerkungen. 8° Gera, 1800.

Trip (Ch. J.), Superintendent at Leer in East Friesland : Paulus nach
der Apostelgeschichte. Historischer Werth dieser Berichte. . .

8°, Leiden, 1866.

TroLLoPE (William) : A commentary on the Acts of the Apostles. ..

12°, Camb. 1847.

VarceeNaER (Ludwig Kaspar), 1 1783, Prof. in Leyden: Selecta e
scholis L. C. Valckenarii in libros quosdam N. T., editore Eb.
Wassenbergh. 2 partes. 8°, Amst. 1815-17,

Ve (Charles Marie de), t ¢. 1701, R. C. convert, latterly Baptist :
Explicatio literalis Actorum Apostolicorum. 8° Lond. 1684.
[Translated by the author into English, 1685.]

WarcH (Johann Ernst Immanuel), t 1778, Prof. Theol. at Jena: Dis-
sertationes in Acta Apostolorum. 3 voll. 4° Jenae, 1756-61.

WsssexperGH (Everaard van). See VaLcReNAER (Ludwig Kaspar).

WieseLer (Karl), Prof. Theol. at Géttingen : Chronologie des apos-
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THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

INTRODUCTION.

BEO. I.—AUTHORSHIP AND GENUINENESS OF THE BOOK.

=g OE fifth historical book of the New Testament,

4 already named in early Christian antiquity (Canon
Murat., Clem. Al Strom. v. 12, p. 696, ed. Potter,
Tertull. ¢. Mare. v. 2 £, de jejun. 10, de bapt. 10 ;
comp. also Iren. adw. Aaer. iil. 14. 1, iii. 15. 1) from its chief
contents wpdfess (tdv) dmooTéhwy, announces itself (i. 1)
as a second work of the same author who wrote the Gospel
dedicated to Theophilus. The Acts of the Apostles is therefore
justly considered as a portion of the historical work of Luke,
following up that Gospel, and continuing the history of early
Christianity from the ascension of Christ to the captivity of Paul
at Rome; and no other but Zuke is named by the ancient ortho-
dox church as author of the book, which is included by Eusebius,
H. E.iii. 25, among the Homologoumena. There is indeed no
definite reference made to the Acts by the Apostolic Fathers, as
the passages, Ignat. ad Smyrn. 3 (comp. Acts x. 41), and
Polycarp, ad Phil. 1 (comp. Acts ii. 24), cannot even be with
certainty regarded as special reminiscences of it ; and the same
remark holds good as to allusions in Justin and Tatian. But,
since the time of Irenaeus, the Fathers have frequently made
literal quotations from the book (see also the Epistle of the
churches at Vienne and Lyons in Eus. v. 2), and have ex-

ACTS. A
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pressly designated it as the work of Luke! With this fact
before us, the passage in Photius, Quacest. Amphiloch. 145 (see
Wolf, Cur. IV. p. 731, Schmidt in Stiudlin’s Kirchenhist.
Archiv, I p. 15), might appear strange: 7ov 8¢ ouvyypadéa
7@y mpdkewy oi pév K\juevra Néyovar 1ov "Pduns, Aot 8¢
BapvdBav xai al\or Aovkdv Tov edayyehiaTdy, but this state-
ment as to Clement and Barnabas stands so completely isolated,
unsupported by any other motice of ecclesiastical antiquity,
that it can only have reference to some arbitrary assumption
of individuals who knew little or nothing of the book. Were
it otherwise, the Gospel of Luke must also have been alleged
to be a work of Clement or Barnabas; but of this there is not
the slightest trace. That the Book of Acts was in reality much
less known and read than the Gospels, the interest of which
was the most general, immediate, and supreme, and than the
N. T. Epistles, which were destined at once for whole churches
and, inferentially, for yet wider circles, is evident from Chry-
sostom, Hom. I.: moA\ois Touti 170 SiBMov oid 87 &, yvo-
pupdy éaTiw, obre alTo, odTe 6 ypdyras avTo xai cwwbeis? And
thus it is no wonder if many, who knew only of the existence
of the Book of Acts, but had never read it (for the very first
verse must have pointed them to Zuke), guessed at this or that
celebrated teacher, at Clement or Barnabas, as its author.
Photius himself, on the other hand, concurs in the judgment of
the church, for which he assigns the proper grounds: Adrés d¢

! It cannot be & matter of surprise that our old codd. name no author in the
superscription (only some minusculi name Luke), since there are not several
“¢ Acts of the Apostles” in the Canon, as there are several Gospels, needing dis-
tinctive designation Dy the names of their anthors. Comp. Ewald, Jakrd.
1X. p. 57.

2 So much the less can it be assumed with certainty, from the fragment of
Papias, preserved by Apollinaris, on the death of Judas (of which the different
forms of the text may be seen, (1) in Theophyl. on Actsi. 18, and Cramer, Cat. in
Aet. p. 121 ; (2) in Oecum. I. p. 11, Cramer, Cat. in Matth. p. 231, and Bois-
sonade, Anecd. 11, p. 464 ; (3) Scholion in Matthaei on Acts i. 18), that Papias
had in view the narrative of the event in the Acts, and wished to reconcile
it with that of Matthew. He gives a legend respecting the death of Judas,
deviating from that of Matthew and the Acts, and independent of both. See the
dissertations on this point : Zahn in the Stud. . Krit. 1866, p. 649 ff., and in
opposition to him, Overbeck in Hilgenf, Zeitschr. 1867, p. 85 f. ; also Steitz in
the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 87 fI.
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Aovkds émuplver. Ilpirov pév éE dv mpooyuidlerar, os xal
érépa alr¢ mpayuatela, Tas Seomorikids mepiéyovaa mpdEess
xataBéBATar.  Aebrepov 8¢, éE By rxal TdY dMwv edaryyenio-
T&v SuaaTéMhetar, 8Tv péxpr Tiis dvalirews oldels abTdv TO
alvtarype mpoerbety émovjcato, 4NN ofTos poévos xal T
avayyrey arpiBas éEnyioaro, ral mwakw Ty Tév mwpdkewy
amapyny &mo Tavtns UmesTiioaTo. Moreover, so early an
ecclesiastical recognition of the canonicity of this book would
be inexplicable, if the teachers of the church had not from the
very first recognised it as a second work of Luke, to which,
as well as to the Gospel, apostolic (Pauline) authority belonged.
The weight of this ancient recognition by the church is not
weakened by the rejection of the book on the part of certain
heretical parties; for this affected. only its validity as an
authoritative standard, and was based entirely on dogmatic,
particularly on anti- Pauline, motives. This was the case
with the Ebionites (Epiphan. Haer. xxx. 16), to whom the
reception of the Gentiles into Christianity was repugnant;
with the Severians (useb. H. E. iv. 29), whose ascetic prin-
ciples were incompatible with the doctrines of Paul; with the
Marcionites (Tertull. e. Mare. v. 2, de praescr. 22), who could
not endure what was taught in the Acts concerning the con-
nection of Judaism and Christianity ; and with the Mani-
chaeans, who took offence at the mission of the Holy Spirit, to
which it bears testimony (Augustin. de wtilit. credends, iL 7,
epist. 237 [al. 253], No. 2). — From these circumstances—the
less measure of acquaintance with the book, and the less degree
of veneration for it—is to be explained the somewhat arbitrary
treatment of the text, which is still apparent in codd. (par-
ticularly D and E) and versions (Ital. and Syr.), although
Bornemann (Acta apost. ad Codicts Cantabrig. fidem rec. 1848)
saw in cod. D the most original form of the text (“agmen
ducit codex D haud dubie ex autographo haustus,” p. xxviii),
which was an evident error.

That the Acts of the Apostles is the work of one author,
follows from the uniformity in the character of its diction
and style (see Gersdorf, Beitr. p. 160 ff.; Credner, Einl. I.
p- 132 ff; Zeller, Apostelgesch. nach Inh. w. Urspr. Stuttg.
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1854, p. 388 ff.; and especially Lekebusch, Composit. u. Entsteh.
-d. Apostelgesch. Gotha 1854, pp. 37-79; Klostermann, Vin-
diciac Lucanae, Gotting. 1866 ; Oertel, Paulus in d. Apostel-
gesch. 1868), from the mutual references of individual passages
(de Wette, Einl. § 115,and Zeller, p. 403 fI.), and also from that
unity in the tenor and connection of the essential leading ideas
(see Lekebusch, p. 82) which pervades the whole. This simi-
larity is of such a nature that it is compatible with a more or
less independent manipulation of different documentary sources,
but not with the hypothesis of an aggregation of such docu-
mentary sourees, which are strung together with little essential
alteration (Schleiermacher’s view ; comp. also Schwanbeck, ber
d. Quellen der Schriften des Luk. I. p. 253, and earlier, Xonigs-
mann, de fontibus, etc., 1798, in Pott’s Sylloge, 111, p. 215 ff).
The same peculiarities pervade the Acts and the Gospel, and
evince the unity of authorship and the unity of literary charac-
ter as to both books. See Zeller, p. 414 ff. In the passages xvi.
10-17,xx. 5-15, xxi. 1-18, xxvii. 1-xxviii. 16, the author ex-
pressly by “we” includes himself as an eye-witness and sharer
in the events related. According to Schleiermacher, these
portions—belonging to the memoirs, strung together without
elaboration, of which the book is composed —proceed from
Timothy, a hypothesis supported by Bleek (in his Zinledt., and
earlier in the Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p. 1025 ff, p. 1046 ff),
Ulrich (Stud. u. Krit. 1837, p. 367 ff, 1840, p. 1003 ff.), and
de Wette, and consistently worked out by Mayerhoff (Zinl. in d.
Petr. Schr. p. 6 f1.) to the extent of ascribing the whole book to
Timothy ; whereas Schwanbeck seeks to assign these sections,
as well as in general almost all from xv. 1 onwards, to Silas.
But the reasons, brought forward against the view that Luke

1 Assoming, with extreme arbitrariness, that the redacteur has in xvi. 101T.,
misled by the preceding Bosdnoor fiiv (!), copied the first person efter the Silas-
document, and only in ver. 19 felt the pecessity of changing the sueis of Silas
into the mames concerned, in doing which, however, he has forgotten to in-
clude the pame of Timothy. Bee Bchwanbeck, p. 270 £, who has many other
instances of erbitrariness, e.g. that &a¢ nyovp. iv Tois 4d1rg., XV. 22, stood in
the Silas-document after ixefzuirovs, and other similar statements, which refute
themselves. The holding Luke and Silas as identical (van Vloten in Hilgenf.

Zeitschr. 1867, p. 223 fI.) was perhaps only a passing etymological fancy (lucus,
silva). Bee, in opposition to it, Cropp in Hilgenf, Zeifachr. 1868, p. 353 f.
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is the narrator using the we, are wholly unimportant. For,
not to mention that it is much more natural to refer the un-
named I of that narrative in the first person plural to Luke,
who is not elsewhere named in the book, than to Timothy and
Silas, who are elsewhere mentioned by name and distinguished
from the subject of the we; and apart also from the entire arbi-
trariness of the assertion that Luke could not have made his
appearance and taken part for the first time at xvi. 10; the
circumstance that in the Epistle to the Philippians no mention
of Luke occurs, although the most plausible ground of the
objectors, is still merely such in semblance. How long had
Luke, at that time, been absent from Philippi! How probable,
moreover, that Paul, who sent his letter to the Philippians
by means of Epaphroditus, left it to the latter to communicate
orally the personal information which was of interest to them,
and therefore adds in the Epistle only such sunimary salu-
tations as iv. 22! And how possible, in fine, that Luke,
at the time of the composition of the Philippian Epistle,
was temporarily absent from Rome, which is strongly sup-
ported, and, indeed, is required to be assumed by Phil ii.
20 f, comp. on Phil. ii. 21. The non-mention of Luke in the
Epistles to the Thessalonians is an unserviceable argumentum
e silentio (see Lekebusch, p. 395); and the greater vividness
of delineation, which is said to prevail where Timothy is pre-
sent, cannot prove anything in contradistinction to the vivid-
ness of other parts in which he is not concerned. On the
other hand, in those portions in which the “we” introduces
the eye-witness,' the manipulation of the Greek language, inde-
pendent of written documents, exhibits the greatest similarity
to the peculiar colouring of Luke’s diction as it appears in the
independent portions of the Gospel. It is incorrect to suppose
that the specification of time according to the Jewish festivals,
xx. 6, xxvii. 9, suits Timothy better than Luke, for the designa-
tions of the Jewish festivals must have been everywhere familiar
in the early Christian church from its connection with Judaism,
and particularly in the Pauline circles in which Luke, as well

1 Especially chap. xzvii. and xxviii. Sce Klostermann, Vindic. Luc. p. 50 .;
and generally, Oertel, Paul. in d. Apostelgesch. p. 28 fl,
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as Timothy, moved. The insuperable difficulties by which both
the Timothy-hypothesis, already excluded by xx. 4 f, and the
Silas-hypothesis, untenable throughout, are clogged, only serve
more strongly to confirm the tradition of the church that
Lule, as author of the whole book, is the person speaking in
those sections in which “we” occurs. See Lekebusch, p. 140 ff;
Zeller, p. 454 ff.; Ewald, Gesch. d. Apost. Zeitalt. p. 33 ff.,
and Jahrb. IX. p. 50 ff.; Klostermann, lc.; Oertel, Paul. in
d. Apostelgesch. p. 8 ff. In the “we” the person primarily
narrating must have been the “ 7" with which the whole book
begins. No other understanding of the matter could have
occurred either to Theophilus or to other readers. The hypo-
thesis already propounded by Konigsmann, on the other hand,
that Luke bad allowed the “we” derived from the memoir of
another to remain unchanged, as well as the converse fancy of
Gfrirer (heil. Sage, I1. p. 244 £), impute to the author some-
thing bordering on an unintelligent mechanical process, such
as is doubtless found in insipid chroniclers of the Middle Ages
(examples in Schwanbeck, p. 188 ff.), but must appear utterly
alien and completely unsuitable for comparison in presence of
such company as we have here.

Recent criticism, however, has contended that the Acts
could not be composed at all by a companion of the Apostle
Paul (de Wette, Baur, Schwegler, Zeller, Kostlin, Hilgenfeld,
and others). For this purpose they have alleged contradic-
tions with the Pauline Epistles (ix. 19, 23, 25-28, xi. 30,
compared with Gal. L 17-19, il 1; xvii. 16 f, xviii. 5, with
1 Thess. iii. 1 {), inadequate accounts (xvi 6, xviii. 22 f., xxviii.
30 £), omission of facts (1 Cor. xv. 32; 2 Cor. i. 8, xi. 251, ;
Rom. xv. 19, xvi. 3 £),and the partially unhistorical character
of the first portion of the book (according to de Wette, par-
ticularly ii. 5-11), which is even alleged to be “a continuous
fiction” (Schwegler, nachapostol. Zeitalt. 1. p. 90, IL p. 111 £).
They have discovered un-Pauline miracles (xxviii. 7-10), un-
Pauline speeches and actions (xxi. 20 ff, xxiii 6 ff, chap.
xxii., xxvi), an un-Pauline attitude (towards Jews and Jewish-
Christians: approval of the apostolic decree). It is alleged
that the formation of legend in the book (particularly the nar-
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rative of Simon and of Pentecost) belongs to a later period, and
that the entire tendency of the writing (see sec. 2) points to a
later stage of ecclesiastical development (see especially Zeller,
p- 470 ff); also that its politically apologetic design leads us to
the time of Trajan, or later (Schwegler, IL. p. 119); that the
nueis in the narrative of the travels (held even by Kostlin,
Urspr. d. Synopt. Bvang. p. 292, to be the genuine narrative of
a friend of the apostle) is designedly allowed to stand by the
author of the book, who wishes to be recognised thereby as a
companion of the Apostle (according to Kostlin: for the pur-
pose of strengthening the credibility and the impression of the
apologetic representation); and that the Book of Acts is “ the
work of a Pauline member of the Roman church, the time
of the composition of which may most probably be placed
between the years 110 and 125, or even 130 after Christ”
(Zeller, p. 488). But all these and similar grounds do not
prove what they are alleged to prove, and do not avail to over-
throw the ancient ecclesiastical recognition. For although the
book actually contains various matters, in which it must receive
correction from the Pauline Epistles; although the history,
even of Paul the apostle, is bandled in it imperfectly and, in
part, inadequately ; althoughin the first portion, here and there,
a post-apostolic formation of legend is unmistakeable; yet all
these elements are compatible with its being the work of a
companion of the apostle, who, not emerging as such earlier
than chap. xvi,, only undertook to write the history some time
after the apostle’s death, and who, when his personal know-
ledge failed, was dependent on tradition developed orally and in
writing, partly legendary, because he had not from the first
entertained the design of writing a history, and had now, in
great measure, to content himself with the matter and the
form given to him by the tradition, in the atmosphere of
which he himself lived. Elements really un-Pauline cannot
be shown to exist in it, and the impress of a definite tendency
in the book, which is alleged to betray a later stage of eccle-
siastical development, is simply imputed to it by the critics.
The We-narrative, with its vivid and direct impress of personal
participation, always remains a strong testimony in favour of a
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companion of the apostle as author of the whole book, of which
that narrative is a part; to separate the subject of that narra-
tive from the author of the whole, is a procedure of sceptical
caprice. The surprisingly abridged and abrupt conclusion of
the book, and the silence concerning the last labours and fate
of the Apostle Paul, as well as the silence concerning the
similar fate of Peter, are phenomena which are intelligible
only on the supposition of a real and candid companion of the
apostle being prevented by circumstances from continuing his
narrative, but would be altogether inconceivable in the case of
an author not writing till the second century, and manipulat-
ing with a definite tendency the historical materials before
him,—inconceivable, because utterly at variance with his sup-
posed designs. The hypothesis, in fine, that the tradition of
Luke’s authorship rests solely on an erroneous inference from
the 7peis in the narrative of the travels (comp. Col iv. 14;
2 Tim. iv. 11; see especially Kostlin, p. 291), is so arbi-
trary and so opposed to the usual unreflecting mode in which
such traditions arise, that, on the contrary, the ecclesiastical
tradition is to be explained, not from the wish to have a
Pauline Gospel, but from the actual posscssion of one, and from
a direct certainty as to its author.—The Book of Acts has very
different stages of credibility, from the lower grade of the legend
partially enwrapping the history up to that of vivid, direct testi-
mony ; it is to be subjected in its several parts to free historical
criticism, but to be exempted, at the same time, from the scepti-
cism and injustice which (apart from the attacks of Schrader
and Gfrorer) it has largely experienced at the hands of Baur and
his school, after the more cautious but less consistent precedent
set by Schneckenburger (@ber d. Zweck d. Apostelgesch. 1841).
On the whole, the book remains, in connection with the his-
torical references in the apostolic Epistles, the fullest and surest
source of our knowledge of the apostolic times, of which we
always attain most completely a trustworthy view when the
Book of Acts bears part in this testimony, although in many
respects the Epistles have to be brought in, not merely as
supplementing, but also in various points a8 deciding against
particular statements of our book.



INTRODUCTION. 9

BEC. 11.—AIM AND SOURCES OF THE BOOK.

When the aim of the Acts has been defined by saying
that Luke wished to give us a history of missions for the
diffusion of Christianity (Eichhorn), or a Pauline church-his-
tory (Credner), or, more exactly and correctly, a history of the
extension of the church from Jerusalem to Rome (Mayerhoff,
Baumgarten, Guericke, Lekebusch, Ewald, Oertel), there is,
strictly speaking, a confounding of the contents with the aim.
Certainly, Luke wished to compose a history of the develop-
ment of the church from its foundation until the period when
Paul laboured at Rome; but his work was primarily a private
treatise, written for Theophilus, and the clearly expressed aim
of the composition of the Gospel (Luke i. 4) must hold good
also for the Acts on account of the connection in which our
book, according to Acts i 1, stands with the Gospel. To con-
firm to Theophilus, in the way of history, the Christian instrue-
tion which he had received, was an end which might after the
composition of the Gospel be yet more fully attained; for the
further development of Christianity since the time of the
ascension, its victorious progress through Antioch, Asia Minor,
and Greece up to its announcement by Paul himself in Rome,
the capital of the world, might and ought, according to the view
of Luke, to serve that purpose. Hence he wrote this history;
and the selection and limitation of its contents were determined
partly by the wants of Theophilus, partly by his own Pauline
individuality, as well as by his sources; so that, after the
pre-Pauline history in which Peter is the chief person, he so
takes up Paul and his work, and almost exclusively places
them? in the foreground down to the end of the book, that the

! The parallel between the two apostles is not made up, but historically given.
Both were the representatives of apostolic activity, and what the Acts informs us
of them is like an extended commentary on Gal. ii. 8, Comp. Thiersch, Kirche
im apostol, Zeitalt. p. 120 f. At the samo time, the purpose of the work asa
private composition is always to be kept in view ; as such it might, according
to its relation to the receiver, mention various important matters but briefly or
not at all, end describe very circumstantially others of less importance. The
author, like a letter-writer, was in this untrammelled. Comp. C. Berthecau,
Gber Gal. ii, (Programm), Hamb. 1854,
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history becomes henceforth biographical, and therefore even the
Jounding of the church of Rome—which, if Luke had designed
to write generally, and on its own account, a mere history
of the extension of the church from Jerusalem to Rome, he
would not, and could not, have omitted—found no place. The
Pauline character and circle of ideas of the author, and his
relation to Theophilus, make it also easy enough to under-
stand how not only the Jewish apostles, and even Peter, fall
gradually into the background in the history, but also how
the reflection of Paulinism frequently presents itself in the
pre-Pauline half (“ hence this book might well be called a gloss
on the Epistles of St. Paul” Luther’s Preface). One who
was not a disciple of Paul could not have written suck a
history of the apostles. The fact that even in respect of Paul
himself the narrative is so defective and in various points
even inappropriate, as may be proved from the letters of the
apostle, is sufficiently explained from the limitation and quality
of the accounts and sources with which Luke, at the late
period when he wrote, had to content himself and to make
shift, where he was not better informed by his personal know-
ledge or by the apostle or other eye-witnesses.

Nevertheless, the attempt has often been made to represent
our book as a composition marked by a sef apologetic® and dog-
matic purpose. A justification of the Apostle Paul, as regards
the admission of the Gentiles into the Christian church, is alleged
by Griesbach, Diss. 1798, Paulus, Frisch, Diss. 1817, to be
its design; against which view Eichhorn decidedly declared
himself More recently Schneckenburger (@b, d. Zweck d.
Apostelgesch. 1841) has revived this view with much acute-
ness, to the prejudice of the historical character of the book.
By Baur (at first in the Z'ab. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, then espe-
cially in his Paulus 1845, second edition edited by Zeller,
1866, also in his nmeutest. Theol. p. 331 ff, and in his Gesch.

1 Aberle, in the theol. Quartalschr, 1853, p. 173 ff., has maintained a view of
the apologetic design of the book peculiar to himself ; namely, that it was in-
tended to defend Paul againet the accusation still pending against him in Rome.
Everything of this nature is invented without any indication whatever in the
text, and is contradicted by the prologues of the Gospel and the Acts.
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der dret ersten Jahrb, 1860, ed. 2) a transition was made, as
regards the book, from the apologetic to the conciliatory stand-
point. He was followed specially by Schwegler, nachapost.
Zeitalt. I1. p. 73 ff.; Zeller, p. 320 ff.; and Volkmar, Relig.
Jesw, p. 336 ff.; while B. Bauer (d. Apostelgesch. eine Aus-
gleichung des Paulinismus und Judenthums, 1850) pushed
this treatment to the point of self-annihilation. According to
Schneckenburger, the design of the Acts is the justification of
the Apostle Paul against all the objections of the Judaizers;
on which account the apostle is only represented in that side
of his character which was turned towards Judaism, and in the
greatest possible similarity to Peter (see, in opposition to this,
Schwanbeck, Quellen d. Luk. p. 94 ff). In this view the
historical credibility of the contents is maintained, so far as
Luke has made the selection of them for his particular purpose.
This was, indeed, only a partial carrying out of the purpose-
hypothesis; but Baur, Schwegler, and Zeller have carried it
out to its full consequences,' and have, without scruple, sacri-
ficed to it the historical character of the contents. They
affirm that the Paul of the Acts, in his compliance towards
Judaism, is entirely different from the apostle as exhibited in
his Epistles (Baur); that he is converted into a Judaizing
Christian, as Peter and James are converted into Pauline
Cliristians (Schwegler); and that .our book, as a proposal
of a Pauline Christian towards peace by concessions of his
party to Judaism, was in this respect intended to influence
both parties, but especially had in view the Roman church
(Zeller). The carrying out of this view—according to which
the author, with “set reflection on the means for attaining his
end,” would convert the Gentile apostle into a Petrine Chris-

! Certainly we are not carried by the Acts, as we are by the Pauline Epistles,
into the fresh, living, fervent conflict of Paulinism with Judaism ; and so this
later work may appear as a work of peace (Reuss, Gesch. d. N. T. p. 206, ed. 4)
and reconciliation, in the composition of which it is conceivable enough of
itself, and without imputing to it conciliatory tendencies, that Luke, who did
not write till long after the death of Paul and the destrnction of Jerusalem,
already looked back on those conflicts from arother calmer and more objective
standpoint, when the Pauline ministry presented itself to him in its entirety as
the manifestation of the great principle, 1 Cor. ix. 19 fI.
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tian, and the Jewish apostles into Pauline Christians—imputes
to the Book of Acts an imperceptibly neutralizing artfulness
and dishonesty of character, and a subtlety of distortion in
breaking off the sharp points of history, and even of invent-
ing facts, which are irrecouncilable with the simplicity and
ingenuous artlessness of this writing, and indeed absolutely
stand even in moral contradiction with its Christian feeling
and spirit, and with the express assurance in the preface of
the Gospel. And in the conception of the details this
hypothesis necessitates a multitude of suppositions and inter-
pretations, which make the reproach of a designed concoction
of history and of invention for the sake of an object, that they
are intended to establish, recoil on such a criticism itself.
See the Commentary. The most thorough special refutation
may be seen in Lekebusch, p. 253 ff, and Oertel, Paulus in
d. Apostelgesch. p. 183 ff.  Comp. also Lechler, apost. u. nacha-
post. Zeitalt. p. 7 ff.; Ewald, Jahrb. 1X. p. 62 ff. That,
moreover, such an inventive reconciler of Paulinism and
Petrinism, who is, moreover, alleged to have not written till
the second century, should have left unnoticed the meeting of
the apostles, Peter and Paul, at Rome, and their contemporary
death, and not have rather turned them to account for placing
the crown on his work so purposely planned ; and that instead
of this, after many other incongruities which he would have
committed, he should have closed Paul's intercourse with the
Jews (chap. xxviii. 25 ff) with a rejection of them from the
apostle’s own mouth,—would be just as enigmatical, as would be,
on the other hand, the fact, that the late detection of the plan
ghould, in spite of the touchstone continually present in Paul's
Epistles, have remained reserved for the searching criticism of
the present day.

As regards the sources (see Riehm, de fontibus, ete., Traj. ad
Rhen. 1821 ; Schwanbeck, ub. d. Quellen d. Schriften d. Luk.
1. 1847 ; Zeller, p. 289 ff.; Lekebusch, p. 402 ff; Ewald,
Gesch. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 40 ff. ed. 3), it is to be generally
assumed from the contents and form of the book, and from the
analogy of Luke i 1, that Luke, besides the special communica-
tions which he had received from Paul and from intercourse



INTRODUCTION. 13

with apostolic men, besides oral tradition generally, and besides,
in part, his own personal knowledge (the latter from xvi. 10
onwards), also made use of written documents. But he merely
made use of them, and did not simply string them together
(as Schleiermacher held, Einl. on d. N. 7. p. 360 ff.). For
the use has, at any rate, taken place with such independent
manipulation, that the attempts accurately to point out the
several documentary sources employed, particularly as regards
their limits and the elements of them that have remained
unaltered, fail to lead to any sure result. For such an inde-
pendent use he might be sufficiently qualified by those service-
able connections which he maintained, among which is to be
noted his intercourse with Mark (Col. iv. 10, 14), and with
Philip and his prophetic daughters (xxi. 8, 9); as, indeed, that
independence is confirmed by the essential similarity in the
character of the style (although, in the first part, in accordance
with the matters treated of and with the Aramaic traditions
and documentary sources, it is more Hebraizing), and in the
employment of the Septuagint. The use of a written (probably
Hebrew) document concerning Peter (not to be confounded
with the x7jpvyua ITérpov), of another concerning Stephen,
and of a missionary narrative perhaps belonging to it (chap.
xiii. and xiv. ; see Bleek in the Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p. 1043 f.;
comp. also Ewald, p. 41 f), is assumed with the greatest
probability ; less probably a special document concerning
Barnabas, to which, according to Schwanbeck, iv. 36 f., ix.
1-30, xi. 19-30, xil. 25, xiii. 1-14, 28, xv. 2—4 belonged.
In the case also of the larger speeches and letters of the book,
so far as personal knowledge or communications from those
concerned failed him, and when tradition otherwise was in-
sufficient, Luke must have been dependent on the docu-
ments indicated above and others; still, however, in such a
manner that—and hence so much homogeneity of stamp—his
own reproduction withal was more or less active. To seek
to prove in detail the originality of the apostolic speeches
from the apostolic letters, is an enterprise of impossibility or
of self-deceiving presupposition; however little on the whole
and in the main the genuineness of these speeches, according
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to the respective characters and situations, may reasonably be
doubted. As regards the history of the apostolic council in
particular, the Epistle to the Galatians, not so much as even
Kknown to Luke, although it supplements the apostolic narra-
tive, cannot, any more than any of the other Pauline Epistles,
be considered as a source (in opposition to Zeller); and the
apostolic decree, which cannot be a creation of the author,
must be regarded as the reproduction of an original document.
In general, it is to be observed that, as the question concerning
the sources of Luke was formerly & priort precluded by the
supposition of simple reports of eye-witnesses (already in the
Canon Murat.), recently, no less & priors, the same question
has been settled in an extreme negative sense by the assump-
tion that he purposely drew from his own resources; while
Credner, de Wette, Bleek, Ewald, and others have justly
adhered to three sources of information—written records, oral
information and tradition (Luke i 1 ff.), and the author’s per-
sonal knowledge; and Schwanbeck has, with much acuteness,
attempted what is unattainable in the way of recognising and
separating the written documents, with the result of degrading
the book into a spiritless compilation! The giving up the
idea of written sources—the conclusion which Lekebusch has
reached by the path of thorough inquiry—is all the less satis-
factory, the later the time of composition has to be placed and
the historical character of the contents withal to be main-
tained See also, concerning the derivation of the Petrine
speeches from written sources, Weiss in the Kiit. Beiblait z.
Deutsch. Zeitschr. 1854, No. 10 £, and in reference to their
doctrinal tenor and its harmony with the Epistle of Peter,
Weiss, Pectr. Lehrbegr. 1855, and bibl. Theol. 1868, p. 119 fr?
Concerning the relation of the Pauline history and speeches to
the Pauline Epistles, see Trip, Pawlus in d. Apostelyesch. 1866 ;

' According to Schwanbeck, the redacteur of the book has used the four
following documents : (1) A biography of Peter; (2) A rhetorical work on the
death of Btephen ; (3) A biography of Barnabas; (4) The memoirs of Silas. Of
these writings he Las pieced together only single portions almost unchanged ;

Lence he appears essentially as a compiler.
2 With justice Weiss lays stress on the importance of the Petrine speeches in

the Acts as being the oldest doctrinal records of the apostolic age.
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Oecrtel, Paulus in d. Apostelgesch. 1868. Comp. also Oort,
Inguir. in orat., quae in Act. ap. Paulo tribuuntur, indolem,
Paulin. L. B. 1862 ; Hofstede de Groot, Vergelijking van den
Paulus der Bricven met dien der Handelingen, Groning, 1860.

SEC. II.—TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION.

As the Gospel of Luke already presupposes the destruction
of Jerusalem (xxi 20-25), the Acts of the Apostles must have
been written after that event. Acts viii. 26 cannot be employed
to establish the view that the book was composed during
the Jewish war, shortly defore the destruction of the city (Hug,
Schneckenburger, Lekebusch ; see on viii. 26). The non-men-
tion of that event does not serve to prove that it had not yet
occurred, but rather leads to the inference that it had happened
a considerable time ago. A more definite approximation is not
possible. As, however, the Gospel of John must be considered
as the latest of the four, but still belongs to the first century,
perhaps to the second last decade of that century (see Intro-
duction to John, sec. 5), there is sufficient reason to place the
third Gospel within the seventh decade, and the time of the
composition of the Acts cannot be more definitely ascer-
tained. Yet, as there must have been a suitable interval
between it and the Gospel (comp. on L 3), it may have reached
perhaps the close of the seventh decade, or about the year 80 ;
so that it may be regarded as nearly contemporary with the
Gospel of John, and nearly contemporary also with the history
of the Jewish war by Josephus. The vague statement of
Irenaeus, Huaer. iii. 1 (Euseb. v. 8), that Luke wrote his Gospel
after the death of Peter and Paul, comes nearest to this defini-
tion of the time. On the other hand, the opinion, which has
prevailed since the days of Jerome, that the close of the book,
which breaks off before the death of the apostle, determines ths
point of time as the date of composition (so Michaelis, Hein-
richs, Riehm, Paulus, Kuinoel, Schott, Guericke, Ebrard, Lange,
and others), while no doubt most favourable to the interest
of its apostolic authority, is wholly untenable. That the
death of the apostle is not narrated, has bardly its reason in
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political considerations (my former conjecture), as such con-
siderations could not at least stand in the way of a quite
simple historical mention of the well-known fact. But it is
to be rejected as an arbitrary supposition, especially consider-
ing the solemn form of the conclusion itself analogous to the
conclusion of the Gospel, that the author was prevented from
finishing the work (Schleiermacher), or that the end has been
lost (Schott). Wholly unnatural also are the opinions, that
Luke has, by narrating the diffusion (more correctly: the
Pauline preaching) of the gospel as far as Rome (according to
Hilgenfeld, with the justification of the Pauline Gentile-church
up to that point), attained his end (see Bengel on xxviii. 31,
and especially Baumgarten'); or that the author was led no
further by his document (de Wette) ; or that he has kept silence
as to the death of Paul of set purpose (Zeller), which, in point of
fact, would have heen stupid. The simplest and, on account
of the compendious and abrupt conclusion, the most natural
hypothesis is rather that, after his second treatise, Luke
intended to wrile a third (Heinrichs, Credner, Ewald, Bleek).
As he concludes his Gospel with a short—probably even ampli-
fied in the tertus receptus (see critical note on Luke xxiv.,
51, 52)—indication of the ascension, and then commences the
Acts with a detailed narrative of it; so he concludes the Acts
with but a short indication of the Roman ministry of Paul and
its duration, but would probably have commenced the third
book with a detailed account of the labours and fate of Paul
at Rome, and perhaps also would have furnished a record
concerning the other apostles (of whom he had as yet com-
municated so little), especially of Peter and his death, as
well as of the further growth of Christianity in other lands.

! So also Lange, apostol, Zeitalt. 1.p. 107 ; Otto, geschickel, Verh. d. Pastoral-
bricfe, p. 189. This opinion is unnatural, because it was just in the issue of
the trial—whether that consisted in the execution (Otto) or in the liberation of
the apostle—that the Pauline work at Rome had its culmination, glorifying
Christ and fulfilling the apostolic task (Luke xxiv. 47). See Phil. i. 20. How
important must it therefore have been for Luke to narrate that issue, if he
should not have had for the present other reasons for being silent upon it!
That Luke knew what became of Paul after his two years’ residence in Rome, is
self-evident from the words fxem 3 dicriay x.7.a., xxviii. 30,
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By what circumstances he was prevented from writing such
a continuation of the history (perhaps by death), cannot be
determined.

To determine the place of composition beyond doubt, is
impossible. 'With the traditional view of the time of com-
position since the days of Jerome falls also the certainty of
the prevalent opinion that the book was written in Rome;
which opinion is not established by the reasons assigned on
the part of Zeller, Lekebusch, and Ewald. Still more arbi-
trary, however, is its transference to Alexandria (Mill, accord-
ing to subscriptions in codd. and vss. of the Gospel), to
Antioch, or to Greece (Hilgenfeld) ; and not less so the referring
it to Hellenic Asia Minor (Kostlin, p. 294).

ReMARE.—The circumstance that there is no trace of the use
of the Pauline Epistles in the Acts, and that on the other hand
things occur in it at variance with the historical notices of
these Epistles, is, on the whole, a weighty argument against the
late composition of the book, as assumed by Baur, Schwegler,
Zeller, and others, and against its alleged character of a set
purpose. How much matter would the Pauline Epistles have
furnished to an author of the second century in behalf of his
intentional fabrications of history! How much would the
Epistle to the Romans itself in its dogmatic bearing have fur-
nished in favour of Judaism! And so clever a fabricator of
history would have known how to use it, as well as how
to avoid deviations from the historical statements of the
Pauline Epistles. What has been adduced from the book itself
as an indication of its composition in the second century
(110-130) is either no such indication, as, for example, the
existence of a copious Gospel-literature (Lukei. 1); or is simply
imported into it by the reader, such as the alleged germs of a
hierarchical constitution ; see Lekebusch, p. 422 ff.

SEC. IV.—CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF THE ACTS.

AER. DioN. 31, U.c. '784. The risen Jesus ascends to heaven.
Matthias becomes an apostle.  The outpouring of the Holy Ghost
at Pentceost, and its tmmediate consequences (i. and ii.).—Since,
according to the well-founded assumption that the feast meant

at John v. 1 is not a Passover, it must be considered as certain
ACTS. B
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that the time of the public ministry of Jesus embraced no moro
than three paschal feasts (John ii. 13, vi. 4, xii. ff.), conse-
quently only two years and some months ;' as it is further cer-
tain that our Lord was not crucified on the 15th, but on the
14th of the month Nisan, which fell on a Friday;? according
to the researches founded on the Jewish calendar by Wurm
(in Bengel's Arch. IL. p. 1 ff,p. 261 ff) and Anger (de tempor.
in Act. ap. ratione, Lips. 1833, pp. 30-38), the date laid
down above appears to result as the most probadle (“ anno 31,
siquidem 1is intercalaris erat, diem Nisani 14 et 15, anno 33,
siquidem vulgaris erat, diem Nisani 14, anno vero 32 neutrum
in Veneris diem incidere potuisse. Atqui anno 33, ideo quod
ille annum sabbaticum proxime antecedebat, Adarus alter
adjiciendus erat. Ergo neque annum 32 neque 33 pro
ultimo vitae Christi anno haberi posse apparet,” Anger, p. 38).
Nevertheless, the uncertainty of the Jewish calendar would not
permit us to attain to any quite reliable result, if there were
no other confirmatory points. But here comes in Luke iii. 1,
eccording to which John appeared in the 15th year of the
reien?® of Tiberius, %.e. from 19th August 781 to 19th August
782 (see on Luke, lc*). And if it must be assumed that
Jesus began His public teaching very soon after the appear-
The Fathers, who assumed only one year for the public ministry of Jesus,
considered His death as occurring in the ycar 782, under the consulship of
Rubellius Geminus and Rufius Geminus, which is not to be reconciled with
Luke iii. 1. See Seyflarth, Chronol. sacra, p. 115 ff. v

2 Every calculation which is based on the 15th of Nisan as the day of the
death of Jesus (s0 Wieseler, according to whom it happened on 7th April 30) is
destitute of historical foundation, because at variance with the exact account of
John, which must turn the scale against the Synoptical narrative (see on John
xviii. 28).

2z Not of his joint reign, from which Wieseler now reckons in Herzog's Encykl.
XXI. p. 547.

4 In presence of this quite definite statement of the year of the emperor, the
diflerent combinations, which have Leen made on the basis of the accounts of
Josephus concerning the war between Antipas and Aretas in favour of a later
date for the public appearance of Jesus (34-35 ; Keim, Gesch. Jesu, 1. p. 620 f1.),
necessarily give way. These, moreover, are not sufficiently rcliab'e for an exact
marking off of the year, to induce us to set aside the year of the emperor
mentioned by Luke, which could only be based on general notoriety, and the
exact specification of which regulates and controls the synchronistic notices in
Lukeiii 1£
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ance of John, at all events in the same year, then the first
Passover of the ministry of Jesus (John ii. 13) was that of
the year 782 ; the second (John vi. 4), that of the year 783 ;
the third (John xii. ff), that of the year 784. With this agrees
the statement of the Jews on the first public appearance of Jesus
in Jerusalem, that (see on John ii. 20) the temple had been
a-building during a period of 46 years. This building, namely,
had been commenced in the 18th year of the reign of Herod
the Great (i.e. autumn 734-735). If now, as it was the inte-
rest of the Jews at John ii. 20 to specify as long an interval
as possible, the first year as not complete is not included
in the calculation, there results as the 46th year (reckoned
from '735-736), the year from autumn 781 to autumn 782;
and consequently as the first Passover, that of the year 782.
The same result comes out, if the first year of the building
be reckoned 734-735, and the full 46 years are counted in,
so that when the words John ii 20 were spoken, the seven
and fortieth year (z.c. autumn 781-782) was already current.
—AER. DioN. 31-34, v.c. 784-78"7. Peter and John, after the
healing of the lame man (iiL), are arrested and brought before
the Sanhedrim (iv.) ; death of Ananias and his wife (v. 1-11);
prosperity of the youthful church (v. 12-16); persecution of
the apostles (v. 17-42). As Saul's conversion (see the
following paragraph) occurred during the continuance of the
Stephanic persecution, so the execution of Stephen is to be
placed in the year 33 or 34 (vi. 8—vii.), and not long before
this, the election of the managers of alms (vi 1-7); and nearly
contemporary with that conversion is the diffusion of Chris-
tianity by the dispersed (viii. 4), the ministry of Philip in
Samaria (viih 5 ff.), and the conversion of the chamberlain
(viil. 26 ff). What part of this extraneous activity of the
emigrants is to be placed before, and what after, the conversion
of Paul, cannot be determined—AEgr. Dion. 35, uv.c. 788.
Paul's conversion (ix. 1-19), 17 years before the apostolic
council (see on Gal. ii 1).—According to 2 Cor. xi 32,
Damascus, when Paul escaped thence to betake himself to
Jerusalem (ix 24-26), was under the rule of the Arabian
King Aretas. The taking possession of this city by Aretas
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is not, indeed, recorded by any other author, but must
be assumed as historically attested by that very passage,
because there the ethnarch of Aretas appears in the active
capacity of governor of the city,! and his relation to the méAes
dapacknvey is supposed to be well known to the readers.
It is therefore very arbitrary to regard this relation as a
temporary private one, and not as a real dominion (Anger:
“ forte fortuna eodem, quo apostolum tempore propter negotia
nescio quae Damasci versatum esse,” and that he, either of
his own accord or at the request of the Jews, obtained per-
mission for the latter from the magistrates of Damascus to
watch the gates). The time, when the Arabian king became
master of Damascus, is assigned with much probability, from
what Josephus informs us of the relations of Aretag to the
Romans, to the year 37, after the death of Tiberius in March
of that year. Tiberius, namely, had charged Vitellius, the
governor of Syria, to take either dead or alive Aretas, who had
totally defeated the army of Herod Antipas, his faithless son-in-
law (Joseph. Antt. xviii. 5. 1). Vitellius, already on his march
against him (Joseph. Ze¢. xviii. 5. 3), received in Jerusalem the
news of the death of the emperor, which occurred on the 16th
of March 37, put his army into winter quarters, and journeyed
to Rome. Now this was for Aretas, considering his warlike and
irritated attitude toward the Roman power, certainly the most
favourable moment for falling upon the rich city of Damascus—
which, besides, had formerly belonged to his ancestors (Joseph.
Antt. xiil 15. 2)—Dbecause the governor and general-in-chief
of Syria was absent, the army was inactive, and new measures
were to be expected from Rome. The king, however, did not
remain long in possession of the conquered city. For when,
in the second year of Caligula (ie. in the year from 16th
March 38 to 16th March 39), the Arabian affairs were
regulated (Dio Cass. lix. 9. 12), Damascus cannot have been
overlooked. This city was too important for the objects of the

! Not merely of a judicial chief of the Arabian population of Damascus, subor-
dinate to the Roman authority (Keim in Schenkel's Bibellez. 1. p. 239). There
is no historical truce of the relation thus conjectured, and it would hardly bave
included a jurisdiction over the Jew Saul
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Roman government in the East, to allow us to assume with
probability—what Wieseler, p. 172 ff;, and on Gal. p. 599,
assnmes’—that, at the regulation of the Arabian affairs, it had
only just come by way of ¢ift into the hands of Aretas, or (with
Ewald, p. 339) that according to agreement it had remained in
his possession during his lifetime, so that he would have to be
regarded as a sort of Roman vassal. This, then, limits the flight
of Paul from Damascus to the period of nearly two years from
the summer of 37 to the spring of 39. As, however, it is im-
probable that Aretas had entrusted the keeping of the city gates
to the Jews in what remained of the year 37, which was cer-
tainly still disturbed by military movernents; and as his doing
so rather presupposes & quiet and sure possession of the city,
and an already settled state of matters; there remains only the
year 38 and the first months of the year 39. And even these
first months of the year 39 are excluded, as, according to Dio
Cassius, le., Caligula apportioned Arabia 4n the second year
of his reign; accordingly Aretas can hardly have possessed
the conquered city up to the very end of that year, especially
as the importance of the matter for the Oriental interests
of the Romans made an early arrangement of the affair
extremely probable. Every month Caligula became more
dissolute and worthless; and certainly the securing of the
dangerous East would on this account rather be accelerated
than delayed. Accordingly, if the year 382 be ascertained as
that of the flight of Paul, there is fixed for his conversion,
between which and his flight a period of three years inter-
vened (Gal. i. 18), the year 35.—AER. DioN. 36, 37, u.c. 789,
790. Paul labours as a preacher of the gospel in Damascus, ix.
20-23; journey to Arabia and return to Damascus (see on

1 See also his three articles in Herzog's Encykl. : Aretas, Galaterbrief, and
Zeitrechnung, neutest.

? With this also agrees the number of the year AP of & Damascene coin of
King Aretas, described by Eckhel and Mionnet, namely, in so far as that num-
ber (101) is to be reckoned according to the Pompeian era commencing with
690 v.0.,—eand this is at any rate the most probable, —whence the year 38 may be
safely assumed for the coinage. The circumstance that there are extant Damas-
cene coins of Augustus and Tiberius, and also of Nero, but none of Caligula and
Claudius (see Eckhel, 1. 8, p. 330 f.), is unsatisfactory as evidence of a longer
continuance of the city under the power of Aretas, and may be accidental.
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ix. 19).—AExR Diow. 38, v.c. 791. His flight from Damascus
and first journey to Jerusalem (ix. 23-26 ff.), three years after
his conversion, Gal i 18. From Jerusalem he makes his escape
to Tarsus (ix. 29, 30).—AER. D10N. 39-43,U0.c. 792-796. The
churches throughout Palestine have pcace and prosperity (ix. 31);
Peter makes a general journey of visitation (ix. 32), labours at
Lydda and Joppa (ix. 32-43), converts Cornelius at Caesarea
(x. 1-48), and returns to Jerusalem, where he justifies himself
(xi 1-18). Christianity is preached in Phoenicia, Cyprus, and
Antioch, and in that city even to the Gentiles, on which account
Barnabas is sent thither, who fetches Pawl from Tarsus, and
remains with him for one year in Antioch (xi. 19-26). In
this year (43) Agabus predicts a general famine (xi. 27, 28).—
AER. DION. 44,T.c. 797. After the execution of the elder James,
Peter is tmprisoned without result by Agrippa I., who dics in
August 44 (xil. 1-23). In the fourth year of the reign of
Claudius occurs the famine in Judaea (see on xi. 28), on
account of which Paul (according to Acts, but not according to
Gal ii 1) males his second journey to Jerusalem (with Barnabas),
whence he returns to Antioch (xi. 29, 30, and see on xii. 25).—
Axr DioN. 45-51, v.c. 798—804. In this period occurs the
Jirst missionary journey of the apostle with Barnabas (xiii
and xiv.), the duration of which is not indicated. Having
returned to Antioch, Paul and Barnabas remain there ypévoy
ok OAbyov (xiv. 28).—AER. DioN. 52, v.Cc. 805. The third
journey of Paul to Jerusalem (with Barnabas) fo the apostolic
congress (xv. 1-29), according to Gal ii. 1, fourteen years
after the first journey. Having returned to Antioch, Paul
and Barnabas separate, and Poul with Silas commences his
second missionary journey (Acts xv. 30—41).— AER. DioN.
53, 54, v.c. 806, 80'7. Continuation of this missionary journey
through Lycaonia, Phrygia, and Galatia ; crossing from Troas
to Macedonia ; journey to Athens and Corinth, where Paul met
with Aquila banished in the year 52 by the edict of Claudius
from Rome, and remained there more (see on xviii. 11) than a
year and a half (xvi. 1—xviii. 18).—Agr. Diox. 55, uv.c. 808.
From Corinth Paul journeys to Ephesus, and thence by Caesarea
to Jerusalem for the fourth time (xviii, 20-22), from which,
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without staying, he returns fo Antioch (xviii. 22), and thus
closes his second missionary journcy. He tarries there ypovoy
Tiwa (xvill. 23), and then commences his third missionary
Jjowrney through Gelatia and Phrygie (xviil. 23), during which
time Apollos is first at Ephesus (xviii. 24 ff) and then at
Corinth (xix. 1).—AER. Diox. 56-58, v.c. 809-811. Paul
arrives on this journey at Ephesus (xix. 1), where he labours for
not quite three years (see on xix. 10). After the tumult of
Demetrivs (xix. 24—40) he journeys to Macedonia and Greece,
and tarries there three months (xx. 1, 2).—AER. DIoN. 59,
U.c. 812. Having returned in the spring from Greece to
Macedonia (xx. 3), Paul sails after Euaster from Philippi to
Troas (xx. 8), and from Assos by way of Miletus (xx. 13-38),
and Tyre (xxi. 1-6) to Ptolemais (xxi. 'T), thence he journeys by
Caesarea (xxi. 8—14) to Jerusalem for the fifth and last time
(xxi. 15-17). Arriving shortly before Pentecost (xx. 16), ke
18 after some days (xxi. 18-33) arrested and then sent to Feliz
at Caesarea (xxiii. 23-35).—AzxR. Dion. 60, 61, v.c. 813,
814. Paul remains a prisoner in Caesarea for two years (from
the summer of 59 to the summer of 61) until the departure
of Felix, who leaves him as a prisoner to his successor Festus
(xxiv. 27).  Festus, after fruitless discussions (xxv., xxvi),
sends the apostle, who had appealed to Caesar, to Rome in the
autumn (xxvil. 9), on which journey he winters at Malta
(xxviil. 11).— That Felix had retired from his procurator-
ship before the year 62, is evident from Joseph. Anft. xx. 8. 9,
according to which this retirement occurred while Pallas, the
brother of Felix, was still a favourite of Nero, and while Burrus,
the praefectus praetorio, was still living; but, according to
Tac. Ann. xiv. 65, Pallas was poisoned by Nero in the year 62,
and Burrus died in an early month of the same year (Anger,
de temp. rat. p. 101). See also Ewald, p. 52 . TFurther,
that the retirement of Felix took place afier the year 60, is
highly probable from Joseph. Vit. § 3, and from Antt. xx.
8. 11. In the first passage Josephus informs us that he had

! Not in the year 58, as Lehmann (in the Stud. und Krit. 1858, p. 322 fl.)

endenvours to establish, but without considering the passage in Joseph. Vite 3.
See, besides, in opposition to Lehnann, Wiescler on Gal, p. 583 £
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journeyed to Rome wer elxooror xai &rov évavréy of his
life, in order to release certain priests whom Felix, during his
(consequently then elapsed) procuratorship (ka8 v ypdvor
PiE mis TovBalas émerpomever), had sent as prisoners thither.
Now, as Josephus was born (Vit. § 1) in the first year of
Caligula (7.c. in the year from 16th March 37 to 16th March
38), and so the completion of his 26th year fell in the year
from 16th March 63 to 16th March 64, that journey to
Rome is to be placed in the year 63, for the sea was closed
in the winter months until the beginning of March (Veget. de
re milit, iv. 39). If, then, Felix had retired as early as the
year G0, Josephus would only have interested himself for his
unfortunate friends three years after the removal of the hated
governor,—a long postponement of their rescue, which would
oe quite inexplicable. But if Felix resigned his government
in the year 617 it was natural that Josephus should first
wait the result of the complaint of the Jews of Caesarea to
the emperor against Felix (Joseph. 4ntt. xx. 8. 10); and then,
when the unexpected news of the acquittal of the procurator
came, should, immediately after the opening of the navigation
in the year 63, make his journey to Rome, in order to release
his friends the priests. Further, according to Joseph. Anit.
xx. 8. 11, about the time of the entrance of Festus on office
(kata Tov Kxawpov Toirov), Poppaea, the mistress of Nero, was
already his wife (yv7), which she became according to Tac.
Ann. xiv. 59, Suet. Ner. 35, only in May of the year 62 (see
Anger, Lc. pp. 101,103). Now, if Festus had become already

1 Wieseler, p. 98, following Clinton, Anger, and others, has defended the
year 64. He appeals especially to a more exact determination of the age of
Josephus, which is to be got from Anff. xx. 11. 3, where Josephus makes his
56th year coincide with the 13th year of Domitian (13th September 93 to 13th
September 94). Accordingly, Josephus was born between 13th September 37 and
16th March 38, and therefore the above journey is to be referred not to the year
€32, but, as he would not have entered upon it in the autumn, only to the year 64.
Dut this proof is not convincing, as we are at all events entitled to seek the
strictly exact statement of the birth of Josephus in the Vita, § 1 (16th March
37 to 16th March 38), and are not, by the approximate parallelism of Ant. xx.
11. 2, justified in excluding the period from 16th March to 13th September 37.
Even if Josephns were born in March 37, his 56th year would still fall in the
13th year of Domitian,

2 Bee also Laurent, neutest. Studier, p. 84 ff.
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procurator in the year 60, we must either ascribe to the ex-
pression xaTa Tov Katpov TobTov an undue indefiniteness, ex-
tending even to inaccuracy, or in an equally arbitrary manner
understand yvyy proleptically (Anger, Stolting), or as uxor
injusta (Wieseler), which, precisely in reference to the twofold
relation of Poppaea ag the emperor’s mistress and the emperor’s
wife, would appear unwarranted in the case of a historian
who was recording the history of his own time. But if
Festus became governor only in the summer of 61, there
remains for 7Tov xawov ToiTov a space of not quite one year,
which, with the not sharply "definite xara x.T\., cannot occa-
sion any difficulty. The objection urged by Anger, p. 100,
and Wieseler, p. 86, on Gal. p. 584 £, and in Herzog's Eneyki.
XXI. p. 557, after Pearson and Schrader, against the year 61,
from Acts xxviii. 16,—namely, that the singular 7¢& o7Tpato-
wedapyn refers to Burrus (who died in tbe spring of 62) as
the sole praefectus praetorii at the period of the arrival of the
apostle at Rome, for before and after his prefecture there
were two prefects,—is untenable, because the singular in the
sense of: the praefectus praetorii concerned (to whom the pri-
soners were delivered up), is quite in place. The other reasons
against the year 61, taken from tlie period of office of Festus
and Albinus, the successors of Felix (Anger, p. 101 ff;
Wieseler, p. 89 ff.), involve too much uncertainty to be
decisive for the year 60. For although the entrance of
Albinus upon office is not to be put later than the beginning
of October 62 (see Anger, l.c.), yet the building (completion)
of the house of Agrippa, mentioned by Joseph. An¢s xx. 8. 11,
ix. 1, as nearly contemporaneous with the entrance of Festus
on office, and the erection of the wall by the Jews over against
it (to prevent the view of the temple), as well as the complaint
occasioned thereby at Rome, might very easily have occurred
trom the summer of Gl to the autumn of 62; and against
the brief duration of the high-priesthood of Kabi, scarcely
exceeding a month on this supposition (Anger, p. 105 £), the
history of that period of rapid dissolution in the unhappy
nation raises no valid objection at all—AEgxr. Diox. (63, 64,
U.c. 815-817. Paul arrives in the spring of 62 at Rome
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(xxviii. 11, 16), where he remains two years (xxviil. 30), that is,
until the spring of G4, in further captivity. Thus far the Acts
of the Apostles.—On the disputed point of a second imprison-
ment, see on Rom. Introd. p. 15 ff.

REMARK 1.—The great conflagration of Rome under Nero
broke out on 19th July 64 (Tac. Ann. xv. 41), whereupon com-
menced the persecution of the Christians (Tac. Ann. xv. 44).
At the same time the abandoned Gessius Florus (64~66), the
Nero of the Holy Land, the successor of the wretched Albinus,
made havoc in Judaea.

REMARK 2.—The Book of Acts embraces the period from
AD. 31 to AD. 64, in which there reigned as Roman emperors:
(1) Tiberius (from 19th August 14), until 16th March 37;
(2) Caligula, until 24th Jaunuary 41; (3) Claudius, unlil 15th
October 54; (4) Nero (until 9th June 68).
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AUTHORITIES TO WHICH REFERENCE HAS BEEN MADE IN
THE FOLLOWING CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE.

Euseb. CRronicon in Mai nova Collect. VIII. p. 374 ff.—Hieron. Chronic,
and de wvir. ill. 5.— Chronicon paschale, ed. Dindorf.—Baronii Annal. eccle-
siast. Rom. 1588, and later editions.—Petavius, de doctrina tempor. Par. 1627,
in his Opp. Amst. 1640.—Cappelli hist. apostolica illustr. Genev. 1634, and
later editions.—Usserii Annal. V. e¢ N. T. Lond. 1850, and later editions.—
Fried. Spanheim (the son of Fried. Spanh.), de convers. Paulinae epocha fiza,
in his Opp. Lugd. Bat. 1701, III. p. 311 ff., and his Hist. Ecel. N. 7. in his
Opp. 1. p. 534 ff.—DPearson, Lection. in priora Act. capita, and Annales Paulin.
and in his Opp. posthuma, ed. Dodwell, Lond. 1688.—Tillemont, Mémoires
pour servir & Uhistoire ecclés. Par. 1693, Bruxell. 1694.—DBasnage, Annal.
politico-eccles. Roterod. 1706, 1. p. 403 ff.—J. A. Bengel, ordo tempor. Stuttg.
1741, third edition, 1770.—Michaelis, Einleit. in d. gotel. Schr. d. N. B. 11
§ 169.—Vogel, @b, chronol. Standpunkte in d. Lebensgesch. Pauli, in Gabler’s
Journ. fiir auserles. theol. Lit. 1805, p. 229 fl.—Heinrich’s Prolegom. p. 45 ff.—
The Introductions of Hug, Eichhorn, and Bertholdt.—Siiskind, neuer Versuch
itber chronol. Standpunkte f. d. Ap. Gesch. u. f. d. Leben Jesu in Bengel's Arch,
I 1, p. 156 f.,, 2, p. 297 ff. Comp. the corrections in Vermischte Aufsitze
meist theol. Inhalts, ed. C. F, Siiskind, Stuttg. 1831.—J. E. Chr. Schmidt,
Chronol. d. Ap. Gesch. in Keil'sand Tzschirner's Annal. II1. p. 128 f.—Kuinoel,
Prolegom. § 7.—Winer, Realwirterb. ed. 3, 1848.—De Wette, Einl. § 118.—
Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, 1. Lpz. 1830.—Hemsen, Der Ap. Paulus, ed. Liicke,
Gott. 1830 (agrees with Hug).—XKoehler, @b, d. Abfassungszeit d. epistol. Schrif-
ten im N. T. u. d. Apokalypse, Lpz. 1830. Comp. the corrections in .Annalen
der gesammten Theol. Jun. 1832, p. 233 ff. (in Koehler'sreview of Schott's Eror-
terung, etc.).—Feilmoser, Einl. p. 308 f.—Schott, Isag. § 48. Comp. the correc-
tions in Erérterung einig. wicht. chronol. Punkte in d. Lebensgesch. d. Ap.
Paulus, Jen. 1832.—Wurn, @b. d. Zeitbestimmungen im Leben d. Ap. Paulus
in the 72b. Zeitschr. f. Theol. 1833, pp. 11f., 261 ff.—Olshausen, bibl. Kommen-
tar, 11.—Anger, de tempor. in Act. ap. ratione, Lpz. 1833.—Wieseler, Chrono-
logie d. apost. Zeitalt. Gott. 1848, and Kommentar z. Br. an d. Gal. Gott. 1859,
Excurs. p. 558 fI. ; also in Herzog's Encykl. XXI. p. 552 f. —Ewald, Gesch. d.
apost. Zeitalt, ed. 3, 1868,—See also Goschen, Bemerkungen zur Chronol. d.
N, T. in the Stud. u. Krit. 1831, p. 701 ff. —Sanclemente, De vulgaris acrae
emendatione, Rom. 1793.—Ideler, Handb. d. Clhronol. 1I. p. 366 £
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) Lehmann (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 312 ff.) furnishes from this point onward the
following dates :—Second journey to Jerusalem, 44; first missionary journey, 45 and 46;
apostolic council, 47; second missionary jonurney, 48,—in 49 Paul arrives at Corinth;
fourth journey to Jerusalem, 51; third missionary journey, 52, during which he remains
at Ephcsus from the autumn of 52 until 54, and in 55 proceeds to Macedonia and Greece ;
fiftl, journey to Jerusalem, and imprisonment, 56; removal from Cacsarea to Rome, 58 ;
imjmisonment in Kome, 59 to 61.—These dates chiefly depend on the assumption that Felix
had Leen recalled as early as the year 58.—Laurent, neutest. Stud. p. 94 ff., fixes, with me,
on the year €1 as that of the departure of Felix and the voyage of the apostle.—Gerlach
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BY DIFFERENT CHRONOLOGISTS.
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(Statthalter vn Syrien und Judéa, § 14) does not enter on the chronological question, but
fixes on the year 60 or 61.—Holtzmann, Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 547 ff., agrees in essential
Duints with our dates.—St8lting, Beitr. z. Exeges. d. Paul. Br. 1869, starting from the
assumption that the fourteen years in Gal. ii. 1 are to be reckoned from the conversion to the
composition of the Epistle, and that so likewise the fourteen years in 2 Cor. xii. 2 are to be

ctermined, fixes for the conversion of Paul the year 40 ; for the first journey to Jerusalem,
43 (for the second, 45) ; for the third, 49 ; for the second missionary journey to Corinth, 50-52 ;
igl' (:ll:e fourth journey to Jerusalem, 52 ; for the arrest, 66 ; for the two years’ imprisonment, 59
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Hpafes 1oy dmoaTilow.

B, Lachm, Tisch. have mpd¥erg dmnsrinav. So also Born. Later
enlargements of the title in codd.: Aswza cdayyeriored mpdZer
amosrérwy, al. ai wpdfes tiv Gyiws dmoorédav. Peculiar to D;
wpekic dmooréhwy. N has merely mpdfec, but at the close mpdfeg
dmosréhav. — The codex D is particularly rich in additions,
emendations, and the like, which Bornemann has recently de-
fended as the original text. Matth. ed. min. p. 1 well remarks:
“Hie liber (the Book of Acts) in re critica est difficillimus et
impeditissimus, quod multa in eo turbata sunt. Sed corrup-
tiones versionum Syrarum, Bedae et scribae codicis D omnem
modum excedunt.” Tisch. justly calls the proceeding of Borne-
mann, “ monstruosam quandam ac perversam novitatem.”

CHAPTER L

VER. 4. owuriféuerog] min. Euseb. Epiph. have owauaifucros.
Recommended by Wetst. and Griesb. D has swarisxéuwevos uer
adriv. Both are ineptly explanatory alterations. — Ver. 5. The
order: & mvebu. Banr. Gyiw, adopted by Lachm, is not sufficiently
attested by B N* against A C E min. vss. Or. al.— Ver. 6.
érppdrav] Lachm. Tisch. read #pdrav, according to A B C* N, the
weight of which, considering the {requency of both words in
Luke, prevails. — Ver. 8. uo/] Lachm. Tisch. Bornem. read zov,
decisively attested by A B C D & Or. — Instead of =den, Elz.
Griesh. Scholz read & wdon. But é is wanting in A C* D min.
Copt. Sahid. Or. Hilar. Inserted in accordance with the pre-
ceding. — Ver. 10. éa07rs Aevx] A B C 8 min. Syr. Copt. Arm.
Vulg. Eus. have és040:0 Aeunaiz. Adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.
The Rec. is the usual expression. Comp. on Luke xxiv. 4. —
Ver. 13. Lachm. Tisch. Bornem. have the order 'lwdwns x.
'IdxwfBos, which is supported by A B C D & min. vss, also Vulg.
and Fathers. The Rec. is according to Luke vi. 14.— Ver.
14. After @pocevys Elz. has xai 7 8eqocr, which, on decisive
testimony, has been omitted by modern critics since Griesbach.
A strengthening addition. — Ver. 15. wefzri] A B C* N min.
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Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Aug. have ¢3pav: recommended
by Griesb., and rightly adopted by Lach. and Tisch. ; the Rec.
is an mterpretatlon of adexp., here occurring for the first time
in Acts, in the sense of uaftsr. — Ver. 16. rabrny is wanting in
A B C* ® min. and several vss. and Fathers., Deleted by
Lachm. But the omission occurred because no express passage
of Scripture immediately follows. — Ver 17. ¢iv] Griesb. Scholz,
Lachm. Tisch. Born. read ¢ according to decisive testimony;
olvis an interpretation. — Ver. 19. " Axerdaud] There are different
modes of writing this word in the critical authorities and wit-
nesses. Lachm. and Tisch. read 'Axerdapdy according to A B;
Born. "Axerdaiuiy according to D; & has 'Ayendepdy. — Ver.
20. 7.d80;] Lachm Tisch. and Born. read »eBirw according to
A B C D & Eus. Chrys; AdSo was introduced from the LXX.
— Ver. 24. ov éZeh. éx sobr. rav 30c fva] Elz. has éx rodr. rdv 3o
fva 3 £Zeh., in opposition to greatly preponderating testimony.
A transposition for the sake of perspicuity. — Ver. 25. rdv xAFpor]
A B C* D (i sév) Copt. Sahid. Vulg. Cant. Procop. Aug. read
ziv ~éwov. Adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. (rémov 7). Rightly ;
the [Rec. is a gloss according to ver. 17.— &p’ %5] Elz. Scholz
read ¢f 7c. The former has preponderating testimony.— Ver.
26. airiv] A BCD®** R min. vss. have airoiz. So Lachm. and
Tisch. The dative not being understood gave place to the
genitive. Others left out the pronoun entirely (Syr. Erp.).

Ver. 1. Tov pév mpdrov Aayov e’vroma'] Luke calls his
Gospel the first lmtory, inasmuch as he is now about to com-
pose a second. wpdiTos, in the sense of mwpoTepos.  See on
John i. 15. Agyos, narrative, history, or the like, what is con-
tained in a book. So in Xen. Ages. 10. 3, Anab. iii. 1. 1, and
frequently. See also Schweigh. Ler. Herod. 11.p. 76 ; Creuzer
Symbol. I p. 44 ff. As to 7oweiv used of mental products
comp. Plat. Plaed. p. 61 B: wowiv pibfovs, dAN' ov 7\.0'yovs‘
Hence Aoyomouss = ioTopurds.  Pearson, ad Moer. p. 244. pév,
without a subsequent 8. Luke has broken off the construc-
tion. Instead of continuing after ver. 2 somewhat as follows:
“but this Serepos Adyos is to contain the further course of
events after the Ascension,”—which thought he had before his
mind in the péy, ver. 1,—he allows himself to be led by the
mention of the apostles in the protasis to suppress the apodosis,
and to pass on at once to the commencement of the history
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itself. Comp. Winer, p. 535 [E. T. 720]; Buattm. neut. Gr.
p- 313 [E. T. 365]; Kiihner, «d Xen. Anab. i. 2. 1 ; Baeuml.
Lartik. p. 163 f.— mepl mdvrwv] a popular expression of
completeness, and therefore not to be pressed. — dv Aip€ato
«.7.\.] @v is attracted, equivalent to &; and, setting aside the
crroneous assertion that #jpato moceiv is equivalent to émoimoe
(Grotius, Calovius, Valckenaer, Kuinoel), it is usnally explained:
“ what Jesus began to do and to teach (and continued) until
the day,” etc., as if Luke had written: &v &pEduevos "Incois
émolnoe x. é8idakev dypr 1N Comp. xi. 4; Plat. Legy. vii
p- 807 D; Xen. Adnub. vi. 4. 1; Lucian, Somm. 15; also
Luke xxiii. 5, xxiv. 27, 47 ; Acts 1. 22, viii 35, x. 37. So
also Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 775]; Buttm. p. 320 [E. T. 374]};
Lekebusch, p. 202 f! But Luke %as not so written, and it
is arbitrary thus to explain his words. Baumgarten, after
Olshausen and Schneckenburger, has maintained that #jpEaro
denotes the whole work of Jesus up to His ascension as
wnitial and preparatory, so that this second book is con-
ceived as the continuation of that doing and teaching which
was only begun by Jesus up to His ascension; as if Luke had
written 7jpfato motGy Te kai §iddokwy (as Xen. Cyr. viil
8. 2: é&pbopar 8:ddoxwy, I shall begin my teaching, Plat.
Theaet. p. 187 A, Menex. p. 237 A; comp. Kriiger, § 56. 5,
A.1). In point of fact, 7jp€aTo is inserted according to the
very frequent custom of the Synoptists, by which that which
1s done or said is in a vivid and graphic manner denoted
according to its moment of commencement. It thus here serves
to recall to the recollection from the Gospel all the several
incidents and events up to the ascension, in which Jesus had
appeared as doer and teacher. The reader is supposed men-
tally to realize from the Gospel all the scenes in which he has
seen Jesus come forward as acting and teaching,—a begin-
ning of the Lord, which occurred in the most various instances
and varied ways up to the day of His ascent. The emphasis,
moreover, lies on oty Te xai diddaxew, which comprehends
the contents of the Gospel (comp. Papias in Eus. iii. 39). It

! 8o also in substance Hackett, Commentary on the Original Text of the Acts
of the Aposties, Boston, 1858, ed. 2.

ACTS. C
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may, consequently, be paraphrased somewhat thus: “ The first
narrative I have composed of all that, by which Jesus exhibited
His activity in doing and teacking during His earthly life
up to His ascension.” mowelv precedes, comp. Luke xxiv. 19,
because it was primarily the épya of Jesus that demonstrated
His Messiahship, John x. 38; Acts x. 38.

Ver. 2. Until the day on which He was taken up, after that
He had commissioned by means of the Holy Spirit the apostlcs
whom He had chosen, belonging to dv #pfato k7N — dypt 75
nuépas] a usual attraction, but to be explained as in ver. 22;
Luke i 20, xvil 27; Matt. xxiv. 38. — évrethdpevos] refers
neither merely to the baptismal command, Matt. xxviii., nor
merely to the injunction in ver. 4; but is to be left as general :
having given them charges, “ ut facere solent, qui ab amicis, vel
etiam ex hoc mundo discedunt,” Beza, — 8wz 7vedp. dylov]
belongs to évrel\. Tots amooT.: by means of the Holy Spirit, of
which He was possessor (Luke iv. 1, xiv. 18 ; John iii. 34,
xx. 22), and by virtue of which He worked, as in general, so
specially as regards His disciples (ix. 55). Yet it is not to be
explained as: by communication of the Spirit (comp. Bengel),
since this is not promised till afterwards ; nor yet as: quae agere
dcberent per Spir. S. (Grot.), which the words cannot bear.
Otbers (Syr. Ar. Aeth. Cyril, Augustine, Beza, Scaliger, Heu-
mann, Kypke, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
Olshausen, de Wette) connect Sia wwedp. dy. with obs éfehé-
Eato, quos pcr Sp. S. elegerat.  But there thus would result a
hyperbaton which, without any certain example in the N. T.
(Winer, p. 517 [E. T. 696]; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 333 [E.T.
388]), would put a strong emphasis, and yet without any
warrant in the context, on St mv. ayiov (Plat. Apol. p. 19D, al.;
Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 177 1f.; and see on Rom. xvi. 27).
— obs étenét] is added with design and emphasis; it is the
significant premiss to évredp. k.t (whom e had chosen to
Himsdf); for the earlier éx\oys on the part of Jesus was a
necessary preliminary to their receiving the évrohy &t wv. dy.
— avexidfn] Luke ix. 51, xxiv. 51 (Elz.).

Ver. 3. Ols xal] to whom also. To the foregoing obs éEeMéE,,
namely, there is attached a corresponding incident, through
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which the new intercourse, in which the évrei\duevos x.r\.
took place, is now set forth. — uera 70 wabeiv avrov] includes
in it the death as the immediate result of the suffering (iii. 18,
xvii. 3, xxvi. 23; Heb. xiil. 12). — &8’ rjuép. Tecoapdx.] He
showed Himself to them throughout forty days, not continuously,
but from time to time, which is sufficiently indicated as well
known by the preceding év moAN. rexumpiors. — T4 wepl Tis
Bao. 7. Oeol] speaking to them that which related to the Mes-
siah’s kingdom (which He would erect). The Catholics have
taken occasion hence to assume that Jesus at this stage gave
instructions concerning the hierarchy, the seven sacraments,
and the like—As to the variation of the narrative of the forty
days from the narrative given in the Gospel, see on Luke
xxiv. 50f. This diversity presupposes that a not inconsider-
able interval occurred between the composition of the Gospel
and that of Acts, during which the tradition of the forty days
was formed or at least acquired currency. The purposely chosen
omTavouevos, conspiciendum se praebens (comp. Tob. xii. 19;
1 Kings viii. 8), corresponds to the changed corporeality of the
Risen One (comp. the remark subjoined to; Luke xxiv. 51), but
does not serve in the least degree to remove that discrepancy (in
opposition to Baumgarten, p.12), as if it presupposed that Jesus,
on occasion of every appearance, quitted “ the sphere of invisi-
bility.” Comp. the &¢by in Luke xxiv. 24; 1 Cor. xv. 5 ff;
comp. with John xx. 17 ; Acts 1. 21 £, x. 41 ; Luke xxiv. 42 f

Ver. 4. To the general description of the forty days’ inter-
course is now added (by the simple xaf, and), in particular, the
deseription of the two last interviews, ver. 4 f. and ver. 6 ff,, after
whichi the dveMijpfn took place, ver. 9. — cvvahi{op. mapryy.
atrois] while He ate with them, He commanded them. ovvali§op.
is thus correctly understood by the vss. (Vulg. : convescens), Clry-
sostom (rpamélns xowwvdv), Theophylact, Oecumenius, Jerome,
Beda, and others, including Casaubon.— swwvat{feafas (properly,
to cat salt with one) in the sense of eating together, is found in
a Greek translator of DPs. cxli. 4, where owvaiicld (LXX.: guv-
dudow) corresponds to the Hebrew DU&Q_\,‘, also in Clem. Iom. 6,
and Maneth. v. 339. As to the thing itself, comp. on x. 41.
Usually the word is derived from ovvakifew, to assemble (Herod.
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v. 15. 102; Xen. Anab. vii. 3. 48; Lucian, Luct. 7). 1t
would then have to be rendered: when He assembled with
them! But against this it is decisive that the sense: when
He had assembled with them, would be logically necessary, so
that Luke must have written owaligfeis. The conjecture of
Hemsterhuis: owwalifouévors, is completely unnecessary, al-
though approved by Valckenaer. — ™ érayyeliav Tob wartpis]
see on Luke xxiv. 49. Jesus means the promise xat éEoyrv,
given by God through the prophets of the O. T. (comp.
iL 16), which (z.e. the realization of which) they were to wait
for (mepipéverv only here in the N. T., but often in the classics) ;
it referred to the complete effusion of the Holy Spirit, which
was to follow only after His exaltation. Comp. John vii. 39,
xv. 26, xiv. 16, Already during their earthly intercourse the
myebpua &y, was communicated by Jesus to the disciples par-
tially and provisionally. Lukeix. 55; Johnxx. 21, 22. — #w
nrovoaré pov] The oblique form of speech is changed, as fre-
quently also in the classics (Stallb. ad Protag. pp. 322 C,
338 B, Kiihner, § 850), with the increase of animation into
the direct form, Luke v. 41, and elsewhere, particularly with
Luke. See Buttm. meut. Gr. p. 330 [E. T. 385]. Bengel,
moreover, aptly says: “ Atque hic parallelismus ad arctis-
simum nexum pertinet utrinsque libri Lucae,”—but not in so
far as v frodo. pov points back to Luke xxiv. 49 as to an
earlier utterance (the usual opinion), but in so far as Jesus
here, shortly before His ascension, gives the same intimation
which was also given by Him on the ascension day (Luke
xxiv. 49), directly before the ascent; although according to
the Gospel the day of the resurrection coincides with that of
the ascension. Therefore #fjv jxova. pov is to be considered as
a reference to a former promise of the Spirit, not recorded by
Lulke (comp. John xiv. 16 £, xv. 26). — On dxobew T{ Twos,
see Winer, p. 187 [E. T. 249]

! Not as Luther (when He had assembled them), Grotius (*‘in unum recol-
ligeus qui dispersi fuerunt "), and most interpreters, including even Kuinoel and
Olshausen (not Beza and de Wette), explain it, as if Luke had employed the
active. ‘This is grammatically incorrect ; it must then have been ewairilwy, or,
with logical accuracy (as Luther felt), svarivar.
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Ver. 5. Reminiscence of the declaration of the Baptist,
Luke iii. 16 ; John i. 33. “TFor on you the baptism of the
Spirit will now soon take place, which John promised instead
of his baptism of water.” — Bamricligeale] v émixyvow xal
Tov TAeDTOY TS Y0pnylas onualve., Theophyl ; Matt. iii. 11;
Mark i. 8; Luke iii. 16; Acts xi. 16. Moreover, comp. on
John i. 33. — o0 pera woAN. TaivT. uép.] is not a transposi-
tion for od moAd pera TavT. Guép., but: not after many of these
(now and, up to the setting in of the future event, still current)
days. Comp. Winer, p. 152 [E. T. 201). The position of
the negative is to be explained from the idea of contrast (not
after many, but after few). See Kiihner, IT. 628. On 7avras,
inserted between moAA. and 7uép., comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 2. 6,
v. 7. 20, vil. 3. 30; Dem. 90. 11; Alc. 1. 14

Ver. 6. Not qui convenerant (Vulgate, Luther, and others), as
if what follows still belonged to the scene introduced in ver. 4 ;
but, as is evident from owwal:f, ver. 4, comp. with ver. 12, a
new scene, at which the ascension occurred (ver. 9). The
word of promise spoken by our Lord as they were eating
(vv. 4, 5), occasioned (uév odv) the apostles to come together,
and in common to approach Him with the question, etc.
Hence : They, therefore, after they were come together, asked
Hein.,  Where this joint asking occurred, is evident from
ver. 12 To the pév corresponds the 8¢ in ver. 7.— év 76
xpove x1.\.] The disciples, acquainted with the O. T. pro:
mise, that in the age of the Messiah the fulness of the Holy
Spirit would be poured out (Joel iii. 1, 2; Acts ii. 16 ff), saw
in ver. 5 an indirect intimation of the now impending erection
of the Messianic kingdom ; comp. also Schneckenburger, p. 169.
In order, therefore, to obtain quite certain information con-
cerning this, their nearest and highest concern, they ask:
“Lord, if Thou at this time restorest the (fallen) kingdom to the
people Israel 2”  The view of Lightfoot, that the words were

! Concerning the time of the question, this expression iv v§ ypire Toire gives
#o far information that it must have occurred very soon after that meal mentioned
in ver. 4, so that no discussions intervened which would have diverted them
from this definite inquiry as to the time. Therefore it was probably on the same

day. The reire is thus explained, which sounds as a fresh echo of that oo usre
WoAA, raiT, r",p.
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spoken in indignation (“itane munc regum restitues Judaeis
illis, gque ¢ cruci affizerunt ), simply introduces arbitrarily the
point alleged. — €] unites the question to the train of thought
of the questioner, and thus imparts to it the indirect character.
See on Matt. xii. 10, and on Luke xiii. 23. — é&v 7¢ yp. TovTp]
t.c. at this prescnt time, which they think they might assume
from ver. 4 f —amoxabiar] See on Matt, xvii. 11. By
their 7@ 'Iaopani\ they betray that they have not yet ceased to
be entangled in Jewish Messianic hopes, according to which the
Messiah was destined for the people of Israel as such; comp.
Luke xxiv. 21. An artificial explanation, on the other hand,
is given in Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 647. — The circum-
stance that, by the declaration of Jesus, ver. 4 f, their sensuous
expectation was excited and drew forth such a rash question,
is very easily explained just after the resurrection, and need
occasion no surprise before the reception of the Spirdt itself;
therefore we have not, with Baumgarten, to impute to the
disciples the reflection that the communication of the Spirit
would be the necessary internal ground for all the shaping of
the future, according to which idea their question, deviating
from the tenor of the promise, would be precisely a sign of
their understanding.

Ver. 7f Jesus refuses to answer the question of the dis-
ciples; not indeed in respect of the matter itself involved,
but in respect of the ¢ime inquired after, as not beseeming
them (observe the emphatic ody Judv); and on the contrary
(@\Ad) He turns their thoughts, and guides their interest to
their future official equipment and destination, which alone
they were now to lay to heart. Chrysostom aptly says:
Sidagrdrov TobTo oL un & ,Boéhenu o uabnpris, aAN & oupu-
$éper pabeiv, 88dowxe. — xpovovs § rapovs] times or, in
order to denote the idea still more definitely, seasons. xaipos
is not equivalent to ypdvos, but denotes a definite marked off
portion of time with the idea of fitness. See Thom. Mag.
p. 489 £; Tittm. Synon. N. T. p. 41. On 4, which is not
equu alent 1o xal, comp. here Dem. Ol 3: Tiva yap xpévov 7
Tiva xaipov Tob wapovros Bentiw {nreite; — &ero & T ibla
skovaia) hus established by means of ITis own plenitude of power.
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On év, comp. Matt. xxi. 23.— Zhe whole declaration (ver. 7) is a
general proposition, the application of which to the question put
by the disciples is left to them ; therefore only in respect of this
application i3 an ad hanc rem perficiendam to be mentally
supplicd with €feto. Bengel, however, well observes : “ gravis
descriptio reservati divini;” and “ ergo res vpsa firma est, alias
nullum ejus rei tempus esset.” But this res ips¢ was, in the
view of Jesus (which, however, we have no right to put into the
question of the disciples, in opposition to Hofmann, Schriftbew.
IL 2, p. 647), the restoration of the kingdom, not for the
natural, but for the spiritnal Israel, comprehending also the
believing Gentiles (Rom. iv. 9), for the 'Ispanh 700 Oeod
(Gal. vi. 16); see Matt. viii. 11 ; John x. 16, 26, viii. 42 ff. al.;
and already Matt. iii. 9.— SUvapw éweNd. Tol dy. mwv. ép
vuas) power, when the Holy Spirit has (shall have) come upon
you, Winer, p. 119 [E. T. 156]. — udprvpes] namely, of my
teaching, actions, and life, what ye all have yourselves heard
and seen, v. 21 f, x. 39 ff.; Luke xxiv. 48; John xv. 27. —
& 7e "Iepovaa.. .. is iis] denotes the sphere of the apostles’
work in its commencement and progress, up to its most general
diffusion ; therefore 7#¢ s is not to be explained of the land,
but of the earth ; and, indeed, it is to be observed that Jesus
delineates for the apostles their sphere ideally. Comp. xiii. 47 ;
Isa. viil, 9; Rom. x. 18; Col. i. 23 ; Mark xvi 15.

Ver. 9. Kai vedpénn] This xal annexes what occurred after
the émipOy (He was taken up, on high, not yet immediately
into heaven). The eloud, which received Him (into itself)
from before their eyes, is the visible manifestation of the pre-
sence of God, who takes to Himself His Son into the glory of
heaven. Comp. on Luke i. 35; Matt. xvii. 5. Chrysostom
calls this cloud 70 Synua 70 Bachucov. — Concerning the
ascension itself, which was certainly bodily, but the occurrence
of which has clothed itself with Luke in the traditionary form
of an external visible event (according to Dan. vii. 13 ; comp.
Matt. xxiv. 30, xxvi. 64), see remark subjoined to Luke xxiv. 51.
The representation of the scene betrays a more developed tradi-
tion than in the Gospel, but not a special design (Schnecken-
burger: sanction of the foregoing promise and intimation;
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Baumgarten : that the exalted Christ was to appear as the act-
ing subject properly speaking in the further course of the Book
of Acts). Nothing of this kind is indicated.

Vv. 10, 11. "Arevifovres fjoav] expresses continuance : they
were in fixed gazing. To this (not to mopevop. adr.) els Tov
ovpavov belongs. Comp. iii. 4, vi. 15, vii. 55, xi. 6, xiii. 9 ;
2 Cor. iil. 7, 13. 7@ olpavé might also have stood, Luke
iv. 20, xxil. 56; Acts iil. 12, x. 4, xxiil. 1. See generally,
Valck. Schol. p. 309 ff. Comp. Polyb. vi. 11. 7. Strangely
etroneous is the view of Lange, Apost. Zeitalt. 11, p. 12: that
& is not temporal, but as if : “ they wished to fix the blue (?)
heaven, which one cannot fix.” — mopevopévov adroir] whilst He,
enveloped by the cloud, was departing (into heaven). — «ai
¢dov] as in Luke vil. 12, Acts x. 17; not as an anacoluthon,
but: behold also there! See Nagelsbach, 2. Ilias, p. 164, ed. 3.
—The men are characterized as inhabitants of the heavenly
world, angels! who are therefore clothed in white (see on John
xx. 12). — of xai elmov] who (not only stood, but) also said :
comp. ver. 3. — 7i éarikare x.7.\.] The meaning is: “ Remain
now no longer sunk in aimless gazing after Him ; for ye are
uot for ever separated from this Jesus, who will so come even
as ye have seen Him go away into heaven.” — oirws] z.e. in
the same manner come down from heaven in a cloud as He
was borne up. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 30.— On the emphasis
oirrws, dv Tpomoy, comp. xxvii 25; 2 Tim. iii. 8.

Ver. 12. The ascension took place on the Mount of Olives,
which is not only here, but also in Luke xix. 29, xxi. 37,
called é\awv (see on Luke xix. 29). Its locality is indicated
in Luke xxiv. 50, not differently from, but more exactly than
in our passage (in opposition to de Wette and others) ; and
accordingly there is no necessity for the undemonstrable hypo-
thesis that the Sabbath-day’s journey is to be reckoned from
Bethphage (Wieseler, Synop. p. 435). It is not the distance
of the place of the ascension, but of the Mount of Olives, on

1 According to Ewald, we are to think on Moses and Elias, as at the trans-
figuration. But if the tradition had meant these,—and in that case it would
certainly have named them,—Luke would hardly have left them unnamed.
Comp. rather Luke xxiv. 4 ; Acts x. 30.
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which it occurred, that is meant. Luke here supposes that
more precisely defined locality as already known; but if he
had had any particular design in naming the Mount of Olives
(Baumgarten, p. 28 f.: that he wished to lead their thoughts to
the future, according to Ezek. xi. 23; Zech. xiv. 6), he must
have said so, aud could least of all presume that Theophilus
would understand such a tacit prophetic allusion, especially
as the Mount of Olives was already sufficiently known to him
from the Gospel, xix. 29, xxi. 37, without any such latent
reference. — gafBBdrov éyov 08dv] having a Sabbatl’s vay.
The way is conceived as something which the mountain Aas,
.e. which is connected with it in reference to the neighbour-
hood of Jerusalem. Such is—and not with Wetstein and
Kuinoel : éyew pro améyew—the correct view also in the
analogous passages in Kypke, II. p. 8. The more exact deter-
mination of & éotw éyyls ‘Iepoua. is here given; hence also
the explanation of Alberti (ad Luec. xxiv. 13) and Kypke, that
it expresses the extent of the mountain (Sabbati constans
1tinere), is contrary to the context, and the use of éyew is to
be referred to the gemneral idea comjunctum quid cum quo essc
(Herm. ad Vig. p. 753). — A odos oaBBdrov, a journey per-
mitted on the Sabbath' according to the traditionary maxims, was
of the length of 2000 cubits. See on Matt. xxiv. 20. The
different statements in Joseph. Antt. xx. 8. 6 (six stadia), and
Bell. Jud. v. 2. 3 (five stadia), are to be considered as different
estimates of the small distance. Bethany was fifteen stadia
from Jerusalem (John xi. 16); see also Robinson, IL. p. 309 {.;
hence the locality of the ascension is to be sought for beyond
the ridge of the mountain on its eastern slope.

Vv. 13, 14. EiciAfov] not: into their place of meeting, as
Beza and others hold, but, in accordance with what imme-
diately precedes: into the city. The simple style of a continued
narrative. — 70 Umepéiov] H:LA{, the room directly under the
flat roof, used for praying and for meetings (Hieros. Sotah, f.
24. 2), See Lightfoot, p. 11 {, and Vitringa, Synag. p. 145,

! According to Schneckenburger, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1855, p. 502, this
statement presupposes that the ascension occurred on the Sabbath. But the
inferenco is rash, and without any historical trace.
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and concerning the word generally, which is very common with
classical writers and not a compound, see Valckenaer, Schol.
p- 317 {.; Lobeck, Elem. I p. 452 f. It is here to be con-
ceived as in 8 privafe house, whose possessor was devoted to
the gospel, and mot with de Dieu, Lightfoot, Hammond,
Schoettgen, and Krebs, as an upper room in the temple (on
account of Luke xxiv. 53 ; see on that passage), because, con-
sidering the hatred of the hierarchy, the temple could neither
be desired by the followers of Jesus, nor permitted to them as
a place for their special closed meetings. Perhaps it was the
same room as in John xx. 19, 26. — od Woav ratap.] where,
<.¢. in which they were wont to reside, which was the place of
their common abode. The following 8 re ITérpos x1\. is a
supplementary more exact statement of the subject of dvé-
Bnoav. According to Acts, it is expressly the Eleven only,
who were present at the ascension. In the Gospel, xxiv. 33,
comp. vv. 36, 44, 50, the disciples of Emmaus and others are
not excluded ; but according to Mark xvi. 14, comp. vv. 15,
19, 20, it is likewise only the Eleven.—As to the list of the
apostles, comp. on Matt. x. 2-4; Mark iii. 17, 18; Luke vi
14-16. — ¢ {phwmjs] the (formerly) zealot. See on Matt. x. 4.
— 'Tovdas "TakwBov] the relationship is arbitrarily defined as:
brother of the (younger) James. It is: son of (an otherwise
unknown) James. See on Luke vi. 15; John xiv. 22; and
Huther on Jude, Introd. § 1. Already the Syriac gives
the correct rendering. — opofuuador] denotes no mere ex-
ternal being-together; but, as Luther correctly renders it:
unanimously. Comp. Dem. Phil. IV. 147 : opofupadov éx pids
yvduns.  So throughout in Acts and Rom. xv. 6.—alw
quvaik(] along with women; mot: cwm wzoribus (as Calvin
holds) ;* they are partially known from the Gospels; Matt,
xxvi 56, 61; Luke viii. 2 f, xxiv. 10; Mark xv. 40 f. —
«al Mapia] kal, also, singles out, after the mention in general
terms, an individual belonging to the class as worthy of special
remark. See Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 11.— a8eAdois] The
unbelief (John vii. 5) of the four brothers-german of the Lord
(see on Matt. xii. 46, xiii. 55; Mark vi. 3) was very probably

' See also Calovius and others, not unintercsted in opposing cclibacy.
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overcome by HMis resurrection. Comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 7.
Observe that here, besides the eleven apostles, fwo other classes
are specified as assembled along with them (odw ... kai oiv),
namely (@), women, including the mother of Jesus; and (b)
the brethren of Jesus. Among the latter, therefore, none of
those eleven can be 4ncluded. This in opposition to Lange,
Hengstenberg, and older commentators. Comp. on John vii. 3.

Ver. 15. "Ev 7ais nuép. Tait.] between the ascension and
feast of Pentecost. — ITérpos] even now asserting his position
of primacy in the apostolic circle, already apparent in the
Gospels, and promised to him by Jesus Himself. — 7dv
aSeddav (see the critical notes) denotes, as very often in the
Book of Acts and the Epistles, the Christians according to their
brotherly fellowship ; hence here (see the following parenthesis)
both the apostles and the disciples of Jesus in the wider sense.
— owvopdt.] of persons, who are numbered. Comp. Ewald, ad
Apoc. 3. 4. The expression is not good Greek, but formed
after the Hebrew (Num. i. 2, 18, 20, iii. 40, 43). — There is
no contradiction between the nnmber 120 and the 500
brethren in 1 Cor. xv. 6 (in opposition to Baur and Zeller, who
suppose the number to have been invented in accordance with
that of the apostles: 12 x 10), as the appearance of Jesus in
1 Cor. lec, apart from the fact that it may have taken place
in Galilee, was earlier, when many foreign believers, pilgrims
to the feast, might have been present in Jerusalem, who had
now left. Comp. Wieseler, Synops. p. 434, and see on 1 Cor.
xv. 6; also Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zedtalt. p. 275 f.;
Baumgarten, p. 29 f.— émi 70 adro] locally united. Comp.
ii. 1, iii. 1; Luke xvii. 35; Matt. xxil. 34; 1 Cor. vii. 5, xi.
20, xiv. 23; Hist. Susann. 14 ; often also in the LXX. and
in Greek writers. See Raphel, Polyb, and Loesner.

Vv. 16, 17. "Avdpes daberdo/ is more honourable and
solemn than the simple familiar a8ehdpoi. See ii. 29, 37, vii.
2, al. Comp. Xen. Anad. i 6. 6: &vdpes Ppirot. See gene-
rally Sturz, Lex. Xen. I p. 238. — édec] It could not but
be an especial object with Peter to lay the foundation for
his judgment, by urging that the destruction of Judas took
place not accidentally, but necessarily according to the eounsel
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of God.— Ty wypadiy Tabrow] this which stands written
{(comp. on viii. 35) is not, with Wolf and Eckermann, to be
referred to Ps. xli. 10 (John xiii. 18, xviil. 3), because other-
wise that passage must have been adduced ; but to the passages
contained in ver. 20, which Peter has alveady in view, but
which he only introduces—after the remarks which the vivid
thoughts crowding on him as he names Judas suggest—at ver.
20 in connection with what was said immediately before.—
67¢ katnp.] 67 is equivalent to eis éxeivo, 67¢ (Mark xvi. 14;
Johm ii. 18, ix, 17; 2 Cor. i. 18, al). If Judas bad not
possessed the apostolic office, the qpa¢sn referred to, which
predicted the very vacating of an apostolic post, would not have
been fulfilled in his fate. This fulfilment occurred in his case,
snasmuch as he was an apostle. — 7or x\7jp. Tiis Swax. Tair.)
the lot of this (presenting itself in us apostles) ministry, ie. the
apostolic ofice. Comp. Rom. xi 13. ¢ wAfjpos is primarily
the lot (ver. 26), then that which is assigned by lot, and then
generally what is assigned, the share; just as in Greek writers.
Comp. Acts viii. 21, xxvi 18; Wisd. ii. 9, v. 5; Ecclus.
xxv. 19. Baumgarten gratuitously would understand it as an
antitype of the share of the twelve tribes in the land of
Canaan. The genitive is to be taken partitively (share in this
ministry), as the idea of apostolic fellowship, in which each
x\npodyos has therefore his partial possession in the service,
also occurs in the sequel (see vv. 22, 26).— Aayydvew here
not, as in Luke i 9. with the partitive genitive, but, as is
usual (2 Pet. i. 1), with the accusative of the object. See
Bernhardy, p. 176 ; Ellendt, Lez. Soph. IL p. 2. The word is
the usual term for obtaining by lot, as in Luke i. 9; it next
signifies generally to obtain, and is especially used of the
receiving of public magistracies (Dem. 1306. 14 ; Plat. Gorg.
p. 473 E). So here in reference to 7. x\jp. T. dwax. TavT.;
in which case, however, an allusion to a hierarchical constitu-
tion (Zeller) is excluded by the generality of the usus logquends
of the expressions, which, besides, might be suggested by the
thought of the actual use of the lot which afterwards took place.

Ver. 18. This person now acquired for himself a field for the
wages of his iniquity—a rhetorical indication of the fact exactly
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known to the hearers: for the money which Judas had received
Jor lis treason, a place, a piece of land, was purchased (Matt.
xxvii. 6-8). This rheforical designation, purposely chosen on
account of the covetousness of Judas,! clearly proves that ver. 18
is part of the speech of Peter, and not, ag Calvin, Heinrichs,
Kuinoel, Olshausen, and others think, a remark inserted by
Luke. With regard to the expression of the fact itself,
Chrys. correctly remarks: 58¢xov ol Tov Aoyov xai Aav-
favevrTes Ty altiav waitdevTikyy odoav dmoxkakimrer. To
go further, and to assume—what also the fragment of Papias in
Cramer's Caf. narrates—that the death of Judas took place
in the field itself (Hofm. Weissag. u. Erf. 1. p. 134; Baumg.
p. 31; Lange), is not warranted by any indication in the
purposely chosen form of representation. Others, such as
Strauss, Zeller, de Wette, Ewald, have been induced by the
direct literal tenor of the passage to assume a tradition deviat-
tng from Matthew (that Judas himself had actually purchased
the field) ; although it is improbable in itself that Judas, on
the days immediately following his treason, and under the pres-
sure of its tragical event, should have made the purchase of a
property, and should have chosen for this purchase the locality
of Jerusalem, the arena of his shameful deed.— kai wpyvys
evop., etc.] xal is the simple and, annexing to the infamous
deed its bloody reward. By mwpnuis yevou? kv, the death of
Judas is represented as a violent fall (mwpnvis, headlong: the
opposite Jwrios, Hom. Il xi 179, xxiv. 11) and bursting.
The particular circumstances are presupposed as well known,
but are unknown to us. The usual mode of reconciliation
with Matthew—that the rope, with which Judas hanged him-
self, broke, and that thus what is here related occurred—is an
arbitrary attempt at harmonizing. Luke follows another tradi-
tion, of which it is not even certain whether it pointed to
suicide. The twofold form of the tradition (and in Papias there
occurs even a third®) does not render a tragical violent end of

1 Beza aptly remarks that the mode of expression affirms ““non quid conatus
sit Judas, sed consiliorum ipsius eventum.”

3 Which cannot be tendered suspensus (Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio),

¥ Sce on Matt, xxvii. 5, and comp. Introd. scc. 1.
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Judas unhistorical in itself (Strauss, Zeller, and- others), but
only makes the manner of it uncertain. See, generally, on Matt.
xxvil. 5. — é\dwnoe] he cracked, burst in the midst of his body,
—a rhetorically strong expression of bursting with a noisc.
Hom. Il xiii. 616; Act. Thom. 37. — éfexifn] Comp. Ael.
Anim. iv. 52: Ta amwhdyyva éféxeav.

Ver. 19. Not even these words are to be considered, with the
above-mentioned expositors (also Schleierm. Einl. p. 372), as
an inserted remark of Luke, but as part of the speech of Peter.
For all that they contain belongs essentially to the complete de-
scription of the curse of the action of Judas: éyévero forms with
é\dxnae and éfexvfn, ver. 18, one continuously flowing repre-
sentation, and yvworov . . . ‘Iepove. is more suitable to rhetorical
language than to that of simple narration. But 77 i8ia Sanéxte
atrdv' and 7ToiT &oTe Ywp. alp. are two explanations inserted
by Luke, the distinction between which and Peter's own words
might be trusted to the reader; for it is self-evident (in oppo-
sition to Lange and older commentators) that Peter spoke not
Greek but Aramaic. — qvwaTov éyév.] namely, what i3 stated
in ver. 18.— dae] so that, in consequence of the acquisition
of that field and of this bloody death of Judas becoming thus
generally known. According to our passage, the name “ field
of blood” (N2 5EQ, comp. Matt. xxvii. 8) was occasioned by
the fact that Judas, with whose wages of iniquity the field
was acquired, perished in a manner so bloody (according
to others: on the field itself; see on ver. 18). The passage
in Matthew, /¢, gives another and more probable reason
for the name. Bat it is by no means improbable that
the name soon after the death of Judas became assigned, first
of all, in popular use, to the field purchased for the public
destination of being a ywpiov évradivar (Aeschin, 1 99;
Matt. xxviii. 7); hence Peter might even now quote this
name in accordance with the design of his speech. — &:d-
Nexros] (in the N. T. only in Acts), a mode of speaking, may
express as well the more general idea of language, as the

Y abrir: of the dwellers of Jerusalem (who spoke the Aramaic dialect), spoken
from the standpoint of Luke and Theophilus, ¢ quorum alter Graece scriberet
wlter legeret,” Erasmus.
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narrower one of diulecct! In both senses it is often used by
Polybius, Plutarch, etc. In the older Greek it is colloquium
(Plat. Symp. p. 203 A, Tlhcaet. p. 146 B), pronuntiatio (Dem.
982. 18), sermo (Arist. Poet. 22). In all the passages of
Acts it i3 dialect, and that, excepting at ii. 6, 8, the Aramaic,
although it has this meaning not in itself, but from its more
precise definition by the context.

Ver. 20. T'ap] The tragic end of Judas was his with-
drawal from the apostolic office, by which a new choice was
now necessary. But both that withdrawal and this necessity
are, as already indicated in ver. 16, to be demonstrated not
as something accidental, but as divinely ordained.—The first
passage is Ps. Ixix. 26, freely quoted from memory, and with
an intentional change of the plural (LXX. atrdv), because its
historical fulfilment is represented xar’ éfoxsjv in Judas. The
second passage is Ps. cix. 8, verbatim after the LXX. Both
passages contain curses against enemies of the theocracy, as
the antitype of whom Judas here appears.—The émraviss is
not that xywplor which had become desolate by the death of
Judas (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and others; also Strauss,
Hofmann, de Wette, Schneckenburger), but it corresponds to
the parallel émaxomsj, and as the ywpiov is not to be con-
sidered as belonging to Judas (see on ver. 18), the meaning is:
“ Let his jfarm, de. in the antitypical fulfilment of the saying
in the Psalm, the apostolic office of Judas, become desolate,
forsaken by its possessor, and non-existent, i.c. let him be gone,
who has his dwelling therein.” — Ty émionom.] the oversight
(Lucian, D. D. xx. 8, frequently in the LXX. and Apocr.),
the superintendence which he had to exercise, 7728, in the
sense of the m\jpwais: the apostolic office. Comp. 1 Tim.
iii. 1 (of the office of a bishop).

Vv. 21, 22, Odv] In consequence of these two prophecies,
according to which the office of Judas had to be vacated, and

! Valckenaer well cbserves on the distinction between these two ideas:
*“ Habent omnes dialecti aliquid inter se commune ; habent enim omnes eandem
linguam matrem, sed dialectum efficit, quod habent singulae peculiare sibi.”
The Greeks also employ gurs in both senses (see also Clem. Al Strom. i. 21,
P. 404, Pott).
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its transference to another is necessary. — 7dv cuverforrov)
dependent on éva, ver. 22: one of the men who have gone
along with us (ix. 39, x. 23, al.; Hom. Il. x. 224), who have
taken part in our wanderings and journeys. Others: who
have come together with us, assembled with us (Soph. 0. R. 572 ;
Polyb. i. 78. 4). So Vulgate, Beza, de Wette, but never so
in the N. T. See on Mark xiv. 53. — év mavrl ypove, év &)
all the time, when. — eloi\fe xai éEij\Oev] a current, but not a
Greek, designation of constant ¢ntercourse. Deut. xxviii. 19 ;
Ps. cxxi 8; 1 Sam. xxix. 6 ; 2 Chron. L 10. Comp. John
x. 9; Acts ix. 28. — é¢’ Huds] a brief expression for éoArd.
éPp nuas k. éEq\B. 4@’ Hudy. See Valckenaer on the passage,
and ad Eurip. Phoen. 536; Winer, p. 580 [E. T. 780]
Comp. also John i 51.— apfap. . .. Iwdvvov isa parenthesis,
and éos Ths Nuépas is to be attached to eloijrbe . .. 'Ingols, as
Luke xxiii. 5. See on Matt. xx. 8. — &ws 7. 7u. s &7.N] 78
is not put by attraction for 5,—as the attraction of the dative,
very rare even among the Greek writers (see Kiihner, ad Xen.
Mem. I1. 2. 4), is without example in the N. T.,—but is the
genitive of the definition of time (Matthiae, § 377. 2; Winer,
p- 155 [E. T. 204]). So, too, in Lev. xxiii. 15; Bar. i. 19.
Comp. Tob. x. 1; Susann. 15 ; Hist. Bel and Drag. 3. Hence
also the expression having the preposition involved, dype 7
nuépas, ver. 2, comp. xxiv. 11. — udprupa Tijs avaoT. avrod]
ie. apostle, inasmuch as the apostles announce the resurrec-
tion of Jesus (1 Cor. xv.), the historical foundation of the
cospel, as eyc-witnesses, 7.¢. as persons who had themselves seen
and conversed with the risen Jesus (comp. il 32, and see on
ver. 8). — 7oUrwy) is impressively removed to the end, pointing
to those to be found among the persons present (of those there),
and emphatically comprehending them (Dissen, ad Dem. de
cor. p. 225).—Thus Peter indicates, as a requisite of the new
apostle,’ that he must have associated with the apostles (7uiv)
during the whole of the ministry of Jesus, from the time when

! And Luke relates this as faithfully and dispassionately as he does what is
contgined in x. 41. He would hardly have done so, if he had had the design
imputed to him by Baur and his school, as such sayings of Peter did not at sll
suit the case of Paul.
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John was still baptizing (dmo 7od Bamwr. 'Iwdw.) until the
ascension. Thatin this requirement, as Heinrichs and Kuinoel
suppose, Peter had in view one of the Seventy disciples, is an
arbitrary assumption. But it is evident that for the choice
the apostles laid the entire stress on the capucity of historical
testimony (comp. x. 41), and justly so, in conformity with the
positive contents of the faith which was to be preached, and
as the element of the new divine life was to he diffused.
On the special subject-matter of the testimony (s dvacT.
avTot) Bengel correctly remarks: “qui illud credidere, totam
fidem suscepere”” How Peter himself testified, may be seen
at 1 Pet.i. 3. Comp. Acts ii. 32, iii. 15, iv. 33, v. 32, x. 40.

Ver. 23. "Eornoav] The subject is, as in vv. 24, 26, all
those assembled. They had recognised in these two the
conditions required by v. 21 f. “Ideo hic demum sors incipit,
qua res gravis divinae decisioni committitur et immediata
apostoli peragitur vocatio,” Bengel. For this solemn act they
are put forward.— Iwarep 7. kak. BaposaBav] Concerning him
nothing further is known. For he is not identical (in opposition
to Heinrichs and others, also Ullmann in the Stud, . Krit.
1828, p. 377 ff) with Joses Barnabas, iv. 36, against which
opinion that very passage itself testifies; from it have arisen
the name ’Iwo7v in B and BaprdBav in D (so Bornemann).
See also Mynster in the Stud. w. Krit. 1829, p. 326 f.
Barsabas is a patronymic (son of Saba); Justus is a Roman
surname (*d"), adopted according to the custom then usual,
see Schoettgen. — Nor is anything historically certain as to
Mutthias. Traditional notices in Cave, dntig. ap. p. 735 ff.
According to Eus. i. 12. 1, he was one of the Seventy.
Concerning the apocryphal Gospel under his name, already
mentioned by Origen, see Fabric. Cod. apocr. N. T. p. 782 ff.
Apocryphal Acta Andreae et Matthiae may be seen in
Tischend. Act. apocr. p. 132 ff.

Vv. 24, 25. Without doubt it was Peter, who prayed in
the name of all present. The mpogevdp. is contemporaneous
with elmov: praying they said. See on Eph. i. 9. — «xupie]
M. Comp. iv. 29. In opposition to the view of Bengel,
Olshausen, and Baumgarten, that the prayer is directed to

ACTS, D
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Jesus,—for which 8v éfeléfw is appealed to, because Christ
chooses His own messengers,—xv. 7 is decisive, where the same
Peter says expressly of God: éfehéfato 8id Tol arduards uov
axovoar Ta é9vy, ete., and then also calls God rapdioyvdorys
(comp. 35 Wph, Jer. xvii. 10). By the decision of the lot the
call to the apostleship was to take place, and the call is that
of God, Gal. i 15. God is addressed as xapdwyvioT. because
the object was to choose the intrinsically best qualified among
the two, and this was a matter depending on the divine know-
ledge of the heart. The word itself is found neither in Greek
writers nor in the LXX.—In AaBeiv Tov Tomov (see the critical
notes) the ministry is considered as a place, as a post which the
person concerned is to receive. Comp. Ecclus. xii. 12. — «ai
amoaTo7}s] designates more definitely the previous Siaxovias.
There is thus here, among the many instances for the most
part erroneously assumed, a real case of an & &a Svolv. See
Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 856 ; Nagelsb. z, Ilias, p. 361, ed. 3.—
i’ s wapéPn] away jfrom which Judas has passed over, to go
to his own place. A solemn circumstantiality of description.
Judas is vividly depicted, as he, forsaking his apostleship (¢¢’
%s), has passed from that position to go to his own place.
Comp. Ecclus. xxiii. 18 : wapaBaivwy amo Tijs khivys adrod.—
wopevl. els 7. Tow. 1. [Siov] denctes the end destined by God
for the unworthy Judas as his own, to whicli he must come by
his withdrawal from the apostolic office. But the meaning of
6 Témos o idws (the expression is purposely chosen as correla-
tive to Tov Tomoy T. Swax. ete.) is not to be decided from the
linguistic use of Témos, as Towos may denote any place, but
entircly from the context. And this requires us to understand
by it Gehenna, which is conceived as the place to which Judas,
according to his individuality, belongs. As his treason was
so frightful a crime, the hearers could be in no doubt as to
the Tomos Wiws. This explanation is also required for the
completeness and energy of the speech, and is itself confirmed
by analogous rabbinical passages; see in Lightfoot, eg. Bual
Turim, on Num. xxiv. 25 : “ Balaam ivit in locum suum, z.¢. in
Gehennam.”  Hence the explanations are to be rejected which
reler To7. idwos to the habitation of Judas (Keuchen, Molden-
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hauer, Krebs, Bolten), or to that ywplov, where he had perished
(Elsner, Zeller, Lange, Baumgarten, and others), or to the
*“ societas, quam cum sacerdolibus ccterisque Jesu adversariis
interat” (Heinrichs). Others (Hammond, Homberg, Heumann,
Kypke, comp. already Oecumenius) refer mopevfijrac . . . iiov
even to the successor of Judas, so that the 7ém. t8os would be
the apostleship destined for him. But such a construction would
be involved (wopevf. would require again to be taken as an
object of AafBeiv), and after haBelv . . . dmoaToAsjs tautological.
The reading 8lkatov (instead of %cov) in A hits the correct
meaning. The contrast appears in Clem. Cor. 1. 5 as to Paul :
els TOv dryiov Tomov émopevly, and as to Peter: els Tov odecho-
uevoy Témoy Tiis 86fns. Comp. Polye. Phil. 9 ; Ignat. Magn. 5.
Ver. 26. And they (namely, those assembled) gave for them
(adTols, see the critical notes) lofs—7i.e. tablets, which were
respectively inscribed with one of the two names of those pro-
posed for election—namely, into the vessel in which the lots
were collected, Lev. xvi. 8. The expression éwkav is opposed
to the idea of casting lots; comp. Luke xxiii. 34 and parallels.
— émeaev o KAijpos] the lot (giving the decision by its falling
out) fell (by the shaking of the vessel, wdA\ew; comp. Hom.
Il iii. 316. 324, vii. 181, Od. xi. 206, al.).— émi Mav6.] on
Muatthias, according to the figurative conception of the lot
being shaken over both (Hom. Od. xiv. 209 ; Ps. xxii. 19, al.).
Comp. LXX. Ezek. xxiv. 6; John i 7. — This decision by the
Ocia Toxm (Plat. Legy. vi. 7569 C; comp. Prov. xvi. 33) of
the lot is an Old Testament practice (Num. xxvi. 52 ff.; Josh.
vii. 14; 1 Sam. x. 20; 1 Chron. xxiv. 5, xxv. 8 ; Prov. xvi.
33; comp. also Luke i 9), suitable for the time before the
effusion of the Spirit, but not recurring afterwards, and there-
fore not to be justified in the Christian congregational life by
our passage. — avykateyrnd. pera 1. €v8. dm.] he was numbered
along with! the eleven apostles, so that, in consequence of that
Y cvyxaraynpiliotas in this sense, thus equivalent to suenpiftodas (xix. 19),
is not elsewhere found ; D actually has suveil#gisdn as the result of & correct ex-
Planation. The word is, altogether, very rare; in Plut. Them. 21 it signifies
to condemn with. Frequently, and quite in the sense of evyxaraynp. lere,

ovyxarapdpsiodas is found, N* has only xareynpicdn. So also Constitl. ap.
vi. 12. 1,
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decision by lot, he was declared by those assemibled to bLe the
twelfth apostle. Bengel correctly adds the remark: “ Non
dicuntur manus novo apostolo impositae, erat enim prorsus
immediate constitutus.” It is otherwise at vi. 6. — The view
which doubts the historical character of the supplementary
election at all (see especially Zeller), and assumes that Matthias
was only elected at a later period after the gradual consolida-
tion of the church, rests on presuppositions (it is thoucht
that the event of Pentecost must have found the number of
the apostles complete) which break down in presence of the
naturalness of the occurrence, and of the artless simplicity of
its description.
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VER. 1. émavres tmodupadiv] Lachm, and Tisch, read =dsre¢ suod, after
A B C* &, min, Vulg. Correctly : the éuoluuedév, s0 very frequent
in the Acts, unintentionally supplanted the éuot found elsewhere
in the N. T. only in John ; wdvre¢ (which is wanting in &*) criti-
cally goes along with the reading émed. — Ver. 2. xaffusvo]
Lachm. Tisch. Born. read x«deliuevns, according to C D. The
Recepta (comp. on xx. 9) is more usual in the N. T, and was
accordingly inserted. — Ver. 3. @ee¢/] is wanting only in &* —
éxidioer] Born,, following D* ®®, Syr. utr. Arr. Copt. Ath. Did.
Cyr., reads éxabioav. A correction occasioned hy yr&soas. —
Ver. 7. After éEioravro 8 Elz. has sdyres, which Lachm. Scholz,
Tisch. Born. have erased, following B D, min. and several vss.
and Fathers. TFrom ver. 12.— =pbg ¢Arirovs] i3 wanting in
A B C x, 26, Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Vulg. Theodoret. Deleted by
Lachm. and Tisch. It was, as self-evident, easily passed over.
Its genuinenessis supported by the reading =pég anrsrove, ver. 12,
instead of &rreg =pdz drrev, which is found in 4, 14, al., Aeth.
Vulg. Chrys. Theophyl.,, and has manifestly arisen from this
passage. — Ver. 12. =i &v 0éhos roiro ¢fvas] Lachm. Born. read =i
Oérer oiro elvar, following A B C D, min. Chrys.: A has e after
robro. Dut after Aéyew the direct expression was most familiar
to the transcribers (comp. ver. 7). — Ver. 13. sixxrevalovres] Elz.
reads yievi{ovres, against preponderating testimony. — Ver. 16.
‘fwir] Tisch. and Born. have deleted this word on too weak
authority (it is wanting among the codd. only in D).— Ver.
17. éwming] Elz. reads éimwa, against decisive codd. From
LXX. Joel iii. 1. — Ver. 22. airoi] Elz. reads xa/ aire/, Dut
Lachm. and Tisch. have correctly deleted xa/, in accordance with
A B C*DE X min. and several vss. and Fathers. =xai, both
after zadds and belore airoi, was very familiar to the transcribers.
— Ver. 23. After ¢xdorov Elz. and Scholz read A«Bivres, which is
wanting in A B C 8%, min. and several vss. and Fathers. An
addition to develope the construction. — Instead of xeipar,
Lachm. Tisch. Born. have xeiiz, following A B C D X, min. Syr.
p. Aeth. Ath. Cyr. And justly, as xepav was evidently inserted
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for the sake of the following dvéuwr. — Ver. 24. davico] D, Syr.
Yrp. Copt. Vulg. and several Fathers read ¢év. So Born, From
vv. 27, 31. — Ver. 27. ¢dw] Lachm. Born. and Tisch. read gazy,
which was already recommended by Griesb,, in accordance with
A B C D &, min. Clem. Epiph. Theophyl. As in the LXX, Ps.
xvi. 10, the reading is also different, A having ¢dew and B ¢on;
the text here is to be decided merely by the preponderance of
testimonies, which favours gdm.— Ver. 30. Before xafisas, Elz.
Scholz, Born. read ¢b xara cdpxa dvasricay wiv Xprordy, which is
wanting in A B C D** N, min. and most vss. and several
Fathers, has in other witnesses considerable variation, and, as
already Mill correctly saw, is a marginal gloss inserted in the
text. — Instead of ro5 dpévev, Lachm. Born. Tisch. read zv dpévoy,
according to A B C D &, min. Eus. This important authority,
as well as the circumstance that iz with the genitive along
with zediZew is very usual in the N. T. (comp. Luke xxii. 20;
Acts xilL 21, xxv. 6, 17; Matt. xix. 28, xxiil. 2, xxv. 31), decides
for the accusative. — Ver. 31. zarseigds] A B C D E &, min. and
several Fathers read éyxarersipgn. Recommended by Griesb.,
and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. From ver. 27. Therefore
not only is aézv (instead of @dov) read by Tisch., but also after
zarersighy there is read by Elz. 5 Juyi airod, for the omission of
which the authorities decide. — oire...ol7e is according to
important testimony to be received, with Lachm. Tisch. Born.,
instead of ob ... oléi, as the reading given in the text appears
likewise to have been formed from ver. 27. — Ver. 33. uei]
Elz. Scholz have v ipcz.  But, according to A B C* D K, min.
and many vss. and Fathers, Lachm. Born. Tisch. have erased
vy, which is an addition by way of gloss. — Ver. 37. worfoousy]
worfowuey is found in A C E 8, min. Fathers. DBut the delibe-
rative subjunctive was the more usual. Comp. on iv. 16. —
Ver. 38. i¢z] is, with Lachin. and Tisch., to be erased, as it is
entirely wanting in B min. Vulg. ms. Aug., and other wit-
nesses read gzeiv, which they have partly after uerascdo. (A C N,
15, al.), partly after airstg (D). A supplementary addition. —
Ver. 40. &iepapriparc] Elz. Scholz read diuapripero, against deci-
sive testimony. A form modelled after the following imperfect
— Ver. 41. After oy, Elz. Scholz read douévwe, which Lachm.
and Tisch. have deleted, in accordance with tar preponderating
testimony. A strengthening addition. — Ver. 42. x«: before 73
#r.coe 18 Tejected by decisive testimony (erased by Lachm. Tisch.
Born.). — Ver. 43. éyéwse] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read éyivero,
according to A B C D &, min. Vulg. Copt. Syr. utr. This con-
siderable attestation prevents us from assuming a formation
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resembling what follows; on the contrary, i-évsro has been inserted
as the more usual form. — Ver. 47. rj ézxdnsig] is wanting in
A B C R, Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Cyr. Deleted by
Lachm,, after Mill and Bengel. It was omitted for the sake of
conformity to ver. 41, because éx! 74 adsd, iii. 1, was considered
as still belonging to ii. 47, and therefore iii. 1 began with Izrpis
d¢ (so Lachm.).

Ver. 1.} When the day of Pentecost became full, i.e. when the
day of Pentecost had come, on the day of Pentecost. The day
is, according to the Hebrew mode (see Gesen. Thes. sv. won),
conceived as a mcasure to be filled up (comp. also ix. 23
Luke 1. 6, xxii. 9, 51, and many similar passages in the
N. T. and in the Apocrypha); so long as the day had not
yet arrived, but still belonged to the future, the measure was
not yet filled, but empty. DBut as soon as it appeared, the
fulfilment, the making the day full, the eupmArpwois (comp.
3 Esdr. i. 58; Dan. ix. 2) therewith occurred; by which,
without figure, is meant the realization of the day which
had not hitherto become a reality. The expression itself,
which concerns the definite individual day, is at variance with
the view of Olshausen and Baumgarten, who would have the
time from Kaster to be regarded as becoming full. Quite with-
out warrant, Hitzig (Ostern und Pfingst, p. 39 £) would place
the occurrence not at Pentecost at all See, in opposition to
this, Schneckenb. p. 198 f. — 7 wevrnroor7] is indeed originally
to be referred to the fjuépa understood ; but this supplementary
noun had entirely fallen into disuse, and the word had become
quite an independent substantive (comp. 2 Macc. xii. 32). 7ev-
TnrooTy also occurs in Tob. ii. 1, quite apart from its numeral
signification, and év 15} wevrnroary éopry is there: on the Pente-
cost-feast. See Fritzsche in loc. The feast of Pentecost, 30
niyay, Deut. xvi. 9, 10 (dyla émra éBSouddwy, Tob. Lc.), was one
of the three great festivals, appointed as the feast of the grain-
harvest (Ex. xxiii. 16; Num. xxvili. 26), and subsequently,
although we find no mention of this in Philo and Josephus
(comp. Bauer in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 680), regarded also

! Concerning the Pentccostal occurrence, see van Hengel, de gave der talen,
Pinksterstudie, Leid. 1864,
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as the celebration of the giving of the law from Sinai, falling
{Ex. xix. 1) in the third month (Danz in Meuschen, N. 7. ex
Talm. <ll. p. 741 ; Buxt. Synag. p. 438). It was restricted to
oune day, and celebrated on tbe fiftieth day after the first day
of the Passover (Lev. xxiii. 15, 16) ; so that the second paschal
day, z.¢. the 16tli of Nisan, the day of the sheaf offering, is to
be reckoned as the first of these fifty days. See Lightloot and
Wetstein in loc.; Ewald, Alterth. p. 476 f.; Keil, Archaol.
§ 83. Now, as in that year the Passover occurred on the
evening of Friday (see on Jobhn =xviii. 28), and consequently
this Friday, the day of the death of Jesus, was the 14th of
Nisan, Saturday the 15th, and Sunday the 16th, the tradition
of the ancient church has very correctly placed the first
Christian Pentecost on the Sunday.! Therefore the custom—
which, besides, cannot be shown to have existed at the time of
Jesus—of the Karaites, who explained na¢# in Lev. xxiil. 15
not of the first day of the Passover, but of the Salbath
occurring in the paschal week, and thus held Pentecost always
on a Sunday (Ideler, IL. p. 613 ; Wieseler, Synop. p. 349), is
to De left entirely out of consideration (in opposition to
Hitzig) ; and it is not to be assumed that the disciples might
have celebrated with the Karaites both Passover and Pentecost.®
But still the question arises: Whether Luke himself conceived
of that first Christian Pentecost as a Saturday or a Sunday?
As he, following with Matthew and Mark the Galilean tradi-
tion, makes the Passover occur already on Thursday evening
and be partaken of by Jesus Himself, and accordingly makes
the Friday of the crucifixion the 15th of Nisan; so he must
necessarily—but just as erroneously—have conceived of this
first wevrykoor) as a Saturday (Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost.
Zeitalt. p. 19), unless we should assnme that he may have bad
no other conception of the day of Pentecost than that which was
in counformity with the Christian custom of the Sunday cele-
bration of Pentecost; which, indced, does not correspond with

11 opposition to the view of Hupfeld, de primitiva et vera festorum ap.
Helr, ratione, Hal. 1852, who will have the fifty days reckoned from the last
paschal day ; see Ewald, Jakrb. 1V. p. 134 f.

8 8¢c also Vaihinger in Herzog's Encykl. XI. p. 476 f.
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liis account of the day of Jesus’ death as the 15th Nisan, but
shows the correctness of the Johannine tradition. — %oav
dvres opod éml 76 abrd] Concerning the text, see the critical
remarks ; concerning émi T0 aird, see on i 15, These
wdvres, all, were not merely the apostles, but all the followers of
Jesus then in Jerusalem, partly natives and partly strangers,
including the apostles. For, first of all, it may certainly
be presumed that on the day of Pentecost, and, moreover, at
the hour of prayer (ver. 15), not the apostles alone, but with
them also the other panpral—among whom there were, without
doubt, many foreign pilgrims to the feast—were assembled.
Moreover, in ver. 14 the apostles are distinguished from the
rest. Further, the mrdvres, designedly added, by no means
corresponds to the small number of the apostles (i. 26),
especially as in the narrative immediately preceding mention
was made of a much greater assembly (i. 13); it is, on the
contrary, designed — because otherwise it would have been
superfluous—to indicate a still greater completeness of the
assembly, and therefore it may not be limited even to the 120)
persons alone. Lastly, it is clear also from the prophetic
saying of Joel, adduced in ver. 16 ff,, that the effusion of the
Spirit was not on the apostles merely, but on all the new
people of God, so that dmavres (ver. 1) must be understood of
all the followers of Jesus (of course, according to the latitude of
the popular manner of expression).

Ver. 2 describes what preceded the effusion of the Spirit as
an audible onuetov—a sound occurring wnexpectedly from heaven
as of « violent wind borne along (comp. myebpua Biacoy, Arrian.
Lzp. AL ii, 6. 3; Pausan. x. 17. 11). The wonderful sound
18, by the comparison (domep) with a violent wind, intended to
be brought home to the conception of the reader, but not to
be represented as an actual storm of wind (Eichhiorn, Hein-
richs), or gust (Ewald), or other natural plienomenon (comp.
Neander, p. 14)! Comp. Hom. Od. vi. 20.— oixov] is mot
arbitrarily and against N. T. vsage to be limited to the room
(Valckenaer), but is to be understood of a prvate house, and,

! Lightfoot aptly remarks: *‘Sonus venti vehementis, sed absque vento ; sic
etiam linguae igneae, sed absque igue.”
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indeed, most probably of the same house, which is already
known from i. 13, 15 as the meeting-place of the disciples of
Jesus. Whether it was the very house in which Jesus par-
took of the last supper (Mark xiv. 12 ff)), as Ewald conjectures,
cannot be determined. If Luke had meant the temple, as,
after the older commentators, Morus, Heinrichs, QOlshausen,
Baumgarten, also Wieseler, p. 18, and Lange, Apost. Zeitalt.
I1. p. 14, assume, he must have named it ; the reader could not
have guessed it. For (1) it is by no means necessary that we
should think of the assembly on the first day of Pentecost and
at the time of prayer just as in the temple. On the contrary,
ver. 1 describes the circle of those met together as closed and
in a manner separatist; hence a place in the temple could
neither be wished for by them nor granted to them. Nor is
the opinion, that it was the temple, to be established from Luke
xxiv. 33, where the mode of expression is popular. (2) The
supposition that they were assembled in the temple is not
required by the great multitude of those that flocked together
(ver. 6). The private house may have been in the neighbour-
hood of the temple ; but not even this supposition is necessary,
considering the miraculous character of the occurrence. (3) It
is true that, according to Josepl. Antt. viii. 3. 2, the principal
building of the temple had thirty halls built around it, which
he calls oixouvs; but could Luke suppose Theophilus possessed
of this special knowledge ? “ But,” it is said, (4) “ the solemn
inauguration of the church of Christ then presents itself with
imposing eflect in the sanctuary of the old covenant,” Olshausen ;
“ the new spiritual temple must have . . . proceeded from the
envelope of the old temple,” Lange. But this locality would
need first to be proved! If this inauguration did nof take
place in the temple, with the same warrant there might be
seen in this an equally imposing indication of the entire sever-
ance of the new theocracy from the old. Yet Luke has indi-
cated neither the one nor the other idea, and it is not till
ii. 44 that the visit to the temple emerges in his narrative.—
Kaiser (Commentat. 1820, pp. 3—23; comp. bbl. Theol. IL
p. 41) ivfers from fjoav . . . éml 76 abro, ver. 1, as well as from
oikos, kaBiuevol, ob peBiovawy, ver, 15, ete, that this Christian
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privato assembly, at the first feast of Pentecost, had for its
object the celebration of the Agapae. Comp. Augusti, Denk-
wilrdiglkeiten aus der chrisil. Arck. IV. p, 124. An interpreta-
tion arbitrarily put into the words. The sacredness of the
festival was in itself a sufficient reason for their assembling,
especially considering the deeply excited state of feeling in
which they were, and the promise which was given to the
apostles for so ncar a realization.— od Woav xabefopevor]
where, that is, in which they were sitting. We have to con-
ceive those assembled, ere yet the hour of prayer (ver. 15)
had arrived (for in prayer they stood), sitting at the feet of
the teachers.

Ver. 3. After the audille onueiov immediately follows the
visible.  Incorrectly Luther: “there were seen on them the
tongues divided as if they were of fire”! The words mean:
There appeared fo them, i.e. there were seen by them, fongues
becoming distributed, fire-like, i.e. tongues which appeared like
little flames of fire, and were distributed (ii. 45; Luke xxii. 17,
xxili. 34) upon those present (see the following éxaiae x.7.\.).
They were thus appearances of tongues, which were luminous,
but did not burn; not really consisting of fire, but only @ge:
wupos ; and not confluent into one, but distributing themselves
severally on the asseinbled. As only similar to fire, they bove
an analogy to electric phenomena; their tongue-shape referred
as a ognuelov to that miraculous Aaiefv which ensued immedi-
ately after, and the fire-like form to the divine presence (comp.
Ex. iii. 2), which was here operative in a manuer so entirely
peculiar. The whole phenomenon is to be understood as a
miraculous operation of God manifesting Himself in the Spirit,
by which, as by the preceding sound from heaven, the effusion
of the Spirit was made known as divine, and His efficacy on
the miuds of those who were to receive Ilim was enhanced.
A more special physiological definition of the onueia, vv. 2, 3,
is impossible. Lange, Apost. Zeitalt. 11 p. 19, fancifully
suppos:s that the noise of the wind was a streaming of the
heavenly powers from above, audible to the opened visionary

! Thercfore the expression is not-to be explained from Isa. v, 24, for there
Wl\‘ ]iw") is a represcntation. of that which consumes.
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sense, and that the tongues of fire were a disengaging of the
solar fire-power of the earth and its atmosphere (1). The
attempts, also, to convert this appearance of fire-like tongues
into an accidental electric natural occurrence (Paulus, Thiess,
and others) are in vain; for these flames, which make their
appearance, during an accumulation of electric matter, on
towers, masts, and even on men, present far too wealk re-
semblances; and besides, the room of a house, where the pheno-
menon exclusively occurred, was altogether unsuited for any
such natural development. The representation of the text is
monstrously altered by Heinrichs: Fulgura cellam vere pervade-
bant, sed in inusitatas imagines ca effinxit apostolorum commota
mens ; as also by Heumann: that they believed that they saw
the fiery tongues merely in the ecstatic state ; and not less so by
Eichhorn, who says that “ they saw flames” signifies in rabbinical
usus logquendi : they were transported into ecstatic excitement.
The passages adduced by Eichhorn from Schoettgen contain
no merely figurative modes of expression, but fancies of the
later Rabbins to be understood literally in imitation of the
phenomena at Sinai,—of which phenomena, we may add, a real
historical analogue is to be recogmised in our passage. —
éxdBiaé 1e] namely, not an indefinite subject, something (Hil-
debrand, comp. Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 118 [E. T. 134]), but
such a yAGooa woei mupos.  If Luke had written éxdfiaar (see
the critical remarks), the notion that one yAdooae sat upon
each would not have been definitely expressed. Comp. Winer,
p. 481 [E. T. 648] Oecumenius, Beza, Castalio, Schoettgen,
Kuinoel, incorrectly take wip as the subject, since, in fact,
there was no fire at all, but only something resembling fire;
@ael mupos serves only for comparison, and consequently wip
cannot be the subject of the continued narrative. Others, as
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Wolf, Bengel, Hein-
richs et al., consider the wvedua dywov as subject. In that
case it would have to be interpreted, with Fritzsche (Conject.
I. p. 13): xabicavros é éva Eékacrov alriv émMhijcbnoav
dmavres myebparos drylov, and Matt. xvii. 18 would be similar.
Very harsh, seeing that the mveiua dyiov, in so far as it sat on
the assembled, would appear as identical with its symbol, the
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fiery tongues; but in so far as it filled the assembled, as the
mvedua itsclf, different from the symbol—The Té joining on
to the preceding (Lachim. reads xai, following insuflicient testi-
mony) connects éxifioce x.TA. with d¢fpoav x.T\. into an
unity, so that the description divides itself into the three acts:
d¢pbnoav kT, émhjabneav k), and fpfavro kTN, a3 is
marked by the thrice recurring «ad.

Ver. 4. After this external phenomenon, there now ensued
the internal filling of all who were assembled,' without excep-
tion (émw\. amavres, comp. ver. 1), with the Holy Spirit, of which
the immediate result was, that they, and, indeed, these same
amayres (comp. iv. 31)—accordingly not excluding the apostles
(in opposition to van Hengel)—#pEavro Aakeiv érépais yhdooars.
Earlier cases of being filled with the Spirit (Luke i. 41, 47 ;
John xx. 22; comp. also Luke ix. 55) are related to the pre-
sent as the momeutary, partial, and typical, to the permanent,
complete, and antitypical, such as could only occur after the
glorifying of Jesus (see ver.33; John xvi. 7, vii. 39).—%jpfavro)
brings into prominence the primus impetus of the act as its
most remarkable element. — AaXelv érépais yAwgoais] For
the sure determination of what Luke meant by this, it is
decisive that érepais yAwooais on the part of the speakers
wag, in point of fact, the same thing which the congregated
Parthians, Medes, Elamites, etc., designated as tais nuerépais
YAwogais (comp. ver. 8: 7§ (dla diahéktep judv). The érepas
yAdooar therefore are, according to the text, to be considered
as absolutely nothing else than languages, which were differcnt
JSrom the native language of the speakers. They, the Galileans,
spoke, one Parthian, another Median, etc.,, consequently lan-
guages of another sort (Luke ix. 29 ; Mark xvi. 13 ; Gal. i. 6),
1.e. foreign (1 Cor. xiv. 21); and these indeed—the point wherein
precisely appeared the miraculous operation of the Spirit—
not acquired by study (yMwooars rawats, Mark xvi. 17).
Accordingly the text itself determines the meaning of yA@coat
as lunguages, not: tongues (as van Hengel again assumes on the
basis of ver. 3, where, however, the tongues have only the

1 Chrysostom woll remnrks : odx @v 1lxs dvres, nal daooridas Svrwy inid, o} uy
xaiof &adw wirivyov. Sce also van Hengel, p. 54 ff.
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symbolic destination of a divine anueior'); and thereby excludes
the various other explanations, and in particular those which
start from the meaning wverba obsoleta et poctica (Galen, cxey.
glossar. Hippocr. Prooem.; Aristot. Ars poet. 21. 4 ff, 22, 3 £.;
Quinctil. i. 8 ; Pollux. ii. 4; Plut. Pyth. orac. 24 ; and see Giese,
Acol. Dial. p. 42 ff.).  This remark holds good (1) of the inter-
pretation of Herder (von d. Gabe der Sprachen am ersten christl.
Dfingstf., Riga, 1794), that new modes of interpreting the ancient
pirophcts were meant; (2) against Heinrichs, who (after A. G.
Meyer, de charismate rov yAwooav, ete.,, Hannov. 1797) founds
on that assumed meaning of (yAwoaae his explanation of enthu-
siastic speaking in languages which were foreizn indeed, different
from the sacred language, but were the native languages of the
spealers; (3) against Bleek in the Stud. w. Kriz. 1829, p. 331,
1830, p. 45 . The latter explaius yA@aoa: as glosses, 1.e. un-
usual, antiquated poetical and provincial expressions. According
to him, we are not to think of a connected speaking in foreign
languages, but of a speaking in expressions which were foreign
to the language of commmon life, and in which there was an
approximation to a highly poetical phraseology, yet so that
these glosses were borrowed from different dialects and lan-
guages (therefore érépass). Against this explanation of the
yhoooas, which is supported by Bleek with much erudition,
the usus loguend: is already decisive. For yAdooa in that
sense 1s a grammatico-technical expression, or at least an ex-
pression borrowed from grammarians, which is only as such
philologically beyond dispute (see all the passages in Bleek,
p- 33 ff, and already in A. G. Meyer, lc.; Iritzsche, ad Mare.
. 741). But this meaning is entirely unknown to ordinary
linguistic usage, and particularly to that of the O. and N. T.
How should Luke bave hit upon the use of such a singular
expression for a thing, which he could easily designate by
words universally intelligible ?  How could he put this expres-

! Van Hengel understands, aceording to ver. 8, by {ryas 2., ‘‘tongues of
fire, which the bLelievers in Jesus have obtained through their communion with
the Holy Spirit.” That is, ** an open-hearted and loud speaking to the glori-
fying of God in Christ,” such as Lad not been done before. Dreviously their
tongues had been without fire.
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gion even into the mouths of the Parthians, Medes, Elamites,
etc. ?  For fuerépais yhwocass, ver. 11, must be explained in
& manner entirely corresponding to this. Further, there would
result for fjuerépacs a wholly absurd meaning.  fuérepat yAic-
aat, forsooth, would be nothing else than glosses, obsolete
expressions, which are peculiar only to the Parthians, or to the
Medes, or to the Elamites, etc., just as the 'Arrical yAdooar
of Theodorus (in Athen. xiv. p. 646 ¢, p. 1437, ed. Dindorf)
are provincialisms of Attice, which were not current among
the rest of the Greeks. Finally, it is further decisive against
Bleek that, according to his explanation of yAdoca trans-
ferred also to 1 Cor. xii. 14, no sense is left for the singular
term qAooop Aakeiv; for qAdooa could not denmote genus
locutionts glossematicum (Néfis yhwoanuaricy, Dionys. Hal. de
Thue. 24), but simply a single gloss. As Bleek’s explanation
falls to the ground, so must every other which takes yhiooar
in any other sense than languages, which it must mean accord-
ing to vv. 6, 8,11. This remark holds particularly (4) against
the understanding of the matter by van Hengel, according to
whom the assembled followers of Jesus spoke with other
tongues than those with which they formerly spoke, namely,
in the excitement of a fiery inspiration, but still all of them in
Aramaic, so that each of those who came together heard the
language of his own ancestral worship from the mouth of these
Galileans, ver. 6,

From what has been already said, and at the same time from
the express contrast in which the list of pations (vv. 9-11)
stands with the question odx (8od wdvres . . . I'akehaios (ver. T),
it results beyond all doubt that Lulke intended to narrate nothing
else than this: the persons possessed by the Spirit began to speak
in languages which were foreign to their nationality instead of
their mother-tongue, namely, in the languages of other nations,
the enowledge and use of which were previously wanting to them,
and were only mow communicated in and with the mvebpa dyiov.

! Comp., besides 1 Cor. xiv. 21, Ecclus. praef. : irev girexd; (the Hebrew)
s iripay yadooay (Leo, Tact. 4. 49 : ydrdooais Jia@ipais Azreiy) ; also Aescl.
Sept. 171 : wirw Jopimovor p wpodal’ drrpa@dve erpery, Not different is Pind
DPyth. xi. 43 ; &arerpiaies yrdooas;.
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Comp. Storr, Opuse. IL. p. 290 ff, I1L p. 277 f.; Milville, Obss.
theol. exeg. de dono linguar. Basil. 1816. See also Schaff, Gesch.
d. apost. K. p. 201 ff, ed. 2; Ch. F. Fritzsche, Nova opusc.
p. 304 £ The author of Mark xvi. 17 has correctly under-
stood the expression of Luke, when, in reference to our nar-
rative, he wrote xawals instead of érépats. The explanation
of forcign languages has been since the days of Origen that of
most of the Church Fathers and expositors; but the monstrous
extension of this view formerly prevalent, to the effect that the
inspired received the gift of speaking all the languages of the
carth (Augustin.: “ coeperunt loqui linguis emnium gentium’),
and that for the purpose of enabling them to proclaim the gospel
to all nations, is unwarranted. “ Poena linguarum dispersit
homines: donum linguarum dispersos in unum populum col-
legit,” Grotius. Of this the text knows nothing; it leaves it,
on the contrary, entirely undetermined whether, over and
above the languages specially mentioned in vv. 9-11, any
others were spoken. For the preaching of the gospel in the
apostolic age this alleged gift of languages was partly unneces-
sary, as the preachers needed only to be able to speak Hebrew
and Greek (comp. Schneckenb. neutest. Zeitgesch. p. 17 ff.), and
partly too general, as among the assembled there were certainly
very many who did not enter upon the vocation of teacher.
And, on the other hand, such a gift would also have been
premature, since Paul, the apostle of the Gentiles, would,
ahove all, have needed it ; and yet in his case there is no trace
of its subscquent Teception, just as there is no evidence of his
having preached in any other language than Hebrew and Greek.

But how is the occurrence to be judged of historically? On
this the following points are to be observed:—(1) Since the
sudden communication of a facility of speaking foreign lan-
guages is mneither logically possible nor psychologically and
morally conceivable, and since in the case of the apostles not
the slightest indication of it is perceptible in their letters or
otherwise (comp., on the contrary, xiv. 11); since further, if
it is to be assumed as having been only momentary, the im-
possibility is even increased, and since Peter himself in his
address makes not even the slightest allusion to the foreign
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languages,—the event, as Luke narrates it, cannot be pre-
scnted in the actual form of its historical occurrence, whether
we regard that Pentecostal assembly .(without any indication
to that effect in the text) as a representation of the entire
future Christian body (Baumgarten) or not. (2) The analogy of
magnetism (adduced especially by Olshausen, and by Baeumlein
in the Wirtemb. Stud. VI. 2, p. 118) is entirely foreign to the
point, especially as those possessed by the Spirit were already
speaking in foreign languages, when the Parthians, Medes, etc,,
came up, so that anything corresponding to the magnetic
“rapport” is not conceivable. (3) If the event is alleged to
have taken place, as it is narrated, with a view to the repre-
sentation of an idea,' and that, indeed, only at the time and
without leaving behind a permanent facility of speaking
languages (Rossteuscher, Gabe der Sprachen, Marb. 1850,
p- 97: “in order to represent and to attest, in germ and
symbol, the future gathering of the elect out of all nations,
the consecration of their languages in the church, and again
the holiness of the church in the use of these profane idioms,
as also of what is natural generally”), such a view is nothing
else than a gratuitously-imported subjective abstraction of
fancy, which leaves the point of the impossibility and the
non-historical character of the occurrence entirely unsettled,
although it arbitrarily falls back upon the Babylonian con-
fusion of tongues as its corresponding historical type. This
remark also applies against Lange, Apost. Zeitalt. I1. p. 22 ff,,
according to whose fanciful notion the original language of the
wmner life by which mew's minds are united has here reached
its fairest manifestation. This Pentecostal language, he holds,
still pervades the church as the language of the inmost life
in God, as the language of the Bible, glorified by the gospel,
and as the leaven of all languages, which effects their re-
generation into the language of the Spirit. (4) Neverthe-
less, the state of the fact can in nowise be reduced to a
speaking of the persons assembled in their mother - tongues,
so that the speakers would have been no native Galileans

! Comp. Augustine, serm. 9: Loquebatur enim tunc unus homo omnibus lin-

guis, quin locutura erat unitas ecclesine in omnibus linguis.
ACTS, E
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(Paulus, Eichhorn, Schulthess, de charismatid. sp. s., Lips. 1818,
Kuinoel, Heiunrichs, Fritzsche, Schrader, and others); along
with which David Schulz (d. Geistesgaben d. ersten Christen,
Breslau, 1836) explains érépais yAdaoass even of other kinds
of singing praise, which found utterance in the provincial
dialects contrary to their custom and ability at other times.
Thus the very essence of the narrative, the miraculous nature
of the phenomenon, is swept away, and there is not even left
matter of surprise fitted to give sufficient occasion for the
astonishment and its expressions, if we do not, with Thiess,
resort even to the hypothesis that the speakers had only used
the Aramaic dialects instead of the Galilean. Every resolution
of the matter into a speaking of native languages is directly
against the nature and the words of the narrative, and there-
fore unwarranted.  (3) Equally unwarranted, moreover, is the
conversion, utterly in the face of the narrative, of the miracle of
tongues into a miracle of hearing, so that those assembled did
not, indeed, speak in any foreign tongue, but the foreigners
listening believed that they heard their own native languages.
See against this view, Castalio ¢n loc., and Beza on x. 46. This
opinion (which Billroth on 1 Cor. strangely outbids by his
fancy of a primeval language which had been spolen) is already
represented by Gregory of Nazianzus, Oraf. 44, as allowable
by the punctuation of ii 6 ; is found thereafter in the Pseudo-
Cyprian (Arnold), in the appendix to the Opp. Cypr. p. 60, ed.
Brem. (p. 475, ed Basil. 1530), in Beda, Erasmus, and others ;
and bas recently been advocated especially by Schnecken-
burger, Beiir. p. 84 ; comp. @b. den Zweck d. Apostelgesch.
p. 202 f£:' legend also presents later analogous phenomena
(in the life of Francis Xavier and others). (6) The miraculous
gift of languages Temains the centre of the entire narrative
(see Ch. F. Fritzsche, nova opusc. p. 309 ff.; Zeller, p. 104 ff.;
Hilzenf. d. Glossolalie, p. 87 ff.), and may in nowise be put
aside or placed in the background, if the state of the fact is to
Le derived entirely from this narrative. If we further compare
x. 46, 47, the xafos xai fjueis in that passage shows that the

1 Svenson also, in the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Th. u. K. 1859, p. 1 fI., arrives st
the result of a miracle of learing.
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Aakeiv yhwooais, which there occurred at the descent of the
Spirit on those assembled, cannot have been anything essen-
tially different from the event in Acts ii. A corresponding
judgment must in that case be formed as to xix. 6. But we
have to take our views of what the yAdcoais Nakeiv really
was, not from our passage, but from the older and absolutely
authentic account of Paul in 1 Cor. xii. 14; according to
which it (see comm. on 1 Cor. xii. 10) was a speaking in the
form of prayer—which took place in the highest ecstasy, and
required an interpretation for its understanding—and not a
speaking in foreign languages. The occurrence in Acts ii. is
therefore to be recognised, according to its historical import,
as the phenomenon of the glossolalia (not as a higher stage of it,
in which the foreign languages supervened, Olshausen), which
emerged for the first time in the Christian church, and that
immediately on the effusion of the Spirit at Pentecost,—a
phenomenon which, in the sphere of the marvellous to which it
belongs, was elaborated and embellished by legend into a speak-
ing in foreign languages, and accordingly into an occurrence
quite unigue, not indeed as to substance, but as to mode (comp.
Hilgenfeld, p. 146), and far surpassing the subsequently
frequent and well-known glossolalic, having in fact no parallel
in the further history of the church.! How this transformation
—the supposition of which is by no means to be treated with
suspicion as the dogmnatic caprice of unbelief (in opposition to

! The conclusion of Wieseler (Stud. u. Krit. 1869, p. 118), that Luke, who, as
a companion of Paul, must have been well acquainted with the glossolalic,
could not have represcnted it as a speaking in foreign languages, is incorrect.
Luke, in fact, conceives and describes the Pentecostal miracle not as the glos-
solalia, which was certainly well known to him, as it was a frequent gift in the
apostolic age, but as a quite extraordinary occurrence, such as it had been pre-
sented to him by tradition ; and in doing so, he is perfectly conscious of the
distinction between it and the speaking with tongues, which he knew by experi-
ence. With justice Holtzmann also (in Herzog's Encykl. XVIIIL. p. 659) sees
in our narrative a later legendary formation, but from a time which was no longer
familiar with the nature of the glossolalia. ‘This latter statement is not to be
conceded, partly becanse Luke wrote soon after the destruction of Jerusalem,
and the source which he here made use of must have been still older; and
partly because he was a friend of Paul, and as such could not have been other-
wige than familiar with the nature of that x#powa, which the apostle himsell
richly possessed.
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Rossteuscher, p. 125)—took place, camnot be ascertained.
But the supposition very naturally sugaests itself, that among
the persons possessed by the Spirit, who were for the most part
Galileans (in the elaborated legend; all of them Galileans),
there were also some foreigners, and that among these very
naturally the utterances of the Spirit in the glossolalia found
vent in expressions of their different national languages, and
not in the Aramaic dialect, which was to them by nature
a foreign language, and therefore not natural or suitable for
the outburst of inspired ecstasy. If this first glossolalia
actually took place in different languages, we can explain how
the legend gradually gave to the occurrence the form which
it has in Luke, even with the list of nations, which specifies
more particularly the languages spoken. That a symbolical
ricw of the phenomenon has occasioned the formation of the
legend, namely, the idea of doing away with the diversity of
languages which arose, Gen. xi, by way of punishment,
according to which idea there was to be again in the Mes-
sianic time els Aaos xvplov kai yAdooa pla (Test. XII. Patr.
p. 618),1is not to be assumed (Schneckenburger, Rossteuscher,
de Wette), since this idea as respects the yAdooa pla is not a
N.T. one, and it would suit not the miracle of speaking, such as
the matter appears in our narrative, but a miracle of kearing,
such as it has been interpreted to mean. The general idea of
the universal destination of Christianity (comp. Zeller, Hilgen-
feld) cannot but have been favourable to the shaping of the
occurrence in the form in which it appears in our passage.
The view which regards our event as essentially identical
with the glossolalia, but does not conceive the latter as a
speaking in foreign languages, has been adopted by Bleek in
the Stud. w. Krt. 1829, p. 50 ff, whose explanation, how-
ever, of highly poetical discourse, combined with foreign ex-
pressions, agrees neither with the érép. yA. generally nor with
vv, 8 and 11; by Baur in the 7ub. Zeitschr. 1830, 2, p.
101 ff, who, however, explains on this account érép. yA. as
new spirit-tongues,' and regarded this expression as the original

! Which the Spirit has created for Himself as His organs, different from the
wsual human tongues. 8ee also in bis neutest. Theol. p. 323 f.
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one, but subsequently in the Stud. «. Krit. 1838, p. 618 ff,
amidst a mixing up of different opinions, has acceded to the
view of Bleek; by Steudel in the T'ab. Zeitschr. 1830, 2, p.
133 ff, 1831, 2, p. 128 ff, who explains the Pentccostal
svent from the corresponding tone of feeling which the inspired
1ddress encountered in ofhers,—a view which does not at all
suit the concourse of foreign unbelievers in our passage; by
Neander, who, however (4th edition, p. 28), idealizes the
speaking of inspiration in our passage too indefinitely and
indistinctly ; by Wieseler in the Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 743 ff,
1860, p. 117, who makes the épunrela yAwoodv be described
according to the impression made upon the assembled Jews,—
an idea irreconcilable with our text (vv. 6-12); by de Wette,
who ascribes the transformation of the glossolalia in our passage
to a reporter, who, from want of kmowledge, imported into
the traditional facts a symbolical meaning; by Hilgenfeld,
iccording to whom the author conceived the gift of languages
15 a special yévas of speaking with tongues; by van Hengel,
who sees in the Corinthian glessolalia a degenerating of the
original fact in our passage; and by Ewald (Gesch. d. apost.
Zeitalt. p. 123 ff, comp. Jahrd. I11. p. 269 ff.), who represecnts
the matter as the first outburst of the infinite vigour of life and
pleasure in life of the new-born Christianity, which took place
not in words, songs, and prayers previously used, nor generally
in previous human speech and language, but, as it were, in a
sudden conflux and moulding-anew of all previous languages,
amidst which the synonymous expressions of different lan-
guages were, in the surging of excitement, crowded and con-
glomerated, etc.,—a view in which the appeal to the ¢BBa o
matijp and papav dfa is much too weak to do justice to the
érépais yhdoaats as the proper point of the narrative.  On the
other hand, the view of the Pentecostal miracle as an actual
though only temporary speaking in unacquired foreign lan-
guages, such as Luke represents it, has been maintained down
to the most recent times (Baeumlein in the Wiirtemd. Stud.
1834, 2, p. 40 ff.; Bauer in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 658 ff.,
1844, p. 708 ft.; Zinsler, de charism. To0 YA Nah. 1847
Englmann, v. d. Charismen, 1850 ; Maier, d. Glossalie d. apost.
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Zeitalt. 1855 ; Thiersch, Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 67 ; Ross-
teuscher, Baumgarten, Lechler; comp. alsoc Kahnis, vom hedl.
Geiste, p. 61 ff, Dogmat. 1. p. 517, Schaff, and others), a con-
ception which Hofmann, Weissag. u. Ery. IL p. 206 ff, supports
by the significance of Pentecost as the feast of the first fruits,
and Baumgarten, at the same time, by its reference to the
giving of the law. But by its side the procedure of the other
extreme, by which the Pentecostal occurrence is entirely
banished from history,! has been carried out in the boldest and
most decided manner by Zeller (p. 104 '), to whom the origin
of the narrative appears quite capable of explanation from
dogmatic motives (according to the idea of the destination of
Christianity for all nations) and typical views.? — xafds, as,
in which manner, i.e. according to the context: in which
foreign language. — amodOéyyeadar] clogui (Lucian. Zeuz. 1,
Paras. 4, Plut. Mor. p. 405 E, Diog. L. L 63), a purposely
chosen word (comp. iL 14, xxvi. 23) for loud utterance in the
elevated state of spiritual gifts (1 Chron. xxv. 1; Ecclus.
Prolog. ii.; comp. amopfeyua, Deut. xxxii. 2, also Zech. x. 2),
also of false prophets, Ezek. xiii. 19; Mich. v. 12. See,
generally, Schleusner, Tes. I. p. 417 ; also Valckenaer, p. 344 ;
and van Hengel, p. 40.

Ver. 5 gives, as introductory to what follows, preliminary
information how it happened that Jews of so very diversified
nationality were witnesses of the occurrence, and heard their
mother-languages spoken by the inspired.  Stolz, Paulus,

* Weisse, evang. Gesch. 11, p. 41711, identifies the matter even with the appear-
aunce of the risen Christ to more than 500 brethren, recorded in 1 Cor. xv. 61
— Gfrorer, Gesch. d. Urchr. 1. 2, p. 397 f., derives the origin of the Pentecostal
history in our passage from the Jewish tradition of the fcast of Pentecost as the
festival of the law, urging the mythical miracle of tongues on Sinai (comp. also
Schineckenburger, p. 202 fi.).

2 Comp. also Baur, who finds here Paul’s idea of the Aaxiv cals yrderas ror
arbylwwr el wios byyyisw, 1 Cor. xXiil'1, converted into reality. According to
Baur, neutest. Theol. p. 322, there remains to us as the proper nucleus of the
matter ouly the conviction, whicl became to the disciples and first Christians a
Jact of their consciousness, that the same Bpirit by whom Jesus was qualified to
b2 the Messiak had also been imparted to them, and was the specific principle—
determining the Christian consciousness—of their fellowship, This communica-
tion of the Bpirit did not, in his view, even occur at a definite point of time.
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and Heinrichs are entirely in error in supposing that ver. 5
refers to the Aahely érép. 9\, and that the sense is: “Neque
id secus quam par erat, nam ex pluribus nationibus diverse
loquentibus intererant isti coetui homines,” etc. The context,
in fact, distinguishes the "TovbaZoc and the Taliraior (so desig-
nated not as a sect, but according to their nationality), clearly
in such a way that the former are members of the nation
generally, and the latter are specially and exclusively Galileans.
See also van Hengel, p. 9. — 7joav . . . kaTtowcotvres] they were
dwelling, is not to be taken of mere temporary residence
(Kuinoel, Olshausen, and others), but of the domicile (Luke
xiii. 4 ; Acts vil. 48,1ix. 22, al. ; Plat. Legg. ii. p. 666 E, xii.
p- 969 C) which they had taken up in the central city of the
theocracy, and that from conscientious religious feelings as
Israelites (hence edAafBels, comp. on Luke ii. 25). Comp.
Chrys.: 0 xatowkely ebhaBelas 7y anuelor wds; amwo TogoUTwWY
wap é0vév 8vres rai matpibas dpévres . .. Grovw éel. — TOVY
Umo Tov olpav.] sc. é0vév, of the nations to be found under heaven
(Bernhardy). — dmo 7ov opavdv is classical, like o Tov FAsov.
Comp. Plat. Ep. p. 326 C, T%m.p. 23 C. The whole expression
has something solemn about it, and is, as a popular hyperbole,
to be left in all its generality. Comp. Deut. 1i. 25 ; Col i. 23.

Ver. 6. Tijs ¢wvijs Tatrns] this sound, which, inasmuch as
obros points back to a more remote noun, is to be referred to
the wind-like rushing of ver. 2, to which also revop. carries us
back. Comp. John iii. 8. Luke represents the matter in
such a way that this noise sounded forth from the house of
meeting to the street, and that thereby the multitude were
induced to come thither. In this case neither an earthquake
(Neander) nor a “sympathy of the susceptible ” (Lange) are to
be called in to help, because there is no mention of either; in
fact, the wonderful character of the noise is sufficient. Others,
as Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Bleek, Schulz, Wieseler, Hilgenfeld,
think that the loud speaking of the inspired is here meant.
But in that case we should expect the plural, especially as
this speaking occurred in different languages; and besides, we
should be obliged to conceive this speaking as being strong,
like a crying, which is not indicated in ver. 4; thevefore
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Wieseler would have it taken only as a definition of tiie,
hich the aorist does not suit, because the speaking continues.
Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Castalio, Vatablus, Grotius, Heumann,
and Schulthess take ¢wry in the sense of ¢rjun. Contrary to
the wusus loguendi; evenin Gen. xlv. 16 it is otherwise. — cvve-
xv0n] mente confusa est (Vulgate), was perplexed. Comp.
ix. 22; 1 Mace. iv. 27; 2 Mace. x. 30; Herod. viii. 99;
Plat. Ep. 7, p. 346 D; Diod. S.iv. 62; Lucian, Nigr. 31. —
€is €xacTos] annexes to the more indefinite #jxovoy the exact
statement of the subject. Comp. John xvi. 32; Acts xi. 29 al.;
Jacobs, ad Achill. Tat. p. 622 ; Ameis on Hom. Od. x. 397;
Bernbardy, p. 420.— duahéwre] is here also not national
language, but dialect (see on i. 19), language in its provincial
peculiarity. It is, as well as in ver. 8, designedly chosen,
because the foreigners who arrived spoke not entirely different
languages, but in part only different dialects of the same
language. Thus, for example, the Asiatics, Phrygians, and
Pampliylians, respectively spoke Greek, but in different idioms ;
the Parthians, Medes, and Elamites, Persian, but also in dif-
ferent provincial forms. Therefore, the persons possessed by
the Spirit, according to the representation of the text, ex-
pressed themselves in the peculiar local dialects of the érépww
~Awocady. The view that the Aramaic dialect was that in
which all the speakers spoke (van Hengel), appears—from ver. 8;
from the list of nations, which would be destitute of significance;
from mpocAvroc (ver. 10), which would be meaningless; and
from ver. 11,! as well as from the opinions expressed in vv. 12,
13, which would be without a motive—as an exegetical impossi-
bility, which is also already excluded by eis éxaoros in ver. 6.
— NalotvToy adrdv] not, of course, that all spoke in all
dialects, but that one spoke in one dialect, and another in
another. Each of those who came together heard his peculiar
dialect spoken by one or some of the inspired. This remark
applies in opposition to Bleek, who objects to the common
explanation of Nakely érép. yAdogars, that each individual
must have spoken in the different languages simultaneously.

} Where neither in itself nor according to ver. 8 can sais nuiripas yreorvwn
meat what van Hengel puts into it; as we do with our own longues,
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The expression is not even awlward (Olshausen), as it ex-
presses the opinion of the people comprehended generally, and
conscquently even the summary ardv is quite in order.

Vv. 7, 8. "EflaTtavro denotes the astonishment now setting in
after the first perplexity, ver. 6 ; éfavualor is the continuing
wonder resulting from it. Comp. Mark vi. 51. — i8o¥] to be
enclosed within two commas. — wavres ofTor x7.\.] pointing
out: all the speakers present. It does not distinguish two kinds
of persons, those who spoke and those who did not speak
(van Hengel); but see ver. 4. The dislocation occasioned by
the interposition of eloiy brings the ardvres ofTor into more
emplatic prominence. — I'ahthaior] They wondered to hear
men, who were pure Galileans, speak Parthian, Median, etc.
This view, which takes I'a\. in the sense of nationality, is
required by vv. 8, 11, and by the contrast of the nations
afterwards named. It is therefore foreign to the matter, with
Herder, Heinrichs, Olshausen, Schnlz, Rossteuscher, van Hengel,
and older commentators, to bring into prominence the acces-
sory idea of want of culture (uncultivated Galileans); and
erroneous, with Stolz, Eichhorn, Kuinoel, and others, to con-
sider T'aX. as a designation of the Christian sect—a designation,
evidence of which, moreover, can only be adduced from a later
period. Augusti, Denkwird. IV. pp. 49, 55. It is erroneous,
also, to find the cause of wonder in the circumstance that the
Galileans should have used profane languages for so foly an
object (Kuinoel). So, in opposition to this, Ch. F. Fritzsche,

nova opusc. p. 310. — xat wds] xai, as a simple and, annexes
the sequence of the sense; and (as they are all Galileans) /ow
happens 1t that, etc. — fuels dxovouev ékaaTos K.TN.] we on our

part (in contrast to the speaking Galileans) kear each one, ete.
That, accordingly, éyevvi0. is to be understood distributively, is
self-evident from the connection (comp. Tais Nuer. yYAooaoais,
ver. 11); therefore van Hengel' wrongly objects to the view
of different languages, that the words would require to run:

Vie p. 24 £ : ¢ How comes it that we, no one excepted, hear them speak in the
mother-tongue of our own people?” Thus, in his view, we are to explain the
passage as the words stand in the text, and thus there is designated only the one
mother-tongue—the Aramaic.
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s nu. ax. 7. 18, Siak., v § Eaoros dyevwiln. — &y § dyevii}f.)
designation of the mother-tongue, with which one is, in the
popular way of expressing the matter, born furnished.

Vv. 9-11. ITdpfoc. . . ."ApaBes is a more exact statement,
placed in apposition, of the subject of éyevvsiOnuev. After
finishing the list, ver. 11, Luke again takes up the verb
already used in ver. 8, and completes the sentence already
there begun, but in such a way as once more to bring
forward the important point 77 (8la SiahékTe, only in a
different and more general expression, by Tals %uer. yrdooas.
Instead, therefore, of simply writing Aakodvr. adr. Té peyal. 7.
Ocob without this resumption in ver. 11, he continues, after
the list of nations, as if he had said in ver. 8 merely xai mds
fueis.—The list of nations itself, which is arranged not without
reference to geography, yet in a desultory manner (east, north,
south, west), is certainly genuine (in opposition to Ziegler,
Schulthess, Kuinoel), but is, of course, not to be considered, at
any rate in its present order and completeness, as an original
constituent part of the speech of the people (which would be
psychologically inappropriate to the lively expression of strong
astonishment), but as an kistorical notice, which was designedly
interwoven in the speech and put into the mouth of the
people, either already in the source whence Luke drew, or by
Luke himself, in order to give very strong prominence to the
contrast with the preceding I'aiikatoc.— 'Elauirat, on the
Persian Gulf, are so named in the LXX. (Isa. xxi. 2); called
by the Greeks 'EXlvuaioc. See Polyb v. 44. 9, al. The
country is called 'EXvpals, Pol. xxxi. 11. 1; Strabo, xvi.
p- 744. —Iovaiav] There is a historical reason why Jews
should be also mentioned in this list, which otherwise names
none but foreizners. A portion of those who had received the
Spirit spoke Jewish, so that even the native Jews heard their
provincial dialect. This is not at variance with the érépass
yAdaoais, because the Jewish dialect differed in pronunciation
from the Galilean, although both belonged to the Aramaic
language of the country at that time; comp. on Matt. xxvi. 73.
Heinrichs thinks that 'Iovdalav is inappropriate (comp. de
Wette), and was only included in this specification in jfluzu
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orationis; while Olshausen holds that Luke included the
mention of it from his Roman point of view, and in considera-
tion of his Roman readers. What a high degree of careless-
ness would either suggestion involve! Tertull. ¢. Jud. 7, read
Armeniam. Conjectural emendations are: 'I8ovualay (Caspar
Barth), 'Iv8iav (Erasmus Schmid), Bifvviav (Hemsterhuis and
Valckenaer). Ewald guesses that Syri¢ has dropped out after
Judaea. — myw ’Aolav] is here, as it is mentioned along with
individual Asiatic districts, not the whole of Asia Minor, nor yet
simply Jonia (Kuinoel), or Lydiz (Schneckenburger), to which
there is no evidence that the name Asia was applied ; but the
whole western coast-region of Asia Minor (Caria, Lydia, Mysia),
according to Plin. H. N. v. 28; see Winer, Realw., Wieseler,
p- 32 ff. — ra pépn Tis AuBIns ThHs kara Kvpivny] the dis-
tricts of the Libya situated towards Cyrene, ie. Libya Cyrenaica,
or Pentapolitana, Upper Libya, whose capital was Cyrene,
nearly one-fourth of the population of which were Jews; see
Joseph. Antt. xiv. 7. 2, xvi. 6. 1! So many of the Cyrenaean
Jews dwelt in Jerusalem, that they had there a synagogue of
their own (vi. 9). — ot émdnuoivres ‘Pwpator] the Romans—
Jews dwelling in Rome and the Roman countries of the West
generally—residing (here in Jerusalem) as strangers (pilgrims
to the feast, or for other reasons). On émiBnpu., as distinguished
from «xatowcodyres, comp. xvii. 21. Plat. Prot. p. 342 C:
Eévos v émibnuion.  Legg. viil. p. 8, 45 A; Dem. 1352. 19;
Athen. viii. p. 361 F: of ‘Pounv xatoikoivres xai of émidy-
podvres T4 moher.  As émidnpoivres, they are not properly in-
cluded under the category of xaTotkoivres in the preparatory
ver. 5, but are by zeugma annexed thereto. —'Iovdaio! Te xai
mpoajvTor is in apposition not merely to oi émd. ‘Pwpaios
(Erasmus, Grotius, van Hengel, and others), but, as is alone in
keeping with the universal aim of the list of nations, to all
those mentioned before in vv. 9, 10. The native Jews
(‘Iovdator) heard the special Jewish local dialects, which were
their mother-tongues; the Gentile Jews (mpooijvros) heard
their different non-Hebraic mother-tongues, and that likewise
in the different idioms of the several nationalities. — KpfjTes
} Sce Schneckenburger, neutest. Zeitgesch. p. 88 ff.
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xai " Apafes) are inaccurately brought in afterwards, as their
proper position ought to have been before "Iovd. Te kai mpoaij\.,
because that statement, in the view of the writer, held good
of all the nationalities. — 7. fuerépais yAdoaais] juer. has the
emphasis of contrast: not with their language, but with ouss.
Comp. ver. 8. That y\@oo. comprehends also the dialectic
varielics serving as a demarcation, is self-evident from vv. 6-10.
The expression 7. juer. oA affirms substantially the same thing
as was meant by érépais yAwooaws in ver. 4. — Ta peyaleia
7. O¢ov] the great things of God (which God has done; comp.
Ps. 1xxi. 19; Ecclus. xvii. 8, xviii. 3, xxxiiL. 8; 3 Mace. vii.
22). It is the glorious things which God bas provided through
Christ, as is self-evident in the case of that assembly in that
condition. Not merely the resurrection of Christ (Grotius),
but “ tota huc oixovoula gratiae pertinet,” Calovius, Comp.
x 46. ‘

\V'v. 12, 13. dunmop.] see on Luke ix. 7. — 7 dv 6é\os
7otro eivar;] The optative with v, in order to denote the
hypothetically conceived possibility : What smight this possibly
wish o be 7 1.c. What might—if this speaking in our native
languages, this strange phenomenon, is designed to have any
meaning—Dbe to be thought of as that meaning? Comp. xvil.
18; Herm. ad Viger. p. 729 ; Bernhardy, p. 410f. On the
distinction of the sense without dv, see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab.
v. 7. 33. Comp. also Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 130. On Géxew
of impersonal things, see Wetstein and Stallbaum, ad Plat. Eep.
p. 370 B.— érepot] another class of judges, consequently
none of the impartial, of whom there was mention in vv. 7-12,
but Jostile persons (in part, doubtless, of the hievarchical party)
who drew from the well-known freer mode of life of Jesus and
His disciples a judgment similar to Luke vii. 34, and decided
against the disciples.— SwayAevdbovres] mocking ; a stronger
expression than the simple verl, Dem., 1221. 26 ; Plat. 4.
p. 364 B; Polyb. xvii. 4. 4, xxxix. 2. 13; used absolutely
also, Polyb. xxx. 13, 12, The scoffers explain the enthusiasm
of the speakers, which struck them as eccentric, and the use
of foreign languages instead of the Galilean, as the effect of
drunken excitement, Without disturbing themselves whence
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this foreign speaking (according to the historical position of
the matter: this speaking with tongues) had come and become
possible to the Galileans, they are arrested only by the strange-
ness of the phenomenon as it struck the senses, and, in
accordance with their own vulgarity, impute it to the having
taken too much wine. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 23. The contents
of the speaking (van Hengel) would not, apart from that form
of wutterance as if drunk with the Spirit, have given ground
for so frivclous an opinion, but would rather have checked it.
The judgment of Festus concerning Paul (xxvi. 24) is based
on an essentially different situation. — y\edwous] yhedros 7o
dmocTaypa ThHs oradunis mpiv warnbj, Hesychius. Job
xxxii. 19; Lucian. Ep. Sat. 22, Philops. 39. 65; Nic. 4l.
184. 299. Comp. y\evkomorns, Leon. Tar. 18; Apollonid
10.

Vv. 14, 15. 3rafeis] as in v. 20, xvii. 22, xxvil. 21 ; Luke
xix. 8, xviii. 11. The introduction of the address (Ae stood
up, ete.) is solemn. — avv Tois €vdexa] thus Matthias is already
included, and justly ; ver. 32, comp. withi. 22. We may add
that Grotius aptly remarks (although contradicted by Calovius) :
“ Hic incipit (Petrus) nominis sui a rupe dicti meritum im-
plere.” — émef.] as in ver. 4: but not as if now Peter also
had begun to speak érépass yAwoa. (van Hengel).  That speak-
ing is past when Peter and the eleven made their appearance;
and then follows the simple instruction regarding it, intelligible
to ordinary persons, uttercd aloud and with emphasis. — xaToc-
kobyTes] quite as in ver. 5. The nominative with the article,
in order to express the imperative address. See Bernhardy,
p. 67.— 7od7o] namely, what I shall now explain to you.—
Concerning évwrifesbas (from ols), auribus percipere, which is
foreign to the old classical Greek, but in current use in the
LXX. and the Apocrypha, see Sturz, Dial. Al p. 166. In
the N. T. only here. Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 520.— o0 yup)
«yap justifies the preceding summons. The olro, these there,
does not indicate that the apostles themselves were not among
those who spoke in a miraculous manner, as if the gift of
tongues had been a lower kind of inspired speech (1 Cor.
xiv, 18, 19; so de Wette, at variance with ver. 4); but
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Peter, standing up with the eleven, places himself in the
position of a third person, pointing to the whole multitude,
whom he would defend, as their advocate; and as he did so,
the reference of this apology to himself also and his fellow-
apostles became self-evident in the application. This also
applies against van Hengel, p. 64 f — dpa Tpirn] about nine
i the morning ; so early in the day, and at this first of the
three hours of prayer (see on iii. 1), contemporaneously with
the morning sacrifice in the temple, people are not drunk!
Observe the sober, self-collected way in which Peter speaks.
Vv. 16, 17. But this (which has just taken place on the
part of those assembled, and has been accounted among you as
the effect of drunkenness) is the event, which is spoken of by the
prophet Jocl. — Joel 1il 1-5 (LXX. ii. 28—-31) is freely quoted
according to the LXX. The prophet, speaking as the organ
of God, describes the anueia which shall directly precede the
dawn of the Messianic period, namely first the general effusion
of the fulness of the Holy Spirit, and then frightful cata-
strophes in heaven and on earth. This prophecy, Peter says,
Las now entered upon its accomplishment. — xai ésrac] and
it will be the case: quite according to the Hebrew (and the
LXX)) »n.  The «ai in the propletic passage connects it with
what precedes, and is incorporated in the citation. — év Tals
éoydrass nuépass] The LXX., agreeing with the Hebrew, has
only uera taira. Peter has inserted for it the familiar ex-
pression 200 nmR (Isa. il 2; Mic. iv. 1, al) by way of
more precise definition (as Kimchi also gives it; see Light-
foot). This denotes the last days of the pre-Messianic period
—the days immediately preceding the erection of the Mes-
sianic kingdom (which, according to the N. T. view, could not
but take place by means of the speedily expected Parousia of
Christ); see 2 Tim. il 1; Jas. v. 3; and as regards the
essential sense,also Heb. i. 1. Comp. Weiss, Petrin. Lekrbegr.
p- 82 f.— éxyed] a later form of the future. Winer, p. 74
[E. T. 91]. The outpouring figuratively denotes the copious
communication. Tit. iii. 6; Acts x. 45. Comp. i 5, and
sce on Rom. v. 5. — dwo Tob myedpards pov] deviating from
the Hebrew N8, The partitive expression (Bernhardy,
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p- 222) denotes that something of the Spirit of God con-
ceived as a whole—a special partial emanation for the
bestowal of divers gifts according to the will of God (Heb.
ii. 4; 1 Cor. xii.)—will pass over to every individual (émi
mwagav adpka’). — macav adpra] every flesh, i.e. omnes homines,
but with the accessory idea of weakness and imperfection,
which the contrast of the highest gift of God, that is to be
imparted to the weak mortal race, here presents. Comp. Rom.
li. 20; Gal i. 16; 1 Cor. i. 29; Matt. xxiv. 22; Luke
ii. 6. In Joel '1'?22'1'5? certainly refers to the people of Zsrael,
conceived, however, as the people of God, the collective body of
whom (not merely, as formerly, individual prophets) shall
receive the divine inspiration. Comp. Isa. liv. 13 ; John
vi 45. But as the idea of the people of God has its realiza-
tion, so far as the history of redemption is concerned, in the
collective body of believers on Christ without distinction of
nations; so also in the Messianic fulfilment of that prophecy
meant by Peter, and now begun, what the prophet has pro-
mised to all flesh is not to be understood of the Jewish people
as such (van Hengel, appealing to ver. 39), but of all the true
people of God, so far as they believe on Christ. The first
Messianic effusion of the Spirit at Pentecost was the beginninyg
of this fulfilment, the completion of which is in the course of
a progressive development that began at that time with Israel,
and as respects its end is yet future, although this end was by
Peter already expected as nigh. — xai wpo¢mredoovaw . . .
évvrviaa@isovrar describes the effects of the promised eflusion
of the Spirit. wpopnredoovow, afflutu divino loguentur (Matt.
vil. 22), is by Peter specially recognised as a prediction of
that apocalyptically inspired speaking, which had just com-
menced with the érépais yAdogaws. This we may the more
warrantably affirm, since, according to the analogy of xix. 6, we
must assume that that speaking was not mere glossolalia in the
strict sense, but, in a portion of the speakers’ prophcey. Cowp.

1 The impersonality of the Spirit is not thereby assumed (in opposition to
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 136), but the distribution of the gifts and powers, which
are represented as 8 partial ellusion of the Spirit on individuals. For the per-
sonality of the Spirit, comp. especially the saying of Peter, v. 3.
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the spiritual speaking in Corinth. — o{ viot budv ral ai Gvya-
Tépes Upwv) the male and female members of the people of God,
ie. all without exception. Peter sees this also fulfilled by
the inspired members of the Christian theocracy, among whom,
according to i. 14, there were at that time also women. —
opdaeis . . . évvmviows] visions in waking and in sleeping, as forms
of the amoxd\fris of God, such as often came to the prophets.
This prophetic distinction, Joel predicts, will, after the effusion
of the Spirit in its fulness, become common property. The
fulfilment of this part of the prophecy had, it is true, not yet
taken place among the members of the Christian people of
God, but was still before them as a consequence of the com-
munication of the Spirit which had just occurred; Peter,
howerver, quotes the words as already fulfilled (ver. 16), be-
cause their fulfilment was necessarily conditioned by the
outpouring of the Spirit, and was consequently already in
idea included in it. — veavickor . . . wpeaBitepor] belong like-
wise, as the preceding clause (vioi . .. Buvyarépes), to the re-
presentation of the collective body as illustrated per pepiouov.
The opdoeis correspond to the lively feelings of youth ;
évimua, to the lesser excitability of more advanced age; yet
the two are to be taken, not as mutually exclusive, but after
the manner of parallelism.—The verb, with the dative of the
cognate noun, is here (évvmvioss évvmwmact., they will dream
with dreams; comp. Joel iii 1) a Hebraism, and does not
denote, like the similar construction in classic Greek, a more
precise definition or strengthening of the notion conveyed by
the verb (Lobeck, Paral. p. 524 £).

Ver. 18. A repetition of the chief contents of ver. 17,
solemnly confirming them, and prefixing the persons con-
cerned. — wal ve] and indeed, Luke xix. 42 ; Herm. ad Viger.
p. 826. It seldom occurs in classical writers without the two
particles beiny separated by the word brought into prominence
or restricted, in which case, however, there is also a shade of
meaning to be attended to; see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 319. —
We 1nust not explain the Sodhovs pov and the Sodhas wov
with Heinrichs and Kuinoel, in accordance with the original
text, which has no pov, of scrvile wminum genus, nor yet with
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Tychsen ([llustratio vaticinii Joel ili. Gott. 1788) of the
alicnigenae (because slaves were wont to be purchased from
abroad): both views are at variance with the wov, which
refers the relation of service to God as the Master. 1t is there-
fore the male and female members of the people of God
(according to the prophetic fulfilment: of the Christian people
of God) that are meant, inasmuch as they recognise Jehovah as
their Master, and serve Him : my male and female worshippers ;
comp. the Hebrew M7 72Y. In the twofold wov Peter agrees
with the translators of the LXX.}! who must have had another
reading of the original before them.

Vv. 19, 20. After this effusion of the Spirit I shall bring
about (Swow, a3 at Matt. xxiv. 24) catastrophes in heaven and
on earth (the latter are mentioned at once in ver. 19, the
former in ver. 20) as immediate heralds of the Messianic day.
Peter includes in his quotation this element of the prophecy,
because its realization (ver. 16), conditioned by the outpour-
ing of the Spirit which necessarily preceded it, presented itself
likewise essentially as belonging to the allotted portion of the
éoyarar fuépar. The dreadful events could not but now—see-
ing that the effusion of the Spirit preceding them had already
commenced—be conceived as inevitable and very imminent;
and this circumstance could not but mightily contribute to
the alarming of souls and their being won to Christ. As to
TépaTa and onueia, see on Matt, xxiv. 24; Rom. xv. 19. —
alpa . . . kamvob contains the onueia éml TAs s, namely,
bloodshed (war, revolt, murder) and conflagration. Similar
devastations belonged, according to the later Jewish Chris-
tology also, to the dolores Messice. See on Matt. xxiv. 6, 7.
“Cum videris regna se invicem turbantia, tunc expectes
vestigia Messiae;” Beresh. rabb. sec. 41. The reference to
blood-rain, fiery meteors, and pillars of smoke arising from the
earth (de Wette, comp. Kuinoel}, is neither certainly in keeping

1 So much the less ought Hengstenberg, Clristol. 1. p. 402, to have imported
into this enclitic xev what is neither found in it nor relevant : ¢‘ on servants and
handmaids of men, who are at the same time my servants and handmaids, and
thereforo in spiritual things are quite on o level with the free.” Similarly
Bengel, and recently Beelen (Catholic) in his Comumentar. in Acta ap. ed 2,

1804, who appeals inappropriately to Gal. iii. 27 f.
ACTS. 5
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with the original text of the prophecy, nor does it satisiy the
analogy of Matt. xxiv.— druida xamvod] vapour of smoke
(arpls, Plat. Tvm. p. 87 E, yet in classical writers more
usually éruos, is the more general idea). Comp. om such
combinations, Lobeck, Paral. p. §34. — Ver. 20. Meaning:
the sun will become dark, and the moon appear bloody. Comp.
on Matt. xxiv. 29 ; also Isa. xiii. 10; Ezek. xxxii. 7. — mpiv
é\beiv] ere there shall have come. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. '728 f.
— v fuépav xuplov] e according to the sense of the pro-
phetic fulfilment of the words: the day of Christ, namely of
His Parousia. Comp. on Ilom. x. 13. DBut this is not, with
Grotius, Lightfoot, and Kuinoel, following the Fathers, to be
considered as identical with the destruction of Jerusalem (which
belongs to the onuela of the Parousia, to the dolores Messiae).
See on Matt. xxiv. 29. — 79y peyd\qy k. émupavi] the great
(xeat” éEoyrw, fraught with decision, comp. Rev. xvi 14) and
manifest, i.e. which makes itself manifest before all the world
as that which it is. Comp. the frequent use of émipdvera for
the Parousia (2 Thess. ii. 8, al). The Vulgate aptly renders :
manifestus. Instead of émpavi, the Hebrew has 707,
terribilis, which the LXX., deriving from i3, has incorrectly
translated by émipars), as also elsewhere; see Biel and
Schleusn. Thes. sv. But on this account the literal significa-
tion of émupar. need not be altered here, where the text follows
the LXX.

Ver. 21. And every one who shall have invoked the name of
the Lord,—this Peter wishes to be understood, according to
the semse of the prophetic fulfilment, of the invocation of
Christ (relative worship: see on vii. 59; Rom. x. 12; Phil
il 10; 1 Cor. i 2); just as he would have the cwfjoeras
understood, not of any sort of temporal deliverance, but of the
saving deliverance of the Messianic kingdom (iv. 12, xv. 11),
which Jesus on His return will found ; and hence he must
now (vv. 22-36) demonstrate Jesus the crucified and risen
and exalted one, as the Lord and Messiah (ver. 36). And how
undauntedly, concisely, and convincingly he does so! A first
fruit of the outpouring of the Spirit.

Ver. 22. Tobrous] like rovro, ver. 14, the words which
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follow. Sec Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 3, ad Anab. ii. 5.
10. — 7oy Nalwpaiov is, in the mouth of the apostle, only
the current more precise designation of the Lord (comp. iii. 6,
iv. 10), not used in the sense of contempt (comp. vi. 14, xxiv.
5) for the sake of contrast to what follows, and possibly as
a reminiscence of the superscription of the cross (Beza and
others), of which there is no indication in the text (such as
perhaps : &vdpa 8). — &vdpa amo Tob Oeod dmodedevyp.] a man
on the part of God approved, namely, in his peculiar character,
as Messiah. dmo stands neither here nor elsewhere for Omwo,
but denotes the going forth of the legitimation from God
(divinitus), Joseph. Antt. vii. 14. 5; Poppo, ad Thue. 1. 17.
1; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 280 [E. T. 326]. — els dpas] in refer-
ence to you, in order that He might appear to you as such, for
you. — Suvdp. k. Tépast k. onueios] a thetorical accumulation
in order to the full exhaustion of the idea (Bormem. Schol.
in Luc. p. xxx.), as regards the nature of the miracles, their
appearance, and their destination. Comp. ver. 19; 2 Thess.
i. 9; 2 Cor. xii. 12 ; Heb. ii. 4.— év péogp vpdv] in the
midst of you, so that it was beheld jointly by you all

Ver. 23. Tovuror] an emphatic repetition. See Schaef.
Melet. p. 84 ; Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 225. There is to be
no parenthesis before it.  This one ... delivered up, ye have by
the hand of lawless men® affized and made way with: x. 39 ;
Luke xxii. 2, xxiil. 32. By the dvopor are to be understood
Gentiles (1 Cor. ix. 21; Rom. i. 14), and it is here more
especially the Roman soldiers that are meant, by whose hand
Christ was affixed (nailed to the cross), and thereby put to
death. On é€xdotov, comp. Drac. 26, and examples from Greek
writers in Raphel and Kypke, also Lobeck, Pural. p. 531. It
refers to the delivering up of Jesus to the Jews, which took
place on the part of Judas. This was no work of men, no
independent success of the treachery (which would, in fact,
testify against the Messiahship of Jesus!), but it happened in

' 0u& xupis (sce the critical remarks) is here not to be taken, like 703, for the

moroe per (see Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 109), but, as it is a manual action that is
8poken of, in its concrete, literal meaning. It belongs to vivid rhetorical de-
lincation. Comp. Dorville, ad Charit. p. 273.
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virtue of the fixed (therefore unalterable) resolve and (in virtue
of the) foreknowledge of God. On Bou\sj, comp. the Homerie
dus & érédelero Bovndj, Il. 5. 5, Od. xi. 297. — wrpdyvwais is
here usually takem as synonymous with Bovhs; but against
all linguistic usage! Even in 1 Pet. i. 2, comp. ver. 20, the
meaning pracscicntia (Vulgate) is to be retained. See gene-
rally on Rom. viii. 29. God's BovAs (comp. iv. 28) was, that
Jesus was to delivered up, and the mode of it was present
to Him in His prescience, which, therefore, is placed after the
Bouns.  Objectively, no doubt, the two are not separate in
God, but the relation is conceived of after the analogy of the
action of the human mind. — The dative is, as in xv. 1, that in
which the éxdorov has its ground. Without the divine BovAy
1\ it would not have taken place. — The question, How
Peter could say to those present: Ye have put Him to death,
is solved by the remark that the execution of Christ was a
public judicial murder, resolved on by the Sanhedrim in the
name of the whole nation, demanded from and conceded by
the Gentiles, and accomplished under the direction of the
Sanhedrim (John xix. 16); comp. iii. 13 f. The view of
Olshausen, that the death of Christ was a collective act of the
human race, which had contracted a collective guilt, is quite
foreign to the context.

Ver. 24. Tas obivas] Peter most probably used the common
expression from the O. T.: MW ‘53"', snares of death, in which
the @dvatos personified is conceived as a huntsman laying a
snare. Ps. xviilL 5 f, cxvi 3. See Gesen. Thes. I p. 440.
The LXX. erroneously translates this expression as wdives
favdTov, misled by 227, dolor (Isa. 1xvi 7), in the plural ooan,
used particularly of birth-pangs. See the LXX. Ps. xviil. 5;
2 Sam. xxii 6. But Luke—and this betrays the use of a

! This reason must operate also against Lamping’s (Pauli de praedestinat.
decreta, 1858, p. 102 f.) defence of the common explanation, in which he
specifies, as the distinction between Bowd# and wpéyrwess, merely this: “illud
adumbrat Dei voluntatem, hoc inde profectum decretum.” It is arbitrary, with
Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Pet. p. 146, to refer fovas not to the saving will, but
merely to the will as regards destiny, See, in opposition to this, iii. 18, where
the suffering of Cluist is the fulfilment of divine prophecy; comp. viii. 32 f.,
x. 43.
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Hebrew source directly or indirectly-—has followed the LXX.,
and hus thus changed the Petrine expression vincula mortis into
dolores mortis. 'The expression of Luke, who with @8ives could
think of nothing else than the only meaning which it has in
Greck, gives the latter, and not the former sense. Jn the sense
of Peter, therclore, the words are to be explained : after he has
loosed the snares of death (with which death held him captive) ;
but in the sense of Luke: after he has loosed the pangs of death.
According to Luke (comp. on wpwroTokos éx év vexpdv, Col. i.
18), the resurrection of Jesus is conceived as birth from the
dead. Death travailed (0 Odvatos ddive karéywy adrov, Chrys.)
an birth-throes even until the dead was raised again. With
this event these pangs ceased, they were loosed ; and because
God has made Christ alive, God has loosed the pangs of
death., On Adoas, see LXX. Job xxxix. 3; Soph. 0. C.
1612, El 927; Aelian. H. 4. xii. 5. Comp. Plat. Pol. ix.
p- 574 A: peydrais @dici Te xai 66Vvaws cuvéyeaBas. The
aorist participle is synchronous with gvéstnoe. To understand
the death-pangs of Christ, from which God freed Him “resus-
citando eum ad vitam nullis doloribus obnoxiam” (Grotius), is
incorrect, because the liberation from the pains of death has
already taken place through the death itself, with which the
earthly work of Christ, even of His suffering, was finished
(John xix. 30). Quite groundless is the assertion of OI-
shausen, that in Hellenistic Greek @8ives has not only the
meaning of pains, but also that of bonds, which is not at all to
be vouched by the passages in Schleusn. Zhes. V. p. 571. —
kabore: according to the fact, that; see on Luke i. 7.— ovk
7w SvvaTov] which is afterwards proved from David. It was
thus impossible in virtue of the divine destination attested
by David. Other reasons (Calovius: on account of the wnio
personalis, ete.) are here far-fetched. — kpareiocfar Im’ alrod)
The Odvaros could not but give Him up; Christ could not be
retained by death ¢n 4ts power, which would have happened, if
He, like other dead, had not become alive again and risen to
eternal life (Rom. vi. 9). On xpateiafa: Urmo, to be ruled by, comp.
4 Mace. ii. 9; Dem. 1010. 17. By His resurrection Christ
lias donc away death as a power (2 Tim.i. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 25 £
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Ver. 25. Eis avtor] so that the words, as respects ‘their
fulfilment, apply to Him. See Bernhardy, p. 220.— The
passage is from Ps. xvi. 8 ff, exactly after the LXX. David,
if the Psalm, which yet certainly is later, belonged to him, or
the other suffering theocrat who here speaks, is, in what he
affirms of himself, a prophetic type of the Messiak; what he
says of the certainty that he should not succumb to the danger
of death, which threatened him, lras received its antitypical
fulfilment in Christ by His resurrection from the dead. This
historical Messianic fulfilment of the Psalm justified the apostle
in its Messianic tnterpretation, in which he has on his side
not rabbinical predecessors (see Schoettgen), but the Apostle
Paul (xiii. 35 f). The mpowpwunv x.T.\, as the LXX. trans-
lates ‘MY, is, according to this ideal Messianic understanding
of the Psalm, Christ's joyful expression of His continued
Jellowship with God on earth, since in fact (67¢) God is by His
side protecting and preserving Him ; I foresaw the Lord before
my face always, i.e. looking before me with the mind’s glance
(Xen. Hcll. iv. 3. 16; otherwise, xxi. 29), I saw Jehovah
always before my face.— éx 8efidv pov éotiv] namely, as
protector and helper, as mapasrarys (Xen. Cyr. iii. 3, 21).
Concerning éx 8c£udv, from the right side out, i.e. on the right of
it, see Winer, p. 344 [E. T. 459} The figurative clement of
the expression is borrowed from courts of justice, where the
advocates stood af the right of their clients, Ps. cix. 31. — fva
uy cakevdd] without figure : that I may remain unmoved in
the state of my salvation. On the figurative use—frequent also
in the LXX., Apocr., and Greek authors (Dorville, ad Char. p.
307)—of gakederv, comp. 2 Thess. ii. 2.

Ver. 26. Thercfore my heart rejoiced and my tongue exulted.
The aorists denote an act of the time described by mpowp@uny
x.T.)\., the joyful remembrance of which is here expressed. —
7 kapdila pov, '25: the heart, the centre of personal life, is also
the seat of the moral feelings and determinations of the will:
Delitzsch, Psych. p. 248 ff. — Instead of 7 yAdgoa pov, the
Hebrew has *1133, ie. my soul (Ps. vil. 6, xxx. 13, ef al.; see
Schoettgen, p. 415), in place of which the LXX. either found
a different reading or gave a free rendering. — ér 3¢ xai 7
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capE pov kr\] but moreover also my flesh (body) shall
tabernacle, that is, scttle itself by way of encampment, on hope,
by which the Psalmist expresscs his confidence that he shall
not perish, but continue in life—while, according to Peter,
from the point of view of the fulfilment that has taken place
in Christ, these words els Xpuorov (ver. 25) prophetically
express that the body of Christ will tarry in the grave on hope,
i.e. on the basis of the hope of rising from the dead. Thus
what is divinely destined for Christ—His resurrection—appears
in poetic mould as the object of the hope of His body. — ér:
8¢ kal] Comp. Luke xiv. 26; Acts xxi. 28; Soph. 0. R.
1345. — én’ &wid:] as in Rom. iv. 18.

Ver. 27. What now the Psalmist further says according to
the historical sense: For Thow wilt not leave my soul to Hades
(.e. Thou wilt not suffer me to die in my present life-peril),
and wilt not give Thy Holy One (according to the Ketibh of the
original : Thy holy ones, the plural of category, comp. Hupfeld
in loc.) to see corruption—is by Peter, as spoken els Xpiarov,
taken in accordance with the prophetical meaning historically
fulfilled in Him: Zhow wilt not forsake my soul in Hades (after
it shall have come thither; see Kiihner, § 622 ; Buttm. neut.
Gr. p. 287 [E. T. 333]), but by the resurrection wilt again
deliver it} and wilt not suffer Thy Holy One (the Messiah) fo
share corruption, t.e. according to the connection of the sense as
fulfilled, putrefaction (comp. xiii. 34 ff).2 Instead of Siagpfopdy,
the original has NMY, a pit, which, however, Peter, with the
LXX.,, understood as Suadpfopd, and accordingly has derived it
not from M¥, but from NOY, Siadfelpw ; comp. Job xvii. 14. —
On 8woets, comp. x. 40. The meaning is: Thou wilt not cause,

! This passage is a dictum probans for the abode of the soul of Christ in Hades,
but it conteins no dogmatic statement concerning the descensus ad inferos in
the sense of the church. Comp. Giider, Lehre von d. Erscheinung Christi unter
d. Todten, p. 30 ; Weiss, Petrin. Lelrbegr. p. 233 f.

2 After this passage, compared with ver. 31, no further discussion is necded
to show how unreasonably it has been taken for granted (see especially Holsten,
2. Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 128 fI.) that the early church conceived the resurree-
tion of Christ as o perdfBaris ¢is {r1poy eopa, entirely independent of the dead
body of our Lord. How much are the evangelical narratives of the appearances

of the risen Christ, in which the identity of His body has stress so variously
laid on it, at varinnee with this opinion! Comp. x. 41,
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that, ete. Often so also in classical writers from ITomer onward.
"As to (8etv In the sense of experiencing, comp. on Luke ii. 26.

Ver. 28. Thou hast made known to me ways of life; Thou
wilt fill me with joy in presence of Thy countenance, meant by
the Dsalmist of the divine guidance in saving his life, and of
the joy which he would thereafter experience before God,
refers, according to its prophetic sense, as fulfilled in Christ,
to His resurrection, by which God practically made known to
him ways to life, and to his state of exaltaiion in heaven, where
he is in the fulness of blessedness with God. — pera Tob
wpogwmov gov] TIBNY, in communion with Thy countenance
(seen by me). Comp. Heb. ix. 24.

Vv. 29-31. Proof that David in this passage of his Psalm
has prophetically made known the resurrection of Christ.

Ver. 29. Mera mappnoias] frankly and freely, without
reserve; for the main object was to show off a passage
honouring David, that it had received fulfilment in a higher
and prophetical sense in another. Bengel well remarks: “ Est
igitur hoc loco wpoflepamein, praevia sermonis mitigatio.” —
David is called o0 marpidpyms as the celebrated ancestor of the
kingly family, from which the nation expected their Messiah.
— 874 that (not for). Peter wishes to say of David what is
notorious, and what it is allowable for him to say on account
of this very notoriety ; therefore with éfov there is not to be
supplied, as is usually done, &rrw, but éori (éfeots). — év
nuiv] David was buried at Jerusalem. Neh. iii. 16 ; Joseph.
Antt. vil 15. 3, xiil. 8. 4, Bell. Jud. 1. 2. 5. In 70 pvijpa
airrod, his sepulchre, there is involved, according to the con-
text, as self-evident: “cum ipso Davidis corpore corrupto;
molliter loquitur,” Bengel.

Vv. 30-32. O%v] infers from the previous xal 76 pvijua
alrob . . . Tavrns, whence i is plain that David in the Psalm,
lc, as a prophet and divinely conscious progenitor of the
future Messiah, Las spoken of the resurrection of Christ as the
one who should not be left in Hades, and whose body should
not decay. — wai eidos] see 2 Sam. vii. 12.— éx xapmob 7.
da¢pios abrod] sc. wd. On the frequent supplying of the in-
definite pronoun, see Kiihner, IL p. 37 f.; Fritzsche, Conyect.
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1. 36. The well-known Hebrew-like expression rapmos 7ijs
oopvos abrod (Ps. cxxxil 11) presupposes the idea of the
uninterrupted male line of descent from David to Christ.
Comp. Heb. vii. 5; Gen. xxxv. 11; 2 Chron. vi. 9; and see
remark after Matt. i. 18. — xabicac émi 7. Opivov adTod)] to sit
on His throne (Xen. Anab. ii. 1. 4), namely, as the Missiak,
who was to be the theocratic consummator of the kingdom of
David (Mark xi. 10; Acts xv. 16). Comp. Luke i. 32. —
wpoidwv] prophetically looking into the future. Comp. Gal
1ii. 8. — 67¢ 00 kaTeN.] since He, in fact, was not left, etc. Thus
has history proved that David spoke prophetically of the
resurrection of the Messiah. The subject of karekeidpbn .7\, 13
not David (Hofm. Schriftbew. 11. 1, p. 115)—which no hearer,
after ver. 29, could suppose—but o Xpiorés; and what is
stated of Him in the words of the Psalm itself is the triumph
of their historical fulfilment, a triumph which is continued
and concluded in ver. 32. — Tofrror Tov 'Inooiv] has solemn
emphasis ; this Josus, no other than just Him, to whom, as
the Messiah who has historically appeared, David’s prophecy
refers. — oJ] neuter: wheregf. See Bernhardy, p. 298.—
paptupes] in so far as we, His twelve apostles, have conversed
with the risen Christ Himself. Comp. i. 22, x. 41.

Ver. 33. Obv] namely, in consequence of the resurrecticn,
with which the exaltation is necessarily connected. — 77 8efia
Tob Ocov] by the right hand, i.e. by the power of God, v. 31 ;
Isa. Ixiii. 12. Comp. Vulgate, Luther, Castalio, Beza, Bengel,
also Zeller, p. 502, and others. The rendering: fo the right
hand of God, however much it might be recommended as
regards sense by ver. 34, is to be rejected, seeing that the con-
struction of simple verbs of motion with the dative of the goal
aimed at, instead of with 7rp69 or €5, belongs in classical
Greek only to the poets (see the passages from Homer in
Niigelsb, p. 12, ed. 3, and, besides, Erfurdt, ad Antig. 234 ;
Bernhardy, p. 95 ; Fritzsche, Conject. 1. p. 42, the latter seek-
ing to defend the use as legitimate), and occurs, indeed, in late
writers! (sce Winer, p. 201 f. [E. T. 268 £]), but is without

! The dntive of interest (e.g. fpxouai ¢, I come for thee) has often Leen con-
fourded with it. Comp. Kriiger, § 48. 9. 1.
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any certain example in the N. T, often as there wonld have
been occasion for it ; for Acts xxi. 16 admits of another expla-
nation, and Rev. ii. 16 is not at all a case in point. In the
passage of the LXX. Judg. xi. 18, deemed certain by Fritzsche,
75 vii Mwdf (if the reading is correct) is to be connected, not
with #A\fev, but as appropriating dative with dmwo dvaroraw
nAlov. Concerning Kipow lévar, Xen. Anab. i. 2. 26, see Borne-
mann, ed. Lips. The objection, that by the right hand of God is
here inappropriate (de Wette and others), is not tenable. There
is something triumphant in the element emphatically prefixed,
which is correlative to dvéornoer o Oeos (ver. 32); God's
work of power was, as the resurrection, so also the exaltation.
Comp. Phil. ii. 9. A Hebraism, or an incorrect translation of
W) (Bleek in the Stud. w. Krit. 1832, p. 1038 ; de Wette;
Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr. p. 205), has been unnecessanly and arbi-
trarily assumed. — 71y Te émayy. T. dvy. mv. Aaf. wapa T. watp.]
contains that which followed upon the {Wrw8eis, and hence is
not to be explained with Kuinoel and others: “after He had
received the promise of the Holy Spirit from the Father;”
but: “ajter He had received the (in the O. T.) promised (i. 4)
Holy Spirit from His Father. See on Luke xxiv. 49. — 7oiro
is either, with Vulgate, Erasmus, Beza, Kuinoel, and others,
to be referred to the mveiua dvyiov, so that the 8 corresponds
to the explanatory id guod (Kiilmer, § 802. 2), or—which, on
account of the & annexed to Tolro, is more natural and more
suitable to the miraculous character—it 1is, with Luther,
Calvin, and others, to be taken as an independent neuter:
He poured forth (just now) this, what ye (in effectu) see and
hear (in the conduct and speech of those assembled). Accord-
ingly, Peter leaves it to his hearers, after what had previously
been remarked (/v 7e émayy. . . . watpés), themselves to infer
that what was poured out was nothing else than just the
arvebpa dyiov.! — The idea that the exalted Jesus in heaven

1 It cannot, however, be said that ** the first congregation of disciples reccives
this gift without. baptzam" (Weiss, bibl, Theol. p. 150). Those persons possessed
by the Spirit were, in fact, all confessors of Christ, and it must in their case be
supposed that they had already reccived baptism in the liletime of our Lord,
to which conclusion vv. 38, 41 point.
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receives from His Father and pours forth the Holy Spirit, is
founded on such instructions of Christ as John xv. 26, xvi, 7.
Comp. on i. 4.

Vv. 34, 35. I'ap] The fundamental fact of the previous
statement, namely, the 7% 8c£id Oeol (fowbels, has still to be
proved, and Peter proves this also from a saying of David,
which has not received its fulfilment in David itself. — Aéyee
8¢ adros] but he himself says, but it is his own declaration;
and then follows Ps. cx. 1, where David distinguishes from
himself Him who is to sit at the right hand of God, as His
Lord (v¢ kvplep pov). This King, designated by 76 «vpie pov
of the Psalm, although it does not proceed from David (see on
Matt. xxii. 43), is, according to the Messianic destination and
fulfilment of this Psalm,' Christ, who is Lord of David and of
all the saints of the O. T.; and His occupying the throne (sit
Thou at my right hand) denotes the exaltution of Christ to
the glory and dominion of the Father, whose aivfpoves He
has become; Heb.i. 8, 13; Eph. i 21 £

Ver. 36. The Christological aim of the whole discourse,
which, as undoubtedly proved after what has been hitherto said
(odv), is emphatically at the close set down for recognition
as the summary of the faith now requisite. In this case
acdaris (unchangeably) is marked with strong emphasis. —
mas olkos 'Iop.] without the article, because oix. 'Icp. has
assumed the nature of a proper name. Comp. LXX. 1 Kings
xii. 23; Ezek. xlv. 6, al. Winer, p. 105 [E. T. 137]. The
whole people is regarded as the fumaly of their ancestor Israel
(5h'jU‘ n2). — kal kdpiov adrov «. Xpiarév] him Lord (ruler gene-
rally, comp. x. 36) as well as also Mcssiah. The former general
expression, according to which He is o &v émi wdvrev, Rom.
ix. 5, and xeda\y Umép wdvra, Eph. i. 22, the latter special,
according to which He is the cwryp 70D réapov, v. 31, John
iv. 42, and xepary Ths éxxAnoias, Eph. i. 22, Col. i 18, ¢o-
gether characterize the Messianic possessor of the kingdom,
which God has made Christ to be by His exaltation, seeing
that He had in His state of humiliation emptied Himself of

1 Which is not to be identified with its historical mesning. See Hupfeld
in loc., and Diestel in the Jak»d. f. d. Th. p. 562 £.
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the power and glory, and was only reinstated into them by His
exaltation. I'reviously He was indeed likewise Lord and Mes-
siah, but in the form of a servant; and it was after laying aside
that form that He became such in complete reality.! 1t is not
to be inferred from such passages as this and Acts iv. 27, x.
38, xvil. 31 (de Wette), that the Book of Acts represents the
Messianic dignity of Jesus as an acquisition in time; against
which view even wapa 7od watpos in our passage (ver. 33),
compared with the confession in Matt. xvi. 16, John xvi. 30, is
decisive, to say nothing of the Pauline training of Luke himself.
Comp. also ver. 34.— adrov is not superfluous, but Toiror
7ov "Ingodv is a weighty epexegesis, which is purposely chosen
in order to annex the strongly contrasting dv Juels éoTavpa-
caTe (comp. iii. 13, vil. 52), and thus to impart to the whole
address a deeply impressive conclusion. “ Aculeus in fine,”

Bengel
Ver. 37. But after they heard it (what was said by Peter)
they were picreed in the heart. — xaraviocew, in the figurative

sense of painful emotion, which penetrates the heart as if
stinging, is not found in Greek writers (who, however, use
vvooew in a similar sense); but see LXX. Ps. cix. 16: xaTa-
verryuévoy 7§ xapdia, Gen. xxxiv. 7, where rareviynoav is
illustrated by the epexegesis: xai Avmrnpov %v adrols cdodpa.
Ecclus. xiv. 1, xii. 12, xx. 21, xlvii. 21 ; Susann. 11 (of the
pain of love). Compare also Luke ii. 35. The hearers were
seized with deep pain in their conscience on the speech of
Peter, partly for the general reason that He whom they now
recognised as the Messiah was murdered by the nation, partly
for the more special reason that they themselves had not as
vet acknowledged Him, or had been even among His adver-
saries, and consequently had not recognised and entered upon
the only way of salvation pointed out by Peter—On the
tigure of stinging, comp. Cic. de orat. iii. 34 (of Pericles):
“ ut in eorum mentibus, qui audissent, quasi aculeos quosdam
relinqueret.” — 1{ woujoopev] what shall we do? (Winer, p. 262
[E. T. 348].) The inquiry of a need of salvation surrendering
itself to guidance. An opposite impression to that made
1 Comp. Weiss, bibl. T'heol. p. 134 f,
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by the discourse of Jesus in Nazareth, Luke iv. 28. — dvépes
d8ehpol] an affectionate and respectful address from broken
hearts already gained. Comp. on i. 16. “ Non ita dixerunt
prius,” Bengel.

Ver. 38. What a definite and complete answer and promise
of salvation! The peravorcare demands the change of ethical
disposition as the moral condition of being baptized, which
directly and necessarily brings with it faith (Mark i. 15); the
aorist denotes the immediate accomplishment (comp. 1ii 19,
viii. 22), which is conceived as the work of energetic resolution.
So the apostles began to accomplish it, Luke xxiv. 47. — émi
76 ovouats'Inc. Xpiorol] on the ground of the name, so that the
name “ Jesus Messiah,” as the contents of your faith and con-
fession, is that on which the becoming baptized rests. Bamw-
7(¢. is only here used with ¢w{; but comp. the analogous
expressions, Luke xxi. 8, xxiv. 47; Acts v. 28, 40; Matt.
xxiv. 5, al. — els denotes the object of the baptism, which is
the remission of the guilt contracted in the state before
perdvoca. Comp. zxii. 16; 1 Cor vi. 11, — kai Mjyr.] «ai
consecutivum. After reconciliation, sanctification; both are
experienced in baptism. — 1ol dylov mveduatos] this is the
dwpea itself. Heb. vi. 4; Acts x. 45, xi. 17.

Ver. 39. Proof of the preceding Ajreafe .7\ : for to you
belongs the promise (concerned); yours ¢ 1s, i.e. you are they
in whom the promise (of the communication of the Spirit) is
to be realized. —7ois eis parpdv] to those who are at « distance,
that is, to all the members of the Jewish nation, who are neither
dwellers here at Jerusalem, nor are now present as pilgrims to
the feast, both Jews and Hellenists. Comp. also Baumgarten.
Others, with Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Calvin, DPis-
cator, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Heinrichs, de Wette, Lange,
Hackett, also Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr. p. 148, and bebl. Theol.
p- 149, explain it of the Gentiles. Comp. Eph. ii. 13. Dut,
although Peter might certainly conceive of the conversion of
the Gentiles, according to Isa. ii. 2, xlix. 1, al, in the way of
their coming to and passing through Judaism, yet the men-
tion of the Gentiles here (observe the emphatically preceding
vuiv) would be quite alien from the destination of the words,
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which were intended to prove the AMjyreafe x.t.\.of ver. 38. The
conversion of the Gentiles does not here belong to the matter
in hand. Beza, whom Casaubon follows, understood it of time
(2 Sam. vil. 19, comp. the classical odx & paxpdv): longe post
Juturos, but this is excluded by the very conception of the
nearness of the Parousia—As to the expression of direction,
els pakp., comp. on xxii. 5. — daovs &v mpooxak. k.TA.] con-
tains the definition of mdot Tolc eis paxpdv: as many as God
shall have called to Himself, namely, by the preaching of the
gospel, by the reception of which they, as members of the
true theocracy, will enter into Christian fellowship with God,
and will receive the Spirit.

Ver. 40. Observe the change of the aorist Siepapriparo
(see the critical notes) and wmperfect mapexakes: he adjured
them (1 Tim. v. 21; 2 Tim. ii. 14, iv. 1, often also in classical
writers), after which followed the continued exhortation, the
contents of which was : Become saved from this (the now living)
percerse generation away, in separating yourselves from them by
the perdvora and baptism. — exoheos] crooked, in a moral sense
=d8weos. Comp. on Phil. ii 15.

Ver. 41. Mev olv] namely, in consequence of these repre-
sentations of the apostle. We may translate either: they
then who received his word (namely, o@Onre x.7.\.), comp.
viii. 4 (so Vulgate, Luther, Beza, Bergel, Kuinoel, and others) ;
or, they then (those indicated in ver. 37), after they recetved his
word, etc., comp. L 6, viii. 25, xv. 3 (so Castalio, de Wette).
The latter is correct, because, according to the former view of
the meaning, there must have been mention previously of &
reception of the word, to which reference would here be made.
As this is not the case, those present in general are meant, as
in ver. 37, and dmwodefduevor Tov Aoyov ailTov (ver. 40)
stands in a climactic relation to xarevdynoav (ver. 37). —
wpoaeréOnoav] were added (ver. 47, v. 14, xi. 24), namely, to
the fellowship of the already existing followers of Jesus, as is
self-evident from the context. — Yruyal] persons, according to
the Hebrew 223, Ex. i. 5; Acts vii. 14; 1 Pet. iii. 20; this
use is not classical, since, in the passages apparently proving
it (Bur. Androm. 612, Med, 247, al.; see Kypke, II. p. 19),
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Yuxn means, in the strict sense, soul (life).—The text does
not affirm that the baptism of the three thousand occurred on
the spot and simultaneously, but only that it took place during
the course of that day (5 7uépa éxelvy). Observe further,
that their baptism was conditioned only by the perdvoia and
by faith on Jesus as the Messiah; and, accordingly, it had
their further Christian instruction not as a preceding, but as a
subsequent, condition (ver. 42).

Ver. 42 now describes what the reception of the three
thousand had as its consequence ; what they, namely the three
thousand and those who were already believers before (for the
whole body is the subject, as is evident from the idea of mpoc-
eTé0naav), as members of the Christian community under
the guidance of the apostles perseveringly did.' The develop-
ment of the inner life of the youthful church follows that
great external increase. First of all: they were perseveringly
devoted to the instruction (2 Tim. iv. 2; 1 Cor. xiv. 6) of the
apostles, they were constantly intent on having themselves
instructed by the apostles.— 77 xowwvia] is to be explained
of the mutual brotherly association which they sought to
maintain with one another. Comp. on Phil i 5. See also
Weiss, btbl. Theol. p. 141 f., and Ewald. The same in sub-
stance with the a8enorns, 1 Pet. il. 17, v. 9. It is incorrect
in Wolf, Rosenmiiller, and others to refer it to Tév amosTérwy,
and to understand it of living in intimate association with
the apostles. For xai T rowww. is, as well as the other three,
an independent element, not to be blended with the preceding.
Therefore the views of others are also incorrect, who either
(Cornelius a Lapide aund Mede as quoted by Wolf) take the
following (spurious) xai as explicativum (et communione, vide-
licet fractione panis ct precibus), or suppose a &v &a Svoiv
(Homberg) after the Vulgate: ef communicatione fractionrs
panis, so that 75 xowewv. would already refer to the Agapae.
Recently, following Mosheim (de rebus Clrist. ante Const. M.
p- 114), the explanation of the communication of charitable
gifls to the needy has become the usual one. So Heinrichs,

1 With the spuriousness of the second sai (see the critical note), the four par-
ticulars are arranged in pairs,
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Kuinoel, Olshausen, Baumgarten, also Lihe, Aphorism. p.
80 ff, Harnack, christl. Gemeindegottesd. p. 78 ff, Hackett,
and others! But this special sense must have been indicated
by a special addition, or have been undoubtedly suggested by
the context, as in Rom. xv. 26; Heb. xiii. 16; especially
as xowwvia does not in itself signify communicatio, but com-
munio; and it is only from the context that it can obtain the
idea of fellowship manifesting itself by contridutions in aid,
etc., which is not here the case. — 77 x\doet Tob dpTov] in the
breaking of their bread (tov @.). By this is meant the obser-
vance of common evening-meals (Luke xxiv. 30), which, after
the manner of the last meal of Jesus, they concluded with the
Lord's Supper (4gapae, Jude 12). The Peschito and several
Fathers, as well as the Catholic Church,> with Suicer, Mede,
Wolf, Lightfoot, and several older expositors, arbitrarily ex-
plain it exclusively of the Euckarist; comp. also Harnack, /.c.
p- 111 ff.  Such a celebration is of later origin; the separa-
tion of the Lord’s Supper from the joint evening meal did not
take place at all in the apostolic church, 1 Cor. xi. The
passages, xx. 7, 11, xxvii. 35, are decisive against Heinrichs,
who, after Kypke, explains the breaking of bread of bencficence
io0 the poor (Isa. lviiL 7), so that it would be synonymous with
vowwvia (but see above). — Tais wpogevyais] The plural
denotes the prayers of various kinds, which were partly new
Christian prayers restricted to no formula, and partly, doubt-
less, Psalms and wonted Jewish prayers, especially having
reference to the Messiah and His kingdom.—Observe further
in general the fasmaly character of the brotherly union of the
first Christian church.

Ver. 45. But fear came upon every soul, and many miracles,

' That the moral nature of the xarwriz expresses itself also in liberality, is cor-
rect in itsell, but is uot here particularly brought forward, any more than other
forms of its activity, This in opposition ta Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 285,

2 This Church draws as an inference from our passage the historical asser-
tion : Sub una specie panis communicaverunt sancliin primitiva ecclesia. Confut.
Conf. Aug. p. 543 of my edition of the Libri Symbolici. See, in opposition to this
view, the striking remarks of Casaubon in the Eazercitatt. Anti-Baron. p. 406.
Beclen still thinks that he is able to make good the idea of the daily unbloody
sacrifice of the mass by the appended 7. #posvy. 1
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ete. Luke in these words describes: (1) what sort of im-
pression the extraordinary result of the event of Pentecost
made generally upon the minds (waap vy, Winer, p. 147
[E. T. 194]) of those who did not belong to the youthful
church ; and (2) the work of the apostles after the effusion of
the Spirit. Therefore Té is the simple copula, and not, as
is often assumed, equivalent to ydp. — éyivero] (see the critical
note) is in both cases the descriptive imperfect. Comp., more-
over, on the expression, Hom. Il. i. 188 : ITnpieiwve & dxos
qévero, xii. 392, al. Elsewhere, instead of the dative, Luke
has ém{ with the accusative, or &uoBos ryiverar. — ¢poSos, as
in Mark iv. 41, Luke i. 63, vii. 16, etc., fear, dread, which are
wont to seize the mind on a great and wonderful, entirely
unexpected, occurrence. This ¢oBos, occasioned by the mar-
vellous result which the event of Pentecost together with the
address of Peter had produced, operated gquast freno (Calvin),
in preventing the first internal development of the church’s
life from being disturbed by premature attacks from without.
— dia T@v dmoar.] for the worker, the causa ¢ficiens, was God.
Comp. ver. 22, iv. 30, xv. 12.

Vv. 44, 45. But (8, continuative) as regards the develop-
ment of the chwrch-life, which took place amidst that ¢poSBos
without and this miracle-working of the apostles, all were éri
70 abre. 'This, as in i. 15, ii. 1, is to be understood as having
a local reference, and not with Theophylact, Kypke, Heinrichs,
and Kuinoel : de animorum consensu, which is foreign to N. T.
usage. They were accustomed all to be together. This is not
strange, when we bear in mind the very natural considera-
tion that after the feast many of the three thousand—of
whom, doubtless, a considerable number consisted of pilgrims
to the feast—returned to their native countries; so that the
youthful church at Jerusalem does not by any means seem too
large to assemble in one place. — kal elyov dmavra xowd) they
possessed all things in common, t.e. all things belonged to all,
were a common good. According to the more particular
explanation which Luke himself gives («al Ta «7ipara . ..
elye, comp. iv. 32), we are to assume not merely in general a

AOTS. G
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dustinguished bencficence, lLiberality, and mutual rendering of
help,' or “a prevailing willingness to place private property at
the disposal of the church” (de Wette, comp. Neander, Baum-
garten, Lechler, p. 320 ff,, also Lange, apost. Zeitalt. I. p. 90, and
already Mosheim, Diss. ad hist. ecel. pertin. I1. p. 1 ff, Kuinoel,
and others) ; but a real community of goods in the early church
at Jerusalem, according to which the possessors were wont to
dispose of their lands and their goods generally, and applied
the money sometimes themselves (Acts ii. 44 f, iv. 32), and
sometimes by handing it to the apostles (Acts v. 2), for the
relief of the wants of their fellow-Christians. See already
Chrysostom. But for the correct understanding of this com-
munity of goods and its historical character (denied by Baur
and Zeller), it is to be observed: (1) It took place only in
Jerusalem. For there is no trace of it in any other church;
on the contrary, elsewhere the rich and the poor continued to
live side by side, and Paul in his letters had often to inculcate
beneficence in opposition to selfishness and mieovefia. Comp.
also Jas. v. 1 ff; 1 Jobhniii 17. And this community of
goods at Jerusalem helps to explain the great and general
poverty of the church in that city, whose possessions naturally
—certainly also in the hope of the Parousia speedily occurring
—were soon consumed. As the arrangement is found in no
other church, it is very probable that the apostles were pre-
vented by the very experience acquired in Jerusalem from
counselling or at all introducing it elsewhere. (2) This com-
munity of goods was not ordained as a legal mecessity, but was
left to the free will of the owners. This is evident from Acts
v. 4 and xii 12. Nevertheless, (3) in the yet fresh vigour of
brotherly love (Bengel on iv. 34 aptly says: “non nisi summo
fidei et amoris flori convenit”), it was, in point of fact, gencral
tn the church of Jerusalem, as is proved from this passage and
from the express assurance at iv. 32, 34 f, in connection with
which the conduct of Barnabas, brought forward in iv. 36, is
simply a concrete instance of the general practice. (4) J¢ was

3 Comp. also Hundeshagen in Herzog's Encykl. 111. p. 26. In this view the
Pythagorean 7& 7&r @irws zoné might be compared with it (Rittersh. ad Por-
phyr. Vit. Pytk. p. 46).
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not an institution borrowed from the Essenes! (in opposition to
Grotius, Heinrichs, Ammon, Schneckenburger). For it could
not have arisen without the guidance of the apostles; and to
attribute to them any sort of imitation of Essenism, would be
devoid alike of internal probability and of any trace in history,
as, indeed, the first fresh form assumed by the life of the church
must necessarily be conceived as a development from within
under the impulse of the Spirit. (5) On the contrary, the rela-
tion arose very naturally, and that from within, as a continuation
and extension of that community of goods which subsisted in the
case of Jesus Himself and His disciples, the wants of all being
defrayed from a common purse. It was the extension of this
relation to the whole church, and thereby, doubtless, the putting
into practice of the command Luke xii. 33, but in a definite
form. That Luke here and in iv. 32, 34 expresses himself
too strongly (de Wette), is an arbitrary assertion. Schnecken-
burger, in the Stud. . Krit. 1855, p. 514 ff, and Ewald have
correctly apprehended the matter as an actual community of
goods. Comp. Ritschl, althath. Kirche, p. 232.— 7a xmijpara]
the landed possessions (belonging to him). See v. 1; Xen. Oec.
20. 23 ; Eustath. ad Il vi. p. 685. Umapes: possessions i
general, Polyb. ii. 17. 11 ; Heb. x. 34, and Bleek in loc. —
aird] ¢, namely, the proceeds. The reference is involved in
the preceding verb (émimpacxov). Comp. Luke xviii. 22;
John xii. 5. See generally, Winer, p. 138 [E. T. 181 f]. —
xaboTe &y Tis xpelay elye] just as any one had need. dv with
the ¢ndicative denotes: “accidisse aliquid non certo quodam
tempore, sed quotiescunque occasio ita ferret” Herm. ad
Viger. p. 820. Comp. iv. 35; Mark vi. 56 ; Kriiger, 4nab.
1. 5. 2; Kithner, ad Mem. i. 1. 16; and see on 1 Cor. xii. 2.
Ver. 46. Kaf' nuépav] daily. See Bernhardy, p. 241. —
On mpockapTepeiv év, to be diligent in wvisiting a place, comp.
Susann. 6. — v o (ep®] as confessors of the Messiah of their
nation, whose speedy appearance in glory they expected, as

1 See Joseph. Bell. Jud. ii. 8. 3f. The Pythagoreans also had a community
of goods. Sce Jamblich. Vita Pyth. 168. 72 ; Zeller, p. 504. See, in opposi-
tion to the derivation from Essenism, von Wegnern in the Zeitscir. f. histor.
Theol. XI. 2, p. 1 f., Ewald and Ritschl.
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well as in accordance with the example of Christ Himself, and
with the nature of Christianity as the fulfilment of true
Judaism, they could of course have no occasion for voluntarily
separating themselves from the sanctuary of their nation; on
the contrary, they could not but unanimously (ouofup.) con-
sider themselves bound to it ; comp. Luke xxiv. 53. — rAdvres
aprov] breaking bread, referring, as in ver. 42, to the love-
feasts. The article might stand as in ver. 42, but is here not
thought of, and therefore not put. It would mean: their
Lread. — wat olkov] Contrast to év 7 iepd; hence: at home,
in meetings in their place of assembly, where they partook
of the meal (perhaps in detachments). Comp. Philem. 2.
So most commentators, including Wolf, Bengel, Heinrichs,
QOlshausen, de Wette. But Erasmus, Salmasius, and others
explain it domatim, from house to house. So also Kuinoel
and Hildebrand. Comp. Luke viii. 1; Acts xv. 21; Matt.
xxiv. 7. But there is nowhere any trace of holding the love-
feasts successively in different houses; on the contrary,
according to i 13, it must be assumed that the new com-
munity had at the very first a fixed place of assembly. Luke
here places side by side the public religious conduct of the
Christians and their private association; hence after év 7é
{epé> the express xar’ oilkov was essentially necessary.! — ueve-
NduBavoy Tpogiis] they received their portion of food (comp.
xxvii. 33 f), partook of their sustenance. Plat. Polit.
p. 275 C: madelas peredndévas kal Tpogijs. — Ver. 46 is to
be paraphrased as follows: In the daily visiting of the temple,
at which they attended with one accord, and amidst daily ob-
servance of the love-feast at home, they wanted not sustenance, of
which they partook in gladness and singleness of heart. — év
dyaMhudoe] this is the expression of the joy in the Holy
Spirit, as they partook of the daily bread, “fructus fidei et

1 Observe how, on the one hand, the youthful church continued still bound
up with the national cultus, but, on the other hand, developed itself at the same
time as a separate society, and in this latter development already put forth the
germs of the distinctively Christian cultus (comp. Nitzsch, prake. Theol. 1.
p. 174 ff., 213 ). The further evolution and independent vital power of this

cultus could mot but gradually briug about the severance from the old, and
accomplish that severance in the first instance in Gentile-Christian churches.
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character veritatis,” Bengel. And still in the erection of the
kingdom believers are duwpor év dyariidoe, Jude 24. This
is, then, the joy of triumph. — dpendrns] plainness, simplicity,
true moral candour. Dem. 1489. 10 : a¢erys xai mappnolas
peoros. The word is not elsewhere preserved in Greek, but
ddérea is (Ael. V. H.iii. 10, al.; Polyb. vi. 48. 4).

Ver. 47. Aivolvres 7. Oeov] is not to be restricted to giving
thanlks at meals, but gives prominence generally to the wholc
religious frame of spirit ; which expressed itself in the praiscs
of God (comp. de Wette). This is clearly evident from the
second clause of the sentence, xai éyovres . .. Aaov, referring
likewise to their relation 4n general. That piety praising God,
namely, and this possession of the general favour of the people,
formed together the happy accompanying circumstances, under
which they partook of their bodily sustenance with gladness
and simple heart. — arpos 8\. 7. Aaov] possessing favour (on
account of their pious conduct) ¢n their relation to the whole
people!  Comp. Rom. v. 1.— ¢ «xipeos] ze Christ, as the
exalted Ruler of His church. — rols cwlopévovs] those who
were being saved, i.e. those who (by their very accession to the
church) became saved from eternal perdition so as to partake in
the Messianic kingdom. Comp. ver. 40.

1 To refer this remark, on account of the later persecution, to the idealizing
tendency and to legendary embellishment (Baur), is a very rash course, as between
this time and the commencement of persecution a considerable period intervenes,
and the popular humour, particularly in times of fresh excitement, is so change-
able. Schwanbeck also, p. 45, denies the correctness of the representation,
which lie reckons among the peculiarities of the Petrine portion of the book.
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CHAPTER IIL

VER 8. After #Aenuos., 2aBew is to be defended, which is wanting
in D, min. Theophyl. Lucif. and some vss, and is wrongly
deleted by Heinr. and Bornem. The authorities which omit it
are too weak, especially as the complete superfluousness of the
word (it is otherwise in ver. 5) rendered its omission very
patural. — Ver. 6. #yspar xei] is wanting in B D &, Sahid.;
deleted by Bornem. But as Peter himself raises up the lame
man, ver. 7, this portion of the summons would more easily be
omitted than added from Luke v. 23, vi. 8; comp. vii. 14.
Lachm. and Tisch. have the form &yepe; rightly, see on Matt.
ix. 5; Mark ii. 9. — Ver. 7. After 7y:zpe, A B C ¥, min,, the vss,
and some Fathers, have airin. Adopted by Lachm. A usual
addition. — Ver. 11. airos] Elz. has roi jadévros ywhol, against
decisive testimony. A church-lesson begins with ver. 11.—
Ver. 13. za/ "Isagxz . 'lazwB] Lachm. and Bornem. read xai
O:i; lonarx, 2 @sis 'lazdB, following A C DR, 15, 18, 25, several
vss, Chrys, and Theophyl From Matt. xxii. 32 (therefore
also several of these witnesses have the article before @cic),
and LXX. Ex. iii. 6. — pé] is wanting in Elz., but is to be de-
fended on the authority of A B C E &, min,, vss,, and Fathers,
and because no corresponding & follows. — Ver. 18. airoi (not
a’red) is, with Lachm. and Tisch., according to decisive evidence,
to be placed after Xpioriv, and not after mpopyriw (Llz. Scholz).—
Ver. 20. zpoxeyeipiopivoy] Elz.: mpozennpuyuiévor, against decisive
evidence. A gloss (vv. 18, 21 ff.) more precisely defining the
meaning according to the context (comp. also xiii. 23 f.).—
Ver. 21. r2v] Elz.: zdvray, against decisive testimony. Introduced
to make the statement stronger, in accordance with ver. 24. —
e’ aiivez] is wanting in D, 19, Arm. Cosm. Tert. Ir.; so Born.
It was considered objectionable, because, strictly speaking, no
prophets existed é#’ aiiweg. The position after @yiwv (Lachm.
Tisch.) is so decidedly attested that it is not to be derived from
Luke i. 70. — Ver, 22. Instead of wiv, Elz. has uiv ydp, against
decisive evidence. ydp was written on the margin, because the
conneclion was not understood. — =pig rei¢ waripas] is wanting
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in A B C &, min. Syr. Copt. Vulg. It is placed after efmev
in D E, vss, and Fathers. So Born. Rightly deleted by
Lachm, and Tisch. An addition by way of gloss.— Ver. 23.
Instead of #orotp., A B C D, Lachm. Born. Tisch. read é£o>.e0p.
An etymological alteration, which often occurs also in Codd. of
the LXX. Comp. the variations in Heb. xi. 28.— Ver. 24.
xarfyyenar] Elz.: mporxariyyenay, against decisive evidence. A
gloss of more precise definition.— Ver. 25. ¢ vie/] Elz.: uvioi.
But the article, which before viesi was easily left out by a tran-
scriber, is supported by preponderant witnesses, as is also the
& wanting before r& emépu. in Elz., which was omitted as super-
fluous. — Ver. 26. After zirsi Elz. has "Ineoly, against many and
important authorities. A familiar addition, although already
read in A B. — tpév] C, min. vss. Ir. have airiv (so Lachm.)
or adred. The original du@v was first changed into airet (in
conformity with fxweres), and then the plural would be easily
inserted on account of the collective sense. The pronoun is
entirely wanting in B.

Ver. 1. After the description of the first peaceful and
prosperous life of the church, Luke now, glancing back to
ii. 43, singles out from the multitude of apostolic Tépara «.
anueia that one with which the first persecution was associated.
—éml 70 adro] here also in a local reference (see on i 15;
comp. LXX. 2 Sam. ii. 13; Joseph. An#t. xvi. 8. 6); not
merely at the same time and for the same object, but also 7n
the same way, ie. fogether, ™, 2 Sam. lc. Prominence is
here given to the wnited going to the temple and the united
working, directing special attention to the keeping together of
the two chief apostles. — dvéBacwov] they were in the act of
going up.— éml ™y dpav Tijs mwpogevyis] émi, used of the
definition of time, in so far as a thing extends to a space of
time ; see on Mark xv. 1; Nigelsb. on the Jliad, p. 284, ed. 3.
Hence: during the hour, not equivalent to mepi Ty dpav
(Alberti, Obss., Valckenaer, Winer, and many others). Con-
cerning the three hours of prayer among the Jews: the third
(see on ii. 15), the sizth (noon), and the ninth (that of the
evening sacrifice in the temple), see Lightfoot, Schoettgen, and
Wetstein, 7n loc. Comp. x. 3, 9. — The Attic mode of writing
évarqy is decidedly attested in the Book of Acts.

Ver. 2. XwAos éc xoch. pntp.] born lame. Comp. xiv. 8;
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John ix. 1. And he was above forty years old, iv. 22, —
The imperfect éBacrdlero, he was being brought, denotes the
action in refererice to the simultaneous dvéBawov, ver. 1 ;
and éribowy, its daily repetition. — v Neyou. dpalav] which
bears the by-name (see Schaefer, Melet. p. 14) “ Beautiful.”
The proper name was, “gate of Nicanor” It lay on the
castern side of the outermost court of the temple, leading
towards the valley of Kidron, and is described by Josephus,
Bell. v. 5. 3, as surpassingly splendid : 7év 8¢ wuAdy al uév
évvéa ypvo® Kal dpyUpe Kexalvupivar mavtayoley fioav, ouoiws
7€ mapaotddes kai Ta Umépbupa pia 3¢ 7 wbev Tob ved
Kopubiov yakkol wokd T4 Tiuj TdS KaTapylpovs xai mepLypy-
aouvs Umepayovaa. Kai 8o uév éxdoTov Tod muldvos Glpau,
Tpuircovta 8¢ TGV TO iros éxdaTns, Kal TO TAATOS By TeVTE-
«adexa. Others (Wagenseil, Lund, Bengel, Walch) understand
it of the gate Susan, which was in the neighbourhood of
Solomon’s porch, and at which the market for pigeons and
other objects for sacrifice was held. But this is at variance
with the signification of the word wpatos; for the name Susan
is to be explained from the Persian capital (R, town of lilics),
which, according to Middoth, 1 Kal. 3, was depicted on the
gate! Others (Kuinoel, ef al.) think that the gate Chulda, ..
tempestiva, leading to the court of the Gentiles, is meant. See
Lightf. Hor. ad Joh. p. 946 f But this derivation of the
name (from on, tempus) cannot be historically proved, nor
could Luke expect his reader to discover the singular appel-
lation porta tempestiva in wpaiay, seeing that for this the
very natural “ porta speciosa” (Vulg.) could not but suggest
itself. — Among the Gentiles also beggars sat at the gates of
their temples (Martial i 112)—a usage probably connected
with the idea (also found in ancient Israel) of a special
divine care for the poor (Hermann, Privatalterth. § 14. 2). —
700 aitelv) eo fine, ut peteret.

Vv. 3-5. Méovras eioiévar els 1. iep.] For it was
through this outermost gate that the temple proper was

' Perhaps, however, this picture of Suea on the gate of the temple is only :n

invention on account of the name, and the latter might be sufficiently expls :d
from the lily-shaped decorations of the columns (jgAz/ niyn, 1 Kings v. 1b).
s <22
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reached. — fjpwra é\enuos. NaB.] he asked that he might
recevve an alms. Modes of expression used in such a case
(Merere in me; In me benefac tibi, and the like) may be seen
in Vajicra rabb. f. 20. 3, 4. — On AapBeiv, which in itself
might be dispensed with, see Winer, p. 565 [E. T. 760].
— atevloas . . . Brérov els uds] They would read from his
look, whether he was spiritually fitted for the benefit to be
received. “ Talis intuitus non caruit peculiari Spiritus motu ;
hinc fit, ut tam secure de miraculo pronuntiet,” Calvin. Comp.
xiil. 9. — émetyer alrois] The supplying of 7Tov votw serves
to make the sense clear. Comp. Luke xiv. 7; 1 Tim. iv. 16.
He was allentive, intent wupon them. Comp. Schweigh. Lex.
Herod. 1. p. 241, and Lex. Polyb. p. 238.

Ver. 6. Adwui] I give thee herewith.— év 1o dvop. . . .
mepumrdTe] by virtue of the name (now pronounced) of Jesus
the Messiah, the Nazarene, arise and walk.  év denotes that on
which the rising and walking were causally dependent. Mark
xvi, 17; Luke x. 17; Acts iv. 10, xvi. 18, Comp. the
utterance of Origen, c. Cels. 1, against the assertion of Celsus,
that Christians expelled demons by the help of evil spirits .
TogoiTov yap Stvarar 16 Svopa To 'Incoed. This name was
the focus of the power of faith, through which the miraculous
gift of the apostles operated. Comp. on Matt. viL 22 ; Luke
ix. 49, x. 17; Mark xvi. 17. A dieo or the like is not (in
opposition to Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and others) to be supplied
with év 7. dvop. x.TA.  Observe, moreover, first, the solemnity of
the *Incot Xpiarov Tov Nal. ; and secondly, that XpioTod, as
in ii. 38, cannot yet be a proper name. Comp. John xvii 3,
i 42.

Vv. 7, 8. Abrov tijs 8efias] comp. Mark ix. 27, and see
Valckenaer, ad Theocr. iv. 35. — éotepesfnoar] his feet were
strengthened, so that they now performed their function, for
which they had been incapacitated in the state of lameness,
of supporting the body in its movements. — a: Bdoeis are the
Jeet, as in Wisd. xiil. 18 ; Joseph. Antf. vii. 5. 5; Plat. T%m.
p- 92 A, and in later Greek writers. — ra o¢upd: the ankle-
bones, tali (very frequemt in the classics), after the general
expression subjoining the particular. — éfaAAoucvos) spiing-
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(ng up, leaping into the air. Xen. Cyr. vil. 1. 32; Anabd.
vii. 3. 33, LXX. Isa. lv. 12, Not: exsilicns, videlicet e
qrabbato (Casaubon), of which last there is no mention.—
«xai elafiMle . . . Tov eav] This behaviour bears the most natural
nnpress of grateful attachment (comp. ver. 11), lively joy
(meptmar. kal a\\opevos,—at the same time as an involuntary
proof of his complete cure for himself and for others), and
religious elevation. The view of Thiess—that the beggar was
only a pretended cripple who was terrified by the threatening
address of Peter into using his feet, and afterwards, for fear
of the rage of the people, prudently attached himself to the
apostles—changes the entire narrative, and makes the apostle
himself (vv. 12, 16, iv. 9, 10) the deceiver. Peter had
wrought the cure in the possession of that miraculous power
of healing which Jesus had imparted to His apostles (Luke
ix. 1), and the supernatural result cannot in that case, any
more than in any other miracle, warrant us to deny 4ifs
lastorical character, as is done by Zeller, who supposes that
the general ywhoi wepimaToiow, Luke vil 22, Matt. xv. 31,
has here been illustrated in an individual instance.

Ver. 10. ’Eneylvworov avtov, d1¢ k.7A] A well-known
attraction. Winer, p. 581 [E. T. 781] — mpos v énenpoo.]
for the sake of alms.— 6 xaBripevos] See on John ix. 8. — émi
T4 dpala w.] éwi: immediately at ; on the spot of the Beautiful
gate. See on John iv. 6. — 8duBovs xai ékardo.] astonish-
ment and surprise at what bhad happened to him—an ex-
haustive designation of the highest degree of wonder. Comp.
fatua rai OauBos, Plut. de audit. 8. 145, and similar ex-
pressions, Lobeck, Paral. p. 60 £

Ver. 11. Kparoivros] But as he held fast Peter and Jokn,
ie. in the impulse of excited gratitude took kold of them and
clung to them, in order mot to be separated from his bene-
factors. Comp. John xx. 23 ; Rev. ii 25, iii. 11; Song of
Sol. iii. 4: éxpdrnoa abrdv kal obx dixa abrév. Polyb. viii.
20. 8; Eur. Phoen. 600 ; Plut. Mor. p. 99 D. There is no
sanction of usage for the meaning commonly given, and still
adopted by Olshausen and De Wette : assectars. For in Col.
ii.. 19 xpatelv occurs in its proper sense, to hold fast; the
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LXX. 2 Sam. iii. 6 is not at all in point, and in Achill. Tat.
v. p. 309, émeyelper pe kpaveiv is: me refinere conabatur. —
As to the porch of Solomon, see on John x. 23. — éxfapBo:]
the plural after the collective noun ¢ Aaés. Kiihner, ad Xen.
Anab. ii. 1. 6. Ast, ad Plat. Legy. I p. 63. Nigelsb. on
the Iliad, ii. 278. Comp. Acts v. 16.

Ver. 12. ’Amexplvato) he began to speak, as a reply to the
astonishment and concourse of the people, which thereby
practically expressed the wish for an explanation. See on
Matt. xi. 25. Observe the konourable address, &v8p. 'Iop., as
in ii. 22, v. 35, xiii. 16, xxi. 28. — 7{ Bavualere émi Tovroe ;]
The wonder of the people, namely, was unfounded, in so far as
tliey regarded the healing as an effect of the Sdvauis % edoeB.
of the apostles themselves. — Todre] is neuter; see ver. 10 :
at this. As to the 7, an, introducing the second question,
observe that the course of thought without interrogation is as
follows : Your astonishment is groundless, provided that you
were reasonably entitled to regard us as the workers of this
cure. The 7 is accordingly: or else, if you think that you
must wonder why, etc. — 75uiv emphatically prefixed : 8/ is
then correlative. — edoeBeia) “ quasi sit praemium pietatis
nostrae a Deo nobis concessum,” Heinrichs. In us lies neither
the causa effectiva nor the causa meriforia. — memwoiroas Tod
wepurr. adrov] to be taken together : as if we had been at work,
in order that he might walk. That this telic designation of
that which was done is given with the genitive of the infinitive,
is certainly to be traced to the frequent use of this form of
expression in the LXX. (see Winer, p. 306 [E. T. 410]);
but the conception of the aim is not on that account to
be obliterated as the defining element of the expression,
egpecially as even in classical writers this mode of con-
ception is found, and presents itself in the expression moieiv
dmws. See, eg., Herod. 1. 117 : moweiv . .., 8wrws éotar 7 Twvin
evlépn, v. 109, 1. 209. Comp. mpdooew émws, Kriiger on
Thue. i. 56. The wotelv is conceived as striving.

Ver. 13. Connectzon: Do not regard this cure as our
work (ver, 12); no, God, the peculiar God of our fathers,
glorified (by this cure, comp. John ix. 3 f, xi. 4) His
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servant Jesus, whom you delivered up (what a stinging con-
trast !), etc. — 7. warépwy Hu.] embraces the three patriarchs,
Comp. on Rom. ix. 5. — The venerated designation: * the
God of Abraham,” etc. (Ex. iii. 15 f.), heightens the blame of
the contrast. — éd0face] namely, inasmuch as He granted
such a result by means of His name (ver. 6). — rov 7aida] is
not to be explained, after the Vulgate, with the older inter-
preters (and still by Heinrichs, Kuinoel), as filium, since only
vios Oeov is throughout used of Christ in this sense; but with
Piscator, Bengel, Nitzsch (Stud. u. Krit. 1828, p. 331 ff),
Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten, and others, as servum ; and
the designation of the Messiah as the fulfiller of the divine
counsel : servant of God, has arisen from Isa. x1.-1xvi., namely,
from the Messianic reference of the niM 7Y there. Comp.
Matt. xii. 18. So also in ver. 26, iv. 27, 30. Observe that
an apostle is never called mais (but only Sobros) Oeod. Comp.
especially iv. 29 f.— dv vueis pév] This uéy, which pierces
the conscience of the hearers, is not followed by any corre-
sponding 8. Comp. on i 1. The connection before the
mind of Luke was: whom you have tndced delivered up, etc.,
but God has raised from the dead. But by rpivavros éxeivov
amolveww he was led away from carrying out this sentence,
and induced to give to it another turn. — mwapedwrare] namely,
to Pilate. — npvijcaalfe avTov] 1.e. ye have denied that He s
the Messiah, John xix. 14, 15; Luke xxiii. 2. Comp. also
vii 35. The object of the denial was obvious of itself, since
Jesus had just been spoken of as the mais To0 Oeod. Observe,
moreover, that with 7pyrjo. avroy the relative construction is
not carried on, but with rhetorical emphasis the sentence is
continued independent of it : and ye have denied Him (comp.
Bernhardy, p. 304 ; Kiihner, § 799). This is in keeping
with the liveliness of the discourse and its antitheses; but
without such a breaking off of the construction avrév would
be quite superfluous, as the regimen remains the same as
before. — xara mplcwmov] towards the face; ye have denied
Him even wunfo the face of Pilate (so audaciously!). Comp.
Gal ii. 11. There is no Hebraism. See Jacobs, ad Achill.
Tut. p. 612 ; Schweighiuser, Lez. Polyb. p. 540. — rpivavios
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éxelvov amrolvew) although the latter had decided to release (him).
See John xix. 4 ; Luke xxiii. 16. éxefvov is designedly used
instead of ad7ol, in order to make the contrast felt between
what Pilate judged and what they did. Comp. ver. 14. See
Kriiger and Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 3. 20 ; Dissen, ad
Dem. de cor. p. 319 ; and the examples from Plato in Ast,
Lex. I p. 658.  Chrys. well says : dueis éxelvov BehsicavTos
ovk BfehsjoaTe.

Vv. 14, 15. ‘Tpueis 6] Contrast to spivavros éx. dmorvew,
ver. 13. — tov dyiov kai Sikaiov] the kat’ éEoysv Holy (con-
secrated to God, inasmuch as He is the ™M™ 73Y) and Just
(innocent and entirely righteous, see on John xvi. 10). Comp.
Isa. liii. 11. To this characteristic description of Jesus &vépa
¢dovéa (Barabbas, see Luke xxiii. 19 ; comp. on John xviii. 40)
forms a purposely chosen contrast : @ man who was & murderer.
Comp. Soph. 0. C. 948 : @vdpa marpoxTovor. 0. R. 842:
avdpas Apords. It is more emphatic, more solemn, than the
simple ¢ovéa; but @vpwmor ¢ovéa would have been more
contemptuous, Bernhardy, p. 48. — yaptobivar vuiv] condonari
vobis (Ducker, ad Flor. iii. 5. 10), that he should by way of favour
be delivered to you. Plut. C. Gracch. 4 ; Acts xxv. 11, xxvii.
24 ; Dhilem. 22. See Loesner, Obss. p. 172 f.— 7ov 8¢
dpxmyov Tis Lwijs] forms a double contrast, namely, to dvdpa
¢ovéa and to dmexrelvare. 1t means: the author (Heb. ii. 10,
xii. 2; Mic. i. 13 ; 1 Mace. ix. 61 ; Plat. Locr. p. 96 C;
Tém. p. 21 E) of life, inasmuch as Christ by His whole life-
work up to His resurrection was destined (vv. 20, 21) to
provide eternal life, all that is included in the Messianic
cwtnpia (Heb. ii. 10). See Johniii. 16,xi. 25; 2 Tim. 1. 10.
The inclusion, however, of physical life (de Wette, Hackett),
according to the idea of John i. 4, has no support in the text,
nor would it have been so understood by the hearers, although
even Chrysostom comes ultimately to the idea of the original
Living one.— v ¢ Oeos . .. od nueis x.T.] great in its sim-
plicity. The latter, in which oJ is neuter, is the burden of
the apostolic consciousness. Comp. on ii. 32. Observe, more-
over, on vv. 14, 15: “ Graphice sane majesiaiem illam apo-
stolicam expressit, quam illi fuisse in dicendo vel una ejus
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testatur epeisitola,” Erasmus. The Zpistle of Peter is written
as with runic characters.

Ver. 16. 'Ewi T wioTeL T0D Sv6p. adrod) on account of faith
in His name (which we acknowledge as that of the Messiah),
te. because we believe in His Messiahship. On éni, of the
cause on which the fact rests, on the ground of, see Bernhardy,
p- 250; as to the genitive of the object with wioTes, see on
Rom. iii. 22. Others—particularly Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs,
and Olshausen—understand émi of the aim (Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p- 475): in order that faith in Jesus may be excited in you
(and at the same time in the healed man himself, according to
Olshausen). But the very connection of thought is in favour
of the first explanation. For «ai émi 19 mioTer x.7.\. attaches
itself closely to the preceding ob suets pdprupés éouev; so
that Peter, immediately after mentioning the testimony, brings
forward the extraordinary efficacy of the faith on which this
apostolic testimony is based. Still more decisive is the paral-
lelism of the second clause of the verse, in which the thought
of the first clause is repeated emphatically, and with yet more
precise definition. — 70 éropa adTod] so far, namely, as the
cure was effected by means of His name pronounced, ver. 6.
Observe the weighty repetition and position at the end. — 7
wioTis 7 8 adred] the faith wrought (in us) through Him.
Through Christ was the faith (namely, in Him as the Messiah)
wrought in Peter and John (and in the apostles generally),
partly by means of His whole manifestation and ministry
during His life (Matt. xvi. 16 ; John i. 14), partly by means
of the resurrection and effusion of the Spirit. The view
which takes wioTes of trust in God brought about through
Christ (comp. 1 Pet. i 21; Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr. p. 324
bibl. Theol. p. 139, after de Wette), is not in keeping with the
first half of the verse, which has already specifically deter-
wined the object of wioTis. — Tabry] Sewxrivds. For the
lodily soundness of the man, who was present (ver. 11), was
apparent to their eyes. On oloxAmp., comp. Plut. Mor. p.
1063 F; Plat. Tim. p. 44 C: oloxAnpos Uryuis Te TavTENDS.
— amévayre wdvr. Up.] corresponds to dv Gewpeire in the first
clause of the verse. The faith, etc., gave to him this restora-
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tion in the presence of you all; so that no other way of its
coming to pass was at all to be thought of.

Vv. 17, 18 Peter now pitches his address in a tonme of
heart-winning gentleness, setting forth the putting to death of
Jesus (1) as a deed of ignorance (ver. 17), and (2) as the
necessary fulfilment of the divine counsel (ver. 18). — «ai viv]
and now, 1.e. et sic, itague; so that vvv is to be understood not
with reference to time, but as: in this state of matters! Comp.
Xen. Anab. iv. 1. 19, and Kiithner in loc. See also vii. 34,
X. 5, xxil. 16; John ii. 28; 2 John 5. — adehdoi] familiar,
winning. Chrys.: adtév Tas Yvyas evbéws T ThOv ddenddy
mpocnyopia mapepvdicaro. Comp. on the other hand, ver 12 :
dvdpes’Iopanhitar. — rara dyvowav]unknowingly(Lev. xxii.14),
since you had not recognised Him as the Messiah; spoken quite
in the spirit of Jesus. See Luke xxiii. 34; comp. xiii. 27.
“Hoe ait, ut spe veniae eos excitet,” Pricaeus. Comp. also
1 Pet.i. 14. The opposite * xata mpofesw, kata mpoaipediv. —
damep xal o dpy. Yudv] namely, have acted ignorantly. Wolf
(following the Peshito) refers the comparison merely to émrpd-
Eare: scio vos ignorantia adductos, ut faceretis sicut duces vestri.
But it would have been unwise if Peter, in order to gain the
people, had not purposed to represent in the same mild Light
the act also of the Sanhedrists (&pyovres), on whom the people
depended. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 8. — Ver. 18. But that could not
but so happen, etc. Comp. Luke xxiv. 44 ff. — wdvTov 10V
mpopnrdv] comp. Luke xxiv. 27. The expression is neither
to be explained as a hyperbole (Kuinoel) nor from the typical
character of history (Olshausen), but from the point of view
of fulfilment, in so far as the Messianic redemption, to which
the divine prediction of all the prophets referred (comp. x. 43),
has been realized by the sufferings and death of Jesus. Look-
ing back from this standpoint of historical realization, it is
with truth said : God has brought into fulfilment that which
He declared beforehand by all the prophets, that His Messiah
should suffer. On 7. Xpigrév avrol, comp. iv. 26 ; Luke

! Sinee, in fact, only by this self-manifestation of the risen Christ must the
true light concerning Him who was formerly rejected and put to death have
dawned upon you ; otherwise you could not have so treated Him,
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ii. 26, ix. 20; Rev. xi. 15, xil. 10. —obr@] so, as it has
happened, vers. 14, 15, 17.

Ver. 19. Odv] infers from ver. 17 f.— peravorjgare] see
onii 38. The émarpéfrare (comp. xxvi. 20), connected with
it, expresses the positive consequence of the peravosiv. * Signi-
ficatur in resipiscente applicatio sui ad Deum,” Bengel. — els o
éfaneidb. k.7 A\] contains the aim (namely, the mediate aim:
the final aim is contained in ver. 20) which repentance and
conversion ought to have. The idea of the forgiveness of sins
is here represented under the figure of the crasure of a hand-
writing. See on Col. ii. 14. Comp. Ps. li. 9; Isa. xliii. 25;
Dem. 791.12: éfarihimrrar To 0pAnua. Baptism is not here
expressly pamed, as in il 38, but was now understood of
itself, seeing that not long before thousands were baptized;
and the thought of it has suggested the figurative expression
éfarepl. : in order that they may be blotted out (namely, by
the water of baptism). The causa meritoria of the forgiveness
of sins is contained in ver. 18 (wafeiv Tov X.). Comp. Weiss,
Petr. Lehrbegr. p. 258. The causa apprehendens (faith) is
contained in the required repentance and conversion.

Ver. 20. The final aim of the preceding exhortation. In
order that times of refreshiny may come. Peter conceives that
the xapol dvayrvbews and the Parousia (kal dwoaTeidy #.7T.\.)
will set in, as soon as the Jewish nation is converted to the
acknowledement of Jesus as the Messiah. It required a
turther revelation to teach him that the Gentiles also were to
be converted—and that directly, and not by the way of prose-
lytism—to Christ (chap. x.). — émws dv, with the subjunctive
(xv. 17; Luke ii 35; Rom. iii. 4; Matt. vi 5), denotes the
purpose that is to be attained in dependence on a supposition
(here: in this event ; if ye comply with the summons). See
Hartung, Partikell. 11 p. 289 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 685 1.
This &v, consequently, is not equivalent to édv (Vulg.: ut cum
wenerind), in which case an apodosis which would be wanting
is arbitrarily supplied in thought (see Erasmus and, recently,
Beelen). Others (Beza, Castalio, Erasmus Schmid, Eckermann,
¢t al.) consider dmws as a particle of time = dre: quandocunque
venerint. Against this it may be decisively urged, in point
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of linguistic usage, that in Greek writers (in Herod. and the
poets) the temporal émws is joined with the indicative or
optative, but does not occur at all in the N. T.; and, in point
of fact, the remission of sins takes place not for the first time
at the Parousia, but at once on the acceptance of the gospel.-—
xaipol dvayrvk.] seasons of refreshing: namely, the Messianie,
as is self-evident and is clear from what follows. It is sub-
stantially the same as is meant in Luke ii. 25 by waparineis
100 *Iapan\,—namely, seasons in which, through the appearance
of the Messiah in His kingdom, there shall occur blessed rest and
refreshiment jfor the people of God, after the expiration of the
troublous seasons of the aiwv ofros (2 Tim. ili. 1; Gal i 4
Acts xiv. 22).) The aidves ol émepydouevor in chap. ii. 7 are
not different from these future rxaipoi, This explanation is
shown to be clearly right by the fact that Peter himself im-
mediately adds, as explanatory of xatpol dvayri€.: xal dmoo-
TeiAp TOV mporexep. Uuiv 'Ina. X, which points to the Parousir.
Others rationalizing have, at variance with the text, ex-
plained the xaipoi avayr. either of the time of rest after death
(Schulz in the Bibl. Hag. V. p. 119 ff.), or of deliverance from
the yoke of the ceremonial law (Kraft, Obss. sacr. fasc. IX.
p. 271 ff), or of the putting off of penal judgment on the
Jews (Barkey), or of the sparing of the Christians amidst the
destruction of the Jews (Grotius, Hammond, Lightfoot), or of
the glorious condition of the Christian church before the end
of the world (Vitringa). On dwvdyrvEis, comp. LXX. Ex.
vill. 15; Aq. Isa. xxviii. 12; Strabo, x. p. 459. — dmo mpo-
cwmov Tob kupiov] The times, which are to appear, are rhetoric-
ally represented as something real, which is to be found with
God in heaven, and comes thence, from the face of God, to
earth. Thus God is designated as airios of the times of
refreshing (Chrysostom). — 7ov mpoxey. Vuiv 'I. X.] Jesus the
Messtah destined for yow (for your nation). On wpoyerpilopas
(xxii. 14, xxvi. 16), properly, I take in hand; then, I under-
take, I determine, and with the accusative of the person: J

! Analogous is the conception of xardazveis and capfarisuss in the Epistle to

the Helrews, Comp. drioss, 2 Thess. i. 7, and the description given in Rev.
xxi. 4 f.

ACTS, H
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appoint one, Comp. 2 Mace. iii. 7, viii. 9 ; Polyb. vi 58. 3;
Plut. Galb. 8 ; Diod. Sic. xii. 22 ; Wetstein and Kypke n loc. ;
Schleusn. Thes. iv. p. 513. Analogous is ¢ Tod Oeod éxhexTos,
Luke xxiil. 35.

Ver. 21. Whom the heaven must receive (as the place of
abode appointed for Him by God until the Parousia). Taken
thus! olpavov is the subject (Beza, Piscator, Castalio, and
others, the Socinians, also Kuinoel, de Wette, Baumgarten,
Lechler, Hackett), and 8¢ does not stand for &3ei, as if Peter
wished historically to marrate the ascension; but the present
tense places before the eyes the necessity of the elevation of
Christ into heaven as an absolufe relation, which as such is
constantly present until the Parousia (ver. 20, and &ype xpovev
T\, ver. 21). Hence also the infinitive is not of the dura-
tion of the action (8éyesfac), but of its absolute act (8é€aabar).
Others find the subject in 8v: who must occupy heaven (so
Luther and many of the older Lutherans, partly in the interest
of Christ’s ubiquity ; also Bengel, Heinrichs, Olshausen, Lange,
Weiss, ef al.); « Christus coelum debuit occupare ceu regiam
suam,” Calovius. But against this view the linguistic usage
of 8éyeafar, which never signifies occupare? is decisive. Comp.
on the other hand, Plat. Zheaet. p. 177 A: relevrijcavras
abrovs éxeivos pév o TOV kaxdv kabapds Témos ol Séferas,
Soph. Trach. 1075 : dwa€ Aoy défar pe.  Occupare would be
xatéyew. Comp. Soph. Ant. 605 : katéyess 'ONumov papua-
poecaay abyhav.— On the upév solitarium Grotius aptly re-
marks, that it has its reference in &xpt xpovov dmoxaracTt.,
“quasi dicat: ubi illud tempus venerit, ex coelo in terras
redibit.” — dypt xpbvwv dmoxaracT. mavrwv) until times shall
Latve come, in which all things will be restored. Before such
times set in, Christ comes not from heaven. Consequently

! Gregory of Nazianzus, Orat. 2, de fil., already has evidently this view : 37 y2p
abriv . .. x' obparet Juxfdivas, and Oecumenius calls heaven the dxodoyh roi
axswrarpivov. The Vulgate repeats the ambiguity of the original : guem oportet
codum quidem suscipere,; but yet appears, by suscipere, to betray the correct
view. Clearly and definitely Castalio gives it with a passive turn: ‘‘ quein
oportet coelo capi.”

2 We should have to explain it as: who must accept the heaven (comp.
Bengel). But what a singularly turgid expression would that be!
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the times of the alwv 6 péMwv itself—the raipol dvariEews
—cannot be meant; but only such times as shall precede the
Parousia, and by the emergence of which it is conditioned, thut
the Parousia shall ensue. Accordingly the explanation of the
universal renewal of the world unto a glory such as preceded
the fall (wakvyyevesia, Matt. xix. 28 ; comp. Rom. viii. 18 ff;
2 Pet, iii. 13) is excluded, seeing that ¢hat restoration of all
things (mwavrov) coincides with the Parousia (in opposition to
de Wette, as well as many older expositors, who think on the
resurrection and the judgment). The correct interpretation
must start from Mal. iv. 6 as the historical seat of the ex-
pression, and from Matt. xvii. 11, where Christ Himself,
taking it from Malachi, has made it His own. Accordingly
the amoxardaragis mdvrwy can only be the restoration of all
moral relations to their original nmormal condition. Christ’s
reception in heaven—this is the idea of the apostle—continues
until the moral corruption of the people of God is removed,
and the thorough moral renovation, the ethical restitutio in
integrum, of all their relations shall have ensued. Then only
is the exalted Christ sent from heaven to the people, and then
only does there come for the latter the dvdyrvEis from the
presence of God, ver. 20. What an incitement neither to
neglect nor to defer repentance and conversion as the means
to this dmokaTdoracis wavrev! The mode in which this moral
restitution must take place is, according to ver. 22, beyond
doubt,—namely, by rendering obedience in all points to what
the Messiah has during His earthly ministry spoken. Observe,
moreover, that wavTwy is not masculine (Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr.
p- 85, and bibl. Theol. p. 145), but neuter, as in Matt. xvii. 11,
Mark ix. 12 (comp. ver. 22, xard mwdvra, ca); and that dmo-
xataaracts cannot be otherwise taken than in its constant
literal meaning, restoration (Polyb.iv. 23. 1; v, 2. 11 ; xxviii.
10. '7; Dion. Hal. x. 8; also Plat. 4x. p. 370), wherein the
state lost and to be restored is to be conceived as that of the
obedience of the theocracy towards God and His messenger
(ver. 22). The state of forgiveness of sin (ver. 19) is not
identical with this, but previous to it, as émwws .7\, (ver. 20)
shows: the sanctification following the reconciliation. — v
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éainoev k1] The attracted dv refers to xpdvav: of which
ke has spoken, ete.  On NaXeiv 7, in this sense, comp. Matt.
xxvi. 13; Plat. 4z p. 366 D; Soph. Phsl. 110. So also
Aéyew i, to tell of something; see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol.
p- 23 A; Phaed. p. 79 B. Others refer it to mrdvrev, and
explain : usque ad tempus, quo omnia eventum habebunt,!
quae, etc. ; by which Peter is supposed to mean either the con-
quest of Messiah’s enemies and the diffusion of the Christian
religion (Rosenmiiller, Morus, Stolz, Heinrichs), or the destruc-
tion of the Jewish state (Grotius, Hammond, Bolten), or the
erection of the Messianic kingdom and the changes preceding
it, the diffusion of Christianity, the resurrection of the dead,
and the judgment (Kuinoel). Incorrectly, as dmoxardaTacts, in
the sense of impletio, eis mépas éxfeiv (Oecumenius), and the like,
is without warrant in usage; and as little does it admit the
substitution of the idea realization (Grotius, Schneckenburger
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 517, Lechler). — dm aldvos] since
the world began, to be taken relatively. See on Luke i 70.
Vv. 22-24. Connection: What has just been said: “ By
the mouth of His holy prophets from the beginning,” is now
set forth more particularly in two divisions,—namely: (1)
Moses, with whom all O. T. prophecy begins (comp. Rom.
x. 19), has announced to the people the advent of the Mes-
siah, and the necessity of obedience to Him, vv. 22, 23. Thus
has he made a beginning in speaking of the amorkardoTacs
wrdyTwy, which in fact can only be brought about by obedience
to all which the Messiah has spoken. (2) But also the
collective body of prophets from Samuel onwards (that is, the
prophets in the stricter sense), etc., ver. 24. — Mwvaijs] The
passage is Deut. xviii 15 f, 19,> which, applying accord-

1 Baumgarten, p. 83, endeavours to bring out essentially the same meaning,
but without any change in the idea of &woxardsr.,in this way : he supplies the
verb ézorarasrabisssdas with S» iadines, and agsumes the kingdom of Isracl
(L 6) to be meant. To imagine the latter reference, especially after wdvray, ia
just as arbitrary, as the supplying of that verbal notion iy excecdingly harsh.
Hofm. Sckriftbew. 11. 2, p. 648, follows the correct reference of wr to xpivar.

2 Bee on this passage and its different explanations, and also on its at any
rate Messianic ides, Hengstenberg, Christol, 1. p. 110 ff. ; G. Baur, alttest,
Weissag. L. p. 353 fLL
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ing to its historical sense to the prophetic order gemerally
which presents itself to the seer collectively as in one person,
has received its highest fulfilment in Christ as the real-
ized ideal of all the Old Testament interpreters of God,
consequently as the dAnfwos mpodrjrns! Comp. vii. 37. — a5
éué] as He has raised wp me by His preparation, calling, commis-
sion, and effectual communion. Bengel well remarks regarding
the Messianic fulfilment: “Similitudo non officit excellentiae.”
— éorar 8] see on il 17. — éforofp. éx Tob Aaod] In the
LXX. it runs after the original text: éyo ékdirow é€ adrod.
Peter, in order to express this threat according to its more
special import, and thereby in a manner more deterrent and
more incentive to the obedience required? substitutes for it
the formula which often occurs in the Pentateuch after Gen.
xvil, 14: JBYD 80 ¥0 MM, which is the appointment
of the punishment of death excluding forgiveness; see Gesen.
Thes. 11. p. 718 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 419. The apostle, accord-
ing to his insight into the Messianic reference and significance
of the whole passage, understands by it exclusion from the
Messianic life and ejection to Gehenna, consequently the punish-
ment of eternal death, which will set in at the judgment.
On éforofpevw, funditus perdo, frequent in the LXX, the
Apocrypha, and in the Zest. XII. Patr, also in Clem. Rom.
(who has only the form éfoAefp.), only known to later Greek,
see Kypke, IL. p. 27 ; Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 166 f — «ai . . .
&é] 4.e. Moses on the one hand, and all the prophets on the
other. Thus over against Moses, the beginner, who was intro-
duced by pév, there is placed as similar in kind the collective
body. See as to xai ... &8, on John vi. 51, and observe that
8¢ is attached to the emphasized idea appended (wdvres);
comp. Baeuml. Partik. p. 149. — All the prophets from Samuel
and those that follow, as many as kave spoken, have also, etc.,—
evidently an inaccurate form of expression in which two con-
structions are mixed up,—namely : (1) All the prophets from

1 Calvin appropriately says: ‘ Non modo quia prophetarum omnium est
princeps, sed quod in ipsum dirigebantur omnes superiores prophetiae, et quod
tandem Deus per os ejus absolute loquutus est.” Heb. i 1f.

8 Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 146,
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Samuel onward, as many of them as have spoken, have also, ete. ;
and (2) AUl the prophets, Samuel and those who follow, as many
of them as have spoken, have also, etc. Winer, p. 588 [E. T.
789). The usual construction since Casaubon, adopted also
by Valckenaer and Kuinoel, is that of the Vulgate : “ et omnes
prophetae a Samuel, et deinceps qui locuti sunt,” so that it is
construed xai 8o Tdv kabefis éNdA. ; it yields a tautology, as
those who follow after are already contained in wdvres of
mpopirar awo 3.  Van Hengel's (Adnotatt. in loca nonnulla
N. T.p. 101 ff) expedient, that after v xafekijs there is to be
supplied &ws 'Iwdvvov, and after mpodijras, ap€dpuevor, is simply
arbitrary in both cases—After Moses Samuel opens the series
of prophets in the stricter sense. He is called in the Talmud
also (see Wetstein) magister prophefarum. TFor a prophecy
from 2 Sam., see Heb. i. 5. Comp. Hengstenberg, Christol. 1.
p- 143 ff — & Tdv kabekfs] “longa temporum successione,
uno tamen consensu,” Calvin. — Tds 7juépas Tavras] v.e. those
days, of which Moses hus spoken what has just been quoted, namely,
the ypovor dmokatast. wdyt., which necessarily follows from dv
danaer 6 Oeos kT, ver. 21. Hence we are not to under-
stand, with Schneckenburger, Weiss, Hofmann (Schriftbew. 11
1, p. 140), the time of the present as referred to; in which
view Hofmann would change the entire connection, so as to
make vv. 22-24 serve as a reason for the call to repentance
in ver. 19, whereas it is evident that dv éxd\noey k.T.\, Ver.
21, must be the element determining the following appeals to .
Moses and the prophets.

Ver. 25. Ye' are the sons of the prophets and of the covenant,
ie. ye belong to both, inasmuch as what was promised by the
prophets and pledged in the covenant is to be realized forand in
you, as the recipients in accordance with promise and covenant.
Comp. ii. 39 ; Rom. ix. 4, xv. 8. On viol 175 Sabsjens, comp.
the rabbinical passages in Wetstein. Concerning wvids, used to
denote closer connection (like }3), see on Matt. viii. 12. In-
correctly Lightfoot, Wolf, and Kuinoel render: “ prophetarum

1 Observe the great emphasis of the Jusis a8 of the iuir (ver. 26). From their
potition of preference they ought, in the consciousness of their being the people.
of God, to feel the more urgently the duty of accepting the Messiak,
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discipuli (Matt. xii. 27 ; so the Greek maides; Blomf. Gloss.
Porss. 408), because then vio/ in the same signification does
not suit Tis S:abijrns. Hence, incorrectly, also Michaelis,
Morus, Heinrichs: “e vestra natione provenerunt prophetae.”
— 8wabrn, covenant. TFor God bound Himself by covenant
to bless all generations through the seed of Abraham, on the
condition, namely, that Abraham obeyed His command (Gen.
xii. 1). On &ébero, comp. Heb. viii. 10, x. 16 ; Gen. xv.
18, al.; 1 Macc.i. 11. So with &af%en also in the classics.
— mwpos Tovs wat. fu.] wpos denotes the ethical direction.
Bernhardy, p. 265. Abraham is conceived as representative
of the forefathers; hence it is said that God had bound Him-
self fowards the fathers when He spoke to Abraham. — kal év
1$ oméppati gov] kai, and, quite as in ii. 17. — The quotation
(Gen. xxii. 18 ; comp. xviil. 18, xii. 3) is not exactly accord-
ing to the LXX. According to the Messianic fulfilment, from
which point of view Peter grasps and presents the prophetic
meaning of the passage (see ver. 26), év 76 o. gov i3 not col-
lective, but : in thy descendant, namely, the Messiah (comp. Gal.
iii. 16), the future blessing of salvation has its causal ground.
As to watpial, gentes, here nations, see on Eph. iii. 15.

Ver. 206. Progress of the discourse: “ This bestowal—in ac-
cordance with God’s covenant-arrangements—of salvation on
all nations of the earth through the Messialh has commenced
with you,” to you first has God sent, etc. — mpdTov] sooner than
to all other nations. “ Praevium indicium de vocatione gentium,”
Bengel. Rom. i 16,xi. 11. On this intimation of the univer-
sality of the Messianic salvation Olshausen observes, that the
apostle, who at a later period rose with such difficulty to this idea
(ch. x.), was doubtless, in the first momeuts of his ministry, full
of the Spirit, raised above himself, and in this elevation had
glimpses to which he was stiil, as regaras his general develop-
ment, a stranger. But this is incorrect : Peter shared the views
of his people, that the non-Jewish nations would be made par-
takers in the blessings of the Messiah by «cceptance of the Jewish
theocracy. He thus still expected at this time the blessing of
the Gentiles through the Messiah to take place in the way of
their passing through Mosaism. “ Claput et summa rei in ad-
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ventu Messiae in eo continetur, quod ommnes omnino populi ado-
rent Jovam illamque colant unanimiter,” Mikraec Kodesch, f.
108. 1. “Gentes non traditae sunt Israeli in hoc saeculo, at
tradentur in diebus Messiae,” Berish. rab. f. 28. 2. See already
Isa. il 2 f, Ix. 3 ff. — dvaoTioas] causing His servant to appear
(the aorist participle synchronous with dméor.). This view of
avaoT. is required by ver. 22. Incorrectly, therefore, Luther,
Beza, Heumann, and Barkey : after He has raised Him from the
dead. — ebhoyodvrra Suds)] blessing you. The correlate of évev-
Aoy, ver. 25. This efficacy of the Sent One procuring salva-
tion through His redeeming work is continuous. — év r¢ dmo-
arpédev] in the turning away, ie. when ye furn from your
iniquities (see on Rom. L 29), consequently denoting that by
which the edloyelv must be accompanied on the part of the
recipients (comp. iv. 30) — the moral relation which must
necessarily be thereby brought about. We may add, that here
the intransitive meaning of dmooTpépew,' and not the transitive,
which Piscator, Calvin, Hammond, Wetstein, Bengel, Morus,
Heinrichs adopt (when He turns away), is required by the
summons contained in ver. 19. — The issue to which vv. 25
and 26 were meant to induce the hearers—namely, that they
should now believingly apprehend and appropriate the Mes-
sianic salvation announced beforehand to them by God and
assured by covenant,and indeed actually in the mission of the
Messiah offered to them first before all others—was already
expressed sufficiently in ver. 19, and is now again at the close
in ver. 26, and that with a sufficiently successful result (iv. 4);
and therefore the hypothesis that the discourse was interrupted
while still unfinished by the arrival of the priests, etc. (iv. 1),
1S unnecessary.

! So only here in the N, T. ; but see Xen. Hist. iii. 4. 12; Ger. xviii. 33,

al. ; Ecclus. viii. 5, xvii. 21; Bar. iL. 33 ; Sauppe, ad Xen. de re eq. 12. 13;
Krijger, § Lii 2. 5.
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CHAPTER 1IV.

VER. 2. 7dv & vexp@v] D, min. and some vss. and Fathers have
raw vexpav. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Bornem. An
alteration in accordance with the current dvdsrueis rav vexpiv. —
Ver. 5. ¢ic] A B D E, min. Chrys. have &, which Griesb. has
recommmended, and Lachm. Tisch. Born. adopted. A correction,
as the reference of ¢/s was not obvious, and it was taken for é;
hence also ¢i¢ 'Tepove. (Tegarded as quite superfluous) is entirely
omitted in the Syr.— Ver. 6. Lachm. has siinple nominatives, xai
Awac . .. Arefaidpog, in accordance no doubt with A BD &
but erroneously, for the very reason that this reading was evi-
dently connected with the reading euvviixfnoar, ver. 5, still pre-
served in D; Born. has consistently followed the whole form of
the text in D as to vv. 5, 6 (also the name ’'Iwvddezs instead of
"Twawng). — Ver. 7. év v péow with the article is to be defended
after Elz, with Lachm., on preponderating evidence (A B ®).
— Ver. 8. rob 'Iepa#irn] is wanting in A B &, Vulg. Copt.
Sahid. Aeth. Cyr. Fulg.,, and deleted by Lachm. But, as it
was quite obvious of itself, it was more readily passed over than
added. — Ver. 11. o/xodéuwv] so, correctly, Lachm. and Tisch.,,
according to important authorities. The usual oizodowotvray is
from Matt. xxi. 42; comp. LXX. Ps. cxviii. 22. — Ver. 12. obs:]
A B R, min. Did. Theodoret. Bas. have obd¢, which is recommended
by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. And rightly, as
in Luke xx. 36, xii. 26. Born,, following D, has merely o3, —
Ver. 16. worjoousy] A E 8, min. have morjowper. Recommended
by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. But the deliberative sub-
junctive appeared more in keeping with the sense. Comp. on
ii. 37. — Ver. 17. érernodusda] D, min. have drernsiueda. So
Born. But the future was introduced in order that it might
correspond to the question s/ zorjoouer. The preceding dmeny is
wanting in A B D &, min. most vss. and some Fathers; de-
leted by Lachm. and Born. It might very easily be omitted by
an oversight of the transcriber. — Ver. 18. After wapiyy., Elz
Scholz, Born. have adroiz. A common, but here weakly attested
insertion. — Ver. 24. ¢ @s65] is wanting in A B N, Copt. Vulg.
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Ath. Did. Ambr. Hilar. Aug. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.
But as it might be dispensed with so far as the sense was con-
cerned, how easily might a transcriber pass over from the first
to the second ¢!  On the other hand, there is no reason why it
should have been inserted. — Ver. 25. ¢ did orcuur. A. waidés oov
¢izun] There are very many variations,' among which & o5
Taspos fuav dig mviduaros ayiw eriwaro; A. wardéc dou sirwy has the
areatest attestation (A B E ®, min.), and is adopted by Lachm.,,
who, however, considers sv¢iuasos as spurious (Praef. p. VIL).
An aggregation of various amplifying glosses ; see Fritzsche, de
conform. Lachm. p. 55.— Ver. 27, & v @érea vadra] is wanting
in Elz, but has decisive attestation. Rejected by Mill and
Whitby as a gloss, but already received by Bengel. The omis-
sion may be explained from the circumstance, that in the
passage of the Psalm no locality is indicated. — Ver. 36. *Twsiis]
Lachm. Tisch. Born. read 'Iws7g, according to A B D E 8, min.
Chrys. Epiph. and several vss. A mechanical alteration, in con-
lormity with 1. 23. — ¢=4] Lachm. aud Tisch. read &=, according
to A B"E g, min. Theophyl. Rightly; J=é appeared to be
necessary.

Vv. 1, 2. ’Eméorgoar] stood there beside them. The sudden
appearance is implied in the context (Aalolv. 8¢ adr., and see
ver.3). See on Luke ii 9, xx. 1.—oi iepeis] The article
signifies those priests who were then serving as a guard at the
temple. — 6 oTpaTyyos Tod iepov] the leader on duty of the
Levitical temple-guard (of the iepeis), and himself a priest;
different from the mpogrdrys Tod lepod, 2 Macc. iil. 4 (see
Grimm 47 loc.) ; comp. Joseph. Bell. Jud. ii. 12. 6; Anit. xx.
6. 2. See also on Luke xxii. 4. — As the concourse of people
occurred in the temple-court, it was the business of the temple-
guard officially to interfere. Therefore the opinion of Lightfoot,
Erasmus Schmid, and Hammond, that the oTparnyds Tod
{ep. is here the commander of the Roman garrison of the castle
of Antonia, is to be rejected. — xai oi JadSouvxato] see on
Matt. iii 7. The Sadducees present in the temple-court had
heard the speech of Peter, chap. iii,, at least to ver. 15 (see
ver. 2), had then most probably instizated the interference of
the guard, and hence appear now taking part in the arrest of

1 See besides Tisch., especially Born. in loc., who reads after D : ¢ (D : &) 3is

ws. dy., Jia 70V eTip. Aardcas Azvid, wadis e
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the apostles. — Suamovoduevor . . . vexpaw] refers to of Iad-
Sovux. For these denied the resurrection of the dead, Matt.
xxii. 23. “ Sadducaei negant dicuntque: deficit nubes atque
abit; sic descendens in sepulcrum non redit,” Zanchum,
f.iii. 1. Siamovedu. here and in xvi. 18 may be explained
either according to classical usage: who were wctive in their
exertions, exerted their energies (my former interpretation), or
according to the LXX. Ecclus. x, 9; Aqg. Gen, vi. 6; 1 Sam.
xx. 30 (Hesychius, 8tamovnfelss Avmrnbeis): who were grieved,
afflicted (the usual view, following the Vulgate and Luther).
The latter meaning is most natural in the connection, is suffi-
ciently justified in later usage® by those passages, and there-
fore is to be preferred. Sorrow and pain come upon them,
becanse Peter and John taught the people, and in doing so
announced, etc. That was offensive to their principles, and
so annoyed them.— év 7¢ 'Ingod] in the person of Jesus, ie.
in the case of His personal example. For in the resurrection
of Jesus the dvdaraais ér vexp. in general—although the latter
is not expressly brought forward by Peter—was already infer-
entially maintained, since the possibility of it and even an actual
instance were therein exhibited (1 Cor. xv. 12). — We may
add that, as the apostles made the testifying of the Risen Oune
the foundation of their preaching, the emergence of the Sud-
dueees is historically so natural and readily conceivable (comp.
v. 17), that Baur's opinion, as to an & priort combination
having without historical ground attributed this 76l to them,
can only appear frivolous and uncritical, however zealously
Zeller has sought to amplify and establishit. See in opposition
to it, Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 326 ff.

Ver. 3. Eis mipnow] into custody, i.e. into prison. Comp.
Thue. vii. 86. 1; Acts v. 18. — éomépa] as they had gone to
the temple at the ninth hour, and so at the beginning of the
first evening (iii. 1), the second evening, which commenced at the
twelfth hour, had probably already begun. See on Matt. xiv. 15.

1 The classical writers use the simple verb wovsizdas in this sense, whether the
pain felt may be bodily or mental. See Kriiger on Thuc. ii. 51. 4; Lobeck, ad
Aj. p. 396 ; Duncan, Lex. Hom. ed. Rost, p. 969. Accordingly, in the above
passages dizwevtiofas i the strengthened xowivéai in this sense.
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Ver. 4. As a contrast to this treatment of the apostles (8¢),
Luke notices the great increase of the clurch, which was
effected by the address of the apostle. The number of believers
had before this been above three thousand (il. 41, 47); by
the present increase the number of men (the women, therefore,
being not even included—on account of the already so con-
siderable multitude of believers) came to be about five thousand,
The supposition of Olshausen, “that at first, perhaps, only men
had joined the church,” is arbitrary, and contrary to i. 14.
At variance with the text, and in opposition to v. 14, de
Wette makes women to be included.

Ver. 5. 'Evévero . . . auvayBivar] But it came to pass that,
etc. Comp. ix. 3; Luke iiL 21, xvi. 22. So also in classical
writers (Hes. Theog. 639 ; Xen. Cyr. vi. 3. 11). See Sturz,
Lex. Xen. 1. p. 587. — adrdv] refers not to the believers, but,
as is presumed to be obvious of itself, to the Jews, whose
people, priests, etc., were named above, ver. 1, and to whom
those who had become believers belonged. Comp. Winer, p.
138 [E. T. 183]. — 7ous dpyovr. . wpea. k. ypappu.] the San-
hedrists and elders and seribes. A full meeting of the Sanhedrim
was arranged, at which in particular the members belonging
to the classes of representatives of the people and scribes were
not absent. Comp. on Matt. ii. 4. — eis ‘Iepovoaisu] not as
if they had their official residence elsewhere (as Zeller sug-
gests in the interest of proving the narrative unhistorical) ; but
certainly many were at this most beautiful period of summer
(soon after Pentecost) at their country residences. So, cor-
rectly, Beza (“ arcessitis videlicet qui urbe aberant, ut sollennis
esset hic conventus,”—but only by way of suggestion), Bengel,
Winer, and others. Most of the older commentators, and
Kuinoel, erroneously assume that eis stands for €y, in which
case, moreover, a quite superfluous remark would be the
result. — kal] also (in order to mention these specially). —
"Avvay Tov apyuep.] As at this time not Annas, but his son-
in-law Cazaphas, was the ruling high priest, an erroncous state-
ment must be acknowledged here, as in Luke iii. 2, which
may be explained from the continuing great inflnence of
Annas. See the particulars, as well as the nnsatisfactory
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shifts which have been resorted », on Luke iii. 2. Comp.
Zeller, p. 127. Baumgarten still, p. 88 (comp. also Lange,
Apostol. Zeitalt. 1. p. 96, and II. p. 53), contents himself with
justifying the expression from the age and influence of Annas,
—a view which could not occur to any reader, and least of
all to Theophilus, after Luke iii. 2. — Nothing further is
known of JoAn and Alexander, who, in consequence of their
connection with Caiaphas and with the following xai éoo:
KT\, are to be regarded as members of the hierarchy related to
Annas. Conjectures concerning the former (that he is identical
with the Jochanan Ben Zaccai celebrated in the Talmud) may
be seen in Lightfoot 4n loc.; and concerning the latter (that
he was the brother of Philo), in Mangey, Praef. ad Phil.; and
Pearson, Lect. p. 51; Krebs, Obss. p. 176 ; Sepp, Gesch. d. Ap.
p- 5, ed. 2. — ék vévous dpyiepat.] of the high-priestly famaly.
Besides Caiaphas, John, and Alexander, all the other relatives
of the high priest were brought into the assembly,—a pro-
ceeding indicative of the special importance which was ascribed
to the pronouncing judgment on the dangerous prisoners.

Ver. 7. The apostles were placed in the midst (év 7o
péae, comp. Matt. xiv. 6 ; John viii. 3), so that they might be
seen by all; and, for the purpose of ascertaining the state of
matters which had occasioned the popular tumult of yesterday,
the question is first of all submitted to them for their own
explanation: By what kind of power® (which was at your
command), or by what kind of name (which ye have pro-
nounced), have ye done this (the cure which, they were aware,
was the occasion of the discussion)? Erroneously, Morus,
Rosenmiiller, and Olshausen have referred TodTo to the public
teaching. TFor the judicial examination had to begin at the
actual commencement of the whole occurrence; and so Peter
correctly understood this ToiTo, as vv. 9, 10 prove.— év molw
ovopati] The Sanhedrim certainly knew that the apostles had
performed the cure év évépate 'I. Xpiorod (iii. 6), and they
intended to found on the confession of this point partly the
impeachment,of heresy and blasphemy-—as the Jewish exorcists
were accustomed to use names of an entirely different kind in

' Obscrve the qualitative interrogative pronouns.
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their formulae, namely, those of the holy patriarchs, or of the
wise Solomon, or of God Himself (see Van Dalen, de divinat.
Idol. V. T. p. 520)—and partly the charge of effort at rebel-
lion, which might easily be based on the acknowledgment of
the crucified insurgent as the Messiah. — dpeis] yow people!
with depreciating emphasis at the close.

Vv. 8-10. II\nobeis myedp. dyiov] quite specially, namely,
for the present defence. Comp. xiii. 9. “ Ut praesens quod-
que tempus poscit, sic Deus organa sua movet,” Bengel. See
Luke xii. 11 £ — €] in the sense of éme/ (Bornem. ad Xen.
Symp. 4. 3, p. 101 ; Reissig, Conject. tn Aristoph. I p. 113;
Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 195), is here chosen not without
rhetorical art. For Peter at once places the nature of the
deed, which was denoted by Tobro, in its true light, in which
it certainly did not appear to be a suitable subject of judicial
inquiry, which presupposes a misdeed. If we (fpets has the
emphasis of surprise) are this day eramined in respect of o
good deed done to an infirm man (as to the means, namely),
whereby he has been delivered. — In ém’ edepyecia is contained
an equally delicate and pointed indication of the unrighteous-
ness of the inquisitorial proceeding. — We are decidedly led to
interpret év Tive as neuter (whereby, comp. Matt. v. 13), by the
question of the Sanhedrim, ver. 7, ¢n which no person is named ;
as well as by the answer of Peter: év 7% dvopare 'I. X. k.7,
ver. 10, which is to be explained by the wuttering the name of
Jesus Christ, but not to be taken as equivalent to év 'Incod
Xpiwore. Hence the explanation, per quem, cujus ope (Kuinoel,
Heinrichs), is to be rejected; but the emphatic év Toire
(ver. 10) is nevertheless to be taken, with Erasmus, as
masculine, so that after the twice-repeated 8y «.T.\. there
comes in instead of the dvoua 'I. X., as the golemnity of the
discourse increases (“verba ut libera, ita plena gravitatis,”
Grotius), the concrete Person (on this one it depends, that, etc.),
of whom thereupon with ob¥ros, ver. 11, further statements are
made. — 8v o Oeos ipyeipev éx vexp.] a rhetorical asyndeton,
strongly bringing out the contrast without uév ... 8¢ See
Dissen, Ezc. 1L ad Pind. p. 275, — olros mapéotnrey x.7.\.]
Thus the man himself who had been cured was called into
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the Sanhedrim to be confronted with the apostles, and was
present ; in which case those assembled certainly could not
at all reckon beforehand that the sight of the man, along with
the mappnoia of the apostles (ver. 13), would subsequently,
ver. 14, frustrate their whole design. This quiet power of the
man’s immediate presence operated “nstantaneously ; therefore
the question, how they could have summoned the man whose
very presence must have refuted their accusation (Zeller, comp.
Baur), contains an argumentum ex eventw, which forms no proper
ground for doubting the historical character of the narrative.

Ver. 11. Odros] referred to Jesus, the more remote subject,
which, however, was most vividly present to the conception of the
speaker. Winer, p. 148 [E. T. 195]. — o0 Afos x.TA.] 2
reminiscence of the well-known saying in Ps. cxviii. 22, in
immediate, bold application to the Sanhedrists (¥¢’ vuav), the
builders of the theocracy, that have rejected Jesus, who yet
by His resurrection and glorification has become the corner-
stone, the bearer and upholder of the theocracy, 4. that
which constitutes its entire nature, subsistence, and working.
Moreover, see on Matt. xxi. 42, and comp. 1 Pet. ii. 4 ff ; also
on 1 Cor. iii. 11; Eph. ii. 20.

Ver. 12, To the foregoing figurative assurance, that Jesus
is the Messiah, Peter now annexes the solemn declaration
that no other is so, and that without figure. — And there is not
in another the salvation, te. xat éfoxry the Messianic deliver-
ance (ii. 21). Comp. v. 31, xv. 11. This mode of taking 5
cwtnpla is imperatively demanded, both by the absolute
position of the word with the force of the article, and by the
connection with the preceding, wherein Jesus was designated
as Messiah, as well as by the completely parallel second
member of the verse. Therefore Michaelis, Bolten, and Hilde-
brand err in holding that it is to be understood of the cure
of @ man so infirm. Nor is the idea of deliverance from
diseases generally to be at all blended with that of the
Messianic salvation (in opposition to I{ypke, Moldenhauer,
Heinrichs), as Peter had already, at ver. 11, quite departed
from the theme of the infirm man’s cure, and passed over
to the assertion of the Messianic character of Jesus quite
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generally, without retaining any special reference to bodily
deliverance. — év &\\w obdevi] no other is the ground, on which
salvation is causally dependent. Soph. 4j. 515: év gol wdd’
éywrye owlopar. Eur. Ale. 279 : év aol éouév kal Giv xal wi.
Herod. viii 118: év duiv fowev éuol elvar 1) cwtnpin. —
vap] annexes a more precise explanation, which is meant to
serve as a proof of the preceding.  For also there is no other
name under the heaven given among men, in which we must
obtain salvation.—ovdé ydp (see the critical remarks): for also
not. The reading olrre ydp would not signify namque non (so
Hermann, Opuse. III. p. 158), but would indicate that a
further clause corresponding to the 7é was meant to follow
it up (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 716 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2.
31; Ellendt, Lex. Sopk. IL p. 444 f), which, however, does
not suit here, where the address is brought to a weighty close.
The use generally doubtful, at least with prose writers, of ok

. ovre instead of odre . . . obre (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 222),
is here excluded by ydp, which makes the notion of neither—
nor inapplicable. — érepov] a name different from that name.
On the other hand previously: év @\Ag odd., in no one but in
Him. Comp. on Gal i 7.— 10 Sedop. év avbp.] which 1s
granted by God—given for good—among men, in human society.
The view adopted by Wolf and Kuinoel, that év dvbp. stands
for the simple dative, is erroneous. Winer, p. 204 [E. T. 273].
— avBpdmows) in this generic reference did not require the
article. See Ast, Lex. Plat. 1. p. 177 f; Kiihner, ad Xen.
Mem. i 4. 14 ; Stallb. ad Plat. Crit. p. 51 A; Prot. p. 355 A.
imo 7. obpav., which might in itself be dispensed with, has
solemn emphasis. Comp. ii. 5. — év &) as formerly év @r\o.
The name is to be conceived as the contents of the believing
confession. Fides ¢mplicita (in opposition to the Catholics)
cannot here be meant; iii. 19, 26. — 8¢f] namely, according
to God’s unalterable destination.

Vv. 13-15. Bewpoivres] “ Inest notio contemplandi cum
attentione aut admiratione.” Tittmann, Synon. N. 7. p. 121.
— rai katalaBouevor] and when they had perceived (x. 34 ;
Eph iii. 18; Plat. Phaedr. p. 250 D; Polyb. viii. 4. 6;
Dion. Hal ii 66), when they had become aware. They per-
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ceived this during the address of Deter, which was destitute
of all rabbinical learning and showed to them one rypauudrwr
amewpov (Plat. Apol. p. 26 D). aypduparor (Xen. Mem. iv. 2.
20; Plat. Crit. p. 109 D) denotes here the want of rabbinic
culture. ’I8udrar is the same: laymen, who are strangers to
theological learning. See Hartmann in the Stud. u. Krit.
1834, I. p. 119 ff The double designation is intended to
express the idea very fully ; &vfpwroc has in it, moreover, some-
thing disparaging: wunlearned men. Comp. Lys. ace. Nicom.
28, and Bremi in loc. On (8wwrns, which, according to the
contrast implied in the connection, may denote either a private
man, or a plebeian, or an unlearned person, or a common
soldier, or one inexperienced in gymnastic exercises, one not a
poet, not a physician, and other forms of contrast to a definite
professional knowledge, see Valcken. 4n loc; Hemsterbuis, ad
Lucian. Necyom. p. 484 ; Rubnken, ad Long. p. 410. Here
the element of contrast is contained in dypduuator: hence
the general meaning plebeians (Kuinoel and Olshausen, comp.
Baumgarten) is to be rejected. They were pwpol Tob Koo pov,
1 Cor. 1. 27. Comp. John vii 15. — émeyivwogrér Te alTols,
6t k.7N.] and recognised them (namely) that they were (at an
earlier period) with Jesus. Their astonishment sharpened
now their recollection; and therefore Baur and Zeller have
taken objection to this remark without sufficient psychological
reason. emeylvwox. is incorrectly taken (even by Kuinoel)
as the pluperfect. See Winer, p. 253 [E. T. 337]. The two
imperfects, éfavpal and émeylvwok., are, as relative tenses,
here entirely in place. — Tovr 8¢ dvfpwrr.] emphatically put
first. — ovvéBalov] they conferred among themselves. Comp.
xvii. 18; Plut. Mor. p. 222 C.

Ver. 16. The positive thought of the question is: We shall
be able to do mothing to these men. What follows contains the
reason : for that a notable miracle (a definite proof of divine
co-operation) has happened through them, is evident to all the
inhabitants of Jerusalem, and we are not in @ position to deny
#t.— To the pév corresponds @A\, ver. 17; to the yvwarov
is opposed the mere Sofactév, Plat. Pol. v. p. 479 D, vi.
p- 510 A.

ACTS, I
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Vv. 17, 18. In order, however, that it be not further brought
out among the people, i.e. spread by communication hither and
thither among the people, even beyond Jerusalem. The
subject is 70 omuetov, not &idayr ; but the former is conceived
of and dreaded as promoting the latter. émwi arheiov, magts,
2. here ulterius. See xx. 9, xxiv. 4; 2 Tim. ii. 16, iii. 9;
Plat. Phaedr. p. 261 B; Gorg. p. 453 A; and Stallb. <n loc.;
Phaed. p. 93 B; Xen. de wect. 4. 3. Comp. émi pailov,
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 48. — Observe that the confession of
ver. 16, made in the bosom of the council, in confidential
deliberation, and without the presence of a third party, is
therefore by no means “inconceivable” (in opposition to
Zeller). The discussion in the council itself may have been
brought about in various ways, if not even by secret friends
of Jesus in the Sanhedrim (Neander, Lange). — amwei\s; dmes-
Anc.] emphatically threaten. Comp. Luke xxii. 15; Lobeck,
Paral. p. 523 ff.; Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 584] — AaXetv] is
quite general, to speak; for it corresponds to the two ideas,
Oéyyeabar® and S:iddokew, ver. 18. — émi T¢ ovopu. TobTe] S0
that the name uttered is the basis on which the Aa\eiv rests.
Comp. on Luke xxiv. 47. They do not now name the name
contemptuously, but do so only in stating the decision, ver. 18.
—The article before the infinitive brings into stronger pro-
minence the object; Bernhardy, p. 356; Winer, p. 303
[E T. 406] Concerning u7; in such a case, see Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 296 f£.

Vv. 19-22. ’Evaom. 7. Qeod] coram Deo, God as Judge being
conceived as present: “ multa mundus pro justis habet, quae
coram Deo non sunt justa,” Bengel. ~We may add, that the
maxim here expressed (founded on Matt. xxii. 21) takes for
granted two things as certain; on the one hand, that some-
thing is really commanded by God; and, on the other hand,
that a demand of the rulers does really cancel the command
of God, and is consequently immoral ; in which case the rulers
actually and wilfully abandon their status as organs of divine

1 On wh pliyyirfas, not to become audible, Erasmus correctly remarks: *‘Plus

est quam me loquerentur ; q. d. ne hiscerent aut ullam vocem ederent.” Comp.
Castalio. BSee on iyyeefas, Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 409.
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ordination, and even take up a position antagonistic to God.
Only on the assumption of this twofold certainty could that
principle lead Christianity, without the reproach of revolution,
to victory over the world in opposition to the will of the Jewish
and heathen rulers! For analogous expressions from the
Greek (Plat. Apol. p. 29 D; Arrian. Epict. 1. 20) and Latin
writers and Rabbins, see Wetstein, The paihov 7 is: rather
(potius, Vulgate) than, i.e. instead of listening to God, rather to
listen to you? See Baeuml Partik.p. 136. The meaning of
arxovew is similar to weifapyetv, ver. 29. — nydp] Ver. 20
specifies the reason, the motive for the summons: xpivate
in ver. 19. For to us it i morally (in the consciousness
of the divine will) Zmpossible not to speak (Winer, p. 464
[E. T. 624]), te. we must speak what we saw and heard—
namely, the deeds and words of Jesus, of which we were eye-
witnesses and ear-witnesses. — 7uets] we on our part. —
mpocameknoduevor] after they had still more threatened them,
namely, than already in the prohibition of ver. 18, in which,
after ver. 17, the threatening was obviously implied. Comp.
Ecclus. xiii. 3, ed. Compl.; Dem. 544. 26 ; Zosim. i. 70. —
undéy ebplorovres 70 wos x.TN) because they found nothing,
namely how they were to punish them. The article before whole
sentences to which the attention is to be specially directed.
Comp. Kiihner, II. p. 138; Mark ix. 23 ; Luke i. 62; Acts
xxii. 30. — w5 is not, with Kuinoel and others, to be ex-
plained gqua specie, quo praetextu; the Sanhedrim, in fact, did
not know how to invent any kind of punishment, which might
be ventured upon without stirring up the people. Therefore
3ud Tov Naov, on account of the people, 6. in consideration of
them, is not to be referred, as usually, to dmé\veav adrovs, but
to undév edploxovres kTN — é1év yap kTA] So much the
greater must the miracle of healing have appeared to the
unprejudiced people, and so much the more striking and

1 Comp. Wuttke, Sittenl. § 310. Observe withal, that it is not the magisterial
command itself and per se that is divine, but the command for its observance
ig a divine one, which therefore cannot be connected with immorality without
doing away with its very idea as divine,

2 Inconsistently the Vulg. has, at v. 29, magis.
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worthy of praise the working of God in it. w\ecévev reo-
capdx. Comp. Matt. xxii. 53; Plat. A4pol. p. 17 D, and
Stallb. 7z loc.; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 410 f.

Vv. 23, 24. IIpos Tovs i8lovs] to those belonging to them, 1.c.
to their fellow-apostles. This explanation (Syr. Beza) is verified
partly by ver. 31, where it is said of all, that they pro-
claimed the doctrine of God; partly by ver. 32, where the
multitude of believers are contrasted with these. Hence
neither are we to understand, with Kuinoel, Baumgarten, and
others, the Christian church in general, nor, with Olshausen,
the church in the house of the apostles, or an assembly as in
xi. 12 (van Hengel, Gave d. talen, p. 68).— opofuuadov
npav] Thus all with one accord spoke aloud the following
prayer; and not possibly Peter alone. The attempts to
explain this away (Kuinoel, comp. Bengel: that the rest
accompanied the speaker with a subdued voice; de Wette:
that they spoke after him mentally; Olshausen: either that
one prayed in the name of all, or that in these words is pre-
sented the collective feeling of all) are at variance with the
clear text.! It is therefore to be assumed (comp. also Hilde-
brand) that in vv. 24-30 there is already a stated prayer of
the apostolic church at Jerusalem, which under the fresh
impression of the last events of the life of Jesus, and under
the mighty influence of the Spirit received by them, had
shaped and moulded itself paturally and as if involuntarily,
according to the exigency which engrossed their hearts; and
which at this time, because its contents presented to the pious
feeling of the suppliants a most appropriate application to
what had just happened, the assembled apostles joined in
with united inspiration, and uttered aloud. With this view
the contents of the prayer quite accord, as it expresses the
memories of that time (ver. 25 ff) and the exigencies (vv. 29,
30) of the threatened church in general with energetic pre-
cigion, but yet takes mo special notice of what had just
happened to Peter and John. — The address continues to the

1 This holds also in opposition to Baumgarten's view, that the whole assembly
sang together the second Psalm, and then Peter made an spplication of it to the
present circumstances in the words here given.
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end of ver. 26. Others (Vulgate, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, de
Wette, and many) supply el after o, or before o . . . elmdv
(Bengel), but less in keeping with the ingpired fervour of the
prayer. The designation of God by 8éomora and ¢ moujoas
k.7.\., serves as a background to the triumphant thought of
the necessary unsuccessfulness of human opposition. Comp.
Neh. ix. 6; Rev. xiv. 7, al.

Vv. 25, 26. Ps. ii. 1, 2, exactly according to the LXX. The
Psalm itself, according to its historical meaning, treats of the
king, most probably of Solomon, mounting the throne; but
this theocratic king is a type of the ideal of the Israelitish
kingdom, i.e. of the Messiah, present to the prophetic eye. The
Psalm is not by David (see Ewald and Hupfeld); but those
who are praying follow the general assumption that the Psalms,
of which no other is mentioned as author, proceed from him.—
From the standpoint of the antitypical fulfilment in Christ they
understood (see ver. 27) the words of the Psalm thus: Where-
Jore raged (against Jesus) Gentiles (the Romans), and tribes (of
Israel) smagined a vain thing (in which they could not succeed,
namely, the destruction of Jesus)? There arose (against Him)
the kings of the earth, and the rulers (the former represented by
Herod, and the latter by Pilate) asscmbled themselves (namely
with the éfveow and Aaois, see ver. 27) against Jehovah (who
had sent Jesus) and against His anointed. — ¢pvdoosw] pri-
marily, to snort; then, generally, ferocio ; used in ancient Greek
only in the middle. See Wesseling, ad Diod. iv. 74.

Vv. 27, 28. For in truth there assembled, etc. This ydp
confirms the contents of the divine utterance quoted from
that by which it had been historically fulfilled. — ém' dAnBeias]
according to truth (Bernhardy, p. 248), really. Comp. x. 34 ;
Luke iv. 25 ; Dem. 538; Polyb. i, 84. 6. — émi Tov dyeor
waida cov 'Ina. dv Epio] against Thy holy servant, etc.
Explanation of the above xara 7Tob XpiaTob alrob. The
(ideal) anointing of Jesus, 7. His consecration on the part of
God to be the Messianic king, took place, according to Luke,
at His baptism (Acts x. 38; Luke iii. 21, 22), by means of
the Spirit, which came upon Him, while the voice of God
declared Him the Messiah. The consecration of Christ is
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otherwise conceived of in John (8v 6 warip sylace; see on:
John x. 36).— ‘Hpwdns] Luke xxiii. 11. — otv &vect «.
Aaois 'Iop.] with Gentiles and Isracls peoples. The plural-
Aaois does not stand for the singular, but is put on account
of ver. 25, and is to be referred either, with Calvin and
others, to the different nationalitics (comp. ii. 5) from which
the Jews—in great measure from foreign countries — were
assembled at the Passover against Jesus; or, with Grotius
and others, o the twclve tribes, which latter opinion is to be
preferred, in accordance with such passages as Gen. xxviii. 3,
xxxv. 5, xlviii. 4. The priesthood not specially named is
included in the Aaois 'Iop. — motfjoar] contains the design of
the cuviyfinoav. This design of their coming together was
“to kill Jesus;” but the matter is viewed according to the
decree of God overruling it: “to do what God has pre-
determined.” — 7 xelp aov] symbolizes in the lofty strain of
the discourse the disposing power of God. Comp. ver. 30,
vii. 50, xiii. 11; 1 Pet. v. 6 ; Herod. viiL 140. 2 ; Herm.
ad Viger. p. 732. A zcugma is contained in wpowpioe, inas-
much as the notion of the verb does not stand in logical relation
to the literal meaning of 5 xefp ocov—with which some such
word as mponroipace would have been in accord—Dbut only to
the attribute of God thereby symbolized. — The death of the
Lord was not the accidental work of hostile caprice, but
(comp. ii 23, iii. 18) the necessary result of the divine pre-
determination (Luke xxii 22), to which divine & (Luke
xxiv. 26) the personally free action of man had to serve as an
instrument. Odk adrol loyvoay, dAha ab €l o T0 may éme-
rpéras kai els wépas dyayav, o ebpryavos kal godos auviiibov
piv yap éxetvor ds éxbpoi . . ., émoiovy 8¢ & ad éBotrov, Oecu-
menius. Beza aptly says: mojoar refers not to the consilia
et voluntates Herodis, ete., but to the ewventus consiliorum.
Comp. Flacius, Clav. L. p. 818.

Vv. 29, 30. Kai taviv] and now, as concerns the present
state of things. In the N. T. only in the Book of Acts (v. 38,
xvii 30, xx. 32, xxvii. 22); often in classical authors. —
&pide (is to be so written with Tisch. and Lachm., comp. on Phil.
ii. 23) éml 7. émelh. avr.: direct thine attention to their threat-
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enings, that they pass not info reality. On édopav in the sense
of governing care, see Schaef. App. ad Dem. V. p. 31. Comp.
Isa. xxxvii. 17, adrdv, according to the original meaning of
the prayer (see on ver. 24), refers to the ‘Hpwéns . .. Ispari\.
named in ver. 27, from whom the followers of Jesus, after
His ascension, feared continued persecution. But the apostles
then praying, when they uttered the prayer in reference to
what had just occurred, gave to it in their conception of it a
reference to the threatenings uttered against Peter and John
in the Sanhedrim. — 7ofs 8oUMocs gov] 4.e. ug apostles. They
are the servants of God, who execute His will in the publica-
tion of the gospel. But the wais Ocov xat éfoyrv is Christ.
Comp. on iii. 13. For examples of 86s in prayers, see Elsner,
p- 381 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 427. — pera wappne. wdo.]
with all possible freedom. See Theile, ad Jac. p. 7; and on
Phil. i. 20. — év 7@ T xelpa aov éxTeiv. k.TN.] v.c. whilst Thou
(for the confirmation of their free-spoken preaching; comp.
xiv. 3 ; Mark xvi. 20) causest Thy power to be active for (ets,
of the aim) healing, and that signs and wonders be done through
the mame (through its utterance), etc. — kai o. «. 7. ylvesbar)
is infinitive of ¢he aim, and so parallel to els {aow, attaching
the general to the particular; not, however, dependent on es,
but standing by itself. To supply év 7é again after xal
(Beza, Bengel) would unnecessarily disturb the simple con-
catenation of the discourse, and therefore also the clause is
not to be connected with 8ds.

Ver. 31. 'Ega\elfn o Tomos] This is not to be conceived
of as an accidenta) earthquake, but as an extraordinary shaking
of the place directly effected by God, a anueiov'—analogous to
what happened at Pentecost—of the filling with the wveuua,
which immediately ensued. This filling once more with the
Spirit {comp. ver. 8) was the actual granting of the prayer dés
« .. Nyor gov, ver. 29 ; for the immediate consequence was :
é\dhovy T. Aoy, T. Ocol pera wappnoias, namely in Jerusalem,
before the Jews, so that the threatenings against Peter and

1 Viewed by Zeller, no doubt, as an invention of pious legend, although

nothing similar occurs in the gospel history, to afford a connecting link for such
a legend.
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John (vv. 19, 21) thus came to nothing. Luke, however, has
not meant nor designated the free-spoken preaching as a
glossolalia (van Hengel). — As extra - Biblical analogies to
the extraordinary éea\. o Tomos, comp. Virg. Aen. iii. 90 ff.;
Ovid. Met. xv. 672. Other examples may be found in
Doughtaeus, Anal. II. p. 71, and from the Rabbins in Schoett-
gen, p. 421.

Ver. 32. Connection : Thus beneficial in its effect was the
whole occurrence for the apostles (ver. 31); but (8é) as regards
the whole body of those that had become believers, etc. (ver. 32).
As, namely, after the former great increase of the church
(ii. 41), a characteristic description of the Christian church-
life is given (ii. 44 ff); so here also, after a new great increase
(ver. 4), and, moreover, so significant a victory over the San-
hedrim (vv. 5-31) had taken place, there is added a similar
description, which of itself points back to the earlier one (in
opposition to Schleiermacher), and indicates the pleasing state
of things as unchanged in the church now so much enlarged.
— 700 8¢ Tajfous] of the multitude, i.e. the mass of believers.
These are designated as misTevoavTes, having become believers,
in reference to ver. 4; but in such a way that it is no$
merely those moAloi, ver. 4, that are meant, but ¢key and at
the same time all others, who had till now become believers.
This is required by 70 7A#fos, which denotes the Christian
people generally, as contrasted with the apostles. Comp. vi. 2.
The believers' heart and soul were one,—an expression betoken-
ing the complete harmony of the inner life as well in the
thinking, willing, and feeling, whose centre is the heart (comp.
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 250), as in the activity of the affect-
tions and impulses, in which they were ovuyruyos (Phil. ii. 2)
and igdyruyor (Phil ii 20). Comp. 1 Chron. xii. 38; Phil
1 27. See examples in Elsner, p. 317 ; Kypke, IL. p. 31. —
xai o0d¢ €is] and not even a single one among so many. Comp.
on John i 3. — abrg] belongs to imapy. Comp. Luke viii. 3;
Tob. iv. 8; Plat. Alc. L p. 104 A. — As to the community of
goods, see on ii, 44.

Ver. 33. And with this unity of love in the bosom of the
church, how effective was the testimony of the apostles, and
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the divine grace, which was imparted to all the members of
the church l—tfjs dvaar. 7. xvp. 'Incot] This was continually
the foundation of the whole apostolic preaching; comp. on
1. 22. They bore their witness to the resurrection of Christ,
as a thing to which they were in duty bound. Hence the
compound verb damedidovy, which (see Wyttenbach, Bibl. erit.
ITL. 2, p. 56 ff.) kabamep éyyeipiobévras adrols 1¢ Seixvvas kai
o5 epi dPpAiuaTos Méyer avTé, Oecumenius. Comp. 4 Mace.
vi. 32; Dem. 234. 5. Observe, moreover, that here, where
from ver. 32 onwards the internal condition of the church is
described, the apostolic preaching within the church is denoted.
—The xdpts peyaln is usnally understood (according to ii. 47)
of the favour of the people. Incorrectly, as obde yap évéers
x.T\., ver. 34, would contain no logical assignation of a reason
for this, It is the divine grace, which showed itself in them
in a remarkable degree (1 Cor. xv. 10). So, correctly, Beza,
Wetstein, de Wette, Baumgarten, Hackett.—ajv éni wdvr. adr.)
upon them all : of the direction in which the presence of grace
was active. Comp. Luke ii. 40.

Vv. 34, 35. I'dp] adduces a special ground of knowledye,
something from which the ydpis peydAn was apparent. For
therve was found no one ncedy among them, because, namely, all
possessors, etc. — wohovrres k.TN] The present participle is
put, because the entire description represents the process as
continuing : being wont to sell, they brought the amount of the
price of what was sold, etc. Hence also muwpagkou. is not
incorrectly (de Wette) put instead of the aorist participle.
See, on the contrary, Kihner, IL § 673. 5. The aorist
participle is in its place at ver. 37.— mwapa Tovs modas] The
apostles are, as teachers, represented sitting (comp. Luke ii.
46); the money is brought and respectfully (comp. Chrysos-
tom : woANs} 7 Tiwi)) placed at their feet as they sit.'—«xafor
av x7\] See on ii. 45.

! The delivery of the funds to the apostles is not yet mentioned in ii. 45,
and appears only to have beeome necessary when the increase of the church
had taken place. With the alleged right of the clergy personally to administer
the funds of the church, which Sepp still finds sanctioned here, this passage has
nothing to do.
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Vv. 36, 37. 4€] autem, introduces, in contradistinction to
what has been summarily stated in vv. 34, 35, the concrete
individual case of an honourably known man, who acted thus
with his landed property. The idea in the 8¢ is: .4 acted
thus, and 1n keeping with it was the conduct of Joses. — amo
(see the critical remarks)]: as at ii. 22. — vios mapaxiije.]
I N, son of prophetic address, ie. an inspired instigator,
exhorter. Barnabas was a prophet (Acts xiii. 1), and it is
probable that (at a later period) he received this surname on
the occasion of some specially energetic and awakening address
which he delivered ; hence Luke did not interpret the name
cenerally by vios wpodnreias, but, because the mpopnrela had
been displayed precisely in the characteristic form of wapa-
«Anass (comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 3), by vios mapaxh. At Acts xi. 23
also, rapdxAnois appears as a characteristic of Barnabas. We
may add, that the more precise description of him in this
passage points forward to his labours afterwards to be related.
— Aevitns] Jer. xxxil. 7 proves that Levites might possess
lands in Palestine. See Ewald, Alterth. p. 406. Hence the
field is not to be considered as beyond the bounds of the land
(Bengel). — imdpy. adr. dypo] Genitive absolute.— 76 ypijua]
in the singular: the sum of money, the money proceeds, the
amount received. Herod. iii. 38; Poll 9. 87; Wesseling, ¢d
Diod. Sic. v. p. 436.
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CHAPTER V.

VER. 2. After yuvamés, Elz. Scholz have alri, which Lachm.
Tisch. Born. have rightly deleted, as it is wanting in A B D*
8, min, and has evidently slipped in {rom ver. 1. — Ver. 5.
After éxotovras, Lachm. Tisch. Born. have deleted the usual
reading rafre; it is wanting in A B D &*, min. Or. Lucif. and
several vss, and is an addition from ver. 11. — Ver. 9. ¢fz¢] is
very suspicious, as it is wanting in B D &, min. Vulg.; in other
witnesses it varies in position, and Or. has ezsiv. Deleted by
Lachm. Born. and Tisch. — Ver. 10. sepé = ] Lachm. and
Tisch. read =pés =. =. according to A B D ¥, Or. ; other witnesses
have ia! = a«.; others, imd r. @.; others, svamor. Born. also has
apis = =. DBut as Luke elsewhere writes sapa . = (Luke viii. 41,
xvii. 16), and not @pis 7. #. (Mark v. 22, vii. 25; Rev.i. 17), the
Recepta is to be retained. — Ver. 15. aupé ré; #A.] Lachm. reads
zal eic ra; =x after A B D** &, min. D* has only xeré ar.;
and how easily might this become, by an error of a transcriber,
xei ¢&s wh, which was completed partly by the original xard
and partly by is! Another correction was, xa/! év rait arareies
(E). No version has x«i. Accordingly the simple xard #siar,
following D*, is to be preferred. — Instead of »An@y, Lachm.
Tisch. Born. have rightly =zamopion (so A B D W); xaniv was
inserted as the wonted form. — Ver. 16. ei¢c “Tepous.] eis is wanting
in A B &, 103, and some vss. Deleted by Lachm. But the
retention of /s has predominant attestation ; and it was natural
to write in the margin by the side of rév aépif zérewr the locally
defining addition 'Irpousarsu, which became the occasion of omit-
ting the eis ‘Tepove. that follows. — Ver. 18. r. yeip. abriv] adrav is
wanting in A B D &, min. Syr. Erp. Arm. Vulg. Cant. Theophyl.
Lucif,, and omitted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. But see iv. 3. —
Ver. 23, iorurug] Elz. has ¢£w tor. But {fw has decisive evidence
against it, and is a more precisely defining addition occasioned
by the following #sw. — 7p¢] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read i,
according to AB D 8,109 ; apé is an interpretation. — Ver. 24.
6 7e Jepedg wal o orpar. 7. itpol x. o apxiep.] A B D X, min. Copt.
-Sahid, Arm. Vulg. Cant. Lucif. have merely ¢ re orpar. . ispoi x.
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oi apxep.  So Lachm. Rinck, and Born. But iepel¢ being not
understood, and being regarded as unneccessary seeiug that ol
dgpxiep. followed, might very easily be omitted ; whereas there is
no reason for its having been inserted. For the genuineness
of iepebs also the several other variations testify, which are
to be considered as attempts to remove the offence without
exactly erasing the word, namely, oi iepeis x. & orp. 7. iep. x. 0i
apy. and & e dpyepeds x. 6 orp. 7. itp. x. oi Gpy. — Ver. 25. After
airois Elz. has Aéywy, against decisive evidence. An addi-
tion, in accordance with ver. 22 f.— Ver. 26. iz w#] Lachm.
Born. have w3, according to B D E &, min. But the omission
easily appeared as necessary on account of ipe8. Comp. Gal.
iv. 11.— Ver. 28. o> is wanting in A B &*, Copt. Vulg. Cant.
Ath Cyr. Lucif. Rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., as the
transforming of the sentence into a question was evidently
occasioned by érrpusneer. — Ver. 32. After iouer, Elz. Scholz,
Tisch. have airol, which A D* ®, min., and several vss. omif.
It is to be defended. As pdprupec is still defined by another
genitive, adred became cumbrous, appeared inappropriate, and
was omitted. B has xal sueis ¢ aird pdpropeg (Without éouev),
etc. But in this case EN is to be regarded as a remnant of
the éouer, the half of which was easily omitted after suek;
and thereupon airet was transformed into wir@  The less
is any importance to be assigned to the reading of Lachm.:
rail fuei; v abry pdprupks éauev x.r . — Ver, 33. éBovrebovro)
Lachm. reads i8ed2evro, according to A B I, min. An interpre-
tation, or a mechanical interchange, frequent also in Mss. of the
classics ; see Born. ad xv. 37.— Ver. 34. Bpayl 1] =, according
to decisive evidence, is to be deleted, with Lachm. Tisch. Born.
— a=oorirove] A B 8, 80, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Chrys. have dvpdimous.
So Lachm. Tisch.; and rightly, as the words belong to the
narrative of Lule, and therefore the designation of the apostles
by avipdmous appeared to the scribes unworthy. It is otherwise
in vv. 35, 38.— Ver. 36. mposexnidn] Elz. Griesb. Scholz read
mposexorridn, in opposition to A B C** 8, min,, which have
mposex2ifn; and in opposition to C* D* E H, min. Cyr, which
have zpugezr.a8n (so Born.). Other witnesses have mpogerédn, also
wposenrapidn.  Differing interpretations of the mpegexAidn, which
does not elsewhere occur in the N. T., but which Griesb. rightly
recommended, and Matth, Lachm. Tisch. have adopted. —Ver. 37.
izaviv] to be deleted with Lachm. and Tisch,, as it is wanting in
A* B §, 81, Vulg. Cant. Cyr., in some others stands before Aady,
and in C D, Eus. is interchanged with @eréy (so Born.).—
Ver. 38. Instead of ééoars, Lachm. has &gers, following A BC R
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A gloss.— Ver. 39. dlvustc] Lachm. Tisch. Born. have duwiesof:,
according to B C D E ¥, min, and some vss. and Fathers.
Mistaking the purposely chosen definite expression, men altered
it to agree with the foregoing future. — Instead of «dreb¢, which
Lachm. Tisch. Born. have, Elz. and Scholz read «iri, against
decisive testimony. An alteration to suit 7 fpyen. — Ver. 41.
After évbuares Elz. has wired, which is wanting in decisive
witnesses, and is an addition for the sake of completeness.
Other interpolations are: 'Insod,—roi Xpioros,— In6os Xpiaroi,—
voU xvpiov,—rol Ocol,

Vv. 1-10. Ananias (MNN, God pities; Jer. xxviil. 1; Dan.
i. 6; LXX. Tob. v. 12') and Sapphira, however, acted quite
otherwise. They attempted in deceitful hypocrisy to abuse the
community of goods, which, nevertheless, was simply per-
missive (ver. 4). For by the sale of the piece of land and
the bringing of the money, they in fact declared the whole sum
to be a gift of brotherly love to the common stock; but they
aimed only at securing for themselves the semblance of holy
loving zeal by a portion of the price, and had selfishly em-
bezzled the remainder for themselves. They wished to serve
two masters, but to appear to serve only one. With justice,
Augustine designates the act as sacrilegium (“quod Deum in
pollicitatione fefellerit ”) and fraus. — The sudden death of both
1s to be regarded as a result directly effected through the will of
the apostle, by means of the miraculous power imparted to him ;
and not as a natural stroke of paralysis, independent of Peter,
though taking place by divine arrangement (so Ammon, Stolz,
Heinrichs, and others). TFor, apart from the supposition, in
this case necessary, of a similar susceptibility in husband and
wife for such an impressivn of sudden terror, the whole
narrative is opposed to it; especially ver. 9, the words of
which Peter could only have uttered with the utmost pre-
sumption, if he had not the consciousness that his own will
was here active. If we should take ver. 9 to be a mere threat,
to which Peter found himself induced by an 4nference from the

! It may, however, be the Hebrew name i3y (Neh. iii. 23, LXX.), i.e. God

covers,—The name 2ax@sipn is apparently the Aramaic N2 formosa. Derived
from the Greek eZx@isyos, sapphire, it would have probably Leen arx@upin.



142 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES,

fate of Ananias, this would be merely an unwarranted alteration
of the simple meaning of the words, and would not diminish
the presumptuousness of a threat so expressed. Nearly allied
to this natural explanation is the view mingling the divine and
the natural, and taking half from each, given by Neander (the
holy earnestness of the apostolic words worked so powerfully
on the terrified conscience), and by Olshausen (the word of
Peter pierced like a sword the alarmed Ananias, and thus his
death was the marvel arranged by a higher disposing power).
But this view is directly opposed to the contents and the
design of the whole representation. According to Baur,
nothing remains historical in the whole narrative except that
Ananias and his wife had, by their covetousness, made their
names so hated, “that people believed that they could see only
a divine judgment in their death, in whatever way it occurred;’
all the rest is to be explained from the design of representing
the wvebpa aywov as the divine principle working in the
apostles. Comp. Zeller, who, however, despairs of any more
exact ascertainment of the state of the case. Baumgarten, as
also Lange (comp. Ewald), agrees in the main with Neander;
whilst de Wette is content with sceptical questions, although’
recognising the miraculous element so far as the narrative
is concerned. Catholics have used this history in favour of
the two swords of the Pope.— The severity of the pumishment,
with which Porphyry reproached Peter (Jerome, Epp. 8), is
justified by the consideration, that here was presented the
first open venture of deliberate wickedness, as audacious as it
was hypocritical, against the principle of holiness ruling in
the church, and particularly in the apostles; and the dignity
of that principle, hitherto unoffended, at once required its full
satisfaction by the infliction of death upon the violators, by
which “awe-inspiring act of divine church-discipline” (Thiersch,
Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 46), at the same time, the authority
of the apostles, placed in jeopardy, was publicly guaranteed in
its inviolableness (“ut poena duorum hominum sit doctrina
multorum,” Jerome). — évoopio.] he put aside for himself, pur-
loined. ‘Tit. ii. 10; 2 Macc. iv. 32; Josh. vii. 1; Xen. Cyr.
iv. 2. 42; Pind. Nem. vi. 106 ; Valck. p. 395 f. —amo .
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repns] se. 7. See Fritzsche, Congect. p. 36 ; Buttm. neut. Gr.
p- 139 [E. T. 159]). Comp. Athen. vi. p. 234 A: vooce. éx
ToD Y pripaTos.

Ver. 3. Peter recognises the scheme of Ananias as the work
of the devil, who, as the liar from the beginning (John viii.
44), and original enemy of the wvedpa dyiov and of the
Messianic kingdam, had entered into the heart of Ananias
(comp. on John xiii. 27 ; Luke xxii 3), and filled it with his
presence. Ananias, according to his Christian destination and
ability (Jas. iv. 7; 1 Pet. v. 9), ought not to have permitted
this, but should have allowed his heart to be filled with the
Holy Spirit; hence the question, 8iar! émijpwoer x.TA. —
Yrevoaslal ae 1o mvebpa To &y.) that thouw shouldest by lying
deceive the Holy Spirit: this is the design of émrhjpwoev. The
explanation is incorrect which understands the infinitive éxSar.-
x@s, and takes it only of the attempt: unde accidit, ut mvevua
&y. decipere lentares (Heinrichs, Kuinoel). The deceiving of
the Holy Spirit was, according to the design of Satan, really
to take place ; and although it was not in the issue success-
ful, it had actually taken place on the part of Ananias.— 7o
mvebua 7o dywov] Peter and the other apostles, as overseers of
the church, were pre-eminently the bearers and organs of the
Holy Spirit (comp. xiii. 2, 4); hence through the deception
of the former the latter was deceived. — For examples of
Yrevdeabas, of de fucto lying, deception by an act, see Kypke, II.
p- 32 f. The word with the accusative of the person (Isa. lvii
11; Deut. xxxiii. 29; Hos. ix. 2) occurs only here in the
N. T.; often in the classical writers, see Blomfield, Gloss. ad
Aesch. Pers. 478.— This instantaneous knowledge of the
deceit is an immediate perception, wrought in the apostle by
the Spirit dwelling in him.

Ver. 4. When it remained (namely, unsold; the opposite:
wpalév), did it not remain to thee (thy property) ? and when sold,
was ¢ not n thy power ! — That the community of goods was
not a legal compulsion, see on ii. 43.—év 7§ of éfovaia
urrfipxe] sc. 9 Tepn, which is to be taken out of mpafév. It
was in the disposal of Ananias either to retain the purchase-
money entirely to himself, or to give merely a portion of it to
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the common use; but not to do the latter, as he did it, under
the deceitful semblance as if what he handed over to the
apostles was the whole sum. The sin of husband and wife
is cleverly characterized in Constitt. ap. vii. 2. 4 : K éfravres
Ta (&a, — T 670] quid est quod, ie. cur? Comp. on Mark
it. 17.  Wherefore didst thow fix this deed in thy heart?
t.e. wherefore didst thou 7esolve on this deed (namely, on the
instigation of the devil, ver. 3)? Comp. xix. 21 ; the Heb.
35 5y o (Dan. i 8 ; Mal. ii. 2), and the classical expression
0éabar év ppeci, and the like. — oVx éyrevow dvpdmois, dANE
T@ Oep). The state of things in itself relative: not so much . . .
but rather, is in the vehemence of the address conceived and set
Jorth absolutely: not to men, but to God. “As a lie against our
human personality, thy deed comes not at all into consideration ;
but only as a lie against God, the supreme Ruler of the theocracy,
whose organs we are.” Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 8; Winer, p. 461 f.
[E. T. 621) The taking it as non tam, quam (see also
Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 781) is therefore a weakening of the
words, which is unsuited to the fiery and decided spirit of the
speaker in that moment of deep excitement. The datives
denote the persons, to whom the action refers in hostile con-
tradistinction.’ Bernhardy, p. 99. Examples of the absolute
yrevdeafar with the dative are not found in Greek writers,
but in the LXX. Josh. xxiv. 27 ; 2 Sam. xxii. 45 ; Ps. xviil
44, 1xxviii. 36. By 7¢ ©Oed Peter makes the deceiver sensible
of his fatal guilt, for his sin now appeared as blasphemy.
This 76 Oep is quite warranted, for a lying to the Spirit (ver.
3, 70 mvebpa) is a lie against God (¢ Oed), whose Spirit was
lied to. Accordingly the divine nature of the Spirit and His
personality are here expressed, but the Spirit is not called God.

Vv. 5, 6. ’EféyrvEe] as in xii. 23 ; elsewhere not in the
N. T, but in the LXX. and later Greek writers. Comp.
xx. 10. dmoyiyew occurs in the old Greek from Homer
onward. — éml wdvras Tovs dxovovras] upon all hearers, namely,
of this discussion of Peter with Ananias. For ver. 6 shows
that the whole proceeding took place in the assembled church.

' Valckenaer well remarks : *iloarfai =iva notat mendacic aliquem decipere,
Jive. 74vs mendacio contumeliam alicui facere.
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The sense in which it falls to be taken at ver. 11, in con-
formity with the context at the close of the narrative, is
different. Commonly it is taken here as in ver. 11, in which
case we should have to say, with de Wette, that the remark
was proleptical. But even as such it appears unsuitable and
disturbing. — o¢ vewrepor] the younger men in the church, who
rose up from their seats (dvaordvres), are by the article
denoted as a definite class of persons. But seeing that they,
unsummoned, perform the business as one devolving of itself
upon them, they must be considered as the regular servants of
the church, who, in virtue of the church-organization as hitherto
developed, were bound to render the manual services required
in the ecclesiastical commonwealth, as indeed such ministering
hands must, Loth of themselves and also after the pattern of
the synagogue, have been from the outset necessary. See
Mosheim, de 7eb. Christ. ante Const. p. 114. But Neander,
de Wette, Rothe, Lechler, and others (see also Walch, Diss.
p. 79 f) doubt this, and think that the summons of the
vewTepor to this business was simply based on the relation of
age, by reason of which they were accustomed to serve and
were at once ready of their own accord. But precisely in the
case of such a miraculous and dreadful death, it is far more
natural to assume a more urgent summons to the performance
of the immediate burial, founded on the relation of a conscious
necessity of service, than to think of people, like automata,
acting spontaneously. — cuvésTethav altov] means nothing
else than contrazerunt ewm! Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 29. We
must conceive the stretched out limbs of him who had fallen
down, as drawn together, pressed together by the young men,
in order that the dead body might be carried out. The
usual view : they prepared him for burial (by washing, swath-
ing, etc.), confounds gvoTéAhew with mepioTéMhew (Honi Od.
xxiv. 292 ; Plat. Hipp. maj. p. 291 D; Diod. Sic. xix. 12
Joseph. Antt. xix. 4. 1; Tob. xii. 14 ; Ecclus. xxxviii. 17),
and, moreover, introduces into the narrative a mode of pro-
ceeding improbable in the case of suchk @ death. Others in-
correctly render : they covered him (de Dieu, de Wette) ; comp.
1 Comp. Laud. : collexerunt (sic) ; Castal. : constrinxerunt.
ACTS. K
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Cant. : tnvolverunt. For both meanings Eur. Troad. 382 has
been appealed to, where, however, o0 8duapros év yepoiv
mwémhois ovveordAnoay means: they were not wrapped up,
shrouded, by the hands of a wife with garments (in which they
wrapped them) in order to be buried. As little is cvveo-
Td\a¢ in Lucian. Imag. 7: to be covered; but: to be pressed
together, in contrast to the following Supvepdobac (to flutter in
the wind). The explanation amoverunt (Vulgate, Erasmus,
Luther, Beza, and others) is also without precedent of usage.

Ver. 7. But it came to pass—about an interval of three
hours—and his wife came in. The husband had remained
away too long for her. A period of three hours might easily
elapse with the business of the burial, especially if the place
of sepulture was distant from the city (see Lightfoot). After
éyévero 8 a comma is to be put, and ds dp. 7p. didaT. is a
statement of time inserted independently of the comstruction
of the sentence. See on Matt. xv. 32 ; Luke ix. 28 ; Schaefer,
ad Dem. V. p. 368. The common view: but there was an interval
of about three hours, and his wife came in, is at variance with
the use, especially frequent in Luke, of the absolute éyévero
(Gersdorf, Beitr. p. 235 ; Bornemann, Sckol. p. 2 ). As to
the xai after éyévero, see on Luke v. 12. On Sicornua used
of time, comp. Polyb. ix. 1. 1.

Ver. 8. 'Amexpifn)] comp. on iii. 12. Bengel aptly remarks:
“ respondit mulieri, cujus introitus in coetum sanctorum erat
instar sermonis.” — 7ogoUTov] for so much, poinis to the money
still lying there. Arbitrarily, and with an overlooking of
the vividness of what occurred, Bengel and Kuinoel suppose
that Peter had named the sum. The sense of tantillZ, on
which Bornemann insists (Schol. in Luc. p. 168), results not
as the import of the word, but, as elsewhere frequently (see
Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 416 E, 608 B; Lobeck, ad Soph. 4;.
747), from the connection.

Vv. 9, 10. Wherefore was it agreed by you (dative with the
passive, see on Matt. v. 21) to try the Spirit of the Lord (God,
see vv. 4, 5)7 ie to venture the experiment, whether the
arvebua dyov, Tuling in us apostles, was infallible (comp. Mal.
iii. 15; Matt. iv. 7). The wewpalwr challenges by his action
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the divine experimental proof. — of mwddes] a trait of vivid de-
lineation (comp. Luke i. 79 ; Rom. iii. 15, x. 15); the steps
of those returning were just heard at the door (see on John
v. 2; Acts iil. 10) outside (ver. 10). — arpos Tov dvdpa alris)
beside her (just buried) husband.

Ver. 11. $080s] quite as in ver. 5, fear and dread at this
miraculous, destroying punitive power of the apostles. — é¢’
Ny . ékwh. kal éml mdvras kTN] wpon the whole church (in
Jerusalem), and (generally) on all (and so also on those who
had not yet come over to the church, ver. 13) fo whose ears
this occurrence came.

Vv. 12-16. After this event, which formed an epoch as
regards the preservation of the holiness of the youthful church,
there is now once more (comp. ii. 43 £, iv. 32 ff.) introduced
as a resting point for reflection, a summary representation of
the prosperous development of the church,and that in its external
relations.— 8¢ is the simple peraBaTikdy, carrying on the repre-
sentation.— DBy the hands of the apostles, moreover, occurred signs
and wonders among the people in great number. And they were
all (all Christians, comp. ii. 1, in contrast to Tav 8¢ Aourdv')
with one accord in Svlomon’s porch (and therefore publicly):
of the rest, on the other hand, no one ventured to join himself to
them; but the people magnified them (the high honourin which
the people held the Christians, induced men to keep at a respect-
ful distance from them) : and the more were belicvers added to
the Lord, great numbers of men and women; so that they
brought out to the streets, etc. The simple course of the de-
scription is accordingly: (1) The miracle-working of the
apostles continued abundantly, ver. 12: &wa . . . moANd.
(2) The whole body of believers was undisturbed in their
public meetings, protected by the respect® of the people (xai

! The limitation of &xavres to the apostles (Kuinoel, Olshausen, and others) is
by Baur urged in depreciation of the authenticity of the narrative. The apostles
are assumed by Baur to be presented as a group standing isolated, as superhuman,
ag it were magical beings, to whom people dare not draw nigh; from which
there would result o conception of the apostles the very opposite of that which is
found everywhere in the N. T. and in the Book of Acts itself ! Even Zeller has,
with reason, declared himself opposed to this interpretation on the part of Baur.

% ¢« Est enim in sancta disciplina ct in sincero pietatis cultu arcana quaedam
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Joav, ver. 12 . .. o Aaos, ver. 13), and the church increased
in yet greater measure; so that under the impression of that
respect and of this ever increasing acceptance which Christianity
gained, people brought out to the streets, etc, vv. 14, 15,
Ziegler (in Gabler's Journ. f. theol. Lit. 1. p. 155), entirely mis-
taking the unartificial progress of the narrative, considered xal
doav . . . qyuvaicdv as a later insertion; and in this Eichhorn,
Heinrichs, and Kuinoel agree with him ; while Laurent (newutest.
Stud. p. 138 f)) recognises the genuineness of the words, but
looks on them as a marginal remark of Luke. Beck (Obss. exeg.
erit. V. p. 17) declared even ver. 15 also as spurious. Itisun-
necessary even to make a parenthesis of ver. 14 (with Lach-
mann),as dae in ver. 14 is not necessarily confined in its correct
logical reference to @A\’ éuey. at. 6 Aads alone, but may quite as
fitly refer to vv. 13 and 14 {ogether. Compare Winer, p. 525
[E. T. 706]. — rédv 8¢ hovmwrdr] are the same who are designated
in the contrast immediately following as o Aacs, and therefore
those who had not yet gone over to them, the non-Christian popu-
lation. It is strangely perverse to understand by it the newly
converted (Heinrichs), or the more notuble and wealthy Chris-
tians like Ananias (Beza, Morus, Rosenmiller). By the Tdv
Notméow, as it forms the contrast to the @mwavres, Christians can-
not at all be meant, not even as included (Kuinoel, Baur). —
xkoM\aabar abrois] ta join themselves to them, t.e. to intrude into
their society, which would have destroyed their harmonious
intercourse. Comp. ix. 26, x. 28, xvii. 34; Luke xv. 15.
This adrois and adrovs in ver. 13 must refer to the dmwavres,
and so to the Christians in general, but not to the apostles
alone, as regards which Luke is assumed by de Wette to have
become “ a little confused.” — pdAhov 8¢] in the sense of all
the more, etc. See Nigelsbach on the Iliad, p. 227, ed. 3.
The bearing of the people, ver. 13, promoted this increase.—
76 kuplp] would admit grammatically of being construed with
maredovres (xvi. 34) ; but xi. 24 points decisively to its being
connected with wpogeriflevro. They were added fo the Lord,
namely, as' now connected with Him, belonging to Christ. —

swwviTns, quae malos etiam invitos constringat,” Calvin. It would have been
more accurate to say : ‘‘ quae profunum vilgus et malos etium,” ete.
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a i0n] “ pluralis grandis : jam non initur numerus uti iv. 4,
Bengel! — kara mharelas (see the critical remarks)] emphati-
cally placed first: so that they (the people) through streets,
along the streets, bronght ont their sick from the houses, ete.
— émi khw. k. kpaBBar.] denotes generally: small beds (rhe-
vaplov, see the critical remarks, and comp. Epict. iii. 5. 13) and
couches. The distinetion made by Bengel and Kuinoel with
the reading «Awavw, that the former denotes soft and costly, and
the latter poor and humble, beds, is quite arbitrary.— épyop.
ITérpou] genitive absolute, and then % agxid: the shadow cast
by him. — «dv] at least (kai édv, see Herm. ad Viger. p. 838)
is to be explained as an abbreviated expression: in order that,
should Peter come, he might touch any one, if even merely his
shadow overshadowed him. Comp. Fritzsche, Diss. in 2 Cor.
II. p. 120, and see on 2 Cor. xi. 16.—That cures actually
took place by the shadow of the apostle, Luke does not state;
but only the opinion of the people, that the overshadowing
would cure their sick. It may be 4nferred, however, from
ver. 6 that Luke would have it regarded as a matter of course
that the sick were not brought out in vain, but were cured by
the miraculous power of the apostle. As the latter was
analogous to the miraculous power of Jesus, it is certainly
conceivable that Peter also cured without the medium of cor-
poreal contact; but if this result was in individual instances
ascribed to his shadow, and if men expected from the shadow of
the apostle what his personal miraculous endowment supplied,
he was not to be blamed for this superstition. Zeller certainly
cannot admit as valid the analogy of the miraculous power of
Jesus, as he does not himself recognise the historical character
of the corresponding evangelical narrative. He relegates the
account to the domain of legend, in which it was conceived
that the miraculous power bad been, independently of the con-
sciousness and will of Peter, conveyed by his shadow like an
electric fluid. An absurdity, which in fact only the presupposi-
tion of a mere legend enables us to conceive as possible. — 7o
wA\7j0os) the multiiude (vulgus) of the neighbouring towns. —

! Comp. on the comparatively rare plural xasén, not again occurring in the
N. T., Bremi, ad Aeschin. adv. Ctesiph. p. 361.
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oiTives] as well those labouring under natural disease as those
demoniacally afflicted ; comp. Luke iv. 40 f. — Then follows
ver. 17, the contrast of the persecution, which, however, was
victoriously overcome.

Vv. 17, 18. * Avaords] The high priest stood up; he raised
himself: a graphic trait serving to illustrate his present inter-
ference. Comp. vi. 9, xxiiiL 9; Luke xv. 18, al. “Non sibi
quiescendum ratus est,” Bengel. The dpytepeds is, according to
iv. 6, Annas, not Caiaphas, although the latter was so really. —
Kkal wdyTes oi ovv aUTd, 1) odoa aipeais Tov 3addouk.] and all his
associates (his whole adherents, ver. 21; Xen. Anab.iii. 2. 11, al.),
which were the scct of the Sadducees. This sect had allied itself
with Annas, because the preaching of Christ as the Risen One was
a grievous offence to them. Seeiv. 1, 2. The participle 7 odoa
(not ot dvres is put) adjusts itself to the substantive belonging to
the predicate, as is often the case in the classical writers. See
Kiihner, § 429; Stallb. ad Plat. Rep.p. 333 E, 392 D. Luke
does not affirm that the high priest himself was a Sadducee, as
Olshausen, Ewald, and others assert. This remark also applies
in opposition to Zeller, who adduces it as an objection to the
historical character of the narrator, that Luke makes Annas a
Sadducee. In the Gospels also there is no trace of the Sad-
ducaeism of Annas. According to Josephus, 4n#t. xx. 9. 1, he
had a son who belonged to that sect. — év Tnprioe Snuoc.] Tipna.
as in iv. 3. The public prison is called in Thuc. v. 18. 6
also merely 70 dnudoiov; and in Xen. Hist. vii. 36, oixia
Spudoa.

Vv. 19, 20. The kistorical state of the case as to the miracu-
lous mode of this liberation,—the process of which, perhaps,
remained mysterious to the apostles themselves,—cannot be
ascertained.  Luke narrates the fact in a legendary' interpre-
tation of the mystery (comp. Neander, p. 726); but every
attempt to rtefer the miraculous circumstances to a merely
natural process (a stroke of lightning, or an earthquake, or, as
Thiess, Eck, Eichhorn, Eckermann, and Heinrichs suggest,
that a friend, perhaps the jailor himself, or a zealous Christian,

* Ewald also discovers here a legendary form (perhaps o duplication of the
history in ch, xii.),
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may have opened the prison) utterly offends against the design
and the nature of the text. It remains matter for surprise, that
in the proceedings afterwards (ver. 27 ff.) nothing is brought
forward as to this liberation and its circumstances. This
shows the incompleteness of the narrative, but not the un-
historical character of the fact itself (Baur, Zeller), which, if
it were an intentional invention, would certainly also have
been referred to in the trial. Nor is the apparent uselessness
of the deliverance (for the apostles are again arrested) evidence
against its reality, as it had a sufficient ethical purpose in the
very fact of its confirming and increasing the courage in faith
of the apostles themselves. On the other hand, the hypothesis
that Christ, by His angel, had wished to demonstrate to the
Sanhedrim their weakness (Baumgarten), would only have
sufficient foundation, provided the sequel of the narrative pur-
ported that the judges had really recognised the interposition
of heavenly power in the mode of the deliverance. Lange,
apost. Zeitalt. I1. p. 68, refers the phenomenon to a visionary
condition: the apostles were liberated “in the condition of
genius-life, of second consciousness.” This is extravagant
fancy introducing its own ideas. — &yyehos] not the angel, but
an angel; Winer, p. 118 [E. T. 155]. — &wa Tijs vuxtos] per
noctem, i.e. during the night ; so that the opening, the bringing
out of the prisoners, and the address of the angel, occurred
during the course of the night, and toward morning-dawn the
apostles repaired to the temple. Comp. xvi. 9, and see on
Gal. ii. 1. The expression is thus more significant than &wa
v virra (Nidgelsbach on the Iliad, p. 222, ed. 3) would be,
and stands in relation with dmo Tov &pbpov, ver. 21. Hence
there is no deviation from Greek usage (Winer, Fritzsche). —
ééayary.] But on the next day the doors were again found
closed (ver. 23), according to which even the keepers had not
become aware of the occurrence.— Ver. 20. orafévres] take
your stand and speak; in which is implied 2 summons to
boldness. Comp. ii. 14.— 1a prijpara vis Lwiis Tadrys] the
words of this life.  What life it was, was self-evident to the
apostles, namely, the life, which was the aim of all their
effort and working. Hence: the words, which lead to the
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eternal Messianic life, bring about its attainment. Comp.
Jolm vi. 68. See on Tairys, Winer, p. 223 [E. T. 297 £].
We are not to think here of a Aypallage, according to which
Tairys refers in sense to 7. pruara (Bengel, Kuinoel, and
many others). Comp. xiii. 26 ; Rom. vii. 24,

Vv. 21-23. “T'7o 1ov 8pbpov] about the dawn of day. On
épBpos, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 275 f.; and on ¥wd, used of near-
ness in time, see Bernhardy, p. 267. Often so in Thuec. ; see
Kriiger on i. 100. 3. Comp. 3 Macc. v. 2; Tob. vii. 11. The
axovgavres is simply a continuation of the narrative: after
they heard that, etc., as in ii. 37, xi. 18, and frequently. —
wapayevopevos]| namely, into the chamber where the Sanhedrim
sat, as is evident from what follows. They resorted thither,
unacquainted with the liberation of the apostles which had
occurred in the past night, and caused the Sanhedrim and the
whole eldership to be convoked, in order to try the prisoners.
— xal macav Tnv epovoiav] The importance which they
assigned to the matter (comp. on iv. 6) induced them to
summon not only those elders of the people who were like-
wise members of the Sanhedrim, but the whole body of elders
generally, the whole council of representatives of the people.
The well-known term «epovaia is fittingly® transferred from the
college of the Greek gerontes (Dem. 489. 19 ; Polyb. xxxviii.
5. 1; Herm. Staatsalterth. § 24. 186) to that of the Jewish
presbyters. Heinrichs (following Vitringa, Archisynag. p. 356)
considers mdc. T. yepova. as equivalent to To guvédptov, to
which it is added as konorificentissima compellatio. Warranted
by usage (1 Mace. xii 6; 2 Mace. i. 10, iv. 44; Judith iv. 8,
xi 14, xv. 8; Loesner, p. 178); but after the quite definite
and well-known 70 owwédpeov, the addition would have no
force. — Ver. 23 contains quite the artless expression of the
official report.

Vv. 24, 25. "0 7e iepevs] the (above designated) priest,
points to the one expressly named in ver. 21 as 6 dpyuepevs.
The word in itself has not the signification high priest; but the
context (so also in 1 Mace, xv. 1; Bar. i, 7; Heb. v. 6; and

1 Although nowhere else in the N. T.; hence here, perhaps, to be derived
from the source used by Luke.
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see Irebs, p. 178) gives to the general expression this special
reference. — 6 oTpaTnyos T. lepod] see on iv. 1. He also, as
the executive functionary of sacred justice, was summoned to
the Sanhedrim. — ol dpyiepeis] are the titular high priests;
partly those who at an earlier date had really held the office,
and partly the presidents of the twenty-four classes of priests.
Comp. on Matt. ii. 4.—The order in which Luke names the
persons is quite natural. For first and chiefly the directing
{epevs, the head of the whole assembly, must feel himself con-
cerned in the unexpected news; and then, even more than
the apyepels, the arparnyos, because he, without doubt, had
himself carried into effect the arrest mentioned at ver. 18, and
held the supervision of the prison. — 8upmdpovy . . . TodTo] they
were full of perplexity (see on Luke xxiv. 4) concerning them
(the apostles), as to what this might come to—what they had
to think of as the possible termination of the occurrence just
reported to them. Comp. on il 12, also x. 17. — éordTes
«\.] Comp. vv. 20, 21.

Vv. 26-28. OV pera Blas] without application of wviolence.
Comp. xxiv. 7 and the passages from Polybius in Raphel
More frequent in classical writers is Big, éx Blas, mpos Biav.
— ®a pn MbBach.] contains the design of époBoivro wap T
Aadv. They feared the people, in order not to be stoned. How
casily might the enthusiasm of the multitude for the apostles
have resulted in a tumultuous stoning of the arparnyos and
his attendants (Umnpér.), if, by any compulsory measures, such
ag putting them in chains, there had been fearless disregard of
the popular feeling! It is erroneous that after verbs of fear-
ing, merely the simple w7, pjmrws k.7\., should stand, and that
therefore (va py M. is to be attached to #yavyev . .. Bias,
and é¢oB. «. 7. \. to be taken parenthetically (so Winer, p. 471
[E. T. 634], de Wette). Even among classical writers those
verbs are found connected with éwws w7 (with @va pr: Diod.
Sic. ii. p. 329). See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 116 ; Xiihner,
ad Xen. Mem. 1i. 9. 2 ; Kriiger on Thue. vi. 13. 1. — Assuming
the spuriousness of o?, ver. 28 (see the critical remarks), the
question proper is only to be found in «ai Bovkesfe x.7A., for
which the preceding (wapayyehia ... &ibayss Uuov) paves



154 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

the way. — mapayy. wapnyy.] see iv. 17, 18. — émi . dvop. 7.
as in iv. 17. — Bodreobe] your efforts go to this; “ verbum in-
vidiosum,” Bengel. — émayayeiv x.T.\.] to bring about upon us,
i.e. to cause that the shed blood of this man be avenged on us (by
an insurrection of the people). “ Pro confesso sumit Christum
jure occisum fuisse,™ Calvin. Comp. Matt. xxiii. 35, xxvii. 25;
Acts xviii. 6; Josh. xxiii. 15; Judg. ix. 24; Lev. xxii. 16.
On the (contemptuous) ToUre ... TobTov Bengel rightly re-
marks: “fugit appellare Jesum ; Petrus appellat et celebrat,
vv. 30, 31.”—Observe how the high priest prudently leaves
out of account the mode of their escape. Disobedience towards
the sacred tribunal was the fulerum.

Ver. 29. Kai o dmoatoho] and (generally) the apostles.
For Peter spoke in the name of all ; hence also the singular
amoxpld., see Buttm. neut. G7. p. 111 [E. T. 127] — weibap-
xew x7X] “Ubi enim jussa Domini et servi concurrunt,
oportet illa prius exsequi” Maimon. Hilchoth Melach. iii. 9.
Comp. on iv. 19. The principle is here still more decidedly
expressed than in iv. 19, and in all its generality.

Vv. 30-32 now presents, in exact reference to the previous
Oco paiov, the teaching activity of the apostles as willed
by God. — 6 Oeds 7. war. Hu.] Comp. iii. 18. — Fjyerper] is,
with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Erasmus, and others, to be
referred to the raising from the dead, as the following relative
sentence contains the contrast to it, and the exaltation to
glory follows immediately afterwards, ver. 31. Others, such
as Calvin, Bengel, de Wette, hold that it refers gemerally to
the appearance of Christ, whom God has made to emerge (iii.
22, 26, xiii. 23 ; Luke i 69, vil. 16). — Sayetplleabas] to
murder with one’s own hands. See xxvi. 21; Polyb. viii
23. 8. — Comp. Siaxetpobabar, Job xxx. 24. This purposely
chosen significant word brings the execution of Christ, which
was already in iv. 10 designated as the strict personal act of
the instigators, into prominent view with the greatest possible
force as such.  So also in the examples in Kypke, IL. p. 34.
The following aorist xpeudo. is synchronous with &eyecp. as
its modal definition, — éme Edhov] on a t¢ree : an expression,
well known to the hearers, for the stake (¥, Gen. x1. 19;
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Deut. xxi. 22; Isa. x. 26 ; comp. Acts x. 39 ; 1 Pet. ii. 24;
Gal iii. 13) on which criminals were suspended. The cross
is here designedly so called, not because the oTavpds was a
Roman instrument of death (see, on the other hand, ii. 36,
iv. 10), but in order to strengthen the representation, because
éml Evhov reminded them of the accursed (see on Gal. iii. 13).
— Ver. 31. Him has God exalted by His right hand to be the
Leader (not as in iii. 15, where a genitive stands alongside),
t.6. the Ruler and Head of the theocracy (a designation of the
kingly dignity of Jesus, comp. Thue. i. 132, 2; Aesch.
Agam. 250 ; and Tepai apynyoi, Eur. Tr. 196), and a Saviour
(the author and bestower of the Messianic salvation). On
the idea, comp. ii. 36. As to 75 8¢£. almrod, see on ii. 23. —
Sodvar perdvotav k.7\.] contains the design of Todrov ... 75
8eEid alrol: in order to give repentance to the Israelites and
the forgiveness of sins. "With the exaltation of Christ, namely,
was to commence His heavenly work on earth, through which
He as Lord and Saviour, by means of the Holy Spirit, would
continually promote the work of redemption to be appro-
priated by men (would draw them to Him, John xii. 32, 33)
in bringing them by the preaching of the gospel (1 Pet. i. 23)
to a change of mind (comp. xi. 18; 2 Tim. ii. 25), and so,
through the faith in Him which set in with the perdvoia,
making them partakers of the forgiveness of sins in baptism
(comp. 1 Pet. iii. 21). The appropriation of the work of
salvation would have been dended to them without the exalta-
tion of Christ, in the absence of which the Spirit would not
have operated (John vii. 39, xvi. 7); but by the exaltation it
was given ' to them, and that, indeed, primarily to the Israelites,
whom Peter still names alone, because it was only at a later
period that he was to rise from this his national standpoint to
universalism (chap. x.). — With the reading advod udpr. (see
the critical remarks), pdp7. governs fwo genitives different in

' Not merely the actual impulse and occasion given, as, after Heinrichs,
Kuinoel and de Wette, also Weiss, Pelr. Lehrbegr. p. 307 (comp. his &bl
Theol. p. 138), would have us take it. Against this view may be urged the
appended xa) &pwww cpepriwr, Which is mot compatible with that more free
rendering of 3sirar,
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their reference, the one of a person and the other of a thing
(see Winer, p. 180 [LE. T. 239]; Dissen, ad Pind. Ol i. 94;
Pyth. ii. 56), and avrod could not but accordingly precede;
but the emphasis lies on the bold sueis, to which then 7o
7wvedpa s\ is added still more defiantly. — rdv pypdr.
ToUT®V] of these words, t.e. of what has just been uttered. See
on Matt. iv. 4. Peter means the raising and exaltation of Jesus.
Of the latter the apostles were witnesses, n so far as they had
already experienced the activity of the exalted Jesus, agreeably
to His own promise (i. 5), through the effusion of the Spirit
1l 33 £). But Luke, who has narrated the tradition of the
externally visible event of the ascension as an historical fact,
must here have thought of the eye-witness of the apostles at
the ascension. — kal 10 mvelua 8¢ 1o dywov] as well we. .. as
also the Spirit (on the other hand, see Hartung, Partikell. I. p.
181), in which case 8, according to the Attic usage, is placed
after the emphasized idea (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 169). The
Holy Spirit, the greater witness, different from the human
self-consciousness, but ruling and working in believers, wit-
nesses with them (cvupaprupet, Rom. viii. 16). Comp. xv. 28.
— 7ois welfapy. avrd] to those who obey Him. In an entirely
arbitrary manner this is usuwally restricted by a mentally
supplied 7juiv merely fo the apostles; whereas all who were
obedient to God (in a believing recognition of the Messiah
preached to them, comp. ii. 38, xi 17, and so through the
Umraxoy) Tijs mioTews, Rom. 1. 5) had received the gifts of the
Spirit. They form the category to which the apostles belong.

Ver. 33. Awemplovro] not : they gnashed with the teeth, which
would be &iémpiov Tods 68ovras (Lucian. Calumn. 24), but
dissecabantur (Vulgate), comp. vii. 54 : they were sawn through,
cut through as by a saw (Plat. Comv. p. 193 A; Aristoph.
Eq. 768; 1 Chron. xx. 3; see Suicer, Thes. 1. p. 880;
Valckenaer, p. 402 f.),—a figurative expression (comp. ii. 37)
of deeply penetrating painful indignation. Alberti, Gloss.
p. 67 : mpds éxyarémawov. It is stronger than the non-
figurative Suamoveiocfar, iv. 2, xvi. 18.— éBovhedovro] they
consulted, Luke xiv. 31 ; Acts xv. 37. The actual coming to
o resolution was averted by Gamaliel.
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Ver. 34. Gumaliel, % "5, retributio Dei (Num. i. 10, ii. 20),
is usually assumed to be identical with Rabban Gamaliel,
M7 (senex), celebrated in the Talmud, the grandson of Hillel
and the son of R. Simeon,—a view which cannot be proveg,
but also cannot be refuted, as there is nothing against it in
a chronological point of view (Lightf. Hor. ad Muatth. p. 33).
He was the teacher of the Apostle Paul (Acts xxii. 3), but is
certainly not in our passage to be considered as the president
of the Sanhedrim, as many have assumed, because in that case
Luke would have designated him more characteristically than by
75 €v 1. owvedpie Papia. That he had been in secret « Christian
(see already Recogn. Clem. i. 65 ; Beda, Cornelius a Lapide),
and been baptized, along with his son and Nicodemus, by Peter
and John (Phot. cod. 171, p. 199), is a legend deduced by
arbitrary inference from this passage. See Thilo, ad Cod.
apocr. p. 501.  An opposite but equally arbitrary extreme is
the opinion of Pearson (Zectt. p. 49), that Gamaliel only
declared himself in favour of the apostles from an inveterate
partisan opposition to the Sadducees. Still more grossly,
Schrader, II. p. 63, makes him a hypocrite, who sought to act
merely for his own elevation and for the kingdom of darkness,
and to win the unsuspicious Christians by his dissimulation.
He was not a mere prudent waiter on events (Thiersch),
but a wise, impartial, humane, and religiously scrupulous man,
so strong in character that he could not and would not
suppress the warnings and counsels that experience prompted
him to oppose to the passionate zeal, backed in great part
by Sadducean prejudice, of his colleagues (ver. 17); and
therefore to be placed higher than an ordinary jurist and
politician dispassionately contemplating the case (Ewald.
Recently it has been maintained that the emergence of
Gamaliel here recorded is an unhistorical réle (Baur) assigued
to him (see also Zeller); and the chief! ground alleged

! Moreover, Baur puts the alternative: FEither the previous miracles, ete.,
actually took place, and then Gamaliel could not have given an advice o
problematic in tenor, whether he might have regarded them as divine miracles
or not. Or, if Gamaliel gave this counsel, then what is said to have taken place

could not have occurred as it is related. But this dilemma proves nothing, as
there is a third alternative possible, namely, that Gamaliel was by the miracles
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for this view i3 the mention of Theudas, ver. 36 (but see on
ver. 36), while there is further assumed the set purpose of
making Christianity a section of orthodox, or in other words
Pharisaic Judaism, combated by Sadducaeism. As if, after
the exaltation of Christ, His resurrection must not really have
stood in the foreground of the apostles’ preaching! and by that
very fact the position of parties could not but necessarily be so
far changed, that now the main interests of Sadducaeism were
most deeply affected. — vopo8i8daratos] a vouixss, one skilled
in the law (canonist) as a feacher. See on Matt. xxii. 35, —
BpaxV] a short while, Thue. vi. 12 ; Polyb. iii. 96. 2; 2 Sam.
xix. 36.— On éw mowetv] to put without. Comp. Xen. Cyr.
iv. 1. 3; Symm. Ps. exlii. 7. — 1. dvfpdmovs (see the critical
remarks) : thus did Gamalicl impartially designate them, and
Luke reproduces his expression. The order of the words puts
the emphasis on €fw; for the discussion was to be one con-
ducted within the Sanhedrim. Comp. iv. 15.

Ver. 35. ’Emi Tots avfpam. Tolrois] in respect of these men
(Bernhardy, p. 251) might be joined to mpocéyere éavrols
(Lachm.), as Luther, Castalio, Beza, and many others have
done (whence also comes the reading dmo 7év x.7.\ in E);
yet the currency of the expression wpdogew Ti éml T
(Wolf and Kuinoel ¢n loc, Matthiae, p. 927) is in favour of
its being construed with r{ péAhere mpdooew. The emphasis
also which thus falls on émi 7ols dwfp. is appropriate. —
mpdocew (not wouev): agere, what procedure ye will take.
Comp. iii. 17, xix 36; and see on Rom. i. 32. Gamaliel
will have nothing mpomerés (xix. 36) done; therefore they
must be on their guard (wposéy. éavr.).

Ver. 36. I'dp] gives the reason’ for the warning contained
in ver. 35. In proof that they should not proceed rashly,
Gamaliel reminds them of two instances from contemporary
history (vv. 36, 37), when fanatical deceivers of the people
which had occurred favourably inclined towards Christianity, but no¢ decided ;
and therefore, as a prudent and conscientious man, judged at least a further
waiting for light to be mecessary. This favourable inclination is evidently to be
recognised in the mode in which he expresses his advice ; see on vv. 38, 39.

! Erasmus well paraphrases it : * Ex praeleritis sumite consilium, quid in
futurum oporteat decernere,”
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(without any interference of the Sanhedrim) were overthrown
by their own work. Therefore there should be no interference
with the apostles (ver. 38); for their work, if it should be of
men, would not escape destruction; but if it should be of
God, it would not be possible to overthrow it. — mpé Tobrwy
Tav nuep.] e not long ago. OO Néyer marawa Supyfpara
kalrovye Exywv, AANQ vewTepa, & pdhioTa Wpos WioTw Hoav
loxvpd, Chrysostom. Comp. xxi. 38. Yet the expression,
which here stands simply in contrast to ancient incidents
(which do not lie within the experience of the generation), is
not to be pressed; for Gamaliel goes back withal to the time
before the census of Quirinus. — Oevdas] Joseph. Antt. xx. 5.1,
informs us that under the procurator Cuspius Fadus (not
before A.D. 44; see Anger, de temp. rat. p. 44) an insurgent
chief Theudas gave himself out to be a prophet, and obtained
many adherents. But Fadus fell on the insurgents with his
cavalry ; they were either slain or taken prisoners, and Theudas
himself was beheaded by the horsemen. This narrative suits
our passage exactly as regards substance, but does mot corre-
spond as regards date. For the Theudas of Josephus lived
under Claudius, and Tiberius Alexander succeeded Cuspius
Fadus about AD. 46; whereas Gamaliel's speech occurred
about ten years earlier, in the reign of Tiberius. Very many
(Origen, ¢. Cels.i. 6, Scaliger, Casaubon, Beza, Grotius, Calovius,
Hammond, Wolf, Bengel, Heunmann, Krebs, Lardner, Morus,
Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Guericke, Anger, Olshausen,
Ebrard) therefore suppose that it is not the Theudas of
Josephus who is here meant, but some other insurgent chief
or robber-captain acting a religious part,! who has remained
unknown to history, but who emerged in the turbulent times
citlier of the later years of Herod the Great or soon after his
death. This certainly removes all difficulties, but in what a
violent manner! especially as the name was by no means so
common as to make the supposition of fwo men of that name,
with the same enterprise and the same fate, appear probable,

1 8o also Gerlach, d. Romischen Statthalt. p. 70, not without a certain irrita-
tion towards me, which I regret, as it contributes nothing to the settlement of
the question.
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or indeed, in the absence of more precise historical warrant,
otherwise than rash, seeing that elsewhere historical mistakes
occur in Luke (comp. iv. 6 ; Luke ii. 1, 2). Besides, it is ante-
cedently improbable that tradition should not have adduced
an admonitory example thoroughly striking, from a historical
point of view, such as was that of Judas the Galilean. But
the attempts to discover in our Theudas one mentioned by
Josephus under a different name (Wieseler, Synops. p. 103 ff.,
and Baumgarten, also Kohler in Herzog’s Encykl. XVI. p. 40 £,
holding it to refer to the scribe Matthias in Joseph. Bell. i.
33. 2, Antt. =vil. 6; Sonntag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1837,
p- 638 ff,, and Ewald, to the insurgent Simon in Joseph. Bell.
ii. 4. 2, Antt. xvii. 10. 6 ; Zuschlag in the monograph Zheu-
das, Anfilrer eines 750. in Paldst. erregten Aufstandes, Cassel
1849, taking it to be the Theudion of Joseph. Antt. xvii. 4,
who took an active part in the Idumean rising after the death
of Herod the Great), amount only to assumptions incapable of
proof, and are nevertheless under the necessity of leaving the
difference of names unaccounted for. But inasmuch asg, if the
Theudas in our passage is conceived as the same with the
Theudas mentioned by Josephus, the error cannot be sought
on the side of Josephus (Baronius, Reland, Michaclis, Jahn,
Archaol. I1. 2, § 127); as, on the contrary, the exactness of
the narrative of Josephus secures at any rate the decision
in its favour for chronological accuracy over against Luke ;
there thus remains nothing but to assume that Zuke—or, in
the first instance, his source-—kas, in the reproduction of the
speech before us, put into the mouth of Gamaliel a proleptic
mistake. This might occur the more easily, as the speech may
Lave been given simply from tradition. And the tradition
which had correctly preserved one event adduced by Gama-
liel (the destruction of Judas the Galilean), was easily amplified
by an anachronistic addition of another. If Luke himself com-
posed the speech in accordance with tradition, the error is in
his case the more easily explained, since he wrote the Acts so
long after the insurrection of Theudas,—in fact, after the de-
struction of the Jewish commonwealth,—that the chronological
error, easy in itself, may here occasion the less surprise, for he
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was not a Jew, and he had been for many years occupied
with efforts of quite another kind than the keeping freshly in
mind the chronological position of one of the many passing
enthusiastic attempts at insurrection. It has been explained
as a proleptic error by Valesius, ad Euseb. H. E. ii. 11, Lud.
Cappellus, Wetstein, Ottius, Spicileg. p. 258, Eichhorn, Credner,
de Wette, Neander, Bleek, Holtzmann, Keim,! as also by Baur
and Zeller, who, however, urge this error as an argument
against the historical truth of the entire speech. Olshausen
considers himself prevented from assenting to the idea of a
historical mistake, because Luke must have committed a
double mistake,—for, first, he would have made Gamaliel name
a man who did not live till after him ; and, secondly, he would
have put Judas, who appeared under Augustus, as subsequent
to Theudas, who lived under Claudius. But the whole mis-
take amounts to the simple error, that Luke conceived that
Theudas had played his part already before the census of Quirinius,
and accordingly he could not but place him before Judas® —
elval Twa) giving out himself (éavréw, in which consists the
arrogance, the self-exaltation ;  character falsae doctrinae,”
Bengel) for one of peculiar importance : mpopriTys ENeyev elva,
Joseph. Antt. xx. 5. 1. On 75, eximius guidam (the opposite
ob8els—Valckenaer, ad Herod. iil. 140), see Wetstein n loc. ;
Winer, p. 160 [E. T. 213]; Dissen, ad Pind. Pyth. viil. 95,
P. 299. — & mpooexhifin] to whom leaned, i.e. adhered, took his
side : woANods fmwdmnaey, Josephus,l.c. Comp. Polyb.iv. 51.5;
also wpdariiais, Polyb. vi. 10. 10, v. 51. 8. — éyévovro eis
ovdév] ad nihilum redacti sunt. See Schleusner, Thes. IV.

3 According to Lange, Apost. Zeitalt. 1. p. 94, the difficulty between Luke and
Josephus remains *‘somewhat in suspense.”  Yet he inclines to the assump-
tion of an earlier Theudas, according to the hypothesis of Wieseler. According
to this hypothesis, the Greeck name (sce Wetstein) Theudas (= diodzs = dss-

dwpos), preserved still on coins in Mionnet, must be regarded es the Greek form
of the name /pppy.  But why should Gamaliel or Luke not have retained the
name Matthias? Or what could induce Josephus to put Matthias instead of
Theudas ? especially as the nume DYYN was not strange in Hebrew (Schoettg.
p- 423), and Josephus himself mentions the later insurgent by no other name.

? Entirely mistaken is the—even in a linguistic point of view erroneous—inter-
pretation of wera sovrev (ver, 37) by Calvin, Wetstein, and others, that it
denotes not temporis ordinem, but, generally, insuper or praeterea.

ACTS, L
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p. 140. They were, according to Josephus, le¢, broken up
(8texvfnaav) by the cavalry of Fadus, and partly killed, partly
taken prisoners.—The two relative sentences ¢ wpoosexh. and
¢ dvppédn are designed to bring out emphatically the contrast.
Comp. iv. 10.

Ver. 37. 'Iot8as ¢ Tahihafos] Joseph. Antt. xviii, 1. 1,
calls him a Gaulanite; for he was from Gamala in Lower
Gaulanitis. But in Ang. xviil. 1. 6, xx. 5. 2, Bell. ii. 8. 1,
xvil 8, he mentions him likewise as I'al:Aalos. Apparently
the designation “the Galilean ” was the inaccurate one used
in ordinary life, from the locality in which the man was at
work. Gaulanitis lay on the eastern shore of the Sea of
Galilee. — He excited an insurrection against the census
which Augustus in the year 7 aer. Dion. (thirty-seven years
after the battle of Actium, Joseph. Antt. xviil. 2. 1) caused
to be made by Quirinius the governor of Syria (see on Luke
ii. 2), representing it as a work of subjugation, and calling the
people to liberty with all the fanatical boldness kindled by
the old theocratic spirit. Joseph. Anft. xviii. 1. 1.  See Ger-
lach, d. Rom. Staithalter, p. 45 f.; Paret in Herzog's Encykl.
VIL. p. 126 f — awéomyoe . . . owicw avrod] he withdrew
them (from the government), and made them Ais own adherents.
Attraction : Hermann, ad Vig. p. 893. — dmwa)ero] a notice
which supplements Josephus. According to Joseph. Anif. xx.
5. 2, two sons of Judas perished at a later period, whom
Tiberius Alexander, the governor of Judaea, caused to be
crucified Comp. Bell. ii. 8. 1. Still later a third son was
executed (Bell. ii. 17. 8 £.; Vit. v. 11).— Sieawopmicbnoav]
they were scaltered,—which does not exclude the continuance of
the faction, whose members were afterwards very active as
zealots, and again even in the Jewish war (Joseph. Bell. ii.
17.7); therefore it is not an incorrech statement (in opposi-
tion to de Wette).

Vv. 38-40. Ka{] is the simple copula of the train of
thought; 7a viv as in iv. 29. — é€ avfpwmwv] of human
origin (comp Matt. xxi 25), not proceedmrr from the will
and arrangement of God (not éx Oeod). — 7 Bov\yy alirn 7 7O
&py. Tobro] “ Disjunctio non ad diversas res, sed ad diversa,
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quibus res appellatur, vocabula pertinet.” Fritzsche, ad Mare.
p- 277. This project or (in order to denote the matter in
question still more definitely) this work (as already in the act
of being executed). — xara\vbrjcerar] namely, without your
interference. This conception results from the antithesis in
the second clause: oY 8¢vacfe xararioa: abrols. For similar
expressions from the Rabbins (Pirke Aboth, iv. 11, al.), see
Schoettgen. Comp. Herod. ix. 16: 6, 7¢ 8¢t yevéaBar éx Tob
Ocob, apryavor dmotpédrar dvbpdmwe. Eur. Hippol. 476.
The reference of xataldew to persons (adrovs, see the critical
remarks) who are overthrown, ruined, is also current in classical
authors. Xen. Cyr. viii. 5. 24; Plat. Legy. iv. p. 714 C;
Lucian, Gall. 23. Comp. xatdAvois Tod Tupdwvov, Polyb. x.
25. 3, etc. — Notice, further, the difference in meaning of
the two conditional clauses: éav 7 and e . .. éarew (comp.
Gal. i. 8, 9; and see Winer, p. 277 f. [E. T. 369]; Stallb. ad
Plat. Phaed. p. 93 B), according to which the second case put
appeared to Gamaliel as the more probable. — pnrore kai
feopdyor evpedijre] although grammatically to be explained
by a oxemréoy, mpoaéyere éavrois (Luke xxi. 34), or some
similar phrase floating before the mind, is an independent
warning : that ye only be not found even fighters against God.
See Hom. I/. 1. 26,1i. 195 ; Matt. xxv. 9 (Elz); Rom. xi. 21 ;
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 283 ; Nigelsb. on the Iliad, p. 18, ed. 3.
Valckenaer and Lachmann (after Pricaeus and Hammond) con-
strue otherwise, referring usjmote to édoare avTovs, and treating
67e . . . adrols as a parenthesis. A superfluous interruption, to
which also the manifest reference of feoudyor to the directly
preceding e &8¢ éx Oecod éaTw k.t is opposed. — kai] is to
be explained elliptically : not only with men, but also further,
in addition. See Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 134. — Beopdyoi]
Symm. Prov. ix. 18, xxi. 16 ; Job xxvi. 5; Heraclid. 4lleg. 1;
Lucian. Jov. Tr. 45. On the thing itself, comp. Hom. II.
vi. 129: otk dv &ywye Beolow émovpavioiost payoluny. —
émeloOnoav] even if only in tantum; and yet how greatly
to their self-conviction on account of their recent con-
demmation of Jesus!— Sejpavres] The Sanhedrim would at
least not expose themselves, as if they had instituted an
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examination wholly without result, and therefore they order
the punishment of stripes, usual for very various kinds of
crime (here: proved disobedience), but very ignominious (comp.
xvi. 37, xxii.). — Concerning the counsel of Gamaliel generally,
the principle therein expressed is only right conditionally, for
interference against a spiritual development must, in respect
of its admissibility or necessity, be morally judged of according
to the nature of the cases; nor is that counsel to be considered
as an absolute maxim of Gamaliel, but as one which is kere
presented to him by the critical state of affairs, and is to be
explained from his predominant opinion that a work of God
may be at stake, as he himself indeed makes this opinion
apparent by el . .. éoTw, ver. 39 (see above).

Ver. 41 f. Xaipovres] comp. Matt. v. 11, 12. — Jmép 70D
ovouatos] placed first with emphasis : for the name, for its glori-
fication. For the scourging suffered tended to that effect, because
it was inflicted on the apostles on account of their stedfast
confession of the name. Comp. ix. 16. “ Quum reputarent
causam, praevalebat gaudium,” Calvin. The absolute 70 Svoua
denotes the name kat éfoyrv,—namely, “Jesus Messiah” (iii. 6,
iv. 10), the confession and announcement of which was always
the highest and holiest concern of the apostles. Analogous is
the use of the absolute DY (Lev. xxiv. 11, 16), in which the
Hebrew understood the name of his Jehovah as implied of
itself. Comp. 3 John 7.— xarpbiwf. dripasf.] An oxy-
moron. Comp. Phil. i. 29; 2 Cor. xi. 26-30; Gal. vi. 14,
17, al.; 1 Pet. ii. 19. — wdoav fuépav] every day the ovk
éravovro in preaching took place. See Winer, p. 162 [E. T.
214). They did it day after day without cessation. — xa7’
olkov] domi, in the house, a contrast to év T$ iepd. See on
ii. 46. — dveravorro Siddorovres] See Herm. ad Viger. p. 771;
Bernhardy, p. 477. — kal evayyel. 'Ino. 7. X.] and announcing
Jesus as the Messiah, a more specific definition of 88dokovres
as regards its chief contents,
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CHAPTER VI

VER. 3. ‘Ayiw] is wanting in B D §, 137, 180, vss. Chrys.
Theophyl. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Born. ; the Syr. expresses
xvpiov. A more precisely defining addition (comp. ver. 5), which
is also found inserted at ver. 10.— xurasrioouer] Elz. bas xare-
srjowpev, against decisive evidence. An over-hasty correction.
— Ver. 5. anjps] A C* D E H ¥, min. have «riprs, which,
although adopted by Lachin,, is intolerable, and is to be regarded
as an old error of transcription.— Ver. 8. ydpirog] Elz. has
wiarewg, contrary to decisive evidence. From ver. 5. — Ver. 9,
xai'Adiag] is deleted by Lachm,, following A D* Cant. It was
easily overlooked after KiamxIAT; whereas it would be difficult
to conceive a reason for its being inserted. — Ver. 11. Brdo-
gnpe] D has Braspruics. Recommended by Griesb. and adopted
by Born. But pruura Srdepnue was explained by the weakly-
attested Bruwopapins (blasphemies) as a gloss; and this, taken as
a genitive, thereupon suppressed the original Bideprua. —
Ver. 13. After piuare, Elz. has Brdopnua, against a great pre-
dominance of evidence. From ver. 11. — After ayiov, Elz. bas
robrou, Which, it is true, has in its favour B C, Tol. Sahid. Syr. utr.
Chrys. Theophyl. 2, but was added with reference to ver. 14, as
the meeting of the Sanhedrim was conceived as taking place
within the area of the temple court.

Vv. 1-7. An explanation paving the way for the history of
Stephen, ver. 8 ff. Ver. 7 is not at variance with this view.

Ver. 1. 4¢€] Over against this new victory of the church
without, there now emerges a division in its own bosom. —
év Tals Nuép. Talr] namely, while the apostles continued,
after their liberation, to devote themselves unmolested to their
function of preaching (v. 42). Thus this expression (D3
D7) finds its definition, although only an approximate one,
always in what precedes. Comp. on Matt. iii. 1. — mApfv-
vovrwy] as a neuter verb (Bernhardy, p. 339 f): amidst the
wncrease of the Christian multitude, by which, consequently,
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the business of management referred to became the more
extensive and difficult. Comp. Aesch. 4g. 869 ; Polyb. iii.
105. 7; Herodian, iii. 8. 14, often in the LXX. and Apocr.
— ‘EX\MpgTyjs, elsewhere only preserved in Phot. Bibl. (see
Wetstein), according to its derivation (from équileww, fo
present onesclf in Grecian mationality, and particularly to
speak the Greck language; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 380), and
according to its contrast to ‘EBpaiovs, is to be explained: a
Jew (and so non-Greek) who has Greek nationality, and par-
ticularly speaks Greek: ix. 29. Comp. Chrysostom and
Oecumeniuns. As both appellations are here transferred to the
members of the Christian church at Jerusalem, the ‘EBpatoc
are undoubtedly : those Christians of the church of Jerusalem,
who, as natives of Palestine, had the Jewish national character,
and, spoke the sacred language as their native tongue; and the
‘EX\quoral are those members of this church, who were Greek-
Jews, and therefore presented themselves in Greek national charac-
ter, and spoke Greek as their native language. Both parties were
Jewish Christians ; and the distinction between them turned on
the different relation of their original nationality to Judaism.
And as the two parties embraced the whole of the Jews who
had become Christian, it is a purely arbitrary limitation, when
Camerarius, Beza, Salmasius, Pearson, Wolf, Morus, Ziegler,
(Einleit. in d. Br. a. d. Hebr. p. 221), and Pfannkuche (in
Eichhorn’s allg. Bibl. VIIL p. 471) would understand exclusively
the Jewish proselytes who had been converted to Christianity.
These are included among the Greek-Jews who had become
Christian, but are not alone meant; the Jews by birth who had
been drawn from the Stagmopd to Jerusalem are also included.
The more the intercourse of Greek-Jews with foreign culture
was fitted to lessen and set aside Jewish narrow-mindedness, so
much the more easy is it to understand that many should
embrace Christianity. Comp. Reuss in Herzog's ZLncykl. V.
p. 703 f.—mpss] denotes, according to the context, the
antagonistic direction, as in Luke v. 30. Comp. Acts ix. 29.
— év 15 Sian. 19 xabnp.] in the duily service (2 Cor. viil. 4,
ix. 1, 13), here: with provisions, in the daily distribution of
Jood. Ver. 2 requires this explanation. — xafnuepwis only
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nere in the N. T, more frequently in Plutarch, ete., belongs to
the later Greek; Judith xii. 15; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 55. —
The neglect of due consideration (wapaBewpeiv, not elsewhere in
the N. T., nor in the LXX. and Apoccr., but see Kypke, II. p. 36),
which the widows of the Hellenists met with, doubtless by the
fault not of the apostles, but of subordinates commissioned by
them, is an evidence that the Jewish self-exaltation of the
Palestinian over the Greek-Jews (Lightf. Hor. ad Jok. p. 1031),
so much at variance with the spirit of Christianity (Gal. iii.
28; Col. iii. 11 ; Rom. x. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 13), had extended
also to the Christian community, and now on the increase of
the church, no longer restrained by the fresh unity of the
Holy Spirit, came into prominence as the first germ of the
later separation of the Hebrew and Hellenistic elements (comp.
Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 333); as also, that before the appoint-
ment of the subsequently named Seven, the care of the poor was
either exclusively, or at least chiefly, entrusted to the Hebrews.
Mosh. de reb. Christ. ante Const. pp. 118, 139. — The undows
are not, as Olshausen and Lekebusch, p. 93, arbitrarily assume,
mentioned by synecdoche for all the poor and needy, but simply
because their neglect was the occasion of the yoyyvouss. We
may add, that this passage does not presuppose another state
of matters than that of the community of goods formerly men-
tioned (Schleiermacher and others), but only a disproportion as
regards the application of the means thereby placed at their
disposal. There is nothing in the text to show that the com-
plaint as to this was unfounded (Calvin).

Ver. 2. To m\jflos Tav pabnyrdv] the mass of the disciples;
ie. the Christian multitude in general, not merely individuals,
or a mere committee of the church. Comp.iv. 32. Itis
quite as arbitrary to understand, with Lightfoot, only the 120
persons mentioned in i 15, as, with Mosheim and Kuinoel, to
suppose that the church of Jerusalem was divided into seven
classes, which assembled in seven different places, and had
each selected from their midst an almoner. As the place of
meeting is not named, it is an over-hasty conclusion that
the whole church could not have assembled all at once. — oix
apeatév éomw] mon placet, xii. 3 ; John viil. 29; Herod. i
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119; Plato, D¢f. p. 415 A. The Vulgate, Beza, Calvin,
Piscator, Casaubon, Kuinoel, incorrectly render: non aequum
est, which the word never means, not even in the LXX. It
pleased mot the apostles to leave the doctrine of God (its pro-
clamation), just because the fulfilment of the proper duty of
their calling pleased them. — xatakeiyr.] A strong expression
under a vivid sense of the disturbing element (to leave in the
lurch). On the form, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 713 ff —
Swanovety Tpamélais] to serve tables, i.e. to be the regulators,
overseers, and dispensers in reference to food. The expression,
which contains the more precise definition for 77 Siaxovig of
ver. 1, betrays “ indignitatem aliquam” (Bengel). — The refer-
ence which others have partly combined with this, partly
assumed alone, of 7pdmela to the money-changers’ table, Matt.
xxi. 12, Luke xix. 23 (“ pecunia in usum pauperum collecta et
iis distribuenda,” Kuinoel), is excluded, in the absence of any
other indication in the text, by the Siaxoveiv used statedly of
the ministration of food (Wetst. ad Matth. iv. 11). Moreover,
the designation of the matter, as if it were a banking business,
would not even be suitable. The apostles would neither be
Tpamefoxduos nor Tpamweboroiol (Athen. IV. p. 170). They may
hitherto in the management of this business have made use,
without fixed plan, of the assistance of others, by whose fault,
perhaps, the murmuring of the Hellenists was occasioned.

Ver. 3. Accordingly (ov), as we, the apostles, can no longer
undertake this business of distribution, look ye out, i.e. direct
your attention to test and select, etc.— émrd] the sacred
number. — oogias] quite in the usual practical sense : wisdom,
which determines the right agency in conformity with the recog-
nised divine aim. With a view to this required condition of
fulness of the Spirit and of wisdom, the men to be selected
from the midst of the church were to be atiested, i.e. were to
have the corresponding testimony of the church in their favour.
Comp. xvi. 2 and on Luke iv. 22 ; Dion. Hal. 4nt. ii. 26. —
obs karaoTigopey éml Tiis ypelas Tatrns] whom we (the apostles)
will appoint® (when they are chosen) over the business in

1 The opposite of xarasrie, iz} 77 xp. (comp. 1 Mace. x. 37)is: piraoricasius
&we 2ii¢ xp., Polyb. iv. 87. 9; 1 Macc, xi 63.
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question (on &wl with the genifive, in the sense of official
appointment over something, see Lobeck, ad Ihryn. p. 474,
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iii. 3. 2). This officium, ministration
(see Wetstein and Schweighiuser, Lex. Polyb. p. 6635), is just
that, of which the distributing to the widows was an essential
and indeed the chief part, namely, the care of the poor in the
church, not merely as to its Hellenistic portion (Vitringa, de
Synag. ii. 2. 5, Mosheim, Heinrichs, Kuinoel). The limitation
to the latter would presuppose the existence of a special
management of the poor already established for the Hebrew
portion, without any indication of it in the text; nor is it sup-
ported by the Hellenic names of the persons chosen (ver. 5),
as such names at that time were very common also among the
Hebrews. Consequently the hypothesis, that pure Hellenists
were appointed by the impartiality of the Hebrews (Rothe,
de Wette, Thiersch, Kirche tm apost. Zeitalt. p. 75), is entirely
arbitrary ; as also is the supposition of Gieseler (Kirchengesch.
L. sec. 25, note 7), that three Hebrews and three Hellenists
(and one proselyte) were appointed ; although the chosen were
doubtless partly Hebrews and partly Hellenists. — Observe,
moreover, how the right to elect was regarded by the apostles
as vested in the church, and the election tiself was performed
by the church, but the appointment and consecration were
completed by the apostles ; the requisite gualifications, more-
over, of those to be elected are defined by the apostles! From
this first regular overseership of alms, the mode of appoint-
ment to which could not but regulate analogically the practice
of the church, was gradually developed the diaconate, which
subsequently underwent further elaboration (Phil. i. 1). 1t
remains an open question whether the overseers corre-

1 Comp. Holtzm. Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 613 f.

? But the assumption that ‘*the institution of the so-called deacons was origi-
nally one and the same with the presbyterate, and that only at a later period it
ramified into the distinction between the presbyterate in the narrower sense and
the diaconate” (Lange, apost. Zeitalt. 11. p. 75, after J. H. Bshmer ; comp. also
Lechler, p. 306), is not to be proved by xi. 30. See in loc. Ritschl, altkathol
K. p. 355 ft., thinks it very probable that the authority of the Seven was the
first shape of the office of presbyter afterwards emerging in Jerusalem. So also
Holtzmenn, lLe p. 616. Similarly Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 142, according to
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sponded to the B'W3) of the synagogue! (Vitringa; on the
other side Rhenfeld, see Wolf, Curae). — 75 Siaxovia Tob Néyov]
correlate contrasting with the Siakovelv Tpamélais in ver. 2.
The apostolic working was to be separated from the office of
overseer; while, on the other hand, the latter was by ne
means to exclude other Christian work in the measure of
existing gifts, as the very example of Stephen (vv. 8-10)
shows; comp. on viii. 5.

Ver. 5. Iavros Tod wMjfovs] “pulcher consensus cum
obsequio,” Bengel. The aristocracy of the church was a uer
ebdofias whjfovs apiaroxpatia, Plat. Menex. p. 238 D.—
wloTews] is not, with Wetstein, Kuinoel, and others, to be
interpreted honcsty, trustworthiness ; for this qualification was
obvious of itself, and is here no peculiar characteristic. ~But
the prominent Clristian element in the nature of Stephen was
his being distinguished by fulness of faith (comp. xi. 24), on
which account the church united in selecting him first. —
&/ immov] At a later period he taught in Samaria, and bap-
tized the chamberlain (viii. 5 ff). Concerning his after life
and labours (see, however, xxi. 8) there are only contradictory
legends. — Nuxoaov] neither the founder of the Nicolaitans
(as, after Iren. Haer. ii. 27, Epiph. Haer. 25, Calvin, Grotius,
and Lightfoot assumed), nor the person from whom the
Nicolaitans had borrowed their name in accordance with his
alleged immoral principles (Constitt. ap. vi. 8. 3; Clem. Al

whom the presbyters stepped into the place of the Seven and took upon them their
duties. But the office of presbyter was still at that time vested in the aposties
themselves ; accordingly, the essential and necessary difference of the two functions
was from the very first the regulative point of view. The presbyterate retained
the oversight and guidance of the diaconate (Phil. i. 1) ; comp. also xi. 30 ; but
the latter sprang, by reason of the emerging exigency, from the former, not the
converse.

1 As Leyrer, in Herzog's Encykl. XV. p. 813, thinks. The ecclesiastical over-
seership arose out of the higher need and interest of the new present, but the
synagogal office might serve as a model that offered itself historically. The
requirements for the latter office pointed merely to *‘well-known trustworthy”
men.

2 Observe, however, that it is not said : Le] 3nzunlq Ths Tpostuy s Kai Tob Adyov,
and therefore it is not to be inferred from our passage, with Ahrens (dm¢ d.
Schlissel, p. 87 1.), that by ¢ wpersuxn a part of ‘‘the office of the keys" is
meant. See, in opposition to this, Diisterdieck in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p. 762 f.
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Strom. ii. p. 177, iil. p. 187 ; Thiersch wishes historically to
combine the two traditions; see his Kirche tm apost. Zeitalt.
p- 251 f.; comp. generally, Lange, apost. Zeitalt. 11. p. 526 ff,
and Herzog in his Encykl. X. p. 338 ), but otherwise
historically quite unknown. Nicohatral, Rev. ii. 6, is an
invented Greek name, equivalent to xpaTodvres v Sidaymy
Bahaay (ver. 14), according to the derivation of DY 53, per-
didit populum. See Ewald and Diisterdieck, le. Of the
others mentioned nothing further is known. — mpocilvTor
"Avtioy.] From this it may be inferred, with Heinsius,
Gieseler, de Wette, Ewald, and others, that only Nicolas had
been a proselyte, and all the rest were not ; for otherwise we
could not discern why Luke should have added such a special
remark of so characteristic a kind only in the case of Nicolas.
But that there was also a proselyte among those chosen, is
an evidence of the wisdom of the choice. —'Avrioxéa] but
who dwelt in Jerusalem. — The fact that Stephen is named
at the head of the Seven finds its explanation in his distin-
guished qualities and historical significance. Comp. Peter at
the head of the apostles. Chrysostom well remarks on ver. 8 :
kal év Tols EmwTa 7Y TiS WPOKPLTOS Kal TA TPWTELQ elyev € yap
kai 7 xetporovia Ko, AN Supws odTos émeocwacarto ydpiw
whelova. Nor is it less historically appropriate that the only
proselyte among the Seven is, in keeping with the Jewish
character of the church, named last.

Ver. 6 And after they (the apostles) had prayed, they laid
their hands on them.— xal is the simple copula, whereupon
the subject changes without carrying out the periodic construc-
tion (see Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 116 [E.T. 132]). Itis otherwise
in 1. 24. The idea that the overseers of the church (comp. on
xiii. 3) form the subject, to which Hoelemann is inclined, has
this against it, that at that time, when the body of the apostles
still stood at the head of the first church, no other presiding body
was certainly as yet instituted. The diaconate was the first
organization, called forth by the exigency that in the first instance

1 See, on the imposition of hands, Bauer in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p. 343 . ;
Hoelemann in his neue Bibelstud. 1866, p. 282 ff.,, where also the earlier
literature, p. 283, is noted.
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arose.— The tmposition of hands (& n>wp, Vitringa, Synag.
p. 836 1), as a symbol exhibiting the divine communication
of power and grace, was employed from the time of Moses
(Num. xxvii. 18 ; Deut. xxxiv. 9 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 57 £
as a special theocratic consecration to office. So also in the
apostolic church, without, however, its already consummating
admission to any sharply defined order (comp. 1 Tim. v. 22).
The circumstance that the necessary gifts (comp. here vv. 3, 5)
of the person in question were already known to exist (Ritschl,
altlkath. Kirche, p. 387) does not exclude the special bestowal
of official gifts, which was therein contemplated ; seeing that
elsewhere, even in the case of those who have the Spirit, there
yet ensues a special and higher communication.—Observe,
moreover, that here also (comp. viii. 17, xiii. 3) the imposition
of hands occurs after prayer,' and therefore it was not a mere
symbolic accompaniment of prayer,® without collative import,
and perhaps only a “ ritus ordini et decoro congruens” (Calvin).
Certainly its efficacy depended only on God’s bestowal, but it
was associated with the act representing this bestowal as the
medium of the divine communication.

Ver. 7, attaching the train of thought by the simple xai,
now describes how, after the installing of the Seven, the cause of
the gospel continued to prosper. “ The word of God grew”—it
increased in diffusion (xii. 24, xix. 20), etc. ~Comp. the parable
of the mustard-seed, Matt. xiii. 31, 32. How could the
re-established and elevated love and harmony, sustained, in
addition to the apostles, by upright men who were full of the
Holy Spirit and of wisdom (ver. 3), fail to serve as the greatest
recommendation of the new doctrine and church to the in-
habitants of the capital, who had always before their eyes, in
the case of their hierarchs, the curse of party spirit and sec-
tarian hatred ? Therefore—and what a significant step towards
victory therein took place —a great multitude of the priests
became obedient to the faith, that is, they submitted themselves
to the faith in Jesus as the Messiah, they became believers ;

! Luke has not expressed himself in some such way as this : xal iwufivrss aireis

wag ytipas wpornikarre,

2 This also in opposition to Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 144,
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comp. as to Umaxos) mloTews, on Rom. i. 5. The better portion
of the so numerous (Ezra ii. 36 ff.) priestly class could not
but, in the light of the Christian theocratic fellowship which
wag developing itself, recognise and feel all the more vividly
the decay of the old hierarchy. Accordingly, both the weakly
attested reading ’'Iovdaiwy, and the conjecture of Casaubon,
approved by Beza: xal Tdv lepéwy, sc. Tivés, are to be entirely
rejected ; nor is even Elsner's view (which Heinsius antici-
pated, and Wolf and Kuinoel followed) to be adopted, viz.
that by the &ylos T@v iep., the sacerdotes ex plebe, plebeti sacer-
dotes, yNn DY DW), are meant in contradistinction to the
theologically learned priests, ow3n *5n.  The text itself is
against this view ; for it must at least have run: moAMoi Te
lepeis Tol dxMov. Besides, such a distinction of priests is
nowhere indicated in the N. T., and could not be presumed as
known. Compare, as analogous to the statement of our
passage, John xii. 42.

Vv. 8, 9. Yet there now came an affack from without, and
that against that first-named distinguished overseer for the
poor, Stephen, who became the mpwTopaprup (Const. ap. ii.
49. 2). The new narrative is therefore not introduced
abruptly (Schwanbeck). — ydpitos is, as in iv. 33, to be
understood of the divine grace, not as Heinrichs, according
to ii. 47, would have it taken: gratia, quam apud permultos
inierat. This must have been definitely conveyed by an
addition. — duwvdpews] power generally, heroism ; not specially :
miraculous power, as the following émoie. Tépara w.TX. ex-
presses a special exercise of the generally characteristic yapis
and Svapis. — Twes TAY ék Tis auvaywyis Ney. AiBept.] some
of those who belonged o the so-called Libertine-synagogue. The
number of synagogues in Jerusalem was great, and is estimated
by the Rabbins (Megill. f. 73, 4; Ketuvoth f. 105, 1) at the
fanciful nummber 480 (ie. 4 X 10 X 12). Chrysostom already
correctly explains the A:Beprivo: oi ‘Pwpaiwy dmeevbepor.
They are to be conceived as Jews by birth, who, brought by the
Romans (particularly under Pompey) as prisoners of war to
Rome, were afterwards emancipated, and had returned lome.
[Many also remained in Rome, where they had settled on the



174 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

other side of the Tiber ; Sueton. T%ber. 36 ; Tacit. Ann. ii. 85 ;

Philo, Zcg. ad Cai. p. 1014 C.] They .md their descendants
after them formed in Jerusalem a synagogue of their own,
which was named after the class-designation which its origi-
nators and possessors brought with them from their Roman
sojourn in exile, the synagogue of the freedmen (libertinorum).
This, the usual explanation, for which, however, further his-
torical proof cannot be adduced, is to be adhered to as correct,
both on account of the purely Roman name, and because it
involves no historical improbability. Grotius, Vitringa, Wolf,
and others understand, as also included under it, Italians, who
as freedmen had become converts to Judaism. But it is not at
all known that such persons, and that in large numbers, were
resident in Jerusalem. The Roman designation stands opposed
to the view of Lightfoot, that they were Palestinian freedmen,
who were in the service of Palestinian masters. Others (see
particularly Gerdes in the Miscell. Groning. 1. 3, p. 529 ff)
suppose that they were Jews, natives of Libertum. a (proble-
matical) city or district in proconsular Africa. If there was a
Libertum (Suidas: A:Beprivor dvopa évous), the Jews from it,
of whom no historical trace exists, were certainly not so
numerous in Jerusalem as to form a separate synagogue of
their own. Conjectures : A:Bvorivwy,! Libyans (Oecumenius,
Lyra, Beza, ed. 1 and 2, Clericus, Gothofredus, Valckenaer),
and A.Blvwv T@v xata Kup. (Schulthess, de charism. Sp. St
p. 162 ff). — kal Kvp. xai ANeE] Likewise two synagogal
communitics.  Calvin, Beza, Bengel, Heumann, and Xlos
(Ezam. emendatt. Valck. in N. T. p. 48) were no doubt of
opinion that by éx Tis ovvaywyds. . . xal’Aagias there is meant
only one synagogue, which was common to all those who are
named. But against this may be urged, as regards the words
of the passage, the circumstance that 7. Aeyopévys only suits
AiBeprivov, and as regards matter of fact, the great number of
synagogues in Jerusalem, as well as the circumstance that of
the Libertini, Cyrenaeans, etc., there was certainly far too
large a body in Jerusalem to admit of them all forming

' See Wetstein, who even considers AsBapr, as another form (inflexio) of the
pame Aspver. The Arm. already has Libyorum.
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only one synagogue. In Cyrene, the capital of Upper Libya,
the fourth part of the inhabitants consisted of Jews (Joseph.
Antt, xiv. 7. 2, xvi. 6. 1; c. Apion. ii. 4); and in Alexandria
two of the five parts into which the city was divided were
inhabited by them (Joseph. Antt. xiv. 7. 2, xiv. 10. 1, xix.
5.2; Bell. Jud. ii. 18. 7). Here was also the seat of Jewish-
Greek learning, and it was natural that those removing to
Jerusalem should bring with them in some measure this
learning of the world without, and prosecute it there in their
synagogue. Wieseler, p. 63, renders the first xal and indeed,
so that the Cyrenaeans, Alexandrians, and those of Cilicia and
Asia, would be designated as a mere part of the so-called
Libertine synagogue. But how arbitrary, seeing that #a{ in the
various other instances of its being used throughout the represen-
tation always expresses merely the simple and ! The Synagoga
Alexandrinorum is also mentioned in the Talmud (Mcgill.
£ 73, 4). Winer and Ewald divide the whole into two com-
munities : (1) Kvpnr. and *A\ef. joined with the Libertines;
and (2) the synagogue formed of the Cilician and Asiatic Jews..
But against this view the above reasons also militate, especially
the 7#s Aeyouévns, which only suits A:Beprivwy. The gram-
matical objection against onr view, that the article Td» is not
repeated before Kvpnv. (and before *AXeE.), is disposed of by the
consideration, that those belonging to the three synagogues (the
Libertine-synagogue, the Cyrenaeans, and the Alexandrians) are
conceived together as one hostile category (see Kriiger, ad Xen.
Anab. ii. 1. 7; Sauppe and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i 1. 19;
Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 373 {.); and the two following syna-
gogal communities are then likewise conceived as such a unity,
and represented by the xal 7dv prefixed (Vulg. : “ et corum qus
erant”). We have thus in our passage jfive synagogues, to
which the Twés belonged, — namely, three of Roman and
African nationality, and two Asiatic. The two categories—
the former three together, and the latter two together—-are
represented as the two synagogal circles, from which disputants
emerged against Stephen. To the Cilician synagogue Saul
doubtless belonged. — Asia is mot to be taken otherwise than
inii, 9, — gvinrodvres] as disputants,ix. 29, The avinTeir had
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already begun with the rising up (dvésrpoav), Bernhardy,
p- 477 f Winer, p. 320 f. [E. T. 444).

Vv. 10, 11. The godia is to be explained, not of the Jewish
learning, but of the Christian wisdom (Luke xxi. 15; and see
on Eph. i §, 17), to which the Jewish learning of the oppon-
ents could not make any resistance. Comp. 1 Cor.i. 17 ff,
ii. 6 fff The mvedua was the mv. dyiov)! with which he was
filled, vv. 3, 5. — ¢&] Dative of the instrument. It refers, as
respects sense, to both preceding nouns, but is grammatically
determined according to the latter, Matthiae, p. 991. — 7ore]
then, namely, after they had availed nothing in open disputation
against him. “ Hic agnosce morem improborum ; ubi veritate
discedunt impares, ad mendacia confugiunt,” Erasmus, Paraphr.
— UméBalov] they instigated, secretly instructed. Comp. Appian.
L 74, vmefrijbnoav xariyopor. The Latin subornarunt, or, as
the Vulg. has it, submiserunt (Suet. Ner. 28).— drnrxioaper x.T.\.]
provisional summary statement of what these men asserted
that they had heard as the essential contents of the utterances
of Stephen in question. For their more precisely formulated
literal statement, see vv. 13, 14.

Vv. 12-14. The assertion of these vmoBAnTol (Joseph.
Bell. v. 10. 4; Plut. 745, G 8) served to direct the public
opinion against Stephen; but a legal process was requisite for
his complete overthrow, and prudence required the consent of
the people. Therefore they stirred up the people and the
elders of the people and the scribes, etc. — ovvekivnoav] they
drew them into the movement with them, stirred up them
also.  Often in Plut., Polyb., etc. — kai émioTdyres] as in iv. 1.
The subject is still those hostile Tewés. — auwijpm.] they drew
along with them, as in xix. 29.— pdpTvpas revdeis] Conse-
quently, Stephen had not spoken the same words, which were
then adduced by these witnesses, ver. 14, as heard from him.
Now, namely, in presence of the Sanhedrim, it concerned them
to bear witness to the blasphemy alleged to have been heard
according to the real state of the facts, and in doing so those
dvdpes UmofAproi dealt as false witnesses.  As formerly (Matt.

! But #5 éviw is not added ; for ““adversarii senticbant Spiritum esse in Ste-
phano ; Bpiritum sanctum in eo esse non sciebant,” Bengel.



CIIAP. VI. 12-14, 177

xxvi. 61) a saying of Jesus (John ii. 19) was falsified in order
to make Ilim appear as a rebel against the theocracy ; so here
also some expression of Stephen now unknown to us,—wherein
the latter probably had pointed, and that in the spirit of Jesus
Himself, to the reformatory influence of Christianity leading
to the dissolution of the temple-worship and legal institutions,
and the consummation of it by the Parousia, and had indeed, per-
haps, quoted the prophecy of the Lord concerning the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem,—was so perverted, that Stephen now appears
as herald of a revolution to be accomplished by Jesus, directed
against the temple and against the law and the institutions
of Moses.! Against the view of Krause (Comment. in histor.
atque orat. Steph., Gott. 1'780), that an expression of other, more
inconsiderate Christians was imputed to Stephen, may be urged
not only the utter arbitrariness of such a supposition, but also
the analogy of the procedure against Jesus, which very natu-
rally presented itself to the enemies of Stephen as a precedent.
Heinrichs (after Heumann and Morus) thinks that the pdprupes
were in so far Yrevdels, as they had uttered an expression of
Stephen with an evil design, in order to destroy him; so also
Sepp, p- 17. But in that case they would not have been
Jalse, but only malicious witnesses; not a +eddos, but a bad
motive would have been predominant. Baur also and Zeller
maintain the essential correctness of the assertion, and conse-
quently the incorrectness of the narrative, in so far as it speaks
of false witnesses. DBut an antagonism to the law, such as is
ascribed by the latter to Stephen, would lack all internal basis
and presupposition in the case of a believing Israelite full of
wisdom and of the Holy Spirit (comp. Baumgarten, p. 125);
as regards its true amount, it can only be conceived as

! Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 148, But that Stephen, as Reuss thinks (in
Herzog’s Encykl. XV. p. 73), preached something which the apostles had not
previously taught, is all the more uncertain an assumption, seeing that already
in the sayings of Jesus Himself suflicient materials for the purpose were given.
Comp. e.g. John iv. 21 ff., the sayings of Jesus concerning the Sabbath, con-
cerning the Levitieal purifications, concerning the wAsipaeis of the law, concern-
ing the destruction of Jerusalem, and the Parousia, etc. Dut Stephen (5 =o'
avidpars Liwv, Constill. ap. viii. 46. 9) may have expressed himself in a more
threatening and incisive manner than others, and thereby have directed the per-
secution to himself. In so tar he was certainly the forerunner of Paul.

ACTS, M



178 TOE ACTS OF THE APOSTLLS,

analogous to the subsequent procedure of Paul, which, as in
xviii. 13, xxi. 21, was misrepresented with similar perversity ;
nor does the defensive address, vii. 44-53, lead further.
Nevertheless, Rauch in the Stud. w. Krit. 1857, p. 356, has
maintained that Stephen actually made the assertion adduced
by the witnesses, ver. 14, and that these were only false wit-
nesses, in so far as they had not themselves heard this expression
from the mouth of Stephen, which yet was the purport of
their statement. This is at variance with the entire design and
representation (see particularly ver. 11). And the utterance
itself, as the witnesses professed to have heard it, would, at
any Tate, even if used as a veil for a higher meaning, be framed
after a manner so alien to Israelite piety and so unwise, that
it could not be attributed at all to Stephen, full as he was
of the Spirit. Oecumenius has correctly stated the matter:
éredn) ANws pév frovaay, GAAws 8¢ viv alTol TpovXW-
pouw, elkdros xal yrevdopdpTupes dvaypddovrar. — Tod TomOV
Tob dryiov] the holy place xa7 éfoxnv is the temple, 3 Mace.
ii. 14. — Ver. 14. 0 Nalwp. odros] is not to be considered as
part of the utterance of Stephen, but as proceeding from the
standpoint of the false witnesses who so designate Jesus con-
temptuously, and blended by them with the words of Stephen.
And not only is 6 Nafwp. an expression gf contempt, but also
obros (vil. 40, xix. 26 ; Luke xv. 30 ; Ast, Lex. Plat. I1. p. 494
Dissen, ad Pind. Nem. ix. 29, p. 492): Jesus, this Nazarene !
— 7ov Tomoy TovTov] The false witnesses represent the matter,
as if Stephen bad thus spoken pointing to the temple.

Ver. 15. All the Sanhedrists® saw the countenance of Stephen
angelically glorified ; a superhuman, angel-like 86fa became
externally visible to them on it. So Zuke has conceived and
represented it with simple definiteness; so the sereme calm
which astonished even the Sanhedrists, and the holy joyfulness
which was reflected from the heart of the martyr in his coun-
tenance, have been glorified by the symbolism of Christian
legend. But it would be arbitrary, with Kuinoel (comp.
Grotius and Heinrichs), to rationalize the meaning of eldov . . .

1 Zrivieayres ¢ls abriv: ‘“usitatum est in judiciis oculos in reum convertere,
quum expectatur ejus defensio,” Calvin,



CHAP. VL. 16. 179

ayyéhov to this effect: “ Os animi tranquillitatem summam
referebat, adeo ut eum intuentibus reverentiam injiceret;”
according to which the cxpression would have to be referred,
with Neander and de Wette, to a poetically symbolical descrip-
tion, which does mnot correspond with the otherwise simple
style of the narrative. The phenomenon was certainly “an
extraordinary operation of the Spirit of Jesus” (Baumgarten,
p- 130); but the form of it is added by tradition, which be-
trays the point of view of the miraculous also by the mdwres.
The parallel adduced afresh by Olshausen (2 Sam. xiv. 17) is
utterly unsuitable, because there the comparison to an angel
relates to wisdom, and not to anything external. Nor is the
analogy of the 86fa in the face of Moses (2 Cor. iil. 7) suit-
able, on account of the characteristic wmpocwm. dyyéhov. For
Rabbinical analogies, see Schoettgen and Wetstein.
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CHAPTER VIL

VER 1. dpa i3 wanting in A B C &, min. Vulg. Cant. Germ.
Bed. Deleted by Lachm. But if not genuine, it would hardly
have been added, as it was so little necessary for the sense that,
on the contrary, the question expressed in a shorter and more
precise form appears to be more suitable to the standpoint
and the temper of the high priest. — Ver. 3. rdv y%] The article
is wanting in Elz. Scholz, against far preponderant attestation,
A copyist’s error. Restored by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. Born. —
Ver. 5. adrg doSvar] dodvas adry is decidedly attested ; so Lachm.
Tisch. Born. — Ver. 7. dovaebowar] Tisch. reads dovredooven, in
accordance, no doubt, with A C D, vss. Ir., but it is 2 mechanical
repetition from ver. 6. — Ver. 11. 73y 9% Aiylares] A B C D®
(which has ép' dans 775 Aly.) N, 81, vss. have 74v Alpuwron. IRe-
commended by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. But how easily
might THN be passed over after THN! and then the change
AlyurrON became necessary. — Ver. 12. Instead of dra, ariu
is to be received, with Lachm. Tisch. Born.!'—é& Aiydary]
Lachm. Tisch. read e/¢ Alyurro, following A B C E R, 40. &
Aly. is an explanatory supplement to &vra.— Ver. 14. After
ovyyér. Elz. has aired, in opposition to witnesses of some import-
ance (also ®), although it is defended by Born. A prevalent
addition. — Ver. 15. &:] A C E §, 15, 18, vss. have zal! z«séB,
which Griesb. has recommended, Rinck preferred, and Lachm,
and Tisch. have adopted. D, 40, Syr. p. Cant. have no conjunc-
tion at all; so Born.,, but from the LXX. Deut. X, 22; #al zar.
is to be preferred as best attested. — Ver. 16. ] Elz. reads ¢,
against decisive testimony. Mistaking the attraction. — roi
3uyin] Lachm. reads 5 & 3., according to A E 8** min. Copt.
Syr. p. Tol. B C &* min. Sahid. Arm. have merely & 2. An
alteration, because this Svyéx was apprebended, like the pre-
ceding, as the name of a town, and the parallel with Gen.
xxxiil. 19 was not recognised. — Ver. 17. éuoniynoev] So Tisch.

' How often sirior is exchanged in Mss. with oires and sires, may be seen in
Frotscher, ad Hier, il 11 ; Heind. ad Plat, Phaed. p. 64 D ; Kriiger, ad Xen.
Anab, vii. 1. 33.
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Lachm. But Elz and Scholz have &uosey, against A B C 8, 15,
36, and some vss, A more precisely defining gloss from the
LXX,, instead of which D E have éznyyeiraro (so Born.). —
Ver. 18, After érepos Lachm. has ér’ Alyusros, according to
A B C & min. and several vss. An exegetical addition from
the LXX. — Ver. 20. After murpis Elz. has aisol. See on ver.
14. — Ver. 21. ixrelevra 8 abrév] Lachm. Born. read éxrefévros 8;
abro, according to A B C D&, min. A correction in point of
style. — Ver. 22. adoy oopic] A CE 8, vss. Or. (twice) Bas.
Theodoret have & adoy sop. So Tisch. D* has micar riv copiav.
So Born. Interpretations of the Recepta, in favour of which is
also the reading =dene sopiac in B, which is a copyist’s error. —
#v before £py. (Elz. Scholz) is as decidedly condemned by external
testimonies as the adrol after épyosi, omitted in Elz, is attested.
—Ver. 26. ow#rasev] B C DK, min. and some vss. have sugAAaoer
or ewalhaooer. Valck. has preferred the former, Griesb. recom-
mended the latter, and Lachm. Born. (comp. also Fritzsche, de
conform. Lachm. p. 31) adopted it. Gloss on the margin for
the explanation of the original swiraces . . . €5 eippvpn.  On its
reception into the text, the e/s ¢ip., separated from eusg. by abrobe,
was retained. — Ver. 27. ¢’ #ués] A B C H &, min. Theophyl.
have é¢’ suav. So Tisch. and Lachm. From LXX. Ex. ii. 14. —
Ver. 30.xvpiov] i3 to be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch., following
A B C &, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. A current addition to &yyerog
generally, and here specially occasioned by the LXX. Ex. iiL 2.
— Instead of groy! mupés, Tisch. has avpl proyig, after A C E,
min. Syr. Vulg. The reading similarly varies in the LXX, and
as the witnesses at our passage are divided, we cannot come to
any decision. — Ver. 31. #abduaf<]So Griesb. Scholz, Tisch. Born.
But Elz. and Lachm. have éduduacer. Both have considerable
attestation. But the suitableness of the relative imperfect was,as
often elsewhere, not duly apprehended.— After xvpiov Elz. Scholz
have axpbs abriv, which, however, Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted,
following A B &, min. Copt. Arm. Syr. p. An exegetical ampli-
fication, instead of which D, after xarav, continues by : & xdp.
ddrev abr® Aéywr. — Ver. 32. Lachmann’s reading: ¢ febs 'ABpadu
x. 'Toadx x 'IuxdB (so also Tiscl.), has indeed considerable
attestation, but it is an adaptation to iii. 13. — Ver. 33. i» ¢]
Lachm. Tisch. read ¢¢’ @, which is to be preferred on account of
preponderant attestation by A B C D** (D* has of, so Born.)
N; & ¢ is from the LXX. — Ver. 34. dmosrera] Lachm. Tisch.
Born. read drosreinw, which is so decidedly attested by A B CD,
Chrys., and by the transcriber's error d¢soori2w in E and ¥, that
it cannot be considered as an alteration after the LXX. Ex
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iil. 10. The Recepta is a mistaken emendation. — Ver. 35.
Instead of &résreney, @méoradxer is to be read, with Lachm.
Tisch. Born., according to decisive evidence.— & yeip/] Lachm.
Tisch. Born. read oy xep/, which is so decidedly attested, and
might so easily give place to the current é& yepi, that it must be
preferred. — Ver. 36. 97] Lachm. reads r», according to B C,
min. Sahid. Cant. A transcriber's error. The originality of 45
is supported also by the Alybzrev (instead of Aiyimrw) adopted
by Elz. and Born. after D, which, however, has preponderating
testimony against it. — Ver. 37. After @eés Elz. has ipudy, against
decisive testimony. xlpros and airol dxoboeode are also to be
rejected (Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted both), as important
authorities are against them, and as their insertion after the
LXX. and iii. 22 1s more natural than their omission. — Ver. 39,
ralt zapd.] Lachm. reads é& rafs zapd, according to ABCN. This
is evidently an explanatory reading. On the other hand, r
zapdie (in H, min. and some vss. Chrys. Oec. Theoph.), preferred
by Rinck and Tisch., would unhesitatingly be declared genuine,
were it not that almost all the uncials and vss. support the
plural. — Ver. 43. iué&] is wanting in B D, min. vss. Or. Ir.
Philast. Rightly erased by Lachm. and Tisch. From the LXX.
— 'Pepdy] a great variety in the orthography. Lachm. and
Tisch. have 'Pspdy, according to A C E. But Elz Scholz have
‘Peupdv; Born ‘Peppdu (D, Vulg. Ir.) ; B has 'Poupa ; ¥, 'Poupdy;
X** ‘Paspav. — Ver. 44. The usual év before ro%, which Lachm.
and Tisch. have deleted (after A B C D** H &, min. Chrys. and
some vss.), is an explanatory addition.—Ver. 46. @:@] B D Hr*,
Cant. have oizw. Adopted by Lachm. and Born. But in
accordance with ver. 48 it appeared contradictory to the idea
of Stephen, to designate the temple as the dwelling of God ; and
hence the alteration.— Ver. 48, After xepor. Elz. has veol,
against A B C D E &, min. and most vss. _An exegetical addi-
tion. Comp. xvii. 24. — Ver. 51. 7 »epdig] Lachm. and Born.
read zapdiar;. But the plural, which is found partly with and
partly without the article in A C D K, min. and several vss.
Chrys. Jer.,, was occasioned by the plural of the subject. B
has zepdizs, which, without being a transcriber's error (in
opposition to Buttm. neutest Gr. p. 148 [E. T. 170]), may be
either singular or plural, and therefore is of no weight for either
reading. — Ver. 52. yeyévod] The reading ’yéweate in Lachm.
Tisch. Born. is decidedly attested, and therefore to be adopted.

Ver. 1. The high priest interrupts the silent gazing of the
Sanhedrists on Stephen, as he stood with glorified countenance,
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and demands of him an explanation of the charge just brought
against him.—Is then this (which the witnesses have just
asserted) so? With e (see on i. 6 ; Luke xiii. 23) the ques-
tion in the mouth of the high priest has something ensnaring
about it. On the dpa, used with interrogative particles as refer-
ring to the circumstances of the case (here : of the discussion),
see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 177 ; Nigelsb. on the Iliad, p. 11, ed. 3.

Vv. 2-53. On the speech of Stephen, see XKrause, Comm. in
hist. et orat. Steph., Gott. 1786 ; Baur, de orat. hab. a Steph.
consilio, Tub. 1829, and his Paulus, p. 42 ff.; Luger, ib. Zweck,
Inhalt w. Eigenthiimlichk. der Rede des Steph., Liibeck 1838 ;
Lange in the Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p. 725 ff., and apost. Zeitalt.
II. p. 84 ff.; Thiersch, de Stephant orat., Marb. 1849. Comp.
his Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 85 ff.; Rauch in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1857, p. 352 ff.; F. Nitzsch in the same, 1860, p. 479 ff.;
Senn in the Evang. Zeitschr. f. Prot. w. Kirche, 1859, p. 311 ff.
~—This speech bears in its contents and tone the impress of
its being origtnal. For the long and somewhat prolix histo-
rical narrative, vv. 2-47, in which the rhetorical character
remains so much in the background, and even the apologetic
element is discernible throughout only indirectly, cannot—so
peculiar and apparently even irrelevant to the situation is much
of its contents'—be merely put into the mouth of Stephen,
but must in its characteristic nature and course have come from
his own mouth. If it were sketched after mere tradition or
acquired information, or from a quite independent ideal point of
view, then either the historical part would be placed in more
direct relation to the points of the charge and brought into
rhetorical relief, or the whole plan would shape itself otherwise
in keeping with the question put in ver. 1; the striking power
and boldness of speech, which only break forth in the smallest
portion (vv. 48-53), would be more diffused over the whole,
and the historical mistakes—which have nothing surprising
in them in the case of a discourse delivered on the spur of
the moment—would hardly occur—But how s the authentic
reproduction of the discourse, which must in the main be

1 Comp. Calvin : *“Stephani responsio prima speeie absurda et inepta videri
posset.”’
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assumed, fo be caplained? Certainly not by supposing that
the whole was, either in its main points (Krause, Heinrichs)
or even verbally (Kuinoel), taken down in the place of meeting
by some person unknown (Riehm, de fontid. Act. ap. p. 195 £,
conjectures: by Saul). It is extremely arbitrary to carry back
such shorthand-writing to the public life ot those times. The
most direct solution would no doubt be given, if we could
assume notes of the speech made by the speaker himself, and
preserved. But as this is not here to be thought of, in accord-
ance with the whole spirit of the apostolic age and with vi. 12,
it only remains as the most natural expedient: fo consider
the active memory of an ear-witness, or even several, vividly on
the stretch, and quickened even by the purpose of placing it on
record, as the authentic source ; so that, immediately after the
tragical termination of the judicial procedure, what was heard
with the deepest sympathy and eagerness was noted down
from fresh recollection, and afterwards the record was spread
abroad by copies, and was in its substantial tenor adopted by
Luke. The purely historical character of the contents, and
the steady chronological course of the greater part of the
speech, remove any improbability of its being with sufficient
faithfulness taken up by the memory. As regards the
person of the reporter, no definite conjectures are to be ven-
tured on (Olshausen, e.g., refers to vi 7; Luger and Baum-
garten, to the intervention of Saul); and only this much is to
be assumed as probable, that he was no hostile listener, but a
Christian (perhaps a secret Christian in the Sanhedrim itself),
—a view favoured by the diffusion, which we must assume,
of the record, and more especially by the circumstance, that
vv. 54-60 forms one whole with the reproduction of the
speech interrupted at ver. 53, and has doubtless proceeded
from the same authentic source. With this view even the
historical errors in the speech do not conflict; with regard
to which, however,—especially as they are based in part on
traditions not found in the O. T.,—it must remain undeter-
mined how far they are attributable to the speaker himself or
to the reporter. At all events, these historical mistakes of the
speech form a strong proof in what an unaltered form, with
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respect to its historical data, the speech has heen preserved
fromn the time of its issuing from the hands that first noted
it dowr.—From this view it is likewise evident in what sense
we are to understand its originality, namely, not as throughout
a verbal reproduction, but as correct in substance, and verbal only
s0 far, as—setting aside the literary share, not to be more pre-
cisely determined, which Luke himself had in putting it into its
present shape—it was possible and natural for an intentional
exertion of the memory to retain not only the style and tone
of the discourse on the whole, but also in many particulars the
verbal expression. Definitions of a more precise character
cannot psychologically be given. According to Baur and
Zeller the speech is a later composition, “ at the foundation of
which, historically considered, there is hardly more than an
indefinite recollection of the general contents of what was said
by Stephen, and perhaps even only of his principles and mode of
thought ;” the exact recollection of the speech and its preser-
vation are inconceivable ; the artificial plan, closely accordant
with its theme, betrays a premeditated elaboration ; the author
of the Acts unfolds in it his own view of the relation of the
Jews to Christianity ; the discussion before the Sanhedrim
itself is historically improbable, etc.; Stephen is “the Jeru-
salem type of the Apostle of the Gentiles.” See in opposition
to Baur, Schneckenburger in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 527 ff.
Bruno Bauer has gone to the extreme of frivolous criticism :
“The speech is fabricated, as is the whole framework of cir-
cumstances in which it occurs, and the fate of Stephen.”
Interpreters, moreover, are much divided in their views
concerning the relation of the contents to the points of complaint
contaaned tn vi 13, 14. Among the older interpreters—the
most, of whom, such as Augustine, Beza, and Calvin, have re-
course to merely incidental references, without any attempt to
enter into and grasp the unity of the speech—the opinion of
Grotius is to be noted: that Stephen wished indirectly, in a
historical way, to show that the favour of God is not bound
to any place, and that the Jews had no advantage over those
who were not Jews, in order thereby to justify his prediction
concerning the destruction of the temple and the call of the
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Gentiles! But the very supposition, that the teaching of the
call of the Gentiles was the one point of accusation against
Stephen, is arbitrary ; and the historical proofs adduced would
have been very ill chosen by him, seeing that in his review
of history it is always this very Jewish people that appears
as distinguished by God. The error, so often committed, of
inserting between the lines the main thoughts asg indirectly
indicated, vitiates the opinion of Heinrichs, who makes Stephen
give a defence of his conversion to Christ as the true Messiah
expected by the fathers; as well as the view of Kuinoel, that
Stephen wished to prove that the Mosaic ceremonial institutions,
although they were divine, yet did not make a man acceptable
to God ; that, on the contrary, without a moral conversion of
the people, the destruction of the temple was to be expected.
Olshausen stands in a closer and more direct relation to the
matter, when he holds that Stephen narrates the history of
the 0. T. so much at length, just to show the Jews that he believed
in 1t, and thus to tnduce them, through their love for the national
hastory, to listen with calm attention. The nature of the history
atself fitted it to form a mirror to his hearers, and particularly
to bring home to their minds the circumstance that the Jewish
people, in all stages of their development and of the divine
revelation, had resisted the Spirit of God, and that, consequently,
it was not astonishing that they should now show themselves once
more disobedient. Yet Olshausen himself does not profess to
look upon this reference of the speech as “ with definite pur-
pose aimed at.” In a more exact and thorough manner, Baur,
whom Zeller in substance follows, has laid down as the lead-
ing thought: “ Great and extraordinary as were the benefits
which God from the beginning imparted to the people, equally
ungrateful in return and antagonistic to the divine designs
was from the first the disposition of that people”  Comp.
already Bengel: “ Vos autem semper mali fuistis” ete. In
this case, however, as Zeller thinks, there is brought into chief
prominence the reference to the temple in respect to the charges
raised, and that in such a way that the very building of the

' Comp. Sclineckenburger, p. 184, who considers the speech, as respects tho
chief object aimed at, as a preparation for xxviii. 25 ff.
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temple itself was meant to be presented as a proof of the per-
wversity of the people,—a point of view which is foreign to
Stephen, and arbitrarily forced on his words, as it would in-
deed in itself be unholy and impious (2 Sam. vii. 13 ; 1 Kings
v. 5, vi. 12; 1 Chron. xviii. 12); comp. on vv. 49, 50.
With reason, Luger (who yet goes too far in the references of
details), Thiersch, Baumgarten, and F. Nitzsch have adhered to
the historical standpoint given in vi. 13, 14, and kept strictly
in view the apologetic aim of the speech (comp. also de Wette);
along with which, however, Thiersch and Baumgarten not with-
out manifold caprice exaggerate, in the histories brought forward
by Stephen, the fypical reference and allegorical application
of them (by which they were to serve as a mirror to the
present) as designed by him,! as is also done in the Erlang.
Zeitschr. 1859, p. 311 ff.  Rauch is of opinion that the
speech is directed against the meritoriousness of the temple-
worship and of the works of the law, inasmuch as it lays stress,
on the contrary, upon God’'s free and unmerited grace and

! Thus, for example, according to Thiersch, even in the very command of
God to Abraham to migrate, ver. 2 ff., tkere is assumed to be involved the
application : * To us also, to whom God in Christ has appeared, there has been
a command to go out from our kindred.” In ver. 7, Stephen, it is affirmed,
wishes to indicate : So will the race of oppressors, before whom he stood, end like
Pharach and his host, and the liberated church will then celebrate its new
independent worship. In the envy of Joseph's brethren, etc. (ver. 9 fI.), it is in-
dicated that Christ also was from envy delivered up to the Gentiles, and for that
God had destined Him to be a Saviour and King of the Gentiles. The famine
(ver. 11) signifies the aflliction and spiritual famine of the hostile Jews, who,
however, would at length (ver. 13), after the conversion of the Gentiles,
acknowledge Him whom they had rejected. Moses’ birth at the period of the
severest oppression, points to the birth of Christ at the period of the census.
Moses’ second appearance points to the (in the N. T, not elsewhere occurring)
second appearance of Christ, which would have as its consequence the restoration
of the Jews. Aaron is the type of the high priest in the judgment-hall, etc.—
According to Luger, the speech has the three main thonghts : (1) That the law is
not 2 thing rounded off in itself, but something added to the promise, and bear-
ing even in itself a new promise; (2) That the temple is not exclusively the holy
place, but only stands in the rank of holy places, by which a perfecting of the
temple is prefigured ; (8) That from the rcjection of Jesus no argument can be
derived agrinst him (Stephen), as, indced, the ambassadors of God in all stages of
revelation had been reviled. These threo main thoughts are not trented one after
the other, but one within the other, on the thread of sacred history ; hence the form
of repetition very often occurs in the recital (vv. 4, 5, 7, 13, 14, 18, 26, etc.).
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dection (a similar view was already held by Calvin); but to
this there remains the decisive counter-argument, that the
assumed point (the non-meritorious nature of grace and elec-
tion) is not at all expressly brought out by Stephen or sub-
jected to more special discussion. Moreover, Rauch starts
from the supposition that the assertion of the witnesses in
vi. 14 was frue (see, against this, on vi. 13), inasmuch as
Stephen had actually said what was adduced at vi. 14.—But
if the assertion in vi. 14 is not adduced otherwise than as
really false testimony, then it is also certain that the speaker
must have the design of ewposing the groundlessness of the
charges brought against him, and the true reason for which he was
persccuted.  And the latter was to the martyr the chief point,
so that his defence throughout does not keep the apologetic
line, but has an offensive character (comp. the appropriate re-
marks of F. Nitzsch), at first indirectly and calmly, and then
directly and vehemently ; the proof that the whole blame lay
on the side of his judges, was to him the chief point even for
his own justification. Accordingly, the proper theme is to
be found in vv. 51, 52, and the contents and course of the
speech may be indicated somewhat as follows : I stand here
accused and persecuted, not because I am a blasphemer of the
law and of the temple, but in consequence of that spirit of
resistance to God and His messengers, which YOU, according to
the testimony of history, have received from your fathers and
continue to exhibit. Thus, it is not my fault, but your fault.
To carry out this view more in detail, Stephen (1) first of all
lets Aistory speak, and that with all the calmness and circum-
stantiality by which he might still have won the assembly to
reflection.! He commences with the divine guidance of the
common ancestor, and comes to the patriarchs; but even in
their case that refractoriness was apparent through the envy
toward Josepk, who yet was destined to be the deliverer of the

1 The more fully, and without confining himself to what was directly necessary
for his aim, Stephen expatiates in his historical representation, the more might
he, on account of the national love for the sacred history, and in accordance with

0. T. examples (Ex. xx. 5 f. ; Deut. xxiii. 2 fl.), expert the eager and concen-
trated interest of his hearers, and perhaps even hope for a calming and clearing

of their judgruent



CIIAP. VII, 2-53. 139

family. DBut, at special length, in accordance with the aim of
his defence, he is obliged to dwell upon Moses, in whose his-
tory, very specially and repeatedly, that ungodly resistance
and rejection appeared (ver. 27 f, ver. 39 ff.), although he was
the mediator of God for the deliverance of His people, the
type of the Messiah, and the receiver of the living oracles
of the law. Stephen then passes from the tabernacle to the
temple prayed for by David and built by Solomon (ver. 44 ff.).
But hardly has he in this case indicated the mode of regarding
it at variance with the prophet Isaiah, which was fostered by
the priests and the hierarchy (vv. 48-50), than (2) there now
breaks forth a most direct attack, no longer to be restrained,
upon his hostile judges (ver. 51 ff.), and that with a bold re-
proach, the thought of which had already sufficiently glanced
out from the previous historical representation, and now
receives merely its most unveiled expression.! This sudden
outbreak, as with the zeal of an ancient prophet, makes the
unrighteous judges angry ; whereupon Stephen breaks off in the
mid-current of lis speech,” and is silent, while, gazing sted-
fastly heavenwards to the glory of God, he commits his cause
to Him whom he sees standing at the right hand of God.
Very different judgraents have been formed concerning the
value of the speech, according as its relation to its apologetic
task has Deen recognised and appreciated. Even Erasmus
(ad ver. 51) gave it as his opinion, that there were many
things in it “ quae non ita multum pertinerc videantur ad id quod
anstituit.” He, in saying so, points to the interruption after
ver. 53. Recently Schwanbeck, p. 251, has scornfully con-
demned it as “a compendium of Jewish history forced into
adaptation to a rhetorical purpose, replete with the most trifling
controversies which Jewish scholasticism ever invented.” Baur,

! We may not ask wherefore Stephen lias not carried the history farther than
to the time of Solomon. Vv. 51, 52 include in themselves the whole tragic
summrary of the later history.

2 What Stephen would still have said or left unsaid, if he had spoken further,
cannot be ascertained.  But the speech is droken off'; with ver, 53 he had just
entercd on o new stream of reproaches. And certainly he would still have added
& prophetic threatening of puniskment, as well as possibly, also, the summons
to repentunce,
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on the other hand, has with justice acknowledged the aptness,
strikingness, and profound pertinence of the discourse, as
opposed to the hostile accusations,—a praise which, doubtless,
is intended merely for the alleged later composer. Ewald
correctly characterizes the speech as complete in its kind ; and
T. Nitzsch has thoroughly and clearly done justice to its merits.
It is peculiarly important as the only detailed speech which
has been preserved from one not an apostle, and in this respect
also it is a “ documentum Spiritus pretiosum,” Bengel.

As regards the language in which Stephen spoke, even if he
were a Hellenist (which must be left undecided), this forms
no reason why he should not, as a Jew, have spoken in Hebrew
before the supreme council. Nor does the partial dependence
on the LXX. justify us in inferring that the speech was de-
livered in Greck ; it is sufficient to set down this phenomenon
to the account of the Greek translation of what was spoken
in Hebrew, whether the source from which Luke drew was
still Hebrew or already Greek.

Vv. 2, 3. Brethren and respectively (xal) fathers. The
former (kinsmen, DY) refers to all present; the latter (comp.
the Latin Patres and the Hebrew 38 in respectful address to
kings, priests, prophets, and teachers; Lightfoot, ad Marec. p.
654), to the Sanhedrists exclusively. Comp. xxii. 1. — ¢ Oeds
#s 86Ens] God, who has the glory. And this 86fa (1133), as it
stands in significant relation to di¢fy, must be understood as
outward majesty, the Urightness in which Jehovah, as the
only true God, visibly manifests Himself. Comp. ver. 55;
Ex. xxiv. 16; Isa. vi. 3; Ps. xxiv. 7, xxix. 3; and on 1 Cor.
i 8. — Haran, 7M1, LXX. Xappdv, with the Greeks (Herodian.
iv. 13.7; Ptol. v. 18; Strab. xvi. 1, p. 747) and Romans
(“ miserando funere Crassus Assyrias Latio maculavit sanguine
Carrhas)” Lucan. i. 104 ; comp. Dio Cass. x]. 25 ; Ammian.
Marc. xxiii 3) Kdppae and Carrhae, was a very ancient city in
northern Mesopotamia. See Mannert, Geogr. V. 2, p. 280 ff.;

ditter, Erdk. XI. 291 ff. The theophany here meant is most
distinctly indicated by ver. 3 as that narrated in Gen. xii. 1.
But this occurred when Abraham had already departed from
Ur to Haran (Gen. xi. 31); accordingly not: mply % xaToi-
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rficar abrov év Xappav. This discrepancy! is not to be set at
rest by the usual assumption that Stephen here follows a
tradition probably derived from Gen. xv. 7, comp. Neh. ix. 7
(Philo, de Abr. I1. pp. 11, 16, ed. Mang. ; Joseph. Antt. 1. 7.1
see Krause, l.c. p. 11), that Abraham had already had a divine
vision at Ur, to which Stephen refers, while in Gen. xii. there
is recorded that which afterwards happened at Haran. For
the verbal quotation, ver. 3, admits of no other historical
reference than to Gen. xii. 1. Stephen has thus, according to
the text, erroneously (speaking off-hand in the hurry of the
moinent, how easily might he do so !} transferred the theophany
that happened to Abraham at Haran to an earlier period, that
of his abode in Ur, full of the thought that God even in the
earliest times undertook the guidance of the people after-
wards so refractory ! This is simply to be admitted (Grotius :
“Spiritus sanctus apostolos et evangelistas confirmavit in
doctrina evangelica; in ceteris rebus, si Hieronymo credimus,
ut hominibus, reliquit quae sunt hominum”), and not to be
evaded by having recourse (see Luger after Beza, Calvin, and
others) to an anticipation in Gen. xi. 31, according to which
the vision contained in xii. 1 is supposed to have preceded the
departure from Ur; or, by what professes to be a more pro-
found entering into the meaning, to the arbitrary assumption
“ that Abraham took an independent share in the transmigration
of the children of Terah from Ur to Haran” (Baumgarten, p.
134), to which primordial hidden beginning of the call of
Abraham the speaker goes back. — év 74 Mea-o7ro-r] for the
land of Ur (B3 MR, Gen. xi. 28) was situated in northern
Mesopotamia, which the Chaldeans inhabited ; but is not to
be identified with that Ur, which Ammianus Marc xxv. 8 men-
tions as castellum Persicum, whose situation must be conceived
as farther south than Haran. See, after Tuch and Xnobel on
Genesis, Arnold in Herzog’s Encykl. XVI. p. 135. — wpiv 1]

1 Ewald explains the many deviations in this speech from the ordinary Penta-
teuch, by the supposition that the speaker followed a luter text-book, then much
used in the schools of learning, which had contained such peculiarities. This is
possible, but cannot be otherwise shown to be the case ; nor cen it be shown how
the deviations came into the supposed text-book.
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see on Matt. i. 18.— v dv cov Setfw] quamcunque tibi mon-
stravero. “ Non norat Abram, quae terra foret,” Heb. xi. 8,
Bengel.

Ver. 4. Tore] after he had received this command. — pera
10 amobavely Tov marépa avTod] Abraham was born to his
father Terah when he was 70 years of age (Gen. xi. 26);
and the whole life of Terah amounted to 205 years (Gen. xi.
32). Now, as Abraham was 75 years old when he went from
Haran (Gen. xil. 4; Joseph. Antt. 1 7. 1), it follows that Terah,
after this departure of his son, lived 60 years. Once more,
therefore, we encounter a deviation from the biblical narrative,
which is found also in Philo, de migr. Abr. p. 415, and hence
probably rests on a tradition, which arose for the credit of the
filial piety of Abraham, who had not migrated before his
father's death. The circumstance that the death of Terah is
narrated at Gen. xi. 32 (proleptically, comp. xii. 4) before
the migration, does not alter the state of matters historically,
and cannot, with an inviolable belief in inspiration, at all
justify the expedient of Baumgarten, p. 134" The various
attempts at reconciliation are to be rejected as arbitrarily forced :
cg. the proposal (Knatchbull, Cappellus, Bochart, Whiston) to
insert at Gen. xi. 32, instead of 205, according to the Samaritan
text 145 (but even the latter is corrupted, as Gen. xi. 32 was
not understood proleptically, and therefore it was thought neces-
sary to correct it);® or the ingenious refinement which, after
Augustine, particularly Chladenius (de conciliat. Mosis et Steph.
circa annos Abr., Viteb. 1710), Loescher, Wolf, Bengel, and
several older interpreters have defended, that perdwioer is to
be understood, not of the {ransferring generally, but of the
giving quiet and abiding possession, to which Abraham only
attained after the death of his father. More recently (Michaelis,

! That the parrative of the death of Terah, Gen. L¢., would indicate that for
the commencement of the mew relation of God to men Abraham alone, and
not in connection with his father, comes into account. Thus eertainly all
tallies.

2 Naively enough, Knatchbull, p. 47, was of opinion that, if this alteration of
the Hebrew text could mot be admitted, it was better *‘cum Scaligero nodum
hunc solvendum relinquere, duin Elias venerit.” According to Beelen in loc.,
Alraham need not have been the first-born of Terah, in spite of Gen. xi. 26, 27,
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Krause, Kuinoel, Luger, Olshansen) it has been assumed that
Stephen here follows the tradition (Lightf. 4n loc. ; Michael.
de chronol. Mos. post diluv. sec. 15) that Abraham left Canaan
after the spiritual death of his father, 7. after his falling away
into idolatry (this, at least, was intended to protect the
patriarch from the suspicion of having violated his filial duty !) ;
which opinion Michaelis incorrectly ascribes also to Philo.
According to this view, dmofaveiv would have to be under-
stood spiritually, which the context does not in the least
degree warrant, and which no one would hit upon, if it
were not considered a necessity that no deviation from Genesis
lc. should be admitted. — perdiaer] namely, God. Rapid
change of the subject; comp. on vi. 6.—eis fiy Vuels viv
xatoik.] .. into which ye having moved now dwell in it. A well-
known brachylogy by combining the conception of motion
with that of rest, Winer, p. 386 f. [E. T. 516 f]; Dissen,
ad Pind. Ol. xi. 38, p. 132. The els fjv calls to mind the
immigration of the nation (which is represented by dueis) from
Egypt.

Ver. 5. K\qpovoula, ﬂ?[‘};, hereditary possession. Heb. xi. 8.
— Bipa modos] LXX. Deut. ii. 5 (53_2"]?), spatium, quod planta
pedis calcatur. Comp. on Bfuae in the sense of wvestigium,
Hom. H. Mere. 222, 345. On the subject - matter, comp.
Heb. xi. 9.— wal émpyyeilaro] Gen. xiii. 15. Kai is the
copula. He gave not . .. and promised (the former he omitted,
and the latter he did). — wai 7¢ omépu. adrob] «al is the
simple and, not namely (see Gen. l.c). The promise primarily
concerned Abraham as the participant father of the race him-
self. Comp. Luke i. 71.—This verse, too, stands apparently
at variance with Genesis, where, in chap. xxiii, we are in-
formed that Abraham purchased a field from the sons of Heth.
But only apparently. For the remark odx &orev avrg. ..
arodos refers only to the first period of Abraham’s residence in
Palestine before the institution of circumecision (ver. 8), while
that purchase of a field falls much later. It was therefore
quite superfluous, either (with Drusius, Schoettgen, Bengel) to
emphasize the fact that Abraham had not in fact acquired that
field by divine direction, but bad purchased it, or (with Kuinoel

ACTS. N
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and Olshausen) to have recourse to the erroneous assumption
{(not to be justified either by John vii. 8 or by Mark xi. 13)
that ol stands for ofrw.

Vv. 6, 7. By the continuative & there is now brought in
the express declaration of God, which was given on occasion of
this promise to Abraham concerning the future providential
guidance destined for his posterity. But God (at that time) spoke
thus : “ that his seed will dwell as strangers in a foreign land,”
etc. The d7¢ does not depend on é\a\., nor is it the recitative,
but (see the LXX.) it is a constituent part of the very saying
adduced! This is Gen. xv. 13, but with the second person
(thy seed) converted into the third, and also otherwise deviating
from the LXX.; in fact, xai Aatp. pot év 7% Téme ToUTe is
entirely wanting in the LXX. and Hebrew, and is an expan-
sion suggested by Ex iii. 12. — &orac wdpowcov] W M, Comp.
on Luke xxiv. 18 Eph. ii. 19. — Sovrwoovow a.u'ro] namely,
the d\AoTpio. —'re-rpa.xoauz] Here, as in an oracle, the dura-
tion is given, as also at Gen. lc., in round numbers; but in
Ex. xii. 40 this period of Egyptian sojourning and bondage
(& TeTpax. belongs to the whole éorac . . . kakwoovow) is his-
torically specified exactly as 430 years. In Gal.iii. 17 (see in
loc.), Paul has inappropriately referred the chronological state-
ment of Ex. xii. 40 to the space of time from the promise
made to Abraham down to the giving of the law.— Ver. 7.
As in the LXX. and in the original Heb. the whole passage
vv. 6, 7 is expressed in direct address (76 gméppa ogov), while
Stephen in ver. 6 has adduced it in the indirect form ; so he
now, passing over to the direct expression, inserts the elmrev 0
Oeds, which is not in the LXX. nor in the Heb. — And (after
this 400 years’ bondage) the people. .. I shall judge; xpiverw
of judicial retribution, which, as frequently in the N. T., is seen
from the context to be punitive. — éyd] has the weight of the
authority of divine absoluteness. Comp. Rom, xii. 19.— év
1@ Téme Tobre| namely, where I now speak with thee (in
Canmn) There is no reference to Horeb (Ex. iil. 12: év 79
opet 'rou-rgo) as we have here only a freely altered echo of the
promise made to Moses, which suggested itself to Stephen, i

Y LXX. : ywdorwr yrvdoy iTi wdpoixoy %, 7. M
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order to denote more definitely the promise made to Abrakam.
Arbitrary suggestions are made by Bengel and Baumgarten,
who find an indication of the long distance of time and the
intervening complications. Stephen, however, here makes no
erroneous 7reference (de Wette), but only a free application,
such as easily presented itself in an extempore speech.

Ver. 8. duabijeny mepitopdis] a covenant completed by means
of circumeision, Gen. xvii. 10. Comp. on Rom. iv. 11.
Abraham was bound to the introduction of circumcision; and,
on the other hand, God bound Himself to make him the father
of many nations. — é8wxer] inasmuch as God proposed and
laid on Abraham the conclusion of the covenant. — ofirws] so,
t.¢. standing in this new relation to God (comp. on Eph. v. 33)
as the bearer of the divine covenant of circumcision. Zshmael
was born previously. — kai 6 'Ioadx 7. 'Iaxwf] namely, éyév-
Ve K. WEPIET. T. Tk T. 68

Vv. 9-13. Zny\aogavres] here of envious jealousy, as often
also in classical writers. Certainly Stephen in this men-
tion has already in view the similar malicious disposition of
his judges towards Jesus, so that in the ill-used Joseph, as
afterwards also in the despised Moses (both of whom yet
became deliverers of the people), he sees historical types of
Christ. — dmédovro els Aly.] they gave him away (by sale, comp.
v. 8) to Egypt (comp. Gen. xlv. 4, LXX.). For analogous
examples to dmod. eis, see Elsmer, p. 390. — The following
clauses, rising higher and higher with simple solemnity, are
linked on by kai. — xdpw k. godiav] It is simplest (comp.
Gen. xxxix. 21) to explain ydpw of the divine bestowal of
grace, and to refer évavriov Pap. merely to coplav: He gave
lum grace (generally) and (in particular) wisdom before Pharaoh,
namely, according to the history which is presumed to be
well known, in the interpretation of dreams as well as for other
counsel. — 7youp.] “ vice regis cuncta regentem,” Gen. xli. 43,
Grotius. — «. o\. T. oik. avT.] as high steward. — yoprdopara)
fodder for their cattle. So throughout with Greelx writers,
and comp. LXX. Gen. xxiv. 25, 32, xlii. 27; Judg. xix. 19;
Ecclus, xxxiil, 29, xxviil. 29. 4 scareity of fodder, to which
especially belongs the want of cereal fodder, is the most
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urgent difficulty, in a failure of crops, for the possessors of
large herds of cattle. — &vra guria] that there was corn. The
question, Where ? finds its answer from the context and the
familiar history. The following els Alyvmrov (see critical
remarks) belongs to éfaméor., and is, from its epoch-making
significance, emphatically placed first. On drodew, to learn,
with the predicative participle, see Winer, p. 325 [E. T. 436];
frequent also in Greek writers. — dveyvwpiotn] he was recog-
aised by his brethren (Plat. Pol, p. 258 A, Pharm. p. 127 A,
Lach. p. 181 C), to be taken passively, as also Gen. xlv. 1,
when the LXX. thus translates Y01, — 76 évos T0d *Iwane)
the name (instead of the simple ad7rod, as A E, 40, Arm. Vulg.
read) is significantly repeated (Bornem. ad Xen, Symp. 7. 34 ;
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 11); a certain sense of patriotic
pride is implied in it.

Vv. 14, 15. 'Ev . éBBounk. mévre] in 75 souls (persons,
1. 41, xxvii. 37), he called his father and (in general) the
whole family, 7e. he called them in a personal number of
75, which was the sum containing them. The expression
is a Hebraism (3), after the LXX. Deut. x. 22. In the
number Stephen, however, follows the LXX. Gen. xlvi. 27,
Ex. i 5! where likewise 75 souls are specified, whereas the
original text (which Josephus follows, Antt. ii. 7. 4, vi. 5. 6)
reckons only 70.2 — adros k. of war. fudv] he and our patriarchs
generally). A very common epanorthosis. See on John
i 12.

! At Deut. lc. also Codex A has the reading 75, which is, however, evidently
a mere alteration by a later hand in accordance with the two other passages.
Already Philo (see Loesner, p. 185) mentions the two discrepant statements of

number (75 according to Gen. Ic. and Ex. lc., and 70 according to Deut. Lc.)
and allegorizes upon them.

2 According to the Hebrew, the number 70 is thus made up : all the descend-
ants of Jacob who came down with him to Egypt are fixed at 66, Gen. xlvi. 26,
and then, ver. 27, Joseph and his two sons and Jacob himself (that is, four per-
sons more) are included. 1o the reckoning of the LXX., influenced by a dis-
crepant tradition, there are added to those 66 persons (ver. 26) in ver. 27
(contrary to the original text), viol 3i "lwehp of yevspevas abrs iv yp Alydwre Yuxai
ivvia, 80 that 75 persons are made out. It is thus evidently contrary to this
express mode of reckoning of the LXX., when it is commonly assumed (also by
Wetstein, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Olshausen) that the LXX. had
added to the 70 persons of the original text 5 grandchildren and great-grand-
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Ver. 16. Mereréfnoav] namely, adros «. of mwatépes nudv.
Incorrectly Kuinoel and Olshausen refer it only to the warépes;'
whereas ad7os xai oi marépes Hyudv are named as the persons be-
longing to the same category, of whom the being dead ©s affirmed.
Certainly Gen. xlix. 30 (comp. Joseph. Anit. ii. 8. 7), accord-
ing to which Jacob was buried in the cave of Machpelah «?
Hebron (Gen. xxiii.), is at variance with the statement uereréf.
els Jvuyéu. But Stephen—from whose memory in the hurry
of an extemporary speech ¢iis statement escaped, and not
the statement, that Joseph’s body was buried at Sychem (Josh.
xxiv. 33, comp. Gen. I. 25)—transfers the locality of the burial
of Joseph not merely to his bretbren (of whose burial-place
the O. T. gives no information), but also to Jacob himself,
in unconscious deviation, as respects the latter, from Gen.
xlix. 30. Perhaps the Rabbinical tradition, that all the brethren
of Joseph were also buried at Sychem (Lightf. and Wetst. in loc.)
was even then current, and thus more easily suggested to
Stephen the error with respect to Jacob. It is, however, certain
that Stephen has not followed an account deviating from this
(Joseph. Antt. ii. 8. 2), which transfers the burial of all the
patriarchs to Hebron, although no special motive can be pointed
out in the matter; and it is entirely arbitrary, with Kuinoel,
to assume that he had wished thereby to convey the idea that
the Samaritans, to whom, in his time, Sychem belonged, could
not, as the possessors of the graves of the patriarchs, have
been rejected by God. — & dwijcato 'ABp.] whick (formerly)
Abraham bought. But according to Gen. xxxiil. 19, it was
not Abraham, but Jacob, who purchased a piece of land from

children of Joseph (who are named in the LXX. Gen. xlvi. 20). DBut in the
greatest contradiction to the above notice of the LXX. stands the view of Seb.
Schmid, with whom Wolf agrees, that the LXX. had added to the 66 persons
(ver. 26) the wives of the sons of Jacob, and from the sum of 78 thereby made
up had again deducted 3 persons, namely, the wife of Judah who had died in
Canaan, the wifc of Joseph and Joseph himself, so that the number 75 is left.
Entirely unhistorical is the hypothesis of Krebs and Loesner * ¢ Stephanum apud
Luc. (et LXX.) de iis loqui, qui in Aegyptun: invitati fuerint, Mosen de his, qui
¢0 venerint, quorum non nisi 70 fuerunt.” Beza conjectured, instead of wirriin
our passage : wdvris (1) ; and Mussonius, instead of the numeral signs OE (75), the
numeral signs C5 (66). For yot other views, see Wolf,
! See also Hackett.
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the sons of Hamor, the father of Shechem. On the other hand,
Abrakam purchased from Ephron the field and burial-cave at
Hebron (Gen. xxiii). Cousequently, Stephen has here evidently
fallen into a mistake, and asserted of Abraham what histori-
cally applied to Jacob, being led into error by the fact that
something similar was recorded of Abraham. If expositors
had candidly admitted the mistake so easily possible in the
hurry of the moment, they would have been relieved from all
strange and forced expedients of an exegetical and critical
nature, and would neither have assumed a purchase not
mentioned at all in the O. T, nor (Flacius, Bengel, comp.
Luger) a combining of two purchases (Gen. xxiii,, xxxiii.) and
two burials (Gen. 1.; Josh. xxiv.); nor (Beza, Bochart, Bauer in
Philol. Thuc. Paul. p. 167, Valckenaer, Kuinoel), against all
external and internal critical evidence, have asserted the
obnoxious "ABp. to be spurious (comp. Calvin), either sup-
plying ‘IaxoB as the subject to @vijoaro (Beza, Bochart), or
taking dwjoaTo as impersonal (“ quod emtum erat,” Kuinoel) ;
nor would "ABp., with unprecedented arbitrariness, have been
explained as used in a patronymic sense for Abrakamides,
.. Jacobus (Glass, Fessel, Surenhusius, Krebs). Conjectural
emendations are: 'Taxéf (Clericus); o Tod *ABpadp (Cappel-
lus). Other forced attempts at reconciliation may be seen in
Grotius and Calovius. — 7od Suxéu] the futher of Sychem.!
The relationship is presupposed as well known. — dwmjcaro] is
later Greek; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 137 f.— Tuufjs apryvp.] the
genitive of price: for a purchase-money consisting of silver.
The LXX. (Gen. xxxiii. 19) has évardv duvéy (probably the
name of a coin, see Bochart, Hieroz. 1. p. 473 ff.; Gesenius,
Thes. iiiL p. 1241, sv. no'ep), for which Stephen has adopted

1 Xot the son of Sychem, as the Vulgate, Erasmus, Castalio, and others have
it. See Gen. xxxiii. 19. Lachmann reads = iv 2., in accord doubtless with
important witnesses, of which several have only ¥» 2., but evidently an altera-
tion arising fiom the opinion that Zuyix was the city. The circumstance
that in no other passage of the N.T. the genitive of relationship is to be explained
by earip, must be regarded as purcly accidental, Entirely similar are the
passages where with female names psirnp is to be supplied, as Luke xxiv. 10, See
generally, Winer, p. 178 f. [E. T. 237). If filii were to be supplied, this would
yield a fresh historical error ; and not that quite another Hamor is meant than
at Gen. lc. (in opposition to Beelen).
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a general expression, because the precise one wag probably not
present to his recollection.

Vv. 17, 18. Kafds] is not, as is commonly assumed,
with an appeal to the critically corrupt passage 2 Macc. i. 31,
to be taken as a particle of time cum, but (comp. also
Grimm on 2 Macc. i. 31) as gquemadmodum. In proportion
as the time of the promise (the time destined for its realization)
drew nigh, the people grew, etc. — fis duoNdy. k.T.\.] which God
promised (ver. 7). ouohory., often so used in Greek writers;
comp. Matt. xiv. 7. — avéory PBagihevs Erepes] Tis Bacikelas
els &\\ov olwov perenphvbuias! Joseph. Anft. ii. 9. 1.—bs
ovx 7i0er Tov 'Iwarip)] who Inew mot Joseph (his history and
his services to the country). This might be said both in
Ex. 1. 8 and here with truth; because, in all the transactions
of Pharaoh with Moses and the Israelites, there is nothing
which would lead us to conclude that the king knew Joseph.
Erroneously Erasmus and others, including Krause, hold that
oida and Y1 here signify to love; and Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
Olshausen, Hackett render: who did not regard the merits
of Joseph. In 1 Thess. v. 12, also, it means simply to know,
to understand.

Ver. 19. Karagopileabai] to employ cunning against any
one, to beguile, LXX. Ex. 1. 10. Only here in the N. T. But
see Kypke, IL. p. 37; and from Philo, Loesner, p. 186.
Aorist participle, as in 1. 24.— 7ol mowiv éxfera Ta Bpédn
adtédv] a copstruction purely indicative of design; comp.
on iii. 12. But it cannot belong to karacodio. (so Fritzsche,
ad Matth. p. 846), but only to ékdx. Comp. 1 Kings xvii. 20.
He maltreated them, in order that they should expose their
children, i.e. to force upon them the exposure of their children.
On 7oty éxfeta = éxleivar, comp. moueiv éxdotov = éxdibovar,
Herod. iil. 1; on éxferos, Eur. Andr. 70.—els 6 py {woy.]
ne vivi conservarentur, the object of woceiv €éxfera . Bp. alr.
Comp. LXX. Ex. i. 17; Luke xvii. 33. See on 2 Cor.
viii. 6; Rom. i. 20.

Ver. 20. "Ev ¢ xacp] “ tristi, opportuno,” Beng. — darelos

1The previous dynasty was that of the Hyksos; the ncw king was Ahmes,
who expelled the Hyksos. Sec Knobel on Ex. i. 8.
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T Oecp] Luther aptly renders: a fine child for God,—i.e. so
beautifully and gracefully formed (comp. Judith xi 23), that
he was by God esteemed as dorelos. Comparc Winer, p. 232
(E. T. 310]. 1In substance, therefore, the expression amounts
to the superlative idea; but it is not to be taken as a para-
phrase of the superlative, but as conceived in its proper literal
sense. See also on 2 Cor. x. 4. Hesiod, "Epy. 825 : dvairios
aBavarotaiw, and Aesch. Agam. 352: Beols avaumidsnTos, are
parallels; as are from the O. T., Gen. x. 9, Jonah iii, 3. The
expressions feoeidrs and Beoeixehos, compared by many, are
not here relevant, as they do not correspond to the conception
of aoreios 74 Oed. — Moses’ beauty (Ex.ii. 2; comp. Heb.
xi. 23) is also praised in Philo, Viz. Mos. 1. p. 604 A, and
Joseph. Antt. ii. 9. 7, where he is called mats popdsi Oeios.
According to Jalkut Rubeni, £ 75. 4, he was beautiful as an
angel. — pivas Tpets] Ex. il 2.— 7od marpés] Amram, Ex.
vi 20.

Vv. 21, 22. *Exref. 8¢ abdrov, dvel\. adrov] Repetition of
the pronoun as in Matt. xxvi. 71 ; Mark ix. 28 ; Matt. viii. 1.
See on Matt, viil 1, Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 377. — édvelharo]
took ham wup (sustulit, Vulg). So also often among Greek
writers, of exposed children ; see Wetstein. — éavrj] in con-
trast to his own mother. — els viov] Ex. ii. 10, for a son, so
that he became a son to herself. So also in classical Greek
with verbs of development. Bernhardy, p. 218 f. — wdop
aopia Aly.] Instrumental dative. The notice itself is not from
the O. T., but from tradition, which certainly was, from the cir-
cumstances in which Moses (Philo, V4t. Mos.) was placed, true.
The wisdom of the Egyptians extended mainly to natural science
(with magic), astronomy, medicine, and mathematics; and the
possessors of this wisdom were chiefly the priestly caste
(Isa. xix. 12), which also represented political wisdom.
Comp. Justin. xxxvi. 2. — Suvaros év Aoy. k. épy.] see on
Luke xxiv. 19. év &py. refers not only to his miraculous
activity, but generally to the whole of his abundant labours.
With Svv. & Nyois (comp. Joseph. Anit. il 1. 4: mjfes
outhely mibavioraros) Ex. iv. 10 appears at variance; but
Moses in that passage does not describe himself as a stammerer,
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but only as one whose address was unskilful, and whose
utterance was clumsy. But even an address not naturally
fluent may, with the accession of a higher endowment (comp.
Luke xxi. 15), be converted into eloquence, and become highly
effective through the Divine Spirit, by which it is sustained,
as was afterwards the historically well-known case with the
addresses of Moses. Comp. Joseph. Anft. ii. 12. 2. Thus,
even before his public emergence (for to this time the text
refers), a higher power of speech may have formed itself in
him. Hence 8Uv. év Ady. is neither to be referred, with
Krause, to the writings of Moses, nor to be regarded, with
Heinrichs, as a once-current general eulogium ; nor is it to be
said, with de Wette, that admiration for the celebrated law-
giver had caused it to be forgotten that he made use of his
brother Aaron as his spokesman.

Ver. 23. But when a period of forty years became full to
him—ie. when he was precisely 40 years old. This exact
specification of age is not found in the O. T. (Ex. ii. 11), but
is traditional (Beresh. f. 115, 3; Schemoth Rabb. f. 118. 3).
See Lightfoot @n loc. DBengel says: “ Mosis vita ter 40 anni,
vv. 30, 36.” — avéBn émwi v xapdiav alrod] it arose into his
heart, ie. came into his mind, to visit (to see how it went with
them), etc. The expression (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9) is adopted
from the LXX, where it is an imitation of the Hebrew %
25 b, Jer, iii. 16, xxxii. 35; Isa. lxv. 17} Neither is ¢ Sta-
Moyiouds (for which Luke xxziv. 38 is erroneously appealed
to) nor 7 BovAy to be supplied. — émioxéyr.] 1nvisere (Matt.
xxv. 36, often also in Greek writers). He had hitherto Leen
aloof from them, in the higher circles of Egyptian society and
culture. — Tovs ddcAovs] “ motivum amoris,” Bengel. Comp.
ver. 26.

Vv. 24, 25. See Ex.ii. 11, 12. — &dwkciofai] to be unjustly
treated. Erroneously Kuinoel holds that it here signifies
verberart. That was the maltreatment. — judvaro] ke caor-
cised relaliation. Only here in the N. T., often ia classic
Greek. Similarly cuelBecbar; see Poppo, ad Thue. 1. 42;

1 ¢4 Potest aliquid esse in profundo animac, quod postea emergi. et in cor. . .
uscendit,” Bengel,
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Herm. ad Soph. Aat. 639. — k. émoino. éxdix.] and procured
revenge (Judg. xi. 36). He became his éwdixos, vindex. —
T karamwovovy.] for him who was on the point of being over-
come (present participle). Comp. Polyb. xxix. 11.11,x1. 7. 3;
Diod. xi. 6, xiil. 56.— matdfas] mode of the fuivaro «.
érome. xtX. Wolf aptly says: “Percussionem violentam
cacdis causa factam hic innui indubium est.” Comp. Matt.
xxvi. 31, and see ver. 28.— The inaccuracy, that Tov Alydm-
7wy has no definite reference sn the words that precede
it, but only an indirect indication (Winer, p. 587 [E. T.
788]) in d8irolpevov (which presupposes a maltreater), is ex-
plained from the circumstances of the event being so univer-
sally known. — Ver. 25. But he thought that his brethren
would observe that God by his kand (intervention) was giving
them deliverance. — 8i8wow] the giving is conceived as even
now Leginning; the first step toward effecting the liberation
from bondage had already taken place by the killing of the
Eayptian, which was to be to them the signal of deliverance.
Vv. 26, 271 See Ex. ii. 13 f — &¢fn] ke showed himself
to them,—when, namely, he arrived among them “ rursus
invisurus suos” (Erasmus). Comp. 1 Kings iiiL 16. Well
does Bengel find in the expression the reference wulfro, ex
improviso. Comp. il 3, vil 2, ix. 17, al.; Heb. ix. 28. —
avrois] refers back to d3ehgovs. It is presumed in this case
as well known, that there were #wo who strove. — guvijhager
air. els €lp.] he drove them together (by representations) fo (eis,
denoting the end aimed at) peace. The opposite: épidi Evverdo-
car, Hom. Il xx. 134. The aorist does not stand de conatu
(Grotius, Wolf, Kuinoel), but the act actually took place on
Moses’ part; the fact that it was resisted on the part of those
who strove, alters not the action. Grotius, moreover, correctly
remarks: “vox quasi vim significans agentis instantiam sig-
nificat.” — ¢ 8¢ adwkdv T. MAnc.] but he who treated his
neighbour (one by nationality his brother) unjustly (was still
in the act of maltreating him). — dwdaaro] thrust him from
him. On xatéornoev, has appointed, comp. Bremi, ad Dem.
Ol p. 171; and on 8wasris, who judges according to the
luws, as distinguished from the more general kpirrs, Wytten-
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bach, Ep. erit. p. 219. .- un avenelv wr\) thow wilt not
surely despatch (ii. 23, v. 33) me? To the periness of the
question belongs also the od.

Vv. 29,30. See Ex.il. 15-22, iii. 2. — &v 7% Aoy TovT] on
account of this word, denoting the reauson which occasioned his
flight. Winer, p. 362 [E. T. 484]. — Ma8udp] "2, a district
in Arabia Petraea. Thus Moses had to withdraw from his
obstinate people; but how wonderfully active did the divine
guidance show itself anew, ver. 30! On wdpoikos, comp.
ver. 6.—kal mAnpwl. érdv Tecoapdx.] traditionally (but comp.
also Ex. vii. 7): “Moses in palatio Pharaonis degit XL
annos, in Mediane XL annos, et ministravit Israeli annos
XL” Beresh. Rabb. f. 115. 3. — év 77 épijpe Tob 8p. 3] in
the desert, in which Mount Sinay is situated, 30 7270, Ex. xix.
1, 2; Lev. vii. 28. From the rocky and mountainous base
of this desert Sinai rises to the south (and the highest), and
Horeb more to the north, both as peaks of the same mountain
ridge. Hence there is no contradiction when, in Ex. iii,, the
appearance of the burning bush is transferred to the neigh-
bourhood of Horeb, as generally in the Pentateuch the names
Sinai and Horeb are interchanged for the locality of the
giving of the law (except in Deunt. xxxiii. 2, where only
Horeb is mentioned, as also in Mal. iv. 4); whereas in the
N. T. and in Josephus only Sinaz is named. The latter name
specially denotes the locality of the giving of the law, while
Horeb was also the name of the entire mountain range. See
the particulars in Knobel on Ex. xix. 2. — év ¢royi wupos
Barov] in the flame of fire of a thorn bush. Stephen desig-
nates the phenomenon quite as it is related in Exodus, lc.,
as a flaming burning bush, in which an angel of God was
present, in which case every attempt to explain away the
miraculous theophany (a meteor, lightning) must be avoided.
On ¢r6E mupos, comp. 2 Thess. i. 8, Lachmann; Heb. i. 7;
Rev. i. 14, ii, 18, xix. 12; Isa. xxix. 6, lvi. 15; Pind. Pyth.
iv. 400,

Vv. 31-33. See Ex. iii. 3-5.— 710 Spapa) spcctaculum.
See on Matt. xvil. 9. — raravoficas] to contemplate, Luke xii.
24, 27; Acts xi. 6.— ¢wvy xuplov] as the angel represents
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Jehovah Himself, so is he identified with Him. When the
angel of the Lord speaks, that is the voice of God, as it is His
representative servant, the angel, who speaks. To understand,
with Chrysostom, Calovius, and others, the angelus tncreatus
(d.c. Christ as the Adyos) as meant, is consequently unnecessary,
and also not in keeping with the anarthrous dyyelos, which
Hengstenberg, Christol. IIL. 2, p. 70, wrongly denies. Comp.
xil. 7, 23. — Aboov 76 Umodnua Tdv mod. gov] The holiness
of the presence of God required, as it was in keeping generally
with the religious feeling of the East! that he who held
intercourse with Jehovah should be barefooted, lest the sandals
charged with dust should pollute (Josh. v. 15) the holy ground
(y7 aryia); hence also the priests in the temple waited on
their service with bare feet. See Wetstein; also Carpzov.
Appar. p. 769 ff.

Ver. 34. 'Idawv eldov]) LXX. Ex. iii. 7. Hence here an
imitation of the Hebrew form of expression. Comp. Matt.
xiil. 14; Heb. vi 14, Similar emphatic combinations were,
however, not alien to other Greek. See on 1 Cor. ii. 1 ; Lobeck,
Paralip. p. 532. (8wv elbov is found in Lucian, Diul. Mar.
iv. 3.— xavéBnv] namely, from heaven, where I am enthroned,
Isa Ixvi. 1; Matt. v. 34, Comp. Gen. xi 7, xviii. 21 ; Ps.
cxliv. 5. — dmogreihw (see the critical remarks), adhortative
subjunctive ; see ElmsL ad Eur. Bacch. 341, Med, 1242.

Vv.35-37. The recurring rodTov is emphatic: #iis and none
other. See Bornemann in the Sdchs. Stud. 1842, p. 66. Also
in the following vv. 36, 37, 38, od7os . .. ol7os . . . o705 are
always emphatically prefixed. — by Apvicavro] whom they (ab
that time, ver. 27) denied, namely, as dpyovra Kai SikagTiv.
The plural is purposely chosen, because there is meant /e whole
category of those thinking alike with that one (ver. 27). This
one is conceived collectively (Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 4. 8).
Comp. Roth, Eze. Agr. 3. — dpy. x. Avrpwrijy] observe the
climaz introduced by Avrpwr. in relation to the preceding

1 Even in the present day the Arabs, as is well known, enter their mosques
barefooted. The precept of Pythagoras, arvwésnzos 651 xai wpoonive, Was denved
from an Egyptian custom. Jamblich. Vit. Pyth. 28. The Samaritan trode
bareioot the holiest place on Gerizim, Robinson, 11I. p. 820.
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Sieaor. It is introduced becanse the obstinacy of the people
against Moses is type of the antagonism to Christ and His
work (ver. 51); consequently, Moses in his work of deliver-
ance is a type of Christ, who has effected the Adrpwois of the
people in the highest sense (Luke 1. 64, ii. 38 ; Heb. ix. 12;
Tit. ii. 14).—According to the reading oidv yepi (see the
critical remarks), the meaning is to be taken as: standing
in association with the hand, t.e. with the protecting and
helping power, of the angel. Comp. the classical expression cw
fcots. This power of the angel was that of God Himsely
(ver. 34), in virtue of which he wrought also the miracles,
ver. 36.—As to the gender of Bdros, see on Mark xii. 26.—
After the work of Moses (ver. 36), ver. 37 now brings into
prominence his great Messianic prophecy, which designates
himself as a type of the Messiah, Deut. xviii. 15 (comp. above,
iii. 22) ; whereupon in ver. 38 his exalted position asthe receiver
and giver of the law is described, in order that this light, in
which he stands, may be followed up in ver. 39 by the
shadow—rthe contrast of disobedience towards him,

Ver. 38. Thisishe who. . . had intercourse with the angel . . .
and our fathers, was the mediator (Gal. iii. 19) between the
two. On rlvopar perd, versor cum, which is no Hebraism,
comp. ix. 19, xx. 18; Markxvi 10 ; Ast, Ler. Plat. 1. p. 394.
— €v 17 ékkMala €v T épnipw) n the assembly of the pecple
(held for the promulgation of the law) in Zke desert, Ex. xix.
This definite reference is warranted by the context, as it is just
the special act of the giving of the law that is spoken of. —
Aoyea Edvra] te utterances which are not dead, and so ineffec-
tual, but living, ¢n which, as in the self-revelations of the
living God, there is effective power (John vi. 51), as well with
reference to their influence on the moulding of the moral life
according to God’s will, as also especially with reference to the
fulfilment of the promises and threatenings thereto annexed.
Comp. 1 Pet.i. 23 ; Heb. v. 12 ; Deut. xxxii. 47. Incorrectly
Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Kuinoel, and others hold that &Aiw
stands for {womoielv. Even according to Paul, the law in
itself is holy, just, good, spiritual, and given for life (Rom.
vil 12, 14); that it nevertheless kills, arises from the abuse
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which the power of sin makes of it (Rom. vii. 5, 131{f;
1 Cor. xv. 56), and is therefore an accidental relation.

Vv. 39, 40. They turned with their hearts to Egypt, ie. they
durected their desires again to the mode of life pursued in Egypt,
particularly, as is evident from the context (ver. 40), to the
Egyptian idolatry. Ex. xx. 7, 8, 24. Others (including
Cornelius a Lapide, Morus, Rosenmiiller) : they wished to return
back to Egypt. But the oi wpomopedcovrar fjudy in ver. 40
would then have to be taken as: “ who shall go before us on
our refurn,’—which is just as much at variance with the
historical position at Ex. xxxii. 1 as with Ex. xxxii 4,
1 Kings xii. 28, and Neh. ix. 18, where the golden bull
appears as a symbol of the God who kas led the Israelites out
of Egypt.—6Beots] the plural, after Ex. xxxii. 1, denotes the
category (see on Matt. ii. 20), without reference to the numeri-
cal relation. That Aaron made only one idol, was the result
of the universally expressed demand ; and in accord with this
universal demand is also the expression in Ex. xxxii 4. — oi
mpomop.] borne before our line of march, as the symbols, to
be revered by us, of the present Jehovah. — 6 yap M. ofros]
ydp gives the motive of the demand. Moses, hitherto our
leader, has in fact disappeared, so that we need another guid-
ance representative of God. — odros] spoken contemptuously.
See on vi. 14.—The nominative absolute is designedly chosen,
in order to concentrate the whole attention on the conception.
Comp. on Matt. vii. 24 ; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 325 [E. T. 379];
Valck Schol. p. 429. For this Moses . . . we know not what
Las happened to him (since he returns not from the mount).

Ver. 41. *Epoayomoincav] they made a bull, Ex. xxxii. 4:
érolnoev abra poayov yovevrov. The word does not elsewhere
occur, except in the Fathers, and may have belonged to the col-
loquial language. The idol itself was an imitation of the very
ancient and widely-spread bull-worship in Egypt, which had
impressed itself in different forms, e,g. in the worship of Apis
at Memphis, and of Mnevis at Heliopolis. Hence péayos is
not a calf, but (comp. Heb. ix. 12, 13, 19 ; Herod. iii. 28)
equivalent to Tadpos, a young bull already full-grown, but not
yet put into the yoke. — Examples of dwvdyew (namely, to the
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altar, 1 Kings iii. 15) fvelar may be seen in Elsner, p. 393,
end from Philo in Loesner, p. 189. — ed¢palvovro] they rejoiced
an the works of their hands. By the interpretation: “they held
sacrificial feasts” (Kuinoel), the well-known history (Ex.
xxxil. 6), to which the meaning of the words points, is con-
founded with that meaning itself. — &pyois] plural of the cate-
gory, which presented itself in the golden calf. On ed¢ppair.
év (Ecclus. xiv. 5, xxxix. 31, 1i. 29 ; Xen. Hier. i 16), to denote
that on which the joy is causally based, compare yaipew é,
Luke x. 20 ; see on Phil. i. 18,

Ver. 42. "Eotpeyre 8¢ 0 Oeds] but God turned,—a figurative
representation of the idea: He became unfavourable to them.
The active in a neuter sense (1 Mace. ii. 63 ; Acts v. 22,
xv. 16 ; Kiihner, IL.. pp. 9, 10); nothing is to be supplied.
Incorrectly Vitringa, Morus, and others hold that éorpeyre
connected with wapéd. denotes, after the Hebrew 2w, rursus
tradidit. This usage has not passed over to the N. T, and,
moreover, it is not vouched for historically that the Israelites
at an earlier period practised star-worship. Heinrichs connects
éorp. with adrovs: “ convertit animos eorum ab una idololatria
ad aliam.” But the expression of divine disfavour is to
be retained on account of the correlation with ver. 39.— xai
wapéd. abrovs Aatp.] and gave them up to serve (an explanatory
infinitive). The falling away into star - worship (eTpar. 7.
ovpavol = DWYD K3IY, in which, from the worshipper’s point of
view, the sun, moon, and stars are conceived as living beings) is
apprehended as wrought by an angry God by way of punish-
ment for that bull-worship, according to the idea of sin being
punished by sin. The assertion, often repeated since the
time of Chrysostom and Theophylact, that only the divine
permission or the withdrawal of grace is here denoted, is at
variance with the positive expression and the true biblical
conception of divine retribution. See on Rom. i. 24. Seli-
swrender (Eph. iv. 19) is the correlative moral factor on the
part of man, — p7) odyia £7N] Amos v. 25-27, freely after
the LXX. Ye have not surely presented unto me sucrifices and
offerings (offerings of any kind) for forty years in the welder-
ness? The question supposes a megative answer; therefore
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without an interrogation the meaning is: ¥e cannot maintain
that ye have offered ... to me. The apparent contradiction
with the accounts of offerings, which were actually presented
to Jehovah in the desert (Ex. xxiv. 4 ff.; Num. vii, ix. 1 ff)
disappears, when the prophetic utterance, understood by Stephen
as a reproach,' is considered as a sternly and sharply signifi-
cant divine verdict, according to which the ritual offerings in
the desert, which were rare and only occurred on special
occasions (comp. already Lyra), could not be taken at all into con-
stderation against the idolatrous aberrations which testified the
moral worthlessness of those offerings. Usually (as by Morus,
Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Olshausen, similarly Kuinoel) poc is
considered as equivalent to mihi soli. But this is incorrect
on account of the enclitic pronoun and its position, and on
account of the arbitrarily intruded povov. Fritzsche (ad Mare.
p- 65 f) puts the note of interrogation only after mwpoorvveiv
alrois, ver. 43 : “Sacrane et victimas per XL annos in
deserto mihi obtulistis, et in pompa tulistis aedem Molochi
etc. 27 In this way God’s displeasure at the unstedfastness
of His people would be vividly denoted by the contrast. But
this expedient is impossible on account of the w7 presup-
posing a negaticn. Moreover, it is as foreign to the design
of Stephen, who wishes to give a probative passage for the
MaTtpedew Th oTpatid Tob obpavod, to concede the worship of
Jebovah, as it is, on the other hand, in the highest degree
accordant with that design to recognise in ver. 42 the negative
element of his proof (the denial of the rendering of offering to
Jehovah), and in ver. 43 the positive proof (the direct reproach
of star-worship).

Ver. 43. Kal . .. mpookvvelv adrols] is the answer which
God Himself gives to His question, and in which «a/ joins on
to the negation implied in the preceding clause: No, this
ye have not done, and instead of it ye have taken up (from
the earth, in order to carry it in procession from one encamp-
ment to another) the tent (M3D, the portable tent-temple) of

! According to another view, the period of forty years without ofierings appears

in the prophet as the *“golden age of Isracl,” and as e proof how little God
cares for such offerings. See Ewald, Proph. in loc.
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Moloch. — Tod Mohax] so according to the LXX. The
Hebrew has DE??’? (of your lking, ie. your idol). The LXX.
puts instead of this the name of the idol, either as explanatory
or more probably as following another reading (0'3:5[3, comp.
LXX. 2 Kings xxiii. 13). ¢ Moy, Hebrew 7707 (Rez), called
also D'B:S?? and D?'?’_J, was an idol of the Ammonites, to whom
children were offered, and to whom afterwards even the
Israelites ! sacrificed children (Lev. xviii. 21, xx. 2; 1 Kings
xi. 7; 2 Kings xxiii. 10; Jer. vii. 31). His brazen image
was, according to Rabbinical tradition (comp. the desecription,
agreeing in the main, of the image of Kronos in Diod. Sic.
xx. 14), especially according to Jarchi on Jer. vii. 31, hollow,
heated from below, with the head of an ox and outstretched
arms, into which the children were laid, whose cries were
stifled by the sacrificing priests with the beating of drums.
The question whether Moloch corresponds to Kronos or Saturn,
or is to be regarded as the god of the sun (Theophylact, Spencer,
Deyling, and others, including Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Olshausen,
Miinter, Creuzer), is settled for our passage to this extent, that,
as here by Moloch and Rephan two different divinities from
the host of heaven must be meant, and Rephan corresponds
to Kronos, the view of Moloch as god of the sun receives
thereby a confirmation, however closely the mythological idea
of Kronos was originally related to the notion of a solar
deity (comp. Preller, Griech. Mythol. 1. p. 42 f)), and conse-
quently also to that of Moloch. See, moreover, for Moloch
as god of the sun, Miiller in Herzog's Encykl. IX. p. 716 f.
— kal 16 doTpov o Beod Vp. ‘Peddv] and the star (star-image)
of your (alleged) god Rephan, i.c. the star made the symbol of
your god Rephan. ‘Pegdv is the Coptic name of Saturn, as
Kircher (Zingua Aeg. restituta, p. 49, 527) has proved from
the great Egyptian Scala. The ancient Arabs, Phoenicians,
and Egyptians gave divine honours to the planet Saturn ; and

) Whether the children were burned alive, or first put to death, might seem
doubtful from sueh passages as Ezek. xx. 26, 31. But the burning alive must
be assumed according to the notices preserved concerning the Carthaginian
procedure at such sacrifices of children (see Knobel on Lev. xviii. 21).—The
extravagant assertion that the worship of Moloch was the orthodoz primitive
worship of the Hebrews (Vatke, Daumer, Ghillany), was a folly of 1835-42-

ACTS. o)
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in particular the Arabic name of this star, s, corresponds

entirely to the Hebrew form 2 (see Winer, Realw. II. p. 387,
and generally Miiller in Herzog's Encykl. XIL, p. 738), which
the LXX_ translators® have expressed by Rephan, the Coptic
name of Saturn known to them. See Movers, Phonicier, 1. p.
289 f, Miiller, Zc.—We may add, that there is no account in
the Pentateuch of the worship of Moloch and Rephan in the
desert ; yet the former is forbidden in Lev. xviii 21, xx. 2;
Deut. xviii. 10. It is probable, however, that from this very
fact arose a tradition, which the LXX. followed in Amos, lc.
— Tols TUmovs] apposition to Tgv oknv. 7. Mo\, «. T. daTp. 7.
Ocob vp. ‘Pep. It includes a reference to the tent of Moloch,
in so far as the image of the idol was to be found in it and
was carried along with it. For examples in which the context
gives to TUmos the definite sense of idol, see Kypke, I p. 38,
and from Philo, Loesner, p. 192. — éméxewa] beyond Babylon.
Only here in the N. T., but often in classic writers. — BaGul\.]
LXX.: dapaokod (so also the Hebrew). An extension in
accordance with Aistory, as similar modifications were indulged
in by the Rabbins; see Lightfoot, p. 75.

Ver. 44. ‘H oxni) Tod papt.] not a contrast to ver. 43, for
the bringing out of the culpability (“ hic ostendit Steph., non
posse ascribi culpam Deo,” Calvin, comp. Olshausen and de
Wette) which there is nothing to indicate; but after the

11n general, the LXX. has dealt very freely with this passage. The original
text runs according to the customary rendering : and ye carried the tent of your
king and the frame (§13) of your images, the star of your divipity, which
ye made for yourselves. See Hitzig in loc. ; Gesenius, Thes. 1I. p. 669. The
LXX. took j»3, which is to be derived from [y3, as a proper name ('Pepés), and
transposed the words as if there stood in the Hebrew p ;\p_S\__{ D.:."DSP.@ M3 33§
Moreover, it is to be observed that the words of the original may be taken also
as future, a8 a threat of punishment (E. Meier, Ewald): so shall ye take up
the tent (Ewald : the pole) of your king and the platform of your images, etc.
According to this, the fugitives are conceived as taking on their backs the
furniture of their gods, and carrying them from one place of refuge to another.
This view corresponds best with the connection in the prophet ; and in the threat
is implied at the same time the accusation, which Diisterdieck in the Stud. .
Krit. 1849, p. 910, feels the want of, on which account he takes it as present (bué
ye carry, ete.). — The speech of Stephen, as we have it, simply follows the LXX.
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giving of the law (ver. 38) and after the described backsliding
and its punishment (vv. 39—43), Stephen now commences the
new section of his historical development,—that of the taber-
nacle and-of the temple—as he necessarily required this for
the subsequent disclosure of the guilt of his opponents pre-
cisely in respeet to this important point of charge.—The
Hebrew 74 5n% means tent of meeting (of God with His
people), t.e. tent of revelution (not tent of the congregation,
see Ewald, Alterth. p. 167), but is in the LXX,, which the
Greek form of this speech follows, incorrectly rendered by
7% axnu Tob papruplov (the tent in which God bears witness of
Himself), as if derived from 7Y, & witness. For the description
of this tabernacle, see Ex. xxv.—xxvii. — xara Tov Témor ov
éwp.] see Ex. xxv. 9, 40. Comp. Heb. viii. 5, and thereon
Liinemann and Delitzsch, p. 337 f.

Ver. 45. Which also our fathers with Joshua (in connection
with Joshua, under whose guidance they stood), after having
recewved 1t (from Moses), brought in (to Canaan). &iadéyecfac
(only here in the N. T.) denotes the taking over from a former
possessor, 4 Macc. iv. 15; Dem. 1218, 23. 1045, 10; Polyb.
il 4. 7; xxxi. 12. 7; Lucian. Dial. M. xi. 3. — & 1§ xatao-
xéoer Tov é0vdv] katdayesis, as in ver. 5, possessio (LXX.,
Apocr., Joseph.). But év is not to be explained as put for
ets (Vulgate, Calvin, Grotius, Kuinoel, and others), nor is
kardoyeots Tdv é0vdy taking possession of the land of the
Gentiles (as is generally held), which is not expressed.
Rather: the fathers brought in the tabernacle of the covenant
during the possession of the Qentiles, i.e, while the Gentiles were in
the state of possession. To this, then, significantly corresponds
what further follows : dv éfwoev o Oeos kTN But of what
the Gentiles were at that time possessors, is self-evident from
elonyayov—namely, of the Holy Land, to which the els in
elaryay. refers according to the history well known to the
hearers. — dmwo wpooémov 7. . fjp.] away from the face of our
Jathers, so that they withdrew themselves by flight from their
view. Comp. LXX. Ex. xxxiv. 24; Deut. xi. 23. On the
aorist form éfwaa, from éfwleiv, see Winer, p. 86 [E. T. 111}
— &ws Tdv Nu. 4] is to be separated from the parenthetio



212 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES,

clause &v éfwoev . .. fudv, and to be joined to the preceding:
“which our fathers brought in . . . until the days of David, so that
it remained in Canaan until the time of David (inclusively).
Kuinoel attaches it to dv éfwoev x.r\.; for until the time of
David the struggle with the inhabitants of Canaan lasted.
This is in opposition to the connection, in which the important
point was the duration of the tabernacle-service, as the sequel,
paving the way for the transition to the real temple, shows;
with David the new epoch of worship begins to dawn.

Vv. 46, 47. Kai fmicaro] and asked, namely, confiding in
the grace of God, which he experienced (Luke i. 30). The
channel of this request, only indirectly expressed by David
(2 Sam. vil. 2), and of the answer of God to it, was Nathan.
See 2 Sam. vil. 2 ; 1 Chron. xviii. 1. What is expressed in
Ps. cxxxii. 2 ff is a later retrospective reference to it. See
Ewald on the Psalm. This probably floated before the mind
of Stephen (hence cxrvoua and edpeiv). The wsual interpre-
tation of jTycaro : optabat, desiderabat, is incorrect ; for the fact,
that the LXX. Deut. xiv. 16 expresses o8¢ by émifupueiv, has
nothing at all to do with the linguistic use of airoduar. —
ebpetv arvwpa T Oed 'lax.] e to obtain the establishment
of a dwelling-place destined for the peculiar god of Jacob.
In the old theocratic designation 7¢ ©e@ 'IaxdB (instead of
the bare adrg) lies the %oly national motive for the request of
David ; on oxrvwua applied to the temple at Jerusalem, comp.
3 Esdr. i 50, and to a heathen temple, Pausan. iii. 17. 6, where
it is even the mame. Observe how David, in the hwmility of
his request, designates the temple, which he has in view, only
generally as ox7jvwpa, whereas the continuation of the narrative,
ver. 47, has the definite olkov.—Stephen could not but continue
the historical thread of his discourse precisely down to the
building of Solomon’s temple, because he was accused of blas-
phemy against the temple.

Vv. 48-50. Nevertheless this ¢roddu. adrd olxov (ver. 47)
is not to be misused, as if the presence of the Most High
(observe the emphatic prefixing of 6 iWroros, in which lies 2
tacit contrast of Him who is enthroned in the highest heavens
to heathen gods) were bound to the temple! The temple-
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worship, as represented by the priests and hierarchs, ran only
too much into such a misuse. Comp. John iv. 20 ff. — yetpo-
moujrows] neuter: in something which is made by hands, xvii.
24, Comp. LXX. Tsa. xvi. 12; 2 Chron. vi. 18.— Vv. 49,
50 contain Isa. lIxvi. 1, 2, slightly deviating from the LXX.
— 6 olpavds . . . modéw pov] a poetically moulded expression of
the idea : heaven and earth I fll with my all-ruling presence.
Comp. Matt. v. 34; 1 Kings viii. 27. Thus there cannot be
for God any place of His rest (1om. Tiis xatamaia.), any abode
of rest to be assigned to Him.— olxoSoprjoere] The future
used of any possible future case. Baur! and Zeller have
wrongly found in these verses a disapproving judgment as to the
building of the temple, the effect of which had been to render
the worship rigid ; holding also what was above said of the
tabernacle—that it was made according to the pattern seen by
Moses—as meant to disparage the temple, the building of
which is represented as “a corruption of the worship of God
in its own nature free, bound to no fixed place and to no rigid
external rites” (Zeller). Such thoughts are read between the
lines not only quite arbitrarily, but also quite erroneously, as
is evident from ver. 46, according to which the building of
Solomon appears as fulfilment of the prayer of David, who had
Jound favour with God; comp. 1 Kings vii* 24. The pro-
phetical quotation corresponds entirely to the idea of Solomon
himself, 1 Kings viii. 27. The quotation of the prophetic
saying was, moreover, essentially necessary for Stephen, because
in it the Messianic reformation, which he must have preached,
had 4ts divine warrant in reference to the temple-worship.
Ver. 51. The long - restrained direct offensive now breaks
out, as ig quite in keeping with the position of matters
brought to this point.? This against Heinrichs, Kninoel,
Olshausen, and others, who quite arbitrarily suppose that after
ver. 50 an <nterruption took place, either by the shouts of the
hearers, or at least by their threatening gestures; as well as
against Schwanbeck, p. 252, who sees here *“an omission of

1 With whom Schneckenburger in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 528 ff., concurred,
sacribing to Stephen a view akin to Essenism.
3 Comp. Baur, I. p. 58, ed. 2; Ewald, p. 213.
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the reporter.” Stephen has in ver. 50 ended his calm and
detailed historical narrative. And now it is time that the
accused should become the bold accuser, and at length throw
in the face of his judges the result, the thoughts forming
which were already clearly enough to be inferred from the
previous historical course of the speech. Therefore he breaks
off his calm, measured discourse, and falls upon his judges
with deep moral indignation, like a reproving prophet: Ye
stiff-necked ! etc. — amepirp. 75 xapd. k. 7. daiv] an upbraiding
of them with their unconverted carnal character, in severe
contrast to the Jewish pride of circumcision. The meaning
without figure is : Men whose management of their inner life,
and whose spiritual perception, are heathenishly rude, without
moral refinement, not open for the influence of the divine Spirit.
Comp. Lev. xxvi 41 ; Deut. . 16, xxx. 6 ; Jer. iv. 4, vi 10,
ix. 25; Rom. ii. 25, 29 ; Barnabas, Ep. 9; Philo, de migrat.
Abr. L p. 450 ; and from the Rabbins, Schoettgen in loc. —
Jueis] with weighty emphasis. — de] always ; even yet at this
day ! — &5 oi marépes Uudv kal ueis] sc. del TG . dry. dvTim. ;
for the fathers are thought of in their resistance to God and
to the vehicles of His Spirit, and therefore not the bare éore
is to be supplied (with Beza and Bornemann in the Sdchs. Stud.
1842, p. 72).— The term avrumimrewy, not occurring else-
where in the N. T, is here chosen as a strong designation.
Comp. Polyb. iii. 19. 5: dvrémeoav Tals omeipais xatamhik-
Teds. Num. xxvii. 14 ; Herodian. vi. 3. 13. Bengel well
puts it: “in adversum ruitis.”

Ver. 52. Proof of the @5 of marépes Dudv xal (also) vpets.
— kal dméxr.] kal is the climactic even ; they have even Zilled
them. Comp. on this reproach, Luke xi. 47. The character-
istic more special designation of the prophets : Tovs mpoxaTay-
yeihavras k.7, augments the guilt. — 7ob &walov] «xa?
ékoxry of Jesus, the highest messenger of God, the (ideal)
Just One, iii. 14, xxii 14; 1 Pet. iii. 18; 1 John il 1.
Contrast to the relative clause that fcllows, — viv] in the
present time, opposed to the times of the fathers; Upels 13
emphatically placed over against the latter as a parallel. —
mpodéra] betrayers (Luke vi. 16), inasmuch as the Sanhedrists,
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by false and crafty accusation and condemnation, delivered
Jesus over to the Roman tribunal and brought Him to
execution.

Ver. 53. Otrwes] quippe qui. Stephen desires, namely, now
to give the character, through which the foregoing ob viw Duels
mpodoras k.7, as founded on their actually manifested con-
duct, receives its explanation.—é\dBere] ye have received, placed
first with emphasis. — els Sarayas dyyéhwv] upon arrange-
ments of angels, i.e. so that the arrangements made by angels
(the direct servants of God), which accompanied the promulga-
tion of the law,! made you perceive the obligation to recognise
and observe the received law (comp. the contrast, «. otx édu-
NdE) as the ethical aspect of your éndBere. Briefly, there-
fore: Ye recevved the law with reference to arrangements of
angels, which could not leave you doublful that you ought to sub-
mit obediently to the divine institution. — ets denotes, as often
in Greek writers and in the N. T. (Winer, p. 371 [E. T.
496]), the direction of the mind, in 2tew of. Comp. here
especially, Matt. xii, 41 ; Rom. iv. 20. — 8uatayy is arrange-
ment, requlation, as in Rom. xiii. 2, with Greek writers &ud-
rafis. Comp. also Ezra iv. 11 ; and see Suicer, Thes. I. p. 886.
On the subject-matter, comp. Gal. iii. 19; Heb. ii. 2; Delitzsch
on Heb. p. 49. At variance with linguistic usage, Beza, Calvin,
Piscator, Elsner, Hammond, Wolf, Krause, Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
and others, taking Siatay’ in the above signification, render :
accepistis legem ab angelis promulgatam, as if eis stood for év.
Others (Grotius, Calovius, Er. Schmid, Valckenaer, and others)
explain Siatayr as agmen dispositum, because diatdocew is
often (also in the classics) used of the drawing up of armies
(2 Mace. xii. 20), and &iudrafis of the divisions of an army
(Judith i 4, viii. 36), and translate praesentibus angelorum
ordintbus, so that els is likewise taken for év. But against
this view (with which, moreover, e/s would have to be taken as
respectu) there is the decisive fact, that there is no evidence of
the use of diatayy in the sense assumed; and therefore the
supposition that 8iarayn = &udrafis in this signification is

1 Angels were the arrangers of the act of divine majesty, as arrangers ¢f
a festival (Jiardosorrs), dispositores.
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arbitrary, as well as at variance with the manifest similarity
of the thought with Gal iii. 19. Bengel (comp. Hackett,
F. Nitzsch, also Winer doubtfully, and Buttmann) reuders:
Ye received the law for commands of angels, ie. as commands
of angels, so that els is to be understood as in ver. 21; comp.
Heb. xi. 8. But the Israelites did not receive the law as the
commands of angels, but as the commands of God, in which
character it was made known to them &/ dyyélwv. Comp.
Joseph. Antt. xv. 5. 3 : fjudv 7a kalhioTa Tév SoyudTwy Kai
Ta ogudTara Tov év Tois vouols & dyyérwy mapd Tob Oecod
uabovrwv; and see Krebs in loc. — Moreover, the mediating
action of the angels not admitting of more precise definition,
which is here adverted to, is not contained in Ex. xix., but rests
on tradition, which is imported already by the LXX. into
Deut. xxxiii. 2. Comp. on Gal. iii. 19. For Rabbinical passages
(Jalkut Rubeni f. 107, 3, al.), see Schoettgen and Wetstein,
ad Gal. iii 19. It was a mistaken attempt at harmonizing,
when earlier expositors sought to understand Ly the angels
either Moses and the prophets (Heinrichs, Lightfoot) or the
sentores popult (Surenhusius, kaTaA\. p. 419); indeed, Chrysos-
tom even discovers here again the angel in the bush.

Vv. 54-56. Taira] The reproaches uttered in vv. 51-53.
— 8temp. Tais kapd] see on V. 33.— &Bpuyor T. 636vr.]
they gnashed their teeth (from rage and spite). Comp. Archias,
12 : Bpvywv Onkrov é8ovra, Hermipp. quoted in Plut. Periel.
33; Job xvi 9; Ps. xxxv. 16, xxxvii. 12. — én’ adrov] against
him. — mhijp. mvevp.] which at this very moment filled and
exalted him with special power, iv. 8. — eis Tov olpavov] like
Jesus, John xvii. 1. The eye of the suppliant looks everywhere
toward heaven (comp. on John xvii. 1), and what he beheld he
saw in the spirit (m\ip. mvedp. dyiov); he only, and not the
rest present in the room.— Tovs odpaveds] up to the highest.
Comp. Matt. iii. 16. It is otherwise in Acts x. 11. — &ofav
Ocoir] MM MN23: the brightness in which God appears. See
on ver. 2. Luke ii. 9. — éordTra] Why not sitting? Matt.
xxvi. 64 ; Mark xvi. 19, al. He beheld Jesus, as He has raised
Himself from God's throne of light and stands ready for the
saving reception of the martyr. Comp. ver. 59. The pro-
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phetic basis of this vision in the soul of Stephen is Dan.
vil. 13 . Chrysostom erroneously holds that it is a testimony
of the resurrection of Christ. Rightly Oecumenius: iva 8eifp
Ty avridypw T els adrév.  Comp. Bengel: “quasi obvium
Stephano.” De Wette finds no explanation satisfactory, and
prefers to leave it unexplained ; while Bornemann (in the
Sdchs. Stud. 1842, p. 73 £) is disposed only to find in it the
idea of morandi et existend: (Lobeck, ad A4j. 199), as formerly
Beza and Knapp, Scr. var. arg. — €ibe] is to be apprehended
as mental seeing in ecstasy. Only of Stephen himself is this
seeing related ; and when he, like an old prophet (comp. John
xii. 41), gives utterance to what he saw, the rage of his adver-
saries—who therefore had seen nothing, but recognised in this
declaration mere blasphemy-—reaches its highest pitch, and
breaks out in tumultuary fashion. The views of Michaelis and
Eckermann, that Stephen had only expressed his firm convic-
tion of the glory of Christ and of his own impending admis-
sion into heaven; and the view of Hezel (following older
commentators, in Wolf), that he had seen a dazzling cloud as
a symbol of the presence of God,—convert his utterance at
this lofty moment into a flourish of rhetoric. According to
Baur, the author’s own view of this matter has objectivized
itself into a vision, just as in like manner vi. 15 is deemed
unhistorical. — el8e . . . Bewpd] ke saw . . . Tbehold. See Titt-
mann’s Synon. pp. 116, 120. As to o vios 7. dvbp., the
Messianic designation in accordance with Dan. vii. 13, see
on Matt. viii. 20.

Vv. 57, 58. The tumult, now breaking out, is to be con-
ceived as proceeding from the Sanhedrists, but also extending
to all the others who were present (vi. 12). To the latter
pertains especially what is related from dpunsav onward.—
They stopped their ears, because they wished to hear nothing
more of the blasphemous utterances. — éfw s mohews] see
Lev. xxiv. 14. “Locus lapidationis erat extra urbem ; omnes
enim civitates, muris cinctae, paritatem habent ad castra
Israelis.” Gloss in Babyl. Sanhedr. f. 42. 2. — éxifoBooiv]
This is the fact generally stated. Then follows as a special cir-
cumstance, the activity of the witnesses in it. Observe that, as
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av7ov is not expressed with év:80B.! the preceding én’ adrép
1s 'to be extended to it, and therefore to be mentally supplied.
Comp. LXX. Ex. xxili. 47. — of udpTupes] The same who had
testitied at vi 13. A fragment of legality ! for the witnesses
against the condemned had, according to law, to cast the first
stones at him, Deut. xvii. 7; Sankedr. vi. 4, — dméfevro Td
(pdTia adtdv] dore elvar koddor kal dmapamdSicror els To
AeBoBoreiy, Theophylact. — Zavhov] So distinguished and
zealous a disciple of the Pharisees—who, however, ought
neither to have been converted into the “mnotarial witness,”
nor even into the representative of the court conducting the
trial (Sepp)—was for such a service quite as ready (xxii. 20)
as he was welcome. But if Saul had been married or already
a young widower (Ewald), which does not follow from 1 Cor.
vil. 7, 8, Luke, who knew so exactly and had in view the
circumstances of his life, would hardly have called him veavlas,
although this denotes a degree of age already higher than
pepariov (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 213).  Comp. xx. 9, xxiii. 17,
also v. 10 ; Luke vii. 14. — kai é\foBdhovv] not merely the
witnesses, but generally. The repetition has a tragic effect,
which is further strengthened by the appended contrast
émka. k.t A A want of clearness, occasioned by the use of
two documents (Bleek), is not discernible.—The stoning, which
as the punishment of blasphemy (Luke xxiv. 16; Sanhedr,
vii. 4) was inflicted on Stephen, seeing that no formal sentence
preceded it, and that the execution had to be confirmed and
carried out on the part of the Roman authorities® (see Joseph.
Antt. xx. 9. 1, and on John xviii. 31), is to be regarded as
an illegal act of the tumultuary outbreak. Similarly, the murder
of James the Just, the Lord’s brother, took place at a later
period. The less the limits of such an outbreak can be defined,
and the more the calm historical course of the speech of
Stephen makes it easy to understand that the Sanhedrists

) Which Bornemann has added, following D and vss.

2 Ewald supposes that the Sanhedrim might have appealed to the permission
granted to them by Pilate in John xviii, 31, But so much is not implied in
John xviii. 31 ; see inloc, And ver. 57 sufficiently shows how far from * calmly
and legally " watters procecded at the exccution.



CIIAP, VIL 59, co0. 219

should have heard him quietly up to, but not beyond, the
point of their being directly attacked (ver. 51 ff), so much
the less warrantable is it, with Baur and Zeller, to esteem
nothing further as historical, than that Stephen fell “as victim
of a popular tumult suddenly arising on occasion of his lively
public controversial discussions,” without any proceedings in the
Sanhedrim, which are assumed to be the work of the author.
Vv. 59, 60. "Emucalovpevov] while he was invoking. Whom 2
is evident from the address which follows. — xdpie "Inaod] both
to be taken as vocatives (Rev. xxii. 20) according to the formal
expression wvpios ‘Ingods (Gersdorf, Beitr. p. 292 ff), with
which the apostolic church designates Jesus as the exalted Lord,
not only of His church, but of the world, in the government
of which He is installed as ovvfpoves of the Father by His
exaltation (Phil il 6 ff.), until the final completion of His
office (1 Cor. xv. 28); comp. x. 36. Stephen invoked Jesus;
for he had just beheld Him standing ready to help him. Asto
the nvocation of Christ generally (relative worship, conditioned
by the relation of the exalted Christ to the Father), see on
Rom. x. 12; 1 Cor. i. 2; Phil. if. 10. — &éfat 7o mredud pov]
namely, fo thee ©n heaven until the future resurrection. Comp.
on Phil i 26, remark. “Fecisti me victorem, recipe me
in triumphum,” Augustine. — ¢wvj peydrp] the last expen-
diture of his strength of love, the fervour of which also dis-
closes itself in the Zneeling. — py oTiiops adrois T. dpaprt.
Ta¥r.] fix not this sin (of my murder) upon them. This nega-
tive cxpression corresponds quite to the positive: ddiévae
THv dpapriav, to let the sin go as regards its relation of
guilt, instead of fixing it for punishment. Comp. Rom. x. 3;
Ecclus. xliv. 21, 22; 1 Mace. xiil. 38, xiv. 28, xv. 4, al.
The notion, “ to make availing” (de Wette), <.e. to dmpute, cor-
responds to the thought, but is not denoted by the word.
Linguistically correct is also the rendering : “ weigh not this sin
to them,” as to which the comparison of SE?' is not needed
(Matt. xxvi. 15 ; Plat. Tim. p. 63 B, Prot. p. 356 B, Pol. x.
p- 602 D; Xen. Cyr. viil. 2. 21; Valcken. Diatr. p. 288 A).
In this view the sense would be: Determine not the weight
of the sin (comp. xxv. 7), consider not how heavy it is. But
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our explanation is to be preferred, because it corresponds more
completely to the prayer of Jesus, Luke xxiii. 34, which is
cvidently the pattern of Stephen in his request, only saying
negatively what that expresses positively. In the case of such
as Saul what was asked took place ; comp. Oecumenius. In
the similarity of the last words of Stephen, ver. 59 with
Luke xxiii. 34, 40 (as also of the words &é£ar 76 mv. pov with
Luke xxiii 46), Baur, with whom Zeller agrees, sees an indi-
cation of their unhistorical character; as if the example of the
dring Jesus might not have sufficiently suggested itself to the
first martyr, and proved sufficient motive for him to die with
similar love and self-devotion.— éxoeurifn] “ lugubre verbum
et suave,” Bengel; on account of the euphemistic nature of
the word, never used of the dying of Christ. See on 1 Cor.
xv. 18.



CHAPTER VIIL

VER. 1. =dvres 7¢] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read =dvre; &, according
to BCDEH, min. Vulg. Copt. a/, and several Fathers. A,
min. Syr. Aeth. have «¢; N*® has only #dvres; N** haszai = The
¢ has the preponderance of testimony, and is therefore to be
adopted, as also in ver. 6. — Ver. 2. émorjousro] Lachm. and Born.
read émoinoav, according to decisive testimony.— Ver. 5. =inn]
Lachm. reads riv «énw, after A B &, 31, 40. More precise defini-
tion of the capital. — Ver. 7. @oanrav] Lachm. reads wonroi! and
afterwards éZipyorro, following A BC E X, min. Vulg. Sahid.
Syr. utr.; é&spxwre is also in D, which, however, reads moanrei;
(by the second hand : a=d moarei). Accordingly é£zpxovro, as
decisively attested, is to be considered genuine (with Born. and
Tisch.), from which it necessarily follows that Luke cannot
have written oAro/ (Which, on the contrary, was mechanically
introduced from the second clause of the verse), but either zeady
(H) or worrois (D*). — Ver. 10. 7 xarovuivy] is wanting in Elz,
but is distinctly attested. The omission is explained from the
fact that the word appeared inappropriate, disturbing, and
feeble. — Ver. 12, 7é @¢pi] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read epi, after
ABCDER Correctly; ebayyeriZ is not elsewhere connecteil
with #¢pi, and this very circunstance occasioned the insertion
of 7¢. — Ver. 13. duvdusg zal onueie wsydre ywipera] Elz. Lachm.
Born. read : onuein . duvdueis peyddas ywonives. DBoth modes of
arrangement have important attestation. Dut the former is to
be considered as original, with the exclusion, however, of the
ueydra deleted by Tisch.,, which is wanting in many and cor-
rect codd. (also in &), and is to be considered as an addition
very naturally suggesting itself (comp. vi. 8) for the sake of
strengthening. The later origin of the latter order of the
words is proved by the circumstance that all the witnesses in
favour of it have weydrag, and therefore it must have arisen
after ueydra was already added. — Ver. 16. otzu] ABCDE N,
min. Chrys. have ¢idérw. Recommended by Griesb. and adopted
by Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. Born. The Recepta came into the
! Iustead of which, however, he (Praefat. p. viii.) conjectures rorad.
221
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text, through the inattention of the transeribers, as the word to
which they were more accustomed. — Ver. 18. On decisive
evidence /3dv is to be adopted, with Griesb. and the later editors,
instead of écaosdn. The latter is a more precise definition, —
Ver. 21. édmiov] A B C D X, min. and several Fathers have évavrioy
or tvavrs, which last Griesb. has recommended, and Lachm. Tisch.
Born. have adopted. Correctly ; the familiar word was inserted
instead of the rare one (Luke i. 8).— Ver. 22. avpiov] So Lachm.
Tisch. Born. But Elz. Scholzhave ©«of, against preponderating
evidence. A mechanical repetition, after ver. 21.— Ver. 25,
The imperfects v=iorpepor and ednyyerilovro (Iachm. Tisch. Born.)
are decisively attested, as is also the omission of r7s before Bauan.
in ver. 27.— Ver. 27. & before érsA. is wanting in Lachm. and
Born., following A C* D* 8*, Vulg. Sahid. Oec. An incorrect
expedient to help the construction.—After ver. 36, Elz. has
(ver. 37): efze 8k 6 ®idummos” e mioreves éE Shng vis xepdiuc, tEeariy,
"Amoxpibels 3t efme mioredw wdv vidy ToU @col elvas Tdv "Inaolv Xpioriv.
This is wanting in decisive witnesses; and in those which have
the words there are many variations of detail. It is defended,
indeed, by Born., but is nothing else than an old (see already
Iren iii 12; Cypr. ad Quir. iii. 43) addition for the sake of
completeness. — Ver. 39. After aveluz A**, min. and a few vss.
and Fathers have dyrov émémeaer éml (OT eig) rdv ebvouyov, &yyehos O
A pious expanmsion and falsification of the history, induced
partly by ver. 26 and partly by x. 44.

Ver. 1. The observation Jaihos . . . abrod ' forms the sig-
nificant transition to the further narrative of the persecution
which is annexed. — 7jv ourevdokdv] ke was jointly assenting, in
concert, namely, with the originators and promoters of the
dvalpeois; comp. Luke xi. 48, and on Rom. i. 32. On dvai-
peats, in the sense of caedes, supplicium, comp. Num. xi. 15;
Judith xv. 4; 2 Macc. v. 13; Herodian. ii. 6. 1, iii. 2. 10.
Here, also, the continuance and duration are more strongly
denoted by #v with the participle than by the mere finite
tense. — év érelvy T fuépa) is mnot, as is usually quite arbi-
trarily done, to be explained indefinitely illo tempore, but
(comp. ii. 41): on that day, when Stephen was stoned, the

1 Observe the climaz of the three statements concerning Saul, vii. 59, viii. 1
and 3 ; also how the second and third are inserted antithetically, and how all

three are evidently intended to prepare the way for the subsequent importance
of the man.
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persecution arose, for the outbreak of which this tumultuary
stoning served as signal. — 7w év ‘Iepoc.] added, because now
the dispersion (comp. xi. 19) set in. — ardvres] a hyperbolical
cxpression of the popular mode of narration, Matt. iii. 5;
Mark iii. 33, al. At the same time, however, the general
expression Ty érxkhnalav does not permit us to limit wrdwres
especially to the Hellenistic part of the church (Baur, I
p- 46, ed. 2; comp. de Wette). But if the hyperbolical
mwdyTes i3 not to be used against the historical character of the
narrative (Schneckenburger, Zeller), neither are we to read
withal between the lines that the church had been formally
assembled and broken up, but that to dispersion into the regions
of Judaea and Samaria (which is yet so clearly affirmed of
the ardv7es!), a great part of those broken up, including the
apostles, had not allowed themselves to be induced (so Baum-
garten). — «. Japapelas] This country only is here mentioned
as introductory to the history which follows, ver. 5 ff. TFor a
wider dispersion, see xi. 19. — mAqw 7dv amoor.] This is
explained (in opposition to Schleiermacher, Schneckenburger,
and others, who consider these statements improbable) by the
greater stedfastness of the apostles, who were resolved as yet,
and in the absence of more special divine intimation, to remain
at the centre of the theocracy, which, in their view at this
time, was also the centre of the new theocracy.! They knew
themselves to be the appointed upholders and mpwraywvicTai
(Oecumenius) of the cause of their Lord.

Vv. 2, 8. The connection of vv. 1-3 depends on the double
contrast, that in spite of the outbreak of persecution which
took place on that day, the dead body of the martyr was
nevertheless honoured by pious Jews; and that on the other
hand, the persecuting zecal of Saul stood in stern opposition
thereto. On that day arose a great persecution (ver. 1).  This,
however, prevented not pious men from burying and lamenting
Stephen (ver. 2); but Saul laid waste, in that persecution which
arose, the church (of Jerusalem, ver. 3). The common opinion
is accordingly erroneous, that there prevails here a lack of

1 Quite inappropriately, pressing that dvri;, Zeller, p. 153, in opposition to this
ppropriately, p g " PP
inquires ; * Wherefore was this necessary, if all their followers were dispersed 3"
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connection (ver. 2 is a supplementary addition, according to
de Wette), which is either (Olshausen, Bleek) to be explained
by the insertion of extracts from different sources, or (Ziegler
in Gabler's Journ. f. theol. Lit., I. p. 155) betokens that éyévero
8¢ . .. amooTolwy is an interpolation, or (Heinrichs, Kuinoel)
at least makes it necessary to hold these words as transposed,
so that they had originally stood after ver. 2.! — gvykopifew)
to carry togcther, then, used of the dead who are carried to the
other dead bodies at the burial-place, and generally: fo dury.
Soph. A4j. 1048 ; Plut. Sull. 38. According to the Scholiast on
Soph. Lc. and Phavorinus, the expression is derived from gather-
ing the fruits of harvest. Comp. Job v. 26. — The &vdpes etra-
Beis are not (in opposition to Heiurichs and Ewald) Christians,
but, as the connection requires, religious Jews who, in their
pious conscientiousness (comp. ii. 5),and with a secret inclina-
tion to Christianity (comp. Joseph of Arimathea and Nico-
demus), had the courage to honour the innocence of him who
had been stoned. Christians would probably have been pre-
vented from doing so, and Luke would have designated them
more distinctly. — xoweros : Opijros pera Yrodod yelpdy,
Hesychius. See Gen. 1. 10; 1 Mace. ii. 70; Nicarch. 30;
Plut. Fab. 17; Heyne, Obss. in Tibull. p. T1. — é\vuaivero)
he laid waste, comp. ix. 21; Gal i 13. The following sen-
tence informs us how he proceeded in doing so; therefore a
colon is to be placed after 7. éxwh. — watd Tols oix. elgmop.)
entering by houses (house by house, Matt. xxiv. 7; Winer,
p. 374 [E T. 500]). — ovpwr] dragging. See Tittmann,
Synon. N. T. p. 57 £, and Wetstein. Comp. xiv. 19, xvii. 3.
Arrian. Epict. i. 29.

Vv. 4, 5. AdjaBov] they went through, they dispersed
themselves through the countries to which they had fled.?
— Ver. 5. Of the dispersed persons active as missionaries,
who were before designated generally, one is now singled out

! According to Schwanbeck, p. 325, ver. 1 is to be regarded as an insertion

from the biography of Peter.
2 The of uis oir bizarapisres is resumed at xi, 19,—a circumstance betokening

that the long intervening portion has been derived from special sources here
iucorporated.
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and has his labours described, namely Philip, not the apostle,
ag is erroneously assumed by Polycrates in Eusebius, iii. 31. 2,
v. 24. 1 (see, on the contrary, vv. 1, 14, and generally,
Zeller, p. 154 ff; Ewald, p. 235 f), but he who is named in
vi. 5, xxi. 8. That the persecution should have been directed
with special vehemence against the colleagues of Stephen, was
very natural. Observe, however, that in the case of those dis-
persed, and even in that of Philip, preaching was not tied to
an existing special office. ~'With their preaching probably thera
was at once practically given the new ministry (that of the ev.n-
gelists, xxi. 8 ; Eph. iv. 11), as circumstances required, under
the guidance of the Spirit. — xarerd.] from Jerusalem. — eis
wolv Tis Sapap.] into a city of Samaria. What city it was
(Grotius and Ewald think of the capital, Olshausen thinks that
it was perhaps Sickem) is to be left entirely undetermined,
and was probably unknown to Luke bimself. Comp. John
iv. 5. XKuinoel, after Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Calovius, and
others, takes s auap. as the name, not of the country, but
of the capital (Sebaste, which was also called Semaria, Joseph.
Antt. xviii. 6. 2). In that case, indeed, the article would not
have been necessary before woA\w, as Olshausen thinks (Poppo,
ad Thuc. i. 10; Lllendt, LZex. Sopk. IL p. 137; comp. Luke
ii. 4, 11; 2 Pet. ii. 6). mao\ss, too, with the genitive of the
name of the city, is a Greek idiom (Ruhnk. Epp. ¢rit. p. 186);
but ver. 9, where 7fs Jauap. is evidently the name of the
country (1o €6vos), is decidedly opposed to such a view. See
also on ver. 14. — avrois] namely, the people in that city.

Vv. 6, 7. Ilpoaeiyov] they gave hecd thereto, denotes atten-
tive, favourably disposed interest, xvi. 14 ; Heb. ii. 1; 1 Tim.
i 4; often in Greek writers, Jacobs, ad Ach. Tat. p. 882.
The explanation fidem praebebant (Krebs, Heinrichs, Kuinoel,
and others) confounds the result of the mpogéyew (ver. 12)
with the wpocéyew itself,—a confusion which is committed in
all the passages adduced to prove it. — év T dkovew adTols k.
x.1\.] in their hearing, etc., while they heard.—In ver. 7, more
than in v. 16, those affected by natural diseases (rapaeX. &
xo\ow), who were healed (éfepaweif.), are expressly distin-
guished from the possessed (comp. Luke iv. 40f), whose

ACTS. P
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demons came out (éf7jpyeto) with great crying.—Notice the
article before éyovrwr: of many of those who, etc., consequently,
not of all. As regards the construction, mor\av is dependent
on the 7d mveluara &rdbapra to be again tacitly supplied
after mvedpara drdapra (see Matthiae, p. 1533 ; Kiihner,
IL p. 602).

Ver. 9. Siuwv] is not identical (in opposition to Heumann,
Krebs, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Neander, de Wette, Hilgenfeld,
see also Gieseler's Kirchengesch. 1. sec. 18. 8, and others) with
the Simon of Cyprus in Joseph. Antt. xx. 7. 2! whom the
Procurator Felix, at a later period, employed to estrange
Drusilla, the wife of Azizus king of Emesa in Syria, from
her husband. For (1) Justin, Apol. I. 26 (comp. Clem. Hom.
i 15,1 22), expressly informs us that Simon was from the
village Gitthon in Samaria, and Justin himself was a Sama-
ritan, so that we can the less suppose, in his case, 2 confusion
with the name of the Cyprian town Kirwor (Thue. i. 112. 1),
(2) The identity of name cannot, on account of its great pre-
valence, prove anything, and as little can the assertion that
the Samaritans would hardly have deified one of their own
countrymen (ver. 10). The latter is even more capable of
explanation from the national pride, than it would be with
respect to a Cyprian. — wpovmijpyev] he was formerly (even
before the appearance of Philip) in the city. The following
payevwy k.1 A then adds how he was oceupied there ; comp. Luke
xxiil. 12. — payedwy] practising magical arts, only here in the
N.T.; but see Eur. Ipk. T. 1337 ; Meleag. 12; Clearch. in
Athen. vi p. 256 E; Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI p. 29. The
magical exercises of the wizards, who at that time very fre-
quently wandered about in the East, extended chiefly to an
ostentatious application of their attainments in physical know-
ledge to juggling conjurings of the dead and demons, to in-
fluencing the gods, to sorceries, cures of the sick, soothsayings
from the stars, and the like, in which the ideas and formulae of
the Oriental-Greek theosophy were turned to display. See
Neander, Qesch. d. Pflanz. u. Leit. d. christl. K. L p. 99 £;

! Neander, p. 107 f., has entirely misunderstood the words of Josephus. See
Zeller, p. 164 f.
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Miiller in Herzog's Encykl. VIIL p. 675 ff — 7wwa . . . péyav]
‘We are not, accordingly, to put any more definite claim into the
mouth of Simon; the text relates only generally his boasting
self-exaltation, which may have expressed itself very differently
according to circumstances, but always amounted to this, that
he himself was a certain extraordinary person. Perhaps Simon
designedly avoided a more definite self-designation, in order to
leave to the praises of the people all the higher scope in the
designating of that (ver. 10) which he himself wished to pass
for. — éavrov] He thus acted quite differently from Philip,
who preached Christ, ver. 5. Comp. Rev. ii. 20.

Ver. 10. Ipogeiyor] just as in ver. 6. — dmo pixpod &ws
peyarov] A designation of the whole body, from little and up to
great, i.e. young and old. Comp. Heb. viii. 11; Actsxxvi 22;
Bar. i 4; Judith xiii. 4, 13, 1 Macc. v. 45; LXX. Gen.
xix. 11; Jer. xlil. 1, al. — o065 éorw 7 Sv. T. Ocob 7 xak.
pey.] this is the Qod-power called great. The Samaritans be-
lieved that Simon was the power emanating from God, and
appearing and working among them as a human person, which,
as the highest of the divine powers, was designated by them
with a specific appellation «xat éfoxijv as the peydin.
Probably the Oriental-Alexandrine idea of the world-creating
manifestation of the hidden God (the Logos, which Philo
also calls pnrpomolis macdy 7@y Swwapewy Tob Oeod) had
become at that time current among them, and they saw in
Simon this efluence of the Godhead rendered human by in-
carnation,—a belief which Simon certainly bad been cunning
enough himself to excite and to promote, and which makes it
more than probable that the magician, to whom the neighbour-
ing Christianity could not be unknown, designed in the part
which he played to present a phenomenon similar to Christ;
comp. Ewald. The belief of the Samaritans in Simon was
thus, as regards its tenor, an analoguc of the o Adyos capE
éryéveto, and hence served to prepare for the true and definite
faith in the Messiah, afterwards preached to them by Philip:
the former became the bridge to the latter.  Erroneously
Philastr, Haer. 29, and recently Olshausen, de Wette, and
others put the words # 80vaus k7N into the mouth of Simon
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himself, so that they are held only to be an echo of what the
sorcerer had boastingly said of himself! This is contrary to
the text, which expressly distinguishes the opinion of the
infatuated people here from the assertion of the magician
himself (ver. 9). He had characterized himself indefinstely ;
they judged definitely and confessed (Néyovres) the highest that

! According to Jerome on Matth. xxiv., he asserted of himself: **Ego sum
sermo Dei, ego sum speciosus, ego paracletus, ego omnipotens, ego omnia Dei.”
Certainly an invention of the later Simonians, who transferred specifically
Christian elements of faith to Simon. But this and similar things which were
put into the mouth of Simon (that he was dvardrn mis ddvapss xai abrov woii oy
ziopor xvicavro; BGsow, Clem. Hom. ii, 22, 25; that he was the same who had
appeared among the Jews as the Son, but had come among the Samaritans as the
Father, and among other nations as the Holy Spirit, Iren. i. 23), and were
wonderfully dilated on by opponents, point back to a relation of incarnation
analogous to the incarnation of the Logos, under which the adherents of Simon
conceived him. De Wette incorrectly denies this, referring the expression:
‘“the great power of God,” to the notion of an angel. This is too weak ; all the
ancient accounts concerning Simon, as well as concerning his alleged companion
Helena, the all-bearing mother of angels and powers, betoken a Messianic part
which he played ; to which also the name s 'Esvas, by which he designated
himself according to the Clementines, points. This name (hardly correctly
explained by Ritschl, altkath. Kircle, p. 228 f., from &vasrisre, Deunt. xviii. 15,
18) denotes the imperishable and unchangeable. See, besides, concerning Simon
and his doctrine according to the Clementines, Uhlhorn, die Homil. u. Recognit.
des Clemens Rom. p. 281 ff.; Zeller, p. 159 ff. ; and concerning the entire
diversified development of the old legends concerning him, Miiller in Herzog’s
Encykl. X1V, p. 391 ff. ; concerning his doctrine of the Aeons and Syzygies,
Philosoph. Orig. vi. 7 fl. According to Baur and Zeller, the magician never
ezisted at all; and the legend concerning him, which arose from Christian
polemics directed against the Samaritan worship of the sun-god, the Oriental
Hercules (Baal-Melkart), is nothing else than a hostile travestie of the Apostle
Paul and his antinomian labonrs. Comp. also Hilgenfeld, d. clement. Recognit.
p- 219 f. ; Volekmar in the theol. Jakrb. 1856, p. 279 . The Book of Acts has,
in their view, admitted this legend about Simon, but has eut off the reference to
Paul. Thaus the state of the case is exactly reversed. The history of Simon
Magus in our passage was amplified in the Clementines in an anti-Pauline
interest. The Book of Acts has not cut off the hostile reference to Paul ; but the
Clementines have added it, and accordingly have dressed out the history with &
view to combat Paulinism and Gnosticism, indeed have here and there caricatured
Paul himself as Simon. We set to work unhistorically, if we place the simple
narratives of the N. T. on a parallel with later historical excrescences and dis-
figurements, and by means of the latter attack the former as likewise fabulous
representations. Our narrative contains the historical germ, from which the later
legends concerning Simon Magus have luxuriantly developed themselves ; the
Samaritan worship of the sun end moon has nothing wkatever to do with the
history of Simon.
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could be said of him ; and in doing so, accorded with the inten-
tion of the sorcerer.

Ver. 12. They believed Philip, who announced the good news
of the lingdom of God and of the name of Jesus Christ. —
evayyerf. only here (see the critical remarks) with mepi, but
see Rom. i. 3; Josephus, Antt. xv. 7. 2. — The Samaritans
called the Messiah whom they expected 207 or 27F3, the
Converter, and considered Him as the universal, not merely
political, but still more religious and moral, Renewer. See on
John iv. 23.

Ver. 13. "Emiarevae] also on his part (k. adrés), like the
other Samaritans, he became believing, namely, likewise 7¢
DN edayyenbouéve kv N,  Entirely at variance with the
text is the opinion (Grotius, Clericus, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel)
that Simon regarded Jesus only as a great magician and worker
of miracles, and not as the Messiah, and only to this extent
believed on Him. He was, by the preaching and miracles of
Philip, actually moved to faith in Jesus as the Messiah. Yet
this faith of his was only historical and intellectual, without
having as its result a change of the inner life;' hence he was
soon afterwards capable of what is related in vv. 18, 19. The
real perdvoia is not excited in him, even at ver. 24. Cyril
aptly remarks: éBamticOn, 4AN olx épwrichn — éfisTaro]
he, who had formerly been himself éfcorav 76 €6vos!

Vv. 14-17. Oi év ‘Iepos. amoar.] applies, according to
ver. 1, to all the apostles, to the apostolic college, which com-
missioned two of its most distinguished members (Gal. ii. 9).
— Sapdpeia] here also the name of the country; see vv. 5, 9.
From the snccess which the missionary labours of Philip had
in that single city, dates the conversion of the country in
general, and so the fact : 8é8extar 7§ Sapdpeta Tov Noyov Tob
©@cod, — The dcesign of the mission of Peter and John? is

! Bengel well remarks : ¢ Agnovit, virtutem Dei non esse in se, sed in Philippo.
« « . Non tamen pertigit ad fidem plenam, justificantem, cor purificantem, sals
vantem, tametsi ad eain pervenisse speciose videretur, donee se aliter prodidit.”
3 Which Baur (L. p. 47, ed. 2) derives from the interest of Judaism to place
the new churches in a position of dependence on Jerusalem, and to prevent too

free o development of the Hellenistic principle. See, ou the other hand,
Schneckenburger in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 542 fl., who, however, likewise
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certainly, according to the text (in opposition to Schnecken-
burger), to be considered as that which they actually did after
their arrival (ver. 15) : to pray for the baptized, in order that
(0mws) they might receive the Holy Spirit. Not as if, in
general, the communication of the Spirit had been exclusively
bound up with the prayer and the imposition of the hands
(vv. 17, 18) of an actual apostle; nor yet as if here
under the Spirit we should have to conceive something
peculiar (70 7w onpuelwy, Chrysostom, comp. Beza, Calvin):
but the observation, ver. 16, makes the baptism of the Samari-
tans without the reception of the Spirit appear as something
cxtraordinary : the epoch-making advance of Christianity
beyond the bounds of Judaea into Samaria was nof to be
accomplished without the intervention of the direct ministry of the
apostlcs. Comp. Baumgarten, p. 175 ff.  Therefore the Spirib
was teserved until this apostolic intervention occurred. To
explain the matter from the designed omission of prayer for
the Holy Spirit on the part of Philip (Hofmann, Schriftbew.
II. 2, p. 32), or from the suljectivity of the Samaritans, whose
faith had not yet penetrated into the inner life (Neander, p.
80 f., 104), has no justification in the text, the more especially
as there is no mention of any further instruction by the
apostles, but only of their prayer (and imposition of hands®),
in the effect of which certainly their greater éfovoia, as
compared with that of Philip as the mere evangelist, was
historically made apparent, because the nascent church of
Samaria was not to develope its life otherwise than in living

gratuitonsly imports the opinion that the conversion of the Samaritans appeared
suspicious and required a more exact examination.

1 Ver. 15, comp. with vv. 17, 18, shows clearly the relation of prayer to the
imposition of hands. The prayer obtained from God the communication of the
Spirit, but the imposition of hands, after the Spirit had been prayed for, becamo
the vehicle of the communication. It was certainly of a symbolical nature, yet
not a bare and ineflective symbol, but the effective conductor of the gifts prayed
for. Comp. on vi. 8, JTn xix, 5 also it is applied after baptism, and with the
result of the communication of the Spirit. On the other hand, at x. 48, it
would have come too late, If it is not specially mentioned in cases of ordinary
baptism, where the operation of the Spirit was not bound up with the apostolic
imposition of hands as here (see 1 Cor. i. 14-17, xii. 13; TTit. iiL. §), it is to be
considered as obvious of itself (Heb. vi. 2).
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connection with the apostles themselves! The miraculous
element of the apostolic influence is to be recognised as con-
nected with the whole position and function of the apostles,
and not to be referred to a sphere of view belonging to 2
later age (Zeller, Holtzmann). — 8é8extar] has received : see
xvii. 7; Winer, p. 246 [E. T. 328]; Valcken. p. 437. —
ratafdvres] namely, to Samaria situated lower. — oldémww wyap
w] for as yet not at all, etc. — pdvov 8¢ BeBamTiopévor x.T]
but they found themselves only tn the condition of baptized
ones (not at the same time also furnished with the Spirit).

Ver. 18. The communication of the Spirit was visible (i8wv,
see the critical remarks) in the gestures and gesticulations of
those who had received it, perhaps also in similar phenomena
to those which took place at Pentecost in Jerusalem.— Did
Simon himself receive the Spirit 2 Certainly not, as this would
have rendered him incapable of so soon making the offer of
money. He saw the result of the apostolic imposition of
hands on ofhers—thereupon his impatient desire waits not
even for his own experience (the power of the apostolic prayer
would have embraced him also and filled him with the Spirit),
and, before it came to his turn to receive the imposition of
hands, he makes his proposal, perhaps even as a condition of
allowing the hands to be laid upon him. The opinion of
Kuinoel, that from pride he did not consider it at all necessary
that the hands should be laid on him, is entirely imaginary.
The motive of his proposal was selfishness in the interest of his
magical trade; very naturally he valued the communication of
the Spirit, to the inward experience of which he was a stranger,
only according to the surprising outward phenomena, and
hence saw in the apostles the possessors of a higher magical
power still unknown to himself, the possession of which he
as a sorcerer coveted, “ ne quid sibi deesset ad ostentationem
et quaestum,” Erasmus,

Vv. 20, 21. Thy money be along with thee unto destruction ;
i.e. let perdition, Messianic penal destruction, come upon thy
money and thyself! The sin-money, in the lofty strain of

1 Surely this entirely peculiar state of matters should have withheld the Catholics
(rom grounding the doctrine of confirmation on our passage (os even Beelen does).
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the language, is set forth as something personal, capable of
amohea. — €l els arw).] a usual attraction : fall into destruc-
tion and be in . Sec Winer,p. 386 f. [E. T. 516 f]. Comp.
ver. 23.— v dwpedv Tod Oeod] THv éfovailav TavTyw, ha
w1, ver. 19. OQbserve the antithetically chosen designa-
tion. — évopucas) thou wast minded, namely, in the proposal
made. — pepis oUd¢ xAfjpos] synonyms, of which the second
expresses the idea figuratively: paré nor lof. Comp. Deut.
xii 12, xiv. 27, 29; Isa. lvii. 6. The utterance is earnest,
— & 70 Aoy TouTe] 1n this word, i.e. in the éfovaia to be the
medium of the Spirit, which was in question. Lange gratui-
tously imports the idea: in this word, which flows from the
hearts of believers moved by the Spirit.  Aoryos of the “ ipsa causa,
de qua disceptatur,” is very current also in classical writers,
Ast, Lex. Plat. 11. p. 256 ; Brunck, ad Soph. A4j. 1268 ; Wolf,
ad Dem. Lept. p. 277 ; Nigelsb. on the Iliad, p. 41 f. ed. 3.
Others, as Olshausen and Neander after Grotius, explain Aéyos
of the gospel, all share in whose blessings is cut off from
Simon. But then this reference must bave been suggested by
the contest, in which, however, there is no mention at all of
doctrine, — ebfeta, straight, ie. upright (comp. Wisd. ix. 3 ;
Ecclus. vii 6), for Simon thought to acquire (xrdofas) an
étovaia not destined for him, from immoral motives, and by an
unrighteous means. Herein lies the immoral nature of simony,
whose source is selfishness. Comp. the ethical oxoriés (Luke
iii 5), il 40; Phil. ii. 15. “ Cor arx boni et mali,” Bengel ;
Delitzsch, Psyckol. p. 250.

Vv. 22, 23. ’Amo Tijs xar.] te turning thee away from,
Heb. vi 1. Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 3. — el dpa ddpebrjoerar] entreat
the Lord (God, ver. 21), and try thereby, whether perhaps (as
the case may stand) there will be forgiven, etc. Comp. on Mark
xi 13; Rom. i 10. Peter, on account of the high degree of
the transgression, represents the forgiveness on repentance still
as doubtful! Kuinoel, after older expositors (comp. Heinrichs

1 Not as if it were thereby made dependent on the caprice of God (de Wette's
objection), but because God, in presence of the greatness of the guilt, could only
forgive on the corresponding sincerity and truth of the repentance and believing
prayer ; and how doubtful wag this with such 2 mind 1 The whole greatness of
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and de Wette), thinks that the doubt concerns the conversion
of Simon, which was hardly to be hoped for. At variance
with the text, which to the fulfilment of the peravénoov (with-
out which forgiveness was not at all conceivable) annexes still
the problematic e/ dpa. Concerning the direct expression by
the future, see Winer, p. 282 (E. T. 376). — % émivowa)] the
(conscious) plan, the project, is a vox media, which receives its
reference in bonam (2 Mace. xii. 45; Ar. Thesm. 766, al.),
or as here in malam partem, entirely from the context. See
the passages in Kypke, II. p. 42, and from Philo in Loesner,
p- 198 f. — For I perceive thee (fallen into and) existing in
gall of bitterncss and (vn) band of iniquity, v.e. for I recognise
thee as a man who has fallen into bitter enmity (against
the gospel) as into gall, and into iniquity as into binding
fetters. Both genitives are to be taken alike, namely, as
genitives of apposition ; heuce yoAy mwxpias is not fel amarum
(as is usually supposed), in which case, besides, mxpias would
only be tame and self-evident. On the contrary, mixpia is to
be taken in the ethical sense, a bitter, malignant, and hostile
disposition (Rom. iii. 14 ; Eph. iv. 31 ; often in the classical
writers, see Valck. ad Eur. Phoen. 963), which, figuratively
represented, is gall, into which Simon had fallen. In the cor-
responding representation, ddwria is conceived as a band which
encorpassed him. Comp. Isa. lviii. 6. Others render svvéeo-
pos, bundle (comp. Herodian, iv. 12. 11). So Alberti, Wolf,
Wetstein, Valckenaer, Kuinoel, and others, including Ewald.
But in this way the genitive would not be taken uniformly
with mupias, and we should expect instead of adiwias a plural
expression. Ewald, moreover, concludes from these words that
a vehement contest had previously taken place between Peter
and Simon,—a point which must be left undetermined, as the
text indicates nothing of it. — elvac eis] stands as in ver. 20.
See Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 286 [E. T. 333]. Lange! at
variance with the words, gratuitously imports the notion :
“ that thou wilt prove to be a poison . .. in the church.”

the danger was to be brought to the consciousness of Simon, and to guicken him

to the need of repentance and prayer.
} Comp. also Thiersch, Kirche im apost. Zeit. p. 91.
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Ver. 24. “Pueis] whose prayer must be more effectual. On
8enf. with mpos, comp. DPs. Ixiv. 1.—8mws undév xrl]
“poenae metum, non culpae horrorem fatetur,” Bengel. A
Lumdliation has begun in Simon, but it refers to the apostolic
threat of punishment, the realization of which he wishes to
avert, not to the ground of this threat, which lay in %is own
heart and could only be removed by a corresponding repent-
ance. Hence, also, his conversion (which even Calvin con-
jectures to have taken place ; comp. Ebrard) does not ensue.
It would, as a brilliant victory of the apostolic word, not have
been omitted ; and in fact the ecclesiastical traditions concerning
the stedfastly continued conflict of Simon with the Jewish-
apostolic gospel, in spite of all the strange and contradictory
fables mixed up with it down to his overthrow by Peter at
Rome, testify against the occurrence of that conversion at all.

Vv. 25, 26. Tov Ndy. 7. xvp.] The word which they spoke
was not their word, but Christ’'s, who caused the gospel to be
announced by them as His ministers and interpreters. Comp.
xiii. 48 f, xv. 35 £, xix. 10, 20. DBut the auctor principalis
is God (x 36), hence the gospel is still more frequently called
¢ Aoryos Tob Oeod (iv. 29, 31, vi. 2, and frequently). — moArds
7€ Kpas . . . elnyyed.] namely, on their way back to Jerusalem.
— ebaryyehileaBar, with the accusative of the person (Luke
iii. 18 ; Acts xiv. 21, xvi. 10), is rare, and belongs to the later
Greek. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 267 f. — dyyehos 8¢ kuplov]
is neither to be rationalized with Eichhorn to the effect, that
what is meant is the sudden and involuntary rise of an
internal impulse not to be set aside ; nor with Olshausen to
the effect, that what is designated is not a being appearing
individually, but a spiritual power, by which a spiritual com-
munication was made to Philip (the language is, in fact, not
figurative, as in John i. 52, but purely historical). On the
contrary, Luke narrates an actual angelic appearance, that spoke
literally to Philip. This appearance must, in respect of its
Jorm, be left undefined, as a vision in a dream (Eckermann,
Heinrichs, Kuinoel) is not indicated in the text, not even
by avdornfi, which rather (raise thyself) belongs to the pic-
torial representation ; comp. on v. 17. Philip received this
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engelic intimation in Sumaria (in opposition to Zeller, who
makes him to have returned with the apostles to Jerusalem),
while the two apostles were on their way back to Jerusalem.
— TI'afa, MY, d.e. the strong (Gen. x. 19; Josh. xv. 45 ; Judg.
iii. 3, xvi. 1; 1 Macec. xi. 16), a strongly fortified Philistine
city, situated on the Mediterranean, on the southern border of
Canaan. See Stark, Gaza w. d. philistdische Kaste, Jena 1852 ;
Ritter, Brdk. XVI. 1,p. 45 ff.; Arnold in Herzog’s Encykl. IV.
p- 671 ff. 1t was conquered (Plut. Alex. 25 ; Curt. iv. 6) and
destroyed (Strabo, xvi. 2. 30, p. 759) by Alexander the Great,
—a fate which, after many vicissitudes, befell it afresh under
the Jewish King Alexander Jannaeus, in B.C. 96 (Joseph.
Antt, xiii. 13. 3, Bell. i. 4. 2). Rebuilt as New Gaza farther
to the south by the Proconsul Gabinius, B.c. 58, the city was
incorporated with the province of Syria. Its renewed, though
not total destruction by the Jews occurred not long before the
siege of Jerusalem (Joseph. Bell. Jud. ii. 18.1). It is now
the open town Ghuzzeh. — abrn éoriv épnuos) applies to the
way (von Raumer, Robinson, Winer, Buttmann, Ewald, Baum-
garten, Lange, and older commentators, as Castalio, Beza,
Bengel, and others). As several roads led from Jerusalem to
Gaza (and still lead, see Robinson, IL p. 748), the angel
specifies ¢the road, which he means, more exactly by the state-
ment : this way is desolate, t.e. it i3 a desert way, leading
through solitary and little cultivated districts. Comp. 2 Sam.
ii. 24, LXX. Such a road still exists; see Robinson, lc.
The object of this more precise specification can according to
the text only be ¢Ass, that Philip should take no other Toad
than that on which he would not mass, but would really encounter,
the Ethiopian. The angel wished to direct him right surely.
Other designs are imported without any ground in the text, as,
eg., that he wished to raise him above all fear of the Jews
(Chrysostom, Oecumenius), or to describe the locality as swit-
able for undisturbed evangelical operations (Baumgarten), and
Jor deeper conversation (Ewald, Jahrb. V. p. 227), or even
to indicate that the road must mow be spiritually prepared
and constructed (Lange). é&pnuos stands without the article,
because it is conceived altogether qualitatively. If adrn is to
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be referred to Gaza (so Stark, le. p. 510 {T,, following Erasmus,
Calvin, Grotius, and others), and the words likewise to be
ascribed to the angel, we should have to take épnuos as
destroyed, and to undevstand these words of the angel as an
indication that he meant not the rebuilt New (Gaza, but the
old Gaza lying in ruins. But this would be opposed, not
indeed to historical correctness (see Stark), but yet to the con-
nection, for the event afterwards related happened on the way,
and this way was to be specified. Others consider the words
as & gloss of Luke (de Wette, Wieseler, and others, following
older interpreters). DBut if adrn is to be referred to the way,
it is difficult to see what Luke means by that remark. If it
is to indicate that the way is not, or no longer, passable, this
has no perceptible reference to the event which is related.
But if, as Wieseler, p. 401, thinks, it is meant to point to the
fact that the Ethiopian on this solitary way could read without
being disturbed, and aloud, no reader could possibly guess
this, and at any rate Luke would not have made the remark
till ver. 28. 1If on the other hand, we refer adrn in this
supposed remark of Luke to the city, we can only assume,
with Hug and Lekebusch, p. 419 f, that Luke has meant its
destruction, which took place in the Jewish war (Joseph.
Bell. ii. 18. 1). But even thus the notice would have no
definite object in relation to the narrative, which is concerned
not with the city, but with the way as the scene of the
event. Hug and Lekebusch indeed suppose that the recent
occurrence of the destruction induced Luke to notice it here
on the mention of Gaza; but it is against this view in its
turn, that Luke did not write till a considerable time after the
destruction of Jerusalem (see Introduction, sec. 3). Reland,
Wolf, Krebs, inappropriately interpret é&pmuos as unfortified,
which the context must bave suggested (as in the passages in
Sturz, Lez. Xen. 1L p. 359), and which would yield a very
meaningless remark. Wassenberg, Heinrichs, and Kuinoel take
refuge in the hypothesis of an interpolated gloss.

Ver. 27. Kal 800] And behold (there was) a man. Comp.
on Matt. iii. 17. — edvoiryos SuvagTns] is, seeing that SvvdaoTns
is a substantive, most simply taken, not conjointly (a power-
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wielding ewnuch, after the analogy of IHerod. ii. 32: dvdpdv
Svvacréwy maibes, comp. Ecclus. viii. 1), but separately: ¢
eunuch, one wielding power, so that there is a double apposition
(see Bornemann #n loc.). The more precise description, what
Iind of wielder of power he was, follows (chief treasurer,
qafopvraf, Plut. Mor. p. 823 C; Athen. vi. p. 261 B). The
express mention of his sexual character is perhaps connected
with the wniversalism of Luke, in contrast to Deut. xxiii. 1.
In the East, eunuchs were taken not only to be overseers of the
harem, but also generally to fill the most important posts of the
court and the closet (Pignor. de servis, p. 371 f. ; Winer, Realw.
8.v. Verschnittene) ; hence edvoiyos is often employed generally
of court officials, without regard to corporeal mutilation. See
de Dieu, tn loc. ; Spanheim, ad Julian. Orait. p. 174. Many
therefore (Cornelius a Lapide, de Dieu, Kuinoel, Olshausen)
suppose that the Ethiopian was not emasculated, for he is
called dvrjp and he was not a complete Gentile (as Eusebius
and Nicephorus would make him), but, according to ver.
30 ff,, a Jew, whereas Israelitish citizenship did not belong to
emasculated persons (Deut. xxiii. 1; Michaelis, Mos. E. II.
§ 95,1V. § 185 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 218). But if so, edwvotiyos,
with which, moreover, the general word dvijp! is sufficiently
compatible, would be an entirely superfluous term. The very
fact, however, that he was an officer of the first rank in
the court of a gueen, makes it most probable that he was
actually a eunuch ; and the objection drawn from Deut. /..
is obviated by the very natural supposition that he was a
proselyte of the gate (comp. on John xii. 20). That this born
Gentile, although a eunuch, had been actually received into
the coungregation of Israel (Baumgarten), and accordingly a
proselyte of righteousness, as Calovius and others assumed,
cannot be proved either from Isa. lvi. 3—6, where there is a
promise of the Messianic future, in the salvation of which
even Gentiles and eunuchs were to share ; nor from the example
of Ebedmelech, Jer. xxxviii. 7 ff. (considered by Baumgarten
as the type of the chamberlain), of whom it is not said that he
was a complete Jew ; nor can it be inferred from the distant

} He might even have been married. See Gen. xxxix. 1, and Knobel ia loc.
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journey of the man and his quick reception of baptism (Lange,
apost. Zeitalt. IL p. 109), which is a very arbitrary inference.
Eusebius, ii 1, also designates him as wpdtos éf é0vdy, who
had been converted. Kavdaxn was, like Pharaok among the
Egyptian kings, the proper name in common of the queens
of Ethiopia, which still in the times of Eusebius was governed
by queens. See Strabo, xvii. 1. 54, p. 820 ; Dio Cass. liv. 5
Plin. V. H. vi. 35. 7. Their capital was Napata. See
particularly Laurent, neufest. Stud. p. 140 ff. — On yala, a
word received from the Persian (“ pecuniam regiam, quam
gazam Persae vocant,” Curt. iii. 13. 5) into Greek and Latin,
see Serv. ad Virgil. Aen. i. 119, vol. 1. p. 30, ed. Lion. and
Wetstein in loc. — émi, asin vi. 3.  Nepos, Datam. 5 : “ gazae
custos regiae.” — Tradition (Bzovius, Annal. ad a. 1524,
p. 542), with as much uncertainty as improbability (Ludolf,
Comam. ad Hist. Acth. p. 89 f), calls the Ethiopian Jndick and
Judich, and makes him,—what is without historical proof,
doubtless, but in itself not improbable, though so early a
permanent establishment of Christianity in Ethiopia is not
historically known,—the first preacher of the gospel among
his countrymen, whose queen the legend with fresh invention
makes to be baptized by him (Niceph. ii. 6). '

Vv. 28-31. He read aloud (see ver. 30), and most probably
from the LXX. translation widely diffused in Egypt. Perhaps
he had been induced by what he had heard in Jerusalem of
Jesus and of His fate to occupy himself on the way with
Isaiah in particular, the Evangelist among the prophets, and
with this very section concerning the Servant of God. Ver.
34 is not opposed to this.— elme 8¢ 7. mvedua denotes the
address of the Holy Spirit inwardly apprehended. Comp.
x. 19. — ro\\7j0nd] attach thyself to, separate not thyself from.
Comp. Ruth ii. 8; Tob.vi. 17; 1 Macc. vi. 21.—dpa e
quwéares & dvaywaares ;] For instances of a similar parono-
masia,! see Winer, p. 591 [E. T. 794 £]. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 2;
2 Thess. iii. 11. &pa, num (with the strengthening «é), stands
here as ordinarily : “ ut aliquid sive verae sive fictae dubita-
tionis admisceat,” Buttmann, ad Charmid. 14. Comp. Herm.

' Compare the well-known saying of Julian : dréyrwr, Iyvar, xariyver,
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ad Viger. p. 823, and on Luke xviii. 8 ; Gal. ii. 17; Baeuml.
Parttk. p. 40 f. Philip doubts whether the Aethiopian was
aware of the Messianic reference of the words which he read.
— wds yap &y Swvaiumy k7] an evidence of humility and
susceptibility. dv, with the optative, denotes the subjective
possibility conditionally conceived and consequently undecided.
See Kiihner, § 467. qdp is to be taken without a no to be
supplied before it : How withal, as the matter stands. See on
Matt. xxvii. 23.

Vv. 32, 33. But the contenls of the passage of Seripture
which he read was this. T7s ypaijs] is here restricted by #v
aveylvwowey to the notion of a single passage, as also, ver. 35,
by radrns (comp. i. 16 ; Luke iv. 21 ; and on Mark xii. 10).
Luther has given it correctly. But many others refer #v
dveylvook. to 7 weproyj: “locus autem scripturae, quem
legebat, hic erat,” Kuinoel, following the Vulgate. But it
is not demonstrable that wepioy7 signifies a scction ; even in
the places cited to show this, Cic. ad 4¢. xiii. 25, and Stob.
Eol. phys. p. 164 A, it is to be taken as here: what s con-
tained in the passage (Hesych. Suid.: dmofeais), and this is
then verbally quoted. Comp. the use of mwepiéyer, 1 Pet.
ii. 6, and Huther in Joc. — @5 mpéBaroy wrA.] Isa. liii. 7, 8,
with unimportant variation from the LXX.! The subject of
the whole oracle is the ™M™ 7Y, ie. according to the correct
Messianic understanding of the apostohc church the Messiah
(Matt. viii. 17 ; Mark xv. 28; John xii. 38 ff, 1. 29; 1 Pet.
ii. 22 ff). Comp. the mais Toﬁ Oeod, iii. 13, 26, iv. 27, 30.
The prophetical words, as Zuke gives them, are as follow: Ads
a sheep He has been led to the slaughter ; and as a lamb, which
s dumb before its shearer, so He opens not His mouth. In His
humaliation His judgment was taken away; te when He had
so humbled Himself to the bloody death (comp. Phil. ii. 8),
the judicial fate imposed on Him by God? was taken from
Him, so that now therefore the culmination and crisis of His

1 Which, however, deviates considerably, and in part erroneously, from the
original Hebrew.

2 The designation of His destiny of suffering as # xpie¢ adrei presupposes the
idca of its vicarious and propitiatory character.
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destiny set in (comp. Phil ii. 9). But Ilis ofspring who shall
describe ? t.e. how indescribably great is the multitude of those
belonging to Him, of whom He will now be the {amily Head
(comp. Phil. ii. 10) ! for (ground of the origin of this immeasur-
able progenics) His life 4s taken away from the earth, so that
He enters upon His heavenly work relieved from the trammels
of earth (comp. John xii. 32 ; Rom. v. 10, viii. 29, 34, xiv. 9).
ryevea does not, any more than =%, signify duration of life
(Luther, Beza, Calvin, and others). The explanation, also, of the
indescribably wicked race of the contemporaries of Christ, who
proved their depravity by putting Him to death (67¢ alperas
k.T\.), is inappropriate. Such is the view I have previously
taken, with de Wette and older commentators. But in this
way the prophecy would be diverted from the person of the
Messiah, and that to something quite obvious of itself;
whereas, according to the above explanation, the aiperas dmo
7. 7. 7) {on ad7. stands in thoughtful and significant correlation
to 57 xplows adToi Hpfy. In these correlates lies the duxacooivy
of the Humbled one, John xvi. 10. The Fathers have explained
yeved in the interest of orthodoxy, but here irrelevantly, of the
eternal generation of the Son. See Suicer, Thes. I p. 744.
Vv. 34-38. 'Amoxpifeis] for Philip bad placed himself
beside him in the chariot, ver. 31 ; and this induced the
eunuch, desirous of knowledge and longing for salvation, to
make his request, in which, therefore, there was so far involved
a reply to the fact of Philip having at his solicitation joined
him. — The question is one of utter unconcealed ignorance, in
which, however, it is intellicently clear to him on what
doubtful point he requires instruction.— drvolfas xTA] 2
pictorial trait, in which there is here implied something
solemn in reference to the following weighty announcement.
See on Matt. v. 2; 2 Cor. vi. 11. Comp. Acts x. 34, — xata
Tov 0dov] along the way; see Winer, p. 374 [E. T. 499] —
7{ kwAiet] opodpa Yruyis Tobro éxkatopévns, Chrysostom. —
BamrrioBivas] Certainly in the elnpyyeicaro adrd Tov 'Inooiv
there was comprehended also instruction concerning baptism.
— Ver. 38. Observe the simply emphatic character of the
circumstantial description. — éeéhevoe] to the charioteer.— Beza
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erroneously supposes that the wafer in which the baptism
took place was the river Eleutherus. According to Jerome,
de locis Hebr., it was at the village Bethsoron. Robinson,
II. p. 749, believes that he has discovered it on the road from
Beit Jibrin to Gaza. For other opinions and traditions, see
Hackett, p. 157 ; Sepp, p. 34.

Vv. 39, 40. Luke relates an involuntary removal® of Philip
effected by the Spirit of God (kvpiov). Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 2, 4 ;
1 Thess. iv. 17; Ezek. iii. 14; 1 Kings xviil. 12; 2 Kingsii. 16 ;
also what happened with Habakkuk in Bel and the Dragon, 33.
He now had to apply himself to further work, after the design
of the Spirit (ver. 29) had been attained in the case of the
Ethiopian. The Spirit snatched him away (comp. John vi. 15),
in which act not only the 4mpulse and the impelling power,
but also the mode, is conceived of as miraculous—as a sudden
unseen transportation as far as Ashdod, ver. 40. The sudden
and quick hurrying away which took place on the impulse of
the Spirit (Kuinoel, Olshausen, comp. also Lange, apost. Zedtalt.
IL p. 113) is the historical element in the case, to which
tradition (and how easily this was suggested by the O. T.
conception in 1 Kings xviii. 12 ; 2 Kings ii. 16) annexed, in
addition to the miraculous operative cause, also the miraculous
mode of the event. DBut to go even beyond this admission,
and to allow merely the country and person of the converted
Ethiopian to pass as historical (Zeller), is wholly without
warrant with such an operation of angel and Spirit as the
narrative contains, when viewed in connection with the super-
sensuous causal domain of N. T. facts in general. — émopevero
vap x.7.\] he obtained no further sight of Philip, for he made
no halt, nor did he take another road in order to seek again
him who was removed from him, but ke went on his way with
Joy, namely, over the salvation obtained in Christ (comp. xvi.
34). He knew that the object of his meeting with Philip was
accomplished. — eis "4 {wTov] He was found removed to Ashdod.
Winer, pp. 387, 572 [E. T. 516, 769]; Buttmann, neut. Gr.
p. 287 [E. T. 333] Transported thither, he again became

1 The excellent Bengel strangely remarks : that one or other of the apostles
may have gone cven to America ** pari trajectw.”

ACTS, Q
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visible. Comp. xxi. 13 ; Esth. i 5; Xen. A4nab. iii. 4. 13:
els Tovtov 8¢ Tov arabuov Ticoadépvns émepdvn, 2 Mace.
i. 33. —"Alwros (Herod. ii. 157 ; Diod. xix. 85 ; in Strabo,
xvi. 29, p. 759 ; oxytone?), W, Josh. xiii 3, 1 Sam. v. 5,
was a Philistine city, the seat of a prince ; after its destruction
by Jonathan rebuilt by Gabinius (Joseph. Anit. xiv. 5. 3), 270
stadia to the north of Gaza, to the west of Jerusalem, now as
a village named Esdud (Volney, Travels, I1. p. 251 ; Robinson,
IL p. 629). See Ruetschi in Herzog’s Encykl. II. p. 556. —
Kawodpewa is the celebrated Kaio. ZeBaoryi (so called in
honour of Augustus), built by Herod I. on the site of the
Castellum Stralonis,—the residency of the Roman procurators,
on the Mediterranean, sixty-eight miles north-west of Jerusalem;
it became the abode of Philip; see xxi. 8. He thus jour-
neyed northward from Ashdod, perhaps through Ekron, Ramah,
Joppa, and the plain of Sharon. There is no reason to regard
the notice éws ... Kawdpeiay as prophetic, and to assume
that Philip, at the time of the conversion of Cornelius, x. 1 ff,
was not yet in Caesarea (Schleiermacher, Lekebusch, Laurent),
seeing that Cornelius is by special divine revelation directed to
Peter, and therefore has no occasion to betake himself to
Philip,

1 Incorrectly ; see Lipsius, gramimat., Unters. p. 80,
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CHAPTER IX,

VER. 3. éx6] A B C G &, min. have &, which is, no doubt, re-
commended by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and
Born., but is inserted from xxii. 6 to express the meaning more
strongly. — Instead of mepijorpa). Lachm. has mepiorpad. A
weakly attested error of transcription.— Ver. 5. xdpiog efmev]
Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Born., after A B C, min. Vulg. In
some other witnesses (including ®), only xépiec is wanting; and
in others, only efmer. The Recepta is a clumsy filling up of the
original bare ¢ 8. — After Siuxers, Elz., following Erasm., has
(instead of aAAd, ver. 6) sxinpiv dor wpis afvrpa Aaxriler. Tpimwe
re nod OapeBav elmes abpie, 71 ps 0iNerg worfocs; xal 6 xbpiog wpde abriv,
against all Greek codd. Chrys. Theoph. and several vss! An
old amplification from xxii. 10, xxvi. 14.— Ver. 8. oldévx]
A* B &, Syr. utr. Ar. Vulg. have oidé. So Lachm. Tisch. Born.
The Recepta has originated mechanically from following ver. 7.
— Ver. 10. The order é épduars 6 xép. (Lachm. Tisch. Born.) has
the decisive preponderance of testimony.— Ver. 12. é épduarni]
i1s wanting in A x, lo* Copt. Aeth. Vulg. B C have it after
dvépe (o Born.). Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An explana-
tory addition to efder. — Instead of weipe, Lachm. and Born. have
ras yeipas, after B E, vss.; also A C &%, lot, which, however, do
not read rds. From ver. 17, and because émmif. 7a¢ xeipas is
the usual expression in the N. T. (in the active always so, except
this passage). — Ver. 17. &x4noa] Lachm. Born. read 7zovoe, which
is decidedly attested by A B C E ¥, min, — Ver. 18. After dsi-
Brsbé 7e, Elz. has sapaypiina, which is wanting in decisive
witnesses, and, after Erasm. and Bengel, is deleted by Lachm.
Tisch. Born. A more precisely defining addition, — Ver. 19.
After éyivero 8, Elz. has ¢ Zalhe, against decisive testimony.
Beginning of a church-lesson. — Ver. 20. 'Insotv] Elz. reads
Xpiorby, against A B C E K, min. vss. Iren. Amid the prevalent
interchange of the two names this very preponderance of
authority is decisive, But 'Ineetv is clearly confirmed by the

1 The words are found in Vulg. Ar. pol. Aeth. Arm. Syr. p. (with an esterisk)
Slav, Theophyl. 2, Oec. Hilar. in Ps. ii., but with many variations of detail.
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following &es oleds éovw 6 vivg r. Ocob, a8 also by ver. 22, where
odro; necessarily presupposes a preceding ‘Insole. — Ver. 24,
wapecipow 1] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read =apsrnpoivro 8 xai, which
is to be preferred according to decisive testimony. — airdy of
uadrrai] Lachm. Tisch. Born. read o wadprai airod, after A B C
F ¥, 1o%"* Or. Jer. This reading has in its favour, along with the
preponderance of witnesses, the circumstance that before (ver.
19) and after (ver. 26) the rzaédnrai are mentioned absolutely, and
the expression of u«d. airoi might appear objectionable. In
what follows, on nearly the same evidence, 3¢ o0 reiyovg xadi-
xar abrév is to be read. — Ver. 26. After sapay. 8, Elz. has s
Sairos, E, 6 Malrog. An addition. ——e:’;] B E G H, min. Oec.
Theophyl. have #, recommended by Griesb. and adopted by
Lachm. Tisch. Born. The evidence leaves it doubtful ; but con-
sidering the frequency of maupayiv. with eig (xiii. 14, xv. 4; Matt.
ii. 1; John viil. 2), whereas it does not further occur with & in
the N. T, & would be more easily changed into ez than the
converse, — émeipiro] Lachm. and Born. read imeipulev (after
A B C w8, min.), which was easily introduced as the usual
form (zepdopas only again occurs in the N. T. in xxvi. 21;
Heb. iv. 15 2). — Ver. 28. & ‘Iepovs.] Lachm. Tisch. Born. have
richtly adopted e/s ‘Iepovs., which already Griesb. had approved
after A B C E G R, min. Chrys. Oec. Theophyl. év was inserted
as more suitable than /s, which was not understood. Accord-
ingly, »ai before wujpye. is to be deleted with Lachm. and Tisch.,
following A B C &, min. vss. An insertion for the sake of con-
nection. — Ver. 29. ‘Exxgwords] A has “Exipas. From xi. 20.
— Ver. 31. Lachm. Tisch. Born. read % . . . éxxhsoic . . . eFpev eip.
cizodopoupivy % opeuopbvy . . . éxrydlvero, after A B C &, min. and
several vss., including Vulg. Rightly. The original 4 uév obv
éxxr.ria, z.v., in accordance with the apostolic idea of the unity
of the church, was explained by i uiv obv xxysias w@oar (so E),
which z&sas was again deleted, and thus the .Recepfa arose.—
Ver. 33. Instead of rpaBBdrw, xpaBBuro is to be adopted, with
Lachm. Tisch. Born., on preponderating evidence. — Ver. 38.
émdoas . .. abrin] Lachm. and Tisch. read éxvions . . . audy, after
A B C*E &, lot Vulg, which with this preponderance of
evidence is the more to be preferred, as internal grounds deter-
mive nothing for the one reading or the other.

Vv. 1, 2. "E7i] See viii. 3, hence the narrative does not
stand isolated (Schleiermacher). — éumvéwy dmeidjs k. povov
eis 1. pab.] out of threatening and murder breathing hard at the
disciples, whereby is set forth the passionateness with which he



CIIAP. IX. 1, 2. 245

was eager to terrify the Christians by threats, and to hurry
them to death. In éumvéwy, observe the compound, to which
the els 7. paf. belonging to it corresponds; so that the word
signifies : to breathe hard at or upon an object; as often also
in classical writers, yet usually with the dative instead of
with es. The expression is stronger than if it were said
mvéwy dreny w7 (Lobeck, ad Aj. p. 342 ; Boeckh, Expl.
Pind. p. 341). The genitives ameijs and ¢dévov denote whence
this éumvéew issued ; threatening and murder, 7.e. sanguinary
desire (Rom. i. 29), was within bhim what excited and sus-
tained his breathing hard. Comp. éumvéor fwis, Josh. x. 40 ;
¢ovov mvelovra, Nonn, Dionys. 25 ; Aristoph. £g. p. 437; Winer,
p. 192 [E. T. 255]. — 7& dpyuepet] If the conversion of Paul
occurred in the year 35 (Introduction, sec. 4), then Caiaphas
was still high priest, as he was not deposed by Vitellius until
the year 36 (Anger, de temp. rat. p. 184). Jonathan the son
of Ananus (Joseph. Antz. xviil. 4. 3) succeeded him; and he,
after a year, was succeeded by his brother Theophilus (Joseph.
Anit. xviil. 5. 3). — dapaarés, P17, the old capital of Syria, in
which, since the period of the Seleucidae, so many Jews resided
that Nero could cause 10,000 to be executed (Joseph. Bell. Jud.
i 2. 25,1i 20. 2). It was specially to Damascus that the per-
secuting Saul turned his steps, partly, doubtless, because the
existence of the hated sect in that city was well known to him
(the church there may have owed its origin and its enlarge-
ment as well to the journeys of the resident Jews to the feasts,
as to visits of the dispersed from Jerusalem); partly, per-
haps, also, because personal connections promised for his enter-
prise there the success which he desired. — mpos 7das cwvw-
aywry.], from which, consequently, the Christians had not as yet
separated themselves. Comp. Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 290. —
The recognition of the letters of authorization at Damascus was
not to be doubted, as that city was in the year 35 still under
Roman dominion ; and Roman policy was accustomed to grant
as much indulgence as possible to the religious power of the
Sanhedrim, even in criminal matters (only the execution of
the punishment of death was reserved to the Roman authority).
— s 680D Svras) who should be of the way. The way, in the
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ethical seuse, is here xat' éfoxrv the Christian, i.e. the charac.
teristic direction of life as determined by faith on Jesus Christ
(0855 xvpiov, xviil 25),—an expression in this absolute form
peculiar to the Book of Acts (xix. 9, xxii. 4, xxiv. 14, 22),
but which certainly was in use in the apostolic church.
Oecumenius indicates the substantial meaning: Thv xata
Xpworov elme mwolTelav. — elvai, with the genitive in the
sense of belonging fo. See Bernhardy, p. 165; Winer, p. 184
[E. T. 244)]

Vv. 3-9. The conversion of Saul does mot appear, on an
accurate consideration of the three narratives (ix., xxii., xxvi.)
which agree in the main points, fo have kad the way psycho-
logically prepared for it by scruples of conscience as to his per-
secuting proceedings. On the contrary, Luke represents it in
the history at our passage, and Paul himself in his speeches
(xxii. and xxvi ; comp. also Gal. L 14, 15; Phil. iii. 12), as
in direct and immediate confrast to his vehement persecuting
zeal, amidst which he was all of a sudden internally arrested
by the miraculous fact from without. Comp. Beyschlag in
the Stud.u. Krit. 1864, p. 2511 Moreover, previous scruples
and inward struggles are & priors, in the case of a character so
pure (at this time only erring), firm, and ardently decided as
he also afterwards continued to be, extremely improbable: he
saw in the destruction of the Christian church only a fulfil-
ment of duty and a meritorious service for the glory of
Jehovah (xxii. 3; comp. Gal i 14; Phil iii 6). For the
transformation of his firin conviction into the opposite, of his
ardent interest against the gospel into an ardent zeal for
it, there was needed—with the pure resoluteness of his will,
which even in his unwearied persecutions was just striving after
a righteousness of his own (Phil. iii. 6)—a heavenly power
directly seizing on his inmost conscience ; and this he experi-
enced, in the midst of his zealot enterprise, on the way to
Damascus, when that perverted striving after righteousness and
merit was annihilated. The light which from heaven suddenly
shone around him brighter than the sun (xxvi. 13), was no flash
of lightning. The similarity of the expression in all the three
narratives militates against this assumption so frequently made
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(and occurring still in Schrader); and Paul himself certainly
knew how to distinguish in his recollection a natural pheno-
menon, however alarming, from a ¢ds dmd Tod ovpavod asso-
ciated with a heavenly revelation! This ¢ds was rather the
heavenly radiance, with which the exalted Christ appearing
in His 8cfa is surrounded. In order to a scripturally true
conception of the occurrence, moreover, we may not think
merely in general of an Znternal vision produced by God (Weiss,
Schweizer, Schenkel, and others) ; nor is it enough specially to
assume a self-manifestation of Christ made merely to the inner
sense of Saul,— although externally accompanied by the
miraculous appearance of light,—according to which by an
operation of Christ, who ¢s in heaven, He presented Himself to
the inner man of Saul, and made Himself audible in definite
words (see my first edition; comp. Bengel, @b d. Bekehr. Pauli,
aus d. Lat. abers. v. Nvechammer, Tib. 1826), On the contrary,
according to 1 Cor. xv. 8 (comp. ix. 1), Christ must really
have appeared to him in His glorified body (comp.ix. 17, 27).
For only the objective (this also against Ewald) and real cor-
poreal appearance corresponds to the category of appearances,
in which this is placed at 1 Cor. xv. 8, as also to the require-
ment of apostleship, which is expressed in 1 Cor. ix. 1 most
definitely, and that in view of Peter and the other original
apostles, by Tov xUpiov judv éwparxa. Comp. Paul in Hilgen-
feld’'s Zeitschr. 1863, p. 182 ff. The Risen One Himself was
in the light which appeared, and converted Saul (and hence
Gal. i. 1: 7ol éyelpavros alrov €x vexpdv), with which also
Gal. i. 16 (see in loc.) fully agrees; comp. Phil. iii. 12. This
view is rightly adopted, after the old interpreters, by Lyttleton
(on the comversion, etc., translated by Hahn, Hannov. 1751),
Hess, Michaelis, Haselaar (Lugd. Bat. 1806), and by most
modern interpreters except the Tiibingen School; as well as
by Olshausen and Neander, both of whom, however, without
any warrant in the texts, assume a psychological preparation by
the principles of Gamaliel, by the speech of Stephen, and by the

! This applies in the main, also, against Ewald, p. 375, who assumes a dazzling

celestial phenomenon of an unexpected and terrible nature, possibly a thunder-
storm, or rather a deadly sirocco in the middle of a sultry day, cte
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sight of his death. For the correct view comp. Baumgarten ;
Diestelmaier, Jugendlcben des Saulus, 1866, p. 37 ff.; Oertel,
DPavlus in d. Apostelgesch. p. 112 ff, who also enlarges on the
connection of the doctrine of the apostle with his conversion.!
On the other hand, de Wette does not go beyond an admission of
the enigmatical character of the matter; Lange (Apost. Zeitalt.
IL. p. 116 f) connects the objective fact with a visionary
perception of it ; and Holsten (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1861, p.
223 ff), after the example of Baur, attempts to make good the
vision, which he assumes, a3 a real one, indeed, but yet as an
tmmanent psychological act of Saul's own mind,—a view which
is refuted by the necessary resemblance of the fact to the
other Christophanies in 1 Cor. xv.*> Al the attempts of Baur
and his school to treat the event as a visionary product from
the laboratory of Saul's own thoughts are exegetical impossi-
bilities, in presence of which Baur himself at last stood
still acknowledging a mystery. See his Christenth. d. dre
ersten Jahrh. p. 45, ed. 2. It is no argument against the
actual bodily appearance, that the text speaks only of the
Light, and not of a human form rendered visible. For, while

1 See also Hofstede de Groot, Pauli conversio praecipuus theologiae Paul.,
foms, Groniug. 1855, who, however, in setting forth this connection mixes np
too much that is arbitrary.

2 See, in opposition to Holsten, Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1864, pp. 197 fI.,
231 ff. ; Oertel, L.c. In opposition to Beyschlag, again, see Holsten, zum Lvang.
des Paulus u. Petr. p. 2 ff. ; as also Hilgenfeld in bis Zeitschr. 1864, p. 155 fI.,
who likewise starts from & priori presuppositions, which do not agree with the
exegetical resnlts. These & priori presuppositions, marking the criticism of the
Baur School, agree generally in the negation of miracle, as well as in the posi-
tion that Christianity has arisen in the way of an inmanent development of
the human mind, —whereby the credibility of the Book of Acts is abandoned.
With Holsten, Lang, relig. Charaktere, Paulus, p. 15 ff., essentially agrees ; 28
does also, with poetical embellishment, Hirzel in the Zeitstimmen, 1864.—Haus-
rath, der Apostel Paulus, 1865, p. 23 f., contents himself with doubts, founded
on Gal i 15, which leave the measure of the historical character in suspenso.
Holtzmann, Judenth. w. Christenth. p. 540 ff., finds *‘the—in the details—con-
tradictory and legendary narrative” of the Book of Acts confirmed in the main by
the hints of the apostle himself in his letters ; nevertheless, for the explanation
of what actually occarred, he does not go beyond suggesting various possibilities,
and finds it advisable ““ to ascribe to the same causes, from which it becomes im-
possible absolutely to discover the origin of the belief of the resurrection, such
& range that they include also the event before Damascus.”
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in general the glorified body may have been of itself inacces-
sible to the human eye, so, in particular, was it here as enclosed
in the heavenly radiance ; and the texts relate only what was
externally seen and apparent also to the others,—mnamely, the
radiance of light, out of which the Christ surrounded by it
made Himself visible only to Suul, as He also granted only to
him to hear His words, which the rest did not hear! Whoever,
taking offence at the diversities of the accounts in particular
points as at their miraculous tenor, sets down what is so re-
ported as unhistorical, or refers it, with Zeller, to the psycho-
logical domain of nascent faith, is opposed, as regards the
nature of the fact recorded, by the testimony of the apostle
himself in 1 Cor. xv. 8, ix. 1 with a power sustained by his
whole working, which is not to be broken, and which leads
ultimately to the desperate shift of supposing in Paul, at
precisely the most decisive and momentous point of his life,
a self-deception as the effect of the faith existing in him; in
which case the narrative of the Book of Acts is traced to a
design of legitimating the apostleship of Paul, which in the
sequel is further confirmed by the authority of Peter.—Hardly
deserving now of historical notice is the uncritical rationalism
of the method that preceded the critical school of Baur, by
which (after Vitringa, Obss. p. 370, and particularly Eichhorn,
Ammon, Boehme, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and others) the whole
occurrence was converted into a fancy-picture, in which the
persecutor’'s struggles of conscience furnished the psychological
ground and a sudden thunderstorm the accessories,—a view
with which some (Emmerling and Bretschneider) associate the

1 Sce xxii. 9. The statement, ix. 7: axodevrss giv o3¢ Qurds, is evidently a
trait of tradition already disfiguring the history, to which the apostle’s own
narrative, as it is preserved at xxii, 9, must without hesitation be preferred.
In the case of & miraculous event so entirely unique and extraordinary, such
traditional variations in the certainly very often repeated narrative are so naturally
conceivable, that it would, in fact, be surprising and suspicious if we should
find in the various narratives no variation. To Luke himself such variations,
amidst the unity of essentials, gave so little offence that he has adopted
and included them unreconciled from his different sources. Baur transfers
them to the laboratory of literary design, in which case they are urged for
the purpose of resolving the historical fact into myth. See his Paulus, 1. p.
71 f., ed. 2.
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exegetical blunder of identifying the fact with 2 Cor. xii. 1 f;
while Brennecke (after Bahrdt and Venturini) inakes Jesus,
who was only apparently dead, appear to Saul to check his
persecuting zeal. These earlier attempts to assign the con-
version of the apostle to the natural sphere are essentially
distinguished, in respect of their basis, from those of the
critical school of Baur and Holsten, by the circumstance that
the latter proceed from the postulates of pantheistic, and the
former from those of theistic, rationalism. But both agree in
starting from the negation of a miracle, by which Saul could
have come to be among the prophets, as they consign the
resurrection of the Lord Himself from the dead to the same
negative demain. In consequence of this, indeed, they cannot
present the conversion of Paul otherwise than under the
notion of an immanent process of his individual mental life, —
a7o T. opavoi] belongs to mepujarp. Comp. xxii. 6, xxvi. 13;
Xen. Cyr.iv. 2.15: ¢ds éx Tob odpavod wpopavés. On mepiac-
TpamTew, comp. Juvenc. in Stob, exvii. 9 ; 4 Mace. iv. 10.

Vv. 4, 5. The light shone around %Z#m (and not his com-
panions). Out of the light the present Christ manifested
Himself at this moment to his view: he bas seen the Lord
(1 Cor. ix. 1, xv. 8), vv. 17, 27, who afterwards makes Him-
self known also by name; and the persecutor, from terror at
the heavenly vision, falls to the ground, when he hears the
voice speaking in Hebrew (xxvi. 14): Saul, Saul, etc. — 7{ pe
Suokers ;] T wap’ duod péya 7§ pukpov H8iknpévos TabTa ToLels ;
Chrysostom.  Christ Himself is persecuted in His people.
Luke x. 16. “Caput pro membris clamabat,” Augustine. — 7is
€l, xvpie]. On the question whether Saul, during his residence
in Jerusalem, had personally seen Christ (Schrader, Olshausen,
Ewald, Keim, Beyschlag, and others) or not (comp. on 2 Cor.
v. 16), no decision can at all be arrived at from this passage,
as the form in which the Lord presented Himself to the view
of Saul belonged to the heavenly world and was surrounded
with the glorious radiance, and Saul himself, immediately
after the momentary view and the overwhelming impression
of the incomparable appearance, fell down and closed his eyes.
— Observe in ver. 5 the emphasis of éyd and o¥.
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Ver. 6. "AN\G) breaking off ; see on Mark xvi. 7, and
Biumlein, Partik. p. 15.— According to chap. xxvi,, Jesus
forthwith gives Saul the commission to become the apostle of
the Gentiles, which, according to the two other narratives,
here and chap. xxii, is only given afterwards through the
intervention of Ananias. This diversity 1s sufficiently ex-
plained by the fact that Paul in the speech before Agrippa
abridges the narrative, and puts the commission, which was
only subsequently conveyed to him by the instrumentality of
another, at once into the mouth of Christ Himself, the author
of the commission ; by which the thing in itself (the command
issued by Christ to him) is not affected, but merely the exact-
ness of the representation, the summary abbreviation of which
on this point Paul might esteem as sufficient before Agrippa
(in opposition to Zeller, p. 193).

Ver. 7. Elotikeicav éveol'] According to xxvi. 14, they
all fell to the earth with Saul. This diversity is not, with
Bengel, Haselaar, Kuinoel, Baumgarten, and others, to be
obviated by the purely arbitrary assumption, that the com-
panions at the first appearance of the radiance had fallen
down, but then had risen again sooner than Saul; but it is to
be recognised as an unessential non-agreement of the several
accounts, whereby both the main substance of the event itself,
and the impartial conscientiousness of Luke in not arbitrarily
harmonizing the different sources, are simply confirmed. — d«o9-
ovres pér Tis ¢wris] does not agree with xxii. 9. See the
note on ver. 3 ff. The artificial attempts at reconciliation
are worthless, namely : that Tijs ¢pwrijs, by which Christ’s voice
is meant, applies to the words of Paul (so, against the context,
Chrysostom, Ammoniuy, Oecumenius, Camerarius, Castalio,
Beza, Vatablus, Clarius, Erasmus Schmid, Heumann, and
others); or, that ¢wrr] is here a noise (thunder), but in xxii. 9
an articulate voice (so erroneously, in opposition to ver. 4,
Hammond, Elsner, Fabricius, ad Cod. Apocr. N. T, p. 442,
Rosenmiiller, Morus, Heinrichs) ; or, that sjxovear in xxii. 9

Y §ysss, dumb, speechless (here, from terror), is to be written with one » (not
immis), as is done by Lachm. Tisch. Born. after ABCEH K. Seeon the word,
Valck. ad k. I.; Bommem. ad Xen. Anab. iv. 5. 33 ; Rubnk. ad Tim. p. 102
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denotes the understanding of the voice (so, after Grotius and
many older interpreters, in Wolf, Kuinoel, and Hackett), or the
definite giving ear in reference to the speaker (Bengel, Baum-
garten), which is at variance with the fact, that in both places
there is the simple contradistinction of seeing and hearing; hence
the appeal to John xiL 28, 29 is not suitable, and still less
the comparison of Dan. x. 7. — undéva 8¢ Gewp.] But seeing
no one, from whom the voice might have come ; undéva is
used, because the participles contain the subjective cause of
their standing perplexed and speechless. It is otherwise in
ver. 8: oU8év éB\erre.

Vv. 8, 9. "Avepypévov 8¢ Tév dpbarp] Consequently Saul
had lain on the ground with closed eyes since the appearance of
the radiance (ver. 4),—which, however, as the appearance of
Jesus for him is to be assumed as in and with the radiance,
cannot prove that he had not really and personally seen the
Lord. — oddév éB\eme] namely, because he was blinded by the
heavenly light (and not possibly in consequence of the journey
through the desert, see xxii. 11). The connection inevitably
requires this explanation by what immediately follows; nor
is the Recepta obdéva EBA. (see the critical remarks) to be
explained otherwise than of being blinded! in opposition to
Haselaar and others, who refer 008éva to Jesus. — pun S\érwr)
he was for three days without being able to see, ie. blind (John
ix. 39; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 308), so that he had not his
power of vision; comp. Winer, p. 453 [E. T. 610]. Hence
here p7 from the standpoint of the subject concerned; but
afterwards odx and o06é, because narrating objectively. — odk
épayev obdé émiev] an absolute negation of eating and drinking
(Jobn iii. 7; Esth. iv. 16), and not “a cibi potusve largioris

! That the blinding took place a8 a symbol of the previous spiritual Llindness
of Baul (Calvin, Grotius, de Wette, Bauingarten, and others) is not indicated by
anything in the text, and may only be considered as the edifying application of
the bistory, although Baur makes the formation of the legend attach itself to
this idea. That blinding of Saul was a siple consequence of the heavenly
radiance, and served (as also the fasting) to withdraw him for a season wholly
from the outer world, and to restrict him to his inner life. And the blind-
ness befell Saul alone : ira un gorvir xai ag ko véxns vé wébos vopioly, aArx fsiap
wporoias, Occumeniua.
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usu abstinebat,” Kuinoel. By fusting Saul partly satisfied the
compunction into which he could not but now feel himself
brought for the earlier wrong direction of his efforts, and
partly prepared himself by fasting and prayer (ver. 11) for the
decisive change of his inward and outward life, for which,
according to ver. 6, he waited a special intimation. See ver. 18.

Ver. 10. ‘O xvpios] Christ. See vv. 13, 14, 17. — év
opdpati] in a wvision (x. 3,xvi 9, al.; differently vii. 31);
whether awake or asleep, the context does not decide (not even
by dwastds, ver. 11). Eichhorn's view, with which Kuinoel
and partially also Heinrichs agree,—that Saul and Ananias
had already been previously friends, and that the appearance
in a dream as naturally resulted in the case of the former
from the longing to speak with Ananias again and to get back
sight by virtue of a healing power which was well known to
him, as in the case of Ananias, who had heard of his friend’s
fate on the way and of his arrival and dream,—is a fiction of
exegetical romance manufactured without the slightest hint in
the text, and indeed in opposition to vv. 11 f, 14. The
course of the conversion, guided by Christ directly revealing
Himself, is entirely in accordance with its commencement
(vv. 3-9): “but we know not the law according to which
communications of a higher spiritual world to men living in
the world of sense take place, so as to be able to determine
anything concerning them” (Neander). According to Baur,
the two corresponding visions of Ananias and (ver. 12) Saul
are literary parallels to the history of the conversion of
Cornelius. And that Ananias was a man of legal piety
(xxii. 12), is alleged by Schneckenburger, p. 168 f., and Baur,
to be in keeping with the tendency of Luke, although he does
not even mention it here; Zeller, p. 196, employs even the
frequent occurrence of the name (chap. v. and xxiii. 2, xxiv. 1)
to call in question whether Ananias “played a part™ in the
conversion of the apostle at all.

Vv. 11, 12, There is a “ straight street,” according to Wilson,
still in Damascus! Comp. Hackett ¢n loc., and Petermann,

1 The house in which Paul is said to have dwelt is still pointed out. See also
the Ausland, 1866, No. 24, p. 664,
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Reiscn im Orient, 1. p. 98. — Jaihov dvopare] Saul by name,
Saul, as he 1s called. Comp. Xen. Anab. 1. 4. 11: mohis . . .
Odvraxos évopati. Tob. vi. 10; 4 Mace. v. 3. —idod qap . . .
ava@\éyrp] contains the reason of the intimation given: for,
behold, he prays, is now therefore in the spiritual frame which
is requisite for what thou art to do to him, and—he is pre-
pared for thy very arrival to help him—~%e has seen in a vision
a man, who came in and, etc.— Imposition of hands (comp.
on viii. 15) is here also the medium of communication of
divine grace.— dvdpa ovou. 'Avaviav] This is put, and not
the simple oé, to indicate that the person who appeared to
Saul had been previously entirely unknown to him, and that
only on occasion of this vision had he learned his name,
Ananias,

Vv. 13-16. Ananias, in ingenuous simplicity of heart,
expresses his scruples as to conferring the benefit in question
on a man who, according to information received from many
(@wd woal.), had hitherto shown himself entirely unworthy
of it (ver. 13), and from whom even now only evil to the
cause of Christ was to be dreaded after his contemplated re-
storation to sight (ver. 14). Whether Ananias had obtained
the knowledge of the inquisitorial éfovela which Saul had-at
Damascus by letters from Jerusalem (Wolf, Rosenmiiller), or
from the companions of Saul (Kuinoel), or in some other way,
remains undetermined. — 7ols dyiots gov] fo the saints be-
longing to Thee, ie. to the Christians: for they, through the
atonement appropriated by means of faith (comp. on Rom.
i. 7), having been separated from the xéouos and dedicated
to God, belong to Christ, who has purchased them by His
blood (xx. 28).—év ‘Iepovo. belongs to xaxd émolnoe. —
Ver. 14. As to the émicareioOar of Christ, see on vii, 59. It
is the distinctive characteristic of Christianity, ver. 21; 1 Cor.
i. 2; Rom.x 10 ff — Ver. 15. axedos éxhoyfis] a chosen vessel
(instrument). In this vessel Christ will bear, etc. The geni-
tive of quality emphatically stands in place of the adjective,
Hermn. ad V4. p. 890 f.; Winer, p. 222 [E. T. 297], Comp.
orepos avdyrns, Anthol. xi 27. 6. — 100 Paordoar k.T\]
contains the definition of ox éx\. wot éotiv ovros: to bear
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my (Messianic) name (by the preaching of the same) before
Gentiles, and kings, and Israelites. Observe how the future
work of converting the Gentiles (comp. Gal i. 16) is pre-
sented as the principal work (é0viv . Baoi\.), to which that
of converting the Jews is related as a supplemental accessory ;'
hence vidv 'Iap. is added with 7é (see Herm. ad Bur. Med. 4 f.;
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 743 f.; Winer, p. 404 [E. T. 542] —
The «ydp, ver. 16, introduces the reason why He has rightly
called him oxetos éxhoyfis x1Ah.; for I shall show him how
much ke must suffer for my name (for its glorification, see on
v. 41). The éyw placed first has the force of the power of
disposal in reference to owelos éx)h. por éoriv: I am He, who
will place it always before his eyes. On this Bengel rightly
remarks: “re ipsa, in toto ejus cursu,”—even to his death.
According to de Wette, the reference is to revelution : the
apostle will suffer with prophetic foresight (comp. xx. 23, 235,
xxi. 11). But such revelations are only known from his later
ministry, whereas the experimental dmodefis commenced
immediately, and brought practically to the consciousness of
the apostle that he was to be that gxedos éxroyijs amidst much
suffering.

Vv. 17, 18. ’A8erd€] here in the pregnant sense of the Clris-
tian brotherhood already begun. — The 'Ingods . . . #pyov, not
to be considered as a parenthesis, and the xal mAnof. medp.
ay. make it evident to the reader that the information and
direction of the Lord, ver. 15, was fuller. —x. wAncf. .
ay.] which then followed at the baptism, ver. 18. — And im-
mediately there fell from his eyes (not wmerely: < was to him as
if there fell) as it were scales (comp. Tob. xi. 13). A scale-like
substance had thus overspread the interior of his eyes, and
this immediately fell away, so that he again saw—evidently a
miraculous and sudden cure, which Eichhorn ought not to
have represented as the disappearance of a passing cataract

! The apostle’s practice of always attempting, first of all, the work of conver-
sion among the Jews is not contrary to this, as his destination to the conversion
of the Gentiles is expressly designated without excluding the Jews, and accord-
ingly was to be followed out without abandoning the historical course of salva-

tion : 'levdaiy =5 mparer xa) “Exdnw, Rom. i.16. And what Poul was to altain
in this way, entirely corresponds to the cxpression in our passage.
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by natural means (fasting, joy, the cold hand of an old
man !). — évicyvoer] in the neuter sense: ke became strong.
See Aristot. Ath. x. 9; 1 Mace. vil. 25; 3 Mace. ii. 32;
Test. XII Patr. p. 533 ; and examples in Kypke, IL p. 44,
and from the LXX. in Schleusner, I1. p. 367 £ Here of cor-
poreal strengthening.

Vv. 19,20 f. But he continued some days with the Christians
there, and then he tmmediately preached Jesus in the synagogues
(at Damascus), namely, that He was the Son of God! This is
closely connected, and it is only with extreme violence that
Michaelis and Heinrichs have referred ver. 19 to the time
before the journey to Arabia (Gal i. 17), and ver. 20 to the
time ajter that journey. Pearson placed the Arabian journey
before ver. 19, which is at variance with the close his-
torical connection of vv. 18 and 19; just as the connection
of vv. 21 and 22 does not permit its being inserted before
ver. 22 (Laurent). The edféws in Gal. lc. is decisive against
Kuinoel, Olshausen, Ebrard, Sepp, p. 44 £, and others, who
place this journey and the return to Damascus after ver. 25.
The Arabian excursion, which certainly was but brief, is hss-
torically (for Luke was probably not at all aware of it, and
has at least left it entirely out of account as unimportant for
his object,—which has induced Hilgenfeld and Zeller to impute
his silence to set purpose) most fitly referred with Neander to
the period of the #uépar ixavai, ver. 23. Comp. on Gal i 17
and Introduction to Romans, sec. 1. The objection, that Saul
would then have gone out of the way of his opponents and
their plot against him would not have taken place (de Wette),
is without weight, as this hostile project may be placed after
the return from Arabia” It is, however, to be acknowledged

15 pii; 7. @eob occurs only here (xiii. 33 is & quotation from the O. T.) in
the narrative of the Book of Acts. The historical fact is : Paul announced that
Jesus was the Messiah, see ver. 22. He naturally did not as yet enter on the
metaphysical relation of the Sonship of God ; but this is implied in the concep-
tion of Luke, when he from his fully formed Pauline standpoint uses this desig-
nation of the Messiah.

2 With this agrees also the eidiws, Gal. i. 16, which requires the Arabian
journey to be put very soon after the conversion, consequently at the very com-
mencement of the #uipas ixaras, ver, 23, 1If this is dome, that «ifiws is nof
opposed to our view given above (in opposition to Zeller, p. 202).
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(comp. Baur) that the time from the conversion to the journey
to Jerusalem cannot have been known to Luke as so long an
interval as it actually was (three years, Gal. i. 18), seeing
that for such a period the expression indefinite, no doubt, but
yet measured by days (it is otherwise at viii. 11), juépac ixaval,
ver. 23 (comp. ver. 43, xviii. 18, xxvii. 7), is not sufficient. —
év Tals ovvay.] ovk fayivero, Chrysostom. — o mopbijaas] see
on Gal i. 13. — xal &8¢ x.T.\] and hither (to Damascus) ke
had come for the object, that he, etc. How contradictory to his
conduct now!' On the subjunctive dvydyy, see Winer, p. 270
[E. T. 359)

Vv. 22, 23. But Saul, in presence of such judgments,
became strong in his new work all the more (Nigelsb. on the
Iliad, p. 227, ed. 3). — ovvéyvve] made perplexed, put out of
countenance, émeatopilev, obx ela Tu elmweiv, Chrysostom. Comp.
onii 6. The form yxdvw instead of xéw belongs to late Greek.
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 726. — ouuBiBdl] proving. Comp.
1 Cor. ii. 16 ; Schleusner, Thes. s.v.; Jamblich. 60. — émAn-
podvTo, as in vil 23. ikaval, as in ver. 43, xviii. 18, xxvil 7,
of a considerable time (Plat. Legg. p. 736 C), especially com-
mon with Luke,

Vv. 24, 25. Ilapernpotvro 8¢ kai (see the critical remarks),
but they watched also, etc.,, contains what formed a special
addition to the danger mentioned in ver. 23. The subject is
the Jews; they did it—and thereby the apparent difference
with 2 Cor. xi. 33 is removed—on the obtained permission or
order of the Arabian ethnarch. Comp. 2 Cor. xL 33. More
artificial attempts at reconciliation are quite unnecessary.
Comp. Wieseler, p. 142. — of pafnpral alrod (see the critical
remarks), opposed to the 'Tovdaior, ver. 23. Saul had already
gained scholars among the Jews of Damascus; they rescued
him from the plot of their fellow Jews (in opposition to
de Wette's opinion, that disciples of the apostle were out of
the question). — &ua Tod Telyous] through the wall: whether
an opening found in it, or the window of a building abutting
on the city-wall, may bave facilitated the passage. The former
is most suited to the mode of expression. — év omupidi] see

! ¢¢ Quasi dicerent : At etiam Saul inter prophetas,” 1 Sam. x. 11, Grotius.

ACTS. R
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on Matt. xv. 37. On the spelling odupid:, attested by Cy,
see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 113,

Vv. 26, 27. Three years after his conversion (Gal i 18),
Paul went for the first time back to Jerusalem.! Thus long,
therefore, had his first labours at Damascus lasted, though
interrupted by the Arabian journey. For the connection
admits of no interruption between vv. 25 and 26 (the flight,
ver. 25, and the wapayeviu. aé els ‘Iepovs., ver. 26, stand in
close relation to each other). Driven from Damascus, the
apostle very naturally and wisely directed his steps to the
mother-church in Jerusalem, in order to enter into connection
with the older apostles, particularly with Peter (Gal. i. 18). —
Tois wafnr.] to the Christians. — xal mdvres édoB.] xai is the
simple and, which annexes the (unfavourable) result of the
émewp. koMM Tols paf. Observe, moreover, on this statement—
(1) that it presupposes the conversion to have occurred not long
ago; (2) that accordingly the nuépac ixavai, ver. 23, cannot
have heen conceived by Luke as a period of three years;
(3) but that—since according to Gal. i. 18 Paul nevertheless
did not appear till three years after at Jerusalem—the distrust
of all, here reported, and the introduction by Barnabas resting
on that distrusi as its motive, cannot be historical, as after three
years’ working the fact that Paul was actually a Christian
could not but be undoubted in the church at Jerusalem.? —
8rv éariv pab.] to be accented with Rinck and Bormemann,
éoriw. — BapvdBas] see on iv. 36. Perhaps he was at an

! According to Laurent, neutest. Stud. p. 70 fl., the journey to Jerusalem in
our passage is different from the journey in Gal. i 18. The latter is to be
placed before ix. 26. But in that case the important journey, ix. 26, would be
left entirely unmentioned in the Epistle to the Galatians (for it is not to be
found at Gal i 22, 23),—which is absolutely irreconcilable with the very object
of narrating the journeys in that Epistle.

2 To explain the distrust from the enigmatically long disappearance and
re-emergence of the apostle (Lange, Apost. Zeitalt. 1. p. 98) is quite 2gainst the
context of the Book of Acts, in which the Arabian journey has no place. The
distrust may in some measure be explained from a long retirement in Arabia
(comp. Ewald, p. 403), especially if, with Neander and Ewald, we suppose also
a prolonged interruption of communication between Damascus and Jerusalem
occasioned by the war of Aretas, which, however, does not admit of being
verificd,
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earlier period acquainted with the apostle. — éraBop.]
graphically : ke grasped him (by the hand), and led him ; ad7ov,
however, i3 governed by fjyaye, for émapBdvesfar is always
conjoined with the genitive. So in xvi. 19, xviii. 17. Comp.
Luke xiv. 4; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 140 [E. T. 160]. — mpos
Tods dmogt.] an approximate and very indefinite statement,
expressed by the plural of the category ; for, according to Gal.
i. 18, only Peter and James the Lord’s brother were present ;
but not at variance with this (Schneckenburger, Baur, Zeller,
Laurent, comp. Neander, p. 165 ; Lekebusch, p. 283), espe-
cially as Luke betrays no acquaintance with the special
design of the journey (ioropijoar Ilérpov, Gal. le.),—a design
with which, we may add, the working related in vv. 28-30,
although it can only have lasted for fifteen days, does not
conflict. A purposely designed fiction, with a view to bring
the apostle from the outset into closest union with the Twelve,
would have had to make the very most of ioTopficar Ilérpoy.
— xal Supyjoato] not Paul (so Beza and others), as already
Abdias, Hist. ap. ii. 2, appears to have taken it, but Barnabas,
which the construction requires, and which alone is in keeping
with the business of the latter, to be the patron of Paul —
47¢] not 8, Tt. — év 7@ Svop. 7. 'Incoi] the name—the confes-
sion and the proclamation of the name—of Jesus (as the
Messiah), was the element, in which the bold speaking (émappn-
oidaato) had free course! Comp. Eph. vi. 20.

Vv. 28-30. Mer’ adrdv elomop. k. éxmop.] See on i 21.
According to the reading els ‘Iepova., and after deletion of the
following wxai (see the critical remarks), eis “Iepovo. is to be
attached to wagpne.: He found himself in familiar intercourse
with them, while in Jerusalem he spoke frankly and frecly in
the name of the Lord Jesus. Accordingly eis ‘Iepova. is to
be taken as in smpiooew es (Mark i 39), Aéyew eis (John
viil. 26), paprupeiv els (Acts xxiii. 11), and similar expressions,
where els amounts to the semse of coram. Comp. Matthiae,
§ 578, 3 b; Ellendt, Lez. Soph. I p. 534. With érdhes e
k.7 (which is only to be separated from the preceding
by a comma) there is annexed to the general eis ‘Iepovo.
1 From this is dated the o ‘Iypowrerdu =, ndxdro pixps ‘IaAvpixes, Rom, xv. 19,



260 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES,

mappno. a special portion thereof, in which case, instead of the
participle, there is emphatically introduced the finite tense
(Winer, p. 533 [E. T. 717]). — mpos Tovs ‘EXqu.) with
(against) the Greck-Jews, see on vi. 1. — émexeipovy abrov
avekeiv] does not exclude the appearance of Christ, xxii. 17,
18, as Zeller thinks, since it is, on the contrary, the positive
fulfilment of the o0 wapadéforrar .7\ negatively announced
in chap. xxil. — éfaméorehav) they sent him away from them
to Tarsus, after they had brought him down to Caesarea. On
account of Gal. i. 27 it is to be assumed that the apostle
Jjourneyed from Caesarea (see on viii. 40) to Tarsus, not by
sea, but by land, along the Mediterranean coast through Syria;
and not, with Calovius and Olshausen, that here Caesarea
Philippi on the borders of Syria is to be understood as meant.
The reader cannot here, any more than in viii. 40, find any
occasion in the text to understand Katodpeia otherwise than
as the celebrated capital; it is more probable, too, that Paul
avoided the closer vicinity of Damascus. — How natural it
was to his heart, now that he was recognised by his older
colleagues in Jerusalem but persecuted by the Jews, to bring
the salvation in Christ, first of all, to the knowledge of his
beloved native region! And doubtless the first churches of
Cilicia owed their origin to his abode at that time in his native
country.

Ver. 31. O?v] draws an inference from the whole history,
vv. 3-30: in consequence of the conversion of the former
chief enemy and his transformation into the zealous apostle.
— The description of the happy state of the church con-
tains two elements: (1) It had peace, rest from persecu-
tions, and, as its accompaniment, the moral state: decoming
edified (advancing in Christian perfection, according to the
habitual use of the word in the N. T.), and walking in the
fear of the Lord (dative of manmer, as in xxi 21; Rom.
xiii. 13 ; comp. on 2 Cor. xii. 18), 4. leading a God-fearing
life, by which that edification exhibited itself in the moral
conduct. (2) It was enlarged, increased in the nuuber of its
members (as in vi. 1, 7, vii. 17, xii. 24 ; hence not: it was
filled with, etc., Vulgate, Baumgarten, and others), by the exhor-
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tation (as in iv. 36, xiii. 15, xv. 31 ; Phil. ii. 1) of the Holy
Spirit, i.e. by the Holy Spirit through His awakening influence
directing the minds of men to give audience to the preaching of
the gospel (comp. xvi. 14). The meaning: comfort, consolation
(Vulgate and others), is at variance with the context, althongh
still adopted by Baumgarten. — Observe, moreover, with the
correct reading 7 pev odv éxwxhnoia x.7\. the aspect of unity,
under which Luke, surveying the whole domain of Clristendom,
comprehends the churches which had been already formed
(Gal. i. 22), and were in course of formation (comp. xvi. 5).
‘The external bond of this unity was the apostles; the internal,
the Spirit; Christ the One Head ; the forms of the union were
not yet more fully developed than by the gradual imstitution
of presbyters (xi. 30) and deacons. That the church was
also in Galilee, was obvious of itself, though the name is
not included in viii. 1; it was, indeed, the cradle of Chris-
tianity,

Vv. 32-35. This journey of visitation and the incidents
related of Peter to the end of chap. x. occur, according to the
order of the text, in the period of Paul's abode in Cilicia after
his departure from Jerusalem (ver. 30). Olshausen (comp.
also Wieseler, p. 146), in an entirely arbitrary manner, trans-
fers them to the time of the Arabian sojourn, and considers
the communication of the return to Jerusalem, at ix. 26 ff, as
anticipated. — &ta wdvTwy] namely, 7év dylwy, as necessarily
results from what follows. Comp. Rom. xv. 28. — A9¥88a, in
the O.T. Zod (1 Chron. ix. 12; Ezra ii 33), a village re-
sembling a town (Joseph. An¢t. xx. 6. 2; Bell ii. 12. 6, iii.
3. 5), not far from the Mediterranean, near Joppa (ver. 38),
at a later period the important city of Diospolis, now the
village of Zudd. See Lightfoot, ad Matth. p. 35 ff. ; Robinson,
II1. 363 ff.; von Raumer, p. 190 f. — Aivéas was, according
to his Greek name, perhaps a Hellenist; whether he was a
Christian (as Kuinoel thinks, because his conversion is not

' The name Aivia; (not to be identified with that of the Trojan Ainias) is also
found in Thuec. iv. 119. 1; Xen. Anab. iv. 7. 13, Hell. vii. 3. 1; Pind. OL
vi. 149. Yet Aind: instead of Aiwias is lound in o [ragment of Sophocles
{842 D) fur the sake of the verse,
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afterwards related) or not (in favour of which is the anything
but characteristic designation avﬂpm-rrov Twa), remains undetel-
nmined. — daral ge) actua.lly, at this moment. — 'Incoids o
Xpioros] Jesus the Messiah. — oTpdoov geavr@] Erroneously
Heumann, Kuinoel: “ Lectum, quem tibi hactenus alii stra-
verunt, in posterum tute tibi ipse sterne.” The imperative
aorist denotes the immediate fulfilment (Elmsl. ad Soph. 4.
1180 ; Kiihner, IL p. 80); hence: make thy bed (on the spot)
Jor thysclf; perform immediately, in token of thy cure, the
same work which hitherto others have had to do for thee in
token of thine infirmity. — oTpwvrupe, used also in classical
writers absolutely (without edwds or the like), Hom. Od. xix.
598 ; Plut. Artaz. 22. — Saron, Y] a very fruitful (Jerome,
ad Jes. xxxiil 19) plain along the Mediterranean at Joppa,
extending to Caesarea. See Lightfoot, ad Matth. p. 38 f.;
Arnold in Herzog's Encykl. XI. p. 10. — olTwes éméatp. émi
7. xUp.] The aorist does not stand for the pluperfect, so that
the sense would be: all Christians (Kuinoel); but: and there
saw him (after his cure) all the inhabitants of Lydda and
Saron, they who (quippe qui), in consequence of this practical
proof of the Messiahship of Jesus, turned fo the Lord. The
numerous conversions, which occurred in consequence of the
miraculous cure, are in a popular hyperbolical manner repre-
sented by wdvres of w.TA. as a conversion of the population as
a whole. — Since Peter did not first inquire as to the faith of
the sick man, he must have known the man’s confidence in the
miraculous power communicated to him as the ambassador and
announcer of the Messiah (ver. 34), or have read it from his
looks, as in iii. 4. Chrysostom and Oecumenius adduce other
reasons.

Ver. 36. Iommy, 9, now Jaffa, an old, strong, and impor-
tant commercial city on the Mediterranean, directly south of
the plain of Sharon, at this time, after the deposition of
Archelaus, belonging to the province of Syria. See Tobler,
Topogr. v. Jerus. IL p. 576 ff.; Ruetschi in Herzog's Encykl.
VIL p. 4 £ — pabifrpia] whether virgin, widow, or wife, is

1 Not to be accented 2apire, with Lachmann, but 2épers. Sce Bornemann in
loc. Comp. Lobeck, Paralip. p. 556.
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undetermined! On this late Greek word (only here in the
N.T.), see Wetstein. — TafB:04, Aramaic XD'30, which cor-

responds to the Hebrew ‘¥ (:;L;), t.e. Sopxds (Xen. Anab,

i 5. 2; Eur. Bacch. 698 ; Ael. H. 4. xiv. 14), a gazelle
(Bochart, Hieroz. 1. p. 924 I, II. p. 304) ; Buxtorf, Lez.
Talm. p. 848. It appears as a female name also in Greek
writers (Luc. Meretr. D. 9, Meleag. 61 £, in Joseph. Bell. iv.
3. 5, and the Rabbins (Lightfoot, ad Matth. p. 39); and the
bestowal of this name is explained from the gracefulness of
the animal, just as the old Oriental love-songs adorn their
descriptions of female loveliness by comparison with gazelles.
— kal éenu.] kai: and in particular. Comp. ver. 41. That
Tabitha was a deaconess (Thiersch, Sepp), is not implied in the
text ; there were probably not yet any such office-bearers at
that time.

Vv. 37, 38. Concerning the general ancient custom of wash-
ing the dead, see Dougtaei dnal. IL p. 77 ff, and Wetstein;
also Hermann, Privatalterth. § 39. 5. — év Imepg] The article
(which Lachmann and Bornemann have, after A C E) was not
necessary, as it was well known that there was only one
upper room (i. 13) in the house, and thus no mistake could
occur. Nor is anything known as to its having usually served
as the chamber for the dead ; perhaps the room for privacy and
prayer was chosen in this particular instance, because they
from the very first thought to obtain the presence and agency
of Peter. — uy oxvijops x.7N.] Comp. Num. xxil. 16. “ Fides
non tollit civilitatem verborum,” Bengel. On the classical
oxvety (only here in the N. T.), see Ruhnk. ad T%m. p. 190 ;
Jacobs, ad Anthol. III. p. 894. Thou mayest not hesitate to
come to us. On S:erd., comp. Luke ii. 16.

Ver. 39. The widows, the recipients of the dyafav &py. .
é\enuoo., ver. 36, exhibit to Peter the under and upper gar-
ments, which they wore® as gifts of the deceased, who herself,

! But probably & widow. To this points wares ai xipa: of ver. 39 ; all the
widows of the church, who lamented their dead companion.

' Observe the middle I#:dusxr. (only here in the N. T.), they exhibited on them
aclves. There lay o certain self-consciousness, yes, a grateiul ostentation, in thelr
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afterwards related) or not (in favour of which is the anything
but characteristic designation dv8pwmwor Twa), remains undeter-

mined. — id@ral o€] actually, at this moment. — 'Ingods ¢
Xpuaros) Jesus the Messiah. — arpdoov geavrd] Erroneously

Heumann, Kuincel: “ Lectum, quem tibi hactenus alii stra-
verunt, in posterum tute tibi ipse sterne.” The imperative
aorist denotes the immediate fulfilment (Elmsl. ad Soph. 4.
1180 ; Kiihner, IL p. 80); hence: malke thy bed (on the spot)
Jor thyself; perform immediately, in token of thy cure, the
same work which hitherto others have had to do for thee in
token of thine infirmity. — oTpdvrupe, used also in classical
writers absolutely (without edvds or the like), Hom. Od. xix.
598 ; Plut. Artaz. 22. — Saron, W '] a very fruitful (Jerome,
ad Jes. xxxiil. 19) plain along the Mediterranean at Joppa,
extending to Caesarea. See Lightfoot, ad Matth. p. 38 f.;
Arnold in Herzog's Encykl. XI. p. 10.
7. kUp.] The aorist does not stand for the pluperfect, so that
the sense would be: all Christians (Kuinoel); but: and there
saw him (after his cure) all the inhabitants of Lydda and
Saromn, they who (quippe qut), in consequence of this practical
proof of the Messiahship of Jesus, turned to the Lord. The
numerous conversions, which occurred in consequence of the
miraculous cure, are in a popular hyperbolical manner repre-
sented by mdvres of w7\ as a conversion of the population as
a whole. — Since Peter did not first inquire as to the faith of
the sick man, he must have known the man’s confidence in the
miraculous power communicated to him as the ambassador and
announcer of the Messiah (ver. 34), or have read it from his
looks, as in iii. 4. Chrysostorn and Oecumenius adduce other
reasons.

Ver. 36. Iémmy, 8, now Jaffa, an old, strong, and impor-
tant commercial city on the Mediterranean, directly south of
the plain of Sharon, at this time, after the deposition of
Archelaus, belonging to the province of Syria. See Tobler,
Topogr. v. Jerus. 1L p, 576 ff.; Ruetschi in Herzog's Encykl.
VIL. p. 4 £ — pabijrpia) whether virgin, widow, or wife, is

1 Not to be accented 2zpara, with Lachmenn, but 2dpwre. Sce Bornemann in
loc. Comp. Lobeck, Paralip. p. 650.
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undetermined! On this late Greek word (only here in the
N. T.), see Wetstein. — TafB:fc, Aramaic ®'30, which cor-
responds to the Hebrew 3% ( ), de. Soprds (Xen. Anab.
i 5. 2; Eur. Bacch. 698 ; Ael. H. 4. xiv. 14), a gazelle
(Bochart, Hieroz. 1. p. 924 ff, IL p. 304); Buxtorf, Lez.
Talm. p. 848. It appears as a female name also in Greek
writers (Luc. Meretr. D. 9, Meleag. 61 f.), in Joseph. Bell. iv.
3. 5, and the Rabbins (Lightfoot, ad Matth. p. 39); and the
bestowal of this name is explained from the gracefulness of
the animal, just as the old Oriental love-songs adorn their
descriptions of female loveliness by comparison with gazelles.
— kal é\enp.] kai: and in particular. Comp. ver. 41. That
Tabitha was a deaconess (Thiersch, Sepp), is not implied in the
text ; there were probably not yet any such office-bearers at
that time.

Vv. 37, 38. Concerning the general ancient custom of wash-
ing the dead, see Dougtaei Anal. IL p. 77 ff, and Wetstein;
also Hermann, Privatalterth. § 39. 5. — év Imepgio] The article
(which Lachmann and Bornemann have, after A C E) was not
necessary, as it was well known that there was only one
upper room (i. 13) in the house, and thus no mistake could
occur. Nor is anything known as to its having usually served
as the chamber for the dead ; perhaps the room for privacy and
prayer was chosen in this particular instance, because they
from the very first thought to obtain the presence and agency
of Peter. — puy oxmjops x.7N.] Comp. Num. xxii. 16. “ Fides
non tollit civilitatem verborum,” Bengel. On the classical
oxvety (only here in the N. T.), see Ruhnk. ad Z%m. p. 190;
Jacobs, ad Anthol. IIL. p. 894. Thou mayest not hesitate to
come to us. On 8teMd., comp. Luke ii. 16.

Ver. 39. The widows, the recipients of the dayafav &pry. .
é\enuoo., ver. 36, exhibit to Peter the under and upper gar-
ments, which they wore? as gifts of the deceased, who herself,

' But probably a widow. To this points wZea: i xipas of ver. 39 ; all the
widows of the church, who lamented their dead companion.

9 Observe the middle iwduxr. (only here in the N. T.), they exhibited on them
selves, There lay a certain self-consciousness, yes, a gratetul ostentation, in their
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according to the old custom among women, had made them,—
the eloquent utterance of just and deep sorrow, and of warm
desire that the apostolic power might here become savingly
operative ; but, according to Zeller, a display calculated for
effect. — % dopkds] The proper name expressed in Greek is, as
the more attractive for non-Jewish readers, and perhaps also
as being used along with the Hebrew name in the city itself,
here repeated, and is therefore not, with Wassenberg, to be
suspected.

Vv. 40-43. The putting out (comp. Matt. ix. 25; Mark
v. 40 ; Luke viiL 54) of all present took place in order to
preserve the earnestness of the prayer and its result from
every disturbing influence. — 7o o@pa) the dead body. See on
Luke xvii 37. On dvexdfige, comp. Luke vii. 15.— The
explanation of the fact as an awakening from apparent death (see
particularly Eck, Versuch d. Wundergesch. d. N. T. aus natirl.
Urs. z. erklaren, p. 248 fI) is exegetically at decided variance
with ver. 37, but is also to be rejected historically, as the
revival of the actnally dead Tabitha has its historical pre-
cedents in the raisings of the dead by Jesus! Ewald’s view
also amounts ultimately to an apparent deatb (p. 245), placing
the revival at that boundary-line, “ where there may scarcely
be still the last spark of life in a man.” Baur, in accordance
with his foregone conclusions, denies all historical character
to the miracles at Lydda and Joppa, holding that they are
narratives of evangelical miracles transferred to Peter (comp.
also Zeller, p. 1771f); and that the very name TaBifa is
probably derived simply from the 7ahifa xodut, Mark v. 40,
for TaBbd properly (?) denotes nothing but maiden. — xai]
and in particular. — Ver. 42. én(] direction of the faith, as in
xi 17, xvi. 31, xxii 19; Rom. iv. 24, — Ver. 43. Bupoei]
although the trade of a fammer, on account of its being

being able to show the pledges of her beneficence. Sce on the distinction between
the active and middle of ixduxs., Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 21. Comp. also
Ast, Lez. Plat. 1. p. 772.

1 Hence it is just as unnecessary as it is arbitrary to assume, with Lange,
apost. Zeitalt. 11, p. 129, that Tabithu had for a considerable time stood in
spiritual rapport with Peter, and tl.. this was the vehicle of the reviving

sgency.
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occupied with dead animals, was esteemed unclean (Wetstein
and Schoettgen); which Peter now disregarded. — The word
Bupaets (in Artemidorus and others) has also passed into
the language of the Talmud (om3). The more classical

term is Bupoodéyns, Plat. Conv. p. 221 E; Aristoph. Plut.
166,
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CHAPTER X

VER. 1. After =i, Elz. Scholz have 7y, which Lachm. Tisch. and
Born. have deleted. It is wanting in A B C E G &, min,, in
the vss. and Theophyl.; it was inserted (after ix. 36), because
the continuous construction of vv. 1-3 was mistaken. Almost
according to the same testimony the usual ¢, ver. 2, after mosiiv
1s condemned as an insertion. — Ver. 3. dee/] Lachm. and Born.
read wosi =¢pi, after A B C E &, min. Dam. Theophyl. 2. Rightly;
the =epi after wee/ was passed over as superfluous. — Ver. 5.
After Siwwva tead, with Lachm. Tisch. Born., rwe, according to
A B C, min. Copt. Arm. Syr. p. (in the margin) Vulg. The in-
definite raa appeared not suited to the dignity of the prince of
the apostles, and was therefore omitted. — After ver. 6, Elz.
(following Erasm.) has oJro; Aardees oos, =7 g¢ 3¢ worch, which, ac-
cording to decisive testimony, is to be rejected as an interpolation
from ix. 6, x. 32. The addition, which some other witnesses
have instead of it: &; 2.erjoes phuare apis oc, év ol owbion ob xai
#&3 6 ofzés oov, is from xi. 14. — Ver. 7. airy] Elz. has r& Kopun-
24w, against decisive testimony. On similar evidence airet after
oizer. (Elz. Scholz) is deleted. — Ver. 10. airav] So Lachm.
Born. Tisch. instead of the usual éxe/vwy, which has far prepon-
derant evidence against it, and was intended to remedy the
indefiniteness of the airiy, — émémesey] A B C &, min. Copt. Or.
have éyéwero, which Griesb. approved, and Lachm. Tisch. Born.
have adopted, and that rightly, as it is preponderantly attested,
and was easily replaced by the more definite irxémeser (Clem.:
izeoe) as its gloss. — Ver. 11. After xurafuiw, Elz. has ix
wVriv, which is wanting in A B C** E K, min. vss. Or. Defended,
indeed, by Rinck (as having been omitted in conformity to xi. 5);
but the very notice xal 77es éxpig éuob, Xi. 5, has here produced
the addition ¢{# «irév as a more precise definition. — edeuévor
xzaf] is wanting in A B C** E X, min. Arm. Aeth. Vulg. Or. Cyr.
Theodoret. Deleted by Lachm. But see xi. 5. — Ver. 12. rfi¢
v7¢] is wanting in too few witnesses to be regarded as spurious.
But Lachm. and Tisch. have it after ipmerd, according to A B
C E &, min. vss. and Fathers. Rightly; see xi. 6, from which
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passage also the usual xel ré dypic before za! ré épmerd is inter-
polated. «d before épmerd and merervd is, with Lachm. and Tisch,,
to be deleted. — Ver. 16. e0d¢] So Lachm. and Tisch. after
A B CER, min. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. But Elz. Scholz have saam,
which is introduced from xi. 10, although defended by Born.
(who places it after dver.) on account of its appearing super-
fluous. — Ver. 17. xa/ idot] Lachm. reads /300, after A B &, min. ;
but xai was unnecessary, and might appear disturbing.— Ver. 19.
dievumoupeivov] Elz. has évduu. against decisive evidence. Neglect
of the double compound, elsewhere not occurring in the N. T. —
évdpes| Elz. Lachm. Scholz add to this rpe;, which is wanting in
D G H min. vss. and Fathers. Anaddition, after ver. 7, xi. 11;
instead of which B has éve (ver. 7), which Buttmann in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1860, p. 357, unsatisfactorily defends by the arti-
ficial assumption—not confirmed by the expression in ver. 8 —
that the soldier was only taken with him as escort and atten-
dant. — Ver. 20. Instead of ér;, Elz. has 8iir, against decisive
evidence. — Ver. 21. After &vwpus, Elz. has rols ameoraruévovs
&b rab Kopvhiow wpds abréy, against A B CD E G 8, min. and
most vss. Chrys. An addition, because ver. 21 commences a
church-lesson. — Ver. 23. dvaord¢] is wanting in Elz, but is
just as certainly protected by decisive testimony, and by its
being apparently superfluous, as & Ilérpog, which in Elz. stands
before éz7nde, is condemned by A B C D N, min. and several
vss. as the subject written on the margin. — Ver. 25. =65 eio:n-
0e7] Elz. has merely e/oe2.0cv.  But o5 is found in ABCEG ¥,
min. Chrys. Bas. Theophyl. See the exegetical remarks. —
Born. reads ver. 25 thus: wpogeyyilovrog Ot Tob Ilérpou eig oy Kas-
adperay, mpodpapirv sl Taw dobhwv dicodpnosy wupayeyovévas alrév' 6 8
Kopvihios éxmndioas xal svavrious abrd weowy mpds Tovs widag =poce-
#bmaey abrév, only after D, Syr. p. (on the margin); an apocryphal
attempt at depicting the scene, and how much of a foil to
the simple narrative in the text!— Ver. 30. After évdrm, Elz.
has &pav, which, according to preponderant testimony, is to be
rejected as a supplementary addition. Lachm. has also deleted
vjorebuy xal, after some important codd. (including &) and several
vss. But the omission is explained by there being no mention
of fasting in ver. 3. — Ver. 32. &¢ wapaysiin. Aarion o] is want-
ing in Lachm., after A B R, min. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. But the
omission took placein accordance with ver. 6. — Ver, 33, Instead
of imé, read, with Lachm. Tisch. Born. according to prepon-
derating evidence, d#é (E mapd). — Instead of @eo, Lachm. and
Tisch. have xvpiov, according to predominant attestation; € isa
mechanical repetition from the preceding, in which the reading
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#vim. oov (Born.) is, on account of too weak altestation, to be
rejected. — Ver. 36. ¢v] is wanting in A B &**, lo* Copt. Sahid.
Aeth. Vulg. Ath. Deleted by Lachm.; but the omission very
naturally suggested itself, in order to simplify the construction.
— Ver. 37. apfduevov] A C D E H X, min, have apfduevos, which
Lachm. has on the margin. A D Vulg. Cant. Ir. add ydp, which
Lachm. puts in brackets. Born. has &pEdusog ydp. But dpfd-
wevor 1S mecessary, according to the sense. — Ver. 39. After
7ue, Elz. has éouer, against decisive testimony. A supple-
mentary addition. — Ver. 42. aisic] B C D E G, min. Syr. utr.
Copt. Sahid. have olro;. Recommended by Griesb. and adopted
by Lachm. and Born. An erroneous correction. See the exe-
getical remarks. — Ver. 48. airols] airo is neither strongly
enough attested (A K), nor in accordance with the sense. — ro3
axvpiocv] A B E 8, min. vss. Fathers have ’Ineet Xpiorol. So
Lachm. An alteration, in order to denote the specific character
of the baptism more definitely. Hence some codd. and vss,
have both together. So Born. after D.

Vv. 1, 2. Katsapeia] See on viii. 40.—The centurion was
of the Italian cohort, which, stationed at Caesarea, consisted
of Italians, not of natives of the country, like many other
Roman troops in Syria. Such a Roman auxiliary corps was
appropriately stationed at the place where the procurator had
his residence, for the maintenance of tranquillity. See Schwarz,
de cohorte Italica et Augusta, Altorf. 1720 ; Wieseler, Chronol.
p. 145, and Beitrage z. Wardig. d. Evangelien, 1869, p. 327 {.
— eboeBns k. poBoluevos T. Ocov] pious and fearing God. The
latter is the more precise definition of the more general evaeS7s.
Cornelius was a Gentile, who, discontented with polytheism, had
turned his higher interest towards Judaism, and satisfied a
deeper pious want in the earnest private worship of Jehovah
along with all his family. Judaism (as Stoicism and the like
in the case of others) was for him the philosophical-religious
school, to which he, although without being a proselyte,
addicted himself in his heart and devotional life. Hence his
beneficence (ver. 2) and his general esteem among the Jews
(ver. 22). Comp. the centurion of Capernaum, Luke vii
Others consider him, with Mede, Grotius, Fecht (de pretate
Cornelii, Rostoch. 1701), Deyling, Hammond, Wolf, Ernesti,
Ziegler, Paulus, Olshausen, Neander, Lechler, and Ritschl, as
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a proselytc of the gate) DBut this is at variance with vv. 28,
34, 35, xi. 1, 18, xv. 7, where he is simply put into the class
of the Gentiles—a circumstance which cannot be referred
merely to the want of circumcision, as the proselytes of the
gate also belonged to the communion of the theocracy, and had
ceased to be non-Jews like absolute foreigners. See Ewald,
Alterth. p. 313; Keil, Archdol. 1. p. 317. And all the
great importance which this event has in a connected view of
the Book of Acts, has as its basis the very circumstance that
Cornelius was a Gentile. Least of all can his proselytism be
proved from the expression ¢oBovuevos Tov Oeov itself, as the
general literal meaning of this expression can only be made by
the context (as xiii. 16, 26) to apply to the worship of proselytes;
but here we are required by ver. 35 to adhere to that general
literal meaning without this particular reference. It is to be
copsidered, moreover, that had Cornelius been a proselyte of
the gate, it would have, according to xv. 7, to be assumed that
hitherto 7o such proselyte at all had been converted to Chris-
tianity, which, even apart from the conversion of the Ethiopian,
chap.viii,, is—considering the many thousand converts of which
the church already consisted—incredible, particularly as often
very many were admitted simultaneously (ii. 41, iv. 4), and
as certainly the more unprejudiced proselytes were precisely
the most inclined to join the new theocracy. — Accordingly
the great step which the new church makes in its develop-
ment at chap. x. consists in this, that by divine influence the
Sirst Gentile, who did not yet belong to the Jewish theocratic
state, becomes a Christian, and that directly, without having
first made the transition in any way through Mosaism. The
extraordinary importance of this epoch-making event stands
in proportion to the accumulated miraculous character of the
proceedings. The view, which by psychological and other
assumptions and combinations assigns to it along with the
miraculous character also a natural instrumentality (Neander,
p. 115 f), leads to deviations from the narrative, and to

1 Selden, de jure nat. ii. 83 (whom de Wette follows), has doubted, but without

sufficient reason, the existence of TY¥N ¥, in the proper sense, after the
Captivity.
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violences which are absolutely rejected by the text. See, on
the other hand, Zeller, p. 179 ff,, and Baumgarten. The
view which rejects the historical reality of the narrative, and
refers it to a set purpose in the author (Baur, Zeller), seeks
its chief confirmation in the difficulties which the direct ad-
mission of the Gentiles had for long still to encounter, in what
is narrated in chap. xv., and in the conduct of Peter at
Antioch, Gal. il 11 ff. (comp. also Schiwegler, nachapostol.
Zeitalt. 1. p. 127 ff.; Gfrorer, Acil. Sage, 1. p. 415; Holtz-
maun, Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 679 f). But, on the other
hand, it is to be observed, that not even miracles are able at
once to Temove in the multitude deeply rooted national pre-
judices, and to dispense with the gradual progress of psycho-
logical development requisite for this end (comp. the miracles
of Jesus Himself, and the miracles pexformed on him); that
further, in point of fact the difficulties in the way of the
penetration of Christianity to the Gentiles were exceedingly
great (see Ewald, p. 250 ff.; Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 138 f£.);
and that Peter’s conduct at Antioch, with a character so acces-
sible to the impressions of the moment (comp. the denial), is
psychologically intelligible as a temporary obscuration of his
better conviction once received by way of revelation, at
variance with his constant conduct on other occasions (see on
Gal.ii 14), and therefore by no means necessitates the presup-
position that the extraordinary divine disclosure and guidance,
which our passage narrates, are unhistorical. Indeed, the
reproach which Paul makes to Peter at Antioch, presupposes
the agreement in principle between them- in respect to the
question of the Gentiles ; for Paul designates the conduct of
Peter as dmorpioes, Gal. ii. 13.

Ver. 3. Eifev is the verb belonging to dvijp . .. Kopwi\,
ver. 1, and éxatovr. . . . Swamarrés is in apposition to
Kopyijr. — The intimation made to Cornelius is a vision in a
waking condition, caused by God (during the hour of prayer,
which was sacred to the centurion on account of his high re-
spect for Judaism), 7. a manifestation of God made so as to be
clearly perceptible to the inner sense of the pious man, con-
veyed by the medium of a clear (¢avepds) angelic appearance
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in vision, which Cornclius himself, ver. 30, describes more
precisely in its distinctly seen form, just as it at once on its
occurrence made the corresponding impression upon him;
hence ver. 4: &udoBos yevou. and 7{ éori, xlpte.  Comp.
Luke xxiv. 5. Eichhorn rationalized the narrative to the
effect that Cornelius, full of longing to become acquainted
with the distinguished Peter now so near him, learned the
place of his abode from a citizen of Joppa at Caesarea, and
then during prayer felt a peculiar elevation of mind, by which,
as if by an angel, his purpose of making Peter’s acquaintance
was confirmed. This is opposed to the whole representation ;
with which also Ewald’s similar view fails to accord, that
Cornelius, uncertain whether or not he should wish a closer
acquaintance with Peter, had, “as if irradiated by a heavenly
certainty and directed by an angelic voice,” firmly resolved to
invite the apostle at once to visit him — @oei mepl dp. évdr.
(see the critical remarks): as ¢ were about the ninth hour.
Circumstantiality of expression. See Bornemann n loc.

Ver. 4. Eis uvnudouvov évém. 7. Oeol] is to be taken
together, and denotes the aim or the destination of dvéBnoav
(comp. Matt. xxvi. 13) : to be @ mark, .. a token of remem-
brance, before God, so that they give occasion to God to think
on thee. Comp. ver. 31. The sense of the whole figurative
expression is: “ Thy prayers and thine alms have found con-
sideration with God; He will fulfil the former® and reward
the latter.” See ver. 31. — avéBnoav is strictly suited only
to ai mpooevyai, which, according to the figurative embodiment
of the idea of granting prayer, ascend from the heart and
mouth of man to God (comp. Gen. xviii. 2; Ex. il. 23;
1 Macec. v. 31); but it is by a zeugma referred also to the
alms, which have excited the attention of God, to requite them
by leading the pious man to Christ. The opinion (Wolf,

1 Assuredly from the heart of the devout Gentile there had arisen for the most
part prayers for higher illumination and sanctification of the inner life ; probably
also, seeing that Christianity had already attracted so much attention in that
region, prayers for information regarding this phenomenon bearing so closely
on the religious interests of the man. Perhaps the thought of becoming a
Christian was at that very time the highest concern of his heart, in which case
only the final decision was yet wanting.
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Bengel, Eichhorn, and others) that dvég. is based on the Jewish
notion (Tob. xii 12, 15 ; Rev. viii. 4) that prayers are carried
by the angels to the throne of God, is as arbitrarily imported
into the text as is the view (Grotius, Heinrichs, and others)
that els wvnuoguvoy signifies instar sacrificii (comp. on the
idea, Ps. cxli 2), because, forsooth, the LXX. express 172I% by
pvnpoguvoy, Lev. il 2, 9, 16, v. 12, vi. 15; Num. v. 26 ;
comp. Ecclus. xxxii 7, xxxviii 11, xlv. 16. In all these
passages the sense of a memorial-offering is necessarily deter-
mined by the context, which is not the case here with the
simple avéBnoav.— On the relation of the good works of
Cornelius to his faith, Gregory the Great, in Zz. Hom. 19,
already correctly remarks that he did not arrive at faith by
his works, but at the works by his faith. The faith, however
cordial and vivid it was, was in his case up till now the Old
Testament faith in the promised Messiah, but was destined,
amidst this visitation of divine grace, to complete itself into
the New Testament faith in Jesus as the Messiah who had
appeared. Thus was his way of salvation the same as that
of the chamberlain, chap. viii. Comp. also Luthers gloss on
ver. 1.

Vv. 5-7. The tanner, on account of his trade, dwelt by the
[Mediterranean] sea, and probably apart from the city, to
which his house belonged (“ Cadavera et sepulcra separant et
coriarium quinquaginta cubitos a civitate.” Surenh. Mischn.
xL 9. Comp. Artemid. i 53). See Walch, de Simone coriario,
Jen. 1757. — The twd is added to 3/uwva (see the critical
remarks) from the standpoint of Cornelius, as to him Peter was
one unknown. — edaef7] the soldier, one of the men of the
cohort specially attached and devoted to Cornelius (7év mpoad-
«apt. airg), had the same religious turn of mind as his
master, ver. 2. On mpogxaps., comp. viii. 13 ; Dem. 1386. 6 :
Oepamraivas Tas Neaipg TéTe mpogkaprepoioas. Polyb. XXiv.

5.3

Vv. 9, 10. On the following day (for Joppa was thirty
miles from Caesarea), shortly before the arrival of the messen-
gers of Cornelius at Peter's house, the latter was, by means
of a vision effected by divine agency in the state of ecstasy,
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prepared for the unhesitating acceptance of the summons of
the Gentile; while the feeling of hunger, with which Peter
passed into the trance, served the divine revelation as the
medium of its special form. — éml 76 8dua] for the flat roofs
(comp. Luke v. 19, xii. 3, xvii. 31) were used by the Hebrews
for religious exercises, prayers, and meditations. Winer, Realw.
sv. Dach. Tncorrectly Jerome, Luther, Pricaeus, Erasmus,
Heinrichs, hold that the imrepgor is meant. At variance with
N. T. usage ; even the Homeric 8dpua (hall) was something
different (see Herm. Privatalterth. § 19. 5); and why should
Luke not have employed the usual formal word imrepgor (i. 13,
14, ix. 37, 39, xx. 8)? Moreover, the subsequent appear-
ance is most in keeping with an abode in the open avr. —
érnr] Seeon iii. 1. wpéomeiwos, hungry, is not elsewhere pre-
served ; the Greeks say wewaléos. — Fjfehe yevoaaai] he had
the desire to eat (for examples of the absolute yedogacfa:, see
Kypke, IL p. 47)—and in this desire, whilst the people of the
house (adTdv) were preparing food (wapacrevalovrwv, see
Elsner, Obss. p. 408 ; Kypke, lc.) the éxoracts came upon him
(évévero, see the critical remarks), by which is denoted the in-
voluntary setting in of this state. Comp.v.5,11; Luke i. 65,
iv. 37. The ékaraocs itself is the waking but not spontancous state,
in which a man, transported out of the lower consciousness (2 Cor.
xil. 2, 3) and freed from the limits of sensuous restriction as well
as of discursive thought, apprehends with his higher pnewmatic
receplivity divinely presented revelations, whether these reach the
inner sense through visions or otherwise. Comp. Graf in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1859, p. 265 ff.; Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 285.
Vv. 11-13. Observe the vividly introduced %istorical present
Ocwpel. — Téooapow dpyais Sedew.] attached with four ends,
namely, to the edges of the opening which had taken place
in heaven. Chap. xi. § requires this explanation, not the
usual one : “ bound together at the four cormers.” Nor does
the text mention anything of ropes, bound to which it was let
down. The visionary appearance has something marvellous
even in the way of its occuirence. We are to imagine the
vessel (whose four cormers, moreover, are without warrant
explained by Augustine, Wetstein, Bengel, Lange, and others
ACTS, S
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as pointing to the four quarters of the world), looking like a
colossal four-cornered linen-cloth (80ovn), letting itself down,
while the corners attached to heaven support the whole. On
apxal, extremitates, see Jacobs, ad Anthol. XI. p. 50. — mdvra
7a terpdmoda) The formerly usual interpretation : « four-footed
beasts of all sorts, i.e. of very many kinds,” is linguistically
erroneous. The phenomenon in its supernatural visionary
character exhibits as present in the oxedos (év ¢ Jmnpye) all
Jour-footed beasts, reptiles, and birds (all kinds of them) without
exception! In a strangely arbitrary manner Kuinoel, after
Calovius and others, holds that these were only wnclean
animals. See on ver. 14. — 700 olpavod] See on Matt. vi. 26.
— avaoras| Perhaps Peter lay during the trance. Yet it
may also be the mere call to action : ardse (ix. 11, 39, viii. 26,
and frequently; comp. on viii. 26). — Oioov] occide (Vulg.),
slay, not: sacrifice, as 1 Macec. i. 47 (Thiersch), see ver. 10.
Vv. 14-16. Peter correctly recognises in the summons
Obaov k. parye, ver. 13, the allowance of selection at his pleasure
among all the animals, by which, consequently, the eating of
the unclean without distinction was permitted to him. Hence,
and not because only unclean animals were seen in the vessel,
his strongly declining pndauds «dpie! This wvpe is the
address to the—to him unknown-—author of the voice, not to
Christ (Schwegler, Zeller). — Concerning the animals’ which
the Jews were forbidden to eat, see Lev. xi; Deut. xiv. 1 ff.;
Ewald, Alterth. p. 194 ff.; Saalschiitz, Mos. E. p. 251 ff.—
87, obdémore Epayov wav xowov 1) axdbapt.] for never ate I
anything common or unclean (the Talmudic xnw N Sop), e
for any profane thing I have always left uneaten. # does
not stand for xal (which Lachm. and Tisch. read, after A B x,
min. vss. Clem. Or. ; perhaps correctly, see xi. 8), but appends
for the exhaustion of the idea another synonymous expression.
Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 277 ; Bornemann, Sclol. vn Luc. p.
1 That fishes (those without fins and scales were forbidden) are not included
in the vision, is explained from the fact that the oxsios was like a cloth. Fishes
would have been unsuitable for this, especielly as the animals were presented
as living (foww). According to Lange, it is “perhaps a prophetic omission,
wherein there is already floating before the mind the image of fishes as the souls
to be gathered.” A fanciful notion.
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xl. f.  wowwos = PéBrhos ; the opposite of Syios (Ezek. xlii. 20).
— kai povi] and a voice (not 7 pevr, because here other words
were heard) came again the second time to him (wahw éx
Sevrépov, pleonastically circumstantial ; see on Matt. xxvi. 42 ;
comp. on John iv. 54).— & o Oeods éxabdpiae, av puy roivov]
what God has cleansed, make not thow common (unclean). The
miraculous appearance with the divine voice (ver. 13) had
done away the Levitical uncleanness of the animals in
question ; they were now divinely cleansed; and thus Peter
ought not, by his refusal to obey that divine bidding, to invest
them with the character of what is wnholy—to transfer them
into the category of the xowov (Rom. xiv. 14). This were man’s
doing in opposition to God’s deed. — émi Tpis] for thrice, which
“ad confirmationem valuit” (Calvin) ; éw{ denotes the terminus
ad gquem. Bernhardy, p. 252. Comp. é 7pfs, Herod. i. 86 ;
Xen. Anab. vi. 4. 16 ; and Wetstein. — The object atmed at in
the whole viston was the symbolical divine announcement that
the hitherto subsisting distinction between clean and unclean
men (that hedge between Jews and Gentiles !) was to cease in
Christianity, as being destined for all men without distinction
of nation (vv. 34, 35). But in what relation does the & o Ocos
éxabapiae stand to the likewise divine institution of the Levitical
laws about food ? This is not answered by reference to “ the
effected and accomplished redemption, which is regarded as a
restitution of the whole creation” (Olshausen), for this re-
storation is only promised for the world-period commencing
with the Parousia (iii. 20 ; Matt. xix. 28 ; Rom. viii. 19 ff);
but rather by pointing out that the institution of those laws of
food was destined only for the duration of the old theocracy.
They were a divine institution for the particular people of
God, with a view to separate them from the nations of the
world ; their abolition could not therefore but be willed by
God, when the time was fully come at which the idea of the
theocracy was to be realized through Christ in the whole of
humanity (ver. 35 ; Rom. iii.; Gal. iii. 28; Col. iii. 11 ; John
x. 16). Comp. Matt. xv. 17, 18. The abolition therefore
does not conflict with Matt. v. 17, but belongs to the fulfil-
ment of the law effected by Christ, by which the distinction
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of clean and unclean was removed from the Levitical domain
and (comp. Rom. ii. 28, 29) raised into the sphere of the
moral idea. See also on Rom. xv. 14 ; Matt. v. 17.

Vv. 17-20. The ékoracis was now over. But when Peter
was very doubtful in himself what the appearance, which he had
seen, might mean (comp. Luke viii 9, xv. 26). The true
import could not but be at once suggested to him by the
messengers of Cornelius, who had now come right in front of
the house, to follow whom, moreover, an internal address of the
Spirit urged him. — éy éavr@] <e. tn his own reflection, con-
trasted with the previous ecstatic condition. — 3ipmdp.] as in
v. 24, ii. 12. — «ai 80v] See on i 10.—éml Tov muNdva]
at the door. See on Matt. xxvi. 71. — ¢wrijgavres] Kuinoel
quite arbitrarily : “sc. Twa, evocato quopiam, quod Judaei
domum intrare metuebant, ver. 18.” They called below at
the door of the house, without calling on or calling forth any
particular person, but in order generally to obtain information
from the inhabitants of the house, who could not but hear the
calling. That Peter had heard the noise of the men and the
mention of his name, that he had observed the men, had
recognised that they were not Jews, and had felt himself
impelled by an internal voice to follow them, etc., are among
the many arbitrary additions (“of a supplementary kind”)
which Neander has allowed himself to make in the history
before us.— aAAa dvactas xatdfndi] d\Ad with the im-
perative denotes nothing more than ihe adversative af. “ Men
seek thee: but (do not let yourself be sought for longer and
delay not, but rather) arise (as ver. 13) and go down.” The
requisition with a\Ad breaks off the discourse and renders
the summons more urgent. See Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 370 ;
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 17 f. — undév Siaxpwop.] in no respect
(Jak. i 6; Bernhardy, p. 336) wavering (see on Rom. iv. 20);
Jor I, ete. The wvefua designates Himself as the sender of
the messengers, inasmuch as the vision (vv. 3—7) did not
ensue without the operation of the divine Spirit, and the
latter was thus the cause of Cornelius sending the messengers.
— é&yo] with emphasis. Chrysostom rightly calls attention
to the xvpiov and the éfoveia of the Spirit.
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Vv. 22-25. Maprvpolu.] as in vi. 3.— éypnpar] See
on Matt. ii. 12. The communication on the part of the angel
(vv. 4-7) is understood as a divine answer to the constant
prayer of Cornelius (ver. 2).— Peter and his six (xi. 12)
companions had not traversed the thirty miles from Joppa to
Caesarea in one day, and therefore arrived there only on the
day after their departure. The messengers of Cornelius, too,
had only arrived at Peter’s abode on the second day (vv. 8, 9),
and had passed the night with him (ver. 23), so that now (75
émaipioy, ver. 24) it was the fourth day since their departure
from Caesarea. Cornelius expected Peter on this day, for
which, regarding it as a high family-festival, he had invited his
(certainly like-minded) relatives and his intimate friends (tovs
avayk. pidovs, see Wetstein; Kypke, II. p. 50). — s 8¢
éyévero Tob eloeNOetv Tov I1.) but when it came to pass that Peter
entered. This construction is to be regarded as a very in-
accurate, improper application of the current infinitive with
To0. No comparison with the Hebrew Ni:!‘) M, Gen. xv. 12
(Gesenius, Lehrgebr. p. 787), is to be a.llowed beca.use M does
not stand absolutely, but has its subject beside it, and because
the LXX. has never imitated this and similar expressions
(Gesenius, lc) by éyévero tob. The want of corresponding
passages, and the impossibility of rationally explaining the
expression, mark it as a completely isolated! error of language,
which Luke either himself committed or adopted from his
original source,—and not (in opposition to Fritzsche, ad Matth.
p- 848, and Rinck, Zucubr. crit. p. 64) as a corruption of the
transcribers, seeing that the most important witnesses decide
in favour of Tod, and its omission in the case of others is evi-
dently a correction. Comp. now also Winer, p. 307 [E. T. 412].

1 Even at Rev. xii. 7 it is otherwise, as there, if we do not accede to the con-
jecture of Diisterdieck, iyévio must be again mentally supplied with & Mixasx, but
in the altered meaning: there came forwa.:d there appeared (comp. on Mark
i. 4; John i. 6), so that it is to be translated : And there came (i.e. there set in,
there resulted) war in heaven : Michael came, and his angels, in order to wage
war. Among Greek writers also, as is well known, the verb to be repeated in
thought is often to be taken in an altcred mesning. Comp. e.g. Plat. Rep.
p- 471 C, and Stallb. in loc. Least of all will such a supplement occasion diffi-
culty in a prophetic representation, whick is often stifl, angular, and abrupt in
its delineation (as especially in Isaiah).
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—émi 7. modas] at the feet of Peter. Comp. Luke viii.
41, xvii. 16; Mark v. 22; John xi. 32, al. — mwpooexivnoe]
See on Matt. ii. 2. He very naturally conjectured, after the
vision imparted to him, that there was something superhuman
in the person of Peter (comp. on Luke v. 8); and to this,
perhaps, the idea of heroes, to which the centurion had not
yet become a stranger, contributed.

Vv. 26-29. Kayw adros) also I myself, 1 also for mine own
part, not otherwise than you. See on Rom. vii. 25.—
quvopth. alt®)] in conversation with hvm. The word occurs
elsewhere in Tzetz. Hist. iii. 377, cuwwouhos in Symm. Job
xix. 19.— elo7i\f¢] namely, into the room. In ver. 25, on
the other hand, 700 eloenfeiv 7. II. was meant of the entrance
by the outer door into the house.— Ye know how (how very)
unallowed it s, etc. — a@éuerov] (2 Mace. vi. 5) is a later
form (Plut.,, Dion. Hal., etc., 1 Pet. iv. 3) for the old classical
afépiocroy (Herod. vil 33 ; Xen. Mem. i 1. 9, Cyrop. i 6. 6).
The prohibition o enter into closer fellowship with men of
another tribe! or (even but) Zo come to them, comp. xi. 3, is not
expressly found in the Pentateuch, but easily resulted of
itself from the lofty consciousness of the holy people of God
contrasted with the unholy heathen (Ewald, Alterth. p. 310),
and pervades the later Judaism with all the force of contempt
for the Gentiles (see, eg., Lightfoot on Matt. xviii. 17). The
passage Matt. xxiii. 5, and the narrative of the conversion
of Izates king of Adiabene in Joseph. Antt. xx. 2. 4 £, appear
to testify against the utterance of Peter in our passage, and
therefore Zeller, p. 187, holds it as unhistorical. But Peter
speaks here from the standpoint of the Judaistic theory and
rule, which is not invalidated by exceptional cases (as Josephus
lc.) and by abuses (as in the making of proselytes, Matt. Lc.).
Not even if Cornelius had been a proselyte of the gate (but
see on vv. 1, 2) could the historical character of the saying
be reasonably doubted ; for the Rabbinical passages adduced
with that view (according to which the proselyte is to regard

1 The classical 4AA5@uacs is not elsewhere found in the N, T., but often in the
LXX. and Apocr. The designation is here tenderly forbearing, It is otherwise
in ver. 45, L 3.
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himself as a member of the theocracy, as Schemoth Rabba
19 f, 118. 3, ad Ex. xii. 3) apply only to complete converts
(proselytes of righteousness, comp. Sohar p. 22. 27 : “ quamvis
factus sit proselytus, attamen nisi observet praecepta legis,
habendus adhuc est pro ethnico”), and are, moreover, out-
weighed by other expressions of contempt towards proselytes,
as, eg., Dabyl. Niddah f. 13. 2 : “Proselyti sunt sicut scabies
Israeli” It is erroneous to derive the principle which Peter
here expresses from Pharisaism (Schoettgen), or to limit it to
an intentional going in quest of them (Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1I.
2, p. 39), or, according to xi 3, to the eating (Ebrard, Lange,
Ewald), which must have been made clear from the context. —
dvavTippir.] without contradiction, Polyb. xxiii. 8. 11, vi. 7. 7,
xxviii. 11. 4. Comp. dvavrihéxTws, Lucian. Cal. 6, Conviv. 9.
“Sanctum fidei silentium,” Calvin. — xai éuoi 0 Ocos édesfe]
Contrast to vucis émicracfe. The element of contrast lies not
in the copula, but in the relation of the two clauses: Ye
know ... and o me God has showed. Comp. Bornemann, Schol.
tn Luc. p. 102 ; Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 147 ; Kihner, ad
Xen. Mem. iii. 7. 6. Very often so in John. The o ©eds
édeife took place through the disclosure by means of the
vision, ver. 3 ff., the allegorical meaning of which Peter under-
stood. — pndéva x.1.\.] namely, in and for itself. — T Aoye)
with what reason, i.e. wherefore. See examples from classical
writers in Kypke. Comp. on Matt. v. 32. The dative de-
notes the mediate cause. Comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 512 C: win
Sucalp Aoy Tob umyavomolod xaTappovels ;

Ver. 30. The correct view is that which has been the usual
one since Chrysostom (held by Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Bengel,
Kuinoel, Olshausen) : Four days ago I was fasting until this
hour (i.e. until the hour of the day which it now is), and was
praying at the ninth howr. d&mwd TerdpTns Hpépas is quarto abhine
die, on the fourth day from the present (counting backwards),
and the expression is to be explained as in John xi. 18, xxi. 8;
Rev. xiv. 20 (see Winer, p. 518 f. [E. T. 697 f]. Comp.
Ex. xii. 15, amo s mparrs fuépas: on the first day before.
Cornelius wishes to indicate exactly (1) ¢tie day and hour when
he had seen the vision,—namely, on the fourth day before, and
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at the ninth hour; and (2) n whet condition he was when it
occurred,—namely, that he had been engaged that day in an
exercise of fasting, which he had already continued up to the very
hour of that day, which it now was; and in connection with
this exercise of fasting, he had spent the ninth hour of the
day—-the prayer-hour—in prayer, and then the vision had
surprised him, xai ¢8od k. A.  Incorrectly, Heinrichs, Neander,
de Wette render: For four days I fasted until this hour
(when the vision occurred, nawely, the niuth hour), etc.
Against this view it may be decisively urged that in this way
Cornelius would not specify at all the day on which he had the
vision, and that Tavrns cannot mean anything else than the
present hour. — évwmr. 7. ©Ocov] Ver. 3. Rev. xvi. 19.  The
opposite, Luke xii. 6.

Ver. 33. "Evdmiov Tob xupiov (see critical remarks), nin %,
in conspectu Dei.  Cornelius knows that it is God, who so
wonderfully arranged everything, before whose eyes this
assembly in the house stands. He knows Him to be present
as a witness.— dmo (see the critical remarks), on the part of,
divinitus. See Winer, p. 347 f. [E. T. 463].

Vv. 34, 35. "Avoifas x.7.\.] as in viil 35.— With truth (so
that this insight, which I have obtained, is true; comp. on
Mark xii. 14, and Fritzsche, Quaest. Zuc. p. 137 ff.) I perceive
that God is not partial, allowing Himself to be influenced by
external relations not belonging to the moral sphere; but
in every mation he that feareth Him and worketh rightness
(acts rightly, comp. Ps. xv. 2; Heb. xi. 33; Luke i. 20 ; the
opposite, Matt. vii. 23) is acceptable to Him,~—namely, to be
received into the Christian fellowship with God. Comp. xv.
14. Peter, with the certainty of a divinely-obtained convic-
tion, denies in general that, as regards this acceptance, God goes
to work in any way partially ; and, on the other hand, affirms
in particular that in every nation (dv Te dxpoBuvaris éaTiv, dv
7e éumepiTopos, Chrysostom), ete. To take this contrast, ver. 35,
as no longer dependent on &7, but as independent (Luther,
Castalio, and many others), makes its importance the ore
strongly apparent. What is meant is the ethico-religious
preliminary frame requisite for admission into Christianity,
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which must be a state of fellowship with God similar to the
piety of Cornelius and his household, however different in
appearance and form according to the degree of earlier know-
ledge and morality in each case, yet always a being given or
a being drawn of God (according to the Gospel of John), and
an attitude of heart and life toward the Christian salvation,
which is absolutely independent of difference of nationality.
The general truth of the proposition, as applied even to the
undevout and sinners among Jews and Gentiles, rests on the
necessity of uerdvoia as a preliminary condition of admission
(ii. 38, 1iii. 19, al). It is a misuse of this expression when,
in spite of ver. 43, it is often adduced as a proof of the super-
fluousness of faith in the specific doctrines of Christianity ;
for Sextos alT@ éoTt in fact denotes (ver. 36 ff) the capa-
bility, in relation to God, of becoming a Christian, and not
the capability of being saved without Christ. DBengel rightly
says : “ non indifferentismus religionum, sed indifferentia
nationum hic asseritur.” — Respecting wposwmorymras, not
found elsewhere, see on Gal. ii. 6.

Vv. 36—43. After this general declaration regarding the
acceptableness for Christianity, Peter now prepares those pre-
sent for its actual acccptance, by shortly explaining the charac-
teristic dignity of Jesus, inasmuch as he (1) reminds them of
His earthly work to His death on the cross (vv. 36-39);
(2) then points to His resurrection and to the apostolic
commission which the disciples had received from the Risen
One (vv. 40-42); and finally, (3) mentions the prophetic
prediction, which indicates Jesus as the universal Reconciler
by means of faith on Him (ver. 43). Comp. Seyler in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1832, p. 55 £,

Vv. 36-38. The correct construction is, that we take the
three accusatives: Tov Aoyow, ver. 36, 10 yevop. phipa, ver. 37,
and ’Inootv tov dmo Nalap., ver. 38, as dependent on vueis
oidare, ver. 37, and treat obrés éoTe mwdvTwy sUptos as a
parenthesis. Peter, namely, in the 7o» Aoyov already has the
Upels oldarte in view; but he interrupts himself by the in-
sertion ofTés . . . #Upos, and now resumes the thought begun
in ver. 36, in order to carry it out more amply, and that in
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such a way that he now puts Juels oldare first, and then attaches
the continuation in its extended and amplified form by ’Inoodv
rov amo Nal. by way of apposition. The message, which He
(God, ver. 35) sent to the Israelites (comp. xiil. 26), when He
made known salvation through Jesus Christ (He is Lord of all 1)
—uye know the word, which went forth through all Judaea, having
begun from Galilee after the baptism which Jokn preached—
Jesus of Nazareth (ye know), how God anointed Him (con-
secrated Him to be the Messianic King, see on iv. 27) with
the Holy Spirit and with power, who went about doing good and
healing, ete.  This view is quite in keeping with the hurriedly
aggregated and inartistic mode of expression of Peter, parti-
cularly at this urgent moment of extraordinary and profound
emotion. Comp. on Eph. ii. 1; Winer, p. 525 [E. T. 706].
The most plausible objection to this construction is that of
Bengel (comp. de Wette): “ Noverant auditores historiam, de
qua oz, non item rationes interiores, de quibus hoc versu.”
But the contents of the Novos is, in fact, stated by elprfrny Sua
'I. X so gencerally and, without its rationes interiores, so purely
historically, that in that general shape it could not be anything
strange to hearers, to whom that was known, which is said in
vv. 37 and 38. Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Homberg, Wolf, Heu-
mann, Beck (Obss. crit. exeg., I p. 13), Heinrichs, Kninoel make
the connection almost as we have given it; but they attach
bpeis oidare to Tov Néyov, and take 7o yevouevov pijua as ap-
position to Tév Aéyov,—by which, however, odrés ot TavTwy
xUpios makes its weight, in keeping with the connection, far
less sensibly felt than according to our view, under which it
by the very fact of its high significance as an element breaks
off the construction. Others refer 7ov Aoyov v k7., to wkat
precedes, in which case, however, it cannot be taken either as for
8y Aoyov (Beza, Grotius; comp. Bengel and others), or with
Olshausen, after Calvin and others, for xaTd 7év Aoyov dv k.T.\. ;
but would have, with de Wette (comp. Baumgarten aud Lange),
to be made dependent on xaralaufB., or to be regarded as an
appositional addition (Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 134 [E. T. 153)), and
consequently would be epexegetical of 67¢ odx éore . . . Sexros
aird éare. In this case elprn would have to be understood
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of peace between Jews and Gentiles. But even apart from this
inadmissible explanation of elpjumy (see below), the Aoyos of
ver. 36, so far as it proclaims this peace, is something very
different from the doctrine indicated in ver. 35, in which
there is expressed only the universally requisite first step
towards Christianity. Moreover, Peter could not yet at this
time say that God had caused that peace to be proclaimed
through Christ (for this he required a further development
starting from his present experience), for which a reference to
i 8 and to the universalism of Luke’s Gospel by no means
suffices. Pfeiffer in the Stud. u. Krit. 1850, p. 401 ff, likewise
attaching it to what precedes, explains thus: he is in so far
acceptable to him, as he las the destination of receiving the
message of salvation in Christ; so that thus edayyenf would
be passive (Luke vii. 22; Heb. iv. 2, 6), and Tor Adyoy, as
also elprjumy, would be the object to it. But this is linguis-
tically incorrect, inasmuch as it would require at least the
infinitive instead of edayye\ilouevos ; and besides, edayye\ifoual
Tt, there is something proclaimed to me, is foreign to the N. T,
usage. Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr. p. 151 f, gives the meaning:
“ Every one who fears God and does right, by him the gospel
may be accepted ;” so that Tov Aéyor would stand by attraction
for 6 Néyos, which is impossible (in 1 Pet. il 7 it is other-
wise). According to Ewald, p. 248, tov Aéyov #.7.\. i3 intended
to be nothing but an explanation to Siatoctvmy. A view
which is the more harsh, the further 7. Néyor stands removed
from 8:xatoc., the less Tov Aéyoy Sv x.T.\. coincides as regards
the notion of it with &iuraios., and the more the expression
épydteabar Noyov is foreign to the N. T. — elpsjvnv is explained
by many (including Heinrichs, Seyler, de Wette) of peace
between Jews and Gentiles (Eph. ii. 17), but very arbitrarily,
since no more precise definition is annexed, although the Jews
are just named as the receivers of the gospel. Nor is there in
what follows any mention of that peace. Hence it is to be
generally taken as= D‘b?, salvation, and the whole Messianic
salvation is meant, which God has made known through Christ
to the children of Israel; not specially peace with God (Rom.
v. 1, Calovius, and others), which yet is the basis of salvation,
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Comp. on Rom. x. 15. — &a 'I. X belongs to edayy., not to
elprivny (Bengel and others) ; for edayy. elp. 8ia 'I. X. contains
the more precise explanation of the Tov Ady. dv dméat., con-
sequently must also designate Jesus as the sent of God, through
whom the Noyos is brought. — wdvrewr] not neuter (Luther and
others), but masculine. Christ is Lord of all, of Jews and
Gentiles, like God Himself (Rom. iii. 29, x. 12), whose aiv-
fpoves He is; comp. Rom. x. 12, xiv. 9; Eph. iv. 5f The
awm of this emphatically added remark is to make the universal
destination of the word primarily sent to the Jews to be felt
by the Gentile hearers, who were not to regard themselves as
excluded by v dméor. Tois viois 'Igp. Comp. ver. 43. —
pripa) word, not the things (de Wette and older expositors),
which it does not mean even in v. 32; Luke ii. 15. Comp.
on Matt. iv. 4. It resumes the preceding Tov Adyor. On
evop., comp. Luke iii. 2. Concerning the order of the words
(instead of 7o xal' o\. 7. 'Iovd. wyevop. pripa), see Kiihner, ad
Xen. Anab. iv. 2. 18, — In ver. 38 the discourse now passes
from the word, the announcement of which to the Jews was
known to the hearers, to the announcer, of whose Messianic
working they would likewise have knowledge. — s &ypioey
alrov] renders prominent the special divine Messianic element
in the general "Ingoiv Tov amé Nal (oidare’). Comp. Luke
xxiv. 20. As to the idea of this ypleww, see on iv. 27, — b¢
SiNfer] him (adTov), who (after receiving this anointing) went
through (Galilee and Judaea, ver. 37) doing good, and in par-
ticular kealing, etc. — In the compound verb xaradvvact. is
implied Aostile domination, Jas. ii. 6; Wisd. 1. 10, xv. 14;
Ecclus. xlviii. 12; Xen. Symp. ii. 8; Strabo, vi. p. 270;
Joseph. Antt. xii. 2. 3 ; Plut. de Is. et Osir. 41 : xaTadvvacTetor
# karaPBialopevov. Comp. xaTadovloiv. — per avTod is not
spoken according to a “lower view” (de Wette), against
which, see on ii. 36 ; but the metaphysical relation of Christ
to the Father is not excluded by this general expression
(comp. John xvi. 32), although in this circle of hearers it

10n a». dyiy z. durduu, Bengel correctly remarks : * Spiritus sancti mentio
saepe ita fit, ut addatur mentio ejus speciatim, quod convenit cum re praesenti.”
Comp. vi 3, xi. 24, xiil. 62 ; also Luke i 36. '
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did not yet demand a specific prominence. Comp. Bengel :
“ parcius loquitur pro auditorum captu de majestate Christi.”
Vv. 39-41. "Ov xal dveirov] namely, oi 'Iovdator. “Ov
refers to the subject of émoinoev. There lies at the bottom
of the kal, also, the conception of the other persecutions,
etc, to which even the avethov was added. See on the
climactic idea indicated by xaf after relatives, Hartung, Par-
ttkell. 1. p. 136. — dveih. kpeuds.] as in ii. 23.—émi Edhov]
as in v. 30. — kai &wxev k.7N] and granted (comp. ii. 27)
that He should become manifest (by visible appearances, 1. 3 ;
John xxi. 1), not to all the people, but to witnesses who (quippe
qui) are chosen before of God, (namely) to us, who, ete. — Tois
mpokeyep. Umo Tov Oeol] Peter with correct view regards
the previous election of the apostles to be witnesses of the
resurrection of Jesus (i. 3, il 22, iii. 32, al.) as done by God
(John xvil 6, 9, 11, vi. 37); they are apostles dia fensjuaTos
Ocot (1 Cor. 1. 1; Gal. i. 1, al.), dpopiopuévor els edayy. Ocod
(Rom. 1. 1; Gal. 1. 15). And with the mpo in mpoxeyep. he
points back to the time of the previous choice as disciples, by
which their election to be the future witnesses of the resur-
rection in reality took place. On wpoyetporovety (only here
in the N.T.), comp. Plat. Legg. vi. p. 765 B. — pera 70 dvaor.
adrov éx vexpdv] is not, with Cameron and Bengel, to be con-
nected with éugavi yevéobas, ver. 40,! so that ob mavri . . .
avrg would have to be arbitrarily and violently converted into
a parenthesis; but with oiTwes ovvep. k. ouvvem. aird, which
even without the passages, i. 4, Luke xxiv. 41, 43, John
xxi. 12, would have nothing against it, as the body of the
Risen One was not yet a glorified body. See on Luke
xxiv. 51, note; Ignat. ad Smyrn. 5; Constitt. Ap. vi. 30. 5.
The words clearly exhibit the certainty of the attested bodily
resurrection, but annexed to ver. 40 they would contain
an unimportant self-evident remark. The apparent incou-
sistency of the passage with Luke xxii. 18 is removed by

1 So also Baur, L. p. 101, ed. 2, who, at the same time, simply passes over,
with quite an arbitrary evasion, the difficulty that the criterion of apostleship in
this passage is as little suitable for the alleged object of vindicating Paul as it
is in i, 21, 22.
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the more exact statement to Matt. xxvi. 29; see on that
_passage.

Ver. 42. T@ Mag] can only denote the Jewish people, seeing
that the context speaks of no other (ver. 41), and cannot
include the Gentiles also (Kuinoel). But the contents of &7

. vekpav is so different from Matt. xxviii. 29 (also Acts
i. 8), that there must be here assumed 2 reference to another
expression of the Risen One (for He is the subject of wapijyy.)
unknown to us.— 8¢ abrés éorew . . . vexpav] that He (no
other) is the Judge ordained by God (in His decree) over
living (who are alive at the Parousia, 1 Thess. iv. 17; 1 Cor.
xv. 51, 52) and dead (who shall then be already dead). Comp.
2 Tim. iv. 1; 1 Pet. iv. 5. Incorrectly Olshausen (resting
on Matt. xxii 32 ) understands by fdvrov «. vexp. the spiri-
tually living and dead. This meaning would require to be
suggested by the context, but is here quite foreign to it.
Comp. Rom. xiv. 19, 20; Acts xvii. 31.

Vv. 43, 44. Now follows the divinely attested way of sal-
vation unto this Judge of the living and dead. — mwdvres of
7pog.] comp. iil. 24.—That every one who believes on Him
recetves forgiveness of sins by means of His name (of the
believing confession of it, by which the objectively completed
redemption is subjectively appropriated, Rom. iii. 25, x. 10,
al). The general wdvra Tov meoT. eis avr., which lays down
no mnational distinction, is very emphatically placed at the end,
Rom. iii. 22. Thus has Peter opened the door for further
announcing to his hearers the universalism of the salvation in
Christ. But already the living power of his words has become
the vehicle of the Holy Spirit, who falls upon all the hearers,
and by His operations makes the continuation of the discourse
superfluous and—impossible. Comp. on xi. 15.—Here the
unique example of the outpouring of the Spirit before baptism
—treated, indeed, by Baur as unhistorical and ascribed to the
ket purpose influencing the author—is of itself intelligible
from the frame of mind, now exalted after an extraordinary
mnanner to the pitch of full susceptibility, in those present.
The appropriate degree of receptivity was there; and so, for
a special divine purpose, the mvelua communicated itrelf
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according to the free will of God even before baptism!
Olshausen thinks that this extraordinary circumstance took
place for the salke of Peter,in order to make him aware, beyond
a doubt, in this first decisive instance, that the Gentiles would
not be excluded from the gift of the Spirit. But Peter had
this illumination already (ver. 34 f); and besides, this object
would have been fully attained by the outpouring of the Spirit
after baptism. We may add that the quite extraordinary and,
in fact, unique nature of the case stands decidedly opposed
to the abuse of the passage by the Baptists.

Vv. 45, 46. Oi ék mepir. miaTol] those who were believers
Jrom the circumcision, i.e. believers who belonged to the cir-
cumcised, the Jewish-Christians. Comp. xi. 2; Rom. iv. 12;
Gal. ii. 12; Col. iv. 11; Tit. i. 10. On mwepetopn in the
concrete sense, comp. Rom. iii. 30,1v. 9,12, xv. 8; Gal. ii. 7;
Phil. iii. 3.— 8ooc cuwing. 7. IL] see ver. 23. —éml T2
&vn] Cornelius and his company now represented, in the
view of those who were astonished, the Gentiles as a class of
men generally ; for the article signifies this. Observe also the
perfect ; the completed fact lay before them. — yap] reason
assigned ab effectu. — Aahotvrwr sAdooars] yAdooars (or
YM@oon) Aakelv is mentioned as something well known to the
church, without the érépais, by the characteristic addition of
which the event recorded in chap. ii. is denoted as something
singular and not identical with the mere yAwooais Aakeiy, as it
was there also markedly distinguished by means of the list of

1 ¢Liberum gratia habet ordinem,"” Bengel. Not the necessity, but the pos-
sibility of the bestowal of the Spirit before baptism, was implied by the suscepti-
bility which had alrcady emerged. The design of this extraordinary effusion of
the Spirit is, according to ver. 45, to be found in this, that all scruples con-
cerning the reception of the Gentiles were to be taken away from the Jewish-
Christiang who were present in addition to Peter, and thereby from the Cliristians
generally. What Deter had just said : xévra ov migredorra vis avri, Was at once
divinely affirmed and scaled by this enxeiov in such a way that now no doubt at
all could remain concerning the immediate admissibility of baptism. Chrysos-
tom strikingly calls this event the éxodayizy piyirny, which God had arranged
beforehand for Peter. That it could not but, at the same time, form for the
latter himself the divine confirmation of the revelation already imparted to Lim,
is obvious of itself.

? Comp. Laufs in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 234.
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peoples. Now if, in the bare yhwgoais Aaely, this yAocoars
were to be understood in the same sense as in chap. ii. accord-
ing to the representation of the narrator, then—as Bleek’s
conception, “to speak in glosses,” is decidedly to be rejected
(see on chap. ii.)—no other meaning would result than: “to
speak in languages,” i.e. lo speak in foreign languages (different
from their mother tongue), and therefore quite the same as
érépais yAwoaaw hakelv. But against this we may decisively
urge the very expression érépats (with which agrees raivais
in the apocryphal passage, Mark xvi. 17) only added in
chap. ii, and almost ostentatiously glorified as the chief
matter, but nof inserted at all elsewhere (here or at chap. xix.
or 1 Cor. xii-xiv.). So much the more decidedly is yAwooass
here and in xix. 6 not to be completed by mentally supplying
érépacs (so Baur still, and others, following the traditional inter-
pretation), but® to be explained : “with tongues,” and that in
such a way that Luke himself has meant nothing else (not:
“in languages”) than the to him well-known glossolalia of the
apostolic church, which was here manifested in Cornelius and
his company, but from which he has conceived and represented
the event of Pentecost as something different and entirely
extraordinary, although the latter also is, in its Adstorical sub-
stance, to be considered as nothing else than the first speaking
with tongues (see on chap. ii). Cornelius and his friends
spoke with tongues, Le. they spoke mot in the exercise of reflective
thought (of the vods, 1 Cor. xiv. 9), not in intelligible, clear, and
connected speech, but in enraptured eucharistic ecstasy, as by
the involuntary exercise of their tongues, which were just organs
of the Spirit. See the more particular exposition at 1 Cor.
xii. 10.

Vv. 47, 48. Can any one, then, withhold the water, in order
that these be mot boptized? The water is in this animated
language conceived as the element offering itself for the
baptism. So urgent now appeared the necessity for completing
on the human side the divine work that had miraculously

1 Comp. also van Hengel, de gave d. talen, pp. 75 fI., 84 fI., who, however,
here also (see on chap. ii.) abides by the view, that they spoke ‘‘ openly and
aloud to the glorifying of God in Christ.”
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emerged. Bengel, moreover, well remarks: “Non dieit: jam
habent Spiritum, ergo aqua carere possunt.” The conjunction
of water and Spirit could not but obtain its necessary recogni-
tion. — Tod pn Bawr. Toir.] gemitive according to the con-
struction kwh\dew Twd Twos, and 7 after verbs of hindering,
as in xiv. 18. — kafws xal fueis] as also we, the recipients of
the Spirit of Pentecost. This refers to the prominent and
peculiar character of the enraptured speaking, by which the fact
then occurring showed itself as of a similar kind to that which
happened on Pentecost (xi. 15). But xafws xal rjueis can-
not be held as a proof that by qyAdooais Nakeiv is to be
understood a speaking in foreign languages (in opposition to
Baumgarten, who thinks that he sees in our passage “ the
connecting link between the miracle of Pentecost and the
speaking with tongues in the Corinthian church ™), for it rather
shows the essential identity of the Pentecostal event with
the later speaking with tongues, and points back from the
mouth of the apostle to the Aistorical form of that event, when
it had not yet been transformed by tradition into a speaking of
languages. — mpooéraké] The personal performance of baptism
did not necessarily belong to the destined functions of the
apostolic office. See on 1 Cor. i. 17. — év 7 ovop. Tob xup.]
belongs to Bamticf., but leaves untouched the words with
which the baptism was performed. As, namely, the name of
Jesus Christ is the spiritual basis of the being baptized (see on
ii. 38, comp. viil. 35 f.) and the end to which it refers (xix. 5),
so it is also conceived as the entire holy sphere, in which it is
accomplished, and out of which it cannot take place. — éme-
petvar] to remain. And he remained and had fellowship at
table with them, xi. 3. So much the more surprising is his
Uménpiots at Antioch, Gal il 11 ff.
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CHAPTER X1

VER. 8. xenév] Elz. has adv xonéy, against A B D E &, min. v
and Fathers. From x. 14.— Ver. 9. o/} is wanting in A B &,
min. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg. Epiph. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch.
It is an addition, in accordance with ver. 7,— Ver. 10. The
order dvesw. wdanm is, according to preponderant evidence, to be
adopted. — Ver. 11. 4uw] Lachm. Born. read #ue, after A B D 8,
40. Without attestation, doubtless, from the vss.; but on
account of its apparent irrelevancy, and on account of ver. 5, to
be considered as the original. — Ver. 12. unéiv diwxpvéuevor] is, as
already Mill saw, very suspicious (as an interpolation from
x. 20), for it is wholly wanting in D, Syr. p. Cant.; in A B R,
lot it is exchanged for wndiv dranpivovra Or . Siwxpivevrer (S0
Lachm.), and in 33, 46, for u. draxpvipeves. Tisch. and Born. have
rejected it; de Wette declares himself for the reading of Lachm.
— Ver. 13. 3 1is to be read instead of r¢, with Lachm. and Born,,
in accordance with preponderant authority. — After 'Iézany, Elz.
has &vwdpas, an addition from x. 5, which has against it A B D ¥,
min. and most vss. — Ver. 17. 8¢] is wanting in A B D X, min,
vss. and several Fathers. Deleted by Lachm. It was omitted
as disturbing the construction. — Ver. 18. é3éfufev] The con-
siderably attested é3cfwowy (Lachm.) has arisen from the pre-
ceding aorist. — Instead of dpaye, Lachm. has ép«, after A B D &,
min. A neglect of the strengthening ¢ which to the tran-
scribers was less familiar with dpe in the N. T. (Matt. vii. 20,
xvii. 26; Acts xvii. 27).— Ver. 19. =rpavy] Lachm. reads
Srepdvoy, after A E, min. Theophyl.,, but this has been evidently
introduced into the text as an emendatory gloss from erroneously
taking ¢#7 as denoting time.— Ver. 20. édivrec] Elz. reads
sicenfivrec, against decisive testimony. —"Eirnes] So A D* R**
vss. and Fathers. Already preferred by Grotius and Witsius,
adopted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. Scholz. Born. But Elz
Matth. have ‘Eanqwords, which, in particular, Ammon (de
Hellenistis Antioch. Erl. 1810, krit. Jowrn. 1. 3, p. 213 ff.;
Magaz. f. christl. Pred. 111 1, p. 222 f.) has defended, assuming
two classes of Antiochene Jews, namely, Hebrew-speaking,
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who used the original text of the O. T., and Greek-speaking,
who used the LXX. But see Schulthess, de Charism. Sp. St.
p. 73 ff.; Rinck, Zucubr. crit. p. 65 f. The reading "Exdmvag is
necessary, since the announcement of the gospel to Hellenists,
particularly at Antioch, could no longer now be anything sur-
prising, and only "Exaqvas exhausts the contrast to "Tovdwios, ver.
20 (mot 'EBpuiorg, as in vi. 1). ‘EMdzwoer. might easily arise
from .comparison with ix. 29, for which Cod. 40 testifies,
when after éxdrovy it inserts xal ouvelFrour. — Ver. 22. drendeiv]
is wanting in A B N, lo% Syr. and other vss,, and is deleted by
Lachm. Omitted as superfluous. — Ver. 25.! 6 BapvéBug and the
twice-repeated «iréy are to be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch.,
after A B N, al.; the former as the subject written on the margin
(seeing that another subject immediately precedes), and the
latter as a very usual (unnecessary) definition of the object. —
Ver. 26. airols] read with Lachm. Tisch. Born. airois, after
A B E N, min. The accusative with the infinitive after éyévero
was most familiar to the transcribers (ix. 3, 32, 37).—Lachm. and
Tisch. have xai after atr, following A C ¥, Cant. Syr. p. Ath. Vig.
Rightly ; apparently occasioning confusion, it was omitted. —
Ver. 28. péyav... dorsg] peydrnv ... mg is supported by the
predominant testimony of A B D E & (E has wiyav... 47),
min. Fathers, so that it is to be adopted, with Lachm. Tisch.
Born, as in Luke xv. 14 (see on that passage), and the mas-
culine is to be considered as an emendation of ignorant tran-
scribers. — After Kiavdiov, Elz. has xaicupos, an inserted gloss, to
be rejected in conformity with A B D &, lo* 40, Copt. Aeth.
Sahid. Arm. Vulg. Cant.

Vv. 1-18. The fellowship into which Peter entered with
the Gentiles (chap. x.) offends the Jewish Christians at
Jerusalem, but their objection is allayed by the apostle through
a simple representation of the facts as a whole, and is converted
into the praise of God. — kara v 'Iovéalav is not =év 7§
'Iovd. (Kuinoel, de Wette), but throughout Judaea, v. 15, and
see Nigelsb. on the Iliud, p. 12, ed. 3. — Ver. 2. Sexplvorro]
they strove against him., Jude 9; Dem. 163. 15; Polyb, ii.
22. 11; Athen. xii. p. 544 C.— oi éx mepirop.] the circum-
cised Christians, as in x. 45, opposed to the Gentiles (axpoBvar.

) Bornemann has the peculiar expansion of the simple text from D : éxoiras

N, b7t Tavass dory sle Tapeds, iEirder dvalnrdy abriv xal & ovvruydy Tapxddiow
aUTov iAy 4is 'ArTitx usr,
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éxovras) whose conversion is reported. — 8r¢ is most simply
taken as recitative, neither quare, Vulg. (comp. on Mark ix. 11),
nor because (Grotius supplying : koc querimur). — wpos dvdpas
«7)X] Thus it was not the baptism of these men that they
called in question, but the fellowship entered into by Peter
with them, especially the fellowship at table (comp. Gal ii. 12).
Thvs was the stone of stumbling: for they had nof come to
Poter to be baptized, as a Gentile might present himself to
become a proselyte; but Peter had gone in to them. Without
ground (see, in opposition, Qertel, p. 211), Girérer and Zeller
employ this passage against the historical character of the
whole narrative of the baptism of Cornelius. — dxpoB. é&y.]
An expression of indignation. Eph. il 11.— Ver. 4. épfdp.
€teril.] he began and expounded, so that apfdu. is a graphic
trait, corresponding to the conception of the importance of the
speech in contradistinction to the complaint;! comp. ii. 4. —
Ver. 6. els fjv arevigas xatevoow k. eidov] on which I, having
fized my glance, observed (vii. 31) and saw, etc. This eidoy Ta
Terpdmoda x.T\. is the result of the xarevéovv.— k. Td Onpia]
and the beasts; specially to make mention of these from among
the quadrupeds. In x. 12 the wild beasts were not specially
mentioned ; but there wdvra stood before va rerpam. — Ver.
11. 7juev] (see the critical remarks) is to be explained from
the fact, that Peter already thinks of the d8ehgoi, ver. 12, as
included. — Ver. 12. ofro.] the men of Joppa, who had gone
with Peter to Cornelius (x. 23), had thus accompanied him also
to Jerusalem. They were now present in this important matter
as hig witnesses. — Ver. 13, rov dyyehov] the angel already
J:nown from chap. x.—a mode of expression, no doubt, put into
the mouth of Peter by Luke from Ais own standpoint. — Ver.
14. év ols] by means of which.— Ver. 15. év 8¢ 7 dpfacbai pe
Aaeiv] This proves that Peter, after x. 43, had intended to
speak still considerably longer.— xal ép’ nfpds and xal 7juiv,

! The importance of the matter is the reason why Luke makes Peter again
recite in detail the vision narrated. This in opposition to Schleiermacher, who
finds in the double narrative a support for his view concerning the composition
of the book. — Observe how simply Peter makes his ezperience speak for itself,

and then, ver. 18 ff., just as simply, calmly, and with persuasive brevity, sub-
joins the justification following {rom this experience.
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ver. 17 (it is otherwise with Uueis, ver. 16), are to be taken as
in x. 47.—év apyj] namely, at Pentecost. The period of
the apostolic church was then at its beginning. — Ver. 16.
Comp. i. 5. — @s é\eyer] A frequent circumstantiality. Luke
xxil. 61; Thuc. i. 1. 1, and Kriiger 7n loc.; also Borne-
mann, ad Cyrop. i. 2, 5.  Peter had recollected this saying of
Christ, because he had seen realized in the Gentiles filled with
the Spirit what Jesus, i. 5, had promised to the apostles for
their own persons. Herein, as respects the divine bestowal
of the Spirit, he had recognised a placing of the Gentiles
concerned on the same level with the apostles. And from
this baptisma flaminis he could not but infer it as willed by
God, that the baptisma fluminis also was not to be refused. —
Ver. 17. mioteboasw] refers not to adrois, as is assumed by
Beza, Heinrichs, and Kuinoel against the order of the words,
but to nuiv: “as also to us as having become believers,” etc.,
that is, as He has given it also to wus, because we had become
believers, so that thus the same gift of God indicated as its
basis the same faith in them as in us, —éyw 8¢ & Funpp
Suvatos k.7.\] Two interrogative sentences are here blended
into one (Winer, p. 583 [E. T. 784]): Who was I on the
other hand ? was I able to hinder God, namely, by refusal of
baptism ? Concerning &, in the apodosis, following after a
hypothetical protasis, see Nigelsb. on the Iliad, p. 66, ed. 3;
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 92 f.— Ver. 18. novyacav] they were
silent, Luke xiv. 4, often in classical writers. Comp. Locella,
ad Xen. Eph. p. 280. The following é8okalov (imperfect)
thereupon denotes the confinuous praising. Previously conten-
tion against Deter (vv. 2, 3), now silence, followed by praise
of God. — dparye] thus, as results from this event. By Tap
petdvoay, however, is meant the Christian change of disposi-
tion ; comp. v. 31. — eis {wivr] unio (eternal Messianic) life;
this is the aim of 79 perdvoiav €8wwxev. Comp. cwbijoy,
ver. 14.

Vv. 19, 20. O pév odv Stacmapévres] A resumption of viil. 4,
in order now to narrate a still further advance, which Chris-
tianity had made in consequence of that dispersion,—namely,
to Phoenicia, Cyprus, and Antioch, for the most part, indeed,
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among the Jews, yet also (ver. 20) among the Gentiles, the
latter at Antioch.! — awro 7. OAA).] on account of (on occasion of)
the tribulation. Comp. Herm. ad Soph. El. 65. — éml Sredpdvp]
Luther rightly renders: over Stepken, i.e. on account of Stephen,
Comp. Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, and others, including de
Wette. See Winer, p. 367 [E. T. 489 £]; Ellendt, Lex Soph.
L p. 649. Others (Alberti, Wolf, Heumann, Palairet, Kypke,
Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Olshausen) render: post Stephanum. Lin-
guistically admissible (Bernhardy, p. 249), but less simple, as
post Stephanum would have again to be explained as e medio
sublato Stephano. — fjoav 8¢ Tives éE adrdv] does not apply to
*Tovdalos (Heinrichs, Kuinoel), as the &€, corresponding to the
pév, ver. 19, requires for avrdv the reference to the subject
of ver. 19 (the Swaomapévres), and as olrwes é\bovres els
*Avrioyeav, ver. 20, so corresponds to the &ijAfov &ws . ..
*Avroyelas of ver. 19, that a diversity of the persons spoken
of could not but of necessity be indicated. The correct inter-
pretation is: “The dispersed travelled through (the countries,
comp. viii. 4, ix. 38) as far as Phoenicia and Cyprus and
Antioch, delivering the gospel (tov Adyow, ka7 éfoxiv, as in
viil. 4, vi 4, and frequently) to the Jews only (ver. 19); but
some of them (of the dispersed), Cyprians and Cyrenians by
birth, proceeded otherwise; having come to Antioch, they
preached the word to the Gentiles there.” Comp. de Wette
and Lekebusch, p. 105.— tovs “EM\pras] is the national
contrast to 'Tovdaio:s, ver. 19, and therefore embraces as well
the Gentiles proper as the proselytes who had not become
incorporated into Judaism by circumcision. To understand
only the proselytes (Rinck), would be a limitation not founded
here in the text, as in xiv. 1.

Vv. 21-26. Xelp rvpiov] See on Luke i. 66; Acts iv. 30.
Bengel well remarks: “ potentia spiritualis per evangelium se
exserens.” — a¥Tdy] these preachers to the Gentiles. — Ver. 22,
€is 7& dra] Comp. on Luke iv. 21. — 6 Adyos] the word, t.e. the

1 The preaching to the Gentiles at Antioch is not to be placed before the
baptism of Cornelius (Gieseler in Staeudl. drchiv. IV. 2, p. 310, Baur, Schnecken-
burger, Wieseler, Lechler), but it was after that event that the missionary
activity of the dispersed advanced so far. See xv. 7.
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narrative of it; see on Mark i 45.— Ver. 23. xdpw 7.
©cob] as it was manifested in the converted Gentiles. — 7§
mpobéaer ths kapd. mpoouéy. T$ kupip] with the purpose of their
heart to abide by the Lord, t.e not again to abandorn Christ, to
whom their hearts had resolved to belong, but to be faithful
to Him with this resolution. Comp. 2 Tim. iii. 10. — Ver. 24.
67e v . . . wioTews] contains the reason, not why Barnabas had
been sent to Antioch (Kuinoel), but of the immediately preced-
ing éxdpn . . . kvpi. — avip dyabos] quite generally : an excel-
lent man, @ man of worth, whose noble character, and, moreover,
whose fulness of the Spirit and of faith completely qualified
him to gain and to follow the right point of view, in accordance
with the divine counsel, as to the conversion of the Gentiles
here beheld. Most arbitrarily Heinrichs holds that it denotes
gentleness and mildness, which Baumgarten has also assumed,
although such a meaning must have arisen, as in Matt. xx. 5,
from the context (comp. on Rom. v. 7), into which Baumgarten
imports the idea, that Barnabas had not allowed himself to be
stirred to censure by the strangeness of the new phenomenon,
— Ver. 25. els Tapadv] See ix. 30. — Ver. 26. According to
the corrected reading érévero 8¢ adrols kal éviavrov k7. (see
the critical remarks),it is to be explained : ¢ happened to them
(comp. xx. 16 ; Gal. vi. 14), to be associated even yet (xal) a
whole year in the church, and to instruct a considerable multitude
of people, and that the disciples were called Christions first at
Antioch. With ypnuaticar the construction passes into the
accusative with the infinitive, because the subject becomes dif-
ferent (tods uafyr.). But it is logically correct that xpnuaticas
x.r . should still be dependent on éyévero adrols, just because
the reported appellation, which was first given to the disciples
at Antioch, was causally connected with the lengthened and suc-
cessful labours of the two men in that city. It was their merit,
that here the name of Christians first arose.—On the climactic
Kkat, etiam, in the sense of yet, or yet further, comp. Hartung,
Partikell. 1. p. 133 f. — ovvaybijvac] to be brought together, i.e.
to join themselves for common work. They had been since
ix. 26 ff. separated from each other. — xpnuaricas] to bear the
name; seeon Rom. vii. 3.— Xpeoriavols] This name decidedly
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originated not in, but outside of, the church, seeing that the
Christians in the N. T. never use it of themselves, but desig-
nate themselves by pafinral, d8eAoi, believers, ete. ; and seeing
that, in the two other passages where Xpioriavol occurs, this
appellation distinctly appears as extrinsic to the church, Acts
xxvi. 28; 1 Pet. iv. 16. But it certainly did not proceed
Jrom the Jews, because Xpiorés was known to them as the
interpretation of MM, and they would not therefore have
transferred so sacred a name to the hated apostates. Hence
the origin of the name must be derived from the Gentiles in
Antioch! By these the name of the Head of the new religious
society,  Christ,” was not regarded as an official name, which
it already was among the Christians themselves ever more and
more becoming; and hence they formed according to the wonted
mode the party-name: Christiani (Tac. Ann. xv. 44 : “ auctor
nominis ejus Christus Tiberio imperitante per procuratorem
Pontium Pilatum supplicio affectus erat”). At Antioch, the
seat of the mother-church of Gentile Christianity, this took place
at that time (for this follows from the reading éyéy. 8¢ adrois),
because in that year the joint labours of Paul and Barnabas
occasioned so considerable an enlargement of the church, and
therewith naturally its increase in social and public considera-
tion. And it was at Antioch that this name was borne first,
earlier than anywhere else (7pdrov, or, according to B &, mpoTws,
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 311 f), because here the Christians, in
consequence of the predominant Gentile-Christian element,
asserted themselves for the first time not as a sect of Judaism,
but as an independent community. There is nothing to
support the view that the name was at first a title of ridicule
(de Wette, Baumgarten, after Wetstein and older inter-
preters). The conjecture of Baur, that the origin of the name
was referred to Antioch, because that was the first Gentile
city in which there were Christians (Zeller also mistrusts the
account before us), cannot be justified by the Latin form
of the word (see Wetstein, ad Matth. xxii. 17).

Vv. 27, 28. Karii\fov] whether of their own impulse, or as
sent by the church in Jerusalem, or as refugees from Jerusalem
! Ewald, p. 441 f., conjectures that it proceeded from the Rowan authorities.
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(Ewald), is not evident.— mpodritac] inspired teachers, who
delivered their discourses, not, tndeed, in the ecstatic state, yet
in exalted language, on the basis of an amoxdAwvyris Tecetved.
Their working was entirely analogous to that of the O. T.
prophets. Revelation, incitement, and inspiration on the part
of God gave them their qualification ; the unveiling of what
was hidden in respect of the divine counsel for the exercise of
a psychological and moral influence on given circumstances, but
always in reference to Christ and His work, was the tenor
of what these interpreters of God spoke. The prediction of
what was future was, as with the old, so also with the new
prophets, no permanent characteristic feature ; but naturally and
necessarily the divinely-illuminated glance ranged very often
into the future development of the divine counsel and kingdom,
and saw what was to come. In respect to the degree of the
inspired seizure, the wpogirar are related to the yAwooaws
Aaloivres (see on X. 46) in such a way that the intellectual
consciousness was not thrown into the background with the
former as with the latter, and so the mental excitement was
not raised to the extent of its becoming ecstatic, nor did their
speaking stand in need of interpretation. Comp. on 1 Cor.
xii. 10. — évaords] he came forward in the church-assembly.
—"AyafBos] Whether the name (comp. Ezra ii. 46) is to be
derived from 237, a locust (with Drusius), or from 21y, to love
(with Grotius, Witsius, Drusius, Wolf), remains undecided.
The same prophet as in xxi. 10.— &8id 700 mveluaros]
This characterizes the announcement (éorjuave) of the famine
as something imparted to the prophet by the Holy Spirit;
hence Eichhorn's opinion (comp. Heinrichs), that the famine
was already present in its beginnings, does great violence to
the representation of the text, which, moreover, by 8oris. ..
K\avdiov states the jfulfilment as having occurred afterwards,
and consequently makes the event to appear at that time still
as future, which also pé\hew égegfar definitely affirms. —
Nipov ... olxovuévny] that a great famine was appointed (by
God) to set in over the whole inhabited earth. Thus generally
is v olrxovp. to be understood in the original sense of the
prophet, who sees no local limits drawn for the famine beheld in
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prophetic vision, and therefore represents it not as a partiul,
but as an unrestricted one. Just because the utterance is a
prediction, according to its genuine prophetic character, there is
no ground for giving to the general and usual meaning of T
olxoup.—vwhich is, moreover, designedly brought into relief by
Sd\nv—any geographical limitation at all (to the land of Judaea
or the Roman empire ; see on Luke ii. 1). This very unlimited
character of the vision, on the one hand, warranted the Ayper-
bolical form of the expression, as given by Agabus, while yet,
on the other band, the famine extending itself far and wide,
but yet limited, which afterwards historically occurred, might
be regarded as the event corresponding to the entirely general
prophetic vision, and be described by Luke as its fulfilment.
History pointed out the limits, within which what was seen
and predicted without limitation found its fulfilment, inas-
much, namely, as this famine, which set in in the fourth year
of the reign of Claudius (A.D. 44), extended only to Judaea and
the neighbouring countries, and particularly fell on Jerusalem
itself, which was supported by the Syrian queen Helena of
Adiabene with corn and figs. See Joseph. Anft. xx. 2. 6, xx.
5.2; Eus. H. E.ii. 11. The view which includes as part of the
fulfilment a yet later famine (Baumgarten), which occurred in
the eleventh year of Claudius, especially at Rome (Suet. Claud.
18; Tacit. Ann. xii 43), offends against the words (Aeuov ...
%7is) as well as against the connection of the history (vv. 29,
30). It is altogether inadmissible to bring in here the dif-
ferent famines, which successively occurred under Claudius in
different parts of the empire (Ewald), since, by the famine
here meant, according to vv. 29, 30, Judaea was affected, and
the others were not synchronous with this. Lastly, very arbi-
trary is the assertion of Baumgarten, that the famine was pre-
dicted as a sign and herald of the Parousia, and that the
fulfilment under Claudius was therefore merely a preliminary
one, which pointed to a future and final fulfilment.—On Awuos
as feminine (Doric), as in Luke xv. 14, see on Luke iv. 26,
and Bornemann on our passage.

Vv. 29, 30. That, as Neander conjectures and Baumgarten
assumes, the Christians of Antioch had already sent theix
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money-contributions to Judaea before the commencement of the
Jamine, is incorrect, because it was not through the entirely
general expression of Agabus, but only through the result
(8aTes kai éyévero émi Khavd.), that they could learn the defi-
nite time for sending, and also be directed to the local destina-
tion of their benevolence; hence ver. 29 attaches itself, with
strict historical definiteness, to the directiy preceding éoris. ..
Khavdlov. Comp. Wieseler, p. 149. The benevolent activity
on behalf of Judaea, which Paul at a later period unweariedly
and successfully strove to promote, is to be explained from
the dutiful affection toward the mother-land of Christianity,
with its sacred metropolis, to which the Gentile church felt
itself laid under such deep obligations in spiritual matters,
Rom. xv. 27.—The construction of ver. 29 depends on attraction,
in such a way, namely, that T@v 8¢ pabnrdv is attracted by the
parenthesis xafos nimwopeird Tis (according as every one was able,
see Kypke, IL. p. 56 ; comp. also 1 Cor. xvi. 2), and accordingly
the sentence as resolved is: oi 8¢ pabyral, xabis nimopeiro Tis
atTdv, dpwoav. The subsequent éxactos adTdv is a more
precise definition of the subject of dpisav, appended by way
of apposition. Comp. ii. 3. — wéurac] sc. To.—The Christian
presbyters, here for the first time mentioned in the N. T,
instituted after the manner of the synagogue (&%pt),! were the
appointed overseers and guides of the individual churches, in
which the pastoral service of teaching, xx. 28, also devolved
on them (see on Eph. iv. 11; Huther on 1 Tim. iii. 2).

' Wo have no account of the institution of this vffice. It probably shaped
itself after the analogy of the government of the synagogue, soon after the first
dispersion of the church (viii, 1), the apostles themselves having in the first
instance presided alone over the church in Jerusalem ; while, on the other hand,
in conformity with the pressing necessity which primarily emerged, the office of
almoner was there formed, even before there were special presbyters. But cer-
tainly the presbyters were, as elsewhere (xiv. 23), so also in Jerusalem (xv. 22,
xxi. 18), chosen by the church, and apostolically installed. Comp. Thiersch,
p. 78, who, however, arbitrarily conjectures that the coming over of the priests,
vi. 7, had given occasion to the origin of the officc.—We may add that the
presbyters do not here appear as almoners (in opposition to Lange, apost. Zeitalt.
IL p. 146), but the moneys are consigned to them as the presiding authority
of the church. *‘Omnia enim rite et ordine administrari oportuit,” Beza. Comp.
besides, on vi. 3, the subjoined remark.



300 THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

They are throughout the N. T. identical with the émioxomal,
who do not come into prominence as possessors of the chief
superintendence with a subordination of the presbyters till the
sub-apostolic age—in the first instance, and already very dis-
tinctly, in the Ignatian epistles. That identity, although the
assumption of it is anathematized by the Council of Trent,
is clear from Acts xx. 17 (comp. ver. 28 ; Tit. 1. 5, 7; 1 Pet.
v. 1f; Phil i. 1). See Gabler, de episcopis primae eccl., Jen.
1805 ; Miinter in the Stud. u. Krit. 1833, p. 769 ff; Rothe,
Anfange d. chr. K. 1. p. 173 ff.; Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 399 ff.;
Jacobson in Herzog’s Encykl. I1. p. 241 ff. Shifts are resorted
to by the Catholics, such as Déllinger, Christenth. u. K. p. 303,
and Sepp, p. 353 f—The moneys were to be given over to the
presbyters, in order to be distributed by. them among the dif-
ferent overseers of the poor for due application.—According to
Gal. il 1, Paul cannot have come with them as far as Jeru-
salem ;! see on Gal. ii. 1. In the view of Zeller, that circum-
stance renders it probable that our whole narrative lacks a
historical character—which is a very hasty conclusion.

1 Ewald's hypothesis also—that Paul had, when present in Jerusalem, con-
dacted himself as quietly as possible, and had not transacted anything important
for doctrine with the apostles, of whom Peter, according to xii. 17, had been
absent—is insufficient to explain the silence in Gal. ii. concerning this jouwrney.
The whole argument in Gal. ii. is weak, if Paul, having deen at Jerusalem, was
silent to the Galatians about this journey. For the very non-mention of it must
have exposed the journey, however otherwise little liable to objection, to the sus-
picions of opponents. This applies also against Hofmann, N. 7. 1. p. 121 ; and
Trip, Paulus nach d. Apostelgesch., p. 72f. The latter, however, ullimately
accedes to my view. On the other hand, Paul had no need at all to write of the
journey at Acts xviii. 22 to the Galatians (in opposition to Wieseler), because,
afier he had narrated to them his coming to an understanding with the apostle,
there was no object at all in referring in this Epistle to further and later journeys
to Jerusalem,
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CHAPTER XIL

VER. 3. «i] is wanting in Elz, but rightly adopted, in accord-
ance with considerable attestation, by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch.,
because it was easily passed over as wholly superfluous. —
Ver. 5. éxrevis] Lachm. reads ixrevig, after A? B X; comp. D, &
fzrevelg.  Several vss. also express the adverb, which, how-
ever, easily suggested itself as definition to yweu. — imép] Lachm.
Tisch. Born. read aep/, which Griesb. has also approved, after
A B D ¥ min. But o7 is the more usual preposition with
mpogebeafeus (comp. also viii. 15) in the N. T.— Ver. 8. {@ous]
So Lachm. Tisch. Born. But Elz. Scholz have wepifdous, against
A BD ¥, min. A more precise explanatory definition. — Ver. 9.
ubr@] after zxor. is, with Lachm. Tisch. Born., to be deleted,
according to decisive evidence. A supplementary addition
occasioned by ues, ver. 8. — Ver. 13. airod] Elz. has rod Ilerpod,
against decisive evidence. — Ver. 20. After v ¢, Elz. has
¢ 'Hpdidng, against preponderant authority. The subject unneces-
sarily written on the margin, which was occasioned by a special
section (the death of Herod) beginning at ver. 20.— Ver. 23.
8s¢av] Elz. Tisch. have rjv d¢fav. The article is wanting in
D E G H, min. Chrys. Theophyl. Oec., but is to be restored
(comp. Rev. xix. 7), seeing that the expression without the article
was most familiar to transcribers; see Luke xvii. 18 ; John ix. 24
Rom. iv. 20; Rev. iv. 9, xi. 13, xiv. 7. — Ver. 25. After suprupar.
Lachm. and Born. have deleted x«/, following A B D* 8, min.
and some vss. But how readily may the omission of this zai
be explained by its complete superfluousness ! whereas there is
no obvious occasion for its being added.

Vv. 1, 2. Kat éxeivov 8¢ Tov xawpév] but at that juncture
(Winer, p. 374 [E. T. 500]), points, as in xix. 23 (comp.
2 Macc. iii. 5; 1 Macc. xi. 14), to what is narrated imme-
diately before; consequently: when Barnabas and Saul were
sent to Jerusalem (xi. 30). From ver. 25 it is evident that
Luke has conceived this statement of time in such a way, that
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what is related in vv. 1-24 is contemporaneous with the
despatch of Barnabas and Saul to Judaea and with their stay
there, and is accordingly to be placed between their departure
from Antioch and their return from Jerusalem (Schrader, Hug,
Schott), and not so early as in the time of the one year’s
residence at Antioch, xi. 25. (Wieseler, p. 152 ; Stolting,
Beitr. z. Exeg. d. Paul. Br. p. 184 f.; comp. also Anger, de
tempor. rat. p. 47 £.) — "Hpwdns] Agrippa 1., grandson of Herod
the Great, son of Aristobulus and Berenice, nephew of Herod
Antipas, possessed, along with the royal title (Joseph. Antt.
xviil. 6. 10), the whole of Palestine, as his grandfather had
possessed it; Claudius having added Judaea and Samaria
(Joseph. Antt. xix. 5. 1, xix 6. 1; Bell. ii. 11. 5) to his
dominion already preserved and augmented by Caligula
(Joseph. Anit. xvili. 7. 2; Bell. ii. 9. 6). See Wieseler, p.
129 f.; Gerlach in the ZLuther. Zeitschr. 1869, p. 556 ff. A
crafty, frivolous, and extravagant prince, who, although better
than his grandfather, is praised far beyond his due by Josephus.
— éméBakev 7as yetpas is not, with Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and
others, to be interpreted : coepit, conatus est = emeyeipnae (Luke
i 1; Acts ix. 29), because for this there is no linguistic
precedent at all (even in the LXX. Deut. xii. 7, xv. 10, the
real and active application of the hand is meant, and not the
general notion suscipere) ; but according to the constant usage
(iv. 8, v. 18, xxi. 27; Matt. xxvi 50; Mark xiv. 46 ; Luke
xx. 19, xxi. 12 ; John vii. 30 ; Gen. xxii. 12; comp. Lucian,
Tém. 4, also in Arrian., Polybius, etc.), and according to the
context (mpocéfero avAhafBely, ver. 3), it is to be interpreted of
hostile laying hands on. Herod laid hands on, he caught at (i..
he caused to be forcibly seized), in order to maltreat some of
the members of the church (on oi dmd, used to designate member-
ship of a corporation, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 164 ; Schaef.
Melet. p. 26 f£). Elsewhere the personal dative (Ar. Lys. 440 ;
Acts iv. 3; Mark xiv. 46 ; Tischendorf, Esth. vi. 2) or éml
rwa (Gen. xxii. 12; 2 Sam. xvii. 12, and always in the
N. T, except Acts iv. 3 and Mark xiv. 46) is joined with
émiBadheiv Tas yeipas, instead of the definition of the object
aimed at by the infinitive, — On the apostolic work and fate
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of the elder James, who now drank out the cup of Matt. xx. 23,
nothing certain is otherwise known. dpocryphal accounts
may be seen in Abdiae Histor. apost. in Fabric. Cod. Apocr.
p. 516 ff, and concerning his death, p. 528 ff. The late
tradition of his preaching in Spain, and of his death in Com-
postella, is given up even on the part of the Catholics. See
Sepp, p. 75.' — 1. d8er¢. 'Iwdvvov] John was still alive when
Luke wrote, and in high respect. — wayalpa] probably, as
formerly in the case of John the Baptist, by beheading (“ Cer-
vicem spiculatori porrexit,” Abdias, Z¢. p. 531), which even
among the Jews was not uncommon and very ignominious;
see Lightfoot, p. 91.— The #ime of the execution was shortly
before Easter week (A.D. 44), which follows from ver. 3; and
the place was probably Jerusalem.? It remains, however,
matter of surprise that Luke relates the martyrdom of an
apostle with so few words, and without any specification
of the more immediate occasion or more special circumstances
attending it (dmhAds xal s érvyev Herod had killed him,
says Chrysostom). A want of more definite information,
which he could at all events have easily obtained, is certainly
not to be assumed. Further, we must not in fanciful arbitrari-
ness import the thought, that by “the entirely mute (?) suffer-
ing of death,” as well as “in this absolute quietness and
apparent insignificance,” in which the first death of an apostle
is here presented, there is indicated “a reserved glory” (Baum-
garten), by which, in fact, moreover, some sort of more precise
statement would not be excluded. Nor yet is the summary
brevity of itself warranted as a mere ¢ntroduction, by which
Luke desired to pass to the following history derived from a
special document concerning Peter (Bleek); the event was too
important for that. On the contrary, there must have prevailed
some sort of conscious consideration involved in the literary
plan of Luke,—probably this, that he had it in view to com-

! Who, however, comes at least to the rescue of the bones of the apostle for
Compostella |

2 For Agrippe was accustorned to reside in Jernsalem (Joseph. Antt. xix. 7. 3);
all the more, therefore, he must have been present, or have come thither frow
Cacsarea, shortly before the feast (ver. 19).
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pose a third historical book (see the Introduction), in which he
would give the history of the other apostles besides Peter and
Paul, and therefore, for the present, he mentions the death of
James only quite briefly, and for the sake of its connection
with the following history of Peter. The reason adduced by
Lekebusch, p. 219 : that Luke wished to remain faithful to his
plan of giving a history of the development of the church, does
not suffice, for at any rate the first death of an apostle was
in itself, and by its impression on believers and unbelievers,
too important an element in the history of that development
not to merit a more detailed representation in connection with
it.— Clem. Al in Euseb. il. 9 has a beautiful tradition, how
the accuser of James, converted by the testimony and courage
of the apostle, was beheaded along with him.

Vv. 3, 4 Herod, himself a Jew (in opposition to Harduin),
born in Judaism (Deyling, Obss. II. p. 263 ; Wolf, Cur.),
although of Gentile leanings, a Roman favourite brought up at
the court of Tiberius, cultivated out of policy Jewish popular
favour, and sought zealously to defend the Jewish religion for
this purpose. Joseph. 4ntt. xix. 7. 3. — mwpocéfeto guvAraB.] a
Hebraism : he further seized. Comp. on Luke xix. 11, xx. 12,
— Téocapar Terpadlows] four bands of four (retpddiov, a
number of four, Philo, IL p. 533, just as 7eTpds in Aristotle
and others), quatuor quaternionibus, i.e. four detachments of the
watch, each of which consisted of four men, so that one such
Terpadiov was in turn on guard for each of the four watches
of the night. On this Roman regulation, see Veget. . L.
iii. 8 ; Censorinus, de die nat. 23 ; Wetstein in loc. — uerd 7o
wdaxa] not to desecrate the feast, in consideration of Jewish
orthodox observance of the law. For he might have evaded the
Jewish rule, “ non judicant die festo” (Moed Katon v. 2), ab
least for the days following the first day of the feast (see
Bleek, Beitr. p. 139 ff), by treating the matter as peculiarly
pressing and important. Wieseler (Synops. p. 364 ff,, Chronol.
d. ap. Zeitalt. p. 215 ff) has incorrectly assumed the 15th
Nisan as the day appointed for the execution, and the 14th
Nisan as the day of the arrest. Against this it may be
decisively urged, that by werd 76 wdoya must be meant the
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entire Paschal feast (not the 14th Nisan), because it cor-
responds to the preceding ai suépac Tdv &fip. (comp. Luke
xxil, 1), — dvayay. adr. 7¢ Aag)] that is, to present him to
the people on the elevated place where the tribunal stood
(John xix. 13), in order there publicly to pronounce upon him
the sentence of death.

Vv. 5, 6. But there was earnest prayer made by the church to
God for him. On éxrewis, peculiar to the later Greek (1 Pet.
iv. 5; Luke xxiji 44), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 311.—
mpodyew] to bring publicly forward. See on ver. 4.—7j
vukTi éxelvy| on that night; when, namely, Herod had already
resolved on the bringing forward, which was to be accom-
plished on the day immediately following. — According to the
Roman method of strict military custody, Peter was bound by
chain to his guard. Comp. Joseph. An#t. xviii. 6. 7; Plin.
ep. . 65; Senec. ep. 5, al. This binding, however, not by
one chain to one soldier, but by two chains, and so with each
hand attached to a soldier, was an aggravation, which may be
explained from the fact that the execution was already deter-
mined. See, generally, Wieseler, pp. 381, 395. Two soldiers
of the TeTpddiov on guard were in the prison, fastened to Peter
asleep (xopwp.), and, indeed, sleeping profoundly (see ver. 7)
in the peace of the righteous (Ps. iii. 6); and two as guards
(pUraxes) were stationed outside at some distance from each
other, forming the mpdTny ¢urarxyv kal Sevrépav (ver. 10).

Vv. 7-11. The narrative of this deliverance falls to be
judged of in the same way as the similar event recorded in
v. 19,20. From the mixture of what is legendary with pure
history, which marks Luke’s report of the occurrence, the
purely historical state of the miraculous fact in its individual
details cannot be surely ascertained, and, in particular, whether
the angelic appearance, which suddenly took place (éméar, see
on Luke ii. 9), is to be referred to the infernal vision of the
apostle,—a view to which ver. 9 may give a certain support.!

1 Lange, apostol. Zeitalt. T1. p. 150, supposes that the help had befallen the
apostle in the condition of *‘second consciousness, in an extraordinary healthy
disengagement of the higher life ” [Geniusleber], and that the angel wasa “‘re-
flected image of the glorified Christ :  that the latter Himself, in an angelic form,

ACTS. U
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But as the narrative lies before us, every attempt to constitute it
a natural occurrence must be excluded. See Storr, Opusc. II1.
p. 183 ff. This holds good not only of the odd view of Hezel,
that a flash of lightning had undone the chains, but also of
the opinion of Eichhorn and Heinrichs, “that the jailor him-
self, or others with his knowledge, had effected the deliverance,
without Peter himself being aware of the exact circumstances ;”
as also, in fine, of the hypothesis of Baur, that the king him-
self had let the apostle free, because he had become convinced
in the interval (? ver. 3) how little the execution of James had
met with popular approval. According to Ewald,' Peter was
delivered in such a surprising manrer, that his first word after
his arrival among his friends was, that he thought he was
rescued by an angel of God; and our narrative is an amplified
presentation of this thought. — Ver. 7. ¢as] whether emanat-
ing from the angel (Matt. xxviii. 3), or as a separate pheno-
menon, cannot be determined. — ofxnpa] generally denoting
single apartments of the house (Valck. ad Ammon. iii. 4;
Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 587), is, in the special sense: place of
custody of prisoners, ie. prison, a more delicate designation for
the Secuwrrprov, frequent particularly among Attic writers.
Dem. 789, 2. 890, 13. 1284, 2; Thuc iv. 47. 2, 48. 1;
Kypke, II. p. 57. Comp. Valck. ad Herod. vii. 119. — And
the chains fell from his hands, round which, namely, they were
entwined. — Ver. 9. He was so overpowered by the wonderful
course of his deliverance and confused in his consciousness,
that what had been done by the angel was not apprehended
by him as something actual (é\nfés), as a real fact, but
that he fancied himself to have seen a vision (comp. xvi. 9).
— Ver. 10. v ¢pépovoav els Tyr mwolw] Nothing can be de-
termined from this as to the sitnation of the prison (Fessel
holds that it was situated in the court of Herod’s castle ; Walch

came within the sphere of Peter’s vision ; that Christ Himself thus undertook the
responsibility ; and that the action of the apostle transcended the condition of
respopsible consciousness. There is nothing of all this in the passage. And
Christ in an angelic form is without analogy in the N. T. ; is, indeed, at variance
with the N. T. conception of the 3¢z of the glorified Lord.

1 Who (p. 202) regards our narrative as more historical than the similar nar-
ratives in chap. v. and xvi,
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and Kuinoel, that Peter was imprisoned in a tower of the
inner wall of the city, and that the md\y was the door of this
tower). If the prison-house was in the cify, which is to be
assumed from xal éfenfovres w.T.\., its iron gate still in fact
led from the house els THv moaw. — Examples of airouaros,
used not only of persons, but of things, may be seen in
Wetstein 4n loc, and on Mark iv. 28. Comp. Hom. /. v.
749 ; Eur. Bacch. 447 : adropara Seoud Sienvfn. Apollon.
Rhod. iv. 41: adroparor Bupewy Imoeckav oxdes. Ovid. Met.
iii. 699. — plunv piav] not several. — Ver. 11. wyevouevos év
éavrd) when he had become (present) in himself, t.e. had come to
himself (Luke xv. 17 ; Xen. Anab. i. 5. 17 ; Soph. Phil. 938),
“cum animo ex stupore ob rem inopinatam iterum collecto
satis sibi conscius esset.” Kypke, comp. Wetstein and Dorville,
ad Charit. p. 81 ; Herm. ad Vig. p. 749. — kai wdons Tis
mpoadok. Tob Aaob 7. 'Iovd.] For he had now ceased to be
the person, in whose execution the people were to see their
whole expectation hostile to Christianity gratified.

Ver. 12, Juvwdov) after he had perceived ¢, namely, what
the state of the case as to his deliverance had been, ver. 11.
Comp. xiv. 6; Plut. Them. 7: cundav Tov «ivbuvov, Xen.
Anab. 1. 5. 9; Plat. Dem. p. 381 E, Dem. 17. 7. 1351, 6;
Polyb. i. 4. 6, 1. 6. 9, vi. 4. 12; 1 Mace. iv. 21; 2 Mace.
ii. 24, iv. 4, v. 17, viii. 8; and see Wetstein. It may also
mean, after he had weighed ¢ (Vulg. considerans), mamely,
either generally the position of the matter (Beza), or quid
agendum esset (Bengel, comp. Erasmus). Comp. Dem. 1122,
16 ; Arist. Rhel. i. 2; Lucian. Jup. trag. 42. The above
view is simpler, and in keeping with xiv. 6. Linguistically
inappropriate are the renderings: sibt conscius (Kuinoel) ; and :
“after that he had set himself right in some measure as to
the place where he found himself” (Olshausen; comp. Chry-
sostom, hoytoduevos 8mov éoTw, also Grotius and others). —
There is nothing opposed to the common hypothesis, that
this John Mark is identical with the second evangelist. Comip.
ver. 25, xiii. 5.

Vv. 13, 14. Ty Oipav Tod muhéwos] the wicket of the gate
(x.17). On «povew or xomrew, used of the knocking of those
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desiring admission, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 177 £.; comp.
Becker, Charikl. I. p. 130. — madiorn] who, amidst the im-
pending dangers (comp. John xx. 19), had to attend to the
duties of a watchful doorkeeper; she was herself a Christian.
— Umanoioai] For examples of this expression used of door-
keepers, who, upon the call of those outside, listen (auscul-
tant) who s there, see Kypke, IL p. 60, and Valckenaer,
p- 489 f.— 7w ¢wvny 1od II] the voice of Peter (calling
before the door). — dmo Tijs xapas] prompted by the joy (which
she now experienced ; comp. Luke xxiv. 41), she did not open
the door at once, but ran immediately in to tell the news to
those assembled. — &mrjyy. éordvar k.7.\] eloayyéNhew is the
more classical term for the announcement of a doorkeeper. See
Sturz, Lez. Xen. IL p. 74.

Vv. 15, 16. Maivy] Thou art mad! An expression of
extreme surprise at one who utters what is absurd or other-
wise incredible. Comp. xxvi. 24; Hom. Od. xviii. 406.
The hearer also of something incredible Avmself exclaims: pai-
vouar! Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 440. — Siioyvpil] as in
Luke xxii. 59, and often in Greek writers: she maintained
firmly and strongly. — o dyyeros adTod éorw] Even according
to the Jewish conception (see Lightfoot ad loc.), the explanation
suggested itself, that Peter'’s guardian angel had taken the form
and voice of his protégé and was before the door. But the
idea, originating after the exile, of individual guardian angels
(see on Mart, xviiiL 10), is adopted by Jesus Himself (Matt.
xviii. 10), and is essentially connected with the idea of the
Messianic kingdom (Heb. i 14). Olshausen rationalizes this
conception in an unbiblical manner, to this effect: “that in it
is meant to be expressed the thought, that there lives in the
world of spirit the archetype of every individual to be realized
in the course of his development, and that the higher
consciousness which dwells in man here below stands in
living connection with the kindred phenomena of the spirit-
world.” Cameron, Hammond, and others explain : “ a messenger
sent by him from the prison.” It is decisive against this in-
terpretation, that those assembled could just as little light on
the idea of the imprisoned Peter's having sent a messenger,
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a3 the maid could have confounded the voice of the mes-
senger with the well-known voice of Peter, for it must be pre-
sumed from Siuloyvpllero olrws &yew that sbe told the more
special reasons for her certainty that Peter was there.—Ver. 16.
avolEavtes] consequently the persons assembled themselves,
who had now come out of their room.

Ver. 17. Katacelew 7§ xewi] to make a shaking motion
with the hand generally, and in particular, as here (comp. xiii
16, xix. 33, xxi. 40), to indicate that there is a wish to
bring forward sometbing, for which one bespeaks the silence
and attention of those present. See Polyb.i. 78. 3; Heliod.
x. 'T; Krebs and Wetstein 4n loc. The infinitive ewav, as
also often with vedew and the like, by which a desire is made
known. Comp. Joseph. Antt. xvii. 10. 2. — The three clauses
of the whole verse describe vividly the haste with which Peter
hurried the proceedings, in order to betake himself as soon as
possible nto safe concealment. Baumgarten invents as a reason :
because he saw that the bond between Jerusalem and the apostles
must be dissolved. As if it would have required for that pur-
pose such haste, even in the same night! His regard to per-
sonal safety does not cast on him the appearance of cowardly
anxiety ; but by the opposite course he would have tempted
God. How often did Paul and Jesus Himself withdraw from
their enemies into concealment ! — xal Tois dden¢.] who were
not along with them in the assembly.— els érepor Tomor]
is wholly indefinite. Even whether a place in or out of
Palestine (Ewald, p. 607) is meant, must remain undeter-
mined. Luke, probably, did not himself know the immediate
place of abode, which Peter chose after his departure. To fix
without reason on Cuesarea, or, on account of Gal. ii. 11, with
Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and others, on Antioch (but see on ver. 25),
or indeed, after Eusebius, Jerome, and many Catholics! on Rome
(so also Thiersch, K. im apost. Zeit. p. 96 ff., comp. Ewald),

1 Even in the present day the reference to Rome is, on the part of the Catlholics
(sce Gams, d. Jahr. d. Mirtyrertodes der Ap. Petr. u. Paul., Regensb. 1867),
very welcome, because a terminus a quo is thereby thought to be gained for the
duration, lasting about twenty-five years, of the episcopal functions of Icter at

Rome. Gams, indeed, places this Roman journey of Peter as early as 41, aud his
martyrdom in the year 65,
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is all the more arbitrary, as from the words it is not even
distinctly apparent that the &repos Tomos is to be placed out-
side of Jerusalem (although this is probable in itself); for the
common explanation of éfenfwv, relicta wrbe, is entirely at
variance with the context (ver. 16), which requires the mean-
ing, relicta domo (into which he was admitted). — The James
mentioned in this passage is not the son of Alphaeus,—a tradi-
tional opinion, which has for its dogmatic presupposition the
perpetual virginity of Mary (see Hengstenberg on John ii, 12 ;
Th. Schott, d. zweite Br. Petr. und d. Dr. Judd, p. 193 ff), but
the real brother of the Lord' a8endos xata edpka Tod Xpiorod,
Constit. ap. viil. 352 It is the same also at xv. 13, xxi. 18.
See on 1 Cor. ix. 4, 5; Gal. i. 19. Peter specially names
him, because he was head of the church in Jerusalem. The
fact that Peter does not name the apostles also, suggests the
inference that none of the twelve was present in Jerusalem.
The Clementines and Hegesippus make James the chief bishop
of the whole church. See Ritschl, altkathol. Kirche, p. 415 ff.
This amplification of the tradition as to his high position goes
(in opposition to Thiersch) beyond the statements of the N. T.
(Gal ii. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 7; Acts xv., xxi. 18 ; Epistle of James).

Vv. 18, 19. What kad become of the (vanished) Peter (Luke
i 66 ; John xxi. 21), whether accordingly (under these circum-

! Lange (apost. Zeitalt. 1. p. 193 ff., and in Herzog's Encykl. V1. p. 407 ff.)
has declared himself very decidedly on the opposite side of the question, and
that primarily on the basis of the passages from Hegesippus in Eusebius ii. 23
and iv. 22 ; but erroneously. Credner, Einl. II. p. 574 f., has already strikingly
exhibited the correct explanation of these passages, according to which Jesus
and James appear certainly as brothers in the proper sense. Comp. Huther on
James, Introd. p. 5fl. ; Bleek, Einl. p. 543 ff. James the Just is identical with
this brother of the Lord ; see, especially, Euseb. H. E. ii. 1, where the opinion
of Clem. Al, that James the Just was the son of Alphaeus, is rejected by
Eusebius (against Wieseler on Gal. p. 81 f.), although it was afterwards adopted
by Jerome. See, gencrally, also Ewald, p. 221 ff. Béttger, d. Zeug. des Joseph.
von Joh. d. T., etc., 1883. Plitt in the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theol. 1864, 1. p.
28 ff. ; Laurent, neut. Stud. p. 184 ff. — According to Mark vi. 3, James was
probably the eldest of the four brethren of Jesus.

2 The Constit. ap. throughout distinguish very definitely James of Alphaeus,
as one of the twelve, from the brother of the Lord, whom they characterize as
i iriomomes, See il 55. 2, vi. 12. 1, 5, 6, vi 14, 1, viii. 4. 1, viii. 23 f., viil
10. 2, viii. 35, viii. 46. 7, v. 8, vii, 46, 1,
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stances, Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176, comp. Baeumlein, Partik.
p- 34) the wonderful escape was capable of no explanation—
this inquiry was the object of consternation (Tdpayos) among
the soldiers who belonged to the four rerpadia, ver. 4, be-
cause they feared the vengeance of the king in respect to those
who had served on that night-watch. And Herod actually
caused those who had been the ¢ihaxes of the prison at the
time of the escape, after previous inquiry (dvaxpivas, iv. 9 ;
Luke xxiii. 14), to be led to execution (amayfivat, the formal
word for this, see Wakefield, Stlv. erit. II. p. 131 ; Kypke, II.
p- 61; and from Philo: Loesner, p. 204). After the com-
pletion of the punishment, he went down from Judaea to his
residency, where he took up his abode. — els ™y Kawodp.] de-
pends, as well as &mo 7. *Iovd., on kareAfwy. The definition of
the place of the SwérpeBer (Vulg.: ibt commoratus est) was
obvious of itself.

Ver. 20." Oupopayelv] signifies to fight violently, which may
be meant as well of actual war as of other kinds of enmity.
See Schweighduser, Lex. Polyb. p. 303 ; Kypke, II. p. 63 {.;
Valcken. p. 493. Now, as an actual war of Herod against the
Roman confederate cities of Tyre and Sidon is very improbable
in itself, and is historically quite unknown; as, further, the
Tyrians and Sidonians, for the sake of their special advantage
(8ea o Tpégeabac . . . Bacihkis), might ask for peace, without
a war having already broken out,—namely, for the preservation
of the peace, a breach of which was to be apprehended from the
exasperation of the king; the explanation is to be preferred
(in opposition to Raphel and Wolf): ke was at vekement enmity
with the Tyrians, was vehemently indignant against them
(Polyb. xxvii. 8. 4). The reason of this fupouayia is unknown,
but it probably had reference to commercial interests.—
ouoBuuadiv] here also, with one accord, both in one and the
same frame of mind and intention. See on i. 14. — wpos

t Chrysostom correctly remarks the internal relation of what follows : sidims
# Jixn mariraBiv abriy, ¢ xal pn Y& Tirpor, &AAG & Thy abeoi wiyainyopicr.
Comp. Euseb. ii. 10. There is much subjectively supplied by Baumgarten, who
considers it as the aim of this section to exhibit the character of the kingdom of
the world in this bloody persecution directed against the upostles.
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avTov] not precisely : with him, but before him, turned towards
him (see on John i. 1). — BX\daTor] according to the original
Greek name, perhaps a Greek or (see the inscription in
Wetstein) a Roman in the service of Herod, his praefectus
cubiculo (Sueton. Domif. 16), chamberlain, chief valet de
chambre to the royal person’ (o érmi 705 KovTdvos Tod Bacihéws,
comp. on émi, viil. 27, and on xoitrdy, Wetstein and Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 252 f). How they gained and disposed him
in their favour (weloavres, see Nigelsb. on Iliad, p. 50 f),
possibly by bribery, is not mentioned. — &id 70 Tpédectas . . .
Bagihikis] sc. ywpas. This refers partly to the important
commercial gain which Tyre and Sidon derived from Palestine,
where the people from of old purchased in large quantities
timber, spices, and articles of luxury from the Phoenicians, to
whom, in this respect, the harbour of Caesarea, improved by
Herod, was very useful (Joseph. Anif. xv. 9. 6); and partly
to the fact, that Phoenicia annually derived a portion of its
grain from Palestine, 1 Kings v. 9, 11; Ezek. xxvii. 17;
Joseph. An#t. xiv. 10. 6.

Ver. 21. Taxty 8¢ uépe] According to Joseph. Antt. xix.
8. 2, comp. xviil 6. 7, Sevrépa 8¢ Tdv Oewpidv Huépa. Ac-
cording to Josephus, namely, he was celebrating just at that
time games in honour of Claudius, at which, declared by
flatterers to be a god, he became suddenly very ill, etc. —
&vduadp. éabfta Baci\.] aTo\y évbuadpevos €€ dpyvplov memou-
uévny waoav, Joseph. lc. — The Bijua, the platform from which
Agrippa spoke, would have to be conceived, in harmony with
Josephus, as the throne-like box 4n the theatre (which, ac-
cording to the custom of the Romans, was used for popular
assemblies and public speeches, comp. xix. 29), which was
destined for the king, if Luke—which, however, cannot be
ascertained—has apprehended the whole occurrence as in con-
nection with the festival recorded by Josephus. This festival

1 Searcely overseer of the royal treasure (Gerlach), as xwrdy is used in Dio
Cass. Ixi. 5. For the meaning chamber, i.e. not treasure chamber, but sleeping
room, is the usual one, and lies at the root of the designations of service, xor-
ravidpyns (chamberlain) and xorwvirns (valet de chambre). Comp. Lobeck, Le.
In the LXX. and Apocr. also xar, is cubiculum. Sen Schleusn. Thes.
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itself is not defined more exactly by Josephus than as held dmrép
ths cwtnplas of the emperor. Hence different hypotheses
concerning it, such as that of Anger: that it celebrated the
return of Claudius from Britain ; and that of Wieseler: that
it was the Quinquennalia, which, however, was not celebrated
until August ; a date which, according to the context (ver. 25),
is too late. — édnumydper mpos adrols] ke made a speech in
public assembly of the people (ver. 22) to them, namely, to the
Tyrians and Sidonians, to whom (to whose representatives) he
thus publicly before the people declared in a speech directed
to them his decision on their request, his sentiments, etc.
Only this simple view of mpds adrofs: fo them (comp. Plat.
Legg. vii. p. 817 C: 8nuny. wpos waidds Te ral yvvaixas wal
Tov wdvTa 8xMov), not: in reference to them (my first edition,
and Baumgarten), as well as the reference to the Tyrians and
Stdonians, not to the people (so Gerlach, p. 60, after Ranisch,
de Lucae et Josephi in morte Her. Agr. consensu, Lips. 1745 ;
and Fritzsche, Conject. p. 13 £.), i3 suggested by the context,
and is to be retained. That, moreover, the speech was
planned to obtain popularity, is very probable in itself from
the character of Herod, as well as from ver. 22; and this
may have occasioned the choice of the word Snunyopeiv, which
often denotes such a rhetorical exhibition; see Stallb. «d
Gorg. p. 482 C, ad Rep. p. 350 E.

Ver. 22. Ed00s 8¢ o kohaxes Tas obdé éxelvp mwpos dyabod
dA\hos dMofev pwvas dveBowy, Bedv mpocaryopevortes, eDpevrs
Te €lns, émiéyovres, € ral péype viv ds dvbpwmov époBnOnuev,
d\Aa TolwvTebfev kpeirTovd ge Ovnrijs PUoews Spohayoiuey !
Joseph. lc, who, however, represents this shout of flattery
(which certainly proceeded from the mouth, not of Jews, but
of Gentiles) as occasioned by the silver garment of the king
shining in the morning sun, and not by a speech on his
part. “Vulgus tamen vacuum curis et sine falsi verique
discrimine solitas adulationes edoctum, clamore et vocibus
adstrepebat,” Tacit. Hist. ii. 90. o &fuos, the common people,
is found in the N. T. only in the Book of Acts; see xvii. 5,
xix. 30, 33. Comp. on xix. 30.

Ver. 23. 'Emdrakev alrov dyyehos kupiov] an angel of the
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Lord smote hem. The paroxysm of disease suddenly setting
in as a punishment of God, is in accordance with O. T.
precedents (comp. 2 Sam. xxiv. 17; 2 Kings xix. 35; Isa.
xxxvii. 36), apprehended as the effect of a stroke (invisibly)
befalling him from an angel. The fate of Nebuchadnezzar
(Dan. iv. 26-30) does not accord with this view (in opposition
to Baumgarten). Josephus, lc., relates that soon after that
display of flattery, the king saw an owl sitting on a rope
above his head, and he regarded this (according to a prophecy
formerly received in Rome from a German) as a herald of
death, whereupon severe abdominal pains immediately followed,
under which he expired after five days (at the age of fifty-four
years). That Zuke has not adopted this fable,—instead of
which Eichhorn puts merely a sudden shivering,—is a conse-
quence of his Christian view, which gives instead from its own
sphere and tradition the émarafer ... @ed as an exhibition of
the divine Nemesis; therefore Eusebius (H. E. ii. 10) ought
not to have harmonized the accounts, and made out of the owl
an angel of death. Bengel: “ Adeo differt historia divina et
humana.” See, besides, Heinichen, Exc. I1. ad Euseb. 111 p.
356 ff. — av® &v] as a requital for the fact, that. See on Luke
i. 20. — olx E8wwe Ty 8okav T Oed] he refused God the honour
due to Him, inasmuch as he received that tribute of honour for
himself, instead of declining it and directing the flatterers to
the honour which belongs Z0 God (“ nulli creaturae communi-
cabilem,” Erasmus); Isa. xlviii. 11. Comp. Joseph. lc.: odx
émémanke Tovrois (the flatterers) 6 Bagikels, ovdé v xoha-
kelay doeBoioav dmerpéyraro. How entirely different the con-
duct of Peter, x. 26, and of Paul and Barnabas, xiv. 14 f. | —
yevépevos arwhneofBp.] similarly with Antiochus Epiphanes,
2 Mace. ix. 5, 9 This is not to be regarded as at variance
with Josephus, who speaks generally only of pains in the
bowels; but as a more precise statement, which is, indeed,

1 Observe how much our simple perrative—became eafen with worms—is
distinguished from the overladen and extravagantly embellished description in
9 Mace. ix. 9 (see Grimm in loc.). But there is no reason, with Gerlach, to
explain oxwrnxifp. figuratively (like the German wurmstichig): worn and
skattered by pain.
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referred by Baur to a Christian legena originating from the
fate of Epiphanes, which has taken the abdominal pains
that befell Herod as if they were already the gnawing worm
which torments the condemned (Mark ix. 44 f.; comp. Isa.
xlvi. 44)! Xihn (ad Adel. V. H. iv. 28), Elsner, Morus, and
others, entirely against the words, have converted the disesse
of worms destroying the intestines (Bartholinus, de morbis Bibl.
c. 23; Mead. de morb. Bibl. c. 15; and see the analogous
cases in Wetstein) into the disease of lice, $pOepiaas, as if
¢lepoBpwros (Hesych. Mil. 40) were used!— The word
arxwhkofBp. is found in Theoph. ¢. pl. iii. 12. 8 (?), v. 9. 1.
— éE&yvEev] namely, after five days. Joseph. Le. But did
not Luke consider the wyevou. orwhgr. éEéjruyev as having
taken place on the spot ¢ The whole brief, terse statement, the
reference to a stroke of an angel, and the use of éE&rvEer
(comp. Acts v. 3, 10), render this highly probable.

Ver. 24. A contrast—full of significance in its simplicity
—to the tragical end of the persecutor: the divine doctrine
grew (in diffusion) and gained tn number (of those professing
it). Comp. vi. 7, xix. 20.

Ver. 25. "Pméorpeyrav) they retwrned, namely, to Antioch,
xi 27-80, xiii. 1. The statement in ver. 25 takes up again
the thread of the narrative, which had been dropped for a
time by the episode (vv. 1-24), and leads over to the con-
tinuation of the historical course of events in chap. xiii. The
taking of Uméorpeyrav in the sense of the pluperfect (“jam
ante Herodis obitum,” etc., Heinrichs, Kuinoel), rests on the
erroneous assumption that the collection - journey of this
passage coincides with Gal. ii. The course of events, accord-
ing to the Book of Acts, is as follows:—While (var’ éxeivov
T0v waipov, ver. 1) Barnabas and Saul are sent with the col-
lection to Judaea (xi. 30), there occurs in Jerusalem the
execution of James and the imprisonment and deliverance of
Peter (vv. 2-18), and then (ver. 19), at Caesarea, the death
of Herod (vv. 20-23). DBut Barnabas and Saul return from
Jerusalem to Antioch (ver. 25). From this it follows that,
according to the Acts, they visited first the other churches of
Judaea and came to Jerusalem last; so that the episode,
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vv, 1-23, is to be assigned to that time which Barnabas and
Saul on their journey in Judaea spent with the different
churches, before they came to Jerusalem, from which, as from
the termination of their journey, they returned to Antioch.
Perhaps what Barnabas had heard on his journey among the
country-churches of Judaea as to the persecution of the
Christians by Agrippa, and as to what befell James and Peter,
induced him (in regard to Paul, see on xi. 30) not to resort
to the capital, until he had heard of the departure and
perhaps also of the death of the king. — cvumaparaB. «.7A.]
from Jerusalem ; see ver. 12.

END OF VOL. L





