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15:1-35 Acts commentators and New Testament scholars alike 
recognize the significant place that the Jerusalem Council of Acts 15 
plays within the narrative of the Book of Acts. Anyone who reads the 
Book of Acts in a single sitting, regardless of what specific 
interpretations are drawn, can see that from a literary standpoint, 
Acts 15 stands out. Barbara E. Reid confirms how it is “at the exact 
center of the narrative, [and] is a crucial turning point.”1 From here 
on to ch. 28, the principal focus of the good news will be the nations 
at large, and not just the Jewish people. 

Preparing to analyze the most important part of the Book of Acts 
after the outpouring of the Holy Spirit at Shavuot/Pentecost, we need 
to be reminded of how, in the estimation of I. Howard Marshall, 
“Probably no section of Acts has aroused such controversy as 
this one or led to such varied historical reconstructions of the 
actual situation”2 (emphasis mine). Indeed, as Acts scholarship 
continues to show, as more is discovered and investigated into the 
First Century period, more nuanced views of the Jerusalem Council 
continue to be proposed. Our Messianic and pro-Torah view will be no 
different. You are going to easily find that what you might have 
thought was a straightforward text to understand, is quite 
complicated in some areas, as we strive to figure out more of why 
what was decided was decided, and the Conference’s implications for 
the future. There are textual variants that have to be weighed into 
the equation, as we ask ourselves what prompted certain additions by 
copyists in later centuries to verses like Acts 15:24. And, also keep in 
mind how our analysis of Acts 15:1-35 assumes that this is not the 

 
1 Barbara E. Reid, “The Acts of the Apostles,” in Walter J. Harrelson, ed., et. al., 

New Interpreter’s Study Bible, NRSV (Nashville: Abingdon, 2003), 1984. 
2 Marshall, pp 243-244. 



ACTS 15 FOR THE PRACTICAL MESSIANIC 

- 42 - 

Jerusalem meeting of Galatians 2:1-10, which we have concluded 
instead is the relief mission of Acts 11:27-30 (discussed in the 
Introduction). We will, however, be engaging with some 
commentators (Barrett, Wall) who do take the position that the scene 
of Galatians 2:1-10 is the Council.3 

While Acts 15:1-35 plays a literary role for anyone just reading the 
Book of Acts at a surface level, denoting a shift, it also plays a role for 
those evaluating the missiology of the Apostolic Scriptures, as the 
scene of the Jerusalem Council is very important for us as today’s 
Messianic Believers. David H. Stern indicates, “Certain New 
Testament chapters are uniquely important for Messianic Jews 
because they bear directly on the central issue...[of what it means] to 
be at the same time both Jewish and a believer in Yeshua.”4 Likewise 
for what is happening in the expansion of the Messianic movement 
today, Acts 15 bears directly on the issue of non-Jewish inclusion 
among the community of Israel (v. 14). Is this to occur on an associate 
or on an equal basis? Today’s Messianics also have to consider many 
of the positions on Acts 15 held in popular Christianity, as Lloyd J. 
Ogilvie notes a common view: “many in the [ancient] church [still 
had] one foot in Judaism and the other at the foot of the cross.”5 
Frequently, this is exactly what today’s Messianic community is 
accused of doing, and it is incorrectly thought that true Believers 
cannot maintain a proper connection to their roots in Judaism while 
still possessing faith in Israel’s Messiah. 

Of course, maintaining a proper balance between our New 
Covenant faith’s origins in Judaism, and our salvation in Israel’s 
Messiah, Yeshua, is not only something that Messianic Believers 

 
3 Generally speaking, those who hold to ahistorical views of the Book of Acts 

think that the Jerusalem Council of Acts 15:1-35 and the Galatians 2:1-10 visit are the 
same. They also generally think that the Council accomplished little, if nothing, over 
the issue of non-Jewish inclusion in the ekklēsia. John T. Squires summarizes his 
view, 

“Paul’s letter to the Galatians includes a report of this meeting...which differs 
significantly from Luke’s account in overall tenor and in specific details” (“Acts,” in 
James D.G. Dunn and John W. Rogerson, eds., Eerdmans Commentary on the Bible 
[Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003], 1244). 

4 David H. Stern, Jewish New Testament Commentary (Clarksville, MD: Jewish New 
Testament Publications, 1995), 273. 

5 Lloyd J. Ogilvie, The Preacher’s Commentary: Acts (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 
1983), 223. 
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wrestle with. Over the past several decades, evangelical 
Christianity—or at least Christian scholasticism—has had significant 
positive dialogue and interactions with Judaism. This has changed 
some common views of the New Testament, and has not only forced 
Christians to consider Jewish perspectives germane to the Apostolic 
Scriptures, but also has caused them to highly (re)consider the value 
of the Tanach or Old Testament in teaching and discipleship. So, it 
behooves us to consider within our discussions on the Jerusalem 
Council of Acts 15, the positive developments present in Acts 
scholarship that have taken into account various Jewish points of 
view. 

The most significant of the factors to be considered will be First 
Century Jewish attitudes expressed toward the nations at large—
attitudes which would have to change as a result of the Council. 
Concurrent with this will also be the role that the Torah or Law of 
Moses played for the early non-Jewish Believers. Marshall starts his 
remarks on Acts 15 with, “It had evidently been the policy of the 
church at Antioch and its missionaries that...Gentiles should not be 
required to keep the Jewish law,” but then he has to state, “this point 
is passed over in silence in chapters 11-14,” as though Luke’s narrative 
has said nothing about this so-called non-Jewish Torah non-
observance. He further describes, “One can sympathize with the 
position of the” hyper-conservative Pharisees, noting, “what 
evidence was there that the law...had been repealed?”6 In Marshall’s 
estimation, “Luke’s account of the discussion regarding the relation 
of the Gentiles to the law of Moses forms the centre of Acts both 
structurally and theologically.”7 What this shows us is that the issue 
of the Torah might not be as black-and-white as some have presented 
it to be. The fact that Acts is silent on what the non-Jews were to do 
until ch. 15 is very telling that further investigation is warranted, 
especially since the main point of the missionary narrative in chs. 11-
14 is to relay the great work of the good news spreading abroad and 
how many were saved. 

Looking back on all these events two millennia after they took 
place, we often take for granted many of the Jewish stereotypes of the 
nations as pagan immoral idolaters, and some of what had preceded 

 
6 Marshall, 242. 
7 Ibid. 
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the Council in Jewish history that made many Jews a bit xenophobic 
toward outsiders. What was to be done regarding non-Jewish 
inclusion, and table fellowship with Jews who had kept the 
Torah since birth? It is often considered that the two major identity 
markers for God’s true people were circumcision (Genesis 17:9-14) 
and keeping the Law (Exodus chs. 19-24; Deuteronomy 4:44-5:32). 
Had anything changed now that Yeshua had arrived? How difficult was 
it to moderate the views of a few, vocal extremists? How do we fairly 
navigate the fact that obedience to God’s commands is important, but 
more important is the sacrificial work of Yeshua (cf. Revelation 
14:12)? How can both be properly valued? 

As we analyze this single chapter of Acts, while following through 
the text and series of events will be relatively easy—we will be 
stepping through an evitable minefield of interpretations and 
competing ideologies. Making sure that we properly evaluate what 
our Heavenly Father intends for His people, will not only affect how 
we read the historical record of the Book of Acts, and other parts of 
the Apostolic Scriptures—but also whether we will be accomplishing 
His mandate for us today. 
 

 
1 Some men came down from Judea and began teaching the 
brethren, “Unless you are circumcised according to the 
custom of Moses, you cannot be saved.” 2 And when Paul and 
Barnabas had great dissension and debate with them, the 
brethren determined that Paul and Barnabas and some others 
of them should go up to Jerusalem to the apostles and elders 
concerning this issue. 
 
15:1 Prior to the actual assembling of the Jerusalem Council, Luke 

narrates what had necessitated it: “certain individuals came down 
from Judea and were teaching the brothers, ‘Unless you are 
circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be saved’” 
(NRSV). Believe it or not, these are some loaded words, requiring us 
to do a bit of investigation. 

These people had come to Antioch (14:26-28 previously), and 
were causing some severe consternation with their demand to the 
non-Jewish Believers. All the Greek designates them as is tines, 
lacking the addition of “men” as the NASU has rendered it, and so 
“certain individuals” (NRSV/TNIV; cf. 15:24) captures what is 
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intended a little better—particularly as these hyper-conservative 
Jewish Believers did not represent all of the views of those in 
Jerusalem or Judea. Acts 15:5 confirms a few verses later that these 
specific individuals were Pharisees (discussed further).8 Paul refers 
to certain ones from James, who came to Antioch, in Galatians 2:12, 
and these can be assumed to probably be the same ones referred to 
here in v. 1. They are those to whom both Peter and Barnabas 
separated themselves, causing a schism among the Believers 
(Galatians 2:12-13). And, even though they were from James, they 
exceeded whatever the Jerusalem leaders told them to do during their 
visit, as relayed in the letter composed for those in Antioch (v. 24). 

What did those who came from Judea specifically advocate? They 
advocated circumcision tō ethei tō Mōuseōs, which can be a slightly 
difficult clause to consider. While the reference to “Moses” is 
intended to connect readers to the Torah, is it just the Written Torah 
that is being referred to, or something more? Darrell L. Bock 
indicates, “This is a dative [case indicating indirect object] of cause or 
rule, ‘because of the custom of Moses’ or ‘according to the custom of 
Moses.’”9 The NIV renders this part of v. 1 as “according to the custom 
taught by Moses,” yet the use of ethos, “long-established usage or 
practice common to a group, custom” (BDAG),10 should clue us in to 
at least the possibility of more than just a Biblically-prescribed rite 
being the issue. If only Biblical instructions were the issue, then 
“command(ment)” (Grk. entolē) would have been a more specific 
term that could have been employed,11 as ethos pertains to the habit of 
a group of people. 

 
8 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London 

and New York: United Bible Societies, 1975), 126, notes how “The Western text has 
introduced several extensive alterations into the text of these verses.” In v. 1, we see 
the addition tōn pepisteukontōn apo tēs haireseōs tōn Pharisaiōn, “of those who had 
believed from the party of the Pharisees,” although this fact is asserted later in v. 5. 

9 Bock, 494. 
10 Frederick William Danker, ed., et. al., A Greek-English Lexicon of the New 

Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, third edition (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2000), 277. 

11 More than just Biblical law is possibly included in King Antiochus’ 
correspondence to Lysias, appearing in 2 Maccabees 11:15: 

“Accordingly, since we choose that this nation also be free from disturbance, our 
decision is that their temple be restored to them and that they live according to the 
customs of their ancestors [tōn progonōn autōn ethē].” 



ACTS 15 FOR THE PRACTICAL MESSIANIC 

- 46 - 

Circumcision was actually a practice extending back to Abraham 
(Genesis 17:10-14), who we know lived prior to Moses (and which 
itself was something present in various Ancient Near Eastern 
societies).12 Stern actually considers v. 1 to concern “The manner 
prescribed by Moshe,”13 and that this is not just a reference to 
medical circumcision, but possibly also to the ritual drawing of blood 
later codified in the Mishnah.14 So, in advocating circumcision 
“according to the custom of Moses,” Luke is simply recording what 
these hyper-conservative Pharisees said, but what they intended was 
probably far more than removing a male’s foreskin. The whole 
proselyte procedure was not something clearly laid out in the Written 
Torah, but was something present in ancient Jewish halachah. It 
involved circumcision, water immersion, and the presentation of an 
offering (b.Keritot 9a).15 Females becoming Jewish proselytes partook 
of the latter two. 

The problem that those who came to Antioch caused was that 
without the circumcision they demanded, they asserted “you cannot 
be saved,” as opposed to them just considering the non-Jewish 
Believers spiritually immature and in need of further guidance. A 
possible translation of the clause ou dunasthe sōthēnai is “you are 
powerless to be saved.”16 But is this salvation being referred to 
possibly the benefits that one receives being a part of God’s covenant 
people, or is it really the process of being cleansed and redeemed 
from one’s sins? The issue that the Council met to discuss, as 
recognized by Peter, is how those from the nations are cleansed from 

 
12 Consult P.R. Williamson, “Circumcision,” in T. Desmond Alexander and David 

W. Baker, eds., Dictionary of the Old Testament Pentateuch (Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity, 2003), pp 122-125. 

13 Stern, Jewish New Testament Commentary, 275. 
14 Cf. m.Shabbat 9:3; 18:3; 19:1-6; m.Pesachim 3:7; m.Megillah 2:4; m.Nedarim 3:11; 

m.Arachin 2:2; m.Keritot 1:1; m.Neganim 7:5. 
15 “Just as your forefathers entered the covenant only with circumcision and 

immersion and sprinkling of blood through the sacrifices, so they will enter the 
covenant only through circumcision, immersion, and sprinkling of blood on the 
altar” (b.Keritot 9a; The Babylonian Talmud: A Translation and Commentary. MS 
Windows XP. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2005. CD-ROM). 

For a further discussion, consult T.R. Schreiner, “Proselyte,” in ISBE, 3:1009-
1010. 

16 The verb dunamai is related to the noun dunamis, meaning “power, might, 
strength” (H.G. Liddell H.G. and R. Scott, An Intermediate Greek-English Lexicon 
[Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994], 213). 
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sins the same way as Jewish Believers (v. 9). So, those who went to 
Antioch and insisted upon the non-Jews being circumcised, probably 
according to the Oral Torah, really did consider it a salvation 
issue. Unless a person underwent ritual proselyte conversion, there 
was no hope of truly being redeemed—much less being a member of 
God’s people (cf. m.Sanhedrin 10:1). The issue that the hyper-
conservative Pharisees brought was not one of Torah observance as a 
part of the non-Jewish Believers steadily growing in holiness, as they 
were discipled in the truths of God’s Word. 

Why would a sector of Jewish Believers, who had seemingly 
recognized that their trust in Israel’s Messiah is what had brought 
them reconciliation with God, seem so extreme on the matter of 
circumcision/proselyte conversion? We have to remember some of 
what had preceded in earlier Jewish history from the Second Century 
B.C.E. During the Maccabean crisis circumcision had taken on a 
nationalistic significance of far more than just being a sign of the 
Abrahamic Covenant or a matter of obedience to God. Epispasm, or 
the practice of “uncircumcising” oneself by being drawn over, was 
practiced by many of the Hellenized Jews (1 Maccabees 1:11-15). 
Jewish mothers who circumcised their male infants were murdered 
(1 Maccabees 1:60-61). When he began his campaign against the 
Seleucids, Mattathias father of Judah Maccabeee, “forcibly 
circumcised all the uncircumcised boys that they found within the 
borders of Israel” (1 Maccabees 2:46). The right to circumcise was 
something that the Jewish people fought and died for, and as Robert 
W. Wall describes it, “To define one’s Jewish identity on some other 
grounds is tantamount to apostasy and grounds for exclusion from 
the covenant community.”17 Because of the significance of 
circumcision exceeding much of what is intended in the Pentateuch, 
the Apostolic Scriptures have to clarify over and over that the ground 
for inclusion in the covenant community is faith in Israel’s Messiah, 
just as Abraham was reckoned righteous because of his faith (Romans 
4:9-11; Galatians 3:6-7). 

The hyper-conservative Pharisaical Believers who went to 
Antioch were a product of their times. If Greeks and Romans were to 
acknowledge the Jewish Messiah, their view was that they would 
have to become ethnic Jews first. They were very dogmatic about 

 
17 Wall, in NIB, 10:205. 
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their view in making proselyte circumcision a salvation issue, and 
dogmatic people too frequently make issues that can be worked 
through calmly and rationally into major points of contention and 
division, here causing a ruckus in Antioch. F.F. Bruce describes how 
“a campaign was organized in Antioch...urging the wholesale 
adoption of the Jewish law by all Christians as an indispensable 
condition of salvation and of fellowship with their Jewish fellow-
believers,”18 considering the scene of v. 1 to be that of Galatians 2:11-
13ff where Peter separated himself from the non-Jewish Believers at 
mealtimes. Bruce further observes, “they introduced a controversial 
situation into the Antiochene church in regard both to the 
fundamental question of the way of salvation and to the practical 
question of fellowship between Jewish and Gentile Christians.”19 

If indeed those who were the instigators of the scene in Galatians 
2:11-13ff are those referred to by Luke here in v. 1, how serious is their 
statement “Unless you are circumcised...you cannot be saved” 
considered to be? Likewise, given what we know of Paul’s rebuke of 
Peter in Galatians 2:14-16, is the assertion that Luke records of things 
becoming a salvation issue, a product of later conversations and 
debates between these agitators, and Paul and Barnabas, in Antioch? 
Or, is it to be taken as the exact same event? The scene of Galatians 
2:11-16 is really just that of table fellowship and camaraderie in the 
assembly, but it could have certainly erupted into a debate over the 
salvation of the nations. 

The severity of Peter withdrawing himself to the hyper-
conservative Jewish Believers is that he reneged on the Divine 
revelation given to him in Acts 10:28, and how all people are made 
clean in light of Yeshua’s sacrifice for sinful humanity. Peter 
deserved being called a hypocrite by Paul, and Barnabas separating 
himself only made things worse (Galatians 2:13). The lack of unity 
between the Jewish and non-Jewish Believers during fellowship meal 
times would cause significant disruption. It would not only ask the 
question of whether or not the non-Jewish Believers were members 
of the Messiah-believing community because they failed to follow the 
lead of the hyper-conservative Pharisees from Judea, but whether 

 
18 F.F. Bruce, “The Acts of the Apostles,” in D. Guthrie and J.A. Motyer, eds., The 

New Bible Commentary Revised (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 991. 
19 Bruce, Acts, 303. 
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they were even saved because they only looked to the work of 
Yeshua. 

Luke’s recorded statement in v. 1 is that those who came to 
Antioch were teaching circumcision and Torah-keeping as a 
salvation issue (Grk. verb sōzō). When Paul rebukes Peter in 
Galatians 2:16, it is a justification issue (Grk. verb dikaioō)—one on 
the basis of “works of law” or the identity barriers of an ancient 
Jewish sect (cf. 4QMMT), over and against “the faithfulness of 
Yeshua the Messiah” (my translation) or the Lord’s obedience unto 
death on sinners’ behalf. Salvation and justification are often related, 
but they are not necessarily synonymous as some may read it, as 
justification can relate to being reckoned as a member of God’s own.20 
The scene that Paul describes in Galatians 2:11-16 regards the 
common identity that the Believers were to have as one in the Lord, 
and by Peter separating himself he would not only cause a schism in 
the assembly, but as Paul rebukes him, “why do you compel the 
nations to Judaize?” (Galatians 2:14, LITV). The only real way that the 
division would be restored would be for the non-Jewish Believers to 
become ethnically Jewish proselytes (cf. Esther 8:17, LXX). This Paul 
would have nothing of, because ethnic identity is not at all superior 
to one’s identity in the Lord Yeshua and how unity is to occur on 
the basis of what He has done. 

The debate in Galatians 2:11-16 regards inclusion among God’s 
people on the basis of trust in His Messiah, and not on any man-made 
“works of law” that required non-Jews to become proselytes in order 
for table fellowship to be restored. And, it should be noted that there 
was no uniform agreement among the ancient sects of Pharisees 
regarding whether a Jew could eat a meal with an outsider, with 
various Jews being more open minded about it then those who came 
to Antioch.21 This would have only infuriated Paul even more as to 
how foolish it was for the common identity of the Antioch 
community to be based on halachic “works of law” and not on what 
Yeshua had accomplished. Peter was in serious error by choosing the 
more extreme of the Jewish opinions available. 

 
20 Consult the relevant sections of N.T. Wright, Justification: God’s Plan & Paul’s 

Vision (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2009). 
21 A somewhat open approach for Jews eating with non-Jews is seen in m.Avodah 

Zera 5:5; a closed approach is seen in m.Ohalot 18:7; and the common Roman 
approach to the Jewish customs are seen in Tacitus Histories 5.5.1-2. 
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By the time the Jerusalem Council has to be assembled, further 
debate with those in Antioch had no doubt ensued, reflected by 
Luke’s summarizing remark in v. 1 “you cannot be saved,” as such 
specific salvation language is not present in Galatians 2:11-16. In 
Galatia, similar outsiders had entered in and had negatively affected 
the spiritual growth of the new Believers, requiring them to adopt 
circumcision and become Jewish proselytes in order to be reckoned 
as a member of God’s people (cf. m.Sanhedrin 10:1; complicated with 
some other false teachings that mirrored the Galatians’ former life in 
paganism [cf. Galatians 4:9]). 

Interestingly enough, while Galatians and Acts 15 both reflect an 
early Apostolic debate over ritual proselyte circumcision—and they 
strongly argue against it in order for the new, non-Jewish Believers to 
be reckoned as a part of the ekklēsia—let us not think that there was 
no previous ruling on the matter, nor that the New Testament is 
completely anti-circumcision. During the relief mission of Acts 11:27-
30, Paul took his Greek guide Titus with him to Jerusalem, and he was 
not made to be circumcised (Galatians 2:3). The Jerusalem leaders 
were likely able to meet him, witness the spiritual maturity of one of 
Paul’s major non-Jewish converts to faith in Yeshua, and recognize 
that he did not have to become a Jewish proselyte to be welcomed as a 
brother in the Lord. Titus not being circumcised settled the issue over 
non-Jewish inclusion, but this was at a private and not a public meeting 
like the Jerusalem Council. Immediately after the Jerusalem Council, 
though, Luke records how Paul has Timothy circumcised (Acts 16:1-
3). But the main reason Timothy was circumcised was specifically 
because he had a Jewish mother and a Greek father. Not quite being 
Jewish or Greek in a kind of in-between zone, this was a practical 
issue that needed to be resolved as Paul and Timothy would be 
interacting with many Jews who would question who he really was. 

The perspective of Paul and the Law in theological studies has 
become quite complicated in recent years, not because it is somehow 
questioned that Paul opposed salvation by works or doings—because 
he surely did (Ephesians 2:8-9)—but how certain statements he 
makes about the Torah in Galatians, and to a lesser degree Romans, 
are to be viewed in light of Second Temple Judaism. These statements 
affect how we interpret what took place at the Jerusalem Council. 
Considering the scene in Antioch recalled in Galatians 2:11-16, 
Marshall first describes, “It is true that in Galatians 2 the issue is 
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ostensibly that of the possibility of table-fellowship with 
uncircumcised Gentiles.”22 Peter’s separation from the non-Jewish 
Believers was inappropriate, and caused a schism during fellowship 
meals. Marshall further notes, “but Paul’s subsequent argument in 
that chapter shows that he regarded the matter an issue one of 
salvation by obedience to the law.”23 This can be deduced not from 
Galatians 2:16 where being reckoned as a part of God’s people is still 
the issue, but Galatians 2:21: “I do not nullify the grace of God, for if 
righteousness comes through the Law, then Messiah died needlessly.” 
Here, the Torah itself, and not man-made “works of law,” are 
referred to. The perspective of being a part of God’s people is 
intensified, because it is only by what Yeshua has accomplished for 
us that we are saved from our sins, and as a result of His sacrifice we 
can call ourselves a part of His people. 

Perhaps the issue recalled in Galatians 2:11-16 was principally 
inclusion among God’s people, and how Peter’s separation to the 
hyper-conservative Pharisees would have made the non-Jewish 
Believers think that they would be welcome only if they became 
proselytes. But human nature is such that the people who thought 
that this is what was necessary to be reckoned welcome, did not only 
think that this is what leaders like Peter would require, but what God 
Himself requires. One’s attention to spirituality then, because of 
some inappropriate halachah, becomes quickly associated with 
doings and the Torah—and the work of Yeshua reckoning one as a 
part of God’s people, and free from the power of sin, get quickly 
forgotten. Paul is clear that he no longer taught proselyte 
circumcision as the means of becoming a member of God’s people, 
precisely because “Then the stumbling block of the cross has been 
abolished” (Galatians 5:11). And, Yeshua’s observation to the 
Pharisaical leaders that many proselytes became “twice as much a 
son of hell as yourselves” (Matthew 23:15) cannot be overlooked, 
either. 

The strong temptation to rely on the Torah for one’s salvation—
and not Messiah Yeshua—was definite for any non-Jewish Believer 
attempting to go through with becoming a proselyte. In his letter to 
the Galatians, the warning is: “Behold I, Paul, say to you that if you 

 
22 Marshall, 248. 
23 Ibid. 
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receive circumcision, Messiah will be of no benefit to you” (Galatians 
5:2). The reason given is: “And I testify again to every man who 
receives circumcision, that he is under obligation to keep the whole 
Law” (Galatians 5:3). By no means are these two verses simple to 
understand, precisely because the “circumcision” refuted in 
Galatians is not the medical procedure that millions of non-Jewish 
men have received in Western hospitals for the past two centuries,24 
but is Paul’s specific polemic against the non-Jewish Galatians 
becoming Jewish proselytes delivered to a spiritually and 
sociologically charged First Century environment. Furthermore, Paul 
employs the gender-inclusive panti anthrōpō or “every human 
being,”25 meaning that women are included in this “circumcision” 
every bit as much as men (as strange as that may sound to us), as Paul 
likely used “circumcision” as shorthand language for “ritual proselyte 
conversion.” 

So what is Paul saying in first asserting that the Messiah will 
mean nothing to those circumcised (Galatians 5:2), and then that they 
will be expected to keep the whole Torah (Galatians 5:3)? Does it 
simply mean that only ethnic Jews are required to follow the Law, 
and proselytes as well? The issue in view is what happens to those 
going through proselytization, and looking for their Torah-keeping to 
merit justification (Galatians 5:4). The best suggestion regarding 
Paul’s assertion that those undergoing ritual proselyte circumcision 
is that “he is a debtor to keep the whole law” (Galatians 5:3, NKJV) is 
an echoed reference to some kind of proselyte oath-making 
procedure. Hanz Dieter Betz suggests, “The formula of oath seems to 
be in place”26 here. Ben Witherington III also remarks regarding 
Galatians 5:3, 

“There may…be much more beneath the surface as well. A close 
examination of Ancient Near East covenanting procedures, including 

 
24 As Bruce notes, “Circumcision as a minor surgical operation is neither here 

nor there...” (Galatians, 230). 
25 As opposed to the male-specific anēr. 
Gender-neutral Bibles like the NRSV or TNIV attempt to consistently render the 

Greek anthrōpos and Hebrew adam, as humanity, humankind, or human being. 
26 Hans Dieter Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in 

Galatia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979), 259. 
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those followed by the Israelites, shows that the sign of a covenant was 
often connected with oath curses that went with the covenant.”27 

One can easily envision ancient Jewish groups requiring 
proselytes to make a vow to keep the whole Torah (including any 
additional rules required by them28) a precedent that had been set by 
the returned exiles in Nehemiah 10:29.29 In Galatians 5:3, if Paul 
indeed has vow-making in mind by telling the Galatians that 
proselytic conversion will force them to be “a debtor to do the whole 
law” (American Standard Version), then certainly such people were 
going to be under extreme scrutiny from those in the group they 
would be joining—versus those who follow Paul’s lead and the 
obvious emphases on faith in Yeshua, God’s grace, and His love being 
central to their spirituality (cf. Galatians 5:14). 

More critically, though, a proselyte would actually be viewed as 
an opheiletēs, most appropriately “a debtor” (LS)30 to keep the Law of 
Moses—whereas born again Believers are not to be indebted to 
anything but love (Romans 13:8), as they have been justified via their 
faith in Yeshua. In going through proselytization, Paul asserted that 
“You have been severed from Messiah, you who are seeking to be 
justified by law; you have fallen from grace” (Galatians 5:4). Falling 
from grace would be especially true, if, in going through the ritual 
proselyte procedures, a new proselyte would claim the Torah’s curses 
and God’s wrath crashing down if the Torah were ever violated. This 
would be an effective nullification of how the Messiah’s sacrifice has 
remitted the Torah’s curses for those who are in Him (Galatians 
3:13).31 

 
27 Witherington, Galatians, 366. 
28 Betz, 260, notes that to the Qumran community “keeping the whole Torah 

meant for them additional requirements, which made their observance more radical 
than that of ordinary Jews.” 

29 “Now the rest of the people, the priests, the Levites, the gatekeepers, the 
singers, the temple servants and all those who had separated themselves from the 
peoples of the lands to the law of God, their wives, their sons and their daughters, all 
those who had knowledge and understanding, are joining with their kinsmen, their 
nobles, and are taking on themselves a curse and an oath to walk in God's law, which 
was given through Moses, God's servant, and to keep and to observe all the 
commandments of GOD our Lord, and His ordinances and His statutes” (Nehemiah 
10:28-29). 

30 LS, 580. 
31 For a more detailed examination, consult the FAQ, “Galatians 5:2-3.” 
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Paul’s preaching to those in Pisidian Antioch needs to be 
remembered. The Apostle asserts that in Yeshua “everyone who 
believes is freed from all things, from which you could not be freed 
through the Law of Moses” (Acts 13:39), alluding to the condemnation 
upon sinners that only His sacrifice has freed people from. This does 
not mean that the Torah is to be tossed away as unimportant, or as 
only for a previous age, but that a life focused around what Yeshua 
has accomplished at Golgotha (Calvary) is primary above all things. 
This is not just for non-Jewish Believers who do not have to become 
ethnic Jews to be reckoned as a part of God’s own—but also for Jewish 
Believers who have anticipated the arrival of the Messiah, and for 
whom the Torah should also be secondary. 

If the non-Jewish Believers are circumcised as required by the 
hyper-conservative Pharisees in v. 1, then such new proselytes to 
Judaism will be concerned more about a life of Torah than a life in 
Messiah (cf. Colossians 3:3-4), who upheld the Torah. The prophetic 
emphasis of the Tanach is that circumcision of the heart is something 
that is to be accomplished by God (Deuteronomy 30:6), which in turn 
will enact the power of the New Covenant causing obedience to the 
Law (Jeremiah 31:31-34; Ezekiel 36:25-27), and for born again 
Believers it will allow them to emulate the example of the Master. 
The intention of God was to not go out and make Jewish proselytes of 
the nations, who would then be under scrutiny to keep meticulous 
rules—and in the process see the salvation provided by Yeshua go 
under-emphasized or forgotten. But should the hyper-conservative 
Pharisees get their way, then their mandated Law-keeping for 
salvation could very well cause the non-Jewish Believers to forget 
about the Savior they so eagerly embraced. Furthermore, their 
influence on their fellow Jews could also see the work of the Messiah 
downplayed. 

15:2 Given all of the factors that play into what Luke records in v. 
1, which are immense when we really think about it, it is clear why 
“Paul and Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them” 
(RSV). While the NASU has “Paul and Barnabas had great dissension 
and debate with them,” the Greek is more specific: genomenēs de 
staseōs kai zētēseōs ouk oligēs, ending with “no small.” David G. 
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Peterson indicates, “Luke...uses the figure of speech called litotes, by 
which an affirmative is expressed by the negative of the contrary.”32 

In Galatians 2:11-16, all Paul records is his rebuke of Peter, 
whereas in v. 2 we see Paul and Barnabas strongly debating with the 
hyper-conservative Pharisees who required circumcision and Torah 
observance as prerequisites for salvation. This had to have happened 
later. Peter could have been present to observe these debates, or they 
could have erupted after he returned to Jerusalem, before the Council 
was held. Ogilvie rightly describes how Paul “did not negate the Law. 
What he did negate was the idea that it was the basis of salvation and 
a requirement of the Gentile converts for being made full members in 
the body of Christ.”33 The basis for membership in the Body of 
Messiah, as obvious as it might be for us today—is faith in the 
Messiah. But this was not as clear for the First Century Believers.34 

In view of all of the vehement debate and disagreement between 
Paul and Barnabas, and the hyper-conservative Pharisees from 
Jerusalem, they, “and some of the others were appointed to go up to 
Jerusalem to the apostles and the elders about this question” (RSV). 
After Peter’s encounter with Cornelius, there had been the previous 
recognition, “Well then, God has granted to the Gentiles also the 
repentance that leads to life” (Acts 11:18), but this was only with one 
family. At this point in ch. 15, the gospel message was going to spread 
well beyond a non-Jewish individual or family here or there. A 
conference had to be assembled to decide what was going to be done 
over the inclusion of the nations within the people of God—otherwise 
the split that had taken place in Antioch was only the beginning of 
problems. The issue would certainly not remain confined to either 
Antioch or Galatia, because as the gospel would spread into the 
Mediterranean, so would the debate over whether the non-Jewish 
Believers had to become Jewish proselytes. If a resolution were not 

 
32 Peterson, 421, fn #15. 
33 Ogilvie, 227. 
34 At this point, the Western text adds “for Paul spoke maintaining firmly that they 

[i.e. the converts] should stay as they were converted; but those who had come from 
Jerusalem ordered them.” 

All Metzger can say about the additions here, and in v. 1, is “The Western form of 
text is obviously written from a different point of view...” (Textual Commentary, pp 
426, 427). 
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drafted over how the non-Jewish Believers were to be included, in the 
future there could be a split community of Messiah followers. 

Of course, the main Jerusalem leaders had already recognized 
that trust in Messiah Yeshua was the only way that one could be 
reconciled with the Father, and truly be considered a member of His 
own. One of the portrayals of Yeshua in the Gospels is that of a 
shepherd, and how those who are truly His follow Him: “My sheep 
hear My voice, and I know them, and they follow Me; and I give 
eternal life to them, and they will never perish; and no one will 
snatch them out of My hand” (John 10:27-28). Only knowing Yeshua 
as Lord could be mandated as a definite prerequisite for salvation—
not circumcision or any kind of Law-keeping, even for Jewish Believers. 
The Council would have to debate this, though, and then rule on what 
things the non-Jewish Believers would have to do in order to enter in 
and be properly discipled in faith. 

Richard N. Longenecker makes the point, “For while there may 
have been general agreement on the validity of evangelizing Gentiles 
(cf. Gal 2:7-10), recent events opened that agreement for 
reconsideration.”35 Paul’s agreement with James, Peter, and John—
who he considered to be pillars of the assembly (Galatians 2:9)—had 
been a private one, whereas this Council to be assembled would have 
been a rather public forum. Considerable numbers of people from the 
nations would be recognizing Israel’s Messiah, and they would not at 
all be “going away.” Those from Antioch go to Jerusalem because Paul 
and Barnabas could not settle this issue themselves and on their own. 
While the Epistle to the Galatians insisted that ritual proselyte 
circumcision was not required for inclusion among God’s people, 
Paul was addressing groups of Believers that he had originally 
proclaimed the gospel to and for whom he was specifically 
responsible. The Jerusalem Council, being the home base of the First 
Century Messianic movement, would have to rule for the whole 
group of ancient Messiah followers. As we prepare to examine what 
takes place in detail, do not forget that we are to be more concerned 
with these ancient circumstances, before we consider their 
ramifications for today. 
 
 

 
35 Longenecker, in EXP, 9:443. 
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3 Therefore, being sent on their way by the [assembly], they 
were passing through both Phoenicia and Samaria, 
describing in detail the conversion of the Gentiles, and were 
bringing great joy to all the brethren. 4 When they arrived at 
Jerusalem, they were received by the [assembly] and the 
apostles and the elders, and they reported all that God had 
done with them. 
 
15:3 Paul, Barnabas, and the representatives from the Antioch 

congregation begin their trip to Jerusalem, and on the way they stop 
by various assemblies in Phoencia and Samaria. As they travel, they 
report on their missionary activity among the nations, and Luke’s 
narrative builds the anticipation. The places where Paul and 
Barnabas visit are enthusiastic about the salvation of the nations. 
These were likely congregations made up of Hellenistic Jewish 
Believers (cf. 8:4-25), who had been forced out of Judea after the 
murder of Stephen (11:19). Being Jewish Believers raised in the 
Diaspora, it is likely that these people were more open-minded about 
the salvation of the nations, than those in the vicinity of Jerusalem 
who had caused some of the problems in Antioch. These people had 
already been exposed to Greek culture, and because of their day-to-
day interactions with their neighbors, were probably already quite 
welcoming of the non-Jews more than those in Judea or Jerusalem. 

This is important because while it is easy for some to think that 
Paul and Barnabas were rogues out there, proclaiming a gospel 
message contrary to the message of all of the other Jewish Believers—
the opinion of the Jewish Believers in the Diaspora was largely on 
their side, and not the side of the few hyper-conservative Jews of 
Judea demanding circumcision and Law-keeping for salvation. Many 
Jews who were raised in Greek lands were more familiar with the 
social difficulties of their non-Jewish neighbors who had expressed 
faith in Israel’s God, and they would be far more sensitive now that 
all of them were part of an emerging community of Messiah 
followers. Such Diaspora Jews would be far more apt to embody the 
Acts 2:46 scene of the early Believers immediately following 
Shavuot/Pentecost, than the scene of division in Galatians 2:11-16: 

“Day by day continuing with one mind in the temple, and 
breaking bread from house to house, they were taking their meals 
together with gladness and sincerity of heart.” 
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Because the debate over ritual proselyte conversion of the non-
Jewish Believers features so prominently in dissecting Acts 15, the 
common rendering seen in v. 3 of “the conversion of the Gentiles” 
(NASU), for the clause tēn epistrophēn tōn ethnōn, can be slightly 
misleading. Longenecker has to make the clear point, “Gentiles were 
converted” to faith in the Messiah “on a direct basis apart from any 
necessary commitment to Judaism, because the presence of 
proselytes and ‘God-fearing’ Gentiles in the church was hardly 
newsworthy.”36 

What was so amazing was not that multitudes of non-Jewish 
people were becoming Messiah followers as a result of first being 
proselytes, because this had already taken place at Shavuot/Pentecost 
(2:10). What was so amazing is that the standard religious options 
that had been available for the non-Jew—those of becoming either a 
full-fledged Jewish proselyte or being an associated God-fearer—had 
now given way to full inclusion in the ekklēsia being dependent 
entirely on faith in Israel’s Messiah. This epistrophē is “literally 
turning toward, turning about” (Friberg Lexicon),37 as the turning 
away from sin and moving toward God was occurring entirely 
because of the accomplished work of the Messiah. Again, while we 
today might think this is rudimentary, it was not for a First Century 
Jewish culture that often (if not principally) regarded inclusion in the 
community of God as an ethnic, and not frequently enough, a 
spiritual issue. 

15:4 When Paul and Barnabas reach Jerusalem, Luke records how 
“they were welcomed by the Messianic community, including the 
emissaries and the elders; and they reported what God had done 
through them” (CJB). Being received by the Jerusalem congregation is 
hardly the reception that one would expect, if the salvation of the 
nations had been something to be looked down upon or negative 
toward. Paul and Barnabas being welcomed is connected with the 
report they have delivered, because just as the Jewish Believers in 
Phoenicia and Samaria previously (v. 3) had heard it with joy, so will 
many of those in Jerusalem hear it with joy. But, the very reason that 

 
36 Ibid. 
37 Friberg Lexicon. BibleWorks 7.0. MS Windows XP. Norfolk: BibleWorks, LLC, 

2006. CD-ROM. 
More correctly rendered by the CJB as “how the Gentiles had turned to God.” 
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there was to be a Council assembled, is that such news would not have 
been welcomed by every one of the Jewish Believers. Their grievances 
had to be addressed, because with them came some forceful 
personalities and the possibility that the early Messianic movement 
would be seriously divided. 

During Paul’s previous visit to Jerusalem (Galatians 2:2), the 
relief mission (11:27-30), all Paul did was meet with the Jerusalem 
apostles James, Peter, and John privately. Paul presented to them the 
gospel as he proclaimed it among the nations (Galatians 2:2), and they 
gave him their approval (Galatians 2:7-9). Yet this Apostolic Council 
now convening would be no private event. The news that the nations 
are coming to salvation in the Messiah in significant numbers, and 
being greatly transformed, has now hit the Jewish Believers in 
Jerusalem. What are they going to do about it?  
 

 
5 But some of the sect of the Pharisees who had believed stood 
up, saying, “It is necessary to circumcise them and to direct 
them to observe the Law of Moses.” 6 The apostles and the 
elders came together to look into this matter. 
 
15:5 The Jerusalem Council begins its deliberations with the main 

parties present: Paul and Barnabas, the hyper-conservative 
Pharisees, and Peter (vs. 7-11) and James (vs. 13-21) who will be 
overseeing what is said. Regarding the Pharisees who advocate some 
rather stringent things of the new, non-Jewish Believers, take 
important note of how the Greek has tines tōn apo tēs haireseōs tōn 
Pharisaiōn, meaning “certain of those of the sect of the Pharisees who 
believed” (YLT). This is only “some,” and by no means all of the 
Jewish Believers who identified themselves as Pharisees—which 
would have included Paul (23:6). We might also wish to consider how 
the term haireseōs can mean, “a group that holds tenets distinctive 
to it, sect, party, school, faction” (BDAG).38 How might the rendering 
“some of the faction of the Pharisees” change our perception of the 
debate that ensues? It should cause us to recognize that only a group 

 
38 BDAG, 27. 
Keep in mind that haireseōs as employed here in v. 5 is not to be associated with 

the later, ecclesiastical term “heresy,” from which it originates. “It is not a pejorative 
term here equal to our sense of heresy” (Bock, 496). 
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of the overall Pharisaic party held to the opinions that the Council 
had to issue a ruling for. It would be irresponsible of any reader to 
assume that all Pharisees are targeted as being in error here. 

Ogilvie describes how these “Pharisees...asserted that Gentiles 
must become full participants in Hebraic legalism and customs in 
addition to faith in Christ as the fulfillment of the promise for Israel’s 
Messiah. Their disciples, even more intractable, were the 
Judaizers.”39 The Pharisees of v. 5, then, were probably not the 
Influencers warned against in Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians, who 
themselves warranted the moniker “those who are circumcised do 
not even keep the Law themselves” (Galatians 6:13), likely originating 
out of the Roman province of Galatia. These Pharisees in v. 5 were 
just overly conservative, and Ogilvie rightly summarizes what they 
believed: “The requirements for a Gentile to become a proselyte to 
Hebraism were transferred as the absolute minimum for becoming a 
fellow participant in the body.”40 So, contrary to making it easier for 
a non-Jewish Greek or Roman becoming a Messiah follower, these 
Pharisees could be making it that just being a run of the mill Jewish 
proselyte without the Messiah would be less stringent. According to 
the dogma of these Pharisees, the non-Jewish Believers would first 
have to become proselytes, and only after that could they truly 
acknowledge Yeshua as Messiah. 

The position of these hyper-conservative Pharisees is pretty clear 
with Luke’s record of hoti dei, “It is necessary...” for them to be 
circumcised, undergoing the ritual of a Jewish proselyte. While the 
NASU has their second requirement as “to direct them to observe the 
Law of Moses,” the verb parangellō is more “generally, to give the 
word, give orders,” in a classical context “of the general” (LS).41 The 
NRSV (and ESV) renders these Pharisees’ imperative as how the non-
Jewish Believers must be “ordered to keep the law of Moses.” These 
people are not at all portrayed as advocating some kind of a gentle, 
love-focused environment of steady instruction and discipleship, 
chiefly seen in Paul’s word “Bear one another's burdens, and thereby 
fulfill the law of Messiah” (Galatians 6:2). These people are going to 
force the Law onto the new, non-Jewish Believers. In C.K. Barrett’s 

 
39 Ogilvie, 224. 
40 Ibid., 226. 
41 LS, 594. 
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estimation of what is going on here, “To be saved, men must become 
Jews. There is no question that at this point this proposition is given 
as the theme of the Council.”42 

Because of historically-disconnected opinions present in much of 
today’s Christianity regarding “the Pharisees,” we too often lump all 
the Pharisees together as a united religious sect, when they were not. 
They may have believed in common things like the resurrection of 
the dead, but the two main Schools of Hillel and Shammai disagreed 
frequently on how stringent the Torah should be applied. The 
Pharisees in v. 5 were probably of the stricter, and far more rigid, 
School of Shammai, because not all Pharisees who believed in Yeshua 
would have insisted on the non-Jewish Believers becoming proselytes 
to be saved. But that does not mean that their faith in Israel’s Messiah 
would render them the equals of the Jewish Believers in the ekklēsia, 
either. Craig S. Keener describes, “even those Jewish people who 
believed that righteous Gentiles could be saved without converting to 
Judaism did not accept them as part of God’s people Israel unless they 
converted.”43 They would have required the non-Jewish Believers to 
become circumcised proselytes in order to be fully incorporated into 
the assembly. So, the Jerusalem Council would meet to address this 
issue, in addition to just those who made circumcision and Torah 
observance a matter of salvation. 

Why would the viewpoints of the Jewish Believers in Judea and 
Jerusalem be a bit more conservative and inflexible, compared to the 
Jewish Believers of the Diaspora? Is it just because they were close to 
the Temple, and that they lived in the Holy Land? Or did these people 
really have a great deal of social prejudices to overcome regarding the 
nations? Marshall astutely points out how “it is possible that 
nationalistic pressure was increasing in Judea, and that Christians 
were having to tread carefully to avoid being thought of as disloyal to 
their Jewish heritage.”44 This possibility does explain how welcoming 
non-Jewish Believers into the assembly as the equals of Jewish 
Believers, without them having to becoming proselytes, could be 
extremely problematic for those in Judea and Jerusalem. 

 
42 Barrett, 705. 
43 Craig S. Keener, The IVP Bible Background Commentary: New Testament 

(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1993), 364. 
44 Marshall, 249. 
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Circumstances that would similarly mirror those of the Maccabean 
crisis a century-and-a-half earlier would be seen in the late 60s C.E. 
And, Galatians 6:12 records how the general tenor of Jewish Believers 
wanting non-Jewish Believers to become proselytes was to avoid 
persecution, presumably from within the Synagogue.45 

The Jerusalem Council meeting would be pretty serious, because 
the primary loyalty of the Jewish Believers was not to be to their 
religious leaders, nor to their people, but to the reign of Yeshua the 
Messiah. Bock comments, “the council deliberations suggest that a 
new era with new means of administration has come.”46 The First 
Century Messianic movement, while having a theology and many of 
its practices rooted within the basic tenets of Pharisaism, was not at 
all just going to have belief that Yeshua was the Messiah as the only 
difference it had with the religious authorities. How the nations were 
regarded as the equals of Jewish Believers—without proselyte 
circumcision—ran entirely contrary to the views of the religious 
establishment. The new means of administration that would come to 
the Messiah followers was the unique work of the Holy Spirit (John 
16:13), which the rulings of the Jerusalem Council are testified to be 
directed by (v. 28). What all of this involved and involves is as much of 
a controversy now with the growth of the Messianic movement in the 
Twenty-First Century, as it was in ancient times. 

15:6 Some factional Pharisees state their position of circumcision 
and Torah observance being required for the salvation of the non-
Jewish Believers, “Then the apostles and the elders assembled to 
consider this matter” (HCSB). The previous decision regarding Titus 
(Galatians 2:3) had only been the result of a private meeting. This 
gathering to decide would be bigger and more broad-sweeping. 
Peterson comments, “Jerusalem is the place where this issue must be 
decided because the problem emerged from that context.”47 The 
“certain men from James” (Galatians 2:12) and those who went to 
Antioch from Judea (v. 1) were both somehow within the sphere of 
the home base at Jerusalem. If the Jerusalem leaders, to whom the 
hyper-conservative Pharisees might appeal for support, can express 

 
45 “Those who desire to make a good showing in the flesh try to compel you to be 

circumcised, simply so that they will not be persecuted for the cross of Messiah” 
(Galatians 6:12). 

46 Bock, 496. 
47 Peterson, 424. 
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disapproval of their dogmatic opinions—then future divisions within 
the mixed community of Messiah followers can be stopped. 
 

 
7 After there had been much debate, Peter stood up and said to 
them, “Brethren, you know that in the early days God made a 
choice among you, that by my mouth the Gentiles would hear 
the word of the gospel and believe. 8 And God, who knows the 
heart, testified to them giving them the Holy Spirit, just as He 
also did to us; 9 and He made no distinction between us and 
them, cleansing their hearts by faith. 
 
15:7 The NIV renders v. 7a with “After much discussion,” but the 

fact of the matter remains that zētēsis, regards “engagement in a 
controversial discussion, discussion, debate, argument” (BDAG),48 
and it is a serious rhetorical and philosophical term.49 The kind of 
investigation and deliberations that were taking place were not a 
pleasant discussion. Luke does not take the time to describe all of the 
things that were said, but some accusations against Paul were 
probably made, possibly even in reference to his previous life as a 
persecutor of the Believers (cf. Galatians 1:23)—and how now he was 
going to destroy the ekklēsia not by persecution, but by bringing in 
outside pagan Gentiles without making them proselytes. We can only 
speculate on what was specifically said. 

The Apostle Peter steps in, and delivers a testimony of his 
previous experiences, only confirming the positive report that Paul 
and Barnabas have brought from Antioch and their travels together. 
Peter tells the Council, “My brothers, you know that in the early days 
God made a choice among you, that I should be the one through 
whom the Gentiles would hear the message of the good news and 
become believers” (NRSV). This would be a direct reference to the 
scene of Cornelius, and what it took for Peter to go meet with a non-
Jewish person who was already a God-fearer, in proclaiming the good 
news of salvation to him and his family (10:28-29, 44-47; 11:17-18). 
Witherington states, “in v.7 Peter indicates that considerable time 
had passed since the events recorded in Acts 10, and thus a reminder 

 
48 BDAG, 429. 
49 Cf. H. Greeven, “zētēsis,” in Geoffrey W. Bromiley, ed., Theological Dictionary of 

the New Testament, abridged (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1985), 300. 
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