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CHAPTER Ⅳ 
THE MOSES STORY (Ac 7:17-43) 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
“Moses, Judaism’s most important and imposing figure, plays a prominent role 

in early Christian literature … for Christians claimed to be the authentic heirs of 

Israel’s history, and in first-century Judaism that meant they had to show 

themselves to be the rightful children of Moses” (Allison 1997b:777-778). What 

is noteworthy here is that the story of Moses is the longest in the speech.  

Martín-Asensio (1999:246) calculates that the Moses’ story in the speech 

occupies approximately 35% of the total,62 compared with 11.6% for Joseph’s 

story. So, most of the speech is devoted to Moses’ story. 

 

Richard (1978:76) suggests that the Moses story can be classified into three 

parts, each of which covers forty years of Moses’ life63 and is compatible with 

one of the first three chapters of Exodus. Nonetheless, the story here is more 

minutely grouped into five subsections. According to Richard, this division offers 

fair proof that “the author is employing the OT text as his direct source.” 

Furthermore in this section Luke uses the most quotations (six) in the discourse.  

 

Via the quotations he makes his theological points deliberately and skilfully, e.g., 

God’s omnipresence; the Israelites’ rejection of God’s living oracles including 

his agent – Moses; further, their rejection of God by means of their idolatry in 

contrast to God’s faithfulness to his words, and God as the primary subject 

                                                 
62 According to Moessner (1983:605), the size of the Moses-Exodus narrative is calculated at 
53.8 % of Stephen’s words. 
63 This devision is mainly based on Dt 34:7a (“Moses was a hundred and twenty years old 
when he died”). 
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within Israel’s history. In the end, these motifs serve to disclose the false 

witnesses of Stephen’s accusers, who had accused him of blashphemy against 

Moses and the law. 

 
2. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND AND MOSES’ INFANCY 
(AC 7:17-22) 
 
2.1 Composition 
 
The major section of Stephen’s speech centres on the story of Moses, which is 

divided into five subsections. The first of the five subsections is started by 

Stephen: (a) “As the time drew near for God to fulfil his promise to Abraham, the 

number of our people in Egypt greatly increased.64 Then another king, who 

knew nothing about Joseph, became ruler of Egypt” (Kaqw.j de. h;ggizen ò cro,noj 

th/j evpaggeli,aj h-j ẁmolo,ghsen o` qeo.j tw/| VAbraa,m( hu;xhsen o` lao.j kai. evplhqu,nqh evn 

Aivgu,ptw| a;cri ou- avne,sth basileu.j e[teroj ÎevpV Ai;guptonÐ o]j ouvk h;|dei to.n VIwsh,f, vv. 

17-18).  

 

Regarding the phrase ‘another king’ (cf. Rowley 1950a:passim; Noth 1962:119), 

Bruce ([1951]1987:149) says,  

 

it is evident from the early chapters of Exodus that the Egyptian court was not 

far distant from the place of the Hebrews’ residence in Egypt; this fits the 

nineteenth rather than the eighteenth dynasty. The reference to the building 

of Rameses in Ex 1:11 probably points to Per-Rameses-Mry-Amun (later 

Tanis), built by Rameses  (Ⅱ c. 1301-1234 B.C.), chief king of the nineteenth 

dynasty (c. 1320-1200 B.C.).  

                                                 
64 For the original context, see Ex 1:7. See also Josephus, Ant 2:201. 
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Alternatively, Fitzmyer (1998:375), suggests that the king may be Seti  (c.Ⅰ  

1308-1290 B.C.), of the nineteenth dynasty, “who moved the royal throne from 

Thebes in Upper Egypt to the Nile Delta region in the hope of recapturing 

control over western Asia and there began a vast building continued.” 

 

The subordinate conjunction kaqw,j is infrequently used in a temporal meaning, 

e.g., ‘as’ or ‘when’. So this meaning of the word only appears here in the NT 

(see also 2 Macc 1:31; Neh 5:6; contrast Page 1918:122). The noun cro,noj 

means a time for the fulfilment of the promise of vv. 6-7 (see also vv. 20, 23). 

Barrett (1994:353) states that it is difficult to tell the difference between cro,noj 

and kairw/| in Acts. The word o`mologe,w means rather ‘to make one’s confession’ 

than ‘to make a promise’ (Neufeld 1963:13-20). On this word, the witnesses P45 

D E p vgmss mae have evpaggei,lato, whilst Y M gig sy(p) bo have w;mosen. 

 

The reading of Ex 1:7 (LXX) has oi` ui`oi. Israhl instead of ò lao,j in Acts. 

Interestingly, Luke again employs the two words (auvxa,nw and plhqu,nw) which 

already occurred in Ac 6:7. Finally, vv. 17-18 are connected with the phrase a;cri 

ou-. With regard to the problem of ÎevpV Ai;guptonÐ, Metzger ([1971]1975:345-346) 

says,  

 

on the one hand, if the shorter reading be regarded as original, it is easy to 

see how Ex 1:8 in the Septuagint would have influenced scribes to insert the 

phrase, evpV Ai;gupton. On the other hand, since the preceding verse in Acts 

speaks of the people of Israel being evn Aivgu,ptw|, it may be that the phrase 

was deleted as superfluous.  

 

The Committee thus put the phrase in brackets in the final translation.  
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Stephen quotes almost verbatim from Ex 1:8: avne,sth de. basileu.j e[teroj evpV 

Ai;gupton o]j ouvk h;|dei to.n Iwshf. According to Barrett (1994:352), the Western 

text therefore may be the original text in this instance. It has two different 

elements: the omission of evpV Ai;gupton (P45vid D E M gig p syh) and the 

substitution of evmnh,sqh tou/ for h;|dei to,n (D E gig p). 

 

(b) “He dealt treacherously with our people65 and oppressed our forefathers by 

forcing them to throw out their newborn babies so that they would die”66 (ou-toj 

katasofisa,menoj to. ge,noj h`mw/n evka,kwsen tou.j pate,raj Îh`mw/nÐ tou/ poiei/n ta. bre,fh 

e;kqeta auvtw/n eivj to. mh. zw|ogonei/sqai, v. 19). According to Ex 1:11, the new king 

compelled the Israelites to build Pithom and Rameses as store cities for himself. 

The verb katasofisa,menoj is found only here in the NT (see also Ex (LXX) 1:10; 

Jdt 5:11; 10:19; Plutarch and Lucian). The adjective e;kqeta is also a hapax 

legomenon. The noun bre,fh means ‘a newborn baby’ (see Lk 2:12, 16). Despite 

the external evidence in the absence of the first personal plural pronoun Îh`mw/nÐ, 

the text critical Committee put it in brackets to indicate uncertainty as to whether 

it fits here; this is the first instance of the same pronoun in the same verse 

(Metzger [1971]1975:346). 

 

(c) “At that time Moses was born” (VEn w-| kairw/| evgennh,qh Mwu?sh/j, v. 20a). (d) 

“and he was no ordinary child. For three months he was cared for in his father's 

house”67 (kai. h=n avstei/oj68 tw/| qew/| o]j avnetra,fh mh/naj trei/j evn tw/| oi;kw| tou/ patro,j, 

v. 20b).  

 

Concerning the name of Moses (see Philo, VitMos 1:17), Fitzmyer (1998:375) 

                                                 
65 For the detailed depiction of the OT, see Ex 1:9-14. 
66 For the context of the OT, see Ex 1:22. See also Josephus, Ant 2:205-208. 
67 For the full narrative of the OT, see Ex 2:1-2. See also Josephus, Ant 2:210-218; Philo, 
VitMos 1:9; Jub 47:3; BibAnt 9:3-10. 
68 On the various meanings, cf. Barrett (1994:353-354). 
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explains as follows: 

 

As given to the child by Pharaoh’s daughter, it undoubtedly stands for a 

shortened form of Egyptian names like Ah-mose (“Ah is born”), Har-mose 

(“Horus is born”), Thut-mose (“Thut is born”). Exod 2:10de, however, records 

a Hebrew folk etymology, even ascribing it to the Pharaoh’s daughter: 

“Because I drew him (mĕšîtihû) from the water.” The author of Exodus saw 

divine providence at work in that the very daughter of the Pharaoh, who had 

ordered the death of male Hebrew infants, became the instrument of the 

salvation of Moses, drawing him from the waters of the Nile and naming him. 

His name was written in Greek as Mōysēs or Mōsēs, whence comes the 

English spelling. See Josephus, Ant 2.9.6 §228, where the name is explained 

as derived from Egyptian mōy, “water,” and esēs, “those saved,” another folk 

etymology. 

 

In Ex 2 the name of Moses’ father is not mentioned, but simply depicted as “a 

man from the house of Levi”. He is called Amram in Ex 6:20. Moulton thinks tw/| 

qew/| is the “dative of the person judging” (1908:104) and a “Hebraism” (Moulton 

& Howard 1929:443; Bruce [1951]1976:167). 

 

(e) “When he was placed outside, Pharaoh's daughter took him”69 (evkteqe,ntoj de. 

auvtou/ avnei,lato auvto.n h` quga,thr Faraw, v. 21a). Josephus (Ant 2:224-237) calls h̀ 

quga,thr Faraw Thermutis, while Jub 47:5 calls Pharaoh’s daughter Tharmuth, 

and Artapanus in his work On the Jews calls her Meris. The Western text (D E 

syrh with * copG67) adds eivj (para. D) to. potamo,n after evkteqe,ntoj to accentuate 

Moses’ uncovered place.  

 

                                                 
69 The original portrayal of the OT occurs in Ex 2:3-5. 
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(f) “and brought him up as her own son”70 (kai. avneqre,yato auvto.n èauth/| eivj uìo,n, v. 

21b). Perhaps the verb avnei,lato may be taken literally, but the word is employed 

in Koine Greek for acknowledging one’s child or adopting a child as one’s son 

(Barrett 1994:354-355). According to Horsely (1982:9), “Both the LXX and the 

NT passages reflect the terminology of these nursing contracts from Egypt.” 

 

(g) “Moses was educated in all the wisdom of the Egyptians” (kai. evpaideu,qh 

Mwu?sh/j ÎevnÐ pa,sh| sofi,a| Aivgupti,wn, v. 22a). Philo (VitMos 23) supplies details of 

all that the Egyptians taught Moses “arithmetic, geometry, the lore of metre, 

rhythm and harmony, and the whole subject of music as shown by the use of 

instruments or in textbooks and treatises of a more special character.” B Y M d 

vg have pa,sh| sofi,a|, while P74vid א A C E gig p have evn pa,sh| sofi,a|. 

 

(h) “and was powerful in speech and action” (h=n de. dunato.j evn lo,goij kai. e;rgoij 

auvtou/, v. 22b). This sentence looks as though it is in conflict with Ex 4:10 (Moses 

said to the LORD, "O Lord, I have never been eloquent, neither in the past nor 

since you have spoken to your servant. I am slow of speech and tongue."). 

Barrett (1994:356) states that because of Ex 7:1-2 (…your brother Aaron will be 

your prophet…), “this is not to be dismissed as mock modesty on Moses’ part or 

as a way of excusing himself from a difficult and dangerous task”. Fitzmyer 

(1998:376) also denotes that there is no ancient tradition to show Moses’ 

fluency.  

 

However, according to Sir 45:3, “By his words he [Moses] caused signs to 

cease (evn lo,goij auvtou/ shmei/a kate,pausen).” Josephus (Ant 2:271; 3:13) also 

speaks of his “extraordinary influence in addressing a crowd” (see also Philo, 

VitMos 1:80). Lake and Cadbury (1933:75), however, argue that the mention of 

                                                 
70 For the detailed episode of the OT, see Ex 2:9-10. See also Josephus, Ant 2:232. 
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Moses’ power in speech relates to the written word. It is proper that the 

inconsistency should not be given too much weight, as compared to the later 

records of the OT above. 

 

The very phrasing dunato.j evn lo,goij kai. e;rgoij auvtou/ resonates with the 

depiction of Jesus in Lk 24:19 (dunato.j evn e;rgw| kai. lo,gw|) and somewhat with 

that of Stephen in Ac 6:8 (ca,ritoj kai. duna,mewj evpoi,ei te,rata kai. shmei/a mega,la).71 

 

2.2 Interpretation of the subsection by Luke 
 

At this point Stephen brings to an end the patriarchs’ story and moves on to talk 

about Moses. Vv. 17-19 are used to form a transition from the Joseph story to 

the Moses story, as mentioned earlier (cf. Fitzmyer 1998:374). Through Moses’ 

life, above all, Stephen starts responding to the charge that was levelled against 

him i.e., that he has blasphemed against Moses.  

 

The offspring of Jacob continued to stay in Egypt and to multiply until the dawn 

of the era when God was to fulfil his covenantal promise to Abraham (see Gl 

4:4). It reveals, on the whole, how Luke perceives prophecy. Luke links the 

noun evpaggeli,aj in v. 17 to the verb evphggei,lato in v. 5, showing us that he 

already sees the events in Egypt as God at work to fulfil his promise. However, 

that he does not consider the growth of Israel as the promise-fulfilment pattern 

on this point is clear (contrast Gn 15:5). Barrett (1994:352) finds it interesting 

that the fulfilment of God’s promise to Abraham at the Exodus is not a Christian 

viewpoint, but a Jewish viewpoint. 

 

The population numbers mentioned in this section are a matter of disagreement 
                                                 
71 For another occurrence of a similar expression, see also Ac 2:22 (duna,mesi kai. te,rasi kai. 
shmei,oij). 
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among scholars. For example, Kistemaker (1990:250) suggests that the total 

population was about one million five hundred thousand. As “the word of God 

continued to increase (hu;xanen), and the number of the disciples multiplied 

greatly (evplhqu,neto)” in Ac 6:7 (ESV), “the people grew (hu;xhsen) and multiplied 

(evplhqu,nqh)” in Ac 7:17 (NKJV). Goulder (1964:164) says that “[g]rowth and 

multiplication are the features of the new people of God in Acts.” The phrase o` 

lao,j denotes the Israelites who were descended from Jacob and his sons. 

 

A central thematic issue in the Moses story is that the king of Egypt who came 

to the throne did not know Joseph. Marshall (1980:139) sees this event as the 

climax of the Moses story. Under his administration there was a sudden change 

in the treatment of the Israelites. The new king oppressed them and took 

advantage of them, even to the extent that Israelites were dying as a result of 

forced labour. He sought to repress their increasing numbers by putting them to 

forced labour and by compelling them to exterminate all male Hebrew babies by 

leaving them exposed to the elements so that they would not survive.  

 

Despite this imperial decree, the Hebrews continued to increase in number. Kee 

(1997:98) states that Pharaoh’s inhuman decree “had the reverse effect of 

bringing Moses into a place of unique favor in the center of power.” Haenchen 

(1971:280) comments that v. 19 “makes freer use of Exod. 1.10f.” so as to 

convey the fulfilment of God’s promise to Abraham, as occurred in v. 6. Luke’s 

connection of the verb evka,kwsen in v. 19 to the verb kakw,sousin in v. 6 also 

serves to report the motif (cf. Tannehill 1990:91). The reference to “our race” in v. 

19 continues to describe Stephen’s shared identity with his hearers.  

 

Two observations can be shown here. Firstly, the killing of the male babies in 

Egypt is analogous to the infanticide in Bethlehem when Jesus was born. 

Secondly, by means of Pharaoh’s unceasing brutality to Israel’s people, God 
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made them get ready for their liberty and exodus and granted them a yearning 

to go to ‘the land’.  

 

At that time Moses was born and was beautiful. Both Philo (VitMos 1:9) and 

Josephus (Ant 2:224, 229-331) speak of Moses’ beauty. In opposition to the 

king’s proclamation, his parents kept him for three months before abandoning 

him. The verb avnetra,fh in v. 20 with the meaning of ‘bring up’ seems to be 

Lukan in the NT (see also Ac 7:21; 22:3). As compared with Ex 2:2, tw/| qew/| is 

added after avstei/oj, and it “may be taken in its full sense ‘in the sight of God’” 

(Bruce [1951]1976:167). Here Luke again describes for his hearers the 

superiority of God’s activity over human activity.  

 

The three month old baby, Moses, was finally placed outside by his parents, 

where he was discovered and raised by Pharaoh’s daughter (contrast Josephus, 

Ant 2:217-223). Consequently, it is likely that he had no personal complaint 

against the Egyptians at this point. Moses is here illustrated as being suggestive 

of Jesus, e.g., 7:20-22 with the Lukan narrative of the birth and childhood of 

Jesus through Lk 2.72  

 

Marty (1984:212) provides further detailed parallels between Moses and Jesus. 

Both are jeopardized in babyhood, but protected (see Ex 1:7; Mt 2:13-18; Heb 

11:23). Both are called out of Egypt to save their people (see Mt 2:14-15). In Lk 

24:19 the two disciples on the road to Emmaus portray Jesus as being powerful 

in word and deed (o]j evge,neto avnh.r profh,thj dunato.j evn e;rgw| kai. lo,gw|), while in 

Acts Stephen uses an analogous set phrase to illustrate Moses in v. 22 (h=n de. 

dunato.j evn lo,goij kai. e;rgoij auvtou/). Marty adds that the set phrase “powerful in 

                                                 
72 Daube (1985a:2329-2331, 2346-2348) describes Jesus as the new Moses. Cf. also Marty 
(1984). For the interpretation of Jesus as the new Moses, especially in Matthew, cf. Allison 
(1993:137-290). 
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speech and action” is related to a prophet in Luke-Acts. However, in his two 

volumes, Luke perhaps employs the concept of ‘a prophet’ to indicate rather 

Elijah and Elisha than specifically Moses, as I will discuss later (see Lk 3:16; 

7:19 from Ml 3:1-24; Lk 4:25-27 from 1 Ki 17:8-16; 2 Ki 5:1-14; Lk 7:16 from 1 Ki 

17:23; Lk 9:54-55 from 1 Ki 18:36-38; 2 Ki 1:9-14;73 Lk 9:61-62 from 1 Ki 19:19-

21; cf. also Fitzmyer 1986:213-215).74 

 

Luke’s reference to the Egyptian education of Moses and his resultant 

capabilities is a clue to the motif that God is not confined to any one place. The 

emphasis here is that God even makes use of the knowledge of Egyptians to 

prepare his agent. God as the subject of Moses’ life appears seminal at this 

point. However, it is also clear that the motif of Moses’ rejection already occurs 

from the beginning of this section of Stephen’s speech.  

 

3. FLIGHT INTO MIDIAN (AC 7:23-29) 
 

3.1 Composition 
 
The second of the five subsections on Moses in Stephen’s speech continues as 

follows: (a) “When Moses was forty years old, he decided to visit his fellow 

Israelites” (~Wj de. evplhrou/to auvtw/| tesserakontaeth.j cro,noj( avne,bh evpi. th.n kardi,an 

auvtou/ evpiske,yasqai tou.j avdelfou.j auvtou/ tou.j ui`ou.j VIsrah,l, v. 23). It is necessary 

to notice Luke’s manipulation of the expression evplhrou/to which might contain 

the scheme of God’s timing (see also vv. 17, 30; Ac 2:1).  

 

In spite of Wilcox’s argument on an Aramaic influence (1965:63), the phrase 

avne,bh evpi. th.n kardi,an has some prior examples that can be found in the LXX of 

                                                 
73 See also Lk 12:49. 
74 Besides, Lk 9:51 alludes to 2 Ki 2:11 with the phrase “taken up”. 

 
 
 



 76

2 Ki 12:5; Jr 3:16; 28:50; 51:21; Ezk 38:10; Is 65:16 (cf. Fitzmyer 1998:376; 

Richard 1978:82). According to Barrett (1994:357), the phrase “may be 

described as a Lucan septuagintalism …, but here it could well have been 

drawn from the (equally septuagintalizing) source that Luke was using.” The 

sense of the verb evpiske,yasqai goes beyond the normal meaning, that is, ‘visit’ 

(see Lk 1:68, 78; 7:16; Ac 6:3; 15:14, 36). Luke seems to allude to Ex 2:11b 

(LXX): evxh,lqen pro.j tou.j avdelfou.j auvtou/ tou.j ui`ou.j Israhl, with the substitution of 

evpiske,yasqai for evxh,lqen pro.j. 

 

According to Dt 34:7, Moses was a hundred and twenty years old when he died. 

However, Moses’ age, as spoken of by Stephen (age 40), is not mentioned in 

the OT. Nevertheless, Stephen’s testimony is similar to one rabbinic tradition. 

The Midrash Tanhuma on Ex 2:6 divides all Moses’ life into three equal sections 

of forty years each: (1) Moses was 40 years of age when he fled Egypt, (2) lived 

in Midian for 40 years, (3) and led the Israelites for 40 years. Witherington 

(1998:269) regards this as a Greek threefold scheme “of speaking of his birth, 

early upbringing, and then education,” which is also applied to the life of Paul in 

other sources (see Ac 22:3; Plato, Crito 50E; 51C; Philo, Flacc 158). Marshall 

(1980:140) says that “forty was the age at which a person had grown up (Ex 

2:11).” 

 

(b) “He saw one of them being mistreated by an Egyptian”75 (kai. ivdw,n tina 

avdikou,menon hvmu,nato, v. 24a). (c) “so he went to his defense and avenged him by 

killing the Egyptian” 76 (kai. evpoi,hsen evkdi,khsin 77 tw/| kataponoume,nw| pata,xaj to.n 

Aivgu,ption, v. 24b). The verb hvmu,nato in v. 24a is a hapax legomenon and usually 

means ‘defend’, but once in a while it is translated ‘to help’ (see Is (LXX) 59:16). 

                                                 
75 For the original context of the OT, see Ex 2:11c. 
76 For the detailed narrative of the OT, see Ex 2:12. 
77 For the occurrence of the noun in Luke-Acts, see Lk 18:7-8. For the other occurrences in the 
NT, see 2 Cor 7:11; 2 Th 1:8; 1 Pt 2:14. 
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The Western text, following the OT reading, adds that Moses “hid him in the 

sand” (see also Philo, VitMos 43-44). 

 

(d) “Moses thought that his own people would realize that God was using him to 

rescue them” (evno,mizen de. sunie,nai tou.j avdelfou.j Îauvtou/Ð o[ti o` qeo.j dia. ceiro.j 

auvtou/ di,dwsin swthri,an78 auvtoi/j, v. 25a). (e) “but they did not” (oì de. ouv sunh/kan, v. 

25b). The third person singular pronoun auvtou/ in v. 25a occurs in P74 א B C pc 

gig vg, but A D E Y 33 do not have it. V. 25 is lacking totally from Exodus. 

Stephen again introduces the theme of the people’s misunderstanding and their 

failure to acknowledge the leader dispatched by God (see vv. 9-10). 

 

(f) “The next day Moses came upon two Israelites who were fighting” (th/| te 

evpiou,sh| h`me,ra| w;fqh79 auvtoi/j macome,noij, v. 26a).80 (g) “He tried to reconcile them 

by saying” (kai. sunh,llassen81 auvtou.j eivj eivrh,nhn82 eivpw,n, v. 26b). (h) “'Men, you 

are brothers” (a;ndrej, avdelfoi, evste, v. 26c). (i) “why do you want to hurt each 

other?'” (i`nati, avdikei/te avllh,loujÈ v. 26d).83  

 

(j) “But the man who was mistreating the other pushed Moses aside and said” (o` 

de. avdikw/n84 to.n plhsi,on avpw,sato auvto.n eivpw,n, v. 27a). The verb avpw,sato is often 

used by the text of the LXX for God’s rejection (see Jdg 6:13; 1 Sm 12:22; Ps 

42:2; 43:9, 23; 59:1; Jr 2:37; Ezk 5:11; Hs 4:6; 9:17). (k) “'Who made you ruler 

and judge over us?” (ti,j se kate,sthsen a;rconta kai. dikasth.n evfV hm̀w/nÈ v. 27b). 

The noun a;rconta normally means one in authority, such as a ruler, official, or 

                                                 
78 The word can be translated into ‘salvation’ (see ESV). 
79 For the other occurrences of the verb in Acts, see Ac 2:3; 7:2, 30, 35; 9:17; 13:31; 16:9; 
22:16. 
80 For the original context of the OT, see Ex 2:13a. 
81 For the concept of reconciliation, see Chrysostom, Or 22; 38; 77-78; Lucianus, Demon 9; 
Philostratus, VitAp 1:15; 6:38. 
82 For the other occurrences of the noun in Luke-Acts, see Lk 1:79; 2:14, 29; Ac 10:36. 
83 For the original question of Moses in the OT, see Ex 2:13b. 
84 Cf. avdikou,menon in v. 24 and avdikei/te in v. 26. 
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judge (see Ac 3:17). 

 

(l) “Do you want to kill me as you killed the Egyptian yesterday?'”85 (mh. avnelei/n 

me su. qe,leij o]n tro,pon avnei/lej evcqe.j to.n Aivgu,ptionÈ v. 28). (m) “When Moses 

heard this,86 he fled” (e;fugen de. Mwu?sh/j evn tw/| lo,gw| tou,tw|, v. 29a). Ex 2:15a 

entails that Moses fled from Pharaoh because Pharaoh had heard of this matter 

and tried to kill Moses. According to Johnson (1992:127),  

 

the Jewish apologists had various ways of dealing with this embarrassing 

incident. The Book of Jubilees 47:12 is very close to Acts, giving as the 

motivation for the flight, ‘because of these words’. In sharp contrast,  

Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities 9:16-10:1 omits the entire sequence, 

moving directly from Moses’ childhood to the plagues. Artapanus’ On the 

Jews gives a novelistic account of a rivalry between Moses and the Egyptian 

king; it was the assassin sent by the king to kill Moses that Moses himself 

killed, forcing him to flee. Josephus also attributes Moses’ flight to an envious 

plot against him, but does not have Moses’ killing anyone (Antiquities of the 

Jews 2:254-256). Philo combines these elements, retaining the killing of the 

Egyptian as in Exodus, but also including a royal plot against Moses (De Vita 

Mosis 1:43-46). 

 

(n) “and became an alien in the land of Midian,87 where he became the father 

of two sons” (kai. evge,neto pa,roikoj evn gh/| Madia,m( ou- evge,nnhsen ui`ou.j du,o, v. 29b). 

Most scholars locate Midian on the east side of the Gulf of the Aqabah, in 

modern Saudi Arabia (cf. Barrett 2002:102).88 In the land of Midian Moses 

married Zipporah, one of Jethro’s seven daughters, who bore him two sons, 

                                                 
85 For the original question of the Hebrew in the OT, see Ex 2:14b. 
86 For the detailed narrative of the OT, see Ex 2:14c. 
87 For the full description of the OT, see Ex 2:15b. 
88 For various arguments, cf. also Philby (1957). 
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Gershom and Eliezer (see Ex 2:16-22; 18:3-4). According to Fitzmyer 

(1998:377), “[t]he Midianites seem to have been a tribal group related to the 

early Hebrews” (see Gn 25:1-2, 4). 

 

3.2 Moses refuted by a fellow Israelite and the quoted text from 
Ex 2:14 in Ac 7:27-28 
 
3.2.1 Other occurrences of Ex 2:14 

 

As a matter of interest there is a vague reference to Ex 2:14 in Lk 12:14 which 

is of course written by Luke, the same author as the book of Acts. 

 

3.2.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:27a) 

 

The introductory formula is formed by the words: “But the man who was 

mistreating the other pushed Moses aside and said” (o` de. avdikw/n to.n plhsi,on 

avpw,sato auvto.n eivpw,n, v. 27a), as we have seen. 
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3.2.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

 

3.2.3.1 Textual differences between MT and LXX 

 

In the case of the quotation from Ex 2:14, the LXX reading follows exactly the 

reading of the MT, except for the addition of the adverb (evcqe,j). 

 

3.2.3.2 Textual differences between Acts and LXX 

 

Both the text of Acts and the text of the LXX coincide with each other, despite 

the one difference between the MT and the LXX. It is thus unnecessary to deal 

extensively with the textual difference between the two versions. Therefore, it 

seems clear that Luke used the Greek version as his source for this part of 

Stephen’s speech. 

 

                                                 
89 Unless otherwise refered to, the LXX version edited by Wevers (1991) is used for the Greek 
translation of Exodus. 

NT( NA27) LXX MT 

Ac 7:27b-28 Ex 2:14b89 Ex 2:14b 
27ti,j se kate,sthsen a;rconta 

kai. dikasth.n evfV h`mw/nÈ 
28mh. avnelei/n me su. qe,leij  

o]n tro,pon avnei/lej 

evcqe.j  

to.n Aivgu,ptionÈ 

14ti,j se kate,sthsen a;rconta 

kai. dikasth.n evfV h`mw/n 

mh. avnelei/n me su. qe,leij  

o]n tro,pon avnei/lej 

evcqe.j  

to.n Aivgu,ption  

rf: vyail. ^m.f' ymi 

Wnyle[' jpevw> 

rmeao hT'a; ynIgEr>h'l.h;

T'g>r:h' rv<a]K;

  

 yrIc.Mih;-ta,
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3.3 Lukan method used for the quotation 
 
As mentioned earlier, both the LXX and the NT agree with the MT, with the 

exception of the addition of the adverb (evcqe,j). It is somewhat surprising that a 

large number of scholars (e.g., Bruce [1951]1976:169; Wilson 1962:178; 

Lawrence 1964:22-24; Haenchen 1971:281; Kilgallen 1976a:71-72; Richard 

1978:85-86; Conzelmann 1987:53; Johnson 1992:127; Barrett 1994:359; Arnold 

1996:313-314) do not take notice of the difference between the MT and the LXX. 

In fact, some scholars (e.g., Walton 1972:72-73; Fitzmyer 1998:377) speak of 

the textual agreement between them. On account of the textual agreement 

between the LXX and the NT, we can be reasonably certain that the quotation 

originated in a LXX version, which Luke had, and from which he quoted this text 

from Ex 2:14. A lot of LXX MSS (B* F M 64*-708-oII-707 56-129 134-370 318 

407-630 ClemR 4te) have the reading that includes evcqe,j.  

 

According to the following scholars (e.g., Kilgallen 1976a:152; Nolland 

1993:685), in Lk 12:14 Jesus’ answer echoes the words from Ex 2:14. Luke 

could also have known this quotation well from the Scriptures. Archer and 

Chirichigno (1983:13), mention that it is possible to infer this addition from its 

original context (Ex 2:13-14). What is striking is that the full narrative that is 

illustrated in this subsection is from Ex 2 (Arnold 1996:313). 

 

3.4 Interpretation of the quotation by Luke 
 
The second subsection (Ac 7:23-29), focuses chiefly on Moses’ flight into the 

desert of Midian, so corresponding with the middle forty years of Moses’ life. 

Luke continues to detail his main theological theme of the Israelite rejection of 

God’s messenger in this subsection, especially with his explicit quotation from 

Ex 2:14.  
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When Moses is forty years old, he is sent to visit his fellow Israelites. As we 

have said above, Luke’s repeated use of the expressions evplhrou/to in v. 23, and 

plhrwqe,ntwn in v. 30 shows that God controls the time of the salvation history of 

his people. The phrase avne,bh evpi. th.n kardi,an auvtou/ seems to mean “it came into 

(his) heart” (Conzelmann 1987:53), so implying that the intention of Moses’ visit 

is not his own, rather it comes from God (cf. Marshall 1980:140).  

 

It is confirmed by the following verb evpiske,yasqai, which means more than a 

social meeting (Barrett 1994:357). Out of the 11 occurrences in the NT, the word 

is employed 7 times in Luke-Acts, three times in Luke and four in Acts. It is seen 

to describe God’s merciful visit to his people (see Lk 1:68, 78; 7:16; Ac 15:14), 

the appointment of the seven men under God’s supervision (see Ac 6:3), and 

Paul’s and Barnabas’ determination to revisit the churches on a second 

missionary trip. Finally, it seems to point out Moses’ action under divine 

guidance at this point. Ironically however Moses’ attempt fails and he escapes. 

 

During his visit Moses kills an Egyptian for his fellow’s sake. Here, Luke’s 

emphasises Moses’ justice (evpoi,hsen evkdi,khsin)90 rather than the killing itself. 

Luke interprets this fact, which is not mentioned in the OT, to make his point. 

Kilgallen (1976a:68) states that the verb kataponoume,nw| “lends credence to the 

justice of Moses’ action, indeed, to the accuracy of Moses’ moral sense.” The 

word katapone,w occurs only twice in the NT (see 2 Pt 2:7).  

 

It is interesting to note that Philo (VitMos 1:43-44) justifies Moses’ killing of the 

Egyptian because some of the Egyptian overseers were  

 

                                                 
90 For Lukan usage of the word, see Lk 18:7. 
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very savage and furious men, being, as to their cruelty, not at all different 

from poisonous serpents or carnivorous beasts--wild beasts in human form--

being clothed with the form of a human body so as to give an appearance of 

gentleness in order to deceive and catch their victim, but in reality being 

harder than iron or adamant. … it was a pious action to destroy one who only 

lived for the destruction of others. 

 

Moses expects his fellow Israelites to accept him as their saviour, but they do 

not seem to realize that God sent Moses to rescue them, God’s own people. 

Moses soon discovers that he is mistaken. Combrink (1979:13) asserts that in 

this subsection this verse is the most important. That is why v. 25 is entirely 

unmatched in Ex 2 “that Moses had this sight of how God would be working 

through him even before his flight from Egypt” (cf. Witherington 1998:269). The 

verse reflects Luke’s interpretative embellishment of Moses’ deed once again.  

 

Luke here depicts the murder as a divine action (cf. Haenchen 1971:281), 

reflecting back to God’s promise in v. 7, of which Moses is God’s agent. God is 

now giving Israel’s people salvation (swthri,an) through Moses’ hand. According 

to Soards (1994:65), the term swthri,an in Acts is “the second of five uses of an 

important word” (see Ac 4:12; 13:26, 47; 16:17). 

 

Witherington (1998:269) states that the Israelite “misunderstanding is 

paradoxically understandable in Luke’s view because this is only the first period 

of interaction between Moses and God’s people, and their ignorance of who 

Moses really was is not surprising, as is also later the case with Jesus (Acts 

3:17).” It is probable only in the Moses section, but it should be noted that within 

the context of the Stephen discourse as a whole the motif of the Israelite 

misunderstanding has already been raised in the Joseph episode (cf. Barrett 
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1994:357-358), as discussed earlier, pace Haenchen (1971:281)91 and Soards 

(1994:65). 

 

Johnson (1992:127) also states that v. 26 “has a deeper edge within Luke-Acts 

as a whole: like the brothers of Joseph …, and like these contentious Israelites, 

so do the hearers of Stephen reject Jesus and the apostles and the one 

speaking to them.” The fact that Moses’ action is God’s action through him for 

their rescue, therefore, continues to build on the motif of the people’s lack of 

understanding and their failure to identify the divinely chosen saviour. 

 

The following day serves to be Moses’ turning point. When Moses returns to 

Israel’s people, two Israelites are fighting. He tries to mediate as reconciler. 

Wilson (1962:177) - cf. also Barrett (1994:358) - says that:  

 

The verb form used in connection with ordinary sight, o`ra/n, is replaced by the 

form wvfqh/nai, otherwise reserved by Luke for use with angels (Luke 1:11; 

22:43; Acts 16:9 the “man of Macedonia”), the risen Lord (Luke 23:34; Acts 

9:17; 13:31; 26:16), or supernatural phenomena (Acts 2:3). Indeed, within 

Acts 7 is used otherwise to refer to the appearance of God (7:2) or an angel 

(7:30, 35). 

 

Throughout Luke-Acts, the use of the verb possibly shows Luke’s appreciation 

of Moses.  

 

Here Luke emphasises the verb sunh,llassen to illustrate Moses as a reconciler 

                                                 
91 In his commentary, he says that “[f]or the first time in the speech we hear the theme of the 
people’s incomprehension and their failure to recognize the savior sent by God.” 
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among his own people. The verb sunh,llassen is a hapax legomenon.92 Johnson 

(1992:127) explains that the action of Moses for peace is connected with Jesus’ 

ministry. Of interest is that one of the sage’s (qei/oj avnh,r) features is described 

as a peacemaker in Hellenistic works (see Chrysostom, Or 22; 38; 77-78; 

Lucianus, Demon 9; Philostratus, VitAp 1:15). 

 

Moses’ question - “Men, you are brothers; why do you want to hurt each other?” 

- to both Israelite men differs from the wording of Ex 2:13 (LXX), “but the 

dialogue nearly agrees and is probably a quotation” (Hatch 1970:169). The 

original question in the LXX is dia. ti, su. tu,pteij to.n plhsi,on. According to Barrett 

(1994:358), “D, as often, makes the language somewhat more forceful, 

replacing the first three words with ti, poiei/te, a;ndrej avdelfoi” (see also NA27).  

 

Instead of plhsi,on, the Lukan phrase a;ndrej avdelfoi, occurs fourteen times in 

Acts, but does not occur in any other NT books (Wilson 1962:178). With regard 

to the use of avdelfoi, Kistemaker (1990:255) comments that “Moses stressed 

the concept brothers not in the sense that these two men belonged to one 

family but rather that they were members of the Hebrew race. Moses, therefore, 

called attention to their (and his) shared nationality.” 

 

As a result of Moses’ question, the one man pushes Moses aside and asks 

Moses a question in return. The verb avpw,sato literally means ‘to thrust away’. 

According to Johnson (1992:127), “the rejection is both verbal and physical.” It 

should be noted that the use of the verb avpwqe,omai against Moses is repeated in 

v. 39.  

 

                                                 
92 The apostle Paul habitually uses katalla,ssw for the concept of the reconciliation (cf. Büchsel 
[1964]1981:254-259; Martin 1993:94; Porter 1993a:695-699; Dunn 1998:228). For the brief 
survey of the concept by Paul, cf. Joubert (2005:112-122). 
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The man says, “Who made you ruler and judge over us? Do you want to kill me 

as you killed the Egyptian yesterday?” Here Luke has placed his quotation in a 

very similar context to that in which the quoted text originally emerged. The 

quotation, which follows the LXX exactly, serves to confirm Luke’s interpretation 

of the Israelite ignorance of Moses’ role as their deliverer. This theme will recur 

in vv. 35, 39.  

 

One of the two Israelites here condemns Moses for claiming to be a ruler and 

judge over them, hence not understanding that it was God who had so chosen 

him. In spiritual blindness, as an Israelite, he closed his eyes to God’s strategy 

of deliverance. The quotation is an appropriate means of highlighting Luke’s 

censure of Israel’s people for discarding God’s servant. The determinants to 

understanding the writer’s intention behind this subsection are often the 

interpretative expressions and words that he puts in his selective abridgment of 

Moses’ story which do not appear in the OT.  

 

According to Combrink (1979:13), it is important to note how the contrast 

between v. 25a and v. 25b is repeated in the contrast between v. 26 and v. 27. 

Moses hopes that his fellow Israelites understand him as God’s agent, but he is 

unrecognized by them. Once again, Moses seeks to settle a quarrel between 

two of Israel’s men, but he is resisted and dismissed. Before Luke presents his 

quotation in this subsection, the theme of the rejection of Moses has already 

been foreshadowed. However, the theme reaches its climax at this point by 

means of Luke’s quotation. 

 

In the end, Moses departs into exile at one man’s word (evn tw/| lo,gw| tou,tw|). 

According to Ex 2:15 (LXX), Pharaoh sought to kill Moses, and so Moses fled 

from the presence of Pharaoh (evzh,tei avnelei/n Mwush/n avnecw,rhsen de. Mwush/j avpo. 

prosw,pou Faraw), as mentioned earlier. Knowling ([1900]1951:153) interprets 

 
 
 



 87

that “[t]he matter would become known to Pharaoh as the words of the Hebrew 

intimated; it could not be hidden; and in spite of the attempt at concealment on 

the part of Moses by hiding the body in the sand, his life was no longer safe, 

and so he fled because he had nothing to hope for from his people.” The two 

accounts between the OT and the NT thus seem not to be in conflict with each 

other, but rather to be in harmony.  

 

A further striking feature is that Luke’s explanation of the cause for Moses’ flight 

differs from the description which is given in the OT. Blass and Debrunner (1961 

§219.2) categorize the preposition evn into an instrumental, but delineate it as 

clarifying the reason. It has a temporal purpose, indicating the time of Moses’ 

flight (Barrett 1994:359).  

 

Here it is likely that Luke is seeking to reinforce the correlation between the 

fellow Israelites’ rejection of Moses and his flight into Midian, by neglecting 

Pharaoh’s threat that originally appeared in Ex 2:15. Loisy (1920:332) 

understands v. 29 allegorically as follows: Moses’ flight into Midian = carrying of 

the gospel to the Gentiles; the birth of his two sons = the bearing of the fruit of 

the gospel among the Gentiles.93 However, Luke is describing a historical event 

and not presenting a symbolic allegory. 

 

V. 29 closes the story about Moses’ second forty years. According to Barrett 

(1994:359), the words evge,neto pa,roikoj in v. 29 imply that “in Midian Moses was 

no more than a temporary resident alien” (see Ac 7:6), although the verb w;|khsen 

in the LXX does not explicitly suggest this understanding. Through his 

vocabulary, Luke seems to suggest Moses’ return despite his earlier flight. 

Concerning Moses’ two sons, Lake and Cadbury (1933:76) affirm that “[t]he 

                                                 
93 Recited from Haenchen (1971:282). 
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reference to these sons is irrelevant.” For Barrett (1994:360), however, Luke 

seems to intend that “for the divine call Moses would have good reason to 

remain in Midian.” 

 

Regarding the Hebrew’s question, Krodel (1986:145) interprets it as follows: 

“The answer to this question, namely that God made him a ruler and a judge (cf. 

v. 35), never occurred to this Israelite, a paradigm of ignorance encountered in 

the Jesus story (cf. 2:36; 3:17; 13:27).” The point which Luke will advance in the 

process of Stephen’s speech is that just as Moses was rejected by his fellows, 

so Jesus was rejected by his people (see v. 52). There has been no change in 

attitude over the years. This quotation is part of the crescendo of Stephen’s 

dispute, which culminates in v. 37, despite the repetition of the same quotation.  

 

Of further importance is the fact that Moses was born at the time when the 

fulfilment of the promises to Abraham was approaching. It reveals that vv. 6-7 

served as a foreshadowing of the discussion of Moses and the exodus. The 

motif of God’s faithfulness to his people, is consistently repeated in the speech. 

Furthermore, according to Squires (1983:66), even in the Moses story God is 

still seen as the subject of Israelite history through Luke’s use of the following 

verbs: di,dwsin (v. 25), w;fqh (v. 30),94 ei=pen (v. 33), ei=don, h;kousa, avpostei,lw (v. 34), 

avpe,stalken (v. 35), avnasth,sei (v. 37).95 

 

                                                 
94 In particular, a;ggeloj here is the subject of the verb. 
95 Dahl (1966:144) indicates that v. 36 fulfils the promise of v. 7b (evxeleu,sontai) and v. 35 fulfils 
the promise of v. 34 (avpostei,lw). 
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4. GOD’S CALLING (AC 7:30-34) 
 
4.1 Composition 

 
Stephen’s speech now reaches the third story of the five sections regarding 

Moses: (a) “After forty years had passed, an angel appeared to Moses in the 

flames of a burning bush96 in the desert near Mount Sinai” (Kai. plhrwqe,ntwn 

evtw/n tessera,konta w;fqh auvtw/| evn th/| evrh,mw| tou/ o;rouj Sina/ a;ggeloj evn flogi. puro.j 

ba,tou, v. 30). The verb plhro,w is used once more in Stephen’s speech (see v. 

23; Ac 2:1). D(c) reads meta. tau/ta plhsqe,ntwn auvtw/| e;th tessera,konta at this point. 

D H P S 614 have kuri,ou instead of a;ggeloj.97 Strack and Billerbeck (1961:680) 

explain that the rabbis have identified the angel as Michael or Gabriel. א B D Y 

M gig p syh read evn flogi. puro.j, while P74 A C E 36 323 945 1739 al vg syp read 

evn puri. flogo,j. It is, however, difficult to find any dissimilarity between the two 

versions. 

 

Now Moses’ second epoch of forty years passes (see v. 23; Ex 7:7). The OT 

names the mountain where God appeared to Moses, not as Sinai but as Horeb 

(see Ex 3:1). Wilson (1962:178) points out that the name of Mount Sinai is used 

in the J and P sources, while Horeb is used in the E and D sources. However, 

both of them are used interchangeably in the OT. Nonetheless, it is true that 

Sinai occurs more frequently than Horeb. Sinai occurs four times in the NT (see 

Ac 7:30, 38; Gl 4:24, 25), while Horeb never occurs. For Kilgallen (1976a:74), 

the reason for the changed name by Luke is because “in the later tradition this 

mountain was associated with both the giving of the commandments and with 

the appearance of the angel.”  

 

                                                 
96 For the detailed narrative of the OT, see Ex 3:2. 
97 For more on the mention of the angel in this speech, see also vv. 35, 38, 53. 
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According to Strack and Billerbeck (1961:680), the rabbis speculated about why 

God would have elected to address Moses from a burning bush. A fascinating 

reply was “to teach men that there is no place, however desolate, not even a 

thornbush, without the Shekinah.” 

 

(b) “When he saw this, he was amazed at the sight”98 (o` de. Mwu?sh/j ivdw.n 

evqau,mazen to. o[rama, v. 31a). (c) “As he went over to look more closely, he heard 

the Lord's voice”99 (prosercome,nou de. auvtou/ katanoh/sai evge,neto fwnh. kuri,ou, v. 

31b). The verb katanoe,w means to ‘consider, detect, or notice’ (Lk 6:41; 12:24, 

27; 20:23; Ac 11:6; 27:39). Moulton (1908:117) says that the compound verb 

katanoh/sai  

 

should describe the completion of a mental process. In some passages, as 

Lk. 20.23 (‘he detected their craftiness’), or Acts 7.31 (‘to master the mystery’), 

this will do very well; but the durative action is most certainly represented in 

the present katanoei/n, except in Acts 27.39 (? ‘noticed one after another’). 

 

Instead of Yahweh, kuri,ou is used in v. 31b (see Ex 3:4). According to Fitzmyer 

(1998:260), “‘Lord’ was used by Palestinian Jews in the last pre-Christian 

centuries as a title for Yaweh: either mārê’ or māryā’ in Aramaic, or ’ādôn in 

Hebrew, or Kyrios in Greek. All these forms are now attested in important 

contemporary extrabiblical texts” (cf. also idem. 1979:115-142; 1989:200-204). 

D (syp) replaces the words evge,neto fwnh. kuri,ou with o` ku,rioj ei=pen auvtw/| le,gwn. 

 

(d) “'I am the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob'” (evgw. ò 

qeo.j tw/n pate,rwn sou( o` qeo.j VAbraa.m kai. VIsaa.k kai. VIakw,b, v. 32a). (e) “Moses 

trembled with fear and did not dare to look” (e;ntromoj de. geno,menoj Mwu?sh/j ouvk 

                                                 
98 For the original description of the OT, see Ex 3:3. 
99 For the dialogue between God and Moses in the OT, see Ex 3:4. 
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evto,lma katanoh/sai, v. 32b).100 Luke might drop the verb eivmi after evgw, from Ex 

3:6 (LXX). In the uncommon instances of this absence, Blass and Debrunner 

(1961:71) suggest that “[e]ivmi,, evsme,n and ei= are not often omitted, and when they 

are, the personal pronoun is usually present.”  

 

It is necessary to notice that the LXX has a singular noun patro,j. Wilcox 

(1965:29-30) suggests that this plural noun pate,rwn is from Samaritan sources. 

However, Kahle (1947:144-145) indicates that the plural noun is sustained by 

the strong OT versions: the Samaritan sources, LXX witnesses k and m, the 

Bohairic and Ethiopic sources, as well as affirmation from Eusebius, Cyprian, 

and Justin Martyr. The plural noun pate,rwn, futhermore, remains in the Hebrew 

and all versions in Ex 3:15. Consequently, Wilcox himself must acknowledge 

this fact to be true. 

 

Concerning o` qeo,j, Metzger ([1971]1975:348-349) explains, “the fluctuation of 

the text here … reflects the uncertainty of scribes. … A majority of the 

Committee judged that the combination of P74 א A B Y 81 614 syrp,h copsa was 

superior to the several witnesses which attest the other readings.” The adjective 

e;ntromoj seems to be an element of Luke’s vocabulary (cf. Barrett 1994:361). It 

occurs only three times in the NT (see also Ac 16:29; Heb 12:21). In spite of 

some scholars’ opinion (Haenchen 1971:282; Soards 1994:65; Fitzmyer 

1998:378), we cannot consider this verse as an explicit quotation since there is 

no introductory formula. 

 

(f) “Then the Lord said to him” (ei=pen de. auvtw/| ò ku,rioj, v. 33a). (g) “‘Take off your 

sandals” (lu/son to. u`po,dhma tw/n podw/n sou, v. 33b). (h) “the place where you are 

standing is holy ground” (o` ga.r to,poj evfV w-| e[sthkaj gh/ àgi,a evsti,n, v. 33c). D has 

                                                 
100 For the original context of the OT, see Ex 3:6. 
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the phrase kai. evge,neto fwnh. pro.j auvto,n in v. 33a. It is important to remember that 

D is lacking the words evge,neto fwnh, in v. 31. Luke reverses the arrangement that 

the narrative of Exodus gives. In the story of Ex 3:5-6, God first told Moses to 

take off his sandles and then revealed himself as the God of the partriarchs. 

 

(i) “I have indeed seen the oppression of my people in Egypt” (ivdw.n ei=don th.n 

ka,kwsin tou/ laou/ mou tou/ evn Aivgu,ptw|, v. 34a). Bruce ([1951]1976:170) remarks 

that the words ivdw.n ei=don are “a Semitism, representing the Heb. construction of 

the absolute infin. with the finite verb for emphasis, ‘I have certainly seen.’” 

 

(j) “I have heard their groaning” (kai. tou/ stenagmou/ auvtw/n h;kousa, v. 34b). (k) 

“and have come down to set them free” (kai. kate,bhn evxele,sqai auvtou,j, v. 34c). (l) 

“Now come” (kai. nu/n deu/ro, v. 34d). B D have auvtou/ instead of auvtou,j. It is likely 

that this is done in order to harmonize with lao,j in v. 34a. According to Soards 

(1994:65), the words kai. nu/n contain a rhetorical element throughout the 

speeches in Acts (see Ac 3:17). 

 

(m) “I will send you back to Egypt’” (avpostei,lw se eivj Ai;gupton, v. 34e). Y M 

changed the aorist subjunctive avpostei,lw to the future avpostelw/ (cf. Moule 

[1953]1977:22). The LXX text reads avpostei,lw, as I will discuss later. This must 

not be thought of just as a misprint, because “it is a matter of syntax, not 

orthography” (Moulton & Howard 1929:70). Moulton (1908:185) suggests that 

the futuristic application of the aorist subjunctive “reappears in the koinh,, where 

in the later papyri the subjunctive may be seen for the simple future. … So Acts 

7:34 (LXX).” On the exchangeability, Thackeray (1909:91) asserts that “the 

Pentateuch translators were fond of using a fut. ind. in the first clause of a 

sentence, followed by a deliberative conjunctive in the later clauses.” According 

to Blass and Debrunner (1961 §364.1), for the translation of v. 34e it is 

appropriate to use “let me send you” rather than “I will send you” (cf. Barrett 
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1994:362). 

 

4.2 Moses is commissioned by God on holy ground and the 
quoted text from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 in Ac 7:33-34 

 
4.2.1 Pre-Lukan occurrences of Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 in Ac 7:33-34 

 

Luke has skillfully coalesced several pieces from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 (LXX) in 

Stephen’s speech in order to produce a compacted version. This expression 

lu/son to. u`po,dhma tw/n podw/n sou o` ga.r to,poj evfV w-| e[sthkaj gh/ a`gi,a evsti,n ivdw.n 

ei=don th.n ka,kwsin tou/ laou/ mou tou/ evn Aivgu,ptw| kai. tou/ stenagmou/ auvtw/n h;kousa 

kai. kate,bhn evxele,sqai auvtou,j kai. nu/n deu/ro avpostei,lw se eivj Ai;gupton is found 

nowhere else in the NT where a pre-Lukan combination as well as each piece 

from Ex is quoted. This quotation occurs for the first time in the NT. And so, it 

must have originated with Luke. 

 

4.2.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:33a) 

 

The introductory formula is framed by the phrase: “Then the Lord said to him” 

(ei=pen de. auvtw/| o` ku,rioj, v. 33a), as has been revealed earlier in this thesis. 
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4.2.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

NT(NA27) LXX MT 

Ac 7:33b-34 Ex 3:5b Ex 3:5b 

… lu/sai to. u`po,dhma  

evk tw/n podw/n sou  

o` ga.r to,poj evn  

w-| su. e[sthkaj  

gh/ a`gi,a evsti,n 

 ^yl,['n>-lv; 

^yl,g>r; l[;me 

~AqM'h; yKi 

wyl'[' dmeA[ hT'a; rv<a] 

`aWh vd,qO-tm;d>a; 

LXX MT 

Ex 3:7b-8 Ex 3:7b-8 
7bivdw.n ei=don  

th.n ka,kwsin tou/ laou/ mou 

tou/ evn Aivgu,ptw 

kai. th/j kraugh/j auvtw/n 

avkh,koa … 

8kai. kate,bhn  

evxele,sqai auvtou.j … 

ytiyair' haor' 

yMi[; ynI[\-ta, 

~yIr"c.miB. rv<a] 

~t'q'[]c;-ta,w> 

yTi[.m;v' 

dreaew" 

AlyCih;l.

LXX MT 

Ex 3:10 Ex 3:10 

33blu/son to. u`po,dhma  

tw/n podw/n sou(  

o` ga.r to,poj evfV  

w-| e[sthkaj  

gh/ a`gi,a evsti,nÅ 

 

 
34ivdw.n ei=don  

th.n ka,kwsin tou/ laou/ mou  

tou/ evn Aivgu,ptw|  

kai. tou/ stenagmou/ auvtw/n 

h;kousa(  

kai. kate,bhn  

evxele,sqai auvtou,j  

 

 

kai. nu/n deu/ro  

avpostei,lw se  

eivj Ai;guptonÅ 

kai. nu/n deu/ro  

avpostei,lw se  

pro.j Faraw basile,a 

Aivgu,ptou 

hk'l hT'[;w> 

^x]l'v.a,w> 

h[or>P;-la,

 

4.2.3.1 Textual differences between MT and LXX 

 

In the instance of the quotation from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10, the reading of the LXX has 

2 minor changes, as compared with that of the MT in this section: (1) a mood 
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change of the imperative (lv;) to the infinitive mood (lu/sai); and (2) a number 

change of the singular suffix (AlyCih;l.) to the plural pronoun (auvtou,j) in the LXX. 

 

(a) Mood change: 

[1] lv; → lu/sai  

The imperative mood (lv;) in the MT, as it is found in the NT, is replaced by the 

infinitive mood (lu/sai) in the LXX. 

 

(b) Number change: 

[2] AlyCih;l. → auvtou,j 

The singular suffix (AlyCih;l.) in the MT is substituted by the plural pronoun 

(auvtou,j) in the LXX. 

 

4.2.3.2 Textual differences between Acts and LXX 

 
There are six major changes to be disclosed between the two versions of Ac 

7:33-34 and Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 (LXX): (1) Four substitutions in Acts, lu/son for lu/sai; 

(2) evfV w-| for evn w-|; (3) tou/ stenagmou/ auvtw/n h;kousa for th/j kraugh/j auvtw/n avkh,koa; (4) 

and eivj Ai;gupton for pro.j Faraw basile,a Aivgu,ptou; and (5) two omissions of evk 

before tw/n podw/n sou; (6) and su, before e[sthkaj in the NT. 

 

(a) Substitutions: 

[1] The substitution of lu/son for lu/sai (Ac 7:33) 

From Ex 3:5 the verb lu/sai (imperatival infinitive) is substituted by lu/son (simple 

imperative) in Ac 7:33, which occurs in the same mood in the MT as well. Acts 

merely has ‘the sandles of your feet’ (to. ùpo,dhma tw/n podw/n sou), as opposed to 

‘from your feet’ (evk tw/n podw/n sou) as it is in the LXX. 
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[2] The substitution of evfV w-| for evn w-| (Ac 7:33) 

In Ex 3:5 (LXX) evn w-| is substituted by evfV w-| in Ac 7:33.  

 

[3] The replacement of tou/ stenagmou/ auvtw/n h;kousa with th/j kraugh/j  

auvtw/n avkh,koa (Ac 7:34) 

Stephen has replaced tou/ stenagmou/ auvtw/n h;kousa, which the LXX text has taken 

from the Hebrew text, with th/j kraugh/j auvtw/n avkh,koa. 

 

[4] The replacement of eivj Ai;gupton with pro.j Faraw basile,a Aivgu,ptou  

(Ac 7:34) 

Luke changed eivj Ai;gupton in the reading of the LXX to pro.j Faraw basile,a 

Aivgu,ptou in Ac 7:34. The LXX reads ‘to Pharaoh, king of Egypt’, while the NT 

simply reads ‘to Egypt’. 

 
(b) Omissions: 

[5] The omission of evk before tw/n podw/n sou (Ac 7:33) 

The preposition evk (‘from’) is omitted before tw/n podw/n sou in Ac 7:33, as shown 

above. 
 

[6] The omission of su, before e[sthkaj (Ac 7:33) 

In the NT the pronoun su, (‘you’) is omitted before the verb e[sthkaj. 

 

4.3 Lukan method used for the quotation 
 
There are 2 minor differences between the MT and the LXX. Concerning the 

mood, an infinitive might have an imperative (lv;) force (Dona & Mantey 

1955:216). Concerning the number change, the plural, because it is in regular 

use in the LXX, is to indicate ~[; here (Archer & Chirichigno 1983:15). 

Accordingly, the Greek version of the OT (LXX) seems to be an acceptable 
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translation of the Hebrew. 

 

There are 6 changes between the LXX and the NT, as discussed earlier. When 

Luke relates the quoted text from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 (LXX) to his context, 

grammatical, as well as stylistic changes, were made by Luke, or another 

Vorlage was used by him as follows:  

 

(a) Substitutions (lu/sai → lu/son; evn w-| → evfV w-|; th/j kraugh/j auvtw/n avkh,koa → tou/ 

stenagmou/ auvtw/n h;kousa; pro.j Faraw basile,a Aivgu,ptou → eivj Ai;gupton). 

[1-2] On two substitutions of lu/son and evfV w-|, Emerton (1968:289-290) suggests 

that these may have stemmed from a lapse in the writer’s memory. However, 

Wilcox (1965:42) suggests this stems from “a Greek version other than the LXX, 

which has here preserved the form of the Hebrew more literally than our LXX” 

or perhaps a straight relation to the Hebrew text. The textual variants (72-618 b 

121-527 z 55 Carl 49) show us that Luke might have used a Textvorlage which 

is different from the reconstructed LXX. Otherwise, both substitutions could 

merely be considered as improvements (Blass & Debrunner § 310.1).  

 

[3] The tense of two verbs (avkh,koa; perfect and h;kousa; aorist) that change in 

yTi[.m;v' is not important, according to Barrett (1986:59), “and the LXX’s kraugh, is 

as near to the Hebrew (~tq[c) as stenagmo,j.” He thus thinks that it might be an 

alternative reading. Lastly, the two versions are not the same in wording, but 

have the same meaning. 

 

[4] In the case of the replacement of eivj Ai;gupton with pro.j Faraw basile,a 

Aivgu,ptou, all three versions differ. The MT has ‘to Pharaoh’, and the LXX has ‘to 

Pharaoh, king of Egypt’, while the NT reads ‘to Egypt’. The three phrases differ 

in wording, but have a common meaning. 
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Thus, it can be suggested that two substitutions above [3-4] are attributed 

simply to Lukan stylistic preference. 

 

(b) Omissions (evk before tw/n podw/n sou; su, before e[sthkaj). 

[5-6] The omission of the preposition (evk) seems to be due to the mood change 

of the verb (lu/son). Hence it is not necessary to insert the pronoun su, in this 

sentence because of the second singular person verb e[sthkaj. 

 

Therefore, in conclusion, Luke’s omissions seem to be largely grammatical 

changes at this stage. 

 

4.4 Interpretation of the quotation by Luke 
 
The third and final forty years of Moses’ life starts with God’s calling in the midst 

of the burning bush. Luke here omits the narratives of Moses’ pasturing the 

sheep of his father-in-law, Jethro, and his marriage with Zipporah between vv. 

29-30. Luke regularly leaves out certain OT stories as irrelevant and provides 

only sufficient information to assist the narrative. His emphasis thus often falls 

somewhere else.  

 

Luke makes use of a time formula (plhrwqe,ntwn) once more. This is a Lukan 

interpretive employment that is not found in the OT. Thus, forty years had to 

pass once again, just as in v. 23. Moses had to undergo forty years of training in 

Pharaoh’s household and forty years of preparing in the desert before God 

called him to achieve God’s command. Parenthetically, many other biblical 

characters spent time in the desert to ready themselves for a sacred 

commission (e.g., David, Elijah, John the Baptist, and Jesus).  

 

Of interest is also the fact that the forty-unit time duration evokes the period of 
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Jesus’ appearances after his suffering (Ac 1:3) and the age of the man crippled 

from birth, who is healed at the temple gate called Beautiful (Ac 4:22). The time 

formula plhrwqe,ntwn might imply the plan of God taking action at the proper 

moment (cf. Marshall 1980:141). It consequently underscores the hand of God 

that leads Moses all through his life (cf. Williams 1990:137).  

 

Moses, who was rejected by his fellow Hebrew, is met by God in the desert near 

Mount Sinai. God’s deliverance forms a striking contrast to human resistance in 

this subsection. God accomplishes his delivering effort regardless of human 

mistakes and opposition to God’s agents. Strictly speaking, it is an angel who 

appears (w;fqh) to Moses and God who speaks of him. Luke continues to 

mentioning the angel throughout the rest of Stephen’s speech (see vv. 35, 38, 

53). Combrink (1979:14) explains that the repeated use of the verb w;fqh 

highlights the fact that God is at work through Moses (see v. 2). Furthermore it 

makes the connection between God’s calling to Abraham and his calling to 

Moses. 

 

Johnson (1992:128) states that the use of the angel as “originally probably a 

euphemism to avoid mention of the divine name, derived from the Hebrew 

malak Yahweh is sporadic enough to justify Luke’s practice.” Calvin (1965:190) 

regards the angel as Christ, but this is not a widely accepted view. In his 

commentary, Alford ([1877]1976:75) interprets that “the angel bears the 

authority and presence of God himself.” 

 

The sight is said to amaze Moses because the bush does not burn up though it 

is on fire. Watson (1996:51) observes that Moses’ encounter with the burning 

bush has a parallel in the event of Jesus’ baptism by John (Mt 3:11; Mk 1:7; Lk 

3:16; Jn 1:33). “In both these experiences that foretell rescue, God appears and 

speaks, but only of Jesus does he declare, ‘This is my Son, the Beloved with 
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whom I am well pleased’” (Mt 3:17; Mk 1:11; Lk 3:22). It is true that Jesus is 

always described as a figure greater than Moses in all NT books, despite a 

parallelism between two characters. 

 

As he approaches the bush to have a closer look at this strange spectacle, he 

hears the voice of God. God introduces himself to Moses as the God of the 

Israelite fathers to him there. In spite of the retention of a singular noun patro,j in 

both the MT and the LXX, Luke here has a plural noun pate,rwn, “as if it were in 

apposition to ‘Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,’ not Moses’ own father” (Wilson 

1962:179).  

 

The method of naming God is echoed in Peter’s third speech (3:13) and fifth 

speech (5:30) respectively. It shows that God is the God of promise, the God 

who appeared in the land and said that his people would go through not only 

oppression, but also liberation. Barrett (1994:361) says that “[t]he same God 

was at work through the whole of the OT tradition … Luke will extend this 

thought; the Christians … also worship the same God.” 

 

When Jesus argues about the Resurrection with the Sadducees, he uses the 

same term referring to ‘the bush’, quoting explicitly from Ex 3:6 (see Mk 12:26; 

Mt 22:32; Lk 20:37; Ac 3:13; Heb 11:16). The rabbinic term ‘the Bush’ was the 

standard reference for this portion of the scroll of Moses (Daube 1985b:53-55, 

65). That is “because the Bible had not yet been divided into chapters and 

verses” (Keener 1993:169).  

 

Jesus’ quotation of a text from the books of Moses, which was accepted by the 

Sadducees,101 “showed them that the idea of resurrection could be proved from 

                                                 
101 A similar response which depends on the Torah, occurs also in the rabbinic literature: 
“Sectarians [or heretics] asked Rabban Gamaliel: ‘When do we know that the Holy One, 
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the patriarchs’ relationship with the living God” (Cole [1953]2000:969). Wessel 

(1984:736) comments that “Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob had long since died 

when God made the statement to Moses. Nevertheless God said, I am, not I 

was.”102 Therefore, the regular employment of “[t]his well known and often used 

formula” by the NT writers (Steyn 1995:133) seems to mean that God is faithful 

to his promise and words. 

 

Through this description Stephen associates himself with the shared inheritance 

of the Israelites, displays reverence to the God whom they confess to worship, 

and circuitously replies in opposition to the charge against him i.e., that he used 

blasphemous language against God. From this viewpoint the Stephen speech 

seems to be a kind of self-defence (cf. Bruce [1951]1987:160-161; Kilgallen 

1976a:107-119; Sylva 1987:263; Sterling 1992:373). 103  For this part of the 

Moses story, the LXE translates Ex 3:6c as follows: “Moses turned his face 

away, for he was afraid to gaze before God.” Witherington (1998:270) states 

that at this point Moses “is portrayed as a pious man who knows the tradition 

that no one can look on God and live.”  

 

It is important to note that Luke reverses the order of Ex 3, as mentioned earlier. 

Kilgallen (1976a:74) clearly shows the differences in the narratives’ order 

between the LXX and the NT as follows: 

                                                                                                                                               
blessed be He, will resurrect the dead?’ He answered them from the Torah, the Prophets, and 
the Writings” (B Sanh 90b). 
102 For Mk 12:26, Evans (2001:256) interprets that “[t]he growing eschatological speculations 
regarding the role of the patriarchs in protecting and comforting the elect who enjoy life in the 
world to come accommodate the point that Jesus makes in appealing to Exod 3:6.” 
103 For the opposite position, cf. Foakes Jackson (1931:61); Haenchen (1971:288). With a 
somewhat median stance, Barrett (1994:335) thinks that the speech is “a qualified kind of 
answer” against the charges. 
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Luke thus seems to intend that the emphasis is primarily on the fact that the 

God of the Israelite ancestors reveals himself to Moses. He without delay 

presents God’s self-revelation, while in Exodus the author gradually identifies 

God to Moses (Kilgallen 1976a:74). As this confessional formula functions as 

“[t]he starting point for the argument in substantiation of the miracle” in Ac 3:12-

16 (Steyn 1995:132), so is it used here as the root for God’s commissioning of 

Moses by Luke. Luke also connects the Moses story to the Abraham story 

through God’s self-revelation. 

 

When Moses trembles and does not dare to look, God instructs Moses to 

remove his sandals because he is standing on holy ground. The place is holy 

because God manifests himself there. 104  The presence of God serves to 

sanctify the ground. According to Combrink (1979:14), the term to,poj is 

significant throughout the Stephen discourse (see Ac 6:13; 7:7). He adds that 

God’s promise in v. 7 that his people shall worship him ‘in this place’ “must be 

read in the light of the fact that wherever God chose to reveal Himself, is a holy 

                                                 
104 According to Johnson (1992:128), “[h]oly … is where the presence of God is.” Cf. also Calvin 
(1965:194). 
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place.” It is thus clear that any land becomes holy when God is with his people 

who worship him.  

 

Spencer (1997:75) points out that God’s self-revelation in the desert near Mount 

Sinai has made the place “the religiopolitical center of Israelite society, namely, 

Mt Zion in the city of Jerusalem.” Moses does not build a shrine or a temple 

there, and this has a bearing on Stephen’s argument to come (cf. Bruce 

1987b:43; Fitzmyer 1998:378).  

 

It should be noted that the most important self-revelation of God in the OT 

occurs in Sinai, far removed from the promised land. The theme ‘God outside 

the land’ is repeated here. In Stephen’s defence Luke keeps on intermingling 

the motif which started from God’s calling to Abraham in v. 3, i.e., the vital 

episodes in Israel’s early history happened outside ‘the land’. V. 33 thus is 

significant for this part of the Moses story, although it is seen as a delay of 

God’s commission by the ostensibly worthless command to take off his sandals 

(Kilgallen 1976a:75).  

 

God’s epiphany at Sinai leads Moses into “a missionary journey” (Spencer 

1997:75). God became visible to Moses not simply for his own edification, but 

with the object of authorizing him to revisit Egypt to release his people. 

 

God has seen the oppression (ka,kwsin) of the Israelites and will deliver 

(evxele,sqai) them. God will send Moses to be the agent for his deliverance of 

Israel from the bondage of Egypt. According to Johnson (1992:128), Luke’s use 

of the verb avposte,llw in v. 34 regularly serves to build up the motif of prophets 

sent by God (see Lk 1:19; 4:18; 7:27; 9:2; 10:1; 11:49; Ac 3:20, 26). Tannehill 

(1990:91) shows that v. 34 aims to attain the peak of expectancy of the Stephen 

speech. Moreover Combrink (1979:13) suggests that in this subsection the 
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emphasis “falls heavily on God’s legitimation of Moses,” when it takes into 

consideration the motif of Moses’ rejection.  

 

Three significant links should be observed between v. 34 and the remainder of 

Stephen’ speech. Firstly, God’s commissioning of Moses is seen in God’s 

reaction to the situation of evka,kwsen in v. 19 and the promise of kakw,sousin in v. 6, 

accordingly stresses the fact that God is faithful to his word. Secondly, God’s 

rescue (evxele,sqai) through Moses recalls God’s promise that his people shall 

come out (evxeleu,sontai) of that country in v. 7. Thirdly, the fact of God’s sending 

of Moses back to Egypt is also understood in view of Luke’s reflection in v. 25 

that Israel’s people did not realize that it was God who had used Moses to 

rescue them.  

 

One thus is left with the impression that Moses is hardly in control of the events 

of his life (Martín-Asensio 1999:247). According to Soards (1994:65), the “story 

being told emphasizes God’s initiative, which produces revelation to Moses, 

direction to Moses, and deliverance through Moses.”  

 

Luke shows another thrust in the parallel that he is building up between Moses 

and Jesus, in that, even though Moses was refused by the Hebrews, he was 

accepted by God. Munck (1967:221) states that throughout Stephen’s speech 

one finds “the highest appreciation of Moses that we meet in the New 

Testament” (cf. Barrett 1994:338; Martín-Asensio 1999:247). Above all, it should 

be noted that the key point of this subsection is an answer to the Israelite’s one 

question in v. 27. Is it God who sent Moses? 
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5. GOD’S SENDING (AC 7:35-37)105 
 
5.1 Composition 
 
At this point, Stephen commences explaining the importance of the episode by 

illustrating that Moses came back to the same Israelites who forty years before 

had discarded him with the inquiry of “Who made you ruler and judge?”: (a) 

“This is the same Moses whom they had rejected with the words” (Tou/ton to.n 

Mwu?sh/n o]n hvrnh,santo eivpo,ntej, v. 35a). (b) “'Who made you ruler and judge?'” 

(ti,j se kate,sthsen a;rconta kai. dikasth,nÈ v. 35b).  

 

In order to portray Moses the demonstrative pronoun tou/ton occurs twice in v. 

35. Schubert (1968b:241) states that by means of “the exegetical, demonstrative, 

and relative pronouns of the section [vv. 35-40], the prophecy as quoted in Acts 

3:22-23 is interpreted in great detail.” The verb avrne,omai is used often in Lukan 

writings (see Lk 12:9; 22:57; Ac 3:13-14). After the phrase a;rconta kai. dikasth,n, 

 C D Y 36 81 453 1175 pc co have evfV h`mw/n, while E 33 945 1739 pm have evfV א

h`ma/j. 

 

(c) “He was sent to be their ruler and deliverer by God himself, through the 

angel who appeared to him in the bush”106 (tou/ton o` qeo.j Îkai.Ð a;rconta kai. 

lutrwth.n avpe,stalken su.n ceiri. avgge,lou tou/ ovfqe,ntoj auvtw/| evn th/| ba,tw|, v. 35c). The 

dissimilarity of the various MSS between the presence (B D) and the omission 

(P45,74 א* A C) of kai, lead to the conjunction being put in brackets in some 

                                                 
105 As I mentioned earlier, I do agree here with Bihler’s division (1963:vii) for this subsection (cf. 
also Bacon 1901:248; Willink 1935:106; Dibelius 1956c:167; Goulder 1964:166; Via  
1979:190-207) rather than Combrink’s opinion, which includes everything up to v. 38 into this 
colon cluster (1979:14-15; cf. also Fitzmyer 1998:365). Vv. 38 and 39 can never be separated 
here because the relative pronoun w-| clearly connects v. 39 with the preceding verse 
grammatically. 
106 For the previous appearance of the angel, see v. 30. 
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translations. Instead of dikasth,n, lutrwth,n occurs in v. 35c. The word here 

means not a price that is paid, but deliverance or liberation. In the NT, this noun 

appears only at this point.107 It is interesting to note that the word lutrwth,n in 

the LXX is applied to the Lord in Ps 18:15 (ku,rie bohqe, mou kai. lutrwta, mou) and 

to God in Ps 77:35 (o` qeo.j o` u[yistoj lutrwth.j auvtw/n evstin). 

 

Moulton (1908:144) states,  

 

in Acts 7:35, avpe,stalken, with the forest of aorists all round, is more plausibly 

conformed to them [than the perfect in James 1:24], and it happens that this 

word is alleged to have aoristic force elsewhere. But, after all, the abiding 

results of Moses’ mission formed a thought never absent from a Jew’s mind. 

 

The verb avposte,llw had already occurred in v. 34, and is repeated here with a 

Lukan emphatic intention. This idiomatic phrase su.n ceiri, is uncommon, but the 

meaning seems to be ‘through’ in comparision with evn ceiri, or dia. ceiro,j (cf. 

Lake & Cadbury 1933:77). 

 

(d) “He led them out of Egypt and did wonders and miraculous signs in Egypt, at 

the Red Sea 108 and for forty years in the desert” 109 (ou-toj evxh,gagen auvtou.j 

poih,saj te,rata kai. shmei/a evn gh/| Aivgu,ptw| kai. evn VEruqra/| Qala,ssh| kai. evn th/| evrh,mw| 

e;th tessera,konta, v. 36). Knox (1944:70) sets the repeated pronoun ou-toj against 

the evgw, eivmi in John and the Hellenistic aretalogies. Bruce ([1951]1976:171) 

asserts that poih,saj could be taken as concurrent:  

 

                                                 
107 For this group of words in the NT, see Mt 20:28; Mk 10:45; Lk 1:68; 24:21; Tt 2:14; 1 Pt 
1:18; Heb 9:12. 
108 For the mention of the Red Sea, see Wis 10:18; 1 Macc 4:9; Heb 11:29; Philo, VitMos 1:165; 
2:1; Clement(Rm), 1 Clem 51:5. 
109 For the original context of the OT, see Nm 14:33. 
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making evxh,gagen refer to the 40 years’ leadership of Moses from the Exodus 

onwards; but it is better to take it with the ordinary force of an aorist participle, 

and suppose that the words after evn gh/| Aivgu,ptw| were added without strict 

regard to the grammar of the proceding words. 

 

The participle poih,saj is thus regarded as preceding the main verb evxh,gagen, 

limiting the wonders and signs to those which Moses did in Egypt before the 

exodus. This fits better with the context of the OT where the wonders and signs 

are to be performed with a view to hardening Pharaoh’s heart. 

 

The Sea is not named in Ex 14, but the name occurs in Ex 13:18 and 15:4.  

According to Fitzmyer (1998:379), the Red Sea  

 

was the ancient name for the Persian Gulf, as is evident from 1Gap Gen 

21:17-18, where yammā’ śimmōqā’, ‘Red Sea’ (the Persian Gulf and the 

Indian Ocean), is distinguished from liššān yam sûp, ‘the tongue of the Reed 

Sea’ (the tongue-shaped Gulf of Suez emerging from the body of water 

usually called today the Red Sea)110 

 

V. 36 restructures the narrative of Moses in Exodus. According to Lake and 

Cadbury (1933:77-78), it resembles AsMos 3:11.111 

 

(e) “This is that Moses who told the Israelites” (ou-to,j evstin ò Mwu?sh/j ò ei;paj toi/j 

ui`oi/j VIsrah,l, v. 37a). (f) “'God will send you a prophet like me from your own 

people'” (Profh,thn u`mi/n avnasth,sei o ̀qeo.j evk tw/n avdelfw/n u`mw/n w`j evme,, v. 37b). C 

                                                 
110 Cf. also Copisarow (1962:1-13); Snaith (1965:395-398); Fitzmyer ([1966]1971:68, 153-154); 
Batto (1983:27-35; 1984:57-63). 
111 “Moses, who suffered many things in Egypt and at the Red Sea and in the wilderness for 
forty years (qui multa passus est in Aegypto et in mari rubro et in heremo annis quadraginta),” 
recited from Conzelmann (1987:54). See also Ex 7:3, 8-11:10; Ps 105:27; Josephus, Ant 2:276. 
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E H P have ku,rioj before o` qeo,j and either ùmw/n or h̀mw/n after o` qeo,j. It is 

noteworthy that C D(*) 33 36 323 614 945 (1175) 1241 1739 al gig vgcl.ww sy 

mae bo have auvtou/ avkou,sesqe after w`j evme,, corresponding to Dt 18:15 (LXX) and 

Ac 3:22. 

 

5.2 Moses rejected by the Israelites and the quotation 

 
5.2.1 The quoted text from Ex 2:14 in Ac 7:35 

 

5.2.1.1 Pre-Lukan occurrences of Ex 2:14 in Ac 7:35 

 

The same explicit quotation was already found once in Ac 7:27, where Luke 

adds to evfV h`mw/n, as shown earlier. 

 

5.2.1.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:35a) 

 

The introductory formula consists of the words: “This is the same Moses whom 

they had rejected with the words” (Tou/ton to.n Mwu?sh/n o]n hvrnh,santo eivpo,ntej, v. 

35a). 

 

5.2.1.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

NT(NA27) LXX MT 

Ac 7:35b Ex 2:14b Ex 2:14b 

ti,j se kate,sthsen  

a;rconta kai. dikasth,nÈ 

ti,j se kate,sthsen  

a;rconta kai. dikasth,n 

 ^m.f' ymi 

jpevw> rf: vyail. 

 

 
 
 



 109

5.2.1.3.1 Textual differences between MT and LXX (and their relation with 

Acts) 

 

The LXX text agrees with the MT text, and then the Acts text follows the LXX 

quite accurately in the instance of the quotation from Ex 2:14. Luke probably 

employed either the Greek or the Hebrew for this part of Stephen’s speech. 

 

5.2.2 Lukan method used for the quotation 

 

Since the same quotation has already been discussed earlier, nothing further 

will be added here. Nonetheless, it is notable that the longer quoted text from 

the LXX reading in Ac 7:27-28 has an addition against the MT reading. Even 

though the quoted text from Ex 2:14 does not have textual differences here 

between the three versions (MT, LXX, and NT), it is likely to be a crux 

interpretum. First of all, the repeated use of the same quotation - in spite of the 

difference in the length of the quoted text - is to show that Luke pays special 

attention to these words in order to present his theological intention on the 

Israelite rejection theme.  

 

Against the words “over us”, the short text is that of P45,74 A B P 6 104 614 1241 

2495 pm vg, while א C D Y 1175 pc co have evfV h`mw/n, and E 33 945 1505 

1739 pm have evfV h`ma/j. Luke was possibly able to use either the LXX or the MT 

which accounts for the lack of textual discrepancy here. On the basis of the 

discussed fact that in Ac 7:27-28 Luke quoted it from the LXX, it would however 

be injudicious to say that one of two almost identical quotations could have 

been derived from another source. 
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5.2.3 Interpretation of the quotation by Luke 

 

Luke’s treatment of early Israelite history becomes much more direct at this 

point, and he begins to hone his theological themes more acutely. Haenchen 

(1971:282) observes that “the placid flow of historical narrative gives way to 

passionate, rhetorically heightened indictment” (cf. Marshall 1980:141; 

Conzelmann 1987:54). Even Dibelius (1949:168), who supposes that so far the 

speech had not been appropriate, accepts that it now changes its direction and 

starts to become quite intelligible and worthwhile. Haenchen (1971:282) thinks 

that Luke uses the style of the “encomium” on this point (see also Philo, LegGai 

145-147). Moses is thus emphasized by the five-fold occurrence of ou-toj in Ac 

7:35-38112 as follows:  
 

35a Tou/ton to.n Mwu?sh/n o]n hvrnh,santo eivpo,ntej ti,j se kate,sthsen a;rconta kai.  

dikasth,nÈ113 

35b tou/ton o` qeo.j Îkai.Ð a;rconta kai. lutrwth.n avpe,stalken su.n ceiri. avgge,lou  

tou/ ovfqe,ntoj auvtw/| evn th/| ba,tw|Å 
36 ou-toj evxh,gagen auvtou.j poih,saj te,rata kai. shmei/a evn gh/| Aivgu,ptw| kai. evn  

evruqra/| qala,ssh| kai. evn th/| evrh,mw| e;th tessera,kontaÅ 
37 ou-to,j evstin o` Mwu?sh/j o` ei;paj toi/j ui`oi/j VIsrah,l profh,thn u`mi/n avnasth,sei  

o` qeo.j evk tw/n avdelfw/n u`mw/n w`j evme,Å 
38 ou-to,j evstin o` geno,menoj evn th/| evkklhsi,a| evn th/| evrh,mw| meta. tou/ avgge,lou tou/  

lalou/ntoj auvtw/| evn tw/| o;rei Sina/ kai. tw/n pate,rwn h`mw/n( o]j evde,xato 

lo,gia zw/nta dou/nai h`mi/n( 

[39 w-| ouvk hvqe,lhsan u`ph,kooi gene,sqai oi` pate,rej h`mw/n( avlla. avpw,santo kai.  

                                                 
112 It appears twice in the form of tou/ton and three times in the form of ou-toj in this subsection. 
113 V. 35a remains here, not separated, in order to make a comparison of the narrative in vv. 
35-39, although v. 35a was again divided into two cola, viz., v. 35a and v. 35b in the 
composition section because v. 35a functions as the introductory formula and v. 35b as the 
explicit quotation there. 
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evstra,fhsan evn tai/j kardi,aij auvtw/n eivj Ai;gupton]114 

 

Via the reiterative uses of the pronoun, “the author both concentrates on 

particular details through repetition and selection and summarises the historical 

and thematic elements of the biblical account which he considers important” 

(Richard 1978:103). Furthermore the employment of the pronoun functions as 

an instrument of pointing to the discrepancy between what the Israelites think 

about Moses and who God sees him to be (cf. Bruce [1951]1976:171). Luke 

also replies indirectly to the accusation of Stephen’s “words of blasphemy 

against Moses” (Ac 6:11), by showing Stephen’s honour toward Moses (cf. 

Gloag 1870:247). 

 

Moreover, this subsection reaches the peak of the promise-fulfilment motif in v. 

34 as discussed earlier. Stephen, however, alters his speech suddenly by 

setting the divine character of Moses’ commission against the Israelites’ refusal 

of him. Just as the fulfilment of God’s promise is drawing near, Israel’s people 

are keeping the appointed deliverer at a distance. Tannehill (1990:91) says that 

“the story turns on a fateful decision in a moment of great opportunity. The great 

opportunity and the negative response combine to create dramatic and fateful 

events.” The suggestion of Israel’s unawareness here is related to the motif of 

blindness shown in speeches elsewhere in Ac 3:17; 13:27; 14:16; 17:30 

(Soards 1994:65). 

 

The quotation from Ex 2:14 reminds the audience of Stephen’s previous 

quotation about Israel’s denial of Moses as ruler and judge over them. This 

quotation is thus a repetition of v. 27, but the rejection here is attributed to all 

Israel, not only to a fellow Hebrew - as in the earlier context. Hence it reveals 

                                                 
114 V. 39 will be dealt with vv. 35-38 below. 
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the attitude of the nation towards God’s deliverer.  

 

It is also important to note that Luke employs the verb hvrnh,santo for his 

description of Moses’ rejection instead of the verb avpw,sato in v. 27. In Ac 3:13-

14 it is said by Peter that the men of Israel disowned (hvrnh,sasqe) Jesus. At Lk 

22:57 Peter denied (hvrnh,sato) that he knew Jesus. What is more, in Lk 12:9 

Jesus says that “he who disowns (avrnhsa,meno,j) me before men will be disowned 

before the angels of God.” The parallelism between Moses and Jesus seems to 

be deliberate by means of the same verb at this point. 

 

Luke here illustrates the importance of the event by means of the fact that 

Moses returns to the same Israelites who forty years before rejected him with 

this question, “Who made you ruler and judge?” The motif of the Israelites’ 

refusal of Moses will be repeated again in v. 39 with the word (avpw,santo) that 

has a similar meaning to the verb (hvrnh,santo) in v. 35a. Thus, by means of the 

contrasted description between the Israelites and Moses found in this section, 

vv. 35a and 39 make a bracket around vv. 35b-38, that convey dissimilar 

aspects of Moses’ mission with Israel’s people.115 

 

However, the stress of this quotation lays not on God’s judgement, but on God’s 

deliverance (Spencer 1997:76). Moses is now sent by God with power and 

authority as a ruler and deliverer. According to Page ([1886]1918:125), “The 

object is to place the personality of Moses as the divinely appointed savior of 

Israel in marked contrast with the treatment he received.” It makes clear that 

Moses is God’s man for God’s plan. God is behind all this and Moses’ 

commission comes by way of the mediation of the angel who appeared to him 

                                                 
115 Soards (1994:65) believes that vv. 35 and 39 serve as a bracket around vv. 36-38. However, 
Luke already reveals the positive aspect of Moses’ mission in v. 35b against his rejection of the 
Israelite fathers in vv. 35a and 38. 
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in the bush. The reappearance of the angel occurs in v. 35.  

 

Moses is finally called a;rcon,116 serving as an echoing variation of Jesus’ title of 

avrchgo, in Ac 3:15117 and 5:31, and lutrwth,j, which is a hapax legomenon, being 

compatible with Jesus’ commission to redeem (lutrou/sqai) Israel in Lk 24:21 

(see also Lk 1:68; 2:38).118 The similarities between Moses and Jesus become 

more and more clear (cf. Haenchen 1971:282; Kistemaker 1990:260; Brown 

1978:199). Fitzmyer (1998:378) here observes that two titles (a;rconta kai. 

dikasth,n) would not be allowed for Moses in Hebrew cultural and religious 

tradition, but God grants him two others (a;rconta kai. lutrwth,n). 

 

It is interesting to notice the various alternative descriptions concerning Moses’ 

role in the Jewish writings. Johnson (1992:129) explains that: 

 

Artapanus, On the Jews, says the voice ‘bade him campaign against Egypt,’ 

and understands Moses to be a general leading an army (frag. three). 

Josephus likewise has him sent as ‘commander and leader’ (stratēgos kai 

hēgemōn) in Antiquities of the Jews 2:268. Philo also designates him as 

‘leader’ (hēgemōn) in Life of Moses 1:71. 

 

In spite of many academic opinions (cf. Combrink 1979:14; Marshall  

1980:141-142; Conzelmann 1987:54; Kilgallen 1989:186; Fitzmyer  

1998:379-380), including the scholars who were mentioned above, it should be 

noted that the Lukan connection between Moses and Jesus is commonly 

regarded as parallelism (cf. Tannehill 1990:91-92; Dunn 1996:90-91, 94; Kee 
                                                 
116 Neudorfer (1998:287) here finds that “Stephen’s speech is a contribution to the discussion 
with Jews or Judaizers.” 
117 Scobie (1978-1979:418), who follows Fuller (1965:48), asserts that the term has its origin in 
Moses. 
118 Bruce (1987b:43) argues that the phrase a;rconta kai. lutrwth,n used to be synonymous with 
avrchgo.n kai. swth/ra in Ac 5:31.  
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1997:99-100; Witherington 1998:271) rather than typology.  

 

According to Hay (1990:242), the prophet Jesus does not remind us excessively 

of Moses in relation to some other characters such as Elijah and Elisha in  

Luke-Acts (cf. also Fitzmyer 1986:213-215). Moessner’s argument (1986:226) is 

also helpful that Jesus’ “death for the sinful nation and raising up from the dead 

ushers in the final salvation, promised by the prophets for the eschatological 

remnant of Israel. In this fulfilment, Jesus as the prophet like Moses stands 

unique.” It thus is clear that Moses’ story serves to make Jesus’ story clearer 

and vice versa (cf. Tannehill 1990:91). 

 

It is interesting to note Barrett’s depiction (1994:362-363) in his commentary, 

citing Stählin’s words, as follows: 

 

At this point there begins … a sort of Moses hymn, related to the Christ hymn 

of Col. 1.13-20. (1) The man rejected by the people becomes ruler and lord; 

(2) he becomes deliverer through signs and wonders given by God; (3) he is 

both prophet and prototype of the Coming One; (4) he is mediator between 

God and people; (5) he is the receiver and giver of words of life; (6) his 

people reject him. … Questions however arise, … Section (1) and (6) seem 

virtually the same. They fit the story of Moses but do not fit so well into the 

praise of Moses. A second question is: If this is a hymn, where did it originate, 

among Jews or Christians? The latter is not an impossible supposition; cf. 1 

Cor. 10.2, … If on the other hand this is originally Hellenistic Jewish material 

we have a further example of a post-biblical development in Jewish thought 

about Moses as the founder of a religion. 

 

V. 36 tells of the exodus from Egypt by means of the verb evxh,gagen, which is 

repeated in v. 40 (see also Ac 13:17), but in the negative sense. It also alludes 
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to God’s miraculous signs and wonders through Moses and Aaron in Ex 7:3. 

However, Moses’ function as God’s agent is focused here, albeit slightly 

differently from its original context.  

 

The phrase te,rata kai. shmei/a clearly confirms that Moses is appointed by God 

(see Jub 48:4; Philo, VitMos 1:77, 90, 91), although he is rejected by the 

Israelites. The expression te,rata kai. shmei/a is exploited in the Petrine speech 

(2:22) as well as the foregoing part of Acts (2:43; 4:30; 5:12; 6:8)119 in order to 

describe Jesus’ and the apostles’ miracles. The use of the same words seems 

to imply a parallel between Moses and Jesus and his followers, namely the 

distinctive feature of God’s chosen servants.  

 

Notwithstanding, the differences between Moses and Jesus, Stier (1869:124) 

states as follows: “[b]y quitting the subject of the wilderness (vs. 36), in 

mentioning the forty years which Israel were to pass in it for the punishment of 

their disobedience, Stephen forcibly calls attention to the limit of Moses’ office 

as deliverer…” The detailed information that God brings in a verdict of forty 

years because of unbelief at Kadesh-Barnea is drawn from Nm 13-14, 

especially 14:33. 

 

                                                 
119  For the description of Jesus’ miracles in Petrine speech, see also Conzelmann 
([1954]1964:178). 
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5.3 Moses as a prophet like me and the quotation 

 
5.3.1 The quoted text from Dt 18:15 in Ac 7:37 

 
5.3.1.1 Intra-textual occurrence in Ac 3:22 

 

A clear reference to Dt 18:15 is implicitly found in Mk 9:4, 7 (par. Mt 17:5; Lk 

9:35); Lk 7:39; 24:25; and Jn 1:21; 5:46 (Steyn 1995:142). It is also noticeable 

that Philo points out the prophecy in SpecLeg 1:11, but it does not indicate the 

coming of the prophet (Hay 1990:241). Thus, except for the quoted text from Dt 

18:15 in Ac 7:37, the only other occurrence is found once again in Ac 3:22 – this 

is a slightly longer quotation. 

 

Besides, some scholars (e.g., Simon 1958:61-62) try to connect the Samaritan 

Taheb to this christological text, but it differs entirely from the Mosaic prophet (cf. 

Conzelmann 1987:54; Fitzmyer 1998:380). As I will discuss later, it is 

noteworthy that the idea of “a prophet like Moses” appears in 4QTest 5-8 and 

1QS 9:11 as well as 1 Macc 4:46; 14:41. 

 

5.3.1.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:37a) 

 

The introductory formula of the quotation from Dt 18:15 is the line: “This is that 

Moses who told the Israelites” (ou-to,j evstin ò Mwu?sh/j ò ei;paj toi/j uìoi/j VIsrah,l, v. 

37a). 
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5.3.1.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

NT(NA27) LXX MT 

Ac 7:37b Dt 18:15120 Dt 18:15 

profh,thn  

ùmi/n avnasth,sei ò qeo.j 

evk tw/n avdelfw/n ùmw/n ẁj evme,Å 

profh,thn  

evk tw/n avdelfw/n sou ẁj evme. 

avnasth,sei soi ku,rioj ò qeo,j sou

aybin"

ynImoK' ^yx,a;me ^B.r>Qimi 

^yh,l{a/ hw"hy> ^l. ~yqIy"

 

5.3.1.3.1 Textual differences between MT and LXX (and their relation with 

Acts) 

 

There is one major change in the reading of the LXX, against that of the MT. 

Here the NT follows exactly the LXX in relation to the omission of the phrase 

^B.r>Qimi ‘from among you’ in the MT. Both the LXX and the NT omit ^B.r>Qimi. 

 

5.3.1.3.2 Textual differences between Acts and LXX 

 

There are six major changes to consider between the narrative in Ac 7:37 and 

Dt 18:15 (LXX): (1) Two transpositions of u`mi/n avnasth,sei o` qeo.j evk tw/n avdelfw/n 

u`mw/n w`j evme,; (2) and u`mi/n avnasth,sei; (3) two number changes of the singular 

pronoun (soi) to the plural pronoun (u`mi/n); (4) and sou to ùmw/n; and (5) two 

omissions of ku,rioj before o` qeo,j; (6) and sou after o` qeo,j in Ac 7:37. 

 

(a) Transposition: 

[1] u`mi/n avnasth,sei o` qeo,j and evk tw/n avdelfw/n u`mw/n w`j evme,  

This phrase is found in the LXX as well, but with the exchanged arrangement 

(evk tw/n avdelfw/n sou w`j evme. avnasth,sei soi [ku,rioj] ò qeo,j [sou]), corresponding to 

                                                 
120 Unless otherwise refered to, the LXX version edited by Wevers (1977) is used for the Greek 
translation of Deuteronomy. 
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the reading of the MT. 

 

[2] u`mi/n avnasth,sei  

In spite of the discrepancy in the case of the pronoun, the transposition between 

the two words concurs with that of the longer phrase, as shown above. The 

discrepancy of the pronoun will be discussed below. In the LXX the order is 

replaced with avnasth,sei soi. 

 

(b) Number change: 

[3] soi → u`mi/n  

[4] sou → ùmw/n (Ac 7:37) 

The second person singular pronouns of the LXX text (soi-sou) are changed 

twice in the quoted text to the second person plural pronouns (u`mi/n-u`mw/n) in Ac 

7:37. Similar changes are made once more in Ac 3:22. However, in Ac 3:22 

there is also a change after o` qeo.j (sou → ùmw/n). 

 

(c) Omissions: 

[5] The omission of ku,rioj before o` qeo,j 

[6] The omission of sou after o` qeo,j 

The word ku,rioj before o` qeo,j is omitted in Ac 7:37. Also, the NT reading omits 

the pronoun sou after o` qeo,j. 

 

5.3.2 Luke’s method used for the quotation 

 

Both the LXX and the NT omit ^B.r>Qimi ‘from your midst’ in the MT. But, this 

omission does not cause any damage to the meaning of the text, in view of the 

fact that a prophet ‘from among your own brothers’ (evk tw/n avdelfw/n ùmw/n) would 

also be ‘from your midst’. 
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There are six major changes between Ac 7:37 and Dt 18:15 (LXX):  

 

(a) Transpositions (evk tw/n avdelfw/n sou w`j evme. avnasth,sei soi [ku,rioj] o` qeo,j → 

u`mi/n avnasth,sei o` qeo.j evk tw/n avdelfw/n u`mw/n ẁj evme,). 

[1] The word order of the LXX follows strictly that of the MT, while there are two 

transpositions between the LXX and the NT. In the LXX reading the phrasal 

placement, evk tw/n avdelfw/n sou w`j evme, is relocated from the beginning of the 

verse to the middle of the verse in the NT reading. No other NT textual witness 

offers any other reading.  

 

The transposition is found in the quotations of several Church Fathers, e.g., Chr 

passim; Cyr  Ⅱ 596,  33,  1316,  888,  980Ⅲ Ⅷ Ⅸ Ⅹ ; Epiph  Ⅱ 136; Eus Ⅳ 17; 

Isid 797; Nil 137; Or Ⅲ 285; Procop 1844; Tht  Ⅱ 545, Ⅳ 1393; Titus 1225. It is, 

however, not to be found in major LXX witnesses. The transposition may 

therefore be confidently attributed to the work of Luke. This transposition is 

explained by reason of the function of the stylistic change121 within the new 

context, and that is that the word “prophet” is placed in an emphatic position. 

 

[2] The transposition of u`mi/n (avnasth,sei soi → u`mi/n avnasth,sei) is assigned to 

Luke himself with the emphatic trend (O’Reilly 1987:115). 

 

(b) Number changes (soi → u`mi/n; sou → ùmw/n). 

[3-4] In the LXX reading the second person singular pronouns (sou, soi) are 

substituted by the second person plural pronouns (ùmw/n, u`mi/n) in Ac 7:37, as 

outlined above. The first dative plural u`mi/n in the NT is a substitution as well as a 

transposition of the second dative singular soi in the LXX. There is no other NT 

textual witness to support another reading. The NT change is also not found 

                                                 
121 For the stylistic parallel with Ac 3:21 (object, verb, subject, and prepositional phrase), see 
Richard (1980b:336). 
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anywhere else in the LXX, except for the later modification of the reading of the 

NT by Origen (Ⅵ 622).  

 

The first genitive singular sou in Dt 18:15 is exchanged by the second genitive 

plural u`mw/n in the NT. Both first and second examples are alike in that they have 

no other NT textual witness. The second example also appears in some minor 

LXX witnesses of a later date, which could have been altered by the reading of 

the NT (Eus  100; OrⅣ  Ⅵ 622 = Tarp). The changes are however vindicated 

within the context of this speech itself, since Stephen’s hearers are the 

individuals in question and not the nation of Israel as a unit. 

 

(c) Omissions (ku,rioj; sou). 

[5-6] Both omissions have no substantial effect on the meaning of the quoted 

text. According to Metzger ([1971]1975:350), “[t]he original text, ò qeo,j (P74 א A 

B D 81 vg copsa,bo eth), has undergone various expansions. Since the 

Septuagint reads ku,rioj before o` qeo,j (Dt 18.15), it was natural for scribes to 

insert the word here (C E H P al).” 

 

Besides, Luke’s deliberate connection between Jesus and the ku,rioj in Acts 

seems most likely to omit it (see Ac 2:14-41, especially vv. 34-36; cf. also 

Kerrigan 1959:296-297; Juel 1981:544; Haenchen 1971:183; Steyn  

1995:122-124). The latter (1995:123) states that “[t]he Jewish Scriptures, in 

their Greek form, are thus used here to help in the identification and 

substantiation of Jesus of Nazareth as the ku,rioj (Lord) and the cristo,j 

(Messiah)” (cf. also Kilgallen 1976b:652). Furthermore O’Reilly (1987:98) says 

that “[t]his identification of Jesus with the name of Yahweh may have played an 

important role in the expression of the faith of the early Christians in Jesus’ 

divinity.” 
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5.3.3 Lukan interpretation of the quotation 

 

In the original context Moses foretold that God would raise up “a prophet like 

me” from among Israel. According to Allison (1993:73-75), there have been four 

possible interpretations of Dt 18:15, 18, they are: 

 

(1) Driver’s interpretation ([1895]1996:229; cf. also Kraus 1966:105-112): 

The “prophet” contemplated is not a simple individual, belonging to a distant 

future, but Moses’ representative for the time being, whose office it would be 

to supply Israel, whenever in its history occasion should arise, with needful 

guidance and advice: in other words… the reference is not to an individual 

but to a prophetical order. 

 

(2) For Meeks (1967:189), “in some circles of Judaism there was a persistent 

notion of a succession of prophetic rulers of Israel, beginning with Moses, 

passed on to Joshua, continuing in Samuel and, presumably, also found in the 

remaining great prophets of Israel, especially Jeremiah.”122 

 

(3) According to the DSS,123 especially 1QS 9:11 (cf. Braun 1966:311-312; De 

Waard 1966:22) and 4QTest 5-8 (cf. De Waard 1966:21-24; 1971:537-540), 

Allison (1993:74) states that it refers respectively to “a prophet like Moses, a 

Davidic Messiah, and a priestly Messiah” (see individually Dt 18:18-20; Nm 

24:15-17; Dt 33:8-11). 

 
                                                 
122 In PE 9:30:1-3, Eusebius states the following: “Moses prophesied forty years; then Joshua, 
the son of Nun, prophesied thirty years. Joshua lived one hundred and ten years and pitched 
the holy tabernacle in Shiloh. After that, Samuel became a prophet. Then, by the will of God, 
Saul was chosen by Samuel to be king, and he died after ruling twenty one years. Then David 
his son ruled … “ 
123 For the hypothesis that the Teacher of the Righteousness was recognized as the prophet 
like Moses, cf. Wieder (1953:158-175); Brownlee (1956-1957:17); Vermes (1961:59-66); Fuller 
(1965:50-53); Leaney (1966:228); Davies (1988:313-317). Contrast Brown (1957:73-75). 
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(4) In the first century Christians thought the prophets like Moses had 

announced the coming of Christ as the Messiah in this rich prophetic tradition 

and lineage (see Ac 3:17-26). 

 

This quotation seems to carry a messianic message that the people of Jesus’ 

day eagerly expected an eschatological prophet124 like Moses or Elijah (cf. 

Bruce [1951]1987:92-93; Jeremias [1967]1977:859-863; Guthrie 1981:269; 

Longenecker 1981:139; Hay 1990:241). It must without doubt be understood as 

Lukan reference to Jesus, as is obvious from Ac 3:17-26 in the third Petrine 

speech (cf. Marty 1984:198-199; O’Reilly 1987:119; Steyn 1995:136-153).125 

The parallelism between Moses and Jesus here reaches its climax.126 As to the 

parallels Feiler (1986:111-113) states in detail as follows:127 

 

1. Moses and Jesus follow a figure named Joseph in Luke’s historical 

scheme (Moses=Acts 7:9-16, 18| Jesus=Luke 1:27; 4:23). 

2. Moses’ career begins “as the time of the promise drew near” (Acts 7:17); 

Jesus’ career begins “as the people were in expectation” (Luke 3:15). 

3. Moses and Jesus increase in wisdom during their childhoods (Acts 7:22| 

Luke 2:40, 52). 

4. Moses is in the wilderness for forty years (Acts 7:36); Jesus is in the 

wilderness for forty days (Luke 4:2). 

                                                 
124 For the argument of Jesus as the eschatological prophet, compare especially two authors’ 
opinions: Cullmann (1959:13-50) and Hahn (1969:352-406). Cf. also Dodd (1930:53-66); Filson 
(1956:137ff.). 
125 According to Steyn (1995:152), it is interesting that Luke continues to use quotations as 
prophetic material though there is not the expression of “the Prophets” as such. In the first 
Petrine speech, he cited from Ps, but used the quotation as it was “spoken long ago” through 
the mouth of David (Ac 1:16). In the second Petrine speech, he says that David was “a prophet” 
(Ac 2:30). 
126 However, we can also easily find Luke’s comparison between other prophets and Jesus, for 
example, Elijah and Elisha (Lk 4:25-27; 12:49), John the Baptist (Lk 7:31-34; 12:50), and Jonah 
(Lk 11:29-32). 
127 Feiler (1986:111) concludes that “Luke is here paralleling Moses to Jesus (the ‘Jesufication’ 
of Moses) rather than paralleling Jesus to Moses (the ‘Mosification’ of Jesus).” 
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5. Moses and Jesus are “mighty in word and deed” (Acts 7:22| Luke 24:19). 

6. God sends Moses as a deliverer (lutrwth,j, Acts 7:35) of the oppressed 

(Acts 7:24, 34-35); God sends Jesus at a time when the people look for 

deliverance (lu,trwsij, Luke 2:38). He is known as one who comes to 

deliver Israel (lutro,w, Luke 24:21). Moreover, his mission is directed to the 

oppressed (Luke 4:18). 

7. Moses is sent as a ruler and a judge (Acts 7:27; 35); Jesus comes as king 

(Luke 1:32-33; 19:38; 23:2-3, 37-38), appointed by God to judge the world 

(Acts 17:30-31; cf. Luke 12:14). 

8. Moses leads the Israelites out of Egypt (evxa,gw, Acts 7:36). On the mount of 

transfiguration Jesus speaks with Moses about his upcoming e;xodoj (Luke 

9:31). 

9. Moses performs wonders and signs (Acts 7:36); Jesus’ ministry is attested 

by wonders and signs (Acts 2:22); and after the ascension, the apostles 

perform signs and wonders in Jesus’ name (Acts 2:43; 4:30; 5:12; 6:8; 

14:3; 15:12). 

10. Moses promises the coming of a prophet like him (Acts 7:37); Jesus is the 

prophet like Moses who must be obeyed (Acts 3:22-23). 

11. Moses and Jesus are denied (avrne,omai) by their own people (Acts 7:35| 

Acts 3:13,14). 

12. The sons of Israel do not understand that God is giving deliverance 

through Moses (Acts 7:25). The Jews acted in ignorance when they killed 

Jesus (Acts 3:17). 

13. When the people refuse Moses, God turns from them (Acts 7:42). Those 

who refuse Jesus, the prophet like Moses, will be severed from the people 

(Acts 3:22-23). 

 

Finally, most scholars hold the view that Luke clearly applies v. 37 to Jesus, as 

is the case with Ac 3:22 (Cullmann 1959:37; Kilgallen 1976a:82; Johnson 

 
 
 



 124

1977:74; Combrink 1979:15; Via 1979:190-207; Marshall 1980:142; Tannehill 

1990:91-92; Witherington 1998:271). Nonetheless, Hahn (1969:373) rightly 

indicates that “Jesus is indeed not expressly named as the fulfiller of this 

promise, but without doubt this whole passage has been drafted in view of His 

activity.” Barrett (1994:365) also describes that “[n]either in this verse nor in the 

speech as a whole (until v. 52) is it claimed or implied that the prophecy was 

fulfilled in Jesus” (cf. also Haenchen 1971:282). 

 

Furthermore the event at which the lame man was raised up (h;geiren) by Peter 

in Ac 3:7, implies the fact that Christ was raised up (h;geiren) in Ac 3:15 (cf. also 

Hamm 1984:203; Steyn 1995:135). In the end the prophecy has been fulfilled, 

and is validated as being the words of God. It is noteworthy that in the context 

of Dt 18:15-22, the Israelites are cautioned to oppose the false prophets.  

 

Throughout the context of Ac 3, it also shows that the use of the verb avni,sthmi 

makes an important case for the motif of ‘Jesus as the prophet.’ According to 

Steyn (1995:139-140), there are three different interpretations to the verb 

avni,sthmi: “(a) It refers to the first coming of the Messiah, being Jesus of 

Nazareth,128 in his ‘vocation as prophet’ or (b) it refers to the resurrection and 

exaltation of Christ,129 or (c) it refers to both.”130 However, it is important to 

note that the resurrection of Jesus is not described in this part of Stephen’s 

speech, despite the occurrence of the verb avnasth,sei (contrast Via 1979:190-

207). 

 

Moreover, Steyn (1995:130) argues that there are some parallels between the 
                                                 
128 On the interpretation of the first messianic coming, cf. Bruce ([1951]1987:86-87); Haenchen 
(1971:282). 
129 For an explanation of the resurrection and exaltation of Christ, cf. Kurz (1977:311-312); 
Marty (1984:215); O’Reilly (1987:113, 117-119). See also Mt 17:9; Mk 8:31; Lk 18:33; Jn 20:9; 
Ac 17:3; 1 Cor 15:4; 1 Th 4:14. 
130 On the understanding of both above, cf. Hamm (1984:213-214). 
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third speech of Peter (3:11-26) and Stephen’s speech in Acts. “Some of the 

similarities between these two include the explicit reference to the covenantal 

God of Israel, ‘the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob’ (Ac 

3:13; 7:32), the quoted phrase of Dt 18:15,18-19 in Ac 3:22-23 which is to be 

found again in a brief explicit quotation in Ac 7:37.” There is also the term 

di,kaioj a messianic designation found in Ac 3:14 and 7:52 (cf. Schrenk 

[1964]1981:188-189),131 and the only two occurrences of prokatagge,llein132 in 

the NT, which are used by the writer himself in Ac 3:18 and 7:52 (cf. Schniewind 

[1964]1981:73; Scobie 1978-1979:418). Regarding “the exegetical, 

demonstrative, and relative pronouns of the section [vv. 35-40]” Schubert 

(1968a:241) mentions that “the prophecy as quoted in Acts 3:22-23 is 

interpreted in great detail.” 

 

However, according to Longenecker (1981:139-140), the difference between 

Peter and Stephen is also noteworthy that “[f]or Peter, his hearers are the sons 

of the prophets who should hear the new Moses (cf. 3:22-26); whereas for 

Stephen, his hearers are the sons of those who rejected Moses and killed the 

prophets (cf. 7:35-40, 51-53).” 

 

There is an interesting question among the scholars as to whether the motif of 

‘the Mosaic eschatological prophet’ is derived from a pre-Lukan concept (cf. 

Conzelmann 1960:166-167; Robinson 1962:150-151) or his theology (cf. Feiler 

1986; Tannehill 1986:286-287; Moessner 1989:56-70, 259-284). On the one 

hand, in the NT Jesus is not directly given a title of a ‘the prophet like Moses,’ 

except for these instances in the Acts of the Apostles (cf. Hay 1990:242). On the 

                                                 
131 Once again Scobie (1978-1979:412), who follows Fuller (1965:47-48), maintains a Mosaic 
understanding of the term. 
132 O’Reilly (1987:117), who follows O’Toole (1979:88), suggests that the verb “is a  
post-resurrection word in the Lukan vocabulary and indicates that the days which are 
announced refer to the time of the church.” 

 
 
 



 126

other hand, it is true that there are lots of allusions to Moses to be found in the 

NT writings. More importantly, as Steyn (1995:153) indicates, it can be 

explained “in terms of the development in the theology which was based on 

concepts from the Scriptures.” 

 

It should also be noted that the qualification for being a prophet was some 

likeness to Moses, especially as it related to his function as mediator. Luke is 

thus preparing to identify Jesus as that “prophet like me”. That is the reason 

why Jesus is like Moses in that he mediates a covenant and completely fulfils 

God’s promise (cf. Keil & Delitzsch 1959:396).  

 

According to Marshall (1980:142), vv. 36-37 and v. 38 accentuate the significant 

facts which Moses spoke of and acted out. Thus, Stephen once again 

accentuates the fact that it was this Moses whom Israel’s people rejected, and 

neglected to follow (vv. 39-41). Hultgren (1976:98) indicates rightly that “it is 

precisely Moses and the Law which are given a positive emphasis in Stephen’s 

speech.” For Luke’s quotation from Dt 18:15, first of all, Teeple’s conclusion 

(1957:87) here is quite fitting that “[t]he theme of Stephen’s speech is not Jesus’ 

resurrection but the rejection of prophets … the author cites this Scripture as 

proof that Jesus’ rejection is according to prophecy” (cf. also Marty 1984:215). 

 

6. ISRAEL’S IDOLATRY AND GOD’S JUDGEMENT (AC 
7:38-43) 
 
6.1 Composition 
 
The last of the five sections on Moses, again accentuates the Israelite rejection 

of Moses. Stephen points this out by saying that: (a) “He was in the assembly in 

the desert, with the angel who spoke to him on Mount Sinai, and with our 
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fathers; and he received living words to pass on to us” (ou-to,j evstin o` geno,menoj 

evn th/| evkklhsi,a| evn th/| evrh,mw| meta. tou/ avgge,lou tou/ lalou/ntoj auvtw/| evn tw/| o;rei Sina/ 

kai. tw/n pate,rwn h`mw/n( o]j evde,xato lo,gia zw/nta dou/nai h`mi/n, v. 38). The term 

evkklhsi,a seems to be from the LXX of the MT’s lh'q'. According to Barrett 

(1994:365), the first reference appears in Dt 23:1, which means ‘a body of 

people, the Lord’s people’. It does however appear in the form of a formula (e.g., 

th/| h`me,ra| th/j evkklhsi,aj) earlier in Dt 4:10; 9:10; 18:16. 

 

Lake and Cadbury (1933:78) suggest that the phrase meta. tou/ avgge,lou … kai. 

tw/n pate,rwn, points to Moses as the mediator between the angel and the 

Israelite fathers. However, this is not an entirely convincing argument. In the NT 

the word lo,gion occurs four times. The expression lo,gia zw/nta does refer to the 

whole of Torah as well as the Decalogue (see Dt 30:15-20; 32:47; Mt 19:17). At 

the end of v. 38, A C D E Y M lat sy have h`mi/n, while ùmi/n is read by the 

witnesses of P74 א B 36 453 2495 al p co. According to Barrett (1994:366), 

“[t]here would probably be a tendency on the part of copyists to differentiate 

Stephen from Jews and h`mi/n should probably be accepted, though the evidence 

against it is strong.” 

 

(b) “But our fathers refused to obey him” (w-| ouvk hvqe,lhsan u`ph,kooi gene,sqai oi` 

pate,rej h`mw/n, v. 39a). For Newman and Nida (1972:158-159), the conjunction 

‘but’ is very significant since it would emphasise the disobedience of the people 

to the command of God’s word. In lieu of the ou-to,j in vv. 36-38, w-| stands in the 

present verse. Barrett (1994:366) states that the “use of the relative to continue 

a narrative is characteristic of Luke’s style.” In the place of w-|, D has o[ti. 

According to Black ([1946]1967:74), it might have happened as a mistake in an 

Aramaic phase of the tradition. Instead of ‘our fathers’, ‘your fathers’ is read by 

36 81 242 2401 copG67 geo Irenaeus (Metzger [1971]1975:351). 
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(c) “Instead, they rejected him” (avlla. avpw,santo133, v. 39b). (d) “and in their hearts 

turned back to Egypt. They told Aaron” (kai. evstra,fhsan evn tai/j kardi,aij auvtw/n 

eivj Ai;gupton eivpo,ntej tw/| VAarw,n, vv. 39c-40a). Wendt (1913:146) points out that  

v. 39 is influenced by Ezk 20. This is why the word avpw,santo occurs in vv. 13, 16, 

and 24. However, it seems that the phrase evstra,fhsan … eivj Ai;gupton replicates 

Nm 14:3 (Haenchen 1971:283). It is necessary to notice that D pc read 

avpestra,fhsan, which is similar to Nm 14:3 (LXX). The aorist participle verb 

eivpo,ntej means ‘follow through, or following along a preset course’. In other 

words, their decision to go back to Egypt concurs with their seeming 

disobedience, expressed in their suggestion to Aaron of making false gods. 

 

(e) “'Make us gods who will go before us” (Poi,hson h`mi/n qeou.j oi] proporeu,sontai 

h`mw/n, v. 40b). (f) “As for this fellow Moses who led us out of Egypt - we don't 

know what has happened to him!'” (o` ga.r Mwu?sh/j ou-toj( o]j evxh,gagen h̀ma/j evk gh/j 

Aivgu,ptou( ouvk oi;damen ti, evge,neto auvtw/|, v. 40c). The nominativus pendens auvtw/| is 

not un-Greek (Moulton 1908:69). 

 

(g) “That was the time they made an idol in the form of a calf” (kai. evmoscopoi,hsan 

evn tai/j h`me,raij evkei,naij, v. 41a).134 A Greek word evmoscopoi,hsan, which is a 

hapax legomenon, replaces evpoi,hsen (evpoi,hsan) … mo,scon in Ex 32:4, 8 (LXX). 

According to Barrett (1994:367), the reason for the substitution is not obvious. 

The verb does not “mean to make an idol but to form a (mental) image (e.g., 

Plato, Republic 605c), but could have suggested to a Jewish or Christian reader 

the making of an idol and thus have constituted an analogy on the basis of 

which a suitable new word could have been formed.” Plato’s term was probably 

quite commonly employed with an unusual meaning, although there is 

                                                 
133 For more on this expression as used by Luke in Acts, see avpw,sato in v. 27 and avpwqei/sqe in 
Ac 13:46. 
134 For the detailed narrative of the OT, see Ex 32:4, 8. 
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insufficient evidence.  

 

Bruce ([1951]1976:173) adds that “Great as was the classical Gk facility for 

composition, it was even greater in later Gk.” Of interest is that according to 

Philo (VitMos 2:165) the Israelites have made an idol “in the form of a bull”, 

rather than with a calf (cf. Cole 1973:214-215). The phrase evn tai/j h`me,raij 

evkei,naij reminds us of Luke’s same expression in Ac 2:18. 

 

(h) “They brought sacrifices to it” (kai. avnh,gagon qusi,an tw/| eivdw,lw|, v. 41b). The 

word eivdw,lw| is often associated with Gentile worship (see Gn 31:19; 1 Ki 11:2;  

2 Chr 11:15; Ps 113:12; Wis 14:11 (LXX)). Barrett (1994:367) mentions that 

Luke uses the terms without restraint at this point, although “not uninfluenced by 

LXX usage”, such as avnh,gagon and euvfrai,nonto. 

 

(i) “and held a celebration in honour of what their hands had made” (kai. 

euvfrai,nonto evn toi/j e;rgoij tw/n ceirw/n auvtw/n, v. 41c). 135  The NEB and NIV 

translate the verb euvfrai,nonto into ‘had (held) a feast (celebration) in honour of’, 

this seems like a much stronger term than the simple word ‘rejoice’. This 

expression evn toi/j e;rgoij tw/n ceirw/n auvtw/n often resonates with the 

denunciation of Israel’s idolatry (see Dt 4:28; Ps 113:12; 134:15; Wis 13:10; Jr 

1:16 (LXX)). Moreover, it is also applied to the temple made by hand in v. 48. 

 

(j) “But God turned away” (e;streyen de. ò qeo,j, v. 42a). The verb e;streyen could be 

either transitive or intransitive (Barrett 2002:104). As in the form of the omission 

of a direct object it can be meant that God turned Israel to the worship of the 

hosts of heaven (cf. Arndt & Gingrich 1957:771 s.v. stre,fw, 1a), while in this 

case it could also be interpreted that God turned from Israel (cf. also idem. 

                                                 
135 For a detailed description of the OT, see Ex 32:6. 
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1957:771 s.v. stre,fw, 1b; see Ac 5:23; 15:16). The same verb evstra,fhsan 

occurs again in v. 39. 

 

(k) “and gave them over to the worship of the heavenly bodies. This agrees with 

what is written in the book of the prophets” (kai. pare,dwken136 auvtou.j latreu,ein th/| 

stratia/| tou/ ouvranou/ kaqw.j ge,graptai evn bi,blw| tw/n profhtw/n, v. 42b). The words 

stratia/|(a.n) tou/ ouvranou appear in 1 Ki 22:19; Neh 9:6; Jr 7:18; 8:2; 19:13 (LXX). 

According to Marshall (1980:144), they mean to “the sun, moon, and stars (Dt. 

4:19) which were regarded as deities or as the dwelling places of spiritual 

beings.” The noun stratia, occurs elsewhere in the NT as well. It refers to the 

heavenly hosts who appeared with the angel when the Christ was born in Lk 

2:13.  

 

According to Barrett (1994:368), the use of the verb latreu,ein occasionally 

occurs to depict the worship of divine beings.137 However, the word does not 

appear in the LXX with ‘the host of heaven’. Rather, other verbs - proskune,w138 

or qumia,w139 - are used to illustrate the Israelite apostacy. In ancient times the 

Twelve Minor Prophets were by and large regarded as a volume (Fitzmyer 

1998:381). 

 

(l) “'Did you bring me sacrifices and offerings forty years in the desert, O house 

of Israel?” (Mh. sfa,gia kai. qusi,aj proshne,gkate, moi e;th tessera,konta evn th/| 

evrh,mw|( oi=koj VIsrah,lÈ v. 42c). (m) “You have lifted up the shrine of Molech and 

the star of your god Rephan, the idols you made to worship” (kai. avnela,bete th.n 

skhnh.n tou/ Mo,loc kai. to. a;stron tou/ qeou/ Îu`mw/nÐ ~Raifa,n( tou.j tu,pouj ou]j 

evpoih,sate proskunei/n auvtoi/j, v. 43a). In B D 453pc gig syp sa Irlat Or, the pronoun 
                                                 
136 Paul uses the same term pare,dwken in Rm 1:24, 26, 28. 
137 For example, Plato, Ap 23c “th.n tou/ qeou/ latrei,an.” 
138 See 2 Chr 33:3 “…proseku,nhsen pa,sh| th/| stratia/| tou/ ouvranou/.” 
139 See Jr 19:13 “…evqumi,asan evpi. tw/n dwma,twn auvtw/n pa,sh| th/| stratia/| tou/ ouvranou/.” 
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ùmw/n is omitted. Concerning it, Haenchen (1971:284) thinks that God can never 

be portrayed as the idol. P74 3א A C E Y M h vg syh mae bo Cyr, read ùmw/n. For 

Richard (1982:40-41), these Gk verbs proskunei/n / latreu,w are commonly used 

LXX combinations. The use of latreu,w in the Abraham story (see Ac 7:7) 

already employed the combination proskunei/n / latreu,w in vv. 42b-43a.  

 

(n) “Therefore I will send you into exile beyond Babylon” (kai. metoikiw/ u`ma/j 

evpe,keina Babulw/noj, v. 43b). The preposition evpe,keina is a hapax legomenon. 

Codex Bezae reads evpi. [ta. me,]rh Babulw/noj “into the parts of Babylon”. Some 

scholars (Metzger [1971]1975:351; Barrett 1994:371; Bruce [1951]1987:140) 

explain that this reading brings the statement into better agreement with 

historical facts. The reading accords Luke’s version with that of Amos (cf. Bruce 

[1951]1987:156). 

 

6.2 Israelite rejection of Moses again and the quotation 
 

6.2.1 The quoted text from Ex 32:1, 23 in Ac 7:40 

 

6.2.1.1 Other occasions of Ex 32:1, 23 

 

No support is established in other areas within the NT where this passage is 

cited. It seems to be the first time that this quotation appears in the NT. 

Consequently, there is no biblical evidence to support the possibility that Luke 

could have pulled this citation from the tradition for this part of Stephen’s speech. 

Therefore, it can rightly be assigned to Luke. 

 

6.2.1.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:40a) 

 

The introductory formula is made up of the words: “They told Aaron” (eivpo,ntej tw/| 
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VAarw,n, v. 40a). 

 

6.2.1.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

NT(NA27) LXX LXX MT MT 

Ac 7:40b Ex 32:1 Ex 32:23 Ex 32:1 Ex 32:23 

poi,hson h`mi/n  

qeou.j  

oi]  

proporeu,sontai 

h`mw/n  

o` ga.r  

Mwu?sh/j ou-toj(  

 

o]j  

evxh,gagen h`ma/j  

evk gh/j Aivgu,ptou( 

ouvk oi;damen  

ti, evge,neto  

auvtw/|Å 

poi,hson h`mi/n  

qeou,j  

oi]  

proporeu,sontai 

h`mw/n  

o` ga.r  

Mwush/j ou-toj 

o` a;nqrwpoj  

o]j  

evxh,gagen h`ma/j 

evk gh/j Aivgu,ptou( 

ouvk oi;damen  

ti, ge,gonen  

auvtw/| 

Poi,hson h`mi/n 

qeou,j  

oi]  

proporeu,sontai 

h`mw/n  

o` ga.r  

Mwush/j ou-toj 

o` a;nqrwpoj  

o]j  

evxh,gagen h`ma/j 

evk gh/j Aivgu,ptou( 

ouvk oi;damen  

ti, ge,gonen  

auvtw/| 

Wnl'-hfe[] 
~yhil{a/ 

rv<a] 

 Wkl.yE 

WnynEp'l. 

hz<-yKi 

hv,mo 

vyaih' 

rv<a] 

Wnl'[/h, 

~yIr;c.mi #r,a,me 

Wn[.d;y" al{ 

hy"h"-hm, 
`Al 

Wnl'-hfe[] 

~yhil{a/

rv<a] 

Wkl.yE 

WnynEp'l. 

hz<-yKi

hv,mo

vyaih'

rv<a]

Wnl'[/h, 

~yIr;c.mi #r,a,me

Wn[.d;y" al{

hy"h"-hm,

`Al

 

6.2.1.3.1 Textual differences between MT and LXX (and their relation with 

Acts) 

 

First of all, both texts of Ex 32:1 and Ex 32:23 are the same in both MT and the 

LXX. Therefore, Luke could have employed here the LXX and not the MT, or 

vice versa for this part of Stephen’s speech. 
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6.2.1.3.2 Textual differences between Acts and LXX 

 

There are 2 major changes to be displayed between the versions of Ac 7:40 and 

Ex 32:1, 23 (LXX): (1) An omission of ò a;nqrwpoj after Mwu?sh/j ou-toj; and (2) one 

substitution in Acts, evge,neto for ge,gonen. 

 

(a) Omission: 

[1] The omission of o` a;nqrwpoj after Mwu?sh/j ou-toj 

The words ò a;nqrwpoj are omitted after Mwu?sh/j ou-toj in the NT. According to 

Barrett (1994:367), the inclusion in the reading of the LXX makes Moses much 

more disdainful. 

  

(b) Substitution: 

[2] ge,gonen → evge,neto (Ac 7:40) 

Luke replaces gi,nomai from the perfect (ge,gonen) in Ex 32:1, 23 to the aorist 

tense (evge,neto) in Ac 7:40. One interesting thing is that D E Y M read ge,gonen. 

 

6.2.2 Lukan method used for the quotation 

 

There are two changes between Acts and the LXX. As compared with Ac 7:40, 

the LXX qualifies Mwush/j ou-toj with o` a;nqrwpoj. For this difference, Turpie 

(1868:44) suggested that within the OT context the expression o` a;nqrwpoj  

 

seems to be contrasted with “the gods”, which Aaron was requested to make. 

There appears to be an antithetic parallelism in the verse … It was not 

necessary for Stephen to keep up the contrast, but he still retains the 

expression of contempt which they uttered: “for Moses, this (fellow) … 

 

Interestingly, Rahlfs’ text of the Septuagint (1935) has evx Aivgu,ptou, it agrees with 
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the following textual variants: B F M O´’-708 C´’ d n s t Cyp Quir  1; Arm Syh = Ⅰ

Sixt Ra. For the substitution of evge,neto, it can be attributed to Luke’s “frequent 

use of this form, no less than six times within the Stephen material” (Richard 

1978:177). 

 

In conclusion, these changes are likely to reflect the writer’s stylistic preference 

and grammatical changes within the new context. 

 

6.2.3 Interpretation of the quotation by Luke 

 

In v. 38 Moses is the one who in the wilderness received living words to give to 

the Israelites, i.e., God’s law. At that time he was in the assembly (evn th/| 

evkklhsi,a|) as well. In Acts the word evkklhsi,a occurs nineteen times out of twenty 

three times in reference to the church. But in this case the meaning of the noun 

is applied to the assembly, being similar to Ac 19:32, 39-40. 

 

The term is translated variously as: “the assembly” (NAB, NIV, NJB, NLT), “der 

Versammlung” (ELO), “the congregation” (ESV, NASB, NKJV, NRSV, RSV), “der 

Gemeinde” (LUT, SCH), “the church” (ASV, KJV). The TEV, in the end, 

translates it as, “the people of Israel assembled in the desert”, as opposed to 

the translation of the PMV - “in that church in the desert” (Newman and Nida 

1972:157-158). 140  Moreover in Dt 18:16 the Greek evkklhsi,a translates the 

Hebrew lh'Q''h;, pointing out the gathering of the people to obtain the law at 

Horeb (see also Dt 4:10; 9:10). 

 

Barrett (1994:365) states that “it is doubtful whether Luke wrote, or any early 

Christian read, this verse without thinking of the Christian evkklhsi,a, of which he 

                                                 
140 Dunn (1996:95) thinks of it as “the congregation or church”. 
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would see a foreshadowing in the ancient people of God.” Furthermore the term 

evkklhsi,a “could be that Christians would see a certain parallelism between the 

presence of Moses with the Israelites on their pilgrimage through the desert and 

the presence of Jesus with the new people of God on their earthly pilgrimage” 

(Marshall 1980:143).141 However, Marshall concludes that this is unlikely to be 

the main point for Stephen’s hearers. Rather, the primary message is that 

Moses receives the living oracles of God for Israel. 

 

Moses would thus be the mediator between God and his people (cf. Fitzmyer 

1998:380). Regarding Moses, Philo also says that: “[b]y the providence of God 

he became king, lawgiver, high priest, and prophet; and in each role he 

achieved the first mark” (VitMos 2:3). Notwithstanding, Stephen says that 

Moses was with the angel who spoke to him on Mount Sinai. According to Ex 19, 

Yahweh gives Moses the law directly without the appearance of the angel.  

 

Later, the tradition that the angel (meta. tou/ avgge,lou) participated in the giving of 

the law became common among Jewish and Christian writers (cf. Oepke 

[1967]1977:617-618; see also Ac 7:53; Gl 3:19; Heb 2:2; Dt 33:2 (LXX); Philo, 

VitMos 2:166; Jub 1:27-2:1; ApMos 2:138). For instance, Josephus (Ant 15:136) 

points out that “we have learned from God the most excellent of our doctrines, 

and the most holy part of our law, by angels” (cf. also Davies 1954:135-140). 

 

According to Barrett (1994:366), Luke’s mention of the angel here is because 

“[r]everence puts God at a further remove from earthly affairs” (cf. also Newman 

& Nida 1972:158). It is not clear whether the angel in v. 38 is identical with the 

                                                 
141 Similarly Bruce ([1951]1976:172) says that “[a]s Moses was with the old Ecclesia, so Christ 
is with the new, and it is still a pilgrim Church, ‘the Church in the desert.’” Cf. also Witherington 
(1998:271). 

 
 
 



 136

angel who appeared in the burning bush in v. 35.142 The fact should be noted 

that Stephen’s hearers disobey the law that has been given through angels 

again in v. 53. It is also noticeable that the Sinai setting associates God’s calling 

to Moses with God’s delivery of the law to Moses.  

 

Regarding the Israelite acceptance of the living oracles, Marshall (1980:143) 

states that “[t]his was the mark of the high privilege of Israel. The giving of the 

law was the sign of the covenant which God had made with them, and it was by 

obedience to the law that they would continue to be God’s covenant people.” 

Furthermore, in the phrase tw/n pate,rwn h̀mw/n o]j evde,xato lo,gia zw/nta dou/nai h̀mi/n, 

Stephen shares the heritage of Israel with his audience and thus implicitly 

replies once more the accusation about speaking words of blasphemy against 

the law (Fitzmyer 1998:380).143  

 

According to Johnson (1992:130), the words lo,gia zw/nta are lacking in the LXX, 

“but the connection between the Law and life is constantly drawn” (see Dt 4:1, 

33; 5:26; 16:20; 30:15; 32:45; Ps 118:25, 50, 154 (LXX)). 144  Alford 

([1877]1976:77) warns us not to interpret that God speaks the words in a living 

voice or that the oracles themselves give life to people.  

 

In the end, Luke’s employment of the expression lo,gia zw/nta rather than ò no,moj 

may reflect “a degree of openness to new, updated (‘living’), varied perspectives 

(‘words’) on the law in conflict with a more rigid, ‘official’ system of interpreting 

the law advocated by the chief priests and scribes” (Spencer 1997:76).  

 

                                                 
142 For the difference between the angels, cf. Barrett (1994:366).  
143 Similarly, Spencer (1997:76) says that “Stephen seems to counter this charge by affirming 
the supernatural origin of the law and its continuing validity for the people of Israel.” Contrast 
Dunn’s argument (1996:95): “the speaker is in closer continuity with Moses than his hearers.” 
144 Haenchen (1971:283) notes that the words may show evidence of Dt 32:45-47. 
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A turning point takes place once more in v. 39, as implied earlier. The Israelites 

would not listen to Moses, in spite of Moses’ role as the leader and law-giver for 

Israel so far. Stephen calls them ‘our fathers’ again and again. In spite of the 

difference between the NT witnesses, according to Johnson (1992:130), the 

choice of the pronoun ‘our’ in vv. 38 and 39 “makes the desert generation the 

forerunner of the present generation”, which also refuses to follow the prophet 

(Dt 18:15-18). Luke here explains how the first receivers of the law had been 

unsuccessful in keeping it. It is necessarily related to the motif of ‘the rejection 

of God’s servant’.  

 

Israel’s people thrust Moses aside and wish themselves back in Egypt. Stephen 

here seems to remind his audience of the episode of spying out Canaan. 

According to the OT, after the twelve spies returned from exploring the land, 

they reported to the whole assembly at Kadesh in the Desert of Paran. On the 

one hand, the spies gave the shocking reports that the people who lived in 

Canaan were strong and the land was inhabited by descendants of Anak as 

well. On the other hand, Caleb encouraged Israel’s people to occupy the land. 

 

Finally, the ten spies so terrified them that they said to Moses and Aaron it 

would be better for them to go back to Egypt and make another leader. 

Certainly, the Israelites did not return to Egypt, but, save Caleb the son of 

Jephunneh and Joshua the son of Nun, all those who were twenty years old 

and upward, took their last breath in the wilderness.  

 

Luke makes use of the same verb (avpw,santo) again, as in the first denunciation 

of Moses (avpw,sato) in v. 27. It is likely to be a literary device, meant to 

accentuate the second explicit rejection of Moses. Haenchen (1971:283) 

interprets v. 39 as follows: “they became once more Egyptian in their hearts.” 

He adds that three Lukan verbs – [ouvk] hvqe,lhsan [u`ph,kooi], avpw,santo, and 
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evstra,fhsan –145emphasises the theme of the Israelite’s disobedience. In the end, 

servitude in Egypt was better for Israel than the liberty attached with the worship 

of God and the severe life in the wilderness (Barrett 1994:366). Fitzmyer 

(1998:380) states that unfortunately Egypt “had become home to them”. It 

should be noted again that v. 39 refers back to v. 35a. 

 

V. 40 plays an important role between vv. 39 and 41. Firstly, the reason for the 

Israelite desire to return to Egypt that is stated in v. 39, is disclosed in v. 40. This 

shows why they did not know what had become of Moses. Secondly, as a 

further result of their rejection of Moses, the Israelites make gods who will go 

before them. Lastly, their rebellious action is concretized by them making an 

offering sacrifice to the calf idol with their own hands, which is described in v. 41. 

Their rejection of Moses, after a while, ends up in their rejection of God. The 

rebuff of God now leads to the failure of God’s promise to Abraham (Tannehill 

1990:89). Luke also develops the theme of God’s rejection into the theme of the 

Israelite apostasy against their God.  

 

However, they know that Moses has ascended to Mount Sinai to receive God’s 

law. The Israelites’ treachery is thus caused by their intolerance, not by Moses 

as they said. It is worth noticing “[t]he contrast between Moses receiving the Ten 

Commandments on top of Mount Sinai and Israel worshipping a golden calf at 

the foot of that mountain” (Kistemaker 1990:264).  

 

Furthermore it is interesting to note the comparisons between the Israelites’ 

praise for the idol in Ex 32:4 (“these are your gods, O Israel, who brought you 

up out of Egypt”), their complaint against Moses in Ex 32:1 (“this fellow Moses 

who brought us up out of Egypt”), and God’s words in Ex 20:2 (“I am the Lord 
                                                 
145 Haenchen does not exactly point them out in his commentary, but they must be the above 
verbs in the context of v. 39. 
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your God, who brought you out of Egypt”).  

 

With the quotation from Ex 32, Luke underlines the Israelite refusal of Moses in 

the desert again by drawing his audience’s attention to the golden calf. 

According to the OT, Moses stayed on Mount Sinai with God forty days and 

forty nights (Ex 24:18). Moses did not come down until he had received the 

Decalogue and clear instructions with reference to the tabernacle and its 

furnishings.  

 

During Moses’ absence the people of Israel demanded of Aaron that he should 

make gods to lead them because they did not know what had happened to 

Moses. They made an idol in the form of a calf and brought a sacrifice to the 

idol, and were rejoicing in the works of their hands. The expression evpoih,sate is 

often used to denounce Israel’s idolatry (see Dt 4:28; Ps 115:4; 135:15; Jr 1:16; 

Is 31:7). Later on, however, it is similarly applied to the temple that was made 

by hand (Ac 7:48).  

 

The high point of Israel’s attitude was to turn from the worship of the true God to 

the golden calf since the invisible presence of God was not enough for them. 

The distinction between true and false worship will be examined at a later stage. 

In fact, God did everything for his people in the desert, for example, all the 

miracles performed in Egypt, the crossing of the Red Sea, the daily manna and 

the provision of drinking water, the cloud shielding them from the hot desert sun, 

the pillar of fire protecting them at night. Yet, even while Moses is on Mount 

Sinai receiving the law, his people are building an idol. It is necessary to note 

that they ask for gods, even though the only idol they make is a golden calf. 

 

Conzelmann (1987:54) points out that Josephus skipped the event of the 

golden calf. According to Longenecker (1981:140), “[t]he Talmud … views it as 
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Israel’s first, ultimate, and most heinous sin” (see B Šabb 17a; B Meg 25b; B 

‘Abod Zar 5a; B Sop 35a; ’Abot R Nat 18b, 21b, 30a; Ex R 48:2; Lv R 2:15; 5:3; 

9:49; 27:3; Dt R 3:10, 12). He adds that there is a difference between the 

standpoints of the rabbis and Luke over the story of the golden calf.  

 

The rabbis stress Moses’ successful intercession for Israel’s people, whereas 

Luke focuses on the Israelites’ repudiation of God’s messenger. Kilgallen 

(1988:57) says that Israel turned down Moses as the intermediator between 

God and human beings. Bruce ([1951]1987:153) explains that through this 

event Stephen strongly points to the repudiation of Jesus, not just their sin of 

idolatry. 

 

Conversely, according to Williams (1957:109), Luke seems to imply that if the 

Israelites had obeyed God’s living words given to them by Moses, they would 

not have turned to the worship of idols, furthermore Stephen’s hearers would 

have accepted Jesus (cf. Hanson 1967:100; Combrink 1979:15). This is 

presented as true because the present generation was following the precedent 

of the wilderness generation. Sylva (1987:269) pays attention to Stephen’s 

mention of the law as ‘living words’ in 7:38. “This is a high valuation of the law, 

which demonstrates that Stephen has not spoken against the law” (cf. also 

Kistemaker 1990:262). Once again, it is also a high honour to Moses, the law’s 

deliverer. 
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6.3 Israel’s idolatry and the quotation 
 

6.3.1 The quoted text from Am 5:25-27 in Ac 7:42-43 

 

6.3.1.1 Other occurrences of Am 5:25-27 

 

Although this quotation is not found anywhere else in the NT, it occurs in the 

DSS (CD 7:14-15) with the abridged form.146 Some Qumran specialists rightly 

identify the occurrence (Bruce 1956:183; Braun 1966:156; Fitzmyer 1998:382; 

Albl 1999:92). So it is noteworthy to trace from where the text is quoted. 

According to Ådna (2000:141), “[u]nfortunately, in the Greek scroll from Nahִ  al  

Hִ  ever (8Hִ  evXIIgr [8Hִ  ev 1]) all columns of Amos have disappeared.” 

 

6.3.1.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:42b) 

 

The introductory formula is shaped by the phrase: “as it is written in the book of 

the prophets” (kaqw.j ge,graptai evn bi,blw| tw/n profhtw/n, v. 42b). ‘Amos the 

prophet’ is read by copG67 (Metzger [1971]1975:351). The phrase kaqw.j 

ge,graptai as the introductory formula appears only again in Ac 15:15 within 

James’ speech. Therefore, it is noteworthy that the same introductory formula 

appears twice in Acts, since both are the only explicit quotations from Amos in 

Acts. According to Fitzmyer (1998:381), the introductory formula could also 

have been from elsewhere in the OT, such as Dn 9:13 (Theodotion) or 2 Ki 14:6 

(LXX). 

 

                                                 
146 According to Haenchen (1971:284), CD freely cites Am 5:25-27. Cf. also Braun (1966:319). 
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6.3.1.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

 

                                                 
147 Unless otherwise refered to, the LXX version edited by Ziegler ([1943]1984) is used for the 
Greek translation of Amos. 

NT( NA27) LXX MT CD 

Ac 7:42c-43 Am 5:25-27a147 Am 5:25-27a 7:14-15 
42c mh. sfa,gia  

kai. qusi,aj 

proshne,gkate, moi  

e;th tessera,konta 

evn th/| evrh,mw|(  

oi=koj VIsrah,lÈ  
43 kai. avnela,bete  

th.n skhnh.n  

tou/ Mo,loc  

kai. to. a;stron  

tou/ qeou/ u`mw/n 

~Raifa,n(  

tou.j tu,pouj  

ou]j evpoih,sate 

proskunei/n auvtoi/j(  

kai. metoikiw/ u`ma/j 

evpe,keina Babulw/nojÅ 

25 mh. sfa,gia  

kai. qusi,aj 

proshne,gkate, moi 

 

tessara,konta e;th 

oi=koj VIsrah,l 

26 kai. avnela,bete  

th.n skhnh.n  

tou/ Mo,loc 

kai. to. a;stron  

tou/ qeou/ u`mw/n 

~Raifa,n 

tou.j tu,pouj auvtw/n 

ou]j evpoih,sate 

e`autoi/j 

27a kai. metoikiw/ u`ma/j

evpe,keina Damaskou/ 

~yxib'Z>h;

hx'n>miW 

yli-~T,v. G:hI 

rB"d.Mib; 

hn"v' ~y[iB'r.a; 

`laer'f.yI tyBe 

~t,af'n.W 

tWKsi tae 

~k,K.l.m;

!WYKi taew> 

~k,ymel.c; 

bk;AK

~k,yhel{a/ 

~t,yfi[] rv<a] 

`~k,l'

~k,t.a, ytiyleg>hiw> 

qf,M'd;l. ha'l.h'me 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 ytiyleg>hiw>

tWKsi tae

~k,K.l.m; 

!WYKi taew>

~k,ymel.c; 

 

 

 

 

qf,M'd; yl.h|a'me 
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6.3.1.3.1 Textual differences between CD and MT (and their relation with 

LXX and Acts) 

 

It is fascinating to notice that CD 7:14-15a is consistent with the MT on several 

points. There are, however, 3 differences between the two versions of CD  

7:14-15a and Am 5:25-27 (MT): (1) One transposition of ytiyleg>hiw>; (2) an 

omission of ~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK; and (3) a replacement of qf,M'd;l. ha'l.h'me with  

qf,M'd; yl.h|a'me in CD. 

 

(a) Transposition: 

[1] ytiyleg>hiw> 

In CD it appears before tWKsi tae, while the MT reads after ~k,l'. The order of the 

LXX and Acts correspond to that of the MT. 

 

(b) Omission: 

[2] The omission of ~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK after ~k,ymel.c; 

CD omits the phrase of the MT reading ~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK after ~k,ymel.c;. The reading 

of the LXX and Acts, however, includes the Greek words to. a;stron tou/ qeou/ 

ùmw/n translated from the Hebrew words ~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK. 

 

(c) Replacement: 

[3] qf,M'd;l. ha'l.h'me → qf,M'd; yl.h|a'me (CD) 

The phrase qf,M'd;l. ha'l.h'me in the text of the MT is replaced by qf,M'd; yl.h|a'me in 

CD. 

 

6.3.1.3.2 Textual differences between MT and LXX (and their relation with 

Acts) 

 

There are 4 major variations to be identified between the versions of the MT 
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and the LXX: (1) One number change of the singular noun (hx'n>mi) to the plural 

noun (qusi,aj); (2) one omission of rB"d.Mib;; and (3) two substitutions of th.n skhnh.n 

tou/ Mo,loc for ~k,K.l.m; tWKsi; (4) and kai. to. a;stron tou/ qeou/ u`mw/n ~Raifa,n tou.j 

tu,pouj auvtw/n for ~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK ~k,ymel.c; !WYKi taew> in the LXX. 

 

(a) Number change: 

[1] hx'n>mi (singular) → qusi,aj (plural) 

The singular word hx'n>mi after the conjunction W in the MT is substituted by the 

plural word qusi,aj in the LXX, while Ac 7:42 adheres to qusi,aj. According to 

Arieti (1974:346), “hxnm is twice translated qusi,a (5:22, 25 (i.e. Am 5:22, 25, J-W 

Kim)), the usual translation in the LXX.” 

 

(b) Omission: 

[2] The omission of rB"d.Mib; 

The phrase rB"d.Mib; of the MT, which means ‘in the desert’, is omitted in the LXX. 

However, the reading of Ac 7:42 (evn th/| evrh,mw|) follows the MT on this point.  

 

(c) Substitution: 

[3] ~k,K.l.m; tWKsi → th.n skhnh.n tou/ Mo,loc 

To put it more concretely, the LXX, which remains in accordance with the 

reading of Ac 7:43, holds a very different viewpoint from the MT, replacing 

‘Sikkuth’ with ‘tent’, ‘your king’ with ‘of Molech’. 

 

[4] ~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK ~k,ymel.c; !WYKi taew> → kai. to. a;stron tou/ qeou/ u`mw/n 

~Raifa,n tou.j tu,pouj auvtw/n 

The reading of the LXX, which is followed again by Ac 7:43, is quite different 

from that of the MT, substituting ‘the star of your god Rephan’ for ‘Kiyyun your 

images, the star of your god’. It can be represented most clearly by use of a 

chart in which the coupling of the lexical items between the MT and the LXX are 
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illustrated (cf. Isbel 1978:98): 

 

 LXX MT  

a 

b 

c 

d 

to. a;stron 

tou/ qeou/ u`mw/n 

~Raifa,n 

tou.j tu,pouj auvtw/n 

!WYKi 

~k,ymel.c; 

bk;AK 

~k,yhel{a/ 

c 

d 

a 

b 

 

Interestingly, similar phenomena to this occur frequently in the NT. 148  For 

example, Heb 7:1-2a alludes to Gn 14:17-20 as follows (cf. Steyn 2002:213-

215):149 

 

NT LXX 

a 

 

b 

 

c 

Melchizedek: king of Salem 

and priest of God (v. 1a) 

The victorious return of 

Abraham (v. 1b) 

Melchizedek’s blessing  

(vv. 1c-2a) 

The victorious return of 

Abraham (v. 17) 

Melchizedek: king of Salem 

and priest of God (v. 18) 

Melchizedek’s blessing  

(vv. 19-20) 

b

 

a

 

c

 

 

 

                                                 
148 See Mk 10:19 (par. Mt 19:18-19; Lk 18:20; Rm 13:9; Ja 2:11) and Ex 20:16-20 (par. Dt 5:16-
20) (LXX); 1 Pt 2:2-3 and Ps 33:9 (LXX). 
149 Melchizedek appears only twice in the OT (see also Ps 110). It is truly strange that most 
commentators (e.g., Demarest 1976:10-136; Peterson 1982:106-108; Kistemaker 1984:183-
186; Attridge 1989:187-195; De Silva 2000:265-267; Fitzmyer 2000:63-69) do not observe this 
free quotation from Gn 14:17-20. At most, some (e.g., Reid 1964:85; Lane 1991:159) regard the 
passage of Heb 7:1-3 as an example of a gezerah shawa. 
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6.3.1.3.3 Textual differences between Acts and LXX (and their relation with 

MT and CD) 

 

There are 6 major variations to be highlighted between the versions of Ac  

7:42-43 and Am 5:25-27 (LXX): (1) Two additions of evn th/| evrh,mw| after e;th 

tessera,konta; (2) proskunei/n before auvtoi/j; (3) an omission of auvtw/n after tu,pouj; 

(4) a transposition of e;th tessera,konta, with a change of the vowel a to e; and (5) 

two substitutions of auvtoi/j for èautoi/j; (6) and Babulw/noj for Damaskou in Acts. 

 

(a) Additions: 

[1] The addition of evn th/| evrh,mw| after e;th tessera,konta  

Here Stephen adds evn th/| evrh,mw| before oi=koj VIsrah,l in the reading of LXX. 

 

[2] The addition of proskunei/n before auvtoi/j 

The reading of the NT adds proskunei/n before auvtoi/j. Both the MT and the LXX, 

however, do not have this word. 

 

(b) Omission: 

[3] The omission of auvtw/n after tu,pouj 

The word auvtw/n after tu,pouj is omitted in Ac 7:43. Both the MT and the LXX, 

however, have this word. 

  

(c) Transposition with the change: 

[4] tessara,konta e;th → e;th tessera,konta 

In the LXX the phrase replaces this sequence with tessara,konta e;th, 

corresponding to the MT. Codex A, however, has the same order of the words, 

namely e;th tessera,konta in Ac 7:42, but with the transposition of oi=koj VIsrah,l, as 

mentioned earlier. Moreover, it has a change of the second vowel a to e in the 

word tessera,konta. 
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(d) Substitutions: 

[5] e`autoi/j → auvtoi/j 

The third person plural reflexive pronoun (e`autoi/j) in the LXX is replaced by the 

third person plural personal pronoun (auvtoi/j) in Ac 7:43. 

 

[6] Damaskou → Babulw/noj 

In the LXX Damaskou is replaced by Babulw/noj in Ac 7:43. Here Luke alone has 

Babulw/noj, others have Damaskou, except Codex D. However, as I will discuss 

later, the exile means a strong condemnation of the Israelite within the context 

of Amos and Luke, whereas “it is the saving deed of God to the Qumran 

community” within the context of CD (Steyn 2004:69). 

 

6.3.2 Luke’s method used for the quotation 

 

Luke’s method of quotation will be dealt with according to three points of 

comparison (CD, MT, LXX) and the NT. Firstly, there are three changes between 

CD 7:14-15a and Am 5:25-27 (MT). Before investigating Luke’s method here, it 

is necessary to take a glance at the passage of CD. CD 7:10-21 which 

constitutes the broader context, cites from Isaiah, Amos, and Numbers 

(Martínez [1994]1996:37-38): 
 

10 when there comes the word which is written in the words of Isaiah, son of 

Amoz, the prophet, 11 which says: Isa 7:17 ≪There shall come upon you, 

upon your people and upon your father’s house, days such as 12 have <not> 

come since the day Ephraim departed from Judah≫. When the two houses 

of Israel separated, 13 Ephraim detached itself from Judah, and all the 

renegades were delivered up to the sword; but those who remained steadfast 
14 escaped to the land of the north. Blank As he said: Am 5:26-27 ≪I will 
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deport the Sikkut of your King 15 and the Kiyyun of your images away from my 

tent to Damascus≫. The books of the law are the Sukkat 16 of the King, as he 

said Am 9:11 ≪I will lift up the fallen Sukkat of David≫. The King 17 is the 

assembly; and the plinths of the images <and Kiyyun of the images> are the 

books of the prophets, 18 whose words Israel despised. Blank And the star is 

the Interpreter of the law, 19 who will come to Damascus, as is written: Num 

24:13 ≪A star moves out of Jacob, and a sceptre arises 20 out of Israel≫. 

The sceptre is the prince of the whole congregation and when he rises he will 

destroy 21 all the sons of Seth. Blank These escaped at the time of the first 

one’s visitation. 

 

The transposition and omission, the verb ytiyleg>hiw> (‘and I will deport’) occurs in 

Am 5:27, while it appears at the beginning of CD 7:14. Then, the author of CD 

left out the mention of the star (~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK). Rather, the author connects this 

paragraph with a sceptre as well as the star of Jacob in CD 7:19. The quotation 

of CD, thus differs quite significantly from the original meaning of the MT. 

 

For the replacement (qf,M'd;l. ha'l.h'me (MT) → qf,M'd; yl.h|a'me (CD)), Steyn 

(2004:62-63) explains that the reading of CD “was probably understood as the 

tent (lha) of the Lord’s presence that could have been indicated by the term 

lha (Ps 15:1; 27:5; 61:5; 78:60).” According to De Waard (1966:43-44),  

 

Among the recensions S shows most similarities with the CD text by his 

reading th.n skhnh.n (skhnh,n, sic!) and tou/ basile,wj ùmw/n and transcription Ciw/n, 

and we may suppose that his recension is based on a Hebrew original like 

CD. The same also applies to the LXX in virtue of its reading th.n skhnh.n 

(skhnh,n, sic!), and on the grounds of its very remarkable translation of ~kymlc 

by tou.j tu,pouj (auvtw/n)… 
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Secondly, there are four changes between the MT and the LXX:  

(a) Number change (hx'n>mi (singular) → qusi,aj (plural)). 

[1] Barrett says (1994:368) that there is barely a discrepancy, because the 

Hebrew word is mostly recognized in its plural form (cf. also Archer & 

Chirichigno 1983:151). 

 

(b) Omission (rB"d.Mib;). 

[2] Steyn (2004:63) rightly points out that according to some scholars (e.g., 

Archer & Chirichigno 1983:151; Barrett 1994:369), “its inclusion in the LXX … is 

doubtful and probably based on the non-critical LXX version of Rahlfs.” 

 

(c) Substitutions (~k,K.l.m; tWKsi → th.n skhnh.n tou/ Mo,loc; ~k,yhel{a/ bk;AK 

~k,ymel.c; !WYKi taew> → kai. to. a;stron tou/ qeou/ u`mw/n ~Raifa,n tou.j tu,pouj auvtw/n). 

[3] Before discussing each change and method individually, the terms need to 

be investigated. Sikkuth or the Akkadian Sakkut is associated with Ninurta in 

Ugaritic sources and particularly with the star Saturn, that is the Assyrian god 

Nin-Ib, enunciated with the vowels of Hebrew shiqqutz (cf. Bruce 

[1951]1987:155; Walton, Matthews & Chavalas 2000:770). For Barrett 

(1994:369), Sakkut seems to be a god of the war for the Assyrians. And Molech 

was the god that accepted child sacrifices (see Lv 20:1-5; 2 Ki 23:10; Jr 32:35). 

Steyn (2004:64) says that “Moloch was the Canaanite-Phoenecian  

Heaven-and-Sun-god.” 

 

In fact, there is no suitable word for ‘booth’ or ‘tent’ in the MT. The LXX, finally, 

translated the Hebrew consonants tks as skhnh,n (see Gn 33:17; Lv 23:34,  

42-43; Dt 16:13; 2 Sm 11:11; 22:12; 1 Ki 21:12; 2 Chr 8:13; Ezr 3:4; Neh  

8:14-17; Job 36:30; Ps 17:11; 26:5; 30:20; 107:8; Is 1:8; Am 9:11; Jnh 4:5). 

Steyn (2004:64) suggests that “[a]lternatively, though, the LXX translator might 

not have misread the consonants, but might already have had a different 
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Hebrew Vorlage in this case, one which probably read %lm tK;s (from hK'su = 

“Hütte”), and not ~k,K.l.m; tWKsi.” The reading of Ac 7:43 here has the same 

reading as that of the LXX. 

 

Then, the Hebrew consonants $lm seem here to be taken not as %l,m, (‘king’), 

but as %l,mo (‘Molech’) (Stuart 1987:352). Archer and Chirichigno (1983:151) 

mention that “it is highly probable that this refers not to any human being (since 

Israel had no king in Mosaic times) but to a divine king, such as the %l,mo of the 

Canaanites.” According to Haenchen (1971:284), “LXX extracts ‘Moloch’, its 

rendering of %l,m, in  Ⅱ Kings 23.10 and Jer. 32.35.”  

 

Secondly, the reading of the LXX skhnh,n must be a misreading of the Hebrew 

consonants as hK'su which means ‘booth’ or ‘tent’ (cf. Haenchen 1971:284; Isbel 

1978:98; Archer & Chirichigno 1983:151; Conzelmann 1987:55; Fitzmyer 

1998:382; Moyise 2001:55; Steyn 2004:63). The reading of Ac 7:43 also follows 

the reading of the LXX on this point. 

 

[4] Meinhold and Budde argue that Kiyyun is almost certainly the Akkadian 

kayyamānu that is the Assyrian name for Saturn (Anderson & Freedman 

1989:533). According to Walton, Matthews, and Chavalas (2000:770-771), “[i]t 

has the meaning ‘the steady one,’ an apt title for the slow-moving orbit of the 

planet Saturn.” 

 

However, it is hard to say where this name of a god comes from. The one 

feasible description, according to Archer and Chirichigno (1983:151), “is found 

in a careful examination of the form of the Aramaic alphabet used by the Jews 

of the Elephantine colony in the 5th century B.C. This shows that kaph was very 

similar to resh in appearance, and pe was much like waw.” Fitzmyer (1998:382), 

however, indicates that “[w]hether the two names, Hebrew sikkût and kiyyûn in 
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Amos and Sakkud and Kaywan in Akkadian, refer to the same star-god, Saturn, 

is debatable.”  

 

The alternative is advocated by Stuart (1987:352): “G[LXX] raifan 150  must 

surely be an inner-Greek corruption of kaifan.” Whatever tradition Luke may 

have employed, it is more important that the reading of Acts is the same as that 

of the LXX. Ringgren (1986:234) asserts that these two substitutions prove that 

the source of Luke’s quotation from Am 5:25-27 is thus the LXX. 

 

Thirdly, in comparing the readings of the LXX and NT, six changes are found:  

(a) Additions (evn th/| evrh,mw|; proskunei/n). 

[1] Three LXX variants (A, B, and Lucianic group) have the same words evn th/| 

evrh,mw|, despite the small differences on several points regarding the whole 

reading of each witness (cf. Steyn 2004:65). That is to say, A has evn th/| evrh,mw| 

oi=koj VIsrah.l e;th tessara,konta, B V Q have evn th/| evrh,mw| tessara,konta e;th, and the 

Lucianic group and Theodotion read tessara,konta e;th evn th/| evrh,mw|. Steyn 

(2004:66) concludes that “[i]t is unlikely that Luke in this instance used the text 

as that found in the MT today. There are too many other agreements between 

Acts and the LXX versions.” 

 

[2] The addition of proskunei/n 151 results in the alteration e`autoi/j into auvtoi/j. 

‘Worship them’ is a natural change in the light of Israel’s purpose in making the 

images. In the original context the omission is trifling as well, since these 

modifications have little effect on the line of thought. It seems probable that it 

                                                 
150 ~Raifa,n is read by P74 ac A 453 1175 pc sy; C E Y 33 36 pm, ~Refa,n, while ~Romfa,n is read by 
a*; ~Romfa, is read by B Or. Furthermore 323 945 1739, ~Remfa,n; 1241 2495, ~Remffa,n; D has 
~Remfa,m. 
151 For Richard (1982:40-41), it can be described in accordance to the common LXX twosome 
proskunei/n / latreu,w. So the employment of latreu,w in the Abraham story (see Ac 7:7) 
“anticipates the latreu,w/proskune,w pair in vv. 42-43”. 
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should be attributed to Luke’s hand later, because this word is not found 

anywhere else in either the MT or the LXX. According to Kilpatrick (1979:83), 

however, Luke alone  

 

has the old construction of proskunei/n with accusative against other New 

Testament writers who construe it with the dative; … this suggests that our 

rephrasing does not derive from the author of Luke-Acts and on the other 

side the phrase is not in the LXX or the Hebrew; we may accordingly infer a 

middle stage between our author and the LXX. 

 

(b) Omission (auvtw/n). 

[3]  I t  might be a del iberate omission of Luke in relat ion to the  

addition-cum-substitution of proskunei/n auvtoi/j. For Barrett (1994:370), Luke 

probably considers not that “their images could mean the images of Moloch and 

Raiphan”, but that “your images would be better”. According to Steyn (2004:67), 

Holtz claims that “if the text critical support of the A-group and recensional 

reasons are considered, there might be a possibility that Luke’s Vorlage also 

lacked this reading” (cf. also Holtz 1968:17). 

 

(c) Transposition with the change (tessara,konta e;th → e;th tessera,konta; a → e). 

[4] Richard (1982:38, 40) maintains that this order ‘year/cardinal’ is always 

found in Acts and 9 times of 11 times in Luke (see Lk 8:43 = Mk 5:25; Ac 7:6 = 

Gn 15:13). In earlier works Ziegler does not deal with the variant in his critical 

apparatus for Amos and the word order as it appeared in Acts.152 However, the 

two latest volumes of the Göttingen LXX (Genesis, 1974 and Deuteronomium, 

1977) by J. Wevers, contain numerous proofs to sustain a pervasive propensity 

                                                 

152 In spite of this fact, Codex A reads evn th/| evrh,mw| oi=koj VIsrah,l tessara,konta e;th. 
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within a huge fragment of the MSS to choose the order ‘year/cardinal’. This is 

against the older and the more universal LXX translation - ‘cardinal/year’, which 

follows the reading of the MT.  

 

The modification of this kind - the change of the second vowel a to e in the word 

tessera,konta - is fairly frequent in Hellenistic Greek (cf. Blass & Debrunner 1961 

§29.1). Although it is likely that Luke’s Vorlage had these changes, he seems 

m o s t  l i k e l y  t o  f o l l o w  h i s  o w n  p r e f e r e n c e  a n d  s o  h a s  t h e  

transposition-cum-substitution. 

 

(d) Substitutions (e`autoi/j → auvtoi/j; Damaskou → Babulw/noj). 

[5] For the substitution of auvtoi/j for èautoi/j, no support is located within the LXX 

witnesses. In relation to the addition of proskunei/n, it seems to be Luke’s stylistic 

preference. 

 

[6] First of all, CD is connected with Am 9:11. In its broader context we hear that 

when the two houses of Israel - Ephraim and Judah – were separated, Ephraim 

who detached itself from Judah were put to the sword, but those who remained 

steadfast escaped to the land of the north. The author of CD here quotes freely 

from Am 5:26 as well. In this body of literature Sikkuth means the books of the 

Torah, the king means the assembly, Kiyyun the books of the prophets, and the 

star the true teacher of the Torah.  

 

Now this adapted quotation of Amos provides for the historical origin of the 

Qumran community in the land of Damascus. As it were, in light of the context it 

refers to the neglected books of the law which were reestablished in Damascus. 

Thus, it is possible that the Qumran community understood Damascus as a 

figure for the Babylonian exile when they spoke of the new covenant made in 
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the land of Damascus.153  

 

Even though CD is seemingly similar to the LXX reading as well as the MT 

reading, it is clear that Acts which quotes from the same text - Am 5:26-27 - has 

no relationship of any kind with CD. Regarding the text of CD, Roberts  

(1951-1952:373) has correctly indicated as follows: 

 

The source is Amos v. 26f., but the context of the original is wholly 

disregarded, and terms with offensive associations are correlated to 

personalities with the highest possible prestige. Thus, Torah is represented 

by Sikkuth, a pagan astral deity-king, and-even if this happened through 

ignorance and the connection with the festival par excellence of all Jews was 

made by false etymology and a change of vocalization-there is still greater 

incongruity in the subsequent correlation of obnoxious idols with the spurned 

prophets and their ignored oracles, and again, of an astral deity with the 

Messianic ‘Star of Jacob’. ... The significance in each instance lies in the  

‘key-words’: they are symbols of historical events, but these are only 

intimated as fulfillments of the uttered oracle, and do not of themselves offer 

the means of reconstructing a historical account. Such a reconstruction is 

rendered still more difficult by the obvious dissociation of the interpretation 

from the context of the original oracle. 

 

Predicting the Assyrian exile of the northern kingdom, Amos depicted the area 

of Israel’s imprisonment as ‘beyond Damascus’. Their iterated unfaithfulness to 

God, however, led to a comparable sentence on the southern kingdom more 

than one hundred years later, in the Babylonian exile. For this part of Stephen’s 

speech, Luke consequently substitutes ‘beyond Babylon’ for ‘beyond 

                                                 
153  For the comment of CD, see Main (1998:127), Schniedewind (1999:533-534), Davies 
(2000:35). 
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Damascus’.  

 

Here we see Luke’s manipulation of this quotation in Ac 7:42-43, where he 

makes use of it in his historical summary of Israel’s faithlessness, drawing it as 

a model of what occurred to Israel because of her idolatry. As a consequence, 

he uses the passage in a manner which is much more reliable in relation to the 

primary context than does the author of CD (cf. Braun 1966:156; Fitzmyer 

1971:41). Witherington (1998:272) concludes that “here it has been modified to 

suit a Judean audience for whom the Babylonian exile was a remembered 

experience.”154 

 

What is clear is the fact that Luke here quotes from the LXX text of Amos in 

order to represent his theological intention (cf. Wilson 1962:183; Lawrence 

1964:40-41; Haenchen 1971:284; Marshall 1980:144; Ringgren 1986:234; 

Conzelmann 1987:55; Johnson 1992:131-132; Barrett 1994:368-371; Fitzmyer 

1998:381-382; Witherington 1998:272).  

 

6.3.3 Lukan interpretation of the quotation 

 

In v. 41 Luke gives a full account of the Israelite idolatry that was stated in only 

a few words in the previous verse. Israel made an idol in the form of a calf to go 

before her, but that god to whom she brought sacrifices and in whom she 

rejoiced was merely a ‘thing’ made by her hands. According to Kistemaker 

(1990:264), scholars presume “that the Israelites made it from wood and 

overlaid it with gold, for Moses burned the idol with fire and ground it to powder” 

(see Ex 32:20). It should be noted that a chain of similar expressions occurs 

repeatedly in v. 40 (poi,hson … qeou,j), v. 41 (evmoscopoi,hsan), v. 48 (ceiropoih,toij), 

                                                 
154 For the detailed argument, cf. Steyn (2004:68-69). 
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and v. 50 (cei,r mou evpoi,hsen).  

 

The golden calf is not called an idol in the context of Ex 32, but this is a proper 

explanation by Luke. Keener (1993:341) suggests that the offence of the golden 

calf was the most dishonorable episode within Israel’s history, which was 

acknowledged as the same as the sin of Adam (cf. Kilgallen 1989:176; Dunn 

1996:95). Idolatry in this form “was a persistent temptation to Israel (1 Ki. 12:28) 

and Stephen’s condemnation of it was in line with the denunciations already 

made by Old Testament writers (2 Ki. 10:29; Hos. 8:4-6)” (Marshall 1980:144).  

 

The Israelites’ making of an idol in the form of a calf contrasts piercingly with the 

living oracles, received from angels in vv. 38, 53. Israel’s people are to violate 

the Decalogue that declares the following: “You shall have no other gods before 

me; You shall not make for yourself an idol in the form of anything in heaven 

above or on the earth beneath or in the waters below; You shall not bow down 

to them or worship them” (see Ex 20:3-5; Dt 5:7-9). Furthermore the Israelite 

idolatry can be inextricably associated with deplorable sexual immoderation, 

although here Luke does not describe it in these terms (Dunn 1996:95; see also 

Wis 14:12-27; Rm 1:24-25; 1 Cor 10:8-8). 

 

According to Witherington (1998:271), “[t]he issue here is not whether this 

object was handmade or not, but that it was a deity of human devising and 

therefore an idol as opposed to the true God.” Luke is now drawing the sharp 

line between true and false worship. It is interesting that Aaron’s involvement is 

diminished and Israel’s sin is named as such by Luke (Haenchen 1971:283; 

Conzelmann 1987:54-55). The Greek verb euvfrai,nonto in v. 41 suggests that 

Israel’s celebration lasted for some time (Kistemaker 1990:264). It is also 

noteworthy that the term occurs continuously in the LXX for describing the 

Israelite rejoicings before Yahweh (see Lv 23:40; Dt 12:7, 12, 18). 
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In v. 42 Luke shows that God’s reaction to Israel is God’s turning away 

(e;streyen) from her, much like her turning (evstra,fhsan) back to Egypt in her heart, 

which is stated in v. 39. As a result, God gives her over to the worship of the 

heavenly bodies. The Israelites worshipped the heavenly bodies as well as the 

calf. In the original context Amos rebuked Israel for her abandonment and 

admonished her expulsion as a consequence. Here Luke quotes from the 

prophet’s proclamation within the OT in order to support Stephen’s words. 

Luke’s explicit quotation from Am 5:25-27 makes Israel’s idolatry much clearer.  

 

As Paul does in Rm 1:24, 26, 28, Luke describes the Israelites’ indulgence in 

their sin (see Dt 4:16; Hs 13:2-4).155 According to Johnson (1992:131), “God 

allowed the people to become captive to the consequences of their own evil 

choices” (see Ex 21:13; Lv 26:25; Nm 21:3; Dt 1:27; Ps 9:35; 26:12; 40:2; 62:10 

(LXX)). The Israelite worship of the heavenly bodies itself aims to connote 

God’s punishment as well as the outcome of their service of the golden calf.  

 

The quotation from Amos occurs in the context of a pronouncement of exile. 

Amos said that God would give his verdict upon his adulterous, rebellious, 

covenant-breaking people. Although God chose Israel to be his people and 

treated her with his kindness during the exodus and conquest, and at the time 

of David and Solomon, the Israelites were incessantly unsuccessful in 

venerating and following him. There were days of idolatry, spiritual and ethical 

depravity, and oppression of the poor. Amos describes the shame and depravity 

of Isreal’s customs and religion within Israel’s community.  

 

Before investigating the quoted text, it is necessary to cast a glance at Am  

                                                 
155 See also Wis 11:16 “…they might learn that one is punished by the very things by which he 
sins.” 
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5:21-24:156 

 

I hate, I despise your religious feasts; I cannot stand your assemblies. Even 

though you bring me burnt offerings and grain offerings, I will not accept them. 

Though you bring choice fellowship offerings, I will have no regard for them. 

Away with the noise of your songs! I will not listen to the music of your harps. 

But let justice roll on like a river, righteousness like a never-failing stream! 

(NIV). 

 

Then, Am 5:25 starts with the following rhetorical question - “Did you bring me 

sacrifices and offerings forty years in the desert, O house of Israel?” In the 

original context of Amos, various interpretations of it have been offered (Harper 

1973:136):  

 

(1) idolatrous sacrifice to Yahweh; (2) sacrifice acceptable in form, but not 

continuous because of lack of animals; (3) required sacrifices, but no  

freewill-offerings; (4) sacrifices to idols, but not to Yahweh; (5) sacrifice 

accompanied by idol-worship; (6) few sacrifices compared with their many 

rebellions; (7) no sacrifices at all; (8) sacrifices to be sure, but also something 

else, viz. ‘true worship of the heart and righteousness, public and private.’ 

 

Concerning the text of Am 5:25, Stuart (1987:355) explains that (cf. also Craigie 

1976:218; see Ex 34:23–24; Nm 15:2; 18:24–27):  

 

The forty years in the wilderness … did at least provide for a true closeness 

between Yahweh and his people. During the desert experience, neither 

slaughtered sacrifices (~yxbz) nor grain offerings (twxnm) were usually given. 

                                                 
156 According to McComiskey (1993:328), Am 5:21-27 forms the section of “Indictment and 
Judgment of False Religiosity and Idolatry”. 
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The sacrificial system was essentially predesigned for a coming era of normal 

food production … in a landed, settled situation.  

 

For Fitzmyer (1998:381), it seems to imply that Amos regarded sacrifices as 

unnecessary things in the ideal wilderness period.  

 

McComiskey (1985:316) asserts that Stuart’s explanation “does not do justice to 

the continuity of vv. 25-26 called for by the Hebrew particle waw (untr. in NIV) 

that begins v. 26;157 nor does it adequately explain why a statement denying 

the efficacy of sacrifice was placed in the judgement section of the oracle.” 

According to Marshall (1980:145), it therefore could mean that “Amos was 

suggesting that the people did not offer merely sacrifices but also heart-

obedience to God” (cf. also Macdonald 1899:214-215; Rowley 1946:340-342; 

1946-1947:69-71, 305-307; 1950b:79-80; Harper 1973:136-137; Bruce 

[1951]1987:154; Anderson & Freedman 1989:532).  

 

For Anderson and Freedman (1989:532), it is an example of the Hebrew idiom, 

“‘not this but that’ means ‘that is more important than this’” (cf. also Mays  

1969:110-111). Amos’ declaration means that the true relationship between God 

and Israel in the desert is not dependent on sacrifices but on the obedient life 

(cf. Ryou 1999:305; see also 1 Sm 15:22). 

 

What then does Luke intend in employing this quotation? The proper 

interpretation of the NT writer concerning the quotation from Amos is likely to be 

influenced by where the weight of the first sentence is laid on, namely ‘Did’ or 

‘(to) me’. First of all, it is clear that both have been expected to answer ‘No!’ 

                                                 
157  Afterwards, he adds that “[v]erse 26 begins with a waw that is best understood as 
adversative: ‘But you have lifted.’ Israel disobeyed God and by her neglect of sacrifice turned to 
idolatry.” 
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because of the Greek word mh.  

 

In spite of two opposing interpretations on the OT text, here it seems right that 

God had demanded sacrifices and offerings, but that Israel had turned their 

oblations and holiness into idolatrous aims (cf. Bruce [1951]1987:154-155; 

Manson 1951:30; Hanson 1967:100; Newman & Nida 1972:160; Marshall 

1980:144-145; Johnson 1992:131-132; Barrett 1994:368-369).158 The text itself, 

makes clear that sacrifices were offered in the wilderness, but to a pagan deity. 

 

In the context of Stephen’s speech, Simon (1951:127-142) says that in the 

desert Israel had not been expected to offer religious sacrifices. This is why the 

offering of a sacrifice was fundamentally an idolatry (cf. idem. 1958:49). Whilst 

this is an approach, it is not regarded as plausible. Teicher (1950-1951:67-99) 

advocated that the Qumran community became Ebionite (cf. Wright 

1997:316). 159  Many scholars (Bammel [1964]1978:913; Daniélou 1964:63) 

have regarded the conversion of Essene Jews as the foundation of the 

Ebionites, before and after A.D. 70 (cf. also Fitzmyer 1957:208-231). However, 

Bruce ([1951]1987:154) criticises that the assertation “would associate Stephen 

more closely with the Ebionites.”  

 

Although it is not certain what Sikkuth and Kiyyun are in Amos, they seem to 

mean the worship of the star gods which was prevalent in the days of Amos 

(Anderson & Freedman 1989:533), as alluded to by the phrase, ‘the worship of 

the heavenly bodies’ in Ac 7:42a. Furthermore the reference to Molech and 

Rephan in Ac 7:43 directly links the veneration of the golden calf with the astral 

worship to which Amos and Jeremiah refer as the reason for Israel’s exile after 

                                                 
158 Conzelmann (1987:55) claims that basically the two interpretations above are not different. 
159 According to Ferguson (1987:492), the Ebionites were prohibited from eating meat and 
servicing the temple cult. 
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the time of Moses.  

 

In conclusion, the quotation from Am 5:25-27 proclaims that in the wilderness 

the Israelites did not worship the true God, but the host of heaven160 as the 

climax of their idolatry. Just as Israel wished to turn back to Egypt, so now God 

turns away from her. 

 

The last important alteration is that Babylon replaces Damascus in v. 43. 

Richard (1982:42-44) suggests that it is a literary device of Luke, i.e., “the art of 

composing finales”.161 In reference to Dibelius’ thinking (1956a:7) it could be 

described as “stagemanaging”. In order to prove it, he produces structural 

evidence (the threefold emergence of kaqw,j in vv. 42, 44, 48), and thematic 

evidence (loyalty and offering to God in v. 42b in contrast to Israel’s idolatry in 

vv. 40-41, and the tent of witness in v. 44 as opposed to the shrine of Molech in 

v. 43). Similarly, Knox (1944:14) justified the conversion on the strength of 

rhetorical practice.  

 

It seems to be most appropriate that Luke adjusted these elements in order to 

express Israel’s history of betrayal, as is discussed in some length above. The 

statement of Amos was to the northern kingdom only, but Luke shows that this 

attitude of rejection and rebellion has been characteristic of the entire nation. 

Moreover Barrett (1994:371) argues that Luke may have supposed to bestow a 

more perfect testimony of the banishment to Assyria in B.C. 722, or of the 

expatriation to Babylon in B.C. 597 and 586, namely later than Amos’ time. 

Luke’s re-explanation is thus comprehensible at this point (Wilson 1962:183). 

                                                 
160 The term stratia, only occurs one other time in the NT. In Lk 2:13, stratia, is used in 
reference to the angels who appeared at the announcement of the birth of Christ to the 
shepherds. 
161 Richard (1980a:272) presents that by and large Luke’s final element of a quotation acquires 
enormous significance functionally and thematically. 
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Just as Amos is talking about God’s judgement on Israel because of idolatry, so 

also is Luke doing so via the mouth of Stephen.  

 

The comment of Walton, Matthews, and Chavalas (2000:771) is also 

noteworthy: 

 

Since the Assyrians are never directly mentioned in Amos, it is unclear that 

this is what he meant when he spoke of the coming exile of the people of 

Israel. Using such an imprecise phrase as ‘beyond Damascus’ is reminiscent 

of Jeremiah’s threat ‘from the north’ (Jer 1:14), and both simply indicate the 

direction of Mesopotamia as the source of the coming destruction. 

 

Israel was cast away to Babylon in Luke’s judgement, implying a clear link to 

the Babylonian captivity. Luke here describes Israel’s disobedience and links 

the prophesied sentence of the prophets to her lengthy history of disloyalty to 

God.  

 

7. SUMMARY 
 
7.1 Summary of Ac 7:17-22 
 

The first subsection (Ac 7:17-22) mainly describes the historical background for 

Moses’ appearance and his infancy in Pharaoh’s house. To begin with, there are 

no explicit quotations. As with Joseph’s story, Luke seems to be intent upon 

describing historical facts about Moses rather than entering into polemical or 

ideological discussion at this stage of Stephen’s speech. Luke focuses chiefly 

on Moses’ foreign birth and upbringing.  

 

Nonetheless, Moses is illustrated as the one who would lead God’s people out 
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of Egypt to ‘this place’, this is implied in v. 7. He is protected by God, even 

though he is rejected by his family. It is also noticeable that human activities are 

maximized while God’s activities are minimized in appearance here. However, 

God is still controlling the time and fulfilling his promise.  

 

In conclusion, it is true that Luke makes his theological motifs at this point 

despite not having any direct quotations, just as in the Joseph narrative which 

precedes this one. 

 

7.2 The quoted text from Ex 2:14 in Ac 7:27-28 

 

In the second subsection (Ac 7:23-29), there is one explicit quotation. The  

highlighted phrase ti,j se kate,sthsen a;rconta kai. dikasth.n evfV h̀mw/nÈ mh. avnelei/n me 

su. qe,leij o]n tro,pon avnei/lej evcqe.j to.n Aivgu,ptionÈ in vv. 27-28 is the explicit 

quotation from Ex 2:14 (LXX), that is identified by my underlined introductory 

formula o` de. avdikw/n to.n plhsi,on avpw,sato auvto.n eivpw,n which I derived from Ac 

7:27a. Owing to the textual agreement between the LXX reading and the NT 

reading, we can assume that Luke made use here of a LXX version for this 

quotation. 

 

Through the verbatim quotation from Ex 2:14, Luke describes predominantly the 

Israelites’ unawareness of Moses’ role as their deliverer within the context of 

Moses’ life in Egypt. It finally results in the rejection of God’s servant even by 

family, but it has already been announced from the first subsection what the 

baby Moses’ story would be. In spite of Israel’s rejection, God’s faithfulness to 

his words and God’s looking after his people are the dominant themes behind 

this subsection. 

 

In conclusion, the NT text follows the LXX version of Ex 2:14 accurately without 
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any change. Luke’s use of a LXX source seems to become clear from the 

evidence that the two texts of the LXX and Acts insert a word (evcqe,j), against 

that of the MT. Luke here illustrates Israel’s incomprehension and rejection of 

Moses, through his quotation with his theological intention for Moses’ section. 

 

7.3 The quoted text from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 in Ac 7:33-34 

 

In the third subsection (Ac 7:30-34), there is also one explicit quotation. The 

highlighted phrase lu/son to. u`po,dhma tw/n podw/n sou, o` ga.r to,poj evfV w-| e[sthkaj gh/ 

a`gi,a evsti,n ivdw.n ei=don th.n ka,kwsin tou/ laou/ mou tou/ evn Aivgu,ptw|, kai. tou/ stenagmou/ 

auvtw/n h;kousa, kai. kate,bhn evxele,sqai auvtou,j, kai. nu/n deu/ro, avpostei,lw se eivj 

Ai;gupton in vv. 33-34 is an explicit quotation from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 (LXX) that is 

identified by my underlined introductory formula ei=pen de. auvtw/| o` ku,rioj which I 

derived from v. 33a.  

 

The discrepancies between the versions are largely formal, and the content is 

quite similar, namely that Luke made the grammatical and stylistic changes, but 

that the meaning was not altered by these changes, although it should not be 

excluded that Luke might have used another Textvorlage. 

 

The quoted text from Ex 3:5 expresses God’s commandment to Moses to 

remove his sandals because he is standing on holy ground. Another quoted text 

from Ex 3:7b-8 demonstrates the truth that God is faithful to his promise. The 

other quoted text from Ex 3:10 expresses that it was Moses who was sent by 

God. The next verse (v. 35) however displays the rejection of Moses by the 

Israelites. The implied meanings of one quotation which is composed of a 

combination of three quoted texts, shows the following: God’s self revelation is 

not limited to Jewish territory, just as God’s calling of Abraham took place 

outside of the land; God is true to his words toward his people; and, the Israelite 
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rejection of Moses whom God had sent. 

 

In conclusion, Luke draws the quoted text from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 in order to 

formulate his theological motifs, for example, God’s calling of Moses, God 

outside of the land, God’s faithfulness to his promise. Through two substitutions 

of lu/son and evfV w-|, it could imply that another Vorlage was used by him, or 

simply that he sought to improve the expressions for his context. However, it is 

necessary to note that the meaning is not significantly altered by these changes. 

 

7.4 The quoted text from Ex 2:14 in Ac 7:35 

 

In the fourth subsection (Ac 7:35-37), there are two explicit quotations, one from 

Ex 2:14 and another from Dt 18:15. One explicit quotation ti,j se kate,sthsen 

a;rconta kai. dikasth,nÈ from Ex 2:14 (LXX) appears in v. 35, which is indicated by 

my underlined introductory formula Tou/ton to.n Mwu?sh/n o]n hvrnh,santo eivpo,ntej 

which I derived from the text. The Lukan repetitive treatment of the same 

quotation reveals the fact that he deliberately makes clear his hermeneutical 

intention, especially through the very quotation within the context of the Moses 

story. 

 

The quotation upholds Luke’s theme of the disbelief of Israel against Moses 

whom God had sent. This motif is strengthened progressively by the quotations, 

including a repetition of the same quotation in vv. 27-28. Stephen’s statement 

after the quotation serves to elucidate the meaning of the quotation.  

 

In conclusion, Luke’s quotation agrees exactly with both the MT version and the 

LXX version of Ex 2:14. It is likely that Luke might have used either the LXX or 

the MT at this point. Through the repeated use of the same quotation by the 

writer, the theme of the Israelites’ rejection of Moses is reinforced progressively 
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in the Moses story.  

 

7.5 The quoted text from Dt 18:15 in Ac 7:37 
 

Another explicit quotation Profh,thn u`mi/n avnasth,sei o` qeo.j evk tw/n avdelfw/n u`mw/n 

w`j evme, from Dt 18:15 appears in v. 37. It is also indicated by my underlined 

introductory formula ou-to,j evstin o` Mwu?sh/j o` ei;paj toi/j ui`oi/j VIsrah,l which I 

derived from v. 37a. 

 

It is evident that it is quoted from the LXX, though there are several changes 

which Luke made. According to the context of the speech, some grammatical 

and stylistic changes are seen to occur here. The transpositions are 

understandable in view of Luke’s intent. 

 

The quotation suggests clearly that Moses, who the people of Israel are 

rejecting, was appointed by God. It is also important that along with the 

quotation from Dt 18:15-16 in Ac 3:22, this quotation serves as a christological 

text within Acts (Scobie 1978-1979:418). However, the indication that Jesus is 

the prophet like Moses in this part of Stephen’s speech is not given until v. 52. 

 

In conclusion, Luke describes God’s legitimation of Moses by quoting from Dt 

18:15. When Luke deals with the text, the changes that were made to a LXX 

version by him are probably attributable to his stylistic preference and emphatic 

intention within the new context. In spite of the alterations, the meaning is not 

noticeably changed. 

 

7.6 The quoted text from Ex 32:1, 23 in Ac 7:40 

 

In the fifth subsection (Ac 7:38-43), there are two explicit quotations each from 
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Ex 32:1, 23 and Am 5:25-27. One explicit quotation Poi,hson h`mi/n qeou.j oi] 

proporeu,sontai hm̀w/n o` ga.r Mwu?sh/j ou-toj( o]j evxh,gagen h`ma/j evk gh/j Aivgu,ptou( ouvk 

oi;damen ti, evge,neto auvtw/| from Ex 32:1, 23 (LXX) appears in v. 40, it is also 

indicated by my underlined introductory formula eivpo,ntej tw/| VAarw,n which I 

derived from the text. Luke’s changes of the text seem to be due to his stylistic 

preference and grammatical changes within the new context. 

 

This quote further strengthens the theme of Moses, God’s chosen one, who is 

rejected by Israel. This motif is reinforced more and more within the context of 

Stephen’s speech. It could thus mean that to refuse God’s herald is to refuse 

God himself. The first quotation here may be connected with the second 

quotation which illustrates the Israelite idolatry with the golden calf in this 

subsection.  

 

In conclusion, Luke’s quotation agrees exactly with both the MT version and the 

LXX version of Ex 32:1, 23. Thus Luke could have used either the LXX or the 

MT for this part of Stephen’s speech. The changes that were made by Luke, 

might be ascribed to his grammatical and stylistic preferences. Here he depicts 

the rejection of Moses once again. 

 

7.7 The quoted text from Am 5:25-27 in Ac 7:42-43 
 

Another explicit quotation from Am 5:25-27 (LXX) appears in vv. 42-43, that is 

also indicated by my underlined introductory formula kaqw.j ge,graptai evn bi,blw| 

tw/n profhtw/n which I derived from v. 42b: Mh. sfa,gia kai. qusi,aj proshne,gkate, moi 

e;th tessera,konta evn th/| evrh,mw|( oi=koj VIsrah,lÈ kai. avnela,bete th.n skhnh.n tou/ Mo,loc 

kai. to. a;stron tou/ qeou/ Îu`mw/nÐ ~Raifa,n( tou.j tu,pouj ou]j evpoih,sate proskunei/n 

auvtoi/j, kai. metoikiw/ u`ma/j evpe,keina Babulw/noj.  
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Although it might have been possible that Luke used another Textvorlage, most 

of the changes that were made by Luke, show us his stylistic preference and 

hermeneutical intention. Especially, the substitution of Babulw/noj is likely to be 

Luke’s key textual adaptation and reflects the retrospection on the historical 

experience of the community. 

 

The quotation announces at length that in the desert the Israelite worship was 

offered to the heavenly bodies, not to God. The motif of Israel’s rejection that 

begins with Joseph and then moves on to the rejection of Moses, may 

culminate in Israel’s idolatry against God. It is interesting to note that all of the 

quotations of this subsection – two quotations from Ex 32:1, 23 and Am 5:25-27 

- seem to build up Stephen’s statement of the previous verse of each quotation. 

 

In conclusion, Luke here uses the quotation from Am 5:25-27, making his 

ideological and hermeneutical motifs, such as the Israelite’s idolatry, clear. It is 

particularly noticeable that his theological point is made in the replacement of 

Babulw/noj. In the process of Luke’s employment of a LXX version, the changes 

that are made by him, seem to be required within the new context. However, 

Luke’s alterations are not far from the original meaning. It should be noted that 

the quotation of CD differs completely from the meaning of the original context. 

At last, it was probably Luke who made these changes and it is unlikely here 

that they should be ascribed to another Vorlage. 
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