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SUMMARY 
 
 

Title: Old Testament quotations within the context of Stephen’s speech  

in Acts 

Researcher: Ju-Won Kim 

Promoter: Prof. Gert J. Steyn 

Degree: Doctor of Philosophy  

 

The aim of this study is to contribute to ongoing studies on the Acts of the 

Apostles, particularly in the area of the manner in which the NT writer quotes 

and interprets the OT. Many scholars have studied the use of the OT in the 

NT, though few have investigated the explicit quotations in Acts. The 

discussion confines itself to an examination of the nine explicit quotations in 

Stephen’s speech of Acts 7 which are identified with introductory formulae, 

i.e.: (7:3 from Gn 12:1; 7:6-7 from Gn 15:13-14; 7:27-28 from Ex 2:14; 

7:33-34 from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10; 7:35 from Ex 2:14; 7:37 from Dt 18:15; 7:40 

from Ex 32:1, 23; 7:42-43 from Am 5:25-27; and 7:49-50 from Is 66:1-2).  

 

The study first seeks to situate the quoted texts in their original context, after 

which attention is paid to their appearance in Stephen’s discourse in Acts. 

Specific attention is given to the question of the presence of a possible 

independent Lukan Textvorlage which might underlie these quotations. To 

this end, firstly an overview of the differences between the pertinent OT 

textual traditions (e.g., MT, LXX, etc), and the NT is provided. This clearly 

establishes the nature of the changes and modifications present in Luke’s 

reading of his original material. Secondly and finally, the discussion seeks to 

provide an assessment of Luke’s theological and hermeneutical framework, 

reflected within the OT quotations of Stephen’s defense. 
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Through the method referred to above, best depicted as consisting of 

text-historical, methodological and hermeneutical aspects (Steyn 1995:31-37), 

this study makes the following observations: Firstly, most of the explicit 

quotations in Ac 7 are not found anywhere else in the NT, except for the book 

of Acts. Only the 8th quotation from Am 5:25-27 in Ac 7:42-43 occurs in CD 

7:14-15, but the quotation from CD differs from the meaning of the original 

context. It seems clear that these quotations are attributable to Luke himself 

via his LXX version - although it is possible that Luke might have used either 

the LXX or the MT in a few places. 

 

Secondly, when Luke relates the quoted texts from his LXX version of the OT 

to his new hearers, most of the changes that Luke made are likely to be 

expected within the change in context between that of Luke and the original 

source of the quotation. That is, the grammatical and stylistic changes were 

made by Luke, although the possibility of the changes being due to his 

Vorlage, should not altogether be excluded. Luke’s cautious theological and 

hermeneutical intention is also to be detected in Stephen’s speech. However, 

it is true that the original meaning is not significantly altered by these changes. 

At last, it may be assumed that Luke is the author of the changes to these 

quotations. 

 

Thirdly and finally, Luke’s theological intentions for applying the quotations are 

revealed as follows: God as the subject of the history has been constantly at 

work for his people. However, his people repetitively reject God’s servants 

and go against God’s words given through them. The climax of this pattern is 

found in the killing of Jesus and Stephen (Ac 7:52, 60). Nonetheless, God 

continues to be working to accomplish his salvific plan for his people, 

regardless of the hostile attitude of the Israelites toward God himself as well 
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as his messengers. At last, it results in his salvific activity (endless love) ‘to the 

ends of the earth’ (Ac 1:8), viz., even to the Gentiles through his numerous 

witnesses again. 

 

This study comprises of seven chapters according to the flow of the narrative, 

which are designed as follows: the Abraham Story (chapter 2); the Joseph 

Story (chapter 3); the Moses Story (chapter 4); the Temple (chapter 5); 

Stephen’s Indictment (chapter 6). In addition, chapter 1 presents the 

introduction, and chapter 7 describes the synthesis and conclusion. 
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 CHAPTER Ⅰ 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Quotations of the OT in the NT are as old as the history of Christianity itself. 

They are not particularly different from the proper use of the Bible for the 

Christian preaching and teaching ministry in the Church today. Studies in this 

field are thus both important and necessary. Moreover, the significance of this 

field is further confirmed by observing the frequency of the use of OT quotations 

by NT writers.1 Hill (1991:435) calculates that “approximately 32 percent … of 

the New Testament is composed of Old Testament quotations and allusions” (cf. 

also Hill 1981:102-104).  

 

Scholars do, of course, differ regarding the number of these quotations. Shires 

(1974:15) suggests that “there are at least 1,604 N.T. citations of 1,276 different 

O.T. passages.”2 Sweet (1939:1516) and Kaiser (1985:3) calculate that there 

are some 300 explicit quotations from the OT in the NT. Nicole (1958:137) 

classifies the number into 250 explicit quotations and 45 instances depended 

directly on the OT. If what these scholars say is true, the influence of the OT on 

the language and contents of the NT must be considerable. 

 

An indication of its importance can also be seen in the fact that this field of NT 

studies has been the focus of attention of many distinguished scholars. Porter 

(1997:79) argues that this study is “an active area of contemporary New 

                                                 
1 For various opinions, cf. Kaiser (1985:2-3). 
2 He (1974:122) adds that “[t]here are 260 chapters in the whole N.T., and only 12 of these 
contain no instance of a direct relationship of some form with the O.T.” 
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Testament research.” Furthermore, according to Bock (1997:823-824), it is “one 

of the most debated aspects of NT study outside of the Gospels.” 

 

2. THE PROBLEM 
 
In relation to these facts, then, on what issues do NT scholars fail to agree? In 

the commonplace expression of ‘the use of the OT in the NT’, what is meant by 

the ‘OT’?3 Also, which terms are used to describe their various dependencies 

on the OT by NT authors? For the latter Porter (1997:80) has represented the 

terms as follows:  

 

… citation, direct quotation, formal quotation, indirect quotation, allusive 

quotation, allusion (whether conscious or unconscious), paraphrase, 

exegesis (such as inner-biblical exegesis), midrash, typology, reminiscence, 

echo (whether conscious or unconscious), intertextuality, influence (either 

direct or indirect), and even tradition. 

 

Hays and Green (1995:226-229) categorize the following four forms: direct 

citation, summaries of OT history and teaching, type-scenes, and allusions or 

linguistic echoes (or intertextuality). In this author’s opinion, Steyn (1995:2-3, 

26) succeeded in a competent classification, in which he (1995:26) states: 

 

one can detect six different categories of influence on the language and style 

of the author: (a) explicit quotations, introduced by clear introductory 

formulae; (b) direct phrases, without clear introductory formulae; (c) 

paraphrases, which are free versions of a foreign text; (d) references, being a 

single formulation from that tradition and being completely integrated into the 

                                                 
3 Smith (1972:3) correctly indicates that “the phrase … is an anachronism.” 
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presentation of the author; (e) allusions; and (f) scriptural terminology, being 

words, concepts, technical terms, titles, etc. To these may be added a 

seventh category, namely (g) “motifs”; that is, the imitation of larger structural 

patterns, tellings and traditions which are based on similar versions in the 

source texts.4 

 

With these comprehensive interests, the aim of this study is to investigate the 

topic related to the quotations from the OT in Ac 7, more specifically, the Old 

Testament quotations within the context of Stephen’s speech in Acts. Though 

many scholars have studied the use of the OT in the NT,5 and in Luke-Acts6 

amongst other NT books,7 few have investigated the explicit quotations in 

                                                 
4 Furthermore, according to him (1995:2), the use of the OT in the NT “was studied mainly on 
three different levels in the past: (a) the influence on the language (grammar, style, etc. = 
exclusively linguistically orientated); (b) the manifestation of LXX material by way of the explicit 
quotations which were used (their Textvorlage, form, function, etc. = historical-critically 
orientated); and (c) the most difficult to determine scientifically, implicit influence, as seen in 
references, allusions, imitations and transpositions of broader motifs – which all contribute to 
the re-writing of a certain ‘event’ at a later stage in (church) history in a theological manner 
(hermeneutically orientated).” 
5 For the study on the OT in the NT, cf. Dodd ([1952]1954); Lindars (1961); Braun (1962:16-31); 
Barrett (1970:377-411); Efird (1972); Way-rider (1973:604-608); Shires (1974); Ellis 
([1977]1979:199-219; 1988a:653-690; 1988b:691-725; 1991); van der Waal (1981); Archer & 
Chirichigno (1983); Hanson (1983); Kaiser (1985); Goppelt (1982); Longenecker (1987:4-8); 
Carson & Williamson (1988); Holtz (1991:75-91); Beale (1994); Hays & Green (1995:222-238); 
Holmgren (1999); Moyise (2000; 2001). The series “The New Testament and the Scriptures of 
Israel” which has been recently edited by Moyise & Menken (2004; 2005; c. 2007 (forthcoming)), 
should also be noted. 
6 For the research on the OT in Luke-Acts, cf. Schubert (1968b); Holtz (1968); Ernst (1972:360-
374); Clarke ([1922]1979:66-105); Richard (1980b:330-341); Jervell (1983:79-96); Talbert 
(1984:91-103); Ringgren (1986:227-235); Bock (1987; 1994:612-626); Brodie (1987); Bruce 
(1987a:71-79); Sanders (1987:191-198); Barrett (1988:231-244); Steyn (1990:229-246); Evans 
& Sanders (1993); Kimball (1994); Strauss (1995); Rusam (2003); Marshall (c. 2006). For 
Luke’s use of Scripture in speeches, cf. Bowker (1967-68:96-111); Steyn (1995). 
7 For the OT in Mark, cf. Suhl (1965); Marcus (1992); Watts (1997). For the OT in Matthew’s 
Gospel, see Stendahl ([1954]1968); Gundry ([1967]1975); Allison (1993); Knowles (1993); 
Menken (2004). For John’s use of OT, cf. Barrett (1947:155-169); Freed (1965); Reim (1974); 
Hanson (1991); Schuchard (1992); Beutler (1996:147-162); Menken (1996; 2005:155-175); 
Daly-Denton (2000); Lieu (2000:144-163). For the Synoptic Gospels, cf. Swartley (1993). In 
particular, including Gundry and Marcus mentioned above, Juel (1988) argues that NT writers 
intentionally reflect on the Christology when they draw on the OT text. On the use of the OT in 
the Letters and Revelation within the NT, confer the following. For the OT in Pauline letters, 
cf. Hays (1989a); Stockhausen (1989); Stanley (1992); Keesmaat (1999). For Hebrews’ use of 
the OT, cf. Kistemaker (1961); Hughes (1979); Clements (1985:36-45); Loane (1986:255-264); 
Ellingworth (1993); Leschert (1994); Bateman (1997); Buck (2002). For the use of OT in 1 Peter, 

 
 
 



 4

Acts.8 One such study is that of Steyn in his book “Septuagint Quotations in the 

Context of the Petrine and Pauline Speeches of the Acta Apostolorum” (1995). 

The aim of the present study is to continue along those lines and to include 

Stephen’s speech alongside those of Peter and Paul.9 

 

Firstly, this study wants to start with the question of the origin of the explicit 

quotations in Ac 7 and to determine the possible Textvorlage of the quotations in 

this chapter of Acts. Where do the quotations come from - the MT or the LXX, or 

neither? At the same time, did Luke get the quotations from oral or written 

traditions? Otherwise, could it be that he got them from his own materials?10 

Secondly, as regards Luke’s handling of Scripture: Does Luke follow the texts 

accurately? If not, what are the changes that Luke makes? How did Luke apply 

the quotations within the new context (cf. Moyise 1994:133-143)? 

 

Lastly, why does Luke quote and change the passages? What do the quotations 

from the OT passages imply about Luke’s understanding and theology? 

Hopefully, a cautious investigation of these quotations will yield some answers.  

This investigation will thus be driven by these three issues: the origin of the 

quotations, the author’s methodology in using them and the author’s reason(s) 

                                                                                                                                               
2 Peter, and Jude, cf. Elliott (1966); Bauckham (1983); Glenny (1987); Michaelis (1988); 
Schutter (1989); Pearson (2001). For Revelation, cf. Ruiz (1989); Moyise (1995); Beale (1999). 
8 Many of the Lukan scholars regard this study from a Christological standpoint, including Bock 
referred to above (cf. also Jacobs 1967:177-196; Rese [1965]1969; Juel 1988). On the other 
hand, Evans & Sanders (1993) understand it as promise and fulfilment with Talbert (1984). 
Even though these attempts are remarkably pioneering and prominent, we should always be 
reminded of Stanton’s words ([1977]1992:68) that “the interpreter must allow his own 
presuppositions and his own pre-understanding to be modified or even completely reshaped by 
the text itself” (cf. also Gadamer 1975:465-466). 
9 It is true that my research has been inspired and encouraged by G.J. Steyn who is my 
“Doktorvater,” especially by his doctoral thesis and lectures. Frankly speaking, it may fairly be 
said that this topic is due to his contribution, specifically because of his intention disclosed in the 
preface of his published dissertation that he wished to add a further study of the Septuagint 
quotations in Ac 7 and 15. 
10 It is clear that Luke has used his sources in the course of his writing of Luke-Acts, above all 
through the witness of the Gospel of Luke itself (Lk 1:1-4). For details, cf. Marshall (1970), 
especially chapter 2 and 3. 
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for applying them. 

 
3. METHOD 
 
Given the three issues referred to above, studies of the quotations from the OT 

in the NT have three main problems, best described as text-historical, 

methodological and hermeneutical aspects (Steyn 1995:31-37).  

 

Firstly, the text-historical aspect11 will be handled with the question of the origin 

of the explicit quotations in Ac 7 and the possible Textvorlage of the quotations 

in Ac 7. To investigate this aspect, the context of the speech, its structure, and 

the text itself are examined systematically in conjunction with observing the 

arguments associated with the analysis of the text. 

 

Then, there is an assessment of the introductory formulae that indicate the 

explicit citations, which I will mention later. The text is scrutinized thoroughly at a 

text-historical level, along with comparisons between the MT, LXX, and Lukan 

versions. Any differences are arranged into classes of disagreements and 

appraised one case at a time. In this instance textual criticism will be 

emphasised. 

 

The textual deliberation also observes how and where the OT reading is found 

elsewhere in the NT. It is here that assessments are given about whether a 

Textvorlage has been used or not. Later, this investigation will judge the 

methodological and hermeneutical aspects of the quotations drawn from the OT. 

                                                 
11 According to Steyn (1995:32-33), the problem is fairly intricate; Firstly, no one can too easily 
refer to the LXX. Moreover, the evangelists of the NT did not have accessible a Bible, or the 
Bible, in the sense that we possess it today. Secondly, there are significant differences between 
reconstructed text editions (the LXX and the NT) and the MSS which the evangelists would 
have had in their hands. 
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Then, it will deal with the characteristics of the changes that Luke made and the 

traditions that he used. It will thus be disclosed, if the latter is correct, whether 

Luke’s source of Scripture comes from either early traditions or the LXX. 

Alternatively we will have to choose whether another Textvorlage, which the 

author had for himself, could have resulted in the changes to the quoted texts, 

or whether Luke made these changes with his personal linguistic preferences or 

stylistic and grammatical intentions, bearing the hearers’ context in mind. 

 

Throughout this thesis I will use “stylistic” preference in the sense of Luke’s own 

personal style of conveying his message, in his two volumes. At the same time, 

I will use “grammatical” intentions in the sense of his need to write in intelligible 

Greek within his context. I also hope to show how linguistic differences should 

be assigned to “stylistic” or “grammatical” intentions. The criteria used to make 

these judgements will be derived from many different scholarly views.  

 

However, “stylistic” intentions will be used when the Lukan inclination to use 

particular and repeated writing styles throughout the speech, as well as the 

book of Acts, are revealed (e.g. sometimes frequent replacements of a word, 

transposition for emphasis, unique word order, etc., are used). In addition, I will 

use “grammatical” intentions when Luke’s tendency to adjust to his new context 

(number, person, mood changes, etc.) is shown. 

 

Secondly, at a methodological level, (what is meant here, is actually HOW Luke 

used his OT. Did he present a long quotation; paraphrase; where does he 

begin/end; where does he fit the quote/reference into his argument, etc.) it is 

important to scrutinize the passage in totality, that is, within context. 

Furthermore, the function of the changes in Acts will be somewhat implied 

within the context of Stephen’s speech, but will become clearer at a 
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hermeneutical level. 

 

Thirdly, at a hermeneutical level, the function of those changes in Luke’s writing 

will be explained within the context of Stephen’s speech. Moreover, Luke’s 

intention with reference to this function will be drawn out through the whole 

book of Acts as well as Ac 7. The examination concludes with an assessment of 

the hermeneutical and theological point of the quotations and the changes that 

Luke made. In this thesis I will use the two terms – “hermeneutical” and 

“theological” – in a similar sense, in order to present Luke’s intention by which 

he made changes in the quoted text, even though the two are different. 

 

I also hope to show how linguistic differences should be assigned to Luke’s 

“hermeneutical” and “theological” intentions. I will use “hermeneutical” and 

“theological” intentions when Luke’s ideological motif is seen by the changes 

that were probably made by him in the speech. For example, there are the 

addition of evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| in v. 7, recurring employment of the same quotation 

in v. 27 and v. 35, substitution of Babulw/noj in v. 43, etc. It should be noted that 

the original meaning is not considerably altered by these changes. 

 

The author chose this method as he believes it to be one of the best organised 

and systematically presented approaches to unraveling the use of the OT in the 

NT developed in the past decades. Discussion is limited to the explicit 

quotations that are identified with introductory formulae, when the terms of 

quotation, citation, or even the use of the OT in this research are used. This will 

delineate the area, as well as the terms of this research. 

 

Given these terms, the following verses in Ac 7 will be under investigaion: vv. 3, 

6-7, 27-28, 33-34, 35, 37, 40, 42-43, and 49-50 in Ac 7. 
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Ac 7 v. 3 Gn 12:1 

 vv. 6-7  15:13-14 

 vv. 27-28 Ex 2:14 

 vv. 33-34  3:5, 7-8, 10 

 v. 35  2:14 

 v. 37 Dt 18:15 

 v. 40 Ex 32:1, 23 

 vv. 42-43 Am 5:25-27 

 vv. 49-50 Is 66:1-2 

 

 
4. STRUCTURE 
 
This study comprises seven chapters according to the flow of the narrative, 

which are designed as follows:  

 

Chapter 1, as introduction, explicates and describes the research problem, 

method, context, and supplies an outline for this study on OT quotations within 

the context of Stephen’s speech in Acts. 

Chapter 2 examines the Abraham Story, which is the first account with two 

quotations from Genesis in the speech. 

Chapter 3 discusses the Joseph Story, which represents God’s faithfulness, 

despite all Joseph’s troubles. 

Chapter 4 presents the Moses Story - the longest section, with the most 

quotations (six) in the discourse – grouped into the following five subsections: 

Historical Background and Moses’ Infancy; Flight into Midian; God’s Calling; 

God’s Sending; Israel’s Idolatry and God’s Judgement. 

Chapter 5, as the last summary of the Israelite history in the speech, describes 

the Temple, along with a quotation from Isaiah. 
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Chapter 6 concludes the discourse by investigating Stephen’s Indictment. 

Chapter 7 depicts the synthesis and conclusion arrived at from this study. 

 

5. CONTEXT AND OUTLINE OF STEPHEN’S SPEECH 
 
5.1 The context of Stephen’s speech (Ac 6:1-8:1a) 
 
In order to examine the text (Ac 7:2-53) here, it is necessary to demonstrate 

briefly the immediate context (Ac 6:1-8:1a).12 As a result of the murmurings of 

the Grecians, seven persons, who were chosen by the church under the 

direction of the apostles, are given the task to oversee the daily ministry to the 

poor; that none might be neglected, and that the apostles might give their 

attention to prayer and the ministry of the word of God (6:1-6). So the word of 

God greatly prevails (6:7). Stephen, full of God’s grace and power, refutes those 

who disputed against him (6:8-10). They in turn bribe false witnesses, who 

falsely accuse Stephen of blasphemy against the law and the temple before the 

Sanhedrin (6:11-14). When all in the Sanhedrin see him, his face shines like the 

face of an angel (6:15). 

 

When Stephen is required to answer before the Sanhedrin (7:1), he indicated 

how God called Abraham and promised Canaan to him and his seed (7:2-8); 

how Joseph was sold by his brothers, and how Jacob with his family went down 

to Egypt (7:9-16); that, as they were oppressed by the Egyptians, Moses was 

born and brought up by Pharaoh’s daughter (7:17-22); that trying to rescue 

Israel he was rejected and fled to Midian (7:23-29); that at Sinai God called him 

for his people (7:30-34); that eventually he was sent to be their ruler and 

deliverer (7:35-37), although they refused to obey him and made an idol, so 

                                                 
12 According to van der Watt (2002:10-11), interpreters must consider the preceding and 
following passages. 
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God’s judgement resulted from the work of their hands (7:38-43); that they had 

the tabernacle of the Testimony, until Solomon built the house (7:44-47), 

however, as said by the prophet, the Most High does not live in houses made by 

men (7:48-50). He fearlessly accuses the nation of imitating the resistance of 

their fathers who persecuted and killed the prophets, and he charges them with 

murdering Christ in disobedience of their own law (7:51-53). Being cut to their 

hearts, they hurry to stone him. While seeing a vision of Christ and calling on 

him to receive his spirit and pardon his murderers, he dies (7:54-60).  

 

5.2 An outline of Stephen’s speech (Ac 7:2-53) 
 

Scholars differ regarding the outline of Stephen’s speech. 13  For example, 

                                                 
13 Bihler (1963:vii) separates this speech into three parts: 
Ⅰ. Die Geschichte Israels von Abraham bis Moses (2-37) 

A. Die Abrahamsgeschichte (2-8a; 8b=transition) 
B. Die Josephsgeschichte (9-16; 17-19=transition) 
C. Die Mosesgeschichte (20-37) 

Ⅱ. Israel’s Abfall: Gotzendienst und Tempelbau (38-50) 
A. Der Gotzendienst (38-43) 
B. Der Bau des Tempels (44-50) 

Ⅲ. Der Schuld Israels (51-53) 
 
Richard (1978:38-140; 1979:257) shows a fourfold division: 
Ⅰ. History of the Patriarchs (2-16) 

A. Story of Abraham (2-8) 
B. Story of Joseph (9-16) 

Ⅱ. History of Moses (17-34) 
A. Hebrews in Egypt (17-19) 
B. Moses prior to the Sinai Event (20-29) 
C. Theophany and Mission (30-34) 

Ⅲ. Thematic Section (35-50) 
A. Moses and the Fathers (35-41) 
B. God and the Fathers (42-50) 

Ⅳ. Invective against Audience (51-53) 
 
Fitzmyer (1998:365) separates this speech into five parts, apart from the introduction and 
conclusion: 

Introduction (2a) 
PartⅠ. Story of Abraham (2b-8a) 
Part Ⅱ. Story of Joseph (8b=transition; 9-16) 
Part Ⅲ. Story of Moses (17-19=transition; 20-38) 
Part Ⅳ. Israel’s First Falling Away (39-40=transition; 41-43) 
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Kilgallen (1976a:ix-xii) divides the speech into five sections : 

Ⅰ. The Abraham Story (2-7) 

Ⅱ. The Joseph Story (8=transition; 9-16) 

Ⅲ. The Moses Story (17-43) 

Ⅳ. The Temple (44-50) 

Ⅴ. Conclusion (51-53) 

 

Kilgallen’s outline is appropriate for the flow of narrative within the speech. 

However, it is necessary to include v. 8 in Abraham’s story, which plays a 

transitional role between Abraham’s story and Joseph’s story. The fact that 

Abraham became the father of Isaac and circumcised him must be seen 

“against the background of God’s promise” to Abraham (Combrink 1979:9; cf. 

Richard 1978:54-59; 1979:257; Marshall 1980:131; Kistemaker 1990:243-244; 

Barrett 1994:331). Furthermore, it shows, that v. 8 needs to be incorporated in 

the Abraham story, through the words  e;dwken (in v. 5 and v. 8) and ou[twj (in v. 6 

and v. 8), where we see the direct link in the story of Abraham. 

 

Pointing out the speech’s rhetorical character, Dupont (1985:167), on the other 

hand, divides the speech in accordance with the model of a classical defence 

speech:14 

. Ⅰ exordium: statement of praise to addresses (2a) 

. Ⅱ narratio: statement of facts (2b-34) 

. Ⅲ argumentatio: statement of proofs and arguments  
                                                                                                                                               

Part Ⅴ. Israel’s Second Falling Away (44-50) 
Conclusion: Stephen’s Indictment (51-53) 

 
For various and different ways to outline Stephen’s speech, see also Bruce ([1951]1987:137-
163), Schneider (1980:446-447), Roloff (1981:118), Krodel (1986:139). Noticeably, Kennedy 
(1984:121-122) alone incorporates the last section (vv. 54-60) as an integral part of Stephen’s 
speech. 
14 For the outline according to the criteria of ancient rhetoric, cf. Penner (1996:358-366). He 
delineates as follows: A. Exordium (6:8-7:1); B. Narratio/Partitio (7:2-8); C. Probatio (7:9-53); D. 
Peroratio (7:54-60). Cf. also Seland (1995:233-235); Wolfe (1993:278-280). 
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(35=transition; 36-50) 

. Ⅳ peroratio: summary conclusion (51-53) 
 

However, Dupont’s suggestion here is questionable, in spite of its value, 

because it does not fit the changes of subject found in Stephen’s speech. This 

study needs to be investigated according to the flow of narrative rather than the 

principle of rhetoric. 

 

From these four examples (except for Dupont’s), one can recognise what the 

commonly identified aspects of the speech are, namely: the Abraham story (2-8), 

the Joseph story (9-16), the final indictment against the listeners (51-53). 

Clearly, most of the discrepancies result from the classification of the part 

between vv. 17-50. It is not easy to decide where the Moses story ends and the 

Temple story begins since there is the employment of a Mosaic element (the 

tabernacle) as a hinge from which the argument of the Temple starts. It is most 

plausible to obtain an expected split at v. 44 owing to the inner constancy of the 

section from a literary perspective, as I will mention later (e.g. the continuous 

use of the rhetorical tou/ton (x2) in v. 35 and ou-to,j [evstin] (x3) in vv. 36-38, and 

the link of the final ou-to,j in v. 38 with w-| in v. 39 which leads a piece on the 

theme of Israel’s idolatry and God’s judgement in vv. 38-43). 

 

My suggestion for a division of the speech would be the following: 

 

2- 8  The Abraham Story 

9-16  The Joseph Story  

17-43  The Moses Story 

17-22  Historical Background and Moses’ Infancy 

23-29  Flight into Midian 

30-34  God’s Calling 
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35-37  God’s Sending 

38-43  Israel’s Idolatry and God’s Judgement 

44-50  The Temple 

51-53  Stephen’s Indictment 
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CHAPTER Ⅱ 
THE ABRAHAM STORY (Ac 7:2-8) 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Abraham is portrayed as “the first Jew (i.e. Hebrew, J-W Kim), to whom God 

gave the covenant with the rite of circumcision to mark it” (Watson 1996:42). 

The commencement of the speech with his story is thus quite appropriate since 

Stephen’s hearers, or his accusers, are the Jews (Ac 6:12-15). Dahl (1976:77) 

also rightly indicates that “In Stephen’s speech the Jewishness of Abraham is 

not concealed but emphatically pronounced.” Calvert-Koyzis (1997:2) agrees 

with this opinion when he says that “Luke’s affinity with Hellenistic Judaism is 

seen most clearly in Acts 7:2-8” (cf. also Dahl 1966:142). Noticeably, those 

Abrahamic accounts not seen as necessary to the Stephen discourse are 

excluded. Elements omitted include: “Abraham in Egypt, Abraham and Lot, the 

battle with the kings, Hagar and Ishmael, the three men and the destruction of 

Sodom, and, most remarkable of all, the sacrifice of Isaac” (Dahl 1976:71). 

 

This reveals that Luke’s selective summary of Abraham’s story is as a result of 

his theological intention. He concentrates on the following accounts: When 

Abraham was in Mesopotamia, God called him to leave for the land which God 

would show him; after a four-hundred-year slavery in Egypt, his descendants 

will return to the promised land and truly worship God. Appropriately, these 

accounts go along with Luke’s quotations from Genesis. Investigation of the 

quotations, at length, here serves to understand properly this section as the first 

part of Stephen’s defense. 
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2. COMPOSITION15 
 
This section starts with the charge against Stephen by the high priest,16 “Are 

these charges true?” (eiv tau/ta ou[twj e;ceiÈ v. 1b). If this was a formal court case 

the high priest should not have tried a direct interrogation that requested the 

accused person to sentence himself. 17  The use of e;cw with an adverb is 

commonly repeated in Acts (see 12:15; 15:36; 17:11; 21:13; 24:9, 25). The 

charges that are brought relate to the Law and the Temple, two of the most 

highly revered elements of the Jewish faith life.  

 

Before starting his speech, Stephen calls the audience "Brothers and fathers” 

(:Andrej avdelfoi. kai. pate,rej( v. 2a). The vocative :Andrej avdelfoi is fairly 

frequent in Acts (Ac 1:16; 15:7, 13; 22:1; 23:1). In addition, similar beginnings 

are seen in Acts: a;ndrej VIoudai/oi (Ac 2:14); a;ndrej VIsrahli/tai (Ac 3:12; 13:16); 

a;ndrej VAqhnai/oi (Ac 17:22). Other occurences also appear in Ac 1:11; 2:22, 29, 

37; 5:35; 7:26; 13:15, 16, 26, 38; 19:35; 21:28; 28:17 and 4 Macc 8:19. 

According to Fitzmyer (1998:222), “the combination of a;ndrej with another noun 

in apposition was a common mode of address in Greek oratory: a;ndrej VAqhnai/oi 

(Demosthenes, Olynthiac 1.1,1.10; Lysias, Or. 6:8); a;ndrej VIsrahli/tai (Josephus, 

Antiquities of the Jews 3:189).” Here avdelfoi also implies that both Stephen 

(speaker) and Jews (listeners) are the same children of patri. h`mw/n VAbraa,m.  

 

It is noticeable that only here and Ac 22:1 add kai. pate,rej after :Andrej avdelfoi. 

                                                 
15 The outline of my composition closely follows Combrink’s (1979:30-35) excellent structural 
analysis as a facet of his exegesis of Ac 6:8-8:3, except for a division of section G (Ac 7:35-38). 
Louw (1973:104) understands the cola as the most important elements in this analysis, “for they, 
and their clusters, reveal the actual structure” of the whole discourse. 
16 Witherington (1998:264) assumes it may still have been Caiaphas, when Jesus was in court. 
If Caiaphas was really the high priest, he might be likely to condemn the disciple – Stephen - 
instead of the teacher – Jesus – and consequently to damage the reputation of the recent 
Jesus’ movement from the religious Jews’ viewpoint (Bruce [1951]1987:98, 144). 
17 As for this point, cf. the venerable argument by Abrahams ([1924]1967:132-137). 
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Paul also speaks to the Jews like this in Ac 22:1. According to Schrenk 

([1967]1977:977) “father” is a mark of respect that is employed particularly for 

the rabbi. It is true to assume that the verbal skill used here is indicative of a 

person speaking Greek (Haenchen 1971:278). For Kilgallen (1976a:122), this 

opening “fits admirably into the style of Acts.”  

 

Next, Stephen attracts their attention by shouting “listen to me!” (avkou,sate,18 v. 

2b). Within this episode of Stephen’s, it is noteworthy that avkou,sate in Ac 7:2 

closely matches VAkou,ontej in Ac 7:54. Then Stephen replies to the high priest’s 

charges. (a) “The God of glory appeared to our father Abraham while he was 

still in Mesopotamia, before he lived in Haran” (~O qeo.j th/j do,xhj w;fqh tw/| patri. 

h`mw/n VAbraa.m o;nti evn th/| Mesopotami,a| pri.n h' katoikh/sai auvto.n evn Carra.n, v. 2c). 

(b) “and God said to him, 'Leave your country and your people, and go to the 

land I will show you'” (kai. ei=pen pro.j auvto,n e;xelqe evk th/j gh/j sou kai. ÎevkÐ th/j 

suggenei,aj sou( kai. deu/ro eivj th.n gh/n h]n a;n soi dei,xw, v. 3).  

 

This set phrase ~O qeo.j th/j do,xhj is found nowhere else in the New Testament. It 

simulates the same expression ‘the God of glory’ (o` qeo.j th/j do,xhj) in Ps 28:3 

(LXX) which translated the Hebrew expression dAbK'h;-lae19 of the MT (Ps 29:3). 

The original setting of this set phrase is a victory hymn to the Lord whose 

glorious and holy voice reverberates right through heaven, all of nature, and the 

temple. 

 

At the beginning of the speech, however, this set phrase conceivably 

emphasizes the transcendence of the God who does not dwell in a temple built 

with human hands. Besides indicating God’s transcendence, the set phrase ~O 

                                                 
18 The verb avkou,sate occurs frequently in Acts, especially in speeches (Ac 2:22; 13:16; 15:13; 
22:1). 
19 For a repudiation of the opinion that it is any reference to the Jewish doctrine of the Shekinah, 
see also Abrahams (1925:11-88). 
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qeo.j th/j do,xhj functions as a bracket of the whole Stephen narrative with do,xan 

qeou/ in Ac 7:55. 

 

In the Abraham story (vv. 2-8), the divine subject ~O qeo,j is accompanied by nine 

verbs as follows: w;fqh (v. 2), ei=pen, dei,xw (v. 3), metw,|kisen (v. 4), e;dwken, 

evphggei,lato (v. 5), evla,lhsen (v. 6), krinw/ (v. 7), e;dwken (v. 8). Enclosed with ~O qeo.j 

th/j do,xhj, patri. h`mw/n finally aims to place Stephen himself in continuity with 

earlier devout Jews, for example Abraham, Joseph, Moses, the prophets, and 

Jesus (see Ac 7:11-12, 15, 38-39, 44-45; contrast 7:51-52). 

 

Mesopotami,a| stands for the fuller Greek expression Suri,a Mesopotami,a which 

denotes the northern region of Syria situated between the Euphrates and the 

Orontes Rivers. However, later Hellenistic writers from the fourth century 

onwards broadened the application of the name to encompass the whole Tigris 

Euphrates Valley (Bruce [1951]1976:161), possibly pointing to the area in which 

Ur was located. It would also have been roughly compatible with the territory of 

the ancient Assyrians and Babylonians, specifically that of the latter’s territory, 

to which Jews had been exiled under Nebuchadnezzar in the sixth century B.C. 

(Josephus, Ant 15:39). 20  The ruins of a Jewish synagogue have been 

discovered at Dura Europos (Rostovtzeff 1938:100-130). 

 

                                                 
20 Unless otherwise refered to, Whiston’s translation (1987) is used for Josephus’s works. 
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Cf. Thomas Nelson Publishers ([1993]1996: compact-disc) 

 

Carra,n was situated in the north-west of Mesopotamia, in Amorite country, to 

the east of Canaan; it was a key trade centre, the ‘fertile crescent’ routes from 

Egypt to Persia and from Babylonia to Asia Minor (Fitzmyer 1998:369). 

According to Gn 11:31 and 12:1, God called Abraham after the move to Haran. 

But Stephen here affirms that God had called Abraham in Mesopotamia before 

he stayed in Haran (see also Ac 7:4a; Philo, Abr 62;21 Josephus, Ant 1:154; 

contrast Philo, MigrAbr 177). Some scholars consequently assert that God 

called Abraham twice (Bruce [1951]1987:146; Marshall 1980:135; Kistemaker 

1990:240; Witherington 1998:266).  

 

Since, however, it is clear from Gn 15:7 and Neh 9:7 that God called Abraham 

                                                 
21 Unless otherwise refered to, Yonge’s translation (1993) is employed for Philo’s works. 
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out of Ur, it can convincingly be taken for granted that a divine call came to him 

there before he lived in Haran. Kilgallen (1976a:42) claims that “[t]heologically, 

… Stephen chose this tradition (Gn 15:7) rather than that of 11:21-12:5 because 

he wanted to show his listeners that the call to a new land (to worship God) was 

at the very root of Abraham’s earlier migration.”  

 

This problem, however, seems to be solved correctly by examining the Hebrew 

syntax. Gn 12:1 starts with a waw consecutive. From Gn 11:10 there is a long 

string of waw consecutives heading towards the birth of Abraham in v. 26. Gn 

11:27 cuts this string with a waw disjunctive, resulting from interposition (Watts 

1964:24). This indicates the commencement of the episode of Terah and his 

descendants which carries on until his death in Gn 11:32. In view of the fact that 

vv. 27-32 form a complete unit, concentrating on Terah, Gn 12:1 must link back 

to Gn 11:26 and be the coherent continuance of the story being presented there. 

Furthermore, in Gn 12:1 the phrase “your country, your relatives, and your 

father's house” is never applicable to Haran. That is because Haran is not 

Terah’s house neither is it Abraham’s country or the place in which his relatives 

live. This phrase thus corresponds only to Ur.22 

 

In Gn 12:1 (LXX) the introductory formula is as follows: kai. ei=pen ku,rioj tw/| 

Abram. In this phrase, ei=pen is aorist in tense. In Gn 12, when the account 

continues in v. 4, evporeu,qh is aorist as well. The deed depicted by ei=pen goes 

before that of evporeu,qh in time. In a situation where one aorist goes before 

another in time, the former is to be considered as a consummative pluperfect 

(Brooks & Winbery 1979:99). Gn 12:1a was thus rightly translated “And the Lord 

had said to Abraham” in NIV, KJV, DBY. In the end, this shows clearly that the 

call of Abraham came in Ur, as is mentioned above. 

                                                 
22 For the detailed argument, cf. Koivisto (1982:42-69). 
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(c) “So he left the land of the Chaldeans and settled in Haran” (to,te evxelqw.n evk 

gh/j Caldai,wn katw,|khsen evn Carra,n, v. 4a). It is necessary to note that at this 

point Stephen’s speech is continued by the verb evxe,rcomai which occurred in the 

previous verse.  

 

(d) “After the death of his father, God sent him to this land where you are now 

living” (kavkei/qen meta. to. avpoqanei/n to.n pate,ra auvtou/ metw,|kisen auvto.n eivj th.n gh/n 

tau,thn eivj h]n u`mei/j nu/n katoikei/te( v. 4b). The second historical discrepancy 

appears here concerning Terah’s age (cf. Koivisto 1982:70-89). Terah was 70 

years old when Abraham was born (Gn 11:26). Then he lived 205 years and 

died in Haran (Gn 11:32). According to Gn 12:4, Abraham was 75 years old 

when he set out from Haran. However, in relation to Ac 7:4, Terah would only be 

145 when Abraham left Haran.  

 

Some scholars (e.g., Mare 1971:19; Glocy 1910:236) would like to rearrange 

the sequence of Terah’s sons, Abraham, Nahor, and Haran. They suggest that 

Abraham was Terah’s youngest son, born 60 years after Haran, whom they 

thought to be Terah’s eldest son. This answer looks questionable. Terah would 

have been 130 years old when Abraham was born, but Abraham finds it 

“incredible that he himself should beget a son at 99” in Gn 17:1, 17 (Alford 

[1877]1976:69). Others (e.g., Wilcox 1965:28-29; Kahle 1947:143-144; Munck 

1967:285; Scobie 1973:391-400) propose that Stephen adhered to a Samaritan 

tradition. In the Samaritan Pentateuch, Gn 11:32 says that Terah dies not at 205 

but at 145 years of age. Philo (Abr 78) also offers Terah’s lifetime as 145 years. 

But since no Greek manuscript with this reading exists, this proposition remains 

only hypothetical (Richard 1977:196-197, 207-208). 

 

Bruce (1987b:41) advocates that the intention for the inclusion of this 
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problematic expression in Ac 7 is a dependence on an aged rabbinic tradition 

that was produced to release Abraham from the brutal deed of leaving his old 

father. The rabbinic tradition revealed in Gn R 39:7 is as follows: 

 

Now what precedes this passage? “And Terah died in Haran [which is 

followed by] Now the Lord said to Abraham: Get thee.” R Issac said: “From 

the point of view of chronology a period of sixty-five years is still required. But 

first you may learn that the wicked, even during their lifetime, are called dead. 

For Abraham was afraid saying, ‘Shall I go out and bring dishonour upon the 

Divine Name,’ as people will say, ‘he left his father in his old age and 

departed?’ Therefore the Holy One, blessed be He, reassured him: ‘I exempt 

thee from the duty of honouring thy parents, though I exempt no one else 

from this duty. Moreover, I will record his death before thy departure.’ Hence, 

“And Terah died in Haran” is stated first, and then, “Now the Lord said to 

Abram, etc.” 

 

Lake and Cadbury (1933:70) conclude correctly that Stephen followed the 

interpretative techniques of his day that had little consideration for accurate 

calculation (Cf. also Longenecker 1981:340; Philo, MigrAbr 176-177; Josephus, 

Ant 1:154).  

 

The word metoiki,zw is appropriate for this context; it means “to lead settlers to 

another abode” (Liddell et al. [1940]1968:1121). At the end of v. 4, witnesses D 

E pc mae add kai. oi` pate,rej u`mw/n (h`mw/n oi` pro. h`mw/n D). 

 

Stephen’s reply is continued: (e) “But God gave him no inheritance here, not 

even a foot of ground” (kai. ouvk e;dwken auvtw/| klhronomi,an evn auvth/| ouvde. bh/ma podo.j, 

v. 5a). The expression ouvde. bh/ma podo,j may be an echo of Dt 2:5 (ga.r mh. dw/ ùmi/n 

avpo. th/j gh/j auvtw/n ouvde. bh/ma podo,j), which has nothing to do with Abraham. Here 
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it means that Abraham did not possess any of the promised land, namely all 

that Abraham possessed was God’s promise (Davies 1974:270). It is true that 

Abraham bought the field and the cave of Machpelah near Mamre in Canaan for 

a burial site (Gn 23), but Stephen appropriately disregards this; a burial ground 

is not considered inhabitable land, nor is it seen as a sign of a forthcoming 

residence. 

 

(f) “But God promised him that he and his descendants after him would possess 

the land, even though at that time Abraham had no child” (kai. evphggei,lato dou/nai 

auvtw/| eivj kata,scesin auvth.n kai. tw/| spe,rmati auvtou/ metV auvto,n( ouvk o;ntoj auvtw/| te,knou, 

v. 5b). The phrase kai. tw/| spe,rmati auvtou/ metV auvto,n might refer to either Gn 17:8 

(kai. dw,sw soi kai. tw/| spe,rmati, sou meta. se. th.n gh/n h]n paroikei/j pa/san) or Gn 

48:4 (kai. dw,sw soi th.n gh/n tau,thn kai. tw/| spe,rmati, sou meta. se,), although Steyn 

(1995:30-31) pointed out only one source (Gn 48:4) of the OT for Ac 7:5, as will 

be shown below.  

 

According to Steyn (1995:30-31), this phrase is very similar to an accurate OT 

reading, and is habitually mistaken for an explicit quotation, however, there are 

other similar cases in Acts.23 Concerning these cases, Steyn says (1995:30) 

 

… without any introductory formula or any other clear indication that they 

were meant to be explicit quotations, and could have been meant either to be 

explicit quotations or only references presented in ‘Biblical words’. This group 

must be distinguished clearly from the first, because it would be almost 

impossible to ask here any questions on a possible Textvorlage which might 

underlie them. 

                                                 
23 For three similar expressions from the Psalms, see Ps 89:21 = Ac 13:22; Ps 146:6 = Ac 4:24; 
Ps 146:6 (once more) = Ac 14:15, and for six similar expressions from the Torah, see also Gn 
48:4 = Ac 7:5; Ex 1:8 = Ac 7:18; Ex 3:6 = Ac 3:13; Ex 3:6, 15 = Ac 7:32; Ex 20:11 = Ac 14:15; 
Ex 21:4 = Ac 7:27, 35. 
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This expression of God’s promise is also made several times in Gn 12:7; 13:15; 

15:18-20; 24:7. In Acts this is the first reference to it (see also Ac 7:17; 13:32; 

26:6). 

 

The negation of o;ntoj by means of ouvk more easily than mh, results from the 

impression that is “the proper negative for a statement of a downright fact” 

(Moulton 1908:232). Within the NT, this fact is used for illustrating the power of 

Abraham’s faith in the promise of God, despite the ostensible hopelessness of 

its fulfilment (see Rm 4:16-22). 

 

(g) “God spoke to him in this way: 'Your descendants will be strangers in a 

country not their own, and they will be enslaved and mistreated for four hundred 

years. But I will punish the nation they serve as slaves,'” (evla,lhsen de. ou[twj o` 

qeo.j o[ti e;stai to. spe,rma auvtou/ pa,roikon evn gh/| avllotri,a| kai. doulw,sousin auvto. kai. 

kakw,sousin e;th tetrako,sia kai. to. e;qnoj w-| eva.n douleu,sousin krinw/ evgw,, vv. 6-7a). 

Another problem on number arises here as compared with the chronological 

report in Gl 3:17. There the period between the promise to Abraham and the 

conferment of the Law is 430 years, which surely depends on Ex 12:40.  

 

Some scholars (Haenchen 1971:279; Marshall 1980:136; Kistemaker 1990:242) 

solve this difficulty by arguing Stephen’s indifference to accurate numbers, 

mentioning the round number in Gn 15:13. On the other hand, within the text of 

Ex 12:40, the reading of the MT shows 430 years as Israel’s sojourn ‘in Egypt’, 

but the reading of the LXX describes this sojourn as being both ‘in the land of 

Egypt and in the land of Canaan’. Also, the later rabbinic tradition suggests that 

the interval of 430 years expanded from Isaac’s birth to the day of the exodus 

(Strack & Billerbeck 1961:668-671). 
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(h) “God said, 'and afterward they will come out of that country and worship me 

in this place'” (o` qeo.j ei=pen( kai. meta. tau/ta evxeleu,sontai kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn 

tw/| to,pw| tou,tw|, v. 7b). (i) “Then he gave Abraham the covenant of circumcision” 

(kai. e;dwken auvtw/| diaqh,khn peritomh/j, v. 8a). The reference to circumcision in 

Stephen’s speech appears only once. Circumcision was to be the sign of the 

covenant between Abraham and God (Gn 17:9-14; see also Joseph, Ant 1:192; 

Jub 15:28; 24  contrast BibAnt 15:25-34; Philo, Abr 111-166). The covenant 

assured God’s promise that God would be the God of Abraham and his 

offspring, while, on the human’s side, obedience to the ritual of circumcision 

was the sign of promise to God. Consequently, the mentioning of circumcision 

becomes a model of the submission of the forefathers of Israel (see also v. 51). 

 

(j) “And Abraham became the father of Isaac” (kai. ou[twj evge,nnhsen to.n VIsaa.k, v. 

8b). Lake and Cadbury (1933:72) comment that the adverb ou[twj in v. 8b is 

emphatic. (k) “and circumcised him eight days after his birth” (kai. perie,temen 

auvto.n th/| h`me,ra| th/| ovgdo,h|25( v. 8c). 

 

(l) “Later Isaac became the father of Jacob,” (kai. VIsaa.k to.n VIakw,b( v. 8d). (m) 

“and Jacob became the father of the twelve patriarchs” (kai. VIakw.b tou.j dw,deka 

patria,rcaj, v. 8e).26 Lake and Cadbury (1933:72) consider the word patria,rcaj 

in Acts as to be its first occurrence in Greek literature (see Ac 2:29; 7:9; Heb 

7:4), since the used word to describe Jacob’s twelve sons is not found 

anywhere in earlier existing Greek literature, as I will discuss later. Isaac, Jacob, 

and the twelve patriarchs in v. 8 are introduced so as to make a movement to 

                                                 
24 Unless otherwise refered to, the two volumes edited by Charlesworth (1983; 1985) are used 
for the OT Pseudepigrapha. 
25 For the detailed explanation from the OT, see Gn 21:4 (“When his son Isaac was eight days 
old, Abraham circumcised him, as God commanded him.”). 
26 For the birth of Jacob’s twelve sons, see Gn 29:32-35; 30:6, 8, 11, 13, 18, 20, 24; 35:18 
(Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Dan, Naphtali, Gad, Asher, Issachar, Zebulun, Joseph, 
Benjamin). 
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the story of Joseph (9-16). Kilgallen (1976a:45-46) and Bihler (1963:vii) 

therefore regard v. 8 as a transition, as discussed earlier, though the two 

viewpoints are a little bit different. 

 

2.1 God’s calling to Abraham and the quotation 

 
2.1.1 The quotation from Gn 12:1 in Ac 7:3 

 
2.2.1.1 Other occasions of the quotation 

 

Although a vague reference to Gn 12:1 may be implied in Heb 11:8, this 

quotation is not found as an explicit quotation anywhere else in the NT. This is 

the first time that the explicit quotation appears here in the NT.27 

 

2.2.1.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:3a) 

 

The explicit quotation from Gn 12:1 is identified by an introductory formula in Ac 

7:3a (kai. ei=pen pro.j auvto,n), as has been pointed out (Kilgallen 1976a:125). 

According to Steyn (1995:27-28), this formula that is used to indicate an explicit 

quotation is one of two main ways - gra,fw28 or le,gw29 - of introducing explicit 

quotations in Acts. Through the location or place - ò profh,thj30 - from which the 

text is derived, the explicit quotation is used quite a few times in Acts. In that 

case, there are three additional occasions seemingly adopted from the Psalms - 

                                                 
27 The reference is also found in certain extra-canonical literature, e.g., Philo, MigrAbr 1, 16, 19, 
20, 21 and RerDivHer 56; Jub 12:22-23; Clement(Rm), 1 Clem 10:3. 
28 It comes to 7 times out of the 26 explicit quotations (see Ac 1:20 (presenting two citations 
from Psalms); 7:42; 8:32; 13:33; 15:15; 23:5).  
29 Including Ac 7:3, it comes to 19 times out of the 26 explicit quotations (see Ac 2:16, 25, 34; 
3:21-22, 25; 4:25; 7:3, 6, 27, 33, 35, 37, 40, 48;13:34, 35, 40, 47(?); 28:25).  
30 It comes to 6 times of the 9 times that the Prophets are cited (see Ac 2:16; 7:42, 48; 13:40; 
15:15; 28:26).  
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(bi,bloj) yalmo,i31 or Daui,d32 - and Torah - Mwu?sh/j.33 

 

2.2.1.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

 

2.2.1.3.1 Textual differences between MT and LXX 

 

There are no major differences between the MT and the LXX on this point. The 

LXX reading accordingly signifies here a comparatively faithful or literal 

translation of the Hebrew. In accordance with this, it must be stated that it is not 

clear that the author of Acts (and/or his tradition) made use of the Greek and not 

the Hebrew, or vice versa. Here he could have employed either the LXX or the 

MT. 

 

                                                 
31 For its occurrence as introductory formula in Acts, see Ac 1:20 (presenting two Psalms 
citations); 13:33. 
32 For its use as introductory formula in Acts, see Ac 2:25, 34; 4:25. 
33 For its employment as introductory formula in Acts, see Ac 3:22(Dt); 7:35(Ex); 7:37(Dt). 
34 Unless otherwise refered to, the LXX version edited by Wevers (1974) is used for the Greek 
translation of Genesis. 

NT(NA27) LXX MT 

Ac 7:3b Gn 12:1b34 Gn 12:1b 

e;xelqe evk th/j gh/j sou 

kai. ÎevkÐ th/j suggenei,aj sou(  

 

 

kai. deu/ro 

eivj th.n gh/n h]n a;n soi dei,xwÅ 

e;xelqe evk th/j gh/j sou 

kai. evk th/j suggenei,aj sou 

kai. evk tou/ oi;kou 

tou/ patro,j sou 

 

eivj th.n gh/n h]n a;n soi dei,xw

^c.r>a;me ^l.-%l, 

^T.d>l;AMmiW 

tyBemiW 

^ybia' 

 

`&'a,r>a; rv<a] #r,a'h'-la,
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2.2.1.3.2 Textual differences between Acts and LXX (and their relation with 

MT) 

 

In comparing the readings of the LXX and Acts, the quotation in Ac 7:3 

corresponds closely with the LXX version of Gn 12:1 (cf. Fitzmyer 1998:370). 

Nevertheless, there are also two major, as well as one minor deviation visible in 

Ac 7:3, compared to the LXX: (1) Two major changes - (i) the omission of kai. evk 

tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou and (ii) the addition of kai. deu/ro; and (2) one minor 

change - the omission of ÎevkÐ within only two MSS. 

 

(a) Omissions: 

[1] The omission of ÎevkÐ before th/j suggenei,aj sou 

The LXX and all MSS of Acts have evk before th/j suggenei,aj sou - except B D. 

 

[2] The omission of kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou after th/j suggenei,aj 

sou 

The phrase kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou after th/j suggenei,aj sou is omitted by 

Luke. Both the MT and the LXX, however, have the phrase. 

 

(b) Addition:  

[3] The addition of kai. deu/ro before eivj th.n gh/n 

The reading of the NT adds the words kai. deu/ro before eivj th.n gh/n. Both the MT 

and the LXX, however, omit these words. 

 

2.1.2 Lukan method used for the quotation 

 
(a) Omissions (ÎevkÐ; kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou).  

Firstly, some comments on the omission of evk. The LXX and all MSS of Acts 

have evk before the phrase th/j suggenei,aj sou, except in the case of B and D. 
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Most scholars do not make mention of the omission of evk before th/j suggenei,aj 

sou (cf. Archer & Chirichigno 1983:5; Arnold 1996:311-312; Bruce 

[1951]1976:162; Conzelmann 1987:52; Fitzmyer 1998:370; Haenchen 

1971:278; Richard 1978:41-43).  

 

Although the omission is attested to in only a few witnesses (B and D), an 

alternative reading is presented in the margin of Westcott/Hort, and NA25. This 

is because the addition of the term is supported by the vast majority of MSS 

(P74 א A C Y 33 1739 M lat sy Irlat). Of particular significance is the attestation 

to the term in the more important MSS such as P74 and א.  

 

Secondly: kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou. Although both the LXX and the MT 

retain this phrase after th/j suggenei,aj sou, it does not appear in the equivalent 

NT reading. Wilcox (1965:26-7) has suggested that the absence of the term 

forms “… a point of contact between a Targumic tradition and a text in Acts.” 

However, the parallel with the late Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, is merely 

accidental (cf. Conzelmann 1987:52). According to Fitzmyer (1998:370), the 

reason for the omission, lies in the question of why Abraham departed from 

Haran.  

 

The other possible reason for the omission of this phrase in Acts, lies in Luke’s 

retention of the phrase kai. ÎevkÐ th/j suggenei,aj sou, which appears prior to the 

omitted portion. It can be suggested that the essential meaning of the omitted 

phrase is still retained in the text of Acts, due to the retention of the prior phrase, 

which essentially says much the same thing (cf. Koivisto 1982:57, Barrett 

1994:342). Interestingly, in their translation of Philo’s On Abraham, Colson et al. 

(1935:62) unite the two words, ‘relatives’ and ‘father’s house’ with: ‘kinsfolk’. 

 

Thus, it can be seen that the omission in Acts of kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou 
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is understandable as Abraham departed from Ur in company with Terah, his 

father (cf. Haenchen 1971:278).  

 

(b) Addition (kai. deu/ro). 

Here, we refer to: kai. deu/ro. This phrase appears before eivj th.n gh/n in the NT, 

but is lacking in both the MT and the LXX. Of course, the word deu/ro has no 

exact parallel in the Hebrew, but appears in all NT MSS of Ac 7:3. Hatch 

maintains that this expression “…might be an early and graphic gloss” 

([1889]1970:154).35 Of interest is the fact that the two LXX MSS, E and M 

retain these two words as well as Chr passim, Cyr I 165; Eus VI 9, Tht III 760; 

Armap  Bo (cf. Davidson 1843:384; Turpie 1868:169; Bruce [1951]1976:162; 

Wevers 1974:149; Richard 1978:42). However, the term does not appear in the 

reading of Clement (1 Clem 10:3). Nevertheless, the presence of the term in the 

minor LXX witnesses is paralleled by its appearance in the quotations of other 

Church Fathers.  

 

However, the addition (or absence) of these words does not have a major 

impact on the context of the Abraham story whether in the NT or the OT. 

 

The adverb deu/ro generally means, ‘Come (here)’. It could thus indicate that 

God intended to reveal himself to Abraham in Canaan, or in some way was 

particularly connected with Canaan. However in its context, the term points to 

the fact that Abraham meets God when Abraham leaves his close relationships 

and goes on a pilgrimage without an inheritance of his own (Davies 1974:268-

272).  

 

Therefore the inclusion of kai. deu/ro could be regarded as a conscious addition 

                                                 
35 Fitzmyer (1998:370) states that “… it catches the sense of the original Hebrew.” 
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by Luke. 

 
2.1.3 Interpretation of the quotation by Luke 
 
Stephen starts his speech by employing avdelfoi in v. 2, to assert that both he 

and his hearers, the Sanhedrin, belong to the same Abrahamic line of offspring 

to which he will presently refer. He emphatically repeats the term patri. h`mw/n 

VAbraa,m in v. 2. Employing this designation is critical to Stephen as the 

Sanhedrin will accuse him of attacking the two most sacred Jewish traditions: 

the Temple and the Law. In making use of the expressions: ‘Abraham our father’ 

and ‘brothers and fathers’, Stephen intends to show that he is just as much a 

true Israelite as his audience are.36 

 

Nevertheless, Stephen’s thinking presents a complete contrast to the mindset of 

his audience in the way he uses the term ‘your fathers’, at the end of his speech 

in vv. 51-52 (pate,rej u`mw/n).37 Koet’s statement (1989:132) is right on the mark 

when he states that the term pate,rej “…depends mostly on the possessive 

pronouns whether it deals with the positive or negative aspect” of Israel’s history. 

However, Stephen does not distinguish himself from his hearers until his speech 

reaches its climax, meaning that Luke had skillfully structured the speech 

around a striking and tragic reversal in its conclusion.38 

 

In the first quotation from the OT in Stephens’ speech, taken from Genesis, 

Luke wishes to establish his theological and hermeneutical agenda. With the 

reading of Gn 12:1, Luke intends to establish that God appeared to Abraham in 

                                                 
36 For the use of “our fathers” in Luke-Acts, see Lk 1:55, 72; Ac 3:13; 5:30; 7:11-12, 15, 19,  
38-39, 44-45; 22:14. See also “your fathers” in Ac 3:25. 
37 For the use of “your fathers” in Luke-Acts, see also Lk 11:47-48. Notice also “our fathers” in 
Ac 7:39. 
38 Tannehill (1985:78-81) points out that reversal in the plot is a central device of tragedy.  
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Mesopotamia and instructed him to leave his country and his people, before he 

came to live in Haran. This command, representing the ipsissima verba of God, 

demonstrates that while many of the great events of Israel’s salvation history 

took place within the land, this is not exclusively the case.  

 

Many workings of God took place outside of the land itself 39  (cf. Bruce 

[1951]1976:161; Ehrhardt 1969:34; Richard 1979:259; Dunn 1991:65; Polhill 

1992:189; Sterling 1992:373; Larsson 1993:388; Witherington 1998:266). Bruce 

([1951]1987:145) says, “[i]t was in Mesopotamia, far from the promised land, 

that God first revealed himself to Abraham … Those who are obedient to the 

heavenly vision, Stephen seems to suggest, will always live loose to any one 

spot on earth, will always be ready to get out and go wherever God may guide.” 

 

Not surprisingly, on the one hand, Luke emphasises ‘the land’ and its capital – 

Israel and Jerusalem - in Luke-Acts. He thus starts and finishes his gospel in 

Jerusalem (Lk 1–2; 24). In his second volume, he narrates that the church 

originated in Jerusalem (Ac 1–9) and that even the apostle for the Gentiles, 

Paul is destined to come back to Israel (Ac 20–23). Within Stephen’s speech 

there is also an optimistic perspective towards ‘the land’, in particular. God sent 

Abraham to ‘the land’ (v. 4). God pronounced that Abraham’s descendants 

would worship him in that place (v. 7). The patriarchs’ bodies were brought back 

to Shechem, a part of Canaan (v. 16). ‘Our fathers’ under Joshua took the land 

from the nations God drove out before them and the tabernacle, which our 

fathers brought at that time, remained in the land until the time of David (v. 45). 

 

On the other hand, when the same writer opens and closes Stephen’s speech 

with the indication to God’s resident place (see vv. 2, 49-50), the relegation of 

                                                 
39 Munck (1959:222) regards Stephen’s speech as a “…statement of a Diaspora Jew’s attitude 
to the Old Testament.”  
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‘the land’ is presented as well. As stated by Stephen in Ac 7, God himself 

appeared to ‘our father Abraham’ while he was still in Mesopotamia, not in the 

land (v. 2). God rescued Joseph from all his troubles when Joseph was in Egypt 

- outside Jerusalem (vv. 9-10). Moses was raised in Egypt (v. 20), spent forty 

years in Midian (v. 29), and stood on ‘holy ground’ in the desert near Mount 

Sinai - outside of Israel (vv. 30-33). God handed the assembly, who were in the 

desert, living oracles (v. 38). God’s punishment was to send the Israelites into 

exile beyond Babylon (v. 43). Lastly, the temple in the land cannot confine God, 

because heaven is his throne, and the earth is his footstool (7:48-50). 

 

What then is Luke’s attitude towards ‘the land’ in Acts? It is most likely that while 

he did not necessarily criticise the general idea of God promising his people 

‘land’, in Scripture, he wished to criticise the theological associations his Jewish 

contemporaries had made with respect to ‘the land’. According to Allison 

(1997a:644), Luke desired to disassociate himself from strong territorial 

theologies of the land, which had arisen in rabbinic tradition, such as that 

evident in Mek on Ex 12:1.   

 

Of interest to the reader, is Luke’s frequent reference to various geographic 

locations, in describing the unfolding of Israel’s history in the first section of his 

speech (vv. 2-8). The geographical references are as follows: ‘Mesopotamia,’ 

‘Haran’ (v. 2), ‘the land’ (v. 3), ‘the land of the Chaldeans’, ‘Haran’ again, ‘this 

land’ (v. 4), ‘the land’ again (v. 5), ‘a country not their own’ (v. 6), and ‘this place’ 

(v. 7). These frequent references seem to downgrade the importance of ‘the 

land’, since in this section Luke is at pains to illustrate the fact that Abraham and 

his descendants had no fixed place of residence.  

 

Luke wishes to contrast the sovereign, unchangeable God, with the 

impermanent, contingent nature of ‘the land’. Through this contrast, God’s 
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faithfulness to the Israelites is made manifest in the Abraham story. In other 

words, although Israel wandered incessantly from place to place in their history, 

God always accompanied them. Therefore one of the most notable theological 

motifs, frequently reflected in Luke-Acts, is the idea of God the sovereign Lord 

and subject of history. O’Toole (1984:23-32) testifies to this theme of Luke-Acts, 

noting Luke’s regular usage of the following verbs: plhro,w (see Lk 1:20; 4:21; 

21:24; 22:16; 24:44; Ac 1:16; 3:18; 13:27; 14:26), òri,zw (see Lk 22:22; Ac 2:23; 

10:42; 17:26, 31), ti,qhmi (see Ac 13:47), ta,ssw (see Ac 13:48; 22:10), and 

especially dei/ (see Lk 2:48-49; 9:22; 13:33; 17:25; 19:5, 7; 24:7, 26; Ac 17:3). 

 

In the Stephen discourse, God calls Abraham and in fulfiling his purposes for 

Abraham’s descendants, God works even through Joseph’s malicious siblings. 

God protects his people during their sojourn in Egypt, finally enabling them to 

leave the land of slavery through miraculous means, and settles them in the 

promised land, Canaan.  

 

Luke’s selective reading of Israel’s past, reflected in the Stephen speech, 

enables him to present to his audience the recurring OT theme of God as the 

true agent operating in Israel’s history (cf. O'Neill [1961]1970:81; Schubert 

1968a:243; Kilgallen 1976a:24-26; Richard 1978:265, 330-332; Marshall 

1980:131-132; Squires 1983:66-67; Kee 1984:196-197; Johnson 1992:121).  

 

Dunn (1996:92) also indicates that the old title, ~O qeo.j th/j do,xhj as the heading 

of the speech, plays a double role: one is to highlight the transcendence of the 

Most High who does not live in houses made by men; another role is to be an 

inclusio with do,xan qeou/ on which Stephen set his eyes in v. 55 (cf. Neudorfer 

1998:283; Witherington 1998:264).40 For the latter, the connection between 

                                                 
40. But Witherington thinks v. 56 is the concluding place for the frame.  
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avkou,sate (v. 2) and VAkou,ontej (v. 54) needs to be noticed in Ac 7. In addition, 

Neudorfer (1998:283) notes that “[t]he technical term eivde,nai in its different 

forms occurs throughout the speech (7:2,[26]30,35,44,55) and comes to its 

almost ecstatic climax in the formula qewrei/n (v 56).”  

 

The theme of God as master of history is further confirmed in the Stephen 

discourse through the employment of nine verbs that are concomitant with the 

subject, ‘God’ in the first section: appeared (v. 2), said, will show (v. 3), sent (v. 

4), gave, promised (v. 5), spoke (v. 6), will punish (v. 7), and gave (v. 8). Martín-

Asensio (1999:244) says that God “appears three times as full explicit subject, 

seven times as non-explicit subject and once as a non-subject participant.”41 At 

the same time, it is significant that Abraham is not referred to as an explicit 

subject of any action in Ac 7:2-8.42 The author clearly does not wish to draw 

attention to the role of Abraham, as much as to the all-important role of 

Abraham’s God. 

 

Luke’s attitude towards Israel’s land in the earlier part of the Stephen speech, 

foreshadows his view of the temple, which will become apparent in the later part 

of the discourse. Luke will argue that God and his actions are not exclusively 

restricted to any real estate, even the temple in Jerusalem. This theme is 

progressively reinforced by Stephen as he proceeds in his presentation to the 

Sanhedrin. 

 

The deletion of the words kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou may simply be the 

                                                 
41 For references to God as explicit subject, see ~O qeo.j th/j do,xhj w;fqh tw/| patri. h`mw/n (v. 2); 
evla,lhsen de. ou[twj o` qeo,j (v. 6); ò qeo.j ei=pen (v. 7). For references to God as a non-explicit subject, 
see ei=pen pro.j auvto,n (v. 3a); eivj th.n gh/n h]n a;n soi dei,xw (v. 3b); metw,|kisen auvto,n (v. 4); ouvk e;dwken 
auvtw/| klhronomi,an (v. 5a); evphggei,lato dou/nai auvtw/| (v. 5b); krinw/ evgw, (v. 7); e;dwken auvtw/| diaqh,khn 
peritomh/j (v. 8). For a non-subject participant category, see also latreu,sousi,n moi (v. 7). 
42 Porter (1993b:200) argues that the use of the subject in the explicit sense is a means of 
emphasizing the importance of a character in Greek discourse. 
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result of Luke’s compaction or contraction, because the sense is reasonably 

connoted by the preceding phrase kai. ÎevkÐ th/j suggenei,aj sou. Besides, both the 

omission of ÎevkÐ and the addition of kai. deu/ro are insignificant for this part of 

Stephen’s speech. Here, Luke reveals his theological idea through the quoted 

text itself. It becomes clear from the fact that Luke’s quotation is the single 

canonical passage stating the matter of God’s call to Abraham.  

 
2.2 God’s promise to Abraham and the quotation 
 
2.2.1 The quotation from Gn 15:13-14 in Ac 7:6-7 

 
2.2.1.1 Other NT occurrences of the quotation 

 

No support is located in other places within the NT where this passage is 

quoted, so giving the impression that this citation appears here for the first time 

in the NT text. There is consequently no biblical proof to uphold the possibility 

that Luke (Stephen) could have drawn this quotation from tradition. Hence it can 

safely be attributed to the mouth of Stephen via the hand of Luke. 

 

2.2.1.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:6a, 7b) 

 

The explicit quotation from Gn 15:13-14 is clearly identified by an introductory 

formula in Ac 7:6a (evla,lhsen de. ou[twj o` qeo.j o[ti). Fitzmyer (1961:302) has 

discovered a parallel to this introductory formula in CD 6:13 and 8:9. 

Uncommonly, another introductory formula is found in the middle of the 

quotation at the beginning of v. 7b (o` qeo.j ei=pen). Generally, two introductory 

formulae do not frequently occur in the case of only one explicit quotation; in 

fact, one introductory formula often suffices for the introduction of two quoted 

texts. 
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2.2.1.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

NT(NA27) LXX MT 

Ac 7:6b-7 Gn 15:13b-14 Gn 15:13b-14 
6o[ti e;stai to. spe,rma auvtou/ 

pa,roikon 

evn gh/| avllotri,a| 

kai. doulw,sousin auvto. 

kai. kakw,sousin 

 

e;th tetrako,sia 

7kai. to. e;qnoj 

w-| eva.n douleu,sousin 

krinw/ evgw,( 

o` qeo.j ei=pen( 

kai. meta. tau/ta 

evxeleu,sontai 

 

kai. latreu,sousi,n moi 

evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw|Å 

13o[ti pa,roikon 

e;stai to. spe,rma sou 

evn gh/| ouvk ivdi,a| 

kai. doulw,sousin auvtou.j 

kai. kakw,sousin auvtou.j 

kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou.j 

tetrako,sia e;th 

14to. de. e;qnoj 

w-| eva.n douleu,swsin 

krinw/ evgw, 

 

meta. de. tau/ta 

evxeleu,sontai 

w-de meta. avposkeuh/j pollh/j 

rgE-yKi 

ª̂[]r>z: hy<h.yI 

~h,l' al{ #r,a,B. 

~Wdb'[]w: 

~t'ao WN[iw> 

`hn"v' tAame [B;r>a; 

yAGh;-ta, ~g:w> 

Wdbo[]y: rv<a] 

ykinOa' !D" 

!kE-yrex]a;w>

Wac.yE

`lAdG" vkur>Bi

 

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

Acts) 

 

The LXX adds kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j after kai. kakw,sousin auvtou,j compared to 

the equivalent account appearing in the MT. However, this addition, present in 

the LXX is not found in the equivalent Acts reading. Thus, both the MT and the 

NT are in harmony at this point. It should, however, be noted that both the LXX 
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and the MT retain the plural pronoun (auvtou,j; ~t'ao) before the phrase in the LXX, 

which is different from the reading in the NT. 

 

2.2.1.3.2 Textual differences between Acts and LXX 

 

There are 10 major changes to be found between the readings of Ac 7:6-7 and 

Gn 15:13-14 (LXX): (1) Two transpositions in the NT of the LXX phrases, e;stai 

to. spe,rma auvtou/ pa,roikon; (2) and e;th tetrako,sia; (3) a change of the second 

person pronoun (sou) to the third person pronoun (auvtou) in Ac 7:6; (4) two 

substitutions in Acts, avllotri,a| for ouvk ivdi,a|; (5) and kai, for de,; (6) a number 

change of the plural pronoun (auvtou,j) to the singular pronoun (auvto,); (7) two 

omissions of auvtou.j kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j after kai. kakw,sousin; (8) and w-de 

meta. avposkeuh/j pollh/j after evxeleu,sontai; and (9) a mood change of the 

subjunctive (douleu,swsin) to the indicative (douleu,sousin) in the NT. (10) The 

reading of the NT adds kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| after evxeleu,sontai. 

 

(a) Transpositions: 

[1] e;stai to. spe,rma auvtou/ pa,roikon (Ac 7:6) 

The LXX replaced this sequence with pa,roikon e;stai to. spe,rma sou, 

corresponding to the MT. 

 

[2] e;th tetrako,sia (Ac 7:6) 

This phrase is also found in the LXX. But, the order in the LXX reading is 

tetrako,sia e;th.  

 

(b) Person change: 

[3] sou → auvtou (Ac 7:6) 

The second person pronoun of the LXX reading (sou) is substituted by the third 

person pronoun in Ac 7:6 (auvtou). 
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(c) Substitutions: 

[4] ouvk ivdi,a| → avllotri,a| (Ac 7:6) 

Two words (ouvk ivdi,a|) in the LXX are replaced by one word (avllotri,a|) in Ac 7:6, 

but their meanings do not differ from each other. 

 

[5] de, → kai, (Ac 7:7) 

The conjunction (de,) in the LXX text is substituted twice by the conjunction (kai,) 

in Ac 7:7. 

 

(d) Number change: 

[6] auvtou,j → auvto, (Ac 7:6) 

The plural pronoun (auvtou,j) after kai. doulw,sousin in the LXX is somewhat 

awkwardly substituted by the singular pronoun (auvto,) in the NT. 

 

(e) Omissions: 

[7] The omission of auvtou.j kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j after kai. kakw,sousin 

With the change of the number given above, the personal plural pronoun auvtou,j 

is omitted twice in the NT. 

 

[8] The omission of w-de meta. avposkeuh/j pollh/j after evxeleu,sontai 

The phrase w-de meta. avposkeuh/j pollh/j after evxeleu,sontai in the LXX, following the 

reading of the MT on this point, is omitted in the reading of Ac 7:7. 

 

(f) Mood change: 

[9] douleu,swsin → douleu,sousin (Ac 7:7) 

The aorist subjunctive (douleu,swsin) in the LXX is replaced by the future 

indicative (douleu,sousin) in Ac 7:7. 
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(g) Addition: 

[10] The addition of kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| after 

evxeleu,sontai  

This addition is likely to allude to the LXX of Ex 3:12: kai. latreu,sete tw/| qew/| evn 

tw/| o;rei tou,tw|. If true, Luke changes evn tw/| o;rei tou,tw| in the reading of the LXX 

to evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw. 

 

2.2.2 Lukan method used for the quotation  

 

The most changes, (10 changes in total), occur in this passage within Stephen’s 

speech. When Luke connects the quoted text from Gn 15:13-14 (LXX) to the 

new context, firstly the grammatical changes were made as follows:  

 

(a) Person change (sou → auvtou). It stands to reason that the text of Gn 15:13 is 

in direct speech, whereas the text of Ac 7:6 is in indirect speech (cf. Cadbury 

1929:416). No LXX witnesses attest to this change. 

 

(b) Number change (auvtou,j → auvto,). Even if as a collective (see Lk 1:55; Ac 

3:25), auvtou,j is well denoted by the personal plural pronoun. However, it is true 

that auvto,, the personal singular pronoun, is consistent with spe,rma (Barrett 

1994:345). However, as this change needs to be discussed, as does the 

omission of the LXX phrase auvtou.j kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j, we will return to the 

matter of number change later. It should be noted that two NT witnesses (D lat) 

read auvtou,j at this point, following the LXX reading. 

 

(c) Mood change (douleu,swsin → douleu,sousin). According to Bruce 

([1951]1976:163), “… [t]he use of a;n with Fut. Indic. is post-classical, being a 

mixture of two constructions, (1) the simple future, and (2) a;n with the aorist 

subjunctive.”  No LXX witnesses support the mood change, but interestingly, 
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some NT witnesses (P74 A D pc Irlat vid) read douleu,sousin, while others (P33 א B 

E Y 1739 M) read douleu,swsin, which agrees with the LXX. 

 

In conclusion, it can be suggested that while Luke’s adjustment of the text can 

be attributed to a stylistic preference, the influence of his possible Vorlage 

cannot be ruled out. 

 
Following the grammatical changes, some stylistic changes were also made by 

Luke:  

(a) Transpositions (pa,roikon e;stai to. spe,rma sou → e;stai to. spe,rma auvtou/ 

pa,roikon; tetrako,sia e;th → e;th tetrako,sia).  

Firstly, we observe that pa,roikon e;stai to. spe,rma sou (LXX) is changed to e;stai 

to. spe,rma auvtou/ pa,roikon (Acts). In this transposition, the noun spe,rma is placed 

at the beginning of the quotation, for emphasis. The retention of spe,rma from the 

LXX, retains the OT idea of the promise concerning Abraham’s descendants. 

Significantly, no LXX MSS attest to this transposition,43 although it is found in 

all textual witnesses of Ac 7:6. Therefore, the transposition as found in Acts, 

reflects Luke’s interpretation. 

 

Secondly, we turn to tetrako,sia e;th (LXX) which is changed to e;th tetrako,sia 

(Acts).  It is noteworthy that in the LXX MSS (M b d f n s Chr Passim; Cyr II 

117; Epiph I 372, Or IV 546; Tht I 172; La) the order ‘year/cardinal’ is also found 

(cf. Wevers 1974:170). According to Steyn (2004:67-68), this order of 

‘year/cardinal,’ with a few exceptions, is very often found in Luke-Acts (see Lk 

2:36-37, 3:1, 23; 4:25; 8:42-43; 12:19; 13:11; Ac 4:22; 7:30, 36, 42; 9:33;  

13:20-21; 19:10; 24:17).44 When it appears in this sequence, it is always in 

order to give weight to the cardinal number (see Lk 13:7, 16; 15:29; Ac 24:10). 
                                                 
43 The exception here would be the later MSS, Chr IV 630. It reads pa,roikon after sou.  
44 Apart from Luke-Acts, see also Mk 5:42; 2 Cor 12:2; Gl 1:18; 1 Tm 5:9.  
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Therefore pace Barrett (1986:59), this transposition is never insignificant in 

Luke-Acts.  

 

Richard (1982:40) confidently concludes that “…in all probability the LXX 

employed by Luke provided the requisite text form or else, lacking this, he 

follows his own preference and modifies the word order.”  

 

In conclusion, it seems to this researcher that the transposition is indeed partly 

due to Luke’s stylistic preference, as well as the possible influence of his 

Vorlage.  

 

(b) Substitutions (ouvk ivdi,a| → avllotri,a|; de, → kai,).  

We begin, firstly, with the substitution of ouvk ivdi,a| (LXX) with avllotri,a| (Acts). The 

phrase evn gh/| avllotri,a| in Ac 7:6 reflects a somewhat awkward rendition of the 

LXX evn gh/| ouvk ivdi,a|. In his employment of this phrase in the Stephen speech, 

Luke might well have recalled the expression: evn gh/| avllotri,a| from Ex 2:22, 

even if it is difficult to make any certain ruling on this matter.  

 

In conclusion, although Luke’s substitution might reveal somewhat different 

wording, both the original phrase in the LXX, as well as Luke’s own rendition in 

Acts, retain essentially the same meaning. Richard (1978:51) suggests that the 

replacement is “… consistent with the author’s tendency to transform particular 

events, concepts, etc., into more generalized statements of the same.”   

 

This tendency in Luke is found at various points in Ac 7 (see vv. 5(X2), 9, 10, 11, 

26, etc.). Significantly, the substitution is supported by all NT witnesses as well 

as the minor LXX witnesses, which are also found in the quotations of the early 

Church Fathers at later points in history (see Chr IV 630; Cyr II 120; Epiph I 

372; II 229; Las). Accordingly, it is possible that the substitution again reflects an 
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intentional change on Luke’s part.  

 

Secondly, we consider de, (LXX) which is substituted by kai, (Acts). The 

conjunction de, which appears twice in the quoted LXX text, has been replaced 

twice by kai, in Acts. This is probably attributable to Luke’s stylistic preference. 

The practice of using kai, to mark the beginning of a sentence is also evident in 

Luke’s transpositions. Thus: (to. de. e;qnoj → kai. to. e;qnoj; meta. de. tau/ta → kai. 

meta. tau/ta).  

 

The replacements are supported by all NT witnesses, while among the LXX 

witnesses, C´’-413 b n read kai. to,, and 54 Las (sed hab LaA ) read kai. meta,. 

 

These substitutions seem to reflect the author’s stylistic preferences, although 

the influence of his Vorlage cannot be ruled out.  

 

(c) Omissions (auvtou.j kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j after kai. kakw,sousin; w-de meta. 

avposkeuh/j pollh/j after evxeleu,sontai).  

First, there is the omission of auvtou.j kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j. Here it is possible 

that Luke used an independent Textvorlage, which differs from the LXX. 

Nevertheless, the LXX witnesses are fairly complicated in this regard, but in 

short, a reading which omits these four words is supported by only one LXX 

witness (55). At the same time, the change of number discussed above, 

together with the omission of the phrase, is not attested to by any LXX 

witnesses. Finally, there are no NT readings which follow the LXX readings 

exactly.  

 

In my opinion, Luke’s omissions seem deliberate.  

 

Secondly, there is the phrase w-de meta. avposkeuh/j pollh/j. Luke also omitted this 
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phrase which appears after evxeleu,sontai in the LXX, probably for stylistic 

improvement. Within its new context, Luke’s addition (kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| 

to,pw| tou,tw|) which replaces the omitted portion, reads more smoothly. No LXX 

witnesses support this omission and replacement. 

 

(d) Addition (kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| after evxeleu,sontai).  

Here we concentrate on kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw|. This addition 

(referred to briefly, earlier) is probably based upon the LXX reading of Ex 3:12 

(kai. latreu,sete tw/| qew/| evn tw/| o;rei tou,tw|). If Exodus is the background here, then 

Luke has changed the Exodus phrase evn tw/| o;rei tou,tw| in the LXX reading to evn 

tw/| to,pw| tou,tw|. What we have here in this Acts reading, is a case of Luke firstly 

subtracting from another OT text, before importing it into his reading of the 

Genesis text of the LXX.  

 

In the OT, the Exodus verse focuses on God granting to Moses and the 

Israelites the privilege of worshipping him in the future land of Israel or Canaan, 

despite the fact that evn tw/| o;rei tou,tw| refers literally to Mt. Sinai. In the context of 

the NT Barrett (1994:345) regards the phrase evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| as referring to 

the Temple Site, or Jerusalem, a synonymous term. Weiser (1981:184), 

however, maintains that the term refers specifically to the Temple, whilst 

Conzelmann (1987:52) asserts that both Jerusalem and the Temple are equally 

acceptable alternatives. 

 

This understanding of the term, ‘this place’ (tw/| to,pw| tou,tw|), as referring to the 

Temple in Jerusalem, resounds in, and bolsters the accusation that Stephen is 

presenting to his contemporaries in Ac 6:13-14 (kata. tou/ to,pou tou/ àgi,ou Îtou,touÐ 

in v. 13; to.n to,pon tou/ton in v. 14). However, this is not to say that Stephen 

looked upon Temple worship as the primary goal of the Exodus (Barrett 

2002:99).  
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Kilgallen (1976a:38) rightly states that “… it seems, worship of God was added 

by Stephen, and seemingly this addition serves in the nature of an explanation 

of why the people were going free.” Not one of the LXX textual witnesses 

support this addition found in Luke’s NT reading.  

 

2.2.3 Interpretation of the quotation by Luke 

 

With the second Genesis quotation, Stephen addresses himself to answering 

the charges of those who witness falsely against him, namely that he (1) is 

guilty of blasphemy against the temple, and that he (2) claimed Jesus would 

destroy the temple, and he (3) changes the customs of Moses (Ac 6:13-14).  

 

This quotation reinforces Luke’s argument that whilst no part of the promised 

land was ever given to Abraham, he nevertheless, had the promise of God’s 

future blessing. However, together with the promise of future blessing, comes 

the present necessity for preparation (Rackham 1953:102). In connection with 

this need to prepare for the coming inherited promise, Luke now moves on to 

the second quotation from Genesis in the Stephen discourse of Ac 7. In spite of 

God’s promise, Luke pointedly refers to the lengthy period during which 

Abraham’s progeny wandered without a fixed abode, as well as enduring a  

four-hundred-year period of slavery.  

 

Spencer (1997:71) points out that in the context of the Stephen speech, the 

space dedicated to describing the lengthy delay before entering the land 

relativizes the significance of the actual land itself. With reference to the first 

quotation, the second citation also emphasises that the major events within 

Israel’s early history occurred outside of the land. This remains a consistent 

theme throughout the Stephen speech, particularly in the early section dealing 
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with Abraham (cf. Davies 1974:270-272). This focus also indicates Luke’s 

attention to God’s omnipresence in the argument. It refers to “the providential 

care of God for his people”, irrespective of place (Marshall 2004:165).  

 

The speech then (v. 7) refers to the fact that after subjecting the Hebrews to four 

hundred years of slavery, God punished the nation who enslaved them and 

brought Israel out of Egypt in order to worship him in ‘this place’. The second 

quotation focuses on the fact that God fulfilled this promise originally given to 

Abraham (cf. Dahl 1966:139-158; Johnson 1992:121; Polhill 1992:189-190; Kee 

1997:97; Witherington 1998:267). The quotation supplies the overarching 

theological framework to the rest of the speech, which confines itself to a 

promise/fulfilment pattern. According to Kurz (1999:151), “[o]ne of the most 

consequential themes for the plotting of Luke and Acts is that of fulfillment of 

God’s biblical promises to Abraham, a fulfillment that takes place from the 

beginning.” See here also Dahl (1966:143-145, 147); Dupont (1985:153-167); 

Hall (1991:197); Brawley (1999:109-132); Tannehill (1999:327-328); Penner 

(2004:306-307). 

 

If the prediction of the partial fulfilment of the promise occurs in Ac 7:17, the 

complete fulfilment in Christ is finally depicted in Ac 7:37, when Luke refers to 

the coming of an eschatological prophet according to the model of Moses (“a 

prophet just like me”).  Luke is clearly interested in how the promise given to 

Abraham will lead to an ultimate fulfilment that comes about much later, long 

after Abraham himself. Nevertheless, Luke portrays the fulfilment of the promise 

given to Abraham in different ways. The fact that Stephen and his hearers were 

in Jerusalem at that time represents a partial fulfilment (Marshall 1980:136). 

Furthermore, the deliverance of Joseph and Moses, along the way, also 

represents a partial fulfilment of the promise, even if its actual realisation only 

comes about “… in the messianic relation of the promise” (Johnson 1992:121).   
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We have already noted in the course of the argument above that the last part of 

Ac 7:7, differs from its OT source. Stephen states, “… and afterward they will 

come out of that country and worship me in this place.” However, as has 

already been seen, the OT text reads: “…and afterward they will come out with 

great possessions.” Luke has clearly inserted an addition that is based upon 

another OT passage, namely Ex 3:12. Here, instead of wishing to draw attention 

to the Israelite’s deliverance from bondage as in the insertion of the citation 

based on Ex 3:12, Luke intends to highlight the goal and destination of the 

exodus, which is to worship God ‘in this place’ (cf. Dahl 1966:145; Spencer 

1997:71).  

 

At this point, it is interesting to note Paul’s employment of the Abraham episode, 

compared with Stephen’s. This could explain why both Stephen and Paul 

introduce Abraham to us. But it is probable that their concentration on him was 

at odds. Stephen quoted God’s call to Abraham in order to leave his residence 

and take the land that God swore to him and his progeny. His interest here was 

not only in the promise of land and offspring, but also in the promise of true 

worship. However, Paul’s interest in Abraham was that Abraham’s faith was 

reckoned as righteousness (see Gl 3) before the giving of the law and 

circumcision (see Rm 4). So, although both Stephen and Paul make mention of 

Abraham, their concerns and intentions differ (cf. Dahl 1966:139-142; Harrop 

1990:196-197). 

 

In the end, most of the changes that Luke made seem to be due to his 

grammatical intentions, meaning, his need to write this volume in intelligible 

Greek, and stylistic preferences within the new context. The most noticeable 

change in this subsection is the Lukan addition-cum-substitution of the phrase 

kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw|. Luke might intentionally substitute ‘this 
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place’ for ‘this mountain’ in order “to make explicit what is only implied in the 

Genesis passage, namely, that Abraham’s posterity would return to Canaan” 

and worship God (Walaskay 1998:133). 

 

3. SUMMARY 
 
3.1 The quoted text from Gn 12:1 in Ac 7:3 

 
The highlighted phrase e;xelqe evk th/j gh/j sou kai. ÎevkÐ th/j suggenei,aj sou( kai. 

deu/ro eivj th.n gh/n h]n a;n soi dei,xw in v. 3 is an explicit quotation from Gn 12:1 that 

is identified by the introductory formula kai. ei=pen pro.j auvto,n,derived from the text 

and which I have underlined. Although a reference to Gn 12:1 might be implied 

in Heb 11:8, the Genesis text is not found explicitly quoted anywhere else in the 

NT. Even if Acts does not quote from Gn 12:1 word for word, it is nevertheless 

clear that Luke followed the LXX in his reading of Genesis (cf. Wilson 1962:168; 

Kilgallen 1976a:125; Richard 1978:41; Johnson 1992:115; Barrett 1994:342; 

Fitzmyer 1998:370).  

 

However, as indicated earlier, Luke’s changes do not significantly alter the 

original meaning of the Genesis text whether of the LXX or the MT, and thus in 

comparison to the original reading, they do not create any contextual difficulty 

within the Stephen discourse. Luke therefore uses this quotation in the way that 

he does, in order to reflect his theological intentions and agenda. 

 

In this subsection we have attempted to demonstrate that the first quotation 

serves to highlight God’s command to Abraham, to leave his country and 

proceed to the new land to be revealed to him. Within the context of this first 

quotation, Luke portrays God as the Lord and the true subject of history, largely 

because of his revealing of himself to his people at various geographical points, 
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many of which were outside of the land. This sovereign attribute of God is also 

made clear in the great commission of Acts: “… you will be my witnesses … and 

to the ends of the earth” (Ac 1:8 NIV). 

 

In conclusion, Luke here used the quotation from Gn 12:1 so as to make his 

theological points, e.g., God as the Master of history and God being outside of 

the land. In the process of his quotation, Luke could have used either the LXX 

or the MT, making changes to the first quoted text. These changes seem to be 

expected within the changes in context between that of Luke and the Genesis 

text. However, the changes do not significantly modify the meaning of the 

original source. 

 

3.2 The quoted text from Gn 15:13-14 in Ac 7:6-7 

 

The highlighted phrase e;stai to. spe,rma auvtou/ pa,roikon evn gh/| avllotri,a| kai. 

doulw,sousin auvto. kai. kakw,sousin e;th tetrako,sia kai. to. e;qnoj w-| eva.n douleu,sousin 

krinw/ evgw,, kai. meta. tau/ta evxeleu,sontai kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| in 

vv. 6-7 is an explicit quotation from Gn 15:13-14 (LXX) that is identified by two  

introductory formulae which I derived from the text and underlined, viz., evla,lhsen 

de. ou[twj o` qeo.j o[ti and o` qeo.j ei=pen.  

 

This quotation is found nowhere else in the NT. As already suggested, it is 

possible that Luke partly drew upon another Vorlage in the composition of his 

unique rendering of the LXX. However, if we look at the other modifications that 

Luke made to the LXX text, this addition might be due to both (1) the other 

grammatical changes (i.e., the Person Change, Number Change, Mood Change 

discussed earlier) as well as (2) the author’s own stylistic preferences (revealed 

in the Transpositions, Substitutions, Omissions, and finally, the Addition).  
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Having mapped the changes Luke made to the LXX for his reading of Ac 7, we 

are now in a position to comment in the next section on the possible theological 

motives that are reflected in the changes themselves. The quotation enables 

Luke to reflect on Israel’s redemption from Egypt and her arrival in Canaan in 

order to worship God, subsequent to the call of Abraham. The very presence of 

Stephen and his Jewish peers in Jerusalem serves to illustrate this promise’s 

fulfilment. Although one of the major themes of the second portion of this 

section is God’s promise of land and offspring, the presence of God with his 

people cannot be restricted to any one particular place as God is universally 

present. 

 

The implication therefore, is that the worship of God cannot be restricted to the 

temple in Jerusalem only. Because God is the sovereign subject of all history, 

he can be worshipped wherever his people find themselves (Ac 17:26-27). The 

sign of the true worship by God’s people is not a matter of the worship venue, 

but whether or not God’s people are obedient to him (Kee 1997:97). 

 

In conclusion, Luke presents the fulfilment of God’s promise given to Abraham 

by citing from Gn 15:13-14 for this part of Stephen’s speech. According to Steyn 

(1995:230), “[i]nteresting was the confirmation that in all these speeches and 

dialogues which contain explicit quotations, the hearers were Jews.” In the 

course of his quotation, although it might have been possible that Luke used 

another Textvorlage, most of the changes were made to a LXX version by Luke, 

as a result of stylistic preference and theological intention. In particular, the 

addition of kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| is likely to be Luke’s key 

textual adaptation at this point.  
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CHAPTER Ⅲ 
THE JOSEPH STORY (Ac 7:9-16) 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Stephen closes Abraham’s story and opens Joseph’s story with the same word, 

‘patriarchs’. Moreover, v. 15 says that “Jacob went to Egypt,” whereas v. 17, as 

the starting point of Moses’ story, points out that “the people in Egypt greatly 

increased.” Besides, “[t]he name of Abraham appears in both vv 16 and 17, 

thereby providing an added link between the two episodes” (Richard 1979:257). 

These facts show that Luke makes proficient and deliberate use of the Joseph 

story within the structure of the entire speech. 

 

At the same time, this section starts with an account of the rejection of Joseph 

because of his brothers’ jealousy, i.e., in the context of Acts this is related to the 

Israelite fathers’ attitude. This theme of the Israelite rejection of God’s servants 

is also one of the main motifs in the Moses episode. However, in the final 

indictment (vv. 51-53), Joseph’s story, unlike Moses’, ends happily. “The ‘happy 

ending’, however, was not owed to Israel” (Kilgallen 1989:181). The Joseph 

narrative thus fits with the flow of the discourse as well as its ideological 

inclination at this point.  

 

It should also be noted that there is no quotation in this episode. Nonetheless, 

Luke continues to employ the OT text implicitly for his review of Jewish history. 

Furthermore, his implied use of the OT never obstructs the narratological 

consistency and theological system of Stephen’s defence.  
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2. COMPOSITION 
 
Stephen passes over the story of Isaac and Jacob and focuses on Joseph’s 

story in this section. Stephen continues to speak: (a) “Because the patriarchs 

were jealous of Joseph, they sold him as a slave into Egypt” (Kai. oì patria,rcai 

zhlw,santej 45  to.n VIwsh.f avpe,donto eivj Ai;gupton, v. 9a). Stephen in v. 9 

encapsulates the OT story very well (see Gn 37:11 “His brothers were jealous of 

him, but his father kept the matter in mind.”). He, at the same time, begins to 

introduce the theme of the opposition. Jub 39:1-2 leaves out this facet of the 

account exclusively. BibAnt 8:9 retains the ‘hatred’. Josephus emphasises that 

Joseph’s brothers are filled with ‘envy and hatred’ in Ant 2:10-13. Moreover, 

Philo draws ‘envy’ into the topic in his book Jos: envy (5, 17), hatred (5), 

disturbance and upheaval (10), grief and anger (10-11), and rage leading to 

slaughter (12). The story of Joseph appears in T12P. (cf. TGad 3:3; 4:5-6; 5:1; 

TJos 1:3-4; and especially TSim 2:6-7, 11, 14; 3:2-3; 4:4-9). 

 

According to the NIV translation of Gn 37:28, the OT story is described as 

follows: “So when the Midianite merchants came by, his brothers pulled Joseph 

up out of the cistern and sold him for twenty shekels of silver to the Ishmaelites, 

who took him to Egypt.” In this section, the name Ai;guptoj occurs six times.46 

Here the theme of people’s misunderstanding and their failure to acknowledge 

the Saviour dispatched by God is clearly displayed. 

 

(b) “But God was with him” (kai. h=n ò qeo.j metV auvtou, v. 9b). In Gn 39 the phrase 

kai. h=n ku,rioj meta. Iwshf appears analogously four times (vv. 2, 3, 21, 23). Other 

occurrences are also found in Jub 39:4; Philo, Jos 37; and especially Ac 10:38. 

 
                                                 
45 For the usage of Luke, see also Ac 5:17; 13:45; 17:5. 
46 Ai;gupton occurs five times (vv. 9, 10, 11, 12, 15), while Aivgu,ptou is used once (v. 10). 
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(c) “and rescued him from all his troubles” (kai. evxei,lato auvto.n evk pasw/n tw/n 

qli,yewn auvtou/, v. 10a). Compared with Genesis, Stephen crudely shortens the 

narrative of the OT in v. 10: after Joseph’s first favour with Potiphar, an Egyptian 

who was one of Pharaoh's officials, the trial to tempt him by his master’s wife 

(39:6-18) led to his custody (39:20) and his being slighted for more than two 

years (41:1), before his reinstatement (41:39).47 

 

(d) “He gave Joseph wisdom and enabled him to gain the goodwill of Pharaoh 

king of Egypt” (kai. e;dwken auvtw/| ca,rin kai. sofi,an evnanti,on Faraw. basile,wj 

Aivgu,ptou, v. 10b). Luke connected sofi,a with Stephen (Ac 6:3, 10) and even the 

young Jesus (Lk 2:40, 52) as well as Joseph (Ac 7:10) and the young Moses 

(Ac 7:22) in his books. 

 

(e) “so he made him ruler over Egypt and all his palace” (kai. kate,sthsen auvto.n 

h`gou,menon evpV Ai;gupton kai. ÎevfvÐ o[lon to.n oi=kon auvtou/, v. 10c). Although it is 

natural that the subject of kate,sthsen is Pharaoh, it should rightly refer to God. 

For this reason, the phrase points to Gn 45:8 rather than to Gn 41:38-45 (Lake 

and Cadbury 1933:72). Further, it makes sense that this small paragraph of 

phrases fit together under one subject in vv. 9b-10.  

 

What Stephen speaks in v. 10c seems to be summed up in Gn 41:38-45, but is 

nearer materially to Ps 104:21 (LXX). Haenchen (1971:279) notes that “this 

Psalm is important as exemplifying the edification drawn by the Jews from their 

history between Abraham and Moses” (see also Josephus, Ant 2:87-94; Philo, 

Jos 119-162; Jub 40:10; Artapanus, On the Jews and Joseph and Aseneth). 

Wilcox (1965:27-28) remarks that the Lukan reading may be connected with 

“the textual tradition” sustained in the late Targum Pseudo-Jonathan (the 

                                                 
47 For the various descriptions of Joseph’s life by Josephus and Philo, see Josephus, Ant  
2:41-86; Philo, Jos 40-104. 
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similarity corresponds to Targum Yerushalmi). That is why the equivalent of the 

Gk word h`gou,menoj is lacking in the MT, LXX, and the Samaritan version, but it is 

found in the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of Gn 41:41, 43. The Lukan text however 

may have a greater effect on that tradition (Fitzmyer 1998:373). 

 

(f) “Then a famine struck all Egypt and Canaan, bringing great suffering” (h=lqen 

de. limo.j 48 evfV o[lhn th.n Ai;gupton kai. Cana,an kai. qli/yij mega,lh( v. 11a). The 

majority of MSS read evfV o[lhn th.n gh/n Aivgu,ptou. P45 P74 א B A C Y 1175 pc 

have evfV o[lhn th.n Ai;gupton. D has evfV o[lhj th/j Aivgu,ptou. 

 

(g) “and our fathers could not find food” (kai. ouvc hu[riskon corta,smata oì pate,rej 

h`mw/n, v. 11b). On the term corta,smata there is some disagreement among 

scholars. Certain scholars (e.g., Wilson 1962:172) maintain that the noun 

means ‘fodder’, ‘forage’ for animals. Others (Lake & Cadbury 1933:73; Bruce 

[1951]1976:164; Kilgallen 1976a:138) state that it denotes ‘provender’, or ‘food’ 

for men. Barrett (1994:348) claims that Stephen may have it in mind that the 

ancestors were graziers or the term may be employed unusually to imply 

human food. Lastly, some (Haenchen 1971:279; Conzelmann 1987:46; Richard 

1979:260) assert that the term indicates ‘sustenance’, or ‘supplies’. 

 

(h) “When Jacob heard that there was grain in Egypt, he sent our fathers on 

their first visit” (avkou,saj de. VIakw.b o;nta siti,a eivj Ai;gupton evxape,steilen tou.j 

pate,raj h`mw/n prw/ton, v. 12). Both siti,a (P74 א A B C D E 945 1175 1739 al) and 

si/ta (Y M) are better translations of rb,v, than pra/sij (Barrett 1994:349). Some 

MSS (D Y) have evn instead of eivj. However, Moulton (1963:254) rightly indicates 

that eivj and evn are frequently exchangeable. Ramsay (1914:254) has argued 

that prw/ton ought to represent the first of three visits, asserting that the third is 

                                                 
48 For the LXX usage of the term (famine), see Gn 41:54, 56, 57; 42:5. 
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when Jacob's whole family went down to Egypt in v. 14. However, Bruce 

([1951]1987:148) reckons that the classical force of “Gk. prw/toj cannot be 

pressed in this way in Hellenistic times. Here ‘the first time’ is simply correlative 

to ‘the second time’ of v. 13.”  

  

According to Hasel (1982:281), “Egyptian sources refer to numerous instances 

in which inhabitants from other nations, or even whole nations, sought help from 

Egypt during periods of famine. Against this background the seven-year famine 

in Joseph’s day has a ring of historical accuracy.” The numerous references to 

this story are also found in the following variety of documents: Gn 42:1-2; 

1QapGn 19:10; Josephus, Ant 2:97; Philo, Jos 165-167; BibAnt 8:10. 

 

(i) “On their second visit, Joseph told his brothers who he was” (kai. evn tw/| 

deute,rw| avnegnwri,sqh VIwsh.f toi/j avdelfoi/j auvtou, v. 13a).49 The majority of MSS 

(P74 א A B C Y and NA27) have the compound verb avnegnwri,sqh, which 

employs the equivalent verb avnegnwri,zeto in Gn 45:1 (LXX), but others (A B p 

vg) have the simple verb evgnwri,sqh. In both occurrences, the passive voice must 

be comprehended in a middle meaning (Fitzmyer 1998:373). 

 

(j) “and Pharaoh learned about Joseph’s family” (kai. fanero.n evge,neto tw/| Faraw. 

to. ge,noj Îtou/Ð VIwsh,f, v. 13b).50 The word ge,noj may point out race or family 

(Haenchen 1971:280; Barrett 1994:350). The noun occurs again in Ac 7:19. P45 

D Y M read tou/ VIwsh,f, but VIwsh,f – without the article - (P33 B C pc) is possibly 

accepted. P74 א A E vg read auvtou/. 

 

(k) “After this, Joseph sent for his father Jacob and his whole family,  

seventy-five in all” (avpostei,laj de. VIwsh.f metekale,sato VIakw.b to.n pate,ra auvtou/ kai. 

                                                 
49 For the original narrative of v. 13a, see Gn 45:1-3. 
50 For the original account of v. 13b, see Gn 45:16. 
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pa/san th.n sugge,neian evn yucai/j èbdomh,konta pe,nte, v. 14). For Moulton (1908:103), 

evn may mean “amounting to”. 

 

In relation to numerical elements of this passage there is once more a 

disagreement between the OT and the NT.51 Stephen says that there were 

seventy-five persons in all (evn yucai/j èbdomh,konta pe,nte) who went down to Egypt. 

But in the OT (MT) the members of Jacob's family, who went to Egypt, were 

seventy in all (~y[ib.vi). Interestingly, the reading of the LXX has seventy-five 

(e`bdomh,konta pe,nte) within the same text of Gn 46:27 and Ex 1:5, - similar to this 

reading which has pe,nte kai. e`bdomh,konta. In the text of the MT, on the one hand, 

it is evident that seventy persons equal sixty-six in Gn 46:26 plus Jacob, Joseph, 

and Joseph’s two sons. On the other hand, the reading of the LXX is also not 

wrong that seventy-five equals the numbered sixty-six plus nine of Joseph’s 

sons (see Dt 10:22; 4QGn-Exb 17-18:2; 4QExb 1:5; Josephus, Ant 2:183; 6:89; 

Philo, MigrAbr 199-201). 

 

(l) “Then Jacob went down to Egypt” (kai. kate,bh VIakw.b eivj Ai;gupton, v. 15a).52 

(m) “where he and our fathers died” (kai. evteleu,thsen auvto.j kai. oì pate,rej h̀mw/n( v. 

15b). The story of the death of Jacob is described in Gn 49:33. The narrative of 

the death of Joseph and his brothers also occurs in Gn 50:26 and Ex 1:6. 

 

(n) “Their bodies were brought back to Shechem” (kai. metete,qhsan eivj Suce,m, v. 

16a). (o) “and placed in the tomb that Abraham had bought from the sons of 

Hamor at Shechem for a certain sum of money” (kai. evte,qhsan evn tw/| mnh,mati w-| 

wvnh,sato VAbraa.m timh/j avrguri,ou para. tw/n ui`w/n ~Emmw.r evn Suce,m, v. 16b). evn Suce,m 

 c A E pc have tou/  evnא .is probably correct (B C 36 323 945 1175 1739 al *א)

Suce,m, but it does not alter the meaning seriously. tou/ Suce,m (P74 D Y M vg) 

                                                 
51 For comprehensive debate, cf. Koivisto (1982:90-126). 
52 For the original depiction of v. 15a, see Gn 46:7. 
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means the father of Shechem. 

 

A discrepancy on the burial place of Jacob is also found between the Scriptures 

(cf. Koivisto 1982:127-143). Jacob was buried in the cave of Machpelah near 

Mamre, that is Hebron (Gn 23:19) in Canaan. Abraham bought the field from 

Ephron the Hittite for four hundred shekels of silver (Gn 23:16; 49:29-33; 

50:13).53 Joseph was buried at Shechem, in the plot of ground which Jacob 

bought from the sons of Hamor in Shechem for a hundred pieces of silver (Gn 

33:18-19; Jos 24:32). The OT does not report any further on where the other 

sons of Jacob were buried. Other than the Bible, Josephus (Ant 2:199) 

describes that the other sons of Jacob were buried at Hebron (see also Jub 

46:8-10; TReu 7:2). 

 

According to Barrett (1994:351), the original name of Hebron was Kirjath Arba, 

which denotes the city of Four. From this name, the Jews inferred that four were 

buried there – Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and (by the majority) Adam. Barrett 

(2002:100) continues:  

 

It has been concluded that Stephen (Luke) was either expanding Josh. 24.32 

to cover Joseph’s brother or was dependent on local Shechemite tradition. If 

the latter alternative is adopted we may have a further link between Stephen 

and Samaritans. This must be judged not impossible, but not probable.54 

 

                                                 
53 On the problem of Abraham’s tomb purchase, cf. also Koivisto (1982:144-207). 
54  For various opinions, see also Wilcox (1965:31, 160); Kilgallen (1976a:56-63); Bruce 
([1951]1976:166; [1951]1987:149); Marshall (1980:138-139); Dunn (1996:93). 
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3. INTERPRETATION OF THE STORY BY LUKE  
 
After the simple historical reference to the twelve patriarchs in v. 8b, Stephen 

recounts Joseph’s story. Luke starts the story of Joseph “by detaching him from 

the rest of the patriarchs” (Martín-Asensio 1999:245): “and Isaac became the 

father of Jacob, and Jacob of the twelve patriarchs” (v. 8). “The patriarchs 

became jealous of Joseph and sold him into Egypt. Yet God was with him” (v. 9 

NASB). 

 

Clearly, the end of v. 8 and the opening of v. 9, which end with the same word 

patria,rchj seem to be Luke’s literary connection between two sections (cf. 

Richard 1979:257). V. 8b thus helps to make a transition between the stories of 

Abraham and Joseph (cf. Bihler 1963:vii; Kilgallen 1976a:45-46; Fitzmyer 

1998:372). Kilgallen (1976a:45) states:  

 

The parallels for patriarchai in the traditions, Hebrew, Greek, Aramaic, are 

few and rather appear only in the first two centuries before Christ and 

thereafter. The reason for its usage here … is perhaps that it clearly defines 

the sons of Jacob as the heads of the tribes of Israel. 

 

Furthermore, within the NT writings, the word patria,rchj appears only four 

times, three times in Acts and once in Hebrews. In Acts, except for the two 

occurrences in vv. 8-9, the only other appearance is found in Peter’s second 

speech (Ac 2:29), where he calls David tou/ patria,rcou. The biblical word is also 

unusual in the LXX, only appearing five times in the book of 1 and 2 

Chronicles,55 largely with a general meaning. While the word need not to be 

                                                 
55 For the occurrence of patria,rcai, see 1 Chr 24:31; 27:22 and see also 4 Macc 7:19; 16:25. 
For the occurrence of patria,rcaj, see 2 Chr 23:20. For the occurrence of patria,rcwn, see 2 Chr 
19:8; 26:12. 
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regarded exclusive in Luke-Acts, the application of it to Joseph’s brothers is 

most likely to be exclusive within the speech where the writer chooses mainly 

the word path,r. 

 

In fact, based in part upon Dibelius’ evaluation of Stephen’s speech as a 

“neutral history of Israel” (1956c:169), many scholars (Foakes-Jackson 1931:61; 

Bruce [1951]1987:148; Dibelius 1956c:169; Easton 1955:47, 177; Wilson 

1962:171, 236; Haenchen 1971:288; Wilson 1973:134-136) maintain that the 

Joseph episode is a largely factual recounting of the story of Joseph without 

polemical or theological overtones. This view of Joseph’s story is due to its 

place within the first part of Stephen’s speech (vv. 2-34), seen by some as a 

straightforward history, while the second part of the speech is primarily 

understood as polemical in character (cf. Richard 1979:256).  

 

However, Kilgallen (1976a:10) says that “[t]he single greatest impetus to our 

writing of this book is the need to determine the relationship of the first 15 

verses (vs. 2-16) of Stephen’s speech to the rest of the speech.” Richard 

(1979:262) supports that, saying 

 

The author, rather than offering a straightforward account of Joseph and his 

brothers, has presented a very unique and indeed severely polemical picture 

of the patriarchs. And to add insult to injury, he again borrows his inspiration 

from the Jewish scriptures: the positive/negative construct (Joseph/the 

brothers) and most of the vocabulary of the Joseph episode. 

 

In v. 9, Richard (1979:258-259) argues that two words – zh,low and avpodi,dwmi – 

serve to emphasize the victimization of Joseph at the hands of his brothers. 

Firstly, for theological reasons Luke seems to borrow the verb zh,low from Gn 

37:11. Although Haenchen (1971:288) says that the Joseph episode “is not in 
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itself polemical – Ps. 105.17 also does not pass it by,” the choice of the word is 

deliberate and intends to bring out the motivations behind the patriarchs’ action.  

 

Indeed, other résumés of OT history such as Jos 24, Neh 9, 2 Esd 19, and Jdt 5 

exclude the event completely. Only here in the biblical writings is the feature of 

the brothers’ jealousy explicitly noted. Moreover the word appears three times 

more in Acts. In Ac 5:17, the high priest and all his associates, who were 

members of the party of the Sadducees, were filled with jealousy (evplh,sqhsan 

zh,lou) because of the apostles. In Ac 13:45, the Jews were filled with jealousy 

(evplh,sqhsan zh,lou) because of Paul and Barnabas. In Ac 17:5, the Jews were 

jealous (zhlw,santej) because of Paul and Silas. In each case, it is interesting to 

note that jealousy is attributed to Jews and it is continuously followed by a 

rejection of God’s messengers. 

 

Secondly, as mentioned earlier, this event where Joseph is sold as a slave is 

derived from Gn 37. In Gn 37, however, it is not his brothers who sold (avpe,donto) 

Joseph into Egypt. For this part Gn 45:4 is much closer than Gn 37:28, 36: “I 

am your brother Joseph, whom you sold into Egypt” (NASB). It shows that Luke 

finally chooses and organizes the story for himself, though the story is clearly 

from the OT.  

 

Richard (1979:259) states that “Acts 7:9 is as violently polemical as are vv  

51-53 of the speech. Only Joseph is seen favourably. The same is not true of 

the Joseph episode of Gen 37-50 or of later treatments of Joseph in Jewish 

literature” (cf. Harrington 1976:165-171; Ward 1976:173-184). Along with two 

words, attention is also focused on the activities of Joseph’s brothers whom 

Stephen identifies with the patriarchs, thus continuing the disobedience of the 

fathers motif introduced in Abraham’s story.  
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The key phrase of the story of Joseph - “God was with him” - is found in v. 9b, 

although he was sold into Egypt. The earlier theme of God’s omnipresence is 

restated here. At the same time, in the Joseph story, the motif of ‘outside the 

land’ occurs once again through God’s salvation history of Israel (cf. Richard 

1979:260).  

 

As in the Abraham episode, the motif of God as Master of history is also 

confirmed here, owing to the use of two verbs that are attendant with the 

subject, ‘God’ in v. 9; ‘rescued, gave’ (v. 10). The word evxaire,w in v. 10 appears 

eight times in the NT - five times in Acts (see Ac 7:10, 34; 12:11; 23:27; 26:17). 

The two occurrences in Matthew mean ‘pull out’ (see Mt 5:29; 18:9), while only 

Gl 1:4 shares its meaning with the Acts passages i.e., ‘rescue’.  

 

The phrase e;dwken auvtw/| ca,rin seems to be drawn from the Joseph narrative in 

Genesis (see Gn 39:21 (LXX)), while Luke adds here kai. sofi,an. The Heb word 

hm'k.x' does not occur at all in Genesis, and the Gk word sofi,a is rather rare in 

the Synoptic Gospels. It appears once in Markan material (see Mk 6:2; Mt 

13:54), and three times in Q material (see Mt 11:49; 12:42; Lk 7:35; 11:31, 49), 

and then three times in Lukan material (see Lk 2:40, 52; 21:15). All four 

occurrences in Acts are in chapters 6 and 7 (see Ac 6:6, 10; 7:10, 22).56 

 

It is probable that ‘God’ is again the subject of the verb kate,sthsen (‘appointed’) 

in v. 10. The noun qli/yij in v. 10 is a specialized eschatological expression in 

Matthew and Mark, but it is used here as the common Lukan non-eschatological 

meaning (cf. Conzelmann 1960:98-99). Here Luke emphasizes God’s activity 

on Joseph’s behalf rather than the sufferings of Joseph, which are described in 

                                                 
56 Once again, for the Gk word sofi,a, the occurrence of the nominative form is found nine times 
in Mt 11:49; 13:54; Mk 6:2; Lk 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:49; Ac 6:10; 7:22, and the accusative form is 
found three times in Lk 11:31; 21:15; Ac 7:10, and then the genitive form is found once in Ac 6:3. 
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the original context.  

 

Furthermore Soards (1994:63-64) portrays God’s role for this section, paying 

attention to two verbs evxape,steilen and metekale,sato. The first verb evxape,steilen in 

v. 12 relates to God’s working and authority. It occurs in Ac 9:30; 11:22; 12:11; 

13:26; 17:14; 22:21, which frequently entails God’s command. The second verb 

metekale,sato in v. 14 also puts forward the act in obedience to God’s purposes. It 

appears only four times (see Ac 7:14; 10:32; 20:17; 24:25) in Acts in the NT, 

which implies people’s deeds in compliance with God’s plan, but Ac 24:25 is 

likely to be a different case. As Conzelmann (1987:52) comments, “[t]he bearers 

of the promise themselves bring about the crisis (Gen 37:11, 28; 39:21), thus 

placing the stress on divine guidance.”  

 

The noun co,rtasma in v. 11 is a hapax legomenon in the NT, but it occurs nine 

times in the LXX (Gn 24:25, 32; 42:27; 43:24; Dt 11:15; Jdg 19:19; Sir 33:25; 

38:26; PssSol 5:10). Amongst scholars the meaning is problematic, though 

Richard (1979:260) states that “the term means ‘sustenance’ (influence of Ps 

36:19) or ‘supplies’ as it does in the papyri.”57 Via the arrangement of the 

elements, it is well presented as follows: (Richard 1979:260-261) 

 

                                                 
57 For the former case, cf. Haenchen (1971:279). For the latter case, cf. Moulton & Milligan 
([1930]1949:690). 
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Positive Aspect: Joseph 

God was with him 

he delivered him from all his tribulations (qli,yeij) 

he gave him favor and wisdom before Pharaoh king of Egypt 

he appointed him ruler over Egypt and over his whole house. 

Negative Aspect: The Patriarchs 

[God was not with them] 

but there came a famine upon all Egypt and Canaan 

[there came] great tribulation (qli/yij) 

the fathers were unable to find sustenance (corta,smata). 

 

Concerning this paradigm which is evidently confirmed by the OT passages 

(see Dt 31:17;58 Ps 36:18-19 (LXX);59 2 Chr 20:6-1760), Richard (1979:261) 

concludes that God is not with evil men and thus there follow many evils, famine, 

afflictions, and deficiency of provisions; in contrast, God is with the righteous 

and he rescues them from all their troubles and gives them immeasurable 

goodwill. 

 

As discussed earlier, the mentioning of Shechem as the burial site in v. 16 is 

contentious among scholars. Harrison (1975:115-116) states that:  

 

Stephen’s mention of Shechem was probably not casual but deliberate … A 
                                                 
58 “And I will be very angry with them in that day, and I will leave them and turn my face away 
from them, and they shall be devoured; and many evils and afflictions (qli,yeij) shall come upon 
them; and they shall say in that day, Because the Lord my God is not with me, these evils have 
come upon me” (LXE). 
59 “The Lord knows the ways of the perfect;  

and their inheritance (klhronomi,a; cf. Ac 7:5) shall be for ever. 
They shall not be ashamed in an evil time;  

and in days of famine they shall be satisfied (cortasqh,sontai)” (LXE). 
60 Especially, v. 9: “If there should come (evpe,lqh|) upon us evils, sword, judgment, pestilence, 
famine (limo,j), we will stand before this house, and before thee, (for thy name is upon this 
house,) and we will cry to thee because of the affliction (qli,yewj), and thou shalt hear, and 
deliver” (LXE). 
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rigid Jew might want to forget the patriarchal contacts with Shechem, but 

Stephen would not permit that. To mention Shechem was almost the 

equivalent of calling attention to Samaria. 

 

Similarly, some (Spiro 1967:285-300; Scharlemann 1968:21; Mare 1971:16; 

Scobie 1972-1973:391; Purvis 1975:174) have maintained that the Lukan use of 

Shechem was influenced by the Samaritan tradition, although their points are 

respectively different.  

 

However, Richard (1977:190-208) criticises that as does the MT. The Samaritan 

Pentateuch represents the burial site of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as Hebron. 

Luke’s real intention in useing this place name with his theological motivation is 

to express the motif of being ‘outside the land’. Here one could connect the 

following narrative of Philip’s evangelization in Samaria, and confirm this fact in 

v. 5: “God gave Abraham no inheritance, not even a foot of ground.” 

 

Some scholars such as Lake and Cadbury (1933:73), Kilgallen (1976a:49-60), 

and Dupont (1979:135) regard Joseph as a prefiguring of Jesus, Messiah. 

There are three main reasons: Joseph’s deliverance of the patriarchs (Bruce 

[1951]1987:148; Williams 1957:105-106),61 his innocent suffering (Conzelmann 

1987:53), and Joseph’s brothers (patriarchs) second visit to him as a parallel to 

the time of deliverance (Scharlemann 1968:40). 

 

The Joseph story however suggests that the reasons for thinking Joseph as a 

prefiguring of Jesus are uncertain at this point (cf. White 1992:170). Firstly, the 

deliverance of the patriarchs is depicted in a direct manner, exclusive of any 

salvific appellations bestowed on Joseph. Secondly, the innocence factor in 

                                                 
61 Kilgallen (1976a:62) regards it as “christological” allusions in Joseph’s story, saying that 
“Joseph, rejected, but saved by God and glorified, is the means by which Israel is saved …” 
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relation to Joseph’s affliction is by no means revealed in Ac 7 and there is no 

comprehensive explanation of Joseph’s unreasonable treatment. Thirdly, the 

purpose of Jesus’ second coming is not found in the story. More likely, Joseph 

seems to be chosen because of the motif of insubordination of the patriarchs 

that is exposed in the Joseph episode. 

 
4. SUMMARY  
 
In this section, no explicit quotation is found. For this reason, Marshall 

(1980:137) responds that Joseph’s story is “recorded factually, and it is not clear 

what the theological point of the details is” (cf. Foakes-Jackson 1931:61; 

Dibelius 1956c:169; Wilson 1962:171; Haenchen 1971:288). Within Joseph’s 

episode, however, there are still the motifs of God’s salvation outside of Judaea 

(cf. Richard 1979:260) and the disobedience of the Israelite fathers. Luke’s uses 

of the OT in Stephen’s speech thus seem the presentation of the author’s 

theological intention. However, the fact should not be ignored that via the 

explicit quotations in this speech the writer’s theological and hermeneutical aim 

is reinforced even more powerfully. 

 

Prior to the Moses story, the theme of the Israelite rejection of God’s servant, in 

fact, has already been shown in the story of Joseph (7:9-16). Luke has 

presented an implication of the conflict between brothers that goes through 

Joseph’s story. Since Joseph’s brothers (the patriarchs) were jealous of him, 

they sold him to Egypt as a slave destined to suffer many afflictions. But God 

was with him and rescued him from all his troubles.  

 

It is proper that, at last, the victimization of Joseph at the hands of his brothers 

accompanied by an equally powerful assertion of God’s attendance and working 

in his life. Martín-Asensio (1999:246) describes this theme by grouping 
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Joseph’s story into the repeated twofold structure as follows: adversity (9a); 

blessing (9b-10); adversity (11-12); blessing (13-16).  

 

Keeping in mind that the setting for Joseph’s story is predominantly in Egypt, it 

can also be said that the previous theme of God as transcending the land is 

reiterated.  

 

In conclusion, the themes of rejection, vindication, God outside of the land, and 

God as the main actor of history recur in Joseph’s story, in spite of no explicit 

quotation. 
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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”. 
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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 
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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. 
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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 
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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.” 
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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). 
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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. 

 
 
 



 161

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 

 
 
 



 165

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 

 
 
 



 167

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.  

 

 
 
 



 168

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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CHAPTER Ⅴ 
THE TEMPLE (Ac 7:44-50) 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
“The temple in Jerusalem was of central importance within early Judaism” 

(Chilton 1997:1159). In the light of this, Stephen is charged before the Jews with 

claiming that Jesus of Nazareth will destroy the temple (Ac 6:13-14). An 

important question to answer is thus, was Stephen really in opposition to the 

temple? On the contrary, Luke describes the Jews’ accusation against Stephen 

as false (Ac 6:13). Luke’s refutation is skilfully revealed in this part of Stephen’s 

speech. 

 

In developing his argument, Luke provides a selective history of the Israelite 

tabernacle and temple, and then draws a quoted text from Is 66:1-2. The 

relationship between the movable tent and the fixed temple becomes clear 

within the context of the OT as well as the discourse. Throughout Stephen’s 

address, the theme of the true worship occurs here once again. In the end, 

Luke’s main points are strongly reinforced at the close of his summary of 

Israelite history by expounding two central points, namely, God’s transcendence 

and true worship of God. 

 
2. COMPOSITION 
 
In this section, Stephen proficiently contests one of the charges made against 

him: (a) “Our forefathers had the tabernacle of the Testimony with them in the 

desert” (~H skhnh. tou/ marturi,ou h=n toi/j patra,sin h`mw/n evn th/| evrh,mw|, v. 44a). The 

phrase h ̀ skhnh. tou/ marturi,ou is a normal LXX translation of the Tabernacle - 
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both tWdce lh,ao ‘tent of the testimony’ and dceAm lh,ao ‘tent of meeting’. P74 33 

326 pc exclude the genitive pronoun h`mw/n. 

 

(b) “It had been made as God directed Moses, according to the pattern he had 

seen” (kaqw.j dieta,xato o` lalw/n tw/| Mwu?sh/| poih/sai auvth.n kata. to.n tu,pon o]n 

e`wra,kei, v. 44b). The noun diataga,j occurs in v. 53. The phrase ò lalw/n seems 

to point clearly to God despite the fact that there is no reference to his name. 

According to Barrett (1994:371), the word tu,poj means “[a] model to be 

imitated” (see v. 43). Although Stephen refers here to God’s instructions on the 

building of the tabernacle in accordance with the pattern shown to Moses (see 

Ex 25:9, 40), Philo (VitMos 2:88) speaks of the tabernacle as something that is 

made by the hands of men: i`ero.n ceiropoi,hton katasceua,zontaj tw|/ patri. kai. 

h`gemo,ni tou/ panto,j. 

 

(c) “Having received the tabernacle, our fathers under Joshua brought it with 

them162 when they took the land from the nations” (h]n kai. eivsh,gagon diadexa,menoi 

oi` pate,rej h`mw/n meta. VIhsou/ evn th/| katasce,sei tw/n evqnw/n, v. 45a). Barrett 

(1994:371) explains that the verb diadexa,menoi means “to succeed to the 

possession of something but here may have a weaker sense.”163  

 

The expression ‘our father(s)’ occurs 10 times in Stephen’s speech (see v. 2 

‘patri. h`mw/n’; vv. 11, 15, 39, 45 ‘pate,rej h`mw/n’; v. 12 ‘pate,raj h`mw/n’; v. 19 ‘pate,raj 

Îh`mw/nÐ’; vv. 38, 45 ‘pate,rwn h`mw/n’; v. 44 ‘patra,sin h̀mw/n’; contrast vv. 51, 52 

‘pate,rej u`mw/n’). The phrase occurs six times in the speeches in Acts outside of 

the Stephen speech (see Ac 3:13; 5:30; 13:17; 15:10; 22:14; 26:6). According to 

Fitzmyer (1998:383), “Joshua’s name may be significant here, because its 

                                                 
162 For the detailed narrative of the OT, see Jos 3:11-4:18. 
163 It refers to “from generation to generation” (Conzelmann 1987:56). Cf. also Haenchen 
(1971:285). 
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Hebrew form in Josh 1:1 is Yĕhôšūă‘ (“Yahweh, help!” the cry of a woman in 

birth pangs). Later on, the name was contracted to Yēšûă‘, which becomes in 

the LXX Iēsous, ‘Jesus’.” 

 

The noun kata,scesij already occurred once earlier in v. 5. It means ‘possession’ 

(Lake & Cadbury 1933:80-81; see also Gn 17:8; 2 Chr 11:14). According to Jos 

3:10, “the living God … will certainly drive out before you the Canaanites, 

Hittites, Hivites, Perizzites, Girgashites, Amorites and Jebusites.” These are the 

names of seven nations who stayed in Canaan.  

 

(d) “God drove out before them. It remained in the land until the time of David” 

(w-n evxw/sen o` qeo.j avpo. prosw,pou tw/n pate,rwn h`mw/n e[wj tw/n h`merw/n Daui,d, v. 45b). 

a* E 33 pc have evxe,wsen instead of evxw/sen. Bruce ([1951]1976:175) regards the 

words avpo. prosw,pou as a Semitism (see Ac 3:20). Wilson (1962:184) says that 

“[t]here are no direct quotations, but the language is Septuagintal.” 

 

According to Jos 18:1, the tabernacle was set up in Shiloh. As the Israelite 

history shows, it remained in Shiloh until the time of Samuel (see 1 Sm 4:3). 

Then the ark of God was taken to the battlefield, captured by the Philistines, 

and returned to the Israelites (see 1 Sm 4:4-6:21). The men of Kiriath Jearim 

took it to Abinadab’s house (see 1 Sm 7:1), where it stayed until the time when 

David became king. David, was the one who brought the ark into Jerusalem and 

set it in its place inside the tent that he had pitched for it (see 2 Sm 6:17; 1 Chr 

16:1), while the tabernacle was placed in Gibeon (see 1 Chr 16:39).  

 

(e) “who enjoyed God's favour and asked that he might provide a dwelling place 

for the God of Jacob” (o]j eu-ren ca,rin evnw,pion tou/ qeou/ kai. hv|th,sato eu`rei/n 

skh,nwma tw/| oi;kw| VIakw,b, v. 46). When David brought the ark into Jerusalem, he 

conveyed to the prophet Nathan his desire to build a house for God (see 2 Sm 
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7:1-2; 1 Chr 17:1). Fitzmyer (1998:383) explains that in 2 Sm 7:1-16, “there is a 

play on the word ‘house’. At first it means ‘palace’ (vv 1-2), then ‘temple’ (house 

of God, vv 5-7, 13), then ‘household, dynasty’ (vv 11, 16)” (see also 1 Chr  

17:1-14). 

 

Concerning the reading of oi;kw|, Metzger ([1971]1975:351-352) explains: 

 

Of the two readings, oi;kw| is to be preferred on the basis of both external 

evidence (it is supported by a combination of Alexandrian and Western 

witnesses: P74 a* B D copsaPt al) and transcriptional probability,164 for there is 

no good reason why scribes should have altered qew/| to oi;kw|, whereas the 

apparent difficulty of the expression ‘a habitation for the house of Jacob’ as 

well as the temptation to assimilate it to the Septuagint text of Ps 132.5 [ = 

LXX 131.5] (e[wj ou- eu[rw to,pon tw/| kuri,w|, skh,nwma tw/| qew/|  vIakw,b) would have 

influenced many to emend the text. 

 

Besides, Hort (1882:92) indicated that kuri,w| has been left out of the text. The 

phrase tw/| kuri,w| iakwb is not found earlier in the MSS of the OT or the NT. Ropes 

(1926:72), furthermore, observes that: 

 

if we have here a translation from an Aramaic source, it is easy to suppose 

that the Aramaic equivalent of the Hebrew phrase was first rendered by tw 

kuriw iakwb, and then this unusual expression corrupted to the  

familiar-sounding but inappropriate phrase tw oikw iakwb. 

 

Although Lachmann (1850:viii) supposed that the original text is eùrei/n skh,nwma 

tw/| oi;kw| tou/ qeou/ VIakw,b (cf. also Dunn 1996:97), Klijn (1957:29-30) mentions 

                                                 
164 For the reading of oi;kw|, cf. also Haenchen (1971:285); Combrink (1979:17, 27); Marshall 
(1980:146). 
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that Stephen’s idea of “a house within the house of Israel as a substitute for the 

temple and thus as the real temple of God,” is an idea that is unknown hitherto 

in Jewish writings. However, the idea can be found in 1QS 9:3-6. It is unlikely 

that Stephen already regards the house as the Jewish Christian community (cf. 

Witherington 1998:273), but if one accepts Klijn’s statement that seems to 

uphold the original reading oi;kw|, such a reading is possible. Knowling 

([1900]1951:198) also mentions (cf. also Witherington 1998:272-273) that: 

 

in LXX, Ps. Cxxxi.3, we have skh,nwma oi;kou, and a similar expression may 

have been the orig. reading here; again, in Ps. Xxiv. 6, Heb., we have ‘Jacob’ 

= ‘the God of Jacob’ (LXX 23.6), and it has been suggested that some such 

abbreviation or mode of speech lies at the bottom of the difficulty here. 

 

In the end, Lake and Cadbury (1933:81) say that “the Temple, like the 

Tabernacle, was a house or tent ‘of meeting,’ and it was to be used by the 

house of Jacob as well as by the Almighty.” Barrett (1994:372) concludes: 

 

The difference between the two readings is not as great as is sometimes 

thought: a dwelling for the God of Jacob is undoubtedly a temple for him to 

dwell in, and a dwelling for the house of Jacob is a place that the house of 

Jacob may use as a temple, that is, it means a dwelling (for God) to be used 

as such by the house of Jacob. 

 

Notwithstanding, I prefer the reading ‘skh,nwma tw/| qew/| VIakw,b’ for the following 

reasons summarised by Johnson (1992:133):165 

 
                                                 
165  For the reading of qew/|, cf. also Bruce ([1951]1976:175); Rackham (1953:98); Wilson 
(1962:185); Kilgallen (1976a:89); Richard (1978:131-132); Longenecker (1981:143); 
Conzelmann (1987:56); Kistemaker (1990:270); Soards (1994:67). Fitzmyer (1998:383) 
understands that the homoeoteleuton might occur amongst copyists. 
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There are three reasons for overturning the rules of textual criticism, here: a) 

the language clearly forms an allusion to LXX Ps 131:5, “until I find a place 

(topos) for the Lord, a dwelling for the God of Jacob (skēnōma  tǭ   theǭ  

Iakob)”; b) the autǭ   in the next verse makes good sense if the reading here 

is God rather than Jacob (“Solomon built a house for him”); c) This reading 

makes better sense of the emphatic declaration in v. 48, “God does not 

dwell.” 

 

(f) “But it was Solomon who built the house for him” (Solomw/n de. oivkodo,mhsen166 

auvtw/| oi=kon, v. 47). The word de, is an adversative conjunction. The word auvtw/| 

evidently refers to God (qew/|) (see 1 Ki 5:5; 6:1-2, 37-38; 8:20; 2 Chr 2:1; 3:1; 

5:1; 6:10). In spite of David’s desire, God instructed Nathan to tell him that God 

wanted David’s son to build the house (see 2 Sm 7:13; 1 Chr 17:12). The 

reason was because David was a warrior and had shed blood (see 1 Chr 22:8; 

28:3). In the end, the Temple was constructed by Solomon (see 1 Ki 5:1-6:38; 

7:13-51).  

 

(g) “However, the Most High does not live in houses made by men. As the 

prophet says” (avllV ouvc o` u[yistoj evn ceiropoih,toij katoikei/( kaqw.j o` profh,thj 

le,gei, v. 48). Moulton (1963:287) explains that the place of the negative particle 

ouvc “may be altered to achieve emphasis, and in Acts 7.48 the position of ouvc 

puts the Most High in relief” (cf. also Blass & Debrunner 1961 §433.1).  

 

According to Fitzmyer (1998:384), o` u[yistoj is a divine name which is 

discovered in many Greek writings. “It is used of Zeus in the Greco-Roman 

world (Pindar, Nemean Odes 1.90; Aeschylus, Eumenides 28); also in 

inscriptions, esp. from Cyprus (PGM 4.1068; 5.46) and Cyrene, where it was 
                                                 
166 For unaugmented verbs beginning with oi, see Moulton & Howard (1929:191), Blass & 
Debrunner (1961 §67.1). 
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employed even as a designation for Egyptian Isis.” In the LXX it is a general 

name of God (see Gn 14:18, 19, 22; Ps 46:4). In Philo’s (Flacc 7:46; LegGaj 

36:278) and Josephus’ (Ant 16:163) works, it is also applied to God. This  

name for God occurs eight times in the NT (cf. Roberts, Skeat & Nock 1936:39-

88; see Mk 5:7; Heb 7:1; Lk 1:32, 35, 76; 6:35; 8:28; Ac 16:17). 

 

The word ceiropoih,toij commonly means the idolatry which has negative 

connotations in the LXX (see Lv 26:1, 30; Is 2:8; 10:11; 16:12; Ps 113:12; Dn 

5:4, 23; Jdt 8:18; Wis 14:8; contrast Dibelius 1956b:41-42). In the Pauline 

speech (Ac 17:24) this word appears once again with the same principle (see 

also Mk 14:58; Heb 9:11, 24).167 To employ this word for the Temple must 

consequently have been extremely offensive to the Jewish ears (cf. Barrett 

1994:373; Dunn 1996:97). 

 

Barrett’s words (2002:106) are noteworthy:  

 

But at the beginning of the verse is probably strongly adversative (Solomon 

built a house but should have done no such thing), not slightly so (Solomon 

built a house, but we must not think that God is confined to it). The verse 

states only what the OT already knows (  Kings 8.27); but it is to be noted Ⅰ

that Stephen picks out not the many OT passages that glorify the Temple but 

some of the few that criticize it. … It must be remembered that in Acts 1-5 

Christians continue to use the Temple … A twofold attitude to the Temple 

matches Luke’s attitude to Judaism in general. 

 

However, Evans and Sanders (1993:198) correctly indicate concerning the 

building of the temple:  

                                                 
167 For the similar comparison which is made regarding circumcision, see also Eph 2:11; Col 
2:11. 
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Nothing is wrong with the temple nor with building it, but it is wrong to believe 

that it (and perhaps it alone) is the habitation of God. Moreover, allegiance to 

a temple built with human hands could place Israel in danger of repeating its 

earlier wilderness sin, for the golden calf had also been made by ‘their hands’ 

(v. 41). 

 

(h) “'Heaven is my throne” (~O ouvrano,j moi qro,noj, v. 49a). P74 D* read mou (1st 

person singular genitive pronoun) instead of moi (1st person singular dative 

pronoun). (i) “and the earth is my footstool” (h̀ de. gh/ ùpopo,dion tw/n podw/n mou, v. 

49b). B h read kai. h ̀instead of . h` de,.  

 

(j) “What kind of house will you build for me? says the Lord” (poi/on oi=kon 

oivkodomh,sete, moi( le,gei ku,rioj, v. 49c). (k) “Or where will my resting place be?” (h' 

ti,j to,poj th/j katapau,sew,j mouÈ v. 49d). Instead of ti,j, D h have poi/oj, 

corresponding to the reading of the LXX. (l) “Has not my hand made all these 

things?'” (ouvci. h` cei,r mou evpoi,hsen tau/ta pa,ntaÈ v. 50). P74 A C D E pm h read 

pa,nta tau/ta, corresponding to the order of the LXX, but the exact reading of the 

LXX has pa,nta ga.r tau/ta. 

 

3. GOD’S TRANSCENDENCE AND THE QUOTATION 
 
3.1 The quotation from Is 66:1-2 in Ac 7:49-50 
 
3.1.1 Other occasions of Is 66:1-2 

 

Although there may be a faint, or implied, reference to Is 66:1-2 in Mt 5:34, this 

quotation is not found as an explicit quotation anywhere else in the NT. It looks 

as if this is the first time that the explicit quotation appears here in NT writings. It 
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is interesting that this text is cited by early Christian writers (see Barn 16:2; 

Justin, Dial 22:11). 

 

3.1.2 The introductory formula (Ac 7:48b) 

 

The introductory formula is formed by the words: “As the prophet says” (kaqw.j ò 

profh,thj le,gei, v. 48b). After “the prophet” copG67 adds “Isaiah”. 

 

3.1.3 Establishing and describing the textual differences 

 

 

3.1.3.1 Textual differences between MT and LXX 

 

The LXX follows the MT very closely, in spite of one minor difference. The 

                                                 
168 Unless otherwise refered to, the LXX version edited by Ziegler ([1939]1984) is used for the 
Greek translation of Isaiah. 

NT( NA27) LXX MT 

Ac 7:49-50 Is 66:1-2168 Is 66:1-2 
 

49o` ouvrano,j moi qro,noj(  

h` de. gh/ u`popo,dion  

tw/n podw/n mou\  

poi/on oi=kon  

oivkodomh,sete, moi(  

le,gei ku,rioj(  

h' ti,j to,poj  

th/j katapau,sew,j mouÈ 
50ouvci. h` cei,r mou evpoi,hsen 

tau/ta pa,ntaÈ 

1ou[twj le,gei ku,rioj  

o` ouvrano,j moi qro,noj  

h` de. gh/ u`popo,dion  

tw/n podw/n mou  

poi/on oi=kon  

oivkodomh,sete, moi  

 

h' poi/oj to,poj  

th/j katapau,sew,j mou 

2pa,nta ga.r tau/ta 

evpoi,hsen h` cei,r mou 

hw"ëhy> rm:a' hKo 

yaiês.Ki ~yIm:V'h; 

~doh] #r,a'h'w> 

yl'g>r; 

tyIb; hz<-yae 

yli-Wnb.Ti rv<a] 

~Aqm' hz<-yaew> 

`ytix'Wnm. 

 hL,ae-lK'-ta,w> 

ht'f'ê[' ydIy"
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reading of the MT has “and what (is) this place” (~Aqm' hz<-yaew>), while the reading 

of the LXX has “or what kind of place” (h' poi/oj to,poj). In relation to these 

representations of the phrase, the NT has “or what (is) the place” (h' ti,j to,poj). 

The variations between three versions are somewhat insignificant to the 

meaning of the text. 

 

3.1.3.2 Textual differences between Acts and LXX (and their relation with 

MT) 

 

There are 3 major changes to be displayed between the readings of Ac 7:49-50 

and Is 66:1-2 (LXX): (1) one transposition in the NT of the LXX phrases, le,gei 

ku,rioj; (2) one substitution of ti,j for poi/oj in the NT; and (3) another 

transposition with the changes ouvci. h` cei,r mou evpoi,hsen tau/ta pa,nta. 

 

(a) Transposition: 

[1] le,gei ku,rioj (Ac 7:49) 

In the LXX the phrase le,gei ku,rioj is found at the beginning of the verse with the 

adverb ou[twj, corresponding to the MT. But, in the NT it occurs at the middle of 

the verse, that is, before h' ti,j to,poj. 

 

(b) Substitution: 

[2] poi/oj → ti,j (Ac 7:49) 

The interrogative adjective (poi/oj) in the LXX text is substituted by the 

interrogative adjective (ti,j) in Ac 7:49. 

 

(c) Transposition with the changes: 

[3] ouvci. h` cei,r mou evpoi,hsen tau/ta pa,ntaÈ (Ac 7:50) 

This phrase is also found in the LXX. But, the order in the LXX reading is pa,nta 

ga.r tau/ta evpoi,hsen h` cei,r mou, corresponding to the MT. It, moreover, appears in 
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the interrogative particle ouvci (Ac 7:50) instead of the conjunction ga,r as in the 

LXX reading. 

 
3.2 Luke’s method used for the quotation 
 
There are 3 major changes between Ac 7:49-50 and Is 66:1-2 (LXX). First, the 

transposition of le,gei ku,rioj shows possibly that it was placed here in an 

emphatic position by Luke himself. Furthermore it is more suitable to place the 

phrase in the middle of v. 49, since Luke already placed the introductory formula 

into v. 48b. 

 

Secondly, Luke substitutes poi/oj, which is used in direct and indirect 

interrogative sentence, by ti,j, which might be used in a rhetorical question (cf. 

Arndt & Gingrich 1957:691, 826; Blass & Debrunner 1961:64). By employing 

this rhetorical device, Luke seems to link vv. 49-50 with vv. 42-43, using these 

last two quotations from the prophetic texts as a powerful and influential tool for 

his argument. 

 

Thirdly, by changing a declarative sentence of Isaiah “assigning the reason for 

the previous inquiries” (Turpie 1868:133), into a question through the 

transposition-cum-substitution, Luke has made it much stronger than its original 

meaning. As a strengthened type of ouv, Luke’s use of ouvci in place of ga,r (LXX) 

implies an answer in the affirmative. 

 

According to Thornton (1974:432-434), one needs to examine a fragment of 

Aramaic midrash which was discovered in Codex Reuchlinianus and Codex 

Vaticanus Ebr. Urbin. Ⅰ. 169  The midrash which contains the Targum of 

                                                 
169 Grelot (1972:511-527) edited the two codices in 1972. 
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Jonathan on Isaiah (cf. Stenning 1949:226-227; Sperber 1962:129-130), states: 

 

Jerusalem Targum on ‘The heavens are my throne’. A prophecy of Isaiah 

which he prophesied … to the people, the house of Israel: ‘Thus says the 

Lord: The heavens are the throne of my glory. And why are you proud before 

me because of this house which has been built by the hands of king Solomon 

for my name? The higher and lower heavens do not succeed in containing 

the presence of my glory, according as it was said through Solomon: … Now I 

have no pleasure in it, because you provoke my anger. And so, behold, my 

decision goes forth to make Nebuchadrezzar come and he will destroy it, and 

exile you from the city of Jerusalem.’ When Manasseh heard Isaiah’s words 

of warning he was filled with anger against him. He said to his servants: ‘Run 

after him, seize him!’ … He fled before them, and a carob-tree opened its 

mouth and swallowed him. They brought iron saws and cut the tree so that 

Isaiah’s blood flowed like water.170 

 

Thornton (1974:433) affirms that if the above explanation was accepted in the 

days of Stephen, it would shed light on the false accusation made against 

Stephen concerning the temple and the shift from vv. 44-50 to v. 52 would 

become smoother. However, he (1974:434) himself says that unfortunately 

“[t]he date of this Aramaic midrash is uncertain.” 

 

According to Lake and Cadbury (1933:82), the use of this quoted text by early 

Christian writers (e.g. Barn 16:2; Justin, Dial 22:11), as mentioned earlier, 

makes us suppose that a collection of ‘Testimonies’ has been drawn on by the 

writers. Haenchen (1971:285), however, indicates that “Justin does not cite 

these verses in immediate succession, and he gives in each case the exact 

                                                 
170 This translation, which originally follows the Codex Reuchlinianus, is here recited from 
Thornton (1974:432-433). 
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source of quotation.” Bruce ([1951]1976:176) presents the proposal that both 

Barnabas and Justin depended on Acts as an alternative insight. On the 

contrary, Cerfaux (1950:46) feels that Barnabas and Luke modified the quoted 

text separately.171  

 

It is decisively clear that Luke quotes from the LXX text (cf. Haenchen 

1971:285; Conzelmann 1987:56; Kistemaker 1990:271; Johnson 1992:133; 

Barrett 1994:375; Fitzmyer 1998:384). Ringgren (1986:234) states that Luke’s 

changes “are not rooted in any other textual traditions” except the LXX. 

 
3.3 Lukan interpretation of the quotation 
 
Luke now turns his attention to the tabernacle and the temple, which has been 

implicitly evident from the beginning of Stephen’s speech in the theme ‘God 

outside of the land’. Luke also disproves the accusation of Stephen’s blasphemy 

against the temple: “this Jesus of Nazareth will destroy this place” (i.e. temple, 

J-W Kim) (see Ac 6:14). Moving on to the temple, Luke firstly traces back to the 

time of Moses in order to deal with the tabernacle. Surprisingly, Israel’s people 

own the tabernacle of the testimony according to the heavenly prototype that 

God gave Moses, in spite of their disobedience and unfaithfulness in the desert 

(Haenchen 1971:284). 

 

Furthermore the Israelites need not have the tent of Molech because they 

already had the tent of the testimony in the desert, as mentioned above. 

Conzelmann (1987:55) states that by means of two tents the correlation 

between vv. 43 and 44 is hard to follow here (cf. also Fitzmyer 1998:382). 

However, Barrett (1994:371) reckons that the words h̀ skhnh. tou/ marturi,ou stand 

                                                 
171 Recited from Wilson (1962:186). 
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against th.n skhnh.n tou/ Mo,loc in the previous verse, and thus the two verses 

form the ideological contrast (cf. also Haenchen 1971:284; Johnson 1992:132). 

Simon (1951:127-142) also portrays the two tents as signs of the line of true 

worship and of idol worship. Although God wishes the Israelites to adore him, 

they turn away from him in mistrust. 

 

Moreover Spencer (1997:76-77) states that the idolatrous ‘images’ (tu,pouj) in v. 

43 were in opposition to the real ‘pattern’ (tu,pon) of worship shown to Moses by 

God in v. 44, “which included not only the sacred stipulations of the law but also 

the blueprints for the proper place (topos) of worship: the portable ‘tent (skēnē) 

of testimony in the wilderness.’” It is made expressly clear that the concomitant 

of the law is the tent of the testimony. God provided the Israelites with the tent 

where they worshipped him and where he put the witness of the Ten 

Commandments (Kistemaker 1990:268). 

 

Luke here describes the tent of the testimony or meeting as h` skhnh. tou/ 

marturi,ou, corresponding to the LXX (Ex 27:21; 28:43; 33:7; Nm 1:50; 12:4; Dt 

31:14). Soards (1994:66-67) says, “[t]he reference to ‘the tent of witness’ both 

registers the important general theme of ‘witness’ (see 1:8) and illustrates the 

point that people in former times were ‘not without a witness,’ a theme that 

occurs in 7:44; 14:17; 17:25b-28.”  

 

According to Dunn (1996:96), v. 44 “fed directly into the apocalyptic idea that 

God’s plans for the future had all been already drawn up in heaven.” The 

proposal to make the tent stemmed from God himself not from any creature. 

The tabernacle thus points to God’s idea, command, and power. As mentioned 

earlier, the expression ‘our forefathers’ occurs repeatedly in the discourse. Luke 

continually calls the Israelites ‘our forefathers’ up to now in spite of their 

defiance of God. Finally, the key point of v. 44 seems to demonstrate the 
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existence of God’s tent in contradiction to the tent of Molech in the previous 

verse. 

 

Carried into the land under the leadership of Joshua, the portable sanctuary as 

the sign to Israel that God’s presence was sufficient until the days of David. The 

transportability of the tabernacle points implicitly to the substance of temporality 

that is not fixed to one spot. A hint of the motif ‘God outside the land’ is given 

here once again. God’s promise that the Israelites would possess (kata,scesin) 

the land in v. 5, is now fulfilled in v. 45. By God’s dispossessing the heathen 

before her, Israel finally possessed (katasce,sei) the land.  

 

However, it is true that the seven nations were not eliminated fully until the time 

of David. Here Luke gives God the admiration and reverence for the take-over 

of Canaan. The reason for this is in recognition of the reality that God was 

always with Israel in the transferable tent. The tabernacle was an emblem of 

God’s continual and energetic leadership. The major actor was still God 

throughout the Israelite history. 

 

As compared with the DSS and Hebrews, in relation to the tabernacle 

Longenecker (1981:142) states as follows (cf. also Dunn 1996:96): 

 

Like the covenanters at Qumran (cf. 1QS 8.7-8) and the writer to the 

Hebrews (cf. Heb 8:2, 5; 9:1-5, 11, 24), and probably like many other 

nonconformist Jews of his time, Stephen seems to have viewed the epitome 

of Jewish worship in terms of the tabernacle, not the temple. Very likely this 

was because he felt the mobility of the tabernacle was a restraint on the 

status quo mentality that had grown up around the temple. But unlike the 

Qumranites, who desired a restoration of that classical ideal, Stephen, as well 

as the writer to the Hebrews, was attempting to lift his compatriots’ vision to 
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something far superior to even the wilderness tabernacle--viz., to the dwelling 

of God with men in Jesus of Nazareth and as expressed through the new 

covenant. 

 

After Moses and Joshua, David makes an appearance in v. 46 that was implied 

in the preceding verse. He wins God’s grace and desires to offer a better 

dwelling place for the God of Jacob. The phrase eu-ren ca,rin evnw,pion tou/ qeou/ 

recurs in the OT (see Gn 6:8; 1 Sm 16:22). The expression, which can be 

likened to that in v. 20 where Moses is said to be ‘beautiful before God’, refers 

to God’s sovereignty because it shows how a human being appears before God. 

It means that the human race should live in keeping with the criterion set out by 

God. 

 

The reading ‘a dwelling for the God of Jacob’ seems to fit the flow of the thought, 

as discussed earlier. According to Marshall (1980:146), whether ‘the dwelling 

place’ (skh,nwma) means the movable tent or the fixed temple is not clear. 

However, throughout the original context of the OT and this section as well as 

the following verse, it becomes clear that Luke uses the Greek word in order to 

describe the temple. Neudorfer’s contrast (1998:290) of the dwelling place by 

David in v. 46 with the house by Solomon in v. 47 is, therefore, incorrect. Luke is 

just employing v. 46 so as to represent the shift from the tabernacle to the 

temple.172 

 

For this debate, Sylva’s statement (1987:264) is appropriate as follows (cf. also 

Larsson 1993:391; Neagoe 2002:167): 

 

One possible argument for interpreting skēnōma in 7:46 as “tent” could be the 

                                                 
172 Stier (1869:131) says that “[t]here are three stages of the expression – first, tabernacle, or 
tent; next, habitation, or dwelling (skh,nwma; cf. John 1:14); then house or completed building.” 
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similarity of this term to skēnē, which was just used to refer to the tent of 

witness in Acts 7:44. However, the evidence from Luke’s use of these terms 

may argue just as strongly for the opinion that skēnōma refers to the temple. 

As skēnē tou martyriou in 7:44 is in no way related to skēnē tou Moloch in 

7:43 but rather is simply a way of making a transition from one topic to 

another, so too in 7:46 … may simply be a way of making the transition from 

writing about the ark and the tent to writing about the temple. 

 

He adds that the term skh,nwma in the LXX text is employed to point both to the 

tabernacle and to the temple. For instance, the term is employed to point to the 

tent in 1 Ki 2:28; 8:4 (LXX), while it is used to point to the temple in Ps 14:1; 

45:5; 73:7 (LXX). 

 

V. 47 is the only mention of “Solomon as a historical figure in the speeches, but 

from 3:11 and 5:12 the reader should already associate Solomon with the 

Temple” (Soards 1994:67). God turns down David’s bid, but he carries on 

declaring that David’s son would build him the house, and so God promises to 

establish the kingdom (pedigree) of David forever. According to Beale 

(2004:217), this verse is “the conclusion and climax of Stephen’s historical 

narration.”  

 

Although Longenecker (1981:142) forms a comparison between the tabernacle 

and the temple in vv. 44-50 (cf. Marshall 1980:146),173 on the contrary the 

analogy occurs between the two structures. God himself showed clear 

directions for the temple as well (see 1 Chr 28:12, 19), in the same way as he 

did for the tabernacle in v. 44. It is evident that God approved of building both 

structures.  

                                                 
173 Cf. also Conzelmann (1987:56), though he acknowledges the parallel between the tent and 
the temple in the OT. 

 
 
 



 186

 

The conjunction de, has an antithetical meaning, as stated previously. According 

to Simon (1951:129), the word de, implies that Solomon built a house which was 

opposed to God’s will. Rather, Luke here uses the conjunction so as to depict 

the fact that Solomon achieved what David had hoped. Witherington’s 

statement (1998:273) is right: “the contrast comes not between vv. 46 and 47, 

but between v. 48 and what precedes it” (cf. also Blackburn 1997:1124). The 

conjunction avlla, which means clearly ‘but’ also gives rise to the contrast. 

 

On the one hand, according to some scholars (Jones 1917:167; Tasker 

1946:65; Simon 1951:127-131; Cadbury 1955:105; Stagg 1955:98; Barnard 

1960-1961:31-45; Scharlemann 1968:77; Haenchen 1971:285; Bruce 1979:53; 

Longenecker 1981:346; Conzelmann 1987:56; Willimon 1988:62; Koester 

1989:97-98; Neudorfer 1998:289-290), Stephen supposed that Solomon erred 

in building the temple which served to confine God. For instance, Simon 

(1958:51) maintains that Stephen understands “the building of the temple … to 

be on a par with the making of the golden calf and a consequence of it” (cf. also 

Simon 1951:127).174  

 

On the other hand, others (Shedd 1899:98; Grieve 1919:614-615; Manson 

1951:34; Heather 1959:238; McKelvey [1962]2000:1159; Munck 1967:66; Bell 

1970:25; Kistemaker 1990:272) assert that Stephen was arguing against the 

contemporary viewpoint of the temple and its function rather than the existence 

of the temple itself. The temple itself is beyond the reproach. That is why the 

making of the tabernacle and its entry in the land naturally directed David’s 

attention to build the permanent dwelling place for God. Franklin (1975:105) 

says that Stephen delivers an attack against “an attitude which assigned 

                                                 
174 Cullmann (1957:28) also considers the building of the temple as “an act of the worst 
unfaithfulness.” 
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permanence and finality to it.”  

 

He adds that although the temple was also made by human hands 

(ceiropoih,toij) just like the golden calf in the desert,175 “the question here is not 

one of worship, and so of idolatrous activity, but rather of a man-made institution 

which, by seeking to express some claim upon God, limits the divine freedom 

and so impairs the divine transcendence.” It would seem that labelling the 

temple as ‘hand-made’ (ceiropoih,toij) in this context, lends support to 

Franklin’s view that despite its common negative usage as discussed earlier, it 

relativizes the significance of the temple among the Jews, and thus seems 

purposefully intended to weaken the authority of the Sanhedrin, rather than the 

temple itself (Spencer 1997:79).  

 

Of course, Kistemaker’s statement (1990:270) is probable: “God’s denial 

against David’s offer to build the temple, in a sense, points out that the worship 

of God can take place without a permanent temple. If this building were 

essential, God would not have delayed its construction.” Conclusively, according 

to Tannehill (1990:93), the criticism is not laid on either David’s proposal to build 

the temple or Solomon’s building it. No rejection of the temple itself is apparent. 

Rather, the promise to Abraham is fulfilled through the temple: “they will … 

worship me in this place” (v. 7). Kilgallen (1976a:94) says that  

 

worship of God in the Temple was the final reason why Abraham (and 

through him the Israelite nation) was ever called at all. In short, this worship 

was to be the fundamental reason for, and the essential quality of, the very 

nation itself. 

                                                 
175 In contrast, Dunn (1996:97) states that “[t]he history of Israel’s own idolatry is thereby shown 
to extend from the golden calf, ‘the works of their hands’ in v. 41, not only to the worship of the 
planetary powers in vv. 42-43, but also to their devotion to the temple itself!” Cf. also Dunn 
(1991:67). 
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However, Luke abruptly proclaims through v. 48 that God does not dwell in the 

temple, before quoting from Is 66:1-2 (LXX). Isaiah’s prophecy is then used to 

support this warning. “While Stephen’s high-priestly auditors would no doubt 

regard Solomon’s magnificent temple-house as a crowning achievement in 

Israel’s history” (Spencer 1997:78), Stephen harshly argues against their 

assessment in v. 48. In the course of the dedication of the temple by Solomon, 

however, the thought of v. 48 is already present in the following text (see also 1 

Ki 8: 27, 30):  

 

But will God really dwell on earth? The heavens, even the highest heaven, 

cannot contain you. How much less this temple I have built! … Hear the 

supplication of your servant and of your people Israel when they pray toward 

this place. Hear from heaven, your dwelling place, and when you hear, 

forgive (NIV). 

 

De Vaux (1961:330) says that “[t]he question asked in 1 Kings 8.27 here 

receives a different answer from the one in Deuteronomy: Yahweh has no need 

of any Temple.” Accordingly, some scholars (cf. Marshall 1980:146; Dunn 

1996:97) view that in the Bible there has mainly been a negative stance 

directed against the temple.  

 

In fact, the biblical prophets in the OT cautioned Israel to avoid her hypocritical 

temple worship but did not censure the temple itself (see Is 1:10-17; Jr 7; Hs 

6:6; Mi 6:6-8). According to Barrett (1994:375), “[m]ost OT scholars are now 

agreed that the prophecy did not originally constitute an attack on the Temple.” 

Furthermore Moyise (2001:55) says that “[i]t would appear that the early Church 

saw no contradiction between having its own meeting and attendance at the 

temple.” 
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Luke finally quotes from Is 66:1-2, which is the last quotation in the 

discourse.176 Chapter 66 of Isaiah is actually a summary of the book. The 

opening verses of the chapter deal with the Jews who are vainly proud of their 

temple and sacrifices (cf. Calvin 1853:400). Therefore, the context of the OT is 

one of rebuke because of an idolatrous attitude toward the temple ritual. It is not 

the external act of offering sacrifices and oblations that pleases God, but the 

man who trembles at his word (see Is 66:2-3). 

 

Like Isaiah, Luke desired that the Jews should realize through the following 

verses (Is 66:2b-4) that (cf. Longenecker 1981:142; Dunn 1996:97):  

 

This is the one I esteem: he who is humble and contrite in spirit, and trembles 

at my word. But whoever sacrifices a bull is like one who kills a man, …, and 

whoever burns memorial incense, like one who worships an idol. They have 

chosen their own ways, … so I also will … bring upon them what they dread 

… (NIV). 

 

The quotation is used as a proof-text to support the principle stated in v. 48 and 

to reject the erroneous feelings regarding the temple which existed in Stephen’s 

day. 

 

The temple was originally intended as a house for Israel to worship in, not a 

place where Israel sought to restrict their God and manipulate him according to 

their own concerns. At the time of exile, Solomon’s temple was in ruins. Yet the 

people continued to worship God in Babylon and other places of exile. 

Moreover the Most Holy Place in the temple Herod built was empty because the 

                                                 
176 According to Sanders (1982:144), Isaiah appears in the NT more than any other OT book (cf. 
Songer 1968:459-470; Flamming 1968:89-103). 
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ark of the covenant and its contents were either destroyed or lost (Jr 3:16). Luke, 

as well as a long line of prophets, have warned Israel of their tendency to 

substitute man-made institutions and rituals for a living relationship with the 

Almighty God. Luke’s quotation is not a rejection of the temple but a 

condemnation of a wrong attitude toward worship and sacrifice within it. 

 

As regards this quotation, Spencer (1997:78-79) states that  

 

Firstly, a simple, declarative couplet sketches a universal-cosmic image of 

God’s (omni-) presence … Next, a rhetorical, interrogative couplet challenges 

human attempts to delimit God’s presence … Finally, a single rhetorical 

question logically links God’s pervasive presence to creative omnipotence. 

 

Ps 11:4’s assertion that God governs in heaven is a general idea in the OT. It 

never means that he is not active on earth. In contrast, God is so mighty a 

sovereign that he is capable of doing whatever he desires. The second line of 

the Greek text is to join earth to heaven with the concept of God’s 

omnipresence. 

 

Thus, Longenecker’s statement (1981:142) is not correct, i.e., that as stated by 

the Jews, God himself does not remain present in the temple rather only God’s 

name is present in it (cf. Haenchen 1971:285). Bietenhard (1976:650) asserts 

that God’s name denotes his attendance, which is assured in the temple. Simply, 

it is true that God himself transcends all creation, as is stated in the fifth line. In 

a word, there is a God-beyond-the-temple theology against “a God-in-the-box 

theology”177 through the third and fourth line. Just as Luke refers to Abraham, 

Jacob, and Moses, he illustrates from first to last that God is unlimited and 

                                                 
177 Witherington (1998:273) employs the term. 
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transcendent. 

 

As mentioned earlier, this passage from Isaiah is used in Barn 16:2 in order to 

express the same sentiment. Barnabas introduces the quotation with the 

following statement of v. 1: “Moreover I will tell you likewise concerning the 

temple, how these wretched men being led astray set their hope on the building, 

and not on their God that made them, as being a house of God.”178 Barnabas 

consents to Stephen’s insinuation: In the end, they crafted a god by means of 

the temple. 

 

From a different viewpoint, Stephen’s words are of a customary form typical of 

pious Jews who were outspoken against pagan shrines and the theology of 

God’s dwelling that was involved in pagan ideas (Hill 1992:74). It should also be 

noted that the word ceiropoi,hton is found at Jesus’ trial (Mk 14:58), implying the 

inter-relationship between Jesus and the new temple. Beale (2004:218) states 

that “Christ is the one who began to build the true temple composed of himself 

and his people” (cf. Bruce [1951]1987:158-159; Dunn 1996:97). Ironically, 

“[a]lthough Jesus does not destroy the temple, the temple is destroyed because 

of the blindness of those who reject Jesus and his witnesses. … people who are 

zealous for the temple manifest the blindness that brings its destruction” 

(Tannehill 1990:94). 

 

Luke here comes to answer the charge brought against Stephen in Ac 6:13-14. 

Throughout the discourse, the temple is in reality substantially significant. 

Tannehill (1990:85) explains that “[e]arly in the speech Luke acknowledges 

God’s promise that Abraham’s offering would ‘worship me in this place’ (7:7), 

and he returns to the topic of Israel’s sanctuaries, including the temple, near the 

                                                 
178 For the recited translation, cf. Lightfoot (1956:152). 
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end of the speech (7:44-50).” 

 

What is more, is that here Luke prepares the transition for the gentile mission 

which will virtually appear in the next chapter of his book. According to Koet 

(2005:90), “[i]mplicitly, Luke’s interpretation gives rise to a certain openness as 

an ultimate consequence of the relative importance of the temple. This 

openness is not alien to Isaiah 66, because in 66:23, a counterpart of Isa.  

66:1-2,” it is written that “all mankind will come and bow down before me” (i.e. 

God, J-W Kim) (see also Is 66:20; cf. 40:5). It is also necessary to note Jesus’ 

saying that the temple is a house of prayer for all nations (see Mk 11:17; Is 

56:7). 

 

One can illustrate this section briefly as follows: 

 

vv. 44-45 skhnh, Made as God directed Moses Sanction 

v. 46 skh,nwma Desired by David after he won 

God’s favour 

Sanction 

v. 47 oi=koj Built for God by Solomon Sanction 

[implicitly] 

vv. 48-50 oi=koj & to,poj Made by human hands Condemnation

 

The tabernacle was not bound to any one place. In fact, it was carried into the 

promised land from outside. In contrast to this, the temple was fixed to one 

place. Nonetheless, there is a similarity between the two constructions. Both of 

them were made according to God’s directions. Indeed, for the temple, it is not 

clear in v. 47, but the truth can be easily proved by the context of this section, 

and also by the OT context. It finally means that God sanctions the building of 

the temple as well as the tabernacle. Whereas Israel had a tabernacle then and 

has a temple now, the worship of God is not limited to a tabernacle or a temple. 
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The object of God’s condemnation is the Jewish thought that God can be 

confined to the temple, or any single place for that matter. 

 

Therefore, the problem of this section is not with what the temple “was”, but with 

what it “has been” (Neagoe 2002:167), and thus Stephen now does “not 

challenge the legitimacy of the temple but only its necessity” (Blackburn 

1997:1124). Besides, the crux of vv. 48-50 convincingly “is not that God’s 

presence can’t be found in the temple (clearly Acts 2-4 shows it can), but that 

God’s presence can’t be confined there, nor can God be controlled or 

manipulated by the building of a temple and by the rituals of the temple cultus or 

the power moves of the temple hierarchy” (Witherington 1998:273). 

 
4. SUMMARY 
 
The highlighted phrase ~O ouvrano,j moi qro,noj, h` de. gh/ u`popo,dion tw/n podw/n mou, 

poi/on oi=kon oivkodomh,sete, moi( le,gei ku,rioj, h' ti,j to,poj th/j katapau,sew,j mouÈ ouvci. h̀ 

cei,r mou evpoi,hsen tau/ta pa,ntaÈ in vv. 49-50 is an explicit quotation from Is 66:1-2 

(LXX) that is indicated by my underlined introductory formula kaqw.j o` profh,thj 

le,gei which I derived from v. 48. Luke’s changes are likely to be attributed to his 

literary and stylistic preference within the new context. 

 

This quotation is used to uphold the idea that God does not live in houses made 

by men. Here the idea might be that God cannot be confined to any place. It is 

worth noticing that this quotation works as proof to sustain Stephen’s statement 

(v. 47) before the quotation. Coming to the conclusion of Stephen’s discourse, in 

the end, Luke summarises his theological motif that the worship of God is not 

limited to one particular place. 

 

In conclusion, Luke draws on the quoted text from Is 66:1-2 to depict the theme 
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of the true worship of God that is not confined to the temple. When Luke relates 

the quotation from a LXX version to his new context, these changes might be 

due to his stylistic preference. However, the meaning between the original and 

new context is not considerably different. 
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CHAPTER Ⅵ 
STEPHEN’S INDICTMENT (Ac 7:51-53) 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this section is “to bring the audience to an awareness of their 

personal responsibility in these matters and move them to take remedial action” 

(White 1992:218; cf. also Dupont 1985:154). Stephen eventually reaches the 

conclusion of his speech where he condemns his hearers. Just like their fathers, 

they reject God’s agent by persecuting and killing the one whom God had sent, 

namely Jesus Christ, although he does not mention Jesus’ name explicitly. 

 

The Jews are not the people of God’s covenant any more, according to Stephen, 

and they – not Stephen - have violated the law in spite of being the recipients of 

the law. In the last three verses no quotation is found, but in the Septuagintal 

language Luke clearly illustrates that the Jews are really antagonists against 

God. 

 
2. COMPOSITION179 
 
Witherington (1998:274) says, finally Stephen’s  

 

indictment in the peroratio involves the charges that the audience is: (1)  

stiff-necked (i.e., stubborn, unwilling to bend or rethink things); (2) 

uncircumcised in heart and ears (spiritually dead and unwilling to listen to the 

                                                 
179 Combrink (1979:18) asserts that this section consists of a chiastic structure with the pronoun 
ùmei/j. 
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truth); and thus in general (3) always opposing the Holy Spirit.180 

 

(a) “You stiff-necked people, with uncircumcised hearts and ears!” 

(Sklhrotra,chloi kai. avperi,tmhtoi kardi,aij kai. toi/j wvsi,n, v. 51a). It appears likely 

that Luke uses Septuagintal language here to depict Israelite sinfulness and 

disobedience (cf. Wilson 1962:186). The adjective sklhrotra,chloi is a hapax 

legomenon in the NT, but seems to be drawn from Ex 33:3, 5; 34:9; Dt 9:6, 13 

(LXX).181 According to Kistemaker (1990:273), the word “stiff-necked originates 

in the agricultural world of that day, in which oxen or horses refuse to yield to 

the yoke the farmers try to put around their necks.”  

 

 945 1175 1739 1891 pc read tai/j kardi,aij ùmw/n, B reads kardi,aj, and E M (Y) א

it vgmss syp Lcf GrNy Cyrpt have th|/ kardi,a|. The expressions avperi,tmhtoi kardi,aij 

and avperi,tmhtoi toi/j wvsi,n appear in Lv 26:41; Jr 9:25; Ezk 44:7, 9 and Jr 6:10 

(LXX) respectively (see also Dt 10:16; Cf. Jr 4:4; Jub 1:7, 23), but the word 

avperi,tmhtoi is a hapax legomenon in the NT. It also occurs in 1QpHab 11:13 

(“He did not circumcise the foreskin of his heart.”) and 1QS 5:5 (“They shall 

circumcise the foreskin of the inclination.”). However, Braun (1966:157-158) 

indicates that here it does not reveal the dualistic thought of the Qumran 

community. 

 

(b) “You are just like your fathers: You always resist the Holy Spirit!” (ùmei/j avei. 

tw/| pneu,mati tw/| a`gi,w| avntipi,ptete w`j oi` pate,rej u`mw/n kai. u`mei/j, v. 51b). The 2nd 

personal plural pronoun here appears once in the genitive (ùmw/n) and twice in 

the nominative (u`mei/j), implying Luke’s emphatic intention. Once again it seems 

to employ the ideas of Isaiah to depict the Israelite rebellion against God’s Holy 

                                                 
180 Malina & Neyrey (1991:97-122) add the following elements: prophet-killers and law-breakers. 
181 According to Fitzmyer (1998:384), one can find its Hebrew counterpart in Ex 32:9 (see Neh 
9:29-30). 
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Spirit (see Is 63:10). The verb avntipi,ptete is found nowhere else in the NT, but 

seems to occur in Ex 26:5, 17; Nm 27:14; Job 23:13 (LXX). According to Wilson 

(1962:187), the thought of the phrase w`j oi` pate,rej u`mw/n kai. u`mei/j might be 

drawn from the OT: 

 

Both we and our fathers have sinned; we have committed iniquity, we have 

done wickedly (Psalm 106:6)…. yea, I will repay into their bosom their 

iniquities and their fathers’ iniquities together, says the Lord (Isaiah  

65:6c-7ab)…. for we have sinned against the Lord our God, we and our 

fathers (Jeremiah 3:25b)…. because for our sins, and for the iniquities of our 

fathers, Jerusalem and thy people have become a byword among all who are 

round about us (Daniel 9:16b). 

 

(c) “Was there ever a prophet your fathers did not persecute?” (ti,na tw/n 

profhtw/n ouvk evdi,wxan oi` pate,rej u`mw/nÈ v. 52a). Fitzmyer (1998:385) states that  

 

The murder of the prophets was a Jewish motif, even though most OT books 

do not speak of it. It began to surface in 1 Kgs 18:4, 13; 19:10, 14 (Elijah’s 

complaint to God) and is continued in Jer 2:30; 26:20-24 (Uriah of  

Kirjath-jearim, who prophesied against Jerusalem and Judah); 2 Chr 24:20-

21 (Zechariah, son of Jehoiada); the apocryphal Martyrdom of Isaiah182 … 

Stories about martyrs who were considered prophets continued in the 

rabbinic tradition.183 

 

(d) “They even killed those who predicted the coming of the Righteous One” 

(kai. avpe,kteinan tou.j prokataggei,lantaj peri. th/j evleu,sewj tou/ dikai,ou, v. 52b). D 

                                                 
182 For the martyrdom of Isaiah, cf. Sanh 103b; Yebam 49b; AscenIs; Justin, Dial 120; Tertullian, 
Pat 14. For the martyrdom of Jeremiah, cf. also Tertullian, Scorp 8; Jerome, Jov 2:37. 
183 Cf. Lake & Cadbury 1933:82; Bruce [1951]1987:162; Amaru 1983:153-180; see also Mt 
23:31; Lk 13:34; 1 Th 2:15; Heb 11:32, 36-37. 
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has auvtou,j before tou.j prokataggei,lantaj. Black ([1946]1967:71) and Wilcox 

(1965:128, 130) assert that the pronoun auvtou,j seems to be a Semitism. 

According to O’Reilly (1987:117), the word kata,ggelei/n “is a post-resurrection 

word in the Lukan vocabulary and indicates that the days which are announced 

refer to the time of the church” (cf. also O’Toole 1979:88).  

 

Kilpatrick (1945:142) advocates that “the original of the phrase (i.e. th/j evleu,sewj 

tou/ dikai,ou, J-W Kim) … is to be found in the Greek form of the cycle of Jewish 

pseudepigrapha ascribed to the prophets.” He thinks the word e;leusij to be a 

messianic term (1945:136-137; cf. also Lake & Cadbury 1933:83). It occurs only 

once in the NT. The term dikai,ou also seems to be a messianic title (cf. Marshall 

1980:147; Kistemaker 1990:275; Barrett 1994:196; contrast O’Neill 

[1961]1970:140-142).184 Fitzmyer (1998:286) asserts that the term is from Gn 

6:9; Sir 44:17. Haenchen (1971:206) refers to 1 En 38:2;185 53:6186 (47:1, 4 are 

uncertain), where the messiah is called ‘the righteous’ as he emerges before the 

last judgement of the ungodly and the justification of the pious.  

 

(e) “And now you have betrayed and murdered him - you who have received the 

law that was put into effect through angels but have not obeyed it” (ou- nu/n ùmei/j 

prodo,tai kai. fonei/j evge,nesqe( oi[tinej evla,bete to.n no,mon eivj diataga.j avgge,lwn kai. 

ouvk evfula,xate, vv. 52c-53). The noun prodo,tai appears in 2 Tm 3:4 and with the 

singular form prodo,thj in Lk 6:16.  

 

The preposition eivj is possibly equivalent to evn in the instrumental meaning (cf. 
                                                 
184 Steyn (1995:134) notes Judas’ th/j avdiki,aj in Ac 1:18. 
185 “… and when the Righteous One shall appear before the face of the righteous, those elect 
ones, their deeds are hung upon the Lord of the Spirits, he shall reveal light to the righteous and 
the elect who dwell upon the earth, where will the dwelling of the sinners be, and where the 
resting place of those who denied the name of the Lord of the Spirits? It would have been better 
for them not to have been born.” 
186 “After this, the Righteous and Elect One will reveal the house of his congregation. From that 
time, they shall not be hindered in the name of the Lord of the Spirits.” 
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Blass & Debrunner § 206.1; Zerwick § 101). A contemporary Jewish belief 

seems probable that the law was given to Moses by angels (see Dt 33:2 (LXX)). 

It is also supported by NT writers (see Ac 7:38; Gl 3:19; Heb 2:2) as well as 

Christian writers, but is also debated by some (see Jub 1:27-29; Josephus, Ant 

15:136; contrast Barrett 1994:378). TDan 6:2 and CD 5:18 are doubtful (cf. 

Braun 1966:166). The verb fula,ssw is used with the meaning of obedient 

observance by Luke (see Lk 11:28; 18:21; Ac 16:4; 21:24). 

 

3. LUKAN INTERPRETATION OF THE SECTION 
 
Beyond the narration of Israel’s obstinate resistance to God within her history, 

Luke now directs attention to the members of the Sanhedrin. At this point 

Stephen seems to know that his hearers will not allow him anymore time to 

speak (cf. Bruce 1942:22; Klijn 1957:30; Haenchen 1971:286; Neil 1987:114; 

Kistemaker 1990:59). Similarly, some allege that the abruptness and crudity of 

the condemnation were induced by a furious outbreak before the Sanhedrin (cf. 

Longenecker 1981:143). Strictly speaking, however, the hearers’ enraged 

response which is described in 7:54, (that is, just after Stephen finishes his 

discourse), does not allow him to carry on (Tannehill 1990:86).  

 

According to Barrett (1994:378), “Luke does not indicate whether Stephen had 

finished his speech or was interrupted. It seems probable … that the reference 

to Jesus was added as a new climax for a Hellenistic Jewish sermon intended 

to expose the errors of the people and summon them to repentance.” It is thus 

clear that Stephen’s address has led unsurprisingly to the extent of the tirade 

(Longenecker 1981:143). As Johnson (1977:76) indicates, “the speech 

functions as a prophecy for the narrative.”  

 

Although Luke does not quote explicitly from the OT at this point, he repeatedly 
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chooses the Septuagintal wordings that God used to describe the rebellious 

Israel, as discussed earlier. In picturesque language, Luke describes Israel’s 

obstinacy against the Holy Spirit as resulting from her stiff neck, uncircumcised 

hearts and ears. Marshall (1980:147) explains that “[c]ircumcision was 

understood metaphorically as the cutting away of pride and sinfulness from the 

heart.” 

 

The word avperi,tmhtoi means all gentiles who are outside the Abrahamic 

covenant. Luke’s use of this term is equivalent to calling Stephen’s listeners 

gentiles, though every male among them who is eight days old must be 

circumcised. Finally, Luke states that they are not in the covenant since they 

have neglected to heed God’s words. Here “the charge takes on force from the 

‘covenant of circumcision’” in v. 8 (Johnson 1992:134). As Kistemaker 

(1990:274) states, the Jews “have the external sign on their physical bodies, but 

they lack the internal sign---an obedient heart regenerated by the Holy Spirit.” 

 

The mention of the Holy Spirit in connection with the Israelites’ disobedience 

occurs often in Luke’s two volumes. Johnson (1992:134) says: 

 

The reader is reminded in particular of Peter’s statement about the Holy Spirit 

given to those who obey God (Acts 5:32), and how those who ‘falsified’ or 

‘tested’ the Holy Spirit have been ‘cut off from the people’ (Acts 5:1-11; 3:23), 

and Jesus’ words concerning the unforgivability of blasphemy against the 

Holy Spirit (Luke 12:10). 

 

Whereas Stephen is speaking here under the power of the Holy Spirit (Ac 6:10), 

the Israelites oppose the Holy Spirit all the time. In the long run, as discussed 

earlier, Stephen shifts from ‘our fathers’ to ‘your fathers’. He now differentiates 

himself from his audience, initiating a straight “condemnation of his 
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condemners” (Malina & Neyrey 1991:119).187 According to Soards (1994:68), 

Luke depicts the fault of the audience in a frank manner through the assertion of 

the speeches in Acts (see Ac 2:36). 

 

Stephen now accuses the Israelite fathers of being persecutors of the prophets 

and murderers of those who foretold the coming of Christ, the Righteous One. 

The Israelites’ behavior against God’s will, repeated throughout their history 

keeps on in the days of Jesus, and then is exclusively related to the oppressing 

and killing of God’s prophets, Jesus, and Stephen. When Stephen here 

criticises the Israelite infidelity, he does it in the manner of the OT. According to 

Tannehill (1990:87), “[t]o this pattern, found in 2 Ki 17:7-20, a reference is 

added in Neh 9:26 to the prophets being killed, and 2 Chr 36:14-16 indicates 

that they were scoffed at.” 

 

The verb prokatagge,llw occurs only twice in the NT (see Ac 3:18). Both 

occurrences refer to a prediction about the passion of Christ (Conzelmann 

1960:220). Hays (1997:119) says that “Jesus died in accordance with the 

Scriptures, as the Righteous One prefigured in Isaiah, the lament psalms, and 

Wisdom of Solomon.”188 His suffering and death corroborate that the authentic 

prophet has to be discarded. His passion also foreshadows an example for his 

followers, of which Stephen’s own martryrdom would be a first witness to the 

truth (cf. also Foakes-Jackson 1931:58; Hays 1989b:194-198). According to 

Kilgallen (1976a:94), “as Moses was rejected and the people’s worship became 
                                                 
187 Longenecker (1981:144) explains that “[p]erhaps he (i.e. Stephen, J-W Kim) jabbed with a 
finger at his accusers—though even a blind man would have felt his verbal blows.” 
188 See Wis 2:12-13, 17-20: “Let us lie in wait for the righteous man, because he is inconvenient 
to us and opposes our actions; he reproaches us for sins against the law, and accuses us of 
sins against our training. He professes to have knowledge of God, and calls himself a child of 
the Lord. … Let us see if his words are true, and let us test what will happen at the end of his 
life; for if the righteous man is God's child, he will help him, and will deliver him from the hand of 
his adversaries. Let us test him with insult and torture, so that we may find out how gentle he is, 
and make trial of his forbearance. Let us condemn him to a shameful death, for, according to 
what he says, he will be protected” (RSV). 
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blasphemous thereby, so with Christ rejected ... It represents the most 

antagonistic of all claims by Stephen.”  

 

The motif of killing the prophets is also found in several passages in Luke’s 

Gospel (see Lk 6:22-23; 11:47-51; 13:33-34). Kimball (1994:147-163) indicates 

that the backdrop of the theme seems to be the parable of the Wicked Tenants 

(see Lk 20:9-19 and par.; cf. also Koet 2005:98). Furthermore, some places in 

the NT signify a tradition close to Luke’s (see Mt 5:12; 23:31-37; 1 Th 2:14-15; 

Heb 11:36-38).  

 

As mentioned earlier, Luke uses the title di,kaioj in order to apply to Jesus in Ac 

3:14, and it recurs again in 22:14. Three orators in Acts - Peter, Stephen, and 

Paul - regard the Righteous One as Jesus, and also refer to Jesus’ death (see 

Ac 2:14-41; 3:11-26; 4:8-12; 5:29-33; 10:34-43; 13:16-48; cf. also Tyson 

1986:118). Interestingly, the Israelite sustained insubordination “is the linchpin of 

cohesion” among these figures (Moessner 1986:227). Buckwalter (1996:257) 

states that “[d]i,kaio probably links up here to some degree with the dikaiw/sai 

di,kaion of Isa. 53:11, 189  rather than only with the more general righteous 

sufferer of Judaism.”190 He (1996:256) adds that Luke “features Jesus’ obedient 

service and his humiliation-exaltation” even in Stephen’s message. 

 

Spencer (1997:80) explains that “[i]ronically, the Israelites were also put to 

shame by the affirmation of a Roman centurion”: “Surely this was a righteous 

man” (Lk 23:47). As Soards (1994:69) indicates, Bihler’s suggestion of an 

analogy between Stephen’s speech and Paul’s speech in Athens (Ac 17:22-33) 

is present “in their lack of standard kerygma.” 

                                                 
189  Some (Cullmann 1959:72; Franklin 1975:62-63; Seccombe 1981:257; Marty 1984:186; 
Green 1990:19-21) take notice of Is 53:11 (LXX). 
190 For the latter opinion, cf. Karris (1990:68-78). 
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Lastly, Stephen charges that Israel has broken the law that was given through 

the angels. It also seems to censure a contemporary Jewish faith through the 

law, which was given rather by angels than by God. As Witherington (1998:275) 

states, Stephen’s discourse is “not Law or temple critical, it is people critical on 

the basis of the Law and the Prophets.” 

 

In this section it is evident that the concentration is not on the idea of prophets’ 

martyrdom, but on the Israelite wrongdoing. Barrett (1994:376) states that Luke 

“is less concerned here to bring out the positive significance of Moses and of 

Jesus than to accuse the Jews.” Simon (1958:41) also describes this part as 

“[t]he unworthiness and perpetual rebelliousness of the Jews who … exhaust 

the immense riches of God’s mercy.” 

 

In conclusion, the Israelite desire to destroy Stephen in v. 54 is the highest pitch 

of hostility as in 5:33, along with Luke’s employment of the same unusual verb 

diepri,onto (cf. Tannehill 1990:96; contrast Ac 2:36-37). Stephen is finally put to 

death by the Jews without any of the customary legal formalities. Nonetheless, 

his last word in v. 60 reminds us of Jesus who forgave those killing him (see Lk 

23:34). Jesus’ action serves “as an example for Luke’s depiction of the first 

Christian martyr” (Breytenbach 2005:93). After Stephen’s death, a great 

persecution breaks out and Christians are scattered throughout Judea and 

Samaria. 

 
4. SUMMARY 
 
In this section, no explicit quotation is found. This section is somewhat different 

from the previous (sub)sections without explicit quotations within Stephen’s 

speech. In spite of not having an explicit quotation, this point still adds a seminal 
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contribution to the author’s overall theological intention, which is developed 

through previous sections of Stephen’s speech. This section seems to 

culminate in the Israelite rejection of God’s messengers. In Stephen’s speech, 

the focus on past and present rejection of God’s chosen servants fits the 

speech’s setting. Throughout the past, and even in the present, Israel has 

resisted the will of God.  
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CHAPTER Ⅶ 
SYNTHESIS AND CONCLUSION 

 
 
1. THE TEXT-HISTORICAL ASPECT 
 

1.1 Identification of quotations 
 

First of all, it is a little difficult for scholars to reach consensus on the number of 

explicit quotations in Acts. According to Steyn (1995:28-29), this fact  

 

is due, as M. RESE has already pointed out, to the manner in which a 

quotation is defined by the specific scholar; this becomes especially evident 

in Stephen’s speech (Ac 7), where it is not always easy to determine the 

difference between an explicit quotation and a direct phrase (“Anspielung”) … 

even when scholars agree on the same number …, they still differ on the 

identification of individual quotations. Others, as J. DUPONT, also includes 

the direct phrases, and ends, therefore with a higher number than the others.  

 

The number of the explicit quotations in Acts, is calculated at 23 by Ellis 

(1991:53), whereas both Rese (1979:69) and Swete (1900:388) count 24 

citations. However, in spite of the discrepancies among the scholars, the 

number of the explicit quotations, which are identified with introductory formulae 

as syntactic pointers of deliberate citations in Acts, is 25 (cf. chap. 1).  

 

The 25 explicit quotations in Acts are identified and categorized as follows (cf. 

Steyn 1995:28-29): 
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(a) 10 Explicit Quotations from the Torah:  

[1] Ac 3:22-23 from Dt 18:15-20 and Lv 23:29; [2] Ac 3:25 from Gn 22:18; [3] 

Ac 7:3 from Gn 12:1; [4] Ac 7:6-7 from Gn 15:13; [5] Ac 7:27-28 from Ex 

2:14; [6] Ac 7:33-34 from Ex 3:5, 7-10; [7] Ac 7:35 from Ex 2:14; [8] Ac 

7:37 from Dt 18:15; [9] Ac 7:40 from Ex 32:1, 4, 8, 23; [10] Ac 23:5 from Ex 

22:27.  

 

(b) 6 Explicit Quotations from the Psalms:  

[1] Ac 1:20 from Ps 68:26 and Ps 108:8; [2] Ac 2:25-28 from Ps 15:8-11; [3] 

Ac 2:34 from Ps 109:1; [4] Ac 4:25 from Ps 2:1; [5] Ac 13:33 from Ps 2:7; Ac 

13:35 from Ps 15:10.  

 

(c) 5 Explicit Quotations from Isaiah:  

[1] Ac 7:49-50 from Is 66:1-2; [2] Ac 8:32-33 from Is 53:7-8; [3] Ac 13:34 

from Is 55:3; [4] Ac 13:47 from Is 49:6; [5] Ac 28:26-27 from Is 6:9-10.  

 

(d) 4 Explicit Quotations from the Twelve Minor Prophets:  

[1] Ac 2:17-21 from Jl 2:28-32; [2] Ac 7:42-43 from Am 5:25-29; [3] Ac 13:41 

from Hab 1:5; [4] Ac 15:16-18 from Am 9:11-12. 

 

The references to the chapters and verses of the OT follow the LXX. Here I 

disagree with Steyn’s identifications on four points, - all of which relate to 

sources of quotations in Ac 7. They are as follows: (1) As (a) [4] Ac 7:6-7 from 

Gn 15:13, v. 14 should be added; (2) as (a) [6] Ac 7:33-34 from Ex 3:5, 7-10, v. 

9 should be excluded; (3) as (a) [9] Ac 7:40 from Ex 32:1, 4, 8, 23, vv. 4, 8 

should be excluded, because Ex 32:4, 8 is merely referred to in Ac 7:41 and 

explictly not quoted; and (4) as (d) [2] Ac 7:42-43 from Am 5:25-29, should not 

be Am 5:25-29, but Am 5:25-27, however as far as I am able to ascertain Am 

5:25-29 is a misprint.  
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In the end, 9 explicit quotations are found in Ac 7 as follows: [1] Ac 7:3 from Gn 

12:1; [2] Ac 7:6-7 from Gn 15:13-14; [3] Ac 7:27-28 from Ex 2:14; [4] Ac 7:33-34 

from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10; [5] Ac 7:35 from Ex 2:14; [6] Ac 7:37 from Dt 18:15; [7] Ac 

7:40 from Ex 32:1, 23; [8] Ac 7:42-43 from Am 5:25-27; [9] Ac 7:49-50 from Is 

66:1-2. 

 

Interestingly, Psalms are not quoted in Ac 7, despite their importance in the NT. 

It seems that Stephen’s speech provides chiefly the selective summary of the 

Israelite history. 

 
1.2 Occurrences of quotations 
 
1.2.1 Pre-Lukan occurrences of explicit quotations 

 

The 1st quotation from Gn 12:1 is to be found in Ac 7:3, though there does seem 

to be a vague reference to Gn 12:1 in Heb 11:8. However, there is no support in 

other places within the NT where this passage is quoted (see, however, Philo, 

MigrAbr 1 and RerDivHer 56; Jub 12:22-23; Clement(Rm), 1 Clem 10:3). The 

same applies to the 2nd quotation from Gn 15:13-14 that occurs in Ac 7:6-7, 

which is also not quoted anywhere else in the NT.  

 

The 3rd and 5th quotations from the same text (Ex 2:14) are to be found in Ac 

7:27-28 and 7:35 respectively: These quotations appear only twice within 

Stephen’s speech in the NT. It is noticeable that the reference to Ex 2:14 is 

implicitly found in Lk 12:14. However, the 4th quotation from Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 in Ac 

7:33-34, is not found anywhere else in the NT.  

 

The 6th quotation from Dt 18:15 in Ac 7:37, is vaguely referred to by the 
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evangelists in Mk 9:4, 7 (par. Mt 17:5; Lk 9:35); Lk 7:39; 24:25; Jn 1:21; 5:46 

and by Philo in the prophecy in SpecLeg 1:65. These references, however, are 

not explicit quotations. The quotation finally occurs only twice, once in Ac 3:22 

(Petrine speech), and then in Ac 7:37 in the NT.  

 

The situation is similar to the 7th quotation from Ex 32:1, 23 in Ac 7:40, with no 

support established in other areas within the NT to show that this text is quoted. 

The 8th quotation from Am 5:25-27 in Ac 7:42-43, is also not found anywhere 

else in the NT, but it does occur in CD 7:14-15. However, the quotations of CD 

are completely different from the original meaning of the MT.  

 

The 9th quotation from Is 66:1-2 which is to be found in Ac 7:49-50, is faintly 

referred to in Mt 5:34, but this quotation is also not found anywhere else in the 

NT in its complete or exact form (see Barn 16:2; Justin Dial 22:11). 

 

In the end, these results give the distinct impression that these explicit 

quotations appear in this section of the NT for the first time in this volume of 

writings, - with the exception of course of the quotations from Ex 2:14 and Dt 

18:15. Consequently, no biblical proof supports the possibility that Luke could 

have drawn these quotations from early NT Christian tradition for this part of 

Stephen’s speech.  

 

1.2.2 Excursus 1: Other occasions of quotations in Philo and DSS 

 

Philo 

Philo just implies the quoted text from Gn 12:1 in LegAll 3:27; DetPotIns 44; 

RerDivHer 14. Besides, the quotation is also found explicitly in MigrAbr 1 and 

RerDivHer 56, as discussed earlier. However, his exegesis of Gn 12:1 at 

MigrAbr 2; RerDivHer 56 is quite different from the original context. Philo also 
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quotes from Gn 15:13 in RerDivHer 54 and Gn 15:14 in RerDivHer 55 

individually. Furthermore he deals once again with the text of Gn 15:13 in 

QinGn 3, which is a brief commentary on Genesis. According to Borgen 

(1992:334), these commentaries on Genesis are chiefly “the literal and the 

allegorical”. 

 

The quoted text from Ex 3:5 is implied in Fug 29 by Philo. Yonge (1993:606) 

points out that the quotation from Ex 32:1 is referred to in 3:22 by Philo, but it is 

improbable. In SpecLeg 1:11, he mentions ‘some other prophet’ who is similar 

to ‘the prophet’ in Dt 18:15, but an eschatological prophet does not appear there, 

as shown earlier. 

 

Philo seems to be quite indifferent to the historical description of the OT. Instead, 

he expounds the biblical accounts for his Hellenistic readers by restating them, 

so that those people who read can understand from his viewpoint. In the end, 

Wilson’s words (1962:242) are noticeable that (cf. Martin 1997:934) 

 

It is unnecessary to postulate influence from Philo … when the raw material is 

extant in the Septuagint itself. One may say with a great deal of certainty that 

the Septuagint remains the ultimate major source for the speech; the 

existence or non-existence of intermediate stages in the way the material of 

the Septuagint has been used creates the problem of sources.  

 

Nonetheless, the Hellenistic Jewish philosopher of the first century Alexandria is 

worthy to be studied in Luke-Acts, 191  because of the significance of his 

philosophical and theological thought within Judaism in the days of early 

Christianity. 

                                                 
191 In fact, scholars have lively arguments on Philo, primarily in Hebrews, John’s Gospel, and 
the Pauline letters. 
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The DSS 

4Q243 refers vaguely to the quoted text from Gn 15:13-14 in fragment 12,192 

which contains the words as follows: “1 [… fo]ur hundred [years] and from […] 2 

[…] their […] and they will depart from within” (Martínez & Tigchelaar 1997:489). 

The text of Gn 15:13 also appears in part in 4Q464 which has unclassified 

fragments: “and they shall serve them and they shall oppress” (Wise, Abegg, 

and Cook 1996:402). 

 

As I mentioned earlier, 4Q175 5-8 and 1QS 9:11 indicate the thought of ‘a 

prophet like Moses’. In particular, 4Q175 quotes from Dt 18:15, 18, but it differs 

from the original context. In the context of 4Q175, the writer demands to obey 

the teacher, namely the interpreter of the law. CD 7:14-15 also quotes from Am 

5:25-27, as shown earlier. However, the author of CD uses the quoted text in a 

different way. Through its context, along with the quotations from Isaiah and 

Numbers, the writer develops two messianic figures. 

 

In conclusion, some of the authors of the DSS seem to use their sources in 

order that they may mostly explain the origin of the Qumran community. It thus 

is not the same in their meanings between the OT and the DSS. In spite of their 

discrepancy, the writings of Qumran are important because they significantly 

enhance our knowledge of Judaism around the period. 

 

                                                 
192 For this part of 4Q243, Wise, Abegg, and Cook (1996:267) reconstruct as follows: “13[…] all 
of them shall come out of 14Egypt by the hand of [Moses … the day].” 
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1.2.3 Excursus 2: Relationship between Ac 7 and the Epistle to the 

Hebrews  

 

For Guthrie (1997:841-842), “[o]f all the NT literature no document cites the OT 

text more extensively than Hebrews.”193 Hebrews thus has been the centre of 

researched NT books on the use of the OT by many distinguished scholars.194 

Brown (1948:513-514) also explains that “no section of the same length in the 

N.T. contains as large a proportion of quoted words as Stephen’s ‘Defense’; and 

similary – with the exception of the ‘Apocalypse’ – concerning ‘Hebrews.’ … 

Almost half of the ‘Defense’ and fully a fifth of ‘Hebrews’ are citation.” 

 

These interests amongst NT scholars have predictably gone in the direction of 

drawing comparisons between Stephen’s speech and Hebrews. Firstly, Scott 

(1922:63-64) advocates the similarity between the two as follows: 

 

Between this speech and the Epistle to Hebrews there are resemblances so 

numerous and striking that they can hardly be set down to accident. In both 

documents the history of Israel is passed under review, with particular 

emphasis on certain episodes; the typological method is applied to the 

interpretation of the Old Testament; the idea of worship is made central. 

There is reference in both to the Rabbinical legends that the Law was given 

by angels and that the tabernacle was modeled on a heavenly pattern. Above 

all, the speech and the Epistle have the same fundamental motif, although 

they develop it in very different ways. Christianity is viewed in the Epistle as 

                                                 
193 Carson, Moo and Morris (1992:405) describe that “[o]nly Matthew in the New Testament 
rivals this book for the range and hermeneutical complexity of the Old Testament texts it cites.” 
194 For the textual aspect, cf. Thomas (1959; 1965:303-325); Howard (1968:208-216); 
McCu l l ough  (1971 ;  1980 :363 -379 ) ;  Cadwa l l ade r  (1992 :257 -292 ) .  Fo r  t he  
exegetical-hermeneutical aspect, cf. Caird (1959:44-51); Ellingworth (1978; 1993:37-42); 
Hughes (1979); Leschert (1994); Stanley (1994); Bateman (1997); especially with the textual 
aspect Steyn (2000:263-272). For the rhetorical aspect, cf. also Davis (1994) and Buck (2002). 
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the perfecting of a revelation which had been made in many fragments to the 

fathers, and this is likewise the governing idea of the apparently aimless 

summary of Old Testament events which occupies the speech of Stephen. 

 

Brown (1948:513-514) again depicts that ninety percent of Stephen’s 1022 

words in his speech recur in Hebrews. Alternatively, “if we consider different 

vocables only, as recorded in Acts , Stephen uses some three hundred (301); Ⅶ

and nearly seventy percent of these are found in ‘Hebrews.’” He adds that only 

some one hundred of Stephen’s words (103), not including recurrences, do not 

appear in Hebrews. The theory is further supported by a few pertinent examples 

in Harrop’s dissertation (1955:167-169): the occurrence of Joshua’s name only 

in Hebrews and Ac 7 within the NT (Heb 4:8; Ac 7:45); the only references to 

God’s rest in the NT (Heb 3:11, 18; 4:1, 3, 5, 8, 10-11; Ac 7:49); in the NT the 

only occasions of the Israelite deliverance at the Red Sea (Heb 11:29; Ac 7:36). 

 

Furthermore, Manson (1951:36) catalogues eight topics of similarity between 

the two:195 (a) the attitude of Stephen to the Cult and Law of Judaism; (b) his 

declaration that Jesus is the change and supersedes these things; (c) his sense 

of the divine call to the people of God being a call to ‘Go out’; (d) his stress on 

the evershifting scene in Israel’s life, and on the ever-renewed homelessness of 

the faithful; (e) his thought of God’s Word as ‘living’; (f) his incidental allusion to 

Joshua in connection with the promise of God’s ‘Rest’; (g) his idea of the 

‘angels’ being the ordainers of God’s Law; (h) his directing of his eyes to 

Heaven and to Jesus. It is thus not surprising, taking the above into account, 

that a few scholars have asserted that the authorship of Hebrews is finally even 
                                                 
195 Hurst (1990:94-106) agrees with Manson’s parallels except (b) and (h), and adds the citation 
of Ex 25:40. Bowman (1962:11) offers other resemblances: God as the universal saviour (see 
Ac 7:2, 9, 30-31, 36, 38; Heb 2:5-18); God who is transcending culture (see Ac 7:17-29; Heb 
7:4-10); God who is not confined to any place (see Ac 7:44-50; Heb 11:10, 14-16, 23-31;  
13:12-14); the rejection of God’s messengers (see Ac 7:25-26, 35-36, 51-53; Heb 3:17-19;  
11:1-40). 
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more decidedly of Stephen’s school than of a Pauline tradition. 

 

However, Ellingworth (1993:17) rightly points out that an “[a]ssessment of his 

possible authorship of Hebrews fortunately does not depend on how far Ac 7 

may be considered an exact account of his only recorded discourse.” Ac 7 and 

Heb 11 of course have some hapax legomena or uncommon vocabulary.196 For 

example, the adjective avstei/oj occurs only in Ac 7:20 and Heb 11:23 (with the 

accusative form avstei/on), but both come from Ex 2:2.197 However, Ellingworth 

(1993:17-18) adds that the resemblances between Ac 7 and Heb 11 appear less 

notable on more detailed investigation. He reports as follows: 

 

Both texts form part of a larger group of recapitulations of Jewish history, and 

the obvious explanation of most points of contact is that they refer to the 

same OT narratives. The greatest contrast between the two chapters is the 

intensely polemical climax to Stephen’s speech, which recalls the Epistle of 

Barnabas rather than Hebrews. It is just possible to assume that tensions 

between Judeo-Christians and other Jews had increased between Stephen’s 

supposed writing of Hebrews and his martyrdom; but this hypothesis raises 

cumulative problems concerning the date and place of composition of 

Hebrews, if indeed it were written by Stephen. 

 

Except for Braun’s mention of Plutarch outside the biblical tradition, similar lists 

of OT history are found in many Judaistic and early Christian writings, for 

example: Ps 78; 136:4-22; 1 Macc 2:49-68; 4 Macc 16:16-23; Sir 44:16-50:29; 

Wis 10:1-19:22; 4 Ezr 7:105-110; Philo, Praem 11; Virt 198-227; Clement(Rm), 

                                                 
196 For similarities between Ac 7 and Heb 11, Allen (1987:77-79) tries to establish the linguistic 
parallels. 
197  Besides, the adjective e;ntromoj occurs only in Ac 7:32; 16:29; Heb 12:21. The word 
ceiropoih,toij occurs in Ac 7:48; 17:24; Heb 9:11, 24; Mk 14:58; Eph 2:11. The noun kata,pausij 
appears in Ac 7:49; Heb 3:11, 18; 4:1, 3(x2), 5, 10, 11. 
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1 Clem 4:1-13; 9:2-12:8; 17:1-18:17; 31:2-32:2.198 The use of these lists of OT 

history seems to be a kind of the Jewish-hellenistic homily in the period close to 

the first century.199 The use of the quotations from the OT in Heb 11 also 

displays a pattern easily discovered in the Jewish-hellenistic homilies. 

 

Also, the historical scope of exempla differs between two texts. For instance, 

Heb 11 begins with Abel, while Ac 7 begins with Abraham, and omits Abel, 

Enoch, Noah, Isaac, and Jacob. The purpose of exempla also varies somewhat. 

For example, Heb 11 presents examples of faith, whereas Ac 7 describes cycles 

of rebellion against God and his messengers (Ellingworth 1993:560). Lastly, 

Lewis (1965:158) states that the Vorlage200 in Heb 11 is “not a conglomeration 

of quotations from Old Testament, but it is already a summary201 interpretation 

of the tradition of Israel either by Jewish or Christian hands.” However, in Ac 7 

the quotations, rather than exempla, from the OT play an important role, as we 

saw earlier. We must listen attentively to Reid’s words not to exaggerate the 

similarities (1964:161). 

 

1.2.4 Excursus 3: Position of Codex Bezae in Acts 
 
“Perhaps more than any other book in the NT, the text of the Acts of the 

Apostles has been under debate for the last 150 years” (Witherington 1998:65; 

cf. Barrett 1994:2; Fitzmyer 1998:66). There are basically three types of the text 

                                                 
198 D’Angelo (1979:19) affirms that “[t]he closest parallel to the list in Hebrews 11 is 1 Clement 
17-19.” Furthermore, among scholars it is generally accepted that Clement relied on Hebrews 
(cf. Hagner 1973:179–195; Cockerill 1978:437–40; Ellingworth 1979:262–269; Attridge  
1989:6–8; Lane 1991:lxii-lxiii). 
199 Cosby (1988:257-273) advocates that these usages correspond to rhetorical practices of the 
ancient world (cf. Guthrie 1997:843). 
200 On the Vorlage of Heb 11, there are various arguments among scholars. Some think that it 
could have stemmed from the Jewish scholastic background (cf. Käsemann 1961:117), 
whereas others assume that it is rather Hellenistic than rabbinic (cf. Michel [1936]1960:245). 
201 Reid (1964:35) states that Heb 11 is “little more than a summary of the Old Testament 
history.” 
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for Acts as follows: the Alexandrian text; the Western text; the Byzantine text.  

 

Firstly, the Alexandrian text represented mainly by P45, P50, P74, a, A, B, C, Y, 33, 

81, 104, 326, 1175, the Sahidic version, and the quotations of Clement and 

Origen. Of importance is that this Alexandrian text consists in the editions of the 

NA27 and GNT4 (Comfort 1997:1174; Fitzmyer 1998:69). Secondly, the 

Byzantine text was found in the uncials H, L, P, and S. Lastly, the Western text 

witnessed chiefly by Codex Bezae (known as Codex Cantabrigiensis as well), 

but also by P29, P38, P48, E, 383, 614, the Harclean Syriac version (margin 

marked with an asterisk), the African Old Latin MS h, copG67, and the quotations 

of several Latin church fathers (Tertullian, Cyprian, Augustine).  

 

Concerning the text-traditions of Acts,202 Blass (1894:86-119) suggested that 

Luke had two texts which completely differ from each other,203 but his view has 

not won much support (cf. Haenchen 1971:51). Clark (1933:374-376) argued 

that the original text of Acts might be rather the Western text 204 than the 

Alexandrian text, but this idea has gained even less support (cf. Ropes 

1926:215-246; Kenyon 1937:234-236). 

 

According to most scholars (Carson, Moo, and Morris 1992:201; cf. Kümmel 

[1966]1975:187-188), the great majority regard the Western text “as a …  

modification of the generally accepted text” (i.e. the Alexandrian text, J-W Kim). 

That is the reason why the Western text is approximately 8.5 percent longer 

                                                 
202 For the brief, but useful study on the text of Acts, cf. Metzger ([1971]1975:259-272); 
Fitzmyer (1998:66-79). 
203 Recited from Guthrie ([1965]1975:377). Rackham (1953:26) proposed that Luke made 
several drafts in the successive processes of revision and that some of the earlier drafts may 
have been circulated and may have formed the basis of the Western text, while the more 
authoritative form of text became the basis of the Alexandrian and other types of texts. 
204 Besides, Torrey (1941:112-148) tried to view the origin of the Western text as the translated 
edition from an Aramaic document. 
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than the Alexandrian text (Kenyon 1938:26).205 According to the criteria of 

textual criticism, the shorter reading is to be preferred, with few exceptions 

(Metzger [1964]1968:120, 209-210). 

 

Codex Bezae’s special characteristic is “to smooth out grammatical difficulities, 

clarify ambiguous points, …, and add notes of historical detail and interest” 

(Carson, Moo, and Morris 1992:201; cf. Metzger [1964]1968:50). Moreover 

Comfort (1997:1174) states that the Western scribe “shaped the text to favor the 

Gentiles over the Jews.” 

 

For the problem of the text of Acts, Kenyon (1937:236) concludes that “unless 

future discoveries should supply a solution, the problem must be solved 

according to the intrinsic probabilities of the methods of insertion or excision.” 

Furthermore Green (1997:10) states, “although there remains little agreement 

on the nature of the original text of Acts, it remains true that most study of Acts 

continues to proceed on the basis of the relative superiority of the Alexandrian 

text type.” 

 
1.3 Textual differences (between MT, LXX, and NT) 
 

Gn 12:1 and Ac 7:3 

There are no differences between the MT and the LXX. There are two major 

changes and one minor change to be found between the NT and the LXX: (1) 

Two major changes – (i) the omission of kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou and (ii) 

the addition of kai. deu/ro; and (2) one minor change - the omission of ÎevkÐ within 

only two MSS.  

                                                 
205 On the date of the Western text, most scholars consider it as the fifth century (Fitzmyer 
1998:70), while it is presumed somewhere between the third and forth century by K Aland and B 
Aland (1987:69). 
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Gn 15:13-14 and Ac 7:6-7  

The LXX has only one addition of kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j after kai. kakw,sousin 

auvtou,j to the text against that which appeared in the MT. There are 10 major 

changes to be found between the readings of the NT and the LXX: (1) Two 

transpositions in the NT of the LXX phrases, e;stai to. spe,rma auvtou/ pa,roikon; (2) 

and e;th tetrako,sia; (3) a change of the second person pronoun (sou) to the third 

person pronoun (auvtou) in Ac 7:6; (4) two substitutions in Acts, avllotri,a| for ouvk 

ivdi,a|; (5) and kai, for de,; (6) a number change of the plural pronoun (auvtou,j) to the 

singular pronoun (auvto); (7) two omissions of auvtou,j kai. tapeinw,sousin auvtou,j 

after kai. kakw,sousin; (8) and w-de meta. avposkeuh/j pollh/j after evxeleu,sontai; (9) a 

mood change of subjunctive (douleu,swsin) to indicative (douleu,sousin); and (10) 

an addition of kai. latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw| after evxeleu,sontai. 

 

Ex 2:14 and Ac 7:27-28  

The LXX reading has an addition of evcqe,j after o]n tro,pon avnei/lej against the MT 

reading, whereas the NT reading and the LXX reading coincide exactly with 

each other. 

 

Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 and Ac 7:33-34 

The reading of the LXX has 2 minor alterations, as compared to that of the MT: 

(1) a mood 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. There are six major changes to be observed 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. 
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Ex 2:14 and Ac 7:35 

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

accurately. 

 

Dt 18:15 and Ac 7:37 

The same single alteration appears in both the readings of the LXX and the MT. 

Both the LXX and the NT omit the equivalent of the MT ^B.r>Qimi on this point. 

There are six changes to be found between the two versions of the NT and the 

LXX: (1) Two transpositions of ùmi/n avnasth,sei ò qeo.j evk tw/n avdelfw/n ùmw/n ẁj 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; 

(6) and sou in Ac 7:37. 

 

Ex 32:1, 23 and Ac 7:40 

Both the texts of Ex 32:1 and Ex 32:23 are much the same in both the MT and 

the LXX. There are 2 changes to be displayed between the versions of the NT 

and the LXX: (1) An omission of o` a;nqrwpoj after Mwu?sh/j ou-toj; and (2) one 

substitution of evge,neto for ge,gonen in the NT. 

 

Am 5:25-27 and Ac 7:42-43 

It is interesting to note 3 differences between 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. There 

are 4 variations found between the versions of the MT 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. There are 6 alterations found between the 

versions of the NT and the LXX: (1) Two additions of evn th/| evrh,mw| after e;th 

 
 
 



 219

tessera,konta; (2) and proskunei/n before auvtoi/j; (3) an omission of auvtw/n after 

tu,pouj; (4) a transposition of e;th tessera,konta, with the 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. 

 

Is 66:1-2 and Ac 7:49-50 

The LXX follows the MT very closely, in spite of one minor difference. The MT 

has “and what (is) this place” (~Aqm' hz<-yaew>), while the LXX translates it as “or 

what kind of place” (h' poi/oj to,poj). There are 3 changes, however, to be found 

between the readings of the NT and the LXX: (1) one transposition in the NT of 

the LXX phrases, le,gei ku,rioj; (2) one substitution of ti,j for poi/oj in the NT; and 

(3) another transposition with the changes ouvci. h` cei,r mou evpoi,hsen tau/ta pa,nta. 

 

2. LUKAN METHODOLOGICAL ASPECT 
 
Lukan method for Gn 12:1 in Ac 7:3 

Luke might use either the LXX or the MT at this point. It was shown that the 

differences between the LXX and the NT were perhaps owing to the hand of the 

author. The absence of kai. evk tou/ oi;kou tou/ patro,j sou is possibly due to the 

sense that is implied by the phrase of kai. ÎevkÐ th/j suggenei,aj sou. The insertion 

of kai. deu/ro here seems to be the stylistic preference of the author. The changes 

that Luke made are likely to be required and expected within the change in 

context between that of Luke and the original source of the quotation. However, 

the original meaning is not significantly altered by these changes. 

 

Lukan method for Gn 15:13 in Ac 7:6-7 

It presents the greatest number of textual variations (10) in the explicit quotation 

of the OT within Stephen’s speech. The omission of auvtou.j kai. tapeinw,sousin 

auvtou,j shows only the fact of that Luke might have used another Textvorlage. 
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Person (second → third), number (plural → singular), and mood (future 

indicative → aorist subjunctive) changes occur to apply the quoted text to its 

new context. Luke transposes the phrase e;stai to. spe,rma auvtou/ pa,roikon in order 

to put the noun spe,rma in an emphatic place. The word order of ‘year/cardinal’, 

two substitutions (avllotri,a|; kai,), and an omission (w-de meta. avposkeuh/j pollh/j) are 

likely to be attributable to Luke’s stylistic tendency. Luke’s cautious theological 

and hermeneutical intention also seems to be made in the addition of kai. 

latreu,sousi,n moi evn tw/| to,pw| tou,tw|, in spite of an allusion to Ex 3:12. However, 

the meaning between the original and new context is not considerably different 

from each other. 

 

Lukan method for Ex 2:14 in Ac 7:27-28 

It is clear that here Luke might have drawn on the LXX, as a consequence of 

the fact that both the LXX and the NT add an adverb (evcqe,j), against the MT 

reading. 

 

Lukan method for Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10 in Ac 7:33-34 

The LXX is a suitable Greek translation of the MT, in spite of two small changes. 

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

hearers, some grammatical, as well as stylistic changes were made by Luke, 

although the possibility of the changes being due to his Vorlage, should not be 

excluded. Two replacements of h;kousa and eivj Ai;gupton are largely formal, while 

the content remains quite similar. Two omissions of evk and su, seem to be due to 

necessary grammatical changes. Thus the meaning was not changed by these 

alterations. 

 

Lukan method for Ex 2:14 in Ac 7:35 

There is no textual discrepancy among the three versions. Thus Luke could use 

either the LXX or the MT for this part of Stephen’s speech. It should be noted 
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that Luke’s recurring employment of the same quotation, makes his ideological 

and hermeneutical intentions regarding the motif of Israel’s refusal of God’s 

chosen one quite clear. 

 

Luke’s method for Dt 18:15 in Ac 7:37 

When Luke takes in hand the text of a LXX version known well to his 

contemporary hearers, he transposes the phrase of ùmi/n avnasth,sei ò qeo.j evk tw/n 

avdelfw/n u`mw/n w`j evme, for the purpose of placing the words u`mi/n avnasth,sei in an 

emphatic position. Two number changes (singular → plural) and two omissions 

seem to be attributable to Luke’s deliberate intention to update the quotations to 

meet his new context. Particularly, the omission of ku,rioj shows the probability 

that Luke frequently uses the title so as to point to Jesus as well as God in his 

book (cf. Marshall 2005:136-137). Notwithstanding, Luke’s changes do not alter 

the original meaning. 

 

Luke’s method for Ex 32:1, 23 in Ac 7:40 

Here Luke could employ either the LXX or the MT. When Luke relates the 

quotation from Ex 32:1, 23 (LXX) to his new context, the omission (ò a;nqrwpoj) 

and the substitution (perfect → aorist) seem to be ascribed to Luke’s 

grammatical and stylistic preference. However, it is necessary to note that the 

original meaning is not extensively changed by these variations. 

 

Luke’s method for Am 5:25-27 in Ac 7:42-43 

Firstly, three variations exist between the two textual readings - CD 7:14-15a 

and Am 5:25-27 (MT). But, the citation of CD is in itself unlike the original 

meaning of the MT. Secondly, four variations are found among the two textual 

readings – the MT and the LXX. However, the changes of the LXX are nearly 

equivalent to the MT at this point, except for evn th/| evrh,mw|. Lastly, the reading of 

the NT is closest to that of the LXX, in spite of six changes between them. The 
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addition of evn th/| evrh,mw| shows the possibility of another Vorlage. The order 

‘year/cardinal’ and the omission (auvtw/n) are likely to be attributed to Lukan 

stylistic preference. His theological and hermeneutical intentions are found in 

the addition of proskunei/n and the replacement of Babulw/noj. 

 

Luke’s method for Is 66:1-2 in Ac 7:49-50 

Despite a minor difference, the LXX is a proper Greek translation of the MT. 

When Luke relates the quoted text from Is 66:1-2 (LXX) to his new context, it 

becomes quite clear that Luke is the author of the changes to the quotation. The 

transposition together with the emphatic tendency makes the text more 

appropriate to the intention of the author, and the two substitutions make a 

much stronger case for Stephen’s dispute. In spite of these facts, it seems 

probable that Luke quotes from a LXX version and the original meaning is not 

noticeably changed by him. 

 
3. LUKE’S HERMENEUTICAL ASPECT 
 
Interpretation of the 1st quotation by Luke 

The quotation from Gn 12:1 (LXX) illustrates God’s calling of Abraham. It helps 

to depict God’s initiative within Israelite history. It should be noted that God’s 

command takes place outside the land, that is, in Mesopotamia. 

 

Interpretation of the 2nd quotation by Luke 

Luke here announces the fulfilment of the promise given to Abraham by quoting 

from Gn 15:13-14. It results from the Israelite deliverance from Egypt, and 

ultimately their worship in the land follows. In the end, this quotation has been 

seen to reflect particular Theo-centric theological priorities, which include God’s 

omnipresence, God’s faithfulness to his promise and finally, God as the subject 

and master of history. 
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Interpretation of the 3rd quotation by Luke 

The quotation from Ex 2:14 serves to represent the Israelite incomprehension of 

Moses whom God had called and appointed. This motif is clearly developed 

gradually in the whole speech. It is worth observing that Luke’s statement (v. 25) 

prior to the quotation here makes the meaning of the quotation within this 

context much clearer.  

 

Interpretation of the 4th quotation by Luke 

Here Luke focuses largely on God’s calling of Moses with the quotation from Ex 

3:5, 7-8, 10. The intention is to display God’s justification of Moses who was 

rejected by a fellow Hebrew earlier. The place of God’s calling is holy ground, 

even though it is not in the land, but rather in Sinai. Thus, the motif of God 

outside of the land reappears at this point. The point of God’s faithfulness to 

keeping his promises is reiterated in this section. 

 

Interpretation of the 5th quotation by Luke 

The answer to the question in v. 27 is provided here by Luke’s skilful use of the 

quotation from Ex 2:14 again. Underlining the irony of the situation, he 

describes Moses’ rejection by his fellows, but he is protected by God. Once 

more, although Israel’s people have unjustly judged Moses, God sends him not 

to avenge, but to deliver them. 

 

Lukan interpretation of the 6th quotation 

Here Luke shows that Moses is rejected by the people, but commissioned by 

God, and then acts as a mediator between God and man. It is also important 

that this quotation serves to refer to Jesus who is the eschatological prophet 

promised in Dt 18:15.  
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Lukan interpretation of the 7th quotation 

This quotation points out the rehearsal of Israel’s rejection of God as well as 

Moses and the Mosaic Law, and also of Jesus, even if Stephen does not speak 

directly about Jesus until v. 52. There is little doubt that this rejection will have 

the outcome of leading to God’s verdict of punishment. The refutation of Moses 

led to asking for delivery from idols rather than from God. Moses is nowhere to 

be found and the Israelites were no longer satisfied with the invisible God, so 

they craft a golden calf. The rejection of God’s messenger results in the 

rejection of God, i.e., apostasy. The focus of the quotation from Ex 32:1, 23 in 

Ac 7:40 finally is on the repudiation of God himself rather than on any such 

overt worship of the golden calf. This act of apostasy must be a horror of God’s 

people. 

 
Lukan interpretation of the 8th quotation 

Although the Damascus document has a similar quotation from Amos to the one 

in Luke, it is nonetheless clear that Luke quoted from Am 5:25-27 (LXX) in Ac 

7:42-43. The difference between the LXX and the NT is only that Amos rather 

saw God’s penalty as a consequence of their idolatry, while Luke thought that 

the idolatry – their rejection of God and his word - was God’s judgement in and 

of itself. God judged Israel and gave her up to serve the heathen deities. 

Nevertheless, Luke’s quotation is far closer to the original context. Luke 

explains Israel’s offence in pointing out that the Israelites, who accused Stephen 

on charge of blasphemy against God’s law and temple, actually violated both of 

these themselves. Simultaneously, it accomplishes the promise-fulfilment motif 

through prophets, at which point God is acknowledged as the subject who 

directs all of human history according to his own plan. 

 

Lukan interpretation of the 9th quotation 

Through the quoted text from Is 66:1-2 (LXX), the theme of ‘God outside the 
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land’ is here recaptured by Luke. The emphasis furthermore is on the true 

worship of God which is not confined to one place, namely the temple. However, 

Luke does not criticise the temple itself here, but rather the Jewish idolatrous 

thought about the temple. 

 

3.1 Aspects of Luke’s theology through his quotations 
 
Aspects of Luke’s theology within the context of Stephen’s speech can be 

presented by the following diagram: 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

3.1.1 God as the subject of human history 

 

God as the master of history is already proclaimed at the beginning of this 
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speech, as discussed earlier. From the event of God’s epiphany that the God of 

glory appears to Abraham, the Israelite father, Stephen commences his address. 

In the Abraham story, God is for the most part depicted as the subject who 

appears, says, shows, sends, gives, promises, speaks, and punishes.  

 

In the Joseph narrative, God also is with him, rescues him, gives him wisdom, 

and bestows a favour on him. The proposition that God is with his people has 

been developed from the OT, and is the very core throughout the whole Bible. In 

the end, one of the foci of the Bible as well as this discourse is on the fact that 

God is the master of everything. 

 

In Moses’ episode, God fulfils his promise, gives his people salvation, and 

appears to Moses through an angel. He also says, sees, hears, acts, sends, 

turns away, and judges. God is dynamically at work in the past history. Besides, 

Luke portrays that Moses is beautiful in God's sight. Especially, it is necessary 

to notice Luke’s repeated use of w;fqh in vv. 2 and 30, along with his skilful 

connection between God’s calling to Abraham and Moses. 

 

As regards the promise-fulfilment pattern, God has already promised to 

Abraham long ago that this will happen (Kaqw.j de. h;ggizen o` cro,noj th/j 

evpaggeli,aj h-j w`molo,ghsen o` qeo.j tw/| VAbraa,m, v. 17): after the Israelite slavery in 

Egypt, their deliverance and worship in the promised land (vv. 6-7). God’s 

delivery of Joseph and Moses signifies a partial fulfilment of the promise. The 

promise has been ultimately completed in Jesus (implicitly through v. 37). It 

should be noted that in order to present God’s convenantal promise and 

fulfilment within the salvation history, Luke uses the same terms repetitively - 

evpaggeli,aj in v. 17 and evphggei,lato in v. 5; evplhrou/to in v. 23 and plhrwqe,ntwn in v. 

30.  
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In spite of the Israelites’ resistance to God’s activity, his protection and 

leadership carry on during their conquest and monarchy, in relation to building 

the tabernacle and temple (see vv. 44-50). The tabernacle was made according 

to God’s directions. God fought with the enemies instead of Israel. The temple 

at length was built by Solomon, which had been asked for by David who 

enjoyed God’s favour. 

 

In conclusion, God has always exercised his guidance and providence despite 

his people’s opposition. God as the subject of the history has been consistently 

working for his people. 

 

3.1.2 God’s agent vs. Israel 

 

God sends his servants as his proxies in line with his salvific purpose and will. 

Stephen’s address begins with the story of Abraham – Israel’s true father – who 

was thoroughly obedient to God’s command (see the 1st quotation). However, 

his people repeatedly reject God’s messengers and disobey God’s words given 

via them. Notably Joseph and Moses were rejected by Israel’s fathers, made to 

suffer, but at long last vindicated by God. This pattern also appears in the 

traditions of prophets, and then its climax is found in the killing of the Righteous 

One, viz., Jesus (v. 52). Ironically, Jesus who was betrayed and murdered by 

the Jews, has been their long expectation of ‘a prophet like Moses’ (profh,thn 

u`mi/n avnasth,sei o` qeo.j evk tw/n avdelfw/n u`mw/n w`j evme,, v. 37; see also Ac 3:22). 

 

Stephen himself at last stands in the line of God’s agents, and is killed by the 

Jews’ stoning. Before his martyrdom, however, Luke shows that he is also 

vindicated by God. His fullness of the Holy Spirit, his vision of God’s glory (do,xan 

qeou/; see v. 2) and Jesus standing at the right hand of God (v. 55), and his death 

in close association with God by way of prayer (vv. 59-60) are strong evidence 
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of God’s justification of Stephen. It is also noteworthy that Stephen is spoken to 

(Ac 6:10) and filled with the Holy Spirit, while Israel always resists the Spirit of 

God.  

 

In conclusion, these ideological contrasts throughout the discourse function to 

unveil the false testimony of Stephen’s plaintiffs that he uttered blasphemous 

words against Moses and God (see Ac 6:11).  

 

3.1.3 God’s endless love: Mission 

 

Luke finally reveals that the Israelites’ rejection of the servants who are sent by 

God (especially for Moses, see the 3rd and 5th quotations), is followed by their 

rejection of God himself, that is, the abandonment of their faith (see the 7th and 

8th quotations). Nonetheless, God continues to be at work to accomplish his 

salvific plan for his people, irrespective of the hostile attitude of the nation 

toward God himself as well as his servants.  

 

It can be said that God’s endless love is due to his following attributes: God’s 

presence is not confined to one particular place (see the first and last 

quotations). God is faithful to his words (see the 2nd quotation). God’s mercy is 

as limitless as his transcendence. His promise inevitably attains to its fulfilment 

despite any obstacle. In the long run, it results in his salvific activity ‘to the ends 

of the earth’ (see Ac 1:8) through his numerous witnesses again. Stephen’s 

martyrdom serves as the “turning point” (Kilgallen 1977:178) in Luke’s second 

volume for the progress of God’s word from Jerusalem to Judea and Samaria 

(see Ac 8:1, 4). It is also impressive that Luke intentionally introduces Saul to us 

at this point (v. 58). Saul finally would deliver the Gospel to the ends of the earth. 

 

In conclusion, Luke deliberately makes his theological and hermeneutical 
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intentions clear with his explicit quotations from the LXX. He even alludes to the 

OT (LXX) as follows: God as the subject of the history; God’s continuous 

ministry through his agents despite Israel’s hostility; God’s mission even to the 

Gentiles. Besides, Luke confirms God’s legitimation of his agents, particularly 

Stephen within the context of his speech. 
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