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hut.” Since 139 is feminine, one would expect subsequent pronominal references also to be
feminine singular, as we in fact find in 11e (7°57337). What we find, however, is “their breaches”
(feminine plural }:7°373) in 11c and “his ruins” (masculine singular T;5773) in 11d before
returning to “her” (feminine singular 71°7127) in 11e. In both 11c and 11d the Greek text (both
the 0G and the New Testament) reads adtfic® (to correspond to the feminine oxknvr) and BHS
proposes emending the Hebrew with feminine singular pronominal suffixes (7372 and 73°0d70)).

Commentators generally follow the Greek and the BHS emendation.*® Hammershaimb
finds that “the suffixes in {1°$72 and in 10771 are in disorders; it is best to read them both as
feminine singulars, referring back to the word n;g.”3 ' Similarly, to S. Paul, “the suffixes seem to
be in total disarray, singular and plural intermixing with masculine and feminine.” It must be
conceded, however, that there are no extant variants in the MT textual tradition.

But not all commentators find it necessary to emend the pronominal suffixes in this way.
Niehaus has argued that they should not, in fact, be emended.

The walls here are not, however, the walls of the hut (unless the hut be considered

emblematic of Jerusalem, as in Isa. 2:8, or other cities under Davidic sway), for the

Old Testament never speaks of repairing the broken walls of huts. Rather the broken

walls referred to are, implicitly, city walls in general (hence the feminine plural

pronominal suffix) . . . The Septuagint’s feminine singular suffix is a typical

emendation to accomplish consistency with 7129 (feminine singular); but such shifts

between singular and plural are well known in ancient Near Eastern literature,
especially Old Testament poetry

# In 11¢ Origen’s recension reads 0OT@v.

30 See the list in Nogalski, “Suffixes,” 417, n. 1.
*!' Hammershaimb, Amos, 140.

3 Paul, Amos, 291 n. 20.

33 Jeffery Niehaus, “Amos,” in The Minor Prophets: An Exegetical and Expositional Commentary (ed. Thomas
Edward McComiskey; 3 vols.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1992), 490. In support of Niehaus’s position, we can note that
172 is most often used of a breach in the walls of a city, never that of an individual dwelling. The noun occurs 18
times in all in the MT. In at least seven (eight, if the present text is included) the breach is explicitly or in context a
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Nor, in Niehaus’s view, is it necessary to change the masculine singular pronoun in 11c.

The Septuagint’s feminine plural suffix is another emendation for consistency with
1129, the imagined antecedent. The masculine singular pronoun ending, however, has
David as its antecedent, so that, by the metonymy of the adjunct, David’s ruined
cities stand for the fallen dominion of the Davidic dynasty.*

It is therefore not necessary to emend the text, since there are plausible referents for both the
feminine plural suffix (the city walls) and the masculine singular suffix (David).

Nogalski, too, has sought to make sense of the suffixes as they stand in the MT. He faults
the “vast majority” that adjust the MT in favor of the 0G for making two incorrect assumptions:

First, most authors implicitly or explicitly presume that the LXX represents the
“more original” reading; and second, they presume that the solution must explain
away one or more of the problematic suffixes.

Nogalski starts instead from the view that the “the LXX is no different from the other ancient
versions.” Examining the Vulgate and Syriac along with the 0G, he finds that all three

attempt a solution to the problem of the suffixes in their own way. Whereas the LXX
eliminates the problem by ignoring the change of number and gender in the suffixes,
the Syriac and Vulgate offer some help both in the verification of the MT and, more

indirectly, toward a solution.

Nogalski helpfully summarizes the diverse readings in a chart:

breach in a wall (or, in 1 Kgs 11:27, “the city,” i.e., the city’s walls). The three texts in which 132 occurs with the
verb 77 (Isa 58:12; Ezek 13:5; 22:30) seem clearly to refer to building of city walls. The use with "2 in Ezekiel
13:5 is not an exception, because the “house” is the ".\'1!:, "2 which is being prepared for battle (nrgj‘;r;); the
“house” is metaphorical (as the “hut” of Amos 9) and the walls one would build up in preparation for battle would
be those of the city. The only other instance in which an object (what is breached) is explicit or implied is Judg
21:15, “a breach in the tribes of Israel” (T¥7% "¥2¥2 172). The term is used twice of a flood, “a breach of waters”
(2 Sam 5:20; 1 Chr 14:11). It is used seven times without an explicit object, two with reference to giving birth and
five in an abstract or metaphorical sense (e.g., Ps 106:23 “Moses . . . stood in the breach before him™). City walls in
Amos are never the masculine =173 (note the cognate verb "i 7731 in 11¢) which refers to freestanding walls, not walls
of buildings or cities, but the much more common feminine noun 77 (which occurs 133 times in MT, including
four times in Amos, but no closer to this text than 7:7; also 1.7, 10, 14), and appearing twice with 172 (Isa 30:13;

Neh 6:1). The feminine noun 7z, most commonly indicating the wall of a house, also occurs in Amos 5:19.

3% Niehaus, “Amos,” 490. Kaiser agrees that the masculine singular refers to David and the feminine singular to
the fallen “booth,” but believes that the feminine plural refers to the two kingdoms, Israel and Judah. Walter C.
Kaiser, Jr., The Messiah in the Old Testament (Studies in Old Testament Biblical Theology; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1995), 146. Similarly Henderson, who ascribes the feminine plural to either the “different parts or cities
of the kingdom.” Ebenezer Henderson, The Book of the Twelve Minor Prophets (Boston: Draper, 1859), 180.
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Breaches Ruins 1 will rebuild

Suffix Suffix “it” Suffix
MT: FP MS FS
LXX: FS FS FS
Syriac: MP MP FS
Vulgate: NS NP MS

The Syriac renders the first two suffixes as masculine plurals—masculine to correspond with the
masculine (in Syriac) “tent,” and plural (Nogalski believes) “to indicate that the translator
understood the entire phrase ‘fallen booth of David’ as a collective expression.” Curiously, the
final suffix is rendered as a feminine, reflecting the MT, but having no clear antecedent in the

Syriac rendering of the text. The Vulgate renders the first as eius, which Nogalski reads as
neuter, in agreement with the neuter tabernaculum.

The Vulgate avoids the second suffix. The Vulgate obviously has problems
translating the Hebrew since it has changed the plural noun “ruins” into a masculine
plural verb as though reading har‘si. One may explain this as an intentional change
for two reasons. First, it is doubtful that two letters (tax and yodh) would have fallen
away from the MT. Second, the Vulgate preserves echoes of a suffix attached to
“ruins” in its phrase “those things which” (ea quae).

For the third suffix, the Vulgate has a masculine singular (eum), presumably referring back to
David and suggesting that “importantly . . . the Vulgate interprets both ‘booth’ and ‘David’ as

antecedents to the suffixes.”
Given the evidence of the other versions, the principle of lectio difficiior suggests
that the LXX merely smoothes over the problems of a very difficult MT.

One may not, therefore, presume that the LXX represents the “more original”
reading. Other solutions must be sought.®

Nogalski believes only two alternatives remain. Rejecting the suggestion that the text

originally referred to “booths” instead of the singular “booth,™® he seeks to understand the text

% Nogalski, “Suffixes,” 412-14. Tg. Jon. supports the feminine plural in the first suffix. Michael A. Braun,
“James’ Use of Amos at the Jerusalem Council: Steps toward a Possible Solution of the Textual and Theological

Problems,” JETS 20 (1977): 114.



of the MT. He begins by noting the synonymous parallelism of the four lines of 11b—e, with o*py

in the first and third lines.

The syntactical key to unlocking the understanding of these suffixes appears in
the expression of collective ideas via the combination of feminine singular nouns
with plural adjectives. This phenomenon occurs with enough regularity to enable us
to presume that the collective idea could as well be expressed via the combination of

a feminine singular noun and a plural suffix. Thus it is possible to view the second
statement as a collective parallel to the first statement.”’

Nogalski believes that the second and third suffixes can also be explained on the basis of this
parallelism, “since the suffixes relate specifically back to the constituent elements of the phrase
‘booth of David’” with the second (masculine singular) referring to David and the third
(feminine singular) to the “hut.”*®

Niehaus and Nogalski offer plausible, if not absolutely certain, readings of the suffixes of
the MT. They demonstrate that the suffixes can be read in a way that makes sense and that the
versions taken together generally appear to support the MT. This demonstration, together with the
principle of accepting the more difficult reading, argues convincingly for retaining the suffixes as

they stand in the MT. The text of Amos 9:11-12 in the MT is thus well established.

3 Nogalski, “Suffixes,” 414. Nogalski attributes this view to G. Hofmann, “Versuche zu Amos,” ZOW 3
(1883), pp. 125-26. He also rejects the proposal (n. 14) that we should read “Succoth” instead of “booth,” as
suggested by H. Neil Richardson, “SKT (Amos 9:11): ‘Booth’ or “Succoth’,” JBL 92 (1973): 375-81; Douglas L.
Stuart, Hosea-Jonah (WBC 31; Waco: Word, 1987).

57 Nogalski, “Suffixes,” 415-16. Nogalski cites GKC §132g in support and offers as examples Gen 30:43 and |
Sam 25:18, in which a feminine singular noun takes a plural adjective (1127 N3 and RiWy (N3 a5, and Num
27:17, where a feminine singular noun takes a plural pronoun (275718 7§ ]N33). It may be objected, that “sheep”
is recognized as a collective noun, while “hut” is not. However, Nogalski also cites GKC §145¢, which includes 172
(cp. r39) among a list of collective nouns. (It is not clear who the constituent members of this collective might be:
Davidic monarchs? the people? Which of these might justify a feminine plural pronominal suffix?)

3 Nogalski, “Suffixes,” 416. He goes on to see “David’s booth” in verse 11 as parallel to the “ruined cities” of
verse 14 (both are to be “rebuilt” [732], but the term for “ruin” is different). The parallel seems genuine, but
“David’s hut” is surely not to be reduced to a metaphor for ruined cities as Nogalski then does. It is the restoration of
the throne that is in view. It is thus not necessary to follow him in requiring a post-exilic date for this text (when the
cities of Judah had been destroyed), since the decline of the Davidic dynasty was already plainly evident in Amos’
time (due to the nation’s overall decline in power and prestige as well as to its division). In any case Amos was a
prophet and was looking ahead to a time of restoration that would follow an as-yet-unfulfilled judgment.
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4.2.4 The Text of Amos 9:11-12 (Old Greek)

The 0G manuscript tradition includes a number of variants. Some variants emerged within

the 0G manuscript tradition itself. Others appear to reflect accommodation of the 0G of Amos 9

to the form of the text quoted in Acts 15.

In addition, the 0G shows a number of differences from the MT of Amos 9:11-12. Some

are comparatively minor, such as the translation of two distinct verbs, "57731(11c¢) and 7'mv323

(11e) by &voikodouriow, or the rendering of the singular Nt by the plural todta in 12c. A

much more substantial difference appears in 12a, however, where “that they may possess the

remnant of Edom” becomes “that the rest of men may seek.” Since this change appears to

facilitate the application of this text to the question before the council in Jerusalem in Acts 15, it

will require extended attention (section 4.2.4.3 below).

4.2.4.1 Minor Variants

Amos 9:11-12 0G

&v 1) Muépq €xeivy

AVaGTHOM THV OKNVIIV Aduld THv
TENTOKVIOY

KOl GVOLKOSOUN oM TG TEXTWKOTO QLUTTS
KOl T KUTECKOUUEVD OVTTG QVOOTNO®
KOl GVOIKOSOpo® otV

KoBwg ol Nuépat 100 aidvog

Onwg Ek{NTNoWGLY 0l KATAAOLTOL TAV
AVOPOTWV

Kol wavie o £0vn, €9 olg émucékAnton
70 Svopd pov &n’ ovTovg

AL€yEL KUPLOG 0 BEDG O TOLDV TADTOL.

Ila

Amos 9:11-12 0G (author)
In that day

[ will rebuild [or raise up] the fallen tent of
David

and I will build up its fallen parts

and I will rebuild [or raise up] its ruins
and I will build it up

as the days of old,

so that the rest of men might seek

and all the nations, upon whom my name is
called upon them

says the Lord God, who does these things.

The 0G text of Amos 9:11-12 shows more variants than the MT. Most appear simply to be

transcriptional or possibly stylistic variants of little consequence.

Amos 9:11-12 0G

&v T NMuépy éxeivn
GVO.GTNOW THY OKNVTV
Acud THV TEXTOKLIOV
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11a év Toig Muépog ékeivoug (/1)
b xatoarmentoxviav (W Q).



Kol &votkodounom td. ¢ W o0tnv and omits T& TentmxoTo avTig (cp. 11d).

TERTOKOTOL OVTAG Origen reads adt@v (cf. MT).

KOl TO KOUTEGKOUUEVO. QTG d 130" omits Td.

GvocTiow 233 Theodoret omit VTG,

Kol dvolkodouncw ovtnv e

KoBg ol Nuépor 100 aidvog f

0mog ExCnricwoty ot 12a éx{ntioovoiv (W Q).

KQTGAOUTOL TRV AVBpOTOV add pe before o1 (L C other MSS, versions and fathers).
KOTOAEAELEVOL (534).

Kol wavta T £0vn, €@ 09 b £¢° & (L and a few MSS and fathers).

EmikkAnTon T Gvoud pov omit pov (2 MSS).

€T LTOVG g’ avtd for én” avtovg (L, three fathers); a few MSS
omit.

Aéyel kUplog 6 6€0¢ O TOLDV ¢ todTa is obto in 534.

ToHTOL. TavTo is inserted before or after tovbta in L and several
other MSS and fathers.

The most noteworthy is the apparent replacement of a0T1ig with avtév in 11c, to conform to
the (feminine) plural pronominal suffix found in the MT. There is no evidence of a similar change

in 11d to make ovtfig of 11d correspond to the masculine singular suffix of the MT.

4.2.4.2 Variants Probably Reflecting Accommodation to the Text of Acts 15

Of greater interest are the variants that reflect accommodation to the New Testament text.

Amos 9:11-12 0G Variants related to the text of Acts 15:16-17
&v 11 MUEPQ €xeivn 11a
Gvo.cTHoM THY GKNVIV b
Acuid TNV TETTOKVIOY
Kol Gvorkodoprion (104 c
TERTOKOTA OOTHG
KO TO. KOLTECKOUUEV, d kateotpoppéve (A Q and some MSS of Acts 15:16 [ B 'P]);
a1t GvaoTHow . KataoTpeuuévo: (106);
aveostpopuévo (L and Acts 15:16 [only E] ).
KOl AVOUKOdouncm e dvowkodounow kol Gvopbwow (764, so Acts 15:16);
avTny &vaoTiiom Kal oikodoproo (V).
Kgcetbg ol Nuépar Tod f
oidVOG
érag éxtntiownocty ol 12a 6mwg Av (A and several other MSS, as in Acts 15:17).
KQTAAOLTOL TAV add 1OV kVploVv (A and several other MSS, as in Acts 15:17)
AVOPAT®V
Ko RAVTO T £0vT), ¢ b

0V¢ EMKEKANTOL TO
GVOUG. LoV €T adTOVG
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AEyeL KVPLog 0 Be0g O c 0 0e0¢ in A W and a few other MSS and fathers; omitted by B,
TOW®V TOVTO. Q, L, C, and the Gottingen text (as Acts 15:17).

In 11d, the confusion between xoteckaupéva. and kateoTpaupéve is reflected in
Greek manuscripts of both Amos 9 and Acts 15. The two terms have similar meanings and are
confused two other times in the 0G (Jdt 8:17 and Prov 14:1, the latter translating 9771 as here). It
is not possible to determine with certainty whether the variants originated in the 0G and are then
reflected in the New Testament, or vice versa. (It is less likely that identical variants originated in
each manuscript tradition independently.) Both 0G and New Testament manuscript evidence
favors koteskappévo. The verb KOTAGKAMT® is more common as a translation of 971.%°

The difference in verbs in 11d/e (&voucodopricw . . . &vopbwow in place of dvocTio®
... Gvorkodouriow) again reflects no significant difference in meaning. The 0G variant is
poorly attested (only 764, but see also the variant in V) and suggests accommodation of the 0G in
this manuscript to the text of Acts 15:16d, e, where the text is secure.

The insertion of &v in the text of 12a likewise makes no significant difference in meaning.
The 0G textual evidence favors its omission. In addition, 6Tw¢ &V is comparatively uncommon
in the 0G.* The New Testament textual tradition includes Gv with almost no exceptions, even

though 0wg dv generally is even less common in the New Testament than in the oc.*

3 The verb o1 is translated by xatooKdnTo 14 times in the OG, but by K0Ta.oTpéP only twice.

% $mawc occurs 170 times in the OG of the canonical Old Testament, only 32 of them with &v (19%), and all
but four of these in the Pentateuch or Psalms). 67w¢ occurs 6 other times in the Greek of Amos (1:13; 2:7; 4:1; 5:6,
14-15), none of them with &v.

M 8mog occurs 53 times in the New Testament (38 times Matt, Luke, and Acts). Only four times does 6mwg
appear with v (7.5%): three times in Luke-Acts (Luke 2:35; Acts 3:20; 15:17) and one (Rom 3:4) where it simply
reproduces the 6mw¢ dv from the 0G of Ps 50:6 (where it appears without variants). (But see also the variant
reading in Matt 6:5.)
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The verb ék{ntricmwoty in 12a seems incomplete without a direct object. A number of
Greek manuscripts, versions and fathers insert pe following the verb. Other manuscripts,
including Alexandrinus, add Tov kVplov following dvOpwmmv (as does Acts 15:17a). The two
conflicting “solutions” suggest that an original text had the “problem” of the verb without an
object,* which appears to result from confusion in the 0G rendering of the Hebrew text. The MT
has oimy peoNgm 7 1227 (“in order that they will inherit/dispossess the remnant of Edom”).
The 0G translators appear to have taken &/ (“possess,” “inherit,” “dispossess”) as &17 (“seek,”
“inquire”). In addition, the apparent object, i r* Ny (“the remnant of Edom™), became the
subject ol koTdAoinoL TAV dvBpOTwV (“the remnant of men™), leaving no object for
gx{ntnowaotv. This construction, which expects but lacks an object, would appear both to be
the more difficult reading, and the reading which most naturally explains the both the readings
pe and 1OV xVpLov (as attempts to supply the object that was felt to be missing). While the
secure text of Acts 15:17 at this point provides an additional witness to the TOv KVp1lov textual
tradition, it seems thus most likely that the original text lacked both e and TOv xUpiov.

In 12¢ some manuscripts read 0 8e0¢ in AEYeL kUPLOg 0 B0g O TOLDV TarhTOL. The MT
is accurately rendered without 0 6€0¢ and these words are omitted by a broadly representative
group of manuscripts.” While 6 0€d¢ appears in a number of manuscripts as well,* the external
evidence appears to favor the omission. The briefer expression, A€yel xk¥p1og (without 6 8£0G),
occurs over 500 times, 30 in Amos. The longer expression (A€y€l kVptog 6 O€0G) appears 63

times in the 0G, nine of them in Amos (3:11, 13; 4:3, 5; 5:16, 27; 8:9; 9:12, 15). Besides 9:12,

2 Although éx{ntéw may more occur without an object (e.g., Deut 17:4; Jos 2:22; Judg 6:29; Ps 9:25, 34), it
normally (and much more frequently) takes an object in the accusative.

** Notably B, Q, most of the Lucianic recension, and the Catena.

“ A, W, the Lucianic subgroup ///, the Bohairic, and two fathers.
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8:9 is also contested, with B, V, and the Catena omitting 0 6€0¢. At the same time, A adds
xVUp1og before 6 Be0g in 8:14. Both expressions are thus possible and there appears to be a
degree of fluidity in the textual tradition regarding these expressions. Although Rahlfs includes 6

8e0g, the Gottingen Septuagint is likely correct in omitting it from the text.*®

4.2.4.3 Differences from the MT

More significantly, the 0G Greek differs at several points from the MT (underlined).

Amos 9:11-12 MT Amos 9:11-12 0G
X7 a2 1la év 11 Muépa éxeivy
r92ia T noYThN Ot AvVaoTNC® TNV SKNVIIV AQULd TV TERTOKVIOY
[T372 N RN Kol GVOLKodouNcw To TEXTOKOTO VTG
opN THOTm KOl T0 KUTECKOUUEVO OVTHE AVOCTHC®
by Kol Gvorkodounce avTnv
a%iy ™ Koog ol fuépon 10d aidvog
iy megemy W pnb 122 Smeg Exinmicwoy of katdAowrol ThY GvepdreY
oYy g NpITWN oTRTO7] b Kkod mdvia té £8vn, & obg mucékAnton To Gvoud
pov €’ avTovg
nNT ARy MToNl ¢ A€yeu koplog § Bedg 6 moudvy TabTe.

- 0 & o O

We have already noted three of these differences: the feminine singular (cd71g) in place of the
feminine plural in 11c and the masculine singular in 11d, and the apparent addition of 6 8€0g to

AéyeL xUprog in 12c. Although oxmvr] (“tent””) may appear to be an inexact translation of 120

(“hut”) in 11b, oxmv] is in fact the usual translation of 122 in the 0G.* Likewise, the plural
4l P

* Joseph Ziegler, Duodecim Prophetae (Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum 13; Géttingen:
Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1984).

% Of 30 other occurrences of 1129 in the MT, it is rendered 21 times by oxkmv1j, 5 times by oxnvonnyia
(always of Thv optiv Tfic oxnvomnyiog Deut 16:16; 31:10; Zech 14:16, 18, 19; but notice Thv EopTHv TAV
oxnv@v in Ezra 3:4; 2 Chr 8:13), once as a proper noun (Zoxx®8, 3 Kgdms 21:16), once by &rndxpugog (Isa 4:6),
once apparently by UA1 (in a text seeming to be a rather free rendering of the MT). In one case 7150 appears in a
clause that does not appear in the 0G (Job 27:18).
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tavta for the singular mis in 12c¢ is not uncommon.’’ In addition, the 0G “levels” the verbs in
11c, 11e, translating both 57737 and 7°7323 by &votkodopuicw, but this does not seem to
introduce a significant difference in meaning.*®

The most striking (and theologically significant) differences from the MT are 12a:
rendering &= as ék{ntéw and the direct object aiTy H™NE-rx as the subject 01 K TAAOITOL
T@Vv AvBponmv. If, with most scholars, we view these as changes to the MT, we can distinguish
four changes: t/1" became £x{nTéw; the object oy r NG ~rx became the subject, o1y became
07, and the singular "8t and 273 became the plurals ol kotdAoirol and TV AvOpOTOV.
Despite the assertion of de Waard, there is no evidence that a distinctive Vorlage of this section
of Amos ever circulated.”® The Vulgate, reading ut possideant reliquias Idumeae, follows the
MT. The 0G textual tradition includes only minor variants within the general outlines of 6 wg
gxtnTiceow ol katdAoumol Tdv &vepdrmv and none that challenge it.*

Most commentators begin with the verb.”! It is commonly suggested that the translator

read & (“possess,” “inherit,” “dispossess”) as &7 (“seek,” “inquire”), mistakenly reading yéd

47 A common rendering, particularly in a generalizing sense with reference to things said or done, as in four of
seven occurrences of 1Nt in Amos (2:11; 8:4; 8:8; 9:11). See also Hos 5:1; 7:10; Joel 1:2; 4:9; Mic 1:5; 3:9; Mal 1:9;
2:13; Isa 1:12; Jer 5:21; Ezek 23:38; Gen 41:39; Deut 14:4; Judg 2:2; Neh 13:18; Ps 43:18; Job 12:9.

8 Andersen and Freedman, Amos, 890. Adna notes the repeated pattern &vaGTHC® . . . GVOLKOdOUTO® in
11b/c and 11d/e, and argues that the rendering is stylistically motivated. Jostein Adna, “James’ Position at the
Summit Meeting of the Apostles and Elders in Jerusalem (Acts 15),” in The Mission of the Early Church to Jews
and Gentiles (ed. Jostein Adna and Hans Kvalbein; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 129-30.

* Jan de Waard, 4 C omparative Study of the Old Testament Text in the Dead Sea Scrolls and in the New
Testament (STDJ 4; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 25, 78. Braun seeks to build on de Waard’s assertion. Braun, “James Use
of Amos,” 116—117. In the absence of an extant text this claim remains speculative. See further section 4.4.2 below.

50 The extant variants are on the order of éx{nticoveiy for ék{nTiicwoLy, or the addition of a direct object
in the form of e or TOV KVPLOV.

5! Barrett, Acts, 727; Richard Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” in The Book of Acts in its

Palestinian Setting (ed. Richard Bauckham; vol. 4 of The Book of Acts in its First Century Setting, ed. Bruce W.
Winter; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 455; Bruce, Acts, 294.
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in place of dalet, whether because of their similar appearance52 or because of an unclear or

damaged original.”® The change may also have made intentionally by a translator who felt that
the usual translation of & by kAnpovouéw was not appropriate here.>*

How did oimy nmwst/~n, which seems to be the object of %/7™ (or %/777), become the
subject? If the clause became corrupt initially through the misreading of &4 as &7, 0T @G
éxinticwoiv 1ov xataioimov Idovuaicg would have been puzzling. Why would the
people of the restored kingdom “seek” or “inquire of” the remnant of Edom? In the 0G of the
prophets, £k{ntéw is used over a dozen times of “seeking” or “inquiring” of Yahweh, but the
post-exilic community would not worship or pray to the remnant of Edom.* This difficulty
would have prompted the translators to make other adjustments in order to bring sense out of
what had become a perplexing text. The translator may have chosen to ignore the direct object
marker as the best way to make sense of the text.”’ Perhaps, as Archer and Chirichigno suggest,

iy was read as iriN (“him”) or *rix (“me”), removing the object indicator from aiTy r" Ny so that

32 «In the history of the transmission of the OT there was a time when d and y were virtually indistinguishable.”

Braun, “James Use of Amos,” 117.
%3 A damaged original would explain why it is only here that the OG translators rendered &7" as éx{ntéw.

3 Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 195.
“Possessing,” i.e., “ruling over” Edom might make more sense in the context of a revived Davidic kingdom than
“inheriting” Edom. However, other interpretive issues may also have influenced the rendering of the entire clause.

3 E.g., Amos 5:4; Isa 9:13; Jer 10:21; Hos 5:6; Zech 8:21 (in the latter two examples it translates U2 rather
than &77). The remaining twenty-plus instances speak either of someone’s seeking good or justice (e.g., Mic 6:8), or
of something being required of someone (e.g., Ezek 3:18). Neither of these definitions makes sense in this text.

% It has been suggested that N\ may have been read as 7. Braun, “James Use of Amos,” 117; Rainer Reisner,
“James’s Speech, Simeon’s Hymn, and Luke’s Sources,” in Jesus of Nazareth: Lord and Christ (ed. Joel B. Green
and Max Turner; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 271. This may make better grammatical sense, but the meaning
would still be unclear. If this were the case, we would not find the G without the object, nor the various
manuscripts trying to complete the thought by supplying pe or tov kvpiov. Adna, “James,” 137.

57 Jobes and Silva, Invitation, 194. The suggestion of Braun (“James Use of Amos,” 117) that the translator
mistook FiX for TN fails when we note that no text of the OG supplies 6€0¢ as the “missing” direct object.



the text read “so that the remnant of men will seek him (or me).”® Some grammarians believe
that ¥ occasionally appears, not as the nota accusativi, but with the subject (or as an indicator of
emphasis),59 making possible (if unlikely) that oi7y £*INg~r was genuinely understood to be
the subject, at least by the 0G translators. On either reading (39 or %7, “in order that the
remnant of Edom will possess/seek,” the clause is incomplete and has no clear meaning.%

It is more difficult to explain how oiTy become 7). Many commentators assume that iy
was misread as 273, due to their apparent identity in the consonantal text.' The waw, however,
seems to prevent reading oiTy as 27%% and the waw is clearly present in the extant Hebrew
manuscripts, including the one fragmentary copy of Amos from the Dead Sea Scrolls.® It is
possible that the translator’s text was defective, or was faded, soiled, or damaged, so that the
waw was not visible. It is also possible that the translator interpreted the text, believing that “the

remnant of mankind” in 12a was a more natural parallel to “all the nations” than “the remnant of

38 Gleason L. Archer and Gregory Chirichingo, Old Testament Quotations in the New Testament (Chicago:
Moody, 1983), 155. Some OG manuscripts, versions, and fathers supply the direct object “me,” but this may be the
result of copyists attempting to improve the sense by supplying the object they expected to find (cf. the similar
addition of TOv xUprov in Acts 15:17a). Archer and Chirichigno speculate that the LXX translators had before them
a Hebrew Vorlage with these readings, but no such Vorlage has come down to us.

% HALOT, 101. GKC, §117 i—m. Christo van der Merwe et al., 4 Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 247; Waltke and O’Connor, Syntax, §10.3.2. For the contrary, see
Takamitsu Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1985), 158.

% This is the most plausible reason for the additions pe and Tov KUplov in some manuscripts.
8 i1y occurs four times earlier in the book (1:6, 9, 11; 2:1), each appropriately translated as ISovpaice.

82 «“Defective spelling of Edom is unknown in the MT (except for the gentilic form), but it is possible that *dm
survived to the time of the LSS alongside of ’dwm.” Andersen and Freedman, Amos, 890.

¢ Mur 88. See Benoit et al., DJD /I, 188 and pl. LVIIL
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Edom,”® or that Edom, as one of Israel’s most persistent enemies, was to be understood as a
representative of them all.

Once the direct object &% I8~ has become the subject and o1y has become
d&vBpwmog, the change from singular to plural is the least difficult to explain. At least 160 times
(over one-quarter of occurrences), the 0G translates the often collective 8 as Gvepamor.®
Similarly, n™t is translated more than half the time by a plural noun or participle, as here.*

Bauckham, Adna, and Nigele have recently argued that the 0G does not depend on a now-
lost Hebrew Vorlage, or on transmissional errors, but must be understood in the context of the

exegetical practices of the day as an instance of ’al tigré’ or “implicit” midrash.%” Bauckham

argues that those who think the 0G misreads the Hebrew

entirely misunderstand the way in which Jewish exegesis of this period treated the
biblical text, as the Dead Sea Scrolls in particular have now made clear to us. A
Jewish Christian familiar both with the Hebrew and the LXX of this verse would not
regard the latter as a misreading of the Hebrew. He may not have known a Hebrew
text like that translated by the LXX, but, even if not, would have recognized that the
LXX represents, not a misreading, but either a variant text or a deliberate alternative

% I am unfortunately not able to locate the source of this suggestion. The OG translators frequently interpreted
and applied the text. Jobes and Silva, /nvitation, 21-22, 93-101.

% E.g., Gen 6:1; Judg 16:7; Isa 6:11; Amos 4:13; Jonah 3:7; Hab 1:4.

% It is translated 46 times by xotdAouwog (or other Aoimog compound), 38 as a plural (the three instances in
[sa are singular) and five times by kotaAéin (three plural participles, one singular participle, and one infinitive).
The 14 instances of Agippct (or a related compound) are all singular. One occurrence is not translated.

§7 Jostein Adna, “Die Heilige Schrift als Zeuge der Heidenmission: Die Rezeption von Amos 9,11-12 in Apg
15,16-18,” in Evangelium, Schriftauslegung, Kirche (ed. Jostein Adna, et al.; Géttingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht,
1997), 1-23; Adna, “James,” 131; Richard Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles (Acts 15.13-21),” in History,
Literature, and Society in the Book of Acts (ed. Ben Witherington, III; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996), 160-61; Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 455-56; Sabine Négele, Laubhiitte Davids und
Wolkensohn: eine auslegungsgeschichtliche Studie zu Amos 9,11 in der jiidischen und christlichen Exegese (AGJU
24; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 104. “Implicit midrash” is from Ellis, “Biblical Interpretation,” 703—6; Edward Earle Ellis,
“Midrash, Targum and New Testament Quotations,” in Neotestamentica et Semitica (ed. Edward Earle Ellis and
Max Wilcox; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1969), 62. “Many a variant of the LXX may indeed not go back to a variant in
the Hebrew texts which was translated, but merely represent an interpretation of that text, yet it must be questioned
whether this holds good of all variants and of displacements of texts and parts of texts.” Doeve, Jewish

Hermeneutics, 117.
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reading of the text. Jewish exegetes were accustomed to choosing among variants the
reading which suited their interpretation, or to exploiting more than one. Butin a
case such as ours, it is scarcely possible to distinguish a variant text which has arisen
accidentally in the transmission of the text from one which results from the
exegetical practice of deliberately reading the text differently by means of small
changes (known as 'al tigre’in later rabbinic terminology. The “misreading” of the
Hebrew text presupposed by the LXX of Amos 9:12 is quite comparable with many
examples of deliberate “alternative readings” ('al tigré’) in the Qumran pesharim.%®

Other also see “midrashic tendencies” in the 0G.* But, if, “it is scarcely possible to distinguish a
variant text from one which results from the exegetical practice known as 'al tigre’,” ™ it is
unclear how we can be sure that the OG reading results from this approach rather than a
misreading or an alternative text. The absence of an extent Hebrew Vorlage with these readings
suggests that the translators may have deliberately interpreted the text for Diaspora readers who
might be more interested in a believing “remnant” from the Gentiles than in the reassertion of
Jewish sovereignty over Edom.”’ At the same time, it is not clear why an interpreter, having once
taken liberties with the text, would not go ahead and supply the direct object that éx{ntricwoiv
seems to require. In the end, it is not possible to be certain how the 0G reading arose.

The text of the 0G thus gives evidence both of some uncertainty or instability as well as

divergence from the MT. Although there are many variants within the 0G manuscript tradition,

these do not call into question the distinctive 0G rendering of the text of Amos 9:12a: “that the

¢ Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 160-61; “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 455-56.

% Jacob Neusner, What Is Midrash? (GBS; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987), 24; Emanuel Tov, “The Septuagint,”
in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early
Christianity (ed. Martin Jan Mulder; CRINT 2.1; Assen/Mastricht: Van Gorcum, 1988), 177-78. See also Johnson,
Septuagintal Midrash.

0 «In those instances in which the LXX differs from the received or Masoretic Text, it may have been because
of a different text, but it may also have resulted from the translation style, or tendential concerns, or the attempt to

harmonize parallel passages.” Neusner, Midrash, 24.

™ The 0G reading “chimes in with the hope of many Jews of the dispersion that Gentiles would seek and find
the true God.” Frederick F. Bruce, “Prophetic Interpretation in the Septuagint,” BIOSCS 12 (1979): 17.
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rest of men may seek.” This wording must be regarded as an established part of the 0G text. In
the absence of an extant Hebrew text with this wording and the lack of divergence in the 0G
manuscript tradition, it seems unlikely that the 0G reflects a variant Hebrew text. While it is
possible that the 0OG results from a misreading of the Hebrew original, it is at least equally likely

that it represents an interpretation, application or expansion of the text by the translators.

4.2.5 The Interpretation of Amos 9:11-12

Amos 9:11 looks into 81171 &i2, a standard prophetic term for the future,”” In this case, the
future in view appears to follow the judgment Amos had previously announced. In this new
phase of the eschatological future, Amos sees the restoration of the Davidic kingdom, a

restoration that not only brings blessing to Israel, but also to the nations.

4.2.5.1 The Booth of David (Amos 9:11)

“In that day,” God will “raise up the booth of David that is fallen.” The 717 a3, the
“booth of David” has been variously interpreted. S. Nigele has surveyed the interpretation of the
text since Qumran.” At Qumran, the raising of “the booth of David” was variously interpreted as
the fulfillment of the Torah by the community (CD VII, 12-21)™ and as the “branch of David”
who was expected to arise with the “Interpreter of Torah” (4Q174, 4QFlor 1,10-1 3).” The

rabbis generally understood the text to refer to the restoration of the Davidic kingdom, including

™ The expression appears over 100 times in the prophets, referring to a future (often eschatological) event.
BDB, s.v. o, 7.g. Robertson believes the expression refers merely to the future, without any likely eschatological
reference. O. Palmer Robertson, “Hermeneutics of Continuity,” in Continuity and Discontinuity: Perspectives on the
Relationship Between the Old and New Testaments (ed. John S. Feinberg; Westchester, I1l.: Crossway, 1988), 89.
The term is employed (rarely) without future reference, e.g., Gen 15:18; Josh 24:25; Neh 12:44.

& Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids.

" Florentino Garcia Martinéz and Eiblert J. C. Tigchelor, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition (2 vols.; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997-1998), 561; Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids, 223-25.

> Garcia Martinéz and Tigchelor, DSS Study Edition, 353; Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 225-26.
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national sovereignty and the rebuilding of Jerusalem and the temple;™ Bar Nafle, “son of the

fallen” was even taken as a title for the Messiah.”’ Among Christian interpreters, the fathers
noted both an historical application of the text to Israel’s return from exile and a Christological
reading in which the “tent of David” refers to the body of Christ (i.e., the church). Nicholas of
Lyra applied the text to the restoration of the purity of the church (i.e., true worship without
idols) by Christ. Luther understood the text to refer the restoration of the kingdom of David
through Christ’s “preaching the Gospel of faith.” Most recent commentators have understood the
expression ironically of David’s family, dynasty and/or kingdom (the “house” has become a
“hut™), while proposing different events as the occasion of its “fall” (the division following the
death of Solomon, the Joash’s conquest of Judah, or the exile).”® Others have seen the “booth” as
a metaphor for the now destroyed (through division or exile) Davidic empire.”

Other, less likely, views may be noted. Mauro believes that the expression refers to the tent
David pitched for the ark (2 Sam 6:17, although the term there is 5, not 722).*° Richardson has
read r3p for 2D, a city that, although in ruins by Amos’ time, he believes to have been held a
strategic role in David’s occupation of Transjordan.81 Niégele associates the feast of tabernacles

with the temple in Jerusalem (and ultimately with Jerusalem itself) and understands the text both

* Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids, 226-28.

" b. Sanh. 96b-97a. Routtenberg, Amos, 127.

8 Nagele, Laubhiitte Davids, 231-33.

" Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids, 155-57.

% Philip Mauro, “Building the Tabernacle of David,” EvQ 9 (1937).

8! Richardson, “Succoth.” He has been followed by others, including Stuart, Hosea-Jonah. However, the
evidence offered seems exceedingly thin and “it is not likely that the passages in Amos 9:11 has in mind the
restoration and rebuilding of Succoth.” Andersen and Freedman, Amos, 915.
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as warning to Judah that the temple would not protect from God’s judgment and promising a
harvest from all nations for Yahweh.®? Motyer also finds a reference to the feast of booths that
suggests the coming of the perfect mediator, a king who will also fulfill priestly functions.®

Others understand a more focused reference to Davidic rule. Andersen and Freedman at
one point seem to favor the tents of David’s military campaigns, so that the expression indicates
the restoration of Judah’s military power.84 Nogalski argues that the cities of the Davidic
kingdom are in view, based on the application of the term 7139 to Jerusalem in Isaiah 1:8.%
Mauchline identifies the “booth of David” generally with the Davidic dynasty, but arrives there
by way of a royal or bridal canopy that signifies God’s “covering” his people.¥

With so many diverse proposals, it is necessary to examine more carefully the uses of 732
in the MT. The term occurs 31 times in 29 verses. The basic idea is that of a temporary shelter:
Jacob built “booths” for his cattle at a place which was then named Succoth (Gen 33:17); Jonah
made a *“booth” in which he waited to see judgment come to Nineveh (4:5); young lions “crouch
in their dens or lie in wait in their ‘booth’” (Job 38:40). A “booth” was fragile and temporary: the

house of the wicked is “like a spider’s web, like a booth which a watchman makes” (Job 27:18);

“the daughter of Zion is left like a booth in a vineyard, like a lodge (n35)Y in a cucumber field,

82 Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids, 236-38. None of the biblical texts suggested demonstrate that the temple was
ever referred to by 129 (193), nor do they demonstrate a link between the feast of booths and the temple (194-95).

8 J. Alec Motyer, The Day of the Lion (Downers Grove, 111.: InterVarsity, 1975), 202-3.

% Andersen and Freedman, Amos, 915.

% Nogalski, “Suffixes,” 416-17.

% John Mauchline, “Implicit Signs of a Persistent Belief in the Davidic Empire,” ¥T 20 (1970): 290-91.

87 Used only here and Isa 24:20, where the earth “is violently shaken” (24:19) and “sways like a hut.” BDB
glosses as “sim. of frail, insecure structure.”
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like a besieged city” (Isa 1:8). The term is used for the tents of military campaigns (2 Sam 11:11;
1 Kgs 20:12, 16). One-third of occurrences refer to the “feast of booths” (n59i1 7). Another
quarter refer to the “booths” in which Israel was to live during this feast.® By itself, 129 never is
used to refer to the festival. The term is used twice simply for shelter (Isa 4:6; Ps 31:20) and
(probably in this more general sense) for God’s heavenly dwelling (2 Sam 22:12 || Ps 18:11; Job
36:29). The term never refers to the tabernacle, which is uniformly represented by i or j2tii.”
It is therefore most unlikely that the term in Amos 9:11 refers to the festival, tabernacle, or
temple. It refers simply to a temporary shelter.

The expression in Amos 9:11, 717 129, is unique in the MT and could conceivably bear
some special significance. How does “of David” modify the “booth?”” Should the fact that the
“booth” is associated with David lead us back to the festival, tabernacle, or temple? It does not
seem likely that the feast of booths or the tabernacle were particularly associated with David—if
anything, “booth of Moses” would be more apt for things that originated long before David’s
time. David pitched a tent for the ark in Jerusalem (2 Sam 6:17; 1 Chr 15:1; 16:1), but the term is
7N, not 729, and there is no indication that this tent (subsequently replaced by the temple)
played a lasting role in Israel’s thinking or expectation. Finally, there is no instance in which the
temple is described as “of David” (nor even “of Solomon,” for that matter).

There is an analogous expression that has received too little attention. Isaiah 16:5 speaks of

an 117 578, “tent of David,” translated in the 0G by oknv} Aawid, as in Amos 9:11.

8 For the festival: Lev 23:34; Deut 16:13, 16; 31:10; Ezra 3:4; 2 Chr 8:13; Zech 14:16, 18, 19; cp. Neh 8:14
(“the people of Israel should dwell in booths during the feast of the seventh month™). For the booths themselves: Lev
23:42 (2 times), 43; Ezra 3:4; Neh 8:15, 16, 17 (2 times).

% It is unlikely that the related 70 in Ps 76:3 refers to the tabernacle or temple, although the temple is in view
in & (for 75 as BDB suggests?) in Lam 2:6. Neither of these, however, is 732
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Isaiah 16:5 MT [saiah 16:5 RSV Isaiah 16:5 0G
NDD T9m2 271 then a throne will be established ko SropBweicetal uet Edéovg
SaN2 ROND TOp o in steadfast love and on it will sit  8povoc xal xabietan én’ abTod

i

;s waq1 no 919 in faithfulness in the tent of David ~ HETO GAndeiag év oxnvii Aovid
o P-'-’ Tm:l one who judges and seeks justice ‘CPWEOSV Ko‘al EKENTOV Kpiue Ko

and is swift to do righteousness. GTEVOWV OKOLOGUVVNV
Admittedly, this is an 5.3;\:, not a 139. While “*nx often refers to the tabernacle or tent of meeting,
a number of occurrences bear the generic sense of “tent” and i thus overlaps with n;g.gl The
context (Isa 15-16) is an oracle concerning Moab.** In distress, Moab appealed to Judah for
assistance. God promised that Moab’s oppression would cease and a good king rule in
faithfulness, righteousness, and justice (cp. Isa 9:7). That king “will sit in the tent of David” and
dispense “justice and righteousness.” To what does the “tent of David” refer? It is difficult to see
how the feast of booths would be in view. The tabernacle and temple are unlikely places

(biblically speaking) for the throne of the (earthly) king. Although Jerusalem could be seen as the

seat of justice and righteousness, this does not seem to be a biblical way of speaking.”® Rather,

% The noun occurs over 350 times in the MT. RSV translates S71i about 170 times as “tabernacle” or “tent of
meeting,” as well as rendered as “tent” in several dozen other occurrences where that the tabernacle is clearly in
view. In over 100 instances (about one-third of the occurrences) T\ simply refers to a “tent.”

! Abram, who did not possess land of his own, lived in a tent (Gen 12:8; 13:2, 18; 18:1), as did Isaac (Gen
24:67; 26:25) and Jacob (Gen 25:27; 31:25; 35:21). Israel lived in tents during the Exodus (Exod 16:16; Num 11:10;
16:26; Deut 1:27; Josh 3:14) and apparently for some time after entering the land (Josh 7:21-24; and possibly
22:4-8; Judg 20:8; but see below). An ‘n.\ was sometimes contrasted with the more permanent 7°2 (Jer 35:7, 10; Ps
84:10; Prov 14:11) and was sometimes explicitly seen as fragile or vulnerable (Isa 38:12; Jer 4:20; 10:20). Those
who cared for flocks and herds in the open would use an "Uh for shelter (Gen 4:20; 13:5; Judg 6:5; 1 Chr 5:9-10; 2
Chr 14:15; Isa 38:12; Jer 49:29). Like 139, ".‘m is used of the shelters soldiers used in the field (Judg 6:5; 7:8, 13; 2
Kgs 7:7, 8, 10; Jer 6:3). It is used at least once metaphorically of God’s dwelling (Isa 40:22). Unlike 1139, “m\ was
apparently used idiomatically for “home,” even after Israel began to live in settled communities (1 Sam 4:10; 13:2; 2
Sam 18:7; 19:8;20:1, 22; 1 Kgs 8:66; 12:16; 2 Kgs 8:21; 14:12; 2 Chr 7:10; 25:22). The term appears to be used on
only two occasions for a city (Jerusalem in Isa 33:20; as parallel to “dwellings,” “city,” and “palace” in Jer 30:18).

%2 Scholars differ on the precise circumstances and date of this oracle. See, e.g., John Bright, “Isaiah—I,” in
Peake’s Commentary on the Bible (ed. Matthew Black; Sunbury-on-Thames, Middlesex: Thomas Nelson, 1962),
501; Ronald E. Clements, /saiah 1-39 (NCB; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 150-51; John Oswalt, The Book of
Isaiah: Chapters 1-39 (NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986), 336.

% A search for verses containing “righteousness,” “justice,” or “faithfulness” and “city” or “Jerusalem” in the
RSV does not turn up a single instance in which the city is identified as the seat or source of these qualities.
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the reference must be to the king as one who stands (or sits) in the place of David, and thus one
of the line or house of David.**

The “booth” is therefore the “house” of David,” the “house”®® or dynasty God promised to
build for David (2 Sam 7:11). The expression in Amos is ironic—the formerly great “house” can
be more accurately described as a hut or shack,”” which has either already fallen®® or will at some
future point have fallen” from its earlier glory. If the former, the reference is to Israel’s decline
from its greatness under David and Solomon (including the division of the kingdom'®); if the
latter, it refers to the coming defeat and exile of Israel at the hand of Assyria and Judah at the
hand of Babylon. In any case, the fall of the “booth” will be past before God acts to raise it up
again. David’s “fallen” booth echoes “fallen” “virgin Israel” of 5:2 (cf. 7:17; 8:14). While she
had “none to raise her up,” Yahweh will “raise up the booth of David that is fallen” and “its

ruins.”'®! It will no longer be “fallen,” but will be as “in the days of old” (11f). While the

% Bright, “Isaiah,” 501; Clements, Isaiah 1-39, 154; Motyer, Prophecy, 149, 152-53; Oswalt, Isaiah, 343.

% Hammershaimb, Amos, 140; Carl F. Keil, Minor Prophets (trans. James Martin; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1973), 329; Simon M. Lehrman, “Amos,” in The Twelve Prophets: Hebrew Text, English Translation and
Commentary (ed. Abraham Cohen; Soncino Books of the Bible; Bournemouth, England: Soncino, 1948), 123.

% The expression appears some 25 times in the MT.

% For the “booth” as representing a diminished or dishonored state, see Isa 1:8, “And the daughter of Zion is
left like a booth in a vineyard, like a lodge in a cucumber field, like a besieged city.” However, ;130 does not
necessarily refer to a humble structure, since the term is applied to “the Lord’s heavenly pavilion.” Niehaus,

“Amos,” 490. Cf. 2 Sam 12:22 || Ps 18:11; Job 36:29.

%8 « A fer the death of David, Israel’s sovereignty declined fast.” Hammershaimb, Amos, 141. See Andersen and
Freedman, Amos, 916. “In our view what had fallen was the empire, and that had happened a long time ago.”

% The participle may be translated “falling” or “fallen.” The OG translates with the perfect tenTwKvIQLY.
Benson notes that “the Qal participle nophelet could mean either, but the context favors ‘which has fallen.”” Benson,
«¢_ .. From the Mouth of the Lion’: The Messianism of Amos,” 210.

'% Clements, Prophecy, 111-12; Nogalski, “Suffixes,” 416-17; Polley, Amos.

1! Only Amos of all the prophets appears to use the hip‘il of 0 in this sense of “restore” after “falling.”
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division of the kingdom is not the primary focus, its reunification is implied: “David and his

promises relate to the entire nation of chosen people, not one part of it.”1%2

4.2.5.2 The Remnant of Edom (Amos 9:12)

In verse 12, the purpose or result ('(:_Jr_:'?) of this restoration is expressly stated,'® but the
text contains a number of difficulties: why Edom is singled out; what the “the remnant of Edom”
means; who will “possess” it and in what sense; how “the remnant of Edom” is related to “all the
nations;” what it means that God’s “name is called upon them.”

There are two basic answers to these questions. The first expects reestablishment of the
Israelite kingdom as it had been under David and Solomon. “The remnant of Edom” is “that part
of Edom which is still independent,” (not under Davidic rule).'™ “They” are Davidic kings who
will reassert control over Edom as David had done (2 Sam 8:13-14) in the final phase of his
early campaign that secured peace for Israel and secured his rule. “They” would “possess” “the
remnant of Edom” as Israel “possessed” the nations of Canaan under Joshua, by dispossession
and destruction. “The conquest of Edom in particular would be understood to be either the final

105 or one of its key results (an exercise of

step in the reestablishment of the Davidic kingdom,
restored power). “All the nations upon which my name is called” are the other nations God ruled

through David at the height of his power, i.e., Moab, Ammon, Philistia, and Syria.'®

192 Smith, Amos, 379.
1% The expression “implies an order both in purpose and time.” Robertson, “Hermeneutics,” 91.

1% Hasel, Remnant, 214; Niehaus, “Amos,” 491. It is been suggested that the port of Elat is particularly in
view. Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids, 214-15, 238.

19 Andersen and Freedman, Amos, 918.

1% Hammershaimb, Amos, 141; Hasel, Remnant, 214. See also Polley, Amos, 55-82.
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There are at least three difficulties with this view. First, the consistent use of remnant

language, and of ri*=N& in particular, suggests that the “remnant of Edom” would refer to “what

is left” “after the reduction of Edom at some future date,”'”’

rather than “that part of Edom which
is still independent.”'® Despite the use of “remnant” in a negative sense in Amos 1:8 (“the
remnant of the Philistines shall perish™), it is normally a good thing, a sign of God’s blessing, to
belong to the remnant that has survived some danger or disaster.'®

The second difficulty concerns the verb &=". When “dispossess” is the intended sense, &=
most often appears in the hif<il with a personal object (e.g., “nations,” or “them”)."'® It appears
here in the gal. Of the 162 instances of &/ in the gal in the MT, in only nine of those instances

does it appear with “nations” or “them” as the object in the sense of “dispossess.”"!! By contrast,
it occurs nearly 100 times with “land” or “it” as the object, yielding the sense of “possess.” 2
While in some cases the context includes reference to those who formerly possessed the land

(e.g., Num 21:35; Judg 11:21; Ps 37:34; 105:44), most focus simply on Israel’s possession of the

land and enjoyment of it.

7 Morgenstern, “Nations,” 225-31; Niehaus, “Amos,” 491,

1% The suggestion “Edom down to its last fragment” (inferred from Amos 1:8) seems unlikely and does not
appear to have attracted many adherents. Hammershaimb, Amos, 141.

199 See, e.g., Gen 45:7; 2 Kgs 19:4 (|| Isa 37:4); Jer 6:9; 8:3; 23:33; 24:8; 40:11; 42:2; Ezek 5:10; 9:8; Mic
4:6-7; 7:18; Zeph 3:11-13; Hag 1:12, 14; 2:2; Zech 8:10-12; 2 Chr 36:20. See the expression the texts which
parallel Nt with 27707 (“escape”): 2 Kgs 19:31 (|| Isa 37:22); Isa 15:9; Ezra 9:14.

"9 Of the 66 instances of t" in the hifil, only nine lack a personal object (Num 14:24; 33:53; Jos 8:7; 17:12;
Judg 11:247; Job 13:26; 20:15; Ezra 9:12; 2 Chr 20:11.

' Deut 9:1; 11:23; 12:2, 29; 18:14; 19:1; 31:3; Isa 54:3; Ezek 35:10.

2 For the two expressions Josh 23:5: D3TN"T OFGT™ 02197 0K &3] (Yahweh “will . . . drive
them out of your sight [hiftil with personal object]; and you shall possess their land [gal with land as object]”).
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And he said to him, “I am the LORD who brought you from Ur of the Chaldeans, to
give you this land to possess.” (Gen 15:7)

Behold, I have set the land before you; go in and take possession of the land which
the LORD swore to your fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, to give to them
and to their descendants after them. (Deut 1:8)

When you cry out, let your collection of idols deliver you! The wind will carry them
off, a breath will take them away. But he who takes refuge in me shall possess the
land, and shall inherit my holy mountain. (Isa 57:13)

For behold, days are coming, says the LORD, when [ will restore the fortunes of my
people, Israel and Judah, says the LORD, and I will bring them back to the land which
I gave to their fathers, and they shall take possession of it. (Jer 30:3)

He himself shall abide in prosperity, and his children shall possess the land. (Ps
25:13)

But the meek shall possess the land, and delight themselves in abundant prosperity.
. .. for those blessed by the LORD shall possess the land, but those cursed by him

shall be cut off. . . . Wait for the LORD, and keep to his way, and he will exalt you to
possess the land; you will look on the destruction of the wicked. (Ps 37:11, 22, 34)'

The land thus “possessed” by Israel suffers no loss and even enjoys blessing and fruitfulness.

The LorD will open to you his good treasury the heavens, to give the rain of your
land in its season and to bless all the work of your hands. (Deut 28:12)

May there be abundance of grain in the land; on the tops of the mountains may it
wave; may its fruit be like Lebanon; and may men blossom forth from the cities like
the grass of the field! (Ps 72:16)

At the same time, it must be conceded that the few instances of the gal of t/9* with *n
appear to employ the verb in the sense of “dispossess.”'"* J. A. Motyer believes that here
“possess signifies a conquest,” but argues that the context requires a different understanding of

the implications of that conquest and possession.

113 See also Isa 60:21; 61:7; 65:9; Ps 37:11, 22a, 34; 69:35

14 Deut 9:1; 11:23; 12:2, 2918:14; 19:1; 31:3; Isa 54:3; Ps 105:44.
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The people of God demonstrate a superior power. But the conquest is followed by an
equality of citizenship in that it is not their name but the name of their God by which
the Gentiles are called.'"

Paul Raabe argues that although the verb with a personal object

usually denotes “to dispossess,” here it means “to possess” in the sense of

incorporate or own,; the statement expresses more the idea of Israel controlling and

ruling the survivors of the nations than that of occupying their lands.'"

The third difficulty is the expression “all the nations upon whom my name is called.” The
precise relation of this phrase to “the remnant of Edom” is uncertain. If “all the nations” is meant
to parallel “remnant of Edom” as objects of /™, we would expect a second object marker (i)
(e.g., Hos 2:22 [MT 2:24]; 3:5; Joel 4:8). Others understand “all the nations” as a second genitive
(parallel to “Edom” only, i.e., the remnant of both Edom and all the nations).'"” Either of these
alternatives is more likely than that “all the nations” is the subject of the verb . 18

The nations in view are those “who are called by my name” (RSV) or, more precisely,

“upon whom my name is called.” The nip‘al of 87 plus ot denotes naming, particularly in the

sense of possession or dominion,l 19 a5 in 2 Sam 12:28, where Joab warned that David must come

115 Motyer, Day, 204-5. The church’s missionary expansion “involves a submission followed by an equality.”

16 paul R. Raabe, Obadiah: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 24D; New York:
Doubleday, 1995), 40. Raabe does not explicitly distinguish between the hiffil and gal forms. He characterizes the

occupation more as religious or spiritual than military.

Y7 Henderson, Minor Prophets, 181; Raabe, Obadiah, 41; Rudolph, Joel/Amos, 279. In support, Raabe cites
Paul Joiion, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (trans. T. Muraoka; SubBi 14; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
1991), § 129b. The difference in meaning between a second object and a second genitive here is fairly minor.

''® Andersen and Freedman have suggested that the phrase might instead be the subject of the verb /7™, so
that the clause would read “that they—all the nations who are called by my name—might possess the remnant of
Edom.” Andersen and Freedman, Amos, 918. Lehrman had earlier argued similarly, although for the different reason
that the expression “upon whom my name is called” “is only used in the Bible of Israel, the Temple and Jerusalem”
Lehrman, “Twelve Prophets,” 123. Other scholars have not generally followed this reading, nor do any of the early
versions of Amos. The expression 07 ©™ N is parallel to Edom in Ezek 36:3-5, as the enemies of God’s people.

19 Huub van de Sandt, “An Explanation of Acts 15:6-21 in the Light of Deuteronomy 4:20-35 (LXX),” JSNT
46 (1992): 89.
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and lead the conquest of Rabbah, “lest it be called by my name.”'? The phrase used here, the
nipal of N7p plus ttf plus 52,12 is used particularly for God’s ownership of, identity with, and
relationship to'? his people (Deut 28:10; Jer 14:9; Dan 9:19; 2 Chr 7:14; cp. Isa 43:7; 48:1),
Solomon’s temple (1 Kgs 8:43; 2 Chr 6:33; Jer 7:10, 11, 14, 30; 32:34; 34:15),' his prophet (Jer
15:16), and the city of Jerusalem (Jer 25:29; Dan 9:18-19), where God’s name was to dwell (Cf.
1 Kgs 8:16; 11:36; 14:21; 2 Kgs 23:27; 2 Chr 6:5; 12:13). Isaiah 63:19 is striking in its linking of
possession and rule: “We have become like those over whom thou hast never ruled, like those
who are not called by thy name.”?* When God’s name is called over something it never seems to
denote mere ownership or control, but God’s presence in blessing.'zs When people are called by
God’s name, it seems always to be in the sense of the covenantal formula, “I will be your God

and you will be my people”(e.g., Gen 17:7-8; Lev 26:12; Jer 31:33; Rev 21:3; cp. Num 6:27).

120 See also Gen 46:18, where Jacob took Manasseh and Ephraim as his own sons, saying “and let my name be
called in them” [author], and Isa 4:1 (“And seven women shall take hold of one man in that day, saying, ‘We will eat
our own bread and wear our own clothes, only let us be called by your name; take away our reproach.’”).

12! The expression occurs 19 times in the MT. It is represented in the OG as here with émikoAéw . . . Gvopc . . .
&ri . . ., except for four instances: Deut 28:10 lacks €7i; 2 Sam 12:28 and Isa 4:1 has kaAéw for émikaAéw; and
Jer 25:29 [0G 32:29] has dvopalw for Eémcaléw. This Greek expression is used only one other time, translating
rinTy Sy oniags W3 (the gal of XE) in Ps 49:11.

12 «A special relationship is implied, a relationship that virtually spells out an identity.” Hubbard, Joe! and
Amos, 241.

13 See also 1 Macc 7:37; Bar 2:26. In light of this broad usage, we must question Nagele’s assertion that “the
phrase ‘over whom my name is called’ is also taken from temple terminology.” Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 230.

12 Amos 9:12 is the only text in the MT in which God’s name appears to be called over the Gentiles. Jacques
Dupont, “Un peuple d’entre les nations (Actes 15.14),” NTS 31 (1985): 324. Dupont understands the idiom
differently, as “consecration” rather than “ownership:” the invocation of the divine name consecrates to the Lord the
people of Israel, the ark of the covenant, etc.

15 We must be careful not to overstate the potential for a “negative” reading of this idiom. Adna, for example,
states that “this idiom as an expression of ownership can have both a negative and a positive colouring; i.e., it not
only addresses cases of subjugation and dominion, but also, particularly when it is related to God’s name, can mean
ownership in the sense of care and protection.” Adna, “James,” 146. Yet only in 2 Sam 12:28 is there any negative
connotation; the 17 other instances in the MT besides Amos 9:12 are all positive.
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When Yahweh’s name is the subject, it also connotes a privileged status. In the

Hebrew Bible, only Israelite entities have “Yahweh’s name pronounced upon them”

. .. That Edom and the nations would be given such a status is quite striking and

brings to mind the idea expressed in Isa 19:24-25.'%

For these and other reasons, some interpreters have followed a different line of reasoning.
In their view, Amos is not here promising a restoration of the Davidic kingdom that is simply
like the one “of old.”"?” If the nations are called by God’s name in blessing and covenantal
fellowship, then Israel’s “possession” of the nations is not for judgment, but for blessing. Edom
is then understood to stand in apposition to “all the nations,” as a symbol for them all.

Edom was used symbolically by the prophets as an embodiment of the hostility of

the world to the kingdom of God. This was in keeping with its attitude from the first

(¢f Nu. 20:14) to the last (¢cf Am. 1:11). The overthrow of Edom therefore speaks of
a real and complete end of all opposition. 128

O. P. Robertson has suggested that Amos intended to allude to the prophecy of Balaam in Num
24:18,'% noting David’s unsuccessful attempt to wipe out the royal line of Edom (1 Kgs 11) and

inferring that God had chosen to preserve Esau’s offspring.'*® Although David had had to rule

126 Raabe, Obadiah, 42.

127 «As in days of old” should perhaps be taken to refer to particular aspects of the former kingdom, such as its
authority, glory, and rule by one of David’s line, rather than to identity in every detail.

128 Motyer, Day, 204. Appeal is made to [saiah 34; 63:1-6; Ezek 35:1-36:7; Obad 15-21, in which God’s
judgment on Edom appears to represent his judgment on the nations. So also Smith, 4mos, 380. At the same time, it
must be noted that this symbolism (if it occurs) is not frequent: 21X occurs only 28 times in the prophets and in
almost all of these instances, Edom appears in lists with other nations (e.g., Amos 1:11-12), or seems to refer to a
particular people. A cursory survey turned up no entries for “Edom” in dictionaries of biblical theology or symbolic
senses of the term in Bible dictionaries. In support of Motyer’s view, however, see also Kaiser, “Davidic Promise,”
103; Messiah, 147; Keil, Minor Prophets, 331; Stuart, Hosea-Jonah, 398.

129 Robertson, “Hermeneutics,” 91-92. RSV renders Num 24:18 as “Edom shall be dispossessed,” but the MT
reads simply /7 @iy 777, which is rendered more neutrally by the LXX as xaii €oton ESwp kAnpovopie. In
fact, the noun (7 T?) occurs only here. The related form, 7t/77, occurs fourteen times and simply refers to the fact of
“possession,” not to “dispossession.” BDB (which adds “inheritance™), s.v. ¢}, "% HALOT s.v. 7y, N7

130 We may also note God’s promise to prosper Esau because he, too, is Abraham’s “seed” (Gen 21:13, 18).
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Edom “by force of garrisons maintained night and day,” now “Israel’s possession leads to God’s
name being called on the arch-rival.”

[Amos] sees from among all the nations of the earth, but particularly from Edom, a

people “that bear [God’s] name” (Amos 9:12). They shall not simply be held in

check. . . . In radical contrast with the entire past history of Israelite-Edomite

relations, these aliens shall become brothers called by the same name, heirs to the
same promises."'

Raabe argues that Edom is not chosen because of any unique historic hostility with Israel, but is
an instance of a larger pattern of movement between universal and particular in judgment
oracles."? Edom is tapped for this dubious honor in a number of texts, as “one typical nation
whose name and location evoke its own fate and that of other nations” in Isa 34 and as taking on
“the role of representing or typifying all the nations” in Ezek 35-36. Particularly “when the
prophets associate Edom closely with all nations seen as an undifferentiated whole, Edom both
represents itself and serves as a special illustration of all nations.”"* “Edom” here then functions
as Egypt and Assyria do in Isa 19:23-25,% or Egypt in Zech 14:18-19, or “Rahab,” Babylon,
Philistia, Tyre and Ethiopia” in Ps 87. Amos 9:12 would thus echo the common assertion that
Yahweh rules (or will one day rule) over all nations (Ps 22:8; 2 Chr 20:6; Isa 14:26; 40:15-17).
There is at least one universal interpretation of this in (later) Jewish sources.

“In that day will I raise up the tabernacle of David,” that the whole world shall
become one brotherhood, as it is said [citing Zeph 3:9 “Yea, at that time I will

131 Robertson, “Hermeneutics,” 92-93.

132 Moab appears more than twice as often in judgment oracles and is similarly employed as representative of
the nations in Isa 25:10-12. Raabe, Obadiah, 33. “By particularizing universal judgment, the prophets grounded the
fate of one place or group of people in a more all-inclusive phenomenon.” Paul R. Raabe, “The Particularizing of

Universal Judgment in Prophetic Discourse,” CBQ 64 (2002): 671.
' Raabe, Obadiah, 36, 39, 45.

134 Benson, “. . . From the Mouth of the Lion’: The Messianism of Amos,” 211; Motyer, Prophecy, 170, n. 1;
Oswalt, Isaiah, 381.
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change the speech of the peoples to a pure speech, that all of them may call on the
name of the LORD and serve him with one accord.”].'*

Niehaus concludes that “there is also a promise here that the whole world (“all the nations’) will

come under the rule of Yahweh.”'*

Amos is not announcing the doom of Edom so much as a positive promise of
blessing on Edom and all the nations (Gen 12:3; 28:14) committed to Yahweh (cf.
Deut. 28:9-10; Jer 14:9). They will enjoy the blessings of this restored kingdom just
like the remnant of Israel.'”’

Consequently the taking possession referred to here will be of a very different character
from the subjugation of Edom and other nations to David. It will make the nations into
citizens of the kingdom of God, to whom the Lord manifests Himself as their God,
pouring upon them all the blessings of His covenant of grace (see Isa. lvi. 6-8).!%8

This language [that “those from all nations are to be ‘called’ by God’s name or to
‘bear’ his name] indicates that the “possession” of Edom cannot be considered as
submission by force. The remnant of Edom and the nations are to be God’s own
people, just as the elect of Israel had been in the past.'’

Finally, Benson writes: “The restoration will not be for the benefit of the house of David alone.

The restored kingdom will consist of Gentiles as well as the chosen people (9,12).7140

The text concludes with a solemn ‘““says Yahweh, who does this,” certifying both that this

missionary wonder will be all of grace and that, as a word spoken by Yahweh, it will not fail."*!

135 Gen. Rab. 88. Routtenberg, Amos.

156 Niehaus, “Amos,” 491.

5 Smith, Amos, 380.

138 Keil, Minor Prophets, 332.

3 Robertson, “Hermeneutics,” 93.

140 Benson, “*. . . From the Mouth of the Lion’: The Messianism of Amos,” 210.

W1 «The standard nm yhwh.” Andersen and Freedman, Amos, 918. The expression occurs over 260 times in the
MT, all but 10 of them in the writing prophets (15 other times in Amos and over 160 times in Jeremiah.)
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4253 Amos 9:13-15

Though not cited in Acts 15, verses 13—15 describe the prosperity that the restored
kingdom will enjoy. The earlier blight and frustration (5:11; 4:9) will be reversed.'*

Therefore because you trample upon the poor and take from him exactions of wheat,

you have built houses of hewn stone, but you shall not dwell in them; you have

planted pleasant vineyards, but you shall not drink their wine. (5:11)

I smote you with blight and mildew; I laid waste your gardens and your vineyards;

your fig trees and your olive trees the locust devoured; yet you did not return to me,”

says the LORD. (4.:9)

[ will restore the fortunes of my people Israel, and they shall rebuild the ruined cities

and inhabit them; they shall plant vineyards and drink their wine, and they shall
make gardens and eat their fruit. (9:14)

The conjunction of kingship and agricultural prosperity echoes Psalm 72. God’s people will be
(“planted in”) their land and dwell secure, as God had promised David: “And I . . . will plant

them, that they may dwell in their own place, and be disturbed no more” (2 Sam 7:10).

4.2.5.4 Summary

Amos announced judgment on Israel, Judah (including Jerusalem/Zion), and the
surrounding nations, but particularly on the northern kingdom. The “booth of David” had already
suffered significant loss in the division into Israel and Judah. Even the brief renaissance enjoyed
by the northern kingdom in the eighth century brought back only a fraction of the material and
military prestige that the united kingdom earlier enjoyed. Worse, however, was yet to come. For
its many sins, God announced that he would destroy the northern kingdom.

After announcing judgment on Israel and the nations, Amos promised that God would

subsequently restore the Davidic kingdom for the purpose of blessing the nations. In uncertainty

12 1 am indebted for the reference to 4:9 to Hubbard, Joe! and Amos, 238. For earlier expressions of this
frustration theme, see Deut 28:30—34, 38-42, 49-51. Its roots doubtless lie in Gen 3:16-19.
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over the reading “the remnant of Edom” (or “remnant of men”), we must not miss the clear
statement that “all the nations who are called by my name” are in view. Israel’s “possession” of
the remnant of Edom and all the nations does not signify mere military conquest. When the name
of Yahweh is called upon them, the nations are welcomed into the same status enjoyed by Israel,

as the people of God.

4.3 The Expected Kingdom
4.3.1 The Kingdom in the Old Testament
The Davidic kingdom was not only a political fact in Amos’s day,'* but an important part
of eschatological expectation.'* Even before the establishment of the kingdom, initially under
Saul and then more firmly under David, there were hints of a coming kingdom.'** Royal
dominion was included in God’s promises to Abraham.

Behold, my covenant is with you, and you shall be the father of a multitude of
nations. No longer shall your name be Abram, but your name shall be Abraham; for I
have made you the father of a multitude of nations. I will make you exceedingly
fruitful; and I will make nations of you, and kings shall come forth from you. (Gen
17:4-6)

-And God said to Abraham, “As for Sarai your wife, you shall not call her name
Sarai, but Sarah shall be her name. I will bless her, and moreover I will give you a
son by her; I will bless her, and she shall be a mother of nations; kings of peoples
shall come from her.” (Gen 17:15-16)

This promise was reaffirmed to Jacob, making clear that the promised kings would not arise

merely from the collateral lines of Ishmael and Esau (Gen 17:20; 36:31), but the line of promise.

143 Amos was himself from Judah and a subject of one of the Davidic kings, Uzziah/Azariah (Amos 1:1).
1 «The earliest prophesies of salvation are associated with the figure of David.” Goppelt, Typos, 38, n. 99.

15 An early date for these texts is challenged by those who date all of the Pentateuchal sources later than the
establishment of the kingdom and the final form of these documents well after the exile. A strong case, however, can
be made for a much earlier date for these materials. See, e.g., the conclusion of Roland K. Harrison, Introduction to
the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969), 541.
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And God said to him, “I am God Almighty: be fruitful and multiply; a nation and a
company of nations shall come from you, and kings shall spring from you. (Gen
35:11)

Regardless of how we are to understand the much-discussed 7%"% (“to whom it belongs™), the

references to staff and scepter in the blessing of Jacob indicate an expectation of royal authority.

The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet,
until he comes to whom it belongs; and to him shall be the obedience of the peoples.
(Gen 49:10)

The third and fourth Balaam oracles speak of a powerful Israelite king or kingdom.

How fair are your tents, O Jacob, your encampments, O Israel! Like valleys that
stretch afar, like gardens beside a river, like aloes that the LORD has planted, like
cedar trees beside the waters. Water shall flow from his buckets, and his seed shall
be in many waters, his king shall be higher than Agag, and his kingdom shall be
exalted. God brings him out of Egypt; he has as it were the horns of the wild ox, he
shall eat up the nations his adversaries, and shall break their bones in pieces, and
pierce them through with his arrows. He crouched, he lay down like a lion, and like a
lioness; who will rouse him up? Blessed be every one who blesses you, and cursed
be every one who curses you.” (Num 24:5-9)

I see him, but not now; I behold him, but not nigh: a star shall come forth out of
Jacob, and a scepter shall rise out of Israel; it shall crush the forehead of Moab, and
break down all the sons of Sheth. Edom shall be dispossessed, Seir also, his enemies,
shall be dispossessed, while Israel does valiantly. By Jacob shall dominion be
exercised, and the survivors of cities be destroyed!” (Num. 24:17-19)

The Mosaic law explicitly provided for the eventual appointment of a king over Israel.

When you come to the land which the LORD your God gives you, and you
possess it and dwell in it, and then say, “I will set a king over me, like all the nations
that are round about me”; you may indeed set as king over you him whom the LORD
your God will choose. One from among your brethren you shall set as king over you;
you may not put a foreigner over you, who is not your brother. Only he must not
multiply horses for himself, or cause the people to return to Egypt in order to
multiply horses, since the LORD has said to you, “You shall never return that way
again.” And he shall not multiply wives for himself, lest his heart turn away; nor
shall he greatly multiply for himself silver and gold.

And when he sits on the throne of his kingdom, he shall write for himself in a
book a copy of this law, from that which is in the charge of the Levitical priests; and
it shall be with him, and he shall read in it all the days of his life, that he may learn to
fear the LORD his God, by keeping all the words of this law and these statutes, and
doing them; that his heart may not be lifted up above his brethren, and that he may
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not turn aside from the commandment, either to the right hand or to the left; so that
he may continue long in his kingdom, he and his children, in Israel. (Deut 17:14-20)

There was no king for many years, during which “every man did what was right in his own eyes”
(Judg 17:6; 21:25).

When the kingdom was finally established, the initiative came from the people, not God,
and was prompted by a desire for “a king to govern us like all the nations” (1 Sam 8:5), a desire
ultimately based on their rejection of God as Israel’s king (1 Sam 8:7). Nevertheless, God
directed Samuel to anoint Saul as Israel’s first king (1 Sam 9) and, after Saul’s failure to obey, to

anoint David, the “man after [God’s] own heart” (1 Sam 13:14; 16), who became the model for

and forefather of the king(s) of the dynasty to come.'*®

The heart of later kingdom expectation was God’s covenant with David.

I will make for you a great name, like the name of the great ones of the earth. And I
will appoint a place for my people Israel, and will plant them, that they may dwell in
their own place, and be disturbed no more; and violent men shall afflict them no
more, as formerly, from the time that I appointed judges over my people Israel; and I
will give you rest from all your enemies. Moreover the LORD declares to you that the
Lorp will make you a house. When your days are fulfilled and you lie down with
your fathers, I will raise up your offspring after you, who shall come forth from your
body, and I will establish his kingdom. He shall build a house for my name, and I
will establish the throne of his kingdom for ever. I will be his father, and he shall be
my son. When he commits iniquity, I will chasten him with the rod of men, with the
stripes of the sons of men; but I will not take my steadfast love from him, as I took it
from Saul, whom I put away from before you. And your house and your kingdom
shall be made sure for ever before me; your throne shall be established for ever. (2
Sam 7:9-16 || 2 Chr 17:8-14)

Second Samuel 23:1-7, Ps 89:3—4, 19-37; 132:11-12, and 17-18 also rehearse the terms of this

covenant. In an important essay,"‘7 Walter Kaiser has noted the parallels between the Davidic

146 Eor David as the model king, see Jer 30:9; Ezek 34:23-24; 37:24-25; Hos 3:5. For Davidic descent of
Israel’s future kings, see Isa 55:3; Jer 23:5; 33:15, 17, 21-22, 26; Zech 12:7-8, 10, 12; 13:1; Ps 89:28, 36-37;
132:11, 17. For David’s name applied to the dynasty, see Isa 9:7; 16:5; Jer 17:25; 22:4; Amos 9:11.

147 Walter C. Kaiser, Jr., “The Blessing of David: The Charter for Humanity,” in The Law and the Prophets
(ed. John H. Skilton; Nutley, N. J.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1974), 309.
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covenant in 2 Sam 7 and the Abrahamic covenant: a name (2 Sam 7:9; Gen 12:2), a secure place
to live (2 Sam 7:10; Gen 12:1; 15:7, 18-21), descendants (particularly a son, 2 Sam 7:12; Gen
15:4; 17:4-21), and “everlasting” duration (2 Sam 7:13, 16; Gen 17:7). Further, Kaiser has
demonstrated that the Davidic covenant is of a piece with and an extension of the foundational
covenant with Abraham.'*® Max Polley finds that central elements of the Davidic covenant are
typical of those found in ancient royal grants: the loyalty of the recipient, the unconditional
(hence everlasting) nature, and the gifts of land and dynasty. Polley also notes that these three
elements likewise parallel the essential elements of the Abrahamic covenant.'¥

Psalm 72 is particularly striking in its description of the reign of the ideal king. Not only
does he rule in righteousness (2) and mercy (4, 12-14), but even the natural world blossoms in
response to his reign (3, 7, 16). He reigns, not only over Israel, but “from sea to sea, to the ends
of the earth” (8), over “all kings and all nations” (11), and “as long as the sun” (5, 17)."*° The
language echoes the promise to Abraham, “all nations will be blessed through him, and they will

call him blessed” (17b N1v). Israel’s king does not rule over or for Israel alone, but over and for

the world. He becomes the focus of God’s promise to Abraham to bless the world.

148 K aiser sees the Davidic covenant a new phase in “a single program” begun by God in the covenant with
Abraham. By contrast, Clements believes that the account of the Abrahamic covenant has been “moulded” in light
of the Davidic covenant “as part of a conscious attempt to relate the two.” Ronald E. Clements, 4braham and
David: Genesis XV and Its Meaning in Israelite Tradition (SBT 2/5; London: SCM Press, 1967), 55.

149 Polley, Amos, 46, 48. The studies by Moshe Weinfeld to which Polley refers are: “Covenant, Davidic,” /DB,
supplementary volume: 188-192; “The Covenant of Grant in the OT and in the Ancient Near East,” J40S, 90
(1970):184-203; Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972).

150 of. Ps 2:8: “Ask of me, and [ will make the nations your heritage, and the ends of the earth your
possession.”
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The prophets spoke about the restoration of the Davidic kingdom after the coming
judgment.”" Isaiah 9:7 promised that a new king who would rule on David’s throne (cp. Jer
17:25; 22:4; 33:17; 33:21) in righteousness (cp. Isa 16:5; Jer 23:5; 33:15). In keeping with the
promise of 2 Sam 7, this new king will be from the line of David'*? and his reign will never end
(Isa 22:15; Jer 33:17; cp. Ps 110:4). Several texts call this king “David” (Jer 30:9; Ezek
34:23-24; 37:24-25; Hos 3:5). He will rule in concert with Yahweh himself (Jer 30:9; Hos 3:5).

But they shall serve the LORD their God and David their king, whom I will raise up
for them. (Jer 30:15)

Afterward the children of Israel shall return and seek the LORD their God, and David

their king; and they shall come in fear to the LORD and to his goodness in the latter

days. (Hos 3:5)
This rule will first be established over Israel (in Ezek 37 it is over the reunited twelve tribes). A
universalizing dimension, however, is also evident in a number of texts. After echoing Ps 72 in
describing the wisdom and righteousness which will characterize the reign of the ideal king,
Isaiah 11:10 promised that “In that day the root of Jesse shall stand as an ensign to the peoples;
him shall the nations seek . . . ” In Isa 42:6 and 49:6, the royal servant of Yahweh, a figure with
Davidic associations, is sent to be a light to the nations. Isaiah 55:3-5 reaffirmed the “everlasting

covenant, my steadfast, sure love for David.”

I made him a witness to the peoples, a leader and commander for the peoples.
Behold, you shall call nations that you know not, and nations that knew you not shall

15! For additional treatment of Davidic expectation in the Old Testament and pre-Christian Judaism, see Eduard
Schweizer, “The Concept of the Davidic ‘Son of God’ in Acts and Its Old Testament Background,” in Studies in
Luke-Acts (ed. Leander E. Keck and James Louis Martyn; Nashville: Abingdon, 1966; repr., Mifflintown, Penn.:
Siglar Press, 1999), 186-93; Strauss, Davidic Messiah, ch. 2.

152 Erom David’s descendants (Jer 33:22, 26), the “house of David” (Isa 22:22; Zech 12:8, 10, 12; 13:1), the
“root of Jesse,” a “shoot” or “branch” (Isa 11:1; Jer 23:5; 33:15).
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run to you, because of the LORD your God and of the Holy One of Israel, for he has
glorified you. (Isa 55: 4-5)'3

All this fits in the larger context of prophetic expectation concerning not only the coming

judgment, but also the blessing of the nations (e.g., Isa 2:2—4 || Mic 4:1-3; Isa 19:23-25; Ps 87).

4.3.2 The Davidic Kingdom in Amos

Apart from Amos 9, there is no explicit kingdom expectation in Amos. The mention of
David in 6:5 is a musical, not a royal reference.'> The other references to kings, kingdoms, and
rulers are contemporary, not eschatological (1:1, 15; 2:1, 3; 6:2; 7:1, 10, 13; 9:8).lSS However,
Amos’ criticism of social injustice is an implied criticism of both king and kingdom. If the ideal
king was to dispense justice, 8 the appalling injustice in the Israel under Jeroboam II was an

indictment of his rule and must have aroused hope for a true king who would rule with justice.

4.3.3 The Davidic Kingdom in Second Temple Judaism

Expectation regarding the Davidic Kingdom grew during the Second Temple period."”’

Sirach and 1 Macc refer to the promise of David’s descendants ruling on his throne (Sir 45:25;
47:22; 1 Macc 2:57). In 2 Esd 12:32 we find “the Messiah whom the Most High has kept until

the end of days, who will arise from the posterity of David.” Echoing canonical Old Testament

153 In this text “the fulfillment of covenant mercies to David brings hope for the world at large, in keeping with
Israel’s mission to impart the knowledge of the true God to her neighbors.” Frederick F. Bruce, Pefer, Stephen,
James and John: Studies in Early Non-Pauline Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979), 95.

13 «“Who sing idle songs to the sound of the harp, and like David invent for themselves instruments of music.”

1*The one exception is the difficult reference to “Sakkuth your king” (5:23); if “king” is the correct reading of
the text, the reference appears to be to a religious figure (i.e., an idol), rather than a political ruler.

1% In addition to Ps 72, see 1 Kgs 10:9; Isa 9:7; Jer 23:5; contrast Jer 22:15.

157 Jouette M. Bassler, “A Man for All Seasons: David in Rabbinic and New Testament Literature,” /nt 40
(1986): 156—69; John J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient
Literature (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1995); Dennis C. Duling, “The Promises to David and their Entrance
into Christianity: Nailing Down a Likely Hypothesis,” NTS 20 (1973): 55-77; Cleon L. Rogers, Jr., “The Promises
to David in Early Judaism,” BSac 150 (1993): 285-302; Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 38-57.

166



texts, the Pss. Sol. describes at length how the “son of David,”"® “the Lord Messiah” will bring
judgment and justice to his people, Israel (17:21-44), including subjection of Gentile nations
(17:30).'59 Among references to the coming Davidic king among the Qumran materials, 4QFlor

contains an extended pesher on portions of 2 Sam 7:10—14 (with references to Exod 15:17-18

and Amos 9:11), 4Q252 joins the blessing on Judah (Gen 49:10) with the “branch of David,”
4Q161 comments on Isa 11:1-5, CD 7 joins Amos 5:26—27 with Amos 9:11 and Num 24:13,
4Q285 refers to the “shoot from the stump of Jesse,” and 4Q504 speaks of “your covenant with
David.”

All the foundational elements of the promise tradition are present—God’s

faithfulness to his covenant promises, the raising up of David’s ‘seed’, the reign of

this Davidic heir forever on the Davidic throne, his domination of the pagan nations,
and a father-son relationship with God.'®

4 Ezra 12:32, 34 speaks of “the Messiah who will arise from the posterity of David” who “will
deliver in mercy the remnant of my people.” Strauss notes that “while the rabbinic literature
expands and embellishes its messianic images with apocalyptic or other traditions, its
descriptions agree in general with the portraits of the coming Davidic king found in the writings
of the Second Temple period, and especially the Psalms of Solomon.”'®" While much of the
treatment of the Messiah in this literature focuses on his rule over Israel, 7. Jud. draws together

allusions to a number of prophetic texts related to the Messiah and his rule, and asserts that “the

138 pss. Sol. 17:21 appears to be the earliest witness to this Messianic title. Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 42.

19 In the somewhat puzzling rendering of Isa 11:10 in the 0G, God’s rule over the nations is beneficial: 0
dvictduevog dpxew 6vav én’ adtd €6vn EAmiodov (“he who rises to rule the Gentiles; in him shall the
Gentiles hope,” quoted in Rom 15:12).

10 Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 44. In some of these texts we find dual (royal and priestly) messiahs. Duling,
“Promises,” 64-67.

16! Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 53.
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Shoot of God Most High is the fountain for the life of all humanity” and “the rod of

righteousness for the nations, to judge and save all that call on the Lord” (7. Jud. 24:4, 6).'%

4.3.4 The Davidic Kingdom in Luke-Acts

In the mid-1980s, Bovon noted that “No one to our knowledge has analyzed the figure of
David in the writings of Luke.”'®® This deficiency has now been remedied by Mark L. Strauss.'®*

The expected restoration of the Davidic kingdom is evident from the beginning of Luke’s
gospel. The angel Gabriel is sent “to a virgin betrothed to a man whose name was Joseph, of the
house of David” (1:27), to tell her that her son

will be great, and will be called the Son of the Most High; and the Lord God will

give to him the throne of his father David, and he will reign over the house of Jacob
for ever; and of his kingdom there will be no end. (1 :32-33)!6

Zechariah praised God, because
he has raised up a horn of salvation for us in the house of his servant David, as he
spoke by the mouth of his holy prophets from of old . . . to perform the mercy

promised to our fathers, and to remember his holy covenant, the oath which he swore
to our father Abraham.” (1:68-75)

At Jesus’ birth, angels announced that “to you is born this day in the city of David a Savior, who
is Christ the Lord” (2:11, cf. 4). The kingdom was the heart of his message (4:43; 8:1; 9:1 1),'%
as well as the message he gave his apostles to proclaim (9:2, 60, 62; 10:9, 11). He cast out

demons as a sign that the kingdom had come (11:20). He taught his disciples to pray for (11:2)

162 See also T. Jud. 22:2-3.

163 Bovon, Luke the Theologian, 93. Bovon calls attention to the following texts: Luke 1:27, 32, 69, 2:4
1% Strauss, Davidic Messiah.

165 Fitzmyer has shown that these promises parallel those made to David in 2 Sam 7. Fitzmyer, Luke, 338.

186 These texts speak of the kingdom “of God” (or simply “the kingdom”). The rule of Israel through God’s
anointed king is an expression of God’s rule. See 1 Chr 17:14, where God place David’s son over “my kingdom.”
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and to look forward to his kingdom (6:20; 12:32; 21:31). On his final journey to Jerusalem he
was hailed as (and answered to) “Jesus, Son of David,” (18:35-43; cp. 20:41-45). On the night
he was betrayed, he spoke to his disciples about the kingdom (22:16, 18, 29-30). The thief on the
cross asked to be remembered when Jesus came into his kingdom (23:42). Joseph of Arimathea
was “looking for the kingdom™ (23:51). Luke 13:28-29 suggests that Gentiles will participate in
the eschatological kingdom.'® Jesus is “a light . . . to the Gentiles” (2:32 alluding to Isa 49:6),
who meets a believing centurion (7:9) and a thankful Samaritan (17:18). “Repentance and
forgiveness of sins should be preached in his name to all nations” (24:46).

In Acts, following his resurrection, Jesus again teaches his disciples about the kingdom
(1:3). In 1:6-8, they ask whether Jesus will now restore the kingdom to Israel; he answers that
the Spirit will soon come upon them and empower them as his witnesses to the end of the earth.
Jesus does not here change the subject, correct them,'®® or point to the distant future,'®® but
directly answers their question: the coming of the Spirit and their own subsequent testimony to
the risen (Lord) Jesus are the means by which the kingdom is restored! ' As in Luke’s earlier
work, the kingdom remains at the heart of the message (8:12; 14:22; 19:8; 20:25; 28:23, 31).
David and the words of David have a special place in understanding that message. David’s words
had anticipated Judas’ betrayal (1:16-20 citing Ps 69:25; 109:8) and the opposition of the nations

(4:24-28 citing Ps 2:1-2). Both are called God’s servant (3:25, 27, 30; 3:13-36). David spoke of

17 Wilson, Gentile Mission, 33. The text reads: “And men will come from east and west, and from north and
south, and sit at table in the kingdom of God.”

168 E.g., Bruce, Acts; Fitzmyer, Acts.
169 ohn A. McLean, “Did Jesus Correct the Disciples’ View of the Kingdom?,” BSac 151 (1994).

1 Jacques Dupont, “La porteé christologique de I’evangélisation des nations,” in Nouvelle Etudes sur les
Actes des Apotres (Paris: Cerf, 1984), 49.
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the resurrection (2:25-32; 13:35-37 citing Ps 16:8~11; 132:11) and ascension of Christ (2:34-36
citing Ps 110:1). He was the model king, the one “after God’s heart,” and the ancestor of Jesus
(13:22-23). Because “God had sworn with an oath to [David] that he would set one of his
descendants upon his throne,” David foresaw Christ and his resurrection (2:30). By raising Jesus

from the dead, “what God promised to the fathers, this he has fulfilled to us their children,” to

“give you the holy and sure blessings of David” (13:34-36 citing Isa 55:3).'"

This importance of the kingdom in Luke-Acts has been noted by a number of scholars.
David Ravens sees it as central to Luke’s purpose:

With his pastoral purpose in mind [i.e., convincing Jewish believers that they have
not forsaken the people of God and assuring Gentile believers that they do in fact
belong to the people of God], Luke has devised the following strategy. The first step
is to show that Israel remains the people of God and that he has always planned to
restore Israel to its pre-Davidic unity. . . .

The second step is to remind his readers that the prophets look forward to the
time of the incoming Gentiles. The Gentile mission is therefore Israel’s mission and
the route to the fulfillment of Israel’s destiny.'”

Not only does Luke look for the restoration of Israel but he has provided many clues
about the form that Israel will take: it will be a reunited Israel under Jesus Messiah,
the new Davidic king.'”

King and kingdom are therefore at the heart of both Luke’s purpose and Luke’s understanding of

the divine purpose in Luke-Acts.

1"l «“Eor Luke, it is David, not Abraham who is the primary recipient of God’s promise.” Robert F. O’Toole,
“Acts 2:30 and the Davidic Covenant of Pentecost,” JBL 102 (1983): 251, cf. 257.

12 David Ravens, Luke and the Restoration of Israel (JSNTSup 119; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1995), 250.

173 Ravens, Restoration, 255.
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44 Acts 15:16-18

4.4.1 The Context of Acts 15:16-18

Acts 15 marks a critical point in both the book and the life of the early church.'™ M.
Strauss has called “the Council of Jerusalem . . . the structural and theological centre of Acts.”'”
S. Wilson has written that “Ch. 15 forms a watershed in the book of Acts. It is a, if not the,
turning point of the whole narrative.”'” J. Dupont speaks of the “centre du livre et pivot du récit
des Actes.”'”” The gospel had spread from Jerusalem and Judea, through Samaria, and on toward
“the end of the earth.” In doing so, it penetrated communities of Diaspora Jews, and even
overflowed these communities so that many Gentiles on the fringes of the synagogue had come
to believe. But when many Diaspora Jews rejected their message, Paul and Barnabas began
preaching more widely to Gentiles, supporting this radical step by appealing to Isa 49:6 as a
command addressed to them (Acts 13:47). The resulting success of this intentional Gentile
mission soon led to sharp disagreements regarding the way in which Gentile believers were to be
admitted to the church, the role of circumcision and the Mosaic law, the appropriateness of table
fellowship between believers of Jewish and Gentile backgrounds (Gal 2:11-14).

The controversy that led to the council in Acts 15 arose in Antioch. Some time after Paul
and Barnabas’ first missionary journey,

some men came down from Judea and were teaching the brethren, “Unless you are

circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be saved.” And when
Paul and Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them, Paul and Barnabas

1" It is not necessary to review the complex discussion of the relationship between Acts and Galatians on the
matter of Paul’s visits to Jerusalem. On this, see, e.g., Bruce, Acts; Fitzmyer, Acts; Witherington, Acts.

175 Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 180.
1 Wilson, Gentile Mission, 192-93.

177 Dupont, “Un peuple,” 322.
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and some of the others were appointed to go up to Jerusalem to the apostles and the
elders about this question. (15:1-2)

It is important to note that the question here is not one merely of table fellowship, but of the
relationship of circumcision and the Mosaic law to the salvation of Gentiles and their admission
to the people of God (“Unless you are circumcised . . . you cannot be saved.”). This point must
be emphasized in light of the frequent claim that the issue before the council was merely that of
table fellowship. Further, it is not circumcision alone that is the issue, but the accompanying
responsibility of the law: “It is necessary to circumcise them, and to charge them to keep the law
of Moses” (15:5; cp. Gal 5:3'"). The “yoke” to which Simeon referred (15:10) would have been

17 and not circumcision alone. The terms

the law (“the yoke of the commandments,” m. Ber. 2:2)
of the “apostolic decree” (15:29) are more fitting as an alternative to the provisions of the Mosaic
law than as an alternative to circumcision alone.'® At the same time, it appears that it is not the
whole law that is in view, but its distinctive ceremonial provisions, as is evident elsewhere in

Luke-Acts and the New Testament.'®!

Moral obligations to love God and neighbor and to refrain
from murder, theft, adultery, etc. were not in question and are consistently affirmed throughout

the New Testament (e.g., Matt 5:17-48; 22:37—40; Rom 13:8—-10; Gal 5:22-23; Eph 6:1-3).'®

1" «| testify again to every man who receives circumcision that he is bound to keep the whole law.”
(mopTipopot 88 TaAv Tavtl &vopdry TEPLTEUVOPEVE OTL dpelrétng €oTiv GAhov TOV VOpov totfical.)

' Bruce, Acts (Greek, 3d ed.), 290-91.

1% The terms of the decree are not substituted for circumcision or the law as requirements for salvation.
Salvation by faith, without any ceremonial observance, has already been established (Acts 10:47; 11:15; 15:8-11).

181 uke 6:1-11; 11:37-41; 13:10-17; 14:1-6; Acts 6:14; 21:21; Gal 4:10; Rom 14:2-6; Col 2:11, 16-17.
%2 Luke 10:25-28; 18:18-20; Matt 5:17-18; Rom 13:8-10; Gal 5:22-23; Eph 6:1-3. The decree was not
intended to be the sole obligation or the exhaustive code of conduct for the Gentile believers. “Moral rules, such as

the Ten Commandments, were already assumed. 4// Christians, Jew and Gentile, lived by them . . . Morality was not
the issue at the Jerusalem Conference.” Polhill, Acts, 331-32.
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As the delegates make their way to Jerusalem (15:3), and again after they have arrived in
the city (15:4), Paul and Barnabas “reported the conversion of the Gentiles” and “declared all
that God had done with them.” The language echoes the summary of Paul’s first missionary
journey: “they . . . declared all that God had done with them, and how he had opened a door of
faith to the Gentiles” (14:27).

The record of the council’s deliberations is presented in three stages. First, after “much
debate,” Peter recounted his role in the initial introduction of the gospel to the Gentiles, recorded
in Acts 10-11. He ascribed the leading role in those events to God (“God made choice among
you, that by my mouth the Gentiles should hear the word of the gospel and believe™) and drew
the following conclusions:

1. By giving the Holy Spirit, God showed his acceptance of Gentile believers.

2. This acceptance was based on their faith in Christ, not on their circumcision or obedience.
3. In this, God made no distinction between Jews and newly believing Gentiles.'®

4. God had cleansed'® the hearts of these believing Gentiles by faith.'®

5. Circumcision and the Mosaic law were a burden that Jews had never been able to bear.

6. To require the same of Gentile believers (after Acts 10) would be to test God.

7. Salvation is by grace (not by circumcision or law), for both Jew and Gentile.'

183 Not only is there “no distinction,” but J. Dupont has noted the framing: “them . . . as us” (v. 8), “we .. . just
as they” (v. 11). Dupont, “Un peuple,” 323.

' purification figures prominently in Acts 10-11 (10:15, 28; 11:9), Dupont, “Un peuple,” 329.

185 van de Sandt’s assertion that “the beginning of [Peter’s] speech is not connected with what went before” is
surprising. Sandt, “Explanation,” 75. It overlooks the relevance of the reception of the Spirit, the abolition of
distinction, and the cleansing of heart to the question of circumcision and the law. In fact, both circumcision (Gen
17:10-14) and the law were clearly understood to distinguishing marks of the people of God (Deut 4:6-8; Eph
2:14-16). The symbolism of circumcision was of cleansing. True circumcision was thus a cleansing of the heart.
(Deut 30:6; Jer 4:4; 9:25; cp. Rom 2:28-29). George A. Buttrick, ed. Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible (4vols.;
IDB; Nashville: Abingdon, 1962), s.v. “Circumcision”.
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Barnabas and Paul'®’ then recounted for the fourth time (15:12; cp. 14:27; 15:3, 4) what
God had done among the Gentiles through them. Specifically, they describe the “signs and
wonders” God had done,'® echoing the “signs and wonders” accomplished at the time of the
Exodus,'® when God took Israel for himself (Deut 4:34, 6 0e0¢ eiceA00OV AaPeiv €avTd
é'evog),w0 the signs and wonders prophesied by Joel (Acts 2:19-20), and the “mighty works and
wonders and signs which God did through” Jesus (Acts 2:22).

Then James spoke. He characterized the events Peter had described'®" as “God taking from

among the Gentiles a people for his name” (0 8e0¢ éneckéyoto AaPelv €€ €6vadv AoOV T®

1% 3. Dupont helpfully notes that Peter’s address contains two parts: the first describes past events (vv. 7-9);
the second asks his hearers how, on this basis, they should regard believing Gentiles. Dupont, “Un peuple,” 323.

87 This order appears only here, 14:14 and 15:25. Seven other times it is “Paul and Barnabas.” (Earlier in their

association it was “Barnabas and Saul,” Acts 11:30; 12:25; 13:2,7.)

%8 In the New Testament, “signs and wonders” validate the gospel and its messengers (except in Acts 7:36; see
Acts 2:19, 22, 43; 4:30; 5:12; 6:8; 14:3; 15:12; Rom 15:19; 2 Cor 2:12; Heb 2:4; cp. John 4:48 and counterfeits in
Matt 24:24; Mark 13:22; 2 Thess 2.9).

189 E.g., Exod 7:4, 9; 11:9-10; Deut 4:34; 6:22; 7:19; 11:3; 26:8; 29:3; 34:11; Ps 78:43; 105:27; 135:9; Jer
32:20-21. “When in the LXX the phrase “signs and wonders” is used, the reference is usually to the emancipation of
Israel from Egypt . . . From the allusion to Exod. 7.3 in Acts 7.36 (and maybe from 2.19 as well) it is obvious that
Luke was acquainted with its reference to the Exodus.” Sandt, “Explanation,” 91. See also Karl Heinrich Rengstorf,
“onueiov,” TDNT 7:242.

' Sandt, “Explanation,” 88.

! It has been suggested that Zuuewv here refers not to Simon Peter but to someone else. Simon Peter is never
called Zupewv in Luke-Acts (only in 2 Peter 2:1 in the entire New Testament and there the text is in doubt), but in
Acts is called Zipwv only in 10: 5, 18, 32; 11:13—and even there with the qualifier émrucaieiton [Tétpog. Two
alternatives have been proposed, based on a statement of Chrysostom, the text of which is also in doubt. The shorter
text identifies this Zvuewv with the “righteous and devout” man in Luke 2:25-35. Reisner finds much appealing in
this view and suggests that the Nunc Dimittis is in view. Reisner, “James’s Speech.” This view is mentioned, but
already discounted by Frederick J. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake, eds., The Beginnings of Christianity, Part I:
The Acts of the Apostles (5vols.; London: Macmillan, 1920-1933; repr., Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 4:175;
Williams, Acts, 182. The longer text suggests that this Zvpeav a third person; some have suggested Simon Niger,
who may perhaps been one of the representatives to the council from the church in Antioch. Fitzmyer finds the latter
view “highly plausible.” Fitzmyer, Acts, 552—53. Neither of these views has gained much acceptance. The
connection with the events of Acts 10-11 indicates that, despite the unusual form of the name, Simon Peter is meant.
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dvopott dToD), anticipating the language of Amos 9:12b (Acts 15:17b).'?

With these events,
or with this interpretation of these events, James asserted, “the words of the prophets agree,”
citing the text from Amos 9:11-12.'> As Paul’s and Barnabas’ decision to “turn to the Gentiles”
had been sealed with a citation from the Old Testament, so here the decision of the council will
be settled by James’ appeal to an Old Testament citation. Strauss has argued that “James’ address
is the climactic and deciding section of the narrative of ch. 15” and that “the citation of Amos
9.11-12 forms the crux of James’ argument.”'**

James here followed a line of argumentation found elsewhere in Acts, joining the
observation of “the things which have been accomplished among us” (Luke 1:1) with “the words
of the prophets.”'® From this interpretation of events, with the support of the citation, James
concluded that the council should not “trouble” (mopevoyA£iv) or put obstacles in the way of

d”|96

the Gentiles who are “turning to Go (and whom in fact God had already accepted).

Accordingly, James proposed several limited obligations, the “apostolic decree.” James’

192 X dna, “James,” 149; Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 171. J. Dupont has effectively argued that this
anticipation indicates clearly that the Amos citation is not a later addition. Jacques Dupont, “AAOZ’ EE'EONQN
(Act. xv. 14),” NTS 3 (1956): 47-50. Dupont particularly has in mind the arguments of J. N. Sanders, “Peter and
Paul in the Acts,” NTS 2 (1955-56), 133-43.

193 The movement here is, in the characterization of E. Earle Ellis, “Current Event — Scripture,” rather than
“Scripture — Current Event.” Although Ellis does not comment on this particular passage in light of this schema, he
finds that “most testimonia in the New Testament follow the sequence Current Event — Scripture.” Edward Earle
Ellis, “Midrashic Features in the Speeches of Acts,” in Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early Christianity (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 204.

194 Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 182.

%5 In a similar vein, Christopher Stanley has observed that Paul seldom argues by appeal to Scripture alone.
Stanley, “Quotations,” 714—15. “The use of multiple lines of argumentation is a standard recommendation of
rhetoricians as far back as Aristotle.” Stanley, “Pearls,” 140, n. 35. If anything, the argument here is based first of all
on what God has done, confirmed or interpreted by scripture in what appears to be almost a secondary role.

1% Note the use of the present, suggesting that this turning to God on the part of the Gentiles is not yet
completed, but is expected to continue.
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concluding statement in v. 21 (that Moses is read in synagogues everywhere) is puzzling and
there is little consensus on what it means or precisely how it contributes to the argument.

The assembly agreed with James’ reading of the situation and the scriptures. It decided to
send a delegation of leaders from the church in Jerusalem with Paul and Barnabas back to
Antioch. The delegation carried a letter from the apostles and elders that included the apostolic
decree. This letter disavowed those who had disturbed the church at Antioch, affirmed the
apostles’ fellowship with Barnabas and Paul, introduced the delegates Judas and Silas, and listed
the obligations James had proposed.

Acts 15 offers a two-layered argument. The summary of the arguments advanced in the

1'7 is joined to the narrative of the council’s action, which itself makes an argument that

counci
the council’s decision had indeed “seemed good to the Holy Spirit” as well as to the church’s
leaders. Readers have already noted that the gospel has been accepted by many Gentiles.'*® Paul
and Barnabas had embarked on an intentional mission to Gentiles, based on their reading of Isa
49:6 (Acts 13:47). Before the council, Paul and Barnabas had announced “the conversion of the
Gentiles” and “all that God had done with them” (15:3, 4). The council’s (unanimous?) decision
(15:22), the sending of the council’s letter (15:23—-29), and its favorable reception by the church
in Antioch (15:30-34) all underscore that the council’s decision has in fact been the decision of

God. The council’s deliberations, however, remain the centerpiece of the argumen’c.199

197 The account is certainly abridged. There had already been “much discussion” before the first of Luke’s
recorded comments (15:7). Any arguments that may have been offered by the other side are omitted entirely.

1% Cf. Acts 8:26-40; 10:1-11:18; 11:19-26; 13-14. These historical events, together with other events recorded
later in the narrative and with the citations considered elsewhere in the present study, offer yet another layer of
argument in support of the Gentile mission.

1% «For here, Luke says, the problem of the Gentiles and the Gentile mission is once and for all decided at a
meeting in Jerusalem of all the main figures in the early church.” Wilson, Gentile Mission, 178. This “once and for
all” view has been criticized by Richard, who argues that earlier events have already pointed toward the Gentile
mission and this theme continues to be presented as late as chapter 28. Richard, “Divine Purpose.” In terms of the
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Some commentators have seen significance in the fact that Acts contains one other citation
from the book of Amos, the citation of Amos 5:25-27 in Acts 7:42b—-43. Portions of both Amos
9:11b and 5:26-27a (somewhat freely) are also cited in CD VII. 14-17.2% Earl Richard has
argued that “Luke seems to write in a cumulative way so that later narratives and speeches

develop earlier themes™!

and that the citations are related by the common themes of the exile
(uetd tabTa in 15:16a) and tabernacle. We will see that there are better ways to understand the
appearance of petd TadTo and that “tabernacle” is not the best rendering of 6xknvi} in Acts 15.
While it is striking that Luke includes two citations from such a brief book (and one that is not
explicitly cited elsewhere in the New Testament), two other citations from the Minor Prophets
(Joel 2:28-32 in Acts 2:16-21; Hab 1:5 in Acts 13:40-41) indicate that the book of the Twelve

was familiar to Luke. The strongly dissimilar contexts and the slimness of the evidence make it

unlikely that there is a substantial connection between the two citations.

4.4.2 The Text of Acts 15:16-18

Acts 15:16-18 Acts 15:16-18 RSV Acts 15:16-18 (author)
UETOL TADTOL 16a ‘After this “After these things,

VOO TPEY® b [ will return, and I will return and

Kol dvoikodopunow v ¢ [ will rebuild the dwelling of I will build up David’s fallen
ocKNVIIv AAow‘LS v David, which has fallen; tent

REXTOKVIOV

KOl T0 KUTECKOUUUEVXL d [ will rebuild its ruins, and I will build up its ruins
ovtiig dvoukodopricw

Kol Qvoplwcw ovTNY, e and I will set it up, and [ will restore it

argument of Acts, Richard may be correct: the narrative continues to demonstrate the fruitfuiness of the Gentile
mission and God’s superintendence of it. This is, however, is not precisely Wilson’s point: Acts does indicate that
the question of how and whether the Gentiles were to be included was given a definitive answer at a particular point
in time—and in the narrative. The subsequent opposition comes not from within the church but from Jews.

% The interpretation of both texts given there, however, is quite different from that in Acts.

21 Ear] Richard, “The Creative Use of Amos by the Author of Acts,” NovT 24 (1982): 49.
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onwg &v éxfntiocwcwy ol 17a that the rest of men may seek  so that the rest of men may

KO TAAOLTOL TAV AVOPOT®V the Lord, seek the Lord

0V KUpPLOV

150& wavto To £0vn €@ 0U¢ b and all the Gentiles who are and all the nations upon whom

EMKEKANTOL TO GVOUC. Hov called by my name, my name is called

&n’ ohTONG,

AéyeL KVpLog TOLDV TODTO c says the Lord, who has made  says the Lord who does these
these things things,”

YVOGTO T aidvog. 18 known from of old.’ known from of old.

There are four variants that must be considered in establishing the text of Acts 15:16-18.
Three are of little consequence. Only D supports the reading Eniotpéym for dvoaotpéym in
16b and so this reading should be rejected (even though the former is more common in the New
Testament and Luke-Acts in particular).202 The alternative readings for kateckaupevo (16d) in
both the 0G and New Testament have been noted in the discussion of the 0G above. The evidence
supports the decision of the editors of the NA?” and UBS* in favor of korteokoupuéva.2® The
omission of 0 in 17¢ is more difficult to decide in terms of the external evidence, but the decision
is of little consequence for the interpretation of the text. The more complicated question
regarding the final words of the text will be considered below.

The text of Acts 15:16-18, however, raises additional issues, because the citation differs
considerably from both the MT and the 0G of Amos 9:1 1-12.2% The chart below demonstrates
these differences: differences from the MT to the OG/NT are marked with single underlining,
differences from the MT to the NT with heavy underlining, and differences from the 0G to the NT

with double underlining. Omissions from the OG in NT are marked with brackets [ ].

292 tm1oTpéyo occurs 18 times in Luke-Acts and 18 more in the rest of the New Testament, while
Qv TPy occurs only two times in Acts and seven times in the rest of the New Testament.

205 The different conclusion of Tischendorf, WH, and NA? requires a measure of humility.

24 E_Earle Ellis has noted that all nine of the New Testament quotations that include Aéyel kVp1Log “vary, to
one extent or another, both from the LXX and the M.T.” Edward Earle Eliis, “Aéygl KVprog Quotations in the New
Testament,” in Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 182.

178



Amos 9:11-12 MT Amos 9:11-12 0G Acts 15:16-18

NI otz 1la év Th Muépq exeivy 16a ueTG TODTOL
b k] v ’
ro9in T NI OPN b Gvooticm THV oKNVIV c Kol bv 10® TV
Aould TNV TEXTTOKVIAV oknviv Aavid v
RENTOKLIOV

137379 ETIN ¢ Koi GvolKoSouTion Té
TENTOKOTA QVTTHG

opR THOTm d chi T0 KOTECKOUUUEVD d KOl TO KOTECKOUUEVOL
abtfig dvaoticw aUtfig Gvorkodouicw
gt e Kol dvoikodopiow e KOl Gvopfdew ATV,
' oVTNV
o%iz f kobog ai Nuépor 100
oidVOG
AINGTRY W et 122 8meg édnicoow of 17a 8mog & xinticeowy
o l,cgtgL‘ OLTOL TAV g’i KOTOAOLTOL THV
AVOPOT WV AVOPOTWV TOV KVPLOV
NPITWN OTT0] b Kol mdvta T €Bvn, €@ b xoi mdvta T £0vn &¢’
oy obg 8‘!‘CLK8K7\;T|‘EOCL’TO ’ odg é?‘thSK};T]‘E(Xl,Tb )
SAs TR GVOUG MOV €T QUTOVG Ovoud. pov £r’ aTovC,
NNt Nl mTToNg c AgyelL xvplog 6 Beog 0 ¢ Aéyel kvprog [0 0e0g] [0]
' - TOLDV TADTY. TOLAV TADTA

18 yvwotd 4’ aidvoc,

It is immediately apparent that the Amos citation in Acts 15 is based on but adapted from
the 0G text.?”’ The influence of the 0G is clear in the a¥tfig of 16d. Verse 17a follows the 0G
readings éx{nTiicwoiv and ol kOTAAOLTOL TAV AVOpOT WV (“that the rest of men may seek”)
instead of MT “that they may possess the remnant of Edom.” As noted above (section 4.2.4.2),
the 0G and New Testament manuscript traditions share some of the same textual variants.
Significantly, there appear to be no manuscript tradition in which the New Testament form of the
citation appears to conform to the MT against the OG.

It has been suggested that Acts 15:16 independently reproduces an alternative Hebrew

Vorlage. Although such a claim remains conjectural in the absence of a Hebrew text with these

2% Holtz sees a sharp distinction between v. 17, which adheres closely to the OG (“ein ganz genaues Zitat von
Amos 9,12”), and v. 16, which departs significantly from the OG (“eine gekiirzte Wiedergabe des Textes, dessen
Charakter nicht ganz deutlich ist und von dem nicht mit Sicherheit gesagt werden kann, wieweit es von der LXX
abhéngig ist”). Holtz, Untersuchungen, 23-25.
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distinctive readings, de Waard and others have claimed that adaptations in the citations of Amos
9:11 at Qumran (4Q174 11, 21, 2 and CD® VI, 16) indicate that such a Vorlage did exist and
that “the text form of the Amos quotation in Acts differs from that of the MT and the LXX, but it
is exactly identical with that of 4QFlor.”?® In fact, the differences are less than are claimed.?”’
The only difference that would be reflected in Greek would be kol (Acts 15:16¢) representing

initial waw in Amos 9:1 lb,208 but, kol would be required in any case by the apparent addition of

avaoTPEY® at the beginning of the quotation (an addition not explained the Qumran citations).
Also, kol dvorkoSourow appears already in the 0G of Amos 9:11¢ (otherwise omitted from
Acts 15:16); it is more likely that this expression was substituted for &vaotio® in Amos 9:11b
than that ko in Acts 15:16¢ is evidence of an alternative Hebrew Vorlage.®

There are several relatively minor differences between Acts 15:16—18 and the 0G. The
particle G.v appears to have been added to Acts 15:17a (Amos 9:12a). While it appears in a few
0G manuscripts, this OG variant is likely derived from Acts 15 and may have been added to Acts

15 for stylistic reasons (perhaps archaizing the language).2'? Its presence or absence does not

% Waard, Comparative Study, 25, cf. 78. See also George J. Brooke, Exegesis at Qumran: 4QFlorilegium in
its Jewish Context (JSOTSup 29; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985), 210-11; Reisner, “James’s Speech,” 271.

7 The Qumran materials read *rV"zm1 (waw plus perfect) in place of the imperfect o'z F. F. Bruce wisely
argues that “It takes more than the omission of “in that day’ and the insertion of ‘and’ before ‘1 will (re)build’ to
provide an adequate basis for such a conclusion.” Bruce, Acts (Greek, 3d ed.), 340. So earlier Chaim Rabin, The
Zadokite Documents (2d rev. ed.; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), 29. See also Martin Stowasser, “Am 5,25-27;
9,11f. in der Qumraniiberlieferung und in der Apostelgeschichte,” ZNVW 92 (2001): 47-63.

2% The introductory formula “as it is written” (present in 4Q174, but “as he said” in CD") is common enough
that there is no need to hypothesize that a text with this formula must lie behind Acts 15:16.

2% Rdna argues for an alternative Hebrew Vorlage behind Acts 15:17, but concedes that it “on its own” the
case is “very speculative,” and is rendered “more likely” only in light of the supposed Vorlage lying behind 15:16

(viewed as established). Adna, “James,” 138.

219 Richard, “Creative Use,” 46. “6mwc has largely lost its dv in NT.” James Hope Moulton et al., 4 Grammar
of New Testament Greek (4 vols.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1908-1976), 3:105. See also BDF, §369(5).
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significantly affect the meaning of the text. The omission of the article 6 in 17¢c (To1@v in place
of 6 ToldVv) may likewise be understood as a stylistic variation that has little affect on the
meaning. The addition of T0v kUplov in 17a (Amos 9:12a) was likely prompted by the
seemingly incomplete expression “that the rest of men may seek.”!' Some 0G manuscripts
likewise insert TOV xVpirov while others insert pe. (It is impossible to know whether the text of
Acts influenced the 0G or whether Acts reflects an 0G text, which had these words.)

The changes in the verbs in verse 16 are more striking. Acts has &vouxodoprow (16c,
16d) for &vaotiow (Amos 9:11b, 11d). It has been suggested that this substitution reflects
Luke’s desire to reserve dviotnu for the resurrection of Christ.?'"> When the 0G of Amos has
dvoucodouicm, Acts first omits Amos 9:11c entirely and then substitutes &vopO®wa in 16e
214

(Amos 9:11¢).2" The effect is to produce a nice chiasm:

dvotkodouncm THv oknviv Acvid TNV TETTOKLINY
KO TO KOUTESKOUUUEVO VTHG GLvoLKodounom

Finally, Acts adds dvootpéyw kai (16b), which does not correspond to anything in the MT or
0G of Amos 9. None of these differences significantly alters the sense of the cited text. While

these differences could arise from a particular 0G manuscript(s) at Luke’s (or James’) disposal,

21 Nigele believes that “God” could be understood as implicit in the Hebrew &7, but not in the Greek
gx{nrtéw, prompting this “filling in” of the text in Acts 15. Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 88. Richard views the
addition as “redactional” Richard, “Creative Use,” 46.

212 Richard notes that the verb is used intransitively nine times in Acts, six with reference to the resurrection of
Christ and three with reference to Deut 18:15. Richard, “Creative Use,” 47; “Divine Purpose,” 206, n.38.
Bauckham’s point appears well taken when he argues that the substitution of Gvoixodouncw for Gvacticm here
clearly shows that Amos 9:11 here is nof employed as a prophecy of Christ’s resurrection (contra Haenchen).
Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 157.

213 Both of these words are comparatively rare: dvolxcodopuém occurs twenty times in the canonical 0G and
only these two times in the NT; Gvop06w only fourteen times in the OG and two other times in the NT (Luke 13:13;
Heb 12:12). If in fact the author substituted dvoikodopunoe for dvaotnon for theological reasons, he may have
felt obliged to provide a different word in place of &volxcodopricw in 16e for stylistic reasons.

214 Breaking the symmetry of the 0G (&vO.GTIHC® . . . AVOLKOSOUTO® . . . AVAGTHO® . . . &voLKoSopuow).
g Y
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no 0G manuscript with the distinctive readings found in Acts 15 has come down to us. The
differences are better understood as stylistic changes that a speaker (or writer) might make
inadvertently when citing from memory or intentionally by way of paraphrasing the text.

The text of Acts 15:16 omits two phrases from Amos 9:11. The omission of Amos 9:11c,
kol évoikodoprion T& TemtokéTe v, does not significantly affect the meaning,”” and
its omission here appears to be for the purpose of creating the chiasm. The omission of Amos
9:11f, kaBdg ¢l Nuépar Tod aidvog, is likely due to conscious adaptation—James does not
understand the prophecy to indicate merely the restoration of things as they used to be, but cites
the Amos 9:11-12 to substantiate the claim that, in accepting the Gentiles as he is, God is doing
something new. Others have suggested that the phrase has not been omitted, but displaced to the
end of the citation and is reflected in the puzzling Yvootd &n’ aidvog in 15:18.2'6

The initial words of the citation have attracted considerable attention. Verse 16a has pet&
tadto in place of &v Tfi Muépg éxeivy (the OG straightforwardly represents the MT N7 032).
The latter is by far the more common expression, occurring 109 times in the prophets in the MT
(and translated by &v Tfj fjuépq éxeivn all but 11 of those times in the 0G).>"” The former
expression, LETG, ToOTQ, is used only four times in the 0G of the prophets for the eschatological

future,?'® and four times in the New Testament (Acts 7:7; Heb 4:8; 1 Pet 1:11; Rev 20:3).

215 Bauckham believes 9:11c¢ is omitted because it “suggests more strongly the walls of a city than those of a
temple,” although this assumes that OG is not the basis of the citation. Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 160.

218 Toy, Quotations, 122.

217 Or by a variant such as év &xeivn tfj fuépq. Of the 11 instances, one reads v 1@ xaip® Exeive (Zeph
3:16), while the expression is omitted from the others altogether.

218 Each time as a translation of 77 or [27*1x (Hosea 3:5; Joel 3:1; Isa 1:26; Jer 21:7). Cf. Gen 15:14 etc.
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Barrett and Richard have separately observed that peto todta here in place of €v 71
Nuépq éxeivn, is almost exactly the opposite of 2:17, where Acts reads xait £€ota €v Taig
goydrong fuéparc in place of petdr Tadta Joel 3:1 06).2" Similarly, Acts has peté todto
(7:7) for év 1® EEoryayeilv og TOv Aadv pov €€ Ailyvmtov from Exod 3:12. These
exchanges suggest a certain flexibility in citing prophetic language regarding future time.?® In
any case, the applicability of the text to the point under discussion in Acts 15 did not depend on
these particular words. It is not necessary to posit that borrowing from another Old Testament
text, a lost manuscript tradition, or dependence on Qumran parallels. This substitution is more
likely simply a free adaptation, perhaps from memory, of the text of Amos 9:11a.

Bauckham?' and others*? have claimed that petd Todtot &vocTpéyo is taken from Jer
Y

12:15-16 (see NA?” margin) or Hos 3:5a, but these claims are open to question. Hos 3:5a reads:

KO METQ TODTO EMLGTREWOLOLY Ol Viol And after these things the sons of
I ‘POCTV», Ko mmg‘u KLPLOV TOV Israel will return and will seek the
8e0v aVTOV Kal Aawd t0v Baciiéa Lord their God and David their king
oVTAV.

To be sure, uetd ToHTO appears here, but the phrase occurs ten other times in the 0G of the
prophets. The conjunction of émiGTpéyouoty, Emnticovcty kvplov tov 8edv?? and
Aovid may seem striking, but each is too common to establish the claim of dependence or

conflation. Further, énicTpéyovoty is not &vacTp€yo in lexical form, person or number, and

2 Barrett, Acts, 725; Richard, “Creative Use,” 47.

220 «“The two temporal elements seem to have been interchanged according to the author’s needs.” Richard,
“Creative Use,” 47, n. 23.

2! Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 163-64.
222 X dna, “Die Heilige Schrift,” 5-8; “James,” 133-34; Clarke, “Use,” 2:94.

23 Only here. With T0v xvpiov in 2 Kings 3:11; 8:8; 22:18 (i.e., without TOV B€0V).
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225 the more

is a common word in any case.”” Nor is the comparatively rare émi{nt1jcovciy
common £k{nT1icovoy, although to “seek the Lord” (or “the face of the Lord,” or “him,” etc.)
is a common expression. References to the Davidic kingdom are frequent enough.226

Jeremiah 12:15-16 reads:

K(XL EO"L'OCI, METQ TO echoc}»ew ue ocmong And after I have plucked them up, I will

Mggy_@_ Kol 8;\,81']60) amovg Kol again have compassion on them, and I will
KOITOUKLD PWTO?Q SFOCG?({)’ eig TNV , bring them again each to his heritage and
KANpPOovopio UTOD KoL EKACTOV EG each to his land. And it shall come to pass,

TV YV aVT0D Kol €0t EAV UOBOVTES  if they will diligently learn the ways of my
}:laa(;OO'W my 0,80" Tov }"0‘9“ HOV 10V people, to swear by my name, ‘As the
ouvoeLy @ Ovopati pov L KvpLog LORD lives,” even as they taught my

x0Bg €didaEoy TOV AoOV MOV OUVVELY
17 Baod Ko olxoSoun@icovion &v pegple t9 swear l.)y Baal, then they shall be
built up in the midst of my people.

pEo® To0 Ao pov
Unlike Hosea 3:5a, Jer 12:15-16 speaks of the eschatological incorporation of the nations in the
people of God. Like Hosea 3:5a, it includes peté (but not tadte), Entotpéym, and (42 words
later) the passive oioSoun8McovTo (not the active and less common dvolkodopéw).?’

Holtz has suggested that there may be in Acts 15:16—18 a reflection of Zech 1:16.2%

St tovto toc&e ksvet Kvptog _E_LQIM éml  Therefore, thus says the LORD, | have

Iepovsainu &v omupp.o) Kou 0 0ik0g LoV returned to Jerusalem with compassion;
avomoSQqugcgtgl gv o0TH] AfyeL K¥pLOg my house shall be built in it, says the
TOVTOKPATOP LORD of hosts,

Again it must be noted that éni1oTpéym is not dvactpéyw. While Zechariah admittedly shares

with Amos the comparatively uncommon ¢vorkodouéam, so do other texts.”?” The phrase Aéyet

24 In Hosea, it is the people who return, not Yahweh. The argument would be more impressive if Hos actually
read Gvo.oTpE@w, which occurs only 19 times in the prophetic books. By contrast, Eémictpé@m occurs 136 times. It
should be noted that D, but apparently only D, reads én16Tpéy® in Acts 15:16b.

22 Only 12 times in the canonical 0G, in comparison with over 130 for éx{ntéw.
226 About two dozen references occur in eschatological contexts in the prophetic corpus.
227 Jeremiah’s word, oitkoSopuéw, occurs over 360 times in the canonical OG, 0ix030péw only 20 times.

28 Holtz, Untersuchungen, 25.
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KVpLo¢ occurs hundreds of times, far too many to make a case for borrowing for this specific
text. The similarities are too slight to make a convincing case for borrowing or conflation.”°

It must be admitted that the appearance of &vocTp€yw is unusual. The word is used only
nine times in the New Testament (only here and Acts 5:22 as an active verb). It is used only
twelve times in the 0G prophetic books and never of God returning to his people.?!
Nevertheless, once we grant the possibility of other stylistic adaptations, there seems no need to
draw strained connections to additional texts. Richard rejects the proposed connection to Jer
12:15, suggesting that “Luke’s compositional techniques and thematic concerns provide
sufficient explanation for this modification [the insertion of &vactpéyw].”*

The last four words of the text, TodTot YvOoT1X & 0i®dVOC, are particularly

problematic. There are numerous variants, including the following:**

T00TA YVOOTA & aidVog N BCVY 33 69* 81

To0TO RAVIO YVOGTO O 0idVOg 36307 453 610

TaHTo YVOSTOV & aidvog 1 Kupud tOv Epyov avtov P A D (4r’ aidvog EoTiv)
no:ww Tt yvm,o't(‘x A’ oidVog E0TLV T® Be@ E H (tadta mavto) L P 049
TOVTIO TO EPYC CLVTOV (éoT) 1646

Ta0To. TAVTO. YVOOTO T ai®dvog &80Tl Tavia Ta épye  2147*

100 T® fed®d

229 Mal 1:4 also has ém10Tpéym, GvolkoSopén, and Aéyel kUpLog, but there what “God says” is that he will
prevent the Edomites from succeeding in their plans to return and rebuild. Jer 1:10 shares ¢:vouxodopuéw and
KOTOOKATTO with Acts 15:16—18, but this simply establishes that these two verbs are naturally associated (as
opposites). There is no indication of borrowing or conflation of either with Amos 9:11-12 in Acts 15.

20 Thus Nigele’s conclusion that “There are no literal quotations of other Scriptures.” Négele, Laubhiitte
Davids, 81-82, 229.

3! Nor does 16 TpE@m appear in this sense except in the post-exilic Zech 1:3, 16; 8:3; Mal 3:7. The first
singular of émiotpé@wm appears in Amos 9:14, but there it is transitive (1o Tpéwo TV aiypciociov Aood
wrov IopanA), reflecting a different sense altogether.

232 Richard, “Creative Use,” 48, n. 27.

233 Reuben Swanson, ed., The Acts of the Apostles, New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings
Arranged in Horizontal Lines Against Codex Vaticanus (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 262.
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The editors of NA?” and UBS* have wisely chosen the shorter reading as the original text, as best
explaining the other readings as additions to or amendments of it. Establishing the text, however,
is only the beginning. These words are not in Amos 9 in any known MT or 0G manuscript. They
may represent an editorial comment to the effect that “this has been God’s intention all along.”
Many find a reference to Isa 45:21,* but énoincev todta &n’ &pyfig (Isa 45:21) isnot a
particularly close parallel and there is no clear reason for its addition here.”*> Others suggest that
the phrase is a free adaptation of the otherwise missing ka@m¢ ol Muépot T00 aidvog from
Amos 9:111.2% No completely satisfactory explanation has yet been offered.

With the exception of v. 18, the text of the citation in Acts 15 is relatively secure. The
textual form of the citation seems to be both based upon and adapted from the OG rather than the
MT. The amendment at the beginning (uetd TodTw), the addition at the end (Yvootd an’
0i@®voc), and the alterations in 16b—e indicate that the author is citing freely, possibly without a
copy of Amos 9 before him.””” Whether the argument of Acts 15 depends on or requires the

distinctives of the 0G form of the text will be considered below.

24 50, e.g., NAY and UBS* mg., Sandt, “Explanation,” 81-84.

35 «There is little contact between our quotation and Is 45,21 in the LXX.” George D. Kilpatrick, “Some
Quotations in Acts,” in Les Actes des Apétres: Traditions, rédaction, théologie (ed. J. Kremer; BETL 48; Leuven: J.
Duculot, 1979), 84. So also Barrett, Acts, 728; Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 88—89.

6 «In free scripture quotation (and that verse of Amos has been freely quoted in vs. 16) Luke and presumably
others often transfer a phrase from one part of a quotation to another. The Hebrew parallelism lent itself to such
transfer of phrases.” Foakes Jackson and Lake, eds., Beginnings, 4:176-77. See also Jacques Dupont, “*‘Je rabétai la
cabane de David qui est tombée’ Ac 15,16 = Ac 9,11,” in Glaube und Eschatologie (ed. Erich Grésser and Otto
Merk; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1985), 25; Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 85.

27 Barrett believes this is “probably a simple gloss rather than an additional quotation.” Barrett, Acts, 728.
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4.4.3 The Interpretation of Acts 15:16-18
4.4.3.1 AsItIs Written

The citation from Amos 9:11-12 is marked as a quotation by the familiar introductory
formula ko8¢ Yéypamton.2® The passive yéypamton occurs 67 times in the New Testament,
62 of these in reference to the Old Testament and 55 times introducing a quotation. In Luke-
Acts, YEyporton introduces a quotation in 12 of 14 occurrences.”’ Seven are unique to Luke-
Acts and in six Luke identifies the source of the quotation: €v voum kvpiov (Luke 2:23); év
BipA® Aéywv Hoolov 00 mpogritov (Luke 3:4-6)7* év Bifre woludv (Acts 1:20); év
BiPA® T@®V TPOENTAV (Acts 7:42); ©G KL €V TA WOALD YEYPATTOL TH SEVTEPY (Acts
13:33); and K04 TOVTE GVLPOVODGLYV 0L AGYOL TOV TPoENTAV (Acts 15:15).2*!

The somewhat indefinite reference év BiPA@ T®V TPoPNTAV in Acts 7:42 is similar to
the expression in 15:15, ol Adyol T@v TpoenTdv and likewise introduces a citation from
Amos. It has been suggested that the plural Tpo@nt®v in 15:15 indicates that words from more

than one of the prophets are conflated in the citation.”*? The similarly indefinite T®v Tpo@nT@V
prop popm

in 7:42 introduces the citation of Amos 5:25-27, which has no evidence of conflation. Similarly,

2% 35 times in the New Testament: 18 in Paul (primarily Rom), 1 in Matt, 3 in Mark, 1 in Luke, 2 in Acts.

29 The exceptions are Luke 10:26 (“What is written in the law? How do you read?”) and Luke 24:46 (“Thus it
is written, that the Christ should suffer and on the third day rise from the dead.”).

201 uke 3:4 is unique, because Luke alone extends the quotation of Isa 40:3 to include 40:4-5.

! The sole exception is Acts 23:25 (“I did not know, brethren, that he was the high priest; for it is written,
“You shall not speak evil of a ruler of your people.”). The five quotations Luke shares with the other gospels are
Luke 4:4, 8, 10 (|| Matt 4:4, 7, 10 quoting texts from Deut in the temptation account); Luke 7:27 (|| Mark 1.2,
quoting Mal 3:1 “Behold, I send my messenger before thy face, who shall prepare thy way before thee™); Luke
19:46 (]| Matt 21:13; Mark 11:17, citing Isa 56:7 “My house shall be a house of prayer”).

242 «A 5 a matter of fact, it seems that Acts 15:16—18 combines several prophetic texts, quoting Amos 9:11 f
extensively at its centre, and alluding to other texts at the beginning and the end.” Adna, “James,” 133. “The events
that happened when Peter visited Cornelius are said in v. /35 to agree with the words of the prophets, indicating that
what follows will be a composite citation.” Witherington, Acts, 459.
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Luke’s quotation of Hab 1:5 in Acts 13:41 is introduced in the preceding verse as 10 eipnuévov
£v 10ig mpoenToug with no evidence of conflation. It is more likely that Lake and Cadbury
correctly understand Acts 15:15 to refer to “the roll of the Twelve Prophets,”** The evidence
does not support the claim that t@v Tpo@NT@V is indefinite®* or indicates the citation is a
composite.

James’ argument claims that the prophecy of Amos is being fulfilled. The agreement
between the citation and the reports of Gentile conversions is not simply an agreement in
principle, as dispensational interpreters have suggested,** but a “this is that” fulfillment.
Scripture is here cited as an authoritative interpretation of the phenomena of the conversion of

Gentiles and their reception of the Spirit.

4.4.3.2 I Will Return

The words dvaoTpéy® kol are an addition to both the MT and the OG. It has been

31246

suggested that Avo.oTpEWe is used here in the sense of “again,”™™ reflecting the Hebrew 23/ (“I

will return and . . .” = “I will again . . .”).2*’ The verb dvactpéw, however, does not appear in

3 Foakes Jackson and Lake, eds., Beginnings, 4:176. See also Johnson, Acts, 264; Marshall, Acts, 252. Only
the quotation from Joel (Acts 2:16-21) is more precisely introduced. Like the other quotations Luke shares with the
synoptics, the quotation of Mal 3:1 (Luke 7:27 || Mark 1:2) does not indicate the source of the quotation.

2% As Calvin proposes, Calvin, Acts 14-28, 46. Mauro incorrectly deduces from the substitution of petd.
raoto for év Ti) Nuépa xeiv that “James did not purport to give the exact language of Amos, or of any prophet
...,” and that by an inexact attribution James sought “to declare the substance of ‘the voices of the prophets’ (not of
Amos only) touching the matter under consideration.” Mauro, “Tabernacle,” 401.

245 gee the discussion in Robertson, “Hermeneutics,” 90-108.

2% Claude E. Hayward, “A Study in Acts XV. 16-18,” EvQ 8 (1936): 165. Note that Gen 26:18, to which
Hayward refers, does not contain d.vaotpé@w but £dAiv. The same view is noted, but rejected by Willard M.
Aldrich, “The Interpretation of Acts 15:13-18,” BSac 111 (1954): 322.

27 BDB, s.v. 2%, Qal 8; GKC, §120d; TWOT, s.v. 2%. The latter figure seems much too high. A cursory
review shows that RSV has “again” in over 120 texts in which 21 appears, but most appear to represent the idea of
“return” as “come again” or “go again” rather than representing the idiomatic expression “to returnand . ..
translated as “to . . . again.”
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this construction (nor with this sense) in the OG or in any (other) New Testament text, although

the more common £€R16TPEQP® appears in OG texts where 21t is commonly translated in the

English versions as “again’*®, It is unlikely that the term here should be translated “again.”**

A similar expression in Mal 1:4 appears to have been overlooked by scholars:

816\11; gpei n [dovpaio I’(atéctp(xmou, Because one will say, “Edom is
KOl ETICTEYWUEY KL GVOLKOSOUCMUEY  overthrown, but let us return and rebuild
TOG EPNUOVG the desolate places.” [author]

The expression here renders the Hebrew, uti12 132307 m3w. There are admittedly differences

L
between the 0G and Acts 15:16b—c. The verbs are first person plural aorist subjunctive (instead
of first person singular future indicative) and €116 T€@o is not avasté@w. The point, however,
is not to demonstrate an allusion, but establish the meaning of an expression. The Edomites had,
at the time of Malachi’s prophecy, not only seen their land made desolate but had been forced
from it.>° It was therefore necessary that they “return and rebuild,” not simply “rebuild again.”

The text in Acts 15 should also be translated as “return and rebuild.” “Return” here then

has a relational sense, most often of the people (re)turning to God,”! but in a number of texts of

8 See, e.g., Jer 12:15; Hos 2:9; 14:8; Mic 7:19. Only Acts 15:36 in the New Testament could be taken in this
sense, although the English translations all seem to render €émiotpépw “return” or “go back,” rather than as “again.”
Also the syntax in Acts 15:36 is different—&m1oTpéQ is a participle rather than a finite verb.

9 However, the repetition of Ve, (&VO.GTPEY® . . . GvolkoSOpHo® . . . Gvolkodopicw . . .
&vopOwom) underscores the idea of restoration. Walter F. Burnside, The Acts of the Apostles: The Greek Edited
with Introduction and Notes for the Use of Schools (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1916). Kaiser argues
that d.vd. would make &vooTpéy® unnecessary in the sense of “again.” Kaiser, “Davidic Promise,” 105.

250 Joyce Baldwin, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi: An Introduction and Commentary (TOTC; Downers Grove,
I11.: InterVarsity, 1972), 223; Eli Cashdan, “Malachi,” in The Twelve Prophets: Hebrew Text, English Translation
and Commentary (ed. Abraham Cohen; Soncino Books of the Bible; Bournemouth, England: Soncino, 1948), 338;
Douglas L. Stuart, “Malachi,” in The Minor Prophets (ed. Thomas Edward McComiskey; 3 vols.; Grand Rapids:
Baker, 1998), 1287-89.

B TWOT, s.v. 2.
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God’s action in “returning to” or “turning toward” his people, i.e., a change of heart in which
God pays attention to and acts with care for his people,”* as in Zech 1:16.

31 tohT0 TAdE Aéyel kUplog EmoTpEYw  Therefore, thus says the LORD, I will

émi Iepovcoinu €v oikTipud Kol 0 0IKOG  return to Jerusalem with compassion and
pov dvorkodoundriceton &v avTfi AEYEL  my house will be built in it, says the Lord
KUPLOG TAVTIOKPATOP KL UETPOV Almighty, and a measure will be
gxtabrioetan émi Iepovoadnu €t stretched out over Jerusalem.

Here the different syntax, the active éni1oTpéy® with the passive dvolkodoundnoetan
(representing the nip‘al of i133), prevents us from reading the idiomatic construction for “again.”
Here God’s “return” is relational, having explicitly to do with the restoration of his compassion
for Jerusalem; the rebuilding of the temple is a subsequent event that is dependent on the
restoration of God’s favor.”

The insertion of GvaicTPEY® in Acts 15:16b, then, highlights the change that will take
place: God has previously brought judgment on his people and their king, but now God will
“return and rebuild David’s fallen tent.” This change of heart is implicit in Amos’ prophecy
when read in its context. The addition of dva.cTpEW® does not impart additional meaning to the

text, but merely calls attention to the grace of God that is already there

4.4.3.3 The Tent of David

Given the divergence of views on the 717 29 in Amos 9:11, diversity of opinion

regarding THv oxnviv Aowid in Acts 15:16 is not surprising. Haenchen has argued that the

52 Of the texts cited by BDB for this sense of the term, the following are most relevant: Isa 63:17; Jer 12:15
(RSV translates as “again”); Joel 2:14; Zech 1:3; Mal 3:7; Ps 6:5; 80:15; 90:13; 2 Chr 30:6. BDB, s.v. 2%/, Qal 6.g.

3 Compare Jer 12:15: émotpéyo kai hefion adTols.

234 There is no warrant for the view that the return of Christ is here in view, as claimed by Aldrich, “Acts
15:13-18,” 322. See, e.g., the argument of Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 186.
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restored “booth of David” is to be understood as a reference to the resurrection of Christ,2> but
few have followed him.?* Others, notably Bauckham, Nzgele, Adna,>” McNicol,*® and Ellis® i
have argued that the expression refers to the erection of the eschatological temple.?®” Still others

come to the same conclusion as that reached regarding the 7*17 129 in Amos 9:11 above, that the

“tent of David” is the dynasty and kingdom of David.*'

We can best consider the claim that the reference is to the eschatological temple by
evaluating Bauckham’s argument. Bauckham’s interpretation “takes ‘the dwelling of David’
(Tnv oxnviv Aaeld [sic]) to be the place of God’s dwelling in the messianic age when
Davidic rule is restored to Israel. He will build this new temple so that all the Gentile nations

may seek his presence there.”?*? Bauckham finds support (albeit limited) for this identification in

5 «“When he speaks of the re-erection of the ruined tabernacle of David, he does not see this as the restoration
of the Davidic kingdom, nor does he even see in it an image of the true Israel. He conceives it as adumbrating the
story of Jesus, culminating in the Resurrection, in which the promise made to David has been fulfilled: the Jesus
event that will cause the Gentiles to seek the Lord.” Haenchen, Acts, 448.

% Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 157.
257 Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles™; “James and the Jerusalem Church”; Négele, Laubhiitte Davids.
Nigele apparently came to this conclusion independently of Bauckham. Adna, “Die Heilige Schrift,” 1-23; “James,”

125-61. Adna depends on both Bauckham and Nigele.

258 Allan J. McNicol, “Rebuilding the House of David: The Function of the Benedictus in Luke-Acts,” ResQ 40
(1998): 25-38.

3% Edward Earle Ellis, “Isaiah and the Eschatological Temple,” in Christ and the Future in New Testament

History (ed. Edward Earle Ellis; NovTSup 97; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 60; Ellis, “Aéyer K¥prog,” 183. Cf. virtually
identical text in Edward Earle Ellis, Paul’s Use of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957), 107-13.

260 Eor an earlier expression of this view, see Rackham, Acts, 253-54.
! gee, e.g., Bruce, Acts, 293; Johnson, Acts, 265; Polhill, Acts, 330. Strauss’s distinction between the kingdom
and the Davidic dynasty is a distinction without a difference. There is no rule without a realm and no realm without

rule. Strauss, Davidic Messiah, 190.

262 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 453-54. See also Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,”
158-59.
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Tobit 13:11; Lam 2:6;% Ps 42:5.2% As noted earlier, Bauckham argues that the citation in Acts
15:16-18 conflates Amos 9:11-12 with Hos 3:5; Jer 12:15-16 (uetd tobta dvaotpeéyw); and
Isa 45:21 (yvootd &’ ai@vog). These texts together “put the main quotation from Amos . . .
in a context of prophecies which associate the eschatological conversion of the Gentile nations
with the restoration of the Temple in the messianic age.””*® Bauckham believes that the omitted
clauses and changes in verbs underscore that the reference is to the restoration of a building, not
to the restoration of a city or to the resurrection of Christ.2*® This reading of the text would
appear to fit well with the early church’s understanding of itself as the eschatological temple.>’
The evidence for purported allusions to Hos 3:5 and Jer 12:15-16, however, is slight and
not necessary to explain the text of the citation. While both texts refer to restoration of God’s
people, only Hos 3:5 refers to David and the context of neither supplies a reference to the
eschatological temple.?®® Thus we do not have “a context of prophecies which associate the

eschatological conversion of the Gentile nations with the restoration of the Temple in the

messianic age.””®® The changes of verb and omissions of clauses from Amos 9 do not imply that

*%3 This text, however, employs different words in both the MT (the hapax ) and the OG (GKHVORL).
26 Based on the admittedly “obscure” 72, which was rendered as 6xnVig by the OG.
5 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 455. See also Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 165.

6 Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 157. The latter is particularly directed against Haenchen, Acts, 448.

%7 Bauckham cites | Cor 3:16-17; 2 Cor 6:16; Eph 2:20-22; Heb 13:15-16; 1 Pet 2:5; 4:17; Rev 3:12; 11:1-2.
(Some references from the Apostolic Fathers seem to refer to the individual rather than the church corporately as the
dwelling of God: Did. 10.2[?]; Barn. 4.11[?]; 6.15[7]; 16.1-10[?]; Herm. Vis. 3; Herm. Sim. 9; Ign. Eph. 9.1.
Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 165-167; “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 457. Négele notes that at
Qumran the nations were to be destroyed, while here they are included. Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 90-91.

28 «The slight verbal echoes of Jer. 12.15; I1sa. 45.21 can hardly count as prophetic sayings that agree or
disagree with anything.” Barrett, Acts, 725. The presence of the verb oikodopun6énicovtan in Jer 12:16 is not
sufficient to establish such a reference.

26 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 455. See also Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 165.
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a building rather than a dynasty is in view and these can be plausibly accounted for on other
grounds. (Bauckham himself takes the building of the eschatological temple metaphorically for
the establishment of the church.) The fact that d.voikodouém most often appears in the 0G in
connection with Jerusalem and the temple does not establish Négele’s claim that these are in
view here, since (as she notes) the term is also used in connection with people or kingdom of
Israel.?™ There is in fact no basis for the claim that the eschatological temple is in view.

This leaves the view that “the tent of David” is the (restored, eschatological) Davidic
kingdom, “the house and line of David” (¢§ oixov kol watpidg Aavid). J. Dupont argues
effectively from Luke’s use of “David” for the view that the “tent of David” refers to the “house
of David,” which is restored in the ascension of Christ (Acts 2:34). He notes that only Luke in

2"l We have noted the

the New Testament has the phrase “house of David” (Luke 1:27, 69; 2:4).
prominence of Davidic and kingdom themes in Luke-Acts. The gospel opens with an
announcement of the birth of the one to whom God will give “the throne of his father David”
(1:32) and ends with the apostles’ coming to understand what the scriptures had written about
“the Christ” (24:44-49). Acts begins with the apostles’ question concerning the restoration of the

kingdom (1:8);* the programmatic sermon at Pentecost reaches its climax with the assertion

that “God has made him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified” (2:36). The

7 Nsgele, Laubhiitte Davids, 89.

2! Dupont, “Ac 15,16,” 30.
272 jesus’ answer is not “a substitute for the disciples’ hopes,” but “a pledge of the return of Jesus and of the

restoration of Israel of which they are the first-fruits. Israel is now being restored and awaits the gift of the
kingdom.” Franklin, Christ the Lord, 95-96.
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expected kingdom has therefore been inaugurated?” and David’s “fallen tent” has been (oris
being) “built up” and “restored.”™

This kingdom, however, is different in important ways from the kingdom in the Old
Testament. Even in Amos 9, it is not simply David’s kingdom restored as used to be; Gentiles
are to be included in its blessings.”” In Luke-Acts, the kingdom’s power is that of the Holy
Spirit and its extension takes place through the preaching of Christ’s appointed witnesses, rather
than military conquest (Acts 1:8). It is not ethnically restrictive, but includes Israel’s neighbors
and even its historic enemies. Even the temple loses its prominence (Luke 21:6; Acts 6:13-14)
and the law is seen as “a yoke . . . which neither our fathers nor we have been able to bear” (Acts
15:10). If the kingdom were to be established exactly as before, Gentiles could be admitted only
on the basis of circumcision and obedience to the law. It is possible that Amos 9:11f (kaBdg ol

fuépot 100 alidvog) is omitted from the citation to avoid confusion on this point.2’®

s Craig A. Evans has taken issue with Jacob Jervell’s statements that, based on the citation of Amos 9:11-12,
“the restoration of the fallen house of David has already occurred” and “Israel’s restoration is an established fact.”
Jervell, “Divided People,” 51; Jacob Jervell, “The Twelve on Israel’s Thrones: Understanding the Apostolate,” in
Luke and the People of God: A New Look at Luke-Acts (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1972), 92. Evans would prefer to
say that “Israel’s restoration is underway, but is far from established.” Craig A. Evans, “Prophecy and Polemic: Jews
in Luke’s Scriptural Apologetic,” in Luke and Scripture: The Function of Sacred Tradition in Luke-Acts (ed. Craig
A. Evans and James A. Sanders; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 207, n. 145; “The Twelve Thrones of Israel:
Scripture and Politics in Luke 22:24-30,” in Luke and Scripture: T. he Function of Sacred Tradition in Luke-Acts (ed.
Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 155, n. 2.

27 «The kingdom is already here, . . . David’s kingdom has already been rebuilt (cf. Acts 15:16 with Amos
9:11).” Goppelt, Typos, 124.

275 Robert Wall argues that “Gentile conversion does not annul God’s promise of a restored and redeemed
Israel, but rather expands it.” Robert Wall, “Israel and the Gentile Mission in Acts and Paul: A Canonical
Approach,” in Witness to the Gospel: The Theology of Acts (ed. Tan Howard Marshall and David Peterson; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 449-50.

276 yan de Sandt attributes the omission to Luke’s desire “to pull down the demarcation line between Jewish
and Gentile Christians,” but other differences are also in view. Sandt, “Explanation,” 92.
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4.4.3.4 The Rest of Men
Verse 17 expresses the purpose of the actions described verse 16, as indicated by the

introductory 6mog &v.>”” A pair of connected events is in view, not two parallel events as a few
have suggested.””® The restoration of the kingdom is not an end in itself, nor is it (primarily) for
the benefit of Jews—its startling, stated purpose of is to benefit Gentiles: “so that the rest of men
may seek the Lord.”*” “In other words, the eschatological restoration of Israel was always
intended to attract the Gentiles to seek God.””*® The restoration of the kingdom (in Jesus) is
expressly meant to bring to God these Gentiles whose coming has now raised the question under
consideration by the council.?*'
The recipients of this blessing are “the rest of men . . . and all the Gentiles upon whom my

name is called” (17a-b [author]). “The rest of men” from the standpoint of the prophecy, are

presumably all who are not part of the restored kingdom, i.e., Gentiles.”®? In Amos 9:12, it was

2 BDAG, s.v. mwg; BDF, §369(5); Moulton et al., Grammar, 3:105.

278 Nigele has argued that §mag &v is dependent on &vaoTpEym, so that two events result from God’s
return: the restoration of David’s tent and men seeking the Lord. Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 96-97. This reading,
however, breaks apart &va.oTpéym and &voikodoprcw and overlooks the fact that &voikodopnow (or its
analogues) is the main verb in both the MT and the OG; it has been argued above that &vocTpéyw is stylistic
addition to this text which does not significantly alter the meaning of the text. The addition &vaoTpéym kol would
then appears to function in lieu of a supplementary or circumstantial participle (BDF, §471(4)). Doctrinal
presuppositions prompt Aldrich’s claim that this text envisions fwo distinct events: the inclusion of the Gentiles and
the future restoration of the kingdom. Aldrich, “Acts 15:13-18,” 317, 322. Cole has rightly seen the connection
between these events when he argues that the restoration of David’s hut is either the necessary condition of the
ingathering of the nations or synonymous with it. Alan Cole, The New Temple: A Study in the Origins of the
Catechetical “Form” of the Church in the New Testament (London: Tyndale Press, 1950), 47.

1 «That was, after all, the purpose of Israel’s restoration: that the remnant of men may seek the Lord.”
[emphasis his]). William J. Larkin, 4cts (IVP New Testament Commentary Series 5; Downers Grove, Ill.:
InterVarsity, 1995), 224.

0 witherington, Acts, 459.

1 Bovon speaks of “a schema which is dear to Luke (and Paul): the reestablishment of Israel (first phase)
which leads to the opening up to the nations (second phase).” Bovon, Luke the Theologian, 99.

8 Or, less likely, all who are not believing Jews (i.e., unbelieving Jews plus the [unbelieving] Gentiles).
Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids, 90-91.
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difficult to determine whether “all the nations” was in opposition to “Edom” only or “the
remnant of Edom,” but the inflected Greek text clearly makes “the rest of men” and “all the
Gentiles” parallel expressions.*®’

This seems clear, despite the protest of Braun, who argues that “remnant” is a technical
term, which is never “applied to Gentiles in any soteriological or eschatological sense.””®* The
term here, however, may not function in this technical sense. Braun is motivated, in part, by a
desire to maintain a dispensational distinction between Jew and Gentile (in support of a
distinctive future for ethnic Jews within the people of God). He is unnecessarily concerned that
ethnic Jews who believe in Jesus are absent from the text—exegetically and historically they
comprise the core of the reestablished “tent of David.” It is difficult to see how “the rest of men”
would refer to ethnic Jews (whether or not they believe in Jesus), particularly in light of the
underlying MT “the rest of Edom.” It remains more plausible to see the two phrases as parallel.

Much of the commentary on this expression has focused on the divergence from the MmT,
including the suggestion that James has deliberately employed a textual variant to make his point

by midrashic methods.?*> However, John Polhill has aptly noted that this phrase is not the one

that bears the weight in the argument: “the key phrase ‘nations [Gentiles] called by my name’

283 «“The conjunction ‘and’ before “all the Gentiles’ (v. 17) is epexegetic . . . The ‘residue of men’ who are to
‘seek the Lord’ are identical with ‘all the Gentiles, upon whom my name is called’—i.e., the elect from every
nation.” Frederick F. Bruce, Commentary on the Book of the Acts: The English Text with Introduction, Exposition
and Notes (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1954), 310. (The statement does not appear in the 1988 edition.) So
also Barrett, Acts, 727; Nigele, Laubhiitte Davids, 101. Sanders argues that “*remainder of people’ and ‘all the
Gentiles® are, of course, a parallelismus membrorum and synonymous.” Sanders, “Prophetic Use,” 195.

2% Braun, “James Use of Amos,” 120. “Doctrinally, the word ‘remnant’ applies strictly to Israel.” Braun,
“James Use of Amos,” 119.

85 Adna, “James,” 137; Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 160-62; “James and the Jerusalem Church,”
457; Johnson, Acts, 265; Négele, Laubhiitte Davids, 86.
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occurs in both the Hebrew and Greek texts, and either would have suited James’ argument.”?*

Rather, the argument depends on linking the characterization of Simeon’s testimony as “God
first visited the Gentiles, to take out of them a people for his name” in v. 14 (Aafeiv £€ £6vdV
AaOV T@ OvOpoTL odToD) with 17b “all the nations upon whom my name is called” [author]
(révtor TO 0vn €@’ 0VG EMIKEKATTOL TO OVOUA LoV €’ a¥TOVG). The phrase, “the rest of
men,” does not bear the weight of the argument. While the clause “that they might seek the
Lord” admittedly provides the verb for which “all the nations” is the subject, the relative clause
“upon whom my name is called” [author] (€@ 0Vg EmikékANTAL 10 GvOud MoV €T 0HTOVG)
plays a larger role in the choice of citation. In the end, therefore, much of the discussion about

17a may be beside the point as we seek to follow the argument.

4.4.3.5 All the Gentiles Over Whom My Name Is Called
The expression in v. 17b, m&vta T €0vn €@’ obg EmucékAnton O Gvoud pov én’
aVTOVG, is awkward,”®’ but it represents the Hebrew accurately and its meaning is clear. The
underlying Hebrew idiom expresses ownership and dominion.?® It is applied in the Old
Testament to the temple, to Jerusalem (as the city of God’s special choosing), and to Israel (as

God’s chosen people).”® When applied to people it particularly conveys God’s presence and

286 polhill, Acts, 329, n. 93. Similarly, Bauckham notes (also with reference to 15:17b) that “Even the MT
could easily have been understood by a Jewish Christian as predicting the extension of Israel’s covenant status and
privileges to the Gentile nations. The LXX merely makes this clearer.” Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 169.

87 The masculine plurals, 00¢ and odtoV (when one would expect the neuter) should be understood as
contructio ad sensum, “‘the Gentiles,” signifies a multiplicity of individual human beings.” Barrett, Acts, 727. See
also Moulton et al., Grammar, 3:40.

288 Dupont understands the idiom here somewhat differently: it is the invocation of the divine name that

consecrates to the Lord the people of Israel, the ark of the covenant, etc. This understanding enables him to connect
the consecration involved in the Spirit’s cleansing of the Gentiles’ hearts (vv. 8-9) with that indicated the invocation

of the divine name. Dupont, “Un peuple,” 324.

2 Nigele, Laubkhiitte Davids, 100.
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care, as in the covenant formula, “I will be your God and you will be my people” (e.g., Gen 17:7-
8; Lev 26:12; Jer 31:33; Rev 21:3; cp. Num 6:27). The Greek here seems intended evoke the rich
associations of this Hebrew expression, bearing the name of Yahweh.

Barrett suggests that the relative clause could be read either as “over all those particular
Gentiles (not all) over whom my name has been called,” or “all the Gentiles, in that my name has
been called over all of them.” He proposes that the course of the narrative will indicate the
author’s intent—as in Acts13:48-50 it became apparent that some Gentiles believed (and some
did not), so here it will become apparent that some bear God’s name and some do not. 2 «All”
here should be understood as distributive (“from every nation, from all tribes and peoples and
tongues,” Rev 7:9), rather than inclusive (“every individual Gentile”). The narrative rather than
the relative clause limits the “all.” (Note also 15:14: “to take out of them a people for his name,”

AoBelv € £0VDV A0V T® OVOpaTL 0HTOD).

4.5 The Use of Amos 9:11-12 in Acts 15

4.5.1 Context

Acts 15 provides an extended argument for the inclusion of the Gentiles among the people
of God without the necessity of circumcision and the observance of the Mosaic law. The author
presents a two-layered argument: Luke’s summary of the council’s discussion is the centerpiece
of a larger account that shows the church reaching a decision that was not only approved by the
church’s leaders, but also “seemed good to the Holy Spirit.”?®' The question is whether Gentiles
who had come to faith in Jesus must “circumcised according to the custom of Moses [to] be

saved” (15:2). The council’s deliberations unfold in three stages. First (after “much debate”),

% Barrett, Acts, 727.

Bl Acts 15 is itself embedded in a still larger argument as the entire narrative of Acts shows God’s blessing
following the council’s decision.
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Peter argued that God’s past actions (in the episode in Cornelius’ house) show God has accepted
Gentiles without circumcision or observing the law (15:7-12). Then, Paul and Barnabas
recounted (for the third time) how God had worked through them among the Gentiles (15:12).

Finally, James began to speak.

4.5.2 Form

J. W. Bowker has analyzed this speech along with others in Acts in light of recognized
Jewish homily forms. His judgment regarding the argument in Acts 15:14-21 is that “there seems
no doubt that Acts xv. 14-21 must be understood as a genuine yelammedenu response.”

Unlike the proem homily, which begins with a text to be expounded, “the yelammedenu homily
is so called because it derives from a request for instruction, yelammedenu rabbenu, let our
teacher instruct us.”?> The matter before the council is an halakic question: the text explicitly
uses the term dexp161] (although Bowker notes that this may be for other reasons); “James
bases his decision on two grounds, what is known to have happened in the past and on scripture,

the two classic grounds for establishing halakah;” “James issues his decision, using the strong
formula, £yw kpive, a decision is closest to what might technically be called a tagganah.”**

In an influential article,”® Bauckham has attempted a detailed exposition of the text that
seeks to do justice to “both the way in which the scriptural quotation in 15:16-18 is composed

and interpreted by the skilled use of contemporary Jewish exegetical methods and also the way

2 5. W. Bowker, “Speeches in Acts: A Study in Proem and Yelammedenu Form,” NTS 14 (1967): 108.
23 Bowker, “Speeches,” 99.
24 Bowker, “Speeches,” 107-8.

%5 Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles.” The argument is summarized in Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem
Church,” 452-62.
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in which the quotation is exegetically linked with the terms of the apostolic decree.”?* He
believes that a proper understanding of these exegetical methods would relieve concern whether
James would have cited the 0G and would eliminate the need for hypothetical variant texts.

In a case such as ours, it is scarcely possible to distinguish a variant text from one

which results from the exegetical practice of reading the text differently by means of
small changes (know as ’al tigré’ in later rabbinic terminology).”*"’

As noted previously, Bauckham believes that the citation conflates Amos 9:11-12 with other
texts, Hos 3:5; Jer 12:15-16 and Isa 45:21, which together “put the main quotation from Amos
... in a context of prophecies which associate the eschatological conversion of the Gentile
nations with the restoration of the Temple in the messianic age.””*® Although “Luke’s summary
has obscured the exegetical argument on which the terms of the apostolic decree are based, it can
be uncovered.””® Both Jer 12:16 and Zech 2:11 contain the expression “in the midst.”** By

means of gezerd Sawd these texts relate the God-seeking Gentiles of the eschaton with the

d.3%" Bauckham believes he

Gentiles to whom the prescriptions of Lev 17-18 originally applie
can explain even the puzzling conclusion in Acts 15:21: “just as the conversion of the Gentiles

has been made known by God in prophecy from long ago (Acts 15.17b—18 = Isa.45.21), so the

% Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 453.

7 Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 161.

%8 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 455. See also Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 165.
* Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 458.

3% Jer 12:15-16 is a purported source of petd Tt AvOoTPEWM (Acts 15:16a—b). Zech 2:11 (“many
nations shall join themselves to the LORD”) is “so closely related . . . as to be an obvious resource for any Christian
exegete pursuing this theme.” Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 163-64, 169.

30 Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 175-77.
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laws which apply to them are not novel inventions, but have been read out in the synagogues in
every city from ancient times (Acts 15.21).°®

In the end, however, Bauckham’s view cannot be supported by the text. As the case for
conflation in the citation from Amos 9 was merely speculative, so is the rest of his argument
here. There is no concrete evidence for proposed allusions to Jer 12:16 and Zech 2:11, nor for the
claim that the presence of “in the midst” in these other texts should lead us to Lev 1718 (rather
than any of a hundred other texts with the phrase, “in the midst™) or even to any other text(s) at

all. Even if such subtle textual influences shaped the composition of Acts 15, it unlikely that any

reader would be able to follow such obscure textual allusions without more explicit clues.>®

4.5.3 Resolving the Issue Before the Council

Bauckham has, however, correctly identified the issue before the council. The issue was
not whether Gentiles could be accepted into the people of God—that had been settled, certainly
by the end of Acts 11—but whether they could be accepted without undergoing circumcision and
observing the law of Moses.

The central theme in Acts 15 concerns the obligations of the Gentiles who have
become believers. In Luke—Acts it is already clear from the beginning (Lk. 2:29-32;
Acts 1.8; 2:39; 3:25, etc.) that the Gentiles were to participate in the salvation of
Israel. The question, however, was on what condition?*®

“The issue which divided the Jerusalem church was evidently not whether Gentiles could join the

messianically renewed Israel, but whether they could do so without becoming Jews.”%

32 Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 177-78.

35 S also Barrett, who believes that “one would expect at least a trace of the NIPR S form of argument” if
one is present here. Barrett, Acts, 728.

304 Sandt, “Explanation,” 94. So also Robertson: “the question under debate was the manner in which Gentiles
were to be incorporated into the messianic kingdom.” Robertson, “Hermeneutics,” 106.

395 Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 168.
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Bauckham finds the solution in the words, kail wdvta T& €6vn €@ 0Ug EmkéxAnTon
70 dvopd pov &rn’ avtovg (Acts 15:17b; Amos 8:12b). He concludes:

The nations qua Gentile nations belong to YHWH. It is not implied that they become
Jews, but that precisely as “all nations” they are included in the covenant
relationship. It is doubtful whether any other OT text could have been used to make
this point so clearly. By not paying sufficient attention to these words of the text,
commentators have consistently missed the very precise relevance of Amos 9.12 to
the debate at the Council of Jerusalem.**

Adna has followed Bauckham in this reading of the citation.
The renunciation of circumcision and Law-observance in the aforementioned

examples of missionary practice concurs perfectly with the prophetic statement that
these Gentiles shall be called into the people of God qua Gentiles.”"

It is less clear in what way Amos 9 addresses the question of the acceptance of Gentiles “qua

»3%8 even if interpreted in the matrix of other texts

Gentiles,” or “without becoming Jews,
Bauckham believes are also invoked in the citation. Nor it is clear how Amos 9 would make this
point more clearly than similar texts that prophesy incorporation of the Gentiles among the
people of God. Bauckham believes that the expression in Jas 2:7 (10 kaAOV dvopa. 0
EmKANOEV €@ VUaC) suggests that Acts 15:17b refers to Christian baptism. The argument
would then appear to be that the Gentiles are to be admitted simply on the basis of baptism,

without taking on the obligations of the law.>® This possibility cannot be ruled out, but the

evidence is insufficient to make it more than an intriguing hypothesis.

3% Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 169.
307 & dna, “James,” 150.

3% The precise meaning of these expressions is not self-evident. Presumably they mean “without circumcision
and/or obedience to the entire Mosaic law.”

39 Bauckham rightly observes that émiceAgiton o Gvopa kvpiov &xi Tiva “is a quite different expression
... and not to be confused with” this one. Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 169-70.
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How then does the citation contribute to the resolution of the issue? As James said, the
citation confirmed what the church had already understood from God’s actions, that God was
bringing Gentiles to salvation and membership among his people. God has done so, not through
the proclamation of the Mosaic law, but by the proclamation of Jesus and faith in him. L. T.
Johnson has noted that the claim that édv ug wepitundfte 1@ €01 1@ Movoewg, oV
dVvace cwdfvor “flies in the face of Luke’s whole previous narrative, which made the
emphatic point that Gentiles éould and did receive salvation through the principle of faith.”*'°
This had not only happened at Cornelius’ house, where Gentiles “received the Holy Spirit just as
we have” (10:47) and Peter saw that “to the Gentiles also God has granted repentance unto life”
(11:18).%"" It had also happened in Antioch, where “a great number that believed turned to the
Lord,” and Barnabas, sent from the church in Jerusalem to investigate, “saw the grace of God”
and “a large company was added to the Lord” (11:19-26). It is much the same with the account
of Paul’s (and Barnabas’) first journey: in Pisidian Antioch “as many as were ordained to eternal
life believed” (13:44-49); in Iconium “a great company believed, both of Jews and Greeks
(14:1); in Lystra and Derbe they made “disciples” (14:20-22); they then returned “exhorting
them to continue in the faith” (14:22); finally, they reported to the church “all that God had done
with them and how he had opened a door of faith to the Gentiles” (14:27). The Gentiles received
the Spirit, repented, turned to God, believed, and become disciples. God had accomplished this

by giving them the Spirit (11:17), extending his grace, adding them “to the Lord,” ordaining

319 Johnson, Acts, 272.

311 gee also Acts 15:9, where this event is understood to show that God “made no distinction between us and
them, but cleansed their hearts by faith.” Néagele, Laubhiitte Davids, 229.
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them to eternal life, and “opening a door of faith.”*'? All this had taken place without
circumcision or obedience to the law, as either a prerequisite or as a subsequent requirement.
The beginning of this history is cited explicitly in Peter’s speech to the council, to which
James refers as he begins his own address, describing how “God first visited the Gentiles, to take
out of them a people for his name” (Tp@dTOV 0 B0 EMecKEYNTO AOPELY €€ £0vDV AalOV
7® dvépott avtod).}? James attributes this action to God alone. The terminology is
astounding: “the term laos (‘people’) is used by Luke almost exclusively in reference to Israel as
the ‘people of God.””*'"* This Old Testament language reflects God’s election of Israel: “called
by the name of Yahweh” (Deut 28:10), “taken” by God (Exod 6:7; Deut 4:20, 34), God’s own
“possession” (Deut 14:2; 7:6; Exod 19:5),%" and “formed” for himself (Isa 43:21). Yet James
applies this language to Gentiles, even Gentiles who have not been circumcised or taken up the
obligation to keep the Mosaic law. It thus seems clear, as Peter had said (15:9), that God no
longer distinguishes between Jew and Gentile. “For God places the Gentiles on the same level of

honour as the Jews, when He wishes His name to be invoked upon them.”'

312

All of this would have presumably been included in Paul’s and Barnabas’ report to the council (15:12).

33 Bauckham is right to see this expression as key, even if the significance he gives it is open to question.
Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 168. Wall notes that the expression “combines two important Lucan
catchwords:” Aci0¢ and Gvopo.. Wall, “Israel,” 451.

3" Johnson, Acts, 264. “The fundamental theological correspondence between James’ anticipatory statement
and the prophecy of Amos is, however, comprised in the one word Adlog (‘people’).” Adna, “James,” 149. See also
Jack T. Sanders, “The Jewish People in Luke-Acts,” in Luke-Acts and the Jewish People (ed. Joseph B. Tyson;
Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1988), 56. Wilson, however, suggests that the use of the term here “may simply be due to
Luke’s carelessness” and is of no significance. Wilson, Gentile Mission, 225.

31 Dupont has argued that this language (MT 11739, OG TepLOVG106) lies behind Aoov 1@ Gvépatt adTod in
Acts 15:14. Dupont, “AAQZ.” However, N. Dahl finds a more likely basis for the expression in the Targums. Nils
A. Dahl, “A People for His Name (Acts XV.14),” NTS 4 (1958): 320-22. Nevertheless, Dahl in essence agrees with
Dupont’s statement that “‘pour son Nom’, c’est-d-dire pour lui-méme, pour sa gloire.” Dupont, 49.

316 Calvin, Acts 14-28, 46. Similarly, “they are included in the covenant relationship (God’s name has been
invoked over them).” Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church.”
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It is precisely with this that the citation from Amos 9 agrees. In it, God has claimed Tdvto
T €0vn €@  0Vg EmkékAnTaL TO Gvord pov €r’ cdTove, “and all the nations/Gentiles who
are called by my name.” This expression makes Amos 9:12 uniquely appropriate to James’
argument. The language connects with James’ characterization of God’s actions as reported by
Peter to the council.’'” The language also underscores that it is God who has chosen to call his
name over the Gentiles, making this more suitable than texts such as Zech 2:11 (15 MT) which
simply predicts that “many nations shall join themselves to the Lorp.”'8 Although the much-
discussed wording of Acts 15:17a, “that the rest of men may seek the Lord” (differing from the
MT), enhances the usefulness of the citation, it does not bear the weight of the argument. The
argument therefore does not require the use of the OG rather than the MT.

The argument instead requires attention to the 6mwg &v with which 15:17a begins, and to
the relationship between the rebuilding of David’s tent and God’s ownership of the Gentiles. The
6mwg Gv indicates that the purpose for which God has restored the kingdom is so that he might
claim the nations as his own.*'® Jesus himself had earlier answered the disciples’ question about
the restoration of the kingdom by responding that they would be his witnesses to the nations

(Acts 1:6-8). In doing so, Jesus did not deflect their question,*®® nor refer them to the distant

317 Or rather, James called out this phrase in beginning his speech, because it is this expression that is the key
to his argument. Robertson, “Hermeneutics,” 106.

318 Bauckham correctly notes that “in most cases such texts could be taken to mean that these Gentiles would
be proselytes, undergoing circumcision as the corollary of their conversion to the God of Israel.” Bauckham, *“James
and the Jerusalem Church,” 458. Wall notes that the use of the passive here reverses the usual form of the verb in
Acts; shifting the focus from the believer’s call to God to God’s call to human kind. Wall, “Israel.”

319 e section 4.3.4. “The restoration of the fallen tent of David (16) is best understood of Jesus as the Davidic
seed who has now been installed as Christ and Lord, with the Gentile influx (17) occurring as a consequence.” Bolt,

“Mission,” 204.

320 Cleon L. Rogers, Jr., “The Davidic Covenant in Acts-Revelation,” BSac 151 (1994): 71-84.

205



future,*?' but answered them directly. The time of the full realization of the kingdom may still be
known only to the Father, but the present responsibility of the people of his kingdom is clear—to
be his witnesses to both Jews and the nations. Without the incorporation of the Gentiles among
the people of God, God’s messianic project would be incomplete.

And this [the proclamation to the Gentiles] is required in order that the messianic

prophecies may be fulfilled in their entirety. For the passion and resurrection of Jesus

do not constitute the entire work of the Messiah. For the complete accomplishment

of that work, it is necessary that Paul announce salvation to the Gentiles and carry

the Gospel message to Rome, the city that rules the nations.

The Scriptures themselves justify the Christian mission among the pagans, for they
require this mission as the continuation of the salvific work of Jesus, the Christ.**

The incorporation of the Gentiles into the people of God is the appointed purpose of the coming
of the kingdom.** If the Gentiles are prevented from coming in, God’s purpose will fail.

The relationship between the reestablishment of the kingdom and the inclusion of the
Gentiles is the second, and more important, way in which the citation from Amos 9 is uniquely
appropriate to James’ argument. Amos 9 connects the restoration of the kingdom in Jesus (on

324

which all agree),’** with the question before the council (how to regard Gentiles who believe in

Jesus are to be included). All would have presumably agreed that various Old Testament

321 McLean, “Jesus.”
2 Dupont, “Salvation,” 19, 33.

32 This relationship is not always recognized by commentators. See, however: “The recitation of Peter’s
testimony . . . is now given a scriptural warrant to demonstrate that even the inclusion of the Gentiles at this
unexpected point fits with God’s plan to restore Israel.” Tiede, Prophecy, 91. “The Kingdom of Christ can only be
established if God is invoked everywhere throughout the whole world, and the Gentiles united into His holy people.”
Calvin, Acts 14-28, 47.

32 «The Jerusalem Council was faced with indisputable evidence. The ultimate blessing of the covenant, the
possession of the Holy Spirit, had come in fullness on the Gentiles. This point was not a matter of debate. Neither
was it being debated whether or not the ‘tent of David’ had yet been restored.” Robertson, “Hermeneutics,”
105—-106. “James’ declaration that God had returned to rebuild the fallen tent of David so that the Gentiles might
seek the Lord (Acts 16:16f.) shows that Luke saw the restoration of Israel not as something to be effected only at the
parousia, but as actually in progress.” David Seccombe, “The New People of God,” in Witness to the Gospel: The
Theology of Acts (ed. Ian Howard Marshall and David Peterson; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 351.
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prophecies indicated that at some time and in some fashion some Gentiles would turn to God.*”
But James, following Amos, argues that the coming of the Gentiles is inextricably linked to, and
a necessary consequence of, the rebuilding of David’s fallen tent. Since Jesus the king has come,
Amos/James says that the time for the Gentiles is now.*”® The inclusion of Gentiles does not
belong still to the distant future or depend on the prior completion of Jewish evangelization. It
appears from the testimony of Peter, Barnabas, and Paul, that God is bringing Gentiles into his
kingdom and accepting them without circumcision and without the law.

James is concerned that the council “should not trouble those of the Gentiles who turn to
God” (uf TopeVoXAEiv T0ig Gmd T@V £0VAV EmoTpépovoty EmL TV Bedv, 15:19).%%
Peter already declared that it would be “testing God” to impose a burden on these Gentile
believers that Jews had been able to bear. If the council were to hinder the coming of Gentiles, or
to drive them away by adding intolerable burdens, it would defeat the purpose for which God
sent his Messiah.*?® How ironic if the church (not the Sanhedrin) would be found to be
“opposing God” (Acts 6:39) in this way! The citation thus demonstrates the necessity of a
divinely ordained accommodation for the sake of ministry: the demands of the mission trump the
ceremonial requirements of the Mosaic law.

The concluding clause underscores that this is God’s purpose. The text of Acts 15:17¢c-18

is difficult, but the most likely reading is Aéygl kUprog TOL@V TaDTA YVOOTE AT 0idVvog

325 Even if some Jews did not expect an inclusion of Gentiles in the future, the teaching of Jesus would have
put led the church to expect inclusion of Gentiles in the kingdom. Jeremias, Promise.

3% «we can at least infer from this text that the Cornelius story is cited as proof that the restoration of the fallen
house of David has already occurred, as well as the Gentiles seeking the Lord.” Jervell, “Divided People,” 51-52.

327 Johnson, Acts, 272.

328 «The greatest obstacle to the conversion of Gentiles was the demand that they should be circumcised.”
Jeremias, Promise, 15.



“says the Lord who makes these things known from of old” [author]. This both emphasizes that
God is the one who is rebuilding David’s fallen booth and that his plan for the completion of the
kingdom by the incorporation of the Gentiles is nothing new, but has been envisioned by him
long ago. The 700-year-old prophecy of Amos is, of course, testimony to this, and the conclusion
to the citation (v. 18) thus adds nothing new. It is best to see 15:18 as a free adaptation and
unnecessary to posit conflation with Isa 45:21. Barrett captures the thought when he says that
“God has not suddenly thought of the inclusion of the Gentiles; it has always been his intention,

and he has long made his intention known.”?

4.5.4 The Apostolic Decree
The apostolic decree (15:20, 28-29; 21:25) is beyond the scope of the present study, but
Bauckham’s proposed exegetical link between the citation and the decree requires comment.
Some have found the origin of the decree in the Noahic regulations, but this view has not
found wide acceptance. Fitzmyer notes that these seven prohibitions are probably later than
James’ speech and are substantially more detailed than the requirements of the decree.”® Nigele
has recently argued that the provisions of the decree correspond
to the minimal requirements which are binding for Jews even in life-threatening
situations: idolatry, fornication and murder (“blood”) are to be abstained from (cp.

bShevu Tb; bSan 57b). To these three minimal requirements is added “what is
strangled”, viz. to abstain from eating blood (cp. Gen 9:4). 3!

Further evaluation of her proposal is needed, but it is unclear why only “emergency” stipulations

would be applicable to Gentile believers, and not the whole of the law.

32 Barrett, Acts, 728.

330 Fitzmyer, Acts, 557. See also Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 174.

3! Nagele, Laubhiitte Davids, 231.
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