Acts 11:2



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the temporal conjunction HOTE, meaning “when,” followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANABAINW, which means “to come up; to go up.”

The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which presents the past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun PETROS, 
which means “Peter.”  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular proper noun HIEROSOLUMA, which means “to Jerusalem.”

“Now when Peter came up to Jerusalem,”
 is the third person plural imperfect middle indicative from the verb DIAKRINW, which means “to be at variance with someone, dispute with someone Jude 9 (Satan with Michael over the body of Moses); by maintaining a firm opposing position or adverse judgment take issue with someone Acts 11:2.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect of a continuing action in the past without reference to its conclusion.  It was an ongoing problem or issue.  This could also be considered an inceptive imperfect, which emphasizes entrance into a past, continuing action.  It would be translated ‘they began to take issue’.  A.T. Robertson sees it thus.

The middle voice indicates that the subject takes personal responsibility for producing the action and is intimately involved in producing the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of relationship (hostile or friendly), used in a hostile sense, meaning: “against, with after verbs of disputing.”
  With the preposition we have the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to Peter.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural articular present active participle of the verb EIMI.  However, the verb EIMI is deliberately omitted sometimes (as here) because it is a well known Greek idiom.  The full phrase is given in by Paul in Col 4:11,   The idiom is also found in Gal 2:12 and in Tit 1:10 (see BDAG, p. 807).  The article is used as a relative pronoun with an embedded demonstrative pronoun, meaning “those who are from the circumcision.”  (Literally with the following prepositional phrase “the ones who are from the circumcision.”)  With the article we have the preposition EK plus the ablative of source from the feminine singular noun PERITOMĒ, meaning “from the circumcised.”  Wallace (p. 236) sees the article simply substantivizing the prepositional phrase, being used as a demonstrative pronoun, translated “those from the circumcision [party].”
“those [who are] from the circumcised took issue with him,”
Acts 11:2 corrected translation
“Now when Peter came up to Jerusalem, those [who are] from the circumcised took issue with him,”
Explanation:
1.  “Now when Peter came up to Jerusalem,”

a.  Luke moves the narrative along to the next scene in the drama—Peter leaves the home of Cornelius after ‘several days’ and makes the several day journey back to Jerusalem.

b.  While Peter is making this several-day journey (about 60 miles) back to Jerusalem, the news about what happened in Caesarea precedes him.

c.  As soon as Peter arrives in Jerusalem the legalists of the Jerusalem church take issue with him.

2.  “those [who are] from the circumcised took issue with him,”

a.  Luke uses a well-known technical phrase ( - Col 4:11;  - Acts 11:2; or  - Tit 1:10;  - Gal 2:12) to describe a group of believers in the Jerusalem church.

b.  Who were ‘those from the circumcised’?


(1)  Clearly it refers to some of the Jewish believers living in Jerusalem.  But this requires a more careful explanation.



(2)  “The term ‘circumcision party’ (Acts 11:2; Gal 2:12; Tit 1:10) calls for comment. (Some commentators) interpreted this phrase to denote Jewish Christians.  This is unsatisfactory, however, since some other Jewish Christians (e.g., Paul) would probably not have pressed for stringent obedience to the law, especially as regards circumcision, even before the Apostolic Council ruled that it was not necessary.  F. F. Bruce stated that Acts 11:2 denotes Jewish Christians zealous for the law.  Conzelmann claimed that ‘circumcision party’ denotes the entire (Jewish) Christian community in Jerusalem.  But one wonders whether every Jewish Christian in Jerusalem would be so militant.  ‘Circumcision party’, especially as it occurs in Acts 11:2, may best be interpreted in the light of Acts 15:5, where the instigation for circumcision came from ‘some believers who belonged to the party of the Pharisees’.  Like 11:1f, Acts 15:1–5 mentions both the circumcision issue and Judea, the residence of those who would be most concerned about circumcision: the believers among the Pharisees.  Gal 2:12 may also be interpreted in the light of Acts 15:1–5.  Though the controversy took place in Antioch, Paul’s opponents had come from James in Jerusalem.  These opponents were Pharisees who had professed belief in Jesus as Messiah, but desired all adherents to the faith to keep the laws of Moses, especially circumcision.”


c.  Luke says that these men had an issue with Peter.  What issue?


(1)  They don’t object to the fact that Peter left Jerusalem or that he went to the Roman capital of Judea or that he presented the gospel to a group of Gentiles or that he went into the home of a Gentile (for even though that created a certain amount of uncleanness in their minds, it was a common practice and easily remedied).



(2)  What they object to is the fact that Peter remained in the home for several days, with the implication that he must have eaten unclean food and defiled himself even more by having social intercourse for an extended period of time with a Gentile.  It is easy to imagine that Cornelius, being a God-fearing man and respecting the Jewish food customs, would not offer Peter any ‘unclean’ food.  However, after Peter’s explanation of God’s vision to him and explanation that nothing consecrated as holy by God is to be considered unclean, it is hard to imagine Peter not eating anything that was set before him.  The Pharisaic Christians probably imagined this to be so.  And therefore, that is the issue they raise with Peter as we see in the next verse.

d.  Notice that even though Cornelius was a God-fearing Gentile, who observed the Jewish Law in part, he was still considered ‘unclean’ by the orthodox party of the Jewish believers in the Jerusalem church, because he was an uncircumcised Gentile.

e.  The grace-oriented believers did not take issue with Peter.  The legalists did.  These are the same legalistic Christians in the Jerusalem church that Paul describes in Gal 2:12-13, “For prior to certain men coming from James, he [Peter] used to eat with the Gentiles.  But when they came, he began to withdraw and separate himself, fearing those out from the circumcision [the Jews from Jerusalem].  In fact the other Jews [Jewish believers] joined him [Peter] in playing the hypocrite, so that even Barnabas was carried away by their hypocrisy.”


f.  These legalistic Christians in the Jerusalem church are also mentioned in Acts 15:1-5, “Some men came down from Judea and began teaching the brethren, ‘Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be saved.’  And when Paul and Barnabas had great dissension and debate with them, the brethren determined that Paul and Barnabas and some others of them should go up to Jerusalem to the apostles and elders concerning this issue.  …When they arrived at Jerusalem, they were received by the church and the apostles and the elders, and they reported all that God had done with them.  But some of the sect of the Pharisees who had believed stood up, saying, ‘It is necessary to circumcise them and to direct them to observe the Law of Moses.’”

g.  It is also important to notice here that these self-righteous believers are challenging and beginning to reject the authority of the apostle Peter.  F. F. Bruce explains: “Hitherto, even if Stephen and his fellow-Hellenists incurred popular hostility, the apostles had been able to enjoy a measure of general goodwill; but if the news got around that the leader of the apostles himself had begun to fraternize with Gentiles, that goodwill would soon be dissipated.  And in fact it may well have turned out so.  It was not long after this that Herod Agrippa I executed James the son of Zebedee and then, in view of the approval with which this action met, arrested Peter in his turn (Acts 12:1ff).  About the same time, too, James the brother of Jesus emerges as acknowledged leader of the Jerusalem church, rather than any one of the twelve apostles.”


h.  The difference between Acts 4:32 (“Now there was one heart and soul in the group of believers”) and what is now beginning to happen in the church is huge.  And what created the huge difference: self-righteous, arrogant legalism—the enemy of the Church of our Lord Jesus Christ.  Arrogance destroys the unity of the family of God, just as it destroys marriages, friendships, and all other associations.
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