Acts 11:3



 is the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”

The present tense is a descriptive present of what happened at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the legalistic believers in the Jerusalem church produced the action of saying something.


The participle is circumstantial.

This is followed by the use of the conjunction HOTI to introduce direct discourse (a quote).  Then we have the second person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EISERCHOMAI, which means “to go to; to enter.”


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.

This is followed by the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the masculine plural noun ANĒR, meaning “to men.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun AKROBUSTIA, meaning “no circumcision” or “uncircumcision.”  This is followed by the accusative masculine plural present active participle from the verb ECHW, which means “to have: having.”


The present tense is a descriptive/aoristic present for a state or condition that exists right now.


The active voice indicates that Cornelius and his family and friends produce the action of having no circumcision.


The participle is explanatory or circumstantial.
“saying, ‘You went to men having no circumcision”
 is the connective use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the second person singular aorist active indicative from the verb SUNESTHIW, which means “to eat with.”

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.

Finally, we have the instrumental of association (Wallace, p. 160) from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “with them.”
“and ate with them.’”
Acts 11:3 corrected translation
“saying, ‘You went to men having no circumcision and ate with them.’”
Explanation:
1.  “saying, ‘You went to men having no circumcision”

a.  The complete sentence now reads: “Now when Peter came up to Jerusalem, those [who are] from the circumcised took issue with him, saying, ‘You went to men having no circumcision and ate with them.’”  The men having no circumcision obviously refers to the Gentiles in the home of Cornelius.

b.  Luke continues with the statement by the legalistic believers, explaining what the issue was they had with Peter.

c.  This issue of the legalists is twofold.  The fact that Peter even went into the home of a Gentile was a huge issue with these self-righteous legalists.  Going into a Gentile’s home was forbidden by the legalistic standards of the Pharisees, not by the Mosaic Law.  There is no statement in the Old Testament that says a Jew cannot enter into the home of a Gentile.  The legalistic Jews made up their own strict ‘laws’ of behavior that defined ‘cleanliness’ and added them to the Mosaic Law.  There were not God’s standards, but the traditions of men.  “Ceremonial defilement is mentioned in the NT, but not approved…by intimate association with Gentiles, such as eating with them (not expressly forbidden in Mosaic law, Acts 11:3), or entering into their houses (Jn 18:28, the Pharisees refusing to enter the Praetorium.)”


d.  Peter had done nothing wrong by going into the home of a Gentile, but these believers thought that he had.  They judged him as guilty of violating their ‘law’, not God’s.  God’s law was to go to the house of this Gentile and present the gospel to him.


e.  These believers were out-of-line from their own presumptive arrogance.  They assumed they were following the will of God, when, in fact, they were violating the Lord’s teaching in Mt 7:1ff, “Do not judge so that you will not be judged.  For in the way you judge, you will be judged; and by your standard of measure, it will be measured to you.  Why do you look at the speck that is in your brother's eye, but do not notice the log that is in your own eye?  Or how can you say to your brother, ‘Let me take the speck out of your eye,’ and behold, the log is in your own eye?  You hypocrite, first take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to take the speck out of your brother’s eye.”

2.  “and ate with them.’”

a.  The second part of the legalist’s indictment of Peter is the fact that he ate with them.  This refers to having social life with Gentiles.  This is the more damning indictment in the eyes of the legalists.

b.  The fact that Peter ate with these Gentiles implies that he stayed in Cornelius’ home, and that is the real issue these Jews have with Peter.  Peter treated these Gentiles as friends, as equals, as brothers, and the legalistic Jews won’t stand for it.

c.  The fact that these Jerusalem believers know that Peter stayed with Cornelius in his home indicates that someone who had been there with Peter and knew this spread the word about it.  The only people that could have done this were the six believers from Joppa.  They probably returned home and told the story of what happened.  When the news gets to Jerusalem, all the legalists hear is that Peter is living with new Gentile believers in Caesarea.


d.  Eating is not the issue; social life and friendship with the Gentiles is the real issue, and the legalists won’t tolerate it.


e.  It is also important to note here that even though Cornelius was a God-fearing man who respected the Jews and the Law, these legalists had no regard for him.  To them he was just another heathen.

f.  It should be noted that the believers in Jerusalem in general do not question Peter, nor do the other apostles.  And even those who do challenge Peter do not question his presenting the gospel to Gentiles, nor to him baptizing them, nor to him teaching them the word of God.  They make an issue out of a non-essential rather than the real essentials of the spiritual life.  The right thing for them to do was not challenge Peter, but ask him if what He did was God’s will and was he directed by God the Holy Spirit to do this.  Then they would have legitimately been seeking to learn something first before condemning without all the facts.  Once they have the facts, they will change their tone, as we shall see.
� Bromiley, G. W. (2001, c1979-1988). The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia (1:912). Grand Rapids: Eerdmans.
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