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H ‘Evvola g Miotng otnv Makaid Aabrikn

Anuriton Kaijdrn,
Kabnynm

H éwvola mg niomg énwg autr napouoctaletat omy M. Awabrikn dev
Tautidetal pe v avtioTolxn ewéva mou éxoupe yi' autiv oy K. Aa-
Brjkn. Ma va o EBpaiog To avBpw autd ouvaioBnua xen-
oorotel pia MoAia exppAcewv Kat AEEEwv, oL omoieq avravakAouv
Kl TO TOAUOUVBETO Twv S1aBE0EWY TWV TIOTWHV.

Ma mv minpéatepn karavénan mg €volag Mg niomng omy M.A.
Ba rrav KaAG va SoUpE amé TIO KOVTA OPIOMEVES MAAQIOBIABNKIKEG
£evOTNTEG, Orou yivetat Biaftepog AGyoq yia To Béua auto.

Mia ané Tig mo onpavtikég Bpioketal oto keP. 7,9 Tou BiBAioU Tou
Hoaia'. H evétnra aut anokTtd diaftepn onpaoia eneidr] yvwpifoupe
He OXeTIKN akpiBeta To ouyypagéa, To xpdvo, kabwg kat v artia yia
mv onola YPApTnKe. BPIOKGHAOTE 0TV EMOXT| TOU CUPOEPPAIITIKOU
TioAépou?. Baowidg twv Agoupiwv Tov kaipd auté rrav o TeyAdr da-
Aaodp o Y', évag Wxupdg Kat adlagioviknTog HovapxNG. ZT0 XWPo
g Zupiag kat Tng Maiaiativng opyavvetat and Tov Peliv, To Baogid
g Zupiag, pa ouppaxia mou okomé Exel va eEeyepBel katd Tou

1. Ma unopvnuamopé kat Beohoyik avamTun mg evémrag BA. H. Wildberger,
Jesaja, BKX,, 0. 262¢E,

2. Ma Ta (0TopiKd Yeyovéta TG enoxig BA. J. Begrich, Der syrisch-ephraimitische
Krieg und seine weltpolitischen Zusammenhénge, ZDMG 83, 1929, oo. 213-237. G.
Brunet, Le terrain aux foulons, RB 71, 1964, 00. 230-239. R. Martin-Achard, Esaie et
Jérémie aux prises avec les problémes politiques, RHPhR 47, 1967, 00. 208-224.



TeyAdt ®akaodp. I ouppaxia autr npooxwpel kat o Mekd, Baohidg
Tou Baotheiou Tou loparih, kaBg kat GAAot BaoiAeig kupiwg and To xa@-
PO TWV aKT@v TG Powvikng kat Makawotivng. Tmy {Bla ouppaxia B¢-
Aouv ot Bopetol yeitovég Tou va odnyrioouv kat To Baot\id Tou véTiou
Baoieiou Tov AXGZ®. O veapdg autég Baothidg Sev BEAEL va ouyKpou-
OTE( [E TIG LOXUPEQ OTPATIEG TwV Aooupiwv yt' QuTé Kat apveftal va Ad-
Bet pépog o ouppaxia. O Pellv SHwg kat o Mekd ekoTpatelouy Kard
mg W yia va t Tov AXAg va noAeprioet pal{ Toug
Katd Twv Agoupiwv. O Baoidg Tou loUda yia va unopéoet va Ta Bya-
Aet épa e TOUG L0XUPOUG TOU QvTINAAoug Sev SIOTATeL va Jrioet T
Bori@eia Twv Agoupiwv, XwpiG va okeTE( TIG ouVENeleg TG Tpagng
Tou autg. O npogrimg Hoalag dlapAénovrag Tov kivduvo rou Ba Sié-
Tpexe Oxt HOvo To BOpeio, ald kal To véTio BaciAelo mpooTael va
anotpéyel Tov AXAZ va odnynbei otn ouppaxia pe Tov TeyAdt daka-
adp. IMa Tov npogiim, To Bacihelo ™G Zupiag kaBg kat To Bacikelo
Tou lopariA 3ev eixav eAnida va owBouv. H eEapdviar Toug ritav ofyou-
pn. Aev 6an r|mv Suwg uncné}\t:upa TWV EVEPYELWDV Twv ATOUPIwY, AAAG
pYelag Tou Oeol Twv loudaiwv. Mia
npounéeacr\ eem H6vo o mpo@ritg, ™y niot Tou Bacthia AXGZ ka
Tou Aaod Tou. H niotn aut dev ouviotarat otV agnpnuévn ékppaon
Tou 6Tt 0 Oe6G UNAPXEL KAl £ival Hovadikég, aANG opiZeTal oy epri-
aTooUvn Tou Aaol Tipog To Oed, Adyw TG eidIkrig OXEANG MOU TPOEP-
Xetat ané mv exhoyn Tou. O Oedg enéeke Tov loparh, eivat o Oedg
Tou*, Kat eivat o H6vog MoU UITopE{ va Tov oG oEL. AuTH 1) aNOAUTN eur-
gTooUvn 0To OEd Tou, anayopelel TV MPOoPUYH 0t GAAO OTpIyHa
h 1 OAG 6TEPO TNV TIPOTPUYT| OTIG PEUTIKEG BEGTNTEG
T 1oxupifovTal nwg eivat Suvatétepeg and To Oed Tou lopanhs.

0O Hoalag ekBETel 0T0 veapé AXGL T YVE@HN TOU KAl TOV POTPENEL

va ompixtel o SUvaun Tou Oeol kat 6t 08 avBPWIIVEG SUVGHEIGE.
To privupa nou undpxer oty evétra Ho 7,1-9 eivat pa dujynon
TIou anoTeAe( To E§WTEPIKG MEPIypapHa eveq MPoPNTIKoU Adyou, Tiou

3. K. Budde, Jesaja und Ahas, ZDMG 84, 1931, 00. 125-138.
4. Beut. 7,665,

5. A. Gamper, La foi d'Esaie, RThPh NS 10,1922, 0. 265.

6. J. Boehmer, Der Glaube und Jesaja, ZAW 41, 1923, 0. 87.



unéoxetat kat evBappuvel. Aev ival SUokoo v' avayvwpiooupe Tiq Ba-
OIKEG (5€eG aTNV EVBGPPUVON, TNV MapATPUVOT Yia neepia kat 6xt ¢é-
o, kat oV unéoxeon, 6Tt e v enibeon mou Ba kGvouv ot exBpol Ka-
T4 ™G lepoucakiip Sev Ba katagépouv Tinota. E3® To yeyovéq dev
avtipeTwniZeTat pe oudETepo pATL and Karolov rou Ppioketal EEw and
Ta ipdypara, aAG and kdrolov mou Zet péoa oty NOAN. ‘ETol To ev-
Bla@EPOV OUYKEVTPWVETAL OTIG EXBPIKEG EMIBETEIG. AUTO GHWG TIOU
€xel 1Blaftepn onpacia eivat n E0WTEPIKY OTAON TWV AvBpPWNWY, TOU
Bubvouv Ta poBepd kat BaupacTd autd yeyovéta. Mia ep@moan tiBetal
ané Tov MPoPr: Ba aVTILETWNIoOUV e Mo GAeq QUTEG TIG SUOKO-
Aieg; Mari pévo W' autd Tov 6po Ba propéoouv va Tiq Eenepdoouy.

0 A6yog autdg yia Ty TiioTn, HOIGZEL va Eival aropovVwHEVOG OToV
Hoaia, oy npaypatikémra 6pwg oupBaivet To avtiBeto’ o npoerg
avavedvel, €5k W' €va Tpomo 1dlaitepa cagr, pa apxaia napddoom,
auTr| mou oxeTideTat pe Tov 1epd TOAeR0”. ‘Onwg kat GAAOTE, 0 Oedq
Tou lopanA Ba katéBel yia va MOAEHOEL MAvw OTO 6pOgG ZidV.

AMG kat pe ™ Sauidikn mapadoan, TG oroiag KUpLo oTolelo arno-
Tehel ) und 1 ylam 0 ™G dauidikig {ag, oxerile-
TaL n oxetk evémrad. O kivduvog Adyw Tou TMoAépou va lakonel n
S1adoxr) oo Bpdvo ™G lepoucakip eivat Guecog.

H ékkAnon yia iom arotehel pépog piag nepimokng napadoong
1By, Tou oxetiZovral pe T owmpia mou Ba em@épet o Oedg. Mépa
ané kdBe appioprimon otéketal To yeyovdg ot o Hoalag avaBiwoe
TNV EMOXT) TOU HE HEYAAO SUVapOHS TV 186a Twg ot PAxeq Tou Oeol
okZouv To Aad, aAAa agidvouv T TioTn Tou. XapaktnpeLoTIKG NG EMno-
X1 elvat n avriAnyn Tou tepol OAEROU wg kaBapd Baupa®. H owtpla
TIPGEN Tou Geol rTav oAGTeAa unepBartiki kat KaBGAOU EMISEKTIKY
0MoLaCBHMOTE CUvEPYag.

H avapovn pag pey i npagng ot0 eyylg
HENOV rTav pia and Tig 6yelg Tou pnviparog Tou Hoaia. OAa e§apta-

7. T 70 8ya QuTé Kai T omouBAIBTT Tou Yia Tov opariA BA. G. von Rad, Der
heilige Krieg im alten Israel, Zirich 1951.

8. a1 860 QuTEg napaB6oei exhoyrig, A. A. Kaiudkn, Ebv Kat lepoucaki o1o
Aeuteponoaia, Gegoarovikn 1990, 00. 43-63.

9. J. Scharbert, Was versteht das Alte Testament unter Wunder? Biki 22, 1967, 0.
3742,



vral ané Tov AXAZ Kat Toug GPXOVTEG TwV lEposoAlpwy: Ba enétpene n
ik} Toug oTdon T dpdon Tou Oeoy; Niom yia Tov Hodla ofjpave ké-
Ve TOMO Yia TNV evépyela Tou Oeod, naparoiuat and To va owde pé-
vog pou. ‘ETol, n ékkAnon yia nioTn mpaypatévetal otov Hoata pe 16-
VO QroQpacioTika MOAEHIKG KAl GPVITTIKG” NV avTiKaBloTdre To Oed pe
avBpwriva MOAITIKA Kat oTPATIWTIKG PETPa.

S7a {5la moAepkd mAaiota BpiokeTat kat o loparA kat 0 apxnyoéq Tou
0 Mwiong oTo ke. 14 ™G EE6S0u. To AeEIAGYI0 ToU XPnotuonoleftal
Kat o' aut) ™y evénTa eival tapépoto. O Aadg mpénel va €xet eprt-
oToolvn omy enéppaon Tou Oeol. H miom uwg dev Bewpeital wg
TpPoUNGBeoN yia T owmpla ané Toug Atyurtioug, GAAG Gpeon Ouve-
nela mg Beikig enéppaong’™® omy wotopiat’.

AN Kal 08 pia oelpd and UUVoug UTIGPXEL 1) {5la TIOAEIKY] aTHO-
ogapa. Exel ekppaletal n niom Tou atépou oto Oed Tou péoa ot Ka-
Bapd Aatpeutika mhaloa’ (BA. oxetikd W. 27,3 31,24 €&, 116,10). Kau
omv nepimwon aut N onpacia g niomg Sev SLAPEPEL OUOIATTIKA
ané v évvola rou Sivet o’ auiv o pogrmg Hoaiag™. Miom kat otig
500 QUTEG MEPITTAOELG ONuaivel EurmaToalvn, nouxia, npepia dima
om BeBaiéTTa nou napéxet ) napouocia katn evépyeia Tou Oeol’.

STov Tpo@IfTn ABaKoUH 2,1-4 Bp{oKETaL Hia aKGHN TOA OMUaVTIKY
£véTNTA Yia TV KaTavénon g éwolag g mog. Mpdkerrat yia mv
TEPYPAPT] ag 6paomg mou YpApeTal Katd ndoa mbavémra oe 3u-
OKOAeG OATIKEG OUYKUpIEG yia Tov lopari\. H motémra oto ©ed, 3n-
Aadr| oTo AGyo kat eé)\nm‘] Tou, efval xapaktnpioTikd Tou dikatou av-
Bpwrou Kkat Tou ef Pa kat Zwn. Kar eka-
opahion dnAadr} Tng Jwiig, unéoxeml kat o Hoaiag oto 7,9. Miom Aot-
v yia Tov mpogritn ABakoUp ival To KUPLO XaPAKTPLOTIKS Tou Bikal-

10. EE. 14,31. BA. kat Aeur. 1,32.

11. H. Wildberger, Glauben im Alten Testament, ZThk 65, 1968, 0. 134.

12. BA. ox. Wah. 27,3. 31,24 €€, 116,10.

1. EToug WaknoUs ToviZeTal aképn kat ) eAnida 6Tt 0 ©edg g SiaBrikng 8a owoet
Tov k6GH0. BA. 0. A. Kaijudkn, WaAe T OE Hou, UnéjvIia OE EKAEKTOUG Wakuous,
@eooahovikn 1996°, 0. 55.

14. Nepoobtepa yia ™y niom otouq Wahpoug BA. H.J. Kraus, Theologie der
Psalmen, BKXV3, 0. 43.



ou, 0 0ro{0g YIa TN CUMMEPIPOPE TOU auTH KepdiGel ™ Twn's, éxeL dn-
Aad ™ Suvarémra va BAEneL kat va anoAapuBdvel Ty kahoolvn Tou
axpé.

Z1a {d1a Aoy Thaiola Mg {ag propel va
ToroBemBei kat n evémra Mev. keg. 15. £ auiv n niom Tou ABpadp
TiBeTal ot Sokipaoia®. Ot UNOOXETELG ToU KaTd KalpoUg Tou Bd6Bnkav
apyoUv va mpaypaTonomBouy Kat N o Sev eival KATL To auTovenTo
aképn Kat yia Tov ABpady. O Oedg Tou unooxElnke Katdkmon mg
yng ™G enayyeAiag' Tt va mv KAvel 6pwg 0 ABPadu aut T yn xwplg
Sikoug Tou anoydvoug; H niia tou eivat TipoXWPNHEN Kat 0 Blog Sev
£XeL Kavéva va Tov KAnp ynuévn eivat n BOA
Tou Tov katahapBaver. O Gzoq 6uu>§ Tou undoxeTal kAT avlpdrva
adUvaro. I’ auTo TIoTEUEL 0 MATPIAPXNG XWP(G Kapd avtippnan kat o
©edg Tou avayvwpilet aut Ty TIPGEN, Kat T Bewpel wG MPGEN Sikato-
olvng. Aikalog omv M.A. Bewpeital o dvBpwriog, o oro{og pe v op-
émTa TwV MPGEEWV ToU Kat pe TV nifien unotayn Tou KaBiotarat
ayarmtég oTo O&d.

O AEUTEPOVOLIOTIG OF Hia OEPG aM6 EVETNTEG XPNOIHOTOLE( Kal To-
ViZer v apvnike éwola g miomg, Oxt H6vo anévavti oo Oe6, AG
Kat anévavtt atoug avlpwroug. O lakdp dev TuOTEUEL OTOUG YIOUG TOU
Grav Tou ayyéhhouv 6Tt o lwore Zet kat £xel pua oAU onpavTikr 8éon
omv Afyurtto®.

0 Mwiorig ap@BAMet yia To av ol lopanAiteg Ba Tov TuoTéYouy,
6tav 6a NaPOUCIAOTE UMPOOTA TOUG (WG ANECTAALEVOG TOU raxpé, y'
QuTé o Bedq Tou Bivet Tpla onpeia pe Ta orofa o Aadg pépetal 6T Ba
TuoTéYel otov Mwion wg Tov Gvepwrio Tou ©eol™.

15. A.S. van der Woude, Der Gerechte wird durch seine Treue leben. Erwagungen zu
Hab. 2,4-5. F.S. Theodor Christian Vriezen 1966, 367-375. Tou 18iou Habakuk 2.4, ZAW
82,1970, 0. 281.

16. NMepiooétepa yia ™y niom Tou ABpady BA. W. Zimmerli, 1. Mose 1225
Abraham, Zircher Bibelkommentare, Zirich 1976, 0. 47.

17. C. Westermann, Die Verheissungen an die Vater, Studien zur Vtergeschicte
FRLANT 116, 1976.

18. Tev. 45,26,

19. EE. 4,19, 31. MppA. ka1 EE. 199,




Ze pepikd akopn xwpia? toviZeta n amotia Tou Aaol anévavti oto
©€6 Tou, pia MPAEN N omoia yia Tov AEUTEPOVOLOTY apxilet and Tov
Kalpd TG ePrioU Kat PBAVEL LEXPL TNV EMOXT] TOU.

Kdnwg SlapopeTikd BéTet To B8ua g niong o Aeuteponaaiag. Au-
TG OUVBEeL TNV THiOTN LE KAMOLA OUYKEKPILEVN Vo yia To @b Tou
lopariA?', wg mavroduvapo kat kipto g 1oTopiag?.

AkohouBoUv optopévol Yahuol®, o kaBévag pe TV BlaepdmTd
Tou. O np@tog Yahpdg 78% avapépetat oy opyr Tou Oeou e artiag
™G ap@oprimong Tou lopar yia ™ Suvatémra nou éxet o MaBs va
eneAel ouyKekpiuéva Batpuata Tov kaipd TG epripou. H apgioprimon
autr 6nwg eivat puUoIKS oBrynoe ot amiaTia Tou Aaol. O Yakudg
106% gtov otix. 12 Slapoponotel Afyo To 8pa g miong OxiTua eudE-
wg oTov ©ed Tou lopan), aAkd ota Adyia Tou. TéAog, yia Tov Yanus
119,66 niotn onpaivet Mpenon Twv evioAdv Tou MayBs.

m ocogloloyiki ypappateia Tou loparh undpyxet a oeipd and
anog@gypara nou oxeTiGovral Kupiwg pe mv miom nou o dvBpwriog
TipEnel va Befxvel 1 va pn Selxvet anévavrt ato ouvavepwné Tou, &ite
autds eivar exBpog Tou efte pihog?. ToviZetal Suwg akoun kat io
TIou mpéntet va Seixvet o GvBpwrtog anévavtt oo Oed 1j To Voo Tou?.
Zmy nepirrwon aut n éwota mg ASEnG mioTn oxetidetal pe ™y Biai-
TEPN OXEOM MOU QvarnTyooeTal avapeoa oto Oed Kat Tov TaTé?. O vé-
Hog Mpog Tov orofo emiong Beixvet 0 GvBpwog TNy Mo Tou anoTee!
Wa ékppaon g Beikrg napouoiag.

Zra {51a maiota kivefrat kat o BiAio ™G Zogiag Zohopdvra. I’ au-
6 n niom TautiGetat pe ™ oTdon Tou CoPoy, evd N aniTia eivat To

6 evog HwPOU avBpw

20. Agut. 9,23 kau A' Bao. 17,14,

21. Ho. 43,10.

22. E. Pleiffer, Glaube im Alten Testament, Eine grammatikalisch-lexikalische
Nachprifung gegenwartiger Theorien, ZAW 71, 1959, 0. 157.

23. 01 yahyol 78, 106 Kat 119,

24. SToug OTiXOUG 20-22.

25. 310 oMY, 12.

26. B\ 0. Z09. Zeipdy 12,10. 19,15

27.309. Zeiphx 32,24. 33,3

28.D. Lihrmann, Pistis im Judentum, ZNW 64, 1974, 0. 33,



TéAog oto A’ Mak. 1) ion oTo ©e6 ouvdEeTal e TV anékmon g
awviag Zwig® (7,19-21). Qg npdTuna moT@V avBpdnwy epgavifovrat
0 ABpady, o0 AaviriA, oL Tpelg taldeg Mo pixTnKav oTo Kapivt e T w-
TG* kaBwg Kat N puntépa G onoiag Ta emtd nawdid Haptipnoav
urpootd me* kat o’ autd To BiBio n nioTn ouvdEeTal pe ™ owoTH ou-
UMEPLPOPa Tou avBpw oy anévavtt oto Oed.

ZupnepaopaTikaG 8a Unopoloape va roupe 6Tt ) eBpaikr ASEN «xee-
piv» éTav xpnowonoleital wg BPNOKEUTIKEG 6pOg BEV Exel TIAVTOTE
omv M.A. v i8la onpacia®. Tig o MoAEG Popég ouvdéetal e wa
Kanola npognteia owtmpiag, SnAdver: Seixvw eumOTOTUVN, enagiepat
ot S0vapn Tou Oeol Kal OXETIZETal He KAMOIA EMIKIVEUVT TIOATIKO-
OTPATIWTIKY KaTtdoTaon.

Mio onpaivouoa Beohoyika eival ) onuacia nou maipvet 1 éwola
™G oG Ke TN OUOXETION NG He Ja KArola BeBaldTnTa Mo TPoép-
XETQL QM6 (1A OWOTr AATPEUTIKY EKSHAWOT TwV avBp@nwy.

H Seutepovopiotikr xpnumonomon ™G AéEng pag odnyel oto va

i T0 600 i fitav n gwom Tou aveAdy-
Bavt o loparjA anévavri ato ©€6 Tou. MioTn kat apoaiwan oy anoka-
Auppévn B€Anon Tou OeoU eival éva kat To auté Mpdypua.

e petayevéotepa keipeva g M.A. n évola g AéEng niom naip-
VELTNV EKPPAOT TG EHMIOTOOUVNG OTO MaxBé, 0To AdYo Tou, 0TO V6o
Tou, kaBWwq Kal oTa BauuaoTd yeyovéta rou ouvodelouy Tov loparh
omv toTopia Tou. O Aeuteponoaiag ouvdset T miom oTo O pe a
KAmola YV&om OpLopEVwY BPNOKEUTIKGY aANBEIdY Mo oxeTifovTat W'
autév. Moté omv M.A. n AéEn niom Sev ouvdéeTal e ™ OxEon Tou
lopariA pe aMeg BedTeg. Qg Be0MoYIKGG P0G XPNOIOOETaL 1) AS-
&N H6vo yia va Tovioet ™ ouvavinon Tou loparA e To Oed Tou.

29. A" Maxk. 7,19-21.

30. A" Maxx. 16,22.

31. A' Maxk. 16,24, 17,2

32. G. Ebeling, Jesus und Glaube, ZThK 55, 1958, 0. 70. - H. Wildberger, «Glaubens.
Erwagungen zu h'myn: Hebraische Wortforschung. FS W. Baumgartner, SVT 16, 1967,
00. 372-386.



H AuBevtia oy EkkAnoia
Katd ta Keipeva Aoukdg-Mpdgeig*

Robert F. O'Toole, S.J.
niputavn Tou Pontificio
Istituto Biblico TG Pwung

H nopovoa perétn emyerpel vo evionicer Ty évvola mg «owBevtiog»
e181x6tepa oT0 TAod 610, TG BE0ROYi0G TOV AOUKG, VL BEPTiGEL GUVOALKEL
TOV TPOTO AVTIHETAMONG TG Od OVTOV KO Vor SIEVKPIVIGEL T0 p6Ao TOV
Ayiov Ivedpatog, mapéxoviog Hio TATpN, TeVTéYpove SU®S KOt TPOKTL-
1) ovvoym. Eetélovtog o Sidgopo: £idn «owbevtiog» amocognvilel
v évvold g 610 Aouka-TIpGEelg Ko KOTOBEIKVVEL TOL0G TV COKEL
Ko g, AvT ) €pevver ebetéler novo To xwpior EXeve TOV TPOYHOTLKG
oyetilovton pe v owBevtio, ko 1 peBodooyic mov akohovBei eiven orv-
T g GuVBETIKTG KpLTIKTG, EVg eidoug Tehkiig ZovTadng, dlaitepa Ko
TUAMATI GE TEPITTAOELS GTIOV 0L TNYEG SV Umopohy eVKOALL VoL TPOGSLO-
protoby pe Befondnta. Mio Aoyiki vr6Beon eivor 6Tt 0 AOVKES GUVEDE-
GE 0 Ke{HEvo OTOG TO £)OVJIE, OTGTE UTOPOVHE V0L TO HEAETCOVHE Ko Vot
avalnTHoOVHE TO PivUpe TOV NOEAE VO LETOPEPEL GTOV OVOLYVHOTN Y-
pic vo kataghyovpe oe TYég.

+ Eioriynon xazé v B’ Orcovpevi Eovagn OpadsoEav ke POGIOKaBoAKdY Oco-
A6yov e B¢ «H évvora g auBevtiog evedg g Exxhniolas tov gpévey ms Kawig -
6ixng.
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H ©éom ¢ «AvBevriog» otn ©eoloyle Tov Aovkd

To Bépo "«AvBevtior» oty Exkinoia™ npénet va eviomotel oto kotd
Aovké mhaioto Tov dbo Baoterdy, g Paotieiog Tov Oeov? kon g Po-
okeiag Tov Zatovd (Mpdgerg 26,18). H Baotieio Tov Oeod yopoxtmpile-
o1 o6 To e Kot TN Suvatd T vo PAérer kavelg, omd T compio Ko
my niot otov INcov, evd 10 GKGTOG KL T0 KK KUPLOPYOVY 670 Poroi-
Aet0 tov Zatavé. O otavig, 1) av tpotind Kaveig o «diéBorogr, Tpo-
ondbnoe vo Slagbeiper TV axepond o 100 INcod (Aovk. 4,1-13) Ko
KoTomy TV okepoadTnTa TG TpdNg Kowoéttag (Mpdéeg 5,1-11). O
Zatavég «odper T6v Adyov» and Tig Kopdiég KATOI®Y UATKE TOTEYOLY
Kot 6mBovV (Aovk. 8,12). Mo 8eK0oKTH YpOVIe KPUTOVOE 1) CUYKURTOV-
oo yovaixa éopio (Aovk. 13-16) kon karté to MéBog kotéhafe Tov lovdo
(22,3 mpPA. Mpé&erg 13,10) kon Tpoonébnoe vo. «xookivicer» tov Tétpo
K01 100G GAROVG AmOOTEAOVS GOV GLTépt (AouK. 22,31-32). Efvan mo odv-
voog and Tov Inoov, tov «1oxvpdtepox (11,18.21-22), mov TOV TOpOEKO-
AovBovoe vo TéQTeL amd Tov ovpavd o aotpor (10,18),} Beplmevoe T
Soupoviapévn xon dhovg oot Bpickovray vrd v eéovoia Tov Sraféiov
(Aovk. 13,12-13.16-17" Tpagerg 10,38), eve 1) mpocevyi Tov yio Ty wiot
Tov [TéTpov €gepe amoTéAECHCL

H Aroym tov Aovkéd yio. tnv ExkAnolo

H épevvé pog omontel Ty Kotovénon g droymg tov Aovkd yioe my
ExxAnota, dote vo eipoote PéBaror Tt vdpyer Aoyikiy oyéon avipeso
ot Aevtépo Tlapovoia, ) Sevtepn éhevon tov INcod kou v avtiinyn

1.0 6pog «Exxhnoiar (e xeparaio E) oty napovon pehém avagépetar 1o oivoro
Mg APIoTIaVIXTG KOWSTITaS, EVid «ExxANGia (HE HIKpS €) O TomKH KowbTnTa: f épog
“ou GUVhov S XproTiavosiVIG

2.0 PK. Nelson, Leadership and Discipleship. A Study of Luke 22:24-30 (SBLDS 138
Atlanta 1994), 50, rpofddien exiong T oMjosic avTig TG RPOORTIXHG.

3.0 J. Hill, “Luke 10.18 Who Saw Satan Fall?", JSNT 46 (1992), 25-40, mpoteivet 6t «o
Saipoveg» (10,17) elve 10 VROKE(|EVO T0V «EBEdpOLY. AVTOl VROTGEOVTAY GTOVS Hab-
g ot ez Be1 Tov e Tovg Zartavés éxpovo. Ka av o Hill éxet dixto, to yopio 10,18
néih vrooTpiLe Ty poBakAGuevn Béon.



00 Aovké Yt v ExkAnoio. AT av n npdn dev koBvotepoloe, N
avéykn Yo v tehevtodo Bo fTay onpovTikd petopévn. H omdvimon
100 INCOY 670 EpdTHE TOV paBN TGV ToTE Ba eyKaBidpue T Pootheion
00, ouvowilel ™ Béon Tov Aovkd ent g Aevtépog TMopovaiag: «ovy,
Dp@v Eott yv@var xpdvoug T karpodg og 6 matip EBeto év 0 1dig EEov-
oig (MpéEerg 1,7).* Kopio ohhayy o€ avtév Tov Tp6mo Katavénong dev
napotnpeiton 610 VEGAOTO TV MPEEEWY,’ HOAOVGTL 0 AOUKES UTOpE Vo
elye oxeqtel 6T 1 Aevtépo: Mapovoic Bo. epxdToV GYETIKG GOVTONE.
$10 AovkG-TIpaEelg Vrpyovy opLopéveg eXQpacelg Yo v Exkin-
olo® xou oT6 oV Ader 0 Aoukdi ot MpdEerg 1:12-8:1a yioe ™y TpGun
K1) 10y 0€eL Yo my EQOCOV N
&Boutvr\ Ty T GLUVIGTOVOE TO GTVVORO TG XPLOTLOVIKIG KOWVOTN-
106, O Aoukdg BAéner mv ExkAnoio og m ouvéyera tov Ioponih (Mpdigerg
1,15-26° 3,22-23), poLTNG (26,4-8.22-23.27-
29), «OpoBVRASOV» (1,14 2,46° 4,24 5,12), «mbvteg Opo», «dyhog (1,15),
«ol &dehgoi»,” «ol motevoaveg» (MpdEeig 2,44 4,32° 11,17 18,27 19,18
21,20 22,19), «oi motoi» (10,45), «hadg» (1dodt. 3,23 15,14 18,10),

4. H pezdgpaon g Bifikou tov zpnowionoteiton oe a6 To pdpo eivoa: The Holy
Bible: Containing the Old and New Testaments (NRSV:CE, Nashville 1993). Orov kpivera
£0QUAEVY, 1 jeTppaon Mo TapatiBetan eivan ik Hov.

5. e o thnpéotepn ekétaon g aveiAnyng Tov Aouké yia TV KaBuotépnion Mg
Topovaiag, B 10 épyo pov The Unity of Luke’s Theology: An Analysis of Luke-Acts (GNS
9. Wilmington, DEL. 1984), 149-159. BA. exfong E. Grisser, “Die Parusieerwartung in der
Apostelgeschichte”, Les Actes des Apdtres: Traditions, rédaction, théologie (ed. J. Kremer)
(BETL 48, Leuven 1979), 99-127.

6. T1pBh. HJ. Cadbury, “Note XXX. Names for Christians and Christianity in Acts”, The
Beginnings of Christianity. Vol. 5 Additional Notes to the Commentary (ed. K. Lake & H.J.
Cadbury) (London 1933), 375-392, € T0ug TPOGBLOPIOHOYS ToU OROIOV O KAP&Y TUVTAKTIG
Sev oupgavel maipos, I 06pog o
vetan, egdoov oTI avagépetan oy av 8
Evyevilg ka8 elvan uia tétoue GUUREPLQOpd, GROTEREL 1OV uat Gy TG KowdmTos.
OUre o1 ax6A0VBOL TPOSBIOPLOHOL PEIVETEN VO crTIOAOYODVTEL: «@iAOLY, «iKautory, «Gw-
Bévtegy, «evarryéhio» Kan «ioTn . H Tapodoc: jehéTn TpoTeivel Kot HEpixovg Tpocdiopt-
Gpots mov dev avagépovian anb tov Cadbury. Bh. exiong J.B. Tyson, “The Emerging
Church and the Problem of Authority in Acts”, Int 42 (1988), 133.

7. TlptEeig 1,15-16 6,3 9,30° 1023 11,29 142 15,1.3.7.13.22-23.32-33.36 40 K.0t.




«mARB0g» (4,32), «EkKkAnoion (5,11 8,1.3), «padntoi» «b Adyog [toD Oe-
o0] nbEavev» (6,7 12,24' 19,20),° «fy 686¢» (9,2 19.9.23- 22,4- 24,14.22),
«@por» (9,13.32.41° 26,10), «100g EmKOAOVREVOUG T6 BVopct Gou» (9,14.21°
mpPA. 22,16), «xpromavoi» (11,26 26,28) kou «Tilg 1@V Nalopaiov oipéoe-
g (24,5 mpPA. 28,22). DAeg 0vTég 0L meptypages pég BonBovy var Stakpi-
VOUE TIg amoYphOELS TG «onBevtiag» ato Aovkd-TIpdEel kon vo Ty
Katavorcovpe. Tio mapdderypa 1) gpéon «6 A6yog [10d Beod] noEavev»
Mg urevBupiler T Snuovpyiki apovsio tov Oeob 1 «oi ddeApoi» o
adeAQIRT] &V 1 AEEN «df Toviler v evéro.
«'H 680¢» GUVIOTE GUVTPOPIKGTNTA Ko ie KaBopLopévn Katevhuvon
OV mPEREL Vot orkoAoVBNBel. 26T060, REPLOGOTEPO YPTiGIN O pEAET
o eivor 1 «ExxAnoiar» ko o1 Tpocdiopiopiot mov amodidovy m ouvé-
x€w: Tov IoponA.” ‘Etot e&nyeiton yioti 0 Aovkég pévog omd Tovg ouy-
TPagels TE K.A. kéver A6y0 yia $1680y0 Tov lovdoe: (TTpderg 1:15-26), $16-
T péo oG TG 0A0PAVEPNS AVOPOPAS OTIC AdSexa PUALS Kot Tovg
Tatprépyeg eppoviler 10 Xprotioviopd v cuveyilet tov Iopaiih. An
OTYHH oL N etkOve: T £xer moy1wBel, 0 Aoukdg Sev éxer Kavévay em-
mAfoV AGYO VoL OVTIKGTOOTIOEL 6m010V maToRO popTupet (mpfh. TTpé-
&erg 12:1-2) 1} meBoiver. O XproTiaviopdg g cuvéxele Tov Iopoih efven
axdun mo epgavig onig Mpageig 3:22-23 (nppA. ot. 20-21), 610V 0 AOUKES
Kabep@ver 1o véo kprtiipro Yo vor awiiker kavelg oo Aad Tov Oeob, 8-
hodi vor axover avtd mov Aéet 0 Inoods, o mpogHmG cay Tov Mo
exelvor mov ev oxody Sev avijkovy mhéov oTo Aab Tov. AARoD €xw Lo V-
proTef 611 0 Aovkdg BAéner Toug XproTiavols e1dikOTepa g TV Tpayla-

8.TIpaEeic 6,1.7°9,1.19.25-26.39" 11,26.29° 13,52 1420.22.38 x.ct.

9.J. Kodell, “The Word of God Grew’ : The Ecclesial Tendency of Logos in Acts 67;
12.24;19,20", Bib 55 (1974), 518-519.

10. RE. Brown, The Churches the Apostles Left Behind (New York 1984), 6368 P.F.
Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts (SNTSMS 57, Cambridge 1987), 69 G. Lohfink,
Die Sammlung Isracls: Eine Untersuchung zur lukanischen Ekklesiologie (SANT 39,
Munchen 1975) E. Schweizer, Church Order in the New Testament (SBT 32, London 1961),
7576 S. Zedda, Teologia della salvezza negli Ati degli Apostoli (Studi biblici 20, Bologna
1994), 110-123. BA. eniong B.S. Easton, Early Christianity: The Purpose of Acts and Other
Papers (ed. F. Grant) (Greenwich 1954), 43-57- D. Gerber, “Luc et le Judalsme", Foi et vie 92
(1993), 55-66.




Tkl cuvéxeo tev daproaiov.! Avti ) TadTion TOv XploTiavey pe m
Dopiooixt) mapddoon omé 1o Aovké 8o propovoE Vo EENYIOEL YioTi ot
daprooion Sev katovopdlovan wg avtinohot ket 10 éBog Tov INGov 1|
ong Mpéeic. Ty 170 0 Doproodog TopodiA e
01 TOVG 0mooToAOVS (5,34-38), evad entong o Mowhog Ppickel vrepaom-
otég petokh tov Papioaiov (23,6-10). Ané ™ oy mov 1 ExkAnota
uvuyvmp((eml g 1 («oAnBig») cuvéxeto: tov Iopon, 1 Bedpnon TV

POPOV ELSHV 1¢ eGovaiog péel AOTEPDL, 00D O AOVKEG
£xer o diéBeon Tov oMKMpn v lovdeik mapddoon yic vo. 01k080-
UNOEL EXGVE TNG.

"EVeL TEPOLTEP® ONUOVTIKG EpGTNHL eivon To e§iig: moto: eivon 1 oéon
avépeco ot Bacieio tov Oeod kou ™y ExkAnaio otov Aouké-Tpd-
Eeig; To mpbogoTo Kot evilagépov GpBpo Tov Michael Wolter dev mapéyet
BorBera oe ot To onpeio, epdoov Bewpel ™ «BaciAeio. Tov Oeov» oTIg
TMpéerg ag povo pérrovoa ko 6yt topodoa. 2 Avti 1 eppnveio: Gpog dev
elvon moth 6T okéyn oV Aovkd. Onwg tapadéyeton o Wolter, 0 Aov-
kg edpondver 610 Evoryyéhd Tov v dmoym 6t Booeio eivon effcov
L IPOLyROTIRGTTEL TOV TOpGVTOG Ko 0TL oTig Tpdigerg n Paorheia Tov
©e0b avagépetar 6To pjvopa y1o. Tov Incov. ETol 10 Aoyikd cupmépo-
opa ond ovtd To teAevtaio onpeto Sev propet vo eivon mag N Pootheio
7o Oeov dev eivon mhfov mapodon. 0,1 oy aAnBEg oyeTikd pe T Po-
otkeio 10 Evaryyéhio mopapéver odnBeg kon omig Mpagerg: 1 sompiddng
8pdion Tov Oeob xou N vixn eni Tov Zatavé cuvexifovton o Icovg Thpa
mhéov évepovog wg Bacthes (Mpaerg 2:33-36) efvan SpooTiiplog overe-
oo oToug XpLoTiavotg,® émag o Oedg Kou To Ayio Mvedpo. Opiopévot

11. BA. o nuérepa: The Unity, 21-22 xon Acts 26, The Christological Climax of Paul's
Defense (Ac 22:1-26:32) (Rome 1978), 33, 140-149. BA. exiong E. Haenchen, “The Book of
Acts as Source Material for the History of Early Christianity”, Studies in Luke-Acts Essays in
honor of P. Schubert (London 1968), 278" J.A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke I-IX
(AB 28A, Garden City, NY 1981), 178. Tpogava Sev eivan Gheg o1 RTugé T Gapioaiwtic
RaphBoong anodeKTés GTOV XpIOTIAVIOHS.

12, “*Reich Gottes’ bei Lukas” NTS (1995), 541-563. H méavémza: piag orowaodiirote
obvBeons avipieon ot Paotieia Tov Oeod ko T Exxhnola mpoxaiel to eviagépov
OpLopévV TIpOTETAVTAY HEAETNTGY.

13, @edpnon avtiig g Béon Bh. 670 pBpo ov “Activity of the Risen Christ in Luke-
Acts”, Bib 62 (1981), 471-498.
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Xproniavol pipodvor 1o Xpioto, Kot Sia Tov KNpHyHeTog Kot Tov Bon-
pérev Tovg ouveyitou va kabiotody m Baciieior mopovoa, eV ot ex-
KAoelg Yo petopéero kon miom eivon Sropkeic.* Tuvendg, 1 Baoireio
0 @eod Jev efven pévo peAhovuiki onig MpéEeic kon n oxpiPiig mept-
pagi g oxéong avipecn ot Pootreio Tov Oeod kar Ty Exkinoio
Kkaté 10 Aoukd efvon 6T mpdn ayxodidler ohokAnpwTiké T SevTepn.
H ExxAnoio 6peg oiyovpa Sev vrepkahintel to ohvoro g Baoireiog.
AVTEG 01 avtavokAdoes ent g Baoieiog Tov Ood, 1) aotheio Tov kot
1 ExxAnoio, pog mopégovy to yxof o Siepedvnon
0V BépoTog TG awbevtiog.

Iepamootoikn avlevtio

H «owBevtio» 610 Aovkd-TIphgerg amotehel extevég Bépa, ' uropei de
vo. petofiPootel pe morkovg Tpémovg. Kémotog propet vor AdBet eviort
Vo pofet o€ po: evépyeta 1), Sragopetikér, To GUHEPOLOEVEL VoL agivouy
VoL paved Y100 mo10 Abyo ouykexpiuéve tpdowno vidBovv popeic eEovaiag.
Qot600, o6 T oTyp Tov oig Mpdelg ot Xpiotiovol evepyotyv pe noL-
K1 axepond o, eivar Aoyikd Vo GUUTEPEVOVLE OTL, GV KEVOUY KA, Ei-
V0L TENELGHEVOL OTL EXOUY TNV OpHOSIOTNTOL VOL TO KEVOLY. AVTH 1) ev6TN-
o e€etdiler Tig mepixonég exelve, oTig omoieg ot Xpomavot eovciodo-
T0OVTON Vo KknphEOLY, VoL KaTaoTovY HépTUpE EvOg YeYovTog Ko va di-
86EovV, MEpITTHOELS TOL GUYVE GuVSEovTOn e Bordpate. EEetdler eniong
0. xopio: oo omofo.  ExkAnoia tav Iepocoddpav eykpivel Tig tepamo-
otohkég Tpoondeieg GAhwy, To ywpia dmov Xprotiavot éxovv cuveldn-
on nog Sobétovy ot Ty egovoia, ken Téhog, cuvonTiky éxkBeo mePL-
ntdoeav Sidaokahiag koa «paptupiog». ‘HiN oto Evoyyéhio o Incotg

14. Tt juer axpiéotepn mepiypagi g Baotkelag tou Geob onig Mpakeis, Pi. to dp-
6po pov “The Kingdom of God in Luke-Acts”, The Kingdom of God in 20th-Century
Interpretation (ed. Wendell Willis) (Peabody, MASS 1987), 147-162 xau L.D. Chrupcala, “1l
tema del regno di Dio nell’ opera Lucana”, Anton 69 (1994), 3-34.

15. O C. Zettner, Amt, Gemeinde und kirchliche Einheit in der Apostelgeschichte des
Lukas (EurHS XXIIL 423, Frankfurt am Main 1991) napovoiler pua mpoypenixt extiynon
Mg RoAuRAOKGTINT0S T0v {efjoctos. BA. extong Tyson, “The Emerging Church”, 132-145.
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£0TEIAE TOVG HOBNTEG TOV Vot SraknpvEouv T PooiAeia Tov Oeov, vor Kb~
vouv Bodpotar ko vor eEoBericovy Soupéviar (Aovk. 9,1-2° mpPh. ot. 6).
TMpng mevia ouvodever ot ) Spaotnprotnto: «Mndév odpete eig Tiiv
686V, pijte paBdoug pite mipav piite Eptov prjte dpyvplov uiTe avé do
xurdvog Exewvr. Ogeilovy vo déyovon onotadiinote grhogevio Tovg mpo-
ogépeton (oT. 3-4). QoTé00, N omodoy 1| Tov KopLoHEVOL PNVORATOG Elvon
xaboprotikig onpaocieg, 6nwg Slopoivetor 6TV avTHETOTION exelvov
TOV TNV GPVOVVTaN: «Kod TOV KOVIOPTOV &nd TV mod@vV Dudv dmotivikoe-
1€ £ig popTuplov &’ adtovg» (ot. 5). Ot idieg mepinov odnyieg divovton
otovg EBdopnixovta(-300), vrépyovy 0oté00 Ko KEMOEG TpocHKeg
(10,1-12.17-18)." Tdpo. eivon avéeykn mpooevytic 610 Oed yia epydites, Yo
i n codeld eivor mhovota, oAAd o1 epydreg Ayor xon o epydang eivon
ovtdglog Tov piobdpotog. Ot EBSopnikovta(-500) uropolv v meptypor-
Qovv g «Bpveg &v péo Avxkwv». To wiivopa opiletar Tdpa opoing g
«gipfivn» ko1 ol mow To amoppintovy Bo avaxarvyouvy «dT1 Zod6potg
&v i) fuépo éxefvy dvextotepov Eaton i ) moAer Exetvy». O Inoovg Aéyer
otoug EBdopikovto(-810): « ‘O dxovwv Dudv énod dxover, kol 6 dbetdv
Dpdg epé GBetel 6 3¢ Eué Oetdv (PeTel TOV dmooTteibavtd pex (oT. 16).
Otov o EBSopnkovta(-800) emotpépovy pe xapé enerdh tor Soapdvia
uretdymoay ¢° awtovg, 0 INcolg Tapatnpel 611 0 TporyRATIKOG AdYOS X0
péig efvon «dTL Té dvOpaTo D@V EYpdign v Toig odpavoic» (oT. 20° mpPA.
ot. 17-19).

210 téhog 10V Evoryyehiov 1ov 0 Aoukdg emotpégel ot Srakiipuén
TOU UNVORTOG Kot TNy évvoro: Tng paptupiog (rpPA. Aovk. 21:13). Agow
0 Incotg e&nyel o 6,11 eiye meprAngdel oTig Mpopéc Y1” vtV Empene vou
exmAnpmBel, ouveyilel vo A oToug ‘EVBEKD KoL TOUG HET' OVTOV Yior
0V e00T6 TOV: «kod KkNpUYBivan Enl TP OvpaTL abToD peTdvotay Kof
bpeoty oyLapTidv eig mévro té BBV, pEdpevov and ‘lepovoan. Dueig
8¢ eote papTupeg TovTOV» (24,47-48). Irig MphLerg, dmov 1 avagopd oe

16. EEé100m T 03ny1év 790G T0vg A0 T6A0uS BA. matpd T. Mullins, “New Testament
Commission Forms, Especially in Luke-Acts”, JBL 95 (1976), 603-614 xat B.T. Hubbard, “The
Role of Commissioning Accounts in Acts”, Perspective on Luke-Acts (ed. C. Talbert) (Special
Studies Series 5, Danville, VA 1978), 187-198. O Hubbard (c. 198) 0p6é rapammpel 67t 1
éviagn TV 0N7IGY Tpog Toug AT0sT6AOVS oTIg Mpdag amoxahinter 6n  mopéoon
700 {3100 1oV B0t KaBiOTh Suvard xébe véo Bipa.
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«bmootdhovg» efvon g oVVTOENG, eKTég amd To 15,23, 0 bpog «imboTo-
hog» mpoodiopiler 1o afimpo mov xotéxovv o1 Addexo.” Avtoi B Se-
%800V ™y «Erayyeriov Tod motpicr Kon Bor eviuBovy «dOvopy EE
Dyoug» (Aovk. 24,49). Tohrég amé avtée Tig 18éeg emavohopBévovton
GTOV TPOYPOUNOTIKG AGY0 IOV amevBiver 0 INcovg oToug amostéhoug
OYETIKG e T papTupia Tovg ota lepocdivpa, oe oAGkANpN T lovdodc
Ko T Zopbpeto kon ote mépate Tov k6opov (Mphgerg 1,8). Apydtepa o
TMétpog oTnv optAic: 1ov oTo ornitt 1ov Kopyvniiov ioyupieton 6t o Oedg
enéTpeye aTov NGOV Vo epgavioTel «od movti T Ao GALS pépTuot Toig
TPOKEYELPOTOVIHEVOLG DG TOD O£0D, ATy, 0fTiveg Cuvepdyopey Kod Guv-
eniopev odTQ HETE 0 GvooTiVar ADTOV EK VEKP@V: Kod mopriyyetey fipiv
Knpugon T Ao ko Siapaptipacbor 1 adtég oty 6 dpiopévog D
700 ©e0D kprtiig Lhvtov kai vexpdv» (TMphEerg 10,41-42). O ‘Evdexa kou
oL et atdv opilovton and tov INcod wg péptupes 1) emAéyovon omd 10
6 vo knpHEOLY GTO GVOOL TOV ING0Y HETEVOLLL Ko GQEST) GUOPTIGY,
Ko 611 exeivog efvor 0 kptiig (vt kon vexpdv. H vréoyeon 6to Aov-
K6 24,49 mpaypatonoteiton 1iaiTePo: Y100 TOVG AMOGTEAOVE, KOt TO AYlo
TMvedpo KoTeEVBUVEL YEVIKG TNV 0TOGTOAN] OV TPOKELTON Ve epyicel oo
Ieposdivpce.

Ortav ot TMétpog xon lodvvng epgavilovion mpo tov Tuvedpiov kon
100G dnAdveton 61 pe Kavéva Tpémo St Bo Toug emTpanet vo piAricovy
G670 6vop0. TV INGoY, awtol amovtovy: «&l dikoudy EoTiv évdmov tod Oe-
0D Du@V dxovely pariov T T0d Oeod, Kpivarte. o Suvépeda yop fueig &
€ldopev xai fixovoapev i Aodeiv» (Mpdetg 4,19-20). Aoy cprivovton
£AevBEPOL 0md TO ZUVESPLO, EMOTPEPOVY GTOVG GAAOVG KTOGTOROVG Ko
dnyodvton Tig ometrés Tov apyiepémv kon v TpecPutépov. Katémy

17.J. Yasebaert, Die Amtsterminologie im Neuen Testament und in der Alien Kirche: Eine
lexikographische Untersuchung (Breda 1994), 8. O rpanpiétepes Beopies tov G. Klein, Die
ZWolf Apostel: Ursprung und Gehalt einer Idee (FRLANT N.F. 9, Gottingen 1961), 12-14,202-

216, 0 orofog vrooTpICe 611 0 v 18éa Tov Addexa oy
anéxhete tov Tabho, ke 1 Geopia tov W. Schmithals, The Office of the Apostle in the Early
Church (Nashville 1969), 0 onoiog Goxnoe xprzuxii otov Klein (06 265-272) ko 1oxvplom-

Xe 610 AoUKG avérTuée Ty avriAnyil oV 1o T6V an6OTOM DT JIaS «QVTIHAPKIOV-
TKTig» 1o (00. 272-278), Bev éxouy T evpelag amodoyi. Ta mhfov mpdogam xat
Tfipn peA¢m Tov Bépatog BA. M. Lohmeyer, Der Apostelbegriff im Neuen Testament (SBE
29, Stuttgart 1995), oropddny.




6ot mpocevyovTan Kou mapoakekody Tov Kipo: «86g toig Sovrorg cov
Hetd nappnoiog néong Aokelv Tév Adyov cov év T Tiiv xeipd cov Extei-
Vvew o eic footy kod onpeio kod tépoto yiveoBon Sié Tod dvopaTog TOd
éyiov mud6g cov "Mod. Kod Sendéviav adt@v Ecuhevn 6 TomOC &V ()
fioay cuvnyuévor, ki énhioBnoay énavteg Mvedpatog ‘Ayiov, kai éAd-
owv T6v AbYov 10D Oe0d wetd mappnoiagy (Mpécerg 4,29-31). O Oedg e1-
OGOKOVEL TNV TPOGEVYT} TOV OMOGTEAMY, TOV GROKAAOY TOUG E0VTOVG
Toug «BovA0ug, Kou aTéAVeL To Ayio TTvedpa vor GuvSpéyiet To Yevvaio
TOUC KHPUYHE, T0 0moio Kot wéAL oxeTiLETON e BT TOV TPOYHOTO-
TOLOVVTON GTO OVOpLL TOV 300V TOL BE0Y, INGob.

Atyo opydtepa o1 anboTohot cuAkopBévovton ebontiog g {niotu-
miog tov apyepéog kon tov Zaddoukainv keu pixvovion o QUAGKT.
Qot600, ket ™ Sibpkewo ™ vixTog évag dyyerog Kupiov uvo(vsx g
ToPTES TNG PUAKTG, TOUG DVEL KO TOVG TPOTP
kol oTaévieg Aokeite &v 10 iep® @ Ao mhvto Té Muma Mg Long
Tode» (5,20). ‘ET61 TNV 00Y1} £1611AB0 0TO Y Bpo Tov vorod ko Sidokov
(mpph. ot. 17-21). MohovéTt 1) 08nyio: 100 oryyédov avapépeton o o de-
Sopévn mepioToon, Sev moder v amotelet yeviki opyi Y10 10 KijpuyHO
ko T Sidackodic. To neplotatikG amoxaAvntel eniong v mpootacio
70V ©e0v PO TOVG BLWKOUEVOVG amosTEAOVS. To xwpio TV Mphtewv
5,27-32 eivon moAd mopGRoL0 e TO 4,18-22. O TTéTpog ko o1 amdGToAOL
odnyodvrer mpo Tov Tuvedpiov ko epwTdvton yioti Sev €dwony onuacio
oy anoydpevon mg Sidaokoiiog oo dvopa Tov Icov. H ordvmot
T0Vg omoteheiton amé Tig axdAovbeg Snhdoeg ent kGbe pLag o6 Tig Sho
Gyelg g ohvoymg Tov proTiavikod unvipatog: «melbopyely Set Oed
naArov fi GvBpdnolg Ko UELG Eopev abTOD HEPTUPES TOV PTIHETOY TOV-
Tov, kol 16 Tvebpo 8¢ 6 "Ayiov § Edwxev 6 Oedg Toig melBapyovoY
abt@» (mpPA. 0. 29b.32). H ambkpion Toug evioyeton amd T oupBovis
70V TopoAA, oV mpoTpénel va: Toug ogricovy ehevBepoug: «BTL Edv ) 65
avBpdnav i Bovn ab #i 16 Epyov Todto, KoToAVOTGETON” €1 8 £k OE0D
oy, 0d §hvoobe KoToahboom abTd, ) mote ke Beopdyor ebpediTe (5,38-
39). To Tuvédpro Séxeton pev ™ GupBovAii Tov ohAd pooTIydVeL Toug
0mosTOROVG KOt TOVG S10TEGOEL EK VEOU Ve pn 818¢oKkouvv aT0 Gvope oV
Inoov. Ot onée GG eE0KOA va Ko v Knpuo-
GowV Tov INcod wg Meoato Bewpdvtag owtd BEANpe Oeob Kot Kabrikov
8xd Tovg. Efvon gopeig paptupiag mov pe m BoriBere: tov Ayiov Ivevpa-
70G KNPHGGOLY T0 LoPUOGVVO PTjvopeL.
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Teprotaotoxd ot oméoTohol, 1 1 exkinocio Tov lepocorvpmy, eykpi-
Vouv TV 0mooToAtkY Spacmpiémo dAkwv Xpiotiavdy. O M. Dumais
0pB& mopotnpel 6Tt TéTol0v eldoug Eykpion epavileton povo ent Oepd-
Tov, To. onoia elyav onuacio yo oAdxAnpn v ExxkAnoio kon v evo-
mro. PeTo€h TV Kowo'n‘]wv ¥ Ye Siapopetikiy mepintwon ot Sidpopeg
KOWOTNTES OLTé] piog. AQeETépov, ) TPOCKOA-
Anon ot idookaiio tov anootérov (MpdEerg 2,42) anotehel 1ovikd:
Ko ot tehevtadon 8o kpivouy Tig dddexa guALg Tov Iopanih (Aovk. 22,30).
Otav o1 andoTorot TANpogopodvron Tt 1 Zopdpero éxer deyxtel To Adyo
70V Oe0V, oTéhvouy exel Toug Métpo ko Iwdvyvn. Otav autol gTévouvy,
TPOCEVYOVTOL TPOKEEVOL oL opapeiteg var AdBovy 10 Ayto Mveduo,
KaB6TL «pévov 8¢ Bepontiopévor Dmpyov eig 6 dvopa 100 Kupiov 'In-
cob» (TMpaEeig 8,16). Kardmy Métpog kon Iodvvng «Emetibouvv tég xeipag
&n’ adtovg, kod EAdpPovov Tvedpo "Aytov» (ot. 17). 'ETot, porovott ot
omdoTodot elyov mpget To (dto ko pe Tov didnno (6,6), n SpacTnprdTy-
100 T0V TeRevtaton ot Topdpero Aopféver evpitepn emPefaiwon, koan
npdoAnym tov Ayiov Tvedportog amd Tovg Zapapeiteg 10 omoxoAvRTEL
owt6. O Mobrog, pe ) pecordPnon tov Bopvépo, yivetan Sextog and
TOVG AIOGTOAOVG KO KOTOmY KnpvooeL yevvaio ato Gvopa tov Kupiov
Ko oAAnAemdpé pe toug EAAnviotég (9,26-30). Apyotepa, 6tov kémotot
Xprotavoi and v Korpo xou v Kupiivn gtévovv Sidonaptor oty
AvTidyela AOYm TOV GYETIKGV HE TO ETEQOVO SIOYHOV KOt HETUGTPEQOLY
ueyého apiBpé EAANVIoTéY, 1) exkAnoto mg lepovoadiiy pabaivel 10 véo
ko otéhver To BapvéPa va o&roroyfioer my katdotaon. O Bapvafog,
«homp GyoBog ko mApng Mvevportog ‘Ayiov kod mioteng», avayvapiler
v mopovsio Tov Oeov (11,23), kaBdg, 610 OT. 21, CNUELGVEL Y10t TOVG
Xprotiavoig awtodg omd v Kompo kon ty Kupiivn 611 «dfjy yeip Kupi-

0V et adtdv». O BapvaPog t6Te TpoTp: 6r0Vg VoL TaP O m-
ool atov Kbp1o (11,19-24). Zvvende, amootohikti Spactnprémre ond ké-
To10V 1oV Sev eivon GoPhg it omoatel éyxpron
ond Toug g1 My OV 0 Ty TpeT nE-
pintwon n 3p: ) o0V Ayiov

Tvebpotog ot Scurspn He v nupouum mg ezm; Xéprrog. To mept-

18. Communauté et mission: Une lecture des Actes des Apotres pou aujourd” hui (Relais
Etudes 10, Paris 1992), 139-149.



otoTké Tov Kopvniiov kot tov EupBoviiov g lepovooahip Oo eketa-
01OV 0TI GUVEYELD.

O Aoukdg avagéper ™Y «UETaOTPOQLKT epnelpio» Tov Mavrov Tpeig
opéc. Zopgova pe g Mpateg 9.5-6.17, 0 Xpiotég epgavileton otov
Torbro Aéyovrog: «okedog éxAoyig poi oty odtog 100 Buotdoo 6 Hvo-
6 pov évamov £8vav xoi Baotréwv vidv te "Topanid» (ot. 15-16). Tt
Bevtepn avopopd TG HeToTpogrig Tov Mavhov o Avaviag Ader otov
Tabho: «6 Oedg 1@V TaTéPV AUGY TPoEXEIpioaTd OE YV@VeL T6 BEATHO
abtod ke 18etv 1oV Sikatov kai &xodoon gy £k T0D GTOHATOG CbTOD,
b Eon péprug adTd npdg nbvtog Gvpdnovg dv Edpaxag Kof fixovsug»
(22,14-15). O {8106 0 avooTnEVog XpLoTdg, oTnv TeAevToio: avapopd, ev-
Bt Sropiler Tov Mabho «Dmmpémy Kad péptupo Gv e £ldeg Gy Te dBT-
oopod Gou» (26,16), Kot kardmy Tou e€nyel T pYoN G AmOGTOANG TV
(26.16-17). To dpayuee Tov 22,17-21 mov Katayplpeton 670 Téog TG devre-
PN GQYNOTE TG HETAGTPOPNG Tov TTarbrov, Bar Gppole TEPLOCOTEPO VOL
ouveletdleton pe o6 10 Yeyovos. Evid o TobAog mpooetyeton 6o v,
TéQreL oe éxotaon Kon PAEReL Tov Inocov, 0 omoiog Tov Adel v eykotael-
Ve to IeposéAvpe S16TL exel To piivopd Tov Sev B yiver amodextd.

Apybtepa, oy Avtidyeio Tng Zvpiog, evd oL mpogriteg kou oL $i1d6-
axokot Adtpevay Tov Kupio koa vijotevay, to Ayto Tvebuo eine: «agopi-
cote &) pot 16v BapvaBov kai tov Zadhov eig 16 Epyov & mpockéxinuon
abtovg» (13,2). ‘Etol, «vnotevoavieg koi mpocevthpevor Kol EmOEvteg
The xETpag adToic? méAVGO». O OT. 4 TOUG MEPLYPPEL (G «EKTENPOEV-
eg Om6 100 Mvedpatog 10D ‘Ayiov». Tty nopeio onig g amooTohg
oty Avaidyera mg Mordiog, peté my dpvnon tov lovdaiov vo Sextovv
70 privopa, Movhog kon BopvaBag Snidvouy pe mappnoto 6T mnyaivovy
oto. ‘E6vn, «obtw yép éviétodton fipiv 6 Koprog téberkd: oe elg pag
£6vav oD elvai oe eig swmpiav Eog Eoxdtov g Yig» (13,47 ©pph. 1.8).
Z1o0 téhog awtig g exotporteiog pé omy

19. BA. 10 6pBpo pov “Hands, Laying on of", ABD IIl, 48-49 xau J. Coppens, “L'
imposition des mais dans les Actes des Apotres”, Les Actes des Apotres: Traditions, rédaction,
théologie (ed. J. Kremer) (BETL 48, Leuven 1979), 405-438. Qotéo0 n avairapddean tov
Coppens 6m omig MpdEeis 8,17 19,5 tpPh. 9,17 1 «EniBearg Tav xewp@y» Snkdver 8po Tov
Avlov Mveduaros Eexwpoto and ™ xépn Tov Pantiopatos, dev eivan mewoxty ot0 9,17
oetiletan xar’ apyiv e pio Gepaneic: aoBevov (xpBh. ot. 12),
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Avudyela g Zupiog, yioe v onofo: 0 AovKGg Yphpet: «80ev fioav napo-
dedopévor i) x&prmt 10D Oeod eig 6 Epyov & Emhpwoov» (14,26). Exel
Mavkog kou BapvaBog Sinyovvton cuvontiké oy kowdtnto m dpo-
oTPLETNTE TOVg ADVTOG Yio: GAa Soat efye Kéver 0 Oedg 1 owtog Ko
0 TG Gvorge ™V TOpTo. TG TioTNG oTO: ‘EBVN. Tuvends, Oede, Xpotég,
Ayto IMvedpo kon ovBpdmvog TapyovTog GUUHETELOUY ROL GE cuTh TNV
1epanootohki| exotpateio. Mpooevyr kot voteio GuVIGTOOY T0 KOTéA-
Anho kAipo: piog tétoag , OV Pmopel vor Guppy ond my
«&niBectv T@v yewp@v». To Ayto Mvevpo anoterel kotevBuviplo dova-
un, oAé kou 0 Kbprog Incotg Xpiotdg Stver odnyieg yoe v moykéopre
anootol, evd) OAGKANPO To enitevypa omoppéer amd T Octo ydpn.

Topgova pe g MpdEerg 16,1-3, o Mabrog neprétopie Tov TipéBeo Yo
v un 6iger Toug lovdadovg Xprotiavoig kon va Tov cuvodedoer oy
anoatohtkt Tov Spdiom. Ot Mpderg 16,6-10 pag TANPOYOPOVY TEPUITEPE
Y100 TIG KOTEVBUVTIPIES YpapES TG TG 0mooToArc. To Ayto Tvevpa
oanayopever 6toug Movro, Tide kot TipdOeo vor knpvEOLY T0 A6Y0 TOVL O€-
ob oy Acio xou ™ BiBuvia, étor avtof kotefoivovy oty Tpwdde.
Exef puo voyto o Mavhog BAénet To Gpagar evog Mokedovee var Tov 1keted-
€1 va méer ot Makedovio kan vo fon6roet to Aod mg 'E01 080G Tpo-
onaBodv vou mep om tag «OT TPooKE-
KAnTon fipdg 6 Kuplog evayyerioaobon uumug» (ot. 10). To Ayto IMvev-
Mo, Tpoadiopilduevo kat wg to TMvedpo Tov INoov, napayéver evepyd
oty kabodiiynon g aroctorg, aAid T0 VuYTEPIVO dpogie TOV Moke-
Bbvar, mov eppunvedeTar g KEAEGHO TOV O£0D, MOSEIKVIETHN KTOPAGCL-
OTIKG Y10 TV 10086 Toug 0T GhYYEPOVN Evpdnn.

Otav o Movrog oto mv {de
VYT TNG ENEVIOTG TOV PO Tov Tuvedpiov, 0 Kbprog epgavileton oe
VTGV Ko ToV Ade: «Bhpoet, Mabhe: (g yop Siepaptip Té mepi £pod eig
"Tepovaodiiy, 0btw oe 3¢l ko eig ‘Phunv paptupioon» (Mpd&eig 23,11). O
«Kprog» o€ anT6v 10 0Tix0 Tpéner va elvon 0 avaotnpévog Incove, Sdt
owtdg Oproe Tov Mavho og péptupd Tov. Avt 1) e&ovatoddtnon va oto-
Bel paptupog o Popn empBePordveton katd ™ Sidpxeta Tov Bokdoot-
0V T0£18100. O TMabrog evBapphver Tovg cuvtagididTes Tov, SidTt exeivn
™ viyta Gyyehog Kuplov eppaviomke ko tov Siofefainoe Eavés: «ur
@opo, Mavhre: Kaioupt oe Sl napaotijvor xai 1800 kexdprotai oot &
©edg mhvtag ToUg TALOVTaG HETE G0 mOoTED® Yop T Oed BT obtog
Eoton kad' Bv tpémov AehdAntod por» (27,24-25° mpPA. ot. 21-26).
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Opropévor éiot Xprotiovol oyetiovton eniong pe ) draxipuén Tov
ZproTiaviko unvipatog. Otay éptace oty Képiveo, o Movrog guva-
vaoTphenke Tov AkUAo kot Ty TMpiokiida, eneldn aokovooy to o pe
otV endryyerpo. Apydtepa awtol émhevoay pali tov yio ™ Zvpio, oA-
A otapdTnoay oty ‘EQeco kou exel guvavmmooy évav lovdaio ovopa-
1L AToAA®, Gvdpar Adyto, yepdro Bépun xan owbevtion otig Mpogés. O
AmoArdg rovoe pe oxpifeo yio Tov Incob, yvapile 6pog povo to Bé-
nTiopo Tov Iodvvn. H MpioxiAda kot 0 AKUAGG, Y10 Tovg 0moiovg 0 Aov-
xéig Sev avopéper kamowo «enionun» e&ovorodoéon, e&fynoav otov
ATOMAGD [E TEPIOCOTEPEG AETTOUEPELES «TO SpGHO» TOV Oeov. Oty 0
Anohrag eEéppaoce Ty embupio va téer oty Aygoio, o pantég oty
"EQeco Tov evBGppuvay Kot £ypoyoy 6Tovg exel XprtoTiowoig va Tov Se-
ZT00V. AQOTOL £QTELOE, OMOTEAECE 10YVPO GTIHPIYHE Y1 OVTOVG KO OVEL-
oKevaoE TIG omdyelg Ty lovdaiey aviindimv Toug omoderkviovtog Sio
Tav Fpagdv 611 0 INcovg eivor 0 Meaoiag (Mpd&erg 18,24-28). O didinnog
efye Téooepig kOpeg ToV TPoPiiTELAY (21,9) KO GTOV TPOTYOUHEVO GTiX0
0 {810g 0 Pirinog omokaAeiTon «0 EVAYYEMOTIGH.

T vor OAOKAT|PMGODYE TNV POV EEETAON, TPEMEL VOL LEAETIICOVHE
eniong ta nept g Sidaokariog ko g «poptupiogr. H tehevtodo pd-
o0 amoTeAEL Y100 T0 AOVKE TEXVIKS OpO. £10 MAaiano owtd Bo. yivouy emi-
ong avagopég oe yopio pe to omoia dev €xovpe m(dun 0oy0An0el. Lto
EvayyéAo tov Aovké o Incovg
opéc. Ty {dtoc oty ot andotorot ovopdovron » pévo
pia gopé (Mpdgerg 13,1). Qo1600, dnKX 0 INGOVE TEAPOVGIALETON GUYVE
vo. Bi1ddoker, opoimg o TMétpog xon o Iodvvng (4,2.18), ot améotorol
(5.21.25.28.42), o Tlabhog kon 0 BapvéBeg (11,26 15,35), o Mevrog pévog
(18,11 20,20 28,31° 7. 21,21.28) Ko 0 AmOAAGS (18,25), GAot enqavilo-
vion voo . ZTIG MEPINTE 4,2.18" 5,21.25.28.42 18,11 (mppA.
20,20) vréipyer mévta e&ovo1086TNON.

Kpiowo yioe tny opn karavénom g «paptupiag» eivon to epdmmpos:
moteg Agerg SnAdvouy v évvora; DA0 10 axérovBo AeEihdyio eivon aye-
Tk6: «paptopéar (MphEerg 10,43 23,11), «paptopior (22,18), «poapto-
plov» (Aovk. 21,13 TpdEeig 4,33), «paptopopon» (26,22), «péptugr

20. Bk Aoux. 24,48 MpdEerg 1,8.22- 2,32 3,15 5,32 10,39.41° 13,31° 22,15.20° 26,16.
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«Blopoptipopor»2 DRot o1 gopeig «paptupiog» €xovv det Tov avaoTn-
uévo Xproté kon dropiotnray and oty (1 Tov Motépa: 10,41 22,14-15;).
Ot p6veg 80 mpoguvels eEcpEoers g Tpog awTo eivor ot Tpogrites (10,43)
Kkon 70 Ayio [vedpa (5,32 mpBA. Aouk. 24,48-49: Tpdigerg 1,2.5.8). To Ayto
TMvedpo Gpog oxetileton pe To Sloptopd g paptupog Kou, poki pe Tovg
TPOYITEG OV TV Bondé otV 1 TnG 1oTopIKTig
ciag Tov INood. H «paptupior dev éxet 0g 1| QuAeT-
Kovg @paypovs. TEAG, 1 évvora TG «papTupiog» vroavicoeton pia opd-
80 TPOTATV, Ko £VOG EVIEADS GROPOVOREVOG HGpTUPLG Elven ofloven-
0 (npPA. Aevt. 17,6 19,5).2
Mro G 6y TG «popTuplog oxetileton we To B¢ua TG Tapovoog
peréme. Otay o Icotg mpoPAénet T dwn TV XpLoTIOVGY Kot avope-
PETON GE CVTHY @ 10 EVKaapic «lg HupTUPLOV?, HOVO GTO AOUKG AdeL
671 Bev B0 TPEMEL EK TOV TPOTEPOV VOL AVTIGVYOVY Y10 TO Tt B0t TOLV, «EYG)
Yép 3600 Dpiv oTépe Kok Gogiay, fi ob Suviicovton dvtetnely 0DSE avT-
oTivor TévTeg of évTikeipevot Duiv» (Aovk. 21,15 mppPi. ot. 12-21). O avo-
oTuévog Incovg vboyetar 6Tt Ba Bpioketon 6T0 TAEVPS TV HEPTHPWV
Tov. Avti| 1) LIOoYEoN exmAnp@VeETon oTig TPGEELS TPES Qopes, oAAS. oe
Srapopetid: enimedo. Sy Koptvdo o Mabhog fray «SlopapTupbuevos»
otoug lovdoiovg 6Tt 0 Incovg efvor o Meaaiog. Dtav avtof Tov avté-
KPOUGOY Kot TOV TPocEBuhay, Gpyioe Vo knphocet o To E6vN. Mia
vyt 0 Kbprog eime otov Movho epoavifopevog oe Opopiar: «iurj gopod,
MG Adher kad i) cromiong, S16TL &Y el peté oo, Kod 0d3elg Emen-
oetod 601 10D KaKk®ood o8, S16T Aodg EoTi pot TOADG Ev T ToAEL TabTY >
(18,9b-10). O «Kbprog» mpénet vor eiven 0 INoovg, epéoov 0 Aovkdg frov
Suxdg T0V pépTUpa, Ko ot Tovdardor dev Ba Tov avTiTiBovTa av pAovoe
16vo Y10. T0 O, Emmigov, n gpéon «Aadg Eoti porr, Aeydpevn yio ta

21, BA. MlpéEerg 2,40° 825" 10,42 2021.24 23,11 2823,

22, ' mo extevi) e&étaom g «uupmpm;» BA. 70 épyo pov Acts 26, 102-104. H ra-
pepunvela et m ano my un ov yeyovdtog
1101 TpdEeic 1,21-22 REpUYPAQOLY e TPOGOVTLL TOV GROTGAOU Kat 611 T0V pdpTupa. BA.
entong A. Barbi, “La missione negli Atti degli Apostoli®, Ricerche Storico Bibliche 2 (1990),
145-148 o R. Morgenthaler, Lukas und Quintilian: Rhetorik als Erzahlkunst (Zurich 1993),
363-385, oV 6p0 «apTupiar, BT, o5 e and 1
B0 xb ot0 TpdZers.

23



'E6VN, 0ogodd avtomoxpiveton kodbtepa ooV INcod napd 610 Oed.
TIoAY Aoytké 0 Ingovg myv T00 VL
GUUTEPICTOTAL KO VOL TPOCTOTEVEL TOVG HAPTUPEG tou

Tra o 300 yopia, o avaotuévog INaoig Toutileton pe To péptu-
pé tov. O Tlétpog, évag amd Toug pdptupeg Tov Incod (Mpageg 3,15),

o€ K&molovg o711 £106 100 Z0AOPGYTO: 16X Vpi-

Leton oyetikd pe tov Inoov, 6Tt 0 Mavorg eixe vrooyedel mwg o Koprog o
©edg O avodetkvue amd Toug opoEBVELS TOVG Evay Tpo@iT oo Tov idto.
Katémy cuveyilovtag mv napamopnt tov ong Mpogég Ader: «abtod
axovoecle katd mévto Boo & Aahrion mpdg Dud. Eoton 8¢ naow yuy,
fimig €6 prj érxovom 10D mpogriTov Exeivov, EEorobpevBiicetan Ex ToD Ao~
o> (0T. 2223 mpPh. 7,37 Aevt. 18,15-16.19° Aevit. 23,29). g Opwg pro-
pel kavelg v axovoeL Tov INaov, Tov Tpogr cov T Mwvo; Zmy mpo-
Kelévn mepinton N arévInon TPEReL Vo EiVOL: UE TO VO. GKOUGEL TOV
Tétpo. O INcohg Aowmév 86 TowTiLeL ToV EXVTE TOV HE TOV HEPTVPT. KOTEL
pdmo, Bote 6,1 Aéer 0 TeAevtadog vo exgpdlet Tov i810. To {dio mepinov
oy ver oo yopio 26,16-18.23, GAAG pe peyokhtepn cognvelo. 10 ot. 23
(mpBA. Aovk. 2,32 Ho. 42,5 49,6) Aéyeton 1o TOV avooTévo INcod 61t
«@g péAAeL kotoyyédhe @ had kol Toig EBveot». Qot600, 0 INcovg
ovdénote kipuEe To P oTa ‘EOVI 0 PéipTupdg Tov MobA0g GHeG T0 K-
VeL, 6mog elvon Qoveps omd TV ToyKOoW! 1} mov Tov
ond tov avoompévo Inocov otovg ot. 17-18 (Ho. 35,5 42,7° 61,1LXX):
«EEonpovpevdg ot £k 10D Aood kel T@v EBvav, eig 0lg Eyh e GmocTEAA®
avoiton dpBaApolg odTdV, T0D EmOTpéyen &b oK6TOVG Elg PG Kod TAG
£Eovoiog 100 Totavd Eni Tév Oedv, 10D AaPeiv adTovg tgeaty duopTidv
xod kAfpov &v toig fiytaopévorg tiotet Ti) g Euér. O Aovkdg 60 oT. 23
amodider kaBapd 6ToV avooTEVO INGOY i moaToA, Y onoie GTY
npaypatikém e exterel o Modhog. Kon ot §bo pdptupeg éxovv eovoia,
oAhé 0 avaotpévog Incotg éxer 1000 oteva cuoyetiotel pali Toug,
dote 1 Sukt) Toug poptupio v amoterel opéa Tg ovbevtiog TV Adywv
700 1810V 10V INGOY. TEAOG, N évvora TG «HapTUPiG» EMTPENEL GTO AOV-
K. vo. GuYKkpivel evpevag Tov Tovho pe tov TTétpo. Ot péAot Tovg eivan
Srogopetikot, 061660 T 50 TPOCONO. CKIOYPAPOVVTOL KoTd TpOTO T6-
G0 avrhoyo, 660 Kavéva dhho Levyog omig Mpagerg.

23. BA. Zettner, Amt, Gemeinde und Kirchliche Einheit, 415 xau J. Dupont, Nouvelles
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EEovoio téAeong Bovpdrov

MNopondve rapampricope 6t n zﬁouma ™mg rékerm; euupawv (48
onéwvia oxeniétay pe m | VOpOTOg (M.
Aovk. 9,1-2.6* 10,9 Tpéigerg 4,15- 22 14, 3) " 0 Zedda opfct npuueém dn o
Bopoto cuvdéovton cn(crr].; HE TV «SOVOULY» KOt UTOpovY oKOUN Kot
VOL YOPOKTIP b UEwg» > Avtég 0 o He Ty 1oy0
KoL T0 eVoyYeEMKO Mvuuu ouvavtdron otig Mpageig 4,7-12. Ot apyepeic,
TpecPiTepol Kou ypappotels potody tovg Métpo kon lwdvvn pe mote
100 1) 670 Gvopo: Tivog Bepdmevoay Tov ropauTikG GV Qpaic AN,
O Tétpog drevkpiviler 6T1 1 Bepaneio: y1ve 6To dvopo Tov ood and ™
Noopét (npBh. 3,6-7.12-13) ken xarémv droteiveton 6Tt 0 Ioovg efvou «o
AiBog 6 & il 19’ Dpav tav ot HOY ', O yevopevog eig xe-
poAiv yoviog, kai obx EoTiy év &AL 0d8evi i cwmpior 008E Yép dvopd
éony Etepov DmO ToV 0bpavov T Sedopgvov Ev dvBpdmorg év G Sel
cwofvor NHag» (4,10-12). nperdooyie Tapandve 6Tt 10 ywpio Tav Mpd-
Eewv 4,30, 10 omofo kéver Eupeon avopopd ot ot To Bordpa: ko opoing
epgavileton ota mhoicia g Stoktpuéng Tov Oelov Adyou, mepthapPé-
VETOL OE {10 TPOCEVYT| P0G T0 Oeb var emtehéoer Bepomeieg ko onpeio
Ko Tépato. pécw tov «fyiov mandde» Tov Moov (rpPa. 2,13.26).

Zmy Tpd™ oiiynon g HeTasTpogic Tou Mavhov o Kuprog Incotg
Xprotég iver evior) otov Avavia va néer otov Mobro ko vo emBécel
«odTQ yEipo, Brag avaPhéyn» (MpaEeg 9,12.15). Otav duog o Avaviag
extehel v eviohi, Ader to e§iig meponTépw: «EaovA (dergé, 6 Kvprog
améotaké pe, "Inaodg 6 0¢Beic oot &v tf) 63 fi ipxov, Snwg dvaPiréymg
xod TAnoBig Mvevpatog ‘Ayiov» (ot. 17). Kon apéong o Mavrog PAéner

€tudes sur Les Actes des Apotres (LD 118, Paris 1984), 446-456. Ot mep1oo0tepot peAetntés
oupgavoty 61 ot avagopés atoug Mabho xen BupvéPa wg «anootéhoves (Mpdéeig
14,4.14) 8ev o Empene Vo epymVEVTEL 6Tt TOUS THVTICOLY e ToUS SBEKTL AROGTEAOVG.

24, E&¢taon autod tov Bépatog Bh. napd F. Neirynck, “The Miracle Stories in the Acts
of the Apostles”, Les Actes des Apotres, 202-205. O Neirynck (c. 205) onpewdver 6t tehev-
Talo o1 peAeTTEG TOpaTIPNOGY KW 0 AOUKES oXSmp TonoBetel Badpata Gy aph
a5 véag repi6Bov teparootohxi SpaotpIéTITas Kat K0 1 KapEAANAN Bavatovp-
65 SpooTpiéTiiTa oxetiCeTon e T aveiAnym Tov Aouxd: mepl ouvégeias.

25. Zedds, Teologia della salvezza, 64-67.
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Eavé xon PorriCeton. DAo avté exTuAiooovTon oTor mhaiote g Siédo-
ang Tov ovépaTog Tov Incot oe 'E6VN, ot Paoiheig kot 6t0 Aad TV
Iopani (oT. 15). Kon mécht évo Bordpo ovvaéeton pe m Srokipuén Tov ev-
yYEAIKOU UNVORATOS.

10 {810 KEQAACL0, 0 TTéTPOC EVPLOKOHEVOE TN AVSBKL Ader GTOV MopaL-
Aniké Awéa: «Aivée, iatol oe 'Incodg 6 Xpiotég dvaomer kod
atp@cov oeaut@» (MpdEetg 9.34). Autd To Bardper S cuvSéeton pe o K-
puyHa TV evaryyeriov, oAké 1 Satinwon Tov MEéTpov KaBLGTA COgEs
6tun eEovota va Bepaneder avijker 6Tov INGod, mod dpa dropécon oTov.
0 e£0pKIOHOG TG HIKPHG BOVANS HE TIG HOVTIKES Buvapelg amd Tov Tow-
Ao GuvdEer ™ BoRoTOVPYS Sphom He TO EVOYYEAKS HITVURE, KOO 0rv-
1 pévale: «obrot of &veparot Sovrot 10D Beod Tod Dyictov eioiv, oit-
veg KoTayyéhhovoty Opiv 636v cwmpiag» (16,17). Ot Mpagerg 19,11-12
(npBh. 5,15-16) TOPEXOLV HiaL GUVORTIKT] TEPLYPOQT] TNG BEuHTOVPYOD
Spéiong Tov Mabhov. To {810 to ywpio devkpiviler pe mower dovoym 1
eZovaio. TEROVVTON avTé T BorbpaTer «Avvipelg e 0d g TVXovoHS
émoler O Oe6g S1é T@Y yep@v Tobhov». Akoun kou poviie 1 GAro
KOUMATLO VPUGUOTOG TOV 0VTOG ElxE ayyi&er peTagépovTay oToug aobe-
velg, o1 omoiot BepamevovTay ko eAEVBEPGVOVTOY OMd Tt KOKE TVEDpLO-
0. Tt Médto o TowAog TpdTo TPOOEVXETOL Kot KoTdmy «EmBetel
xeipag» atov Matépa Tov Momhiov, 0 onolog Vrépepe amd TVPETd Ko du-
oeviepio, kot Tov Bepomeler. AkorovBmG 6ot oL aobeveig Tov Vnolob
TpocépyovTan kon Bepamevovron (28,8-9). H mpocevy Tov Morbhov e&nyet
and mov mpoépyetan 1 eEovotodénon awtiig g SpactnpréTrag.

To Borbpa oG MpéEerg 13,4-12 yror GAAN o popé ouvdéer T Bowpo-
Toupyd dpdom pe To xpUYHE Tov Oeiov Adyov. O aveimatog Zépylog
TMo0A0g 0:8NHOVOGE VL ckoVGEL T0 A6Y0 Tov Be0b Kou kéeoe Tovg Mord-
ho xon BopvéBo oty Tégo. AMA 0 Bapnoovg, évog udyog 010 TEPL-
BéArov Tov Ko p
10 Zépyr0 amd v wio). O Mawvhog, Thipng Ayiov rlkuutog, TOV 0TéVL-
o€ ko1 Tov eine: «d TApNg movtds 86Aov kai mhomg pedrovpyiog, vié
SuoBohov, ExBpé méog Sikanootvng, ob movon SleoTpEPLV Tag 0800
Kupiov t6ig e0Beiag; ko vov 1800 xeip 100 Kuplov éni of, ke Eon Tugrds
Wi PAérov tov fiktov Eypt koapod» (oT.11-12). O Bapincols avtopdrag
TUpAGVETOL KOt TPLYLpVOVTaG €8 Kt exel {nté BoriBere. O avBvmaTog
PAénovtag To Yeyovog motedet, Siot mopdhinio éxel evivnwoootel and
m &idaoxaiia tov Kupiov. To Ayto Mvedpo eEovotodotet To Bobpa mov
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mpaypatonoeiton and 10 Oed péow tov Mavhov. Emmiéov, To Bobpo
oyetieton évtova pe o kfipuypa tov Otiov Adyov, epdoov vrmpetel
omv Tipepia evég apynTi Tov Ko TapdAANA ev HéPEL EVBOPPUVEL TOV
ovOUTOTO VoL IO TEWEL

EEovoia opiopod Sradéymv

O Iétpog meprAnntikd avopéper T ouvéPn atov lovde, kabdg ko Ty
avayK, COLPOVE UE TO BEATILCL TOV Oe0D (E3er TANpwOTVaL) Kou pe Goo
elyav mpoexBel amé 10 Ayio Tvedpa St Tov Aawid otoug Poalpoig
(Mpdgerg 1,16.20° mpPA. Woky. 68,26LXXX" 108,8LXX), vor oprotet Siédo-
%06, Katomy exbéter ta avaykeio mpooévia ovtod tov doddyov, o
omolog Ba mpérer var Pprokdtav kovté otov oo and ™ Bénnior tov
am6 Tov Imdvvn e TV avaAnyr Tov, Ko vo elvon tkavdg vor otoel pép-
Topag e avaotoong Tov. Ev ouvexeia tpoteivovron ot dbo vroyrgrot
Yiee T Béom Tov [ovdo ko o1 XproTiavol Tpocedyovtat atov «Kivpro, m-
Bovotota Tov INcoy, agov n TAnciéatepn avapopd: (oT. 21) yiveton Yo
Tov «Kbpro INcob» kou ovtég eGopyiis enédete ToVg 0moaTdAOVG (AOUK.
6,13-16), vor vrodei&er Tov oy QLo TG emA0YE TV Efvor moAd onpa-
VILKG 671 1) amooToAKT) Béom Tov Tovde: mepryppeTon 500 Popés wg «dta-
xovion (ot. 17.25), kou 611 1 KowGTNTa EpQavileton vo nailer pdro oto
Btopropé (ot. 15-17.24-26).

OLEnté

Onwodirote 1o yopio v Mpdenv 6,1-7 neptxieiel 1otoprkd: Sedopé-
va, Ty Oropén Sropdyng petokd lovdaiov Xpiotiavdv opkodviav my
OPOUOAKT) Ko TNV EAANVIKT, TNV EVEPYS GUUMETOYT) TOV AROGTOAGV 6T
Con g mpdmg KovdTTog, Tovg Enté Kon To ovOHoTé Tovg, Ko T pe-

26. H xpfion xAipav 1t i 1600 onpavuk axdeaon gaviddel ato olyxpovo ava-
Yvéom umonix, ahhd o1 mpdrtor Xprotiavol T Gewpoboay o5 péco ureiEng mg Belag
BovAnone.
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TACTPOPN 1EPEDY 6T0 XpLoTioviopd.?” Qot6o0, HeBodog pag elvor 1 uv-
Betukr} kprriki Kon 18odtepo avTikeijievd pag n ovbevio oty ExxAn-
oio. O H. BoDoT anodider amopociotixt onpacia oto Yeyovég, xobag yio
PG Popd Exovpe éva Sropropd, dxt Stopécov kAfang Tou EVOOPKOUE-

vou 1j avesuévou Kupiov, g Spéong Tov Ayiov Mvebpatog 1 kAHpov,
kAL Bo TG EKAOYNG EX TV HEAGV £VOG EKKANOLEOHOTOG 2 Sopgver e
70 xwpio 6,1-7, catia rr]; avudikiog elvon 6Tt o1 11ipeg TOV EAANVOPGHVOY
Xplotiovoy Katd tnv i Stovopty Tpogiic. Ot
Addexa, Tov OV TPOCEVYT Ko
vmnpecic Tov Otiov Aéyou (ot. 2 ,4), evzpyouv Ypiiyopa mpog eniAvon g
Bopopdi, karovv Toug podnTég ko eEnyovy 6Tt dev elvon BEANpa Oe0v
(0DK GpEGTOV) Vet AQTIGOVV T0 AGYO TOL (HOTE «SLAKOVELY. Tpoaméong». H
Kowdmto. petéyet, kaBdg o AdSexa dtvouv evioht| aTovg padnTéS Vo
emALEouy omd ot enté GvTpeg oePaGTONS 1o T Slapkr mapovoic Tov
Avlov Nvedpartog kow g copiog ot Lo Tovg. Ot padnTés exTeAovY TNV
€VTOAT] Ko TapovstéLovv Toug Enté 6Toug amootéhoug, ot omofot mpo-
GEVYOVTOL KOl TOVG EVAOYODV.

O G. Schneider avayvepilet ™ Aoyotexvixt popgn tav Mpdtewv 6,1-6
g 0QfiyMon d1opioot kon mapabéter mapoadeiypate oné ™y TLA., mov
TEPLAOBAVOUV Te: GUVAVTOUEVE: GTNY TEpIKom pog ok6AovBe X0POt-
KINPLoTIKG: €vo TPOBATIO. OV TPOEKVYE b TV TANBusHIoKT avgnon
00 Aaod, emAoyn atépev mov B aroSecUENGOLY vor ONUOVTIKOTEPO
npéowno, kou 1 «EniBecig 1@V yep@v».2 O E. Haenchen npoteiver 611 o
S1opiopds tov INood tov Nown omd tov Mwuor g 8LdGx0v Tov (Apté.
27,16-23LXX) pmopei v amotéhece to mpétumo yio mig Mpéerg 6,1-7,%
aAhé mBovdg 0vT6 Ba propovoe Vo 1Y VEL TOAD TEPLOGOTEPO Y10t TO
Aevt. 1,9-18 (mpPA. ‘EE0d. 18,13-26). Mupatodto, Kovévor and 1o ovotépe
Kefjievor Sev éxer yiver yevikd omodexté wg véderypo. Onwodhnote, ot
TpdEeig 6,1-6 omotehovy e agiynon d1opiopod, évo &idog agriynong
xewpotoviog, ko o R.C. Tannehill 0pBé ropartnpei 611 «O1 amonyor ovtdy
TV agnyfioeov Tav Fpogdy evioybouvy eniong v aictnon mg egov-

27.BA. LT, Lienhard, “Acts 6:1-6 A Redactional View", CBQ 37 (1975), 231, 235.236.
28, «émoxéntopau», TDNT 2:605.

29.G. Schneider, Die Apostelgeschichte I (HTKNT 5,1 Freiburg 1980), 422.

30. E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia 1971), 262.
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HEVIG GUVE; oy Tpd , O HOVO PETOED TV Ad-
Sexo ko Tov Entd, oAhd koa petadd g exxinoiog kot tod Iopanh g
Tpognig...» A v 6AMN TAeLpE MAVTWS, 0 AOUKGS TPOGERETE TO HeTo-
Poixd ot. 7, «xoi 6 A6yog 100 Oeod niEavey, xai ErAnBOVETO 6 apLopog
p6dpa, MM Te BYAOG...», mov diver peyodirepn éuguon oty mhnbu-
ook odENOT ™G KOW6TTOG 0 KéiBe hAo oTix0 TwV MpdEev Kot
£x€110vpovg AekTikobg SeaHovE e TNV vOAoUT TEpLKOMT Ko 1dicite-
pa Tovg oTixoug 1-2, «mAnBove» (ot. 1.7° mpPh. ot. 2.5: « mAR00c») Kot
«poBntai» (0. 1.2.7- 0. 3: «&dehgoi») kan «b Adyog T0D Oe0d» (oT. 2.7
pPA. oT. 4-5). 'ET01 0 AoUKGG éxel TomoBeTricel Tov Slopiopd twv Enté
amnd Toug AdSexa Héca Gt éva kupiapyo TAoioo avemTuEng T KotvéTn-
TOG KO TOV AdYoV Tov Ogov.

Ztégavog kou didnog epgavilovron mpdrog ko devtepog avtiotor-
%0 0T oe1pd, 0 Be Erépavog Slaxpiveron amd dhovg wg TAPNG ToTEMS
ko Tvebpartog Ayiov. M6évo o Ztégavog (6,7-8,1a° mpfh. 22,20) xan o di-
hmnog (8,4-13.26-40), 0 tehevtaiog oxohovBwg KoAeiton «o evoryyEAL-
otig» (21:8-9),” engavilovton opydtepa omig Mpbierc. Qot6o0, dev diar-
KOVolV oTIC Tpémeles, GARG KNPYOGOVV T0 ZPIOTIOVIKG HVURO KO Te-
Roby Bordpat. TTpoovadi 0 Aovkég yvapile 6Tt oTa IepoaAvpe 160 ot
Addexa, 600 kou o1 Enté, tov nyodviay Tov eAAnVeenvey lovdeioy Xpt-
oTiavdv Kou eixov mOavig emxepoiis 10 Trégavo (mpPh. 11,19-20), frov
evepyol. TVapile eniong 6T péhn awtrg g EAANvépmvNg opédog Kiipu-
o Y10 TGN Pope T0 EVoryYERLO £XTOG IepOCORUH®Y (TpPA. Mpégers 8,4-
13.25-40" 11,19-20). O Aovkég mévtag Sev emBupovoe Koo oHyLLON 0
TPOg TV NyeGio g Kow6TnTOg. EQdcov ot Entd émpene va omoteAovy
Beapd petaryevéstepo Ty amootrwv, 0 Aoukég Tpoifn o avacioTaon
™G KatéoTaong 6nwg Tioteve 6T LmipEe. PUOIKE, KAVOVTAS T0 0To
Booilotay ev péper oty opyavetiki Sopr Tav exkANGIdY TOV YVOpILE.
Oy bpaxg eEohoxApov, epdov ovte ot Addexa 0¥Te 0t ERTé fjtav mopo-
VIEG OE 0VTéG TIg ekKANGiES. ARG TV GAAN mhevpd, o J. Yasebaert pag

31. The Literary Unity of Luke-Acts. Vol 2: The Acts of the Apostles (Minneapalis 1990),
84.

32. OF.S. Spencer, The Portrait of Philip in Acts: A Study of Roles and Relations (JSNTSS
67, Sheffield 1992), 271-276, Gewpel Tov Biurno ¢ o oAVBIoTam ope oTig Mpaceis,
TPWIORGPO 1epandGTOND, BUVOIXG RPOPHT KEt GUVEPTEGIHO Bicxovo.

29



vrevBupilet 6T o Expnvadog (Eypnv. 1.26.3: 3.12.10° 4.15.1) avopépeton 16-
G0 670 ETéovo 660 kot 6T NIKOA®O mF «SloKdvovg». Qg EK T00TOV 0
Yasebaert avaponéton av axpifdg To yeyovég 6T ot Enté dev amoxohob-
VIow SLéKOVOL EVIGYDEL TV 0Py 016 TNTE KoL TNV CVPEVTIKGTNTO. TOV TAT-
POPOPLAY TOV AOLKG, EQOGOV KaVEig TpdTo. e1aGye évar véo o&impo Ko
xorémv oxépreton évo dvopa i’ owtd.

Tiyovpa oig MphEerg 6,1-7 o AdSexa aoxovV e50V0i0r KXAOUY TOVG
GArovg podntés, opilouy Tor TpocemIKG Siké Tovg KabiKovTa, mpoTei-
VOV 1 GUPKETOXT TG KOWOTNTOG 0TV EmAoy TV Extd xon To. kpii-
pra. g avéderég Toug. O Enté nopovarélovton otovg Addexa, ot omoi-
oL 0pov TPOGEVYOVTOL TOVg EVAOYODY, dnhadi] Toug Sropilouy wg Toug
ERTé. AV URGPYEL KOVEVOG GTOAVTOG VIOAVIYHOG OTL 1) TPOTYOUHEVT
Srayeipion and pépovg Tovg propet vor 0d1ynoe oy ovadikie.

To Sevtepo wiod tov Mpdéewv oTpépetor YHp® and Tov Movro Kou T
dpéon tov. Emmpbobeta oe 6,1 éxer emwbel (g Thpo, N andeaon tou
TMohrov v pnv wéper podi Tov Tov Indwyn Mépxo koté 1o to&idt g
emoTtpogiic oTn Sevtepn eniokeyt| TV oTIC TOAELG OOV 0VTOG Ko 0 Bop-
véBog etyov knpoEet To prvope, odnyel Tovg TeAELTOOVG VoL akOAOLOT -
Govv xoprotols Spdpovg kou Selyver 6L N Goxnon egovoiog dev Hrav
névtote fima (MpdEerg 15,36-40). And tv GAAN mAevpd o Mobrog oéBe-
o1 v lovdaikT eGovoiar dtav Kotokpiver Tov Avovio yio Ty vrokpL-
olo Tov vo ddoetl eviol| vor ToV (TUMACOVY Kot KeTémy emmATTeTon
16T VPproe Tov apyiepéa Tov Oeov, omodéyxeton TV eninAngn Ko amo-
hoyeiton: «obx Hdew @dehgol, B éotiv dpyiepevg yéypomton yép
Gpyovta 10D Actod 6o 00K Epelg Kakdg» (23,5 TpPh. ot. 2-5). H nyetky
Béom Tov [Mobhov avépeso 6Tovg XpLoTiavog efvon KaAd yvoot Kot
OVayVOPLOPEVT, oY KOTd TNV 0kpOOOT) IO TOL PIALKOG, 0 KOTHYOPOg
omé mhevpéig Avavio ken tpecButépav anokolel Tov MovAo «TpOTOOTA-
mv e tig 1@V Nalopaiov aipéceng (24.5).

33. Die Amisterminologie im Neuen Testament und in der Alien Kirche: Eine
lexikographische Untersuchung (Breda 1994), 124-126, 156-157, 222. O LK. Toutoiyxog,
«IMoto fzay 0 70 10V Excdk Sawévon”, Acksio By Meheriy 22 (1992), 52-58, Tovg
6ewpel g moy 6 K povipdrepor xau xeTmpmég, O lo-
vvng Xpuadotopog ke §bo apyaies exkAnaies Gewpovoay on o1 Enté oudérote vriip-
£av hertovpytxof Sudxovor pe T vedrepn évvoia.
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O1 IpeoPirtepor

210 téhog TNG TPATNS o€ KGbe
(Aépﬁn, AvoTpo, Ik6vio ko Avaidyeta), ﬂauM; xon BapvéBag Sioproay
POUG KOIL « HETG VIOTELQV T 0d100g 10
Kup((p s\g bv memotevxaot» (MpéEeig 14:23). H yprotiaviky évvola Tov
Botep mpénerL vo. P ke oy efpoikf. Exoupz 180 der
6n 1600 0 Mavrog, 600 Ko o pvaBag omé Yeviknig
onG, Kot 0 6Ly (xe1pe \oavte) propel vo mept-

A Pove TV « en(stmv TOV XEPDV».

O Mabvrog otV optkic Tov ot Miknto (Mpdierg 20,17-35) avagépet
Eavd Tov 6po «mpeaPitepor», OV Eivon GUVHVVOG e Tov 6po «Erioko-
mow» (ot. 28).% Atver odnyleg otoug mpeoPitepovg var mpooéxouy Tovg
£0VTOVG TOVG KOt T0 TO{uv10, «&v () Ddg T6 TTvedpe T6 “Aytov E6eto ém-
oxémovg» (ot. 28). Kabijkov Toug ivon va motpévovy my exkAneic mov
nepriBe 610 Oe6 Hécm Tov aipatog Tov (B0 Tov VIOV Tov. MBavéTaTe:
0 {810g o Movrog vripEe 0 avBpdmIVOS TUPEYOVTES CVTAV TV dtopt-
UGV, xeBig 1) opAie omokeAvnTel 6TL T KeTiynon €yive ané cuTdv (oT.
18.20-21.25-27.31). Egéoov \:m‘lpxuv opiopévor mpeaPitepor oty Egeco
(oT. 17), B0 mpéner var ovy éva efdog EV( GUVTOpOL

VOL OV’ g npoxiioels. 'EEwoev
avtinodot Bo emTeBOVV GTO KOMASL akOuN Kon Kémotot amd Tovg {dtovg
005 mpeaPutepovg Bo. Eeatpaticovy. Evtovrog, £xouv to maphderype
g 0&1080dpaoTg TPIETONS eposinang Tov Mavrov, mov ywpi vo emt-
Subket kavéva Tpocemkd dgerog epydotnke pe to: ior Tov Ta xépror Yo
VO GUVTNPTGEL TOV EAVTE TOV KO TOVG GLVTIPGQOUS Tov. O MorhAog €xave
mpaEN ™y odnyla Tov Ioov: «poképréy Eom padov Sid6ven fi Aoppé-
vewv» (ot. 28-31.33-35).3 Téhog, o TMovhog epmoteveton Toug mpecPite-

34. Ta ywpia Aoux. 7,3 9,22 20,1 22,52 paker; 4,5.8.23: 6,12: 23,14 24,1 25,15 cuvn-
0pody 6" o, BA. eniong Dupont, Nouvelles études, 352-355 ket Easton, Early Christianity,
68-71. Pace A. Campbell, “The Elders of the Jerusalem Church", JTS N.. 44 (1993), 513-515.
H reroiénon tov 61 Tovg XpOVoVG 0 6pog 6 QépETan GTOVS Al
Bexa Sev efvon reroTik.

3. Yasebaert, Die Amisterminologie, 68-69.

36. BA. 0 (pBpo pov “What Role Does Jesus’ Saying in Acts 20,35 Play in Paul’s Address
to the Ephesian Elders”, Bib 74 (1993), 329-349.
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pOVG «T@ O Kod T® AOYQ TS XEp1Tog abT0D 1@ duvapéve Emotko-
Sopfoon xoi Sodven Dpiv KAnpovopiay év Toig finloopévolg maowy» (oT.
32: wpPh. 14,23).

e opropéva yopic, o Kal 0 AOUKES Sev kével Adyo Yot Sropropd mpe-
oPutépov, Tapéxer ®oT600 TANPOGOPES YU OWTOVS. Xprotiovoi «mpe-
Gvtepor» yivovton yie TpdT Gopé Vool and my Avudyewo g Zu-
piag. O mpogrng AyoBog eixe KotéAder and To: Iepoc6AVHOL GTNY AVTLG-
yewa ko mpoéBAene Paph noyk6opto Apd. Ou exel padnTég omoghocay
Vo kévouv 6,71 fiTay Suvartd yia vor Bonericovy Toug adergoig Tovg oty
Touoda, ke péow Bapvapo kon Todhov oméoterhay ™ PorBerdt Tovg
GT0Ug MPECPUTEPOUS (LEAAOV OTO: IEPOGOAVHE). Tpopaveg cutof ot mpe-
GPUTEpOL BepOHYTOY G TO: EVBESELYHEVEL TPOCROL YIoL TNV opby dravo-
) g BoriBerag, kon ot 1 SpaeTpLoTTa HOG Bupiler exeivn Tev amo-
otérav otig Mpaterg 4,34-5,11. O mpogriteg Kau oL diddoxahor oV
AvTiOyeLo Qoiveton Vo AEITovpyoty og npecPitepor.’ To Ayto Mvedpa
Toug KaTELBUVEL var Sropicou Toug Bapvéfa ko TMovro Y10 évor GUYKE-
KPIHEVO GKOTS: KOTOTIY VIOTELOG Kal TPOCEVYTS «EmOévteg TaC XElpag
abroig dnéhvoav» (13:1-1).

Mpeap e Eovd oo 6 vo. Ko iCovy,
i pe my exkAneio ko1 T0Vg anocT6AOVC, Tov Moo Kon 10 Bapvépa.
(TMpaerg 15,4 mpP. oT. 2.6.22-23). T juox oKGUN Qopé TimoTE SeV oVOpE-
PETON GYETIKG HE TO BLOPIOUG TOVG, GpeS o Sobpe ot cuvégeo 6T
onwodinote petelyav TG eEovaiag TV anootéAwv. H {810 emonpavon
enoAnBeveTOn GTOV 0pYOTEPD O TTOWAOG EMOKENTETOL TOV Ixopo ot Ie-
p * 6mov 6Aot o1 TPePo elvon mopdveg (21,18). Mynpoved-
£101 OGN 1) AOQEOT) TOVG 6T0 ZUpPOVALO TV IEpOGOADHMY, [N
epgavifovton va ackoby e5ovaio eni OAGKANPNG TG ExxAnoioac.® Moko-

37.0 Yasebaert, Die inologie, 42-43, Tovg Phéner g 16panooTS-
hove. O N. Taylor, Paul, Antioch and Jerusalem: A Study in Relationships and Authority in
Earliest Christianity (JSNTSS 66: Sheffield 1992), §7-144, 222-226, oTnV 16topixi TV 7po-
oéryion vrooTpiCer 6 1 ayéon Tov Marbhov e Ty Exxhnoto g Avaidzeas firay kpi-
oG xa KaBopIoTIXC OTUAGHEG 11’ CUTOV KAl T APIOTIGVIKT] TOV GR0OTOM.

38. 0 Tyson, “The Emerging Church”, 141-142 670M&CovTag TV TautémTor autod 1ov
lax@fou xatohiyet 0o cpRépaoHo 6T dev elval aiBavo o AoUKGS var elye Kuth vou
oV 0depd Tov Kupiov.

39. B Dupont, Nouvelles édes, 163.
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voTL Opog kon otig dbo mepuntdoeig avtol ot mpeoPitepor porpdlovian
mv egovoio pe Toug anoctérovg, de cuvTpéyel A6Yog v Bempolpe 6TL O
poRog Toug it 1o {810 onpavTiKdg. 10 Givoro Tev MphEewy noté dev
GUVOVTGUE KETOLOV TPEGBUTEPO Vet HAd WG HEHOVOLEVO TPOCLRO.*

oAb mBové oL mapdypapor Aovk. 12,41-48 vo. popotdv o€ petoryevé-
OTEPOVG EXKANTLUGTIKOVG NYETES Ko £T01 £ivon OYeTIKES HE TV TepinTa-
on ov pog omaoyohel. ! O TMétpog amoxkahdviag Tov Incod «Kvplo» tov
POTE oy 1) TEPaBOAT] Y10 TOUG TPOGEKTIKOVG VINPETES OEVOVVETON GTOVG
0moGTOROVG HOVO 1) G GAoVG TOVG avBpdrovs. O INcole Tpdta petd «tig
Bpa éotiv 6 moTog oikovOpog Kod Ppovipog, By xataoTioer 6 KVpLog Ent
Mg Bepaneiog adTod 10 Hidévon &V Koapd TO GLTOPETPIOV, Y10 VL OLTaL-
vrioet 0 {810¢ 670 epdTd TOV: «poKdprog 6 SodAog Ekeivog, Bv EABGV &
KUplog adtod ebpricer morodvta obtmg. dAnbdg Aéym Duiv dm éni naor
T01g Drépyovoty 0dTO KotaoTOE CdTOV. EGv 8¢ €lmy 6 SodAog Ekelvog
&v i) kapdig odToD, gpoviler 6 kbpLog pov Epyecbon, kol EpEnton THRTELY
100g maidog kol tég mondiokag, obiev te kai nive kol pedvoxeodo,
iger 6 kVpLog 100 Sovhov xetvov év Apépe i o mpoodokd kod &v dpe i
0V ywvédokel, Kai Styotoptioer adT6v, Kol 0 pépog 0dToD HeTd T@V G-
otov Onoet. Ekeivog 8¢ 6 SodRrog, 6 yvoug 6 BéANUa 10D Kupiov EovtoD
xai p étolpudoog undé momoag npdg 6 BEANUO adToD, Sopricetal moA-
g 6 8¢ pn yvove, morioag 8¢ & mAny@v, Saprioeton dAlyog. movti 8¢ @
#560n oAb, Tokd CenOfoeTen Top® ordToD, Kod (b TapEfevTo oA, TEPLS-
o6tepov aitioovoy adtévr. To prvopa eivon apketd kobopd. Evoyer
g dedepng eAevoeng Tov INcod, Tov avaoTuEvoy Kupiov, ot nyéteg mg
ExkAnoioag ogeihovv vo eivon evéipetol ko vrodeiypate xpoTiovikig
oybmg, xovtog eniyvoon 6Tt o xapiopato Ko 1) 6éon mov KoTé ouy
T00g TPoodidovy peyokvtepn evbvVN. Av eivon motol ota KebiKovTé
100, Glyoupa: Bo avtopelpBody. Av Oxt, 0 Incovg Bo. emOTpéyer GE ovu-
noyiooTo xpdvo ken ToTe Bo AdBouy Stxenn Tipwpic.

Ztov MuoTikd Aeimvo, H6vo 0 AOUKGG 0 TOVg ZUVOTTIKOUG Eneva-
AopBéver ™ ouiimon e to motog efvon 0 avdtepog (Aovk. 22,24-27°
7ipPA. 9,46-48 pep.). O Ioovs, 0god Ak Yie T Ghue ToV «T6 Onép Duav

40. T1a 10 péAo TV YovaIKGY 010 Evaryyéhio t0v Aoukd, Ph. J.-M. van Cangh, “La
femme dans I Evangile de Luc”, RTL 24 (1993), 297-324.
41 BA. Nelson, Leadership and Discipleship, 47-48.



S136pevov» Ko T0 TOTPL0 «f) Koavi) Stadikn &v @ oiperi pov, T Hrép
Dp@v ExuvopEVOV» (OT. 19-20), Aéet 6TOVG 0mOGTGAOVG 0T «of PactAeic
T@v £0vav KupLevovay adTdv, Kl of EEovaiilovtes adTdv edepyéton
KkahoOvTon» (67.25). Me TOVg 0mosTéAovg Spag Sev uropel vor cupfaiver
10 {810 «6 peilwv v DUV YIvécBo @ 6 vedtepog, Kai 6 fiyolpevog bg &
Staxovav» (rpPA. 17,10). «Tig yép peilov, 6 avaxeipevog fi 6 Saxovav;
oyl 6 dvoxeijievog; &y 8¢ eijut &v péoe Dudv bg 6 Sakovav». H doxnon
e£ovoiag and Tov Icob petagpéleton oe Stoxovio kou o 1810 mpénet va
10 0EL KO Y10 TOVG 0mooTéA0uG. 2

EEovota AMymg avory & omy 1o

v 1otopio: Tov Avavia ken g Zangeipag (MpdEeig 5,1-11), mov ov-
ykpotet éva dintvyo (ot. 1-6.7-11) kou amotedet Tumkd Sefypo BovpoTovp-
00 Tpopiog, n BrotAeio ToL EoTavé: GUYKPOVETOL je oTH Tov B0, Av
0 Avaviag kot n Zomgeipo. rEThyovaY oY andan Tous, n 8o m oxe-
pondTnTo TG ) 6o
Y ov [étpo karohopBévouy mepinov o oL g 6Ang mpmom‘\g (ot.
3-4.8ab.9) koa auTdg Elvon 0 KUPLog Popéag Tov Befov. Kaberl 6o eite er-
oGyEL G TG oL exeivog BEAEL vaL e eite amoppéet amb avtd. Ot epwT-
OELG K01 0L 100 SnAdoeLg 0 10 ZoTavd, g KOPLo
0710 TOV KOKOY, Ko TV EAEVBEPN, TOVUTOXPOVE: GUWG Ko SOALL GUPTEPL-
@opé. Tov Avavio ko TG Tangeipag: «odK Eyebow avepdnolg, ARG T®
e (oT. 4c), Kon evTovoTEpQL okOpN: «ti BTL cuvegoviidn Dty mewpdoon
16 TNvedpa Kupiov;» (ot. 9a° mpPh. ot. 3). Ta n6dL0. TV omocTéAay (0T. 21
TpPA. 4,35.37), 6mov o Avaviog kon 1) Zangeipo: onébecay TV «Tipmv> ond

42. BA. Nelson, Leadership and Discipleship, 49, 171-172, 258-259, 264.

43.0L.T. Johnson, Decision Making in the Church: A Biblical Model (Philadelphia 1993),
59-87, anapiByel tévie anophoeg (Mpé&erg 1,15-26° 4,23-31° 6,1-6° 9,26-30° 10,1-11,18 xen
14,26-15,35). O {510 0 Johnson ex@paer apBohies yro Ty repintwon 4,23-31. Emy npay-
TR T T TPOKELTa REPLOGOTEPO 110X KPOGEV] VCX HEIVOUY TIGTO! GTO BLaKGVIHé: TOVG.
Dike o1 dhheg amopaoeng eEETALOVIan GTIIV REpOboct pehé.

44. Avth 1 oovroun mepiknyn Paciletan oTo GpBpo Kov “You Did Not Lie to Us
(Human Beings) but to God (Acts 5,4¢)", Bib 76 (1995), 182-209.
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mv moinon g okmoiog Tovg, anoteAovV 16O CVOHETPNIONG HE TO
©e6 ko 0 Ayto Tvedpo Tov Kupiov (Incov;), kot enéktoon de 6mo ov-
yrévipmong eovotog. Efvar okl onpovtikd 6t Zangeipo népret vexpry
oto nodLo. Tov TTETPov, Kon TPOYovVAG ENdve axpIBig TNV «Titiv» TV
npdopepav 1 (1o ko 0 Gvtpog TG (ot. 10a): To KoréAAnAo ompeio-ooupo-
o g amokdAvymG Kot TG 1iTTog Toug. Kon oTig 800 mepintdoeg 1o Kove
BAéner Tovg BavaToug Tov Avovia kot g Zangeipog, Tovg omoiovg 0 Aov-
kg dev omodider pe cagrivela 6To Oed, To Ayio IMvedpa 1) Tov Métpo. BAL-
TEL GKOT TNV OMOPAKPLVOT) KoL THY Ta@T} Tovg g TpovToy T emPePoie-
o1 TG HOTOROTNTOG TOV YEHBOUE TPOG TO OEd Kt TOVG NYETES TNG XPLOTIO-
VIKTG KovoTNTag, Ko o vikn ent Tov Zotové ko g S6AL0g CUUTEPIQO-
pég TV opyavev Tov. To anotédeciia eivar 9oBog, mov o Sevtepn mepi-
nTwo enexTeiveton oTo oVvoro g ExkAnoiog kot oe 6hovg oot akovve
10 Yyeyovdg. Yrdapyouv opketol Adyor yio vo. Bewpriicoupe 6Tt 0 «Kiprog»
670 oT. 9 Tovtileton pe Tov Ioob” kon v 6vTeg é1o1 oupPaiver, 0 Aovkdg
oavanoproté v Ayia Tpuédo og evepyd tapdyovto ot Lor g Exkin-
otog kon, 1rodtepo, TOV arooTéAmy Ko Tov Métpov. To tAnciéotepo mo-
péAAnAa g 1oTopiag Tov Avavic ko g Zongeipag eivon 1) mepintoon
Tov Tovda kon Tov TEPEOHOD Tov Iaov. H 1otopia Tov mepacol pig
Bonbéer icwg kotd Tov kakbTepo Tpémo va Slakpivovpe 1o oKomd ToL
Aovkd. Audtt 0 Inoovg Eextvé TV TPMIUN SpAGTNPLOTNTE TOL HE HIC KO-
Boprotix) vikn eni Tov Staéhov: kon opoiwg Sio Tng enevépyerag Tov Oeold
ko1 Tov Ayiov Tvedportog Tov Kupiov (Incov;) otov Iétpo, n vedtevkm

VMEPLOYVEL TG POO! pY 100 ZoTové oToV
Avavio kon T Zangeipo.

Tpa&erg 15,1-35 (rpPA. 10,1-11,18" 16,4 21,25)

Mua ToAD ompavTikt andeeon yo ™y mpdm ExkAnoia ftay av ot
Hetootpapévte EOvikol émpene vo voiotavton mepiopr 1 ox1* kou 1

45. Apxerég rpoogates Spociebaig aoxokovvIL e avtd To xwplo. O J. Jervell, “Das
Aposteldekret in der lukanischen Theologie”, Texts and Contexts: Biblical texts in Their
Textual and Situational Contexts, Essays in Honor of L. Hartman (ed. T. Fomberg & D.
Hellholm) (Oslo 1995), 229 (rpfA. 227-243), Bewpel 61 To BéomOpa Beokoyikd: SeouEder TG
E6vixotg 070 Nojo xan Kat' enéktaon 610 lopah. 'ET01 Sict TV TE00GpMY KAVOVOY Go-
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eEeAls oA opoAd. ETo1 0 AOUKGG OTIG
rlpdgslg 15,1- 35 umopel K6AMOTO VoL BEAEL VoL TpOVGLEGEL TOV 180VIKG
om0 erihvong tov mpoPAnudtev mg ExkAnolog O padnté omy
Avndxem £otekav tov TowAo, 10 BapvéBa: kot kémotovg GAhovg avTi-

ot MO YLO VoL | 70 {fimpo. Avtof ot
uvnnpécmmo\ éy\vav evpevig dextof omd Toug mmmékou; KO TOVG TTpe-
£voL OpaG a6 Tovg evéue-

vav oty n(vn&!x(u Ko woyvpiloviay ét ﬂmv uvuym(o («3€1») xon o1
EBvixot vo Tnpodv 10 Mwooikd N6po (15,1-5).

Katémy extevdv cuinmicenv o Métpog vrevbupiler otovg ouyke-
VIPOUEVOC TO TEPLOTOTIKG T0V KopvnAiov, 6mov o Oebg amopdoioe 6Tt
Héow avtov Ta. ‘EBvn Ba okovGouy 10 AdYo Tov B0t kan Ber motéyouv?
Ke T0¢ xopTiynoe to Ayto Tvedpa, 6nog oxpiPag kot atoug e& lovdodmv
Xprotiovotg (mpPh. 10,44-48" 11,15-18). O ©edg eEéryvice Tig Kopdiég TOUg
e my i yopic va kaver kapio Sidkpion. mm cvvéxeio o Tétpog ko
Tyopel Tovg avtinéiovg Tov Mowrov ko tov BopvéBo 6t mpoxkaiody

hovovien TV ewhorapeic: Ko Siampoty TV ayvéTTa Tov Acob T0v Oeot. O Jervell
napodéter exlong owonpelom BiBhoypagic. O AJM. Wedderbum, “The *Apostolic
Decree': Tradition and Redaction”, NovT 35 (1993), 389 ojtois Bhénet ovg xavéveg mpoopt-
GJLEVOUS VOt RPOGTATEDGOLY TN (PLOTIAVIXT KOWBTIITGL GRG TV merk Tou MaryaVIopoD. O
CN. Jefford, “Tradition and Witness in Antioch: Acts 15 and Didache 6", Perspectives in
Religious Studies 19 (1992), 409419, vrooTpiZe e xown my yicx i MpéZeic 15 xan Av-
Sap 6, rnpotpevn om Sebtepn o€ i o opxEyovn Hopgih. O H. van de Sandt, “An
Explanation of Acts 15.6-21 i the Light of Deuteronomy 429-35 (LXX)", JSNT 46 1992), 7397,
Bewpei 671 70 Tpdo ywpl o Beltepov. O ATM.
Cheung, “A Narrative Analysis of Acts 14:27-15:35: Literary Shaping in Luke’s Account of the
Jerusalem Council”, WTJ 55 (1993), 137-154, mopéxet ot evBiapépovaa gikoAoyix avdhy-
o1 Tov goplov, evi o J. Taylor, “Ancient Texts and Modem Critics: Acts 15:1-34", RB 99
(1992), 373-378, emonpaiver Tpia: and ta griokonxé: Tov mpoPhiuata. BA. eniong K. Salo,
Luke’s Treatment of the Law: A Redactional-Critical Investigation (Annales Academiac
Scientarum Fennicae 5, Helinki 1991), 190-255.

46. BL. R. Heiligenthal, zur Analyse
Gemeindekonflikic", ZRGG 48 (1996), 10-113. T g mBarvas S1Béonpeg 670 Aouwt: mnyég
Xau 1oV 1p6mo eromolnons Tovs, mpBA. R. Pesch, “Das Jerusalemer Abkommen und dic
Losung des Antiochenischen Konfliktes”, Kontinuitat und Einheit, Fs. F. Mussner (hrsg. P.-G.
Muller & W. Stenger) (Freiburg 1981), 121-122.

47. BA. Tlpageig 10,5-6.11-16.20.22.28-29.30-36: 11,3-10.120.13-14.
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70 O£6 BEAOVTOG VoL QOPTHTOLY OTOV TpéxN0 TV TNV EBvikdv évo
Bépog, mov ovte ot idiot ot lovdador ko o1 mpéyovoi Toug KaThgepay Vo
onkdoovy. Kon katariyer Ayovtog: «ArG Sid tig xéprrog Tod Kupiov
*Ingod motedopey cwbiver kad’ v tpémov kéxeivor» (15,11 mpBh. ot. 6-
1)

AKk0hoUBOG WAL GTOVG SuYKEVTpUEvous o TdkwPog. Yroompile
g 0,71 eixe mer opéong vopitepa o Métpog emPeondveton and ta Adyro
TOV TPOPNTOV Ko Topanéunel otov Apag 9,11-12LXX nept avorkodopur-
6emg TOV 0ikoV TV Aowid «Brwg Gv éxintiowowy of katdiorol T@v
avepdrav Tov Koprov, kod mévro té E6vn £¢’ 0lc emxéxAnton 6 dvopd
pov &n’ ordTovg, Aéyer Kiplog 6 motdv tate mévie. YVOoTh dn’ cidvog
£0TL Q) Oed mhvta 16 Epyo adTob» (Mpderg 15,17-18). H xpion tov To-
KOOV («d6 Eyd xpivw») OEL VoL pnv Snpiovpyr:
0T0UG HETOOTPaPEVTEG EBVIKODG, MapdL HGVO VoL TOVG YPOyouy «iméye-
oot &nd TV GAoynpGtey TV elddrov kol Tig mopvelag kol To avi-
K700 Kod 10D aipotog» (ot. 20), yiori n Hidaokeiio Tov Mevor ex’ ov-
100 elvon yvwot (ot. 21).% Avti n Stkonordynon oto ot. 21 npooBiéner
xou éAl 670 BEANHE TOV B0V, aPov Yiveton avapopd otig Fpagés. Ot

Koot TEG TOCO NG YELOG, OO0 KoL TV [ 0 énonov eni-
ong kGmoto poio ot AMjym g amdgaong (ot. 2.22: mpPa. 11,1-3).
peaPuTepol Kon oAb n GTEAVOLV ETIOTO-

48. OF. Refoulé, “Le discours de Pierre 2 I' assembléc de Jérusalem”, RB 100 (1993), 239-
251, urooTnpiCer 611, urb Sebopves ouvBriKes, 1 Bewpla: Tov M.-E. Boismard xog 0 Aouxds
YVapIZE Katt PNOULOROLOVGE TIG emTTOAG Tov Mardhov, uropet va yiver amodext.

49. T mAnpogopleg ext Tov mapacknviov g arogdoews, PA. T. Callan, “The
Background of the Apostolic Decree (Acts 15:2029 21:25)", CBQ 55 (1993), 284-297. O W..
Radl, “Das Gesetz in Apg 15", Das Geselz im Neuen Testament (ed. K. Kartelge) (Freiburg
1986), 172, ropampet 6T 0 0T. 20 OV APEYROTIKGTTX Bev E10EYEL KAT VD, Kan 6Tt
axpiBéotepa avutég o1 amanioerg Sev GuvGToboay 6povg arodofic oTo Aub Tov Beot,
oAb xavéves Long TV peAGY Tov Aaob Tov Beod (0. 174).

50.0E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, (Philadelphia 1971), 450, 469-472, o vrev-
upiCer 6w 0 Dibelius Bewpovoe Tig MpEers 15,21, 660V aopd 610 TEPIEyGHEVD Kat T on-
Haota, petakd Tov Suokorbrepoy yopiov g K.A. O Haenchen 0pBk Abver to mpopAnua
emonuaivovtag 61 o ot. 21 dev uropel rapé va amoteret enekfiymon Tov o, 20. BA. exiong
Jervell, “Das Aposteldekret”, 231232 E. Richard, “The Divine Purpose: The Jews and the
Gentile Missi 15)", SBL Papers (ed. P.J. Achtemeier) (Chico, CA 1980), 272,
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M xon e€nyotv 61t Sev e£0V01086TNOOY TOL ATOPOL EKEIVOL TOV AVOIGTHTO-
ooy Toug HofnTég oty Aviidyera, T Tvpio kou v Kikixie. Enoavoiv
tov IMavho xou to BapvaBo ko otédvovy pali Toug mg avTinposdrovg
tov lovde, 10 Aey6pevo BapooPBa, koa o Zika, yio va Sdoovv eEnyfoelg
ond npdro xépu. Mapovardlovy Tig téooepig amantiioelg Tov lakdPov pe
o Adyro: «E30&e yép T ‘Ayie Mvedpor kod Auiv undév mAdov émtibe-
ofon Dpiv Bépog mATy @V Endvoykeg ToVTOV: 8E GV Statnpodvteg Eon-
100 €D mpdEete. Eppwobe» (Mpaeig 15,28.29b° mpph. ot. 22-29). Ot podn-
tég oV Avnidygera xodpouv pe v emotoln, evd Tovdog xon Zidag tovg

PP X1 100G Bep Ko KoTomy POVV £V £l-
privN Yo o lepoadrupio: (oT. 30-34). Ao gopé yivetan apydtepo: pveta oe
ot ™Y andeuoT TV 0mocTOAMY Kot TV TpecButépmv. Do ot Mav-
Aog, Zidag xon TipéBeog meprodevoy omd moAn oe mOAN, «mapedidovv
0DT0I¢ PUAGGTELY Té SOYpaTOL Th KEKPIHEva DO T@V dmooTOrmY Kol TdvV
npecPutépwv TV &v 'lepovoaiip» (16,4). Kou oto leposdivpa o ldxw-
Bog xan o1 mpecPitepor prdviog otov ModAo EVOPEPOVY YL0: TOUG HETO-
otpogévieg EOvikove: «fuelg éneoteidapev kpivavteg guidooesBon
o100g» (21,25). Eivon moAt mbavd 611 0 Aovkdg Bempovoe Tig TéooEPIS
OTEG OMONTHOELG (G H10L TOPOLXhPNOT omd TAEVPGS TV EBVIKGV xGptv
g evérog e ExkAnoiog.

T Mpdéerg 15,1-35 mpotaymvictovy o Métpog ko o IkmBog. Otav.
o ldxmBog eyxpiver to Aeydpeve: Tov MéTpov, ot omdoTohor, ot mpeaPute-
pot kar 0AGKANPN N exkANcia eykpivouy pe T oepd TOVG TNV TPdTOOT)
1ov laxdBov, kou n ms dyerag eykpiver ko
He ZopG TNV EMOTOA oV g otéAveton. H 6An e&éMEn efvon avopevope-
V1] KO 0UTLOAOYTIUEVT, EQGGOV 1) TEALKT) AOPALOT) CUUTALEL e TO BEATOL
70V Oeov™ Ko 70 Ayto Ivevpo.

Onwodninote, o Tétpog Kotéxer TIUNTIKY Béon peTaLD TOV AmOOTO-

51. E. Franklin, Luke: Interpreter of Paul, Critic of Matthew (JSNTSS 92, Sheffield 1994),
58-60. BA. eniong O. Bocher, “Das sogenannte Aposteldekret”, Vom Urchristentum zu Jesus,
Fs. J. Gnilka (ed. H. Frankemolle & K. Kertelge) (Freiburg 1989), 336 Heiligenthal,
“Methodische Erwigungen”, 113 xat A. Strobel, “Das Aposteldekret als Folge des
antiochenischen Streits: tberlegungen zum Verhltnis von Wahrheit und Einheit in Gespriich
der Kirchen”, Kontinuitit und Einheit, 81-104.

52. Bh. Richard, “The Divine Purpose”, 269-273.
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v O meprocdtepol mopadéyovron 611 0wt amotehel 8N mporypoTt-
k6o 610 EvoryyéAto Tov Méprov, 0 Aovkas Guemg tpofiiier nepontépm
owTd 1o YEYOVOS, O KabioTaTon Gopég 6T0 AOVK. 5,1-11, 6mov o TTétpog
OVOPEPETON OVORAOTIKG £EL opéc, eV Kot TV meptypagr} Tng KANoNG
10V Yopadov and o Mapko (1,16-20) avagpépetor povo &bo. O Métpog -
pavileton og exTPOCOTOG TV 0MOCTOAMY GTO AOUK. 8,45 Ko ETIKEQUATIG
TOV TPLOV GTEVGV 0k0A0VBMY Tov oY (9,32). Poté av 1) mopool yio
TOVG TPOCEKTIKOVG VAMPETES OMEVBVVETAL TPOG TOVG BMOGTOAOVG HOVO T
mpog 6Aovg Toug moTovg (12,41) kon amootédheton poki pe Tov Indvvn vou
npoetodioer to Méoya (22,8). Otav o Incols npoPAéner mv Gpvnon Tov
TTétpov, Pévo o Aovkdg Yphper: «Eipav, Zipwy, 1800 6 Zotavag éEntioa-
70 Dudg TOD owvidioon G TOV oitov By 8¢ £den By nept cod tvar i ExAinn
i miotig cov kod o¥ mote Emotpéyag otipiEov Tovg GBEAPOlG GOV
(22,31). £10 téh0g TOV TEPIGTATIKOY OTOVG Eptptaotic, mov eivon povodikd
670 AoUKé, Tp@Te o1 EVIEKD KO OL HET’ 0VTAV Aéve GTOUG 800 HabnTég
G «iyyépdn 6 Koprog dvtax kad dedn Zipovir katémy ot §%o pobntég
avopépoy TL TOVg GLVERN 616 Spdpo Kon TS ToV YVdpIoay dTay éxoPe
10 youi (24,33-35). Onog xatadeiyBnke mo mive, o Métpog anoteAet Tov
KOp1o avBpdmvo extereoty g Belog BovAnong ota TpdTe KeQhAoo
10V Tpéemv: Tpoedpever xatd Ty exhoyn S1adoyov tov lovda, exgéper
Adyoug katd v Tevinkoot, Kot oTN £T06 10V ZoAOUdVTO Kot 670 Zv-
VESpLo, SnAdvovtag oTo dvopa: Tivog evepyoly oL aréotohot. Ot mpd&elg
Tov Bpickovton oTo enikevTpo TG 10Topiag TOV Avavia kon TG Zompei-
pog, keBds Kot TG Tepintwong Tov ipwve. T0v Méyov, mov BéAnce vo
eEayopdoet ™ Swped Tov Ayiov Ivebpatog and To Oed. Eivor axdpun o ex-
TPOCHTOG TwY ANOGTOA®Y 6TO ZuvEdpLo (4,8-12.19-20" 5,29-32). Eivon qu
Vg 611 oT0 Keg. 12,16b-17 tibeton IpocwpIVE 6TO

26pwv o TaxdBov. To meprotatikd Tov Kopvnitov 6pag, oto onoto nod-
Lev kevipik6 poho, amoterel kaBoploTikd GToiKEio oV amdgaon Tov
TupBoviion Tev [epocorbpey mepl TG rEpLTOpTG TOV TpdnV EBVIKGY Kot
™G Thpnong 1o Macdixoy vépov. H arovsia tov Métpov and to vrd-
howo Tav Mpd&ewv avtavexAd meptocdTepo To evilapépovta Tov {Sov
0V AOUKG, Topd TV EEXQEVIOT TOV TPGTOV and TV Evepyd dpérom.

53. BA. eniong P. Perkins, Peter, Apostle for the Whole Church (Columbia, $.C. 1994), 35-
37,84-95, 118-119.
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Ané ™y 6AAN TAeVPE, WOTGG0, 0 AOUKGS Sev aopovaver Tov TTétpo.
O Métpog cuvdéetan e GAlovg: «ovv toig Eviexar (Mpderg 2,14), «Hpiv
i areviCete @ 18l Suvdper T edoeeiqe nemomkdor 10D mepimatelv
adTéV» (3,12), «Bié 16 Siddokery adtovg» (4,2), «ei fieig onpepov dva-
KpLVOpeBa» (4,9), «6 8¢ Tétpog kol "Todvvng dmokpidéveg mpdg odtolg
elnov» (4,19) xou «amoxpiBeic 8¢ IMétpog Kkai o dmbotoror einov» (5,29)°
WG eniong oe TANBUVTIKG 0P1OUG: «ob méveg fielg Eopev pépTupeg»
(2,32 mpPA. 3,15 5,32 10,39.42). ITétpog kou Iwdvvng oTéhvovton amd Toug
anoctérovg ot Toudpeia (8,14) Kou evepyodv omd kowov (oT. 15-17.25).
TéAog, Katé TV eMOTPOPY TOV oTer lepoaéAvpa, o TMéTpog ogeiher vo
£ENYioel 0TOVG MOGTOAOVG KO GTOVG TLGTOVS TOL MEMPCLYHEVD. TOL GTNV.
Konobpera (11,1-4).5¢

Mo ax6un Kootk anégaan cuvovtdue otig MpdEeig 21,20-26. O
IdxmPog Kot o1 mpesPitepor Aéve otov Moo vor AdBet pépog oTo Téar
TOV TECCHPOY aVEPHV CUPHETEXOVTOG OTIG TeAeTég eEayVionoD Ko -
PAOVOVTOS Y10. 70 EVPIOHE TV KEQUALDY TOVS. Kot awtdv Tov Tpémo dAot
6o eivan BéBanot 6t o Mavrog tpel To Mwodiké Nopo kon 61 de 5156~
OKEL T0UG HeTaoTpopévieg EBViKolg vor amonomBody Ty mepiropr| Ko
0 10030iKG €Btpa. O MovAog axorovBel Tig vrodeilerg, Afyo Gpag mpo-
00 ohoxAnpwBel o eEayviopdg Eeond Tapoyt oTo vod. Efyovpo oe ow-
1005 T0Vg oTiYovg Pprokdpacte evpéon evdg droaddyov avépese oto
Aovké kot Tovg lovdaiovg Xprotiovole, ke 1 cuvepyasio Tov Mobrov
e tov IaxwPo kot Tovg O g Topd-
Bevypo: Yo Tovg pemysvéarspovg motove. O Aovkdg e, Siver 1diaitepn
mpoooyt otov IxwBo. Dtav o TMéTpog eAevBep@veton and T GuACKT,
TOPOTPUIVEL TOUG EVPIOKGUEVOVG GTO OTTL TG UNTEPES TOV Méprov:
«omayyeihote "loxdPe xof Toig ddeAgoig tadTo (12,17). A T oTiyun
mov 610 ZupPovAto TV lepocoATHOY Ken kotd ™V TeAkY dgiEn Tou
Mobrov oo leposbivpa o IaxkmPog eppovileton va etvon emkepohiig e
ExxAnoiog ota lepogéivpa, Sev efvor afdoyin 1 epunveio oand opiopé-
voug 6Tt pe ) iAot Tov o Métpog ovoraotiké: petaPiBilel ™y ekov-
oo g exxinotog Tov lepocorvpwy.

0 Aovkdg ouoyetilel ™ Miym omogdoemy 0TV Ko T e Tovg
Xprotiavois mpogites. Ty Aviidyera o Ayafog mpoPAénet o Mpué mov

54. Dumais, Communauté et mission, 130-133.



hopBéver xdpa katé v apyf Tov KAowdiov, ko ot exel Habntég amo-
otéhhovy Poribern otovg aderpods g lovdodog (Mpdgeg 11,27-30).
Apydtepa. o Ayaog gtéver oty Konobipera: kon mpoBiéner SUOAANYN
T0v TMorAov oTe lepoabhvpie: ket TV Tapdoot Tov omd Kémotovg lov-
Safoug aToug EBVIKOUG. Apyixké n KowéTTe mpoonabel vo mefoet oy
TMoabho va pny méer ot Iepocbivpe, Stomotdvoviag pag otépen
anbeact Tov vroymPel pe To Abyto: «t6 8EMnpua 100 Kupiou wvécBw»
(21:10-14° mpp2. 0. 9). O1 pévor 6Arot Xprotiavol mpogiteg 1 SpocTnpié-
T TOV 0M0iwV amoKEAVRTEL T OKOMUOTNTO. TOV PGAOY 0V €ivor o
Tovdog ko 0 Efkag, o1 omofot evappivovy ko evioybovy T0UG HoBNTEG
OtV AVTIGYELa apéses HeTd T Aym TG XopHOGUVIG ETOTOMG and To
ZupPoviio Tav Iepocodipav (15,30-32).

EEovoia Bantiopatog koa KAdeng tov Aptov

Mévo oe pio £ Gogn non yo Pémt-
on. To Ayo Mvedpo xmuhxu[idwsl EKe(voug oV oKOVV T Adyia Tov TTé-
POV 670 onitt Tov Kopvijhiov. O Métpog oupmepaiver 6Tt efvon BEANo:
©e0v va BorrtioToby ko Sivet evioht) ovté vo mparypertoron e (Mpdcerg
10,44-48: 11,15-18). Avékoyn e£ova1086tnon vreavicoovton To epdTnuo
0V Abiono y «ti KoAveL pe P oL (8,36), Tar Adyto Tov
Avavio koa 1 Guvax6Rovn Bantion tov Mabhov 610 9,17 (mpph. 22,12-
16), To1 heyopeve: 6T mepLotoTikd Tov Secpogiiaka Tav Dihinrov (16,30~
34) ko n e&fiynon tov Mowiov mpog tovg Egesiovg padntég i mpémer vor
ommiotody 6T0 Gvopa Tov INGov (19,1-7). N Tig VIdAoITES TEPUTTHTELG

TPEMEL VoL Ue 6T1 ekefvol oV oty tékecn
006 eixav T oxetiki eGovata.

0 mpocdlopopnds g Evzapiotiog wg «KAGoemg tov Aptov» avijket
670 AouKd (AOVK. 24,35 TTpdi&erg 2,42.46° 20,7.11 mpPA. Aovk. 22,19+ 24,30),
0 omolog TV amoxaAel enfong «Méoyo» (Aovk. 22,15 mpPA. ot. 1.7-
8.11.13). To ywpio mov avagépeton oy eEovoia Téheong g «KAdong
00 ApTov», eivon avTd Tov MUGTIKOY Aginvou (Aovk. 22,14-38). Te outh
™M oKNVY} 0 AoUKEG GaQdS SNAGVEL 6L 01 OOGTOAOL TiTaY MEPOVTES (OT.
14: mpPA. 30), porovéTt ot oRNVY TG TPoeToasiag BéAEL Tovg TTéTpo
kon Iodvvn vou Aéve GTov 181K TI TN TOV omTow: «Aéyer ot b Siddokahog,
70D £0TL 76 KaTEAVRO BTV T6 TEoY 0t HETE THY HaNT@Y POV Q&y;» (OT.
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11). H eZovaio Tov amootéAav va tehody my aptokiacio amoppéer omd
g 0dnyieg Tov ING0D PETE TV TPOGPOPEL TOV EPTOV MG TOV 18iov Tov
GORATOG TOV: «T0DTO TOETTE £lg TV BV Gvépvnow» (oT. 19b" mpfA. A’
Kop. 11,24-25). To otepedtuno Kefpevo g Avong mapadeinet Tovg oti-
%0vg 19b-20, Sedopévng Speg TS YROPENG LoYVPGY TTOLXELOV UMEP TOVG
OT0 XEWPOYPOL, T ExTevETTEPN EXBOXT podveton max efvon ciyovpa ap-
2.5 H odnyio: «tobTo motette elg Ty BV Gvapvow» omoxTé akope
ueyodbTepn BopbTnte amé T oTIYH 7OV T GLACROYLKY HOP@T} TOV Mu-
oTikov Aeinvov eivon ovth g teAevtaiag emBupiog xon g Sodnrng.
TMovBevé ohhod oto Aovké-Tipderg Sev vrdpyer dpeon Sjhwon mept e
eEovolag yio Ty kAden Tov dptov. Evtovtolg, 1 xatomvi ExkAnoio
axohovBNoE TV 08Nyie Tov INGod. Ty Ipd KupLo ahvoym drofélov-
JE: «KA@VTEG Te Ko OiKov BpTov, peETehduBavov Tpogi év dryodhiboe
xai dperdTT xopdiagr (Mpéerg 2,46 mpBh. Aovk. 24,30). H gpéon
«xA@VTEG BpTOV» Qép mBavig oV protio, SioT vopitepo
0 oTix0g Ad Y10 GUEVI TaPOVGia 6TO VOs, XHPO UM KOTEAANAO Y1 arv-
) ™ xprotiavix reAetovpyio. EmmAéov dev B fizow avéykn 610 vrd-
0170 TOV GTiX0V 46 Vot yiver Adyog mept Srartpogiig, ov 1 «xhdon Tov dp-
T0U» GTHOVE 06 P6VN TNG évar TUmKG Yevpe TIoAD Aoyiké o tehdv my
KA&om B0 1ToV KATOL0G amd Tovg amooTéhovs. Kot avéhoyo tpémo Aot-
76V a6 10 Mophderypo. papTupel To YEYoVGSG TG Téheang g Evygapt-
otiog oy mpdiun ExkAnoio, Sev pog mopéet GUag TEpONTEP® TANPOYO-
pleg 710 T0 motog Oo émpene vau wpototaton ovtiig TG Mpééng. H omoyo-
petioTipia suykévipaon oty Tpwdde, mg oxonds g onolag opiletonn
«xhdion oV Gptov (20,7), eivon N pévn GAAN TEPINTOON MOV GUVAVTEHE
10 Aovkd-TIpaEetg. Tehetovpydg eivon o Mabhrog (ot. 11° mpPA. ot. 7-11).
Suvend o Aovkdg maproTdvel Tov Tobho, o onolog ev mapevpiokdtay
GTov MuoTik Aeimvo Ko Yevikd Sev meprypégeton (g omoaToR0g, Vo
tehel TV KAGOT TOV GpTOV Kon PEAIOTO KaTh TV TPTN Népe NG EBS0-
1680, O Aovkdg dev vidBer TV avérykn va. egnyroet tdg Sikonohoyeiton
ot 1 evépyera Tov TTodhov, yvopiie Spmg 611 an6 vopig1idn o andoto-

55. BA. BM. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (Stuttgart
1994), 148-150.

56. DUk 01 TIpGEELS 14,4.14 £pMOHOTOLODY GOV T0V TPOGBOPIOHS Tick Tov Martho
xon 0 Bapvéfo.
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2ot Bev fiTay ot povor mov wpotoTavto ™G nphEng ouTiG. AV 0 Aovkég
Béher 0 avayvhog Tov Vo Siider pia avopopé. oy idie mpEn tov
27,35, t6te B0 £x0UpE Evo KGN Tapéderypo omov o Moviog npoeEpyer
avtiig ™ TeAeTovpyiog.

Topnépaoye

Orav efetéler kaveic to Limpuo g exkinciocTixrg cvbevtiog, o
GUUTEPEOHOTE TOV TElVOLY VoL AvTIGTOLMBOVY TpOg TV TPOCOMIKY) TOV

noxt otéon.” Mapotodto mpénet v KGBe Suvorry

Mo KT CVTLKELHE) . H napovoa peiétn
oKkoAOVBNGE TN GUVOETIKY Kpmm’] npocmaecbvw.g Voo mpooeyyicer To
™mg «ExxA tiog» 6T0 AOUKd Kou evidmoe

™y tedevtoio o Paoiieion mu es:ou T 10 Aovkd yprotioviky ovle-
vtio onpodver cuppetoyt ot Oefo Shvopm ko aokeiton evidg mg
ExxAnolog, g mo motig cuvéxetag tov Iopomi ko 1’ owté enmpea-
opévng omd v eEovoiacTikt Tov Sopr. O Aovkég Toviler v avéyxn
GUVExELE, agriver Gpwg kon TepLBdpLa ekéhEng. Epdcov n Exkinoia ov-
VioTé pépog g Puotheiog, To 1810 1oy e kon pe Ty doxknon eZovoiog.
Amd TV 6AAN TAEUPGL, 0 AOVKES BE GUVEYpONYE i TparypoTeia: TepE TG
avBevtiog oy ExkAnaio, ahié kupieg arédece Tov Tpémo He Tov onoio
0 ©e6g 10V Iopamh cuveyiler ™ cwmpddN Spdon vrép Tou Aaov Tov,
TOV omotedeitan Tdpo omd Tovg XproTiavots.® TEhog, 0 AOUKAS Tapov-
o o eEidavikevpévn erxdvo g doxnong ebovoiag oty mpdyn
ExxAnoie, pokovét dev eivon Suvatd vo. SaxpiBobel tg moto Pabud.

O XproTiavot aokobY e£0V0i0: KaTé TV 1EpANOGTOALKT], HOPTUPLKT]
Kon kemynuk tovg Spdom, kotd my téheon BoupdTov, To SLOPLOHS
SLadoyav 1 oT6pwv oe cuyKexpLIEvo AerTovpyRaTa, T Ay omopdoe-

57. Easton, The Purpose of Acts, 145.

58. BA. 70 épyo pov Unity, 17-61 ko G. Schneider, “Die Entwicklung kirchlicher Dienste
in der Sicht der Apg", TPQ 132 (1984), 356, 362. O A. Nobbs, “Acts and Subsequent
Ecclesiastical Histories", The Book of Acts in lts First Century Setting, vol. 1. The Book of
Acts in Its Ancient Literary Setting (ed. B.W. Winter & A.D. Clarke) (Grand Rapids 1993), 162,
oxoMaLer: « Eva rpwtedov otorgelo Xowvé oe oAGKANPN TV EXKATIONZOTIXT 10TOpLOYpE-
plo amd Tig Mpd&erg x e&ng efvan enopéveg 611 0 Oeds KatevBiver my 1topio.




@V oV KOO TR, Kou TéAog o Péntion kou v KAGGN TOL GpTOL.
MokovdTt To Ayto TTvedpa eivar neplocdtepo evepyb ong Mpdgeg,™ n ow-
Bevrio, mept mg Mg Spaotnprémag, onwo-
dMrote dev ookeiton pévo HE T 8m‘1 o KeBodrynon: Sidm Oedg, Xpi-
o108, 10p1g, Gryyehor, opdpiota Kon avBpdmvor mopdryovieg nailovy on-
povTikovg porovg. Arka otoygeia emiong epgavifovton: avéykeg ko
mpoPAHaTO TG KOWOTNTOG, oK Kou xpfion kAjpov. Ovdeic oty
mpinun ExkAnoio aokei eEovoia tuxaio. O tpérog pe Tov onofo e&erio-
ocovTon T Ipdeypotar Ko aokeiton 1) eGovoio efapthron Gueco 1 eppéon
oné o Oed, 0 Xprotd, 1o Ayto Ivedpa 1 kémoro dpyové Tovg. Oeio Kon
avBpdmvo cuvepydlovton.® Aedopgvng owtiig g £Yyinong, o Aovkég
Bev €xer xoqud avéykn 1 emBupio vo exiéPer my «anbevrior og pio
KA£LOTH évvota. Alvel éugoon oto Aznoupvrmu. Ko Sev EvS\wpépEw\ né-
vioe Yoo tithovg 1 AerTovpynp

Agetépov, kaBe prikty Sidkpion ﬂv&umm O€ AE1TOUpYNUOL KoL u&(mpu
Sev avtomokpiveton ato. Sedopévor 10 Aovkd-TIpdgerc. O Aovkdg mopé-

59. Mepiinym g SpacmpémTog Tov Ayiov Mveduatog oig Mpdgeis Pi. ropd G.H.
Prats, L'Esprit force de I'Eglise (Paris 1975), iiadt. 197211 xat E. Rasco, “Spirito e
istituzione nell'opera lucana”, RivB 30 (1982), 304-314. O W.H. Sepherd, The Narrative
Function of the Holy Spirit as a Character in Luke-Acts (SBLDS 147, Atlanta 1994), dadz. 23,
246-247, 254-255, 10yvpiletan Tt T0 Ayio Tlvebjia Katavoeitar Kakbtepa STV agiyon
05 yapaxtipag nov ekacpahile Ty GElomoTia, Kot EROuEvag UTIPETEL T0 QAOAOYIKS
07670 T0V AOUKG: Vet EpQUOTICEL T BEBaI6TITR GTOV GVEVHOTN TOU (AOVK. 1:4). AVEVG-
PLOT] TOU TPOGNTIKOD AVEBRATOS CTUaiVEL Eupeca avayvdpian Tov Beot, O RP. Menzies,
‘The Development of Early Christian Pneumatology: With Special Reference to Acts (JSNTSS
54, Sheffield 1994), Bewpel 671 0 AOUKGS pe GuVEREWK TapoVOIELer Tig upeds Tov Ayiov
TIVEDHATOS 05 TPOGNTIKG LGPLOHT, TOU KABLOTE TOV GROBEKT TOV IKAV Vet EXTATPHEL
v GUYKERPILEVO GKORO (1810, . 316) opoiws ket © M. Tumer, “The Spirit of Prophecy
and the Power of Authoritative Preaching in Luke-Acts: A Question of Origins”, NTS 38
(1992), 66-88. Topguva e Tov Turmer, 1 EXGQH ToU AOUKG HE TIG EVPEDS EEURAMMIEVES 1p1-
oTavikég 1béeg 1o e5NYel avtd Kakitepa and kdbe VmOBETIXT «TumKT, 10VBGKT Aoy
(0. 88). Q0t600, propel 1 wpoaAny Tov Atiov Mveduatog Sia: Tov Partiopatog ard T
Xpiotiavé va el g rpogniii;

60. B V.C. Pfitzner, ““Pneumatic’ Apostleship? Apostle and Spirit in the Acts of the
Apostles”, Wort in der Zeit, Fs. K.H. Rengstorf (ed. W. Haubeck & M. Bachmann) (Leiden
1980), 235, av Ko e B GUHQVODOK 6L TO KEVIPUKG Bépa To AoUKG: elvan 1 ReyKooHI-
e Tou evaryyehiov (233-234).
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€t éva mhaiolo evidg Tov omolov pa akho eivon éykupn. Mo nopd-
Se1yna, Se GuVTPEXEL A6YOg VO GUUREPGVOVHE 6TL 0 AOUKGG Bot umopovoe
voBempricet pio kivion éyxupn, axéun kon oy nepintwon tov kémotot
Voot exkAnoroaTikol Nyéteg Bor cviitifoviay 6° auth. ‘Etot kébe G-
A0 mapd. wc «Ipdo MpotestavTiops» O uropotoe ve xapoxtnpioe
Koveig v 6An mapovoioon.®

Ot Adexa, 1) ot oméoTolon (o1 ‘Evdexa), efvo Tor npdTa Opyaver ToV
oo oe 6hovg Tou Topels ekovaiag. Ev pépet To épyo Toug eivon povadi-
KO, €V uéper eEUMPETOV (G TPOTURE: VL6t TOUG HETCYEVEGTEPOUG TYETES
g ExxAnoioc.®? E1dikdtepa, knphocouy o evoryyéhio kon yivovron pép-
TUPEG TG 0vOisTaGEMC TOV INcob. O Tétpog efvon 0 Nyétng Ko exnpdo-
még TOUG, CWTOG MOV EVioy el TNV adergdTnTe. Dtay o MéTpog kot ot
anéotoror ebapavifovion ané nig MpdEeic, T0 GUUMEPONE Hog Tpémet
Vo efvor pévo 6T eEopdvion avt SnAdver pio akhoeyt Kotevfuveng
TV opiyNon Tov AoUKE Kan Gt 6Tt 01 amdGTOAOL ROHOVY ML Ve, £ivon
gopeig eGovaiag. O Entd gpovifovy yiee m Stovop tpogrg. Avo Suog
and avtolg apyOTEPQ EVEPYOUV K0Tl TPGTO avEAOYO LE TOV GOGTOAMY.
Opofwg n exkAnoio Twv Iepocorvpwy ooxe eEovaia, 1diaitepo 6Tovg T0-
Melg TG 1EpamOGTOMIG KOt TV KOWOTIKGY amogdoeav (npBh. MpdEeig 8,
14-17-9,26-28" 11,1-18.22-24" 15,1-35° 21,20-26).% H kpion 1ov laxdBov oto
TupBoviio Twv Iepocollpwy yiveron omodexty amd Ghovg. Apydtepa o
IdxoPog oyetileton pe Toug mpeoPitepoug ota lepooGAvpa, Sev maile
Gpg NYeTikd poRo 6mag ot Métpog ko Madhog. O MarbAog, mov AopPéver
™V evioh o6 Tov avaoTnpévo Xpiotd, metopyel 1600 ot Befo, doo
Kot otV K1 egovoto kon 070 3evTeEpo PéPOg TOV
Tpégev. Exiaypagovpevog onmg o METpog Kot GYETLOUEVOG HE TNV EX-
kAnoio g AVTGyeio, efvan onpavTikGg HEPTUPLS TOV VUGTNHEVOY
Incob. Tehel Borpoo, Sropiler kon Pomrtiler GAroug ko Srevepyel v

61. Pace K. Giles, “Is Luke an Exponent of *Early Protestantism'? Church Order in the
Lukan Writings", EvQ 54 (1982), 193-205 xau 55 (1983), 3-20.

62. Nelson, Leadership and Discipleship, 144-146.

63. BA. G. Betori, “Luke 24:47: Jerusalem and the Beginning of the Preaching o the Pagans
in Acts of the Apostles”, Luke and Acts, in honor of E. Rasco (ed. G. O'Collins and G.
Marconi) (New York, 1991), 118. Etvon apgiBoho 61 ta ta&iSia tov Madrov ota lepoodiv-
Hot (TTpdEerg 18,22) Ba énpene var eETAOTODY VR’ GUTOV Tov Titho.



KAdon Tov Gptov. H agosinat| Tov elven vroderypatukt, tém n Lon tou
anotedel TpayHATOOT TG PPAOTIS TOV INGOY «paKdpov EoTL pahov di-
B6ven i AapBaverv» (MpaEerg 20,35). Mpogryteg, Sidhokohot Kot cuvepyd-
e¢ Tov IMavhov (BapvéBog, Indvvng Mépkog, Eidag, Tiuébeog, Axviag
Ko I'Ip(mnm Anuuwg) 6).0\ £xouv k&moro pepidio omv egovoia. Ot
», ») apyitovv péig vo epgovito-
vTot, Kot Kefdg mmS c'upbu(vc\ 1600 ot IepoGOAVHO, 000 KOt OTIG EK-
KkAnoieg Tov IMavrov, 0 Aovkdg Bempel 6T 1 exkAnotootiky eEovolooT-
k1) Sopny Kuveiton mpog oty TV KatevBuvon.* To kegdhono Aovk. 10,1-
20 pog ewoéyer ot vedtepn Exxinoio. O1 EBSoprikovto(-300) cuveyi-
Louv 10 £pyo TV Addexa. Tdpa OUOS 1| avéyKn TOVG Yio VROCTHPEN
TPEMEL VoL VTOYPapOTEL, KOt LRGPy EL EAAELYN 1EpOmOCTORMV. Epoovas,
Ko ovtof onmg ko oL mpeaPutepor oy ‘Egeco epydllovron oe évor mept-
BéArov dlwéng. OASKANpN N ExxAnoio 1) pio cuykekpipévn koot ta
umopel vo cuppeTdoyel oty Goknon g e&ovoiag (6,3-5 11,1-2" 15,3-
4.40), oAAé Sev elvon n Ty TG, 0UTE 0 pOrog TG eivan koBoproTikdg
OTO GUYKEKPIIEVO BENOLS TV TpoyHomk6TTo, HOAOVOTL TO KEfpevo
800 opég ovapépet ovdAnym Sphiong o TNV TORLKT KOVOTNTOL, O Ve~
Yvdomg amokopilet v evivnoon 61t ot aflepatovyol fitay autol Tov
eviipynoav (y. 11,22 14,26-27). e GALEG TEPINTHOELG 1| KOWVOTIKT| GU-
petoxn epgavileron og omhn TomkdTnTo: (T, 1,24-26° 15,22.25).
Opropéves popés 0 AoVKAG Ypdiger entomng yior To mig 1 e&ovotia peta-
BipéLeton oto avBpdmvo eninedo, meptypluger maix Ba Empene vo. ooKeiTon
Ko mowo avtidpaon Ba €npene vor tpokodel 6TV AmOdEKTES TNG. PUOL-
K6 owtég ot il OV AOUKG 0 nag Ba énpene vo
ookeiton oty mpdén n egovaio. Ot gproTiavoi nyéteg ovtipetonilovy to
TPAYHOTO. HE TOV 10080iK0 TPOTO, TEVTEYPOVEL OU®G EXOVY Ko ToLyKO-
oo dpopia. Knpvosouvv to evoryyéhio pe mappnoio kon 10 KotdAinio
KAfpo o va kotaoTel kémolog kowavég g eEovotog eivon ovgvé 1
TPOCEVY Ko KEMOTe N vNoTeia Ko 1) enifeon TV XepdV yio. TV Tpd-
olnyn tov Ayiov INvevpatog, 1 Bepaneio, N avéBeon piog omootorg

64. BA. Zettner, Amt, Gemeinde und kirchliche Einheit, 416-417, 433-434.
65. AgumoTied and at TV Groy eivan 1o GpBpo Tov A. Vanhoye, “Le ministére
dans I'Eglise”, NRT 104 (1982), 722-738.
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Kou 1 xepotovio. H doknom eSovolag anmontel Béppog kon eiven avo-
yxu(u T IPOGEVYT Y101 VEOUG EPYETES GTO OméAL.

o Suéigpopeg PUGELS amévavTL 6T dioknon eEov-
c(ag Efven vyiomg anpaoiog 1 omodoy tov KNPUYHATOG TOV EVayYERL-
0V Ko TG Tomg 6 owt6. Te Ghheg mepUTdoES GUVIGTAT GuVEpYO-
olo. Egéoov eivor 0 Oedg mov evepyel Sropéoou avtdv tav Aertovpydv,
Kkémorog @éPog ko cePuopds efvor anapoittog. Avtég ou Betikég ovti-
dpdoeig €xouv KoAd amoteréopato: ayodhiaon kou evénre. Tékoc,
umipyer Ko 1 gpovida Yo Tor eykdopie Kon TV avérykn OLKOVOUIKTG
oTiPIENE TV A£LTOVpYOY.

Ztov MuoTikd Aetmvo 0 Incotg kabioté: EexdBopo 6T ke xp1oTIov-
K1) e€ovaio anoterel o mporypaTIKGTTE VM PESia (AOK. 22,24-27).%
O1 Addexo % npilovion og oY TP ) Ko
v vanpesic 1ov Oeiov Adyou. Mevio ko tpoBupic cuvavaaTpoerg tov
Qroy @y mpéner va onpoadevel my doknon g etoveiog. O Icovg édwoe
vt Ty evohr): «poxdpiév et pikhov Bid6ven fi AopBévery» (TMpacerg
20,35). Mropel kaveic vo meptypéayer autoig mov aokody my ekovoia og
avépémoug oyaBovs, mAtiperg Tvebpatog Ayiov, mioteng ko copiog.
Opropiévec popeg omoterotdy TpdPata. ev péom AKaV, TpEmet GPWS var ei-
Vo agostmpévor ke vrevBuvor oty doknen g ekovoiag Kot Vo pnv
Kkévouv kotdyxpnot) Tg oe Bépog Twv adehgdv Tovg Xprotiavay. Tpe-
opvtepor pmopel vor kANBoDY Y10 vor Guvdpdytovy 6T Stovopt) grkavepe-
K@Y Sopedv Kot onwodiinote ogeihovy va eivon epyotikol Kon va: pept-
UVOUV Y10 T0 ToipvI6 Tovg. KoBévag mov aokel v eEovaio moté o Ad-
Be Sixon apop.

66. O H. Moxnes, “Patron-Client Relations and the New Community in Luke-Acts”, The
Social World of Luke-Acts (ed. J.H. Neyrey) (Peabody, Mass. 1991), 259-267, Siamotaver 61t
0 o0, 6Res TEPOVOACETO an6 T0 AOUKG, EXE1 OPLOTIKG: HETUOYUATICEL TV EvVola
g natpuvias,
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H KAnpovopkr Aladoxr| oTiq APXALOEANNVIKES
Kowvwvieg kat otnv MaAaid Atabrikn.
Mia ouykprtikr Mpoogyylon

lwdwvn ZTeouAn

H avatoikr Aekdvn g Meooyelou urmpEe n kottida Twv apxaidTe-
pwV MONTIOR@Y TG avBpwnéTnTag. AuToi arné vwpi§ opydvwoav Kat
uvérnu{uv ™ petagy Toug enkowwvia, kabwg 1 Sla n Meodyelog Toug

™ Jta va TaxUtara Kat peyaAng
XWPNTIKOTNTAG HETAPOPIKA HEDQ.

‘Opwg, ané Toug (B1oug Toug SpOHoUG TV Kapapldy, 6rou Siaki-
voUVTav Ta EUMOpPIKA PoidvTa, Mopedovtay kat Takdeuav kat Ta kade
£(50ug TIOATIOTIKG ayaBd, pe anotéAeapa, T dnpioupyia oTo XWPo
ag kowng moAmioTikig Baong. ‘Evag aré Toug Topeig Tou MoATiopoU
eival kat autég Tou dikaiou’.

Smv apxaia Eyyug kat Méon Avatohr] unipEe éva Kowo eBiutkd di-
Kalo, To onoio Hrav ekTEVEMG SIaSES0UEVO Kal oTo ornoio ogeiAetal
OHOIBTNTA TWV EKPPATEWV HETAEU VOMIK®V KEWEVWY TWV MIEPIOXMV Qu-
Twv kat avrioTotxwv latdEewv ™G Makaidg Awbrikng?.

MeTaEU Twv GMwv Topéwv Tou Sikalou 1Blaitepn BEaN Katéxet To
KAnpovopké dikato, kaBwg €vag ané Toug oTOXoUG Tou eival n mpo-
otacia kau evioxuon g owoyévelag. Auté yivetat iBlaitepa 0agég
omv nepitwon g €§ 1POVOUIKIG étav o
KANPOVOHOUHEVOG BeV EXEL OUVTAEEL B1aBrikn, OnOTe 0 VOHOG Kpivel

1.N.L. MavraZénouhou, loTopia ENvixos Awaiou, Tedy. 1, @eaoahovikn Xx., 0. 1-2.
2. R. de Vaux, Les Institutions de I'Ancien Testament, T. 1, Paris 1989°, 0. 225-226.
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wg MNAGTEPOUG KA dpoug Toug
Tou®.

H Slapéppwon kat n karedBuvon nou Ba S06el oto dikawo autéd
eEaptaral Gpeca ano Tiq opyavwTIKEG Sopég G (Blag TG olkoyével-
ag, ot oroieg opifouv Kat TIG KUPIEG KOWWVIKEG SOPES. Baoikn kowwvi-
K Sopr] 6Awv Twv Aawv ™G Meooyeiou eival n matplapxikr, kipla
nipéruna ™g oroiag eivat n apxaia eBpaikn, ENANVIKT Kat pwHaIKY Ot
Koyéveia®.

Ot opoIdmTEG Kat oL HETagy Tou A\ U «kAnpo-
vopikoU»® Sikaiou kat autol g MaAaidg AwaBrkng mvul T0 Béua au-
TG ™S epyaoias.

POUG OUYYEVEIG

H TN KANPOVORIGG Kal o1 QUOIKOT

Kowé xapakmploTiké avapeoa oto apXaloeAnviké dikaio® kat o’
auté mg MNahaidg Awbrikng’ eivat n avunapgia Siabrikng. Kat auté
yiati, n duvarémra olvragng dwabrkng ouvendyetat Ty eAedBepn
BouAnon Tou SlaBém va dlaBéoel T eplousia Tou drou autog BEeL,
akopn kat £Ew and Ta 6pla TG OIKOYEVELG Kal TOU YEVOUG Tou, KATL
TIOU YIa Tr XPOVIKT| TeP(080 Moy oulnTdpe rtav akéun adiavénto. Au-
T6 akpBwg mapatmpel 13N o MAoutapxog, 6Tav Hag MANEoPopel 6Tt
yia Tip@™ Popd elodyetal n Siabrikn 0To apxXaEAANVIKG Sikalo and
10 Z6Awva, pe Tov «nepl Slabnkv» vépo. O vopog autdg Gpile ot
évag rou dev elxe Ylo UMOpoUoE va UIOBETHOEL KATIOIOV WG YIO TOU HE
S1a8rkne. Mio mpwv dev urmpxe TéTola duvardmra Kabwg «ouk eEfv

3. BA. ox. N.Z. Manavtwviou, KAnpovopiké Aikaio, ABriva 1985, . 15.

4. P. Solinas, «H Owoyévewa, oTov T6p0 Twv F. Braudel-G. Duby, H Meabyetog,
AvBpwnol kat MoAmoTikr] Knpovojud (ENViKi} peTégpacn Tou YaAKod mpwrord-
Tou: 1985-86), ABriva 19912, 0. 94-96.

5. GuOIKd, 1 XPAON ToU 6poU «KATPOVOLIKG Blkaio» YiveTal Teeiwg oupBaTIk, Yia
Va BAwBOLY ot OXETIKEG e T B1aB0XT TG KATIPOVOMIAG VOIKES PUBMIOEIG Twv AQdv
autév.

6.N.. Puwpaikév Alkatov, ABfiva 1874, 0. 164.

7. R. de Vaux, Les Institutions de I'Ancien Testament, 0. 89.

8.D. Mac Dowell, To Afkato ot ABfiva Twv KAGOWKG@V Xpovay (eMnvir petéopacn
Tou ayyAod rpwrotdnou: 1978), ABiiva 1986, o. 167-158.
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(ewv. n olvragn B1abrkng), aAN' ev Tw yével Tou TEBVNKGTOG €3eL Ta
XPriHara kai Tov ofkov katapeivev»°. Mpdketral yia pa laftepa onpa-
vnm‘] n)\npoqzop(u, agol Bacm(o AEITOUPYIKG vvmp\ouo TV nmpmpxu-

ravn me oug
enepxopevtc Yeveég dvw oty TAEN TG upot:vu(nq ypupur]q Karayw-
Y1, N onoia kat Aeroupyel WG BEHATOPUAAKAG TNG OIKOYEVELAKTG ap-
xig'.

H 81a n marpikn neplousia GpwG Tav MAVIOTE QVTIKE(UEVO KANpO-
VOUIKTG Bladoxrig, N MMwg oV apxr HeTaBiBagovrav oTig ENOpeveq
Yyeveég adlaipen, o1 oroieg efxav €101 0’ auTrv Sikaiwpa voung kat ent-
Kkapriag, aAAd Oxt kat kupldmrag;

Ma va 3kooupe pia 600 To Suvatév aoaréoTepn anavimon, npé-
TieL va avaAUooupe T Eoun Katm Aenoupy(u G MOAAQAYG Natpiap-
XIKNG Y S. n Y au Telvel va agopoibve
£€va OUVEXWG MEYAAUTEPO APIBG {OVTWY OUYYEVWV, QUOIKA MAVW oV
TGEN ™G apoevikig Ypapurg. ‘Exel pa uAikh BAom, v natpoyoviky
Tieplouaia, 1 onoia aviiket o€ 6An ™V KowoTTa. AroTEAE! pia povada
mapaywyng Kal katavaA®woews, Kai, TENoG, Telvel va avanapdyeral
ané vevnu 0€ Yevid otV apxiki} ™G Sopr.

n kown éywve artia va { kat pa

{paon mou ndvrote Ut . H moMar g Bev pnopel
va dlawvicet Mépa and opiopéva Gpia TV KOWVWVIKY 0pdada mou ndve
G Bepehbnke. Karolot adeA@oi Kat oL OIKOYEVEIEG Toug propel va
ano®acicouy va Napapeivouv EVWHEVOL KON Kat HETd To Bdvato Tou
natépa, aAAa n enopzvn Yevia BUUKOMJ eu (aKoAoubrioel auTiv TV o~
psm T{m: n Opewn, elte pe 1o

ALOHG NG apXIK|G aTpoy 1l &lte pe ™y anékm-
on, pe Sikaiwpa loknoiag 1y squpmug Hiag kawoupylag neploxrig2.

9. ¥6hwv, 21,3

10. 01 6p0L <nATPIGPYIan KA 4MIATPIAPXIKGG» EXOUV OTiHEPQ OXEBOV EXAEIEL ané To
ASEAGYIO TWV KOWWVIKGY EMOTIUGY. AV SIGTTIPOUV Jia XPNOHTTa, auTh ogeikeTal
070 6Tt OuvaBpPOIZoUY TIG EWOIEG TG NATPIKTG YPAMHG, Tou NATPIKOU TNOU KaToIKiag
Kai g natpic e€ouoiac; A R. Piling, «Matpiapxia, MNatpiapxik6», AEKS Kowwvixiv
Emomudv mg Unesco, eAAnvik ékSoom, T. 2, ABrival 1972, 0. 691-692.

11. P. Solinas, «H Owoyéveta, 0. 86 83.

12. P. Solinas, <H Otkoyéveia, 0. 83-84.
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M’ auté kal ot andyovol KANPOVOHOUV Toug MPoydvoug Toug'™,
ware, yvwpilovrag enakpiB@g roia eivat n KAnpovopIkr Toug poipa, va
™ Siek3IKroouV O€ NMepITwon SlapeAlopoy TG MATPOYOVIKNG MEPLOU-
oiag. Aéyog yia kKAnpovopoUpevn eptouaia, kat yia To eidog g, yive-
Tal 1idn ota apxaldtepa keipeva Twv Aadv g Méong Avarohig't.
Ztoug EBpaloug kat Toug apxaioug ‘EAVES, ot Buyatépeg Tou kKAnpo-
vopoUpevou dev eixav Sikaiwpa KANpovojtkig Hoipag, edv autéq eixe
Kat Gppeva Tékva's,

Eva ot evijAikeg GvBPEG, Yiot Tou apxnyou Tng olkoyévelag, Sev ma-
pépevav yia nuvm OOl TNV MATPIKY| OIKOYEVELQ, T) EVWOT) TWV GSEA-
WV (ad: 166), ot orofot eivat HETA TO
Bavaro Tou matépa va dlaiwviocouv To AAANAEYYUO Tou ailatog, Ty ot
KOVOUIKT) voTNTa Kat TV {la T ouvoiknon, paptupeftat o€ ndpa noA-
Aég ) Ot adeAgoi apvouvrav va To pepi-
316 Toug ané TV MEPIOUTIQ, YIa Va MPOTTATEYOUV QUTHV TNV aKepald-
mra kat apoiBaia alnAeyyln. Mpdkerral yia éva Gavepevo mou eTa-
VEL QKON Kal PEXPL Ta Xpovia TG eoudalikrg Along, 6rmou 1 akhn-
AeyyUn ™G Kataywyng eKTewdTav ouxva HEXPL TV KO XPHOM Twv
ayabwv's.

H ouvoiknon Twv adeAgwv frav atov apxaio lopariA n anapatmm
TipoUndéBeon yia ™ Aetroupyia Tou eeauou mu M:ulpmu(ou yauou'.
Kauedw éxoupe 10 J Tou , OTIOU oL
adeAgol dev maipvouv o meevuq TO HEPOG TNG KANPOVOIAG TTou Sikat-
oltal, aA\G ouvexifouv va Jouv pall omv adiaipem meplouoia, TV
oroia kat Sowkoiv uné Kowoy'®.

Imv mv ] euBlwn yia ™ dia-
vour ™G neplouoiag mv &ixe o {3106 0 matépag, o oroiog kat £6eTe TG~

13. BX. ox. J. Pedersen, Israel, Its Life and Culture, T. 1-2, Copenhagen 1973° [1926)],
0.85.

14. G.R. Driver-J.C. Miles, The Babylonian Laws, T. 1, Oford 1968*, 0. 324-328. Ta
Keijieva pag Beixvouv 6Tt ot KAnpovépol poipdovrav 6An TV eploudia oTo GGvOAS
™G, BMAGGH Kal Ta KIVITG Kat akiviTa ayadd, 6n.nap. 0. 327

15.°0m. ony. 14, 0. 337.

16. P. Solinas, «H Owoyévelas, 0. 85.

17. «EQv 8¢ KaTOKGOW GBEAPOL ENI TO QUTO...» AEUT 255

18. R. Westbrook, «The Law of the Biblical Levirate», R. Int. Dr. Ant. oeipd 3n, T. 24,
1977, 0. 74-76, 6iou Kai N oXETK OULTON



&n otov oiko Tou: B' Bao. 17,23' A’ Bag. 20,1. Auté onuaivet, 6Ti TakTo-
T0UOE MPOPOPIKA T Blaxeipnon Twv ayab@v mou denve: Aeut.
21,16. Ogeie NAVTWG va OUpHOPPWEE HE To EBILO Kal TO vépo mou
urripxe™. O vépog mepl ¢ 6n o mp

Ylog €naipve Simdoia pepida ané Ty mepiousia Tou narépa Tou?’,

Zmv npdgn 6uws, N narpiky eEoucia ritav QMEPLOPIOTN, EKTEWVGHE-
1 0TIG Yuvaikeg, Ta nawdid Tou Kat oTi§ yuvalkeg Twv naldidy Tou?!, Ta
(31a dikawbpara eixe kat o Pwpaiog Pater Familias, o oroiog firav ané-
AUTOG KUPLOG TWV MPOTWNWY KAl TwV TIPaYHATWY Moy elxe oy katoxn
Tou. Méxpt To BAvaré Tou Ta Tékva Tou oTepolvTay TIEPIOUTLAKIG au-
ToTéAEIaG2.

AvtiBeta, 118N oTo MPWINGTEPO ENNVIKG Sikaio Ta nadld Bewpou-
VTav OUVIBIOKTTES TOU TIATEPQ TOUG EVG) QUTOQ firav akéun ot Zwr.
‘ET01, 0 opnpikég Tr S Uoe ™MV buevn and
TOUG VNOTIPEG TEPLOUDIQ TOU ATEPA TOU WG BIKY) TOU: «... Tol BE 961-
VviBouow EBovteg/epév ofkov...» a, 250-251. OL Yot KAnpovopouoav
ToV natépa Toug e To Sikaiwpa g § adiaBétou Sladoxrg, naipvo-
VTag 6pwg 6ol (0eq KANPOVOLIKES Hoipeg. Kat Gxt pévo dev avayvwpi-
Covrav kavéva 13LaiTEPO TIPOVALIO OTOUG MPWTGTOKOUS, GAAG avTiBeTa
Toug akohouBolv mavrote oL Epivieq 6tav adikolv Toug vedtepoug
aBeApoUg Toug: «0(0B, WG PETRNTEPOLOWY EPIVGES aiév énovtar O,
0 204%,

"EMEIYN QUOIKGY KANPOVOHWY —
Mpoadiopiopég KANPOVOpIKWY TAEEWY

Zro 3ikato Tou apxaiou lopanh, ot Slatdeig rou opiouv Tig KAnpo-

19. R. de Vaux, Les Institutions de I'Ancien Testament, . 89.

20. Aeut. 21,15-17.

21.P. Solinas, «H Owoyéveia», 0. 95.

22. A Mexpériouhou, lotopii Eioaywyr} &g Tag Mnyé Tou ENMvikod Awaiou,
Aerival 1961, 0. 48.

23. 1.A. Zénou, «To Aikaiov KaTé Toug OpnpiKkolG Xpévougs, Apyeiov BiwTikod At
Kaiou 10, 1943, 0. 262-263.
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VOUIKEG TAEEIG 08 MepiTwon EMeWG Gppevog TéKvou Bpiokovtal oTo
BiBAio Twv ApiBudv 27,8-11. MpdKerral yia wa evétnra rou, pai pe
6Ao 1o kepdAalo 27, evraooetal oy P napadoon, aMG To Zitz im
Leben auTrig SnAdvel TV mipopovapyikn Mep(od0, Xwpig va anokAele-
Tal KAl N Hwoaik) MpogAeuoT| g2

, OTO AN Sikato YEQ GEelg Bpioko-
vrat oy enypagr} mg Méptuvag, oto atrikd ikalo, kabwg kat oToug
VOHOUG TWV ENNVIK@V MOAEWV TIOU aPOPOLV TO BEOHS NG «ETUKAY-
pou».

‘Orav évag EBpaiog avdpag Sev eixe dppeva Tékva, Tov KApovo-
HoUoav oL Buyatépeg Tou: «GvBpwrog av anoB@vn Kat uldg N 1 au-
T, MePBrigETe ™V KAnpovopiav autol T Buyartpl autols, Ap. 27,8.
To (810 {oxue ka oTo apxaloeAANVIkG dikato 3N and Toug opNEKoUg
Xpovoug?.

Autii n pUBioN €BeTe e GuEDO KivBUVO TNV OpaAY petaBiBaon ™
Tieplouaiag Tou oikou, Bi6TL GTav ot KGPEG-KANPOVELOL YivovTtav vUgES,
TIpOCTiBovVTay TNV APCEVIK] YPapr| Kataywyrq?, [e anotéAeopa kat
1 KANPOVOuId TOUG va TPooTil eniong omv. Y | meplou-
oia Twv ouZlywv Toug. Ma Ty anotpor piag Tétolag eEENENG, Kat N
apxatoeAAnVIkr kat 1) eBpaikr kowwvia éhaBav i1k npdvola pe v

€N OXETIKWV BETHIKWOV Kat Hv TAauoiwv.

Zmv apxaia EAN\GBa, S1apop@dBnke 0 BeopOg TG «EmikApou», o
ornoiog avrikel aTo kowé eEAnVikG Bikato. EnikAnpog ovopagétav n Bu-
yatépa 1ou KANpovopoUoe TV neplousia Tou natépa g 6tav autég
Bev eixe Gppeva Tékva, 1 eyyovoug 1j Slo€yyovoug and autd. Aut
TiTQV UNOXPEWHEVT Va TIVTPEUTE TOV MANOIECTEPO OUYYEVT TNG. ZKO-
GG QUTOU Tou YAoU fitav 1) YEvwnan evég Appevog TEKVou, To onoio
Ba Bewpolvrav and To Voo wg Kat' eubelav ypaupr] KaTi@v Tou naté-

24.Z. Ben-Barak, «Inheritance by Daughters in the Ancient Near East», JSS 25, 1980,
0. 27. T pwoaiki) TpoEAEUON TG MEPIKOMIG Béxovral ot G.J. Wenham, Numbers,
Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries, 1981, 0. 192' R.B. Allen, Numbers, The
Expositor's Bible Commentary, T. 2, 1990, 0. 193-194. Kat o J. Sturdy, Numbers, CBC,
1976, 0. 193-194, £vi3 YEVIKd XPOVOAOYE( TG MY Tou BiBAioU Twv ApBjicv oTny enox
™G yparig kataypagriq Toug, Bewpel wg mBavs N evéTITTa auTr va elval apxaiGTERN.

25.1.A. Zénou, «To Afkalov Katé Toug ONpIkoUG Xpévoug, 0. 263-264.

26. P. Solinas, «H Owoyéveiar, 0. 86.



Pa ™G emukAripoU, E0TW Kal META To BaAvatd Tou. EEaogpahiovray étot
T OUVEXIOT TOU 131aiTEPOU OiKOU Kat TOU OVGHATOG TOU VekpoU?. AuTd
To naid{ Ba fiTav Kat o TENKGG KANPOVOHOG TOU MaTépa TG UNTépag
Tou, kaBg N enikAnPog Sev 1iTav MPayUaTky KANPOVOHOG Tou. ATAGG
Slaxepigérav ™y neplouaia Tou PEXpL TNV EVIAK{WON Tou Yiou Q2.

Auti n unoxpéwon BeomiZetal 113N oTn vopoBeoia Tou Xaphvda?®,
eVl qvu}\ovsq BlatdEelg UMrpXav OTO ATTIKG KAl TO YOPTVIaKS Sikaio®,
Qg {étav ot Buy KatL otov ap-
xaio lopariA, apol kat autég unoxpeouvmv Va MaVTPEUTOLV KATolov
ané ™ QuAr Toug.

Kowrj upxr] Kal 0Tov apXaloeAnVviké kat oTov eBpulKo KGOHO fTav,
onwg Ke, | anayépeuon g eEwyapiag, N onofa eEavd-
YkaZe v enikAnpo va navrpeutel péoa oto 3ikd TG YEVOG, WOTE va
KpamBe( N Meplousia oV apoeviky ypauur®.

Ot unoxpewoeig mou enéBare o vépog omv EAANvida emikAnpo
frav oAU o TIECTIKEG and Tig avTioTolxeq unoxpedoelg g EBpaiag
KAnpovépou. ‘Etot, n Epaia «enikAnpog» &ixe wg Hovadiké mepiopt-
opd omy enioyn Tou ouldyou Tng Ta épia ™G PUANG TG, Ta onoia
Kat dev propotioe va untepBel. AvtiBeta, n EMnvida éxi pévo énpene
va navtpeute( péoa oto yévog ™G, alAG Kal Tov eyyUTEPO OUYYEVH

S

To apxaioeMnviké 3ikaio EBETe TOUG OUYYEVE(G TG EMIKAPOU TOU
S@eav va TV MavTPEUTOLV OE Wi OPLOKET CEIPA. STO aTTIKG Sikalo
TipwToL Epxovtav ot adeAgol Tou natépa g, Katd T dladoxr ™G NAL-
klag®. Tm ouvéxela akoouBoUoav ot ylol Twv ASEAPWOV QUT@Y, EVe
WG Tpfm Sladoxika TGEN opigovrav ot yiol and Tiq aSEAPES TOU VEKPOU.

27.N.A. Anpérn, Mepi g loTopiag Tou Aiaiou, EnikAnpor, ABrivat x.x., 0. 43* 30-31.

28. DM. Mac Dowell, To Alkaio oy ABfiva Twv KAQOIKGY XPOVY, 0. 150° G.R.
Driver-J.C. Miles, The Babylonian Laws, 0. 342.

29,11, Néxou, loopia EMViKoU kat Pujicikod Axalou, Geaoahovikn 1991, 0. 86-67.

30. M T eEENEN Tou Beojol wg navehknviou, BA. LH. Kapvén, H Enikhnpog, ev
ABrivaig 1972, 0. 163-172.

31. G.R. Drives-J.C. Miles, The Babylonian Laws, 0. 337.

32. G. Thomson, H Apxaia ENIvixt) Kowawvia, To Mpoiotopixd Atyaio (eXnvix pe-
Tégpaon Tou ayyAixoy MpwroTinou: 19542), 0. 90.

33. D.M. Mac Dowell, To Alkaio oy ABva Twv kKAQOIKGY Xpévav, 0. 151.
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Térapm kat TeAeutaia fitav ot adeAgol Tou Matépa Tou vekpou Kat ot
KATIOVTEG TOUGH. ET0 YopTViakd Sikalo, ot TAEEIG QUTEG TWV GUYYEVHV.
neplopiiétav pévo oToug adeApoUq TOU TATEPA TNG «TATPID-
KOU»=€MKATIPOU Kl TOUG YI0UG TOUGY, Ol OTIOEG QVTIOTOIXOUV HE TIG
BUo MPWTEG TAEEIG TOU aTTIKOU Sikaiou.

0 eyyUtepog ouyyeviig g emikAripou eixe dikaiwpa va apvnBel va
ouvayel pali g yapo. v nepimrwon autr, n vopoBeoia Tou Xapwv-
5a Tov UNoXPEWVE va KataBaAeL oy enikAnpo 500 Spaxuéq yia npoi-
Kae.

270 atTiké BiKkalo, 0 «ApxwV» OPENE va EEQVayKATEL TOV MANOIECTE-
PO ouyyevr &fte va navrpeute( o Blog v enikAnpo, efte va ™y na-
VIPEWEL i KAMOIOV GAAO, OMGTE KAl UMOXPEOUVTAV Va TNV TIPOIKKOER.

210 Yop 6 Bikaio, oL ouyyevelg ™G v va
TPooPUYOUV OTa BIKACTAPIA YA Va avayKGoouv TO OUYYEVH) NG 0
Yapo. Autég 6uwg propoloe va empeivel PExPL TEAOUG oty dpvnor
Tou. Z' auTIV TV MEPIMTWAT), 1) «TATPIDKOG» SIKAOUTO Va MavTPEUTE]
érolov 1iBeAe ané T GuA ™G, dnwg kat n ERpaia kKAnpovépog. ANG,
av kat ekel dev Uropoloe va Bpet oUZuyo, eixe T duvardtnra va emié-
Eel ortolovdnnote GAAov, TAEoV Xwp(Q MEPLOPIOOUG:,

Ze mep(MTwom Gpvnomg KAMoLou UYYeV] va TEAEOEL YO pe emti-
KANPO, 1 OXETIKY UMOXPEWOT} HETAPEPOVTAV OTOV QMECWG ETOUEVO,
oUPQWVa HE TN VOpIN Oelpd S1adoxrig.

Ztov apxaio lopan\ unfpyxe évag Beopdg, Tou eiXe WG OTGXO TOU TN
HetaBiBaon pag kKANPOvopIGg oTov TEAIKG Kat QUOIKS NG KANPOVOuO.
Mpokerrat yia 1o Beopé Tou Aeulpatikol Yauou, o oroiog apopouoe
TIG XIPES TWV ATEKVWV QVBPWMV.

To vopoBeTKG TAG(oI6 Tou TepiExeTal oy evétnra 25,5-10 Tou
Aeutepovopiou. OL YVWOELG Hag OXETIKG W' auTév OAoKANp@vovTal and
800 akopn keipeva. Mpwra ané To 38 keg. ™G MevEoews, rou EXoupe

34. 1.4, Anudxn, Enikknpol, 0. 32-34.

35. VI, 15-27° B. 0. M. Néxou, lotopia EMnvixod kat Pwjiaikod Aialou, 0. 179,

36.0n. ony. 35, 0. 86-87.

37. D. Mac Dowell, To Aikaio oy ABriva Twv KAGOIK@Y Xpovwy, 0. 151-152.

38. .1. ®opdxn-E.E. Mepdxn, H Meyén Awdexadektog Emypagn g Mépruvog,
Hpérheiov Kprimng 1973, 0. 56-57.

39. BA. 0x. 1. on. 37, 0. 151.
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v woTopia Tou loUda we ™ vign Tou Oapdp, kat kupiwg and To BiBAi0
g Pous, érou pag apnyeitat 1o e3UAMO Kat To yapo g Poud HETO
Bo6l.

Z0p@wva pe Toug 6poug Tou Beopoy auTou, N XijPa aTékvou av-
8pdg dev HMopoloE va avaZnTroet Ao U{uyo £Ew and Ta oTevd ol-
KOYEVEIaKA 6p1a®’. AuTiv TV mavipedovtav 0 adeAgdg Tou VEKPOU,
naipvovtdg My apéowg oo omitt Tou: «Edv 3¢ KaToKGOW aBEAQOI eni
TO QT Kat anoBAvn eiq € auTdv, oméppa Se N N autd, ouk éoTat n
Yuvrj Tou TeBVNKGTOg EEWw avdpi kN eyyilovtt o adeApdg Tou avdpog
QuTrg eloeAedoETaL TIPOG AUTAY Kat AYETAL QUTY EQUTH Yuvaika kat
OUVOIKroEL QuT»*!. ZKomdg Tou BeopoU Hrav To mPWTo Naid( Tou Ba
QnoKToUoE 0 ASEAPGG TOU VEKPOU va TO anodWOE OTO VEKPS, (OTE Vo-
Hiké va BewpnBel wg mad{ exeivou, BI6TL ETo1 «oUK eEahewpbrioetal 1o
6vopa autol €€ lopani»*2. Auté To aidi frav kat o 81ddoxog rou Ba
KANPOVOLOUOE TNV MEPLOUTTa TOU VEKPOU* wg e TOU VOLOU Y10G TOU*.
‘Etot a SéTav jiia ouvéxela oTo vopd Tou Kat Tov ofko Tou*s,

Autég 1iTav 6pwG 0 OKOMAG Kal TOU apXAOEAANVIKOU Beopol g
£mKATIPOU, GMwG 3N €XOUpE BlAMOTWOEL.

Katd To Aeutepovuio, 0 pévog nou 6geike va navipeutel ™ xipa
fTav 0 adeApdg Tou vekpou“e. ‘Opwg, To BN TG Poud pag mAnpo-
popel 6Tt unrpxe erumAgov Kat pa TIPOKABOPIOKEVN TOEIPG TUYYEVHV

40. P.C. Craigie, The Book of D The New onal C: on
the OId Testament, 1976, 0. 314.

41. Aeut. 25,5,

42. Aeut. 25,6,

43. R. Westbrook, «The Law of Bibical Levirate», 0. 71° H.H. Rowley, «The Marriage of
Ruth», oTov Té40 The Servant of the Lord and Other Essays on the Oid Testament,
Oxford 19682, 0. 177° 179, 6riou kai 1 oxeTk] BiBAoypagia.

44. R. Westbrook, 0. 72* H.H. Rowley, 0. 185.

45. R. de Vaux, Les Institutions de I'Ancien Testament, 0. 65. Auté axpiug Siape-
Bawbvet Kai 0 Bod oToug npeaButépoug Gtav Toug avarowdve: 6Tt 8a navipeutei
Pous, wg 0 eyyUTepos, Théov, GuYYEVIiG Tou Yévous: «Poud Ty MuwaBity Ty yuvaika
Maakdv kéxmpat £1g yuvaika, Tou QvaoTrioal To 6voua Tou TEBVIKGTOG eni TG KANpO-
voplag autoy, kat ouK 0 évopatou eXTLY aBEAQGY au-
700 Kat ek TG QUAIG GUTOU HAPTUPEG UG OTEPOV: PouB, 4,10° TpBA. 4,5.

46. Aeut. 25,5,
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Tiou efxav M (Sia W’ exeivov unoxpéwan?’. ‘Etol, To Aeuipdro yiverat
A€oV ua unéBeom Tou Yévoug®. Smv nepimtwon aut, o adeApsg
fATav 0 eyyUTEPOG GUYYEVHG TOU YEVOUGH.

Eniong, KaLo u6shtpoc5" Kat 0 eyyUTepog ouyyevriq efxav To Sikaiw-
Ha va apvn va T0 Ydpo. Téte, n oxeTikn uro-
XPEwan peTagepdTav mov EMOLEVO, KATA T VOpILN OELPA 51aB0XTGS!.

Tivetal cagég, 6Tt ot otevol ouyyeveis TG Grekvng Xiipag eixav Tig
{Bieg uroxpedoeig kat Ta Bl SikawbpaTa e TOUG OTEVOUG OUyyevelq
™G ENnvidag emkAfpou.

0 Beopéq g emAripou Kat o Beopdg Tou Aeulpatikol yapou
£XOUV OUOLAOTIKA TO (510 VOuIKG i) m yuvaika rou Bpi
O€ Gpeon oxEom TIPOG TV KANPOVOLLA eVGG TEKVOU OTEVTATOU ouy-
Yevoug ™G, Zmy npdm nepirwon, autég eival o vekpdg natépag,
v ot dedtepn o vexpdg 0Gluyog. OUTe N enikAnpog omv apyaia
EMNG3a, olte n xijpa otov apxaio lopariA fitav ot mpaypatikég KAnpo-
vépoL. Mpaypartikdg kKAnpovépog fitav kai otig 3Uo TIEPUTTWOEIG TO ap-
oevikd nadi ou Ba yevvidtav and autég, To omoio kat a ouvéxile To
6vopa Kal ToV KO TOU VEKPOU WG EK TOU VOHOU YLOG TOU.

Aut katéomoe duvard ol 3Uo Beapol, oe SUo BlAPOPETIKEG KOWW-
vieg, va enevduBouv e To (310 vopiké mAaiato.

Yriéoimeg kKAnpovopIKEG TaEeIg

Enépeveq, Hetd Tig Buyatépeg, KANPOVOUIKEG TAEELG fitav ot adeA-
ol Tou vekpoU, HeTd oL adeA@o{ Tou natépa Tou, SnAadij ot Beiot Tou,

47. «Kat vuv 0 GAnBa@G ayXIoTEUG £YG Elj. Kal Y& E0TIV QYXIOTEUG EYYIWV UNEP Epén.
Pous 3,12.

48. R. de Vaux, Les Institutions de I'Ancien Testament, o. 64-65.

49. H.H. Rowley, «The Marriage of Ruth», 0. 181.

50. «... U BéAet 0 ABEAPSG TOU AVEPSG HOU AVAOToAI To Gvopa Tou aBEAPOU au-
Tou ev loparih, ouk NBEANGEY 0 aBEAPGQ Tou QVBPGS Hous. AEUT. 25,5,

51. «... 61 ayXOTeLeIq QyXIOTEUE, €1 58 U QyXIOTEUELS, QvayYEIGV Ot Kal YViooar
L 0UK £0Ti NGPEE 00U TOU YXIOTEUTAL, KAy el PETd Oes. PoU 4,4.

«Kat gfnev © ayXoTed... ayX(oTEUTOV 0EQUT® TV ayXIOTE(QV Hov, 6Tt o Buvr-

oopat ayxotedoaw. Pous 4,6.
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Ka, TEAOG, 0 EYYUTEPOG OUYYEVIIG TOU YEVOUG™,

AUTOG eival 0 KOPHGG TwWV KANPOVOMIKGV TAEEWV KAl OTO apXaloeA-
Anvixé Sikato, pe T dlapopd 6Tt avapeoa o’ autég napepBArovray ki
GAeg akdun, Omwg T.x. ot adeApEG Tou vekpol. Emiong, étav oe wa
TGEN éAemav ot Gpedol POpEi§ ™G, kaholvrav aTo KANPOVOuIKS Sikai-
WU Ol KATIOVTEG TOUG™.

0 yopTviakdg «kAGpog»

Teeutaia kKAnpovopikn Ta&n oto artiké dikalo, dnwg kat o’ autd
Twv ApIBUA@Y, lval 0 «Tpog MaTPGg eyyuTdTw», SnAadn anepiéplota
6Aol ot ouyyeveig and To yévog Tou natépa, WOTe ot KGBe mepimTwon
Va UNAPXEL KATTOL0G va SIEKSIKTOEL TNV KANPOVouIds, Z1o yopTviake di-
Kalo Opwg, wg TeAeutala KANPovoikn TGEn opifetal o puoTNEHBNG

G4pog»%s, a AEEN mou Blaitepa Toug EPEUVITEG Yia
TO aKpIBEQ vONua ™G. H eppnveia mou €xel EMmKPATioeL o oUyxXpovn
£pEuUva BEXETAL TIWG HE TOV 6PO QUTO EVVOEITAL LA CUYKEKPIHEVT KaTn-
yopia 50UAwV, ot AeyOpEVOL «kKAap®Tal», HGAAOV Ot OIKIakol SOUAOL®E,

Aui 1) eppnveia ™G AEENG «kAdpog» Epxetal va erBepaiwbel and
Hia avahoyn npakTikr mou dlacwietal oTo xwpo g Maiaidg Aadn-
KNG, KAl TIO OUYKEKPIUEVA OTO Kelpevo Tou Mev. 15, 2-3. Ekel o ABpady,

52. Ap. 27,9-11.

53. BA. 0x. A. Biscardi, Apxalo EANNVIKG Alkaio (M. LETAQPAon Tou Takikol Tipw-
Totdnou: 1984), 0. 204* .M. Néxou, lotopia Tou EMnVikoU Kat Pwpaikoy Atkaiou, 0.
175-177.

54. .M. Anpudxn, «H Metovexticr] O€oig g Muvaikég eig 1o KAnpovopikéy Alkaiov
g Mépruvogs, Emomoviki Enemplq ExoNig NouKGV Kt OKovouKev EmoTnyidy
©eooahovikng, «Eig Mviiuny N. KapaBén, 19-68-1972, T. 10, 0. 139.

55. «a1 B¢ e elev EMBANNOVTEG, TaG OIKlag OfTIvEG K 16Tt 0 KAGPOG, TOUTOUG KeV Ta
Kpéuatar. V, 25-28. [Av 6jug Bev Undpyouv EMBEAOVTEG, 6001 and TV oikia ouvi-
00V ToV «kAfip0», O’ QUTOUG Va TIEPIEPXETaL 1 KATPOVOMIG].

56. 2. G1opdx-E.E. Mepdxn, H Meydhn AwBexdSeATog Emypagr| mg Méptuvog, o.
53" 148-150° 1. Nékou, lotopia EMnvixou kat Pwpaikou Atkaiou, 0. 177 (6nou katn
oxemkr} Bighoypagia)’ R.F. Willetts, The Law Code of Gortyn, Kadmos, Supplement 1,
1967, 0.23.

To A£G LSJ epunvedet Tov 6p0 wG «0wHa KAnpovpwvs: Ani. KApoG (A), I, 3.b.
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TapanovoUpevog oto Oed yia To MpOBANUA TG aTeKvViag Tou, EkPPG-
g1 10 p6o 6Tt Ba neBGveL TEKVOG Kal 6a TOV KANPOVOLAOEL 0 OIKIaKGG
Tou 50UA0G.

Ta Aéyta Tou ABpady avravakholv v UNapEn iag OXETIKIG mpa-
KTikiig Mou BlacZetal 113N ota apxaidtepa dikaia g Méong Avaro-
. ZT0 otkoyevelakd Bikato g Xouppidv, To omoio Hag oGenke oTiq
uvakideg mg Nougt (1506-140g at. m.X.)%, 0 Beop6g TG UtoBeTiag Twv
OoKkAGBwV papTupeltal kaAd. ‘Hrav €vo éva arekvo Zeuydpt
va UI0BETE( KGMOLOV WG Y10 TOU, WOTE Va TOUG YPOVTIOEL OTO UMGAOITIO
G Zwiig TOUG, Kal 0TO BAVATG TOUG Va TOUG MEVBROEL KAl Va TOUg KN
Seloel®™. Mo ouykekpipéva, oto dikalo autd, To omoio (oxue Kat yia
Toug Matpidpyes, unmpxav dUo Tirot kKAnpovépou: a’) o aply, o due-
006 KAnpovépog Kat B’) o ewury, 0 &upecog KAnpovdpog. O EAéZep
fiTav vopika o 6éom evog ewury®,

‘Etol, av kat 0 okAdBog Sev elxe VOuIKY unéoTaom, n utoBesia Tou
Tov eloTiyaye Gueoa 0T 0Qaipa TOU OIKOYEVEIaKOU Sikalou®!. Opwg,
Qv 0 UIOBET@V AMoKTOUOE apyGTEPQ £Va GUOIKS Y10, O UIOBETNUEVOG
Y06 Tou éxave autéparta kABe KAnpovoiké dikaiwua, To ornoio aro-
KToUOE TAEOV 0 QUOIKGG. ZTO WG TWV NAPANAVW UMOPOULE Va KATa-
VOIOOUHE TO VOLIKG TIEPIEXOHEVO Kal TG anavinang Tou Oeol aTov

57. 0 C. Westermann xpovohoye( Ta nuotixia 2B kat 38 Ot pa petayevéorepn ne-
piodo, Bidn Bewpe 6Tt oY enoxti o yiog Sev Goe Tov natépa
Tou, NApA ouvEXZe T L EXElvou 0TO GUVOAS TG,

AvtiBeta, Bewpel wG AV Ta NUIOTIXIA 20 Kal 3a va TIPOEPXOVTaL aKGYN Kal ané
Y natplapyuKr nepioBo. Kat auTé 816T T6Te To péMov KaTavoolvray péoa and T dia-
Boxt] TwV Yovéwv and Ta naidid Toug, BiaBox nou BIEKOTTE ) aTexvia. Mevikd TV eve-
T 15,1-6, GBuvaTéVTaG va TV EvTEE! O KAMOI MEVTATEUXIKA NapaBoan, T XPovo-
Aoye o jua Gotepn nepiodo, Giou ot eBvixol Kivuvol éxavav va Eavalevravedouy ot
na\iég naTplapxikég napadoaeis: Genesis, BK 1.2, 1979, 0. 256° 259-261.

58. Ot Xouppiavol Zoiioav péoa Kat yGpw and T Xappdv, an’ drou £guye o ABpady
Kat fipBe on Xavadv. BA. ox. J.T. Wilis, Genesis, The Living Word Commentary, 1984,
0.236.

59. W.H. Rossel, «New Testament Adoption ~ Greco-Roman or Semitic?» JBL 71,
1952, 0. 234° G. von Rad, La Genése, 1949, 0. 184 D. Kidner, Genesis, Tyndale Old
Testament Commentaries, 1967, 0. 123.

60. E.A. Speiser, Genesis, The Anchor Bible, 1961, 0. 112.

61. A. Phillips, «<Some Aspects of Family Law in Pre-Exilic Israel», VT 23, 1973, 0. 360.
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ABpady, oto ev. 15,4: «ou KANPOVOUNOEL 08 0UToG (0 EAEZEP), AAN'
0g eEEAEUOETAl EK 00U, 0UTOG KAPOVOLNTEL 0E»®2.

H oxetikn épeuva Bewpel wg dedopévo 6Tt o ENélep eixe N uloBe-
Bl ané Tov ABpady, £0Tw kat av To Keijevo Sev avapépel kATt Té-
Tolo. BéBata, cm]v nipaypatkéTa tﬁm TIPGKELTAL Yia KANPOVOMIA Kat
6x1 yla uloBeoia®. H npdEr\ ™g ' quanq yia
va (n NG KANPOVOHIAG. ZTO YOp 6 ikalo
nag npoogépetal éva Vouikd maioto, To oroio Sivel ™ duvardmra
0Toug 30UAOUG Va KANPOVOHOUY Toug KUPIOUG TOUG wg TeEAeuTaia KAN-
POVORIKT| TGEN, XWPIG va XpeldZeTat va utoBemBouv ané autols.

H Aoyikrj Tng anéktmong Tou KANPOVopIKoU SIKaI®UATOG HE TIPGEN
uloBeoiag 6a Bpet TV TEAIKY EKPPAcT ™G OToV «ep( SlaBnkwy» VOO
Tou Z6Awva, TIou 1{3N avapEPayE.

H duvardmra Twv SoUAwv va KANPovopoUv Toug kupioug Toug oe
KAMoIEq £KTAKTEG TIEPUTTWOELG EKMMYAZel and v (Blaitepn oxéon,
18{wG TwV OIKIaK@V S0UAWV, HE ToV «0fko» drou avrkouv. Katd tov Apt-
0TOTéAN, Ta AN Tou ofkou eival: «SeoTéTng Kat S0UA0G, MGolg Kat
GAoX0G, TaTp Kat TEKVanS:.

Mio ouykekpipéva, YOpw aré Tov Gvdpa OUYKEVTPGVETAL GAOG O Of-
koG oxnuarifovrag pa guoiki evétnra, N onoia xapakmpiletal an’
autév. Muvaikeg, nadid, okAGBol, neploucia ouyxwvedovtal eE0AoKA]-
pou 0’ auTAv TV evétnTa. AKOUN Kat ot oKAGBOL ToU arokTdvTal and
ayopd 1 ané axuakwoia anoBaMouv ypriyopa ta Eéva mpog Tov oiko
XAPAKTNPIOTIKA TOUG KAl EvowpaT®vovTal Mrpws. Idiaitepa 1 katd-
0TAOT TOU YEVWNHEVOU OTOV 0iko OKAGBOU HOLGZEL OF TIOMAEG TIEQUTT)-
0£1§ dpa oAU pe auTr| Tou Tadlou. AuTAg ival 0 «y10G Tou oikoun®®
(Fev. 14,14° 15,2 k.eE' 17,12.27. lep. 2,14). Edv 8¢ autdq avrket MOAD
Kalpd oTov o{ko UMopE(, WG 0 «MaAAIGTEPOG TOU Oikou, va Bpioketat
€ MOAU OTEVH| OUYYEVELQ [E TOV Matépa Tou ofkou. ‘Etol, avahapBavet

62. W.H. Rossel, 6rt. on. 59.

63. 1A, FaAGn, «YioBeaia, Gecoahovikn 1977, 0. 36.

64. Mokrmkg, 3, 1253 b* BA. ox. |.H. KapvéZn, H Enikinpog, o. 30.

65. 0 J. Skinner moTeE! 6Tt 0 «ui6G TOU OiKoU» Eival Eva PENOG Tou oiKou, MG 6xt
QvaykaoTikd OKAGBOG YEWNHEVOG 0TOV 0iko. O OKAGBOG UTOpE va KANPOVOLIOEL aKpl-
Bl wg pEAog Tou oikou: Genesis, ICC, 19302, 0. 279,

60



va HOEL OUAVTIKEG G &K Hépoug Tou (Mev. 24) kat
QnokTd T duvarétra akéun Kat va Tov KAnpovourioetl. ANMwoTe, 0
okAGBog eivat unoxpewpévog va nepitépveral (Mev. 1 7), KQl QUPHETEXEL
OTNV OlKOYEVELaKT| AaTpefa®,

Ouyatépeg WG auykAnpovépol

‘Oha Ta apxatoeMnvikd ikaia, ap’ 6Aeg Tig TapahhayEg mou na-
pouciaZav ané Téno oe Toro, Eixav KoWEG Tig Baoikég Toug SopEg.
‘ETOL, 1ia KOpn KANpovopoUoE uovo étav Sev urnipxav yiol, pia adeAer
Hévo étav Sev eixe adeApoUs®”. Opwg, oTa mapandve urpxe pa
agloonueiwm egaipeon. Zto kato g MépTuvag ot Buyartépeg opiZo-
VIQV wg OUYKANPOVOHOL TG MATPIKAG Meplouaiag pali pe Toug Yioug
Tou vekpoU, Ta adéApLa Toug: IV, 31-43. EKef, ot yiol K\npovopouoay Ta
2/3 g natpikrig neplouciag, 6oot KL av ATav, evi oL KGpEQ To 1/3,
60eg Kt av rrav. Ané T KANpoVoIKY poipa Twv Buyarépwv apatpou-
VTav SlwG TIPONYOUEVWG Ot OIkieg ou Bpiokovrav oy AN, kat Ta
{wa. Auté BéBala arpaive 6Ti kat' ousiav oAGKANEN N KANpovopIa Tou
TIATEPQ MEPLEPXOVTAV TTOUG YI0UG®, ‘ETAL, TO MEPIOPITHEVD KAnpovo-
K6 Sikalwpa Twv Buyatépwy frav pdAhov pa Blaitepn mpdvola yia
X&pn TOUG, Kal OXt AMOTEAETHA HIAG YEVIKOTEPNG LOOTNTAG TwV yuval-
K&V 0To 3ikato auté®.

MNap’ 6Aa autd, kat pévo N TornoBEMon g yuvaikag ot B€om Tou
Gpecou kKAnpovopou pall pe Toug adeAgols TG eivat wa Blaitepa
aglonpéoekTn anékAion Tou dikaiou autol ané 6Aa Ta GAAa apxaloeh-
Anvika dikata.

Kau otov apxaio loparih, ot k6peg Tou vekpol aTepolvTav Tou KAN-
povoukoU SikaiduaTog edv efxav {évieg adeAgous. Opwg, N Bia n

66. J. Pedersen, Israel, s Life and Culture, 0. 63-64.

67. D.M. Schaps, Economic Rights of the Women in Ancient Greece, Edinburg 1979,
©.23. MpBA. Kat oM. 15.

68. M.A. Anpaxn, «H Metovextixi) ©éo1g TG Muvaikdg eg To Kinpovopixév Aikatov
™G Mépruvogs, 0. 139-140,

69.°0m. oy 67.
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Mahatd AwaBrikn pdg avagépet pa mepirwon orou ot Buyatépeq ou-

HoUV paif pe Toug ad UG Toug. Mio ouy oto Bi-
B)\no Tou IR Aéyetat 6Tt 0 l)B ESWOE OTIG TPEIG KOPEG TOU HEPOG and
™V KAnpovod padi pe Toug adeAgoug Toug. MpoketTat yia pia ouve-
6e1a ou anouotazet pev and To aAalodiadnkikd dikato, ald Sev elvat
dyvwotn kat oty apxaia Avatohi)’!. Ekei, 1dn ané my enoxyj g ou-
YKPOTONG TWV VWY 0L KOPES Efxav BAoIE] aEWTELG 0NV KANPOVO-
Hd™, O {d10g o ldB mpoépxovrav and v Oug kat dev fitav lopanAimg,
Kat glval Suvaré n 1oTopia Tou va avriket 0TOUG TIPWIHGTEPOUG BpUAOUG
g Eyyug AvatoArg™.

‘Eva povadiké vopuko Tekrjpto and v Alalah Tou 18ou at. LX., pag
TIPOOQEPEL A LOXUPY] anOBEIEN OXETIKA KE TO Sikaiwpa Twv Buyaté-
pwv va ouykAnpovopoUy. 1o Keijievo autd, pia kopn epgavietal va
eyeipel KAnpovopkd Sikaiwpa padi pe Toug adeAgoug G, ot onolol
£X0Uuv WG ToV TPWTO AGYO aTNV KANPOVOIG, evd aut nalpvet 6,Tt
péver™. loxUet Snhadn kaw 5w n Bia apxr mou 13N cuvavtrioaye oTo
YopTviaKé 3ikato, To KUplo pépog g KATIPOVOLIGG Va KaprvovTal ot
Yio1, Kat ot KOPEG va KANPOVOpOUV wg T Hépog
NG NATPIKIG Meptouaiag. Autr 1) apxy] toxUet kat oto BiBAI0 Tou kB,

270 Keijevo g Alalah kat Tov |dB 5 gaiverat va éxet AngBel ur’
Gy karoto LoxUov dikato, Mapd pia 1BIaiTepn VOUIKY VIOAY, IPOEPXG-
Hevn and My kepaAr} TG oikoyévelag. To ikaiwpa Twv Buyatépwv
omv kKAnpovopd (pUeTal Gueoa and v natpikr BouAnon kat embu-
uia, n onoia kat avadetkvieTat wg mmyn dikaiou’™. XTo yoptviaks dikaio

70. 1@B 42,13-15.

71. G. Fohrer, Das Buch Hiob, KAT 16, 1963, 0. 544-545 F. Hesse, Hiob, Z8 14,
1978, 0. 211.

72. G. Driver-J.C. Miles, The Babylonian Laws, 0. 331 ouvok e€étaon Tou Béa-
06 0TIG 0€A. 335-341.

73. Z. Ben-Barak, «Inheritance by Daughters in the Ancient Near Eastw, 0. 27-28,
6nou kain oxeTr BiBAoYpagla.

74.0n. ony. 73, 0. 28-31.

75.0n. on. 73, 0. 26° 33.

76.0n. omy. 73, 0. 30° 33. Xto Keljievo TG Alalah kegaMj g owoyéveiag eivai n
HTEPQ, N onoia Kat GaiveTal 6Tt Elval o VOO KUPIOG TG MEPIOUGIaG Tou (vexpos)
ouZyou g
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T0 (810 dikaiwpa Bpletal Méov ané To VOO, HE HIa avayKaoTikoy 3i-
Kkaiou diaragn.

Zupnepdopara

ATI6 T GUYKPITIKY HEAET TWV Kelévwy TG MaAaidg Aadrikng kat
WV AR bV Sikaiwv rou gpovral otV kT Sia-
dox, 0 éva yeviké 3 Ta A Sikawa,

Kat Kupiwg To YopTviakd, Slacwiouv EMPEPOUG TIPOBAEYELG Kal PUBL-
OEIG and To KowG EBIUIKS HECOYELaKS SiKalo, O Oroieq eV amokAe(-
oBnkav and Toug eidIkolg MEVIATeUXIkoUg VvGHoUG, paptupolvral -
Heoa oe GAa onueia g Nakaidg Aabrikng.

O lopariA, 6nwg Kkat kGBe napapeodysiog Aadg, agopoiwve 1 anép-
putte kGBe Popa oToIxela ané To Kowé dikaio NG MepLoxrig, avaloya
He TG 1BalTtepeg avaykeg Kat Tig Kuplapxeq KOWVWVIKEG Tou Bopég.



Divorce and Remarriage among the Jews
in the Time of Jesus

Rev. Dr. A.M. Okorie

Introduction

The earliest Cristian community in Jerusalem consisted primarily of
Jews. It was natural for these early Christians to adopt the customs with
which they had been accustomed. Jewish marriage and divorce
practices would have been among these customs adopted by the
earliest Christians. The practices would have only varied as they had
been reinterpreted by the preserved teachings of Jesus. This paper will
articulate the Jewish understanding of marriage, divorce and remarriage
during the New Testament milieu.

The Jewish Understanding of Marriage

Marriage was very important to the Jews. It was regarded not only as
the normal state, but also as a divine ordinance (Gen. 1:28). Early
marriages were prominent and the Talmud recommended marriage for
girls at the age of puberty, which was about age twelve (b. Kiddushin
3b). Epitaphs of Jewish families buried in catacombs at Rome list the
ages of some Jewish girls at the time of their marriages from twelve to
seventeen'.

1. Harry J. Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
Society of America, 1960), p. 230.
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Among the Jews, marriage was seldom based on romantic love, but
was primarily a concern of the family to insure the continuance of the
family through male successors. In the Old Testament marriages were
often arranged by the parents for both sons and daughters (Gen. 24:1;
28:1-2; Joshua 15:16; 1 Sam. 18:17-21). By the time of the Mishnah, the
groom generally negotiated the betrothal with the father of the bride (M.
Kiddushin 2:1-3:10). Until the age of twelve and one-half years a girl
was at the disposal of her father in regard to whom she would marry (M.
Sotah 3:8). Her only option at this time was to request to stay in the
parental home until she came of age. A girl over the legal age of twelve
and one-half could exercise the right of refusal if she could find good
reason against the husband chosen for her (M. Yebamoth 13:1).
Leonard Swidler proposes that in Jewish society «from a psychological
point of view this could not have been very frequent»?.

Betrothal for the Jews of this period was far more significant than the
modern concept of engagement. The Jewish form of betrothal was a
union complete in all respects except that it awaited physical
consummation. The term used for betrothal, kiddushin, had religious
connotations, signifying an act by which the woman was, so to speak,
consecrated to her husband, set apart for him exclusively.

The betrothal process was begun with the marriage negotiations
between the groom and the girl's father. In the book of Tobit, a brief
record is preserved of the negotiations between Tobias and Sarah's
father which culminated in the signing of a marriage contract (Tobit 7:9-
15). A length of time often existed between the completion of the
marriage negotiations and the taking of the woman into the man’s
home. The rabbis set the time at twelve months for a virgin and three
months for a widow (M. Ketuboth 5:2).

Marriage with the Jews was not a private but a family affair. Through
the marriage of children the family insured future generations. A Jewish
maxim states, «A childless person is accounted as dead»®. Sons carried
on the family name. Daughters were important for childbearing. The

2. Leonard Swidler, Women in Judaism: The Status of Women in Formative Judaism
(Methuchen: The Scarecrow Press, 1976), p. 141.
3. A. Cohen, Everyman's Talmud (New York: Schocken Books, 1975), p. 170.
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Jews promised daughters in marriage to near kinsmen in order that
they and their ketubah might not be lost to the clan. The daughter was
also important to the family as a worker. Anything that a daughter
earned or found while she was a member of her father's household
became the property of her father (M. Ketuboth 4:4).

A man could acquire a wife by three means: by money, by writ, or by
intercourse (M. Kiddushin 1:1). One of the oldest forms of marriage was
marriage by purchase. The giving of the mohar by the groom to the
bride’s father has been seen as a remnant of this idea of giving
recompense to the family for the loss of the daughter. The mohar did
not purchase the girl in the sense of a councubine or a slave, but rather
served to seal the betrothal covenant between the two families. The
mohar was a bridal gift, a symbolic gift in return for the precious
possession being given up in the daughter.

The purpose of the marriage contract was to lay out the conditions of
the marriage. Included in this was the promise of the payment of the
ketubah to the husband. The ketubah was money or property that was
given as a dowry to be used by the husband as long as he and his wife
remained married. If the husband should die or divorce his wife, the
ketubah did not become a part of his estate but went to the wife. The
claim of the ketubah by a divorced wife took prior claim over all other
claims on the estate of a man. If a woman should die, her ketubah was
passed on to her male heirs (M. Ketuboth 4:2,10; 8:8). The ketubah
which could be used by a man only as long as he kept his wife was thus
a safeguard for the woman against divorce.

David Mace suggests that the marriage ritual centred in three
successive events: the traditio puellae, the feast, and the
consummation*. The traditio puellae was the transfer of the girl from the
father to the groom. At times this was celebrated with a procession from
the bride’s home to the location of the marriage feast. The marriage
feast was a time of joyous celebration and was often quite elaborate.
Tobit speaks of a wedding feast that lasted fourteen days (Tobit 8:19-
20). The ion of the marriage the marriage ritual.

4. David R. Mace, Hebrew Marriage (New York: Philosophical Library, 1953), pp. 180-



A special bridal chamber was prepared for the bride and groom. The
consummation was completed with the proof of the bride's virginity. It is
impossible to determine if this involved a public display of the proof as
was done in some societies. The importance of the proof is seen in
Deuteronomy 22:13-21 to combat any false accusation of premarital
unchastity against a new bride.

The roles of husbands and wives were explicit. The husband was to
be the main provider of the basic necessities of food, clothing, and
shelter. He was also required to provide ransom for her if it should be
necessary, medical care, and burial (M. Ketuboth 4:4,9; 5:8). The
husband in return could expect of the wife all of the household duties
such as grinding flour, making bread, washing clothes, nursing
children, making his bed, and working in wool (M. Ketuboth 5:5). If the
wife had brought servants from her father's house, she could use these
servants in the fulfilment of her household duties.

Jewish society in the first century was predominantly male oriented,
especially in marriage. The woman was transferred from her father's
house and authority to the house and authority of her husband. Men
were given sexual freedom not allowed women. Polygamy was
acceptable for men but not for women (b. Kiddushin 7a). Every
unmarried woman was thus a potential mate for the Jewish male.
Adultery took place only when a man infringed upon another man's
rights over a woman. Although a wife was not technically the property of
her husband in every respect as was a slave, her sexuality was viewed
as the property of her husband, and as such his exclusive and
inviolable possession. Because of the Jewish right of polygyny the
reverse was not true. The sexuality of a Jewish woman was subject to
the head of her household, «In the case of her father, this involved the
exclusive right of disposal; in the case of her husband, the exclusive
right of use»®.

5.Ibid., p. 227.
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The Jewish Understanding of Divorce

In ancient Judaism, divorce was a male prerogative. In its earliest
form, divorce consisted of the man dismissing the woman from his
house (Gen. 16:1-16; 21:8-21). The law governing remarriage after
divorce in Deuteronomy 24:1-4 stipulates that a bill of divorce was to be
given to the woman to divorce her. During the first century A.D.,
numerous divorce regulations developed. In this section, the rights of
men and women in Jewish divorce law will be examined.

The rights of men in Jewish divorce. Divorce was a masculine
privilege among the Jews. Although the rabbis listed acceptable
reasons for divorcing one’s wife, Jewish law came to permit a man to
divorce his wife for any reason. The noted debate between the schools
of Hillel and Shammai discussed the proper grounds for divorce (M.
Gittin 9:10). Both based their claims upon Deuteronomy 24:1. The
school of Hillel emphasized the word anything, while the school of

the word ii For the school of Shammai
the Deuteronomic text meant that a woman was only to be divorced for
ity. The Hillelites interp! it to mean for anything that the

husband found displeasing in the wife. The opinion of the school of
Hillel held sway in Jewish divorce practice as attested to by Josephus
and Philo (Josephus, Antiquities iv:253; Philo, The Special Laws iii:30).

Jewish law sometimes expected and even required a man to divorce
his wife. In the Mosaic law, a woman guilty of adultery and her lover
were to be executed. Adultery was a heinous crime in Jewish society
since the patternity of any offspring born would be in question. In the
patriarchal society of the Jews, it was of utmost importance for the
offspring to be of the father's bloodline. By the first century, divorce had
become compulsory if a woman were proven guiity of adultery (M.
Sotah 4:1-5:1). A woman divorced as a proven adulteress forfeited her
claim to her ketubah.

If a man suspected his wife of adultery but had no proof, he could
force her to be subjected to the ritual of the bitter water which is
described in Numbers 5:11-31. The woman was forced to drink water
mixed with dust from the floor of the holy place. If she were innocent,
she would suffer no ill effects. If she were guilty, she would show signs
of great pain in her abdomen.
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Rabbinic teaching stressed the position that a woman even
suspected of adultery should be divorced (M. Sotah 6:1-4). In the case of
suspected adultery, the woman was to receive her ketubah. Adultery was
so atrocious to the Jews that its suspicion was not even to be tolerated.

Certain marriages were considered null and void from their inception
for Jews. These marriages prohibited on the basis of consanguinity or
affinity. Marriages prohibited on the basis of consanguinity were
marriages to blood relations such as mother, daughter, or sister.
Marriages prohibited on the basis of affinity would include one’s father's
wife (other than one’s mother), one's son's wife, or one's brother’s wife.
Some marriages were prohibited to priests and high priests in order to
safeguard the purity of the priestly office (Lev. 21:7,14; Ezek. 44:22; M.
Yebamoth 2:4; 6:2-5).

Barrenness was another ground for divorce in Jewish Law. The Jews
took very seriously the biblical injunction to be fruitful and multiply as
the primary reason for marriage, and a childless marriage was regarded
as afailure (M. Yebamoth 6:6).

Several options were open to a Jewish male to produce offspring if
his wife were barren. He could take another wife or a concubine, or he
could divorce his wife®. The story in Luke 1:5-25 of the parents of John
the Baptist would indicate that men were not compelled to divorce their
wives for barrenness in the first century (cf. b. Ketuboth 77a).

Jewish divorce law favoured the rights of the man. Joachim Jeremias
has observed that the acceptance in divorce practice of the «Hillelite
view represented a considerable degradation of women». Certain laws
such as the requirement of a bill of divorce and the return of the ketubah
defended the woman'’s rights to an extent. The male orientation of
Jewish law is evident in that a man could divorce his wife against her wil,
but a man could not be divorced against his will (M. Yebamoth 14:1).

The rights of women in Jewish divorce. It was illegal according to
Jewish law for a woman to divorce her husband. Such a position is

6. Wiliam E. Hull, “Woman in Her Place: Biblical Perspectives’, Review and
Expositor, 72 (1975), 10.

7. Joachim Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, tran. F.H. and C.H. Cave
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1969), p. 371.



supported by Josephus in his account of Salomes divorce of

(Josephus, Antiquities xv:259-260). hus also records
the case in which Herodias divorced her husband to marry Herod the
tetrarch, her husband's half-brother (Josephus, Antiquities xviii:109-
111). Herod himself divorced his wife to marry Herodias. Not only was it
against Jewish law for Herodias to divorce her husband, but also the
marriage itself was prohibited by Jewish law (Mark 6:17-18). Other
women in the Herodian family were likewise known to divorce their
husbands (Josephus, Antiquities xx:141-147).

The exceptions where women in the Herodian family divorced their
husbands illustrated the extent of Hellenistic and Roman influence upon
the Herodians. It further shows the way royal families could exercise
liberty with the law (cf. 1 Sam. 18:27; 25:44; Il Sam. 3:14; Deut. 24:4). It
should not be assumed that women from all strata of Jewish society
could exercise equal liberty with Jewish law. Only the women in the
royal families exercised enough power to divorce their husbands in
such a fashion.

Under certain circumstances Jewish moves allowed a woman to
request a divorce from her husband. She could not request the divorce
for any reason as could a man. For a woman to request that her
husband give her a bill of divorce, it was required that she show that
there was that about him which prohibited her from living with him as
wife, such as physical defects which were loathsome, contagious
disease, certain repulsive vocations, or improper conduct on the part of
the husband that deprived the wife of her basic rights (M. Ketuboth
7:10).

Other actions of the husband permitted the woman to request a
divorce from her husband. If a husband refused to maintain his wife (i.e.
give her the necessities of life), then the wife could request a divorce. If
a man failed in his conjugal duties to his wife by personal choice or
because of impotence or sterility, then the wife could request a divorce
(M. Ketuboth 7:2-5). It was only in later times that actions such as
personal assault or sexual unfaithfulness on the part of the husband
were considered grounds for the woman to request a bill of divorce®.

8. Ben-Zion Schereschewsky, “Divorce”, Judaica, 6 (1971), 128,



The rabbis did not recognize desertion as a ground for divorce.
Evidence of witnesses was required to prove that a husband had died.
The wife could then remarry; but if her husband should be found alive
and return, she must be divorced from her second husband and she
would be prohibited to both husbands (M. Yebamoth 10:1-2;
b. Yebamoth 88a).

In each of the cases cited, it was required that the woman request a
bill of divorce from her husband. Divorce was a family matter and not
decided by the courts. It was possible according to Jewish norm for the
woman to petition the courts to compel the man to give her a bill of
divorce®. The courts could impose corporal punishment upon the man
to get his agreement to give the bill of divorce. If the man refused to
agree to give the bill, the court had no power to grant the divorce M.
Arakhin 5:6; M. Yebamoth 14:1). Duress could be used to convince the
man, but he could not be divorced against his will.

An important part of the Jewish bill of divorce was the statement «Lo,
thou art free to marry any man» (M. Gittin 9:3). The Jewish bill of divorce
was a legal document publicly stating that the man had no more claims
upon the woman. She could then marry another man and have proof
that the second marriage was not an adulterous affair.

The Jewish Understanding of Remarriage

There is no indication in Jewish law that remarriage after divorce was
unequivocably denied. As has been mentioned, the bill of divorce
plainly stated that the woman was free to marry another. In Jewish
canon the man always had the right to remarriage through the practice
of polygyny. If a man did not want the expense of maintaining two
wives, he could exercise the right of divorce. The bill of divorce freed the
man from the responsibility of caring for the divorced wife'°.

A woman could be denied the right to marry certain individuals after

9. ZW. Falk, Introduction to the Jewish Law of the Second Commonwealth (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1978), vol. 2, p. 311
10. Hull, “Woman in Her Place", p. 10.
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her divorce. A man could not remarry a prior husband after an
intervening marriage, nor could a divorced woman marry a priest or a
high priest. A woman divorced for adultery or suspicion of adultery
could not marry her paramour or her suspected lover. Neither could a
man who had divorced his wife for adultery or suspected adultery
remarry her (M. Sotah 5:1; M. Yebamoth 2:8-9). A divorced woman
could not marry the man who acting as an agent for her husband
delivered her the bill of divorce. A sage who pronounced a woman
forbidden to her husband because of a vow she had taken was not
allowed to marry the woman after her divorce. The husband of a woman
who had obtained a divorce on the basis of a vow could not later
remarry her (M. Gittin 4:7). Other than these restrictions the only
marriages prohibited would have been those normally prohibited to
men and women in making a first marriage.

Remarriage was acceptable to the Jews as long as it was not within
the prohibited cases stated above. The divine command of procreation
was only to be abrogated in the matter of religious vows or if the
individuals were beyond the age of procreation (M. Yebamoth 2:10).

Conclusion

Jewish ing of marriage pi some vestige of
marriage by purchase. It made provision for the authority of the
husband and the father. The Jewish society was male dominated.
Betrothal was a marriage custom in the culture. It was customary for the
father of a bride being married for the first time to negotiate the
betrothal for his daughter with either the groom or the groom’s father if
the groom were a minor. The prime interest was that the new union
produce healthy children, particularly male children, who were desired
to carry on the family name. Sexual impropriety was frowned upon on
the part of wives and adultery carried severe penalties. Although
monogamy became the practice in Palestine during the first century
A.D., polygamy was still permissible for Jewish men.

Jewish understanding of divorce gave men the right to divorce, while
women could only request that their husbands give them a divorce.
Hence, divorce among the Jews remained a male prerogative. Jewish
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law made provisions for a dowry to be given to the husband at the time
of marriage. The dowry was to return to the woman if the couple should
cease to be man and wife, either through the death of the husband or
divorce. If the dowry were substantial, it would often serve as a financial
deterrent to the divorce.
Jewish understanding of remarriage placed a few restrictions,
i on i unions. R i per se was not
absolutely prohibited after divorce. Divorce was the formal termination
of one marriage usually with the intention of forming another marriage.
Procreation was the goal of marriage. If a man or woman were still
capable of procreation, the culture expected them to remarry.
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The error of Erasmus and un-greek
pronunciations of Greek
(second part)

Chrys C. Caragounis

3. The Pronunciation of the Consonants

The consonants in dispute arc the mediae B, T, &, the aspirates ©, @,
X, as well as Z. As s to be expected the interchange of these consonants,
unlike the case of the vowels, is very limited. Hence their sound can be
determined chiefly (but not solely) by the principle of syllabication, i.e.
the rule that these consonants build syllables together with the vowel
following them, and this determines their sound. Confusion in
inscriptions is also valuable, while transcription from and to Latin is
obviously also of some assistance.

Now with regard to the aspirates ©, ®, and X, they took the place of

 low carreet would one be if one were to determine the English sounds for ¢ and
o by means of the German pronunciation of these letters, and converscly to determine
the German 1. and 2 by means of the pronunciation of the corresponding English
letters?.

“On the other hand, the Orientals’ ignorance of historical orthography may
sometimes more faithfully represent the actual sound than the documents of the more
learncd Athenians.

Enp.: H dnpooievon tov dpBpov avtod 610 AB.M. yiveton pe my £yxpion Tov cuyype-
ota.

74



the carlier digraphs TH, ITH, and KH. Accordingly, Latin TH, PH and
CH were used to transcribe these Greek digraphs in the historical
gellmg of words. When the Greeks in time came to use the monographs

, @, X in place of the digraphs, the Romans had no equivalents for
these letters except for ®, hence Latin F is usually transcribed with ®!
This is, morcover, confirmed by the fact that the @ is confused with the
f-sound of the dzrhthongs v, e (pronounced af, ¢f ), but not with I1.
Were the ¢ sounded like TIH (i.e. IT with aspiration), it ought to have
been confused with the I1. Finally, the fact that the reposition &k does
not change before K, T, , but before 6, ¢, ¥ it actuall y often becomes ¢
(e.g. ? Oettahiog *, &y BnTav ©, ¢ ouAilG , by XoAxidog) ¢, whicl
would be impossible to pronounce as ck+h-K+h-adxidog, ete. (ie.
aspirating the X as k+5 and the ® as p+, which would necessitate the
resumption of the original position of the tongue after the utterance of
the first aspirate) shows that there is no question of aspiration, and that
these letters were pronounced monophthongally as 5 (like Eng. «thiny),
ph = fand ch (like Germ. «Bachs and «lehs Lo pronouncedin Novd
Germany]) ©, © and @ had taken just these sounds in Bocotia already in
the vth c. B.C.

Analogical considerations to the above in the case of B, T and A lead
to the conclusion that these letters already in Attic times were sounded
as o, gh (a sound which, before @, 0, , and o as well as the consonants

, 8, A, I, V, p, 7, is impossible to reproduce in English, but which

cfore €, 1, 1, and v it = y in «yet» or German «j») and b (as English
«theny), though it appears that in some positions (i.c. after a nasal) they
could have had the sound of 4, g, and d, as they do today, especially in
uncultivated Greek, just as the ﬁ’oublc IT and TK: dyyerog (= agelos)
and EykAotg (= eglisis). The pronunciation of B, T, A as 1, gh, and 75 (as
Eng. «then») becomes clear from the following considerations:

1. The x of the preposition ¢k before B, T, and A as well as before
A, M, and N is segularly changed to " for euphonic reasons ©. This
circumstance clearly supports the sound gh rather than that of g.

CIA 1V,27,a 5,17, B.C. Al 1,3 (420 B.C.) by 2ahxd (= &y
imilaly SEG 11, 44 (before 420 B.C) fine 3 6y xpvatov (ciange of v 107
supports the pronunciation of y =gh and = ch (s joch).

¢ pronunciation of words like GUH6BE(p, JpxONV, MAE(ONV in the Erasmian
. OUp-p+h-tsh-e-ipw, fip-k-h-ceh-nv, iréykeh tsh-nv, are physiologically
impossible in normal, esp. fast specch not only for Greck but for any language,
Examples ike upbil, hothouse and blockhead ‘e no parails, since she -, £ 5 o
&b belong to two different syllables and even words, and furthermore do not contain
two consecutiv irates.

); rPoAng (AGjvatov Vl. 11.
de Corres Hell, VIII, p. 197,
v Beviahdtov (CIA 11,741
nt. B.C. for Exyovog, as well

cfore B: Bulavtiov (CIA 1, 40,35, 444 B.
. 484, 15, 300 B.C.) for éxBoAfic; ér Boukic (Bu
ine 67, 71, 83; p. 198, line 1,3, 329 B.C.) [nré:}uul
A,a,22,334 B.C; Before I': tryovog (CIA 1, 381, vih
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2. The pronunciation of B as v is, in addition to the above, borne
out also by the confusion of this letter with the v of the diphthongs aw,
€V, NV, which have already been treated (above) ™. Moreover, the B
replaces almost always the F (digamma), which was sounded as v.
Furthermore, the LXX transliterated with this letter the Hebrew watw:
c.g. AaBid, *lexopd ™. Finally the Latin U or V is often transliterated
with the B in Greek, c.g. Bepyidiog (Vergilius), Boéprog (Valerius),
Bartiviog  (Vatinius), Bevioia (Venusia), Beviidiog (Ventidius),
Bahevtia (Valentia), Béoprog (Vesuvius), Biévvar (Vienna), Bivixiog
(Vinicius), and Bovavng (Vonones). The transliteration of Greek B \vuh
Latin B and conversely is due to the historical spelling 2. Morcover, the
frequent tra ration of Latin U (V) with ov [cg Ovlepyidtog
l\'cn,l]lus), Ouwmmuvo, (Vespasianus), Obitéddiog (Vucl]ms).
Ovappwv (Varro)], indicates that when Latin U (V) is rendered by
Greek B the sound of the latter is not b, but v, i.e. not Bergilios, but
verghilios, hence it can also be spelled ()Ucrghl]ms

(A 1Y L1,
1 v I LT
(L’fl || ﬂ‘(\ ub “ )Z 295 BC '0( ix 61 £ AEAGOV
z(» 439 B.C) o i Ackoais ir ditow (CIA 1. 3.3, it
100 B.C.). Before ivdov (CIA 1, Z)? ii, 59 441 B.C.) for éx AIVsOll, l‘l)‘éynv
kv m.c,ﬂn . (CIA IV, b, 27, b, 8, 16, 439 B.C)\ by
Arowdvon (i V50, 014 Siovese (CIAT, 5. . 55, 2 B, 1
190,35, 21 BC ) oF hbela SR i1 131 R B o it
e B.Co. Bl AL i Maxudovia CIA Vb, 35, . 40-33
B.C): éF Mupivng (CIA 1, 443, 1, 430 B ) i Mbdloteos 4T E75 22
3B Mu(s?womn\ it Merapu 854, ¢, 28, c. 329
Bere 0. 6 o (1 11,63, 16,357 B.C): i veaplo (€L A 234, 02,
5 .C.). Allthee ccamples b weila che murcha 5 of Y with K (in ¢, IVLGEToV
NS i Gent BC).
r ‘ow\u, (CM u 6/1 74 376 B.C. as V. 165,7, vth c. B.C.), cf. Kviowv
(CIA IV;b, 346, . 16, 409 B.C.); drpondher o 55510 e of i e )
instcad of porcie indicate hat the 1 was viced a g dnd i e B nd Shad e
sounds of o and 15, (in athen) fespectively, As for the y sound o ome out by
sich cxamp v 102 niend nr" Fseshisine Gl ool
Toarcuavan for Tpasavon, Aopiiche Urlandor sis den omlichen Suseen s
which sl Bardly hyoe been possbIEIE the'y was socnded 639, bos wie
explainsble { the v.s sounded voloed s the Greeks Sounid Jo
"Thus, in EfsavBpbs, a5 the form Efav
ronounced as Englith mandron,bucas U Evandieo 43 < i .
imilar assimiltion occurs aso in Efnova .. Exvia i
cc further AbG (4 Kingd. 19 7 Abely (osh 18:23); ESa (Gen 4:1); i
unsh D21} Ebha (Gen vl (Gen 25:34); AbviGOov (Aguila, Symmachus,
Payud (Gen wewn GenT0-11) Zavi (Gen 1 ). That the  had the
s ol b ot oot A Eend (G L) T e Ol e
alternaiive spellings, .5, A5 AGRIS, AePriOay, Salbt (Cod. Sinsiticus). That Hebr,
et i also transliterated with Greek [ is natural since they were the closcat equivalents.
Hshould however, be remembered that e was prongunced bo o b and s
0% > Bacchus, BaxxuAiong > Bacchylides, Bxtpa > Bactra and
. Bopparos, Barcino (Bareclona) > Bapwekina, Burns's. Booppos, and
Brutus > Bpodtog,

Imperal times). Before & i

as ir Tapynriov (AL 16102
beor 4 Y%

< shows, the B cannot have been
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},b With regards mhA. in addition to what gas been said above, it
may be pointed out that uneic, undév, unbevoc, odbeic, ovBEv,
0UBevog, ete. occur from 378 B.C. sidrcl b, si(’l‘e with the car]icgr undeic,
Hndév, oﬁﬁs&;, 00dév, etc., from 300 %.C. to about 60 B.C. they
dominate, and from that time on the older forms take over again. The
fact that & does not become 7, shows that the sound of 5 was closer to
that of the 8 and was not sounded as d. A interchanges with B, e.g.
Aehdoc — BEAOOS, OBEAGS — d8eAGe, which again precludes the sound
of d. Also ¥BSopog an 6¥800¢ ‘speak against the d-sound; it is

hysiologically easier to pronounce evthomos (or evdhomos) than
,’/Ji:'bdumo: (and we know that the various modifications in spelling —
contraction, elision, crasis, avoidance of hiatus, etc. — were undertaken
for the sake of achieving a smooth, casy and well-sounding
pronunciation). Now to sound a word such as éxydnpic. ” as ekgdemia
(i.e. as three consecutive stops &-g-d) is almost impossible . Here one
should bear in mind that Greek, basically a polysyllabic, vowel-loving
language, avoids the ion  of y, difficul

c

so cha of German, cf. e.g. Nietzsche
and other words with six or even seven consecutive consonants 7, Greek
pronunciation cannot be determined by what is possible or acceptable
in other languages.

Finally, the letter Z, as its frequent replacing of £ before B, I,and A
etc. shows ™, had a voiced 6-sound like English s or z in «rose» and
«acbran respectively, not the Exasmian dz (ds) or zd (s). The s
shown by lic misspellings Yevg (= Zevg, 340 B.C.); Buolavrior 7
instead of Bugavtioy; émeyn) Q\aésv and GLVayOVIGLOpEVOg instead of
émeynorlev and cuvozymvugnuevog 7. In Elis A was often substituted
by Z 7. That this tendency occurred at Athens as well may be inferred
from Plato, Cratylus, 418: «viv 8¢ vt 100 ... SéAta C-]m
(1et00TpEGOVGTY)». That this pronunciation of C as z was classical is
shown by "Ale10i, ’Aletiig ¥, and ‘Aﬁ{uoi ®, as well as by Bufavtior ©
20d Butkiviion ®, That the E.in all foose meonrcs at by BuCdvmon &

" . Dittenberger, Sylloge Inscriptionsum Graccarum, Lipsiae *1915.24, 200, 12 (196

7 The voiced ¥ (gh ) and & (d5), sounded by Grecks, eases the pronunciation.
» Cheg. Elilzxrg{ng, Bismstorchchnabelkayu, Duycbsch ‘mr‘\ diclsc
i.e. ipezPevtod (instead of npzuﬁcmoﬁ , Zupva (instead of Zpvpva), aval
(insteadof & 6c), ek Gstead of 1 R e
as, et al, Voyage archéologique en Gréce et en Asie Mineurt, 1 (Paris 1888), 122).
“Abjvaov, Vol. III, p. 480, line 20, 346 B.C.
7 CIA 11, 325, 3, 5, before 268 B.C. : ’ -
” Eg.IGA 112 (vih c. B.C. or carlier): 2é (= ), zixaiat (= Sixana), zéxa (= Séxa),
Zi (= A, "EMavozi “EAAavodixag, note the absence of aspiration),

zikag (=
Loupyia (= BopuovpYE), lbuioy (- S,
o Cplzylml. 228,5b, mun.c
* CIA 442B.C.
% CIA1,231,22,449 B.C.
* CIA1,230,10b, 450 B.C.




sounded as dz or zd is shown by the resultant sound of the words, which
is i ible to : A-zd-zd-e-i-0-i and Bu-zd-zd-a-nti-o-i

is . No
doubt the Greeks pronounced them as A()zii (later Az)zii) and
Bii(x)zantiii (later By(z)zdntii ) respectively .

5. Accents, breathings, etc. (Prosody)

Although a scanty use of rudimentary reading-helps was made
already in the vth c. B.C,, the traditional system of prosodical marks is
an Alexandrian invention (11ird c. B.C.). In Hellenistic times the number
of these marks was ten: ai Séxo tpoc@diat. These were of four types:
stops, quantity symbols, accents and breathings,

. Stops. The stops were the comma (bmootyu), the period
(teAeia) and the colon (péom omy). (The interrogation mark ;) was
added in the 1Xth ¢. A.D). These stops are normally absent from the
i ons and early papyri since these texts were written in seriptio
continua,

2, guarmly. Greek verse was based on «quantity», which was
indicated by the symbols ~ (long) and U (short) . Quantity is achieved
by rhythmical beat. This had been physically represented by the putting
down of the foot (801G or Baic 100 ®086¢), which symbolized the
accented and therefore longer syllable, and the raising of:ﬁc foot (cpoig
70D 1086¢), which symbolized the relaxation of accent, and thercfore
the shorter syllable . Hence the basic metrical unit was called novg,
Thius, i a syllable a5 placed in s hckentadh bousHon. ithin the
it was considered long by position (Bécer paxpd); if in an unaccented
position, it was conside'red short (apoer Bpayeia). It would thus appear
that the vowels as such were neither «long» nor «short», but

“ 1t must not be overlooked that Greek polysyllabism i responsible for the relative
vy af Gree vl 1o confn ol Tougly 1 ot 2000 yer: G
a5 had five vowl sounds ¢ i, 0, u,clear and well lemarcated fromooe oere Tk
i European languages, which tend o be moré monowllable
with large concentrations of consonants, and which, therelore, are 1 sresser e
vocalic differentiation, hence the great varation borh in sowel 1o ality
(as e.g. German , 6; French ¢, ¢, u; Dutch aa, 00, oe, ou, eu, ui, wedish 4, 4, 6, y),
which has no equivalence in Greek. The changes from Archaic Greek that were takiny
place n classcal times, monophihongizing the dipbihongs eveling the -<los o voyels
e1, 1, o1, v), applying crasis, clision, etc, at the same time as they compleied theis
alphabet, indicate lgal the Greeks were seeking to perfect their linguistic medium. It is
significant that once these fundamental changes had been wrought. both slshetm o
phonology have remained unchanged €vet v, T s war ousit both slphaber and
Fecited contractd n :

cal times is proved by its being 50 recited in Modern Gréeen,
cse marks apparently came into use alter 403 B.C. (ct. Aristotle, Boctics. 563
and 1. Beker's Anecdota Graeca, 111, 780) and are found i e.g Hargs [ st o B.C.

" Later, when it became customary to usc the hand rather than the foot, the raising
of the hand (Gpatc 1e1p0g) came 1o symbolize the beat or icus, whils s lowesins
(i xepog) symbolized the dropping or absence of beat of ictus. This converes
significance passed into modern terminology.
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isochronous — as in Modern Greck. The situation became complicated
with the adoption of H and Q. The syllables containing these letters
came to be considered as naturally long (¢voer rax 0i); consequently
e syllablco\contmnbiny R i e i e
position in the metrical foot, were regarded as either paxpai, Bpoeion
or diypovot, i.e. long, short or \'arialﬁc,

The remarks ane ions of the Al drian G (e.g.
Dionysius Thrax, Apollonius Dyscolus, or Herodian) and others (c.g.
Dionysius Halicarnasscus) lead” to the conclusion that quantity had
ceased to be felt already by the nird c. B.C. The use of it in later
versifiers (as Apollonius Rhodius, Aratus, Callimachus, Menander,
Theocritus, et al.) would seem to have been a matter of tradition as it
also was with the Byzantines (e.g. Nonnos, Musaeus Grammaticus).
Moreover, the use in ' Homer and the early inscriptions of E and O for
what later was expressed by EI, H, OY and @ — the kav é€oxijv «long»
sonic letters, their treatment of long vowels and dipﬂmngs as
(houlgh they were short and conversely, as well as other phenomena,
would seem to indicate that quantity even in the Archaic period was not
intrinsic to certain vowels, but that'it owed its raison d' étre to position
and accent. The soul of verse was accordingly the rhythm, and this was
indicated by the rising and falling of the accent as stress, the rising being
indicated by the acute, and the falling by the grave.

3. Accents. Since accent as stress is integral to all speech, its
existence in Greek must be as old as the language itself. Though accent
was not indicated by any marks in Archaic works, the inscriptions or the
carlier papyri, it was none the less presupposed. Thus, the ancients,
without writing accents, could distinguish e.g. between Maxog ¥ and
}Muxﬂ; 5, Zavlog * and EavBog *, 5pog *! and dpog %, ov and ol 7

lato spoke of AigrAog (< Ati ¢idoc) in which the oriEiml i had lost its

O&eio (acute) and in the compound form received a Popeia (grave), i.c.
became unaccented *, while the introduction of such marks was recent
in Aristotle’s time  — though some of the accents attributed to
Glaucus * (vth c. B.C.) may ‘imvc been written rather than merely
acoustic.

Each syllable of a Greek word is accented. However, polysyllabic
words stress one and only one of the syllables above all others. This
dominant accent (stress) was called acute (8€iar) and was indicated by

* Homer, Iliad, V11, 118,
* Homer, liad, XV1, 34 (YActvxii, masc. presupposed); Plato, Timacus, 68 c.
* Homer, lliad, XX, 74.
* Plsto, Timacis, 68 b.
* Homer, Odyssey, XIX, 432.
 Homer, Odyssey, XVII, 225.
* Aristotle, Sophistici Elenchi, 166b, 3-6; 177b, 35-178a.
o e \77b 6 16
Sopbistici Elenchi, 6 Rapdonpe now0oves.
* VB[:’I’O. 1V, 530:
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the mark (), while all other syllables received the mark of the grave ()
(Bopeia): c.g. KATAZINOENTEE 7. The third mark to come into bein
was the fl i.c. nep évn) placed on d vowels
and explained as the combination of the acute with the grave (*), i.c. the
percussion or stress and its absence on two adjoining vowels prior to
their contractios g NOOr > Novr. However, the form of the
circumflex only indicated that it was the result of the contraction of two
vowels, one d0&vvopevov the other Bapuvopevoy, but it had no rising
and falling tone in pronunciation — an impossibility in actual speech,
for once the contraction had taken place there was but one position in
the mouth and one dominant accent, the acute ™. This is confirmed also
by the fact that in the rules i ion, the ci fle:
functions exactly like the acute: cf. £x Tijg 7ijg #oT1v with aAneng éomy.

There are two important points about Greek accent which make it
different from English and German accent. In English and German the
stress of the accented syllable is stronger than that of the corresponding
Greek syllable. In English, for example, the stressed syllable tends to
overshadow the unstressed syllables, and some unaccented syllables are
actually swallowed up in fast speech. (The same is the case with French).
Hence also the great gradation in vowel-length. Greek, on the other
hand, pronounces all syllables distinetly and isochronously with one of
the sylrnb]cs having a somewhat more dominant stress aml hence being
slightly longer than the others because of the percussion, but it is never
e e el

The ictond neiie s tha rule ofieyllaborony Unllkey for cxample;
English and German, in which the accent can recede further back than
the antepenultima (English:  des“ti-tute-ness; des “spi-ca-ble-ness;
German: ‘Vw ler-seh-en; voll™ tisch; Be-klei™d; hrif-
ten), so that sometimes a secondary accent becomes necessary (here
indicated by “) (English: rir“-aml-z-m tion; tet"ra-darchy; despi-
ca-bil “i-ty; German: Wind “schutz-scheibe; Frau™ P
the Greek accent can never recede further back than the amcpcm:\l‘limn,

e.g.: Katay « =

OV oiwv (Proclus, Hf*pm
¢ (Plato,

typosis 4, 104) &
Respublica 587 ¢), and even Aristoph ? jest-word (Ecclesic { 1169-
75), which consists of 169 letters (in gen. 171), has but one accent! — in
the Fcnullimu.

t is commonly assumed that ancient Greck accent was musical
pitch-accent, not stress-accent, as though the Greeks always sung and

 Later this practice was discontinued Tva pij xaxoyapdooova t Piphia,
Sch. Dionysius Th':nx 139h. ok

' The adduction of really! against the above contention misses the point, Even if
really! were realy sounded in the way claimed, i is an adverb expressing bstonishment.
T Hvcally Coudible thef Grecks wiatd
words expresing astonishment?

have pronounced all their circumflexed words as
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never used ordinary speech. This assumption is not free from serious
difficultics, but no adequate discussion is possible within the limits of
this paper. Suffice it to point out the following: (1) Stress need not
exclude pitch, and in fact no pitch is conceivable without stress. (2) All
Indo-European languages are based on stress accent. In Swedish, for
example, which is the most ‘musical’ of the Scandinavian languages,
stress-accent is clear and important. If Greek were different in this
rcslpect. it would have been unique. (3) Since music was bound up with
only one (the accented) syllable, then it must be denied to all the others;
how could Greek then {3: musical? (4) If the accent was essentially
musical, why was it then disregarded by meter, which chose its own
syllables — often unaccented — to express the pitch? (5) Was there any
relation between quantity and accent? We have seen that before the
period of contraction there was no «natural quantity»; syllables were
cither naturally short or long by position. (6) Greek meter therefore
must have been based on rhythm, which consisted in thesis (ictus) and
arsis (fall) represented by the acute and the grave, the only Tpocmdict

own in early times. And (7) the principle of trisyllabotony implies an
expiratory stress-accent. Since Greek accent lacked the intensity of e.g.
English and German accent, it lent itself readily to a treatment
necessitated by meter.

However, irrespective of the situation in Archaic and classical times,
it is readily conccdzd by Erasmians that quantity and musical accent had
in post-classical times given place to stress-accent. The singing had
apparently ceased. The question here is not so much that in the first
Christian century accent was stress, which is conceded by almost every
one, but how far back in pre-Christian times does this stress-accent go?

It is a truism that the disappearance of quantity and the emphasis on
(Erasmians would say, of) 0 hand in hand.
From the remarks of the Al ians we und d that
uantity was a matter of the past. But how long past? We have seen

ove that quantity had started to vanish with the reduction of the

htl to htt 1 ation. Since this process was
initiated already in the vth c. B.C., quantity had come under fire already
by that time. This disinterest in quantity contradicts the thesis of
Erasmians that H and Q had been adopted to express long vowels before
left unexpressed. On the contrary, it supports the thesis, above, that they
were adopted as compensatory marks to indicate technical length, and
that they were not used for pre-existent values hitherto unexpressed. No
unexpressed sound can have objective existence in a language! At any
rate, the process for the reduction of quantity was a protracted one, but
it was practically complete by the time of Jesus. The stress-accent
therefore had come into prominence long before that time. Now since
accent is that which gives every word its individuality and integrity,
holding the sounds olﬁthe various syllables into a harmonic relation to
one another thus to constitute a whole — a unique whole — the like of

s

q
al
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which cannot be found, to pronounce Greek words in the
undifferentiated manner of the Erasmians as a string of unrelated
sounds is to destroy the living pulse of the language, that which makes it
a living entity, speaking, addressing the reader or listener, challengin
him toundecstand ane ieeapond This st-ess-atcentswhicktisistppised
to have come into being around the beginning of our era, has ever since
held its iron grip upon the language; its rules and principles are still
unchanged in Modern Greek. If accent had been a freak of the times, an
incidence in language development, would it have stayed unchanged,
say, for 2000 years? This tenacity of the Greek accent finds a satisfactory
explanation only in its being an integral part of the language; from the
beginning (not ‘merely from the ist ¢. A.D.) it has hcrd the language
together, it has given it meaning and rhythm.

4. Breathings. The spiritus asper and the spiritus lenis together with
the other prosodiai were according to_tradition, created by the
Al drian G i istoph B ium (i1ird ¢. B.C.), by
splitting the H into two halves (the left half indicating the spiritus asper
and the right half the spiritus lenis). The Alexandrians used the aspirate
on such words as should originally have been aspirated, and this custom
was applied on MSS in the viith ¢. AD. In the Xith ¢. A.D. the
breathings took their present form.

With regards to carlier times the situation is as follows: In a number
of inscriptions representing the lesser dialects, the sign H occurs as a

ind of aspiration. However, the main dialects, Tonic, Acolic and for the
most part Doric, know nothing of aspiration *. Attic, which is crucial
for the issue under consideration, is, during the period prior to
403 B.C., very ambivalent. The H is often absent ', more frequently it is
present ', but not always placed correctly. For example, in CIA T, 324
(408 B.C.) the H is placed in front of most initial vowels irrespective of
whether the word is really an aspirate or not '*?, and again in v,
53, a, (418 B.C.) the H is absent from all initial vowels except the word

* For Elis see SEG 1,94 (viith ¢. B.C.): QYVEAAAI ANEOEN E= HPAKAEAL.

1 Eg. dheton (CIA 1,433, 3, 460 B.C.; also 337, vth c. B.C.) instead of dhieton.
kg th I 372 ll-w9/a B.C.) lines 118 HEKROBES: 162 HEXTOBE; 226 HEKTOG.

" We s getguch 4 a

as: acol I; or 8
6, ete. E8pav (for E3pav); 9, 12, 13, etc. Howkova (for oikoDvTL); 14 HKPLORGTE
or ixpropata); 14, ete. nev (for v 17, 19, 20, ete. Howxav (for olkav); 22 e (for
€x); 24,2728 etc. Howobvt (for olxodvm); 29, 35 utpm!u[uévm; (for
EpyaCouévoic): 37 wopodi (for Spodiiy); 44 et (for éxD: 45 tevrag (for évide): ¢
col 11 1 néovea (for Egovea; 5 nomaosavn (for Smabogavi); 7 Kpuc for dppoc
9 nayovra (for dyovta); 13 bovta (for émtkpovovta); for
anmzml; 18 mvaru (for avapa); 19 rlm'r']vcém (for eiomnxéta); 214 (for ); 31
neg (for £¢); 36 nand (for ard); 49 nevdoEos for EXS0Eos; ¢ col. I1: 2, 5 nexg (for elg);
137 wed {for #xi); 13 nemotvhie (for émotvAin); 14 nevtog (for viogh 17
mpoananedopey (for mpocarisoev); 27 lepd (for iepd); 32 neveypayapev. (for
Eveypayapey); 52, 60 Hexopevog (for fxduevoc) 72 neoneAilangl (for Eviiedisng).
Sce also IG 11374 (408/7 B.C): col. IX, 280 Heveypdooapev; 282 Hewg; 285
HOWKOVTOS, ete.
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{epog (four times). The same or similar word frequently occurs both with
and ‘without thc aspirate ', and this applies also in the case of
interaspiration 1°

The fmquuu occurrence of H with p, 4, ¥, etc, and F (digamma) '
—vwhere aspiration is impossible— indicates that the sensc of aspiration
had been lost. This together with the evidence cited above respecting
the extremely erratic use of H shows conclusively that aspiration had
ceased in A(Kcns already before the end of the classical period. When
observed in script it was as an old relic, not as a living item of language'®
—just as it has been till our own day!

6. Corollaries

The above i lmcsugmuon }ms shown that the vth ¢. B.C was a century
of momentous changes for the Greek language. (Indeed, in certain res-
pects the rmccss hai begun already in the vith ¢.). With the completion
of the 24-letter alphabet, the old, inexact way of spelling was giving way

e sonfusion of aspiration may be llustated by the following cxamples 1G 1
16 (465 B.C.) line 6 57 instead of 1ot and line 24 & instead of 1Ho; IG I Al
dproaa (for oprogar) 4 5o (for e and IG 141 (453 b
Uon0G1G I'14:15 (440139 17USBC & e Hfor 1og), alpebivees (for
panpebvegl, Gmog (o | S (= HExaoTo), Epépas (= Hepépas), o1
(= 16m) ; SEG (-mmm Ilsxuv(fuyf Vi1 1241(4«,/; LC) Boriclagand
It amz(m; i 3t o e, 34080 1o oS (= Gk
dpxdoa (for uopmzmrxn oprondy (for_ liopxotan} ol Cmn‘ i «»,)
WhGompiza (CIA T, 254, 26, 444 B.C) and “Acompicas (CIA 1. 3395 230; 231, 238,
242.244); uHoowon (CIA 1, 230, frg. 25, 6, 450 B.C. and “Hoouon (CIA 1, 226, 9, 454
BLC: 264,20, 420 BC); tiaptbudy (CIA 1, 167, 9. 412 B.C:. ) and Gpuopoy (CIA 1,
322, a, 97, 409 B.C; 228, .C.); nABdnpa (CIA 1, 242, 20, 438 B.C);
ABBNpIzar(CIA 1,226, 5 | (m na) o vl o e [CIA 1 228, 16,452
SIA 1,230, B.L;232, 6. 448 C. etc) and
20,7, 440 B.C. 1 (Alpaiic), y2BC
iiggvion (CIA T 240‘ 49 J-WBC)nnd Amm\'\ol ((I/l BRI
weAnist (CIA 1, 442, 8, 432 B.C.) instead of éAnidy; HEEGTpATY (W. m n, D:r
gnrr/uulzt‘\uxru mit Nr/mm paturen, Wien 1887, 55 B ) nd
(CIA IV, b, 3 C) 1V, 373, b, beginging of Vith'e, B(‘.l
instead of Exer xﬂsqu e 1,479, 3, c. 500 B.C.) instead of xatires
utgov (CIA 1V, 170, 7, 422 B.C.; 166 UBC)mslcnd of fx0vi SEG X, 49 (43211
430 B. X

B.C.) dotpépal for hooeuépar; SEG X, 6 € tavtov for eavidv: S
67,13 (428/7 B.C) "EAknvotapion ek ogian

mpogimxéto (CIA 1, 40, 15, 428/423 B.C) and mpooixery (same
lnscnplmn, line 45); tpumpuimodiovg (CIA T, 322, a, 1250 B0 EATME N
A 21, 15, bef re 409

105 \ccr nu. 'Apy. 1886, p. 87, vitvith ¢, B.C.); I4K0,m clA u mss
(bis, 1vih ¢. B.C; Anaov Aiov (= AaBov AiBov), IGA 360, ép(n)
A, 53757 n 91 b Vi <. B.C! mnexiron (CEA 1V, b. 375, 308, wip &

iC.).

) lldpmv. o,

P
o
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Plato never mentions aspiration in his Cratylus, although he ought to have had
occasion o do s, while acconding o Arstorle theonly diffrence bcwee o and of was
one of stress (the acute), Sophistici elenchi, 177b, 35-178a, 4; see also 166b,



to what came to be the normative spelling, which has been in force for
the past 2500 years. At the same time these accommodations in spelling
were ied by i changes in fation. The diph-
thongs were receiving a monophthongal pronunciation, assuming the
siund/ot theinaccontivonsl hichifonthoin ortiba wab T The o wes
thinned down (at first perhaps to French u and finally) to I, the « -sound
being rendered by ov. Quantity, which evidently had never been integral
to the vowels, but was a mere technicality, was now vanishing. The
stress-accent, which must always have existed, comes clearly into
prominence.

In short, all those elements that are characteristic of the Modern
Greek pronunciation begin to make their appearance at this time. Even
HStah e mayotlulnelisra se o the s oy st o for
cach letter we have considered above, we have su‘fﬁcicnl evidence to
know that the present Greek pronunciation was in all essentials establi-
shing itself already in vth and 1vth c. B.C. This process was in some cases
completed rather soon, while in other cases it was protracted. This
means that the so-called «Modern Greek pronunciation of Greek» is not
modern at all. Hence, it is not correct to speak of «the Modern Greek»
and of «the scientific (i.e. Erasmian) pronunciation» of Greek. The cor-
rect procedure rather is to speak of the Greek or (still better) the histo-
rical Greek pronunciation of Greek and of the un-Greek, or artificial, or
Erasmian, or Etacistic pronunciation of Greek.

Today the error of Erasmus has been perceived and lies at the basis
of the awareness that the Erasmian pronunciation does not represent the
Ancicnt Grodk brost foh 0 s heizd L s L
from scientific fidelity to practicality. Pronouncing Greek in the Eras-
miie way 1s sugposct}’ {0 savaithe rudeuit of Geek from ahe troubleiof
distinguishing between the spellings of the different i-sounds '*, an
this facilitarian argument has become the main argument for persisting
in a variety of pronunciations which are unnatural for Greek. Y‘lowcvcr,
this argument is not entirely correct. In my twenty-three years of
experience in teaching NT to Swedish students (also British, Belgian,

' This recognition has led to a nonchalant attitude with regards to the
fon of Greek by tsachers of Greek, This may be excmplificd by 8
VErssion $mong feachers of Gr etk (e clastical scholre) That Lbap Bad so i aces
one time. One of them, new in the circl, was, asking the rest whether e should
pronounce the letter © as T or as English b (in athin). Several of the group gave their
Spinion to the ffect that it did not really matier how the lesr was pronouaeed!
uderlne the unimportance of the issue onc of them went on o 44y that $ince he was
unable to pronounce the Greek sound X (in e.g. the word xGpic) 4 cb sounded like
Grman sBtchw, be pronounced it like English o (., sherish
“* The complaint that M Greek has too many i-sounds —i.c. six (seven with
1) in all— is totally unfounded. The i-sounds occurring in English have been computed
o be about twemty-<ight, A check of the first 100 vowcls occurring in Matthew (ch. 2),
John, Romans, Acts, and Revelation gives the following average. of i-sounds per 100
;nwe]s: Greck 19.2; English 32.4; German 19.6; French 13.6; Italian 20.2; and Dutch
1.8.




Dutch and others) (pronouncing it in the Erasmian way!) I have found
that if my students have been :Ble to distinguish H from I, they have
confused it with E. They also tend to confuse X with K and © with T.
Morcover, the disregard of stress (the accented syllable) by Erasmians
not only produces an un-Greek sound, but it also confuses different
words spelled identically, whose difference in meaning is indicated by
their being accented on different syllables '*”. In other words, it is not
quite true that this un-Greek pronunciation <helps us to spell Greek
correctly»!

In view of the results of the above investigation there seems to be but
one course to take: to abandon the Erasmian pronunciations and to
return to the Greek pronunciation. This is «a scientific demand and a
practical desideratum», to use a J)hrase coined by a great New Testament
scholar in another connection ', and that for the following reasons:

1. The Erasmian claim to pronounce Greek in a scientific way, that
is, in the ancient Greek fashion, is beset by insuperable difficulties.

irst, it is common knowledge that no-one can learn to pronounce a
foreign language by merely reading books in that language or consulting
dictionaries, even such as are provided with phonetic helps. One must
expose oneself constantly to the sounds of that language by listening to
and trying to imitate native speakers. And even then it will {:c extremely
difficult to learn to pronounce the language as the natives do, if the
learner is older than eight years of age. ﬁ-n lﬁe case of ancient Greek we
have no longer the possibility to hear Socrates or Plato, let alone the
ability as grown-up students of Greek to imitate its correct
pronunciation,

Second, it becomes is b on the Erasmians that
they apply to the texts of each particular period the pronunciation that
was current at the time. Thus, g‘iomer should be pronounced with the
pronunciation that was used in his time, Plato and Aristotle with the v-
ivth c. Athenian iation (which was undergoing i chan-

1 Eg, Gumvos (faing from food) doun
xed) axpatdg (in ‘manne:

(full-grown); dxpézos (without
being mi 05 (bramble-bush) and Bato

(verbal adjective: «that can be passedn); Sépew (pr ) Sijiod
(people) SG (fa0): Suaipw (it up) Siatp® (divide); dxag (= SOKNOLS, opinion]
Sowike (beam); EBpaivov (scat) EBpaveV (ncut. adj. steady): el (5o) ebil {1 am)
e ing) "Edevois (Eleusis); 0o (Pres, ind. 3rd pers. sing of L) Lnta
(I seck); Béax (view) Bed (goddess rlmp(wllmlh, helll'ﬂtp 0 (adj.: warm) el
i © (]
i

(priestess) lepeia (festival, sacrifice); 10 (Pres. subj. of €lj) (o (exclamation: als!);
xévic (dust) kovig (nit); Voo (law) vouoe (pasture, district); olvog (wine) ol
(= ofn: the ace on the dicc); X6te (when?} and moTé (ever); tis

xivog, tivt, tiva

(interrogative pronouns) TG, TG, Tuvi, Tvi (indefinite pronouns), as well as the verbs
with Attic future, e.g. aloxOve (present ind.) and aloxwa (future ind.); xpive) (pres.
ind.) and Kpuv@» (fut. ind.); puéve (pres. ind.) and pev (fut. ind.), véuo (pres. ind.) and

Veud (fut. ind,). 3 ; ¥

40 The sub-title of an important study by Anton Fridrichsen, in A. Fridrichsen,
Exegetical Writings. A Selection, Translated and cdited by Chrys C. Caragounis and
Tord Fornberg (WUNT 76, Tibingent J.C.B.Mohr (P. Sicheck) 19941 21

85



ges), the New Te with a i hat was ically iden-
tical with the Modern Greek pronunciation, and the Church Fathers in
the Modern Greek way !'!.

Third, four and one half centuries of trying to establish the scientific
nature of the Erasmian pronunciation hnsrf’cd to results that are demon-
strably false, or that have failed to convince the theorists themselves. To
illustrate this I will quote a few passages from one of the more recent
defences of Erasmianism, Allen’s Vox Graeca. Practical difficulties in

listinguishing the voiceless irated plosives from the aspirated,
both in speaking and hearing» lead Allen to bypass the Erasmian
pronunciation at these points and to counsel «pronouncing the
R itated plscivesiio) bt Dt akanceh H( CAMAE S ekl
(p. 27). On p. 35 a certain pronunciation is recommended not on
sciertific grounds, but «on practical grounds»! On p. 57 «any degree of
aspiration that may have existed here can be ignored by the modern
reader». When on p. 73 he cannot make up his mind, he recommends a
certain course because «if we are wrong, at least we shall be doing
nothing worse than, say, eschylus as D | might
have done; whereas, if we adopt the other alternative, we may be giving
an author a pronunciation which he had never received in antiquity»!
This revealing admission is most telling, but one also wonders why in the
light of this Erasmians still persist in pronouncing eg. the New
184 et (Cyer i -omitHeiEGiEs of Vicw) ab on sndtlitbniuc Ay On
p. 83 the conclusions to which his study has led him are not good
enough for recommendation, so he counsels «the simplest solution
seems to be one which is in fact quite widely ad\c))(}xcd, namely to
nmic\i‘ga(e developments by two or three centurics»! We may therefore,
ask, Why not substitute the entire concoction by what we know to have
been the pronunciation «two or three centuries» later, i.. practically
Modern grcck? With regard to the notorious «musical accent» of
ancient Greek, Allen says on p. 118: «The author has listened to a
number of recordings, recent and less recent, of attempted tonal [i.e.
musical] recitation of ancient Greck, and, whilst some are less
objectionable or ridiculous than others, has found none of them
inci cuch a confession, which is to a total
failure by Erasmians to tell us how the so-called ancient Greek musical
accent sounded, one would have expected the author to recommend the
so-called Hellenistic stress-accent, {which sl ives in Modern Greek):
But nothing of the kind. The author goes on: «The carefully considered
advice is rﬁerefor: given, albeit reluctantly, not to strive for a tonal
rendering, but rather to concentrate one’s efforts on fluency and
accuracy in other aspects of the language» 2. In the light of the above

7 'l'_‘ 'l[';m _sanﬁprir:ﬁiplc should apply to the different dialects, Attic, Boeotian, Ionic,
colic, Doric, Thessalic, etc.

12 Albough on p. 143 he deplors the Henpinian pronunciation pracised in
England as a hinder to c.g. fcarning Moder Greck, he nowhere argues for  change.
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admissions the inevitable question arises: Just what is the point of
ersisting in pronunciations in which even their supporters and theorists
ave lost confidence?

If it is so clear then that the pronunciation (in the strict sense, not
only of the value of the various letters, but also of the sound quality) of
Homer and of classical antiquity is, in the absence of magnetic fape-
recordings, for ever lost to us and beyond the possibility of recovery or
reconstruction, is it not, in that case, /:irlnrica}; y and scientifically more
honest and correct to pronounce the language according to its own natural
and historical development, rather than to impose upon it foreign sounds
imported from other sister or rather «nieces languages within the Indo-
European family? 1f only one pronunciation is to be used in
pronouncing all these types of writing —coming as they do from a time
span of 1200 years and more, during which period the pronunciation in
fact evolved— then surely the Greek pronunciation (whose roots go
back to the vth and 1vth ¢. B.C.), is the only legitimate candidate, not ltc
artificial construct of Erasmus.

2. The Greek pronunciation of Greek is a sine qua non for Textual
Criticism. The manuscript tradition is full of errors that were often the
inevitable consequence of the double tradition —the living language
Snd hisforical orthopfephy = Seclvrie et PEF Crotstii e i
in the Attic inscriptions of Bla el tiee Tho G etk pronunciation is
the key to many variants and must be made the basis for a correct
evaluation of their origin as well as their solution ',

® is also the pragmatic issue. Pronouncing Greek in the
Grecek way will facilitate scgolnrly contact with Greece. Morcover, it will
open an avenue with the starting-point of a little knowledge of New
estament Greek (or even classical Greek) to enter the wealth of Byzan-
tine and Modern Greek, which are the direct descendants of Hellenistic
and New Testament Greek. In this way New Testament Greek will cease
to be treated as an island with its attendant misconstructions; it will be
seen as part of a greater living unity, the Greek language, Greek thought,
and the Greek literature as a whole. This will not {l‘lil to enrich the scien-
tific study of the New Testament, which for too long has been deprived
of inestimable insights by its persistent adhesion to the error of
rasmus.

Chrys C. CARAGOUNIS
Allhelgona Kyrkogata 8
223 62 Lund (SWEDEN)

1 The relevance of pronunciation for text-critical work is exemplified by the
author's recently published study, C. C. Caragounis, «*To Boast™ or *To Be Burned™?
The Crux of 1 Cor 13:3» (SEA 60 (1995) 115-27, Fs. for R. Kieffer, Eds. B. Holmberg
and T Fornberg) on a hitherto unsolved problem.
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La Regle Pastrorale de Saint Grégoire le Grand:
Autorité et Service*

Rev. Prof. Rosario Scognamiglio

Introduction

L'objet de mon exposé sera la «Régle Pastorale» (Liber Regulae
Pastoralis) du Pape Grégoire le Grand du point de vue de /'autorité
dans I'Eglise. La raison de ce choix est double: La premiére est que,
comme on le sait, c'est ce Pape qui s'attribuait le titre de servus
servorum Dei «serviteur des serviteurs de Dieu» qu'il employait dans
ses épitres et qui resta classique parmi les titres de I'évéque de Rome.

Quel sens donner a cette expression par rapport a |'autorité
pontificale? La réponse se trouve indirectement dans la Régle et sera
intéressante aussi au point de vue d’une approche oecuménique du
probléme de la Primauté.

La seconde raison: cette Régle a joué un réle trés important dans la
formation spirituelle et pastorale de plusieurs générations d'évéques et
de prétres en Orient et en Occident.

En Orient, 'Empereur Maurice fit traduire la Régle et la fit diffuser
dans tout I'Empire Byzantin. En Occident, elle fut traduite en plusieurs
langues, accueillie par les évéques et les rois; pendant tout le Moyen-

(%) Exoriynon katé my B’ Ooupievixi) Z0vaE OpBGB0ELY Kal PwLIOKaBONKGY
©eoASywv e BEua *H éwoia TG auBevtiag Evidg TG EXKANOIGG Twv Xp6vev g
Kawrig Ata6rikng”
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Age, ce fut le livre le plus Iu, le plus aimé, le plus médité et le plus vécu
apres I'Ecriture Sainte. Aujourd’hui encore la Régle est bien connue.

Ce grand texte de la maturité de la tradition patristique en Occident
mérite donc d'étre présenté ici.

Tout d'abord, nous allons le situer dans son cadre historique,

I les ci de la ition du texte; ensuite nous

considérerons le langage et les idées du Prologue, c'est a dire le but de
l'ouvrage; et enfin, nous proposerons une analyse des textes
concernant notre sujet, pour en tirer des conclusions.

1. Circonstances de la Composition de la Régle

La «Régle Pastorale» de Grégoire est due a des circonstances
historiques qu'il faut considérer avec attention pour en saisir I'esprit et
le genre littéraire. On connait I'amour de Grégoire pour la vie

i amour lié au ére qu'il avait fondé dans son palais
du Célius, a Rome. Aprés la parenthése diplomatique pendant laquelle
il a joué le réle de délégué du Pape Pélage Il auprés de I'Empereur
byzantin, il est revenu avec joie a la vie contemplative de son
monastére (586). Mais quatre ans aprés (en 590), le pape Pélage meurt
au cours d'une épidémie (la pestis inguinaria) qui ravage la capitale et
fait mourir des milliers de personnes. Rome se trouve sans pape, sous
la menace de la famine et des incursions des barbares. Dans ce climat,
tout le peuple s'adresse a Grégoire et se rend au monastére Saint
André pour acclamer pape I'Abbé Grégoire, qui fait tout son possible
pour éviter cette élection... Entre autres moyens, il recourut a la fuite,
mais ce fut en vain. Le 3 octobre 590, il fut consacré Pontife supréme. A
cause de cette résistance, son ami Jean, archevéque de Ravenne, lui fit
des reproches. C'est a cette occasion que Grégoire décida de terminer
I'ouvrage auquel il avait déja pensé en écrivant son Commentaire sur
Job (Moralia XXX,3,13) et dont les chapitres centraux avaient déja été
ébauchés: le Liber regulae pastoralis.

L'oeuvre qui compte quatre parties est une description de la
physionomie idéale de I'évéque: a quelles conditions il doit accepter ce
ministére (1ére partie); quelles vertus sont requises de lui (2e partie);
selon quelles normes pédagogiques il doit agir (3e partie) et enfin une
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exhortation a cultiver et a renouveler la vie intérieure, adressée a tout
évéque (4e partie).

Si la forme et le contenu de I'ouvrage sont originaux, il faut quand
méme dire que le sujet de la fuite devant le ministére ecclésiastique
avait déja été exposé par des Péres plus anciens: Saint Ambroise en a
parlé dans le De Officiis, Saint Jérome dans /'Epistula ad Nepotianum,
Saint Jean Chrysostome dans le Dialogue sur le sacerdoce et enfin
Saint Grégoire de Nazianze dans son Apologie de /a fuite. Par ailleurs,
Grégoire rappelle ces deux derniéres oeuvres étant donné qu'elles ont
été écrites dans des circonstances trés proches et trés semblables a la
sienne. Jean Chrysostome et Grégoire de Nazianze ont également
essayé de fuir devant leur ordination épiscopale et avaient présenté
comme justification le portrait idéal de I'évéque. A cela peut-étre, il
faudrait ajouter I'exemple de la «Régle» de Saint Benoit qui exerca une
forte influence sur I'esprit de Grégoire. De la vient son projet d'écrire, a
I'exemple de la Régle pour les moines, une Régle pour les Pasteurs
d'dmes.

Pour I'intérét de notre Colloque, nous croyons utile de présenter une
lecture de ce petit ouvrage a partir d’'une exégése sous-jacente aux
textes évangéliques dans lesquels Jésus fait des déclarations au sujet
de la question «Qui est le plus grand» parmi les disciples et établit une
différence entre autorité mondaine et le gouvernement dans I'Eglise (cf
Lc 22,24-27; Mt 20,25-27; Mc10,42-44; Jn13,12-15).

Méme si nous ne faisons pas une exégése directe et explicite de ces
textes, néanmoins il est intéressant de constater que toute la «logique»
et la ligne profonde de pensée de la Regula sont fondées sur eux et
qu'ils sont comme des présupposés constants.

Dans notre analyse, nous par étapes. F
nous i les raisons par Grégoire pour accepter
ou non la charge de I'épi: (Prologue); i quels sont
les piéges subtils qui se cachent dans /'aspiration au pouvoir, méme s'il
s'agit d'un ministére iasti isi quelle dif
existe entre les critéres de I'exercice du service pastoral et ceux du
pouvoir politique.
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Il. Les Raisons du Prologue

Jean, Archevéque de Ravenne, frére dans I'épiscopat de Grégoire (fratri
coepiscopo) Iui a reproché humblement et a titre amical d'avoir voulu
éviter, en se cachant, le poids (onera) du soin pastoral (pastoralis curae).

Grégoire répond clairement en exprimant sa pensée au sujet de la
«griéveté» de ce poids (de eorum gravedine), et cela pour éviter deux
situations qui peuvent survenir: d’un cété, la situation de celui qui est
encore libre (vacat) de ces charges, pour lui montrer qu'il ne doit pas y
aspirer incaute, a la légére; de l'autre, la situation de celui qui incaute,
sans y réfléchir, les a acceptées, et qui doit alors acquérir la crainte de
les avoir acceptées.

Deux fois nous trouvons I'adverbe latin incaute: I'aspiration aux
charges et leur acceptation sont vues plus comme de dangers que
comme des honneurs. Dans les deux cas, il faut une correction: pour
ceux qui y aspirent, il faut I'humilité et la crainte, pour corriger leur
audace (ausibus) et leur précipitation, car ils ignorent leurs limites; pour
ceux qui y sont déja arrivés, iI faut également de I'humilité pour

comment la é de la réalité itas rerum) a
demandé cette promotion, et surtout pour comprendre quelles vertus il
doit pratiquer pour étre cohérent avec la doctrine qu'il enseigne, pour
connal(re sa flagllné (infirmitas) et pour évuer la présompuon Les mots
peritia», «pondus i trés souvent

dans ce prologue comme le mot «timor» (crainte) et «tumor» (orgueil).

Tout ce vocabulaire souligne bien la distance entre ambition
humaine et grandeur du service pastoral. Mais rien ne fait penser a une
fuite due a la pusillanimité ou bien a une égoiste recherche de
tranquillité personnelle, attitude qui, par ailleurs, sera condamnée
plusieurs fois dans la Régle (cf | Partie, Chap V).

. et Pastoral

Ces idées, énoncées dans le Prologue, seront analysées d'une
maniére intéressante surtout au cours de la premiére partie, la oll Grégoire
présente les qualités requises par les soins pastoraux. Un regard
d'ensemble sur les onze chapitres de cette partie nous dit que I'intérét de
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Grégoire ne se borne pas seulement aux dangers et aux difficultés
inhérents a la vie d'un pasteur (Chap. 34,56, la fatigue, la dispersion
spirituelle, une vie onéreuse que I'homme de Dieu ne peut affronter avec
une attitude démissionnaire), mais son attention se tourne surtout sur ce
qu'un candidat ne doit pas viser en aspirant aux charges ecclésiastiques.

A cet égard, Grégoire donne des critéres exégétiques et
théologiques encore bien valables aujourd’hui pour distinguer le
pouvoir humain et le ministére pastoral. Le Chapitre huit (8) mérite une
attention particuliére. Grégoire met en garde ceux qui ont soif de
Ppouvoir (a la lettre qui ont la concupiscence du pouvoir: praeesse
concupiscunt) et qui exploitent pour leur ambition (suae libidinis) une
parole bien connue de I'Apétre: «Celui qui aspire a la charge
d'épiscope désire une noble fonction» (1 Tm 3,1: &t TIG EMOKOMNG OpPE-
Yetay, KaAou epYou EMBUEY).

Cette exégese utilise 'Ecriture, d'une fagon égoiste, pour satisfaire
son plaisir ou «libido» du pouvoir. Grégoire nous avertit qu'une telle
exégese toutefois, n'est ni correcte ni loyale parce qu'elle utilise un
texte en le coupant de son vrai contexte alors que Paul ajoute: «aussi
faut-il que I'épiscope soit irréprochable... marié une seule fois, sobre,
pondéré, courtois, hospitalier, apte a I'enseignement...» (w 2-4). Et
Grégoire d'observer: «(Paul) loue le désir, mais épouvante par des
préceptes, comme s'il disait: j'approuve votre désir, mais il faut que
Vvous vous rendiez compte de ce que vous cherchez (quid quaeratis).
Par ces mots, ce maitre de vie apostolique, d’un cété encourage par
ses faveurs, de I'autre repousse par ses craintes (favoribus impellit,
terroribus retrahit). Insensiblement, le langage a changé: Grégoire
n'emploie plus le mot «concupisco», mais «quaero», non plus le mot
«libido», mais «officium» (devoir), etc... Et enfin, il ajoute une trés
intéressante remarque historique qui renverse totalement le sens
«mondain» du désir de I'épiscopat, montrant que - somme toute -il
s'agit d'une martyre. Saint Paul écrivait & une époque ol celui qui était
le chef des fidéles, était plus facilement exposé a la persécution et aux
tourments. Le Chapitre huit (8) aboutit & une exacte et pénétrante re-
lecture du verset en question: si I'épiscopat équivaut au martyre, il est
un kahov epyov dans le sens qu'il s'agit d'un ouvrage qui apporte le
bien, et non parce qu'il apporte des honneurs.

Conclusion: celui qui vise a voir les autres soumis a Iui en aspirant a
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la charge pastorale, qui se réjouit des honneurs et qui exulte pour
I'abondance des biens que cette charge peut lui apporter, montre par la
qu'il nen comprend pas le sens. Il cherche le profit du monde sous le
couvert d'une dignité, lui qui doit plutét chercher a délaisser le profit du
monde. En des termes encore plus forts et «romains»: «Quand I'esprit
aspire au sommet de [Ihumilit¢ (humilitatis culmen) en vue de
I" { il change i a lintérieur, l'objet de son
aspiration extérieur» (quod foris appetit, intus immutat).

Autrement dit, il y a une totale divergence entre I'ambition du pouvoir
sur la terre (mundi lucra) et une charge dans I'Eglise. On ne peut pas
les confondre, ou chercher le premier sous prétexte de la seconde. Ce
serait changer radicalement I'objet et la matiére du service
ecclésiastique. Pour éviter toute illusion, & cet égard, le chapitre suivant
nous donne des critéres de discernement. Par exemple, au chapitre
neuf (9) il nous est dit de considérer la conduite passée du candidat:
S'il a été humble et obéissant quand il était inférieur, il sera aussi un
bon pasteur; mais si, au contraire, en étant en bas, il était déja
orgueilleux, il ne pourra pas apprendre I'humilité quand il sera en haut.
Le pasteur doit exercer sa charge avec humilité. Il doit étre pauvre,
pleurer pour les péchés des autres comme pour les siens, prier et
intercéder pour les &mes, en conciliant la miséricorde de Dieu avec sa
sainte vie (chap 10).

IV. Egalité des Hommes

La Deuxiéme Partie de la «<Régle Pastorale» est consacrée aux vertus
requises du Pasteur des ames.

En ce qui concerne notre sujet, nous voudrions nous borner a
I'analyse du chapnre six (6), car, a notre avis, c'est la que nous trouvons

une claire ion des principes thé i qui fondent la
différence entre le service pastoral et le pouvoir polmque et ces
principes ne i pas le génie de

Grégoire, mais aussi son équilibre «romain».

Comment concilier les exigences de I'humilité du service avec celle
de la sévérité trés souvent nécessaire dans I'Eglise?

Entre les hommes, il y a égalité et diversité. L'égalité est due a la
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méme nature humaine: «omnes homines natura aequales genuit», donc
«ceux qui sont au pouvoir doivent considérer d'abord non la dignité de
leur degré, mais I'égalité de leur condition». Le fondement de cette
affirmation est le donné biblique: Dieu dit @ Noé, en le bénissant aprés
le déluge: soyez la crainte et I'effroi de tous les animaux de la terre (Gen
9,2) «8i la crainte et I'effroi ne concernent que les animaux, on ne peut
pas du tout les imposer aux hommes... (donc) /'orgueil est contre nature
(contra naturam superbire est) Il est contre nature de vouloir étre objet
de crainte pour nos semblables».

Quant a la diversité entre les hommes, elle ne dépend pas de leur
nature, mais plutét du péché qui établit entre un homme et un autre une
dépendance qui est le fruit d'un vice (vitio), d'un désordre.

Celui qui est au pouvoir dans I'Eglise ne doit pas se réjouir d'étre
audessus, mais d'étre pour, en aide (non praesse, sed prodesse).

L'orgueil a commencé avec la prévarication de I'Ange appelé
Lucifer; C'est de Iui que parle Isaie: Astre du Matin orgueilleux, qui
prétend se faire semblable a Dieu (cf Isaie 15-14, 13-14). Il fut imité, par
exemple, par le roi Saul, donc le péché, pour Grégoire, fut de «se
considérer au-dessus des autres et comme il avait le pouvoir supréme il
se persuada qu'il valait plus que tout le monde». La encore, I'inégalité
est fruit d’'un péché. Au contraire, le vrai pasteur doit imiter I'exemple de
Pierre qui dit & Corneille le centurion qui se prosternait a ses pieds:
«Reléve-toi, je ne suis qu’'un homme, moi aussi» (Actes 10-26). Ou bien
le pasteur doit imiter I'exemple de Saint Paul qui déclare: «Nous nous
sommes faits tout petits au milieu de vous» (1 Thes 2-7) et encore
«Nous ne sommes, nous, que vos serviteurs, pour I'amour de Jésus» (2
Cor 4,5).

Mais le sommet de cette humilité-service est Jésus-Christ, la Vérité
qui, a travers elle-méme (per semetipsam Veritas), nous indique cette
attitude de serviteur différente de celle des chefs des nations: «Vous
savez que les chefs des nations leur commandent en maitres et que les
grands leur font sentir leur pouvoir. Il ne doit pas en étre ainsi parmi
vous; au contraire, celui qui voudra étre le premier parmi vous se fera
votre serviteur, et celui qui voudra étre le premier entre vous se fera
votre esclave. C'est ainsi que le Fils de I'homme n’est pas venu pour étre
servi, mais pour servir et donner sa vie en rangon pour une multitude»
(Mt 20, 25-28).
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A travers les mots «tout petit» «serviteur» «esclave», I'autorité
ecclésiastique est ramenée, par Grégoire, finalement, a son modéle
christologique et a I'oeuvre méme du salut réalisée par le Christ. Le
ministre qui transforme ce service du salut en un instrument de pouvoir
est comme ce mauvais serviteur qui, en I'absence de son Maitre, se mit
a battre ses compagnons (ouvdoUAoug) mais il fut réprouvé par son
Maitre et placé parmi les hypocrites (cf Mt 24, 48-51).

C'est a I'intérieur de cette disposition au service, et non a cote d'elle
ou en dépit d'elle, que Grégoire comprend le lien entre miséricorde et
discipline. Ce sont les deux faces d'un méme service, d’'un méme
amour. Le pasteur d’ame se révéle en méme temps meére et pére: mére
dans la compréhension, pére dans la force de la discipline. Tous les
deux nous apportent la santé. Le Bon Samaritain versa de I'huile et du
vin sur les blessures de I'homme demi-mort: «celui donc qui doit
soigner les blessures de I'ame doit employer soit le vin qui produit de la
douleur, soit 'huile qui en amorce la force; il purifie par le vin les parties
sales et échauffe par I'huile les parties qui doivent étre soignées, il faut
donc méler la bienveillance et la sévérité: Miscenda ergo est lenitas
cum severitate».

Toute la Troisiéme partie ne sera qu'une application détaillée de
cette action, double et ambivalente, du service pastoral en vue du salut
des &mes: il s'agit de voir comment exhorter les hommes et les femmes
(chap 2), les jeunes gens et les personnes agées (chap 3), les pauvres
et les riches (chap 4), comment corriger les gens trop gais et les
mélancoliques (chap 5), les serviteurs et les maitres (chap 7), les
savants et les ignorants (chap 8), etc...

La Quatriéme Partie, la derniére, revient a la personne en charge, en
rappelant au pasteur qu'il doit avoir lui-méme les vertus qu'il préche, et
surtout 'humilité. Sans elles son service n'aura aucune efficacité. Sa
sainteté méme est partie intégrante du service auquel il est appelé.

Ainsi le cercle se referme en une sorte d'inclusion biblique. Le Pape
Grégoire achéve son ouvrage en rappelant son but qui est d'expliquer
les raisons de sa fuite au moment de son élection comme évéque de
Rome: «Voila, mon vénérable frére: poussé par le besoin de me
soustraire a ton reproche, j'ai essayé de te montrer quel doit étre le
Pasteur; moi-méme, tout en étant un méchant peintre, j'ai donné le
portrait d'un homme beau. Je conduis vers les plages de la perfection,
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moi qui suis en proie aux péchés. Mais, je t'en prie, dans ce naufrage
de ma vie, que la planche de tes priéres soit mon appui, de sorte que si
mon poids devait me submerger, la main de ton mérite m'en souléve».

V. Conclusions

1. Une premiére conclusion a tirer est que le «genre» de la fuite
employé déja par Saint Jean Chrysostome est la pour nous montrer la
grande différence entre le pouvoir politique et mondain, et la charge
pastorale. D’habitude les honneurs politiques sont objets d’ambition et
non de fuite. Grégoire méme, avant d'entrer dans la vie monastique et
ecclésiastique, avait joué un grand réle dans la vie politique comme
préfet de Rome. Il avait donné une grande preuve de ses qualités
diplomatiques. Pour lui, la «fuite», comme dans le cas du Chrysostome,
n'est pas signe de timidité ou d'incapacité, mais la conscience qu'ils
ont de la différence entre pouvoir de la terre et soin ou charge
pastorale.

Ce sont deux ordres de grandeur et d'autorité; méme s'il y a des
analogies (Grégoire a été appelé consul Dei, consul de Dieu) la
différence est fondamentale.

2. La différence ne consiste pas dans un style différent dans
I'exercice de I'autorité: esprit de domination chez les chefs politiques,
esprit des Béatitudes chez le Pasteur de I'Eglise; concupiscence et
ambition dans le cas des charges mondaines, humilité et crainte dans
le service des ames.

plus pre la dif remonte a une structure
profonde de I'Eglise. Le Pape Grégoire parle d'une égalité fondée sur la
nature, d'une autorité en vue du salut. Le Pére Congar exprime cela
d'une fagon trés claire et schématique: «Les relations qui tissent la
trame de notre vie au plan horizontal du monde, sont reprises ou
assumées dans la relation verticale de I'amour qui va de Dieu & nous, et
la relation verticale de foi, qui va de nous & Lui» (L'épiscopat dans son
rapport au Christ, Paris..., p. 88).

3. Avec tout le Nouveau Testament et la tradition patristique
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précédente, Saint Grégoire lie la dignité ecclésiastique a la mission des
apotres et a la Personne de Jésus. Cela signifie que «cette dignité est
donnée comme une charge et un devoir, non formellement, ni d'abord
comme un droit qui appartienne a I'apétre. L'autorité évangélique est
constituée par un rapport de sub et de supra a l'intérieur d'un rapport
général de service qui accompagne la qualité méme de chrétien. C'est
un devoir et non un droit» (Congar, ibid p 89). Non praesse sed
prodesse, dit Saint Grégoire, qui parle plutdt de cura que d'imperium.

Ce méme rapport général de service, s'il donne lieu a une hiérarchie
comme dignitas, degré de service, d'en haut en bas, joue aussi dans
l'autre direction, d'en bas en haut. Saint Thomas d'Aquin voit la vie
chrétienne a la fois comme liberté et comme service, parce qu'elle est
charité; sans la charité, un homme n'est rien (Comm. in Galatas, c. 5,
lect 5), Cette charité, selon Saint Grégoire doit permettre non
seulement a l'autorité de faire des reproches aux inférieurs sur leur
conduite, mais aussi aux simples fidéles de faire des observations &
I'autorité, comme Saint Pierre accepte la réprimande de saint Paul et
David la correction d'un inférieur. «Les bons supérieurs, affranchis de
leur amour-propre, estiment comme un hommage d’humilité les
paroles de pure franchise de ceux qui leur sont soumis» (chap 8).

Tout est service d'un coté et de l'autre. Tout est charité, don et
échange. Comme le disait Bernanos: «Nous ne recevons rien que nous
n'ayons d’abord donné. Entre nous, il n'est qu'échange. Dieu seul
donne, Iui seul» (Les enfants humiliés, Paris 1949, p. 36).
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Authority in the Church of the Fourth Gospel*

2ZdBBa Ayoupidn,
kaénynuj

Authority in the Church of the Fourth Gospel

The predominant role the authority of the Twelve Apostles plays in the
Fourth Gospel has long already been observed. Within this frame of the
Twelve, Peter and John, the two Apostles, are somehow compared with each
other in terms of authority. This short paper intends to show by a brief
exegesis of the relevant passages: first, the importance of the Twelve for
John, and, second, the most probable meaning of the relationship between
Peter and John for understanding of authority in the Johannine Church as
presented by the last editors of the Fourth Gospel.

It was the Johannine scholarship after the 2nd World War that brought up
the importance of the Twelve Apostles for the Johannine Church in the
economy of salvation. Our remarks on this matter will be limited to chapter
1'6"13°17 and 20 and will be based on the rich Johannine literature of today.
A reasonable evaluation of the passages on Peter and John in this Gospel led
on the other hand several scholars to accept that there was a disputation
among the disciples of the two great Apostles, especially among those of
John, concerning John's particular freedom in formulating and expounding

* Exriynon katd my ' O Svagn OpBBBoELY Kat v Oe-
OASywv e BEpa «H Ewola T auBevtiag eviég TG exkAnoiag Twv xpévwy TG Kawrig
MariKngs.
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the Gospel of Jesus. The intention of the comparison between the two

Apostles aims not at the denial of Peter’s presuge the target is rather to
safeguard the legitimacy of the Johannine and i ion of
Jesus not only as a valid one but in certain respects, as superior to the one
attributed to Peter. After the death of the great Apostle, in a certain area,
most probably in Asia Minor, voices of protest are heard by the editors of the
Johannine literature expressed by another established church authority for
the peculiarities of the Johannine gospel version. The source and variety of
the church’s tradition does not yet depend on any bureaucratic authority,
whatever that might be. The Fourth Evangelist never clearly comes to state
that he is the teaching authority of the church; he wants nevertheless to
stress that whatever that authority might be here or there, his description and
interpretation of Jesus, though differing from those of others, is a legitimate
one and superior for his church area to others. Even though Peter has had a
leading position in the church, this does not exclude the superiority of John’s
gospel traditions. The Johannine community and the Fourth Gospel seems
to be the product of a series of conflicts that were sometimes very traumatic
for the Johannine community (There is a very large American and European
literature on this matter). It does not seem probable at all that we can relate
to these conflicts the comparison of Peter and John by the Gospel.

The Fourth Gospel begins with the calling of the Apostles and ends with
the risen Lord’s appearance to the disciples, the granting of the Spirit to
them and of the authority of binding and loosing. In John 1,35 f. we have a
record of the calling of the first disciples from the spiritual environment of
the movement of John the Baptist. The Fourth Gospel comes into grips with
the Baptist's movement repeatedly up to chap. 10. Concerning the 12
Apostles it becomes evident from chaps 6 and 13, the Fourth Gospel
presupposes as a common knowledge that Jesus had twelve disciples. We do
not know whether the relation of the early Disciples to the movement of the
Baptist is responsible for changing the Markan tradition of Peter and his
brother Andrew having been called first. Or John does this on purpose,
namely in order to stress that the unnamed disciple, not Peter, was to be
called first or among the two first. The diary type of the detailed
information given by the Evangelist in this context shows beyond any doubt
who is meant by the unnamed disciple. If his intention was to mention
himself as the first disciple, instead of Peter, then the word “mp@tog” or
"np@dtov” chap. 1 vs 41 means that Peter did not come directly to Jesus but
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through his brother. The text strongly also emphasizes another point,
namely that the beloved disciple with Andrew was the witness to the
Baptist’s “poptupia” about Jesus. This might have been significant for the
disciples of John the Baptist in Ephesus, but also for the Church in General,
as the early Kerygma and the Synoptic tradition show. The whole matter
depends on whether the writer wants to emphasize his relation to the Baptist
and his “poptupia” or his having been called to discipleship before Peter.
On the other hand we must emphasize that from among the early disciples
only new name is mentioned which immediately leads to Peter’s leading
role among the Apostles. It is moreover noteworthy that whereas such an
important disciple as the first who followed Jesus is left anonymous, in the
same passage, the change of Peter’s name is mentioned (“o¥ kAn®ron
Knpag”). We find the name “Zipwv 'lova” again in the Appendix in the
Threefold question addressed by Jesus to Peter at the end of the Gospel
(21,15) on whether he loved him more than the other disciples present
(“Oyong pe mhéov tovT@V:”). Among the present was also John the
ist, the person desi throughout the Gospel as the disciple
whom Jesus loved (“6 pofntiig 8v fiydmo 6 "Inoode”). If we will interpret
the change of the name of Peter as a prophecy, as something that will take
place later, after the Resurrection, this does not seem to be of any help; the
name of Peter comes up in chapters 6'13'19°20. Which means that Jesus
rather changes the name of “Z{jiov Iovd” to Peter at their first encounter.

It is really a crux how to explain the not naming of John by his own
name; instead expressions are used as “6 &\Aog paBNTiG...” or “6 podnTig
Gv fiydmo. 6 'Incodg”. Probably this is a way of mystification of the
personality of John by his disciples. Shall we in the light of 21,15 accept
“kAn@rion” as foretelling the adventures of Peter until becoming “Tétpog”
and the leading figure of the early Church of the Resurrection; or we will
simply accept the change of his name right from the beginning?

Matters are not less complex in chap. 6. I think this unclear situation
exists not by chance. The reader has to understand by himself certain things,
because of the nature of the matter.

The pericope John 6,66-71 is considered by certain scholars as parallel to
Peter’s confession in Caesarea Philippi in the Synoptics (MK. 8,27 f. and
par.). In MK., particularly however in LK., the narrative about the confession
of Peter seems to be related to the feeding of the crowd. Because John in
chap. 6 has several parallel elements to the synoptic tradition, certain
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scholars think that John introduces this episode according to the Synoptic
tradition and order (see Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John, S.P.CK.,
London 1955, p. 252). Bultmann on the other hand stresses that as in MK the
incident at Caesarea Philippi introduces the instruction of the disciples into a
new period, the same is happening with John in a more radical way as Jesus’
activity is more concentrated to his own (Das Evangelium des Johannes, 13
Aufl., Gottingen 1953, p. 340). Certainly this Synoptic tradition has been
radically reworked by the Fourth evangelist. The confession of Jesus as “the
holy one of God” does not only negatively denote the sphere to which Jesus
belongs but the particular revelation of God on the Cross (Bult., p. 345). The
spirit of the two narratives is not the same. In John, on the part of the
Twelve, Peter negates to leave Jesus, whereas in Caesarea Philippi Jesus
himself provokes the confession, which according to Per. Lagrange means
that it is not the same incident (Evangile Selon St. Jean, 4éme ed. Paris 1927,
p- 191). The emphasis in John is not found so much in Peter’s faith as in
Judas’ treason (Mac Gregor, p. 165).

The remark cited above does not mean that John knew MT. 16,16-17. In
the essentials, however, the narratives are in agreement. Peter, contrary to
the popular opinion, finds in the person of Jesus the expected Messiah but
without any relation to the Eved Jahwe of Isaiah. There is a
misunderstanding of Jesus on the part of the people, but also in another way
on the part of the disciples. Even in John 6,66-71 the people do not
understand what Jesus means about the need for the death of the Messiah as
well as the people’s participation to his death in the Eucharist, but stresses
out as well that because of non-understanding many disciples drew back and
did not walk any more with him. The parallel character of the two narratives
is evident. C.H. Dodd writes about “Galilean crisis” (Theol. Interpr. of the
EG., Cambridge 1958, p. 344; Histor. Tradit. in the F.G., Cambridge 1963, p.
218). The confession of the disciples in John is here introduced not for the
sake of the confession itself, but in order to stress the opposition of the
Twelve to the attitude of the other disciples who, because of the messianic
and eucharistic ideas of Jesus, left him. The essentials in the two narratives,
the Synoptic and the Johannine, are quite the same, their use however is
quite different. The Markan one aims at the preparation of the disciples to
understand the passion of Jesus. Theological factors impose upon MK. a
schematization on the weakness of the disciples to understand the relation
of the passion to the Kingdom of God. Even John does not ignore about such
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wcakness:s (13,8 f); the Synoptics only have a very characteristic

ion as they were ing the Kerygma to the Jews, who had
serious difficulties to identify the crucified Jesus as the Messiah, they were
bringing forth their own case as an example. According to the Highpriestly
prayer of Jesus “the Twelve” were a special gift of the Father to the Son and
to the Church, exactly because, contrary to the people, they got some
understanding of the meaning of Jesus as the Messiah and of his passion on
the cross.

How the preceding remarks are related to our main theme in this paper?
We think they do so in the following way: The glorious Messiah as well as
the crucified one was a subject of no interest outside Judaism. It is for this
reason that John transforms the Synoptic tradition. He especially
emphasizes the institution of the Twelve in the sense of vs. 6,65. On the
same basis is grounded in the Highpriestly prayer the comfort of the
disciples in front of the cross of Jesus and the persecution of the Church. On
the other hand the confession to Jesus is expressed by Peter as a
representative of the Twelve (“and we have believed and known that you are
the holy one of God”). In this way, John stresses the ecclesiological
significance of the “Twelve". In both texts (6,66 f. and chap. 17) the choice
of the Twelve by God is alone for the sake of the Church, in spite of the
inclusion of the traitor in their number. God, Christ and the Twelve in a way
cooperate in the work of divine economy. This emphasis on the Twelve is
becoming more apparent in the farewell speech of Jesus (chap. 13-17). As
well as in chap. 20 several exegetes explain the second appearance of the
risen Lord to the disciples in 20,19-23 because Thomas “one of the twelve”
was not present during the first visit.

We put this strong emphasis about the Twelve in the gospel of John and
we have to understand any misunderstandings about “Peter and John” in the
tradition within this presupposition. This emphasis on the Twelve starts in
the first chapters of the Gospel and ends in the lasts, at 20,22 “Receive the
holy Spirit. If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven; if you retain the
sins of any, they are retained”. We may have a rivalry between Peter and
John in the Fourth Gospel, the highest authority however belongs to the
Twelve. This reminds somehow the situation we meet in Matthew, where
Peter receives from Jesus the authority (of a teaching?) preeminence (chap.
Mat. 16,13-20); in chap. 18,18 f. however to the whole church community is
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assigned the same capacity: “Truly, I say to you, whatever you bind on earth
will be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth will be loosed in
heaven”.

As our subject is concerned, the situation in chap. 13 is not less
perplexing. I consider as correct the following interpretation of the washing
of the feet of the Apostles by Jesus: It presupposes the tendency in certain
circles in the early church to make distinctions among the Apostles and
excel this or that apostle as “peiCwv” (greater) than the others. There is a
parallel situation in the Synoptics (MK. 9,33 f. and par.; 10,35 f. and par.; also
MT. 10,24'23,8 f.). The comparison of Peter and John throughout the Fourth
Gospel is not at all irrelevant to this problem. The proper teaching of Jesus
is preserved in both traditions; however the problem “who is greater” had
become very acute in the church. The teaching of the pericope is that “pef-
Cov” is the one who performs the very humble work of a servant to the
service of the church. This is also the meaning of the conversation between
Jesus and Peter; the latler has to accept his feet ] be washed by Jesus, and in
this case is plifying a ical principle. Peter’s
original reluctance to I A by Jesus and his final
wholehearted acceptance seem rather to prefigure his denial of Jesus and his
restoration to the leadership of the Church. The fact that Peter, as a leading
figure in the apostolic group, asked very crucial questions does not diminish
his leading role. The same is true with the question in the Farewell
Discourse: “Lord, where are you going?”. To this question Jesus replied that
Peter would find out where he is going and later follow him in his death; as
for the present He predicted that Peter would shortly deny Him three times.

Because of the leading role of Peter within the apostolic group one does
not wonder about these initiatives of Peter. What one is wondering about is
the silence of the beloved disciple, who in a mysterious way seems by
staying lonely to understand things better. Only for the detection of some
information he takes the liberty to ask the Lord directly and this as being
“the beloved disciple”. And something we must not forget: the “beloved
disciple” is considered himself responsible for having given to the church
all this information about himself. Certainly, there are other interpretations
as well.

During the following scene of the disclosure of the traitor (chap. 13),
Peter does not dare to ask Jesus directly who the traitor is. One cannot
understand why; but anyhow he asks for the mediation of the beloved
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disciple, who was reclining next to Jesus on his bosom and was considered
as an expert in all matters concerning Judas. To him alone does Jesus
unmask the traitor! We are not told but it seems rather evident that the
beloved disciple confided the secret to Peter; the other disciples did not
understand what exactly had happened when Judas left the table.

What we cannot miss even in this context is that the beloved disciple
never takes the initiative to openly talk about something for himself and his
fellow-disciples, though of course the whole gospel is due to his
perspicacity. After all, he is the only one with such a familiarity with Jesus
as to dare ask him questions like “who is the traitor”, a familiarity that Peter
does not have.

What do the editors of the Fourth Gospel mean to prove by all these? Do
they want to say that Peter may be whatever he is, John however has access
to teachings and traditions about Jesus that Peter did not have?

This impression is reinforced in the Passion narrative of the Fourth
Gospel. The whole early Christian tradition knows that Peter denied his
master at the court of the High Priest. In all four gospels this seems to
happen in realization of Jesus’ prophecy about Peter, in the sense that this
leading figure of the church has to pass through this humiliating experience.
This is true for the Synoptic as well as for the Johannine tradition. There are
however in John's tradition certain incidents during the Passion events,
where the disciples Peter and John are somehow compared in the effort to
prove John superior to Peter. Well, Peter’s denial in the court of the High
Priest as well as his repentance are known from the Gospel narrative. What
seems a little strange is that the Gospel of John presents John as a friend of
the High Priest. John, the beloved disciple, can enter the court and follow the
procedure, and also introduce Peter in the court as well. And the most
strange thing. The question of the young servant “Are you not one of this
fellow’s disciples” indicates that those asking this question found it very
natural to find some of the disciples of Jesus in the court, like John for
instance. The refusal of Peter to acknowledge his discipleship in the same
surroundings in which John, the other disciple, stood, renders Peter’s denial
even worse. One however cannot help observing that the Evangelist does not
say what he himself did in the court of the High Priest; he was again just a
spectator and witness to what was happening?

After his denial Peter disappears from the sequence of the story. The
beloved disciple however follows Jesus up to the end; he alone, contrary to
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the Synoptic presentation of events, stands under the cross of Jesus. In the
Fourth Gospel Jesus from the cross entrusts his mother to John. He was next
to the cross of the Master when he died, consoling his mother. Even during
the death of the Lord the beloved disciple stands there next to him. He
witnesses the piercing of his side by the soldier and the reality of his death.
It seems that his disciples needed very much this testimony about Jesus'
death.

The situation is no better in 20,1-9. Here we have the visits of the two
Apostles, Peter and John, to the grave of Jesus after it was found empty by
Mary Magdalene. The strange detailed narrative about who arrived first at
the grave and who entered it first was neither accidental nor insignificant.
The narrative emphasizes the church tradition that Peter was first to enter
the grave of Jesus and find it empty. The first, however, who arrived at the
grave, the first who witnessed its emptiness and believed in the resurrection
of Christ was John, the beloved disciple: “xoi eidev ko éniotevoev”. How
contrary this tradition is to the Synoptic one, there is no need to say. And
another strange thing: Among the appearances of the risen Lord there is no
church tradition about a private appearance of Jesus to the beloved disciple.
Verses 20,1-9 do not make such an appearance unnecessary, because it was
only John who first among Jesus’ disciples and followers believed in
Christ’s resurrection on the basis of the empty tomb and his heart was
illuminated. The word is here certainly about belief to the resurrection of
Jesus, not about appearances of the risen Lord. In the Fourth Gospel the first
appearance is not to Peter, as it is in the more ancient and credible church
tradition (A’ Corinthians 15,5), but to Mary Magdalene.

It is evident that one cannot accept both traditions by harmonizing
elements in both of them. There are several other differences between the
passion and the resurrection stories in the Synoptic and the Johannine
narratives, so that even the references to the subject Peter and John have to
be related not to the history of Jesus but to relations and disputes between
various Christian communities, which for different matters used the two
apostles as an authoritative symbol.

In chapter 21 we have an Appendix to a new edition of the Fourth Gospel.
There are two cases in which we find Peter and John together and compared
with each other in this chapter. The gospel regularly reaches its end in 20,30-
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31. In chapter 21 we have certainly a third appearance of the risen Lord to a
number of the disciples. Strange is the way in which 21 is tied up to the
forgoing narrative after the end of the Gospel just in order to give us one
more appearance of the risen Lord to the disciples after the two preceding
ones in chap. 20. By a simple comparison of the appearances in chap. 20 to
the one in chap. 21, one easily finds out glaring differences. In chap. 21 the
appearance of Jesus forms only the scenery for something else, and this has
to do with Peter and the beloved disciple. In chap. 21 the risen Lord is not
appearing to the disciples in order to ascertain and strengthen their belief in
his resurrection, as it happens with the appearances in chap. 20, but mainly
for the arrangement of matters pertaining to Peter and the beloved disciple.
It is for this reason we can say that chap. 21 was mainly written for
confronting problems in the church concerning the subject “Peter and John”.
Certainly one text relates to an appearance of Jesus to certain disciples in
Galilee this t:me; reference is also made to a fishing enterprise which was a
complete failure until at the command of the appeared Lord they had a
wonderful catch of fish by throwing the net on the right side of the boat. But
all these are features of minor importance belonging rather to the scenery;
the main targets of the chapter are a) the relation of Peter to Jesus after his
denial and b) the problem why Peter finished his life on the cross like his
Master, while John lived a very long life, so long that certain people had
believed that he would be alive at the Second Coming of the Lord. The
above two subjects are dealt not in a systematic way in order to give
objective information about what actually happened: they are rather
interwoven in the Appendix to the Gospel with traditions used by the
disciples of John the Apostle in such a way as to defend the Johannine
Gospel tradition to the differing one of the Synoptics which appealed to the
authority of Peter.

The narrative about the wonderful fishing (21,1-14) has to do not with the
group of the fishing Apostles, but mainly with the two great Apostles and
the risen Lord on the shore. John even now first recognized who was the one
standing on the shore. After the failure during the whole night, the
wonderful fishing-catch comes at Peter’s urgency to reach Jesus first, before
his comrades draw the fishing boat to the shore, all these events are
immediately connected with Peter having a problem with Jesus. And this
problem is dealt with in 21,15 f.

The situation is not very clear, as various traditions and various
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ecclesiastical motives are getting mixed up in this part of the Appendix of
the Fourth Gospel. The language has such a thickness and allusiveness, that,
though vss 21,1-14 are evidently related to those 15-23 and we can be sure
about this relation, we cannot comprehend each item fully. This is the main
reason of the variety of the interpretations we meet in the patristic as well as
in the modern explanatory approaches of the passage. In this paper we are
not to plunge into a detailed exegesis. We can only be quite sure of the
connection between vss 1-14 and 15-23. And it is only this connection of the
two parts of the chapter that we want to bring by this paper to discussion.
We believe that the Fourth Gospel elaborates here various traditions: one
of them was an appearance of Jesus to a number of disciples in Galilee. The
Redactor elaborates this narrative and combines it with another tradition
about the appearance of the Risen One to Peter. According to church
tradition this appearance to Peter was the first in the series of appearances of
Jesus (A" Corinth. 15,5 £.), but here in the Appendix of the Fourth Gospel is
combined with the third appearance of Jesus to his disciples. Naturally this
appearance to Peter refers to his denial of Jesus, to his repentance and to his
leading role in the Church being settled. Even Peter’s death by crucifixion,
in the footsteps of Jesus, is prophesied by the risen Lord. Well, we all
understand even from the Johannine tradition the fervent, enthusiastic,
courageous temperament of Peter; we are led to understand certain of his
weaknesses and mistakes. We cry and become sympathetic with him for his
denial of Jesus during his trial, after so passionate promises he had given to
his Lord for devotion and sacrifice. It is very natural, one would expect a
word about this matter during the first appearance of Jesus to the disciples
recorded in the Gospels. It is reasonable to gather that this unsettled matter
came into order with the well established Pauline tradition that Jesus after
having risen appeared first to Peter. Certain echoes of this incident we seem
to have in the Johannine Appendix of chap. 21. We can say we should expect
after the end of the Fourth Gospel in 20,30, in a quite long Appendix, neither
a happy nor an otherwise settlement of Peter’s pending accounts with Jesus.
And besides, not to have repeated once again the superior theological
perspicacity of John in comparison to Peter (21,7) but a kind of defence for
John because of having not had a martyr’s death like Peter. The whole
Johannine text ends by teaching us that it was the will of Jesus for Peter to
have a martyr’s death and for John to live a long natural life, so as to make
some people think that the Second Coming of Jesus would find him alive.
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Peter should not care what would happen with John. There does not seem to
have been a matter of succession of Peter by John after the former’s death.
Each one should follow the plan Jesus had foreordained for them. As we
undoubtedly have a comparison between Peter and John throughout the
Fourth Gospel, we cannot escape to understand the whole passage of the
Appendix in this sense. This church problem that gave birth to the
comparison of the two Apostles seems that at the time the Appendix was
edited with the whole Gospel in a new edition had been aggravated. Chap.
21 however does not represent in the comparison of the two great men a
different tradition than the rest of the Gospel.

Like in the passage 1-14, the language in vss 15-23 is equally enigmatic
and ambivalent. In the history of exegesis, the ancient as well as the recent,
of this pericope real difficulties of the text led to contrary explanations. On
very decisive points there are exegetes who think that the text is expressed
in great favour of Peter, whereas others find only a disfavor. How can we
reach a sati 'y ion of this 2 It seems very difficult
to do so. What we propose here for discussion is the following: John is the
“beloved disciple”; that we must not forget. In this sense John is presented
throughout his Gospel with a particularly deeper understanding of Jesus, an
understanding used even by Peter. Certainly John in his text is not
demanding a kind of -so to say- administrative leadership in the Church,
which however he did have as we know from the Pauline letter to the
Galatians, along with Peter and James. However the theological speculative
style of this text from the beginning to the end as well as its differences from
the Synoptic tradition, make us understand that John’s disciples, in the
confrontation of the Synoptic tradition, grounded on the authority of Peter’s
kerygma, would try to defend not only the legitimacy, but in certain
respects, the superiority of their master’s theological intuition.

1 think that this defence of the legitimacy of the Johannine tradition to be
different from the Synoptic was not carried through very successfully,
particularly in the last chapters of the Fourth Gospel and in the Appendix.
Certainly John nowhere pretends expressis verbis a theological primacy or
anywhere denies the vigorous and leading personality of Peter among the
Twelve. To these Twelve is probably as a theologian the first to give a
deeper theological understanding. Where our problem comes up? Probably
it derives from the reworking and elaboration of certain traditions of the
Fourth Gospel by its Redactor, who is the writer of the edition of the Gospel
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with the Appendix. My impression is that this man became too apologetic
for a certain group. Today we are quite able to appreciate the pastoral
problems he was facing among the faithful of his surroundings. We believe
that without aiming to be unjust to Peter he finally proved unjust to him. He
probably became too apologetic of the Johannine theological idiom of a
group of Johannine disciples. The way the Redactor reworked certain
traditions in order to answer a pastoral problem finally led him to defend ex
silentio the superiority of the theological and historical picture of Jesus
delineated by John. He preserves his respect for Peter while excelling the
heological i and of John the i

The case of Paul in his dispute with the apostolic pillars in Jerusalem
presents an interesting parallel.
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