clickbible.org

Acts - Commentaries by William Kelly

Exposition of the Acts of the Apostles, Acts 9:36-43 (9:36-43)

Another circumstance of like kind at a different place gave occasion for the power of God to display itself by Peter still more wonderfully.

“Now, in Joppa there was a certain disciple named Tabitha, which, being interpreted is called Dorcas (Gazelle). She was full of good works and
alms-deeds which she did. And it came to pass in those days that she fell sick and died: and, having washed, they laid her in an lupper room.
And as Lydda was near to Joppa, the disciples hearing that Peter was there sent two men unto him, beseeching, Delay2 not to come on to us.
And Peter rose up and went unto them; whom, on his arrival, they brought up into the upper room; and all the widows stood by him weeping
and showing the coats and cloaks which Dorcas used to make while she was with them. But Peter, putting them all forth and kneeling down,
prayed; and, turning onto the body, he said, Tabitha, arise. And she opened her eyes: and, seeing Peter, she sat up. And, giving her a hand,
he raised her up, and, calling the saints and the widows, he presented her alive. And it became known throughout the whole of Joppa, and
many believed on the Lord; and it came to pass that he remained many days in Joppa with one Simon a tanner” (ver. 36-43).

Will it be believed that a professed and not unlearned translator of the New Testament dared thus to render the opening verse, “Moreover,
there was among the disciples at Joppa a woman named Tabitha, who was always doing good works and giving alms”? | cite from Gilbert
Wakefield's second edition, ii. 27, though | cannot say (not having its predecessor) whether this is one of its alleged “improvements” or a
mere reproduction of the first. It is the note (375) which is so offensive— “I have left out the impertinent explanation in this verse, because,
even if no interpolation, it must be either ridiculous or unintelligible in a translation.” It is the more shameless from one who allows himself no
such audacity in his rendering, as among many like passages, of John 1:39, 42, 43, with all three of which he deals fairly. Now what is the fact
in our case? It is the true Aramaic form of that time and country: so Gamaliel's maid was called; and Josephus (B. J. iv. iii. 5) gives as Luke
does the same corresponding Greek same to the mother of a certain truculent John, as the English reader can see in Dr. Train's Tr. ii. 64. The
Hebrew word that answers to it means “beauty,” but it is commonly used of a “gazelle,” “hart,” or “roe,” as in Deut.; 2 Samuel; Song of
Solomon. So in our own tongue men and woman are called Buck, Doe, Roe, Stag, &c. In Lucret. iv. it occurs only as a term of endearment.
Where is the “impertinence” of such an explanation? Only in the empty, presumptuous, and profane mind of Mr. Wakefield. | take the trouble
of refuting it, as a caution to the misinformed not to be imposed on by the unconscious impiety of such as believe not the inspired character
of Holy Writ. Whenever they assail that word, it would be easy to expose their self-sufficient folly.

Tabitha, or Dorcas, then, is described as a disciple at Joppa, who was a doer of the word and not a hearer only; for her pure and undefiled
service before her God and Father was to remember the widows in their affliction, keeping herself unspotted from the world. She was as full
of good works and alms-deeds as of faith. Now in those days she sickened and died. Now if washed in the usual way, she was laid in an upper
room, a suitable place to await the arrival of the apostle. For it seems not obscurely implied that the disciples looked for more than
consolation, in sending messengers for the apostle just at that moment and admitting of no delay;3 as he on his part promptly met their
entreaty. As usual the scene is livingly before us, though it is with Peter for the central figure, not Paul of whom Luke was the cherished
companion. But what mattered this or that if the Spirit inspired him to give us the truth to Christ's praise? He certainly had it all before Him as
it was, though Luke was not there: and no jealousy for his leader tarnished one word of his narrative. There they were in the upper chamber;
and all the widows stood by Peter, not in tears only but displaying the work of Dorcas' loving hands, the clothes inner and outer which she
used to make while she was with them.

But Peter had not come for condolence only nor chiefly, but for the glory of God that Jesus the Son of God might be glorified in her who was
gone. So, putting them all out and kneeling down, he prayed. He sought not to display the great work about to be done; he sought the Lord
only, and with that grave reverence which became one who walked in presence of the Unseen who alone could avail. Here again how vividly
graphic is the recital! yet no eye of man was on Peter and the body of the disciple. He who wrought in power through one servant has told us
it through another. Some of old in east and west and south have ventured to add “In the name of [our Lord] Jesus Christ."4 If they meant
honor, they were guilty of a heinous wrong. “Add thou not unto His words.” The inspiring Spirit has given us the truth perfectly. Enough to
know that Peter knelt down and prayed, and turning to the body said, Tabitha, arise. Spoil not the word of God, O man, unworthy of the name
of a believer, unworthy of the task of a translator, or of an expositor, by thy unallowed glosses. His prayer proved to whom he looked and on
whom he leaned; but we may not take from His words in chap. 3:6, nor add to them in 9:40, nor assimilate either one or other to ix. 34. Let us
be assured that each is as God wrote it, and therefore as each should be: our place is to receive humbly, believe confidingly, and enjoy to the
uttermost.

The power of the Lord was there, according to His servant's prayer, not to heal as before, but to raise the dead. “And she opened her eyes,
and, seeing Peter, sat up. And, giving her a hand, he raised her up; and calling the saints [who had the deepest and least interested feelings]
and the widows, he presented her alive. And it became known to the whole of Joppa.”

Yet it is to be remarked that the moral or spiritual effect is not to be measured by the comparative character or measure of the power
displayed. When the paralyzed AEneas was healed, all who inhabited Lydda turned to the Lord; when the far greater wonder was wrought of
raising up the deceased Dorcas in Joppa, no such wide or large effect followed, but “many believed on the Lord “: a blessed result for these
souls, and to His glory assuredly, but, as far as we may gather from Scripture, by no means so comprehensive now as then. After all it is the
word which is the true and right means of conversion to Him, whatever may be the means used to draw attention to His word. For His grace is
sovereign, and refuses the plausible reasoning of men.
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There, is another word which the Spirit adds at the close, and not without its importance. “And it came to pass that he remained many days
in Joppa with one Simon a tanner.” The veil drops over the recollections of Dorcas if she had any about her recent experience, as in the case
of Lazarus and all others raised from the dead. But of the great apostle of the circumcision, through whom pseudo-apostles claimed
succession over the uncircumcision as well as a monarch's patrimony, we are told that he staid a good many days in Joppa at the house of a
certain tanner who bore his own name of Simon. Has this no voice to those who easily believe that they too stand “first” in the church of God
in our day? No true apostle according to Scripture ever sought, ever possessed, wealth or rank in virtue of his office. Alas! it is not only power
that is departed, but, what is far more serious, the spirit of obedience and the simplicity of faith, which last invests the least thing on earth,
which Christ gives or sanctions, with the halo of heaven.

Exposition of the Acts of the Apostles, Acts 9:32-35 (9:32-35)

Having given us the peaceful and prosperous condition of the church throughout Palestine, the Spirit of God now turns to speak of Peter. He
that wrought effectually in him, the great apostle of the circumcision, had just shown us the mighty vessel of His grace called to do work
among the Gentiles. But Saul of Tarsus is dropped for the present and we have the familiar figure of Peter brought before us, not in
Jerusalem, nor yet in Samaria as once with John, but alone on a visitation of Judaea. If there was peace for the church, there was no less
power than at the first in him who was behind none since Pentecost.

“Now it came to pass that Peter going through all [parts] came down also to the saints inhabiting Lydda. And there he found a certain man
named AEneas, for eight years lying on a couch, who was paralyzed. And Peter said to him, AEneas, Jesus [the]l Christ healeth thee: arise up
and make thy couch. And immediately he rose up. And all that inhabited Lydda and the2 Sharon saw him, who also turned to the Lord” (ver.
32-35).

Grace thus used the apostle, not merely for the edification of the saints, but for winning fresh souls to God. Lydda or Lod was at this time a
considerable town—as Joseph—us informs us, not behind a city in size. And there God wrought a miracle, to arrest unbelievers, in the person
of AEneas. It does not appear that he was a believer, being described as “a certain man.” Indeed, as the rule, believers were not objects of
miraculous power, however often they may have been its instruments. Timothy is exhorted by the apostle to use ordinary means. “Be no
longer a water-drinker but use a little wine for thy stomach's sake and thine often infirmities.” Epaphroditus drew out in his sickness deep
exercises in Paul's heart; and Trophimus, the apostle left at Miletus sick, instead of healing him. The Lord has His special dealings with such:
not even an apostle would interfere. But as tongues were for a sign to unbelievers, so on such power was free to act to God's glory, and the
cure of the long-palsied. AEneas became a striking testimony to all the dwellers around.

The manner of Peter's action and his words are remarkable. “AEneas, Jesus [the] Christ healeth thee: rise up and make thy couch.” And so it
was straightway: power to help himself as well as to rise up. The power of God was exercised in a serious case of one palsied for eight years,
through the true but rejected Christ. Jehovah-Jesus was the healer of disease. It was but a testimony now. What He did on a small scale
during this present evil age is only a sample of the world or age to come. Then He will prove Himself the forgiver of all Israel's iniquities and
the healer of all their diseases, according to Psa. 103 when His kingdom ruleth over all.

Meanwhile the word of God acts; the gospel is blessed; for “all who inhabited Lydda and the Sharon saw him, who also turned to the Lord.”
Their souls were impressed, so that they gave heed to the truth and turned to the Lord. It was a real work of the Spirit of God, and not mere
astonishment at a miracle. But it had also the peculiarity of being very extensive and all-embracing! Whole communities were brought in. Nor
was it only that they professed, or were baptized: of this the Holy Spirit says nothing. All in those parts saw the paralyzed man who was on
the spot healed in the name of Jesus; and they turned to the Lord. Some who seem disposed to doubt the work of grace in “households” and
anxious to reduce it to a mere intellectual recognition of the Lord if even so much as this, might profitably consider the great work done at
Lydda, consequent on the healing of AEneas. The language here is wholly inconsistent with a sponsorial profession; it was a wide but real
action of divine grace, the external sign which no doubt followed as a conferred privilege, being not even named.

It may be added that Kuhnol has as utterly failed in the grammar as in the exegesis, when he would have this last passage to mean merely
that all the Christians (i.e. all those who had turned to the Lord) saw AEneas restored to health. For though the aorist may occasionally bear
or require a pluperfect force in English, in the sentence before us such a rendering is not only uncalled for but destroys the power and dignity
of the narrative; whereas the ordinary meaning in the simplest way maintains all that could be desired, crowning the miracle wrought, with a
worthy and blessed spiritual result, instead of a close so frigid and feeble as to sink below not scripture only but any writing whatever.
Grammatically too the indef. relative is just the word proper to introduce the statement of a moral nature or character.

But it may interest some to know that Lydda in the New Testament is no other than the Lod of 1 Chron. 8:12; Ezra 2:33: Neh. 7:37; 11:35,
called Ludd or Lidi to this day, scarcely so “miserable a village” as Messrs. Webster and Wilkinson think, if we are to credit the popular report
of Dr. Thomson, who represents it as a flourishing community of two thousand persons, evidently thriving and industrious, embosomed in
noble orchards of olive, fig, pomegranate mulberry, sycamore and other trees, and surrounded every way by a fertile neighborhood. One,
Hadid, and Neballat, of old associated with Lod, have still their representatives distinctly enough under their modern disguise.

Further, though Calvin lays it down confidently that the Sharon (or Assaron,3 as he calls it) was a city hard by, and slights Jerome's thought
that thereby is meant the plain lying between Caesarea and Joppa, there is no good reason to doubt that the early translator is right, not the
reformer. And the minute accuracy of the Greek text affords a striking evidence to the reader in the article prefixed to “Sharon,” not to
Lydda. So invariably is it in the Hebrew, where the same district is referred to (1 Chron. 27:29; Cant. ii. 1; Isa. 33:9; 35:2; 65:10); whereas the
article is dropt where the same name is applied to a different locality on the other side of Jordan and not improbably a town of the Gadites.
“The Sharon” lay north of another district, “the Sephelah,” which in our Version has fared worse than “the Sharon” in having been quite
stripped of its character as a proper name and reduced to “the vale,” &c.



Here then it was that the energy of the Spirit was pleased to win glory to the Lord Jesus and to bless souls by Peter, at the very time when
sovereign grace was preparing another and yet more favored servant of Christ, not only to proclaim the gospel in the whole creation, but to
complete the word of God, the mystery that had been hid from ages and from generations. Yet another and greater exertion of divine power
was soon to follow, and a more distinct testimony of grace to the Gentiles through Peter himself, as we shall see in the immediate sequel and
according to a wisdom that never failed. But one may not anticipate more at this time. Grace would ere long work more profoundly as well as
indiscriminately; the heavenly side of the gospel must shine out more distinctly and suitably to Him who sits, the glorified Man, at the right
hand of God. But it was from no lack of zealous testimony on Peter's part; nor was it that power from above failed in his ministry to put honor
on the name of Jesus, or to shed blessing on the souls that believed. But all the divine counsels must be duly revealed as well as
accomplished in their season; and God has His fitting ways no less than His counsels. And we do well to take heed to His word which reveals
all this and more, that we may be completely furnished to every good work.

Exposition of the Acts of the Apostles, Acts 9:28-31 (9:28-31)

Adequate testimony then to the call of divine grace is the true ground of reception: and the peculiar antecedents of Saul brought it out in

high relief. There are very different circumstances now where the world in these lands calls itself Christian. But the principle abides, though
profession in an easy-going estate, where corruptions (moral, ecclesiastical, and doctrinal) abound, is as far as possible from calling on the
name of the Lord in the face of opposed nature and persecution private or public. It is of the deepest moment that all for each soul should
turn on that Name, the only passport which ought to be demanded as thus directly magnifying Him, the best of all safeguards against the
world, the flesh, and the devil; for His name is the death-knell of all evil, whatever its varying form. To that Name the highest of earth must
bow and be indebted for recognition where every tongue confesses Him Lord to the glory of God the Father; but the same Name introduces
the most down-trodden slave into the fullness of grace now with living hope of heavenly and everlasting glory. And though His name solemnly
summons every one that names it, to stand aloof from unrighteousness, against none here and at once does it threaten such scathing
judgment as when men (no matter what their fame, credit, or pretensions) bring not the doctrine of Christ.

But the assembly, profoundly engaged to care for the common interests of that Name, looks for trustworthy testimony as to each soul that
names it. This gives the fullest scope to faith and love in the saints already within, who, seeking the glory of the Lord in those that confess
Him, are according to their measure reliable witnesses, whether for receiving a Saul of Tarsus, or for rejecting a Simon Magus. For if all have
communion as saints in what is done, and are free, yea bound, to satisfy themselves, the evidence on which they judge practically rests with
such as, enjoying the confidence of all, have love enough to ascertain the truth. The church acts on witnesses it believes. So it is shown in the
striking instance before us, that we might be guided aright in our own duty, even where the outward features are as unlike as possible. But,
the church being a divine institution, and not a mere voluntary society even of saints, there is a holy and wise principle which governs, or at
least it ought, and will if done rightly, bringing out the Lord's glory, as in Saul's case. Active love, animated by a single eye to Christ, will see
clearly and judge aright.

“And he was with them going in and going out at 1 Jerusalem,2 preaching boldly in the name of the Lord3; and he was speaking and
discussing with the Hellenists4; but they had in hand to kill him. And when the brethren knew, they brought him down to Caesarea, and sent
him off unto Tarsus” (ver. 2830).

Liberty was thus enjoyed whether for fellowship or for testimony. It is indeed essential to Christianity and in contrast with the law which
genders bondage. “Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty;” or as He Himself testified, “I am the door; by Me if any one enter in, he
shall be saved, and shall go in and shall go out, and shall find pasture.” Salvation, liberty, and food are assured by His grace: and so Saul was
proving at this time even in Jerusalem. What could be sweeter than to taste it for his soul, where tradition had so lately blinded his eyes, and
zeal for the law led him to persecute the way of divine grace unto death, binding and delivering into prison both men and women?

But there was more than this, bold utterance in the name of the Lord, which well becomes the object of grace. If “this day is a day of good
tidings,” and assuredly it is beyond all that ever dawned, how hold our peace? Not so did the four leprous men, when famine pressed the city
of Samaria, and they found the deserted camp of the Syrians fall of every good thing for those that were otherwise perishing with hunger.
And who in Jerusalem more than Saul, its late emissary of bonds or death for all that called on the name of the Lord, could with godly
assurance proclaim His name by faith in it to strengthen the weak and release the captives, to give life to the dead and liberty to the
oppressed, or (as he said in a later day) to open their eyes, that they might tarn from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God,
receiving remission of sins and inheritance among those that are sanctified by faith in Christ? For free and bold testimony in His name is the
fruit of His grace, no less than liberty for one's own soul; and in this order too. We need to be set free from every hindrance and weight and
doubt and question, we need the liberty wherewith Christ sets free, before the mouth can open boldly to make known His grace and glory to
others. It is not to angels that God subjected the habitable earth to come but to Christ who will give His saints to reign with Him. It is not to
angels that He gives the gospel commission but to His servants who were once children of wrath even as others. How soon even Christians
forgot His ways and returned to the yoke of bondage, and to fleshly successional order, the rudiments of the world, which played their fatal
parts in crucifying the Lord, now to find themselves, if God be believed, set aside and condemned to death in His cross!

But Saul, as he lets us know, when called by grace to have God's Son revealed in him that he might preach Him among the Gentiles,
immediately conferred not with flesh and blood, but went into Arabia and returned again to Damascus. Even when he did go up to Jerusalem,
it was “to see (or visit) Peter,” not to take holy orders, any more than to go through a theological curriculum, for “he abode with him fifteen
days,” seeing none other of the apostles save James the Lord's brother. And on this he speaks with impressive urgency, as a matter of the
deepest moment for God's glory that the truth of his independent mission should be established forever and beyond question, bound up as it
is with the gospel revealed by him in a fullness and height beyond all others. In Jerusalem too we see his full liberty and his bold testimony to
the Lord's name. All was ordered that the truth of the gospel might continue with the Gentiles; but with the Jews also he maintains the same
principle and conduct. Alas! it was ill appreciated. For on the one hand, the Gentiles have not continued in God's goodness but throughout
Christendom have turned back like a dog to its own vomit; judaizing so egregiously as to give people the impression that the gospel is a sort



of half-improved, half-mitigated, law, instead of being the perfect expression of God's grace in justifying ungodly sinners by the faith of Christ
in virtue of His death and resurrection. On the other hand, when he turned to the Hellenists, or Greek-speaking Jews, with the loving zeal of
one of themselves to impart the truth which had set himself free, seeking not theirs but them, they betrayed how little those are subject to
God's law who despise and refuse His gospel, for they went about to kill him They were but Abraham's seed, not his children (John 8): if they
had been his children, they would have done the works of Abraham. They had really the devil for their father, a murderer and a liar from the
beginning; and his works they did.

It is needless to dwell on the error whether of old MS. or of ancient version, which makes the apostle speak and dispute at this early day with
the “Greeks” in Jerusalem. In fact it was with the same class which furnished “the seven” who had been set over the daily ministration; of
whom Stephen and Philip had been so highly honored also in the word. Saul was drawn out the more toward them, as being himself a
Hellenist, and one who had not only consented to Stephen's death, but had been the prime and most energetic leader in the persecution that
followed. Now he himself is exposed to their deadly hatred; “and when the brethren knew, they brought him down to Caesarea, and sent him
off to Tarsus.” It seems clear that this was not C. Philippi, but rather the seat of the Roman governor, whence he readily went by sea. Nor is
Gal. 1:21 any real difficulty; for it only intimates that he then came to the regions of Syria and Cilicia, which was easy by ship; and the
following verse intimates that he was still unknown by face to the churches of Judea which were in Christ.

“The assembly5 then, throughout the whole of Judea and Galilee and Samaria, had6 peace, being edified7; and walking8 in the fear of the
Lord9 and the comfort of the Holy Spirit, was multiplied” 10(ver. 31).

There seems no good ground to make this verse the concluding sentence of the paragraph, as the state of the church throughout these
districts is not meant to be connected with Saul one way or another, It is rather, while attending to their past trial, an introduction to the
account of Peter's visit which immediately succeeds, and it can thereon well stand by itself.

NOTE.

A reformer who seemingly never saw the unity of the assembly in a city &c. (the uniform fact observable in God's word, and the habitual
practice of all saints who really in faith hold the assembly to be one) has availed himself of the better reading in this verse to defend what is
indefensible. What ground does he take then? Scouting any such unity of action in a city, he upholds the independent action of a single
meeting, when avowedly acting for itself, and expressly not pretending to bind others at the time. The statement is as far from fact as the
deduction from the critical reading is illegitimate and valueless. For it was perfectly open for any meeting if it had a positive duty, and
absence of previous bias which must destroy confidence, to propose what it, after careful examination before God, judged to be due to truth
and righteousness among all the saints gathered to the Lord's name in the city. Had this been done in godly order about a matter of
fundamental moment and their special duty, it would have fairly and holily tested all in unity and left those who were assured that the course
proposed was of God to decide together as one, such as could not in conscience join in it going without and being declared so after loving
remonstrance. But those meeting at Nymphas (Col. 4:15) were not entitled, if we bow to the word, to bind all the gathered saints in Laodicea.
The assembly of Laodiceans, (ver. 16) must join in the decision of the Lord to give it validity everywhere. It is to the assembly in a place that
He attaches His promise. It the matter in question were in no way of deep and urgent importance, to press it when it was known that very
many godly men differed could only spring from the desire for division; for seasonable and satisfactory measure short of this could readily
have been taken, had the honest wish prevailed to heal rather than divide. Had there been a momentous question demanding its solution in
proper sphere and after a scriptural fashion, “without partiality and without hypocrisy,” why avoid or abandon the due proposal to all? Be it
known that as a fact all were then together, and there was no break up whatever, till afterward through the attempt, to force on all, similar
independency, or the acceptance of what was only a single meeting's decision for itself in a city where were many others. If will and haste
and influence had not misguided, there was nothing to hinder the only order ever allowed to be divine, united action among all the saints in a
city gathered to Christ's name. Beyond controversy united action in the city was being carried out at that very moment about every other
assembly matter, why was it not dune about that on which hung issues so serious for the Lord's name, so heart-breaking for all the gathered
saints on earth? Let those who believe that order to be of God, and would have a good conscience, search and see why them only they
departed from it. The defense of the departure from truth and even common consistency comes naturally, but from one who abjures the
unity, which nevertheless governs what in his present position he must own and does walk with now as before. One is thankful to add that
such special pleading does not satisfy but repel and pain intelligent brethren, even those whose practical independency it seeks to support.
Our reformer sees that on these principles they are involved in “invincible contradiction.” | admire more those who condemn themselves
rather than give up the truth; yet, how can they go on as they are? Nor is this all. For notoriously they did try over and over what was already
tried and decided elsewhere. And it is quite true that there is “no unity within.” Never was there grosser confusion, never mere shameless
trampling on divine principle. For both a single meeting decided for itself only; and many of the others tried the case over again, both in town
and in country. For those who did so, for all going with it, was it not the destruction of practical unity? Unquestionably in my judgment.

Is it not a strange, not to say disgraceful thing, in a time of crisis like the present, to find laborers in France, Germany, Holland, Switzerland,
and America, yea, in Great Britain, asserting this notion of the competency of one meeting in a city to decide for all, so as to destroy common
action as a constant duty there? Yet all the while these brethren abide in fellowship with what they in heart reject as a mere tradition, while
the more trusted chiefs and the mass of saints accept it as of God. It would seem more upright for such innovators to retire, neither
demoralizing their own consciences nor destroying united testimony in the truth which recent circumstances have shown to be so important.
They are in this really at one with Loose-Brethrenism, their natural home. To denounce what they are actually walking with is not to the honor
of the Lord, of their brethren, or of themselves. And why was it put to, yea, forced on, the assemblies as the general rule all over the land,
and here and there over the earth? No doubt it was “a false step” in total opposition to all our usual practice and all that Scripture attests.
Every unbiased man of spiritual or even honest judgment must allow that the beat and exigency of forming a party can alone account for this
and other errors, especially the demand that “individuals” even should accept what is thus really made a test. It is in vain to say that the
foundation of the church was in danger. It was the pettiest sectarianism, as ever, more jealous of its own will and honor than of Christ's glory.
Even Popery would scarcely descend so low as to scatter confusion everywhere for a local breach where the doctrine of Christ was not
concerned but at most discipline. Every cue acquainted with facts and adhering to unity, as we have all professed and practiced, must allow
that a decision avowedly of a single meeting, and not even proposed for the acceptance of the rest of the gathered saints in the same city, is
ecclesiastically false; and that the word and Spirit of God call for its rejection, not its acceptance.



But the critical reading entirely falls in with other scriptural truths. Had it been “the assembly in [¢v] Judea and Galilee and Samaria,” there
would be some appearance of a dilemma; and the adversaries of unity might urge that consistency demands a central meeting for the saints
therein to have joint action. But as it is, there is no shadow of a plea for a result so absurd. The right reading does not touch and therefore
cannot weaken all the saints in a city taking common action as God's assembly in that place. The assembly throughout [kata] the whole of
Judaea &c. definitely by the preposition points to a wholly different fact which has nothing to do with the assembly in a city and its
responsible unity. We are simply told here of the peace and progress of the church all over these districts. No scholar ought to confound
phraseology so palpably distinct; no believer intelligent in the word could mistake the different truths conveyed, or dare to employ one to
neutralize another. “The church” is often introduced in the most general form without any preposition either to restrict or generalize; what
would be thought of the argument from an unrestricted phrase that consistency would demand a central meeting for all the gathered saints
on earth? It is not really sounder logic so to reason from the verse in question. Nobody believes that Scripture calls for united action beyond
(at the most) the limits of a city. It attaches strictly to the assembly in a place: the mere English reader if he adhere to scripture, even if
ignorant of one word of Greek, ought to have been preserved from this strange confusion, and real fighting against the truth, as well as
obvious antagonism to the prevalent order of his own party. For the Authorized and Revised Versions agree in giving “throughout,” as the
true force of the preposition here peculiarly employed; and so all exact translations. But even if any were so loose as to say “in,” nho man of
sound mind and adequate learning could attach the least importance to it as bearing on working local unity, which is implied in the
preposition iv as used in this connection.

It has elsewhere been simply shown that the effort to limit “gathered together into one place” into four walls or a circular building is mere
inattention to scriptural usage, which perfectly admits of all the gathered saints meeting here and there in a city: the sole foundation for the
unbelieving slur that in that case the assembly never assembles, and practically never exists.

Exposition of the Acts of the Apostles, Acts 9:23-27 (9:23-27)

So sudden, surprising, and profound, a conversion as that of Saul (by nature, character, attainments, and position the most zealous of Jewish
adversaries), could not but make the deepest impression on all observers, especially of the circumcision. How confirmatory to the disciples at
Damascus! How impressive in the synagogues to hear him proclaim Jesus as the Son of God! How suited to confound those who denied Jesus
to be the Christ! God's grace displayed in it was such as to amaze all that heard. The very opposition of the restless enemy was for the
moment paralyzed.

“And when many days were fulfilled, the Jews consulted together to kill him; but their plot became known to Saul. And they were watching
the gates alsol day and night that they might kill him; but the2 disciples took him by night and let him down through the wall, lowering him
in a basket.

And when he arrived at Jerusalem, he essayed to join himself to the disciples; and all were afraid of him, not believing that he was a disciple.
But Barnabas took and brought him unto the apostles, and declared to them how he saw the Lord in the way and that He spoke to him, and
how in Damascus he preached boldly in the name of Jesus” (ver. 23-27).

The Spirit of God appears to comprehend in the first verses the space of three years which the apostle spent in Arabia, a fact of great
significance as following on his conversion and used powerfully in the Epistle to the Galatians (1:17) to prove how little man, even the twelve,
had to do with it. His call was in no way from men nor through man, but through Jesus Christ and God the Father that raised Him from among
the dead; even as the gospel he preached was not according to man, nor yet did he receive it from man, nor was he taught it but by
revelation of Jesus Christ. It was expressly meant of God to be independent of Jerusalem and the twelve, but derived (call, apostolate, and
gospel he preached) immediately from the prime source of grace, truth, and authority, the risen Head, and God Himself. Thus was secured
what was all-important, not only for the Gentile saints then, and indeed thenceforward for the due intelligence of the body of Christ, but for
our special profit now, so menaced at the end of the age with the revival of the early Judaizing which opposed the full gospel at the
beginning, the heavenly as well as independent character of Paul's office and testimony.

Otherwise it seemed even more extraordinary for Saul than for Moses to go to Arabia. But as there was of old divine wisdom in the long
shelter there given to the future leader of Israel, so the break with the flesh was complete in the briefer sojourn of the apostle of the Gentiles,
where none on earth could imagine he was winning for himself a good degree either in the humanities or in divinity. Such was God's ordering
manifestly and wholly distinct from man's ways. He took no counsel with flesh and blood. He went not up to Jerusalem to those that were
apostles before him, as all would else have thought most proper if not absolutely requisite. It was de