Acts 18:14



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now.”  Then we have the genitive absolute masculine singular present active participle from the verb MELLW, which means “to be about [with the infinitive following] to do something.”


The present tense is a descriptive-historical present, which describes what was happening at that moment.


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action of being about to do something.


The participle is a temporal participle, indicating that the action of the participle is related to the action of the main verb in a temporal sense.  It is translated by the word “when.”

With this we have the genitive subject of the genitive participle from the masculine singular article and proper noun PAULOS, meaning “Paul.”  This is followed by the present active infinitive from the verb ANOIGW, which means “to open.”


The present tense is a descriptive-historical present, which presents the past action as though it were happening right now for emphasis.


The active voice indicates that Paul was about to produce the action of opening his mouth to defend himself.


The infinitive is a complementary (also called a supplementary) participle, which completes the meaning of the verb MELLW.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article, used as a personal pronoun, and noun STOMA, meaning “his mouth.”

“Now when Paul was about to open his mouth,”
 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say: said.”


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


The active voice indicates that the subject, Gallio, produced the action.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun GALLIWN, transliterated “Gallio.”  This is followed by the preposition PROS plus the accusative of direction/place from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “to the Jews.”
“Gallio said to the Jews,”

 is the conditional conjunction EI, used in a contrary to fact second-class conditional clause.
  The word EI means “if.”  With this we have the first half of a MEN…DE construction (the DE is at the beginning of the next verse), which means “on the one hand…on the other hand.”  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: it was.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes the current state of affairs without reference to its completion.


The active voice indicates that the current state of affairs produces the state of being what it is.


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

This is followed by the predicate nominative from the neuter singular noun ADIKĒMA, meaning “a wrong, crime, misdeed Acts 18:14; 24:20; Rev 18:5.”
  With this we have the nominative neuter singular adjective TIS, meaning “some; a certain.”  Then we have the coordinating conjunction Ē, meaning “or.”  This is followed by the predicate nominative from the neuter singular noun HRAIDIOURGĒMA, which means “originally the action of one who endeavors to gain some personal end through clever or tricky means.  From the sense ‘prank, knavery, roguish trick, slick deed’ it is but a short step to that of serious misdeed, crime, villainy Acts 18:14.”
  With this we have the nominative neuter singular adjective PONĒROS, meaning “morally or socially worthless: wicked, evil, bad, base, worthless, vicious, or degenerate.”
  Then we have the injection/vocative W and the nominative used as a vocative from the masculine plural adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “O Jews.”

“‘If on the one hand it were some wrong or vicious crime, O Jews,”

 is the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of reference from the masculine singular noun LOGOS, meaning literally “according to or in accordance with [this] thing, matter; statement.”  Taking the second person plural possessive genitive of the personal pronoun SU at the end of the verse with this noun, we have the literal translation “according to your statement,” which refers to what the Jews have just said in the previous verse.  Then we have the untranslatable indefinite particle AN, which is used to denote “aspect of contingency, incapable of translation by a single English word; it denotes that the action of the verb is dependent on some circumstance or condition; the effect of AN upon the meaning of its clause depends on the mood and tense/aspect of the verb with which it is used. The NT use of AN corresponds in the main to older Greek, although the rich variety of its employment is limited, as is generally the case in later Greek.  In certain constructions an aspect of certainty is indicated, suggesting the gloss would.”
  With this we have the first person singular aorist middle indicative from the verb ANECHW, which means “to accept a complaint; a legal technical term—I would have been justified in accepting your complaint Acts 18:14.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a potential fact.


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of Gallio in producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the possessive genitive from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, which modifies the noun LOGOS, which is used here as a technical legal term in a court, so that the translation “statement” becomes the legal “your complaint.” 

“I would accept your complaint;”

Acts 18:14 corrected translation
“Now when Paul was about to open his mouth, Gallio said to the Jews, ‘If on the one hand it were some wrong or vicious crime, O Jews, I would accept your complaint;”
Explanation:
1.  “Now when Paul was about to open his mouth, Gallio said to the Jews,”

a.  Paul politely waited until the proper moment in court to defend himself.  The prosecuting party addressed the court first and then the accused was permitted to speak in defense of himself.  Paul knew and understood when it was his turn to speak.


b.  And then suddenly as Paul was about to address Gallio, Gallio speaks to the assembled crowd without giving Paul a chance to speak.


c.  The interesting thing about the way they did business throughout the empire was that it was through system of spies.  Nothing happened publicly without their knowledge.  This would be especially true when Erastus, the city treasurer, became a believer in the Lord Jesus Christ.  Gallio probably already knew all about Paul and everything Paul had been teaching in the city from the time he arrived.  Paul did not teach in private, but publicly.  All Roman citizens were especially welcome to the new ‘church’ services.  No doubt Erastus probably shared his new faith in Christ with Gallio.


d.  Therefore, Gallio had the background on the case before Paul ever opened his mouth.  This is why Gallio did not need to hear Paul’s defense.  He already knew that Paul had not been committing a crime or some wrongdoing.


e.  Therefore, Gallio addresses the Jews directly because they are the problem, not Paul.  Notice he has no need to address Paul, since he already knows and believes Paul to be innocent.

2.  “‘If on the one hand it were some wrong or vicious crime, O Jews,”

a.  Gallio begins by making a conditional statement that is contrary to fact.  The fact is that Paul has not done anything wrong nor committed any type of vicious crime.  Paul is innocent of any wrongdoing or crime, and this is Gallio’s way of stating that fact.


b.  Had Paul been guilty of some wrongdoing or crime, then Gallio would certainly judge the case and establish guilt or innocence.  But based upon Paul’s activities as a Roman citizen (and by now Gallio had probably already made inquiries and determined that Paul was a Roman citizen), Paul had done nothing except what any other citizen of Rome was permitted to do—believe in whatever God/gods they chose and proclaim their belief to others.


c.  Roman citizens had always been free to believe any religious system they desired, be it Stoicism, Epicureanism, Judaism, the worship of Isis, Jupiter, Artemis, or anything else.  And this case was about religious beliefs, not criminal behavior.  Paul was not a criminal and never had been.


d.  “It is possible that the Jews deliberately made the charge ambiguous, hoping that Gallio would think Paul had offended against Roman religion.  It may also be the case that they were suggesting that Paul was preaching a new religion that was illicit, not a form of Judaism, and thus upsetting the Jewish community whom Claudius had said had a right to be allowed to practice their own religious customs in peace.  [But he had also recently driven them out of Rome, which is why Aquila and Priscilla were in Corinth,]  In either of the latter two cases, they could hope Gallio would intervene to preserve order by punishing or expelling Paul.  Neither of these wished-for outcomes happened.”

3.  “I would accept your complaint;”

a.  Gallio clearly identifies the Jews as the ones complaining.  Their real complaint is what Paul is teaching—that Jesus is the Messiah.  But they try to conceal this complaint with the complaint that Paul is violating Roman law by introducing a new religion in place of the established religious systems in the Empire.  As far as Paul, Luke, and others are concerned, Christianity is not a new religion, but the same belief of Adam, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, David, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, to name a few.  This is one of the reasons why we have the genealogical accounts in two of the gospels.  Not only were these accounts proving the line of Christ, but they also establish the antiquity of Christianity.  Faith in God the Son as the Savior of the word originated with Adam.  And is not this faith in God the same faith that the Christians have in Jesus as the Son of God?  Of course it is.  The Jews have no case.


b.  Therefore, Gallio addresses the Jews directly, telling them they have no complaint.  “There were Roman laws against proselytizing of Roman citizens by foreign cults,
 but Gallio obviously did not take the charge in this sense.”
  The accused is innocent.  The implication of this statement is the unexpressed question, “Why are you wasting my time and stirring up trouble in the city?”  The fact Gallio is irritated with the Jews for wasting his time and bringing a false accusation against a Roman citizen can be seen in his reaction to them, mentioned in verse 16—he drives them away from the BĒMA.


c.  Barrett (ICC, Vol 2, p. cites an interesting quote from A. Ehrhardt,
 “Here we have the whole case of Judaism in the Roman Empire in a nutshell; their privileged status which made them approach imperial dignitaries with very little reserve, and reluctance of even a man like Gallio, the brother of Seneca…, to deal with their internal quarrels, and the open contempt for them on the part of the masses, who took whatever opportunity offered itself to use violence against them.”  The Romans were generally Anti-Semitic, and this was especially true of Gallio and his brother Seneca.
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