Acts 18:15



 is the other half of the MEN…DE construction, begun in the previous verse, and meaning “but on the other hand.”  With this we have the first class conditional particle EI, meaning “if [and it’s true].”  Then we have the predicate nominative from the neuter plural noun ZĒTEMA, which “in biblical literature is only found in Acts, with the meaning it still has in Modern Greek: (controversial) questions, issues, arguments Acts 15:2; 26:3 with the preposition PERI following, meaning questions about something Acts 18:15; 25:19.”
  This is followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: there are.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which describes the state of being as a fact without reference to its beginning, end, progress, or result.


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


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

“but on the other hand, if there are questions”
 is the preposition PERI plus the adverbial genitive of reference from the masculine singular noun LOGOS, meaning “about a word.”  With this we have the additive use of the conjunctions KAI…KAI, meaning “and…and” plus the adverbial genitive of reference from the neuter plural noun ONOMA, meaning “names” or “persons” and the masculine singular noun NOMOS plus the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article with the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of reference from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning literally “the Law, the one with reference to you.”  This can be smoothed out in English by the use of a possessive personal and reflexive pronoun “your own Law.”
“about a word and names and your own Law,”

 is the second person plural future deponent middle indicative from the verb HORAW, which means “to look at something.”  But it is used figuratively here, meaning “to accept responsibility for causing something to happen: to look, see to something, take care of something: see to that yourself! that’s your affair! Mt 27:4, 24; Acts 18:15.”


The future tense is an imperative future, in which the future tense is used instead of the imperative mood to express a command.


The deponent middle functions in an active sense; the Jews are expected to produce the action.


The indicative mood is a potential indicative expressing a command.  Compare Mt 27:24.

This is followed by the nominative subject from the second person masculine plural reflexive use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “yourselves.”

“see to it yourselves.”

 is the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun KRITĒS, which means “a judge.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I.”  This is followed by the adverbial genitive of reference from the neuter plural demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “of these things.”  Then we have the absolute negative OU, meaning “not” plus the first person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb BOULOMAI, which means “to will, want, wish.”


The present tense is a static present for a state or condition that perpetually exists.  This could also be regarded as an aoristic present for a present fact without reference to its beginning, end, progress, or result.


The deponent middle/passive voice functions in an active sense with Gallio producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the present active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be.”


The present tense is a descriptive, static, and aoristic present, which describes a present state of being as a fact that will not change.


The active voice indicates that Gallio’s attitude in these matters produces the state of being what it is—unwilling to be a judge.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which is always used after verbs of wishing, willing, or wanting such as BOULOMAI to complete its meaning.
“I am not willing to be a judge of these things.’”

Acts 18:15 corrected translation
“but on the other hand, if there are questions about a word and names and your own Law, see to it yourselves.  I am not willing to be a judge of these things.’”
Explanation:
1.  “but on the other hand, if there are questions about a word and names and your own Law,”

a.  The complete statement by Gallio is as follows: “If on the one hand it were some wrong or vicious crime, O Jews, I would accept your complaint; but on the other hand, if there are questions about a word and names and your own Law, see to it yourselves.  I am not willing to be a judge of these things.”

b.  On the one hand there should be criminal activity, but there is not.  On the other hand there are questions, issues, and arguments about religious terminology and names over which Gallio has no jurisdiction nor does he want jurisdiction.


c.  The questions, issues, and arguments center on two issues:



(1)  The use and application of the titles given to or used by Jesus during His incarnation, such as: Messiah, Savior, Son of God, Son of Man, and Son of David, that is, all the titles about which the Jews argued with and demanded to know from Jesus during His incarnation.  “Are you the Son of God?  Are you the Messiah?”



(2)  The application of the Law of Moses to the person of Christ—was Jesus the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world as depicted in the animal sacrifices of the Mosaic Law?


d.  Whether or not Jesus was called the Messiah mattered not to Gallio.  Consider the fact that after Pontus Pilate was recalled to Rome from Jerusalem in 36 A.D. he might have had a conversation with Gallio prior to Gallio being sent to Achaia in 51 A.D.  Do you think Pilate might have talked to other Roman officials about a conversation he had with a man who claimed to be the king of the Jews and whose followers swore rose from the dead?  With the spread of Christianity, do you not think that the intelligence gathering of the Roman authorities was ignorant of what was happening?  No, Gallio knew all about the disputes between Jews and followers of Chrestus, which had within the last two years gotten the Jews/Christians kicked out of Rome by Claudius.  Gallio was well aware of the disputes and arguments over Jesus being the Messiah and wanted nothing to do with it.


e.  One of the things the Jews wanted Gallio to proclaim was that Paul was an outsider to Judaism, who was attempting to change their religion.  However, Paul could not be accused of being an outsider to Judaism, since he himself was a Jew.  Therefore, he is not an outsider, but an insider to Judaism, who was attempting to change their beliefs.  This made all the difference under Roman law.


f.  “Though the Jews saw Christianity as a religion alien to Judaism, the pagan world for a long time refused to view it as anything but a sect of Judaism.  This is reflected in the attitude of Gallio, who decided that the conflict between the Jews and Christians at Corinth was merely a matter of ‘words and names and your own law’.  It is also apparent in the defenses of Paul before Agrippa and Felix that he has chosen his words carefully so as to portray Christianity as part of Judaism.  The reason he was so anxious to do this was that Judaism enjoyed the privilege of assembly as a ‘licensed religion’.  As long as Christian assemblies could remain in the category of ‘Jews’ in Roman eyes they would have legal status.  Otherwise their meetings for prayer and worship could be illegal.  So in whatever direction the Church was extended it was preceded by Dispersion Judaism, whose status as a licensed religion was applied to the Christian community as well.”

2.  “see to it yourselves.”

a.  This is an idiom in Greek just as it is in English.  The idiom means that the argument the Jews are having with the Christians about the person and work of Christ are an internal family matter and should be handled within the family.


b.  The issues the Jews are so upset about should be handled by them internally and privately.  It is not a public matter and certainly not a matter for the State.


c.  This is one of the clearest statements in Scripture about the separation of Church and State.  The same idea was proclaimed by Jesus, when He said, “Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and to God the things that are God’s.”


d.  If Gallio pronounces judgment against a Roman citizen for publicly stating their personal beliefs, then no Roman citizen’s personal beliefs are safe.  This precedent cannot be set.  “The civic magistrates, when they took any action, had no influence beyond their local districts.  But a Roman proconsul would be effective not only within his province, but other proconsuls would have to follow his ruling too.  If Paul had had to give his witness before Gallio, and Gallio had ruled against him, Paul’s career might have been decidedly different.  Gallio’s attitude was very important because it indicated that Christians would be able to proclaim Jesus Christ openly without fear of coming into conflict with Rome, at least for some ten years more.  Gallio’s refusal to become involved became something of a law unto itself.”


e.  Gallio was also smart enough to recognize that he did not have the personal religious background or knowledge to deal with matters of Judaism versus Christianity.  Attempting to do so would only make him look stupid before the people of the city.  His Roman dignity, stature, and authority is maintained by not ruling in these matters.


f.  Gallio gives the Jews permission to continue arguing amongst themselves, but they now must leave Paul and the Christians alone.

 3.  “I am not willing to be a judge of these things.’”

a.  “As Sherwin-White
 noted, this is ‘the precise answer of a Roman magistrate refusing to exercise his arbitrium iudicantis [arbitrary judgment] within a matter extra ordinem [extra ordinary].’  It was well within Gallio’s competence to decide whether or not to accept an unusual (or suspicious) charge that fell outside the normal system of judgments and punishments, and in this case he refuels to do so.  In doing this Gallio has implicitly recognized that the Jewish community has a right to settle internal matters themselves.  …by refusing to rule, Gallio refused to recognize that Christianity was an ‘illicit’ religion or a ‘superstition’.  Proconsuls had considerable latitude in such extralegal or extraordinary matters.  Gallio could dispense justice according to local customs or on the basis of his own considered judgment in such affairs.”


b.  “Several clues in the narrative suggest that we should not see Gallio as any friend of the Jews.  Besides refusal to hear their case, which apparently included not even allowing Paul to testify, the way he addresses them as an ethnic group (‘O Jews’) probably reflects disdain, and his having the Jews ‘driven’ from the judgment seat especially his turning a blind eye when Sosthenes is beaten both point to dislike of Jews and Jewish disputes.  In other words, we do not see here a positive portrayal of a Roman official.  He may have disregarded the charge out of sheer prejudice, as his not hearing from Paul at all suggests.  Since the case was simply dismissed without the defendant even having to or being allowed to defend himself, it is inappropriate to say that Paul was either acquitted or exonerated by Roman justice. Humanly speaking, Paul escapes because of the bias or prejudice of this official, not because the message of gospel wasn’t really upsetting things in the Jewish community in Corinth.  Verse 14 makes clear that Gallio was not interested in hearing from Paul and ruling on the legiti​macy of his actions at all.  Equally, he was not interested in ruling against Paul, and this was perhaps politically more important for the ongoing well​-being of the Christian movement.  It is going too far to say that Gallio’s refusal to act in the matter was tantamount to the recognition of Christianity as a ‘legal religion’; rather, only the converse of such a conclusion was ruled out or at least not demonstrated on this occasion.  In Gallio’s eyes, Paul was a Jew and the dispute was a Jewish one, not an intramural debate between two religions.  Gallio says nothing, however, about the legitimacy of Paul’s arguments or claim to represent true Judaism.”
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