Acts 18:17
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 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” with the nominative masculine plural aorist deponent participle from the verb EPILAMBANOMAI, which means “take hold of, grasp, catch, sometimes with violence.  Frequently, where EPILAMBANOMAI seems to govern the accusative, which is actually the object of the finite verb upon which EPILAMBANOMAI depends: Lk 14:4; Acts 9:27; 16:19; 18:17.”


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


The deponent middle voice functions like an active voice and indicates that the Jews produced the action.


The participle expresses attendant circumstances.

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural adjective PAS, meaning “all” and referring to all the Jews.  This is followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine singular proper noun SWSTHENĒS, transliterated as “Sosthenes.”  Then we have the appositional accusative from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHISUNAGWGOS, meaning “the synagogue-leader” or “the leader of the synagogue.”

“Then taking hold of Sosthenes, the leader of the synagogue, they all”
 is the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb TUPTW, which means “to inflict a blow, strike, beat, wound someone Mt 4:49; Lk 12:45; Acts 18:17; 21:32.”


The imperfect tense is an inceptive imperfect, which describes the beginning or entrance into a past, continuing action.


The active voice indicates that all the Jews present before the judgment seat of Gallio began producing the action.


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

Then we have the preposition EMPROSTHEN plus the adverbial genitive of place from the neuter singular article and noun BĒMA, meaning “before or in front of the judgment seat.”

“began beating him in front of the judgment seat.”

 is the adversative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And yet.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the neuter singular cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “none” plus the partitive genitive from the neuter plural demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “of these things.”  This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular article and proper noun GALLIWN, meaning “to Gallio.”  Finally, we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb MELEI, which means “it is a care/concern, is of interest to someone; a rather clear case of the personal construction: none of these things concerned Gallio = he paid no attention to this Acts 18:17.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past action without reference to its beginning, completion or result.


The active voice indicates that none of these things produced the action of being of interest to Gallio.


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

“And yet none of these things was of interest to Gallio.”

Acts 18:17 corrected translation
“Then taking hold of Sosthenes, the leader of the synagogue, they all began beating him in front of the judgment seat.  And yet none of these things was of interest to Gallio.”
Explanation:
1.  “Then taking hold of Sosthenes, the leader of the synagogue, they all began beating him in front of the judgment seat.”

a.  Luke continues by giving us his epilogue of the story.


b.  When Gallio makes his judgment against the Jews and tells his lictors to ‘clear the court’, the Jews violently seize their leader of the synagogue, Sosthenes and begin beating him physically.  (Scholars argue, based upon variants in a few later manuscripts [Western and Byzantine texts, which led to the word ‘Greeks’ in the King James Version], between the Gentiles in the court beating Sosthenes and the Jews beating him.  It is unlikely that Gallio would have permitted a Gentile attack on the leader of the Jews in his public court and ignore it.  That would only lead to a widespread riot in the city.  Because Gallio pays no attention to the beating of Sosthenes, it is far more likely that he does so because the Jews are beating their own leader.  This would not start a riot in the city.  Lenski takes another view and says that the lictors are the “they all” beating Sosthenes.
  The problem with Lenski’s view is that the phrase “they all” refers to more than two people and there were only two lictors appointed by a Proconsul.)


c.  The synagogue had more than one leader.  Acts 13:15 uses the phrase “the leaders of the synagogue.”  Sosthenes was one of the leaders of the synagogue.  It should be remembered that one of the former leaders of the synagogue was Crispus (verse 8), who had become a believer.  Sosthenes probably took the place of Crispus as the senior leader of the Jewish synagogue.


d.  By seizing Sosthenes and beating him publicly, the Jews are saying in effect to Gallio that the only reason they have come to Gallio is because their leader talked them into it.  Sosthenes is to blame for wasting your time, not us.  The Jews couldn’t blame themselves for their own bad decisions.  They needed a scapegoat, and found one in their own leader.  People frequently make their leaders the scapegoat for their own bad decisions and desires.


e.  Evidently this public beating had a profound effect on Sosthenes—he became a believer in the Lord Jesus Christ.  We know from Paul’s letter to the Corinthian church, “Paul, the commissioned apostle from Christ Jesus by the will of God, and Sosthenes, my fellow-believer,” 1 Cor 1:1.

2.  “And yet none of these things was of interest to Gallio.”

a.  Gallio didn’t care what the Jews tried to do to placate him.  He disliked them and wanted nothing to do with them.  As far as he was concerned, they were nothing but troublemakers and they could beat their leaders all they wanted.  Gallio could not ignore a group of Gentiles beating a Jewish leader.  By ignoring such an act, Gallio would be saying in effect that Gentile attacks on Jews would be ignored by him.  This could lead to rioting in the city against the Jews and would lead to Gallio’s immediate recall to Rome and public disgrace, which then would demand that he take his own life.  Therefore, it is highly unlikely that Gallio would have permitted Gentiles to attack Jews publicly and get away with it.


b.  So Gallio ignored the attack on Sosthenes.  Gallio had no intention of using the lictors to protect Sosthenes.  As far as Gallio was concerned Sosthenes deserved what he got.  The only person in the crowd that cared about what happened to Sosthenes that day was the man Sosthenes had accused—the apostle Paul.


c.  If Luke is writing Acts as a legal brief in preparation for Paul’s trial in Rome, then the attitude of Gallio (a Roman Proconsul) here is critical in indicating the attitude that the Roman Emperor should have toward the Jewish accusations against Christians.  Remember that it is the Jewish attacks on Paul that lead to his arrest by the Romans.  This case sets a precedent in Roman law that could be used in court before the Emperor.


d.  As F.F. Bruce points out, “Gallio’s ruling meant in effect that Paul and his associates, so long as they committed no breach of public order, continued to share the protection which Roman law granted to the practice of Judaism.  It probably served as a precedent for other Roman judges, especially as it proceeded from a man whose brother (Seneca) occupied a position of influence at the imperial court.  It meant that for the next ten or twelve years, until imperial policy toward Christians underwent a complete reversal, the gospel could be proclaimed in the provinces of the empire without fear of coming into conflict with Roman law.  The next charges brought against Paul before a Roman judge were personal to himself.  Luke’s account of Gallio’s deci​sion is of high relevance to the apologetic motive of his history.  And it may be that, as Ramsay thought, the memory of Gallio’s decision was one of the things that encouraged Paul, some years later, to appeal from the petty outlying court of the procurator of Judaea, who was always much under the influence of the ruling party in Jerusalem, to the supreme tribunal of the Empire.”
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