Acts 23:12



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the genitive absolute construction in which we have a feminine singular noun HĒMERA, meaning “day” acting as the ‘subject’ of the genitive feminine singular aorist deponent middle participle of the verb GINOMAI, meaning “to happen, occur, take place; to become.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (the day) producing the action of occurring.


The participle is a temporal participle, which is translated by the word “when.”  Literally this says: “Now when the day occurred/happened.”  This can be translated by the English idiom: “Now when it became day.”

Then we have the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle from the verb POIEW, which means “to do, make, produce, etc.”  Here it is used idiomatically, meaning “to form a conspiracy.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact with emphasis on the completion of the action, which is brought out in the translation by the use of the English auxiliary verb “having.”


The active voice indicates that the Jews produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial and coterminous with the action of the main verb ANATHEMATIZW.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun SUSTROPHĒ, which means “the product of a clandestine gathering, plot, conspiracy Acts 23:12.”
  Literally this says: “having made a plot” or “having manufactured a conspiracy.”  In Modern English we say that someone “made a plot” or “having formed a conspiracy.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “the Jews.”

“Now when it became day, the Jews, having formed a conspiracy,”
 is the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb ANATHEMATIZW, which means “(LXX mostly=carry out a curse) to invoke consequences if what one says is not true; used transitively to put under a curse someone Acts 23:12, 14, 21.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jews produced the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine plural reflexive pronoun HEAUTOU, meaning “themselves.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb LEGW, meaning “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what occurred at that time.


The active voice indicates that the Jews produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“put themselves under a curse, saying”

 is the negative coordinating conjunctions MĒTE…MĒTE, meaning “neither…nor.”  With this we have the aorist active infinitive from two verbs: ESTHIW, meaning “to eat” and PINW, meaning “to drink.”  The morphology is the same for both infinitives.


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


The active voice indicates that the Jews would produce the action.


The infinitives are infinitive of indirect discourse, which requires the use of the word “that” to introduce the indirect discourse.

Then we have the preposition HEWS plus the adverbial genitive of measure of extent of time from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “until which time” or simply “until.”  This is followed by the third person plural aorist active subjunctive from the verb APOKTEINW, which means “to kill.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire future action as though it had been completed.  The English auxiliary verb “had” is used to bring out the idea of completion.


The active voice indicates that the Jews intended to produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is used in indefinite temporal clauses after a temporal preposition such as HEWS to “indicate a future contingency from the perspective of the time of the main verb.”
  The contingency aspect of the subjunctive mood is brought out by the English word “would.”

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun PAULOS, meaning “Paul.”

“that they would neither eat nor drink until they had killed Paul.”

Acts 23:12 corrected translation
“Now when it became day, the Jews, having formed a conspiracy, put themselves under a curse, saying that they would neither eat nor drink until they had killed Paul.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now when it became day, the Jews, having formed a conspiracy,”

a.  Luke now switches scenes.  He takes us from the nighttime scene in which the Lord appears to Paul to encourage him to the next day when the Jewish unbelievers form a conspiracy to murder Paul.


b.  Whether these Jews were from Asia or Jerusalem we do not know, but the greater likelihood is that they were from Jerusalem.


c.  It is important to note that it was almost always the Jews who attacked Paul or incited the Gentiles to attack Paul.  The exception would be Demetrius, a silversmith of Ephesus (Acts 19:24).


d.  These Jews could have come from two sources: (1) the party of the Zealots, or (2) from the Sacarii (the Assassins, Acts 21:38).  Both these groups were terrorist groups that dealt in murder and assassination.
2.  “put themselves under a curse, saying”

a.  These Jewish assassins put themselves under a curse, which is absolutely hilarious, given the fact that they are swearing to God that they will overcome the will of God and kill Paul.


b.  In order to put themselves under a curse, these men have to swear to God or swear by God that they will do what they promise to do.  The problem is that the very God to whom they are making this promise is the very God who will keep them from accomplishing their promise to Him.


c.  The reality of what they have done is curse themselves.  They have promised God that they would be cursed, and that is hilarious.


d.  This is truly a case of blind arrogance and the arrogance of ignorance.  “These were the men who felt that, by murdering Paul, they would be doing God a favor.”


e.  Their motivation comes from their anger and hatred, which only makes them blind to the reality of the situation.  The reality of the situation is that Paul is God’s apostle and spokesman.  They promised God that they would put themselves in opposition to God.  Anger and hatred creates really stupid decisions and actions.

3.  “that they would neither eat nor drink until they had killed Paul.”

a.  The curse these men put themselves under is that they would not eat or drink anything until they had killed Paul.  They must have starved to death.


b.  You can just imagine each of them eventually succumbing to the thirst after three or four days and to the hunger after forty days.


c.  None of them achieved their objective, which says something for the security and protection that the Roman soldiers gave their prisoners.


d.  These men had their way out of the curse, for the rabbis could release them from their promise, so that none of them starved to death.
  “The Jewish law provided for the release from a vow that was unfulfillable because of some unforeseen circumstance (Mishna, Nedarim 3.3).  Paul’s removal under heavy Roman guard would have qualified.”


e.  How could these men justify their actions, since their actions were in violation of the Mosaic Law?  They justified their actions in two ways:



(1)  The violence against Paul was justified because Paul was a violator of the Mosaic Law and supposedly spoke against the Law.



(2)  The violence against Paul was justified because they had placed themselves under an oath to God, which took precedence over keeping the Law. Both these reasons are nothing more than self-justification for actions of which God would never approve.
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