Acts 23:27




 is the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article, noun ANĒR and demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, used as an adjective, meaning “this man.”  Then we have the accusative masculine singular aorist passive participle from the verb SULLAMBANW, which means “to arrest; seize; take into custody.”


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


The passive voice indicates that Paul received the action of being arrested.


The participle is a temporal participle, indicating an action that precedes the action of the main verb, and is translated “when…was arrested” or “after…was arrested.”

This is followed by the preposition HUPO plus the ablative of agency from the masculine plural article and the masculine plural adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “by the Jews.”

“When this man was arrested by the Jews”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the accusative masculine singular present active participle of the verb MELLW, meaning “to be about to.”


The present tense is a historic present, which describes the past action as though now occurring for the sake of vividness.


The active voice indicates that the situation produced the action of being about to occur.


The participle is temporal in conjunction with the previous participle.

Then we have the present passive infinitive from the verb ANAIREW, which means “to slay.”


The present tense is a historical present in conjunction with the previous present tense.


The passive voice indicates Paul received the action of being about to be slain.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which is used after the verb MELLW in order to complete its meaning.

This is followed by the preposition HUPO plus the ablative of agency from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “by them” and referring to the Jews.
“and was about to be slain by them,”

 is the nominative masculine first person singular aorist active participle from the verb EPHISTĒMI, which means literally “to stand on/over or upon,” but here means “to approach.”


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


The active voice indicates that the tribune produced the action.


The participle is temporal and precedes the action of the main verb.  It is translated “after approaching.”

Then we have the preposition SUN plus the instrumental of association from the neuter singular article and noun STRATEUMA, meaning “with the soldiers.”  This is followed by the first person singular aorist middle indicative from the verb EXAIREW, which means “to deliver or rescue.”


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


The middle voice indicates that the tribune was personally responsible for producing the action.


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

The object “[him]” does not occur in the Greek but is understood in the context of what is being said, and therefore, is added to smooth out the English grammar.
“after approaching with the soldiers, I rescued [him],”

 is the nominative first person masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb MANTHANW, which means “to learn.”


The aorist tense is a futuristic aorist, which views the entire subsequent action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the tribune produced the action.


The participle is a subsequent aorist participle.  “Many commentators minimize the subsequent (following) use of the aorist participle.  Even such scholars as Robertson and Moulton, who recognize that the participle is not time-bound, resist this category of usage.  But there are a number of examples in biblical and extra-biblical Greek where an aorist participle is used to refer to an action occurring after the action of the main verb.  In virtually all of these examples, the aorist participle is placed after the main verb in syntactical order.  Acts 23:27, “I rescued him, learning [subsequently] that he was a Roman.”  In the sequence of events related in Acts 21, the Roman Lysias rescues Paul first, and then discovers that he is a Roman citizen, exactly what Acts 23:27 seems to say, according to the syntax.  But commentators who hold to the traditional view of the tenses find this solution unacceptable, since the action of the aorist participle, they believe, should occur before the action of the main verb.  For example, Marshall, in his commentary on Acts, states that the ‘tribune twists the truth slightly in his own favor in the last phrase in the verse: it was not till after the arrest and the attempt to scourge him that the tribune learned that Paul was a Roman citizen’.  And Moule contends that it is an over-refinement to analyze the aorist participle as subsequent.  But the syntactical rule regarding participles stated above provides an easy means of understanding this verse, legitimately harmonizing it with the earlier account in Acts.”

Then we have the explanatory use of the conjunction HOTI, which means “that.”  This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective HRWMAIOS, meaning “a Roman citizen.”  Finally, we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “he was.”


The present tense is an aoristic/historic/static present, which describes the past and present state of being as a static fact

The active voice indicates Paul’s situation of being a Roman citizen produces the action of being what it is.


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

“learning [subsequently] that he was a Roman citizen.”

Acts 23:27 corrected translation
“When this man was arrested by the Jews and was about to be slain by them, after approaching with the soldiers, I rescued [him], learning [subsequently] that he was a Roman citizen.”
Explanation:
1.  “When this man was arrested by the Jews and was about to be slain by them,”

a.  Luke continues his quotation of the letter of Claudius Lysias, the Roman tribune in command of the Jerusalem garrison, to the procurator or governor of the Roman province of Judea, Felix.


b.  Claudius describes the fact that Paul was arrested by the Jews.  This tells us that when the Jews from Asia cried out for help in the court of the Israelites, it was the temple police, who immediately came to their aid and seized Paul.


c.  Claudius further informs Felix that not only did the Jews arrest Paul, but they were about to kill him with the obvious implication that this was being done without formal legal charges or a trial.  The tribune is clearly describing exactly what happened—it was mob violence, something that was not tolerated by the Romans.

2.  “after approaching with the soldiers, I rescued [him],”

a.  Lysias goes on to describe what action he took, when he saw what was happening to Paul.  The tribune accurately describes how he approached Paul through the mob with his soldiers and rescued or delivered Paul.


b.  This statement is where Lysias begins to describe his actions in a way that makes him look most favorable.  Lysias actually did rescue Paul from the mob, but his real action was to arrest someone whom he believed to be a known criminal—the leader of the Assassins.  Lysias didn’t come down the steps of the Fortress Antonia and through the court of the Gentiles to rescue the leader of the Assassins, but to arrest him, try him, and condemn him.


c.  Therefore, Lysias is trying to make it appear that he suspected that Paul was a Roman citizen that had done no wrong and he was simply taking action to help the man.  Lysias was putting his “positive spin” on what took place.

3.  “learning [subsequently] that he was a Roman citizen.”

a.  As a short postscript, Lysias adds that he rescued Paul and then learned that he was a Roman citizen.  Lysias tells the truth to his commander; for if he is found lying in any way to his commander that is cause for immediate recall to Rome and trial for dishonorable behavior.


b.  Lying is never tolerated in the military because too many lives depend on knowing the whole truth and nothing but the truth.  Lysias was probably tempted to lie about or twist the facts of Paul’s arrest and how it was discovered by Lysias that Paul was a Roman citizen.  In this case Lysias simply leaves out the fact that he was about to scourge Paul and had tied him up without charges or cause.  That alone could end his military career.  Paul has probably forgiven him and told him not to worry about it.  Therefore, Lysias makes no mention of it.  He simply leaves that part out of the report.


c.  Lysias is telling the truth, but not the whole truth.  He is covering up his own wrongdoing of arresting Paul, tying him up or shackling him with chains and then almost scourging Paul.  Instead he makes it sound like he simply rescued this man from a mob and then found out he had rescued a Roman citizen.  Subsequently he has done nothing but protect the man and even gone so far as rescue him further by sending him to Felix.  He admits none of his own wrongdoing.


d.  Lysias is leaving out information, in order to hide his own mistakes.  This is definitely not a case of “the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.”

� BDAG, p. 955.


� BDAG, p. 64.


� BDAG, p. 418.


� Porter, S. E. (1999). Idioms of the Greek New Testament (189). Sheffield: JSOT.  Lenski, Bruce, Barrett, Polhill, and Witherington all contend that the action of this aorist participle precedes the action of the main verb, and therefore, the statement by Claudis Lysias is an outright lie.  However, we have to ask ourselves whether or not Luke’s intent in Acts is to point out the wrongdoing of Roman officials?  The answer is an emphatic ‘No!’  In fact, one of Luke’s main objectives in this epistle is to show how the Roman Empire has correctly handled the issue of Christianity thus far.  Therefore, the subsequent use of the aorist participle is far more likely here than the commentators realize.  Claudius Lysias lied, but his lie was a lie of omission, not a lie of commission.
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