Acts 23:30



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the genitive feminine singular aorist passive participle from the verb MĒNUW, which means “to be informed, be made known, be revealed Lk 20:37; 1 Cor 10:28; after it became known to me that there was a plot Acts 23:30.”


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


The passive voice indicates that the tribune received the action of being informed.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb.  It can be translated by the words “after it was made known.”

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “to me” and referring to the tribune.  Then we have the predicate genitive from the feminine singular noun EPIBOULĒ, meaning “a plot.”
  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of relationship
 from the masculine singular article and noun ANĒR, meaning “against the man.”  Then we have the future deponent middle infinitive from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: that there would be.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms that a state of being exists now and is about to occur.  The English auxiliary verb “would” expresses this future idea.


The deponent middle voice functions in an active sense with the plot against Paul producing the action of existing with the intent of carrying it out in the future.


The infinitive is an infinitive of indirect discourse, which demands the use of the word “that” in the English translation to bring out the idea of the indirect discourse.

“Then after it was made known to me that there would be a plot against the man,”
 is the temporal adverb EXAUTĒS, meaning “at once, immediately.”
  Then we have the first person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PEMPW, which means “to send: I sent.”


The aorist tense is an epistolary aorist, which “is the use of the aorist indicative in the epistles in which the author self-consciously describes his letter from the time frame of the audience.”
 


The active voice indicates that the tribune produced the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “to you” and referring to Felix.
“immediately I sent him to you,”

 is the nominative first person masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb PARAGGELLW, which means “to give orders, command, instruct, direct.”


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


The active voice indicates that Claudius Lysias produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the adjunctive or additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also; in addition.”  This is followed by the dative of direct object from the masculine plural article, used as a personal pronoun “his” (referring to Paul) and noun KATĒGOROS, meaning “accusers.”
  Then we have the present active infinitive from the verb LEGW, which means “to speak; say.”


The present tense is a tendential present for an action that is purposed or intended but not yet taking place.


The active voice indicates that the Jews have the right and/or option to produce the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of indirect object.

The article  is not part of the original text, but is a scribal addition that does not show up until the Byzantine text of the sixth century.  Then we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of relationship from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “against him” and referring to Paul.  Finally, we have the preposition EPI plus the adverbial genitive of place from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “before you” and referring to Felix.
“also directing his accusers to speak against him before you.’”

Acts 23:30 corrected translation
“Then after it was made known to me that there would be a plot against the man, immediately I sent him to you, also directing his accusers to speak against him before you.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then after it was made known to me that there would be a plot against the man,”

a.  Claudis Lysias continues his letter to Felix, the Roman proconsul and governor in Caesarea, informing him that Lysias discovered that there was a plot to assassinate Paul.


b.  Lysias doesn’t explain all the details of how he discovered the plot, since he will be able to do that when he arrives in Caesarea and meets with Felix privately.  There is no need to put information about Paul’s nephew in this dispatch, when there was the remote possibility that the note could be captured by the assassins, who would then kill Paul’s nephew, because of the part he played in informing the Romans.


c.  The fact that Lysias uses the passive voice (“it was made known to me”) implies that he came by the information about the plot against Paul from an outside source.


d.  The point being indirectly emphasized here is that the Jews, who could find nothing with which to charge Paul, had now formed a plot to illegally kill him.  Assassination plots against Roman citizens were something the Romans would not tolerate.  Consider the fact that the entire Roman civil war was fought over the assassination of one Roman citizen—Julius Caesar.


e.  Felix was well known for being very anti-Semitic.  Add to this the fact that the Jews wanted to illegally murder a Roman citizen who had done nothing wrong except disagree with some of the Jewish religious beliefs and the case against Paul is closed before it is ever opened.

2.  “immediately I sent him to you,”

a.  This statement implies that Paul was sent to Felix for his own protection, and not because Paul was guilty of any wrongdoing.


b.  This statement also implies that Paul could never get a fair trial in Jerusalem, and therefore, needed to go where he could get a fair trial.  This is a subtle compliment to Felix.


c.  Paul could certainly be better protected in Caesarea, and if the centurion Cornelius was still alive, he would certainly take personal charge of Paul’s protection.  It is also certain that if Cornelius were still alive he would speak to Felix on Paul’s behalf in private, assuring Felix that Paul was an honorable man of no wrongdoing.


d.  Something else that we should keep in mind is that, while Paul was in prison in Caesarea for the next two years, he would be taken care of by Philip the evangelist and his four virgin daughters, Acts 21:8-9.
3.  “also directing his accusers to speak against him before you.’”

a.  Claudius adds a bit of information we have not had before.  After Paul had safely made his getaway from Jerusalem with the Roman escort, the tribune informed the Jewish leaders that he had sent Paul to the Roman governor in Caesarea and that they were expected to bring their charges against Paul there.  Remember that Claudius writes this note and gives it to one of the centurions who will escort Paul to Caesarea.  Therefore, Claudius is telling Felix what he intended to do (and in fact did do) before he actually did it.  But it will have already been done by the time Felix reads the note.


b.  We are not told exactly when this happened, but it was probably the next morning, when the Jews came to ask Claudius to send Paul down to the Sanhedrin so they could question Paul more thoroughly.  Instead of sending Paul to them, Claudius informed the Jews that he had sent Paul to Felix.  The tribune also directed Paul’s accusers to go to Caesarea and appear in court before Felix.


c.  The implication here is that there would be a formal hearing or trial in Caesarea and the Jews were expected to appear before the court and bring their charges against Paul.  In effect, Lysias told the Jews, “If you have anything against Paul, then accuse him before the Roman proconsul in Caesarea.”


d.  Claudius knew that there would be a legal hearing or trial in Caesarea, and he knew that Paul’s accusers had the right to appear in court to accuse him.  This was the normal legal process under which Rome operated.  Therefore, Claudius is not being presumptuous here.


e.  Witherington summarizes Claudius’ letter as follows: “On the whole, and in light of both the previous narrative and the speech of Tertullus which follows, it would appear that Luke intends for us to get something of a chuckle from Lysias’s fact-saving, self-serving report.  It seems an all too typical example of the ability of those in power to bend the truth to suit their ends and stay in power.  The report is important, for it reveals for the first time that the tribune thinks no substantive charges (from a Roman point of view) have been proffered against Paul.  Luke understands Lysias to have ‘covered’ himself with Paul at the same time he sought to ‘cover’ himself with Felix.  In this reading Luke understands Lysias’ letter to be an adroitly political move: Lysias is sending the governor a prisoner who is not only a Roman citizen, but a highly articulate one; and, to the degree possible, he wishes the ‘prisoner’ as well as the governor to have a positive estimation of the way he handled the matter.  When Lysias committed himself to transfer Paul to Caesarea even though he was convinced that Paul was guilty of nothing that Roman law should take cognizance of, he is clearly acting to protect a Roman citizen, not merely to restore law and order in Jerusalem.”
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