Acts 23:5



 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction TE, meaning “Then” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PHĒMI, which means “to say: he said.”


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


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PAULOS, which means “Paul.”  This is followed by the absolute negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the first person singular pluperfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, meaning “to know.”


The pluperfect tense is an intensive pluperfect, which emphasizes the continuing results of a past action.  It is usually translated by the English past tense: I did not know.


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action of not knowing.


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

Then we have the nominative used as a vocative from the masculine plural noun ADELPHOS, meaning “brethren.”  This is followed by the explanatory use of the conjunction HOTI, which is used after verbs of knowing to indicate the content of what is known.  It is translated “that.”  Then we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: he is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which regards the state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Ananias produced the action of being the high-priest.


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

This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high-priest.”

“Then Paul said, ‘I did not know, brethren, that he is the high-priest;”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for” plus the third person singular perfect passive indicative from the verb GRAPHW, which means “to be written.”


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect,
 which emphasizes the present result or state of being from a past, completed action.  Because the state of being is continuous now that it has been completed, the translation “stands written” more accurately conveys the meaning.


The passive voice indicates that the words of God received the action of being written.


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

Then we have the use of the conjunction HOTI to introduce a direct quote.  Thus, this conjunction is translated by the use of quotation marks.
“for it stands written, ‘”

 is either the adverbial accusative of reference (meaning “with reference to the ruler of your people”) or the accusative of hostile relationship (meaning “against the ruler of your people”)
 from the masculine singular noun ARCHWN, meaning “the ruler” plus the descriptive genitive or genitive of identity from the masculine singular article and noun LAOS plus the possessive genitive from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “of your people.”  Then we have the absolute or strong negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the second person singular future active indicative from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say, speak: you shall not speak.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms that an action that has not yet occurred will occur or in this case with the negative will not occur.


The active voice indicates that the Jews were expected to not produce the action of speaking against their ruler.


The indicative mood is a potential indicative expressing a command.

Finally, we have the adverb of manner KAKWS, meaning “badly, wrongly, wickedly” or “harshly: ‘you must not speak in an evil manner about the ruler of your people’.  The implication in Acts 23:5 is that one must not speak in such a way as ‘to cause harm to.’”

““You shall not speak harshly against the ruler of your people.”’”

Acts 23:5 corrected translation
“Then Paul said, ‘I did not know, brethren, that he is the high-priest; for it stands written, “You shall not speak harshly against the ruler of your people.”’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then Paul said, ‘I did not know, brethren, that he is the high-priest;”

a.  Paul now replies the question of the bystanders, “Do you revile the high-priest of God?”

b.  Paul pleads ignorance that the man who ordered him to be struck on the mouth was the high-priest.


c.  Commentators take two opposing positions on this statement by Paul.



(1)  On the one hand some commentators say that Paul had to know this was the high-priest because:




(a)  Paul had been in the Sanhedrin meeting place many times at the feet of Gamaliel, because the students of Gamaliel attended the meetings of the Sanhedrin with him for the purpose of learning how the Mosaic Law was applied in various cases that came before them.




(b)  Since Paul had been in the Sanhedrin many times, he would know the exact place where the high-priest would be seated.




(c)  Paul could easily recognize the high-priest by the formal clothes the high-priest wore.




(d)  “It is scarcely probable that Paul should have been ignorant of so public a fact.”
   Easton attributes Paul not knowing to what he believes was Paul’s thorn in the flesh—poor eyesight.  The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia uses the same line of reasoning except that it says that Paul’s poor eyesight was due to the brightness of the light when he saw Jesus on the Damascus road.


(2)  On the other hand other commentators say Paul could not have known that the man who ordered that he be struck was the high-priest because:




(1)  Since this was a pre-trial hearing and not a formal meeting of the Sanhedrin, it is possible that the Sanhedrin was meeting in an assembly room on the first floor of the Fortress Antonia and not in there normal meeting place.  Therefore, the high-priest could not be sitting in his normal place in the meeting room of the Sanhedrin.




(2)  Because it was an informal meeting, the high-priest was probably not wearing his formal high-priestly attire.




(3)  The last time Paul was in Jerusalem was 8-9 years ago during the meeting of the first Jerusalem council.  Even though Ananias was appointed high-priest in 47/48 A.D. and the Jerusalem council was held in 49/50 A.D. that still doesn’t mean that Paul saw Ananias and would still recognize him 8-9 years later.


d.  Paul has no reason to lie here.  Lying serves no purpose for Paul in this situation.  He probably did not know and/or did not recognize that the man was the high-priest.


e.  In the heat of the moment Paul spoke rashly and without thinking.  He truly did not recognize the high-priest, the reason not being important.  Because even if it wasn’t the high-priest, unconditional love toward others does not curse them, revile them, slander them, or malign them.  Paul was wrong whether the man was the high-priest or not, and Paul quickly recognizes that fact.

2.  “for it stands written, “You shall not speak harshly against the ruler of your people.”’”

a.  Paul then quotes from the LXX of Ex 22:28, which says in the Hebrew, “You shall not curse God, nor curse a ruler of your people.”  Either Paul or Luke paraphrases what Exodus says.


b.  This not only shows that Paul was truly a Pharisee (he had memorized the Torah as all students under Gamaliel were required to do), but also shows that he respected and obeyed the Law.


c.  Paul admits he was wrong.  This is his form of apologizing for what he said.  The high-priest never apologizes for anything.  He is much too arrogant to do so.


d.  By making this statement, Paul recognizes the legitimate authority of the high-priest as the ruler of the people of Judea.


e.  There is a great lesson here for all of us.  How often do we here people criticize and malign our political rulers?  The word of God says we have no right in doing so.  Paul probably remembered what he just wrote in his letter to the Romans a few months before this: “All persons must subordinate themselves to governing authorities.  For there is no authority except by God, and those, which do exist, have been delegated by God.  Therefore, those who resist this authority have opposed the ordinance of the God; in fact those who oppose shall receive condemnation and punishment to themselves,” Rom 12:1-2.


f.  We have no right to curse, malign, ridicule, or commit any verbal sin against anyone, but especially not against those appointed by God to rule over us, whether in the political, spiritual, work, or military realm.
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