Acts 24:6



 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “who” and referring to Paul.  Then we have the ascensive or adverbial use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “even.”  This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and adjective HIEROS, meaning “the temple.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PEIRAZW, which means “to try or attempt to do something.”


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


The active voice indicates that Paul allegedly produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality as far as the Jews are concerned, but not necessarily the truth.

This is followed by the aorist active infinitive from the verb BEBĒLOW, which means “to violate sanctity, to desecrate, to profane the Sabbath Mt 12:5; the sanctuary Acts 24:6.”


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


The active voice indicates that Paul allegedly produced the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which is used to complete the meaning of the main verb ‘to try’.
“who even tried to desecrate the temple;”
 is the accusative direct object from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “whom” and referring to Paul.  Then we have the adjunctive or adverbial use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also” plus the first person plural aorist active indicative from the verb KRATEW, which means “to seize; to arrest: we arrested.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jewish authorities produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
“whom we also arrested.”

The remainder of verse 6 all of verse 7 and the first part of verse 8 are not in the best ancient manuscripts and are a scribal addition to the original text and is found only in Western texts.  The addition reads: “We wanted to judge him according to our own Law.  But Lysias the commander came along, and with much violence took him out of our hands, ordering his accusers to come before you.”


1.  “This describes the events of Acts 22:22-23:30 from the Jewish point of view and in a very compressed form.  An editor no doubt thought that some such cross-reference was necessary in order to explain that was taking place.”


2.  “In the opinion of some scholars, the Western reading, which passed into the Textus Receptus [‘the Received Text’ and from this into the King James Version], is necessary to the sense of the verses, for the aorist of the verb KRATEW [“we arrested”] seems to require some sequel.  On the other hand, however, the abruptness of “we arrested” may have prompted a desire for addition and completeness, and it is difficult to account for the omission of the disputed words if they were original.  One of the effects of the addition is to change the reference of  in verse 8 from Paul to Lysias, but whether this is to be interpreted as favoring or opposing the addition is disputed.  A majority of the Committee judged that, all things considered, the passage should not be admitted into the text.”


3.  This section Verse 6b-8a is not found in the following ancient manuscripts:



a.  Papyrus 74, 7th century 



b.  Codex , 4th century



c.  Codex A, 5th century



d.  Codex B, 4th century



e.  Byzantine text, 6th century



f.  The Old Latin text, 8th century



g.  The Coptic (Egyptian) translation, 4th century



h.  The Georgian translation, 5th century


4.  The oldest manuscript this section is found in is the uncial manuscript E, a 6th century western text.  It is found in the 6th century Ethiopic translation.  However, it was used by the church father Chrysostom, who died in 407 A.D.  Therefore, it had to be in the western texts he used in the 4th century.


5.  The following commentators did not consider this section part of the original text: Lenski, Barrett, Polhill, and Witherington.  Barnhouse and Bruce do not commit one way or the other.

Acts 24:6 corrected translation
“who even tried to desecrate the temple; whom we also arrested.”
Explanation:
1.  “who even tried to desecrate the temple;”

a.  The entire sentence begun in the previous verse now reads: “For having found this man a public enemy and causing dissension among all the Jews throughout the world, and a ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes, who even tried to desecrate the temple; whom we also arrested.”


b.  Notice that Tertullus cannot actually accuse Paul of desecrating or profaning the temple, but only says that he tried to do so.  So this is really no accusation at all.


c.  “After an investigation even these Sadducees had evidently found out that the Asian Jews who had rasied this cry and started the riot because of it (Acts 21:28) could not substantiate the charge; in Acts 23:19 Paul demands that they should be present if they had anything against him.”
  Because these Asian Jews couldn’t prove their charges, the Jewish leadership decided not to bring them along to face Felix.  They probably realized that Paul could easily refute them by producing eight witnesses of his own (the seven Gentile representatives of the Greek churches plus Luke).


d.  Therefore, since this ‘charge’ cannot be proven, and since attempted desecration is not the act of desecration, the Jews have no case against Paul on this point.


e.  “If a prima facie case had been established in support of this rumor, then Paul could have been handed over to the Sanhedrin’s jurisdiction.  But his accusers evidently knew that such a prima facie case could not be established, as eyewitnesses were not forthcoming.  A charge of attempted profanation was more difficult to prove or disprove: Tertullus’s case was that, by arresting him, the temple authorities had prevented his attempt from being carried out.”

2.  “whom we also arrested.”

a.  Tertullus concluded his accusations against Paul by stating that the temple police arrested Paul.  In actuality the mob seized Paul and began beating him.  The temple police probably got involved or at least tried to seize Paul, if they could get through the mob.  But the real people who stopped the mob violence were the Roman soldiers.  Tertullus is trying to make it appear that it was the Jewish temple police who were maintaining the peace rather than the tribune Claudius Lysias.


b.  “To represent the riotous attack by the mob as an orderly arrest carried out by the temple police was to twist the facts even more violently than Lysias had done in his letter to Felix; but by this account Tertullus tried to score a point against Lysias, who would have had no right to interfere with those who were maintaining law and order within the temple courts in accordance with their appointed duty.”


c.  “Luke’s audience will know that neither half of this statement was true.  In fact, as Paul will show in his rhetorically effective response, he was doing just the opposite, seeking to purify himself!  This charge was somewhat lame, because technically speaking it would have been Trophimus and not Paul who had been the defiler of the temple if he had gone beyond the zone permitted to Gentiles.  The final part of this charge is, however, a bald-faced lie if it means that the temple police or Jewish authorities had seized Paul, and not merely ordinary Jews in the temple precincts.  The purpose of this bold statement was to claim jurisdictional rights to judge Paul under Jewish law by Jewish authorities.  Felix, however, already had Lysias’s report to the contrary, indicating Paul was a Roman citizen taken into custody by a Roman tribune.”
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