Acts 25:1



 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun PHĒSTOS, which is transliterated as “Festus.”  Then we have the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb EPIBAINW, which means “to arrive.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact with emphasis on its conclusion or completion, which is translated by the English auxiliary verb “have: having arrived.”


The active voice indicates that Festus produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

This is followed by the locative of place from the feminine singular article and noun EPARCHEIA, which means “a Roman administrative area ruled by a prefect: in the province Acts 23:34; 25:1.”

“Therefore, Festus, having arrived in the province,”

 is the preposition META plus the adverbial accusative of measure of extent of time from the feminine plural cardinal adjective TREIS and the noun HĒMERA, which means “after three days.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANABAINW, which means “to go up: he went up.”


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


The active voice indicates that Festus produced the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the neuter plural proper noun HIEROSOLUMA, meaning “to Jerusalem.”  Finally, we have the preposition APO plus the ablative of origin from the feminine singular proper noun KAISAREIA, which means “from Caesarea.”
“after three days went up to Jerusalem from Caesarea.”

Acts 25:1 corrected translation
“Therefore, Festus, having arrived in the province, after three days went up to Jerusalem from Caesarea.”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, Festus, having arrived in the province,”

a.  Luke now transitions to the next phase of the trial of Paul—his trial before the new procurator or governor of Judea, Festus.


b.  When Festus arrived in the Roman province of Judea was discussed in the previous verse.  The most likely timeframe was about July 59 A.D.  “A possible synchronism which helps us date various events can be derived from comparing Eusebius [the Church historian, writing in 325 A.D.] and Josephus [the Jewish/Roman historian writing in 90 A.D.] on Festus.  Eusebius refers to Festus in his chronological tables and places his coming to Judea in the tenth year of Agrippa II.  Josephus says the beginning of Agrippa’s reign was in A.D. 50.  His tenth year would have been 59-60.”


c.  Festus would have probably arrived on the same or similar ship that brought Paul to Caesarea.  His travel from Rome would have begun in late April or early May.

2.  “after three days went up to Jerusalem from Caesarea.”

a.  The phrase “after three days” indicates the time period that it took for Festus to rest from his most recent sea voyage, unpack, settle into his new quarters, and meet the tribunes and centurions who would work for him.  He did all the customary things that a military officer does when he arrives at a new duty station.


b.  One of the most important cities that Festus would rule over would be Jerusalem.  There was also a garrison of between 600 and 1000 men there, with another tribune who would work for him.  Therefore, he needed to make the trip from Caesarea up to Jerusalem (a higher elevation).  As we have seen previously from Paul’s escape from Jerusalem, this trip would have taken 2-3 days on horseback or by carriage.


c.  It was most appropriate for the new governor of the district of Judea to be seen by the population of the city.  This would let them know that there was a new sheriff in town.  It was a polite show of force.  We might also consider this a ‘courtesy call’ by the new governor to the Jewish leadership.


d.  Ben Witherington, in his commentary on Acts, gives a detailed description of the historical/political background at this time, which is worth repeating in detail.

“Only three days after arriving in Israel he went up to Jerusalem to meet with the Jewish authorities.  This was wise because ‘crucial in securing continuity and stability was the network of personal alliances with the ruling classes throughout the empire.  These were the practical material sinews of imperial rule.’  The interests of peace, security, and justice had to be worked for in concert with the local elite.  Festus surely knew of the volatile situation in the land he was about to rule, and this made the securing of these social networks of support and power all the more crucial.  What he could not have known is that this elite did not speak for a very large segment of Jewish society, as it did not have their trust, nor could he have known the extent of corruption among the elite and the lengths they would go to stay in power and rid themselves of troublemakers.


Josephus tells us, for example, that during the reign of Ishmael ben Phiabi as high priest, who was appointed by Herod Agrippa II near the end of Felix’s reign, some of the ‘influential’ or ‘powers;’ by which is meant the ruling class, tried to beat some of their political rivals by using gangs to hurl stones and seize the tithes due to the poorer priests.  He also tells us of the power struggle that existed between some of the elite and members of Herod’s family who continued to be influential, such as Herod Agrippa II. ‘The leading figures in the factional fray were thus certain incumbent and retired High Priests and junior members of the Herodian house.’  Ishmael, for example, fell out [of favor] with Agrippa II over the building of a tower which would allow him to see into the temple.  ‘Ishmael was, then, deliberately and provocatively opposed to Agrippa.’ But Ishmael did not act alone.  He acted in concert with former high priests who were still influential such as Ananias, who seems to have remained influential until about A.D. 66.


The above tells us some significant things about our narrative.



(1)  It is not surprising that verse 2 tells us that Festus met with high priests (plural) and ‘the first of Judea’ (i.e., members of the ruling elite).  He was seeking as wide a base of support as possible, and his interest was not just in those who were actually in power but also in those who wielded power whether officially or behind the scenes.



(2)  In view of what Josephus tells us about the way Ishmael and the elites dealt with their rivals, it is totally believable that they might be party to an ambush of Paul.



(3)  That Festus wanted stable alliances with all the local elite is also shown by his consulting of Agrippa and Bernice.  This consultation and Paul’s appearance before them are quite believable since the Jewish elites were not all united, but rather were factionalized.  The repeating of Paul’s defense speech is also believable since Agrippa had not personally had the matter presented to him.  In fact Festus may have turned to Agrippa for help in the Paul case, precisely because the other rival elite had been no real help in resolving the Paul matter legally. Agrippa had close ties with Rome - indeed, what power and wealth he had was because of Rome - and Festus was more likely to have known and trusted Agrippa. That he did trust Agrippa more is shown by his favoring Agrippa over Ishmael in the matter of the tower.  Furthermore, Agrippa may have been very willing to agree with the transfer of Paul to Rome, just to spite Ishmael and his circle of power.


What is often overlooked in the discussions of these chapters by biblical scholars is the difference between Roman law and Roman officials, between what was legally the case and what was actually the case.  In other words, what is overlooked is the social networks and channels of influence.  As we shall see, Roman law was indeed on Paul’s side - he was not guilty of a chargeable offense.  This does not mean that local Roman officials would necessarily be on Paul’s side just because he was a Roman citizen.


While Festus appears to have been more honest and less venal than either Felix or Albinus [the Roman governor after Festus], this does not mean in the end he was not subject to ‘influence’ by means of the elite in the land, even if at first he resisted such influence.  Since throughout the Empire provincial governors depended on the support of the local elites to secure peace, order, and justice, this inevitably made these governors subject to the influence of the elites.


The reciprocity conventions also made this almost inevitable. If the Jewish elites cooperated with the procurator, they would expect ‘favors’ in return.  Luke is not portraying Festus as taking Paul’s part in this matter, any more than he really portrayed Felix doing so.  Neither exonerated Paul, and neither is truly a witness for the defense except by implication and unofficially, though Paul has the law on his side. Their actions were more governed by the social than the legal situation.  Once one drops the false premise that Luke wanted to portray Roman officials taking Paul’s part in various situations, the difficulties concerning the appeal passage vanish. For, read without presuppositions about political apologetic, the passage clearly shows Festus concluding with Paul’s enemies.  It thus comes as no surprise that Paul acts to remove his case from Festus’ jurisdiction.”
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