Acts 25:11



 is the postpositive conjunction MEN, used in correlation with the conjunction DE later in this sentence, meaning “on the one hand…on the other hand.”  With this we have the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore.”  Then we have the first class conditional particle EI, which means “if” and introducing a hypothetical condition as an assumption of fact, but not reality.  This is followed by the first person singular present active indicative from the verb ADIKEW, which in its transitive use means “to do wrong,” but in its intransitive use means “be in the wrong Acts 25:11.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which presents the present situation as a hypothetical fact, but not a reality.


The active voice indicates that Paul hypothetically produces the action.


The indicative mood is a declarative indicative as an assumption for the sake of argument.

Then we have the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular adjective AXIOS, meaning “worthy.”  With this we have the genitive used after certain adjectives, such as AXIOS, which takes a genitive object
 from the masculine singular noun THANATOS, meaning “of death.”  This is followed by the first person singular perfect active indicative from the verb PRASSW, which means “to do: I have done.”


The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes the completion of a past action.  The consummative thought is brought out in the translation by the use of the auxiliary verb “have done.”


The active voice indicates that Paul has potentially produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a hypothetical assumption of fact, but not a reality.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular adjective TIS, meaning “anything.”  This adjective modifies the adjective AXIOS.

“Therefore, on the one hand, if I am in the wrong and have done anything worthy of death,”

 is the absolute negative adverb OU, meaning “not,” followed by the first person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb PARAITEOMAI, which means “to reject, avoid: I am not trying to escape death Acts 25:11.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Paul) producing the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the articular aorist active infinitive from the verb APOTHNĒISKW, which means “to die.”  Literally this means “the dying,” but in English idiom we say simply “death.”

“I am not trying to avoid death;”

 is the other half of the MEN…DE construction, meaning “but on the other hand” plus the first class conditional particle EI, meaning “if.”  Then we have the predicate nominative from the neuter singular cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “nothing.”  This is followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: there is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which presents the present state of being as an assumed fact and in this case also a reality.


The active voice indicates that the things the Jews are accusing Paul produce the action of being nothing.


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

Then we have the adverbial genitive of reference from the neuter plural relative pronoun HOS, meaning “concerning the things which.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “these men.”  Then we have the third person plural present active indicative from the verb KATĒGOREW, which means “to bring charges against; to accuse someone of something.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.


The active voice indicates that the Jews are producing the action.


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

This is followed by the genitive direct object (the verb takes its object in the genitive case) from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “me” and referring to Paul.  Although the word “[true]” does not occur in the Greek, it helps greatly in the understanding of this Greek idiom.

“but on the other hand, if there is nothing [true] concerning the things which these men accuse me,”

 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “no one.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “me” and referring to Paul.  This is followed by the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able; can.”


The present tense is an aoristic/static present, which describes a present unchanging fact.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (no one) producing the action.


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

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them” and referring to the Jews.  This is followed by the aorist deponent middle infinitive from the verb CHARIZOMAI, which means “to give graciously; and in this context to give as a favor” in a play on words with the noun CHARIS, in which Festus wished to do the Jews ‘a favor’.


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety.


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (no one) producing the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which is used after verbs such as DUNAMAI to complete their meaning.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular proper noun KAISAR, meaning “Caesar.”  Finally, we have the first person singular present middle indicative from the verb EPIKALEW, which means “to appeal to.”


The present tense is a descriptive and aoristic present
 for a present action in its entirety as a fact.


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of Paul in producing the action.


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

“no one can give me to them as a favor.  I appeal to Caesar.’”

Acts 25:11 corrected translation
“Therefore, on the one hand, if I am in the wrong and have done anything worthy of death, I am not trying to avoid death; but on the other hand, if there is nothing [true] concerning the things which these men accuse me, no one can give me to them as a favor.  I appeal to Caesar.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, on the one hand, if I am in the wrong and have done anything worthy of death, I am not trying to avoid death;”

a.  Paul concludes his answer to Festus’s question of a change of venue by stating the logical inference based upon the fact that Festus knows Paul is innocent.

b.  The first part of Paul’s logical inference based upon his innocence is that if for the sake of argument we assume that he is guilty, then he is not and has not tried to avoid being put to death.  Put simply, “If I am guilty, I am willing to die.”


c.  Paul is forcing the hand of Festus.  He is telling Festus that no one can prove him guilty and they all know it.  If they could prove him guilty of anything, then do so, and he is more than willing to die for his crime or crimes.


d.  Paul is not lying or maneuvering in any way to avoid the death penalty, if he were actually guilty of anything.  There is a lesson here for any Christian in prison awaiting execution for a crime they have committed deserving the death penalty.  They should not be trying to avoid death, if they deserve to die.


e.  There is a further great lesson here stated indirectly by Paul—God believes in the death penalty.  So did Paul.  If we do something wrong that is worthy of death, we should not avoid death, but deserve to die.


f.  Capital punishment is very much advocated by the Scriptures from Gen 9:6, “Whoever sheds man’s blood, By man his blood shall be shed, for in the image of God He made man” to Rom 13:4, “for it [government authority] is a minister of God to you for good.  But if you do what is evil, be afraid; for it does not bear the sword for nothing; for it is a minister of God, an avenger who brings wrath on the one who practices evil.”

2.  “but on the other hand, if there is nothing [true] concerning the things which these men accuse me, no one can give me to them as a favor.”

a.  The second part of Paul’s inference based upon his innocence is that if he has not done any of the things concerning which he has been accused, then no one has the right to turn him over to his accusers as a favor.


b.  Paul is “in the face of Festus.”  Paul is directly telling Festus that he has no right to do the Jews a favor and turn him over to them.  Luke does not tell us how Paul knows that the Jews have asked Festus for a favor.  Someone in Festus’s court may have told Paul.  Festus himself may have mentioned it to Paul.  Or perhaps the Holy Spirit revealed it to Paul.  It doesn’t matter how Paul knew.  The point is that Paul knew that the Jews had asked Festus to turn him over to them as a favor and that Festus had no legal right to do so.


c.  There was nothing true concerning the things of which the Jews accused Paul and everyone in that courtroom knew it—most especially Festus knew it.  Therefore, Festus had no right to do the Jews a favor.  In fact, it was against Roman law and justice for him to do such a thing.


d.  Festus has suggested that Paul be tried in Jerusalem before him.  But Paul interrupts that suggestion as Paul being given to his enemies as a favor.  There was no justice in Festus’s suggestion, and Paul now realizes that he will never get justice from this man.  At least Felix was willing to leave Paul in Roman protective custody as a favor.  Festus was willing to let Paul die at the hands of his enemies.  Both procurators were wrong in what they did, but the greater wrong belongs to Festus.


e.  Paul had no further recourse.  Festus had boxed him into a corner.  All Paul could do now was appeal to the highest court in the Roman Empire.

3.  “I appeal to Caesar.’”

a.  The Caesar to whom Paul appealed at this time was Nero, who began his rule in October 54 A.D. and died June 9, 68.


b.  The legal concept of “appeal to Caesar” is explained in great detail in the New Bible Dictionary.


“Paul appealed for the transfer of his case from the provincial court to the supreme tribunal in Rome.  The citizen’s right of appeal to the emperor appears to have developed from the earlier right of appeal in republican times to the sovereign Roman people.  According to Dio Cassius [a Roman historian], Octavian in 30 B.C. was granted the right to judge on appeal.  It was in this period, too, that the Julian law on the public use of force was enacted, which forbade any magistrate vested with imperial authority to kill, scourge, chain or torture a Roman citizen, or to sentence him ‘in the face of an appeal’ or prevent him from going to Rome to lodge his appeal there within a fixed time.  A. H. M. Jones (Studies in Roman Government and Law, 1960, p. 96) concluded that, from the date of this enactment, a Roman citizen anywhere in the empire was protected against summary magisterial punishment, although the provincial magistrate might deal with cases which involved a plain breach of established statute law (which Paul’s case manifestly did not).  By the beginning of the 2nd century A.D. it evidently became the regular practice for Roman citizens in the provinces, charged with offences extra ordinary (not covered by the standard code of procedure), to be sent to Rome almost automatically, without going through the formality of appealing to Caesar.  In this, as in many other respects, the picture of Roman practice given in Acts is true to the dramatic date of the book; the case of Paul’s appeal fits in with what we know of conditions in the late fifties of the 1st Christian century, and Luke’s account of it is a substantial contribution to the available evidence.

Festus…would now be rid of the responsibility of adjudicating in a case where he knew himself to be out of his depth [more than that; he knew himself to be wrong].  One responsibility remained, however: he had to send to Rome along with the accused man an explanatory statement outlining the nature of the case and its history to date.  In drafting this statement he was glad to have the timely aid of one who was reputed to be an expert in Jewish religious affairs, the younger Agrippa, who came to Caesarea about this time with his sister Bernice to greet the emperor’s new representative.

After listening to Paul, Agrippa agreed with Festus that he could not reasonably be convicted on any of the serious charges brought against him.  Indeed, said the king, Paul might have been discharged on the spot had he not appealed to Caesar [apparently, Festus did not tell Agrippa that he had decided to do the Jews a favor and hand Paul over].  But Agrippa presumably gave Festus the help he required in drafting the letter [of explanation required by the Imperial court].
The uppermost consideration in Paul’s appeal to Caesar was not his own safety, but the interests of the gospel.  Seven or eight years previously he had experienced the benevolent neutrality of Roman law in the tacit decision of Gallio, proconsul of Achaia, that there was nothing illegal in his preaching (Acts 18:12–16).  He might reasonably expect a similarly favorable verdict from the supreme court in Rome.  Paul must have realized that the consideration which moved Gallio would not be valid much longer.  Gallio had ruled in effect that what Paul preached was a variety of Judaism, and therefore not forbidden by Roman law. But, thanks in large measure to Paul’s own activity, it would soon be impossible to regard Christianity as a variety of Judaism, since it was now manifestly more Gentile than Jewish.  A favorable hearing from the emperor in Rome might win recognition for Christianity, if not as the true fulfillment of Israel’s ancestral religion (which Paul believed it to be), at least as a permitted association (the legal right of religious assembly) in its own right.  Besides, if Caesar in person heard Paul’s defense, what might the outcome not be?  The younger Agrippa had politely declined to admit the logic of Paul’s argument, but Gentiles had regularly shown themselves more amenable to the gospel than Jews, and a Roman emperor might be more easily won than a Jewish client-king.

But the fact that it was to Caesar that Paul appealed does not necessarily mean that Caesar would hear the case personally.  According to Tacitus, Nero announced at the beginning of his rule that he would not judge cases in person, as his predecessor Claudius had done; and indeed, during his first eight years he generally delegated them to others.  Thus, ‘if Paul came to trial some time after the period of two years mentioned in Acts 28:30, it is probable that his case was heard by someone other than the Emperor (A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, 1963, p. 366).  This ‘someone other’ might be the prefect of the praetorian guard, ‘representing the Emperor in his capacity as the fountain of justice, together with the assessors and high officers of the court’ (W. M. Ramsay, Saint Paul the Traveler, p. 357).  But this is a matter on which we have no information.  [However, it does lend validity to the theory that Paul was released from his first imprisonment, because the Praetorian Guard loved Paul for what he had done to save the Roman soldiers in the shipwreck at Malta.]

Neither have we any information on the outcome of the appeal—whether Paul was heard and condemned, or heard and acquitted.  We do not even know whether his appeal was ever heard. The prolongation of his stay in Rome over two full years could have been due to congestion of court business as much as anything else; and if indeed he was discharged without coming to trial, this would probably have been the result of an Imperial act on Caesar’s part.  ‘Perhaps Paul benefited from the clemency of Nero, and secured a merely casual release.  But there is no necessity to construe Acts to mean that he was released at all’ (A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, p. 109).  By the account of Paul’s night vision at sea, in which he was assured that he would stand before Caesar (Acts 27:23f.), Luke probably implies that Paul’s appeal did at length come up for hearing, whatever the outcome was.”
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