Acts 25:12



 is the temporal adverb TOTE, meaning “Then,” followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PHĒTOS, transliterated as “Festus.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb SULLALEW, which means “to exchange thoughts with, talk/discuss/converse with someone; Mk 9:4; Lk 9:30; 22:4; Mt 17:3; Acts 5:12; 25:12; Lk 4:36.”


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 participle is temporal and precedes the action of the main verb.  It is translated “after talking with.”

Then we have the preposition META plus the genitive of association from the neuter singular article, used as a personal pronoun (“his”) and noun SUMBOULION, which means “with an official deliberative assembly as a body: council Acts 25:12.”
  In our society in the United States today, we use the term “staff” to refer to the same group of people, whether it a politician’s staff or a military officer’s staff.  It is still a group of specialized people who advise the decision-maker.  The phrase is best translated “with his staff.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist deponent passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”


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


The deponent passive voice functions in an active sense with Festus producing the action.

“Then, after talking with his staff, Festus answered,”

 is the accusative direct object from the masculine singular proper noun KAISAR, meaning “Caesar.”  Then we have the second person singular perfect middle indicative from the verb EPIKALEW, which means “a request put to a higher judicial authority for review of a decision in a lower court, appeal to; a legal technical term Acts 25:11f, 21, 25; 26:32; 28:19.”


The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes the completed state of being of a past action.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “you have appealed to.”


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 simple statement of fact and reality.

This is followed by the preposition EPI plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular proper noun KAISAR, meaning “to Caesar.”  Finally, we have the second person singular future deponent indicative from the verb POREUOMAI, which means “to go.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The deponent middle voice is middle in form but active in meaning with Paul producing the action.


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

“‘You have appealed to Caesar, to Caesar you shall go.’”

Acts 25:12 corrected translation
“Then, after talking with his staff, Festus answered, ‘You have appealed to Caesar, to Caesar you shall go.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then, after talking with his staff, Festus answered,”

a.  After Paul made his formal appeal to the Roman supreme court and before Festus granted Paul’s request, Festus did one very smart thing—he consulted with his staff.



(1)  “He was assisted by an informal body of advisors (consilium), whom he consulted before delivering his decision, though he was not bound to take their advice.”



(2)  A procurator’s “judicial council was normally made up of Roman citizens who lived in that area, military personnel and officials who attended the governor, among whom would likely be at least one expert in Roman law.”  The discussion probably involved whether or not Paul’s case was considered an extra ordinem sort of case, which if so, obligated the procurator to honor such an appeal.  Even if this is not considered an ‘extra ordinary’ sort of case, “it would apparently have fallen into the category of treason (acting against the Emperor), and this matter was beyond the authority of the provincial governor, since it involved the ‘dignity’ and final ‘authority’ of the emperor directly.”


b.  We see the same thing occurring all the time with regard to the decisions of our own President.  He hears ideas, suggestions, and recommendations from the White House staff, legislators, and his own cabinet members before making decisions.  This is a time honored practice in both the military and government.  It is certainly practiced in the world of big business as well.


c.  The principle is that the man in charge cannot and does not know everything he needs to know to make decisions.  The person in charge must rely on the judgment and advice of others, who are specialists in various fields.


d.  Festus wasn’t checking to see if Paul had the right to appeal, for that was clearly Paul’s right.  But wanted to make certain that by granting the appeal, it would be made plain to the Jewish authorities that his hands were now tied in this matter, and there was no way he could grant them the favor they wanted—turning Paul over to them for assassination.


e.  Festus also now knows that he is required to write a report to the Emperor, giving the background of Paul’s case and his own recommendation on the final verdict.  This has placed him in an awkward position; for if he says that Paul should be found guilty, then Festus must also provide the evidence of Paul’s guilt, which he cannot do; and if he says that Paul should be found innocent, then the Emperor will ask him why he didn’t already make that ruling himself and spare the Emperor the inconvenience of having to deal with the matter.  Therefore, Festus needed all the help he could get from his legal council in preparing his formal letter to the Emperor.


f.  Festus had put Paul between a rock and a hard place, and now Paul had turned the tables on him.  Festus had a ‘no-win’ situation.  On the one hand, if he grants Paul’s request, which he must do, then he cannot do the Jews a favor, and they will be disgusted with him.  On the other hand, if he doesn’t grant Paul’s request, then his punishment for failing to do so will be permanent exile to an island like Patmos.  This permanent exile was the Roman law for a Roman official who failed to grant a legal appeal to Caesar.  Festus’s staff probably reminded him of this.

2.  “‘You have appealed to Caesar, to Caesar you shall go.’”

a.  Finally, Festus answers Paul’s appeal with his final decision—Paul will stand trial before the Imperial Court.  However, this does not mean that Paul will necessarily stand trial before Nero himself.  The Emperor Nero’s standard practice was to have someone else judge these matters in his place; for example, Afranius Burrus, the prefect of the praetorian guard.


b.  Paul’s appeal to Caesar was a stock Latin phrase: Caesarem appello.  Festus’s reply is also a stock Latin phrase: Caesarem appellesti; ad Caesarem ibis.  “Anyone familiar with Nero’s later persecution of the Christians in Rome might assume that this did not bode well for Paul.  This was in the earlier years of Nero’s reign, however, years marked by a general stability.  His ‘dark side’ had not yet surfaced.”


c.  Festus gives no indication of how soon this will take place, because he still has to prepare all the documentation and evidence that must accompany Paul to Rome.


d.  There was one final thing that Festus had to do that day in that court, which was to look the Jewish leadership in the eyes and tell them that he would be doing them no favors that day.  They were dismissed empty handed.


e.  “Paul probably made his appeal not only in the interests of his personal safety but also from a desire to win recognition for the Gentile churches as authorized associations [collegium licitum = legal colleges] in their own right.  And he may have been moved more than anything else by the incomparable opportunity which the hearing of his appeal would provide of preaching the gospel at the seat of imperial power.”
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