Acts 25:2




 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction TE, meaning “Then” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EMPHANIZW, which means “to bring charges; Acts 24:1; 25:15.”


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


The active voice indicates that chief priests and leaders of the Jews produced the action.


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

Then we have dative of indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to Festus.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the chief priests” with a connective/additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and ordinal adjective PRWTOS, meaning literally “the first ones,” but referring to the most prominent men, the leading men Mk 6:21; Lk 19:47; Acts 13:50; 25:2; 28:17.”
  Then we have partitive genitive, possessive genitive or genitive of identity from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “of the Jews.”  The genitive of identity or descriptive genitive is probably the best choice here.  This is followed by the preposition KATA plus the ablative of opposition
 from the masculine singular article and noun PAULOS, meaning “against Paul.”

“Then the chief priests and the leading men of the Jews brought charges against Paul to him,”

 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb PARAKALEW, which means “to request, implore, entreat Mt 8:5, 31; 18:29, 32; Mk 1:40; 5:12, 17, 23; Lk 7:4; 2 Cor 12:18; Acts 19:31; 28:14; 25:2.”


The imperfect tense is a durative/descriptive, which describes the continuous, past action.  It is translated “they kept on imploring.”


The active voice indicates that the chief priests and leading men of the Jews kept on producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to Festus.

“and they kept on imploring him,”

Acts 25:2 corrected translation
“Then the chief priests and the leading men of the Jews brought charges against Paul to him, and they kept on imploring him,”
Explanation:
1.  “Then the chief priests and the leading men of the Jews brought charges against Paul to him,”

a.  Shortly after the arrival of Festus in Jerusalem it would have been proper protocol for either him to summon the Jewish leaders or for the Jewish leaders to pay their respects to the new governor.


b.  When this meeting took place, there were two groups of the Jews that were present to bring charges against Paul:



(1)  The chief priests included the current high priest, the past high priests that were still alive, and the captain of the temple guard, who was next in line to be high priest.  “The high priest Ananias was succeeded by Jonathan who was soon killed at the instigation of Felix; he, in turn, was succeeded by Ishmael, the son of Phiabi.”



(2)  The leading men of the Jews were the few families in Jerusalem that were very wealthy and had the purest Jewish lines of descent back to the Babylonian captivity.  It was from these few families that power and influence were exercised in the city of Jerusalem.  These men were called “the elders” of the people.  They were members of the Sanhedrin and their families had ruled in Israel since the Maccabean revolt against the Greeks around 160 B.C.

In addition to the priestly nobility there was a lay aristocracy; true, its importance was not very great, as the meagerness of evidence shows. 

It is advisable to begin by examining the composition of the San​hedrin. According to New Testament sources this supreme court of Judaism, consisting of seventy-one members, fell into three groups: the chief priests who, in the person of the high priest, held the presi​dency, the scribes and the elders.  Who made up this group of ‘elders’?  The history of Jewish government gives us the answer. After the exile those who reorganized the people, by this time without a king, made the ancient ruling families the basis of order.  Originally, these had held the leadership of the tribes and even after the settlement in Canaan their influence had never entirely disappeared.  It is probable that already in exile, that is, with the disappearance of the monarchy, the heads of the pre​dominant families assumed the leadership of the people, directing the settlement of the exiled in Babylon and governing them as leaders and judges (Ezek 8:1; 20:1).  After the return from exile these heads of families, the ‘elders of the Jews’, functioned as representatives of the people, negotiated with the Persian provincial governor (Ezra 5:9ff.) and in association with the ‘governor of the Jews’ directed the reconstruction of the Temple (Ezra 5:5, 9; 6:7, 8, 14).


The Sanhedrin, supreme assembly of post-exilic Judaism, grew out of the union of these non-priestly heads of families, repre​sentatives of the ‘secular nobility’, with the priestly aristocracy.  On this point the description of Jehoshaphat’s judiciary reform (2 Chr 19:5-11), which reflects the post-exilic situation, is informative; here the supreme judicial authority in Jerusalem is composed of Levites, priests and heads of families.  Thus it is an aristocratic senate composed of representatives of the priestly and lay aristocracy who, in the Persian and Greek periods, came to the forefront of the Jewish people. Only later, probably in the time of Queen Alexandra (76-67 B.C.), who held Pharisaic opinions, were Pharisaic scribes admitted to this supreme assembly which until then had been wholly aristocratic. There can therefore be no doubt about the composition of the group of ‘elders’ in the Sanhedrin: they were the heads of the most influential lay families.


The New Testament, as well as Josephus and Talmudic literature, knows this lay nobility.  In the New Testament the ‘principal men of the people’ (Lk 19:47) appear once in place of the ‘elders’, as a third group in the Sanhedrin; this synonym is very informative.  As a representative of this group we meet Joseph of Arimathea (Mk 5:43; Mt 27:57; Lk 23:50f; Jn 19:38-42) who was a rich landowner.


In Josephus there appear, besides the chief priests, as the most influential men in Jerusalem: ‘the first of the city’; ‘leaders of the people’; ‘the notables’, ‘the lead​ing men’; ‘the nobles and the most eminent citizens’.  These people are the ‘elders’ of the New Testa​ment, and we have assurance of this from a passage in Josephus show​ing this tripartite division of the Sanhedrin which is common in the New Testament. The three groups are there called ‘the principal citizens…the chief priests and the most notable Pharisees.’  This establishes beyond question the identity of Josephus ‘nobles’ as the New Testament ‘elders’.  In other passages the ‘leading citizens’ are distinguished from the members of the supreme council, and this shows that part only of the heads of leading families, certainly as representing their class, had a voice in the Sanhedrin.  A comparison of two passages in Josephus confirms that the ‘elders’ are indeed heads of notable lay families.  After his rise to power in 37 B.C. Herod put to death ‘all the members of this Sanhedrin’.


c.  Therefore, the most powerful and influential men in Israel all came together in front of Festus to bring serious charges of wrongdoing against Paul.


d.  In two years the vengeance, revenge motivation, and malice of these Jews had not declined.  It wasn’t enough that Paul was silenced in prison.  They wanted him dead.

2.  “and they kept on imploring him,”

a.  The Jewish leadership did not just bring charges against Paul, but they also kept on imploring, entreating, requesting that Festus do something.  What they kept on imploring Festus to do is described in the rest of this sentence in the next verse.  They wanted Paul brought to Jerusalem, so they could get their hands on Paul and murder him.


b.  We can just about reconstruct what was said by the Jewish leadership.  They would have said something like this: “If you really want to be considered a great ruler by us, and if you really want peace and harmony in Judea, and if you really want to make a great first impression on the people, then let us have Paul.”  The imperfect tense indicates a continuous action without cessation.  The Jews kept on asking, entreating, begging, imploring, saying everything they could think of to get custody of Paul.  Satan wanted Paul dead in the worst possible way and he was desperately using his agents to try and get what he wanted.
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