Acts 25:26
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 is the preposition PERI plus the adverbial genitive of reference from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “Concerning whom.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular adjectives ASPHALĒS and TIS, meaning “anything definite.”
  This is followed by the aorist active infinitive from the verb GRAPHW, which means “to write.”


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


The active voice indicates that Festus produces the action of writing.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive that completes the meaning of the main verb “I have.”

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular article, used as a personal pronoun (“my”) and noun KURIOS, meaning “to my lord” and referring to Nero, the Roman Emperor.  This is followed by the negative OUK plus the first person singular present active indicative from the verb ECHW, which means “to have: I do not have.”


The present tense is a descriptive/aoristic present, describing the current state of being.


The active voice indicates that Festus produces the action.


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

“Concerning whom I do not have anything definite to write to my lord.”

 is the inferential conjunction DIO, meaning “Therefore.”
  Then we have the first person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PROAGW, which means “to bring before.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which looks at an action in its entirety but emphasizes the culmination or completion of the action.  This is expressed in the translation by the use of the auxiliary verb “have: I have brought before.”


The active voice indicates that Festus produced the action.


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

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to Paul.  Then we have the preposition EPI plus the adverbial genitive of place from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “before you all” and referring to everyone in the room.  This is followed by the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the adverb of degree MALISTA, meaning “most of all, above all, especially, particularly Acts 20:38; 1 Tim 4:10; 5:17; 2 Tim 4:13; Tit 1:10; Phlm 16; and above all, particularly Acts 25:26; 1 Tim 5:8.”
  Then we have the preposition EPI plus the adverbial genitive of place from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “before you” and referring to the vocative masculine singular nouns BASILEUS and AGRIPPAS, which follow: “King Agrippa.”

“Therefore I have brought him before you all and particularly before you, King Agrippa,”

 is the word HOPWS, which is used to introduce purpose clauses, when used as a conjunction.  It is translated “in order that.”  Then we have a genitive absolute construction.  The ‘subject’ of the genitive absolute is the genitive feminine singular article, used as a demonstrative pronoun (“this”) and noun ANAKRISIS, which means “a judicial hearing, investigation, hearing, especially a preliminary hearing Acts 25:26.”
  The ‘finite verb’ in the genitive absolute construction is the genitive feminine singular aorist deponent middle participle of the verb GINOMAI, which means “to occur, happen, or take place.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire about to happen action as a fact with emphasis on its conclusion.  It is translated by the auxiliary verb “has.”


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (the judicial hearing) producing the action.


The participle is a temporal participle, which precedes the action of the main verb and is translated “after this hearing has taken place.”

Then we have the first person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb ECHW, which means “to have: I might have.”


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


The active voice indicates that Festus will produce the action of having something.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of purpose, being used in a purpose clause begun by the conjunction HOPWS.  The subjunctive mood also expresses potentiality.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “something.”  Finally, we have the first person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb GRAPHW, which means “to write: I may write.”


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


The active voice indicates that Festus will produce the action of having something.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive used in an indefinite local clause where the action is expected to take place in the future.  This is translated by the auxiliary word “may.”

“in order that after this hearing has taken place, I might have something I may write.”

Acts 25:26 corrected translation
“Concerning whom I do not have anything definite to write to my lord.  Therefore I have brought him before you all and particularly before you, King Agrippa, in order that after this hearing has taken place, I might have something I may write.”
Explanation:
1.  “Concerning whom I do not have anything definite to write to my lord.”

a.  Festus continues explaining the background regarding Paul’s case by explaining the reason stands before everyone today.


b.  Festus was required to write a report (called litterae dimissoriae siue apostolic) to the Emperor (‘my lord’), which explained who the prisoner was, why he was in custody, what the charges were against him, and what, if any, punishment he had already received.  Festus “could not simply send along the report of Lysias or Felix; rather, he had to make his own report, with definite charges in it, since he [and not someone else] was sending Paul to Caesar.”


c.  All the official background of Paul’s case went into this ‘legal brief’.  If witnesses accompanied the accused to Rome, then who they were and what they had to say about the case also went into the report.


d.  Festus’s problem was that there were no charges against Paul of a criminal nature, only of a religious nature, which were of no immediate threat to the Roman Empire.  Festus could not explain why Paul was still in custody after half the Sanhedrin, a tribune and two proconsuls had considered him innocent of any wrongdoing.


e.  What is the background of the title ‘lord’ used of the Roman Emperor here?


“Most important of all is the early establishment of a controversial parallelism between the worship of Christ and the worship of Caesar in the application of the term KURIOS.  It was previously known that Augustus and Tiberius had scorned the title of ‘lord,’ because it directly contradicted the Roman conception of the empire as a ‘principate’.  The kings of the East have from time immemorial been ‘lords,’ and their subjects nothing better than slaves.  The same conception runs through the Oriental religions, which delight to express the relation of the divinity to the worshipper as that of the ‘lord’.  In religious history the most important illustration of this is undoubtedly the Old Testament, especially in the Greek Septuagint translation, which, following Jewish custom, has even replaced the divine name Jahveh by ‘Lord’.


It may be said with certainty that at the time when Christianity originated ‘Lord’ was a divine title intelligible to the whole Eastern world.  St. Paul’s confession of ‘Our Lord Jesus Christ’ was that the worshippers are the ‘slaves’ of the Lord, understood in its full meaning by everybody in the Hellenistic East.


Now it has generally been assumed hitherto that the Roman emperors were first named ‘lord’ or ‘our lord’ from Domitian onward, that is, not until after St. Paul’s time.  That may be true of Rome and the West.  In the East, however, as the records now show, the ancient title, which had long been in use in the language of the native courts, and had moreover an essential touch of the religious about it, was bestowed on the emperors much earlier.  There is literary record that Caligula allowed himself to be called ‘lord’.  An Egyptian document of the year 49 and an ostracon from Thebes of the year 54 call Claudius ‘the lord’.


For Nero the title ‘the lord’ in the time of the most important of St. Paul’s letters, the number of examples suddenly rushes up tremendously.  We find the title ‘lord’ applied to Nero also in papyrus documents.  The fact that a New Testament writer well acquainted with this period makes Festus the Procurator speak of Nero simply as ‘the lord,’ now acquires its full significance in this connexion.  It is sufficient for our purpose to have realized the state of affairs in the time of Nero and St. Paul.  And then we cannot escape the conjecture that the Christians of the East who heard St. Paul preach in the style of Phil 2:9, 11 and 1 Cor 8:5, 6 must have found in the solemn confession that Jesus Christ is ‘the Lord’ a silent protest against other ‘lords,’ and against ‘the lord,’ as people were beginning to call the Roman Caesar.  And St. Paul himself must have felt and intended this silent protest,—as well as Jude, when he calls Jesus Christ ‘our only master and Lord.’”

2.  “Therefore I have brought him before you all and particularly before you, King Agrippa,”

a.  Therefore, since Festus did not know how to justify himself to the Emperor, that is, how to come up with any legitimate excuses for not having already released this Roman citizen from an unjust two year house arrest, he needed the help of King Agrippa in determining what to write.


b.  The fact that Festus says that he has brought Paul before “you all” indicates that he is willing to take advise from not only King Agrippa, but also from his tribunes, his legal officer, his military staff, and the prominent men of the city.  This also does not exclude Bernice, who was the most Jewish person in attendance, other than Paul himself.

3.  “in order that after this hearing has taken place, I might have something I may write.”

a.  Festus now states the purpose of this great gathering of Gentile leaders to hear Paul speak.  Festus has gathered everyone in that he might have something to write to the Emperor.  “There is strong irony in Festus’s remark.  The whole situation was indeed ‘senseless’.  He had no charges against Paul because there were none to be found.  Paul’s need to make the appeal, his continued confinement, the entire situation was ‘unreasonable’; and it was very much the procurator’s own doing.”


b.  However, God had another purpose in gathering all these leading Gentiles of Judea—in order that they might here the gospel from the apostle to the Gentiles.


c.  Festus meant this gathering to be a judicial hearing of some sort.  God meant this gathering to be a gospel hearing of the most definite sort.


d.  Festus meant this gathering to justify his incompetence and evil.  God meant this gathering to offer justification to anyone who was willing to believe in Christ.


e.  Lenski summarizes Festus’s problem.

“Festus was eventually left just where he had put himself in the first place by seeking to acquire the favor of the Jews.  Festus makes it appear that without further ado Paul appealed to Caesar when he (Festus) regarded him as innocent of a capital crime.  He makes it appear that he was about to acquit Paul when Paul impeded all further action by voicing his appeal (see Acts 26:32).  Even then the fault remains that Festus accepted and allowed the appeal. He should have denied this appeal, promptly answered it by complete acquittal, and thus removed all grounds for appeal.  But no, angered by Paul’s manly language and prompt appeal to Caesar, he had accepted that appeal in a foolish manner.  The truth was even worse.  Festus knew in detail what the Jewish accusations really were, that they were not crimes but matters of faith, things that did not belong before a Roman court.  When this had been made clear at the trial, and when Festus then sought to gain Jewish favor and proposed to send Paul to Jerusalem for further trial, Paul appealed to Caesar.  Add these real facts, and the full difficulty of Festus becomes clear.  He dared not write the true facts to the emperor, that he had driven Paul to appeal, and that in a temper he had accepted that appeal.  He dared not confess his own injustice. Now he was helpless, without imagination enough to lie his way out of the tangle in some at least plausible manner.  Those Jewish ‘complaints’ were unfit to send to Nero; his own conviction of Paul’s innocence he dared not write, for Nero would at once demand to know why justice had not been done by Festus in accord with that conviction, why this procurator troubled him with an appeal that the prisoner should never have needed to make.”
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