Acts 25:7
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 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the genitive absolute construction which includes the genitive masculine singular aorist deponent participle from the verb PARAGINOMAI, which means “to arrive.”


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


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


The participle is a temporal participle and precedes the action of the main verb.  It is translated “after he arrived.”

The ‘subject’ of the participle in the genitive absolute construction is the genitive third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “he” and referring to Paul.

Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PERIHISTĒMI, which means “to stand around.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jews that came down from Jerusalem 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 nominative subject from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “the Jews.”  Between the article and the adjective it governs stand the modifiers of this subject.  The modifiers include the preposition APO plus the ablative of origin/source from the neuter plural proper noun HIEROSOLUMA, meaning “from Jerusalem” plus the nominative masculine plural perfect active participle from the verb KATABAINW, which means “to come/go down.”


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes the present state of being as a result of a past, completed action.


The active voice indicates that the Jews from Jerusalem produced the action.


The participle is ascriptive, being used as a substantive adjective, modifying the noun “Jews.”  Literally the subject is “the coming down from Jerusalem Jews.”  In English grammar we can translate this like a relative clause: “the Jews who came down from Jerusalem.”

“After he arrived, the Jews who came down from Jerusalem stood around him,”

 is the accusative direct object from the neuter plural adjective POLUS, meaning “many” plus the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter plural adjective BARUS, meaning “weighty, heavy; fierce, cruel, savage; severe, troublesome, important.”  The translation “serious,” used by the NASV is a better translation than the suggestions in BDAG and is suggested by the Louw-Nida lexicon.  With this we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural noun AITIWMA, which means “charges.”
  Then we have the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb KATAPHERW, which means “to bring against.”


The present tense is a descriptive/historical present, which presents the past action as though happening now for the sake of vividness.


The active voice indicates that the Jews produced the action.


The participle expresses attendant circumstances.
“bringing many and serious charges”

 is the accusative direct object from the neuter plural relative pronoun HOS, meaning “which” and referring to the many and serious charges.  Then we have the absolute negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb ISCHUW, which means “to have requisite personal resources to accomplish something: have power, be competent, be able Mt 8:28; 26:40; Mk 5:4; 14:37; Lk 6:48; 8:43; 14:6, 29f; 20:26; Jn 21:6; Acts 6:10; 15:10; 25:7; 27:16.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes the continuing past action or state of being.


The active voice indicates that the Jews could not produce the action.


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

Finally, we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb APODEIKNUMI, which means “to prove.”

“which they were not able to prove,”

Acts 25:7 corrected translation
“After he arrived, the Jews who came down from Jerusalem stood around him, bringing many and serious charges, which they were not able to prove,”
Explanation:
1.  “After he arrived, the Jews who came down from Jerusalem stood around him,”

a.  After Paul arrives in court, the Jews who came down from Jerusalem stand around him in an attempt to intimidate him physically.


b.  Paul is surrounded by his accusers.  This was probably pre-arranged and agreed upon between Festus and the Jews prior to the beginning of the trial.


c.  This physical intimation of Paul had no effect no Paul, since Paul knew that as a Roman citizen the Jews couldn’t lay a finger on him.


d.  “Scare tactics” should never have any effect on ambassadors for Christ; for “greater is He who is in you than he who is in the world,” 1 Jn 4:4.


e.  Note that the Jews did not bring Tertullus back with them this time.  Perhaps they were not satisfied with the job he had done.

2.  “bringing many and serious charges”

a.  The Jewish leadership brings up many and serious charges, the same ones we have already seen in Acts 24:5-6a, “For having found this man a public enemy and causing dissension among all the Jews throughout the world, and a ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes, who even tried to desecrate the temple.”  Festus explains what charges the Jews accused Paul of in his conversation with King Agrippa in Acts 25:18-19, “When the accusers stood up, they began bringing charges against him not of such crimes as I was expecting, but they simply had some points of disagreement with him about their own religion and about a dead man, Jesus, whom Paul asserted to be alive.”


b.  Apparently no new charges were brought up by the Jews, since Luke doesn’t mention any, and since Festus, King Agrippa and his wife Bernice come to the same conclusion that Felix did—Paul was innocent, Acts 26:31-32, “and when they [Festus, Agrippa, and Bernice] had gone aside, they began talking to one another, saying, ‘This man is not doing anything worthy of death or imprisonment.’  And Agrippa said to Festus, ‘This man might have been set free if he had not appealed to Caesar.’”


c.  The seriousness of the charges is in the fact that the Jews were asking for the execution of Paul, Acts 25:15.

3.  “which they were not able to prove,”

a.  Apparently Luke was allowed to be at this public trial as a part of Paul’s “defense team.”  Certainly as one of his own witnesses that he had done nothing wrong, that is, committed no crime against Roman justice.


b.  Luke was well aware of the fact that the Jews could not prove their case this time, just as they had not been able to prove their case two years previously before Felix.


c.  If it was obvious to Luke that the Jews could not prove Paul’s guilt, it was just as obvious to Festus.


d.  By the time of the trial, Festus had certainly been briefed by his own adjutant and legal officer about Paul’s case, the lack of evidence against him, Lysias’s written report of the original events in Jerusalem, and Felix’s own conclusion of Paul’s innocence.  Lysias was probably still available for Festus to talk to about what happened originally, and Festus certainly had enough time to do so while in Jerusalem for over a week.  And even if Lysias had been transferred to Caesarea during the previous two years, Festus still had time to talk to him upon his return to Caesarea before the time.  Festus would have been thoroughly briefed on this court case and all of its background before sitting down on his judgment seat.


e.  Therefore, what Festus heard that day by the Jews was nothing new and certainly nothing worthy of Paul’s execution or imprisonment by Roman justice.  Once again the Jews had no case against Paul; they only had the motivation of revenge, malice, implacability, and hatred.


f.  “Although the many charges which they brought were serious in character and deadly in intention (being probably a repetition of those detailed by Tertullus before Felix), they could produce no evidence in their support.  No witnesses were forthcoming to supply proof of them, and all that Paul needed to do when replying in his defense was to deny them categorically one by one.  The nature of the charges can be inferred from Paul’s threefold denial.  He was charged in general with breaking the Jewish law and in particular with violating the sanctity of the temple.  As for the general charge, Luke represents him as observing the Jewish law punctiliously, and Paul himself agrees that he observes it when living among law-abiding Jews (1 Cor 9:20)-especially in Judea, where the Sanhedrin’s authority existed.  (What he did in the Gentile lands was outside their jurisdiction.)  As for the particu​lar charge of temple profanation, those who first raised a clamor against him on this ground did not come forward as witnesses when the alleged crime was recent; no evidence in its support could be produced now.  If a prima facie case could have been made out against him on this score, he could have been handed over to the Sanhedrin for trial; but unsubstantiated charges did not constitute a prima facie case.  The charge of acting against the emperor’s interests was a very serious one, of which Caesar’s representative [Festus] was bound to take special notice.  It was probably a repetition of the charge brought against Paul and his friends at Thessalonica (Acts 17:6-7) and an expansion of Tertullus’s characteriz​ation of him as a ‘pest’ (Acts 24:5).  But by charging him with fomenting disorder in the provinces Paul’s accusers overreached themselves, for this was a matter which fell decidedly within the imperial jurisdiction, not the Sanhedrin’s, and one on which Paul might very properly appeal to the emperor himself.”
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