Acts 26:32



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” and transitioning us from one speaker to the next.  With this we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun AGRIPPAS, meaning “Agrippa,” followed by the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular proper noun PHĒSTOS, which means “to Festus.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PHĒMI, which means “to say: said.”

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


The active voice indicates that Agrippa produced the action.


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

“Then Agrippa said to Festus,”
 is the perfect passive infinitive from the verb APOLUW, which means “as a legal term, to grant acquittal: set free, release, pardon Mt 27:15–26; Mk 15:6–15; Lk 23:16–25; Jn 18:39; 19:10, 12; Acts 3:13; 5:40; 16:35f; 26:32; 28:18.”


The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes a past, completed action, and is translated with the auxiliary verb “have/has.”


The passive voice indicates that Paul was able to receive the action of being set free.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, used after verbs such as DUNAMAI to indicate what is able.

This is followed by the third person singular imperfect deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able.”

The imperfect tense is a voluntative or potential imperfect, which describes what could have taken place at some point in the past (Paul could have been set free until Paul appealed to Caesar).


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Paul) producing the action of being able during a period of time in the past to be set free.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ANTHRWPOS plus the demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, used as an adjective, meaning “This man” and referring to Paul.

“‘This man could have been set free”
 is the conditional particle EI, used in a second class condition, meaning “if” (and it’s not true).
  With this we have the negative adverb MĒ, meaning “not.”  Then we have the third person singular pluperfect middle indicative from the verb EPIKALEW, which means “to appeal to.”


The pluperfect tense is a consummative pluperfect, which emphasizes the completed action in the past, and the auxiliary verb “had” is used in the translation.


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


The indicative mood is declarative (in a second class condition) for a simple statement contrary to fact.

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular proper noun KAISAR, which means “Caesar.”

“if he had not appealed to Caesar.’”
Acts 26:32 corrected translation
“Then Agrippa said to Festus, ‘This man could have been set free, if he had not appealed to Caesar.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then Agrippa said to Festus,”

a.  After discussing amongst themselves the fact that Paul has not done anything worthy of death or imprisonment, Agrippa apparently concludes the conversation with a comment to Festus.

b.  Luke is now telling us what Agrippa’s most important piece of advice to Festus was that needed to be put in his report to Rome.  Festus can write that he was fully disposed to acquit Paul of any wrongdoing had he not appealed to Caesar.

c.  Agrippa is suggesting to Festus that he make it appear that he had every intention of setting Paul free, because there was really never any evidence against him.  And he was about set Paul free, when Paul suddenly and dramatically appealed to Caesar.  This is not the exact truth, but this is how Agrippa suggests that Festus must make it appear.


d.  So Festus gets what he wants—a cover story for his unjust actions.  Agrippa gets what he wants—to stay in the good graces of Festus and be an advisor to him.  Paul gets what he wants—to go to Rome in obedience to the will of God.  Everybody gets what they want and the plan of God marches on with Paul and without Festus or Agrippa.  Barnhouse sees this differently, “As a Roman citizen, Paul certainly had the right to appeal to a secular government.  As a believer God would have taken care of him, just as He brought Peter out of prison (Acts 12) and as He had released Paul from the Philippian jail supernaturally (Acts 16).  So what we have, in reality, is Paul being where he had no business to be, finally coming to the place where he had to appeal to Roman power to save him.”

2.  “‘This man could have been set free”

a.  Agrippa declares Paul’s innocence.  This is the fifth time Paul has been declared innocent by someone.

b.  Paul should have been set free and could have been set free, except for one major problem—when Paul appealed to the higher court of Rome, which he had every right to do, he sealed his own fate.  Now he had to go before the Imperial court and nothing could change that, except if Paul were declared to be mad, crazy, or out of his mind, which is exactly what Festus tried to make everyone believe during Paul’s hearing.

c.  If Paul had said nothing to Festus’ charge that Paul was a lunatic, then Festus could have set him free on that basis; for no proconsul ever sent an insane mad to a higher court.  The mad was set free and labeled as a lunatic.  Furthermore, Festus had the Jewish king as a prime witness to Paul’s “madness.”  However, this little side plot did not work either.
3.  “if he had not appealed to Caesar.’”

a.  Appeal to Caesar sealed Paul’s future—he was going to Rome and have his case reviewed by the Imperial court.


(1)  “For Festus to prejudge the issue now by discharging him would have been impolitic, if not beyond his authority.”



(2)  “It should be noted that Festus had the power to acquit Paul in spite of the appeal, but it would have been politically inexpedient for him to have done so.  Compare SherwinWhite, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament (1963), p. 65).”
  “This does not mean that in strict law the governor could not pronounce an acquittal after the act of appeal.  It is not a question of law, but of the relation between the emperor and his subordinates, and of the element of non-constitutional power which the Romans called auctoritas (meaning ‘prestige’), on which the supremacy of the Emperor so largely depended.  No sensible man with hopes of promotion would dream of short-circuiting the appeal to Caesar unless he had specific authority to do so.  Since the charges were extra ordinem (extraordinary) in large part [dealing with resurrection], the appeal was automatically valid.  To have acquitted him despite the appeal would have been to offend both the emperor and the province”


b.  It is unlikely that Paul would have appeared personally before Nero, who was the Emperor at this time, since the recommendation of the lower court (Festus) was that Paul had done nothing worthy of imprisonment or death.

c.  Paul’s case would be reviewed by someone appointed by Nero to handle insignificant cases that simply required the higher court’s stamp of approval on the decisions of a lower court.  The higher court would uphold the innocent recommendation of the lower court, even though the Jews would be given the opportunity to appear before the Imperial court and attempt to prove Paul’s guilt.  However, this is so unlikely because Paul had too many witnesses that could testify that he did not profane the temple, and the Imperial court could care less about the issue of resurrection.  The witness of the Jews against Paul was so weak, they were not about to embarrass themselves again.


d.  Paul had appealed to Caesar and to Caesar’s court he would go, if only as an exercise in paperwork.  For if the Jews failed to appear before the Imperial court and prefer charges, Paul would be declared innocent for the final time and released.


e.  “According to Acts 26:32 Agrippa concluded that Paul might have been set free if he had not appealed to Caesar, and there is no hint that the proconsul Festus disagreed with this judgment.  On the contrary Acts 25:20 states clearly that Festus was at a loss to know how to deal with Paul’s case through lack of understanding of the religious charges laid against him.  In his report to the Emperor he could not have been too unfavorable to Paul and unless some further charge were later brought against him it is a fair assumption that the normal course of Roman justice would have resulted in his release.”


f.  “What placed this case out of Festus’s jurisdiction was probably a variety of factors: (1) Fes​tus’s desire to be rid of a troublesome case; (2) his desire not to alienate the Jewish authorities he would have to continue to deal with, especially in light of what had just recently happened to Felix; (3) his desire not to appear to usurp any of the emperor’s auctoritas [‘prestige’] in a complex case that he had had great trouble figuring out and to form a list of chargeable offenses.  In the slight chance that Paul had offended against the emperor, since the charges were so murky, it would be better not to dismiss the case than to make a mistake and make Jews and the emperor angry.  Finally, bear in mind that it is Agrippa’s stated judgment only that Paul could have been set free.  This is not said to be the legal conclusion of Festus himself, based on his knowledge of Roman law, though he may have agreed with Agrippa.”

4.  A note on the relationship of Christianity at this point in the reign of Nero is in order here.  “The imperial policy toward Christians apparently began to be hostile about A.D. 62.  This year marked a turning point in Nero’s career; it was the year of Burrus’s death and his replacement as prefect of the praetorian guard, the year of Seneca’s retirement, and of Nero’s divorce of Octavia and marriage with Poppaea.  Poppaea was a warm friend of the Jews; indeed, Josephus calls her a ‘God-fearer’.  Her influence may well have been inimical to Christianity.  About this time, too, it must have become increasingly clear to the Roman authorities that Christianity was not simply a movement within Judaism, entitled to share the recognition which Jewish congregations enjoyed as collegia licita [a legitimate college].  It might therefore at any time become the object of suppression by the imperial police, and an opportunity for such measures arose at Rome in the aftermath of the great fire of A.D. 64.  But the situation at the time of Paul’s appeal was still largely what it had been when Gallio gave his favorable verdict at Corinth (Acts 18:12-17) seven or eight years before.”

5.  A note on Luke’s purpose in writing is in order at this point.  “Luke’s portrayal of Christianity’s close ties to Judaism bolsters his appeal to Roman officials not to concern themselves with ‘internal theological disputes’.  In Luke’s portrayal Roman notables express interest in Christianity (13:12; 19:31) or at least indicate that it poses no danger to the state (18:15; 19:37; 23:29; 25:25; 26:32).  In this way Luke can affirm the non-subversive nature of the Church, possibly in an effort to convince Roman citizens of his own day that nothing stood in the way of their membership in the Christian community.  Luke’s purpose in writing Acts cannot be limited to any one factor.  Without doubt his general aim was to encourage the Christian community to have confidence in its future by looking at its past.  This was accomplished by skillfully employing a genre that allowed for a captivating narrative comprised of a succession of both entertaining and didactic lessons.  As stressed above, Luke devoted considerable energy toward clarifying the Church’s relationship to both Jews and Romans.  Finally, for Christians of a later period who needed to know something about Paul, perhaps Acts served to offer a rehabilitation and domestication of this dangerous figure, who will be found soon enough at the root of various ‘heretical’ impulses in the second century.”
 

� Arndt, W., Danker, F. W., & Bauer, W. (2000). A Greek-English lexicon of the New Testament and other early Christian literature. (3rd ed.) (p. 117). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.


� See Brooks & Winbery, Syntax of NT Greek, p. 94 for the translation “could have been” for DUNAMAI in Mt 26:9.  Also A.T. Robertson’s Grammar, p. 886.


� Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, p. 695, footnote 25 and Blass, DeBrunner, and Funk, section 360(3).


� BDAG, p. 373.


� See Brooks & Winbery, Syntax of NT Greek, p. 109.


� See Brooks & Winbery, Syntax of NT Greek, p. 117.


� Barnhouse, p. 215.


� Bromiley, G. W. (1988; 2002). The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Revised (3:718). Wm. B. Eerdmans.


� Guthrie, D. (1996, c1990). New Testament introduction.  (4th rev. ed.) (p. 5). Downers Grove, Ill.: Inter-Varsity Press.


� Barrett, ICC, Vol 2, p. 1173f., citing Sherwin-White, p. 65.


� Guthrie, D. (1996, c1990). New Testament introduction.  (4th rev. ed.). (p. 623). Downers Grove, Ill.: Inter-Varsity Press.


� Witherington, p. 753.


� Bruce, p. 472f, footnote 48.


� Freedman, D. N., Myers, A. C., & Beck, A. B. (2000). Eerdmans dictionary of the Bible (17). Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans





PAGE  
5

