Acts 5:28
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 is the nominative masculine singular present active participle from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”

The present tense is a descriptive present for what happened at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the high priest produced the action of saying something.


The participle is circumstantial.

The negative OU (which is found in brackets in the Nestle-Aland Greek text) is not found in most of the best and earliest manuscripts, and is probably not part of the original text.  Then we have the instrumental of manner
 from the feminine singular noun PARAGGELIA, which means “with orders, commands” (BDAG, p. 760).  This is followed by the first person plural aorist active indicative from the verb PARAGGELLW, which means “to make an announcement about something that must be done: to give orders, command, instruct, direct.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Sanhedrin produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of direct object from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “you” and referring to the apostles.  Literally this says “We ordered you with orders,” which is Luke’s translation of a Hebrew manner of speaking (the Hebrew infinitive absolute).  The NASV translation of this Hebrew idiom is excellent: “We gave you strict orders.”  This is followed by the negative MĒ, meaning “not” plus the present active infinitive from the verb DIDASKW, which means “to teach.”

The present tense is a progressive and customary present for what is reasonably expected to not continue in the future—the apostles were not to continue teaching about Jesus.


The active voice indicates that the apostles were expected to produce the action of not teaching about Jesus.


The infinitive is an epexegetical infinitive, which functions as an indirect object of the main verb.

Then we have the preposition EPI plus the dative of reference from the neuter singular article and noun ONOMA plus the adjectival use of the demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “about this person” and referring to the person of Jesus as the Christ.
“saying, ‘We gave you strict orders not to continue teaching about this person,”
 is the additive/continuative use of the conjunction KAI plus the particle of attention IDOU, meaning “and behold.”  Then we have the second person plural perfect active indicative from the verb PLĒROW, which means “to fill: you have filled.”

The perfect tense is a consummative perfect
, which emphasizes a past, completed action.


The active voice indicates that the apostles have produced the action.


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

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun HIEROSOLUMA, which means “Jerusalem.”  Then we have the genitive of content from the feminine singular article and noun DIDACHĒ (BDAG, p. 241) plus the possessive genitive from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “with your teaching.”
“and behold, you have filled Jerusalem with your teaching”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” followed by the second person plural present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb BOULOMAI, which means “to plan on a course of action, intend, plan, will of human beings Mk 15:15; Ac 5:28, 33; 12:4; 15:37; 17:20; 18:27; 19:30; 22:30; 23:28; 27:43; 28:18; 2 Cor 1:15, 17.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what the high priest believes is the continuing plan and intent of the apostles.  This can also be considered a tendential present for what the high priest believes is the apostles’ intention, but has not yet taken place.

The deponent middle/passive voice functions in an active sense, the apostles producing the action.


The indicative mood is potential indicative.  “The indicative is used with verbs of obligation, wish, or desire, followed by an infinitive. The nature of the verb root, rather than the indicative, is what makes it look like a potential mood in its semantic force. This usage is fairly common.”
 

Then we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb EPAGW, which means “to cause a state or condition to be or occur; to bring on, bring something upon someone, mostly something bad, 2 Pet 2:5; bring swift destruction upon themselves 2 Pet 2:1; bring this man’s blood upon us Acts 5:28.”


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

The active voice indicates that the apostles will produce the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the action of the main verb ‘you intend to do something’.
This is followed by the preposition EPI plus the accusative of place from the first person plural personal pronoun EGW, meaning “upon us.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun HAIMA, meaning “blood” and used figuratively for someone’s death, plus the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun ANTHRWPOS plus the adjectival use of the genitive masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “of this man” and referring to Jesus.  This can be translated either “the blood of this man” or “this man’s blood” and referring to the physical death of Jesus.
“and you intend to bring upon us this man’s blood.’”
Acts 5:28 corrected translation
“saying, ‘We gave you strict orders not to continue teaching about this person, and behold, you have filled Jerusalem with your teaching and you intend to bring upon us this man’s blood.’”
Explanation:
1.  “saying, ‘We gave you strict orders not to continue teaching about this person,”

a.  The high priest now levels two charges against the apostles.  In this statement we have the first charge against them.  The apostles are charged with disobedience to the direct orders of the Sanhedrin.


b.  Peter will answer this charge in his reply “We must obey God rather than men.”

c.  The strict orders the Sanhedrin gave to Peter and John were stated in Acts 4:17-18, “But in order that it will not spread any further among the people, let us threaten them to no longer speak to anybody at all about this person.’  And then, when they had summoned them, they commanded them not to speak nor teach at all about the person of Jesus.”

d.  The high priest now correctly charges the apostles with continuing to teach about the person and work of Jesus.  That is exactly what they ordered them not to do and that is exactly what the apostles did.  The real issue is that the Sanhedrin had no authority to issue such an order.  If there is one person that any Jew had a right to talk about it was the person of the God of Israel.  Every Jew had every right to talk about the Messiah of Israel, and the Sanhedrin had no right to tell a Jew that they could not talk about their God.


e.  Therefore, the original order of the Sanhedrin had no validity.  It was an order against the freedom of God to present His case to a lost and dying world.


f.  The high priest’s charge that the apostles were teaching about the person of Jesus tells us that the apostles were doing exactly what Jesus wanted them to do.  They were teaching about His person and His work as He had commanded them to do.


g.  The real issue in the mind of the high priest is not the disobedience of the authority of the supreme court of Israel, but stopping the message about Jesus as the Christ.

h.  The real issue in the mind of the apostles is not disobedience of the authority of the Sanhedrin, but continuing the message about Jesus as the Christ.


i.  The person and work of Jesus has been and always will be the central issue in human history.


j.  The phrase “about this person” is somewhat significant in that the high priest refuses to utter the name ‘Jesus’.  “In the person after the fall of Jerusalem, Christians were placed by Pharisaic orthodoxy under a formal curse or ban, and uttering the name of Jesus was indeed considered blasphemy.  It was scrupulously avoided in the rabbinic writings.”

2.  “and behold, you have filled Jerusalem with your teaching”

a.  The high priest continues with a side-bar comment regarding the teaching of the apostles, which is not part of the charges against them, but expresses his exasperation and frustration at the success of the apostles’ message.

b.  The entire city of Jerusalem now knows all about the life of Jesus, the purpose for His life, the meaning and purpose of His death on the cross, and the gift of eternal life offered by God through faith in Him.

c.  The people of the city have all the facts, most of the details, and the real story behind the person and work of Christ.  Nothing has been hidden from them.  They all know the truth now.


d.  The miracles God has performed through the apostles have validated their message as true and from the person of God.


e.  The people have listened and understood what God’s message of salvation is all about and how it is related to the person and work of Jesus.


f.  The whole city now knows the truth, which the high priest and his deputies can no longer prevent from being known.


g.  Jews are continuing to accept Jesus as the Christ and as their savior by the thousands.  The Sadducees are beginning to lose their religious hold on the people, which means they are losing their political control as well.


h.  The Sadducees are fighting for their political lives, and are unwilling to give up control of the people and the city without a fight.  Their lust for power will motivate their lust to persecute and kill Christians, just as it motivated their lust to kill Jesus Christ.

3.  “and you intend to bring upon us this man’s blood.’”

a.  The high priest now states the second charge against the apostles—that the apostles intend to blame the Sanhedrin for the physical death of Jesus.  “To ‘lay someone’s blood’ on someone is an Old Testament expression for a charge of murder and in accordance with the ‘law of retribution’ demanded the death of the guilty party.  In essence the high priest was saying, ‘You are trying to get us killed for responsibility in this man’s death’.”


b.  Peter and the apostles will answer this charge by the statement in Acts 5:30, “Jesus, whom you had put to death by hanging Him on a cross.”  Clearly the apostles held the Sanhedrin, and especially the high priest responsible for the physical death of Jesus.

c.  Was the Sanhedrin responsible for his death?  Absolutely.  Here are the biblical facts.



(1)  Mt 26:59, “Now the chief priests and the whole Sanhedrin kept trying to obtain false testimony against Jesus, so that they might put Him to death.”



(2)  Mt 27:1, “Now when morning came, all the chief priests and the elders of the people conferred together against Jesus to put Him to death.”



(3)  Mk 14:55, “Now the chief priests and the whole Sanhedrin kept trying to obtain testimony against Jesus to put Him to death, and they were not finding any.”



(4)  Lk 22:2, “The chief priests and the scribes were seeking how they might put Him to death; for they were afraid of the people.”



(5)  Jn 11:4 -53, “Therefore the chief priests and the Pharisees convened the Sanhedrin, and were saying, ‘What are we doing?  For this man is performing many signs.  If we let Him go on like this, all men will believe in Him, and the Romans will come and take away both our place and our nation.’  But one of them, Caiaphas, who was high priest that year, said to them, ‘You know nothing at all, nor do you take into account that it is expedient for you that one man die for the people, and that the whole nation not perish.’  Now he did not say this on his own initiative, but being high priest that year, he prophesied that Jesus was going to die for the nation, and not for the nation only, but in order that He might also gather together into one the children of God who are scattered abroad.  So from that day on they planned together to kill Him.”


(6)  Jn 19:6-16, “So when the chief priests and the officers saw Him, they cried out saying, ‘Crucify, crucify!’  Pilate said to them, ‘Take Him yourselves and crucify Him, for I find no guilt in Him.’  …Jesus answered, ‘You would have no authority over Me, unless it had been given you from above; for this reason he who delivered Me to you has the greater sin.’  As a result of this Pilate made efforts to release Him, but the Jews cried out saying, ‘If you release this Man, you are no friend of Caesar; everyone who makes himself out to be a king opposes Caesar.’ …So they cried out, ‘Away with Him; away with Him, crucify Him!’  Pilate said to them, ‘Shall I crucify your King?’  The chief priests answered, ‘We have no king but Caesar.’  So he then handed Him over to them to be crucified.”



(7)  Mt 27:24-25, “When Pilate saw that he was accomplishing nothing, but rather that a riot was starting, he took water and washed his hands in front of the crowd, saying, ‘I am innocent of this Man’s blood; see to that yourselves.’  And all the people said, ‘His blood shall be on us and on our children!’”



(8)  Acts 4:10, “let it be known to you all and to all the people of Israel that by the person of Jesus Christ, the Nazarene, whom you crucified, whom God raised from the dead by this person this man stands here before you healthy.”

d.  Was it the intention of the apostles to blame the Sanhedrin for the death of Jesus?  No, that was not their will, plan, or purpose.  Their will, plan, or purpose was to present the message of eternal salvation.  The fact that the Sanhedrin was responsible for the death of Jesus was clear to every Jew living in the city, to every Jew that witnessed the trial before Pilate, to every Jew that heard the chief priests cry out ‘Away with Him; crucify Him.’

e.  The apostles did not need to bring upon the members of the Sanhedrin the responsibility for the death of Jesus; God the Father had already done that.  The fact that He held them responsible would be demonstrated with the destruction of the nation of Judea in 70 A.D. and the end of the Sanhedrin in human history.

f.  The Sanhedrin was responsible for the death of Jesus and God held them responsible for His death.  The apostles played no part in making this happen, but merely reported accurately what was already true and well known to all living in Jerusalem.


g.  Again we see the members of the Sanhedrin in denial.  Arrogance is always in denial about something.  This time they are in denial about their guiltiness for the death of Jesus.


h.  Lenski gives a very insightful comment about the high priest, “When they stood before Pilate they were morally certain that there would be no such guilt [for the death of Jesus] and boldly offered to take it [the guilt] upon themselves if such guilt there should be.  Why should that offer and especially the word ‘blood’ have remained in this high priest’s mind now to be recalled in the presence of the apostles?  Why should he say, ‘you intend to bring on us the blood of this man’ if no guilt attached to the shedding of his blood and to the part the Sanhedrin had played in that shedding?  This is the secret working of conscience, which makes a coward of this hardened criminal.  He sees frightful intentions in the hearts of the apostles and in the growing success of their work.  [He believes] They were resolved to dethrone him, to overthrow the Sanhedrin, and thus to wreak vengeance on them for ‘the blood of this man.’  His blood is haunting this Jew, and has gone on haunting Jews ever since; but all they do is what Caiaphas here does: [demonstrate their guilty conscience] …instead of repenting before God.”
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