Acts 5:39



 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “but; however” plus the first class conditional particle EI, meaning “if and let’s assume it is true for the sake of argument” followed by the preposition EK plus the ablative of source/origin from the masculine singular noun THEOS, meaning “from the source of God.”  Then we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: it is.”

The present tense is an aoristic present, which presents the state of being as a fact without reference to its beginning, end, progress, or result.


The active voice indicates that the subject (the present situation of the rise of Christianity) produces the action of being, existing, occurring.


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

“but if it is from God,”
 is the absolute negative OU, meaning “absolutely not” plus the second person plural future deponent indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able: you will not be able.”

The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms with the negative what will not take place.


The deponent middle voice functions as an active voice, the Sanhedrin not being able to produce the action.


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

Then we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb KATALUW, which means “to end the effect or validity of something: put an end to; to bring to an end, ruin; the plan will fail Acts 5:38; suppress, stop verse 39.”


The aorist tense is a futuristic aorist, which regards the entire future action as a whole.

The active voice with the negative indicates that the Sanhedrin will not be able to produce the action of putting an end to, suppressing, or stopping the advance of God’s plan, nor the apostles’ part in that plan.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which is used with verbs such as DUNAMAI to complete their meaning.

This is followed by the possessive genitive from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “them” and referring to the apostles.  This concludes the parenthetical statement begun with GAR in the previous verse.
“you will not be able to stop them)”
 is the negative conjunction MĒPOTE, which is used as “a marker of negated purpose, meaning: that … not, denoting purpose, (in order) that … not, often expressing apprehension, where the translation ‘lest’ is used: Mt 4:6; 5:25; 13:15, 29; 15:32; 27:64; Mk 4:12; Lk 4:11; 14:12; Acts 5:39.”
  This negative conjunction is often found after verbs of fearing, and A.T. Robertson suggests in his Grammar (p. 995) that there is an ellipsis of a verb of fearing here.  His implication is that what Gamaliel is saying is: “I am afraid that you might also be found fighting against God” with the verb PHOBEW = ‘I am afraid’ implied but not stated.  Another possibility here is to do what the scribe of Codex D did and insert back in the phrase from verse 38 “keep away from these men,” so that the statement would then be “[keep away from these men] that you might not also be found fighting against God.”  The whole problem is solved by understanding the statement beginning with GAR in the previous verse as a parenthetical statement.  The result is the following sentence: “And with respect to the present situation I say to you, keep away from these men and let them go (for if this plan or this undertaking is from men, it will fail, but if it is of God, you will not be able to stop them) that you also may not be found [to be] fighting against God.’”
Then we have the adjunctive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also.”  This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine plural adjective THEOMACHOS, which means “fighting against God Acts 5:39.”
  Then we have the second person plural aorist passive subjunctive from the verb HEURISKW, which means “to be found: you might be found.”  With the negative MĒPOTE it means “that you might not be found.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which regards the entire future action as a possible fact.


The passive voice indicates that the Sanhedrin would receive the action of finding themselves fighting against God.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive and expresses a negative purpose.
The use of the predicate nominative implies the ellipsis of the verb EIMI = “[to be]”.

Then next three words are found in the English translations in the next verse, where they probably belong for two reasons: (1) we have the end of the previous thought and the beginning of a new thought, and (2) the transitional use of the conjunction DE, which indicates that new thought.  It must be remembered that in the original manuscripts there were no verses, no punctuation, no sentence breaks, etc.  Agreeksentencewaswrittenlikethisandpeoplehadnotroublereadingitjustasyouhavenotroublereadingthis.

First, we have the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now, Then” plus the third person plural aorist passive indicative from the verb PEITHW, which means “to be convinced, to be won over, to be pacified, to be persuaded by someone, take someone’s advice  Acts 5:36f, 39; 23:21; 27:11.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact, but emphasizes the completion of the action.


The passive voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin received the action of being persuaded by Gamaliel’s words and took his advice.


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

Finally, we have the instrumental of agency from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “by him” and referring to Gamaliel.

“that you also may not be found [to be] fighting against God.’  Now they were persuaded by him,”
Acts 5:39 corrected translation
“but if it is from God, you will not be able to stop them) that you also may not be found [to be] fighting against God.’  Now they were persuaded by him,”
Explanation:

1.  “but if it is from God, you will not be able to stop them)”

a.  Gamaliel continues his parenthetical statement begun in the previous verse with the other side of the coin.  The entire parenthesis says, “(for if this plan or this undertaking is from men, it will fail; but if it is from God, you will not be able to stop them).” 

b.  Gamaliel is not stating that what the Sanhedrin is seeing in the activities of the apostles is definitely from God.  This is not a first class condition stating that something is true: “if and it’s true.”  Instead, this is a first class condition that assumes something to be true for the sake of argument or to make a point.  Another way of stating this would be: “but assuming it is from God.”

c.  Gamaliel then makes a correct doctrinal conclusion—no one is able to stop the will, plan, and purpose of God.  Therefore, no one will be able to stop the apostles from carrying out God’s will, plan, and purpose.  This fact has already been proven by the inability of the temple guards to keep the apostles in prison over night.


d.  If Satan and millions of fallen angels cannot stop the will, plan, and purpose of God, then certainly the Sanhedrin will not be able to.


e.  If the religious leaders of Jerusalem and Judea could not stop the spread of the Christian message among their own people, then the religious leaders of other nations (Islamic nations like Pakistan or atheistic nations like China) will not be able to stop the spread of Christianity either.

f.  Not even the Antichrist during the Tribulation will be able to stop the spread of the Christian message by the 144,000 Jewish evangelists plus Moses and Elijah.


g.  The murdering of God’s prophets has never stopped the message of God.  The murder of the Messiah did not stop the message of God.  And as we shall see, the persecution of the Church by Saul of Tarsus will not stop the message of God.


h.  Satan and his agents, whether religious or secular, have never been able to stop the message of the gospel and will never be able to do so.


i.  The Sanhedrin was never going to be able to stop the message of the apostles.


2.  “that you also may not be found [to be] fighting against God.’”

a.  This phrase is the conclusion of the sentence begun in the previous verse prior to the inclusion of the parenthetical statement.  The entire sentence without the parenthesis says: “And with respect to the present situation I say to you, keep away from these men and let them go that you also may not be found [to be] fighting against God.” 

b.  Gamaliel has probably seen the miracles constantly being performed by the apostles.  He has probably listened carefully to their message on more than one occasion.  He is very much aware that the combination of the apostle’s message and the good works of healing they are performing are probably not motivated by Satan.

c.  Gamaliel recognizes that what is now going on in Jerusalem by the apostles has a real possibility of being from the source of God.  If this is true, then whatever action the Sanhedrin takes against the apostles they are taking against God.


d.  If the apostles are representing God, and the Sanhedrin persecutes the apostles, then the Sanhedrin is at war with God.  This is a war the Sanhedrin cannot and will not win, and Gamaliel clearly warns against it.
4.  “Now they were persuaded by him,”

a.  There is nothing wrong with putting this statement at the beginning of the next verse as is done in most translations.  The problem is with the editors of the Greek text, who place this phrase in this verse, when verse breaks didn’t exist in the original Greek documents.  It is an arbitrary choice by the editors of the Greek text.

b.  Gamaliel has concluded his statement before the Sanhedrin and Luke now tells us the result of his argument—the Sanhedrin was persuaded by what he said.

c.  The logic of his last argument was too strong for the Sanhedrin not to heed his advice.  They really didn’t want to find themselves or to have the people of Jerusalem find them in opposition to God.  They probably didn’t care about themselves being in opposition to God (arrogance never cares about being in opposition to God—Satan has never cared about it), which is evidenced by the fact that they flogged the apostles (verse 40) and would soon sanction the stoning of Stephen and the general persecution of the Church under the direction of Saul of Tarsus.  What the Sanhedrin was really worried about was the populace of Jerusalem thinking that they were in opposition to God.  If this happened, then they would be thrown out of power and probably murdered themselves—remember Acts 5:26, “for they were afraid of the people, that they might be stoned.”

d.  Gamaliel was successful in persuading the Sanhedrin to not do anything rash, such as killing the apostles right then and there.  He was able to persuade them that it was in their best interest to wait and do nothing.  The Sanhedrin took the advice of waiting, but they didn’t take the advice of doing nothing, for they had the apostles flogged (see the next verse).


e.  Gamaliel’s argument before the Jewish high court may or may not have been a little self-serving, but God used it as a part of His plan to achieve what He wanted—the continuation of the proclamation of Jesus as the Christ, the Savior of Israel, the true Messiah.
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