Acts 6:14



 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for” in the sense of “for example.”  With this we have the first person plural perfect active indicative from the verb AKOUW, which means “to hear: we have heard.”

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


The active voice indicates that these false witnesses produce the action of alleging to have heard something.


The indicative mood is declarative for the presentation of reality and a fact, which is in reality not a fact.

This is followed by the genitive direct object (used after verbs of hearing) from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to Stephen.  Then we have the genitive masculine singular present active participle from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, which describes an action that allegedly occurred in the recent past.


The active voice indicates that Stephen is alleged to have produced the action of saying something.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the conjunction HOTI, used to introduce both direct and indirect discourse.  Here it introduces indirect discourse and is translated “that.”

“for we have heard him saying that”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun IĒSOUS with the appositional nominative from the article and noun NAZWRAIOS with the adjectival use of the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this Jesus, the Nazarene.”  Then we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb KATALUW, which means “to destroy, demolish, dismantle of buildings Mt 26:61; 27:40; Mk 14:58; 15:29; Acts 6:14.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that Jesus will allegedly produce the action.


The indicative mood is declarative, for what the false witnesses declare to be a fact.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun TOPOS with the adjectival use of the demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this place” and referring to the temple complex.  This indicates that the Sanhedrin’s meeting place was somewhere on the temple grounds.
“this Jesus, the Nazarene, will destroy this place”
 is the connective use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the third person singular future active indicative from the verb ALLASSW, which means “to make something different: change, alter Gal 4:20; Acts 6:14; 1 Cor 15:51f; Heb 1:12.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that Jesus will allegedly produce the action.


The indicative mood is declarative, for what the false witnesses declare to be a fact.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural article and noun ETHOS, meaning “a long-established usage or practice common to a group: custom; ‘the customs of the fathers’ Acts 28:17; the customs that Moses handed down 6:14; 15:1; 16:21; 21:21; 26:3; Lk 1:9; 2:42.”
  This is followed by the appositional accusative from the neuter plural relative pronoun HOS, meaning “which,” followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PARADIDWMI, which means “to pass on to another what one knows, of oral or written tradition, hand down, pass on, transmit, relate, teach Lk 1:2; Mk 7:13; 1 Cor 11:2; Acts 6:14; 2 Pet 2:21; Jude 3; Acts 16:4; 1 Cor 11:23a; 15:3.”


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


The active voice indicates that Moses produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the first person plural personal pronoun EGW, meaning “to us.”  Finally, we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun MWUSĒS, transliterated as “Moses.”
“and change the customs, which Moses handed down to us.’”
Acts 6:14 corrected translation
“for we have heard him saying that this Jesus, the Nazarene, will destroy this place and change the customs, which Moses handed down to us.’”
Explanation:
1.  “for we have heard him saying that”

a.  The entire statement now says “And so they put forward false witnesses, saying, ‘This man does not stop making statements against the holy place and the Law; for we have heard him saying that this Jesus, the Nazarene, will destroy this place and change the customs, which Moses handed down to us.’”

b.  The false witnesses now give their testimony.  Their testimony is repeating what they have allegedly heard Stephen say.

c.  Apparently the witnesses have all been coached well enough ahead of time, so that they are able to agree on their testimony, since Luke makes no mention of their inability to do so as at the trial of Jesus.

2.  “this Jesus, the Nazarene, will destroy this place”

a.  The phrase “this Jesus” is said with contempt.  The witnesses hated Jesus as much as they hated Stephen.


b.  There are two charges made against Stephen.  The first charge is that Jesus, who is clearly identified as the Jesus of Nazareth, will destroy the temple.  The phrase “this place” can be identified as the temple from the previous statement “the holy place” in the last verse.

c.  This charge is the same charge that was leveled against our Lord at His trial.


(1)  Mt 26:60-61, “They did not find any, even though many false witnesses came forward. But later on two came forward, and said, ‘This man stated, “I am able to destroy the temple of God and to rebuild it in three days.”’”



(2)  Mk 14:56-59, “For many were giving false testimony against Him, but their testimony was not consistent.  Some stood up and began to give false testimony against Him, saying, We heard Him say, ‘I will destroy this temple made with hands, and in three days I will build another made without hands.’”  Not even in this respect was their testimony consistent.


(3)  Mockers said the same at Calvary Mt 27:39f; Mk 15:29.



(4)  John gives the real meaning of Jesus’ words in Jn 2:18-21, “The Jews then said to Him, ‘What sign do You show us as your authority for doing these things?’  Jesus answered them, ‘Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.’  The Jews then said, ‘It took forty-six years to build this temple, and will You raise it up in three days?’  But He was speaking of the temple of His body.”  The scribes and Pharisees never understood this, nor did the Sanhedrin, nor did certain members of the synagogue of Freedmen.

d.  Stephen may have been explaining to the members of the synagogue of Freedmen about the resurrection of Jesus by telling them of His prediction of His resurrection.  Some of the members of the synagogue, who rejected Jesus as the Messiah, probably twisted Stephen’s explanation of our Lord words in the same manner as the scribes and Pharisees twisted the words of our Lord in order to bring false charges against Him.


e.  “Evidently the enemies of Jesus were prosecuting Stephen before the Sanhedrin on grounds they regarded as likely to impress the Jewish authorities, hoping thereby to secure his removal.  This supports the likelihood that speaking against the temple was regarded by the Jews of the first century as blasphemy and worthy of the death penalty, and that Jesus was condemned on these grounds.  Mark represents the words of Jesus spoken against the temple as a false allegation.  Blasphemy was the real reason for the Sanhedrin’s verdict [against Jesus], even if the nature of that blasphemy was ultimately held to be the claims Jesus made for Himself [that He was the Son of God] rather than His words against the temple.”


f.  Did Jesus ever say He would destroy the temple?  No, He did not.  Here is what He predicted.



(1)  Mk 13:2, “And Jesus said to him, ‘Do you see these great buildings? Not one stone will be left upon another which will not be torn down.’”


(2)  Lk 19:43-44, “For the days will come upon you when your enemies will throw up a barricade against you, and surround you and hem you in on every side, and they will level you to the ground and your children within you, and they will not leave in you one stone upon another, because you did not recognize the time of your visitation.”


f.  What Jesus did was predict what the Roman army would do to the temple in 70 A.D.  He never said He would destroy the temple.  The testimony against him was just as false as the testimony against Stephen.


h.  Jesus never said He would destroy the temple and Stephen never said that Jesus said that He would destroy the temple.  Jesus said the temple would be destroyed, but He never said that He himself would do the destroying.

i.  F.F. Bruce summarizes this point very well, “Whatever form of words Stephen used which gave rise to the accusation that he said Jesus would destroy the temple, he certainly grasped and expounded the inner meaning of Jesus’ own words.  The apostles and many of the rank and file of the Jerusalem church might continue to attend the temple services and to be respected as devout and observant Jews; Stephen held that the gospel meant the end of the sacrificial cultus and all the ceremonial law.  As he and his fellow-Hellenists saw the situation, those things were the outward and visible sign of Jewish particularism, and could not be reconciled with the wider scope of the salvation accomplished by Jesus.  Jesus himself had said that with his message of the kingdom ‘something greater than the temple’ had come (Mt 12:6).  The inauguration of the new order meant the supersession of the temple order by a new edifice not made with hands, that spiritual house of living stones described in 1 Pet 2:4-10 where spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God, are offered up through Jesus Christ by a holy priesthood.”

3.  “and change the customs, which Moses handed down to us.’”

a.  The second charge against Stephen is that he was teaching that Jesus would change the customs of the Jews.  Those customs are then defined as the customs and traditions handed down to the Jews in the Mosaic Law.  In other words, they are accusing Stephen of teaching that the Mosaic Law was no longer in effect or valid.

b.  Were the customs handed down by Moses going to be changed?  Yes, very much so.


(1)  The animal sacrifices would be discontinued.



(2)  The temple would no longer exist.


(3)  The feasts celebrated in Jerusalem at the temple would no longer occur.



(4)  There would be no holy of holies for the high priest to enter once a year.



(5)  There would be no high priest and no Levitical priesthood.


c.  Many of the customs of the Jews would continue, but many of them would not.


d.  Jesus had fulfilled the Law and Stephen probably taught this principle, along with other principles what would be written later by Paul and others.  For example:



(1)  Rom 3:28, 31, “Therefore we conclude that man is justified by means of faith apart from the works of the Law.  …Therefore, do we make the Law invalid through faith?  Definitely not!  On the contrary, we confirm the Law.”



(2)  Rom 7:4, “Therefore, my brethren, you also were put to death with reference to the Law by the body of Christ, with the result that you belong to another, to the One who has been raised up from the dead, in order that we might bear fruit to the benefit of God.”



(3)  Rom 7:6, “But now we have been freed from the Law by having died to that by which we were bound [our first marriage to the sin nature], with the result that we might serve in a new [marriage] by the Spirit, and not in the old [marriage] by the letter.”



(4)  Rom 9:30-32, “Therefore, what are we to conclude?  That the Gentiles, who did not strive for righteousness, have attained righteousness, that is, the righteousness which [is] from the source of faith, but Israel, who ran after the Law with [human self-] righteousness, has not achieved the purpose of the Law.  Why?  Because [they did] not [pursue] by means of faith, but as if it could be done by means of works.  They have stumbled over that rock of stumbling.”



(5)  Rom 10:4, “Because Christ is the termination of the Law resulting in righteousness to each one because he believes.”



(6)  Gal 2:19, “For I have died with reference to the Law by the Law, in order that I might begin to live with reference to God.  I have been crucified with Christ.”


e.  Was Jesus going to change some of the customs of the Mosaic Law?  In some ways, yes!  His fulfillment of the Mosaic Law and victory on the Cross introduces a new spiritual life and a new royal priesthood according to the order of Melchizedek.  Jesus would be the high priest of a new royal priesthood, not based upon the Mosaic Law.  This was certainly a threat to the existing priesthood under the Sadducees.

f.  Jesus will certainly change the customs of the Mosaic Law in the eternal state, where there is no temple, Rev 21:22, “Furthermore I did not see a temple in it [the holy city Jerusalem coming down out of heaven]; for the Lord God Almighty and the Lamb are its temple.”

g.  Is changing the customs handled down by Moses the real issue here?  No, it is definitely a false issue.  Jesus Christ as the God of Israel gave the Law to Moses.  It is the Lord Jesus Christ’s law in the first place.  He can change it whenever and however He wants.  He makes the law and is free to change the law as He sees fit.


h.  Did Jesus ever really change the Law?  No, He did not, for He kept the Law and fulfilled the Law in all respects.  Also the two great commandments of the Law still stand as principle doctrines of the Church: “‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind.’  This is the great and foremost commandment.  The second is like it, ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’  On these two commandments depend the whole Law and the Prophets,” Mt 22:37-40.
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