Acts 9:7



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun ANĒR, which means “the men” and refers to the temple soldiers under the authority of Saul for this mission.  Then we have the appositional/explanatory nominative from the masculine plural articular present active participle of the verb SUNODEUW, which means “to travel together with” (BDAG, p. 973).

The article is used as a relative pronoun, translated “who.”


The present tense is a historical present, which presents a past action as a present occurrence for the sake of vividness and dramatic emphasis.


The active voice indicates that the men produced the action of traveling with Saul.


The participle is explanatory and expresses attendant circumstances.

This is followed by the instrumental of association from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “with him.”  Then we have the third person plural pluperfect active indicative from the verb HISTĒMI, which means “to stand: stood.”


The pluperfect tense is a pluperfect with the simple force of a past tense.  This occurs in certain stative verbs such as HISTĒMI and its cognates.  (See Wallace, p. 586.)  It is translated like a past tense without focusing on the existing results.

The active voice indicates that the men traveling with Saul produced the action of standing.


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

This is followed by the nominative masculine plural from the adjective ENEOS, which means “lacking ability to speak, ‘mute’; then by extension speechless.”

“Now the men who traveled with him stood speechless,”
 is the coordinating conjunctions MEN…DE, meaning “on the one hand…on the other hand.”  Then we have the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb AKOUW, means “to hear: hearing.”

The present tense is a descriptive present for what was happening at that moment when the light appeared from heaven and the voice from heaven spoke to Saul.


The active voice indicates that the men who traveled with Saul produced the action of hearing the voice.


The participle expresses attendant circumstances.

This is followed by the genitive direct object (the verb AKOUW takes it direct objects in both the accusative and genitive case) from the feminine singular article and noun PHWNĒ, which means “the voice or sound.”  

“There seems to be a contradiction between this account of Paul’s conversion and his account of it in Acts 22, for there he says, “those who were with me… did not hear the voice…” However, in Acts 22:9 the verb AKOUW takes an accusative direct object.  On these two passages, Robertson states: ‘… it is perfectly proper to appeal to the distinction in the cases in the apparent contradiction between AKOUONTES TĒS PHWNĒS (Acts 9:7) and TĒN PHWNĒN ĒKOUSAN (Acts 22:9).  The accusative case (case of extent) accents the intellectual apprehension of the sound, while the genitive (specifying case) calls attention to the sound of the voice without accenting the sense.  The word AKOUW itself has two senses which fall in well with this case-distinction, one ‘to hear,’ the other ‘to understand’ (page 506).’  The NIV seems to follow this line of reasoning: Acts 9:7 reads ‘they heard the sound but did not see anyone’”; 22:9 has ‘my companions saw the light, but did not understand the voice’.  The field of meaning for both AKOUW (hear, understand) and PHWNĒ (sound, voice), coupled with the change in cases (genitive, accusative), can be appealed to harmonize these two accounts.

On the other hand, it is doubtful that this is where the difference lay between the two cases used with AKOUW in Hellenistic Greek: the NT is filled with examples of AKOUW + genitive indicating understanding (Mt 2:9; Jn 5:25; 18:37; Acts 3:23; 11:7; Rev 3:20; 6:3, 5; 166 8:13; 11:12; 14:13; 16:1, 5, 7; 21:3) as well as instances of AKOUW + accusative where little or no comprehension takes place (explicitly so in Mt 13:19; Mk 13:7/Mt 24:6/Lk 21:9; Acts 5:24; 1 Cor 11:18; Eph 3:2; Col 1:4; Phlm 5; Jam 5:11; Rev 14:2).  The exceptions, in fact, are seemingly more numerous than the rule!  Thus, regardless of how one works through the accounts of Paul’s conversion, an appeal to different cases probably ought not form any part of the solution.  It is still most reasonable to conclude that these accounts are not presenting contradictory views about what Paul’s companions heard.  The most probable solution sees the various traditions that Luke gathered (including Acts 26:14) as from different sources.  Luke then compiled the information in a conservative manner, even to the point of preserving much of the wording of his sources (where both AKOUW and PHWNĒ carried different nuances in each source).  Hence, what looks like a contradiction is in reality evidence of Luke’s reticence to drastically alter the traditions as handed down to him.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular negative cardinal adjective MĒDEIS, meaning “no one.”  Finally, we have the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb THEWREW, which means “to observe, perceive, or see: seeing.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what was happening at that moment when the light appeared from heaven and the voice from heaven spoke to Saul.


The active voice indicates that the men who traveled with Saul produced the action of seeing no one.


The participle expresses attendant circumstances.
“on the one hand hearing the voice but on the other hand seeing no one.”
Acts 9:7 corrected translation
“Now the men who traveled with him stood speechless, on the one hand hearing the voice but on the other hand seeing no one.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now the men who traveled with him stood speechless,”

a.  Luke continues his explanation of Saul’s conversion by mentioning what happened to those with Saul.

b.  Those traveling with Saul were probably a contingent of men from the temple police in Jerusalem.  Saul would have been unable to arrest Christians and take them back to Jerusalem (a six day journey) on his own without help from the temple authorities.

c.  Those with Saul were ardent, orthodox Jews from Jerusalem.  They would have spoken Greek and perhaps Aramaic, but almost certainly did not speak Hebrew.  (We know this because the Jews had to have their own Scriptures translated into Greek in 250 B.C.—the Septuagint—because they no longer spoke or understood their own Hebrew language.  Koine Greek had become the language of Alexander the Great’s empire from 325 B.C.  Therefore, when Paul makes the statement in Acts 26:14, “And when we had all fallen to the ground, I heard a voice saying to me in the Hebrew dialect, ‘Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting Me?  It is hard for you to kick against the goads’,” it explains why those with Saul could not understand what was being said in Hebrew even though they could hear the voice of someone speaking.


d.  The important point emphasized here by Luke is that these men were speechless.  They said nothing.  They could hear a sound, the sound of a voice, but they could not understand what was being said.  They were speechless because they heard something and listening to it and trying to figure out what was being said.


e.  They are also speechless because they can hear Saul speaking to someone who they cannot see, but can associate with the heavenly light.  It is easy for them to deduce that Saul is speaking to someone from heaven, whether God or an angel, and therefore, due to astonishment, amazement, fear, respect, or reverence, they remain silent.  The divine presence has come to speak to Saul, not to them, and they recognize this and respect it with their silence.

f.  These men give the objective empirical proof that a light from heaven shone around them and a voice from heaven spoke to Saul.
2.  “on the one hand hearing the voice but on the other hand seeing no one.”

a.  To accurately understand this passage, we must compare the other two accounts Paul gives of this experience.


(1)  Acts 22:9, “And those who were with me saw the light, to be sure, but did not understand the voice of the One who was speaking to me.”  The Greek phrase is: which is translated “but did not hear the voice of the One speaking to me.”



(2)  There is no comparable statement by Paul in his account of his experience on the Damascus road before King Herod Agrippa and Festus in Acts 26.

b.  Luke says here in Acts 9:7 that those with Saul heard the voice.  Paul says in Acts 22:9 to the Jewish crowd at the temple that those with him did not hear the voice.

c.  There have been several attempts to try and explain the two apparently contradictory statements.



(1)  Some scholars assert that the difference lies in the different meanings of the verb AKOUW.  On the one hand it simply means to hear something, but not understand what you hear, such as listening to someone speaking in a foreign language that you do not know.  You hear the sound, but don’t understand what is being said.  On the other hand AKOUW has the meaning to hear something and understand what is meant.  We have this sense in the English use of the word in the expression, “I hear what you are saying,” which is idiomatic meaning “I understand what you mean.”



(2)  Other scholars asset that the difference lies in the different meanings of the word PHWNĒ.  On the one hand it means ‘sound’ and on the other hand it means ‘voice’.  The argument here is that those with Saul heard the sound, but not the voice of the One speaking to Saul.  This is basically trying to say the same thing as the previous argument only in a different way.


d.  The following are examples of scholarly explanations.



(1)  Lenski, pages 356f, “Aside from the two cases (genitive and accusative) of PHWNĒ used in these two instances as explained above the sense is plain: they heard the sound (9:7) but heard not the words and understood not the sense of the sound (22:9).  This is an exact parallel to the light: they saw the light of Jesus’ presence but saw nothing of Jesus himself standing before Saul in his glory.  We have an analogous instance in Jn 12:28-29 (“Then a voice came out of heaven: ‘I have both glorified it, and will glorify it again.’  So the crowd of people who stood by and heard it were saying that it had thundered; others were saying, ‘An angel has spoken to Him.’”)  To see and hear what they did see and hear was sufficient for these Levite underlings; all that they were to know was that a vision from heaven had come to Saul and that a heavenly being had spoken to him.”


(2)  Bruce, pages 185, “The more usual explanation is that, while the others heard a sound (like the crowd in Jn 12:29), they did not distinguish an articulate voice.”



(3)  Polhill, page 235, “They [Paul’s traveling companions] heard a sound, but they did not see the vision of Jesus.  Acts 22:9 says that they saw the light but did not hear the voice of the one who spoke with Paul.  The two accounts are not contradictory but underline the same event.  Paul’s companions heard a sound and saw a light.  They could verify that an objective heavenly manifestation took place.  They did not participate in the heavenly communication, however, neither seeing the vision of Jesus nor hearing the words spoken to Paul.  The revelation was solely to Paul.  It is well recognized that one cannot reconcile the seeming contradiction between ‘hearing’ in Acts 9:7 and ‘not hearing’ in 22:9 on the basis of the old classical distinction between hearing and understanding (with the genitive case) and hearing without understanding (accusative), a distinction that will not hold for Luke-Acts.  The distinction is perhaps to be seen in the qualifying participial phrase of 22:9, hearing a ‘voice’ which was speaking, whereas 9:7 need mean no more than hearing a ‘sound’.  They heard a noise but did not comprehend the conversation.”


e.  The point being made here by Luke is that Saul’s companions could verify empirically that experience Saul had was a real, empirical outward experience, and not something that occurred privately and psychologically.  The others with Saul saw the light and heard the voice, but they did not see Jesus himself and did not understand what was being said to Saul.  They heard Saul speak, and may or may not have understood what he said in reply to the Lord, since we don’t know if Saul answered the Lord in Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek.


f.  Saul’s companions saw the light but did not see Jesus.  Saul saw the light and saw Jesus (1 Cor 9:1), since this was a requirement for Saul to receive the spiritual gift of apostleship.  Saul needed to see the resurrected Christ, his companions did not.  Saul needed to understand what Jesus was saying to him; Saul’s companions did not.
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