Acts 22:9



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the nominative masculine plural articular present active participle of the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: being; were.”


The article is used as a relative pronoun with an embedded demonstrative pronoun, meaning “those who.”


The present tense is a historical present, which presents a past idea as though happening right now for the sake of vividness in the narrative.  It is translated like a past tense: “were”.


The active voice indicates that those with Paul produced the state of being there.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the preposition SUN plus the instrumental of association from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “with me” and referring to Paul.  This is followed by the postpositive correlative particle MEN, meaning “to be sure; on the one hand, indeed.”
  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun PHWS, meaning “the light.”  This is followed by the third person plural aorist deponent middle indicative from the verb THEAOMAI, meaning “to see: saw.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (those with Paul) producing the action.


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

“Now those who were with me indeed saw the light,”
 is the adversative use of the correlative DE, used in correlation with the previous MEN, meaning “but.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun PHWNĒ, which means “the sound, the voice.”  This is followed by the absolute negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb AKOUW, which means “to hear; but also means “to understand as in 1 Cor 14:2; Gal 4:21; Lk 6:27; Mt 11:15; 13:9, 43; Mk 4:9, 23; 7:15; Lk 8:8; 14:35; Rev 2:7, 11, 17, 29; 3:6, 13, 22; 13:9.”


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


The active voice indicates that those with Paul produced the action.


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

Then we have the possessive genitive from the masculine singular articular present active participle of the verb LALEW, which means “to speak: speaking.”


The article is used as a relative pronoun, meaning “of the One who.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, which describes what was occurring at that moment.  It could also be regarded as a historical present and translated like a past tense (the One who was speaking).


The active voice indicates that the person who appeared to Paul produced the action of speaking.


The participle is circumstantial.

Finally, we have the dative of indirect object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “to me” and referring to Paul.

“but did not understand the voice of the One speaking to me.”

Acts 22:9 corrected translation
“Now those who were with me indeed saw the light, but did not understand the voice of the One speaking to me.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now those who were with me indeed saw the light,”

a.  Compare Acts 9:7, “Now the men who traveled with him stood speechless, on the one hand hearing the voice but on the other hand seeing no one.”

b.  Those who were with Paul were a squad or platoon from the Temple police, the Jews who were hired to guard and protect the Temple in Jerusalem.  Wouldn’t it be interesting if the one or two of the same men who accompanied Paul on the Damascus road were now standing in that crowd listening to what Paul had to say about the experience?


c.  Notice the comparison between the statement here and in Acts 9:7.  Paul’s companions clearly saw the light (yes, the pun was intended), but did not see the person of Jesus, whom Paul definitely saw.  The Lord made the light so bright that the companions could not see Him, but dimmed it down so that Paul could see Him clearly.  Paul saw the light and the Lord.  Paul’s companions saw the light, but not the Lord.


d.  This statement implies that if anyone in the crowd wanted to confirm the truthfulness of what Paul was saying all they had to do was go find and question one of the many men who were on the Damascus road that day with Paul.  Since Paul was still alive to tell the story, there is a great probability that most of Paul’s companions were still alive also.  This fact could be easily verified.  Therefore, no one in the crowd questions Paul’s truthfulness at this point.

2.  “but did not understand the voice of the One speaking to me.”

a.  Paul’s companions heard a sound, a sound that sounded like a human voice speaking, but they could not understand what was being said to Paul.



(1)  “The apparent discrepancy between Acts 9:7 and Acts 22:9 is explained by this idiomatic use of AKOUW.  In the former passage it is followed by the genitive case, and means that they heard the sound of the voice; while in the latter passage, it is followed by the accusative case, and means that they did not hear the subject-matter: i.e., they heard the sound of the voice, but did not understand what was said.”
  (This same line of reasoning is followed by a host of scholars and commentators.)



(2)  “The accusative (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’ (cf. Rom 10:14 and Rom 10:18).  And yet the genitive can be used where the sense is meant, though not stressed, as Acts 22:7, but Acts 9:4; and 26:14).”


b.  Again compare Luke’s two statements: “on the one hand hearing the voice” (or sound, the Greek word PHWNĒ means both ‘sound’ and ‘voice’) (Acts 9:7), and “did not understand the voice.”  The Greek verb AKOUW means both “to hear” and “to understand.”  For example, we tell a child to take out the garbage.  The child goes into the kitchen and opens the garbage and puts something in it, and then comes back without taking the garbage outside.  You ask the child “Didn’t you hear what I said?”  But what you really mean by the question is: “Didn’t you understand what I said?”  The point is that Paul’s companions heard the sound of a voice speaking to Paul, but did not understand what was being said.  Why not?  It could very well be that the Lord spoke to Paul in Greek, which these Jews did not understand or that He spoke to Paul in Aramaic, which these Jews did not understand.  The Lord could have just as easily spoken in actual Hebrew, which these Jews probably didn’t understand.  Being a trained Pharisee Paul knew the Hebrew.  Then again, the Lord could have just as easily created a miracle by not allowing these men to understand what was being said.  You might say that the bright light also created a “cone of silence.”  (You’ll have to watch the movie “Get Smart” to understand that joke.)


c.  The fact that these Jewish unbelievers traveling with Paul did not understand what God was saying is an illustrative of the Jews to whom Paul is speaking.  For years they have not understood what Jesus has been saying to them through His ambassadors in Jerusalem: Peter, John, and His own half-brother James, as well as a host of others.

d.  What is the real significance of Paul’s statement here?  Polhill explains: “Both accounts make the same point.  The companions were witnesses to the experience and could verify that something objective took place.  It was not merely an inner experience of Paul’s psyche.  On the other hand, the companions were not participants in the experience: they heard a sound but did not receive the message, saw a light but not the risen Lord.  The vision itself was solely Paul’s experience.”
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