Acts 23:29
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 is the accusative direct object from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “whom” and referring to Paul.  Then we have the first person singular aorist active indicative from the verb HEURISKW, which means “to find: I found.”


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


The active voice indicates that the tribune produced the action.


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

This is followed by the accusative masculine singular present passive participle from the verb EGKALEW, which means “to be accused.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what the situation was at the time of Paul’s arrest.


The passive voice indicates that Paul received the action of being accused by the Jews.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the preposition PERI plus the adverbial genitive of reference from the neuter plural noun ZĒTĒMA, meaning “concerning (controversial) questions, issues, arguments Acts 15:2; 26:3; 18:15; 25:19; 23:29.”
  This is followed by the objective genitive from the masculine singular article and noun NOMOS with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “about their Law.”
“whom I found being accused concerning questions about their Law,”
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “but” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular cardinal adjective MĒDEIS, meaning “no; nothing.”  With this we have the accusative neuter singular adjective AXIOUS, meaning “worthy” or “deserving.”  Then we have the objective genitive from the masculine singular noun THANATOS, meaning “of death.”
  This is followed by the coordinating conjunction Ē, meaning “or” plus the objective genitive from the noun DESMOS, meaning “bonds, fetters;” we would say “handcuffs,” implying arrest or “imprisonment”.  Then we have the accusative masculine singular present active participle from the verb ECHW, meaning “to have: having.”


The present tense is a static present for a state or condition that perpetually exists.


The active voice indicates the subject ‘nothing worthy’ produces the action of not having something.


The participle is circumstantial.

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun EGKLĒMA, meaning “an indictment or charge brought against someone through judicial proceedings: charge, accusation Acts 25:16; a charge deserving death or imprisonment 23:29.”

“but having no charge worthy of death or imprisonment.”

Acts 23:29 corrected translation
“whom I found being accused concerning questions about their Law, but having no charge worthy of death or imprisonment.”
Explanation:
1.  “whom I found being accused concerning questions about their Law,”

a.  Lysias continues his letter to Felix by informing Felix that Paul was not being accused of any crime, but was only being accused of something related to the Jewish Law, that is, the Jewish religious beliefs.  If one wonders how Lysias could know what was going on in Paul’s appearance before the Sanhedrin, there are three possible answers:



(1)  If the Jews were all speaking Aramaic, Lysias may have had an interpreter with him, which was the normal practice of the Romans in these cases.



(2)  Since the Jews no longer spoke their own language, so that their own Scriptures had to be translated into Greek, they may have been speaking Greek, which was the common language of the Eastern Roman Empire, as spoken by Paul, who was raised as a Jew in Jerusalem.  If Paul knew the language, then so would those who grew up with him.



(3)  Paul could have easily explained to Claudius Lysias in detail what was said in the Sanhedrin after being taken away from the Jews by Claudius, who certainly would have ask Paul, “What was that all about?”


b.  Note that Lysias doesn’t know exactly what these questions concerning the Jewish Law are.  All Lysias knows is that some of the leadership of Israel found fault with Paul’s beliefs related to the Mosaic Law or interpretation of that Law and that some of the leadership of Israel did not find fault with Paul’s beliefs or interpretation.


c.  Lysias concluded that the issue for which Paul was being accused was a religious issue and not a legal or criminal issue.  He was absolutely correct.  And the Roman legal system would continue to hold this opinion until Paul was released by Nero.


d.  The Romans were indifferent to matters of Jewish interpretation of their own religious Law.  All the Romans cared about was maintaining civil order and dealing with criminal behavior.  There was no criminal behavior in this case, and Paul had done nothing to disrupt civil order.  Therefore, the Jews could accuse Paul of all kinds of things concerning their Law and that would never make any difference to the Roman authorities.


e.  We see here a clear precedence for the separation of Church and State.

2.  “but having no charge worthy of death or imprisonment.”

a.  Lysias continues by stating the results of Paul’s pre-trial hearing before the Sanhedrin—the Jews had nothing about which they could legally charge Paul that would merit his execution or imprisonment.  In other words, Paul had done nothing wrong; he had committed no criminal act, and therefore, the judgment and recommendation of Claudius Lysias is that Paul should be set free.


b.  Every Roman court that Paul would appear before: Felix, Festus, and Nero would come to this same conclusion.


c.  Paul had never broken the law and had not done so here.  Christians are expected to be law-abiding citizens.  Criminal behavior is nowhere condoned in Scripture.


d.  It is interesting to note here that Lysias isn’t just talking about Paul not having broken any Roman law, but he is also stating that Paul hadn’t done anything wrong related to Jewish Law that merited death or imprisonment.  This is proven by the statement of the Pharisees, “We find nothing wrong with this man” (verse 9).


e.  Another Roman proconsul had already established Roman law concerning the issues before Felix, Acts 18:14-15, “Now when Paul was about to open his mouth, Gallio said to the Jews, ‘If on the one hand it were some wrong or vicious crime, O Jews, I would accept your complaint; but on the other hand, if there are questions about words and names and your own Law, see to it yourselves.  I am not willing to be a judge of these things.’”  When one proconsul ruled on a matter in one part of the Empire, that ruling established legal precedence for the entire Empire.


f.  “When Lysias says that ‘no charge was brought against him meriting death,’ he implies that at the hearing before the Sanhedrin nothing was said of Paul’s alleged violation of the sanctity of the temple—that was indeed a capital offense.  In Luke’s account of the abortive hearing before the Sanhedrin (verses 1-10) this charge is not mentioned.  It was raised at Paul’s hearing before Felix (Acts 24:6).”


g.  We should also note that “the charge of bringing Gentiles into the Temple appears at this point to have been dropped.”
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