Acts 24:1



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” with the preposition META plus the adverbial accusative of measure of extent of time from the feminine plural cardinal adjective PENTE and the noun HĒMERA, meaning “after five days.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb KATABAINW, which means “to come down: came down.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jewish high priest produced the action.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priest” plus the appositional nominative of appellation from the masculine singular proper noun HANANIAS, transliterated as “Ananias.”  Then we have the preposition META plus the genitive of association from the masculine plural adjective PRESBUTEROS plus the indefinite pronoun TIS, used as an adjective, meaning “with some elders.”

“Now after five days the high priest Ananias came down with some elders,”

 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the genitive of association from the masculine singular noun HRĒTWR, meaning “originally a ‘public speaker, orator’, then specifically a speaker in court: advocate, an attorney Acts 24:1, here as prosecuting attorney.”
  Then we have the appositional genitive from the masculine singular proper noun TERTULLOS, which is transliterated as “Tertullus.”  With this we have the genitive masculine singular indefinite pronoun TIS, used as an adjective and meaning “a certain.”

“and an attorney, a certain Tertullus,”

 is the nominative subject from the masculine plural qualitative relative pronoun, used in place of HOS, and meaning “who” and referring to the entire group of Jews and their attorney.  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EMPHANIZW, which means “to convey a formal report about a judicial matter: present evidence, bring charges; bring formal charges against someone Acts 24:1; 25:2; 25:15.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jews produced the action.


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

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular article and noun HĒGEMWN, meaning “to the governor.”  Finally, we have the preposition KATA plus the ablative of opposition from the masculine singular article and proper noun PAULOS, meaning “against Paul.”

“who brought charges to the governor against Paul.”

Acts 24:1 corrected translation
“Now after five days the high priest Ananias came down with some elders, and an attorney, a certain Tertullus, who brought charges to the governor against Paul.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now after five days the high priest Ananias came down with some elders,”

a.  Luke continues his narrative history by going into detail concerning the trial of Paul before Felix, the proconsul of Judea.


b.  It took five days for the high priest and those accompanying him to reach Caesarea because it took two days for the cavalry to get back to Jerusalem to inform Ananias the Felix would hear their case against Paul, and then it would take two days for the high priest and his group to get to Caesarea.  The cavalry troop that arrived in Caesarea with Paul would require at least one day’s rest before returning to Jerusalem.  Therefore, the high priest and those with him arrived in Caesarea as fast as it was possible for them to get there.


c.  Ananias was the current high priest in Jerusalem from A.D. 47–59.  From Josephus we glean the following facts: He was the son of Nedebaeus and was nominated to the high-priestly office by Herod of Chalcis.  In A.D. 52 he was sent to Rome by Quadratus, legate of Syria, to answer a charge of oppression brought by the Samaritans, but the emperor Claudius acquitted him.  On his return to Jerusalem he resumed the office of high priest.  He was deposed shortly before Felix left the province, but continued to wield great influence, which he used in a lawless and violent way.  He was a typical Sadducee, wealthy, haughty, unscrupulous, filling his sacred office for purely selfish and political ends, antinationalist in his relation to the Jews, friendly to the Romans.   He died an ignominious death, being assassinated by the popular zealots (sicarii) at the beginning of the last Jewish war [66 A.D.].”


d.  The elders or leaders that would have come with Ananias would have been the captain of the temple guard (who was in line to be the next high priest) and some of the twenty-four chief priests that were in charge of the twenty-four weekly courses of priests.  (The duties of the Levitical priests were divided into twenty-four weeks and there was one chief priest in charge of the group of Levitical priests that served each week.  A number of these chief priests probably accompanied the high priest.)   The elders or leaders may have also included former high priests, who still wielded a great deal of power in Judea after there term of office as high priest ended.


e.  “The fact that no less than the high priest himself and various elders came down from Jerusalem also reflects the importance of this matter in their eyes.  They were hoping their high social status in Israel would help determine the outcome of the case, since this was often the case in Roman trials.  Unfortunately for these high-status Jews, Felix was no great lover of Jews in general.”

2.  “and an attorney, a certain Tertullus,”

a.  Along with some of his fellow leaders Ananias also brought a professional lawyer, an attorney by the name of Tertullus (a fairly common Roman name, in origin a diminutive of Tertius
).  In Modern English, the word TIS would be translated, “with an attorney, some guy named Tertullus.”


b.  “Although his Roman name has suggested to some that Tertullus was a Greek or Roman, his use of the first person plural (“… we enjoy … we accept … we have found … we seized,” etc., 24:2–8) implies that he was a Jew; moreover, it was common for Jews to carry Roman names.  His position as the one who brought the charge to Felix required that he be well trained and skilled in rhetoric.  His opening flatteries follow the rhetorical mode of the day.”
  However, in contrast to the contention in ISBE that Tertullus was a Jew, other commentators point out that “It was not uncommon for Jews to hire pagan lawyers who would be more familiar with Roman law than they.”


c.  “Even in his concise summary Luke makes it clear that Tertullus was trying to cover up a weak case with rhetorical padding.  In addition to the real charge that Paul had attempted to ‘profane the temple’, Tertullus tries to represent Paul as one of the sedition-mongers and Messianist politicians who were so often a problem to the Roman rulers of Palestine.”
 

3.  “who brought charges to the governor against Paul.”

a.  Ananias, the chief priests, and their professional lawyer bring charges against Paul to the governor Felix.  We will see the exact nature of their charges in the context that follows.


b.  Their charges must also be weighed against the statement of Claudius Lysias in his letter to Felix, “wanting to ascertain the charge for which they were accusing him, I brought him down to their Sanhedrin; whom I found being accused concerning questions about their Law, but having no charge worthy of death or imprisonment,” Acts 23:28-29.


c.  This statement will weigh heavily against the Jews; for if they could not bring charges against Paul in Jerusalem the next day after Paul’s supposed wrongdoing, then how was the situation going to be any different now.  The only recourse the Jews had now was to lie about any supposed wrongdoing by Paul.


d.  The high priest would bring charges against Paul, but not any charges that would stick, because the Jews had no case against Paul.  All they had against Paul was religious prejudice, bigotry, and hatred.

4.  Background information on Roman trials.


a.  “Though some scholars have complained about the vagueness of the charges against Paul, they are perfectly clear when related to the system extra ordinem.  The essence of this system, which worked outside the usual order of Roman trials, is that the accuser simply alleges ‘facts’ against the accused, without necessarily producing any hard evidence, or even eyewitnesses, and then invites the Roman provincial official to evaluate and deal with the matter. The charge did not have to be dealt with exactly as formulated in the looser extra ordinem procedure - the official had more latitude.  Furthermore, in this procedure the governor could render justice directly in virtue of his personal knowledge.
b.  Luke correctly reports the proper order of these legal affairs following Roman procedure:


(1)  the prosecution comes before the governor and reports its case,



(2)  the accused is then summoned,



(3)  the prosecution makes its accusations,



(4)  the defendant must respond,



(5)  the judge must decide the issue.


c.  In extra ordinem cases, the case was heard by the governor in person, while seated on the tribunal, assisted by his advisory council and a scribe, who wrote up the minutes of the proceedings.  The trial was open to the public and followed the accusatorial, not inquisitional, method of proceeding.  This involved the defendant being confronted by his accusers face-to-face, after which he made his defense.  The burden of proof lay on the accuser in such trials.  The judge had flexibility in both establishing what the ‘crime’ or real bone of contention was and in determining punishment.  He could reach an immediate decision, but if he chose to postpone rendering a verdict neither party involved in the litigation could readily speed matters up.  The governor could postpone matters indefinitely.  Postponements either before or after trials could happen even in the case of notable defendants, as is shown by the case of the famous historian Polybius, who was under arrest for an amazing fifteen years ‘under suspicion’ without trial.”
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