Acts 24:27



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” with the genitive absolute construction (a noun in the genitive case functioning as the ‘subject’ of a participle in the genitive case functioning as a finite verb).  The genitive feminine singular noun DIETIA, means “two years” and functions as the subject of the genitive feminine singular aorist passive participle of the verb PLĒROW, which means “to be completed; fulfilled; but when used of time, it means: when the time has elapsed; when two years were over; had come to an end; had passed, Acts 9:23; 7:30; 24:27.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact, but emphasizes its completion or conclusion.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “had.”


The passive voice indicates that the two years received the action of having elapsed.


The participle is a temporal participle, which precedes the action of the main verb.  It is translated either “when two years had elapsed” or “after two years had elapsed.”

This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb LAMBANW, which means “to receive, get, or obtain.”


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


The active voice indicates that Felix produced the action of receiving someone.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun DIADOCHOS, which means “a successor.”
  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PHĒLIX, transliterated as “Felix.”  Then we have the appositional accusative direct object from the masculine singular proper nouns PORKIOS and PHĒSTOS, transliterated as “Porcius Festus.”

“Now after two years had elapsed, Felix received a successor, Porcius Festus;”
 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction TE, meaning “and” plus the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb THELW, meaning “to want, wish, or will.”


The present tense is a historical present, which presents the past action as occurring right now for the sake of vividness and liveliness in the narrative.


The active voice indicates that Felix produced the action.


The participle expresses attendant circumstances.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun CHARIS, meaning “a favor.”
  This is followed by the aorist middle infinitive from the verb KATATITHĒMI, which means “to grant, give, or do someone a favor Acts 24:27; 25:9.”


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


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of Felix in producing the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, used after verbs of wanting, wishing, willing, etc.

Then we have the dative of advantage from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “for the Jews.”
“and wishing to do a favor for the Jews,”

 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PHĒLIX, which means “Felix.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb KATALEIPW, which means “to leave or leave behind.”


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


The active voice indicates that Felix produced the action.


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

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun PAULOS, meaning “Paul.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular perfect passive participle of the verb DEW, which means “to be bound; tied up.”  Here it is used as a substantive, meaning “imprisoned” or “a prisoner.”  Since the substantive use of the participle is foremost here, the verbal morphology is not critical.  Certainly Paul received the action of being imprisoned and as an intensive perfect, the emphasis is on the present existing results of a past completed action.

“Felix left Paul imprisoned.”

Acts 24:27 corrected translation
“Now after two years had elapsed, Felix received a successor, Porcius Festus; and wishing to do a favor for the Jews, Felix left Paul imprisoned.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now after two years had elapsed, Felix received a successor, Porcius Festus;”

a.  Luke continues his narrative by informing us that Paul spent the next two years in custody in Caesarea, while Felix was still the procurator of Judea.


b.  After those two years ended, Rome sent a successor to replace Felix, and the name of the new Roman procurator or governor of Judea was Porcius Festus.


c.  When did Festus replace Felix?  Scholars disagree.  Here are a few of the arguments.



(1)  “The accession of Festus, which is placed by Eusebius in his church history in the reign of Nero, is dated in the Chronicon of Jerome to the second year of Nero, A.D. 56.  After his removal from office Felix was tried in Rome, but escaped punishment through the influence of his brother Pallas, who, according to Josephus, was in favor with Nero at that time.  Pallas was removed from office before Feb 13, A.D. 55, but apparently continued to have influence with the emperor, for he fixed the terms of his removal and was permitted to enjoy his fortune for several years.  His death occurred in a.d. 62.  The trial of Felix must therefore have occurred before 62; but it is impossible to place it before the removal of Pallas, for this would necessitate the removal of Felix in 54, and this is excluded by the fact that the first summer of Nero’s reign fell in A.D. 55.  Dates proposed for the succession of Festus to Felix run therefore from A.D. 55 to 60. According to new ‘micrographic’ evidence, however, the date can be fixed in A.D. 56.  On a coin of Nero’s fifth year are the names of the consuls of the year 58 and the notation that this was the third year of Festus.  Therefore the first year of Festus was 56.”




(a)  F.F. Bruce refutes this chronology (and Polhill and Witherington agree), saying “This coin issue is more likely to be the work of a new procurator than of an outgoing one who had already minted a large issue.”
  This means that this coin was minted at the beginning of Festus’s rule in 58 A.D.




(b)  Witherington gives a detailed explanation: “At this point we are helped by Roman coins to date the reigns of Felix and Festus and better identify the time of the handing over of power.  I have in my own possession a coin minted during the governorship of Felix in Judea which makes abundantly clear that he was already governor before Nero took the throne in about A.D. 54.  In addition, there was a change in the Judean provincial coinage attested for Nero’s fifth year (A.D. 58/59).  It is most unlikely that this would be the work of an outgoing procurator, especially since Felix had already minted a large issue of coins previously.  It is much more likely to be that of an incoming one.  Thus we should likely place the time of the departure of Felix to Rome in A.D. 58, and the arrival of Festus in A.D. 59 (probably during the summer), announced by a new minting of coins.”



(2)  “The only sources of information concerning Festus are the NT and Josephus.  Josephus’ writings picture Festus as a prudent and honorable governor.  Felix’s maladministration bequeathed to Festus the impossible task of restoring order to a province embroiled in political strife and overrun by robbers.  The Sicarii (Assassins), as the robbers were called on account of the small swords they carried, would come upon a village, plunder it, set it on fire, and murder whomever they wished.  Festus succeeded in ridding the province of many of these criminals. But his procuratorship was too short to undo the legacy of his predecessor.  One of the problems Festus inherited from Felix was the question of Paul’s imprisonment.  Attempting to exploit the new governor’s inexperience, the Jews requested that Paul be sent to Jerusalem for trial, hoping to assassinate him on the way (Acts 25:3).  Festus at first refused their request, and upon his return to Caesarea he himself examined Paul.  On finding that the evidence was conflicting, however, and desiring to please the Jews, he asked Paul if he were agreeable to making the journey to Jerusalem.  But Paul, who knew well the nefarious use that the Jews would make of the favor Festus was willing to grant them, made his appeal to Caesar.  To this request of a Roman citizen accused on a capital charge, Festus had to give his consent.  When King Agrippa and Bernice arrived in Caesarea a few days later, Festus sought Agrippa’s advice on this difficult case.  At Agrippa’s request, Paul was brought before him for a private hearing.  Festus’ reaction to Paul’s testimony betrayed his Roman mind and his ignorance concerning the Jewish and Christian religions.  The exact dates of Festus’ term in office are uncertain.  Eusebius gives the date of his accession as A.D. 56, but this is too early.  His term probably extended from 60 to 62.”



(3)  “Both Festus and Herod Agrippa II heard Paul in Caesarea in the late summer of A.D. 59.  Paul was in prison in Caesarea from June of 57 until August of 59. He left Caesarea in August of 59 and arrived in Rome in February of 60 and remained in prison for 2 years, from February 60 to March of 62.”



(4)  “There is dispute over when his term came to an end; many biblical scholars argue for a date around 55, but classical scholars prefer a later date.  The early date is based on the notion that Pallas, the wealthy and highly influential treasurer of Claudius fell out of favor with Nero in 55 and must have immediately lost his power, and thereby authority to keep his brother Felix in office.  However, there is clear evidence (Tacitus) that Pallas retained much power, until he was poisoned by Nero in 62.  The later date for Festus’ succeeding Felix, however, is still disputed. Estimates range from 56, on the basis of the Latin translation of Eusebius’ Chronicle, to 58 to 61.  A very plausible date is 59.”


d.  As you can see, the scholars cannot agree on the timeframe for the change of governors, but the most likely answer is 58/59 A.D.  Any earlier date does not allow enough time for the events in Paul’s life from the Jerusalem council until this point in time (two years for his second missionary journey, a year in Antioch before his third missionary journey, four years for his third missionary journey, which equals a total of seven years, which cannot be compressed into 50-55 A.D.).  See the suggested chronology below, given by the New Bible Dictionary.

2.  “and wishing to do a favor for the Jews,”

a.  Felix was caught ‘between a rock and a hard place’.  He was in a ‘no-win’ situation.  On the one hand he knew Paul was a Roman citizen and an innocent man.  If he found Paul guilty and punished him, Paul could appeal to Caesar, prove his innocence, and Felix would suffer banishment or worse.  On the other hand, if Felix found Paul innocent, the Jewish leadership would have another reason to drag him before the Emperor and accuse him of wrongdoing.  Therefore, Felix had only one safe course of action—do nothing.  Therefore, he left Paul under house arrest in Herod’s palace in Caesarea until his successor arrived and could decide the case.


b.  Felix compromised his principles of fairness and justice in order to placate the Jewish leadership in Jerusalem.  The favor he was doing the Jews was to keep Paul confined to one place, so that he was not evangelizing Jews throughout the rest of the Roman Empire.  This was an acceptable compromise to the Jews.  (“The Sanhedrin knew the situation had reached a stalemate, so they made no further efforts to demand action.  Paul was confined and that was fine as far as they were concerned.”
)  They got what they wanted—the silencing of Paul.  Felix got what he wanted—continued opportunities to receive a bribe from Paul or his friends or the Christian churches.  The only person not getting what he wanted under these circumstances was Paul.


c.  At the end of his rule as governor, Felix had the authority to release his prisoners and make the final decisions on his court cases.  Felix had the authority and the opportunity to release Paul, but did not do so.  He knew that the Jews disliked him and thought his rule was harsh and unfair.  Therefore, Felix was looking for anything he could do to win the favor of the Jews before returning to Rome and face his evaluation, the evaluation that all Roman procurators had to undergo at the end of their term of office.  The Jews would have a delegation at that review to voice their opinions on how Felix governed.  (“After the recall of Felix by Nero in 55 A.D., Felix was accused by the Jews, but escaped punishment through the influence of his brother Pallas.”
)  Thus the need for doing the Jews a favor.  Felix failed in his purpose, since the Jews accused him before Nero.


d.  “The occasion of Felix’s recall from his office was an outbreak of civil strife between the Jewish and Gentile inhabitants of Caesarea, in which Felix intervened with troops in such a way as to cause much bloodshed among the leaders of the Jewish faction.  On his return to Rome he would have faced a severe penalty, Josephus informs us, had it not been for the advocacy of his brother Pallas.  Pallas had been removed from his post as head of the imperial civil service in A.D. 55, but (largely on account of his colossal wealth) he retained great influence for several years after that.  His influence lasted until A.D. 62, when he fell victim to Nero’s desire to lay hands on his wealth.”

3.  “Felix left Paul imprisoned.”

a.  Luke now states specifically what Felix’s favor was to the Jews—Felix left Paul imprisoned, that is, under house arrest in Herod’s palace in Caesarea.


b.  This was undeserved suffering and a part of Paul’s divine discipline turned into blessing.  Paul didn’t deserve to remain in custody.  His continued custody was undeserved.  However, this was also the consequences of his own bad decision to go to Jerusalem against the known will of God.  Therefore, Paul was also still reaping what he had sown.  God will turn this cursing into blessing by allowing Paul to spend the next two years in Rome and write the greatest epistles in the Word of God: Ephesians, Colossians, and Philippians.


c.  Felix’s tragic decisions with regard to Paul are summarized brilliantly by John Polhill, “Luke’s portrayal of Felix presents a genuinely tragic plot.  There is no reason to doubt the sincerity of his coming to Paul to inquire about faith in Christ.  Neither was his frequent sending for Paul to con​verse with him likely to have been based solely on greed.  Felix demonstrated a genuine concern to hear the apostle’s testimony.  His alarm at Paul’s message was real.  A thorough skeptic would have dis​missed Paul’s reference to the judgment as sheer fantasy, but not Felix.  His fear was genuine.  He was at the point of conviction.  But he was never willing to go beyond the point and take the leap of faith.  In the end his greed, his lust, and his desire to preserve his power carried the day.”


d.  One side note here.  During this two-year period, Luke had every opportunity to interview people and collect whatever documents were available to help him write his gospel and his history.  It is also very probable that both the gospel and Acts were written during Paul’s first Roman imprisonment.


e.  So Paul remains under Roman custody as the change of Judean governors takes place.  A possible timeframe for the events from the writing of the epistle to the Romans and Paul’s departure from Corinth, trip to Jerusalem, and stay in Caesarea is given below.

	Romans written
	winter 56/57

	Departure from Corinth
	end February, 57

	Philippi
	6–14 April, 57

	Troas
	12–25 April, 57

	Troas to Assos
	Monday, 25 April, 57

	Assos to Mitylene
	26 April, 57

	Mitylene to Chios
	27 April, 57

	Chios to Trogyllium
	28 April, 57

	Trogyllium to Miletus
	29 April, 57

	Ephesian elders see Paul
	30 April-2 May, 57

	Miletus to Patara
	2–4 May, 57

	Patara to Tyre
	5–9 May, 57

	Stay at Tyre
	10–16 May, 57

	Tyre to Caesarea
	17–19 May, 57

	Stay at Caesarea
	19–25 May, 57

	Caesarea to Jerusalem
	25–27 May, 57

	Jerusalem, Paul’s fifth visit
	eve of Pentecost, 25 May, 57

	Meeting with James (Acts 21:13–23)
	28 May, 57

	Paul’s arrest and trial before Felix (Acts 21:26–24:22)
	29 May-9 June, 57

	First day of purification
	Sunday, 29 May, 57

	Second day of purification
	30 May, 57

	Third day of purification
	31 May, 57

	Fourth day of purification
	1 June, 57

	Fifth day of purification, riot, Paul’s speech
	2 June, 57

	Paul before the Sanhedrin
	3 June, 57

	Appearance of the Lord (night)
Conspiracy (day)
	4 June, 57

	Journey to Antipatris (night)
Journey to Caesarea (day)
	5 June, 57

	Waiting in Caesarea for trial
	5–9 June, 57

	Trial before Felix
	Thursday, 9 June, 57

	Paul before Felix and Drusilla (Acts 24:24–26)
	June 57

	Caesarean imprisonment (Acts 24:27)
	June 57-August 59

	Trial before Festus (Acts 25–12)
	July 59

	Trial before Agrippa (Acts 26)
	beginning August 59
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