Acts 24:5
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 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For” plus the nominative masculine first person plural aorist active participle from the verb HEURISKW, which means “to find.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which looks at the entire action, but emphasizes its conclusion.  This emphasis is brought out in the English translation by the auxiliary verb “have: having found.”


The active voice indicates that the Jews have produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial and precedes the action of the main verb.

Then we have the double accusative of the person and thing or also called the double accusative of the object and complement.
  First we have the accusative of the person from the masculine singular article and noun ANĒR with the adjectival use of the demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this man” and referring to Paul.  Next we have the accusative of the thing from the masculine singular adjective LOIMOS, meaning “public menace/enemy (used in 1 Macc 15:21 of wanted criminals); we have found this man to be a public enemy’ Acts 24:5.”
  The translation “pest” is ridiculously too mild a translation.

“For having found this man a public enemy”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular present active participle of the verb KINEW, which means “to cause something to happen: of external circumstances: to cause, bring about Act 24:5.”


The present tense is a durative present for an action that began in the past and has continued up to the present time.  This can also be regarded as a customary present for an action that habitually or normally occurs all the time.


The active voice indicates that Paul allegedly produces the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine plural noun STASIS, meaning “uprising, riot, revolt, rebellion Mk 15:7; Lk 23:19, 25; Acts 19:40; strife, discord, disunion, dissension Acts 15:2; 23:7, 10; 24:5.”
  This is followed by locative of place from the masculine plural adjective PAS plus the article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “among all the Jews.”  With this we have the locative of place from the masculine plural article, which is used to substantivize the following prepositional phrase and indicate that it modifies the previous noun phrase ‘all the Jews’.  With the article we have the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of measure from the feminine singular article and noun OIKOUMENĒ, meaning “throughout
 the world” and referring to the Roman Empire as a technical phrase, which was often used exclusively of the Roman Empire.

“and causing dissension among all the Jews throughout the world,”

 is the additive use of the postpositive conjunction TE, meaning “and” plus the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun PRWTOSTATĒS, which means “a leader, probably in the sense: a ringleader.”
  Then we have the genitive of identity or description from the feminine singular article and noun HAIRESIS, meaning “of the sect, party, school, faction Acts 5:17; 15:5; 26:5; of the Christians 24:5, 14 and 28:22.”
  With this we have the descriptive genitive of genitive of identity from the masculine plural article and proper noun NAZWRAIOS, meaning “of the Nazarenes.”

“and a ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes,”

Acts 24:5 corrected translation
“For having found this man a public enemy and causing dissension among all the Jews throughout the world, and a ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes,”
Explanation:
1.  “For having found this man a public enemy”

a.  Tertullus now begins his formal charges against Paul with an explanation the Jews arrested Paul.  They arrested him because they found Paul to be a public enemy.  The nature of how Paul was a public enemy is given in the next phrase—because he caused dissensions among all the Jews throughout the Roman Empire.


b.  The word LOIMOS means (1) a plague or disease that is out of control and (2) “a public menace or a public enemy” and is used in the book of Maccabees to describe “a wanted criminal.”  The one meaning led to the other meaning.  The translation “public menace” is too tame a translation.


c.  “In calling Paul a pest [or plague], Tertullus suggested that he habitually stirred up subversion of public law and order.  The charge is similar to that brought against Paul and his companions at Thessalonica (Acts 17:6-7, “These [men] who are disturbing the world [the Roman Empire] have come here also; …and all these men act contrary to the decrees of Caesar, saying that Jesus is another king.”)  The charge of treason against the emperor was explicit there [in Acts 17:7], and is probably implied here [in our verse].  One of Luke’s prime motives in writing his twofold history is to demonstrate that there is no substance in this charge of subversion brought not only against Paul but against Christians in general—that competent and impartial judges had repeatedly confirmed the innocence of the Christian movement and the Christian missionaries in respect of Roman law.”


c.  “The word LOIMOS as a noun means a pestilence or plague and this means more than what we mean by pest or someone who is merely eccentric.  It means that Paul is analogous to a contagious disease or plague transmitting the sickness of disruption, dissension, even revolution wherever he goes throughout the civilized world.  There must be a vigorous response to stop the spread of this disease.  This charge was dangerous especially because if the high priest could have produced some of the Asian Jews or other Diaspora Jews whom Paul had addressed in various synagogues who could personally attest to the melee that ensued when Paul spoke in synagogues, it was very possible that this charge could be made to stick.  Fortunately for Paul, the case had been prepared in haste, and the high priest did not have even any of the Asian Jews with him who had made charges against Paul when he was in Jerusalem who could attest to his activities elsewhere in the Empire.”

2.  “and causing dissension among all the Jews throughout the world,”

a.  This charge is really a continuing explanation of the charge given in the first clause.  Together they form one charge against Paul.  There are not two separate charges here.  Paul is a public enemy because of the dissentions he is causing throughout the Roman Empire.  That is the first charge against Paul.


b.  The word translated “dissension” is the word STASIS.  “According to the rhetorical handbooks, STASIS was precisely the right charge to bring against someone in criminal proceedings.  [The Emperor] Claudius in a famous letter of warning to Alexandrian Jews stressed his objection to certain political activities they were engaging in and said they were ‘stirring up a universal plague throughout the world’.  The striking similarity of this to what we find in verse five should be noted.  Paul is being classed with these sorts of troublemakers.”


c.  “Compare this charge with that of the Asian Jews in Acts 21:28 (“This is the man who is teaching everyone everywhere against our people and the Law and this place.”)  They too had charged Paul with causing trouble ‘everywhere’.


d.  This charge “was the charge of sedition, a charge the Romans would not take lightly.  Roman officials would scarcely concern themselves with matters of Jewish religion.  They would take seriously any threat to the pax Romana.  Felix in particular would have become attentive at the hint of such a charge.  His entire administration had been marked by having to put down one insurrection in Judea after another.”


e.  “Theological questions (such as resurrection) are now set aside; the issue now is sedition, which a Roman court would take very seriously.  The Jews had become a universal people, to be found in every part of the Empire, and a disturbance that threatened their peaceful relations with the Roman administration would constitute the basis of a movement that Felix could not ignore.  The charge was precisely the one to bring against a Jew during the Principate of Claudius or the early years of Nero.  The accusers of Paul were putting themselves on the side of the government.”


f.  “It was undeniable that Paul’s presence in a city had been accompanied time after time by disturbances within the Jewish communities.  It had been so in the cities of South Galatia, in Thessalonica, Corinth, and Ephesus.  Perhaps Felix, with his ‘rather accurate knowledge of the Way’, had a clearer idea of the Nazarenes than most Roman officials would have had.”
  He may have acquired that knowledge from Cornelius, if were still alive, or by hearing Philip the Evangelist speak in the public forum, since Philip lived in the city.


g.  The Jews could accuse Paul of sedition, but Paul could counter that charge with what he wrote to the church in Rome concerning obedience to the governing authorities, “All persons must subordinate themselves to governing authorities,…” Rom 13:1-7.  This was the very thing that Felix and all Roman government officials wanted, and Paul was clearly a supporter of their position in contrast to several of the Jewish sects that wanted to overthrow the Roman government in Judea and Galilee.

3.  “and a ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes,”

a.  “Tertullus’ second charge was really a variation on the same theme; Paul was ‘a ringleader of the Nazarene sect’.  This was certainly true.  Paul was a Christian leader.  By linking the comment with the charge of provoking insurrection, however, Tertullus implied that the Christians as a whole were a dangerous and seditious sect and that Paul was one of their main collaborators.  The ramifications of the Jewish charges now became infinitely clear.  Should such a charge be made to stick for Paul, the whole Christian community would be viewed as a dangerous, revolutionary movement.  Fortunately, Tertullus could not substantiate the charge, and Felix was already too informed about Christians to take is seriously (verse 22, “But Felix, having a more exact knowledge about the Way, put them off.”)

b.  The word ‘Nazarenes’ “may have been current among first-century Jews to denote a group or a tendency on which Felix might be expected to look with disfavor; the evidence is inadequate for anything like a positive statement.”
  In other words, Tertullus certainly used this word as a term of derision.  When we talk about someone being “the ringleader” of a group, that group is generally not well thought of.  Neither did these Jews think well of the Christians.  “Thus the term seems to be a derogatory Jewish term for Christians.”


c.  The sect of the Nazarenes is an obvious reference to those who believed that Jesus was the Messiah, that is, Christians, as they were first called in Antioch (Acts 11:26).  “This is the only time the Christians are called ‘Nazarenes’, a remark that proves that Luke’s record of the address is exact.


d.  Paul was indeed a ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes as was James, the Lord’s half-brother, and leader of the assembly of Christians in Jerusalem.  But the high priest and elders of Israel were not bringing any charges against him.  Why not?  He was still ‘obeying the Law’ by participating in the worship of the Temple.  Paul could have certainly used this as a part of his defense—“If the leaders of the sect of the Nazarenes are so danger to the Empire, then why haven’t you dragged James here with you?”  That would have been an embarrassing question for the high priest to answer.


e.  “In Acts (24:5; 28:22) the followers of Jesus are described as a ‘sect’ [HAIRESIS, from which we derive the word “heresy”], the same word used for the Sadducees (5:17) and the Pharisees (15:5) and used by Josephus in his descriptions of the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes.  Because the Christian movement was considered a Jewish sect it received the same treatment as Judaism at the hand of Rome, namely, it was tolerated and not banned as a new religion would have been.  Later, when it became obvious that Christianity had become a separate religion, Christians underwent a series of persecutions by the Romans. The question as to when Christianity became an independent religion is moot; some trace it to the action of a council called by Rabbi Gamaliel II (around A.D. 90).”
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