Acts 8:24



 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “But.”  With this we have the nominative masculine singular aorist deponent passive participle from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer: answering.”


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


The deponent passive functions like an active voice, Simon producing the action.


The participle expresses attendant circumstances.

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun SIMWN, meaning “Simon.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”

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


The active voice indicates that Simon produced the action.


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

“But answering Simon said,”
 is the second person plural aorist deponent passive imperative from the verb DEOMAI, which means “to ask, request, pray: you pray.”

The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which regards the future action as a whole.  It views the action in its entirety.


The deponent passive functions like an active voice, Peter and John are expected to produce the action.


The imperative mood is an imperative of entreaty, in which a subordinate makes a request of a superior to do something.

Then we have the nominative subject from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “you” and referring to Peter and John.  This is followed by the preposition HUPER plus the genitive of advantage from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “for me” or “on my behalf.”  Then we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of direction (BDAG, p. 874) from the masculine singular article and noun KURIOS, meaning “to the Lord.”
“‘Pray to the Lord for me”
 is the conjunction HOPWS, which in Attic Greek meant “in order that (indicating purpose)” but came to used like HOTI after verbs of asking to mean simply “that” to indicate the content of the request.  Then we have the nominative subject from the neuter singular cardinal adjective MĒDEIS, meaning “nothing.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb EPERCHOMAI, which means “to happen, come on, come upon.”

The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which views the entire future.


The active voice indicates that the subject (nothing which Peter and John have said) produces the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive.

Then we have the preposition EPI plus the accusative of place from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “upon me.”  This is followed by the adverbial genitive of reference from the neuter plural relative pronoun HOS, meaning “of what” or “concerning which.”  The neuter plural here refers back to the neuter plural of MĒDEIS, meaning “nothing of what.”  Finally, we have the second person plural perfect active indicative from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say: you have said.”

The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes the completed action.


The active voice indicates that Peter and John have produced the action.


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

“that nothing of what you have said may come upon me.’”
Acts 8:24 corrected translation
“But answering Simon said, ‘Pray to the Lord for me that nothing of what you have said may come upon me.’”
Explanation:
1.  There have traditionally been two interpretations of this passage.


a.  That Simon said this from a mental attitude of contrition and sincerity.


b.  That Simon said this from a mental attitude of bitterness and anger.


c.  For example, “Codex D (425 AD) says: “And Simon answered and said to them, ‘I beseech you, pray for me to God, that none of these evils of which you have spoken to me may come upon me’ — who did not stop weeping copiously.”  The addition gives the suggestion that Simon’s tears are of remorse and perhaps of repentance; in the Clementine tradition Simon’s tears are tears of rage and disappointment.”


d.  ISBE says, “The story concludes with the mention of Simon’s repentance.”


e.  A.T. Robertson has a different take on it.  “Simon is thoroughly frightened by Peter’s words, but shows no sign of personal repentance or change of heart.  He wants to escape the penalty for his sin and hopes that Peter can avert it.  Peter had clearly diagnosed his case.  He was an unconverted man [Robertson’s assumption] in spite of his profession of faith and baptism.  There is no evidence that he ever changed his life at all.”
  Notice how Robertson brings his pre-conceived theology to his interpretation.  In Robertson’s soteriology (the doctrine of salvation), if there is no evidence of a changed life, then there is no salvation.  The problem is that there is no evidence of a changed life for a death-bed conversion.  There is no evidence of a changed life in the first generation of the Exodus Jews, who were believers and died in the desert for forty years.  There wasn’t any evidence of a changed life in the case of Ananias and Sapphira.  There was much evidence of a changed life in Demas who deserted Paul, 2 Tim 4:10.  And there is nowhere in the New Testament that teaches that a changed life is a requirement for salvation.  A changed life is often a demonstration of salvation, but God has not made it a requirement for salvation.  Just because the Scripture is completely silent with regard to the rest of Simon’s life does not give us the right to assume that Simon was an unbeliever.  By the same logic, several of the apostles are unbelievers, because the Scripture is totally silent after Acts 7 about the rest of their lives as well.

f.  Donald Grey Barnhouse considers Simon an unbeliever, saying, “He believed with the head but not with the heart” (page 74).  Since the heart is the thinking part of the soul, Barnhouse’s statement is totally meaningless.

g.  Heinrich Meyer considers him an unbeliever, saying, “...his conversion, which even Calvin conjectures to have taken place, does not ensue” (page 172).

h.  R.C.H. Lenski puts an accurate perspective on the whole issue: “Is there anything wrong about this answer?  Yet, just about everything about it has been found wrong.  Why?  Because of the later tradition which presents Simon as the father of heresies, the founder of the first heretical sect, and a man who deified himself.  Instead of inter​preting Luke’s words as they stand, they are inter​preted in conformity with this tradition, and the mat​ter settled in advance: [they say] Simon did not repent, and all that Luke states is made to conform to this view. What is wrong in Simon asking for apostolic intercession?  If some other sin​ner had done the same, the commentators would praise him; but Simon is accused of merely referring Peter’s command back to him: You apostles go and beg of the Lord if there is begging to do!  This is not fair to Simon.  Simon asks for the apostolic intercession in his behalf as one who first of all earnestly prays for himself.  Then his desire to escape the things about which the apostles have warned him is regarded proof positive that Simon did not repent and desired only to escape the apostles’ threats.  No account is taken of the fact that Simon had just recently been brought to faith; in fact, although in v. 13 Luke writes, ‘he himself came to believe,’ this plain assertion is inter​preted to mean that he only pretended to believe.  It is not to the credit of some exegetes that they allow later tradition not only to modify but to reverse the words of the inspired text.  As to [the critics criticism of Simon’s] fear, shall we forget the warning Jesus him​self gave about being cast into hell, Mt 5:22, 29, 30; 10:28; 18:9?  If it was wrong for Simon to fear as he did, was it right for Peter to threaten him as he did?  Luke, moreover, leaves Simon at this point as he is pleading for the apostolic intercession. Could he do that if he intended his readers to understand that Simon failed to repent?  He could not!  Luke’s words permit only one interpretation, namely- that Simon did repent, that Peter’s strong words were not in vain. …It is certain that Luke in​tends to say that Simon repented.  The next verse cor​roborates this fact.”  (Pages 332-334).

i.  F.F. Bruce considers Simon an unbeliever, but concludes “Even so, Simon and his followers continued to be known as Christians, as Justin Martyr (who wrote about 150 A.D.) admits” (page 172).  Justin Martyr wrote against various Christian heresies that existed during his time.  And for Justin Martyr to consider the second century followers of Simon to be Christians is to admit that Simon was a true Christian himself, just as Luke reports.


j.  John Polhill says that Simon was an unbeliever.  “Simon had not responded to the gospel [Luke said he did!]; he had responded to greed.  He lacked the contrition and inner conviction [=confidence, certainty, assurance sincerity] that accompany a true response to the gospel.”  So where does Scripture say that a person who believes in Christ must have contrition (=remorse, regret, sorrow)?  Isn’t the gospel good news?  Does the good news of the gospel require remorse, regret, and sorrow?  And where does the Scripture teach that an unbeliever must have inner conviction to become a believer?  Isn’t ‘inner conviction’ to live the spiritual life something that comes to the believer through the teaching of the word of God after salvation?  Certainly it is.  Inner conviction doesn’t come to the unbeliever; it comes to the believer, and it comes after salvation, not before or during.  How does Polhill or anyone really know what Simon was thinking when Luke says that he believed?  When did commentators become omniscient?

k.  Ben Witherington considers Simon an unbeliever, and his strongest argument is “that while it is said that Simon believed, we are not told what he believed, unlike the case with the Samaritans (see verses 12-13, “But when they believed Philip’s proclaiming the good news about the kingdom of God and the person of Jesus Christ, both men and women were being baptized.  Now even Simon himself believed; and after being baptized, he attached himself to Philip,”) (p. 288).”  The reason we are not told what Simon believed is because it was previously mentioned in the context of verse 12, “the kingdom of God and the person of Jesus Christ.”  Luke didn’t need to repeat what was obvious.  So Witherington really has no argument at all.

l.  In the end, the only way to resolve the question of Simon’s being a believer or not is to go to the direct statement of Scripture, which clearly says “Now even Simon himself believed; and after being baptized, he attached himself to Philip.”  And what did Simon believe?  He believed “the good news about the kingdom of God and the person of Jesus Christ.”  One hundred years later a very orthodox Christian named Justin Martyr recognized the followers of Simon still in Samaria as Christians.

2.  “But answering Simon said, ‘Pray to the Lord for me”

a.  Luke continues by contrasting what Peter said (that Simon should ask for forgiveness from the Lord) with what Simon himself says (he asks the apostles to pray for him).

b.  It is difficult to imagine Simon ordering the apostles to pray for him after seeing and respecting the power of God demonstrated by them.

c.  It if far more likely that Simon sincerely made this request out of sense of fear of impending doom as the next clause indicates.


d.  If Simon said this with a self-righteous, arrogant attitude of scorn and bitterness as a reaction to what Peter said, then it is more likely that his statement would have ended here and that the next explanation would have never been said.  It would be similar to the situation where you tell someone who works for you to do something and they come back with the smartaleck wisecrack “Do it yourself!”  Nothing more needs to be said.  The tone of voice conveys the meaning.  Unfortunately we don’t have Simon’s tone of voice; we don’t really know if he was being a smartaleck or not.

e.  What we do know is that he ask the apostles to pray for him.  And taken at face value without reading anything into his statement, then barring any other evidence, we must conclude that it was an honest request.  He truly may have wanted Peter and John’s intercession on his behalf, especially if he were out of fellowship and hadn’t yet learned how to pray, which he may not have.

2.  “that nothing of what you have said may come upon me.’”


a.  Simon now indicates exactly what he wants the apostles to pray for him.

b.  The phrase ‘nothing of what you have said’ refers to Peter’s statement “May your money be with you resulting in ruin.”

c.  Therefore, Simon is asking that he not be financially ruined as a part of divine discipline.


d.  We don’t know that Simon did not ask for forgiveness later that day or the next or at some future time.  The Scripture is silent and we have no right to speculate.  Whether or not Simon ever asked the Lord for forgiveness or acknowledged his sinfulness to God is a private matter between him and the Lord.  Luke respects the privacy of Simon’s priesthood and we should do likewise.


e.  We can also look at this request as Simon asking that he might have some share or portion in the apostles ministry in the future, and not be forever excluded from any service to the Lord.  This would certainly be an appropriate request for any believer.


f.  It is difficult to imagine an unbeliever in bitterness, anger, and hatred being afraid of an entreaty by a believer asking for the unbeliever’s ruin.   On the other hand the principle of Jam 5:16 may be in operation here, “Therefore [repentant reversionists], acknowledge your sins to one another [the leaders of the church] and [leaders of the church] pray on behalf of one another [repentant reversionists], in order that you [repentant reversionists] might be healed.  The prayer of the righteous believer has much power, when it is operational.”
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