Acts 24:19



 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “But” plus the predicate nominative from the masculine plural indefinite pronoun TIS, used as an adjective with the predicate nominative masculine plural adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “some Jews.”  With this we have the preposition APO plus the ablative of origin from the feminine singular article and proper noun ASIA, meaning “from Asia.”  There is no main verb “there are” stated in the Greek text.  It is deliberately omitted (ellipsis) because it is so clearly understood.  Thus to complete the English thought we should have the present active indicative of the verb EIMI, meaning “[there are].”

“But [there are] some Jews from Asia,”

 is the accusative direct object from the masculine plural relative pronoun HOS, meaning “who” and referring to the Asian Jews.  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb DEI, which means “it is necessary; one ought.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes what should be occurring.


The active voice indicates that the Asian Jews ought to be producing the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition EPI plus the adverbial genitive of place from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “before you” and referring to Felix.  Then we have the present active infinitive from the verb PAREIMI, which means “to be present.”


The present tense is a tendential present, which describes an action that ought to take place but has not yet taken place.


The active voice indicates that the Asian Jews should be producing the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which always follows the verb DEI to complete its meaning.
“who ought to be present before you”

 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the present active infinitive from the verb KATĒGOREW, which means “to bring charges in court.”


The present tense is a tendential present, which describes an action that ought to take place but has not yet taken place.


The active voice indicates that the Asian Jews should be producing the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which always follows the verb DEI to complete its meaning.

Then we have the conditional particle EI, meaning “if” and introducing a fourth class condition: if and it ought to be true, but it isn’t.  This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “anything.”  Then we have the third person plural present active optative from the verb ECHW, which means “to have: they should have.”


The present tense is a descriptive/aoristic present, which describes what should exist as a fact, if it were true, but it isn’t.


The active voice indicates that the Asian Jews could potentially produce the action, if there were any charges they could bring against Paul.


The optative mood is a conditional optative.  “This is the use of the optative in the protasis of a fourth class condition (the conditional particle used is EI).  It is used to indicate a possible condition in the future, usually a remote possibility (such as, if he could do something, if perhaps this should occur). There are no complete fourth class conditions in the NT.  Sometimes the conditional clause is mixed, with a non-optative in the apodosis (e.g., Acts 24:19).”

Finally, we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of opposition from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “against me” and referring to Paul.

“and bring charges, if perhaps they should have anything against me.”

Acts 24:19 corrected translation
“But [there are] some Jews from Asia, who ought to be present before you and bring charges, if perhaps they should have anything against me.”
Explanation:
1.  “But [there were] some Jews from Asia,”

a.  This clause is found in verse 19 in the Greek text and it is anybody’s guess why translators would ever seek to put it at the end of verse 18, where it makes no sense.


b.  In contrast to Paul’s quiet and respectful rites of purification in the temple with the Levitical priest and four other Christians, there were some Jewish unbelievers from the Roman province of Asia (most likely from Ephesus where Paul lived and taught for three years) who were also present in the court of the Israelites.


c.  These Jews from Asia are the same Jews previously mentioned by Luke in Acts 21:27-29, “Now when the seven days were about to be over, the Jews from Asia, seeing him in the temple, began to stir up all the crowd and laid hands on him, crying out, ‘Men, Israelites, help!  This is the man who is teaching everyone everywhere against our people and the Law and this place; and furthermore he has even brought Greeks into the temple and has defiled this holy place.’  For they had previously seen Trophimus the Ephesian in the city with him, whom they supposed that Paul had brought into the temple.”

2.  “who ought to be present before you and bring charges,”

a.  Paul now makes his most important and most serious charge against his accusers.  The Jews who originally accused Paul of wrongdoing in the temple ought to be present before Felix and personally make their accusations.


b.  Under Roman law, the accused had the right to face his accusers, and if the accusers did not show up, then the accused could not be proved guilty of anything.  This is where the United States court system gets the principle that a defendant has the right to see and hear the eyewitnesses against him or her.


c.  The importance of this countercharge by Paul against his accusers is explained by the commentators as follows.



(1)  “Paul had scored a rather telling legal point, and Felix was bound to have observed it.  For Tertullus to have made an accusation against Paul with the total absence of the witnesses for the prosecution was a serious breach of court procedure. There was simply no evidence to counter Paul’s own defense.”



(2)  “This was a strong point in his defense: the people who had raised the hue and cry in the first instance, claiming to be eyewitnesses of his alleged sacrilege, had not troubled to be present.  It may be that the Sanhedrin thought it best that the Asian Jews should not come before the court, as cross-examination would soon have revealed the hollowness of their charges, and a Roman judge would not look lightly on people who wasted his time with unfounded accusations.”



(3)  “The Roman law was very strong against accusers who aban​doned their charges. [The emperor] Claudius himself had been busy with legislation aimed at preventing accusers within the system of abandoning their charges.  He made a speech about the matter in the Senate, and his proposals were later completed in A.D. 61, under Nero.  This laid down penalties for the offence which the lawyers call destitutio.  Once again, the author of Acts is well informed.  But there is more to it than that.  The disappearance of one set of accusers may mean the withdrawal of the charge with which they were particularly associated.  The Asian Jews had accused Paul of two things: one, teaching everywhere, i.e. throughout the ‘'world’ against the Hebraic law, and two, of bringing Hellenes [Greeks] into the Temple.  Charge one was taken over by the Jewish clergy.  Charge two, according to Acts, could not be substantiated. ‘They had seen Trophimus with Paul in the city, and thought he had been taken into the Temple.’  Hence when the Asian Jews withdrew from the case, Paul had a sound technical objection to put forward. (Sherwin-White 52f.)”



(4)  “Verse 19 presents us with perhaps the most powerful of Paul’s arguments - namely, that some Jews from Asia stirred up the crowd against him, but they are not present to charge him with anything.  Roman law took very seriously those who were guilty of destitutio, the abandonment of their charges against someone.  Claudius had himself worked on legisla​tion to prevent this from happening, and shortly after this time in A.D. 61 the legislation was completed and passed.  Paul had now struck a note, whether in a moment of inspiration or not, that could provide the basis for the dismissal of the case outright.”

3.  “if perhaps they should have anything against me.”

a.  This statement is a fourth class condition in the Greek.  The idea of the fourth class condition is “If it were true, but it is not.”  This idea is brought out in the English translation by the word “perhaps.”  We could also translate it, “if they might have anything against me,” but that sounds more like a third class condition of possibility.  In the fourth class condition the possibility is so remote as to be virtually non-existent.


b.  These Asian Jews did have something against Paul—he had caused so many Jews to leave the synagogue and become Christians that their attendance and financial support was suffering.  This is why the Jews assisted the Gentile worshippers of Artemis in Ephesus in trying to destroy Christianity there.  These Asian Jews hoped that by having Paul killed in Jerusalem, it would end Christianity in Ephesus.


c.  Therefore, Paul knew that these Asian Jews had nothing against him that could be proven before this court and the jurisdiction of Felix.  And if Paul had done anything wrong in another Roman province, then Felix had no jurisdiction over those matters.


d.  So Paul rightly declares that if there is even the remote possibility that these Jews from Asia have anything against Paul, which, in fact, there is not even the remotest possibility that they do, then these men ought to be in court right now.


e.  Paul also knows that he has his own witnesses from Asia (the eight other men that traveled with him, Acts 20:4 plus Luke) that can testify on his behave that he has done nothing wrong either in Asia or in Judea.  And the Asian Jews knew that these men were present in Judea and could be brought before the court within days (if not hours) to testify against them.  These Asian Jews knew that they could be proven to be false witnesses, and under Roman law that meant suffering the fate of the innocent man they accused had he been found not guilty.  Therefore, these Asian Jews refused to testify against Paul, which is why the leadership of the Sanhedrin could not get them to come to Caesarea.
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