Acts 19:33



 is the other half of the Attic Greek MEN…DE construction, meaning “But on the other hand.”  The subject TIS is implied from the previous statement, where TIS, meaning “some” is the subject of the statement.  With this implied subject we have the preposition EK plus the ablative of source/origin from the masculine singular article and noun OCHLOS, meaning “from/of the crowd.”  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb SUMBIBAZW, which means “(1) to draw a conclusion in the face of evidence, conclude, infer Acts 16:10; (2) to present a logical conclusion, demonstrate, prove Acts 9:22; or (3) to advise by giving instructions, instruct, teach, advise 1 Cor 2:16; Acts 19:33.”
  Notice that BDAG says that meaning (3) is correct for our verse.  However, this makes absolutely no sense in this context; it suggests that ‘some of the crowd instructed Alexander, since the Jews had put him forward’, which has nothing to do with anything being said.  I believe the first meaning (“concluded”), which is used by the translators of the NASV, is far better because it makes sense in the context.


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


The active voice indicates that some of the crowd produced the action.


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

This is followed by the accusative of cause from the masculine singular proper noun ALEXANDROS, meaning “because of Alexander.”  There is an ellipsis here of the subject and action from the previous verse.  The thought runs as follows: “the majority did not know why they had come together, but some of the crowd concluded they had come together because of Alexander, since the Jews had put him forward.”  The repetition of the subject and verb can further be reduced to “it was” in English, so that we have: “the majority did not know why they had come together, but some of the crowd concluded [it was] because of Alexander, since the Jews had put him forward.”
“But on the other hand some of the crowd concluded [it was] because of Alexander,”
 is the genitive absolute from the masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb PROBALLW, which means “to put forward; to throw before.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which emphasizes the completion of an entire past action.


The active voice indicates that the genitive subject produces the action of this participle.


The participle is a causal participle, translated “since…had put forward.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to Alexander.  This is followed by the genitive subject of the participle from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “the Jews.”

“since the Jews had put him forward.”

 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun ALEXANDROS, meaning “Alexander.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb KATASEIW, which means “to ‘make a motion’; (1) to make rapid motions, shake, wave (rapidly) the hands Acts 19:33, in an effort to secure attention.  It is an easy transition from (2) to signal by a gesture, motion, make a sign with the hand Acts 13:16; 21:40.  The purpose of the signal is given in the infinitive Acts 12:17.”


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


The active voice indicates that Alexander produced the action.


The participle is temporal and precedes the action of the main verb.  It is translated “after waving.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article, used as a personal pronoun (“his”) and noun CHEIR, meaning “hand.”  This is followed by the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb THELW, meaning “to want, wish, will, or desire.”  The verb does not mean ‘to intend’ as translated in the NASV.


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past action without reference to its completion.


The active voice indicates that Alexander produced the action.


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

Then we have the present deponent middle/passive infinitive from the verb APOLOGEOMAI, which means “to make a defense.”


The present tense is a tendential present for an action that is purposed right now but does not happen.


The deponent middle/passive voice functions in an active sense with Alexander producing the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose.

Finally, we have the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular article and noun DĒMOS, meaning “to the assembly.”

“Then after waving his hand, Alexander wanted to make a defense to the assembly.”

Acts 19:33 corrected translation
“But on the other hand some of the crowd concluded [it was] because of Alexander, since the Jews had put him forward.  Then after waving his hand, Alexander wanted to make a defense to the assembly.”
Explanation:
1.  “But on the other hand some of the crowd concluded [it was] because of Alexander,”

a.  The majority of the crowd or mob in the theater was confused about why they were there and what was going on, but some of the people in the crowd concluded that they were all there because of a man named Alexander.


b.  All we know about Alexander is what is stated in the next verse, namely, that he was a Jew.  The Alexander of 1 Tim 1:20 is almost certainly not the same person.  2 Tim 4:14 calls the Alexander of 1 Tim 1:20 a coppersmith, not a silversmith, though it is certainly possible that a man who worked as a ‘metal-smith’ could work with both copper and silver.


c.  Whoever this man was, it is apparent from what is said here that many of the people knew him and the majority recognized him to be a Jewish resident of the city.

2.  “since the Jews had put him forward.”

a.  Some of the crowd thought that they were all gathered together because the Jews had put forward one of their own to speak to the people of the city.


b.  Notice that either Demetrius no longer has any control over what is going on or he has talked the Jews into putting Alexander forward to speak to the people.  Luke doesn’t give us enough information to know for certain.  It could be that Demetrius was now afraid to speak to the people of the city.  It could be that Demetrius wanted the Jews to take the wrath of the crowd if anything went wrong.  Sir William Ramsey had this conjecture as to why the Jews put forward someone: “Instantly recognizing that the fury of the Ephesian people might expend itself in violence and bloodshed, and that in that fury they would be the sufferers, the Jews put forward Alexander, so that by his skill as a speaker he might clear them, either of having instigated the riot, or of being in complicity with Paul.”
  This is not improbable, but is still only a theory.

c.  The Jews despised the teaching of Paul as much as Demetrius and the idolaters did.  It is not hard to imagine them joining forces quickly to get rid of Paul and the Christians.


d.  The problem with putting a Jew forward to make a case against the Christians is that the Jews hatred idolatry as much as Paul did, and the Greek crowd all knew it.  This is where the plan and Demetrius and the Jews (if they had a plan) went completely wrong.


e.  If anyone should have addressed the crowd, it should have been Demetrius who stirred up the trade unions in the first place.  Now he is taking a back seat to the Jews.  Whether it is cowardice on the part of Demetrius or cunning on the part of Demetrius and the Jews, their strategy backfires.


f.  Meyer, in his commentary, says that Alexander was a Jewish Christian.  Lenski rejects this hypothesis in his commentary.  But this makes no sense, since it was the Jews, not the Christians who put him forward.


g.  Bruce gives an excellent rationale in his commentary for why the Jews got involved.  “One group of residents in Ephesus had special cause for anxiety at this turn of events.  This was the Jewish community. True, the prime occasion of the riot was Paul’s mission, but Paul was a Jew, and Jews were known to be disbelievers in Artemis and all other pagan divinities.  Those members of the populace who were insufficiently informed about the cause of the demonstration were likely to indulge in general anti-Jewish agitation when they learned that the honor of the great goddess was in peril.  The Jews of Ephesus judged it necessary to dissociate themselves openly from Paul and the other missionaries, so they put forward Alex​ander, one of their number, to make it plain to the crowd that they had nothing to do with the present trouble—that they were as opposed to Paul, indeed, as the demonstrators were.”

3.  “Then after waving his hand, Alexander wanted to make a defense to the assembly.”

a.  Alexander, the Jew, does what was customary for Greeks and Romans to do before addressing the crowd.  He makes a motion with his hand to quiet the crowd, so that all can hear what he is about to say.  The waving of the hand is “the gesture a public speaker uses either to gain the crowd’s attention or quiet it down before beginning his speech.”


b.  Alexander intends to defend something, but we are not told what.  He is certainly not going to make a defense of Christianity or of the Jewish hatred of idolatry.  And he is certainly not going to make a defense of the worship of Artemis.  The only thing he can defend is that the Jews have nothing to do with what is going on this day to create this near riot in the city.


c.  Since Alexander is a Jew and the crowd will recognize him as such, the crowd anticipates that the only thing Alexander can make a defense of is the Jewish rejection of idolatry.  Therefore, the crowd cuts him off before he ever has a chance to speak.


d.  Demetrius’ plan crumbles before his eyes, and the Jews are once again thwarted in another attack on Christianity.  Things are not going well for Satan at this point.
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