Acts 21:29



 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For” with the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be” with the nominative masculine plural perfect passive participle of the verb PROORAW, which means “to see previously: they had previously seen Trophimus in the city with (Paul) Acts 21:29.”
  This is a pluperfect periphrastic construction.


The imperfect tense of EIMI with the perfect tense of PROORAW gives the pluperfect sense in the periphrastic construction.  It is translated “they had previously seen,” emphasizing a past, completed action.


The active voice indicates that the Asian Jews had produced the action in the past several days.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular proper noun TROPHIMOS, transliterated as “Trophimus.”  With this we have the appositional accusative from the masculine singular article and adjective EPHESIOS, meaning “the Ephesian.”  This is followed by the preposition EN plus the locative of place from the feminine singular article and noun POLIS, meaning “in the city.”  Then we have the preposition SUN plus the instrumental of association from the personal use of the third person masculine singular intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “with him” and referring to Paul.

“For they had previously seen Trophimus the Ephesian in the city with him,”
 is the accusative direct object from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “whom” and referring to Trophimus.  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb NOMIZW, which means “to think, believe, or suppose: they supposed.”  The word “assumed” also makes good sense here.


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which described the past, continuing action.


The active voice indicates that the Jews of Asia produced the action.


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

This is followed by the conjunction HOTI, which is used after verbs of mental activity to indicate the content of that activity, and is translated “that.”  Then we have the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the neuter singular article and adjective HIEROS, meaning “into the temple.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EISAGW, which means “to bring into.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the past action in its entirety with emphasis on the completion or end of the action.  This idea is translated into English by the use of the English auxiliary verb “had.”


The active voice indicates that Paul had allegedly produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for an alleged fact.

Finally, we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PAULOS, meaning “Paul.”

“whom they supposed that Paul had brought into the temple.”

Acts 21:29 corrected translation
“For they had previously seen Trophimus the Ephesian in the city with him, whom they supposed that Paul had brought into the temple.”
Explanation:
1.  “For they had previously seen Trophimus the Ephesian in the city with him,”

a.  Luke continues with the story, but not with the quote by the Jews who incited the riot on the Temple grounds in Jerusalem.  Since Luke gives this reason as the excuse for the actions of the Jews from Asia, he could have only known that this was their reasoning because they said something to this effect.  Therefore, Luke doesn’t quote them, but relates what they said on this occasion.


b.  For Luke to know that these Jews from Asia had previously seen Trophimus in Jerusalem with Paul implies that Paul and Trophimus may have also recognized these Jews from Asia as they mingled with other people in the Temple area.


c.  Trophimus is said here by Luke to be a native of the city of Ephesus, which indicates that he would be well known or recognized by the Jews from that city.


d.  Since Trophimus, a Gentile, was seen with Paul in the city of Jerusalem, the assumption by the Jews from Asia is that Paul brought Trophimus with him from the court of the Gentiles into the court of the Israelites.  Paul certainly did not do this, but the Jews of Asia accuse him of doing so.


e.  Who was Trophimus?



(1)  “He is mentioned in Acts 20:4 (the list of the seven men from the Greek churches accompanying Paul to Jerusalem); 21:29; 2 Tim 4:20 (‘Erastus remained at Corinth, but I left Trophimus behind at Miletus, because he was sick’).



(2)  He was an Ephesian Christian who traveled with Paul as a delegate of the Asian churches that participated in the collection destined for the church in Jerusalem (Acts 20:1–5; cf. 1 Cor 16:1–4).



(3)  When Trophimus and Paul had been in Jerusalem about one week, certain Jews from Asia stirred up a crowd with accusations aimed at Paul.  They had seen him in the temple. They had also recognized Trophimus as an Ephesian, and they knew that he had accompanied Paul on his daily excursions throughout the city.  Thus, they concluded, Paul had committed a capital offense against Jewish law by taking Greeks into the temple, thereby defiling the holy place.  The charge seems to have had no basis in fact.  It is unthinkable that Trophimus would have stumbled past the court of the Gentiles, which was well marked. Also, Paul would not have violated the law, for he was clearly attempting to follow Jewish law on this occasion.  Yet the incident was neatly managed by those making the charges, with Trophimus, the focal point of the primary charge, now absent.  This charge was then supplemented by another, that is, that Paul was teaching against the law.”



(4)  When Paul left Trophimus at Miletus because Trophimus was sick had to be after Paul’s first Roman imprisonment and sometime before his second Roman imprisonment.  Trophimus may have been accompanying Paul to Rome for the last imprisonment and fell ill during the trip.  We have no information to be certain.  However, “According to Acts, however, Paul did not return to the province of Asia after his arrest in the temple.  Some scholars use this passage to support the early Church tradition for a second Roman imprisonment.”



(5)  The name “Trophimus” means “foster child.”

2.  “whom they supposed that Paul had brought into the temple.”

a.  The Jews of Asia assumed and/or supposed that Paul had brought Trophimus into the area of the temple called the court of the Israelites, which was forbidden for Gentiles to enter.


b.  Luke’s use of the verb NOMIZW, which means “to think, believe, or suppose something” (the word “assumed” also makes good sense here) indicates that there was no proof only a false accusation.  The Jews of Asia attacked and accused Paul without proof of any wrongdoing.  These Jews were “spiritually profiling” just like police sometimes use “racial profiling” with the same evil result.  These Jews made the assumption that because Paul rejected and spoke against the Law of Moses that he would also ignore the customs of the Jews and take a fellow Christian with him anywhere in the temple area.  After all hadn’t Paul taught that the dividing wall between Jews and Gentiles had been torn down?  And since that was the case, shouldn’t Gentiles be allowed to go into the court of the Israelites?


c.  Paul still had great respect for the history and customs of his people, and was not so thoughtless that he would do something to insult them.  But Paul’s critics would never attribute this kind of graciousness to him.


d.  “On an occasion when Paul was trying to establish his Jewishness, taking a Gentile into the court of the Jews was the last thing Paul would have done!  It was an instance of sheer irony.  In the temple for his own purification, Paul was accused of having defiled it.”

� Arndt, W., Danker, F. W., & Bauer, W. (2000). A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and other early Christian literature. (3rd ed.) (p. 873). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.


� Bromiley, G. W. (1988; 2002). The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Revised (4:923).  Eerdmans.


� Freedman, D. N., Myers, A. C., & Beck, A. B. (2000). Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible (1337). Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans


� Freedman, D. N., Myers, A. C., & Beck, A. B. (2000). Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible (1337). Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans


� Polhill, p. 453.





PAGE  
3

