Acts 15:39



 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the third person singular aorist deponent middle indicative from the verb GINOMAI, which means “to happen, occur, or take place.”


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


The deponent middle voice functions as an active voice and indicates that the situation about to be described produced the action of happening.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular noun PAOXUSMOS, which means “a state of irritation expressed in argument: sharp disagreement (‘irritation, exasperation’) Acts 15:39.”

“Now a sharp disagreement occurred,”
 is the conjunction HWSTE, which introduces result clauses, and is translated “so that or with the result that” (BDAG, p. 1107).  Then we have the aorist passive infinitive from the verb APOCHWRIZW, which means “to separate” (BDAG, p. 125).


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


The passive voice indicates that Paul and Barnabas received the action of separating.


The infinitive is an infinitive of result with HWSTE.

This is followed by the accusative subject of the infinitive from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “they.”  Then we have the preposition APO plus the ablative of separation from the third person masculine plural reciprocal pronoun ALLĒLWN, which means “from one another.”
“with the result that they separated from one another,”

 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction TE, meaning “and” plus the accusative subject of the infinitive from the masculine singular article and proper noun BARNABAS.  This is followed by the accusative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb PARALAMBANW, which means “to take with/along Mt 2:13f, 20f; 17:1; 26:37; Mk 4:36; 5:40; 9:2; Lk 9:28; Acts 15:39; 16:33; 21:24, 26, 32; 23:18.”


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


The active voice indicates that Barnabas produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun MARKOS, meaning “Mark.”  This is followed by the aorist active infinitive from the verb EKPLEW, which means “to sail away” (BDAG, p. 308).


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


The active voice indicates that Barnabas and Mark produced the action.


The infinitive functions as a finite verb in the accusative-infinitive construction, with the accusative noun BARNABAS serving as the ‘subject’ of this infinitive.

Finally, we have the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular proper noun KUPROS, meaning “to Cyprus.”

“and Barnabas, taking along Mark, sailed away to Cyprus,”

Acts 15:39 corrected translation
“Now a sharp disagreement occurred, with the result that they separated from one another, and Barnabas, taking along Mark, sailed away to Cyprus,”
Explanation:
1.  “Now a sharp disagreement occurred,”

a.  The result of the continued obstinacy of Paul in refusing to take John Mark along with them on this second missionary journey was a sharp disagreement between Paul and Barnabas.


b.  The phrase ‘a sharp disagreement’ is a polite and gentle way of saying that the two men got in a heated argument over the issue.  The Greek noun PAOXUSMOS means “a state of irritation expressed in argument, sharp disagreement, irritation, and exasperation.


c.  The discussions between Paul and Barnabas were not pretty and certainly not characteristic of the unity of the brethren or of unconditional love toward all.


d.  Barnabas was in favor of forgiveness of John Mark and giving him a second chance.  Paul probably forgave John Mark, but didn’t trust him on another dangerous mission trip and wanted nothing to do with him.  In Paul’s thinking John Mark could easily be replaced by another young man.  In Barnabas’ thinking John Mark could be redeemed for valuable service.  Both men were right, but for different reasons.


e.  It takes two to argue, and both men are in the wrong here.  Both were out of fellowship with God the Holy Spirit as Paul so clearly wrote just recently before this trip in Gal 5:19, “Now the deeds of the flesh [sin nature] are evident, which are: …hostilities, argumentation, jealousy, outbursts of anger, inordinate ambitions, dissensions, factions.”

2.  “with the result that they separated from one another,”

a.  The argumentation became so acute that Paul and Barnabas separated from one another.


b.  This is the first open indication in Acts of a lack of unity among the brethren, who are not legalists or Judaizers, and it comes right after the great unifying decision of the Jerusalem council.  Satan counterattacked against the leaders of Christian unity and divided them against one another.  However, it would only be a temporary victory; for Paul and Barnabas would eventually reconcile their differences within a few years.  Note that five years later Paul mentions Barnabas favorably in 1 Cor 9:6, “Or do only I and Barnabas not have the right to not work?”  The rift between these two great men did not last long.  It could not last long because of the Lord’s demand of unconditional love toward all, and Paul’s own statement in 1 Thes 4:9, “Now concerning the love of the brethren, you have no need for me to write you; for you yourselves are God-taught to love one another.”


c.  Even though the ‘wrath of man’ toward one another was not the will of God, God the Holy Spirit used this temporary division of labor to form two missionary teams that would work in different areas of the Empire for the benefit of the spreading the message of the gospel.  God was using the wrath of man to praise Him.


d.  There was another rift between Paul and Barnabas that occurred prior to this division as well.  The incident described by Paul in Gal 2:11-13 (“Then, when Cephas came to Antioch, I opposed him personally, because he had been condemned.  For prior to certain men coming from James, he [Peter] used to eat with the Gentiles.  But when they came, he began to withdraw and separate himself, fearing those out from the circumcision [the Jews from Jerusalem].  In fact the other Jews [Jewish believers] joined him [Peter] in playing the hypocrite, so that even Barnabas was carried away by their hypocrisy.”) may have contributed to this rift between Paul and Barnabas, especially if this incident occurred after the Jerusalem conference.  In Paul’s mind, if Barnabas could make a wrong decision to join Peter in his hypocrisy, then could he not make a wrong decision by insisting that John Mark be taken along again to the mission field?


e.  F.F. Bruce explains, “It is a pity that the dispute was allowed to generate such bitterness; it might not have done so but for the memory of the incident at Antioch when ‘even Barnabas,’ as Paul says, followed Peter’s example in withdrawing from the society of Gentile Christians.  After that, it is doubtful if Paul and Barnabas could ever be so happy in their association as they had once been.  The old mutual confidence had been damaged and could not be restored.  It is not Luke’s policy to record such disagreements on points of principle, but the disagreement on a personal matter which he does record here can be read with greater understanding in the light of Paul’s account in his letter to the Galatians.  Even so, the present disagreement was overruled for good: instead of one missionary and pastoral expedition there were two.”

3.  “and Barnabas, taking along Mark, sailed away to Cyprus,”

a.  Therefore, Barnabas takes his cousin Mark along with him and sails back to his home island of Cyprus (Acts 4:36) to the mission field where Mark was not sick or afraid or willing to desert the team.


b.  Barnabas goes back to the familiar territory of his home island, where the first missionary journey had its initial success (Acts 13:4-12).


c.  Barnabas takes Mark along in order to encourage Mark by giving him an opportunity to succeed.  Barnabas takes Mark back to the same ground he has already walked, to places he already knows, and places in which he was successful as a believer.


d.  Had Barnabas gone anywhere else but Cyprus, this trip would have been a failure.  Also by his going to Cyprus, Paul did not have to cover this same ground again.  Paul was free to go directly back to the cities of the Roman province of Asia.  Lenski assumes (and probably correctly), “We have no reason to assume that the division thus made was not an amicable one.  To assume that it was made in heat or passion is quite unwarranted.”
  The decision to divide the mission field as they did, makes logical sense, and could have been made without anger by either party.


e.  At this point Barnabas and John Mark pass out of the book of Acts.  However, we see both men eventually reconciled to Paul in the following passages.



(1)  Barnabas, 1 Cor 9:6, “Or do only I and Barnabas not have the right to not work?”



(2)  John Mark.




(a)  Col 4:10, “Aristarchus, my fellow-prisoner, greets you, and Mark, the cousin of Barnabas (concerning whom, you have received orders: if he comes to you, receive him).”




(b)  Phlm 24, “[also] Mark, Aristarchus, Demas, Luke, my fellow-workers.”




(c)  2 Tim 4:11, “Luke is the only one with me.  Picking up Mark, bring [him] with yourself, because he is useful to me for the purpose of service.”


f.  In spite of this rift between Paul and Barnabas and in spite of Paul’s distrust of John Mark, God worked all things together for good in the lives of each of them, so that eventually they were all reconciled to each other and the love of the brethren continued in spite of Satan’s attacks against it.  All three men eventually had to apply the doctrine of 1 Jn 4:11, “Beloved, if God so intensely loved us and He did, we also are obligated to keep unconditionally loving each other.”
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