Acts 20:11



 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” with the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb ANABAINW, which means “to go up.”


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


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action of the participle preceding the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after going up.”

Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb KLAW, which means “to break.”


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


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action of the participle preceding the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after breaking.”

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun ARTOS, meaning “the bread.”  Then we have another additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative masculine singular aorist deponent middle participle from the verb GEUOMAI, which means “to taste, partake of; to eat.”
  This verb can refer to eating an entire meal as in Acts 10:10, and probably indicates that there was both the celebration of the Eucharist and then everyone partaking of a common meal.


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


The deponent middle voice functions in an active sense and indicates that Paul produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action of the participle preceding the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after eating.”

“Then, after going up and after breaking the bread and eating,”
 is the preposition EPI plus the adverbial accusative of measure from the masculine singular adjective HIKANOS, meaning “for a long time Acts 20:11.”
  Then we have the additive/continuative use of the conjunction TE, meaning “and,” followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb HOMILEW, which means “to be in a group and speak, speak, converse, address Acts 24:26; Lk 24:14f; Acts 20:11.”


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


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action of the participle preceding the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after speaking.”

Then we have the preposition ACHRI plus the adverbial genitive of time from the feminine singular noun AUGĒ, meaning “until dawn.”

“and after speaking for a long time until dawn,”

 is the adverb HOUTWS, meaning “to the exclusion of other considerations: without further ado, just, simply: Jn 4:6; 13:25.”
  Barrett, citing Blass, DeBrunner and Funk’s grammar says that HOUTWS sums up the previous three participles, and should be translated “thus.”  This is clearly what happened; I just think the meaning I take from BDAG adds more flavor to the story, showing that Paul left without any fanfare in contrast to how he departs Miletus with great fanfare at the end of the chapter.  Finally, we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EXERCHOMAI, which means “to go away; to leave: he left.”


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


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action.


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

“without further ado he left.”

Acts 20:11 corrected translation
“Then, after going up and breaking the bread and eating, and after speaking for a long time until dawn, without further ado he left.”
Explanation:
1.  “Then, after going up and after breaking the bread and eating,”

a.  After being used as the agent of God the Holy Spirit in the resuscitation of the boy, Paul goes back upstairs to the room in which he was teaching everyone.  The group of believers goes with him along with the youth.


b.  Paul then sits down and has something to eat (the three participles: going up, breaking, and eating are in the masculine singular; only Paul is producing the action).  There are two possibilities here.



(1)  The Eucharist was already celebrated when everyone ate at the beginning of the evening before Paul began to speak.  And Paul is the only one eating a snack after the resuscitation of the boy, while everyone else is celebrating his recovery.  Or, 



(2)  Everyone has delayed eating the food they brought six hours before because of Paul’s message, and they are now celebrating the Eucharist and eating a meal with Paul (in spite of the masculine singular participles).


c.  It is difficult to determine when the Eucharist was celebrated.  And some commentators think that the expression “breaking bread” does not even refer to the Eucharist or Lord’s Supper, but refers to simply having a common meal.  The passage does not directly state that they observed the Lord’s Supper, but the phrase “breaking bread” is almost a technical theological term for this ritual.



(1)  However, notice how Luke used this expression in Acts 2:46, “And continuing daily in the temple with one mind [purpose], and breaking bread [celebrating the Lord’s Supper] in every home, they were taking food together [eating a normal meal] with joy and simplicity of heart [humility].”  Notice how Luke distinguishes between “breaking bread” and “taking food together.”  They are two separate functions; the former referring to a Church Age memorial ritual and the latter to the common practice of eating.



(2)  “The ‘breaking of bread’ practiced by the primitive community in Jerusalem according to Acts 2:42, 46 must certainly be interpreted in the light of Pauline usage (1 Cor 10:16, “The cup of consecration which we consecrate, is it not the participation in the blood of Christ?  The bread which we break, is it not participation in the body of Christ?”; 11:24, “and after having given thanks, He broke [the bread] and said, ‘This represents My body, which [is] for your benefit.  Do this for a reminder of Me.’”) as referring to the ceremonial act of the Lord’s Supper.”


d.  Since it was just after Passover, which commemorated the spiritual death of Christ on the Cross and is closely associated with His last supper as the replacement ritual of the Church Age for the Jewish Passover, the celebration of this memorial to the Lord would be appropriate.


e.  It would further be appropriate that remembering what Jesus did for us in delivering up Himself provided a new life, which the restoration of this young man’s life illustrated.


f.  There is a small problem here because of the statement in Acts 20:7, “Now on the first day of the week, when we were gathered together to break bread, Paul began instructing them, intending to go away the next day, and he extended his message until midnight.”



(1)  The purpose of the gathering was to celebrate the Lord’s Supper, but did this occur at the beginning of the meeting or in the middle of it.



(2)  If the Lord’s Supper was celebrated before Paul began to speak at say 6 p.m., then is the group celebrating another Lord’s Supper at midnight?  Probably not.  There was no precedent for this.



(3)  So perhaps Paul began speaking and the Lord’s Supper was celebrated after the resuscitation of the boy.  If this is the case here, then we have the issue of people bringing food and the food sitting around for hours before being eaten.



(4)  And to even further confuse the issue, all the participles are in the masculine singular indicating that the only person eating was in fact Paul and not the whole group.  Thus the believers gather together for the Lord’s Supper, celebrate it, and eat their common meal.  When the meal is over, Paul begins speaking until the boy falls out of the window.  Paul resuscitates the boy, goes back upstairs and he alone breaks bread and eats.  Then he continues to speak until morning.  Pick whatever scenario you prefer as the commentators are all over the place with their scenarios.  However, I think Lenski’s explanation makes the most sense.  “In verse 7 Luke states ‘we being assembled in order to break bread’.  This was the purpose of the meeting.  The meeting was held early in the evening, at the usual time for the ‘dinner’.  Everybody brought food, and it would be strange, indeed, if by his discourse which continued for some five hours Paul had delayed the very purpose for which all had assembled.  No, the bread was broken, let us say, about seven o’clock.  After the meal was over, Paul began his discourse.  After the miracle Luke speaks only about Paul and not about the company.  He breaks bread; he tastes food.  Why this singular if all are referred to?  And why this second participle (‘eating’) if the Lord’s Supper is referred to or is included as the chief thing?”



(5)  What can we conclude from all this?  At some point in the evening the group celebrated the Eucharist and shared a common meal.  The main focus of the evening was the message of Paul, which God interrupted with a miracle in order to illustrate Paul’s message.


f.  We should remember that the evening meal was eaten at 6 p.m. and it was now midnight.  People hadn’t eaten in a while and were very hungry.  So was Paul really the only one eating?


g.  Though drinking from the cup is not stated, it goes hand-in-glove with the eating of the bread.  This was so well known that it need not be mentioned.


g.  The verb GEUOMAI, which means “to taste, or partake of a meal,” can refer to eating an entire meal and probably indicates that there was both the celebration of the Eucharist and then everyone partaking of a common meal after midnight and the events of the resuscitation.  The abruptness of Luke’s expression makes it difficult to be dogmatic on this point.
2.  “and after speaking for a long time until dawn,”

a.  After eating, Paul then continued speaking, that is, teaching the word of God.


b.  Even Luke was impressed with how long Paul spoke; for Paul continued speaking from about 1 a.m. until dawn or about 6 a.m.  This means that Paul’s message probably began at about 7 p.m. and lasted until 6 a.m. with a short break for a resuscitation and celebration of the Eucharist.  I can almost guarantee that none of us could do that.


c.  Another very interesting point not mentioned by Luke is that apparently no one else fell asleep that night.  Perhaps they thought Paul had used up all his resuscitation power.  (Yes, that was a joke.)


d.  When we consider that not long before this Paul had written his letter to the Romans, he certainly had enough doctrine in his soul that he was capable of teaching all night.


e.  One final thought that every believer who has ever walked into a church and complained about the length of a pastor’s message should keep in mind—no one, not a single person, complained about the length of Paul’s message.  They were thankful for every word, because it was the teaching of the word of God.  We take the teaching of the word of God far too much for granted.  No one got up and walked out on Paul either.


f.  How much more would we be willing to listen to a pastor, who brought someone back to life before our eyes?  Who is God more impressed with—those who witness a miracle and listen attentively to the word of God or those who faithfully listen to and appreciate the gift of pastor-teacher without all the glamour?  Jesus already answered this question, “Blessed are they who did not see, and yet believed,” Jn 20:29.

3.  “without further ado he left.”

a.  Luke makes a point of telling us how abruptly Paul ended his message and left for the ship on which he had to sail.


b.  Paul left without extended goodbyes, without eating breakfast with them, and without making a big fuss or demonstration of how much he would miss them.


c.  Paul was not being rude.  He had done everything he could possibly do before leaving.  He had to catch a ship, which would not wait for him.


d.  Paul’s departure here is far different from his departure from Miletus at the end of this chapter, Acts 20:36-38, “When he had said these things, he knelt down and prayed with them all.  And they began to weep aloud and embraced Paul, and repeatedly kissed him, grieving especially over the word which he had spoken, that they would not see his face again. And they were accompanying him to the ship.”
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