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Syrian Antioch to Troas—a “North Galatian” Perspective 

We Introduce Chiasms - a Fruitful Hermeneutical Approach -

and Look at the First Part of Paul’s Journey

In this and subsequent chapters, we look at Paul’s route from Syrian Antioch to Troas as understood by the particular version of the North Galatian Hypothesis described in this book. In particular, we are asking whether Paul might have  travelled through “ethnic” Galatia as required by the NGH.

The information for this route comes primarily from Acts 15:36-Acts 16:8, and as discussed, we will divide the journey in two component parts. Before we start, I would like to point out that Acts is a very highly structured book. Again, this is a topic we will need to treat in detail later, but for now we note that ancient writers frequently, and in particular biblical writers always, exhibit a great deal of structure in their writing. One of the structuring techniques is the inclusio—that is, the structural device of “framing” sections of narrative by means of matching “bookends”. We can see this in the case of the first part of  Paul’s Second Missionary Journey where the “bookends” or structural markers are indicated by the words “days” and “day” and immediately “inside” these we have two parallel sections including the words “cities” and  “city” and the question of the welfare of the churches in those cities.

This structural analysis  of Acts 15:36-16:5 (RSV) is presented overleaf.

Before we look at these structures in more detail, I should point out that such structural information is not particularly featured in the current “standard” versions of either the NGH or the SGH. I am presenting it here because I believe that the failure to recognise such structures involves missing important hermeneutical clues—as I hope will become apparent. Structure and typology, as I present them in this book, do actually support the NGH rather than the SGH which is another reason for introducing this approach here. I will try to indicate, where I am introducing “my own” arguments or other non-standard arguments which are outside the traditional “parameters” of the debate!

(Interestingly, as mentioned in the Introduction, some of the “structural” features of Acts played an important part in another debate which overlapped with the early stages of our “Galatian Question” debate, and this was the date of writing and historical accuracy of Acts. The group which regarded “structure” in Acts as significant was the 19th Century Tubingen School in Germany under Ferdinand Christian Baur. Unfortunately, however they felt that “structure” 
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16:5

 


was opposed to historical accuracy.)

There is a lot more “structure” in this section of Acts than indicated here! For example the middle section contrasts Mark and Timothy on the one hand, and Barnabas and Silas on the other. Also, frequently in Scripture, different structures overlap in quite complicated ways, (although we are just looking at a single structure here). We will analyse this structure further shortly, but as already mentioned, we note for now that the section is “book-ended” by the words 
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“days” and “day” - these act as key words or structural markers signalling the beginning and end of the section.  Inside the bookends are two closely corresponding panels each consisting of five “parallel” points comprising thematic and verbal connections. Thus, for example, “Let us return . . .” in the opening section corresponds to, and is “fulfilled” by, “And they went on their way . . ” in the closing section. Likewise the question about the welfare of the churches in the opening section is “fulfilled” by the good news that they are strengthened and are increasing in number in the closing section.

As an aside, I would like to mention that the word “visit” (15:36) here is the Greek word “episcope” - from which we get the related word Episcopal, and also the word “bishop” (the first “p” being replaced with a “b” etc.) This word is, I think, difficult to translate into English. The noun is sometimes translated (literally) as “overseer” (epi-scope) - which to modern ears is too harsh (overseers in slave plantations etc.) —and sometimes translated as “visitor” - as in “visiting orphans and widows in their affliction” (James 1:27. See also Matt. 25:36ff.) . However, the idea is that of inspecting to see how help can be given, combined with doing something about it if necessary! Perhaps the role of “health visitor” in England comes close to conveying the general idea. So when Paul says, “Let us return and visit . . and see how they are”, this is an active idea of putting things right and/or improving things”. It is not simply curiosity! For completeness I should mention that the idea of judgement is sometimes present too—as in “the hour of your visitation” (Luke 19:44). Thus the “returning to visit” (A) at the beginning of the passage also corresponds to “. .  how they are” (E) and to the “strengthening and increasing” (E`) at the end of the passage.

An excellent resource for starting to look at the structures found in Luke and Acts is “Literary Patterns, Theological Themes and the Genre of Luke-Acts” by Charles H. Talbert published by the Society of Biblical Literature.

One point to note in the passage above is that whereas it is the word of the Lord that was proclaimed in the opening section, the corresponding part of the closing section refers to delivery of the decisions of the apostles and elders. Far from being a weakness in the parallel structures, this is in fact one of its greatest strengths. The biblical “theme” that God’s work is subsequently entrusted to ordinary men is found throughout Scripture. Indeed Luke-Acts describes precisely this—Jesus is the One who does God’s work in Luke, but it is the Church that does this in Acts. Another example, which, as we will see, will have a significant bearing on our discussions, concerns the Old Testament account of the Exodus and Conquest of the Land: God gives the Law to Israel at Sinai, but it is Moses who gives the subsequent “Deuteronomos” - the second giving of the Law - immediately prior to the entrance into the Promised Land—and the differences between the two version of the Law are significant. If the Old Testament gives the “type”, then the  “anti-type” is, in this case, the representative “New Israel” of the churches of South Galatia: the Law is 
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replaced by the glorious Gospel of Jesus Christ, and the “deliverance” is now, not from the literal Egypt of bondage and slavery, but from the spiritual Egypt of bondage to sin.

We will continue with this important discussion of Exodus and Conquest typology shortly. Perhaps first we had better complete the structural analysis of Acts 15:36-16:5, starting with consideration of the “middle section”. (Please note that our analysis follows the word order in the Greek text; the word order in our English translations however does not always follow this exactly so an “Interlinear” New Testament might be helpful at this point!) This analysis shows that the passage as a whole is structured as a “chiasm” - a symmetrical pattern—and is presented below:
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-

16:5

 


The first point to note is that in the outer blocks, which we have already considered above, and labelled A and A` in the diagram overleaf, the protagonists are plural—”we” and “they”. By contrast, in the inner sections B and B` which we are now considering, the subjects of the actions are all singular—either named individuals or “he”. (Luke adheres to this, even where we might consider the plural to be more appropriate—for example, in Acts 15:41 and 16:1, we are told that he (i.e. Paul) went through Syria and Cilicia etc. even though it was Paul and Silas journeying together.) However, the “they” in the opening block is Paul and Barnabas, whereas in the closing block it is Paul and Silas along with Timothy, though in a supporting role. (Timothy has replaced John Mark, but as Timothy was not at the Jerusalem Council, he could not be really said to be someone who “handed over” or “delivered” (paredidosan) (Acts 16:4) the decrees of that Council, so the “they”, I think, is really primarily Paul and Silas.)

We have seen that the first block and the last block fit together, and actually flow seamlessly if they are read in sequence—the first describing what “they” intended to do, and the second describing the successful outcome of that intention. However, as we have seen, the “they” has changed, and Barnabas has been replaced by Silas, and John Mark, who originally served as attendant, by 
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Timothy. The middle section, (B and B`) describes how these two changes came about.

Let us now examine the “B” sections of our chiasm. Here is the first B Section—first  in summary, then in more detail:
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And now let us look at the second “B” section in summary . . .
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. . . and here is the analysis in more detail:
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We can now suggest a “higher level” (conceptual) analysis of the passage as a whole (below):
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-

Acts 16:5

 


Notes: 

1) The passage is symmetrical both by structure and by word count.

2) The sections A and A` are characterised by “wished for course 
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action” (w) and “successful outcome of the wished for course of action” (so) respectively.

3) The sections A and A` each have a triadic chiastic structure centred around 

one of the problems impeding the successful movement from A to A` . 

4) The first elements of  B and B` are parallel in respect of “wishes” (W and W`).

5) B and B`  considered together are chiastic with respect to “problems” (P and P`) and “successful outcomes”, (SO and SO`).

Discussion of the Structural Aspects of Acts 15:36-6:5

We have shown that the account in Acts 15:36-6:5 of the first part of Paul’s journey from Syrian Antioch to Troas is highly structured. In this passage, we are actually at the very start of Paul’s Second Missionary Journey. However, I would like to suggest a sort of re-classification here. Perhaps we could see it as rather the ending of the First Missionary Journey—after all, Paul is returning to the cities where he and Barnabas founded churches during that first journey, and so the work described here of delivering the Jerusalem Decree and generally strengthening these churches continues and completes that section of Acts.

As a result of our structural analysis, we can affirm that the churches which are “strengthened and increased in number” in 16:5 are churches in the cities of 16:4, which, in turn, correspond structurally to the “cities containing brethren” in Acts 15:36 which include, at least, the four churches in Derbe, Lystra, Iconium and Pisidian Antioch. It is an open question whether churches were also formed in Cyprus or in Pamphylia—Acts is silent on this—but presumably such churches would be visited by Barnabas and Mark. (We are only told that Paul and Barnabas preached in synagogues in Cyprus, and there is no mention of “successful” preaching in Pamphylia.) We know that Mark was later restored to fellowship with Paul, and if Barnabas and Mark went on to Pamphylia, then perhaps Mark’s overcoming the theological or personal difficulty which originally occasioned his failure and departure from Perga in Pamphylia (Acts 13:13) would have been a first step towards this reconciliation. We have not discussed the “geography” of Asia Minor yet, but the costal plain of Pamphylia is separated from Pisidian Antioch and the other three cities by the Pisidian part the (basically) East-West running Taurus mountain range—a significant barrier both geographically and by virtue of the (recently largely pacified) infamous robbers and brigands in these mountains. There is therefore a geographical basis, (amongst other factors to be discussed) for the “division of labour” between Paul and Barnabas.

Since Paul and Silas are now travelling in a Westerly direction, the “end point” for this part of their journey would have been Pisidian Antioch—the 

[image: image9]
westernmost and largest of our four cities. (Pisidian Antioch was the “capital” of South Galatia. Ancyra was the capital in the north as well as being the “overall” capital for the Galatian province.)

I point this out because some versions of the South Galatian Hypothesis require that Paul did not visit Pisidian Antioch at all at this time. Other versions have Paul visiting Pisidian Antioch, but only in Acts 16:6, not in Acts 16:4-5! Rather, according to these versions, the cities of Acts 16:4 which are visited and strengthened are those of Derbe and Lystra only, (and possibly others nearby also) and that the visiting of  Iconium and Pisidian Antioch may have occurred, but with unknown results, in Acts 16:6a during the journey through “the Phrygia(n) and Galatian region”. I have tried to show that the SGH’s limitation in the referent “cities” (to just Derbe and Lystra) here is inconsistent with the meaning conveyed by the structure of the passage.  (Incidentally, we are not told definitively in Acts whether Paul and Barnabas had (jointly) preached in cities in Syria and Cilicia prior to the First Missionary Journey, but if they did so as part of the outreach from Syrian Antioch, then the relevant cities could be understood to be included also in Acts 15:36 and 16:4. I think that any such cities are to be understood as “dealt with”  in 15:41 however.)

In this respect, it is interesting to look at the various maps, in bibles and elsewhere, illustrating Paul’s Second Missionary Journey. A quick Internet search shows that almost all of them present a “SGH” route; it is a rare map which shows Paul travelling through “ethnic” Galatia! Of the “SGH” maps about three quarters show a journey through Pisidian Antioch, but about a quarter show Paul following a route from Iconium to Mysia that passes at first north and then north west avoiding Pisidian Antioch. This latter route is indeed a recognised route—one which passes to the north east of the Sultan Dag range of mountains whereas Pisidian Antioch is situated immediately to the  south west of the Sultan Dag range. (Please see the map in the previous chapter).

Nevertheless, an (unstated) aspect of our chiasm in 15:36 –16:5 is that the journey described both starts and ends at a city called Antioch.

Another variant of the SGH involves the claim that Paul and Silas did indeed pass through Pisidian Antioch  both in Acts 16:4-5 and in Acts 16:6! In this way of looking at Acts, the cities of Acts 16:4-5 are either Iconium and Pisidian Antioch or all four cities including Derbe and Lystra too. However, Acts 16:6a is taken in this version of the SGH to be a “looking back” at the visits to Iconium and Pisidian Antioch already described in verses 4-5, rather than as an account of Paul and Silas launching out into new territory. I wish to consider the reasons put forward by South Galatianists for this “recapitulation” view in more detail, but to do this properly, it will be helpful to look at verses 6-8 first so that we will be in a better position to consider whether this proposed “retrospective linkage” is reasonable and/or likely. Since we will be looking at vs. 6-8 soon,  I will return to this topic in that chapter, but for now I wish to conclude this chapter by 
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putting forward one argument against v.6a recapitulating what has already been described in v.4-5. The argument is as follows: 

The verse (v.5) about the churches being strengthened and multiplying daily is similar to other “summarising” verses in Acts where Luke presents an “optimistic” view of the result of work described in the previous chiasm. Here are some examples: 

Acts 2:41-47 is chiastic. In particular it starts with, “. . . and the same day were added about three thousand souls” and ends with “ . . . And the Lord added to the church daily such as should be saved”.

Acts 6:1-7, (like Acts 15:36-16:5 inasmuch as it deals with successful problem solving) is also chiastic . Here are the opening and closing elements:

“ And in those days when the number of disciples was multiplied  . . . . ” (v.1) and “and the word of God increased and the number of disciples multiplied . . greatly and a great company of priests were obedient to the faith” (v.7)

Sometimes the summarising verse is not so clearly connected to a chiastic structure. An example is Acts ch. 9—the chapter where Saul (Paul) is converted. This chapter is sort of chiastic, (e.g. Jerusalem . . Damascus . . . Jerusalem) and the “threatening and murder” of v. 1 correspond (inversely) with the “rest”, “comfort” and “multiplying” of the “summarising” verse, v. 31—threatening being the opposite of rest and comfort, and murder the opposite of multiplying:

“ Then had the church rest . . . and was edified . . . and in the comfort of the Holy Spirit was multiplied”.

Similarly Acts 11:24,  “the word of God grew and multiplied”.

In all of these cases, we have an optimistic summary which gives the conclusion to what has gone before. What follows, in these and other similar examples in Acts, is always a new departure—a new event. 

 To summarise then, some versions of the South Galatian Hypothesis require that Acts 16:6a, rather than describing a new development in Paul’s ministry, actually “backtracks” and re-describes what has already occurred— the visiting of the churches in verses 4 and 5. Alternatively, again as already noted, the SGH posits that the cities that get strengthened and which increase in v.5 do not include Pisidian Antioch and Iconium, even though they were cities where Paul and Barnabas originally preached. These two cities are, it is claimed in these alternative versions of the SGH, “exempt” from v.5 since they are in “the Phrygian and Galatian region” of v.6a. and they were, it is assumed, probably visited in v.6a, (though not Antioch in some SGHs) and so we don’t know whether they were strengthened or increased. This construction of events clearly fails to accord with the chiastic structure of Acts 15:36-6:5 or with the “new departure” 
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pattern which follows all the other “optimistic summaries” in Acts and of which we have given some examples. We will discuss all this in more detail later, and also the expression “the Phrygia(n) and Galatian region” but for now I just wish to show that the structural aspects of 15:36-16:5 and the characteristic usage of “multiplying” and “strengthening” terms in Acts do not support this way of interpreting 16:6a.

Summary

1)
The first part of Paul’s journey from Syrian Antioch to Troas (at the start of Paul’s Second Missionary Journey) is described in Acts 15:36-16:5. It covers the route from Syrian Antioch to somewhere in South Galatia—Pisidian Antioch according to the NGH and most versions of the SGH.

2)
I believe this passage is highly structured and offer a chiastic analysis which is supported by a symmetrical word count between the two halves.

3)
As a result of the analysis, we are introduced to typology and a possible type-antitype connection between the events described here and the Exodus typology of the OT: it is suggested that the two givings of the Law in Exodus and Deuteronomy might correspond to Paul’s original preaching to the churches of South Galatia, and the delivery of Jerusalem Decree respectively.

4)
The chiastic analysis points to Pisidian Antioch as the destination reached by 16:5, and thus constitutes an argument against some SGH versions.

5)
Some versions of the SGH argue that Acts 16:6a constitutes a “recapitulation” of some of the events in 16:4-5. Comparison with inter-textual “optimistic summaries” elsewhere in Acts which are similar to Acts 16:5 however suggests that Acts 16:6a describes a new departure, not a recapitulation of earlier events.
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