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Acts 16:6-8—Text and Exegesis I

We have been looking at Paul’s journey from Syrian Antioch to Troas, and, in the last chapter we discussed structural/typological aspects of the second part of this journey, that is, from Pisidian Antioch (or Iconium in some versions of the SGH) to Troas. In fact, we continued our analysis beyond the arrival in Troas to cover the first part of Paul’s missionary work in Macedonia.   This second part of the journey is dealt with in three verses—Acts 16:6-8, and, as noted earlier, there were some textual matters in these verses which needed to be looked at in addition to a consideration of the SGH understanding of these verses. We start the work in this chapter.

Let us first review the passage in question, Acts 16:6-8 (RSV):

v.6: “And they went through the region of Phrygia and Galatia, having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak the word in Asia”

v.7: “And when they had come opposite Mysia they attempted to go into Bithynia, but the Spirit of Jesus did not allow them”

v.8: “so passing by Mysia they went down  to Troas”.

The structure of these verses is chiastic. One analysis is given overleaf.

There are two main textual variants in these verses. Most scholars currently favour readings based on the “Alexandrian” texts, and these are followed by Nestle-Aland. However, the Textus Receptus, based on “Byzantine” manuscripts has, instead of the aorist indicative dielthon, “and they went through”, at the beginning of verse 6, the aorist participle dielthontes, “and having gone through”, or better translated, “and when they had passed through”. The second variant is in the expression “the Phrygia(n) and Galatian region”, also in v.6: the TR has an additional “the” before “Galatian”. The TR is not generally accepted as a valid  reading by either “side” in the current “North vs. South” debate. However, whilst I continue to consider it to be possibly, perhaps likely, the correct reading, it is to be noted that neither of these variants makes a significant difference to the North Galatian Hypothesis. As regards the SGH however, if the TR were accepted, the first variant would in fact “help” the SGH, whereas the second would seriously hinder it. The two variants are linked—manuscripts either have both or neither.

In this chapter, we will be largely looking at how a large number of the supporters of the SGH try to make these verses fit their interpretations. It is unnecessary to do this for the NGH, since the NGH interpretation is completely 
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straightforward: Paul and company have finished strengthening the churches formed on the First Missionary Journey (Acts 16:4-5), and are now, as a result of “negative guidance” making their way through a new area called “the Phrygia(n) and Galatian region”. Either as part of this journeying or immediately subsequently they come “kata Mysia” (Mysia and Phrygia are contiguous regions, but either view is valid) and, as a result of further “negative guidance” they will eventually arrive in Troas. By contrast, many South Galatianists, following William Ramsay, contest this clear reading at many points, substituting their alternatives which we will be looking at in this chapter. In doing so, they propose, I believe, a meaning which is not only far removed what the text actually states, it is thoroughly unsustainable. I am not alone in this. Speaking in his Galatians commentary (1921) of his rejection of William Ramsay’s interpretation of Acts 16:6-8, Ernest de Witt Burton (actually a South Galatianist!) says that it, “. . breaks down under an accumulation of improbabilities”. I hope when we have finished the next few chapters you will agree that Luke would have looked with open-mouthed astonishment at the meanings that William Ramsay and followers have given to his straightforward words. 

We will start this chapter then  by considering the structure of Acts 16:6-8, and then go on to treat South Galatian interpretations—and particularly that of William Ramsay – in the light of the details of text itself.
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Here (previous page) is a possible structural analysis. It is actually based on the TR, but a similar, though not identical;, analysis can be carried out with the 42 words of the Nestle-Aland text.

On this page is a second structural analysis. It is based around the two very similar expressions, 

             elthontes        de       kata          ten         Mysia       (v. 7)  and

          parelthontes     de         —            ten         Mysia       (v. 8)

The expressions are identical except that kata has been replaced by par(a).

The picture here is perhaps of Mysia as a sort of oblong, so one could be positioned “kata” a shorter side, but travel “para” a longer side:
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In  this second analysis, above, which is a combination of chiastic and panel (parallel) aspects, we can see that in one way, the Textus Receptus reading 
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corresponds better to the structure: there are two “preventings” both culminating in these almost identical expressions involving Mysia. And these “preventings” occur structurally within the inclusio of A and A`. On the Textus Receptus reading, we can now link these opening and closing clauses of the sentence thus: “And having gone through the Phrygian and the Galatian region . . . they came down to Troas”. A and A` thus describe what Paul and company actually did, (not what they were prevented from doing which is described in B,C,D,C`,B`,D`). So we see that, although the TR’s “piling up” of participles in the first half of the structure seems initially to be more stylistically clumsy than the “Alexandrian” reading when the verses are read sequentially, the analysis shows that the participle dielthontes in A can be read with respect to the arrival on Troas in A`. When read in that particular way, the participles are not actually seen as “piled up” - the participle in A corresponds to A`, and the participle in B is “separate” - relating to C or to the section B,C,D. 

Let us now look at the parts of Acts 16:6-8 where the “North Galatian” interpretation is contested by the South Galatianists.  (Basically the South Galatian view is that the Phrygian and Galatian region of v.6 is the relatively small area containing Iconium and Pisidian Antioch, even though these churches are presumed to have already been visited in vs.4-5.) We will make a start on this work by considering first of all v.6. In the course of our investigation, it will be will necessary to see how verse 6 relates to the earlier verses of the chapter, verses 1-5, and so much of the discussion will revolve around these verses too. Here is a list of the points we will discuss:

1)
  Can verse 6 be regarded as a recapitulation of verses 4-5?

2)        How does William Ramsay’s hypothetical “travel document” fit into the South

           Galatian interpretation of verses 1-6?

3) 
  What is the meaning of the expression “the Phrygia(n) and (the) Galatian

            region?

4)    Can “being prevented” (kolythentes) in v.6  be read as “ a participle of 
subsequent action” (as opposed to a participle of antecedent action)?(!)  How 
would accepting the participle reading dielthontes for the first word of v.6 
affect possible interpretations? 

Let us take these topics in order, focussing initially on the work of William Ramsay. (We will eventually look at subsequent developments too, but focussing of William Ramsay’s seminal work will act as an excellent starting point for our discussions.) We will treat points 1 and 2 together in the remainder of this chapter, and the work here will cover several chapters.

1&2) Does v.6 recapitulate vs. 4-5?/Where does the “Travel Document” fit in?

In discussing his interpretation of Acts 16:6-8, in his book, The Church in the 
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Roman Empire before A.D. 170, William Ramsay is covering some objections. Here is his explanation (including a footnote) of the relation of verse 6 to vs. 4 and 5 as found in the first  three (1893-4) editions of that work:

“. . . the second difficulty, [the “first difficulty” was the need to explain the (claimed) “Roman” sense of some of the geographical terms used in these verses, in contrast to the “Greek” sense earlier in Acts -  which he explained by a hypothetical “travel document” SF] which lies in the relation of verse 6 to 4 and 5, finds an easy solution. “They passed through the Phrygian and Galatic country” is a geographical recapitulation of the journey which is implied in verses 4, 5. These two verses describe the conduct and action that characterised the entire journey through South Galatia, both the journey to Lystra and Derbe, already mentioned from the geographical point of view in verse 1,  and that to Iconium and Antioch. Verse 6 then continues the geographical description from verse 1 and describes the journey from Lystra onwards;* it led through “the country which is Phrygian and Galatic”; a single district to which both adjectives apply. The description applies to the country round Iconium and Antioch; to make quite clear in brief terms what country he meant, the writer of the original document [this is W. Ramsay’s hypothetical “source (or travel) document” SF ] said;“the country which according to one way of speaking is Phrygian, but which is also called Galatic.”

[William Ramsay’s Footnote]* “I would accept without hesitation Wendt’s view, that verses 4 and 5 are an addition made to the original document [that is, to the hypothetical source document SF] by the author of Acts who incorporated in his work the original document. The preceding exposition might have been made clearer by assuming this view; but I have preferred throughout these chapters to start from the received text, [i.e. the text of Acts “generally” - as opposed to explanations which depend on a hypothetical source; I don’t think this can be a reference to the Textus Receptus because in this edition of his book, he uses Westcott-Hort, not the TR, for Acts 16:6 SF] though I feel confident that there has been a good deal of editing and contamination [sic! SF] in the text as we have it.”

End of Quotation.

Now, in the fourth edition of 1895, William Ramsay re-wrote this section (but not the footnote), avoiding the use of the word “recapitulation”, and so we will look at the revised version later to see whether it is a change of substance as well as of style. I haven’t been able to discover exactly why this revision was deemed necessary but I can suggest two contributory factors:

The first factor is my presumption that it was because of the widespread scholarly recognition that v.6, which starts with “And they passed through . . ”, clearly really does seem to represent some sort of new departure, not a “recapitulation”. William Ramsay would have felt the force of this, and so 
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represented his interpretation to show v.6 as a new departure—but from Lystra, not from Pisidian Antioch!! (James Moffatt criticises William Ramsay’s “recapitulation” view in his “Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament”  but this book was first published in 1911, that is, after William Ramsay made the changes to the wording in his book.) The second is that, in the same year (1895) as the fourth edition of “The Church in the Roman Empire”, with the revised wording, was issued William Ramsay brought out a new book, “St Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen”. In this new book, William Ramsay says that he has become convinced that the Textus Receptus reading of the first word of Acts 16:6 - the reading advocated by Bishop Lightfoot -is the correct one. This reading has “dielthontes” (Having passed through . . or When they had passed through . .) as opposed to the reading of Westcott-Hort, Nestle-Aland etc. namely  “dielthon”  (They passed through . .). (This use of the Textus Receptus at this point is selective: the TR has “the Phrygia and the Galatian region” in v.6—indicating that Phrygia is very likely a noun, not an adjective and that therefore two regions are being described  - which of course would disprove the South Galatian interpretation in which it is required that only one area, the area around Antioch and Iconium, is being referred to). As far as I know, there is no manuscript that has the reading proposed by Bishop Lightfoot and supported here by William Ramsay.)

In order to see what is going on here, perhaps we had better look at the revised wording. As the reader will see, there are similarities and differences:

“The second difficulty, the force of verses 4-6, is easily solved. 4,5 describe Paul’s procedure in his tour of the churches and sum up its effect. The information is given here because (1) a break in the narrative was made by the episode of Timothy, (2) the intention is to describe in a rapid sweep of unbroken narrative, 6-9, how Paul’s Asian and Bithynian attempts were baulked, and only in Troas at length was the overruling Divine purpose made clear by the vision, verse 9. Thus verse 6 continues the geographical description from verse 1 and describes the journey from Lystra onwards* . . .” 

(*footnote and remainder of text same as in earlier editions)

We note that, the word “recapitulation” does not appear in the second quotation, but we also note a second point: whereas the first quotation specifically translates the opening word of Acts 16:6 as ”They passed through”, (that is, dielthon”), the second quotation avoids direct reference to this first word of Acts 16:6, and William Ramsay makes no reference to the change of mind concerning this word that he describes in the new book. As a result, the reader does not know whether to assume dielthon, dielthontes or either in the second quotation above. We will accordingly have to treat both possibilities, but in this section, we will assume that William Ramsay intended the revised paragraph as a straightforward replacement for the old paragraph, and that he is continuing to assume that the Westcott-Hort et. al. reading “dielthon” is still in force. We can then look at a later stage at the reading and interpretation  that William Ramsay 
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proposes in “St. Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen”  separately and on its own merits without assuming a linkage which he himself did not make. 

Before we start the work properly, perhaps I could suggest how and why William Ramsay probably first decided on this general direction for the interpretation of these verses (i.e. the South Galatian view that the region described is that around Antioch and Iconium, not the NGH’s wider region encompassing Phrygia and Galatia (however Galatia is understood)). In his writings, he repeatedly refers to a discovery he made during his archaeological researches in South Anatolia, and specifically around Iconium, and that was that his work “on the ground” confirmed that there was a clear “cultural boundary” somewhere between the two neighbouring cities of Iconium and Lystra—the boundary divided Lycaonian artefacts on the Lystra side from Phrygian artefacts on the Iconium side.  

Hitherto William Ramsay had accepted, by default really, the “late date and historically unreliable” view of Acts of the dominant Tubingen School. Suddenly, here was archaeological confirmation of Acts 14:6-20  where Luke draws attention to the new region into which Paul and Barnabas have escaped in crossing from Iconium to Lystra: Luke specifically names the new region (Lycaonia) and its language (Lycaonian) also suggesting, perhaps more indirectly, a change to a safer jurisdiction and other features to which William Ramsay draws attention. This was a defining moment in many ways in William Ramsay’s life, including a newly-awakened respect for the historical reality of Acts, and I think this archaeological reality that he discovered acted as a sort of foundation for his determined attempt to bring the word “Phrygian” of 16:6 into close proximity with (Lycaonian) Lystra in 16:1—so that the text of Acts has the same “shape” as the archaeological reality: Phrygia is geographically/culturally next to Lycaonia. The problem is that verses 4 and 5 are in the way! Therefore, much of William Ramsay’s work here is an attempt to somehow show that these verses (vs. 4 and 5) should be understood  as “having being recapitulated” (first quotation) in v.6, or as a parenthesis (second quotation). In both cases however they are seen as representing a hiatus in a narrative which “naturally” links verses 1 and 6. This is, I suggest the dynamic thrust for his approach.

Let us look first look at the quotation from the early editions: William Ramsay describes the clause, “They passed through the Phrygian and Galatic country”, as a recapitulation of  the journey implied in verses 4 and 5. Already we can see an attempt to weaken the status of verses 4  and 5 as containing a description of a journey: the journey is here only “implied” in William’s Ramsay’s assessment. Well, in what sense does, “Now as they went through the cities . . ” (v.4) merely imply a journey?! On the contrary this is a journey!! William Ramsey has chosen his words carefully here: he says that verses 4 and 5 describe the “conduct and action that characterised the entire journey” - and in this way he is attempting to distinguish, between “the journey” and “what 
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happened on the journey” – so that, as a result, the journey itself is “only implied”. But Luke just doesn’t make this distinction! Luke says that “as they were journeying through the cities they were delivering . . “ both actions being indicative and both in the “imperfect tense of repeated action” and in “one-to-one correspondence” - each bit of “journeying” being matched by a corresponding bit of “delivering”.  No! Verses 4 and 5 describe the “journey” and the “conduct and action characterising the journey”. Both are stated, neither is implied! Now, I’m pointing this out because this minor misrepresentation, as we will see, is actually the thin edge of what will become a very thick wedge; it is a small rivulet that will in the fullness of time become a mighty torrent!!

We will come back to this, but we next note that when William Ramsay describes the expression, “They passed through the Phrygian and Galatic country” as a recapitulation of this “implied” journey, he says he means, “both the journey to Lystra and Derbe . . and that to Iconium and Antioch”. This is in fact, not quite accurate, and perhaps not what William Ramsay exactly intended, since it is clear from what is said subsequently that William Ramsay understands “the Phrygian and Galatic country” to refer only to the region around Iconium and Antioch—it does not include the Lycaonian cities of Derbe and Lystra. It would therefore have been more accurate if he had said that v.6 was a recapitulation of only that component of the implied journey which included Iconium and Pisidian Antioch, not the part covering Derbe and Lystra. 

Thus we note that William Ramsay describes v.6 as a continuation of the geographical description of v. 1, and which covers the journey from Lystra onwards. As we have already noted, this contradicts the claim that v.6 is a recapitulation of an implied journey which includes the journey to Lystra and Derbe. Verse 6 is thus being asked to do two contradictory things—to continue a journey from the point where an earlier journey left off, and simultaneously to encompass that earlier journey within itself (in which case it ceases to be an “earlier” journey!!)! William Ramsay seems to want both!
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William Ramsay uses the word “geographical” to refer to names like Phrygia, Galatia, Lystra etc. but avoids using it with reference to the term “cities”  in v.4 - somehow suggesting that that is not a geographical account (and therefore not a journey in the fullest sense?)—even through we all know from elsewhere in Acts exactly which four “geographical” cities comprise (or are included amongst these cities.)  Again, this seems to be part of an attempt to marginalise the “journey” status of verses 4 and 5. 
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Next, we note that William Ramsay uses his hypothetical “travel document” to further marginalise verses 4 and 5 by suggesting that verse 1 and verse 6 (and presumably verses 2 and 3 also) are part of this document, and verses 4 and 5 aren’t, but were added subsequently. As one who has provided  structural analyses of this whole area—from Acts 15:36—16:8, I obviously look askance at the “scissors and paste” approach presented here. Such an approach is statistically most unlikely to produce the detailed and highly consistent structural patterns—which “work” even at the level of word counts – which we observe and which bespeak a careful and  highly sophisticated compositional technique. 

William Ramsay’s approach to the text is  basically “linear” - it does not take into account the chiastic structure which requires us  to match up corresponding chiastic elements (which are usually separated by other text) as we read. 

For example, a feature of Luke’s careful compositional technique is the consistency with which he draws a distinction between Paul acting alone, and the actions of the group as a whole. It is Paul alone who comes into Derbe/Lystra in 16:1, and who acts in vs. 2-3, but the group that moves on in 16:6. William Ramsay’s analysis, unlike the chiastic analysis presented earlier, ignores this, but this change in personnel shows that Luke did not intend for v.6 to be seen as forming a “natural sequence” which parenthesises, or even leaves out, vs. 4-5. 

Furthermore, William Ramsay’s interpretation does not take into account some of the ways in which Luke is careful in how he describes movement in and out of cities and other places. For example, if someone goes “in” to a city, Luke will get them “out” of that city before allowing them into another place or city! He seems to do this by means of prepositions and  prefixes, such as “eis” for movement “in” and “ek” for movement out, or “di”, through, for a combination of both. This is illustrated diagramatically below for some sample movements:
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I think there are a couple of additional features. First, Luke sometimes uses a “compression” technique: he “doubles up” on places, treating them together. For example, he has Paul and company run a straight course into (“eis”) both Samothracia and “next-day-Neapolis” in Acts 16:11, (hard to translate into English—perhaps a bit like a modern coach tour – “we did France and next-day Belgium”!) and then he uses a single kakeithen (ka-ek-eithen) to get them out of there and “eis Philippi”.  A second point is that, because a linear reading doesn’t capture all the subtleties of the chiastic structure, there may be some repetition 
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of movement as the same event is covered from different angles, but hopefully no gaps in the movement.

There is one final point I would like to make about this. A characteristic of Luke’s travel descriptions is that once travellers are outside a city or region, (in accordance with the “in-out” rules), they can sometimes travel uneventfully across other regions without incurring the attention of either prepositions or prefixes! Thus, at the start of Paul’s Second Missionary Journey, Paul travels through Syria and Cilicia (using a “di-” word as will be discussed below), and then later arrived “eis”  Derbe and Lystra. But he had to cross some intermediate territory between Cilicia and Lycaonia—specifically parts of Cappadocia and East Lycaonia – first. We can perhaps consider this part of the journey to be subsumed within the meaning of “di-”.

In this respect, it is often argued by North Galatianists that the South Galatian interpretation of “the Phrygian and Galatian region” gets Paul nowhere near “kata Mysia”, the next location on Paul’s route, whereas, with the North Galatian interpretation, the Phrygian and Galatian region actually abuts Mysia and so fits the narrative of Acts 16:6-8 better. Well, it’s certainly true that the NGH fits the narrative perfectly, but I don’t think the argument against the SGH here is very strong. Using our “rules”, getting “through” the SGH’s Phrygian and Galatian region gets Paul into the same sort of “prefix and preposition exclusion zone” as we noticed with regard to Cappadocia and East Lycaonia above. We didn’t need a specific “travel notice” then so it’s not all that reasonable of the North Galatianists to require one of the SGH here!  The only substantive difference that I can suggest between the two situations would be that the Cilicia  to Derbe/Lystra route can be reasonably interpolated—there’s only one route—through the Cilician Gates—and Paul’s earlier trajectory through S&C was “headed that way”, whereas, in Acts 16:6-8, in the SGH interpretation, Paul’s earlier trajectory through the P/G was west, but Mysia is north, so a “travel notice” might just have been expected: with the SGH, the reader is momentarily taken aback (well, I was) to find without warning that Paul is suddenly and unexpectedly “up there” near Mysia.

It is sometimes argued by South Galatianists that the NGH interpretation of the Phrygian and Galatian region gets Paul nowhere near Mysia either! This is just not the case. The “Phrygian and Galatian region” - understood as the region made up of Phrygia and (let us suppose) “ethnic” Galatia, (although provincial Galatia would “work” equally well for the NGH)  - abuts Mysia directly. In most classical versions of the geography of the region, it is the western border of Phrygia that lies directly adjacent to the eastern border of Mysia (although Strabo speaks of the well-attested uncertainty regarding the regional borders in this part of the world). However, Pliny’s chapter on Mysia in his Natural History extends the Mysian region far to the east—beyond the Mysian Olympus to Iuliopolis which  is actually located at a point even further east than the important (ethnic) Galatian city of  Pessinus! Furthermore, the 1st Century Roman 
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historian Appian, in  describing Antony’s route through Asia Minor in B. Civ. 5.7 as “Phrygia, Mysia, Galatia, Cappadocia, Cilicia, Syria Coele, Palestine . .” seems to place Galatia adjacent to Mysia. (The Phrygia here is presumably the “Hellespontine Phrygia” (“Phrygia Epictetus”)). So the NGH works well with all these “versions” of ancient geography.

Here is a quick description of  the travel aspects of our text at both linear and structural levels. 

We can either hop across the narrative, using the seven league boots provided by the chiastic structure or we can “plod” through in linear fashion!

First of all, let’s plod! I think our “rule” for “in and out” works when reading linearly as well as chiastically, but let’s check!

We start in Acts 15:36. Paul and Barnabas are in Antioch on the Orontes when Paul proposes the return visit to the cities of the First Missionary Journey but because of the difficulties involving Mark and Barnabas, Paul takes Silas instead. Now Barnabas with Mark goes to Cyprus, but he needs to get out of Antioch first! This accomplished by an “ek-” verb— “ekpleusai” - to sail away”. And now he needs to get “into” Cyprus—hence the “eis Kupron” that follows. We leave Barnabas and Mark there, but meanwhile . . .

Paul gets out of Antioch with “ex-elthen” - he went forth. Then he goes through (into and out of)  Syria and Cilicia with a “di-” word (diercheto). 

Brief Digression

(Incidentally, where and what is Syria? Is it the Roman Province, or is it a geographical region covering an approximately similar area? Answer: neither! Here Syria refers to a “subset” of Syria, however that word is defined! Antioch-on-the –Orontes is in Syria, but Paul and Silas obviously didn’t go through Antioch, since they were already in Antioch when they started! And nor did they strengthen the church there, at least not on this occasion. This was, after all, the commissioning church and it was obviously sending Paul and Silas somewhere else; it wasn’t sending them to itself!!  Thus, they could only exit from Antioch and yet they went “through” Syria and Cilicia!! Another example of the same phenomenon is the relationship of Jerusalem and Judea: Jerusalem in in Judea, and so a part of Judea, but in other contexts, Jerusalem is separate from Judea, (e.g. Acts 1:8) and in such contexts, Judea is “Judea minus Jerusalem”)

As another example, one which will be further discussed, is that, with the NGH, Paul and Silas went through the P&G region after strengthening the churches in the four cities (Pisidian Antioch etc.) But the four cities are actually in provincial Galatia, though not in ethnic Galatia, and two of them, Pisidian Antioch and Iconium are definitely included, in some sense anyway, in Phrygia!  There are 
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quite a lot of permutations and combinations here to be considered later, but this situation then is exactly analogous to Paul going through “Syria” after leaving Syrian Antioch. Going through Syria here actually means “going through some of Syria, but definitely not all of it – Syrian Antioch being excluded”, and the same considerations can be said to apply here with regard to Phrygian and Galatian region with the NGH. If however, we “go” with the Textus Receptus, then this restriction in the meaning does not have to apply. It is optional as the “having gone through . .” of Acts 16:6 in the TR can be interpreted to include the journey through the two cities (Iconium and Pisidian Antioch) as well as that through the rest of the P&G region. Another minor point in favour of the TR.  

End of Digression

Having done this,  and allowing “di-ercheto” some licence as discussed above,   Paul comes down into Derbe/Lystra (eis Derben kai eis Lystra). (Another example of Lukan “doubling”). Interestingly, whilst Paul is there, Luke  uses an “ex-” verb—exelthein - to describe an intended movement by Timothy out of Derbe/Lystra. This all makes perfect sense. Unlike Paul, Timothy starts off his missionary career in Derbe/Lystra, and so he can only join the team and accompany Paul and Silas by first “ex”-ing from there. 

Next comes a  “di-” verb— dieporeuonto—which describes the going in and subsequently coming out again of “the cities” by Paul and Silas. This is of course plural, unlike the earlier action, and since two of the cities that Paul and Silas go through are Derbe and Lystra, Paul’s (but not Silas’) entry into these two cities is referred to twice from two different points of view—that of Timothy and his circumcision (involving Paul), and that of the delivery of the decree (Paul and Silas). The circumcision episode ends in Derbe/Lystra, and so with respect to that episode, there is no “need” to exit Paul from Derbe/Lystra. There is thus a repetition, but no gaps. Once Paul and Silas are out of the last city, they can go through, dielthon, the Phrygian and Galatian region v.6. This is followed by an account of places Paul and his companions didn’t go into, (so they didn’t need to come out of them either!) and finally they come into (eis) Troas v.9. We can leave things there, but the pattern continues—in verse 10, they seek to “ex-elthein” from Troas, and to “eis” Macedonia, and in v.11 they actually “apo” Troas and, as we have seen, “eis” the double location Samothracia and Neapolis. They “kakein”  from there, and “eis” Troas where a lot of things happen, and then they “ex-elthan” from Troas in the last verse of Acts ch. 16.

Now, it has to be said, that this linear reading opposes the possibility of “a “travel document” with the later  insertion of v.4 and 5”—because the text without verses 4 and 5 would leave a gap when the Phrygian and Galatian region is understood in the way that William Ramsay held, and which is illustrated in the diagram on the next page.
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Paul is stuck in Derbe/Lystra: the “travel document” has got Paul into these Lycaonian cities, but doesn’t get him out in order for him to then “go through” the Phrygian and Galatian region.  

However, if we now traverse the ground in our chiastic “seven league boots”, additional features are exhibited and more complete picture emerges, one that crosses the “conceptual space” of wish and fulfilment as well as geographical space—and William Ramsay’s marginalising of verses 4 and 5 fares even worse in this analysis. Let us recap on the structure (below):
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Now we see we see that, as we stride across the narrative in our chiastic seven league boots, the journeys that we link are consistently in the plural and they consistently obey the “in—out” rule. And we note that it is actually verses 4 and 5 that are the key structural components of this chiastic journey and which lead directly into verse 6. By contrast, verse 1 is part of an intermediate structure at a lower chiastic level which describes Paul’s activities in the singular and which is strictly located inside the first chiasm, insulated from the start of the second chiasm with which William Ramsay wishes to link it directly.

Finally, we note that the singular subsection (i.e. B) of the first chiasm is “complete unto itself” - it exhibits geographical symmetry in describing Paul’s travels as well as structural symmetry – as illustrated below:” 
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Well, we have looked at William Ramsay’s earlier account of Acts 16:6-8. Let us see if the revised account is an improvement. We hope it is, and according to Colin Hemer our hopes should be realised! In his book, “The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History”, Colin Hemer describes and (to his apparent satisfaction at least!) refutes James Moffatt’s objections to William Ramsay’s view. He writes as follows:

“Moffatt’s first pair of objections concerns the sequence of narrative in Acts 16:6, and may be considered briefly (Moffatt, Introduction, pp. 92-93). (a) He argues that Acts 16:6 marks a fresh departure, and is not a recapitulation of 16:1-4, as Ramsay would make it. But Ramsay changed his mind and contradicted himself at this point (as Schmiedel noticed), and Ramsay’s second view in fact meets the objection . . .” 
Let us then look at William Ramsay’s revised paragraph and see whether his “second view” meets this objection as Colin Hemer claims. Has William Ramsay now succeeded in avoiding the charge of “recapitulation”? Well, in one sense he has, because the offending word does not appear in the new paragraph. However, we also note that verses 4 and 5 now no longer describe a journey at all —not even an implied one—rather they now only describe “Paul’s procedure in his tour of the churches and sum up its effect”. The word “journey” has been lost: there is now no journey at all, but only the things that happen in this “tour” and the effects of the tour! All mention of the fact that verses 4 and 5 are 
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simultaneously describing both the journey and what happens on the journey is now lost. The link, which was already being weakened by the use of the word “implied” has now been broken, (according to William Ramsay anyway!) We can now see why there is no need for a recapitulation: according to William Ramsay, there is no “journey” in verses 4, 5; there is not even a tour, only what happens “in the tour and its effects”; and so there is no journey there for the journey v.6 to be a recapitulation of!!

At this point, I am reminded of Alice in Wonderland. The Cheshire Cat gradually disappeared leaving only his grin, and here, Paul’s journey in verses 4 and 5 has disappeared between editions, leaving only the things that happened on the journey! But we are not in Wonderland, and what William Ramsay claims here is false, and quite probably philosophically impossible too! Luke describes both the journey and the events of the journey in verses 4 and 5.
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So, we can agree that William Ramsay has met the objection in one sense: he has indeed made  v.6  a fresh departure, and not a recapitulation of 16:1-4—but at the cost of a de facto excision of  the “journey” described by Luke in verse 4! I do not consider this to be a valid way to meet the objection described by James Moffatt! Colin Hemer, however, it seems, is satisfied that the objection has been met. He says,

“Ramsay’s second view in fact meets the objection. Verse 1 brought the narrative to Derbe and Lystra, and verse 6 continues the progress into the district denoted by the notorious phrase ,  which on Ramsay’s view includes Iconium and Pisidian Antioch, and constitutes a perfectly natural sequence.”

I disagree: following verse 1 (or rather, verses 1-3) by verse 6 constitutes not a sequence, but a gap! 

[image: image26.wmf]
If we thought this manoeuvre was drastic, we are in for a shock! Many of  William Ramsay’s South Galatian followers have subsequently gone one better, and effectively removed the whole of verse 4! We will now quickly mention a further development as this dubious stream grows to becomes a river and then a raging torrent. 

The next step is for the Cheshire Cat’s grin to disappear too, and even the effects of the journey of verses 4 and 5 to be functionally excised by some South Galatianists—either by assuming that Paul never even visits cities  Pisidian Antioch at all (and in some SGH’s not Iconium either) even though Pisidian Antioch was the most important city originally evangelised, or by casting doubt on whether Paul would have delivered the Jerusalem Decree to any of these cities as described in v.4. And this from Conservative Evangelicals! We will chart this disturbing development soon when we look at the work of F.F. Bruce, who goes as far as possible in these directions without quite actually saying that the verses describing these events are not  part of the authentic text of  Acts, merely casting doubt on them, and in practice, ignoring them exegetically.

To conclude this chapter, I said that I would look at William Ramsay’s understanding of Acts 16:6-8 based upon what he says in his book, “St Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen”. This explanation of these verses in in a different category from ones that accept the reading “dielthon” in v. 6 because they can allow for the possibility that v.6 might recap some of the events described in vs. 4-5. In view of this, I would like to postpone this discussion until we have looked at the issue of “participles” in Acts 16: 6-8 (Point 4 on our list).

Summary

1)
There are two linked textual variations between the Textus Receptus and Nestle-Aland in these  verses

2)
Acts 16:6-8 is structured chiastically in at least two ways, one of which slightly supports the TR.

3)
The NGH reading of these verses is straightforward, but is challenged in at least four main ways by William Ramsay in arguing for the South Galatian view.

4)
In one of his books William Ramsay originally attempted to marginalise the status of  the “ journey” aspect of Paul and Silas’ journey through the cities in 16:4 by 


i) calling it an “implied” journey


ii) by giving the status “geographical” to the place names of vs. 1 and 6 but 
not to the cities of v.4  (even though we all know exactly which cities are 
meant—William Ramsay even names them!), and then subtly 
“privileging” the status “geographical”!


ii) denying an “independent existence” to this journey by claiming that 
verses 4 and 5 were “recapitulated” by the “journey 
through the Phrygian 



and Galatian region” in v.6


iii) suggesting that verses 1 and 6 were part of a “travel document”, and that 
verse 4 was added to the document during the compiling of Acts.

5)
  In later editions of the same book, he went even further, by

            i) removing the notion of “recapitulation” and 

            ii) describing the contents of verses 4 and 5 as effects of the tour - thus

            removing any reference to the journey aspects of these verses—even . .  


iii) replacing the word journey by ”tour”! 

6)
The purpose of this progressive marginalisation/removal of the journey 
aspects of vs. 4 and 5 was to make the Phrygian and Galatian region cover 
only Iconium and Pisidian Antioch and nearby areas, without admitting the 
widely rejected idea that v.6 could be a recapitulation of vs. 4-5. 

7) 
The marginalisation fails both chiastically and in terms of Luke’s use of 
prepositions and prefixes in describing Paul and his companions’ travels.

8)
  This way of (what I see as) misrepresenting the text has subsequently 
become so ingrained in the consciousness of some theologians that it is not  
even recognised as a “construction” - so its faults are not even on the agenda 
in many discussions.

9)
  In another book, William Ramsay accepts the reading “dielthontes” in Acts
           16:6. This calls for a different type of response, and will be dealt with later.
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