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Acts 16:6-8—Text and Exegesis II

We have been looking at the SGH interpretation of Acts 16:6-8, and for the purposes of clarity have attempted to consider the topic under four subtopics (listed in the previous chapter) which are actually all closely inter-connected. In this chapter, we come to the third topic—the interpretation of the expression “the Phrygian and Galatian region” in verse 6. So:

3) Where is the Phrygia(n) and (the) Galatian Region?

As mentioned in the last chapter there are a couple of textual matters. The first is that the word for Phrygia could actually be a noun or an adjective. This is a complicated question to do with the way this relatively rare word is declined in biblical and classical Greek. At one time it was believed it could only be a noun, but helpful and detailed research of the usage in inscriptions etc., particularly by Colin Hemer, has shown that it could equally be an adjective. Hence one sometimes sees the expression “the Phrygia(n) and Galatian region” in discussions. The second textual matter is that the TR has an additional “the”. It occurs before the word Galatian. So, there are a number of possibilities for translation. The important point in all this as far as the SGH is concerned is whether two regions—i) Phrygia (which in Greek is “the Phrygia”) and ii) the Galatian region—or a single region, comprising both Phrygian and Galatian aspects in some way, is intended.

Once again, none of this really matters for the North Galatian Hypothesis. After all, if Phrygia and Galatia (Galatia being either ethnic or provincial, or some subset of either) are to be understood as two separate (even if overlapping) regions, Paul travelled through the first as well as the second.  If the two regions are considered to be first united into a single large combined region that Paul travelled through, Paul’s journey will be exactly the same. If the rules state that children between 10 and 14 are eligible for a particular football team and they also state that children between 12 and 16 are also eligible then, then the rules could be changed to “children between 10 and 16” without altering the meaning.  

When we come to the SGH however, the options are limited. The SGH interpretation of Acts 16:6 needs to show, as we will see, that only one region is intended. This makes its supporters even less likely to hold with the TR reading than they would be otherwise since the TR gives Phrygia a “the” all to itself, and so favours the noun rather than the adjectival interpretation: the Phrygia and the Galatian region—two distinct areas, even if they might overlap somewhat. Using Nestle-Aland however allows, in principle, for either one or 
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two regions depending on whether the Phrygia term is a noun or an adjective, but the SGH requires the adjectival sense since this is the only one that will produce the required “single region” interpretation. 

Why does this matter so much for the SGH? Well, the answer to this takes us back to school algebra: set theory and those Venn diagrams! Here are two Venn diagrams illustrating the relationship between Phrygia and Galatia, denoted by P and G.
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The diagram on the left is the one for Phrygia and  “ethnic” Galatia: P and G are adjacent with no overlap. The diagram on the right is the one for Phrygia and provincial Galatia—the overlap represents areas or places, such as our two cities of South Galatia (Iconium and Pisidian Antioch) which are simultaneously in Phrygia and Provincial Galatia.

Let’s concentrate of the second diagram since that is the one required by the SGH.

There are two ways in which sets can be “operated on”: union and intersection. (Actually, students of logic and set theory will know that there are many more ways, but, cutting a long story short, these are the options for the grammatical expression in Acts 16:6)

          P  U  G, or P union G, is “all the places in either P or G” 
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         P        G , or P intersection G, is “all the places simultaneously in P and G.
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On the left I have shaded in  P union G, and on the right, P intersection G.

Just to illustrate this difference here are two sentences involving the word “and”:

“John is an expert in physics and engineering”. Here, these are two separate 
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disciplines, with, (perhaps to the surprise of some engineers), some overlap. So John’s area of expertise is the union of the two areas. However, here’s a counter example, “To get the degree students must pass the exam and complete a dissertation”. Here, the successful students are those defined by the intersection of the two requirements. The same word “and”, but in one, we intuitively understand “union”, in the other “intersection”

So, when Luke uses the expression “the Phrygia(n) and (the) Galatian region”, does he mean  union or intersection? Let’s use the South Galatianists’ preferred text and grammar here, and assume Luke left out the second “the” and that he intended his “Phrygia” word adjectivally: “the Phrygian and Galatian region”. This gives the South Galatian view a clear run.

One of the things we can do is to look at similar phrases written by Luke and see if union or intersection is meant. We have already noted that Luke likes doubling up his geographical expressions. So there are a lot of phrases which have some similarity to this on is Acts 16:6.

A particularly good example is Luke 3:1 where Luke describes a geographical area ruled at the time in question by Herod’s brother Philip: Philip was tetrarch “of the the Iturea and Trachonitis country” . Let’s compare this expression with the one in Acts 16:6:  

        τῆς       Ἰτουραίας             καὶ             Τραχωνίτιδος                  χώρας
     of the       of  Iturea             and            of Trachonitis                  country  

        τὴν        Φρυγίαν              καὶ               Γαλατικὴν                     χώραν
        the       Phrygian               and                Galatian                      country

There is a slight difference as the first example is in the Genitive case, (endings in ς) and the second is in the Accusative case, (endings in ν). Also, it is not clear (to me) whether nouns or adjectives are meant. The “Iturea” word  is treated as an adjective and the “Trachonitis” word as a  noun by the biblehub website, though given that this example is in the Genitive case, the difference probably disappears: “it is of the flesh” and “it is fleshly” amounting to much the same thing, even though one is a noun and the other an adjective, and likewise with “of Trachonitis” or “Trachonitid”. The two places joined by “and” function as a single adjective in both examples however.

Well, does Philip rule over both Iturea and Trachonitis, or does he rule over the slip of land, if it exists at all, that is common to both?

Well, the answer is obvious! The London, Midland and Scottish Railway was not confined to places simultaneously in London, the Midlands and Scotland! It would have been a very small railway! No, it is the union, not the intersection of these areas that is meant. Anyway, a map of Philip’s territory is shown overleaf. 
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These two areas are actually separate on the map, so the union of the two areas must be intended (unless Luke is engaging in some over-subtle political irony and wants to describe a non-existent area).

Let’s look at another example, in Acts 27:5  where it two seas rather than two areas of land that are being linked in some way. However the two seas are described according to the two areas of land that they are opposite—hence kata is inserted in the expression. 

 τό    τε   πέλαγος   τὸ   κατὰ    τὴν   Κιλικίαν   καὶ     Παμφυλίαν . . . . 
 the  and    sea        the  against  the   Cilicia     and     Pamphylia    sailing over

Another difference is that the noun at the start rather than the end of the adjectival expression. When this is done, an extra “the” is inserted! (in Greek, one can say “the good boy” or “the boy the good”)

Essentially we have:

                   τό   κατὰ    τὴν   Κιλικίαν   καὶ     Παμφυλίαν   πέλαγος
Well, do Paul and company sail over both these two seas, or just the tiny strip of sea that is opposite the boundary between Cilicia and Pamphylia? The answer is again obvious, but can be confirmed by the map of Paul’s journeys in the back 
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of many bibles: Paul is travelling east to west (hence Cilicia before Pamphylia), not North-South on the sliver of sea opposite the Cilician-Pamphylian boundary! He will never get to Rome that way!

Assuming the applicability of these closely analogous examples, it should be clear that Luke does not intend by “the Phrygian and Galatian region” the small area formed by the intersection of these two areas. No, it is the larger area formed by their union that is intended. The burden of proof definitely lies with the South Galatianists here! What can they do about it?

The first step is to dismiss such examples as these as ambiguous, and then to assert with William Ramsay and Colin Hemer, but without any proof whatsoever, that the expression used in Acts 16:6, “ten Phrygian kai Galatiken Choran” is “simply a variant” of the expression “Phrygia Galatica” (the Phrygian Galatia)!!!

The expression “Phrygia Galatica” is, of course not to be found any where—not in Luke, not in the Classical writers, nor in the thousands of epigraphs etc. regarding which we North Galatians are challenged by Colin Hemer to offer a balanced treatment! However, by analogy with expressions having the same structure, such as Phrygia Asiana and Pontus Galaticus which are attested, the expression “Phrygia Galatica” would indeed refer to the intersection of these two regions, and it is therefore unlike “ten Phrygian kai Galatiken Choran” which as we have demonstrated refers to their union. Simply piling up more and more examples of two regions in which one is brought into grammatical dependency on the other by making one the noun and the other its adjective cannot in truth disguise the fact that such structures use a particular and distinctive form of words for the combining the two regions which differs from Luke’s formula in Acts 16:6 and elsewhere. The real problem with the proposed equating of these  types of structure with the “two grammatically equal regions” type structure found in Acts 16:6 is that these two classes of structure are actually different—this is an insuperable problem solved in their case, by simply ignoring the evidence, asserting the opposite, and erecting a smokescreen of attested examples all of which actually simply confirm the difference between these two types of structure. This is not good exegesis. 

I think both “sides” in the North vs. South debate got caught up in a logical error, as I shall now try to explain. In their enthusiasm to demonstrate the falsity of the South Galatianist  interpretation of Acts 16:6, the North Galatianists attempted to show that “Phrygia(n)” in this verse had to be a noun and not an adjective. Had they been successful in their attempt, then the SGH interpretation would have been demonstrated to be wrong: if Phrygia is a noun, then two areas are being described, and if Paul travelled through Phrygia and through Galatia, then his journey couldn’t reasonably be interpreted as restricted to the two cities and immediate environs. But, a comprehensive survey of the literature showed that Phrygia(n) could be either a noun or an adjective! This is 
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where the debate it seems to me got a bit confused. The South Galatianists needed to show, not just that Phrygia(n) could be an adjective, but that when it was treated as an adjective, the expression referred to the intersection, not the union, of the two areas. The North Galatianists had lost this argument about “Phrygia(n)”, but this somehow seems to have got confused in the minds of many with losing the “union-intersection” argument too, and, in practice, the “intersection” interpretation of Acts 16:6 seems to have become accepted by many scholars and others along with the “Phrygia(n)” argument. It in effect piggy-backed a free ride to which it was not entitled! In the language of logic, winning the Phrygia(n) argument was necessary but not sufficient for the correctness of the SGH, but its supporters and others were treating it as though it was both necessary and sufficient for the correctness of the SGH. 

What had been achieved by winning the “Phrygia(n)” argument, was that Phrygia could either be a noun or an adjective, and consequently that it was impossible to determine on this basis alone whether one region or two was intended. Thus, the North Galatian “advantage” was wiped out, and the “noun-adjective” aspect should have henceforth became irrelevant to the debate. It was now a level playing field, and the whole contest should have been decided on the “union-intersection” question. The problem is that many people don’t seem to realise that there even is a “union-intersection” question! By contrast, I believe I have demonstrated that, if Luke intended to describe a single region here, then that single region was produced by the union of the two component regions, not their intersection, and I can find no comparable example where intersection could possibly be intended.

As it happens, the logical structure of the argument can also be illustrated by Venn diagrams, but to avoid confusion, I will illustrate in below by the formally entirely equivalent use of electrical circuitry:
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Here is the “correct” circuit. The NGH light only needs one switch to be down, 
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but the SGH needs both switches to be up:

We will continue our discussion of Acts 16:6, but  in the next chapter however I would like to offer a slight digression where will we look at the evidence for an area called “Phrygia Galatica” provided by the attested “Phrygia Asiana” and “Pontus Galaticus”. I hope I have shown that these terms are irrelevant to the meaning of  Acts 16:6, but do they even “do” what the South Galatianists claim for them “on the SGH’s own terms” ? This section will really be for interest only: all the inscriptions that South Galatianists appeal to are ones like “Pontus Galaticus” and consist of two names, usually both referring to regions, in which one is a noun and the other an adjective qualifying that noun. These, as discussed above, are obviously in a different category from “the Phrygian and Galatian region” - which describes two functionally equal geographical areas considered separately or combined in union—and this different category has no bearing on the interpretation of that expression.  However, as noted, Colin Hemer felt that we “North Galatianists” were not offering a balanced view of the inscriptions, and doubted whether it could de done from an NGH perspective, so for completeness and for interest too, we will look at these in the next chapter.

I would like to conclude this chapter by reviewing what we have achieved so far. I hope I have demonstrated that the SGH interpretation of the opening chapters of Acts 16 makes two distinct logical/philosophical errors. The first is the “Cheshire Cat” error which allows the activities during of Paul’s journey in 16:4-5 to exist whilst simultaneously denying the existence to the journey itself.  This “shades into” the development that these activities, or at least some of them, disappear too, and then, into the further development that the even the authenticity of  the verses that describe these things is to be doubted!! The second error is to assume that the “single region” interpretation of Acts 16:6 implies that it is the intersection of the two regions that is meant, rather than allowing also for the possibility that it refers to their union. It is sometimes instructive to look at some actual SGH writings, and locate the points at which each error occurs. Here are three representative examples, using symbols to locate the error.

Example 1:

[image: image15.wmf]
“Let us next focus more closely on the evidence for the status of a smaller 
district which included Pisidian Antioch, Iconium and the Apollonia to which 
we have just referred. Ramsay argued that the official name of this entity was 
“Phrygia Galatica”, on the precise analogy of “Pontus Galaticus” and 
“Phrygia Asiana”, both of which are attested. The “Phrygio-Galatic” country 


(Acts 16:6) is simply a variant of the standard phrase.”           

Yes, that’s right, the assertion in the last sentence is logically incorrect—it’s insisting that “intersection” is meant, whereas both intersection and union are in principle possible in Acts 16:6—the issue rather should  be determined by other criteria, not by mere assertion! That was a straightforward example. Here is 
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another:

Example 2:

[image: image17.wmf]P

 

G

 

 

“Paul began his second missionary journey in the provinces of Syria and Cilicia (15:41), moved on to the cities of Derbe and Lystra (16:1), and then 

“travelled throughout the region of Phrygia and Galatia . . .”

Well done! , The Cheshire Cat indicates where Acts16:4-5 has disappeared from Paul’s journey (note the word “then” in the above.)

Now here’s a slightly longer example:

Example 3:
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“Acts 16:6-8 indicates that after a subsequent visit to Derbe and Lystra, Paul and his associates went through the region of Phrygia and Galatia on their way  to Troas via Mysia.  . . .           
If the phrase τὴν Φρυγίαν καὶ 

[image: image19.wmf]96

 

BIBLICAL EXEGESIS

—

 ACTS AND GALATIANS

 

[image: image20.wmf] 

These are all the stu-

dents who have an A

-

level in French

 

These are all the 

students who have 

spent at least a 

year in France

 

 

These are all the stu-

dents who can apply 

for the bursary

 

Γαλατικὴν ώραν (16:6) is interpreted as a reference to a Phrygian-Galatic region in the southern part of the Roman province of Galatia, then it designates an area that was ethnically Phrygian and politically Galatic. Extensive documentation has already been provided by Colin Hemer to support this interpretation; it is only necessary to summarise the main points here. First . . .[the first point is omitted here SF] . . . Second, there is ample illustration to demonstrate that  Φρυγίαν  and  Γαλατικὴν  should be taken as one rather than two units since they serve as a pair of adjectival modifiers with the common article to modify the singular articular noun  τὴν  . . . ώραν.                           Third, the  well-attested phrase “Pontus Galaticus”  serves as an analogy to show that the phrase in Acts refers to the Phrygian-Galatian region.” 

Did you spot them? The Cheshire Cat once again indicates where the remaining cities in vs. 4 and 5 on Paul’s journey have disappeared. The next two cases are slightly more complicated. The author claims to be providing support for the “intersection” interpretation of Acts 16:6, but the “one region, not two” argument given here is of course equally amenable to both the intersection and the union interpretation of the expression in Acts 16:6. The “Pontus Galaticus” argument is again an attempt to force an “intersection” interpretation of Acts 16:6. In fact, it is is not relevant in this context, since the analogous phrase, “Phrygia Galatica” does not occur in Acts 16:6, so it neither supports nor refutes the “intersection” interpretation. 
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Footnote on William Ramsay and the meaning of “kai” in Acts 16:6

At this point it is appropriate to mention another minor (and actually unnecessary!) “skirmish” in the North vs. South debate. It concerns the meaning of the Greek word “kai”  in Acts 16:6 (always translated in our bibles as “and”). William Ramsay insisted (quite correctly!) in an 1898 article in the Classical Review (downloadable from the Internet) that kai can mean “or” in certain circumstances too. Here are two of the examples he gives: In his Geography, Strabo points out that a particular mouth of the Nile Delta has two alternative names,  the Canopic or the Heracleotic. However, the expression Strabo uses is the “Canopic kai the Heracleotic”.  Here, kai which usually means “and” , here means “or” or, “also known as”. A second example is Acts 13:9, “Then Saul who is also called Paul  . . .” The expression in Greek  literally reads, “Then Saul, the one kai Paul . . ”. Once again, kai has been used to mean “or” or “also known as”.

However, William Ramsay says in his books that the above meaning of kai should be used to say that “the Phrygian kai Galatian Region” in Acts 16:6 is “The region which is from one point of view (i.e. racially) Phrygian and from another point of view  (i.e. administratively) Galatic” (quoted from  The First Christian Century). Thus he is saying that Acts 16:6 uses two different names for the same region— in the same way that Strabo uses two different names for the same mouth of the Nile, and Luke uses two different names for the same Apostle in Acts—and that the region is what we have earlier referred to as the intersection of the two component regions.  It sounds very reasonable doesn’t it, but in fact it there is a logical error in this reasoning as I shall now demonstrate. 

The English word “or”, despite being a small and seemingly harmless word, is actually quite complicated as it is used in a number of different ways. It is in this respect that I believe the above argument to be fallacious, since it uses one meaning of “or” when discussing the Nile and Saul/Paul, but a different meaning when discussing the Phrygian and Galatian region. The error is easy to miss because the same word “or” is used in both cases.

In English “or” has quite a few meanings, and it is an interesting exercise to “unpack” these. However, for our purposes, we will look at just the two relevant uses.

The first use of “or” is when the writer or speaker wishes to draw attention to the use of two words or expressions which independently describe the same item. Thus, the word “Canopic” when used on its own refers to a particular mouth of the Nile (presumably the stream of water itself and perhaps the land immediately surrounding). Likewise, “Heracleotic” also refers independently to the identical piece of territory. Strabo uses “or”  to draw our attention to the interesting fact that the two names are synonymous: if I use the word Canopic, I am referring to that piece of territory whether or not I use the word Heracleotic 
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and vice versa.  In the same way, Luke tells us that the important character in his narrative called Saul is also called Paul, but either name used on its own refers to that important Apostle from Tarsus. 

Now we come to a second use of our elusive little word “or”. It can also be used, not to draw our attention to synonyms, but as an “operator” - that is as an “operation” which is performed on two items in order to create out of them a third. Here is an example: “Students with an A-level in French or who have spent at least a year living in France may apply for the bursary”.  Here, out of the two groups, a third, namely “students who can apply for the bursary” has been created by the operator “or”. This sort of use can be conveniently illustrated by a Venn diagram.
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Or” here is just our old friend, the operator “union”. 

So, in this use of “or” we start off with two different groups (which may or may not overlap) and produce a third. If instead of “or” we had used the operator “and”, we would have ended up with a smaller group of students each of whom who had both the A level and the residency requirement. This particular usage of “and” is the same as “intersection”.

So, it is the same word “or”, but these are two different meanings! One is “passive” - recognising” an established fact that two different names are actually synonyms. The second is “active” - actively creating a new item from two (different) component items.  But which use is appropriate for “the Phrygian or Galatian region”? The key question to ask is, “Do the two components in the expression individually refer to the same person or territory etc. or to different people, territories etc.” If they refer individually to the same item, the first use is appropriate. If they refer individually to different people or territories etc, then we will employ the second use. Clearly the Phrygian region and the Galatian region taken individually refer to different (although overlapping) regions—they do not individually refer to the same region. So, this case is different from “Canopic and Heracleotic” and from “Paul and Saul”. (It is not the case that only some parts of the apostle are “overlapping” -  common to both 

“Paul” and “Saul” - and that he has, for example, some extra limbs in a cupboard somewhere that he additionally uses when he is being Paul but not Saul!) But there are additional parts of Phrygia which lie outside that small region common to Phrygia and Galatia (which small region constitutes the SGH understanding of Acts 16:6) and the same goes for Galatia too. Hence, the conditions necessary for the “synonymous” usage of “or” are not met in the case of “the Phrygian and Galatian region”. So, William Ramsay’s argument, plausible as it looked at first, is in fact, incorrect. Of course, one can still reach a correct final result despite using faulty reasoning, so it cannot be deduced from the above that the meaning William Ramsay’s attaches to “the Phrygian and Galatian region” is necessarily wrong. Indeed, it is possible that there may be a valid way in which kai is used which will yield the “intersection” of  the terms Phrygian and Galatian in Acts 16:6 as required by the SGH. However, when we come across the above argument in accounts of the SGH, we can (mentally) put one of our  little “Venn diagram” stickers on it!!

Although I have indicated above that there may be such a valid usage of kai, as already pointed out, such a usage is not employed by Luke in these kinds of expressions, (and I don’t know of any examples of this meaning for kai). The expression Phrygia Galatica or alternatively Phrygian Galatia would refer to the intersection between these two regions but Luke doesn’t use either of these. 

I have tried to keep my explanation as straightforward as possible. In fact, both uses of “or” can be illustrated with Venn diagrams, and both uses of “or” are actually the “union” of two groups or items! The difference is that the first use is actually a specific case of the second: if we have two identical circles in our Venn Diagram, circles which overlap completely, then their union will also be an identically overlapping circle, and this corresponds to the “synonymous” case!

Summary

1)
This chapter continued  our consideration of Acts 16:6-8, focussing on the meaning of the Phrygia(n) and Galatian region in verse 6.

2)
There are two main issues here: does the expression refer to two geographical regions, or only one? And, if only one, how is that one region formed—is it by the union or by the intersection of the two component areas?

3)
If two separate regions are to be understood, this supports the NGH interpretation.

4)
If one region is intended, the “intersection” method used to produce that one region  supports the SGH and the “union” method supports  the NGH.

5)      By and large, the North Galatianist attempt to “prove” that two regions must be
         intended (by showing that the term for Phrygia cannot be an adjective) was 
a
         failure. (Unless, the TR reading be adopted that is, in which case, two
         regions are intended!). The issue should henceforth be decided on the basis of   

         the “union-intersection argument” -  which was explained 



and illustrated with Venn diagrams.

6)
Recognition that there really is a union-intersection issue in the debate is often absent, and this has led to false conclusions by the South Galatianists.

7)
The correct logical structure of the debate can be illustrated by set theory and/or electrical circuitry.

8)
The “Cheshire Cat fallacy” and the logical error both of which lead to the false conclusions mentioned in 6) above are two ways in which some South Galatianist arguments can be demonstrated to be unreasonable and therefore their conclusions unproven. This was illustrated with several actual examples.

9)
The Greek word “kai” and the English words and and or have a wide range of meanings. Failure to recognise the differences between these different usages can, and does, lead to errors in reasoning. This was illustrated with reference to a widely used “South Galatian” argument.
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