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ABSTRACT

“The Message of the Jerusalem Council in the Acts of the Apostles: A Linguistic Stylistic
Analysis”

Zachary K. Dawson
McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton, Ontario
Doctor of Philosophy (Christian Theology), 2021

This study investigates how the book of Acts addresses certain local problems in
Luke’s community through a linguistic stylistic analysis that utilizes models of verbal art
and intertextuality within a systemic-functional linguistic framework. This methodology
is suited to demonstrate how Luke symbolically articulates a message to his audience
through his stylistic patternings of language of the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15 and the
texts with which it shares thematic content. The scheme of the study begins with the
analysis of the Cornelius episode in Acts 10:1—11:18, continues with the Jerusalem
Council in Acts 15:1-29, and concludes with Paul’s return to Jerusalem where he stands
accused of forsaking the Law of Moses in Acts 21:17-26. Each of these episodes, sharing
patterns of repetition, plays a role in the symbolic articulation of a message in the book of
Acts. First, the Cornelius story establishes the legitimacy of table fellowship among
Jewish and Gentile believers against opposing Jewish value positions regarding moral
purity. Next, the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15 recapitulates the Cornelius episode but
then further develops value orientations concerning social relations among Jewish and
Gentile believers in the church, principally by means of the Apostolic Decree. Then, the

repetition of the Apostolic Decree in Acts 21 clarifies its meaning according to different

situational variables. The thesis of this study is that these patterns reveal contextual

v



elements of a particular conflict the early church faced over the communal integration of
Jewish and Gentile believers—namely, that Jews were susceptible to splitting off from
multi-ethnic churches due to the pressures of a Jewish separationist ideology. The book
of Acts subverts this ideology by means of the foregrounded patternings identified in this
study. These patternings, which serve to identify foregrounded thematic formations,
orient the reader to the proper heteroglossic backdrop and reveal that Luke engages a
particular Noahic tradition associated with the discursive practice of rewriting sacred
scripture in Second Temple Jewish literature, not to align with its value orientations but
to subvert it and thereby convince Jewish believers not to withdraw from the community

of God.
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CHAPTER 1I:
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PURPOSE AND PARALLELISM IN ACTS:
A LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This study investigates a specific set of inter-related stylistic patternings realized in the
book of Acts to address its meaning in light of the context in which the book was
composed. From the findings of this investigation, this study addresses one of the major
purposes of Acts, recognizing that a book of such complexity can conceivably have
multiple purposes realized in different ways. The particular stylistic patternings of Acts
that I will describe throughout this study are of a literary nature. They are identified
according to patterns of repetition (i.e., parallelisms) that function to link specific
episodes together to articulate a thematic message. In other words, I will demonstrate
how Luke communicated a message to his audience through the stylistic composition of
his narrative. This does not mean that Luke only had one message to convey to his
audience. Rather, the articulation of a particular message will be brought to light as one
of Luke’s purposes. Luke’s message would have been intelligible to certain members of
Luke’s audience, and this will reveal certain value positions and beliefs that were at risk
within his audience and clarify one dimension on the matter of social conflict that the
audience was facing.

My presentation of this study will begin with an analysis of the Cornelius episode

in Acts 10:1—11:18, continue with the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15:1-29, and conclude



with Paul’s return to Jerusalem where he stands accused by Jews in Acts 21:17-25. This
scheme’s rationale is simple: each of these episodes, which share meaningful patterns of
parallelism, plays a role in the composition of an important theme in the book of Acts.!
First, the Cornelius episode establishes the legitimacy of Jew—Gentile table fellowship, a
value position later recapitulated in Acts 15. Next, the Jerusalem Council further
develops value orientations concerning Jew—Gentile relations in the believing community
principally through the Apostolic Decree. Then, the Apostolic Decree’s repetition in Acts
21 clarifies its meaning according to different situational variables. Taken together, the
patterns of parallelism in these sections of Acts invite additional interpretation for how
Luke’s community should orient itself to voices in the culture that either oppose or
support the values and beliefs realized in Luke’s narrative. Based on the stylistic analysis
of these three sections of Acts that address matters of Jew—Gentile relations, this study
will argue the following thesis: the book of Acts addressed a particular conflict the early
church faced about the relations of Jewish and Gentile believers—namely, that Jews were
subject to splitting away from multi-ethnic churches in response to the pressures of a
Jewish separationist ideology. Addressing this issue, Luke, through the stylistic
patternings of literary discourse, articulates a message to attempt to establish normative
value orientations around three related issues: (1) the legitimacy of Jew—Gentile table
fellowship; (2) the necessity to accommodate differing cultural customs; and (3) the
rationalization that a Jewish separationist mentality fundamentally contradicts the

redefined people of God.

! The term “theme” is a technical term in this study, which I define in the methodology in the next
chapter.



As a result, some specific details of the parallelisms that manifest this message
suggest that it is meant to be heard by both Jewish and Gentile believers but with the
more important aim of the message being to dissuade believers within Luke’s audience
from accepting as valid the opposing Jewish views present in their context of situation.
This kind of conclusion is not novel, but instead can be characterized as representative of
the legacy of Actaforschung. Therefore, it will prove helpful and enlightening to
commence this study with a historical overview of how scholars relate the literary feature
of parallelism with the purpose of Acts and how this also reveals the makeup of the
audience for whom the book was composed. I thus turn my attention to this first task

before applying my own method.

A History of Proposals on the Purpose and Parallelisms of Acts
The purpose of the book of Acts has been the topic of much scholarly debate since the
rise of the modern critical era. One of the interesting but often underappreciated aspects
of the history of this research is that, until relatively recently, the way scholars have
interpreted the parallelisms in Acts has been integral to many of their views of its
purpose. A brief sketch of this history will prove enlightening, since the same literary
features have been cited as support for various and even mutually opposing views on the
purpose of Acts. However, in more recent times, observations regarding parallelism and
the similar feature of repetition have been largely relegated to certain literary approaches,
such as narrative criticism, where the question of purpose is either bracketed out of the

discussion or is conceived in a way that does not relate to Luke’s existential situation.?

2 See, for example, Mead, “Dressing up Divine Reversal.” The major narrative-critical work of
Andrew C. Clark (Parallel Lives), however, sees the role of the parallelisms between Paul and the Apostles



Contrary to some trends in recent New Testament scholarship, I believe that a return to
the notion of parallelism as an indication of the purpose of Acts is vital for moving the
discussion forward. However, rather than relying on the historical-critical and literary-
critical findings of previous generations, a fresh framework is required that marshals the
recent insights of modern linguistics and defines parallelism within an appropriate and
full-orbed linguistic model. To set the stage for this task, I begin here with a discussion
that surveys the heritage of the main views on the purpose of Acts and its relationship to

parallelism before outlining my own approach and thesis regarding this question.

Nineteenth-Century Scholarship
Half a century has now passed since A. J. Mattill, Jr. called attention to the lack of
recognition given to Matthias Schneckenburger’s Uber den Zweck der Apostelgeschichte
(1841), a study Mattill identifies as “the first elaborate investigation of the purpose of
Acts.”? The lack of scholarly attention given to this work, as Mattill argues, is due to its
falling between two interpretive poles in nineteenth-century scholarship. The Tiibingen

School’s view, on the one hand, based on F. C. Baur’s Tendenzkritik,* held that Acts was

as demonstrating the themes of the unity of God’s people and the continuity of the mission of Jesus, which
he concludes are the motivating factors for the pattern of Luke’s literary composition. Clark believes the
parallels, showing the unity and continuity of Jewish and Gentile Christianity, can help shed light on the
purpose of Acts as a whole (see esp. pp. 337-38). However, it is difficult to see how the literary features of
Acts can prove this general statement, since there is no mechanism or theory that explains how the literary
features of a text reveal their context. The weakness of Clark’s study is that, despite his great effort to
explain the parallelisms in Acts and how and why they connect, the conclusion is intuitively, rather than
methodologically, drawn. This only reinforces the limitations of narrative-critical studies as a text-centered
hermeneutical approach, where there is no access to the author’s context of situation and, by extension, the
motivating factors for why a text is composed as it is.

3 Mattill, “Purpose of Acts,” 108.

4 Hodgson explains there are two fundamental procedures to Baur’s tendency criticism. The first
requires that the interpreter situate the biblical text (not the events the text reports) in its original historical
context—that is, the context in which it was composed—which involves identifying historical tendencies
that betray the theological point of view of the author. Baur held that despite the historical presentations of
the Gospels and Acts, they were nevertheless literary products that expressed their authors’ motives and



a second-century text written at the threshold of early Catholicism to conciliate the
Pauline (Gentile/universalist) and Petrine (Jewish/particularist) factions of Christianity
under the one banner of Pauline universalism (the conciliatory purpose, however, was
meant more for the Jewish sect, since Acts was written from a universalist perspective);
this was accomplished through the harmonization of Peter and Paul’s similar (i.e.,
parallel) experiences and actions so that Pauline Christianity could ground its legitimacy
on the Jewish faction’s principal representative. On the other hand, the conservative
reaction to the Tiibingen School rejected the notion of tendency outright and, on the
whole, preferred to interpret Acts as a pure form of historical writing.’
Schneckenburger’s view, assuming a middle position, suffered from possessing features
that both groups rejected. Despite the attempt of some to reintroduce Schneckenburger’s
view into the scholarly discussion,® his interpretation of Acts has never emerged out of
the background of competing voices, even though it prefigured the basis on which much
subsequent scholarship argues for the apologetic aims of Acts and identified the literary

means—namely, parallelism—by which this aim is accomplished.” Schneckenberger’s

interests. The second procedure entails evaluating the biblical text’s purported facts in light of the
theological and historical perspectives of the author (Formation of Historical Theology, 197-98). Tendency
criticism is also referred to as literary-historical criticism as well as scientific historiography. Cf. Ong,
“Ferdinand Christian Baur’s Historical Criticism,” 130-32.

3 See Mattill, “Luke as a Historian,” 85-167, 415-20. One important nineteenth century exception
is William Ramsay, who argued that Luke deserved the same respect as other ancient historians but that he
also advanced his own theological and apologetic goals. See Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller.

¢ In addition to Mattill, see Gasque, History, 32-39. Also, while not a significant treatment, F. F.
Bruce’s approval of Schneckenburger’s view that the parallels in Acts function apologetically for Paul’s
sake should not go unnoticed (Acts of the Apostles) 33-34.

7 Another barrier is that Schneckenburger’s Uber den Zweck der Apostelgeschichte has never been
translated into English, which has only contributed to sustaining its lack of engagement by English-
speaking scholars whose work has centered on similar questions. For example, Henry Cadbury never refers
to Schneckenburger in his major work on Luke—Acts (Making of Luke—Acts), nor does Robert Tannehill,
whose Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts focuses on many of the same textual features on which
Schneckenburger builds his argument. That the value of Schneckenburger’s work has been lost in certain
streams of New Testament scholarship is revealed in its absence in Eckhard Schnabel’s major, award-
winning commentary on Acts, assuming the index is to be trusted, especially in the discussion of the book’s
purpose (Acts, 36-38), a work where one might reasonably expect ample interaction with German



work will thus serve as the departure point for considering how parallelism in the book of
Acts contributes to understanding its author’s purpose.

Schneckenburger’s book, published in 1841, preceded F. C. Baur’s Paulus, der
Apostel Jesu Christi (1845)8 by four years. However, Schneckenburger was a student of
Baur, and he both knew and was influenced by his teacher’s view of the purpose of Acts.
By the late 1830s, Baur had already published an argument that a second-century Paulist
wrote Acts as an apology of Paul’s mission to the Gentiles in response to the criticisms of
the Jewish-Christian party.” Consequently, Baur rejects the historical reliability of Acts.
Schneckenburger, like Baur, interprets Acts as a Tendenzschrift, but, unlike his teacher,
believes “Acts was written exclusively for Jewish Christians from the Pauline side with a
predominantly personal interest”—but not one that undermined its historical credibility—
“before A.D. 70, at the very beginning of the schism when the basic harmony of the
church was disturbed only by Judaizing extremists.”'® More specifically, he holds that the
audience was Jewish Christians residing in Rome and that Acts has a two-fold purpose:

(1) to defend the Apostle Paul in his apostolic dignity, in his personal and

apostolic behaviour, especially in the matter of the Gentiles, against all attacks of

the Judaizers . . . (2) to demonstrate to these same Jewish Christians the political

legitimacy of Paul, for they opposed preaching to Gentiles not only because of
their particularistic pride but also because of their fear of the Roman government,

scholarship given the author’s fluency in the language despite other expectations one might have of
Zondervan being the publisher.

8 Baur’s work is divided into three parts, the first of which addresses the book of Acts (Paulus,
[ET: Paul]).

% This idea is mentioned only in passing in Baur’s 1836 study of Romans, “Uber Zweck und
Veranlassung des Romerbriefs,” in which he applies his Tendenzkritik method. He then develops the idea
more in his 1938 essay on the episcopacy’s origin, “Uber der Ursprung des Episcopats.” However, it should
be mentioned that Baur’s thesis that there was a severe conflict between two factions of Christianity—
Jewish and Gentile Christianity—was first formulated in an article published in 1931 (“Christuspartei in
der korinthischen Gemeinde”). While he uses 1 Corinthians as his point of departure, he shows that his
thesis can shed light on the basic division in other early documents, including the books of James, 1 and 2
Peter, as well as in a primitive Ebionite tradition about Paul and the Clementine Homilies. However, Baur
does not discuss the book of Acts in this early essay. See Gasque, History, 27-30.

10 Mattill, “Purpose of Acts,” 112.



which, though it recognized the legitimacy of their Judaism, prohibited the
proselytizing of Gentiles.!

The significance of Schneckenburger’s interpretation of Acts for this study lies
not only in its being a landmark in the history of interpretation on the purpose of Acts but
that it identifies Luke’s use of parallelism as one of the principal means for
accomplishing the apologetic aim of his narrative. Schneckenburger shows how Luke
records numerous parallel activities of Peter and Paul, including miracles, speeches,
sufferings, and visions. Mattill, in his review of Schneckenburger’s thesis, goes as far as
to say, “There is no degree of miracle told of Peter without its Pauline analogy.”'? The
intention of parallelism in Acts, according to Schneckenburger, is to present Paul as equal
to Peter, along with the legitimation of Paul’s actions, visions, teachings, and the like, to
Jewish Christians. Many other scholars since Schneckenburger have identified
significance in the parallels in Acts, as well as the parallels between Luke’s Gospel and

Acts,'? but conclusions regarding this literary device vary. For example, Albert Zwegler,

! Mattill, “Purpose of Acts,” 108.

12 Mattill, “Purpose of Acts,” 110-11.

13 In another essay, Mattill revisits the work of Howard Heber Evans (St. Paul the Author of Acts),
who wrote in the late nineteenth century, and located the purpose of Luke and Acts in the parallels between
Jesus and Paul—that is, the church has its pattern by which to live in the Apostle Paul who imitated Jesus,
the savior, in every way (“Jesus-Paul Parallels,” 15—46). Mattill makes the case that the key verse
confirming this view is Luke 6:40: “The disciple is not above his teacher: but every one when he is
perfected shall be as his teacher” (p. 41). While many have noted the parallels between Luke’s Gospel and
Acts, these studies will not be the primary focus of this chapter, since the patterns under investigation in
this study do not redound with the Gospel of Luke. One may wish initially to object to this decision based
on the view that the unity of the Gospel of Luke and Acts implies a single purpose. However, even though
a case can be made for this view, it does not nullify the potential of the book of Acts having its own aims
that are distinct and not necessarily at odds with a holistic goal for Luke’s two-volume work. For works
that pay special attention to the parallels between Luke and Acts, see Rackham, Acts of the Apostles, x1vii—
xlviii and throughout the analysis in the commentary, who identifies parallelism as Luke’s “method.” See
also Moffatt, Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, 264; Hauck, Das Evangelium des Lukas,
8; Otto, Reich Gottes und Menschensohn, 271, 289-91; Bruce, Acts of the Apostles, 388-89; Selby,
Introduction to the New Testament, 149-94, 277-307; Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts, throughout,
among numerous other commentators. The most recent study examining parallels between the Gospel of
Luke and Acts is James R. Edwards’ 2017 article entitled “Parallels and Patterns between Luke and Acts.”
Edwards’ study is based on the same kinds of observations that Lukan scholars have noted since Evans’s
study noted above. Parallels are defined according to typological similarities between characters, and only



one of Baur’s disciples, responded to Schneckenburger’s interpretation of the use of
parallelism in Acts. Predictably, he disagrees that the parallels are of the author’s careful
selection and accurate portrayal of source material. Rather, he states strongly that they
indicate the unhistorical, arbitrary, and even fictional character of Acts.!* Eduard Zeller,
another exponent of the Tiibingen School, concurs that the parallels between Peter and
Paul in Acts were by the author’s own fictitious design to further his aim to justify
Gentile Christianity in its opposition to Jewish Christianity regarding the Law.'> Like
Schneckenburger, however, Zeller also believes Acts has a political apologetic to defend
against accusations that Christianity is a dangerous religious movement distinct from
Judaism.'® Such a defense was necessary, argues Zeller, in light of the growing hostility
towards Christians in Rome in the first half of the second century, which is when and
where Zeller locates the composition of Acts.!” Schneckenburger’s work thus stands out
among his contemporaries who perceived a different motivation in Luke’s literary
creativity. In fact, among those closely associated with Baur, he stands alone in his view
that the author relates events accurately in a pre-70 CE context and that the parallels
function apologetically to persuade Jewish Christians of that time.

A number of scholars soon responded critically to the Baur-Swegler-Zeller stream
to convincingly show that the Tiibingen School’s “conception of apostolic Christianity

was not the result of a careful examination of the historical data, or of the use of the

once these are established do linguistic features, such as lexis and grammar, enter into discussion to lend
further support to the typological comparisons.

14 In his own words, Schwegler writes that the parallels point to “dem unhistorischen,
willkiirlichen, und selbst Fiktionen nicht scheuenden Verfahren des Verfassers der Apostelgeschichte
selbst” (Das nachapostolische Zeitalter, 2:77).

15 Zeller, Die Apostelgeschichte, 320-35.

16 Zeller, Die Apostelgeschichte, 365-69.

17 Zeller, Die Apostelgeschichte, 481-88. Zeller dates Acts between 110-130 CE. Cf. Gasque,
History, 50.



method of historical criticism.”'® One such scholar was Heinrich August Wilhelm Meyer,
who argues that the parallels were not the creative activity of the author, but were simply
the historical accountings of both apostles’ activities, and that, rather than having an
apologetic purpose, Acts was a private treatise, written for Theophilus for the express
purpose stated in the preface of Luke’s Gospel (1:1-4).!° A more engaging response to
Baur’s view, however, was carried out by Eduard Lekebusch in what W. Ward Gasque
describes as “one of the most cautious and painstakingly careful studies of this era of
criticism.”?? Lekebusch’s study is literary-critical, but instead of addressing matters of
parallelism, he focuses on the literary style (i.e., the linguistic features) of Luke—Acts.?!
He then addresses the purpose of Acts at length, devoting nearly 200 pages to a
consideration of various proposals, and ultimately rejects the Tiibingen thesis and affirms
the essential trustworthiness of the book of Acts.?

Despite their critiques, Baur’s views continued to be adapted and revised, and
then they took on a fresh form in the work of the so-called “Dutch radical critics.”
Among this group of scholars, Bruno Bauer is remembered perhaps as the most radical,
particularly with reference to the book of Acts.?* Bauer published his monograph on Acts
in 1850 in which he calls attention to the parallel miracles of Peter and Paul discussed by

Schneckenburger, Zeller, and others. Like Zeller, Bauer believes the parallel accounts are

18 Gasque, History, 71.

19 Meyer, Acts of the Apostles, 7. The English translation of this work is from the 1870 4th edition,
revised again in English in 1884. However, these views are present in the 1854 German 2nd edition, though
not in the 1835 Ist edition, which preceded the major publications of the Tiibingen School on Acts. Cf.
Gasque, History, 57.

20 Gasque, History, 68.

21 Lekebusch, Die Composition und Entstehung der Apostelgeschichte, 35-131.

22 Lekebusch, Die Composition und Entstehung der Apostelgeschichte, 189-386. Cf. Gasque,
History, 68—69.

23 For a summary of the tragic story of Bauer’s career that precipitated from his radical views, see
Gasque, History, 73-74.
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indicative of the author’s own literary invention, but he differs in his argument that the
parallels do not function to liken Paul to Peter as a defense of Pauline universalism but
rather to liken both Peter and Paul to Jesus in the Gospel of Luke.?* This interpretation of
the parallelisms coalesces with his view of the purpose of Acts, which he sees as aiming
to show how Christianity evolved from a Jewish sect to a universal religion made up of
primarily Gentiles.?®> Bauer believes Acts was composed at an even later stage in the
development of Christianity (though not chronologically later as he puts the date of Acts
in the first part of the second century) when the conflicts between Jewish and Gentile
believers were a matter of the past and Christianity, now dominated by Gentiles, needed
to be reminded of its Jewish roots.?¢

While Bauer failed to be taken seriously due to the overt polemic against the
Christian faith in his work, Franz Overbeck, often included in discussion with Dutch
radical criticism, had more success in advancing the view that Acts was not written with a
conciliatory purpose for Jewish Christians because all such conflict in the church was in
its past.?” Espousing his views in his revision of W. M. L. de Wette’s commentary on
Acts in 1870, Overbeck describes Acts as a different kind of Tendenzschrift than
conceived by the Tiibingen School, which reflects the views of a Gentile Christianity that
had not only lost its connection to its Jewish roots but also to Pauline theology save for

the feature of universalism.?® The purpose of Acts, according to Overbeck, is to explain

24 Bauer, Die Apostelgeschichte, 9-21.

25 Bauer, Die Apostelgeschichte, 110-14.

26 Bauer, Die Apostelgeschichte, 120-22.

27 Overbeck in de Wette, Kurze Erkiirung der Apostelgeschichte, xxxi. Note that this is a
significantly revised and expanded edition of Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette’s commentary on Acts,
who is retained as the author of the book despite Overbeck contributing much new material and having
views distinct from the author due to their frequent mutual incompatibility.

28 Overbeck in de Wette, Kurze Erklirung der Apostelgeschichte, Xxxi—xxxi.
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Christianity in terms of its present state but with a political apologetic to win the favor of
Roman officials.? The result of Dutch radical criticism, then, was to bring the Tiibingen
School’s view of Acts to its logical extreme. As Gasque summarily states, “some would
find the significance in [the Dutch radical critics’] providing the reduction ad absurdum
of the Tiibingen position and, therefore, demonstrating most clearly the untenable nature
of this hypothesis.”** However, Gasque also finds the significance in subsequent
criticism, where the views that were not taken seriously by extreme critics such as Bruno
Bauer “later come to be part and parcel of what some scholars would regard as ‘the
assured results of criticism.”*! Among Gasque’s points is one particularly relevant to the
present discussion—namely, the significance of the “emphasis laid by the radicals on the
creativity of the author of Acts in his narration of events.”3> While the views of Bauer
and Overbeck interpreted the creativity of the author negatively, this creativity would
later come to be interpreted positively (or at least neutrally in its relation to the author’s
faithfulness to historicity),** and once the perceived incompatibility between apologetic
aims and historical veracity was overcome, the literary nature of the book of Acts would
then be appreciated in a new light. However, this development did not arise until the
following century.

By the end of the nineteenth century, German scholarship on Acts had fallen into

somewhat of a decline, and Tendenzkritik, in general, had come to be rejected “by all

2 Overbeck in de Wette, Kurze Erkiirung der Apostelgeschichte, xxxii—xxxiii. Cf. Gasque,
History, 83.

30 Gasque, History, 93.

31 Gasque, History, 93.

32 Gasque, History, 93.

33 Gasque, History, 93-94.
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scholars of any importance.”** The question of the purpose of Acts was not seriously
addressed again until the last decade of the century by such scholars as Johannes Weiss
and Adolf Jiilicher.?®> The views of Jiilicher are representative of the German critical
scholarship on Acts at the end of the nineteenth century. In his Einleitung in das Neue
Testament (1894), he held that Acts was composed at the beginning of the second
century, one indication of which was that the author lacked information of the apostolic
church’s theology and practices—a view in which the influence of the Dutch radical
critics can be observed.>® Jiilicher, however, in contrast to Overbeck, held that the
primary purpose of Acts was to give an edifying account of God’s power as displayed
through the disciples.?” He also believed that portions of the information narrated in Acts
possessed historical integrity, while other portions reflected the views of the author. This

is especially seen, according to Jiilicher, in the parallels of Peter and Paul, which provide

3% Gasque, History, 96. Gasque offers the caveat that despite the overt reign of Baur and the
Tiibingen School coming to its end, “certain basic assumptions of the Tiibingen reconstruction of early
Christianity had been assimilated by the dominant critical tradition” (96). Tendenzkritik certainly did not
simply disappear into the night. The tenets of what came to be referred to as German “critical orthodoxy”
continued to affirm the dichotomy between Jewish and Gentile Christianity as well as the negative
judgment regarding the historical veracity of the book of Acts (99-100).

35 See Weiss, Uber die Absicht und den literarischen Character der Apostelgeschichte; Jiilicher,
Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 259—70. There was, however, interest in the textual traditions of Acts
that gained in the latter part of the nineteenth century that carried into the twentieth until around the time of
World War II. In 1884 and 1885, Friedrich Blass produced his influential theory on the so-called Western
text of Acts (“Die Textiiberlieferung in der Apostelgeschichte,” 86—119; Acta apostolorum), which
challenged the view of Westcott and Hort (New Testament in the Original Greek, 122-26) that the Western
text is the result of a scribal copying process where scribes freely attempted to clarify the text with their
own interpolations. Rather, according to Blass, the Western text with its generally rougher and wordier
readings is the author’s first draft that he later revised into a second edition, which is reflected in the
Alexandrian tradition. His conclusions convinced a number of notable scholars, including Theodor Zahn
(Introduction to the New Testament, 3:8—41), Eberhard Nestle (Introduction to Textual Criticism, 224), F.
C. Conybeare (“Two Notes on Acts,” 36-42), and J. M. Wilson (Acts of the Apostles). Scholars continue to
debate over the relationship between the Western and Alexandrian texts of Acts, with questions of audience
and theology factoring heavily into the discussion. The need to address the question of the textual traditions
of Acts will arise later in this study in reference to matters of parallelism and the series of textual variants
surrounding the Apostolic Decree in Acts 15. Cf. Dawson, “Textual Traditions of Acts, 560—83.”

36 Gasque, History, 101.

37 Jiilicher, Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 264.
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a prime example that the author was interested in giving a more or less idealized
representation of the apostolic church for the edification of the author’s audience.3®

I have said little thus far regarding British scholarship on Acts in the nineteenth
century because, apart from the work of Richard Belward Rackham, with its foundations
in classical philology and Greco-Roman history, British scholars did not produce a
serious work regarding the use of parallelism in Acts nor were they greatly concerned
with literary-critical questions. This observation is not meant to degrade nineteenth-
century British scholarship on Acts in any way, for it was a time that saw important
progress in other critical questions by the pen of scholars such as J. B. Lightfoot, William
Kirk Hobart, A. C. Headlam, C. H. Turner, and William M. Ramsay, among others, many
of whom defended the historical veracity of Acts, an issue that is often treated on separate

terms than literary patterns and rhetorical aims.

Summary

The dominant views on the purpose of Acts changed over the course of the nineteenth
century from a conciliatory purpose with the Tiibingen School to an apologetic purpose
of various sorts and then finally to an edifying purpose. However, in Germany, unlike in
British scholarship, the late date of the composition of Acts was generally accepted even
by those who challenged the Tiibingen thesis, which contributed to a generally negative
view regarding the book’s historical veracity. Another important view held after the
Tibingen School’s decline was that Acts represented a Gentile Christianity and was

written to Gentile Christians. It is significant for the history of this development that

38 See Jiilicher, Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 263.
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Schneckenburger’s work, which did not possess the same views on the date and audience
of Acts as the Tiibingen School, never received much attention for its argument regarding
the purpose of Acts, especially since parallelism, one of Schneckenburger’s major points
of emphasis, continued to factor into others’ views on the purpose of Acts. It is also
noteworthy that observations regarding parallelism during the nineteenth century were
centered on typological comparisons between characters, mainly Peter and Paul, but also
Peter and Paul in relation to Jesus in the Gospel of Luke. As a result, there is no direct
relationship between the arguments made during this time and the passages that will
occupy the central focus of this study—namely, the Cornelius story, the Jerusalem
Council, and the accusation of Paul’s apostasy. Nevertheless, there is still a significant
stream of thought that needs to be traced forward, since the way parallelism has been
evaluated in Acts has developed over time and continues to be relevant to the question of

the purpose of Acts.

Twentieth-Century Scholarship
After the decline in German scholarship on Acts in the late nineteenth century, the early
twentieth century saw a resurgence of interest in a number of critical questions on Acts.
With this rekindled interest, many of the long-held views of critical orthodoxy, including
the date and historical reliability of Acts, were seriously challenged. Perhaps the most
significant blow to critical orthodoxy was levied by Adolf Harnack, who, despite
representing Lukan scholarship at the height of classical liberalism, made several
arguments on standard critical issues, including authorship, language features/style,

sources, and date of composition, that came to be the positions of the majority
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conservative views today.>® Harnack, writing three major works on the Third Gospel and
Acts in the early years of the twentieth century, made compelling arguments that the
author of the Third Gospel and Acts was the physician Luke, that the author was a
companion of the Apostle Paul in his missionary travels, that Acts was written sometime
around 62 CE, and that Luke was generally a good historian, despite his tendency to
accept the miraculous as factual—a view necessitated by Harnack’s own worldview.*
These views, especially the historical reliability of Acts, gained significant ground in the
early part of the twentieth century, as also seen in the works of Theodor Zahn and Alfred
Wikenhauser in Germany, as well as in the work of William Ramsay in England and
Charles Cutler Torrey in North America.*! With this shift, or what can be described as a
growing skepticism of the skeptics of Acts, the question of the relationship between the
purpose of Acts and its use of parallelism was staged for fresh reconsideration.

While some, such as Jiilicher as discussed above, addressed the question of the
purpose of Acts at the end of the nineteenth century, the next influential scholar who
treated this question with respect to the literary character of Acts did not make his way
onto the scholarly stage until around the 1920s, this scholar being Martin Dibelius.
Interestingly, in addition to this, a largely independent stream in North American
scholarship that addressed similar questions of purpose and literary composition can also
be observed occurring around this same time, namely in the scholarship of Henry J.

Cadbury. However, in both streams, the role of parallelism did not re-emerge as an

39 See Dawson, “Adolf Harnack.”

40 See Harnack, Lukas der Arzt (ET: Luke the Physician); Harnack, Die Apostelgeschichte (ET:
Acts of the Apostles); Harnack, Neue Untersuchungen zur Apostelgeschichte (ET: Date of the Acts).

41 See Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, 3:142—64; Zahn, Die Apostelgeschichte des
Lukas; Wikenhauser, Die Apostelgeschichte; Ramsay, Bearing on Recent Discovery, 79—139, 199-208;
Torrey, Composition and Date of Acts.
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important component until later in the twentieth century, which would also see a shift in
its place in other critical methods where the rhetorical aims of Acts no longer occupied
the concerns of analysis (e.g., narrative criticism). In what follows, I will discuss only
one narrow stream that does not guarantee representation of the whole. My focus is on
traditions that have come to influence views that relate to the present question of the role
of parallelism in the purpose of Acts.

Since the work of Dibelius and Cadbury—perhaps the twentieth century’s two
most influential scholars on Acts in Germany and North America, respectively—scholars
have become increasingly interested in the literary creativity of Luke’s two-volume work.
While both Dibelius and Cadbury worked within and contributed to the established
historical-critical paradigms of their day, their works resulted in directing Lukan
scholarship down separate, yet in some ways complementary, roads of inquiry regarding
Luke’s literary purpose. For the sake of discussing scholars in the most logical order, I
will begin with Cadbury before moving on to Dibelius.

Cadbury intentionally differentiated his work from other forms of historical
criticism; instead of being primarily occupied with the subject matter of what the author
presents—that is, with the historical people and events behind the text—he was
concerned with the author and the historical environment from which the text emerged.
This is made clear at the outset of Cadbury’s monumental monograph The Making of
Luke—Acts: “The present study does not aim to deal as such with the events narrated by
this writer, but with an event of greater significance than many which he records—the

making of the work itself.”*> Cadbury assigns such high value to the event of

42 Cadbury, Making of Luke-Acts, 3.
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composition because he believes that “every historical writing supplies information of
two kinds: what the author tells of the past and what he unconsciously reveals of the
present.”* His approach is also characterized by the presupposition that “even history
may be colored by propaganda, polemic or apologetic. . . . Even the most objective of
narratives often conceals beneath it a real purpose.”** Thus, Cadbury does not seek to
answer what the text of Luke—Acts is about in a historiographical sense (i.e., the details
and trustworthiness of the historical events recounted) but to answer what the text is
really about—its social message, its purpose, its reason for being written.

The fourth part of Cadbury’s classic monograph addresses the purpose of the
author in particular.*> For present matters, it is important to note that Cadbury does not
consider the Cornelius episode in detail nor the sections of Acts that house the contents of
the Apostolic Decree, but he does make the important point that “different parts of the
whole work might suggest or facilitate different objects, and the author’s purpose might
change as the work progresse[s].”*® While it would have greatly and impractically
extended his work to account for each object of Luke’s concern, Cadbury still expresses
his opinion about Luke’s broad aims: Luke intended to show the legitimacy of
Christianity from both Jewish and Gentile perspectives. Apologetically, this took the
form of a defense against Christianity’s violation of Roman law as an unlicensed religion

on the one hand, and a defense against the Jewish criticism of Christianity’s apostasy

43 Cadbury, Making of Luke—Acts, 4. However, what the author reveals of the present does not
necessarily have to be unconscious to the author. In fact, as Cadbury goes on to explain, historical writing
is often pointed to making some claim about the present, and so the revelation of present matters in the
treatment of past events can coincide with the author’s conscious purpose.

4 Cadbury, Making of Luke—Acts, 15.

45 See Dawson, “Henry J. Cadbury,” 185-86.

46 Cadbury, Making of Luke—Acts, 302. However, he remarks that the twice-told tale of Cornelius
should not be overlooked for its complicated set of visions (305).
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from Moses on the other, all the while demonstrating that the events recounted, meant in
part to convey historical information, were all pervaded by divine guidance.*’ Indeed,
Cadbury left the door wide open to explore other objects of Luke’s purpose and to nuance
the views he expresses in greater detail.

Dibelius, by comparison, made his own lasting mark on Lukan scholarship with
his well-known style criticism (Stilkritik)*® as exemplified in his Studies in the Acts of the
Apostles. Concerning questions of the historical and literary character of Acts, Dibelius
writes,

I have intentionally not considered whether all these stories are authentic or not;

for, in placing the stories according to the different types . . . we are assessing

only the story-teller’s method of writing and not the authenticity of what he
relates. . . . The Acts of the Apostles[’] historical reliability varies in the different
sections. . . . All these questions can be resolved only after the style-criticism has
been carried out; any premature solution of the problems will do more than
endanger the integrity of the style-critical method; it will obscure our
understanding of the stories themselves. Intrinsically these stories are far removed
from the problems of historiography, and it is only when we begin to look away
from the questions which have been raised in connection with them that we learn
to listen to what the story-tellers have to say to us.*

Dibelius, as shown here, is in search of “higher historical truths” that Luke articulated

through the enrichment of his sources.’® He characterizes Luke as a literary historian in

the sense that Luke emphasizes what is significant and develops it by means of

elaboration, such as through speeches and repetition that contain differences in details.!

47 Cadbury, Making of Luke—Acts, 303—16.

8 Dibelius’s use of the term “style” is not synonymous with its use in stylistics, though they do
share the common feature of examining texts in terms of their literariness. Distinctions between uses of the
term “style” will be made plain by means of the definitions that follow below.

4 Dibelius, Studies in the Acts, 25.

30 See Dibelius, Studies in the Acts, 122.

31 Dibelius, Studies in the Acts, 110. Dibelius believes that Peter’s speech in Acts 10 is too long to
belong to the simple legend underlying this episode and is therefore an addition by the author. He also
notes the discrepancy in Acts 10:44 and 11:15, where the Holy Spirit is manifested at the end of Peter’s
speech in the former, but just as he began speaking in the latter.
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According to Stephen G. Wilson, Dibelius did more than any other scholar before him to
illuminate the problems and significance of the Cornelius episode of Acts 10:1—11:18,%2
and this can serve as a prime example of Dibelius’s influence on Lukan scholarship.
Dibelius attempts to recover the form of the narrative that lies behind Luke’s stylized
narration of the Cornelius episode and determines that it derives from a simple legend of
a centurion’s conversion.> Dibelius’s application of his style criticism, which displays
many of the same features as his form-critical method,** leads him to conclude that Luke
is promoting a principle with the Cornelius episode that prepares the way for its use in
Acts 15. This is “the idea that the incorporating of the Gentiles into the Church without
subjecting them to the law originated neither with Paul, nor with Peter, but with God.”>?

While scholars have identified serious weaknesses in Dibelius’s interpretation of this

episode, particularly with reference to his misunderstanding of the visions,*® Dibelius

2 Wilson, Gentiles, 172.

33 Dibelius, Studies in the Acts, 120.

54 Dibelius states that it was obvious that the same method, form criticism, should be applied to the
book of Acts so that, in the same way as the Gospels, the traditions underlying the book could be
discovered. However, he recognizes that the nature of Acts is not immediately clear, including its literary
form(s). He claims that Acts is of a unique literary form in the New Testament: “As far as type goes,
however, both these works by the same author do not belong to the same class. This is due in part to Luke
using a much higher standard of writing than in his Gospel. Acts also has a “greater depth of original
composition” (Studies in the Acts, 2). However, he qualifies his approach a little later on: “In Acts we are
not at all entitled to presuppose the same state of affairs which prompted the examination of the Gospels
from the ‘Formgeschichte’ point of view; the fact that authors preserve the forms created by tradition. For
we have yet to consider whether the author of Acts had any such tradition at his disposal. So we cannot, in
the first place, consider this work from the aspect of ‘Formgeschichte,” but only from that of its style” (3—
4). After Dibelius says what he has to say to qualify his method, what one finds is a very similar approach
as is found in his other form-critical works, with the author of Acts making use of anecdotes, tales, and
especially legends, though myths and paradigms are not found in his sources.

33 Dibelius, Studies in the Acts, 122. Cf. Wilson, Gentiles, 174.

5 Dibelius believes that the author of Acts had greatly embellished the Cornelius story, adding
Peter’s speeches as well as Peter’s vision to what was only a simple legend. Dibelius believes that Peter’s
vision may have been an experience of Peter’s, but of a later time when the food question became fiercer.
Dibelius thus believes that Luke has extended the meaning of this vision from its original meaning, which
only pertained to eating with Gentiles, to its figurative understanding of animals representing the Gentiles
(Studies in the Acts, 111-12). Wilson explains, however, that Dibelius, in his attempt to strip the Cornelius
story down closer to its original compact size, overlooks the nature of visions, which attempt to teach
something that often does not pertain to the same content to which they refer (Gentiles, 174). This point
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recognizes that the author of Acts was attempting to articulate a theological message by
means of the structuring of his literary work.

The works of Cadbury and Dibelius are both precursors to redaction criticism, the
method that would take up the mantle of describing Luke’s literary and theological aims.
First in Lukan studies, Hans Conzelmann’s Habilitationsschrift, Die Mitte der Zeit, goes
beyond the German form critics to explain the composition of Luke—Acts in accordance
with the author’s message.’” Conzelmann argues that Luke’s conception of salvation
history conditions the way he edits his sources to address the pastoral needs of his
community that was dealing with the delayed Parousia.

Following immediately on the heels of Conzelmann’s work, Ernst Haenchen
produced his commentary on the book of Acts, which was a much more exhaustive
redaction-critical treatment of Luke’s second volume.>® In this commentary, typical of
redaction critics of the time, Haenchen shows great interest in the theology of the author.
Significant to Haenchen’s approach, however, is the extension of the redaction-critical
aims of abstracting theology from the “editorial alterations of the traditions” by adding to
this analysis “the process by which the authors combined the traditions into a holistic
work.”? In Haenchen’s estimation, the purpose of the holistic work of Acts was to edify
its readers by changing history into stories.®® Regarding the author’s method of

accomplishing this, he writes, “For [Luke], a narration should not describe an event with

will be revisited below. Moreover, there are other features of this vision that Dibelius does not understand,
including its relation to Jewish apocalyptic visionary literature, which I will discuss in chapter 4.

57 Conzelmann, Die Mitte der Zeit (ET: Theology of St. Luke).

58 Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte (ET: Acts of the Apostles).

9 Osborne, “Redaction Criticism,” 199-200. Cf. So, “Ernst Haenchen,” 312. Elsewhere Haenchen
judges that Redaktionsgeschichte “history of editing” did not capture the extent of his method, and thus
titles his approach Kompositionsgeschichte “history of composition,” which gave more appropriate credit to
the author (Weg Jesu, 24).

0 Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 103.
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the precision of a police report, but must make the listener or reader aware of the inner
significance of what happened, and impress upon him, unforgettably, the truth of the
power of God made manifest in it.”®! One technique Luke uses to make such impressions
on his reader, according to Haenchen, is repetition. Thus, it is here that parallelism re-
emerges in German scholarship as an important literary feature related to the author’s
purpose, but not in the limited sense it had among nineteenth-century scholars, where it
referred only to the similar events and actions related to major comparable entities such
as Peter and Paul but rather in an extended sense that involves other patterns of repeated
content that when compared side-by-side suggest additional meanings as a result of their
literary function. Haenchen makes numerous statements akin to the following: “This
technique of repetition is one to which Luke always resorts when he wants to impress
something specially upon the reader.”®? This quotation, in particular, refers to Luke’s use
of repetition in describing Cornelius in Acts 10:1-8; the meaning taken from this is that
“the community does not accept just any Gentile, but only Gentiles of such piety that
even a Jew must approve.”® Similarly, in Acts 21:25, where James repeats the Apostolic
Decree when speaking to Paul, Haenchen explains, “Formally these words are directed to
Paul, but in reality they are designed for the instruction of the reader.”** However,
Haenchen makes no attempt to explain Luke’s reason for instructing his readers at this
stage in the narrative. In this lies the deficiency in Haenchen’s work; in the effort to
assign a purpose to the whole book of Acts, Haenchen obscures the ability of such a work

to address multiple matters of concern, and so Luke’s common technique of repetition as

61 Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 110.
62 Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 357.
63 Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 358.
%4 Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 610.
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a device to impress ideas on readers is overgeneralized to the work’s overarching aim to
edify its readers.

The influence of Haenchen’s commentary on Acts is evident in Conzelmann’s
own commentary that was published a few years later. Regarding the repetitions found in
the Cornelius episode and the Jerusalem Council, Conzelmann states, “In general, all
passages in this chapter [i.e., Acts 10] which elevate the singular story into one of
principle may be assigned to Luke. . . . Chapter 11 applies the individual case to the
whole of the church . . . and then sets forth a general principle; this in turn prepares for
chapter 15. ... What is left as a source is a conversion legend in edifying style.”® Then,
regarding the repetition of the Apostolic Decree in Acts 21:25, Conzelmann echoes
Haenchen’s view that it is meant to benefit the reader, but again, no clarification of how
or why is given.5°

The influence of redaction criticism was widespread and long-lasting in Lukan
studies. Practitioners of redaction criticism, and those who drank deeply from its well,
continued to observe Luke’s aim as a writer addressing the needs of his community well
into the late twentieth century. Two additional scholars who have contributed to this field
of study are Stephen G. Wilson and Philip Francis Esler. Their respective interpretations
of the significance of the passages under consideration in this study are indicative of the
widening diversification of opinion in the literature. Wilson expresses the following
view:

No other narrative in Acts is given quite such epic treatment as the Cornelius

episode. Not only is it dealt with in chs. 10—11, but ch. 15 repeats the whole

narrative again in a shortened form. Sheer length and repetition are Luke’s way of
impressing upon his readers the immense significance which this event had for

65 Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles, 80.
%6 Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles, 181.
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him. It is for Luke the test-case par excellence for the admission of the Gentiles
into the Church.®’

Though not self-ascribed as a redactional analysis, Wilson’s work heavily relies on
Conzelmann’s and Haenchen’s insights. For example, following Conzelmann, Haenchen,
and Dibelius, Wilson generally accepts the view that Luke’s source for the Cornelius
episode was only a kernel of what he turned it into. Wilson, however, does express some
views that diverge from his predecessors. Peter’s vision, for instance, according to
Dibelius, derived from another source and was originally about table fellowship. Luke
thus takes this source and makes it about the Gentile mission.%® Wilson departs from
Dibelius and others at this point, claiming that they have failed to grasp the significance
of visions: “A vision which is aimed at teaching something does not necessarily have the
same content as the problem to which it refers.”® Thus, Wilson believes the vision was
meant to address the issue of clean and unclean people, and this is leveraged for Luke’s
purpose to show that the Gentile mission was from the beginning a work of God rather
than of people.”®

Wilson is also concerned with evaluating the historical veracity of Acts, which
heavily contributes to his conclusions about Luke’s methods for addressing his
audience’s needs. In his discussion of the Jerusalem Council, for example, Wilson argues
that it “is of central importance both for Luke’s attitude to the Gentiles and for assessing

his reliability as a historian.”’! His argument runs along the lines of critiquing Luke as an

7 Wilson, Gentiles, 177.

%8 See Dibelius, Studies in the Acts, 111-12, who thinks that the original context for Peter’s vision
was the Antioch controversy.

% Wilson, Gentiles, 174.

70 Wilson, Gentiles, 177.

"I Wilson, Gentiles, 178.
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unreliable historian in the effort to demonstrate that the details of the Jerusalem Council
are tenuous and its relationship to Gal 2 irreconcilable, and this is then used to support his
argument that Luke was primarily concerned with comforting his audience by
establishing the Gentile mission as the reason for the delay in the Parousia—the problem
the Lukan community was facing.”? Further, and contrary to those discussed above,
Wilson explains James’s reiteration of the Apostolic Decree’s abstentions in Acts 21:25
as an internal inconsistency. This is because James communicates the abstentions to Paul
as if he were ignorant of them, and “we cannot imagine that Luke would allow Paul to be
told of the decree twice for the first time.””® Therefore, instead of understanding this
repetition as being directed towards the readers, Wilson believes this instance is simply a
historical blunder on Luke’s part. Thus, in contrast to the redaction critics on whom
Wilson relies, there is a clear departure in his work from perceiving literary significance
in repetition. This was an unfortunate development, but it has not gone unchallenged.
Esler serves as an appropriate foil to Wilson in the later redactional analyses of
Luke—Acts. Less concerned with Luke’s theology than his social and political
motivations, Esler labels his method a socio-redaction criticism. In practice, however, it
1s much more social than redactional as it is predisposed to the ideological notion of
legitimation as conceived by social constructivists Peter L. Berger and Thomas
Luckmann, as well as the influence of the social sciences in New Testament studies.’*
Esler argues that the conversion of Cornelius and the Apostolic Council serve a specific

legitimating purpose in Acts that is frequently misinterpreted and underestimated for their

2 Wilson, Gentiles, 178-95.
3 Wilson, Gentiles, 190.
74 Esler, Community and Gospel, 16-23; cf. Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction of Reality.
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significance by Lukan scholars. In fact, the first statement Esler makes about the
conversion of Cornelius is that Stephen Wilson “wrongly assert[s] that Peter deduces
from this vision, or interprets it to mean, that God has also cleansed the Gentiles, thereby
allowing Jewish fellowship with them, as announced in Acts 10.28.”7° Rather, the Holy
Spirit directs Peter downstairs, where he is to meet his guests who will take him to
Cornelius. The vision for Peter, then, serves as a comfort knowing that he is going to
spend time in the home of a Gentile, which will entail eating unclean meat. Peter is thus
reassured that God has cleansed anything that will be put before him.”® This view
challenges Wilson’s argument that Luke’s vision is about the Gentile mission, arguing in
its place that Luke’s vision is about exactly what it reports—a divine declaration of all
meat made clean. This made table fellowship between Jews and Gentiles possible, which,
in Esler’s view, is the primary concern of the Cornelius episode, as well as the Jerusalem
Council meeting.
Regarding the Jerusalem Council, it is useful to quote Esler at some length:
The question of table-fellowship between Jew and Gentile is not explicitly raised
in Acts 15, but its presence is everywhere implied. We may confidently assume
that Luke would have intended his readers to understand that what prompted the
teaching by the Judeans in Acts 15.1 of the need for circumcision of Gentiles was
simply the fact that they were sitting around the same table, for the eucharist
especially, with Jews. This would have raised their Jewish hackles for the reasons
we have already identified, especially if, as seems very likely, they too were
Pharisees (15.5) or influenced by them and had accepted a much more zealous
attitude to questions of purity. Circumcision was not something pressed upon
Gentile Christians for some abstract theological reasons; it was seen as a remedy
for a situation involving grievous risk to the continued existence of the Jewish
people. Similarly, in the references to the Cornelius story made by James and
Peter the reader of Acts can hardly fail to remember that the essential element of

that story was not the broad notion that God had authorized the mission to the
Gentiles, but the far more particular idea that what had received divine

75 Esler, Community and Gospel, 94.
76 Esler, Community and Gospel, 94-95.
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endorsement was Jewish—Gentile table-fellowship in the Christian communities.
This theme is very apparent in the four prohibitions.”’

Esler, however, can only be partially correct in his view regarding table fellowship
because his response to Wilson results in a false dichotomy. The legitimation of Jew-
Gentile table fellowship does not preclude additional theological meaning of Peter’s
vision. In fact, it creates the social conditions by which the theological belief of the
Gentile mission can be realized. Thus, his emphasis on the social and political
motivations of Luke’s message makes his assessment of Luke’s theology out to be too
reactionary. There are, in fact, elements of Luke’s theology that Esler misses due in part
to his method’s inability to evaluate repetition—hence his silence on James’s reiteration
of the abstentions in Acts 21:25—and also due to not considering key religious texts
outside of the Old Testament canon as theologically significant to Luke’s stance towards
table fellowship and the Mosaic law. Like many others, Esler interprets the four
prohibitions as deriving directly from Lev 17-18 as the rules governing sojourners’
conduct in Israel. No mention, however, is made of the Book of Dreams in 1 En. 83-90 or
the book of Jubilees, both of which share significant intertextual relations with the
Cornelius episode and the Apostolic Decree, respectively.”® The significance of these
connections will be discussed in detail later in this study as they relate to the Cornelius
episode and the Apostolic Decree, and this will bring Luke’s message into sharper

focus.”

7 Esler, Community and Gospel, 98-99.

8 See Bauckham, “Missions of James, Peter, and Paul,” 106; Hanneken, “Moses Has His
Interpreters,” 686—706.

7 But see Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees in Dialogue,” 9-40, where I have already brought
the significance of one of these connections to light.
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While differing in several respects, a common characteristic of these last two
scholars, Wilson and Esler, is the shift away from consideration of literary features in
Acts as they relate to Luke’s purpose. As a result, it would seem that the significance of
repetition for those concerned with the contextual factors motivating the shape of Luke’s
composition had receded by around 1980.3° If we are to recover the significance of this
textual feature in light of the other advances in scholarship on Acts, we need to turn away
from the stream of scholarship that has been so heavily influenced by redaction criticism
to other literary-critical approaches such as those influenced by narratology.

Robert C. Tannehill, with his two-volume Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts (1986—
1990), made a major effort to describe the literary character of Luke—Acts as a unified
work. Tannehill observes numerous features that function to achieve literary unity within
Luke’s two-volume work.?! In his analysis, Tannehill makes use of a concept called
“echo-effect,” whereby themes are “developed, dropped, then presented again.”®? He
finds significance in this device, which embodies the notion that “characters and actions
may echo characters and actions in another part of the story, as well as characters and
actions of the scriptural story which preceded Luke—Acts,” and “these connections

provide internal commentary on the story, clarifying meanings and suggesting additional

80 One notable exception is Charles H. Talbert, who, in his 1974 monograph Literary Patterns,
Theological Themes and the Genre of Luke—Acts, seeks to explain the often-misunderstood binary patterns
in the composition of Luke—Acts, including its use of parallelism and chiastic structures. He combines two
methodological approaches. The first of these is his so-called “architectural analysis,” a literary approach
adapted from classical studies, and the second is redaction criticism, which provides a theological lens that
reveals the author’s theological response to his own historical situation. These approaches, according to
Talbert, are complementary because whereas architectural analysis focuses on formal and aesthetic
features, redaction criticism focuses on editorial activity (i.e., content), and it is crucial to account for the
relationship between form and content, since parallels have the literary potential to function for theological
ends.

81 Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts. This work was the extension of an initial article that
made use of “echo-effect” in Acts (see Tannehill, “Composition of Acts 3-5,” 185-219).

82 Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts, 1:3.
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nuances.”®? This concept relates to the literary-critical notion of redundancy, where
redundancy is understood as the recurrence of elements in a text that disambiguates
meaning and eliminates (mis)interpretations.®* Applying this principle in the analysis of
repeated features of a text is useful for interpreting New Testament narrative texts for at
least two reasons. First, redundancy, or echo-effect, has proven useful in linguistic
models for literature that focus on realistic narrative.®> This credential is especially
promising for studying Luke—Acts due to Luke’s two-volume work conforming to the
literary conventions of Greco-Roman historiography, where historical veracity was of
paramount importance; it thus meets the criterion of being realistic.®¢ Second, Tannehill’s
use of the concept reveals the need for going outside the text itself to recover
redundancies that reside in a text’s background. Although Tannehill refers specifically to
the story of Scripture as the background of Luke’s work and is therefore exclusively
concerned with intra-canonical connections, he shows how echo-effect and redundancy
correspond to intertextuality.

Several other works followed Tannehill’s in the 1990s in the investigation of the
literary character of Luke—Acts, many of them emphasizing Luke’s use of repetition as a
means of describing matters of plot. In his narratological study of Luke—Acts, William S.
Kurz explains that Luke’s well-known techniques of repetition relate to the plotting of his

narrative.3” He then goes on to explain that the multiple retellings of Saul’s call in Acts 9,

8 Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts, 1:3.

8 Suleiman, “Redundancy,” 120.

85 See Suleiman, “Redundancy,” 122.

86 While some scholars classify the book of Acts as a work of fiction, Luke’s concern with
historicity has long been considered a distinguishing feature of his books by numerous scholars, though this
does not preclude his role as narrator and the literary liberties this entails. On the historical veracity of
Luke’s writing, see esp. Hemer, Book of Acts.

87 Kurz, Reading Luke—Acts, 26.
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22, and 26, notorious for their discrepancies in detail, function within the plot to provide
“increasingly retrospective personal flashbacks by Paul to emphasize this centrally
important event and to show its further implications in the account of Paul’s work and the
spread of the word in Acts.”® Several other scholars have explained Paul’s conversion
accounts in Acts using the principles from narratology. Ronald D. Witherup, for example,
claims that this redundancy scheme functions “to sharpen the portrayal of Paul as a
witness and to dramatically propel forward the story of the church’s outreach to the
Gentile world.”® In an article that bears more immediate relevance to the topic of this
study, Witherup, using the same methodology as in his previous article, analyzes the
“functional redundancy” of the Cornelius episode in Acts 10:1—11:18 in which he comes
to a similar kind of generalized conclusion: the redundancy moves the plot along, assists
in building suspense, utilizes characterization at the service of the plot, and intertwines
the themes of “conversion, hospitality and table fellowship, word and deed, witness, and

acceptance of the Gentiles into a coherent whole.”*°

Summary

With this historical sketch now brought up to the end of the twentieth century, a number
of observations can be made about how literary inquiry into the book of Acts changed
over the course of this century. In German scholarship, critical orthodoxy and its
characteristic views about the late date of Acts were not only rejected by most British and

American scholars of the early twentieth century but were also challenged especially by

8 Kurz, Reading Luke—Acts, 27.
8 Witherup, “Functional Redundancy,” 83.
%0 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 64—65.
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the classical liberal scholar Harnack, who placed the date of Acts prior to 70 CE. As a
result, it became more difficult to assume without justification that Acts reflects
Christianity at a later stage when it had supposedly lost touch with its Jewish heritage and
when the Jew-Gentile conflict was a thing of the past. Questions regarding the literary
character of Acts did not see an increase in German scholarship until the work of
Dibelius, and the relationship between the use of parallelism and the purpose of the
author did not receive serious attention again until the work of Haenchen. An
independent stream of American scholarship also contributed to the understanding of
Luke’s aim from a literary and historical-critical perspective, and these streams would
coalesce as redaction criticism came to influence English scholarship, as seen in the
works of Wilson and Esler. However, the significance of the use of parallelism in Acts
lost much of the emphasis it once had in the search of the author’s purpose. It only later
re-emerged in the 1980s in a new light as literary-critical studies surged in New
Testament studies, except it was no longer interpreted with respect to the author’s main
purpose, whether conciliatory, apologetic, edifying, or the rest.

Despite the loss of connection between parallelism and purpose that took place in
the twentieth century, an important development still occurred with the notion of
parallelism. It came to be extended beyond the typological approach that looked to
mirroring events, behaviors, and experiences of two comparable characters, such as Peter
and Paul, to refer to other kinds of patterned repetition in (Luke—)Acts. This development
is of vital importance to this study, since parallelism, defined in this way, is here
reconceived within a modern linguistic theory that can address the relationship of

parallelism and the purpose of Acts afresh. However, before I move on to this task, there
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are a couple of recent developments from the last twenty years in Acts scholarship that

need to be considered.

Twenty-First Century Scholarship

It is not uncommon to find studies that still draw heavily on narratology. Another recent
narratological interpretation of Paul’s thrice-narrated conversion is provided by Daniel
Marguerat, who sees these re-compositions as playing a key rhetorical role in the
discourse: “Acts 9 emphasizes ecclesial mediation; Acts 22 Saul’s Jewishness; Acts 26
the legitimation of the Gentiles.”®! Within the plot, Marguerat observes that the narrative
arc established from Acts 9 to 26 encompasses the history of the Gentile mission, and so
the conversion of Paul functions as the “hermeneutical key when he narrates the
expansion of the Church outside Judaism, on the one hand to point out the origin of this
movement (Acts 9), and on the other hand in order to reread it theologically (Acts 22;
26).792

While narratological studies have made valuable observations about Luke’s use of
repetition, the conclusions made about this technique, as seen in the works of Tannehill,
Kurz, Witherup, and Marguerat more recently, tend to be generalized and in the service
of story for its own sake. This is the limitation of these studies for the question of Luke’s
literary functionality—that is, the social task it is meant to accomplish—in the
community for which it was composed, which leaves the state of current research
wanting for a means of bringing Luke’s literary creativity into the light of the social

purposes for which they were meant.

1 Marguerat, First Christian Historian, 203.
92 Marguerat, First Christian Historian, 203.
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There has been one major study in Todd Klutz’s so-called “sociostylistic reading”
of the exorcism stories in Luke—Acts, a revision of his doctoral thesis published in 2004,
which moves the discussion of repetition beyond the limitations of narratological
approaches by conceiving of repetition within a modern linguistic theory of literary
analysis.”? In this study, Klutz applies a stylistic analysis situated within a systemic-
functional linguistic model. He chooses to add the prefix “socio” to “stylistic” because
his goal is to build an effective interface between literary-critical and historical-critical
methods in which the literary features, as they are mediated through the linguistic
potential of the language, can be demonstrated to reflect their situational contexts.”* One
of the primary features Klutz discusses in each section of his analysis is the use of
repetition, but repetition is not limited as a literary technique but is extended and defined
linguistically as the reiteration of lexemes and grammatical structures, which in turn
contributes to the phenomenon of foregrounding.®® This is a significant step in the right
direction, and I will attempt to show that the most promising way forward is to come to
the question of Luke’s literary purpose with the advances in modern linguistics in the
study of literature—that is, with the linguistic discipline of stylistics. Such an approach
can account more precisely for the functionality of literary features in the book of Acts,
as they will be linguistically defined rather than conceptually defined through literary

categories such as plot, characterization, point of view, and the like.?® This study will also

9 Klutz, Exorcism Stories in Luke—Acts.

% Klutz, Exorcism Stories in Luke—Acts, 15.

95 Klutz, Exorcism Stories in Luke—Acts, 33.

% This is not to denigrate the interpretative value of literary-critical concepts, but rather to
recognize that literary creativity is accomplished through language use and thus can be described more
robustly when analysis consists of well-defined descriptions of language patterns from an established
linguistic theory, which is often missing in many literary-critical approaches. Making this point, Fowler
states, “It is not realistic to assume that all the general premises and values of literary criticism can be
maintained intact while linguistic analysis is borrowed and incorporated as an efficient methodological aid.
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emphasize that the more important goal of writing narrative is not to give an account
history for its own sake or to tell a story for the delight of the reader, but to construe

events in accordance with social values that address current issues in a community.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I have discussed the history of scholarship of Acts as it pertains to the
relationship between the book’s purpose and the role of parallelism in accomplishing that
purpose. The notion of parallelism has changed over time in how it has been conceived
and evaluated in the book of Acts. For most of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
parallelism was conceived principally in typological terms. Only relatively recently has
parallelism come to be used roughly synonymously with repetition, where other literary
features have been brought into view. It has been only within the last fifteen years or so,
however, that parallelism/repetition has been defined in terms of a modern linguistic
approach to literature, and this promises much potential insight into the book of Acts as a
means of assessing the author’s literary creativity as a functional means of articulating a
message to his audience.

In the next chapter, I will develop a theory and model that is able to account for
parallelism in the book of Acts. This model will then be used to analyze the set of texts
indicated above. This analysis will then make up the bulk of this study. Since the
linguistic approach taken in this study models a framework by which textual and

contextual features are co-dependent for meaning, the final chapter of this study will

For a start, many of the assumptions with which literary critics work are poorly defined, even mysterious . .
. Many can be improved by illuminating them with the insights derived from a rich enough linguistic
theory” (Linguistic Criticism, 10).
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assess the particular message of Acts clarified in the analysis for the situational context it
most likely addresses. As a result, the conclusion of this study will make a fresh
contribution to the understanding of parallelism in the book of Acts that calls into
question whether scholars have followed the right voices and assumptions since the rise

of modern criticism.



CHAPTER 2:
LINGUISTIC STYLISTICS: THEORY, MODEL, AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction
In this chapter, I will describe stylistics as a theoretical approach to language and develop
a model by which its theories and concepts can be mediated through a particular
linguistic framework. This model will be adapted largely from Ruqaiya Hasan’s social
semiotic stylistics/verbal art model. However, it will be supplemented with elements
from Roger Fowler’s critical linguistics approach as well as Jay L. Lemke’s model for
intertextual thematic analysis. Given that all of these theorists share a common linguistic
perspective,! the model presented here will be fully compatible with and oriented to the
framework of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL). Following the theoretical matters, I
will describe the linguistic stylistics model and the method by which it is to be employed
in this study, including its various linguistic components specifically modeled for the
Greek of the New Testament. This method will then, in turn, be applied over the course

of the next four chapters to the selected passages from the book of Acts.

! Whereas Roger Fowler’s earlier work contained elements of Chomskyan generative grammar
(cf. Fowler, Literature and Social Discourse; Fowler, Linguistics and the Novel), these do not appear to be
as informative for Fowler’s later work, where he can even be seen critiquing Chomsky’s notions of the
“ideal speaker-hearer” and “linguistic competence” based on the notion of register as developed within
Hallidayan functional grammar (Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 52). His volume Linguistic Criticism is, in
fact, based on a simplified presentation of Hallidayan functional grammar.

35
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Stylistics: Theory and Main Concepts
Stylistics is a subfield of linguistics concerned with the systematic analysis of style in
literature,?> where analyzing style “means looking systematically at the formal features of
a text and determining their functional significance for the interpretation of the text in
question.” This general definition, which could be an accurate description for a variety
of models of discourse analysis, carries with it a theory of the role style plays in language
use, including the way style—understood broadly as meaningful patternings of
language—is used in specific genres as well as in the language of individual language
users. Adding to this definition, the Finnish linguist N. Enkvist provides a
complementary definition of style as “situationally conditioned choice.” As Todd Klutz
clarifies, “a key presupposition of [Enkvist’s] definition is that the formal and semantic
properties of texts are powerfully conditioned by situational and other linguistic factors in
the environment(s) of textual production and reception.” As defined here, stylistics is
concerned with the patterns or structures of linguistic choices that are constrained by the
factors at work in a text’s social context. As a result, in one of the only monographs in
New Testament studies to employ a stylistic method, Klutz prefers to use the term

“sociostylistics” to emphasize the strong contextualist approach of his study.® In this way,

2 Crystal and Davy, Investigating English Style, 9; Leech, Language in Literature, 54. Stylistics is
a term that goes by several other names, including literary linguistics, literary stylistics, linguistic stylistics,
linguistic criticism, and poetics, among others.

3 Jeffries and MclIntyre, Stylistics, 1. Cf. Wales, Dictionary of Stylistics, 438.

4 Enkvist, “What Ever Happened to Stylistics,” 15. This is slightly more specific than Zoltan
Szabd’s definition of style as “contextually conditioned variation,” since the context of situation is a kind of
context that can be differentiated from others, such as the broader, more abstract notion of the context of
culture (“Text and Style,” 485). Cf. Klutz, Exorcism Stories in Luke—Acts, 15-16.

3 Klutz, Exorcism Stories in Luke—Acts, 16. Cf. Enkvist, “What Ever Happened to Stylistics,” 12—
15.

6 Klutz, Exorcism Stories in Luke—Acts, 16.
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his approach contrasts with other forms of stylistic analysis,” including the purely
aesthetic orientation from the earlier stages of its development.®

Stylistics has its roots in the Russian formalist literary school (1915-1923) and
the Prague School of Linguistics (1926—1948), though the study of style goes as far back
as ancient rhetoric and poetics. The Russian formalists were concerned with the
distinguishing features of literary (i.e., poetic) language, assuming that there exists a
formal distinction to be made between literary language and the language of everyday,
ordinary, non-poetic interaction. This assumption guided Russian formalists such as
Victor Shklovsky, Boris Tomashevsky, and others to conclude that the distinguishing
feature of literary language is the potential for causing readers to perceive certain
linguistic choices and structures with greater awareness.’ This feature, which became
foundational for stylistics, is referred to as defamiliarization.'® Defamiliarization, from
the Russian ostranenie, means to “make strange,” which captures the idea that to the
Russian formalists this meant that the point of all literature is to artistically use language
in such a way to make it seem different from some expected norm, the result of which is

a new perspective for the reader on the topic of the text.!!

7 Stylometrics, for example, is another form of stylistic analysis that is quantitatively driven and is
not concerned with contextual constraints.

8 The emphasis on the aesthetic function of language is a trait of the formalism out of which
stylistics developed, along with other literary theories as represented, for example, in the New Criticism.
This approach to the language of literature is concerned only with the internal structures of language and
the intrinsic qualities they hold irrespective of their social context, authorial intention, or other historical
factors related to the composition of the work. See Fish, Is There a Text in This Class? 69—71; Eagleton,
Literary Theory, 92. 1 will discuss these and related issues more below.

? See Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-Based Foregrounding, 51.

19 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 1-2. Some of the key proponents of Russian formalism were
Roman Jakobson, Victor Shklovsky, and Boris Tomashevsky, among many others.

11 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 2.
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Developments reached a new stage with the Prague structuralists Jan Mukatovsky
and Bahuslav Havranek in the 1930s and then by the contributions of Roman Jakobson,
where the linguistic means by which defamiliarization occurs was thought to be
foregrounding.'? Foregrounding, as conceived in stylistics, is a metaphorized extension
of its use in the visual arts whereby some element is brought to the fore in such a way
that it stands out against its background: “Essentially, foregrounding theory suggests that
in any text some sounds, words, phrases and/or clauses may be so different from what
surrounds them, or from some perceived ‘norm’ in the language generally, that they are
set into relief by this difference and made more prominent as a result.”!3 Additionally, a
text’s foregrounded features are considered to be memorable and highly interpretable
locations of a text.'*

Moreover, the Russian formalists also developed the notions of deviation and
parallelism to describe how foregrounding is linguistically achieved. Deviation
succinctly defined is structured heterogeneity or organized difference; it pertains to

unexpected irregularity in language that calls attention to itself and invites additional

12 Mukatovsky was among the first to use such a term in an essay published in 1932 and translated
into English under the title “Standard Language and Poetic Language.” Mukafovsky’s term in Czech is
aktualisace. “Foregrounding” is the translation chosen by his editor, Paul R. Garvin, to render the concept
into English. This term was also used by Mukatovsky’s contemporary and peer within the Prague
Linguistic School, Bohuslav Havranek, who also published an article in 1932 that has since been translated
into English under the title “The Functional Differentiation of the Standard Language.” Jakobson, writing
later, does not use the same language as Mukaiovsky, but still communicates a similar notion by his use of
the term “palpability” in his essay “Linguistics and Poetics” (p. 356). Cf. Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-
Based Foregrounding, 52.

13 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 31. There are a number of key works on foregrounding, not all
of which have been equally influential in stylistics but are nevertheless important to its development within
the wider field of linguistics. These include the already noted essays by Mukatovsky (“Standard
Language”), Havranek (“Functional Differentiation”), and Jakobson (“Linguistics and Poetics™) as well as
Leech, “Linguistics and the Figures of Rhetoric”; Halliday, “Linguistic Function and Literary Style”;
Wallace, “Figure and Ground”; Fleischmann, “Discourse Functions”; Hasan, Language, Linguistics and
Verbal Art, 29—106; Dry, “Foregrounding”; Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 92—109. For a more extensive list,
see Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-Based Foregrounding, 43n81.

14 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 31.
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interpretation.' This structured difference can occur at multiple levels of meaning,
including phonological (graphological for written texts), lexical, grammatical, semantic,
and prosodic. Parallelism, in logical contrast to deviation, is structured regularity.'®
Whereas the concept of parallelism matches well with poetry with its customary use of
phonological, syntactic, and semantic parallels, which were the kinds of texts and
patternings Russian formalists were primarily concerned with analyzing, the concept is
also observable in redundancy patterns or repetition in other genres, such as narrative
prose. Essentially, when any element at any level of semiosis recurs, this can be a means
of foregrounding.!” These patterned ways for creating foregrounding are the fundamental
concepts that have been influential to the various linguistic models that draw from
stylistics. For example, in Rugaiya Hasan’s social semiotic stylistics model, these
concepts are recognized in her notions of stylistic shift, resembling deviation, and code-
like regularity, resembling parallelism. I will return to this more below.

Developments in stylistics eventually arrived at the conclusion that the criteria the
Russian formalists used to distinguish between “literary” language and “non-literary”
language were improperly conceptualized, and the principle of defamiliarization has been
shown to be observable in all kinds of language use: “Exponents of stylistics are quick to
point out . . . that stylistic techniques can be applied to texts other than those included in
the established literary canon. Indeed, a central axiom of much modern stylistic analysis

is that there is no such thing as an exclusively literary language.”'® Stylisticians have

15 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 31.

16 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 32.

17 Michael Toolan explains in his introduction to stylistics that “the stylistic mentality is always on
the lookout for one or more of the following: pattern, repetition, recurrent structures, ungrammatical or
‘language-stretching’ structures, [and] large internal contrasts of content or presentation” (Language in
Literature, 2).

18 Simpson, Language, 3.
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historically publicized this view as the attempt to displace the pretentious literary-critical
veneration of literature.'® Whereas this may be well warranted, Donna Miller points out
that it is unnecessary to deny literature’s distinctive nature in the process.?’ That there is a
functional and social difference between, for example, a novel and a story told by one
neighbor to another is evident,?! but pinpointing this distinction remains the challenge.?
In other words, we need to retain the recognition that there is something more going on in
the valued texts of a community than the mere narration of a story or artistic description
of some otherwise ordinary object, and stylistics remains the best approach to understand
these differences from a linguistic perspective. Whereas valuable insights may result
from using stylistic tools for occasional texts such as letters of correspondence (one
thinks of Paul’s letters) or an account of a day’s events (like the evening news), texts of
highly patterned, careful composition need to be analyzed with sensitivity to the practices
that go into their production that differentiate them from other discursive practices.
Rugaiya Hasan, for one, has developed a model that seeks to identify the
functional and social differences between literary and non-literary texts. According to her
approach, one begins analyzing literary texts in the same way as any other text—by
focusing on the language itself—because all texts share the same meaning-making
resources as linguistic objects. The difference, then, does not come from the “individual
items of vocabulary, or even grammar, but rather [from] the patterning of patterns” that

make an instance of verbal art, which, in turn, can be assessed for its semantic value

19 Simpson, Stylistics, 98-99.

20 Miller, “Jakobson’s Place,” 60.

21 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 15.

22 The quality of literature being defended here is not so much its status, which is publicly
bestowed on a text after its production, as much as the character of the social practice that goes into its
production.
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beyond the particularities of the text.?* This is a specific kind of meaning exchange that
constitutes the difference between literary texts from non-literary texts. To bring this into
greater clarity, I will now explain Hasan’s model in detail, which will provide an

interpretive framework for this study’s method.

Social Semiotic Stylistics

To my knowledge, Hasan’s verbal art model, or social semiotic stylistics, has only been
applied in New Testament studies in one recent article.>* The potential for this model,
therefore, has hardly been noticed by New Testament scholars. Hasan’s social semiotic
stylistics, which began with her unpublished dissertation in 1964,2° moved stylistics
forward in a number of important ways, several of which stemmed from her approach to
language as a social semiotic working within the developing model of SFL.

First, Hasan understands language as inherently social, which means that any
instance of language use is an instance of social action, an attempt, successful or not, to

(re)construct reality.?® By extension, any instance of verbal art—that is, the practice of

23 Hasan, Linguistics, Language, and Verbal Art, 90.

24 See Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees.” This is not surprising given that the discipline of
stylistics is virtually untapped in New Testament studies. See Porter, “Why Hasn’t Literary Stylistics
Caught on?” 35-57, who makes this point. See also, Porter, “Study of John’s Gospel,” 294-97. Further, in
these articles, Porter identifies what he believes to be the only two other New Testament studies that have
made use of stylistics: Porter, “Verbal Aspect and Discourse Function in Mark 16:1-8,” 123-37, and
Spencer, Paul’s Literary Style. Another study to add to this short list includes Klutz, Exorcism Stories in
Luke—Acts, whose “socio-stylistic” method is developed from a systemic-functional linguistic perspective.
See also Lamb, Text, Context and the Johannine Community, 79-80, who makes brief mention of Hasan’s
work on verbal art, and then makes some use of Roger Fowler’s linguistic criticism, a stylistics approach
that incorporates critical linguistics.

25 See Hasan, “Linguistic Study.”

26 See Hasan, Linguistics, Language, and Verbal Art, vii, who explains the orientation of her
model in the following way: “To study language . . . is to concentrate upon exploring how it is
systematically patterned to social ends. The linguistic theory adopted here is that of systemic linguistics.
Such a linguistic theory is itself also a social theory, for it proposes . . . that it is in the nature of human
behaviour to build reality and/or experience through complex semiotic processes.” This is consonant with
Jay Lemke’s similar statement that “the primary function of language, and of all semiosis, is to create,
sustain and change social reality” (“Interpersonal Meaning,” 86).
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symbolically articulating meaning through stylized language—is also a social act. This
point is particularly important as it seemingly contrasts with the early thought of M. A. K.
Halliday, the leading proponent of SFL, who states, “Literature is language for its own
sake: the only use of language, perhaps, where the aim is to use language.”?’ The same
sentiment is held by the other structuralist approaches to literature that came to
prominence during the twentieth century, especially through the New Criticism and
narratology.?® Hasan argues for a different role of literature in culture, which she views
not as a means to use language for its own sake, but as a different form of discoursing—
“as a variety of social semiotic practice, [where] both the production and reception of
verbal art almost always represent a specific kind of meaning exchange.”?’

The notion that language in literature functions differently from other semiotic
practices is a modification of Roman Jakobson’s model of language. The traditional
model of language developed in the 1930s that was influential during the time of
Jakobson’s work in the Prague School was Karl Biihler’s organon model that organized

the functions of language into three categories: conative, emotive, and referential.

Respectively, these can be thought of as “language as social control, language as

%7 Halliday et al., Linguistic Sciences, 245.

28 While structuralism has been influential in the development of SFL, Hasan’s work included, its
expression through the work of certain users of Russian formalism resulted in a prescriptive approach in the
linguistic analysis of literature. Tzvetan Todorov, a French structuralist, who championed Russian
formalism and made it known in the Western world, exemplifies in his Poetics of Prose the role Russian
formalism played in his construction of a universal narrative grammar based on the notions that there was
such a thing as a universal grammar and that this was analogous to the dynamics of narrative structures.
Todorov’s work also demonstrates that Russian formalists, especially those later associated with the Prague
School, were not first and foremost concerned with interpreting literary texts as much as they were
concerned with compiling all of the various forms and structures used to make meaning in literature. This
endeavor, however, resulted in a large deficiency in criticism throughout the twentieth century in general.
As Austin Quigley explains, the influence of structuralism produced a kind of Xeroxing among the various
criticisms in literary studies in the twentieth century, where texts were not as much read as pre-read,
because all of the structures that are found in literature to make meaning had already been accounted for
(Theoretical Inquiry, ix—xiii).

29 Hasan, “Private Pleasure, Public Discourse,” 23.
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expressive of speakers’ feelings [i.e., state of mind], and language as communication of
ideas,” and utterances can be mixtures of these three functions.?? Jakobson, however,
theorized another function of language, the poetic function, which pertained specifically
to the message encoded within a text; it did not pertain to the other five components of
verbal communication (the addresser, addressee, context, contact, and code) where the
other functions of language are operative, but its role is to “focus on the message for its
own sake.”?! Here one sees similar language to Halliday’s above, but Jakobson goes on to
say:
This function cannot be productively studied out of touch with the general
problems of language, and, on the other hand, the scrutiny of language requires a
thorough consideration of its poetic function. Any attempt to reduce the sphere of
the poetic function to poetry [or literature] or to confine poetry to the poetic
function would be a delusive oversimplification. The poetic function is not the
sole function of verbal art but only its dominant, determining function, whereas in
all other verbal activities it acts as a subsidiary, accessory constituent.*?
Here one sees a theory of language where the poetic function of language functions
alongside the others. Jakobson did not see an interactional dimension between the poetic
function and the other functions, and neither does it play a role between writer and
reader. While Hasan agrees that there is some other function of language at play in
literature that cannot be accounted for only through a description of the so-called

metafunctions of language,* she thinks it was misconceived to view the message of a

text as disjoined from the other functions. As a result, Hasan theorizes two separate

30 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 4; cf. Biihler, Theory of Language, 30-39. See also
Porter, “Method and Means of Analysis,” 317-20, for a more detailed description of Biihler’s organon
model of language, as well as an overview of Biihler’s influence on certain modern linguists, including
systemic-functional linguists.

31 Jakobson, Language in Literature, 69.

32 Jakobson, Language in Literature, 69.

33 While the term “metafunction” is one used specifically within SFL, the development of the
metafunctions of language drew from Biihler’s model and so compares in many respects to the model with
which Jakobson was working.
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semiotic systems overlapping in the language of literature. According to this conception,
the poetic function does not so much operate alongside the other functions as much as it
arises out of them and is realized by their patternings. I will discuss this more below.

The second development of Hasan’s model also comes from a divergence from
Jakobson. In his model of language of literature, Jakobson did not see an “interplay
between textual and contextual processes, such as histories or social relationships,
ideologies of language or intertextual relationships.”?* Since Hasan views language as
inherently social, this entails interest in social context and the metafunctions of language
as developed in SFL: “Insofar as literature texts are instances of language, the basic
resources for their production and reception are provided by the same system of language
which we use in the production and reception of texts in other domains.”*> For Hasan, the
analysis of verbal art must begin with the same linguistic analysis as one would use in
approaching any other text. Working from an SFL perspective, this means operating
according to the premise that “every instance of language use occurs in the context of
some situation.”*¢ Furthermore, this means that in studying the language of literature
from an SFL perspective, analysis relies on register theory, where the notion of register is
based on three main aspects: the context of situation, linguistic features, and the
functional relationship between them.?’ In a language community, registers are identified
by text types—that is, a large number of texts that have relative consistency across the

three aspects of a register.>® When a large number of similar texts are identified, this

34 Coupland, Style, 11.

35 Hasan, “Private Pleasure, Public Discourse,” 22.

36 Hasan, “Private Pleasure, Public Discourse,” 22.

37 See Biber and Conrad, Register, 6-8; Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 190. In Halliday’s words,
this refers to “variety according to use” (Halliday, in Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context and Text, 41).

38 See Hasan, “Place of Context,” 169.
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serves as a reservoir from which to define a register.?® Thus, registers address the notion
of language potential or the linguistic features that one can reasonably expect to play a
role in a situation type.*’

In Halliday’s work on context, he links the social functions of language to three
kinds of register variables: field, tenor, and mode. Field refers to what is going on; it
concerns the sequences of activities, the participants involved in them, and the other
things, places, and qualities at work in the social activities taking place.*! Tenor refers to
the social relations of who is taking part; this variable does not simply consider who is
involved (an aspect of field), but how those involved relate to one another in their roles
and according to the two tenor variables of status (power) and solidarity.*> Mode refers to
how communication is channeled and the role participants expect language to play; it
involves “the symbolic organisation of the text, the status that it has, and its function in
the context.”3

The three kinds of register variables also help to organize the SFL model to
describe how language redounds with social context. However, this notion of redundancy

is based on the view that language has multiple functions, an idea developed by Karl

Biihler in his organon model (discussed above), and then further developed by Halliday.

39 This highlights the important point that all register analyses should be comparative in nature;
see Biber and Conrad, Register, 51-53.

40 On the predictive aspect of register, see Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic, 62. Cf. Hasan,
“Place of Stylistics,” 54.

4! Halliday, in Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context and Text, 12.

42 See Halliday, in Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context and Text, 12. But for additional
clarification on the roles of status and solidarity, see Martin and Rose, Genre Relations, 11. Cf. Poynton,
Language and Gender, on whose work Martin and Rose are indebted and who further divides solidarity
into the categories of contact (i.e., social closeness or distance) and affective involvement (i.e., level of
emotional attachment or commitment). Cf. Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 99—
101.

43 Halliday, in Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context and Text, 12.
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According to Halliday, language consists of three (or four) metafunctions; these are the
ideational (experiential and logical), interpersonal, and textual metafunctions. The
experiential metafunction refers to how language construes experience and so relates to
the field of discourse. The logical metafunction is also a kind of construing of experience
but relates to the logical relationships between spans of texts of varying lengths. Taken
together, the experiential and logical metafunctions are combined into the more general
ideational metafunction. The interpersonal metafunction enacts social relationships and
so relates to the tenor of discourse. The textual metafunction organizes discourse and so
relates to the mode of discourse. Whereas the metafunctions are often described as the
meanings realized at the level of semantics, they should be understood as operative at
every linguistic stratum, including lexicogrammar and graphology, which are the more
concrete cycles of coding through which the metafunctions are realized—hence the prefix
“meta.”*

That Hasan’s model breaks from the other contemporary linguistic and literary
approaches to literature of the day is evident in this move to connect literary texts to the
context out of which they were produced. This goes further than saying that literary texts
create their own story-world with their own constructed contexts of situation. While
register theory can certainly be applied productively to look at the contexts of situation
that are created inside a text’s own story-world, this says nothing about what literary texts

do as products of social action that speak to social problems and negotiate ideological

stances, which is the heart of Hasan’s theory of verbal art.

4 Commenting on the use of the term “metafunction,” Halliday writes, “Systemic analysis shows
that functionality is intrinsic to language: that is to say, the entire architecture of language is arranged along
functional lines” (Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 31).
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The third and perhaps most significant way Hasan develops her social semiotic
stylistics is how she combines her points of divergence from Jakobson’s model. She
admits that “of all the varieties of a language, literature is the one which makes the most
tenuous contact with the contextual construct”;*> however, if language has a realizational
relationship with its social context, and if verbal art is a different kind of social semiotic
practice, then there needs to be some mechanism by which literary texts can be shown to
realize a text-to-context connection. Hasan answers this question by proposing a model of
two overlapping tri-stratal semiotic systems. The first of these is the semiotic system of
language, based on the coding and recoding of structures of phonology, lexicogrammar,
and semantics. The second is the semiotic system of verbal art. This semiotic system
mirrors the system of language in that it makes use of three levels of coding:
verbalization, symbolic articulation, and theme. This system is based on the notion of
double articulation or double symbolization (Hasan uses both terms synonymously),
whereby the meaning of a text becomes recoded to take on a secondary, further meaning,
which is what a literary work is really about. To illustrate her meaning, Hasan, at one
point, uses Robert Frost’s poem “A Road Not Taken” as an example. She explains that
one would be correct in saying that this poem “is about someone choosing to go down
one road in the hope of coming back to the other, but never being able to do so,” but the
poem’s theme—what it is really about—is “the limitations and immutability of human

choices.”*® This second, deeper meaning that one finds in a literature text is the meaning

45 Hasan, “Place of Stylistics,” 54.
46 Hasan, Linguistics, Language, and Verbal Art, 97.
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that successfully, lastingly, and—most importantly—symbolically communicates a theme
(i.e., a message) about the nature of social “man.”*’

In this second-order semiosis, the level of verbalization corresponds with the
semiotic system of language in that it begins with the meanings made from the structures
in the text itself. As already explained, the theme is the highest (or deepest) level of
meaning in that it is the meaning made by a work of literature when disassociated from
the particularities of the text—that is, the theme is a generalized statement about social
human existence. The way that one moves from the language of the text (i.e., its
verbalization) to the theme is through symbolic articulation, which is realized by highly

patterned configurations of foregrounding in the text, which invite further

interpretation.*® This model of verbal art is illustrated in Figure 2.1.

Theme the semiotic system of verbal
Symbolic Articulation
I O . T 1
| Verbalization Semantics |
i Lexico- grammar : the semiotic system of
: Graphology I language
| |

Figure 2.1: The Systems of Verbal Art and Language
Hasan provides a clear means of interpreting foregrounding in her model, which
she identifies fundamentally as contrast.*’ The importance of clarifying the basic feature
of foregrounding as contrast is because the opposition created between the foregrounded
elements and the background (automatized language) is significant for meaning, and not

simply the foregrounded elements in isolation; “if a contrasts with b, then b contrasts

47 Hasan, Linguistics, Language, and Verbal Art, 97.
48 See Hasan, “Private Pleasure, Public Discourse,” 27-29.
4 Hasan, Language, Linguistics, and Verbal Art, 94.



49

with @” and so we need a way to answer the question: “Which of these is foregrounded,
and why?”3° Hasan’s answer to this question is based on a set of criteria. First, because
one might find linguistic “deviance” all throughout a given text, symbolic articulation can
only occur through significant foregrounding—that is, foregrounding that “counts”—
which is satisfied by the criteria of consistency and motivation.’! By “consistency” Hasan
means that foregrounded linguistic content will be textually displayed in a clear semantic
direction and significant textual location.’? In other words, foregrounding has to be
established around linguistic meanings that converge towards a particular thematic
meaning, and these occur in textually significant locations of a text.’® This consistency
reveals the motivation, which derives from some situation in the social context, and
therefore enables the foregrounded meanings to articulate a theme that speaks into the
social context to attempt to solve some social problem.>*

The stylistic techniques Hasan identifies that are used to recognize patterns of
consistent foregrounding are code-like regularity and stylistic shift. Code-like regularity

likens to the stylistic principle of parallelism (i.e., structured regularity). This technique

50 Hasan, Language, Linguistics, and Verbal Art, 94.

31 See Hasan, Language, Linguistics, and Verbal Art, 95. On the importance of the criterion of
motivation, see esp. Hasan, “Rime and Reason,” 299329, where “rime” (spelled this way intentionally)
stands for the use of verbal art in a literary text, and “reason” stands for the thematic motivation that is
necessary to account for when decoding the symbolic articulation of the verbal art.

52 Hasan, Language, Linguistics, and Verbal Art, 95.

53 It may be that textually significant locations are not readily apparent to a reader without the
linguistic cues of foregrounding. This is especially the case when knowledge of the social context in which
a text was composed is limited. When this is the case, the consistency of foregrounding helps to identify
textually significant locations and can help to reveal why the location is, in fact, significant.

54 Cf. Butt, “Literature,” 86, who states that verbal art serves as one of “the central problem-
solving activit[ies] in the culture . . . show[ing] a broad concern for the community’s deepest problems,
particularly those concerns which continue unresolved or which need to be renegotiated with each
generation.” While Butt is concerned with the function of verbal art in modern Western culture, I see it as
part of my task to show that Luke’s work, having its own set of symbolically articulated messages, intended
to accomplish a comparable task in his community that the lasting benefits of which would hopefully
extend to future generations.
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does not mean that a writer is bound to use the same language when symbolically
articulating a theme, “but rather that some element of the semantic import is kept
constant in language categories which symbolize those events that articulate some
specifiable part of the theme.”>> The second technique, stylistic shift, likens to the
stylistic principle of deviation. According to this principle, “any stylistic shift within a
discourse is a signal that a move is being made to some other element of the theme. Such
a pattern of shift becomes crucial to the understanding of the work in that it relates to

some symbolic events which are themselves crucial to the perception of the theme.”>¢

Supplementary Principles for Stylistic Analysis
While Hasan’s model possesses great interpretive potential for the book of Acts, some
limitations need to be addressed and then supplemented. First, it is too limiting to explain
the theme of a literary text as only a generalized statement about the nature of social man.
Roger Fowler explains that one aspect of literary creativity is the production of “new”
knowledge—that is to say, that in the production of discourse, a writer represents some
aspect of the world in a distinctly different manner from previous representations of the
same thing, and this results in the readers coming away with a sense of new knowledge
they did not have before, a new insight into some social problem.>” He illustrates this
point with the example of a couplet from Alexander Pope’s famous poem Rape of the
Lock:

Not louder Shrieks to pitying Heav’n are cast,
When Husbands or when Lap-dogs breathe their last.

55 Hasan, “Place of Stylistics,” 59.
56 Hasan, “Place of Stylistics,” 59.
57 Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 21.
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Commenting on these lines, Fowler explains,
Pope mockingly attacks the values of fashionable women: Belinda’s anguish at
the snipping of a lock of her hair exceeds that of women on the death of their
husbands. That distortion of values is bad enough, but worse is the equation of
husbands and lapdogs, the devaluation of the former and overvaluation of the
latter, the implication that husbands are regarded as lapdogs in their living as well
as at their death. The lines do not state any of this, but the structure of the verse
organizes our perception of the ideas concerned precisely, economically, and
uniquely. We may say that Pope has encoded this complex social judgement, used
language to establish it as an exact concept.®
Accordingly, the message of a literary work, often being a complex social judgment that
stands out as novel or contrary to popular thought, can be much more specific and
pointed to a particular social situation or issue as opposed to being a generalized
statement about human nature.

Roger Fowler’s approach can do more to supplement Hasan’s model in that it is
more acutely oriented to the pervasiveness of ideology in discourse.”® The motivation
behind his work is to explore the value systems and set of beliefs that get encoded in
texts.®® It is unnecessary to give a full account of his method, but rather more simply to
establish some of the main principles he enlists. One major concept Fowler emphasizes
alongside defamiliarization in his critical-stylistic model is the notion of habitualization,

another concept that derives from the Russian formalists.®' Habitualization has to do with

the way we perceive phenomena in an automatic, uncritical sense. This is how language

58 Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 22.

59 The term discourse can mean a number of different things, so its usage in this study needs to be
clarified. Generally speaking, discourse refers to “the social activity of making meanings with language and
other symbolic systems in some particular kind of situation or setting” (Lemke, Textual Politics, 6).
However, there are also certain types of discourse, “which are produced as the result of certain social habits
that we have as a community,” and these will “produce texts that will be in some ways alike in their
meanings,” whether alike in their content, values, attitudes, and/or stances “toward their subjects and their
audiences.” These texts will also differ, being in some way unique (Lemke, Textual Politics, 7).

60 Cf. Simpson, Language, 5-7, who summarizes Fowler’s model succinctly.

61 See Shklovsky, “Art as Technique.”
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is normally used, which affects the way we see the world. From the perspective of verbal
art, “habitualization is staleness of thought and language.”®* The significance of this,
however, is found in Fowler’s bringing this concept into contact with Mikhail Bakhtin’s
theories of heteroglossia and dialogism (intertextuality)®* and official discourse (or
official language).%*

Heteroglossia, in Bakhtin’s original sense, refers simply to the diversity of social
languages, or “socially defined discourse types in a community.”® Put another way,
heteroglossia refers to the multitude of other “voices” that express all the various
ideological points of view in a society.®® In Bakhtin’s own (translated) words,

All the languages of heteroglossia, whatever the principle underlying them and

making each unique, are specific points of view on the world, forms for

conceptualizing the world in words, specific world views, each characterized by
its own objects, meanings and values. As such they all may be juxtaposed to one
another, mutually supplement one another, contradict one another and be
interrelated dialogically. As such they encounter one another and co-exist in the
consciousness of real people.®’
However, in a more fully developed social theory of discourse, we find that these social
languages or “voices” are not simply different and co-exist but are systematically related
to each other, and their relations depend on the broader social relations at play between
the social groups that use them.%® The notion of dialogism, then, explains that when

language users speak or write, their words mean against this heteroglossic backdrop.%® As

a result, every utterance (i.e., an instance of text production) principally acts as a reaction

82 Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 12.

3 Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 40-53.

%4 Holquist, Dialogism, 52.

% Lemke, Textual Politics, 38.

%6 Bakhtin, “Discourse in the Novel,” 289-90.

7 Bakhtin, “Discourse in the Novel,” 289-90.

8 Lemke, Textual Politics, 38. For fuller descriptions of what a developed theory of social
discourse entails, see Lemke Textual Politics, 19-36. See also Dawson, “Rules of ‘Engagement,’” 59-73.

69 Bakhtin, “Problem of Speech Genres,” 91.
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to other utterances, whether former or potential, in a way that “refutes, affirms,
supplements, and relies upon the others, presupposes them to be known, and somehow
takes them into account.”’® Upon creating an utterance, a unique meaning arises in
relation to both the present context and the heteroglossic backdrop whereby the language
user anticipates their addressee’s response. Accounting for this, Bakhtin again writes,
“The word in living conversation is directly, blatantly, oriented toward a future answer-
word: it provokes an answer, anticipates it and structures itself in the answer’s
direction.””! This means that when a writer chooses a discourse type, its structure will
assume social voices—that is, socially instituted ways of speaking and acting—to relate
sociologically to an audience, and this choice is made on the basis of a desire for a
particular response from the audience—that is, some form of compliance.”? Adding to
this, Lemke explains, “We speak with the voices of our communities, and to the extent
that we have individual voices, we fashion these out of the social voices already available
to us, appropriating the words of others to speak a word of our own.””? Therefore, when
one can describe how one utterance as a social event struggles against the heteroglossic
backdrop of similar discourse formations, then the one’s-own-ness of an instantiated

discourse type is unearthed.”

70 Bakhtin, “Problem of Speech Genres,” 91.

71 Bakhtin, “Discourse in the Novel,” 280; see also Lemke, Textual Politics, 19, who clarifies the
point that the significance of an utterance is its understanding against past utterances, but also against future
utterances regardless of whether the language user knows of them. While it is sometimes absent from his
writings (see Bakhtin, “Discourse in the Novel,” 281), Bakhtin does account for the finer point that “the
utterance is constructed while taking into account possible responsive reactions, for whose sake, in essence,
it is actually created” (“Problem of Speech Genres,” 94).

2 Lemke, Textual Politics, 24.

3 Lemke, Textual Politics, 24-25.

74 See Lemke, “Discourses in Conflict,” 30.
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“Official discourse,” for Bakhtin, constitutes the ideological mechanism that
perpetuates the maintenance of totalitarian society—that is, the strict monitoring of
language use and expression of ideas of the populace, where ideological stances that
differ from the dominant power are completely castigated, the result of which is an
intellectual stunting of the masses, where people can no longer think outside the
ideological parameters that the dominant power has constructed for them. It is only with
qualification that Bakhtin’s notion of official discourse should be appropriated in the
analysis of New Testament texts, as the dominant interests of other cultures are not so
insidiously and forcefully imposed on the populace as they were in Bakhtin’s
sociopolitical environment. Here, it is important to understand the circumstances out of
which this term arose. Bakhtin wrote during the long night of Stalinism of the Soviet
Union, and he experienced multiple arrests, forced moves, and even exile to Kazakhstan
as an agent who spoke against the totalitarian regime.” Thus, concerning official
language, Fowler helpfully explains that the phenomenon Bakhtin examined in his own
sociopolitical context has its general application in that people are socially conditioned to
view the world in a certain way according to the dominant interests of the culture (i.e.,
common sense). This is legitimated by social conventions that constrain the discursive
practices of a community. 7 Common sense, then, is not a natural phenomenon but a
culturally conditioned one, and this cooperates with habitualization, which Fowler,
following Shklovsky, describes as a basic tendency in the psychology of perception.”’

Thus, Fowler links habitualization and ideology, and so defamiliarization pertains to the

75 Holquist, Dialogism, 8-9.
76 Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 43.
" Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 12. Cf. Shklovsky, “Art as Technique.”
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way that literature challenges the way people perceive the world by resisting habitual
patterns of representation (natural tendencies) and by challenging the dominant interests
in the culture (social tendencies). Defamiliarization, then, is accomplished through
dialogism—that is, the bringing together of different “voices” and ideologies in a text that
results in readers perceiving the world in a new way and questioning the way things are,
or, rather, the way some ideology in a culture would have them be perceived.”®

The challenge for the interpreter, then, is accounting for all of these concepts at
work in a text. For this study, Jay Lemke’s work on intertextuality will be used to
accomplish this, as it can account for these concepts within a systemic-functional
framework. According to Lemke, “No utterance, no text means in isolation: all meaning
is intertextual.””® Unlike some other understandings of intertextuality, Lemke explains
this phenomenon within a system of social meaning-making, which is contextualized by
the particular practices of a community: “Each community . . . has its own system of
intertextuality: its own habits of deciding which texts should be read in the context of
which others, and why, and how.”® According to this view, intertextual relations are
constrained by the context of culture.®!

Lemke defines intertextuality as “the recurrent discourse and activity patterns of
the community and how they are constituted by, instanced in, and interconnected or
disjoined through particular texts.”®? Additionally, intertextuality entails “social dynamics

with diverse social interests and points-of-view [which] speak with distinct voices that

8 Fowler, Linguistic Criticism, 12.

7 Lemke, “Discourses in Conflict,” 32 (the emphasis is mine).
80 T emke, Textual Politics, 9.

81 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 86.

82 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 86.
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proclaim different thematic propositions, assign differing valuations, and may even make
use of different characteristic genres and speech activities.”® This description relies on
the social theory of discourse of Bakhtin, who theorized the intertextual and interpersonal
concepts of heteroglossia and dialogism discussed above. I will return to discuss more of
the particulars of Lemke’s model of intertextuality below to explain how it gets

methodologically applied in analysis.

A Model and Method for Linguistic Stylistic Analysis
Using Hasan’s social semiotic stylistics model as a theoretical framework, I will now
outline a method for analysis that can be used to interpret Luke’s social judgments
articulated through the episodes in the book of Acts on the topic of Jew—Gentile relations
that are interconnected through patterns of repetition. The analysis will need to take into
account the different functions of language because they all can be used in the formation
of verbal art. Further, the analysis will need to take into account both bottom-up and top-
down perspectives regarding the patterns of meaning-making in the text, where the
bottom-up perspective pertains to patterns realized through the linguistic strata (i.e.,
graphology, lexicogrammar, and semantics), and where the top-down perspective pertains
to the ways the text orients itself to various value positions and beliefs in the social
environment. These analyses will be carried out in succession for each section of text.
The bottom-up component of the method will describe the ideational (experiential and
logical) and textual meanings, whereas the top-down component will attempt to identify

the interpersonal meanings of the selected texts of Acts.

8 Lemke, “Discourses in Conflict,” 30.
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Experiential Meaning and the System of Transitivity
The analysis of experiential meaning will take the shape of a transitivity analysis to
identify the various participants, process types, and circumstances that characterize the
functional relations at work in each clause, as well as the larger transitivity patterns that
are formed throughout the text. The advantage of this analysis for stylistics is that we can
learn much about the way an author views the world—or at least that which is relevant to
the subject matter of the text—and wants the audience to perceive reality.®* To make use
of the full potential of the transitivity analysis of Acts, a full description of the system of
transitivity needs to be detailed here.

The experiential metafunction provides the resources by which content—that is,
what a text is about—is expressed in language, including “the persons, objects,
abstractions, processes, qualities, states and relations that constitute the phenomena of
experience.”® Experiential meaning is often described as the representation of
experience,’® but perhaps better is the expression presentation or construal of experience,
since language use is always constrained by the subjectivity, limitations, and social
intentions of language users.®” Such a description carries explicit awareness that language
is used to accomplish social tasks, and the way content is presented factors greatly into

how such tasks are achieved.

8 The potential of transitivity analysis for this kind of insight into literary texts was first
demonstrated in Halliday, “Linguistic Function and Literary Style,” 88—125, a highly influential essay in
stylistics that was first published in 1971. See Klutz, Exorcism Stories, 39—43, who makes productive use
of transitivity in his stylistic analysis of Luke’s exorcism stories.

85 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 20.

8 Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 213.

87 Lemke, Textual Politics, 41.
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The major semantic system of experiential meaning is transitivity, which is
modeled in SFL at the level of the clause.®® Traditionally, transitivity refers to a property
of verbs that relates to whether they require or can take a direct object. However, in SFL,
the notion of transitivity is extended to refer to all of the different types of processes that
are recognized in a language, as well as the structural relations by which they are
expressed.?’ There are three structural components of transitivity: the central component
is the process, realized by predicators (i.e., verbal groups); the second component is the
participant(s), realized for the most part by grammatical subjects (either explicit or
implicit in the verb) and complements (i.e., in/direct objects); and the third component is
the circumstance(s), usually realized by adjuncts.’® Acknowledging the centrality of the
process at the level of the clause, the system of transitivity presumes that “our most
powerful impression of experience is that it consists of a flow of events, or ‘goings-on,””
of doing, sensing, happening, being, becoming, and the like.’! In the SFL framework,
processes are construed according to a manageable set of process types, where “each
process type constitutes a distinct model or schema for construing a particular domain of

experience.”®? It may seem a particularly bold move to categorize all the various

88 Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 213.

8 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 20.

% Whereas other languages divide the labor of transitivity differently across the ranks of words,
word groups, clauses, and clause complexes, Greek and English share one similarity in that transitivity can
be analyzed generally at the level of the clause with the exception of “verbal” processes (i.e., processes that
construe quoted/reported speech), which manage experiential meaning at either the level of clause (e.g.,
“Jesus said to follow him”) or clause complex (Jesus said, “Follow me.”) depending on whether the
“verbiage” is expressed as either projected or indirect discourse. However, Greek and English differ in the
amount of “work” verbs perform. For example, the Greek finite verb can do more than the English finite
verb, since Greek verbs grammaticalize the additional feature of grammatical person and can thus form
clauses without an explicit subject. Similar points can be made for Greek’s voice and aspectual systems.
For a description of how other languages distribute the labor of transitivity, see Matthiessen, “Descriptive
Motifs.”

°! Halliday, Halliday s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 213.

%2 Halliday, Halliday s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 213.
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activities or “goings-on” of human experience into a small set of generalizations of
fundamental and contrasting types. However, the innumerable ways of expressing events
in language do, in fact, appear to be distinct to six basic types of processes, the rationale
for which I will discuss below. These types of processes are material, behavioral, mental,
verbal, relational, and existential.”® There are at least three justifiable reasons for why
these six process types, originally modeled in reference to English, can be adopted for the
study of New Testament Greek. First, process types relate to the general domain of
human experience, and so, like the metafunctions of language, these semi-semantic
categories reflect something close to a linguistic universal. Second, transitivity as a
structural system of language has been shown to be supported by stable
lexicogrammatical systems in numerous languages, and Halliday’s six process types, as
well as the components of participants and circumstances, can be and have been adopted
for the linguistic analysis of texts in languages other than English, including New
Testament Greek, with the caveat that certain modifications must be made for other
related and independent variable systems, such as verbal aspect.’* Third, New Testament
Greek is furnished with the lexicogrammatical resources that construe experience
according to each process type, which will be sufficiently demonstrated throughout the

discussion below. The remainder of this section will now outline the system of

%3 The number of process types utilized in analysis differs among systemicists. This is due to a
number of factors, including the degree of categorization and the relative frequency of process types. For
example, the category of behavioral process is a finer classification than material and mental processes, but
most verbs in this category can often be considered to be material or mental, though they share
characteristics of both. Moreover, behavioral and existential processes occur far less often in English than
do the other four, and some systemicists, including those working in stylistics, often omit these in analysis.
See, for example, Simpson, Language, 8995, who only makes use of material, mental, verbal, and
relational categories; and Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 72—74, who simply follow Simpson.

%4 Matthiessen, “Descriptive Motifs,” esp. 538-39, 581-602.
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transitivity for New Testament Greek as well as explain the role transitivity plays in
stylistic analysis.

To borrow Halliday’s metaphor of the color wheel, there are three primary
process types and three secondary process types, which are likened to primary and
secondary colors, since the secondary processes blend the features of primary process
types or at least situate logically between them. First, there is a basic difference between
inner and outer experience—that is, what goes on outside of one’s mind as opposed to
what goes on inside. Thus, one basic distinction between process types is made between
material processes and mental processes.” This difference is expressed easily enough in
the two clauses (1) avéPn ITétpog emt o 0dpa (“Peter went up on the housetop™) (Acts
10:9¢) and (2) Upels émiotache (“You know™) (10:28b). In addition to the categories for
external and internal processes, there is a third basic process type that captures the way
humans make generalizations—that is, how we relate one experience to another in some
taxonomic, even if artificial, way. These are called relational processes, such as in the
example éya el v {yrette (“I am the one whom you seek™) (10:21b), where the main
verb eipl relates the subject éyw with the complement 6v {yreite.*®

Between the boundaries of material, mental, and relation, there are intermediate
categories. Between material and mental situates behavioral processes: “those that
represent the outer manifestations of inner workings, the acting out of processes of

297

consciousness,”” such as in the example 7o 0¢ TTétpov drevBupovpévou mept Tol 6papatos

(“And while Peter was pondering about the vision”) (10:19a), where Peter’s action of

% Halliday, Halliday s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 214.
% Halliday, Halliday s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 214.
%7 Halliday, Halliday s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 215.
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“thinking” is elevated in intensity by means of the verb’s prefixed preposition in a way
that would have assumed an outward expression.”® On the border between mental and
relational is the category of verbal processes, “symbolic relationships constructed in

2999

human consciousness and enacted in the form of language,”™” such as in any instance

where the verb Aéyw appears or any other verb of “saying” or “writing” (ypddw, Aaréw,
xpdlw, dnui, and the like). Moreover, bordering between material and relational is the

category of existential processes, “by which phenomena of all kinds are simply

23100

recognized to ‘be’—to exist, or to happen,”'? such as in the example, 6 feds v pet’

avtol (“God was with him”) (Acts 10:38d). These six categories thus constitute a

schematized circle by which to conceive the fundamental and contrasting process types.
Processes also involve things, and these things take on participant roles in the
transitivity structure of the clause. Since process types fall into a manageable set of
categories, it becomes advantageous to categorize the various participant roles for each
process type, as this can reveal much of how processes are used in discourse, including

101

how certain participants are involved or not involved in certain types of processes.'”" In

addition to participants, circumstances, which are not structurally necessary to the clause,
are very important semantically as they provide further information about the process,

including time, place, manner, cause, and more.'??

%8 See Louw and Nida, Greek—English Lexicon, 2:350, who explain that the verb dtevBupéopat,
should be understood not as mere quantity of thought, but rather in terms of intensity.

% Halliday, Halliday s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 215.

190 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 215.

191 Toolan, Language in Literature, 75. In Klutz’s explanation of transitivity for stylistic
interpretation of the Lukan exorcism episodes, he states, “By reminding the interpreter that not all
‘subjects’ [as well as complements] are created equal, this type of analysis can powerfully refine exegesis”
(Exorcism Stories, 40—41).

192 Toolan, Language in Literature, 85.
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Participants and Processes

Material Clauses

Material processes are often referred to as processes of “doing,” or action clauses, and
can be probed with the question “What did [x] do?”’'%® This description, however, is too
narrow, since material processes do not express only doings but also happenings—that is,
that some event occurred or some entity was brought into being.!%* So, in addition to the
material process given above, vépy ITétpog emt T 0dpa, which can be probed with
“What did Peter do?” the clause Tolito 0¢ éyéveto émi Tpl (“and this occurred three
times”) (Acts 10:16a) also classifies as material.

Material clauses usually have a participant called an actor, which in Greek can be
the grammatical subject in clauses with active and middle voiced main verbs, or, when
the verb is passive, it can be expressed by Umd plus a genitive to indicate agency, or it
may not be expressed at all. If the process is transitive, then there will be a second
participant referred to as the goal, which is the affected entity. There are, however, a
number of other kinds of participants that can take the place of the goal in material
clauses. If the second participant is unaffected by the process, then it is classified as the
scope.'% The semantic difference is illustrated by the two clauses o0démote Ebayov mév
xowdv xal axdfaptov (“I have never eaten anything common or unclean”) (Acts 10:14c)

and Kopvijiog 7y mpoadoxdv adtols (“Cornelius was awaiting them”) (10:24b), where the

complement in the former clause, mév xowov xat axafaptov, is the goal since it is affected

193 For example, Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 215.
194 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 52.
195 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 239.
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by the process, and the complement of the latter, adtolg, is unaffected and therefore
functions as the scope of the process. Two more participant roles for material clauses
include recipient and client, which are more restricted roles in the sense that they
construe the more specified role of the beneficiary.!% In other words, “they represent a
participant that is benefitting from the performance of the process, in terms of goods or
services.” A recipient is the participant that receives goods, and a client is a participant
that receives services. In the example v {ony dwpeav €dwxev adTols 6 Beds (“God gave
the same gift to them”), the complement ad7ois functions as the recipient; “they” benefit
from the process of God (actor) giving (process) the gift (goal), which qualifies as
“g00ds.” By contrast, the clause xdpol 6 beds €deigev undéva xowdv 3 dxdbaptov Aéyetv
&vBpwmov (“God has demonstrated to me to say no person [is] common or unclean”) (Acts
10:28) provides an example of a client, xapol, which benefits from God (actor) showing

(process) what not to say (scope).

Mental Clauses
Whereas material processes construe experience of the outside world, mental processes
construe experience of the world of one’s own consciousness, including perception (e.g.,

> A

: 6paw, axovw, and the like) reaction (e.g., processes

2

processes of “seeing” and “hearing
of “feeling” and “wanting”: d1Aéw, BéAw, and the like), and cognition (e.g., processes of

“thinking” and “knowing”: voéw, ywwoxw, and the like).!%” A characteristic of this

196 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 237.
97 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 245; Halliday and Webster, Text
Linguistics, 56.
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process type is that it is exclusively human—that is, the participant who performs a
mental process is always human or endowed with human-like characteristics.!?® The
participant who sees, hears, feels, thinks, knows, etc. is referred to as the senser. Halliday
and Webster explain, “Such a participant is obviously playing a very different part in the
process from one who is doing something like ‘running,’ ‘breaking’ or throwing’ . .. The
Senser is narrower than either Actor or Goal: not only must it be a ‘thing’ — it must be
human, or endowed with human-like consciousness.”!? The participant that is sensed is
the phenomenon. The phenomenon is broader than either actor or goal in that it does not

have to be a “thing” but can also be a report or a fact.!!”

Relational Clauses

Relational processes model the experience of “being,” making them categorically distinct
from processes of “doing” and processes of “thinking.”!!! The meaning of “being” here
does not refer to that of existence, but, rather, is defined on the basis of a relationship

112

between two entities,!'? such as in the example 00Tds oty mdvtwy xUpios (“He [Jesus] is

lord of all”) (Acts 10:36b), where the entity oOtog is related in a particular way to TavTwy
xUptos. There are three main ways in which entities can be related to one another. These

are referred to as intensive, circumstantial, and possessive relations.'!3

198 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 56.
19 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 56.
110 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 56.
" Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 259.
"2 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 261.
113 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 78.
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There is a further division to be made with intensive relations, and this is between
ascriptive (or attributive) relations and equative (or identifying) relations.!'* As for the
intensive ascriptive type, there is one participant labeled the carrier to which the
attribute, the second participant, is ascribed. In an intensive ascriptive relation, a quality

115

or descriptive epithet is assigned to the carrier,'!> such as in the example éyéveto 0¢

mpoomewvog (“and he [Peter] was/became hungry”) (10:10a). Such relations are not
exclusive in the sense that the carrier is not the only entity that can possess the attribute.
On the other hand, in intensive equative relations, one participant, labeled the token, is
defined or identified by a second participant, the value, establishing an exclusive
relationship—that is, because the token relates to the value, no other entity can stand in
its place. This is illustrated by the example given above and repeated here: o0tés éotwy
mavtwy xOplog (“He [Jesus] is lord of all”’) (Acts 10:36b), where Jesus is identified as
“lord of all,” which carries with it the implication that no one else is “lord of all.” The
notion of exclusivity thus highlights the semantic distinction between ascriptive and
equative intensive relations. A simple probe to determine if the element of exclusivity
applies is to test whether the relation can be reversed. It is acceptable to reverse the above
saying to read “the lord of all is Jesus” because the identity equates token and value. The

same, however, is not true of the ascriptive relation in the example éya adtdg dvbpwmés

14T am consciously omitting Halliday’s categories of ascriptive/attributive relations and
identifying/equative relations for possessive and circumstantials. These categories, like intensive relations,
divide over the semantic characteristic of “exclusivity,” and the absence of any instances of so-called
“equative circumstantials” or “equative possessives” in the passages that this study examines renders this
binary distinction inconsequential. Further, this division of categories is dispensed with by other
stylisticians, potentially for the difficulty of classifying such relations. See Simpson, Language, 91-92;
Jeffries and MclIntyre, Stylistics, 73. However, there does seem to be some value in retaining the distinction
between ascription and equative for intensive relations as such relations occur in the passages under
examination in this study.

15 Bggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 239.
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elul (“I, myself, am a man”) (10:26¢), where the reverse is not possible since the carrier,
¢yw avTds, is one entity in the class of &vfpwmog, and so is not equal to the class itself. In
other words, @vBpwmog describes éyd adtég, but there is no indication that “I, myself” is
the only entity that can be described in this way.

In relational circumstantials, the attribute is conflated with the circumstance!'®
and is expressed as an adjunct, such as a prepositional phrase, rather than a nominal
group, and so, in this exceptional case, is technically not a participant. This relationship
can be seen in the example ¢ éotwv oixla mapd bdAacoav (“whose house is by the sea”)
(10:6b), where the attribute given to the carrier @ oixia is the spatial locative adjunct mapé
falacoav. Last, relational possessives encode a meaning of ownership or possession,
such as in the example, Mwiafjc yap éx yeveidv apyalwy xata méAY Tobg xnplaaovTag
adTOV Exel év Tals cuvaywydis xata miv cafPatov avaywwoxduevos (“For Moses from
ancient generations has those who preach him in every city in the synagogues on every
Sabbath by reading™) (Acts 15:21), where the main verb establishes the possessive

relationship between “Moses,” the carrier, and “those who preach him,” the attribute.

Behavioral Clauses

Behavioral clauses usually construe human processes of physiological and psychological
behavior, such as watching, staring, tasting, thinking on, smiling, dreaming, crying, and
the like.''” Halliday notes that they are the least distinct of the six process types “because

they have no clearly defined characteristics of their own; rather, they are partly like the

116 T will discuss circumstances below as they relate to transitivity structure.
7 Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 233.
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material and partly like the mental.”''® The participant who performs the behavioral
process is labeled the behaver in the transitivity structure of the clause. If the behavior is
nominalized as a participant, then this participant is labeled the behavior. However, when
there is another participant that does not restate the process, then it is labeled the
phenomenon, such as in the example xai fewpel TOV 0dpavov dvewyuévov (“and he
observed the heavens being opened”), where the event Tov odpavov dvewyuévov indicates
what was observed. The use of the term phenomenon for this participant recognizes the
similarity between mental and behavioral processes—namely, that they involve the
psychological state of the performer of the process, but they differ in that the process

itself is more like one of “doing.”!"?

Verbal Clauses

Verbal clauses construe processes of saying. The essential participant in this process type
is an entity that makes some kind of verbalization, labeled the sayer. Other participant
roles include the receiver, which refers to the one to whom the saying is directed; and the
verbiage, which refers to that which is said.'?* Verbal clauses are structured as a single

clause when the verbiage is represented in a nominal group, such as in the example, £t
Aarotvtog ol TTéTpou Ta pripata Talta (“while Peter was speaking these words™) (Acts

10:44a). Other means by which verbal clauses are structured as single clauses involve

rank-shifting, where a clause, usually containing an infinitive, is rank-shifted down to the

18 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 301. This may well be the reason
that in their chapters dealing with process types in Text Linguistics, Halliday and Webster entirely omit
discussion of behavioral clauses.

19 Bggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 234.

120 Simpson, Language, 90.
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level of word group to function as a complement. An example of such a case is found in
Acts 10:48a: mpogétaev 0¢ attods &v 1@ dvépatt Inood Xpiotol Pantiohiivar (“And he
ordered them to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ”’), where “that which is said” is
expressed in the infinitival word group év té évépatt ‘Ingol Xpiotod Bantiochijvar.

When verbal processes construe projected speech, the transitivity structure must
be analyzed at the level of clause complex. This is because the system of projection
grammatically requires two ranking clauses that are related in either a paratactic or
hypotactic relationship, and these relationships will realize one or two kinds of projected
speech: quotation (or direct discourse) or report (indirect discourse). Quotations take on a
paratactic structure in Greek, and quite often they must be deduced by context, but they

121

can also be introduced by the conjunction 67t or verbs of saying such as Aéyw.'*! Thus, in

the example eimev 0t adtd ai mpogevyal cou xal ai élenpocival gov dvéBnoay eig
unuécuvoy gumpoadev Tod feoli (“and he said to him, “Your prayers and your alms have
ascended as a memorial before God’”’) (Acts 10:4), the verbiage (everything following
a0T@) constitutes its own independent clause and so relates paratactically to the clause
containing the process. In such instances, the verbiage of the verbal process expresses its
own process, and this can be any type.

Reports or indirect discourse establish a hypotactic or dependency relationship
between clauses and can be realized through several structures in Greek. K. L. McKay

organizes a number of these according to the infinitive construction, the 6Tt construction,

121 See McKay, New Syntax 97-99, who concisely explains the various formations for quotation in
New Testament Greek.
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and the participle construction.'??> Reports, like quotations, also express their own

Process.

Existential Clauses

The last process type to be discussed is the existential process. Existential clauses share
some similarity to relational clauses in that they both pertain to the domain of “being,”
but instead of there being two inherent participants as in relational clauses, existential
clauses only have one participant, which is referred to as the existent.'>? In such clauses,
the process serves to simply indicate the participant’s existence, usually with a form of

the verb eiul.

Nominal (No-Process) Clauses
Not itself a process type, but still important to consider for transitivity structure, is the so-
called nominal clause. Frequently in Greek a nominal group, with its head term in the

nominative case, forms its own clause, such as in the case of Acts 10:1-2: Avy)p 0¢ Tig év

4 P4

Katoapeia dvépatt KopvhAios éxatovtdpyns éx omeipns Tiis xalovpévys Itaiixis edoefis
xal dofoduevos Tov Bedv oy mavTi T@ oixw adTol moldy Eenpooivag TOANAS TG Aad xal
dedpevos ol Beol o mavtés (“Now a certain man in Caesarea by the name of Cornelius,
a centurion from what was called the Italian cohort, pious and one who feared God with

all of his household, giving many alms to the people and asking God for everything”). In

this instance, avyp functions as the head of the nominal group, which, due to a significant

122 See McKay, New Syntax, 99-105.
123 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 96.
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degree of embedding, spans the whole of both verses. Most translations, unlike the one I
provide above, will supply a form of “to be” with nominal clauses, which implies that the
verb has simply been elided. However, I concur with the alternative interpretation taken
by Porter that the “unmarked” nominative case “could be used on its own to form a
clause, that is, simply to specify the nominal idea.”!?* In such instances, the head term is
probably still best labeled as a generic participant, with no further specificity as no
process is present to define a particular role, and any modifying word group(s) of the
grammatical head are best labeled as a property of the participant.

There are other instances of nominal clauses where the context appears to suggest
that a verb from a previous clause should be “read down” with the nominal clause, such
as with the example xai dwvn TaAw éx deutépov mpds adTéy (“and the voice, again,
[came] to him”) (Acts 10:15a). Here, the use of the adjunct maAw indicates the repetition
of the process construed by the verb éyéveto in the preceding co-text (cf. 10:13a).
Another common structure worth mentioning here is exemplified by the example év ol¢
cwbioy ob xal més 6 oixds gou (“by which you will be saved, and all of your household”)
(Acts 11:14b—c). There is more than one way to understand the Greek syntax in this
example, notably due to the positioning of the subject after the verb. One possibility is to

take this structure as a single clause in which the subject is identified as o xai még 6 oixdg
gou. The result is a failure of concord, since the verb is second person. The alternative is

to take this structure as two clauses that share a paratactic relationship (as represented in

the translation), the first having a main verb, the second, coordinated by xal, not having a

124 porter, Idioms, 85.



71

verb.!?* In such instances, it is possible to understand that the verb is implied/elided in the
second clause, where it would have needed to be expressed again in a different form.
Interpreting the syntax in this way, the fact that the verb is not expressed in the second
clause is structurally significant for transitivity analysis. Other cases in which a clause
does not express an explicit process are best treated consistently, not supplying a verb

and maintaining the general descriptors of “participant” for any entities and “property

for any modifying content.

Circumstances
Circumstances, functioning as adjuncts in the clause, are realized by a number of
different structures. Simple adverbs function as circumstances, as do prepositional
phrases. Predicators that are rank-shifted down, namely participles functioning
adverbially in embedded clauses, also function to realize various kinds of circumstances.
There are different ways of categorizing circumstances, including the “time, place,
manner, cause” model, which answer the questions “when?”’; “where?”’; “how?”; and
“why?” respectively. Here, however, I will adopt the nuanced framework of Halliday and
Webster (also used by others) with the following labels: extent, location, cause, manner,
matter, accompaniment, and contingency.'?®

The circumstance of extent provides information for the measure of time
(duration) or space (extension), and so answers the questions “how long?” or “how far?”

with reference to the process. Location, like extent, encompasses both time and space,

125 This structure is not only seen with paratactic conjunctions but with hypotactic conjunctions as
well, such as with g (see Acts 10:47¢).
126 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 128-37.
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answering the questions “when?” and “where?” Cause refers to the general category
composed of the more specific subcategories of reason, purpose, and behalf. Such
circumstantial information answers the questions “why?”; “how?”’; “what for?”’; and
“who for?” Manner is also made up of a number of subcategories, including means,
quality, and comparison. Means answers, “how?” as in “by what means?”” Quality answer
“how?” as in “in what manner?” Comparison answers the question, “what like?”'?”
Matter answers the question, “what about?” And accompaniment answers the
question “with(out) who/what?” 1?8 Finally, the circumstance of contingency “is an
element on which the actualization of the process depends.”'?° To clarify this kind of
circumstance by example, when Peter answers the voice’s command to “kill and eat,” we
find in his answer an instance of contingency: undaués xUpte, which can be appropriately
translated “under no circumstances, sir!” (Acts 10:14b; 11:8b) as a refusal that leaves no

room for exception.

Logical Meaning, the Clause Complex, and the Systems of Taxis and Logico-Semantics
As explained above, the logical metafunction of language is related to the experiential
metafunction, as they both construe experience, and so together comprise the ideational
metafunction. Whereas transitivity serves as a model for analyzing ideational meaning at
the level of the clause, it is important to recognize that processes are also related together
in certain ways in language. So, in the example, “If I go to the store, then I will buy

milk,” two processes, “go” and “buy,” are related by “if . . . then,” a conditional. This is a

127 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 135-36, with some modification.
128 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 136.
129 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 136.
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kind of construing of experience, but one that requires a composite unit (in this case, a
dependent and independent clause) where the experience is realized by a logical
connection between two segments of texts. This exemplifies the logical metafunction of
language, and, as seen in this example, the logical metafunction is most salient at the
level of clause-complex (i.e., the combination of two or more clauses into one unit that
shares interdependence).!3°

Halliday identifies the clause complex as the most extensive semantic domain of
grammatical structure.'3! Systemicists define a clause complex as “the grammatical and
semantic unit formed when two or more clauses are linked together in certain systematic
and meaningful ways.”'*? The two semantic systems that this definition presumes are the
systems of taxis and logico-semantics.'>? The tactic system consists of the resources of a
language that contribute to the forming of clause complexes by determining the status of
clauses in a clause complex. Specifically, this system accounts for the types of
interdependency between linked clauses, the two options being parataxis and hypotaxis.
These two interdependency types roughly correspond to what traditional grammars refer
to as coordination and subordination between adjacent clauses.'** The tactic system is
thus made of a single binary option. In parataxis, clauses have equal status and so consist
of two independent clauses, an initiating and a continuing clause, that are coordinated,

apposite, or juxtaposed. Such clauses might be linked simply by their adjacency (i.e.,

130 Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 187-88.

31 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 609.

132 Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 255.

133 In addition to the systems of taxis and logico-semantics, the system of Recursion is also
operative in clause complexing, which consists of the binary option to either stop or go on—that is, the
choice of whether to stop or continue a grammatical unit. Cf. Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to
Functional Grammar, 438.

134 Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 263.
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asyndeton), though they often have some lexicogrammatical component that indicates
their tactic relation, such as with the use of a verb of “saying” in the initiating clause that
introduces a quotation in the continuing clause. More frequently, however, paratactic
clauses are related to one another by functional words that help guide the flow of
information and make up the organic ties of the logical system of the language.'?> These
consist primarily of the class of particles traditionally referred to as conjunctions but also
consist of adverbs and prepositional phrases (i.e., conjunctive adjuncts).

In hypotaxis, one clause (or multiple clauses) functions to modify another and is
structurally dependent on it. The notion of modification here is significant for ideational
meaning, since the dependent clause(s) functions in some way to further expand the
meaning of the dominant clause. Accordingly, it is through hypotactic structures that
more specific logico-semantic relations get realized. Clauses hypotactically linked thus
have unequal status. In Greek, this is accomplished in a number of ways, including the

use of hypotactic conjunctions, such as the use of &l in the protasis of conditional
statements, as well as &g, 671, and v, among many others;'*¢ the use of relative pronouns
(e.g., 8, oiTiveg); and the use of circumstantial or adverbial participles.'3” Accordingly, a

clause complex can contain a combination of paratactic (i.e., equal status) or hypotactic
(i.e., unequal status) relationships that create clause nexuses, and these facilitate the
development of text and guide understanding.'3?

Taxis is responsible for creating what certain models of discourse refer to as

information levels, which pertain to the nature of the flow of discourse. When texts are

135 Reed, “Discourse Analysis,” 205.

136 For examples, see McKay, New Syntax, 119.

137 For examples, see McKay, New Syntax, 62-63.

138 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 609.
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created, not everything can be said at once but must unfold in sequential structures. The
primary information level is established by independent clauses. Such clauses are referred
to as primary clauses. This level moves the story along by introducing new information
that contributes to the text’s message. The secondary level is established by a hypotactic
relation, though it can consist of recursive structures of additional paratactic and
hypotactic clauses. This level further defines the primary information level.
Conceptualized spatially, the primary level develops discourse horizontally, and the
secondary level develops discourse vertically.'*® When discussing clausal relationships
through this perspective, the language of dependency and coordination/subordination is
replaced with the terms primary, secondary, and embedded to designate the various
constructions that relate clauses together in clause complexes.!*? Robert E. Longacre uses
the language of mainline or storyline to describe this level of discourse, since it is the
level where the information is used to narrate main events and move the story along.'#!
Secondary clauses are in some way structurally tied to a primary clause, and embedded
clauses are clauses that have been rank-shifted down to function at the level of word
group and thus function at a secondary level. Longacre refers to both secondary and
embedded clauses as supportive material, and these are “often emotive and descriptive”
in their orientation.'#? It is necessary, however, to retain the language of dependency and
coordination/subordination, since interdependent clauses that function at the secondary

level or in nested structures can share equal statuses between themselves or create

139 0’Donnell, “Introducing the OpenText.org,” (2005).

140 Porter, “Prominence,” 69; Leech and Short, Style in Fiction, 220-22.
141 Longacre, Grammar of Discourse, 21.

142 Longacre, Grammar of Discourse, 22.
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additional levels of subordination.'*® In the chapters of analysis that follow, I will
consider both primary and secondary clauses in the transitivity analysis. Embedded
secondary clauses will be treated for their function at the level of the clause as adjuncts,
since they are rank-shifted down to function at the level of the word group.

The system of logico-semantics, the second system operative in clause
complexing, describes another type of meaning relationship between linked clauses.!**
The system begins by dividing all potential logical relations between two clauses into two
basic options: they can be related through projection (i.e., reported or indirect
speech/thought) or through expansion. These options constitute their own sub-systems,
since they are made up of their own sets of options that select for various
lexicogrammatical expressions. With projection, a clause functions not as a
representation of experience but rather as a representation of a representation of
experience.'® This occurs when one clause attributes an expression of content to some
source, thereby projecting it in some way, the expression being construed in the

following clause or clauses. Traditionally, Greek grammars treat the various grammatical

realizations of projection under the headings of direct and indirect discourse without

143 One issue that arises with parataxis and the notion of interdependency is the question of how to
describe the relation between clauses at the primary information level of discourse, since primary clauses,
while functioning at the same level of discourse, are not necessarily interdependent—that is, they comprise
their own clause complex (or “clause simplex”). One solution to this problem might be to suggest that the
lexicogrammatical links between adjacent clause complexes are not logico-semantic but are simply textual,
which would entail both eliminating parataxis as the type of meaning relation between primary clauses and
claiming that logico-semantic relations are only realized in Greek in hypotactic structures. See Porter and
O’Donnell, “Conjunctions,” 13, who suggest such a solution. The unsatisfactory consequence of this
solution is that functional words are denied their logico-semantic value at the primary level of discourse but
not when they occur in paratactic relations at the secondary information level. Since Greek
characteristically uses functional words to join primary clauses, it is probably better to maintain the notion
of parataxis to apply also to the meaning relations that get realized between clause complexes/simplexes.

144 Bggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 259.

195 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 508.
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formally distinguishing between direct and indirect speech and thought and without
distinguishing between how these can be realized at and above the level of the clause.

In terms of ideational meaning, there are two types of projection that correspond
to the content plane of language. First, thoughts can be projected as the content of mental
clauses; this type of projection is called an idea.!*¢ In the example én’ dAnfeiag
xatadapPavopat 8Tt 0dx 0Ty mposwmoAumTNS 6 Heds (“I [Peter] truly understand that
God is not one who shows favoritism”) (Acts 10:34), the content of the mental process
xatadapPavopat is projected in the following content clause introduced by the
conjunction ¢tt. The conjunction provides the structural component whereby the logico-
semantic relation is established between the two clauses. This type of projection is to be
distinguished from others that are construed at the level of the clause. Participles, for
example, can project the content of a process, usually mental in type, and such
expressions function at the level of the clause but often with clausal embedding (cf. Acts
8:23). Infinitives, in like manner, can be used to project ideas at the level of the clause
(Jas 1:26). The participial and infinitive constructions are thus forms of projection that do
not involve the system of logico-semantics.

Second, wordings can be projected as the content of verbal clauses; this type of

projection is called a locution.'"

Locutions can be grammaticalized as either quotations
(i.e., direct speech) or reports (i.e., indirect speech). Quotations themselves can span an

indefinite number of clauses, as the many speeches in the New Testament readily attest.

With rare exceptions (such as with conditional clauses), the opening clause of a quotation

146 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 509.
147 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 509.
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shares a paratactic relationship with the clause that introduces it. Grammatically, there is
often no component that signals the beginning of a quotation, and so one must rely on
context alone to identify quotations.'*® However, the conjunction 8t1, for example, can
function much like “open quotes” in English to introduce quotations (cf. Mark 1:37).
Reports, unlike quotations, share a hypotactic relationship with the projecting clause. In
this way, reports cannot stand on their own, and so are usually introduced by 67t (cf. John
16:26; Gal 4:15). Like the construal of ideas, indirect speech can be realized by
grammatical constructions at the level of the clause (such as with an infinitive [cf. Rom
1:22]), often with clausal embedding, and thus do not function above the level of the
clause where logical relations are most salient. As a grammatical structure that involves
the system of logico-semantics, reports, therefore, are differentiable from the clause-level
construal of indirect speech.

The notion of expansion entails a clause that enters into relation with another
clause that expands its meaning in some way, combining to form a clause nexus. There
are three ways that this can take place called Expansion types—namely, elaboration,
extension, and enhancement.'’ Elaboration entails how a clause expands on the meaning
of another to specify further or describe it.!>° In such instances, the elaborating clause
does not introduce a new element into the text but instead provides further clarification,
restatement, refinement, or characterization of a part of or the whole clause on which it

elaborates. As a case in point, relative clauses can elaborate on a part of the clause on

148 McKay, New Syntax, 97-98.

149 In modeling the system of expansion for Greek, Benjamin B. Hunt has shown that it is
appropriate to adopt the same logico-semantic options developed by Halliday. See esp. Hunt, “Meaning in
Bulk,” 395. Cf. Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 460-508.

150 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 461.
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which it depends—namely, the referent of the relative pronoun (cf. Matt 24:21). A
restatement, by contrast, elaborates on the entire clause on which it depends (cf. John
15:13).

Extension refers to how a clause extends the meaning of another by adding
something new to it.!3! Types of extension include addition, variation, and alternation.'>?
With addition, one process is simply joined to another without any further relation
indicated. Addition divides into three subcategories: positive addition, negative addition,
and adversative. The conjunctions xai, 0¢, and T¢ used to join two paratactic clauses
realize positive addition (i.e., coordination). In like manner, negative addition is realized
by 000¢ and unodé. Adversative addition relates two clauses by means of the sense of but.
This contrastive relationship is accomplished by a number of resources in Greek,
including éAAd, and 0¢, among others. With variation, one clause is presented as either a
total (cf. Matt 12:4) or partial replacement (cf. Luke 6:4) of another and is realized by
lexical resources such as but instead/rather and except (e.g., €l w9, GAAa uéAdov, among

others). In alternation, one clause functions as an alternative to another, which is realized

by resources that construe the sense of one the one hand . . . on the other hand (e.g., uév .
.. 0¢, and the like).

Enhancement accounts for how one clause qualifies another in a number of
possible ways; it is a relation of development. The many options include making
reference to location (temporal and spatial), manner, means, comparison, various types of

cause (i.e., cause, result, reason, purpose, inference), or condition.!>* The sub-system of

5! Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 471.
152 For a fuller explanation of these types, see Dawson, “Multi-dimensional Model.”
153 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 476.
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enhancement is the most delicate of the systems of expansion, since it systematizes the
lexicogrammatical resources that realize the largest range of logical relations that two
clauses can share.'>*

Of these two systems, the tactic system will be utilized more in the analysis of
Acts; this is a purely pragmatic decision based on taxis providing a more streamlined
means of mapping and assessing large patterns of information structure based on a binary
opposition (i.e., parataxis and hypotaxis), whereas a full account of the logico-semantics
of each passage from Acts, when combined with the transitivity analysis, would produce
an unwieldy amount of data for the description of patterns of ideational meaning.
However, logico-semantics will factor into the analysis as a useful tool when there is a
clear indication that patterns of foregrounding require consideration of logical
relationships between clauses. The goal, then, in considering the system of taxis, in
particular, will be to analyze and assess structural patterns of information, that is, to map

whether they function at the primary level of the discourse or the secondary level and to

factor this data into the interpretation of the other patternings created in the narrative.

Textual Meaning, Markedness, Prominence, and Foregrounding
The analysis of textual meaning will be conducted in conjunction with the ideational
analysis and will assume a supplementary role in assessing transitivity and tactic patterns.
Mapping repetitive grammatical and lexical structures, which is a textual feature relevant
to stylistic patterning, as well as a resource for creating cohesion, will be an important

component of the textual analysis as this is a means of creating foregrounding. Moreover,

154 For a fuller treatment of the system of enhancement, see Dawson, “Multi-Dimensional Model.”
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in the analysis of textual meaning, I will also use prominence theory as developed in New
Testament studies by Stanley E. Porter and Cynthia Long Westfall.!>> Prominence theory,

which, relating to foregrounding, also has its roots in the Russian formalism and Prague

156

School structuralism, >° recognizes the importance of patternings of textual meaning

through the notions of paradigmatic and syntagmatic choice, where paradigmatic choice
“is essential not only for the grounding of meaning, but for differentiating the meaning of
a given linguistic unit in relation to the other units of the language,” and where
syntagmatic choice highlights “the linear relation of given linguistic items, and their
structure.”'3” Commenting specifically on the role of prominence for textual structure,
Westfall writes,

Variations or deviations in a pattern may be used by an author to create
boundaries or shifts as well as to highlight important material. This involves
discontinuity or the division of a discourse into units with the single or patterned
use of open-ended choices from the grammatical system and/or the lexis.
Sometimes the variation may form a break, boundary or shift in the discourse by a
lack of continuity in some respect. Other times the variation may be one of
prominence, where an author intentionally highlights or emphasizes a word,
clause or group of clauses above the surrounding text, which may signal a shift.
The use of variation forms a complementary function to repetition by interrupting
a pattern and signaling some sort of change. Sometimes the variation signals a
slight shift, sometimes it establishes a new pattern, and sometimes the markers
which produce the variations are repeated in a pattern within a section or
throughout the discourse, functioning something like the chorus of a song.'*?

Whether intentionally or inadvertently, Westfall here exemplifies the place of
prominence theory in the notion of defamiliarization, and though no connection is made

to stylistics in her work, she here considers both deviation and repetition in the linguistic

155 See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 92-93, 178-81, 245-51; Porter, “Prominence,” 45-74; Westfall,
“Method for the Analysis of Prominence,” 75-94.

156 See Porter, “Prominence,” 47, who follows Van Peer, Stylistics and Psychology, 1-26.

157 Porter, “Prominence,” 58, 67.

158 Westfall, “Analysis of Prominence,” 78.
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means of establishing organized difference or structured heterogeneity with regard to the
textual metafunction.

While foregrounding and prominence are related terms, they have distinct
definitions, along with a third related term, markedness. Each of these needs to be
understood in light of the others. Markedness (defined here more narrowly in terms of
semantic markedness) refers to the schemes of measuring the semantic weight of the
various linguistic choices available for a particular linguistic item or category within the
language system, and these options exist on a cline from least marked (i.e., unmarked) to
most marked. Markedness is thus assigned to linguistic forms. The four schemes by
which markedness is measured include material, distributional, positional, and cognitive
markedness. Material markedness “relates primarily to the morphological substance or
bulk of a set of related forms.”!>® Accordingly, in Greek, stative verbs are more marked
than imperfective verbs, which, in turn, are more marked than perfective verbs in the
system of verbal aspect.'%® Distributional markedness is established based on statistical
frequency; the less frequently a feature occurs, the greater its markedness. Porter,
however, notes the difficulty in establishing the meaning of statistical results in an
ancient language such as Greek, though certain statistical patterns can be established.!®!
Positional markedness defines markedness according to the position of a linguistic
element in relation to others. In a nonconfigurational language such as Greek, where
syntax allows for more choices in word order (with the exception of certain elements

such as articles, conjunctions, and the like), the initial element in a clause is considered

159 Porter, “Prominence,” 56.

160 See Westfall, “Analysis of Prominence,” 79-81. Cf. Zwicky, “On Markedness in Morphology,”
130-37.

161 Porter, “Prominence,” 56; Andrews, Markedness Theory, 136-39.
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marked as it stands in “prime” position.'®? Cognitive markedness defines markedness as
conceptual difficulty; “the marked category tends to be cognitively more complex—in
terms of attention, mental effort or processing time—than the unmarked one.”!6
Summarily, markedness maps linguistic choices at various levels (word, word group,
clause, discourse) on clines of commonality/rarity, normality/abnormality, and
simplicity/difficulty.!64

Markedness helps to establish prominence in discourse. In other words,
prominence is realized in part by using marked features within the linguistic system,
where the pragmatic effect is some sort of emphasis on a linguistic feature in its linguistic
environment.!% Since markedness is an important component in determining
prominence, it logically follows that markedness should be considered in how textual
meaning plays a role in the creation of verbal art—that is, stylistic patternings of marked
choices that contribute to the textual dimension of defamiliarization. The textual function
of prominence is thus to draw the reader’s attention to some linguistic element, whether
this is a morphological feature such as a verb’s voice or aspect, a clausal feature where
some element of the clause appears earlier than expected, or a discourse feature where
tactic patterns diverge from an established pattern, or a break in continuity occurs.
Foregrounding, as used in this study following Hasan’s model of verbal art, differs from

prominence in that it entails the features of motivation, consistency, and contrast. These

notions are discussed above and do not need to be repeated here, except to say that

162 Porter, “Prominence,” 56.

163 Givon, “Markedness in Grammar,” 337.

164 See Haspelmath, “Against Markedness,” 26.

165 See Westfall, “Method for the Analysis of Prominence,” 73; Reed, Discourse Analysis of
Philippians, 105-6.
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significant foregrounded locations in texts will display multiple uses of marked schemes
to create prominence, which then need to be interpreted against their background to
accurately interpret the role the foregrounding plays in the symbolic articulation of the
text’s theme.

Given that the central component of the clause in Greek is usually the verb, there
are two highly relevant semantic systems to consider in light of prominence theory,
which also pertain to experiential meaning, and these are grammatical voice and verbal
aspect. Taken for the semantic features they grammaticalize, voice and aspect are
ideational systems of meaning, where voice construes the type of cause of the action and
verbal aspect expresses the author’s perspective on how a process occurs.'®® More
precisely defined, “Greek verbal aspect is a synthetic semantic category (realized in the
forms of verbs) used of meaningful oppositions in a network of tense systems to
grammaticalize the author’s reasoned subjective choice of conception of a process.”!®’
When the systems of voice and aspect are viewed from the respective markedness of their
various systemic options, they serve a role for creating stylistic texture or for creating
patterned and semantically weighted contrasts of textual meaning in addition to their
ideational contribution to the clause.!®
As for the system of voice, the active voice is the unmarked, default option, based

on the fact that it is the most frequently used of the three.'® In terms of the relationship

between transitivity and ergativity, the grammatical subject corresponds to the causative

166 porter, “Ideational Metafunction,” 153.

167 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 88.

168 The distinction here is that while the patterns themselves are of ideational meanings,
foregrounding is a feature consistent throughout the text, creating texture, and is thus an element of the
textual metafunction. See Nida et al., Style and Discourse, 46; Fleischmann, Tense and Narrativity; and
Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-Based Foregrounding, 47, who all make this point.

169 Westfall, “Analysis of Prominence,” 80.
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agent of the process when the process is in the active voice. Westfall contends that the
middle voice is more marked than the passive because the middle stresses personal
involvement in the process, whereas the passive places the focus on the recipient of the
process.!”® However, the logic is unstated as to why involvement in the process is better
understood as more marked than being on the receiving end of the process, which
semantically contrasts more with the active voice. The Greek middle voice is the most
difficult for English speakers to grasp, since English has no direct equivalent, but the
means for determining the cline of markedness for Greek voice cannot be based on such
ethnocentric criteria. The middle voice is the least used of the three Greek voices, and so
one could make a case based on distribution that the middle is more marked than the
passive. However, there are also reasons to consider the passive as the most marked of
the Greek voices. Passive verbs in Greek are usually intransitive, often leaving agency
unspecified, which structurally differs from active- and middle-voiced verbs, whose
transitivity structures are determined by the lexical meaning of the process.'”! The
tendency with passive verbs to leave agency unexpressed adds additional cognitive
difficulty to the causality of the process, which is one of the main ways grammatical
structures create markedness.'”? It would seem that both the middle and the passive forms
are marked in opposition to the active, but their positions on a cline of markedness

respective to one another are not definite.

170 Westfall, “Analysis of Prominence,” 80-81.

17l See Mathewson and Emig, Intermediate Greek Grammar, 143.

172 Tt is sometimes argued that cognitive markedness is based on a cline of simple and complex,
which results in specificity being the concept around which markedness is determined. With this view, the
middle voice, expressing more specificity in terms of the nature of the agent’s involvement in the process,
could be considered more marked than the passive, which often lacks specificity. However, most scholars
who use “simple” and “complex” rather than “easy” and “difficult” do not intend markedness to refer to
merely additional semantic specificity. See Haspelmath, “Against Markedness,” 32.
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As for the system of verbal aspect, Greek realizes three systemic options—the
perfective (aorist tense-form), imperfective (present and imperfect tense-forms), and
stative (perfect and pluperfect tense-forms) aspects. Among these choices, there are two
fundamental binary options: “the [+perfective]/[-perfective], and the
[+Himperfective]/[+stative].”!7* Given the high-profile status verbal aspect has had in New
Testament language study over the past thirty years, it is important to address here a word
of caution when assessing the role verbal aspect plays in the creation of motivated
prominence. Both Stanley E. Porter and Buist M. Fanning, in their monographs on verbal
aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, attend to the discourse functions of aspect,
following the work of Stephen Wallace on the notions of figure and ground.'” In his
essay, Wallace writes, “part of the meaning of the perfective aspect, at least in narration,
is to specify major, sequential, foregrounded events, while part of the meaning of the
contrasting non-perfective aspects, particularly an imperfective, is to give supportive,
background information.”'”> Gustavo Martin-Asensio has rightly pointed out that
“Fanning’s wholesale adoption of Wallace’s scheme is ill-informed given that Fanning’s
subject is New Testament Greek.”!'7® Responding to the quotation from Wallace above,
Martin-Asensio explains that in an example taken from the Gospel of Mark,

we could also argue that the aorist is used to set the scene for the two dialogues

between the demonized man and Jesus (5:7-10, 18—19) in both of which the

present and the imperfects dominate. Another climactic point in this passage is

5:15, again built upon the present tense: xat €pyovrat mpog Tov Inaolv xal

Bewpoliagw Tov datpovi{dpevoy xabnuevoy inatiouévoy xal cwdpovolvra, Tov

goynudta ToV Aeytdva, xal ébofnbnoav. These events can hardly be said to be
“subsidiary.”!””

173 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 245.

174 See Wallace, “Figure and Ground.”

175 Wallace, “Figure and Ground,” 209.

176 Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-Based Foregrounding, 62n42. Cf. Fanning, Verbal Aspect.
177 Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-Based Foregrounding, 62n42.
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Numerous other examples could be given. Porter, by contrast, more appropriately
identifies the perfective aspect as the background option.'”® Among the three aspects, the
perfective is the default, unmarked aspect. The imperfective is marked in opposition to
the perfective, and, with regard to stative aspect, Porter writes, “On the basis of frequency
of use, stem formation, history of the Greek verbal network, and most importantly
aspectual meaning, the [+stative] can be established as the most heavily marked
aspect.”!7?

As for the analysis of Acts in the following chapters, grammatical voice and
verbal aspect will be treated as relevant features to consider in light of the ideational
analysis of the text, since they are ideational systems at work in the central element of the
clause in Greek—that is, the verb. The choices of marked instances of voice and aspect,
however, will not in themselves be treated as constitutive of motivated prominence. They
will instead interpreted as contributing elements of foregrounding when they work
consistently with other marked features, that when located together in textual proximity,
or else are consistently used in some way across a span of text, help to establish

foregrounded elements that function to articulate symbolically some element of the

theme.

178 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 92.
179 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 245. For more recent explanations of verbal aspect with respect to
markedness, see Porter, “Perfect Tense-Form,” 211-12; Westfall, “Analysis of Prominence,” 79-80.
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Interpersonal Meaning, Intertextuality, and Intertextual Thematic Analysis
Whereas ideational and textual meanings are readily describable in narrative discourse,
interpersonal meaning is not.'%° The challenge of locating interpersonal meaning in
narrative discourse is due to its indirect nature. Whereas propositions and proposals—that
is, the speech acts whereby information and goods-and-services are negotiated—are
clearly identifiable in occasional texts, such as mundane transactional encounters or
formal letters, among numerous other genres, such interpersonal moves are complexified
in narrative discourse where value positions are negotiated at a higher plane of semiosis
(i.e., verbal art).'®! Since narrative intentionally ambiguates the role relationships
between writer and readers, or at least those outside the narratological implied author—

implied audience matrix, this makes locating the value orientations encoded in the

180 Stylisticians who approach texts through an SFL perspective usually enlist the system of
modality as the means of analyzing interpersonal meaning. Paul Simpson’s modal grammar for narrative
fiction has been highly influential in this regard (Language, Ideology and Point of View, 46—85; cf. Toolan,
Language in Literature, 46—65; Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 77-84). Simpson drew from Roger
Fowler’s categories for speech projection and Boris Uspensky’s categories of point of view to construct a
model for how modality patterns in narrative signal an author’s evaluative stances (cf. Fowler, Linguistic
Criticism, 166—68; Uspensky, Poetics of Composition). The issue with making use of this work for the
book of Acts is twofold: (1) Greek’s system of modality differs significantly from that of English, and (2)
Acts exhibits little to no variation in attitude (mood) in the texts under analysis in this study. For example,
Acts 15:1-29 contains only seven verbs that are not in the indicative mood, none of which would constitute
anything close to a foregrounded status. The first non-indicative verb is part of reported speech and pertains
to the obligation of circumcision Jewish believers were trying to place on Gentile believers (v. 1;
mepttndijre [subjunctive]); the second, also reported speech, is James’s command for people to listen to his
speech (v. 13; dxotoaté [imperative]); three verbs are part of an Old Testament quotation (vv. 16-17;
dvowxodopjow [future], dvopbasw [future], and éx{ymjocwoty [subjunctive]); and the last two are in the
apostles’ letter indicating what abstentions the Gentiles in Antioch will comply with (v. 29; mpd{ete
[future]) and the formal farewell (v. 29; €ppwafe [imperative]), all of which fall within expected norms. It is
also apparent to the critical reader that in Klutz’s study (the only other monograph-length SFL stylistic
analysis in New Testament studies), interpersonal meaning was far more difficult to quantify than
ideational and textual meaning. Klutz states regarding his methodology that all three kinds of meaning will
be accounted for in the analysis (Exorcism Stories, 26); however, none of the categories he uses for analysis
address interpersonal meaning. The only category that could relate to interpersonal meaning is
“implicature,” but Klutz explains this category from the perspective of pragmatics rather than trying to
explain such matters in terms of interpersonal grammatical metaphor (Exorcism Stories, 52-53).

181 Rare exceptions to this are narrative asides, where the author breaks away from the story to
address the audience directly for some special purpose.
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narrative vital for discovering the ideological positions being negotiated in narrative
discourse. For the book of Acts, this means that attention must be given to the intertextual
connections Acts shares with the other texts of its literary environment. Therefore, the
interpersonal component of this study will be subsumed in an intertextual analysis.

A major feature in the way intertextuality has been conceived in New Testament
studies is that it assumes that the “link” between texts is one of direct connection—that is,

an author’s quotation, paraphrase, allusion, or echo'®?

of another text is purely a textual
one and not one conditioned by other cultural factors such as range of usage and
application, variation in tradition, or other views or interpretations associated with
particular texts. Another major feature is that the scope of texts is often limited strictly to
Jewish scripture defined as the writings found in the Old Testament.'®3 This has been the
case since the publication of Richard Hays’s Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul
and its subsequent impact. In his book, Hays intentionally approaches the notion of

intertextuality in a more limited way than it is used in literary (and linguistic) studies,

where intertextuality entails the way texts interact with and make meaning against the

182 T use these terms here only because they are those that have come to be the most commonly
used in studies on the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament.

183 For example, in Hays et al., Reading Scripture Intertextually, only two sources from outside the
Protestant canon are referred to in the entire volume (Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach), which is surprising,
since one of the major sections of the book is titled “Intertextual Interpretation outside the Boundaries of
the Canon.” However, the study of intertextuality in the New Testament is anything but monolithic, as is
seen, for example, in Oropeza and Moyise, Exploring Intertextuality, a collection of seventeen essays, each
of which addresses a distinct “strategy” (their term) for intertextual analysis of the New Testament. Many
of these essays look outside the canon for their intertextual relationships, which demonstrates diversity
beyond the influence of Hays’s approach, but the range of meanings attributed to intertextuality shows that
it is a term that is relative to the one who uses it. It can be employed to assess the authorial intention of an
author in his invocation of sources (Baron and Oropeza, “Midrash”); an audience’s response, given the
rhetorical strategy of deploying intertextual ties between texts (Stanley, “Rhetoric of Quotations”); or a
means of creating new links between texts in a radical reader-response approach, where finding ways to
associate texts together of any time period can be used for the purposes of the interpreter’s own agenda
(Phillips, “Poststructural Intertextuality”). Another striking feature of this collection of essays, provided
that each is meant to be a distinct approach to intertextual study, is that not a single one is based on a
linguistic approach, and Jay L. Lemke’s work is never referred to.
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discursive practices of a linguistic community. Instead, Hays states, “I propose instead to
discuss the phenomenon of intertextuality in Paul’s letters in a more limited sense,
focusing on his actual citations of and allusions to specific texts.”!8* He thus conceives
intertextuality in accordance with a view that texts can be treated as isolated artifacts.
This, however, is highly problematic. As Foster states, “[this] decision to limit Paul’s
cultural sphere solely to the Jewish scriptures fails to take account of the multicultural
world that Paul inhabited, and it ignores the variegated textual influences that may have
shaped Paul’s thought.”'®> Moreover, Hays’s view does not recognize that texts can carry
different sets of associations with them, since these associations differ based on the way
various social groups interpret the same texts in light of the different intertexts they bring
to bear on them and in light of their own ideological voices.'%¢ A better way, then, to
conceive of the interrelationships texts share within a cultural milieu is to consider where
they are positioned ideologically within the culture—this applies especially to important
literary or religious texts that play a role in the maintenance of a culture’s history and
value system—and then how new texts interact with existing ones that share co-thematic
ties. Put more plainly, texts do not “link” directly to one another but are linked by the
culture. In New Testament studies, this approach has recently been promoted through the
use of Lemke’s model of intertextual thematic analysis, and given his systemic-functional

framework, his model is the best fit for analyzing how Luke uses his narrative to

134 Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 15. For clear definitions of Hays’s categories as well as an
evaluation of their interpretive value, see Porter, “Use of the Old Testament, 82—83; Porter, “Further
Comments,” 109.

185 Foster, “Echoes without Resonance,” 98.

186 T emke, Textual Politics, 38.
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construct and negotiate values and beliefs against the heteroglossic backdrop of his
culture.'®’

At this stage, it is necessary to address the question: How did the biblical writers
write and read meanings against the background of intertexts from different and
competing discourses? Lemke provides an answer from where we will start: “Ultimately
we do it by the lexical, grammatical and semantic means at our disposal.”'®® In fact,
Lemke’s approach deals with linguistic resources at the level of the clause, building on
SFL’s (particularly Halliday’s) work on clause-level semantic resources. He begins with
ideational meanings (which he relabels presentational meaning in his model) to trace the
way participants, processes, relations, and circumstances are constructed across a text to
see how they then relate to interpersonal (orientational in Lemke’s model) and textual
(organizational in Lemke’s model) meanings. However, the major difference in Lemke’s
definitions of the three kinds of meaning is that he understands each of them as having an
intertextual dimension—that is, these meanings are not text-specific but also stretch from

text to text. He defines each as follows:

e Presentational: the construction of how things are in the natural and social
worlds by their explicit description as participants, processes, relations and
circumstances standing in particular semantic relations to one another across
meaningful stretches of text, and from text to text;

e Orientational: the construction of our orientational stance toward present and
potential addressees and audiences, and toward the presentational content of
the discourse, in respect of social relations and evaluations from a particular
viewpoint, across meaningful stretches of text and from text to text;

e Organizational: the construction of relations between elements of the
discourse itself, so that it is interpretable as having structure (constituent,
whole—part relations), texture (continuities and similarities with differences

187 See Xue, Paul’s Viewpoint on God;, Xue, “Intertextual Discourse Analysis”; Xue, “Analysis of
James 2:14-16; Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees”; Porter, “Pauline Techniques.”
188 T emke, Textual Politics, 38.
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within these), and informational organization and relative prominence across
meaningful stretches of text and from text to text.'’

All three kinds of meanings at the level of the clause, therefore, are intertextual.
Moreover, Lemke also explains that lexemes also play a definable role in creating
intertextual relations, and this needs a separate explanation.

Lemke explains that “lexical choices are always made against the background of
their history of use in the community[;] they carry the ‘freight’ of their associations with
them.”!°° This indicates that even single words can function dialogically to contextualize
a text with other texts. Therefore, it is important to account for how words mean. Lemke
divides word meaning into three categories: lexical, use, and thematic meaning. Lexical
meaning pertains to the meaning potential of a word in a network of lexicogrammatical
options, and use meaning corresponds to the contextualized meaning made with a word in
a text.!”! Thematic meaning situates between lexical and use meaning and refers to “the
meaning the word realizes in a recurrent discourse pattern that is familiar in many texts
and which forms the basis of co-thematic intertextual relations.”'*> When writers undergo
the process of selecting words, they do not choose them according to their neutral
“dictionary” sense because the meanings of words “depend entirely on a process of
abstractions from the various discourses in which they commonly occur.”'3 In other
words, when “patterns of semantic relations among the same or closely related words and

phrases are regularly repeated over and over again in many texts in a given community,”

189 T emke, Textual Politics, 41.

190 Lemke, “Interpersonal Meaning,” 85.

! Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 89.

192 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 89.

193 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 89. Cf. Bakhtin, “Problem of Speech Genres,”
87; Holquist, Dialogism, 49.
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they constitute thematic formations, a term Lemke associates with the presentational
meaning of the discourse.'** Further, when recurrent lexical choices and semantic
patterns occur in thematically related texts that correspond with social values, Lemke
assigns to these choices the term intertextual thematic formations (1TFs),'*> formations
that “abstract from a set of thematically related texts their common semantic patterns
insofar as these [matter] to a particular community for a particular set of social
purposes.”?® Accordingly, when thematic formations are positioned in some way against
their heteroglossic backdrop, these semantic patterns establish the orientational stance of
the presentational meanings. The social purposes of common semantic patterns are
organized into two categories in Lemke’s model according to how they become oriented
to social stances and values; they function to either ally with or oppose them.!°” When an
intertextual relationship (i.e., an ITF) is said to be in alliance, this means the thematic
formations of a text are compatible with, reinforce, defend, or in some way support other
texts in the culture that share the same thematic content.'® When an intertextual
relationship is in opposition, this means the co-thematic content is used to signal a

contradiction, subversion, or otherwise realize a conflicting stance with other texts in the

194 Lemke, “Text Structure,” 165. Cf. Xue, “Intertextual Discourse Analysis,” 281.

195 T emke, “Discourses in Conflict,” 30.

196 Lemke, “Project of Text Linguistics,” 223. Elsewhere, Lemke describes this view as follows:
“Words have meaning potential, a range of possible meanings that we abstract from all their actual uses,
but their relevant meaning potential in a given text is always severely restricted by the pattern of
presentational or orientational meanings they help to express. Their actual, specific meaning for us in a
given text depends critically on that pattern. These patterns, which in the case of presentational meanings I
call thematic patterns or thematic formations, are fundamentally intertextual. The same patterns recur from
text to text in slightly different wordings, but recognizably the same, and each wording can be mapped onto
a generic semantic pattern that is the same for all. I take these thematic patterns, appropriately modified or
subclassified where necessary to take into account the dependence of presentational meaning on the
orientational stance of the discourse (in which case I will call them heteroglossic discourse formations or
voices) as the irreducible units of text meaning” (Textual Politics, 42).

197 Lemke, “Semantics and Social Values,” 40-45; Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,”
99; Lemke, “Discourses in Conflict,” 48.

198 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 99.
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culture.'® This construct is a powerful mechanism by which to evaluate the interpersonal
meanings of literary texts where the relationship between the writer and reader(s) is often
unclear due to its indirect communicative nature.

Intertextual analysis can take place at all levels of discourse, but since the object
of this study involves patterns of repetition in Acts, the lexicogrammatical and semantic
levels will serve as the primary levels of inquiry. This is because the patterns of repetition
in Acts create foregrounded thematic formations, which are identifiable through
ideational and textual analysis of the text (analysis at the level of semantics), but the
thematic formations themselves are based on specific structures or lexemes (elements at
the level of lexicogrammar). These thematic formations then become the topic of further
inquiry into their orientational or interpersonal meaning as co-thematic texts are
identified and the intertextual relationships between texts are interpreted in light of

ideological stances at play between the texts.

Conclusion
The model presented in this chapter has provided the theoretical basis for this study,
along with a method for the application of what attempts to be a full-orbed model of
linguistic stylistic analysis. It takes into account the various kinds of meanings of text to
address the way literary discourse symbolically articulates a theme or message through
patternings of foregrounding and addresses how to understand the message on the basis

of an intertextual thematic analysis by which it can be interpreted in light of its

199 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 99; Lemke, “Discourses in Conflict,” 48.



ideological (or theological) orientation. This model will now be applied to selected

passages in Acts.
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CHAPTER 3:
THE STORY OF CORNELIUS AND PETER:
A TRANSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF ACTS 10:1—11:18

Introduction
Many scholars have uttered words to the effect that “the story of Cornelius in Acts 10.1—
11.18 provides one of the most striking examples of the use of repetition in the NT.”! In
previous generations, this repetition was judged as evidence for the author’s use of
multiple sources of the same story. However, in a day when source-critical investigations

have long been considered out of date,> more scholars are now inclined to follow the

! Witherup, “Cornelius,” 45. See Johnson, Acts of the Apostles, 186-87; Barrett, Acts of the
Apostles, 1:491; Fitzmyer, Acts of the Apostles, 447-48; Alexander, Acts, 194-95; among others.

2 See Gasque, History, 268. This is not to disparage the importance of source criticism as an
important historical method of inquiry. However, it has the potential to overly complexify rhetorical and
literary readings, and since the final literary product is made up of an author’s own set of choices, source
criticism is usually bracketed out of such analyses. Despite the potential to overly complexify, some
scholars have continued still to address the question of Luke’s sources while also holding the view that the
device of repetition is used rhetorically to emphasize the importance of the content. See, for example,
Witherington, Acts of the Apostles, 344—46, who tries to tie Luke’s use of repetition to his lack of source
material, stating, “[Acts] 11:3—17 is basically a summary of chapter 10 with certain minor variations, a
technique typical of Luke, and also characteristic of a proper rhetorical handling of material when one’s
source material is limited” (p. 346n73), and also citing Cadbury, Making of Luke—Acts, 213-38, as support
of this argument. An issue, however, is that Cadbury nowhere in this span of text makes such a point.
Instead, Cadbury here addresses the ways of observing Luke’s individuality as a writer—that is, how his
own personality and idiosyncrasies came through in his writing, or, put simply, his style. Most of this
content pertains to phrasings, the spelling of names, use of words with particular characters, and unique
lexemes in the New Testament. Only about eight pages pertain to matters beyond diction, in which
parallelisms are discussed. Luke’s sources, on the other hand, are only accounted for insofar as they limit
our ability to ascertain what elements in the text are Luke’s own creations and to what extent he has made
use of his source material. No mention of Luke’s techniques when he lacks material is discussed, nor would
there be a way to know where Luke lacks source material and where he does not. It was not characteristic
of Cadbury to make firm judgments beyond what the evidence provided, and so Witherington
misrepresents him, complicates the relationship between sources and style, and underestimates the
importance of repetition in Acts 11, as the analysis of this chapter will demonstrate. For more details on
Cadbury’s notion of Luke’s personality, see Dawson, “Henry J. Cadbury.”
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view that the repetition indicates the author’s own stylistic variation.® The significance of
this stylistic variation, as a matter of course, becomes a topic of inquiry about this story.
For example, in his 1993 article, Ronald D. Witherup contends that “scholars have
overlooked Zow the repetition in this narrative functions and why it is essential to the
text’s interpretation.”* More than twenty-five years later, the same contention could be
made about the kinds of statements that populate many major commentaries on Acts,
which tend to equate repetition with simple emphasis. Eckhard J. Schnabel, for instance,
states that “the repetition of both Peter’s vision and the conversion of Cornelius and his
Gentile friends underlines the importance of this section for Luke,” with no further
commentary that repetition goes beyond this simple function.’ In this chapter, however, I
will begin to mount an argument (to be completed in the next chapter) that the patterns of
repetition in the story of Cornelius and Peter, while serving to emphasize, function in a

much more goal-oriented way to articulate symbolically a message that subverts value

3 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 45.

4 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 46. After Witherup’s study, other scholars began to analyze the rhetorical
function of the repetitious patterns in Acts 10:1—11:18 but relied on the method of rhetorical criticism that
came to popularity under the influence of Hans Dieter Betz (“Literary Composition”; Galatians) and
George A. Kennedy (New Testament Interpretation), and looked to Hellenistic modes of rhetoric for
answers regarding the author’s purpose(s). Such studies include Humphrey, “Collision of Modes?” and
Wilson, “Urban Legends,” and these articles follow the fundamental tenets of Betz’s and Kennedy’s
rhetorical criticism in that the author of Acts had gained familiarity with the rhetorical categories outlined
in the classical rhetorical handbooks, such as the progymnasmata, either through formal education or
simply by living in a rhetoric-saturated culture. The critiques levied against this method, however, have
revealed a number of its fundamental flaws, such as that biblical and ancient rhetoric had different social
contexts, that the rhetorical handbooks addressed types of speeches rather than literature contained in the
New Testament, and that it is unlikely that the New Testament writers were familiar with the complex
structure in the rhetorical manuals. These critiques are discussed succinctly in Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-
Based Foregrounding, 26-27; but see also Porter, “Theoretical Justification,” 110-22, whose study
contrasts the rhetorical handbooks with the New Testament’s epistolary documents, but the argumentation
can be extended to the narrative documents of the New Testament as well; Thurén, “Ethical
Argumentation,” 470; Reed, “Ancient Rhetorical Categories,” 309—11; among others. Moreover, the topic
of Luke’s education has prompted a revival of late into the question of his level of familiarity with the
progymnasmata. However, Sean A. Adams has made a compelling case that the handbooks straddled the
secondary and tertiary levels of the Greco-Roman educational system, and we cannot conclude that Luke
would have acquired a tertiary education (“Luke and Progymnasmata”).

> Schnabel, Acts, 481.
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positions that seek to promote Jewish separation from Gentiles in general and that are
represented in important Jewish religious texts in particular.

Since Witherup provides one of the clearest articulations that connects repetition
in Acts 10:1—11:18 with a specific functional agenda, he will serve as a prominent
dialogue partner throughout this chapter. It is appropriate, then, to briefly present his
approach that, at the time of its publication, attempted to fill an interpretive gap in the
research. In his article, Witherup makes use of a set of literary categories used for
creating patterns of redundancy, which he adopts from the work of Meir Sternberg.’
These patterns include expansion (or addition), truncation (or ellipsis), change of order,
grammatical transformation, and substitution. According to Witherup, these patterns help
to identify narrative strategies and guide the reader in a text’s interpretation. For this
reason, he assigns a functional value to these redundancy schemes in Acts 10:1—11:18,
defining “functional redundancy” as ‘““a narrative technique of repetition and variation
which serves as a ‘counterbalance designed to ensure a full and unambiguous reception

of the message’ which any particular piece of literature might contain.”®

¢ Even though Witherup’s article is somewhat dated, it still constitutes a far better study of the
Cornelius story than some more recent attempts to interpret the literary message of the episode. For
example, Walter T. Wilson’s 2001 article, “Urban Legends,” attempts to interpret Acts 10:1—11:18
according to classic portrayals of urban origins and pagan storytelling customs by means of likening the
establishment of the multi-ethnic church to that of the founding of a Greco-Roman city-state. This
comparison, according to Wilson, reveals Luke’s purpose of depicting the dynamics of the early church’s
community formation as fitting naturally within a Greco-Roman world. However, by his own admission,
such urban origin tales did not constitute their own literary genre but were more of a popular topic of
discussion, which in itself calls into question the viability of his argument. If genres constitute the linguistic
and literary category that provides the set of expectations of a text, then what grounds are there to argue
that the Cornelius story reflects the aims of such an undefined pattern of storytelling or that an audience
would readily see such a resemblance? There are none, yet this does not hinder Wilson from drawing
numerous parallels between the motifs and tropes of so-called urban origin tales and the Cornelius story.

7 See Sternberg, Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 365-440. Witherup also claims to have been
influenced by Savran, Telling and Retelling.

8 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 47, quoting Sternberg, Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 368.
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Witherup’s study relies on Ernst Haenchen’s outline of the narrative structure of

Acts 10:1—11:18, which divides into seven “scenes”: (1) 10:1-8; (2) 10:9-16; (3) 10:17—
23a; (4) 10:23b-33; (5) 10:34-43 ; (6) 10:44-48; (7) 11:1-18.° Within these subdivisions
of the story, Witherup isolates the redundant iterations of Cornelius’s vision, which he
identifies as 10:1-8, 22, 30-33; 11:11-14, as well as the reiterations of Peter’s vision,
10:9-16; 11:5-10.'° He identifies patterns of redundancy as they are created between
accounts of each vision; no other patterns of repetition that go beyond the vision accounts
are considered. Based on his findings, he concludes “that the role of Cornelius declines as

the story unfolds just as the role of Peter rises,”!!

and the redundancy patterns
collectively function to support this conclusion.

The major task of the present chapter is to analyze patternings of ideational
meaning in the Cornelius story to establish what processes, participants, and
circumstances are foregrounded to function to communicate a message beyond the
particularities of the unfolding sequence of events. Accordingly, the analysis below will
test the viability of Witherup’s conclusion based on a detailed description of the
transitivity structure of each pericope (or scene) and the interpretations of this description
based on the stylistic patternings observable therein. Moreover, it will also establish a
data set by which numerous other observations about the narrative will be made. These

observations are discussed following each description of the text’s transitivity structure

and will be oriented towards identifying stylistic features in the text—that is, the

® Haenchen, Acts, 343-63, though Haenchen is not the first to suggest this narrative structure. He,
in fact, relies on Wendt, Handbuch iiber die Apostelgeschichte, 229-49. These textual divisions also match
the subsections in the Nestle-Aland Greek New Testament (28th ed.) and thus provide appropriate breaks
for dividing the analysis of this episode into manageable sections.

19 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 54, 58.

' Witherup, “Cornelius,” 54.
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patternings created that establish foregrounding based on structures of parallelism and
deviation. These will also be considered in light of other stylistic features of prominence,
which also contribute to foregrounding and can help to interpret what message the author
seeks to articulate sybolically through his patternings of language. Attention will now

turn toward mapping and assessing the transitivity structure of Acts 10:1—11:18.

The First Account of Cornelius’s Vision (10:1-8)
Transitivity Structure!?

The first pericope of the so-called Cornelius episode consists of the introduction of
Cornelius, his encounter with the angel of God, their conversation, and Cornelius’s action
to follow the angel’s instructions. The first ten clauses of the scene function at the
primary discourse level (vv. 1-6a). The first of these (vv. 1-2) is a nominal clause and
introduces Cornelius the centurion from the Italian cohort as a participant and, by means
of a significant degree of clausal embedding, attributes a number of properties to him,
such as his piety (edoef3%s), his and his household’s fear of God (dofodypevos Tov Bedv gbv
mavtl 76 olxw avtol), and his habits of giving alms and praying to God (motév
glenpoovag moAlag T4 Aadd; debuevos Tol Beol O1a TavTds).

In the second clause (v. 3), Cornelius performs the first process of this scene,
being cast in the role of senser; he sees &yyehov Tod feol eicerfovTa mpds adTdv xal
elmovra adTé (“the angel of God coming down to him and saying to him”), all of which
functions as the phenomenon due to the embedding of two participial clauses. Three

circumstances modify the process: the first, év 6papatt (“in a vision”) expresses location:

12 The clause numbers ascribed in this chapter follow the tabulations provided in Appendix 1.
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space and explains that this event occurs entirely within Cornelius’s inner-world
experience; the second, avepdis (“clearly”), construes manner: quality; and the third,
woel mepl Wpav gvatny Tis Nuépas (“about the ninth hour of the day”), construes location:
time and reinforces Cornelius’s piety, since the ninth hour is one of the traditional hours
of prayer for devout Jews.'3

The third clause (v. 3b) is simply an address to Cornelius in the angel’s projected
speech, though it should be noted that the angel does not function grammatically as a
participant; this is due to the projected speech being introduced by the participle eimévra
in the previous clause. However, since eimévta is rank-shifted down to function at the
level of word group, the verbal process does not contribute to the transitivity structure of
the ranking clauses. Cornelius then responds in clause 4 (v. 4a), being cast in the role of
sayer of the verbal process eimev. The verb is preceded, however, by a circumstantial
atevigas adTé xal Eudofog yevéuevos (“gazing at him and being afraid”), a description of
how Cornelius replied (manner: quality). The verbiage of the verbal process consists only
of the single clause Ti éoTv x0pte; (“What is [it], sir?”) (c. 5/v. 4b). This clause functions
as a relational: intensive: equative clause, despite there not being an explicit second
participant; the interrogative pronoun i thus serves as the value. The angel then responds
in the role of a sayer in the following clause (c. 6/v. 4c), with Cornelius functioning as the
receiver, and the next five clauses (cc. 7-11/vv. 4d—6b) constituting the verbiage.

The angel’s projected speech is made up of five clauses, consisting of four

material processes and one relational process. The first four clauses all construe material

13 Bruce, Book of the Acts, 204.
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processes in paratactic relations as primary clauses. The first of these (c. 7/v. 4d)
expresses the process avéfnoav (“they ascended,”) with Cornelius’s prayers and alms (ai
mpocevyal cou xal al éAenpocivat oov) filling the role of actor. The process is intransitive,
but the two circumstances indicate manner: comparison (gig pvyuoguvov [“as a
memorial”’]) and location: space (umpoabev Tol Beol [“before God™]). In the second
clause of the speech (c. 8/10:5a), Cornelius, as the implicit referent of the second-person
verb, assumes the role of actor of the material process méuyov (“you [i.e., Cornelius]
send”). He thus sends men (&vopag), the goal, though it should not go unnoticed that the
mood of the verb is imperative. The adjuncts viv and eig I6mmny provide the
circumstantial information of location: time and location: space. Cornelius retains the role
of actor in the third clause (c. 9/v. 5b), and the mood of the verb is also imperative; he is
commanded again, but this time to summon (petamepar) Peter. The interpersonal
relations of one who gives and one who receives commands between Cornelius and the
angel thus characterize Cornelius’s participant profile as an actor. The second participant
in clause 9 (v. 5b) is Zipwva Tva 6¢ émxaleital [Tétpog (“a certain Simon who is called
Peter”), who functions in the role of the goal, as he is affected by the process—that is, he
is the one who is summoned. The fourth clause of the angel’s speech (c. 10/v. 6a)
maintains Peter in the role of the goal, who is being boarded/shown hospitality as a
stranger (¢eviletar).'* The main verb of clause 10 (v. 6a) is passive, thus making Peter the

affected participant while functioning as the grammatical subject of the clause. The

14 Most translations render the passive verb Zeviletal as “staying,” but this obscures the voice. The
meaning of the verb is to show or receive hospitality as a stranger (Louw and Nida, Greek—English
Lexicon, 2:454-55), and my rendering of £eviletau as “being boarded” is motivated by the purpose to clarify
Peter as the one who receives the action.
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circumstance mapa Twi Zipwvt Pupcel (“with a certain Simon the tanner”) expresses
accompaniment. The fifth clause (c. 11/v. 6b) of the angel’s speech is a secondary clause,
being dependent on clause 10 (v. 6a). It is a relational: circumstantial clause, where the
word group ¢ oixie, referring to the house of Simon the tanner, is related to the
circumstantial attribute mapa 8dAacoav (“being by the sea”), expressing location: space.
The last two clauses of this pericope (cc. 12—13/vv. 7-8) share a hypotactic
relationship, the first being dependent upon the second. Both clauses also construe
material processes. First, the angel, functioning as actor for the first time, departs
(@m#jABev) (c. 12/v. 7a). Then, in the final clause (c. 13/v. 7b-8), Cornelius implicitly fills
the role of actor of the process améatetdev (“he sent”’)—the process the angel directed him
to do. The two circumstances dwwioag Vo TEY oixeTdv xal oTpaTIWTYV eboeP TV
mpooxapTepolVTwY avTé (“calling for two of his servants and a devout soldier who were
continually with him”), and é&nynedpevos dmavta adtols (“explaining everything to
them”), both express manner: means. The pronoun a0tovg, referring to Cornelius’s
servants), fills the role or goal, and the final circumstance €ig ™y [6mmny (“to Joppa™)

expresses location: space.

Assessment
With the transitivity structure of this first pericope just described, there are a number of
observations that can be made. First, Cornelius is the participant that performs the
greatest number of process types, functioning as a senser, an actor, and a sayer. Despite
such variety, there are a few indicators that Cornelius is being characterized as a less-

than-powerful participant in this pericope. One reason is that his profile as an actor
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correlates to his obedience to the angel—that is, the material processes that Cornelius
performs are predicated on him being commanded to carry them out by the angel. That
two of the three instances where Cornelius functions as an actor occur within the
projected speech of the angel only reinforces this assessment. Second, the mental process
of “seeing” in v. 3a (c. 2) portrays him as an onlooker of events rather than one who
causes them to occur, and the vision itself lasts for the majority of the pericope. Third,
Cornelius’s almsgiving and prayers function in the role of actor rather than Cornelius
himself, and these nominalized processes seemingly circumvent Cornelius’s active role
as the agent of these practices. Last, it should not go unnoticed that the first clause of this
pericope, which introduces Cornelius, is a verbless clause; his role as a participant is
undifferentiated while a number of important contextual features are introduced to the
reader. For instance, the properties of the clause are contextually significant given
Cornelius’s identity as a Gentile and the need to establish Cornelius as a major participant
in the following episode, but they function in this way without building Cornelius’s
participant profile.

The angel’s role as sayer is substantial, since six of the thirteen clauses function
as the angel’s verbiage. As far as speeches go for the book of Acts, this does not classify
as an extended discourse by any means, but it does characterize Cornelius’s vision as one
that is message-driven. The only other process type associated with the angel is a material
process in a secondary clause, and so there are no stylistic features that invite additional
interpretation about this figure.

Perhaps the most significant observation to be drawn from this first pericope

comes out of an analysis of the circumstances. The text establishes a regular pattern of
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answering the questions of “how?” “when?”” and “where?” Information is provided
through circumstantials of manner (means, quality, and comparison) and location (space
and time). Such information can reasonably be expected, since the majority of the scene
consists of explanation and instructions about Cornelius’s actions. The one clear instance
where this pattern deviates occurs in clause 10 (v. 6a), where the prepositional phrase
mapa T Zipwvt Pupoel expresses accompaniment. To support and clarify the
significance of this phrase, there are other stylistic features that foreground clause 10 (v.
6a) against the others. First, this is the only clause in the pericope where the transitivity
structure uses a passive verb. The intensive pronoun o¥tog (referring to Peter) fills the
grammatical slot of subject, but functions as the goal, which is the only instance where
such a structure occurs in this pericope. Another prominent feature that establishes the
foregrounding of this clause includes the imperfective aspect of the present tense-form
Eeviletaur. Thus, with several prominent elements in this clause, the consistency indicates
that the whole clause o0tog &eviletar mapd Tivi Sipwvi Bupoet stands out as foregrounded.
Moreover, clause 10 (v. 6a) shares a dependency relationship with the following
relational: circumstantial clause ¢ éotw oixia mapa Hddacoay (“whose house is by the
sea”) (c. 11/v. 6b). In the transitivity structure of relational: circumstantial clauses, the
circumstance functions more like a participant'® and so contrasts to a certain extent with
the other circumstances of location: space in the co-text. The circumstantial information
of mapa bddagoav (“by the sea”), then, probably aims to articulate more to the reader than
the mere fact that the angel gave Cornelius very specific directions to find Peter. This can

be linguistically supported by pointing to the deviation from the pattern of taxis

15 See Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 97-99.



106

established by the first ten clauses of the pericope, all of which are independent, as well
as by pointing to the shift from four consecutive material processes to an explanatory
relational: circumstantial process. The stylistic function of this linguistic patterning for
the theme could be to foreground the profession of Simon as a tanner, who may have
lived by the sea for the simple reason of using the water in his work,'¢ but his distance
from the main part of town is more significant for the fact that tanning involved bad
smells and working with dead animal skins, which resulted in some degree of
uncleanliness being associated with the profession.!” It is no inconsequential detail that
Peter is staying with such a person, as the following analysis will bear out.

Together, clauses 10—11 (v. 6a—b) establish several elements of structured
heterogeneity, and it comes as somewhat of a surprise that the transitivity analysis of this
first pericope invites interpretation not about the main participants of Cornelius and the

angel, but instead of Peter and Simon the tanner.

The First Account of Peter’s Vision (10:9-16)
Transitivity Structure
The temporal adjunct 7§ émadpiov, in addition to its ideational function as a circumstance
expressing location: time, marks a deictic shift introducing a new pericope at the
beginning of clause 14 (v. 9a). Clauses 14 and 15 (v. 9a-b) are secondary clauses
dependent upon clause 16 (v. 9¢), and all three of these construe material processes. In

the first of these, the process is expressed with the participle 6dotmopodvtwy (“being on

16 Haenchen, Acts, 347.

17 Bruce, Book of the Acts, 200. Gaventa also raises the point that it would have been superfluous
for the location of the Simon house to be mentioned if tanners were to be found by the sea (From Darkness
to Light, 114). This, therefore, invites the question as to why this detail is provided.
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their way”) in a genitive absolute construction, and the demonstrative pronoun éxeivwv,
referring back to the men Cornelius sent, fills the role of actor. The same entity is implied
as actor through coordination (xai) in the following clause (c. 15/v. 9b), though it is
unexpressed. The process is again grammaticalized as a participle in a genitive absolute
construction; the men are thus described as approaching (¢yyi{évtwv) the city (t§j méAer),
where 7§] méAet functions as the scope, since it is the unaffected participant of the process.
The third clause (c. 16/v. 9¢), functioning at the primary level, introduces Peter as an
actor for the first time, performing the material process of “going up” (avéf). The
process is intransitive, but three circumstantials populate the clause. Two of these
indicate location, émi 70 0@pa expressing where Peter went up (space) and mepi dpav
€xtny expressing when (time). The infinitive mpogevgacbat is rank-shifted down to
function as an adjunct and construes the circumstantial information of cause: reason—
that is, why Peter went up on the roof.'?

The next two clauses contribute to diversifying Peter’s role as a participant. In
clause 17 (v. 10a), he is cast in the role of carrier in a relational: intensive: ascriptive
process (€yéveto), being ascribed the attribute of being hungry (mpoomevog). The next
clause (c. 18/v. 10b) construes Peter’s reaction in the mental clause xal #0elev yeboaahat
(“and he wanted to eat”), where the infinitive here is rank-shifted down to function as the
grammatical complement and thus as the phenomenon. The narrative then briefly shifts to

an unspecified participant a0Tév as the actor in a secondary material clause (c. 19/v. 10c).

The process mapaoxevalévtwy (“preparing”) is structured as a participle in a genitive

18 For an explanation for this use of the anarthrous infinitive, see McKay, Syntax, 135-36.
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absolute construction. The following primary clause (c. 20/v. 10d) on which this
secondary clause depends is a material clause with a new actor, a trance (éxotacig). The
circumstance of location: space indicates where the trance “happens” (or “falls” in
idiomatic English)—namely, on Peter (¢n’ ad7ov). Peter then resumes his role as a
participant in clause 21 (v. 11), this time as a behaver, since he observes (fswpei) the
elaborate phenomenon of Tov 00pavév dvewyuévov xal xataPaivov axelids Tt g 666vny
ueyaAn tégoapaty apyais xabiépevov émi s yijs (“the sky being opened and a certain
object like a great sheet coming down, being lowered by four corners to the earth”).
Peter’s participant profile thus continues to flex. Dependent on clause 21 (v. 11) is the
following secondary clause (c. 22/v. 12), which construes the first existential process in
Acts 10. The participant functioning as the existent is the rather elaborate word group:
TAVTa T& TETpATOOX xal EpmeTa TH Yiis xal metewva Tod ovpavod (“all of the four-footed
animals and crawling animals of the earth and birds of the sky”).

Clause 23 functions at the primary information level. Here the nominal ¢wvy (“a
voice”) fills the role of actor of the material process éyéveto (“it came”). The adjunct mpog
avToév provides the circumstantial information of spatial location. One explanation for
why this clause is not construed as a verbal clause could be that a voice’s inherent
semantic meaning as a speaker provides the means for idiomatically introducing
projected speech without the use of a verbal process type. Put simply, if a voice acts, then
that action is necessarily understood as some form of speech. Another and more likely
explanation, however, is that the voice is not meant to be personified as the speaker at all,
but rather understood to belong to an owner, who is unstated, making the voice a

meronym. Thus, the transitivity pattern serves intentionally to ambiguate the voice’s
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owner. Such ambiguity concurs with Peter’s disposition toward the voice, which is yet to
be described. In any case, the following clause is the voice’s projected speech, but it does
not structurally function as verbiage in the transitivity scheme, since it is not tethered to a
verbal process. Peter returns as a peripheral participant in the first clause of the voice’s
speech by means of a vocative address (I1étpe) (c. 24/v. 13b), but also as the implied
actor of the material process 88cov (“kill””), which is an imperative. The rank-shifted
participle avaotas (“rising”) functions adverbially as a circumstance of manner: quality.
The next clause (c. 25/v. 13¢) functions paratactically by means of the coordinating xal to
add the additional imperative ¢aye (“you eat”) to the actions Peter is commanded to
perform.

Then, Peter responds to the voice in a verbal clause as the sayer (c. 26/v. 14a),
making this the fifth type of process in which Peter is involved as the active participant.
The verbiage of the process extends for the next two clauses. Peter first utters the
exclamatory verbless clause punoaués x0pte (“Under no circumstances, sir!”) (c. 27/v.
14b). Here the vocative xUpte functions as an undefined peripheral participant, and the
adverb pundaudc is best considered a circumstance of contingency. This is followed with
Peter’s reason: 61t o00emoTe Ebayov miv xowdv xat axdafaptov (“For I have never eaten
anything common or unclean”) (c. 28/v. 14c). Here, Peter casts himself in the role of
actor via the first-person verb €ébayov (“I ate”). The word group mév xowbdv xal dxabaptov
(“anything common or unclean”) functions as the goal, and the process is modified
circumstantially by the adverb obdémote, which answers the question “When?” (location:

time) in absolute terms—*“never.”
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A verbless clause follows Peter’s response (c. 29/v. 15a). The implied participant
is w1 (“the voice”), and the context supplied by the circumstances helps to indicate that
this clause introduces projected speech, signaling to the reader that the earlier material
process performed by this participant, éyéveto, is to be “read down” in this clause. These
circumstantial elements include information regarding extent: maAwv and éx deuTépov,
which indicates the repetition of the process; and location: space: mpog adTov, which
creates a parallel structure with clause 23 (v. 13a). Thus, for the second time, projected
speech is not structurally construed as verbiage, and there is no participant operating in
the role of sayer.

Clauses 31 and 32 (vv. 16a—b) narrate the last two material processes of the
vision. The demonstrative pronoun functions as the actor of the process éyéveto. The
referent of the pronoun is anaphoric and seemingly encompasses the whole vision and
dialogue within it (cc. 21-30/vv. 11-15). The circumstance émt Tpig (“three times”) is one
of extent. In the final clause of the vision, the lone participant to oxeliog (“the object”)
functions as the goal, since the verb aveAjudfy (“it was raised”) is passive. The two
circumstantials €080 (“immediately”) and eig Tov oVpavdv (“into the sky”) indicate

“when” (location: time) and “where” (location: space) the process occurred.

Assessment
A number of the stylistic features of this first account of Peter’s vision have been
identified in the course of the analysis. Now that the transitivity structure of this pericope
can be considered as a whole, these features can be more fully considered regarding their

patterns of foregrounding. First, it is clear that Peter emerges as the most prominent
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participant. He is cast in the roles of five different types of processes (i.e., material,
mental, relational, behavioral, and verbal) and is the actor in five of the twelve material
clauses in this pericope. No other entity receives as much attention or functions as a
participant in as many clauses. The focus on Peter alone is not enough to constitute
motivated foregrounding, but when Peter is contrasted with Cornelius, the several
patterns of repetition shared between the first and second pericope of Acts 10 reveal a
significant difference.

Acts 10:1-8 and 9-16 share a number of parallel features. The most obvious of
these is that the grammatical subject of the first primary clause of each pericope
experiences a vision. The word used for Cornelius’s experience is 6papa, which is
construed as a circumstance of a mental process. In the case of Peter, the similar term
éxotaots is used, functioning as the actor that affects Peter as the process’s goal. These
terms are near-synonyms, which is supported by the fact that they are neighboring entries
in Louw and Nida’s lexicon,!® where proximity between terms in a semantic domain is
indicative of their similarity in meaning, as well as by the immediate reference to Peter’s
vision in 10:17, which uses the term dpapa in place of éxotacis. Other parallelisms
include (1) an explicit reference to the hour of the day; (2) an entity speaking to both
Cornelius and Peter; (3) both of them addressing the speaker as xUpte; (4) the speaker
issuing a two-fold directive, to send and summon in Cornelius’s vision, and to kill and eat
in Peter’s; and (4) each vision’s main participant(s) coming and leaving.

Against the canvas of these parallels, a number of deviations are brought into

relief. For one, Peter’s initial response, unlike the unquestioning compliance of

19 See Louw and Nida, Greek—English Lexicon, §33.488 for Spapa and §33.489 for éxorasts.
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Cornelius, is to refuse the voice’s command, which prompts the voice to issue a third
command that contains additional information—namely, that God has made all the
animals clean. Another difference is the way in which the entities of the visions arrive
and leave. In Cornelius’s vision, the coming and going is expressed in “horizontal”
language as the angel of God approaches (eiceAbévte; c. 2/v. 3a) and then goes away
(@m#jABev; c. 12/v. 7a), but in the case of Peter’s vision, these processes are expressed in
“vertical” language as the object (oxefiog) with all of the animals is lowered (xatapaivov,
c. 21/v. 11) and then lifted (dveAyudBy; c. 32/v. 16b) back into the sky. This is a
similarity with distinctions, the significance of which I will investigate more fully in the
next chapter. Peter also experiences his vision thrice, which correlates with his perplexity
that follows (see the next section), whereas Cornelius’s vision is clear ($avepdis), with no
ambiguity as to its meaning. Such contrast prompts the question of why Peter’s vision
was so unclear to him, and this encourages additional interpretation or at least creates an
expectation for further explanation.

Also related to the notion of ambiguity is the difference between the explicitly
identified sayer in Cornelius’s vision, the angel of God, and the voice that comes to Peter
in his trance. As noted above, the transitivity structure contributes to the foregrounding of
the voice as a participant, since this entity’s projected speech is not construed through a
verbal process. The most likely reason for this, it would seem, is that voices, in general,
are not themselves verbalizers but are rather the medium through which someone makes
an utterance. Therefore, since the projected speech deviates from the usual means of
introduction (i.e., a verbal process type), a form of transitivity-based defamiliarization

results, and the voice is foregrounded. In terms of stylistics, Jeffries and Mclntyre explain



113

the potential of language to be used in this way: “There are a number of ways in which
the syntax of poetic style is foregrounded through deviation and one of these is the use of
the inbuilt potential in language for ambiguity.”?® The stylistic effect, then, is that the
reader is invited to interpret the motivation for this foregrounded content. For now, I am
only interested in discovering the questions that Luke wants his audience to ask. Answers

to these questions will be given once I have completed a full analysis of this episode.

Peter Meets Cornelius’s Men (10:17-23a)
Transitivity Structure

After the object consisting of all the various kinds of animals is lifted back up into the
sky, a shift in topic occurs in the next two clauses (cc. 33—34/v. 17a-b); the first of these
is a secondary clause dependent on the one that follows, which expresses information that
relates to the previous pericope in that it construes Peter’s state of mind following his
vision. This is articulated by means of the mental process dtmépet (“he was perplexed”);
Peter, the senser, is at a loss concerning T &v iy 10 Spapa 8 €ldev (“what the vision which
he had seen could possibly be”). The narrative then reintroduces Cornelius’s men (of
&vopeg ol ameataipévor Umd Tod Kopyyiov), who function as the actor in the first primary
clause of this pericope (c. 34/v. 17b). The narrator describes them standing (éméatnoav),
an intransitive material process, but one that is modified by two circumstantials:

dlepwthoavtes THV oixiav Tol Zinwvos (“having asked about the house of Simon”) and émt

Tov muA&ve (“at the gate”), which construe manner: means and location: space,

20 Jeffries and Mclntyre, Stylistics, 54.
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respectively. Clause 35 (v. 18a) construes a verbal process with the verb éruvfavovto
(“asking”). Given the verb is third-person plural and its modifying participle dwvnoavteg
1s masculine, the implied sayer is clearly Cornelius’s men. The participle provides the
circumstantial information of manner: quality. The verbiage is grammaticalized as a
report (indirect discourse), which spans the following secondary clause (c. 36/v. 18b).
Peter, the grammatical subject of clause 36, functions as the goal of the material process
ZevileTar (“he is hosted/being boarded”), since the verb is passive. The adverb évfdde
(“here”) provides the circumstantial information of location: space.

The following clause (c. 37/v. 19a) has Peter filling the role of behaver of the
behavioral process dtevBupovpévou (“pondering”), which is grammaticalized as a
participle in a genitive absolute construction and expresses the semantic feature of
imperfective aspect as a present tense-form—both of which are structural features of
prominence. The prepositional phrase mepl Tol 6papatos (“about the vision) construes a
circumstance of matter, answering the question “What about?” regarding the object of
Peter’s pondering. This clause functions at the secondary level and can be interpreted as
temporally defining the following primary clause on which it depends. Clause 38 (v.19b)
introduces the Spirit (to mvetpa) for the first time in this episode. Here, the Spirit
functions in the role of sayer of the verbal process eimev, and Peter fills the role of
recipient as the referent of the pronoun ad7@. The verbiage element is expressed as a
quotation, which spans the next four clauses (cc. 39—42/vv. 19¢—20). These clauses
consist of one nominal (verbless) clause and three material clauses. The first of these (c.

39/v. 19c¢) is the verbless clause; it simply presents the nominal idea of three men (&vdpeg

Tpeic), which is the undefined participant, accompanied by the property (nrolivrés oe
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(“who seek you™). In the next two clauses (cc. 40—41/v. 20a-b), the Spirit issues a two-
fold directive, commanding Peter as the actor (implied by the second-person singular
verb forms), to go down (xataf3»0t) and go (mopedov) with the men (cbv adtoic)—a
circumstantial expressing accompaniment. The first process is modified by a
circumstance of manner: quality, grammaticalized by the participle gvaortag (“rising”),
which is rank-shifted to function adverbially. The second process is also modified by a
manner: quality circumstantial expressed by the participle clause undév dtaxpdpevos
(“disputing nothing”). The third material clause of the Spirit’s speech (c. 42/v. 20c) is a
secondary clause that functionally defines the participle dtaxptvépevog in the previous
clause. Here the actor is the Spirit, expressed through the first-person pronoun €y, who
sent Cornelius’s men, the goal (adToYs).

Peter is cast in the role of sayer of the process eimev in the next clause (c. 43/v.
21a), but the fronted circumstantial of manner: quality, xatafds (“going down™),
indicates that Peter complies, at least to the Spirit’s first command (xataf3%0t), and this
time without objection. The verbiage of the process is realized as a quotation, which
spans the next two clauses (cc. 44—45/v. 21b—c). The first of these is a relational:
intensive: equative clause in which Peter identifies himself (¢yw), the token, as the one
whom the men seek (8v {yteite), the value. Clause 45 (v. 21¢), Ti¢ 1) aitia 0’ Hv mdpeoTe
(“what is the reason for which you have arrived”), is a nominal clause, since the
predicator mapeate is rank-shifted down to function as part of the grammatical subject.
Thus, the interrogative pronoun Tig, filling the grammatical slot of complement, and 7

aitia 0 Ay mapeote, filling that of subject, function as undefined participants to express a



116

question, which is determined contextually, regarding the nominal idea of “the reason for
which you have arrived.”

Next, Cornelius’s men, referred to by oi, are cast in the role of sayer of the verbal
process eimay as they respond to Peter (c. 46/v. 22a). Like Peter’s speech, the verbiage of
the men is also projected as a quotation, but in a single clause containing a significant
amount of embedded material (c. 47/v. 22b). The quotation constitutes its own verbal
clause, realized by the verb éypnuatiohyn (“was instructed”). Here, the sayer is “a holy
angel,” which is grammaticalized by the adjunct 070 @yyélou ayiov, since the verb is
expressed in the passive voice. The grammatical subject, then, functions in the role of
receiver; here, Cornelius is reintroduced into the narrative by the fronted and highly
defined word group: Kopvitog éxatovtapyns avip dixatog xal dofBoduevos Tov fedv
uapTupoluevds Te Umd Shou Tol EBvoug T@v Toudaiwv (“Cornelius, a centurion, a righteous
man and fearer of God and one who is spoken favorably of by the whole nation of the
Jews”). The verbiage, which represents what Cornelius was instructed to do, is expressed
by the complement petanéubacdal oe eis TV oixov adTol xal dxolioal pruata mapd gol
(“to summon you to his house and to hear a word from you”), introduced by a rank-
shifted infinitive.

The last clause of this pericope (c. 48/v. 23a) construes a material process,
relating the activity that immediately followed the initial interaction between Peter and
Cornelius’s men. In the first of these (c. 48/v.23a), Peter functions as the implied actor of
the verb ¢¢évigev (“he received as guests™), which is the same process for which Peter has
been designated the goal twice earlier in the episode. Modifying the process is the

circumstantial eioxaleaapevos adTols (“inviting them”) construing manner: means.
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Assessment
For the sake of manageability, I have divided the analysis of the transitivity structure of
Acts 10:1-11:18 into sections that address one pericope at a time. However, this does not
mean that patterns of foregrounding cannot cross such textual boundaries. The first clause
of this pericope (c. 33/v. 17a) is a case in point, where Peter, in a secondary clause, is
described as being greatly perplexed (dtnmépet) by what he has just seen. While
structurally dependent on the primary clause that follows, the content thematically relates
to what comes before, and this, combined with the fact that the imperfective aspect of the
verb omépet attributes prominence to the process, bears stylistic significance. The
prominence placed on Peter’s puzzlement cooperates with the foregrounded ambiguity
surrounding the vision and its participants in the previous pericope, which I explained
above, and the imperfect aspect of the main verb diymépet, here, only enhances this
scheme of consistent foregrounding, and so contributes in the symbolical articulation of
some element of the theme.

The next stylistic feature that stands out in this pericope also occurs in a
secondary clause. Clause 36 (v. 18b) establishes a pattern of repetition where Peter is
again cast in the role of the goal of the process £evi{etat, which is prominent on the basis
of its imperfective aspect. As discussed earlier, a Jew lodging with a tanner would have
been out of keeping with certain Jewish purity codes, since tanning involved a number of
unclean aspects. That Cornelius’s men rearticulate the same language about Peter’s
lodging after asking about the house of Simon (dtepwtnoavtes ™V oixiav Tod Zipwvos [c.

34/v. 17b]) shows that this process is indeed marked by motivated prominence.
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There is yet another repeated structure only a few clauses later. Following the
pattern established first in Cornelius’s vision, and then mirrored in Peter’s, a third
instance of a two-fold directive from a spiritual entity recurs in clauses 40—41 (v. 20a-b);
this time the Spirit is commanding Peter. The structure of these clauses follows the same
paratactic structure as the two previous two-fold directives but mirrors the voice’s earlier
command to Peter more closely (cf. cc. 24-25/v. 13b—c), since the first imperative is
modified by the same fronted adverbial participle @vaotag that construes manner: quality.
The second imperative, however, does not mirror the voice’s instructions, since it, too, is
modified by a manner: quality circumstantial, unodév diaxpwiéypevos (“disputing nothing™).
The difference here in parallel structure gives the circumstance pynogv dtaxptvéuevog
foregrounded status, making it a significant contributing element in symbolic articulation.

These patterns of repetition, that is, Peter as the goal of the process Eeviletar and
the two-fold directive from a spiritual entity, occur in close proximity and surround
clause 37 (v. 19a), where Peter is construed as pondering his vision in the only behavioral
process of this pericope. Here, a form of the lexical item dpapa is used, a thematic
element that recurs multiple times throughout this episode, along with its near-synonym
gxotacis. The use of the imperfective aspect foregrounds the process dtevBupovpévou
(“pondering”), which, being structured in a genitive absolute construction, contributes
additional prominence to the process. These lexicogrammatical features and the
surrounding patterns of repetition present a significant display of consistent
foregrounding, which collectively orient the reader to certain thematic meanings.

Another observation concerns the role of Peter. As in the previous pericope, he is

the most dynamic participant, being the subject in five different process types. In fact,
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Peter is cast in the same number and types of processes as he was in the previous
pericope. As actor, senser, behaver, and sayer, Peter remains the principal force by which
the narrative develops. He also is the token of the single relational clause in the pericope.
Thus, as he was established as the principal participant in 10:9-16, he remains such in
10:17-23a. A notable difference in the way Peter responds to other participants in this
pericope, however, is that rather than objecting to the commands he receives, he complies
without question. A final comment on Peter’s role in this pericope pertains again to the
verb Zevilev. In the two prior instances, this verb is grammaticalized in the passive voice.
Peter, being the grammatical subject in all three clauses this verb appears, functions as
the goal in the first two instances, but in the third, the voice of the verb shifts to active,
making Peter the actor. Thus, in a role reversal, Peter becomes the agent who extends
hospitality to Cornelius’s men. The lexical repetition with the deviation in grammatical
voice foregrounds Peter’s role as an actor who receives the guests sent by Cornelius.

In contrast to Peter, Cornelius plays a much less dynamic role in this pericope,
being the actor of a material clause and the receiver of a verbal clause. However,
Cornelius’s second mention in this pericope, while spanning only a single clause, is
hardly insignificant. The ample amount of information packed into a single clause, which
portrays the righteousness of Cornelius, foregrounds this characteristic, since much of the
language is repeated from the opening clause of the episode and the embedded clauses
construe ample modifying content that highlights Cornelius’s fear of God and speaks to
his righteousness. Such material, though in a less pronounced manner than the

foregrounded patterns surrounding Peter’s role in the narrative, signify that these
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elements attributed to Cornelius factor somehow into the message the author is trying to
articulate.

According to Witherup, Acts 10:22 (c. 47b) constitutes the second report of
Cornelius’s vision and so should be analyzed according to the principles of “functional
redundancy.” This instance of repetition is summarily related to Peter by Cornelius’s
envoys in the span of a single clause (c. 47/v. 22b), and it employs, explains Witherup,
elements of truncation, substitution, and addition.?! Based on these features, Witherup
makes the following conclusion:

Their description of their master reinforces the pious portrait the narrator has

drawn in the first report of the vision, but with some subtle shifts that reduce the

role of Cornelius in this enactment of God’s will. Although Cornelius is named

and described in more general terms as a centurion who is upright (dixatog) and a

God-fearer, no mention is made of his prayer practices or his almsgiving [creating

truncation]. Instead, he is described as “one who is well spoken of by the whole

Jewish nation (£0voug)” [creating addition]. The angelic messenger who is earlier

designated an “angel of God” is termed simply “a holy angel” [creating

substitution] and the content of the vision is reduced to the request of Peter “to

come to his [Cornelius’s] house (oixov) to hear what you have to say” [another
instance of truncation].??

Witherup goes on to argue that the function of this streamlined version of Cornelius’s
vision creates two effects. First, “it changes the emphasis of the vision and the roles
which Peter and Cornelius are to play,” shifting the emphasis to Peter’s forthcoming
testimony; and second, it “more clearly places the role of Cornelius as a passive receiver
of a message which Peter is to bear.”?* The observations made about the transitivity

structure of this pericope, and even the whole episode so far, would generally support this

21 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 55.
22 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 55. The bracketed content is mine.
23 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 55.
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argument, since it places the role of Cornelius in the background and Peter’s role in the

foreground.

Peter Meets Cornelius (10:23b-33)
Transitivity Structure

The adjunct 7§ émaipiov, in addition to expressing a circumstance of location: time, marks
a deictic shift to begin a new pericope at clause 49 (v. 23b). Continuing on from the last
clause of the previous subsection, Peter remains the implied actor, this time of the
material process é£#A0ev (c. 49/v. 23b). The process is intransitive but is surrounded by
circumstantials, including the aforementioned circumstance of time: location, as well as
manner: means, realized by the participle avactag, and accompaniment, as expressed by
the prepositional phrase gy ad70ls.

The next seven clauses (cc. 50-56/vv. 23¢-26b), like clause 49, all construe
material processes and all but one of which function at the primary information level. The
first two of these relate the traveling of participants. In clause 50 (v. 23c¢), the actor, Tiveg
TGV a0eADEY T@Y amd Témmng (“some of the brothers from Joppa™), are said to go with
(cuvijABov) Peter, who is referred to by means of the pronoun ad7é, which, in the dative
case, functions here to express accompaniment. Peter resumes the role of actor in clause
51 (v. 24a). The clause contains two circumstantials, the first, T§] ématptov (“on the next
day), indicating when (location: time) Peter entered (io#jAfev), and the second, eig Ty
Katgapeiav (“into Caesarea”), indicating where (location: space) he entered. The actor

then changes in clause 52 (v. 24b) to Cornelius, who is said to be awaiting (v
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mpoadoxiv) them (adTols), the scope of the process. The embedded clause
TUYXaAETApEVOS TOVG cUYYeVEls abTol xal Toug avayxaioug didoug (“calling together his
relatives and close friends”) functions as a circumstance of manner: quality. The fourth
process in this spate of material clauses, éyéveto, does not have a grammaticalized actor,
which can be understood as the unspecified events happening in the situation (c. 53/v.
25a). The circumstantial use of the infinitive clause as adjunct ol eigeAbeiv Tov TTéTpov
(“when Peter entered”), expressing location: time, narrows the context for inferring the
actor of this clause. As a secondary clause, clause 53 (v. 25a) further defines clause 54 (v.
25b), on which it depends. Cornelius resumes the role of actor of the process of
worshipping (mpocextvyaev). The circumstantial information adds that Cornelius began
worshipping upon meeting Peter (cuvavtyoas adté), expressing location: time, as well as
the manner: quality of how he did this—by falling at his feet (recwv émi Tobg méoag). The
role of actor shifts, again, back to Peter in clause 55 (26a). He lifts (#yetpev) Cornelius,
referred to by the pronoun a0tév, who functions as the goal of the process, which happens
to be the only goal construed of any process in this wave of material clauses. The
participle Aéywv at the end of this clause is rank-shifted down to function adverbially to
construe the manner: means by which Peter lifted Cornelius. Since Aéywv is rank-shifted,

it does not construe a verbal process at the level of ranking clause and so is not treated as
such in this transitivity analysis. Nevertheless, it does function to open a quotation. The
first clause of the quotation, which brings this string of material processes to a close, is a

one-word clause: avaotnbt (“Rise!”). Cornelius functions implicitly as actor of the

process, since the verb is a second-person imperative form; the command comes from
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Peter. Peter then explains that he is just a man—=éyw adtds &vbpwmds eipni—in a relational
clause, éyo adtés (Peter) filling the role of carrier and &vBpwmog that of attribute.

Two more material clauses follow Peter’s quoted speech, and he remains in the
role of actor in both. With the first of these (c. 58/v. 27a), I wish to call attention to the
fact that it would have been just as natural to combine Cornelius and Peter together in the
role of actor of the process eio#jAfev, since they both entered the house, but Cornelius’s
character gets subsumed in the clause’s circumstance instead—aouvoptAidy adTé
(“conversing with him”), which construes the manner: quality by which Peter entered the
house. Clause 59 (v. 27b), the second material clause, construes Peter finding (ebpioxet)
many gathered together (cuveAnAuvfdTag moAdots), the scope of the process. This
concludes the portion of this pericope that concentrates on material processes. Continuing
on, the content becomes more varied in the types of processes construed.

Clause 60 (v. 28a) expresses a verbal clause (£¢y) with Peter as the implied sayer,
who speaks to the people gathered in the house (mpog avtols), the receiver. The verbiage
is projected as a quotation, which spans the next five clauses. Peter’s speech begins with
a mental clause (c. 61/v. 28b), stating, Opels émictacfe (“you know”), where Opeis,

referring to those gathered in the house, fills the role of senser. Clause 62 (v. 28¢)
functions at the secondary level to define the previous clause on which it depends—that

is, to explain what is known. The verb éotiv, here, expresses a relational: intensive:
equative process. The grammatical complement aBéuitév avdpt Toudaiw (“unlawful for a
Jewish man”) fills the role of the value, and the subject xoAAdabat # mpocépyeabat

aAAodVAw (“to join or to come to a foreigner”) fills that of the token. Clause 63 (v. 28d)
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construes the material process €deiev (he shows). In this clause, 6 feég functions as the
actor, and the complement (xauot), which refers to Peter, functions as the client, since he
receives the benefit of a service. The second complement of the clause, undéva xowdv #
axabaptov Aéyety dvBpwmov (“to say no person is common or unclean”), functions as the
scope of the process. Peter resumes the role of actor in clause 64 (v. 29a) as indicated by
the first-person verb #Afov. The verb is intransitive but is modified by two
circumstantials: the adverb avavtippntws (“without objection”) expresses manner: quality
and the rank-shifted participle petameudfeic (“when I was sent for”) indicates location:
time, since the participle is best understood according to its temporal use. Peter continues
his speech in clause 65 (v. 29b); he assumes the role of sayer of the verbal process
muvBavopat. The verbiage consists only of the next clause (c. 66/v. 29¢), where Peter asks
why he was summoned: Tivit Adyw peteméupaché e (“For what reason have you
summoned me?”). Here, the verb peteméuacbe is second-person plural, and so Peter
includes multiple entities in his summoning and not only Cornelius who, being the one
commanded by the angel, functioned as the actor of petameydat in clause 9 (v. 5b)
above. In this clause, e (i.e., Peter) fills the goal of the process, and the adjunct Tivt Adyw
expresses the circumstance of cause: reason.

Cornelius responds to Peter, assuming the role of sayer of the process ¢y in
clause 67 (v. 30a). The verbiage is projected as a quotation, which spans the next eleven
clauses, the longest speech in this episode so far. These eleven clauses, all of which
function at the primary level, constitute Cornelius’s reiteration of his vision. It begins

with a verbal clause (c. 68/v. 30b); Cornelius is the implied sayer of the process 7y
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mpogevyouevos (“was praying”), a periphrastic construction. Grammatically, the word
group ™ évatyy functions as the complement, and so can be interpreted as the verbiage
of the prayer. In other words, Cornelius prayed the ninth hour prayer, which symbolizes
his piety as a God-fearer, since the ninth hour (i.e., three o’clock in the afternoon) is no
extraneous detail but the time of afternoon prayer for Jews (cf. 3:1). This clause construes
three circumstantials, all of which provide locative information: (1) amo TeTaptng Nuépag
(“from four days ago”) expresses location: time, (2) uéypt TadTyg THs dpag (“until this
very hour”) expresses extent, and év 7@ olxw pou (“in my house”) expresses location:
space. All of this information reestablishes the context for Cornelius’s experiences.
Clause 69 (v. 30c) construes the material process €ty (“he stands”). The actor is an
unspecified man (&vnp), who, standing “in bright clothing” (&v ég07jtt Aaumpd), does so
before Cornelius (évawmiov pov), creating the image of how (manner: quality) and where
(location: space) this entity presented himself to Cornelius. This man then assumes the
role of sayer in clause 70 (v. 31a) as is inferred from the third-person verb ¢»aiv. His
speech is projected as a quotation, which spans the next five clauses. He begins, first, by
addressing Cornelius (c. 71/v. 31b); the vocative address KopvyAte does not factor into the
transitivity structure of the clause, but, as a nominal group, can still be considered a
peripheral participant. The process eignxotady (“it has been heard”) is mental, and, since
it is grammaticalized as passive, the participant cou 1) Tpogevyy (“your prayer”) functions
as the phenomenon. The process éuvionoay (“[they] are remembered”) in clause 72 (v.
31c) is also mental and passive in voice. Thus, ai éAenpocivar gov (“your alms”) fills the

role of phenomenon. The accompanying circumstantial évewmiov Tod Oeod (“before God™)
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indicates location: space. Cornelius then resumes the role of actor in clause 73 (v. 32a) as
the implied referent of the imperative verb méuyov (“you send”). The circumstance €ig
‘Tommyy (“to Joppa”) expresses location: space. Cornelius’s participant role changes to
that of sayer in clause 74 (v. 32b), as he is commanded to invite (peTaxaiecat) Simon,
who is called Peter (Sipwva 8¢ émixadeitan TTétpos), the receiver. The pronoun ottos at the
beginning of clause 75 (v. 32¢) functions as the grammatical subject and refers to Peter.
The material process Eeviletar (“being boarded™) is passive, making Peter the goal. The
two circumstantials &v oixia Zipwvos fupaéws (“in the house of Simon the tanner”) and
napa Oddagoay (“by the sea”) express where (location: space) Peter is being lodged. This
ends the quoted speech of Cornelius’s visitor. Cornelius then explains his response in the
following material clause (c. 76/v. 33a); he, as actor, sent for Peter (mpog c€), the
recipient. As Cornelius’s speech begins to converge with the current situation, he finishes
with two material clauses. In clause 77 (v. 33b), Peter, referred to by the pronoun ¢,
functions as the actor of the process émoinoas (“he did”), which is defined in terms of its
manner: quality by mapayevopevos (“having arrived”). The actor of the process mapeouey
(“we have arrived”) changes in the final clause (c. 78/v. 33¢) to a collective “we all”
(mavteg Nuels). The adjunct, évamiov Tol Beol (“before God™), the first of two
circumstantials, expresses location: space, and axolicat Tavta Ta TpogTeTaypuéva got UTo

Tol xuplov (“to hear everything commanded to you by the Lord”) construes the matter.
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Assessment
This pericope sees the two major participants of Cornelius and Peter come together and
also contains the significant instance of repetition where Cornelius informs Peter of all
the details of his vision. Before considering this second feature in more detail, which
happens in the latter part of this pericope, a number of other features need to be observed.

This pericope is made up of thirty ranking clauses. Ten of the first eleven are
material clauses and, of these ten, Peter is the actor of five and Cornelius the actor of
three. Peter is also a participant in relational and verbal clauses. On the other hand, the
only other process type in which Cornelius is involved as a grammatical participant is
verbal. In direct comparison, then, Peter contrasts as the more dynamic character in the
narrative. The only other process type represented in this subsection is mental, and it
would seem that Cornelius’s role as a more passive character in the story is confirmed in
clauses such as 71 (v. 31b) and 72 (v. 31c), where the nominal groups cou % Tpogevy
(“your prayer”) and al éAenpocivat gov (“your alms[giving]”) construe Cornelius’s
activities, but in a structure where he is not the grammatical head of the word group and
where these participants function as the phenomenon of the mental clauses in which they
fill the slots of the grammatical subjects.

Looking beyond participants and process types, another noticeable feature in this
subsection is the paucity of circumstantials between clauses 56 (v. 26b) and 67 (30a). In
fact, no circumstantials appear at all between clauses 58 (v. 27a) and 64 (v. 29a). Clause
58 construes one circumstance of manner: means, cuvopA@y adTéd (“conversing with
them”), and because of the large gap, the two circumstances that appear in clause 64,

avavtippTws (“without objection”), expressing manner: quality and petameudfeis (“upon



128

being summoned”), expressing location: time, stand out by contrast in a relatively empty
field (especially the first of these which breaks the circumstantial silence). This stylistic
feature foregrounds Peter’s response as he returns with those who were sent to bring him
back to Cornelius, but it also smacks of situational irony, as Peter was full of objections
just prior to the men’s arrival at Simon the tanner’s house. He objected to the voice’s
commands to kill and eat, and after being instructed not to make common what God has
made clean, he still apparently needed to experience the vision three times. This was then
followed by his pondering of the vision when Cornelius’s envoys arrived. Therefore,
once Peter seemingly realized the applicational meaning of his vision for going to
Cornelius’s house upon his invitation, he went willingly, but this was hardly without
objection, at least from a wider co-textual point of view. The purpose of all of this is
probably more than to add entertainment value to the narrative, but rather to symbolically
articulate an element of the theme based on Peter’s compliance with Cornelius’s
summons.

Another feature in this pericope to which others have drawn attention is the

overtones of coming or being together, which are created by numerous usages of a0y,
both as a stand-alone preposition and as a prefix.>* Such words include a0v (c. 49/v. 23b),
auviiAfov (c. 50/v. 23c¢), cuyxadeaapevos (c. 52/v. 24b), cuyyeveis (c. 52/v. 24b),
cuvavtioag (c. 54/v. 25b), auvoptAév (c. 58/v. 27a), and cuvednAufiTas (c. 59/v. 27b).

This feature of repetition, occurring over the span of 11 clauses (5 verses), is

accomplished principally by circumstantial information, with one main verb (cuv#jAfov)

and one participant (cuveAnAuBéTag) contributing to this chain on either end. Such a high

24 Gaventa, From Darkness to Light, 116.
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concentration of this feature seems to articulate symbolically the value of “togetherness,”
which will be clarified further once the episode can be viewed as a whole.

The third report of Cornelius’s vision appears in vv. 30-33 (cc. 67-78).
According to Witherup, the function of this third report contributes further to the effect of
the first and second accounts—that is, Cornelius must decrease so that Peter can
increase.” There are a few differences in this telling of the vision. The first is that it is
told in the first person from Cornelius’s perspective, and the angel of God is now
presented as a man in bright apparel. The content of the vision itself nearly matches the
first narration verbatim. However, Witherup comments,

But there are two important additions to this version of the vision. Cornelius tells

Peter, [1] “you have been kind enough to come. [2] Now therefore we are all

(mavteg) here present in the sight of God to hear all (mavte) that you have been

commanded by the Lord” (v. 33). The emphasis again is on “hearing,” but now

Cornelius has assembled his whole household (cf. v. 24) together to hear all that

God has commanded Peter. The stage is thus set for Peter’s speech (vv. 34-43)

which is essentially a mini-gospel. The role of Cornelius has become more
passive as the role of Peter has become more active.?®

The transitivity analysis would support such a view, but the only problem with
Witherup’s conclusion is that he misapplies his category of addition. The retelling of the
vision itself is in no way expanded by v. 33. The conjunction odv at clause 76 (v. 33a)
marks an inferential relationship between the vision and Cornelius’s response, that is, to
send for Peter. The account of the vision has ended, and with it, the textual boundary by
which it can be expanded. Only then does Cornelius make two more statements, which do
not pertain to what happened in his prior experience with his vision but rather to what is

going on in the present situation. Despite Witherup saying more than what his method in

25 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 56-57.
26 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 56-57.
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itself allows, the idea of Peter’s role as more important to the message of the story has

merit.

Peter’s Speech (10:34-43)
Transitivity Structure

The next sub-section of this story is Peter’s speech, which is the longest span of reported
speech in this episode. Clause 79 (v. 34a) introduces Peter in the role of sayer of the
process elmev, accompanied with the circumstantial element évoifag T otéua (“opening
his mouth”) providing a description of manner: means. The speech itself then runs from
clause 80 to 94 (vv. 34b—43). Clause 80 construes the mental process xataiapBavopat (“1
understand”), with Peter functioning in the role of senser as implied in the first-person
component of the verb. The adjunct én’ d¢Anbeiag construes manner: quality, which can be
translated as “I #7uly understand” in idiomatic English. The following clause (c. 80/v.
34c¢) constitutes a content clause, introduced by the conjunction étt, and thus functions on
the secondary information level defining what it is that Peter knows. The content of
Peter’s knowledge consists of a relational: intensive: ascriptive clause, whereby God (6
fedg) is ascribed, by means of the process éotiv, the negated attribute of one who does not
show favoritism (00x TpocwmoAYumTYS). Functioning tactically on par with this statement
is another secondary clause further defining clause 80 (v. 34c). This clause, too, is
relational: intensive, but varies finally in being equative. So, the participant ¢ dofodyuevos
a0ToV xal épyalduevos dixatootvyy (“everyone who fears him and practices

righteousness™) functions as the token equated to the value dextds adT@ “acceptable to
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him” by means of the process éotiv. The process is also further defined by the
circumstantial v wavti €6vel (“in every nation”) construing extent.

In clause 83 (v. 36a), the phrase Tov Adyov Ov améaTtethev Tois viols Iapanh
edayyeh{dpevos eipny oie Tnaod Xpiotol (“The word which he sent to the sons of Israel
announcing the good news of peace through Jesus Christ”) constitutes a singular word
group, functioning as an undefined participant in a verbless clause. Interestingly, the head
of this word group, Tov Aéyov, is accusative, which has elicited a number of responses
from grammarians and commentators on the grammatical difficulty of this clause.?” One
option is to explain the accusative as reverse attraction of the relative pronoun v,
assuming that the pronoun is taken as part of the text.?® I think a more plausible option is
to understand this clause as an independent or appositional accusative, with the
appositional element (c. 83/v. 36a) preceding the element it defines: 00Té¢ éoTv TAVTWY
x0ptog (“he is Lord of all”) (c. 84/v. 36b).2° Clause 84 (v. 36b) is a relational: intensive:
equative clause, with odtog, referring to Jesus by means of its anaphoric usage,’’ filling
the role of token and mavtwy x0piog that of the value.

Clause 85 (v. 37-38a) introduces the participant Uueis as subject of the clause,
referring to Cornelius and his household, which functions as the senser of the mental

process ofoate (“you know”). The phenomenon is made up of the elaborate complement

27 Barrett describes Acts 10:36 as “so difficult as to be untranslatable” (Acts of the Apostles,
1:521).

28 This is the view taken by Turner, Syntax, 324; Fitzmyer, 463; among others. There are a number
of important manuscripts that omit the pronoun (8!, A, B, 81, among others), though the vast majority of
manuscripts have it (P74, 8, C, D, E, ¥, among others). Apart from external evidence, it is best to retain the
pronoun, since it could have been easily omitted due to the repetition of the letters -ov following Aéyov, and
also since it is the more difficult reading.

29 A similar instance is found in Rom 8:3. See Porter, /dioms, 91.

30 porter, Idioms, 134.
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T yevdpevov piina xab’ g tiis Tovdalag dpédpevos amd Tis Talidalag wetd T BdmTiona
6 éxnpugev Twdvvns (“the message of what has occurred throughout the whole area of
Judea, beginning from Galilee with the baptism that John proclaimed”). This complement
is followed by a second complement, ‘Tnoolv Tov dmd Nalapéb (“Jesus from Nazareth™),

which functions as an appositive and, thus, also constitutes the phenomenon, since
appositives are created by word group complexing (similar to clause complexing),
whereby another word group functions as the same element as another of which it is in
apposition.’! The next three clauses begin a series of secondary clauses that further define
what Cornelius and his household know. The first of these (c. 86/v. 38b) construes the

material process €xptaev (“he anointed”). God (6 Beég) fills the role of actor, and Jesus,
referred to by the pronoun adtov, functions as the goal. The circumstantial Tvedpatt ayiw
xai duvapet (“with the Holy Spirit and power”) expresses accompaniment. Clause 87 (v.
38c) shares a hypotactic relationship with clause 86 (v. 38b), giving it further definition.
The actor is Jesus, referred to by the pronoun ¢, who performs the material process
otfjAfev (“he went through”). The circumstantial edepyeTédv xal iwpevos mavtag Tovg

xataduvaoTeuopevous Umo Tod dtafdrou (“doing good works and healing all of those who

were oppressed under the devil”) expresses manner: quality. Then clause 88 (v. 38d) also
functions hypotactically with clause 87 (v. 38c). In this case, the dependent relationship

construes the logical relationship of cause with the conjunction 67t (“because”). This
clause is relational: circumstantial, where God (6 6¢ds), as carrier, possesses the

circumstantial attribute of being “with him” (net’ avtol)—that is, with Jesus.

31 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 559-60.
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Clause 89 (v. 39a) reverts back to the primary information level. It is a verbless
clause that presents the participant nueis (“we”) and its accompanying property papTupes
TdvTwy W émolnaey &v Te Tf xWpa Tév Toudalwy xal év Tepouaadiu (“witnesses of
everything which he did in the country of the Jews and in Jerusalem”). The next clause
(c. 90/v. 39b) functions at the secondary level to further define the participant )ueis in the
previous clause. This is made plain by the pronoun dv, which refers to the same entity and
functions as the goal. The verb aveiAav (“they put to death) construes the material
process as well as identifying the actor, an unspecified “they.” The circumstantial
xpepdoavtes éml E0Aov (“by hanging him on a tree”) adds the manner: means by which
they killed Jesus. God (6 6edg) assumes the role of actor in clause 91 (v. 40a) of the
material process 7yetpev (“he raised”) and Jesus, again, functions as the goal, referred to
by the pronoun Todtov. The circumstantial év §j Tpity nuépa (“on the third day™)
expresses location: time. God remains the actor in clause 92 (v. 40b—41) as implied by
the grammatical person of the process €dwxev (“he gave/allowed”). Jesus, referred to
again by a pronoun (a0T6v), functions as the recipient of the process, since he receives the
benefit of the service. The scope of the process, and that which Jesus receives, is
expressed by the elaborate complement éudavi yevégbat o0 mavti 6 Aal GAAG papTuoLy
Toig mpoxexetpoTovnuévolg Umd Tol Beol Nuiv oiTives cuveddyouey xat cuveriopey adTéd (“to
become visible not to all people, but to us who are witnesses who were chosen
beforehand by God, who ate and drank with him after he arose from the dead”).

The final two clauses of Peter’s speech construe verbal processes. Jesus is the

implied sayer of mapnyyetdev (“he commanded”) in clause 93 (v. 42). The receiver is Huiv
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(“to us”), and the verbiage is structured as a complement by means of the rank-shifted,
coordinating infinitival clauses xnpd&at ¢ Aad xal diepaptipacdar 611 00Tés éoTiv
wptopévos Umd Tol Beol xpiis {WvTwy xal vexpdv (“to proclaim to people and to testify
that he is the one ordained by God as judge of the living and of the dead”). The sayer of

uaptupoliow (“they bear witness”) changes to mavteg ot mpodijtal (“all of the prophets™)
in clause 94 (v. 43). The verbiage consists of the complement &deoty apaptiédv Aafelv o
Tol dvopatos adtol mavta Tov moTevovta el avTov (“that all who believe in him receive
through his name forgiveness of sins”). The fronted word group ToUTw functions as a

circumstantial of matter.

Assessment

This pericope stands out in its own way from much of the Cornelius story in that it
contains no repeated material specific to this story. A question, therefore, arises as to how
this content should be analyzed in light of the redundant content found throughout this
episode, since, from a stylistic perspective, patterns of repetition are the predominant
means of creating motivated foregrounding. Some studies, such as Witherup’s, among
others, deal with this issue by bracketing this pericope out of the discussion.?? It should
be noted that this decision could be motivated by the length constraints of journal articles
as much as by other methodological factors, but this approach is not without its
drawbacks, as I will discuss below.

Robert C. Tannehill’s narrative-critical approach considers redundancy in

conjunction with character and plot and goes beyond the limitations of shorter article-

32 Witherup, “Cornelius”; see also Green, “Internal Repetition in Luke-Acts.”
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length treatments by accounting for Peter’s speech in the Cornelius story in light of such
literary features. He also extends the notion of redundancy to include material throughout
Luke—Acts as well as the Old Testament and thus finds repetitions between Luke 2 and
Acts 10:36, Luke 4:18 and Acts 10:38, Luke 24:47 and Acts 10:43, and between Isa 61:1
and Acts 10:38.33 Nevertheless, Tannehill’s approach is limited in its own way by his
narrative-critical method. Narrative criticism is a distinctly New Testament studies
method that amounts to a tame form of the New Criticism, which constitutes a critical
approach to literature that shares a theoretical pedigree with French narratology, Russian
formalism, and the Prague School of Linguistics, because each of these is founded on
continental literary and linguistic structuralism.** However, narrative criticism developed
in a particular hermeneutical direction. Literary hermeneutics, in general, shifts focus
away from author-centered interpretive frameworks to those oriented to the text and
audience. Narrative criticism, in particular, combined its structuralism influences with the
logical positivism that was prevalent in North America during the 1970s, resulting in an
emphasis on literary structures as determinative of a text’s meaning and thus making
interpretation a purely text-centered exercise. Stanley E. Porter explains the limitations of
narrative criticism simply: “The result [of the development of narrative criticism as a
methodological approach in New Testament studies] is a much more constrained form of
literary criticism, one that focuses upon the traditional categories of criticism [i.e., plot,
setting, character, and point of view] as deeply enshrined by the New Criticism. Gone is

attention to rhetoric . . . and left is simply narrator, settings, plot, and character.”*

33 Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts, 2:140-41.
34 See Porter, Linguistic Analysis of the Greek New Testament, 280-81.
35 Porter, Linguistic Analysis of the Greek New Testament, 281.
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Meaning is thus determined entirely in terms of a limited number of literary features and
structures, resulting in a text’s meaning being codified, static, and unrelated to the context
of situation that prompted its production. Thus, as a result of his work’s hermeneutical
orientation, Tannehill’s method is incapable of addressing the primary concerns of this
study, that is, to seek the explanation for Luke’s uses of motivated foregrounding to
communicate a certain message to his intended audience.

Similar to Tannehill’s study is William S. Kurz’s Reading Luke—Acts, which
accounts for Peter’s speech amidst the repetitions in the narrative. He also presents his
study as an exercise in narrative criticism but, unlike other literary studies in this vein, it
retains the importance of rhetoric and assumes a particular communicative model
between author and reader through the mediating categories of implied author, narrator,
and implied reader.?® As a result, Kurz’s method approximates something closer to
narratology than narrative criticism proper. He states, “The narrator uses this [i.e.,
Peter’s] speech to summarize the Gospel’s main points about Jesus’ ministry, death, and
resurrection. Because of its Gentile audience, the speech emphasizes that Jesus will be
judge of all (10:36-43).”37 He goes on to add, “The narrator repeats his artificial pattern
of showing interruption of speeches after the main points have been made. Here Peter is

interrupted by God sending the Holy Spirit upon his listeners, who then speak in tongues

36 Perhaps the best-known work on narratology is Chatman, Story and Discourse; though there are
many other important works that relate closely to narratology and its theoretical framework, including
Genette, Narrative Discourse; Iser, Implied Reader; Booth, Rhetoric of Fiction; Uspensky, Poetics of
Composition; Kermode, Sense of an Ending; and Kermode, Genesis of Secrecy; among others. In New
Testament studies, one of the first monograph-length treatments using a full-orbed literary method that
relied on all of the works just mentioned is R. Alan Culpepper’s Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel. Porter, in
surveying the history of interpretation, explains that few New Testament scholars were willing to follow
Culpepper’s example and instead offered narrative criticism readings (Linguistic Analysis of the Greek New
Testament, 281), some of which are those I discuss presently.

37 Kurz, Reading Luke—Acts, 88.
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to the amazement of the Jewish believers who had accompanied Peter (10:44-46).”*8 The
observation that throughout the book the narrator routinely cuts off the speech of
characters once their main point is made of Acts is an important one for interpretation.
However, while Kurz’s method, at least among those discussed here, has more potential
for accounting for the function of Peter’s speech in Luke’s message to his audience, it,
too, is limited in that it does not account for how the language creates patterns of
similarity and difference within the speech itself, nor with respect to the rest of the
Cornelius story. Transitivity analysis, by contrast, is not limited in this regard and can
yield a number of other observations about Peter’s speech in the Cornelius story that the
closest narrative-critical readings have overlooked. It is to these transitivity-based
observations that I now turn.

Peter’s speech consists of 16 ranking clauses, ten of which function at the primary
information level and six at the secondary. The first two of the secondary clauses
construe relational processes, and there is a third further down. There is also a fourth
relational clause that functions at the primary level. When this cluster of relational
clauses, especially the first three, which share closer textual proximity, is viewed in
relation to the other relational clauses throughout the Cornelius story, a distinct contrast
emerges, since the frequency of relational clauses in this pericope is larger than either
those preceding or following. Moreover, the fact that they consistently function in a
particular semantic direction foregrounds their usage even more. The first three of these
construe relational: intensive processes and occur in clauses 81 (v. 34c), 82 (v. 35), and

84 (v. 36a). When viewed together, a few commonalities arise: (1) they all address the

38 Kurz, Reading Luke—Acts, 88.
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idea of inclusivity, which is realized principally in the lexis with word choices such as
TPOTWTOANUTTYS, TavTl, and Tavtwy; (2) they each constitute theological statements—
that is, they all make claims expressing something about the character of God or Jesus,
but where Jesus is closely identified with God.>® The first (c. 81/v. 34¢) states that God
does not show favoritism/is not a respecter of persons. The second adds to this idea by
stating that those who fear him and practice righteousness are acceptable to him, which is
further defined by the circumstantial of extent év wavti £Bvet (“in every nation”). The third
is the declarative statement that he is Lord of all. All of these statements result from
Peter’s realization, where, in clause 80 (v. 34b), beginning his speech, he says he
understands (xatalapBdavopat), a marked process due to the use of imperfective aspect,
which is further modified and brought into focus by the circumstantial of manner: quality
¢m’ aAnBelag.

Another prominent feature found in these relational clauses is the negative
particle odx. The negation of processes at the level of the ranking clause is rare in Acts
10:1—11:18, with only four instances in the whole episode (c. 20 [v. 9b], c. 30 [v. 15b],
c. 80 [v. 34c], c. 101 [v. 47a]), and clause 80 (v. 34c) is the only instance of an indicative
verb being negated by ovx (all other instances use a form of p). As a result, this feature,

which is also fronted in the clause immediately following a subordinating conjunction,

3% The referent of the demonstrative pronoun o0tog in clause 84 (v. 36b) is Jesus, making the first
two relational clauses in this pericope about God and the third about Jesus. One might take this as an
indication that relational clauses are not functioning in the consistently foregrounded manner that [ here
claim, but this objection is mitigated when one sees how closely Jesus and God are associated with each
other in Peter’s speech. Schnabel makes note of this feature by pointing out that “God proclaimed the good
news ‘through Jesus Christ’ [(v. 36a)]” (4cts, 500). However, there is also the patterned contrast I discuss
below regarding information levels, where God and Jesus are the grammatical subjects of clauses that
function at different levels of discourse. The foregrounded consistency is indeed layered according to
multiple kinds of patterning.
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functions to further foreground the statement that God is not a respecter of persons or
does not show partiality.

Scholars tend to interpret the third relational clause, 00Tds 0TIy mdvTwWY %Vptog
(“he 1s Lord of all”) (c. 84/v. 36b) as an exclamatory interjection on Peter’s part. Gaventa
states, “This comment is sufficiently awkward in the Greek that most translators place it
in parentheses. The material surrounding this parenthesis conforms to the content of
Peter’s earlier speeches, but the conclusion that Jesus is indeed Lord of all people appears
here in a new and more explicit way than has been the case earlier (cf. 2:39).”4 First, it is
perhaps a little misleading to state that this clause is awkward in Greek. There is nothing
awkward about the clause in itself. The perceived awkwardness results from its
placement immediately following clause 83 (v. 36a), which, as I discussed above, has
been interpreted by scholars in several different ways. However, in taking clause 83 (v.
36a) as an independent accusative clause, where the appositional element is constituted
by clause 84 (v. 36b), the perceived difficulty of the clause is resolved. Thus, there is
nothing awkward about it. However, the use of the appositional accusative in a verbless
clause is relatively uncommon and is a unique construction at least within this episode,
and so it creates a defamiliarized formation that foregrounds the whole clause as well as
the clause it defines: 00tés oy mdvTwy xptos (“he is Lord of all”) (c. 84/v. 36b).

The fourth relational clause in this pericope occurs further down at clause 88 (v.
38d). Unlike those in the preceding cluster, this one is a relational: circumstantial clause
and does not address the topic of inclusivity; it instead makes the claim that God was

with Jesus, its circumstantial attribute construing accompaniment with the phrase pet’

40 Gaventa, From Darkness to Light, 118. See also Haacker, “Dibelius und Cornelius,” 245.
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avtol. However, despite these differences, this clause still relates a theological claim, but
one that is more significant regarding the entity of Jesus than God.

Another feature about this set of relational clauses to draw attention to is that God
functions as the grammatical subject of those that function at the secondary level,
whereas Jesus functions as the subject of the only relational clause at the primary level.
While it would diminish the theological claims regarding God or Jesus to claim that this
contrast foregrounds one information level over the other, the consistency in the
patterning lends further credence that relational clauses, in general, are foregrounded in
this pericope and invite additional interpretation.

A final point that provides further evidence that relational processes are
foregrounded in this pericope is that if clause 89 (v. 39a) had not been structured as a
verbless clause, then it would have been necessarily structured as a relational clause. The
fact that it does not construe a process preserves the consistency of relational clauses to
construe activities involving the entity of God as a participant and the collocating topic of
inclusivity.

Consideration of the main participants and their roles also reveals motivated
aspects of Luke’s presentation of Peter’s speech. As just mentioned, there are four
relational clauses in this pericope, with God either filling the roles of token and carrier or
else being identified in the word group that functions in the role of token and value. The
entity of Jesus is included in the role of attribute in the fourth relational clause but is
referred to by means of a demonstrative pronoun. Thus, as for relational clauses, God
receives more focus. There are also five material clauses in this speech. Of these five,

God functions in the actor in three of them, Jesus in one, and an unspecified “they” in the
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other. Moreover, God never fills the role of goal, but Jesus is the goal in three of these
clauses and even functions as a recipient in a fourth. Thus, whereas God is the entity who
brings about some material process, Jesus, by contrast, is characterized more as an
affected entity. There are three verbal clauses, with Peter, Jesus, and “all of the prophets,”
each filling the role of sayer in one instance. There are finally two mental clauses; Peter
fills the role of senser in the first, and the plural second-person pronoun Upels does the
same in the second. In the second mental clause, Jesus also fills the role of the
phenomenon. The two main participants that arise out of these clauses are God and Jesus,
and of these two, God is cast more so as the agent by which things get done, and Jesus is
more of an affected participant. Even in the one instance where Jesus functions as an

A\

actor, this is immediately preceded by the clause &ypioev adtov 6 Heds mvedpatt aylw xal
duvapet (“God anointed him with the Spirit and power”); in other words, it is from God
that Jesus derived the power to do what he did.

Clause 92 (vv. 40b—41) stands out in its own right for the amount of information
contained in its embedded clauses. The embedded content resides in the scope of the
process £0wxev, which contains five verbals, including two finite forms, two infinitives,
and a participle. Of these, all are aorist forms except for the participle
mpoxexelpoTovnuévols (“having chosen beforehand”), which is stative as well as passive
and is thus prominent. Those who “were chosen beforehand” are further defined in the
content that follows: uiv oiTives cuvedayouev xal cuveriopey adT® (“us, who ate and
drank with him after he arose from the dead”), and the agent of the process is God (V76
Tol Beol). The foregrounded status of the scope of this clause is further evidenced by the

fact that no other material process in this pericope follows this structure; all the other
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instances have goals filling the slots of the material processes’ direct objects. It would
appear that the content of God choosing Peter and others beforehand to be his witnesses
combined with the idea of eating and drinking together contributes in some way to the
theme Luke wishes to articulate.

A few points about the circumstances in this pericope should now be made. First,
circumstantials do not play as prominent a role in Peter’s speech as in other parts of the
Cornelius story. This is plainly observed by the fact that seven of the sixteen ranking
clauses in this section do not construe circumstantial information. Of the nine clauses that
do contain circumstances, there are three circumstance types that assume a marked status
based on their lower frequency of usage compared to others in this story; these are extent,
accompaniment, and matter. Circumstances of extent only occur four times up to this
point in the narrative (c. 29/v. 15a [2x], ¢. 31/v.16a, c. 68/v. 30b). The word group v
mavti EBvet (“in every nation”) is therefore prominent, and the discussion above regarding
its role in a relational clause expressing the notion of inclusivity helps to establish its
foregrounded status. Accompaniment, which is also only expressed in four previous
clauses (c. 10/v. 6a, c. 41/v. 20b, c. 49/v. 23b, c. 50/v. 23¢), appears twice in Peter’s
speech and is used in a consistent way to establish the close relationship between God
and Jesus and provide the information that Jesus’s power was endowed by God. Last, in
the final clause of this pericope (c. 94/v. 43), the dative pronoun ToUTw is prominent for
two reasons. First, it is fronted in the clause, and second, it is the second of two instances
where a circumstance of matter is used in the whole Cornelius story. The referent of

TouTw is Jesus, described here as the one about whom all the prophets bear witness.
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At this stage, what can be gleaned from this data on Peter’s speech? Opinions
vary among scholars about how Peter’s speech fits into the context of this story. I have
already discussed the shortcomings of various literary readings of this passage above.
Historical-critical approaches, on the other hand, have historically raised different
questions about Peter’s speech, and I wish to engage these here in light of the transitivity
findings above. Dibelius, who believes that Luke constructed all of the speeches in Acts,
argues that Luke fits only the beginning of the speech into the surrounding context; the
rest of the speech has nothing to do with the conversion of the Gentiles: “This speech in
Cornelius’ house with the exception of the introduction, does not include any reference to
the particular question of the conversion of the Gentiles, but is composed on a pattern
similar to that of Peter’s other speeches and of Paul’s speech in Antioch (13.16—41). All,
after they have been linked with the occasion, continue along the lines of a scheme which
consists of kerygma (in this case, 10.37—41), proof from the scriptures (10.43a) and
exhortation to repentance (10.42, 43b).”*! Wilson offers the more conservative argument
that Luke “constructed the speech with one eye on the context and the other on the
stereotyped pattern of the speeches in the early part of Acts,” which amounts to a position
similar to that of Dibelius’s with respect to Luke’s approach to constructing speeches.*?
Expressing a different view, Gaventa, who finds both of Dibelius’s and Wilson’s
positions unsatisfactory, argues that a “way in which Luke seems to have tailored this
speech to its setting is that he dwells on the life of Jesus in more detail than is the case in

the earlier speeches. And yet v. 36, which inaugurates the sketch of Jesus’ life, says ‘you

41 Dibelius, “Conversion of Cornelius,” 111.
42 Wilson, Gentiles, 175. Cf. Haacker, “Dibelius und Cornelius,” 241-45.
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know’ what has occurred.”® Scholars have detected a contextual tension here that results
from the fact that Peter’s audience apparently would not have known about Jesus’s life,
an assumption that has not gone uncontested but has nevertheless held scholarly sway.**
While some scholars, particularly those following Dibelius’s view, conclude that this
tension shows that Luke has constructed this speech without regard for its contextual
relevance,* Gaventa argues that a “possibility is that the ‘you know’ is a polite gesture,
one that respects Cornelius as representative of Rome and suggests to the reader that the
events of Jesus’ life were broadly known (cf. 26:26).”4 The results from the transitivity
analysis can offer some clarity to this issue.

As for Dibelius’s argument, he assumes that the whole speech should be about the
conversion of the Gentiles, and since it is not, this is evidence that Luke has constructed a
speech that fails to address the relevant matter at hand. But is this the best assumption to
make about Peter’s speech? As I have shown, the stylistic patternings of language
foreground the relational clauses that make statements about God, emphasize the close
relationship between God and Jesus, and construe the universality of the Gospel through

inclusive language (wé words).*” These features, which go beyond the introduction of the

speech, in themselves function to foreground a theological position that benefits Gentiles,

43 Gaventa, From Darkness to Light, 118.

4 Wilkens has offered three potential solutions to the question, though they are each mutually
exclusive of the other two. At one place, he offers the two possibilities that “you know” in 10:36 could
refer to Peter’s companions, and that the hearers could have already been believers before Peter began his
speech (Missionsreden, 49—51). Elsewhere he suggests that “you know” functions more like a narrative
aside because the speech is meant to address the audience like a sermon patterned historically after the
kerygma that Luke has already used in his Gospel (“Kerygma und Evangelium bei Lukas,” 226). For a
strong critique of Wilkens’ argument, however, see Marshall, Luke, 50, who plainly shows that Luke does
not expand the historical scheme of the kerygma, which is evident also in Paul’s letters and in Mark’s
Gospel.

4 E.g., Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 304.

46 Gaventa, From Darkness to Light, 118-19.

47 Cadbury points out that one of Luke’s famous forms of emphasis is his “insertion of ‘all’ or
‘every’” (Making of Luke—Acts, 216).
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especially since the foregrounded features are made against backgrounded content that
construes ideas related to Israel, the Jews, Jerusalem, and the prophets—that is, thematic
entities that historically relate to the Jewish people as a distinct people apart from the
Gentiles. The content here is thus highly relevant to the Gentile mission, but the inclusive
language is not only about taking the gospel to the Gentiles but is about the significance
of Gentile conversion as it accomplishes the unifying of God’s people across ethnic
boundaries. I1ds words, which occur in the foregrounded patterns in Peter’s speech, are
also found throughout the speech, and even help to introduce it; Cornelius opens the floor
for Peter with the statement: “Now then, we have all [mavteg] arrived before God to hear
everything [mavta] commanded to you by the Lord” (c. 78/v. 33¢). “All” is the thematic
element that both introduces and unifies Peter’s speech, beginning with the statement that
God does not show partiality and ending with “all who believe in him [Jesus]” (mavta Tov
mioTevovTa €ig adTov) (c. 94/v. 43). This is the main idea Dibelius misses: the speech is
about bringing Jews and Gentiles together on the basis of who God is and what God has
done through Jesus, which is a fine yet important distinction from the speech being about
the conversion of the Gentiles.

The process by which Jews and Gentiles are brought together is also important.
There is yet another méigc word in the scope of clause 92 (v. 40b—41), which is a
foregrounded semantic element, as I explain above. Here, Jesus is described as being
made visible not to all people (o0 Tavti T@ Aad) but to his witnesses, which was made up
exclusively of Jews. Thus, in the mission of bringing Jews and Gentiles together, Jews
are identified as those who are to bring this to fruition. Consequently, the narrator ties

God’s impartial character, Jesus’s identity as Lord of all, and the Jewish witnesses’
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responsibility to evangelize together by means of patterns of repetition. Such features,
then, symbolically articulate an element of Luke’s them, to which I will return later.

Wilson’s assessment, then, might be better than Dibelius’s, but his study, unlike
the transitivity analysis above, does not yield all the conclusions I have made here. It also
appears that Gaventa’s argument suffers from responding too much to other scholars’
views by trying to find the differences in Peter’s speech to direct attention away from
how it consistently conforms to patterns of speeches elsewhere in Acts. The result is that
she overemphasizes the role of Jesus, which consequently also directs attention away
from the more important agent of God in the speech as the transitivity analysis has
strongly confirmed.

To sum up this section, the transitivity analysis of Peter’s speech has borne out a
number of observations that other literary and historical-critical approaches have not
made, and these have helped to address some of the questions that scholars have had
about this speech. These observations center around the foregrounded status of relational
clauses in this pericope as well as the central participant being God, as opposed to Jesus,
as some have argued before. Further, the notion of inclusivity—that is, the bringing of
Jews and Gentiles together—is an idea foregrounded by the semantic patterns in the text,
and the responsibility of this task is also explicitly identified as belonging to Jewish
witnesses. Interpreting how these linguistic features play into Luke’s message, however,
will have to be suspended until the foregrounded patterns of this whole episode can be

viewed together.
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The Holy Spirit’s Descent (10:44—48)
Transitivity Structure

The sub-section following Peter’s speech spans the next five verses and relates the events
of the Holy Spirit’s descent and the Gentiles’ response. Clause 95 (v. 44a) introduces a
verbal clause, with Peter still functioning in the role of sayer. The verbiage here,
however, is projected as a report with the phrase ta pyuata Talta (“these words”), rather
than a quotation. The fronted adjunct 1t signals that this clause is a secondary temporal
clause, dependent on the one that follows. Clause 96 (v. 44b) is a material clause and
introduces the Holy Spirit for the first time as an actor. The process émémecey (“it fell”) is
intransitive, and the clause construes only one circumstance ml TavTag ToUg axoVovTag
Tov Adyov (“upon all those who were hearing the message”), expressing location: space.
The next clause (c. 97/v. 45a) narrates the reaction from the other group present in
Cornelius’s house, ol éx mepitopdic maTol 6oot cuviiAay @ ITétpw (“the believers from
the circumcision who had come with Peter”), who function as the senser of the process
¢¢éomnoav (“they were amazed”). The next clause (c. 98/v. 45b), as a content clause
introduced by 671, functions at the secondary level to further define the Jewish believers’
amazement. The process éxxéyvtal (“it had been poured out”) is material, and its stative
aspect and passive voice should be noted. The participant % dwpea Tol aylov Tvedpatog
(“the gift of the Holy Spirit”) functions as the goal, and émt t& €6vy (“upon the Gentiles”)

provides the circumstantial information of location: space. Clause 99 (v. 46a) also

functions at the secondary level on par with clause 98 (v. 45b) to further define clause 97
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(v.45a); ydp is used here in its explanatory sense.*® The participant of éx mepitopsic moTol
is the implied senser of the mental process #%xovov (“they heard”), and the word group
a0T&Y AadovTwy yAwooals xal weyaAuvvovtwy Tov Bedv (“them speaking in tongues and
exalting God”) functions as the phenomenon.

Clause 100 (v. 47a) reintroduces Peter in the role of sayer of the process amexpifn
(“he answered”). The verbiage is projected as a quotation, which spans clauses 101-3 (v.
47a—c). The first clause of Peter’s speech (c. 101/v. 47a) construes the material process
dVvatal xwAboal (“able to withhold™), which is negated by wjtt.*’ The indefinite pronoun
16 fills the role of actor, and the complement 76 J0wp (“the water”) functions as the
scope. The adjunct tol Bamtiobijvar TovToug (“for these to be baptized”) expresses a
circumstance of cause: purpose.® Clause 102 (v. 47b) is also a material clause and
functions at the secondary level to further define clause 101 (v. 47a). The pronoun oiTiveg
(“they”) functions as the actor of the process €xafov (“they received”), and the Holy
Spirit (6 mvedua To ayiov) fills the role of the goal. The last clause in Peter’s speech (c.
103/v. 47c¢) is verbless and functions at the secondary level to further define clause 102
(v. 47b), and, with respect to transitivity structure, it contains only the single participant
Nuels (“we”

The final two clauses of this pericope are verbal clauses that both function at the

primary information level. The sayer in clause 104 (v. 48a) is Peter as implied in the verb

48 See Porter, Idioms, 207.

4 The infinitive in catenative constructions can be construed as the complement of the finite verb,
but given that it is also a definable and recurring construction in Greek, it can and probably ought to be
construed as part of the process in transitivity structure, much like periphrastic constructions. See the
discussion in Porter, Idioms, 197.

50 This decision is based on the fact that purpose can be construed in Greek by means of a genitive
article with an infinitive, as is seen here. See McKay, New Syntax, 136.
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npocétagev (“he ordered”). The receiver of the process is adTols (“them”), which refers to
the Gentiles who received the Holy Spirit. The verbiage is expressed in the infinitival

word group év 7@ vépatt Tnool Xpiotol Bamtiohijvar (“to be baptized in the name of
Jesus Christ”). Then, in clause 105 (v. 48b), the process npwtyoav shifts the implied sayer
to the Gentiles who invite Peter (¢z0Tév), the receiver, to stay for a certain number of days
(émuelval nuépag Tvag), with the verbiage projected according to the same infinitival

structure as the previous clause.

Assessment

Like the previous sub-section, this group of clauses does not contain any of the often-
discussed repeated content in this episode, and so focus must be directed towards other
kinds of patterns as they are featured in the structure of the language. Of the eleven
ranking clauses that make up this pericope, five function on the primary level and six on
the secondary. Four clauses are material, two are mental, four are verbal, and one is
verbless. No patterns arise on the basis of how process types and clausal levels correlate.

In three of the material clauses, the Holy Spirit functions as or as part of (i.e.,
dwpea Tol aylov mvebpatog) a participant, once as an actor and twice as a goal. There does
not appear to be any consistent patterning here or otherwise with material clauses. There
are, however, stylistic patterns that arise in mental and verbal clauses. First, in both of the
mental clauses, the sensers are “those of the circumcision.” The first of these (c. 97/v.
45a) construes their amazement, which is then further defined in two subsequent
secondary clauses, the second of which is the other mental clause (c. 99/v. 46a). The

pattern with mental clauses, then, addresses how Jews perceive the Gentiles’ reception of
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the Holy Spirit and their speaking in tongues. It is not inconsequential that of the two
groups present, Luke only narrates the inner-world experience of the Jewish party. It is,
after all, long-held beliefs about Jewish religious identity that are being overwritten. F. F.
Bruce captures this well:
Apart from such external manifestations, none of the Jewish believers present,
perhaps not even Peter himself, would have been so ready to accept the reality of
the Spirit’s coming upon them. The Jewish believers who had accompanied Peter
from Joppa were astounded by what they saw and heard: Gentiles, those “lesser
breeds without the law,” had actually received the same Holy Spirit as they
themselves had received on believing the same message. How right Peter had

been in his new insight into the impartiality of God as between people of one race
and another.”!

The fact that such a phenomenon (pun intended) occurred that legitimated the equal
status of Jews and Gentiles before God would have precipitated future conflict among the
two groups; and so it did, as later episodes in the book of Acts chronicle. It is also not
beyond the present interpretive framework to predict that this patterning is meant to
contribute to Luke’s message in light of contextually related issues going on in his own
environment. This will become clarified once the directions of the various patterns in this
episode can be interpreted in light of each other.

Of the four verbal clauses, Peter is the explicit or implied speaker in three, but
when all of the components of transitivity are considered, a striking example of
parallelism surfaces between clauses 104 (v. 48a) and 105 (v. 48b). Both clauses display
a pattern of a fronted verbal process, which implies its speaker, followed by an intensive
pronoun functioning as a receiver, and then followed by the verbiage, projected as a

report in an infinitival complement. The structures of both clauses are thus identical. A

31 Bruce, Book of Acts, 217.
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significant difference is found, however, in the entities that occupy the participant roles
and what the verbiage in each clause signifies. In the former clause, Peter orders the
Gentiles to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ, presumably following the practice
inaugurated at Pentecost (cf. 2:41). The latter clause, which one might expect to construe
the Gentile’s compliance, instead expresses the Gentiles’ extension of hospitality to
Peter, and this invokes a recursive motif in this episode, that is, that Gentiles show
hospitality to Jews.

Circumstances are relatively sparse in this pericope, amounting to three instances.
Two of these express location: space, which all the more makes the circumstance of
cause: purpose, Tod Bamtiobijvar TovToug, in clause 101 (v. 46b) stand out. Nowhere else
can a circumstance of purpose be found in this episode, and we can identify a number of
other features in this clause that display prominence, such as the use of negation, which I
discussed earlier; the use of a catenative construction, a construction appearing nowhere
else in this episode; and the scope functioning as the participant role in the slot of the
complement, which is less common throughout this episode, but also is not featured
elsewhere in this pericope. The finite verb dUvatal also grammaticalizes imperfective
aspect, yet another feature of prominence. All of these features together, from a stylistic
perspective, mark this clause as heavily foregrounded, and since this clause articulates a
clear value position, it can reasonably be interpreted as symbolically articulating an
element of the theme that closely associates with its own propositional meaning—that is,
that no one, particularly Jewish believers, can withhold baptism from the Gentiles—the
ritual by which new believers are brought into the ranks of the church and permitted to

break bread with fellow believers (see again 2:41).
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Peter’s Report to the Jerusalem Church (11:1-18)
Transitivity Structure

Acts 11 moves the location of the story from Caesarea to Jerusalem. Clause 106 (v.
11:1a) functions at the primary level and introduces a new participant, ol amwéaToAot xal ol
adeAdol of Svtes xata ™y Tovdaiav (“the apostles and the brothers who were around
Judea”), who functions in the role of senser of the mental process #jxovcav (“they heard”).
The process is intransitive, but the conjunction 6Tt opens a content clause at clause 107
(v. 1b) at the secondary level, supplying the information of what they heard. Clause 107
(v. 1b) is a material clause; T €6vy (“the Gentiles”) fills the role of actor of the process
é0égavto (“they received”), with Tév Aéyov Tod ol (“the word of God”) filling the role of
the goal.

Clause 108 (v. 2a) is also material; ITétpog fills the role of actor of the process
avéPn (“he went up”), and the circumstance eig Tepovaadiu (“to Jerusalem™) expresses
location: space. Functioning at the secondary level, this clause gives further definition—
namely, a temporal relation via the conjunction éte (“when”’)—to the following clause on
which it depends. In clause 109 (v. 2b—3a), ol éx mepttoudjs (“those of the circumcision”)
are reintroduced as a participant, here as the behaver of the behavioral process dtexpivovto
(“they passed judgment”). The imperfective aspect of the verb should be noted. The two
circumstantials, mpog adTov (“towards/against him”), referring to Peter, and Aéyovteg,
construe location: space and manner: means, respectively. The participle Aéyovtes also

introduces quoted speech, but because it does not function as the predicator of a ranking

clause, it is not accounted for as a verbal clause in the transitivity structure. The Jewish
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believers in clause 110 (v. 3b) then address Peter, who is implied as the referent of the
grammatical person of the verb eig#jAbes (“you entered”), making Peter the actor of the
material clause. The following circumstance mpog &vopag axpoPuatiav Eovrags (“with
uncircumcised men”’) expresses accompaniment. This clause, which functions on the
primary level, functions paratactically with clause 111 (v. 3¢) to add the additional
material process quvédbayes (“you ate with”) to the actions Peter is being accurately
accused of doing. And again, the accompanying circumstance a0Tols (“with them”)
expresses accompaniment.

Peter responds in the next clause (c. 112/v. 4); he is the sayer of the verbal process
égetifeto (“he explained”), and those of the circumcision are represented by the pronoun
adtois in the role of the receiver. The fronted adjunct dp&duevos (“beginning™) is a
circumstance of manner: means. There are two other circumstantials later in the clause:
xafe&fic (“in order”), expressing manner: quality, and Aéywv (“saying”), expressing
manner: means as well as functioning to open quoted speech. Peter’s second major
speech thus commences with clause 113 (v. 5a) and spans the next 36 clauses.

The first clause of Peter’s speech (c. 113/v. 5a) is a primary behavioral clause;
using the pronoun éyw to grammaticalize an explicit subject, the author has Peter cast
himself in the role of behaver of the process #unv mpogeuyouevos (“I was praying”), a

periphrastic construction.’? The circumstance év mé)et Iémmy (“in the city of Joppa™)

52 Depending on grammar and context, the verb mpocelyopat is one such verb that could be coded
as either verbal or behavioral. Verbal clauses structurally require some grammatical element that
constitutes verbiage, unless one uses the conceptual situation as the primary criteria for coding clauses.
However, the majority of systemicists favor grammatical form over conceptual situation (O’Donnell et al.,
“Survey of Process Type Classification,” 52). The use of the periphrastic here does not contain verbiage
and presents more what Peter was doing rather than what he was saying, and so this is an instance where
mpoageUyopat is more behavioral on the behavioral-verbal cline.
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supplies the location: space. Peter remains the grammatical subject in clause 114 (v. 5b),
also a primary clause, but the process €idov (“I saw”), being mental, casts him in the role
of senser. The phenomenon is expressed by the word group Spapa xatafaivov oxelids Tt
wg 0B6vny peyainy téoaapatv dpyais xabiepévny éx ol odpavol (“a vision, a certain
objection descending like a great sheet, let down from the sky by its four corners™).
Clause 115 (v. 5¢) construes a material clause, again at the primary level; the participant
oxelids T1 (“a certain object”), as context provides, assumes the implied role of actor of the
process #ABev (“it came”), and the circumstance &ypt €uod (“up to me”) is one of extent.
The next two clauses function at the secondary level, being dependent on clause 115 (v.
5¢), The first of these, clause 116 (v. 6a), is a behavioral clause, and Peter, the implied
subject of the verb, is the behaver of the process xatevéouv (“I observed”). This process’s
semantics closely resemble the mental process of seeing, much like drevioag and idov
(2x) in the immediate co-text, but it also construes an element of outward expression and
so does not fully belong to inner-world experience. That this process is differentiated
from other mental clauses in its vicinity is accomplished grammatically as well by means
of its imperfective aspect. The last component to mention of clause 116 (v. 6a) is the
fronted circumstance eig v atevicas (“as I was gazing”), which construes manner:
quality. The following secondary clause (c. 117/v. 6b) functions tactically on par with
clause 116 (v. 6a). Here, the author has Peter present himself, again in the first person, as
the senser of the mental process €idov (“I saw”). The word group T TeTpdmoda THs Y
xal Ta Onpla xat ta épmeta xai Ta meTetva Tol ovpavol (“four-footed creatures of the earth
and wild beasts, and creeping creatures, and birds of the sky”) fills the role of the

phenomenon. Clause 118 (v. 7a) returns to the primary level, and Peter, as the implicit



155

subject, fills the role again of senser of the mental process #Axovaa (“I heard”). The
complement ¢wvijs Aeyouays wot (“a voice saying to me”) serves as the phenomenon, and
the embedded participial phrase functions to introduce quoted speech below the level of
ranking clause.

Thus, Peter, in his speech, projects the voice of another speaker, that is, of an
unidentified voice, whose speech spans the next two clauses. For the sake of brevity, let it
suffice here to point out that the content and transitivity structure of clauses 119-122 (vv.
11:7b—8b) are identical to those of clauses 24-27 (vv. 10:13b—14b) above, with the
exception that clause 121 is narrated in the first person from Peter’s perspective, meaning
that the verb is first-person rather than third, and the grammatical subject is assumed in
the verb rather than expressed as ¢ ITétpog as it is in clause 26 (v. 14a). We can resume
the explanation of transitivity structure, then, at clause 123 (v. 8c), which functions at the
secondary level, being dependent on clause 122 (v. 8b). Here, the participant xowov %
axabaptov (“common or unclean”) functions as the actor of the material process eic7jAfev
(“it entered”), and the two adjuncts o0démote (“never”) and eig T6 oTépa pov (“into my
mouth”) provide the circumstantials of location: time and location: space.

The next several clauses establish a pattern of functioning at the primary level,
beginning at clause 124 (v. 9a) and extending to clause 132 (v. 13b). The voice (dwvy) is
cast in the role of sayer, this time at the level of ranking clause, at clause 124 (v. 9a), of
the verbal process amexpify (“it answered”). The verb introduces a quotation, which
spans the next clause. The adjuncts éx deutépou (“a second time”) and éx o odpavol

(“from heaven”) express the circumstances of extent and location: space, respectively.

The voice’s quoted speech in clause 125 (v. 9b) is identical to its verbiage earlier in
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clause 30 (v. 10:15b). Further, clause 126 (v. 11:10a) also duplicates clause 31 (v.
10:16a). Peter then concludes the retelling of his vision in clause 127 (11:10b). The

clause is material, and the process aveomacfy (““it was raised”) is expressed in the passive
voice, making the participant amavta (“everything”) fill the role of the goal. The
circumstances, maAw (“again”) and eig Tov oVpavov (“into heaven”), express extent and

location: space.
Peter then retells the events that followed his vision. Clause 128 (v. 11) is a

material clause. The participant Tpeis &vdpes (“three men”) functions as the actor of the
process éméatyoav (“they came upon”). The process is intransitive, though there are three
modifying circumstances. First, the adverb é€autfic (“immediately”) expresses location:
time; second, the word group éml v oixiav év 7 Auev (“upon the house in which I was”)
expresses location: space; and third, the embedded clause dmeataipévol amo Katoapeiag
mpos pe (“being sent from Caesarea to me”), functioning here as an adjunct, expresses
manner: quality. The Spirit (to mvelua), who assumes the role of sayer of the verbal
process elmev in clause 129 (v. 12a), then tells pot (Peter), the receiver, “to go with them
without questioning” (cuveABelv adTois undtv daxpivavta), an infinitival phrase functions
here as the verbiage. Clause 130 (v. 12b) is material; the participant of £ &deldol odrot
(“these six brothers”) functions as the actor of the process #Afov (“they came”), and the
circumstance abv €pol (“with me”) expresses their accompaniment with Peter. Next, Peter

associates himself more closely with his travel companions as the actor of the first-person

plural verb/material process eichAfopev (“we entered”) (c. 131/v. 12¢). The circumstance

elg TOV olxov Tol dvdpds (“into the man’s house”) expresses location: space.
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The man, whom we know to be Cornelius but whose name and details of his rank
and reputation are omitted here before Peter’s audience, is the implied subject, and thus
the sayer of the verbal process amnyyethev in clause 132 (v. 13a). The pronoun #uiv (“to

us”) is the receiver of the process. The verbiage, which is structured hypotactically as
reported speech beginning with clause 133 (v. 13b), spans the next six clauses (cc. 133—
38/vv. 13b—14c). Thus, at the level of rank, the whole of Cornelius’s projected speech

functions at the secondary level. Beginning, then, at clause 133 (v. 13b), 6 avopés (“the
man”) is the implied senser of the mental process €idev (“he saw”), and the word group
TOV &yyelov év 6 oixw adtol atabévta xal eimévra (“the angel standing in his house and

saying”) fills the role of the phenomenon. The next two clauses (cc. 134-35/v. 13¢c—d)

construe the material processes améatetdov (“you send”) and peramepar (“you
summon”), both of which are commands with ¢U as the implicit actor of both processes.
Clause 134 (v. 13c¢) is intransitive and expresses a circumstance of location: space: €ig
‘Tommyy (“to Joppa”), and clause 135 is transitive with the participant Zipwva Tov
emixatovpevov ITétpov (“Simon who is called Peter”) filling the role of the goal. Clause
136 (v. 14a) is a verbal clause; the pronoun ¢ (referring to Peter) is the sayer, the word
group mpog g€ (“to you”) is the receiver, and prpata (“words”) is the verbiage. Clause
137 begins with the circumstance év oi¢ (“by which”), expressing the manner: means by
which the material process cwd%oy (“you would be saved”) will be actualized. The
passive voice results in the subject of the clause, o0, being cast in the role of the goal. The

final clause of “the man’s” speech is verbless (c. 138/v. 14¢). The process of the previous
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clause is intended to be “read down” to also affect the participant méc 6 oixds gou (“all of
your household”). The coordinating use of xai helps to establish this logical relationship.
Peter’s speech returns to the primary information level at clause 139 (v. 15a). The
participant 6 mvelpa To aytov functions as the actor of the material process émémeaey (“it
fell”), and the fronted adjunct év ©6 &p&acbal pe Aaelv (“when I began to speak™)
functions as a circumstance of location: time. Then, the adjunct én” a0Tods (“upon them™)
provides the information of location: space. Clause 140 (v. 15b) functions at the
secondary level to further define clause 139 (v. 15a). It is both verbless and void of
participants, only expressing two circumstantials, one of location: space, €’ nués (“upon
us”) and the other of location: time, év apy# (“in the beginning”). Clause 141 (v. 16a)
construes a mental clause at the primary level. Peter is the implied senser of the process
guvnodny (“I remembered”), and the phenomenon is ToU pripatos Tol xupiov (“the word of
the Lord”). The discourse then shifts to the secondary level for the next five clauses (cc.
142—46/v. 16b—17b). The first of these (c. 142/v. 16b) is dependent on the previous
clause, giving it further definition. It is a verbal clause with 6 x0ptog functioning as the
implied sayer of the process €\eyev (“he has said”). The imperfective aspect of the verb
here is noteworthy. Further, the verb introduces quoted speech, which spans the next two
clauses. Both of these clauses construe a form of the material process fantilw. The first
(c. 143/v. 16¢) employs the active form éfBantigev (“he baptized”), with Twavvng, as the
subject, filling the role of the actor. By contrast, the second (c. 144/v. 16d) uses the
passive form Bantichioeabe (“you will be baptized”), with dueis (“you [pl.]”), as the

subject, filling the role of the goal. An additional feature of contrast in these two clauses
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is each one’s respective circumstance of location: space, the former being doatt (“in
water”) and the latter év mvedpatt ayiw (“in the Holy Spirit”).

The next clause (c. 145/v. 17a) is the protasis of a condition, and so it depends on
its apodosis at clause 147 (v. 17¢), where the discourse returns to the primary level.
Clause 145 (v. 17a) construes a material clause, with 6 8eés filling the role of actor of the
process €dwxev (“he gave”). The goal, v lony dwpeav (“the same gift”), however, is the
fronted word group in the clause, and the pronoun ad7ois (“to them”) fills the role of
recipient. Clause 146 (v. 17b) is dependent on clause 145 (v. 17a) and is verbless,
construing the participant yuiv (“to us”), which is modified by the attribute motedoaatv
eml Tov xVptov Inaolv Xpiatov (“to those who believe upon the Lord Jesus Christ”).
Clause 147 is also verbless and presents the nominal ideas of éyw and the interrogative
pronoun Tig (“who?) in relation to each other. Peter’s speech then concludes with clause
148 (v. 17d), which, with its use of the verb 7junv (“I was”), expresses a relational:
intensive: ascriptive clause. Peter is implicitly construed as the carrier of the attribute
ouvatds xwAloat Tov Bebv (“able to hinder God™).

The final three clauses of this episode are primary clauses. The first of these is a
behavioral clause (cc. 149-50/v. 18a). “Those of the circumcision (ot éx mepiToujc)
function as the implied behaver. The circumstance axovcavtes Talta (“hearing these

things”) provides the cause: reason for their silence. The agent of causality remains the
same in clause 150 (v. 18b), but here “those of the circumcision” function as the actors of

the material process €0ééacav (“they glorified”). Here, tov Bedv fills the role of the goal

and Aéyovtes (“saying”) expresses the circumstance of manner: means and introduces a
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quotation, which spans the next clause. “Those of the circumcision” therefore speak the

final word of the Cornelius episode. The actor of the process €0wxev (‘“he gave”) is 6 fedg,
™V petavolay eig {wyv (“the repentance for life”) is the goal, and the additional

participant Toig £0vecwv (“the Gentiles™) is the recipient.

Assessment
This final sub-section of the Cornelius story is the longest. It contains multiple instances
of repeated content from earlier in the story. In fact, with this pericope constituting a
report of the events that transpired over the course of Acts 10, the majority of 11:1-18
amounts to some form of recapitulation, whether with Peter’s and Cornelius’s visions
being retold nearly in full or other events being summarized. Only nine of the 46 ranking
clauses construe new content, six at the beginning of the pericope (cc. 106—11/vv. 1a—3c),
which serve to stage the scene, and three at the end, to conclude the episode (cc. 149—
51/v. 18a—c).

Of the 46 ranking clauses, 29 function at the primary information level and 15 at
the secondary. More than anywhere else in this story, the clausal structure in this sub-
section plays a role in creating contrast, particularly between the reiterations of
Cornelius’s and Peter’s visions. Peter’s vision, which comes first, is recollected over the
course of 15 clauses (cc. 113-27/vv. 5a—10b), twelve of which are primary and three are
secondary. By contrast, Cornelius’s vision, being much shorter in length, is reiterated
over six clauses (cc. 133—-38//vv. 13b—14c) but entirely at the secondary level. To
interpret the significance of this structural contrast, more elements in the discourse need

to be considered. In earlier sections, information construed at the secondary level has
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cooperated with other components of contrast to foreground ideational meanings at this
level, but this does not mean that the secondary level is used in this way throughout the
episode. In fact, it would seem that the opposite is true here, because Cornelius is never
explicitly named in Peter’s report to the Jerusalem church—that is, Cornelius, as an entity
in the story, is only referred to generically as a man (&vdpé) in this pericope, and he
never occupies the slot of an explicit subject. Cornelius’s role in the story, then, clearly
takes a back seat to the message Peter presents to the Jerusalem church, and so it seems
best to interpret the contrast of clausal levels as structural clarification that Cornelius’s
vision is backgrounded for the purpose of Peter’s speech, and, by extension, Luke’s
message to his audience. The implication this carries for a stylistic analysis is that the
patterns of repetition are more important regarding Peter’s vision than Cornelius’s, and so
the focus of discussion below will reflect this.

Before considering the patterns of redundancy and contrast created with Peter’s
vision, the transitivity structure of the beginning and end of this pericope needs to be
analyzed for what it might contribute to the analysis. The participants involved in the first
six clauses (cc. 106—11/vv. 1a—3c) include the apostles and brothers in Judea, the
Gentiles, the word of God, Peter, and those of the circumcision. All of these are agents of
causality except for the word of God, and a line of contrast separates Peter and the
Gentiles from the apostles and brothers in Judea and those of the circumcision by means
of process type. The former function as actors in material clauses, whether the latter
functions as the agents in mental and behavioral clauses. Moreover, that two groups are
contrasted with one another is clarified by the pattern of circumstantials. Accompaniment

is used in two clauses where those of the circumcision accuse Peter of going with and



162

eating with the Gentiles (cc. 110—-11/vv. 3b—c), which is preceded by clause 109 (v. 3a),
which contains a circumstance of location: space, which construes a social disparity
between Peter and those of the circumcision who pass judgment (dtexpivovto) “against
him” (mpdg adTév). Following this point, the process dtexpivovto (“they were passing
judgment”), as a behavioral process, is marked according to its frequency of use
compared to the other process types, and because it grammaticalizes imperfective aspect,
another marked feature, against the backdrop of aorist forms, this creates a pattern of
consistent prominence, which supports the interpretation that this clause is foregrounded.
The idea of Jewish believers judging other Jewish believers communing with Gentile
believers is thus one that needs to be accounted for when identifying Luke’s theme.

This idea, however, is the topic of Peter’s speech, and the final three clauses of
the episode demonstrate a change in behavior and perspective on the part of the Jewish
believers. In two of the final three clauses (cc. 149-50/v. 18a-b), “those of the
circumcision” are the implied agents of causality, first in the behavioral process #oiyacay
(“they were silent”) and the material process é3é¢acav (“they glorified”). Moreover, the
final clause (c. 151/v. 18c¢) is their projected speech, which promotes a clear stance that
bears direct implications on the issue of communion between Jewish and Gentile
believers; they affirm the theological statement that God has given the repentance of life
to the Gentiles.

The two sets of clauses that constitute the first and second accounts of Peter’s
vision are cc. 16-32 (10:9c—16b) and cc. 113-27 (11:5a—10b). Table 1 places these texts

side by side for convenient comparison.
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Table 3.1: A Comparison of the Accounts of Peter’s Vision

10:9¢c-16b 11:5a-10b
verse | clause | Annotated text verse | clause | Annotated text
9¢c 16 I[P &véBn |S TTétpog |A émi 5a 113 IS éyw [P Auny | év
7o 0dpa [A [[P néet Tommy |+ [0
npocevéacbat]] |* mepl mpoceuyduevos 11 ||
Wpav Extny ||
10a |17 |IP éyévero |9 08 |
TPOTTEWOS ||
10b |18 |9 %l [P Bedev |© [
yevoagbal 1] ||
10c | 19 I mapaoxevalbvrwy |9 5¢
I adTév ||
10d— | 20-21 | ||P éyévero | ém’ adTdv [ | 5b 114 1|9 %eal |P eldov |A év
11 ExoTaois || éxatdoet [© Spapa [[°
xatafaivov I oxelés Tt
|19 xal |P Bewpel |© ToV A ¢ 806vny peydAny
obpavdy [[F dvewypévov 1] 11 [[* Téooapov dpyals [P
xal [[F xataBatvov -+l xabiepévny | éx ol
oxebds Tt A g 868vny ovpavol 1] ||
ueydny 1] [[A téooapoty
gpxais [P xabiépevoy |A émi
s Yis ||
5S¢ 115 |9 xal [P AABev [A &xpt
guod ||
6a 116 |4 [[A el Av [P drevioag ]
[® xatevdouy ||
12 22 1A év @ [P Omfipxev |S mdvta | 6b 117 || %eat |P eldov |© Ta
TG TETpATOO® XAl EPTETA TeTpaToda THs Yiic xal T&
THis Y¥is xal meTewa ToU Bnpla xal & épmeta xal
oUpavol || T meTelva ToU olpavod ||
13a |23 |19 xal [P éyéveto 5 dawn |A | 7a 118 |IP Aixouaa |9 8¢ |9 xal |©
TpOS AVTOV || dwvijs [[F Aeyovong | ot
111l
13b |24 1A [[? dvaords 1] 244 TTérpe | 7b 119 1A [P dvaords 49 TTéTpe
I? 6cov || I? 6cov ||
13¢ | 25 1|19 xal |P ddye || Tc 120 1|19 xal |P ddye ||
14a |26 || 6|9 8¢ | S TTérpog |° | 8a 121 |IP elmov |4 3¢ ||
elmey ||
14b | 27 | undauéis P4 wipie || 8b 122 | ||A undauds [*4 xdpie ||
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l4c | 28 || 671 |A o0démote |° 8¢ 123 |9 871 S xotwdv 4)
Ebayov |© mév xowdv xal axdBaptov |* ovdémote [P
GxdBaptov || elofiAbev | elg T oTépa
pou |
15a |29 19 xal |3 dwvy |A maAw |2 | 9a 124 I[P dmexpify |9 02 |5 dwwy)
éx deuTépou | mpds adTdv || |A éx deutépou | éx Tol
ovpavol ||
15 (30 | |C[[C&F 68ei 9 125 ||C[[C&[ 68ed
éxabdpioey 115 ob [A wy P éxabdpioey 1] ° o |* uy
xolvou || ¥ xotvou ||
l6a | 31 IS Tobto |9 8¢ |P éyévero | | 10a | 126 |5 Tofto |9 8¢ |P &yéveto
éml Tpi || |A émi Tpl ||
16b | 32 |19 %l |A €0BUg | 10b | 127 |9 xal |P dveomdaby |4
GveMudby 5 o oxebog |A maAw |5 dmavta [A elg OV
elg TOV olpavov || olpavoy ||

With this visual display, various similarities and differences make themselves readily

observable. These include (1) the content of cc. 17-19 (10:10), which pertains to eating

and Peter’s hunger, being omitted from the second account, (2) clauses 117-18 (11:5¢c—

6a) adding new details about the extent of the movement of the object from heaven and

Peter’s reaction to it, (3) the number of types of creatures increasing from three to four in

the second list in clause 117 (11:6b), (4) the structural reconstruing of xowdv # axabaptov

(“common and unclean”) as a causative agent (compare c¢. 123 [v.11:8c] to c. 28

[v.10:14c]), and (5) the “voice” (dwvy) being explicitly grammaticalized as a sayer of its

projected speech in clause 124 (11:9a).

This list of differences contrasts with Witherup’s study, who finds only “two

subtle differences” that affect the meaning of the parallel accounts, identifying (1) and (4)

above.> On the first difference, he states, “With regard to food, we note that the second

account truncates the vision. Whereas the second account mentions that Peter was hungry

53 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 59.
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and that the vision occurred while food is being prepared, the second account omits this
detail altogether. Why? The answer lies in the symbolic role of food in the story and the
purpose of the defense speech itself. The food functions as symbolic of table fellowship
between Jews and Gentiles.”* The transitivity analysis supports the notion that the
second account of Peter’s vision construes less content directly related to food and that
the voice’s message to Peter is more central to the meaning of the vision, but Witherup
probably oversells the significance of the truncation of content for the reason that Peter’s
hunger and the preparation of food staged the narrative’s context for Peter’s vision, and,
if anything, served to introduce food as a major topic relevant to the episode.
As for the fourth difference noted above, Witherup comments,
With regard to Peter’s response, we note a substitution and a change of order. In
the first version, Peter says, “No Lord; for I have never eaten (Edayov) anything
that is common or unclean” (10.14). In the second version, he reports that he said,
“No Lord; for nothing common or unclean has ever entered (eic#A8ev) my mouth”
(11.8). Although both sentences employ emphatically negative words (unoaués,
ov0émote), the first emphasizes Peter’s own adherence to the food regulations
while the second brings to the fore the general understanding of commonness or
uncleanliness.>
He goes on to state that the point “is not what one eats or how one satisfies one’s hunger

but how one views all reality, animal and human alike, which God has declared

‘clean.””% Again, Witherup oversells the difference between the phrases o0démote Ebayov

5% Witherup, “Cornelius,” 59. Eating together played an important role in early Christian
communities. Franz Mussner, in his commentary on Galatians, even went as far to say that “the essence of
Christianity is cuveabiew” (Der Galaterbrief, 423). Later, after receiving some criticism for this statement,
not least because the word only appears once in Galatians and five times in total in the New Testament and
also because it confuses word and concept, Mussner wrote an article that detailed the importance of eating
together as a hallmark in the early life of the church, which sought to be faithful to Jesus Christ’s
instructions to “break bread” with one another (“Das Wesen des Christentums,” 92—102). Socially, eating
meals functioned to draw group boundaries and create group identity (Thomas, Jesus’ Meals, 13—14). Cf.
Bartolomé, “Comer en comun,” 669-712, who comes to a conclusion similar to Mussner’s.

35 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 59.

56 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 59.
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(“I never ate anything”) and ovdémote eiofjAbev eig T6 orédua pov (“[it] never entered into
my mouth”), the second of which symbolizes the same activity of eating. Moreover, that
Witherup finds the second version articulating a more general understanding of
uncleanliness is surprising, since it is the first version that includes the use of mdv as the
grammatical head of xowdv xal axabaptov. We should first investigate if there are any
other structural differences that influence the change in the way “eating” is express, and
there are a couple that invite investigation. First, xotvdv xal éxdfaptov functions as the
actor as opposed to the goal in the second version—that is, the agent of causality
changes. Second, Peter is not grammaticalized as a participant in the second version; the
only participant is xowoév xai axafcptov. Thus, rather than the differences in the second
version pointing to the practice of eating common and unclean food, they are instead
better interpreted as foregrounding the (perceived) ability of food to make someone
unclean, since it is koo xat éxdfaptov functioning as the causative agent in the clause.
Further, since the metaphorical extension of food to people has already been made earlier
(c. 63/10:28d), the implication of this stylistic shift is that Gentiles have been made clean
by God and so do not possess the ability in themselves to make Jews unclean.

Regarding the third difference noted above, Witherup mentions the change from
three types of animals to four in a footnote and does not consider it a consequential
difference, stating, “the most plausible reason for this addition is to emphasize the
completeness of God’s offer to Peter.”” Since this difference involves intertextual factors
with the list of animals having ties to other texts, including Gen 1:24, among others,

evaluation of this difference will need to be suspended until the intertextual thematic

37 Witherup, “Cornelius,” 58n33.
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analysis of the next chapter. Suffice it here to say that the difference should not
necessarily be so easily dismissed.

This leaves the second and fifth differences, which Witherup overlooks. The
second difference is the addition of the two clauses xal #ABev &xypt éuod (“and it came as
far as me”) and eig W dtevicag xatevoouv (“as I gazed at it, I observed”). One could make

the case, based on the tactic relationship these two clauses share with clause 117
(11:6b)—-clauses 116 and 117 (11:6a-b) are dependent on clause 115 (11:15¢c)—that this
is part of the same addition as t& Bnpia (“beasts of prey”). The process xatevdouy is
behavioral and grammaticalizes imperfective aspect, which stands out as foregrounded in
its environment. This suggests that something more in this clause complex is being
distinguished from the previous version of Peter’s vision, and so this further points to the
need to investigate the addition of T& 8xpia and the thematic formation to which it
belongs. Again, this task is relegated to the next chapter.

Finally, the fifth difference is that the “voice” as a participant is construed
grammatically as a sayer in the second account, which contrasts with the first account,
where the voice’s projected speech is never grammaticalized through typical structures of
projected speech and processes of “saying.” Where this stood out in the first account for
its own purposes of contrast, the voice, as a participant, is not foregrounded in the second
account. The significance of this could be that whereas the first version created a sense of
ambiguity around the source and identity of the voice, that emphasis is not created in the
second version where other elements of the theme need to be clarified. We will return
again to the potential motivation for ambiguating the source of the voice in Peter’s vision

in the next chapter.
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Summary and Conclusion
At the outset of this chapter, I chose Ronald D. Witherup as my primary discussion
partner for analyzing the patterns of repetition in the Cornelius story. This has proven to
be a worthwhile exercise for a number of reasons. First, Witherup’s literary conclusions
based on Meir Sternberg’s narratological categories of redundancy have been compared
with my conclusions based on linguistic transitivity patterns, which has resulted in
affirming certain aspects of Witherup’s conclusions while challenging others. Second,
linguistic patterns that span across the entire episode are now brought into dialogue with
Witherup’s study on the redundant scenes that relate Cornelius’s and Peter’s visions.
Witherup’s analysis, unlike mine, is not based on an analysis across a consistent
linguistic level, whether the level of the clause, clause-complex or sentence, or paragraph
(however defined), but is rather concerned with isolating redundancies of specific
content, however it is grammatically structured. This results in comparing whole sub-
sections, such as 10:1-8, with the single clause-complex that comprises 10:22. While
there are certain insights that this yields, such as how certain sequences of events are
truncated or expanded, there are also problems that arise when these findings are
interpreted without the foundation of an analysis that is based on a consistent level, such
as the clause. With the case of Witherup’s study, one such problem is that a number of
lexical or grammatical structures that form patterns of repetition outside of the isolated
sections in 10:1—11:18 go unnoticed.’® Moreover, since Witherup only compares the

vision of Cornelius with its reiterations and the vision of Peter with its reiterations, the

58 However, in one instance, Witherup does venture outside the textual boundaries he sets when
there are observations others have made of the surrounding co-text that support his thesis, such as with the
repetition of gUv-prefixed words in 10:23-27, which does not belong to one of the vision reiterations
(“Cornelius,” 52). Cf. Gaventa, From Darkness to Light, 52; Bovon, “Tradition,” 27.
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patterns of repetition and contrast that these sections of text share with each other also go
unaccounted for. Thus, the transitivity analysis expands the scope of ideational meanings
beyond Witherup’s limitations to account more fully for all of the patternings across the
episode. In fact, one major finding of the transitivity structure challenges Witherup’s
main thesis that Cornelius’s importance in the story decreases as Peter’s increases. The
transitivity analysis indeed reveals that Peter functions consistently as a more dynamic
character than Cornelius, being the active agent of more process types and even the
foregrounded participant in scenes where Cornelius is the primary participant. Thus,
Cornelius is never elevated in the story so that he can be demoted as Peter rises; Peter,
from the first pericope, is established as a foregrounded agent, whose actions are
patterned to contrast against the background of Cornelius’s. The consequences of this
scheme of contrast for interpretation are also more significant than Witherup realizes.
Peter is the participant involved in the foregrounded patterns that symbolically articulate
the theme, and the patterns of contrast with Cornelius play an integral role in this.

The patternings that emerged in the transitivity analysis above pertain to much
more than Peter’s role as the story’s principal participant. A summary of the
foregrounded patterns from each pericope regarding participants, processes, and
circumstances can reveal the larger trends created across the story as well as the thematic
content that is consistently foregrounded for the purposes of symbolic articulation.

In the first pericope (10:1-8), the circumstance of accompaniment Tapa Tt
Sipwvt Pupoel (“with a certain Simon the tanner”) in clause 10 (v. 6a) contrasts against

the circumstantial patternings of the rest of the pericope. This feature cooperates with the

prominent status of o0tog (referring to Peter) as a fronted element and the prominent
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status of £eviletau as a passive and present form—that is, reversing the agency and
grammaticalizing imperfective aspect. Further, the dependent relationship this clause
shares with the following relational: circumstantial clause ¢ éotw oixia mapa Hdracoay
(“whose house is by the sea”) (c. 11/v. 6b) creates further foregrounding around this
clause-complex because the secondary clause contrasts with the established pattern of
primary clauses that span the previous ten clauses. All of these features together
consistently create foregrounding around Peter and Simon the tanner, rather than
Cornelius, who is the main (i.e., most frequently grammaticalized) participant of this
pericope. The thematic elements to note here include hospitality to strangers, but
particularly where Gentiles, who have the ability to make Jews unclean by mere
proximity, extend hospitality to Jews.

The second and third pericopae (10:9-16 and 10:17-23a) establish a number of
features of comparison because Peter, like Cornelius, experiences a vision in which he
receives a message from a heavenly entity and responds to it. Regarding processes, one
contrast regards the “direction” of the entities’ coming and going. In Cornelius’s vision,
the coming and going is expressed in “horizontal” language as the angel of God
approaches (gioeAbévta; c. 2/v. 3a) and then goes away (an#jAfev; c. 12/v. 7a), but in the
case of Peter’s vision, these processes are expressed in “vertical” language as the object

(oxebog) containing all the animals is lowered (xatafaivov; c. 21/v. 11) and then lifted
(@vednquadby; c. 32/v. 16b) back into the sky. The significance of this is that Peter’s vision

is thematically tied with “the sky/heaven,” the significance of which will be detailed in
the next chapter. Moreover, the clarity of Cornelius’s vision contrasts with the ambiguity

of Peter’s—at least from Peter’s perspective, whose struggle to make sense of the vision
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is foregrounded by the imperfective aspect of the process dmdpet (“he is perplexed”) in
clause 33 (v. 17a).

Another instance of contrast between Peter and Cornelius occurs in clause 36 (v.
18b), where Peter is cast again in the role of the goal of the process &eviletat, which is
prominent on the basis of its imperfective aspect as well as its repetition. Peter’s role as
one who is hosted by others contrasts with Cornelius’s actions to invite Peter into his
house.

A third way Peter contrasts with Cornelius is the way they respond to the two-fold
direction they each receive from a heavenly entity. However, the extra structure in the
directives given to Peter, including the circumstances of manner: means, avaotag
(“getting up”; c. 24/v. 13b; c. 40/v. 20a), and manner: quality, unoév otaxptvépevos
(“disputing nothing”; c. 41/v. 20b), imply extra meaning. If we look to the conceptual
situation that Luke creates in the narrative, the significance of these meanings relate to
the Jew—Gentile relations being established between the characters in the story that
counter Jewish beliefs and values about ritual and social purity codes—namely, eating
unclean foods and associating with Gentiles.

The fourth pericope (10:23b—33) displays stylistic patterns that continue to
construe Peter as a more dynamic participant than Cornelius as well as foreground Peter’s
compliance with Cornelius’s summons. This pairs with the numerous usages of g0v, both
as a stand-alone preposition and as a prefix, which contributes further to symbolically
articulating the thematic element of togetherness of Jews and Gentiles. This notion of
togetherness is qualified by the foregrounded relational clauses in the next sub-section

(10:34-43), Peter’s first speech, which makes theological statements that represent
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beliefs about God’s impartiality and acceptance of those who fear him. Included in this
foregrounded content is the nominal idea expressed in clause 84 (v. 36b), Tov Adyov Ov
améatetlev Tois viois Topan) ebayyehiluevos eipivyy did ‘Inool Xpiotol (“The word
which he sent to the sons of Israel announcing the good news of peace through Jesus
Christ”). The stylistic patternings thus relate the value of togetherness and beliefs about
God’s impartiality and inclusivity with “the good news of peace through Jesus Christ.”
Moreover, additional stylistic patterns in this sub-section foreground God choosing Peter
and others beforehand to be his witnesses, and this is combined with the idea of eating
and drinking together. This brings the practice of table fellowship into the complex of
beliefs and values Luke promotes in his narrative, which can be confidently tied to the
theme, since other thematic elements, particularly those found in Peter’s vision, when
taken literally, have a direct impact on matters of table fellowship between Jews and
Gentiles.

The sixth pericope (10:44—48) highlights the inner-world experience of Jewish
believers as they come to grips and accept the Gentiles’ reception of the Holy Spirit. That
the stylistic patternings shift focus to “those of the circumcision” after Peter plainly
makes his value positions evident in his speech possibly indicates that Luke’s message is
oriented towards Jewish-minded believers, and particularly those who would oppose such
views and/or need to be (re)convinced of them. The other foregrounded features in this
sub-section, particularly with the patternings of circumstances as well as verbal aspect in
the marked form of d¥vatat in clause 101 (v. 46), further support the notion that Luke
intentionally presents an argument where a Jewish believer cannot reasonably reject the

expected answer of the leading question: “No one is able to withhold the water for these
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people to be baptized, who have received the Holy Spirit as we also [have], can they?”
(10:47).

The seventh pericope of this story (11:1-18) contains much-repeated content,
including Peter’s vision, which has been shown to be the foregrounded pattern of
repetition against the background that Cornelius and his activities provide. We have seen
how the transitivity structure presents a number of values and beliefs that may be at risk
in the community for which Luke writes, including hospitality, table fellowship among
Jews and Gentiles, and beliefs about the impartiality of God and the application brought
to these by “the good news of peace through Jesus Christ” (10:36a), such as the inclusion
of Gentiles in the church through baptism. As for the first of these values mentioned here,
Gaventa states, “By means of the issue of hospitality, Luke demonstrates that the
conversion of the first Gentile required the conversion of the church as well. Indeed, in
Luke’s account, Peter and company undergo a change that is more wrenching by far than
the change experienced by Cornelius.”® Seeing Peter’s “conversion” as more important
than Cornelius’s in the so-called Cornelius story requires that the patterns of repetition in
Peter’s vision be more heavily probed for the meanings they symbolically articulate. As
Table 1 above helps to illustrate, the deviations go beyond those found in Witherup’s
study to include the details about the movement of the object from heaven, the number
and types of creatures, and the “voice” (dwvy) being explicitly grammaticalized in the
role of sayer, in addition to the omission of Peter’s hunger and the structural difference in

the phrase xotwdv # axdafaptov. These stylistic deviations in themselves do not readily

present to us a clear direction in the foregrounding, but this does not mean that these

59 Gaventa, From Darkness to Light, 109.
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differences do not contribute to the theme of Luke’s narrative. To understand the way
these differences are intended to orient the reader, we need to investigate how Peter’s
vision orients itself intertextually with other co-thematic texts. Gaventa makes a similar
statement regarding the necessary means for understanding Peter’s vision:
The central issue, however, involves the relationship between the content of
Peter’s vision and the context of the larger narrative. Peter’s vision contains no
explicit connection to the question of admitting Gentiles, nor does the vision
contain a direct order about Gentiles (cf. Acts 16:9). One way of pursuing this
issue is to ask whether there are other narratives in Luke-Acts, or in literature that
would have been familiar to Luke or contemporary with Luke, in which there are
visions or dreams the significance of which becomes clear only as the narrative
unfolds. If there are such, then the possibility increases that the unclarity around
Peter’s vision is part of the narrative itself and not a byproduct of connecting two
separate and unrelated traditions.5°
Thus, the task of the next chapter will be to move beyond the ideational analysis of the
Cornelius story and into the interpersonal meaning as Peter’s vision and the other
thematic elements of the Cornelius story are brought into intertextual dialogue with the
voices in Luke’s literary environment that share and orient the thematic elements of the

vision, which in turn signal with which value positions Luke’s audience are

(re)positioned to dis/align.

0 Gaventa, From Darkness to Light, 109-10.



CHAPTER 4:
PETER’S VISION AND 1 ENOCH’S BOOK OF DREAMS:
AN INTERTEXTUAL THEMATIC ANALYSIS OF ACTS 10:1—11:18

Introduction
The transitivity analysis in the previous chapter provides the helpful and necessary
constraints to properly approach the interpersonal aims of the so-called Cornelius story in
Acts 10:1—11:18. The foregrounded elements in each of the pericopae indicate the
thematic content that invites further investigation, and so the purpose of this chapter will
be to seek how this content orients against the heteroglossic backdrop of Luke’s social
environment. As seen previously, the transitivity structure presents a number of
stylistically foregrounded patterns that present values and beliefs that we can reasonably
assume to be at risk in Luke’s social environment. These include matters of hospitality,
table fellowship among Jews and Gentiles, and beliefs about the impartiality of God.
These thematic elements of the story construe axiomatic value orientations as their
presentation in the text makes clear, and so they will not be the primary concern of the
intertextual thematic analysis of this chapter, though their orientations will certainly be
relevant. Instead, the stylistic analysis of the previous chapter leads our questioning in a
different direction. The patterns of repetition and deviation throughout this episode
consistently function to foreground Peter’s role in the narrative, and his vision, which is
contrasted with Cornelius’s, contains the main set of features that invite additional

interpretation. The motivation for the deviations created through the patterns of repetition
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in multiple retellings of Peter’s vision are unclear as to their orientation and significance;
co-text alone is not sufficient to determine this. Such cognitive markedness produces
prominence and, thus, effectively places the burden on the reader to think more to
understand the meaning of these stylistic patternings.

In this chapter, I will begin with a brief review of these thematic elements so as to
provide the path that will be taken to identify the intertextual thematic formations (ITF’s)
Luke engages with Peter’s vision, and this will reveal much about the values and beliefs
Luke is negotiating as the dialogic features of Peter’s vision are located within their
context of culture. The ITF’s argued for in this chapter will be based on the co-thematic
ties Peter’s vision shares with one text in particular, which, I argue, is the text Luke
intentionally attempts to evoke (and would have effectively done so) in the minds of his
original audience, this text being the so-called Book of Dreams of 1 Enoch. The character
of this intertextual relationship will be defined to determine the orientation and the
content of Luke’s symbolic articulation of the theme. Finally, based on all of the evidence
gathered in this chapter and the previous one, I will describe what can be ascertained

about Luke’s theme (i.e., his message) at this stage of this study.

Organizing Foregrounded Thematic Formations for Intertextual Analysis
I begin here with a summary of the foregrounded elements from the previous chapter that
relate directly to Peter’s role in the narrative. There are a number of foregrounded
patterns, the value orientations of which are apparent, and these can be used to identify
the characteristic manner in which Luke orients his audience to certain value positions at

risk in his social environment. The first set of features to note is how Peter’s role in the
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opening pericope of the episode is foregrounded against Cornelius’s role as the main
participant (Acts 10:1-8). This is seen especially in 10:6: oOtog Eeviletar mapd Tivi Sipwmt
Bupael @ éotwv oixla mapd bddacoay (“He [Peter] is being boarded/shown hospitality by a
certain Simon the tanner, whose house is by the sea”) (cc. 10-11), with Peter’s role as
subject (o0Tog) being positionally marked in prime position (i.e., fronted in the clause),
the marked features of the verb including passive voice and imperfective aspect, and the
use of a relational: circumstantial clause that deviates in process type and circumstance
type from the patterns in the co-text. It is therefore important to consider what the
significance is regarding Peter receiving hospitality from such a one as Simon the tanner.
The notion of hospitality is one that resurfaces again and again in this episode.
The same lexeme, £evilw, is used in each instance (10:6a/c. 10; v. 18b/c. 36; 23a/c.48; v.
32c/c. 75), where the narrator construes the cultural practice of hospitality as the “process
of ‘receiving’ outsiders and changing them from strangers to guests.”! Peter is on the
receiving end of this social practice in the first, second, and fourth instances of the verb’s
appearance, being shown hospitality by Simon the tanner. Such a situation presents a
number of potential social and religious problems for a Jew, even though Peter’s host was
himself almost certainly a Jew.? Tanning was among the most despised trades in the first-
century Mediterranean world, and was considered to be profane (i.e., ritually impure),
especially by Jews.? Richard Rohrbaugh groups tanners with other ethnic groups, traders,

beggars, and prostitutes as groups that were located on the outskirts of towns and were

! Malina, “Hospitality,” 115.

2 See Kenner, Acts, 2:17251225; 1758. Cf. Peter’s own realization in Acts 10:28.

3 See Keener, Acts, 2:1724-25, who cites several Jewish sources that exemplify this point,
including Sipre Deut. 248.1.1; m. Sabb. 1:2, 8; m. Meg. 3:2; m. B. Bat. 2:9; b. Pesah. 65a; Qidd. 82b,
among others. Cf. Barrett, Acts, 486.
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not permitted to live inside the city’s walls.* Tanners were even commonly suspected of
immorality, were associated with foul odors that came with the trade, and were generally
held in low repute by Jews.’

Peter’s role is reversed with the third instance of £evi{w, being cast in the role of
actor and extending hospitality to Cornelius’s men. The significance of this shift in roles
is precipitated by Peter’s response to his vision, in which he is directed by the voice to go
down to Cornelius’s men and to go with them disputing nothing (und&v diaxptvdpevos),®
another foregrounded feature that contrasts with Cornelius’s vision since it creates
additional structure in the presence of several other features of parallelism (see the
discussion in the previous chapter). Additional structure implies extra meaning, and so
this circumstance emphasizes the importance of Peter’s role in forming and maintaining a
cooperative social relationship with Cornelius’s envoys—behavior that would certainly
go a long way to facilitate hospitality. Thus, the reader is prompted here to consider the
kinds of social values being promoted or demoted regarding Jew—Gentile interaction as
Peter embarks with Cornelius’s envoys and as Luke sets the stage for the remainder of

the episode.

4 Rohrbaugh, “Pre-industrial City,” 144-45. See also m. B. Bat. 2:9, which states that tanneries,
like graves, were only permitted to be located outside the city, but in Jerusalem, they also had to be on the
east side—that is, downwind of the city. Cf. Jeremias, Jerusalem, 6; Keener, Acts, 2:1725.

5 See Barrett, Acts, 486-87, who, despite noting all of these negative features, surprisingly does
not believe there is any significance to the detail that Peter was residing with a tanner.

¢ Schnabel comments that “this expression is usually translated ‘without hesitation,” in the sense of
‘without entertaining doubts,’” citing many translations (ESV, GNB, NET, NIV, NLT, TNIV, NRSV,
NASB), but he challenges this interpretation based on the context of the passage: “While this somewhat
trivial meaning is not impossible, it is unlikely in the context of the vision. As Peter has just been directed
by the heavenly voice three times not to treat pure animals differently from impure animals but to slaughter
and eat animals that only profane Gentiles eat (vv. 12—15), the Spirit now directs Peter not to make any
objections or judgments that he would normally make between pure Jews and morally impure and profane
Gentiles (Acts, 493).
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The features just discussed, while selective of the foregrounded patterns identified
in the previous chapter, serve to indicate the direction of the motivated prominence of the
Cornelius story in a reasonably manageable way. The goal of focusing on these selected
features is to guide our inquiry in what is at stake in Luke’s social environment. These
features will thus help to further clarify the message of the text in light of the
foregrounded patterns that require further investigation to understand their orientation.
The foregrounded patterns that remain to be examined appear in Peter’s vision;
contrasted with Cornelius’s vision, Peter’s vision attains a foregrounded status in its own
right, but since Peter’s vision is repeated multiple times, there are also stylistic patterns
that emerge from iteration to iteration, and these require investigation for the way they
contribute to the symbolic articulation of the theme.

As for the contrasts between Cornelius’s vision and Peter’s vision, these patterns
include the vertical language of ascending and descending characteristic of Peter’s vision
in contrast with the horizontal language of coming and going of Cornelius’s vision.
Another prominent contrast regards the presentation of the celestial entities in the two
visions. In Cornelius’s vision, the entity is identified as an angel, but in Peter’s vision, no
entity is explicitly named; there is only a voice that utters the message—a defamiliarizing
element of the text.

In addition to the patterns of contrast between Peter’s and Cornelius’s visions,
there are also patterns of contrast that emerge in the reiteration of Peter’s vision when he
reports to the elders in Jerusalem. These include the omissions of Peter being on the roof
and being hungry in the second telling, which is easily explained in the simple terms that

the point of the vision is tied in no significant way to Peter’s appetite; it is a peripheral
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yet relevant detail (its relevance is discussed below) that functions simply to set the stage
for the vision. There is also a marked structural difference with the word group xowov %
axabaptov in the second iteration of Peter’s vision. In the first iteration, mév xowév xai
axabaptov (10:14c) fills the role of the goal as a complement of the clause, whereas
xowdv # axaBaptov in the second iteration (11:8¢) functions as the actor in the slot of the
subject and is also fronted in the clause. The structural difference is seen plainly in the

following annotated display.

|| 871 |* o0démote [P Edbayov | mhv xowdv xal dxdbaptov || (10:14c/c. 28)
|| 67 [S xowdv %) dxdBapTov |* oddémote [P eloidbev | i Td oTdua wov || (11:8¢/c. 123)

The foregrounded word group xowdv % axabaptov establishes a thematic formation for the
concept of “common and unclean,” which is construed lexicogrammatically consistently
in this episode. This is seen in its repeated use not only in these two instances but in the
voice’s instruction for Peter not to make common/profane what God has made clean/pure
(10:15b; 11:9b), as well as in Peter’s report that God has instructed him to say no person
is common/profane or unclean/impure (10:28d), where forms of the lexemes xotvés and
axabaptog appear and are related to each other over and over again.

It is important to consider here in some more detail the significance of the Jewish
symbolic systems of purity and holiness, as they factor into the orientational meaning of
Peter’s vision. Certain recent scholars have appreciated more the meaning of the
“common and unclean” thematic formation in light of Jewish beliefs and practices about
associating with Gentiles in the late Second Temple period, and their insights need to be

brought into our analysis. The two terms in view here are usually used with respect to
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two different domains of the Jewish symbolic universe, the former referring to the
domain of clean/unclean (pure/impure) and the latter to that of holy/common.’

Generally, purity refers to the cultural maps of space and time where things are
arranged according to where they belong, especially with regard to the boundaries that
separate the “inside” from the “outside.”® The anthropologist Mary Douglas provides the
helpful starting point of the notion of “dirt” for Bruce J. Malina and other social-scientific
critics of the Bible concerning the symbolic universe of purity and pollution among first-
century Jews and Christians.” Malina states, “Purity rules are much concerned with
dirt,”!? and this can be illustrated by a simple example. Dirt belongs outside, and as long
as it remains outside, people remain unconcerned with it. But if a child tracks mud into
the house, and it gets on the carpet, then people become much more concerned with the
dirt because now the carpet is “unclean”; dirt does not belong inside the house on the
carpet. Dirt, then, becomes a metaphor for talking about matter and persons who are out
of place with regard to various cultural maps. For example, Malina provides a list that
derives from the proximity that persons could occupy in relation to the Temple in Israel,
which enumerates the degrees of uncleanliness that persons could embody in Second
Temple Judaism. Those considered the purest were priests, followed by Levites, and then
by full-blooded Israelites. However, those who were proselytes, the fatherless, those
unable to prove their birth, or those physically deformed in some way were always

unclean (in increasing severity), and this was always symbolically recognized by the

7 See deSilva, Honor, Patronage, Kinship & Purity, 241-49; Moxon, Peter’s Halakhic Nightmare,
54-67; Staples, “‘Rise, Kill, and Eat,”” 12.

8 Malina, New Testament World, 164.

® Douglas, Purity and Danger, 35.

10 Malina, New Testament World, 165.
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distance between them and the Holy of Holies.!! But this example deals with matters of
one’s condition, or social factors over which one has no control. The same concept also
extends to matters that persons could control, and, thus, were expected to control to show
they knew how to be clean persons. David A. deSilva defines purity accordingly:

Purity, then, is fundamentally concerned with the ordering of the world and

making sense of one’s everyday experiences in light of that order, which is

usually conceived of as being a divine ordering of the cosmos (and thus “the way
things are and have to be”). It tells us “what and who belong when and where,”
and thus enables us to know when order is being maintained and when something
is out of place.!?

Holiness is a closely related concept to purity but nonetheless distinct. Holiness
refers to that which is set apart from the everyday, the common/profane. That which is
holy/sacred “stands out as something ‘other’ and awe-inspiring.”'? The relationship
between holiness and purity can be illustrated by Jewish laws regarding food. Sacrificial
food must be both clean (i.e., from a clean animal) and holy (i.e., set apart for God). Not
all food that is clean is holy, however, since not all clean food is sacrificed. Conversely
no unclean/profane food can be holy. The overlap is thus a result of ritual purity, which is
a “prerequisite for encountering the sacred.”'

With respect to Peter’s vision, we need to address the question of what sense Jews
would have considered Gentiles as common/profane and/or unclean/impure in the first

century. In his work addressing the particular notion of Gentile impurity, Jonathan

Klawans deserves recognition for distinguishing between ritual and moral impurity on the

! Malina’s list is found in New Testament World, 174, which is a composite list taken from
Jeremias, Jerusalem, 271-74. For a fuller description of how Malina models the symbolic system of purity,
see Dawson, “Bruce J. Malina.”

12 DeSilva, Honor, Patronage, Kinship & Purity, 246, quoting Neyrey, “Idea of Purity,” 93.

13 DeSilva, Honor, Patronage, Kinship & Purity, 247.

14 Klawans, Purity, Sacrifice, and the Temple, 171.
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one hand and between ritual impurity and profaneness on the other.!> Klawans comments
that it is deceptively simple (and simply deceptive) to assume that Gentiles who did not
observe Jewish purity laws (or codes) were regarded as ritually impure.'® Many scholars,
in fact, subscribe to this view,!” but Klawans demonstrates that Jewish purity laws were
more complicated than this. He argues that Gentiles were not usually considered ritually
impure but could be viewed as morally impure and were certainly classified as profane.
Richard Bauckham points out that “Klawans’s term ‘moral impurity’ may not initially
seem appropriate, since for a modern perspective, idolatry, a prime cause of this kind of
defilement, would normally be seen as religious rather than moral,” but then defends the
categorization, explaining that “Klawans uses it because this kind of impurity, unlike
ritual impurity, is sinful. In other words, those who commit morally defiling acts are
culpable and liable to punishment, whereas ritual impurity is an ontological but not moral
contagion. It must be cleansed, but not punished, repented or forgiven.”'® Impurity
incurred as a result of sin (i.e., moral impurity) is replete throughout the Hebrew Bible
and other Second Temple literature, and the response on part of the guilty party must be
repentance unless the sin amounts to such a severity that the only permissible response is

for the impure person to be “cut off” from Israel and the land.'” Among such defiling sins

15 Klawans, “Notions of Gentile Impurity,” 285-312. Bauckham explains that these distinctions
have been made by others, but they are “regularly neglected by New Testament scholars as well as others”
(“James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 92). For others who describe the various kinds of Jewish categories of
purity, see Biichler, Studies in Sin; Hoenig, “Oil and Pagan Defilement,”; Freymer-Kensky, “Pollution”;
Chilton and Neusner, “Uncleanness,” among others.

16 Klawans, “Notions of Gentile Impurity,” 285-86.

17 See Meyer, “xabapds,” 3:418-23; Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 2:83-84; Neyrey, “Idea
of Purity,” 100, 108; Dunn, “Incident at Antioch,” 142, 167—68. For a list of other scholars who hold such a
view, see Klawans, “Notions of Gentile Impurity,” 86n3.

18 Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 93.

Y E.g., Lev 16:30; Isa 1:16; 6:5; Jer 33:8; Ezek 36:33; Hos 5:3; 6:10; Ps 51:2, 7, 11; Prov 20:9;
Eccl 7:20; Sir 21:28; 51:5; Jub. 22:14; 34:19; Pss. Sol. 9:6; 18:5; 2 Bar. 21:19; 39:6; 50:38; 60:2; 2 En.
10:4. This list is taken from Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 93.
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that are named, those that are addressed more than others include idolatry, sexual
immorality, and murder.?’ Beyond these three, the consumption of blood is also given
special attention, since the blood of an animal was where its life was believed to have
resided, and to consume it amounted to an affront to God (Lev 17:10-14). In fact, the
polluting offenses of the Canaanites as described throughout the book of Leviticus can be
summed up under the main categories of idolatry, sexual sins, and the consumption of
blood, and the Israelites’ proclivity to repeat these sins is often attributed to their
association with Gentiles (cf. 2 Bar. 60:1-2; Judg 3:5).2! Bauckham thus offers the
following summary statement on this matter: “The biblical characterization of the
pollutions of idolatry, sexual immorality and murder as the sins which Israel repeated for
which Israel was exiled from the land evidently made a strong impression on many
Jewish readers in the Second Temple period. It is then that Gentiles in general come to be
characterized as impure (Jub. 20:16; 2 Bar. 82:7; T. Mos. 8:4).??

There is evidence that the lines distinguishing ritual and moral purity with regard
to Gentiles in the Second Temple period were blurred, and in some cases, such as with
the community at Qumran (this is admittedly an extreme example), the two were
equated.”® We also see evidence of a similar kind of blurring between the systems of
clean/unclean and holy/profane throughout the book of Jubilees, where Jews are
instructed to separate themselves entirely from Gentiles for fear that associating with

them would lead to the impure practices that brought about God’s destruction of Sodom

20 Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 93. On idolatry, see Lev 19:31; 20:1-3; Jer 2:23;
Ezek 20:30-31; 36:18, 25; Ps 106:36-39; Jub. 1:9; 20:7; T. Mos. 8:4; 2 Bar. 60:1-2; 66:2. On sexual
immorality, see Lev 18:20, 24; Jub. 16:5; 20:3, 5; 23:14, 17; 25:1 33:10-14, 19-20; 41:25-26.

21 Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 95.

22 Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 95.

23 See Newton, Concept of Purity, 10-25; Martinez and Barrera, People of the Dead Sea Scrolls,
139-57.
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as well as the whole earth in the Flood.?* One striking passage in particular is when
Abraham gives his blessing to Jacob: “Separate yourself from the Gentiles, and do not eat
with them, and do not perform deeds like theirs. And do not become associates of theirs,
because their deeds are defiled, and all of their ways are contaminated, and despicable,
and abominable” (Jub. 22:16). However, unlike the case of the Qumran community, the
book of Jubilees never considers Gentiles ritually impure. Rather, the profane status of
the Gentiles is linked to their moral impurity. That such conflations of these symbolic
systems is evident in Second Temple literature lends itself to better understand Peter’s
utterance in which he says he has never eaten anything common or unclean, the matter to
which [ now turn.

When the voice commands Peter to “kill and eat,” Peter’s response is such that he
would be made unclean by doing so. Scholars have long puzzled over Peter’s response,
since he could have simply chosen a ritually clean animal; that clean animals would have
been among those Peter sees is reasonably assumed by the use of the modifier mds. In
other words, if every animal is present, this implies that clean animals would have been
among the unclean and could have been selected.?> The perhaps too obvious and

overlooked implication by all such scholars is that to follow the voice’s literal

24 See Jub. 1:9; 16:5-6; 20:1-10; 22:10-24; 25:1. See also the fuller discussion of the book of
Jubilees in chapter 6 below.

25 Bauckham suggests that perhaps the unclean animals so outnumbered the clean that the latter
might not have been noticeable (“James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 106n36). Keener comments that the
mixture of unclean animals with clean might be perceived as contaminating them (A4cts, 2:1769). Schnabel
considers the option that the majority or even all of the animals in the sheet were unclean (4cts, 490),
though this option seems to ignore the implication provided by més. The argument of clean animals being
considered uncleaned by their association with unclean animals carries the most weight among these views
given the present context. This is supported by the ways in which ritual and moral purity were often
conflated and how moral impurity and the common status of Gentiles were also equated. This view will
gain even more support once | have placed Peter’s vision up against its proper heteroglossic backdrop (see
the discussion below).



186

instructions would necessarily result in the consumption of blood; to kill and eat as an
animal would devour its prey amounts to committing one of the common sins Jews
attributed to Gentiles. While my main argument neither stands nor falls on this point, it
does help to understand how the divisions or ritual and moral impurity can become
obscured and even leveraged in the context of a symbolic episode, such as a vision. Since
concrete evidence exists that the distinction of ritual and moral purity could be blurred or
even equated in Second Temple Jewish communities, it is not surprising to find this
ambiguity exploited in Peter’s vision where the ritual purity concern of being hosted by a
Gentile, which would entail being served ritually unclean food,?® becomes symbolically
construed as eating meat in a way that predatory animals kill and devour their prey with
their lifeblood still in them. Readers can readily observe that no implication of the
animal’s preparation is indicated. Rather, quite the opposite can be reasonably inferred
from the way the vision is staged. Peter was hungry when he went up on the roof and was
waiting to eat while food was being prepared. The context of Peter’s hunger can be taken
as one contributing factor to the literal interpretation of the voice’s directives—that is, to
immediately satisfy his appetite by killing and eating an animal in a single act. A similar
situation is even evidenced elsewhere in sacred scripture; in 1 Sam 14, Saul forbids his
troops from eating, and they all feel faint as a result. When they did eat “they flew upon
the spoil, and took sheep and oxen and calves, and slaughtered them on the ground; and
the troops ate them with the blood” (1 Sam 14:32 [NRSV]). The troops are then reported

to Saul as having sinned against the Lord (v. 33). Moreover, the circumstance of manner,

26 Note that this is the main concern of the Jews in Jerusalem when Peter explained that the
Gentiles had received the gift of the Holy Spirit: “Why did you go to uncircumcised men and eat with
them?” (Acts 11:3).
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avaotag (“rising”), lends additional credence to the inference that Peter was directed to
consume an unprepared animal, since no other kind of circumstance of manner is used to
modify these directives. I believe that this interpretation will become even more plausible
once Peter’s vision is placed against its proper heteroglossic backdrop, which I discuss in
full below. Suffice it now to say that Peter initially interprets the voice’s directions as
paramount to becoming like the Gentiles—those people who commit such abominable
acts forbidden by God—which provides good reason for why Peter was left pondering
after the vision ended. Only later does he realize that the vision’s message is to show that
God does not consider Gentiles impure and association with them does not make
believing Jews morally unclean, and so it would be wrong to consider profane those
whom God has made holy through the baptism of his Holy Spirit. I will return to the
thematic formation of “common and unclean” more below in light of its role in
orientating Luke’s audience to the intertextual thematic formation he creates with Peter’s
vision.?” For now, there is still one more foregrounded element and thematic formation to
consider.

Another parallelism to notice with deviating elements concerns the presentation of
the variety of animals in Peter’s vision (10:12/c. 22; 11:6b/c. 117). This is perhaps the
most important stylistic element for properly interpreting the interpersonal meaning of

Peter’s vision, since this instance of code-like regularity with the changes in its repetition

%7 There are other differences in these parallel passages that are not mentioned here because they
occur in elements of the clause that have been rank-shifted down and thus are omitted from the transitivity
analysis. One of these elements, which Schnabel points out, is that “where [Acts] 10:11 reported that the
sheet ‘came down to the ground’ Peter states here [11:5] that the sheet ‘came right up to me’ (§A0ev &yp
¢éuol), highlighting the inevitability of his personal involvement” (4cts, 509).
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foreground a thematic formation that recurs in numerous places throughout Jewish
literature.

1A &v & [P Omfipyev |° mdvta & TeTpdmoda xal pmete THs Y xal meTewed Tob
ovpavol || (10:12/c. 22)

|9 xat [P €idov |© T& TeTpdmoda T Vi xal T& Onpla xal & EpmeTd xal TG mETEWY
Tol oVpavol || (11:6b/c. 117)

The two clauses displayed above both construe similar lists of various types of
animals—four-legged creatures, creeping things (often translated “reptiles™), and birds of
the air. The second clause, however, deviates with respect to both content and structure,
creating an instance of stylistic shift. The second clause adds a fourth item, t& Onpia
(beasts), moves the genitive modifier ¥ yfjs to modify tetpdmoda rather than épmeta, and
omits the inclusive adjective mavta at the beginning of the list of animals. These
differences have created a number of textual variants due almost certainly to the fact that
they deviate from the previous list, which is located in close textual proximity and gives
an account of the same event, with most alternative readings conforming the first list to
reflect the second rather than the other way around.?® Given that the textual evidence
overwhelmingly supports the NA28 base text, the question for the interpreter becomes
why the second list differs from the first. That the answer is a matter of stylistic variation
is supported by the multiple choices that create deviations in the transitivity structure,
where the first list of animals functions in the grammatical role of subject and as the

existent of the existential process vijpyev, while the second list functions in the role of

28 A number of later manuscripts add té& Bupla to the first list, and among these some also move
Tfi¢ y#ic so that it modifies Tetpdmoda instead of épmeta. The external evidence, which includes the earliest
papyri and codices Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, and Vaticanus, among other early manuscripts, however,
places good confidence in the NA28 base text.
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complement and as the phenomenon of the mental process eidov, where Peter is the
implicit senser. Provided the reduced role of Peter in the second list where he is only the
implicit subject of the verb, the focus of the difference here is entirely on the list of
animals. These lists, then, need to be probed for their value as thematic formations to
identify the kinds of intertextual thematic relationships they help to establish in the

narrative.

An Exploration of Intertextual Thematic Options
Lists of various kinds of animals abound in Jewish literature, not least in the Old
Testament. According to Craig S. Keener, there are more than forty instances in the LXX
where “birds of the air” is combined with “creeping things” in contexts he describes as
“summaries of creation, Gen 1:20, 26, 28, 30; and of a destructive reversal of creation,
6:7; 7:23; Hos 2:12 [LXX 2:14], 18 [LXX 2:20; 4:3; Ezek 38:20.”?° He goes on to add,
“Likewise, the LXX often defines ‘creepers’ (épmeta) or (more often) ‘beasts’ (Onpic,
Acts 11:6) as ‘of earth.”** Then he notes that “the LXX frequently lists ‘beasts’ with
‘birds’ and ‘creepers’” together (Gen 1:30; 7:14, 21; 8:1, 17, 19; Ps 148:10; Hos 2:14, 20;
4:3; Ezek 38:20).3! Here Keener compiles references that share co-thematic elements, and
he even provides a contextual constraint for their co-appearance—they appear in texts
that pertain in some way to God’s creation, including its doing and undoing. However, in
his subsequent discussion he does not, I argue, go as far as is necessary to organize the

data he has compiled with respect to its relationship to the lists in Acts.

29 Keener, Acts, 2:1768.
30 Keener, Acts, 2:1768.
31 Keener, Acts, 2:1768.
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First, in many of the references Keener cites (and in some he omits), other
thematic elements that do not appear in Peter’s vision are used in similar lists of animals.
These include the collocation of épmetév with metewdv in Gen 1:20-21 without the
mention of other kinds of animals and where épmeTov refers not to creeping things upon
the earth but, rather, to creatures that teem in the water. Other similar thematic formations
that closely resemble these include the more explicit mention of fish (ix80¢) in Gen 1:26
and 1:28. Further, in 1 Kgs 5:13, the mention of fish occurs alongside cattle (xt7vy), birds
(TeTewdv), and creeping things (épmetov) in the context of praising Solomon for all of the
great things he spoke of in his great wisdom. Additionally, in Hos 4:3, the thematic
element “fish of the sea” (ixfves tijs Baddaayg) is the final element in the four-fold list
“with the wild beasts of the field and with the creeping creatures of the earth and with the
birds of the sky and the fish of the sea” (v Tols npiots ToU dypol xal abv Tois EpmeTois
THi¢ Y xal abv Tois meTewwols Tol ovpavol xai of ixBdes i Badagayg) in the context of
their perishing due to the lack of faithfulness in the land of Israel. A similar description of
God’s judgment with these same four elements is found in Ezek 38:20. We thus find
various lists of animals throughout the LXX, some resembling the lists found in Peter’s
vision, but more is needed to disambiguate which of these texts, which address a number
of contexts, may in fact be relevant in identifying an intertextual thematic formation.

Second, it is too selective and a little misleading to simply state that “the LXX
often defines ‘creepers’ (épmeta) or (more often) ‘beasts’ (Bnpia, Acts 11:6) as ‘of earth,””
when in multiple places épmeta is, in fact, used to refer to animals that live in the sea

(Gen 1:20, 21), live on the earth (Gen 7:8, 14, 21), and fly in the air (Lev 11:20, 21, 23;
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Deut 14:19).32 The reason that this is misleading is because it diverts attention away from
two important elements: (1) the genitive modifier T¥s y#s, which functions as a qualifier
of épmetd in Acts 10:12 but not in 11:6 where it qualifies Tetpamoda—a clear instance of
deviation making it a foregrounded feature; and (2) the clarification this foregrounded
modifier provides with respect to its collocation with the other foregrounded element of
“common and unclean” (xowdv ¥ axabaptov) identified above. I will explain both of these
in more detail. As for the first of these, the genitive modifier functions to limit the various
texts to which Peter’s vision can be related, and therefore guides the reader to what other
texts are being engaged and what value positions and thematic meanings are thus in play.
Due to épmeta being modified in the first iteration of Peter’s vision, possible meanings
are reduced as the number of potential intertexts are excluded, such as some of those
related to the creation narrative in Genesis as well as some of the purity laws in Leviticus
and Deuteronomy. When combined with the absence of fish in Peter’s vision, the
likelihood that Peter is invoking the creation story diminishes further, and this possibility
is virtually eliminated when the co-thematic element of “common and unclean” is
factored into the analysis, which is not a thematic element of the Genesis creation
narrative at all.’®> The collocation of the list of animals with the thematic element of

“common and unclean” thus needs to be considered more fully.

32 Keener even cites some of these examples.

33 Also, the formation of the lists of animals as they occur in Hosea include the use of Buplov,
épmeTdy, meTewdy, all with their respective genitive modifiers: T Onpia Tol dypol; Ta meTewea Tol odpavol,
Ta épmeta THs YHis (Hos 2:14 [LXX]; 2:20 [LXX]). This thematic formation takes place in the context of
God’s laying to waste his creation (Hos 2:14 [LXX]) in addition to the establishment of a new covenant
(Hos 2:20 [LXX]). However, the co-thematic element of “clean/unclean” does not appear in these instances
either.
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When considering both foregrounded thematic formations—that is, the list of
animals and the “clean/unclean” formation (xotvdv # axdfaptov), the texts Keener

identifies as God’s destruction of creation emerge as more relevant, though this may not
be the best way to characterize this group of instances because they all belong to the
Noah story, and other “destruction of creation” texts can include other items in their
respective lists (Hos 4:3) not included in Peter’s vision. I also note that it is probably best,
then, not to group various lists of animals under the general theme of creation, which
includes both its doing and undoing, because lists in creation accounts often have the
addition of other creatures, such as fish, which are missing from the Noah story. What we
find, then, is that Peter’s vision reflects the lists of animals thematic to the Noah story
more than any other group of instances in these so-called “creation” texts. These include

the following verses:

o xal eimey 6 Bebg amadeiw ToV dvBpwmov Ov émoinoa amd mpoowmou THg Yiis Amd
avBpaymou Ewg xTHVOUS Xatl ATd EpTETEY Ewg TAY MeTeWEY Tol 00pavol 8Tt éBupwbyy
oTL émolnaa adTols (And God said, “I will wipe out humanity, which I made, from

the face of the earth, from humanity as far as animals and from creeping things
as far as the birds of the sky, because I made them) (Gen 6:7 LXX).

o xal AT TAVTWY TEY XTHVEY Xal ATO TAVTWY TAY EPTETAY xal QMo TAVTWY TV
Onplwy xal &dmd mhans gapxds o 0o 4md mdvTwy elodels els ™Y wiPwTdy iva
Tpédys meta geavtol dpoev xai BijAv Eoovtal (And from all of the animals and
from all of the creeping things and from all of the wild beasts and from all flesh,
two by two, you will bring all into the ark, so that you can keep them alive with
you, they will be male and female) (Gen 6:19 LXX)

® QO TAVTWY TRV OpVEWY TGV TETEWVRY XATA YEVOS Xl Ao TAVTWY TV XTYVEY xaTa
YEVOS xal AT TAVTWY TEY EPTETEY TAY EpTOVTwY ETL THS YHic xaTa Yévos adT@Y 000
0Uo amd TavTwy eigeledaovtal Tpds ot Tpédeadar peta ool dpoev xal H5Av (From
all of the birds according to their kind, and from all of the animals according to
their kind, and from all of the creeping things of the earth according to their kind,

two by two, from every kind will enter with you, to keep them alive with you, male
and female) (Gen 6:20 LXX)
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o xal Gmd TGV METEWRY xal ATd TAY xTNVEY TEGY xafaplv xal amd T@Y xTHViv TEY
w) xabaplv xal amd mavtwy TV épmeTdv TV éml THs Yiis (And from all of the
birds, and from all of the animals that are clean, and from all of the animals that
are not clean, and from all of the creeping things of the earth . . .) (Gen 7:8 LXX)

o xal mdvta Ta Onpla xata yévos xal maAVTA TG XTHVY xaTd YEVog xal MY EPTETOV
XIVOUUEVOY ETL THG Y¥i¢ xaTa YEvos xal miv MeTEWOV xata Yyevos (And all wild beasts
according to kind, and all animals according to kind, and all creeping things that

move upon the earth according to kind, and all birds according to kind . . .) (Gen
7:14 LXX)

o xal amébavey mhoa gap§ xvovpévy éml TH¢ Yiis TEY TETEWRY xal TEBY xTHVEY xal
TE&v Onplwv xai v épmeTdv xvolpevoy emi Tiis yijs xal més dvbpwmog (And all flesh
died that moved upon the earth, of birds, and animals, and wild beasts, and all
creeping things which move upon the earth, and all mankind) (Gen 7:21 LXX)

o xal e&nheney mhv 1O dvdoTyua 8 v éml mpoowmou mdans THs Yis amd dvbpwmou
€wg xTAVous xal EpmeTdY xal TGV meTetvdv Tol odpavol xal éénelddnoay dmd T
Y xal xateleidby uévos Nwe xai of wet’ adtol év m§ xifwtéd (And he wiped out
everything in existence which was on the face of all the earth, from mankind as
far as animals, and creeping things, and birds of the sky, and they were wiped out
from the earth and only Noah and those with him in the ark were left) (Gen 7:23
LXX)

o xal éuvioly 6 Beds Tol Nwe xal mavtwy Tév Onplwy xal mavtwy T@Y xTvév xal
TEVTWY TEY TETEWRY xal TaVTwY TEY Epmetdv Soa Ny wet” adTol &v Tf xifwtd xal
gmAyayev 6 feog mvelpa emt ™)y yijv xal éxdmagey T Uowp (And God remembered
Noah and all of the wild beasts and all of the animals and all of the birds and all
of the creeping things which were with him in the ark, and God brought a wind
upon the earth and the water subsided) (Gen 8:1 LXX)

o xal mavta T Onpla Soa éoTiv wetd ool xal méoa cdp Amd MeTEWEY Ewg XTNVEY
xal Ty EpmeTdV xwoluevov éml i yic édyaye petd geavtod xal adfdvesde xal
mAnBiveale émi i yiis (And all the wild beasts which are with you and all flesh
from the birds as far as animals and all creeping things that move upon the earth,

lead out with yourselves and increase and multiply upon the earth) (Gen 8:17
LXX)

o xal mavra T& Bynpla xal mavta TG XTAVY xal TEY TMETEWOV xal WAV EPTETOV
xwolpevov éml THig Yiic xata yévos adtdv E&Abocay éx Tiis xiPwtol (And all the
wild beasts and all the animals and all the birds and all the creeping things that
move upon the earth, according to their kind, exited the ark) (Gen 8:19 LXX)
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There are a number of observations that can be drawn from the above passages.
First, over and over again in the Noah story, the animals are listed in relatively consistent
fashion, and this establishes a thematic formation. There is some variation with the
inclusion of Bupia; it is omitted in Gen 6:7, 20, and 7:8, but then is used in every instance
following 7:8. The pattern of variation regarding the inclusion of fupia is one maintained
in the two lists of Acts 10 and 11, where it is omitted in the first list but then included in
the second.

Second, within this group of instances, Gen 7:8 is particularly important, since it
introduces the element of “clean/unclean.” This is the only instance where the distinction
between clean and unclean animals is made explicit, though it can then be considered
implicit throughout by means of mé¢ words in each instance.

Third, one difference to note between the Noah story and Peter’s vision is
whereas the Noah story consistently makes use of the lexeme xt#vog, the lists in Acts
substitute the near-synonym tetpamoda. It is a possibility that this substitution is
motivated, since xt#vog, though it can be used to refer inclusively to the class of
domesticated animals (e.g., Zech 14:15 [LXX]) as well as a range of domesticated
animals (e.g., cattle, donkeys, horses, and the like),** it can also be used to refer more
specifically to cattle (cf. Rev 18:13). The rationale for this motivation will become
clearer after identifying the proper heteroglossic backdrop for Peter’s vision, but suffice it
now to say that cattle assume a specific value in the Animal Apocalypse, which, as I will

show, is contextualized within the Noah story in 1 Enoch’s Book of Dreams and is

34 E.g., Luke 10:34; Acts 23:24; 1 Cor 15:39; Rev 18:13.
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intertextually relevant for understanding the meaning of Peter’s vision.* Cattle, in the
Animal Apocalypse (see below for more explanation), are the types of animals that
symbolize humanity before the Flood and after the transformative act of the “leader” at
the end of the vision, where all of the unclean and wild animals are returned to their
former state as cattle. Therefore, the use of Tetpamoda helps to emphasize Peter’s
predicament of not wanting to eat anything unclean, because the book of Leviticus (LXX)

uses TeTpamoda in contexts that exclusively address uncleanliness (7:21; 18:23; 20:15;
27:27), whereas xt#jvog refers to animals that can be sacrificed and eaten (7:26; 11:2 [2x])

and is the lexeme used when differentiating which animals are clean and unclean (11:3,
26; 20:25).

In light of all these observations, the Noah story in Genesis is the most
appropriate text to bring into dialogue with Peter’s vision, since it shares the co-thematic
elements foregrounded in Peter’s vision. The interpreter, however, should not be so hasty
as to conclude that Peter’s vision is meant to invoke the Noah story as it is narrated in
Genesis. This is because the Noah story in Genesis is only one account of a more
complex Noahic tradition (or traditions) that existed in the first-century world, where
other important Jewish literary texts contained modified versions of the Noah story that

did not necessarily promote the same value orientations as found in the Genesis

35 Cattle are referred to many times throughout the Animal Apocalypse both as a collective group
of animals as well as more specified kinds, such as bulls, cows, heifers, and calves (see, e.g., 1 En. 85:6, 9;
86:2, 3; 89:1, 5, 6, 12). Admittedly, the existing Greek fragments of 1 Enoch do not contain any words for
cattle, so the words used in 1 Enoch can only be guessed (see Tiller, Commentary on the Animal
Apocalypse, 227). However, whether 1 Enoch used »tfjvos or the more probable e when referring to
cattle, the word choice is inconsequential for the intertextual analysis, since words do not have to be exact
from text to text but, rather, must have a semantic overlap in which similar words and phrases are used in a
way to engage value positions. On this point, see the discussion of thematic formations and intertextual
thematic formations in chapter 2.
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account.’® Notable texts of this sort include 1 Enoch—the Book of Dreams in 1 Enoch in
particular—as well as the book of Jubilees, among others. Moreover, we have not yet
considered the importance of the “clean/unclean” thematic formation nor the fact that the
vision uses patterns of meaning-making that resemble Jewish apocalyptic writings far
more than the early chapters of Genesis. These two matters thus need to be analyzed
more fully.

As for the clean/unclean element of Peter’s visions, we can note that ostensibly
Peter’s vision concerns dietary laws, as the vision pertains to the consumption of animals,
and Peter, at first, understands the vision in light of such laws when he is commanded to
kill and eat. An important text to consider, then, is Lev 20:25:

And you will make a distinction between the clean animal [Té&v xTnv&v TéGv
xaBapév] and the unclean animal [T&v xTyvév Tév dxabapwy], and between the
clean bird [Té&v metewdv tév xabapiiv] and the unclean bird [Tév axataptwy]; you
will not defile yourselves by animal [Tols xT7veawv] or by bird [Tois meTevois] or by
anything with which the ground teems [7ols épmeTols T¥s yijs], which I have set
apart for you in uncleanliness.

This text shares multiple co-thematic ties with Peter’s vision and Peter’s response to the
voice. Thus, the value positions this text promotes need to be factored into the
interpretation of Peter’s vision. However, the narrative directs the reader in how to
interpret the role this intertextual thematic formation plays in relation to Peter’s
perspective. First, the voice responds to Peter’s refusal by directing him not to make

common what God has made clean (10:15b; 11:9b). Then, after pondering the vision and

36 Certain scholars have erred in this regard. Edward Gordon Selwyn, for example, argues that
Peter’s vision came to be associated with baptism because it invokes the Flood. He believes that the sheet
that came down from heaven resembles sails, since Peter was on the roof of a house by the sea and the sails
that he would have been able to see inspired the vision and represented Noah’s ark (Peter, 333). Such an
interpretation stretches the imagination to force a simple intra-canonical interpretation, while failing to
account for other important texts that more closely relate to the patterns of Peter’s vision.
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encountering Cornelius’s men, Peter arrives at the correct understanding of his vision:
“God has instructed me to say no person is common or unclean” (10:28d). Therefore, we
can, in a manner of speaking, say that Peter failed initially to understand the “verbal art”
of his vision. He, at first, interpreted the vision with respect to the particularities of the
situation—that is, literally according to the first-level semiotic plane—and did not grasp
the vision’s message or theme, which was communicated through patternings of symbolic
articulation that happen to be the patterns attributable to the Jewish apocalyptic genre, not
those of law. Then, after his pondering and the arrival and message of Cornelius’s men,
Peter finally grasped the meaning of his vision. Therefore, the purpose for creating the
intertextual relationship between Peter’s vision and the Levitical purity laws is not to
establish a direct allying or opposing position between them but rather to use the
intertextual relationship as the matrix through which to create an instance of
defamiliarization. Purity laws regarding clean and unclean animals, then, play an integral
role in understanding Peter’s vision in light of the genre they invoke. Since relying on
Lev 20:25 and the genre of law fails to satisfy the interpretative questions Peter’s vision
elicits, we need to look elsewhere to find out how Peter makes the jump from literal
interpretation to his eventual understanding.

In a 2019 article on this passage, Jason A. Staples argues “throughout early
Jewish visionary literature, to have a vision of animals was to see the nations in symbolic
form.”?’ Since the relationship between animals, food, and nations was one used in

Jewish apocalyptic literature and was part of the Jewish symbolic world, Jewish readers

37 Staples, “‘Rise, Kill, and Eat,”” 5. Staples cites others who concur that the symbolic use of
animals readily invokes the history of nations. See, for example, John Goldingay, who writes regarding
Dan 7 that “The use of animal symbols already suggest that it is the history of nations that unfolds before
us” (Daniel, 185).
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especially would have recognized Peter’s vision as participating in a known discursive
practice, and this would have had an effect on how this vision would have been
interpreted. John Moxon, however, in his recent monograph on Peter’s vision, argues
against “making an overly strong connection to so-called ‘apocalyptic ideas,”” and
instead argues that Peter’s vision should be interpreted as “didactic or halakhic,” making
the following statement: “Although the opened heaven is often said to be an apocalyptic
motif, these creatures are not mythical beasts but recognisable animals with an essentially
didactic purpose. This may also mean that the descent from heaven might be a halakhic
rather than an apocalyptic device.”*® Staples, however, convincingly refutes Moxon’s
thesis, stating that Moxon’s distinction is artificial and based on modern sensibilities of
what constitutes or does not constitute “apocalyptic ideas” and points out that “nothing
precludes apocalyptic literature from having a halakhic or didactic function; a halakhic
vision is still revelatory—the very definition of the word ‘apocalyptic.””** Moreover,
Staples goes on to show that apocalyptic literature is not limited to mythical beasts as
Moxon mistakenly claims, but “rather regularly features recognizable, mundane
animals,”*? citing the Animal Apocalypse of 1 Enoch as the ostensive text that
exemplifies the nations-as-animals trope with recognizable animals resembling the

nations.*! His article thus makes a significant contribution to the role of the generic

38 Moxon, Peter’s Halakhic Nightmare, 119, 70.

39 Staples, “‘Rise, Kill, and Eat,” 6.

40 Staples, “‘Rise, Kill, and Eat,”” 6.

41 Staples summarizes the Animal Apocalypse, highlighting the resolution of its plot where all
unclean animals are turned into white bulls. However, because his study is purely comparative, he does not
see the important intertextual relationship between these two texts; in other words, the Animal Apocalypse
can help us understand Peter’s vision because it shows how Jewish apocalyptic literature used animals to
resemble humans and to address the religious values of clean and unclean animals and their association
with Jew-Gentile division, but he does not go the additional step to show how Luke responds to such texts
as the Animal Apocalypse.



199

backdrop of Peter’s vision, but upon further examination there are some issues that arise,
especially as the Bakhtinian notions of heteroglossia and dialogism are introduced into
the conversation.

Perhaps the biggest problem Staples creates in his study, which is principally a
comparative exercise that seeks to locate Peter’s vision within a Jewish apocalyptic
literary tradition that uses animals to symbolize nations, occurs when he tries to make too
much out of the similarities between the voice’s command to Peter (10:13) and the
second beast’s emerging from the sea in Dan 7:5 who was instructed to “rise and
consume much flesh,” going as far as to claim that Peter’s vision depends on this earlier
Jewish apocalyptic description.*> While sharing some lexical and grammatical
similarities, a stylistic analysis of the vision does not support the view that the sentence
“Rise, kill, and eat” (Acts 10:13) is an intertextual thematic formation—that is, it is not a
thematic formation that carries with it clear value orientations, and this is supported by
identifying a number of the weaknesses in Staples’s argument. First, Staples leverages
English translation to create a back door into his argument. In Greek, the command to

Peter is a two-fold directive—to kill and eat (Acts 10:13). This directive is modified by

42 Compare the article’s abstract (““Rise, Kill, and Eat,”” 3), which indicates the dependency of
Acts 10 on Dan 7, with the statements Staples makes on p. 7 regarding the significance of the connection
between these two texts. Staples also discusses other instances in Jewish apocalyptic literature that employs
the animals-as-nations trope, including 4 Ezra 11:1—12:39; Testament of Naphtali 5:6-8; and the Animal
Apocalypse, as well as other non-apocalyptic examples, such as Isa 11:6; 65:23; Jer 5:6; Ezek 34; 3917-18,
but his strongest argument is based on the dependency of Peter’s vision on the book of Daniel. Keener also
comments that it is common in Jewish apocalyptic literature for animals to symbolize various nations, and
then refers to a slew of texts, including most of those cited by Staples and some others: Dan 7:3—8; 4 Ezra
11:39-40; Rev 9:3-10; 13:2, as well as 1 En. 89-90 from the Animal Apocalypse (Acts, 2:1766). However,
the Animal Apocalypse stands out as the most different among these examples, because while the first four
references from Daniel, 4 Ezra, and Revelation refer to specific empires or major powers, with the animals
depicted in these texts as having fantastical features, the Animal Apocalypse is the only text where
Israelites/Jews are represented as contrasting sets of clean animals against the unclean beasts and birds that
refer to many different nations (see below). A more comparable instance to the Animal Apocalypse than
those just listed would be Jesus’s use of the sheep and the goats to distinguish between the blessed and
cursed people at the final judgment (Matt 25:31-46), a text that neither Staples nor Keener cites.
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the participle avaotag, which construes the manner in which Peter is commanded to kill
and eat (see the previous chapter) and does not grammaticalize its own semantic feature
of directive attitude.** This is obscured in many translations, where the participle is
translated as if it were an imperative (e.g., NASB, NRSV, NIV, ESV, KJV, NAB, among
many others), which gives the appearance of a closer co-thematic tie between Acts 10:13
and Dan 7:5 than actually exists. Second, the process of “rising” relates to different
contexts in the two respective texts and thus has different connotations (i.e., coming up
out of the sea in Dan 7:5 and getting up from praying in Acts 10:13), and so it makes
little contextual sense to correlate Peter to the second beast of Dan 7. Third, the participle
avaotag seems to assume a special stylistic function in Acts 10 to characterize the actions
of Peter. The same participle is used to describe the manner in which Peter is directed to
go down to Cornelius’s men (10:20a) and the manner in which he traveled with
Cornelius’s men (Acts 10:36), and this creates a cohesive lexical chain around Peter’s
responses concerning his interaction with Gentiles. Its stylistic role, therefore, serves as
an independent feature at the level of the discourse rather than as a constituent of an
intertextual thematic formation with the two imperatives it modifies. Fourth, there are
closer parallels to the structure of the voice’s two-fold directive in the Animal Apocalypse
where killing and eating/devouring collocate repeatedly in contexts where the element of

clean and unclean animals also plays an integral role in the scheme of the narrative (1 En.

43 T understand that Greek grammars discuss the category of an imperatival participle, but these
discussions relate to the independent usage of the participle (i.e., not dependent upon a verb). See Porter,
Idioms, 185-86; Mathewson and Emig, Intermediate Greek Grammar, 220-21). The use of the participle in
Acts 10:13, however, is grammatically dependent as it is rank-shifted down to function as a modifier of the
finite verb 63cov. Moreover, it is more to the point that participles paradigmatically do not decline for
verbal mood and so any imperatival sense is conditioned by context (i.e., discourse semantics in SFL, or
what other linguistic models would account for under pragmatics).
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86:5; 87:1; 89:55-58, 65-66, 69, 74; 90:2, 8, 11). It is surprising that Staples fails to
make this observation, given the direct references he makes to the Animal Apocalypse in
his article, including references to its clean/unclean motif and nations-as-animals trope to
refute the argument of Moxon’s study. In summation, Staples does well to criticize
others’ problematic views of Peter’s vision and to rightly relate Peter’s vision to Jewish
apocalyptic literature, but his lack of methodological procedure leads him to entertain
inappropriate connections that confuse the intertextual relations Peter’s vision creates
against its heteroglossic backdrop.

The conclusion to be drawn from this examination of intertextual thematic options
is that Peter’s vision does not simply relate intertextually to texts that thematically pertain
to creation or the various forms of its undoing as Keener suggests, nor simply to passages
in the book of Leviticus that share certain co-thematic themes related to clean and
unclean animals, nor simply to Jewish apocalyptic texts that share tropes of animal
symbolism. Rather, the lists of animals orients more specifically to the story of Noah,
which consistently omits the inclusion of fish from its thematic lists of animals and which
also includes the co-thematic content of clean and unclean animals, an element that is
missing from the other creation texts and the other various texts that have such lists.
However, the use of Jewish apocalyptic tropes and the matter of clean and unclean
animals being extended beyond its literal, Levitical meaning leads the reader to look
beyond the Noah story as it is told in Genesis to a wider tradition regarding this story. At
first, it may seem like this results in an intertextual impasse, since no one solution has
been put forth that satisfies all these criteria. What text concerns the story of Noah, an

emphasis on the thematic element of clean/unclean, and the Jewish apocalyptic trope of
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nations symbolized by animals? When one considers the Book of Dreams in 1 Enoch, a
clear answer presents itself. This is because the Animal Apocalypse, often discussed on its
own, is part of a two-dream sequence in the so-called Book of Dreams, where the first
dream foresees the Flood and thus orients the Book of Dreams not only to Jewish
apocalyptic literature, but also to the wider Noahic tradition. As already indicated above,
the thematic element of clean/unclean plays a major role in this text as well. The aligning
of all of these elements, which corresponds with the direction of motivated prominence in
Peter’s vision, warrants a much fuller consideration than it has received to date. I will
now turn to 1 Enoch’s Book of Dreams to account for the co-thematic ties it shares with
Peter’s vision and attempt to identify the dialogical relationship Luke creates between

Peter’s vision and the Book of Dreams.

The Book of Dreams in 1 Enoch and Its Value Orientations
Relevant Questions of Redaction and Literary Form
First Enoch is a composite of several books compiled over the course of the third and
second centuries BCE, reflecting various social contexts but nevertheless eventuating in a
logical and coherent literary form. The Book of Dreams is the fourth book of 1 Enoch
(83-90).#* Although 1 Enoch is a text that circulated in many versions, including Greek,

Aramaic, Syriac, Coptic, Ethiopic, and Latin, and although no complete Greek version of

4 For one view of the development of the corpus, see Nickelsburg, / Enoch 1,25-26 and the
various discussions of the dates for each book throughout the commentary. The books are the Book of the
Watchers (1-36), the Book of Parables (37-71), the Book of the Luminaries/Astrological Book (72—82), the
Book of Dreams (83-90), the Epistle of Enoch (92—-105), the Birth of Noah (106-7), and chapter 108, which
is an appendix that alludes to another book of Enoch. There is still another book, the Book of Giants,
fragmentary evidence of which is only extant in Qumran Aramaic manuscripts. Cf. Knibb, “Book of
Enoch.”
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the book exists, nor can a complete Greek edition even be eclectically compiled,*
scholars have reconstructed various aspects of the development of the corpus with a good
degree of confidence so as to explain the steps that led from the earliest known Aramaic
manuscripts found at Qumran (4QEn*#) to the more developed form we find in the
complete Ethiopic Book of Enoch.*® For present matters, it is necessary to discuss the
issue of the state of the Book of Dreams as it would have been known to first-century
Jews and Christians. The relevant aspects of this issue include the critical scholarship on
the book’s redaction history, the textual evidence that supports this history, and the
significance of its final literary form.

The scholarly consensus is that the Book of Dreams is also a composite text of
two traditions—the Flood Vision (83—84) and the Animal Apocalypse (85-90), which
have been combined by a redactor at a certain stage in the book’s development.*’ James
C. VanderKam argues that this stage was likely precipitated by a change in historical
circumstances, since the Book of the Watchers and the Book of Luminaries, which very
likely date further back to the third century BCE, do not contain “predictions” of what
will transpire in sacred history.*® The production of apocalyptic traditions, such as the
two found in the Book of Dreams as well as the Apocalypse of Weeks (1 En. 91:11-17;
93:1-10), may have resulted from “the rise of an aggressive Hellenizing movement in
Judea in the early second century B.C.E.”—the same Hellenistic forces that prompted the

famous Maccabean revolt (after 166 BCE).*> While the production of much apocalyptic

45 Nickelsburg estimates that only about 28 percent of 1 Enoch has been preserved in Greek
manuscripts. His count is based on a line-by-line comparison using R. H. Charles’s Ethiopic Version.

46 See Knibb, “Christian Adoption,” 411.

47 Tite, “Textual and Redactional Aspects,” 106.

48 VanderKam, Enoch, 60-61.

4 VanderKam, Enoch, 61.
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literature is traced back to this time period when the Seleucid prohibitions of Jewish
religious practices were in full effect—especially literature that incorporates visions, such
as Dan 7-123°—this does not explain why the Flood Vision and the Animal Apocalypse
were combined. Moreover, Philip L. Tite notes that the relationship between these two
visions is underappreciated and not much has been done to understand the reason behind
their connection in the Book of Dreams.>! As the state of scholarship currently stands,
most studies on the Book of Dreams simply privilege the latter of these two visions, with
some hardly giving passing consideration to the Flood Vision.>?

Tite argues that the visions belong to two separate traditions that have been tied
together by the work of a redactor, the evidence of which is seen, so says Tite, in the
shifts in voice in 1 En. 85:1-2.33 A more linguistically accurate explanation, however, is
that this shift is not a result in voice but rather in grammatical person.>* The first two
verses of the second vision construe two different perspectives, the first being the first-
person perspective of Enoch and the second being the third-person perspective of the
narrator who then introduces Enoch’s perspective through direct discourse: “[1] After this

I saw a second dream, and I will show all of it to you, my son. [2] And Enoch lifted up

[his voice] to his son Methuselah, ‘To you I speak, my son’” (1 En. 85:1-2).5 As Tiller

30 VanderKam, Enoch, 61.

31 Tite, “Textual and Redactional Aspects,” 106.

52 See, for example, VanderKam, Enoch, 70-72; Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse;
Frolich, “Symbolic Language of the Animal Apocalypse”; Klijn, “From Creation to Noah”; Theissen,
“Paul.”

53 See Tite, “Textual and Redactional Aspects,” 107.

54 It appears that Tite uses the term “voice” in the non-technical sense of perspective or point of
view while “person” is used as a grammatical term, but this leads to some potentially confusing statements
about the grammar in his article. At one point he states, “A shift in voice occurs at 85.1-2 from first person
to third person and then back to first person” (“Textual and Redactional Aspects,” 115).

55 [ use here the translation in Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1, 364. For an explanation of his method of
translation and how he prioritizes textual evidence, see pp. 3—4.
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points out, “If 85.1 is left off, the An[imal] Apoc[alypse] begins with a third-person
narrative introducing Enoch’s dream as direct discourse. However, 85.1, which ties the
Anlimal] Apoclalypse] to the first dream-vision, disturbs the context so that a third-
person introduction of Enoch’s discourse follows Enoch’s first-person narrative.”® This
one “disturbance,” as Tiller describes it, constitutes the only textual evidence that there is
editorial activity in the combining of the two visions. Tiller even admits that the final
verse of the Animal Apocalypse, which assumes both visions (“That night I remembered
the first dream . . .” [90:42]) “has less certain marks of redactional activity.”” It would
seem from this view of 1 Enoch’s redaction history that the Book of Dreams is the text
where these two traditions are made to come together for the first time, but this view
essentially rests on the shift of a single grammatical feature apart from other ways that
scholars have sought to determine the situational background of each respective vision
(see below). From a linguistic point of view, the shift in grammatical person could be
explained as a simple deictic shift to introduce a new discourse unit—that is, the
transition from one dream-vision to the next.>® In fact, this is how a discourse analysis of
the Book of Dreams would describe this juncture in the text, and so arguing that the shift
in person indicates the work of a later redactor who combined two visions without
considering that they may have also belonged to a single tradition is too presumptuous
without other corroborating evidence. In other words, while the two visions may have

once existed independently, there is no strong linguistic argument to be made that they

56 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 98.

37 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 98.

58 See Porter, Idioms, 301, who, in his discussion on discourse boundaries says that “shifts in
grammatical person (e.g. first to third person, and so forth) are often useful indicators of the closing of one
discourse unit and the beginning of another.”
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did not belong to a single tradition before their inclusion in 1 Enoch. If the argument that
the visions belong to independent traditions is to be advanced, it must be done on other
grounds.

Tite makes the additional point that the independence of the two sections
comprising the Book of Dreams is supported by the Qumran fragments of 1 Enoch, which
only contain sections from the Animal Apocalypse.’® The problem here, however, which
Tite himself acknowledges, is that there are only four short fragments, and these only
attest to portions of 1 En. 86, 88, and 89: 4QEn° (1 En. 89:31-37); 4QEn‘ (1 En. 89:11—
14,29-31); 4QEn® (1 En. 88:3—89:6, 7-16, 26-30); and 4QEn’ (1 En. 86:1-3).%° Thus,
since the beginning of 1 En. 85 and the end of 1 En. 90 are not attested in the Qumran
manuscripts, it is impossible to show from these fragments, which attest to the state of 1
Enoch from only one community around the third quarter of the second century BCE to
the last third of the first century BCE,°! that the two visions were not already included
together, provided they came from two different traditions to begin with.

The argument that the visions come from different traditions is also made on the
basis that they have different respective functions. Tiller claims the “function of the
Anlimal] Apoclalypse] seems to be to promote a certain political stance and to encourage
those that already adhere to it. The function of the first dream-vision seems to be to

legitimate the heirs of the Enochic traditions over against other possibly competing

59 Tite, “Textual and Redactional Aspects,” 107.

% For translations and orthographical introductions to each of these fragments, see Milik, Books of
Enoch. Cf. Davidson, 96. In what appears to be a typographical error, Tite, erroneously attributes the
fragments of 4QEn°® to 4QEn°.

61 Paleographers date 4QEn°® (4Q204) and 4QEn¢ (4Q205) to the last third of the first century
BCE, 4QEn°® (4Q206) to the first half of the first century BCE, and 4QEn (4Q207) to the third quarter of
the second century BCE. See Flint, “Noncanonical Writings,” 96-97.
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groups.”®? Putting aside the accuracy of Tiller’s view, his assessment about the respective
functions of each vision carries with it the apparent assumption that they cannot address
the same situation and have a unified aim. The political stance Tiller identifies in the
Animal Apocalypse entails support for the violent resistance against Hellenization that
characterized the Maccabean Revolt, which he contrasts with other stances, such as
nonviolent resistance as represented in the story of Daniel who received the death penalty
for openly maintaining loyalty to the Law, or other positions, such as compliance, flight,
or inaction.®® He concludes, “The Animal Apocalypse, being against all foreign
domination of Israel and in support of Judas Maccabeus, would doubtless have been
among the violent resistance to the new Hellenistic constitution.”®*

It is surprising that scholars have only seemed to consider the Flood Vision as
belonging to another tradition rather than considering the possibility that it functions to
create a coherent transition from the preceding books of 1 Enoch to the Animal
Apocalypse. Since the Animal Apocalypse represents a different historical situation than
the Book of the Watchers, which preceded it by some time, the way to effectively develop
the corpus of 1 Enoch would be to stage the Animal Apocalypse as the second vision that
follows the thematic bridge provided by the first. To make this point, I will use Tiller’s
own words, who goes on to argue that the Flood Vision

alludes to and thereby incorporates many of the distinctive Enochic traditions: the

course of the sun and moon and their regularity (83.11; cf. the Astrological Book

and 2.1); the sin of the Watchers (84.4; cf. the Book of the Watchers); Enoch the
intercessor (83.8, 10; 84; cf. 13.4-7); the destruction of the earth in judgment

(passim). It appropriates these traditions as a legitimation of the heirs of the

Enochic tradition by having Enoch intercede on behalf of a remnant which is
characterized as Enoch’s posterity on earth (84.5), “the flesh of righteousness and

62 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 99.
63 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 102-3.
64 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 103.
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uprightness,” and ““a plant of the eternal seed” (84.6). Therefore, the first dream-

vision sees the community that it represents as the righteous remnant for which

Enoch intercedes, distinct from the rest of Israel.®®
This description shows a number of ways in which the Flood Vision contextualizes the
Book of Dreams within 1 Enoch and sets the stage for the Animal Apocalypse. The
typology of the Flood invokes the tradition of the Noah story, and the motifs of final
judgment and the remnant constrain how the Animal Apocalypse is to be interpreted,
since the Animal Apocalypse concludes with a selection of sheep that remained (akin to a
remnant) at the time of the judgment that were being worshiped by all the other animals
(90:30) before the last white bull (i.e., the Messiah) is born and all the animals are
transformed into cattle (90:37). Such a possibility for understanding the relationship
between the two visions challenges the consensus that the visions belong to separate
traditions and speak to different situational contexts, yet it provides a coherent
explanation for the addition of the Book of Dreams to the Enochic corpus that suggests a
unified setting of the two visions.

Regardless of the accuracy of Tiller’s argument or my own re-evaluation of the
evidence, what matters for the sake of this study is the literary form of 1 Enoch as it
existed and as it was used in Jewish as well as Christian communities in the first century
CE. From the discussion above, there is good reason to believe that the Book of Dreams
existed in the first century in the form we know it from the later version of 1 Enoch, since

for the Animal Apocalypse to maintain coherence in the Enochic corpus, the Flood Vision

is necessary to provide a cohesive link.

85 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 99.
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We also know that 1 Enoch was a text known and used widely by Greek-speaking
Christian communities throughout the first century. This knowledge is gathered in part
from the quotation of 1 En. 1:9 in Jude 1415, the Enochic material used in Revelation,
and the reference to the “spirits in prison” in 1 Pet 3:19-22, which refers to the Book of
the Watchers.%° In light of all this, there is little reason not to assume that the version of 1
Enoch known among first-century Jewish and Christian communities contained the
content of the Book of Dreams and occupied a prominent place in the heteroglossic
backdrop of Luke’s audience. The next question, then, concerns the value orientations the
Book of Dreams served to promote or demote in a first-century context, where it would
have been interpreted anew and not necessarily with the same objects in mind as previous
generations of interpreters in Judea where this tradition probably arose in response to
Antiochus IV.%7 Therefore, I turn now to a summary of the two visions before considering
in more detail the thematic elements and value orientations that share strong co-thematic

ties with Peter’s visions in Acts 10.

Enoch’s First Vision: The Flood
The Book of Dreams relates two visions that the antediluvian patriarch, Enoch, has when
he is a youth—that is, before he took a wife (83:2)—while staying in the house of his
grandfather, Mahalalel. In the first of these visions, Enoch, while lying down, sees
heaven being thrown down upon the earth and the earth being swallowed up in the great
abyss (83:3—4). Mahalalel then interprets the vision as a valid prediction of the impending

flood God will bring upon the earth as judgment for the sin of its inhabitants (83:7-9).

%6 See Westfall, “Relationship between the Resurrection,” 106-53.
%7 See Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 101.
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Enoch then prays to God, first blessing God and then seeking supplication for a human
remnant that God would spare in the wake of his destructive judgment (83:10—=84:6). His
prayer is written down “for the generations of eternity” (83:10). David R. Jackson
explains that this implies “an ongoing need for such a prayer in future manifestations of
the paradigm.”®®

George Nickelsburg states, “The relevance of this narrative lies in its typology
between the flood and the final judgment. . . . The narrative functions like the Noachic
stories” that are narrated in 1 En. 106—7 and 65-67.%° He goes on to explain, “The major
tendency evident in this author’s reuse of earlier materials is an emphasis on elements
that are appropriate to a fictive setting in Noachic times.”’® However, a difference in this
reuse of elements, such as with the plant of ever-enduring seed (10:3, 16; 84:6), is that
the emphasis shifts from depicting the remnant as being saved from the sin of the angels
(i.e., the Watchers) and the violence of the giants (see 1 En. 6—11; cf. Gen 6:1-4) to the
wrath of God’s universal judgment.”! This modification, however, is still consistent with
the backstory of 1 En. 611, where the revelation of forbidden secrets (see 7:1; 8:1-3;
9:8; 10:8) characterizes the essence of the angelic rebellion and was the cause of all
subsequent defilement and violence. The significance in this change, however, as
Nickelsburg sees it, is that it serves a function in its context as a complement to Enoch’s
second vision. Supporting this, he writes,

Together they emphasize, each in its own way, the typology between the flood

and the final judgement. In addition, they state what has not been said hitherto in

the corpus with respect to the texts’ fictive setting. Already “in the days of Jared,”
at the time of the angelic rebellion, the divine Judge was prepared to deal with sin.

%8 Jackson, Enochic Judaism, 36.
% Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1,347.
70 Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1,347.
I Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1,347.
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The flood was waiting in the wings more than a millennium before it happened,

and Enoch knew this. Moreover, in God’s purview, revealed in the second dream

vision, this primordial judgment long anticipated its antitype in the eschaton.”
Enoch’s first dream vision, according to Nickelsburg, is thus shaped from traditional
material from the story of the Watcher’s rebellion and the story of Noah “for the purpose

»13 where the

of providing a companion piece to what is now the second dream vision,
motifs of sin, judgment, and remnant are expanded through an allegory of Israel’s history

and future.

Enoch’s Second Vision: The Animal Apocalypse

The Animal Apocalypse (1 En. 85-90), the second of Enoch’s two visions in the Book of
Dreams, is presented as an extended allegorical dream that begins with Adam as a white
bull in 1 En. 85:3 and continues up to the Maccabean revolt (90:9—19), which is thought
to be around the time when this portion of 1 Enoch was composed (ca. 165 BCE).”* The
vision, as the name indicates, is about animals—cattle, sheep, and various unclean and
scavenging beasts and birds that prey on the sheep. Each type of animal has a historical
referent that it symbolizes. The sheep in the story always represent Israel; the cattle
symbolize different groups throughout the vision, including the pre-Israelite people from
the time of Adam down to Noah, certain Shemites, and the restored humanity in the final
stage of the vision; and the various beasts and birds throughout the vision represent the
enemies of Israel, that is, the Gentile nations. The boars symbolize the Edomites and

Amalekites, the wolves the Egyptians, the dogs the Philistines, the foxes the Ammonites,

72 Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1,347.

73 Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1,347.

4 However, Nickelsburg notes that an earlier version may date to the end of the third century or
the beginning of the second century (/ Enoch 1, 8, 360-61).
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the lions the Assyrians, the leopards the Babylonians, the hyenas the Syrians (?), the
eagles the Macedonian Greeks, the vultures the Ptolemaic Egyptians, the ravens the
Seleucid Syrians, and the kites are uncertain.” Other elements in the vision also function
symbolically as well: the stars represent the Watchers, which play a substantial role in the
earlier books of Enoch, and humans are angels, with the lone exception of the owner of
the sheep, who represents God.”®

The vision is divided into three time periods: the distant past, the relative
present,’” and the eschatological future.”® Each begins with a single patriarch, the first
being Adam, then Noah, and finally an unnamed eschatological patriarch, all of whom
are represented by a white bull. The first age begins with a white bull emerging from the
earth (85:3), which then takes a female calf that then bears a black and a red calf. Little
imagination is needed to realize that these refer to Adam and Eve and the birth of their
first two sons, Cain and Abel. Jackson remarks that it is significant that “the events of
Genesis 3 are completely omitted,” and that “the first sin of the A[nimal] A[pocalypse] is
Cain’s murder of Abel.””® The significance of this feature for this study relates back to
the discussion above where it was demonstrated that seeing the lists of animals in the
creation story and the Noah story as one thematic formation conflates two traditions and

problematizes the dialogical character of Peter’s vision. It is also clear from the outset

75 See Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 106.

76 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 3.

7 This title is perhaps an oversimplification that verges on misrepresentation, as the second major
historical period spans from the postdiluvian era to the final judgment, which the author saw as imminent.

78 That the Animal Apocalypse is divided into three beginnings, which present the vision’s
organizing principle of history, is argued by several Enochic scholars. See Dimant, “History According to
the Vision,” 23; Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1, 364-408; Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 15—18.

7 Jackson, Enochic Judaism, 37.
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that colors serve as evaluative cyphers.®® White is good; the bull representing Adam is
unblemished, and during this age the white bulls, following the lineage of Seth until
Isaac, are those singled out for divine approval. Black is bad; it is the color associated
with Cain’s figure, who murdered his brother, and all of the various unclean animals
listed throughout the Animal Apocalypse descend from a black ancestor. Red is
somewhere in between; Abel’s figuration as the red bull is an inconsequential character,
serving only to move the plot along as the object of the black bull’s evil act.®!

Also occurring in the first age, stars, symbolizing the Watchers, fall from the sky.
The first of these represents Asael, who corrupts the cattle, and the stars that follow mate
with the black cattle, who then bear elephants, camels, and donkeys, symbolizing the
Gibborim, Nephilim, and Elioud—the three classes of giants. These offspring start a
cycle of violence among the cattle.®? At the end of this age, seven white men,
symbolizing angels from heaven, come to earth. Three of these accompany Enoch to
heaven; three imprison the stars and cause the elephants, camels, and donkeys to fight
amongst themselves; and one announces a mystery to a white bull, who symbolizes
Noah, who then builds a boat to survive the flood along with three additional bulls, who
represent Noah’s three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth.

The second age begins following the Flood and continues to the final judgment.
Of the three bulls that represent Noah’s sons only the black one spawns other various
kinds of predatory animals. The remainder of this age is characterized by all kinds of

predatory animals killing and devouring the sheep who symbolize the nation of Israel. At

80 Colors are used in other Old Testament passages in similar evaluative way to symbolize
cleanliness. See Ps 51:7; Isa 1:18; Dan 7:9; Rev 17:4; 19:8, among other examples.

81 VanderKam, Enoch, 73.

82 See Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 16.
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the end of this age, a horned ram, who symbolizes Judas Maccabeus, leads the sheep into
battle against the other animals. The sheep win the battle due to the intervention of the
owner, who symbolizes God. Judgment of the stars and shepherds as well as the blind
sheep follows, and they are all thrown into the abyss, leaving only the sheep who have
sight. Following this is a time of peace.??

The third age begins in 90:37-38 with the birth of a white bull. This white bull
has no traditional referent like Adam and Noah from the previous eras. VanderKam refers
to this figure as the Messiah and as a second Seth, as opposed to a second Adam, because
this white bull, like the one symbolizing Seth, is said to be large.?* The white bull brings
the whole world under its dominion, and then all of the various unclean animals are
transformed into white cattle, symbolizing a single race existing again in creation’s
original Edenic conditions.

The value orientations of this extended allegory are construed in a number of
different ways. The Animal Apocalypse does not consistently attribute the violence the
sheep experience to their own disobedience (symbolized by blindness; cf. 1 En. 89:41—
42), but the Flood Vision, with its recapitulation of motifs from the Book of the Watchers,
attests that God’s response to cultic impurity is punishment through the forms of violence
and exile/imprisonment. Nevertheless, the eschatological belief the Book of Dreams
communicates—or reveals, as is more appropriate to the apocalyptic genre—is the

message that despite harsh punishment for cultic impurity, God will restore humanity

8 Tiller, Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse, 16—-17. Another motif in the Animal Apocalypse
based on contrastive opposition similar to that of black and white is sight and blindness. This motif is used
to describe the sheep (Israel), where blindness or closed eyes is representative of Israel’s disobedience and
opens them up to being easily devoured by predators. For a recent article exploring the significance of this
motif, see Assefa, “Animal Apocalypse,” 61-69.

84 VanderKam, Enoch, 84.
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through a faithful remnant. Tiller, as discussed earlier, has also shown that the Animal
Apocalypse promotes the violent response against the forces of Hellenization that
characterized the Maccabean Revolt. The further away one removes the Book of Dreams
from the situational context in and for which it was composed, the more it will lose the
particularities of the way it was interpreted among its first readers and the more it will be
interpreted according to the ways its thematic patterns orient to new situational contexts.
For first-century CE Jewish and Christian communities, the stark distinctions between
white and black, sight and blindness, and clean and unclean become the major motifs by
which the value orientations of 1 Enoch as a living and literary text get identified and
applied. One of these is more relevant than the others for the present study, and so I now
turn to discuss Peter’s vision according to its dialogical engagement with the value
orientations of clean and unclean set forth in the Animal Apocalypse as it is

contextualized in the Book of Dreams alongside the Flood Vision.

Peter’s Vision, the Book of Dreams and Their Intertextual Relationship
In an essay discussing the Cornelius Story, Richard Bauckham observes that the Animal
Apocalypse makes a striking “association between forbidden animals and Gentiles” and
that “the account of the multiplication of the nations after the Flood is an interesting
parallel to Peter’s vision of ‘all species of four-footed animals and reptiles and birds of
the air’ (Acts 10:12).”% If the above analysis shows anything, it is that Bauckham
understates these parallels. To begin, he makes no further comment on any potential

meaningful relationships that Peter’s vision might share with this other text. He also does

85 Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the Gentiles,” 106.
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not discuss the similarity in language that ties the list of animals in Peter’s vision to the
Noahic tradition (Bauckham’s mention of the Flood is a reference to this event as it
occurs in the Animal Apocalypse, not in the Flood Vision), which happens to be the
tradition, as construed through the Flood Vision, that contextualizes the Animal
Apocalypse. The list of animals in Peter’s vision, which constitutes an intertextual
thematic formation steeped in the Noahic tradition as shown above, with the
accompanying thematic formation of clean and unclean animals as well as the symbolic
extension of these animals to the nations, finds an unparalleled relationship with the Book
of Dreams.

Moreover, there are a number of other co-thematic ties between Peter’s vision and
the Book of Dreams that need mentioning. First, apart from the fact that Peter and Enoch
both experience visions, there is the element of heaven opening up and objects coming
down from heaven in both sets of visions. The previous chapter’s transitivity analysis
revealed a contrast between the horizontal orientation of Cornelius’s vision and the
vertical language of Peter’s vision, and this, at a minimum, contributes to orienting
Peter’s vision to Jewish apocalyptic literature, where the interaction between heaven and
earth is a prevalent trope. But I argue that this element contributes to the more specific
goal of orienting Peter’s vision to the value orientations promoted or demoted by first-
century interpretations of 1 Enoch, especially the Book of Dreams and the Noahic
tradition therein. Second, a tenuous co-thematic tie, which would enhance but is in no
way crucial to my argument, might also be observed in the role of the number three. Peter
experiences his vision three times, and this may invoke the structure of the history of

Israel with each of the three ages beginning with a white bull (i.e., a patriarch). Finally,
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there is the cleansing of all the animals at the end of each set of visions. There are indeed
significant parallels between the Animal Apocalypse and Peter’s vision in the way this
occurs, but there are also marked differences, and these will need to be evaluated for their
dialogical function. Based on all of these co-thematic ties with the major features of the
visions sharing apocalyptic symbolism and elements of the Noahic tradition, we can now
consider the dialogical nature of these two texts in light of the value orientations they
construe.

The first century saw great conflict between Jewish and Gentile Christians over
issues related to Jewish purity codes. Jewish believers, who all would have sought to
maintain adherence to the Mosaic Law, experienced tension over these issues as the book
of Acts makes plain throughout, and especially in the Cornelius story (Acts 10:1—11:18),
the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:1-29), and when Jews accuse Paul of teaching against the
Law (Acts 21:17-26). We also see the importance for Jews to maintain their purity in
various Second Temple literary texts. The Noahic tradition plays no small role in Second
Temple literature. In fact, it contributed to the maintenance of ethnic boundaries as
evidenced in its uses in multiple Second Temple documents. Before focusing on its
function in 1 Enoch, its thematic use to promote ethnic purity can be further established
by identifying its role in another important text—the book of Jubilees. In the book of
Jubilees, we find a rewritten account of the Noah story in which the terms of God’s
unconditional covenant with Noah to never again destroy the earth in a flood get revised

as a conditional covenant bearing the stipulation that his people must maintain purity
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under the Law of Moses,?® and this entails Jews’ total separation from Gentiles (Jub.
22:16-18). We also find in 1 Enoch that the Noah story was used to support the belief
that salvation would ultimately come through a faithful remnant, as Enoch’s prayer in 1
En. 84:5-6 following the vision of the Flood is answered in the final judgment episode at
the end of the Animal Apocalypse (90:20-27). In 1 Enoch, following the symbolic events
of the Animal Apocalypse, not all Israel will be saved but only those sheep who have
sight. The blind sheep along with the stars and shepherds found to be sinners are all
subjected to God’s judgment and are thrown into the fiery abyss (90:24-27). After this,
the sheep whose eyes are open are gathered to their new house (i.e., the new Jerusalem)
where they are worshiped by all of the other unclean animals. Following this event, the
white bull symbolizing the Messiah appears and transforms all of the unclean animals
into white cattle. The conclusion to the Animal Apocalypse is worth reproducing here at
length:

And I stood up to see, until that old house was folded up—and they removed all
the pillars, and all the beams and ornaments of that house were folded up with
it—and they removed it and put it in a place to the south of the land. And I saw
until the Lord of the sheep brought a new house, larger and higher than that first
one, and he erected it on the site of the first one that had been rolled up. And all
its pillars were new, and its beams were new, and its ornaments were new and
larger than (those of) the first one, the old one that he had removed. And all the
sheep were within it. And I saw all the sheep that remained. And all the animals
upon the earth and all the birds of heaven were falling down and worshiping those
sheep and making petition to them and obeying them in every thing. . . . And all
those sheep were white, and their wool was thick and pure. And all that had been
destroyed and dispersed by all the wild beasts and all the birds of heaven were
gathered in that house. And the Lord of the sheep rejoiced greatly because they
were all good and had returned to that house. And I saw until they laid down that
sword that had been given to the sheep; they brought it back to his house and
sealed it up in the presence of the Lord. And all the sheep were enclosed in that
house, but it did not contain them. And the eyes of all were opened, and they saw

86 That Noah taught the same laws as Moses is discussed more fully in chapter 6 in the discussion
of the Noahide laws, but cf. apGen 5:29 and T. Levi ar 10:10, which refer to a book of Noah that affirms
this claim.
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good things; and there was none among them that did not see. And I saw how that

house was large and broad and very full. And I saw how a white bull was born,

and its horns were large. And all the wild beasts and all the birds of heaven were

afraid of it and made petition to it continually. And I saw until all their species

were changed, and they all became white cattle (90:28-38a).%7
The major motifs of the Animal Apocalypse, including sight and blindness, white and
black, clean/pure animals and unclean/impure animals, all coalesce here at the end of the
vision in which salvation is attained as a result of the faithfulness of the remnant. The
role of the white bull in transforming all the animals is accomplished only after the new
house is built and all the other animals have submitted to the sheep.

There is an allying intertextual relationship between the book of Jubilees and 1
Enoch regarding their use of the Noahic tradition, which involves the matter of the
separation of Jews and Gentiles. Their shared value orientation, however, is realized in
different ways. The judgments regarding the moral impurity of the nations in the book of
Jubilees in the re-telling of the Noah story overtly establishes the value position of
remaining separated from them. This implies a negative view of showing hospitality
towards Gentiles. In the book of Enoch, however, the Noahic tradition is contextualized
in an apocalyptic genre, where the Jews (or Israelites) are symbolically represented by
clean animals who suffer at the hands (or claws, talons, etc.) of unclean animals.
However, the faithful remnant of sheep will experience the eventual transformation of all
other blind, black, and unclean animals, which results in their reunification with the white
sheep in the house. The necessity for separation until this time, however, is necessary to

remain white and pure and, thus, part of the remnant. We thus see a consistency of the

way the Noahic tradition was used in texts other than the book of Enoch, which supports

87 The translation is from Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1, 402.
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the argument that this tradition and its concomitant value orientations would have held
significant social capital among Jews in the first century.

There is too much evidence demonstrating the co-thematic ties between Peter’s
vision and the Book of Dreams to claim that this opposing relationship is accidental.
Therefore, after exploring the various intertextual options for the proper backdrop of
Peter’s vision, finding that 1 Enoch’s Book of Dreams shares the co-thematic elements of
the foregrounded features in Peter’s vision, and locating the value orientations of the
Book of Dreams in light of its consistent use of the Noahic traditions with concurrent
Jewish literary texts, a concluding argument can be made. Keeping in mind the
consistency of the Noahic tradition in the Jewish literary texts discussed above, there is a
striking contrast when we find that the intertextual relationship between Acts and 1
Enoch does not orient in the same manner as it does in the books of Jubilees and 1 Enoch.
In fact, with some additional consideration of the value orientations of both texts in view
and the construal of the manner in which Gentiles will in the end be brought back into the
house of God, there is good reason to interpret Luke as actively subverting a certain value
orientation of the Book of Dreams—namely, the belief about the eschatological
transformation of the Gentiles resulting from the Jewish remnant’s maintenance of its
ethnic purity.

The strong value position to maintain purity is construed on the lips of Peter, who

utters that nothing common or unclean has ever entered his mouth. The phrase, xotvov xal
axabaptov, as explained above, assumes the status of a thematic formation in Acts 10:1—

11:18. Its status as an intertextual thematic formation is demonstrated by is collocation

with the thematic list of animals and by the way that these two thematic formations relate
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together in the culture in other texts that address similar value positions. That the Animal
Apocalypse, with all the animals representing the Gentile nations, occupies central stage
in the heteroglossic backdrop gives clear explanation for Peter’s response.®® As is
apparent in Peter’s use of language, he sees the systems of purity and holiness as bound
up together in his effort to maintain purity. This is significant, since there is evidence
(discussed above) in Second Temple literature that the profane status of Gentiles became
conflated with the view that they were morally impure, including especially examples
where the Noah story was used to promote this value position and prohibit the interaction
of Jews with Gentiles. This value position is thus subverted in Peter’s vision by the
symbolic extension of animals to represent Gentiles along with the thematic formations
that invoke the Noah tradition. Consequently, Peter’s vision dialogically opposes the
stance that Jews necessarily incur moral impurity from associating with Gentiles in the
overt theological statement: “What God has made clean, you do not make common”
(10:15b/11:9b).

In following the message of the Book of Dreams, a text that contextualizes the
history of Israel and the Eschaton in light of the story of Noah, the importance in

maintaining ethnic purity is essential for the preservation of the remnant through which

88 Identifying the Animal Apocalypse as the decisive intertext of Peter’s vision as well as the
animals-as-nation trope characteristic of the Jewish apocalyptic visionary genre to which Peter’s vision
conforms challenges much previous scholarship on Acts, since Dibelius believed that Peter’s vision
originally addressed matters of Levitical dietary laws, and that Luke has redacted the material to make the
vision about Jews’ social contact with Gentiles. See Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, 111-12;
Plunkett, “Ethnocentricity,” 465—79; Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles, 80-82; Wikenhauser, Die
Apostelgeschichte, 120. Frangois Bovon represents this view well when he states, “The vision of Peter
(Acts 10:9-16), by itself and apart from the context, indicates, in my opinion, only one possible meaning.
By this strange appearance, God orders Peter, and through him all Christians, to pass over the dietary
prescriptions of the Law (Lev. 11) and to no longer distinguish pure animals from impure” (“Tradition and
Redaction,” 119).
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salvation will come.’ Based on the way the Animal Apocalypse ends, with the throwing
of the stars, sinful shepherds, and the blinded sheep into the fiery abyss before the
unclean animals are transformed by the last white bull, the only hope for the Jews in this
allegory is made plain: they must maintain their purity. Between the two events of God’s
judgment and the transformation of the animals, there are also the events of the new
house’s construction—that is, the establishment of the New Jerusalem—and the
gathering of all kinds of uncleans animals to the new house to worship the sheep.
Considering eschatological beliefs about Israel and the Messiah, we find yet another
subversion of this important Jewish apocalyptic text in light of the theological statement
that God has declared all animals—and, through symbolic extension, all people—clean.
This subversion is that the Messiah has already come and not after the final judgment and
triumph of the faithful remnant of Israel. Rather, God has given the same gift of
repentance to the Gentiles who believe upon the Lord Jesus Christ (Acts 11:17—18). The
“transformation” of the Gentiles from their unclean state challenges the view that
salvation would result from the righteous few of Israel. This dialogically opposes the
Jewish value position that their salvation is yet to be accomplished by means of their
deliberate separation from Gentiles.

Accordingly, the intertextual relationship Luke establishes between the thematic
patterns of Peter’s vision and the Book of Dreams is one of dialogical opposition. Luke
subverts the value orientations of the Animal Apocalypse by demonstrating that God has

dissolved the distinctions of cultic purity along ethnic lines. Key to this subversion is the

8 Nickelsburg’s states the message of the Animal Apocalypse in very similar terms, though he
does not consider the role that Enoch’s first vision plays in the overall message of the Book of Dreams (1
Enoch 1, 355-56).
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role that the Jews and the Messiah figure play in the Animal Apocalypse. In Enoch’s
eschatological vision, the pure and faithful remnant experience unprecedented prosperity;
the Lord of the sheep builds them a new house, and so they become the object of worship
of all the other animals. Related to this is that the final white bull, the Messiah, comes
later and establishes dominion over all nations through fear, which results in their
transformation into harmless cattle.”® Luke subverts this eschatological vision in the
course of narrating this episode. The idea that the Jews’ would experience such
sociopolitical elevation as a result of their ethnic purity and thereby become the object of
the surrounding people’s adoration is rejected in this episode in a couple of different
ways. First, when Cornelius, a Gentile, attempts to fall down at Peter’s feet and worship
him, Peter immediately redirects him to stand up because he is merely a man (10:25-26).
While it may seem that Peter is simply correcting Cornelius’s attempt to worship him
because it is only proper to worship God, when viewed in intertextual relation to the
Animal Apocalypse, the belief that Gentiles would become the worshippers of the
remnant of Israel is rejected. Second, this belief is also subverted because the ultimate
result of all people “coming into the fold” of God’s people in Enoch’s vision finds its

counterpart in God showing no partiality and declaring all peoples clean through Peter’s

% Nickelsburg addresses two factors that seemingly exclude the possibility of the white bull as the
Messiah. He writes, “First, the white bull is depicted as not doing anything, other than ‘becoming’ a leader
and a large animal with large horns. He is not described as carrying out functions usually associated (in the
scholarly mind?) with a messianic king, viz., military activity, ruling, and judging.” But Nickelsburg
corrects this perception: “This appraisal of the situation is somewhat misleading, however. The wild
animals’ reaction to the bull indicates that he does hold a position of authority, or at least power. That the
bull does not wage war is a function of the transformation of the wild animals. They, like the sheep,
become white [cattle], and so there is no longer enmity in the human race. The powers that threatened
Israel have been completely and permanently eradicated. Finally, there is a contemporary analogy to this
text in Daniel 7. The heavenly son of man receives the power to reign, all nations are said to be subservient
to him, and because this is the permanent state of affairs, there is no need to describe him waging war or
doing anything, for that matter” (! Enoch 1, 406-7).
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vision. The disparity is that in Peter’s vision, this is accomplished when the Jews were
experiencing no such status under the rule of the Roman Empire. The hope of the Jews
sociopolitical future is thus undermined in Peter’s vision. The Messiah plays no small
role in this message as well. Whereas the white bull in the Animal Apocalypse emerges
after the height of the sheep’s prosperity as one who is the object of the other animals’
fear and petition, Peter’s vision is predicated on the fact that the Messiah has already
come, and it is through “the good news of peace through Jesus Christ” that “every nation
who fears him [God] and practices righteousness is acceptable to him” (Acts 10:35-36a).
We find that Luke plays off the universalist portrayal of the Eschaton by explaining that
God has offered the same gift of repentance to all, but it is not a result of a faithful
remnant, who have maintained their purity and have become the object of worship of the
nations, but rather because God is not one who shows favoritism and considers
acceptable anyone who fears him and practices righteousness (Acts 10:34c—35).

This carries with it a new value orientation associated with the Noahic tradition at
work in this intertextual complex. In Jewish literary texts, including the book of 1 Enoch
as the most dialogically relevant text for Peter’s vision, the Noahic tradition factors
heavily in promoting the value of Jewish ethnic purity, which is tied to the theological
belief that the Jews’ prosperity is contingent upon remaining pure. We even see this
tradition involved in the Book of Dreams, which contains an eschatological vision that
ends symbolically with the conversion of the Gentile nations. Luke’s engagement with
this tradition, however, subverts the values and beliefs associated with Jewish ethnic
purity in Peter’s vision, where Peter received a message from a heavenly voice,

comprised of the language of the Noahic tradition (i.e., lists of animals) along with
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Jewish apocalyptic tropes (i.e., animals symbolizing nations and the interaction between
heaven and earth) that overturns the status of Gentiles as impure and promotes the value

position of hospitality between Jews and Gentiles.

Conclusion
The linguistic stylistic analysis of Acts 10:1—11:18 of the last two chapters has revealed
much about this episode in Acts and Luke’s literary aims to negotiate certain values and
beliefs at risk in his social environment. In this chapter’s intertextual thematic analysis,
attention was primarily paid to the foregrounded patternings discovered in the transitivity
analysis of chapter 3 that were defamiliarized in such a way that they required additional
interpretation so that they could be understood coherently with other foregrounded
elements, including the value of hospitality and the belief of the impartiality of God.
These patternings were shown to function in a particular direction that required more
attention to be given to Peter’s vision and the foregrounded elements it construed as a
result of its contrasts with Cornelius’s vision as well as the deviations it created as a
result of its own redundancy in the narrative. The argument was made that Peter’s vision
contains two central thematic formations involving the phrase xowbév xai dxabaptov
(“profane/common and impure/unclean”) and the list of animals. The collocation of these
two thematic formations identified the intertextual thematic formation Luke dialogically
engages in his narrative—the tradition of Noah as found in Second Temple Jewish
literary texts, in which both of these thematic formations get used to promote the value
position of maintaining Israel’s moral purity by means of avoiding interaction with

Gentiles.
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Luke’s use of this intertextual thematic formation is also contextualized by the
genre of Jewish apocalyptic visions, resulting in 1 Enoch’s Book of Dreams being the
principal text Luke invokes as it contains not only the same thematic formations as
Peter’s vision, but also uses the Noahic tradition and the apocalyptic visionary genre
trope of symbolizing animals as nations—the same trope used in Peter’s vision—along
with a number of other secondary co-thematic ties. Based on an assessment of the value
orientations of the Book of Dreams, it was determined that Luke attempted to subvert—
that is, to oppose—value positions representative of the Noahic tradition as seen
especially in 1 Enoch, including a stance against the social isolation of Jews from
Gentiles as the necessary measure to maintain their moral purity as well as the belief that
the Jews would see the rise of a new Jerusalem and the subordination of the nations to a
faithful remnant of Israel prior to the work of the Messiah who would restore the earth to
its prediluvian Edenic conditions.

The value orientations of Peter’s vision thus seek to promote the unity of Jewish
and Gentile believers in the church in a manner that would have negotiating power over
wavering Jewish believers, who may have been susceptible to distancing themselves from
Gentile believers for fear of becoming impure. This is the best explanation, I argue,
regarding the context of situation of the composition of the books of Acts; it consisted of
a Jewish constituency who would have recognized the value orientations of the
intertextual thematic formations of this episode. Since the value orientations are coded to
Jewish listeners and in opposition to Jewish cultic values, it stands to reason that the
context of situation, in Luke’s mind, called for efforts to reorient their values and beliefs

regarding purity codes so that the overt value position of hospitality between Jews and
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Gentiles could be maintained in the believing community or communities to which Luke
wrote. The additional foregrounded patternings in the Cornelius story that promote
Jewish hospitality of Gentiles and table fellowship thus make the value orientations of the
Cornelius story emphatically clear to the Jewish believer. However, Luke apparently did
not consider this one episode sufficient to communicate the full message of this theme.
The full communion of Jewish and Gentile believers entails more than their coming
together over meals but includes larger questions about the Law. The patterns of
redundancy of this episode are thus carried forward in Acts to the Jerusalem Council,

which is the focus of the following chapters.



CHAPTER 5:
THE JERUSALEM COUNCIL AND PAUL’S ALLEGED APOSTASY:
A TRANSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF ACTS 15:1-29 AND 21:17-25

Introduction
The stylistic analysis of the patterns of repetition that began with the so-called Cornelius
story in Acts 10:1—11:18 lead now to the Jerusalem Council episode at Acts 15, where
one major strand of repetitive elements comes to its end while another begins and is
carried forward to complete one of the major themes in the book of Acts. Peter’s
reintroduction in the narrative at Acts 15 and his summary of the events from the
Cornelius story link the episode of Peter’s vision to the Jerusalem Council episode in a
significant way. Put more precisely, the aim of this recapitulation is to create a textual
link that brings to bear the symbolically articulated elements of this earlier episode on the
Jerusalem Council, which helps both to develop and clarify the theme.

At first glance, the repetition of the four abstentions issued in the Apostolic
Decree, twice in the account of the Jerusalem Council and again at Acts 21:25 after
Paul’s return to Jerusalem, might not appear to be stylistically motivated. Upon further
linguistic investigation, however, the recurrence of the Apostolic Decree, in fact, realizes
a pivotal instance of defamiliarization and completes a major strand of stylistic
patternings in the book of Acts. In bringing this strand to its completion, the Apostolic
Decree plays a central role in symbolically articulating one of Acts’ major themes. This

instance of defamiliarization, however, does not symbolically articulate Luke’s message
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alone but cooperates with numerous patternings of foregrounded elements to clarify the
relevant components of Luke’s message, to identify the particular voices Luke engages in
his social environment, and to establish the value positions that he wishes for his
audience to adopt and reject.

Over the course of this chapter and the next, the full meaning of Luke’s message
based on the major strands of repetition traced throughout this study will be explained. In
like manner as the two previous chapters, the same linguistic stylistic model will be
applied to Acts 15:1-29 and 21:17-25, first, in this chapter, with an analysis focused
mainly on transitivity patterns and other ideational features, and then followed in the next
chapter with an intertextual thematic analysis of thematic formations. Attention will now

turn to mapping and assessing the transitivity structure of Acts 15:1-29 and 21:17-25.

Paul and Barnabas Commissioned to Go to Jerusalem (Acts 15:1-5)
Transitivity Structure!

The first clause of Acts 15 begins a new pericope with the introduction of a new
participant, Tiveg xateABévtes amd Tig Toudaiag (“certain ones from Judea”), functioning
in the role of sayer of the verbal process édidaaxov (“were teaching”). The complement
ToUg adeAdots (“the brothers”) fills the role of the receiver in the clause, and the verbiage
consists of the two following clauses (cc. 2—3/v. 1b—c). The verbiage is projected as a
quotation and provides the content of the teaching of those from Judea. The quotation

begins in clause 2 (v. 15:1b) with a secondary clause syntactically dependent on the

! The ascribed clause numbers in this chapter follow the tabulations provided in Appendix 2 for
Acts 15:1-29 and Appendix 3 for 21:17-25.
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following clause (c. 3/v. 1b), since the conjunction éav opens the protasis of a third-class
condition. Clause 2 is material in type; the goal is implicit in the second-person process
meprtundijte (“you are circumcised”), for which there is no expressed actor to indicate the
agency of the passive verb. The circumstantial 7¢ £0et 76 Mwicéws (“according to the
custom of Moses”) expresses manner: quality. The next clause, (c. 3/v. 1c¢), shifts the
discourse back to the primary information level, where the same implicit entity remains
the goal of the second-person material process dUvagbe cwbijvar (“you are able to be
saved”).

Clause 4 (v. 2a) begins a new clause-complex and functions at the secondary
information level, being dependent on the following clause, since the genitive absolute
yevouévy is best interpreted temporally in relation to the dative adjunct 7@ ITadlw xal TG
Bapvafé.? The process yivopat situates experientially on the border between the material
and existential categories, in much the same way that the verbs “happen” and “become”
in English occupy the space where these two categories can become blended.? Here, there
are two good reasons to interpret yevouévyg as leaning more towards the existential type.
First, the focus is on the fact that there was “no small dissension or debate” (cTdoews xal
{yioews olx SAlyyg) rather than on the material unfolding of a process, such as debating,
which is nominalized here through ideational metaphor as two nominals (cTdoews xal

{yioews).* Second, while material processes do not require two participants, existential

2 See Porter, Idioms, 183—84.

3 See Halliday, Introduction to Functional Grammar, 216.

4 As theorized in SFL, ideational grammatical metaphor involves a re-mapping between meanings
(i.e., semantics) and the typical wordings that express those meanings (i.e., lexicogrammar). The use of the
term typical here is synonymous with Halliday’s use of the term congruent or non-metaphorical. For
example, a process is typically construed grammatically with a verb, and so the clause He suggested a few
revisions to the essay would be congruent, since the process suggested is realized by a verb. A
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processes, according to the “grammar” of transitivity, can only have one participant, and
clause 4 (v. 2a) is structured in such a way that only one participant is grammatically
possible. Thus, the word group otdoews xal {yTioews 0dx dAlyxs fills the role of the
existent, and the adjuncts 76 ITaVlw xai 16 Bapvafé (“after Paul and Barnabas™) and
mpos avTovg (“with them”) express the circumstances of location: time and
accompaniment, respectively. The next clause shifts to the primary information level (c.
5/v. 2b). The implied actor of the material process Ztagav (“they appointed™) is oi ddeAdol
(“the brothers”), though it is not stylistically insignificant that the actor is not explicitly
realized. The goal of the process is the rather complex complement dvapaivew ITailov
xal Bapvafav xal Tvag dAlous €€ abT@v mpds ToUs dmoaTélous xal mpecBuTépous eig
Tepouaadyu mept Tl rrpatos Tovtou (“Paul and Barnabas and certain others from them
to go up to the apostles and elders in Jerusalem concerning this debate”).

The remaining clauses of this pericope function at the primary information level.
The discourse continues in clause 6 (v. 3a) with the conjunction v odv, indicating a
logico-semantic relationship of consecutive action but also creating a textual transition to

the next clause-complex.® The pronoun of, referring to “Paul and Barnabas and certain

others from them,” fills the role of actor of the material process dtipyovto (“they passed

metaphorized expression of this clause, however, is realized when the process is not expressed with a verb
but with a noun, thus making the process into a thing: His suggestion was to make a few revisions to the
essay. This second example is non-congruent or atypical according to Halliday, since the process has been
nominalized and the clause reconstrued as a relational clause rather than a verbal clause. On the linguistic
phenomenon of nominalization and ideational grammatical metaphor, see Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction
to Functional Grammar, 707-15; Halliday, “Grammatical Metaphor”; Thompson, /ntroducing Functional
Grammar, 225-27; Ravelli, “Grammatical Metaphor”; Heyvaert, “Nominalization as Grammatical
Metaphor.” For examples of ideational grammatical metaphor theory applied to New Testament Greek, see
Cirafesi, “&xew miotw in Hellenistic Greek”; Fewster, Creation Language, 73-93.

> See Porter, Idioms, 212, who refers to Moule, Idiom Book, 162—63, and Levinsohn, Textual
Connections, 137-50, for explanation of the use of y&v odv.
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through”) with v te Powixny xal Zapapeiav (“both Phoenicia and Samaria”) expressing
the scope of the process. The first circumstance, mpomeudfévtes Vo T ExxAnaiog
(“being sent by the church”), construes cause: behalf, while the second, éxdtnyodpevor Ty
¢moTpodn Tév £8viv (“reporting the conversion of the Gentiles”) construes the manner:
quality in which they travelled. The same entity, “Paul and Barnabas and certain others
from them,” remains the implied grammatical subject of the next three clauses. The first
of these (c. 7/v. 3b) is another material clause, with émoiouv (“they made”) in the slot of
the process, yapav peyainy (“great joy”) functioning as the goal, and méow Tols GoeAdois
(“all of the brothers™) as the recipient. The second clause (c. 8/v. 4a) is also material and
construes an adversative logico-semantic relationship with the previous clause by means
of the conjunction d¢. The adversative relationship is contextually conditioned as a result
of the contrast created in the narrative between those in Jerusalem and those outside
Jerusalem. Moreover, the adversative relationship sets up the reversal of roles, in which
Paul, Barnabas, and his companions, are implicitly made the goal of the process
napedéxfnoav (“they were received”), a passive form in which the actor is construed
through specified agency: amo Tijs éxxdnoiag xal Tév d¢mooTéAwy xal Tév mpeaPuTépwy
(“by the church and the apostles and the elders”).® The third (c. 8/v. 4a) is a verbal clause,
making Paul, Barnabas, and their companions the implied sayer of the process avyyyetAav
(“they reported”). The verbiage, oa 6 Bedg émoinoey pet’ adtév (“as much as God had

done with them”), is structured as a complement and is thus paraphrased rather than

projected.

¢ See Porter, Idioms, 64—65.
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The final three clauses of this pericope are all material clauses. The actor changes
in the first of these (c. 10/v. 5a) to Tives T@v amo Tis aipérews TV Paploaiwy
memioTeuxdTes (“certain believers from the sect of the Pharisees™). The process,
¢avéotnoav (“they stood up”), is modified by the participle Aéyovres (“saying”), a
circumstance expressing manner: quality, but also functioning to project direct discourse.
The projected speech consists of the next two clauses, but, since it is introduced by means
of participle that is rank-shifted down and so functions as an adjunct, the verbal process is
not factored into the transitivity structure at the level of the clause. The entity speaking in
direct speech, however, is the believers from the sect of the Pharisees. In clause 11 (v.
5b), the only participant is a0Tovs (“them”), functioning as the goal of the material
process 0gl meptTépuvety (it is necessary to be circumcised”), realized as a catenative
construction. The next clause (c. 12/v. 5¢) requires that dei be “read down” because of the
coordinated infinitives mepttéuvely and mapayyéAdew in adjacent paratactic clauses. Thus,
the infinitive in clause 12 (v.5¢) functions in like manner as the process of the previous
clause with the material process mapayyéAdew (“[it is necessary] to command”), where
context supplies the modal element. The only explicit participant is T#pelv TV vopov
Muwicéws (“to keep the Law of Moses™), which fills the role of the scope. However,

context requires that a0tolg be understood as the unexpressed goal of the process.

Assessment
The first pericope of Acts 15 consists of twelve clauses, ten of which function at the
primary information level, while two function at the secondary. The secondary clauses,

contrasting with the typical pattern of narrating the beginning of this episode at the
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primary level, deserve consideration for the ideational topics they foreground. These
include the practice of circumcision—a process that is marked due to the passive voice—
according to the custom of Moses and the issue of dissension. Circumcision and the Law
of Moses were the identity markers of God’s chosen people in the first century. Scot
McKnight explains that circumcision was “the ritual that separated the Jew from the
Gentile, and therefore it would have been the act that permitted the would-be convert to
cross the boundary and enter the community.”” From a Jewish perspective, Simon
Butticaz further explains the magnitude of the issue of permitting Gentiles into the
community of God without first undergoing this ritual: “By raising the sensitive matter of
circumcision, the Pharisees of Acts 15 accordingly move the issue of the salvation of
pagans on to the level of social identity. . . . Annulling them [i.e., circumcision and
Torah] was, purely and simply, tantamount to erasing the boundaries of the Chosen
People and absorbing them into their pagan environment.”® The tactic features of this
pericope thus foreground the topic of the social identity of the People of God.

Nine of the clauses are also material clauses, while one clause construes an
existential process and the remaining two express verbal processes. To make use of the
concept of foregrounding from its original meaning in the visual arts, material clauses
appear to establish a background by which the couple of other kinds of clauses realized in
this pericope can be brought into relief. It appears that verbal clauses, even in the short
span of these initial twelve clauses (five verses), take on significance. In this pericope,

there are two sets of entities that assume the role of a sayer: Twves xateAfdvres amd s

" McKnight, Light among the Gentiles, 82.

8 Butticaz, “Acts 15,” 120-21. Cf. Pesch, Apostelgeschichte, 2:75n9, who describes the matter
here as belonging to the social dimension of salvation, a requirement of which is belonging to the people of
God, which is only possible by being circumcised. See also Deines, “Aposteldekret,” 356.
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"Tovdaiag (“certain ones who came down from Judea”) and ITadAog xai Bapvafés xal Tiveg
&X\ot €€ avtév (“Paul and Barnabas and certain others from them”). These two sayers
represent two opposing voices or value positions in the narrative; one advocates for
“judaizing” Gentile converts to Christianity while the other reports what God has done
among the Gentiles apart from the Mosaic Law. A third entity, Tves T@v amo T¥js alpéoews
@y Papioaiwy memaTeuxotes (“certain believers from the sect of the Pharisees™), is the
source of reported speech and aligns ideologically with the first sayer, but since it situates
outside the transitivity structure of the clause, the two sayers mentioned above can be
experientially understood as the two entities whose voices are set at contrast, since verbal
clauses invite additional interpretation due to the patternings of clause types in this
pericope. That the two sayers of this group of clauses are indeed set at contrast is
stylistically reinforced by the lone existential clause of the pericope, which foregrounds
the topic of dissension and debate between two opposing groups at the outset of this
episode.

A majority of the clauses in this first pericope do not construe circumstances.
Only five of the twelve express circumstantial information, and the significance of
Aéyovteg has already been indicated as a backgrounding feature so that a contrast between

the two verbal clauses of this pericope can be neatly contrasted. Since the lone existential
clause (c. 4/v. 2a) can grammatically only have one participant, the circumstances
function to introduce other entities relevant to the content but not necessarily to
contribute to the foregrounding of the clause, which is accomplished by means of clause
type and its location at the secondary information level of the discourse. This leaves only

three clauses about which something can be said about circumstances. These
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circumstantials answer who sent Paul, Barnabas, and their companions to Jerusalem—the
church at Antioch—how they traveled, and when they were received by the church and
the apostles and elders in Jerusalem. Since no patterns emerge, it is best to understand the
role of circumstances in this pericope as contributing principally to the staging of the

episode.

Peter’s Speech (15:6-11)
Transitivity Structure

The next pericope shifts the focus of the narrative again to Peter, who makes another
speech. This pericope consists of the next twelve clauses (cc. 13—24/vv. 6-11). The first
of these (c. 13/v. 6) is an independent clause and changes the grammatical subject to ol
améaTodot xal oi mpeofutepot (“the apostles and the elders™), which fills the role of actor
of the material process cuviyBnoav (“gathered together).” The adjunct ideiv mepi Tol
Aoyou TouTou (“to see about this matter”) expresses a circumstance of cause: purpose. The
second clause (c. 14/v. 7a) functions at the secondary information level, dependent on the
following clause, since the genitive absolute yevouévys is best understood as temporal—
“after there had been . . . ” The clause is existential in type with the nominal group
oA (nmoews (“much debate™) filling the role of the existent. Clause 15 (v. 7b) shifts

the discourse back to the primary level and re-introduces Peter into the narrative as the

? The verb quvixBnoav follows a pattern found in some verbs where the 6% passive infix is used in
aorist forms with middle uses of the verb. While passive in form, this verb is best interpreted as having a
middle meaning where the grammatical subject is understood as being involved in the process. See
Caragounis, Development of Greek, 153, who explains that around the time the New Testament was
written, the passive form, which was overtaking the middle, could function as either middle or passive in
meaning. Decker, however, believes that rather than taking such aorist forms as passive in form but middle
in meaning, the 0y infix should be considered a true middle form (Reading Koine Greek, 283). Cf.
Mathewson and Emig, Intermediate Greek Grammar, 152.
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grammatical subject of the clause. He assumes the role of sayer of the verbal process
elmev (“he said”). The adjunct mpds adTols (“to them”) fills the role of the receiver,
referring to the apostles and elders, and the verbiage consists of a quotation spanning the
next nine clauses (cc. 16-24/vv. 7c—11b). There is one circumstance of manner: quality

expressed in the participle avaotds (“rising”), which is rank-shifted here to function as an
adjunct.

Peter’s speech begins with its first clause (c. 16/v. 7¢) at the primary information
level construing the first mental clause of the episode. The clause begins with Peter
addressing the apostles and elders as d&vopes adeAdol (literally, “men brothers”), which is
best labelled as a simple “participant” in accordance with its peripheral status in the
transitivity structure of the clause. The second-person plural pronoun dueis (“you”) fills
the role of senser of the mental process émictacfe (“you know”). Clause 17 (v. 7d), a
content clause introduced with étt, shifts the discourse to the secondary information level
and construes a behavioral clause with 6 8eés in the role of the behaver of the process
égedéfato (“he chose™). This clause is taken as behavioral, since it construes the internal
world of God’s mind but has a direct effect on the object of the process, situating it
experientially between a mental and material process. The word group ot ToU oTépatés
nov axolicat ta €hvn Tov Adyov Tol edayyeriov xat moteloar (“the Gentiles to hear by my
mouth the word of the Gospel and to believe”) is the phenomenon of the process, with the
adjunct ad’ Nuepdv apyaiwy év dulv (“from the beginning days among us”) providing the
circumstantial information of location: time. Clause 18 (v. 8a) is a primary verbal clause

with 6 xapotoyvaiatys Beds (“the knower of hearts God”) as sayer of the process
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euaptupnoey (“he testified”) and adTois (“to them”) as the receiver of the process. The
adjunct dobg 16 Tvelpa To dytov (“by giving the Holy Spirit”) expresses a circumstance of
manner: means. The discourse then shifts back to the secondary level with the verb-less
clause xaBag xal Ruiv (“just as also to you™) (c. 19/v. 8b), where Huiv is an
undifferentiated participant, though the dependency on the previous clause (c. 18/v. 8a)
and the logico-semantic relationship realized by xafwg indicate that the apostles and
elders, comparatively, were also given the Holy Spirit. The next clause (c. 20/v. 9) is a
primary clause that is probably best categorized as behavioral, as it situates on the border
between material and mental. The process dtéxptvev (“he distinguished”), while indicating
the internal world of God’s perception, has a direct effect on the external world in
determining the status of Gentiles in relation to Jews before God. Thus, God is a behaver,
and the phenomenon is filled by the complement 006év (“nothing”). There are two
circumstantials modifying the process. These are the adjuncts petad nuév te xal adTéY
(“between us and them”), expressing location: space, and fj miotet xabapioas Tag xapdiag
avt@v (“having cleansed their hearts in faith”), expressing cause: reason.

Based on his explanation of what God has done among the Gentiles, Peter then
moves to draw a conclusion with the inferential conjunction odv (“therefore”). Textually,
this next clause (c. 21/v. 10a) begins a clause-complex at the primary information level
and realizes a question, which is completed in the next clause. The process of the clause,
melpdlete (“you test™), is material, with Oyels (“you”) being the implicit actor. The
complement Tov Beév fills the role of the goal, and the three circumstantials, viv (“now”),

i (“why”), and émbelvar {uydv €mt Tov Tpdyniov @V pabntév (“by placing a yoke upon
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the necks of the disciples”), construe location: time, cause: reason, and manner: means,
respectively. Clause 22 (v. 10b) is a relative clause and shifts the discourse to the
secondary level. The relative pronoun 6v (“which”) fills the role of scope of the material
process iocyboauey Bactacal (“we have been able to bear”), with olite oi matépes Hudv
oUte Nuels (“neither our fathers nor us”) functioning as the actor, where the olte . . . oUte

construction negates the process for both the fathers as well as the apostles and elders
(Peter, here, includes himself with his addressees).

The final two clauses of Peter’s speech are primary clauses. Peter continues in the
first-person plural in clause (c. 23/v. 11a); the pronoun #ueis (“we”) is the senser of the
mental process miatevopev (“we believe”). The phenomenon of the process is filled by the
passive infinitive cwBjval (“to be saved”), and the adjunct i ¥ xdpttog Tol xupiou
‘Incol (“through the grace of the Lord Jesus”) provides the circumstantial information of
manner: means. Peter’s speech then ends with a verbless clause (c. 24/v. 11b): xaf’ dv
Tpomov xaxeivol (“according to the same manner as these”), where the nominal group
xaxelvol refers to the Gentiles and functions as an undifferentiated participant,

accompanied by the circumstance xa8’ év Tpdmov (“according to the same manner”),

expressing manner: means.

Assessment
This pericope, consisting of twelve clauses, construes a diverse and concentrated array of
participants, process types, and circumstances. The information is also divided so that a
third of the twelve clauses function at the secondary information level. There are seven

distinct participants that fill the slot of grammatical subject. These seven participants
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participate in five of the six possible process types (only relational clauses are absent in
this pericope). Two of the clauses are also verbless. Two thirds (eight) of the clauses
express circumstantial information, and within these there are eleven circumstantials and
six distinct circumstance types represented. This pericope is thus one of the most
heterogenous sections of text discussed thus far in this study, but even with the degree of
difference in these twelve clauses, there are still some important patternings that are
carried forward from previous portions of the narrative or that begin to emerge for the
first time.

The first observation to make regarding process types has to do with the only
existential clause of this pericope. There is a structural parallel created between clause 14
(v. 7a) and clause 4 (v. 2a) in that both are the only existential clause in their respective
pericope, they both function at the secondary information level, and they both
grammaticalize their processes as genitive absolutes. Genitive absolutes are marked
grammatical choices in their own right, but since these are also the only genitive
absolutes of both pericopae, they have consistent prominent status. Moreover, that their
prominence is motivated is realized not only through structural/grammatical parallelism
but also through lexical parallelism. The same participle, yevouévys, is used in both
instances, and both clauses address the topic of dissension/debate, the debate being over
the same matter: whether it is necessary to require Gentile believers to be circumcised
and to keep the Law of Moses (v. 5). Consequently, these patterns of repetition
foreground the existence of debate over the matter of circumcision and keeping the

Mosaic Law, making this feature relevant to the theme of the text.
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Certain value orientations regarding the matter of debate over the Law have
already been established earlier in the narrative—namely, in the Cornelius episode—
which Luke clearly leads the reader to recall with the re-entry of Peter in the narrative,
who has been absent for some length of text before Acts 15. As an entity, Peter, when not
subsumed in the collective group of apostles and elders, is only cast in the participant role
of a sayer. The significance of his role at the Jerusalem Council is not stylistically based
on the dynamics of his participant profile in the way it is in the Cornelius story, where
Peter is shown to be the foregrounded character due to being consistently portrayed as
more dynamic than Cornelius (see chapter 3 above). The significance of Peter’s brief role
in Acts 15 is stylistically indicated by the repetition of certain thematic features of the
Cornelius episode that are recapitulated in Peter’s speech. God’s instruction to Peter to
deliver the gospel to the Gentiles (c. 17/v. 7d), the giving of the Holy Spirit to the
Gentiles (c. 18/v. 8a), and the notion of cleansing with reference to the Gentiles (c. 20/v.
9) all resurface in Peter’s speech. It also so happens that these thematic features recur in
the three clauses in which God is the grammatical subject. In two of these clauses, God
functions as a behaver—the only behavioral clauses in the episode thus far—and in the
third he is the sayer, making God, along with Peter, one of two sayers in this pericope.
Another feature carried forward from the Cornelius episode is the vertical language that
is so characteristic of Peter’s character; the participle avactag (“rising”), functioning as a
circumstance of manner: quality, which is used of Peter again and again in Acts 10-11 to
set Peter at contrast with the “horizontal” features associated with Cornelius, shows that
Peter’s role in the narrative remains consistent. Taken all together, Peter’s speech

functions as its own repetition of events in the Cornelius episode as a recapitulation of
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Acts 10:1—11:18. The difference to consider, however, is not whether God has admitted
Gentiles into the people of God by declaring them clean. That value orientation has
already been established. The matter here is not about moral purity regarding Jews’
association with Gentile believers. Rather, the topic of Acts 15 shifts the message of
Peter’s experience to speak to a different set of situational variables: the matter of
whether Gentile believers must be circumcised and follow the Law of Moses. The debate
regards not whether Gentiles can be admitted into the community of believers, but zow
they can be admitted. Since the value orientations of the Cornelius story are recapitulated
at the beginning of the Jerusalem Council episode, it is proper to assume that the message
symbolically articulated in the prior stage of the narrative bears relevance for how the
question regarding circumcision and the Law is to be answered at this stage. However,
conclusions as to what this relevance entails needs to be presently suspended until all of
the relevant foregrounded features can be brought into collective focus.

The other primary entity involved in this pericope is “the apostles and elders.” It
is important to note that this entity, which is a composition of individuals, varies in this
episode with respect to its inclusion of Peter. “The apostles and elders” includes Peter
when Peter uses first-person plural in clause 22 (v. 10b), but excludes Peter when they
are the receiver of Peter’s verbiage in clause 15 (v. 7b) and when Peter uses second
person in clauses 16 (v. 7¢), 19 (v. 8b), and 21 (v. 10a) to refer to them apart from
himself. However, Peter would also apparently be included with the apostles and elders
in clause 13 (v. 6), although he has not been explicitly mentioned in the pericope at this
point. The apostles and elders only participate as grammatical subjects in material and

mental clauses. Their involvement is integral to the ongoing situation, but even though
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they are frequently mentioned, they do less in terms of effecting change in the situation
than Peter and especially God. However, one prominent clause in which the apostles and
elders (excluding Peter) function as the actor is clause 21 (v. 10a). There are a number of
semantic and grammatical differences that contribute to this clause’s prominence. First,
God’s ideational role changes as his grammatical role shifts from subject (cc. 17, 18,
20/vv. 7d, 8a, 9) to that of the complement, thus becoming the goal of the clause.
Moreover, this clause contains more circumstantials (three) than any clause up to this
point in the episode, and it also introduces the first question (signaled grammatically with
the interrogative pronoun Tt). Since there are several patterns displaying prominence, it is
reasonable to interpret this clause as foregrounded. Peter’s challenge to the apostles and
elders, then, of putting God to the test and placing a yoke on the necks of the Gentiles,
thus symbolically articulates some element of the theme, and the value orientation of the
narrative is unmistakable given Peter’s role up to this point in Acts. In other words, that
Gentiles should not be made to follow the Mosaic Law factors in some way to Luke’s
message for his audience. The way this value position addresses Luke’s context of
situation, however, will need to be delayed as there is still much of this episode left to

consider.

James’s Speech (15:12-21)
Transitivity Structure
The next pericope begins with a change of subject as the entities present at the council
react to Peter’s speech. The logico-semantic development that opens a new clause-

complex as well as a new pericope is indicated by the conjunction d¢. This first clause,
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clause 25 (v. 12), functions at the primary level and construes the behavioral process
géolynoev (“they were silent”) with mév t6 mA#jfos (“the whole multitude™) filling the role
of the behaver. Continuing at the primary information level, the whole multitude remains
the implied subject in the next clause (c. 26/v. 12b) and so the unexpressed senser of the
mental process 7jxovov (“they heard”). The slot of the phenomenon is filled by the
complement Bapvafa xal TTaddov é&nyovpévay Soa émoinaev 6 Beds onuela xal Tépata év
Toig €fveaty o1 adTév (“Barnabas and Paul as they explained as many signs and wonders
God had done among the Gentiles through them™), bringing Barnabas and Paul back into
the focus of narrative, who have not been construed as active participants since before
Peter’s speech.

The next clause (c. 27/v. 13a), remaining at the primary level, introduces James
into the episode for the first time. His participant role is that of a sayer of the verbal
process amexpify (“he answered”). The verbiage of James’s projected speech spans from
clause 28 (v. 13b) to the end of the pericope at clause 41 (v. 21). The two circumstances
of the clause, peta To aryfjoat adtols (“after they had been silent”) and Aéywv (“saying”),
express location: time and manner: means, respectively. James’s speech begins with the
same address as that of Peter: &vdpes adeddol (literally, “men brothers™) (c. 28/v. 13b),
which functions as a peripheral participant in the clause. The predicator, being second-
person plural, carries forward the entity represented by “men brothers”—the apostles and
elders—as the implied senser of the mental process axovoaté (“you listen™), the first
imperative verb of the episode. James, then, refers to himself (nov) as the phenomenon.

Clause 29 (v. 14a) has Simeon (Zvpewv) filling the role of sayer of the verbal

process é&nyfioato (“he explained”). While Simeon refers to the same entity as Peter, the



245

use of his Hebrew name!? casts him as a different participant with respect to the
transitivity structure of the episode. Simeon’s projected speech is structured as a report
(i.e., indirect discourse), introduced by the subordinating conjunction xafws, and so the
verbiage is grammaticalized as its own clause (c. 30/v. 14b) and consists of its own
process. The process type is mental; God (6 6edg) is cast in the role of senser of the
process émeaxédato (“he was concerned”). A circumstance of location: time is expressed
by the adjunct mpétov (“first”), and the infinitival phrase Aafelv €€ é0vév Aadv 16 dvduati
avtol (“to take people from the Gentiles for his name”) construes a circumstance of
matter.

The discourse shifts back to the primary information level at clause 31 (v. 15a).
The grammatical subject changes again to ot Adyot Té@v TpodnT@V (“the words of the
prophets”), which fills the role of sayer of the verbal process cupupwvolow (“they
agreed”). The adjunct Tovtw (“with this”) functions cataphorically, pointing to the

following quotation from scripture and expresses the circumstantial information of
accompaniment. The next eight clauses (cc. 32-39/vv. 15b—18) operate at the secondary
information level, as they all function either on par with or in subordination to clause 32

(v. 15b), which begins with the subordinating conjunction xabws. The expression xafwg
yéypamtal (“just as it is written”) is problematic in terms of its transitivity structure, since

the passive verbal process is impersonal, resulting in no identifiable sayer. It may be best

not to ascribe an implied participant to the third-person singular form of the verb, which

10 Supedv is the literal Semitic form of Simon Peter’s name (Cadbury, Making of Luke-Acts, 227).
This form is used only once in the book of Acts. All other instances of Peter’s Hebrew name follow the
declinable form Zipwv (cf. Acts 1:13; 10:5, 18, 32; 11:3).
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would be the patient as opposed to the agent of the process. As a result, no participant is
supplied for the transitivity structure of this clause; only the verbiage is identified, which
spans clauses 33-39 (vv. 16a—18). The additional prominent feature of stative aspect
should be noted and assessed for the attention it draws to the quotation it introduces.

The quotation spanning clauses 33-39 (vv. 16a—18) quotes Amos 9:11-12 from
the LXX, but with variation. The first clause of the quotation (c. 33/v.16a) begins with
the first-person singular future verb avastpédw (“I will return”), a material process with
no accompanying explicit actor. The verb avaotpédw is not found in either the LXX or
MT; it is an addition that Eckhard Schnabel points out “probably comes from Jer 12:15—
16, a passage that follows a prophecy that God will abandon the temple and judge his
people, and predicts that God will ‘return’ and have mercy on the Gentile nations.”'! The
referent of the first-person singular verb here and throughout the quotation from Amos is
not explicitly indicated until the final clause (c. 39/v. 17¢c—18): xUptog moiév taita yvwota
am’ ai@vos (“the Lord who makes things known from eternity”). The adjunct peta taita
(“after these things™) construes a circumstance of location: time, and this is the only
circumstance in the quotation.!? In clause 34 (v.16b), the implicit actor remains the same
(i.e., the Lord who makes things known from eternity) of another material process,
avotxodowhow (“I will rebuild”). The goal of the process is T oxnyny Aavid ™

mentwxviav (“the fallen tent of David”). The next clause (c. 35/v. 16¢) creates clausal

parallelism. It retains the same implicit actor of the same material process dvoixodounow

'l Schnabel, Acts, 639.
121t should be noted that petd tadta differs from the adjunct év tfj nuépe (“in that day”), which is
found in the LXX. Schnabel notes that peta talita probably derives from Hos 3:5, “where the restoration of

the temple and seeking the Lord in the restored temple is also linked with the restoration of Davidic rule”
(Acts, 639).
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of the previous clause. Only the goal changes from ™ oxnynv Aavid ™ TemTwxviay to
Ta xateoxappeva avtis (“its ruins”), which still expresses some semantic redundancy.
Then, the semantic redundancy continues in clause 36 (v. 16d) with the same implicit
actor, a similar material process construing the notion of restoration (avopbwow [“I will
restore”]), and the same goal as expressed in the form of the intensive pronoun adT/v.

Clause 37 (v. 17a) continues the pattern of repeating material processes but with a
change in actor; the grammatical subject oi xatdAotmot T@v avlpwmwy (“the rest of
humanity”) is the actor of the process éx{nmjocwow (“they may seek™), with the
complement Tov xUptov (“the Lord”) filling the role of the scope. Also, this clause shares
a hypotactic relationship with the previous clause with the conjunction émws (“so that™)
introducing clause 37 (v. 17a) as a purpose clause. The next clause (c. 38/v. 17b)
functions on par with clause 37 (v. 17a) as indicated by the coordinating conjunction xaf.
The repetition of five material clauses is broken, however, here with a verbless clause,
but where the process from clause 37 (v. 17a) is meant to be “read down” and applied to
the action of the grammatical subject mavra ta €0vn b’ olg émxéxAntal 10 Svoud wou ém’
avtovs (“all the Gentiles upon whom my name has been called upon them’), which,
without an explicit process in the clause, is labelled simply as a participant.

The quotation ends with clause 39 (vv.17¢—18), where the grammatical subject
and process type change again. Here, the subject xUptog moiév talita yvwota am’ aidvog
(“the Lord who makes things known from eternity”) fills the role of sayer of the verbal

process Aéyet (“he says”). The verbiage is what has been said thus far and so refers to the
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first clause of the quotation from Amos (c. 32/v. 15b) until the previous clause (c. 38/v.
17b).

Following the quotation from Amos, the discourse returns to the primary
information level, where James continues his speech with an inferential judgment
indicated by 016 (“therefore”). Clause 40 (vv. 19-20) construes James (¢yw) in the role of
behaver of the behavioral process xpivw (“I judge”). The process is interpreted as
behavioral, since it borders experientially between a mental and material process; it
carries features of the mental type as it involves James’s reasoning, yet the judgment also
has a material effect in how the Gentiles are treated. This is construed in the clause’s
elaborate phenomenon: py) mapevoyAelv ol amd Tév E0véiv émaTpédouaty émi Tov Hedv
GAN émiotellal adTois Tol améyecbal TAY GAloynuaTwy TRV eldwAwy xal THs mopvelag xal
Tol mvixtol xal Tol alpatos (“not to trouble those among the Gentiles who have turned to
God but to write a letter to them to abstain from things polluted by idols and from sexual
immorality and from strangled things and from blood”). Then, in the final clause of the
pericope (c. 40/v. 21), the grammatical subject shifts to a new participant, Moses
(Mwiiajc), who fills the role of carrier of the attribute ToUg xnpUogovtas adTov (“those
who proclaim him”) of the relational: possessive process €yet (“has”). The logico-
semantic relationship between clause 41 (v. 21) and clause 40 (vv. 19-20) is one of
reason, based on the inferential use of the conjunction ydp.!? There are also three

circumstances that populate the clause, the first being éx yeve@v apyaiwy (“from ancient

generations”), expressing location: time; the second being xata mwéAw (“in every city”),

13 Porter, Idioms, 207.
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construing location: space; and the third being év tals cuvaywyais xata név capBatov
avaywwaxopevos (“reading in the synagogues during the Sabbath”), expressing manner:

means. In this way, James’s speech comes to its conclusion.

Assessment

There are a number of patterns that emerge in James’s speech that involve process types
and circumstances, especially. Following the initial behavioral process of clause 25 (v.
12a) that construes the crowd’s silence and the subsequent mental clause (c. 26/v. 12b),
where the crowd heard from Barnabas and Paul, James’s projected speech begins in
clause 27 (v. 13a). The speech construes only verbal and mental clauses until James
quotes from the book of Amos. Prior to the Amos citation, the three sayers of the verbal
processes include James, Simon (Peter), and the words of the prophets, while the fourth
verbal clause, xafds yéypantar (“just as it is written”), does not have an identifiable
sayer. The sensers of the mental clauses are the apostles and elders and God. A stylistic
shift then occurs with the citation from Amos. The quotation is full of material clauses,
with its final clause being verbal, indicating that the quotation of the prophet is itself a
quotation with God filling the role of the sayer. A behavioral clause then follows the
quotation, and the final clause of the pericope is a relational: possessive clause, the only
relational clause thus far in the pericope.

There are two main observations to make regarding this distribution of process
types. The first observation is that the quotation (cc. 33—39/vv. 16—18) stands out in its
immediate co-text, and this needs to be considered at some length. That the quotation

from Amos 9:11-12 construes the only material clauses in this pericope and that it
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construes material processes almost exclusively creates a distinct contrast. The quotation
is best interpreted as the foregrounded element of this contrast for a number of reasons.
First, there is a shift to marked future verbal forms when God is in the role of the actor
(cc. 33-36/v. 16) and the subjunctive when God is in the role of the scope (v. 37/v. 17a).
There are also multiple instances of semantic parallelism in clauses 34-36 (v. 16b—d),
including the repeated use of the process dvoixodopnow (“I will rebuild”) in clauses 34
and 35 (v. 16b—c) and its near synonym avopbuow (“I will restore”) in clause 36 (v. 16d),
all of which have goals that refer to the same entity—the ruins of the tent of David—
though with variation. When the activity of God is surveyed here with respect to the
changes he brings about as the dominant actor, it is clear that the quotation is used to
foreground a Jewish perspective of the conversion of the Gentiles.'*

The full significance of the Amos quotation, however, probably goes beyond the
purview of this study, as it involves its own set of repetitious elements (see below) that
intersect with the particular stream of patternings that occupy the focus of this study. This
does not mean that the stylistic patterns relevant to the Amos quotation are irrelevant to
the present study. In fact, it would appear that they contribute to a complementary yet
distinct theme at a pivotal point in the book of Acts. This theme will need to be
summarized here so as not to take the focus of this chapter too far afield. To help with
this, I will present a number of the relevant insights of Earl Richard, who has examined

the special function of quotations from the book of Amos in Acts.!"”

14 This determination is affirmed by other studies of James’s speech. For example, Richard
Bauckham argues that Luke’s presentation of James’s speech follows Jewish exegetical practices (“James
and the Jerusalem Church,” 452—62). This is discussed more below.

15 Richard, “Creative Use of Amos.”
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Richard’s study, while not informed by modern linguistics, presupposes much of
the same functional nature of Luke’s literary style—understood as patternings of
language, including various kinds of repetition. In fact, one can observe much similarity
between Richard’s approach to that of Ronald Witherup’s as applied to the Cornelius
episode, which was considered in depth in chapter 3.'® However, the main difference
between Richard’s and Witherup’s categories of stylistic variation, including
modifications, additions, omissions, and the like is that whereas Witherup considers only
intra-textual matters (i.e., patterns specific to Luke’s writing), Richard is concerned with
intertextual matters (i.e., text to text variation). Thus, he seeks to determine the author’s
motivation for changing his source text of Amos (the LXX), cited twice in Acts (7:42b—
43 [cf. Amos 5:25-27]; 15:16—17 [cf. Amos 9:11-12]), which creates certain patterns in
the narrative.

One of these changes is the modification of the quotation’s opening adjunct. In
clause 33 (v. 16a) the fronted prepositional phrase peta taiita (“after these things”)
modifies LXX Amos’s opening phrase év tjj nuépa (“in that day”). While the
modification itself is significant for interpreting the use of the quotation, it is also correct
to conclude that there is something stylistically significant about this modification, since
it stands out as the only instance of circumstantial information in the quotation from
Amos. In other words, the consistency of this quotation not to construe any additional
components in the transitivity structure of the clause than is structurally required—that is,
the inclusion of adjuncts—makes the one instance of additional structure stand out in

relief. Richard’s analysis of this modification is convincing, since he assesses this adjunct

16 Witherup, “Cornelius”.
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with respect to several other patterns, including the repetition of processes I have already
mentioned. He has this to say:

Meta tadta refers back to the theme of exile treated in vii 43, the other Amos
citation. Several facts confirm this. In ch. vii Luke treats early Jewish history,
while in ch. xv he dwells upon the contemporary period, i.e., the post-exilic
renewal of Israel. Equally important, in the Stephen speech as in the present
passage, the author insists upon the related themes of tabernacle, David,
“build/rebuild,” and lastly the important idea associated with the root ctpédw. The
citation in Acts xv 16 of Amos ix II is hardly fortuitous since its Davidic theme is
such a central one in Acts (see i1 25f.; iv 25f.; vii 451.; xiii 22, 34f.). Besides, the
added reference to the tabernacle in relation to David in Acts vii 42-46, as here,
reinforces this conclusion. Moreover, the term “rebuild” (twice used in xv 16) as
well as the accumulation of “building” imagery reinforces the earlier house-
tabernacle-place motif of ch. vii. In the Stephen speech, while Solomon’s
“housebuilding” is rejected (vii 47-50), David’s tabernacle/habitation is looked
upon favorably (46). Acts xv 16, therefore, reintroduces the theme of the
tabernacle of David as the means through which God visits and saves the Nations.
Finally, as the people turn away from Moses and “in their hearts to Egypt,” so
God turns away from them and gives them over to the worship of the host of
heaven (oTpédw—rvii 39, 42). Not surprisingly, in xv 16 Luke insists that God
now returns to his people (note the emphasis since the element is added to the
citation) and visits the Gentiles as well (14).!”

While Richard’s use of the term “theme” differs from the sense used in the present study
as synonymous with the author’s message, it does overlap conceptually with the term
“thematic™ as used in Lemke’s intertextual thematic model. Thus, the co-thematic
material Richard traces from Stephen’s speech to James’s speech indicates that Luke is
orienting these elements to certain value positions as he redacts the language of Amos to
apply it to a certain theme (i.e., message) of Acts. The message that Luke is articulating

with this set of patterns seems to be more of a purely theological nature than one

17 Richard, “Creative Use of Amos,” 49-50. That the orientation of Richard’s study shares
significant similarities to that of the present study is seen in the following statement: “The introductory
phrase of the citation, ‘after these things,” would seem quite unmotivated were it not for two pronounced
stylistic tendencies of Luke. On the one hand, Luke seems to write in a cumulative way so that later
narratives and speeches develop further earlier themes and, on the other, he composes distinctly with the
reader in mind” (p. 49).
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specifically oriented towards addressing the social conflicts between Jewish and Gentile
believers. It thus serves in a complementary role to the set of patternings that tie the
Cornelius episode to the Jerusalem Council. The theological message that God has
returned to Israel for the sake of the Gentiles is clarified in the Amos quotation through
an addition that Richard identifies and explains:
The Amos quotation permits [the author] to develop further earlier Jewish and
Gentile themes. To underscore the fact that God has visited his people Israel
through Jesus (Luke vii 16) and the Gentiles through “rebuilt” Israel (Acts xv 16),
Luke adds to the Amos citation the phrase “I will return.” In this way he not only
highlights God’s numerous contacts with Israel but also with the Gentiles (see xiv
11, 17; xv 14; xvii 27). Furthermore, as the Jews were “to seek so as to find”
(Luke xi 9) so too the Gentiles. Thus the phrase “seeking the Lord” of Acts xv 17
epitomizes a pivotal theme of the major Gentile episodes: the Ethiopian who
seeks understanding (viii), Cornelius’ openness to God (x), the Lycaonians who
are anxious to see God (xiv), and the Athenians who seek, feel for, and find God
(xvii). Finally, just as the Jews in Acts ii 21 (Joel iii 5) were to call upon the name
of the Lord to be saved and were in fact called by him (ii 39), so too the Gentiles
who call mistakenly upon Barnabas and Paul as Zeus and Hermes (xiv 12 are now
called by the Name (xv 17).'8
Richard Bauckham is thus correct in his assessment that “careful attention to the
text of the quotation in Acts 15:16—18 shows that it is far from simply a quotation of the
LXX text of Amos 9:11-12 ‘with small variations.””!® He further explains that it is a
conflated quotation with allusions to other prophetic texts (Hos 3:5; Jer 12:15; Isa 45:21)
similar to Amos 9:11-12 in subject matter “and by means of the kind of verbal
resemblances which Jewish exegetes took to indicate a mutually interpretative
relationship between scriptural texts (gezéra shawad).”** He then goes on to show how the

additions and modifications discussed by Richard as well as other modifications,

omissions from the LXX, and the significance of following the LXX in its alterations of

18 Richard, “Creative Use of Amos,” 51-52.
19 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 453.
20 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 454.
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the MT support the view that Luke is accurately portraying James as one who uses
standard Jewish exegetical practices of his day.?! In these practices, one finds that the
product of James’s exegetical work is not a mere quotation from Amos 9:11-12, but an
interpretation of this text in which “the dwelling of David” is taken as the eschatological
Temple that will be built by God so that the Gentile nations may seek him. The important
point to take from James’s interpretation of Amos 9:11-12 does not involve whether
Luke recounts James’s speech precisely, but rather that Luke skillfully attributes to James
the exegetical argumentation needed to convince Jewish believers of the validity of
Peter’s and Paul and Barnabas’s claim that God, through the sending of the Holy Spirit,
had accepted Gentiles into the eschatological people of God as Gentiles apart from the
Law of Moses. Bauckham affirms that the miraculous phenomena reported by Peter,
Paul, and Barnabas would not have been enough for Jewish Christians to accept Gentiles
into the assembly: “the issue is a matter of halakhah, which can only be decided from
Scripture.”?? The scriptural argument, therefore, would have been necessary at the

Jerusalem Council, and Luke takes careful measures to preserve this element of the

21 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 454—56, who earlier states, “These features are
now familiar to us not only from the New Testament but also from the Qumran pesharim, and they must be
understood as the product of skilled exegetical work. What appears to be merely a quotation of a scriptural
text turns out to be in fact also an interpretation of the text” (453). The importance of Bauckham’s claim
should not be understated, since the features of the Amos quotation have been used to argue that Luke is
imposing Hellenistic Christian exegetical tradition, whether this is of Luke’s own creation or a tradition
that he is following. See Richard, “Divine Purpose” (Richard’s approach and conclusions in this article are
distinct from his article on the creative use of Amos. While his literary-critical approach to Acts 15 makes a
number of valuable observations, his view that Luke imposes Hellenistic exegetical elements on James’s
speech without detecting any of the Jewish exegetical conventions present in the text limit the overall value
of his interpretation of Acts 15); Liidemann, Early Christianity, 169—70; Dupont, Salvation of the Gentiles,
139-40; Bovon, Luke the Theologian, 98, 101, 107. These studies, as Bauckham shows to be in error, lose
their potential to contest the main thesis of the present study that Luke is directing a particular message to a
Christian audience comprising a significant Jewish constituency with patterns of meaning that could only
be fully grasped by those steeped in Jewish religious literature. Bauckham has also argued at length in
another article that these works fail to appreciate the quotation in Acts 15:16—18 in light of Jewish
exegetical methods (“James and the Gentiles”).

22 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 452.
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council, the motivation of which probably goes beyond Luke’s commitment to portray
events accurately to his aim to address matters of his own existential situation.

Now that the foregrounded patterns of the Amos quotation have been addressed,
attention can turn to the second observation regarding process types in this pericope. Five
different process types have been construed thus far in Acts 15, four of which recur
multiple times in this pericope comprising James’s speech, including behavioral, verbal,
mental, and material processes. As a result, clause 41 (v. 21) realizes a shift in the
presentational meaning of the discourse with the first relational process of the episode.
Here, Moses is introduced as a participant for the first time. As a carrier in a relational:
possessive clause, the attribute Tobg xnpigovtas adtév (“those who proclaim him”)
supports the presentation of Moses as a metonym for the Mosaic Law. That Moses
represents the Law is construed by means of the logico-semantic relationship that clause
41 (v. 21) shares with the previous clause; the conjunction yap functions to elaborate on
the phenomenon of clause 40 (vv. 19-20): u» mapevoyAelv Tois amd Tév é0vidy
¢moTpédovaty Emi Tov Bedv AAN EmioTeidal adTols Tol daméyeafat TéY dAcyudTwY TEY
eldwAwy xal Tis mopveiag xal Tol mvixtol xal Tol alpatos (“not to trouble those among the
Gentiles who have turned to God but to write a letter to them to abstain from things
polluted by idols and from sexual immorality and from strangled things and from
blood”). This phenomenon, made up of a list of four abstentions, is the most complex
complement in the entire episode of the Jerusalem Council and contains content that is
co-thematically related to important Jewish literary texts associated with the Law of
Moses. The significance of the co-thematic content will be explored in the next chapter,

but for present matters, it is important to simply acknowledge this intertextual relation as
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it clarifies the logico-semantic relationship between clauses 40 (vv. 19-20) and 41 (v. 21)
and accounts for the significance of construing Moses as a participant.

A further stylistic shift that occurs with clause 41 (v. 21) concerns circumstances;
this clause has more circumstantial information than any other clause in this episode
(except for clause 21 [v. 10a], which also expresses three circumstances), and this
concentration of modifiers is foregrounded further by the absence of any circumstances in
the previous seven clauses. Therefore, multiple patterns of foregrounding converge at
clause 41 (v. 21), and this indicates that some element of theme is being articulated,
which has something to do with how the Mosaic Law is interpreted by Jews.

Moving beyond process types and circumstances, there are some further
observations to make about prominent features in this pericope. One feature that should
not go unnoticed is the marked conjunction 01 (“therefore™) at the beginning of clause 40
(vv. 19-20). Prior to this use of an inferential conjunction, the conjunction o0v has been
used twice (c. 6/v. 3a; c. 21/v. 10a) to signal an inferential tie between clause
complexes.?* According to Cynthia Long Westfall’s assessment on the markedness of
inter-sentential conjunctions, 0té is not only the most marked of the inferential type of
logical relations construed in this pericope,? but it is arguably the most marked
conjunction in the entire episode.?’ James’s conclusion to the quotation from Amos thus

contributes to consistent foregrounding converging at clause 40 (vv. 19-21) with the

23 Odv also appears further down in clause 49 (v. 27a) and ydp is also used in clause 41 (v.21) and

24 The conjunction éme1dy (“since”) in clause 45 (v. 24a) would be considered more marked as an
inferential conjunction due to its frequency of use, but as a subordinating conjunction, it does not function
at the inter-sentential level of the discourse. Moreover, while it is marked in terms of frequency, it is not an
instance of foregrounding, since &me10 is an obligatory element of Greek decrees. See Dawson, “Does
Luke’s Preface Resemble a Greek Decree?”

25 Westfall, “Method for the Analysis of Prominence,” 85.
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complement comprising the four abstentions for Gentiles believers to follow. The
significance of this list will be clarified later in this episode and in Acts 21, but at this
stage in the development of the episode, the stylistic patternings show that clauses 40—41
(vv. 19-21) factor into the symbolic articulation of the theme.

A final observation about this pericope involves a participant—namely, Peter.
Peter was re-introduced into the narrative in the previous pericope (c. 15/v. 7b) according
to his Greek name ITétpos. When James speaks of Peter, however, there occurs an
instance of defamiliarization of the character/entity as he uses a different name and
spelling to refer to him. This obvious difference in the references to Peter should not be
lost on the modern reader. Henry Cadbury believes that the difference here is evidence of
Luke’s sensitiveness to style, the idea being that James would have probably spoken in
Aramaic, and so using Peter’s Semitic name reflects this sensitivity.?® However, we may
go beyond Cadbury’s use of the term style, which is more akin to its aesthetic sense, to its
functional stylistics sense as situationally motivated language use. In other words, the
difference in Luke’s representation of the entity of Peter in the mouth of James
foregrounds the semantic difference between the names “Peter” and “Simeon”—the
difference being that the latter defamiliarizes Peter’s character, identifying him in a way
that emphasizes his Jewish heritage. This is likely motivated by a situation where
emphasizing Peter’s identity as a Jew is used to carry more weight of his value position
regarding Gentile conversion and adherence to the Mosaic Law, as it was not just anyone
who had been shown that God is not a respecter of persons, but it was one from among

God’s chosen people who received this revelation, who also possesses the necessary

26 Cadbury, Making of Luke—Acts, 225-26.
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pedigree to convince the apostles and elders at Jerusalem. While not a proof in itself, this
interpretation coheres with and contributes additional support to the view that [ have been
arguing that Luke is crafting his narrative so that it can communicate a pointed message
to Jewish readers. Thus, in terms of Luke’s context of situation, the best explanation for
these features, I argue, is that Luke’s audience consisted of a Jewish constituency, even if
they are a small minority, who Luke perceived to need persuading to adopt the values and

beliefs embodied in his message.

The Letter and the Decree (15:22-29)
Transitivity Structure

The temporal conjunction téte (“then”) introduces the final stage and last pericope of the
Jerusalem Council episode. The first clause (c. 42/vv. 22—-23a) begins at the primary
information level and construes a relational: intensive: ascriptive process with the verb
€dokev (“[it] seemed”). The transitivity structure of this clause departs from the more
common structure of the relational clause type and will require some additional
explanation. First, the carrier of the attribute is the rather complex subject éxAeEapuévous
&vdpag €€ adtdv mépubat eig Avtidyetav oy 6 Tavlw xal Bapvafé Tovdav Tov
xaAovpevov BapoafBév xai Zihdv dvdpag yovpuévous év Tols aderdols ypaavtes oLt
XELpos aUT@Y (“choosing men from among them to send to Antioch with Paul and
Barnabas, Judas the one called Barsabbas and Silas, leaders among the brothers with

writing of their own hand”). The subject of the verb is built on the infinitive méual (“to
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send”).?” It should also be mentioned that the verb doxéw is found in certain simple genres

in ancient Greek, including prefaces (cf. Luke 1:3), but also in Greek decrees, which is
the genre to which Acts 15:24-29 conforms. The usage in such contexts is best
understood idiomatically because the process assumes an unexpressed attribute that is
necessarily provided in English translation and is best translated as “good” or
“appropriate.”?® One finds this attribute supplied in English translations when the
relational clause type is maintained (e.g., NASB) but not when translations reconstrue the
clause type as mental/behavioral (e.g., NRSV, NIV). The idiomatic usage of doxéw will
be used two more times in this pericope.

There is still another participant to account for in clause 42 (vv. 22—-23a); the
second complement 7ol dmooTéAotg xal Tois mpeafuTépots (“to the apostles and the
elders”) does not fit into a slot usually treated in discussion of relational clauses (or at
least in the SFL literature for English). This is not a problem any more than it requires
some additional modeling of the grammar for relational clauses. The entity represented
by this word group is the entity that “experiences” the relation between the carrier and
attribute through some extent of the carrier’s presentation to this entity as well as to the
extent that this entity mentally “works out” the connection between the carrier and
attribute. To clarify this, we can take a simple example. In the sentence The books seemed

used to me, books fill the role of carrier, used is the attribute, and the participant that

7 See McKay, New Syntax, 56.

28 On the idiomatic usage of Joxéw as is found in Greek prefaces and decrees, see especially
Dawson, “Does Luke’s Preface Resemble a Greek Decree?”” On the typical patterns of documents that
record ancient Greek councils and decrees, see also Rhodes, Athenian Boule; Rhodes with Lewis, Decrees
of Greek States; Rhodes and Osborne, Greek Historical Inscriptions. Rhodes and his colleagues, who made
documents and information about Greek decrees more readily available in English, relied heavily upon the
German scholarship of Wilhelm Larfeld. See Larfeld, Handbuch der griechischen Epigraphik, 441-549.
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perceives this relation is me. The process type remains the same regardless of whether the
participant me is included. In the sentence The books seemed used, the attribute is
construed as an objective and existential quality of the carrier; the books seem used
irrespective of another entity recognizing the attribute. But when the clause construes a
participant as recognizing or perceiving the attribute, the attribute, which in a sense exists
in the material world, presents itself to an entity’s inner world of experience. Thus, the
term “perceiver” appropriately captures the role this entity plays in the various semantic
environments that realize this transitivity structure where there are features of both
external and internal experience that come into view. Given the extra modeling and
explanation clause 42 (vv. 22-23a) has required, it should not come as a surprise that
many English translations and commentators problematize this clause and render the

complement 7ol @moaTélotg xal Toig mpeaPuTépols as the grammatical subject of the

clause, resulting in translations such as “the apostles and elders decided/resolved.”?

While this makes for good idiomatic English, from an experiential standpoint, the issue
with this translation is that it renders a plural complement as the subject of a singular verb
and re-construes the process type as behavioral (or perhaps mental) as opposed to

relational 3 The final comment to make about clause 42 (vv. 22-23a) is that the adjunct

2 E.g., NIV; NRSV; Bruce, Acts of the Apostles, 296; Schnabel, Acts, 646.

30 The verb doxéw often construes mental processes in New Testament Greek when the
grammatical subject or implied subject is a human or human-like entity (cf. Luke 24:37; 1 Cor 7:40; Phil
3:4; Jas 1:26). It can also construe relational clauses when followed by a dative complement, when the
subject does not construe a human(-like) entity, such as with the case where infinitival clauses function as
the grammatical subject, or when it is used in a catenative construction with an infinitive form of eiui (cf.
Luke 1:3; 10:36; Acts 17:18; Heb 12:11). Thus, the grammatical expression differs depending on the
process type being construed. Mental clauses require an explicit or implied human or human-like subject,
since only humans have inner-world experience. When the subject of the verb is non-human or is not
personified, then doxéw can only be used to construe relational clauses. (However, relational clauses can be
construed with any kind of entity filling the role of grammatical subject). This grammatical limitation
applies to the use of doxéw in Acts 15:22, 25, 28, and so it is a mistake to translate or otherwise interpret
this verb in Acts 15 as mental or, better, behavioral. (The rationale for considering the translation “they
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oLV 0AY Tf] éxxAnoia (“with the whole assembly”) expresses a circumstance of
accompaniment.

Clause 43 (v. 23b) remains at the primary level and begins a quotation that spans
the next 11 clauses. The beginning of this quotation is determined based solely on
context as there are no grammatical structures preceding clause 43 (v. 23b) typical of
introducing projected speech. The quotation supplies the content of the writing of the
apostles and elders mentioned in the previous clause. The clause itself is verb-less,
consisting of two participants: ol amdaToAol xal ol mpeaPiTepot GoeAdoi (“The apostles and
the elder brothers”) as the grammatical subject and Tois xata T™)v Avtioxelav xal Zupiay
xal Kidixlav d0eldois Tols €5 é0véiv (“to the brothers who are from the Gentiles in Antioch
and Syria and Cilicia”) as the complement. This structure conforms to the standard form
of the first two elements of the Greek letter introduction, which begins by naming the
sender(s) (the grammatical subject) and the addressee(s) (the grammatical object). The
next clause (c. 44/v. 23¢) continues with the third element of the standard Greek letter
introduction, the greeting: yaipetv, which constitutes is own clause.?! Due to its formulaic
nature and its role as the peripheral speech function of a greeting,? this infinitive form is
best not considered a process and is thus not assigned a process type.

The body of the letter begins at clause 45 (v. 23c). The discourse shifts here to the

secondary information level with the inferential conjunction éme1d% (“since”), creating a

decided/resolved” as behavioral rather than mental takes into account the context of an official decision
being made, which takes the expression of a material action resulting from internal deliberation, whether
from an individual’s thoughts or from a collective body’s deliberation such as a council). On the English
verb “seem” as a relational process, see Eggins, Introduction to Systemic Functional Linguistics, 240.

31 See Exler, Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, 23; Doty, Letters in Primitive Christianity, 13—14.

32 According to Martin and Rose, greetings, responses to greetings, and leave-taking, are simply
moves that frame communication (Working with Discourse, 224-25). They do not factor into what a text is
about nor what is being negotiated.
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hypotactic relationship with clause 48 (vv. 25-26). This conjunction introduces an
obligatory element of Greek decrees referred to by scholars as the “motivation clause”
(“Motiv” in German literature)? in the expression of a mental clause with the process
Nxovaauey (“we heard”). The senser of the process is implied through the semantic
components of the verb, which refer to oi dméatodot xai oi mpeaBiTepor ddehdoi. The
discourse then remains at the secondary level for the following two clauses, but with each
subsequent clause having a hypotactic relationship to the one before. In the first of these
(c. 46/v. 24b), the conjunction 6Tt opens a content clause and construes a material
process, étdpagav (“they troubled you™), with Tivés €€ uév é£elbdévres (“certain ones
going out from us”) filling the role of actor and duds (“you”) filling the role of the goal.
The two adjuncts, Aéyots (“with words™) and avaoxevdlovtes Tag Yuyas Ouév (“unsettling
your souls”), express the circumstances of manner: means and cause: result, respectively.
In the next clause, the implied subject of the first-person plural verb is ol amwéaTodot xal ol
npeaPuTepol GdeAdol, which is the unexpressed actor of the material process
dieoteddueda (“we expressly charged”). The complement ol (“whom”) fills the role of

the goal.
Clause 48 (vv. 25-26) returns to the primary information level. In like manner to

its use in clause 42 (vv. 22-23a), the verb €Jofev (“[it] seemed”) construes a relational:

33 According to certain scholars, in its fully developed form, the motivation clause in Greek
decrees is actually made up of two clauses: (1) an initial émel(d%), “since,” clause with accompanying
content, followed by (2) another clause beginning with iva or émws, “so that,” with content that explains the
purpose of the decree. See Rhodes with Lewis, Decrees of the Greek States, 5; Rhodes and Osborne, Greek
Historical Inscriptions, xx. However, in my own survey of extant Greek decrees, I have found this
description not to be wholly accurate. While the initial mei(9%) is replete throughout the extant decrees, the
subsequent purpose clauses with tva or dmws are far less common (Dawson, “Does Luke’s Preface
Resemble a Greek Decree?,” 562). The Apostolic Decree, not having the second element, thus conforms to
the more common pattern of the motivation element of the decree genre.
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intensive: ascriptive process. The elaborate subject of the clause éxAeéapévors dvdpag
mépupatl Tpodg Vuls oy Tois dyamnTols nuiv BapvaBé xat Tladiw avBpdimols mapadedwxdoty
Tag Yuyxas adT@y UmEp ToU dvopatos Tol xuplov Nu&v Incol Xpiatol (“to select men to
send to you with our beloved Barnabas and Paul-—men who have risked their lives on
behalf of the name of our Lord Jesus Christ”) fills the role of the carrier, and the
idiomatic usage of the verb indicates that the implied attribute is the quality of
“goodness/appropriateness.” The role of the perceiver is filled with the complement »uiv
(“to us”). Additionally, the adjunct yevoyévoig opobupadév (“becoming of one mind”)
expresses a circumstance of manner: quality, explaining in what way the selection of men
to send seemed good to them.

Clause 49 (v. 27a) continues at the primary information level and construes the
material process ameataixapey (“we sent”), with the implied actor, ol amogTorot xal ol
npeaPuTepol GdeAdol, indicated by the first-person plural form of the verb. The
complement Tovdav xat ZiAdv (“Judas and Silas”) fills the role of the goal. The next
clause (c. 50/v. 27b) is verb-less and is probably best grammatically defined as an
accusative apposition clause, given that the intensive pronoun a0tous functions
epexegetically to rename ‘Toudav xai ZiAdv from the previous clause, making clause 50 (v.
27b) dependent on the previous clause.>* The full complement adTods dié Adyou
amayyelhovtas Ta avta is labelled an undifferentiated participant, since the clause lacks a

Process.

34 See Porter, Idioms, 91.
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The third relational: intensive: ascriptive use of the process &do&ev (“[it] seemed”)
begins clause 51 (vv. 28-29a). The infinitival word group undév mAéov émtibecfor Ouiy
Bapos mANY TolTwy TV émavayxes améxeahal eidwAofiTwy xal alpatos xal TViTEY xal
mopvelag (“to lay upon you no further burden except the essentials to abstain from what is
sacrificed to idols, and blood, and strangled things, and sexual immorality”) functions as
the grammatical subject of the clause and fills the role of the carrier. The implied attribute
is again rendered in English by supplying the complement “good/appropriate,” which
appropriately handles the idiomatic usage of doxéw as employed in Greek decrees. The
perceiver of the relation is filled by the complement ¢ mvedpatt 76 ayiw xal Niv (“to
the Holy Spirit and to us”).

The next clause shifts the discourse to the secondary level with the use of a
relative pronoun @v. The process mpd&ete (“you will do”) is material, and ueis (“you™)
fills the role of the actor. The two adjuncts, £ @v diatypolvres éavtols (“from which
keeping yourselves”) and 0 (“well”) express the circumstances of manner: means and
manner: quality, respectively. The final clause of the letter is comprised of the process
Eppwaofe (“farewell”), a process with Opeis being the implicit participant. The letter thus
ends with the standard Greek letter farewell greeting.®> Like the opening greeting, the
farewell functions as a framing speech function to signal the end of the communication. It
has a distinct textual function to mark the end of the letter as well as an interpersonal
function, since it serves to wish the recipients well. However, despite having the

transitivity feature of an implicit participant, it is best to bracket out the finite form

35 Cf. 2 Macc 9:27; 11:21, 33; 3 Macc 3:12; 7:1, 9.
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g€ppwaofe from the experiential data of the episode, since it does not have anything to do

with the field of the discourse—that is, the subject matter of the letter.

Assessment
There are only a select few transitivity patternings that emerge in the final pericope of the
Jerusalem Council episode, which helps not to overcomplicate or muddle the message
that the patternings symbolically articulate. Of the twelve ranking clauses in Acts 15:22—
29, seven are primary and five are secondary. The ratio of primary to secondary clause
types is almost equal, and they are distributed roughly evenly. Tactic relations thus do not
factor into the stylistic analysis at this textual location.

According to the description of the transitivity structure, this pericope construes
four material clauses, one mental clause, three relational: intensive: ascriptive clauses,
two verb-less clauses, and two clauses that are bracketed out of analysis, since they
classify as peripheral, framing speech acts of greeting and leave-taking. The material
clause type functions as the background type when the whole episode is brought into
view. The status of material processes as a whole is based in part on frequency of usage;
nearly half of all clauses in this episode that construe a process are material in type. The
material process type remains the background type in this pericope as well, since it
contrasts with other types of lesser frequency, especially the relational: intensive:
ascriptive clauses, which are unique to this pericope.

In the previous assessment section, the relational: possessive clause that
concluded James’s speech (c. 41/v. 21) was identified as foregrounded for both its

process type and its circumstantial features. As the narrative progresses to the next stage
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where the apostles and elders issue their decree and compose their letter, we see a pattern
continuing with the first clause of the pericope (c. 42/vv. 22-23a), not only with the
realization of another relational clause, but also with the circumstance of accompaniment
aUV 0AY Tf] éxxAnoia (“together with the whole church”) in a pericope where
circumstantial information is conspicuously sparse—only three of the twelve ranking
clauses express circumstances. The final clause of James’s speech, as it happens, marks
the beginning of a set of patternings where relational clauses become foregrounded, and
this set of patternings is maintained throughout the remainder of the episode in a number
of stylistic ways. Before discussing these, one additional note on the circumstance of
accompaniment in clause 42 (vv. 22-23a) should be mentioned. Its foregrounded status
has already been noted, so what significance should be attached to it? It would appear
that the inclusion of the whole church as in agreement with the apostles’ and elders’
decision articulates that the solidarity of the whole church factors into the theme of the
narrative in some important way. This is hardly surprising, since the matter at hand
pertains to one of the major issues over which first-century Christianity experienced
conflict and all the stylistic patternings seen from the beginning of the Cornelius story to
this point in the narrative consistently function to promote and demote certain value
positions relevant to the church’s unity in Luke’s existential context.

There are two additional relational: intensive: ascriptive clauses in this pericope.
Each instance expresses the same process, £00&ev (“[it] seemed”), which conforms to its
usage commonly found in accounts of Greek council meetings and decrees, where the
attribute of the process is not grammatically expressed but only contextually understood.

Regardless of its idiomatic usage, it is important to note that the absence of a complement
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functioning in the role of an attribute deviates from the typical grammatical structure of
relational clauses. This deviation contributes to the foregrounded status of each of these
relational clauses, all of which pertain to the decisions made by the apostles and elders at
the council.

The participants construed in each of the three relational clauses also exhibit
stylistic patterns that warrant consideration. One of the ways that participants are
experientially categorized, especially participants that function as the agents of processes,
is based on whether they are human (or human-like) or non-human. This is the case
especially for mental and behavioral clauses, where sensers and behavers have an
inherent requirement of being human(-like), since only humans possess internal worlds of
experience.*® Material clauses, concerned with outer experience, do not have this
requirement; participants can be human(-like) or non-human without any structural
consequences to the grammar. Relational clauses can construe both outer experience and
inner experience but modeled through the experience of “being” rather than “sensing” or
“doing.”’” These distinctions of the different process types are particularly useful here to
describe the nature of the participants in this pericope. Of all the participants in this
pericope, only the carriers of the three relational clauses do not refer to human entities.
They are rather the most complex grammatical subjects found in the Jerusalem Council
episode, expressing the strategies by which the church would address the matter of
Gentiles being taught to follow the Law of Moses in order to become a part of the
believing community. Being the only entities—a term that seems somewhat awkward

here—that do not construe human participants creates an experiential contrast between

3¢ See Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 249-50; 301.
37 Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar, 259.
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the relational clauses and the four material clauses and one mental clause in this pericope.
This stacked on top of the grammatical complexity of the infinitival subjects in clauses 42
(vv.22-23a), 48 (vv. 25-26), and 51 (vv.28-29a) adds multiple forms of markedness that
contribute to the motivated prominence of relational clauses at this textual location.

The consistency in the direction of foregrounding of relational clauses thus invites
additional interpretation as to what elements of the theme are being symbolically
articulated. We find in the first two relational: intensive: ascriptive clauses that the carrier
consists of a decision to send men of authority to the church at Antioch. The third
relational clause contrasts in that it does not construe the sending of church authorities
but the decision not to lay upon the Gentiles any further burden. Qualifying this decision
are the four abstentions “to abstain from what is sacrificed to idols, and blood, and
strangled things, and sexual immorality” (c. 51/vv. 29a), which Gentiles still must abide
by. This is the second instance in this pericope where these abstentions have been listed;
they appear first at the end of James’s speech (cf. c. 40/vv. 19-20), where their
foregrounded status is constituted in part to their collocation with the foregrounded
patternings of the adjacent relational: possessive clause regarding the reading of Moses in
the synagogues every Sabbath. The list of abstentions, while consisting of the same
elements, differ in their order ([T#js] mopvelas is the second item in the first list but fourth
in the second list), the expression used to refer to “things polluted by idols”/”’idolatry”
(Tév dAoynpaTwy Tév eidwiwy/eidwAobiTwy), and whether the article appears with each
item. Moreover, the list differs in terms of clause types in which it is found and the
grammatical role it plays; in the first instance, the list is the phenomenon of a behavioral

clause, and in the recurrence, it is the carrier of a relational clause. Without question, the
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list of abstentions constitutes the greatest instance of lexical repetition in this episode
while creating several elements of deviation that call attention to this instance of
parallelism. Additionally, that the second list appears in the third relational: intensive:
ascriptive clause of its pericope, which has contrasting features of its own, demonstrates
that several stylistic patternings converge at the list of abstentions.

The difficulty with understanding what Luke is symbolically articulating at this
stylistic culmination of the Jerusalem Council is that the value orientation of the list of
abstentions is not self-evident. In other words, one has to do additional interpretive work
to understand why Luke has chosen to foreground the list of abstentions, and it is not
readily apparent why the list consists of four items and these four items in particular.
Investigation into the value orientation of the abstentions can only be fully understood
against Luke’s heteroglossic backdrop, and so further inquiry into Luke’s message will
be postponed until the next chapter. However, there is additional data that must be
gathered prior to an intertextual analysis of the abstentions, since this list is repeated yet
again at a later episode in the books of Acts. The third iteration of the abstentions further
indicates their importance, but their recurrence in a different set of contextual variables
will serve to clarify its meaning and their role in symbolically articulating a major theme
of the book of Acts. Attention now must turn to describing and analyzing one final

pericope.

Paul’s Alleged Apostasy (Acts 21:17-25)
The reason for including Acts 21:17-25 in this study is due to the recurrence of important

thematic elements—namely, the four abstentions for Gentiles issued in the Apostolic
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Decree. These abstentions are rightly considered a thematic formation given their
recurrences within the same text according to the same semantic patternings. Since this
thematic formation has foregrounded status in its first two iterations in Acts 15:20 and
29, it is necessary to factor in their final recurrence to assess the full extent this thematic
formation plays in the symbolic articulation of the theme to which it contributes. The
assumption brought to this pericope, which is informed by the stylistics model used in
this study, is that the reiteration of a foregrounded thematic formation in a different part
of the text will offer clarification to its meaning. As a result, the pericope in which the
abstentions recur for the final time warrants consideration and will be analyzed in the

same manner as the preceding content.

Transitivity Structure
The first clause of this pericope begins at the secondary information level (c. 1/v. 17a);
the verb yevouévwy (“coming”), structured as a genitive absolute, is interpreted
temporally and thus creates a hypotactic relationship with the following clause. It
construes a material process with the pronoun nuév (“we”) filling the role of actor. The
adjunct eig ‘TepocéAvpa (“at Jerusalem”) provides the circumstantial information of
location: space. The next clause (c. 2/v.17b) shifts the discourse to the primary level
where it will remain for the next nine clauses. The verb d¢medééavto (“they received”) is
material with the pronoun nuéc (“us”) filling the slot of the goal and oi ddeAdoi (“the
brothers”) that of the actor. The adjunct dopévws (“gladly”) is fronted in the clause and
expresses the circumstance of manner: quality. Clause 3 (v. 18a) also begins with

expressing a circumstance; the adjunct Tjj émovay (“on the next day”) provides the deictic
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information of location: time. The verb eigyet (“he was going”) is material with ¢ ITaAog
filling the role of actor. Two additional circumstances follow: abv nuiv (“with us”),
expressing accompaniment and mpog TaxwfBov (“to James™), expressing location: space.
Clause 4 (v. 18b) then introduces another new participant, Tavtes oi mpeciTepot (“all the
elders”), which fills the role of actor of the material process construed by mapeyévovto
(“they were present”).

The first verbal process of this pericope is construed at clause 5 (v. 19), é&nyeito
(“he was explaining”), with Paul being the implied sayer. The verb is intransitive in that
no verbiage is construed, but the adjunct xaf’ &v €xactov &v émoinaey 6 Beds év Tois ZBveay
i ¥ draxoviag avtol (“one by one about what God had done among the Gentiles
through his ministry”) expresses the circumstantial information of manner: means by
which the content of Paul’s speech is realized. The other circumstance aomacauevos
avtovs (“after greeting them™) expresses location: time. Clause 6 (v. 20a) then narrates
the elders’ response; the relative pronoun ot (“they”) fills the role of the actor of the
material process construed by édé&alov (“they glorified”), with tov Beév in the slot of the
goal. The participle axovcavtes (“hearing”) is rank-shifted down to function as a temporal

adjunct and thus expresses a circumstance of location: time.

The elders then at clause 7 (v. 20b) assume the role of sayer of the verbal process
construed by eimov (“they said”). The demonstrative pronoun adté (“to him”) fills the
role of the receiver, and the verbiage, projected as a quotation, spans the remainder of the
pericope (cc. 8-24/vv. 20c-25). The first clause of the elders’ speech (c. 8/v. 20c)

introduces the first mental clause of the pericope. The verb fewpeis (“you see”) has the
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implicit senser of ¥ (“you”). The vocative adeAdé (“brother”) follows the verb and is
identified simply as a participant, since addresses function at the discourse level and do
not contribute to the transitivity structure of the clause. The complement méoat puptddes
elolv év Tols Toudalols TGy memioTeuxéTwy (“how many thousands there are among the
Jews who have believed”) fills the slot of the phenomenon. Clause 9 (v. 20d) introduces
another new clause type for this pericope, a relational: intensive: ascriptive clause, with
the verb Umapyovaw (“they are”). The subject mavtes (“all”), referring to the many
thousands among the Jews, fills the role of carrier, and the complement (AwTai Tod
vopou (“zealous for the Law”) constitutes the attribute.

The same entity remains the implied subject in the next clause (c. 10/v. 21a) but
as the receiver of the passive verbal process construed by xatyyn0ncav (“they have been
told”). As a result of the passive verbal structure, no sayer is grammaticalized. The
verbiage is projected as a report (i.e., indirect discourse) spanning the next clause (c.
11/v. 21b) after a circumstance of matter is expressed with the adjunct mept go¥ (“about
you”). The discourse then shifts to the secondary information level at clause 11 (v. 21b)
as a result of the conjunction 61t introducing a content clause. This clause construes the
material process diddoxets (“you teach”) with the implicit subject ¢0 (“you”), referring to
Paul, being the unexpressed actor. The complement amootagiov amé Mwicéws
(“abandonment from Moses”) is the scope of the process, and the additional complement
ToUg xata Ta €8vy mavrag Toudaious (“all the Jews among the Gentiles”) constitutes the
recipient. There is one circumstance of manner: means expressed with the adjunct Aéywv

W) TEPITEUVELY adToUS T Texva unot Tols €Beaty mepimateiv (“saying they are not to
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circumcise their children nor live according to the customs”). Clause 12 (v. 22a) realizes
a question made up of three words: i o0v éativ (“therefore, what is [the next course of
action/it we are supposed to do]?”’) The elders, foreseeing the inevitable problem that
comes with Paul’s arrival at Jerusalem, ask what their next course of action should be.
The clause itself is idiomatic and is probably best taken as a relational: intensive:
equative clause, despite there not being an explicit second participant; the interrogative
pronoun i serves as the value, and its identity, which would fill the slot of the token, is
the thing about which is inquired.

The elders then begin to reason about the needed course of action based upon the
news spreading of Paul’s arrival. Clause 13 (v. 22b), a primary clause, construes the
mental process of all the Jews (the implied senser) hearing (&xodcovtat). The probability
of the Jews hearing is determined a certainty as expressed through the adjunct mavtewg
(“certainly”). Clause 14 (v. 22¢) then provides the content of what they will hear, shifting
the information to the secondary level. The process éAfAvbag (“you have come”) is
material, with the implicit actor referring to Paul in the second person. The discourse then
shifts back to the primary level at clause 15 (v. 23a), where the elders draw a conclusion
(o0v) about what Paul will do. Still addressing Paul, the material process moingov (“you
will do””) maintains Paul as the implied actor. The demonstrative pronoun todto (“that”)
fills the role of the scope and is cataphoric, pointing to the following dependent clause.
The relative clause ¢ got Aéyopev (“which we will say to you”) (c. 16/v. 23b) moves the
discourse again to the secondary level for a single clause. The relative pronoun fills the
slot of the verbiage of the verbal process. The elders are the implied sayer and the

second-person personal pronoun, referring to Paul, fills the slot of the receiver.
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A new participant is introduced at clause 17 (v. 23c¢); &vdpes Téooapes (“four
men”) fills the role of existent for the existential process eiciv (“they are”). The clause has
two circumstantials: Huiv (“with us”), expressing accompaniment, and ebyyv €yovtes ¢’
gautév (“having a vow upon them”), expressing manner: quality. The elders proceed in
the next two clauses (cc. 18—19/v. 24a-b) to direct Paul in the actions he is to take to
mitigate the offensive rumors regarding his missionary work. The processes are
predictably material in type, given they need to be observable to the Jews, as well as
directive in attitude. In the first process, ayvicdytt (“you will be purified”), the passive
voice functions to cast Paul in the role of the goal, the affected participant. This is
accompanied with two circumstantials: ToUtous maparafwy (“taking them”), expressing
manner: means, and cUv adTois (“with you”), expressing accompaniment. In the second
process, damavyoov (“you pay”), Paul is the implied actor. His action is meant to benefit
the four other men as is indicated by the circumstance én’ a0tois (“for them™), expressing
cause: behalf.

The next four clauses function at the secondary information level. The initial shift
is due to the introduction of a purpose clause with iva at clause 20 (v. 24¢). Clause 21 (v.
24d) shares a paratactic relationship with clause 20 (v. 24¢). Then the next clause (c.
22/v. 24e), a content clause, creates another hypotactic relationship, which is followed by
the clause beginning with the conjunction éAAa (c. 23/v. 24f) that functions on par with
the content clause. All of these secondary clauses provide further information regarding
Paul’s action to pay for the four men. The purpose clause (c. 20/v. 24c) is a material

clause with the four men assuming the implied role of the actor of the process &upyoovtal
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(“they may shave”) with the complement v xedatnv (“the head”) being the goal.

Clause 21 (v. 24d) construes the mental process yvwoovtat (“they will know”) with
mavtes (“everyone”) filling the slot of the senser. The content of what everyone will know
is fleshed out in the following existential clause (c. 22/v. 24e), with the subject v
xaThxnvtal Tepl ool 000ev (“nothing of what has been spread by word of mouth
concerning you”) filling the role of the existent of the process €otiv (“[there] is/exists”).

That there is nothing to the rumors of Paul’s alleged apostasy is further expanded with

the contrastive conjunction ¢AAd in clause 23 (v. 24f). The process aTotyels (“you walk™)
is material, and Paul’s role as actor is made emphatic with the intensive pronoun ad7dg.
Further emphasis is realized by the adverbial use of xai (“even”),’® expressing a
circumstance of extent. The second circumstance ¢vAagowy Tov vépov (“keeping the

Law”) expresses manner: means.

The final clause of the pericope (c. 24/v. 25) shifts the discourse back to the
primary information level. The textual function of the conjunction 0% is to signal
discontinuity at the clause-complex level,* but its logico-semantic contribution is to
construe an adversative relationship with the previous clause.*® In this particular case, the

move is an assertion—concession, which is an interpersonally motivated move whereby

38 In this instance, xaf is interpreted as an adjunct and not belonging to the word class of
conjunction to which its most frequent usage belongs. See Porter, /dioms, 211.

39 Porter and O’Donnell explain that one of the entry conditions for discussing the role of
conjunctions in discourse is continuity-discontinuity or the linking function of conjunctions. This addresses
the function of conjunctions according to the textual metafunction of language, since it considers how
spans of texts of varying lengths, including words, clauses, and up even to the level of paragraphs are
linked and how textual boundaries are created (“Conjunctions,” 5—6). This function is distinct from the
logico-semantic relations created by conjunctions, which is a different entry point pertaining to the logical
metafunction.

40 Dawson, “Multi-Dimensional Model.”
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the speaker counters some expectation in the context to negotiate a belief or value
position—namely, to conform to the abstentions set forth in the Apostolic Decree.*! The
move here can be generally explained as a statement contrary to the addressees’
expectation.*? This generalization will hold true as the context is considered more fully in

the following assessment as well as in the next chapter.

Assessment
The most significant instances of stylistic shift in this pericope involve tactic patterns. Of
the twenty-four clauses in this pericope, sixteen are primary and eight are secondary.
After the initial temporal clause of the pericope, Luke establishes a pattern of presenting
information at the primary information level for nine consecutive clauses. Disrupting this
flow is clause 11 (v. 21b), a content clause that elaborates on information pertaining to
the activities of Paul on his missionary journey. The activity in view is Paul’s teaching as
presented in the material process of clause 11 (v. 21b), owddoxeis (“you teach™), a verb
marked for its imperfective aspect. Material clauses make up over half of the clauses in
this pericope, and so do not in themselves assume a prominent status. However, this
material clause is the only instance where the participant slots are not filled by either an
explicit actor and/or goal (Paul’s role as actor is only implied through reference in the
semantics of the verb). Rather, the participants include a recipient and scope of the
process (one other clause [c. 15/v. 23a] construes a scope along with an actor), and so this

clause is set at contrast with other material clauses in the co-text. This clause is therefore

41 Dawson, “Multi-Dimensional Model.”
42 On the notion of tracking and then counter expectations, seec Martin and Rose, Working with
Discourse, 56-57.
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foregrounded due to multiple patterns of prominence, including a tactic shift, choice of
verbal aspect, and types of participants. The participants reintroduce a complex of entities
that have been the source of conflict earlier in Acts—Moses (a meronym for the Mosaic
Law), Gentiles, and Jews. The source of the conflict is identified as the abandonment of
Moses, a new variable introduced into the text, which represents another feature of the
conflicts that arose out of the establishment of multi-ethnic churches in the first century.
It would seem that this new situational variable is relevant to identifying the theme of
Luke’s verbal art, and so it will be important to identify value positions and opposing
voices in the cultural environment that relate to this matter. The other cooperating
patterns of this pericope will help to identify where those voices might come from and
how Luke is engaging them.

No patterns of taxis form again until clauses 20-23 (v. 24c—f), where a series of
four clauses provide a number of supporting pieces of information to clause 19 (v. 24b),
which involves Paul paying for the four men to undergo their purification rite. The role of
this sequence of clauses is realized by the contrast they contribute when the information
returns to the primary level at clause 24 (v. 25). Here, the elders’ direct speech shifts
from a pattern of several secondary clauses, which direct Paul in the manner in which he
is to undergo purification, to a primary clause that abruptly shifts the topic to a different
matter—the letter that was written to the Gentiles containing the four abstentions. At this
textual location there is not only a tactic shift but also a logico-semantic break that goes
beyond the textual function of the conjunction 0¢ to indicate discontinuity or its logico-
semantic function to create an adversative relationship with previous content. In other

words, the semantic value of the conjunction misaligns with the contents of the related
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clauses. The result is that clause 24 (v. 25) creates a logical regression in the elders’
speech that does not address the relevant matter at hand. Cynthia Long Westfall explains
that interruption to the linear organization of a narrative can function to bring content into
the foreground,*® and we see this potentiality realized here by means of both taxis and
conjunction. It is simply unclear what kind of meaning relationship clause 24 (v. 25) is
supposed to share with the preceding content, and this creates an instance of
defamiliarization. This instance of stylistic shift invites additional interpretation
concerning the way meanings relate between clause 24 (v. 25) and the previous content
of the speech.

To go beyond the textual and ideational (logico-semantic) functions of
conjunction, there is also an interpersonal function to consider, which was mentioned in
the previous section. The interpersonal function of 0¢ realizes counter-expectancy in a
concession—assertion, because its adversative value can function to readjust an audience’s
attention toward a value position.** The value position pertains to the four abstentions of
the Apostolic decree, since they constitute a recurring thematic formation, being repeated
here for a third time in the book of Acts, this time construed as part of a circumstance of
manner: quality.

It may seem out of place to be considering an interpersonal function here, since
this chapter concerns primarily ideational meanings, but there is good reason to briefly
extend the analysis beyond the primary focus of transitivity patterns and other ideational

features, such as taxis, because this is an instance where conjunction exhibits a

43 Westfall, Discourse Analysis, 37.

4 This is the case for many Greek conjunctions that construe semantic features of contrast. See
Dawson, “Multi-Dimension Model.” On the notion of counter-expectancy, see Dawson, “Language as
Negotiation,” 381. Cf. Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees,” 28-29.”
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multivalent functionality across all three metafunctions of language. This means that at
this textual location, a textual move is made to signal discontinuity, an ideational move is
made to realize an adversative relationship (which is defamiliarized due to the logical
regression of the information flow), and an interpersonal move is made to counter
expectations. Conjunctions (and other “junctive” resources such as adverbs) constitute a
system in the language that create logico-semantic relations in texts across all of the
functions of language—experiential, textual, and interpersonal, and this system needs to
be brought into focus here to understand the ways in which clause 24 (v. 25) is
foregrounded. The conjunctive orientation that interacts with experiential meanings is
called external conjunction; “it is a relation between meanings in the sense of
representations of ‘contents’, (our experience of) external reality.”* The conjunctive
orientation that interacts with the interpersonal and textual metafunctions is called
internal conjunction; interpersonally, “it is a relation between meanings in the sense of
representations of the speaker’s own ‘stamp’ on the situation—his choice of speech role
and rhetorical channel, his attitudes, his judgments and the like”—for the purpose of
connecting moves in an unfolding interaction or negotiation of claims.*® Textually,
internal conjunction functions to connect steps in an unfolding argument or narrative, not
linking events in the field of experience but linking logical steps internal to the text

itself.#” Typically, a given conjunction will primarily orient to one of these types of

45 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 240.

46 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 240. See also Thompson, “But Me Some Buts,” 774—
75.

47 Thompson, “But Me Some Buts,” 775; Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 117.
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moves, and so when the relational link at clause 24 (v. 25) is shown to function in all
three ways, its status as foregrounded is established.*

The logical break at clause 24 (v. 25) thus creates a substantial instance of
defamiliarization at this textual location where the four abstentions of the Apostolic
Decree are reiterated, and so one gets the sense that the writer is symbolically articulating
something about the theme.*’ The message here seems to pertain to Jew—Gentile
relations, the Mosaic Law (given the foregrounded elements of clause 11 [v. 21b]), and a
value position that motivates the reuse of the abstention of the Apostolic Decree.
However, the abstentions themselves are also defamiliarized because they are invoked in
a situation that differs from the matter for which they were first issued in Acts 15. The
issue at the Jerusalem Council was not about whether Jews should abandon the Law but
whether Gentiles should be made to follow it. The question the audience is thus prompted
to ask is why the abstentions of the Apostolic Decree are repeated. How is the decree
meant to address what amounts to an inverted application of its original purpose? More
than this, why are instructions for Gentiles brought into the discussion when the matter in
Acts 21 has to do with what is taught to the Jews? It may be that Luke sees certain
parallels between the Jerusalem Council episode and Paul’s return to Jerusalem—many
of the participants are the same, including Paul, James, the elders, the Jews and Gentiles,

Moses, among other common features that get realized in the subject matter of the

48 I have provided a fuller explanation of external and internal conjunction as modelled for the
Greek of the New Testament in Dawson, “Multi-Dimension Model.”

49 Ernst Haenchen suggests that this logical break is meant for the reader rather than Paul (4cts of
the Apostles, 610), but Stanley E. Porter responds that “there is nothing in the structure of the text to make
this indication” (“Acts 21:17-26 and Paul,” 183). Porter is correct in terms of the syntax of the language,
but there may be more credibility to Haenchen’s statement from the perspective of linguistic stylistics,
where the function of defamiliarization is indeed meant for the reader.
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narration through various forms of code-like regularity>*—and he wishes to construe
these parallel features to establish a pattern by which a contrast can be achieved to
symbolically articulate further clarifying elements of the value orientation of the
Apostolic Decree. A full investigation into this question requires intertextual analysis,
which will be addressed in the next chapter, but there are some further contextual
variables construed in the narrative that can help to constrain the interpretation of this
pericope’s foregrounded elements. These constraints involve the ways in which Acts
15:1-29 and 21:17-25 share parallel features and the nature of the position in which Paul
is placed by James and the elders.

In a previous study, I have mapped the many literary patterns of redundancy that
characterize the two episodes presently in view, including their shared similar events,
characters, and contexts, according to the literary redundancy schemes of one literary
critic’s model.>! These same literary patterns of redundancy between Acts 15 and 21 are
quantifiable in linguistic terms as well due to the fact that they are based on the episodes’

subject matter and tenor relations, including their shared main participants (Paul, James,

30 For a fuller list of these features and other forms of redundancy between Acts 15 and 21, see
Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees,” 22-27.

51 The literary critic I followed was Susan Suleiman, whose literary model of functional
redundancy I used to supplement Ruqaiya Hasan’s verbal art model in conjunction with Jay Lemke’s
intertextual thematic analysis model to investigate the value orientations of the Apostolic Decree in light of
its reiterations and significance as an intertextual thematic formation. Suleiman’s model proved to be a
useful heuristic device to help interpret the linguistic criteria of Hasan’s model, since I was not working
with the more robust SFL model used in this present study. Moreover, using Suleiman’s model, which was
motivated by a desire to dialogue with literary-critical approaches to the book of Acts that had made use of
her work, such as Robert Tannehill’s, helped to demonstrate the importance of involving more concrete
linguistic criteria, such as that provided in Hasan’s verbal art model, which at that point had never received
a serious application in New Testament studies. See Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees,” 13—16; 22-26.
Cf. Suleiman, “Redundancy”; whose theoretical principles of realistic narrative draw heavily on Philippe
Hamon. See Hamon, “Qu’est-ce qu’une description?”’; Hamon, “Pour un statut sémiologique du
personage”’; Hamon, “Un discours constraint.” See also Tannehill, “Composition of Acts 3—5,” where he
incorporates elements of Suleiman’s model in his narrative criticism, making use of a term “echo-effect.”
This article was an important part of the development of his two-volume narrative-critical commentary on
Luke—Acts (see Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts).
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the elders, God, the Jews, and the Gentiles), who does what to whom according to role
relationships (James and the elders, as authority figures, through extended direct
discourse instruct Paul [and Barnabas] on what to do), and consistent thematic content,
including especially the four abstentions of the Apostolic Decree. The insights from this
previous study can thus be brought to bear on the present analysis.

The literary notion I wish to refer to here is a principle where the narrator’s value
orientation is revealed through a particular scheme of redundancy in the story, where a
character pronounces an interpretation concerning an event, context, or character, which
is redundant with the narrator’s interpretation.’? Acts 15 first orients values concerning
Jew—Gentile relations by stipulating behavioral regulations that would facilitate
peaceable cohabitation.>® This value position is established by authoritative figures whose
judgments and interpretations of events can be reasonably assumed to coincide with
Luke’s position based on the literary pattern of redundancy mentioned above. For
example, in Acts 15, the narrator’s interpretation of the event of the Jerusalem Council is
consonant with both Peter’s and James’s announcements that believing Gentiles should
be embraced, but with James and the elder’s added stipulation that the four abstentions
should be kept. This is supported based on the assumption that Peter’s value position on
the matter of Jew—Gentile relations aligns with Luke’s, since the role of bringing the
good news of the peace of Jesus Christ was accomplished through Peter, the character
who underwent an epiphany in terms of his own theological beliefs in the Cornelius
episode. The narrative construes only a continuous attitude towards this matter, which we

see exhibited by positive and graduated language in the letter with the Gentiles’ joyous

52 Suleiman, “Redundancy,” 131.
33 See Porter, “Acts 21:17-26,” 183—84, who comes to a similar conclusion.
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response to the decree (v. 31) that James and the elders sent with Paul and Barnabas, as
well as with the others greatly encouraging them.>* Then, in Acts 21 we see the
redundancy of this scheme where the narrator’s interpretation is problematic, or at least
difficult to understand for modern readers, because James and the elders (the same
characters) place Paul in harm’s way before restating the four abstentions. Nevertheless,
the value position of guarding the precepts (the redundant event) is explicitly restated and
is thus promoted by the narrator.>?

To consider momentarily Luke’s existential situation with reference to the ethnic
makeup of his audience, if Luke is writing to a readership that is comprised of Jews in
addition to Gentiles, then such a value position would be highly relevant and in need of
clarification from the perspective of both respective groups, which is what the
redundancies in Acts 21—a text that has proved difficult to understand because James
and the elders knowingly put Paul in a vulnerable situation—helps to provide. Clarifying
Paul’s innocence, however, does not appear to be Luke’s main concern, since the reader,
who has presumably already read of Paul’s prior missionary journeys in Acts, has been
presented with Paul portrayed as behaving in accordance with the Jerusalem Council’s
decision (16:4) and even going to great lengths to accommodate to Jewish customs to
advance his mission, such as with Timothy’s circumcision (16:3). Rather, there appears
to be deliberate ambiguity placed around Paul’s alleged apostasy from the perspective of
James and the elders, and this element of the plot, I argue, helps to clarify Luke’s

message to his audience.’® Luke chooses to highlight here the importance of maintaining

4 See Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees,” 24.

35 See Dawson, “Books of Acts and Jubilees,” 24.

56 Stanley E. Porter notes, “the narrative does not make it clear that the leaders were convinced
that the accusations were false. It appears that not only were possibly more conservative members of the



284

the abstentions of the Apostolic Decree through the situational irony of Paul being
accused, even though he is innocent. (If any ambiguity remains for the reader, Acts 28:17
leaves no room for doubt of Paul’s innocence.) Since Luke’s intended audience would
have recognized his pointing back to the episode of the Jerusalem Council, in what way is
the value position of keeping the abstentions clarified in Acts 21? What about these
precepts is disambiguated or expanded? The answer may reside in the fact that the rumors
about Paul in Acts 21 function to set up contrasting situational variables with Acts 15. In
Acts 15, James’s decree announces what should be done for Gentiles to be included in
fellowship with believing Jews; Gentiles do not have to “judaize,” but they must avoid
certain things. In Acts 21, however, rumors were spreading that Paul was teaching Jews
to forsake the Law of Moses and its customs; he was allegedly teaching Jews to “gentile-
ize,” which serves to reveal a dual purpose in the precepts for how they are to function in
environments where Jews and Gentiles together comprise the body of the believing
community.

A possible objection to this claim is that the abstentions are never directed toward
the Jews, which is one of the defamiliarizing elements of Acts 21:25 (c. 24), which

expresses the circumstance of cause: behalf mept Tév memoTeuxéTwy E6vEV (“concerning

the Gentiles who believe”); it is only those who believe among the Gentiles who receive
directions about the abstentions. However, Robert Tannehill offers an insightful
explanation for this puzzling feature:
The setting seems strange at first, but it may actually illuminate the purpose of
these regulations . . . Acts 21:21 shows that the problem is no longer the demands

being made on Gentiles to become Jews but the pressure being felt by Jews to
conform to a Gentile way of life . . . The Jerusalem meeting that guarantees the

Jerusalem church still suspicious of Paul, but the leaders of the church may well have been as well” (“Acts
21:17-26,” 175). Cf. Rosenblatt, Paul the Accused, 68—69, who supports this view.
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Gentiles’ freedom from the law also anticipates the problem that will arise as the
Gentile portion of the church grows, for James is proposing that Gentiles be asked
to abstain from certain things especially offensive to a Jewish sense of cultic
purity so that Jewish Christians may remain in the fellowship of the church
without being forced to give up their way of life.”’
This explanation seems plausible within the narrative of Acts, but it is also true for the
period in which Luke composed Acts, especially given the knowledge that Gentiles grew
in number very early in the Christian movement and would have quickly outnumbered
Jews in believing communities in many cities outside of Palestine. Therefore, the
abstentions in Acts 15:21 indicate how Gentiles are to be protected from Jewish customs

but Acts 21:25 shows how the same abstentions protect Jews in a predominantly Gentile

environment.

Summary and Conclusion
The patternings that have emerged over the course of analyzing the episodes of the
Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:1-29) and the events when Paul returns to Jerusalem and is
accused of having taught Jews to abandon the Law of Moses (21:17-25) demonstrate that
the Jerusalem Council occupies a central position (i.e., textual location) in a scheme of
patternings that contribute to the symbolic articulation of a major theme (i.e., message) in
the book of Acts. The Cornelius story (Act 10:1—11:18) points forward with thematic
elements that are recapitulated at the beginning of Acts 15. New patternings then emerge
in the narration of the Jerusalem Council, especially in the issuing of the Apostolic

Decree and the sending of the letter to the church at Antioch. Then when Paul returns to

57 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:191.
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Jerusalem in Acts 21, the recurrence of the four abstentions of the Apostolic Decree point
backward to the Jerusalem Council when they were first issued.

The Jerusalem Council consists of four pericopae, the foregrounded patternings of
which consistently point towards common topics and ultimately converge at the four
abstentions of the Apostolic Decree. A brief summary of each pericope’s findings will
help to provide a full and clear picture of this main conclusion. In the first pericope
(15:1-5), Paul and Barnabas are commissioned to go to Jerusalem. In this initial section,
the transitivity structure established an important stylistic contrast between two entities,
Twveg xateN§ovTes amd TH¢ ‘Tovdaiag (“certain ones who came down from Judea”) and
[Mabhog xal Bapvafés xal Tves dAot €€ adtédv (“Paul and Barnabas and certain others
from them”). These two entities are set as contrast as sayers who hold opposing value
positions. The topic of dissension and debate is also foregrounded in the opening
pericope.

In the second pericope (15:6—11), stylistic patterns continue to foreground the
topic of debate but are further specified as the matter of keeping the Mosaic Law.
Significant for this foregrounded element is the reprisal of Peter who gives a speech
recapitulating the events of Acts 10:1—11:18. Peter is characterized according to
recurring patterns that emerged in the Cornelius episode—namely, the vertical language
that set him at contrast as a more dynamic character than Cornelius. The importance of
such repetition is revealed in the simple reiteration of the value orientations promoted in
an earlier episode in Acts but rather in how they are reintroduced in light of a new set of
situational variables that meet the development of the conflict between Jewish and

Gentile believer. The contentious issue is no longer whether Gentiles can be admitted into
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the community of believers, but zow they can be admitted. The patterns of this episode
indicate that the value position that Gentiles should not be made to follow the Law of
Moses factors in some way into the theme, in addition to the importance of Peter’s speech
in the outcome of the council itself.

Next, in James’s speech (15:12-21), the third pericope, new experiential patterns
begin to emerge, such as with the prominent status of relational type clauses, a pattern
that continues into the next pericope. Here, the relational type process collocates with
other prominent features with circumstances especially at clause 41 (v. 21), which
indicates that the interpretation of Moses plays a role in the theme, but also with the
marked logico-semantic selections in clauses 40—41 (vv. 19-21) along with the complex
phenomenon of clause 40 (vv. 19-20). The co-thematic content at this textual location
involves the four abstentions of the Apostolic Decree, Moses, and Moses’ preaching in
the synagogues. The significance of this co-thematic content will be more fully explored
in the following chapter. Moreover, the Semitic spelling of Peter’s Jewish name, Simeon
(Zvupewv) offers a defamiliarizing means of referring to Peter that seems to correspond
with a motivation to emphasize Peter’s identity as a Jew, a feature that would be
recognizable to a Jewish audience and that would reinforce the value orientations
attributable to his role in the discourse.

In the last pericope of the Jerusalem Council, the letter with the Apostolic Decree
i1s composed for the church at Antioch (vv. 22-29). Relational clauses in particular play
an integral role in the transitivity patterns of this pericope, construing complex entities,
deviating from typical patterns of transitivity, and creating a contrastive relationship that

foregrounds the four abstentions of the decree. Moreover, that the four abstentions are
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reiterated but with certain differences in each list not only indicates their prominent status
but invites additional interpretation as a result of the deviations in its recurrence.

In the final section of analysis of Paul’s alleged apostasy in Acts 21:17-25, the
significant repetition of participants, including Paul, James, the apostles and elders, God,
Moses, and the Jews, in relation to the patterns of taxis and contrastive patterns in process
types bring matters of conflict between Jews and Gentiles again to the fore, with the most
significant instances of stylistic shift contributing to foreground the Law of Moses at
clause 11 (21b) and the final reiteration of the four abstentions of the Apostolic Decree at
clause 24. The major logical regression creates one of the most significant instances of
defamiliarization in this study, since the regression collocates with the reiteration of a
thematic formation that has a foregrounded status in an earlier episode of Acts. The
significance of the reiteration of the abstentions is not immediately clear and so requires
additional interpretive work, which will entail understanding the four abstentions not
simply as a thematic formation specific to the text of Acts but as an intertextual thematic
formation that engages in a significant way with Luke’s heteroglossic backdrop. Once the
orientation of this intertextual thematic formation is identified, then the theme of the
Jerusalem Council and its cooperating episodes can be fully grasped.

Moreover, once Luke’s theme is grasped, this can shed light on the context of
situation in which the book of Acts was composed. In the Cornelius story and at a few
junctures in this chapter I have advanced the argument that the symbolically articulated
elements make the most sense if interpreted as directed towards an audience comprised of
a Jewish constituency, even if that constituency is a small minority. There are multiple

elements noted regarding the Jerusalem Council so far that support my argument, but an
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intertextual analysis of this episode is necessary to demonstrate the compelling force of
this argument. It is thus to an intertextual thematic analysis of the four abstentions of the

Apostolic Decree that this study now turns.



CHAPTER 6:
AN INTERTEXTUAL THEMATIC ANALYSIS OF THE NOAHIDE LAWS
IN ACTS 15 AND 21

Introduction
In this final chapter of analysis, the main questions that will be addressed are (1) how an
intertextual thematic analysis can shed fresh light on the four abstentions of the Apostolic
Decree as a recurrent thematic formation in Acts 15 and 21 and (2) what the same
analysis helps to reveal about the value positions at risk in Luke’s social environment and
Luke’s stance towards them. The findings of this analysis will be clarifying for the theme
that Luke has been symbolically articulating across a set of interconnected patterned texts
in the book the Acts. The reason for such focus on these four abstentions is due to the
findings of the transitivity analysis in the previous chapter, where the foregrounded
patternings display a consistent semantic direction that then converge at locations that
pertain especially to Moses and the reiterations of the four abstentions of the Apostolic
Decree in particular. That these patterns of foregrounding constitute significant
foregrounding—that is, foregrounding that “counts”—is made clear by the instance of
defamiliarization realized at Acts 21:25, where the four abstentions not only recur for
their third and final time but where there is a logical regression involving incongruity in
the field of discourse, a tactic shift, textual discontinuity, and an interpersonal move

realizing counter-expectancy.
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Robert Tannehill’s narrative-critical approach was discussed towards the end of
the previous chapter for the insights it provides for the recurrence of the four abstentions,
especially for their final reiteration at Acts 21:25. It should be mentioned here, however,
that Tannehill only accounts for how the repetitive abstentions in Acts 15 and 21 function
to develop meaning within the text—that is, within Luke’s two volume work first and
foremost and then the “biblical story,” which takes into account Luke’s incorporation of
the Old Testament. He does not give consideration to the patterns of discourse
represented in contemporary Jewish literature apart from the canonical books of the Old
Testament, which, I argue, is vital for ascertaining the meaning of the repetitions in Acts
in view here—their meaning in the sense of how they symbolically articulate a message
at the second-tier or higher-level semiotic plane of verbal art/literary discourse.
Therefore, I propose a different way forward for investigating the literary function of
redundancies in Acts 15 and 21 that also accounts for how recurrent thematic formations
are commonly used in Luke’s literary environment as well as how they function to clarify
meaning and promote social values. This, of course, is the intertextual thematic analysis
that has already been used to shed fresh light on Peter’s vision in chapter four above and
will serve in this chapter to do likewise with the abstentions of the Apostolic Decree.

In employing Lemke’s intertextual thematic model for a second time in this study,
I will continue to describe how the social values represented in Acts would have related
to value positions of other texts and traditions present in the same culture. Specifically, I
will argue in this chapter that the four abstentions of the Apostolic Decree, which can
appropriately be referred to as the Noahide laws (see below), are a recurrent pattern not

only in the text of Acts (i.e., a thematic formation) but also in the cultural context in
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which Luke wrote Acts, especially as represented in the book of Jubilees; these laws were
used to promote the separation of Jews from Gentiles, and so they therefore constitute an
intertextual thematic formation. Luke’s engagement with this intertextual thematic
formation is one of opposition. In much the same way that he subverts the value
orientations of 1 Enoch’s Book of Dreams with Peter’s vision, he also opposes the Jewish
social values promoted in the book of Jubilees and establishes an alternative use for the
Noahide laws within a Christian community to promote ecumenism between Jewish and

Gentile believers, which is clarified and nuanced through patterns of redundancy.

Organizing Foregrounded Features and Thematic Formations for Intertextual
Analysis!

I begin here with a summary of the foregrounded elements from the previous chapter in
how they relate to the thematic formation of the four abstentions of the Apostolic Decree.
The need for the Apostolic Council and its issuing of an authoritative decree arises out of
a situation in Acts 15 where the notions of dissension and debate are foregrounded and
are predicated on the matters of circumcision and keeping the custom of Moses as
preconditions for salvation. This set of foregrounded elements cooperates with another

pattern that sets at contrast two opposing parties, Tveg xateAbévtes amd Tiig Tovdalag
(“certain ones who came down from Judea™) and ITadAos xal Bapvafés xal Tves Aot €€
avt®v (“Paul and Barnabas and certain others from them”) (15:1-4). The former

represents a “voice” that promotes the value position that Gentiles should be proselytized

! Much of the following content in this and the following sections is adapted from Dawson,
“Books of Acts and Jubilees,” 3040, but with substantial enhancement.
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and made to follow the customs of Moses. The latter represents the “voice” that promotes
the belief that Gentiles are able to be saved apart from the Law of Moses.

The element of debate persists as a foregrounded feature as the episode progresses
with Peter’s speech (vv. 6-11), which recapitulates the value orientations regarding
association with Gentiles and purity from the Cornelius story in Acts 10:1—11:18.
James’s speech (15:12-21) then creates new patterns of experiential content that
correlates the preaching of Moses in synagogues with the Apostolic Decree, both of
which are involved in consistent patterns of foregrounding. The abstentions of the decree
are then repeated not once but twice in different but in some ways similar situations,
since the issue of keeping the Law of Moses is a co-thematic as well as a foregrounded
feature in each context.

The four abstentions are foregrounded in each of their occurrences (15:21, 29;
21:25), but there is still the question of their status as a thematic formation that needs to
be addressed. It is important to bear in mind that the realization of a recurrent thematic
formation does not require verbatim semantic replication; rather, they are constituted by
the “recurrent pattern of semantic relations used in talking about a specific topic from text
to text.”? When speaking specifically of thematic formations, the phrase “from text to
text” refers to sections of text within a single text or “text-specific” formations.?
According to this definition, the recurrent articulation of the four abstentions constitutes a

thematic formation. This formation is displayed in Table 6.1.

2 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 91.
3 See Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 91-92.
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Table 6.1: Thematic Formations in Acts 15:20, 29; 21:25

15:20 aAla émioTeidat adTols Tol but to write to them to abstain only
améyecbal amod from ‘ '
(1) év dhMoynudTwy Tév eiddiwy | (1) things polluted by idols
(2) xai Tiig mopveia (2) and from sexual immorality
(3) xatl ToB TVIXTOD (3) and from strangled things
(4) xal 70D alerros (4) and from blood
15:29 améyeobat to abstain
(1) eldwAobBiTwy (1) from what has been sacrificed
(4) xat alpatog to idols
(3) xai TixTol (4) and from blood
. ; 3) and from strangled things
) (
(2) xal mopvelag (2) and from sexual immorality
21:25 Tept 0¢ TV TMEMOTEUXOTWY EBVEY But concerning the believing

NeEls émeaTellayey, xplvavteg
unoev TotoliTov Thpeiv adtols, el uy)
duracoechar adTods

(1) 76 Te eidwAbBuTov

(4) xal 0 alpa

(3) xal TVIXTOV

(2) xal mopveiay

Gentiles, we have sent a letter with
our judgment that they should
abstain

(1) from what has been sacrificed
to idols

(4) and from blood

(3) and from strangled things

(2) and from sexual immorality

The four topics of eldwlov/eldwlébutos, mopveie, mvintds and aipa are joined together with

the connector xal in list-form, and each time they are introduced by identical or

semantically similar infinitives. These repetitive lexicogrammatical and semantic

regularities not only certify these abstentions as a thematic formation in the book of Acts,

but they also form the basis for which to find and compare other co-thematic texts that

contain the same kinds of subject matter and orient to the value positions associated with

similar discourse patterns in the cultural environment.* The next question to ask, then, is

whether the thematic formation of the four abstentions is in fact an intertextual thematic

4 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 92.
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formation that creates dialogical relationships with other texts in Luke’s literary
environment.

In an article published in 2015, Todd Hanneken argues that the precepts in Acts
15 and 21 are based on the tradition found in the book of Jubilees.® This study is
important for reasons I discuss below, but it should be noted that Hanneken’s argument is
one among many in the current scholarly discussion on where the abstentions decided at
the Jerusalem Council derive. A selective survey of recent commentators shows certain
commonalities amidst a lack of consensus regarding the background of the four
abstentions given at Acts 15:20, 29, and 21:25. Craig S. Keener, after considering four
options, favors the Noahide laws as the most likely background, even while adding the
qualification that he does not mean the fully formed list of Noahide laws that were a later
development in Rabbinic Judaism, but rather a range of early Jewish traditions that attest
to what God required from Gentiles based on retellings of the covenant made with Noah,
which are found in the book of Jubilees as well as Josephus and Philo.® Schnabel,
surveying six options, argues for an Old Testament polemic against idolatry and a
reliance on Lev 17-18.7 David G. Peterson considers five views but argues for a so-called
“scriptural” background and denies any other extra-canonical influences.® Richard I.
Pervo does not consider various views, but simply explains that the precepts derive from
Lev 17-18.° Numerous other commentaries could be surveyed for the options they

consider and the positions they take (though this would quickly become repetitive and

5> Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters.”
6 Keener, Acts, 3:226—609.

7 Schnabel, Acts, 644—45.

8 Peterson, Acts of the Apostles, 434-36.

? Pervo, Acts, 376-78.
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monotonous as they often do in the commentaries themselves), but this selection shows
that there is a general consensus that the Apostolic Decree is influenced by Jewish
literature despite opinions differing as to which texts are in view and how they relate to
the decree.!? In the following discussion I will show that Hanneken, in breaking away
from a tendency of some who only consider Lev 17—18 as the background of the
abstentions, moves this discussion in the right direction, though he misinterprets the
relationship that Acts shares with Jubilees.

Lemke’s acknowledgment that lexemes do not have to match up precisely for
texts to be thematically related is an important qualifier for this discussion because
Richard Bauckham has found that “there is, in fact, no known Jewish parallel to the

selection of precisely these four commandments from the Law of Moses as those which

19 Another issue relevant to the background of the four abstentions pertains to the textual traditions
of Acts because the so-called Alexandrian and Western versions of the book of Acts differ in their
respective regulations of the decree. (I understand that the term “Western” is a widely used misnomer
because the characteristic readings associated with this text-type have been found over a wide geographical
distribution.) I have written more fully on this issue elsewhere (see Dawson, “Textual Traditions of Acts”),
but for present matters the main problem to recognize is that another version of the book of Acts,
represented especially by Codex Bezae, has significant manuscript attestation of another set of regulations
with certain manuscripts omitting xai ToU mvixtod and adding a negative form of the Golden Rule. There
are other variants attested at the locations of the abstentions (for a consideration of the witnesses, see
Dawson, “Textual Traditions of Acts,” 572—76; Omanson, Textual Guide, 258), but the debate in
scholarship on Acts has primarily been between the tradition represented in Codex Bezae and the
Alexandrian witnesses, traditionally represented by Codex Vaticanus since the publication of James Hardy
Ropes’s The Text of Acts in 1926. The main consequence of the presence of the negative Golden Rule in
Codex Bezae (xal 8o wi Géhovary éautois yelvesat étépoig un moteite [“and whatever they do not want to
happen to themselves, do not do to others”]), for example, is that this addition effectively changes the
Apostolic Decree from what might be regarded as ceremonial restrictions for the maintenance of cultic
purity into clear ethical demands (so Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, Message of Acts, 3:222-23).
While there is a minority view held by some scholars that the presence of the negative Golden Rule and the
omission of xat Tol mvixtol support the notion that Codex Bezae has a distinctly more Jewish perspective
and is the earlier of the two versions of Acts, | have argued that these differences rather serve to show that
the editor of Codex Bezae obscures the thematic formation of the abstentions by failing to understand the
intertextual relationship the Apostolic Decree creates with concurrent Jewish tradition—namely, the
tradition found in the book of Jubilees. As a result, the Western tradition shows that it does not have the
attuned Jewish “ears to hear” regarding the heteroglossic backdrop of the abstentions and so alters them to
make them more easily intelligible and applicable to an audience that was not experiencing the earlier kinds
of ethnic conflict that Luke addresses and that is represented more accurately in the Alexandrian tradition
(Dawson, “Textual Traditions of Acts,” 578-83).
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are binding on Gentiles or a category of Gentiles.”!' However, Hanneken points out that
though Jubilees has been considered as a potential background text, it has not been
appropriately considered: “Somehow one verse from Jubilees made the list of what many
scholars feel obliged to mention, but it is the wrong verse.”'> Hanneken is referring to
Jub. 7:20 where the phrase “and keep themselves from fornication and uncleanliness and
all iniquity” is mentioned, a phrase strikingly similar to that found in the Apostolic
Decree. However, looking more closely at Jubilees, Hanneken finds that Jub. 6—7 contain
all the precepts in the Apostolic Decree and address the same major topics. Prohibitions
concerning eating blood can be found in Jub. 6:7-8, 12—13, 38; 7:29-32. The lexeme for
blood is also used with regard to shedding blood, which is referred to in 6:8; 7:23, 25-26
and 29. Since the shedding of blood collocates with iniquity in 7:23, this might indicate
that violence is presumed in “all iniquity” in 7:20. Scholars debate over whether aiya
refers to the consumption of blood, the shedding of blood, or both in the precepts in Acts,
but most believe that only eating blood is in view. However, if Jubilees is a text residing
in the cultural context of Acts, then a hypernymic use of aiya becomes more plausible,
which would subsume multiple issues pertaining to blood in the context, encompassing
both eating blood and shedding it (i.e., murder). References to sexual immorality are
found explicitly in 7:20 and 21 and perhaps in Ham’s act of seeing his father naked in
7:8. No explicit mention of idolatry is found in Jub. 67, but Hanneken finds an implicit
reference to idolatry in Jub. 7:27, which announces that demons have begun their

seductions, because Jubilees connects demon worship with idolatry in 1:11 and 22:17—

I Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles,” 174.
12 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 697.
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18.13 This explanation is helpful because Jub. 7:20 and Acts 15:20 share the same
semantic relations between thematic objects; both texts join their lists of behaviors that
must be avoided with coordinating connectors. Since all of the same thematic ideas are
recoverable in the immediate co-text of Jub. 7:20, these two texts apparently share a
stronger intertextual tie than has previously been appreciated.

Based on these co-thematic features and similar semantic patterns, Hanneken’s
argument is certainly worth more consideration, which will also entail investigating the
value orientations of the book of Jubilees and how Luke could be dialogically engaging
with them to create social commentary that articulates a certain message to his intended

audience.

Jubilees, The Noahide Laws, and Interpreting Moses in Acts
Are Acts and Jubilees Intertextually Related?

To test whether the book of Jubilees is a voice occupying a certain measure of dialogic
space in the Lukan community it needs to be shown whether Jubilees meets a reasonable
set of criteria that it indeed was a text used widespread in Jewish communities and that it
bears relevance to the foregrounded content of Acts 15 and 21. The main argument of
Hanneken’s article is based on the proposition that Jubilees is subsumed in the phrase
“those who taught Moses in the synagogues in every town on every Sabbath” in Acts
15:21 because “Jubilees itself was a citable legal source for many in the first century

C.E.”' Can such a statement about the book of Jubilees be sufficiently substantiated?

13 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 689. Cf. Hanneken, “Angels and Demons,” 11-25;
Reed, “Enochic and Mosaic Traditions in Jubilees,” 353—-68.
14 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 636.
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While no definitive answer can be given regarding the extent of the book’s distribution at
the time when Luke wrote Acts, there is evidence that suggests Jubilees was indeed
widespread and possibly existed in multiple translations by the middle of the first century
CE, was treated as a valued Jewish literary and religious book, and was directly
associated with the figure of Moses and prominent interpretations of the Mosaic Law.
The general consensus among scholars is that the book of Jubilees was first
composed sometime in the second century BCE. While there is debate over the
development of the book and whether and to what extent it underwent stages of
composition, the paleographic date of the oldest extant manuscript, 4Q216 cols. v—vii, a
Hebrew document, sets the terminus ad quem at 125-100 BCE.!> The document
discovered at Qumran is probably not the author’s autograph, and so the book predates
4Q216, but it is difficult to determine by how long.'® The terminus ad quo is set by the
composition of 1 Enoch, since, as scholars have shown, Jubilees is dependent on various
portions of the Enochian tradition, including especially the Astronomical Book, the Book
of the Watchers, and probably the Book of Dreams.'” Scholars differ on when in the
second century Jubilees should be dated, with arguments ranging from early- to mid- to

late-second century.'® Depending on which argument is most accurate, Jubilees would

15 Attridge et al., Qumran Cave 4.VIII, 2-3.

16 VanderKam, Jubilees 1, 31.

17 See Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1, 71-76; VanderKam, “Enoch Tradition,” 305-31; VanderKam,
Jubilees 1, 34, 88-90; Knibb, “Which Parts of I Enoch Were Known to Jubilees?” 254-62.

18 The argument for the early date is put forward by Louis Finkelstein, who thinks the author wrote
the book between 175 and 167 BCE. He argues that the Noahide laws, especially the prohibition of nudity
in Jub. 7:20, is so specific that it must be a response to a time when public nudity, which was practiced by
the Greeks especially in exercising and athletic competitions, became a problem in the Jerusalem
gymnasium under the high priesthood of Jason (“Pre-Maccabean Documents,” 20). This argument has been
enhanced by Jonathan Goldstein (“Date of the Book of Jubilees,” 64—65) and Menahem Kister (“Towards
the History of the Essene Sect,” 6-7n26), who show that the nudity argument finds better support in the
prohibition in Jub. 3:31, where the practice of uncovering oneself is attributed to the behavior of the
nations. Certain scholars who want to push the date to the mid-second century after 167 CE base their
reasoning on possible evidence that Jub. 34, 37-38 show awareness of the Maccabean revolt (e.g., Bohn,
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have been a known text among Jewish communities for around two hundred years or

perhaps longer before even the earliest estimations of the composition of Acts.'” The

“Bedeutung des Buches der Jubilden,” 171; Charles, Book of Jubilees, xii—Ixiii; VanderKam, Textual and
Historical Studies, 217-46; Berger, Buch der Jubilden, 300; Mendels, Land of Israel, 57-88), while others
see evidence in Jub. 46:6—11 of the second-century Seleucid—Ptolemaic conflicts when a Ptolemaic king
died in battle, an event that occurred only once in 145 BCE (e.g., Berger, Buch der Jubilden, 300). Such
echoes of history do not rest on a secure basis, since they depend on questionable interpretations of the
literary function of the book (see Doran, “Non-Dating of Jubilees,” 1-11). Better proposals of the mid-
century date base their arguments on Jubilees’ literary dependence on other sources, especially 1 Enoch. If
the class of giants mentioned in Jub. 7:22 is dependent on the Book of Dreams (1 En. 86:4; 87:4; 88:2;
89:6) as some have suggested (see VanderKam, Jubilees 1, 34), then this would mean Jubilees was written
after 164 BCE, assuming that Enoch’s Book of Dreams (1 En. 83-90) can be dated to this time as argued by
J. T. Milik (Books of Enoch, 44—45). However, George W. E. Nickelsburg has cast some doubt on Milik’s
view, noting that an earlier version of the Animal Apocalypse (1 En. 85-90) may date to the end of the third
century or the beginning of the second century (I Enoch 1, 8, 360-61). The most well-known scholar
associated with the late-second-century date is R. H. Charles, who argues for a date between 109 and 105
BCE (4pocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, 2:6), but his view has been eclipsed by other views that see the
writer of Jubilees as concerned with matters of an earlier period, since the author shows no knowledge of
the decrees issued by Antiochus IV against the Jewish religion in 167 and since nudity seems to be of
special concern. Therefore, while a terminus ad quem for Jubilees assures a date no later than the late-
second century, no firm timeframe can be assigned to the book’s composition within this century.

19 To determine this more precisely, one has to consider also the date of Acts. I find the six reasons
for which Adolf Harnack argues for a date around 62 CE compelling. These reasons were based on further
reflections and a change of mind from Harnack’s earlier view that Acts was written sometime between 78—
93 CE. First, the problem with the conclusion of Acts (or lack thereof) is mitigated in the simplest way if
Luke wrote shortly after Paul’s Roman imprisonment and while he was still living. Second, an earlier date
clears up the discrepancy in Acts 20:25, where Paul prophesies, “I know that all of you will see my face no
more, among whom I have preached the kingdom,” with the information in 2 Timothy. Luke, here, permits
Paul to say something about the future that is later proved wrong. Third, the Jews are never the group who
are persecuted in the book of Acts, but rather are always the ones who persecute. To Harnack, it now seems
most improbable that Acts was written after 70 CE, and especially 66 CE, since Luke makes no indication
of the disaster that befell the Jews in both Jerusalem and the Diaspora. Fourth, in the same way as Mark
and Matthew, Luke, in his gospel, combines the final catastrophe (Luke 21:25-36) with the coming of the
Son of Man (21:27-28) and concludes these events with Jesus saying, “Truly, I say to you, ‘This generation
will not pass away until everything has happened’” (21:32). Harnack cannot allow for the explanation that
these events were so arranged if the destruction of Jerusalem had already occurred. Fifth, moving the date
to the early 60s better explains why Luke was unfamiliar with Paul’s epistles. Sixth, Luke’s use of the word
“Christ” is even more primitive than the Pauline usage; it has not assumed the status of a name, but always
means, “the Messiah” (Harnack, Acts of the Apostles, 293-96; Harnack, Date of Acts, 90—113). Harnack
finds these six arguments the most important in locating the date of Acts, and his observations, especially
that Acts nowhere presupposes the Jewish revolt, have continued to be cited by scholars who support an
early date for Acts. For a full list of those who build on Harnack’s deductions on the dating of Acts, see
Armstrong, “New Plea for an Early Date of Acts,” 98—101. There are still other reasons that support an
early date, one being that the historically held view of dating books of the New Testament to the second
century, including Acts, have been disproven on a number of accounts (one such example is with the
discovery of the early second century P. Egerton 2, which shows literary dependency on the Gospel of John
as well as the Synoptic Gospels). The composition of Acts directly corresponds to the Gospels, and so the
evidence for the date of the Gospels implies a similar date for Acts (see Porter, “Was Paulinism a Thing,”
9-12). Moreover, the so-called middle dates for the New Testament writings, which remain very popular
among scholars, have been shown to be simply compromise dates between the early and late dates rather
than determinations based on arguments from evidence (see Porter, “Dating the Composition,” 554—59,
564-69).
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length of time the book had been in existence exceeds the time it would have taken for it
to have become an important Jewish literary and religious text that could have been read
in the synagogues in every city on every Sabbath.

To add support, the notion that Jubilees was so widespread by the middle of the
first century CE that Luke needed to address its influence on the Jewish believers of his
community, a further indication of its use especially outside Palestine would be that it
existed in a Greek version, since Greek was the standard language of synagogues in the
Diaspora.?? James C. VanderKam provides the following summary about what is known
about the Greek version of Jubilees:

While no copy of a Greek translation of the book has been identified to date, it is

certain that one existed. One kind of evidence for the claim is that the two most

extensive extant witnesses to the text of Jubilees—the Latin and the Ethiopic
translations—were made from Greek models. On general grounds one would
expect this for biblical or quasi-biblical literature in the two languages, but there

are also clear indications in the Ethiopic and Latin texts that a Greek base
underlies the translations.?!

One of these indications, among others, is a substantial number of transliterated words
from Greek.?? It is with good confidence, then, that a Greek version of Jubilees existed,
and so the question needing an answer is how early this version existed. Regarding this

question, VanderKam continues:

20 See Lifshitz, “Etudes classiques en Israél,” 251, who explains that Greek had become the
official language of some synagogues even within Palestine before 70 CE. Cf. Lifshitz, “Du nouveau sur
I’hellénisation,” 124; Hezser, Jewish Literacy, 233-34. The term “official” is perhaps not the best term to
use, however, with respect to the common or standard language of certain synagogues, since it carries the
modern connotation of legislated language policy.

2 VanderKam, Jubilees 1, 10. While the view has generally been rejected, especially in the years
following the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, there were some early scholars who believed that Jubilees
was originally composed in Greek. See Frankel, “Buch der Jubilden,” 311-16; Biichler, “Studies in the
Book of Jubilees,” 253-74.

22 For other studies that show evidence that the Latin and Ethiopic translations of Jubilees had a
Greek Vorlage, see Gliders, “Where Did Noah Place the Blood?” 745-49; Ronsch, Buch der Jubilden, 102.
Cf. VanderKam, Jubilees 1, 10.
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Although no copy of Greek Jubilees is available, some citations of Jubilees and
allusions to material in it, made by writers of Greek who used Greek sources,
have survived. They too make it reasonable to think that, whatever an individual
borrower may have had before him, a translation of Jubilees into Greek (or at
least a Greek rendering of parts of it) once existed. While most of the evidence
comes from relatively late texts, the sources of the later citations may go back to
considerably earlier times.?
While it is certainly possible if not likely that a Greek version of Jubilees existed in the
first century CE and was read aloud in the synagogues in the Diaspora, the physical
evidence leaves us wanting for more assurance. However, while knowledge of Greek
Jubilees in the first century CE would provide a more concrete footing for identifying its
place in the heteroglossic backdrop of Acts 15 and 21, this is not a requirement to
validate its influence in the Lukan community. Hanneken is keen to make this point:
The point is not that Jubilees itself was legally authoritative for the communities
related to the composition of Acts. The point is that Jubilees tells us about a circle
of ideas that influenced the way that Moses was read and explained. Jubilees
scholars will argue about that circle of ideas: What ideas are original innovations
in Jubilees? What ideas came from this or that unknown or barely known source?
How were the ideas transmitted and with what assumptions about scriptural
authority? In the middle of that circle of uncertainty, however, is a text—a long,
well-preserved, coherent text.?*
In other words, the point is that the book of Jubilees is one example of a text that
belonged to a much wider cultural tradition among Jews regarding the interpretation of
Moses, and so if this text was not represented in physical form in the Lukan environment,
this does not preclude the presence of the tradition to which it belongs, along with its

value orientations and the thematic formations characteristic of realizing them. The extent

of our knowledge of the book of Jubilees and its co-thematic ties with Acts 15 and 21 is

23 VanderKam, Jubilees 1, 10-11.
24 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 697-98.
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enough to proceed with the assumption that the tradition it exemplifies was at work in
Luke’s existential environment in some written and authoritative fashion.

This assertion is based in part on one of the foregrounded clauses of Acts 15—
namely Acts 15:21 (c. 41): Mwiaijs yap éx yeveidv apyxalwy xata oA ToVG x)pUaTovTas
adToV Exel év Tals cuvaywyais xata mév oafBatov avaywwaxéuevos (“For Moses, from
ancient generations in every city, has those who proclaim him, being read in the
synagogues during every Sabbath”). Surrounding the context of this clause is the question
of how the Law of Moses is to be interpreted in light of the Gentiles being admitted into
the community of God. Acts 15:21 seemingly indicates that this question should be
consistent with, or at least engage in some way with, how Moses is proclaimed/explained
in the synagogues, and the participle avaywwaxopevos indicates that this interpretation is
based on written text(s). As shown above, there are problems with understanding this
written text to be Lev 17-18, problems that are resolved with understanding the
background of Apostolic Decree to be the book of Jubilees or at least a text related to it in
the wider tradition of interpreting Moses associated with it.>

To echo the title of Hanneken’s article, Moses certainly had his interpreters, and it
is entirely accurate to call the book of Jubilees an interpretation of Moses.?¢ I have noted

more than once in the previous chapters how Luke uses the participant of Moses as a

25 VanderKam makes the helpful comment that “from the limited evidence, it is clear that the
author of Jubilees was not the creator of all the rewritten stories in the book. Documentation for the
statement comes from the existence of older texts that embody rewritten material similar to what one finds
in Jubilees and that probably served as sources for the author’s work. A prime example is the Enochic Book
of the Watchers, especially chaps. 6-16, which offer more than one rewriting of Gen 6:1-4 and the
preparations for the flood that follow. Jubilees 5:1-11; 7:20-25; and 10:1-13 exhibit borrowings from these
chapters of Enoch. Other examples may come from the Aramaic Levi Document and the source common to
Jubilees and the Visions of Amram” (Jubilees 1, 24). Cf. Segal, Book of Jubilees, 1-94.

26 See Najman, Seconding Sinai, esp. 1-69.
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meronym for the Mosaic Law. In light of the intertextual thematic formation discovered
at work in the narration of Peter’s vision involving 1 Enoch’s Book of Dreams, which
invokes the Noahic Flood, and also in light of the Apostolic Decree’s intertextual
relationship to the Noahide laws, it might seem strange that Moses is mentioned by name
repeatedly in the Jerusalem Council episode and in Paul’s purification story and even
occupies a place in foregrounded patternings, since the recurring engagement with the
Noahic tradition predates the Mosaic Law. However, there is a significant reason for
invoking the name of Moses rather than simply the lexis of law, because the book of
Jubilees attributes the revelation of the Noahide laws to Moses. The result of this, as I
discuss below, is that the figure of Moses is construed as the source of the retelling of the
Noah story, and so the phrase “proclaiming Moses” becomes a far more complex notion
than the simple reading of the Law, where the Law is defined strictly in terms of the five
books of Moses or the Pentateuch.?” The Second Temple period saw a theological
development where Moses became a visionary of future events and became associated

with various other Jewish literary texts.?® It thus becomes necessary to understand the

%7 This statement by no means diminishes the status that the five books of Moses (the Law) held as
a sacred set of authoritative writings. We know that “the Law and the Prophets” as a two-part collection
already held this status by the second century BCE (cf. 2 Macc 15:9; 4 Macc 18:10; Matt 5:17; 7:12;
22:40). See deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha, 18. This does not mean, however, that other books were
not also held in high repute and could even be considered authoritative. The extent of the canon of Judaism
was not firmly established by the end of the first century AD; we can point to Jude’s use of 1 Enoch as one
example (Jude 9). Admittedly, however, there was, at least, a growing awareness of a closed canon by the
end of the first century. Josephus, in his Against Apion, enumerates the books of the canon at twenty-two,
including the five books of Moses, the prophets in thirteen books, and four books containing hymns to God
(Ag. Ap. 1.8.38), where various books are grouped together as once, such as the Book of the Twelve,
among others. See deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha, 19.

28 There was a theological development during the Second Temple period where major Old
Testament figures became visionaries to whom the secrets of the end times were revealed. Moses was one
of these as is evidenced in Jubilees as well as 2 Esd 14: 3-5, as was Enoch as seen in 1 Enoch. Abraham,
likewise, was one of these figures as evidenced in the Apocalypse of Abraham and 2 Esd 3:13—14. See
deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha, 383. We know from other books in the New Testament that Moses, in
particular, was used in other pseudepigraphal literature, such as in Jude 9, which makes reference to the
Assumption (or Testament) of Moses in a context of also engaging 1 Enoch (see Jude 6). For brief
discussions on the Assumption of Moses, see Green, Jude, 26-32, 79-81.
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proclamation of Moses as potentially encompassing a proclamation of an interpretation of
Moses—that is, a Mosaic tradition as found in pseudepigraphal literature. The task of the
modern interpreter, then, is to identify which texts involving Moses and which
interpretations of Moses are most relevant to Luke’s existential situation.

The book of Jubilees is staged at Mount Sinai when the Lord and Moses meet
together. Here Moses also encounters the Angel of the Presence, who commands Moses
to write everything he says, beginning with the words about creation (Jub. 2:1), but the
extent of the revelation, indicated at 1:27, goes up to the time when God’s temple is built
throughout all the ages of eternity.?’ Therefore, if Jubilees or the Mosaic tradition
contained therein is the proper heteroglossic backdrop against which Acts 15 and 21 are
to be read, then Moses can be and probably becomes more than a meronym for the Law
in the context of Acts, since in Jubilees he is a participant at the level of the narrative (he
is the narrator’s [i.e., the Angel of Presence] addressee and amanuensis), which retells the
story of Genesis and extends through the events of Exodus 24.3° He is the authoritative
and unimpeachable figure through which the interpretation of scripture is mediated,
including the Mosaic Law but including much else besides.’!

Hanneken’s claim that the Apostolic Council engages Jub. 6—7 is supported by the
link these precepts at Jub. 7:20 have with Gen 9; the Noahide laws appear in the context
of rewriting the unconditional covenant made with Noah at Gen 9 into a conditional

9932

covenant “complete with obligations, blessings, curses, and oaths,” = and so they display

2 Based on the eschatological mention of God’s temple, one could certainly find additional
significance here in the temple language of the Amos quotation in Acts 15.

30 On the difference between the level of narrative and the level of story in Jubilees, see Kvanvig,
“Jubilees—Read as a Narrative”; Kvanvig, “Jubilees—Between Enoch and Moses.”

31 On the subject of how authority was conferred in works of rewritten scripture but Jubilees in
particular, see Najman, “Interpretation as Primordial Writing,” 379-410.

32 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 699.
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at least one way in which Moses was being interpreted in Jewish communities before and
at the time Acts was written. It is at this point that Hanneken acknowledges the related
texts of Deut 12 and Lev 17 that prohibit the consumption of blood—texts that many
have seen as the background of Acts 15:20. However, Hanneken sees them within a
particular interpretive tradition of Moses in line with Jubilees: “When Acts 15 reads
universal law from Genesis 9 to include the related commandments in Leviticus 17 and
Deuteronomy 12 it follows the precedent of Jubilees in reading laws from Sinai as
implicit in the narratives of Genesis in general and reading them into a universal covenant
made through Noah in particular.”** Thus, Leviticus and Deuteronomy are only engaged
insofar as they are incorporated into how Gen 9 was interpreted at the time when Luke
wrote Acts. This actually solves a number of the objections other scholars have had in
response to seeing Lev 17-18 as the background for Acts 15. The conclusion can
therefore be drawn that if Jubilees was indeed a frequently used source in the first
century, or if it belonged to a tradition of how to interpret Moses, then its co-thematic
content becomes intertextually related to Acts because its value orientations would have
remained a potential influence for Jewish believers who continued to adhere to their
Jewish customs while also attempting to coexist among believing Gentiles. The question

that thus follows this discussion is how Acts and Jubilees are intertextually related.

Dialoguing with Jubilees: Identifying Luke’s Strategy for Value Positioning
Because Acts realizes such strong co-thematic ties with the book of Jubilees, the Noahide

laws can be reasonably assumed to be an intertextual thematic formation that functions to

33 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 702-3.
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maintain a value position among the Jewish communities that incorporated the book of
Jubilees into their public reading. It is therefore appropriate to try to detail certain
contextual variables in which this thematic formation would have been commonly used.
The Noahide laws get their name from their inclusion in the rewritten Noahic
covenant, a tradition that rewrote God’s covenant with Noah as a conditional covenant.
Jubilees is one of the texts that rewrites this event but “not as a replacement but as a
guide, as a means of helping the reader derive the correct message from the biblical
material and ensuring that the wrong conclusions [according to the author’s theological
views] were not drawn from it.”3* In prior research, Hanneken acknowledges that the
tradition found in Jubilees traces back to a Book of Noah.?> Though no such document is
known to be extant, other early Jewish sources such as apGen 5.29 and T. Levi ar 10.10
refer to it, and their content supports the claims in Jub. 1:29, 33:16, and 50:13 that Noah
taught the same laws as Moses.*¢ Therefore, if a Book of Noah existed in the first

century,’” then it follows that the Noahide laws were an established intertextual thematic

34 VanderKam, Jubilees 1, 39.

35 Hanneken, Subversion of the Apocalypses, 288. For a detailed article that compiles the scattered
references to a Book of Noah and that argues that such a work did indeed exist, see Garcia Martinez,
“40OMess Ar and the Book of Noah,” 24—44. There are others, however, who doubt that the mentions of
Noahic writings actually correspond to the existence of a book or collection of writings. For example, see
Dimant, “Two ‘Scientific Fictions,”” 231-42.

36 Hanneken, Subversion of the Apocalypses, 288-89. Hanneken notes that the Genesis
Apocryphon and Aramaic Levi are difficult to date, and so they may depend on Jubilees, or they may all
three depend on the Book of Noah (288n60). For more on the dating of these documents, see Fitzmyer,
Genesis Apocryphon, 26-28; Greenfield et al., Aramaic Levi Document, 180; Eshel, “Noah Cycle,” 77-95.
VanderKam goes so far as to say that “Jubilees is dependent on Aramaic Levi or the tradition that lies
behind it” (Book of Jubilees, 138).

37 My overall argument, however, is not contingent on the existence of a physical Book of Noah.
In other words, the physical nature of the book is not a requirement of its conceptual existence and the
tradition associated with it. One can talk about books in a fictive manner, which can be a means of referring
to a living tradition. One finds this discursive practice in the book of Jubilees itself where Noah writes
books and passes them down to Shem (Jub. 10:13—14). These books then are transmitted to Abraham (Jub.
12:27), who, in turn, passes them down to Isaac and then Jacob (Jub. 21:10). They are then handed down to
Levi who could them preserve them through his descendants “to this day” (Jub. 45:16). Cf. Hanneken, “Sin
of the Gentiles,” 7. For the debate of the Book of Noah’s physical existence and widespread distribution,
see Stone et al., Noah and His Book(s).
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formation in Jewish communities at the time Acts would have been written, which means
that it becomes more likely that Luke is intentionally engaging this intertextual thematic
formation in some way.

Additionally, given that the rewriting of the Noahic covenant took place within
Judaism and because Jubilees perpetuates this, it is demonstrable that the thematic
formation of the Noahide laws in Jubilees allies with an intertextual thematic formation
that promotes the social value of Jewish purity. It is, in fact, the state of humanity’s
pollution as a result of indulging in sin that prompted God to cleanse the earth in the
flood to begin with, and the condition added to the Noahic covenant makes being
uprooted a possibility again (Jub. 6:12—14). According to the book of Jubilees, the sin of
the Gentiles that makes them reprehensive to Jews and dangerous for Jews to even be
around is the consumption of blood; this made them liable to God’s violent judgment.®®
Thus, the covenant God made with Noah and his sons, which was to be renewed every
year by Israel during the Festival of Weeks, included the oath not to consume blood:

Noah and his sons swore an oath not to consume any blood that was in any

animate being. During this month he made a covenant before the Lord God

forever throughout all the history of the earth. For this reason he told you, too, to
make a covenant—accompanied by an oath—with the Israelites during this month
on the mountain and to sprinkle blood on them because of all the words of the
covenant that the Lord was making with them for all time. This testimony has
been written regarding you to keep it for all times so that you may not at any time
eat any blood of animals or birds throughout all the days of the earth. (As for) the
human being who has eaten the blood of an animal, of cattle, or of birds during all

the days of the earth—he and his descendants will be uprooted from the earth
(Jub. 6:10-12).%°

3% Hanneken, “Sin of the Gentiles,” 1-2.
39 The translation is from VanderKam, Jubilees 1, 298.
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Because the threat of being uprooted for consuming blood was built into the
content of the covenant, even simple proximity to Gentiles becomes a potential hazard for
faithful Jews. Jubilees thus presents the need for radical separation from Gentiles:

Now you, my son Jacob, remember what I say and keep the commandments of

your father Abraham. Separate from the nations and do not eat with them. Do not

act as they do, and do not become their companion, for their actions are
something that is impure, and all their ways are defiled and something
abominable and detestable (22:16).4°

Hanneken explains that rewriting its sources orients the book of Jubilees to
address the specific question of why a mature Jew could not associate with Gentiles and
simply avoid their sinful practices; it is because the sin Jubilees attributes as endemic and
exclusive to Gentiles is binding on Gentiles since they, too, are descendants of Noah and
are thus culpable for the sin of consuming blood, which leads to the system of belief that
God will bring his just and cataclysmic judgment upon sinful Gentiles.*! Association with
Gentiles does not only result in becoming morally impure; it also endangers Jews who
may be present at the time of God’s judgment. If the overt value orientation of the book

of Jubilees is separation from the Gentiles since they consume blood, and since this is
thematically represented in the Noahide Laws, especially by the thematic tokens aiua and
mvixTég, how are we to understand Luke’s engagement with this intertextual thematic
formation in Acts 15 and 21? Since Peter’s vision in Acts 10—11 has already established
the value position that Gentiles are clean (or at least those who have been baptized by the
Holy Spirit), the implicature follows that accepting hospitality from Gentiles does not

necessarily result in becoming unclean and with it the danger of getting caught in the

40 The translation is from VanderKam, Jubilees 2, 647
4! Hanneken, “Sin of the Gentiles,” 2. Hanneken (“Sin of the Gentiles,” 8-13) explains that the
culpability of the Gentiles is accomplished in Jubilees according to its interpretation of Gen 9:4.
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fallout of God’s judgment on the Gentiles. Inferring this, the next obvious question that
would have arisen among Jewish believers is how table fellowship with Gentiles is
possible if meat has not been prepared according to Levitical procedure—that is, it still
has its blood in it—an issue that remains unresolved despite a change in theology
regarding association with Gentiles. It is important to fill in the contextual feature here
that the book of Jubilees interprets “eating blood” as consuming meat that has not been
processed by Levites. Hanneken fleshes this point out, stating, “The prohibition of eating
blood serves as a summary of a complete set of laws of blood and sacrifice followed by
all Levites and only Levites. Because Gentiles do not possess the books transmitted only
to the Levites they are incapable of preparing acceptable meat, even if it were from a
clean animal and not sacrificed to idols.”*?

One potential interpretation, then, of the Apostolic Decree is that James and the
elders of the Jerusalem Church uphold the traditional value positions regarding eating
meat as expressed in the book of Jubilees, and so the Apostolic Decree sets out to
establish a kind of judaizing program of the Gentiles, whereby Gentiles adopt all
necessary Jewish practices so as not to incur God’s violent judgment. Such an
interpretation would result in an allying intertextual relationship between Acts and
Jubilees, at least in certain respects. While certain scholars, including Hanneken and
others within the “Paul within Judaism” movement, who interpret Paul’s evangelistic

efforts as an attempt to judaize Gentiles, might be sympathetic to such a reading,*’ this

view is inadequate for a number of reasons as I discuss below.

42 Hanneken, “Sin of the Gentiles,” 3.
43 See, for example, Fredriksen, “Judaizing the Nations,” 232-52.
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Other scholars have made the point that Jubilees places emphasis on purity and
pollution, especially with regard to how Jews come into contact with Gentiles. Lutz
Doering, for example, remarks that Jub. 22:16—18 “is a comprehensive call for the
separation from the nations, entailing prohibitions against eating with them, behaving as
they do, and becoming their companion . . . While one of the concerns is idolatry,

‘eating’ with Gentiles may include dietary and perhaps ‘ritual’ issues.”** This observation
by itself calls into question Hanneken’s view that Acts aligns with the tradition of
interpreting Moses as found in Jubilees, since Luke’s theological stance values the
coming together of Jews and Gentiles in as much as it fully realizes the theme of the
Gentile mission that spans the entire book.*’ In other words, whereas Jubilees uses a
tradition to promote radical separation from the nations, among whom idolatry and
impurity abound,* lest God’s people be judged,*’ one finds a radically different praxis
with regards to Gentiles in Acts where the narrative repeatedly promotes their inclusion
with Jewish Christians.*8

Moreover, to take the view that the Apostolic Decree promotes a kind of judaizing
of the Gentiles is faced with multiple obstacles construed in the context, including
James’s and the elders’ intention not to trouble the Gentiles who are turning to God (Acts

15:19). This statement is then followed by the concessive statement AL émioTeilat

avTols (“but we should write to them™) (15:20), where the letter contains the abstentions

4 Doering, “Purity and Impurity in Jubilees,” 272. But see also Werman, “Attitude towards
Gentiles,” who offers the most extensive study on this topic. Cf. Isaac Oliver, “Forming Jewish Idenity,”
105-32, who, in a recent article, surveys much of the previous scholarship that addresses the anti-Gentile
rhetoric in Jubilees. He also discusses that Jubilees legislates the observation of the Sabbath and
circumcision for the purpose of opposing Jewish Hellenization.

45 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 705.

46 Cf. Jub. 1:9; 9:15; 11:4; 16:5-6; 21:21-23; 22:16-22; 30:11-15.

47 See VanderKam, Book of Jubilees, 133-34.

48 See Wilson, Gentiles and the Gentile Mission, 239-49.
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followed by the explanation that Moses has those who proclaim him (15:21). Based on
the logical flow of this presentation, the motivation for the abstentions seems to be more
for the sake of the conscience of Jewish believers rather than for the sake of Gentile
believers, since the explanation for the abstentions relates to Jewish value orientations
prominent in the culture. The intention not to trouble the Gentiles is again stressed at Acts
15:28, where the apostles and elders state in their letter that they wish to impose no other
burden on the Gentiles other than the essential matters contained in the four abstentions.
This presentation appears not to invest the level of specificity that Jubilees does in its
definition of “eating blood” as any consumption of meat not prepared by Levites, since
such an understanding could hardly be received as untroublesome, not burdensome, and
elicit the level of enthusiasm construed in Acts 15:31 when the members of the church at
Antioch read the letter and rejoiced at the exhortation. In sum, the “essentials” or “the
things of a necessary nature” (émavayxes) (15:28) mentioned in the letter can hardly be
interpreted as an allying intertextual relationship with the comprehensive call for
separation from the Gentiles in Jubilees. The fact that the four abstentions are used in
facilitating the cohabitation of Jewish and Gentile believers amounts to a profound
subversion of the Noahide laws (as found in Jubilees) as an intertextual thematic
formation.

It is more appropriate, then, to conclude that the Apostolic Decree, as construed in
the book of Acts, actively opposes the value orientation to maintain Jews’ separation
from Gentiles as found in Jubilees by means of using the intertextual thematic formation
of the Noahide laws to subvert the message they carry for Jews who hear them read in the

synagogues. However, it is important to hear the concerns intertextually embedded in the
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abstentions, since they invoke the beliefs that relate to the most serious value orientations
Jews could have conceivable had regarding associating with Gentiles. This means that
Luke’s narrative not only rejects the value orientation associated with the Noahide laws
as promoted within an important Jewish religious text but “turns the world upside down”
by reorienting the abstentions to promote a radically different ecumenical program. Luke
is advocating for a different practice, where the realities of Gentile morality have been
reassessed in light of a surprising turn of events—the discovery that Gentiles have been

baptized with the Holy Spirit.

Beyond Jubilees to Diachronic Intertextual Considerations
While Jubilees provides a concrete text by which the Noahide laws are dialogically
engaged in Acts 15 and 21 and are forthrightly opposed, there are more texts to be
considered, since, after all, Jubilees is only one instance of a broader Jewish tradition that
entails the rewriting and ideological reinvesting of sacred scripture. Hanneken, like many
commentators, argues for attention to be given to a single background text over against
other potential background texts, which follows a trend in biblical scholarship that does
not employ a robust understanding of intertextuality. In my view, the competing
proposals for the background of the Apostolic Decree actually have some complementary
insights, but they have not been brought into proper harmony with one another. One
proposal argues for the influence of additional Jewish traditions on the Apostolic Decree,
these traditions being ones that continued to be developed into the form they eventually

take in the Tannaitic rabbinic literature.* I believe that this proposal has merit, but it

49 Keener, Acts, 3:2263—-64.
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needs to be brought into conversation with what Hanneken has brought to light and what
I believe I have corrected in his argument.

Important for intertextual analyses of ancient texts is to admit that we only have
representative texts of a community, which do not paint a complete picture of the context
of culture at any given point in time. Lemke’s model is still usable despite this limitation
because we do not have to limit our search to previous or concurrent texts for intertextual
analysis of the New Testament. This is because negotiations over points of ideological
struggle are established over time, and so later texts can give indications of a tradition’s
later stage of development that earlier texts necessarily helped to shape. Supporting this
notion, Hanneken explains that although some argue that the rabbinic evidence originated
later than Acts,

if we are looking for core concepts rather than lists, we can easily fill in the gaps

for an idea first developed by the middle of the second century B.C.E. and widely

assumed and taken in creative directions in the second century C.E. There is no
chronological reason to doubt that in the first century C.E. the concept of

Noachide laws would have made the “curriculum” of how Moses was taught in

the synagogues on every Sabbath in every town (Acts 15:21).5°
Moving forward with this, we should not assume that the teaching of Moses in the
synagogues was monolithic in the first century CE. The strength in examining the later
body of literature that contains the Noahide laws is that it reports from the teachings of
prominent rabbis who were rough contemporaries of the New Testament authors, and

their words can be compared and brought into conversation with the text of Acts. The two

texts from the Babylonian Talmud®' that are routinely cited in commentaries on Acts with

50 Hanneken, “Moses Has His Interpreters,” 696-97. Such a view challenges Bockmuehl, Jewish
Law in Gentile Churches, 159, who argues that the Noahide doctrine probably originated in the first half of
the second century.

51 The Babylonian Talmud is a fifth-century CE collection of rabbinic writings on the second-
century CE Mishnah.
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regard to the Noahide laws are ‘Abod. Zar. 8.4 and Sanh. 56a—b. These texts are useful,
not only because they contain the Noahide laws in a later, more developed form, but also
because they quote from particular rabbis on the content of these laws who were active as
early as the late first century. I will therefore consider the themes of these tractates to
situate the Noahide laws within their wider heteroglossic backdrop.

By situating the two texts from the Talmud mentioned above within their
contexts, their thematic content and value orientations can be compared with those found
in Acts.> Following is an excerpt from Sanh. 56a-b: “Our Rabbis taught: Seven precepts
were the sons of Noah commanded: social laws; to refrain from blasphemy; idolatry;
adultery; bloodshed; robbery; and eating flesh cut from a living animal. R. Hanania b.
Gamaliel said: Also not to partake of the blood drawn from a living animal. R. Hidka
added emasculation. R. Simeon added sorcery.” This quotation cites the seven precepts
that comprise the fully developed list of the Noahide laws along with additions from
rabbis from the second century AD. This text contains each element mentioned in Acts,
where “strangled” and “blood” are understood as conceptually related to “eating flesh cut
from a living animal” and “blood drawn from a living animal” (cf. Acts 15:20, 29;
21:25). This list is situated within a broader context concerned with actions warranting
execution and discussions on the different forms of execution such as stoning, burning,

decapitation and strangulation. The activities described in the co-text of the Noahide laws

52 T understand that there are several centuries between the completion of the Babylonian Talmud
and when Acts would have first been composed, and so there could be concern for making anachronistic
judgments concerning how these texts compare. However, I think it is perfectly reasonable to assume that
the co-thematic material associated with the Noahide laws were used relatively consistently, though
perhaps with some variation and development especially after 70 CE, throughout the rabbinic tradition.
This is supported by the Talmud’s practice in the Gemara to cite and repeat the teaching of prior rabbis.

53 Sanh. 56a-b, quoted from volume three of Isidore Epstein (ed.), Babylonian Talmud: Seder
Nezikin. 1 have retained the exact wording and style of the translation, even though it is phrased and
formatted somewhat awkwardly.
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are blasphemy and the forms of sexual immorality prohibited in Lev 18, all of which
warrant execution. While some commentators would deny that Lev 18 is a background
text of Acts 15 and 21,3 this rabbinic tradition would suggest otherwise if it can be
linked to Acts 15 or 21, which further demonstrates the complexity of all that should be
considered when analyzing a text’s heteroglossic backdrop.

Interestingly, the context of Acts 21 tells of the Jews’ acting in accordance with
this tradition because they have responded to the rumors about Paul forsaking the Law of
Moses with attempts to have him executed. In other words, since the Jews believe the
rumor that Paul has taught Jewish believers to forsake the Law and its customs, they
behave in the proper manner of seeking the prescribed course of action for Paul’s offense.
The words and actions of James and the elders then offer, at least to a Jew, something of
a contradiction. They announce the Apostolic Decree again and so reiterate the
importance of maintaining the Noahide laws, where violations would warrant execution
in Jewish life (Lev 17:10-11), but they direct Paul to undergo purification, even though
there was no purification process sufficient for these abominations except for “cutting
off”—that is, executing—the polluted subject, which is exactly what the Jews tried to
do.> As discussed in the previous chapter, I find the argument compelling that the
arrangement for Paul to participate in a rite of purification is an attempt to preempt the
public accusation of Paul’s apostacy; if Paul is seen as behaving as a Jew and financially
supporting other Jews in their purification, then this implicitly challenges the legitimacy
of the rumors surrounding Paul’s ministry abroad. The best way to interpret Luke’s use of

situational irony here, I argue, is to understand the importance for Gentiles to respect the

5% See Gaventa, Acts of the Apostles, 222. See also Witherington, Acts of the Apostles, 464—65.
35 See deSilva, Honor, 268—609.
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legitimacy of Jewish customs, particularly those deemed essential for Jewish believers to
be able to coexist among Gentiles in good conscience.

Sanhedrin 56a-b introduces the Noahide laws in a larger discussion of the
sexually immoral abominations of Lev 18, which further reinforces the proposal that Lev
17-18 and Gen 9 were used together in Noahic traditions of interpretation. If Paul is
believed to be teaching Jews to abandon their observance of these laws, which can be
reasonably assumed by the reiteration of the abstentions of the Apostolic Decree, the
tradition evinced in Sanhedrin helps to explain more forcefully the events that take place
in Acts 21 because the background is more fully furnished with the motivations for why
the Jews in Acts 21 behaved as they did. Moreover, given that a qualification is offered in
the commentary by citing R. Hanania b. Gamaliel in particular, who was active from 70—
135 CE, the consumption of blood was further emphasized as a prohibited practice
toward the end of the first century, a notion emphasized in the Apostolic Decree with its
two blood-related abstentions.

As we consider a diachronic perspective, we see that Acts shares co-thematic ties
with this rabbinic tradition, which reveals the historical relationship the Noahide laws
maintained with practices of execution, since Paul’s steps towards purification are
disregarded by the Jews who promptly attempt to kill him (Acts 21:27-36). The
intertextual thematic formation here pairs the Noahide laws with the public practices of
maintaining purity, and this brings some clarification as to why they recur in Acts 21
where they do not organically cohere with the field of discourse. Acts’ relationship to this

intertextual thematic formation—that is, how Acts relates to the tradition found in



318

Sanhedrin 56a—b—could be viewed as conflicted, yet complementizing>*—that is, allied
through James and the elders’ value statement that these activities should be guarded
against for the sake of Jewish believers who valued their system of moral purity. The
caveat, however, is that the Noahide laws in Acts are to be applied according to their
function within multi-ethnic Christian communities rather than according to their
function we know existed in certain Jewish literature of the day, such as Jubilees and the
Noahic tradition it realizes. In other words, they should be observed to maintain good
relations between Jewish and Gentile believers rather than for regulating the grounds for
an individual’s execution.
Another source from the Talmud commonly cited in reference to the abstentions,
‘Abodah Zarah, reads,
Against this is quoted: Who is a ger toshab? Any [Gentile] who takes upon
himself in the presence of three haberim not to worship idols. Such is the
statement of R. Meir; but the Sages declare: Any [Gentile] who takes upon
himself the seven precepts which the sons of Noah undertook; and still others
maintain: These do not come within the category of a ger foshab; but who is a ger
toshab? A proselyte who eats of animals not ritually slaughtered, i.e., he took
upon himself to observe all the precepts mentioned in the Torah apart from the
prohibition of [eating the flesh of] animals not ritually slaughtered.”’
The point in this excerpt, which mentions the Noahide laws, is that no form of idolatry or
activities associated with it are to be practiced by Jews or allowed into Jewish

communities by a sojourner (ger toshab), and only once idolatry is properly renounced

can a Gentile become a “resident alien” and live in the land of Israel.’® The entirety of

56 The term complementizing is taken from Lemke, who systematizes different kinds of allying
intertextual relationships according to a further point in delicacy. According to Lemke (“Discourses in
Conflict,” 48), a complementizing intertextual thematic formation addresses ways where two texts have
different ways of talking about the same thing, “which then cannot be directly opposed.”

57 ¢Abod. Zar. 64b, quoted from volume four of Isidore Epstein (ed.), Babylonian Talmud: Seder
Nezikin.

58 Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness, 152. Rabbinic tradition went as far as to say that any Gentile
that denied idolatry became a Jew. See b. Meg. 13a.
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‘Abodah Zarah, which means “strange worship,” is compiled to warn against any form of
damages to Jewish purity that pertains to idolatry. Although the Noahide laws do not
appear in their list form, the thematic material recognizes them but forefronts idolatry as
the main precept. This emphasis is in keeping with Acts 15:20, 29, and 21:25 because
idolatry is the first lexical item in all three lists, whereas the other three lexical items vary
in arrangement (see Table 6.1 above). This relationship indicates another
complementizing (i.e., allied) intertextual relationship between the tradition in ‘Abodah
Zarah and Acts because both texts consider how Gentiles and Jews are able to live
amongst each other, or better, how Gentiles can enter into the Jewish community.
Further, Shaye Cohen notes that the “very idea of ‘Noahide laws’ shows a remarkable
tendency toward recognizing the validity of cultures other than one’s own,” which is in
keeping with James’s earlier use of Amos in Acts 15 to legitimate the inclusion of
Gentiles in the rebuilt “tabernacle of David” (vv. 16-18).3° However, Cohen’s reflection
responds to a tradition in Rabbinic Judaism, a later development of the Noahide laws that
is seemingly at odds with the tradition found in Jubilees. We therefore find in the
Tannaitic literature traditions that paint a more complex picture around the Noahide laws,
which when more fully considered helps to orient the book of Acts, admittedly
incompletely and diachronically, within streams of tradition that consist of variant value
orientations. Given these findings, there are a number of conclusions that can now be

made about the message Luke is articulating to his audience through his narrative.

59 Cohen, Maccabees to the Mishnah, p. 209.
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Conclusion
This chapter goes beyond Tannehill’s literary-critical conclusions conferred in the
transitivity analysis of the previous chapter and again in the introduction of this chapter
because he only considers the meaning of redundancy/repetition in light of its intra-
textual “echo effects” in Luke—Acts and the “biblical story.” This study has shown the
importance of accounting for the heteroglossic backdrop in which Acts was composed to
see how the Noahide laws are dis/aligned with other voices in the culture as they are
instanced in texts that share the same thematic formations that Luke stylistically
foregrounds. The analysis of the relationships between the thematic formations present in
Acts 15 and 21 and the texts discussed above has demonstrated that the use of the
Noahide laws in Acts opposes the social value realized in Jubilees that Jews must
maintain complete separation from Gentiles, but, in a limited sense, is allied with the
traditions found in the Babylonian Talmud that allow association between Jews and
Gentiles within certain parameters. While caution needs to be taken in assuming too
much from late sources, the use of the Noahide laws in conjunction with reference to Lev
17-18 in the Tannaitic literature for instruction on purity and proselytization suggests that
the abstentions belonged to at least two different traditions or streams of thought because
they are used to promote two sets of social values, even though they are linked in their
concern for avoiding pollution for idols, sexual immorality, and the like. As used in Acts,
the Noahide laws are concerned with safeguarding against idolatry and pollution and
facilitating ecumenism between Jews and Gentiles, and so contrary to the argument of

Hanneken, Luke does not follow the tradition in Jubilees; he opposes it, while possibly
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sympathizing with another tradition prefiguring those instanced in the later rabbinic
writings.

What, then, has been clarified about Luke’s theme? The foregrounded patternings,
involving topics such as debate/dissension, opposing parties, Moses, and the like, all of
which function in a consistent semantic direction and converge at the Noahide laws in
Acts 15 and again in Acts 21, symbolically articulate that Luke is opposing a
contemporary Jewish isolationism that is rationalized by the Noahide laws, and more
generally in their contexts of the rewritten, conditional Noahic covenant. Instead, the
precepts in Acts function in a complementary way to the purpose Cohen identifies in the
later rabbinic literature, a means to recognize the legitimacy of different cultures and to
facilitate their integration, but not in a way that perpetuates a Jewish separationist
ideology but rather recognizes the need to respect Jewish values regarding certain
behaviors pertaining to moral purity.

What, then, can be said about Luke’s theme and the existential context in which
he composed his book in light of this intertextual thematic analysis? The best explanation
for the stylistic patternings that foreground the four abstentions among other elements in
Acts 15 and 21, I argue, is to subvert the value orientations of a Noahic tradition that is
realized especially in the book of Jubilees. While liberating for Gentile believers in one
sense, the Noahide laws in Acts, I argue, carry with them a message that Gentiles are to
respect essential Jewish customs—namely, those that are binding on all human beings as
descendants of Noah—so that Jews will not be forced out of believing communities.
Paul’s alleged apostacy, in the midst of a narrative saturated in situational irony, is

intentionally narrated to clarify this message; while the symbolic articulation in Acts 15
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counters the value position of Jewish isolationism, Acts 21 emphasizes a message of
relief to Jewish believers in a crisis of conscience, since Gentiles have regulations placed
on them by which the vision of the redefined people of God (i.e., those who have been
baptized with the Holy Spirit) can achieve its actualization outside of dominantly Jewish-
populated churches. The message of Acts 21 thus emphasizes the responsibility placed on
Gentile believers but offers a reassuring word to Jewish believers who may be susceptible
to breaking ranks with the multi-ethnic community and aligning with the value

orientations found in texts such as Jubilees.



CHAPTER 7:
INTERPRETING LUKE’S THEME AS A TIMELY MESSAGE FOR HIS AUDIENCE

A Summary of Previous Findings and Arguments
The central text of this study that follows a particular thread of patternings is the
Jerusalem Council episode in Acts 15:1-29. When conceived as the center of Luke’s
message, the two other cooperating episodes, the so-called Cornelius story in 10:1—
11:18 and the episode of Paul’s alleged apostacy in 21:17-15, function to point forward
and to point backward to this pivotal textual location in the book of Acts.!

The Cornelius story functions to point forward to the Jerusalem Council to orient
the audience to the nature of the stylistic discourse Luke uses to communicate a message
at the second-tier semiotic plane of literary discourse, where value positioning takes
place. The nature of this discourse involves dialogic engagement with especially the Book
of Dreams in 1 Enoch through intertextual thematic formations that are identified through
foregrounded patterns of presentational/ideational meaning. Predicated on the findings of
the transitivity analysis in Chapter 3, the argument was made in Chapter 4 that Peter’s

vision contains two central thematic formations; these are the phrase xowov xat éxdfaptov

(“profane/common and impure/unclean”; 10:14, 28; 11:8 cf. 10:15; 11:9) and the list of

! Many scholars have noted the significance of the Jerusalem Council’s place as the physical
center of the book of Acts. There are various ways scholars interpret the significance of this textual
location, and so the findings of this study bear relevance in the task of advancing this notion. See Marshall,
Acts of the Apostles, 249; Fitzmyer, Acts of the Apostles, 538—40; Witherington, Acts of the Apostles, 439;
Price, “Cohesive Harmony in Acts 15:1-35.”
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animals (10:12; 11:6). The collocation of these two thematic formations helped to
determine the intertextual thematic formation Luke dialogically engages as belonging to a
certain Noahic tradition that promotes a stance of maintaining Israel’s moral purity
through avoidance of interaction with Gentiles. This tradition is represented especially in
1 Enoch’s Jewish apocalyptic Book of Dreams and is the text Luke principally engages,
given that Peter’s vision is characterized according to the generic tropes of Jewish
apocalyptic visions such as the symbolizing of the nations as animals and the direct
interaction between heaven and earth, as well as the creation of co-thematic ties with the
Noahic tradition realized in the vision of the Flood (the first dream-vision) that
contextualizes the Animal Apocalypse (the second dream-vision) in the Book of Dreams.
In orienting the audience to this particular text and the tradition it instances, Luke
subverts its value position that Jews must remain socially removed from Gentiles to
maintain their moral purity and thereby attain their sociopolitical elevation over the
nations foretold in the Animal Apocalypse.

Luke’s opposition to this intertextual thematic formation contributes to
articulating a message that would address the sensibilities of primarily Jewish readers
since the message is oriented against the backdrop of a Noahic tradition that served to
sway Jews to maintain their purity from Gentiles by remaining separated from them.
With respect to Luke’s audience, the use of this intertextual thematic formation, I argue,
is best explained if there were Jewish believers who were susceptible to withdrawing
from multi-ethnic churches. The value orientations of Peter’s vision thus seek to promote
the unity of Jewish and Gentile believers in the church in a manner that would have

negotiating power over wavering Jewish believers, who may have begun to distance
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themselves from Gentile believers for fear of becoming impure. The Cornelius story thus
sets the stage for engaging a particular Noahic tradition within Second Temple Judaism—
the prominence of which becomes more evident in Acts 15—and symbolically
articulating a theme that opposes its ideological/theological stance towards Gentiles. The
stylistics of this communicative method point forward to the Jerusalem Council episode
where the patterns of symbolic articulation function in a consistent manner to address in
more detail the value positions at risk amongst Luke’s intended audience.

The episode of Paul’s alleged apostacy in Acts 21:17-25 functions to point
backward to the Jerusalem Council to clarify its message in light of contrasting
situational variables. The principal foregrounded elements involve the participation of
Moses and the four abstentions (i.e., Noahide laws) of the Apostolic Decree, which
constitute the thematic formations of this pericope. These same thematic formations are
consistent with the foregrounded elements in the Jerusalem Council episode, which has a
number of other contributing features that help the reader to understand the necessity of
interpreting these thematic formations in light of the topics of dissension and the
interpretations of Moses alive in the culture. These elements symbolically articulate an
opposition to the value of Jewish isolationism that is rationalized by the Noahide laws in
the contemporary literature of the day, and more specifically in the book of Jubilees, a
work of rewritten scripture that re-presents God’s covenant with Noah as conditional
upon the maintenance of moral purity. Luke articulates the same value orientation
towards the Noahide laws in both Acts 15 and 21, where he subverts their use in Jubilees
by applying them as regulations that facilitate the cohesion of multi-ethnic churches. The

clarifying feature of the scene where Paul undergoes a rite of purification provides a word
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of assurance to Jewish believers who fear that a predominantly Gentile church will
eclipse the Jewish roots and Jews’ conscience regarding the Mosaic Law. The caveat to
Luke’s message includes the value orientation that Jewish believers should not be made
to give up their commitment to certain practices of ritual purity, but they still have no
excuse for departing from a church that increasingly becomes more Gentile in number.
As a result of these findings, the best explanation is that Luke’s aim is to subvert a
particular Noahic tradition present in Second Temple Jewish literature with the texts
dialogically engaged being 1 Enoch and Jubilees. That these two texts in particular
represent a common stream in Second Temple Judaism is in part due to Jubilees having
literary dependence on 1 Enoch. Since the intertextual nature of Luke’s stylistic writing
requires Jewish “ears to hear,” the most likely explanation for the patterns of Luke’s
verbal art is that his original audience was constituted by at least a minority Jewish
constituency. However, Luke’s message that Jewish believers should resist retreating
from multi-ethnic churches also implies a Gentile-believing population, probably even a
majority, which would explain why the Jewish value of isolationism instanced in 1 Enoch
and Jubilees would have been appealing to Jewish believers who perceived a threat to
their Jewish roots and who were experiencing a crisis of conscience especially in matters
of table fellowship. Consequently, the instances of parallelism speak to the hearts of a
Jewish audience, but not in the way that Schneckenburger espoused just prior to the rise
of Baur’s dominance in the field. Rather, Luke aims to articulate a message to Jewish
believers amidst the wider community of Christians, because there was a perceived voice
that threatened the unity of the church, and this voice was attempting to lure Jews out of

communion with the redefined people of God.
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This conclusion will permit some exploration into a couple of other areas of
ongoing research, including the phenomenon of early Christianity commonly referred to

as “the parting of the ways” as well as Luke’s theology and his social environment.

Insights into Early Christian Conflict
One way of describing this study is as an investigation into how the book of Acts
addresses the conflicts of first-century Christianity that arose from the ethnic differences
between Jewish and Gentile believers in Jesus. The roots of early Christianity are firmly
planted in the soil of Second Temple Judaism, but the grafting in of Gentiles during the
formative years of the movement resulted in tumultuous conflicts over its own identity,
and this contributed to what several scholars refer to as “the parting of the ways” of
Christianity and Judaism.? The earliest signs of this struggle are recorded by the New
Testament writers who worked to negotiate the values and beliefs that would shape the
development of early Christianity. Central to this field of argument is the account of the
Jerusalem Council in Acts 15:1-29. The question regarding the continuity of the Law of
Moses had to be thought through, especially regarding whether Gentiles were obligated
to observe the Law before being accepted into the communities of believers in Jesus. It
would seem that Luke has provided an account of the event that settled this question
among the apostles. However, in evaluating the historical and theological character of

Acts, scholars have posited numerous interpretations of Luke’s account of the Jerusalem

2 There have been several monographs and articles in recent years that have addressed the causes
of Christianity’s break from Judaism. This scholarly discussion has specialized the phrase “the parting of
the ways” since the symposium held in Durham titled “Jews and Christians: The Parting of the Ways, A.D.
70 to 135.” The meeting was chaired by James D. G. Dunn, who has been a leading voice in the discussion.
See Dunn, Partings of the Ways; Dunn, ed., Jews and Christians. See also Alexander, “Parting of the
Ways”; Bauckham, “Parting of the Ways”; Lieu, “Parting of the Ways”; Jossa, Jews or Christians;
Heemstra, Fiscus Judaicus; as well as the early work, Segal, Rebecca’s Children, esp. 142-81.
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Council, making this text a hub for examining the nature of Jew—Gentile relations in early
Christianity and establishing Luke’s place in the fray.

Arguably, no scholar’s work has contributed to shaping the landscape of New
Testament scholarship on Jew—Gentile relations in early Christianity more than F. C.
Baur. It has now been over 175 years since Baur published his monumental Paul/ the
Apostle of Jesus Christ (1845), yet the core notion of his thesis that early Christianity was
divided into opposing factions continues to frame much ongoing scholarship. Baur’s
work went beyond the question of uncovering the diversity and tensions of early
Christianity to find the answer to when Christianity became its own distinct religion
separate from Judaism:

How these bounds [in national Judaism] were broken through, how Christianity,

instead of remaining a mere form of Judaism, although a progressive one, asserted

itself as a separate, independent principle broke loose from it, and took its stand as

a new enfranchised form of religious thought and life, essentially differing from

all the national peculiarities of Judaism is the ultimate, most important point of

the primitive history of Christianity.

Until around forty years ago with the advent of the New Perspective on Paul, the
answer to Baur’s question was thought to reside in the New Testament documents, being
evidence of a Christianity already separated from Judaism. Paul, the apostle to the
Gentiles and the author of most of the earliest New Testament documents, advocated for
the inclusion of Gentiles into the people of God on the basis of salvation through faith
alone, apart from works, which contrasted with a works-righteousness characteristic of
the allegedly legalistic Judaism of the day. The later works of the New Testament, such

as the Gospels and Acts were seen as supporting this perspective, not least through their

depicting of the Jews as the mortal enemies of Jesus and the apostles. This one-

3 Baur, Paul the Apostle of Jesus Christ, 3.
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dimensional caricature of first-century Judaism, however, has been heavily criticized by
those of the New Perspective persuasion among others,* with the most salient objection
being that Protestant scholarship has interpreted the New Testament through a Lutheran
lens of gospel-versus-law.> In other words, the first-generation Reformer Martin Luther,
reading Paul in light of the Catholic Church’s doctrine of merit, interpreted Paul’s
message of salvation through faith as a response to Judaism’s works-based salvation, and
Luther’s projection of his own context onto Paul’s writing has influenced Protestant
theology down to the present.® However, the so-called Old Perspective has not gone away
and the “Paul within Judaism” movement as distinct from the New Perspective offers its
own particular viewpoint on these matters;’ arguments abound over the question of the
(dis)continuity of the Law, and the dichotomy of law and gospel is challenged in various
ways, leaving the question of the Mosaic Law’s role in the conflicts of early Christianity
and the formation of its identity in the middle of a lively debate. In the midst of this
debate, where does the book of Acts stand as a historical source providing information
about Christianity’s relationship to Judaism? Does the book of Acts reveal the contours

of the disputes of Jewish and Gentile believers of the first century or does it invent

4 There were other works that preceded the paradigm-shifting work of E. P. Sanders (Paul and
Palestinian Judaism), but it was not until the publication of Sanders’ work in 1977 that the nineteenth
century’s reductionistic view of Judaism began to be seriously challenged. On works preceding that of
Sanders, which were also informative to his work, see esp. Moore, “Christian Writers on Judaism”; Moore,
Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era. It was George Foot Moore who identified the shift in
the nineteenth century that depicted Judaism as the antithesis of Christianity, rather than the earlier climate
in the eighteenth century that emphasized the general agreement between Jewish views and Christian
theology (“‘Christian Writers on Judaism,” 228-33). These writers included Ferdinand Weber, Wilhelm
Bousset, Emil Schiirer, and Adolf Harnack among others.

3> See Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 33—59.

¢ Cf. Stendahl, “Apostle Paul.”

7 In the previous chapter, I acknowledged one potential interpretation consistent with some within
the “Paul within Judaism” movement and found that my analysis of Acts 15 challenges in a number of
ways the view that Luke could be promoting an evangelistic program that attempts to judaize Gentiles.
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consensus? Opinions are diverse, and so some space needs to be allocated to clarifying
the state of the question.

The current discussion can be initially framed according to how scholars relate to
the influence of Baur, recognizing that the scope will need to extend beyond Baur’s
reach. Scholars tend to either affirm and modify Baur’s thesis or they oppose it. The
former generally accept the notion that the book of Acts contains a tendency to
harmonize theological differences between early Christian factions. This implies both a
historical-critical and theological evaluation of Luke’s writing. However, Baur’s view
that there were only two competing factions, a universalist (Pauline) faction and legalist
(Petrine) faction, has been modified to account for much more apparent diversity in early
Christianity that stemmed from both ethnic and theological differences. Those who
followed in the Baur tradition have developed a scheme of the diversity of early
Christianity that complexifies matters beyond the two overgeneralized Pauline and
Petrine groups.

Albrecht Ritschl was the first to argue that the New Testament recognized at least
four groups: the opponents of Paul (Judaizers) belonged to a different group than Peter
and the apostles, which resulted in primitive Christianity being comprised of two Jewish
factions. Moreover, Ritschl detects a Gentile Christianity other than Paul’s that developed
outside the sphere of his influence, resulting in multiple factions in Gentile Christianity.?
James D. G. Dunn summarizes how the trend of seeing more diversity in early
Christianity developed throughout the twentieth century with other supposed factions

being identified, such as with a Hellenistic Christianity being added to the mix, which

8 See Ritschl, Entstehung der altkatholischen Kirche.
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was divided in itself along Jewish and Gentile lines.’ The result at the end of the
twentieth century was then a spectrum of early Christianity that ranged from conservative

Jewish to liberal Gentile Christianity, which can be visualized as follows:

Table 7.1 The Spectrum of Earliest Christianity'’
Gentile Christianity Hellenistic Christianity Primitive Church
Gentile Paul Hellenistic Hellenistic Peter and Judaizers
Christians Gentiles Jews the Twelve

Regarding the implications of affirming this scheme of early Christian factions,
Dunn states, “The effect, however, has been to obscure the key issue of Christianity’s
emergence from the Judaism of the second Temple period and the importance of the
continuing Jewish character of Christianity.”'! In other words, with firm categories
constructed, it is much easier to see Christianity as we know it today as the Gentile
Christianity of Paul, the faction that won out over the others, thereby leaving all
connections to the Jewish primitive church of Peter and the Twelve behind. In seeing the
error of drawing artificial lines, Dunn argues for one view of the development of the early
Church that parted with Judaism as a result of multiple conflicts over the pillars of Jewish
identity in Second Temple Judaism—namely, monotheism, election, Temple, and
Torah.'? Judaism was by no means monolithic, having many schools of thought, but the
pillars, according to Dunn, supplied the common unifying core to Judaism.'? In this way,
Dunn still maintains the main notion of Baur’s thesis that early Christianity was marked

by significant conflicts, but these conflicts arose from the ways Christianity infringed on

® Dunn, Partings of the Ways, 5-6.

19 This table is taken from Dunn, Partings of the Ways, 6.
"' Dunn, Partings of the Ways, 6.

12 Dunn, Partings of the Ways.

13 Dunn, Partings of the Ways, 24-25.



332

the core beliefs of Second Temple Judaism. From here, Dunn’s view of the Jerusalem
Council in Acts can be more fully considered.

Dunn believes that the book of Acts conflates the Jerusalem Council with the
Antioch incident that, according to Paul in Gal 2:11-14, occurred after the council. His
work is primarily aimed in evaluating the Jerusalem Council in terms of its historicity,
which creates problems for his interpretation of Acts as I discuss below. Historically, the
Jerusalem Council was from the Jewish perspective of James and the Jerusalem church a
significant exception to the Law: “Despite the explicit instruction of the Torah on the
point (Gen. 17.9-14), God’s will now to the contrary had been made clear in a way which
none of them could deny. And so the momentous decision was made: circumcision was
not to be regarded as necessary for Gentile membership of the Nazarenes.”'* However,
Dunn sees significance in Paul’s report that the “pillar” apostles asked for the Gentile
mission to be carried out with the inclusion of almsgiving; almsgiving was understood as
a central expression of covenantal righteousness. So says Dunn:

In a real sense almsgiving was the next best thing to circumcision; so having

conceded the latter, it would be important, perhaps essential to the Jerusalem

apostles that Paul should affirm the former, as an expression of their common
integrity as Jews, both theirs and Paul’s. We should not miss the mind-set thus
indicated was still that of traditional covenantal nomism: what was in view was
the typical righteous act by which one attested and maintained one’s status within
the covenant.'”
If this were the conclusion of the Jerusalem Council, then Luke has completely missed its
original significance and assigned to it a very different meaning. In his treatment of the

book of Acts, Dunn interprets the Jerusalem Council in light of the significant conflicts

early Christians faced along ethnic lines. The Jerusalem Council dealt with these conflicts

14 Dunn, Partings of the Ways, 171.
15 Dunn, Partings of the Ways, 171.
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by ruling in favor of regulating Jewish and Gentile Christian interaction according to
conservative Jewish norms.'¢

In a nuanced and highly important way, the findings of the linguistic stylistic
analysis over the course of this study not only challenge Dunn’s interpretation of Acts as
altering the historical significance of the Jerusalem Council, but they are, in fact, oriented
towards addressing something like the notion of covenantal nomism in accordance with
the redefined people of God. While the Jerusalem Council as a historical event attempted
to establish a set of beliefs and values regarding multi-ethnic churches, Luke’s narration
of this event does not construe the decisions involving conservative Jewish norms as ones
made for the sake ruling in favor of traditional Jewish values but as subverted
conservative Jewish norms made for the sake of reorienting these values to facilitate the
very activity they were intended to prevent.!” Thus, Dunn misinterprets the role the
conservative Jewish norms play in Acts, and it may well be that Luke’s verbal art does
not alter the Jerusalem Council’s historical significance as much as he stylistically attunes
its message for a particular audience. The conservative norms as represented in books
such as 1 Enoch and Jubilees are engaged in such a way that Jewish believers would be
particularly attuned to registering Luke’s opposition of the value positions represented
therein. The notion of “staying in” the community—that is, the requirement of
maintaining covenant faithfulness—is redefined in accordance with flipping particular
value orientations of 1 Enoch and Jubilees, especially Jewish isolationism, on their head.

In this way, Luke articulates a message to Jewish believers in particular about how they

1 Dunn, Beginning from Jerusalem, 462—68.

17 This interpretation does not negate the importance that observing the abstentions of the
Jerusalem still had for Jewish believers in addition to Gentile believers. The fact that they are used for
regulating behaviors in multiethnic churches inherently maintains their importance.
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are to remain in the covenant according to God’s will. This is the very point Dunn misses
in explaining the Apostolic Decree as a document that espouses conservative Jewish
values; the value orientation promoted by means of the abstentions of idolatry, sexually
immorality, and matters concerning blood are not used in their typical, expected manner
to keep Jews away from Gentiles and thus separate and pure, but rather in a
defamiliarized way to keep Jews with Gentiles in the community of God and thus whole.
At least with the message of the Jerusalem Council, then, we do not find a Christianity
that has separated itself from Judaism but one that is still attempting to keep them
together.

Similar views to Dunn’s on the divisions in early Christianity are espoused by
Martin Hengel and Anna Maria Schwemer,'® as well as by Markus Bockmuehl.!® These
scholars’ interpretations of the Apostolic Decree are also quite compatible with Dunn’s.?°
While it may well be fair to consider this view the majority view, as Cornelis Bennema

has recently argued,?' Baur’s enduring influence is also evident in arguments that

18 Hengel and Schwemer explain that Antioch, the church there, and political matters of the time
were instrumental in the establishing of the Gentile church that could have even held some anti-Jewish
sentiments towards the church in Jerusalem: “the trend towards a deliberate preaching ‘to the Greeks also’
by the movement sparked off by the ‘Hellenists’ engaged in mission there, which Luke describes all too
briefly, and the general development of a predominantly Gentile community which resulted from that, took
place at a time when the anti-Jewish attitude of the city population in Antioch was also hardening, and it
reached its climax around the time when Barnabas brought Paul from Tarsus to Antioch in 39/40” (Paul
between Damascus and Antioch, 183).

19 See Bockmuehl, Christian Law in Gentile Churches, 79-83.

20 However, Hengel’s view and Bockmuehl’s view of the motivations and consequences of the
Jerusalem Decree are a case in point that accepting Baur’s notion of the factious nature of early Christianity
does not result in the same conclusions. For Hengel’s view of the Apostolic Council, see Hengel, Acts and
the History of Earliest Christianity, 110-26, where he argues that the conservative Jewish constraints laid
on Gentiles were a bitter compromise made by James and the Jerusalem church that, despite its intentions,
would ultimately impede the Gentile mission, the result of which was Paul’s eventual break with the church
at Antioch that had given into the “people from James” (Gal 2:11-14) (122). Bockmuehl’s view, on the
other hand, argues that the Apostolic Decree would go on to become the foundation of Christian ethics that
retained the moral teachings of Jesus as the church underwent the transition from Jewish to Gentile
Christianity (Jewish Law in Gentile Churches, 145-73).

21 See Bennema, “Ethnic Conflict in Early Christianity,” 757.
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continue to challenge various aspects of his work, and these, too, complexify the
scholarly field on Luke’s second volume.??

Those who follow in the tradition of Baur tend to question the historical veracity
of Luke’s portrayal of the Jerusalem Council, with one of the leading reasons being that
Acts presents the early Christian movement according to a fictitious consensus. There are
others who uphold the veracity of the book of Acts by arguing that early Christianity
developed more or less as a homogeneous movement, meaning the consensus depicted at
the Jerusalem Council between Paul and Barnabas, on the one hand, and James and the
elders, on the other hand, accords with the historical event.”> Among the current foremost
scholars who hold this view are Richard Bauckham and Eckhard J. Schnabel.?* They
argue that the Jerusalem Council declared that Gentile believers were included in the
eschatological people of God as Gentiles, and the Law of Moses “makes provision for
them in the form of four commandments to which alone they are obligated.”?’ This view,
like the view of Dunn, is concerned mainly with describing the historical details of the
Jerusalem Council, and in so doing it misses something important about what Luke
reveals about his existential situation and the nature of Christian conflict when he wrote

in addition to the stylistic aim of his own literary creativity. This is because the book of

22 For example, Nicholas Taylor’s published doctoral thesis was framed as a challenge to Baur’s
notion that the legalist and universalist factions of the early church were distinctly Petrine and Pauline in
origin. This is due, argues Taylor, to the fact that it is simply unrealistic that anyone in the first-century
Mediterranean world could have been such a larger-than-life figure as Baur paints Paul. In reconstructing
Paul’s own self-understanding as an apostle, Taylor argues that Paul indeed could not have achieved the
authority needed to lead an entire anti-Jerusalem wing of the church. See Taylor, Paul, Antioch and
Jerusalem. Such a view challenges the core notion that two distinct forms of Christianity developed in the
first century and that Luke was addressing this in his second volume.

23 See Bennema, “Ethnic Conflict in Early Christianity,” 754.

24 See Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 415-80; Bauckham, “James, Peter, and the
Gentiles,” 91-142; Schnabel, Early Christian Mission. Cf. Bennema, “Ethnic Conflict in Early
Christianity,” 754n5.

25 Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 415-16.
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Acts, as a literary work, is more than a presentation of events devoid of the author’s own
theological investments and use of verbal art. Luke invites his audience to do more than
test the veracity and verisimilitude of his historical work. He invites them to interpret the
text as a literary work possessing value orientations that engage the audience’s social and
religious backdrop with the goal to promote and demote certain beliefs and values. The
four commandments, then, may be about provisions made to Gentiles at the level of
verbalization, but this is not what they are really about, at least for Luke. They are about
challenging a tradition in Second Temple Jewish literature that threatens the unity of the
church. They are about exhorting Jewish believers not to depart from the redefined
people of God. This view of the Jerusalem Council is meant neither to supplement nor
challenge the view of Bauckham, Schnabel, and others. Rather, it simply reveals an area
needing further exploration to more fully understand what the book of Acts reveals about

the nature of early Christian conflict and the development of the movement.

Luke’s Theology and His Social Context
Luke’s view of the Law of Moses and its relationship to the church is among the more
contentious topics in current scholarship on the book of Acts. Debate over continuity and
discontinuity of the Law, the theological contrast between law and gospel, the difference
between law and custom, and how all of these issues were dealt with in early Christianity
continue to generate press. The various discussions of the Law in Acts often pivot around
the Apostolic Decree in Acts 15 due to its perceived centrality to Luke’s theology of the

Law, its impact on Jew—Gentile relations in early Christianity, as well as its relation to
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Gal 2:1-14.2° Consequently, the interpretive decisions made about the Apostolic Decree
exercise great influence over scholars’ thoughts on other questions related to Luke’s view
of the Law, including the historical veracity of Acts, its background and later
consequences, Luke’s stance towards Judaism and the Jews, Luke’s ecclesiology and
soteriology, Luke’s view of the Law compared to Paul’s, as well as the makeup of Luke’s
community, among other matters.

One view that has attracted some support is that of Jacob Jervell. According to
Jervell, early Christianity was heavily influenced by Jewish believers, and even after 70
CE when Gentiles began to outnumber Jewish believers in the Diaspora, Jews continued
to have a “mighty minority” in their Christian communities. The book of Acts, argues
Jervell, was written in one of these communities by Luke, who himself had been heavily
influenced by Judaism, perhaps being a former God-fearer. As a result, the theology of
Acts takes a positive and conservative view of the Mosaic Law, representing the value
position that Gentiles are only admitted to the people of God, the true Israel, as faithful
Jews.?” Although circumcision is ruled out as necessary for salvation, the Apostolic
Decree requires that Gentiles must observe the aspects of the Mosaic Law required of
resident aliens as spelled out in Lev 17-18 because the Mosaic Law remains the identity

marker for the people of God. Walter Radl, who supports this view, explains that “The

26 For example, see the now classic work Wilson, Luke and the Law, 68—102, whose chapter on
Acts and the Law is almost entirely devoted to the Apostolic Council, including its relationship to the
Cornelius episode in Acts 10:1—11:18. Also, in a recent edited volume on the Law in the New Testament,
the three essays devoted to the book of Acts all ground their arguments on their respective interpretations of
the Apostolic decree; see Marguerat, “Paul and the Torah”; Butticaz, “Acts 15”; Steffeck, “Some
Observations on the Apostolic Decree.”

%7 Jervell argued for his interpretation of Luke’s view of the Law in several works over the course
of his career. For the way Jervell interprets the meaning of the Apostolic Decree in light of his view, see
Jervell, Luke and the People of God, 133-51; Jervell, “Gottes Treue zum untreuen Volk”; Jervell,
“Aposteldekret in der lukanischen Theologie”; Jervell, Theology of the Acts of the Apostles, 54—61; and
Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 385—407.
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Law does not form the conditions for entry into the People of God, but the rules for life in
the People of God.”?® Such language is strikingly similar to E. P. Sanders’ notions of
“getting in” and “staying in” with regard to covenantal nomism.?° As a result, the Mosaic
Law remains a permanent indicator of God’s chosen people. Although most scholars are
critical of Jervell’s view, his work demonstrates how the interpretation of the four
abstentions as summarizing Lev 17-18 has large-scale implications for the issue of
continuity/discontinuity of the Mosaic Law for the church.

The findings of this study challenge those in Jervell’s circle of influence in a
number of ways. First, he misinterprets Luke’s relationship with Judaism. Luke’s goal,
rather than to establish ecclesiastical and soteriological views regarding the continuity of
the Mosaic Law, is to challenge a value orientation regarding the interpretation of
Moses—understood contextually in Acts 15 and 21 as represented in the book of Jubilees
with its use of the Noahide laws—that threatened a schism in early Christianity. Second,
the Apostolic Decree does not summarize Lev 17-18; it encapsulates the Noahide laws
and in doing so intertextually opposes values in the culture that use the same co-thematic
elements of the decree to maintain separation from non-Jews. Thus, the Apostolic Decree
does not perpetuate an unaltered belief about the people of God as under the Mosaic Law.
Rather, it reinvests the Noahide laws to promote the opposing value position to which
they are traditionally opposed—to keep Jewish believers together with Gentile believers.
Third, the intention of the Apostolic Decree in Acts does not function simply to keep
Gentiles pure, or to keep Jews pure while in contact with Gentiles, or to set the rules for

life within the people of God. While these proposals factor importantly at the level of

28 Radl, “Gesetz in Apg 15, 174.
29 Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism.
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verbalization, the symbolically articulated theme is a direct opposition to a value position
associated with a prominent Noahic tradition (and by extension associated with the
person of Moses) that would have Jewish believers separate from Gentile believers.
Fourth, according to my argument that the best explanation for Luke’s theme is that Jews
were susceptible to withdrawing from multiethnic churches, Jervell’s notion of the Jewish
believers possessing a mighty influence is directly challenged. Had the Jewish believers,
probably making up a minority in Luke’s community, had the kind of influence Jervell
espouses, Luke’s message would have been oriented towards the danger of Jews
exercising tyranny over Gentiles rather than escape from them. The notion of reapplying
covenantal nomism to early Christianity breaks down at this point.

While Jervell’s idiosyncratic explanation of Luke and the people of God has
garnered some serious attention from scholars, the two main positions that jockey for the
dominant view do not presume that Luke operated from within the ranks of a mighty
minority of Jewish believers as a former God-fearer. The question of the
continuity/discontinuity of the Mosaic Law and its theological implications thus takes on
a different character within the wider field of scholarship, and the two opposing
viewpoints are summarized succinctly by Simon Butticaz. He asserts that the Apostolic
Decree has strong ecclesiastical overtones, and “the sub-text underlying Acts 15 is none
other than the issue of defining the identity of the Lukan Church,” with the clarifying
question being: “is [the church] to be Israel restored, perpetuating the faithful observance
of Jewish ritual tradition; or is it @ worldwide community of salvation guaranteeing each

member each one’s particular ethnic and cultural identity?”3° While presenting the

30 Butticaz, “Acts 15, 129.
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essence of the opposing views that argue for the continuity and discontinuity of the
Mosaic Law in the early church, Butticaz offers an attractive answer by exposing the
weaknesses to the various solutions and then overcoming the dichotomy with a middle
way. He argues that
Luke distinguishes between two ways of appropriating the Law of Moses: as
ritual code of purity on one hand, as cultural custom on the other . . . the Law does
indeed express the cultural uniqueness of the Jewish people. That is, in order not
to offend it, the apostles and the elders of the Jerusalem community chose to
decree four abstentions for pagan converts. So how would this position on the
Torah affect the image of the Church? From this point of view, the Law is no
longer one of the ontological markers of the “true” Church, but simply aims at its
well-being, guaranteeing a cultural and ethnic mix at its heart, something dear to
Luke’s project of Christian civilization.’!
This is an encompassing and positive interpretation of Luke’s efforts, and it has some
compatibility with my argument, at least in its conclusion, but it perhaps fails to fully
distinguish between Luke’s role as a historian and his role as a storyteller and theologian.
These different roles, as Daniel Marguerat claims, “do not necessarily speak the same
language.”? Luke as a historian is concerned with recounting historical facts, but Luke as
a theologian is concerned with the putting forth of theological ideas relevant to his
context.?3 Therefore, the narrative account of the Jerusalem Council is not simply about
what happened, but it is about the message Luke wanted to convey by recounting the
event through literary discourse. Butticaz’s argument may correspond to the aim of the
Apostolic Council as a historical event, but it misses that Luke is not simply addressing

the Law of Moses but is rather engaging interpretations of Moses that go beyond the five

books of Moses of sacred scripture—namely, a Noahic tradition represented in important

31 Butticaz, “Acts 15,7 131.
32 Marguerat, “Paul and the Torah in Acts,” 100. Cf. Marguerat, First Christian Historian, 1-25.
33 Marguerat, “Paul and the Torah in Acts,” 100.
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Jewish literary texts such as 1 Enoch and Jubilees—and beyond the dichotomy Butticaz
claims Luke makes—that is, between ritual code and cultural custom. While this
distinction is a legitimate one, it does not account for the stance of opposition Luke takes
towards certain interpretations of Moses. It may well be that the elders of the Jerusalem
community aimed not to offend their fellow Jewish believers by denying the cultural
legitimacy of their customs. Luke’s message, on the other hand, is not so diplomatic,
since it aims to renounce the legitimacy of an influential value position taught in the
synagogues on the Sabbath in every city. Luke’s ultimate goal, however, is to have the
same effect on the image of the Church that Butticaz espouses, but the road one takes to
come to this conclusion matters as much as, if not more than, the conclusion itself,
because the situation constrains and clarifies Luke’s purpose showing that he is
delivering a timely message to his audience when much is at stake. Luke’s use of the
Noahic tradition is not meant to establish continuity or discontinuity of the Mosaic Law.
While implications of the legitimacy of Jewish believers continuing to observe the
Mosaic Law are evident in the Jerusalem Decree, the Noahic tradition engaged in Luke’s
narrative is meant to maintain the cohabitation of Jewish and Gentiles believers by
subverting the value orientations of the Noahide laws—namely, that Gentiles were
inherently morally impure and that Jews must not associate with them lest they become
impure or suffer God’s judgment due to mere proximity to Gentiles—by reinvesting them
in light of the redefined people of God as those who have been baptized with the Holy

Spirit, Jew and Gentile alike.
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Conclusion
Parallelism and purpose are tied closely together throughout the history of critical
scholarship on the book of Acts, though attention to their relationship has declined if not
in volume of published works then at least at the level of influence it once wielded.>* As
the ways of addressing the purpose in Acts have shifted with the developments of other
methodological approaches, such as (socio-)rhetorical criticism, genre criticism, social-
scientific criticism, among others,* the important literary feature of parallelism has lost
its place on the scholarly stage.® This is perhaps also in part due to the hermeneutical
limitations of narrative criticism in New Testament studies, where literary features
contribute to identifying the structures of codified meaning in the world of the text.>” This
study has attempted to revivify the importance of parallelism for identifying Luke’s
purpose as conceived according to advancements in the field of stylistics within the
paradigm of Systemic Functional Linguistics, where parallelism plays an integral role in
the message-making patterns of symbolic articulation. The aim of this study has not been
to identify the purpose of Acts; there is good reason to believe that Luke had more than

one goal in mind for his second volume.?® Rather, I have demonstrated one theme or

34 T am using the term “parallelism” as a representative for the cognate concepts that can also stand
in its place, including “repetition,” and “redundancy.”

3% For rhetorical-critical studies, see Siegert, “Mass Communication”; McDonald, “Rhetorical
Issue”; Marguerat, “End of Acts.” Vernon Robbins provides one socio-rhetorical model by which the
ideological belief systems at work in Luke—Acts can be evaluated (“Social Location of the Implied
Author,” 332). For accounts of how genre relates to purpose, see Aune, Literary Environment, 136-38;
Bale, Genre and Narrative Coherence, 44—46. Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke—Acts is an excellent
example, though now somewhat dated, of how social scientific criticism has been applied to understanding
the theological motivations driving Luke’s literary production. See also Hedlun, “Rethinking Luke’s
Purpose.”

36 This is true despite the efforts of some who have continued to try to draw attention to the
functional role of repetition in Acts. See Witherup, “Cornelius,” 45-66; Witherup, “Functional
Redundancy,” 67-68; Clark, Parallel Lives.

37 Such is the case with Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts.

38 See the explanation in Cadbury, Making of Luke—Acts, 302.
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message Luke crafts for the good of his audience—probably with certain members of his
audience in mind more than others—a message the content and meaning of which
accumulates over the course of the narrative through interconnected episodes that share
significant patterns of repetition.

Luke’s theme, finally, is a statement against a Noahic tradition represented in
such pseudepigraphal Second Temple literature as 1 Enoch and Jubilees that promoted
notions of Jewish purity that required complete separation from Gentiles. The statement,
however, is not meant to negate these values, because he uses the same thematic elements
that imply the legitimacy of certain Jewish conservative norms that governed the life of
the church, but rather is subversive, since Luke uses the intertextual thematic formations
of the Noahic tradition to facilitate the unity of the redefined, multiethnic people of God.

The best explanation, I argue, for Luke’s use of verbal art in the texts investigated
in this study is that there were Jewish believers at risk of acquiescing to a Jewish
separationist ideology and thus departing from the community of believers, or perhaps
they had already removed themselves at least in part from cohabitation with Gentile
believers. Luke’s context of situation, then, was one exhibiting conflict among the
community of believers along ethnic lines, and his audience must have consisted of a
partial constituency of Jewish believers, since it would have required Jewish ears to hear

the message that he symbolically articulated to them.
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23b 49 (pri) | €fAbev (material) Tétpog (implied in actor 1. §j &nabptov 1. location: time ||A T |9 8¢ |A émadprov |4
verb) 2. dvaotdg 2. manner: means [[? dvaotés 1] P éEfirBey A
3. obv alTol¢ 3. accompaniment abv adTols ||
23¢ 50 (pri) | ouviirbov (material) Tiveg TRV adedd@y T@Y | actor a0t accompaniment |19 xal [ Tves TGV dOeAp@Y
amo Tommyg TV &mé Témmyg [ ouviiibov
* atrd) |
24a 51 (pri) | elofjrfev (material) ITétpog (implied in actor 1. 7fj émadptov 1. location: time ||A Tf |9 88 |A émadprov P
verb) 2. elg Ty 2. location: space elofAbev A els Ty
Katodpetay Katodpeway ||
24b 52 (pri) | %v mpoodoxév (material) 1. 6 Kopvniog 1. actor TUYXAAETAUEVOS manner: quality IS 619 8¢ | S Kopvrhiog P
2. adTolg 2. scope ToVg GUYyevels v [[* mpoadoxdiv 1] |©
adTod xal Tovg adTovs A [[P
avaryxaious pidoug cuyxadeadpevos |© Tobg
auyyevels adTol xal Tolg
avaryxaiovs didous 1] ||
25a 53 yéveto (material) - - 7ol eloerfely ToV location: time |19 Qg |9 8¢ |P &yéveto |A [[F
(sec) ITétpov 708 eloedbelv 3 Tov TTéTpov
1
25b 54 (pri) | mpooexvvnoey (material) 6 Kopvhtog actor 1. quvavtroas 1. location: time |4 [[° cuvavmjoag € adtd ]]
adTé 2. manner: quality 3 6 Kopvhtog |* [[* meowv
2. meowv éml Tovg |A émi Tobg médas 1] [P
modeg mpoaexHYYTEY ||
26a 55 (pri) | #yetpev (material) 1. 6 TTétpog 1. actor Aéywy manner: quality IS 619 8¢ |+*S Tlérpog |
2. adtdy 2. goal Tyetpey € adtdv A [[P Aéywy
1
26b 56 (pri) | dvdomyfi (material) o¥ (implicit in verb) actor - - [P dvaoryb ||

0s¢



26¢ 57 (pri) | et (relational: 1. éyo adrés 1. carrier - - |19 xal S gy adTds |©
intensive: 2. dvBpwmds 2. attribute &vBpwmée |° el ||
ascriptive)
27a 58 (pri) | elofjAfev (material) ITétpog (implied in actor TUYORIAGY aOTE manner: quality |19 xal |2 [[7 ouvopdéy |A
verb) adtd 1] |F eiofiibey ||
27b 59 (pri) | edpioxet (material) 1. TTétpog (implied in 1. actor - - |19 xal [P evploxer |© [[°
verb) ouvelnrufdTas 1] moAkols ||
2. cuveanlufdtag 2. scope
ToAA0UG
28a 60 (pri) | &dn (verbal) 1. TTétpog (implied in 1. sayer - - [P &dn |9 7€ |A mpds adrols ||
verb)
2. wpbg a0ToU¢ 2. receiver
3. <cc. 61-66> 3. verbiage
28b 61 (pri) | émioTache (mental) Opels senser - - IS Oueis P émioTacde |
28¢ 62 gotiv (relational: 1. dBeitdy dvdpl 1. value - - |19 éog € dBéuiTév P oy
(sec) intensive: Toudain |-~€ dvdpt Toudaies |3 [[*
equative) 2. xoMdabat % 2. token woMGaBar 1] [ 4 P
mpocépyeahal mpoaépyeabal |© dAhodbvAw
aAhodUAW 11
28d 63 (pri) | &ebev (material) 1. 6 bedg 1. actor - - |I€ sedpeol |3 6 Beds | Ederbev
2. xépol 2. client € [[C undéve |© xowdv %
3. undéva xowdy 7 3. scope axdBaprov [P Aéyew ]]-C
axdBaptov Aéyew dvlpwmov ||
dvlpwmov
29a 64 (pri) | %ABov (material) ITétpog (implied in actor 1. qvavtippyTws 1. manner: quality |19 616 |9 xal |* dvavippriTes
verb) 2. petamepdleic 2. location: time [* %ABov A [P petamepdeis
1
29b 65 (pri) | muvBavopat (verbal) 1. TTétpog (implied in 1. sayer - - |IP ruvBdvoyar [ odv ||
verb)
2. <c. 66> 2. verbiage

533



29¢ 66 (pri) | pereméuacdé | (material) 1. Yuels (implicit in 1. actor Tivt Aoy cause: reason |* Tive Adye |P
verb) 2. goal peteméupacté |© ue ||
2. ue
30a 67 (pri) | &dn (verbal) 1. 6 Kopvijhiog 1. sayer - - |19 xat [ 6 Kopvihiog |” Edn
2. <cc. 68-78> 2. verbiage I
30b 68 (pri) | #unv (verbal) 1. Kopvihiog (implied | 1. sayer 1. &md TetapTng 1. location: time |A &md TeTdpTNg NUépag |4
TPOTEVYOUEVOS in verb) . Huépag wéxpt g Tig Bpag [P
2. TV évdTny 2. verbiage 2. uéxpt TalTyg TH 2. extent Funy (€ Ty &vdoyy P [[°
apag - mpogeuyduevos ]] | év 16
3. v 6 o pov 3. location: space oo eov ] |
30c 69 (pri) | €om (material) avip actor 1. évwmiov pou 1. location: space |19 xat [ iGob | dwmp [P EoTy
2. év éobfimt 2. manner: quality |A dvdmiéy pou |A év éabfitt
Aapmpd Aapmpd ||
3la 70 (pri) | dnotv (verbal) 1. évnp (implied in 1. sayer - - |19 xat [P dyatv ||
verb)
2. <cc. 71-75> 2. verbiage
31b 71 (pri) | eionxotody (mental) 1. Kopviihie 1. participant - - |24 Kopvijhie [P elonxotody
2. gou 1) TpoTEVXN 2. phenomenon [ oou % mpoaeuyN ||
3lc 72 (pri) | éuvijobnoav (mental) atl éAenpoaivatl gou phenomenon évamiov Tod Beod location: space |19 xal [S ai éxenpocivar gov
[P éuvnobnoay |* évamiov Tod
feod ||
32a 73 (pri) | méudov (material) oU (implicit in verb) actor eig Tommyy location: space |IP mépdov |9 By A eic
Tommny ||
32b 74 (pri) | petaxdiecaw (verbal) 1. o0 (implicit in verb) | 1. sayer - - |19 xal [P puetaxdreoar |©
2. receiver Sipwva [[5 8 [P émxadeital

2. Zipwva 6
émcadeital ITéTpog

| Tlézpog 1] |

(433



32¢ 75 (pri) | Eevilerou (material) olTog goal 1. &v oixla Sipwvos | 1.location: space I3 obTog |P EevileTau | év
Bupotws . oixla Sipwvos Pupaéws |4
2. mapé Bdhacoay | 2. location: space napa fddacoay ||
33a 76 (pri) | Emepda (material) 1. &y (implicit in 1. actor Eautiic location: time || EEautiic |9 odv |” Emepba
verb) |A mpdg aé ||
2. mpds o¢ 2. recipient
33b 77 (pri) | émoinoag (material) ol actor TOPALYEVOUEVOS manner: quality IS o0 |9 T |A xards |P
émolnoas A [[F
mapayevopevos 11 ||
33¢ 78 (pri) | mapeopev (material) TaVTES NUELS actor 1. évamiov Tod feoll | 1. location: space 1A viv |9 odv |° mdvTes Hueis
2. dxolioan mdvTa 2. matter |A évedmiov Tof Beol |
T& TPOTTETAYUEVEL ndpeopey [A [[F dxolioar |
got vmo Tol xuplov [[F mévra T& TpooTeTaypéver
€ got |A Umd Tob xuplov 1] 1]
I
34a 79 (pri) | eimev (verbal) TTétpog sayer voitfag T oTépa manner: means 1A [[” Avoigag |9 8¢ |5
Iérpog | 11€ 15 oTépa |P
gimey ||
34b 80 (pri) | xatalapuPdv- (mental) TIétpog (implied in senser ém’ dAnbelag manner: quality |4 ém dAnbelag [P
opal verb) xatalapfdvopat ||
34c 81 goTv (relational: 1. 6 Beds 1. carrier - - || &7 | ot [P EoTwv |©
(sec) intensive: 2. MPOTWTOANUTTYS 2. attribute mpogwmoMuTTyS 5 6 Bede ||
ascriptive)
35 82 goTIy (relational: 1. 6 doPodpevos adtov | 1. token v mavtl Evel extent |19 GAN” |A &v mavtl EOver |8
(sec) intensive: xal Epyalduevos [[F 6 doPodpevos € adtdv ]
equative) Sixatogbvyy xal [[F épyalduevos |
2. value

2. dextdg adTE

Sixatootvyy ] |€ dextds
adtd [P éotw ||

593



36a 83 (pri) | - “) 1. Tdv Abyov bv participant - - |I€ Tov Adyov [[€ év [P
améaTelAey Tolg violg améatethev | Tols viois
Topanh TopanA A [[P
edayyehlbuevos edayyehlBuevos |© elprvny
elprvn A1 Inool |4 1e Tyood Xprotol ] ||
Xplotol
36b 84 (pri) | éotw (relational: 1. odtdg 1. token - - I3 ob7és |P Eotwv |© mdvTawy
intensive: 2. TAVTWY KL’JPIOQ 2. value K6p10§ ||
equative)
37- 85 (pri) | oldate (mental) 1. Opele 1. senser - - |IS Ouels [P ofdare | 7o [[F
38a 2. 70 yevépevov pliua 2. phenomenon yevéuevoy I pjpe - lIA
e’ 8Ang Tiis Toudaiag wad’ 8 hi¢ Tovdalag | [[P
dpEdpevos amd Tiig GpEdpevog |A amd T
TalAalag peta To Taddalag A pete o
BdmTioua & éxjpuéey Bdmriopa [[C 8 P épubev
’Iwo’cwni o 3. phenomenon |S"Iw’c’wv7)g 1 ]]']] | € Inoodv
3.’ Incolv Tov 4md Tov dmd Nalapéh ||
Nalapéb
38b 86 ExpLoey (material) 1. 6 Bedg 1. actor mvelpatt dylw xal | accompaniment |19 cog [P Exproev |© adtdv |5 6
(sec) 2. adrdv 2. goal Suvdypet Beds |* mvedpatt dyle xal
duvdpet ||
38¢c 87 SifiAbev (material) 8¢ actor e0epyeT@Y xal manner: quality IIS 8¢ [P ousjAbev A [[P
(sec) {wpevog TaVTAS edepyetdv 1] [ xal [P
Tovg lhpevog € [[F mdvrag Tols
XATAOUVATTEVOUEVO xataduvacteuvopévous |] |4
vg Umd Tol Umd Tol draBérou 1] 1] ||
dafBéAou
38d 88 v (relational: 6 Beds carrier pet” avTol attribute: |9 8t [S 6 Bedg [P Ay |A pet’
(sec) circum- accompaniment adTod ||
stantial)

1233



39a 89 (pri) | - ) 1. Huels 1. participant - - |19 xal S Rueis |© udpTupes
2. udpTupes mavTwy Gv | 2. property mavrwy [[€ v P émoinaey [
émolnaey &v Te TH xwpa &v Te Tfj xwpa T@v Toudaiwy
7@V Tovdaiwy xal &v xat &v Tepovoainu 1] ||
‘Tepovaainu

39b 90 Gvelhay (material) 1. 6v 1. goal XPEPATQVTES ET manner: means II€ 8v |9 xeatl [P qveidav |* [[°

(sec) 2. oi (implied) 2. actor Eddou xpepdaavtes |* éml Eddov ]
I

40a 91 (pri) | #yetpev (material) 1. 6 Bedg 1. actor év §j Tpitn Nuépa location: space |I€ ToliTov [S 6 Bede [P Hyetpev
2. toliTov 2. goal * v 7 Tpity fuépe |

40b— | 92 (pri) | #dwxev (material) 1. 6 Bebg (implied in 1. actor - - || weaed [P #dwncev |© adrov €

41 the verb) [[€ éudavi [P yevéahou 1] [[A
2. adTéy 2. recipient 00 |© mavti 6 Aad |9 dAAL
3. éudavii yevéabaw ob | 3. scope € pdptuaw [[F Tois
mavTl TG Aad GAAG mpoxexeLpoTovnLévols [A OTd
wapTuay Tols 7ol Beot 1] Aty [[S ofriveg [F
TPOXEXELPOTOVYULEVOLS ouveddyopev 1] [[9 xal |P
Umd Tol Beol Huiv ouveriopey [* adrd 1117 |*
oiTIves cuveddyouey [[F weta 6 dvaotivar 3
xal guveriopney adT adtdv A éx vexpdiv 1] ||

42 93 (pri) | mapyhyyetrev (verbal) 1. Inools (implied in 1. sayer - - |19 %eat [P mapryyethey |© Auiv
the verb) [€I[° xnpdéar |© 76 Aaé 1]
2. v 2. receiver [[9 xai [P Siepaptipacia |
3. unplat T§ Aa@ xal | 3- verbiage [[9 871 |3 obds | o [C [P

dapaptipacdar &1
o0t 2oty 6
aptopévog o Tol Beol
xpLig {wvtwy xal
VEXPEY

6 wptopévos A vmd Tol Beol
€ xprrig [[F {wvrwy ]] xal
vexp@v |1 1] ||

943



43 94 (pri) | paprupoliow (verbal) 1. mavtes ol mpodijTat 1. sayer ToUTW matter |* TodTe S mavTeg of
2. ddeatv apapTiy 2. verbiage mpodiitat [P uaptupodow |°
Aafeiv die ol [[€ ddeow quaptiéy [P
dvdépatog adtol mavra Aafeiv |4 die o dvdpatos
Tov moTebovTa glg adtol S [[* mévra Tov
adToV matedovta |A el adtév 1] 1]
I
44a 95 AadolvTog (verbal) 1. Tob ITétpov 1. sayer ||*"ETt [P AedolvTog S Tod
(sec) 2. ta ppata Taite 2. verbiage Tétpou € T& priuata Talta
I
44b 96 (pri) | émémeoey (material) T6 Tvelpa TO dytov actor Ml TAVTAS TOUG location: space |IP émémeoey |S 16 mvepa o
dxolovtag TOV ytov | [[F éml mdvrag Tols
Adyov dxotovrag [€ Tév Adyov 1] ||
45a 97 (pri) | ééonoav (mental) ol éx mepiTopdic moTol | senser - - |19 xal [P égéonoay [S of éx
oot cuviiibay T6 mepitopsic matol [[S oot [P
[étpw cuviiav |* 76 TTétpw 1] ||
45b 98 Bocdyutat (material) 7 dwped Tol drylou goal éml T& Ebvy location: space |19 871 |9 xal | éml T €Oy |S
(sec) TVELUATOS 1) Owped ToY dyiou
mvedpatos [P &uxéyutar ||
46a 99 fjxovov (mental) 1. oi &x mepiToudi 1. senser - - |IP Aixouov |9 yép |© adtév [[F
(sec) miotol (implied by the Aarotvtwy A yAdooal |]
verb) [[9 xal |P peyadvvévrawy |©
2. adTEY AaAoVyTwY 2. phenomenon Tov Bedv 1] ||
YAWTTAS xal
peyaAvvévtwy Tov Bedv
46b 100 gmexpiby (verbal) 1. TTétpog 1. sayer || Tére P dmexpiby S
(sec) 2. <cc. 101-3> 2. verbiage TTétpos ||

9¢¢



47a 101 odvartat (material) 1. Tig 1. actor Tol BanTiohival cause: purpose |* whTt € 76 Bdwp [P SVvata
(pri) xwAboal 2. 7 Udwp 2. scope ToUTOUG [P xwABoal 1] |5 Tic |A [P
o8 |A wn [P Partiobijven 3
TouTous 1] ||
47b 102 E\afov (material) 1. olTiveg 1. actor - - IIS ofrives |© 76 mvedua 6
(sec) 2. 76 mvelipa TO dytov 2. goal &ytov [° Ehafov ||
47c 103 - ) Muels participant - - |19 cog | 3eael |S Apeeic; ||
(sec)
48a 104 mpocétatey (verbal) 1. TTétpog (implied in 1. sayer - - I mpooérakev |4 8¢ |
(pri) the verb) adrols |© [[* év 16 dvdpatt
2. adTovg 2. recei.ver "Ingol Xprorod |
3. &v 16 dvéuati ool | 3- Verbiage Bamtichivar 1] ||
Xpiotol Pantiobijval
48b 105 NpwTnoay (verbal) 1. adol (implied in the | 1.sayer - - |4 Tére [P Rpwtnoay € adtdv
(pri) verb) € I[P émpeivar |A Npépag
2. adTéy 2. receiver Twdg 1] ||
3. émuelvatl Nuépag 3. verbiage
TIVAS
11:1a | 106 fixovoay (mental) ol @méaoTolot xal ol senser - - II”"Hxovaay |9 62 |S of
(pri) adehdot oi vTes xate gmdoTodot xal of &deAdol [[F
v Toudaiav ot dvtes | xata T Toudaiav
1
b 107 ¢dékavto (material) 1. T& &vy 1. actor - - |19 87u |9 xal S Té Evy |
(sec) 2. Tov Adyov Tob Beod 2. goal ¢0¢kavto |C Tov Aéyov Tol
feod ||
2a 108 avépy (material) TTétpog actor glg Tepouaadiu location: space |1 “Ore |9 8¢ | dvépy |3
(sec) TTétpog | eig Tepovaadny ||

LSE



2b— 109 OlexpivovTo (behavioral) | of éx mepiTopfic behaver 1. mpos adTév 1. location: space |IP Stexpivovto |A mpds adTév
3a (pri) 2. Méyovteg 2. manner: means IS of éx mepiopdic | [[F
Aéyovtes 1] ||
3b 110 elofjAbes (material) oU (implicit in verb) actor mpdg &vdpag accompaniment |19 871 [P elofjAbes | mpdg
(pri) dxpoPuatiav dvdpag [[€ dxpoBuotiav |P
éxovtag éxovras 1] ||
3c 111 auvEdayes (material) oU (implicit in verb) actor avTolg accompaniment |19 xal [P ouvédayes |* atTols
(pri) Il
4 112 gfetifero (verbal) 1. TTétpog 1. sayer 1. épkdpevog 1. manner: means 1A [[° Ap&dpevos 1] |9 o8 S
(pri) 2. aTolg 2. receiver 2. xaBeii 2. manner: quality TTétpos | éerifeto |© adrois
3. Mywv 3. manner: means A xafekfic [ [[F Aéyawv 1] ||
Sa 113 Huny (behavioral) | 1. éyw behaver év moAeL Tommy location: space IS &yes [P+ Fjuny |A év médel
(pri) TPOTEVYOUEVOS Témmy |-+P [[F mpooeuybpevos
1
5b 114 eldov (mental) 1. éyw (implicit in the | 1. senser ¢v éxoTacel location: space |19 xal [P eldov |* év éxaTdoel
(pri) verb) € 8papa [[F xataPaivoy 11
2. 8papa xatafaivoy 2. phenomenon oxelds 1A g 3Bévny
oxebds Tt g 666vny peydn 1] [[* Téooapoty
peydny téooapaty apxels [P xabiepévmy A éx
apxaic xabiepévny éx ToU odpavol ]] ||
Tol odpavol
5¢ 115 nA\fev (material) oxelids Tt (implied in actor dxpt épol extent (19 %t [P AABev | &xpt Epol
(pri) the verb) I
6a 116 XATEVOOUY (behavioral) | éyw (implicit in the behaver els A dtevioag manner: quality | [[* elg 3 |P drevicag ]] P
(sec) verb) xatevéouy ||

86¢



6b 117 eldov (mental) 1. éye (implicit in the | 1. senser - - |19 xal [P eldov |© T&
(sec) verb) Tetpamoda THg yfis xal Ta
2. Ta TeTpamoda THg 2. phenomenon Bnpla xai Ta épmeTa xal Ta
Yiic xal T Bnpla xal T meTeva ToU odpavol ||
EPTETA al TG TETEWQ
Tol odpavol
Ta 118 fixovaa (mental) 1. éyw (implicit in the | 1. senser - - |IP Aixouoa |4 88 | xal |©
(pri) verb) dwviic [[F Aeyodans |© pot 1]
2. ¢wyﬁg Ag'yoﬂg‘ng pot 2. phenomenon ||
7b 119 faov (material) 1. TTétpe 1. participant avaoTas manner: quality 1A [[° dvaords [*¢ TTérpe P
(pri) 2. ¢t (implicit in verb) | 2. actor ooy ||
Tc 120 daye (material) ab (implicit in verb) actor - - |19 xal | dbaye ||
(pri)
8a 121 eimov (verbal) 1. éyd) (implicit in the | 1. sayer - - |IP elmov | &¢ ||
(pri) verb)
2. <cc. 122-23> 2. verbiage
8b 122 - “) xDpte participant undapis contingency 1A pndausss 249 xbpie ||
(pri)
8¢ 123 elofAbev (material) xowdy % axabaptov actor 1. ob0émoTe 1. location: time |19 871 |5 xowdv %) dxdBapTov
(sec) 2. €l 76 oTépa pou | 2. location: space | o0démore [P eloijAbev |* elg
TO oTépa [ov ||
9a 124 amexpifn (verbal) 1. by 1. sayer 1. éx deutépou 1. extent IP mexpibn |9 3¢ |5 dawvy |4
(pri) 2.<c. 125> 2. verbiage 2. éx ol odpavol 2. location: space éx deutépou |A éx Tod
ovpavol ||
9b 125 xolvou (material) 1. & 6 Beds éxabdpioey | 1. goal - - II€TI€ &S 6 Beos |
(pri) 2.00 2. actor gxabapioey 115 ob |A un P

xolvou ||

65¢



10a 126 éyéveTo (material) Tolito actor éml Tpig extent IS TodiTo |9 8¢ |P éyévero A
(pri) éml Tplg ||
10b 127 dveomdodn (material) dmavta goal 1. maAw 1. extent |19 xai [P dveomdadn |* mdAw
(pri) 2. elg TOV oVpavdy 2. location: space IS dmavta |A elg ToV obpaviéy
l
11 128 ¢méomnoay (material) Tpei dvdpes actor 1. ¢autiic 1. location: time |19 xal [t iGob |A Egauthic S
(pri) 2. éml T oixiav &v | 2. location: space Tpels &vdpes | éméatnoay A
1 Auev . ¢ml T obelav [[* vy P
3. dmeoTadpévor 3. manner: quality nuev 11 A [[° dmeotaipévor
amd Kawgapelog |4 amd Kaloapelag |* mpds pe
TpoS UeE l
12a 129 eimey (verbal) 1. 7 mvebud 1. sayer - - |IP elmev |9 O |5 0 mvedpd |©
(pri) 2. pot 2. receiver ot [© [[? quvedbelv | adtois
3. quverfely alTolg 3. verbiage |4 [[€ undev [P daxplvavta 1]
undtv duaxpivavra 111
12b 130 nABov (material) of € &deAdol ofiTot actor abv ol accompaniment |IP %ABov | ¢ |* gy Eyot 9
(pri) xal [S of €€ ddeAdol obro ||
12¢ 131 elonABopev (material) Nueils (implicit in the actor elg TOV olxov Tob location: space |19 xal [P elonrBopev |A elg
(pri) verb) avdpés TV olxov Tolf Gvdpds ||
13a 132 amNyyerey (verbal) 1. 6 avdpés (implied in | 1. sayer - - P dmyyehey |49 88 |© Auiv ||
(pri) the verb)
2. My 2. receiver
3. <cc. 133-38> 3. verbiage

09¢



13b 133 eldev (mental) 1. 6 Gvdpds (implied in | 1. senser - - || méds |P eldev |© Tov
(sec) the verb) dyyehov [[* &v 16 olxw
2. TV &yyelov &v TG 2. phenomenon adrod |° otabévra 1] [ xal
oixw adTol oTabévra [P eimdvra 1] ||
xal eimovta
13¢ 134 &méaTEIAOY (material) oU (implicit in verb) actor eig Tommyy location: space I émdorethov |A eig Témmyy
(sec) I
13d 135 uetamepat (material) 1. ¢¥ (implicit in 1. actor - - |19 xal [P petdmepbar |©
(sec) verb) Sipwva [[F tov
2. Zipwva ToV 2. goal émxaloduevoy |© Tlétpov ]
émxaovypevov Iétpov I
14a 136 Aaloet (verbal) 1. 8 1. sayer - - IS 8 [P Aadsjoet € pripata A
(sec) 2. puata 2. verbiage mpos ot ||
3. mpdg ot 3. receiver
14b 137 cwbion (material) ol goal év oig manner: means |1 év ofs [P swbioy |5 ob ||
(sec)
14c 138 - ) méig 6 0ixdg gou participant - - |9 xal S méig 6 oixds aou ||
(sec)
15a 139 gmémeaey (material) 70 Tvedpa To dytov actor 1. &v 76 dpkacbal 1. location: time |A év |9 88 |A [P 1§
(pri) e Aadeiv dpkacbal 3 pe [ [[* Aadeiv
2. ém” adtolg 2. location: space 11 [P émémeoey | 10 mvelpa
T dytov | ém adrols ||
15b 140 - ) - - 1. éd’ Huds 1. location: space 19 Samep |9 xal |A &b Huds
(sec) 2. &v Gpyxdi 2. location: time | &v épydi ||
16a 141 Euviabny (mental) 1. &y (implicit in the | 1. senser - - IP éuviabny | 8¢ | ol
(pri) verb) pruatos Tol xupiov ||

2. ol pAuatos Tol
xuplov

2. phenomenon

19¢



16b 142 EAeyey (verbal) 1. 6 xVptog (implied in | 1. sayer - - |19 cog [P Eneyev ||
(sec) the verb)
2. <cc. 143-44> 2. verbiage
16¢ 143 ¢Bantioey (material) "Twavvng actor Udatt location: space IS Twdvwng |9 wév [P
(sec) ¢pdmTioey A BTt ||
16d 144 BanTiohyoeohe | (material) Opeels goal év mvevpatt aylw location: space IS Vel |9 8¢ P
(sec) Bantichoeobe | év
mvedpatt ayie ||
17a 145 Edwxey (material) 1. T lon dwpedv 1. goal - - |19 €l |9 odv € Ty Tony
(sec) 2. adTois 2. recipient dwpedy |P Edwxev € adtols 3
3. 6 Bede 3. actor 6 Bede ||
17b 146 - ) Ny participant moTevoao éml Tov | attribute 19 cog | et |© v |A [P
(sec) xOptov Ingoliv mioteboaaty |A éml Tov
Xptotév xUptov Inaolv Xptatov 1] ||
17¢ 147 - ¢ 1. éyw 1. participant - - IS gy |€ Tlg ||
(pri) 2. tlg 2. participant
17d 148 Ay (relational: 1. &y (implied in the | 1. carrier - - |IP Aunv |€ duvatds [[F
(pri) intensive: verb) . xwABoat |© Tov Bedv; 1] ||
ascriptive) 2. duvatds xwAoar ov | 2. attribute
fedv
18a 149 Novyaoay (behavioral) | of éx mepiTopfic behaver axovoavtes TalTa cause: reason |4 [P Axodoavteg 1|9 §¢
(pri) (implied by the verb) |-A € radra 1] P

nolyaoay ||

9¢



18b 150 ¢dékaaay (material) 1. ol éx mepiToTis 1. actor AéyovTeg manner: means || xal [P €365acav |© ToV
(pri) (implied by the verb) Bedv [A [[P Aéyovtes 1T ||
2. tov fedv 2. goal
18¢ 151 Edwxey (material) 1. Tofi &bveaty 1. recipient - - |19 &par |9 xal | Tolg Ebveaty
(pri) 2. 6 Beds 2. actor IS 6 Beds |© Ty peTdvoray eig
3. WY petdvolay &ig 3. goal {wiy |P Edwnev ||

{why

€9¢



1443

APPENDIX 2: THE TRANSITIVITY STRUCTURE OF ACTS 15:1-29

Ver | Clause Transitivity Structure Clause (Complex)
se | # e — -
(type) Process (type) Participant(s) Circumstance(s)
X... Roles
la 1 (pri) goldaaxov (verbal) 1. Tiveg xaterdévreg amd | 1. sayer - - |19 weaed |3 Tives [[A [
THic Tovdaiag . wateNBévres |A dmd T
2. Tolg &deldols 2. receiver "Toudaiag 1] 1] P édidaaxov €
3. <cc. 2-3> 3. verbiage ToVg deAdols ||
1b | 2(sec) | mepirundijre (material) Opels (implicit) goal 7§ &0et @ Mwicéwg | manner: quality |9 Eru |9 & [A wiy |
mepitunbiite |* 76 E0eL 16
Muicéws ||
Ic 3 (pri) dtvacbe (material) Opeels (implicit) goal - - |* 00 [P dVvaabe [[F owbfjvar 1]
cwbjvat l
2a 4 (sec) | yevouévng (existential) | oTdoews xal (ymioews existent 1. 76 TTaddw xal T6 1. location: time |IP yevopévns |9 8¢ [° otdoews
olx SAlyng Bapvafé . xal (mioews odx Alyns |* T6
2. mpdg adTolg 2. accompaniment | [Tgi)e xai w6 Bapvafd [*
mpdg alTovs ||
2b | 5 (pri) érabav (material) 1. o 4derdol (implied) 1. actor - - IP Eratav € [[* dvapaivew |5
2. avaPaivew Tlaiov 2. goal Iatlov xal Bapvafév xai
xal BapvaBév xai Tivag Tvag dAhous €€ adtdv | mpdg
dMhoug €€ adrdiv mpds ToU¢ ATOaTONOUS Xatl
ToU¢ ATOaTONOUS Xatl mpeaBuTépoug |A eis
mpeoPutépous eig "Tepougadny. |A mepl Tol
‘TepovaaAn. mept Tol {nmjpatos TovTov 1] ||
{nmjpatos TovTOU




3a 6 (pri) dipxovTo (material) 1. of 1. actor 1. mpomepdBévres Omd | 1. cause: behalf |I of 9 wév |9 odv A [[°
2. ™y te Powvixny xai 2. scope THis éxxAnaiag mpomepdBéves [A Omo THg
Zapapeiay 2. éxotnyolpevol Ty 2. manner: quality | gunaiag 1] P Sujpyovro |©
émoTpodiy TGV E0viv v Te Povixny xal Sapdpelay
[A [P &xduyyodpevor |© Ty
émotpodiy T@v EBvav ] ||
3b 7 (pri) émolovy (material) 1. ITadlog xai Bapvafds | 1. actor - - |19 xat [P émotouv |© xapav
xal Tives dAAot €€ adThiv ueydyy |© méotv Tols doeAdois
(implied) I
2. xapav ueyainy 2. gogl .
3. mélgt Tols 4dehdois 3. recipient
4a 8 (pri) napedéxdnoay | (material) 1. Iabog xat BapvafBéc | 1. goal TAPLYEVOUEVOL Eig location: time 1A [[° mapayevépevor A |9 g
xal Tives dAAot €€ adTiv "Tepovgadi |--All g Tepovaadnu 11 F
(implied) napedéydnoay [* amd i
2. &md THi¢ bxchnalag xal | 2- actor éxxdnolag xal Tév dmooTéAwy
TEY AToaTéAWY xal TéY xal T@V mpeaPuTépwy ||
npeaPuTépwy
4b 9 (pri) Gviyyethdy (verbal) 1. TTafhog xal BapvaPés | 1.sayer - - IP dvijyyeiddy |9 7¢ [ [[€ Soa
el Tveg EANot €€ alTEY [S 6 Bedg [P émoinoey A petr’
(implied) adtév 11|
2. 8oa 6 Bebg émoinaev 2. verbiage
UeT” alTRY
Sa 10 (pri) | &avéomoay (material) TIveg TRV amd TH¢ actor Aéyoveg manner: quality IP éavéatnoay |9 3¢ |5 Tives
aipéoews TV Papioainwy TEY GTo THg alpéoewg TEY
TEMTTEUROTES Dapioaiwy [[F memoTeundres 1]
[ [I" Aéyovres 11 |
5b 11 (pri) | et (material) adToUg goal - - |19 871 [P Oet [P meprrépvew 1]
TEPITEUVELY € adrovs ||
5c 12 (pri) | [9ef] (material) TNpElY TOV VooV scope - - IP mapayyéirew |9 7e |© [P
mapayyEAAey Muwicéws Tpeiv 1] |€ Tov vpov

Muwiioéws ||

S9¢



6 13 (pri) | ouwiyBnodv (material) ol gméaToot xal ol actor i0glv Tept Tod Adyou cause: purpose I quvixBnody |9 Te |3 ol
npeaPiTepol ToUTOU améarorot xal of mpeaPiTepot
|4 [[P idetv | mepl Tol Adyou
TovTov |] ||
7a 14 (sec) | yevouévns (existential) | moAAf¢ (TroEwS existent - - IS moAAFig S |9 5 | S
Imjoews [P yevopévn ||
7b 15 (pri) | elmev (verbal) 1. ITétpog 1. sayer avaoTas manner: quality I [P dvaoras 1] |S Térpos [P
2. mpdg adTolg 2. receiver elmey [ mpog adTots ||
3. <cc.16-24> 3. verbiage
Tc 16 (pri) | émiotacde (mental) 1. &vdpes doerdoi 1. participant - - |24 dvdpes ddeAdot ||S Ouels P
2. pels 2. senser émiotache ||
7d 17 (sec) | &erékato (behavioral) | 1.6 feds 1. behaver ad’ Nuepddv dpyalwy location: time |19 871 |A G Npepdv dpxaiwv
2. 3i1& To¥ oTépatéds wou | 2. phenomenon | gy fuiy gy Oulv | eEehébaro |S 6 Beds |©
dxoboar Té Ebvn ToV [[* dt& Tob aTépatés pov [P
Adyov Tob ebayyehiov axoboat |5 Té &0y |© Tdv Adyov
xal motedoat Tod edayyeriov 1] [[9 xal [P
motedoat |] ||
8a 18 (pri) | éuaptipnoev (verbal) 1. 6 xapdioyvwotns Beds | 1. sayer dovg T mvelipa O manner: means |19 xal [S 6 xapdioyvaatyg Bedg
2. abTois 2. receiver &ytov [P éuaptipnoey |© adrols | [[
ol |© 76 mvelipa T dytov 1] ||
8b 19 (sec) | - - Nty participant - - |19 xcaBog |9 xeal |© Ay ||
9 20 (pri) | Oiéxpwev (behavioral) | 1. odfév 1. phenomenon | 1. uetabb Huév te xal | 1. location: space |19 xal |© 00B&v [P Siéxprvev A
2. 6 Bedg 2. behaver adTRY uetabd Nubv te xal altéy [A
2. v mioet xabapioag | 2- cause: reason [[* §j wloTet [P xabaploas |©
Tag xapdiag alTdY Tag xapdiag avtdv ] ||
10a | 21 (pri) | mepdlete (material) 1. Opels (implicit) 1. actor 1. viv 1. location: time |14 viv |9 odv |A i |P metpdlere
2. 7ov Bedv 2. goal 2.7 2. cause: reason € 7oy Bedv |A [[P émibetvau |©

3. émbelvar Quydv ém
TOV TpaAYNAOY TGV
pabyréy

3. manner: means

Guydv |A &l Tdv TpdxynAov TEY
padnTév 11 ||

99¢



10b | 22 (sec) | ioydoapey (material) 1. 8v 1. scope - - ||€ 6v | olite [S of maTépes Nudv
Baotdoal 2. of maTépes Hudv ofire | 2. actor olite Nels [P loxdoauey [F
Nuels Baordoar ]] ||
1la | 23 (pri) | mioTevouey (mental) 1. Nuels 1. senser e T xapitog Tol manner: means 19 éAX& A diix THig xdprTog ToD
2. cwbfjvar 2. phenomenon | xupiou Tygod xuplov ‘Inood [P moredopev [
[[" owbfjveu 11 |
11b | 24 (pri) | - - xaxeivol participant xaf’ 8v Tpémov manner: means ||* % &v Tpdmov |3 xdxeivor ||
12a | 25 (pri) | éolynoev (behavioral) | mév 6 mATibog behaver - - IP éatynaev | 08 S méiv o
mAFjfos ||
12b | 26 (pri) | #jxovov (mental) 1. mév 75 mAFjBog 1. senser - - |19 xat [P #ixouov |© Bapvapa
(implied) xal Tlavdov [[F Enyovpévav [
2. Bapvafé xai Tlavdov | 2. phenomenon [[€ 8oa [P émoinoev |5 6 Bedg !
&nyoupévay Soa onuela xal Tépata A &y Tolg
émoinaev 6 Bedg onpein hveaty |A O adtév 1] ||
xal Tépata év Tolg
gbveow O adTdv
13a | 27 (pri) | dmexpiby (verbal) 1. TaxwBog 1. sayer 1. peta 76 aryfiocal 1. location: time 1A [P et - FH|e 8¢ |+IP 75
2. <cc.28-41> 2. verbiage adtovg aryfioat |5 adtods 1] [P dmexpiby
2. Aéywv 2. manner: means | |S Tgxwfog |* [P Aéywv 1] ||
13b | 28 (pri) | éxoloaté (mental) 1. &vdpeg adeAdol 1. participant - - [P &vdpes ddedol [P
2. bueis (implicit) 2. senser dxoboaté |© pov ||
3. wov 3. phenomenon
14a | 29 (pri) | énynoato (verbal) 1. Supewy 1. sayer - - IS Zupedv P ényroarto ||
2. <c. 30> 2. verbiage
14b | 30 (sec) | émeonédato (mental) 6 Beds senser 1. mpé&iTov 1. location: time |9 xabog |A mpdiTov |3 6 Beds [P

2. haPely €& ebvav
Aady TG dvépatt
adTol

2. matter

émeonéyato | [[7 Aafeiv | €&
E0vav € Aadv € 6 dvéuat
avtol 1] ||

L9€



15a | 31 (pri) | oupdwvolow | (verbal) ol Adyol TGV TpodNTEY sayer ToUTW accompaniment |19 xal A Tobtw [P oupdwvolow
S of Abyor T&v mpodyTav ||

15b | 32 (sec) | yéypamtat (verbal) <cc. 33-39> verbiage - - |9 xabas [P yéypamrar ||

16a | 33 (sec) | avaotpédw (material) ¢y (implicit) actor ueta taita location: time |* nete tabra [P dvactpédw ||

16b | 34 (sec) | avoxodounow | (material) 1. éyw (implicit) 1. actor - - |19 xat [P dvorxodowiow | T
2. Ty oy Aauld Ty | 2. goal oy Aavid [[F Tty
MEMTWXVIAY memTwxviay 1] ||

l6¢c | 35(sec) | avoixodounow | (material) 1. ¢y (implicit) 1. actor - - |19 %al |€ [[P T& xaTeoxapuéva
2. TG XATETXAUUEVRL 2. goal adtiic 11 [P dvorxodoprow ||
adTjg

16d | 36 (sec) | avopbwow (material) 1. &yw (implicit) 1. actor - - |19 xat [P dvopbdiow | adThv ||
2. admhy 2. goal

17a | 37 (sec) | éx{nmiowow (material) 1. oi xatdAoimol TGV 1. actor - - |19 8meog [A &v P éxlymioway |3
avlpwmwy ol xatdotmot Tév dvbpwmwy €
2. Tov xptov 2. scope TOV xUptov ||

17b | 38 (sec) | - - navta ¢ E0vy &’ olg participant - - |19 xal [ mdvra Té Ebvy [[* éd°
EmxéxdnTal T Svopd olg |P émuixéxdntar 3 76 Gvoud
pov ém’ adTods pou |A én” adtols 1] ||

17¢ | 39 (sec) | Aéyer (verbal) 1. xUplog ToLidv Tadta 1. sayer - - I Aéyer S wbprog [[F morév |©

-18 yvwota én’ al@vog . tadta |© yvwora |A &n” ai@vos
2. <cc. 33-39> 2. verbiage 1l

89¢



19— | 40 (pri) | xpivw (behavioral) | 1. éyw 1. behaver - - (19 815 |5 éye [P xpiven |© [[A w)
20 2. wi) mapevoyAely Toic 2. phenomenon |” mapevoxAeiv |© [[* Toig P A
amo Tév ébvidv &mo Tév ébvéyv |- I
EmiaTpédovaty Emt TOV ¢moTpédovaty |A &mi Tov Bedy
Bedv GAN émaTelhat N1 AN P émoTethan |©
abrols Tol dméyeaba adrols [ [[F Tob améyeabar |
TEY GMTYNUATWY TEY TGV AMTYNUATWY TEY EI0WAWY
eldwAwy xal Tig xal Tfic mopvelag xal To
mopvelas xal Tol mvixTol mxtol xat Tol aipnatos 11 1] ||
xat Tol aipatog
21 41 (pri) | e (relational: 1. Mwicfis 1. carrier 1. éx yevedv dpyaiwv | 1. location: time I® Mwiofic [ yap | éx yevedv
possessive) | 2. ol xnplogovrag 2. attribute 2. ot TéAWY 2. location: space | dpyaiwv [* xatd méAw [C [[7
a0Tév 3. év Tais cuvaywyals 3. manner: means Tobg wnpuogovtag [€ adtdv 1] [P
xata Ty oafBatov Exet [A[[* &v Tals cuvaywydis
dvarywoxduevog |* xata mév odpPatov [P
avarywwoxbuevos 11 ||
22— | 42 (pri) | Zdokev (relational: 1. &hebapévous Gvdpag | 1. carrier oy §\y i édnole | accompaniment ||* Tére P d0kev |C Tolg
23a intensive: g€ abTeY méplar eic dmoaTéAolg xai Toic
ascriptive) AvTidyetav oy T¢ mpecPutépols [* obv 8Ay Tf

TadAw xai Bapvafa
"Tovdav ToV xaAolyuevoy
Bapoapfav xal Ziddv
dvdpag Nyoupévoug év
Tolg adeAdois ypdpavreg
Lex xelpds adTdv

2. Tolg @moaTdoig kel
Tolg mpeaBuTépotg

2. perceiver

sodaia |5 [[F éxhebapévous 1]
€ &vdpag €& avTdv [° mEpubat
| gig Avridyetav |A oy T8
TavAw xai Bapvafa 1] Tovdav
[[F Tov xahodpevov €
Bapoaffav 1] xai Ziddv
dvdpag [[P Hyouuévous |A &v
Tolg &derdois 1] A [[F
ypdbavteg |* did elpds adTév

111l

69¢



23b | 43 (pri) | - ) 1. of 4méaToot xal ol 1. participant - - IIS o éméoTodot xal of
npeaPiTepol ddeddoi mpeaBuTepot ddeAdol |© Tois
2. Tois xata ™y 2. participant xata ™Y Avtidyelay xal
Avmidyetav xal Zupiav Supiav xai Kidixiav ddeldois
xal Kihixiav adehdois Tolg €€ vy ||
Tolg ¢£ 0viv

23c | 44 (pri) | yaipew ©) - - - - [I” xadpew ||

24a | 45 (sec) | Nxovoayuev (mental) ol gméaToot xal ol senser - - |19 émedy) |P Hxovoauey ||
npeaPiTepol ddehdoi
(implied)

24b | 46 (sec) | érdpakav (material) 1. Twvég €& Hubiv 1. actor 1. Adyous 1. manner: means | |9 8t | Twég [[A [[A €€ Audv P
gEeNfévTeg 2. qvaoxevdlovtes Tag | 2. cause: result ggedbévres 1] 1] P érdpatay |©
2. dudis 2. goal Yuyas Hubv Opdis |A Adyows |A [[F

dvaaxevdlovres |© Tég Yuyds
S 11 |

24c | 47 (sec) | dweorethdpeba | (material) 1. oi améoTodot xal of 1. actor - - |I€ ofg | 00 |? Sieoreirdpeba ||
npeaPiTepol ddehdoi
(implied)
2. 0ig 2. goal

25— | 48 (pri) | £dokev (relational: 1. &xhebapévors Gvdpag 1. carrier yevouévolg manner: quality |IP &30&ev € Hpiv S [[* [P

26 intensive: meuat Tpdg Db abv bpobupaddy yevopévorg [* suobBupaddv ] |A

ascriptive) Tolg Gyamyols Uiy [[® éxheapévors |© dvdpag 1] P

Bapvafé xat [adiw
avBpwmolg
mapadedwrboty Tag
Yuyas adTdv vmep Tol
dvopatos ol xuplov
iy Inool Xptotol
2. Yy

2. perceiver

méuat |A mpos Oud [A gy
Tolg dyamyrols Huév Bapve 3
el TTaddw dvBpwmorg [[P
napadedwrdow |© Tag Yuyds
adTdv A OmEp Tol dvduatos
Tol xupiov Nuiv Tyool
Xpowoi 11 71|

0LE



27a | 49 (pri) | dmeotdAxapev | (material) 1. ot dméaTodot xal ol 1. actor - - IP dmeordeayey |9 odv |
npeaPiTepol ddeddoi "Tovdav xal ZiAGy ||
(implied)
2. Toddav xal Zi\by 2. goal
27b | 50 (sec) | - “) adtobg i Adyou participant - - |19 xat € adTodg [[4 die Adyou
gmayyéAhovtag T& adTd [P émayyéirovras |© ta adtd 1]
l
28— | 51 (pri) | &okev (relational: 1. undtv mAéov 1. carrier - - |IP &30&ev | yap |© T6 mvedpaTt
29a intensive: ¢mtifecbar bty Bapog 76 Gyl wal Auiv S [[€ wndty
ascriptive) TANY TOUTWY TRV mAéov I P émiribeoBou |©
émdvayxes gméyeahat Optv | 1€ Béapog |A T
eldwAobiTwy xal alpatog ToUTWY TAV émdvaryxes [[°
xal TIXTEY xal Topveiag gméyeaba € eldwobiTwy xal
2. 6 mvelpan W@ ayly | 5 oorceiver aljuarrog xal myveTiy xol
xal Nuiv mopvelas ]] 11 ||
29b | 52 (sec) | mpdfete (material) Opeels actor 1. € év dietnpotivreg | 1. manner: means |4 [[* €€ dv [P Siatypolivre |©
équTtols gavtols ]] A €0 P mpdere ||
2. el 2. manner: quality
29c | 53 (pri) | éppwobe “) Opels (implicit) participant - - IP Zppwobe ||

ILE



CLE

APPENDIX 3: THE TRANSITIVITY STRUCTURE OF ACTS 21:17-25

Verse | Clause (type) Transitivity Structure
Process (type) Participant(s) Circumstance(s) Clause (Complex)
X... Roles
17a 1 (sec) yevopévwy (material) UGV actor el Tepoaéivpa location: space |IP Tevopévwy |9 8¢ [S nudv |A elg
‘Tepocéivpa ||
17b 2 (pri) amedékavto (material) 1. Apés 1. goal ATUEVWS manner: quality | dopéves [P dmedééavro |©
2. of &deAdol 2. actor Nuds S of ddeAdol ||

18a 3 (pri) eloyet (material) 6 TTadhog actor 1. 7f émodoy 1. location: time IA [P Tg PV A g |-A P
2. gy Ay 2. accompaniment | ¢motoy |] |” eloriet [° 6 TTathog
3. mpog TdxwpPov 3. location: space | |A gl Huiv |* mpds Tdxwpov ||

18b 4 (pri) mapeyévovto | (material) TAVTES Of actor - - IS mdvreg S |9 e P

npeaPiTepol napeyévovto |5 of mpeafiTepot
l

19 5 (pri) E&nyeiTo (verbal) 6 IMatAog (implied) sayer 1. domaoauevog 1. location: time |19 xal [A [P domacduevos |©
adTolg adrols 1] P éényeito |* xab’ &v
2. xad’ v éxagroy | 2. manner:means | gagrov [[C Gy [P émoinaey |5 6
@v émolnaev 6 Oede Beds | év Tols EBveowv |A i THc
v 7ol &bveaty i daxoviag adTod 1] ||
THic Otaxoviag
avtol




20a 6 (pri) ¢dé¢alov (material) 1.0l 1. actor dxovoavTeg location: time IS Ot |99 8¢ [A[[F éxodoavres 1] P
2. Tov Bedv 2. goal €06Ealov |© Tov Bedv ||
20b 7 (pri) eimdy (verbal) 1. of (implied) 1. sayer - - P elmdv |9 7€ |© adrd) ||
2. adTé 2. reciever
3. <cc. 8-24> 3. verbiage
20c 8 (pri) Bewpels (mental) 1. o0 (implicit) 1. senser - - I Ocwpels [44¢ adeddé ||© [
2. 40ehdé 2. participant méoat puptddes [ eioty A év Tolg
3. méoar pupiddeg 3. phenomenon "Toudaiois |P Tév memoTeuxdTwY
elaly év 7ol 11
"Toudatiowg TGV
TMETIOTEUXOTWY
20d 9 (pri) Omdpyouaty (relational: | 1. mwdvreg 1. carrier - - |19 xal [ mdvres |© (pAwTal Tob
intensive: 2. twtal ol vépou | 2. attribute véuou [P vmdpyouaty ||
ascriptive)
2la 10 (pri) xaTyxninoav | verbal 1. mavteg (implied) 1. receiver mepl oo matter IP xaTmibyoay |9 08 |A mept
2.<c.21b> 2. verbiage god ||
21b 11 (sec) Siddonels material 1. o0 (implicit) 1. actor Aéywy i manner: means |19 871 € dmooTaciay €
2. amootacioy amd 2. scope TMEPITEUVELY AVTOVG diddoxes | € dmd Mwioéws |©
Muwicéwg 3. recipient TG Téxva undE Tols ToVg xata Ta €0y mavTag
3. Todg xata T EBvy gheowv mepimately "Toudatous |A [[F Aéyawv | [[A un [P
mavtag Toudaioug mepitépvew |3 adtols |© Ta
Téxve ] [ undt | ol Ebeoty
[P mepimateiv 1111 ||
22a 12 (pri) ¢otly relational: ot value - - I3 =t |9 odv |P éorw ||
intensive:
equative
22b 13 (pri) axodaovtal mental mdvres (implied) senser TAVTWS manner: quality |* mavrws [P dxodaovral ||

€LE



22¢ 14 (sec) EMAvbag material ob (implicit) actor - - |9 871 [P ExnAubas ||
23a 15 (pri) molnaov material 1. Tolito 1. scope - |I€ ToliTo |9 odv |” moinoov ||
2. o0 (implicit) 2. actor
23b 16 (sec) Aéyopev verbal 1.8 1. verbiage - - 1€ 8| oot [P Aéyopev ||
2. oot 2. receiver
23¢ 17 (pri) eloly existential dvdpeg TéToapeg existent 1. yulv 1. accompaniment | [P eiolv |* Huiv |3 &vdpeg
2. by Exovtes 2. manner: quality | tégoapes | [[C edymy | Exovres
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