Paul's Areopagus speech haslong fascinated New Testament readers.* Historical-critical
issues have received the most attention as scholars focused on "the question whether the Paul who
speaks hereisthe Paul of the letters."? Investigations of narrational andrhetorical techniques have
played subservient roles in the effort to answer this one burning question. The present essay
eclectically combines ancient and modern literary-critical methods in order to lift narraional and
rhetorical matters out of their roleof subserviency.® Theresultsof literary-critical investigations of
biblical narratives often offer valuable correctivesto historical-critical exegesis* A literary-critical

investigation of the narrative of Paul in Athens allows us to appreciate better its subtlety and

1 For bibliography see Ernst Haenchen, Die Apostel geschichte neu tibersetzt und erklért (MeyerK 3; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965); English translaion: The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1971), p. 516, and F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles: Greek Text with Introduction and Commentary
(Leicester/Grand Rapids: Apollos/Eerdmans, 3rd edn, 1990), pp. 379-380.

2 Haenchen, p.528. Philip Vielhauer's essay, 'On the " Paulinism" of Acts, in Leander E. Keck and J. Louis
Martin (eds.), Studies in Luke-Acts, (Nashville: Abingdon, 1966), pp. 33-50, which largely summarizesand restates
Dibelius' position, remains the authoritative statement for those who hold that Paul could not have made such a speech.
Hans Conzelmann, 'The Address of Paul on the Areopagus', in Studies in Luke-Acts, pp. 217-230, isin this camp and
says quite skeptically, "Not historical memory but aliterary devicetakestheinscription on an Athenian altar, to unknown
gods, well known to travelers through travel guides, and changes it into the singular and then uses this as a point of
departure for Christian ideas. Surely Paul (!) cannot have spoken this way, nor can the Christian missionary begin his
preaching in thisway everywhere. It can only be the work of an author developing his paradigmatic discussion” (p. 220,
italicshis). Contrast Robert. M. Grant, Greek Apologists of the Second Century (Philadelphia: W estminster Press,
1988), p. 24: "W hether or not Paul ever delivered precisely such an address 'in the middle of the Areopagus,' it is clear
that he could have done so, for he reminded the Thessal onians (whom he had visited before reaching Athens) that they
had 'turned from idols, to serve aliving and real God, and to awaithis Son from heaven, whom he raised from the dead,
Jesus who delivers us from the wrath to come’ (1 T hess. 1:9-10)." David Wenham, 'The Paulinism of Acts again: two
historical clues in 1 Thessalonians', Themelios 13 (Ja-Feb, 1988), pp. 53-55, also cites 1 Thess 1:9-10 as an often
overlooked historical clue. A comment by W. W ard Gasque, A History of the Interpretation of the Actsof the Apostles
(Peabody: Hendrickson, 1989), p. 359, reveals that thisin an issue which still elicits strong emotions in some quarters:
"Although somestill take Philipp Vielhauer's famous essay as gospel truth, there are signs that it is being recognized as
a gross overstatement of the evidence."

3 The approach | take is influenced by the semiotic theory of A. J. Greimas. Daniel Patte, The Religious
Dimensions of Biblical T exts: Greimas's Structural Semioticsand Biblical Exegesis (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), pp.
1-2, presents Greimas's semiotics "as a theory that can generate a broad range of exegetical applications beyond those
already implemented. This theory offers many other exegetical possibilities that, at times, other types of exegesis--in
particular, the different kinds of 'literary critical' exegesis--already implement, whether or not they call upon Greimas's
semiotics." These observations suggest the possibil ity that Greimas's semiotic theory could serve as thefoundation for
eclectic methods appropriating insights from various types of literary criticism. This paper presents one such attempt.

4 See Religious Dimensions, pp. 3-10, for a discussion of the complementary relationship between historical-
critical and literary-critical methods.




sophistication, and suggests that historical and theological arguments both for and against the
essential authenticity of the speech are based on inadeguate reading drategies. Specifically,
historical-critical scholarshavefailed to occupy the position of theimplied reader wheninterpreting
the Areopagus speech, a position tha distinguishes between the oratees of the speech--a group of
philosophically inclined pagans who are uninformed outsiders in rdation to Chrigianity--and the
narratee--Theophilus--who is an informed insider on the basis of his reading of Luk&Acts to this
point in the narrative.

Before proceeding to my analysis of the speech from the position of theimplied reader,
| will delineate theentire story of Paul in Athensfirst as a narrativediscourse unit, and second as a
narrative schematic unit. A narrative discourse and a narrative schematic delineation of atextual
unit are based on divergent criteria, which, as | will show later, ae not unrelated to the differing
impressions this story makes on historical-critical scholars who defend or deny the its essential
accuracy.

THE NARRATIV E DISCOURSE UNIT

Acts17:15-34 can be considered anarrativediscourseunit. A unit of narrativediscourse
isidentified by three criteria. Frst, it isidentified by transformations in the spheres of character,
location, and/or time.®> Paul is separated from Silas, Timothy, and the brethren in v. 15. New
characters, unrelated to those found in vv. 15-34, appear in 18:2. Thelocation shiftsinv. 15 from
Beroeato Athensand then, in 18:1, from Athensto Corinth. Temporal data, though chronologicdly

imprecise, ispresent. A messageissentto Silasand Timothy inv. 15ive w¢ tdyiote EA0waty

® Daniel Patte, Structural Exegesis for New Testament Critics (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), p. 16. These
processes of transformation are called actorialization, spacialization, and temporalization in Greimasian theory. See
Religious Dimensions, pp. 176-177, for a discussion of them and the simultaneous effects of "disengagement” and
"engagement" that they produce in religious discourse.




TPOC a0 TOV (that they might come to Paul as soon aspossible), andinv. 6 we also read Ev d¢
Toig ABMvaig éxdeyopévou adtovg To0 ITabAov (Now while Paul was waiting for them
at Athens). Then, 18:1 begins with Meta tabto (After these things). Secondly, a narrative
discourseunit isidentified by achange of theme at the beginning and end of the unit® A new theme
iIsencountered inv. 16 with thementi on of idolatry. After chapter 17, Paul isback among Jews and
the theme of idolatry is left behind. Thirdly, a narrative discourse unit is identified by inverted
parallelisms between the unit's introduction and conclusion.” Inverted parallelisms take diverse
formsdepending on thetype of discourse under analysisand the subject matter.? In thiscasewemay
note two inclusions and a transformation. The first inclusion expresses skepticism.
What would this babbler say? (17:18) / ...somemocked . .. (17:32a)
The second inclusion expresses curiosity (17:19/17:32b)
May we know what this new / We will hear you again about
teaching is which you present? (17:19) about this. (17:32b)
Whiletheinclusionsleave theimpression that little has been achieved, the final sentence of the unit
announces a transformation: some joined Paul and believed (v. 34).
THE NARRATIV E SCHEMATIC UNIT
Acts 17:15-34 can aso be considered a narrative schematic unit.” This delineation
employs different criteriafrom the former and offers us another perspective.

In brief, the narrative schema subdivides a narrative into three parts of the narrative

8 Structural Exegesis, p. 15.

" Ibid.
®Ibid., pp. 14-15.
9 Delineation of units on the basis of these two models do not always coincide asthey do here.
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development: (1) a situation of lack and the establishment of a qualified subject, (2) the
decisive action(s), (3) asituation of lack is overcome, and the retribution and recognition of
the subjects take place.””

The narrative of Pau in Athens yields rather well to such a generalized narrative
schematic analysis. Verses 16-18 establish a situation of lack, alack of proper understanding of
Paul'skatoyyeAio. TheAtheniansmisunderstand Paul's preaching of Jesusand theresurrection
asthe proclamation of foreign deities because of their polytheistic and idolatrousreligiosity. Invv.
19-20 Paul isestablished asthe subject qualified to overcomelack of understanding of hisd1da 1.
The mandate or assigned task is the challenge of making histeachingintelligible to the Athenians.
Paul, the hero, accepts the challenge and, by the decisive action of making a speech, struggles to
attain victory. Ironicaly, victory is intimated by the mocking of some upon hearing of the
resurrection of the dead (v. 32). This shows that the lack of understanding which allowed the
Atheniansto interpret Tov Inco0v kol thv &vdotao v in away perfectly understandable and
palatable to them, i.e. as foreign deities, has been overcome, and the real offense is now apparent.
Paul also receives recognition: the willingness of part of the audience to hear Paul again shows that
he has maintained his position as qualified subject and hero.

Thepreviousnarrativediscourseand yss of theunit foregrounded thethemeof i dol atry,
since idolatry is mentioned at the beginning of the dscourse unit and signals the change of theme.
Inthenarrativeschematicanalysis, however, thelack of proper understanding of Paul'sproclamation
of Jesus and the resurrection is foregrounded. From this angle, idolatry is only an obstacle to be
removed in the process of overcoming thelack. As| will demondrate in my concluding remarks,

the contrasting emphases these two analyses support are not unrelated to the different impressions

10 structural Exegesis, p. 16.




this narrative makes on historical-critical scholars.
ACTANTIALIZATION IN ACTS"

Now that | have marked the boundaries of the narrative unit to be interpreted, | will
establish the actants encountered in the unit. An actant isarole or afunction in anarrative. The
same actant can be performed by a number of different characters or actors. It is obviousthat Paul
isthe main actor in this unit--he is the subject or object of every verb in vv. 6-20. He is the bearer
(elodéperg, v. 20) of some new teaching (1 katvh ... 01day M, vv. 18-20) whichis aimed at
anyonewho will listen (v. 17).*2 But where did heget thismessage? Isit hisowninvention? Are
othersinvolved in his work? Do others perform the same function? Does it always meet with
opposition? To answer these questions | will briefly examine the actantialization in Acts. For this
task | use A. J. Greimas's actantial mythicd model.**

SENDER - OBJECT - RECEIVER
1
HELPER - SUBJECT < OPPONENT
All actantsare explicit or implicitin 1:8. The paradigmatic subject is"witnesses’ (LAPTLPEG), in
this case the apostolic band (they are the subject of the verbs). The objectisthe word of witness (0

A6yog, i.e. the content of their witness)." The sender is Jesus (the one enunciating this

1 Actantialization must be distinguished from actorialization. An actantis afunction. The same function may
be performed by a variety of actorsin a given narrative.

12| say main actor rather than character. As Patte, in Religious Dimensions, p. 97, explains, "Greimas spe&ks of
‘actors,’ rather than 'characters, in the discursive syntax componert, because the phenomenon of ‘actoridization’ is not
limitedto the egablishment of characters.'It al0 includesthe generationof ‘enunciator,' ‘enunciatee,' narrator, 'narratee,’
etc., who are also 'actors.™

3 A. J. Greimas, Structural Semantics: AnAttempt & a Method (Lincoln/London: U niversity of Nebraska Press,
1983), p. 207.

14 Subjects "witness" with the word in Acts (eg. 2:40-41; 8:25).
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commission). The receiver isthe entire world (tdom T Iovdaie kol Zapapele kol €wg
€oydTou TG YNG). The helper isthe Holy Spirit. The need for a helper implies an opponent.
This piques the readea’s curiosity which will eventudly be satisfied by an initial identification
(4:1ff.). Nevertheless, just asthe reader will discover that the Apostles are not the only witnesses,
shewill later discover that the Jewish leaders are not the only, nor theparadigmatic opponent inthe
actantial model. They, and all who oppose the witnesses, are under the power of,and filling therole
of, Satan, the oppressor and arch enemy in Acts (5:3; 10:38; 13:10; 26:18). Thus we have the
following actantial model.

SENDER - OBJECT - RECEIVER

(Jesus) (Word) (Humanity)
1
HELPER - SUBJECT <~ OPPONENT
(HS) (Witnesses) (Satan)

Theapplication of theactantial model tosub-unitswithin the narrative must allow for homol ogation.
One must also allow for greater specificity and, infrequently, transposition in actantial roles. The

following table illustrates these phenomenain some detail.

SUBJECT (Witnesses)

Apostles 1:8 - 2:13; 4:32-37
Peter (and the apostles) 2:14 - 2:47, 5:1-42
Peter (and John) 3:1-4:31; 8:14-25
Stephen 6:1- 7:60

The dispersed ones 8:1-4; 11:19-21
Philip 8:5-13, 26-40



Saul/Paul

Peter

Barnabas

Paul and Barnabas

OBJECT (Word)

Word(s)

Word of God

Testimony to the resurrection
The words of thislife

Word of the Lord

Word of this salvation

Word of hisgrace

Word of the gospel

New teaching

The gospel of the grace of God

SENDER (Jesus)

Jesus/Lord

Holy Spirit

RECEIVER (Humanity)

Humanity

(All Judea

9:1-30; 16:1 - 28:31
0:31-11:18; 12:1-23
11:22-24

11:25-30; 12:24 - 15:41

1:8 (implicit); 2:22,41; 4:4,29; 6:4; 8:4,21; 10:36
(twice),44; 11:19, 14:25; 16:6; 17:11; 185

4:31; 6:2,7; 8:14; 11:1; 12:24; 13:5,7,44,46,48; 17:13,
18:11

4:33

5:20

8:25; 13:49; 15:35,36; 16:32; 19:10,20

13:26

14:3; 20:32

15:7

17:19

20:24

1:8; 9:15

13:2

1:8

3:26



and Samaria
and to the end of the earth)

HELPER (Holy Spirit)

Holy Spirit

Gamaliel

An angel of the Lord
Lydia

Jesus

Son of Paul's sister

OPPONENT (Satan)

Satan (origin of all wickedness
and ignorance)

Jewish rulers

Saul

Simon

"Jews'

"Hellenists"
Circumcision party
Owners of possessed girl

Demetrius

8:5

13:46-47

1:8-28:31

5:34-39

5:19-20; 8:26; 10:3-6; 12:7-23; 27:23-24
16:14-15

18:9-10

23:16-22

5:3:10:38; 13:10; 26:18

4:1-12:23; 23:1-5; 24:1-8; 25:2-3,7

8:1-3; 9:1-2

8:20-23

9:23-24; 13:45 - 14:19; 17:5-9,13; 18:6,12-17; 19:9;
20:3,19; 21:11, 27 - 22:30; 23:12-15

9:29

11:2-3; 15:1-5

16:19-24

19:20-27



Theparadigmatic subject is"witnesses."™ Thisdesignationisreserved forthe Apostles,
Stephen, and Paul, all of whom saw the risen Lord. But as the table reveals, others may play an
homologousrole. The object, though known by many names, is clearly verbal witness to Jesus and
theresurrection. Thereceiver isdl humanity. Thusitisnatural and fortuitousthat thehel per invests
the subjects with miraculous abilities of word and deed. The subjects powerfully confute all who
would challengethem, and work miracleswhich validatetheir message. Inaddition, they aregranted
the power to speak in tonguesand prophesy. Theinitial and most prominent occurrence of speaking
in tonguesin Acts emphasizesthe ability tobe understood in foreign languages. Thusboth of these
gifts from the helper are extremely valuable for the accomplishment of a task which consists of
communicating a message.

Thisanalysisof theactantial mythical model operativein Actsdramatizesthe monotony
of both the overall narrative andits sub-units. The model pervades thewhole and the parts. Asl
will later show, an awareness of the presence of this model inthe Athens narraiveissignificant in
adjudicating the relative merits of the arguments for or against historical authenticity. Now,
however, | will take up the rhetorical unit embedded within the narrative subunit | have delineated--
the Areopagetica.

THE RHETORICAL UNIT
(17:22-31)
It is crucia at this point that we distinguish between the narrator, the orator, the oratees, and the
narratee. As readers we are about to enter into what is arguably the most sophisticated speech

composed by the most accomplished narrator and speech writer inthe New Testament. It will not

1% See Robert P. Casey, 'Mdptug, in F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (eds.), The Acts of the Apostles
vol. 5, Additional Notesto the Commentary (London: MacMillan, 1933; reprinted, Grand Rapids Baker, 1979), pp. 31-
33.




do to beinsensitive to the fact that this speech isto be heard on two levels: that of the oratees who
areinquisitive and philosophically inclined pagans, and that of the narratee, Theophilus, who, like
theimplied reader, isnow, on the basis of hisreading of Actsup to this point, aninsider. We often
speak of the omniscient narrator, but in this case the narratee's knowledge of the orator and what he
representsis so superior to that of the oratees, who areeven made to admittheir ignorance explicitly
inv. 20, that we woulddo well to speak of the narratee's shared omniscience with the narrator. This
setsup asituation whichthe narrator fullyexploitsto createahighly entertaining reading experience
Much of that entertainment isderived fromthe deliberate use of double entendre, words and phrases
which have one set of associations for insiders in the Christian movement such as the orator, and
another for outsiders such as the oratees of this speech.

The orator opens his proem or exordium with the conventionalized vocative salutio

"Men of Athens."** Then, inhiscaptatio benevolentiag, he employs an ambiguous word which only

occurs twice in the New Testament, bothtimesin Acts: detro1daipwv (v. 22)."" Thisword can
have a positive or a neggtive connotation--either very religious, or very superstitious. When the
orator says, "l perceivethat in every way you arethoroughly god-fearing," does he mean "thoroughly
religious,” or "thoroughly superstitious.” Thereisno consensuson which meaningisintendedinv.

22.'® Historical-critical scholars argue in favor of one or the other on the basis of their estimation

18 On the possibility thatthis wasnot a appropriatesalutio in this situation see G eorge K ennedy, New Testament
Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism (Chapel Hill/London: The University of North CarolinaPress, 1984), p. 130.
For a discussion of the rhetorical terms of arrangement employed in the following analysis see Kennedy, pp. 23-24.

7 See entry under de101801OVEW, LSJ, p. 375. O€lotdaipovie appearsin 25:19.

8 E.g., Haenchen, p. 520, decides in favor of "the cautioudy appredative 'religious." Cf. Bruce, p. 380:
"[de1o1dnLoVIoTEPOLG] was as vague as Eng. 'religious, and here one may best translate 'very religious,’
‘uncommonly religious." But KJV 'too superstitious' isnot entirely wrong; to Paul the Athenian religion was mostly
superstitious. . ." Itisnotreally accurateto say 661016(xlp,ovwrépoug was asvague as "religious" since, according
to Webster's "religious" carries no connotation of superstition. One must prefix a qualifier like "overly" to "religious"
to arrive at an approximation to supergitious. Not even "pious” is analogous since its negative connotation is rather
hypocrisy. Unfortunately, we simply have no suitableword available, and | make no daim for the superiority of my
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of what the Paul of the letters might mean by thisword. The answer, however, is not either/or but
both/and.

Recognizing that the author has chosen to have the orator begin his speech with an
ambiguous statement, the reader is faced with the responsibility both of deciding how the oratees
would interpret this ambiguity and how the narrator expects the narrateeto interpret it. Dueto the

conventions of rhetoric, in this case the captatio benevolentiae, the oratees can hardly expect the

orator to begin by insulting them. Even less so if the situation portrayed is not deliberative but
forensic as George Kemedy suspeds.’® Y et they should probably beimagined to recognize this as
aremote possibility since the orator has already appeared in their midst as another Socrates. Like
Socrates he makes a general nuisance of himself by accosting anyone and everyone with his
arguments(v. 17), and by apparently introducing foreign divinitiesinAthens (v. 18).%° So although
there is room for doubt about the sincerity of the orator's introduction, due to the gravity of the
situation, the oratees should probably be imagined to givethe orator the benefit of the doubt. From
their perspective, unless heisafool, or exceedingy arrogant, he must be complimenting them.
But the narratee is operating in a different space--that of the entire narrative of Actsto
thispoint. The narratee knows by now who the orator is and what he represents. Indeed, solely on
the basis of the sub-narrative unit we are examining, the narratee, informed at the outset by the
narrator, knows that the orator strongly disapprovesof Athenian religion (v. 16), and can hardly be
sincerely commendingit. With thissuperior knowledgethenarrateeisin aposition tobe entertained

by thiswily orator who simultaneously complimentsand insults, leaving the oratees confused, if not

attemptover others. Bruce's most vauable observation is the onehe does not develop: " Cf. 661016a1povfa in25:19,
where it might have one meaning for the speaker and another for the person addressed ."

% K ennedy, pp. 129-130. This also appears to be Bruce's position (Bruce, pp. 377-378).

2 Haenchen, p.527.
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oblivious, but the narratee in stitches. And so from the very beginning of this speech the narratee
ismade aware tha the orator iscapable of addressing his audiencewith tonguein cheek. Now that
the narrateeis sersitized to this capahility, hewill be on thelook out for it. Hewill know that should
moresuch ambiguitiesappear, their proper interpretationwill notinvolvean either/or but aboth/and.
He will not have long to wait.

In the orator's narration of the facts (v. 23) he callsattention to the altar dedicated "To
an unknown God," and states his intention: "What therefore you worship ¢yvoivteg, this |
proclaimto you." Wearealready faced with our second ambi guity.® &y vo€w hasboth apositive
and negative connotation. It can mean a straightforward, non-culpable epistemic falure resulting
inalack of knowledge, or a culpable moral failure of actingignorantly in regardto what isright, to
act amiss.? When the orator says"What therefore you ignorantly worship, this | proclaimto you,"
does he mean "What you worship unknowingly," or "What you worship improperly/shamefully" 2%
The answer is both/and. The oratees are kept in confusion, unsure whether they are being excused
or accused of ignorance, while the narratee's expedations generaed by the first example of double
entendre are satisfied by a second.

Now theorator comestothe proposition, that which the speaker wishesto prove (vv. 24-
25). Hisconvictions are expressed through three setsof oppositions which contrast positive views

pertaining to God, which are, of course, the orator's, with negative views belonging to theoratees.

2L SeeBertil Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelaion(Seminarii Neotegamentici UpsaliensisX X1;
Uppsala: Almquist & Wiksells, 1955), pp. 236-237.

# Seeentry &yvo€w in LS, pp. 11-12.

Z Fortunately, unlike the first example, this double entendre can be reproduced in English by the use of
"ignorantly," which cancarry epistemicand/or moral connotations. The RSV (W hat thereforeyou worship asUnknown)
has introduced a univocality not found in the Greek. Indeed, this trandation is grammatically insupportable since
GyvoOVTEG isin agreement with the plural eVo€BEeTTE, not the singular & whose antecedent is €.
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First,inv. 24 the positive view that God makesadwelling placefor human beingsis opposed to the
negative view that human beings make a dwelling place for God. Secondly, in v. 25 the positive
view that God sustains human beings is opposed to the negative view that human beings sustan
God. Verse 26 elaborates on the radical dependence of human beings on God and introduces the
idea that God intends for human beings to seek after God. At this point the orator turns the tables
on the oratees by constructing hisstrongest proof from quotations of their own poets. Their poets
know that God is intimately close to human beings and that human beings are Gods kind. This
prepares for the third and final opposition which is a powerful refutation of an opposing view (vv.
28-29). The positive view that human kind are representative of God's kind is opposed to the
negative view that inanimate objects (idols) are representative of God'skind. We canillustratethis

conviction with a veridictory semiotic square?*

Being e
— (God) {(Satan) —
Life Death
— (Human kind) (Inammate obiect) —
Mon-seeming Hon-being

Satan is not mentioned in the speech. This might appear surprising since the actantial mythicd

model demonstrates the pervasive presence of the roleof the opponent throughout Acts. Since the

2 A good introduction to the semiotic square is offered by Ronald Schleifer, A. J. Greimas and the Nature of
Meaning: Linguistics, Semiotics and Discourse Theory (Lincoln: U niversity of Nebraska Press, 1987), pp. 25-33. See
ReligiousDimensions, pp. 119-122,for adescription of the "paradigmatic logic of systemsof convictions" as expressed
by the squares of the veridictory and thymic categories. Patte's paraphrase, p. 121, is helpful: "in the gquare of the
veridictory category, 'being' should beread as 'being which is felt asreally being'; 'seeming' as 'being which is felt asnot
really being'; 'non-seeming' as 'being which is not felt as not really being'; and 'non-being' as 'being which isnot felt as
really being."
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narratee already knowsthat Satan isthepower opposed to God (5:3; 10:38; 13:10), he might wonder
why Satan isnot now explicitly associated with idolatry. How natural such anassociation would be
is confirmed later in the orator's description of his commission as being sent by Jesus to open the
Gentiles eyes, "that they may turn from darknessto light and from the power of Satan to God, that
they may receive forgiveness of sins and a place among those who are sanctified by fath in me"
(26:18). So why is Satan not explicitly mentioned in the Areopagus speech? Satan has been
occulted for rhetorical effectiveness. The narrator revels in portraying the orator as a master of
ambiguity. One of the functions of this ambiguity is to obscure the offensiveness of his discourse.
The very opposite of this strategy would be to have the orator state point blank "You are devil
worshippers!" From the narrator's perspective, Paul is far too sophisticated for that.”

The orator'speroration beginswith athird and fourth use of double entendre, the former
playing on an ambiguity noted earlier, only now with the substantive &y voia (v. 20). Does the
phrase"the times of ignorance” refer epistemologcally to "the times of misconception” or morally
to "thetimesof "culpableerror?'® Once again, the answer isboth/and. Thefourth double entendre
appropriatelyenough hasbeen " overlooked" in exegesisof the Areopagetica. | refertovmepopdw,

a hapax legomenon in the New Testament. This word can mean the neutral "to overlook” or the

negative "to despise."?” Isthe orator saying "God, having overlooked the times of misconception,

% Indeed, Paul is far more sophisticated in this respect than any other orator in Acts. This raises theissue of
characterization, a technique which is often denied to the author of Acts.

% See entry @yvolw in LSJ, p.12.

% See entry UTTEPOPAOLE in LS, p. 1867, and entry DTEPOPRW in BAGD, p. 841. LSJ liststhe neutral
meaning first and the negative meaning second while BAGD liststhe negativefirst, making it all the more surprising that
New Testament scholars have failed to addressit. | have done an extensive study of the occurrences of thisword in the
LXX, Philo, Josephus, and classical authors. My study confirms that if lexical meanings were arranged by frequency
of occurrence, BAGD hasthe correct order. The vast majority of occurrences are of the negative "to despise or disdain."
Yet | have also found that many of the occurrences of the neutral "to overlook or disregard” are not neutral at all, but
are used of situations where overlooking or disregarding someone or something results in harm to that person or thing.
Finally, | note that the Vulgate does not render OTLEPOP W with praeterire or neglegére, the most natural choices to
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now commands al | people everywhere to change their minds,” or "God, having despised the times
culpable error, now commands all people everywhereto repent.” Not either/or but both/and.
Regardlessof which way the orateeshear the orator, the narratee knows that God does
not "wink at" idolatry--to quote the KJV. Thisis not the first goeech the narratee has read in Acts
that characterized God's atti tude toward idolatry. In Stephen's speech (7:1-53) the orator says
Andthey madeacalf inthose days, and offered asacrificeto theidol and rejoiced intheworks
of their hands. But God gave them over to worship the host of heaven (7:41-42).
Not only does this orator identify enslavement to astral deities as punishment for idolatry, but the
exileaswell. Both Stephen and Paul arereliable oratorsin Acts. They can befully depended on to
express views which the rdiable narrator approves. Since Stephen's speech explicitly affirms that
God punishes idolatry, we can hardly expect another rdiable orator in Acts to contradid this
affirmation. The oratees at the Areopagus are | eft guessing whether or not God has overlooked or
despised their conduct in the past, although the immediately following call for "change of
mind"/"repentance” leaves no doubt as to what his attitude will be from now on. But there can be
no doubt in the omniscient narratee's mind as to God's attitude toward idolatry, past, present, or
future. The narratee knowswhich sense of Utepopdw expressesthe convictions of the orator and
the narrator on this subject. Once again the narratee, the insider, knows what the orator is really
saying. An oratee must repent and follow Paul before the insider's insight will become possible.
The coup de grace of the use of double entendres is saved for the final clause of the

speech where they come fast and furious (17:31). The antithetical meanings of Ti{oTti¢ are well

express "to ignore," but rather despiceére, "to look down on, despise,” awordwhich is not only similar to ﬁnepopo'cw
in construction, but also in its preponderantly negative connotations.
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known.?® It can mean, among other things, "faith" or "proof." Doesthe orator proclaim that God is
"supplying proof by raising him from the dead" or "supplying faith by raising him from the dead"?
Both/and. The oratees have been identified as philosophers. For them tioT1¢ isaguaranteeor a
means of persuasion--a proof.* But the narratee recognizes that the entire peroration is composed
of technical insider jargon. Indeed, the narratee is now a gnostic par excel lence. In contrast to the
philosophicallyinclined oratees, sheknowsthat Le T voi o isnot simply achange of mind (2:38),*
Otkatoavvn isnot simply fufillment of legdities (13:38), and ti{otig isnot simply alogical
proof (3:16, et a.). These words mean one thing to the philosophical oratees, but quite another to
theinsider.
HISTORICAL-CRITICAL REFLECTION
Much of the debate over whether the Areopagetica is a Jewish-Christian missionary
sermon--atype of speech Paul supposedly could havemade--or "a helleni stic speech about the true
knowledge of God"*'--a type of speech Paul supposedly could not have made--ultimately derives
fromindividual reader's/scholar's adoption of the perspective of either theinsider or the outsider, the
narratee or an oratee. The following excerpts from Géartne's magisterial study of the Areopagus
speech areillustrative.
Metavoeiv aways implies radical conversion, which involves condemnation of what is

being discarded, and a total adoption of something new. To interpret petavoelv as an

B Seeentry TTOTLC in LS, p.1408.

2 Bruce, p. 340, notes that "Vettius Valens 277.29f. provides an example of T{oTLV TopEYwW in the same
sense."

% See also 3:19; 5:31; 8:22; 11:18; 13:24.

3 Martin Dibelius, 'Paul on the Areopagus’, in Mary L ing (trans.), Studiesin the Acts of the Apostles (L ondon:
SCM, 1956), p. 57.
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exhortation to men to correct their mental conception of God seems to me aforlorn effort to

rescue a philosophical line of reasoning. . . .

... The epithet [0e1o1d e pwv] iswell chosen, since it can express both blame and

commendation, according to the speaker's own attitude to the religion. It is possible that the

Athenians took it as a compliment. But, in Paul's mouth, it patently stamps the Athenians'

religion asidolatry. It would be quite out of character for Paul or Luke to equate God with

what theword datpwv implies, i.e. evil spirit, Luke 8:27.%

In both of these excerpts Gartner implicitly admits the possibility that the words can bear the
connotations that opponents of the speech's essential authenticity emphasize, but because he
identifies exclusively with Paul rather than the oratees he totdly rejects this emphasis. The
opponents of the speech’s authenticity, by contrast, emphasi ze the perspective of the philosophical
oratees. Theseinterpreters refuseto know Paul in any other way than the oratees know him while
interpreting the speech. On the one hand we have readers who view the Areopagetica as a Jewish-
Christian missionary speech, who identify with the orator, and play up the Old Testament allusions
of the speech while playing down the explicit quotations of pagan poets. From their perspective, the
orator judiciously chooses pagan quotations which are not incompatiblewith biblical religion. On
the other hand we have readers who view the Areopagetica as a hellenistic speech about the true
knowledge of God, who identify with the oratees, and play downthe Old Testament allusions of the
speech while playing up the explicit appeal to pagan poets. For their perspective, the orator
judiciously chooses Old Testament allusions which are not incompatible with the best of pagan
phi losophy.

Both of these readings are inadequate because they fail to adopt the position of the

%2 Gartner, pp. 237-238, italics mine.

17



implied reader. The reader already knows that the author of Actsis fascinated by the polysemic
nature of words and the way aword or expression can mean one thing to the goeaker and quite
another to the audience (e.g. Jesus and Anastasiaas recently as 17:18). Therefore, sincethe reader
has been given fair warning that the author enjoys play on words, when faced with the highly
ambiguousdeiroldaipwv, sheisnot strongly tempted to think only one meaning ismeant. Since
neither of the historical-criti cal readings described above adopt the position of the implied reader,
both readings are insensitive to the intentional ambiguitiesin the speech. Both readingsinsist upon
either/or rather than both/and.

We may also obsave a correlation between thesetwo readings and the delineation of
the unit based on eithe a narrative discourse or a narrative schematic analysis. A reading which
views the speech as a hellenistic speech about the true knowledge of God immediately detects a
preoccupation with idolatry. | submit that these readers are unconsciously interpreting the unit by
anarrative discourse model, the model which foregrounded the change of theme to idolatry at the
beginning of the unit. For them, the motif of Jesus and the resurredion is only an afterthought
comparedtowhat isreally important--the repudiationof idolatry and affirmation of the monotheistic
tendency of hellenistic philosophy. In contrast, a reading which views the speech as a Judaeo-
Christian missionary sermon emphasizes the proclamation of Jesus and the resurrection. | submit
that these readers are unconsciously interpreting theunit by anarrative schematic model, the model
which foregrounded the overcoming of alack of proper understanding of Paul's proclamation. For
them, the motif of the true knowledge of God is only afoundation for what is really important--the
communication of an accurate understanding of Jesus and the resurrection. Theformer readers are
astounded that the latter can giveso much weight to akerygmatic needlein a Hellenistic haystack.

The latter readers are astounded that the former cannot see the Christological forest for the
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theological trees. Both readings have somevalidity, astheir longevity testifies, but both are partial --
in both senses of the word.

Neverthel ess, the actantial mythical model | havedemonstrated tobeactivein Acts does
tip the balance ever so slightly infavor of those readers who favor the emphases of the narrative
schematic model. The actantid analysis shows that the Word, proclamation of Jesus and the
resurrection, is the paradigmatic object throughout Acts. If it is not the object in the Areopagus
speech then this speech is truly exceptional. This is precisely what readers who describe it is a
hellenistic speech about the true knowledge of God claim. But our presuppositions should favor
consistency unless we find some truly anomalous phenomenon like the complete absence of the
usual object.

The semiotic square described earlier also serves as a check. Using it we observed the
occultation of Satan as opponent. But arelationship of implication was established on the negative
deixes between Satan and idolatry. | also noted that the power of Satan is manifested through
ignorance (3:17). Thus it is to the actantial position of opponent, not object, that idolatry and
ignorance of the true God belong. Idolatry and ignorance are only obstades, manifestations of the
opponent, that thehero, Paul, must overcome in order to deliver the object, proclamation of Jesus

and the resurrection, to humanity.
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