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things which are mighty; And base things of the world, and things which are despised, hath God 
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Introduction

A. Why This Study

Twenty-eight books make up the New Testament from Acts to Revelation once the Gospels are set  
aside, and thirteen of them carry Paul's own name at the top. No other human writer touches so much 
of it. No other apostle's own personal story occupies so much of the book of Acts. And no other apostle  
arrived at his office by so unlikely a road: not a fisherman called from his nets, not one of the Twelve  
who walked with Jesus in the flesh, but a trained Pharisee who spent his early adulthood imprisoning 
and voting to kill the very people he would spend the rest of his life defending. A figure this central to 
the New Testament's own shape, and this unusual in how he got there, earns a study of his own rather 
than being treated only in passing wherever his letters happen to come up.

This study exists to ask, and answer from the text itself, a small set of direct questions: who Paul actually  
was  before  his  conversion;  what,  precisely,  happened  when  he  was  called,  and  by  whom  it  was 
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recorded; what corroborates that calling as genuine rather than self-declared; how his own commission 
relates to the Twelve's; where his considerable body of writing actually came from, by his own account;  
how that writing is ordered both by the time it was written and by the order the church has preserved it 
in, and what each ordering is actually useful for; what the seven letters addressed to churches actually 
divide into, and why; and what share of the book of Acts is, in the end, his own story rather than the  
church's story more broadly. Its own fourth chapter takes up the hardest and most disputed question of  
all,  directly  rather  than passing over  it  the way a  shorter  treatment  of  Paul  might  be tempted to:  
"Purposed in the Spirit," on whether Paul's journey to Jerusalem was disobedience or the fulfillment of 
his own calling — the point toward which this study's account of his life builds, and the hinge from 
which its account of what that life produced then follows. Chapter 4 gives that argument in condensed 
form, and Appendix A prints the complete study behind it.

B. The Guardrail This Study Works Under

Every question above is asked under the discipline 1 Corinthians 1:24-31 itself sets.  Paul, writing to  
Corinth about the church's own calling, describes a God who deliberately passes over the wise, the  
mighty,  and the  noble,  and chooses  instead "the  foolish  things,"  "the  weak  things,"  "base  things," 
"things which are despised," even "things which are not" — for one stated purpose: "that no flesh  
should glory in his presence." He closes the thought turned back on himself and every other believer  
alike: "he that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord."

That closing line governs this study throughout, stated up front rather than left implicit. A study asking  
"who is Paul?" could easily drift into admiring the man — his intellect,  his suffering, his output, his 
courage — until Paul himself became the point. Paul's own words forbid exactly that drift. As Chapter 1  
§A below will show, Paul is in one specific sense an odd fit for 1 Corinthians 1:26's own pattern: by any  
ordinary human measure he was among the most credentialed men of his generation, not the foolish,  
weak, or base sort that passage describes as God's usual choice. That tension is named directly rather  
than smoothed over, and Paul's own resolution of it — that his credentials counted for nothing toward 
his calling, and everything he built his life on he counted "dung" beside knowing Christ (Philippians 3:7-
8) — turns out to be this study's clearest illustration yet of 1 Corinthians 1:31 rather than an exception 
to it. Whatever this study finds — his credentials, his calling, the sheer scale of what he wrote and where 
he went, and, in Chapter 4, a hard question about whether he got something badly wrong — none of it  
is investigated to build a pedestal. It is investigated because scripture itself makes Paul's own calling and 
commission a genuinely unusual case, one this library's own working method (`Research-Method.md`) is  
well  suited  to  trace  honestly:  direct  scriptural  statement,  constructed  inference,  and  extra-biblical 
corroboration kept distinct at every step, exactly as that method already requires.

C. Roadmap

Chapter 1 covers Paul's own background and credentials, the Saul-to-Paul name question, his calling and 
its record, what he and others say by revelation about its legitimacy, his commission to the Gentiles  
alongside Peter's and James's to the Jews, and how he says he received what he taught — six related 
questions about who Paul was and how he came to his office, gathered into a single chapter of lettered  
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sections rather than six separate chapters, since together they form one connected biographical and 
credentialing picture rather than six independent subjects. Chapters 2 and 3 then follow Paul's own 
story through the book of Acts itself — where it begins, where it becomes the book's own central story,  
and a continuous narrative of his three missionary journeys and the voyage to Rome, staying out of  
verse-by-verse detail except at the specific points where the detail itself is what the reader needs in  
order to follow the argument. That narrative builds toward Chapter 4, taken up directly and at length: 
was Paul's journey to Jerusalem in Acts 19-21 an act of disobedience, or the fulfillment of his own calling 
— the primary question this study exists to answer, and the point at which its account of Paul's life  
reaches its own conclusion. Chapter 4 sets out the argument in condensed form, with the weight of each 
step marked, and Appendix A prints the complete, unabridged study for any reader who wants to check  
it. Chapters 5 through 7 turn to what came out of that life: his thirteen letters, considered first in the  
order they were most likely written, then in the order the church has preserved them, and finally in 
what the seven letters addressed to churches actually divide into and why.

This is not the order in which this study was first drafted. An earlier working draft placed the epistles 
chapters immediately after Paul's calling and credentials, and treated the Jerusalem question of Chapter 
4 as a kind of closing coda to the whole study. On review, that order was deliberately reversed: this  
study's own central question — whether Paul's journey to Jerusalem was disobedience or the fulfillment 
of his calling — belongs at the hinge of his biography, not as an afterthought appended to it, and his 
letters are better read as what came out of a life of obedience to God and the Lord Jesus Christ once  
that question has been worked through, rather than as background supplied before the reader knows 
how his story resolves. Chapters 1 through 4 accordingly trace Paul's own life to the question Chapter 4 
works through; Chapters 5 through 7 then take up what that life produced.

D. Why "Most Unusual": The Title, the Irony of Saul's Calling, and the 
Anchor Passage

This study's own title calls Paul's calling "most unusual," and the reason is worth stating directly rather  
than left for the reader to infer on their own. By every ordinary appearance, Saul of Tarsus was the last  
man who should have been called to be an apostle of Jesus Christ.  He was not a bystander to the  
church's  earliest  persecution;  he  was,  by  his  own later  admission,  its  chief  agent  — consenting to  
Stephen's  death (Acts  8:1),  and,  in  his  own words,  one who "persecuted this  way unto the death,  
binding and delivering into prisons both men and women" (Acts 22:4), "breathing out threatenings and 
slaughter  against  the  disciples  of  the  Lord"  (Acts  9:1).  No  human  search,  weighing  candidates  for 
apostleship, would have placed Saul's name on the list. To the Twelve and to the church at large, he 
could only have appeared as the enemy to be defended against, not the colleague to be welcomed.

Then came Damascus, and by Paul's own account the reversal was immediate and total:

Galatians 1:15-16  But when it pleased God, who separated me from my mother's womb, and 
called me by his grace, To reveal his Son in me, that I might preach him among the heathen; 
immediately I conferred not with flesh and blood:
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Two words in that sentence carry the weight of why this study calls the calling "most unusual." First,  
"immediately"  — there is  no long process of  persuasion,  discipleship,  or  gradual  reconsideration in 
Paul's own telling; the change is instant, the moment it pleases God to reveal his Son "in me." Second, 
"conferred not with flesh and blood" — whatever changed Paul's mind, and whatever commissioned 
him afterward, did not come through the church he had been persecuting, or through negotiation with 
apostles he had never met. He did not go up to Jerusalem to be approved, briefed, or trained by "them 
which were apostles before me"; he went to Arabia instead, and came to Jerusalem only three years  
later, and then only to see Peter, for fifteen days (Galatians 1:17-18). The turnaround itself, and the  
commission that followed it, both bypass ordinary human channels entirely, by Paul's own repeated and 
deliberate insistence.

This is the irony this study's title means to name: the man least likely to be called, by every human 
measure, was called anyway — and called in a manner that ruled out, in Paul's own telling of it, any  
human party's claim to have produced the result. No one talked Saul into it. No one could have. That is  
what turns an already unlikely calling into a most unusual one: not simply that God chose an unlikely  
man,  but  that  the choosing  and the changing happened by  revelation alone,  with  no human hand 
anywhere in the transaction Paul himself will credit.

It is also, on reflection, this study's own reason for the anchor passage it chose rather than some other.  
1 Corinthians 1:24-31 describes God choosing "the foolish things... the weak things... base things... and 
things which are despised... that no flesh should glory in his presence" (1 Corinthians 1:27-29). Paul is, as  
Chapter 1 §A will show, an odd fit for that description on its surface — not foolish, weak, or base by any  
worldly measure, but among the most credentialed men of his generation. Yet "conferred not with flesh 
and blood" turns out to be Galatians' own version of the very same principle 1 Corinthians 1 states 
about Corinth's own calling: no flesh had any part in producing Paul's calling either, credentialed or not.  
If Paul's own considerable credentials could not produce it, and no human party was consulted in the  
calling itself, then no flesh — not even Paul's own — can glory in it. That, this study concludes, is why an  
apostle this well-credentialed still belongs, without exception, under 1 Corinthians 1:31's own rule: "he 
that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord." It is why Saul was called at all, why that calling is rightly called  
ironic, and why this study bears the title it does.
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Chapter 1 — Who Is Paul? Calling, Credentials, and 
Commission

A. Background and Religious Credentials

Paul names his own background twice in his own defense, once before a hostile Jerusalem crowd and 
once in writing to a church he loved:

Acts 22:3  I am verily a man which am a Jew, born in Tarsus, a city in Cilicia, yet brought up in this 
city at the feet of Gamaliel, and taught according to the perfect manner of the law of the fathers, 
and was zealous toward God, as ye all are this day.

Philippians 3:4-6  Though I might also have confidence in the flesh. If any other man thinketh that 
he hath whereof he might trust in the flesh, I more: Circumcised the eighth day, of the stock of 
Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, an Hebrew of the Hebrews; as touching the law, a Pharisee; 
Concerning zeal, persecuting the church; touching the righteousness which is in the law, blameless.

Each item in that second list is a distinct credential, not padding. "Circumcised the eighth day" rules out  
a Gentile proselyte's later circumcision — Paul was born, not converted, into the covenant. "Of the tribe 
of Benjamin" he repeats independently in Romans 11:1 ("I also am an Israelite, of the seed of Abraham, 
of the tribe of Benjamin"), a smaller and more specific claim than the general "stock of Israel" beside it,  
and one worth pausing on: Benjamin was the tribe of Israel's first king, also named Saul — a plausible  
reason,  though  this  study  treats  it  as  no  more  than  a  plausible  family  naming-choice  rather  than 
anything the text itself explains, why a Benjamite family in the first century might have named a son 
after that same king. "An Hebrew of the Hebrews" marks him as a Hebrew-speaking, Hebrew-practicing  
Jew of Hebrew parents even in the Greek-speaking diaspora city of his birth, not a Hellenized Jew in 
language or custom. "As touching the law, a Pharisee" places him in the strictest and most textually  
rigorous of the Jewish schools of thought, and Acts 22:3 supplies the specific teacher: "at the feet of  
Gamaliel." Both of these — what a Pharisee actually was, and who Gamaliel actually was — are worth 
building out fully rather than assumed as background the reader already carries, since neither term 
explains itself.

What a Pharisee Actually Was: A School of Thought, Not a Generic Label

By Paul's own lifetime, Judaism was not one uniform religious system; scripture itself names at least two 
distinct parties active within it, seated together in the nation's own highest court, and sharply divided 
over what each actually taught. Paul himself, years after his conversion, states the division as plainly as it  
can  be  stated,  in  a  moment  worth  reading  for  what  it  reveals  about  his  own  continuing  self-
identification, not only about the parties themselves:

Acts 23:6, 8  But when Paul perceived that the one part were Sadducees, and the other Pharisees, 
he cried out in the council, Men and brethren, I am a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee: of the hope 
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and resurrection of the dead I am called in question... For the Sadducees say that there is no 
resurrection, neither angel, nor spirit: but the Pharisees confess both.

Two things stand out in this text. First, Paul says "I am a Pharisee," present tense, standing trial as an  
apostle of Jesus Christ  — not "I  was," and not treating the label as a discarded credential from an  
abandoned former life, but as a school of thought whose actual doctrinal content (resurrection, angels, 
spirits) he still affirms and now argues is precisely what his own trial is really about. Second, the verse 
states outright what separated the two largest parties represented in the Sanhedrin, Israel's supreme  
religious court: the Sadducees — drawn, as extra-biblical historical sources describe them, chiefly from 
the priestly and landed aristocracy, and noted for their comparative openness to Hellenistic culture —  
denied  any  resurrection  of  the  dead,  any  angel,  any  spirit  surviving  beyond  this  present  life;  the 
Pharisees  affirmed  all  three,  along  with  a  coming  Messiah  and  a  final  judgment  with  reward  and 
punishment. This was not a minor disagreement over ceremony; it was a fundamental difference over  
what happens to a person after death and whether God's revelation continued beyond the bare written 
page.

The Pharisees' second defining mark, beyond this doctrine of resurrection and the unseen, was their 
conviction that alongside the written Law of Moses, God's people also possessed a received body of  
interpretation and application — "the tradition of the elders" — and that this tradition itself carried real,  
binding authority alongside the written text. The Gospels record the Pharisees appealing to it by that  
exact name, in a passage that also shows how far its practical reach extended into daily life:

Mark 7:3-5  For the Pharisees, and all the Jews, except they wash their hands oft, eat not, holding 
the tradition of the elders. And when they come from the market, except they wash, they eat not. 
And many other things there be, which they have received to hold, as the washing of cups, and 
pots, brasen vessels, and of tables. Then the Pharisees and scribes asked him, Why walk not thy 
disciples according to the tradition of the elders, but eat bread with unwashen hands?

Jesus's own answer to this question (Mark 7:6-13) does not deny that such a tradition existed or claim 
the Pharisees invented it from nothing; he charges instead that in specific instances it had been allowed  
to override the actual commandment of God it was meant to serve — a warning aimed at a misuse of 
the tradition,  not  a  blanket  dismissal  of  every  Pharisee  or  every  application of  it.  Paul's  own later 
description of his pre-conversion zeal confirms, in his own first-person words, that he held this same 
tradition as his  own standard of measure:  "being more exceedingly zealous of  the traditions of my 
fathers" (Galatians 1:14, quoted in full below).

Extra-biblical corroboration, flagged clearly as such and not carrying scriptural weight in this study's own 
argument: historical sources outside the Bible describe the Pharisees as a lay movement rather than a 
priestly  one  —  teachers  and  interpreters  drawn  from  ordinary  families  rather  than  the  hereditary 
priesthood  —  whose  authority  rested  on  popular  respect  and  synagogue  teaching  rather  than  on 
Temple  office,  in  contrast  to  the  Sadducees'  base  in  the  priesthood and  the  Temple's  own formal  
administration. This  made the Pharisees,  by most such accounts,  the party with the deepest actual  
influence over how ordinary Jewish people practiced their religion day to day, even in periods when 
Sadducean priests still controlled the Temple itself. This is background corroboration only, offered to fill  
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in  a  picture  scripture  itself  does  not  spell  out  in  this  much  systematic  detail,  and  it  is  weighed 
accordingly — useful for understanding the world Paul was formed in, not treated as scripture's own 
testimony.

Taken  together,  then,  "a  Pharisee"  named  a  specific  school  of  thought,  not  a  vague  synonym  for 
religious strictness in general: belief in the resurrection of the dead, in angels and spirits, in a binding 
oral tradition alongside the written Law, and a coming Messiah and judgment. And by Paul's own later,  
sworn account, it was the strictest such school of all:

Acts 26:5  Which knew me from the beginning, if they would testify, that after the most straitest 
sect of our religion I lived a Pharisee.

Not merely a Pharisee among Pharisees, but — by his own description, spoken under oath before a king  
— a  member  of  Judaism's  own  strictest  sect,  living  according  to  its  standard  with  the  same rigor 
Philippians 3:6 claims: "touching the righteousness which is in the law, blameless."

The Teacher Himself: Gamaliel and the Sanhedrin

Acts 22:3 supplies the specific teacher: "at the feet of Gamaliel" — the same Gamaliel Acts introduces  
directly, at a moment in the narrative worth reading in full rather than only by citation, since it shows 
exactly what kind of authority Paul's teacher actually carried and how he used it:

Acts 5:34-39  Then stood there up one in the council, a Pharisee, named Gamaliel, a doctor of the 
law, had in reputation among all the people, and commanded to put the apostles forth a little 
space; And said unto them, Ye men of Israel, take heed to yourselves what ye intend to do as 
touching these men. For before these days rose up Theudas, boasting himself to be somebody; to 
whom a number of men, about four hundred, joined themselves: who was slain; and all, as many as 
obeyed him, were scattered, and brought to nought. After this man rose up Judas of Galilee in the 
days of the taxing, and drew away much people after him: he also perished; and all, even as many 
as obeyed him, were dispersed. And now I say unto you, Refrain from these men, and let them 
alone: for if this counsel or this work be of men, it will come to nought: But if it be of God, ye cannot 
overthrow it; lest haply ye be found even to fight against God.

This is the same Gamaliel, addressing the same council Saul himself would later stand trial before (Acts  
23:6, quoted above), at a moment when the very movement Saul would soon persecute with violence 
was, in his own teacher's counsel, to be left alone and tested by time rather than suppressed by force.  
Luke's own verdict on Gamaliel's standing — "had in reputation among all the people" — is not a minor  
compliment; the text presents him as carrying enough weight in the council that his counsel is followed  
and the apostles are beaten but released rather than executed (Acts 5:40). Whether Saul, if he was 
already Gamaliel's student at this point in the narrative, was present in the council for this particular 
speech is not stated one way or the other; scripture does not place him there. What scripture does  
establish plainly is that Saul's own formal training in the Law came from this same man, whose counsel 
toward the apostles on this occasion was patience and restraint, not the campaign of imprisonment and 
death Saul himself would soon carry out.
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Extra-biblical corroboration, again flagged as such rather than treated as scripture's own weight: Jewish 
tradition outside the Bible identifies this Gamaliel as "Gamaliel the Elder," reckoned the grandson of the  
great teacher Hillel, whose own more lenient school of legal interpretation had by this period become 
the dominant tradition within Pharisaism, ahead of the stricter rival school associated with the teacher 
Shammai. The same tradition credits Gamaliel as the first teacher given the honorific title Rabban ("our 
master," a rank above the ordinary "Rabbi"), and later rabbinic writing remembers his death in terms  
that match Luke's own description of a man the whole people held in high regard — one saying holds 
that "when Rabban Gamaliel the Elder died, the glory of the Law ceased, and purity and piety died."  
None of this  is  scripture's own claim, and this  study does not treat it  as such; it  is  offered only as  
background corroboration of how significant a figure Gamaliel  was understood to be, which in turn  
indicates how significant it was, as a credential, for Paul to have studied under him specifically rather 
than under some minor local teacher.

The World That Shaped Him: A Hellenistic Birthplace and a Rabbinic 
Education

Paul's own words locate his upbringing in two very different worlds, and both deserve to be drawn out 
fully rather than left as a passing birthplace detail. He was "born in Tarsus, a city in Cilicia" (Acts 22:3) —  
a real place with a real, documented character, not simply a name. Tarsus, by the first century, was no 
provincial backwater. Mark Antony had declared it a free city in 42 BC, and the emperor Augustus, out  
of personal regard for a native Tarsian, the Stoic philosopher Athenodorus who had served as his own 
tutor, granted the city exemption from imperial taxation — a status the nineteenth-century historian F.  
W. Farrar renders by its own precise Roman legal  name,  libera et immunis,  "free and exempt from 
tribute," a formal grant rather than a loose figure of speech. The city's own coinage advertised this same 
prosperity directly, minted with an image of the city seated amid bales of merchandise; its trade ran on 
timber cut from the forests of the Taurus Mountains to its north and floated down the Cydnus to the 
harbor that made Tarsus a working port rather than merely an inland market town, and those same 
mountains were pierced by the single practical route north into the interior, the narrow defile known as  
the Cilician Gates — the road Paul himself would have had to take to leave his own birth city for inland 
Asia Minor at all,  on whichever of his later journeys required it. Extra-biblical historical sources rank  
Tarsus among the ancient world's premier centers of learning, alongside Athens and Alexandria — the  
geographer Strabo, writing in Paul's own general era, is cited by later historians as saying its inhabitants 
had "surpassed" even those famous cities in their devotion to philosophy and general education, with 
Stoic  teachers  such  as  Athenodorus,  Zeno,  Antipater,  and  Nestor  all  associated  with  the  city.  Its  
economy rested substantially on textile production — a coarse cloth woven from local goat's-hair wool,  
called cilicium after the province itself — a trade that fits naturally with Paul's own later occupation of  
tentmaking (Acts 18:3), likely a craft learned in his own home city as a young man rather than adopted 
only later in life. When Paul later identifies himself before a Roman officer as "a Jew of Tarsus, a city in 
Cilicia, a citizen of no mean city" (Acts 21:39, examined further below), this is not idle civic boasting; it is  
an accurate claim about a genuinely prominent city, and this study's own extra-biblical check confirms  
rather than merely repeats it.
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Yet by his own account, his formal religious training did not happen there. Acts 22:3's own sequence — 
"born in Tarsus... yet brought up in this city at the feet of Gamaliel" — places the "brought up" and the  
schooling under Gamaliel in Jerusalem, where Paul is standing and speaking at the very moment he says  
it,  rather than in his birth city. The plain, most natural reading of a speaker saying "this city" while  
addressing a crowd in Jerusalem is  Jerusalem itself,  and this study follows that reading rather than 
treating it as an open question requiring its own separate resolution, since nothing in this study's own 
argument  turns  on  resolving  it  further.  The  result,  either  way,  is  a  formation shaped by  two  very 
different worlds: a Hellenistic, cosmopolitan, Greek-speaking birthplace renowned for philosophy and 
learning, and a rigorous, Jerusalem-based rabbinic legal education under the leading Pharisaic teacher of 
the age. Both left visible marks on the man scripture goes on to describe — his fluency in Greek is  
notable enough that a Roman officer is surprised by it ("Canst thou speak Greek?" Acts 21:37), and his 
later willingness to quote Greek poets directly in argument (Acts 17:28) fits a man raised in a city that  
produced philosophers, even as his legal reasoning throughout his letters fits a man trained at the feet  
of the era's leading Pharisaic authority.

Paul's  Roman  citizenship  is  a  separate  credential  from  either  his  Jewish  training  or  his  Hellenistic 
birthplace, and it deserves the same full treatment rather than a passing mention, since it shaped the 
actual course of events across the rest of Acts in very concrete, practical ways. Before the Jerusalem 
crowd he calls himself, almost in passing, "a Jew of Tarsus, a city in Cilicia, a citizen of no mean city" 
(Acts 21:39) — civic pride in his birth city,  not yet the separate and more consequential citizenship  
question. That question surfaces directly within his own defense before that same crowd, in the fuller  
scene given in full below in §C, at the exact moment a Roman centurion prepares to have him scourged 
for information and Paul stops it by asking whether it is lawful to scourge "a man that is a Roman, and 
uncondemned" (Acts 22:25), then, once the chief captain confirms his own citizenship was purchased  
"with a great sum," answers simply: "But I was free born" (Acts 22:27-28).

Roman Citizenship: What It Actually Meant, in Full

Roman citizenship in the first century was the single most consequential legal status a person in the 
empire could hold, and the difference it made was not symbolic. A citizen (civis Romanus) stood in a  
different legal category entirely from a free non-citizen provincial (a peregrinus) or a slave, with real, 
enforceable protections neither of the other two possessed. Chief among them was a right the Romans  
themselves called provocatio — rooted in laws reaching back to the early Republic (the Valerian and  
Porcian laws) and still binding in the first century — the right of a citizen to formal appeal rather than 
summary punishment at a magistrate's own discretion. In practice this meant a citizen could not lawfully 
be beaten, scourged, tortured for testimony, or executed without a proper trial establishing guilt first;  
corporal punishments of that kind were reserved by Roman law for slaves and non-citizens. And beyond 
protection from summary punishment locally, a citizen accused of a serious or capital charge held a 
further right unavailable to anyone else in the empire: the right to appeal the case out of a provincial  
governor's court entirely and have it heard instead by the emperor himself in Rome — provocatio ad 
Caesarem, appeal to Caesar.
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Roman citizenship could be obtained in several distinct ways, and the New Testament's own narrative 
happens to illustrate more than one of them within the same set of events. It could be held by birth,  
when a child was born to a citizen father in a legally recognized marriage — Paul's own path, by his own  
explicit claim: "I was free born" (Acts 22:28). It could be purchased outright, typically through payment  
to an official with the authority to grant it — the path the Roman chief captain describes for himself in  
the  very  same  conversation:  "With  a  great  sum  obtained  I  this  freedom"  (Acts  22:28),  a  method  
historical sources note became especially, and notoriously, available through bribery of officials in some  
periods of the first century; the Greek orator Dio Chrysostom, writing within a few decades of Paul's  
own lifetime, describes the going rate for such a bribe in some provinces as running to roughly a year  
and a half's ordinary wages — a genuine investment, not a minor formality, which is very likely the point  
behind the chief captain's own words: he is naming, to a prisoner, exactly what his citizenship had cost 
him, and finding that the prisoner's had cost nothing at all. It could be granted through manumission, 
when a slave belonging to a Roman citizen was formally freed, with that freed person's own children 
afterward born fully citizen without the restrictions sometimes placed on the freedman himself. And it  
could be earned through long military service, most commonly twenty-five years' service in an auxiliary  
unit  of  the  Roman  army,  with  an  honorable  discharge  marked  by  an  official  bronze  certificate  (a  
diploma) confirming the grant, extending in some cases to the soldier's own family as well. Scripture  
does not state how Paul's own family in Tarsus first came to hold citizenship generations before his birth 
— that specific detail is simply not given, and this study does not supply one, since nothing in the text  
settles it. What scripture does establish clearly is that whatever the original source, Paul held it by birth,  
not  by  any  of  the  other  three  paths,  and  that  this  specific  kind  of  citizenship  —  full,  inherited,  
unpurchased — was the more prestigious and more secure of the two kinds on open display in his own  
exchange with the chief captain.

What  this  status  meant  in  actual  practice  across  Paul's  own story  is  best  seen  in  full,  rather  than 
summarized. The first time Roman law and Paul's citizenship intersect in Acts, the protection is violated 
before anyone even knows to claim it:

Acts 16:19-24  And when her masters saw that the hope of their gains was gone, they caught Paul 
and Silas, and drew them into the marketplace unto the rulers, And brought them to the 
magistrates, saying, These men, being Jews, do exceedingly trouble our city, And teach customs, 
which are not lawful for us to receive, neither to observe, being Romans. And the multitude rose up 
together against them: and the magistrates rent off their clothes, and commanded to beat them. 
And when they had laid many stripes upon them, they cast them into prison, charging the jailor to 
keep them safely: Who, having received such a charge, thrust them into the inner prison, and made 
their feet fast in the stocks.

Neither man is asked whether he is a citizen before this beating happens — the crowd's accusation is  
enough for the magistrates to act. What follows is one of Acts' own most vivid nighttime scenes:

Acts 16:25-34  And at midnight Paul and Silas prayed, and sang praises unto God: and the prisoners 
heard them. And suddenly there was a great earthquake, so that the foundations of the prison 
were shaken: and immediately all the doors were opened, and every one's bands were loosed. And 
the keeper of the prison awaking out of his sleep, and seeing the prison doors open, he drew out his 
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sword, and would have killed himself, supposing that the prisoners had been fled. But Paul cried 
with a loud voice, saying, Do thyself no harm: for we are all here. Then he called for a light, and 
sprang in, and came trembling, and fell down before Paul and Silas, And brought them out, and 
said, Sirs, what must I do to be saved? And they said, Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou 
shalt be saved, and thy house. And they spake unto him the word of the Lord, and to all that were 
in his house. And he took them the same hour of the night, and washed their stripes; and was 
baptized, he and all his, straightway. And when he had brought them into his house, he set meat 
before them, and rejoiced, believing in God with all his house.

Only the following morning does the citizenship question actually surface, and only because Paul himself  
raises it, after the magistrates try to quietly release the two men and send them away without any  
acknowledgment of what had been done to them:

Acts 16:35-40  And when it was day, the magistrates sent the serjeants, saying, Let those men go. 
And the keeper of the prison told this saying to Paul, The magistrates have sent to let you go: now 
therefore depart, and go in peace. But Paul said unto them, They have beaten us openly 
uncondemned, being Romans, and have cast us into prison; and now do they thrust us out privily? 
nay verily; but let them come themselves and fetch us out. And the serjeants told these words unto 
the magistrates: and they feared, when they heard that they were Romans. And they came and 
besought them, and brought them out, and desired them to depart out of the city. And they went 
out of the prison, and entered into the house of Lydia: and when they had seen the brethren, they 
comforted them, and departed.

The magistrates' own fear — "they feared, when they heard that they were Romans" — is the practical, 
visible weight of the legal protection just described in the abstract: beating an uncondemned Roman 
citizen  openly,  without  trial,  was  itself  a  serious  offense  on  the  magistrates'  own  part,  and  Paul's 
insistence that they "come themselves and fetch us out" forces a public acknowledgment of the wrong 
done, not merely a quiet release.

The second instance, in Jerusalem, is examined in full below in §C as part of Paul's complete defense 
before the crowd there; the pattern is the same in substance — a scourging about to be carried out on 
an uncondemned man, stopped the moment his citizenship is confirmed — but this time invoked before  
the punishment rather than after it.

The third and final instance is the mechanism that ultimately puts Paul on the road to Rome, and it  
belongs here in full as well, since it is citizenship's own most consequential use in his entire story — the 
formal exercise of the right of appeal itself:

Acts 25:1-12  Now when Festus was come into the province, after three days he ascended from 
Caesarea to Jerusalem. Then the high priest and the chief of the Jews informed him against Paul, 
and besought him, And desired favour against him, that he would send for him to Jerusalem, laying 
wait in the way to kill him. But Festus answered, that Paul should be kept at Caesarea, and that he 
himself would depart shortly thither. Let them therefore, said he, which among you are able, go 
down with me, and accuse this man, if there be any wickedness in him. And when he had tarried 
among them more than ten days, he went down unto Caesarea; and the next day sitting on the 
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judgment seat commanded Paul to be brought. And when he was come, the Jews which came 
down from Jerusalem stood round about, and laid many and grievous complaints against Paul, 
which they could not prove. While he answered for himself, Neither against the law of the Jews, 
neither against the temple, nor yet against Caesar, have I offended any thing at all. But Festus, 
willing to do the Jews a pleasure, answered Paul, and said, Wilt thou go up to Jerusalem, and there 
be judged of these things before me? Then said Paul, I stand at Caesar's judgment seat, where I 
ought to be judged: to the Jews have I done no wrong, as thou very well knowest. For if I be an 
offender, or have committed any thing worthy of death, I refuse not to die: but if there be none of 
these things whereof these accuse me, no man may deliver me unto them. I appeal unto Caesar. 
Then Festus, when he had conferred with the council, answered, Hast thou appealed unto Caesar? 
unto Caesar shalt thou go.

Once spoken, this appeal was, by Roman law, essentially irreversible — a citizen's formal invocation of  
provocatio  ad  Caesarem  removed  the  case  from  the  provincial  governor's  own  authority  entirely,  
whatever that governor might otherwise have preferred to do with it. This detail matters directly for a 
scene examined fully in §C below and treated as its own governing question in Chapter 4: once Paul says  
the words "I appeal unto Caesar," the case is, by Roman law itself, no longer his to withdraw or Festus's  
to dismiss — a fact that becomes strikingly relevant when King Agrippa later concludes, after hearing 
Paul's own defense in person, that "this man might have been set at liberty, if he had not appealed unto 
Caesar" (Acts  26:32,  quoted in full  below).  Full  Jewish credentials by birth and training,  full  Roman 
citizenship by birth, held together in one man — that combination was genuinely rare, and it is why Paul 
could demand a public apology after an illegal beating (Acts 16:37-39, above), why he could not simply 
be scourged for questioning (Acts 22:25-29, examined fully below), and why he could ultimately take his  
case out of the provincial courts and place it before Caesar himself (Acts 25:11-12, above) — the very 
appeal that puts him on the road to the Rome he had already said he "must" see (Acts 19:21, the  
governing question of Chapter 4).

Paul supplies one more piece of this same résumé in a letter written years earlier than Philippians, to a 
church that knew his story directly from his own mouth:

Galatians 1:13-14  For ye have heard of my conversation in time past in the Jews' religion, how that 
beyond measure I persecuted the church of God, and wasted it: And profited in the Jews' religion 
above many my equals in mine own nation, being more exceedingly zealous of the traditions of my 
fathers.

"Above many my equals" is Paul's own claim, not a later admirer's, that he was not merely credentialed 
but exceptionally so — ahead of his own peer group in a tradition that measured itself by exactly these 
standards. And "beyond measure I persecuted the church of God" is the hinge on which this study's next 
question turns: not simply that Paul opposed the church, but what, precisely, he believed about the man 
at its center, and why that belief drove him to violence rather than mere disagreement.
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What Saul Believed Before His Calling, and Why He Sought the Church's 
Destruction

Scripture records what Saul the persecutor did in exact and repeated detail, and it records his own later, 
sworn account of why he did it. It does not give a running transcript of his private theological reasoning  
in the years before Damascus. What follows is built as carefully as the evidence allows, and this study's  
own epistemic-status principle applies throughout: some of it is Paul's own direct, explicit, retrospective 
testimony about his motive and his state of mind; some of it is a constructed inference from what his  
own party believed and from what his own authorities were, by scripture's own record, actively teaching  
at the very time — an inference this study states plainly as inference, not as something any single verse  
asserts about Saul by name.

Did Saul believe Jesus was not the Messiah — a false claimant? The Law itself  supplied the exact 
category a Pharisee trained in it would have reached for, and it is worth quoting in full  rather than 
summarized, since its wording is precisely what makes a crucified Messiah so difficult a claim for a first-
century Jewish mind to accept at all:

Deuteronomy 21:22-23  And if a man have committed a sin worthy of death, and he be to be put to 
death, and thou hang him on a tree: His body shall not remain all night upon the tree, but thou 
shalt in any wise bury him that day; (for he that is hanged is accursed of God;) that thy land be not 
defiled, which the LORD thy God giveth thee for an inheritance.

"He that is hanged is accursed of God" — a plain, direct statement in the Law itself, applied by the 
Jerusalem leadership to Jesus's  own execution and applied by that same leadership as their  formal  
charge against him. His own trial before the Sanhedrin turned on precisely this kind of claim, treated as  
blasphemy deserving death:

Mark 14:61-64  But he held his peace, and answered nothing. Again the high priest asked him, and 
said unto him, Art thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed? And Jesus said, I am: and ye shall see the 
Son of man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds of heaven. Then the high 
priest rent his clothes, and saith, What need we any further witnesses? Ye have heard the 
blasphemy: what think ye? And they all condemned him to be guilty of death.

A man executed by crucifixion — hung on a "tree" in the Law's own broad sense, and treated as such 
elsewhere in the New Testament's own later reasoning about the cross (Galatians 3:13; Acts 5:30; 1 
Peter  2:24,  each  independently  calling  the  cross  a  "tree")  —  bore,  by  Deuteronomy  21:23's  own 
wording, the visible mark of a curse rather than a blessing. To a mind trained the way Saul's was trained, 
at the feet of a leading legal authority, in the strictest of the schools of thought, a Messiah was expected 
to  be  exalted,  vindicated,  and  triumphant,  not  executed  as  a  criminal  under  a  formal  charge  of 
blasphemy and left bearing the Law's own stated curse. This is not a case scripture states Saul reasoned  
through in these exact terms; it is the framework his own training in the Law would have supplied him,  
and it is the same framework the Jerusalem leadership itself is shown applying, twice, in the record: 
once against Jesus directly (Mark 14:61-64, above), and once again, in an episode this study returns to 
below, against one of his first followers.
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Paul's own later writing, after his conversion, states as a settled fact of Jewish reaction generally the very 
obstacle this study is describing, in language that reaches directly back toward this study's own anchor 
passage:

1 Corinthians 1:22-24  For the Jews require a sign, and the Greeks seek after wisdom: But we 
preach Christ crucified, unto the Jews a stumblingblock, and unto the Greeks foolishness; But unto 
them which are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of God.

The man who once held that a crucified claimant could not be God's Messiah is the same man who later 
wrote, of that identical crucifixion, "unto the Jews a stumblingblock" — a diagnosis he had every reason 
to know accurately, since it had once been his own.

Did Saul believe Jesus was dead, and not raised or ascended? Here a real distinction matters, and Paul's 
own later words to King Agrippa draw it precisely: the general idea of resurrection was not, in itself,  
incredible to a Pharisee. Acts 23:8, quoted above, already establishes that Pharisees as a party affirmed 
the resurrection of the dead as settled doctrine. Paul makes the same point directly to Agrippa, in a line  
examined again in its full setting in §C below:

Acts 26:8  Why should it be thought a thing incredible with you, that God should raise the dead?

The stumbling block was never resurrection as an abstract category; it was the specific, urgent claim that  
this  particular  crucified  man  had  already  been  raised,  ahead  of  the  general  resurrection Pharisees  
expected at the end of the age, and exalted as living Lord. And on that specific claim, the Jerusalem 
leadership Saul served under is recorded as having actively circulated a rival explanation from the very 
first days after the event — not silence, but a deliberate counter-account:

Matthew 28:11-15  Now when they were going, behold, some of the watch came into the city, and 
shewed unto the chief priests all the things that were done. And when they were assembled with 
the elders, and had taken counsel, they gave large money unto the soldiers, Saying, Say ye, His 
disciples came by night, and stole him away while we slept. And if this come to the governor's ears, 
we will persuade him, and secure you. So they took the money, and did as they were taught: and 
this saying is commonly reported among the Jews until this day.

Matthew's own closing note — "commonly reported among the Jews until this day" — states plainly that  
this  explanation  was  still  in  active  circulation  among  the  Jewish  community  well  after  the  event,  
precisely the period spanning Saul's own early adulthood and training. Saul's own later description of his  
authority for the persecution places him squarely within the same leadership structure that produced 
this account: he received "letters unto the brethren" and went "with authority and commission from the  
chief priests" (Acts 22:5; 26:12, both examined fully in §C below) — the same chief priests Matthew 
names as the source of the stolen-body explanation. This study does not claim scripture states in so  
many words that Saul personally repeated this account; it states, as a reasonable and well-grounded 
inference rather than direct assertion, that a zealous young Pharisee operating under the authority of,  
and in service to, the very officials responsible for that explanation had every institutional reason to hold 
it himself, and no recorded reason at that stage of his life to doubt it. Whatever the precise version he  
held, his own later shock and total reversal at Damascus — met, by his own account, with the words "I  
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am Jesus whom thou persecutest" (Acts 9:5; 22:8; 26:15, each quoted in full below) — makes little sense  
unless, until that moment, he was certain Jesus was not alive to be persecuting on behalf of.

What did Saul think of Christians, and what did he believe he was doing when he sought their arrest 
and death? Here scripture is far more direct, since it records both the formal charges his own authorities 
brought against believers and Saul's own explicit, sworn description of his own motive and mindset.  
Stephen — traditionally read as the first believer put to death for the faith, and the figure at whose  
stoning Saul himself is first introduced by name (Acts 7:58, examined fully in Chapter 2) — was formally  
charged in terms this study has already shown were the identical charge brought against Jesus himself:

Acts 6:8-14  And Stephen, full of faith and power, did great wonders and miracles among the 
people. Then there arose certain of the synagogue, which is called the synagogue of the Libertines, 
and Cyrenians, and Alexandrians, and of them of Cilicia and of Asia, disputing with Stephen. And 
they were not able to resist the wisdom and the spirit by which he spake. Then they suborned men, 
which said, We have heard him speak blasphemous words against Moses, and against God. And 
they stirred up the people, and the elders, and the scribes, and came upon him, and caught him, 
and brought him to the council. And set up false witnesses, which said, This man ceaseth not to 
speak blasphemous words against this holy place, and the law. For we have heard him say, that 
this Jesus of Nazareth shall destroy this place, and shall change the customs which Moses delivered 
us.

One detail in this passage is worth drawing out explicitly, since scripture states it directly rather than 
leaving it to be inferred: the synagogue that disputed with Stephen and produced the witnesses against  
him is named as including men "of Cilicia" — Saul's own home province, of which Tarsus was the leading  
city. Scripture does not state outright that Saul himself was a member of this specific synagogue or  
present for this specific dispute; that particular identification is not made explicitly anywhere in the text,  
and this study does not claim more certainty here than the evidence supports.  What the text does 
establish without any inference required is  that Saul was,  by his own later account,  present at and 
consenting to Stephen's actual execution that followed (Acts 7:58-8:1, examined in Chapter 2), and that 
men from his own home province were, by Luke's own explicit naming, active participants in the dispute 
and prosecution that led to it — a detail that at minimum places the entire episode within Saul's own  
immediate circle, whether or not he is to be counted among the "certain of the synagogue... of Cilicia"  
by name.

The charge itself — blasphemy against Moses, God, the Temple, and the Law, centered on what Stephen 
was reported to say about "this Jesus of Nazareth" — is the same category of offense the Law prescribes 
death for in its own plain terms:

Leviticus 24:15-16  And thou shalt speak unto the children of Israel, saying, Whosoever curseth his 
God shall bear his sin. And he that blasphemeth the name of the LORD, he shall surely be put to 
death, and all the congregation shall certainly stone him: as well the stranger, as he that is born in 
the land, when he blasphemeth the name of the LORD, shall be put to death.

To a mind formed the way Saul's was formed — a Pharisee trained in the Law's own letter, zealous for  
the traditions of the fathers, member of the strictest sect of Judaism — a movement proclaiming a 
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crucified, allegedly cursed man as Lord and Messiah, and doing so, in Stephen's case, in terms his own  
accusers read as an attack on the Temple and the Law itself, would not have registered as a harmless  
rival sect. It would have registered as exactly the kind of blasphemy Leviticus 24:16 commands be put  
down, and Saul's own later, unguarded, first-person account of what he actually did states this without  
needing this study to infer it at all:

Acts 26:9-11  I verily thought with myself, that I ought to do many things contrary to the name of 
Jesus of Nazareth. Which thing I also did in Jerusalem: and many of the saints did I shut up in 
prison, having received authority from the chief priests; and when they were put to death, I gave 
my voice against them. And I punished them oft in every synagogue, and compelled them to 
blaspheme; and being exceedingly mad against them, I persecuted them even unto strange cities.

"I verily thought with myself, that I ought" — this is Paul's own explicit statement of conviction, not  
mere hostility or careerism: he believed, at the time, that this campaign was his positive religious duty.  
"Compelled them to blaspheme" names precisely what he believed the blasphemy actually was: forcing  
believers, under threat or torture, to curse and deny the very confession — Jesus as Lord — that he 
himself would later stake his whole life on. And "when they were put to death, I gave my voice against 
them" states plainly, in Paul's own words, that his own opposition extended to formal participation in 
death sentences, not merely arrests — "gave my voice" reflecting a formal vote, consistent with a role 
inside, or acting on behalf of, the very council with authority to try such capital religious charges.

What was his actual motivation, and how did he himself later describe his own state of mind at the 
time? Zeal, by his own repeated and consistent word — not cynicism, not personal ambition, not cruelty  
for its own sake. Already quoted above: "profited in the Jews' religion above many my equals in mine 
own nation, being more exceedingly zealous of the traditions of my fathers" (Galatians 1:14). Already 
quoted in this section's opening: "concerning zeal, persecuting the church... touching the righteousness  
which is in the law, blameless" (Philippians 3:6). And, spoken to the very council he once served, a claim 
remarkable enough on its own terms to quote in full:

Acts 23:1  And Paul, earnestly beholding the council, said, Men and brethren, I have lived in all 
good conscience before God until this day.

Standing  before  the  same  body  under  whose  authority  he  had  once  imprisoned  and  voted  to  kill  
believers, Paul's own retrospective judgment on the entire span of his life — persecution included — is  
not "I sinned knowingly" but "I have lived in all good conscience before God." This is not a claim that  
what he did was therefore right; scripture elsewhere is direct that it was gravely wrong (1 Corinthians 
15:9, "I am the least of the apostles, that am not meet to be called an apostle, because I persecuted the 
church of God"; 1 Timothy 1:15, "sinners; of whom I am chief"). It is a claim about his own sincerity at  
the time — a man convinced he was serving God, not a man who knew he was opposing God and did it  
anyway. Jesus's own words, spoken to his disciples before any of this happened, describe exactly this 
state of mind in a coming persecutor, in general terms this study notes are never applied to Saul by 
name anywhere in scripture, but which fit his own later self-description precisely:

John 16:2  They shall put you out of the synagogues: yea, the time cometh, that whosoever killeth 
you will think that he doeth God service.
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"Will  think that he doeth God service" is,  almost word for word, what Acts 23:1 and 26:9 ("I  verily 
thought with myself,  that  I  ought")  describe Saul  actually  believing about himself.  Paul's  own final,  
explicit verdict on the whole matter, addressed to Timothy and using the language of legal culpability 
directly, closes the question of "was this done in ignorance" as plainly as any verse in this study:

1 Timothy 1:12-13  And I thank Christ Jesus our Lord, who hath enabled me, for that he counted me 
faithful, putting me into the ministry; Who was before a blasphemer, and a persecutor, and 
injurious: but I obtained mercy, because I did it ignorantly in unbelief.

"Ignorantly in unbelief" is Paul's own chosen pairing: not merely a mistake of fact he stumbled into  
innocently, but ignorance rooted in unbelief — he did not yet believe what he would later be shown to 
be true, and acted with real conviction on the basis of that unbelief. This is the same diagnosis Peter 
offers  the wider  nation,  rulers  included,  for  the same underlying event,  in  a  passage worth setting 
alongside Paul's own self-assessment rather than treated as unrelated:

Acts 3:17  And now, brethren, I wot that through ignorance ye did it, as did also your rulers.

Peter is speaking of the crucifixion itself, to the Jerusalem crowd generally and its rulers specifically —  
not naming Saul, and not excusing what was done (the same sermon calls it desiring "a murderer to be  
granted unto you" and killing "the Prince of life," Acts 3:14-15, quoted above). But the pattern is the 
same one Paul later applies to himself: real guilt, and real ignorance, held together rather than one  
canceling the other. Saul's own case is simply the New Testament's fullest, most personally documented 
instance of exactly the diagnosis Peter states about the nation and its rulers as a whole.

Taken together, the fullest honest picture this study can build from the text is this: Saul believed, on the 
authority of the Law as his own tradition trained him to read it, that a crucified man bore that Law's own 
curse and could not be God's Messiah; he very likely held, along with the chief priests whose authority 
he acted under, that the resurrection claim was a fabrication covering a stolen body rather than an 
actual  event;  he  regarded  the  confession  of  Jesus  as  Lord  as  the  very  blasphemy  Leviticus  24:16 
commands be punished by death; and he pursued that punishment as an act of sincere religious zeal,  
convinced — in his own later words — that he was doing God's service, and doing it, by his own final  
verdict on himself, "ignorantly in unbelief."

This is where 1 Corinthians 1:26-29's own pattern — "not many wise... not many mighty... not many 
noble"  —  meets  a  real  tension  worth  naming  rather  than  passing  over.  By  any  ordinary  measure 
available in his own culture, Paul was wise, credentialed, and pedigreed in exactly the way that passage 
says God does not usually choose. He is not the "foolish," "weak," or "base" instrument 1 Corinthians 1 
describes as God's typical pattern; he is closer to what that passage says God typically passes over. Paul's 
own resolution of that tension, written to the very city that received the "not many wise" argument, is  
not that his credentials qualified him after all, but that they counted for nothing toward it:

Philippians 3:7-8  But what things were gain to me, those I counted loss for Christ. Yea doubtless, 
and I count all things but loss for the excellency of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord: for whom 
I have suffered the loss of all things, and do count them but dung, that I may win Christ.
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Read alongside 1 Corinthians 1:31, this is not an exception to the guardrail this study works under — it is  
Paul's own personal demonstration of it, written by the one man in the New Testament with perhaps 
the most worldly credential to glory in, and glorying in none of it.

B. From Saul to Paul

A common devotional teaching holds that Paul's name itself changed at his conversion — Saul becoming 
Paul  the  way  Abram  became  Abraham  or  Jacob  became  Israel,  a  divine  renaming  marking  a  new 
identity.  The  text  itself  does  not  state  this,  and  the  point  is  worth  checking  carefully  rather  than  
assuming either way, since Genesis does narrate its renamings explicitly (Genesis 17:5, 32:28) while Acts  
does not narrate one for Paul at all. The name "Paul" first appears at Acts 13:9, at the very point Luke's  
narrative moves onto Gentile and Roman ground — the island of Cyprus, before the Roman proconsul 
Sergius Paulus:

Acts 13:9  Then Saul, (who also is called Paul,) filled with the Holy Ghost, set his eyes on him.

The Greek behind "who also is called" is a simple, ongoing construction (ho kai Paulos, "the one also 
[called]  Paul")  — the  same formula  used  elsewhere  in  the  New Testament  for  a  person's  second,  
alternate name, not for a renaming event: "Joseph called Barsabas, who was surnamed Justus" (Acts 
1:23), "Jesus, which is called Justus" (Colossians 4:11), "Simeon that was called Niger" (Acts 13:1). None 
of those describes a transformation; each simply supplies a second name the person already carried. 
Read against  that  pattern,  Acts  13:9  most  plausibly  means  Paul  already had both names — "Saul"  
(Hebrew Sha'ul, "asked for," the same name as Israel's first king, from Paul's own tribe of Benjamin) and 
"Paul" (the Roman cognomen  Paulus),  a  dual  Hebrew-and-Roman naming common among diaspora 
Jews who, like Paul, held Roman citizenship by birth. Luke's narrative choice to begin using the Roman 
name at exactly the point the mission turns toward Roman and Gentile territory is a meaningful literary 
decision — but it is Luke's editorial choice about which of Paul's two real names to use where, not a 
report of Paul receiving a new one. This study's conclusion, offered as a constructed inference from the 
grammar and from the New Testament's own naming pattern rather than as something scripture states  
outright: Paul was not renamed at conversion; he is simply called by his other name from the point his  
story turns toward the Gentiles he was sent to.

C. His Calling by Jesus Christ, and the Record of It

Paul's conversion and commissioning on the road to Damascus is told three times in Acts — once by 
Luke in the third person, and twice by Paul himself, in his own words, to two very different audiences.  
This study presents all three in full, in their own narrative settings, rather than as a summary of one 
supplemented by fragments of the other two — a single scene scripture itself troubles to tell three  
separate times, to three separate audiences, is worth reading three full times rather than blended into  
one composite account.

Luke's Own Narration, to Theophilus and the General Reader (Acts 9)

The first telling is Luke's own, addressed not to a crowd inside the story but to Theophilus, the dedicatee 
of both Luke's Gospel and Acts (Luke 1:3; Acts 1:1), as part of his own continuous, orderly history of the 
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church's  earliest  years.  It  falls  at  a  deliberate  hinge  point  in  that  history:  immediately  after  Saul's  
persecution  has  scattered  the  Jerusalem  church  (Acts  8:1-3,  examined  fully  in  Chapter  2)  and 
immediately  before  Peter's  own ministry  turns  toward Cornelius  and the  Gentiles  (Acts  10)  — the  
church's chief persecutor becomes, in the span of one chapter, its newest and most unlikely convert, at  
the very moment the book's own attention is about to widen toward the Gentile world he will spend the 
rest of his life reaching:

Acts 9:1-19  And Saul, yet breathing out threatenings and slaughter against the disciples of the 
Lord, went unto the high priest, And desired of him letters to Damascus to the synagogues, that if 
he found any of this way, whether they were men or women, he might bring them bound unto 
Jerusalem. And as he journeyed, he came near Damascus: and suddenly there shined round about 
him a light from heaven: And he fell to the earth, and heard a voice saying unto him, Saul, Saul, 
why persecutest thou me? And he said, Who art thou, Lord? And the Lord said, I am Jesus whom 
thou persecutest: it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks. And he trembling and astonished 
said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? And the Lord said unto him, Arise, and go into the city, 
and it shall be told thee what thou must do. And the men which journeyed with him stood 
speechless, hearing a voice, but seeing no man. And Saul arose from the earth; and when his eyes 
were opened, he saw no man: but they led him by the hand, and brought him into Damascus. And 
he was three days without sight, and neither did eat nor drink. And there was a certain disciple at 
Damascus, named Ananias; and to him said the Lord in a vision, Ananias. And he said, Behold, I am 
here, Lord. And the Lord said unto him, Arise, and go into the street which is called Straight, and 
enquire in the house of Judas for one called Saul, of Tarsus: for, behold, he prayeth, And hath seen 
in a vision a man named Ananias coming in, and putting his hand on him, that he might receive his 
sight. Then Ananias answered, Lord, I have heard by many of this man, how much evil he hath done 
to thy saints at Jerusalem: And here he hath authority from the chief priests to bind all that call on 
thy name. But the Lord said unto him, Go thy way: for he is a chosen vessel unto me, to bear my 
name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel: For I will shew him how great things 
he must suffer for my name's sake. And Ananias went his way, and entered into the house; and 
putting his hands on him said, Brother Saul, the Lord, even Jesus, that appeared unto thee in the 
way as thou camest, hath sent me, that thou mightest receive thy sight, and be filled with the Holy 
Ghost. And immediately there fell from his eyes as it had been scales: and he received sight 
forthwith, and arose, and was baptized. And when he had received meat, he was strengthened. 
Then was Saul certain days with the disciples which were at Damascus.

What happens from this point forward — Paul's own preaching in the Damascus synagogues, the plot on 
his life, and his early, uncertain reception by the Jerusalem church — is traced fully in Chapter 2 rather 
than repeated here. What belongs to this chapter is the commissioning itself, told in Luke's own third-
person voice as the narrator of a continuous history: a real, dated, public event, witnessed by traveling 
companions (v.7), verified by an independent third party sent specifically to confirm it (Ananias), and 
immediately marked, before Paul has done anything at all as a believer, by the Lord's own statement of 
what this conversion is actually for — to "bear my name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children  
of Israel," a three-part commission examined again in Chapter 4.
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Paul's Own Defense Before the Jerusalem Crowd (Acts 21-22)

The  second  telling  comes  decades  later,  from  Paul's  own  mouth,  under  circumstances  that  shape 
everything about how he tells it. He is standing on the stairs of the Roman garrison fortress in Jerusalem,  
addressing a crowd that only minutes earlier had been trying to kill him. The scene leading up to it is  
itself part of the complete picture, and belongs here in full:

Acts 21:27-40  And when the seven days were almost ended, the Jews which were of Asia, when 
they saw him in the temple, stirred up all the people, and laid hands on him, Crying out, Men of 
Israel, help: This is the man, that teacheth all men every where against the people, and the law, 
and this place: and further brought Greeks also into the temple, and hath polluted this holy place. 
(For they had seen before with him in the city Trophimus an Ephesian, whom they supposed that 
Paul had brought into the temple.) And all the city was moved, and the people ran together: and 
they took Paul, and drew him out of the temple: and forthwith the doors were shut. And as they 
went about to kill him, tidings came unto the chief captain of the band, that all Jerusalem was in an 
uproar. Who immediately took soldiers and centurions, and ran down unto them: and when they 
saw the chief captain and the soldiers, they left beating of Paul. Then the chief captain came near, 
and took him, and commanded him to be bound with two chains; and demanded who he was, and 
what he had done. And some cried one thing, some another, among the multitude: and when he 
could not know the certainty for the tumult, he commanded him to be carried into the castle. And 
when he came upon the stairs, so it was, that he was borne of the soldiers for the violence of the 
people. For the multitude of the people followed after, crying, Away with him. And as Paul was to 
be led into the castle, he said unto the chief captain, May I speak unto thee? Who said, Canst thou 
speak Greek? Art not thou that Egyptian, which before these days madest an uproar, and leddest 
out into the wilderness four thousand men that were murderers? But Paul said, I am a man which 
am a Jew of Tarsus, a city in Cilicia, a citizen of no mean city: and, I beseech thee, suffer me to 
speak unto the people. And when he had given him licence, Paul stood on the stairs, and beckoned 
with the hand unto the people. And when there was made a great silence, he spake unto them in 
the Hebrew tongue, saying,

The charge that started the riot — "brought Greeks also into the temple" — is false, as Luke's own 
parenthetical  aside  makes  clear  (v.29):  the  crowd  had  merely  seen  Trophimus,  a  known  Gentile  
companion, with Paul earlier in the city, and assumed the worst. The Roman chief captain, Claudius 
Lysias (named later, Acts 23:26), first mistakes Paul for a different and more dangerous man entirely —  
an unnamed Egyptian rebel  leader whose earlier  uprising is  independently  attested in  extra-biblical 
Roman-era history, flagged here as background corroboration only. Once that confusion is cleared, Paul  
is  granted permission to  speak,  and does  so  "in  the Hebrew tongue" — meaning,  in  the everyday  
Aramaic of the Jerusalem crowd rather than Greek — a choice Luke notes wins him an immediate, if  
temporary, hearing: "when they heard that he spake in the Hebrew tongue to them, they kept the more  
silence" (Acts 22:2). What follows is his own defense, addressed to "men, brethren, and fathers," given  
in full:

Acts 22:1-21  Men, brethren, and fathers, hear ye my defence which I make now unto you. (And 
when they heard that he spake in the Hebrew tongue to them, they kept the more silence: and he 
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saith,) I am verily a man which am a Jew, born in Tarsus, a city in Cilicia, yet brought up in this city 
at the feet of Gamaliel, and taught according to the perfect manner of the law of the fathers, and 
was zealous toward God, as ye all are this day. And I persecuted this way unto the death, binding 
and delivering into prisons both men and women. As also the high priest doth bear me witness, and 
all the estate of the elders: from whom also I received letters unto the brethren, and went to 
Damascus, to bring them which were there bound unto Jerusalem, for to be punished. And it came 
to pass, that, as I made my journey, and was come nigh unto Damascus about noon, suddenly 
there shone from heaven a great light round about me. And I fell unto the ground, and heard a 
voice saying unto me, Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me? And I answered, Who art thou, Lord? 
And he said unto me, I am Jesus of Nazareth, whom thou persecutest. And they that were with me 
saw indeed the light, and were afraid; but they heard not the voice of him that spake to me. And I 
said, What shall I do, Lord? And the Lord said unto me, Arise, and go into Damascus; and there it 
shall be told thee of all things which are appointed for thee to do. And when I could not see for the 
glory of that light, being led by the hand of them that were with me, I came into Damascus. And 
one Ananias, a devout man according to the law, having a good report of all the Jews which dwelt 
there, Came unto me, and stood, and said unto me, Brother Saul, receive thy sight. And the same 
hour I looked up upon him. And he said, The God of our fathers hath chosen thee, that thou 
shouldest know his will, and see that Just One, and shouldest hear the voice of his mouth. For thou 
shalt be his witness unto all men of what thou hast seen and heard. And now why tarriest thou? 
arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord. And it came to 
pass, that, when I was come again to Jerusalem, even while I prayed in the temple, I was in a 
trance; And saw him saying unto me, Make haste, and get thee quickly out of Jerusalem: for they 
will not receive thy testimony concerning me. And I said, Lord, they know that I imprisoned and 
beat in every synagogue them that believed on thee: And when the blood of thy martyr Stephen 
was shed, I also was standing by, and consenting unto his death, and kept the raiment of them that 
slew him. And he said unto me, Depart: for I will send thee far hence unto the Gentiles.

Every detail of this telling is shaped for this specific audience. Paul opens by re-establishing exactly the 
credentials this chapter's §A has already examined in full — Tarsus, Gamaliel, "the perfect manner of the  
law of the fathers," zeal "as ye all are this day" — deliberately building common ground with the very  
crowd that had just tried to kill him, before saying one word about Jesus. He quotes Ananias's own  
description of himself as "a devout man according to the law, having a good report of all the Jews which 
dwelt  there"  — establishing,  for  a  Jewish  audience  specifically,  that  his  commission  came through 
someone the Jewish community of Damascus itself already respected as observant, not through any 
rejection of the Law. And he gives, uniquely to this telling, the temple-trance vision confirming his own 
earlier hesitation and Jerusalem's own rejection — a detail neither of the other two accounts includes.

The crowd's reaction, and what follows it, belongs to the complete picture as well:

Acts 22:22-29  And they gave him audience unto this word, and then lifted up their voices, and said, 
Away with such a fellow from the earth: for it is not fit that he should live. And as they cried out, 
and cast off their clothes, and threw dust into the air, The chief captain commanded him to be 
brought into the castle, and bade that he should be examined by scourging; that he might know 
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wherefore they cried so against him. And as they bound him with thongs, Paul said unto the 
centurion that stood by, Is it lawful for you to scourge a man that is a Roman, and uncondemned? 
When the centurion heard that, he went and told the chief captain, saying, Take heed what thou 
doest: for this man is a Roman. Then the chief captain came, and said unto him, Tell me, art thou a 
Roman? He said, Yea. And the chief captain answered, With a great sum obtained I this freedom. 
And Paul said, But I was free born. Then straightway they departed from him which should have 
examined him: and the chief captain also was afraid, after he knew that he was a Roman, and 
because he had bound him.

The word that ends the crowd's patience is telling in itself: they listen through the entire account of the 
vision and the commission "unto this word" — the word "Gentiles" (22:21) — and only then erupt, a  
reaction that traces directly back to the riot's own original, false charge of bringing a Gentile into the  
temple (21:28-29). And Paul's Roman citizenship, examined fully above in §A, appears here in its own 
full narrative setting: invoked not after an illegal punishment, as at Philippi, but in the instant before  
one, stopping a scourging already in motion.

Paul's Defense Before King Agrippa (Acts 25-26)

The third telling comes still  later,  in a far more formal setting: a staged hearing at Caesarea before  
Festus, the newly arrived Roman governor, and Herod Agrippa II, a Jewish client king with real expertise 
in  Jewish  religious  matters  but  no  stake  in  Jerusalem's  own internal  procedures.  The  setting itself,  
including the governor's own paraphrase of what the whole case is actually about, is worth presenting in  
full:

Acts 25:13-27  And after certain days king Agrippa and Bernice came unto Caesarea to salute 
Festus. And when they had been there many days, Festus declared Paul's cause unto the king, 
saying, There is a certain man left in bonds by Felix: About whom, when I was at Jerusalem, the 
chief priests and the elders of the Jews informed me, desiring to have judgment against him. To 
whom I answered, It is not the manner of the Romans to deliver any man to die, before that he 
which is accused have the accusers face to face, and have licence to answer for himself concerning 
the crime laid against him. Therefore, when they were come hither, without any delay on the 
morrow I sat on the judgment seat, and commanded the man to be brought forth. Against whom 
when the accusers stood up, they brought none accusation of such things as I supposed: But had 
certain questions against him of their own superstition, and of one Jesus, which was dead, whom 
Paul affirmed to be alive. And because I doubted of such manner of questions, I asked him whether 
he would go to Jerusalem, and there be judged of these matters. But when Paul had appealed to be 
reserved unto the hearing of Augustus, I commanded him to be kept till I might send him to Caesar. 
Then Agrippa said unto Festus, I would also hear the man myself. To morrow, said he, thou shalt 
hear him. And on the morrow, when Agrippa was come, and Bernice, with great pomp, and was 
entered into the place of hearing, with the chief captains, and principal men of the city, at Festus' 
commandment Paul was brought forth. And Festus said, King Agrippa, and all men which are here 
present with us, ye see this man, about whom all the multitude of the Jews have dealt with me, 
both at Jerusalem, and also here, crying that he ought not to live any longer. But when I found that 
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he had committed nothing worthy of death, and that he himself hath appealed to Augustus, I have 
determined to send him. Of whom I have no certain thing to write unto my lord. Wherefore I have 
brought him forth before you, and specially before thee, O king Agrippa, that, after examination 
had, I might have somewhat to write. For it seemeth to me unreasonable to send a prisoner, and 
not withal to signify the crimes laid against him.

Festus's own summary — "of one Jesus, which was dead, whom Paul affirmed to be alive" — is a Roman  
outsider's flat, almost bewildered paraphrase of the exact fault line this chapter has already traced in full 
above: not a dispute over abstract philosophy, but a dispute over whether one specific dead man was, in  
fact, no longer dead. Given his hearing, Paul addresses Agrippa directly, in the fullest and most polished  
of  the three tellings,  dropping Ananias  from the account entirely  and compressing the commission 
directly into the vision itself:

Acts 26:1-23  Then Agrippa said unto Paul, Thou art permitted to speak for thyself. Then Paul 
stretched forth the hand, and answered for himself: I think myself happy, king Agrippa, because I 
shall answer for myself this day before thee touching all the things whereof I am accused of the 
Jews: Especially because I know thee to be expert in all customs and questions which are among 
the Jews: wherefore I beseech thee to hear me patiently. My manner of life from my youth, which 
was at the first among mine own nation at Jerusalem, know all the Jews; Which knew me from the 
beginning, if they would testify, that after the most straitest sect of our religion I lived a Pharisee. 
And now I stand and am judged for the hope of the promise made of God, unto our fathers: Unto 
which promise our twelve tribes, instantly serving God day and night, hope to come. For which 
hope's sake, king Agrippa, I am accused of the Jews. Why should it be thought a thing incredible 
with you, that God should raise the dead? I verily thought with myself, that I ought to do many 
things contrary to the name of Jesus of Nazareth. Which thing I also did in Jerusalem: and many of 
the saints did I shut up in prison, having received authority from the chief priests; and when they 
were put to death, I gave my voice against them. And I punished them oft in every synagogue, and 
compelled them to blaspheme; and being exceedingly mad against them, I persecuted them even 
unto strange cities. Whereupon as I went to Damascus with authority and commission from the 
chief priests, At midday, O king, I saw in the way a light from heaven, above the brightness of the 
sun, shining round about me and them which journeyed with me. And when we were all fallen to 
the earth, I heard a voice speaking unto me, and saying in the Hebrew tongue, Saul, Saul, why 
persecutest thou me? it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks. And I said, Who art thou, Lord? 
And he said, I am Jesus whom thou persecutest. But rise, and stand upon thy feet: for I have 
appeared unto thee for this purpose, to make thee a minister and a witness both of these things 
which thou hast seen, and of those things in the which I will appear unto thee; Delivering thee from 
the people, and from the Gentiles, unto whom now I send thee, To open their eyes, and to turn 
them from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto God, that they may receive 
forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them which are sanctified by faith that is in me. 
Whereupon, O king Agrippa, I was not disobedient unto the heavenly vision: But shewed first unto 
them of Damascus, and at Jerusalem, and throughout all the coasts of Judaea, and then to the 
Gentiles, that they should repent and turn to God, and do works meet for repentance. For these 
causes the Jews caught me in the temple, and went about to kill me. Having therefore obtained 
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help of God, I continue unto this day, witnessing both to small and great, saying none other things 
than those which the prophets and Moses did say should come: That Christ should suffer, and that 
he should be the first that should rise from the dead, and should shew light unto the people, and to 
the Gentiles.

This telling alone states outright, in Paul's own words to a hearing with real legal weight, his own former 
state of mind in the first person — "I verily thought with myself, that I ought" — the plainest single 
statement anywhere in scripture of exactly the sincere, mistaken conviction examined at length above in  
§A. It alone gives the Gentile commission (26:17-18) in its fullest single statement anywhere in the three 
accounts, folded directly into the vision itself with no separate Ananias scene at all — a version suited to  
a hearing where establishing standing with the Damascus Jewish community, as Acts 22's telling does, is  
simply  not  the point;  establishing  the legitimacy and scope of  the commission  before  Rome's  own 
representatives is. The hearing's own close is worth including in full as well, since it registers, in the  
reactions of two very different listeners, exactly how the message landed on Roman and Jewish ears  
respectively:

Acts 26:24-32  And as he thus spake for himself, Festus said with a loud voice, Paul, thou art beside 
thyself; much learning doth make thee mad. But he said, I am not mad, most noble Festus; but 
speak forth the words of truth and soberness. For the king knoweth of these things, before whom 
also I speak freely: for I am persuaded that none of these things are hidden from him; for this thing 
was not done in a corner. King Agrippa, believest thou the prophets? I know that thou believest. 
Then Agrippa said unto Paul, Almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian. And Paul said, I would 
to God, that not only thou, but also all that hear me this day, were both almost, and altogether 
such as I am, except these bonds. And when he had thus spoken, the king rose up, and the 
governor, and Bernice, and they that sat with them: And when they were gone aside, they talked 
between themselves, saying, This man doeth nothing worthy of death or of bonds. Then said 
Agrippa unto Festus, This man might have been set at liberty, if he had not appealed unto Caesar.

Festus, the Roman, hears philosophy gone mad; Agrippa, versed in "all customs and questions which are 
among the Jews" (26:3), hears something closer to its mark and comes within a hair's breadth of assent 
— "almost thou persuadest me" — before the hearing closes with its own quietly remarkable verdict:  
innocent, by the private judgment of the two men with actual authority to decide the matter, and yet  
bound for Rome regardless, because the appeal already spoken in §A above (Acts 25:11) had, by that  
point, placed the outcome beyond either man's power to change.

None of this — three tellings, three audiences, three different selections and orderings of the same  
underlying event — is contradiction; it is what this library's own harmonization principle calls "scripture 
build-up": three full accounts, each supplying real, non-redundant pieces of the whole picture, rather 
than three competing reports of a single flat fact.

One real, often-noted difference across the accounts, now visible directly in the full texts already quoted 
above rather than needing separate re-quotation, is worth resolving directly rather than passing over,  
since it looks at first like an actual contradiction: Acts 9:7 says Paul's companions "stood speechless,  
hearing a voice, but seeing no man"; Acts 22:9 says of the same companions, "they heard not the voice  
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of him that spake to me." Run through this library's own Resolution Procedure, the fourth check —  
context and grammar — resolves it without needing to call either statement mistaken. In the Greek,  
Acts 9:7's "hearing a voice" puts "voice" in the genitive case; Acts 22:9's "heard not the voice" puts it in  
the accusative. This is not a stylistic accident: the same verb, "to hear" (akouo), governing a genitive 
object regularly carries the sense of perceiving a sound, while governing an accusative object regularly 
carries the sense of understanding articulate speech. Read together rather than against each other, the  
two verses describe the same moment precisely: Paul's companions heard the sound of a voice (9:7,  
genitive)  but  did  not  make  out  or  comprehend  the  words  being  spoken  specifically  to  Paul  (22:9, 
accusative) — exactly the kind of apparent contradiction this library's harmonization principle expects to 
resolve  as  "a  translation or  understanding  gap,  not  an  actual  error,"  once  the  underlying  Greek  is 
checked rather than the English alone.

Paul's own letters, written independently over more than a decade to different churches, corroborate 
the event Luke narrates rather than merely repeating it — a form of multiple attestation distinct from,  
and additional to, Luke's own threefold account:

Galatians 1:15-17  But when it pleased God, who separated me from my mother's womb, and 
called me by his grace, To reveal his Son in me, that I might preach him among the heathen; 
immediately I conferred not with flesh and blood: Neither went I up to Jerusalem to them which 
were apostles before me; but I went into Arabia, and returned again unto Damascus.

1 Corinthians 15:8  And last of all he was seen of me also, as of one born out of due time.

A third letter, addressed to Timothy personally, adds its own independent confirmation of the same 
essential claim — already quoted in full above in §A, in the course of answering directly what Paul's own  
state of mind had been (1 Timothy 1:12-13) — and is not repeated a second time here. Three separate  
letters,  addressed  to  three  separate  audiences  (Galatia,  Corinth,  and  Timothy  personally),  each 
independently confirm the same essential claim Acts narrates across its own three full tellings: a real,  
datable encounter with the risen Christ that Paul consistently treats as the origin of both his message  
and his office.

In Short

Paul's own credentials, examined in full above rather than assumed as background the reader already 
carries, made him, by any ordinary measure, exactly the kind of "wise," "noble" figure 1 Corinthians 1:26  
says God does not usually choose: trained under Gamaliel, the leading authority of Pharisaism's own 
dominant school, in a movement whose specific doctrines — resurrection, angels, spirits, a binding oral 
tradition, the strictest observance of any Jewish party — this chapter has now laid out in full rather than  
left as an unexplained label; raised in Tarsus, a free city and genuine center of Hellenistic learning, and  
shaped as well by Jerusalem's own rabbinic world; and a Roman citizen by birth, a status this chapter has 
traced through its full legal meaning and every instance of its actual use across Paul's own story. What 
Saul believed before Damascus, and why he sought the church's destruction, is likewise now drawn out 
in full rather than left unexamined: a conviction, formed by his own Law-trained reading of a curse-
marked crucifixion, that Jesus could not be the Messiah; very likely,  given the authorities he served 
under,  that the resurrection itself  was a fabrication rather than a fact;  a settled judgment that the  
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confession of Jesus as Lord was the blasphemy the Law itself commanded be punished with death; and a 
campaign pursued not out of cruelty but sincere, mistaken zeal — "I verily thought with myself, that I  
ought" — which Paul's  own final  verdict  on himself  calls  acting "ignorantly in unbelief."  Paul's  own  
answer to the tension all  of  this  credential and conviction creates against  1 Corinthians 1:26's own 
pattern is not that his credentials qualified him after all,  but that they, and his own prior certainty,  
counted for nothing beside knowing Christ — this study's own clearest picture yet of the guardrail it  
works under. His two names most plausibly reflect a dual Hebrew-and-Roman identity he already carried 
rather than a renaming at conversion. And his calling, now presented in full across all three of its tellings 
in Acts — to Theophilus and the general reader, to a hostile Jerusalem crowd, and to a Roman governor 
and a Jewish king — and confirmed independently across at  least  three of his  own later letters,  is  
corroborated rather than merely repeated, including one real apparent contradiction (Acts 9:7 and 22:9)  
that resolves cleanly once the underlying Greek grammar, not the English translation alone, is checked.

D. His Godly Credentials: What He and Others Say by Revelation About 
Him

Paul's apostleship does not rest on his own report of it alone. Before Paul is even approached, the Lord 
himself describes the commission to Ananias:

Acts 9:15-16  But the Lord said unto him, Go thy way: for he is a chosen vessel unto me, to bear my 
name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel: For I will shew him how great things 
he must suffer for my name's sake.

This is testimony about Paul, spoken by the Lord to a third party, before Paul has said a word about his  
own calling to anyone. Paul's own repeated insistence, in his own letters, matches it independently:

Galatians 1:1  Paul, an apostle, (not of men, neither by man, but by Jesus Christ, and God the 
Father, who raised him from the dead,)

Galatians 1:11-12  But I certify you, brethren, that the gospel which was preached of me is not after 
man. For I neither received it of man, neither was I taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.

And a third,  independent voice — an apostle  with every documented reason,  per  the sharp public  
disagreement recorded in Galatians 2:11-14, to have a complicated relationship with Paul rather than 
reflexive praise — adds his own corroboration late in the New Testament's own record:

2 Peter 3:15-16  And account that the longsuffering of our Lord is salvation; even as our beloved 
brother Paul also according to the wisdom given unto him hath written unto you; As also in all his 
epistles, speaking in them of these things; in which are some things hard to be understood, which 
they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other scriptures, unto their own 
destruction.

Peter's phrase "as they do also the other scriptures" places Paul's letters in the same category as the rest 
of scripture — a first-century apostolic voice, not a later church council, already treating Paul's writings 
as scripture in substance. Three separate sources converge on the same conclusion: the Lord's own 
word to Ananias before the fact, Paul's own repeated testimony about himself, and Peter's independent, 
later confirmation. This is stronger than self-report alone, and this study distinguishes the three per its  
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own epistemic-status principle: Acts 9:15-16 and 2 Peter 3:15-16 are testimony about Paul from other  
sources; Galatians 1:1 and 1:11-12 are Paul's own claim about himself, corroborated rather than merely 
asserted.

E. Paul to the Gentiles, as Peter and James to the Circumcision

Paul states the division of apostolic labor directly, as something agreed upon rather than self-assigned:

Galatians 2:7-9  But contrariwise, when they saw that the gospel of the uncircumcision was 
committed unto me, as the gospel of the circumcision was unto Peter; (For he that wrought 
effectually in Peter to the apostleship of the circumcision, the same was mighty in me toward the 
Gentiles:) And when James, Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived the grace that 
was given unto me, they gave to me and Barnabas the right hands of fellowship; that we should go 
unto the heathen, and they unto the circumcision.

The Jerusalem council confirms the same division from the other side, in James's own summation and  
the actual letter the church at Jerusalem sent to the Gentile churches — worth reading in full rather  
than only by citation, since its own wording states plainly both the theological basis for the decision and 
its specific practical terms:

Acts 15:13-29  And after they had held their peace, James answered, saying, Men and brethren, 
hearken unto me: Simeon hath declared how God at the first did visit the Gentiles, to take out of 
them a people for his name. And to this agree the words of the prophets; as it is written, After this I 
will return, and will build again the tabernacle of David, which is fallen down; and I will build again 
the ruins thereof, and I will set it up: That the residue of men might seek after the Lord, and all the 
Gentiles, upon whom my name is called, saith the Lord, who doeth all these things. Known unto 
God are all his works from the beginning of the world. Wherefore my sentence is, that we trouble 
not them, which from among the Gentiles are turned to God: But that we write unto them, that 
they abstain from pollutions of idols, and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from 
blood. For Moses of old time hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the synagogues 
every sabbath day. Then pleased it the apostles and elders, with the whole church, to send chosen 
men of their own company to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas; namely, Judas surnamed Barsabas, 
and Silas, chief men among the brethren: And they wrote letters by them after this manner; The 
apostles and elders and brethren send greeting unto the brethren which are of the Gentiles in 
Antioch and Syria and Cilicia: Forasmuch as we have heard, that certain which went out from us 
have troubled you with words, subverting your souls, saying, Ye must be circumcised, and keep the 
law: to whom we gave no such commandment: It seemed good unto us, being assembled with one 
accord, to send chosen men unto you with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, Men that have 
hazarded their lives for the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. We have sent therefore Judas and Silas, 
who shall also tell you the same things by mouth. For it seemed good to the Holy Ghost, and to us, 
to lay upon you no greater burden than these necessary things; That ye abstain from meats offered 
to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled, and from fornication: from which if ye keep 
yourselves, ye shall do well. Fare ye well.
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Two details in this letter are worth drawing out. First, James's own argument rests on scripture itself — a  
citation of the prophets (Amos 9:11-12, per the words quoted) — not merely apostolic preference; the 
decision is presented as scripture-confirmed, not simply voted. Second, the letter is explicitly addressed 
in part to "the brethren which are of the Gentiles in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia" — Cilicia again, Paul's  
own home province, already noted above in §A for its connection to Stephen's own accusers (Acts 6:9)  
and now, within the very same region, the site of an early Gentile church this letter is written to reassure  
and protect from a false requirement no apostle had actually authorized.

A real tension belongs here, named rather than smoothed into a cleaner story than the text supports: 
Paul's own missionary practice, city after city, was not Gentiles-only. Luke records him going first to the  
synagogue nearly everywhere he arrives — at Salamis (Acts 13:5), at Antioch in Pisidia (Acts 13:14), and 
only turning to the Gentiles at a given city after the synagogue rejected him there (Acts 13:46, "seeing ye 
put it from you... lo, we turn to the Gentiles"). Paul states the same pattern as a settled principle, not a  
local  accommodation:  "the  gospel  of  Christ...  the  power  of  God  unto  salvation  to  every  one  that 
believeth; to the Jew first,  and also to the Gentile" (Romans 1:16).  Read together, Galatians 2:7-9's  
division of labor describes a distinct commission and a formal accountability — Paul answerable for the  
Gentile mission, Peter and James for the circumcision — rather than a strict territorial boundary that 
kept Paul out of synagogues or Peter away from Gentiles (Peter himself, after all, is the one who first  
went to Cornelius's Gentile household, Acts 10). The apostle to the Gentiles preached to Jews in nearly 
every city he entered; the division was of ultimate charge and emphasis, not of exclusive audience.

F. How He Received the Epistles: "By the Revelation of Jesus Christ"

Galatians 1:11-12  But I certify you, brethren, that the gospel which was preached of me is not after 
man. For I neither received it of man, neither was I taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.

This is Paul's own broadest claim about the source of what he taught, already quoted once in §D above, 
and it repays a close reading rather than a quick pass. He does not merely say his gospel came from God 
in the general sense any faithful teacher might claim; he specifically and emphatically rules out every  
human channel by which it could instead have come to him — not received, not taught, but revealed.  
The same claim opens the letter even more pointedly: Paul is an apostle "not of men, neither by man, 
but by Jesus Christ,  and God the Father" (Galatians 1:1),  and,  as §D above has already shown, the  
change in him at his calling came with him having "conferred not with flesh and blood" (Galatians 1:16)  
and without going up to Jerusalem to be taught by "them which were apostles before me" (Galatians  
1:17). Three separate verses in one short passage all deny the same thing: that any human being had 
any part in producing either Paul's conversion or his gospel.

Paul elsewhere describes both the source and the mode of what he teaches in similar terms:

1 Corinthians 2:9-10, 13  But as it is written, Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered 
into the heart of man, the things which God hath prepared for them that love him. But God hath 
revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of 
God. ... Which things also we speak, not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the 
Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual.
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Paul also reports a specific, dateable revelatory experience, though he explicitly withholds its content:

2 Corinthians 12:2, 4  I knew a man in Christ above fourteen years ago, (whether in the body, I 
cannot tell; or whether out of the body, I cannot tell: God knoweth;) such an one caught up to the 
third heaven. ... How that he was caught up into paradise, and heard unspeakable words, which it 
is not lawful for a man to utter.

And he names a specific body of content — "the mystery" — as the particular thing given to him by 
direct revelation, distinct from the wider gospel message generally:

Ephesians 3:3, 5  How that by revelation he made known unto me the mystery; (as I wrote afore in 
few words ... ) Which in other ages was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is now 
revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit.

This study's own epistemic-status principle requires one distinction to be kept clear here, since Paul's  
own letters make it themselves: not everything Paul wrote is claimed as private revelation. Some core 
content he explicitly identifies as received tradition, passed along rather than personally unveiled to 
him:

1 Corinthians 15:3-4  For I delivered unto you first of all that which I also received, how that Christ 
died for our sins according to the scriptures; And that he was buried, and that he rose again the 
third day according to the scriptures.

"That which I also received," confirmed twice in the same two verses by "according to the scriptures," is  
Paul citing existing apostolic tradition and Old Testament corroboration, not a new vision unique to him.  
The honest picture, then, is not that Paul claims every word he wrote came by direct vision: he claims  
direct, personal revelation specifically for the distinctive content the other apostles did not already have 
— the "mystery" of Ephesians 3, the fullest statement of his own Gentile gospel in Galatians 1 — while  
also, elsewhere, reasoning carefully from the Old Testament scriptures (as through most of Romans) and 
transmitting  received  apostolic  tradition  he  says  outright  that  he  received  rather  than  invented  (1 
Corinthians 15:3). Both are real; the text itself distinguishes them, rather than collapsing everything Paul 
wrote into either "pure human reasoning" or "wholesale private vision."

Is this claim unique to Paul among the New Testament's writers?  This study's own survey of how the 
New  Testament's  other  writers  describe  receiving  what  they  wrote  turns  up  no  exact  parallel  to  
Galatians  1:11-12  and  1:16-17  together  —  the  specific,  repeated,  polemical  claim  that  a  piece  of 
apostolic teaching came with no human input at any stage. What the other writers actually claim, in  
their own words, sorts into several distinct categories:

Luke states the opposite starting point for his own Gospel, in so many words:

Luke 1:1-4  Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to set forth in order a declaration of those 
things which are most surely believed among us, Even as they delivered them unto us, which from 
the beginning were eyewitnesses, and ministers of the word; It seemed good to me also, having 
had perfect understanding of all things from the very first, to write unto thee in order, most 
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excellent Theophilus, That thou mightest know the certainty of those things, wherein thou hast 
been instructed.

Luke  investigated  existing  eyewitness  testimony  and  "ministers  of  the  word,"  and,  on  that  basis, 
compiled an orderly written account. This is a research and compilation model, stated as such by its own 
author — not a claim of personal revelation of previously unknown content.

John  and  Peter  both  ground  their  own  writing  in  personal  eyewitness  experience  rather  than  in  
revelation of new content:

1 John 1:1, 3  That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with 
our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands have handled, of the Word of life... That 
which we have seen and heard declare we unto you.

2 Peter 1:16, 18  For we have not followed cunningly devised fables, when we made known unto 
you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but were eyewitnesses of his majesty... And this 
voice which came from heaven we heard, when we were with him in the holy mount.

John's own Gospel makes the same claim of its narrator (John 19:35, 21:24): direct testimony of what  
was personally seen, not a private vision unveiling something otherwise unknown.

Jesus himself promises the Twelve specifically a different aid, distinct from both eyewitness memory  
alone and from Paul's later revelation:

John 14:26  But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he 
shall teach you all things, and bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto 
you.

This is Spirit-aided recollection of what the Twelve had already personally heard and seen while Jesus  
was with them — not the unveiling of previously unknown content the way Paul describes "the mystery"  
in Ephesians 3 above.

Peter's own broader statement about prophecy in general terms —

2 Peter 1:20-21  Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the scripture is of any private 
interpretation. For the prophecy came not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of God 
spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.

— affirms a divine origin for prophecy generally, without describing, the way Paul does for himself in  
Galatians,  the  specific  mode of  his  own writing  or  claiming  the  same total  absence  of  any  human 
element in his own particular case.

The one other place in the New Testament that does use "revelation" language for its own origin is  
John's Revelation itself:

Revelation 1:1  The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave unto him, to shew unto his servants 
things which must shortly come to pass; and he sent and signified it by his angel unto his servant 
John.
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This is the closest formal parallel anywhere in the New Testament to Paul's own claim — and it names 
its own means of transmission plainly: "by his angel." Paul's claim in Galatians is, if anything, the more 
emphatic of the two, since two verses earlier in the same letter he specifically rules out even angelic  
mediation as a legitimate source for a different gospel: "though we, or an angel from heaven, preach  
any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed" (Galatians 
1:8).

Is this how all the New Testament's writers received what they wrote?  No — and the New Testament 
does not itself claim that it is. Its own writers describe, in their own words, at least four distinct modes 
of reception: personal eyewitness testimony (John and Peter, above); Spirit-aided recollection of what 
was personally witnessed, promised specifically to the Twelve (John 14:26); investigative compilation of 
others' eyewitness testimony, stated explicitly as its author's own method (Luke 1:1-4); received and 
transmitted apostolic tradition, which Paul himself claims for some of his own content (1 Corinthians  
15:3, above); and direct revelation — itself further divided between Paul's own claim of an unmediated,  
zero-human-input  revelation  (Galatians  1:11-12,  16-17)  and  John's  angelically-mediated  apocalyptic 
vision (Revelation 1:1). The New Testament's own writers do not present themselves as one uniform  
example of a single pattern of reception. Among the several patterns they do describe, Paul's is both the 
most emphatic and, in its specific combination of directness, immediacy, and the total absence of any  
human or angelic intermediary, without an exact parallel among the New Testament's other writers.

In Short

Three independent sources — the Lord's own word to Ananias before Paul was approached, Paul's own 
repeated and consistent claim about himself, and Peter's own later, independent commendation placing 
Paul's letters alongside "the other scriptures" — converge on the same conclusion about the legitimacy 
of  Paul's  office.  His  commission  to  the  Gentiles  was  a  real,  agreed  division  of  apostolic  labor  and 
accountability,  confirmed  in  full  in  the  Jerusalem  council's  own  letter,  not  an  exclusive  territorial  
boundary his own missionary practice actually respected in the field. And what he wrote came, by his  
own careful and consistent account, from more than one source: direct revelation for what no one else  
yet had, and received tradition and scriptural reasoning for what the church already held in common —  
a distinction Paul himself draws, not one this study imposes on him.

Chapter 2 — Paul in Acts: Where His Story Begins, 
and Where It Becomes the Story

A. Where His Story Begins: A Coat-Check at an Execution

Who Stephen Was, Before He Became the Reason Saul Enters Acts

Paul's name first enters the book of Acts attached to someone else's death, and that man deserves to be  
introduced properly rather than left as an anonymous victim. Stephen first appears earlier in the same 
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book, at the appointment of seven men to oversee the daily distribution of food to the church's own 
widows, after a dispute arose between the Hebrew and Grecian-Jewish members over fair treatment:

Acts 6:1-6  And in those days, when the number of the disciples was multiplied, there arose a 
murmuring of the Grecians against the Hebrews, because their widows were neglected in the daily 
ministration. Then the twelve called the multitude of the disciples unto them, and said, It is not 
reason that we should leave the word of God, and serve tables. Wherefore, brethren, look ye out 
among you seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Ghost and wisdom, whom we may appoint 
over this business. But we will give ourselves continually to prayer, and to the ministry of the word. 
And the saying pleased the whole multitude: and they chose Stephen, a man full of faith and of the 
Holy Ghost, and Philip, and Prochorus, and Nicanor, and Timon, and Parmenas, and Nicolas a 
proselyte of Antioch: Whom they set before the apostles: and when they had prayed, they laid their 
hands on them.

Stephen, then, was not a marginal figure but the first name on a list of seven men the whole Jerusalem 
church trusted with a practical, sensitive task, described even before his own preaching begins as "full of 
faith and of the Holy Ghost." What he was actually charged with — blasphemy against Moses, God, the 
Temple, and the Law, for what he was reported to say about Jesus of Nazareth — is examined in full  
already, in Chapter 1 §A above, as part of this study's own case for what Saul himself believed and why;  
it is not repeated here. What belongs in this chapter is the scene Chapter 1 did not include: Stephen's  
own death, in full, since Paul's own place in Acts begins at its very edge:

Acts 7:54-60  When they heard these things, they were cut to the heart, and they gnashed on him 
with their teeth. But he, being full of the Holy Ghost, looked up stedfastly into heaven, and saw the 
glory of God, and Jesus standing on the right hand of God, And said, Behold, I see the heavens 
opened, and the Son of man standing on the right hand of God. Then they cried out with a loud 
voice, and stopped their ears, and ran upon him with one accord, And cast him out of the city, and 
stoned him: and the witnesses laid down their clothes at a young man's feet, whose name was 
Saul. And they stoned Stephen, calling upon God, and saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit. And he 
kneeled down, and cried with a loud voice, Lord, lay not this sin to their charge. And when he had 
said this, he fell asleep.

Two details in Stephen's own final words are worth drawing out, since they echo, deliberately or not,  
words spoken from the cross itself not long before: "Lord Jesus, receive my spirit" and "lay not this sin to 
their charge" stand alongside Jesus's own "Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit" (Luke 23:46) and 
"Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do" (Luke 23:34) — the church's first martyr dying in  
the same posture of committal and forgiveness as its Lord. And Stephen's own vision carries one more  
detail this study takes seriously enough to answer in full rather than merely flag, because scripture itself  
underlines it by repetition — Stephen sees, and immediately says aloud to the very council about to kill  
him, the same startling thing twice within two consecutive verses:

Acts 7:55-56  But he, being full of the Holy Ghost, looked up stedfastly into heaven, and saw the 
glory of God, and Jesus standing on the right hand of God, And said, Behold, I see the heavens 
opened, and the Son of man standing on the right hand of God.
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This is the only place in the entire New Testament where Christ is described as standing at God's right 
hand. Everywhere else the New Testament describes that same position, across several different writers 
and years of ministry, it uses sitting:

Mark 16:19  So then after the Lord had spoken unto them, he was received up into heaven, and sat 
on the right hand of God.

Hebrews 1:3  Who being the brightness of his glory, and the express image of his person, and 
upholding all things by the word of his power, when he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on 
the right hand of the Majesty on high:

The same "sitting" language recurs again in Luke 22:69, Acts 2:34 (Peter's own citation of Psalm 110:1,  
"Sit thou on my right hand"), Colossians 3:1, Hebrews 8:1, 10:12, and 12:2 — seven further, independent 
attestations across four different writers, all using the same seated posture. Acts 7:55-56, spoken twice 
in successive verses by Luke's narration and then by Stephen's own mouth, is the sole exception in the  
whole New Testament. Scripture itself does not explain the change directly, so this study states plainly  
what is fact and what is this study's own reasoned reading of it, rather than blurring the two together.

Several serious readings of this single exception exist among careful readers, and this study states them 
rather than pretending only one has ever been proposed. Some read the standing posture as priestly —  
evoking a high priest's own upright service at the altar rather than a king's seated rule, in keeping with  
Psalm 110 itself  picturing the same figure as both king and priest  "after the order of  Melchizedek"  
(Psalm 110:4). Others read it as judicial, tying it to Daniel's vision of "one like the Son of man" brought  
before the Ancient of days (Daniel 7:13) and reading Stephen's vision as Christ rising in the specific role 
of judge over the nation that has just finished condemning God's own witness. Still others read it more  
simply, as a gesture of welcome and honor — a host rising to receive an arriving guest — extended to 
the first man to die specifically for testifying of Jesus by name.

This  study finds a  fourth reading the most  textually  grounded of  the four,  because it  rests  on the  
passage's  own  placement  in  Luke's  narrative  rather  than  on  typology  drawn  in  from  elsewhere. 
Stephen's speech, delivered to the nation's own supreme council, closes with the most direct indictment  
leveled at Israel anywhere in Acts: "Ye stiffnecked and uncircumcised in heart and ears, ye do always  
resist the Holy Ghost: as your fathers did, so do ye… Who have received the law by the disposition of  
angels, and have not kept it" (Acts 7:51-53, quoted in full in Chapter 1 §A). It is at the exact close of that  
indictment — Israel's  own supreme court  having just  rejected,  through this  council's  own presiding 
authority, the Holy Ghost's own testimony delivered through a man "full of faith and of the Holy Ghost"  
(Acts 6:5, above) — that heaven opens and Jesus is seen standing rather than seated. And it is in the 
very next verses, at the very edge of this same scene, that Paul's own name enters the book of Acts for  
the first time (Acts 7:58, below) — the man who will, within a few chapters, receive the commission that 
this study's own Chapter 1 has already shown carried, in his own words, "the dispensation of the grace  
of God" for the nations (Ephesians 3:1-2, quoted in full in Chapter 1 §F). Read this way, the standing 
posture marks a hinge the narrative itself is turning on: the last formal witness delivered to Israel's own 
highest court closes at almost the same instant the man who will carry the next stage of God's program  
first appears on the page. This study offers that reading as its own considered position, built from where 
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the detail sits in the text rather than from typology alone — a constructed inference, clearly labeled as  
such,  not  a  claim scripture  states  outright.  The priestly  and judicial  and welcoming readings  above 
remain seriously held by other careful readers, and nothing in scripture itself closes the question the 
way this study closes questions it treats as settled fact elsewhere.

Paul's own name enters this scene only in its aftermath, not as its subject but as a detail Luke records  
almost in passing:

Acts 7:58  And cast him out of the city, and stoned him: and the witnesses laid down their clothes 
at a young man's feet, whose name was Saul.

He does nothing in this verse but hold coats. The next verse Luke gives him is only slightly more active,  
and no less damning:

Acts 8:1  And Saul was consenting unto his death. And at that time there was a great persecution 
against the church which was at Jerusalem; and they were all scattered abroad throughout the 
regions of Judaea and Samaria, except the apostles.

"Consenting" is a deliberate word, not a bystander's word. Luke does not introduce Paul as a promising  
young man who later made a mistake; he introduces him approving a murder. What follows removes 
any doubt that this was passive approval:

Acts 8:3  As for Saul, he made havock of the church, entering into every house, and haling men and 
women committed them to prison.

Acts 9:1-2  And Saul, yet breathing out threatenings and slaughter against the disciples of the Lord, 
went unto the high priest, And desired of him letters to Damascus to the synagogues, that if he 
found any of this way, whether they were men or women, he might bring them bound unto 
Jerusalem.

This is where Paul's own story in Acts genuinely begins — not as a hero waiting to be discovered, but as  
the church's own most committed enemy, active enough to seek arrest warrants that would reach as far 
as a city outside Judea entirely.

B. The Conversion and the Quiet Years

Chapter 1 §C of this manuscript already traces the Damascus road event itself and its threefold record in  
full; it is not repeated here. What belongs in this chapter is simply where that event sits inside Paul's  
own place in the book's larger narrative. After his conversion, sight restored, and baptism (Acts 9:17-19),  
Paul preaches boldly in Damascus, escapes a plot on his life by being lowered over the city wall in a  
basket (9:23-25), and goes to Jerusalem, where the disciples at first fear him until Barnabas vouches for  
him (9:26-27). A second plot sends him from Jerusalem to his home city of Tarsus (9:29-30) — and there  
Luke leaves him. For the span covered by Acts 10 through 11:24, an entire narrative movement — 
Peter's vision, Cornelius's household, the Gentile door opening at Caesarea, the gospel reaching Antioch 
— unfolds with Paul absent from the page entirely.
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Who Went and Got Him, and Why Antioch Needed Him

He returns to the story only because someone goes and gets him, and both halves of that sentence — 
who Barnabas was, and why Antioch itself had grown into a church needing a teacher of Paul's own 
caliber — are worth drawing out in full  rather than assumed. Barnabas has already appeared once 
earlier in Acts, at his own introduction, in terms that explain both his name and his standing in the  
Jerusalem church before Antioch enters the story at all:

Acts 4:36-37  And Joses, who by the apostles was surnamed Barnabas, (which is, being interpreted, 
The son of consolation,) a Levite, and of the country of Cyprus, Having land, sold it, and brought the 
money, and laid it at the apostles' feet.

"Barnabas"  is  itself  a  surname  the  apostles  themselves  gave  him  —  not  his  birth  name,  Joses  —  
meaning, by Luke's own translation, "the son of consolation" (or exhortation): a name earned, in other  
words, by the kind of man he was. A Levite by birth, from the island of Cyprus, and, by his own recorded  
act, willing to sell his own land and give the proceeds to the church's common support — this is the man 
the Jerusalem church will  trust,  twice,  with exactly  the kind of  delicate errand Antioch is  about to 
require.

That errand exists because the same persecution that scattered believers as far as Damascus (Acts 8:1, 
9:1-2, both quoted in full above) scattered others still farther, with consequences Luke now traces in 
full:

Acts 11:19-24  Now they which were scattered abroad upon the persecution that arose about 
Stephen travelled as far as Phenice, and Cyprus, and Antioch, preaching the word to none but unto 
the Jews only. And some of them were men of Cyprus and Cyrene, which, when they were come to 
Antioch, spake unto the Grecians, preaching the Lord Jesus. And the hand of the Lord was with 
them: and a great number believed, and turned unto the Lord. Then tidings of these things came 
unto the ears of the church which was in Jerusalem: and they sent forth Barnabas, that he should 
go as far as Antioch. Who, when he came, and had seen the grace of God, was glad, and exhorted 
them all, that with purpose of heart they would cleave unto the Lord. For he was a good man, and 
full of the Holy Ghost and of faith: and much people was added unto the Lord.

The pattern is worth noting for itself: the very persecution Saul once led (Acts 8:1-3, 9:1-2, Chapter 2 §A  
above) is, within the same book, shown producing the Antioch church that will become his own base of  
operations — scattered believers carrying the word to new cities as an unintended consequence of the 
campaign meant to stamp it out. Antioch's growth ("much people was added unto the Lord") is, by  
Luke's own account, more than Barnabas alone can shepherd, and this is the specific need that sends 
him looking for help:

Acts 11:25-26  Then departed Barnabas to Tarsus, for to seek Saul: And when he had found him, he 
brought him unto Antioch. And it came to pass, that a whole year they assembled themselves with 
the church, and taught much people. And the disciples were called Christians first in Antioch.
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Even this is a supporting role. Barnabas is the one sent, the one who seeks, the one who finds; Paul is  
fetched. The two of them appear together once more before the missionary journeys begin,  on an 
errand worth presenting in full rather than by citation alone:

Acts 11:27-30  And in these days came prophets from Jerusalem unto Antioch. And there stood up 
one of them named Agabus, and signified by the spirit that there should be great dearth 
throughout all the world: which came to pass in the days of Claudius Caesar. Then the disciples, 
every man according to his ability, determined to send relief unto the brethren which dwelt in 
Judaea: Which also they did, and sent it to the elders by the hands of Barnabas and Saul.

Luke's own aside — "which came to pass in the days of Claudius Caesar" — confirms the prophecy's  
fulfillment as a matter of record within his own narrative, not left as an unresolved prediction. And the 
return trip is likewise worth its own full  verse rather than a bare citation, since it  introduces, in its  
closing clause, a name that will matter later in this study's own account of Paul's travels:

Acts 12:24-25  But the word of God grew and multiplied. And Barnabas and Saul returned from 
Jerusalem, when they had fulfilled their ministry, and took with them John, whose surname was 
Mark.

Naming him last, after Barnabas — a small, consistent detail in every mention of the two men so far in  
this chapter.

C. Where the Story Becomes His Story

The shift, when it comes, is sudden and unmistakable, and Luke marks it as an act of the Holy Ghost  
rather than a career decision either man made for himself:

Acts 13:1-3  Now there were in the church that was at Antioch certain prophets and teachers; as 
Barnabas, and Simeon that was called Niger, and Lucius of Cyrene, and Manaen, which had been 
brought up with Herod the tetrarch, and Saul. As they ministered to the Lord, and fasted, the Holy 
Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunto I have called them. And when 
they had fasted and prayed, and laid their hands on them, they sent them away.

The five men Luke names here are worth identifying individually rather than passed over as a list, since  
together  they show exactly  how varied the leadership  of  this  Gentile-reaching  church already was. 
Barnabas  has  already  been  introduced  in  full  above  (§B):  a  Cypriot  Levite  trusted  enough  by  the  
Jerusalem church to be sent, alone, to assess and shepherd a new work. Simeon, called Niger — Niger  
being a Latin surname meaning "black" or "dark" — is identified by name alone in scripture, which does 
not state his origin or complexion further; extra-biblical tradition and much modern scholarship reads 
the name as  suggesting African descent  or  a  notably  dark complexion,  offered here as  background 
corroboration rather than something the text itself confirms. Lucius is named specifically "of Cyrene" — 
the same North African city already named twice in this chapter's own account of Antioch's founding  
(Acts 11:20, above, "men of Cyprus and Cyrene" who first preached to the Grecians there), and the 
home city of Simon, the man compelled to carry Jesus's own cross (Luke 23:26) — a detail this study 
notes as a resonant echo rather than a claimed connection scripture itself draws. Manaen is identified  
by a detail unlike any of the others: "which had been brought up with Herod the tetrarch" — the Greek  
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behind this phrase,  syntrophos, describes a foster-brother or close companion raised together in the 
same household from childhood, and "Herod the tetrarch" here is Herod Antipas, the same ruler before  
whom Jesus himself was later sent during his own trial (Luke 23:7-11). A man raised inside the Herodian  
court itself is, by the time Acts 13:1 is written, a teacher in the very church about to send the gospel to  
the Gentile world — as complete a picture as this study can draw of how widely this new movement's  
leadership already reached, socially and geographically, before a single missionary journey had begun.

From this verse forward, Luke's narrative essentially never leaves him. Even the order of the two names  
quietly shifts a few verses later — "Barnabas and Saul" going in (13:2) becomes "Paul and his company"  
coming out of Cyprus (13:13), and it is in this same chapter that Luke begins calling him Paul rather than  
Saul at all (13:9, treated fully in Chapter 1 §B). By the time of the Jerusalem Council two chapters later,  
the pairing has reversed order for  good: "Paul  and Barnabas" (15:2),  not  "Barnabas and Saul."  The  
book's own language registers, almost incidentally, the same shift this chapter is describing directly.

D. A Verse-Level Accounting: What Share of Acts Is Actually Paul's Story

The book of Acts runs 1,007 verses across 28 chapters. Two different, equally fair questions can be asked 
of that total, and they give two different answers — both worth stating precisely rather than blurring  
into one rough figure.

From his first mention onward. Paul is first named at Acts 7:58. Everything from that verse to the end of 
the book (28:31) totals 757 verses — 75.2 percent of Acts. This is the broadest honest measure: the 
share of the book that falls after Paul has entered the story at all, even counting long stretches where he  
is off the page entirely (all of Acts 10, most of 11 and 12).

As  the  book's  continuous  central  figure. From  Acts  13  onward  —  the  commissioning  at  Antioch, 
examined in §C above — Luke's narrative does not leave Paul again for any extended stretch the way it  
does in chapters 9 through 12. Acts 13 through 28 totals 568 verses — 56.4 percent of Acts. This is the 
narrower and, in one sense, more honest measure: not merely the span after Paul is first mentioned, 
but the span in which he is the figure the book is actually following.

Either figure,  and the plain fact that both exceed half  the book,  supports the same conclusion this 
chapter and the book's own Introduction already state: no other individual besides Paul, not even Peter,  
holds this much of Acts' own attention for this long a stretch.

In Short

Paul's own story in Acts opens with him consenting to a murder and actively hunting believers for arrest 
(7:58-9:2), not with any hint of promise. After his conversion he all but disappears from the narrative for 
several chapters, fetched back into it by Barnabas rather than returning under his own initiative (11:25-
26). The turn comes at Acts 13:1-3, an act the text attributes to the Holy Ghost, not to either man's own  
planning — and from that point on, by a straightforward verse count, Paul is the book's central figure for  
56.4 percent of its length, and present in the narrative for 75.2 percent of it counting from his first 
mention.
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Chapter 3 — A Narrative of His Travels: Paul in Acts

(This chapter follows the itinerary already mapped in this library's own `Acts-Travels-Outline.md`. It is 
told as a narrative, not a verse-by-verse commentary, per this study's own stated approach — a verse is 
quoted in full  only where its exact wording carries the point.  What follows adds the travel logistics, 
terrain, peoples, durations, route rationale, and maps this study's own standard now calls for: digital real 
estate is free, and a "feature film" of Paul's journeys means showing not only where he went but how the 
going itself actually worked.)

First-Century Travel: How the Ancient World Actually Moved

Before following Paul mile by mile, it is worth building a picture of what travel itself meant in his world  
— because Luke's spare notices ("they came to," "they sailed," "we tarried") describe an experience that  
was  physically  demanding,  expensive  relative  to  ordinary  income,  dependent  on  the  seasons,  and 
dangerous in ways a modern reader easily misses.

Walking. Most overland travel in the first century was on foot. The average traveler covered roughly  
three miles an hour for about seven hours a day, or somewhere near twenty miles in a day's march — 
the same distance Peter's messengers covered from Caesarea to Joppa in roughly two days (Acts 10:1-8, 
23-24),  and  almost  exactly  the  distance  Paul  himself  walked  alone  from  Troas  to  Assos  while  his  
companions sailed the longer sea route around Cape Lectum (Acts 20:13-14, examined below in §D).  
Travelers needed sturdy sandals or shoes, a broad-brimmed hat or hood against the sun, a heavy cloak 
doubling as a blanket at night, and enough food and water to last between towns — this is the same 
cloak Paul later asks Timothy to bring from Troas along with his books and parchments (2 Timothy 4:13),  
a plain, practical detail that only makes sense against this same backdrop of what a traveler actually 
carried. Winter travel was avoided wherever possible: snow closed the mountain passes of Asia Minor 
and rain swelled the rivers of Macedonia and Galatia, and the danger was real enough that Paul later  
lists it among his own sufferings — "in journeyings often, in perils of waters, in perils of robbers, in perils  
by mine own countrymen, in perils by the heathen, in perils in the city, in perils in the wilderness, in 
perils in the sea, in perils among false brethren" (2 Corinthians 11:26).

Roads. By the time of the empire's fullest extent, Rome had built and maintained over 53,000 miles of  
road, typically ten to twelve feet wide, paved with hewn stone over rammed-sand foundations and 
marked with milestones in Roman miles (each about ninety-five yards shorter than a modern mile).  
Paul's own route in South Galatia (§A below) used the Via Sebaste, a military road Augustus had built  
through the Taurus Mountains only a few decades before Paul walked it; his route across Macedonia (§C 
below) used the Via Egnatia, one of the great arteries of the empire. Not every stretch was so well built  
— much of the travel between the Galatian cities in §A followed unpaved mountain tracks — and a  
paved Roman road was itself no guarantee of safety, since the same roads that carried merchants and  
soldiers also attracted the bandits Paul names above.

Sailing. Sea  travel  was  faster  than  walking  when  the  winds  cooperated,  but  it  was  seasonal  and 
unpredictable in a way overland travel was not. Mediterranean sailors observed a working season from 
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late May to mid-September, when the weather was considered safe enough for ordinary shipping; the 
period from mid-November to early March was avoided almost entirely except in emergencies, and the  
weeks on either side of those dates — exactly the season Paul's own voyage to Rome falls into, as §E  
below shows — were considered marginal and dangerous. A voyage sailing with favorable winds could 
cover in ten to twenty days what a voyage against them might take forty to sixty-five, which is why ships  
so often hugged the coast and hopped between islands rather than striking out across open water,  
resupplying water and provisions and waiting out bad weather at each stop — precisely the pattern of  
Paul's  own island-hopping  route  home from his  third  journey  (§D below).  Passage was  not  free:  a 
family's fare from Alexandria to Athens has been estimated at around two drachmas, roughly two days' 
wages,  and that  price covered water  but  not  food,  which passengers  supplied for  themselves.  The  
largest ships afloat were the Alexandrian grain freighters that kept Rome fed, vessels that could run 180 
feet long and carry well over a thousand tons of grain and hundreds of passengers besides — the very  
class of ship, "a ship of Alexandria," that carries Paul the last, longest leg of his voyage to Rome (Acts  
27:6, 37-38).

Lodging  and  food. Commercial  inns  existed  along  every  major  road,  but  the  ancient  world's  own 
literature is consistently harsh about them — cheap wine, filthy rooms, and a clientele of gamblers, 
thieves, and worse were their standing reputation. Believers avoided them where they could, staying 
instead with fellow Christians or sympathetic hosts: Paul lodges with Lydia at Philippi (Acts 16:15, 40),  
with Jason at Thessalonica (Acts 17:5-7), and later with Gaius at Corinth (Romans 16:23) — the same 
pattern of household hospitality this study's own chapters on the epistles will return to again and again  
as the basic unit of the early church's life. Food on the road was simple and largely self-supplied —  
bread, dried fish, olives, cheese, and whatever could be bought or was given along the way — which is  
the background against which Paul's own boast makes its full weight: "in weariness and painfulness, in 
watchings often, in hunger and thirst, in fastings often, in cold and nakedness" (2 Corinthians 11:27) is  
not rhetorical exaggeration but a literal description of what these roads and these ships actually cost a  
man who walked and sailed them for three decades.
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A. First Journey: Cyprus and South Galatia (Acts 13:1–14:28)

Paul's First Missionary Journey — Antioch, Cyprus, and the cities of South Galatia (Acts 13:1–14:28).

Sent out from Antioch by the Holy Ghost (Acts 13:1-3), Barnabas and Paul travel the short overland  
distance to Seleucia, Antioch's own port on the Mediterranean, and from there sail to Cyprus:

Acts 13:4-5  So they, being sent forth by the Holy Ghost, departed unto Seleucia; and from thence 
they sailed to Cyprus. And when they were at Salamis, they preached the word of God in the 
synagogues of the Jews: and they had also John to their minister.

Cyprus. Cyprus was Barnabas's own home island (Acts 4:36), which almost certainly shaped the decision 
to begin there. Salamis, on the island's eastern shore at the mouth of the Pediaeus River, was in the first  
century Cyprus's largest city and busiest port, with a Jewish community substantial enough that Luke 
notes "synagogues" — plural — in a single city. The missionaries work the entire hundred-mile length of 
the island on foot, from Salamis in the east to Paphos in the west, Cyprus's Roman administrative capital  
though smaller than Salamis. It is at Paphos that they meet the Roman proconsul Sergius Paulus and the 
Jewish sorcerer Bar-jesus, also called Elymas, whom Paul strikes with temporary blindness — and it is in 
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this same passage, for the first time in Acts, that Luke calls him Paul rather than Saul (Acts 13:9), a  
transition this study's own Chapter 1 §A addresses in full as a matter of the ordinary Roman practice of a  
Jewish man carrying both a Hebrew and a Greco-Roman name, not a change imposed at conversion.

From Paphos they sail north to Perga in Pamphylia, on the southern coast of Asia Minor — a short  
crossing, but it puts them on an entirely different kind of terrain. Where Cyprus was a settled, Hellenized 
island  with  a  long-established  Jewish  diaspora,  Pamphylia  and  the  country  beyond  it  rise  almost 
immediately into the Taurus Mountains, a rugged limestone range separating the coastal plain from the 
high interior plateau of Galatia. It is here, at Perga, that John Mark leaves the party and returns to  
Jerusalem (Acts 13:13) — Luke gives no reason, though the geography itself suggests one candidate 
among several: the road ahead climbed roughly three or four thousand feet through mountain passes 
long known for the kind of banditry Paul lists among his own sufferings (2 Corinthians 11:26, quoted 
above), and some students of this route — reading extra-biblical corroboration into the geography, a 
reading this  study offers as  constructed inference rather than a direct scriptural  statement — have 
connected that verse's "perils of robbers... perils in the wilderness" directly to this stretch of road.

Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, Derbe. The road the missionaries climbed was the Via Sebaste, a 
Roman military  highway Augustus  had built  through this  same country  only  a  few decades earlier,  
connecting a chain of Roman colonies across the recently organized province of Galatia. Pisidian Antioch  
itself — a different city from the Antioch that sent them, named for the region of Pisidia in which it  
stood — was one of those colonies, a garrison town of retired Roman soldiers with the same privileges 
of Roman law examined in full in Chapter 1's treatment of Paul's own citizenship. From there the route  
runs east along the high plateau to Iconium, then southeast into the region of Lycaonia and the cities of  
Lystra and Derbe. This was a genuinely different linguistic world from the Greek-speaking coastal cities: 
at Lystra, when Paul heals a man lame from birth, the crowd's reaction comes to Luke's ears in the local  
tongue —

Acts 14:11-13  And when the people saw what Paul had done, they lifted up their voices, saying in 
the speech of Lycaonia, The gods are come down to us in the likeness of men. And they called 
Barnabas, Jupiter; and Paul, Mercurius, because he was the chief speaker. Then the priest of 
Jupiter, which was before their city, brought oxen and garlands unto the gates, and would have 
done sacrifice with the people.

"The speech of Lycaonia" was a local Anatolian language distinct from the Greek spoken in the cities and  
used for administration and trade — a reminder that Paul's mission field was not a single uniform Greek-
speaking world but a patchwork of local peoples and tongues, each requiring its own approach. (The  
KJV's  "Jupiter" and "Mercurius" translate the Roman equivalents of  what Luke's  Greek text  actually  
names  —  Zeus  and  Hermes  —  the  local  population  apparently  reading  Barnabas,  as  the  more  
commanding figure, for the chief god, and Paul, as the principal speaker, for the god of eloquence and 
messages.) The same city turns violently against them within days:

Acts 14:19-20  And there came thither certain Jews from Antioch and Iconium, who persuaded the 
people, and, having stoned Paul, drew him out of the city, supposing he had been dead. Howbeit, 
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as the disciples stood round about him, he rose up, and came into the city: and the next day he 
departed with Barnabas to Derbe.

This is very likely the stoning Paul himself later counts among his sufferings — "once was I stoned" (2 
Corinthians 11:25) — meaning the scar of an actual attempted execution, survived and then simply  
walked away from the next day, is part of the same body that later stands before kings and writes half 
the New Testament's epistles.

Duration and route rationale. Luke gives no day-counts for this journey's inland stops, only that at each 
city they remained long enough to make disciples and, on the return leg, to organize what they had 
built: rather than press further east into unfamiliar territory once they reached Derbe, the missionaries  
retrace their own steps back through every city they had just left, "confirming the souls of the disciples,  
and exhorting them to continue in the faith… and had ordained them elders in every church" (Acts  
14:21-23), before returning to Perga, preaching there as well this time, and sailing home from its port of 
Attalia. The route itself was not random: every city on it — Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, Derbe — sat on or 
near  the  Via  Sebaste,  meaning  the  missionaries  followed  Rome's  own  road  system  from  one 
administrative center to the next, the same practical logic of hitting population centers with existing 
roads, markets, and (where present) synagogues that shapes nearly every journey in this chapter. The 
return by the same road, rather than a different route home, meant the churches he had just founded 
were  not  simply  planted  and  abandoned  but  deliberately  strengthened  before  he  left  the  region 
altogether.

B. The Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:1-35)

A dispute over whether Gentile believers must be circumcised sends Paul and Barnabas from Antioch to 
Jerusalem, where the apostles and elders settle the question in the Gentiles' favor — the same council 
whose outcome underwrites the division of labor examined in Chapter 1 §E, where the council's own 
letter is quoted in full (Acts 15:23-29). They return to Antioch with that letter and two men sent to 
deliver it in person, Judas and Silas (15:22-35).
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C. Second Journey: Macedonia and Achaia (Acts 15:36–18:22)

Paul's Second Missionary Journey — from Antioch overland to Troas, across the Aegean into Macedonia and Achaia, and home 
by way of Ephesus and Jerusalem (Acts 15:36–18:22).

A sharp disagreement with Barnabas over whether to bring John Mark again splits the missionary team 
for good — Barnabas takes Mark back to Cyprus; Paul takes Silas overland instead, back through the  
Cilician Gates and through Syria and Cilicia to Derbe and Lystra, where Timothy joins them (Acts 16:1-3).  
Forbidden by the Holy Ghost to preach in Asia and then prevented from entering Bithynia, the party is  
funneled north and west to Troas, on the Aegean coast, where a vision redirects the entire journey:

Acts 16:9-10  And a vision appeared to Paul in the night; There stood a man of Macedonia, and 
prayed him, saying, Come over into Macedonia, and help us. And after he had seen the vision, 
immediately we endeavoured to go into Macedonia, assuredly gathering that the Lord had called 
us for to preach the gospel unto them.
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It is exactly here that Luke's own narration shifts to "we" for the first time, meaning the author has  
joined the party in person — a transition examined fully in §F below.

Crossing to Macedonia. From Troas the party sails to Neapolis, Philippi's own port on the Aegean, and 
from there walks the short remaining distance inland:

Acts 16:12  And from thence to Philippi, which is the chief city of that part of Macedonia, and a 
colony: and we were in that city abiding certain days.

Philippi's status as a Roman colonia — a city of retired legionary veterans governed under Roman rather 
than provincial law, with the same legal privileges examined in Chapter 1's treatment of Paul's own 
citizenship — explains a detail that becomes important within the same chapter: when the magistrates  
beat and imprison Paul and Silas without trial and then try to release them quietly the next morning,  
Paul insists on a public escort out of the city precisely because they had violated the legal protections  
due Roman citizens in a Roman colony (Acts 16:37-39). This is Lydia's city, and the earthquake that frees  
Paul and Silas from prison and converts their jailer both take place here (Acts 16:13-34).

The Via Egnatia. From Philippi the road runs west along the Via Egnatia, one of the great highways of 
the Roman world, built in the second century before Christ to connect the Adriatic port of Dyrrachium to  
Byzantium — nearly seven hundred miles of paved road, some nineteen feet wide, running through the 
provinces of Macedonia and Thrace. Luke's own account of the next leg is telling in what it does not  
linger on:

Acts 17:1  Now when they had passed through Amphipolis and Apollonia, they came to 
Thessalonica, where was a synagogue of the Jews.

"Passed through," without an extended stay, describes roughly a hundred miles of highway covered at  
the pace this chapter's opening section describes — three or four days' hard walking, or a shorter time if  
any  part  of  it  was  made  by  cart  —  before  reaching  Thessalonica,  itself  the  provincial  capital  of  
Macedonia and, like the cities of South Galatia, a strategic choice: a major port on the same Via Egnatia,  
with the kind of established Jewish community and marketplace of ideas that made it a natural hub from 
which the gospel could spread further along the same road system that had carried Paul to it. From 
Thessalonica the party moves to Berea, whose Jews "searched the scriptures daily, whether those things 
were so" (Acts 17:11) and are commended for it, then — pursued by opponents from Thessalonica — 
some believers see Paul as far as the coast and on to Athens by sea, while Silas and Timothy remain  
behind in Berea for a time (Acts 17:14-15).

Athens  and  Corinth. At  Athens,  the  historic  center  of  Greek  philosophy,  Paul  reasons  daily  in  the 
synagogue and the marketplace and is finally brought before the Areopagus — Mars Hill — to give an  
account of his teaching to the city's own philosophers, both Epicureans and Stoics (Acts 17:16-34). From 
Athens he travels the roughly fifty miles to Corinth, a city whose geography alone explains why he stays 
there longer than anywhere else on this journey: Corinth sat on the narrow isthmus joining mainland 
Greece to the Peloponnese, with a port on each side — Cenchreae on the Aegean and Lechaeum on the 
Gulf of Corinth — making it one of the busiest commercial crossroads in the entire Mediterranean, a city  
of transient merchants, sailors, and laborers from every province, and therefore an unusually strategic 
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place to plant a church with the potential to reach the whole trading world passing through it. Paul stays  
here a year and six months, working as a tentmaker alongside Aquila and Priscilla (Acts 18:11), and it is  
here that the Roman proconsul Gallio refuses to hear the case brought against him, a ruling that in 
effect gave the young church a period of legal protection under Roman law across the province (Acts  
18:12-17). It is from Corinth, during this same stay, that 1 and 2 Thessalonians are written back to the 
church he had so recently left behind in Macedonia — the first of his letters this study can place with  
real confidence (Chapter 5 §B) — and Paul's own departure notice preserves one more small but real  
detail of the ancient world's religious practice: "having shorn his head in Cenchrea: for he had a vow" 
(Acts 18:18), a Nazarite-style vow whose hair-cutting marked its completion.

The return. The journey closes with a return by sea through Ephesus — where Paul leaves Aquila and 
Priscilla and promises to return, "I must by all means keep this feast that cometh in Jerusalem: but I will  
return again unto you, if God will" (Acts 18:21) — then Caesarea, and overland to Jerusalem and finally  
home to Antioch (Acts 18:18-22).
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D. Third Journey: The Ephesian Years (Acts 18:23–21:16)

Paul's Third Missionary Journey — the Ephesian years, the return through Macedonia and Achaia, and the island-hopping 
voyage home to Jerusalem (Acts 18:23–21:16).

Paul returns overland through Galatia and Phrygia — revisiting, in order, the same South Galatian cities 
of  the first  journey — to Ephesus,  "strengthening all  the disciples"  along the way (Acts  18:23).  He 
remains at Ephesus roughly three years, the longest single stay of any of his journeys, a duration Paul  
himself later states directly to that city's own elders:

Acts 20:31  Therefore watch, and remember, that by the space of three years I ceased not to warn 
every one night and day with tears.

Why Ephesus. Ephesus was, by any practical measure, the most important city in the province of Asia — 
its largest port, the seat of the Roman proconsul, and home to the Temple of Artemis (Diana), one of the 
seven wonders of the ancient world, whose cult drew pilgrims and trade from across the whole region. 
It  was  also  a  road hub:  highways  fanned out  from Ephesus  toward  Colossae,  Laodicea,  Hierapolis,  
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Smyrna, and Pergamum — the very cities addressed in Revelation 2-3 and in Paul's own later epistles to 
Colosse — which is precisely why Luke can report the reach of a single extended stay in these terms:

Acts 19:10  And this continued by the space of two years; so that all they which dwelt in Asia heard 
the word of the Lord Jesus, both Jews and Greeks.

A city that sat at the center of the province's road network could seed the whole province without its  
evangelist ever having to leave it — which is exactly what happened here, most plausibly through the  
many who passed through Ephesus for trade or the Artemis cult and carried the message home, and  
through disciples such as Epaphras carrying it directly to Colosse (Colossians 1:7). It is also at Ephesus 
that twelve disciples who knew only John's baptism receive holy spirit and speak in tongues under Paul's  
hands (Acts 19:1-7), and here that the stay ends in a riot stirred up by Demetrius the silversmith, whose 
trade in silver shrines to Diana was directly threatened by a message that, in his own words, said "they 
be no gods, which are made with hands" (Acts 19:26) — the same Temple of Artemis, and the same 
silver-shrine  trade  that  depended  on  it,  explaining  exactly  why  this  particular  city  produced  this  
particular riot.

Macedonia and Achaia again. From Ephesus he travels through Macedonia — very likely retracing much 
of the Via Egnatia route of the second journey, checking on the churches already founded there — and 
into Greece, almost certainly Corinth again, for three months (Acts 20:1-3), the stretch of ministry from 
which 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, and Romans are all written (Chapter 5 §C). A plot against him as he is  
about  to  sail  from Greece  back  toward Syria  reroutes  his  return  by  land  back  through  Macedonia  
instead, and from Philippi by ship again to Troas, where the "we" narration resumes:

Acts 20:6  And we sailed away from Philippi after the days of unleavened bread, and came unto 
them to Troas in five days; where we abode seven days.

Five days to sail (or be delayed sailing) the crossing that had taken the party in the other direction rather  
less time on the outbound leg is itself a small but telling detail of how unpredictable ancient sailing could 
be, wind and weather deciding the difference. It is during the seven days at Troas that Eutychus, having 
fallen asleep during Paul's long preaching, falls from a third-story window and is raised (Acts 20:7-12).
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The voyage home from Troas to Patara — Assos, Mitylene, Chios, Samos, Trogyllium, Miletus, Coos, Rhodes, and Patara, with 
the Ephesian elders coming down to Miletus (Acts 20:6–21:1).

The Aegean island-hopping route home. Deliberately bypassing Ephesus itself to save time — "for he 
would not spend the time in Asia: for he hasted, if it were possible for him, to be at Jerusalem the day of  
Pentecost" (Acts 20:16) — Paul summons that city's elders instead to Miletus, a shorter distance south, 
for a farewell address warning them plainly of "grievous wolves" to come after his departure and that 
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they would "see his face no more" (Acts 20:17-38). The voyage that brought him there, and the one that 
carries him on from it, is a textbook case of ancient coastal cabotage sailing — short island-to-island  
hops, each safely within a day's reach of shelter and fresh water, rather than a single dash across open  
sea:

Acts 20:13-16  And we went before to ship, and sailed unto Assos, there intending to take in Paul: 
for so had he appointed, minding himself to go on foot. And when he met with us at Assos, we took 
him in, and came to Mitylene. And we sailed thence, and came the next day over against Chios; and 
the next day we arrived at Samos, and tarried at Trogyllium; and the next day we came to Miletus. 
For Paul had determined to sail by Ephesus, because he would not spend the time in Asia: for he 
hasted, if it were possible for him, to be at Jerusalem the day of Pentecost.

That Paul chose to walk the twenty-mile overland shortcut from Troas to Assos alone while the ship 
sailed the longer way around Cape Lectum is a small window into the man himself — whether for a last  
stretch of solitude, or simply because the walk was the faster route for a man on foot while the ship had  
to round the headland, Luke does not say, but it is consistent with everything this study's Chapter 1  
already establishes about a man formed by hard travel and personal discipline. From Miletus the ship 
carries the party on by way of Coos, Rhodes, and Patara — each island a further day's hop along the  
same coastal pattern — where they change to a larger vessel crossing open water direct to Tyre on the  
Phoenician coast, disciples there urging Paul, "through the Spirit," not to go up to Jerusalem, after a stay 
whose length Luke records exactly:

Acts 21:4  And finding disciples, we tarried there seven days: who said to Paul through the Spirit, 
that he should not go up to Jerusalem.

This is the verse this study's own Chapter 4 works through, and Appendix A works through in full. He  
continues anyway, through Ptolemais to Caesarea, where he stays at Philip the evangelist's house — 
Luke noting simply "we tarried there many days" (Acts 21:10) before Agabus prophesies his coming 
arrest in Jerusalem (Acts 21:10-11), and finally to Jerusalem itself (Acts 21:15-17) — the arrival point  
where Chapter 4's own argument takes up the story in detail.



52

E. Arrest, Caesarea, and the Voyage to Rome (Acts 21:17–28:31)

Paul's Voyage and Shipwreck to Rome — from Caesarea, along the coast of Asia Minor, past Crete, and across the central 
Mediterranean to Italy (Acts 27:1–28:16).

What happens at Jerusalem — the riot, the arrest, the speeches before the crowd and the Sanhedrin,  
and the question of whether Paul's going there was disobedience or obedience — is Chapter 4's own 
subject  (and,  in  full,  Appendix  A's)  and is  not  repeated here.  What  this  narrative  adds  is  only  the 
itinerary that follows: warned of a plot on his life, Paul is sent by night under armed guard to Caesarea 
(Acts 23:23-33), where he remains a prisoner roughly two years, tried in turn before the governors Felix  
and Festus and before Herod Agrippa II, until he formally appeals his case to Caesar as a Roman citizen  
— the legal  act,  examined in  full  in  Chapter  1's  treatment of  that  citizenship,  that  determines the  
geography of the rest of the book (Acts 24:1–26:32).

Along the coast of Asia Minor. The sea voyage to Rome that follows is the most detailed piece of travel  
writing in the entire book, and the "we" narration covers the whole of it, meaning Luke sailed with him 
personally. From Caesarea the ship runs north by way of Sidon — where the centurion Julius allows Paul  
ashore to visit friends, an early sign of the personal regard that recurs through this whole voyage (Acts 
27:3) — and then, working against contrary headwinds along the coast of Cilicia and Pamphylia, the  
same coastal waters the first journey had crossed by a more direct route years before, to Myra, a city of  
Lycia on the southern Anatolian coast. It is at Myra that the centurion transfers his prisoners to a large  
grain freighter:
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Acts 27:5-6  And when we had sailed over the sea of Cilicia and Pamphylia, we came to Myra, a city 
of Lycia. And there the centurion found a ship of Alexandria sailing into Italy; and he put us therein.

This "ship of Alexandria" belonged to the same grain fleet this chapter's opening section describes — 
vessels that could carry over a thousand tons of Egyptian grain to feed the city of Rome, and large 
enough that Luke can later give an exact passenger count: "we were in all  in the ship two hundred  
threescore and sixteen souls" (Acts 27:37), a number confirmed as cargo rather than passengers by the  
crew's own later action, "they lightened the ship, and cast out the wheat into the sea" (Acts 27:38).

Crete and the fatal delay. Progress only slows further from here:

Acts 27:7-8  And when we had sailed slowly many days, and scarce were come over against Cnidus, 
the wind not suffering us, we sailed under Crete, over against Salmone; And, hardly passing it, 
came unto a place which is called The fair havens; nigh whereunto was the city of Lasea.

Sailing "under Crete" means hugging the island's southern, more sheltered coast rather than the open  
sea to its north, exactly the coastal-hugging pattern this chapter's opening section describes as standard 
ancient practice — and it is here, at Fair Havens, that Luke supplies the detail that dates the whole crisis:

Acts 27:9  Now when much time was spent, and when sailing was now dangerous, because the fast 
was now already past, Paul admonished them,

"The fast" is the Day of Atonement, falling in late September or early October, meaning the ship had 
already run past the safe sailing season this chapter's opening section describes — the working window 
closing in mid-September — and was now sailing in the marginal, dangerous weeks that most ancient  
sailors avoided except in emergency. Paul warns the centurion against continuing, but the harbor at Fair  
Havens was itself poorly suited to wintering, and the majority decide to risk the short run further along 
the coast to the better harbor at Phenice (Acts 27:9-12) — a decision terrain and season together made 
disastrous.

The storm and the shipwreck. A violent northeaster called Euroclydon catches the ship almost as soon 
as it leaves Fair Havens, driving it past the small island of Clauda and out into open water for fourteen  
days with no sight of sun or stars to navigate by, ending in shipwreck on the island of Melita — modern  
Malta (Acts 27:13-44). What happens next is worth pausing on for what it reveals about the people of  
the island itself:

Acts 28:2  And the barbarous people shewed us no little kindness: for they kindled a fire, and 
received us every one, because of the present rain, and because of the cold.

"Barbarous" here is Luke's own word for a people who did not speak Greek — Malta's population in this  
period was largely of Phoenician-Carthaginian stock, speaking a Punic dialect rather than Greek or Latin,  
"barbarian" in the technical ancient sense of "non-Greek-speaking" rather than the modern sense of 
savage, and their hospitality toward shipwrecked strangers is offered by Luke as a plain, admirable fact.  
Paul survives a viper bite unharmed and heals the father of Publius, the chief man of the island, along  
with many others (Acts 28:3-9) — and the layover itself is exactly as long as this chapter's opening  
section would predict for a ship wrecked just as the sailing season closed:
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Acts 28:11  And after three months we departed in a ship of Alexandria, which had wintered in the 
isle, whose sign was Castor and Pollux.

Three  months  —  roughly  the  full  closed  season  this  study's  opening  section  describes,  from  the 
November shutdown to the reopening in early spring — spent waiting for the same Alexandrian grain 
route to resume, on another ship of that same fleet that had itself wintered at Malta rather than risk the  
open sea.

Sicily to Rome. The final leg moves quickly by comparison, each stop's length again recorded exactly:

Acts 28:12-14  And landing at Syracuse, we tarried there three days. And from thence we fetched a 
compass, and came to Rhegium: and after one day the south wind blew, and we came the next day 
to Puteoli: Where we found brethren, and were desired to tarry with them seven days: and so we 
went toward Rome.

Puteoli, on the Bay of Naples, was Rome's own principal grain port before Ostia's harbor works were  
completed,  meaning  it  was  very  likely  along  this  same  Alexandria-to-Puteoli  grain  corridor  —  the 
identical trade network that had carried Paul this far — that the gospel had already reached this far  
south of Rome ahead of him, since Luke can simply say "we found brethren" already established there  
with no further explanation needed. From Puteoli the final approach to Rome is made overland along 
the Appian Way, and news of Paul's approach reaches the capital's own believers well before he arrives:

Acts 28:15  And from thence, when the brethren heard of us, they came to meet us as far as Appii 
forum, and The three taverns: whom when Paul saw, he thanked God, and took courage.

Appii Forum stood some forty-three miles south of Rome on the Appian Way, and The Three Taverns 
roughly thirty-three miles out — meaning believers from Rome traveled a full day or two's journey down 
the same great road simply to meet him partway, a small, human detail of welcome after a voyage that  
had cost fourteen days adrift, a shipwreck, and three months' unplanned wait on a foreign island. The 
book closes on Paul in Rome, permitted to dwell by himself under guard for two full years, "preaching  
the  kingdom  of  God…  with  all  confidence,  no  man  forbidding  him"  (Acts  28:16,  30-31)  —  the  
imprisonment Chapter 4 §T-W already traces to its own fruit, including, on the working chronology this  
study follows, the letter to the Ephesians.

F. Luke's Own Presence: The "We" Passages

Four times across this narrative, Luke's own account shifts without explanation from third person to 
first-person plural — "they" becomes "we" — and each shift marks a stretch where the author himself 
was physically present: Troas to Philippi (16:10-17); Philippi to Miletus (20:5-15); Miletus to Jerusalem  
(21:1-18); and the entire voyage from Caesarea to Rome (27:1–28:16). Between the second and third of  
these lies a gap of several years, meaning Luke most likely stayed behind at Philippi for an extended 
period before rejoining Paul's company there again on the third journey. The result is that the single  
most vivid and detailed piece of travel narrative in the whole book — the storm and shipwreck of Acts 
27, and the careful travel-log detail of exact day-counts and harbor names running through §D and §E  
above  —  comes  from  a  firsthand  participant's  own  eyewitness  account,  not  a  secondhand  report 
gathered later.
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In Short

Paul's own travels in Acts run from a short, contained first journey to Cyprus and South Galatia, through  
a second journey that carries the gospel across the Aegean into Macedonia and Achaia for the first time,  
to  a  third  journey  anchored  by  three  years  at  Ephesus,  and  finally  to  an  arrest  at  Jerusalem that  
becomes, by way of a two-year imprisonment at Caesarea and a shipwreck voyage to Rome, the means  
by which he reaches the city he had already said, in Chapter 4's own anchor verse, that he must see. 
None of it happened in the abstract: it happened on foot over mountain roads prone to bandits, in ships 
that sailed only half the year and wrecked when they pushed past it, in borrowed beds at the houses of  
strangers who became friends,  and at  a  physical  cost  Paul  himself  catalogued in  his  own words (2 
Corinthians  11:25-27).  Four  "we"  passages  mark  out  exactly  where Luke  himself  walked and sailed 
alongside him, including the whole of the final, most dramatic voyage — and the maps above trace, city  
by city and island by island, the actual shape of a life spent almost entirely in motion.

Chapter 4 — Purposed in the Spirit: Did Paul Err by 
Going to Jerusalem?

Anchor Passage (Acts 19:21)

Acts 19:21  After these things were ended, Paul purposed in the spirit, when he had passed through 
Macedonia and Achaia, to go to Jerusalem, saying, After I have been there, I must also see Rome.

The conclusion. This chapter concludes that Paul did not err in going to Jerusalem. The journey was not  
a lapse from his calling but part of it. Christ's own commission named a Jewish audience, kings, and  
suffering. After his arrest the Lord and then an angel each confirmed that he must go on to Rome. And 
scripture, which names the fault of every other servant of God who went wrong, names none here. This  
is offered as a reasonable inference, not a proof. Acts 21:4 is the other reading's best ground, and the  
chapter answers it without dismissing it.

This chapter asks a single, direct question and refuses to answer it by preference: when Paul went up to 
Jerusalem after saying this, and was arrested there, was he stepping outside what God had called him to  
do, or stepping directly into it? The whole "Who Is Paul?" project is governed by 1 Corinthians 1:31 — 
"he that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord" — and that governs this chapter most of all. The question is  
not whether Paul was admirable. It is whether a specific, real, and long-debated reading of Acts 19-28 is  
what the text actually says.

About This Chapter, and Where the Full Study Is

This chapter is a condensed form of a complete, unabridged study of the same question, Purposed in the 
Spirit: Did Paul Err by Going to Jerusalem?, which is printed in full as Appendix A at the end of this study. 
The  complete  study  is  several  times  the  length  of  this  chapter.  It  states  the  opposing  case  at  full  
strength, answers it point by point, marks the weight of every argument, and names the arguments an 
earlier draft relied on and later withdrew.
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What this chapter keeps is the order of the argument, every conclusion, the weight given to each, and  
every concession. What it leaves to Appendix A is the full text of most verses, the lesser objections and  
their replies, the Greek verification detail, and the forty-four-row table of weights. Each section below 
ends by naming where its full treatment is found, in the form "Appendix A, Part 3 §B." A reader who  
wants only the argument can stop at the end of this chapter. A reader who doubts any step should go to  
the Appendix and check it there.

One thing about the history of that study belongs here, because it  shapes how everything below is  
written. An earlier version was reviewed by a careful reader who holds the opposite position and who 
pressed it  hard across two rounds.  Several  of  his  objections were correct,  and the arguments they 
overturned were removed rather than defended. Others were answerable, and the answers are now in 
the text. This chapter carries only the corrected form, and it names the withdrawn arguments where 
they would otherwise be expected, so that no one meets them here as if they still stood.

A. The Question, and the Two Readings

A  widely  taught  reading  of  Acts  21  holds  that  Paul  made  a  serious,  avoidable  mistake:  warned  
repeatedly by the Holy Spirit not to go to Jerusalem, he went anyway, out of stubbornness or misplaced 
zeal,  and reaped roughly five years of imprisonment as the direct consequence. On this reading he  
repented quickly, God mercifully brought fruit out of the wreckage, but the churches of Asia were lost to  
him and the mobility of his ministry was ended. It is not a fringe reading. It has been argued in print by  
serious, careful expositors, and it deserves a serious answer rather than a dismissive one.

Its case, stated as its advocates make it, has seven parts. Paul sailed past Ephesus, the city he had given  
three years, to keep a date (Acts 20:16). He told the Ephesian elders that the Holy Ghost witnessed in  
every city that bonds and afflictions awaited him, and answered not "God told me to go" but that he did 
not  count his  life  dear (Acts  20:22-24).  He foresaw wolves entering the flock at  Ephesus and went 
anyway (Acts 20:29-30). When he would not listen, God sent more and more voices: the disciples at Tyre 
"through the Spirit," then Agabus, then everyone present (Acts 21:4, 10-12). The fruit of Acts changes 
after 19:20, with the last growth statement, the last prison deliverance, and a narrative that narrows to  
one man. Asia, which "heard the word of the Lord Jesus" in Acts 19:10, is said in 2 Timothy 1:15 to have 
"turned away."  And underneath  all  of  it  stands  a  premise  about  God's  will  for  His  people:  health,  
freedom, and life, not chains.

The opposing reading is answered in this chapter, but some of its points are answered only in part, and a  
few are conceded outright.

The other reading, that Paul was called to this,  has a broader footing. Christ's  own words at Paul's 
commissioning name a  Jewish  audience,  kings,  and suffering  (Acts  9:15-16;  26:16-18).  The word of 
necessity in Acts 19:21 is spoken twice more about this journey by God Himself, once by the Lord and 
once by an angel (Acts 23:11; 27:24). Luke's account distinguishes what the Spirit revealed from what 
Paul's  companions  concluded  from  it  (Acts  21:4  against  21:12),  and  draws  the  same  distinction 
elsewhere (Acts 11:28).  The journey had a stated errand,  announced in writing before Paul  set out 
(Romans 15:25-32). And where scripture records a servant of God going wrong, it  says so, in David,  
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Samson, Saul's kingship, Peter at Antioch, and Paul himself inside this very episode (Acts 23:5); here it  
says nothing.

Weighing it: Framing only — takes no side on whether Paul erred going to Jerusalem.  The section 
states the two readings and settles nothing. (Appendix A, Introduction §§A, C, D.)

B. How This Chapter Weighs Its Arguments

This library's standing method already requires every claim to be flagged for its epistemic status: direct 
scriptural statement, constructed inference, or extra-biblical corroboration. This chapter extends that  
with a five-step scale, applied to every argument it makes.

Direct statement. Scripture says it in so many words. The only question is what the words mean.

Strong inference. It follows closely from what scripture says. An alternative reading exists but has to 
strain against the text to get there.

Reasonable inference. It is the more natural reading of the evidence, but an honest reader working 
carefully can take it the other way without doing violence to anything.

Corroboration only. It  is  consistent with this  position,  but would be roughly as consistent with the 
opposite position, so it adds confidence without adding proof. It may be stated; it may not be leaned on.

Neutral. It is commonly cited by one side or the other and genuinely settles nothing.

Every section below ends with a Weighing it note. Its bold opening line gives the rating and says which 
way the section points: toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, toward the other reading, or toward  
neither.  The rest of  the note names what the opposing reading can fairly answer.  Three disciplines  
govern the work,  each added because an earlier  draft failed at  it.  Greek constructions are  verified 
element by element, prepositions included, before two verses are called parallel. No claim is made that 
a word is never used loosely. And arguments from outcome are ruled out in both directions: good fruit  
after an act does not prove the act obedient, and diminished fruit does not prove it disobedient.

One more point of method is stated now rather than later. Almost every disagreement over Acts 21 
traces back to a prior question that neither side usually names: whether suffering, imprisonment, or  
death can lie inside God's will for a believer, or is evidence on its face that the believer has stepped 
outside it.  Grant the second answer and the conclusion follows almost automatically,  whatever the 
Greek says. Section L takes that question up directly. It is placed late because it needs the textual work  
first, but a reader who wants to know where the real disagreement lies should know now that it is there,  
and not in the grammar of Acts 19:21.

Weighing it: Method, not argument — bears no weight either way on whether Paul erred going to 
Jerusalem. The identification of the prior question is a strong inference from the shape of the debate,  
not a claim about any verse. (Appendix A, Introduction §§B, E, F.)
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C. A Commission That Already Named Jerusalem

The question of  whether Jerusalem belonged to Paul's  calling has to start  where the calling is  first 
stated:

Acts 9:15-16  But the Lord said unto him, Go thy way: for he is a chosen vessel unto me, to bear my 
name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel: For I will shew him how great things 
he must suffer for my name's sake.

An accuracy point first.  These words are spoken to Ananias, about Paul, not to Paul. What the verse 
gives is Christ's own statement of Paul's commission, delivered to the man sent to him, which Ananias 
then relayed (Acts 22:14-15). With that stated, the sentence still names three audiences, not one: "the 
Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel." Most treatments stop at the first. "Kings" is not fulfilled 
anywhere in the missionary journeys among the churches;  it  is  fulfilled in Acts  24-26,  before Felix,  
Festus, and Agrippa. "The children of Israel" names a Jewish audience whose fullest expression in Acts is  
the temple, the Sanhedrin, and the Jerusalem crowd. And the word for what the commission would cost 
is the word this chapter traces: he "must" (dei) suffer.

It cannot be said that the "kings" clause is fulfilled only because Paul was arrested at Jerusalem. That 
reasons backward from what happened to what was required, and the claim is withdrawn. The prophecy 
names an audience; it does not specify the route. What can be said is narrower: the arrest is the route  
Acts actually records.

The stronger form of the argument is a passage spoken to Paul directly, in his own sworn account before 
Agrippa:

Acts 26:16-18  But rise, and stand upon thy feet: for I have appeared unto thee for this purpose, to 
make thee a minister and a witness both of these things which thou hast seen, and of those things 
in the which I will appear unto thee; Delivering thee from the people, and from the Gentiles, unto 
whom now I send thee, To open their eyes, and to turn them from darkness to light, and from the 
power of Satan unto God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them 
which are sanctified by faith that is in me.

"The people" is Israel, so a Jewish audience is named in Christ's own words to Paul. And "delivering 
thee" presupposes danger among both audiences. A fair objection is that Gentile custody contradicts a  
promise of deliverance from the Gentiles. It would, if deliverance meant exemption. But count what  
happens in the chapters under dispute: Paul is rescued from the temple mob (Acts 21:31-32), from the  
scourging by his citizenship (22:25-29), from the council (23:10), from a forty-man ambush (23:16-24), 
from a second plot (25:3), from the soldiers' plan to kill the prisoners (27:42-44), and from the viper 
(28:3-6). The promise is not suspended in this period; it is kept, seven times over. What changes is its  
character. Paul is delivered through danger rather than out of custody.

A second objection deserves  an answer  rather  than avoidance:  did  the  Lord not  tell  Paul  to  leave 
Jerusalem and stay away?
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Acts 22:17-18, 21  And it came to pass, that, when I was come again to Jerusalem, even while I 
prayed in the temple, I was in a trance; And saw him saying unto me, Make haste, and get thee 
quickly out of Jerusalem: for they will not receive thy testimony concerning me. ... And he said unto 
me, Depart: for I will send thee far hence unto the Gentiles.

This is a real vision, but it belongs to the earliest days after the conversion, before any journey and  
before a single Gentile church had been planted. Read beside the three-part commission, it reads as the 
commission's own order, the Gentiles first, since Jerusalem in that hour would not receive him, and not 
as a permanent ban. One detail inside it is worth holding. Between verses 18 and 21, Paul argues with 
the Lord ("they know that I imprisoned and beat in every synagogue them that believed on thee," v. 19),  
and the Lord simply repeats: "Depart." Luke is willing to show Paul resisting a divine instruction and  
being overruled, in Paul's own mouth, in a public speech. When the question is whether Luke would  
record Paul overriding the Spirit, he has already done exactly that once, plainly.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference — leans toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: his commission 
already named Jerusalem's own audience. That Paul's commission names Jerusalem's own audience is 
a direct statement. That this bears on the Acts 21 journey is a reasonable inference, since the opposing  
reading can fairly answer that a commission naming an audience says nothing about timing or route.  
That Christ's direct words presuppose danger, and that the seven rescues are the promise being kept, is  
a strong inference; the other side can answer that deliverance into four years of chains is a thin rescue. 
What cannot fairly be said is  that God stopped delivering him. Luke's  recording of Acts 22:19-21 is  
corroboration only. This section establishes that Jerusalem was not excluded from Paul's calling. It does 
not establish that this journey was commanded. (Appendix A, Part 1, §§A-C.)

D. What the Greek of "Purposed in the Spirit" Does and Does Not Show

"Paul purposed" translates etheto, the middle-voice aorist of tithemi (Strong's G5087), the middle voice 
carrying the sense of setting something for oneself, resolving. What follows, "in the spirit," is  ἐν τῷ 
πνεύματι (en to pneumati): preposition, article, noun, and no possessive.

An earlier  draft claimed this  construction recurs "word for  word,  three verses later"  at  Acts  20:22, 
"bound in the spirit." That claim is false and is withdrawn. Acts 20:22 reads δεδεμένος τῷ πνεύματι, a 
bare dative with no preposition, and it stands a chapter later, not three verses. What survives from the  
old argument is smaller:  Mark 2:8 shows that when a New Testament writer wants a person's own 
private spirit read unambiguously, the possessive is available and gets used (τῷ πνεύματι αὐτοῦ). Acts 
19:21 has no possessive. That is a real absence, and not by itself decisive.

The argument that does hold rests on how Luke himself uses this exact phrase:

Luke 2:27  And he came by the Spirit into the temple: and when the parents brought in the child 
Jesus, to do for him after the custom of the law,

Luke 4:1  And Jesus being full of the Holy Ghost returned from Jordan, and was led by the Spirit into 
the wilderness,
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Both are ἐν τῷ πνεύματι, the identical construction to Acts 19:21, preposition and all, in Luke's own 
hand. In both, the Spirit is unmistakably the divine Spirit; in neither is there a verb of speech; and in Luke  
4:1 the leading goes directly into forty days of hardship. That is a settled idiom of one author, a different 
and better class of evidence than a word matching between two speakers. Set it beside how Luke writes 
the other kind of Spirit-statement in this stretch — "the Holy Ghost witnesseth" (Acts 20:23), "said to 
Paul through the Spirit" (21:4), "Thus saith the Holy Ghost" (21:11) — each attached to a verb of speech 
or witness, delivered through other people. The pattern can be named: ἐν τῷ πνεύματι with no verb of  
speech marks Spirit-prompted movement; "the Holy Ghost" with a verb of saying marks an outward,  
verbal word given through someone else. This library has worked out the category this points to in Save 
Yourselves From This Untoward Generation (Chapter 2) and the Holy Spirit "He or It" Pronoun Study: not 
God speaking audibly from outside, and not bare human ambition, but the gift of holy spirit already  
resident in the believer (Acts 2:38), working through his own will, as in Romans 8:14.

The counter-instances have to be stated. Acts 20:22 can still be read the same way, but it can no longer 
be called a parallel. Luke also uses a bare dative of a man's own spirit without a possessive, in Acts 18:25  
("fervent in the spirit"), where commentators divide over whether Apollos's own spirit or the Spirit of 
God is meant. And translators are divided at Acts 19:21 itself; the KJV and the NASB 1995 both print "the 
spirit" in lowercase, and some margins offer "in his spirit." The grammar permits both, and a reader who 
takes it as Paul's own inward resolve is not doing violence to the Greek. This study claims only that, read 
against Luke's own use elsewhere, the divine reading is the more natural one. That is a claim about 
probability, not proof.

Paul demonstrably uses the ordinary language of personal planning: "oftentimes I purposed to come 
unto you, but was let hitherto" (Romans 1:13); "the things that I purpose, do I purpose according to the  
flesh" (2 Corinthians 1:17); "if the Lord permit" (1 Corinthians 16:7). An earlier draft contrasted these  
with Acts 19:21's lack of provisional language, and used Romans 15:32 as a generic example of Paul's  
provisional style. But Romans 15:32 ("that I may come unto you with joy by the will of God") is the 
closing clause of the very passage in which Paul announces this journey. The honest contrast is much  
smaller:  Paul  held the journey's  sequel,  Rome and then Spain,  open to God's will,  while stating the 
journey itself and the necessity of Rome without qualification.

Finally, "I must also see Rome" uses dei, "it is necessary." Luke reaches for it at the hinge-points of God's 
unfolding plan (Luke 2:49; 9:22; 24:26; Acts 9:16; 14:22). But the earlier claim that Luke uses it "nowhere  
loosely" is  false and withdrawn:  dei carries ordinary obligation in Luke's own hand (Luke 13:14, "men 
ought to work"; Acts 19:36, "ye ought to be quiet"; Acts 25:10, "where I ought to be judged"). And a 
man may say "I must" because he sincerely believes himself under a divine charge, and be mistaken. The  
word alone cannot settle whether Paul was right.

Weighing it: Corroboration only — consistent with Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, but this study's  
position does not rest on it. Luke's usage at 2:27 and 4:1 is a direct statement of how Luke writes; that 
Acts 19:21 carries the same sense is a reasonable inference that a careful reader may decline for the  
reasons just given. Because of the counter-instances, this section is best taken as  corroboration only; 
the weight of this study's position does not rest on it. The Romans 15 contrast is a reasonable inference,  
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materially reduced, and the concentration of  dei at Luke's hinges is corroboration only. (Appendix A, 
Part 2, §§A-D.)

E. "I Must Also See Rome": The Two Uses That Are Not Paul's

Here the argument from necessity actually rests. Twice, about this journey, dei is spoken not by Paul:

Acts 23:11  And the night following the Lord stood by him, and said, Be of good cheer, Paul: for as 
thou hast testified of me in Jerusalem, so must thou bear witness also at Rome.

Acts 27:23-24  For there stood by me this night the angel of God, whose I am, and whom I serve, 
Saying, Fear not, Paul; thou must be brought before Caesar: and, lo, God hath given thee all them 
that sail with thee.

The first is the Lord Himself, twelve verses after the arrest, and He does not rebuke Paul. He commends  
what Paul  did at  Jerusalem ("thou hast  testified of  me in  Jerusalem") and extends the commission 
forward in the same word Paul used of himself at Acts 19:21. The second is an angel in the storm, with 
God's own reason attached: two hundred and seventy-six lives preserved (Acts 27:37, 44). This defeats  
the word-matching objection directly, since whether or not Paul was right to say "I must see Rome," God 
twice says that Rome is necessary.

The serious objection to this, taken up in Section I, is that God's ratification of a course does not prove  
the course was His original intention. He gave Israel a king He had told them not to want.

Three lesser points bear on the same stretch. The "must" of 19:21 and the "must" of 23:11 frame the 
entire disputed episode with the identical  word at  both ends,  spoken first  by  Paul  and then,  after  
everything between, back to him by the Lord. That is a bookend repetition of the kind this library's 
Research-Method names, and it marks a literary unit; it does not adjudicate the conduct inside it. Luke's 
account of Jesus's own journey (Luke 9:51, "he stedfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem") trains the  
reader to recognise a foreknowing purpose to go to Jerusalem where suffering waits, and the echo in 
Acts is meant to be heard; but it fits Paul's obedience and Paul's zeal running past what God asked  
equally well. And Acts 20:22-23 is genuinely two-edged:

Acts 20:22-23  And now, behold, I go bound in the spirit unto Jerusalem, not knowing the things 
that shall befall me there: Save that the Holy Ghost witnesseth in every city, saying that bonds and 
afflictions abide me.

What is certain is that Paul is not surprised. The Holy Ghost's repeated testimony is content ("bonds and 
afflictions  abide  me")  rather  than  instruction,  but  a  reader  who  hears  a  warning  in  it  is  hearing  
something the words will bear.

Weighing it: Direct statement, with a live objection — supports Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, 
though the Plan B reading remains coherent. That God twice names Rome as necessary is a direct 
statement. That this establishes the journey was God's will from the outset is a reasonable inference  
only, because the Plan B reading is coherent. Acts 23:11 is harder for that reading than 27:24, since it  
comes twelve verses after the arrest with no repentance recorded between, and it commends what Paul 
did at Jerusalem; but "no repentance recorded" is an argument from silence and is weighed as one. The 
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bookend and the echo of Luke 9:51 are corroboration only.  Acts 20:22-23 is  neutral  on the central 
question. (Appendix A, Part 2, §§E-G, and Part 5, §§A-B.)

F. The Verses This Study Used to Pass Over

An earlier draft did not address Acts 20:16 or Acts 20:24, the two verses the opposing reading leans on 
hardest after Acts 21:4, nor the passage that answers most of the surrounding argument. They are taken  
here in turn.

Acts 20:16. Paul "hasted, if it were possible for him, to be at Jerusalem the day of Pentecost." The stated 
reason is ordinary human haste. It is not framed as revelation, and this study will not dress it up as one.  
That much is conceded. But Paul did not avoid the Ephesians: he sailed past the port and summoned the 
elders to Miletus (Acts 20:17) for what reads as the most personal address in Acts. And the errand  
explains the date: the collection had to arrive at a feast when Jerusalem was full and the poor saints'  
need greatest.

Acts 20:24. This is the verse the other side returns to most often, usually quoted from a modern version  
as a man devaluing his own life. The KJV sentence does not stop where that quotation stops:

Acts 20:24  But none of these things move me, neither count I my life dear unto myself, so that I 
might finish my course with joy, and the ministry, which I have received of the Lord Jesus, to testify 
the gospel of the grace of God.

Paul is not saying his life is worth nothing. He is ranking a received ministry above self-preservation, and 
naming its source in the same breath. Scripture praises this disposition in a corporate decision (the  
Jerusalem council's letter calls Barnabas and Paul "men that have hazarded their lives for the name of 
our Lord Jesus Christ," Acts 15:26), and Paul had already listed imprisonments as credential rather than 
failure, before this journey ("in prisons more frequent, in deaths oft," 2 Corinthians 11:23).

Acts 20:28-32. The objection is that Paul foresaw wolves and left anyway, shifting a responsibility onto  
the elders. But verse 28 says the Holy Ghost, not Paul, made them overseers; Paul commends them "to 
God" (v. 32); the separation was final on any reading, since his stated plan was westward, to Rome and  
Spain (Romans 15:24, 28); and the warning was heeded. Revelation 2:2-3, a generation later, commends 
the same church for testing those who "say they are apostles, and are not" and finding them liars. 
Revelation 2:4-5 records a real decline, and the candlestick under threat, and that is not minimised.

Romans 15:25-32 and Acts 24:17. This is the largest omission in the earlier draft and the strongest of the 
four.

Acts 24:17  Now after many years I came to bring alms to my nation, and offerings.

The journey's stated errand was relief for believers, "the poor saints which are at Jerusalem," a debt Paul 
says the Gentile churches owed. Paul named the danger himself, in writing, in advance ("that I may be  
delivered from them that do not believe in Judaea," Romans 15:31), so he did not need Tyre or Agabus  
to tell him what was coming. And he asked an entire church to "strive together with me in your prayers  
to God for me" over this specific journey, which is the opposite of acting alone. Three objections lose 
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most of their force against this: that he traded the believers of Ephesus for the unbelievers of Jerusalem, 
that he was warned and would not hear it, and that it was one man's decision, outside the body.

Weighing it:  Mixed, stated per verse — the errand and the elders'  appointment support Paul not 
erring going to Jerusalem; the haste of  Acts  20:16 is  conceded to the other reading.  Acts  20:16's 
ordinary motive is a direct statement and a partial concession, and the errand-explains-the-date answer 
is a reasonable inference. Acts 20:24 is a strong inference on the reading of the verse, though the other 
side  can  fairly  answer  that  a  right  disposition  can  be  applied  to  a  wrong  journey.  Acts  20:28's  
appointment of the elders is a direct statement, and Revelation 2:2-3 as evidence the warning worked is  
a reasonable inference. The errand of Romans 15 and Acts 24:17 is a direct statement, and removes  
three objections without closing the central question. (Appendix A, Part 3, §§A-D.)

G. The Hardest Verse: Acts 21:4

The strongest single verse for the "Paul was wrong" reading is real, and it is stated in full:

Acts 21:4  And finding disciples, we tarried there seven days: who said to Paul through the Spirit, 
that he should not go up to Jerusalem.

Read alone, as a flat command, the Spirit said: do not go. On its surface this verse favours the opposing 
reading, and any resolution has to earn its way past it rather than around it. Run through this library's  
four-step Resolution Procedure, the translation is defensible, no significant variant is available, and the  
verse's force does not depend on an editorial comma. Three of the four steps yield nothing, and context 
and grammar carry the whole weight.

Two grammatical details bear on it. The verb "said" is ἔλεγον, imperfect: they kept saying, a sustained, 
repeated urging over seven days, not a single delivered oracle. And the phrase is  διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, 
"through the Spirit," describing how the disciples came to speak. Luke's own second report of the same  
episode, ten verses on, uses a different verb for a different thing:

Acts 21:12  And when we heard these things, both we, and they of that place, besought him not to 
go up to Jerusalem.

Verse 4 states what the Spirit did, which was to reveal something. Verse 12 states what the people then 
did with that revelation: they "besought him." Luke never has the Spirit itself issue an imperative to Paul  
directly. The imperative appears in verse 12 as the companions' own response.

The decisive support is a verse involving the same prophet:

Acts 11:28  And there stood up one of them named Agabus, and signified by the spirit that there 
should be great dearth throughout all the world: which came to pass in the days of Claudius 
Caesar.

"Signified by the spirit" is  διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, the identical phrase as Acts 21:4, in Luke's own hand, 
about the same man, and what it introduces there is pure predictive content, a coming famine, with no  
command. The KJV capitalises "the Spirit" at 21:4 and leaves "the spirit" lowercase at 11:28, but the  
Greek is the same in both places. Capitalisation is a translator's judgement, not a feature of the text.  
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When Luke writes διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, his own usage is that the Spirit supplies information about what is 
coming, which is precisely what Tyre and Caesarea supply, and what the companions then turned into 
an entreaty.

Weighing it: Concession, then strong inference — Acts 21:4 on its surface favors the other reading, but  
Luke's own usage points to Paul not erring going to Jerusalem. That the surface reading of Acts 21:4 is 
the opposing case's best ground is conceded outright. The imperfect ἔλεγον and the verse 12 parallel  
are direct statements about the text, and that they show the prohibition was the disciples' inference is a 
reasonable inference; the other side's answer is coherent, that a Spirit-prompted "do not go" is still a  
divine "do not go." The Acts 11:28 parallel is a strong inference and is materially better evidence than an 
appeal to context, though the other side can say one parallel is not a rule. It now has to argue against 
Luke's usage rather than merely assert the surface reading. (Appendix A, Part 4, §§A-C.)

H. Agabus, Peter's Girdle, and the Companions

Acts 21:10-11  And as we tarried there many days, there came down from Judaea a certain 
prophet, named Agabus. And when he was come unto us, he took Paul's girdle, and bound his own 
hands and feet, and said, Thus saith the Holy Ghost, So shall the Jews at Jerusalem bind the man 
that owneth this girdle, and shall deliver him into the hands of the Gentiles.

This is the most formal "Thus saith the Holy Ghost" in the whole episode, and it contains no command. It  
is a prediction stated as fact. The command appears only in the next verses, and Luke is careful about  
whose words they are. Paul's reply treats the distinction as already obvious: he does not say the Spirit 
was wrong or Agabus false, but that he is "ready not only to be bound, but also to die at Jerusalem for  
the  name of  the  Lord  Jesus"  (Acts  21:13),  language  that  echoes  his  commission  in  Acts  9:16.  The  
companions' closing words, "The will of the Lord be done" (21:14), were once read as a concession that 
Paul was right.  That reading is withdrawn as overstated. It is what people say when persuasion has 
failed, and it will bear either meaning. What can be said is only that they did not walk away saying he 
was in sin, and Luke records no verdict from them at all.

Two scenes elsewhere in scripture bear on the shape of this one. Scripture contains exactly one other  
prophecy of a bound apostle, and it interprets it:

John 21:18-19  Verily, verily, I say unto thee, When thou wast young, thou girdedst thyself, and 
walkedst whither thou wouldest: but when thou shalt be old, thou shalt stretch forth thy hands, 
and another shall gird thee, and carry thee whither thou wouldest not. This spake he, signifying by 
what death he should glorify God. And when he had spoken this, he saith unto him, Follow me.

Agabus takes Paul's girdle and says he will be bound and handed over; Christ tells Peter that "another 
shall gird thee, and carry thee whither thou wouldest not." In the one case where scripture supplies its  
own interpretation, the verdict is not error or warning but glory, and the instruction is "Follow me." That  
does not prove Paul's binding was of the same character as Peter's. It establishes something narrower: a  
divinely  announced  prophecy  that  an  apostle  will  be  bound  is  not,  in  scripture's  own  usage,  self-
evidently a warning to avoid it. And in Matthew 16:21-23 there is a scene of the same shape as Tyre and  
Caesarea. A journey to Jerusalem is announced as a  must (dei,  v.  21),  suffering is  foretold, a loving 
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companion urges avoidance, and the verdict falls not on the traveller but on the companion. Paul is not  
Christ, and his journey is not the atonement, but the scene does answer the argument that a plea from 
those who love a man carries the authority of God.

Weighing it: Strong inference on Agabus and Peter's girdle, reasonable inference on the rest — points 
to Paul not erring going to Jerusalem. That the most formal prophetic utterance in the episode contains 
a prediction and no imperative is a direct statement. The other side answers that a prophecy of chains  
functions as a warning, and that God does not announce bondage to a man He is sending into it without 
explanation. That is an appeal to what God would do, taken up in Section L, not to what Luke wrote.  
John 21:19 is a direct statement, and its governing Agabus is a reasonable inference: the other side can  
say Peter's binding came with an explicit divine interpretation and Paul's did not, which is exactly the 
asymmetry it  relies on elsewhere.  The Matthew 16 parallel  is  a reasonable inference,  since Christ's  
journey was uniquely necessary. Acts 21:14 is neutral. (Appendix A, Part 4, §§D-G.)

I. Warning, Verdict, and What Came After

The Lord's own words after the arrest (Acts 23:11, quoted in Section E) commend rather than correct. 
Paul's own "I was not disobedient" (Acts 26:19) was once read as a sworn life-audit; that framing is 
withdrawn, since he is recounting his obedience to the Damascus vision specifically. What survives is 
that verse 20 names Jerusalem inside the vision's own scope, "at Jerusalem, and throughout all  the  
coasts of Judaea."

The stronger argument is about Luke and scripture, not about Paul's candour. It is a mistake to argue 
that "Paul never admits fault," since a man need not confess every error. The point is that Luke is not 
protecting Paul. Six verses before the Lord commends him, Paul misjudges, is rebuked, and corrects 
himself: "I wist not, brethren, that he was the high priest" (Acts 23:5). Later Luke lets Paul assign blame  
to others in plain terms (Acts 27:21). The narrative is willing to show fault here, and it shows none about  
the journey.

Widen the frame and the pattern holds. Where a servant of God errs, scripture says so: David ("the thing 
that David had done displeased the LORD," 2 Samuel 11:27), Samson (Judges 14:3; 16:1), Peter ("he was  
to  be blamed,"  Galatians  2:11),  and Paul  himself  (Acts  23:5;  1  Corinthians  15:9).  Paul  was  entirely  
capable of error, and nothing in this study depends on his general reliability. The distinction that matters  
is between a warning and a verdict. Acts 21:4 and the prophecies at Tyre and Caesarea are prospective 
warnings; they tell what is coming. In every case above, scripture supplies a retrospective assessment 
after the fact. Here none ever comes: not in Acts 22-28, not in the letters written from that custody, not 
in 2 Timothy at the end of Paul's life.

The most serious objection is the  Plan B one, and it is stated at full strength. God's ratification of a 
course does not prove the course was His original will. Israel demanded a king; God told Samuel they 
had rejected Him (1 Samuel 8:7); and then God gave them a king and worked through him (1 Samuel  
12:13). Applied here: even granting Acts 23:11 and 27:24, that is God meeting a servant where he now 
is, not endorsing how he got there. This is a genuine scriptural shape and must be granted as such. But  
the answer is in the same passage. In the paradigm case of a divine Plan B, scripture says plainly that the 
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original was refused, three times in three voices (1 Samuel 12:17, 19, 20), and verse 20 is the exact 
sentence the Plan B reading of Acts needs and does not have:

1 Samuel 12:20  And Samuel said unto the people, Fear not: ye have done all this wickedness: yet 
turn not aside from following the LORD, but serve the LORD with all your heart.

Ye have done all this wickedness: yet turn not aside. God accommodates, and the text says what was 
refused. Every example the Plan B reading can offer supplies the verdict alongside the accommodation.  
Acts supplies the accommodation and no verdict at all.

Weighing  it:  Strong  inference,  against  a  strong  objection  —  points  to  Paul  not  erring  going  to 
Jerusalem: scripture gives no verdict of fault where it usually gives one. That every scriptural Plan B 
carries an explicit verdict is a direct statement about those passages, and it is the hinge on which Section  
E ultimately rests. The other side has two answers, both stated: that an argument from what scripture 
omits is weaker than one from what it contains, and that a verdict may be implied by the changed fruit  
rather than stated. This study finds neither answer as strong as the pattern, but does not pretend they 
are unavailable. Acts 26:19-20 is a reasonable inference, materially reduced. (Appendix A, Part 5, §§A-E.)

J. The Fruit Question

The opposing reading's most careful argument is that Acts itself changes character after 19:20, and that  
the change is the verdict. Three things genuinely change, and this study grants all three.  The growth 
statements stop: Luke's summaries of the church's expansion run 2:43-47, 5:14, 6:7, 9:31, 12:24, 16:5 
and 19:20, and Acts 19:20 ("So mightily grew the word of God and prevailed") is the last.  The prison 
deliverances stop: before Acts 20 an angel frees the apostles (5:19), Peter's chains fall off (12:7-11), and 
an earthquake opens the doors at Philippi (16:26); after Acts 20 there are none of that kind.  And the 
narrative narrows to one man, following Paul's legal journey rather than the church's expansion. On the 
growth-language test the opposing reading's count is the right one; an earlier count that reached a 
different result was counting section-closing statements, not growth statements.

What can be said against the inference, though not the observation, begins with where the seam falls. 
Under every recognised division of Acts, the boundary lies between 19:20 and 19:21, and Acts 19:21 is  
the opening sentence of the book's final section (19:21 through 28:31), the programmatic first line of  
Luke's  last  movement:  Jerusalem, then Rome. The change in texture lands exactly  on a seam Luke  
himself made. That does not settle anything, since the other side can answer that Luke placed the seam  
there because that is where the decisive choice was made.

Two controls inside Acts itself test whether diminished narrative attention or absent deliverance tracks 
divine  disapproval.  Peter is  the  vehicle  of  the  greatest  healings  and  deliverances  in  Acts  1-12  and 
disappears from the book after chapter 15. By the standard the opposing reading applies to Paul, Peter's  
ministry collapsed. No one holds that. James is the sharper test, inside one chapter: "he killed James the 
brother of John with the sword" (Acts 12:2), and five verses later the angel comes to the prison and "his  
chains fell off" from Peter's hands (12:7). Same chapter, same persecution, same prison, same praying 
church. God let one apostle be executed and delivered the other, with no explanation offered and no  
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fault assigned to James anywhere in scripture. So deliverance from prison cannot be a reliable marker of  
divine approval, and its absence cannot be a marker of disapproval.

Several claims about decline after Acts 20 do not hold against the text. Miracles continue, including an  
island-wide healing (Acts 28:8-9), Eutychus raised (20:9-12), and the viper shaken off (28:3-6). An angel  
still comes, with God's own reason attached (27:23-24). Paul is not alone: Luke is with him, Aristarchus 
sails  with him,  Roman brethren come out to meet him, the prison letters name Timothy,  Tychicus,  
Epaphras, Mark and others, Onesimus is converted in that custody, and there are saints in Caesar's 
household (Philippians 4:22). The book ends on ἀκωλύτως, "no man forbidding him," the last word of  
Acts, spoken over a man in chains.

The strongest form of the decline argument is not in Acts at all:

2 Timothy 1:15  This thou knowest, that all they which are in Asia be turned away from me; of 
whom are Phygellus and Hermogenes.

Set against Acts 19:10, that is a real and troubling contrast. Four things bear on it. Paul says they turned  
away from me, not from the word or the Lord, and at 2 Timothy 4:16 he says something similar and  
prays "that it may not be laid to their charge," which is not how a man describes apostasy. In the next  
sentence he names an Ephesian, Onesiphorus, who did the opposite, and the same short letter sends 
Tychicus to Ephesus (4:12) and greets Priscilla,  Aquila and Onesiphorus's household (4:19); read "all  
Asia" literally and Paul contradicts himself three times in one letter. It is the same sweeping epistolary  
idiom as Acts 19:10. And Revelation 2-3, a generation later, addresses seven functioning churches in  
Asia. What this study concedes is that none of that touches the causal claim underneath: Paul did lose 
Asian support, he says so, and being a prisoner is the obvious reason. What is contested is whether Asia  
was spiritually lost, not whether Paul's personal support collapsed.

One discipline governs the whole section, and it is applied against this study first.  Good outcomes do 
not prove an act was obedient. God brought a kingdom out of David's house after Uriah, and delivered 
Israel through Esther while telling her that deliverance would arise from another place if  she failed 
(Esther 4:14). And diminished outcomes do not prove an act was disobedient. A study cannot invoke 
this rule to disarm the other side's outcome argument while quietly keeping its own, and an earlier draft 
did exactly that. Both sides of the rule are now enforced.

Weighing it: Concession, then strong inference — the changed fruit is conceded to the other reading,  
but it does not show that Paul erred going to Jerusalem. All three changes are direct statements, and 
this study contests none of them. The seam at 19:21 is a reasonable inference, explicitly limited: it  
narrows the question without answering it. Acts 12:2 beside 12:7 is a direct statement and the most  
useful  thing  in  this  section;  the  other  side  can  answer  that  James's  death  was  martyrdom  under  
persecution while Paul's chains followed a warned-against decision, which assumes the point at issue.  
That "all Asia" is personal rather than doctrinal is a strong inference, and the loss of Paul's personal  
support is conceded outright. (Appendix A, Part 6, §§A-F.)
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K. What Came Out of It

Philippians 1:12-14  But I would ye should understand, brethren, that the things which happened 
unto me have fallen out rather unto the furtherance of the gospel; So that my bonds in Christ are 
manifest in all the palace, and in all other places; And many of the brethren in the Lord, waxing 
confident by my bonds, are much more bold to speak the word without fear.

Written from the very imprisonment that followed the arrest. This is not an argument from outcome; it  
is Paul's own characterisation of his own situation, evidence about what he understood himself to be 
doing. Twice more, in two letters from the same custody, he calls himself "the prisoner of Jesus Christ"  
(Ephesians 3:1)  and "the prisoner of  the Lord" (4:1),  when the plain language was available  to call 
himself  a  prisoner  of  Rome,  or  of  the  Jews  who  accused  him,  or,  had  he  believed  it,  of  his  own 
disobedience.

An earlier draft argued that Ephesians, with its mystery "which in other ages was not made known"  
(3:5), came out of this imprisonment, and that God would hardly answer serious disobedience with one 
of  the  richest  deposits  of  revelation  in  the  New  Testament.  That  argument  is  demoted,  and  the 
reasoning  comes  from the  opposing  side. God's  willingness  to  bring  great  fruit  out  of  a  situation 
demonstrates God's faithfulness, not the servant's obedience (Solomon came from David's house after 
Uriah), and a prisoner writes letters because that is what a prisoner can do. "The word of God is not  
bound" (2 Timothy 2:9). The observation is kept because it is true. It is no longer offered as evidence,  
and nothing in this study's conclusion rests on it.

Weighing  it:  Strong  inference  for  Paul's  own  words,  corroboration  only  for  the  revelation  that 
followed — supports Paul not erring going to Jerusalem. Philippians 1:12-14 is a direct statement, and 
that his assessment is correct is a strong inference. The other side can answer that a man restored to 
fellowship may describe his present with faith without endorsing the road that brought him there; what  
that answer cannot do is turn Philippians 1:12 into regret. "The prisoner of Jesus Christ" is a reasonable  
inference: it may say whose he is rather than how he got there. (Appendix A, Part 7, §§A-D.)

L. The Prior Question: Can Suffering Be Inside God's Will?

The opposing reading rests, openly, on a premise: that God's rule for His people is health, prosperity,  
and freedom, not death, sickness, or bondage. On that premise, if God wanted Paul bound, scripture  
would have to say so and explain why. This is a serious position held by serious readers, and it does real  
work: grant it, and Paul's chains are evidence on their face that something went wrong.

Four passages are usually brought in support, and none establishes it. Romans 12:1 ("a living sacrifice") 
was written in the same letter that announces this journey and its danger,  and the word chosen is  
sacrifice, which is not a word about safety. 2 Corinthians 5:15 says not to live unto oneself, which is self-
subordination rather than self-preservation, and four chapters earlier the same letter says "we which  
live  are  alway  delivered  unto  death  for  Jesus'  sake"  (4:11).  Ephesians  5:29  is  an  analogy  for  how 
husbands should love wives, written from the imprisonment under dispute. And 3 John 2 is a personal 
greeting to Gaius in a standard first-century letter opening, a slender foundation for the governing rule  
of God's will for all believers in all circumstances.
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Against the premise stands Paul's own preaching:

Acts 14:22  Confirming the souls of the disciples, and exhorting them to continue in the faith, and 
that we must through much tribulation enter into the kingdom of God.

The word is dei, the same word this chapter has traced. He did not tell new churches that tribulation was 
a sign of having stepped out of God's will; he told them it was the road in. Christ's commission to Paul  
says the same at the outset (Acts 9:16). To these add Philippians 1:29, 2 Timothy 3:12, John 16:33, and 
Revelation 2:10, where Christ promises imprisonment to a church in Asia and commands faithfulness 
through it. The specific form of the objection, that a ministry can be fulfilled only while the minister is  
free and alive, is answered most directly by John 21:19 and Revelation 2:10, and by Stephen, whose  
death is followed immediately by the scattering that carries the word outward (Acts 8:1-4) with no fault  
assigned.

If the premise holds in its strong form, the opposing reading follows almost automatically and nothing in  
this chapter will move it. If it does not, the imprisonment stops being self-interpreting and the question 
returns to the text. This study's position is that the premise does not hold in the strong form , and that 
the question must therefore be settled on Acts 21:4's grammar, Luke's usage, God's two statements of 
necessity, and the absence of any verdict.

Weighing it: Strong inference, with limits — Paul's chains are not evidence on their face that he erred 
going to Jerusalem, though they do not prove God willed them. That the four verses do not establish 
the premise is a strong inference about those particular verses, not a claim that the premise is false.  
That scripture repeatedly places suffering inside God's will for His people is a direct statement across  
many passages. What follows for Acts 21 is narrower: Paul's chains are  not evidence on their face of 
disobedience. It does not establish that these particular chains were God's will. A reader who holds the 
premise in its strong form is not being unreasonable; this study asks only that it be argued rather than 
assumed. (Appendix A, Part 8, §§A-D.)

M. The Strongest Case Against This Position

A study that  states its  own weights should also state where it  is  weakest.  The opposing reading is  
strongest at the surface sense of Acts 21:4, which in isolation says the disciples told Paul through the 
Spirit not to go up, and he went up; at the escalation of the sequence itself, the Spirit's witness in every 
city, Tyre, Agabus, and then everyone present, which a reader may fairly see as a mounting effort to turn 
a man around; and at the fruit, where the changes granted in Section J may reasonably be weighed  
more heavily than this study weighs them.

There is also a better-located candidate for an actual misstep than the decision to travel, and it should 
be raised because honesty requires it. At Acts 21:23-26 Paul, at the counsel of James and the elders,  
takes four men who have a vow on them and enters the temple, purifying himself with them, until an  
offering should be offered for each, to show that he "walkest orderly, and keepest the law." A vow-
purification with an offering has no standing under grace, it was undertaken to manage a reputation  
among believing Jews "all zealous of the law" (21:20), and it is precisely this that precipitates the riot 
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and the arrest (21:27-29). But the purification was not Paul's idea. It was the elders' instruction, and he  
complied. If it was an error, it was an error of the body's counsel followed, not of a man acting alone;  
Acts 21:18-26 is the one passage in the episode where he demonstrably is not.

Three specific findings would change this study's mind, and stating them is a discipline, not a gesture. A 
verdict anywhere in scripture: one retrospective assessment, in Acts, the prison letters, or the Pastorals, 
saying or clearly implying that the Jerusalem journey was a fault. A recorded repentance between Acts 
21:14 and 23:11, which the Plan B reading needs and does not have. A clear divine imperative rather 
than a report of one: if Luke anywhere wrote the Spirit saying "go not up" in the Spirit's own voice, as  
he writes "Thus saith the Holy Ghost" at 21:11 for the prediction, Section G would be untenable. None of 
the three exists in the text as it stands. That is the state of the evidence, not a proof.

Weighing it: Concession and open question — the other reading's three strengths temper this study's  
confidence that  Paul  did  not  err  going  to  Jerusalem,  and whether  the temple  purification was  a 
misstep is left open. The three strengths are the genuine strengths of the other reading, and this study's  
confidence should be read as tempered by them. That the purification was the elders' counsel and that 
Paul followed it are direct statements. Whether it was a misstep is genuinely open, and this study takes  
no position on it. (Appendix A, Part 9, §§A-C.)

N. Arguments at a Glance

The table below collects the load-bearing arguments of this chapter, with the weight each carries and  
what the other reading can fairly answer. It is a selection. The full table, forty-four rows including every 
argument the complete study withdrew or demoted, is at the end of Appendix A. The scale is the one  
set out in Section B:  direct statement (scripture says it in so many words),  strong inference (follows 
closely; the alternative strains),  reasonable inference (more natural, but an honest reader can differ), 
corroboration only (consistent with this position but roughly as consistent with the other), and neutral 
(settles nothing).

# Argument Where Weight What the other reading fairly answers

1 Paul's commission named a 
Jewish audience, kings, and 
suffering

C Reasonable 
inference

A commission naming an audience says 
nothing about timing or route

2 Acts 26:17's promise of 
deliverance is kept seven times 
in Acts 21-28

C Strong inference Earlier rescues took Paul out of danger, not 
through it

3 "Kings" fulfilled only because of 
the arrest

C Withdrawn Reasons backward from outcome to 
requirement

4 Acts 19:21 and 20:22 share one 
construction "word for word"

D Withdrawn — false Acts 20:22 is a bare dative with no ἐν

5 Luke's own ἐν τῷ πνεύματι at 
Luke 2:27 and 4:1 is divine, with 
no verb of speech

D Reasonable 
inference (best taken 
as corroboration 
only)

Acts 18:25's bare dative; translators divide at 
19:21
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# Argument Where Weight What the other reading fairly answers

6 Luke uses dei nowhere loosely D Withdrawn — false Luke 13:14; Acts 19:36; Acts 25:10

7 God Himself twice names Rome 
as necessary (Acts 23:11; 27:24)

E Direct statement The Plan B reading: ratification is not original 
intent

8 Acts 20:16's motive is ordinary 
human haste

F Concession —

9 The journey's errand was relief 
for believers (Romans 15:25-32; 
Acts 24:17)

F Direct statement A good errand can be undertaken at the 
wrong time

10 Acts 21:4's surface reading 
favours the other side

G Concession —

11 διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος introduces 
content at Acts 11:28, about the 
same prophet

G Strong inference One parallel is not a rule

12 Agabus's "Thus saith the Holy 
Ghost" contains no command

H Strong inference A prophecy of chains functions as a warning

13 "The will of the Lord be done" as 
a concession that Paul was right

H Demoted to neutral It is what people say when persuasion fails

14 John 21:18-19: a bound apostle, 
interpreted by Christ as glory

H Strong inference Peter's binding came with an explicit 
interpretation; Paul's did not

15 Scripture supplies a verdict 
where a servant errs; here none

I Strong inference Argument from silence; the verdict may be 
the changed fruit

16 Every scriptural Plan B carries an 
explicit verdict (1 Samuel 12:17-
20)

I Strong inference Omission is weaker evidence than statement

17 Acts 19:20 is the last growth 
statement; prison deliverances 
stop

J Concession —

18 James killed (12:2) five verses 
before Peter is delivered (12:7)

J Strong inference Martyrdom under persecution differs from 
warned-against chains

19 "All Asia turned away" is 
personal, not doctrinal

J Strong inference The loss of support is still traceable to the 
chains

20 Great fruit shows the journey 
was obedient

K Withdrawn God's faithfulness, not the servant's 
obedience

21 Philippians 1:12 is Paul's own 
characterisation, not an 
outcome

K Strong inference A restored man may describe his present 
with faith

22 Scripture repeatedly places 
suffering inside God's will

L Direct statement Establishes only that chains are not self-
interpreting

23 The temple purification (Acts 
21:23-26) as a candidate 
misstep

M Open — no position 
taken

It was the elders' counsel, not Paul acting 
alone
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In Short

The opposing reading is stated at full strength, and its best ground is conceded: Acts 21:4 on its surface,  
the escalation of warnings, and the change in the texture of Acts after 19:20. What tells against it is the 
grammar and Luke's own usage (the imperfect ἔλεγον, διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος as Luke's idiom for the Spirit  
supplying information, Agabus's command-free prophecy, and the imperative placed in the companions'  
own mouths at 21:12); the errand Paul announced in writing before he set out; the two statements of  
necessity in God's own voice after the arrest; and, above all, the absence of any verdict against the  
journey in a narrative that records Paul's faults freely and in every comparable case in scripture supplies  
one. The change after Acts 19:20 is real, and it does not prove disobedience, on the same rule that  
forbids arguing obedience from good fruit. Underneath the whole dispute is a prior question, whether 
suffering  can  lie  inside  God's  will,  and  the  strong  form  of  the  premise  that  says  it  cannot  is  not  
established by the verses offered for it. Every step is set out in full in Appendix A.

Closing — The Considered Position, and What Remains Open

This study's considered position: Paul's journey to Jerusalem in Acts 19-21 was not a lapse from his  
calling but part of it. Christ's own commission to him named a Jewish audience, kings, danger, and 
suffering (Acts 26:16-18; 9:15-16). The journey carried a stated errand to believers, announced in writing  
before he set out, with its danger named and an entire church enlisted in prayer over it (Romans 15:25-
32; Acts 24:17). Its necessity was stated twice in God's own voice after the fact, by the Lord at Acts 23:11  
and by an angel, with God's own reason attached, at Acts 27:24. And in a narrative that records Paul's 
faults freely, including six verses before the Lord commends him (Acts 23:5),  no verdict against this 
journey is ever given, where every comparable case in scripture supplies one. Acts 21:4 is a real and 
serious verse, and this study does not dissolve it by force; it reads it precisely.

At what weight. This position is offered as a reasonable inference resting on two direct statements and 
one  strong inference,  not as a conclusion no careful reader could reach differently. The fruit of the  
imprisonment is corroboration only, and nothing here is argued from it.

What was withdrawn. Four claims from earlier drafts did not survive checking and have been removed 
rather than softened: that Acts 19:21 and 20:22 share the same Greek construction; that Luke uses dei 
nowhere loosely; that the "kings" clause was fulfilled only because of the arrest; and that the fruit of the 
imprisonment demonstrates the obedience of the journey. A fifth, that Acts 9:15-16 is the sentence  
commissioning Paul, was simply inaccurate, since it is spoken to Ananias. Two more were overstated 
and have been reduced: Acts 21:14's "the will of the Lord be done" as a concession, and Acts 26:19 as a  
sworn life-audit.

Three questions remain genuinely open. The unrecorded repentance: the Plan B reading of Acts 23:11 
and 27:24 requires a repentance between Acts 21:14 and 23:11 that the text does not record. This study  
treats that absence as telling, because Luke records a different correction of Paul inside that very span  
(23:5), but an argument from silence is an argument from silence, and a reader may weigh it lower. The 
purification: whether Acts 21:23-26 was itself a misstep is open, and this study takes no position.  The 
fruit: Acts 19:20 is the last growth statement in Acts, the prison deliverances stop, and Paul's Asian  
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support collapses (2 Timothy 1:15). This study holds that none of this establishes disobedience, but it 
grants that a reader may weigh the pattern more heavily, and it does not call that reader careless.

And the prior question. Behind all  of it  lies Section L's question, which no amount of grammar will  
settle: whether suffering and imprisonment can lie inside God's will for a believer. Readers who answer 
that  differently  will  read  this  entire  chapter  differently,  and  they  should  know  that  is  where  the 
difference lies.

This study, like every study in this library, is offered for exactly what it is: a careful reading of what 
scripture itself  says,  with its  own weights marked and its  own withdrawn arguments named,  not a  
verdict no other honest reader could reach otherwise. "He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord."

Chapter 5 — The Epistles: Chronological Record and 
Outline

A. Method: Three Tiers of Confidence, Not One Flat List

Placing  all  thirteen letters  in  the  order  Paul  actually  wrote  them is  not  a  single,  uniformly  certain  
exercise — some placements rest on strong, nearly unanimous internal and historical evidence; others  
are genuinely disputed among careful readers; and a few fall entirely outside what Acts itself records, 
resting on tradition rather than narrative. This chapter states which is which at every step, per this  
library's own epistemic-status principle, rather than presenting thirteen placements as equally solid.

B. Strong Consensus: The Second Journey

The earliest letters this study can place with real confidence are written from Corinth during the second 
missionary journey (Chapter 3 §C), back to a church only recently founded at Thessalonica:

1 Thessalonians 3:1-2, 6  Wherefore when we could no longer forbear, we thought it good to be 
left at Athens alone; And sent Timotheus, our brother, and minister of God, and our fellowlabourer 
in the gospel of Christ, to establish you, and to comfort you concerning your faith… But now when 
Timotheus came from you unto us, and brought us good tidings of your faith and charity.

The letter's own internal detail — Timothy's recent return from Thessalonica with news of the church —  
fits  the  Corinth  stay  precisely,  and  this  placement  carries  strong  scholarly  consensus  with  minimal  
dispute. 2 Thessalonians follows soon after, addressing continued confusion in the same church over the 
timing of the Lord's return.

C. Strong Consensus: The Third Journey

The third journey (Chapter 3 §D) is the most epistle-dense stretch of Paul's entire ministry, with three  
placements carrying similarly  strong consensus.  1  Corinthians is  written from Ephesus during Paul's  
roughly three-year stay there — the letter itself names his present location: "I will tarry at Ephesus until  
Pentecost" (1 Corinthians 16:8). 2 Corinthians follows from Macedonia shortly after, written in evident  
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relief once Titus brings word that the earlier letter's hard words had been received well: "Nevertheless  
God, that comforteth those that are cast down, comforted us by the coming of Titus" (2 Corinthians 7:6). 
Romans is  written from Corinth (or its port,  Cenchrea) during the three-month stay that closes this 
journey, and the letter states its own next move directly — a detail that ties it to this exact point in Acts 
with unusual precision:

Romans 15:25-26  But now I go unto Jerusalem to minister unto the saints. For it hath pleased 
them of Macedonia and Achaia to make a certain contribution for the poor saints which are at 
Jerusalem.

This is the same collection journey to Jerusalem that opens the events Chapter 4 examines — meaning  
Romans, written just before Paul's own words in Acts 19:21 and 20:22-23, already shows him thinking  
ahead toward the very trip that verse describes.

D. The Disputed One: Galatians

Galatians cannot  be placed with  the same confidence,  because its  date  depends on an unresolved 
question about  its  recipients.  The "South  Galatia" view ties  it  to  the churches planted on the first  
journey — Antioch in Pisidia, Iconium, Lystra, Derbe (Chapter 3 §A) — which would make it possibly the 
earliest of all Paul's letters, written before or shortly after the Jerusalem Council. This is the position  
argued at length by the Scottish archaeologist and historian William Ramsay in St. Paul the Traveller and 
the Roman Citizen (1895) — a scholar worth naming because of how he arrived at it: he set out, by his 
own  account,  assuming  Acts  was  a  late  and  largely  unreliable  composition,  and  reversed  his  own 
position only after years spent tracing its geography on the ground in Asia Minor, concluding that Luke's 
incidental details of exactly these cities held up as genuine, checkable fact. The "North Galatia" view 
instead places its recipients in an ethnically Galatian region further north, not visited until the second or 
third journey, which would date the letter considerably later. This is a genuine, long-standing scholarly 
disagreement rather than a settled point, and this study states both positions rather than adopting one 
by default.

E. Genuinely Debated: The Prison Epistles

Ephesians,  Philippians,  Colossians,  and  Philemon  are  traditionally  grouped  together  as  the  "Prison 
Epistles," each naming Paul's  own imprisonment directly,  in his own words,  rather than leaving it  a  
matter of inference:

Ephesians 3:1  For this cause I Paul, the prisoner of Jesus Christ for you Gentiles,

Ephesians 4:1  I therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you that ye walk worthy of the 
vocation wherewith ye are called,

Philippians 1:7, 13-14  Even as it is meet for me to think this of you all, because I have you in my 
heart; inasmuch as both in my bonds, and in the defence and confirmation of the gospel, ye all are 
partakers of my grace... So that my bonds in Christ are manifest in all the palace, and in all other 
places; And many of the brethren in the Lord, waxing confident by my bonds, are much more bold 
to speak the word without fear.
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Colossians 4:3, 18  Withal praying also for us, that God would open unto us a door of utterance, to 
speak the mystery of Christ, for which I am also in bonds... The salutation by the hand of me Paul. 
Remember my bonds. Grace be with you. Amen.

Philemon 1, 9  Paul, a prisoner of Jesus Christ, and Timothy our brother, unto Philemon our dearly 
beloved, and fellowlabourer... Yet for love's sake I rather beseech thee, being such an one as Paul 
the aged, and now also a prisoner of Jesus Christ.

The majority view places all four during the two-year Roman custody that closes the book of Acts (28:16,  
30-31) — the same imprisonment whose fruit Chapter 4 §K weighs. A minority view instead places some 
or all of them during the earlier, roughly two-year imprisonment at Caesarea (Acts 24-26), reasoning 
that certain details fit a location closer to Asia Minor better than distant Rome does — chief among 
them Philemon's own expectation of a personal visit from Paul very soon:

Philemon 22  But withal prepare me also a lodging: for I trust that through your prayers I shall be 
given unto you.

Caesarea to Colosse (Philemon's home city) is a journey of days; Rome to Colosse is a journey of weeks,  
which  is  why  some  readers  find  "prepare  me  also  a  lodging"  easier  to  picture  from  the  nearer  
imprisonment. This remains a genuinely open question among careful readers rather than a settled one,  
and both readings are stated here rather than one being assumed.

F. After Acts Closes: The Pastoral Epistles

1 Timothy, Titus, and 2 Timothy fall entirely outside the narrative window Acts itself covers — the book  
simply stops, at Acts 28:31, before any of them could have been written. The traditional reconstruction  
holds that Paul was released from the Roman imprisonment Acts closes on, traveled further on a "fourth 
journey"  Acts  never  records,  was  arrested  again,  and wrote  2  Timothy from that  second and final  
imprisonment shortly before his death — a reconstruction built from the letters' own content and early  
church tradition rather than from Acts, which is worth stating plainly rather than reading the Pastorals' 
events back into a narrative that had already ended.

This  reconstruction is  not  built  from nothing.  Scripture  itself  supplies  the  strongest  single  piece  of  
supporting evidence: Paul's own stated travel plan, written years earlier from Corinth, to go beyond 
Rome once his business there was finished —

Romans 15:24, 28  Whensoever I take my journey into Spain, I will come to you: for I trust to see 
you in my journey, and to be brought on my way thitherward by you, if first I be somewhat filled 
with your company… When therefore I have performed this, and have sealed to them this fruit, I 
will come by you into Spain.

Whether Paul actually reached Spain is not stated anywhere in scripture and cannot be, since Acts ends  
before the question could be answered one way or the other; this study states the plan as a direct  
scriptural statement and the journey's completion, if it happened, as tradition rather than narrative fact.  
The tradition itself  is  not late invention: Clement of  Rome, writing perhaps thirty years after Paul's  
death, describes him as having "taught righteousness unto the whole world, and having reached the 
farthest bounds of the West" before his martyrdom — language many readers have taken as a reference  
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to Spain,  consistent  with  Paul's  own stated plan  above,  though Clement  does  not  name the place  
directly. This is offered here strictly as extra-biblical corroboration, carrying no scriptural weight, and  
stated as what it is: a first-century Christian writer's own testimony, not scripture.

G. Putting It Together

The resulting order, with confidence stated at each step:

Strong  consensus. 1  &  2  Thessalonians  (Corinth,  second  journey)  →  1  Corinthians  (Ephesus,  third 
journey) → 2 Corinthians (Macedonia, third journey) → Romans (Corinth, third journey, shortly before 
the Jerusalem journey Chapter 4 examines).

Disputed, placed by scholarly position rather than settled fact.  Galatians — either the earliest of all 
thirteen (South Galatia view) or considerably later (North Galatia view).

Debated  by  location,  not  by  content. Ephesians,  Philippians,  Colossians,  Philemon  —  the  Roman 
imprisonment (majority) or the Caesarean imprisonment (minority), both following the arrest Chapter 4 
examines.

Outside Acts' own window, by tradition. 1 Timothy, Titus, 2 Timothy — after Acts ends, assuming a 
release, further travel, and a second and final imprisonment.

H. Anchoring the Chronology: The Gallio Inscription and Approximate 
Dates

Everything traced in §B through §G above is a relative chronology — this letter before that one, this stay 
before that stay — built entirely from internal and narrative evidence within scripture itself. None of it,  
by  itself,  supplies  an  actual  calendar  year.  There  is  exactly  one  point  where  this  study's  relative  
chronology touches a fixed date in secular history, and it is worth naming plainly, with its evidentiary 
status stated clearly per this library's own method: it rests on archaeology and inscription evidence, not  
scripture, and carries no scriptural weight even though this study finds it a credible and widely-accepted  
piece of extra-biblical corroboration.

During Paul's eighteen-month stay at Corinth on the second journey, he is brought before the Roman  
proconsul of Achaia:

Acts 18:12  And when Gallio was the deputy of Achaia, the Jews made insurrection with one accord 
against Paul, and brought him to the judgment seat,

An inscription discovered at Delphi, recording a letter from the Emperor Claudius that names Gallio as  
proconsul of Achaia and can be dated by Claudius's own imperial titulature in the text to around A.D. 51-
52, is the single external anchor point this entire chronology touches. If Gallio held that office when Paul  
stood  before  him,  Paul's  Corinth  stay  falls  within  that  same  narrow  window  —  which  places  his  
conversion roughly a decade or so earlier, in the mid-to-late 30s A.D.,  and everything traced in this 
chapter can be given approximate calendar years relative to that one fixed point: 1 and 2 Thessalonians  
in  approximately  A.D.  50-51,  from  this  same  Corinth  stay;  1  Corinthians  around  A.D.  53-54  and  2  
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Corinthians around A.D. 55-56, from the third journey's Ephesus and Macedonia stops; Romans around 
A.D. 56-57, from Corinth again; the Prison Epistles in approximately A.D. 60-62, whether from Rome or,  
on the minority view, somewhat earlier from Caesarea; and the Pastoral Epistles, if the reconstruction in  
§F above is correct, in the middle-to-late 60s, ending with Paul's death under Nero. Every one of these 
calendar  years  is  a  constructed inference built  on the Gallio  anchor  and the relative order  already  
established from scripture — offered for the reader's orientation, not as a claim this study treats as  
scriptural fact.

In Short

Only four of the thirteen letters — 1 & 2 Thessalonians, 1 & 2 Corinthians, and Romans — can be dated 
with  strong,  near-unanimous  confidence,  each  tied  to  a  specific,  identifiable  stop  on  Paul's  own 
recorded journeys (Chapter 3). Galatians' date depends on an unresolved question about its recipients; 
the four Prison Epistles are debated by location, Rome or Caesarea,  not by content;  and the three  
Pastoral Epistles fall after Acts itself ends, resting on tradition rather than the book's own narrative. 
Stating these confidence levels plainly, rather than treating all thirteen placements as equally certain, is  
itself part of this study's own method.

Chapter 6 — The Epistles: Canonical Record and 
Outline, and Why the Two Orders Differ

A. The Order Every Bible Actually Prints

Open any English New Testament and Paul's  thirteen letters appear in the same familiar  sequence, 
regardless  of  when  each  was  actually  written:  Romans,  1  Corinthians,  2  Corinthians,  Galatians, 
Ephesians,  Philippians,  Colossians,  1  Thessalonians,  2  Thessalonians,  1  Timothy,  2  Timothy,  Titus, 
Philemon. This is not the order Chapter 5 just traced. Romans, written late in Paul's ministry, comes first;  
1 & 2 Thessalonians, among his earliest letters, come eighth and ninth. The canonical order was never 
meant to be a timeline, and this chapter states plainly, as extra-biblical tradition rather than a claim  
scripture makes about itself, what the order is actually doing instead.

B. The Actual Organizing Principle: Audience, Then Length

The canonical order groups the letters first by who they were written to, and only then by size within 
that group. Nine letters, Romans through 2 Thessalonians, are addressed to churches; four, 1 Timothy 
through Philemon, are addressed to individual men. Within each of those two blocks, the letters run 
from longest to shortest — a pattern the approximate word counts below make visible directly:

Letters to churches (Romans–2 Thessalonians): Romans (~7,100 words) → 1 Corinthians (~6,800) → 2 
Corinthians (~4,500) → Galatians (~3,100) → Ephesians (~2,400) → Philippians (~1,600) → Colossians 
(~1,600) → 1 Thessalonians (~1,500) → 2 Thessalonians (~800).
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Letters to individuals (1 Timothy–Philemon): 1 Timothy (~1,600) → 2 Timothy (~1,200) → Titus (~650) 
→ Philemon (~350).

Inside  each  block,  the  descending  order  holds  with  only  the  smallest  variation  (Philippians  and 
Colossians are close enough in length that their relative order is not a clean test of the rule). Across the  
two blocks together, though, the rule plainly is not pure length — 1 Thessalonians and 2 Thessalonians  
are shorter than 1 Timothy, yet come before it, because they are letters to a church and Timothy is a  
person. Audience is the primary sort; length is what decides order within each audience group, not  
across the whole collection.

C. Why Organize It This Way At All

This ordering is a decision of the early church that compiled and copied the New Testament, not a claim 
scripture makes about its own arrangement — worth stating clearly per this library's own practice of 
separating direct statement from tradition. The most commonly given rationale is practical: a reader 
looking for Paul's teaching to the churches generally would find it grouped together and roughly front-
loaded  with  his  fullest  treatments  (Romans,  the  two  Corinthian  letters),  while  his  more  personal, 
situational letters to individual co-workers sit together at the end, distinguishable by their addressees at 
a glance. It is a librarian's ordering, suited to reference and repeated use, not a historian's.

D. What Each Ordering Is Actually Useful For

The two orders are not competing claims about the same thing; they answer different questions. The  
chronological order (Chapter 5) is useful for tracing Paul's own development — reading Romans against  
the maturity of a decade or more of ministry behind it, or reading 1 & 2 Thessalonians as the words of a 
much younger church only weeks removed from the missionary who planted it. The canonical order is  
useful for exactly what it was built for: finding a given letter quickly, and reading Paul's teaching to the  
churches as one connected block distinct from his instructions to individual leaders. Neither order is  
more "correct" than the other; each was built to answer a different question, and confusing the two —  
reading the canonical sequence as if it were a timeline — is the one genuine mistake available here, not  
a matter of preferring one order over the other.

E. Letters Paul Wrote That This Collection Doesn't Contain

Thirteen letters bear Paul's name in the canon, but scripture's own text shows plainly that he wrote 
more than thirteen — some of what he sent to these same churches was simply not preserved as part of  
the New Testament. This is a direct scriptural statement, not speculation: Paul himself refers to earlier 
correspondence that is not the letter the reader currently holds.

1 Corinthians 5:9  I wrote unto you in an epistle not to company with fornicators:

This sentence describes a letter to Corinth written before 1 Corinthians itself — 1 Corinthians is explicitly 
a follow-up to instruction already sent once before, an earlier Corinthian letter this study's own canon 
does not contain. A second, separate reference appears within the Corinthian correspondence again:
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2 Corinthians 2:4  For out of much affliction and anguish of heart I wrote unto you with many tears; 
not that ye should be grieved, but that ye might know the love which I have more abundantly unto 
you.

2 Corinthians 7:8  For though I made you sorry with a letter, I do not repent, though I did repent: 
for I perceive that the same epistle hath made you sorry, though it were but for a season.

Whether this "letter of tears" is a description of 1 Corinthians itself, written in an emotional register, or a  
third,  otherwise  unknown  letter  to  Corinth  distinct  from  both  1  and  2  Corinthians,  is  a  genuinely 
disputed question among careful readers — this study states the question rather than resolving it, since  
scripture itself does not settle which. What is not in dispute is that Paul corresponded with Corinth more  
times than this study's own two Corinthian letters record. A third, differently-shaped example appears in  
Colossians:

Colossians 4:16  And when this epistle is read among you, cause that it be read also in the church 
of the Laodiceans; and that ye likewise read the epistle from Laodicea.

Paul instructs Colosse to trade letters with the neighboring church at Laodicea — meaning a letter "from 
Laodicea," addressed to that city and evidently carrying content Paul wanted Colosse to have as well,  
once existed and is not part of this canon. (A later, non-canonical document calling itself the "Epistle to  
the Laodiceans" survives from the early centuries of the church, widely regarded as a later compilation 
stitched together  from phrases  in  Ephesians  and Philippians  rather  than  a  genuine,  independently-
preserved Pauline letter — offered here only as extra-biblical background, carrying no scriptural weight,  
and clearly distinguished from the actual letter Colossians 4:16 refers to, whose contents are simply not 
preserved.)  Taken together,  these three passages show that the thirteen letters in this study's  own 
canon  are  not  the  complete  record  of  Paul's  correspondence,  only  the  portion  the  early  church  
preserved, copied, and eventually recognized as scripture — a fact scripture itself states about its own  
collection, worth including here rather than leaving the reader to assume these thirteen are the whole 
of what Paul actually wrote.

In Short

The New Testament's own arrangement of Paul's letters sorts them first by audience — nine letters to 
churches, then four to individuals — and within each group, roughly by length, longest to shortest; it is  
not, and was never meant to be, the order he actually wrote them in. This is a decision of the church  
that compiled the canon, stated here as tradition rather than scripture's own claim, and it  serves a 
different purpose than the chronological order traced in Chapter 5: one is built for finding a letter and  
reading Paul's teaching to churches as a block; the other is built for tracing how his own ministry actually  
unfolded across time. And the thirteen letters this canon preserves are themselves not the whole of  
Paul's correspondence, by his own words: at least one earlier letter to Corinth, quite possibly a second, 
and a letter to Laodicea are named in the text itself without being part of the collection — a reminder  
that "the epistles of Paul" as this study studies them is the church's preserved and canonized record, not 
a claim that nothing else was ever written.
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Chapter 7 — The Seven Church Epistles: Doctrine, 
Reproof, Correction, and What Sets Thessalonians 
Apart

A. The Biblical Basis for the Three Terms

Paul himself names the categories this chapter tests, in words written near the very end of his life:

2 Timothy 3:16  All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for 
reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness.

Four terms appear here, not three — doctrine, reproof, correction, and instruction in righteousness — 
and this chapter's own framework uses only the first three to sort six of Paul's seven letters to churches, 
with Thessalonians standing apart from all three. Rather than leave the fourth term unaccounted for, §G  
below returns to it directly: instruction in righteousness is not a fourth bucket alongside the other three 
so much as their intended result — and it turns out to describe Thessalonians rather precisely, once the  
other six have been sorted.

B. Doctrine: Romans and Ephesians

Doctrine is positive teaching — laying out what is true — rather than correcting what has gone wrong.  
Romans is Paul's most systematic single statement of the gospel, moving in order from universal sin  
(Romans 1-3) through justification by faith (3-5) through the believer's new standing and walk (6-8) to 
Israel's own place in God's plan (9-11), addressed to a church Paul had not yet visited and was not  
writing to fix. Ephesians works the same way from a different angle — the church's own position "in  
Christ," the mystery "which in other ages was not made known unto the sons of men" (Ephesians 3:5,  
already examined in Chapter 4 §V) — with no local crisis named anywhere in the letter. Both letters  
teach; neither one is responding to a specific failure already underway in the reader.

C. Reproof: 1 & 2 Corinthians and Philippians

Reproof rebukes a fault the readers are already committing. No church Paul wrote to needed more of it  
than Corinth:

1 Corinthians 5:1  It is reported commonly that there is fornication among you, and such 
fornication as is not so much as named among the Gentiles, that one should have his father's wife.

1 Corinthians 11:18  For first of all, when ye come together in the church, I hear that there be 
divisions among you; and I partly believe it.

Divisions, lawsuits between believers, disorder at the Lord's own table, confusion over spiritual gifts — 1 
and 2 Corinthians  address  a  church with  real,  ongoing faults,  named and corrected one at  a  time. 
Philippians, by contrast, is Paul's warmest letter and carries no citywide crisis of Corinth's scale — but it  
is  not  free  of  reproof  either,  and  its  own  reproof  is  aimed  with  unusual  precision  at  two  named 
individuals:
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Philippians 4:2  I beseech Euodias, and beseech Syntyche, that they be of the same mind in the 
Lord.

Paul also warns this same church plainly against a specific danger already circling it: "Beware of dogs,  
beware  of  evil  workers,  beware  of  the  concision"  (Philippians  3:2).  The  letter's  overall  tone  is  
affectionate, but its own moments of direct address are reproof, not doctrine — which is why its main  
thrust rather than its every sentence is what places it here.

D. Correction: Galatians and Colossians

Correction  turns  a  reader  back  from  an  error  already  taking  hold,  rather  than  merely  rebuking  a  
behavior. Galatians is the clearest case in the entire New Testament:

Galatians 1:6  I marvel that ye are so soon removed from him that called you into the grace of 
Christ unto another gospel.

The Galatian churches were being drawn back toward circumcision and law-keeping by teachers Paul  
names as accursed for it (Galatians 1:8-9); the whole letter exists to correct that specific drift. Colossians  
answers a different but structurally similar problem — not a return to the law, but a creeping mixture of  
philosophy, ascetic regulation, and angel-worship:

Colossians 2:8, 18  Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the 
tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ… Let no man beguile you of 
your reward in a voluntary humility and worshipping of angels.

Both letters correct an error the readers had already begun to adopt, in each case a specific, named 
danger  rather  than  a  general  moral  failing  —  which  is  what  distinguishes  correction  from  reproof 
throughout this chapter's own use of the term.

E. What Sets Thessalonians Apart

Six letters accounted for, two apiece in three categories, one letter remains: 1 & 2 Thessalonians. They  
contain no citywide moral  crisis  to rebuke,  no creeping false doctrine to  correct,  and no extended  
systematic exposition to teach — their center of gravity is somewhere else entirely:

1 Thessalonians 4:16-17  For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the 
voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first: Then we 
which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in 
the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord.

1 Thessalonians 5:23  And the very God of peace sanctify you wholly; and I pray God your whole 
spirit and soul and body be preserved blameless unto the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.

The Thessalonian letters are the New Testament's most concentrated single treatment of the Lord's  
return and the believer's own coming transformation — the dead raised, the living changed, spirit, soul, 
and body together made whole. The reasoning for why this content sits outside doctrine, reproof, and 
correction alike is direct and, on reflection, exactly right: once that transformation is complete — a 
glorified, perfected body, in the Lord's own presence — there is no further doctrine such a person still  
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needs taught, no fault left to reprove, and no drift left to correct. Doctrine, reproof, and correction are  
all, by their nature, tools for an imperfect condition still being worked on; Thessalonians describes the 
condition in which that work is finished.

F. Seven Letters, Not Six

One further observation belongs here, worth noting rather than passing over: the pattern above sorts six 
letters into three paired categories — two doctrinal, two reproof, two correction — and Thessalonians 
completes the count to exactly seven letters addressed to churches. A pattern this clean, landing on a 
number scripture elsewhere treats as meaningful, is offered here as an observation worth making rather 
than  a  claim  this  chapter  can  prove  scripture  intended;  it  is  stated  plainly,  per  this  library's  own 
epistemic-status principle, as a noticed pattern rather than a demonstrated one.

G. Returning to the Fourth Term

2 Timothy 3:16's own fourth category, "instruction in righteousness," is not left over once the other 
three are assigned — it is arguably the best single description available of what Thessalonians actually is.  
Doctrine teaches what  is  true;  reproof  and correction address what  has gone wrong;  instruction in 
righteousness describes the positive, finished state all  three are working to produce. Read this way,  
Thessalonians is not a letter 2 Timothy 3:16 fails to account for — it is the term the other three are  
aimed at, made concrete: not the tools still needed by an imperfect church, but the condition — whole 
in spirit, soul, and body, in the Lord's own presence — that no longer needs them. This extension is 
offered as this study's own inference built on the framework stated above, not a claim scripture states 
about itself in these terms, and is flagged as such.

In Short

Sorted by which of Paul's own categories describes each letter's main thrust rather than its every verse:  
Romans and Ephesians teach positively (doctrine); 1 & 2 Corinthians and Philippians correct specific 
behavior already underway (reproof); Galatians and Colossians turn readers back from a specific error 
already  taking  hold  (correction);  and  1  &  2  Thessalonians,  centered  on  the  Lord's  return  and  the 
believer's  coming glorified body,  describe a state that needs none of the three — arguably naming 
instead 2 Timothy 3:16's own fourth term, instruction in righteousness, in its finished form. Six letters  
split evenly across three paired categories, with Thessalonians completing the count to exactly seven, is  
a pattern this chapter notes rather than claims to have proven by design.

Appendix A — Purposed in the Spirit: The Complete 
Study

This  appendix  is  the  complete,  unabridged  study  Purposed  in  the  Spirit:  Did  Paul  Err  by  Going  to 
Jerusalem? A Scriptural Resolution,  printed here in its fourth version. Chapter 4 of this study is  the 
condensed form of it. It is included whole so that every step of Chapter 4's argument can be checked,  
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and so that the arguments this study withdrew or reduced can be seen where they were withdrawn or 
reduced.

Three notes on reading it. The study was written to stand alone, and it refers to itself as "this study," to  
its  nine  chapters  as  Parts  1-9 (they  are  renumbered  here  so  that  they  do  not  collide  with  this 
manuscript's own chapters), and to its earlier draft as "the previous version." That phrase means an 
earlier draft of this same study, reviewed and rewritten as the Anchor Passage below describes; it is not  
an earlier edition of the manuscript in your hands. Its opening section is called the Preface here, and its 
closing table of weights is the last section, Weight of Each Argument. And Chapter 4's lettered sections 
cite this appendix by Part and section, for example "Appendix A, Part 3 §B." Where each Chapter 4  
section is treated in full:

Chapter 4 section Where its full treatment is found

A. The Question, and the Two Readings Preface §§A, C, D

B. How This Chapter Weighs Its Arguments Preface §§B, E, F

C. A Commission That Already Named Jerusalem Part 1

D. What the Greek of "Purposed in the Spirit" Does and Does 
Not Show

Part 2 §§A-D

E. "I Must Also See Rome": The Two Uses That Are Not Paul's Part 2 §§E-G; Part 5 §§A-B

F. The Verses This Study Used to Pass Over Part 3

G. The Hardest Verse: Acts 21:4 Part 4 §§A-C

H. Agabus, Peter's Girdle, and the Companions Part 4 §§D-G

I. Warning, Verdict, and What Came After Part 5

J. The Fruit Question Part 6

K. What Came Out of It Part 7

L. The Prior Question: Can Suffering Be Inside God's Will? Part 8

M. The Strongest Case Against This Position Part 9

N. Arguments at a Glance The closing table, "Weight of Each Argument"

Anchor Passage

Acts 19:21  After these things were ended, Paul purposed in the spirit, when he had passed through 
Macedonia and Achaia, to go to Jerusalem, saying, After I have been there, I must also see Rome.

This study asks a single, direct question and refuses to answer it by preference: when Paul went up to 
Jerusalem after saying this, and was arrested there, was he stepping outside what God had called him to  
do, or stepping directly into it?

The whole "Who Is Paul?" project is governed by 1 Corinthians 1:31 — "he that glorieth, let him glory in  
the  Lord"  — and  that  governs  this  study  most  of  all.  The  question here  is  not  whether  Paul  was  
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admirable. It is whether a specific, real, and long-debated reading of Acts 19-28 is what the text actually  
says.

This is the fourth version of this study, and it is a substantial rewrite rather than a polish. An earlier 
version was reviewed by a careful reader who holds the opposite position and who pressed it hard 
across two rounds. Several of his objections were correct, and the arguments they overturned have 
been removed or rebuilt rather than defended. Others were answerable, and the answers are now in 
the text. Where this study now states a conclusion, it also states what the other reading can fairly say 
against it, and how much weight the point should carry. That apparatus is described in Preface §B and  
collected in the closing table, "Weight of Each Argument."

Preface — The Question, the Two Readings, and the 
Weighing Scale

A. The Question This Study Was Asked to Settle

A  widely  taught  reading  of  Acts  21  holds  that  Paul  made  a  serious,  avoidable  mistake:  warned  
repeatedly by the Holy Spirit not to go to Jerusalem, he went anyway, out of stubbornness or misplaced 
zeal,  and reaped roughly five years of imprisonment as the direct consequence. On this reading he  
repented quickly, God mercifully brought fruit out of the wreckage, but the churches of Asia were lost to  
him and the mobility of his ministry was ended.

It is not a fringe reading. It has been argued in print by serious, careful expositors, and it deserves a  
serious, careful answer rather than a dismissive one. This study takes it up directly, runs every relevant  
verse from Acts  19:21 through Acts  28:31 against  this  library's  own standing method,  and states  a 
conclusion — but only after showing the actual textual work, and only with its own weight marked.

Weighing it: Framing only — takes no side on whether Paul erred going to Jerusalem.  Nothing is at 
stake in this section but the framing.

B. How This Study Weighs Its Own Arguments

This library's standing method already requires every claim to be flagged for its epistemic status — 
direct scriptural statement, constructed inference, or extra-biblical corroboration. This study extends 
that with a five-step scale, applied to every argument it makes, and then applied again in the closing  
table to the arguments on the other side.

Direct statement. Scripture says it in so many words. The only question is what the words mean.

Strong inference. It follows closely from what scripture says. An alternative reading exists but has to 
strain against the text to get there.
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Reasonable inference. It is the more natural reading of the evidence, but an honest reader working 
carefully can take it the other way without doing violence to anything.

Corroboration only. It is consistent with this study's position — but it would be roughly as consistent  
with the opposite position, so it adds confidence without adding proof. It may be stated; it may not be  
leaned on.

Neutral. It is commonly cited by one side or the other and genuinely settles nothing.

Every section below ends with a short Weighing it note. Its bold opening line gives the rating and says 
which way the section points: toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, toward the other reading, or  
toward neither. The rest of the note names what the opposing reading can fairly answer. Readers who  
want only the summary can read the closing table, where all of it is collected in one table.

This apparatus exists because the previous version of this study did not have it, and suffered for the lack.  
Two of its arguments were stated more strongly than the evidence allowed, and a reviewer found both.  
The remedy is not to argue more carefully in private; it is to publish the weight along with the claim.

Weighing it: Method, not argument — bears no weight either way on whether Paul erred going to 
Jerusalem.

C. The Case That Paul Was Wrong, Stated at Full Strength

A study that answers a weakened version of its opponent is worth little. Here is the opposing case as its  
careful advocates actually make it, in their own emphases, with nothing softened.

1. He sailed past the city he had given three years to.

Acts 20:16  For Paul had determined to sail by Ephesus, because he would not spend the time in 
Asia: for he hasted, if it were possible for him, to be at Jerusalem the day of Pentecost.

Ephesus was where Paul spent three years, and from which "all they which dwelt in Asia heard the word  
of the Lord Jesus" (Acts 19:10). Why would a man under divine necessity bypass the most fruitful base of 
his ministry to keep a calendar date?

2. He said the Spirit told him what was coming, and he named his own willingness to die.

Acts 20:22-24  And now, behold, I go bound in the spirit unto Jerusalem, not knowing the things 
that shall befall me there: Save that the Holy Ghost witnesseth in every city, saying that bonds and 
afflictions abide me. But none of these things move me, neither count I my life dear unto myself, so 
that I might finish my course with joy, and the ministry, which I have received of the Lord Jesus, to 
testify the gospel of the grace of God.

God does not want His people in chains. If He did, on this reading, He would have to say why — and He  
never does. The plain sense is that the Holy Ghost was warning Paul off, and Paul's answer was not "God  
told me to go" but "I am ready to die." Set that beside Gethsemane, where Jesus said "Father, if thou be  
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willing, remove this cup from me" (Luke 22:42), and Paul's eagerness looks like something other than  
godliness.

3. He warned the Ephesians that wolves were coming, and then left.

Acts 20:29-30  For I know this, that after my departing shall grievous wolves enter in among you, 
not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away disciples after them.

Paul foresaw the flock being devoured and went to Jerusalem anyway. God's order is to His own people 
first  (Galatians 6:10);  Paul  reversed it,  trading the believers  of  Ephesus for  the unbelieving Jews of 
Jerusalem.

4. When he would not listen to God, God sent more and more people.

Tyre's disciples spoke "through the Spirit" (Acts 21:4). Agabus came down from Judaea and bound his 
own hands and feet (21:10-11). Then everyone present joined in: "both we, and they of that place,  
besought him not to go up to Jerusalem" (21:12).  That escalation is exactly how God works with a  
believer who is off the mark — first directly, then through a few, then through many.

5. The fruit changes, and the change is measurable.

Luke's growth statements run 2:43-47, 5:14, 6:7, 9:31, 12:24, 16:5 and 19:20 — and the last of them is  
Acts 19:20, "So mightily grew the word of God and prevailed." After that there are no more. Acts ends  
not with the church multiplying but with one man in a rented house. Before Acts 20, angels open prison  
doors (Acts 5:19; 12:7-11; 16:26); after it, an angel comes only to say the ship's company will survive.  
Before, thousands believe; after, "some believed the things which were spoken, and some believed not" 
(Acts 28:24).

6. And Asia was lost.

2 Timothy 1:15  This thou knowest, that all they which are in Asia be turned away from me; of 
whom are Phygellus and Hermogenes.

Acts  19:10  says  all  Asia  heard.  2  Timothy  1:15  says  all  Asia  turned  away.  Something  went  wrong 
between those two sentences, and the reading that Paul was right does not explain it.

7. Underneath all of it: God's stated will for His people is good.

Health, freedom, life. Not chains. If God wanted Paul bound, scripture would have to say so plainly and  
say why, because it would cut against everything God had been doing for His people through the first  
nineteen chapters of Acts.

Weighing it: Opposing case, stated — this section argues neither side; it sets out the case that Paul 
erred going to Jerusalem at full strength. Every numbered point above is answered somewhere in this 
study, and three of the seven are answered only partly. Points 1, 2, 5 and 6 were not addressed at all in  
the previous version of this study. That was a real failure and it is corrected here.
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D. The Case That Paul Was Called to This

Its footing is broader rather than narrower. Christ's own words to Paul at his commissioning already 
name a Jewish audience, kings, and suffering (Acts 26:16-18; 9:15-16). Paul's own language across Acts  
19-23 is the language of necessity, and — decisively — that same word of necessity is spoken twice 
about this journey by God Himself, once by the Lord and once by an angel (Acts 23:11; 27:24). Luke's 
account distinguishes what the Spirit revealed from what Paul's companions concluded from it (Acts 
21:4 against 21:12), a distinction Luke draws the same way elsewhere (Acts 11:28). The journey had a 
stated and corporate errand, announced in writing before Paul set out (Romans 15:25-32). And where  
scripture records a servant of God going wrong, it says so — David, Samson, Saul's kingship, Peter at 
Antioch, and Paul himself in this very chapter (Acts 23:5). Here it says nothing.

Weighing  it:  Summary  only  —  sets  out  the  case  that  Paul  did  not  err  going  to  Jerusalem;  each 
argument is weighed where it is made below.

E. The Prior Question Underneath Both

Two rounds of argument over this passage produced a discovery worth stating at the front rather than 
burying: the dispute is not really about Acts 21.

Almost every disagreement traced back to a single prior question, which neither side had named:

Can suffering, imprisonment, or death be inside God's will for a believer — or is it evidence, on its  
face, that the believer has stepped outside it?

Grant the second answer and the Acts 21 conclusion follows almost automatically, and no amount of  
Greek will move it: Paul ended in chains, therefore Paul erred. Grant the first and most of the opposing  
objections lose their force at once, because the imprisonment stops being self-evidently a verdict.

Part 8 takes that question up directly. It is placed late because it needs the textual work first, but a  
reader who wants to know where the real disagreement lies should know now that it is there, and not in  
the grammar of Acts 19:21.

Weighing  it:  Strong  inference  — the  crux  of  whether  Paul  erred  going  to  Jerusalem is  the  prior  
question of whether suffering can lie inside God's will. It is drawn from the shape of the debate rather 
than from any verse. Part 8's handling of the question itself is rated there.

F. Method

Same method as every study in this library (Research-Method.md): the King James Version as the base 
text, every claim flagged for its epistemic status, and this library's own four-step Resolution Procedure 
for a text that appears to cut against a position otherwise well established — is the translation the best  
available rendering; is the text secure across the manuscript tradition; does the verse's force depend on 
a later editorial comma or clause break; and what do context and grammar actually require. Acts 21:4 is  
run through exactly that procedure in Part 4, not assumed either way going in.
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Three disciplines have been added to that method for this version, each because the previous version  
failed at it:

Constructions  are  verified  element  by  element. Where  this  study  says  two  verses  share  a  Greek 
construction, both have been checked against the interlinear including prepositions — not merely article  
and noun. The previous version claimed a "word for word" parallel that does not exist, and Part 2 §A has 
been rebuilt around what the text actually shows.

No claim is made that a word is never used loosely. The previous version said Luke uses dei "nowhere 
loosely." That is falsified by four verses in Luke's own hand, which are quoted in Part 2 §D.

Arguments from outcome are ruled out in both directions. Good fruit following an act does not prove 
the act was obedient; diminished fruit following an act does not prove it was disobedient. The previous  
version broke this rule in its own favour, and Part 7 §C has been demoted accordingly. Part 6 §F holds  
the opposing reading to the same standard.

Weighing it: Method, not argument — bears no weight either way on whether Paul erred going to 
Jerusalem.

G. Stated Up Front, Then Argued

This study's considered position, argued in full below and not merely asserted here:  Paul's journey to 
Jerusalem was not a lapse from his calling but an outworking of it.  It was named as a necessity before 
he set  out,  stated  twice  in  God's  own voice  afterward,  carried a  stated errand to the believers  at  
Jerusalem, and is never once assigned fault anywhere in scripture — in a narrative that assigns fault to 
Paul freely on other matters, including inside this very episode.

Acts 21:4 is real, and this study does not explain it away. It reads it precisely, and distinguishes — as 
Luke's own second report at Acts 21:12 already does — between what the Spirit revealed and what  
alarmed companions concluded from it.

But this study does not claim the question is closed. Three things remain genuinely open, and they are 
named in the Closing rather than buried: whether an unrecorded repentance could sit between Acts 
21:14 and 23:11; whether the purification of Acts 21:23-26 was itself a misstep; and how much weight  
the change in Acts's own texture after 19:20 should carry.

Weighing  it:  Reasonable  inference  —  the  position  as  a  whole  is  that  Paul  did  not  err  going  to 
Jerusalem. It rests on two direct statements (Acts 23:11; 27:24) and one strong inference (the absence 
of any verdict where scripture normally supplies one). It is not offered as a conclusion no careful reader  
could reach differently.
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Part 1 — A Commission That Already Named 
Jerusalem

A. Three Names, One Sentence — and Who Was Spoken To

The question of  whether Jerusalem belonged to Paul's  calling has to start  where the calling is  first 
stated:

Acts 9:15-16  But the Lord said unto him, Go thy way: for he is a chosen vessel unto me, to bear my 
name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel: For I will shew him how great things 
he must suffer for my name's sake.

An accuracy point first, because the previous version of this study got it wrong. These words are spoken 
to  Ananias,  about  Paul  —  not  to  Paul. The  previous  version  called  this  "the  very  sentence  that 
commissions him," which is not true, and a reader checking it would find that out immediately. What  
the verse gives is Christ's own statement of Paul's commission, delivered to the man sent to him; Paul's  
own account confirms Ananias then relayed it (Acts 22:14-15).

With that corrected, what the sentence says still  stands. Three audiences are named, not one: "the 
Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel." Most treatments of Paul's calling stop at the first and 
pass quickly over the other two, though they are stated with equal weight, in the same breath, by the 
same voice. "Kings" is not fulfilled anywhere in Paul's missionary journeys among the churches; it is  
fulfilled in Acts 24-26, before Felix, Festus and Agrippa. "The children of Israel" names a Jewish audience  
distinct from the Gentile churches, and its fullest expression in Acts is the temple, the Sanhedrin and the  
Jerusalem crowd of Acts 21-23. And the word for what this commission would cost is the word this study 
traces throughout: "he must (dei) suffer for my name's sake."

A second correction. The previous version said the "kings" clause "is fulfilled  only because Paul was 
arrested at Jerusalem." That reasons backward from what happened to what was required, which is 
precisely the move this library's method is supposed to catch. The prophecy names the audience; it does 
not specify the route. Paul could in principle have come before kings by some other road. What can be 
said is narrower and still useful: the arrest is the route Acts actually records, and the necessity of that 
route is stated later in God's own voice rather than in this study's reconstruction (Part 2 §E).

Weighing it: Reasonable inference — leans toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: his commission 
already named Jerusalem's own audience. That Jerusalem's own audience and the legal process are 
named in Paul's commission is a direct statement. That their presence in the commission bears on the 
Acts 21 journey is a reasonable inference — the opposing reading can fairly answer that a commission 
naming an audience says nothing about when or by what means Paul should approach it, and that Paul 
had already preached to Jews in every city he entered. This chapter establishes that Jerusalem was not  
excluded from Paul's calling. It does not establish that this particular journey was commanded.
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B. Christ's Own Words, Spoken Directly to Paul

Because §A's verse is spoken to Ananias, the stronger form of the same argument is a passage the 
previous version did not use at all — Paul's sworn courtroom account of what Christ said to him directly:

Acts 26:16-18  But rise, and stand upon thy feet: for I have appeared unto thee for this purpose, to 
make thee a minister and a witness both of these things which thou hast seen, and of those things 
in the which I will appear unto thee; Delivering thee from the people, and from the Gentiles, unto 
whom now I send thee, To open their eyes, and to turn them from darkness to light, and from the 
power of Satan unto God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them 
which are sanctified by faith that is in me.

Two things in verse 17 repay attention. "The people" is  Israel — so a Jewish audience is  named in 
Christ's  own  direct  words  to  Paul,  not  only  in  the  words  given  to  Ananias.  And  "delivering  thee" 
presupposes danger among both audiences: a promise of rescue is not given to a man who will face  
nothing.

This  last  point  has  been turned against  the study,  and fairly,  so  it  is  worth meeting here.  If  Christ  
promised to deliver Paul "from the Gentiles," does Gentile custody not contradict the promise? It would,  
if deliverance meant exemption. But count what actually happens in the chapters under dispute. Paul is  
rescued from the temple mob (Acts 21:31-32); from the scourging, by his citizenship (22:25-29); from 
the council,  "lest Paul should have been pulled in pieces" (23:10); from a forty-man ambush, by his  
nephew and four hundred and seventy soldiers (23:16-24); from a second ambush plot (25:3); from the 
soldiers' plan to kill the prisoners (27:42-44); and from the viper (28:3-6).

The promise of Acts 26:17 is not suspended during this period. It is kept, densely, seven times over. 
What changes is its character: Paul is delivered through danger rather than out of custody.

Weighing it:  Strong inference — points to Paul  not erring going to Jerusalem: Christ's  promise of 
deliverance  was  kept. That  Christ's  direct  words  to  Paul  name a  Jewish  audience  and  presuppose 
danger is a direct statement. That the seven rescues of Acts 21-28 constitute the promise being kept is a  
strong inference — the opposing reading can answer that deliverance into four years of chains is a thin 
sort of rescue, and that Paul's own earlier escapes were out of danger rather than through it. What 
cannot fairly be said, on the text, is that God stopped delivering him.

C. An Order Already Visible: Why Paul Left Jerusalem Before He Could 
Return To It

A fair objection belongs here, addressed rather than avoided: didn't the Lord in fact tell Paul to leave  
Jerusalem and stay away?

Acts 22:17-18, 21  And it came to pass, that, when I was come again to Jerusalem, even while I 
prayed in the temple, I was in a trance; And saw him saying unto me, Make haste, and get thee 
quickly out of Jerusalem: for they will not receive thy testimony concerning me. ... And he said unto 
me, Depart: for I will send thee far hence unto the Gentiles.
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This is a real vision and this study does not minimize it, but it belongs to a different moment entirely: the  
earliest days after Paul's conversion, before any of the three journeys, before a single Gentile church had 
been planted. Read alongside the three-part commission, it reads not as a permanent ban on Jerusalem 
but as the commission's own order — the Gentiles first, since Jerusalem in that hour would not receive  
him.

It was objected, in review, that this passage is simply part of Paul's story and proves nothing for either 
side. That is close to right, and the section has been retitled to present it as an objection answered  
rather than a point scored.

But one detail inside it does bear on the larger question, and neither side had noticed it. In the verses  
between 18 and 21, Paul argues with the Lord — "Lord, they know that I imprisoned and beat in every 
synagogue them that believed on thee" (22:19) — and the Lord simply repeats the instruction: "Depart"  
(22:21). Luke is entirely willing to show Paul resisting a divine instruction and being overruled, and to  
show it in Paul's own mouth in a public speech.

That  is  worth  holding  onto. When  the  question  later  becomes  whether  Luke  would  record  Paul 
overriding the Spirit, the answer is that Luke has already done exactly that once, plainly, and did not  
soften it.

Weighing  it:  Reasonable  inference,  partly  conceded  —  leans  toward  Paul  not  erring  going  to 
Jerusalem: Jerusalem was not permanently closed to him. As an answer to the objection, the section is 
a  reasonable inference — the opposing reading can say the vision shows Jerusalem was never Paul's 
assignment and that its early date changes nothing about that. The observation about Acts 22:19-21 is a  
direct statement of what the text does, though what it implies for Acts 21 is only corroboration: Luke's 
willingness to record one such scene does not guarantee he would record another.

In Short

Christ's own words at Paul's conversion — given to Ananias in Acts 9:15-16 and to Paul directly in Acts  
26:16-18  —  already  name  a  Jewish  audience,  kings,  danger,  and  suffering.  That  establishes  that 
Jerusalem was not excluded from Paul's calling; it  does not by itself  establish that this journey was 
commanded, and this study does not claim it does. The early vision of Acts 22:17-21 explains the order  
of Paul's ministry rather than permanently barring Jerusalem from it, and contains, in passing, a plain  
instance of Luke recording Paul resisting the Lord and being overruled.

Part 2 — "I Must Also See Rome": The Language of 
Divine Necessity

A. Purposed in the Spirit: What the Greek Does and Does Not Show

The previous version of this study built a case here that does not survive checking, and the correction  
has to come before the argument.
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"Paul  purposed" translates  etheto — the middle-voice aorist  of  tithemi (Strong's  G5087,  "to set,  to 
place"), the middle voice carrying the sense of setting something for oneself, resolving. What follows, "in  
the spirit," is ἐν τῷ πνεύματι (en to pneumati) — preposition, definite article, noun, and no possessive.

The previous version claimed this construction recurs "word for word, three verses later" at Acts 20:22,  
"bound in the spirit." That is not correct, and the claim is withdrawn. Acts 20:22 reads δεδεμένος τῷ 
πνεύματι — a bare dative with no preposition. It is a similar phrase, not the same construction, and it is 
a chapter later, not three verses. Mark 2:8, which the previous version used as the contrast case, is also 
a bare dative (τῷ πνεύματι αὐτοῦ) — which makes it structurally closer to Acts 20:22 than to Acts 19:21.

That leaves one genuine observation from the old argument, and it is worth keeping at its real size:  
Mark  2:8  shows  that  when  a  New  Testament  writer  wants  a  person's  own  private  spirit  read 
unambiguously, the possessive is available and gets used. Acts 19:21 has no possessive. That is a real 
absence. It is not, on its own, decisive.

The argument that does hold is different in kind, and stronger. It does not rest on one word recurring  
between two speakers — it rests on how Luke himself uses this exact phrase:

Luke 2:27  And he came by the Spirit into the temple: and when the parents brought in the child 
Jesus, to do for him after the custom of the law,

Luke 4:1  And Jesus being full of the Holy Ghost returned from Jordan, and was led by the Spirit into 
the wilderness,

Both are ἐν τῷ πνεύματι — the identical construction to Acts 19:21, preposition and all, in Luke's own 
hand. In both, the Spirit is unmistakably the divine Spirit. In neither is there any verb of speech: no one 
hears words. And in Luke 4:1 the leading goes directly into forty days of hardship.

That is a usage pattern by the same author, which is a different and far better class of evidence than a 
lexical match. It answers the objection — fairly raised — that matching a single Greek word between  
two speakers is the same move used to argue Jesus is God from "before Abraham was, I AM." It is not  
the same move. A word occurring twice proves nothing; an author's settled idiom is evidence about that 
author.

Set that beside how Luke writes the other kind of Spirit-statement in this same stretch — Acts 20:23  
("the Holy  Ghost  witnesseth"),  21:4 ("said  to  Paul  through the Spirit"),  21:11 ("Thus saith the Holy 
Ghost") — every one attached to a verb of speech or witness, delivered through other people, reporting  
content  from outside.  The pattern is  consistent  enough to name:  ἐν τῷ πνεύματι  with no verb of 
speech marks Spirit-prompted movement; "the Holy Ghost" plus a verb of saying marks an outward, 
verbal word given through someone else.

This library has already worked out the category this points to, in Save Yourselves From This Untoward 
Generation (Part 2) and the  Holy Spirit "He or It" Pronoun Study: not God the Giver speaking audibly 
from outside, and not bare unaided human ambition either, but the gift of holy spirit already resident  
within the believer (Acts 2:38), operating from within — compare Romans 8:14, "as many as are led by  



93

the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God," a leading that works through a believer's own will rather  
than against it.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference, downgraded from the previous version's near-certainty — leans 
toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, though an honest reader can decline it. Luke's usage at 2:27 
and 4:1 is a direct statement of how Luke writes. That Acts 19:21 carries the same sense is a reasonable 
inference, and §B below gives the honest reasons a careful reader could decline it.

B. The Counter-Instances, Stated Plainly

A study that waits for a reviewer to find the weaknesses in its own grammar has not done its work. 
Three are stated here.

First: Acts 20:22 is a bare dative, not the same construction. It can still be read the same way, since 
Greek datives of this kind commonly carry the sense without the preposition — but this study can no 
longer call it a parallel and will not.

Second: Luke uses a bare dative of a man's own spirit, without a possessive.

Acts 18:25  This man was instructed in the way of the Lord; and being fervent in the spirit, he spake 
and taught diligently the things of the Lord, knowing only the baptism of John.

"Fervent in the spirit" is ζέων τῷ πνεύματι — article, no possessive. Commentators divide over whether 
this means Apollos's own spirit or the Spirit of God. It is a bare dative rather than ἐν plus dative, so it  
does not break the specific pattern §A rests on. But it is the nearest counter-instance in Luke's own 
writing and an honest study names it rather than hoping no one looks.

Third: translators are divided at Acts 19:21 itself. The KJV has "the spirit," lowercase; so does the NASB 
1995.  Editions  and  margins  differ  over  whether  to  capitalize,  and  some note  "in  his  spirit"  as  the  
alternative. This study does not treat the rendering as settled and should not have implied otherwise. 
The grammar genuinely permits both, and a reader who takes it as Paul's own inward resolve is not 
doing violence to the Greek.

What this study does claim is narrower: that read against Luke's own use of this exact construction 
elsewhere, and against the absence of the possessive that Mark 2:8 shows was available, the divine 
reading is the more natural one. That is a claim about probability, not about proof.

Weighing it: Concession — this section lowers the weight of the Greek argument in §A for Paul not 
erring going to Jerusalem. A  reader persuaded by the three points  here should treat  Part  2  §A as 
corroboration only rather than as a load-bearing argument — and the position in this study would  
survive that, because its weight rests on Part 2 §E and Part 5, not here.
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C. Paul's Own Language of Planning — and the Romans 15 Complication

Paul demonstrably uses the ordinary language of personal planning about his own movements. Writing 
to Rome, using a third Greek verb for "purpose" (protithemai, G4388), he says plainly that a plan of his 
own did not come off:

Romans 1:13  Now I would not have you ignorant, brethren, that oftentimes I purposed to come 
unto you, but was let hitherto, that I might have some fruit among you also, even as among other 
Gentiles.

Writing to Corinth, defending a changed travel plan, he uses an ordinary word of reasoned decision 
(bouleuomai,  G1011) twice in one sentence and does not deny that he purposes things by his own  
deliberation — only that his deliberation is untrustworthy:

2 Corinthians 1:17  When I therefore was thus minded, did I use lightness? or the things that I 
purpose, do I purpose according to the flesh, that with me there should be yea yea, and nay nay?

And when he lays out ordinary travel plans elsewhere, he holds them openly contingent:

1 Corinthians 16:7  For I will not see you now by the way; but I trust to tarry a while with you, if the 
Lord permit.

The previous version of this study drew a contrast from this: Acts 19:21 stands out because it lacks the 
provisional language, so the "must" is the language Paul reserves for a settled purpose.

That contrast has to be weakened, and the reason is a verse the previous version quoted without  
noticing what it was. It cited Romans 15:32 as a generic example of Paul's provisional style:

Romans 15:32  That I may come unto you with joy by the will of God, and may with you be 
refreshed.

But Romans 15:32 is  not  a  generic  example.  It  is  the closing clause of  the passage in  which Paul 
announces this very journey (Romans 15:25-31, quoted in Part 3 §D). So the study's own proof-text for 
"Paul  talks  provisionally  about  ordinary  plans"  turns  out  to  be  Paul  talking  provisionally  about  the  
Jerusalem trip's own sequel.

The honest version of the contrast is therefore narrower: Paul held the journey's sequel — Rome, and 
then Spain — open to God's will, while stating the journey itself, and the necessity of Rome, without 
qualification. That is still  a real distinction, and it is visible in the same passage. It  is a considerably  
smaller one than the previous version claimed.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference, materially reduced — leans only slightly toward Paul not erring 
going to Jerusalem. The opposing reading can fairly answer that a man may state his own intention 
flatly and still be wrong about it, and that the absence of "if the Lord permit" at Acts 19:21 is a thin 
thread. It is. This section is retained because the distinction is real, not because it carries much.
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D. Dei: How Luke Uses "Must," and Where He Does Not

"I must also see Rome" translates the Greek impersonal verb dei — "it is necessary," "it must be." Across 
Luke's two-volume work, he reaches for this word again and again at the hinge-points of God's unfolding 
plan: Jesus of His own mission at twelve ("wist ye not that I must be about my Father's business," Luke  
2:49) and of His coming suffering ("the Son of man must suffer many things," Luke 9:22; "ought not  
Christ to have suffered these things," Luke 24:26, same root); of Paul's commission ("how great things  
he must suffer for my name's sake," Acts 9:16); and of Paul's own preaching ("we must through much 
tribulation enter into the kingdom of God," Acts 14:22).

The previous version then said Luke uses this word "nowhere loosely." That is false and is withdrawn. 
Dei occurs roughly a hundred times in the New Testament and carries ordinary obligation as readily as  
divine necessity — in Luke's own hand:

Luke 13:14  And the ruler of the synagogue answered with indignation, because that Jesus had 
healed on the sabbath day, and said unto the people, There are six days in which men ought to 
work: in them therefore come and be healed, and not on the sabbath day.

Acts 19:36  Seeing then that these things cannot be spoken against, ye ought to be quiet, and to do 
nothing rashly.

Acts 25:10  Then said Paul, I stand at Caesar's judgment seat, where I ought to be judged: to the 
Jews have I done no wrong, as thou very well knowest.

So the word alone proves nothing. And the objection that follows from this is fair and has to be granted:  
a man may say "I must" because he sincerely believes he is under a divine charge, and be mistaken 
about it. Paul's own use of dei at Acts 19:21 cannot settle whether Paul was right.

What remains is the concentration, not the word: at Luke's narrative hinges, this is his vocabulary. That  
is a matter of style and it counts for something. It does not count for much on its own — which is why 
the weight of this chapter sits in §E.

Weighing it:  Corroboration only — consistent with Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, but proves 
nothing on its own. Downgraded from the previous version, where it functioned as a main argument. 
The opposing reading's answer — that Paul thought "I must" was divine when it was his own resolve —  
cannot be refuted from this word.

E. The Two Uses That Are Not Paul's

Here is where the argument from necessity actually rests, and the previous version underused it badly.

Twice, about this journey, dei is spoken not by Paul:

Acts 23:11  And the night following the Lord stood by him, and said, Be of good cheer, Paul: for as 
thou hast testified of me in Jerusalem, so must thou bear witness also at Rome.
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Acts 27:23-24  For there stood by me this night the angel of God, whose I am, and whom I serve, 
Saying, Fear not, Paul; thou must be brought before Caesar: and, lo, God hath given thee all them 
that sail with thee.

The first is the Lord Himself, twelve verses after the arrest. The second is an angel, in the middle of the  
storm,  with God's own reason attached — two hundred and seventy-six lives preserved (Acts 27:37, 
44).

This defeats the word-matching objection directly, because two of the three uses are not Paul's words at 
all. Whether or not Paul was right to say "I must see Rome," God twice says that Rome is necessary. The 
question is no longer whether Paul's private conviction matched God's will; it is what to make of God 
stating the necessity in His own voice.

The objection to this is serious and is answered in Part 5 §E.  It runs: God ratifying a course does not 
prove the course was His original intention — He gave Israel a king He had told them not to want. That 
objection is real, and Part 5 §E takes it on its own ground rather than dismissing it.

Weighing it: Direct statement, with a live objection — supports Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, 
though the Plan B reading remains coherent. That God twice names Rome as necessary is a  direct 
statement. That this establishes the journey was God's will from the outset is a  reasonable inference 
only, because the Plan B reading is available and coherent. Acts 23:11 is harder for that reading than 
27:24, because it comes twelve verses after the arrest with no repentance recorded in between and it  
commends what Paul did at Jerusalem — but "no repentance recorded" is an argument from silence and 
is weighed as one.

F. Jesus's Own Journey to Jerusalem, and Luke's Echo

Luke 9:51  And it came to pass, when the time was come that he should be received up, he 
stedfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem.

This verse opens the long central section of Luke's Gospel; everything from here to the crucifixion is  
organized around this one resolve. It is a pattern Luke has already trained his reader to recognize: a 
deliberate, foreknowing purpose to go to Jerusalem, fully aware that suffering waits there, undertaken 
as the fulfilment of God's will rather than in spite of it. When the same author writes in his second  
volume that Paul "purposed... to go to Jerusalem," using the language of necessity immediately after,  
the echo is meant to be heard.

It was objected, fairly, that this echo proves neither obedience nor disobedience — that if Paul was right  
it parallels Christ's obedience through suffering, and if Paul was wrong it shows a man's zeal to suffer 
running past what God asked.  That objection is correct, and the section is retained at the weight it 
deserves rather than the weight the previous version gave it.

Weighing it: Corroboration only — consistent with Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, but the echo fits 
either reading equally. A literary echo establishes that Luke framed the two journeys alike. It does not  
establish that God evaluated them alike.
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G. Acts 20:22-23: Knowing, and Going Anyway

Before Paul reaches Tyre or hears Agabus, he tells the Ephesian elders exactly what he expects:

Acts 20:22-23  And now, behold, I go bound in the spirit unto Jerusalem, not knowing the things 
that shall befall me there: Save that the Holy Ghost witnesseth in every city, saying that bonds and 
afflictions abide me.

Verse 22 is the inward state; verse 23 is the outward, verbal testimony, "in every city," through the 
mouths of others. Luke did not need two different phrasings to say one thing twice.

What is certain, and what both readings must account for: Paul is not surprised. He states in advance 
that the Holy Ghost has told him repeatedly, city after city, that bonds and afflictions are coming — and  
he goes. Whether that is a man walking knowingly into a called suffering or a man overriding a warning 
is exactly the question this study is about, and verse 23 by itself does not answer it.

Weighing it: Neutral — bears no weight either way on whether Paul erred going to Jerusalem.  This is a 
genuinely two-edged passage and the previous version treated it as one-edged. That the Holy Ghost's  
repeated  testimony  is  content rather  than  command is  a  reasonable  inference from  its  wording 
("witnesseth...  saying  that  bonds  and  afflictions  abide  me"  — a  statement  of  what  awaits,  not  an  
instruction), and Part 4 §C shows Luke using the same shape elsewhere.  But a reader who hears a 
warning in it is hearing something the words will bear.

In Short

The Greek of Acts 19:21 is less decisive than the previous version of this study claimed, and the false  
parallel with Acts 20:22 is withdrawn. What survives is Luke's own use of ἐν τῷ πνεύματι at Luke 2:27  
and 4:1 — divine Spirit, no verb of speech, in one case leading directly into hardship — which makes the  
divine reading more natural without making it certain; Acts 18:25 and the translators' own division are 
stated against it. The word dei proves nothing on its own, and the claim that Luke never uses it loosely is 
withdrawn. The weight of the chapter rests instead on the two uses that are not Paul's: the Lord at Acts 
23:11 and the angel at Acts 27:24, both naming Rome as necessary, the second with God's own reason  
attached.

Part 3 — The Verses This Study Used to Pass Over

The previous version of this study did not address Acts 20:16 or Acts 20:24, which are the two verses the  
opposing reading leans on hardest after Acts 21:4. A study that names itself a resolution cannot leave its  
opponent's best verses out. They are taken here in order, along with the passage that answers most of  
the surrounding argument and that no version of this study had used.
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A. Acts 20:16 — Sailing Past Ephesus

Acts 20:16  For Paul had determined to sail by Ephesus, because he would not spend the time in 
Asia: for he hasted, if it were possible for him, to be at Jerusalem the day of Pentecost.

The objection is real:  why would a man under divine necessity bypass the most fruitful base of his  
ministry to keep a date?

Three things can be said, and the first is a partial concession.

The  stated  reason  is  ordinary. Luke  gives  Paul's  motive  plainly  —  haste,  to  reach  Jerusalem  by 
Pentecost. That is a human calculation about a calendar. It is not framed as revelation, and this study 
will not dress it up as one. Paul made a scheduling decision.

But he did not avoid the Ephesians. He sailed past the port and summoned the elders to Miletus (Acts 
20:17), then spent what reads as the most personal address in the book of Acts with them. Whatever  
Acts 20:16 shows, it does not show a man slipping away.

And the errand explains the date. Pentecost matters because the collection had to arrive at the feast, 
when Jerusalem was full and the poor saints' need was greatest — see §D below. Once the journey's  
actual purpose is in view, the haste stops looking like restlessness and starts looking like logistics.

Weighing it: Partial concession — Acts 20:16's haste tells mildly for the other reading, that Paul erred  
going to Jerusalem. That Paul's stated reason is ordinary human haste is a  direct statement and tells 
mildly against reading every step of this journey as divinely dictated. This study's answer — that the 
errand explains the deadline — is a reasonable inference. The opposing reading can fairly answer that a 
collection could have been carried by others (as indeed Paul had once proposed, 1 Corinthians 16:3-4),  
and that the urgency was Paul's own.

B. Acts 20:24 — "Neither Count I My Life Dear Unto Myself"

This is the verse the opposing reading returns to most often, and it is worth quoting in full,  in this  
library's base text, because the full sentence differs from how it is usually cited:

Acts 20:24  But none of these things move me, neither count I my life dear unto myself, so that I 
might finish my course with joy, and the ministry, which I have received of the Lord Jesus, to testify 
the gospel of the grace of God.

It is frequently quoted from a modern version as "I do not consider my life of any account as dear to 
myself," and the argument built on it is that this is a man devaluing what God values — that God wants 
His people alive and free, and that Paul here contradicts Him.

The KJV sentence does not stop where that quotation stops.  The clause continues into a purpose: so 
that I might finish my course with joy, and the ministry, which I have received of the Lord Jesus. Paul is 
not saying his life is worth nothing. He is ranking a  received** ministry above self-preservation, and 
naming its source in the same breath.
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That structure matters, because it is the same structure Paul uses of the Ephesian elders eight verses  
later: the Holy Ghost made them overseers (Acts 20:28). A charge received is not a course chosen.

It has been answered, honestly, that the purpose clause is the error — that a ministry cannot be finished 
by a man who is dead or bound, so subordinating life to ministry is self-defeating. Part 8 §C takes that up  
as a question of principle, since it is the crux in miniature. Two things belong here:

Scripture praises this exact disposition in Paul, in a corporate decision. The Jerusalem council's own 
letter — the body of Christ deciding together, which is the standard the opposing reading itself invokes 
— describes Barnabas and Paul as "men that have hazarded their lives for the name of our Lord Jesus  
Christ" (Acts 15:26). If readiness to risk death is ungodly, that commendation is inexplicable.

And Paul had already been imprisoned repeatedly, and listed it as credential rather than failure:

2 Corinthians 11:23  Are they ministers of Christ? (I speak as a fool) I am more; in labours more 
abundant, in stripes above measure, in prisons more frequent, in deaths oft.

That was written before the Jerusalem journey. If imprisonment is evidence on its face of being outside 
God's  will,  then  most  of  Paul's  ministry  stands  condemned  —  including  Philippi,  where  the 
imprisonment produced the jailer's household (Acts 16:25-34) and ended in an earthquake that opened 
the doors.

Weighing it: Strong inference on the verse, though the principle stays contested — supports Paul not 
erring going to Jerusalem without settling it. That the KJV sentence contains a purpose clause naming a 
received ministry is a direct statement, and quoting the verse without it changes what it says. That this 
makes Paul's disposition godly rather than reckless is a strong inference, supported by Acts 15:26 and 2 
Corinthians 11:23. The opposing reading can still answer that a right disposition can be applied to a 
wrong journey — which is true, and is why this section does not claim to settle the larger question.

C. Acts 20:28-32 — Who Was Left in Charge of the Flock

The objection here is that Paul foresaw wolves and left anyway, shifting onto the elders a responsibility  
that was his.

Acts 20:28  Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost 
hath made you overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood.

Acts 20:29-30  For I know this, that after my departing shall grievous wolves enter in among you, 
not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away disciples after them.

Acts 20:32  And now, brethren, I commend you to God, and to the word of his grace, which is able 
to build you up, and to give you an inheritance among all them which are sanctified.

Three observations from the passage itself.
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The guardians were appointed by the Holy Ghost, not by Paul. Verse 28 says so in as many words. 
Reading verse 28 as Paul offloading a duty requires already believing that he was offloading it — the  
verse's plain statement runs the other way.

Paul commends them to God, not to himself (v. 32).

And the separation is final either way. "I know that ye all, among whom I have gone preaching the 
kingdom of God, shall see my face no more" (Acts 20:25). Paul's own stated plan was Jerusalem, then  
Rome, then Spain (Romans 15:24, 28) — westward. Ephesus was behind him on any reading of his  
motives, so the question was never whether he would stay.

And the warning was heeded. Thirty-odd years later, the risen Christ's own assessment of that same 
church:

Revelation 2:2-3  I know thy works, and thy labour, and thy patience, and how thou canst not bear 
them which are evil: and thou hast tried them which say they are apostles, and are not, and hast 
found them liars: And hast borne, and hast patience, and for my name's sake hast laboured, and 
hast not fainted.

The wolves came, exactly as Paul said. They were tested and found to be liars. Revelation 2:4's rebuke — 
that the church left its first love — is a real decline and should not be minimized, but it  is not the 
collapse the objection requires.

Weighing it: Strong inference — supports Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: the Holy Ghost, not Paul, 
appointed the Ephesian elders. Acts 20:28's appointment of the elders by the Holy Ghost is a  direct 
statement, and the responsibility-shifting reading is circular without independent support. Revelation 
2:2-3 as  evidence that  the warning worked is  a  reasonable  inference — the opposing reading can 
answer that Revelation 2:4-5 shows the candlestick under threat of removal, and that a church can resist  
false apostles while still declining.

D. Romans 15:25-32 and Acts 24:17 — What the Journey Was Actually For

This is the largest omission in every previous version of this study, and it bears on more of the opposing 
case than anything else in this chapter.

Romans 15:25-28  But now I go unto Jerusalem to minister unto the saints. For it hath pleased 
them of Macedonia and Achaia to make a certain contribution for the poor saints which are at 
Jerusalem. It hath pleased them verily; and their debtors they are. For if the Gentiles have been 
made partakers of their spiritual things, their duty is also to minister unto them in carnal things. 
When therefore I have performed this, and have sealed to them this fruit, I will come by you into 
Spain.

Romans 15:30-31  Now I beseech you, brethren, for the Lord Jesus Christ's sake, and for the love of 
the Spirit, that ye strive together with me in your prayers to God for me; That I may be delivered 
from them that do not believe in Judaea; and that my service which I have for Jerusalem may be 
accepted of the saints.
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Paul confirms the same errand later, under oath, before Felix:

Acts 24:17  Now after many years I came to bring alms to my nation, and offerings.

Three separate objections lose most of their force against this passage.

"He traded the believers of Ephesus for the unbelievers of Jerusalem."  The journey's stated purpose 
was relief for  believers — "the poor saints which are at Jerusalem," "accepted of the saints." It was a 
believer-directed errand carrying money from Gentile churches to Jewish ones, and Paul describes it as a  
debt the Gentiles owed. Whatever else it was, it was not an evangelistic gamble on unbelieving Jews.

"He was warned and refused to hear it." Paul named the danger himself, in writing, in advance — "that 
I may be delivered from them that do not believe in Judaea." He did not need Tyre or Agabus to tell him 
what was coming. He had already told Rome.

"It was one man's decision, outside the body." Paul asked an entire church to "strive together with me 
in your prayers to God for me" over this specific journey. That is the opposite of acting alone.

Weighing it: Direct statement, and the strongest section in this chapter — supports Paul not erring 
going to Jerusalem by showing what the journey was for. Everything above is what the verses say. The 
opposing reading's available answer is that a good errand can still be undertaken at the wrong time or  
against instruction — which is true, and which is why this section removes three objections without  
closing the central question. It should also be noted, in fairness, that Romans 15:32's "by the will of  
God" shows Paul holding the sequel provisionally (Part 2 §C).

In Short

Acts 20:16 records an ordinary human calculation about a calendar, and this study does not pretend 
otherwise — though the collection's deadline explains the date. Acts 20:24 in the KJV contains a purpose 
clause that the usual citation of it omits: Paul subordinates his life to a ministry he names as received of 
the Lord Jesus, a disposition the Jerusalem council itself commended in him (Acts 15:26) and which his 
own earlier  imprisonments  already exemplified (2  Corinthians  11:23).  Acts  20:28 assigns  the flock's 
oversight to elders the Holy Ghost appointed, and Revelation 2:2-3 shows them doing exactly what 
Paul's warning told them to do. And Romans 15:25-32 with Acts 24:17 gives the journey a stated errand 
to believers, a danger Paul named in advance, and an entire church enlisted in prayer over it.

Part 4 — The Hardest Verse: Acts 21:4

A. What the Verse Actually Says

The strongest single verse for the "Paul was wrong" reading is real, and this study states it in full rather  
than softening it:

Acts 21:4  And finding disciples, we tarried there seven days: who said to Paul through the Spirit, 
that he should not go up to Jerusalem.
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Taken alone and read as a flat, unqualified command — "the Spirit said: do not go" — this verse would  
be  difficult  to  reconcile  with  everything  traced  in  Parts  1  through  3.  This  study  does  not  pretend 
otherwise. On the surface, this verse favours the opposing reading, and any resolution has to earn its 
way past it rather than around it.

Weighing it: Concession — on its surface, Acts 21:4 favors the other reading, that Paul erred going to 
Jerusalem. The surface reading of Acts 21:4 is the opposing case's best ground.

B. Running It Through This Study's Own Resolution Procedure

This  library's  Harmonization  principle  holds  that  scripture  cannot  contradict  scripture,  and  that  an  
apparent  contradiction  signals  a  translation  or  understanding  gap  rather  than  an  actual  error  —  
checked, not assumed, through four steps.

Translation. The KJV's rendering is a defensible translation of the Greek, and this study does not dispute 
it.  Text. No significant manuscript variant is  available here.  Punctuation. The verse's force does not 
depend on an editorial comma. So three of the four steps yield nothing, and context and grammar carry 
the whole weight.

Two grammatical details, then the decisive one.

The verb translated "said" is  ἔλεγον — imperfect,  "they  kept saying." That is  a sustained,  repeated 
human urging over the seven days, not a single delivered oracle.

And the phrase is διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, "through the Spirit," describing the means by which the disciples 
came to speak.

Now Luke's own second report of the same episode, ten verses later:

Acts 21:12  And when we heard these things, both we, and they of that place, besought him not to 
go up to Jerusalem.

Luke's two reports of one episode use two different verbs for two different things. Verse 4 states what  
the Spirit did: it revealed something. Verse 12 states what the people then did with that revelation: they 
"besought him" — pleaded, entreated. Nowhere does Luke have the Spirit itself issue an imperative to 
Paul directly. What the Spirit gave was content; the imperative appears in verse 12 as the companions'  
own response to it, in their own voice.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference — leans toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: the disciples'  
urging was their own inference, not the Spirit's command. The imperfect ἔλεγον and the v.12 parallel 
are direct statements about the text. That they show the prohibition was the disciples' inference rather 
than the Spirit's command is a reasonable inference — and the opposing reading's answer is coherent: 
that the disciples spoke by the Spirit is exactly what verse 4 says, and a Spirit-prompted "do not go" is 
still a divine "do not go." This study does not claim that answer is unreasonable. It claims the reading 
below is more natural.
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C. Luke's Own Parallel: Acts 11:28

The decisive support for §B is a verse neither this study nor its reviewer had used, and it involves the 
same prophet:

Acts 11:28  And there stood up one of them named Agabus, and signified by the spirit that there 
should be great dearth throughout all the world: which came to pass in the days of Claudius 
Caesar.

"Signified by the spirit" is διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος — the identical phrase as Acts 21:4, in Luke's own hand, 
about the same man. And what it introduces there is pure predictive content: a coming famine.  No 
command whatsoever.

One detail worth noticing in passing, since this study's method requires it. The KJV capitalizes "the Spirit"  
at Acts 21:4 and leaves "the spirit" lowercase here at Acts 11:28 — but the Greek is the same in both 
places. Capitalization is a translator's judgement, not a feature of the text, and the reader who takes 
Acts 21:4's capital as evidence of a weightier utterance is reading the translators rather than Luke.

So  when  Luke  writes  διὰ  τοῦ  πνεύματος,  his  own  established  usage  is  that  the  Spirit  supplies 
information about what is coming. That is precisely what the surrounding verses at Tyre and Caesarea 
also supply — bonds and afflictions — and precisely what the companions then turned into an entreaty.

Weighing it:  Strong inference — points to Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: Luke uses the same 
phrase at Acts 11:28 for content, not command. Acts 11:28's wording is a  direct statement, and one 
same-author parallel using the identical phrase about the identical prophet is materially better evidence 
than a bare appeal to context. The opposing reading can answer that one parallel is not a rule and that a 
phrase may introduce content in one place and a command in another. That is fair; but it now has to  
argue against Luke's usage rather than merely assert the surface reading.

D. Agabus, and the Difference Between a Prophecy and a Command

Acts 21:10-11  And as we tarried there many days, there came down from Judaea a certain 
prophet, named Agabus. And when he was come unto us, he took Paul's girdle, and bound his own 
hands and feet, and said, Thus saith the Holy Ghost, So shall the Jews at Jerusalem bind the man 
that owneth this girdle, and shall deliver him into the hands of the Gentiles.

This is the most formal "Thus saith the Holy Ghost" statement in the entire episode — and it contains no 
command at all. It is a prediction stated as fact: this is what will happen. Not "the Holy Ghost saith, go  
not up."

The command appears only in the next verses, and Luke is careful about whose words they are:

Acts 21:13-14  Then Paul answered, What mean ye to weep and to break mine heart? for I am 
ready not only to be bound, but also to die at Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus. And when 
he would not be persuaded, we ceased, saying, The will of the Lord be done.
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Paul's answer treats the distinction as already obvious to him. He does not argue that the Spirit was  
wrong or Agabus false; he accepts the prediction and states his readiness to go through exactly what it  
foretold, "for the name of the Lord Jesus" — language echoing the commission at Acts 9:16.

Weighing it:  Strong inference — points  to Paul  not erring going to Jerusalem: Agabus's  prophecy 
contains  a  prediction and no command. That  the  most  formal  prophetic utterance  in  the episode 
contains  a  prediction and no imperative is  a  direct  statement about  the text  and is,  with  §C,  the 
backbone  of  this  chapter.  The  opposing  reading  answers  that  a  prophecy  of  chains  functions as  a 
warning and that God does not announce bondage to a man He is sending into it without explanation. 
That is an appeal to what God would do, which Part 8 takes up; it is not an appeal to what Luke wrote.

E. Acts 21:14 — What It Does and Does Not Concede

The previous version of this study titled this section "Even Those Who Pled With Him Conceded It" and 
read the companions' closing words — "The will of the Lord be done" — as a concession that Paul was  
right.

That reading is withdrawn as overstated. The sentence will bear it, but it will equally bear the opposite: 
that having seen Paul would not be moved, they left the matter with God. It is what people say when 
persuasion has failed, and it does not disclose what they concluded.

What can be said is narrower and still worth something: they did not walk away saying he was in sin. 
Luke, who records their entreaty in detail, records no verdict from them at all.

Weighing  it:  Neutral  —  bears  no  weight  either  way  on  whether  Paul  erred  going  to  Jerusalem. 
Downgraded  from  the  previous  version,  where  it  was  called  "the  most  telling  detail  in  the  whole  
episode." It is not. It tells us the argument ended; it does not tell us who was right.

F. Peter's Girdle: The One Prophecy of a Bound Apostle That Scripture 
Interprets

Agabus's sign-act is a prophecy that a leading apostle will be bound and handed over. Scripture contains 
exactly one other such prophecy — and in that case it tells us plainly how to read it.

John 21:18-19  Verily, verily, I say unto thee, When thou wast young, thou girdedst thyself, and 
walkedst whither thou wouldest: but when thou shalt be old, thou shalt stretch forth thy hands, 
and another shall gird thee, and carry thee whither thou wouldest not. This spake he, signifying by 
what death he should glorify God. And when he had spoken this, he saith unto him, Follow me.

Set the two side by side. Agabus takes Paul's girdle and says the Jews will bind him and deliver him to 
the Gentiles. Christ tells Peter that "another shall gird thee, and carry thee whither thou wouldest not."

Both are prophecies of an apostle bound and taken where he would not choose to go. In the one case 
where  scripture  supplies  its  own  interpretation,  the  verdict  is  not  error  or  warning.  It  is  glory — 
"signifying by what death he should glorify God" — and the instruction attached to it is "Follow me."
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This does not prove that Paul's binding was of the same character as Peter's. It establishes something  
narrower and important:  a divinely  announced prophecy that  an apostle  will  be bound is  not,  in 
scripture's own usage, self-evidently a warning to avoid it. The opposing reading's strongest intuition 
— that God would not announce chains to a man He was sending — has a direct counter-example in the 
Lord's own words to the chief apostle.

Weighing it: Strong inference — points to Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: scripture itself frames a 
bound apostle's chains as God's will (John 21:19). John 21:19's interpretation of the binding is a direct 
statement. That it governs how to read Agabus is a reasonable inference — the opposing reading can 
answer that Peter's  binding came with an explicit  divine interpretation and Paul's  did not,  which is 
exactly the asymmetry it relies on elsewhere. That answer has force. But it can no longer be said that 
scripture never frames an apostle's chains as God's will, because here it does.

G. Companions Pleading Against a Foretold Jerusalem Suffering

There is one more scene in scripture with the same shape as Tyre and Caesarea, and it is the closest 
structural parallel the episode has.

Matthew 16:21-23  From that time forth began Jesus to shew unto his disciples, how that he must 
go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many things of the elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed, 
and be raised again the third day. Then Peter took him, and began to rebuke him, saying, Be it far 
from thee, Lord: this shall not be unto thee. But he turned, and said unto Peter, Get thee behind 
me, Satan: thou art an offence unto me: for thou savourest not the things that be of God, but those 
that be of men.

Every element of the Tyre episode is present. A journey to Jerusalem announced as a must (dei, verse 21 
—  Luke's  word).  Suffering  foretold  as  part  of  it.  A  loving  companion,  out  of  genuine  care,  urging  
avoidance. And a verdict — delivered not on the traveller but on the companion.

This does not settle Acts 21; Paul is not Christ, and his journey is not the atonement. But it does answer 
one recurring argument: that when people who love a man plead with him not to go into foretold  
suffering at Jerusalem, their plea carries the authority of God. Scripture has staged that exact scene once 
before, and it did not rule for the companions.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference — leans toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: companions 
can be wrong in urging a man away from a foretold suffering.  The parallel is a direct statement of what 
Matthew records. Its application to Acts 21 is a reasonable inference and must be held at that level — 
the opposing reading can fairly answer that Christ's journey was uniquely necessary and that the parallel  
proves only that companions can be wrong, not that these companions were.

In Short

Acts 21:4 favours the opposing reading on its surface, and this study grants that. What tells against it is  
the grammar and Luke's own usage: the imperfect ἔλεγον is a sustained human urging; the phrase διὰ 
τοῦ πνεύματος is Luke's own idiom for the Spirit supplying information, as Acts 11:28 shows with the 
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same prophet; Luke's second report at 21:12 puts the imperative in the companions' own mouths; and  
Agabus's  formally  introduced  prophecy  contains  a  prediction  and  no  command  at  all.  Two  scenes  
elsewhere in scripture bear on it: Christ's own interpretation of a bound apostle as glory (John 21:18-
19),  and the one other  episode where loving companions urged avoidance of  a  foretold Jerusalem 
suffering (Matthew 16:21-23). Acts 21:14's "the will of the Lord be done" is neutral and the previous  
version overread it.

Part 5 — Warning, Verdict, and What Came After

A. "So Must Thou Bear Witness Also at Rome"

Acts 23:11  And the night following the Lord stood by him, and said, Be of good cheer, Paul: for as 
thou hast testified of me in Jerusalem, so must thou bear witness also at Rome.

This is not Paul's own resolve, and not a report filtered through anxious companions. It is the Lord  
Himself, appearing to Paul directly, twelve verses after the arrest — and the Lord does not rebuke him.  
He commends what Paul has just done there ("thou hast testified of me in Jerusalem") and extends the  
commission forward in the same word Paul used of himself at Acts 19:21.

Weighing it: Direct statement, with a live objection — supports Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, 
though God may stand by a servant who has already erred and repented. What the Lord says is a 
direct statement. That it vindicates the decision to go is a reasonable inference, because §E's objection 
is available: God may stand by a servant who has already erred and repented. What makes that answer  
harder here than at Acts 27:24 is that no repentance is recorded between Acts 21:14 and 23:11 — but  
that is an argument from silence, and §D explains why this particular silence is worth more than most.

B. A Bookend Repetition

This library's  Research-Method already names this pattern: a bookend or framing repetition, the same 
word recurring at the start and close of a unit to mark its boundaries and theme (Nessle's  Sumplēxis, 
extending Bullinger's catalogue). "I must also see Rome" (19:21) and "so must thou bear witness also at 
Rome" (23:11) frame the entire disputed episode — Tyre, Agabus, the arrest, the riot, the Sanhedrin —  
with the identical word at both ends, spoken first by Paul and then, after everything between, spoken 
back to him by the Lord.

Weighing it: Corroboration only — consistent with Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, but the same 
frame would exist if he had recovered from a mistake.  A framing repetition marks a literary unit and 
names its theme. It does not adjudicate the conduct inside the unit — the same frame would exist if the 
episode recorded a recovered mistake.

C. Paul's Own Testimony: "I Was Not Disobedient"

Acts 26:19-20  Whereupon, O king Agrippa, I was not disobedient unto the heavenly vision: But 
shewed first unto them of Damascus, and at Jerusalem, and throughout all the coasts of Judaea, 
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and then to the Gentiles, that they should repent and turn to God, and do works meet for 
repentance.

The previous version read this as a sworn life-audit — "given precisely at the point where a man who  
believed he had defied the Spirit would have every reason to say so." That framing is withdrawn. Paul is 
recounting his obedience to the Damascus vision specifically, not issuing a general statement that he 
had never erred. The objection is correct.

What survives is narrower and still worth stating: verse 20 names Jerusalem inside the vision's own 
scope — "at Jerusalem, and throughout all the coasts of Judaea" — as part of what Paul understood  
himself to have been sent to do.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference, materially reduced — leans only slightly toward Paul not erring 
going to Jerusalem. Verse 20's inclusion of Jerusalem in the commission's scope is a direct statement of 
what Paul said. Reading verse 19 as bearing on the Acts 21 journey is a  reasonable inference at best, 
and the opposing reading's answer — that Paul is describing the Damascus vision, not auditing his career  
— is the more natural reading of the immediate context.

D. What Scripture Does When a Servant of God Errs

This is the argument the previous version was reaching for and did not state correctly. It framed it as  
"Paul never admits fault," which is easily answered: a man need not confess every error, and Paul's  
silence proves little.

The stronger form is about Luke and scripture, not about Paul's candour.

Consider  what  Luke  does  inside  this  very  episode.  Six  verses  before  the  Lord  stands  by  Paul  and  
commends him, Paul misjudges, is rebuked, and corrects himself:

Acts 23:1-5  And Paul, earnestly beholding the council, said, Men and brethren, I have lived in all 
good conscience before God until this day. And the high priest Ananias commanded them that 
stood by him to smite him on the mouth. Then said Paul unto him, God shall smite thee, thou 
whited wall: for sittest thou to judge me after the law, and commandest me to be smitten contrary 
to the law? And they that stood by said, Revilest thou God's high priest? Then said Paul, I wist not, 
brethren, that he was the high priest: for it is written, Thou shalt not speak evil of the ruler of thy 
people.

And a few chapters later Luke lets Paul assign blame to others in plain terms: "Sirs, ye should have  
hearkened unto me, and not have loosed from Crete" (Acts 27:21).

So Luke is not protecting Paul. He records Paul's misstep and retraction in the same chapter as the 
Lord's commendation, and he records Paul apportioning fault freely. The narrative is perfectly willing to 
show error here — and it shows none about the journey.

Widen the frame and the pattern holds everywhere. Where a servant of God errs, scripture says so:
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• David — "the thing that David had done displeased the LORD" (2 Samuel 11:27); "Thou art the  
man" (12:7); "wherefore hast thou despised the commandment of the LORD?" (12:9).

• Samson — his violations stated as they occur (Judges 14:3; 16:1).

• Peter — "I withstood him to the face, because he was to be blamed" (Galatians 2:11).

• Paul  himself —  Acts  23:5  above,  and  "I  am  not  meet  to  be  called  an  apostle,  because  I 
persecuted the church of God" (1 Corinthians 15:9).

• Israel's demand for a king — treated in §E below.

And it should be said plainly, because the previous version's argument could be misread as claiming 
otherwise:  Paul was entirely capable of error. He rebuked Peter to his face; Luke records his sharp 
contention with Barnabas over Mark without issuing any verdict (Acts 15:37-39). Nothing in this study  
depends on Paul's general reliability.

The distinction that matters is between a warning and a verdict. Acts 21:4 and the prophecies at Tyre 
and Caesarea are  prospective warnings — they tell  what  is  coming.  In  every  case  above,  scripture 
supplies a retrospective assessment, in narrative or divine voice, after the fact. Here no such assessment 
ever comes: not in Acts 22-28, not in the letters written from that custody, not in 2 Timothy at the end 
of Paul's life.

Weighing it: Strong inference — points to Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: scripture names the fault 
wherever a servant of God errs, and names none here. The asymmetry is a  direct statement about 
what scripture contains and omits, and it is, in this study's judgement, the strongest argument available  
on this side. The opposing reading's answer is that the verdict  is given, in the form of the diminished 
fruit of Acts 20-28 — which is a coherent move, but an argument from outcome, and Part 6 §F holds it to 
the rule that governs both directions.

E. The Plan B Objection: Israel's King

The most serious objection to Part 2 §E and to §A above deserves its own section, stated at full strength  
before it is answered, because it is a real biblical pattern and not a debating move.

The objection. God's  ratification of  a  course does not  prove the course was His  original  will.  Israel 
demanded a king; God told Samuel they had rejected Him; and then God gave them a king, chose him,  
and worked through him. Once Saul reigned there was no returning to the judges. Applied here: even 
granting that the Lord spoke at Acts 23:11 and the angel at Acts 27:24, that is God meeting a servant  
where he now is, not endorsing how he got there. The original road was closed; this was the road that 
remained.

This is a genuine scriptural shape and it must be granted as such. 1 Samuel 8:7 — "they have not 
rejected thee, but they have rejected me, that I should not reign over them" — and yet 1 Samuel 12:13,  
"behold, the LORD hath set a king over you." God does work through what He did not want.

The answer is in the same passage, and it is the same answer as David and Samson.  In the paradigm 
case of a divine Plan B, scripture says plainly that the original was refused — three times, in three voices:
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1 Samuel 12:17  Is it not wheat harvest to day? I will call unto the LORD, and he shall send thunder 
and rain; that ye may perceive and see that your wickedness is great, which ye have done in the 
sight of the LORD, in asking you a king.

1 Samuel 12:19  And all the people said unto Samuel, Pray for thy servants unto the LORD thy God, 
that we die not: for we have added unto all our sins this evil, to ask us a king.

1 Samuel 12:20  And Samuel said unto the people, Fear not: ye have done all this wickedness: yet 
turn not aside from following the LORD, but serve the LORD with all your heart.

Verse  20  is  the  exact  sentence  the  Plan  B  reading  of  Acts  needs  and  does  not  have  —  the 
acknowledgement  of  the error  placed directly  alongside the accommodation.  Ye have done all  this 
wickedness: yet turn not aside. God accommodates, and the text says what was refused.

So the analogy holds in form and fails in evidence. Every example the Plan B reading can offer — Saul,  
David, Samson — supplies the verdict alongside the accommodation. Acts supplies the accommodation 
and no verdict at all.

Weighing  it:  Strong  inference,  against  a  strong  objection  —  points  to  Paul  not  erring  going  to 
Jerusalem: every scriptural Plan B carries an explicit verdict, and this one carries none. That every 
scriptural Plan B carries an explicit verdict is a  direct statement about those passages, and this is the 
hinge on which Part 2 §E and §A above ultimately rest. The opposing reading has two available answers, 
and both should be stated: that an argument from what scripture omits is weaker than one from what it 
contains; and that a verdict may be implied by the changed fruit rather than stated. This study finds  
neither answer as strong as the pattern, but does not pretend they are unavailable.

In Short

The Lord's own words after the arrest commend rather than correct what Paul had done, and echo his 
"must" from Acts 19:21. Paul's  "I  was not disobedient" is  about the Damascus vision and has been  
narrowed accordingly. The weight of this chapter is in what scripture does and does not say afterward: 
Luke records Paul's misstep and retraction six verses before the commendation, and lets Paul assign 
blame freely elsewhere, so the narrative is plainly willing to show fault — and it shows none here. In  
every scriptural case of a servant erring, including every case the Plan B objection relies on, the verdict is  
stated. Here it never is.

Part 6 — The Fruit Question

The opposing reading's most careful argument is that Acts itself changes character after 19:20, and that  
the change is the verdict. The previous version of this study did not engage this at all,  and then, in  
review, overstated its answer twice. Both corrections are carried here.

A. What Genuinely Changes

Three things change, and this study grants all three.
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The growth statements stop. Luke's summary statements of the church's expansion run 2:43-47, 5:14, 
6:7, 9:31, 12:24, 16:5 and 19:20. The last of them is Acts 19:20: "So mightily grew the word of God and 
prevailed." After that, no statement in Acts uses the language of the church growing, multiplying or 
increasing in number. Acts 19:20 is the last growth statement in the book, and the opposing reading is 
right about that.

An earlier version of this study's review material  claimed otherwise,  on the grounds that the series  
completes at Acts 28:30-31. That depended on counting section-closing statements (of which 28:30-31 is 
the eighth) rather than growth statements (of which 19:20 is the seventh). Both counts are legitimate; 
they disagree only over what Acts 28:30-31 is.  On the growth-language test,  the opposing reading's  
count is the right one.

The prison deliverances stop. Before Acts 20 there are three: the apostles released by an angel (Acts 
5:19), Peter's chains falling off (12:7-11), and the earthquake at Philippi (16:26). After Acts 20 there are 
none of that kind. The angel at Acts 27:23-24 announces survival, not release.

The narrative narrows to one man. From Acts 20 onward the book follows Paul's legal journey rather 
than the church's expansion.

Weighing it: Concession — the changed fruit after Acts 19:20 is conceded to the other reading.  All 
three observations are direct statements about the text and this study does not contest any of them.

B. Luke's Own Structural Seam

What can be said against the inference — not the observation — begins with where the seam falls.

Under every recognised division of Acts, the boundary lies between 19:20 and 19:21, and Acts 19:21 is 
the opening sentence of the book's final section (19:21 through 28:31). The anchor verse of this study is 
the programmatic first line of Luke's last movement: Jerusalem, then Rome.

So the change in texture is not an unexplained drop-off. It lands exactly on a seam Luke himself made,  
and the verse on the far side of that seam is the verse in dispute.

But this  does not settle anything, and the previous review material  claimed too much for it.  The 
opposing reading can answer — fairly — that Luke placed the seam there precisely  because that is 
where the decisive choice was made, and that a structural boundary tells us where the author changed 
subject, not why.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference, explicitly limited — narrows the question of whether Paul erred 
going to Jerusalem without answering it. The location of the seam is a  direct statement about the 
structure  of  Acts.  That  it  explains  the  change  in  texture  innocently  is  a  reasonable  inference that 
narrows the question without answering it.
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C. Two Internal Controls

What does bear on the inference is whether, inside Acts itself, diminished narrative attention or absent  
deliverance tracks divine disapproval. Two tests are available, and both come out the same way.

Peter. He is the vehicle of the greatest healings and deliverances in Acts 1-12 — the lame man at the 
gate, shadows healing the sick, an angel opening the prison. And he disappears from the book after 
chapter 15. By the standard the opposing reading applies to Paul, Peter's ministry collapsed. No one 
holds that. What it shows is that Luke's narrowing focus is a fact about Luke's subject, not a verdict on a  
man.

James. The sharper test, and it sits inside one chapter:

Acts 12:2  And he killed James the brother of John with the sword.

Acts 12:7  And, behold, the angel of the Lord came upon him, and a light shined in the prison: and 
he smote Peter on the side, and raised him up, saying, Arise up quickly. And his chains fell off from 
his hands.

Same chapter. Same persecution. Same prison. Same praying church. God let one apostle be executed 
and delivered the other five verses later — with no explanation offered and no fault assigned to James 
anywhere in scripture.

So deliverance from prison cannot be a reliable marker of divine approval, and its absence cannot be a 
marker of disapproval. If it were, Acts 12:2 would convict James of something, and nothing in scripture 
suggests it does.

Weighing it: Strong inference — points to Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: being left bound is not  
by itself a sign of error (Acts 12:2, 12:7). Acts 12:2 beside 12:7 is a direct statement, and it is the most 
useful thing in this chapter. The opposing reading can answer that James's death was martyrdom under  
persecution while Paul's chains followed a warned-against decision — which is true but assumes the 
point at issue. What cannot survive is the general principle that God's people are not left bound.

D. What Continues

Several of the specific claims about post-Acts-20 decline do not hold against the text.

Miracles continue, including the largest healing scene in the book's second half.

Acts 28:8-9  And it came to pass, that the father of Publius lay sick of a fever and of a bloody flux: 
to whom Paul entered in, and prayed, and laid his hands on him, and healed him. So when this was 
done, others also, which had diseases in the island, came, and were healed.

An island-wide healing, after the arrest. Add Eutychus raised from the dead (Acts 20:9-12) and the viper  
shaken off (28:3-6).

An angel still comes, and with God's own reason attached — Acts 27:23-24, and two hundred and 
seventy-six lives preserved.



112

Paul is not alone. Luke is with him throughout ("we"); Aristarchus sails with him (Acts 27:2); Roman 
brethren come out to meet him as far as Appii forum, "whom when Paul saw, he thanked God, and took 
courage"  (28:15);  and  the  letters  from  that  custody  name  Timothy,  Tychicus,  Epaphras,  Mark,  
Aristarchus,  Demas,  Jesus  Justus  and  Onesimus  (Colossians  4:7-14;  Philemon  23-24).  Onesimus  is 
converted in that custody (Philemon 10), and there are saints in Caesar's own household (Philippians 
4:22).

And the book ends on a word of freedom. Acts 28:31 closes with ἀκωλύτως — "no man forbidding him" 
— the last word of the book, spoken over a man in chains.

Weighing it:  Direct statement on the particulars,  limited in scope — answers claims made against 
Paul's ministry but does not settle whether he erred going to Jerusalem. Each item above is what the 
text  says,  and  the  claims  they  answer  are  not  sustainable.  But  correcting  the  particulars  does  not  
dispose of the pattern in §A, and this study does not claim it does.

E. 2 Timothy 1:15 and the Loss of Asia

The strongest form of the decline argument is not about Acts at all. It is this:

2 Timothy 1:15  This thou knowest, that all they which are in Asia be turned away from me; of 
whom are Phygellus and Hermogenes.

Set against Acts 19:10 — "all they which dwelt in Asia heard the word of the Lord Jesus, both Jews and  
Greeks" — that is a real and troubling contrast, and no previous version of this study addressed it.

Four things bear on it.

What the verse says. "Turned away from  me" — not from the word, not from the Lord.  Paul says 
something similar at 2 Timothy 4:16, "no man stood with me, but all men forsook me," and immediately  
prays "that it may not be laid to their charge," which is not how a man describes apostasy.

The counter-example is in the next sentence.

2 Timothy 1:16-18  The Lord give mercy unto the house of Onesiphorus; for he oft refreshed me, 
and was not ashamed of my chain: But, when he was in Rome, he sought me out very diligently, 
and found me. The Lord grant unto him that he may find mercy of the Lord in that day: and in how 
many things he ministered unto me at Ephesus, thou knowest very well.

Paul writes "all they which are in Asia" and then, without pausing, names an Ephesian who did the  
opposite. The same short letter sends Tychicus  to Ephesus (4:12) and greets Priscilla, Aquila and the 
household of Onesiphorus (4:19). Read "all Asia" literally and Paul contradicts himself three times in one 
letter.

It is the same idiom as Acts 19:10. Both are sweeping epistolary statements. Reading one as rhetorical 
and the other as literal is what makes the argument work.
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And the Asian churches were demonstrably still standing. Revelation 2-3, a generation later, addresses 
seven functioning churches in Asia — including Ephesus, commended for testing false apostles and not 
fainting (Revelation 2:2-3, quoted in Part 3 §C).

What this study concedes. None of that touches the causal claim underneath the objection. Paul did 
lose  Asian  support,  he  says  so,  and  being  a  prisoner  is  the  obvious  reason.  If  the  reply  is  "they 
abandoned  him  because  he  was  in  chains,"  that  is  the  opposing  reading's  own  argument,  not  a  
refutation of it.  What is contested is whether Asia was spiritually lost, not whether Paul's personal  
support collapsed.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference, with a real concession — leans toward Paul not erring going to 
Jerusalem, but the loss of his Asian support is conceded to the other reading. That "all Asia" is personal 
rather than doctrinal is a strong inference from 1:16-18, 4:12 and 4:19. That the Asian churches survived 
is a  direct statement from Revelation 2-3. That none of this dissolves the connection between Paul's 
chains and his lost support is conceded outright.

F. The Rule That Binds Both Directions

One discipline governs this whole chapter, and this study states it against itself first.

Good outcomes do not prove an act was obedient. Great fruit followed Paul's imprisonment; that does 
not establish that the journey producing it was right. God brought a kingdom out of David's house after  
Uriah; God delivered Israel through Esther while telling her that deliverance would arise from another 
place if she failed (Esther 4:14). Part 7 §C applies this to this study's own argument and demotes it.

And diminished outcomes do not prove an act was disobedient. The same rule, running the other way. 
The absence of growth statements after Acts 19:20 is real; what it means is not established by its being  
real. Acts 12:2 is the proof of the principle: James died, and no fault attaches.

A study cannot invoke this rule to disarm the other side's outcome argument while quietly keeping its  
own. The previous version did exactly that — it accepted the rule in Part 7 and then reached for an  
achieved-outcome verse later. Both sides of the rule are now enforced.

Weighing it: Method, applied to both sides — bears no weight either way on whether Paul erred going 
to Jerusalem. This section removes an argument from each side.

In Short

Three things genuinely change after Acts 19:20 — the growth statements stop, the prison deliverances 
stop, and the narrative narrows to one man — and this study concedes all three. What is contested is  
the inference. The seam falls exactly where Luke began his final section, with Acts 19:21 as its opening  
line; Peter's disappearance after Acts 15 shows that narrowed attention is a fact about Luke's subject;  
and James killed at Acts 12:2 five verses before Peter is delivered at 12:7 shows that deliverance cannot 
be  a  marker  of  approval,  nor  its  absence  of  disapproval.  Miracles,  an  angel,  companions  and  an  
unhindered two years all continue. 2 Timothy 1:15 is about Paul's personal support, answered in its own 
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next sentence — but the loss of that support is real and traceable to his chains, and this study does not  
pretend otherwise.

Part 7 — What Came Out of It

A. Philippians 1:12-14: Paul's Own Verdict From Inside It

Philippians 1:12-14  But I would ye should understand, brethren, that the things which happened 
unto me have fallen out rather unto the furtherance of the gospel; So that my bonds in Christ are 
manifest in all the palace, and in all other places; And many of the brethren in the Lord, waxing 
confident by my bonds, are much more bold to speak the word without fear.

Written from the very imprisonment that followed the arrest, not decades later softened by hindsight. 
Paul does not call it a setback he is enduring despite his own mistake. He calls it "the furtherance of the  
gospel."

Why this is a different kind of evidence from the rest of the chapter. This is not an argument from 
outcome. It is Paul's own characterisation of his own situation — evidence about what Paul understood 
himself to be doing, not about whether good things happened. The distinction is the one Part 6 §F turns 
on, and it is the reason §A and §B survive while §C is demoted.

Weighing it: Strong inference — points to Paul not erring going to Jerusalem: Paul's own words show 
no regret. Paul's words are a direct statement. That his assessment is correct is a strong inference, and 
the opposing  reading's  answer  is  available:  a  man restored to  fellowship  may describe his  present 
circumstances with faith and gratitude without thereby endorsing the road that brought him there. That  
answer has real force. What it cannot do is turn Philippians 1:12 into regret.

B. "The Prisoner of Jesus Christ"

Ephesians 3:1  For this cause I Paul, the prisoner of Jesus Christ for you Gentiles.

Ephesians 4:1  I therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you that ye walk worthy of the 
vocation wherewith ye are called.

Paul had the plain language available to call himself a prisoner of Rome, or of the Jews who accused him, 
or — had he believed it — of his own disobedience. He calls himself, twice, in two letters from the same 
custody, the prisoner of Jesus Christ.

Weighing it:  Reasonable inference — leans toward Paul not erring going to Jerusalem, though the 
phrase  may  speak  only  of  whose  he  is. The  phrasing  is  a  direct  statement;  what  it  implies  is  a 
reasonable  inference.  The  opposing  reading  can  answer  that  a  believer  may  rightly  ascribe  his 
circumstances to Christ's  ownership whatever  brought them about,  and that Paul's  phrase is  about 
whose he is rather than about how he got there. That is not an unreasonable answer.
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C. The Revelation That Followed — Corroboration, Not Evidence

The previous version of this study argued here that Ephesians — among the last and fullest of Paul's 
letters,  its  subject  the mystery  "which in  other  ages  was  not  made known unto the sons of  men" 
(Ephesians 3:5) — came out of this very imprisonment, and that it would be a strange pattern for God to 
answer serious disobedience with one of the richest deposits of revelation in the New Testament.

That argument is demoted, and the reasoning that demotes it comes from the opposing side.  God's 
willingness to bring great fruit  out of a situation demonstrates God's faithfulness,  not the servant's  
obedience. Solomon came from the house of David after Uriah. Esther's deliverance would have arisen  
from another place had she failed (Esther 4:14). And the specific form the previous version used — that 
letter-writing would be "a strange and uncharacteristic pattern" — is simply wrong: a prisoner writes  
letters because that is what a prisoner can do. "The word of God is not bound" (2 Timothy 2:9), and Paul 
himself frames his endurance as purposeful for others rather than as vindication (2 Timothy 2:10).

The observation is kept because it is true and worth noting. It is no longer offered as evidence.

Weighing  it:  Corroboration  only,  and  explicitly  so  —  consistent  with  Paul  not  erring  going  to 
Jerusalem, but it proves nothing and is not relied upon anywhere in this study's conclusion.

D. Returning to 1 Corinthians 1:31

This  study opened under  the same governing  verse  as  the whole "Who Is  Paul?"  project:  "he that 
glorieth, let him glory in the Lord." Nothing here is offered as praise of Paul's courage or judgement for 
its  own  sake.  The  claim  is  narrower  and  more  testable:  that  scripture's  own  words  —  Christ's  
commission (Acts 26:16-18; 9:15-16), the journey's stated errand (Romans 15:25-32), God's own twice-
spoken necessity (Acts 23:11; 27:24), and the complete absence of any verdict where scripture normally 
supplies  one (Part  5  §D)  — read together as  a coherent account of  a  called journey rather  than a 
salvaged mistake.

Weighing it: Governing constraint, not argument — bears no weight either way on whether Paul erred  
going to Jerusalem; it states the rule this study holds itself to.

In Short

Paul's own words from inside the imprisonment call it the furtherance of the gospel and name him twice 
as the prisoner of Jesus Christ — evidence about how Paul understood his own situation, which is a 
different and better class of claim than an argument from outcome. That the fullest revelation given to 
the church came out of this custody is kept as an observation and demoted to corroboration, because 
good fruit proves God's faithfulness rather than the servant's obedience.
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Part 8 — The Prior Question: Can Suffering Be Inside 
God's Will?

Two rounds  of  argument  over  this  passage  produced one clear  finding:  nearly  every  disagreement 
resolves into a question that is not about Acts 21 at all. It is set out here plainly, with the case for each 
answer, because a reader who settles it one way will find most of this study unnecessary, and a reader 
who settles it the other way will find most of the objections dissolve.

A. The Premise Stated

The opposing reading rests,  openly,  on a premise about God's will  for believers:  God's rule for His 
people is health, prosperity and freedom — not death, not sickness, not bondage.  On that premise, if 
God wanted Paul bound, scripture would have to say so explicitly and explain why, because bondage  
cuts against everything God is otherwise doing for His people.

This premise is not a debating trick and should not be treated as one. It is a serious position held by  
serious  readers,  and it  does  real  work:  grant  it,  and  Paul's  chains  are  evidence  on  their  face  that  
something went wrong.

Weighing  it:  Strong  inference  — the  crux  of  whether  Paul  erred  going  to  Jerusalem is  the  prior  
question of whether suffering can lie inside God's will. It is drawn from the shape of the disagreement.

B. The Verses Offered For It

Four passages are usually brought in support. Each is quoted and weighed honestly.

Romans 12:1 — the living sacrifice. "I beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, that ye 
present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service." The  
argument: Christ died so that we need not; we are to be living sacrifices.

The difficulty is that Paul wrote this in the same letter in which he announces this journey and its danger  
(Romans  15:25-31).  If  Romans  12:1  forbids  risking  death,  Paul  contradicted  himself  within  three 
chapters. And the word chosen is sacrifice, which is not a word about safety. The more natural reading is 
a whole life yielded, not a life protected.

2 Corinthians 5:15. "And that  he died for all,  that they which live should not  henceforth live unto 
themselves, but unto him which died for them, and rose again." This says not to live unto oneself — self-
subordination rather than self-preservation. Four chapters earlier the same letter says "we which live 
are alway delivered unto death for Jesus' sake" (2 Corinthians 4:11).

Ephesians 5:29. "For no man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it, even as the  
Lord the church." This sits inside the marriage passage and is an analogy for how husbands should love  
wives. It was also written from the imprisonment under dispute, by a man who in the same letter calls 
himself the prisoner of Jesus Christ.
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3 John 2. "Beloved, I wish above all things that thou mayest prosper and be in health, even as thy soul 
prospereth." This is a personal greeting to Gaius, in the standard form of a first-century letter opening. It 
is John's wish for one man. It may well express something true about God's goodwill; it is a slender 
foundation for the governing rule of God's will for all believers in all circumstances.

Weighing it: Strong inference — the four verses offered for the premise do not establish it, which  
removes support from the case that Paul erred going to Jerusalem. Two say something close to the 
opposite (Romans 12:1, 2 Corinthians 5:15); two are being read outside their own genre and context  
(Ephesians 5:29, 3 John 2). That is a strong inference about these particular verses and not a claim that 
the premise is therefore false — only that it is not established from these.

C. The Verses Against It

The premise is contested, and by Paul's own preaching in Acts as much as by anything:

Acts 14:22  Confirming the souls of the disciples, and exhorting them to continue in the faith, and 
that we must through much tribulation enter into the kingdom of God.

That is Paul's own teaching to new churches, and the word is dei — the same word this study has traced. 
He did not tell them tribulation was a sign of having stepped out of God's will. He told them it was the  
road in.

And Christ's own commission to Paul says the same thing at the outset: "I will shew him how great 
things he must (dei) suffer for my name's sake" (Acts 9:16). Suffering is written into Paul's calling in the 
very sentence that states it.

To these add:

• Philippians 1:29 — "For unto you it is given in the behalf of Christ, not only to believe on him, 
but also to suffer for his sake."

• 2 Timothy 3:12 — "Yea, and all that will live godly in Christ Jesus shall suffer persecution."

• John 16:33 — "In the world ye shall have tribulation: but be of good cheer; I have overcome the  
world."

• Revelation 2:10 — "Fear none of those things which thou shalt suffer: behold, the devil shall  
cast some of you into prison... be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee a crown of life."  
Spoken by Christ, to a church in Asia, promising imprisonment and commanding faithfulness  
through it.

• John 21:18-19 — a death by which Peter "should glorify God," followed by "Follow me."

The specific form of the objection — that a ministry can only be fulfilled while the minister is free and 
alive — is answered most directly by John 21:19 and Revelation 2:10.  Christ tells the chief apostle how 
he will die and calls it glorifying God. Stephen's death is followed immediately by the scattering that  
carries the word outward (Acts 8:1-4), with no fault assigned. John the Baptist's ministry ended at his  
death, and scripture nowhere treats that as his error.
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Weighing it: Strong inference — Paul's chains are not evidence on their face that he erred going to  
Jerusalem, though they do not prove God willed them. That scripture repeatedly places suffering inside 
God's  will  for  His  people  is  a  direct  statement across  many passages.  What  follows for  Acts  21  is 
narrower: it establishes that Paul's chains are not evidence on their face of disobedience. It does not 
establish that these particular chains were God's will.

D. Where That Leaves Acts 21

If the premise in §A holds, the opposing reading's conclusion follows almost automatically and nothing  
in Parts 1-7 will move it, because every textual argument will be read in its light.

If the premise does not hold in the strong form, then the imprisonment stops being self-interpreting, 
and the question returns to the text: what does scripture actually say about this journey, and what does  
it conspicuously not say?

This study's position is that the premise does not hold in the strong form  — and that the question 
therefore has to be settled on Acts 21:4's grammar, Luke's usage, God's two statements of necessity,  
and the absence of any verdict. Which is what Parts 2 through 6 attempt.

Weighing it: Reasonable inference — the case that Paul erred going to Jerusalem cannot rest on an 
assumed premise, though a reader who holds that premise is not unreasonable. A reader who holds 
the premise in its strong form is not being unreasonable, and this study does not treat them as such. It  
asks only that the premise be argued rather than assumed, since it is doing most of the work.

In Short

The dispute over Acts 21 is downstream of a prior question: whether suffering and imprisonment can lie 
inside God's will for a believer, or are evidence on their face that he stepped outside it. The four verses 
usually offered for the strong premise do not establish it — two say nearly the opposite, and two are  
read outside their context. Against it stand Paul's own preaching (Acts 14:22, with dei), his commission 
(Acts 9:16), Philippians 1:29, 2 Timothy 3:12, John 16:33, Revelation 2:10 and John 21:19. That does not  
prove Paul's chains were God's will; it establishes that they are not self-evidently proof that they were 
not.

Part 9 — The Strongest Case Against This Study's 
Position

A study that has stated its own weights should also state where it is weakest. Three things belong here.

A. Where the Opposing Reading Is Strongest

Acts 21:4's surface reading. Left to itself the verse says the disciples told Paul through the Spirit not to  
go up, and he went up. Part 4 gives real reasons to read it otherwise — the imperfect verb, Luke's 
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second report, the Acts 11:28 parallel, Agabus's command-free prophecy — but the plainest reading of  
the sentence in isolation is the opposing one, and that should not be glossed over.

The escalation. Whatever each individual episode says, the  sequence is striking: the Spirit's repeated 
witness  in  every city  (20:23),  Tyre (21:4),  Agabus (21:10-11),  and then everyone present  (21:12).  A 
reader who sees in that a mounting divine effort to turn a man around is seeing something the text  
genuinely presents.

The fruit. Part 6 concedes three real changes and answers the inference, not the observation. A reader 
may reasonably weigh those changes more heavily than this study does.

Weighing it: Concession — these are the genuine strengths of the other reading, that Paul erred going  
to Jerusalem, and this study's confidence should be read as tempered by them.

B. A Better-Located Candidate for an Actual Misstep

If  one is  looking within Acts 21 for something Paul did wrong, there is a better candidate than the  
decision to travel, and this study had never discussed it.

Acts 21:23-24  Do therefore this that we say to thee: We have four men which have a vow on them; 
Them take, and purify thyself with them, and be at charges with them, that they may shave their 
heads: and all may know that those things, whereof they were informed concerning thee, are 
nothing; but that thou thyself also walkest orderly, and keepest the law.

Acts 21:26  Then Paul took the men, and the next day purifying himself with them entered into the 
temple, to signify the accomplishment of the days of purification, until that an offering should be 
offered for every one of them.

A  vow-purification  with  an  offering  has  no  standing  under  grace.  Paul  undertakes  it  to  manage  a  
reputation among believing Jews who were "all zealous of the law" (21:20) — and it is precisely this that  
precipitates  the  riot  and  the  arrest  (21:27-29).  It  is  specific,  it  is  a  concession  to  the  law,  and  its  
consequence is immediate and traceable.

This study raises it because honesty requires it, and notes two things about it.

First, it is a candidate the opposing reading would be better served by than the one it usually argues,  
because the misstep and its consequence sit five verses apart.

Second — and this cuts the other way — the purification was not Paul's idea. "Do therefore this that we 
say to thee" is James and all the elders (21:18), instructing; Paul complies (21:26). So if this was an error,  
it was an error of the body's counsel followed, not of a man acting alone. That matters, because the  
objection most often paired with this one is that Paul was walking by himself. Acts 21:18-26 is the one  
passage in the episode where he demonstrably is not.

Weighing it: Open question — this study takes no position on whether the temple purification was a 
misstep. That the purification was the elders' counsel and that Paul followed it are direct statements. 
Whether it was a misstep is genuinely open, and this study takes no position on it.
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C. What Would Change This Study's Mind

Stating this is a discipline, not a rhetorical gesture.

A verdict anywhere in scripture. One retrospective assessment — in Acts, in the prison letters, in the 
Pastorals — saying or clearly implying that the Jerusalem journey was a fault. Part 5 §D rests entirely on  
the absence of one; produce one and the argument collapses.

A recorded repentance between Acts 21:14 and 23:11. The Plan B reading needs one and does not have 
it. If the text supplied one, Acts 23:11 would become a restoration rather than a confirmation, and Part  
2 §E would lose most of its force.

A clear divine imperative rather than a report of one. If Luke anywhere wrote the Spirit saying "go not 
up" in the Spirit's own voice — as he writes "Thus saith the Holy Ghost" at 21:11 for the prediction —  
Part 4 would be untenable.

Weighing it: Supports Paul not erring going to Jerusalem as a matter of evidence, not proof — none of  
these three exists in the text as it stands. That is the state of the evidence, not a proof.

In Short

The opposing reading is strongest at Acts 21:4's surface sense, at the escalating sequence of warnings,  
and at the measurable change in Acts's texture after 19:20. A better candidate for an actual misstep 
than the journey itself is the temple purification of Acts 21:23-26 — which was, however, the Jerusalem  
elders' own counsel rather than Paul acting alone. Three specific findings would overturn this study's  
position, and none of them is present in the text.

Closing — The Considered Position, and What 
Remains Open

This study's considered position: Paul's journey to Jerusalem in Acts 19-21 was not a lapse from his  
calling but part of it. Christ's  own commission to him named a Jewish audience, kings,  danger and 
suffering (Acts 26:16-18; 9:15-16). The journey carried a stated errand to believers, announced in writing  
before he set out, with its danger named and an entire church enlisted in prayer over it (Romans 15:25-
32; Acts 24:17). Its necessity was stated twice in God's own voice after the fact — by the Lord at Acts  
23:11 and by an angel, with God's own reason attached, at Acts 27:24. And in a narrative that records 
Paul's faults freely, including six verses before the Lord commends him (Acts 23:5), no verdict against 
this journey is ever given — where every comparable case in scripture, including every case the Plan B  
objection relies on, supplies one.

Acts 21:4 is a real and serious verse and this study does not dissolve it by force. It reads it precisely: the 
imperfect ἔλεγον, Luke's own use of διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος for revealed content at Acts 11:28, Agabus's  
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formally introduced prophecy that contains no command, and Luke's second report at 21:12 placing the  
imperative in the companions' own mouths.

At what weight. This position is offered as a reasonable inference resting on two direct statements and 
one strong inference — not as a conclusion no careful reader could reach differently. The closing table 
sets out every argument's weight, including the ones this version demoted.

What this  version withdrew. Four  claims from the previous version do not  survive and have been 
removed rather than softened: that Acts 19:21 and 20:22 share the same Greek construction; that Luke  
uses dei nowhere loosely; that the "kings" clause was fulfilled only because of the arrest; and that the 
fruit of the imprisonment demonstrates the obedience of the journey. A fifth, that Acts 9:15-16 is the 
sentence  commissioning  Paul,  was  simply  inaccurate  —  it  is  spoken  to  Ananias.  Two  more  were 
overstated and have been reduced: Acts 21:14's "the will of the Lord be done" as a concession, and Acts 
26:19 as a sworn life-audit.

Three questions remain genuinely open, and this study does not close them.

First, the unrecorded repentance. The Plan B reading of Acts 23:11 and 27:24 requires a repentance 
between Acts 21:14 and 23:11 that the text does not record. This study treats that absence as telling,  
because Luke records a different correction of Paul inside that very span (23:5). But an argument from 
silence is an argument from silence, and a reader may weigh it lower.

Second, the purification. Whether Acts 21:23-26 was itself a misstep is open (Part 9 §B). This study takes 
no position, and notes only that it was the Jerusalem elders' counsel rather than Paul's solitary choice.

Third, the fruit. Acts 19:20 is the last growth statement in Acts, the prison deliverances stop, and Paul's 
Asian support collapses (2 Timothy 1:15). This study holds that none of this establishes disobedience, on  
the same rule that forbids it from arguing obedience from good fruit — but it grants that a reader may  
weigh the pattern more heavily, and it does not call that reader careless.

And the prior question. Behind all of it lies Part 8's question, which no amount of grammar will settle:  
whether suffering and imprisonment can lie inside God's will for a believer. Readers who answer that  
differently will read this entire study differently, and they should know that is where the difference lies.

This study, like every study in this library, is offered for exactly what it is: a careful reading of what 
scripture itself says, with its own weights marked and its own withdrawn arguments named — not a  
verdict no other honest reader could reach otherwise. He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord.

Weight of Each Argument

Every substantive argument in this  study,  what  it  establishes,  what  the opposing reading can fairly  
answer, and how much weight it  carries. Arguments the previous version relied on and this version 
demoted are marked.
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Direct  statement —  scripture  says  it  in  so  many  words.  Strong  inference —  follows  closely;  the 
alternative  strains.  Reasonable  inference —  more  natural,  but  an  honest  reader  can  differ. 
Corroboration only — consistent with this position but roughly as consistent with the other. Neutral — 
settles nothing.

# Argument Where 
(Part §)

Weight What the other reading fairly answers

1 Paul's commission named a 
Jewish audience, kings and 
suffering

1 §A Reasonable 
inference

A commission naming an audience says 
nothing about timing or route

2 Christ's direct words to Paul 
name "the people" and 
presuppose danger

1 §B Strong inference Deliverance into four years of chains is a thin 
rescue

3 Acts 26:17's deliverance promise 
is kept seven times in Acts 21-28

1 §B Strong inference Earlier rescues took Paul out of danger, not 
through it

4 "Kings" fulfilled only because of 
the arrest

1 §A Withdrawn Reasons backward from outcome to 
requirement

5 Acts 22:17-21 shows order, not 
a permanent ban

1 §C Reasonable 
inference

The vision shows Jerusalem was never his 
assignment

6 Luke records Paul resisting the 
Lord and being overruled 
(22:19-21)

1 §C Corroboration only Willingness to record one such scene does 
not guarantee another

7 Acts 19:21 and 20:22 share one 
construction "word for word"

2 §A Withdrawn — false 20:22 is a bare dative with no ἐν

8 Luke's own ἐν τῷ πνεύματι at 
Luke 2:27, 4:1 is divine, no verb 
of speech

2 §A Reasonable 
inference

Acts 18:25's bare dative; translators divide at 
19:21

9 Acts 19:21 lacks Paul's usual 
provisional language

2 §C Reasonable 
inference, reduced

Romans 15:32 is provisional language about 
this journey's sequel

10 Luke uses dei nowhere loosely 2 §D Withdrawn — false Luke 13:14; Acts 19:36; Acts 25:10

11 Dei concentrates at Luke's 
narrative hinges

2 §D Corroboration only A man may sincerely believe "I must" and be 
wrong

12 God Himself twice names Rome 
as necessary (23:11; 27:24)

2 §E, 5 
§A

Direct statement The Plan B reading: ratification is not original 
intent

13 Luke's echo of Luke 9:51 2 §F Corroboration only The echo fits either reading equally

14 Acts 20:23's testimony is 
content, not command

2 §G Neutral The words will bear a warning

15 Acts 20:16's motive is ordinary 
human haste

3 §A Concession —

16 Acts 20:24's purpose clause 
names a received ministry

3 §B Strong inference A right disposition can serve a wrong journey
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# Argument Where 
(Part §)

Weight What the other reading fairly answers

17 The Holy Ghost, not Paul, 
appointed the Ephesian elders 
(20:28)

3 §C Direct statement —

18 Revelation 2:2-3 shows Paul's 
wolf-warning was heeded

3 §C Reasonable 
inference

Revelation 2:4-5 still threatens the 
candlestick

19 The journey's errand was relief 
for believers (Rom 15:25-32; 
Acts 24:17)

3 §D Direct statement A good errand can be undertaken at the 
wrong time

20 Acts 21:4's surface reading 
favours the other side

4 §A Concession —

21 ἔλεγον is imperfect — sustained 
human urging

4 §B Reasonable 
inference

Spirit-prompted urging is still divine urging

22 διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος introduces 
content at Acts 11:28, same 
prophet

4 §C Strong inference One parallel is not a rule

23 Agabus's "Thus saith the Holy 
Ghost" contains no command

4 §D Strong inference A prophecy of chains functions as a warning

24 "The will of the Lord be done" as 
a concession that Paul was right

4 §E Demoted to neutral It is what people say when persuasion fails

25 John 21:18-19 — a bound 
apostle, interpreted by Christ as 
glory

4 §F Strong inference Peter's binding came with an explicit 
interpretation; Paul's did not

26 Matthew 16:21-23 — 
companions rebuked for urging 
avoidance

4 §G Reasonable 
inference

Christ's journey was uniquely necessary

27 Acts 26:19 as sworn testimony 
he never erred

5 §C Demoted He is recounting the Damascus vision, not 
auditing his life

28 Verse 20 places Jerusalem inside 
the vision's scope

5 §C Reasonable 
inference

Describes past ministry, not this journey

29 Luke records Paul's fault at 23:5 
and assigns blame at 27:21

5 §D Direct statement —

30 Scripture always supplies a 
verdict where a servant errs; 
here none

5 §D, §E Strong inference Argument from silence; the verdict may be 
the changed fruit

31 Every Plan B in scripture carries 
an explicit verdict (1 Sam 12:17-
20)

5 §E Strong inference Omission is weaker evidence than statement

32 Acts 19:20 is the last growth 
statement

6 §A Concession —

33 Prison deliverances stop after 
Acts 20

6 §A Concession —
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# Argument Where 
(Part §)

Weight What the other reading fairly answers

34 Acts 19:21 opens Luke's final 
section

6 §B Reasonable 
inference

Luke put the seam there because of the 
decision

35 Peter disappears after Acts 15 
without fault

6 §C Strong inference Luke's subject changed; so may God's 
dealings have

36 James killed (12:2) five verses 
before Peter delivered (12:7)

6 §C Strong inference Martyrdom under persecution differs from 
warned-against chains

37 Miracles, an angel and 
companions continue after Acts 
20

6 §D Direct statement Correcting particulars does not dispose of the 
pattern

38 "All Asia turned away" is 
personal, not doctrinal

6 §E Strong inference The loss of support is still traceable to the 
chains

39 Great fruit shows the journey 
was obedient

7 §C Withdrawn God's faithfulness, not the servant's 
obedience (Esther 4:14)

40 Philippians 1:12 is Paul's own 
characterisation, not an 
outcome

7 §A Strong inference A restored man may describe his present 
with faith

41 "The prisoner of Jesus Christ" 
(Eph 3:1, 4:1)

7 §B Reasonable 
inference

About whose he is, not how he got there

42 The four verses for "God's rule is 
health and freedom" fail

8 §B Strong inference The premise may hold on other grounds

43 Scripture repeatedly places 
suffering inside God's will

8 §C Direct statement Establishes only that chains are not self-
interpreting

44 The temple purification (21:23-
26) as a candidate misstep

9 §B Open — no position 
taken

It was the elders' counsel, not Paul acting 
alone

Sources Consulted

This study is built directly from scripture; the sources below were consulted only for method, cross-
checking, and background corroboration, and none carries scriptural weight in the argument. Chapter 
1's  expanded  background  section  draws  on  a  round  of  web  research  for  historical  and  cultural  
corroboration, each item flagged in the chapter itself as extra-biblical rather than scriptural: Britannica's  
"Pharisee" and "Gamaliel I" entries and the Jewish Virtual Library's survey of Pharisees, Sadducees, and  
Essenes, for the Pharisaic school of thought and Gamaliel's own standing as a teacher; BiblePlaces.com, 
for first-century Tarsus's status as a free city and center of Stoic learning; and Athens Bible Church's and 
History Skills' summaries of Roman law, for the specific legal mechanics of provocatio, the several paths 
to citizenship,  and the right  of  appeal  to Caesar.  Chapter  3's  narrative of  Paul's  travels  follows the 
itinerary  already  mapped in  this  library's  own  `Acts-Travels-Outline.md`  and  draws  on  `Acts-Major-
Narrative-Threads-Outline.md` (Acts Verse-by-Verse Project) for its cross-cutting threads. Chapter 3's 
five maps were drawn for this study from public-domain data — Natural Earth coastlines, rivers and  
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lakes, and a NASA-derived shaded relief — with every place named as the King James Version names it.  
Sea legs follow open water computed from the coastline data; where Acts names only regions or a 
destination and not the road taken, the route is drawn as a dotted line and marked "Route not stated in  
Acts" rather than presented as known. The Greek grammatical distinctions this study leans on — the  
genitive/accusative case difference between Acts 9:7 and 22:9 in Chapter 1 §C, and, in Chapter 4 §D and 
Appendix A, Part 2, the constructions ἐν τῷ πνεύματι (Acts 19:21; Luke 2:27; 4:1), the bare dative τῷ 
πνεύματι (Acts 20:22; 18:25; and Mark 2:8, where a possessive is added), and διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος (Acts 
21:4; 11:28), each checked element by element, prepositions included — were verified directly against  
the  Greek  text  using  biblehub.com's  interlinear.  The  dei word  study  (Strong's  G1163)  was  checked 
against  the  concordance  for  ordinary  as  well  as  theological  uses,  which  is  how  an  earlier  draft's 
overclaim that Luke never uses it loosely was caught. Chapter 4 §D's reading of the gift of holy spirit  
operating within Paul's own purposing builds on this library's own settled pneumatology, worked out 
previously in Save Yourselves From This Untoward Generation (Chapter 2) and the Holy Spirit "He or It" 
Pronoun Study, rather than re-deriving it here. Chapter 4's own framing of "two readings, both taken 
seriously" was confirmed, via a light web check, to reflect a real and long-standing debate among careful  
expositors rather than a fringe question, with representatives including Ray Stedman ("Paul's Mistake")  
on one side and Tony Cooke ("Did Paul Miss It?") on the other; neither is quoted directly in the chapter's 
own argument, which is built from the text itself. Chapter 4 and Appendix A were substantially rewritten  
in response to two rounds of detailed criticism from a Christian research scholar holding the opposite 
position; his objections are not quoted, but the opposing case stated in Appendix A, Preface §C is his,  
stated as he states it, and the arguments withdrawn or reduced were withdrawn because he was right 
about them. The further checks behind Appendix A — two independent structural analyses of Acts, for  
the growth statements and the section boundary at Acts 19:21, and a check of Ephesus's later history  
that is not relied on in the argument — are described in Appendix A's own Part 6 and Part 3. Every 
doctrinal claim in this study has been tested directly against the text of scripture itself, in the King James 
Version.
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