These seminal essays introduce the reader to the
interdisciplinary approach of recent New Testament
scholarship which is affecting the way the Book of Acts
is studied and interpreted. Insights from the social
sciences, narratological studies, Greek and Roman
rhetoric and history, and classical studies set the Acts of
the Apostles in its original historical, literary, and social
context. These methods of interpretation have only
recently been applied to biblical study in a systematic
way, and the discussions from a shared general perspec-
tive range over genre and method, historical and theo-
logical problems, and issues of literary criticism. History,
literature, and society in the Book of Acts is an interesting and
valuable overview of new work being undertaken on some
of the chief preoccupations of current biblical studies with
contributions from leading scholars in the Old Testament,
the New Testament, and the history of antiquity.
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Preface

It is a strange, but nonetheless true, fact that the only chronicle
we have of the life of the early church from about Ap 30—-aDp 60
has gone through long periods of relative neglect in twentieth
century NT scholarship, especially in the English-speaking
world. A testimony to this fact is that there has been no major
commentary on Acts written in English since the work of F. F.
Bruce a generation ago, and before that one must go back to
the seminal contributions of H. J. Cadbury and his collabora-
tors in The Beginnings of Christianity. All of this, however, is now
changing. As I write, the first volume of what is likely to be a
landmark study by C. K. Barrett on the Acts is about to appear
in the prestigious ICGC commentary series. One may add to this
the recent helpful commentaries of L. T. Johnson and J. B.
Polhill,! several important studies in the SNTS monograph
series,? the detailed work of C. J. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the
Setting of Hellenistic History,® a crucial monograph by C. C.
Hill,* and finally a projected series of volumes emanating from
Cambridge including The Book of Acts in its Literary and Regional
Settings, The Book of Acts in its Diaspora Setting, The Book of Acts in
its Prison Settings, The Book of Acts in its Theological Setting, The

U L. T. Johnson, The Acts of the Apostles (Collegeville, 1992); J. B. Polhill, Acts
(Nashville, 1992).

2 See J. C. Lentz, Luke’s Portrait of Paul (Cambridge, 1993), and the forthcoming
monograph by Prof. L. Alexander on the prologue in Lk. 1.1—4 (cf. her chapter
below, pp. 73-103).

3 Published in the US by Eisenbrauns (Winona Lake, 1L, 1990).

+ C. C. Hill, Hellenists and Hebrews: Reappraising Division within the Earliest Church
(Minneapolis, 1992). This volume, while achieving its main aim of putting Baur to
rest once and for all, nonetheless has some problems. See my review in the Journal of
Ecclesiastical History 44, 2 (1993), 289—291.
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Book of Acts in its Graeco-Roman Setting, The Book of Acts in its
Palestinian Setting, and finally a commentary on the Greek text
of Acts.®

This book, however, seeks to do something none of the above
volumes will do — introduce the reader to a sample of some of the
major and recent trends of N'T scholarship that are affecting
and in some cases changing the way we study the Acts of the
Apostles. All the scholars contributing to this volume are
concerned to help us understand and set the Acts of the
Apostles in one way or another in its original historical setting.
The book is deliberately eclectic by nature, intending not to
argue for the validity of one particular point of view but to give
the reader exposure to the variety of the pertinent current
discussion, with sufficient bibliographic resources that one may
pursue further study in an area of interest.

In part I chapters by W. J. McCoy, C. K. Barrett, C. H.
Talbert, L. C. A. Alexander, and J. Jervell help the reader
begin to assess Acts in the context of other ancient historical,
biographical, and scientific works. Barrett and Talbert need no
introduction to this audience, but it needs to be pointed out
that Professor McCoy is a historian specializing in ancient
Greek history, particularly in Thucydides, while Dr. Alexander
comes to the study of the NT by way of a background in
classics. It is my own conviction that progress in understanding
the Acts as a historical document can be made only as NT
scholarship takes more account of the long history of work by
ancient historians and classicists on the Greek and Roman
historians, biographers, and other ancient writers. Too often
statements by N'T scholars have been made, for example about
Thucydides and the composition of speeches, in an attempt to
draw analogies with Luke’s practice, without an adequate
knowledge of either the primary classical sources or the
detailed research done upon them by classicists and Greek and
Roman historians.

Dr. McCoy’s chapter provides the reader with the proper

5 This is all undertaken under the editorship of B. W. Winter, a disciple of E. A.
Judge, and his collaborators in Cambridge, and will be published by Eerdmans. The
first two volumes have already appeared, and the third is in the press.
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introduction to Thucydides and the relevant secondary litera-
ture. He offers a basis for meaningful discussion of the bearing
the writings of Thucydides have on the assessment of historical
methodology and the use of speeches in ancient Greek his-
torical works. In addition, he provides a sampling of both the
ancient and modern critique of Thucydides. Of especial
importance is the way this chapter stresses how much later
Hellenistic historians, and indeed Roman and later western
ones as well, stood in the shadow of Thucydides. Thucydides
set a standard and provided a model for many if not most later
historians writing in Greek, who sought either to follow in his
footsteps or to set out on their own path, but not without one
eye either on the master or on later disciples of his such as
Polybius.

Professor Barrett’s chapter offers us clear evidence that at
least some of the ancients, such as Lucian, knew what critical
historiography ought to look like, however far short the attempt
to achieve the ideal might fall. At the same time he shows how
two highly influential nineteenth-century scholars (F. C. Baur
and J. B. Lightfoot) have shaped the contours of the modern
discussion of early Christianity in both its diversity and its
unity. This chapter is a crucial one and we reprint it here with
minor emendations because the scholarly discussion of Acts
today is often still concerned with the issues raised by Baur and
Lightfoot, especially in regard to the tensions between Jewish
and Gentile Christians in the early church. One need look no
further than Dr. C. C. Hill’s chapter in this volume, which
strongly critiques the viability of the old Baur hypothesis about
the radical divisions between the “Hebrews” and the
“Hellenists”, and between James and Paul, to see how the
history of the interpretation of Acts still strongly affects how we
view the text (see below).

C. H. Talbert has spent many years studying Luke—Acts
from a variety of angles, and in his clear and helpful chapter he
provides us with a further argument for his view that both
Luke and Acts should be seen as biographies rather than
historical monographs, if one is asking about the genre of this
material. This conclusion is not unimportant because in
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antiquity there could be a considerable difference in method
and character between historical and biographical works. The
latter focused mainly on issues of character and characteri-
zation of the major figure(s) in the narrative, while historical
monographs were concerned with matters of historical caus-
ation and dwelt especially on crucial events and deeds. The
biographer might record a trivial incident that was nonetheless
revealing of the character of the subject of the narrative,
whereas the historian concentrated on ‘‘historical” events that
caused important social changes. Then, too, ancient bio-
graphical literature tended to use historical examples for
certain clear moralistic aims, as is certainly the case in
Plutarch’s famous Lives, while historical monographs tended to
be more concerned with informing the audience about things
that had transpired and their historical significance. Obvi-
ously, if Acts is some kind of bios, this must affect the way we
view the historical data in this text.

Dr. L. Alexander’s chapter seeks to help us better evaluate
the preface to Acts as a means of getting a handle on the genre
classification of the Book of Acts as a whole. She points out that
the preface to Acts does not make clear whether Luke intended
from the outset to write a two-volume unified composition, or
whether Acts should be seen as an independent monograph
which begins by simply reminding the reader that it is a sequel
to the Gospel. She also points out that dedication of a work in
its preface does not necessarily signal to the reader that this is a
work of ancient historiography, though there are certainly
examples of dedications in historical works. The reference back
to the content of the first volume in the preface in Acts at least
suggests that the reader should expect what follows to be a
continuation of what has been offered in the Gospel. The lack
of a prospective remark in the Acts preface means that one
cannot say that this preface itself clearly suggests that some sort
of history writing will follow. Dr. Alexander finally suggests
that perhaps the genre of Acts may be seen as residing some-
where on the border between certain kinds of ancient history
writing (archaeology? ethnography? apologetic historio-
graphy?) and the ancient scientific tradition.
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Another related area of interest is the study of the Acts in
light of what may be called a salvation historical perspective
informed by OT historiography and Hellenistic Jewish litera-
ture such as the LXX, the Maccabean corpus, and even Luke’s
contemporary Josephus. Many scholars are convinced that this
is the primary matrix out of which Acts should be interpreted.
J. Jervell reprises and advances the discussion of these matters
in his chapter on Luke’s view of salvation history. He even goes
so far as to suggest that Luke may have seen himself as writing
Scripture, seeing not merely the content but the form of what
he was a writing as a continuation of what we find in the LXX.
He demonstrates the considerable thematic links between Luke
and Acts, centering on the revelation and enactment of God’s
BouAn (plan or counsel) for the people of God. For Luke, the
sort of history that was worth recording was the record of God’s
intervention and saving actions in space and time for Jew and
Gentile alike. There is a certain similarity of approach to and
discussion of the plan of God to be found in D. P. Moessner’s
chapter in this volume, and the reader will do well to compare
the two discussions carefully.

While the first few chapters in this collection deal with
questions of genre and historical method, in part II the reader
will find several chapters dealing with particular historical and
theological problems in Acts. The first of these is by Dr. C. C.
Hill and deals with Luke’s portrayal of early Christianity and
early Judaism in the crucial material found in Acts 6.1-8.4.
Through a careful and probing argument Dr. Hill shows that
on the one hand, Luke portrays the Jewish authorities as being
at odds with both the Hebrews and Hellenists among the early
Christians, and on the other hand, Luke does not portray early
Christianity, including even Stephen, as being anti-Law or
anti-Temple. Rather the gist of the Lucan critique is leveled
against the Jewish people, perhaps in particular their authori-
ties, not merely because they had not lived up to the require-
ments of the Law, but because they had not seen that it pointed
forward to a particular messianic figure, namely Jesus of
Nazareth. Hill’s essential argument is that both early Judaism
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and early Christianity were complex, not the least in the way
they related to each other. Furthermore, the theory that tries
to pit early Jewish (conservative) Christianity over against
early Hellenistic (more liberal and universalistic) Christianity,
in the persons of James and Stephen and their supposed
“‘parties,”” does justice neither to Luke nor to the historical data
that lie behind his account.

R. Bauckham is well known for his careful and persuasive
work on early Jewish Christianity. In this volume he tackles
the thorny problems of the speech of James found in Acts 15, a
speech regularly assumed to be composed by Luke since it cites
the LXX and is clearly a speech composed in Greek. Prof.
Bauckham shows that the evidence is considerably more
complex than this, that in fact the citation involves the con-
flation of the Hebrew text with elements of the LXX, and that
a pesher technique of handling the text is used. These and other
factors lead him to the conclusion that while Luke is surely
responsible for the final form of this text, he likely had a source
or sources for both the event and the speech given by James.
This conclusion is significant, as the speech material in Acts 15
is widely thought to provide the clearest evidence that Luke
engaged in the invention and free composition of his speeches.
His conclusions comport with my own as they are presented in
my chapter on Luke’s editorial techniques (see below). In a
further chapter, Prof. Bauckham deals with the problem of the
speeches in general. He argues at length that these speeches are
neither transcripts of speeches nor free compositions of Luke,
but rather that Luke follows a form which may be called a
kerygmatic summary of early Christian preaching. Bauck-
ham’s work is distinguishable from the earlier work by C. H.
Dodd and others along this line in that he draws not merely on
patterns found in Paul (e.g. 1 Cor. 15.1-7), but on kerygmatic
summaries in the Ascension of Isaiah, a much-neglected early
Christian work, in the writings of Ignatius of Antioch, and in
other early Christian sources. The net effect of this argument is
to reveal a kerygmatic summary pattern that was adopted and
adapted with some flexibility by Luke and others.

The fourth chapter in the second part of this volume is by a
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scholar who is a specialist on Luke—Acts. Dr. D. P. Moessner
deals with one of the thornier historical problems confronting
the reader of Acts, namely where and what is Luke’s theology
of the cross? It has not infrequently been argued that Luke has
no such theology, and this is thought to count strongly against
his having any personal knowledge of Paul, his preaching, or
his letters. Moessner shows that such a caricature of Luke’s
theology will not do, for in fact Luke has a good deal to say
about Jesus’ death, tying it closely to one of his major themes,
the plan of God, while drawing on the Suffering Servant
material to interpret Jesus’ death. For Luke the basis of release
from sins and forgiveness is Christ’s death, which stands at the
heart of God’s salvation plan, as the fulcrum of salvation
history. Moessner in fact argues that the death, resurrection,
and proclamation of these events by the early church are seen
as providing the basis and key to ‘“‘release from sins,” as was
foretold by the prophets (see Acts 10.43). This benefit, which is
appropriated through faith in the kerygmatic message and its
content, is accompanied by purification of the heart of the one
responding in faith (see Acts 15.9). By paying attention to the
echoes of the Hebrew Scriptures, especially Isaiah in Acts, one
discovers that Luke has more of a theology of the cross than is
often thought.

Increasing attention in all of biblical studies is being paid to
the light that the disciplines of soctology and cultural anthro-
pology can shed on the biblical texts. This is sometimes coupled
with broader studies by classicists and Roman historians about
the shape of the Greco-Roman world.® Prof. J. H. Neyrey has
been a leader in discussing sociological, anthropological, and
rhetorical matters as they have a bearing on the Acts of the
Apostles.” In his chapter he focuses on the issue of portrayal of
the social location of Paul in Acts. His conclusion, that Paul is

6 See, for example, the older study by A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman
Law in the New Testament (Oxford, 1963). On Roman social relations see the
important work by R. MacMullen, Roman Social Relations 50 B.C. to A.D. 284 (New
Haven, 1974).

7 See the volume he edited and contributed to The Social World of Luke—Acts (Peabody,

1991).
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portrayed as being in the company of the elite of the Greco-
Roman world as one of their retainers, has considerable
importance for the discussion of whether or not Luke portrays
the ‘“‘historical Paul,” or one who is at variance with the
portrait we find in Paul’s letters. Neyrey argues at length that
one must attend to Luke’s rhetorical strategy in presenting
Paul in this fashion. I would suggest that Paul’s letters must a/so
be evaluated in terms of their rhetorical strategy, and when this
is done the portrait that Luke gives us of a Paul who is a Roman
citizen, rhetorically adept, in contact with patrons, and a
person of considerable honor is not significantly different from
the Paul one finds in the capital Paulines, even though from
time to time Paul chooses to portray himself as a weak enslaved
sage for rhetorical purposes.8

The various forms of literary criticism, including redaction
criticism, of Acts continue apace, spurred on by detailed and
comprehensive works such as R. Tannehill’s The Narrative
Unity of Luke—Acts.® The last four chapters in this volume can be
grouped together under this heading. The first is by Dr. J. B.
Green, a specialist in Luke—Acts who deals with the issues of
intertexuality and narratology as they impact our understand-
ing of Acts. He shows that the internal repetitions in the text, as
well as the echoes in Luke-Acts of the Hebrew Scriptures,
point to Luke’s historical purposes. Like other historians such
as Thucydides, Luke seems to have believed that while history
did not simply repeat itself, nevertheless there were persons
and events in the past that bore striking similarities to persons
and events in the present. It could be said that there were
certain patterns that recurred in history. Hence there was a
good deal to learn about the present from studying the past,
and Luke was convinced that the present was in fact the
continuation, indeed even the fulfillment, of the past. As Green
sees it, the story of the church is inscribed into the story of

8 See my discussion in Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1
and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids, 1994), and also in my socio-rhetorical commentary
on Philippians entitled Friendship and Finances in Philippi (Valley Forge, 1994).
Published by Fortress Press (Minneapolis, 1986).

©w
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Jesus, which in turn is inscribed into the story of Israel found in
the Scriptures.

The second chapter in part III, by Dr. B. T. Arnold, a
scholar of the OT with a special interest in its use in the N'T,
works through a series of passages where the OT is alluded to in
speech material. This work shows the subtle ways in which
certain major figures such as Stephen, Peter, and Paul are
portrayed as speaking Scripture, or speaking with the voice of
God by using biblical language to suggest that what was now
happening was like, and in some cases a fulfillment of, things
God had spoken or done before. Of importance for the pur-
poses of this volume is his conclusion that this approach reveals
that Luke, like other ancient historians, used the technique of
imitatio, which has as one of its basic assumptions the continuity
of the present with the past so that the former can be expressed
in terms of the latter. This conclusion comports well with some
of those that arise from J. Jervell’s chapter in this volume.
Dr. Arnold also makes clear that the use of the LXX in this
way shows that the earliest Jewish Christians are being depic-
ted as standing in the Old Testament tradition, critiquing
Israel by drawing on the earlier Mosaic and prophetic
critiques of Israel. Salvation history goes on, but its advocates
draw on earlier stages in that history to illuminate the present.
Dr. Arnold is not optimistic that we shall soon discern which
version or versions of the Greek OT Luke used, since the issue is
exceedingly complex.

The third chapter in part III of the volume deals with the
matters of source and redaction criticism as it sheds light on
Luke’s composition of Acts. I have sought to show in this piece
that we can learn a great deal about the character and nature
of Luke as an editor in general by looking specifically at the
way he handles Mark and Q, and then also the way he handles
the three different accounts of Saul’s conversion in Acts. What
we learn from such an exercise is that Luke did not likely
engage in free composition of his material, even the speech
material, but rather drew on and edited sources according to
his various purposes and agendas.

This volume concludes with the intriguing study of canonical
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books that are apparently without endings (Mark and
Acts) by Dr. W. F. Brosend. Here we come full circle back to
some of the concerns discussed in several of the first few chap-
ters in the volume — namely the issues of the genre and purpose
of Acts. Brosend ably shows how scholars’ readings of Acts 28
have often been determined by their views of the purpose(s)
and genre of the book. For example, if one sees this work as an
apologia for the Gospel then the ending is seen as appropriate,
for the book concludes with the Good News being proclaimed
unabated for two years at the heart of the Empire. There might
also be the further implication that it was to be seen as a
legitimate part of the life of the Roman world for it was not
proscribed by Roman authorities.

Brosend also points out some of the difficulties in explaining
the ending of Acts if one reads it as an ancient biography, a
romance, or a biographical or romantic novel. In Acts the
main character’s end is not reported — indeed his fate is left
unresolved. This is quite different from what happens in the
aforementioned works, especially since it was a widespread
belief in antiquity that the end of one’s life revealed much
about one’s true character and its divine evaluation. Further-
more, as Brosend stresses, ancient romances were characterized
by sex, romance, and happy endings for the main character
with loose ends all tied up, all of which are in short supply in
Acts. Brosend goes on to suggest that the abrupt ending of
Mark’s Gospel may have suggested to Luke a way to resolve his
narrative, or rather a way to force the reader back to the text,
even to its beginning to look for clues to explain such an
ending. Whether one finds this last proposal convincing or not,
it is hoped that all these chapters will force the reader back to
the text of Luke—Acts once more to see how it can and ought
to be read in its own day as well as in ours. The Acts of
the Apostles should not merely be subject to the acts of the
historians, whether ancient or modern.

BEN WITHERINGTON, III
Christmas 1995



PART I

Issues of genre and historical method






CHAPTER 1

In the shadow of Thucydides
W. . McCoy

The Athenian Thucydides has cast such a giant shadow over
the domain of Klio that he cannot be ignored. Indeed so
magisterial is his History of the Peloponnesian War that com-
parison with other historians is inevitable. It matters not
whether the latter preceded him or followed in his wake; nor is
their familiarity with the nature and methods of his work
necessarily taken into account. In simple terms Thucydides has
become a barometer by which to gauge the writing of history
both past and present.!

Born the son of Oloros of the deme Halimous in c. 454 BC,?
Thucydides lived during the most significant and exciting
period in the history of ancient Athens, for among other things
he was able to witness first hand the consolidation of the
Athenian Empire, the emergence of radical democracy, the
cultural effervescence of the “Golden Age of Pericles,” and the
grueling civil war between Athens and Sparta. The total effect
of these developments must have been overwhelming on any
contemporary, especially one of Thucydides’ intelligence and

! For a concise yet informative discussion of Thucydides, his work and his times, see
W. R. Connor, “Thucydides,” in T. J. Luce, (ed.), Ancient Writers, vol. 1 (New York,
1982), pp. 267289, and P. A. Brunt, “Introduction to Thucydides,” rev., in Studies
in Greek History and Thought (Oxford, 1993), pp. 137-180; for an in-depth presen-
tation, see O. Lushnat, s.v. “Thukydides,” Paulys Realencyclopidie der classischen
Altertumswissenschaft, Suppl. 12 (Stuttgart, 1g70), cols. 1085-1354 (= Thukydides der
Historiker [Stuttgart, 1970}).

2 4.104.4. I have used the Oxford Classical Text of Thucydides throughout: H. S.
Jones (ed.), Thucydidis Historiae, rev. J. E. Powell (2 vols., Oxford, 1942). For a brief
yet informative prosopographical sketch, see J. K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families

(Oxford, 1971), pp. 233-237-
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station.? Given his education at the hands of sophists, he was
probably all the more alert to the rapidly changing world
around him and became determined to be a principal player in
perpetuating the issue of events. We are quite uninformed
about the details of his personal life and public career save for
what he himself tells us,* namely that he was an aspiring
author (as early as 431, if not before),® that he contracted and
survived the plague in 429,° and that he was a member of the
strategia in 425/4, during which time he was held responsible
for the loss of Amphipolis and was exiled from Athens until
404.” In retrospect, we should be thankful for his misfortune,
for had he remained an active public servant on campaign, we
might not possess his History, which is certainly to be numbered
among the most important literary works of the ancient
Mediterranean world.

In the pages that follow, it is my intention to focus on three
things: (1) what Thucydides tells us about his methods and the
composition of his History; (2) how Greco-Roman historians
and critics evaluated his work; and (3) how modern scholars
assess his worth and impact. My purpose is not to be argu-
mentative, but rather to identify a wide range of opinion and
interpretation.

WHAT THUCYDIDES HIMSELF SAYS . . .

Thucydides appends two prefaces to his History (1.1—23 and
5.26). In the first, he says that he began to write about the war

[}

It is almost certain that Thucydides was related to the Philiadai (see E. Cavaignac,
“Miltiade et Thucydide,” Revue de Philologie, ser. 3, 3 [1929], 281—285; and more
recently Davies) and enjoyed the fruits of family affluence. For one thing, he
possessed gold mines in western Thrace (4.105.1; see also Plutarch, Cimon 4.1).
Some scholars (e.g. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families, pp. 233-234) are more
skeptical than others about the validity of biographical information about
Thucydides as found in Plutarch and three ancient Lives, in particular that of a
certain Marcellinus of the sixth century ap. Marcellinus asserts that Thucydides was
a pupil of Anaxagoras and Antiphon, that he was born of a Thracian (Hegesipyle)
and married a Thracian, that he fathered a daughter and perhaps a son, and that he
was over fifty at the time of his death.

S i 6 2.48.3. 7 4.104.4 and 5.26.5.

'S
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from its very beginning, believing that it would prove a great
war worthy of account.® In the second, he contends that he
witnessed the whole war as a mature adult and followed its
course with careful attention.® Would that the terminus of his
narrative were coincidental with the last years of his life, or at
least extended down to 404/3; as it is, the final Book 8 breaks off
abruptly in the midst of events in late 411. In short, Thucy-
dides never finished his History.!° It is apparent from the outset,
however, that he was not content with describing just a ““great
war,” for by the second sentence in Book 1 he is referring to this
clash of arms as ““the greatest disturbance in the history of the
Hellenes,”!! an assessment that is re-echoed again and again.!?
Thucydides bases this judgment on his own research into the
past, both near and remote. Exactly what sources he consulted
is not entirely clear,'? although he says it was impossible to
recover clear information owing to the lapse of time.!* Never-
theless, he proceeds with an abbreviated review of ancient
times, emphasizing that earlier populations and communities
were so hard pressed when it came to waging war, or even
defending themselves, that they were incapable of bringing
about peace and stability.!> He deplores their lack of revenue
and underscores the debilitating impact of continuing political
strife (including tyranny) and the general tendency to abstain
from alliances of any sort.!® On the positive side, he recognizes
a progressive trend in the making, particularly on the part of
those naval states which accumulated capital and began to rule

8 1. 9 5.26.5.

!0 Since Thucydides apparently died before finishing his work (perhaps at sea, or so
says Marcellinus), scholars postulate an editor, redactor, or literary executor as
responsible for the ultimate edition of the History and its division into books and
chapters. It has also been argued that there were nine or even thirteen books instead
of the conventional eight that appear in all extant manuscripts; see R. J. Bonner,
“The Book Divisions of Thucydides,” Classical Philology 15 (1920), 73-82. Diogenes
Laertius (2.57) attributes the publication to Xenophon.

e, 12 p.21.2; 1.23.1; 7.87.5.

13 Although Thucydides would have us believe that he consulted a wide range of
evidence, he mentions only Homer and Hellanicus by name. See nn. 18—20 below.

1 1.1.3 — T& ET1 TOAQiTEpS oads uEv eUpteiv Si1&x Xpdvou TARBos abuvara fiv.

15 e

1.15.2.
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over others.!” It is here that Thucydides finds the seeds of naval
hegemony, which, by way of the Athenian experience, will
constitute a central ingredient in his work.

More than once during this superficial (and self-serving)
history lesson, Thucydides challenges the reliability of Homer
and the poets'® as well as traditional hearsay stories.'® He also
decries the chroniclers (Aoyoypdg¢ol) who §uvéBecav émi 1o
TpooaywyoTepov Ti) dkpodoel fi dAAnBéaTepov, dvra dve§eAéykTa
Kol T& TOAA& UTTO Xpdvou aUT@V ATioTws &mi TO pubiddes
ékveviknkoTa.2? Thucydides will have none of this. He is not
about to pen a fable (kai & pév dxpoéaotv iows TO un pUBGdSes
aUT®OV &TepTrécTepov paveiTal), or a declamation devised for a
moment of listening pleasure (&ydviopa & TO Tapaypfina
&xove EUykerton).2! Nor will he allow the divine to adulterate
his narrative.?? On the contrary, he will focus exclusively on
the human element and offer a factual, season-by-season?
account of the great Peloponnesian War designed to last for all

7 1.15.1. Thucydides (1.18.1) applauds the power and stability of the Spartan system
of government — kai 8° oo Suvapevor kai Ta &v Tais GAAcus wOAeot kabioTaoav,
even though the Spartan league was not a true empire.

18 1.9.4: s "Opnpos TolTo Sedfjhwkev el T ikavos, Tekpnpidoat; 1.10.3: Ti) “Ounpov o
moifjoel & T xpn kaviaUBa mioTevaw, fiv eikds émi TO peifov pEv ToinThv Svra
KooWfigal; 1.11.2: Kai aUT& ye 81 TalTa, OVORXOTOTATA TGV Trpiv Yevdpeva, SnAoU-
T Tois Epyots UmrodetoTepa dvTar TS PpRuns kad ToU viv Trepi aTv Sik ToUs
ToINTas Adyou kateoynkoTos; and I.21.1: kai oUTe @, TomTai Uuviikaot Trepi
aUTV ETri TO peilov KoopoUvTes PGAAOV O TEUWVY.

19 1.20.1: T pév olv mahoud ToradTa, nUpov, xohewd Svra TravTi E6fs Tekunpic
mpTedoal, ol yap &vbpwtror Tés dkods TGV Tpoyeyevnuévwy, Kai fiv Emiydpia odicv
7}, duoiws &BacadioTws Tap’ dAANAwy Séxovtar. Perhaps Thucydides is chiding
Herodotus, among others, for perpetuating such misinformation. C. W. Fornara
and L. J. Samons, II (Athens from Cleisthenes to Pericles [Berkeley, 1991], p. 6) call this
the vanity of Thucydides, who “willingly seized the opportunity to illustrate how
uninformed the Athenians were about their own history.” Others argue that
Thucydides owed an enormous debt to both Homer and Herodotus: e.g. J. L.
Moles, “Truth and Untruth in Herodotus and Thucydides,” in C. Gill and T. P.
Wiseman (eds.), Lies and Fiction in the Ancient World (Austin, TX, 1993), pp. 88-121.

20 p.21.1. Later in 1.97.2 Thucydides seems almost exasperated at having to include

an excursus on the Pentekontaetia.

1.22.4.

22 In 5.26.4, Thucydides admits to the reliability of a lone oracle which prophesied
that the war would last twenty-seven years. Still N. Marinatos (7Thucydides and
Religion [Kénigstein/TS, 1981]) contends that Thucydides genuinely accepted the
traditional beliefs of Greek religion; see also B. Jordan, “Religion in Thucydides,”
Transactions of the American Philological Association 116 (1986), 119-147.

23 g.26.1.

2
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time (kTnua Te €5 cuet).?* With this in mind, he takes special
pains to elucidate the nature of his data base: Ta 8" gpya Téov
TpoxBEvTwY &v TG TroAENe oUK €k ToU TrapaTuxovTos Truvlo-
vouevos fiwoa ypadev, oUd’ s Euoi E8okel, AN’ ofs Te alToS
Topfiv kil Tapd TGOV &AAwv doov duvaTov AxpiPeiq Trepi
ék&oTou EmeEeABcov.2> And yet in the end his censorship became
so discriminating that he gave his readers no opportunity to
judge controversial evidence for themselves. Instead he judged
it for them.2¢

Thucydides also makes bold to embellish his narrative with
speeches, but once again he countermands his apparent
passion for objectivity. Indeed by his own admission, he took
liberties in presenting what a speaker reputedly said and even
how he said it,?” claiming that, xohemdv v &xpiPeiov ot
TGV AexBévTwov Siapvnuoveloot fiv Epol Te OV aUTos fikouoa Kai
Tois &AAoBEv TroBev £poi &troryyéAAouotv.?8 This is perhaps the
most provocative statement in the entire History, for in effect
Thucydides is testing the willingness of his readers to accept on
his authority the content of these crucial passages.

All in all, the various acknowledgments of purpose and
methodology are remarkable revelations, especially for a his-
torian from antiquity. They also set a precedent, whether Thu-
cydides willed it or not, for the future writing of history. It
remains to examine how readers and critics past and present
hold him accountable.

IN THE OPINION OF THE ANCIENTS . . .

Whereas Thucydides was quick to carp at the deficiencies of his
predecessors, his successors as late as the second century Ap
treated him with much greater respect and at times with

24 1.22.4. 25 1.22.2.

26 Thucydides tells of his troubles in dealing with eyewitnesses, 1.22.3: #mmoves 5¢
nUpiokeTo 81671 of TapoVTES Tols Epyols EkdoTols oU TaUTX Trepi TGOV aUTdOV EAeyov,
oA’ s EkaoTépwov Tis elvoias i uvfung Exot — yet he never tires of emphasizing the
accuracy of his account: e.g. 1.21.1: & 8¢ TGV elpnuéveov Tekpnpicov duws ToladTa &v
Tis vopibwv pdhioTa & SifiAbov oUy &uaptévor . . . nUpfioda Bt fiynoduevos & Téov
eTIPpavedTETWV onueiwv s Tahad elvan &TroypdovTws; 1.22.4: oot 8t PovAficovTtal
TGOV Te yevopivwv TO cades okomelv; and 5.26.5: EmePicov 88 Bid Tavtds adTol
adoBavouevos Te i) HAia kai TTpooéywy THY yvouny 8Trws dxpiPés Tt eloopat.

27 1.22.1. 28 Ibid.
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considerable awe. Contemporary Hellenica-minded historians,
such as P (or the Oxyrhynchus historian), Xenophon of Athens
(c. 428/7—c. 354 Bc) and Theopompus of Chios (c. g78-after
323 BG), deliberately began their narratives where Thucydides
left off as if to concede that any rehash of the Peloponnesian
War through the fall of 411 was both frivolous and foolhardy;?°
P, for one, even took Thucydides as his model and inspira-
tion.?® Ephorus of Cyme (c. 405-330 Bc), who wrote a
universal history of the Greeks, relied on and borrowed from
Thucydides’ work,3! as did the author (Aristotle?) of the
Athenaion Politeia®® and the corps of Atthidographers from

29 The identity of P is yet unknown. His Hellenica deals with the vears 411-386;
Xenophon’s, 411-362; and Theopompus’, 411-394.

30 1. A. F. Bruce, An Historical Commentary on the “Hellenica Oxyrhynchia” (Cambridge,

1967), especially pp. 3—27, comments: “The nature of P’s history . . . gives the

impression that his choice of source material has much in common with that

expressed by Thucydides (1.22.2-3).”

Re Xenophon’s Hellenica, cf. V. Gray, The Character of Xenophon’s Hellenica (Balti-
more, 1989). Re Theopompus’ Hellenica, G. S. Shrimpton { Theopompus the Historian
[London and Buffalo, 1991], pp. 37—39) concludes that there is no way of determin-
ing how and if Theopompus followed the “Thucydidean model,” but suggests that
he “devoted the first book to tying up ‘loose ends’ from Thucydides” by recapitulat-
ing the events of g12—411; W. R. Connor (Theopompus and Fifth Century Athens
[Washington, pc, 1968], p. 106) is more forceful: “Theopompus’ familiarity with
Thucydides’ history is not likely to be disputed. His own Hellenica is a continuation
of Thucydides’ work, and many parts of the Philippica indicate an acquaintance
with his predecessor’s history. But, Theopompus did not always choose to accept
Thucydides’ views . . . Indeed, Theopompus’ account of fifth-century Athens seems
not so much a rejection of Thucydides’ as a caricature of him. Thucydides’ impar-
tiality becomes Theopompus’ anti-Athenian bias; Thucydides’ skepticism becomes
Theopompus’ cynicism. Thucydides’ avoidance of the pretentious, the pious, the
sentimental becomes Theopompus’ insistence on the vanity of human efforts and
the depravity of human motives. The lofty reserve and balance of Thucydides often
seems missing in Theopompus. Instead one finds the enthusiasm, the virulence, the
intense contemporaneity of the political tract.”

The history of Ephorus is best mirrored in the pages of the Historical Library of

Diodorus of Sicily (fl. to at least 21 Bc), who used Ephorus as his principal authority

for books 11~16 (which recount the history of the Greeks from 480 to 336/5 Bc).

G. L. Barber ( The Historian Ephorus [Cambridge, 1935], p. 113) says that “the close

connection between the narratives of Diodorus and Thucydides for the period

433—411 has been accepted as evidence of Ephorus’ use of the latter,” yet T. S.

Brown (The Greek Historians [Lexington, MA, 1973], p. 114) is careful to point out

that Ephorus (via Diodorus) preserves evidence about the Peloponnesian War that

“we should otherwise lack and which Thucydides does not give.”

32 J.J. Keaney ( The Composition of Aristotle’s < Athenaion Politeia” [Oxford, 1992}, p. 4)
says, “On one level, he used Herodotus and Thucydides directly. He also used
Atthidographers who themselves will have drawn their accounts from Herodotus
and Thucydides.” See also P. J. Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian “ Athenaion
Politeia” (Oxford, 1981), pp. 15—30.

3
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Cleidemus (fl. ¢. 350 Bc) to Philochorus (before g40-after
261/0 BC).3® Theophrastus of Eresos (c. 370—288/5 BC)
praised Thucydides for his rich and ornate diction,3* and
the Alexandrians listed him first in their canon of historians.3>
Polybius of Megalopolis (c. 200-after 118 Bc) seems to have
ignored Thucydides in his own Histories, but, in the words of
one scholar, he ‘“stands for a return to his [Thucydides’] aims
and methods.”3¢ Cicero (106—43 Bc) praised him with some
ebullience;3” Plutarch of Chaeronea (before ap 50—after 120)
deemed his account of the Sicilian expedition (Books 6 and 7)
&upfTws;3® and Lucan of Samosata (c. AD 120-after 180)
promoted him above all others as the paradigm of what a
historian should be.?°

33 L. Pearson ( The Local Historians of Attica [Philadelphia, 1942], especially pp. 27-48)
argues that Thucydides, despite his innovations, was a vital link in the continuum of
Atthides from Hellanicus on; F. Jacoby (Atthis: The Local Chronicles of Ancient Athens
[Oxford, 1949], pp. 95, 103, 138-140, and 165) notes his probable influence on
Philochorus, to whom he refers as the “last and greatest Atthidographer.”

34 Cicero, Orator 39: “primisque ad his [Herodotus and Thucydides], ut ait Theoph-
rastus, historia commota est, ut auderet uberius quam superiores et ornatius
dicere.” Theophrastus was Aristotle’s successor at the Lyceum and the author of
many works, among them a Tepi ioTopias (Diogenes Laertius 5.47).

35 J. E. Sandys (4 History of Classical Scholarship, vol. 1, 3rd ed. [London, 1921], p. 131)
provides the following list: Thucydides, Herodotus, Xenophon, Philistus, Theo-
pompus, Ephorus, Anaximenes, Callisthenes, Hellanicus, and Polybius. Cicero (De
Oratore 2.57) says of Philistus of Syracuse: “otium suum consumpsit in historia
scribenda, maximeque Thucydidem est, sicut mihi videtur, imitatus.”
F. W. Walbank, Polybius (Berkeley, 1972), p. 40. Walbank goes on (pp. 41—43) to
enumerate the many similarities between the two historians and concludes ‘““that
though he {Polybius] did not agree in all things with Thucydides, he regarded him
as an ally on the main issue of what history should be about. He had no immediate
occasion to refer to him with praise (and in any case did not find praising a very
congenial activity); but significantly he nowhere speaks against him, but devotes his
polemic to those who regarded historical composition as a rhetorical exercise or as
an occasion for emotional indulgence.”

Cicero, De Oratore 2.56: “Et post illum Thucydides omnes dicendi artificio, mea

sententia, facile vicit: qui ita creber est rerum frequentia, ut verborum prope

numerum sententiarum numero consequatur, ita porro verbis est aptus et pressus,

ut nescias, utrum res oratione, an verba sententiis illustrentur.” In Brutus 83. 287,

however, he stops short of fully endorsing Thucydides’ speeches: “Orationes autem

quas interposuit — multae enim sunt — eas ego laudare soleo; imitari neque possim si
velim, nec velim fortasse si possum.”

Plutarch, Nicias 1.1. P. A. Stadter (A4 Commentary on Plutarch’s ““Pericles” [Chapel

Hill, Nc, 1989], p. Ix) comments: “Plutarch knew Thucydides’ history well . . . He

cites specific passages of Thucydides 23 times in the Lives and go times in the

Moralia, not including general references.”

Lucian, TTés 8¢l ioTopiav ouyypadewv, especially 41—42.

36

3

9

3
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The lone yet signal voice of censure throughout this entire
period belongs to the rhetorician Dionysius of Halicarnassus
(fl. 30-8 BC), who, in his Tlepi ©oukuidou, dared to find fault
with Thucydides’ choice and arrangement of subject material
as well as the content and appropriateness of his speeches.*° He
also took exception to Thucydides’ individual style (i816v Tva
XopaxTiipa), especially in passages that were overworked and
superfluous,*! or marked by a poor choice of words.*? If this
verdict strikes a dissonant chord in an otherwise harmonious
chorus of approval on the part of the ancients,*? the courage of
Dionysius to criticize Thucydides would eventually inspire
many a modern scholar to follow in his footsteps and be
less daunted by the lofty reputation of the man and his
work.

MODERN VOICES SPEAK OUT . . .

Modern readers and critics have been less reverent and more
controversial in assessing Thucydides’ methods and the worth
of his narrative. Indeed, scrutiny and debate have identified a
variety of “problems’” and “questions’ ranging from the com-
position of the History and the authenticity of the speeches to
such matters as style, the meaning of key words and phrases,
the intrusion of set themes, the author’s biases and credibility,
and the like. Since space does not allow for an in-depth
examination of any one of these topics, I will limit myself to a
broad summary of recent discussion and debate.

The composition of the ““History”

If it was once reasonable to hold that Thucydides conceived of
his History as a unity or wrote it as a consecutive whole, either

40 See, in general, W. K. Pritchett, Dionysius of Halicarnassus: “On Thucydides”
(Berkeley, 1975).

41 See Tepi Ooukubidou 28. 42 See Tlepi Ooukudidou 24.

43 Although Dionysius was ready to admit that Thucydides was the greatest of
historians (2) and possessed admirable narrative powers (55), he chided others for
being too gullible in their veneration (e.g. 34). At the same time he admits that his
is a lonely and unpopular tack (2).
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as a continuing project over many years or a single under-
taking at or near the war’s end, the overwhelming consensus of
modern scholarship has virtually determined that the com-
position was both piecemeal and subject to random revising
and re-editing. Current thought would have us believe that
Thucydides not only produced his narrative in distinct sec-
tions, but took the liberty of altering the content of the early
books in light of his changing thoughts about the war.** Schol-
ars speculate, for example, that the extant manuscript contains
too many rough edges: that Books 1—5.24 (the Archidamian or
Ten Years War, 431—421) and Books 6 and 7 (the Sicilian
Campaign) were composed as separate and self-contained
items; that Books 5.25-end and 8 stand, deliberately or other-
wise, unpolished and incomplete (particularly Book 8, which
breaks off abruptly in the midst of the events of late 411); that
digressions such as the abbreviated account of the Pentekon-
taetia (1.8g-117) and the speech-making and policy role of
Pericles (Books 1 and 2, passim) were inserted after the fact; and
that passages such as 2.65 and 5.26 (the so-called second
preface) betray obvious signs of forecasting and late adjust-
ment. And yet, despite the many autopsies and revelations,
there is no unanimity amid this barrage of second-guessing.
Whereas the voices of unitarians in whatever guise have been
somewhat muted,*> the corps of “separatists,” “‘analyzers,”
and “‘revisionists’”’ are far from resolving what has long been

* See, e.g., V. Hunter, “The Composition of Thucydides’ History, A New Answer to
the Problem,” Historia 26 (1977), 269-94; and E. Badian, From Plataea to Potidaea,
Studies in the History and Historiography of the Pentecontaetia (Baltimore and London,
1993), especially “Thucydides and the Outbreak of the Peloponnesian War: A
Historian’s Brief,” pp. 125-62 with notes. D. Proctor (The Experience of Thucydides
[Warminster, 1980], pp. 11-12) cautions against overconfidence in discerning the
changing pattern of Thucydides’ thinking: “There are some daunting complexities

. . in attempting to trace the path of Thucydides’ thoughts through these dubieties
of early and late, especially as the difficulties are at their most acute in those parts of
the History, such as the speeches and one or two passages of sustained reflexion by
the historian, which are richest in thought-content.”

5 For the extreme view see J. H. Finley, Jr. “The Unity of Thucydides’ History,”
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology (1940), Suppl. 1, 255-297. Cf. D. Kagan (The
Outbreak of the Peloponnesian War [Ithaca, Ny, 196g], pp. viii-ix), and G. E. M. de
Ste. Croix (The Origins of the Peloponnesian War [London, 1972), pp. 51-52), who
accept the work “‘essentially’ as a unity.
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referred to as the “Thucydidean Question.”*® Perhaps we
should all heed the cogent words of Mme. de Romilly:
“Exhausted by the immense bibliography which it offers,
completely negative in its results, the question of the com-
position of the work can at present be considered as the perfect
example of a vain and insoluble problem.””*

The speeches

The inclusion of speeches presents another crux, especially in
light of the revelations in 1.22.1.*® Claiming that he and his
informants found it difficult to remember precisely what they
had heard, Thucydides goes on to explain how he has
accommodated the ‘“Adyor” portions of his narrative — cos 8" &v
£50kouv Eyoi EkaoTol Tepi TGOV aiel TTapovTwy T SéovTa pdAtoT
eiTrelv, éxopévey 6T EyyUtata Tis Supmdons yvouns TV
aAnBcds Aexbévtwov, oUtws elpnTon. At first glance this
approach seems quite sensible, and we are inclined to be
grateful for even a brief declaration of methodology. But we
soon come to realize that the statement is altogether too suc-
cinct and too inadequate as it stands, for Thucydides neither
identifies his informants by name nor discloses here or else-
where the extent and accuracy of his and their recall. Instead
he assumes sole discretion for both context and content (&poi
and éxopéve). As a result, we are faced with the predicament of
accepting all the speeches on faith or judging each on its own
merits (whether it is more or less genuine, or a product of
invention and impulse, fashioned to reinforce the author’s

46 F. W. Ullrich (Beitrige zur Erklirung des Thukydides [Hamburg, 1846]) became the
first “‘separatist” when he proposed that the account of the Ten Years War
(431—421) constituted a distinct aggregate of the whole History; see also Luschnat,
“Thukydides,” cols. 1183-122q.

47 J. de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism, trans. P. Thody (Oxford, 1963),
p. 6.

48 See in general A. W. Gomme, “The Speeches in Thucydides,” in Essays in Greek
History and Literature (Oxford, 1937), pp. 156~189; Luschnat, “Thukydides,” cols.
1146-1183; P. A. Stadter (ed.), The Speeches in Thucydides (Chapel Hill, 1973),
especially W. C. West, “A Bibliography of Scholarship on the Speeches in
Thucydides 1873-1970,” pp. 124-165; and S. Hornblower, Thucydides (Baltimore,

1987), pp. 45-72.
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personal notions of what the war was all about).*® Another
pitfall of this passage is the challenge of interpreting such
enigmatic expressions as T déovTa, THs EupTrdons yvouns and
TGOV dANOGdS AexBévtwv the way Thucydides intended.>?

However we choose to resolve these dilemmas, it should be

noted that Thucydides had a tendency to employ “paired”

49

50

The question of the authenticity of the speeches is inextricably interrelated with
Thucydides’ credibility as a historian. M. Cogan (The Human Thing: The Speeches
and Principles of Thugydides’ History [Chicago, 1981], p. xi) sums up the situation:
“Not to accept the speeches at face value would obscure Thucydides’ interpretation
of the war, for in that interpretation the speeches play their parts as speeches. This
alone would compel us to deal with them as genuine speeches, since operationally it
is only thus that we can securely recover Thucydides’ view of this war, and
understand what in fact the text of his history is saying. Again, this is no blind leap
of faith or speculative hypothesis, for the alternative, denying the authenticity of the
speeches (or Thucydides’ accuracy in reporting them), has extensive and destruc-
tive consequences which I believe ultimately outweigh any benefits (for the under-
standing of either Thucydides or the Peloponnesian War) that might come from the
apparent independence of such skepticism . .. To question the veracity of the
speeches has the ultimate consequence of undermining — if not utterly destroying —
the credibility of all of Thucydides’ history.”

Translators and commentators are far from unanimous about the meaning of these
words and how the complete statement should be construed. See, e.g., Walbank,
“Speeches in Greek Historians,” Third Myres Memorial Lecture, Oxford 1965
(=F. W. Walbank, Selected Papers [Cambridge, 1985], pp. 244-245): “Passing over
T& BfovTa, which may mean either what the various occasions demanded or what
the speakers had to say (and so did say), the crux of the matter is the meaning of Tfs
Eupmrdoas yveuns, for it is of course self-evident that the style and actual flavour of
the argumentation, with their unmistakable Thucydidean stamp, whoever is speak-
ing, are imposed on the material by the historian. If ) §upmdoa yvdoun is simply ‘the
general intention’ of the speech, as deduced from Thucydides’ knowledge of the
potential color of the speaker and the historical situation in which the speech was
delivered or was supposed to have been delivered, then Thucydides’ speeches are in
effect no more than free composition . . . But Thucydides also used the phrase Tév
&AnBds AexBévToov, ‘what in truth was said’, and it is surely hard to reconcile these
three words with any theory which envisages that Thucydides simply composed his
speeches without reference to the original words. True, the ipsissima verba are
qualified . . . by the reference to Thucydides’ opinion and by the limitation implied
in ) upmdoa yvooun — which will mean ‘the overall purport of what was said.” But
they remain the foundations of the speech, if modified by the historian’s opinion of
what the situation demanded and by his giving the general purport rather than the
words themselves.”” Hornblower (Thucydides) comments: ‘““The speeches offer
further evidence that two hearts beat in Thucydides’ breast. In particular, the
famous programmatic statement about the speeches in Book 1 contains another
unresolved contradiction between the criteria of subjectivity and objectivi-
ty”(p. 45); and “Thucydides’ aim in speeches, as in narrative, was to record
truthfully — to give ‘what was really said’; but again there was present an opposite
and inconsistent aim, to omit, select and concentrate, giving instead ‘what was
appropriate’” (p. 71). A. Andrewes (“The Mytilene Debate: Thucydides
3.36—49,” Phoenix 16 [1962], 65) believes, “Thucydides’ practice altered with time
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speeches (side by side or separated), or ‘“‘complementary”
speeches if this better suited his needs.”! Many speakers are
named individuals; others are anonymous groups. Although
oratio recta predominates,’® there are numerous instances of
oratio obliqua particularly in Book 8.5% Whereas such diversity
enhances the presentation of material, it also complicates any
assessment of Thucydides’ accountability.

5

5

i<}

53

and came in the end to diverge widely from the principle he had enunciated in
1.22.1.1.” Cf. D. Kagan (“The Speeches in Thucydides and the Mytilene Debate,”
Yale Classical Studies 24 [1975], 74-75): ‘“Without recording devices or shorthand
stenographers memory alone could not hope to achieve an accurate record, and
Thucydides acknowledges the need to reconstruct rather than record. Thus the
statement may be taken to refer to the form rather than the content of the speeches.
It is also likely that Thucydides received reports of some speeches that were less
complete than others. He may have been told of the general line of argument and
given a few quotations and details and supplied the rest of the speech from what
seemed to him & 8éovta. That, however, is as far as his words will permit us to go.
Seen in this light there is no contradiction between the two clauses.” So, too,
R. Develin (“Thucydides on Speeches,” The Ancient History Bulletin 4 [1990],
58-59): “in itself this [1.22.1] is a perfectly straightforward statement. Readers had
to be apprised of the fact that there was truth in the speeches: they were actually
made and the intent of what was said has been faithfully communicated as far as
was possible in the state of whatever knowledge was to hand in particular cases. And
yet Thucydides is not disguising the fact, to which his audience would not object,
that his historical imagination has composed for his speakers the words which
seemed necessary to their intent. He cannot be taken as claiming to do what he has
just said he could not do and stylistic considerations alone would show that, even if
he has retained phrases and arguments from the original, he has composed in a free
manner. What has concerned scholars is whether the speeches do in fact correspond
to the principles here enunciated, but that is a separate question, the conclusion of
which should not be allowed to complicate interpretation of 1.22.1.” For further
discussion, see J. Wilson, “What does Thucydides Claim for his Speeches?”” Phoenix
36 (1982), 95—103, and D. Rokeah, “T& Stovta Tepi v aiel Tapdvtewv: Speeches
in Thucydides: Factual Reporting or Creative Thinking?,” Athenaeum 60 (1982),
386—401.

For a concise discussion of the various types of speeches, see W. C. West, “The
Speeches in Thucydides: A Description and Listing,” in Stadter, Speeches, pp. 3-15.
The speeches have been variously categorized as deliberative, judicial, and epideic-
tic; there are also several battlefield harangues and a few dialogues. On the military
speeches, see O. Luschnat, Die Feldherrnreden im Geschichtswerk des Thukydides, Philologus,
Suppl. 34 (Leipzig, 1942); R. Leimbach, Muilitarische Musterrhetorik: Eine Untersuchung
zu den Feldherrnreden des Thukydides (Weisbaden, 1985), and M. H. Hansen, “The
Battle Exhortation in Ancient Historiography: Fact or Fiction?,” Historia 42 (1993),
161-180.

Many would argue that the absence of oratio recta in this unfinished book is an
indication that Thucydides inserted first-person speeches in his History only after he
had drafted an entire unit of narrative and/or was engaged in a late stage of editing.
Of the near forty occasions of reported speech in oratio obligua in Book 8, none are
more appropriate for conversion than Pisander’s speeches to the Athenian assembly
in 412/11 (specifically 8.53 and 8.67.1), for which see W. J. McCoy, “The ‘Non-
Speeches’ of Pisander in Thucydides, Book Eight,” in Stadter, Speeches, pp. 78-89.
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Apart from discoursing upon the merits and deficiencies of

1.22.1, scholars have queried and examined the speeches in a
variety of other ways. For example, why did Thucydides utilize
speeches where he did, and when did he compose them?>* Why
do the speeches in the later books have a stronger ring of
verisimilitude?® Do the speeches conform to contemporary
theories of Greek rhetoric?®® Why is the Greek more difficult in
the speeches than in the narrative?>’ Granted their unique
Thucydidean style, are the speeches also the mouthpieces of
Thucydides?>® Are there “universal” as well as “particular”

57

58

Such discussions often overlap with the problem of composition.

See, e.g., Proctor, The Experience of Thucydides, pp. 154-159.

See, e.g., C. Macleod, “Rhetoric and History (Thucydides 6.16-18),” in Collected
Essays (Oxford, 1983), pp. 68-87; and P. E. Arnold, “The Persuasive Style of
Debates in Direct Speech in Thucydides,”” Hermes 120 (1992), 44-57.

See, e.g., W. Jaeger, Paideia, vol. 1, 2nd ed., trans. G. Highet (Oxford, 1945),
p- 392: “To do as some have done and search these speeches for the relics of what
was actually said on any occasion, is a task as hopeless as to try to recognize the
features of particular models in the gods sculptured by Phidias. And even though
Thucydides tried to obtain true information about the course of each debate he
described, it is certain that many of the speeches in his book were never delivered,
and that most of them were substantally different from his version of them . . . Asa
language for these imaginary speeches he constructed a style which was the same for
them all, which was always far loftier than the spoken Greek of his time, filled with
antitheses that seem artificial to modern taste. With their excessively difficult
language striving to express equally difficult thoughts, contrasting strangely with a
figurative style borrowed from sophistical rhetoricians, these speeches are the most
direct expression of Thucydides’ thought, which rivals the work of the greatest
Greek philosophers both in obscurity and profundity.”

See, e.g., Michael Grant, The Ancient Historians (New York, 1970), pp. 9o—g1: “His
speeches make little attempt to reproduce speakers’ individual characteristics or
probable styles . . . the speakers talk the language not of themselves but of their
author . . . In his view the speakers are not just there in their own right. To a certain
extent they are mouthpieces of the historian, in that they provide the medium for a
substantial part of his huge contribution to the development of abstract and
rational thinking. But they are much more than merely his mouthpieces. They are
there to reveal underlying causes; to display the characters and tempers and motives
of individuals and nations; to penetrate to general truths which might not have
emerged from the details of the narrative; to get the participants in events, political
or military, to speak for themselves; and to bring out, by methods impossible for a
mere chronicle, subjective elements that are indispensable to our understanding.”
See also de Romilly ( Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism, p. 111), who regards the
three speeches of Pericles as expressions of Thucydides’ own views. Cf. D. P.
Tompkins (“Stylistic characterization in Thucydides: Nicias and Alcibiades,”
Yale Classical Studies 22 [1972], 181—=214) and H. P. Stahl (“Speeches and
Course of Events in Books Six and Seven of Thucydides,” in Stadter, Speeches,
pp- 60-63), who disavow the “mouthpiece” theory in favor of a more individualized
approach.
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statements to be found in the speeches??® and what is the rela-
tionship between speeches and narrative?®® We continue to ask
these and other questions as if the answers were lurking some-
where in the pages of the History, but this is wishful thinking. It
is more prudent to bow to necessity and accept the sobering fact
that for all our ingenuity and devices we will never be able to
disentangle the mystery of the speeches.®! Maybe, then, we can
find a degree of humor in the words of Simon Hornblower:%?
‘““there would be no problem at all if Thucydides, unlike all
other writers in antiquity, had not pledged himself to give in
some sense a truthful version of his speeches.”53

59 See, e.g., N. G. L. Hammond, ‘“The Particular and the Universal in the Speeches of
Thucydides,” in Stadter, Speeches, pp. 49-59.
50 Countering the once fashionable opinion that the real meaning of the History is
contained in the speeches, Stahl (“‘Speeches and Course of Events,” in Stadter,
Speeches, pp. 60—77) argues that we should rely more on the narrative. H. D.
Westlake (“The Setting of Thucydidean Speeches,” in Stadter, Speeches, pp. go—108)
examines the close coordination between what he calls the “preambles’ and ““‘post-
scripts” and the speeches that they frame.
See K. J. Dover, Thucydides (Oxford, 1973), p. 26: “Our predicament in almost
every aspect of Thucydidean studies is that most arguments offered by most people
on any one problem are rationally founded; but the evidence is hardly ever
sufficient to reveal the relative importance of conflicting considerations.”
Thucydides, p. 71.
New Testament scholars have often turned to Thucydides to assess what impact, if
any, his use of speeches may have had on the author of Acts — see, e.g., G. H. R.
Horsley, “Speeches and Dialogue in Acts,” New Testament Studies 32 (1986), 609: ““It
is almost de rigueur for those commenting upon the speeches as a distinctive element
in Acts to refer to Thucydides 1.22, that memorable programmatic statement in
which the greatest of the historians from antiquity revealed part of his hand, at
least, about his creative technique.” It should come as no surprise that the ultimate
dividing line rests on the interpretation of 1.22.1. Those who are convinced (either
by way of their own analyses or leaning on prevailing translations and opinions
among classicists) detect the same process at work in Acts (F. F. Bruce, A. W.
Moseley, C.J. Hemer, etal.), or vice versa (M. Dibelius, H. J. Cadbury,
B. Girtner, et al.). For a brief review of this scholarship, see S. E. Porter, “Thucy-
dides 1.22.1 and Speeches in Acts: Is There a Thucydidean View?,” Novum
Testamentum 32 (1990), 121-124 and nn. 1—11. Porter’s own critique of Thucydides
1.22.1 (127-142) concludes: “any invocation of the Thucydidean view of speeches
must argue for and defend a position rather than assume one. The attempt to
formulate a position may prove profitable, although it may prove to be perpetually
frustrating . . . future work with the Thucydidean view of speeches needs to rely less
upon a troublesome programmatic statement than upon what Thucydides appears
to be doing within the speeches themselves.” These sentiments are echoed by
C. Gempf, “Public Speaking and Published Accounts,” in B. W. Winter and A. D.
Clarke (eds.), The Book of Acts in its Ancient Literary Setting (Grand Rapids, 1993),
pp- 260-303. On the popularity of the methodological statements in 1.22.1, K. S.
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Influences and themes

Scholars presume a variety of stimuli to explain the way
Thucydides wrote and thought. C. N. Cochrane,® for example,
would have Thucydides a scientist, who was intellectually and
spiritually inspired by Hippocrates and his school of medicine.
R. G. Collingwood agrees and further avows that Thucydides
was more interested in propounding psychological laws than
narrating fact for its own sake.®®> J. H. Finley, Jr. insists on a
broader base of inspiration, concluding that Thucydides’ style,
ideas, and the forms of arguments which he attributes to
speakers are fully consistent with and representative of the
general sophistic and political climate of contemporary Athens,
especially the 430s and 420s prior to his exile.®® M. I. Finley
dubs Thucydides a moralist.%’

Sacks (“Rhetorical Approaches to Greek History Writing in the Hellenistic
Period,” in Society of Biblical Literature 1984 Seminar Papers, ed. K. H. Richards,
Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Paper Series 23 (Chico, ca, 1984),
pPp. 123-133) argues convincingly that Hellenistic writers (including Thucydides’
most vocal critic, Dionysius of Halicarnassus), took him as their model for the use of
speeches in historical narrative.

Thucydides and the Science of History (London, 1929): “The Histories of Thucydides
represent an attempt to apply to the study of social life the methods which
Hippocrates employed in the art of healing” (p. 3); and “‘the power and originality
of Thucydides lies in his having attempted to adapt the principles and methods of
that science [medicine] to the study of society” (p. 15). See K. Weidauer, Thuky-
dides und die Hippokratischen Schriften. Der Einfluss der Medizin auf lielsetzung und
Darstellungsweise des Geschichiswerks (Heidelberg, 1954); and G. Rechenauer, Thuky-
dides und die hippokratische Medizin: naturwissenchaftliche Methodik als Modell fir
Geschichtsdeutung, Spudasmata 47 (Hildesheim, Zurich, and New York, 1991). Of
related interest, see D. Page, “Thucydides’ Description of the Great Plague at
Athens,” Classical Quarterly Ns 3, 47 (1953), 97-119; and A. M. Parry, “The
Language of Thucydides’ Description of the Plague,” Bulletin of the Institute of
Classical Studies of the University of London 16 (1969), 106—118.

The Idea of History (Oxford, 1946), p. 29: “The style of Thucydides is harsh,
artificial, repellent. In reading Thucydides I ask myself, What is the matter with the
man, that he writes like that? I answer: he has a bad conscience. He is trying to
justify himself for writing history at all by turning it into something that is not
history . . . Thucydides is the father of psychological history.” See also P. Huart, Le
Vocabulaire de ’analyse psychologique dans Ueuvre de Thucydide (Paris, 1968).

66 See “Euripides and Thucydides,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 49 (1938),
23-68; and ‘“The Origins of Thucydides’ Style,”” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology
50 (1939), 35-84.

“Thucydides the Moralist,” in Aspects of Antiquity, 2nd ed. (Harmondsworth, 1977),
PP 48—59. Cf. de Ste. Croix ( The Origins of the Peloponnesian War, pp. 18-19), who
points to the “amorality of Thucydides, which is very thorough-going in almost
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On a different tack, there has been considerable clamor of

late that there is more to Thucydides beyond the objective —in
other words, that he has been less than candid in describing
how he sorted and sifted through the evidence, that he manipu-
lated content to accommodate or accent a particular theme or
themes central to the way he presented material, and even
more accusatory, that he deliberately programmed the flow of
events to lure his readers into thinking what he wants them to
think, namely that his account of the war is complete and
truthful %8 Thematic, conceptual, philological, and structural

68

everything that pertains to what we call ‘international affairs’ . . . When he deals
with the relations of individuals inside the State he is quite prepared to make moral
judgments, of a sensible if conventional kind, in his own person’’; and Proctor ( The
Experience of Thucydides, p. 175): “Thucydides simply gives his account of the
quarrels and the state of feeling which produced the war itself without entering into
any question of morality . . . The ‘judgement of history’ was not a concept which
Thucydides would ever have entertained.” P. R. Pouncey ( The Necessities of War: A
Study of Thucydides® Pessimism [New York, 1980], p. xiii) contends that Thucydides
was preoccupied instead with the progress of pessimism — ‘“‘the conviction that
human nature carries within itself drives that are destructive of its own achieve-
ments . . . This is a conviction that was borne in on Thucydides with increasing
bitterness as the war and his exile dragged on, and he involves his readers in the
process of formulation, to bring them to his own disillusionment”; see also A. M.
Parry (“Thucydides’ Historical Perspective,” Yale Classical Studies 22 {1972], 50):
“Thucydides’ vision of history is of greatness measured by war, and greatness of war
measured by destruction, or w&bos. This vision is a product of Thucydides’ own
experience.”

See, e.g., J. de Romilly, Histoire et raison chez Thucydide (Paris, 1956) and La
Construction de la vérité chez Thucydide (Paris, 1990); W. P. Wallace, “Thucydides,”
Phoenix 18 (1964}, 251—261; H. P. Stahl, Thukydides: Die Stellung des Menschen im
geschichtlichen Prozess (Munich, 1966), especially pp. 12-35, and ‘“‘Speeches and
Course of Events in Books Six and Seven of Thucydides,” in Stadter, Speeches, p. 61:
“mere narration of any set of historical facts already implies a subjective element
(because presentation includes judgment, evaluation, selection, arrangement, in
short: interpretation) — to recognize, I say, the inherent subjective character of any
historical narration at the same time allows us, in this field too, to rediscover and
appreciate more fully the categories which Thucydides applied for selecting and
presenting events”; V. J. Hunter, Thucydides, the Artful Reporter (Toronto, 1973),
p- 177: “Thucydides’ ‘facts’ cannot be considered in isolation from the schema or
pattern which informs them”; Hornblower, Thucydides p. 155: “Every sentence of
Thucydides’ narrative represents one of his opinions. But to an unusual degree this
most magisterial of writers conveys the impression that all his pronouncements have
the absolute authority of hard fact”’; W. R. Connor, “A Post-Modernist Thucy-
dides?,” Classical Journal 72 (1976—1977), 298: ““As we open our eyes wider it may be
possible to behold in Thucydides the fusion of an historian of integrity with an artist
of profound intensity”’; D. M. Lewis, Cambridge Ancient History. vol. v, 2nd ed.
(Cambridge, 1992}, p. 370: “It is not an unreasonable attitude to be interested in
the Peloponnesian War for what Thucydides made of it and not for its own sake,
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approaches to the History, which are also adduced in connec-
tion with the problems of composition and unity, include such
diverse foci as power,%® Athenian imperialism,”® yvcun,”!
TUY™,”? owdpootvn,’® &véykn,’ the use or meaning of certain

words,”> mirroring or ‘“double vision,
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and few episodes in history are so closely associated with their chronicler”; and
Badian, From Plataea to Potidaea, p. 127: ‘It might be said that, in modern terms,
Thucydides’ method of presentation is much more like that of a journalist than like
that of the historian. He allows only ‘edited’ material to reach the reader, the facts
that he regards as ‘fit to print’ and that will leave the reader no choice but to accept
his own conclusions implied in the presentation. Like the journalist working for a
paper that regards advocacy as an integral part of its business, he will at times give
evidence that might contradict the conclusion to which he has been leading us.”” Such
assertions, of course, run counter to the views of *‘positivists” (e.g., J. B. Bury, A. W.
Gomme, and F. E. Adcock), who see Thucydides as purely an objective observer.
See, e.g., A. G. Woodhead, Thucydides on the Nature of Power, Martin Classical
Lectures 24 (Cambridge, Mma 1970); H. R. Immerwahr, ““Pathology of Power and
the Speeches in Thucydides,” in Stadter, Speeches, pp. 16-31; A. Rengakos, Form
und Wandel des Machtdenkens der Athener bei Thukydides, Einzelschriften 48 (Stuttgart,
1984); and J. W. Allison, Power and Preparedness in Thucydides (Baltimore, 1989).
See, e.g., de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism. Of related interest are
assessments of the character and popularity of the Athenian Empire based in part or
in whole on Thucydides’ History. See, e.g., de Ste. Croix, “The Character of the
Athenian Empire,” Historia 3 (1954—-1955), 1-41; D. W. Bradeen, ““The Popularity
of the Athenian Empire,” Historia g (1960), 257-269; T. J. Quinn, “Thucydides
and the Unpopularity of the Athenian Empire,” Historia 13 (1964), 257-266.

See, e.g., P. Huart, INWMH chez Thucydide et ses contemporains (Paris, 1973).

See, e.g., Stahl, Thukydides: Die Stellung des Menschen im geschichtlichen Prozess, passim,
and V. Hunter, Past and Process in Herodotus and Thucydides (Princeton, 1982),
PP- 333-335-

See, e.g., H. North, Sophrosyne, Self-knowledge and Self-restraint in Greek Literature,
Cornell Studies in Classical Philology 35 (Ithaca, Ny, 1966), especially pp. 85-120;
and J. R. Wilson, “Sophrosyne in Thucydides,” The Ancient History Bulletin 4 (1990),
51-57.

See, e.g., M. Ostwald, ANATKH in Thucydides, American Classical Studies 18
(Atlanta, 1988).

See, e.g., F. Solmsen, “Thucydides’ Treatment of Words and Concepts,” Hermes g9
(1971), 385—408; and G. Kirkwood, “Thucydides’ Words for Cause,” American
Journal of Philology 73 (1952), 37-61.

See H. R. Rawlings, IIT (The Structure of Thucydides’ History [Princeton 1981],
pp- 5-6): “that while Thucydides considers the Peloponnesian War to be one great
war, he also saw it as comprising two distinct wars; that these two wars were almost
identical in length; that they presented similar problems and similar opportunities
to the combatants; that the combatants reacted to them in different, sometimes
opposite ways. It is the contention of this study that this double vision, this constant
comparison and contrast of the events in the two wars, is the principal thematic
regular of Thucydides’ work, indeed that it controls to a very great extent the
structure of Thucydides’ History. In addition, it is responsible for much of the tragic
irony in the work and shapes nearly every episode in it. It may not be an
exaggeration to say that this double vision is the wellspring of Thucydides’ History.”
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the treatment of leading individuals in different sections of his
work.”” Often the accent is on the antitheses in Thucydides’
text.”® W. R. Connor, on the other hand, defends a straight
objective reading of the extant text ““as a legitimate means by
which the reader can be helped to an understanding of the
events narrated.”’® While such autopsies of dissection and
bisection expose the History to more intensive scrutiny and
perhaps guide us to understand its intended meaning better,
they are stark evidence of how complex any serious reading of
this work has become — even more, of how successtully and
effectively its author has managed to confound posterity.

Onussions and biases

In addition to charges that he doctored material to suit his
purpose, Thucydides has been accused of deliberate omissions
and bias on several counts. A. W. Gomme, for one, begins his
compendious commentary with a litany of missing items under
the disarming headings: ‘“What Thucydides Takes for
Granted” and “Thucydides’ Self-imposed Limitations.”®® And
although he bemoans the fact that Thucydides fails to provide a
detailed spreadsheet of the finances of the Athenians®! and has
come up short in describing their fifth-century military
(especially naval) and constitutional practices, to say nothing
of the organization of their empire,®? he politely forgives such

77 See H. D. Westlake, Individuals in Thucydides (Cambridge 1968).

78 See, e.g., L. Pearson, “Prophasis and Aitia,” Transactions of the American Philological

Association 83 (1952), 205-223; S. Schiiller, “*About Thucydides’ Use of AITIA and

TMPO®AZIZ,” Revue Belge 34 (1956), 971—084; L. Edmonds, Chance and Intelligence in

Thucydides (Cambridge, Ma, 1975); and A. M. Parry, Logos and Ergon in Thucydides,

Diss. Harvard, 1957 (New York, 1981).

Thucydides (Princeton, 1984), p. 8.

A Historical Commentary on Thucydides I (Oxford, 1959), pp. 1—29.

Cf., however, L. Kallet-Marx (Money, Expense, and Naval Power in Thucydides’ History

1—5.24 [Berkeley, 1993]), who argues convincingly that “Thucydides’ treatment of

the role of financial resources in his History through the end of the Archidamian War

constitutes, in its breaking away from a long and venerable tradition of ideas about

wealth and power, a central aspect of his originality as a historical analyst” (p. 205).

82 On the deficiencies in Thucydides’ account of the Pentecontaetia (478-433 BC),
see R. Meiggs, The Athenian Empire (Oxford, 1972), pp. 444-446. Proctor (The
Experience of Thucydides, p. 185) likens the Pentecontaetia to ‘“‘a badly loaded
shopping-basket from which a number of sorely needed articles are missing.”

7
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exclusions.®® Other critics are less relenting and add “contra-
dictions, inconsistencies and repetitions’ to an ever expanding
list of miscues and oversights.8* One, after christening

Thucydides ““the artful reporter,” calls him ““the least objective

of historians’’;8% another impugns him for disseminating ‘“‘mis-

information and misleading interpretations.”8%

Arguably the most flagrant strokes of bias surface in the way
Thucydides portrays characters and depicts their roles. Even a
cursory examination of the History reveals his obvious admir-
ation for the likes of Pericles, Nicias, Alcibiades, Brasidas, and
Hermocrates®” as well as his great disdain for Cleon®® and other
post-Periclean demagogues.?® If we add to this his outspoken,
albeit enigmatic statement about the shortlived government of
the Five Thousand in Athens (411—410),% it is easy to explain

83 “He confined himself to the war. We may regret this, and wish that he had written

of the glory that was Athens or some such noble theme; but we must recognize it.

More than this: he interpreted his task as one with narrow limits. He not only

omitted the cultural and economic history which would be proper to a History

of Athens or of Greece, but also political history where it did not seem to him to have

a direct bearing on the war ... Owing to his austerity we have lost much”

(p. 25).

See, e.g., Luschnat, “Thukydides,” cols. 1112—-1132.

5 Hunter, Thucydides, the Artful Reporter, p. 184.

86 Badian, From Plataea to Potidaea, p. 155.

87 He certainly had some degree of respect for Themistocles (1.138.3), Antiphon
(8.68.1), and perhaps Theramenes (8.68.4). Such favoritism prompts the questions:
How well did Thucydides know his characters? Did he ever talk with them about
the war? And if so, did these personal conversations flavor his work? Whereas he
certainly had the opportunity to become acquainted with or befriend Pericles,
Nicias, and Antiphon while still in Athens, he could conceivably have conversed
with the others during the years of residence at Skapte Hyle, his Thracian Elba. On
Thucydides’ personal contacts (including Democritus and Hippocrates), see
Proctor, The Experience of Thucydides, pp. 40—45 and 58-67; on his relationship with
Alcibiades, see also E. Delebecque, Thucydide et Alcibiade (Aix-en-Provence, 1965).

88 3.36.6 and 4.21.3. Over a century ago, G. Grote (A History of Greece, 4th ed., vol. v
[London, 1872], pp. 247266 and 381—395) initiated the opposition against Thucy-
dides’ judgment of Cleon; see also A. G. Woodhead, “Thucydides’ Portrait of
Cleon,” Mnemosyne, ser. 4, 13 (1960), 289—317, and D. Kagan, The Archidamian War
(Ithaca, Ny, 1974), passim. Hornblower (Thucydides, pp. 5-6) complains that
Thucydides holds back on Cleon and denies him “‘a full say”” in Books 1 and 4 to
avoid casting him in a more favorable light. See also A. S. Vlachos, Partialités chez
Thucydide (Athens, 1970); and on Cleon’s family, F. Bourriot, “La Famille et le
milieu social de Cleon,” Historia 31 (1982), 404-435.

89 2.65.10. On Androcles see 8.65.1 and on Hyperbolus 8.73.3.

% 8.97.2. See G. Donini, La posizione di Tucidide verso il governo dei cinquemila
(Turin, 1969); on the ambiguities of this particular passage, see G. Kirkwood,

© »®
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the many efforts to discern the nature of Thucydides’ personal
politics and what impact this might have had on his writing.%!

Once more we are faced with the inevitable puzzler: were
these various and sundry “defects’ sins of omission or commis-
sion? Whatever the answer, Thucydides’ credibility as a
historian and the worth of his account of the war are at stake.%?
And if we are resigned to admitting that no history is com-
pletely impartial, how much latitude do we allow for the peccata
of the author? And in the case of outright rejection, what are
our alternatives?

A possession for all times

It almost goes without saying that Thucydidean studies are
alive and well in the twentieth century. At least five complete
English translations of the History are currently in circulation?
as well as a new commentary® and scores of editions, mono-
graphs, dissertations, articles, and reviews which continue to
multiply annually.®> Of special note is a recent volume of
essays, which confirms that the History is far from an anachro-
nism when it comes to formulating the theories and assessing

3
’

“Thucydides’ Judgment of the Constitution of the Five Thousand (v, g7, 2)

American Journal of Philology 93 (1972), 92—103.

See, e.g., M. F. McGregor, “The Politics of the Historian Thucydides,” Phoenix 10

(1956), 93-102; M. Pope, “Thucydides and Democracy,” Historia 37 (1988),

276—296; and V. Tejera, The City-State Foundations of Western Political Thought, rev.

ed. (Lanham, NY and London, 1993), pp. 39—46.

92 See W. R. Connor, “Narrative Discourse in Thucydides,” in The Greek Historians:
Literature and History. Papers presented to A. E. Raubitschek (Saratoga, ca, 1985),
pp. I-17.

9% Books in print include translations by Thomas Hobbes (1629), Richard Crawley
(1874), Benjamin Jowett (1881), Charles F. Smith (1919-1923), and Rex Warner
(1954)-

9% S. Hornblower, 4 Commentary on Thucydides vol. 1 (Oxford, 1991); a second and final
volume is forthcoming. This set is not meant to replace A. W. Gomme,
A. Andrewes and K. J. Dover, 4 Historical Commentary on Thucydides (5 vols., Oxford,
1950—1981), but rather to be “‘helpful to those students who are interested in the
detail of Thucydides’ thought and subject-matter, but have little or no
Greek” (p. v). It also provides a valuable update of bibliography.

9> Recent volumes of L’Année philologique (Paris) cite at least fifty Thucydides or
Thucydides-related titles per year. As Tejera remarks { The City-State Foundations,
p. 46): “a great work prevails even when it is misused or not fully understood or still
in need of editorial revision.”

9
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the actualities of war, strategy, politics and human relations in
the modern world.%

Doubtless Thucydides would have been pleased with all the
attention he has received and at the same time gratified that his
words have inspired such serious thought and reflection. But
then he planned it that way. More than a mere story of war
between Greek city-states, the History is an in-depth study of
human behavior that keeps us off balance and forever guessing
about the ambiguities and exigencies of life as they are forecast
in its extant pages. And so we are goaded to read and reread,
analyze and reanalyze, suggest new meanings and interpreta-
tions or retreat to old ones — all in an effort to cope with this
magnificent yet tantalizing opus and the man who wrote it.

Few would deny that Thucydides was the boldest of inno-
vators, but perhaps his most outstanding accomplishment was
the way he orchestrated his own survival. As if by legerdemain,
this son of Oloros gambled with destiny . . . and won, appar-
ently confident in the belief that future generations would
accept his work as informative, authoritative, stimulating, and
challenging to the intellect. And we have not disappointed him.

EDITOR’S ADDENDUM

Prof. McCoy’s splendid chapter introduces the student to many
facets of the discussion of Thucydides, but it will be helpful at
this point to bring to light some further related material that
will aid those who wish to understand the relevance of the
discussion of Thucydides and other ancient historians to the
study of Acts.

I should say at the outset that it is my own conclusion that
Luke intends to be seen as a serious Hellenistic historian of
contemporary events, rather like a Polybius or a Thucydides.

9% R. N. Lebow and B. S. Strauss (eds.), Hegemonic Rivalry: From Thucydides to the
Nuclear Age (Boulder, co, 1991), which incorporates the papers and discussions of a
1988 conference in Cadenabbia, Italy, on the theme “Hegemonic Rivalry: Athens
and Sparta, the United States and the Soviet Union’; participants included
classicists and ancient historians as well as professors of modern politics, govern-
ment, war studies, intelligence and international affairs.
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Thus it is relevant to ask how his handling of the crucial speech
material compares to what we find in Thucydides’ or Polybius’
works.%’ Firstly, we note that though there is a great deal of
speech material in Acts, Luke’s speeches are considerably skorter
than many found in Hellenistic historical works, nor in general
do Luke’s speeches function to present a variety of viewpoints,
though the speeches in Acts 15 may be said to represent
something of an exception.®® Furthermore, Luke gives more
space and obviously more importance to the narrative settings
of his speeches in Acts than does Thucydides.?® Also the
speeches function somewhat differently in the work of Thucy-
dides and that of Luke: “In Thucydides speeches function as a
commentary on events. In Luke—Acts, speeches are an essential
feature of the action itself, which is the spread of the word of
God.”!% There are thus some differences in the way Luke uses
speeches from what we find in Thucydides or Polybius, but this
does not mean that Luke had a different philosophy from
Thucydides or Polybius about whether one should take the
liberty of simply composing purely fictitious speeches as they
were required or eschew such a practice. A closer look at what
Thucydides and Polybius actually say about speeches should
lead to caution before one concludes that Luke’s speeches are
simply his own creation, especially since, as C. W. Fornara has
pointed out, there was no convention in antiquity that a historian should
compose speeches for a historical work (see below).

We turn now briefly to the crucial Thucydidean text in
1.22.1—2 which has been analyzed endlessly by classics scholars,
ancient historians, and biblical scholars.!®! If one takes this
passage in its larger context, it seems clear enough that

97 1 intend to give full evidence for this conclusion in my forthcoming socio-rhetorical
commentary on Acts.

9% See now M. Soards, The Speeches in Acts: Their Content, Context, and Concerns
(Louisville, 1994), p. 141.

99 See D. Aune, The New Testament in its Literary Environment (Philadelphia, 1987),
p- 125.

100 Tbid.

101 See. e.g., Grant, Ancient Historians, pp. 88ff.; J. Wilson, “What Does Thucydides
Claim for his Speeches?,” Phoenix 36 (1982), 95-103; S. Porter, “Thucydides 1.22.1
and Speeches in Acts: Is There a Thucydidean View?,”” Nov. T. 2 (1990), 121—42
and n. 50 above.
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Thucydides is trying to say that he has been as accurate as he
can be (cf. 1.22.3—4, where he disclaims interest in romance or
myth).

As Prof. McCoy has pointed out, much of the debate has
centered around whether Thucydides was contradicting
himselfin this passage by on the one hand claiming to adhere as
closely as possible to what was actually said, and on the other
claiming to make his speakers say what in his view they ought to
have said. Though this view of the matter has both been
popular and led to much puzzlement, it is probably incorrect.
The é5okoUv in the key passage should be compared to the use
of &86ke1 in 22.2, where it means “seemed likely.”” It follows
from this that Thucydides was claiming that he presented his
speech-makers as saying what it seemed likely that they did say
(not what they ought to have said), adhering as closely as he
could to what he knew of what they actually spoke.!9?

The second semantic conundrum in the key Thucydidean
quote centers around the word §uuméons. There are various
places in Thucydides where this word is used with an accom-
panying noun to mean the complete amount of something or
something taken all together (for example 6.43.1). When
coupled with the word yvduns, it surely cannot mean “‘the main
thesis.” It is far more likely that it means something like taking
into account all the ideas, thoughts, points behind or expressed
in the speech.

What Thucydides claims here is not to give us all the yvéoun: he claims
that what he gives is consonant with, indeed partly the result of, his
keeping all the yvcun in mind and sticking to it as closely as possible
. . . Such a procedure is very different from the attempt to summarise
a “main thesis,” though in brief reportage it may amount to the same
thing.103

This, of course, does not mean that Thucydides claimed to offer
a verbatim of a speech.

J. Wilson concludes, after evaluating Thucydides’ claims in
light of what we can know of his actual practice, that his limits
or rules of literary license in dealing with speeches were that he

102 See Wilson, “What Does Thucydides Claim?,” p. g7. 103 Tbid., p. 99.
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offered: (1) reportage in his own style, not that of the speaker;
(2) a selection from a number of speeches actually made; (3) a
selection of the ideas or thoughts (yvcoun) expressed in the
speech, not all; (4) a reporting which contains nothing that does
not count as yvaun; (5) the adding of words to make the yvdpn
clearer; (6) an abbreviating or expanding so long as the yvdupn
is clear; (7) a casting of the yvoun in terms which might serve
his particular purposes (for example the pairing of remarks in
two different speeches, for instance 1.69 and 144, or the
arrangement into a formal dialogue 5.84-133).!%* In other
words, Thucydides does not handle speeches in a radically
different fashion than he handles the reporting of events. Both
are subject to close scrutiny, analysis, and then a presentation
in Thucydides’ own style and way, with some concern for
literary and rhetorical considerations. In the case of both
Thucydides and Luke one must neither under- nor overplay
the rhetorical dimensions of the text.

The very reason someone like Dionysius of Halicarnassus so
severely criticizes Thucydides in his famous Letter to Pompey 3 is
precisely that Thucydides does not treat history as an exercise in
epideictic rhetoric, the writing of encomiums for great men and
about great events. Thucydides does not see it as an occasion for
free invention of speeches, and saying whatever is likely to
please one’s audience best. Hermogenes recognized that this
did not mean that Thucydides did not use rhetoric; rather “he
is as much forensic and deliberative as panegyrical” (De Ideis
422.10). I suspect that the limitations listed above for Thucy-
dides in handling speeches come close to the practice of Luke
who means to write accurately on a serious subject without
neglecting certain concerns for style and rhetorical conven-
tions.!% This conclusion is also supported by the closeness of
Luke at various points to Polybius, in view of what Polybius also
says about speeches (see below).

104 Thid., p. 103. This view is much more convincing than that of various scholars who
follow the “main gist” theory of G. E. M. de Ste. Croix.

105 That Luke is style-conscious is shown by the very fact that in Luke 1-2 and in the
first few chapters of Acts we find more Semitisms. Luke tries to suit the style of his
narrative and speeches to the Jewish subject matter, just as in Acts 17.16ff. we find
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One must not underestimate the influence of Thucydides
and Polybius in establishing the conventions in regard to the use
of speeches in historiographical works. Leaving aside the
Declaimers during the Empire, who ignored traditional con-
ventions and cannot be ranked among serious historians, we
should bear in mind the warnings of Fornara:

conventions set the parameters of conduct; we are not entitled to
proceed on the assumption that the historians considered themselves
at liberty to write up speeches out of their own heads. That some or
many or most actually did so is perhaps hypothetically conceivable.
We must recognize, however, that such a procedure would have been
contrary to convention and not, as all too many moderns seem to suppose, a
convention in its own right.'%®

Diodorus Siculus in the first century Bc warned against some
writers who “‘by excessive use of rhetorical passages have made
their entire historical work into an appendage of oratory”
(20.1—2.2}, because there was both the less rhetorical and the
more rhetorical approach to history writing already extant in
his day, and he is arguing for the more traditional, Thucy-
didean approach. “The principle was established that speeches
were to be recorded accurately, though in the words of the
historian, and always with the reservation that the historian
could ‘clarify.””*107

Polybius is quite clear about the conventions of handling
speeches, and the function they should have in a historical
narrative. The “whole genus of orations . . . may be regarded as
summaries of events and as the unifying element in historical
writing” (12.25a—b; cf. 36.1). He then goes on to castigate
another writer who had the pretensions to write history,
Timaeus, for inventing speeches when

it is the function of history in the first place to ascertain the exact
words spoken, whatever they may be, and in the second place to

a much more Hellenized style, suiting the occasion of a speech before the
Areopagus.

106 C. W. Fornara, The Nature of History in Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley, 1983),
PP- 154-155 (my italics).

107 1bid., p. 145.
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inquire into the cause which crowned the action taken or the words
spoken with success or failure . .. A historian . . . who suppresses
both the words spoken and their cause and replaces them by fictitious
expositions and verbosities destroys, in so doing, the characteristic
quality of history. (12.25a-b)

As Fornara has stressed, there was no convention of inventing
speeches for Greek historical works, though some armchair and
highly encomiastic historians, who did not bother to investi-
gate their subject matter closely or inquire of the eyewitnesses
what was said, did so. The portion of Polybius italicized above
is especially striking because of the recent work of M. Soards
which makes very plain that perhaps the major function of the
speeches in Acts is to unify the narrative through a repetition of
the major themes of the Good News proclamation.!®® It
appears that Luke is carefully following the methodology
enunciated by Polybius in his handling of speeches in this
regard.

Yet it is very striking to me that even some of the Roman
historians who took a far more rhetorical approach to writing
history nonetheless exercised some restraint in handling speech
material. For example, Livy, who saw the transition from the
Roman Republic to the Empire, was steeped “‘in Ciceronian
rhetorical theory, and profoundly influenced by that orator’s
style.” He “probably spent more time upon the literary com-
position of his history, which included many full-length
speeches, than upon the study and comparison of his source
material.”’!%° Yet even a Livy, whose use of sources can be
checked when he draws on a speech from Polybius, does not
seem to have engaged in the free invention of speeches; rather
“he substantially reproduced the source-content of the
speeches he inherited from others.”!? If one cannot assume
with a highly rhetorical writer like Livy that the free com-
position of speeches was engaged in, it would be even less
warranted to do so with someone like Luke, especially in the

108 Soards, The Speeches in Acts, pp. 199fT.
109 8. Usher, The Ancient Historians of Greece and Rome (London, 1985), pp. 180—181.
110 Fornara, History, p. 161.



In the shadow of Thucydides 29

absence of a convention of free composition of speeches by
historians.!!!

Well before the Empire there was an internal debate among
historians about how much concession should be given to
rhetorical concerns in the writing of history, with continuators
of Thucydides like Cratippus disapproving of the inclusions of
speeches in history at all since it gave too much freedom for
rhetorical invention, while at the other end of the scale
Theopompus was so obsessed with the literary qualities of his
history writing that it may be said that he never saw a
rhetorical device that he did not like and use.!!? It was not a
matter, however, of the non-rhetorical historians vs. the rhe-
torical ones; the debate was over whether distortion or free
invention was allowable in a historical work in the service of
higher rhetorical aims.

No one was seriously arguing that composers of written
history should eschew all literary considerations. As H. F.
North says, “there were two essential elements in the ancient
concept of history: fidelity to truth and perfection of style —
narratio and exornatio.”''3 We must speak of a sliding scale

UL It is difficult to get the balance right in evaluating the influence of rhetoric on
historians. Even a more sober, cynical, and cautious historian like Tacitus can be
shown to have taken considerable rhetorical liberties in the presentation of a
famous speech by Claudius for which we have an independent record. See the
discussion in E. G. Hardy, ‘““The Speech of Claudius on the Adlection of Gallic
Senators,” Camb. J. Phil. 32 (1913), 79—95 and K. Wellesley, “‘Can you Trust
Tacitus?,” Greece and Rome 1 (1951), 13-37. Some ancients even considered history
and history writing a subset or part of the science of rhetoric. See Sacks,
“Rhetorical Approaches to Greek History Writing,” SBL 1984 Seminar Papers, ed.
Richards, pp. 123-133.

112 See Usher, The Ancient Historians, pp. 100—-101.

113 H. F. North, “Rhetoric and Historiography,” Quart. 7. Speech 42 (1956), 234242,
here p. 242. On the subject of whether the influence of rhetoric on history writing
was a bane or a blessing, she rightly concludes that much depends on the period
and on the person. How much freedom did the writer have to tell the truth during
the period in which he wrote and about the subject he addressed? Secondly, how
much personal and moral commitment did the person have to telling the truth,
even if the work suffered somewhat from an aesthetic point of view? In view of the
rough spots, even in some of the speeches in Acts, it seems clear that Luke’s concern
for style was subordinated to his concern for conveying truthful and accurate
substance. Relating the Good News required a considerable standard of fidelity to
the truth about one’s sources. Luke also does not seem to be laboring with any
tmposed external constraints in the telling of his tale. Sometimes he records things
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between those historians like Livy who are more dominated
by rhetorical considerations and those like Cratippus who are
less so.!!'* Even so serious a historian as Tacitus gave full
attention to rhetorical considerations, especially in his speech
material and vivid descriptions of battles and other events told
in ways meant to evoke pathos. As Mellor says, Tacitus
“regarded rhetorical training not merely as a bag of oratorical
tricks but as the acquisition of a profound literary culture.””!!s
I would suggest that the same seems to have been true of
Luke.

For example, the prologue or exordium in Lk. 1.1—4 reflects
Luke’s rhetorical interests. This sentence has been rightly
called the best Greek period in the NT. Not only does Luke use
a variety of words not found elsewhere in Luke—Acts or the NT,
showing his concern to impress immediately upon Theophilus
by the style of his composition that this was an important
subject worthy of careful listening,!!® but he writes in a clear
and direct manner in this sentence, as Quintilian required in
an exordium (Inst. Or. 4.1.34)."'7 In general, the places where
Luke’s use of rhetoric becomes most apparent are in the pro-
logues, in the speech material, in his summaries, and in his own
travelogue at the end of Acts.

A variety of the speeches in Acts reflect the clear use of
forensic and deliberative rhetoric.!!'® One may consider, for
example, the forensic rhetoric of the defense speeches in Acts

that were embarrassing to early Christianity (e.g. the Ananias and Saphira
episode, the squabbling over the dole for the widows etc.).

Those like Cratippus insisted that veritas replace verisimilitudio. See North,
“Rhetoric and Historiography,” p. 239.

R. Mellor, Tacitus (London, 1993), p. 7. People often forget that Tacitus was a very
gifted rhetor and lawyer long before he became a historian.

An elevated subject deserves an elevated or stately style.

117 R. Morgenthaler, Lukas und Quintilian: Rhetorik als Erzihlkunst (Zurich: Gotthelf
Verlag, 1993), pp- 393—395. As in his other works Morgenthaler overpresses what
one can learn from statistical analysis but this does not invalidate many of his
observations about Luke’s use of rhetoric. The style of writing in Lk. 1.1~4 is clear
but not without rhetorical embellishment. Besides the use of unique words one may
point to the elegant use of hyperbaton in the phrase arémTon Kai UmnpéTan, as
well as the reference to have investigated “everything carefully.”

See now Soards, The Speeches in Acts pp. 18ff. Cf. what was said above about
Thucydides offering forensic and deliberative speech material.

114

115

116

118



In the shadow of Thucydides 31

22—26.!1% Or again one may note the careful rhetorical argu-
ment in Paul’s synagogue speech in Acts 13.16b—41.!2° P. E.
Satterthwaite has shown that Luke’s choice and arrangement
of material in Acts shows familiarity with rhetorical conven-
tions in regard to invention, arrangement, and style of a piece if
it was to be persuasive.!2!

At point after point Acts can be shown to operate according to
conventions similar to those outlined in classical rhetorical treatises.
There are some aspects which it is hard to explain other than by
concluding that Luke was aware of rhetorical conventions: the
preface; the layout of the speeches; the presentation of the legal
proceedings in Acts 24—26.122

Furthermore, M. Soards has now demonstrated at length
that whatever sources Luke may have used for these speeches,
he has made them his own in terms of style, vocabulary, syntax,
and the like. Thus, it is safe to say that they at least reflect Luke’s
rhetorical skill, since what we have in almost every case is a
précis or edited summary of a speech, and not an entire
speech.!? In this regard, however, Luke would not have
differed from either Thucydides or Polybius both of whom also
wrote up their speech material mainly in their own style and
manner.

To conclude, those who study the Acts of the Apostles in its
historical context will do well to familiarize themselves with
both the conventions of ancient historiography and other

119 See J. Neyrey, ““The Forensic Defense Speech and Paul’s Trial Speeches in Acts
22-26,” in Luke-Acts: New Perspectives from the SBL Seminar, ed. C. H. Talbert
(1984), pp. 210—224; and B. Winter, “The Importance of the Captatio Benevolentiae
in the Speeches of Tertullus and Paul in Acts 24.1—21,” JTS Ns 42, 2, (1991),
5057531.

120 See C. Clifton Black, I1, “The Rhetorical Form of the Hellenistic Jewish and Early

Christian Sermon: A Response to Lawrence Wills,” HTR 81 (1988), 1-18, here

pp. 8ft.

P. E. Satterthwaite, “Acts against the Background of Classical Rhetoric,” in B. W.

Winter and A. D. Clarke (eds.), The Book of Acts in its First Century Seiting, vol. 1,

(Grand Rapids, 1993), pp- 337-379-

122 Ibid., p. 378. On rhetoric, the legal proceedings, and Acts 24—26 see B. W. Winter,
“Official Proceedings and the Forensic Speeches in Acts 24-26," ibid., pp. 305-336.

128 On Paul’s rhetorical skills see my Conflict and Community in Corinth (Grand Rapids,
1994), pp- tff. and my forthcoming commentary on Philippians for Trinity Press
International.

12
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ancient forms of literature such as biography.!?* It is also
critical to familiarize oneself with the increasing impact of the
conventions of rhetoric on history writing, especially during the
Empire. There is no better place to start this process than by
studying Thucydides and the wealth of literature on his work,
in view of the continuing influence he had on all sorts of writers,
including, in my judgment, Luke.

124 See Prof. Talbert’s chapter below in this volume.



CHAPTER 2

How history should be written’
C. K. Barrett

Of those who in the nineteenth century applied the historical
method to the study of the New Testament and the early
church none were more important than Ferdinand Christian
Baur and Joseph Barber Lightfoot. My intention in this
chapter is to compare them and the outstanding contributions
they made to our knowledge of the period with which they
dealt. I do this in the hope of recalling for our profit some of the
history of New Testament study and of making the point that
New Testament study is, or ought to be, a field for inter-
national cooperation rather than international rivalry. At first
I hoped that my method, of considering what each of these
great men made of a particularly obscure piece of New Testa-
ment history, might lead not only to deeper understanding of
how historians work but also to a fresh consideration and
evaluation of the piece in question; it has proved impossible to
go so far within the space available. My underlying concern is,
however, with the problem of early Christian history. My title
I borrow from the Latin version of a tract by Lucian, TTés 8¢l
ioTopiav ouyypadev. Lucian will, to my regret, occupy a
smaller part of the chapter than I originally intended, but
having borrowed the title I cannot omit him altogether.

I am interested in Lucian for two reasons. The first is that he

! This chapter as originally published (in New Testament Studies 28 [1982], 303-320)
bore the Latin title “Quomodo Historia Conscribenda Sit,”” to which occasional
allusions are made. It was given at the General Meeting of the SNTS in Rome in
1981. See also “J. B. Lightfoot,” Durham University journal 64 (Ns 33) (1972),
193-204, and “‘J. B. Lightfoot as Biblical Commentator,” The Lightfoot Centenary
Lectures, ed. J. D. G. Dunn (Durham, 1992), pp. 53—70.
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really did know something about the writing of history. It has
been maintained that a historical revolution took place in or
about the eighteenth century; that only at that time did critical
history come into being. There are some senses in which this
proposition is true. It is largely within the present century that
archaeology has become something of an exact scientific
method. The textual and literary criticism of the documents on
which the historian must depend have been developed and
brought into the historian’s craft. History has been brought out
into a wider field and seen as part of a social process; as this has
happened a wider range of evidence has been employed, and
different kinds of evidence, as well as different pieces of evi-
dence of the same kind, have been compared. Undoubtedly,
since 1700 or thereabouts historians have learned more about
their job. But it seems to me impossible to read Lucian’s little
tract — not to mention Thucydides, and a few other ancient
authors — and sweep away all pre-Enlightenment history as
unscientific and fabulous.

It would be hard to improve upon Lucian’s account of the
moral qualities required in the historian, though, if we may
trust him, not often to be found in those affected by that
epidemic of historiography which he compares to the epidemic
of Abdera, the symptoms of which were nosebleeding, sweat-
ing, and the spouting of iambics (iaupeia é¢p0éyyovto, Quomodo
1). Some might catch historiography as a disease, but “‘the one
effect and goal of history is to be useful (16 xpficipov), and this
can come from truth alone (¢ ToU &AnBoUs wévou)™ (Quomodo
9). “The one task of the historian is to say exactly what
happened (1ol 8¢ ouyypapéws Epyov &v, ws émpdybn eimeiv)”
(Quomodo 39). ““The one property of the historian is to sacrifice
to truth alone (uovn Butéov &AnBeia)”’ (ibid.). The historian must
be “fearless, incorruptible, free, a lover of free speech and
truth, calling figs figs and a boat a boat” (Quomodo 41). This
last is as good a piece of advice in regard to style as it is in
regard to morals. There is other good stylistic counsel too,
which there is no time to relate. Lucian is strong on morals,
sound on style; he is, it must be admitted, weakest on historical
method, that is, on how the historian actually does his job.
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There was no Public Record Office readily available for
historical research, and he could hardly be expected to give
advice on the use of research tools that did not exist. The
historian had to use sources of a more direct and personal kind.
Lucian writes in a passage (Quomodo 47) which is not without
interesting parallels with Lk. 1.1—4: “Facts must not be care-
lessly put together, but the historian must work with great
labor and often at great trouble make inquiry, preferably being
himself present and an eyewitness (¢popcovTa); failing that, he
must rely on those who are incorruptible, and have no bias
from passion or prejudice, to add or to diminish anything.”
Speeches are a somewhat different matter; for the most part
they were not recorded, and there was nothing to do but make
them up. “When it is necessary to make anyone speak, it is
specially important that things should be said which are
suitable to the person and to the matter in question. Beyond
that let it be said as clearly as possible” (Quomodo 58). A bit of
rhetorical style will do no harm here.

The parallel with Lk. 1.1—4 suggests the second reason for
paying attention to Lucian. He was a writer of approximately
Luke’s own period, and, though Luke might possibly be found
among those many historians of whom Lucian disapproved,
there is some likelihood that the two will share some basic
principles regarding the historian’s craft and duty. There is
nothing new in such observations, and I have no time to pursue
them. Moreover, they do not guarantee the truth of a single
one of Luke’s statements. It is possible to be a very well-
intentioned historian, and a very bad one; and we have already
seen that Lucian was strong on morals, sound on style, but not
so good on method. The same may well be true of Luke, with
the added fact that Luke had no intention of writing with
dispassionate disinterestedness. He had a case to make, though
it was the sort of case, I suppose, that would not have been
greatly helped by stories that were known to be, or could be
shown to be, false. The speeches he very probably composed in
the way Lucian described.

In saying these things I am in danger of falling into the sin of
generalization and must pause to indicate precisely what I
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hope to do. I shall consider first qguomodo historia conscripta est,
first by Baur and then by Lightfoot. This I shall describe with
reference to what all would agree to be a center of importance
and of difficulty in New Testament history, the narrative of
Acts 15. A comparison of the two historians and their work
may lead to a few observations on quomodo historia conscribenda
sit, though it will not be possible to continue with an applica-
tion of these observations to Acts 15.

Baur knew that not Acts but the Pauline corpus constituted
the prime source of early Christian history. Itis indeed not true
that he found no historical value in Acts, though this has been
claimed, for example by Horton Harris.2 On the contrary, Acts
remains “‘eine hochst wichtige Quelle fiir die Geschichte der
apostolischen Zeit,” though Baur adds immediately, “‘aber
auch eine Quelle, aus welcher erst durch strenge historische
Kritik ein wahrhaft geschichtliches Bild der von ihr geschilder-
ten Personen und Verhiltnisse gewonnen werden kann.””3 This
is borne out by the chapter headings of Part1 (““Das Leben und
Wirken des Apostels Paulus™) of Baur’s Paulus, which may
possibly come as a surprise to those who have been led to think
of Baur as one who consistently denied the trustworthiness of
Acts. They run as follows.

Die jerusalemische Gemeinde vor der Bekehrung des Apostels.
Ap. Gesch. 3—5

Stephanus, der Vorginger des Apostels Paulus, Ap. Gesch. 6.7

Die Bekehrung des Apostels Paulus. Ap. Gesch. g.22.26

Die erste Missionsreise des Apostels. Ap. Gesch. 13.14

Die Verhandlungen zwischen dem Apostel Paulus und den altern
Aposteln zu Jerusalem. Ap. Gesch. 15. Gal.2

Die zweite Missionsreise des Apostels. Ap. Gesch. 16

Der Apostel in Athen, Corinth, Ephesus. Seine Reise nach
Jerusalem iiber Miletus. Ap. Gesch. 17—20

Die Gefangennahme des Apostels in Jerusalem. Ap. Gesch. 21.

It is not surprising that the last chapter (“Der Apostel in
Rom, seine Gefangenschaft und sein Martyrertod’) bears no

2 Horton Harris, The Tiibingen School (1975), p. 259.
3 F. C. Baur, Paulus, der Apostel Jesu Christi (1845), p. 13; 2nd ed., ed. E. Zeller (1866),

p. 17.
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reference to Acts, but it is worth while to note that in Baur’s
view the record of the journey to Rome is “‘das am meisten
Authentische, was die Apostelgeschichte iiber das Leben des
Apostels gibt.”’* He adds that he does not deal with it because it
contains nothing of any significance for Paul’s apostolic work.
The references in the chapter headings to relevant passages in
Acts do not of course mean that the material is simply taken
over. The “strenge historische Kritik” to which I have referred
has to be applied.

The root of the matter is that Acts is an apologetic docu-
ment, written not with a single eye to the truth but in order to
make a case. How else can one account for the absence from
Acts, which purports to tell the story of the apostolic church, of
those polemical features and controversial events which appear
either on or just below the surface of the unquestionably
genuine and transparently truthful Pauline letters? How else
can one understand the careful parallelism between Peter and
Paul that Acts presents? The author of Acts is so evidently a
partisan of Paul’s that this can only have been worked out in
the interests of Paul. It is not necessary, at least in the first
instance, to accuse Luke of deliberate invention. He has chosen
to present only material that is suitable to his apologetic
purpose and has left in silence that which is not. Every histor-
ian must select, but the kind of selection that produced Acts
tells its own story. “An sich schon kann gewiss ein Schrift-
steller, welcher so vieles absichtlich verschweigt und schon
dadurch die Gegenstinde seiner Darstellung in ein anderes
Licht stellt, nicht fiir zu aufrichtig und gewissenhaft gehalten
werden, um, sobald es in seinem Interesse lag, sich auch noch
in ein schrofferes Verhiltnis zur wahren Geschichte zu
setzen.”’®

So much in general terms, but continuing my drive to the
specific, I turn to Baur’s treatment of Acts 15, with its account
of a gathering in Jerusalem and of the so-called Decree alleged
to have issued from the gathering. The chapter in which Baur
deals with Acts 15 consists of forty closely reasoned pages, and

* Paulus, p. 213; 2nd ed., p. 243. > Paulus, p. 10; 2nd ed., p. 13.



38 C. K. BARRETT

even a fairly brief résumé would exceed the time allowed for
this chapter. It must suffice to bring out Baur’s method. His
chapter is a sustained and brilliant example of what I have
already hinted at. Critical history is possible only when two or
more sources are available for comparison; here we have Gala-
tians 2 to set beside Acts 15, and it 1s impossible to doubt (says
Baur) that of the two Paul’s account must be the authentic one.
It is hardly possible to disagree with this; it is more question-
able whether Baur is right in saying that where Luke diverges
from Paul’s account it must be because he intended to do so:
‘“die Apostelgeschichte, deren Darstellung nur als eine
absichtliche Abweichung von der geschichtlichen Wahrheit im
Interesse der besonderen Tendenz, die sie hat, angeschen
werden kann.”® Error can have other causes, for example pure
ignorance.

The first observation that Baur makes, on the basis of Gala-
tians 2, is that it is the older apostles who are Paul’s true
opponents. Why should he take the matter so seriously, why
indeed should he go up to Jerusalem, if he had to contend only
with the TapeicakTor yeudddeApor? “‘Der Gang der Verhand-
lungen selbst zeigt, wie sich die Apostel zu den Grundsitzen
dieser falschen Brider verhielten. Sie sind ja die Gegner, gegen
welche der Apostel diese Grundsitze bekampft.”” It is other-
wise in Acts, where the troublemakers are a few Pharisaic
Christians (15.5), and the older apostles, represented by Peter
and James, declare themselves to be on the same side as Paul.
Later we shall have occasion to note Lightfoot’s view of the
matter.®

It may be said that even the narrative in Galatians repre-
sents the Jerusalem apostles as recognizing Paul’s apostolate
and the validity of his Gospel. True,

aber diese Anerkennung war eine bloss dusserliche, sie tiberliessen es
thm, nach diesen Grundsitzen auch ferner unter den Heiden fir die
Sache des Evangeliums zu wirken, fiir sich selbst aber wollten sie
nicht davon wissen. Das beiderseitige apostolische Gebiet wird daher
streng abgesondert, es gibt ein gUayyéAiov Tiis mepiTopfis und ein

6 Paulus, p. 105; 2nd ed., p. 120. 7 Paulus, p. 121; 2nd ed., p. 138.
8 Pp. 45f.
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eUayyéhov TTis &kpoPucTias, eine &Moo TOAR els THV TepiTopnv, und
eine &mooTol gis T& €8, in der einen gilt das mosaische Gesetz, in
der andern gilt es nicht, aber beides steht noch unvermittelt neben
einander.®

This concession was really inconsistent with their principles,
but they found themselves forced by circumstances to make it;
they were not, however, forced to participate in Paul’s mission;
they ignored it. Had they agreed with Paul’s basic principles
they would have been obliged by those principles to join him in
his work. In their position we may see the origin of two distinct
forms of Jewish Christianity. “Es gab innerhalb des Juden-
christentums selbst eine strengere und mildere Ansicht und
Partei”.!® The former were logically consistent in seeing that
Paul’s Gospel meant the end of Judaism, and in consequence
they became his declared opponents. The latter were forced
out of such logical consistency by their acceptance of the
concession. At their head were the original apostles, and they
were content to let Paul go his own way. It is this twofold
attitude that accounts for Peter’s vacillating behavior in
Antioch; and it is significant that ““auch hievon weiss freilich
die Apostelgeschichte nichts,”” and there can be no doubt that
“ihr Stillschweigen iiber einen so offenkundigen Vorfall ein
absichtliches ist.””!!

What resulted from the gathering in Jerusalem? Here we
encounter silence on the part not of Luke but of Paul. For of
the “Decree” there is no trace anywhere in the epistles. Not
only is there silence. After referring to the agreement to two
separate apostolates Paul adds (Galatians 2.10) poévov Té&V
TTWYXWV fva pvnuovelwpev — uévov: no other requirement was
made. It is unthinkable that if the meeting had resulted in such
a decision Paul could have omitted it. “Ja, man muss sogar
sagen, dass es fur den Apostel schlechthin nothwendig war,
wenn er einmal auf jene Verhandlungen so speciell zuriick-
gieng, einen solchen Beschluss nicht unerwahnt zu lassen.”!?
Time does not permit us to follow Baur’s exploration of the way

9 Paulus, p. 125; 2nd ed., pp. 142f. 10 Paulus, p. 127; 2nd ed., p. 145.

' Paulus, p. 129; 2nd ed., p. 147.
12 Paulus, p. 134; 2nd ed., p. 153.
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in which Luke introduced from his own time regulations that
were not made in Paul’s.

This brief sketch should have made clear enough the his-
torical method Baur employs, though no summary could do
justice to the sharpness and energy with which he analyzes the
alternative sources which purport to provide accounts of the
same events. In all this there is no appeal to any theory of
history, but only to documentary facts. Confronted with diver-
gent accounts a historian may conceive it to be his task to
harmonize them, to fit pieces of the one into the other. There
are several points at which Baur refers to attempts that had
been made to do this for Acts 15 and Galatians 2; he ruthlessly
argues that these attempts fail. The two sources say different
things, and it is his method to set these differences in the
clearest possible light in order to demonstrate the intentions of
each writer, intentions that must be allowed for in the attempt
to win historical truth from his story. There for the moment we
may leave Baur and move toward Lightfoot.

It has become conventional to describe Lightfoot as the
great adversary of Baur, who overthrew his work. ‘“The overall
effect of Lightfoot’s work was to show that Baur and his
followers had built a castle in the sky.”!?® “Lightfoot was
supremely qualified to be the champion of the Faith on such a
field as this” [sc. against Baur].!* There is an element of truth
in this view of the matter, but it has been seriously exaggerated.
It must not be supposed that Baur’s work was so widely known
in England that it called for vigorous opposition. I cannot
forbear to recount the story of Earl Stanhope, who, in 1871,
asked a fellow of an Oxford college, “Do you consider that the
works of the school known as the Tiibingen school are exten-
sively read in Oxford?”” “No,” replied the fellow, Mr. Apple-
ton, “no theology of any school is much read at Oxford.”!3
There is more serious evidence than this. There is no explicit

'3 W. Gasque, A History of the Criticism of the Acts of the Apostles, Beitriage zur Geschichte
der Biblischen Exegese 17 (1975), p. 118.

!4 J. A. Robinson in Lightfoot of Durham, ed. G. R. Eden and F. C. Macdonald (1932),
p. 128.

'S W. O. Chadwick, The Victorian Church (1966-1970), 2.68.
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reference to Baur in Essays and Reviews, the volume of essays
which, published in 1860, caused a furore among English
Christians by its readiness to adopt (in a very moderate way)
the methods of biblical criticism. There is no allusion in
Rowland Williams’s essay on “Bunsen’s Biblical Researches,”
and in Jowett’s “On the Interpretation of Scripture’ one
passage might be taken to mean that he was quite unaware of
contemporary German work.!® This inference would be
wrong, but perhaps not far wrong. In his commentary on the
Pauline epistles he gives a detailed reply, quite free from
animosity, to Baur’s six arguments against the authenticity of 1
Thessalonians, and refers to Baur in his discussion of the
authenticity of 2 Thessalonians.!” But his knowledge of Baur
must have been sketchy and may have been secondhand, for he
could discuss'® the divisions and heresies of the apostolic age
without mentioning him and in his essay on “Paul and the
Twelve” gives no indication that he knew anything of Baur’s
views on this subject.

Essays and Reviews was succeeded by Lux Mundi.'® Here there
is one puzzling allusion. Gore in his essay on ‘“The Holy Spirit
and Inspiration” argues,?® with particular reference to the Old
Testament, that theology should leave the field open for free
discussion of the questions raised by biblical criticism. He
expects that his plea will be met by the charge to “remember
Tibingen.” He does not explain this, but the context suggests
that many will reply to his argument by claiming that biblical
criticism leads to skepticism in theology; Tiibingen showed this
to be true in relation to New Testament criticism, and it will be
the same with the Old Testament. Gore replies that, ““if the
Christian Church has been enabled to defeat the critical
attack, so far as it threatened destruction to the historical basis
of the New Testament, it has not been by foreclosing the
question with an appeal to dogma, but by facing in fair and

16 Essays and Reviews (1860), 377.

Y7 The Epistles of St Paul to the Thessalonians, Galatians and Romans, 3rd ed., ed. Lewis
Campbell (1894), 1.4-17, 70-76.

18 1.29-92, 367—381. 19 Lux Mundi, ed. C. Gore (18g0). 20 Ibid., p. 361.
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frank discussion the problems raised.” There is no ground
here for inferring a profound firsthand knowledge of Baur.
The fact is that English insularity was reinforced by dom-
estic interests. Some Tractarian arguments might have been
given interesting answers on the basis of Baur’s Uber den
Ursprung des Episcopats in der christlichen Kirche,®! but they were
not answers that the average Evangelical would have cared to
use. Darwin’s Origin of Species, published in 1859, provided
ample material for debate and thereby deflected attention
from New Testament criticism. Certainly there were excep-
tions. Niebuhr’s History of Rome had important echoes in
British study of the history of Israel;?? as early as 1844 Stanley
was urging that “we ought to study German as well as English
theology.”?® R. L. Nettleship, editing the works of Thomas
Hill Green, mentions®* the lectures Green gave on the New
Testament. These were “‘not intended to be original contri-
butions to biblical criticism. He took the material for them
chiefly from German works, especially those of F. C. Baur.”
When, however, we turn to the lectures that have been pre-
served,® we find straightforward exegesis and theology, with
no reference to Baur and nothing distinctive of him. Baur’s
fate in the English-speaking world is a puzzle. His Paulus
appeared in German in 1845; publication of the English trans-
lation was not complete till thirty years later, and thus did not
become generally available till after the original force of the
Tibingen school was spent?® — the second edition of A. Rit-
schl’s Entstehung der altkatholischen Kirche, which called for
serious reconsideration of some vital points in Baur’s under-
standing of New Testament history, was published in 1857.27
There is an interesting parallel in the fact that Bultmann’s

21 Originally in Tiibinger Zeitschrift fiir Theologie (1838) part 3, 1-185; now in F. C. Baur,
Ausgewihite Werke in  Einzelausgaben, ed. K. Scholder, vol. 1 (1963}, pp. 321—505.

Pointed out to me by J. W. Rogerson and discussed by him in forthcoming essays.
23 R. E. Prothero, The Life and Correspondence of Arthur Penrhyn Stanley (1893), vol. 1,

p- 325.

2% The Works of T. H. Green, ed. R. L. Nettleship, vol. 11, 2nd ed. (188g), p. xci.
2 Ibid., pp. 186—276.

26 See Chadwick, The Victorian Church, 2.69.

Lightfoot made good use of this work.
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Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition awaited English translation
till 1963.

These facts go some way toward explaining the otherwise
surprising paucity of Lightfoot’s references to Baur, which are
far less common than the popular picture of Lightfoot would
require. Lightfoot would not have fallen under Lake’s censure:
“Those who speak most evil of the Tibingen school have
usually never read their books.”?® He was an omnivorous
reader — in English, French, German, Italian, and Spanish?® —
and cannot have overlooked Baur. References are few,?® and
for the most part confined to relatively mild disagreement. The
only one that I have noted as displaying any strength of feeling
is in Lightfoot’s Clement: “No man has shown himself more
ready to adopt the wildest speculations, if they fell in with his
own preconceived theories than Baur, especially in his later
days.”3! If there was a sharpening of the polemical element
toward the end of Lightfoot’s life this may have been due in
part to the translation of two of Baur’s books and their
increased availability to the English clergy, in part to the fact
that Lightfoot was now dealing with the Apostolic Fathers, but
mainly to the publication of the anonymous work, Supernatural
Religion.®? What upset Lightfoot was the groundless attribution
of the book to Bishop Thirlwall and the accusation that West-
cott had been guilty not only of bad scholarship but of disingen-
uousness; it was these facts that provoked Lightfoot to write
the familiar sequence of review essays. Even in these essays,
however, references to Baur are very few and temperate.3?

28 K. Lake, The Earlier Epistles of St Paul (1911), p. 116, n. 3. The text is sometimes —
rather misleadingly — quoted without this note.

29 Eden and Macdonald, Lightfoot of Durham, p. 119.

%0 In the dissertation “St Paul and the Three” in the commentary on Galatians (1st

ed., 1865) there is a general reference to Baur’s Paulus (p. 295), and brief references

on pp. 327, 333, 34!, 347, 353; most of these have to do with patristic rather than

New Testament matters. In the dissertation on ““The Christian Ministry” in the

commentary on Philippians (1st ed., 1868) there are references on pp. 201 and 233

(where it is allowed that, on the point in question, Baur may be partly right).

The Apostolic Fathers, Part I, S. Clement of Rome, 2nd ed. 1890), 1.357 f.

32 1st ed., 1874. The author was W. R. Cassels.

33 The essays were collected in the volume Essays on the Work Entitled Supernatural
Religion (188g). There are references to Baur on pp. 26, 61, 64, 70.

3
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Cassels, the author, in many respects adopted Baur’s views,
and in attacking Cassels Lightfoot could not but disagree with
Baur, but he did not go out of his way to draw attention to the
fact.

The difference between Baur and Lightfoot was in truth
small.

Dieses Geschichtsbild, das als treibende Kraft der urchristlichen
Geschichte die Auseinandersetzung zwischen der im Judentum ver-
bleibenden Urgemeinde, vor allem ihrem radikalen Fligel, und dem
gesetzesfreien paulinischen Heidenchristentum ansah, wurde aber
nicht nur von einem ausgesprochen kritischen Forscher wie C. Weiz-
sicker geteilt, sondern am Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts hatten sich
diesem modifizierten Baurschen Geschichtsbild auch konservative
Forscher wie der Berliner Neutestamentler B. Weiss und der durch
seine sorgfaltigen Kommentare bekannte Cambridger Exeget und
spatere anglikanische Bischof J. B. Lightfoot angeschlossen.3*

This judgment by the leading historian of New Testament
studies is now plentifully supported. R. H. Fuller writes,

While it is commonly taken for granted that such scholars as J. B.
Lightfoot in England and Theodore {sic] Zahn in Germany demol-
ished the Tibingen hypothesis, all that they actually destroyed was
the chronology of the Tubingen school. In other words, the dialecti-
cal process of Jewish Christianity, Paulinism and the synthesis in
early catholicism was accomplished by the end of the first century
instead of stretching into the second.3®

This is perhaps the most important single observation to
make about Lightfoot in relation to Baur; it sums up the total
effect of his work. Here too, however, before we go on to
develop the comparison we must avoid the perils of generali-
zation by some attention to detail. What did Lightfoot make of
Acts 15? There are three sources from which this question may
be answered. Inevitably they cover much the same ground in
much the same way and arrive at much the same conclusions. I
shall avoid reduplication as far as possible.

3¢ W. G. Kimmel, Das Neue Testament im 20. Jahrhundert, Stuttgarter Bibelstudien 50
{1970), p- 73

35 R. H. Fuller, The New Testament in Current Study (1962), p. 65. I made, independently,
a somewhat similar observation in Durkam University Journal 64 (1972}, 203.
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The first source is Lightfoot’s commentary on Galatians:3¢
the notes on the text of Galatians 2.1—10; the note on “The
later visit of St Paul to Jerusalem”; and the dissertation on *‘St
Paul and the Three.” Believing that Galatians 2 corresponds to
Acts 15, Lightfoot is bound to consider the apparent discrep-
ancies between the two narratives. He treats the following
points (pp. 125-128):

(1) In Acts it appears that Paul is sent to Jerusalem by the
Christians of Antioch in order to settle disputes that had arisen;
in Galatians the apostle states that he went up by revelation.
But there is no contradiction. The historian records the
external impulse; Paul states the inward motive. Lightfoot
compares Acts g.29, 30; 13.2—4; 15.28. The very fact that Paul
stresses his response to a divine monition hints, according to
Lightfoot, that other influences were at work. The narratives
are in fact harmonious.

(2) ‘St Paul speaks of his communications as made to the
Apostles in private: St Luke’s narrative describes a general
congress of the Church” (p. 125). Lightfoot again stresses the
different intentions of the two writers. Paul’s concern is to show
what he did, or did not, owe to the Twelve; Luke’s concern is
with the interests of the church at large. Each hints at what the
other deals with explicitly. &veBéunv aTols, kot i8iav 8¢ Tois
Sokouotv implies something beyond the private conference;
Acts 15.4, 5, 6 suggest private discussion, and the speeches of
Acts 15 are the result of “much wise forethought and patient
deliberation’ (p. 126).

(3) “Again, it is said, the account of St Luke leaves the
impression of perfect and unbroken harmony between St Paul
and the Twelve; while St Paul’s narrative betrays, or seems to
betray, signs of dissatisfaction with their counsels” (p. 126).
But the aim of the Council was to produce ““Articles of Peace”;
hence inevitably there was compromise; Paul was indeed (as he
claims) the champion of Gentile liberty, yet he was in the end
tactful enough not to push himself forward but to let the
Jerusalem Apostles make the main speeches and appear to
propose the resolution.

36 See n. 30; the date is 1865.
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{4) Acts quotes, as a result of the gathering, a “‘Decree,” to
which Paul makes no reference. This, according to Lightfoot,
can be easily explained. (a) The Decree was of limited applica-
tion and was delivered to those churches to which it was
addressed. It was never intended to be universal. (b) Its object
was to relieve Gentile Christians of the burden of legal observ-
ance. The Galatians sought no such relief; their situation was
entirely different. (c) In the circumstances of the attack upon
him and his apostolic status in Galatia it was essential that Paul
should appeal only to his own apostolic authority.

It is not my intention to discuss these points in detail and to
inquire whether Lightfoot’s explanations of apparent discrep-
ancies are convincing. What we must note is Lightfoot’s pre-
supposition and the way in which he states the problem he sets
himself to solve. If two New Testament writers are describing
the same event, their accounts cannot be inconsistent; any
apparent inconsistency can and must be explained. The differ-
ence between this approach and Baur’s is immediately appar-
ent; what is not at this point apparent is the “modifizierte
Baursche Geschichtsbild.”” We come nearer to this in the dis-
sertation ‘St Paul and the Three,” where Lightfoot recognizes
that the Council did not put an end to hostility. It will be
worth while to quote a long passage.3’

This ample recognition® would doubtless carry weight with a large
number of Jewish converts: but no sanction of authority could over-
come in others the deep repugnance felt to one who, himself a
“Hebrew of the Hebrews,” had systematically opposed the law of
Moses and triumphed in his opposition. Henceforth St Paul’s career
was one life-long conflict with Judaizing antagonists. Setting aside
the Epistles to the Thessalonians, which were written too early to be
affected by this struggle, all his letters addressed to churches, with but
one exception,3? refer more or less directly to such opposition . . .
everywhere and under all circumstances zeal for the law was its
ruling passion. The systematic hatred of St Paul is an important fact,
which we are too apt to overlook, but without which the whole
history of the Apostolic ages will be misread and misunderstood.

37 Galations, p. 311. 38 Lightfoot refers to Gal. 2.9.
39 Lightfoot refers to Ephesians, which he takes to be a circular letter.
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Toward the end of the dissertation, when he returns to the
theme of ““theological differences and religious animosities” (p.
374), Lightfoot raises the question by whom the letters of
recommendation used by the “extreme Judaizers” (2 Cor. 3.1)
were given. ‘“‘By some half-Judaic, half-Christian brotherhood
of the dispersion? By the mother Church of Jerusalem? By any
of the primitive disciples’ By James the Lord’s brother
himself?” (p. 373). Evidently Lightfoot is prepared to concede
the last as a possibility, though it is one that he does not like.

It is wisest to confess plainly that the facts are too scanty to supply an
answer. We may well be content to rest on the broad and direct
statements in the Acts and Epistles, which declare the relations
between St James and St Paul. A habit of suspicious interpretation,
which neglects plain facts and dwells on doubtful allusions, is as
unhealthy in theological criticism as in social life, -and not more
conducive to truth. (p. 373)

The allusion in the final sentence is unmistakable.

The second source of Lightfoot’s article on Acts is the second
edition of W. Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible.*® This constitutes a
general introduction to Acts, and in the course of it Lightfoot
naturally deals with the questions of authenticity and historic-
ity (which he tends to treat as one question, implying that if the
work was written by Luke it will be historically accurate, and
vice versa). The brief discussion of Acts 15 arises out of Light-
foot’s treatment of objections to authenticity. Here he has in
mind the kind of objection made by Baur, though he does not
(except in his bibliography) mention Baur’s name. The
strongest objection is based upon Luke’s representation of
Peter and Paul, especially his representation of them as being
in agreement. Lightfoot gives a general answer by referring to 1
Cor. 1.12f,, 23; Gal. 1.18; 2.6f., 14; 1 Clem. 5; Ignatius, Rom. 4;
Polycarp, Phil. 2, 5, 6, etc., which, he claims, confirm the
picture to be found in Acts. The most important field of
argument, however, is the Council of Acts 15. Here Lightfoot
refers to his treatment of the matter in his Galatians, and adds
that the chapter contains particularly strong indications of its

40 The volume was published in 1893; the article was written long before.
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veracity. There is a strong presumption of truthfulness in the
fact that Luke is prepared to show the weaknesses of the church
— the faction and quarrels of 15.1f.,, and the contention between
Paul and Barnabas (15.46f.). The whole narrative is simple,
straightforward, and natural; the speeches are related to the
epistles attributed to the speakers; Peter and James, Paul and
Barnabas are given the right sort of relation to each other;
Peter is spoken of as Symeon; the Decree is manifestly genuine
— no one could have constructed it at a later period. Only
presuppositions regarding the relations of the apostles to each
other could call the historicity of the narrative in question.
Lightfoot goes on to mention the supposed parallelism between
Peter and Paul. Yes, there are parallel stories, but nothing
suggests that any design was present to the author’s mind. ‘In
fact parallelisms far more close are common in history” (col.
39a).

It would be hard to deny that at point after point in this
argument we are asked to take Lightfoot’s word for what he
says. The simplicity, straightforwardness, and naturalness of
the narrative are simply asserted, and Lightfoot indicates no
criteria by which these qualities may be assessed.

The third source from which Lightfoot’s views of Acts 15
may be discovered is his course of lectures on Acts, given while
he was a professor at Cambridge and preserved in his own
manuscript in the Chapter Library at Durham.*! Here, too,
little is added. There is, in the lecture notes, a long discussion of
the authenticity of the speech attributed in Acts 7 to Stephen,
but no more than a few pages on the Council. It almost seems
that Lightfoot was incapable of seeing serious problems here.
There are, however, a few points which it will be profitable to
discuss.

After dating the Council Lightfoot announces that he will
take his hearers through the text before making any general
observations. From his detailed notes on the text I take three
points. Of these the first is surprising. Commenting on 15.1, Kai

*l The date 1877 is written on the manuscript. The lectures contain marginal sup-
plements and were evidently delivered more than once.
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Tives kaTeABOVTEs, he argues from verse 24 that these unnamed
persons had an “external connexion” with the apostles in
Jerusalem, but did not represent them in their demand for
circumcision. He adds, however, that the Apostles of Circumci-
sion (meaning presumably Peter, John, and James} “(1) con-
curred with the principles of these Judaizers,” but were “(2)
disposed to concession in practice, for the sake of peace.” This
is a surprising concession on Lightfoot’s part, and justifies the
description of Lightfoot’s position as a modified version of
Baur’s; indeed, in this respect it is scarely modified.

The second is Lightfoot’s comment on the quotation from
Amos in Acts 15.16, 17. The difference between the Hebrew
and the LXX versions of Amos g.11{. is not really great. “The
Hebrew says that the Tabernacle of David was to hold sway
over all the earth; the Greek, that all the nations should seek it,
or seek the Lord.” The Tabernacle of David is interpreted as
the “Church of Christ, the abode of David’s Son.”

Third is the comment on the Decree in Acts 15.29. Its
requirements are negative; they exact no rites, but only absten-
tion from certain practices. The total effect is neither moral nor
ceremonial; Gentiles are expected to abstain from those things
which, though they may think them trivial, would give great
offence to Jews.

Lightfoot sums up very briefly, in two paragraphs. The first
is headed “Truthfulness,” and has two subdivisions. Of these
the first deals with the speeches; they are suitable to the
speakers in sentiments and language. The second deals with
the letter. It too is couched in suitable language, and it is easy
to understand how it came into Luke’s hands. By 16.10 he has
joined Paul, so that, even if he was not an Antiochene, the
“historical connexion” is established. The transition from the
first main paragraph to the second is effected in these words.
“The genuineness of the document and the truthfulness of the
account established, we turn*? next to the difficulties in con-
nexion with St Paul’s Epistles.”” Again there are two subdiv-

»

42 The word is illegible; it could be “turn,’
intended.

and this or some synonym is certainly
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isions, the first dealing with the differences between Acts 15
and Galatians 2 (the two accounts have different motives and
describe the one the private, the other the public conference),
the second with the subsequent conduct of the principal agents,
Peter and Paul. But the most important thing to note is the
astonishing transitional sentence. A great deal of abbreviation
and many omissions in lectures intended for undergraduates
need no justification, but what can justify the logic — or lack of
it — of supposing that the truthfulness of Luke’s account can be
established before a full confrontation of Acts with the epistles?

This point will serve as well as any as the cue to introduce
the comparison of Baur and Lightfoot. Baur’s position is clear,
Lightfoot’s more complex. It is rightly described as a modified
Baurian position, yet we see Lightfoot again and again turning
back from what seems to be the logical conclusion of his
argument and accepting at their face value statements which
Baur receives with a good deal of skepticism. Is it enough to say
that we are dealing with one man of a skeptical, another of a
more orthodox and conservative temperament? Perhaps; but I
think it doubtful, and that the difference, being more than a
mere difference of opinion, is worthy of further investigation;
and only further investigation will eventually teach us for our
own advantage quomodo historia conscribenda sit.

A hint may be found in the work of the Englishman who, in
the first half of the nineteenth century, was probably better
acquainted than any other with German thought and litera-
ture.*® Julius Hare discusses the difference between English
and German criticism. It is not biblical criticism that he has in
mind, but general literary criticism. He illustrates his point
from a German essay on the Amphitryon of Plautus.

That play, the writer observes, differs from all the other Roman
comedies in having a mythological subject, which occasions essential
differences in treatment; so that it forms a distinct species: and he
proposes to examine the nature of this peculiar form of comedy,
according to its external and internal character; not to explain the
poetical composition of the Amphitryon, considered as an individual

43 Hare left his German library of some 3,000 volumes to Trinity College, Cambridge;
A. F. Hort, Life and Letters of F. J. A. Hort (1896), vol. 1, p. 308.



How history should be written 51

work of art, but merely to determine the place it is to hold in the
history of the Roman drama.**

Hare goes on to claim that this is the right way to approach the
subject.

For in criticism, as in every other branch of knowledge, prudens
quaestio dimidium scientiae est. He who has got the clue, may thread the
maze. Yet the method of investigation here is totally different from
what an English scholar would have pursued. The notion of
regarding the Amphitryon as a distinct species of ancient comedy, and of
considering that species in its relation to the rest of the Roman
drama, — the distinction drawn between this historical view of it, and
the esthetical analysis of it taken by itself, — these are thoughts which
would never have entered the head of an English critic.

Words such as Formgeschichte and Gattung immediately come
into the mind of one who reads this passage 150 years or so after
Hare wrote it. But more is involved than this. Another passage
from Hare will give us a further clue.

One of the clearest proofs German Philosophy has exhibited of its
being on the road toward the truth, has lain in this very fact, that it
has been enabled to appreciate the philosophical systems of former
ages . . . We see them*® endeavouring to estimate all prior systems
according to their historical position in the progressive development
of human thought . . . this historical, genetical method of viewing
prior systems of philosophy . . .7

This brings us on our way. Baur is often spoken of as a Hegelian
in such a way as to suggest that Hegel’s only contribution to
thought was the formula “Thesis — Antithesis — Synthesis,”
which is supposed to have provided Baur with the outline of his
account of Jewish Christianity, Pauline Christianity, their con-
flict, and the compromise result of Catholic Christianity. There
can be no doubt that this is an incorrect view of the origins of
Baur’s historical opinions. Rightly or wrongly he found the
conflict and the compromise in the historical sources and only
subsequently began to interpret what he had found in

4+ Guesses at Truth by Two Brothers (J. C. and A. Hare), vol. 1, 4th ed. (1851), 274—277.
5 Ibid., pp. 277f. 46 The authors have referred to Ritter and Hegel.
*7 Guesses at Truth, vol. it (3rd ed., 1855), pp. 249f.
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Hegelian terms. These terms, moreover, are not adequately
described by the neat threefold formula. Hegel’s thought is
commonly said to mark the climax of idealism, and as such it
sought to place the particular events of history in a universal
context and to see history as the expression of an idea. It is this
idea that gives meaning to what might otherwise seem to be
fortuitous and unconnected. It is mind, infinite mind, that
becomes self-conscious and apparent in history; and it is pos-
sible to construe infinite mind, as Hegel’s successors showed, in
theistic, panentheistic, or atheistic terms. Perhaps what
matters most as far as we are concerned is the basic conviction
that the historian is not achieving his task unless he is able to
perceive within history such a developing pattern as is consist-
ent with the expression of mind — of what, in Christian lan-
guage, might be called revelation.

Baur certainly had much too fine a mind to be dominated by
a simple formula, a mold into which the events of history must
willy-nilly be forced, and his presuppositions have been
wrongly evaluated in other respects too. According to Horton
Harris*® the chief characteristic of Baur and his followers was
their objection to the supernatural. “If one had to sum up the
aim and object of the Tiibingen School in a single statement it
would be that the Tiibingen School made the first comprehen-
sive and consequent attempt to interpret the New Testament
and the history of the early Church from a non-supernatural
(indeed anti-supernatural) and non-miraculous standpoint.”
This will hardly do; P. C. Hodgson is nearer to the truth when
he describes Baur the historian as equally opposed to super-
natural and rationalist interpretations of history.*®

Lightfoot, in contrast, was not a philosopher and showed no
interest in a theory of history. A. C. Benson says of him, “His
own work was a moral rather than an artistic process, and
depended more upon patience, clear-headedness, and industry
than upon brilliance or suggestiveness.””>® Lightfoot would not

48 The Tibingen School, p. 255.

49 F. C. Baur on the Writing of Church History, ed. and trans. P. C. Hodgson (1968),
pp. 12-17.

50 The Leaves of the Tree (1911), p. 208.
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have demurred. “I brought to the task nothing more than
ordinary sense.””®! He reminds one of Lucian’s ideal historian.
He was a man of inflexible integrity,3? determined above all to
be ouvepyos Tf) &AnBeiq; he had the moral and stylistic virtue of
calling a spade a spade, and he spared no pains in seeking out
the most trustworthy sources of information. This was Light-
foot’s strength. His feet are always firmly planted on the earth,
and he looks at evidence with a plain man’s objectivity. His
presuppositions are theological, or perhaps one should say
religious. He was profoundly convinced of the truth of Chris-
tianity, and of his own vocation to defend it; and he could see
no other way of defending it than that of maintaining the
essential truth, including the historical truth, of the Bible and
of the biblical account of Christian origins. “I cannot pretend
to be indifferent about the veracity of the records which
profess to reveal Him, whom I believe to be not only the very
Truth, but the very Life.””> Jesus as the truth and the life was
for Lightfoot inseparable from the historical accuracy of the
stories about him and of the apostolic framework in which
those stories were set. It may be that we can see here the reason
why Lightfoot, always magnificent as an exegete of word, sen-
tence, and paragraph, made his real contribution to history
not in the New Testament, where a particular view of the
nature of revelation inhibited him, but in the post-apostolic
age of Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp.>* It is here that he
quite simply corrected undoubted mistakes on the part of Baur
and put him right. In the earlier period, that of the New
Testament itself, he cannot bring himself to admit that his
sources err and contradict one another, though facts in the end
compel him to admit that the disagreement and conflict, from
which Baur began his historical reconstruction, did in fact
exist. If the apostles agreed in principle with the Judaizers,
they disagreed in principle with Paul. Conflict belongs not

51 Essays, p. 180.

52 T emphasized Lightfoot’s integrity in Durham University Journal 64 (1972), 195.

53 Essays, pp. viiif.

One should refer also to the great article on Eusebius in W. M. Smith and H. Wace,
Dictionary of Christian Biography, vol. 1 (1880), pp. 308-348.

o
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only to the age of the Pseudo-Clementines but to the age of the
New Testament.

I said that Lightfoot’s presuppositions were theological or
religious, but it may be that behind them we should recognize
a way of apprehending reality. I do not know that Barth had
ever read Lightfoot, but he comes somewhere near the point in
the following passage:

We have to describe as a philosophy the systematised commonsense
with which at first the rationalists of the 18th century thought that
they could read and understand the Bible, and later, corrected by
Kant, the school of A. Ritschl, which was supposed to be so averse to
every type of speculation and metaphysics . . . There has never yet
been an expositor who has allowed only Scripture alone to speak.
Even a biblicist like J. T. Beck patently failed todo this. . . Itis. . . a
grotesque comedy, in which it is better not to take part, that again
and again there are those who think that they can point with
outstretched finger to all others past and present, accusing them of
falling victim to this or that philosophy, while they themselves abide
wholly by the facts, relying on their two sound eyes. No one does that,
for no one can. It is no more true of anyone that he does not mingle
the Gospel with some philosophy than that here and now he is free
from all sin except through faith.>>

Does Lightfoot, who was certainly less of a systematic theo-
logian than Beck, escape? Does his “‘ordinary sense’ represent
a kind of empiricism? J. W. Rogerson®® has spoken of the
philosophical climate of British theology in the early nine-
teenth century as a ““Lockean sort of supernaturalism”; revela-
tion, if revelation existed, must come from without and be
attested by supernatural accompaniments; hence a great hesi-
tancy to accept any kind of criticism that might seem to cast
any doubt on the biblical narrative and the supernatural
events included in it. Perhaps it is significant that the idealist
philosopher T. H. Green did (according to his biographer and
editor) know and use Baur.

Lightfoot characteristically accepts the critical method so

55 K. Barth, Church Dogmatics 1.2 (E.T., 1956), pp. 728f.
56 In the essays referred to in n. 22 above.
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long as the criticism is not skeptical.’” “In whatever relates to
morals and history — in short, to human life in all its develop-
ments — where mathematical or scientific demonstration is
impossible, and where consequently everything depends on the
even balance of the judicial faculties, scepticism must be at
least as fatal to the truth as credulity.”>® Over against this,
Baur writes, “Eine Kritik, welche nicht auch eine skeptische
seyn darf, ist keine Kritik, weil so oft nur der Zweifel zur
Wahrheit fuhren kann, und eine Theologie, welche sch-
lechthin den Grundsatz aufstellt, dass man tiberhaupt nicht
zweifeln und sichten diirfe, thut am besten, die historische
Kritik geradezu aus der Reihe der theologischen Wissenschaf-
ten zu streichen.”® It may well be that Baur’s use of skeptisch is
not identical with the common English use of “‘sceptical.”
Certainly Kidsemann has in mind the passage I have just
quoted when he writes in his Einfiihrung to the reprint of Baur’s
works, “Historische Kritik ist die Funktion des lebendigen
Glaubens auf seinem Wege aus bewusst gewordener Ver-
gangenheit in die eigene Gegenwart und Zukunft, welche eben
diese Vergangenheit in den ubergreifenden Zusammenhang
der Gesamtgeschichte stellt.”%° Lightfoot and Baur stand over
against each other not as believer and unbeliever but as repre-
sentatives of different philosophical and theological traditions.
And as far as facts are concerned, each, the Hegelian idealist
and the commonsense empiricist, has his blind spots.

What has all this to tell us as we ask with reference to our
own work, 150 years after Baur and 100 after Lightfoot,
quomodo historia conscribenda sit?

He would be a rash man who claimed to have all the virtues

5

by

See Galatians, p. 373, quoted on p. 47. See the whole context. “Doubtful allusions”

is scarcely fair to the position against which Lightfoot is arguing.

58 Essays, p. 26.

59 Abgenithigte Erklirung gegen einen Artikel der evangelischen Kirchenzeitung, herausgegeben
von D. E. W. Hengstenberg, originally in Tiibinger eitschrift fiir Theologie (1836), part
3, p- 219; now in Ausgewdihlte Werke, vol. 1, p. 307.

60 Ausgewdihlte Werke, vol. 1, p. xix. Kasemann goes on to say that hustorisch-kritisch must

in the end mean historisch-spekulativ. It may be that there is also some difference in

usage between spekulativ and “‘speculative.”

©
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of Baur, or all the virtues of Lightfoot, rasher still who claimed
to combine the virtues of both. I return to Hare’s Latin tag:
prudens quaestio dimidium scientiae est. 'The practical difference
between Baur and Lightfoot may be summed up by saying that
Baur’s sharp analytical mind, spurred on by a philosophical
outlook, excelled in asking questions; Lightfoot’s magnificent
store of philological knowledge excelled in answering them.
Baur, for whom no possibilities were a priori forbidden, asked
the right questions, but many of his answers, especially as
regards particular persons, documents, and dates, were wrong.
When Lightfoot set about questions that were both relevant
and suitable to his equipment, such as the authenticity and
date of the Ignatian epistles, he could produce answers which
after 100 years still hold the field, in books which are still
indispensable. Philosophy is a great help in framing questions;
it is always dangerous as a guide to the answers. If there is a
moral here, it is a very simple one — simple, that is, to state. We
must learn with Baur to ask all the questions there are, and to
concentrate on the essential ones, using one source to set off the
distinctive characteristics of the other; and we must acquire
and apply Lightfoot’s knowledge of languages and of ancient
literature.

This impossible requirement involves another which ought
not to be beyond our power to achieve. Lightfoot was to some
extent inhibited from asking the right questions by his theo-
logical beliefs, by his understanding of authority and especially
of the authority of Scripture. This authority, he believed, was
bound up with the authenticity of documents and the accuracy
of historical statements. He was an absolutely honest man, as
well as a very learned one, and he never fudged evidence in
order to reach the conclusions that his piety required. But he
either failed to put, or blunted the edge of, the sharpest
questions, and did not see where his own statement that the
apostles in Jerusalem agreed in principle with the Judaizers
and his pushing back of the dates of apostolic and post-apos-
tolic documents were leading. What this means is not that
Lightfoot was wrong to ascribe authority to Scripture, but that
his way of formulating authority was mistaken. On the whole,
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German scholars, even conservative ones, do not seem to have
shared his inhibitions; Ritschl, for example, whose work Light-
foot found so helpful, seems to have been free from them. How
far this was due to the German Reformation, how far to the
German Enlightenment, how far to other causes, I am not
prepared to estimate. But I see here, in the investigation of
underlying philosophical and theological presuppositions, a
fruitful field for collaboration, especially as we explore that
important area (of which Acts 15, had we time to study it
further, would serve as a specimen) in which New Testament
theology and New Testament history interpenetrate.



CHAPTER §

The Acts of the Apostles: monograph or ““bios™?
Charles H. Talbert

To be invited to contribute to a volume on Acts and ancient
historiography presents a peculiar challenge to one whose
published writings argue that Luke—Acts belongs to ancient
biography.! I assume that my assigned task is to justify my
decision to place Acts in the biographical rather than the
historiographical tradition and to indicate what difference, if
any, I think that makes. That s, in fact, what I shall attempt to
do. My chapter will begin with a consideration of certain
evidence from Mediterranean antiquity about the genres of
history and biography.?

In a number of respects ancient history and biography are
similar. (1) History is a prose narrative. The dominant type of
biography is also prose narration. This sets them apart from
epic. (2) Both history and biography are about real people and
real events. This sets them apart from romance. (3) Varieties
of both share certain aims: apologetics, instruction, enter-
tainment.

Indeed, histories often contain biographical sections
(Polybius g.22; 10.2.2; Dionysius of Halicarnassus 5.48.1; Dio-
dorus Siculus 17; Josephus, Antiquities 14—-17; Dio Cassius,
45-56; 73 at beginning; 73.11.2—4; Eusebius, Church History 6).

Biographies often include a narrative of events. The dominant

Charles H. Talbert, Literary Patterns, Theological Themes and the Genre of Luke—Acts,
SBLMS 20 (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1974), chap. 8; What is a Gospel? The Genre
of the Canonical Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977); ““Once Again: Gospel Genre,”
Semeia 43 (1988), 53-74; “Biography, Ancient,” Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. David
Noel Friedman (New York: Doubleday, 1992), vol. 1, pp. 745-749.

Except where it is indicated otherwise, all quotations from Greek and Latin authors
come from the Loeb Classical Library.
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type of biography is prose narrative, which is similar to history
except that it is anecdotal and mostly unconcerned about cause
and effect. This is in contrast to biographies which are dia-
logues (for example, Satyrus, Life of Euripides; Palladius, Life of
Chrysostom; Sulpicius Severus, Life of St. Martin) and the bio-
graphical collections of sayings like Plutarch’s ““Sayings of
Kings and Commanders” (for example, in D, Plutarch says:
“their pronouncements and unpremeditated utterance . . .
afford an opportunity to observe . . . the working of the mind
of each man™).

At the point of a historical monograph about a single
individual, especially if the story is told in eulogistic terms, the
line between history and biography is most blurred. In Cicero’s
Letters to his Friends 5.12 is a request addressed to Lucceius.?
Cicero desires that his name gain celebrity through Lucceius’
works. Lucceius is about finished with the account of the
Italian and civil wars he has been writing and is looking
forward to writing about subsequent events. Cicero asks him to
do one of two things: either to weave his affairs along with
those of the rest of the period into a single narrative, or to
detach the material relating to Cicero from the continuous
history and to treat it eulogistically. “Waive the laws of history
for this once.” Cicero’s preference is for the latter because ““in
the doubtful and various fortunes of an outstanding individual
we often find surprise and suspense, joy and distress, hope and
fear.” Lucceius has often promised that he will “compose the
record of my public career, its policies and events.” Now
Cicero is impatient because he wants to enjoy a modicum of
glory before he dies. It is not a biography that Cicero wants
written, but a historical monograph about his public career,
and he wants it done in eulogistic terms. In this case, as with
Sallust’s Catiline and Jugurtha, the aim is not to set forth the
individual’s essence but to narrate political events with which
the individuals were associated.

In spite of the similarities between history and biography,

3 Cicero’s Letters to His Friends, trans. D. R. Shackleton Bailey (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1978), pp- 58-63.
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some ancients spoke about a difference between them. On a
number of points the difference is noted.

(1) History claims completeness (Cicero, Orator 34.120);
biography incompleteness (Plutarch, Alexander 1.2-3).

(2) History deals with grand events (Herodotus 1.177;
Xenophon, Hellenica 5.1.4; Polybius 10.21.5-8; Dionysius of
Halicarnassus 5.56.1; Statius, St/lvae 1.2.96—97). Cicero, Orator
34.120, speaks about history as “‘omitting no important event.”
Biography, however, deals with incidental matters as well as
grand events (Plutarch, Demosthenes 11.7). Plutarch, Alexander
1.2—3, puts it this way:

It is not Histories that I am writing, but Lives; and in the most
illustrious deeds there is not always a manifestation of virtue or vice,
nay, a slight thing like a phrase or a jest often makes a greater
revelation of character than battles where thousands fall.

(3) Inhistory there is an attempt to discern causes (Polybius
3.32; 12.25b1; Cicero, Orator 2.15.63). As Dionysius of Halicar-
nassus put it: “The readers of histories do not derive sufficient
profit from learning the bare outcome of events, but ...
everyone demands that the causes of the events be related”
(5.56.1). In biography the aim is to reveal character (Plutarch,
Alexander 1.2—3; Nicias; Lucian, Demonax 67). Cornelius Nepos,
Pelopidas 16.1, says: “I do not know exactly how I should
describe his character, and I am afraid that if I begin to tell
you of his deeds, I will appear not a biographer but a
historian.”

It is true that sometimes histories included material about an
individual’s character. Polybius g.22, for example, says that:
“Since the course of affairs has called our attentions to the
character of Hannibal, I think I am called upon at present to
state my opinion regarding those peculiar traits in it which are
the subject of most dispute.” When history included a section
on an individual’s character, it was subsumed under the
general explanations of why events happened as they did.
Character is one cause among others. In biography, character
is the end sought. Events are but one means of the illumination
of character. In biography “character is studied in its own
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right, almost independently of the political framework of
historiography in which it had served a functional purpose.”*

(4) Much history was designed as instruction for political
figures as political figures. Dionysius of Halicarnassus 5.56.1 is
to the point. “For statesmen I perceive that the knowledge of
these things i1s absolutely necessary, to the end that they may
have precedents for their use in the various situations that
arise.”” Much biography aimed to shape the life of the reader
as a human being (Plutarch, Pericles 21.4; Cimon 2.3—5; Tacitus,
Agricola 46; Lucian, Demonax 2). Plutarch, Aemilius Paulus 1,
says: “I try in one way or another to order my own life and to
fashion it in accordance with the virtues of these lives.” In
Aratus 1, he contends that his readers should do the same.

(5) The subject matter of history was states, that is, political
and military events. The subject matter of biography was the
character of individuals and/or peoples. Bios was written of
peoples as well as individuals. Dicaearchus in the fourth
century Bc wrote Bios Hellados, a life of Greek culture from the
Golden Age to his own time, as well as biot of individuals, like
Plato and other philosophers. Varro, in the first century Bc,
wrote De Vita Populi Romani, a social treatment of the Roman
people. Although these two bio: are not extant, it is possible to
discern something about their ethos from a statement by
Cornelius Nepos. In his preface, Nepos says:

If these could only understand that what is honorable in one land is
often disgraceful in another and that all manners must be judged in
the light of national customs, they would not be surprised that in our
description of Greek character we carefully consider local practices
and conventions.’

Whether a bios dealt with an individual or a people, the focus
was on character: what sort of person he was, what sort of
people they were.

There are remarkable similarities between the canonical
gospels and ancient biographies of individuals in the form of
+ Charles William Fornara, The Nature of History in Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley:

University of California Press, 1983), p. 187. See also Robert Scholes and Robert
Kellog, The Nature of Narrative (New York: Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 65.

5 Cornelius Nepos, Lives of Famous Men, trans. Gareth Schmeling (Lawrence, ks:
Coronado Press, 1971).
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prose narrative. These similarities have been carefully assessed
by the recent work of Richard A. Burridge, What Are the
Gospels? A Comparison with Graeco-Roman Biography.® Burridge
offers a model of four generic features: (a) opening features
such as title, prologue, and preface; (b) subject; (c) external
features such as size, sequence, and scale; and (d) internal
features such as setting, motifs, style, attitude, and quality of
characterization. He then examines five early and five late
examples of Greco-Roman bio: on the basis of this model. The
result is a clear demonstration of a bios genre. Next Burridge
uses his model of the bios genre to study the four canonical
gospels. His conclusion is that these gospels belong within the
overall genre of ancient biography. It is difficult to see how,
after this careful study, the biographical nature of the canoni-
cal gospels can be denied.

There is a problem, however, when Luke and Acts are
taken together as originally one work, because of Acts. To
many scholars Acts seems to be about a community’ and
looks more like a historical monograph than a biography.
This has led some to take their clue from Acts and, assuming
the unity of Luke-Acts, regard Luke as well as Acts as a
historical monograph,? as apologetic history,® or as a continu-
ation of biblical history.!® It has led others to deny the generic
unity of Luke and Acts!! and to regard Luke as a bios and Acts
as either history or romance.!?

6 SNTSMS 70 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

7 David L. Balch, “The Genre of Luke-Acts,” Southwestern Journal of Theology 33
(1990), 5~19; Gregory E. Stirling, Historiography and Self-Definition: Fosephos, Luke—
Acts and Apologetic Historiography (Leiden: Brill, 1992), pp. 19, 320, n. 47.

8 David E. Aune, The New Testament in its Literary Environment (Philadelphia: West-
minster, 1987), chap. 3.

9 Stirling, Historiography and Self-Definition, and David L. Balch, “Comments on the
Genre and Political Theme of Luke—-Acts: A Preliminary Comparison of Two
Hellenistic Historians,” Society of Biblical Literature 1989 Seminar Papers, ed. David J.
Lull (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989), pp. 343—361.

10 William S. Kurz, SJ, Reading Luke—Acts: Dynamics of Biblical Narrative (Louisville:

Westminster/John Knox, 1993).

Mikeal C. Parsons and Richard 1. Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts

(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993); James M. Dawsey, “The Literary Unity of Luke-

Acts: Questions of Style — A Task for Literary Critics,” New Testament Studies 35

(1989), 48-66. A reading of these pieces is their refutation.

Richard Pervo, Profit with Delight: The Literary Genre of the Acts of the Apostles
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The assumption that Acts, and possibly Luke together with
Acts, belongs either to the genre of Greco-Roman history or to
so-called biblical history is not as obvious as usually supposed.
It is challenged by the judgment of Arnaldo Momigliano, a
scholar of repute in the area of ancient history and biography.
He says:

History of salvation was not a Greek type of historiography in pagan
days. Nor were the historical books of the Bible of much use as models
to the Christians, because they told the story of an existing nation in
its obedience or disobedience to God during its periods of organized
political life . . . Even for Luke and Acts . . . it is impossible to find a
parallel in the extant Greek historians.!3

Similar challenges focus on the pieces of the argument for
Luke—Acts as history. (1) Loveday Alexander’s The Preface to
Luke’s Gospel: Literary Convention and Social Context in Luke 1:1—4
and Acts 1:1'* shows that Luke’s prefaces are not closest to those
of classical historians. This, she argues, indicates that the
author did not desire to present his work to his readers as
“history.” (2) Charles H. Talbert’s “Prophecies of Future
Greatness: The Contributions of Greco-Roman Biographies to
an Understanding of Luke 1:5-4:15""!> shows that the opening
of the Third Gospel corresponds to the genre of the pre-public
careers of great men found in Greco-Roman biographies. This
means that an ancient Mediterranean would have heard the
opening of the Third Gospel as the beginning of a biography of
an individual. (3) Those who appeal to the speeches of Acts as
evidence that the document belongs to the historical genre
must reckon with two problems. First, ““as early as Xenophon

(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987). Stephen P. Schierling and Marla J. Schierling,
“The Influence of the Ancient Romances on Acts of the Apostles,” The Classical
Bulletin 54 (1978), 81-88, are more accurate in speaking of novelistic elements in
Acts.

13 “History and Biography,” in The Legacy of Greece: A New Appraisal, ed. M. 1. Finley
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981), pp. 178-179.

14+ SNTSMS 78 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).

15 In The Divine Helmsman: Studies of God’s Conirol of Human Events, Presented to Lou H.
Silberman, ed. James L. Crenshaw and Samuel Sandmel (New York: KTAV, 1980),

pp. 129-142.
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(in the Memorabilia), biographers attributed to their heroes
speeches that they could have made, even if, historically, they
did not . . . They are convenient literary vehicles for repre-
senting the ideal in the historical figure.””!® Second, even if the
speeches of Acts were to be found closer in function to those in
history, one must still reckon with the matter of host genres in
which elements from other genres reside.!” For a reader who
began reading Luke with all the literary clues pointing to the
biographical genre, to encounter speeches in Acts need not
demand that Luke’s second volume be history any more than
its sea journey requires that it be taken as romance. In sum: the
contention that Luke—Acts is ancient history is not as obvious
or problem-free as has often been assumed.

Burridge’s work on the gospels as biographies attempts only
in passing to come to terms with the problem of Acts. He offers
two options: either (1) Acts, like the Gospel, is linked to bios
literature as a list or brief narrative of the main subject’s
followers (as Talbert suggests), or (2) Acts may be a bios of the
church in the manner of Dicaearchus’ biographical work on
Greece.!® The latter option is, to my knowledge, a novel one.
The two options may be explored briefly.

The first option, that Luke—Acts reflects the ancient A + B
biographical form employed for founders of philosophical
schools and their successors, has, for whatever reason,!® never
been adequately understood by the guild. A brief sketch of it is
in order. The trajectory of such a biographical type is the place

16 Patricia Cox, Biography in Late Antiquity (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1983), p. 63.

17 This is a problem sensed by Stirling, Histeriography and Self-Definition, pp. 15-16. He
asks how one can tell when a given work has moved from one genre to another
because of the presence of material from another genre.

18 What are the Gospels?, p. 246.

19 It may be tied to the reviews offered by David Aune, one a rather overheated,
underlighted polemic (‘““The Problem of the Genre of the Gospels: A Critique of
C. H. Talbert’s What is a Gospel?,” in Gospel Perspectives, ed. R. T. France and D.
Wenham [Sheffield: JSOT, 1981], vol. 1, pp. g-60), and the other a one-page
misstatement of the position followed by three specious criticisms (The New Testa-
ment in its Literary Environment, pp. 78—79}. For a full refutation of Aune’s criticisms,
see Charles H. Talbert, ‘“Reading Chance, Moessner, and Parsons,”” in Cadbury,
Knox, and Talberi: American Contributions to the Study of Acts, ed. M. C. Parsons and
J. B. Tyson (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), pp. 229—40.
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to begin. (1) The earliest evidence that we have for such a
biography is in a pre-Christian biography of Aristotle. Here
the life of Aristotle is followed by a succession list.2> Among the
Herculaneum papyri, moreover, there may be evidence of
other lives of philosophers written in the same way.?! (2) In
Diogenes Laertius certain lives of philosophers reflect this
pattern (Socrates, Aristippus, Plato, Zeno, Pythagoras,
Epicurus). The B component is sometimes filled out with
anecdotes and sayings of the founder’s successors, so that B is
not a list (as in the case of Socrates, Aristippus, and Plato, for
example) but a brief narrative (as in the case of Zeno and
Epicurus, for example). (3) In The Life of Pachomius we find a
Christian appropriation of this type of biography. It is fitting
because this biography deals with the life of the founder of
cenobetic monasticism and his successors in the community.
The early part of the biography deals with the career of
Pachomius. In section 117, in language that may be regarded
as part of the technical terminology of succession characteristic
of the philosophical schools, he appoints Orsisius to succeed
him. In the sections that follow we are told what Orsisius did
and said (118-129), zealously emulating the life of Pachomius
(119). Then Orsisius appoints Theodore (130). Subsequently
we are told what Theodore did and said. This biography
confirms not only that such a type existed well into our era but
also that, when appropriate, there was no obstacle to Christian
appropriation of this subgenre of biography. (4) In Hilary of
Arles’ Sermon on the Life of St. Honoratus, we meet an encomium
praising Honoratus, the founder of the monastery, that fits into
the A + B pattern. In chapter 8, Hilary says he is Honoratus’
successor and that his task is to do what the founder had done.

From this charting of the development of the subgenre from
pre-Christian times to its later Christian appropriation, certain
things are obvious. First, the subgenre had a long life. Second,

20 1. Duering, Aristotle in the Ancient Biographical Tradition (Goteborg, Sweden:
Goteborgs Universitets Arsskrift, 1957).

2l W. Scott (ed.), Fragmenta Herculanensia (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1885);
A. Traversa (ed.), Index Stoicorum Herculanensis (Genoa: Istituto di Filologia
Classica, 1952).
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it is appropriate where the hero is the founder of a community
and whose death demands successors. Third, the material
about successors can be given briefly in a list or more fully in a
narrative. The narrative tends to expand in length over the
lifetime of the subgenre. It is longer in Christian circles than in
non-Christian ones. Fourth, in the second component, B, when
a list is given, it functions to say that it is part of the character of
a philosophical founder to have disciples or successors; when a
narrative is given, the emphasis is usually on the successor(s)
emulating the founder or otherwise manifesting continuity
with him.

Luke—Acts tells the story of the life of Jesus in such a way that
he is depicted as the founder of the Christian community who
provides for its continuation after his departure. The narrative
about the community led by his appointed ones portrays the
Twelve and Paul in such a way that they reproduce in their
careers the prototypical events of the career of Jesus. The B
component is long, longer even than that in the Life of
Pachomius. It is expanded with historical (for example,
speeches?) and novelistic elements (for example, the sea
journey) throughout. Nevertheless, Acts remains within the
general bounds of an A + B biography in antiquity, both in
terms of its pattern and in terms of its function. It deviates no
more from the cultural pattern than do Paul’s letters from the
Greek letter or the Apocalypse of John from the genre of Jewish
apocalyptic.

One objection sometimes leveled at this solution is that the
technical terminology of succession is missing from Luke—Acts.
This is an issue that must be addressed. The principle of
succession is found all over the Mediterranean world in anti-
quity in various contexts: for example philosophical schools,
government, magic, medicine. The vocabulary used for the
transition to the successors of a major figure is diverse. For
philosophical circles, for instance, Diogenes Laertius can use
different terminology: for example, regarding Socrates, he
speaks of those who succeeded him (Tov 8¢ Siadeyxoduevov
a¥Tov); regarding Aristippus, he talks about those of the
Cyrenaic school which sprang from him (81eA86uev Tous &m’
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&utov); regarding Plato, he says simply that his disciples
(pabnTai) were . . .

The language shifts slightly when succession is spoken of in
military or governmental circles. On the one hand, Diodorus
Siculus uses the same terminology used for Socrates’ successors
by Diogenes Laertius. Diodorus devotes Book 17 to Alexander
the Great, from his accession down to his death. In 17.118.4, he
writes: ‘“Having reached the death of Alexander as we pro-
posed to do at the beginning of the book, we shall try to narrate
the actions of the successors (S1abéxoapevov wpafoels) in the
books which follow.”” Book 18.1.6 says: ““this one, containing
the deeds of those who succeeded to his kingdom™ (Tois dia-
déxoapevols TNV TouTtoU PaciAsiav). This language reflects the
succession from the point of view of the one receiving the
kingdom. On the other hand, Josephus uses language that
reflects the situation from the perspective of the one giving the
kingdom. In Antiquities 13.16.1 §407, he says of the Hasmonean
king, Alexander, that he “left behind him two sons . . . but
committed the kingdom (Tv PaciAeiav SiebéTo) to
Alexandra.”

Luke-Acts reflects some of this vocabulary. The most
obvious is pafnTai (disciples): Lk. 6.13-16. The most
important is the verb Siwixtibnm. The key passage is Lk.
22.28-30. This is usually thought to be a Q) saying (Matt.
19.28). The Matthean version of the saying is clearly eschato-
logical.

In the new world, when the Son of Man shall sit on his glorious
throne, you who have followed me will also sit on twelve thrones,
Jjudging the twelve tribes of Israel. (RSV, 2nd ed.)

This has predisposed scholars to read the Lucan version in the
same way.?? So

I bequeath (Siorifnu) to you, as my Father bequeathed to me, a
kingdom/rule, that you may eat and drink at my table in my
kingdom/rule, and sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel

22 Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke (X-XXIV) (Garden City, Ny:
Doubleday, 1985), pp. 1415, 1419; I. H. Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary
on the Greek Text (Exeter: Paternoster Press, 1978), p. 814.
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has been taken to refer to the new world, the messianic
banquet, and the role of the apostles in eschatological
judgment (1 Cor. 6.2). It should not be read in such a way.

A right reading requires that three expressions be clarified.
(1) In Luke—Acts, what is Jesus’ rule/kingdom? Acts 2.34—36
indicates that it is his session at God’s right hand (cf. Lk. 22.6g;
1 Cor. 15.20-28). (2) What does it mean to eat at the king’s
table? The expression comes from the Hebrew Bible (for
example, 1 Sam. 20.2gb; 2 Sam. g.7,9,11 = “‘ate at the king’s
table like one of the king’s sons”’; 2 Sam. 19.28; 1 Kgs. 2.7; 4.27;
18.19). It means to be accorded a place of honor within the
king’s house such as the king’s sons have. (3) What does it
mean to judge the tribes of Israel? Again the expression comes
from the Hebrew Bible (for example Exod. 2.14, a prince and
a judge over us; 18.22, let them judge the people at all times; 2
Sam. 15.4, Absalom said: “Oh that I were judge in the land!
Then every man with a suit or cause might come to me, and I
would give him justice’’; Mic. 7.3, the prince and the judge ask
for a bribe). It refers to functionaries in Israel who rendered
decisions about what was right. Sometimes such judges were
also princes, king’s sons.

Taking these three expressions together yields a reading that
takes Lk. 22.29—30 as referring to the apostles’ role in Jesus’
reign from his exaltation to his parousia. It is one of honor.
They are as sons of the king in that they eat at his table and
function as decision makers among the people. The apostles are
not successors as in the later apostolic succession of the Old
Catholic Church. They rather rule, as judges did in ancient
Israel, within and under the reign of Christ.

This seems to describe the role of the apostles in Acts. Take,
for example, the centrality of Jerusalem in the missionary
enterprise in Acts (1.4,8; 8.14-15; 11.1-2,22; 15.2). This
includes the Jerusalem frame of reference for Paul’s entire
ministry in Acts (9.27—29; 11.25-26; 13.1-3; 15.2; 16.5; 18.22;
21.17). Jerusalem control of missions in Acts is closely tied to
the fact that, for Luke, Jerusalem is the place where the twelve
apostles reside (8.1; g.27; 11.1—2; 15.2,4; 16.4). The twelve
apostles in Acts function as appointed people of honor who
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make key decisions within the early church under the reign of
Christ.

The mindset is very much like what Plutarch says about
human rulers during the period of the Roman Empire. In his
Precepts for Ruling the State, 813d—e, he says:

When a man enters on any public office, he must not only keep in
mind the considerations of which Pericles reminded himself when he
assumed the general’s cloak — “Be careful, Pericles; you are ruling
free men, you are ruling Greeks, Athenian citizens”” — but he must
also say to himself: ““Although you are ruling you are a subject, and
the city you rule is under the control of proconsuls, and of the
procurators of Caesar.”

The apostles’ honor and decision making in Luke—Acts are
within the overarching reign of Christ. If the reading offered
here of Lk. 22.28-30 is correct, then the Lucan writings do in
fact employ at least one of the key technical terms used for
succession in antiquity. It is terminology that views the
apostles’ succession from the point of view of the one who gives
it, Christ.

Given what has been said above, would an ancient Mediter-
ranean auditor of Luke and Acts have heard the two volumes,
when read together, as analogous to the A + B biographies of
founders of communities? Even with the considerable expan-
sion of the B component in Acts, this would have been the
closest thing to Luke—Acts in antiquity’s literary arsenal. If so,
the B component would not have been required to develop the
character of Jesus’ disciples or to treat their lives in full. The B
component served merely to document Jesus’ reign and his
followers’” honor and decision making within the church. That
there were often correspondences between the disciples in Acts
and the career of Jesus in Luke would serve to reinforce the
connection between the two volumes.

If, after such an argument, one remains unconvinced about
the biographical character of Acts, then one should give con-
sideration to the suggestion of Burridge that Acts may be a bios
of a people, the church, analogous to such bio: of Dicaearchus
and Varro. Acts would be written to describe the character of
Jesus’ disciples as a distinctive people after the resurrection/
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ascension. They would be depicted as the people empowered
by the Holy Spirit to give witness to Jesus while they wait for
his return. From first (Acts 1.8-11) to last (Acts 28.30—31), this
would seem to describe the character of the people called
Christians as they are portrayed in the Acts of the Apostles. It
may be that some combination of the two biographical hypo-
theses would work better than either taken alone.

Two related concerns prevent some scholars from taking
Luke as biography which aims to speak of Jesus’ character. The
first assumes that to speak of Jesus’ character means that he is
understood as a human only and in terms of Greek virtues.??
The assumption is incorrect. (1) The use of myth in certain
biographies guarantees that the hero is understood in more
than human terms (for example, Philostratus, Life of Apollonius;
Pseudo-Callisthenes, Alexander Romance). The same is true for
the gospels in general and Luke in particular. (2) Character,
what sort of person he was, can be described in Jewish apoca-
lyptic categories as well as in terms of the Greek virtues. So, for
Luke to depict Jesus as the preacher of the kingdom of God by
word and deed and as the one who died rather than sin is for
the Evangelist to say who Jesus was. For Luke—Acts to say that
Jesus has been raised from the dead to rule at God’s right hand
is to speak about who he is. That is to speak of what sort of
person he was and is, of his character. The second reservation is
associated with those who view Luke-Acts as the continuation
of biblical history, that is, a continuation of the salvation
history that is described in the Old Testament narratives and
elsewhere.?* This is not so much a genre description as a
statement of the contents of the Lucan writings. I agree, Luke
and Acts tell the continuing story of salvation history. Let us
remember, however, that salvation history narrows at the
point of Jesus to the story of one individual. At that point, the
history of salvation is best told by the literary genre biography.

If one grants the biographical character of Luke and Acts,

23 David P. Moessner, “And Once Again: What Sort of ‘Essence’> A Response to
Charles Talbert,” Semeia 43 (1988), 75-84; and “Re-reading Talbert’s Luke,” in
Cadbury, Knox, and Talbert, pp. 203—228.

24 Kurz, Reading Luke—Acts.
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what difference does it make? An answer must be given at two
levels: theological and historical. At the theological level, the
question is: Is the focus of Luke—Acts theological or is it
christological in Luke and ecclesiological in Acts? If Luke-Acts
is read as history, it may be the former; if it is read as biogra-
phy, it is certainly the latter. The issue is whether or not the
theological dimensions of the divine plan being worked out in
Luke and Acts are the background or the foreground of the
narrative.? If Luke—Acts or Luke and Acts are biographical,
then the divine plan is the backdrop for the christological and
ecclesiological focus of the two volumes.

At the historical level, what difference does it make if the
Lucan writings are history or biography? Is Acts’ historicity
more secure with one or the other? To regard Acts as history
says nothing about its historical reliability. One has only to
read Polybius to see that there were different types of history in
antiquity, some reliable and some not.?® For example, in Poly-
bius 12 there is a contrast between history as Polybius under-
stands it and history as one Timaeus practices it. For Polybius,
“if you take away truth from history what remains is but an
unprofitable fable” (12.12). Therefore, for him systematic
history consists of three parts: (1) the study of memoirs and
other documents and a comparison of their contents; (2) a
survey of cities, places, rulers, lakes, and in general the peculiar
features of land and sea and the distances from one place to
another; and (3) a review of political events (12.25¢). Timaeus’
“pronouncements are full of dreams, prodigies, incredible
tales, and to put it shortly, craven superstitions and womanish
love of the marvelous’ (12.24). His speeches are ““‘untruthfully
reported” and “on purpose” (12.25a). Indeed, Polybius thinks
that “at the present day . . . what is true and really useful is

25 C. H. Talbert, review of The Narrative Unity of Luke~Acts, vol. 1, by Robert C.
Tannehill, Biblica 69 (1988), 135-138.

%6 Martin Hengel, Acts and the History of Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1979), p- 60, says: ““Acts is no less trustworthy than other historians of antiquity.”
That is certainly true, but which historians: those like Timaeus or those like
Polybius? Stirling, Historiography and Self-Definition, p. 3, says: ‘““To place Luke—Acts
into the framework of ancient historiography does not presuppose a settlement of
the issue of veracity.”
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always treated with neglect, while what is pretentious and
showy is praised and coveted as if it were something great and
wonderful” (16.20).

Lucian’s How to Write History echoes the same problems at a
later time. For Lucian the historian should be involved in
much laborious and painstaking investigation. He should, if
possible, be an eyewitness. If not, then he should listen to those
who tell the most impartial story (48). Alas, in Lucian’s time
history is written by those with no knowledge of geography
(24). Those who have never set foot outside their city begin
with such words as: “Ears are less trustworthy than eyes. I
write then what I have seen, not what I have heard” (29).
They invent and manufacture whatever ““comes to the tip of an
unlucky tongue (32). Clearly in antiquity, to be presented
with a writing of the historical genre was no guarantee of
historical truthfulness.

Moreover, to say that the Lucan writings are biography does
not guarantee anything about their historicity.?’” The sober
lives of Suetonius and moralistic bio: of Plutarch reflect the
more historically reliable variety of biography in antiquity, but
alongside them one must reckon with Pseudo-Callisthenes’
Alexander Romance and Lucian’s Passing of Peregrinus. The bio-
graphical genre, no less than historiography, offers no guaran-
tees about historicity. The matter of the historical value of Acts
must be determined on other grounds.

27 Michael Grant, Roman Literature (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1954),

p. 120, says: “The border between biography and fiction was never very solid, and

Greek ‘biographers’ had already overstepped it near the outset of the Hellenistic
epoch.”



CHAPTER 4

The preface to Acts and the historians
Loveday C. A. Alexander

The beginning of a text has a special place in the orientation
process which forms an inevitable part of any reader’s
approach to a new book. In the ancient world, where a book
had neither dust-jacket nor publisher’s blurb, the opening of a
book, whether or not it constituted a formal preface, was
particularly important. It was frequently used to identify the
subject of the text which followed, sometimes the author or a
particular readership. It could also be used, less directly, to
identify the genre of the text: in a literary world which oper-
ated with a relatively formal code (formal, that is, by
twentieth-century standards), the conventions employed at the
beginning of the text could alert the reader as to what kind of
text to expect.!

The commentators on Acts have long been aware of the
potential literary significance of its opening words. Cadbury,
writing in 1922, stated clearly what was to become a datum of
Lucan scholarship: “[Luke’s] prefaces and dedications at once
suggest classification with the contemporary Hellenistic his-
torians.”’? The influential commentaries of Conzelmann and
Haenchen contain classic restatements of this position:

Acts, as the second book of a large historical work, begins in accord-
ance with literary forms with a renewed dedication (to Theophilus)
and a backward glance to the first book . . . This opening verse shows

! D. Earl, “Prologue-form in Ancient Historiography”” (ANRW 1.2, ed. H. Temporini
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1972, pp- 842-856)); L. C. A. Alexander, The Preface to Luke’s
Gospel, SNTSMS 79 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993) 2,4, 5, passim.

2 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1, ed. F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake
(London: Macmillan, 1g922), p. 15.
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that firstly: Christianity is adopting the literary forms. It is therefore
on the point of leaving the milieu of ordinary folk and entering the
world of literature, the cultural world of antiquity. Thus its aloofness
from the “world” in which it grew up, expecting the end of this aeon,
is diminishing . . . (Haenchen)

Since the opening includes at least the suggestion of a proem, Luke
is making literary claims and introducing his book as a mono-
graph. The dedication is also in accord with literary custom.
(Conzelmann)3

Comments like these imply what Cadbury had explicitly
stated: that the preface of Acts functions as a genre-indicator.
The informed reader, beginning at the beginning of the book,
is led immediately to place it in the category ‘“history”
(Cadbury, Haenchen) or ‘“monograph” (Conzelmann).
Whether the rest of the book lives up to these expectations is
another matter; in any genre-contract, the reader may well be
disappointed to find that the author is unable to fulfill her or
his side of the contract.* For many scholars, the expectations
aroused by the preface of Acts are fully satisfied in the text
itself.> Others confess almost immediate frustration. Haenchen,
oddly, blames the problems on the readers:

The elegant exordium of the third gospel has left many scholars with
the impression that Luke would have been capable of writing the

3 E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford: Blackwell, 1971, trans. from 14th
German ed. of 1965), pp. 136-137; H. Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles, Hermeneia
commentaries (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987, trans. from 2nd German ed. of 1972),
p- 3. It is clear from the context that Conzelmann has in mind primarily the
historical monograph.

4 See R. A. Burridge, What are the Gospels? SNTSMS 70 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), chap. 2, esp. pp. 35-36. For genre as ‘‘a system of expecta-
tions,” cf. p. 35, drawing on E. D. Hirsch, Jr., Validity in Interpretation (New Haven,
cT: Yale University Press, 1967), pp. 83, 73; for genre as contract, ibid., drawing on
H. Dubrow, Genre, The Critical Idiom Series 42 (London: Methuen, 1982), p. 31.

5 The position is classically stated by Sir W. M. Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller and the
Roman Citizen (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1895), pp. 34: “I will venture to add
one to the number of the critics, by stating in the following chapters reasons for
placing the author of Acts among the historians of the first rank.” It has been
defended many times in this century, notably in the work of F. F. Bruce; for a
thorough recent treatment, see C. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic
History (Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 1990).
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history of the dawn of Christianity in the style of a Xenophon, if not a
Thucydides. However, he lacked at least two requisites for such an
undertaking: an adequate historical foundation — and the right
readers.®

Others would be more inclined to locate the problem with the
standards of historiography prevailing in Luke’s day:” which is
to say that although our expectations in reading Acts may be
disappointed (if, that is, we expected a dispassionate, objective
history of the early church), nevertheless the first-century
reader, accustomed to rather different standards of historical
writing, would find the outcome of the composition perfectly in
line with the expectations set up by the preface. Either way the
preface (which is all that concerns us in this chapter) is widely
accepted as defining the rules of the particular game Luke is
playing.

Our question in this chapter is simply to ask how far this
consensus assessment is justified. If the preface acts as a
genre-indicator, have its signals been read aright? Have they
been read in the way that an informed first-century reader
would read them? This is not an invitation to psychologize
but an invitation to become readers ourselves: that is, to
immerse ourselves in a wide range of contemporary literature
in order to facilitate an informed judgment on the range of
possible options for reading the preface. The code of etiquette
governing genre and other aspects of literary convention
should not be seen as setting up normative prescriptions for what
authors might and might not do: rather, by focusing on
what the informed first-century reader could reasonably
expect, the literary code encourages us as twentieth-century
readers to build up an awareness of what was regarded in

& Haenchen, Acts, p. 103.

7 E.g. W. L. Knox, The Acts of the Apostles (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1948), p. 4; C. K. Barrett, Luke the Historian in Recent Study (London: Epworth, 1961),
pp- 9—12; E. Plimacher, Lukas als hellenisticher Schrifisteller (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1972); W. C. van Unnik, ‘Luke’s Second Book and the Rules of
Hellenistic Historiography,” pp. 37-60 of Les Actes des Apétres: Traditions, rédaction,
théologie, ed. J. Kremer, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium
XLVIII (Louvain: Ed. Duculot, 1979), esp. pp. 42—43.
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the ancient world as normal or customary in a particular
genre.®

1 ONE VOLUME OR TWO?

The recapitulatory nature of the opening sentences immedi-
ately raises the question of the relationship between Acts and
the “former treatise’’: more particularly for our purposes, the
question how far the preface to the Gospel should also be
treated as the preface to Acts. If Acts is “Volume 11 of a
two-volume composition, does this mean that the preface to
“Volume 1~ (the Gospel) serves equally as a preface to Acts,
rather like the preface to a multi-volume series in modern
academic publishing? Or is the connection to be interpreted in
a rather looser fashion?®

There is, of course, no serious dispute that the “former
treatise’” of Acts 1.1 is the Gospel of Luke: quite apart from the
similarities of style, the identity of the dedicatee suggests that at
once, as does the fact that Luke’s i1s the only one of the
canonical gospels which fits the description in Acts 1. 1. But the
closeness of the relationship, and its literary consequences,
have been variously assessed in recent scholarship. Standard
estimates of the literary significance of Luke’s prefaces, like
those of Cadbury and Haenchen cited above, tend to treat
both prefaces together; the assumption is that any genre-
indications implied by the Gospel preface may be taken as
assumed in the second volume. More recent scholarship,
however, has begun to question the widely accepted assump-
tion of the unity of the two-volume work known to scholarship

®©

Burridge, Gospels, p. 35. The literary “code” might usefully be compared with the
dress codes governing certain groups (e.g. schoolchildren) or activities (e.g. sport).
Parents of schoolchildren know all too well that the peer group’s unwritten conven-
tions about “what is being worn’’ can be much harder to defy than the school’s more
prescriptive rules. Similar unwritten codes govern what is (and perhaps even more
what is not) worn when playing, e.g., at a golf tournament.

I. H. Marshall, “Acts and the ‘Former Treatise’” (pp. 163-182 of The Book of Acts in
its First Century Setting, vol. 1: The Book of Acts in its Ancient Literary Setting, ed. B. W.
Winter and A. D. Clarke (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993) provides a helpful
discussion of the options.

©
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as “Luke—Acts”.!® This wider debate is of interest to us here
only insofar as it concerns the preface.

There are in fact two distinct questions to be borne in mind:
to ask “Does the Gospel preface look forward to Acts?”’ is not
the same as asking ““Does the preface of Acts look back to the
Gospel?”’ From the starting-point of Lk. 1.1—4, it is a question
that concerns the author rather than the reader. These verses
contain no explicit indication that a second volume is in
prospect: it is only with hindsight, after reaching the beginning
of Acts, that the reader is encouraged to explore the connec-
tion. From the author’s point of view, on the other hand, it is a
real question to what extent Luke had Acts in mind when he
wrote the preface to the Gospel. When he describes his work in
terms of “‘the tradition handed down to us by the eyewitnesses
and ministers of the word” (Lk. 1.2), for example, does this also
describe the content of Acts? When he implies that Theophilus
has already received “instruction” in the material he is about
to read (Lk. 1.4), is this also true of Acts?!! And what of the
genre question? I have argued elsewhere that the conventions
employed in the Gospel preface do not accord with the
common classification of Luke’s work with Greco-Roman his-
toriography: the scope and scale are wrong, dedication is not
normally found in historical writings, the customary topics for
historical prefaces do not appear, and both the style and the
motifs of the Lucan preface are better paralleled elsewhere, in
the broad area of Greek literature (too broad to be called a

10 Most recently in M. C. Parsons and R. . Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts
(Fortress: Minneapolis, 1993); see also D. W. Palmer, “Monograph”, E. Plima-
cher, “Monografie” (cited in n. 54).

Alexander, Preface, pp. 24, 14f., 206f. In fact it has been argued that some of the
statements in Lk. 1.1—4 apply more to Acts than to the Gospel (see e.g., Cadbury’s
argument discussed in Alexander, Preface pp. 128-130; Marshall, “Former
Treatise,” pp. 172—174) — though these readings raise problems of their own given
the lack of explicit direction to the second volume in Lk. 1.1—4. Conversely,
even ifit is accepted that Luke—Acts is a two-volume work, it is natural that the first
volume should be more immediately in mind (both to author and to readers) at the
point at which the preface appears. Thus few would wish to argue that the ““many”
of Lk. 1.1 applies also to the Acts narrative; and it is possible to refer Luke’s
statements on “tradition” primarily to the Gospel without necessarily calling into
question the unity of the work.
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“genre””) which I have called “‘the scientific tradition.”!? I do
not intend to repeat the evidence for these statements here
except insofar as they relate to Acts: but we do need to ask how
far the genre-indicators implicit in the first preface (whatever
they may be) are relevant to the second.

For the reader of Acts, however, the question has a rather
different complexion. If at the beginning of the Gospel it is an
open question how much the second volume is in view, at the
beginning of Acts there is no such comfortable uncertainty.
The text explicitly directs the attention of the reader to the
earlier volume in its opening words: it presents itself as a
continuation of the story begun there, and makes the closing
scene of the first volume the opening scene of the second.!® The
reader of Acts thus has little choice about taking account of the
existence of the Gospel. What is not clear is exactly what
implications this has for our reading.

At the most obvious (and practical) level, it serves as a
warning that the narrative on which we are about to embark is
not self-contained. Names and allusions will not necessarily be
explained: Jesus, Holy Spirit, John, the apostles are intro-
duced without further explanation: passion, resurrection,
kingdom are briefly mentioned in the first few verses as if the
reader knows exactly what they are. Moreover by using the
first person (émoinodunv), the author of Acts points the reader
back to one specific gospel, the one that he wrote: he does not
here allude (as he does in Lk. 1.1) to other versions of the story
which could supply the same essential background infor-
mation. How far those narrative presuppositions may be
extended backwards (for example through allusions to events
much earlier in the Gospel narrative) or forwards (will this
kind of prior knowledge also be presupposed at later points in

12 Alexander, Preface, passim: for a definition of the “scientific tradition,” see pp. 21f.

13 Whatever the literary relations between the two versions of the ascension story (on
which see the commentaries), this is how the story is presented in the text as we have
it. See Plimacher, “Monografie” (cited in n. 54) p. 460: Plimacher argues that the
repetition of the ascension story in the first chapter of Acts underlines Luke’s
concern “‘to present his two Adyor as rounded narrative segments relatively
independent of each other” (“seine beiden Adyol als von einander relativ unab-
hingige, abgerundete und in sich einheitliche Geschehenablaiife darzustellen’).
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the Acts narrative?) cannot be determined from the preface
alone, and the inquiry would take us too far outside our
immediate brief. All that can be stated with certainty is that as
a narrative, Acts presents itself quite clearly as a “second
volume,” that is, as a continuation of a story already half-way
through. “New readers begin here.”

This does not, of course, settle the question of the unity of
Luke-Acts by itself: Luke could well have conceived the
Gospel as a single-volume work and then have added Acts as
an afterthought. All the preface tells us on its own is that the
Gospel was already written when Luke wrote the opening
verses of Acts, and that he wanted his readers to know that. If]
however, the recapitulation with which Acts begins is a recog-
nizable literary convention known from other texts in the
Greco-Roman literary world, it is reasonable to ask what light
those other texts might shed on the question of unity. Where
such a recapitulation occurs, is it normally the case that the
second (or subsequent) work is “Volume 11’ (or 11, or 1v) in a
multi-volume composition? And can the readers also take it for
granted that the text they are about to encounter is the same kind
of text as its predecessor?

Examination of a range of recapitulations in other ancient
texts confirms that Greek literature contains numerous
examples of multi-volume works linked by a recapitulatory
sentence at the beginning of successive volumes: see, for
example, the three volumes of the commentary of Apollonius of
Citium on the Hippocratic De Articulis, or the five volumes of
Artemidorus Daldianus’ Oneirocritica.'* But it is also true, as I
have argued elsewhere, that ‘“the connection between two
successive works of a corpus linked by recapitulations is not
always as tight as we might expect.”!® The writings of Theo-
phrastus, for example, are linked by recapitulatory sentences
describing the contents of previous works, even where the units
so linked are not treated (by editors or scribes) as parts of a
single composition. Thus the De Causis Plantarum presupposes
the Historia Plantarum (both themselves multi-volume works)

4 Alexander, Preface, pp. 143-146. 15 Ibid., p. 146.
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and refers back to it in the opening sentence; similarly De Ventis
Book 1 states at the outset that part of the topic has been
treated “‘previously”” (wpdTepov). Here Theophrastus reflects
the characteristic Aristotelian concern for logical order and
completeness in the arrangement of the whole scientific-
philosophical enterprise, but with a relatively new interest in
the corpus as a body of written texts.!® Archimedes exhibits the
same interest in the letters which accompanied his mathemati-
cal treatises across the Mediterranean.!’

A similar concern may be seen in later large-scale scholarly
enterprises. Philo shows it throughout the corpus (though more
in the Exposition than in the Allegory of the Laws), where many
texts begin with a transitional sentence summarizing the con-
tents of the previous book (cf. the openings of Plant., Ebr., Sobr.,
Conf. Ling., Quis Rerum, Somn. 1, Dec., Spec. Leg. 1, Virt.). There
is no obvious formal distinction between these “corpus’ tran-
sitions and those between “Book 1 and “Book 2 of a multi-
volume work: compare De Vita Mosis 2.1, 1) pév wpoTépa oUvTa-
&is éom mepl yevéosws TR Mwuotws kai Tpodfis with, Quis
Rerum 1, Ev pév Tf) pd ToiTns ouvTaEel T Trepi tuobidv s Evijy
g &kpiPeias SieENABopev. A similar phenomenon may be
observed in Galen, where a one-volume work, or Book 1 of a
multi-volume work, may easily begin with a reference to a
previous work.!8 Josephus seems to have structured his own
euvre with the same large-scale conception of the relation of the
parts to the whole, or at least of subsequent compositions to
what has gone before: thus the Antiquities makes a clear allusion
(though not in a formulaic recapitulation sentence) to the
Jewish War, and the Apion (in more formulaic fashion) in turn

16 Cf. De Signis Tempestatum, 1.1. Texts in Theophrasti Opera Omnia, ed. F. Wimmer
(Paris: Didot, 1866, repr. Frankfurt-on-Main: Minerva, 1964).

17 See De Sphaera et Cylindro, Book 1, De Conoidibus et Sphaeroidibus, and De Mechanicis
Propositionibus, all of which refer to a previous work, although none of them is a
‘“‘second volume.”

18 De temp., Book 1, Kithn 1.509; De Anatomicis Administrationibus Book 1, Kithn 1.215;
De Sanitate Tuenda, Book 1, Kihn vi.1; De Causis Morborum, Kithn vi.1; De Sympt.
Diff., Kihn vir.g42; De Tremore, Kihn vi.584; De Dignosc. Puls., Book 1, Kithn
v 766, where the four books of De Diff. Puls. are treated as the first part of a larger
project; De Comp. Med. Sec. Locos, Book 1, Kihn x11.478.
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to the Antiquities.'® Josephus is a particularly valuable instance
of this habit in that it is clear that there was a considerable time
lapse between the completion of the War and the publication of
the Antiquities.?°

Comparison with the conventional code governing the use of
recapitulations thus establishes clearly that two works linked as
Acts is to Luke’s Gospel need not necessarily have been con-
ceived from the start as a single work. The comparison cannot,
however, of itself establish that they were not so conceived: the
preface to Acts leaves both possibilities open. The genre ques-
tion, however, is not so clear. Palmer argues that two works by
the same author linked by a recapitulation need not necessarily
be of the same genre, and therefore that the genre of Acts may
be different from that of the Gospel.?! Certainly there is good
reason for assigning distinct genre-categories to Josephus’ three
major works: the War and the Antiquities belong, if not to two
different genres, at least to two different subgenres of historical
writing, and the Contra Apionem, as its name suggests, is struc-
tured as an apologetic argument rather than a narrative.
However, in these cases the changed subject matter and genre
of the new work are indicated clearly in the preface.?? Acts, by

!9 As Darryl Palmer correctly observes, “Monograph’ (cited in n. 54), p. 25: cf. 4nt.
1.4, Apion 1.1.
20 Ant. 1.7 speaks of “hesitation and delay” in beginning the Antiquities; the date of
completion (xx.267) suggests around eighteen years from the publication of the War
(Thackeray, Loeb Classical Library Fosephus, vol. 1v, p. x). We might also compare
Artemidorus Daldianus, Onerrocritica (R. A. Pack [ed.], Artemidorus Daldiarnus. Oniro-
crition Libri V, [Leipzig: Teubner, 1963]), where Book 3 in the five-volume sequence
is presented as an afterthought: (3, pref.; 4, pref., p. 237). The fourth book seems to
have followed after a further interval: it addresses a new dedicatee after the death of
the first, and takes up criticisms of the earlier books (4, pref. pp. 237f.).
Palmer, “Monograph” (cited n. 54) p. 25.
“While Polybius and the tradition of political and military historiography served as
the primary model for the War, it was the antiquarian history represented by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus which supplied the model for Josephus’ next work™:
H. Attridge, “Josephus and his Works™ (pp. 185—232 of Fewish Writings of the Second
Temple Period, ed. Michael E. Stone, Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum
Testamentum sect. 11 [Assen and Philadelphia, van Gorcum/Fortress 1984]),
p. 217. Cf. Sterling, Apologetic Historiography (cited n. 64), pp. 240—245. The genre
of the Antiquities (as well as its subject) is indicated clearly at 1.5 (Tfjv wap® fjuiv
dpxaroroyiav). The apologetic mode of the Contra Apionem is indicated in the
preface equally clearly, though less directly, by a cluster of forensic terms: PAaocdn-
uics, Tekpnpiov, Ao1BopotvTwy, EAEy§a, yeuBoAoyiav, napruai, KTA.

2
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contrast, contains no prospective summary to match the retro-
spective allusion to the previous volume in verse 1, which seems
to make it less likely that a major change of genre is in view. In
the case of Philo, the assignment of genre-categories within the
corpus is much more problematic. Although it is tempting to
regard the “lives” of the patriarchs as belonging to a different
genre from the treaties on the pentateuchal Law which follow,
the same underlying exegetical structure underlies the whole
series. In the De Vita Mosis, on the other hand, where there is a
more obvious attempt to address a Greek audience with a
self-contained text in a distinct genre, the preface makes the
change abundantly clear: no previous knowledge of the corpus
is assumed, and formal preface-conventions of a type hardly
seen elsewhere appear.?3

As far as the preface is concerned, then, we cannot rule out
either option: Acts may be read either as “Volume 1" of a
unified composition, or as an independent monograph which
simply reminds the reader that its narrative is a sequel to the
earlier work. In what follows, I have tried to allow equally for
both possibilities. I shall not assume that the implications of the
Gospel preface also hold good for Acts, but shall treat the
preface to Acts on its own merits.

I1 DEFINING THE PREFACE

Obur first task must be to define what we mean by the preface of
Acts. Commentators differ markedly in their divisions of the
text at this point: the first section is estimated variously from
three verses to fourteen. But for our purposes in this chapter
there is no real need to define the end of the preface, for
the simple reason that in formal terms (that is, in terms of the
formal Greek literary conventions which concern us here)
the preface to Acts has no ending.

23 On the audience of the De Vita Mosis, see esp. E. R. Goodenough, “Philo’s
Exposition of the Law and his De Vita Mosis, HTR 26 (1933), 109-125; E. R.
Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Judaeus, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1962), pp. 33-35; S. Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: An Introduction (Oxford and
New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), p. 47-
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The point may be illustrated by comparison with the preface
to 2 Maccabees (2 Macc. 2.19-32), a passage which clearly
follows Hellenistic literary convention and which is distinctly
demarcated from the beginning of the narrative with the
formula (verse 32), ‘it would be foolish to lengthen the preface
by cutting short the history itself.”’?* Even where no such
formula is used, syntax and style usually make it clear where
the preface ends and the narrative or discourse proper begins:
this is the case, for example, with the preface to ben Sira and
with Luke’s own preface to the Third Gospel.?®> The preface to
Acts, by contrast, has a curiously open-ended feel to it, not only
because of the hanging pév left without an answering 8¢,2° but
also because the authorial first sentence merges uneasily into
impersonal narrative, into indirect speech, and then into direct
speech, with the transitions marked only by a series of unim-
pressive conjunctions and relative pronouns. Since the end of
the preface is so ill-defined, our primary concern here will be
with the beginning, where the use of Greek convention is clear.
We shall consider the awkward transition from preface to
narrative, and its implications for Luke’s use of literary con-
vention, at a later point.?’

For our immediate purposes, then, the preface of Acts con-
sists of an opening sentence in which the author speaks in the
first person singular, addresses an individual (Theophilus)
using the vocative, and alludes briefly to the subject matter of
his own previous treatise. This brief summary of the previous
work then becomes the opening scene of the narrative, which
unfolds subsequently without any further return of the second-
person address or of the authorial first person singular.?® The

24 On this preface see Alexander, Preface, pp. 148-151.

25 See Alexander, Preface, pp. 151—154 on ben Sira; 103—104 on other endings.

26 See the commentaries and D. W. Palmer, “The Literary Background of Acts
1.1-14,” NTS 33 (1987), 427-438.

27 In common with most current scholarship, I shall treat the text as it stands on the
assumption that any irregularities are Luke’s own, and not the result of redaction or
textual corruption.

28 Wehnert rightly dissociates the “‘we” of the we-passages from the authorial “I"* of
the prefaces: J. Wehnert, Die Wir-Passagen der Apostelgeschichte: Ein lukanisches Stilmit-
tel aus jiidischer Tradition, Gottinger Theologischer Arbeiten 40 (Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck and Ruprecht, 1989), pp. 136-139.
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preface thus employs at least three recognizable Greek literary
conventions: the authorial first person (as distinct from the
impersonal narrator); the dedication to a named second
person; and the recapitulation or summary of the contents of
the previous book in a series. The manner in which the recapi-
tulation merges directly into the narrative is also a formal
feature (if only in a negative sense) for which we may fairly
seek parallels, although it is possible that in this case we are
dealing with authorial idiosyncrasy rather than with literary
convention.

IIT THE PREFACE TO ACTS AND GREEK
HISTORIOGRAPHY

We return now to the question with which we began. Do the
conventions used in the preface suggest to the informed reader,
in Cadbury’s words, an immediate classification with con-
temporary Hellenistic historiography? Do they arouse literary
expectations which, even if they are not fulfilled in the text of
Acts, yet exhibit a degree of literary pretension unique in the
NT? And how far does the subject matter of Acts and its
predecessor, as presented to the reader in the preface of Acts,
accord with contemporary expectations as to the proper
subject matter for historical writing?

a Authorial first person

The use of the authorial first person in prefaces is common in
Greek literature, and can readily be paralleled in historical
writing. It appears occasionally in Thucydides (1.3.1,9,1.22.1,
5.26.4-6), and much more freely in Polybius (for example
6.2.1-7, 9.1.1-2.7, 9.1.1a-5) and Diodorus (for example, 1.3.1,
5, 1.4.1-53, 1.42.2, 2.1.2—3, 3.1.3). It should, of course, be
observed that the phenomenon is too widespread to be
accounted a genre-indicator on its own.?®

2% See Alexander, Preface, pp. 18, 22, 45, 50, 70, 71 on the development of personal
prefaces in Greek literature.
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It is worth observing, however, that historical writers were
notably reluctant to break the mold of impersonal narration
inherited from their epic predecessors. The opening words of
Herodotus’ preface introduce the author in the third person,
and the same archaic convention is used by Thucydides (1.1.1,
5.26.1): it remains a recognizable stylistic marker for later
historians eager to parade their Thucydidean aspirations.®°
Even where the post-classical convention of the recapitulation
is used, the verbs employed may well be impersonal and
passive: not ‘I have written,” but ‘it was demonstrated” (as in
the [editorial] internal prefaces in Xenophon’s Anabasis, or in
Diodorus 2.1 and §.1—2). The same reluctance to use the first
person is evident where the author is introduced as a character
in his own narrative: Thucydides, and following him Xeno-
phon and Josephus, describe their own actions in the third
person, not the first — a point which should be remembered in
relation to the so-called “we-passages’ of Acts.?!

b Dedication

The appearance of this literary convention at the beginning of
Acts would not encourage the informed reader to think
immediately of historiography. The habit of dedicating a
treatise to a named individual was not at all common in
historical writing:

The apostrophe of the second person, whether in direct address
(vocative) or in epistolary form, does not fit with the impersonal
narrative style of history, and was generally avoided: in Herkommer’s
words (my translation), “the dedication of historical works was not
customary among the Greeks ... Further, dedication does not
belong by nature to Roman historical writing.”3?

In fact the first extant example of a dedicated historical work is
Josephus® Antiquities, which was dedicated (as we learn from
the end of the Vita) to Epaphroditus. Even here, however, the

30 Ibid., pp. 26—27. 31 Wehnert, Wir-Passagen, p. 143.
32 Alexander, Preface, pp. 27-29, with reference to E. Herkommer, “Die Topoi in der
Probmien der romischen Geschichtswerke,” Diss. Tiibingen, 1968, p. 25.
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conventional code is not formally breached: the beginning of
the Antiquities opens in orthodox fashion with a discussion of the
author’s predecessors in the field and of the magnitude of the
subject matter.3®> Epaphroditus appears in the third person,
apparently incidentally, at 1.8: the themes introduced here, of
the author’s reluctant yielding to persuasion and of the learned
disposition of the dedicatee, are part of the characteristic
courtesy of dedication,?* but Josephus, sensitive as ever to the
stylistic niceties, avoids using the second-person address until
the very end of his work (Vita 430). Only in the Contra Apionem
(1.1, 2.1), which is not a historical narrative, do we find
dedication given literary expression in a second-person address
at the beginning of the text: which seems to suggest that,
whatever the underlying social matrix in terms of patronage or
place-seeking, the literary code does not encourage the forma-
lity of a second-person address in a historical work.>>
Evidence for earlier, now lost histories which might have
borne dedications is difficult to assess unless the opening of the
work happens to have survived. Testimonies in later writers
that a certain text was written “for’”” a particular individual do
not necessarily imply that a second-person address stood in the
preface.? However, where possible dedications are attested, it
is notable that they tend to cluster on the more “‘antiquarian”
side of Greek historiography (Apollodorus) and with authors
who, like Josephus, stand in one way or another outside the
mainstream of Greek culture (Berossus, Manetho). The evi-
dence may be summarized as follows:
1. The Chronica of Apollodorus. This, according to Pseudo-
Scymnus, he “composed for the kings in Pergamum” (Ttois év
Mepydpw PaoiAetow . .. ovvetdfar’); it was a didactic

33 Alexander, Preface, p. 31; Herkommer, “Topoi,” pp. 102-112, 164-174.

34 Alexander, Preface, p. 27 and n. 7, pp. 73-75.

35 The relationship between patronage and dedication is more complex than is often
assumed: see ibid., pp. 5063 (esp. 62), 187-200 (esp. 194). Josephus also records
that he presented copies of the War to Vespasian, and that Titus arranged for its
publication (Vita 363): yet neither is addressed in the preface. See Attridge,
“Josephus,” pp. 192-193.

36 As is clear from Josephus: see previous note. Cf. J. Ruppert, “Quaestiones ad
historiam dedicationis librorum pertinentes,” Diss. Leipzig, 1911, pp. 29-30.

3
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summary of world history in iambic verse, a sufficiently odd
innovation for Pseudo-Scymnus (who uses the same meter for
his geographical summary) to consider it worth a lengthy
explanation. That this was a formal dedication at the head of
the text is clear:

KEIVOS pév oUv xepdAona cuvaBpoicas Xpovwv
els Pagiréws &méeTo PprAadirpou x&piv,

& xai 81 wdons yéyove Tijs oikoupévns,
&B&vaTov &movépovta 86§av "ATTEAW

Ths TporyparTeias iy poadiiv eiAneoT.3?

2. Berossus. Tatian preserves a testimony from Juba of Maure-
tania, one of the major excerptors of Berossus’ work, to the
effect that Berossus ““drew up the history of the Chaldeans in
three books for Antiochus.” Neither Josephus nor Eusebius,
our major sources for the text of Berossus, mentions the dedi-
cation, but there is nothing intrinsically improbable in Juba’s
testimony. The Antiochus in question was Antiochus I Soter,
whose reign can be dated from 293/2 (or 280) to 261/0 BCE.
Josephus quotes from Berossus’ work (see, for example, C. 4p.
1.120-153), and may have been influenced by the literary
conventions employed there.3®

3. Manetho. No authentic dedication survives, but Syncellus
preserves the information that Manetho’s account of Egyptian
history was addressed to Ptolemy II Philadelphus. Unfortu-
nately at least one of the Syncellus texts connects the dedi-
cation with the Book of Sothis, which is a digest of Manetho’s
work dating probably from the third century ce. The “Letter
of Manetho,” although it may preserve some authentic infor-
mation, is “undoubtedly a forgery.””% Josephus quotes exten-

37 For Apollodorus see F. Jacoby, Apollodors Chronik: eine Sammlung der Fragmente,
Philogische Untersuchungen 16 (Berlin: Weidmann, 19o2). The citations are from
Pseudo-Scymnus, Orbis Descriptio 16—49 (C. Miiller [ed.], Geographi Graeci Minores
[Paris: Didot, 1855-1861], pp. 196-199).

38 Berossus: texts and fragments in P. Schnabel, Berossos und die Babylonisch-Hellenistische
Literatur (Leipzig and Berlin: Teubner, 1923), pp. 5-8. Discussion in Sterling,
Apologetic Historiography, pp. 104-117.

39 Waddell, Loeb Classical Library Manetho, p. xxviii; text of the letter in Appendix 1,
pp- 208—210. On the Sothis-book, see pp. xxviif. and 234-248; the Syncellus
extracts appear on pp. 14, 208. See further Jacoby, FGH (Leiden: Brill, 1958),
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sively from Manetho (see, for example, C.4p. 1.73-105)
without mentioning any dedication.

4. The Libyan History of Aristippus. According to Diogenes
Laertius 2.83, Aristippus of Cyrene, one of the early Socratics,
is credited, among other works, with “‘three books of Aistoria of
matters concerning Libya, sent to Dionysius” (Tpia pév ioTo-
pias TGOV kaTd MPUny deoTadpéva Atovuoie). As so often with
Diogenes Laertius, there are conflicting reports on the writings
of Aristippus: a second list attributed to Sotion and Panaetius
(2.85) makes no mention of the “history.”” Ifit is authentic, the
dedication would pre-date by several decades the earliest
examples known to us in any literary tradition.*® The Aistoria in
question clearly belongs to the geographical-ethnographical
side of the Ionian tradition: the word could as well be translated
“inquiry’’ as “history.”

5. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 4Ant. Rom. 1.4.3. This refers to
some of his predecessors who have “dared to express such views
[sc. critical of the origins of Rome] in the writings they have
left, taking this method of honouring barbarian kings who
detested Roman supremacy — princes to whom they were ever
servilely devoted and with whom they were associated as
flatterers — by presenting them with ‘histories’ which were
neither just nor true (PaciAeUor PopPépors . . . oUte Sikaias
oUte &AnBeis ioTopias yapifovevor: Loeb Classical Library
trans.). Here again we are in the area of ethnography and
“archaeology,” and again the practice of dedication is associ-
ated with the monarchies of the Hellenistic age (though Diony-
sius describes the recipients of these texts, whoever they were,
as ““barbarians,” i.e. non-Greeks). But again it must be stressed
that, as we saw in the case of Josephus, the charge of “‘writing
to please” does not necessarily entail that a formal dedication
stood at the head of the text. Dionysius himself is happy to
admit (apparently without irony) that his own work is bias-free
because he is making a ‘‘grateful return” (yxapioTnpious

uicbog (Syncellus=Trra, b); Sterling, Apologetic Historiography (cited in n. 64),
PP 117-135.

10 Cf. Alexander, Preface, p. 53: perhaps (if genuine) the work should be ascribed to
Aristippus’ grandson? See further RE 1.t s.v. “Aristippos” (8).
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&uoiPds) to the city of Rome (1.6.5). Like Josephus, he is able
to make a graceful gesture without marking any dedication
with a formal address.

6. Phlegon of Tralles (FGH 257 T3) and Callinicus of Petra
(FGH 281 T1). They date respectively from the second and the
third century ceE and are thus too late for our purpose of
establishing literary custom in the first century.

¢ Recapitulation

The brief (and by no means exhaustive) survey of recapitu-
lations given above of itself raises the question of literary
appropriateness. How far are the practical, academic concerns
evidenced by this kind of transitional introduction compatible
with the more rhetorical interests of Hellenistic historiogra-
phy?*! Theophrastus, Archimedes, Philo, and Galen could not
be called by any stretch of the imagination historians: and it
would be dangerous to take Josephus, an outsider always
conscious of his literary shortcomings,*? as typical of the whole
Greek historiographical tradition.

In fact the construction of a preface in the form of a recapitu-
latory transition is the exception rather than the rule in Greek
historiography. The fifth-century classics, Herodotus and Thu-
cydides, did not divide their works into books, and thus had no
need for secondary introductions to separate books. Thucy-
dides does have a secondary preface at 5.26 which reestablishes
his authorship of the second section of the History (I'éypode 8¢
kai TaUTa & aUTds Ooukudidng *Afnvaios &Efis, s EkaoTa
gyéveto), but this is more concerned with bridging the inter-
lude in the war (and counting its extent in years) than with
summarizing the contents of the first part of the work. Con-
formably with his model Thucydides, Xenophon provides no
internal prefaces to the Hellenica, and the recapitulations in the
Anabasis are generally accepted as the work of a later redactor.
Even when the practicalities of book production made the

1 Well summarized in Sterling, Apologetic Historiography (cited in n. 64), pp. 8-9.
42 See Ant. 1.7, C. 4p. 1.50.
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division of a longer text into volumes a familiar phenomenon,
historical writers still preferred to do without recapitulations:
in the words of Laqueur’s classic 1911 study,*3

Josephus in the Fewish War, Arrian in his Anabasis, Tacitus in the
Annals and the Histories, Herodian etc. dispense altogether with any
stylistic demarcation of the individual book; we read from one book
to the next without finding the slightest indication of the fact that we
have got into a new book.

Narrative, it would seem, provides its own principles of inter-
nal organization: a clearly structured narrative with a firm
chronological sequence can dispense with the external aids to
logical ordering used in philosophical or scientific discourse.
The number of surviving recapitulatory prefaces (that is,
books which begin with a recapitulation) in historical writing
up to the second century ck is remarkably small given the size
and scale of Greek historiography. Diodorus Siculus has four or
five such prefaces in twenty books: eight further books have a
recapitulation at the end of the preface, marking the transition
to the narrative, but in these cases the preface itself is struc-
tured in a very different way (see further below, ““The Preface
to Acts and the Historical Monograph”).** Polybius has one at
2.1 and again at 6.1 (though the back reference is to Book 2,
not Book 3). Book 5 has no introduction, and Book 3 begins

+3 R. Laqueur, “Ephoros I Die Proomien,” Hermes 46 (1911), 161206, 166f. (my
trans.): “‘Josephus im judischen Kriege, Arrian in seiner Anabasis, Tacitus in (167)
Annalen u. Historien, Herodian usw. verzichten iberhaupt auf jede stilistische
Herausarbeitung des Einzelbuches; wir lesen von einem Buche zum andern
hiniiber, ohne auch nur im geringsten die Tatsache angedeutet zu finden, dass wir
in ein neues Buch geraten sind.”

4+ Recapitulatory prefaces: 1.42.1, 2.1.1, §.1.1, I1.1.1-2. 1.41 is included as marking
the transition to the second ‘““volume” of Book 1, though there are doubts as to the
authenticity of the bulk of the recapitulation, which is written in the third person
(unusually for Diodorus) and sits ill with the first-person prospective sentence at
42.2. Book 17, which is similarly split, has no such demarcation. Recapitulation at
the end of the preface: 4.1.5-6, 12.2.2-3, 13.1.2-3, 14.2.3—4, 15.1.6, 18.1.6,
19.1.9-10, 20.2.3. To class all these together, as Sterling does (p. 331, n. 102) is
therefore misleading: even here there is still a wide variety of styles, some being
much more formulaic than others. What interests us here is the construction of a
preface around a recapitulation and nothing else: Sacks, indeed, can say that ““books
""" ”’ as opposed to the “full prooemium”
which appears in Diodorus’ other books (K. S. Sacks, Diedorus Siculus and the First
Century [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990], p. 9).
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effectively as if it were a new (and large-scale) preface to the
whole composition. The prefaces to the remaining books are
mostly lost, but the most likely interpretation of his own words
in 11.1 is that Polybius chose to preface each Olympiad (that
is, every other book) with an integral proekthesis or “‘introduc-
tory survey to a book or series of books.”” These proektheseis
should be distinguished from the recapitulations of the earlier
books.*> Dionysius of Halicarnassus has only one initial recapi-
tulation in the ten books of the Roman Antiquities, at 2.1, and
Josephus has four in the twenty books of the Fewish Antiquities,
at 8.1, 13.1, 14.1, and 16. The last case is puzzling since there is
no obvious reason why Josephus should have adopted this
convention here and nowhere else: Laqueur suggests the
influence of a lost source. But for Polybius, Dionysius, and
Diodorus it is possible to see a practical reason for the employ-
ment of recapitulations in the early sections of the work, where
an extended theoretical or ‘“archaeological” introduction
could make it difficult for the reader to find his or her way
around.*® Once the narrative proper begins, this need dis-
appears; and it is noticeable that neither Josephus nor Polybius
seems to feel that a summary of the prospective book is neces-
sary in narrative, even where the anakephalaiosis formula is
used: Josephus 4nt. 8.1 and 13.1 contain no forward summary,
and Ant. 14.1 and 15.1, like Polybius 2.1, simply say, ‘“‘we shall
now speak of the events that followed immediately.”

The use of a recapitulation at the beginning of a book cannot
therefore be described as in any way customary or usual in Greek
historiography, though there are examples to be found. From
the perspective of the reader’s expectations, it is also relevant to
note that such beginnings are far more common elsewhere in
Greek literature, notably in the vast and multiform body of
texts associated with philosophical and scientific inquiry.*’

> F. W. Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, vol. 1 (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1967), p. 266; Laqueur, “Ephoros 1,” p. 186.

+ Laqueur, “Ephoros I,”” pp. 191—-192: “‘Ein prakistsches Bediirfnis hat die &voxepa-
Aaicoaers hervorgebracht und sie immer dann anwenden lassen, wenn die Verzah-
nung zum Verstandnis der Composition eines Werkes notwendig war.”

47 Alexander, Preface, pp. 143-144.
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This fits with the reasonable presumption that these summary
introductions serve practical rather than rhetorical ends (see n.
46 above): the influence of rhetoric on history writing pro-
duced a very different kind of preface, of which I shall say more
below. It may also be relevant to note that the highest inci-
dence of these prefaces is in the area of history which overlaps
most with the broader historia of the Ionians and their succes-
sors. It has been argued on other grounds that this area of
historiography operated with a conventional code distinct
from that which governed contemporary historiography.*® But
for our immediate purposes the important point is that this
feature alone is not sufficient to suggest an identification with
Greek historiography to the informed reader beginning at
Acts 1.1.

d Subject matter

Ancient authors often use the opening words of a preface (or of
the text itself) to indicate their subject matter, either generi-
cally (as in Josephus A4nt. 1.1, “Those who attempt to write
histories . . .”’), or more specifically (as in Josephus BY 1.1,
“Since the war of the Jews against the Romans . . .””).** Where
the opening sentence takes the form of a recapitulation describ-
ing the subject of the previous volume, we would naturally
expect a prospective sentence to introduce the subject of the
new book. With Acts the matter is complicated by the fact that
we have only the summary of the previous volume: Luke
plunges straight into his narrative at 1.3 without giving the

48 The locus classicus for the distinction between political history and “archaeology” or
“antiquities” is A. D. Momigliano, “The place of Herodotus in the History of
Historiography,” pp. 127-142 of Momigliano, Studies in Historiography (London:
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1969); see also ‘“Historiography on Written Tradition and
Historiography on Oral Tradition’ in the same volume. See also n. 22 above.

49 See Earl, “Prologue-form.” See also Stadter, Arrian (cited in n. 62), p. 61: “The
subject is presented firmly, though indirectly: Alexander son of Philip. Each
sentence [of the preface] discusses Alexander historians, and A.’s name appears five
times in these few lines.”” The habit was not confined to historians: see Alexander,
Preface, pp. 29, 42—46, 71—74. The fact that in both the cases cited Josephus is
actually talking about his predecessors does not affect the fact that these words
effectively inform the reader of the genre of the book: Preface, pp. 107-108 and n. 7.
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reader any prior orientation as to its contents. Whether or not
it can be paralleled (see next section), this purely retrospective
anakephalaiosis does have the effect of limiting the reader’s
perception of what lies in prospect.

This means that even if Acts is to be read as a self-contained
work, rather than a ‘“‘second volume” (see above), the brief
description of the contents of the previous treatise provided in
verse 1 is the only summary indication of genre the preface
provides; and it is not one which would immediately register to
the informed reader, “This is a historical work.”” The proper
subject matter for history in the Greco-Roman tradition was res
gestae, the actions (praxeis) of nations, or cities, or great men.>°
The teachings and doings of an individual (epi wavTwv . . .
v fip€ato & ’Ilnools Toisiv Te kai Si1d&okewv) are more
properly the subject of a biographical work (and a philo-
sophical one at that) than of a history.>! And even allowing for
the possibility of a change of genre between the two books,
there is nothing in the succeeding verses to indicate that the
second is any more of a history than the first. They provide
merely a bewildering succession of unglossed religious terms
clustering around the continued activity of the dead teacher
described in the previous volume.

This is not to say that the preface does not contain clear
pointers as to the subject of the book: simply that they are not
the kinds of pointers used to indicate “history’’ on the Greco-
Roman literary spectrum. For the informed reader (and Luke
signals clearly in verse 1 that his implied reader is already

50 On the proper subjects for history, see Momigliano, ‘“Herodotus”; O. Geiger,
Cornelius Nepos and Ancient Political Biography, Historia Einzelschriften 47 (Stuttgart:
Steiner Verlag, 1985), pp. 21—29, 46-51, esp. p. 22: “‘For the Ancients history was
political history, its main characters and prime movers kings, statesmen and
generals.” See also M. Hengel, Acts and the History of Earliest Christianity (London:
SCM, 1979), pp.- 13-14; van Unnik, “Luke’s Second Book,” pp. 38-39. Most
commentators believe that the title TPAZEIZ ATTOZTOAWN was attached to Acts at
a later stage of the tradition: see Sterling, Apologetic Historiography (cited in n. 64),
p- 314.

Classic in this field is A. D. Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography (Cam-
bridge, ma: Harvard University Press, 1971; reissue, 1993). Burridge, Gospels,
pp- 70-81 gives a good general introduction; on Acts as biography, see L. C. A.
Alexander, “Acts and Ancient Intellectual Biography,” pp. 31-64 of Winter and
Clarke, Book of Acts.

5
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acquainted with the Gospel) the opening verses of Acts place
the narrative in sequence not only with the Gospel but with the
larger narrative which forms its matrix, that is, the narrative of
the Jewish scriptures. I shall return to this point in my con-
clusions.

e Transition

Finally, what of the abrupt transition from recapitulation to
narrative? Palmer argues that there are a number of parallels
to this apparent irregularity, though the list is not in fact very
long.5? However, I know of no parallel which can match the
oddity of Luke’s opening sentence: even in the closest parallels,
the distinction between authorial comment and narration is
matched by a clear syntactical break. This irregularity may be
due simply to lack of competence on Luke’s part, or to lack of
interest in maintaining the formal preface-style with which he
begins.>® But it must be recognized that it is an irregularity,
and it must affect our assessment of the relationship between
Acts and the Gospel. As I observed above, the Josephan
parallels occur within a narrative which has sufficient momen-
tum of itself to allow the author to dispense with a prospective
summary. The whole force of such a preface depends on the
continuity of the narrative: there is no question that it intro-
duces a self-contained monograph, much less a new genre.
Where Josephus does begin a major new work with a reference
back to earlier compositions, the transition to the new subject is
fully explained (see n. 22 above).

It is becoming increasingly clear that if we are to take

52

Palmer, “Monograph” (cited in n. 54), pp. 22—23 cites Josephus, Ant. 8.1, together
with the editorial additions to Xenophon, Anabasis (date unknown) and Herodian,
who dates from the third century ce. Polybius 2.1.1-4, which he also cites, does
have a prospective sentence, however brief: “I will now attempt to give a summary
view . . . of the events immediately following™; cf. the similar brief prospectus in
Josephus Ant. 14, 15.1. And in all these cases the narrative transition is rounded off
with the appropriate particle (8¢ or v0v) to match the opening sentence. Similarly
in Galen, De Meth. Med. (Kiihn x.594), the one case I have been able to find in
scientific literature.

See Alexander, Preface, p. 175 on the limitations of Luke’s competence and/or
interest in the formalia of the preface.

53
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seriously the signals emitted by the preface we must either
admit that the beginning of Acts does not conform to the
conventional etiquette of Greco-Roman historiography or look
for a different type of historiography. In this context it is worth
giving some attention to the suggestion made by a number of
scholars that although the category ‘Hellenistic historiogra-
phy” is too broad to help the reader of Acts, there are useful
parallels with more specialized types of historical composition.
Two in particular will concern us here: the historical mono-
graph, and the genre of “apologetic historiography.”

IV THE PREFACE TO ACTS AND THE HISTORICAL
MONOGRAPH

Classification of Acts (or Luke—Acts) as a “‘historical mono-
graph” goes back to a suggestion of Conzelmann’s which has
been taken up in a number of more recent studies.>* The
definition of this subgenre is by no means clear (see especially
Palmer’s discussion of the wide range of options, both in
ancient and in modern usage), and its usefulness for the reader
of Acts is variously assessed. There are in effect two dia-
metrically opposed approaches. One looks at multi-volume
works which use internal prefaces to highlight the individuality
of each volume, while the other focuses on smaller-scale works
consisting of one or two volumes only. We begin with the
former.

Conzelmann’s note on Acts 1.1 (Acts, p. 4) includes an
excursus on ‘‘proems’’ which suggests that it is the very fact
that Acts has a preface which marks it out as a “monograph”:

5% Ward Gasque, “A Fruitful Field: Recent Study of the Acts of the Apostles”,
Interpretation 42 1988), 129 suggests that while “[v]ery few contemporary scholars
would say that Luke is a historian in the tradition of Thucydides or Polybius . . .
[t}he consensus of opinion at present seems to be that Luke has written a historical
monograph.” See especially Hengel, Earliest Christianity, pp. 14, 36f.; E. Plumacher,
“Die Apostelgeschichte als historische Monografie,” pp. 457466 of Les Actes des
Apéires ed. Kremer. Plimacher is followed by D. W. Palmer in “Acts and the
Ancient Historical Monograph,” pp. 1—29 of The Book of Acts, ed. Winter and
Clarke, in which see p. 3, n. g for further references. Geiger, Cornelius Nepos,
PP- 47-51 gives a useful summary of the evidence for historical monographs.
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Proems originally belonged to the epideictic genre . . . Their pene-
tration into Hellenistic historiography is indicative that such literary
products are thought of as monographs (Diodorus). Thus the pres-
ence of the Lucan proem argues against the thesis that Luke’s Gospel
and Acts originally formed a single work, separated only for “tech-
nical and canonical” reasons.

The reference to Diodorus is elucidated by a footnote biblio-
graphy which includes the classic study by Laqueur to which I
alluded earlier (n. 43 above). In this lengthy analysis of the
Diodoran prefaces, Laqueur points out that there are two
distinct types of preface in Diodorus’ Library of History. The
first, as we have seen, is the “‘recapitulation’ type found in the
first three books. But from Book 4 onwards a completely
different type of preface appears, described by Laqueur as “a
new form . . . unheard of in contemporary literature” (p. 195,
my trans.). Instead of the transitional, purely informative
summaries of the earlier books, we find in these new prefaces
either a methodological discussion about historiography in
general (for example Book 15) or a moralizing introduction
(Laqueur, p. 162) which approaches the theme of the book in
an indirect fashion (for example Book 14). These prefaces recall
the varied opening gambits of epideictic oratory and may be
traced back ultimately to Isocrates. But Diodorus found them,
Laqueur plausibly argues, in the historical work of Ephorus of
Cyme, who was a pupil of Isocrates and who, according to
Diodorus himself, “wrote thirty books attaching a proetmion to
each one’ (Diodorus 16.76.5: Laqueur, pp. 196-197). Margrit
Kunz challenges Laqueur’s assumption that Ephorus was Dio-
dorus’ only source for the “epideictic”’ preface-type,>® but her
detailed linguistic analysis confirms the distinction drawn by
Laqueur between the rhetorically well-constructed “‘epideic-

1.9

tic’ prefaces and the recapitulations. The monotonous

55 Margrit Kunz, “Zur Beurteilung der Prooemien in Diodors historischer Biblio-
thek,” Diss. Zurich, 1935, pp. 101—107. Sacks, Diodorus (also in “The Lesser
Proemia of Diodorus Siculus.” Hermes 110 [1981], 434—443) goes further in the
rehabilitation of Diodorus as author rather than compiler, but does not contest the
distinction between the recapitulation and the prooimion proper: cf. n. 44 above and
next note.
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construction and limited vocabulary of the latter point to
Diodorus’ own authorship (Kunz, pp. 67-68).%¢
Whether this innovation should be credited to Ephorus or to
some other historian, the effect of adding an epideictic preface
to every volume of a multi-volume work is that each book
becomes a monograph, with its own rhetorically crafted proo:-
mion, rather than a purely pragmatic division of a seamless
historical narrative. But this is not the kind of preface we have
in Acts: as we have seen, it is precisely the unrhetorical, recap-
itulatory prefaces of Diodorus’ earlier books that Acts recalls.
By alluding to the “former treatise,” in fact, Acts 1.1 actively
resists categorization as a monograph (in this sense): whether
or not the book was conceived as ‘“Volume 11,” its opening
sentence directs the reader’s attention to the relationship of the
narrative to a larger whole. Similarly with the examples from
Archimedes, Josephus, and Galen noted above, where a recap-
itulation is used to link separate works: the effect of the recap-
itulation is to place the current work in a sequence within the
author’s total euvre. In this sense, then, the preface to Acts would
seem rather to militate against classification as a “monograph.”
However, the concept of the historical monograph may have
a wider relevance to Acts if it is conceived not in the
“Ephoran” sense but simply as a historical work of limited
scope and/or scale.’” Even as a two-volume work, Luke—Acts is
much shorter than the major works of classical and Hellenistic
historiography, and this disparity in scale is a serious obstacle
to the identification of Luke—Acts as “history.””>® Hence a
number of scholars have realized the importance of investigat-
56 See the prooemium to Book 13 (Kiinz, pp. 87-88), where Diodorus professes to
have no time for a real historical prooimion: *‘If we were composing a history after the
manner of the other historians, we should, I suppose, discourse upon certain topics
at appropriate length in the introduction (&v T¢ Tpooipicw) and by this means turn
our discussion to the events which follow; surely, if we were picking out a brief
period of history for our treatise [or: taking a little time out of our text], we should have
the time to enjoy the fruit such introductions yield” (13.1.1, trans C. H. Oldfather,
Loeb Classical Library). What he does have time for (To¥Tto uévov mrpoeimévras)
(13.1.2) is a recapitulatory sentence summarizing the contents of the previous six
books and of the present one (13.1.2—3): which seems to confirm that in Diodorus’
eye the recapitulation does not constitute a prooimion proper.
57 Palmer,“Monograph,” pp. 4—14; Plimacher, “Monografie,” pp. 464f.
8 See Burridge, Gospels, pp. 117—119 on the generic significance of ““Size and Length.”
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ing the evidence for smaller-scale works dealing with a limited
chronological period. Most of the evidence for these works is
fragmentary, but the studies of Plimacher and Palmer (n. 54
above) focus on Sallust and Cicero as providing good examples
of the kind of monograph which was being written (or in
Cicero’s case talked about) in Rome in the first century BCE.
Despite the difficulty of defining a genre for which there is no
single ancient term,> Palmer concludes (pp. 26-27) that Sal-
lust’s works “conform to the theoretical requirements for a
short monograph’ (namely a single-volume work covering a
limited historical period, with the focus on one theme and one
person; its literary components include a prologue, narrative,
speeches, despatches, and letters). Acts too is a single volume of
moderate length, with a limited historical and geographical
scope; it focuses on “‘one leading figure at a time,” and contains
a prologue, narrative, speeches and letters (Palmer, pp. 28—29).

There are a number of important issues here which are
beyond the compass of this chapter: here we can concern
ourselves only with the preface. The “prologue” for Palmer is
an important formal link between Acts and Sallust (of the
Hellenistic Jewish texts which he classes as ‘““monographs,’ only
2 Maccabees has a comparable prologue: Palmer, p. 27). But
the prefaces which Palmer uses elsewhere for comparison with
the formal features of the Acts preface are not from monographs
but from multi-volume works (Palmer, pp. 22—24) — inevitably,
given the foregrounding of the recapitulation in Acts 1.1.
Sallust’s prefaces have none of the formal features we have
identified in the preface to Acts except the use of the authorial
first person, which is, of course, far too widespread to act as a
genre-indicator on its own. Both books lead into their subject
indirectly with a general discussion of historiographical
methodology ( fug.) or of human ethics (Cat.) in a manner
strongly reminiscent of the “Ephoran” prefaces used by Dio-
dorus — a fact noted by Quintilian, who ascribes it to the
influence of epideictic oratory.®® Whatever the rights and

59 Palmer, “Monograph,” pp. 4-8.

60 Quintilian 3.8.9, “quos secutus [Isocrates and Gorgias] videlicet C. Sallustius in
bello Iugurthino et Catilinae nihil ad historiam pertinentibus principiis ortus est.”
See also Laqueur, “Ephoros 1,” p. 202.
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wrongs of this attribution,%! we shall have to look further afield
than Sallust to find parallels to the formal features of the Acts
preface.

Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander, which has been described as
“the only perfect surviving example of a Greek historical
monograph,”%? has no dedication and no recapitulations:
Arrian favors a direct, workmanlike style, and displays a strong
interest in the authenticity of his sources (Anab. 1, pref.), but
apart from the use of the first person this preface has no formal
parallels either with Sallust or with Acts 1.1 (or for that matter
with Lk. 1.1—4).%® A thorough search of the fragmentary
remains might throw up some useful parallels (though, as I
have observed elsewhere, it is precisely these relatively trivial
formalia that tend to disappear in the process of epitomizing).
But the problem seems to be that historical monographs still
belong to the genre of history, and their prefaces display all the
variety found in the larger genre: it does not seem possible to
1solate a preface-style specifically associated with monographs,
and the formal features found in the prefaces of Luke and Acts
are no more at home here than they are in Greek historical
writing generally.

V THE PREFACE TO ACTS AND ‘‘APOLOGETICG
HISTORIOGRAPHY’

The subgenre of the historical monograph, then, does not help
us to locate the preface within a particular area of Greek
historiography. A second, more recent approach may prove
more promising. In an important monograph,®* Gregory

6

Earl, “Prologue-form,” pp. 846-849 contests Sallust’s debt to epideictic and pro-
poses instead that Sallust had been reading the newly rediscovered Aristotelian
corpus: ‘‘whether directly influenced by Aristotle’s works or not, he began ‘Bellum
Catilinae’ and ‘Bellum Iugurthinum’ as though they were not works of history but
philosophical and ethical treatises” (p. 855).

Geiger, Cornelius Nepos, p. 47. On the preface to the Anabasis, see P. Stadter, Arrian
of Nicomedia (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1980), pp. 60-66.
There is a dedication, interestingly (or at least a dedicatory epistle), in Arrian’s
Discourses of Epictetus, and the Periplus is structured as a letter to Trajan (Stadter,
Arrian, pp. 32—41); but neither of these is a historical monograph.

* Gregory E. Sterling, Histortography and Self-definition: Josephos, Luke—Acts and Apologetic
Historiography, Supplements to Novum Testamentum LXIV (Leiden: Brill, 1992).

62

63
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Sterling has posited a subgenre which he calls “apologetic
historiography” as the best location for Luke’s work within the
Greek historiographical tradition. Prime examples of the genre
are Manetho and Berossus, along with the lost Hellenistic
Jewish historians and Josephus. Whether this group of writings
is sufficiently well defined to merit identification as a genre —
and whether “apologetic historiography’’ is the right name for
it — are questions beyond the scope of this chapter.%> What is
significant for our purposes is that all the texts cited by Sterling
would fall on the antiquarian-ethnographic side of Greek his-
toriography, i.e. the side where we are most likely to find
recapitulations marking the beginnings of books; and that this
is also the area of historiography where dedication is best
attested, especially among non-Greek writers (see above).

It would be too much to say that the preface of Acts offers
positive support of Sterling’s thesis: the formal features we have
isolated are not sufficient of themselves to identify the genre of
Acts as “‘apologetic historiography.” Rather, Sterling’s thesis,
by focusing on this particular area of Greek historiography,
evades the negative problems which we have identified in the
preface.®® If Acts belongs anywhere within the genre of histori-
ography, this (broadly speaking) is the type of historiography
which the conventions used in the preface would lead the
informed reader to expect.

VI CONCLUSIONS

It seems clear, then, that in simple terms the answer to our
initial question is “No’’: the preface to Acts, taken on its own,
does not set up expectations for the informed reader that the
text which follows belongs to the genre ‘“Hellenistic Historio-
graphy.” It should be stressed that this preliminary conclusion

65 Palmer, “Monograph” pp. 16f. raises the question “whether the apologetic purpose
is constitutive of this genre and limited to it.”

86 Sterling accepts the standard view that the prefaces of Luke and Acts (which he
treats as a unified work, Apologetic Historiography, pp. 331-339) reflect ‘the primary
and secondary prefaces so common in Hellenistic historiography” (p. 339; see also
PP- 3237324, 330-346, 348, 367, 369), but does not give much attention to the
Jormalia (especially dedication) which in my view act as counter-indicators.
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Scientific
tradition

Figure 1

concerns only the preface: there may be other good reasons
within the body of the text which would encourage these same
informed readers to revise their expectations, but these do not
concern us in this chapter. All I have tried to do here is to
establish the point, negatively speaking, that the opening con-
ventions used in the Book of Acts are not sufficient to establish
the genre of the work as “‘history” within the frame of reference
defined by Greek literary convention, whether because they
are not sufhciently genre-specific or because they reflect
literary customs not normally associated with historiography.
Further than “normally” it would be unwise to go: I have not
been concerned here to discuss what is possible for the author,
merely what the literary custom of the first century would lead
the reader to expect.

This conclusion has both negative and positive implications
for the genre of Acts. Negatively, it must be admitted that the
formal features of the Acts preface, though they can be paral-
leled in Greek historiography, are not in any sense typical of
that literature. On the positive side, these conventions
(especially dedication and recapitulation) are more character-
istic of other types of literature: where they occur in historio-
graphy, they cluster on the margins of the genre, where it is
furthest from epic or rhetorical pretension and closest to the
scholarly, scientific side of the Ionian historia-tradition: in fact,
where historiography intersects with the broader, non-rhetori-
cal tradition of philosophical and technical prose which I have
called “scientific literature” (see n. 47 above).
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This may be represented in the form of a simple diagram
(see Figure 1). If we are to find a plausible location for Acts
within the Greek historiographical tradition it should be
where these circles intersect, i.e. on the more scholarly, less
rhetorical side of history (archaeology, ethnography), and
perhaps especially where the author and/or subject is non-
Greek.5’

One of the advantages of locating Luke’s work in this area is
that it allows us to place the text in a broader literary frame-
work which is at least consistent with the indications of subject
matter provided by the preface. It has long been recognized
that the strongly “biblical” language and subject matter of
Acts place the book closer overall to biblical historiography
than to the Greek tradition.®® This suggests a possible literary
matrix for the text among the lively and creative literary acti-
vities of the Greek-speaking Diaspora, which produced a sig-
nificant number of biographical and historical monographs to
set alongside the towering figure of Josephus.%® None of the
prefaces extant within this literature is close enough to that of
Acts to suggest an immediate model, but there is sufficiently
varied use of prefaces among Hellenistic Jewish writers to
provide a literary context for Luke’s. A more detailed study of
the conventions used in these prefaces might well provide
useful insight into the multifarious ways in which Jewish

67 For the purposes of this chapter I have excluded from consideration (what a more
extensive study would have to include) other prose narrative genres which overlap
with history (and even with ethnography), such as travel writing and the novel. See
on this whole area E. Gabba, “True History and False History in Classical Anti-
quity,” FRS 71 (1981), 50—62.

68 See on this E. Pliimacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schrifisteller (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1972); more recently Sterling, Apologetic Historiography,
PP- 353-363; B. S. Rosner, “Acts and Biblical History,” pp. 65-82 of The Book of
Acts, ed. Winter and Clarke.

69 The popularity of this subgenre among Hellenistic Jewish writers is clear from the
surveys of Hengel (Earliest Christianity, p. 37), Geiger (Cornelius Nepos, p. 50, n. 49),
and Palmer (“Monograph,” pp. 18-21). Palmer notes that in fact the only single-
volume historical monographs to survive before Acts, apart from Sallust’s, are
Jewish. Note also that these texts, like Acts, tend to fall at the overlap between
history and biography (Geiger Carnelius Nepos, pp. 50f.; Palmer, “Monograph,”
pp- 27f.) in a manner which conforms more with a long-established pattern of
biblical historiography than with Greek: see on this Momigliano, Development,

PP- 34-36.
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writers of Greek texts plug themselves into the dominant
culture.”

And what, finally, of the Gospel preface? In this chapter I
have deliberately focused on the preface to Acts alone: but it is
pertinent in conclusion to bring the Gospel preface back into
the picture. Nothing in this study of the preface to Acts has
caused me to revise my view of the literary affinities of the
Gospel preface. Both in different ways display a strictly limited
range of literary conventions, and an equally limited interest in
their development and use. In both cases, the literary etiquette
displayed by Luke is fully at home in the broad tradition of
technical prose, and much less so among the historians, who
have a well-recognized repertoire of preface-topics which Luke
does not use (and which I have not even touched on in this
chapter).”! There is no need, therefore, to argue for a different
genre for the two works on the grounds of their prefaces (there
may be other grounds, but they do not concern us here).
Whether Luke and Acts are treated as separate works or as a
two-volume set, their prefaces belong to the same literary code:
and attentiveness to the nuances of this code, I would argue,
can actually help us to resolve some long-standing questions
about the genre of the two works.

70 Alexander, Preface, chap. 7. It should be stressed that ‘“Hellenistic Jewish litera-
ture’” is not a genre so much as a literary matrix. Its writers intersect with the
dominant Greco-Roman culture as individuals, not as a group, and there are many
literary distinctions to be drawn between them. See esp. Sterling, Apologetic Historio-
graphy, chap. 5; Attridge, ‘“Historiography,” chap. 4 of Jewish Writings of the Second
Temple Period, ed. Stone.

7t Alexander, Preface, chap. 3.



CHAPTER §

The future of the past: Luke’s vision of
salvation history and its bearing on his
writing of history
Jacob Fervell

I

Luke does not know the term ““salvation history.”” He does not
employ the word icTopia. But he knows about one particular
history, and this history has salvation as its theme.! This is the
history of Israel. The church, its message and life, is in itself the
final part of this history. This is because Luke writes the history
of the people of God. Israel is the only nation Luke names
“people,” Aads.? Luke, of course, is aware of the fact that other
people have a history, but he does not deal with their history;
rather, he only gives slight hints of its existence. This is not
because he has chosen to write only the history of Israel and
does not want to take other people into account, or because
salvation history to him was something isolated within or
outside world history.> There is, of course, a connection
between salvation history and world history. But God has — sit

! Not all scholars identify Luke with the literary genre of historiography:
L. Alexander, The Preface to Luke’s Gospel: Literary Convention and Social Context in Luke
1:1—4 and Acts 1:1, SNTS Mon. Ser. 78 (Cambridge, 1993); R. Pervo, Profit with
Delight: The Literary Genre of the Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia, 1987); C. Talbert,
What is a Gospel? The Genre of the Canonical Gospels (Philadelphia, 1977); cf. E. Trocmé,
Le “Livre des Acls™ et Uhistoire (Paris, 1957), pp. 41-50, 113.

2 See J. Jervell, “Gottes Treue zum untreuen Volk,” in Der Treue Gottes Trauen, FS
Gerhard Schneider (Freiburg, Basle and Vienna, 1991), pp. 15ff.

3 The widespread opinion that Luke relates the Christ-event to “persons, times,
institutions, and epochs of world history” (J. A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to
Luke, vol. 1 [New York, 1981}, p. 172} in order to make Jesus a figure of world
history and Greek-Roman culture is false. There are some scattered references to
world history (Luke 2.1—3; 3.1—2; Acts 11.28; 18.2,12; 25.11; 27.1; see also chapters
on the Roman lawsuit against Paul, Acts 21—28). The idea, however, is not to make
Jesus and the church a part of world history, but to show the way the Gentiles in the
endtimes will be incorporated into the history of the people of God.

104
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venia verbo — neglected the history of other people.* Their
history is not worth mentioning since it is an “empty’” history,
as is clearly expressed in Acts 14.16. “The Gentiles were all
left alone to go their own way.”” As an excuse, Luke adds that
God has not “left himself without witness,” for example rain,
fruitful seasons, food and gladness (14.17). But the history of
other people is a history of idolatry and ignorance, even if God
is the Creator and the universal giver of life who has fixed the
epochs of history in general and the limits of the territories of
the people (Acts 17.25f, 30). When God once is mentioned
directly as Creator, it is in order to demonstrate his power
over history (Acts 4.24ff.). And the history of other nations
will soon be brought to an end. This is because in the endtimes
God is going to incorporate the Gentiles into the history of the
people of God, programmatically announced in the Apostolic
Council (Acts 15.16-18, cf. 10.94—43). The salvation of
the Gentiles, that is, the Gentile people, is a part of the
promise to Israel (Lk. 24.47; Acts 2.39; 3.25f; 13.47; 15.16ff.).
And only then do other people become a part of salvation
history (Acts 10.36fF; 15.14ff.). From an eschatological point
of view, Luke describes a development that comprises all of
history.

There is no salvation in the history of any other people. Only
in the history of Israel is salvation to be found. Even if God has
been continuously active as savior in the history of Israel (Acts
7.2-52; 18.17—25) and only in that history, the ultimate and
final salvation is to be found in the new and last epoch of
history, that of the Messiah of Israel, Jesus. Luke has no idea
about the Jesus-event and the time of Jesus as “Die Mitte der
Zeit,”’”> but Jesus means the inauguration of the last and final
epoch of salvation history. Luke presupposes the history of
Israel, and he does so expressis verbis as he is the only New
Testament author who twice gives us detailed representations

-

Luke does not know the phrase “world history,” but if anything is world history to
him it is the history of the people of God, which is — sit venia verbo — the eschatological
history.

So the title of the famous book by H. Conzelmann, Die Mitte der Zeit, BhTh 17
(Tiibingen, 1953) (translated as The Theology of St. Luke [New York, 1960]).

o
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of the history of Israel (Acts 7.2-53; 13.17—25).° Further, his
use of the Scriptures demonstrates that salvation comes from
the past, namely from the history of Israel, from the promises
and patterns in God’s words and acts throughout that
particular history.

Unlike other New Testament authors, history means more to
Luke than eschatology. Everything in the church comes from
the past, and eschatology confirms history. It is not sufficient
for Luke simply to presuppose the history of Israel until the
coming of the Messiah, but he must tell his readers about the
meaning included in his presupposition. But within these pre-
suppositions Luke’s task is to offer the history of the people of
God in the last phase of salvation history, beginning with the
coming of the Messiah. For Luke, the history of Israel until
Christ belongs to the past, but the rest of the history is to him
contemporary history. But the contemporary history is
meaningless and no history of salvation if the history of the
people of God does not continue without breach in the history
of the church.

Luke’s idea of history is, in the strictest sense of the word,
theo-logically determined. God is the only causa, the motor and
driving force in history, the only master of history. The cue is
BouAf), God’s counsel, determination, decree, and will.” The
word points not only to the will of God, but even to the fact
that God himself carries out his will, and fixes the times for its
execution (Acts 1.7; 13.37; 17.26; Lk. 21.24, cf. 1.10). God’s
counsel is irresistible (Acts 4.28; 5.38). Humans are forced to
bring about all the things God has foreordained, for example
the death of Jesus (Acts 2.23; 3.24f.; 4.28). Luke knows that
even humans act in history, but the difference between divine
and human acts is announced in the famous words of Gamaliel:
“If this counsel of theirs and its execution is of men, it will
collapse; but if it is from God, you cannot overthrow it” (Acts
5.38). The will and work of humans have no durability in the
course of history, unless they are according to God’s will (cf.

6 Hebrews 11 is different in that it is a collection of parenetic examples.
7 We find ten of the thirteen occurrences in the New Testament in Luke-Acts,
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Acts 3.18; 4.28; 13.27). And not even idolatry and ignorance
are possible without God’s permission, or as a result of his
punishment (Acts 7.42; 14.15f; 17.30). Another way of pro-
nouncing God as the active and creative force in history is
Luke’s favorite expression, “‘from of old” or “long ago™ (3.21;
15.7,18,21; cf. Lk. 1.70; Acts 3.24). The origin of everything
that happens in the church lies in the past, and salvation means
the future of the past. The development of history is predeter-
mined from its very beginning by the will of God.

God acts in history above all through his promises to his
people, all the promises being given solely to his chosen people
(Acts 2.36,39; 3.24f; 5.20f; 13.32f; 15.15ff.). There are no
promises in the history of the Gentiles, and therefore their
history has no future. And the promises to the chosen people
make their history exclusively salvation history. God not only
gives promises, but also fulfills them (Acts 3.18; 15.92f.). The
very beginning of the history of Israel started with God’s
promise to his people (7.1-8). And the history even before
Christ shows how God gave and fulfilled his promises. The
summaries in Acts 7 and 13 present a history of God’s promises
and the fulfillment of them by God himself (7.5-8,10,16,17ff.,
33f.,35—38; 13.17—25). The time of the church is the time of
fulfillments of past promises, but even in the fulfilling of
promises new promises are given. Thus, the outpouring of the
Spirit is a fulfilled promise, but at the same time the fulfilling
points to the consummation with the apocalyptic signs (Acts
1.4; 2.1f.,171f.,33). The time after the coming of the Messiah is
even a time with fulfillment and promises, partly but not yet
completely fulfilled (Lk. 9.31,41; 22.16; 24.26—49; Acts 1.4-11;
3.24, etc).

What has happened and what is going to happen in the
church comes from history. If you want to know what is
happening today and what is going to happen, you have to
look to history.® The future is there in the past as promises and

8 God is never seen as God of the nations and the peoples, the world, but only as the
God of Israel (Acts 3.23; 5.30; 7.32; 13.17; 22.14; Lk. 1.68; 20.37; etc.).

9 This is so even in Greek historiography, e.g. in the anthropological orientation of
Thucydides, but from another point of view than Luke’s.
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as patterns in the Scriptures. Every element in the salvation
story you find as promise. The coming and appearance of the
predecessor of the Messiah, the Baptist, is foretold by the
prophets (Lk. 3.4ff;; 7.26ff.). So is the promise of the coming
and the appearance of the Messiah, his preaching and acts
(Lk. 4.18f1; Acts 3.22; 7.37). Above all is the very center of the
message — Christ’s passion and death — in all details given as
prophecy (Lk. 18.31ff., 24.25ff.,46ff.; Acts 3.18,24; 4.25ff;
7.52; 8.32—35; 17.3; 26.22). And what is given as prophecy
must be fulfilled because God himself will carry the prophecies
through to their fulfillment (Acts 13.32f.). Consider also the
resurrection and exaltation long ago referred to as prophecy
and promise (Lk. 18.81,33; 24.26,46; Acts 2.25ff; 3.13ff.,24;
13.931f; 17.3; 26.22—23). History even proves that not David
but Jesus was raised from the dead and exalted at God’s right
hand (Acts 2.25—36; 15.33{f.). David died and was buried and
his tomb is still there, but he served God only in his own
generation. Jesus was raised as the Son of David and King of
Israel (Acts 2.30ff; 13.33ff.). Here is the connection David—
Jesus seen both as promise and as pattern. The Scriptures not
only have promises of a Messiah but even identify Jesus as that
promised Messiah (Acts 17.3; 18.28).

History as such legitimizes through promises and patterns
the Christian message. Everything essential is given through
history, and nothing essential changes. This is so not only in the
Christ-event, in Christ’s coming, life, death, and resurrection,
but even other parts of the Gospel, the history of the church,
the parousia and the kingdom of God, are legitimized through
history, that is, the history of Israel given in the Scriptures. The
stories of Judas and his death — he was one of the Twelve and
he guided those who arrested Jesus (Acts 1.16f.,20) — and the
election of a new apostle (Acts 1.20ff.) are reported. We find in
Scripture the acts of Pilate, the Romans, and Herod at the
death of Jesus (Acts 4.25ff.). Even the forgiveness of sins for the
believers in Jesus is legitimized through history (Acts 10.43;
Lk. 24.47). The outpouring of the Spirit is given as promise
(Acts 1.4; 2.16ff,; Lk. 24.49), and even the prophecies in the
church and the miracles are historically legitimized (Acts
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2.17tf.). The mission among Jews and Gentiles, starting in
Jerusalem, and the missionaries of the church are acceptable
only when foreordained by God historically (Lk. 24.26,44; Acts
13.41,47; 15.15ff; 26.22f.). When parts of Israel will not accept
the Gospel, that means that only a part of the people will live in
the church. This is no surprise since it is given in the Scriptures
(Acts 3.23; 15.41; 26.22; 28.6ft.).

Everything from the past, from history, has been realized
except for the very last thing, the parousia. The end of time is
still future, but it will come because it is a part of history, that
is, Scripture. The church knows only from Scripture that it
lives in the endtimes (Acts 2.17; 15.15ff). The facts do not
speak for themselves, but can only be understood from Scrip-
ture (Acts 2.15; 15.15). The church has seen the dawn of the
kingdom of God. The promises to the fathers God has fulfilled
in the church (Acts 13.32f.). The very last time of retribution is
still future, but given in detail in Scripture (Lk. 21.22ff; Acts
3.21). The days of Noah are a pattern for the days of the Son of
Man (Lk. 17.22ff.). History even gives the assurance to men
about the day of the ultimate judgment: in this case the basis of
history is the resurrection of Jesus (Acts 17.31). The outpour-
ing of the Spirit as the prologue to the end of time, points to the
apocalyptic events (Acts 2.17—21). And so the promises have
two functions: they determine the future before they are ful-
filled, and when they are fulfilled, they guarantee the rest of
the future, the consummation.

The place of Scripture in Luke’s theology is clear. He wants
to say that Scripture contains everything — mas is a favorite
word for Luke — about the message and life of the church.
Scripture is the source for the past history of Israel, for the
contemporary history of Israel, namely the church, and even
for what is going to happen in the future. Further, it is the key
to understanding history. Scripture belongs to the past and
Luke is well aware of the fact that Scripture is a historical
document. What has happened and is going to happen in the
future is all foretold and so determined by God in Scripture.
The Scriptures not only are a mirror of history, but also create
history. Therefore everything in this past has a future. But
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Scripture as a historical document is nonetheless the Word of
God to Luke, and therefore normative both for those who
heard the Word in biblical times and for those who came later.
As the Word of God it transcends time. Therefore nothing is
only history, something of the past, but exists now. And so it is
not appropriate and sufficient to refer to Luke’s attitude to
history that we can learn from history or that history might
give us self-knowledge. This particular history does or does not
legitimize what happens. There is no future apart from this
legitimization from Scripture, and the future is known to those
who know history, that is, Scripture. What God has not fore-
ordained long ago will collapse. The historian Luke does
nothing but interpret the Scriptures. This is why his subject is
only the history of salvation.

II

Is Luke a historian? Doubts have been raised on this point, but
they are not justified. Only his intention can give the answer,
and it is out of the way to mix this with the question of whether
or not he was a competent and reliable historian. The way he
acted as historian and wrote history, or the assumption that
contemporary historians could not have considered Luke a
colleague,!? tell us nothing about Luke’s purpose. He wanted
to write history of a special sort, salvation history. He did not
intend to write ecclesiastical history!! or the history of a relig-
ious movement,'? an oriental sect. As he has salvation history
as his subject, he writes the final chapter in the history of the
people of God, Israel, from Jesus to Paul in Rome. His inten-
tion is clear from the very outset (Lk. 1.1—4);'? he is presenting

10 Pervo, Profit with Delight: “*Acts violates nearly every single canon advanced by
Lucian” (p. 7).

' The father of ecclesiastical history is Eusebius.

12 That, according to C. W. van Unnik, “Luke’s Second Book and the Rules of
Hellenistic Historiography,” in J. Kremer (ed.), Les Actes des Apétres, BETL xLvin
(Gembloux, 1979), “was something unheard of in Antiquity” (p. 39).

13 T do not regard Luke’s Gospel and Acts as once a single book only divided when it
was accepted into the canon. They represent different genres, each of the two parts
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a difynois'* on the basis of his going over the whole course of
events from the beginning. Usually we refer to three features
when characterizing Acts as a historical book: the preface, the
many speeches by principal characters, and the style of the
dramatic episodes.!> These formal features are not adequate to
decide upon the genre, however, even if style and form are
more than accidents for historiography.!® In contrast to other
historians, Luke has not revealed his name even in the pre-
face.!” He does not even take the word ioTopia into his mouth.
And throughout the narrative, Luke does not give us infor-
mation about his own person, or reflections on his work, again
unlike other historians. We have to add to the formal criteria
others concerning content. The idea in Lk. 1.1—4 is clear. So
too are the two summaries, Acts 7.2—52 and 13.17—26,'8 where
we find the history of Israel up to and including Jesus, who is
himself a part of that history. Luke is aware of the different
epochs in the history of Israel including the church (16.16),
even if interpreters do not reckon with the same epochs or
number of epochs. He reckons with the time of Israel before
Christ, the time of the church and the time of consummation.
He shows a sustained narrative of events, including references
to secular history, and he adopts cause and effect in his
corresponds approximately to the largest size of a standard scroll, and they differ to
some extent in the way they deal with some topics. Still the preface to the Gospel
bears upon Luke’s intention in Acts, as Acts 1.1 refers to Lk. 1.1—4.

The same word is used in Acts 1.1; a technical term even in historiography. Cf.
Aristeas 8.322, 2 Macc. 2.32; 6.17; Diodorus Siculus 11. 20.1; Lucian, De Arte
Conscribendae Historiae 55; Polybius 3.4.1; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom.
1.7.4, Epistula ad Pompeium 3; cf. Unnik, “Rules,” p. 40; J. Thornton, Der Jeuge des
Leuger (Tubingen, 1991}, pp. 119f.

15 On the last, see E. Plumacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schrifisteller, SUNT ¢
(Gottingen, 1972), pp. 80-136.

Prefaces and speeches as such are not reserved for the genre historiography.

We cannot rule out the possibility that the name (and title of the book) was there
from the beginning; so Thornton, Der Jeuge des Jeugen, pp. 143-148.

Such summaries are well known from the Old Testament and contemporary Jewish
literature. See the list in A. Weiser, Die Apostelgeschichte,vol. 1, OTK 5/1 (Gutersloh,
1981), p. 180. See also Eupolemos, Euseb. Praep. Ev. 9.30.1-8. Such summaries
occasionally serve as prehistory in the Old Testament, but Luke’s summaries differ
from the Jewish ones in that they serve parenetic purposes on the whole, whereas for
Luke history as such is constitutive — he places Jesus and the church in a historical
context.
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presentation of history.!® He even knows that the Word of God,

in casu the message of the church, is not a timeless but a

historical phenomenon, and he can watch the development,

the “‘growth of the Word” (6.7; 12.24; 19.20).

When Luke, in spite of his aspirations as historian, at the
same time seems to meet?° and not to meet?! the standards of
contemporary historiography, this has to do with the special
bearing the idea of salvation history has on his writing of
history.?2 This is clear from Luke’s very choice of subject,
which, according to the rules of historiography, should be an
essential one, “of a lofty character which will be truly profita-
ble to the reader.”?3 Does this apply to Acts? It was unheard of
in antiquity to write the history of a religious movement, since
history was political history, dealing with significant events.?*
A historian must have at least one qualification: political
understanding.?® A newly formed sect was no suitable subject
for a historian. To readers in antiquity, the insignificant hap-
penings told in Acts were not world-historical events, and they
would not have understood Luke saying that Jesus was “Lord
of all” (Acts 10.36, 42), that is, that the message concerned
everyone (Acts 1.8; 13.46,48). But the concept of salvation
history turns contemporary historiography upside down; the
subject is of the greatest importance, an event of world history,
only from this point of view. Salvation history makes it clear
that Israel and, being dependent upon Israel, all nations are in
the game, something which will be evident in the consum-
mation. And so, as the history of Israel, it even includes
political history, but this only as a small part of history, on “the
outskirts” of history. It would have been confusing to con-
temporary readers to find such a subject dealt with by the use
of the literary and technical tools of historiography.

19 See Jervell, “Gottes Ratschluss,” Jum Thema Gott und Geschichte in den Lukasschriften,
in Gott und Geschichte, Wiss. Beitr. der Ernst-Moritz-Arndt-Universitat (Greifswald,
1988), pp. 47f. For other criteria, see Unnik, ‘“‘Rules,” passim.

20 Pointed out by Unnik, “Rules,” passim. 21 Pervo, Profit with Delight, pp. 3-8.
22 Luke is not the inventor of the phenomenon ‘‘salvation history,” as we find
prefigurations and fragments of it in the Pauline letters and in the other gospels.

23 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom. 1. 1,3; Epistula ad Pompetum; cf. Lucian, De Arte

Conscribendae Historiae 53.
24 Unnik, “Rules,” p. 39. 25 Lucian, De Arte Conscribendae Historiae 34.
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Luke’s purpose in writing history is clear: history gives his
readers the certainty of the matters of which they have been
taught, the Gospel (1.4). It is far removed from Herodotus
describing the achievements of the past solely in order to
prevent them from sinking into oblivion. Luke knows that his
readers are well informed and instructed about ‘“‘the events
that have happened among us” (Lk. 1.2; Acts 2.22; 10.37f,,
etc.). Even if Luke formally and technically works as a tragic-
pathetic historian,?® purpose and content show that he is more
of a pragmatic historian?’ in the sense that he writes history to
solve problems in his own church(es). Pragmatic historians?®
analyze the mechanisms of political processes in order to
understand apparently familiar phenomena better, this in
order to give instruction and understanding to politicians. In
spite of the relationship Luke has to contemporary Greek
historiography, procured by Jewish historiography, his
purpose and content aim at something different because he
deals in salvation history. History serves as anamnesis, recalling
what has happened and what happens as binding and norma-
tive for the life of his own church.

In the question about the motive forces in the political
process, ancient historians were expected to explain the causes
and effects of significant events. Their primary task was to offer
a plausible description on the basis of reasonable criteria;??
they sought objective reasons for what had happened. They
had to show the coherence in the events. They could even refer
to supernatural phenomena, especially portents, but had to
qualify their reports by appending “it was told.””3? The super-

0

¢ The role of emotions, sympathy, and experience is as important in understanding
history as information gained from facts alone, for tragic-pathetic historians. See
H. Strassburger, Die Wesensbestimmung der Geschichte durch die antike Geschichtsschrei-
bung, grd. ed. (Wiesbaden, 1975}, p. 78.

On tragic and pragmatic historiography, see B. Gentili and G. Cerri, History and
Biography in Ancient Thought (Amsterdam, 1988), pp. 7-33; F. W. Walbank,
“History and Tragedy,” Historia g (1960), 233.

28 Thucydides, Polybius.

29 H. Hohmeyer, Lukian: Wie man Geschichte schreiben soll (Munich, 1965), pp. 218f.

30 See Dionysius of Halicarnassus 1.48.14; 2.20.3; 2.74.5; Pliny, Hist. Nat. 9.18. The
criticism of miracles in Josephus (4nt 3.25.32; 4.459—464; 8.349; 9.28; 10.261f.) is a
concession to Greek historiography. See O. Betz, “Das Problem des Wunders bei

2
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natural and wondrous phenomena had their place mostly in a
poetic genre. Historians could touch upon the question of
religion and even make long digressions on the subject,®! but
only within the general framework.?>? Even if Herodotus was
led by his trust in the divine order of the world, and his etiology
has ethico-religious leanings, he gave preeminence to causality.

To Thucydides the historical process is a current of occur-
rences determined by unchangeable, that is, anthropological,
laws.3? The historian could trace the activity of the capricious
goddess Tyche,* or the law of chance. Not much scope if any
was left for a direct intervening God. This is, of course, differ-
ent from the Old Testament type of historical writing furthered
in Jewish historiography, with the beliefin God’s intervention,
punishment, and help.?> History instructs in the character and
acts of God and appeals for allegiance to him; it is ““a form of
confessional proclamation.”3®

Luke also explains the causes and effects of the events: the
death of Jesus by the hands of Jews and Romans (Acts 2.22,36;
3.13ff; 4.24f%; 5.28; 10.39; 19.27ff.) and the progress of the
mission of the Church from Jerusalem via Asia Minor, Mace-
donia, and Achaia to Rome (Acts 1—20, 28). He explains the
controversies between the church and the Jewish leaders, and
the Roman lawsuit against Paul (Acts 21—28). But because
Luke offers salvation history, the main cause in this process is
God. And not God seen as divine providence or deus otiosus, but

Flavius Josephus im Vergleich zum Wunderproblem bei den Rabbinen und im
Johannesevangelium,” in Josephus-Studien, ¥S O. Michel (Gottingen, 1974),
pp. 26f; G. Delling, “Josephus und das Wunderbare,” NovT 2 (1958), 281-308.

31" Above all in Herodotus’ second book.

32 Most interesting is the difference between Luke and Josephus. The latter is more of
a historian than Luke as he does not in his historical work give a description of
Jewish religion, but only presupposes it as an essential part of “our entire ancient
history and political constitution™ (A4nt. 1.5-6).

33 Such as ¢r1hoTipia TAeoveia Seds; see Thucydides 1.22.4.

3% LAW 1069f.; Thornton, Der Jeuge des Jeugen, pp. 157.

35 Jewish historiography: B. Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation,
ASNU 21 (Uppsala, 1955), pp. 18—26; M. Hengel, JFudentum und Hellenismus,
WUNT 10 (Tibingen, 1969), pp. 161-186; M. E. Stone (ed.), Fewisk Writings of the
Second Temple Period, Compendia Rerum Judaicarum ad Novum Testamentum 1
(Philadelphia, 1984), pp. 157-184.

36 R. Maddox, The Purpose of Luke-Acts, FRLANT 126 (Géttingen, 1982), p. 16.
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as the continuously acting God in all the processes of this
history. The real cause of the death of Jesus is God’s will (Acts
4.27).%7 In order to show the divine action in history, Luke’s
report is full of supernatural phenomena in all phases of this
history: miracles, healings, wondrous liberations, supernatural
punishments, portents, visions, auditions, dreams. Every step
taken in the church is in this way guided by God, the God of
salvation. This exceeds by far the limits set for historians in
antiquity.

In the rules for historiography®® one of the requirements was
that writing history should be “truly profitable to the reader.””?°
This even bears upon the idea of the meaning of history.
History was called ‘“‘philosophy derived from examples,”* or
magistra vitae.*' The advantage of history was the power to
influence contemporaries in politics and morals. The readers
should gain political and military experience, and be educated
for political life.*? Further, history educates a person’s char-
acter, and teaches one how to discern between good and evil,
etc.*3 In this context we have the idea that the task of the
historian is to write contemporary history (at least since Thu-
cydides). Writing history meant literally the history where the
historian took an active part in the events, so that history
writing par excellence meant dealing with contemporary history.*
Even if Luke does not say expressis verbis that he is writing history
and history as such is of benefit to his readers, it goes without
saying and is implied already in the definition of his aim in the
preface to the Gospel (1.4). But Luke’s history is useful in a com-
pletely different manner from what the historians in antiquity
ever considered. “‘Profitable’ is not the word; we should say

37 For further evidence, see pp. 106-108.

38 There existed a long and rich historiographical tradition, so our dealing with rules
refers to what was generally accepted; see Hohmeyer, Lukian; G. Avenarius, Lukians
Schrift zur Geschichisschreibung (Meisenheim-am-Glan, 1956).

39 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom. 1. 1.3; cf. Josephus, Ant. 1.3; other material in
Avenarius, Lukians Schrift.

40 Pseudo-Dionysius, Ars Rhetorica 11.2. ' Cicero, De Oratore 2.9.36.

42 Polybius 1.1.1.
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See Josephus, Ant. 1.1-3.
+ Dionysius of Halicarnassus, De Thucydide, 6, ed. H. Usener and L. Rademacher,
BSRGT v (Stuttgart, 1965); Gellius, Noctes Atticae 5.18.1.
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“fateful.” Luke’s aim as historian has nothing to do with
political or even moral benefits as defined by the historians.
The reason is again salvation history, and so the benefit of
history for Luke is of a strictly religious character. Probably the
Greek and Roman historians would not have found that Luke
actually met the standards of historiography. Luke writes con-
temporary history, but he does not confine himself to that. He
not only employs the history of Israel as the presupposition of
contemporary history,* that is, since Jesus, but also gives
summaries of that history and refers to it as having a contempo-
rary and highly significant meaning. This again is because his
history is salvation history. Therefore, it is history and at the
same time far more than ordinary history. This is because Luke
intends to write about how God has fulfilled and is fulfilling his
promises. Thus he offers holy history, the continuation of the
history presented in the Scriptures. As such, Luke obviously
has the idea that he is contributing to the Scriptures. Some-
thing like that is unheard of in historiography, not only in
Greco-Roman but even in Jewish history (as we can see from
2 Macc. 2.24-32; 3 Macc. 1.1ff.; Josephus, Ant 1.1-8; Bell.
1.1—-12).%

There were two initial steps to be taken in the historian’s
work: to collect the material and to give it the shape of
UTropvAuaTa, an aitde-mémotire, before it was written down in a
proper form, which in turn demanded some power of expres-
sion. In dealing with contemporary history, the first source for
the historian was himself. This is the autopsia, the author as an
eyewitness of the events described,*” and not only an eyewit-
ness, but one capable of understanding and interpreting what
had been seen.*® Tt was therefore necessary to have political
and military experience and be a well-traveled person. The
next source was information collected from trustworthy people
who had been present at the events to be reported.*® The third

#5 As Polybius does in his first two books, Polube, Histoires I-II (Paris, 1969fT.).

6 Bellum Fudaicum, but he wrote Bellum Fudaicum first.

47 Polube, Histoires 12.27.6; 3.4.13. 48 Thornton, Der Jeuge des eugen, pp. 161fF.
9 Polube, Histoires 12.4-6.
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was the study of written sources,*® first of all primary sources,>!
but also secondary ones, the works of other historians.

We do not know exactly how Luke collected his material.
We do know that his main source was available to him before-
hand, that is, the Scriptures. Even if Luke is writing contempo-
rary history, his main source is not, as for historiography,
autopsia. The Scriptures are a source in a special way, not only
the main source with regard to material, but even Luke’s
means of control of any other employed source. Therefore his
writing of history could be nothing but salvation history, which
was given prominence in the Scriptures themselves. And he
employed the Scriptures without any critical sifting of them.>?
They were a source not only for the history of Israel before
Christ, but even after, as the promises given clearly showed not
only that certain things were going to happen, but even how
they would occur. If anything in the Jesus story or the history
of the church did not tally with Scripture, it had not happened
at all. No Greek or Roman historian would have acknowl-
edged Luke as a colleague because in his case there was no
question of impartiality when dealing with this source or with
the events.

As this main source was a written one, it was not necessary
for Luke to have this material in the form of UrmrouvAua. The
rule of ancient historiography, the autopsia, is followed as Luke
indicates that he personally had taken part in some of the
reported events. He announces himself as an eyewitness, co-
worker, and companion of Paul in using “we” (16.10-17;
20.5-15; 21.1-8; 27.1—28.16).>% There is a wealth of details in
these sections compared to other parts of Acts, even details
with no significance for his account.’* These details are not

50 Ibid., 12.25.1,2. 51" Letters, contracts, treaties, agreements.

52 Luke is the fundamentalist among the New Testament authors. See J. Jervell, ““Die
Mitte der Schrift: Zum lukanischen Verstindnis des Alten Testamentes,” in Die
Mitte des Neuen Testaments, FS E. Schweizer (Goéttingen, 1983), pp. 79-86.

53 See Thornton, Der Zeuge des eugen; J. Wehnert, Die Wir-Passagen der Apostelges-

chichte: Ein lukanisches Stilmuttel aus judischer Tradition, GTA g0 (Gottingen, 1989).

Thornton, Der Jeuge des Jeugen, pp. 275f%.; J. Wellhausen, Noten zur Apostelgeschichte,

NAWG, Phil.-hist. KI, NF xv/2 (Berlin, 1914), p. 42.
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explainable as part of Luke’s memory since he wrote Acts 30
years after his voyages with Paul. We can safely assume that
Luke took notes when events happened and used his notes
years later. On this point he met the standards of historio-
graphy, at least formally.

The bulk of Luke’s sources were the oral traditions stemming
back to the earliest periods of the church. This is another
aspect of the old rule of autopsia: the first pillar is the author
himself; the second pillar is his information from trustworthy
people who themselves had been eyewitnesses to the events
described. That is exactly what Luke announces in his
preface to the Gospel (1.1—2). He writes a historical report on
those things “which have been fulfilled [sc. by God] among
us,”% &v fjuiv (Luke is obviously included in this “among
us”’). He himself is a witness, and so are those who handed
these things down, the original “eyewitnesses and servants of
the Word.” They are by definition trustworthy, and therefore
it is not necessary for Luke to inquire into their reliability. To
be an eyewitness is to be capable not only of giving assurance
that the events reported actually took place, but also of
testifying to their significance, namely as a part of God’s
salvation. Everything eyewitnesses have reported must be in
accordance with the Scriptures, again with salvation history.
And the whole history Luke writes down is based upon
autopsia.

Luke had written sources, above all the Scriptures,®® but
there are other ones. Some of them Luke obviously meant as
primary sources, such as letters (15.23-29; 23.26—-30, cf. g.2;
18.27; 2.25; 22.5; 25.26; 28.21). But Luke knows that many
before him had undertaken to give a written account of the
history he himself offers (1.1). It is customary in ancient histo-
riography to give a critical evaluation of the other historians,
the predecessors, who had dealt with the same history as the

55 The memrAnpogopnuévev are the various occurrences in salvation history; things do
not just happen, but are being “fulfilled,” sc. by God. Tipdyuara is the Greek
equivalent of the Semitic pnuoTta, °I27.

56 1 am not going to discuss Luke’s possible written sources here, only point to the
phenomena of written sources.
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historian in question.>” Luke does not place these writers on the
same footing as the eyewitnesses ‘““from the beginning” (1.2),
even if he considers himself to be one of them (850&e k&poi, 1.3).
He therefore avoids any criticism, at least expressis verbis. How
can he criticize people from the church who have undertaken
to write the same history as he himself has done? But the very
fact that he himself starts afresh, after he has gone over the
whole course of events from the very beginning in detail,
and writes a connected narrative, “in order” (Lk. 1.3), shows
that he is not satisfied with their work. They have not written
down salvation history in full, only in part.

It is well known that Luke has rewritten all his sources, and
it is therefore a most complicated task to discern them. And,
with the exception of the Scriptures, he has molded his sources
into a specific language. This is not literary Greek. Even if
Luke had a good command of literary, classical Greek (for
example in the preface, 1.1—4), he apparently chose not to
present his work in this form. Luke is the stylist within the New
Testament with a considerable vocabulary. But he includes
only scattered elements of literary Greek, and they do not mark
his language. The characteristic feature of his language is that
it is permeated by Semitic elements that hold good not only for
Luke 1—2 and Acts 1-15, but for his work as a whole. Ninety
percent of his vocabulary we find in the Septuagint. The
stylistic home is the synagogue. This is especially clear in the
speeches, in casu the missionary speeches. The many speeches in
Acts have always been taken as a proof of Luke’s aspiration to
write as a historian. Luke followed the rule of Thucydides that
the historian should reproduce “what seemed the most prob-
able and appropriate language for each occasion, while pre-
serving as faithfully as possible the general sense of the speech
actually delivered.”®® The historian wrote the speeches with
his own words, giving them the most appropriate form.>® This
57 Josephus, Bellum 1.1—2; Ant. 1.1—4.

58 Thucydides 1,22; Tacitus, Annals 15.63; see also M. Dibelius, Aufsitze zur Apostelges-
chichte, FRLANT 60 (Gottingen, 1951), pp. 120—162; Plumacher, Lukas als hellenist:-

scher Schriftsteller, pp. 32—79.

59 Even if he knew a speech from his sources, the speech was reproduced with the
historian’s own formulations.
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does not mean that the historians were allowed to compose the
speeches freely, that is, to invent speeches. They had (1) to take
the specific situation and the actual speaker into consideration,
(2) to refer to speeches actually delivered, (3) to present what
was actually said, and (4) to refrain from composing or invent-
ing a speech if the speech in question had been published.®?
The many speeches Luke offers in Acts are written in his own
language, as is the rest of his material. Even when he follows
the rule laid down by Thucydides, he writes and composes
speeches in his own way, differently from the Greek and
Roman historians. We see that the missionary speeches of Peter
and Paul are worded in the same way (Acts 2.14-30; 3.12-26;
4.8-12; 5.20-32; 10.34-43; 13.16-41,%" cf. 1.16-22; 4.24-30;
6.2—4; 15.7-11, 14—21). They have not only the same language,
but also the same content and way of theological thinking.
They proclaim the same things in the same way, and they
employ the Scriptures in the same way. We find the Semitisms
in the speeches in Acts as a whole, not solely in the first part
(1-15): 18.16—41; 15.7—11, 14—21; 20.18-35; 22.6—22; 26.2—23;
28.17-20; 25-28).52 In all the other speeches in Acts, that is,
those given by Christians, we find the same language.®3 In the
missionary speeches we find that a sermon for a Jewish audi-

60 See Tacitus, Annals 15.63; differently M. Dibelius, Aufsitze zur Apostelgeschichte,
pp- 122f., 156. That the historians did not always adhere to their principles (e.g. in
referring to speeches) goes without saying. Polybius is stricter about the veracity of
the speeches than Thucydides. And when historiography entered the union with
rhetoric, other ideals were set, that is, from the time of Isocrates. Great importance
was attached to an elegant form in the expression of thoughts, but there was great
variety.

The exception is the Areopagus speech (Acts 17.22-31), but this is an apologetic,

not a missionary, speech.

62 Even in the Areopagus speech we have Semitisms. See F. J. Foakes-Jackson and
K. Lake (eds.), The Beginnings of Christianity: Part I: The Acts of the Apostles, v,
(London, 1933), p. 419; Plumacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schrifisteller, p. 48, n. 62.

63 Itis a general opinion that the Septuagintalisms are not widespread in Acts 16-28,
because the time of the apostles is the decisive and most holy element in the holy
time. See Plumacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schriftsteller, p. 69. Was Paul’s time, not
separated from the time of the apostles, less holy than theirs? And Luke did not
imitate something parallel to a Homer or Herodotus, something far back in time,
because the apostles were his contemporaries. And the Scriptures were not his-
torical sources to him as we understand such sources, but the Word of God read in
the service of the synagogue.
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ence is not different from one to a Greek; the missionaries do
speak in exactly the same way to Jews and Gentiles, in casu
God-fearers (Acts 10.34—43; 13.16—52).

In other speeches, for example that of Tertullus (Acts
24.2-8), Luke imitates the style of the rhetor which shows his
ability to apply the rules of historiography by making the style
of the speech suitable for the occasion. The historians were
licensed to be rhetorical and demonstrate stylistic ingenuity,
but the speeches should not demonstrate one’s own stylistic
ingenuity.®* Nevertheless, the speech of Tertullus is an excep-
tion. As a whole, Luke avoids rhetoric, even if there are
exceptions. The reason Luke’s speeches both linguistically and
from a content standpoint were made in a way that antique
historians would have disapproved of is again salvation
history.®> The Semitic elements, the Septuagintalisms, are to
Luke the language of the Scriptures. And the apostles and
missionaries always preach the same message the same way,
and the church preaches exactly the same way the Apostles
did. The idea is not to imitate a historical epoch of the church,
the language of the apostles (this as a parallel to the Greek
mimesis),% but to show that the speeches represent the Word of
God as it always has been proclaimed and still will be. There is
no Greek rhetoric in the missionary speeches.®’ It is not the
style antique historians would have approved.%®

64 Lucian, De Arte Conscribendae Historiae 58; especially Dionysius of Halicarnassus, De

Thucydide 39—49; Diodorus Siculus 20.1.1-2,22.

It has nothing to do with the phenomenon of mimesis in Hellenistic literature. The

imitative style Luke obviously knew from Jewish literature. See H. J. Cadbury, The

Making of Luke—Acts (London, 1968), pp. 122f. Luke represents an analogy to

Hellenistic mimesis. A. Wifstrand, Die alte Kirche und die griechische Bildung (Bern/

Munich, 1967), p. 114, n. 3.

66 Pace Plimacher, Lukas als hellenisticher Schriftsteller, pp. 38-78.

67 Cf. Beginnings of Christianity, 1v, pp. 119f,; H. J. Cadbury, “Acts and Eschatology,” in
The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology, FS C. H. Dodd (Cambridge,
1954), p- 317; Plimacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schrifisteller, pp. 44f.

68 The assertion that Luke employs an archaic style, influenced by Hellenistic litera-
ture, in order to give, by means of an antiquated coloring, an impression of the holy
time of the apostles (so Plimacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schrifisteller, pp. 72-78) is
due to a misunderstanding of the well-known Jewishness in Acts, which runs
through the whole of Acts, and demonstrates the character of the church from the
beginning until Luke’s own time and church. See Jervell, “Retrospect and Prospect
in Luke—Acts Interpretation,” SBL Seminar Papers (Atlanta, 1991), 383-403.
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Antique historians did not attach importance to com-
pleteness. On the contrary, they had to consider what should
be embodied and what omitted in their work.%® According to
Lucian, “much should be omitted.”’® It is a question of the
proper selection. The criteria employed were of an aesthetic
character, namely what affected the mind of the reader
pleasantly. Change and variety were seen as pleasant.”! The
importance of a matter was actually valued according to its
effect, not its historical worth.”? Connected with this is the
demand for &vdpyeia, vividness of the narrative. But this
quality should not be stressed at the cost of truth. The criterion
is once more the reader: he or she, through the reading, should
become a spectator and be engaged in the occurrences told.”?
Much criticism has been raised against Luke by his interpreters
because he omits or passes over in a general way all sorts of
questions of historical worth, but stresses in detailed accounts
certain incidents, and above all among his characters one
person, Paul. This has nothing to do with scanty material or
lack of information, as he obviously had at his disposal various
and rich sources for the whole period with which he deals.”

When it comes to vividness, Acts is most impressive: lively
stories, great variety, dramatic episodes.”> Luke is seen as a
brilliant and creative author and his ‘‘history of primitive
Christianity [is] marked by astonishing uniformity and
simplicity.””’® And so, Luke is working within the framework of
ancient historiography and meets the requirements, at least to
some extent, on this point.

69 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Epistula g.11.

70 Lucian, De Arte Conscribendae Historiae 56.

7t Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Epistula §.12; Lucian, De Arte Conscribendae Historiae 56,
cf. Avenarius, Lukians Schrift, pp. 127ff.

72 Avenarius, Lukians Schrift, p. 130.

73 Lucian, De Arte Conscribendae Historiae 51; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, De Lysiade 7;
see also Avenarius, Lukians Schrift, pp. 130-140.

7+ J. Jervell, Luke and the People of God (Minneapolis, 1972), pp. 19-39; Unnik,
“Rules,” pp. 54fF.

7> This vividness is not reserved for antique historiography, of course, but applies as
well to the antique novel. And vividness as such is not sufficient for answering the
question of Acts’ genre.

76 E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford, 1971), p. 99.
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What about the long-drawn-out description of the trial of
Paul, with no progress, no sentence passed, and no outcome of
the dramatic appeal to Caesar? I would maintain that antique
historians in possession of the same material as Luke would
have given us a totally different story, embodying and omitting
other parts, if they would have found this story at all worth
while to write about. This is because they did not deal with
salvation history. Luke gives us the history of primitive Chris-
tianity as the history of Paul, with the other apostles, as
something like a prolegomenon. He omits a series of possible
discussions about the church in Jerusalem, other apostles and
evangelists, other missionary areas than the Pauline ones, the
organization of the churches, etc. In the lawsuit against Paul,
the Romans figure only as extras, whereas the main parts are
played by Paul and the Jews. But Luke does not write to inform
his readers or to engage them in what is told. They already
know the story, and they are engaged. His selection of material,
in casu dealing with Paul and omitting other important persons,
to us opening the doors to subjectivism, has to do with a pillarin
salvation history. Luke knows that extra Israel nulla salus est, that
Israel is the one and only people of God destined for salvation.
It is so important to demonstrate the continuity in history, from
the Israel of old to Jesus as the Messiah of the people, the twelve
apostles, and, above all, to the only missionary to the peoples
and founder of go percent of the churches, Paul. The Twelve
within Israel are no problem, but Paul and his supposed sayings
about Christ, the law, and Israel are a headache. A conflict
between Paul and the Empire is of scant interest, but the
controversies in this context with the Jewish leaders worldwide
are essential. The indisputable vividness of Acts is not meant as
aesthetic, engaging occurrences, much less as entertainment,”’
but to offer certainty about the salvific effect of the familiar
occurrences told and the scenes described (Lk. 1.4).

A proper chronology was important for the method in histo-
riography.’® It is a fact that Luke has clear deficiencies on this

77 So Pervo, Profit with Delight.
78 The importance of chronology is not diminished by the fact that some antique
historians could be careless and even confused on chronology.
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point and lacks chronological references. His absolute chron-
ology is problematic as well as his relative one. Again this has
to do with salvation history. It is not important to him to relate
what happens in the Jesus story and the church to persons and
events in world history (for example the history of the Gen-
tiles). Time is to him fulfilled time. Therefore, chronology is
important in his surveys of the history of the people of God
(Acts 7.1-53; 13.16-23). Chronology is important in connec-
tion with the events of the life of Jesus and his predecessors, and
the church (Luke 1.5,24f.,26,59; 2.1,21,42; 3.1f.,23; 4.2; 24.21;
Acts 1.3; 2.1). What is important is not when things happened,
but if what actually happened has its roots in the past, was
“from of old” (3.21; 15.7,18,21).

Important to antique historiography is the character of the
historian, which could be revealed in his work. The great aim
of the historian is the truth, and so he should be impartial and
independent, trustworthy, incorruptible, unfettered by power
holders, unsubservient, and plain-speaking.’® He should there-
fore offer as objective a narrative as possible. This was an ideal
of a historian, and various prefaces, where the historian men-
tions and characterizes his predecessors, show that only some
met the requirements.®” Did Luke? Only some of them, such
as to be plain-speaking,®' unsubservient, incorruptible, and
unrestrained by power holders. The others, independence and
impartiality, touch a sore point. This is certainly not because
Luke is an eyewitness himself to part of the history he tells, but
should be seen from his own premises again: his subject is
salvation history. He is in no way a neutral observer, and he
starts with the presupposition that the history he offers is the

7% Lucian, De Arte Conscribendae Historiae 41; Avenarius, Lukians Schrift, pp. 40—46.

80 Cf. Josephus, Ant. 1.1—4; Bell 1.1-16; C. Ap. 1.241%; Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Epistula ad Pompeium 4.2. It is interesting to see how Josephus regards himself as a
competent historian, in casu of the war of the Jews against Rome, as he: (1) had
taken part in the action and not collected information from hearsay; (2) in the
beginning of the war had fought himself, but in the sequel was an onlooker.
Josephus admits that he cannot conceal his private sentiments, but he asks the
indulgence of his reader ‘“for a compassion which falls outside a historian’s
province” (literally, “‘contrary to the law of history”’) (Bell. 1.11).

81 mappneia is one of the key words in Acts: 2.29; 4.13,29,31; 9.27f; 13.46; 14.3;
18.20,26; 19.8; 26.26.
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truth; and he aims at giving his readers security and assurance
of the instruction of the church, that this history is the history of
salvation. When he employs the Scriptures, not as historical
documents, but as documents of the Word of God, there is
neither independence nor impartiality.

1901

Luke could not write history along the lines of his contempo-
raries, not even the Jewish ones.?? Still, he wanted to write
history, but of a special sort. Others in the church before him
had given prefigurations and parts of salvation history. Luke
wanted to give it in full. He transcends what other Christians
had done, and he is to our knowledge the first in the church to
employ the tools of historiography.®®> Why? Did he know the
idea among contemporary historians that the one who knows
the past even knows the future? Surely his intention was not to
set Christianity within the realms of world history, that is, to
have Christianity accepted as a part of world history. He did
not conceive of Christianity as an integral part of the world.
Both his idea about Israel as the only people of God with its
exclusive place in history and his eschatology built upon the
same idea speak against such an understanding. Neither did he
want to create Welt-Literatur. His language with all the Semi-
tisms opposes this idea. His readers are not from the pagan
world, not highly educated people, but Christians with a
Jewish background of thought. His synchronisms as well as his
neglecting chronology point in another direction than a wish to
have the church considered as a part of world history.

Luke was obviously an educated man, perhaps even trained
in rhetoric and history. He did not write the history of a
religious movement or sect, but the final part of the history of
the people of God of Israel. He knew from the Scriptures that
the people of God had gone through a special and unique
history. Further, Scripture was no novel, no philosophical

82 They did not know any messianic fulfillment, and so salvation was primarily
something of the future.
83 These tools are well known to Jewish historians, e.g. Josephus.
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treatise with timeless ideas, or a codex of laws. He knew about
the importance of “the beginnings” and “from of old.” So he
chose historiography even if he was aware that he transcended

its limits by far.
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CHAPTER 6

Acts 6.1—8.4: division or diversity?
Craig C. Hill

Now in these days when the disciples were increasing in
number, the Hellenists murmured against the Hebrews
because their widows were neglected in the daily
distribution. Acts 6.1(RSV)

The predominant interpretation of Acts 6.1-8.4 holds that the
“Hellenists” and ‘“Hebrews” were separate, ideologically
defined parties within the early Jerusalem church.! The
Hellenists, being universalistic in outlook and liberal in tem-
perament, came after a short time to realize —in a way that the
narrow, conservative Hebrew believers could not — the full
implications of the Gospel of Jesus Christ. This new under-
standing was voiced most clearly and powerfully by the
Hellenist leader Stephen, who was put to death for his criticism
of the Jewish Law and Temple. The persecution that arose
following his martyrdom affected only his fellow Hellenists; the
Hebrews, who had no share in those views of the Hellenists that
were offensive to Judaism, were not touched. Thus the infant
church’s underlying division came to full expression: hence-
forth, Hellenist and Hebrew factions, represented by the Chris-
tian communities of Antioch and Jerusalem and the figures of
Paul and James, would go their own ways, the liberal
Hellenists into a Christian universalism, and the conservative
Hebrews into a retrenched Jewish legalism.

! In this chapter I summarize (with kind permission of Augsburg-Fortress Press) some
of the key arguments made in the first three chapters of my book Hebrews and
Hellenists: Reappraising Diviston within the Early Church (Minneapolis, 1992). Please
refer to that work for more detailed analysis and bibliography.
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This interpretation was first advanced a century and a half
ago by the great Tiibingen scholar Ferdinand Christian Baur.
Unlike most other components of his historical reconstruction,
Baur’s description of relationship between the Christian
Hellenists and Hebrews has seldom been challenged. Indeed,
in our century the essential elements of this reconstruction have
assumed the status of critical orthodoxy. This acceptance may
be illustrated by reference to the annotations in two popular
contemporary Bibles. In The New Oxford Annotated Bible we are
told that the Hellenists were “Greek-speaking Jews or Jews
who have adopted Greek customs.” The Hebrews, by contrast,
“probably spoke Aramaic and were more conservative.”
Furthermore, it is said that “Stephen saw more clearly than
others that Jesus’ teaching would change the customs,” and that “it
was wrong for Solomon to build a house.””? The NIV Study Bible
has this to say about Acts 6.1:

At this stage of its development, the church was entirely Jewish in its
composition. However, there were two groups of Jews within the
fellowship: (1) Grecian Jews. Hellenists — those born in lands other
than Palestine who spoke the Greek language and were more Grecian
in their attitudes and outlook. (2) Hebraic Jews. Those who spoke the
Aramaic and/or Hebrew language(s) of Palestine and preserved
Jewish culture and customs.?

In contemporary New Testament introductions, theologies,
and histories, in studies of Paul; and in Acts commentaries
alike, we find the same basic idea repeated: the earliest church
was divided into two groups, Hellenists and Hebrews, who, as
such, thought differently theologically.* Doubts concerning
this view arise in response to recent insights into the complex
relationship between Hellenism and Judaism in the ancient
world. Scholars now realize that first-century Judaism was
more Hellenized than had previously been supposed. The
picture that emerges is of a pluralistic and eclectic religion — a

2 The New Oxford Annotated Bible with the Apocrypha. New Revised Standard Version (New
York, 1991), pp. 168, 169, 171.

3 The NIV Study Bible: New International Version with Study Notes and References, Concordan-
ces and Maps, ed. K. Barker (Grand Rapids, 1987), p. 1620.

4 Numerous additional examples are included in Hebrews and Hellenists, pp. 9-15.
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signally different phenomenon from that reflected in earlier
schematisms of Diaspora and Palestinian “‘Judaisms.”’ In other
words, scholarship has moved from division to diversity as its
model for conceptualizing the distinctions within first-century
Judaism. In light of this, it must be asked whether the popular
depiction of the Hellenists and Hebrews of Acts 6.1 is founded
upon anything but stereotype.®> Why should our acceptance of
the cultural complexity of first-century Judaism stop at the
door of Jewish Christianity? Surely the historically credible
picture here, as in the case of Judaism itself, is the complex one.
We should expect to find Jewish Christians of various opinions
irrespective of their particular nationalities. We ought not to
be surprised, for example, to learn of “liberal”” Hebrews and
“conservative’”’ Hellenists.

Disputations concerning the theoretical foundation under-
lying the traditional understanding of the Hellenists and
Hebrews can take us only so far. Ultimately, the legitimacy of
any interpretation must be tested within the framework of a
study of the texts upon which it is based. For the purpose of this
chapter, we shall confine ourselves to an examination of two
key passages, Acts 8.1 and Acts 6.8—7.60, on the basis of which
it is averred: (1) that the Christian Hellenists were selectively
persecuted because of their distinctly radical theology, and (2)
that this theology was first propagated by their leader,
Stephen, who openly opposed both Temple and Torah. In
these few pages I hope to show that the text of Acts is incapable
of bearing this heavy load of interpretation.

ACTS 8.1: THE PERSECUTION OF THE HELLENISTS

According to Acts 8.1, after the death of Stephen ‘“‘a great
persecution arose against the church in Jerusalem; and all were
scattered throughout the region of Judea and Samaria, except
the apostles.” Commented Baur, ““This may justly surprise us’’;

5 Or prejudice. Much effort has been expended over the years in the attempt to rescue
Paul (and Pauline Christianity) from Judaism. The bifurcation of the Jerusalem
church is part and parcel of this program.
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after all, what persecution is directed at followers but not
leaders?

However, it cannot be doubted that they [the apostles] remained
behind in Jerusalem . . . But if they remained we cannot believe that
they were the only ones who did so, but rather that the persecution
first directed against the Hellenist Stephen was in fact carried on
against the Hellenistic part of the Church.®

This selective persecution of the Hellenists produced results of
enormous consequence for the early church:

The two elements composing it, the Hellenistic and Hebraistic . . .
now became outwardly separated from each other. At that time the
Church at Jerusalem was purely Hebraistic; as such it adhered closely
to its strictly Judaizing character, and a strenuous opposition to the
liberal Hellenistic Christianity was consequently developed.’

For their part, the Hellenists, having been driven from
Jerusalem, progressed naturally to “a universal system in
which Jew and Gentile stood equal side by side.””8 In equal and
opposite reaction, the church of Jerusalem, now wholly rigid
(i.e. Jewish),® came to oppose the rapidly developing Gentile
mission of the Hellenists.!® This antagonism is evidenced most
clearly in the confrontation between Paul and his Jerusalem-
sponsored Judaizing opponents.

Hence, we see that the opposition between Jewish Petrine
and universalist Pauline perspectives, which dominated Baur’s
conception of the early church, was traced by him to its
original manifestation in the tension between the Hebrews and
Hellenists of Acts. Accordingly, Stephen, the exemplary Helle-
nist, was termed by Baur “the most direct forerunner of the
Apostle Paul.”!!

The significance for subsequent scholarship of Baur’s inter-
pretation of Acts 8.1 can hardly be overstated. Time and time
again scholars have appealed to the selective persecution of the
Hellenists as the controlling datum in their interpretation of

& F. C. Baur, Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ, trans. A. P. and A. Menzies (London and
Edinburgh, 1873 [vol. 1], 1875 [vol. 11]) vol. 1, p. 39, my italics.

7 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 0. 8 Ibid., vol. 1, pp. 6o-61.

¢ Compare Baur’s description of the Jews, ibid., vol. 1, p. 51.

19 Tbid., vol. 1, p. 40. T 1bid., vol. 1, p. 62.
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the rest of Acts 6.1-8.4. Ernst Haenchen, for one, explicitly
espouses this method in his interpretation of Acts 6.1-7:

But the tangle may not be so easily unravelled. One must begin at the
other end, and this means looking beyond the passage under discuss-
ion. We are told in 8.1 that the whole primitive community, apart
from the Apostles, was persecuted and dispersed . . . This inference
[namely that the Hellenists were selectively persecuted], once
admitted, sets off a chain reaction.!?

It may be objected both that this inference ought not to be
admitted, and that it is not in any case sufficient to its suggested
consequences. The selective persecution of the Hellenists is
unlikely history and, by the most optimistic reckoning, indeter-
minate evidence. Faith in the traditional perspective must leap
gaps both in exegesis and in logic.

A variety of reconstructions of the events recorded in Acts
8.1 and following is possible. Although these are not all equally
plausible, we shall consider each of them in turn in order to
demonstrate that none supports the popular view of the Helle-
nists and Hebrews. The alternatives are as follows:

(1) Was there a “great persecution’ as Luke records?

YES NO

(2) Who was persecuted? (8.1 a Lucan construct)
Only the Hellenists The entire church

(3) By whom?
Hellenists Authorities Authorities

We begin by assuming an answer of “Yes” to question (1).
Acts 8.1b is, therefore, taken to be historically accurate; some
type of large-scale persecution of the church did occur at this
time. But — question (2) — who, specifically, was persecuted?
The most common option would be to conclude that oppo-
sition was aroused only against the Hellenists. If so, question
(3) must be pressed — who were their persecutors? One alter-
native 1s to imagine that the Hellenists were opposed by fellow
Hellenists (that is, Greek-speaking Jews). Those who regard

12 E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary, trans. B. Noble and G. Shinn
(Philadelphia, 1971), p. 266.
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the trial scene in 6.12—7.1 as artificial are most likely to take
this approach. According to this view, the non-Christian
Hellenists attacked those disturbing their community, acting
spontaneously (as in the mob actions of Acts 6.8-12 and
7.54—60) or acting perhaps in recognition of their responsibility
to discipline their own.!3

However reasonable this view may seem, it must be noted
that such an “intra-Hellenist conflict”’!'* would not have con-
stituted a S1wypos péyas (“‘great persecution’’) in Lucan terms.
As Luke has it, the persecution is directed from the top: the
high priest himself sits in judgment of Stephen (7.1) and
authorizes Paul’s persecution of the church (9.1—2). Indeed,
the further one pushes the theory of a general yet selective
persecution by Hellenists, the more complicated and unbeliev-
able the result becomes. One is left to imagine a state of affairs
In which Hellenist synagogue officials or Hellenist mobs could
continue (that is, beyond the death of Stephen) to do as they
pleased across Jerusalem, and in which the high priests and
elders themselves took no interest in the resultant commotion,
though it was reputed to concern both Temple and Law, and,
further, in which no appeal to higher authority was ever made,
either by Hellenist or by Hebrew Christians (the Hebrews, for
their part, being ready to sacrifice the Hellenists to keep the
peace).!® Surely, if one feels compelled to move in this direct-

13 Says M. Hengel, “ethnic synagogue associations in Jerusalem certainly had the
possibility of exercising discipline within the commuuiity . . . It seems to me that the
martyrdom of Stephen was connected with a synagogue assembly of this kind. No
wonder that the Roman authorities did not intervene” (Between Jesus and Paul:
Studies in the Earliest History of Christianity, trans. J. Bowden [London, 1983], p. 20).
Compare the synagogue punishment of Paul in 2 Cor. 11.24 and the warning in
Mark 13.9. See also E. P. Sanders, Paul, the Law and the Jewish People (Philadelphia,
1983}, pp. 190—192 {“Conflict with his Own People”).

14 As J. D. G. Dunn terms it (Unity and Diversity in the New Testament: An Inquiry into the
Character of Earliest Christianity [London, 1977], p. 274).

15 Cf. Dunn’s speculation “that the Hebrew Christians had virtually abandoned
Stephen, so antagonized were they by his views on the temple . . . Perhaps they
believed that Stephen had brought his fate upon his own head.” Subsequently, “the
Hellenist Christians who shared Stephen’s views would have few friends to shelter
them; whereas local Hebrew Christians still loyal to temple and law would be
relatively secure” (Unity and Duversity, pp. 273, 274). Division (and even animosity)
of such an extent between the groups seems to me to be quite incredible, par-
ticularly as it is not supported by any tradition or by the facts as we know them
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ion, it is more reasonable simply to accept the facts as Luke
presents them: that opposition begun within the Greek-
speaking community of Jerusalem was subsequently taken up
by the Jewish authorities.

The simple fact is that unless the antagonists of Acts 8.1—3
were in a position to attempt a general persecution of the
church, their failure to do so proves nothing. Therefore, if the
Hellenists were selectively persecuted, and if their persecutors
were fellow Greek-speaking Jews, then we are left to admit that
the persecution itself tells us nothing about the relationship
between the Hellenist and Hebrew Christians.

Let us (together with most commentators) say then that
Luke’s account is accurate, that opposition begun within the
Greek-speaking community was subsequently taken up by
the Jewish authorities. Moreover, let us assume that only the
Hellenists were affected by this persecution.!® On the one
hand, this view manages to avoid the difficulties mentioned in
connection with the previous proposal. On the other hand, it
leads us straight into a further dilemma: The argument from
persecution is in fact one of the most vital pieces of evidence for
the Hellenists’ solidarity with — and not their distinctiveness
from — the Hebrews, for the Hebrews are, if anything, the more
persecuted by these same Jewish leaders. In 4.1—22, John and
Peter are arrested by “‘the priests, the captain of the temple,
and the Sadducees,” taken before “‘rulers, elders and scribes

and Annas the high priest, Caiaphas, John, and
Alexander, and all who were of the high-priestly family,” and
threatened. In 5.17—41, the “apostles’” are arrested by ‘‘the
high priest . . . and all who were with him (that is, the sect of
the Sadducees)” and, after having been miraculously freed,
are sought and then summoned to appear ‘“‘before the council
[Sanhedrin],” where they are beaten. In 12.1-11, we are told
that Herod “laid violent hands upon some who belonged to the

concerning the subsequent relationship between the churches of Antioch and
Jerusalem.

16 That is, in reference to the chart above, (1) there was a ‘““great persecution,” (2) it
affected only the Hellenists, and (g) it was authorized or promoted by the Jewish
authorities.



136 CRAIG C. HILL

church.” He killed James with the sword and then, “after he
saw that it pleased the Jews,” had Peter arrested as well.
Again, Peter is miraculously delivered “‘from the hands of
Herod and from all that the Jewish people were expecting”
(verse 11) and, it seems likely, forced to flee Jerusalem (verse
17). If these do not suffice, we have the example of James the
brother of Jesus, by all accounts the leader of the Hebrews, put
to death at the instigation of the high priest Ananus the
Younger (brother-in-law of Caiaphas, the high priest who,
according to Acts 7.1, sat in judgment of Stephen).!” We also
have the testimony of Paul in 1 Thess. 2.14-16 concerning the
persecution of the churches “in Judea.”’!® Finally, passages in
the Synoptic Gospels appear to presuppose a state of persecu-
tion (for example Matt. 10.23, locating this specifically in
Israel). Therefore, if persecution may be taken to mean some-
thing in the case of the Hellenists, then recurrent persecution of
the Hebrews by these same Jewish leaders means something
equally significant.

So the difficulty is unavoidable: Either the Hellenists were
opposed by the same persons who opposed the Hebrews, or the
opposition they met was from fellow Hellenists and therefore
was something less than the “great persecution” of Acts 8.1. In
either case, the most basic of the arguments marshaled in
support of the theological distinctiveness of the Hellenists is
disallowed.

Up to this point we have assumed that the phrase “except
the apostles” precludes the possibility that the Hebrews were
persecuted along with the Hellenists. Just to exhaust all possi-
bilities, let us assume for the moment that there was a large-
scale persecution, and that it was not limited to the Hellenists
(after all, Luke does say that it was against “the church” and
that “all,” except the apostles, were scattered). As we have
seen, it is simpler to assume that such a persecution would have
been carried out by the Jewish authorities and not by the
anti-Christian Hellenists. Such a detail is hardly worth discuss-

17 See Hellenists and Hebrews, pp. 190—191.
'8 The authenticity of 1 Thess. 2.14—16 is discussed in Hellenists and Hebrews, pp. 36-37,
n. 69.
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ing, however, if we realize that any general persecution of the
church that did not distinguish between Hellenist and Hebrew
would only serve to underscore our conclusion: The Hellenists
and Hebrews were not distinctive ideological groups.

What is the most reasonable appraisal of Acts 8.1? I would
suggest that Luke is, as it were, setting up his pieces for the next
game. It is in his design both to get the Gospel out — ““in all
Judea and Samaria and to the end of the earth” (1.8) — and to
keep the apostles (not the Hebrews) in, centered on Jerusalem,
where they belong. It is no coincidence that if we were left with
Acts as our only source, we would know nothing of the wider
travels of Cephas, ‘‘the other apostles and the brothers of the
Lord” (1 Cor. g.5). It is in Luke’s design that the Twelve
(recall Acts 1.15-26) keep their authoritative feet planted
firmly in the holy city. This is required for the sake of the
Lucan apology: Now as before, Jerusalem is the epicenter of
God’s saving activity. That it is also the church’s center is thus
not a matter of indifference.'?

On reflection, it is difficult to believe that scholars would
ever have interpreted a verse like Acts 8.1 with such minute
literalism, except for the fact that an entire superstructure is
built upon it. This is not to suggest that Luke’s account is
fabricated. It is possible that it reflects what was a genuine
heightening of tensions between the primitive church and
Judaism, tensions which may have broken out in violence,
particularly within the Greek-speaking Jewish community.
Those who were not resident in Jerusalem (i.e. predominantly
Hellenist pilgrims) might well have thought it best to leave the
city at this time, as Luke records in Acts 8.4—5 and 11.19—=20.
Luke would have known in any case that Paul was at one time
a persecutor of Christians. His introduction within the context

19 Johannes Weiss saw Acts 8.1b as “only a redactional expedient to explain how it
came about that the church continued peacefully on its way in spite of everything.
The same thing occurs here as in so many later descriptions in which the author can
never say too much in picturing the horrors of persecution; one can hardly
understand how any one could ever have been left alive” (Earliest Christianity: A
History of the Period A.D. 30-150 [2 vols., New York, 1959], vol. 1, p. 170). While I
accept the second half of this statement, I think that there is more significance to the
verse than Weiss describes.
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of the first general persecution of the church is therefore
entirely understandable. It could even be argued that Luke
located the persecution itself, along with Paul, in Jerusalem.
Obviously, in such a case there would be no point in consider-
ing the (imaginary) persecution of the Hellenists. But this is
only speculation, as any proposal must be that goes beyond the
confines of the modest account of Acts 8.1—4.

Thus, all interpretive roads lead finally to the same desti-
nation: There is nothing in the account of the persecution of
Acts 8 that would cause us to believe that the church of
Jerusalem was divided into ideological camps corresponding to
the labels “Hellenists” and “Hebrews.”” If the persecution was
selective, and the Hellenist Christians were persecuted by their
fellow Hellenists, we are able to infer nothing concerning their
relationship with the Hebrews. If, on the other hand, the
Hellenists were persecuted by the chief priests, we know only
that they were opposed by those persons who on other occa-
sions also opposed the Hebrews. If the persecution was not
selective, then it would serve to unite, rather than to distin-
guish between, the Hellenists and the Hebrews. If, however,
there was no ‘““great persecution’’ such as Luke describes, then
the matter is laid to rest entirely.

ACTS 6.8—7.60: STEPHEN’S CRITICISM OF LAW AND
TEMPLE

At the center of the Hellenist debate stands the figure of
St. Stephen. His importance to the author of Acts is manifest:
The speech credited to him is the longest in a book of speeches;
his death precipitates the outward movement of the Gospel
from Jerusalem (a leitmotiv of Acts); and he is ennobled as the
church’s first martyr, one whose death is patterned after the
passion of Jesus himself.?°

Stephen is no less important to modern expositors wishing to
uncover the theology of Luke’s Hellenists. Martin Hengel sides

20 On the relationship between the two martyrdom stories, see Hellenists and Hebrews,
pp. 58-61.
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with the majority when he calls Stephen the spokesman of the
Hellenist community.?! It is commonly assumed that Stephen
not only spoke for the Hellenist party, but was in fact the
progenitor of their distinctive theology. For this reason, we
encounter the Hellenists of Acts appearing under the name
““the Stephen circle” in much of the relevant literature.

For the purposes of this chapter, I wish to make only the
most important point about the Stephen materials of Acts 6
and 7: There is nothing in these chapters that supports the
widely held view that Stephen was a radical critic of either the
Temple or the Law. That Stephen could have made inflamma-
tory utterances, such as the repetition of Jesus’ warning
concerning the destruction of the Temple, is not denied. The
question is not, Did Stephen advocate beliefs offensive to
Jewish authorities, but, Did Stephen advocate beliefs offensive
to Hebrew (but not Hellenist) Christians? Let us not forget that
from an early date the Hebrews also aroused opposition.
James, the brother of John, was himself executed (Acts 12.2),
but it is seldom if ever imagined that James shared Stephen’s
supposedly extremist views. Did Stephen’s death require
different and greater causes than that of James?

Temple and Law criticism are thought by many to be
evidenced in the accusations of chapter 6 and/or the speech of
chapter 7. Let us consider each of these passages in turn.

THE ACCUSATIONS

According to Luke, the charges against Stephen (which,
admittedly, concerned the Law and the Temple) were set forth
by false witnesses. Almost universally, commentators have
assumed the opposite: that the supposedly false witnesses were
in fact telling the truth. This interpretive reversal is accom-
plished by means of an intriguing sleight of hand. It is said that
Luke knows and wants to report the reason for Stephen’s
death, and yet the witnesses he employs to do so must be
“false” since they are witnessing against Stephen, who is

2! Hengel, Between Fesus and Paul, p. 19.
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“true.” Wilfred Knox calls this ““a genuine literary curiosity’:
“any witness who gives evidence against a martyr must be a
‘false’ witness since he is against the truth.”?? Or, as Martin
Scharlmann has written, the charges were indeed false, “but
not in the sense of being contrary to fact”!*® But it would have
been obvious to Luke and to his readers, living after Ap 70, that
the charges were precisely contrary to fact. The temple had in
truth been destroyed — but not by Jesus. Heikki Raisdnen is one
of the few commentators to have recognized this: ““The reader
of Luke’s Gospel will also know that Jesus, according to that
book, never said that he will destroy the temple, but only that
it will be destroyed.””?* It also needs to be said that it is fully in
keeping with Luke’s purposes in Acts that he both introduce
and refute the charge of “blasphemy” against Moses. S. G.
Wilson, in his thoughtful monograph Luke and the Law, con-
cludes that in Luke’s perspective, “there is no conflict in living
according to the law, indeed doing so zealously, and being a
Christian.”? In fact, Luke “viewed living according to the law
as a natural and appropriate way of life for Jews and Jewish-
Christians.””?® Moreover, Luke goes to considerable lengths to
demonstrate the piety of the Jewish Christians in general, and
of the apostle Paul in particular. There is no doubt that, to
Luke, the witnesses are patently false.

It can be argued that there might still be some truth to the
accusations. After all, the false charges against Paul in Acts
21.21, 28 are clearly exaggerations of charges that could
genuinely have been leveled against him. This is true, but in
Paul’s case we have the means for verifying the considerable
extent to which the accusations have been falsified by “exag-
geration.”” In Stephen’s case no such verification is possible; we

22 W. Knox, The Acts of the Apostles (Cambridge, 1948), p. 25.

2 M. H. Scharlmann, Stephen: A Singular Saint, Analecta Biblica 34 (Rome, 1968},
p. 1o2.

24 H. Raisanen, The Torah and Christ: Essays in German and English on the Problem of the
Law in Early Christianity (Helsinki, 1986}, pp. 164-165 (cf. Lk. 13.34-35; 20.9-19;
21.6). See also G. H. Stanton, “Stephen in Lukan Perspective,” in Studia Biblica
1978. 11. Papers on Paul and Other New Testament Authors, ed. E. A. Livingstone
(Sheftield, 1980}, pp. 345360, here pp. 348-349.

2> S. G. Wilson, Luke and the Law (Cambridge, 1983), p. 102.

26 Ibid., pp. 114-115.
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are left only to speculate about what historical kernel may lie
hidden within the supposedly overstated charges of the false
witnesses. A healthy dose of skepticism about such speculation
is entirely in order. In studies of this sort one usually finds
whatever kernel one is looking for.

It is also necessary to consider the possibility that it was the
question of Paul’s faithfulness to the Law that was actually at
issue in Acts, and that Luke reads the Pauline defense — that is,
the one that he knows and the one that most concerns him —
back into the story of Stephen. This would, of course, explain
the striking but otherwise coincidental parallelism between the
charges against Paul in Acts 21.28 and those against Stephen in
6.13. Whether or not this is the case, it is clear that Luke is
arguing a point with respect to the Law; it is the Jews who have
disobeyed, not the Christians (7.53). Given Luke’s apologetic
(or, I might say, polemical) agenda, it would be very hazard-
ous to stake out our claim to the Stephen of history on the basis
of this one, stereotyped accusation.?’

Many scholars who look to Acts 6.11-14 for evidence of
Stephen’s radicalism claim that certain literary peculiarities
betray the text’s non-Lucan (and therefore traditional) origin.
For example, Earl Richard, one of the most cautious inter-
preters of Acts 6.1-8.3, writes that ““[a] careful examination of
the style of v. 11 has convincingly shown that the verse owes a
considerable debt to tradition.”?® This assertion is based in
part on the presence in verse 11 of the adjective PA&odnuos,
used elsewhere in the New Testament in this grammatical con-
struction only in 2 Pet. 2.11, where it is not accompanied by the
preposition eis.29 It is difficult to see how this wording necessi-
tates a source. While it is true that Luke does not use the
adjectival form of PAaodnuéw elsewhere, the noun PAaconuic s
used in Lk. 5.21, and the verb itself appears seven times in

27 See Acts 18.1 and 21.24, 28, as well as Paul’s defense against the same charge, by
this time already understood by the reader, in 25.8.

28 E. Richard, Acts 6.1-8.4: The Author’s Method of Composition (Missoula, 1978), p. 288.

29 Richard considers this point especially significant: ‘‘the combination of the elements
found in 6.11 is unique, particularly the adjective PAdodenos followed by €is” (ibid.,
p. 288).
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Luke—Acts, once in connection with &g (“‘blaspheming against
the Holy Spirit,” Lk. 12.10; see also Mark g.29). The term
modified by PA&opnua—pripaTta (“words’’) —is a “good Lucan”
word,?® while “blasphemy” itself might almost be called a
“good” Lucan theme. Just as it is the Jews who disobey the
Law,3! it is the Jews who are guilty of blasphemy.?? In Acts
26.11, Paul even describes his persecution of the church as an
attempt to compel Christian Jews to blaspheme! So we are
brought again to a by-now familiar consideration, namely the
Lucan apologetic vis-a-vis Judaism: Stephen is falsely charged
with the crime of which the Jews themselves are culpable.
Other, similar claims concerning the supposedly non-Lucan
character of Acts 6.11—-14 (and 7.1-60, for that matter) are
equally questionable.3?

THE SPEECH

Many scholars turn to Acts 7 for evidence of Stephen’s Law-
and Temple-criticism. Are the “true” accusations of the
“false’” witnesses substantiated by the speech? Martin Dibelius
addressed this question perceptively when commenting on the
alleged Temple-criticism of the speech: “the speech is
extremely reticent and seems to be very loosely connected with
the charge — indeed, we ourselves shall probably be reading
into it any significance that we may find.”’3* This observation
should be extended to both of the charges against Stephen. It is
very doubtful that the speech would ever have been inter-
preted as Law-critical if it were not for the charge in 6.19 that
“this man never stops saying things . . . against the law.” If
anything, the speech is emphatically “pro-law.” This is most
evident in the treatment of Moses, the one who received the
“living oracles” (7.38) at Mt. Sinai. Johannes Munck rightly
remarked that Acts 7 “gives us the highest appreciation of

30 Raiisanen, The Torah, p. 263. 31 Acts 7.53.

32 Lk. 22.65; 23.39; Acts 13.45; 18.6; 26.11.

33 These are dealt with in detail in Hellenists and Hebrews, pp. 58-67 and pp. 82-8g.

3¢ M. Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, ed. H. Greeven, trans. M. Linz and
P. Schubert (London, 1956), p. 168.
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Moses that we meet in the New Testament.”3> It is likely that
Moses and the Law have been elevated for the dramatic
purpose of heightening the guilt of the Jews. The Law itself was
received &is Siatayds &yyéiwv (“as ordained by angels’).3¢
The fault lay with the Jews, who failed to keep it. It is not the
Law that is the subject of Luke’s attention; it is the Jews. Luke
needs the Law in much the same way that Paul needs it in
Rom. 2.17—24; it is the bar at which the Jews may be
arraigned.

Scholars who consider the Hellenists to be a bridge to Paul
on the question of Law-criticism are in a fascinating dilemma.
They want to emphasize the law-critical side of Stephen, but
there is no evidence. A somewhat better case can be made for
criticism of the Temple — at least here there is some ambiguity
as to Stephen’s position — but an attack on the Temple seems
something of an irrelevance. While questions about the Law
did concern the early Aramaic- and Greek-speaking churches
(such as Jerusalem and Antioch), there are no data to suggest
that the Temple was also a point of controversy. In fact, the
one type of Temple “criticism” that can adequately be
defended on the basis of the speech is not unique and fails to
attack the institution of the Temple itself.>’ Further, the per-
secution of Stephen and the Hellenists over the Temple might
not distinguish them from but rather unite them with Jesus and
the Hebrews, both of whom may have suffered for similar
reasons.® Consequently, it must be shown that Stephen’s criti-
cism of the Temple was of such a fundamental nature that it

35 J. Munck, The Acts of the Apostles (Garden City, 1967), p. 221, n. 1.

36 Verse 53; see also verses 30, 35, and 38. Unlike Paul’s disparaging reference to

angelic agency in Gal. §.19, Luke mentions the angels at Sinai in order to emphasize

the sanctity and importance of the Law (compare angelic agency in Lk. 1.11—20,

26—38; 2.9-15, 21; and Acts 5.19-20; 8.26; 10.3~7, 22; 11.13; 12.7-11, 23; 23.9;

27.23—24). The mediation of angels in the giving of the Law is also referred to in

Heb. 2.2.

That is, the idea that the destruction of the temple came as a result of Jewish

unbelief. See Matt. 21.33-41, 42—44, and parallels. Such a view does not, however,

constitute criticism of the Temple.

38 On the temple and the death of Jesus, see E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism
(Philadelphia, 1985), pp. 296—306. While it is not known why, for example, James
the brother of Jesus was killed, it is once again the high priest who was responsible
for his death (Josephus, Antiquities 20.197—203).

37
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brought into question the validity of the Law itself. It is for this
reason, 1 believe, that Stephen’s negative statements con-
cerning the Temple are portrayed as being so strong.? Thisis a
necessity if he is to be made a critic of Torah. .

There are two principal places in the speech where scholars
claim to find radical criticism of the Temple. The most sig-
nificant of these is in verses 46—48a:

[David] found favor with God and asked that he might find
a dwelling place for the house of Jacob.
But it was Solomon who built a house for him.
Yet the Most High does not dwell in things made with human hands.

The primary debate concerns the supposed contrast between
“finding a dwelling place” and ‘“building a house.”” If such a
contrast exists, it is usually interpreted to mean that the simple,
approved intentions of David were thwarted in the actual
disposition of his son, Solomon. So, for example, Haenchen
remarks that, ““The speaker understands okfvwpa [“dwelling
place’’] in the sense that the pious David wanted to ‘find” God
only a tented dwelling, i. e. the tabernacle [oknvA, “tent”], not
build him a solid house.”*?

This seems highly doubtful. Verse 46b draws directly upon
Psalm 132, €5 00U eUpw TéTOV TG KUPiw, oKAVLU TG Be6d "lakwp
(““until I find a place for the Lord, a dwelling place for the God
of Jacob” verse 5), a song of ascents celebrating the estab-
lishment of the Davidic line and the Jerusalem cult. (Luke’s
choice of the verb aitéw [“ask’] in Acts 7.46 almost certainly

3% For example, Julius Wellhausen wrote that “Stephen . . . rejects it [the Temple] a
priori; he puts it in opposition to the legitimate cultic place of the tabernacle, and on
the same level with the golden calf and shrine of Moloch” (“Kritische Analyse der
Apostelgeschichte,” in Abhandlungen der kiniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu
Gittingen, philologisch-historische Klasse, Ns 15.2 [1914], 1-56, here p. 13). Similarly,
Robert Maddox stated that according to Acts 7, “‘the building of the Temple was
an act of rebellion” (The Purpose of Luke-Acts [Gottingen, 1982}, p. 53). C. K.
Barrett put the matter this way: “David . . . found favour with God and planned to
make him a oxfjvwpa, a word that is used occasionally for the tabernacle. At this
point the decisive rot set in. Solomon built God a house, oikos. This was contrary to
God’s will” (“Old Testament History according to Stephen and Paul,” in Studien
zum Text und zur Ethik des Neuen Testaments: Festschrift zum 8o Geburtstag von Heinrich
Greeven, ed. W. Schrage (Berlin and New York, 1986), pp. 57-69, here p. 67.

40 Haenchen, Acts, p. 285. The same interpretation is found in Baur, Paul, vol. 1,

PP- 47-52.
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indicates that he himself was thinking of 2 Sam. 7.1-2 — in
which David expresses to the prophet Nathan his desire to
build a temple — as the background to Ps. 132.2—5.)*! This is, of
course, quite enough to account for the peculiar phrase ebpeiv
oxfvwpa (“to find a dwelling place”). Similarly, the vocabu-
lary of verse 47 (oikoBopeiv oikov [*“to build a house”]) is to be
found in a number of related verses in the LXX (2 Sam. 7.13; 1
Kgs. 5.9 [alluding to David’s wish}; 6.2; and 8.16—17), where it
also refers to the building of the Temple.

It is worth noting that the categories “tent’”” and “‘house’ are
not used consistently by the author. Specifically, we are told of
a bad oxnvnj in Acts 7.43 (‘“‘the tent of Moloch™) and, if the
reading is correct, of an apparently good oikos in verse 46. If
the author genuinely had intended to create a contrast between
the terms, he could certainly have done a better job of it.

Thus it seems most reasonable to take verses 46—47 at face
value and not be diverted by them. It is true that the author
wishes to make a point about the Temple — amongst other
things — but it is overly subtle to detect the sort of contrast that
so many have found in these verses.

A fact almost universally ignored in discussions of this
passage is that verse 48, which summarizes verses 46 and 47
(and almost certainly the author’s own point of view), omits the
words olkos (“house”) and oxfivwpa (“‘dwelling place’)
entirely. Thus, the verse makes a simple point that has nothing
to do with an opposition between temples and tents: God does
not reside in things made by human hands. Itis a point that any
Jew might make in a polemic against paganism and about
which no Jew would probably be able to disagree (see 1 Kgs.
8.27). At most, it represents the perspective of one who would
resist any tendency to localize worship exclusively in the
Temple. The assertion of verse 48 takes on additional sig-
nificance, however, when it is made in the context of a Gentile
church or mission, and that after the destruction of the Temple
in AD 70. This is a theme to which we shall return shortly.

41 Marcel Simon contended that behind this text lies, not David’s desire to build a
house (as in 1 Kgs. 5.3), but only David’s earlier wish to move the ark to Jerusalem.
This interpretation is disputed in Hellenists and Hebrews, pp. 72-73.
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The real problem with verses 46—50 is their relationship to
Stephen’s accusations against the Jews in verses 51-53. These
are so vehement in tone that it seems necessary to find justi-
fication for them in preceding verses. Thus scholars are led to
overestimate the force of the polemic in verses 48—50 and to
assume that a repudiation of the Temple is at the heart of the
Stephen speech. Says Haenchen, ‘“The swift passage to the
string of charges in verses 51—3 which goad the audience into
fury can only be explained if the preceding verses form a
radical denunciation of the Temple worship.”*? In point of fact
the allegations of verses 51-53 have nothing to do with the
temple. In these verses, ‘‘the author appears to have as his goal
to list as many accusations as possible against the Judaism of
NT times.””*® The Jews are “stiff-necked’” and ‘“‘uncircumcised
in heart” ““and ears.” They “‘are forever opposing the Holy
Spirit,” having killed the prophets, and are now becoming the
“betrayers” and “murderers” of the righteous one. For the
crowning accusation he returns, not to the Temple or even to
the death of Jesus, but to that which has occupied the greatest
part of his attention, the rejection of Moses and the Law: “You
are the ones that received the law as ordained by angels, and
yet you have not kept it” (verse 53).

It is worth considering this last statement more carefully. It
is my understanding that the dominant (although by no means
the only) question being addressed in the Acts of the Apostles
is, Who are the people of God? Accordingly, it is not the
institutions of Judaism, which are by definition good, but the
unbelieving Jews themselves that are assailed. This is as true in
the Stephen speech as it is in the rest of Acts.** Jewish dis-

42 Haenchen, Acts, p. 286. Given Haenchen’s views concerning the composition of the
speech, it is curious that he makes an argument based on the probable response of a
fictitious audience.

43 Richard, Author’s Method, p. 138.

+ See, for example, J. T. Sanders, The Jews in Luke-Acts (London, 1987), and his
“The Jewish People in Luke—Acts,” in SBL 1986 Seminar Papers, ed. K. H. Richards
(Atlanta, 1986), pp. 110—129, and his “The Salvation of the Jews in Luke-Acts,” in
SBL 1982 Seminar Papers, ed. K. H. Richards (Chicago, 1982), pp. 467—483;
L. Gaston, “Anti-Judaism and the Passion Narrative in Luke and Acts,” in Anii-
Judaism in Early Christianity, vol. 1, Paul and the Gospels, ed. P. Richardson and
D. Granskou (Waterloo, 1986), pp. 127-153; S. G. Wilson, “The Jews and the
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obedience, although to some extent a theme of the entire
speech, is centered upon the rejection of Moses and his teach-
ing. The point is twofold: (1) it shows by their earlier example
that the Jews are likely to be wrong in their present rejection of
Jesus, and (2) it demonstrates the tragic consequences to which
rejection of this ““Second Moses” must lead. This is the true
heart of the Stephen speech.

It is important to recognize that although Jewish institutions
are not attacked directly, their value is necessarily depreciated.
The Christian church was not, after all, a back-to-Moses
movement. The author is not contending that the Jews need
simply become better (i.e. more law-abiding) Jews. He is not
asking, in other words, that they accept their heritage, but that
they accept the thing to which he believes their heritage should
lead. To Luke, Judaism is inherently good but also inherently
not good enough.

This insight goes a long way toward explaining the strangely
contradictory attitude of Acts toward the Jews, and it certainly
helps us to understand the inclusion of verses 48—50 within the
Stephen speech. Luke’s perspective encourages a spiritualizing
tendency that is also to be found in verse 51 (““‘uncircumcised in
heart and ears’’) and perhaps in the story of Abraham as well
(“he [God] did not give him [Abraham] any of it as a heritage,
not even a foot’s length,” verse 5 [Deut. 2.5]; compare Heb.
11.39-40). In a sense this allows him the luxury of denying
what he must at the same time necessarily affirm. Christians
accept the Law and the Temple — rightly understood.

Even if the tendency to minimize the significance of the
Temple is understandable, we have not yet answered the
question as to why the theme is brought into the speech. A
number of plausible answers could be offered, but I believe
that one in particular makes more sense of the presence of the
Temple, and indeed of its dramatic location within the speech,
than any other. The key may be found in the attitude expressed

in Lk. 13.34—35a:

Death of Jesus in Acts,” in Anti- Judaism, pp. 155-164; D. L. Tiede, “Glory to Thy
People Israel!: Luke~Acts and the Jews,” SBL 1986 Seminar Papers, pp. 142-151; and
R. C. Tannehill, “Rejection by Jews and Turning to Gentiles: The Pattern of
Paul’s Mission in Acts,” in SBL 1986 Seminar Papers, pp. 130-141.
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Jerusalem, Jerusalem, the city that kills the prophets and stones those
who are sent to it! How often have I desired to gather your children
together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings, and you were
not willing! See, your house is left to you!

It is highly likely that the sentiment expressed in these verses
lies beneath the treatment of the Temple in the Stephen
speech. Indeed, a number of key words reappear in Acts 6—7:
"lepooaAiny, &rokTévw, of TTpodfiTan, AiBoPoAéw, oUxk NBeAoal,
6 olkos (“‘Jerusalem,” “kill prophets,” “‘stone,” “you would
not,” “house”). Viewed in this light, the Temple takes on
enormous symbolic significance. The destruction of the
Temple is Luke’s contemporary parallel to the incident in the
wilderness, in which “God handed [the Jews] over” for their
rejection of Moses (verse 42). The reference to Babylon in verse
43 (cf. “Damascus” in the original text of Amos 5.27) thus sets
in parallel the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple and the
scattering of the Jewish people under Babylon and under Rome.
If Luke was writing in the years after AD 70, the relationship
between these events could hardly have been missed by his
readers. The Stephen speech is very much at the center of the
program of Acts, and the inclusion of the Temple is one critical
element in its presentation.*> Verses 46—50 do not fit logically
within the speech if they are related only to the occasion of
Stephen’s martyrdom, but their logic is inescapable if one looks
beyond to the underlying movement of the Book of Acts.

Heikki Réisanen has written that “Stephen’s speech does not
contain the vehement criticism of the temple and its sacrifices
sometimes ascribed to it . . . The temple section does not really

45 It may even be that Luke has shifted the saying of Mark 14.58 to its present context
in Acts for this reason. One of the themes of Luke—Acts is the gradual hardening of
the Jews (F. F. Bruce, Commentary on the Book of Acts: The English Text with Intro-
duction, Exposition and Notes [London, 1954], p. 92). The stoning of Stephen is in this
sense even more significant than the crucifixion of Jesus. Hitherto, the real possi-
bility of present (not future, eschatological) Jewish national repentance seems to
have been held forth (see Acts 3.17-19). As a consequence of the death of Stephen,
however, the tide has turned, and the offer of the Gospel is increasingly focused
upon the Gentiles, who will listen (28.28). Thus Stephen’s death may presage the
destruction of the Temple even more than did the death of Jesus, whom the Jews
and their rulers crucified “in ignorance’ (3.17). An echo of this may perhaps be
found in the contrast between the green wood and dry wood of Lk. 23.31.



Acts 6.1-8.4: division or diversity? 149

lead anywhere.””*® We may now appreciate the perceptiveness
of the first of these assertions while choosing to disagree with the
second. Stephen does not vehemently criticize the Temple, it is
true, but the vehemence his remarks incite does portend the
rejection of the Temple and of the Jewish nation. The Temple
section does indeed lead somewhere.

The kind of Temple-criticism most often (and erroneously)
attributed to the speech (“God was happy with a tent but never
wanted a house”’) does not present so fundamental a challenge
to the Law as that discerned by some in the account of Israel’s
idolatry in the wilderness in 7.39f. The impetus for this inter-
pretation comes from the citation of Amos 5.25-27 in verse 42:
God was not the object of their sacrifices. Indeed, God never
wished to be. Thus the cult and the “adulterated Law” that
enshrined it were merely an Israelite extension of the Golden
Calf of Egypt.*’ Stephen “draws a distinction between the
divinely ordered “lively oracles,” i.e. the authentic Law of
Moses, and [all] the ordinances concerning sacrifices and
temple, which were invented by the Jews.”*8 For this reason the
people of Israel were finally removed by God ‘“‘beyond
Babylon” (verse 43).*°

The obvious difficulty with this interpretation is the fact that
it is not sustained in the verses that follow. In verse 44 the
polemic suddenly disappears. The tabernacle was a “tent of
witness” whose construction was directed by God. It was
brought by the people into the land that God gave to them.
David himself is said to have found favor with God. There
simply is no reasonable way to argue that the people were
unrelenting idolaters given up by God after the incident with
the Golden Calf.

4 Raisanen, The Torah, p. 274.

47 M. Simon, St. Stephen and the Hellenists (London, 1958), p. 46. See also Knox, St. Paul
and the Church of Jerusalem (Cambridge, 1925), p. 44; and B. B. Bacon, “‘Stephen’s
Speech: Its Argument and Doctrinal Relationship,” in Biblical and Semitic Studies:
Critical and Historical Essays by the Members of Semitic and Biblical Faculty of Yale
University (New York, 1901), pp. 211-276, here pp. 264, 269—276.

48 Simon, Stephen, p. 48.

49 ““The substitution of Babylon for Damascus seems — and most commentators agree —
best explained as a post-exilic correction” (Richard, Author’s Method, p. 126; see also

n. 233).



150 CRAIG C. HILL

Many who do not go to these lengths still believe that there is
an essential link between the wilderness story and the building
of the Temple. This correspondence is based on the account of
the idolatrous Israelites, who rejoiced “in the work of their
hands™ (verse 41). The Temple is characterized in verse 48
as xeipomotnTols (“handmade”). Hence it is concluded that
‘“‘the superstitious attachment of the Jews to their temple is
made to appear as a continuation of their idolatry in the
desert.””?0

Again, the claim of Temple-criticism is dubious. For one
thing, it ignores the fact that the tabernacle was also hand-
made. It may be objected that the construction of the taberna-
cle was, however, directed by God (verse 44).>! This is true,
but it is also true that David, whose idea it was to construct the
Temple, is treated favorably and is not chastised for his wish.
The treatment of Solomon is neutral or else an amazingly
subdued criticism (cf. verses 51—53, where the author could
scarcely be accused of subtlety). And verses 48-50, as we have
seen, minimize the role of the Temple (countering the notion
that God dwells only [or perhaps is uniquely present] in a
handmade structure) without attacking it directly. The same
point is repeated (including the use of yeipomoinTos)®? in
Paul’s speech on the Areopagus in Acts 17.24.5% Riisdnen’s
observation is right on target: “T'his makes it probable that
verses 48—50 represent Luke’s own point of view.””>*

The solution to the difficulties of verses 39—43 should by now
be clear. The severity of these verses is directly attributable to
the severity of the judgment awaiting the Jews (from the
perspective of Stephen’s — and realized by Luke’s — day). If
Israel’s rejection of Moses led to God’s rejection of Israel

50 J. Dupont, The Salvation of the Gentiles: Essays on the Acts of the Apostles (Toronto,

1979), p- 134

51 C. H. H. Scobie, “The Origins and Development of Samaritan Christianity,” NTS§
19 (1972-1973), 390-414.

52 The form of the Temple accusation in 6.14 most closely resembles that of Mark’s
Gospel (14.58). Mark’s term xeipowotfitos is not, however, taken up in Acts 6.
Instead it appears in the answer to the charge, here in chapter 7 (verse 48).

53 This theme is, of course, already present in the story of the dedication of the Temple
in 1 Kgs. 8.

5% Raiisdnen, The Torah, p. 274.
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(verse 42), what other consequence might the reader expect of
present Jewish rejection of the “prophet like Moses?”’>> The
corollary works only if the first judgment can be made to
parallel and thus to justify the second. Thus the finality of
God’s judgment in verses 42—43, while making a logical non-
sense of verse 44f., makes its own admirable sense. To regard
these verses as the tokens of some obscure theology of the two
laws encompassing a rejection of the sacrificial system is to miss
the point entirely.

A final observation: All of the evidence we possess strongly
suggests that early churches arrived at Law- (not to mention
Temple-) criticism only gradually, and then in response to
concrete circumstances, especially as occasioned by the Gentile
mission (for example as in Acts 11.19—20; Gal. 2.1—-14; and Acts
15). Law-criticism did not come ‘“‘packaged whole” from the
earliest days in Jerusalem.6

In summary, then, there is no evidence that would lead us
to believe that Stephen was a radical critic of either the Law
or the Temple. It is entirely possible that the historical
Stephen was put to death because of something he said about
the Law or the Temple, and that this memory lies behind the
composition of Acts 6 and 7. But there is nothing here that
would substantiate the claim that Stephen died because of a
peculiarly harsh attack on the Law and the Temple. In the
latter case, let us not forget that Jesus himself was probably
put to death at least in part because of statements he made
concerning the Temple, and it is the Temple authorities who
almost certainly are implicated in the deaths of James the
brother of John (Acts 12.1—3) and of James the brother of
Jesus, the leader of the so-called Hebrews.

55 D. Moessner has argued that Luke’s presentation of Stephen is itself modeled in
Deuteronomic fashion after ““‘the pattern of a prophet like Moses” (‘“Paul and the
Pattern of the Prophet like Moses in Acts,” in SBL 1983 Seminar Papers, ed. K. H.
Richards (Chico, 1983), pp. 203—212, here pp. 203—209). Cf. B. Dehandschutter,
who sees in Luke’s portrayal of Stephen the archetypal presentation of a prophet’s
destiny of suffering (““La Persécution des chrétiens dans les Actes des Apdtres,” in
Les Actes des Apétres. Traditions, rédaction, théologie, BETL 48 [1979], pp. 541-546,

here p. 544, n. 10).
56 See Hellenists and Hebrews, pp. 138-142.
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CONCLUSION

The first Jerusalem Christians were positioned at the intersec-
tion of two histories: that of Jesus of Nazareth and that of the
church universal. One’s perception of these early believers
profoundly influences one’s understanding of the development
of subsequent Christian history and theology. For example,
scholars of a previous generation who delineated stages of
christological development like ““Palestinian Jewish,” “Helle-
nistic Jewish,” and “Hellenistic Gentile” presupposed that the
Hebrew Christians of Jerusalem would have thought only in
certain predictable ways. Those today who are aware of the
complexity of first-century Palestinian Judaism must allow for
the possibility that first-century Palestinian Jewish Christians
also thought in diverse and even surprising ways.

The secondary literature on the New Testament abounds in
deprecating references to the ‘“‘extreme conservatism” and
“narrow legalism” of the (Hebrew) Jerusalem church. The
“liberal,” “‘universalist” Hellenists, in contrast, have enjoyed
an almost heroic status. But the evidence of the New Testament
does not justify this two-toned portrait of Jewish Christianity.
Indeed, it suggests an opposite picture: a colorful and dynamic
church in which there was as much disagreement within as
between individual congregations. For example, in the
accounts of both the Jerusalem Conference and the Antioch
Incident (Acts 15 and Gal. 2.1-14), we see debate within and
compromise between the churches of Jerusalem and Antioch,
the putative centers of Hebrew and Hellenist ideology.’’
Nevertheless, assumptions about the bad (Jerusalem, James,
etc.) and good (Antioch, Paul, etc.) factions within Jewish
Christianity continue to affect (even, at times, to govern) the
interpretation of books as varied as Acts, Galatians, Romans,
Matthew, and James.%8

Generalizations are of only limited usefulness, but there is
nothing wrong with generalizing; it is our common means of
managing complexity. Not all generalizations, however, are

57 ]bid., pp. 103-147 on Galatians 2 and Acts 15. 58 Ibid., chaps. 4 and 5.
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equally valid; to the extent that they distort more than they
clarify, darken more than they illumine, generalizations may
be judged a hindrance to understanding and an impediment
to scholarship. The penchant of academics to think in terms of
groups, parties, and schools has been, in the case of the early
church, uncommonly unfortunate in its results. Jewish Chris-
tianity was too large and too varied an entity to fit neatly into
Hellenist and Hebrew ideological pigeonholes.>® It appears
that Christian theology did not develop along such straight-
forward or readily accessible lines. Instead, its development
was a phenomenon as complex as the world within which
it arose.

59 On the complexity of Jewish Christianity see ibid., pp. 193-197.



CHAPTER 7

James and the Gentiles (Acts 15.13—21)
Richard Bauckham

INTRODUCTION

The speech of James in Acts 15.18—21 plays a key role in Luke’s
account of the Council of Jerusalem (and therefore in his whole
account of the origins of the Gentile mission). Peter’s speech,
which opens the proceedings, reminds his hearers of the con-
version of the first Gentile converts, when the evident charis-
matic phenomena (15.8; cf. 10.44—47; 11.15-17) constituted a
clear declaration by God himself that Gentiles were acceptable
to him as Gentiles (15.9; cf. 11.12). Thus Peter’s argument is
from miraculous events making God’s will clear.! Barnabas
and Paul follow up this argument in the same vein, alleging
“the signs and wonders that God had done through them
among the Gentiles” (15.12) as evidence that their Gentile
mission is the valid continuation of what began in the house of
Cornelius. But Luke does not represent this line of argument as
the finally decisive one. After all, the matter under discussion is
one of halakhah (15.5), which could only be decided from
Scripture.? It is therefore left to James to provide the clinching
argument: that according to Scripture itself the Gentiles who,
it predicts, will join the eschatological people of God will do so
as Gentiles. On this basis James proposes the terms of the
Apostolic Decree (15.19—20; cf. 15.28—29; 21.25) as a definitive
decision on the issue of what the Torah itself requires of Gentile

! See P. E. Esler, “Glossolalia and the Admission of Gentiles into the Early Christian
Community,” BTB 22 (1992), 136—142.

2 Cf. B.T. B. Mez. 59b, and A. 1. Baumgarten, ‘“Miracles and Halakah in Rabbinic
Judaism,” JOR 73 (1982), 238-253.
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Christians.®> The key role which James’ speech here plays in
determining the Jerusalem church’s stance with regard to the
Gentile mission makes it worth asking, amid the complex of
other difficult historical problems which surround Luke’s nar-
rative in Acts 15.1-35,* whether the argument of the speech
has any historical credibility as an argument deriving from the
Jerusalem church itself.

Study of the speeches in Acts has unfortunately paid little
attention to this speech of James. The observation that not only
is the scriptural quotation in 15.16-18 dependent on the LXX
of Amos g.11-12, but also its value for James’ argument seems
to depend on precisely the LXX text where it differs from the
MT of Amos g.12, has often been considered sufficient to rule
out any possibility that the argument of the speech goes back to
the historical James or to the Jerusalem church. Either the
whole speech, with its scriptural quotation, is simply a Lucan
composition,” or else Luke is dependent, as some think he is in
the other speeches in the first half of Acts, on Hellenistic
Christian exegetical tradition,® which supplied him with the
quotation as a prooftext for the Gentile mission.

What has been lacking is a thorough study of the speech in
the light of first-century Jewish exegetical methods.” In the

8 J. Jervell, Acts and the People of God: A New Look at Luke-Acts (Minneapolis, 1972),
pp- 188-193, gives a good account of the way Luke’s narrative makes James’ speech,
rather than Peter’s, decisive, but his explanation for Luke’s portrayal of the role of
James (that James had more authority than Paul for Luke’s readers) is uncon-
vincing.

For a discussion of the attitude of the Jerusalem church to the Gentile mission, which
sets the argument of the present chapter in a wider context, see R. Bauckham,
“James and the Jerusalem Church,” in R. Bauckham (ed.), The Book of Acts in its
Palestinian Setting (Grand Rapids, 1995).

E.g. E. Richard, “The Divine Purpose: The Jews and the Gentile Mission (Acts
15),” in P. J. Achtemeier (ed.), Society of Biblical Literature 1980 Seminar Papers (Chico,
1980), pp. 267-282.

E.g. G. Lidemann, Early Christianity according to the Traditions in Acts, trans.
J. Bowden (London,1989), pp. 169—170; J. Dupont, The Salvation of the Gentiles:
Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, trans. J. R. Keating (New York, 1979), pp. 139-140;
cf. F. Bovon, Luke the Theologian: Thirty-three Years of Research (1950-1983), trans.
K. McKinney (Allison Park, 1987}, pp. 98, 101, 107.

For some account of Jewish exegetical methods in other speeches in Acts, see E. E.
Ellis, “Midrashic Features in the Speeches of Acts,” in Prophecy and Hermeneutic in
Early Christianity, WUNT 18 (Tibingen, 1978), pp. 198-208.
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context of what we now know of these, especially from the
study of the Qumran pesharim, the peculiar text-form of the
conflated quotation in Acts 15.16—18 requires to be studied and
understood as a product of skilled exegetical work. Such a
study, pursued in this chapter, will show that the quotation is
more precisely adapted to the issue under discussion at the
Council in Acts 15 than has usually been recognized and also
that it 1s more closely connected than has previously been
noticed with the terms of the Apostolic Decree, to which, in
James’ speech, it leads. These conclusions will put the his-
torical question in a new perspective, in which it can be seen
to be probable that Luke has accurately, if rather summarily,
preserved the exegetical basis on which the Jerusalem church,
under James’ leadership, was able to endorse Paul’s Gentile
mission, with the important proviso embodied in the Apostolic
Decree.

THE QUOTATION IN ACTS 15.16-18

Acts 15.16-18 Amos g.11—-12 LXX Amos g.11—12 MT

Meta TaiTa dvaoTpéyww  'Ev T Auépe keivn et fadik]
chu cxvou«?Souncoo ) GYGOTncffJ ) T3 NPO0-NK D"PR
THV oknvnv Aaued THv T oknvnv Aawnd Ty : ; ; o
TETTTWKVIAV, TETTTWKVIaY, ﬂ‘?pﬂﬂ
Kt cxvon<08'ouncc:> ~ 1EDRTIR "AYTN
T& TETTWKOT aUrTis, ST Coh e
Kai TH KOTESTPAUPEV Kai TA KATECKAUPEV DOPR RO
aUTRs &dvolkoSounow alTns dvaoThHow -
. . , s s . L . gy =t
kai &vopbdow adThHY, kai &voikodoufiow alThv T
kabBos aif Auépais Tou :D‘?1Y D
aidos, P
(17) émows &v &xinTHowow (12) &Tws ékENTHOWTV ) W ]YD‘? 12
ol kaT&AorTrol TGV ol kaT&AorTrol TGV O1IR NMIRY-NR
év?pd?nwv Tf‘)\: KUplov, dv?pd?'rrwv . =59
kai TavTa TS Efvny kad TavTa T Edvn : T
&’ oUs EmikékAN TN &’ oUs EmkékAnTan ﬁﬂ”by el RIPI7WR
;\rclis 6vo|.’xét pou &’ adTouUs, -r<"3 6vo;:!c'x uot:' é'rri auToUS M0
yel KUpIOS Agyet kUpros 6 Beds N N
TOIRDV TAUTX S o1k TalTa. DA .'lf;]&]

(18) yvwoTtd &m’ aiddvos.

James’ quotation is far from simply a quotation of the LXX
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text of Amos g.11—12 “with small variations.”® It is a conflated
quotation, with its text-form both selected and adapted to suit
the interpretation, in the manner now familiar to us not only
from the New Testament® but also from the Qumran pesharim.
The opening words (peTd ToUTa &dvaoTpéyw) and the closing
words (yvwoTtd &’ aiwvos), which do not come from Amos
g.11—12, frame the main text with allusions to other texts which
have been interpreted in close relationship to it (Hos. 3.5; Jer.
12.15; Isa. 45.21). We shall return to these after studying the
text of Amos g.11—12. Here there is obvious dependence on the
LXX, but also significant and evidently deliberate divergences.
In the description of the restoration of the “tent” of David,
Acts 15.16 omits two whole clauses of the LXX (kai &voiko-
Soufiow T& TeMTWKOTX aUTiis and koabos ai fjpépais Tou
aidvos). It also replaces the two occurrences of &vaoThow in the
LXX (rendering DPR) with &votkodopnicw and the one
remaining occurrence of &voikodoufiow in the LXX (rendering
1°N"127) with dvopBdow.!? These substitutions are acceptable
translations of the Hebrew verbs, though &vacTtiow is a more
literal translation of PR than &voikodounow. But it should be
noticed that they would not have been made had the exegete
who produced this form of the text not wished it to be quite
clear that the reference is to the restoration of a building. There
is no possibility that, as has sometimes been suggested,!! he
understood Amos g.11 as a prophecy of the resurrection of
Christ, since the LXX’s repeated &vaotiiow, for which he
substitutes &voikodopnow, would have been admirably suited to
such an interpretation. Nor would an interpretation of the text
as referring to the restoration of the Davidic family to the
throne (in the messianic rule of Jesus) easily account for our
exegete’s insistence that it is a building that is to be built.

8 K. Lake and H. J. Cadbury, in F. J. Foakes Jackson and K. Lake (eds.), The Begin-
mings of Christianity: Part I: The Acts of the Apostles, vol. v (London, 1933), p. 176.

9 For Paul’s quotations, see now C. D. Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture
(SNTSMS 6g; Cambridge, 1992).

!0 Variation between xatesTpopuéva and kateoxoppéva occurs in the manuscripts of
both Acts 15:16 and Amos g:11 LXX, so that it is virtually impossible to know
whether the original text of Acts here differed from the LXX.

' E.g. E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary (Oxford, 1971), p. 448.
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Most likely the exegete understood the oknvf) Aaveaid to be
the Temple of the messianic age. This would be a quite natural
understanding of the text of the LXX, which regularly uses
oknvi to render both SR and 1°WR with reference to the
tabernacle, and in Tobit 13.11 uses oknvf of the Temple that
will be built again in Jerusalem in the eschatological age. If, as
we shall see is likely, our exegete consulted the Hebrew text, he
could also have found reason for understanding "7 N2V to be
the eschatological Temple. Most other occurrences of N2V in
the Hebrew Bible would give no help in the interpretation of
the phrase, but 'TW, which is a variant of the same word, occurs
in Lam. 2.6 with clear reference to the Temple, while the
obscure JO2 in Ps. 42.5 was evidently understood by the LXX
translator as a reference to the Temple (LXX Ps. 41.5: év ToTe
oknvns). Moreover, a reader of Amos might well connect the
T NOD in g.11 with B99%M MY in 5.26, as the author of
CD 7.14-16 did. Though the LXX translator took the latter
phrase (or at least "[‘7?3 DY) in connection with the idolatry
to which the rest of 5.26 refers and translated it T oxnvnv ToU
MoAdy, it could also be taken in connection with 5.25 as a
reference to the tabernacle.

It is noteworthy that the oxnvf of Amos g.11/Acts 15.16 is
both associated with David and to be built by God. Jewish
writers of this pertod were accustomed to contrast the present
Temple, made by human hands, and the eschatological
Temple, which God himself will build.'? Thus 4QFlor. 1.1-13,
which is a pesher of 2 Sam. 7.10-14, takes the “house” which
YHWH will build (2 Sam. 7.11b) to be the eschatological
Temple to which Exod. 15.17 (“the sanctuary of YHWH
which your hands have established’’) also refers, and pointedly
omits 2 Sam. 7.13a, which predicts that David’s seed, the
Messiah, will “‘build a house for my name.”!* Such an inter-

12 A similar contrast is between the earthly Temple, built by human hands, and God’s
Temple in heaven, not built by hands: SibOr 4.8-11; Heb. g.11, 24; ApPet 16.9; cf.
2 Enoch 22.2; Acts 7.48; 17.24.

13 4QFlor. 1.12 quotes part of Amos g.11 (“And I will raise up the booth of David
which is fallen”) in connection with 1 Sam. 7.12-14, but takes “‘the booth of
David” to mean “the branch [1210, found in later Hebrew for biblical 9%,
‘branch’] of David,” identified with the TNT 12X (1.11), i.e. the Messiah of David.
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pretation of Exod. 15.17 as referring to the eschatological
Temple which God will build with his own hands is also found
in the Mekhilta of R. Ishmael.!* (For the expectation that God
himself will build the eschatological Temple, see also 11QT
29.9-10; 1 Enoch go.2g; Jub. 1:15-17.) Although 4QFlor.
evidently thinks it incompatible with the idea that the Messiah
will build the Temple, such a view was not always taken.
Sibylline Oracle 5.414—434 ascribes the building of the escha-
tological Temple both to the Messiah (422—423)!> and to God
(423—433). The Messiah presumably acts as God’s agent. Even
more relevantly for our purposes, Jesus’ alleged prophecy of
the destruction and rebuilding of the Temple is quoted in
Mark 14.58 in the form: “I will destroy this Temple that is
made with hands, and in three days I will build another not
made with hands” (cf. Matt. 26.61; John 2.19). Here the term
&yeipotroinTos alludes to the Jewish tradition of interpretation
of Exod. 15.17.!1® The eschatological Temple will be built
miraculously, by divine action, but the building is at the same
time associated with the Messiah, in accordance with 2 Sam.
7.13; Zech. 6.12—13. Thus the exegete whose work is embodied
in Acts 15.16—18 may have understood the phrase cknv Aoverd
to mean that God himself will build the eschatological Temple
miraculously through the agency of the Davidic Messiah,
though he may simply have taken it to refer to the Temple of
the messianic age, which God will build when “David” rules
God’s people (cf. Ezek. 37.24—28).

We are now in a position to understand the omission of the
two phrases kai &voikodopnow T& TemTwkdéTA aUTRs and
koBds ai fipépais Tou aiddvos from the LXX text of Amos g.11

But it is therefore notable that 4QFlor. does not quote the rest of Amos g.11 where
reference to a building is unavoidable.

4 Quoted in D. Juel, Messiah and Temple: The Trial of Fesus in the Gospel of Mark,
SBLDS 31 (Missoula, 1977), p. 151.

15 The figure described in lines 414—415 is the figure of Daniel 7.13 interpreted as the
messianic ruler: see A. Chester, “The Sibyl and the Temple,” in W. Horbury (ed.),
Templum Amicitiae, FS E. Bammel, JSNTSS 48 (Sheffield, 1991), pp. 49-50. For
the expectation that the Messiah will rebuild the Temple, see also Tg. Zech. 6.12;
Isa. 53.5.

16 Juel, Messiah, pp. 147-154, rejects this possibility because in Mark 14.58 it is the
Messiah, not God, who builds the Temple “‘not made with hands.”
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in Acts 15.16.17 The first could have been regarded as merely
repetitive of the previous clause. But if our exegete was working
with the Hebrew of Amos as well as the Greek, he had a
stronger reason to omit these words. The Hebrew "NOTN
739D NR (“and 1 will repair the breaches [in the walls]”)
suggests more obviously the walls of a city than those of a
temple. The phrase kafcs aoi fiuepais Tou aidvos will have
been omitted because it conflicts with the common belief that
the eschatological Temple will be vastly superior to the
Temple of the present age (1 Enoch go.29; SibOr 5.422—425; 2
Bar. 32.4; 4 Ezra 10.55).

The text of Amos g.12 in Acts 15.17 is much closer to the
LXX than that of the previous verse. Moreover, whereas in
Amos g.11 the LXX is a faithful translation of the MT, in g.12
the LXX diverges notably from the MT. The words é&x{ntiocw-
ow oi kaTdAoirol TéV &vipwtwy must presuppose a Hebrew
text which had W97 (“they will seek™)!® for MT’s W™
(“they will possess”) and BIR (“humanity”’) for MT’s OYTN
(“Edom”) (and presumably also lacked the accusative particle
DX). When Lake and Cadbury remark that the LXX here is
“apparently based on a misreading of the original Hebrew,”
and conclude that, “It is incredible that a Jewish Christian
could thus have used the LXX in defiance of the Hebrew,”!?
they entirely misunderstand the way in which Jewish exegesis
of this period treated the biblical text, as the Dead Sea Scrolls
in particular have now made clear to us. A Jewish Christian
familiar both with the Hebrew and the LXX of this verse
would not regard the latter as a misreading of the Hebrew. He
may have known a Hebrew text like that translated by the
LXX, but, even if not, would have recognized that the LXX
represents, not a misreading, but either a variant text or a

17 For omissions from the text as an exegetical device in the Qumran pesharim, see
G. J. Brooke, Exegesis at Qumran: gQFlorilegium in its Fewish Context, JSOTSS 29
(Shefhield, 1985), pp. 91—92.

18 Tn LXX &kInTeiv most often translates 9T,

19 In Foakes Jackson and Lake, Beginnings, vol. 1v, p. 176; cf. C. K. Barrett in D. A.
Carson and H. G. M. Williamson (eds.), It Is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture,
B. Lindars FS (Cambridge, 1988), p. 244: *‘James appears to quote the LXX where
it differs from the Hebrew. Is it conceivable that he would do this?”’
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deliberate alternative reading of the text. Jewish exegetes were
accustomed to choosing among variants the reading which
suited their interpretation, or to exploiting more than one. But
in a case such as ours, it is scarcely possible to distinguish a
variant text which has arisen accidentally in the transmission
of the text from one which results from the exegetical practice
of deliberately reading the text differently by means of small
changes (known as ‘al tigré’ in later rabbinic terminology).2°
The “misreading” of the Hebrew text presupposed by the
LXX of Amos g.12 is quite comparable with many examples of
deliberate ‘‘alternative readings” (al/ tigré’) in the Qumran
pesharim.?! Thus there is not the slightest difficulty in suppos-
ing that a Jewish Christian exegete, familiar with the Hebrew
text of the Bible but writing in Greek, should have welcomed
the exegetical potential of the LXX text of Amos g.12 as a
legitimate way of reading the Hebrew text of that verse.

In addition to following the LXX text of the first clause of
Amos 9.12, Acts 15.17 adds an interpretive gloss: Tov kUpiov.2?
The verb éx{nTHcwov clearly requires an object, lacking in the

20 For a striking example of ‘al tigré’ in LXX, see D. 1. Brewer, Techniques and Assump-

tions in Jewish Exegesis before 70 CE, TSA]J g0 (Tiibingen, 1992), p. 178. For al tigré’

in the Targumim, see Brooke, Exegesis, pp. 29-36; for @/ tiguré’ in the Qumran
literature, see Brooke, Exegesis, pp. 281, 284, 288—289, 306, 327; A. Chester in

Carson and Williamson (eds.), It Is Written, pp. 143-144; G. J. Brooke, “The

Biblical Texts in the Qumran Commentaries: Scribal Errors or Exegetical Vari-

ants?,” in C. A. Evans and W. F. Stinespring (eds.), Early Fewish and Christian

Exegesis: Studies in Memory of William Hugh Brownlee (Atlanta, 1987), pp. 95-97;

Brewer, Techniques, pp. 197-198. Brooke, “The Biblical Texts,” pp. 85-100, argues

in detail that, whereas some variant readings in the Qumran pesharim represent

already existing textual variants, many were deliberately created for exegetical
reasons. {The rabbinic use of ‘a/ tigré’ does not alter the text as such, but amends

it temporarily for exegetical purposes: Brewer, Techniques, p. 173.)

See especially those for 1QpHab listed in A. Finkel, “The Pesher of Dreams and

Scriptures,” RQ 4 (1963-1964), 367-368; Brooke, Exegesis, pp. 288—289; Brooke,

“The Biblical Texts,” pp. 95-97.

22 L XX MS A also has Tov kUpiov after &vpcdtov. It is not impossible that this text of
the LXX underlies Acts 15.17, but more likely that it results from assimilation to
Acts 15.17. For the tendency of the A-text to assimilate to the NT, see E. Richard,
Acts 6: 1-8:4: The Author’s Method of Composition, SBLDS 41 (Missoula,1978), p. 154;
and on this text, cf. B. Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (London, 1961), p. 35,n. 3.
But for the view that Luke attests the currency of the A-text in the first century, see
Bovon, Luke, p. g9g.

2
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LXX, and Tov kUpiov is quite frequently in the LXX the object
of &inTeiv (rendering NWI*NR WMT). But in the present
context of words attributed to the Lord (Aéye1 KUpios) and
surrounded by verbs in the first person and the phrase évou&
uov, a gloss intended purely to assist the sense should have been
pe, not TV kUplov.?3 The explanation of the latter may well be
that it is an example of the practice of expanding a text by
allusion to another text with which it shares common words
(gezérd Sawd) or themes.?* In this case, the allusion is to Zech.
8.22 LXX: “And many peoples and many [MT: strong]
nations (80vn) shall come to seek the face of the Lord Almighty
(BxnThican TO TrpdowTov Kupiou Tavtokp&Topos, translating
MR DR WPJ'?) in Jerusalem.” The link between
Amos g.12 and Zech. 8.22 depends on the use of é&x{nTeiv in the
Greek texts of each (rendering respectively ¥77 and ¥Up3l),
but our exegete may have been aware that &{ntiicon TOV
KUpiov would be a more literal translation of the Hebrew of
Zech. 8.22. The phrase 10 mpdéocwmov Kupiou in Zech. 8.22
LXX is itself an interpretation which makes it clear that it is
the presence of YHWH in the Temple that the nations will seek
(cf. Ps. 26[27]: 4,8). Zech. 8.22 is strongly linked thematically
with Amos g.11-12 as understood by our exegete: It predicts
that, following the laying of the foundation for the rebuilding
of the Temple (8.9) and YHWH’s return (cf. Acts 15.16a) to
dwell in Zion (8.3), the Gentiles will be drawn to seek the
presence of YHWH in his Temple.

We are now in a position to consider the beginning of Acts
15.16, which substitutes Meta TaUTa dvaoTpéyw kai for the
opening words of Amos g.11 LXX: &v Tf) fipépax &keivn.?> At first

23 Eusebius, Dem. Evang. 2.3 quotes the LXX text with the addition of pe.

24 Brewer, Techniques, pp. 180-181.

25 These opening words of Amos 9.11 (MT X337 81°2) must have been missing from
the Hebrew text from which part of the verse is quoted in 4QFlor. 1.12 and CD
7.16: [CD N%BI] N®ENN [CD T1T] TNT AW DR NP, Both of these
quotations begin with NP in place of MT D°PR. Since this agrees with the
placing of kai before &SoikoBopfiow in Acts 15.16, J. de Waard, 4 Comparative Study
of the Old Testament Text in the Dead Sea Scrolls and in the New Testament, STD] 4
(Leiden, 1965), pp. 24—26, followed by Brooke, Exegesis, pp. 210—211, postulates a
text tradition common to Acts, 4QFlor., and CD. But in Acts 15.16 the kai is
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sight the change is puzzling, since Met& TaUTa presupposes
preceding events which are not explained. By contrast, in Acts
2.17 the words peT& TaUTa in Joel 2.28 LXX are replaced by év
Tais éoxaTais fiuépats. We may be justified in wondering
whether the quotation of Amos g.11—-12 in Acts 15.16 has been
extracted from a larger context, but in any case the opening
words of Acts 15.16 must be intended to make it clear that the
building of the eschatological Temple will take place after a
situation in which God has turned away from Israel in judg-
ment. However, the words are not improvised. They allude to
other biblical prophecies of the building of the eschatological
Temple and the conversion of the nations to the God of Israel.

The words petd TaUta probably come from Hos. 3.5.26 In
the LXX Hos. 3.4—5a reads:

For the children of Israel shall dwell many days without king or ruler
or sacrifice or altar or priesthood or Urim. And afler these things the
children of Israel shall return®” and shall seek the Lord their God (pet&
TaUTa EmioTpéyouotv oi viol lopanA kai ¢minTHicouo kuplov TOV
Bedv aurddv) and David their king.

The links with Acts 15.16—17 are both verbal (italicized words
above) and thematic. Both passages associate the restoration of
the Temple and seeking the Lord in it with the restoration of
Davidic rule.

For the source of the Lord’s promise to return (&vaoTpéyw)
in Acts 15.16a, we must turn to two other passages. An allusion
to Zech. 8.3 LXX (“I will return to Zion [émioTpépw &mi Ziwv]
and I will dwell in the midst of Jerusalem) is possible, in view
of the probable allusion to Zech. 8.22 which we have detected
in Acts 15.17. But a more probable source is Jer. 12.15. Follow-
ing a passage which refers to God’s abandonment of the

required by the preceding dvacTpéyw, which, I shall argue below, derives from
Jer 12.15. The association of Jer. 12.15 with Amos g.11-12 depends on the inter-
pretation of both as referring to the inclusion of the Gentile nations in the eschato-
logical people of God. Such an interpretation would certainly not have been
followed at Qumran. So, although NP shows that in the text of Amos g.11
used at Qumran some other words stood in place of MT’s XY D1°3, it is unlikely
that they corresponded to Metd Toira dvaoTpépwv (Acts 15.16).
26 Ezek. 20.39 LXX is less probable. 27 Cf. Acts 15.19.
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Temple (Jer. 12.7) and judgment of his people, Jer. 12.14-17
refers to Israel’s pagan neighbors. In the LXX, verses 15-16
read:

And it shall be that, after I have cast them out, I will return (¢m-
oTpéyw) and have mercy on them, and will cause them to dwell, each
in his inheritance and each in his land. And it shall be that, if they
will indeed learn the way of my people, to swear by my name, “The
Lord lives,” as they taught my people to swear by Baal, then also they
shall be bult (oikoBounbnoovtan) [v.0.: it shall be built: oikoBounés-
oerat] in the midst of my people.

Here the reference to building could easily have been under-
stood as a reference to the eschatological Temple, especially if,
as we shall argue, the Jewish Christian exegete who created the
text in Acts 15.16—18 understood the eschatological Temple,
not as a literal building, but as the eschatological people of
God, composed of both Jews and Gentiles. In that case, Jer.
12.16 would be understood similarly: The Gentile nations are
to be “built in the midst of my people,” i.e. form part of the
eschatological Temple.

In both Zech. 8.9 and Jer. 12.14, the LXX has émoTpéyw
(in both cases translating forms of 2W), whereas Acts 15.16
has &vaoTpéyw.?® This may be due to a desire to relate this
verb to the following verbs (&voikoBopfiow, dvopbdow), but it
might indicate that at this point our exegete was not dependent
on the LXX .2

Turning now to the end of the quotation (Acts 15.18), we
note that the words Tro1édv TaUTa, which occur in the LXX of
Amos 5.12, are given a different sense by the addition of
yvwoTd &’ aidwvos.?® The resulting clause (Toidv TalTa
yvwoTa &’ aidvos, ‘“‘making these things known from eter-
nity’’) conflates Amos 5.12 with Isa. 45.21, where the Hebrew

28 But the D-text of Acts has émoTpéye.

29 Both émioTpédev and &vaoTpédewv are good translations of AW, which both are used
to translate in the LXX.

30 The longer readings at Acts 15.16 probably result from the assumption that a
sentence must end with Ta0Ta, where the text of Amos g.12 LXX ends, and so
expand yvwoTa &’ aidovos into a sentence. The defence of the longer reading by
G. D. Kilpatrick, “Some Quotations in Acts,” in J. Kremer (ed.), Les Actes des
Apitres, BETL 48 (Louvain, 1979), pp. 84-85, is not convincing.
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QIPn DXT YMUR "M (“Who made this to be heard from
ancient times?”’) is translated in the LXX: Tig dxovoTd émoin-
oev TaUTa &t &pyfls. There seems no reason for a deliberate
change of dxovoTa &m’ &myfis to yvwoTa &’ oiddvos (Acts
15.18), and so it seems likely that our exegete was using not the
LXX but the Hebrew of Isa. 45.21.

The reason for the allusion to this verse is that, once again,
its context (Isa. 45.20—23) predicts that the nations (verse 20:
“the survivors of the nations,” LXX: oi owlopevor &md TdY
g0vidv; verse 22: “all the ends of the earth’) will draw near to
God (verses 20, 21 WA; verse 21 &yyilew), turn to God and be
saved (verse 22). From the allusion to Isa. 45.23 in Phil. 2.10
(cf. Rom. 14.11; Justin, Apol. 1.52) we know that this was one
of the many passages of Deutero-Isaiah which were important
to early Christian exegetes.

Thus we can see that all variations of the text of Acts
15.16—18 from that of Amos g.11-12 LXX belong to a consist-
ent interpretation of the text with the help of related texts
which refer to the building of the eschatological Temple (Hos.
3.4—5; Jer. 12.15-16) and the conversion of the nations (Jer.
12.15-16; Zech. 8.22; Isa. 45.20—23) in the messianic age. The
modified and conflated text expresses the close connection
between these two themes: In the messianic age, when Davidic
rule is restored to Israel, God will build the eschatological
Temple, as the place of his presence on earth, so that (6Trws) all
the Gentile nations may seek his presence there, as he has
purposed and predicted throughout history. The conflation of
several prophetic texts explains the introductory formula in
Acts 15.15: “with this the words of the prophets agree, as it is
written.”

Two questions about the way this conflated quotation was
understood by the exegete who created it remain. First, what is
the Temple of the messianic age which God builds? In a Jewish
Christian context in which Amos g.11-12 is understood to
predict the inclusion of Gentiles in the eschatological people of
God, it is clear that the eschatological Temple must be under-
stood as the Christian community. This interpretation of the
eschatological Temple as the people of God, otherwise known
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only at Qumran,?’ was very widespread in early Christianity
(1 Cor. 8.16-17; 2 Cor. 6.16; Eph. 2.20—22; Heb. 13.15-16; 1
Pet. 2.5; 4.17; Rev. 3.12; 11.1-2;32 Did. 10.2; Barn. 4.11; 6.15;
16.1—10; Hermas, Vis. 3; Sim. 9; Ignatius, Eph. 9.1).%® This in
itself suggests its early origin. But Paul’s description of James,
Peter, and John as ““those who are regarded as pillars” (Gal.
2.9) enables us to be sure that the early Jerusalem church
understood itself in this way, since it most probably means that
they were regarded as pillars in the eschatological Temple (cf.
Rev. 3.12).3* Moreover, the letter of Jude, which in my view
provides good evidence of the kind of scriptural exegesis, com-
parable with that of the Qumran pesharim, which was pursued
in James’ circle®> and of which therefore Acts 15.16-18 could

31 For the Temple as community at Qumran, see B. Gartner, The Temple and the
Community in the Qumran Scrolls and the New Testament (Cambridge, 1965), pp. 16—46;
Juel, Messiak, pp. 159-168; H. Lichtenberger, “Atonement and Sacrifice in the
Qumran Community,” in W. S. Green (ed.), Approaches to Ancient Judaism, vol. 1,
Brown Judaic Studies g (Chico, 1980), pp. 159—171; Brooke, Exegesis, pp. 178-193.

32 For the Temple image here, see R. Bauckham, The Climax of Prophecy: Studies on the

Book of Revelation (Edinburgh, 1993), pp. 266—273.

Other instances of the frequently used metaphor of “building” the Christian

community are probably also evidence of the widespread currency of the image of

the church as the eschatological Temple: see Matt. 16.18; Acts 9.31; 15.16; 20.32;

Rom. 14.19; 15.2,20; 1 Cor. 8.1; 10.23; 14.3-5, 12, 17, 26; 2 Cor. 10.8; 12.19; 13.10;

Gal. 2.18; Eph. 4.12, 16; Col. 2.7; 1 Thess. 5.11; Jude 20; Polycarp, Phil. 3.2; 12.2;

OdesSol 22.12.

34 C. K. Barrett, “Paul and the ‘Pillar’ Apostles,” in J. N. Sevenster and W. C. van
Unnik (eds.), Studia Paulina, FS J. de Zwaan (Haarlem, 1953), pp. 1-19. For an
alternative interpretation, see R. Aus, “Three Pillars and Three Patriarchs: A
Proposal Concerning Gal. 2.9,” ZNW 70 (1979), 252261 (comparing the Jewish
tradition that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were the three pillars on whom the world
was supported). But the idea of pillars in the eschatological Temple was current
(1 Enoch 90.28-29; JosAsen 17.6; Hermas, Vis. 3.8.2) and coheres best with other
early Christian imagery. On Rev. 3.12, see also R. H. Wilkinson, “The Z10hos of
Revelation 3:12 and Ancient Coronation Rites,” 7BL 107 (1988), 498-501.

Since the account of the eschatological Temple in 1 Enoch go.28-29 emphasizes
its pillars, this text may be the source of the image of the pillars in early Jewish
Christianity. In that case, it is notable that 1 Enoch go.33 portrays all the Gentile
nations ‘“gathered together in that house.” Since the letter of Jude reveals how
important 1 Enoch was in the messianic exegesis of circles close to James (see
R. Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives of Fesus in the Early Church [Edinburgh, 1g90],
especially chap. 4), it is possible that 1 Enoch 90.28-36 was an important text in
convincing James and his circle that Gentiles should be included in the church, in
addition to Amos g.11—12. If so, it would not be surprising that Acts omitted
reference to this non-canonical text. (Cf. the use-of 1 Enoch g1.13in Barn. 16.6-10.)

35 See Bauckham, Fude and the Relatives, especially chap. 4.
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preserve another example, also uses the image of the church as
Temple (verse 20).3%

Acts 15.16-18 is not the only text which associates the
inclusion of the Gentiles in the eschatological people of God
with an interpretation of the eschatological Temple as the
eschatological people of God. Eph. 2.11—22 and 1 Pet. 2.4-10
do the same, and although the association is not explicit in Paul
it is surely implied, especially in 2 Cor. 6.16-18. It must have
been a critically important association of ideas. The Temple
was at the heart of Israel. It was where God’s people had access
to God’s presence, whereas Gentiles, allowed only into the
outer court of the Second Temple, were banned, on pain of
death, from the sacred precincts themselves. A people of God
defined by and centered on this Temple as the place of God’s
dwelling with them could not include Gentiles unless they
became Jews. But numerous prophecies portrayed the Temple
of the messianic age as a place where the Gentiles would come
into God’s presence (Ps. 96.7-8; Isa. 2.2—3; 25.6; 56.6-7; 66.23;
Jer. 3.17; Mic. 4.1—2; Zech. 14.16; 1 Enoch 9o0.33).3” If these
were understood to refer to the Gentiles as Gentiles, rather than
to Gentiles as proselytes,3® then the early church’s self-
understanding as itself the eschatological Temple, the place of
God’s presence, could accommodate the inclusion of Gentiles
in the church, without their becoming Jews by circumcision
and full observance of the Mosaic Law. It is therefore entirely
plausible that Amos g.11-12, interpreted as a prophecy that
God would build the eschatological Temple (the Christian
community) so that Gentiles might seek his presence there,
should have played a decisive role in the Jerusalem church’s
debate and decision about the status of Gentile Christians.

36 For the temple image here, see R. Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter, WBC 20 (Waco, 1983),
pp. 112-113.

37 On this theme in OT prophetic literature, sce D. L. Christensen, “Nations,” in
D. N. Freedman (ed.), The Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. iv (New York, 1992),
PP- 1044-1047.

38 T. L. Donaldson, “Proselytes or ‘Righteous Gentiles’> The Status of Gentiles in
Eschatological Pilgrimage Patterns of Thought,” 7SP 7 (1990), 3—27, argues that
the predominant Jewish eschatological expectation was that in the endtimes the
Gentiles would be converted to the God of Israel as Gentiles, rather than by having
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However, the issue which divided the Jerusalem church at
the time of the Council of Acts 15 was evidently not whether
Gentiles could join the messianically renewed Israel, but
whether they could do so without becoming Jews. Few of the
prophecies of the Gentiles coming to worship in the eschatolo-
gical Temple could have been used to decide that issue. To
understand how Amos g.11—12 could be so used we must turn
to the second remaining issue of interpretation, which concerns
the phrase: wé&vra T& €8vn €’ oUs EmikékAnTan T dvoud pou &’
o¥toUs (“all the nations over whom my name has been
invoked”’). Discussion of the quotation in Acts 15.16—18 has
rarely appreciated the significance of this phrase.

The expression &’ oUs émikéxkAnTat TO dvopd pou e’ i ToUS
is a literal rendering of the Hebrew idiom X7IPI™IWX
QDY MY (Amos g.12). In its relatively frequent use in the
OT the idiom expresses ownership, and is used especially of
YHWH’s ownership of the ark, the Temple, the city of
Jerusalem, and the people of Israel. Israel is the people “‘over
whom the name of YHWH has been invoked” (Deut. 28.10; 2
Chron. 7.14; Jer. 14.9; Dan. g.19; cf Isa. 43.7), whereas the
Gentiles are ‘““‘those over whom your name has not been
invoked” (Isa. 63.19).3% As an expression of God’s election of
Israel as his own people, the phrase is equivalent to the coven-
ant term 11230 which denotes Israel as God’s “special posses-
sion” (Exod. 19.5; Deut. 7.6; 14.2; 26.18; Ps. 135.4; Mal. 3.17).
In post-biblical Jewish literature it seems to have become more
common than the latter as an expression of Israel’s covenant
status (Sir. 36.17; 2 Macc. 8.15; Bar. 2.15; PsSol 9.9; LAB 28.4;
49.7; 4 Ezra 4.15; 10.22; cf. 2 Bar. 21.21).*0 Its use in Amos
g.12 with reference to ““all the nations” is very striking, even in
the MT, where its original meaning no doubt referred to the

to become proselytes. But it is not at all clear that the evidence he examines really
supports this conclusion.

39 In all these texts the LXX renders the Hebrew idiom literally, as in Amos g.12.

40 In view of the connection with the eschatological Temple in the interpretation of
Amos g.11-12 in Acts 15.16-18, it is remarkable how often reference to Israel as the
people “over whom the name of YHWH has been invoked” is connected explicitly
(2 Chron. 7.14; Isa. 63.19 [cf. 18]; Dan g.19 [cf. 17]; Sir. 86.17 [cf. 18-19]; 4 Ezra
10.22) or implicitly (Jer. 14.9) with the Temple.
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subjection of Israel’s neighbors to Davidic rule. Even the MT
could easily have been understood by a Jewish Christian as
predicting the extension of Israel’s covenant status and privi-
leges to the Gentile nations. The LXX merely makes this
implication clearer.

The significance of Amos g.12, especially in the LXX, is very
close to Zech. 2.11 (Heb. 2.15): “Many nations shall join
themselves [LXX: katagei€ovrar, “flee for refuge”] to
YHWH on that day, and shall be my [LXX: his] people.” But
whereas this verse might more readily be understood to mean
that the Gentiles will join the people of God as proselytes,
Amos g.12 says that the nations gqua Gentile nations belong to
YHWH. It is not implied that they become Jews, but that
precisely as “‘all the nations” they are included in the covenant
relationship. It is doubtful whether any other OT text could
have been used to make this point so clearly. By not paying
sufficient attention to these words of the text, commentators
have consistently missed the very precise relevance of Amos
g.12 to the debate at the Council of Jerusalem.*!

The decisiveness of Amos g.12 for the issue under discussion
in Acts 15 may have been even greater if the OT expression
gmKkaAgiTan TO Svopa Kupiov émi Tiva was already in use with
reference to Christian baptism. In Jas. 2.7, the rich oppressors
of Christians are said to “‘blaspheme the excellent name that
was invoked over you” (16 kaAov Svopa TO ETTIKANGEY ¢° Uuds).
Apart from Acts 15.17, this is the only occurrence of the expres-
sion in the N'T. Since the letter of James is probably addressed
to Jewish Christians (1.1), it is unlikely that the expression here
is derived from Amos g.12, and there is no other OT occur-
rence of the expression that is likely to be a specific source.
Rather, this is an instance of the application of OT termin-
ology for Israel as God’s covenant people to the Christian
community as the renewed Israel of the messianic era (cf. 1.1).
Most likely the invoking of the name over Christians was
understood as a reference to baptism in the name of Jesus, as it

+ Cf, e.g., Lidemann, Early Christianity, p. 168: <[ The quotation] does not wholly fit
the context of the question whether Gentile Christians are to observe the law of
Moses.”
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certainly is later in Hermas, Sim. 8.6.4 (which refers back to
Sim. 8.1.1, where the expression is different, but probably, like
Sim. g.14.3, echoes Isa. 43.7), the only occurrence of the
expression in early Christian literature outside the NT.*? In
that case we may compare the use of the expression &mkaAeiv
TO dvopa kupiou, whose Christian usage derived especially
from Joel 2.32 (Heb. 3.5; Acts 2.21; Rom. 10.13) and was used
with reference to baptism (Acts 22.16; cf. 2.21; Rom. 10.13) as
well as more generally (Acts 9.14, 21; 1 Cor. 1.2). This is a
quite different expression from the one we are considering and
should certainly not be confused with it,*? but in both cases an
OT phrase referring to the name of YHWH is interpreted as a
reference to the name of the Lord Jesus invoked in Christian
baptism.

If Jas. 2.7 is evidence that, in the early Jerusalem church, the
phrase émxaAeiTan T6 dvopa kupiou &mri Tiva was already used
for Christian baptism into the eschatologically renewed people
of God, independently of Amos g.12 and the question of the
admission of Gentiles to the church, then the argument would
be all the more cogent that its use in Amos g.12 indicates the
incorporation of the Gentiles into the eschatological people of
God with no requirements for admission other than baptism in
the name of the Lord Jesus.

THE INTRODUCTION IN ACTS 15.14B

There is no doubt that the final clause of verse 14 (AoPeiv £§
g6véov Aaov T SvopaT atoU) is intended to connect Peter’s

42 By “early Christian literature,” I mean the literature covered by W. Bauer, W. F.
Arndt, and F. W. Gingrich, 4 Greek—English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other
Early Christian Literature, 2nd ed., ed. F. W. Danker (Chicago, 1979); a list is on
p. xxix. See also 1 Clem. 64.1 (T&od) yuxf) émikexAnuévn T peycdoTpetés kai &ytov
Svopa artou), where the perfect passive mikekAnuévn, the resemblance to Isa. 45.7,
and the immediately preceding phrase &is Aaov meproUotov (cf. Exod. 19.5 etc.) all
suggest that the words are an echo of Isa. 45.7 and mean: “to every soul that has
been called by his glorious and holy name,” rather than: “to every soul that has
called upon his glorious and holy name.” In that case, as in Hermas, Sim. 8.1.1;
9.14.3, a simpler Greek expression is being used as equivalent to the one we are con-
sidering (see also, for the description of the name in 1 Clem. 64.1, 2 Macc. 8.15).
Asitis, e.g., by M. Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, 1965), p. 77; Richard, dets
6:1-8:4, p. 276.
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account of the conversion of the first Gentile Christians with
the quotation that follows and in doing so to provide an
anticipatory paraphrase of the main point of the quotation.
From this point of view it confirms our conclusion that the key
words of the quotation are TavTa T& 8vn € oUs émikékAnTon
TO dvop& pov Em’ atoUs. However, it is also possible that, as
frequently in the Qumran pesharim, these words of interpreta-
tion of the quotation themselves echo other passages of Scrip-
ture. Most plausible is an allusion to those passages of the
Torah (Exod. 19.5; 23.22 [LXX]; Deut. 7.6; 14.2; 26.18-19)
which refer to Israel as God’s special possession (ﬂ‘?lb, Acos
Teplovstos), whom he chose from among the nations to be a
people for himself (for example Deut. 14.2 LXX: &eAé§aTo

yevéoBan ge Aadv aUTE TrEPIOUCIoV &TO TTAVTWY TRV
€6véov).** This is more probable in that Rev. 5.9—10 uses the
language of Exod. 19.5-6 to refer, not to Israel as one people
selected from all the peoples, but to the church as composed of
members drawn from all the nations.*> If Acts 15.14b alludes to
these pentateuchal statements about the covenant people, then
itsubstitutes Acov TG dvdpaTi altoU for Aadv aUTS TreploUciov,
as an equivalent phrase which points forward to the key phrase
from Amos which appears in the quotation in 15.17. This is
probably sufficient explanation of the introduction of a refer-
ence to God’s name in 15.14b.*” But it is possible that Aadv T¢
évopaTt aToU already contains an allusion to the idea of the

4 For this allusion, see J. Dupont, “AAOZ "EZ "EONWN (Acts xv. 14},” NTS 3
(1956-1957), 47-50, and the subsequent discussion by P. Winter, “Acta 15,14,”
EuvTh 17 (1957), 400—405; N. A. Dahl, “A People for his Name,” NTS 4 (1957—
1958), 319-327; J. Dupont, “Un peuple d’entre les nations {Actes 15,14),” NTS
31 (1985), 321-335.

+5 Bauckham, Climax, p. 327.

46 This phrase (in various Greek translations) is used of the Christian church, includ-

ing Gentiles, in Eph. 1.14; Titus 2.14; 1 Pet. 2.9.

Dahl, “A People,” pp. 320—-327, explains Aadv T¢ dvépaTi atol by reference to the

Targums, in which “a people for my/hissYHWH’s name” translates “a people for

me/him/YHWH” (e.g. Frg. Tg. Exod. 6.7; 19.5; 26.18-19; Tg. Ps.-Jon. Lev.

26.12). But this is an instance of the frequent use of “the name of the Lord” as a

substitute for ““the Lord” in the Targums, whereas in Acts 15.14 Aadv TG SvdpaTi

auToU is a substitute not just for Aadv ot but for Aadv T TepioUsiov (DS?"? "

71930). See also Richard, “The Divine Purpose,” pp. 279-280, n. 33; Dupont, “Un

peuple,” p. 322.

4
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eschatological Temple as the eschatological people of God,
which, as we have seen, is presupposed in the use of Amos g.11
in Acts 15.16. While the phrase Aadv 1& dvopaTt atoU never
appears in the OT, the phrase oifkos T¢ dvépaTt alToU is fre-
quent, with reference to the Temple, and in particular occurs
in 2 Sam. 7.13, which, messianically interpreted, could be
understood as a reference to the eschatological Temple (the
oxknvnv Acveld of Amos 9.11).

THE RELATIONSHIP TO THE APOSTOLIC DECREE

According to Acts 15.19—20, the scriptural quotation in verses
16—18 is the basis on which James proposes that the Gentile
Christians should not be required to keep the Law of Moses as
a whole, but should observe just four prohibitions.*® These are
the terms of the Apostolic Decree (15.28-29). What is not
apparent in the text of Acts is the reason for imposing the four
prohibitions. While the quotation in 15.16-18 provides the
scriptural basis for not imposing the Law as a whole on Gentile
Christians, it does not obviously provide a basis for the specific
provisions of the Apostolic Decree. On the other hand, it has
been widely recognized that the terms of the Apostolic Decree
are based on Leviticus 17-18* and therefore have an exe-
getical basis which is not explained in Acts. This recognition
will provide us with a starting-point for uncovering the con-
nection, underlying the text of Acts, between Acts 15.16-18
and the terms of the Decree.

In Leviticus 17-18 MT there are five occurrences of the
full phrase ““the alien who sojourns in your/their midst” (Lev.
17.10, 12, 13; 18.26: @22W2/ADMNIA M N7, Lev. 17.8:
021N M2~IWR N; the LXX adds a sixth in Lev. 17.3).
Two of these (17.10, 12) repeat the same prohibition. The four

48 The D-text here is widely, and rightly, regarded as a secondary revision.

49 Haenchen, Acts, p. 469; J. T. Townsend, “The Date of Luke-Acts,” in C. H.
Talbert (ed.), Luke—Acts: New Perspectives from the Society of Biblical Literature Seminar
(New York, 1984), p. 50; P. F. Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke~Acts, SNTSMS 57
(Cambridge, 1987), p. 99; J. T. Sanders, The Jews in Luke—Acts (London, 1987),

p. 115.
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things that are thus prohibited to “the alien who sojourns in
your midst” correspond to the four prohibitions of the Aposto-
lic Decree in the same order (Acts 15.29):°° (1) “Things
sacrificed to idols” (ei8wAoBUTwv) are prohibited in Lev.
17.8—9, since these verses concern not only burnt offerings but
also sacrifices whose meat could be eaten by the worshipers,
and since it 1s assumed (cf. verse 7) that sacrifices not brought
to the tabernacle are not offered to YHWH but to idols.>! (2)
“Blood” is prohibited in Lev. 17.10,12. (3) “Things strangled”’
(TrvikTédv) are prohibited in Lev. 17.13. The difficulty with this
term in the Apostolic Decree has arisen simply because Lev.
17.19 is a positive prescription: that animals killed for eating
must be slaughtered in such a way that their blood drains out.
Abstention from Trvikt& is the negative corollary, for an animal
killed in such a way that the blood remains in it is ““choked.”>?
It is significant that mvikTédv in the Apostolic Decree refers to
Lev. 17.18, not, as sometimes alleged, to Lev. 17.15,°% which
refers to the “alien’ (M}) but does not use the full phrase: “the
alien who sojourns in your midst.” (4) “Sexual immorality”
(Tropveioas) refers to Lev. 18.26, where all the forms of sexual
relations specified in Lev. 18.6—23 (relations within the prohi-
bited degrees, intercourse with a menstruating woman, adul-
tery, homosexual intercourse, bestiality) are prohibited to the

50 The order is different in Acts 15.20.

51 The objection of S. G. Wilson, Luke and the Law, SNTSMS 50 (Cambridge, 1983),
p. 87, that “the specific issue of eating i8wAd8uta, while not unrelated to Leviticus
17, scarcely catches the flavour of the passage” misses the point that the Apostolic
Decree, like all Jewish interpretation of the Torah, is concerned not to read the Law
like a modern historical critic but to apply it to contemporary circumstances.

52 Philo, Spec. Leg. 4.122: meat from which the blood has not been drained is meat
killed by “strangling and choking” (&yyovTes kai &mwoTrviyovTes); and cf. JosAs 8.5;
21.14; m. Hull. 1.2. Wilson, Luke, pp. 88-92, finds quite unnecessary difficulty with
TuikT®OV in relation to Lev. 17, because he entirely misses the relevance of
Lev. 17.13. In fact, having cited Haenchen, who correctly derives the two pro-
hibitions against blood and things strangled from Lev. 17:10-14, Wilson then
quotes, as the terms used in Lev. 17.13-14, the terms which are actually used in
Lev. 17.15 (Luke, p. 88). See also Sanders, The Fews, p. 115, for criticism of Wilson;
and E. P. Sanders, Fudaism: Practice and Belief 63 BCE-66 CE (London, 1992},
pp- 216, 520, n. 11.

53 This is confirmed by Clem. Hom. 7.8; 8.19, which (in an expansion of the
prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree) add to “things strangled” the two categories
of meat prohibited in Lev. 17.15.
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““alien who sojourns in your midst.”” The general term Topveia
covers all these.’*

Thus the four prohibitions in the Apostolic Decree constitute
a precise reference to the laws in Leviticus 17-18 which are said
to be binding on ‘“‘the alien who sojourns in your midst.”” But it
remains to be seen why these laws should have been selected as
uniquely binding on Gentile Christians. The prohibitions in
the Apostolic Decree should not be related to the later rabbinic
concept of the seven Noahic commandments which are
binding on all descendants of Noah (including the gér tésav,
the resident alien), since although these overlap with the
prohibitions in the Apostolic Decree, they are not based
specifically on Leviticus 17-18. There is, in fact, no known
Jewish parallel to the selection of precisely these four com-
mandments from the Law of Moses as those which are binding
on Gentiles or a category of Gentiles.® Moreover, there are
other Mosaic laws, most notably the Sabbath commandment
(Exod. 20.10; Deut. 5.14), which are specifically said to apply
to resident aliens,®” so that even were the equation of Gentile
Christians with resident aliens explicable, it would still be
necessary to explain the selection of the four laws in Leviticus
17-18.%8 Finally, the pragmatic desire to facilitate table fellow-
ship between Jewish and Gentile Christians cannot itself

54 ]t is often supposed that the connection with Lev. 18.26 requires mopveia in the
Apostolic Decree to mean marriage within the prohibited degrees (e.g. R. P.
Martin, New Testament Foundations, vol. n [Exeter, 1987], p. 113;J. A. Fitzmyer, To
Advance the Gospel [New York, 1981], p. 88), but this is not the case. Lev. 18.26 refers
to all the “abominations” of 18.6-23, which (with the exception of verse 21) are all
sexual, but by no means all forms of incest. Thus wopveia in the Apostolic Decree
can be allowed its ordinary general meaning, rather than the implausible specia-
lized meaning of relations within the prohibited degrees (cf. G. Zuntz, Opuscula
Selecta {Manchester, 1g72], p. 228; the evidence discussed by Fitzmyer, To Advance,
PP 95-97 does not really show that Topveia without further explanation could be
understood to mean marriage within the prohibited degrees).

55 For the contrast, see Townsend, “The Date,” p. 50.

56 T. Callan, ““The Background of the Apostolic Decree (Acts 15.20, 29; 21.25),” CBQ.

55 (1903), 284—297, who would like to see some such background for the Decree,

shows by his review of the relevant Jewish sources that no parallel exists in the

evidence.

See the list ibid., p. 286.

58 Wilson, Luke, p. 86, makes this a reason for denying the dependence of the Apostolic
Decree on Leviticus 17-18.
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explain the selection of precisely these four laws.>® The reason
for the selection must be sought in specifically Jewish Christian
exegesis of Scripture.

Because the connection between the scriptural quotation in
Acts 15.16-18 and the Apostolic Decree has usually been
thought to be either very general or completely artificial, the
exegetical basis of the Apostolic Decree has been overlooked.
Amos g.12 establishes that Gentiles may belong to the eschato-
logical people of God precisely as Gentiles, without becoming
Jews. While this exempts them from the Law of Moses as a
whole, it does not necessarily mean that none of the specifically
Mosaic laws applies to them. Guidance as to which Mosaic
laws apply to Gentile Christians is to be found in two other
prophecies about the conversion of the Gentiles. One of the
prophecies about the Gentiles who join the eschatological
people of God which has contributed to the conflated quo-
tation in Acts 15.16—18 says that they are to be “in the midst of
my people” (Jer. 12.16: LXX &v uéoe ToU AaoU pov, rendering
AR MN3). Similar phraseology occurs in another prophecy
which is not one of those conflated in Acts 15.16—18 but is so
closely related to them as to be an obvious resource for any
Jewish Christian exegete pursuing this theme: Zech. 2.11
(Heb. 2.15). This verse follows YHWH’s promise to Zion to
“come and dwell in your midst” (2.10/14), a reference to the
eschatological Temple comparable with Amos g.11 (Acts
15.16). Zech. 2.11 then parallels Amos g.12 (Acts 15.17).
There are differences between the LXX and MT of Zech.
2.11a/15a:

MT: Many nations shall join themselves (W?3) to YHWH in that
day, and shall be my people; and I will dwell in your midst ("3
TJ2W02).

LXX: Many nations shall flee for refuge (xaraget§ovtoan)® to the
Lord in that day, and shall be his people, and they shall dwell in your
midst (KXTAXOKNVOOOUTIY &V RECW GOV).

59 Wilson, Luke, pp. 74—75; Sanders, The Jews, p. 120.
80 kaTagelyeaw translates the niphal of 7172 also in LXX Jer. 27.5 (=Heb. 50.5); cf.
also LXX TIsa. 54.15; and JosAsen 15.7 (alluding to Zech. 2.11/15).
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The LXX presupposes a text which had (or deliberately reads
the text as) WA instead of *NIAVN.5! This form of the text
provides a clue to the legal status of the converted Gentiles. As
those who dwell “in the midst” (JWN3) of Israel, these Gentiles
are specifically mentioned in the Torah.

The point is not that Jer. 12.16 and Zech. 2.11/15 give these
Gentiles the status of the resident aliens to whom the Torah
refers by means of a variety of expressions. It is rather that,
using the principle of gezérd Sawd,®? these Gentiles are those to
whom the Torah refers in a verbally corresponding way. As we
have noticed, the laws in Leviticus 17—-18 on which the Aposto-
lic Decree is based all apply to ‘“‘the alien who sojourns iz
your/their midst” (B232W2/A2WNQ). The use of TN, as in Jer.
12.16 and Zech. 2.11/15, is the principle of selection, and so
other laws, such as the Sabbath commandment (Exod. 20.10;
Deut. 5.14) or the laws of Lev. 24.16-22, which are said to be
binding on resident aliens but do not describe them with a
phrase including JIN3, are not considered relevant to Gentile
Christians.5® Besides the laws in Leviticus 17—18, the only laws
in the Torah which the alien resident “in the midst” (JWN3) of
Isracl is obliged to obey are Lev. 16.29; Num. 15.14—-16, 29;
19.10, but all these refer specifically to the Temple cult. We
can well imagine that Jewish Christian exegetes who under-
stood the eschatological Temple to which Gentile Christians
are admitted to be the Christian community would not apply
these laws literally to Gentile converts. Thus exegesis of Jer.
12.16 and Zech. 2.11/15 can explain, as no other attempted
explanation of the Apostolic Decree can, why the Apostolic
Decree contains precisely the four prohibitions it does contain.

It should be noted that this exegesis, with its precise use of

6! For similar textual variants involving a change of person, probably the result of
deliberate exegetical alteration of the text, in the Qumran pesharim, see Brooke,
“The Biblical Texts,” pp. 8-9.

62 This is the use of gezérd fawd which Brewer, Technigues, p. 18, distinguishes as
Gezerah Shavah I1. In this case, as often in the rabbis, it is used to clarify a legal
issue.

63 As we have already noticed, even within Leviticus 17-18, the law of Lev. 17.15 is
not echoed in the Apostolic Decree, since it applies to the “sojourner” (933), not to
“the alien who sojourns in_your mudst.”
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gezérd $awd, depends on the Hebrew text of both Zechariah and
the Torah. There is no verbal correspondence in the LXX
between the texts of Jer. 12.16 and Zech. 2.11/15, on the one
hand, and those of Lev. 17.8, 10,12, 13; 18.26, on the other; nor
does the LXX distinguish verbally between the resident alien
of those verses and the resident alien in the Sabbath command-
ment (Exod. 20.10; Deut. 5.14). But in any case, it could not be
the LXX text that provided the basis for the Apostolic Decree.
The LXX calls the resident alien in those chapters, as else-
where in the Torah, “the proselyte (TrpoofiAuTtos) who sojourns
among you.” But the point of the Apostolic Decree is precisely
that Gentile Christians are not required to become proselytes,
who would be obliged to keep the whole Law.%* Only by
disregarding the LXX’s interpretation could the laws of Leviti-
cus 17-18 be understood to apply to Gentile Christians not
otherwise obliged to keep the Law.

Our conclusion that the prohibitions in the Apostolic Decree
are based not simply on Leviticus 17-18, but on the exegetical
link between Jer. 12.16; Zech. 2.11/15 and Leviticus 17-18, is
of considerable significance. Not only does it explain the
Decree itself more satisfactorily than other explanations. It also
shows that a logical sequence of thought connects the use of the
conflated quotation in Acts 15.16—18 with the terms of the
Apostolic Decree. Acts 15.16-18 establishes that Gentiles do
not have to become Jews in order to belong to the eschatologi-
cal people of God, and so authorizes James’ decision
announced in Acts 15.19. The proviso in Acts 15.20 is not an
arbitrary qualification of this decision, but itself follows, with
exegetical logic, from Acts 15.16-18. If Gentile Christians are
the Gentiles to whom the prophecies conflated in Acts
15.16—-18 refer, then they are also the Gentiles of Jer. 12.16;
Zech. 2.11/15, and therefore the part of the Law of Moses
which applies to them is Leviticus 17—18. Just as the conversion
of the Gentiles has been made known by God in prophecy from
long ago (Acts 15.17b-18 =1Isa. 45.21), so the laws which apply

64 Wilson, Luke, p. 86, sees this as a reason why the Apostolic Decree cannot be based
on Leviticus 17-18. That it could be based on the Hebrew text of these chapters
seems not to occur to him.
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to them are not novel inventions, but have been read out in the
synagogues in every city from ancient times (Acts 15.21).%°
Only as a summary from which the exegetical argument has
been omitted does the sequence of thought in Acts 15.19-21
make sense, but as such a summary — and given the presup-
positions of ancient Jewish exegesis — it makes excellent sense.

THE SOURCE OF JAMES’ SPEECH

The preceding discussion has established:

(1) The scriptural quotation in Acts 15.16-18 embodies
skilled exegetical work, adapting the text, conflating passages
which are verbally and thematically related, and probably
referring to the Hebrew Bible as well as using the LXX.

(2) The quotation is precisely designed to be relevant to the
debate at the Jerusalem Council, in that it shows that Gentile
Christians do not have to become Jews in order to join the
eschatological people of God and to have access to God in the
Temple of the messianic age. Its unmistakable reference to
Jesus the Davidic Messiah (Acts 15.16 = Amos g.11) makes its
relevance to the Christian community undeniable, while its use
of terminology designating the covenant people of God with
reference to the Gentile nations precisely as Gentiles makes it
uniquely decisive for the issue in debate.

(3) Between the quotation in Acts 15.16—18 and James’
decision announced in 15.19—20, i.e. the terms of the Apostolic
Decree, there is a very close connection, which strongly sug-
gests that they belong originally together, although the con-
nection is by means of exegetical argument not explicit in the
text of Acts.

(4) This exegetical argument, which alone accounts satis-
factorily for the terms of the Apostolic Decree, presupposes the
Hebrew text of the Old Testament, not the LXX.

65 The phrase &k yevedov &pyaicwv (Acts 15.21) may well be an allusion to Isa. 41.4
(LXX: &mo yevedv &pxiis), whose context (Isa. 41.1-5) has obvious affinities with
Isa. 45.20-25, to which Acts 15.18 alludes. It also forms, at the end of James’ speech,
an inclusio with &g’ fipepddv &pyaicv at the beginning of Peter’s speech (15.7). Foran
argument which finds an allusion to Deutero-Isaianic prophecy in Acts 15.7, see
Zuntz, Opuscula, pp. 229-233.
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(5) Once the exegetical basis of the Apostolic Decree is
recognized, it can be seen to represent a resolution of the
problem of Gentile Christians and the Law which reflects and
meets precisely the concerns of Jewish Christians who wish to
uphold the authority of the Law of Moses. Prophecies of the
conversion of the Gentiles to God in the messianic age show
that, while these Gentiles are not obliged to become Jews and
to observe the Law as a whole, the Law itself envisages them
and legislates for them. To require of Gentile Christians obedi-
ence only to the four commandments which the Law itself
imposes on them is not to set aside the authority of the Law but
to uphold it:%¢ ““The law of Moses continues to be valid for Jews
as Jews and for Gentiles as Gentiles.””®”

These conclusions do not necessarily warrant the further
conclusion that Luke’s account of James’ speech is an accurate
historical report. The speech could be an example of Luke’s
skill in composing speeches specifically appropriate to the
speaker and the occasion, and the skilled exegetical work both
behind the text and explicit in the text could be Luke’s own.58
Moreover, there are two reasons for thinking that James’
speech as it stands is a Lucan composition:

(1) The whole account of the speeches at the Council (Acts
15.7—-21) is a carefully composed unit. The two speeches of
Peter and James present two complementary forms of argu-
ment: from experience of God’s action and from Scripture.

66 Jtis often argued that the provisions of the Apostolic Decree were intended to make
possible table fellowship between Christian Jews and Christian Gentiles (e.g. Esler,
Community, pp. 98-99; N. Taylor, Paul, Antioch and Jerusalem, JSNTSS 66 [Shef-
field, 1992], pp. 140-142). There are serious problems with this view as usually
presented (Sanders, The Jews, p. 120). In the light of Gal. 2.12, it is likely that the
Decree was expected to solve the problem of table fellowship. However, it did so not
by means of an ad hoc and rather arbitrary compromise, but by insisting that Gentile
Christians keep those laws which the Torah obliges them to keep. These are
conditions for table fellowship, not between Jews and Gentiles in general, but
between Jews and Gentiles in the new situation of the eschatological people of God
which includes both.

67 Richard, “The Divine Purpose,” p. 273.

68 The scriptural quotations and exegesis in the speeches of Acts are often attributed to
Luke’s sources: e.g. Bovon, Luke, p. 101: “We are sure that Luke depended on
Hellenistic Jewish exegetical traditions” (cf. pp. 97—98). But Richard, Acts 6:1-8:4,
pp- 248—267, holds Luke entirely responsible for Stephen’s speech, with its elabor-
ate exegesis.
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They frame the report of Barnabas and Paul (15.12). They are
linked by James’ opening reference to Peter’s (15.14a) and by
the inclusio between the beginning of Peter’s speech (15.7: &¢’
fiuepddv dpyaiwv) and the end of James’ speech (15.21: éx
yeveQv dpyaiwv).

(2) Acts 15.19—20 is a paraphrase of the words of the Decree
itself (15.28-29). That the latter are more original and the
former Luke’s paraphrase is strongly suggested by the fact that
the order of the four prohibitions in 15.29 corresponds exactly
to the order of Leviticus 17-18, whereas in 15.20 it does not.®°

However, if James’ speech is Luke’s composition, it by no
means follows that he did not use a source in composing it. The
freedom of ancient historians in composing speeches did not
mean that they did not attempt to represent as well as possible,
using whatever sources were available to them, the substance
of what would have been said on a given occasion.”® Luke may
not have had precisely a report of what James said at the
Council among his sources, but in composing the speech he
could have used good evidence of the arguments deployed by
the Jerusalem church in propounding the Apostolic Decree.
The following points, not all of equal weight, add up to a good
case for supposing that James’ speech is not Luke’s free
invention:

(1) The opening words of the quotation (Acts 15.16: peT&
TaUTa) are not from Amos g.11 but result from a deliberate
conflation with Hos. 3.5, which supplies only these two words
of the quotation. If the conflated quotation was composed by
Luke for its context in Acts 15.13—21, it is very difficult to
understand why it should have been deliberately made to
begin in this way’! (contrast Acts 2.17, where the opening

69 For a different argument to the effect that 15.29 preserves the oldest form of the
Decree, see A. J. M. Wedderburn, “The ‘Apostolic Decree’: Tradition and Redac-
ton,” NevT 35 (1993), 372—378.

70 C. J. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History, WUNT 49
(Tibingen, 1989), pp. 75-79; 421.

71 Richard, who thinks Luke composed the quotation, can only say that pet& TaUTa is
““a favourite expression of this author” (“The Divine Purpose,” p. 280, n. 36). It
occurs g times in Luke-Acts (Luke 5.27; 10.1; 12.4; 17.8; 18.4; Acts 7.7 {echoing
Gen. 15.14); 13.20; 15.16; 18.1) (cf. 7 times in John, once in Hebrews, once in



James and the Gentiles (Acts 15.13—21) 181

words peTd TaUTa in the text of Joel 2.28 LXX are replaced by
&v Tols goyaTaus fipépaus). It is therefore more probable that
Luke derived the quotation from a context in which it followed
reference to God’s turning away from Israel in judgment.”?

(2) Neither the connection between the quotation in Acts
15.16~18 and the four prohibitions in the Apostolic Decree nor
the derivation of the latter from Leviticus 17-18 is apparent in
James’ speech as it stands. The latter point is actually obscured
by the order of the four prohibitions in 15.20, as compared with
the order in 15.29. It seems clear that Luke himself was not
interested in the exegetical basis for the prohibitions in the
Apostolic Decree.” Indeed, he may have regarded them as a
temporary compromise, no longer observed in all the churches
he knew at the time of writing, and so would not have wished
to highlight their scriptural basis. In any case, he seems to have
abbreviated a source in which the quotation in Acts 15.16-18
and the terms of the Apostolic Decree were connected by
exegetical argument.

(3) The terms of the Apostolic Decree are widely regarded,
for good reasons,”* as not Luke’s invention. But if, as I have
argued, the terms of the Apostolic Decree were formulated on
the basis of an exegetical argument connected with the quo-
tation in Acts 15.16-18, then Luke must have drawn this
quotation, along with the terms of the Apostolic Decree, from a
source.

(4) The idea of the Christian community as the eschatologi-
cal Temple, which I have argued is important to the use of

1 Peter, g times in Revelation, 105 times in LXX). But in all other occurrences in

Luke—Acts it occurs, as one would expect, within a sequence of actions.

Perhaps Amos 5.25-26, which can easily be connected with Amos g.11-12 by gezérd

$awd, preceded it. Note that Luke’s quotation of these verses in Acts 7.42—43 is

introduced by EoTpeyt 8¢ 6 0eds, cf. 15.16: peTd TabTa dvooTpéyw. There are close

links between the whole of Acts 7.42-50 and Acts 15.16—19 (see Richard, “Divine

Purpose,” p. 272), which may indicate that Luke used the same source in both

cases. The relationship between these two passages of Acts deserves fuller discussion,

which space unfortunately preciudes here.

73 See 8. G. Wilson, “Law and Judaism in Acts,” in P. J. Achtemeier (ed.), Society of
Biblical Literature 1980 Seminar Papers (Chico, 1980), p. 259.

7+ Haenchen, Acts, p. 470; Townsend, “The Date,” pp. 49-50, 55-56; Esler, Commun-
ity, p. 98; G. Ludemann, Paul: Apostle to the Gentiles: Studies in Chronology, trans.
F. Stanley Jones (London, 1984), pp. 72-74.

72
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Amos 9.11-12 in Acts 15.16-17, is never explicit in Luke’s
writings, even if it is sometimes implicit.”>

Finally, in addition to the reasons already given at the
beginning of this section for finding Acts 15.16—18 and its
connection with the Apostolic Decree highly appropriate to
the situation described in Acts 15, there are further respects in
which the source I am postulating for James’ speech coheres
well with what we know of the Jerusalem church under the
leadership of James and his circle:

(1) The kind of skilled exegesis, resembling that of the
Qumran pesharim, which is evident in 15.16-18 and which can
be inferred as the basis for the prohibitions in the Apostolic
Decree, is characteristic of early Palestinian Jewish Chris-
tianity, including the circle of the Lord’s brothers.”®

(2) From Gal. 2.9 we know that the interpretation of the
eschatological Temple as the Christian community was impor-
tant in the Jerusalem church under James’ leadership (see
above).

(3) If the letter of James derives, as I believe it does, from
the early Jerusalem church, then it is evidence that the Old
Testament covenant expression designating Israel as those
“over whom the name of the Lord has been invoked”’ was used
of the Christian community as the eschatologically renewed
Israel (Jas. 2.7). This would give special point to the selection
of a text applying this expression to the Gentiles (Acts 15.17)
(see above).

In attempting more closely to define Luke’s source, we must
note first that it was written in Greek. The significance of the
use of the LXX in Acts 15.16—18 has been very frequently mis-
understood’’ and needs careful statement. The argument of
James’ speech presupposes exegetical work on the Hebrew text of
the Bible (especially as the basis for the four prohibitions), but
also quotes a conflated quotation which must have been com-

7> J. B. Chance, Jerusalem, the Temple, and the New Age in Luke—Acts (Macon, 1988),

PP- 35-45-

76 Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, chap. 4.

77 Dupont, The Salvation of the Gentiles, p. 139, is typical of many who think that this
reflects “the ‘Hellenistic’ stage of the apostolic preaching rather than its primitive
Aramaic stage.”
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posed in Greek, making use of the LXX. As we have seen, there
is not the slightest difficulty in attributing the latter to a Jewish
Christian exegete who read both the Hebrew Bible and the
LXX. He could have composed this conflated quotation in
Hebrew, but in fact he composed it in Greek. There is also no
difficulty at all in supposing that the Jerusalem church under
James’ leadership composed religious literature in Greek.”®
The church itself must still have included “Hellenists” (i.e.
Jews who spoke only Greek)” as well as “Hebrews” (i.e. Jews
who spoke both Aramaic and Greek) (Acts 6.1), and must have
been in constant contact with Greek-speaking Jews from the
Diaspora visiting Jerusalem. If Luke correctly represents James
as addressing an assembly of the whole Jerusalem church (Acts
15.12,22), which would include non-Aramaic-speakers, then it
is certainly not impossible that James spoke in Greek. But
Luke’s source was less likely a report of James’ speech than a
document written for those Christians in the Diaspora, Jewish
and Gentile, for whom the Apostolic Decree was primarily
intended. Such a document would have to be written in Greek.

I have already observed that the order of the four pro-
hibitions in 15.29 (followed also in 21.25) is more original than
that in 15.20. It follows that 15.28-29a is closer to Luke’s
source, while 15.1g—20 is Luke’s paraphrase of the same source.
Luke has certainly rewritten the letter from the Jerusalem
church leaders to the churches of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia
(15.23-29).8% It is possible that an original, longer form of this
letter was Luke’s source and that his knowledge of the Jeru-
salem Council derived primarily from it. He used material
from it to compose James’ speech (15.13—21), omitted alto-
gether the exegetical basis for the four prohibitions, and
rewrote the letter itself, reproducing the terms of the Decree

78 For examples of Jewish Greek literature composed in Palestine, see M. Hengel, The
Pre-Christian Paul, trans. J. Bowden (London, 1991), pp. 60-61. For the use of
Greek for religious purposes by Palestinian Jewish Christians whose mother tongue
was Aramaic, see Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, pp. 283-284.

79 E.g. Mnason of Cyprus (Acts 21.16).

80 For the linguistic evidence for this, see A. Harnack, Luke the Physician, trans. J.R.
Wilkinson (London, 1g07), 218—223. But there is no reason to doubt that 15.28—29a
is close to the source.
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(15.28-2g9a) but omitting the exegetical argument. Alter-
natively, perhaps Luke knew some other document circulated
by the Jerusalem church after the Council, perhaps composed
by Judas Barsabbas and Silas (15.22,27,32), which he used to
compose both James’ speech and the letter. We cannot be sure,
but the probability that the substance of James’ speech derives
from a source close to James himself is high.



CHAPTER 8

Kerygmatic summaries in the speeches of Acts
Richard Bauckham

INTRODUCTION

In 1919 Martin Dibelius drew attention to a basic pattern
common to the evangelistic sermons in Acts 2.14-36; 3.12—26;
10.34—43; 13.16—41, i.e. those sermons preached by Peter and
Paul to audiences either of Jews or of Gentiles who already
worshiped the God of Israel. The scheme common to these
speeches consists of three elements: (1) the kerygma, i.e. a very
short narrative of what God has done in the history of Jesus; (2)
scriptural proofs demonstrating that these events fulfilled
prophecy; (3) an exhortation to repentance and faith.
Although Dibelius assumed that these speeches were Lucan
compositions, he thought the lack of variation in Luke’s com-
position of them shows that he must have been constrained by a
preaching pattern of some antiquity.!

Dibelius rather exaggerated the lack of variation in these
speeches. The three elements by no means always occur in
straightforward simple sequence. Often they are interwoven to
some degree. Moreover, not only do the introductions to the
sermons vary according to the occasion,? but so do the three
elements themselves. In Peter’s sermon to Cornelius, for
example, the theme of fulfillment of prophecy occurs (10.43a),
but it is not developed by quotations of Scripture as instances

! M. Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, ET from 1933 German ed. by B. L. Woolf
(London, 1934}, pp. 16—17; see also “The Speeches in Acts and Ancient Historio-
graphy,” in M. Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, ET M. Ling (London, 1956),
pp. 165166, where he is more inclined to stress that the preaching pattern was that
of Luke’s own day.

2 As Dibelius points out in Tradition, pp. 16-17.

185
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of such fulfillment, as happens in the other sermons. Pre-
sumably Luke thought that this would be less appropriate in a
sermon to a Gentile Godfearer. The two sermons in Jerusalem
(2.14-36; 3.12—36) lack the detail about the ministry of Jesus
prior to his death which can be found in the other two sermons
(see 10.37-38;13.23—25). The reason is that the two earlier
sermons are addressed to an audience assumed to be familiar
with the outward facts about Jesus’ public life and ministry,
while the two later sermons are addressed to people who know
little, if anything, about Jesus.? This is an interesting relation-
ship between the content of the speeches and their context in
the narrative, because it means that presumably in this respect
the sermons in 10.94—43 and 13.16—41 are closer to Luke’s
conception of early Christian preachers’ typical manner of
proclaiming the Gospel to an audience of Jews or Godfearers.
The fuller narrative kerygma would be the norm, which
exceptional circumstances have caused to be abbreviated in
the sermons in Jerusalem.* But finally, we should note that
despite the formal correspondence in the three-part scheme,
there is rather little repetition of precise content from one
speech to another. Even when a similar point is being made,
such as the connection of John the Baptist with the beginning
of Jesus’ ministry (10.37-38; 13.24—35) or the guilt of the Jews
who were responsible for Jesus’ death (2.23; 3.13-15;
13.27—29), the different speeches allude to different aspects of
the Gospel story in order to make the same point. Such vari-
ations are not contextual, but are for the sake of the interest
and edification of Luke’s readers. In this way Luke follows a

3 G. Ludemann, Early Christianity according to the Traditions in Acts, ET J. Bowden
(London, 1989), p. 128. Liidemann oddly combines this correct recognition that the
speech to Cornelius suits the audience portrayed in the narrative with the mistaken
assertion, all too common in writing about the speeches in Acts, that “those
addressed [in verse 37] are the readers of Luke and Acts.” Speeches in ancient
historiography were not means for the author directly to address his readers, but
were supposed to be appropriate to the speaker and his audience in the narrative
context: See C. Gempf, “Public Speaking and Published Accounts,” in B. W. Winter
and A. D. Clarke (eds.), The Book of Acts in its. Ancient Literary Setting (Grand Rapids,
1993), Pp- 259-303, esp. pp. 279-280.

* Cf. G. N. Stanton, Fesus of Nazareth in New Testament Preaching, SNTSMS 27 (Cam-
bridge, 1974), chap. 1.
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common pattern, while avoiding the tediousness of substantial
repetition.

Observing such variations between the speeches does not
detract from the validity of Dibelius’ basic argument: that the
scheme common to the speeches must represent a pattern of
preaching with which Luke was familiar. Of course, as Dibelius
observed, ‘““what Acts offers as the content of a speech which
was really delivered, is proved by its brevity to be rather the
skeleton than the substance of a speech.”® This applies
especially to the first element of the threefold pattern, the
kerygma, which is the element in which Dibelius was especially
interested and which is also the subject of this chapter. Luke
must have intended these brief narratives to represent a much
more substantial element in a real sermon. Dibelius supposed
that in actual preaching specific stories about Jesus, such as we
have in the Gospel traditions, would be told in order to
illustrate and to support the kerygma.® Indeed, this was his real
interest in discussing the speeches in Acts at this point in his
work. They provide an indication that the church’s preaching
of Jesus Christ was the Sitz im Leben for the individual oral
Gospel traditions which were later collected in the Gospels. For
this reason, Dibelius did not inquire very much further into the
kerygma as it appears in the speeches of Acts. He did, however,
compare the brief narrative outlines that Luke provides with
the formula (or fragment of a formula)’ that Paul records in 1
Cor. 15.3-5 as a formula Paul himself had received and which
he had handed on to the Corinthian church. Unlike the sum-
maries in Acts, which, although they contain old, traditional
material,® do not reproduce a fixed formula in exact words,
Paul, in Dibelius’ view, reproduces a fixed formula exactly. It
shows that the kind of summary of the kerygma to be found in
the speeches of Acts goes back to a much earlier date than the
writing of Acts, although, because Dibelius regarded the
Pauline formula as a product of “Hellenistic circles,”® he

5 Dibelius, Tradition, p. 25. 6 Ibid., pp. 25—26.

7 According to Dibelius, ibid., p. 19: “We cannot infer how the formula ended, nor
how it began, nor indeed what it said about the life of Jesus.”

8 Ibid., pp. 17-18. 9 Ibid., p. 20.
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thought Paul received it in Damascus or Antioch, not in
Jerusalem.

It is in discussing the formula in 1 Corinthians 15 that
Dibelius explains what he conceived to be the function of such
traditional outlines of the kerygma:

Even these Hellenistic churches [i.e. Damascus and Antioch] appar-
ently handed to their new converts or to the missionaries whom they
sent out a short outline or summary of the Christian message, a
formula which reminded the young Christian of his faith and which
gave a teacher of this faith guidance for his instruction.!?

Only here does Dibelius come within sight of a plausible theory
as to the origin of the form of kerygmatic summary which
appears in the speeches in Acts. Such brief summaries would
not presumably have been reproduced as such in preaching,
but could function as an outline on which a preacher could
expand by drawing on the Gospel traditions. More generally,
the function of the summaries themselves would have been not
unlike the creeds and ““the rule of faith” (which were in some
sense derived from them) in the later second- and third-
century church. They functioned in any context where a
succinct summary of the kerygma was needed. Luke has incor-
porated this form in the sermons in Acts because it is an
appropriate substitute, in a brief literary representation of a
sermon, for the much fuller narration which a real sermon
would include.

C. H. Dodd’s view of these speeches in Acts'' was in some
important respects similar to Dibelius’. He analyzed the
scheme common to the speeches in six points (not all of which
are actually present in all four speeches),!? but in effect recog-
nized the same three elements Dibelius identified. (His analysis
recognizes that Dibelius’ second element is not always distinct
from the first.) Neither Dibelius nor Dodd thought that the
speeches in Acts were likely to be reports of what the apostles

10 Ibid., p. 19.

' C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments, 2nd ed. (London, 1944),
chap. 1.

2 Ibid., pp. 21—24. Dodd based his analysis on Acts 4.10-12; 5.30—32, as well as Acts
2.14-36; 3.12—26; 10.34—43; 13.16—41.
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actually said on the occasions narrated by Luke, though Dodd
considered that this might be true of some speeches in Acts.!3
But whereas Dibelius, though confident that Luke used older
material in these four speeches, was vague as to the degree of
Lucan composition, Dodd stressed the evidence for Luke’s use
of sources. Of Peter’s speeches he thought that “We may with
some confidence take these speeches to represent, not indeed
what Peter said upon this or that occasion, but the kerygma of
the Church at Jerusalem at an early period.”!* Of Paul’s
speech at Pisidian Antioch he thought it credible that it “may
represent in a general way one form of Paul’s preaching, that
form, perhaps, which he adopted in synagogues when he had
the opportunity of speaking there.”!5

Dodd was more interested than Dibelius in the content of the
kerygma in these speeches in Acts, and supported his case for its
early character by comparing it with a reconstruction of the
kerygma presupposed in Paul’s letters. But his major concern,
like Dibelius’, was to relate the kerygma to the Gospel tradi-
tions. Dodd’s original contribution was to argue that Mark
compiled his Gospel around an outline of the story of Jesus,
which was an expanded version of the kind of kerygmatic
summary that appears in the speeches of Acts. In this way he
was able to argue not only that Mark took the individual
pericopae of his Gospel from oral tradition, but also that the
framework within which he placed them was traditional.'®

Since Dibelius and Dodd much discussion has focused on the
issue of whether Luke used sources for these speeches or freely
composed them himself.!” This way of posing the question may
'3 Dodd, Apostolic Preaching, pp. 18-19. 14 Ibid., p. 21. 15 Ibid., p. 30.
16 Besides Apostolic Preaching, see also ‘“The Framework of the Gospel Narrative,” ET
43 (1931-1932), 396—400; reprinted in C. H. Dodd, New Testament Studies (Man-
chester, 1953), pp. 1-11. The thesis was criticized by D. E. Nineham, *“The Order of
Events in St. Mark’s Gospel — an Examination of Dr. Dodd’s Hypothesis,” in D. E.
Nineham (ed.), Studies in the Gospels, R. H. Lightfoot FS (Oxford, 1955),
pp- 223-239. According to R. Guelich,“The Gospel Genre,” in P. Stuhlmacher
(ed.), Das Evangelium und Die Evangelien, WUNT 28 (Tubingen, 1983), p. 204, the
“greatest vulnerability of Dodd’s argument” lies in the existence of a basic outline
of the kerygma that helped structure Mark’s Gospel.
For example, on Acts 10.34—43, see U. Wilckens, Die Missionsreden der Apostelges-

chichte (Neukirchen, 1961) pp. 63—70; F. Bovon, “Tradition et rédaction en Actes
10,1-11,18,” T 26 (1970), pp. 22-45; Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth, chap. 3;
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not be entirely helpful. If we accept the validity of Dibelius’
fundamental observation that the scheme Luke follows in these
speeches must be an old traditional one, then Luke’s debt to
tradition cannot be evaluated purely by the language he uses.
Our interest in this chapter is especially in the first element of
the three Dibelius identified — the kerygma — though we shall
argue that this was very closely connected with the second —
the proof from prophecy. I shall argue that in his summaries of
the history of Jesus in these speeches Luke follows a form — 1
shall call it the kerygmatic summary — which was very tradi-
tional but also very flexible and variable. It was a form which
had gathered a stock of specific items which could be selected
for use in any particular case. It was a theme on which new
variations were constantly being improvised. Luke neither
composed his kerygmatic summaries ex nthilo nor reproduced a
source. The form he used provided him with traditional mater-
ials which he could vary and supplement in accordance with
his narrative contexts and literary purposes. As a particularly
skilled writer, Luke probably adapted the form rather more
extensively than other writers whose use of kerygmatic summa-
ries we shall study. But the difference is one of degree. The form
was hospitable to variation and innovation.

To establish this thesis we need comparative material. Dis-
cussions of the kerygmatic summaries in Acts have previously
discussed parallels only in the Pauline epistles (especially 1
Cor. 15.1—7).!8 This was primarily because the concern, in the
work of both Dibelius and Dodd, was to find evidence that
something like the kerygmatic summaries in Acts goes back to
an early stage of Christian history. However, if our concern is
to demonstrate that the kerygmatic summary was a traditional
form which Luke used, it is also relevant to consider Christian
literature contemporary with or later than Acts. If the form

K. Haacker, “Dibelius und Cornelius: Ein Beispiel formgeschichtlicher Uberliefer-
ungskritik,” BZ 24 (1980), 234-251; Guelich, “Gospel Genre,” pp. 209-211;
A. Weiser, “Tradition und lukanische Komposition in Apg 10,36-43,” in 4 cause de
Uévangile, J. Dupont FS, LD 123 (Paris, 1985), pp. 757-767; Ludemann, Early
Christianity, pp. 127-128.

'8 Dodd, Apostolic Preaching, chap. 1, identified a variety of Pauline passages as
fragments of the primitive kerygma and thereby reconstructed a Pauline kerygma-
tic outline.
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exists, independently of Acts, in such literature, then this may
not only be evidence that Luke used such a form, but may also
prove informative as to the character of the form and the extent
to which Luke’s use of it follows tradition.

KERYGMATIC SUMMARIES IN THE ASCENSION OF ISATAH

The Ascension of Isaiah is one of the most neglected of early
Christian works,!® and its allusions to Gospel traditions have
been even more neglected than other aspects of the work.?° It
should probably be dated at the beginning of the second
century,?! though it could be somewhat earlier and cannot be
later than the middle of the second century.?? Against older

!9 The most important recent work has come out of the team of Italian researchers
(M. Pesce, E. Norelli, A. Acerbi, C. Leonardi, A. Kossova Giambelluca, P. C. Bori,
and others) who have been preparing the new edition of the Ascension of Isaiah for
the Corpus Christianorum Series Apocryphorum. A. Acerbi, working in connection
with but relatively independent of the group, has produced two books: Serra Lignea:
studi sulla fortuna della Ascensione di Isaia (Rome, 1984); L’Ascensione di Isaia: cristologia
e profetismo in Siria net primi decenni del II secolo, Studia Patristica Mediolanensia 17
(Milan, 1988). M. Pesce (ed.), Isaia, il Diletto ¢ la Chiesa: Visione ed exegesi profetica
cristiano-primitiva nell’ Ascensione Isaia, Testi e Ricerci di Scienze Religiose 20 (Brescia,
1983) contains the papers given at a conference including members of the group
and others. See also E. Norelli, “Interprétations nouvelles de I’ Ascension d’Isaie,”
Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 37 (1991), 11—22. These Italian scholars have revo-
lutionized the study of the Ascension of Isaiah, and the full results of their work in
the CCSA edition will be, not only the first fully adequate editions of the texts, but
also an authoritative account of the background and nature of the Ascension of
Isaiah. However, enough of their work has already been published for it to be
scandalous that treatments of the Ascension of Isaiah in recent major reference
works (M. Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah,” in J. H. Charlesworth
{ed.], The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. n [London, 1985], pp. 143-155;
C. Detlef G. Miiller in W. Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, vol. n, ET
R. McL. Wilson [Cambridge, 1992], pp. 603-605; J. L. Trafton in Anchor Bible
Dictionary, vol. m1 [New York, 1992], pp. 507-509) take no account of their work.

20 See E. Norelli, ““La resurrezione di Gesu nell’ Ascensione di Isaia,” Cristanesimo nella

Storia 1 (1980), 315-366; J. D. Crossan, The Cross that Spoke (San Francisco, 1988),

who makes some reference to the striking parallels between the Ascension of Isaiah

and the Gospel of Peter, especially in the resurrection narrative, but ignores the
highly relevant work of Norelli; J. Verheyden, “L’Ascension d’Isaie et ’Evangile de

Matthieu: Examen de Al 3,13-18,” in J.-M. Sevrin (ed.), The New Testament in

Early Christianity, BETL 86 (Louvain, 1989), pp. 247-274-

In favor of an early second-century date are Acerbi, L’Ascensione di Isaia,

pp- 281—282; R. G. Hall, “The Ascension of Isaiah: Contemporary Situation, Date

and Place in Early Christianity,” JBL 1og (1990), 289—306; Norelli, “Interprét-

ations nouvelles,” p. 15.

22 For its use by the Acts of Peter, see Acerbi, Serra Lignea, pp. 16—22.

2
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theories which thought of it as a compilation of several
sources, Jewish and Christian,?® recent work has tended to
stress its uniformly Christian character?* and its unity, though
Acerbi divides the work into two Christian sources,?® while
Norelli holds that it was written in two stages.?® My own view
is that the work is easily explicable as the unified work
of a single author, but in any case the three passages which
concern us (3.13—20; 9.12—18;10.17-11.33)%7 are unquestion-
ably closely related, and are generally acknowledged to come,
if not from a single author, at least from the same
circle.

In Asclsa 7.2-11.35 the prophet Isaiah recounts, in a first-
person account to King Hezekiah, a visionary ascent through
the heavens to the seventh heaven. The climax of this experi-
ence was a vision of the descent of the Beloved (the pre-existent
Christ) through the heavens into the world, his earthly life as
Jesus, his descent to the place of the dead, his resurrection, and
ascension back to the seventh heaven. This vision of the descent
and ascent of the Beloved is narrated in 10.17—-11.33. A shorter
and different account of it is also given in 3.13—4.18, where the
vision extends beyond the Beloved’s ascension to his parousia
and the events of the end of history. These two accounts of the
vision are probably intended to be complementary, focusing on
different aspects of the Beloved’s career and his defeat of evil.
Both include, within a wider mythological-christological
framework, a summary of the events of the history of Jesus,
introduced in the case of the account in 10.17-11.93 by an
extended account of the conception and birth of Jesus

23 This view is still taken by Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah.”

* This is the view of M. Pesce, “Presupposti per I'utilizzazione storica dell’ Ascensione
di Isaia: formazione e tradizione del testo; genere letterario; cosmologia angelica,”
in Pesce, Isaia, il Diletto, pp. 13—76; Hall, ““ Ascension of Isaiah’; Acerbi, L’ Ascensione di
Isaia; Norelli,“Interprétations nouvelles.”

25 Acerbi, L’Ascensione di Isaia, especially chaps. 7-8.

26 Norelli, “Interprétations nouvelles,” pp. 21—22.

27 The passage 11.2—22 occurs only in the Ethiopic version, but certainly belongs to
the original text: see R. H. Charles, The Ascension of Isaiah (London, 1g00),
pp- xxii-xxiv; A. Vaillant, “Un apocryphe pseudo-bogomile: la Vision d’Isaie,”
Revue des Etudes Slaves 42 (1963), 111-112.

N
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(11.2—16). In addition to these two summaries of the history of
Jesus, there is another in g.12—18, where the descent and ascent
of the Beloved are predicted by the angel who has conducted
Isaiah through the seven heavens. The purpose of this account
is the more limited one of explaining how the righteous dead
will ascend to heaven with Christ at his ascension and will then
receive their thrones and crowns in heaven, but it too includes
a very brief summary of the earthly history of Jesus. It is clear
that all three accounts constitute kerygmatic summaries which
bear comparison with those in Acts. The relevant parts of the
three passages are as follows:

3.13-18%8 9.13-18%° 11.17-22%

13 the going forth of 13 The Lord will [10.17-31: extended
the Beloved from the indeed descend into  account of Isaiah’s
seventh heaven, and the world in the last vision of the Lord’s

his transformation,  days, he who is to be descent through the
and his descent, and called Christ after he heavens; 11:2—16:

the likeness into has descended and extended account of
which he must be become like you in  his birth from Mary]

transformed in the  form, and they will
likeness of a human  think that he is flesh

being, and a man.
17 And I saw that in
Nazareth he sucked
the breast like an
infant, as was
and the persecution customary, that he
with which he will might not be
be persecuted, and recognized. 18 And
the punishments when he had grown
with which the up he performed great
children of Israel signs and miracles in
must punish him, the land of Israel and
and the discipling of in Jerusalem.
the Twelve,

28 This passage is extant in a single Greek manuscript. My translation is from the
Greek text in Charles, Ascension of Isaiah.

29 The translation of the Ethiopic version is by Knibb, “Martyrdom and Ascension of
Isaiah,” p. 170.

30 The translation of the Ethiopic version is by Knibb, ibid., p. 175.
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and how he must
[before the Sabbath
be crucified on a tree
and]?! be crucified
together with
criminals,

and that he will be
buried in a tomb,

14 and the Twelve
who are with him
will be offended by
him, and the
guarding of the
guards of the grave,
15 and the descent of
the angel of the
church in heaven,
whom he will summon
in the last days,33

16 and that the
angel of the Holy
Spirit and Michael
the chief of the holy
angels will on the
third day open his
grave,

17 and the Beloved
will come out sitting
on their shoulders,

14 And the god of
that world will
stretch out his hand
against the Son, and
they will lay their
hands upon him and
hang him upon a
tree, not knowing
who heis. ..

16 And when he has
plundered the angel
of death he will rise
on the third day

and will remain in
that world for 545
days.

RICHARD BAUCKHAM

19 And after this the
adversary envied him
and roused the
children of Israel, who
did not know who he
was, against him.
And they handed him
to the king,3? and
crucified him, and he
descended to the
angel who is in Sheol.
20 In Jerusalem,
indeed, I saw how
they crucified him on
a tree,

21 and likewise how
after the third day he
rose

and remained [. . .]
days®* . ..
23 And I saw when he

31 The Greek lacks the bracketed words, which are found in the Ethiopic. Their

omission in the Greek is explicable by haplography.

32 The word which normally means “king” is here translated “‘ruler” by Knibb,
because he assumes that the reference is to Pontius Pilate. It is more likely that the
Ascension of Isaiah, like the Gospel of Peter and some other extra-canonical
traditions, gives Herod, rather than Pilate, the key role in the crucifixion.

33 The Greek text of 3.15 is defective, but can be restored by means of the Ethiopic: see
especially Norelli, ““La resurrezione,” pp. 320-324.

3

kg

Knibb supplies “(many),” but no doubt the figure 545 (as in 9.16) has been lost in

the Ethiopic version. It may have been deliberately suppressed (as also in the Latin
and Slavonic versions of 9.16) because of the conflict with Acts 1.3.
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and how he will send sent out the twelve
out his [twelve]® disciples
disciples, 17 And then many of

the righteous will

ascend with him . . . and ascended.

18 and they will
instruct all nations
and all tongues in the
resurrection of the
Beloved, and those
who believe in his
cross and in his
ascension to the
seventh heaven,
whence also he came,
will be saved . . .

These three passages share the same mythological-christo-
logical framework. The Beloved is conceived as a divine
heavenly being, who descends unrecognized into the world.
His identity is concealed by the transformations he undergoes.
As he descends into each of the heavens below the seventh he
adopts the form of the angels who belong to that heaven (this is
the meaning of “his transformation” in §.13; it is described in
detail in 10.17—31). Arriving on earth he adopts human form
(3.13; 9.13), being born miraculously from Mary (11.2-14).36
His heavenly origin is thereby concealed (11.14) — not only
from human beings (9.13), but, even more importantly, from
the powers of evil who dominate this world (11.16). He
behaves like a normal human infant so that he might not be
recognized (11.17). The christology here has a strongly docetic
tendency, because the concern is with the deliberately con-
cealed presence of a heavenly being in this world. His human-
ity is his disguise. Despite his miracles (11.18), neither the
supernatural nor the human agents of his death know his true
heavenly identity (9.14; 11.19). This enables the final stage of

35 This word is supplied from the Ethiopic.
36 The account stresses the way in which, not only is the conception virginal, but the
birth itself is miraculous (11.7-14).



196 RICHARD BAUCKHAM

his descent (cf. 9.15) — to the region below the earth, the place
of the dead, where he delivers the righteous dead from the
angel of death (9.16; 11.33). His resurrection is the first stage of
his ascent back to the seventh heaven, but the ascent differs
from the descent both in the fact that he is no longer incognito,
but is now seen in his own divine glory and recognized
(11.23—32), and also in that the righteous dead now ascend
with him (9.17). But just as his descent from the seventh
heaven to Sheol is interrupted by a period in this world, in
which he instructs the Twelve (3.13), so also his ascent from
Sheol to the seventh heaven is interrupted by a period in this
world (9.16; 11.21), in which he sends out the Twelve (3.17;
11.23). A

Within this mythological framework, which structures all
three passages, each focuses on a different aspect of it. The sole
concern of the shortest passage (9.13—18) is that the Beloved
descends to deliver the righteous dead from Sheol and ascends
to take them back with him to the seventh heaven. The two
other passages both give much more attention to the earthly
career of the Beloved, but complement each other in that one
gives extensive attention to the way in which the Beloved
enters this world in the course of his descent from the seventh
heaven (11.2-16), while the other focuses especially on the way
in which he enters this world in the course of his ascent from
Sheol (3.14-17). These — the birth from Mary and the resur-
rection and exit from the tomb — are parallel, as both miracu-
lous events of the Beloved’s entry into this world, but are
distinguished as, in one case, the hidden beginning of the
Beloved’s earthly career, unrecognized, in human form, and,
in the other case, the beginning of his triumphant ascent,
recognized by the supernatural powers, in his own glory. It is
appropriate that the account in chapter g should focus on the
latter, because it is this account which goes on to describe the
proclamation of his resurrection and ascension in the world, by
his disciples, and the fortunes of the church until the parousia.
The respective emphases of chapters g and 11 therefore explain
why in chapter 11 the brief narrative form of the kerygmatic
summary is introduced by a full narrative of the birth of Jesus
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from Mary, which is more like a Gospel narrative than a
kerygmatic summary, while in chapter g, the summary form
becomes unusually full in verses 14-17, which describe the
circumstances and manner of the risen Christ’s exit from the
tomb. The respective interests of the two accounts also explain
why the hiddenness of the Beloved in his life on earth from
birth to death, which is not explicit in chapter 3, i1s the main
concern of chapter 11’s account of this period (11.11-19),
while in chapter 3, there is a special emphasis on the role of the
Twelve (3.13,14,17-18; cf. 3.21; 4.3), as well as a reference to
the descent of the angel of the church (3.15).%7

Thus both the mythological-christological framework
common to the three passages and also the particular emphases
and concerns of each have to quite a large extent determined
the selection of material about the earthly history of Jesus
(from birth to resurrection appearances) which appears in
these accounts. If we focus on what does not belong purely to
the mythological framework, but derives from traditions about
the history of Jesus, material which is common to more than
one account is small, though significant:

3.13—18 9.13-18 11.17-22
crucified on a tree upon a tree crucified on a tree
on the third day  rise on the third after the third day
day he rose
remain for 545  remained [. . .] days
days
send out his twelve sent out the twelve
disciples disciples

Itis noteworthy that the language of these repeated elements
is characteristic not of the Gospel traditions as we have them in
written Gospels, but of kerygmatic summaries. Reference to
the cross as “‘a tree” is never made in the Gospels, but occurs in
kerygmatic summaries in Acts (5.30; 10.39; 13.29; cf. 1 Pet.
2.24), reflecting the application of Old Testament testimonia to
the cross (Gal. 3.13; Barn. 5.13; 8.1, 5; 12.1,7; Justin, Dial.

37 On the angel, see Norelli, “‘La resurrezione,” pp. 332—-340; and cf. Acerbi, L’Ascen-
stone di Isaia, p. 212.
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86.6; TBenj 9.3; SibOr 5.257; 6.26).% Ascension of Isaiah g.14,
which uses the expression “hang him upon a tree,” preserves a
fuller allusion to Deut. 21.22—23, as do two of the kerygmatic
summaries in Acts (5.30;10.39). A statement that Jesus rose3?
(from death) is never made, as such, in Gospel narratives,*°
where its place is taken by the empty tomb and resurrection
appearance narratives, but is characteristic of kerygmatic sum-
maries and other credal-type references to the resurrection.*!
Similarly the phrases “on the third day” (Asclsa 3.16; 9.16)
and ‘‘after the third day” (11.21) are not used in Gospel
narratives of the empty tomb or the resurrection appearances,
but are characteristic of kerygmatic summaries (Acts 10.40; I
Cor. 15.4; Aristides, Apol. 2 [Syriac])*? and of similar summa-
ries of what Old Testament Scripture prophesied of Jesus,
including the passion predictions in the Gospels (Matt. 16.21;
17.23; 20.19; 27.63; Mark 8.31; 9.31; 10.34; Lk. 9.22;18.33;
24.7,46; also Justin, Dial. 51.2). Behind this usage lies, once
again, an Old Testament prophecy (Hos. 6.2).*3 The state-

38 See M. Wilcox, “‘Upon the Tree’ — Deut 21.22-23 in the New Testament,” 7BL g6
(1977), 85-99.
39 Tt is noteworthy that the Ascension of Isaiah uses this traditional language, despite
its own understanding of the resurrection as ascent from Sheol into this world.
40 It is found in the passion predictions, which resemble kerygmatic summaries, in the
message of the angel(s) at the tomb (Matt. 28.6; Mark 16.6; Lk. 24.5; GPet 56}, and
in other references to what Scripture prophesied must happen (Mark g.9-10; Lk.
24.7,46; John 20.9); cf. GHeb 7. Such references illustrate not how the resurrection
was narrated in the Gospel traditions, but how it was referred to in such contexts as
credal formulae and kerygmatic summaries.
Where Jesus is the subject, most commonly the passive of ¢yeipw is used (e.g. 1 Cor.
15.4; Ignatius, Trall. g.2; cf. Justin, 1 Apol. 31.7), but for the intransitive use of
&vioTnui, which was most likely used in the Greek original of Asclsa 9.16;11.21, see
Mark 8.31; 9.31;10.34;16.9; Lk. 18.93; 24.7,46; John 20.9; Acts 17.3; 1 Thess. 4.14;
Justin, Dial. 51.2. Of these, Justin, Dial. 51.2 is in a kerygmatic summary, Mark
16.9 is in a passage resembling a kerygmatic summary (see below), and 1 Thess.
4.14 is in a credal formula. The other references are all to what must happen
according to prophecy, and most use with &vioTnw the phrase “after three days” or
“on the third day” (Mark 8.31; 9.31;10.34; Lk. 18.43; 24.7,46; cf. also Hippolytus,
C. Noet. 1.7 and other later credal formulae), as in AscIsa 9.16; 11.21. This suggests
that the use of dvioTnui in such contexts derives from Hos. 6.2 (LXX: &v i) fjuépq Tf)
TpiTn &vaoTnodueda), conira B. Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (London, 1961),
pp. 65-66.
42 Continuous with these are the many later occurrences in credal formulae: e.g.
Tertullian, De Praescr. 18; De Virg. Vel. 1; Hippolytus, C. Noet. 1.7.
43 Lindars, Apologetic, pp. 60-66.

4
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ment (Asclsa 9.16; 11.21) that he remained 545 days (after the
resurrection), while following an extra-canonical tradition
about the length of the period of the resurrection appearances
(cf. ApJas 2.19—20; 8.3; Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.3.2; 1.30.14),**
parallels the statements in the kerygmatic summary in Acts
13.31 (“for many days he appeared ...”) and in Acts 1.3,
which is more like a kerygmatic summary than a Gospel
narrative. Finally, reference to the commissioning of the
apostles is found in other kerygmatic summaries, though not in
the same language (Acts 10.42; Justin, 1 Apol. 31.7; Aristides,
Apol. 2 [Syriac]; cf. Lk. 24.47; Justin, 1 Apol. 50.12; 4 Bar.
9.20).

In addition to this material shared by more than one of the
three passages in the Ascension of Isaiah, the material peculiar
to each of the two major passages (3.13-18 and 11.17—22) also
includes language characteristic of kerygmatic summaries
rather than Gospel narratives. Two phrases in g.13 are
notable: ‘“the persecution with which he will be persecuted,
and the punishments with which the children of Israel must
punish him” (6 dinypos &v diwybnoeTal, kai & koAdoels afg
Bel ToUs vious ToU 'lopanA adTov koAdoat). The verb Sicokew is
used in the Gospels, with Jesus as the object, only in John (5.16;
15.20), but it occurs in a kerygmatic summary in Ignatius,
Trall. 9.1.* While koA&gew is never used of Jesus in early
Christian literature,*® xk6Aao1s is so used just once, in a frag-
ment of the Kerygma Petrou, in a similar context in a keryg-
matic summary (KerPet 4[a], ap. Clement of Alexandria, Str.
6.15.128: Tas Aorwas koAdoels Tdoas éoas éTroinoav aUTE ol

4 Though Gnostics took up this tradition, as they did various Jewish Christian
traditions, there is no reason to regard it as Gnostic in origin: contra W. Bauer, Das
Leben Fesu im eitalter der neutestamentlichen Apokryphen (Tiibingen, 1909) p. 266; A. K.
Helmbold, ‘“Gnostic Elements in the ‘Ascension of Isaiah,”” NTS§ 18 (1971-1972),
223, who makes this part of his very slender evidence for regarding the Ascension of
Isaiah as Gnostic. Though it contains some themes which Gnostics also took up, the
Ascension of Isaiah cannot usefully be classified as Gnostic.

S1wypds is never used of Jesus in early Christian literature (i.e. the literature
covered by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, and F. W. Gingrich, 4 Greek—English Lexicon of
the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, 2nd ed., ed. F. W, Danker
[Chicago, 1979]; a list is on p. xxix).

% For the definition of this term, see the preceding note.

45
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’loudadot).*” Furthermore, both kdAaois and koA&Zew are
quite frequently used of Jesus by Celsus (ap. Origen, C. Cels.),*®
where, as in the Ascension of Isaiah and the Kerygma Petrou,
it is the Jews who inflict the punishments on Jesus (C. Cels. 2.4;
4.22). Celsus is ostensibly quoting Christian use of this termin-
ology, and sometimes his words sound like an echo of a keryg-
matic summary (C. Cels. 2.55, 59).

Asclsa 11.18 refers to Jesus’ miracles as ‘‘signs and wonders”
(the Greek must have been onupeia kai TépaTa, as in 3.20), a
phrase which is never used of them in the Gospels (except with
a derogatory overtone in John 4.48),*° but is used in kerygma-
tic summaries in Acts 2.22 (Suvdpeot kai Tépaot kai onueiols,
though it should be noted that this phrase picks up Tépata and
onpeia from verse 19, and combines them with the usual synop-
tic term for Jesus’ miracles)®® and Testament of Adam 3.1 (see
also Barn. 4.14; 5.8).%! The phrase ““in the land of Israel and in
Jerusalem” (Asclsa 11.18), a summary statement of the places
of Jesus’ ministry not found in the Gospels, has equivalents in
kerygmatic summaries in Acts 10.39 (“in the country of the
Jews and in Jerusalem”) and in the Acts of Paul (Hamburg
Papyrus, p. 8: “Jerusalem and . . . all Judea”). Finally, the
statement that the Jews “handed him [over] to the king”
(Asclsa 11.19) reflects a use of wapadidovar which is found
quite frequently in the Gospel passion narratives (Matt.
27.2,18, 26; Mark 15.1,15; Lk. 20.20; 23.35; John 18.30,35;
19.16; GPet 5; cf. 1 Cor. 11.23),%? but is also especially char-
acteristic of the passion predictions (Matt. 17.22; 20.19; 26.2;
Mark 9.31;10.33; Lk. 9.44; 18.92) and kerygmatic summaries
(Acts 2.23; 3.13; cf. Rom. 4.25). This is because, like other

47 This is fragment 4(a) in the numeration used in Schneemelcher, New Testament
Apocrypha, vol. 11, p. 40. For the text, see E. von Dobschutz, Das Kerygma Petri kritisch
untersucht, TU 11/1 (Leipzig, 1893), where this fragment is numbered g.

48 E.g. kohaois: C. Cels. 2.47, 55,59; kOAGLeW: 2.4; 4.22; 8.41—42.

49 The phrase, common in the LXX, is used of miracles of the apostles and other
Christian leaders in Acts 2.43; 4.30; 5.12; 6.8; 14.3;15.12; Rom. 15.19; Heb. 2.4;
Asclsa 3.20.

50 See Stanton, Fesus of Nazareth, pp. 81-82.

51 For other kinds of references to Jesus’ miracles in kerygmatic summaries, see Acts
10.38; Justin, 14pol. 31.7; Acts of Thomas 47; Acts of Paul, Hamburg papyrus, p. 8.

52 Of course the Gospels also use it of Judas® betrayal of Jesus.
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terminology we have found to be characteristic of the kerygma-
tic summaries, it alludes to Old Testament prophecy (Isa. 53.6,
12 LXX).%3

Finally, we should notice the use of 3¢i (Asclsa 3.1 twice),
which is used in the same way — to indicate the divinely
ordained sufferings of Christ, set out in prophecy — both in the
Gospel passion predictions (Matt. 16.21; 26.54; Mark 8.31; Lk.
0.22; 17.25; 22.37; 24.7, 45; John 3.14) and in kerygmatic
summaries (KerPet 4[a], ap. Clement of Alexandria, Str.
6.15.128; see also Acts 17.3; Justin, Dial. 51.2; and equivalent
expressions in Acts 2.23; 3.13).

Other elements in Asclsa 3.13—-18 and 11.17—22, while their
forms of expression are not distinctive of kerygmatic summaries
rather than of the Gospel traditions, can be paralleled in
kerygmatic summaries elsewhere. ‘“The discipling of the
twelve” (Asclsa g.13) is paralleled in Acts of Paul (Hamburg
Papyrus, p. 8: “he chose from the tribes twelve men whom he
had with him in understanding and faith’’); that he “must be
crucified together with criminals” (Asclsa 3.13) is paralleled in
Epistle of the Apostles g (““was crucified between two thieves’);
that he “will be buried in a tomb” is paralleled in Acts 13.29; 1
Cor. 15:4; Epistle of the Apostles g; and the reference to
Nazareth (AscIsa. 11.15-17) is paralleled in Acts of Paul
(Hamburg Papyrus, p. 8: “brought up in Nazareth’).

Not all this evidence is of equal weight, but it is quite
sufficient to show that the author of these passages of the
Ascension of Isaiah did not compose his summaries of the
history of Jesus directly from written Gospels or from the oral
Gospel traditions, but followed a traditional pattern of keryg-
matic summary which narrated the history of Jesus in a series
of brief statements. He knew traditional forms of expression
which were regularly used in such summaries. He probably
knew, not a single set of items which always occurred in such
summaries, but a stock of traditional items from which the
contents of such summaries were selected. Therefore he felt free

53 See Lindars, Apologetic, pp. 80—81; A. E. Harvey, Fesus and the Constraints of History
(London, 1982), pp. 23-25.
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to vary the contents of each of his summaries in accordance
with the requirements of the context. We should not suppose
that the traditional form of kerygmatic summary he knew used
the mythological descent-ascent scheme as a framework.
Although the scheme itself is not unparalleled,>* it is nowhere
else combined with summaries of the history of Jesus in the way
that we find in these passages of the Ascension of Isaiah.
Kerygmatic summaries elsewhere relate the earthly, observa-
ble events of the history of Jesus, from, at the earliest, his birth,
to, at the latest, his ascension, although sometimes a statement
of his exaltation to God’s right hand in heaven and/or refer-
ence to his coming parousia are added (Acts 2.33; 3.21; 10.42;
KerPet4[a]; Justin, 14pol. 31.7; Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.10.1).%°
It was the author of the Ascension of Isaiah who incorporated
kerygmatic summaries into Ais highly developed mythological-
christological framework. As we have seen, it is this framework
which has partly determined his selection of items from the
tradition of kerygmatic summaries.

We should also notice that the requirements of adapting the
kerygmatic summaries to their context in the Ascension of
Isaiah, where 9.13—18 is in the form of a prediction by an angel
and 11.17—22 is an account of what Isaiah saw in his vision,
mean that the precise literary form of the kerygmatic summa-
ries the author knew is unlikely to have been conserved in his
text. However, the two grammatical forms used in §.13-18 can,

5 For elements of it,see John 3.13;6.62; 1 Cor. 2.8; Eph. 4.9-10; 1Tim. 3.16; Heb. 4.14;
ApJas;Ignatius,Eph. 19.1; OdesSol. 7.4,6; 19.5; 22.1;42. 11; TBenj 9.3; SibOr 8.292—
293;Irenaeus, Dem. 84; EpApost 13-14 (this last probably dependent on Asclsa).
See further J. Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity, trans. J. A. Baker
(London, 1964), pp. 206—213, 233—263; C. H. Talbert, What is a Gospel? (Minne-
apolis, 1977), chap. §; U. Bianchi, “L’Ascensione di Isaia: tematiche soteriologiche di
descensus/ascensus,” in Pesce, Isaia, Il Diletto, pp. 155-178; Acerbi, L’ Ascensione di Isaia,
PP- 173-194. Some of the striking resemblances between the Ascension of Isaiah and
the Apocryphon of James were already pointed out by W. C. van Unnik, “The
Origin of the Recently Discovered ‘Apocryphen Jacobi,”” VC 10 (1956), 155.

55 Kerygmatic summaries, in our sense of the term, must be distinguished from such
passages as Phil. 2.6-11 and 1 Tim. 3.16, which describe the career of Christ in
mythological terms, involving preexistence, cosmic powers, and so on, making only
the most minimal reference, if any, to events in the earthly history of Jesus. If we
imagined material like that in the kerygmatic summaries in Acts incorporated
within the christological hymn of Phil. 2.6-11, we should have something more
formally corresponding to the passages we have studied in the Ascension of Isaiah.
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as a matter of fact, be paralleled in kerygmatic summaries
elsewhere. The series of nouns (3.13,14b-15a; cf. 1.5) is the
form used in Kerygma Petrou 4(a) and Irenaeus, Adv. Haer.
1.10.1 (see below), while the series of cs and 6T clauses in
3.13—17 resembles Acts 10:38 (ws) and 1 Cor. 15:3-5 (oT),
though these usages are contextual and should not be assumed
to derive from the traditional forms Luke and Paul knew.

I have emphasized the independence of the elements of the
kerygmatic summaries from the Gospel traditions, because it is
essential to recognize that the kerygmatic summary was a
traditional form in its own right, which existed alongside the
Gospel traditions. But it was a flexible form. It was open to
anyone who used it to supplement its traditional contents with
material summarized directly from the Gospel traditions. It
seems fairly clear that this is what the author of the Ascension
of Isaiah has done in §.14b-17a, where he has summarized a
resurrection tradition similar to those in Matt. 27.62—66; 28.2—
4,11—-15 and Gospel of Peter 28-49.¢ (In 11.2-15, however, he
has broken out of the form of kerygmatic summary altogether,
and told this part of the history of Jesus in full narrative
form.)” Thus we should regard the kerygmatic summary as
relatively independent of the Gospel traditions. It is only to be
expected that those who used it, being familiar also with the
Gospel traditions, should have adapted and supplemented it
from their knowledge of the Gospel traditions.

Finally, it seems likely that the author of the Ascension of
Isaiah knew the traditional kerygmatic summary as a tradi-
tional way of summarizing the history of Jesus as_fulfillment of
the Old Testament prophecies. We have noticed that a number
of the forms of expression distinctive of the tradition (to hang
him on a tree, he rose on the third day, they handed him over)

56 Whether the Ascension of Isaiah is dependent on Matthew (so Verheyden,
“L’Ascension d’Isaie et I’Evangile de Matthieu) or on oral tradition which was
here related to Matthew’s special material (so Norelli, “La resurrezione,”
PP- 324—331; Acerbi, L’Ascensione di Isaia, p. 212) is not important for our present
purposes.

Cf. EpApost g—10, where what begins as a kerygmatic summary turns into a full
narrative of the women’s discovery of the empty tomb and the appearance of the
Lord to them.

57
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allude to prophecy, while the use of 8¢l indicates the prophesied
necessity of the sufferings of Christ. Moreover, other specific
items included in the summaries may well have been selected
precisely because they are fulfillments of prophecy (for exam-
ple 3.13: “crucified together with criminals,” cf. Isa. 53.12;
3.14: ““the twelve who were with him will be offended by him,”
cf. Isa. 53.6; Zech. 13.7). As we shall see later, several other
kerygmatic summaries are explicitly presented as the content of
what the prophets had predicted about Jesus. In fact, this s also
the case in the Ascension of Isaiah, for 4.13-18 and 11.17-22
are parts of the two accounts of Isaiah’s prophetic vision of the
Beloved. This vision, as recounted in the Ascension of Isaiah, is
no more than a more explicit version of what is also contained
in the prophecies of the canonical Book of Isaiah (Asclsa.
4.19—21) and in the other prophetic Scriptures (4.21—22).%8 So
it may well be that the Ascension of Isaiah’s use of kerygmatic
summaries to depict the history of Jesus as Isaiah foresaw it in
prophetic vision was a use for which the traditional use of
kerygmatic summaries had already prepared.

KERYGMATIC SUMMARIES IN IGNATIUS OF ANTIOCH

Like the Ascension of Isaiah and probably at around the same
time, Ignatius of Antioch also provides us with three examples
of kerygmatic summaries, which have both resemblances to
each other and differences from each other:

Trall. g.1—2 Smyrn. 1-1.2 Eph. 18.2
ToU &k yévous Aaweid, &AnBGs SvTa &k yévous  Exuogopnfn Ud Mapias
ToU & Mapias, Aocveid koTd odpka, kaT oikovopiav, &K
vidv Beol kaT& BéAnua  oTréppaTos pév Aaueid
Kai Suvautv, TvedpaTos 8¢ &yiou

b5 &AnBdds Eysvvnibn, yeyevwnpévov dAnBGs & Eyevvnfn
&k apbévou,
BepamTionévoy UTTO kai éBatrricln
"lwxdvvou fva TTANpwT
Tdoa SikaiooUvn U’

58 For the way in which the whole account of the Beloved in the Ascension of Isaiah
depends on exegesis of Isaiah and other canonical prophecies, see Acerbi, L’Ascen-
sione di Isaia, pp. 32—42, 50-82.
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Epaytv Te kad Emiey,
AANOGdS EB1coy B &Tri
MovTiou ThA&Tou,
AAnBGds éoTaupdtn

kai &rébavey,
BAeTToVTOLOV [TGOV]
gTroupaviwy Kai -
yeioov kai Uroxfovicwv:
&6 ko dANBGS Ayépdn
&0 VeKpdv, EyeipavTos

auUToU,

&ANBG&s éri MovTiou
ThAdTov kai ‘Hpwou
TETP&PYOV
kafnAwuévov Uep
NV &v oopki- &’ ol
kapTroU Tyuels &d ToU
BeopaxapioTou aliTol
é&lous

aUTOV TOU TraTpos aUTou,

KT TO dpoitopa &g
Kai Ruds Tous
TOTEVOVTAS QUTHD
oUTws Eyepel 6 TaTnp

va &pn cUaanpov eis
Tous aidovas dikx T
&vaocTdoews is Tous
&yious kai ToTOUS

aUToU &v Xp1oTd ‘Incol alToU . . .

who was of the family
of David, and who
was of Mary,

who truly was born,

both ate and drank,
truly was persecuted
under Pontius Pilate,
truly was crucified
and died, while those
in heaven and on
earth and under the
earth observed, who
also truly was raised
from the dead, when
his Father raised him,

being truly of the
family of David
according to the
flesh, Son of God
according to the will
and power of God,

truly born of a virgin,

baptized by John in
order that all
righteousness might
be fulfilled by him,

truly nailed in the
flesh for us under
Pontius Pilate and
Herod the tetrarch
(from its fruit are we,
from his divinely
blessed suffering)
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was conceived by
Mary according to the
plan of God, both
from the seed will of
David and of the Holy
Spirit; he was born
and was baptized



2060 RICHARD BAUCKHAM

who in the same way in order that he in order that by his
will also raise us in might raise an ensign suffering he might
Christ Jesus, who for ever through the cleanse the water.
believe in him . . . resurrection for his

saints and faithful

people . . .

Since it has been widely recognized that in these three
passages Ignatius is echoing traditional formulations,> the
point need not be proved here. What has been less clearly
recognized is that Ignatius is using a traditional form which
had both structure and flexibility. If we list elements which
occur in two or more of the three passages above, and add some
references to other places in his letters where Ignatius seems to
be echoing, more briefly, the same traditional expressions, the

following basic pattern emerges:®°
from David’s family (T, S; Eph. 20.2)
or seed (E; Rom. 7.3)
from God/Holy Spirit (S, E)
Mary (T, E; Ep/z 7.2; 20.2)%!
born (T, E, S)62
baptized (S, E)
crucified (T, S; cf. E)
under Pontius Pilate (T, S; Magn. 11.1)%3
raised (T, S)

All these elements must have had a firm place in the tradi-
tional form of kerygmatic summary Ignatius knew, but some
could be omitted and others added. There seems to have been

5 See, e.g., H. Paulsen, Studien zur Theologie des Ignatius von Antiochien, Forschungen zur
Kirchen und Dogmengeschichte 29 (Goéttingen, 1978), pp. 46—54; W. R. Schoedel,
Ignatius of Antioch, Hermeneia (Philadelphia, 1985), pp. 8-9, 84-85,152-155,
220-224.

60 T,S,E refer to the three passages of Ignatius printed above.

61 For reference to Mary by name in kerygmatic summaries, cf. EpApost 3; Acts of
Paul (Hamburg Papyrus, p. 8); Tertullian, De Praescr. 13; De Virg. Vel. 1.

62 For reference to the birth of Jesus in kerygmatic summaries, cf. Justin, 1 Apol. 31.7
(from a virgin); Acts of Paul (Hamburg Papyrus, p. 8); Irenacus, Adv. Haer. 1.10.1
(from a virgin); etc.

63 For reference to Pontius Pilate in kerygmatic summaries, cf. Acts 3.13; Justin, 7
Apol. 13.3; 61.10; EpApost g; Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 3.4.2; Tertullian, De Virg. Vel. 1.
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a variety of ways of combining reference to David, Mary, and
God in such a way as to indicate Jesus’ dual origin, human and
divine, but some such indication seems to have been a standard
beginning of the summary. It is a distinctive feature of the form
of kerygmatic summary to which Ignatius testifies.®* (The
absence of reference to divine origin in T may be due to
Ignatius’ anti-docetic concern, which made the assertion of the
human origin of prime importance.) Also distinctive of the
three passages in Ignatius is the way in which a soteriological
implication, different in each case, is drawn out at the end of
the summary (in S and E it replaces the end of the summary).
Whether this feature is due to Ignatius himself or traditional is
difficult to tell.

In all three cases Ignatius’ purpose in including the
summary is to combat docetic christology by referring to tradi-
tional christological statements which made the true humanity
and truly human experience of Jesus clear. The repetition of
&Anbés (four times in T, three times in S) clearly serves this
purpose, and so it is likely that the use of the word is not
traditional but Ignatius’ distinctive variation on the tradi-
tional form. Also serving Ignatius’ anti-docetic purpose are the
particular way of referring to the crucifixion in S (ka@nAwpévov
&v oopki)® and the assertion that he “both ate and drank” in
T. Ignatius could have selected these, as appropriate to his
purpose, from the stock of traditional items, but they are
probably more likely to be his original improvisations. The
latter occurs in no other example of a kerygmatic summary,
and it is hard to imagine it being included except as an
anti-docetic statement.%¢ However, it is possible that Ignatius
has transferred it from a post-resurrection position, where its
significance was as evidence of the reality of the resurrection.

64 There would appear to be some relationship to Rom. 1.3—4, especially in Smyrn. 1.1,
where it cannot be ruled out that Ignatius’ own knowledge of the Pauline text has
influenced his formulation. Rom. 1.3—4 is a christological formula, not a kerygmatic
summary, but it is possible that Paul derived it from a kerygmatic summary, or that
it later influenced kerygmatic summaries.

65 Cf. Tertullian, De Praescr. 13: “was nailed to the cross.”

66 Tt cannot plausibly be related to Matt. 11.19.
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That the apostles ate and drank with the risen Christ is stated
in the kerygmatic summary in Acts 10.41 (cf. also Justin, Dial.
51.2).57

The abundance of proper names (David, Mary, John,
Pontius Pilate, Herod the tetrarch) in these three passages may
also serve Ignatius’ anti-docetic purpose, since they highlight
not only Jesus’ genuinely human origins but also the concrete
historicity of the events of his life and death. But if so, this is a
feature which Ignatius has emphasized and augmented, rather
than creating, since at least the names David, Mary, and
Pontius Pilate seem to have been traditional .58

However, if many elements of these summaries have been
selected or added by Ignatius to serve his anti-docetic pur-
pose,®® this is not true of all elements. In particular, the
reference to the baptism of Jesus (S, E) is difficult to see as
polemical’® and must have been frequent in the tradition.
Presumably it was included as marking the beginning of Jesus’
public ministry, as it does in the Gospel traditions also. Refer-
ences to John’s ministry perform a similar function in the
kerygmatic summaries in Acts 10.97; 13.24—25. But in Smyrn.
1.1, the reference to Jesus’ baptism continues with an expla-
nation for it (“in order that all righteousness might be fulfilled
by him””) which is closely related to Matt. 3.15. The traditional
kerygmatic summary has been expanded by recourse to this
Gospel tradition, whether in the form of the written Gospel of
Matthew (as most scholars hold, since Matt. 3.15 is usually
regarded as redactional) or in the form of the oral tradition on
which Matthew drew.’”! Since Ignatius seems to have no con-

87 Cf. also Const. Apost. 6.30, though this is dependent on Acts.

68 With the reference to Pontius Pilate and Herod the tetrarch, compare EpApost g:
“crucified in the days of Pontius Pilate and of the prince Archelaus” (Ethiopic)
(where Herod Archelaus and Herod Antipas are confused; for similar confusion, cf.
Gospel of the Ebionites, ap. Epiphanius, Haer. 30.14.6; Justin, Dial. 103.3).

69 See further Schoedel, Igratius, pp. 153-155.

70 Ibid., p. 84, gives further reason for seeing the references to the baptism as
traditional.

71 For the issue, see R. Bauckham, “The Study of Gospel Traditions Outside the
Canonical Gospels: Problems and Prospects,” in D. Wenham (ed.), Gospel Perspec-
tives 5: The Fesus Tradition Outside the Gospels (Sheffield, 1984), pp. 394-395.
H. Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den apostolischen Vitern, TU 65 (Berlin, 1957),
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textual reason for making this expansion himself, it seems most
likely that it was already traditional. It is a good illustration of
a point already made with reference to the kerygmatic summa-
ries in the Ascension of Isaiah: that although the form was
relatively independent of the Gospel traditions, it was by no
means wholly independent. The content of kerygmatic sum-
maries could be augmented from the Gospel traditions.

Study of Ignatius’ kerygmatic summaries therefore confirms
the conclusions drawn from the study of those in the Ascension
of Isaiah, except that in Ignatius’ case there seems to be no
relationship to the fulfillment of prophecy. As for the gram-
matical form of the summaries, we should notice the use of the
relative pronoun (&s: twice in T, once in E) and participial
expressions (S). The former usage is also found in the kerygma-
tic summaries in Acts (3.13,15; 10.38,39; 13.31), the latter in
Justin ( 1 Apol. 31.7).

OTHER KERYGMATIC SUMMARIES

Of other kerygmatic summaries in extra-canonical Christian
literature to which reference has already been made for com-
parison, three are of special interest because they attest the
strong connection of kerygmatic summaries with the proof
from prophecy. The earliest is fragment 4(a) of the Kerygma
Petrou (ap. Clement of Alexandria, Str. 6.15.128):

But we [the apostles] opened the books of the prophets which we had,
which partly in parables, partly in enigmas,’? partly in clear and
express words, name Christ Jesus, and we found his coming (Trapou-
oiav), his death, his cross and all the rest of the punishments
(koA&oels) which the Jews inflicted on him, and his resurrection

pp. 5861, holds that the traditional form Ignatius followed was dependent on
Matt. 3.15, and regards this as the only point at which Ignatius is even indirectly
dependent on Matthew. He is followed, cautiously, by Schoedel, Ignatius, p. 222.
J. Smit Sibinga, “Ignatius and Matthew,” NovT 8 (1966), 282, argues that
Ignatius is here dependent, not on Matt. §.15 itself, but on Matthew’s source. For
the general methodological issue of determining whether Ignatius’ many parallels
to Matthew are due to his dependence on Matthew’s Gospel or to his knowledge of
the oral traditions on which Matthew drew in his Sondergut, see Bauckham, “The
Study of Gospel Traditions,” pp. 386—598.
72 Cf. Asclsa 4.20-22; EpApost 3.



210 RICHARD BAUCKHAM

(Byepow) and his assumption (&védAnyiv) into heaven before the
judgment”® of Jerusalem, how there were written all these things
which he had to suffer (& €& o¥Tov wabeiv) and which would
happen after him.”*

The context (after the resurrection, though apparently not in
the presence of the risen Christ) bears comparison with that
of Lk. 24.44-47, confirming the impression that Lk. 24.46—47 is
related to the tradition of kerygmatic summaries.

The other texts are from Justin and Irenaeus:

In these books of the prophets, then, we found foretold Jesus our
Christ as coming (Tapayivépevov), born of a virgin, and growing to
manhood, and healing every disease and sickness (BepatrefovTa
T&oav véoov kai Tr&oav poakiav),’ and raising the dead, and being
envied (¢pBovoupevov), and not being recognized (&yvooUuevov),’®
and being crucified, and dying, and being raised again, and
ascending into heaven, and being called the Son of God, and certain
people being sent by him into every nation to proclaim these things,
and that the people from the nations rather [than the Jews] would
believe in him. (Justin, 7 Apol. 31.7)77

the Holy Spirit, who through the prophets proclaimed the dispensa-
tions (oikovopias) and the coming (8Aevow) and the birth from the
virgin and the suffering and the resurrection (éyepow) from the
dead and the corporeal assumption (&vaAnyiv) into heaven of the
beloved Christ Jesus our Lord, and his coming (Tapovciav) from
heaven in the glory of the Father. (Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.10.1)78

73 Correction of kTiobfjvan to kpibfjvan (so von Dobschutz).

7+ My translation from the text in E. von Dobschitz, Das Kerygma Petri kritisch
untersucht, TU 111 (Leipzig, 1893), where this fragment is numbered 9. For a
discussion of the passage, see pp. 58—64.

7> This phrase is exactly the one used in Matt. 4.23; 9.35, and peculiar to Matthew
among the Gospels. Is Justin’s text a reminiscence of Matthew’s, or did Matthew
borrow the summarizing phrase from a kerygmatic summary known to him?
Justin’s kerygmatic summary here displays no other verbal reminiscence of the
Gospels. Dodd’s thesis, which attempted to relate kerygmatic summaries to the
summarizing passages in Mark, may bear re-examination.

76 The use of this verb is a striking parallel to its use in a kerygmatic summary in Acts
13.27.

77 My translation from the text in E. J. Goodspeed, Die dltesten Apologeten (Gottingen,
1914), pp- 4647

78 My translation from the textin A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau (eds.), Irenée de Lyon.
Contre les Hérésies. Livre 1, vol. 1, SC 264 (Paris, 1979), pp. 155-157-
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These three passages correspond closely in the basic
sequence: coming — birth — suffering/death — resurrection —
assumption to heaven. Irenaeus has little more than the basic
sequence; the Kerygma Petrou expands it a little, Justin a lot.
All three use this kerygmatic summary to summarize what the
prophets foretold.

That these passages stand in a tradition that goes back to a
very early time can be confirmed by the fact that the one
unquestionably very early kerygmatic summary we have (1
Cor. 15.3-7) is also explicitly concerned with the fulfillment of
Old Testament prophecy in the history of Jesus. The repeated
KATX TAS ypadds (15.3—4), in connection with Christ’s death
for our sins (cf. Isa. 53.4—12) and his resurrection on the third
day (cf. Hos. 6.2), serves no contextual purpose of Paul’s and
must be traditional. Thus the close connection between the
kerygmatic summary and the proof from prophecy runs from
the sources of Paul’s tradition through the Ascension of Isaiah,
the Kerygma Petrou and Justin, to Irenaeus. It is not
surprising that the same connection is found in the speeches in
Acts.”®

Two further observations on the kerygmatic summary in 1
Cor. 15.3—7 may be made. In the first place, the assumption
that the form Paul had received and handed on to his churches
began with the death of Christ (15.3) is unjustified.8® Paul cites
that part of the summary which is relevant to his purpose: a
discussion of resurrection. There is no reason why Paul should
not have known a form in which it was usual to summarize the
ministry of Jesus as well as his death and resurrection.
Secondly, there is no reason to suppose that Paul refers to a
completely fixed form. The list of five resurrection appearances
no doubt existed in the tradition he knew (and perhaps other
appearances were known in this tradition too), but they need
not all have been cited every time the form was used. Some-
times a more summary statement that there were resurrection

79 This also accounts for the parallels we have noticed between kerygmatic summaries
and the passion predictions in the Gospels.

80 Cf. Dibelius, Tradition, p. 19: “We cannot infer how the formula ended, nor how it
began, nor indeed what it said about the life of Jesus.”
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appearances might have been used (as in Acts 14.31). Paul’s
own purpose in using the tradition in this context accounts for
his focusing on these traditional items and his listing them at
length. Moreover, as has often been pointed out, at least part of
verse 6 must be Paul’s own contribution, while he has, of
course, added verse 8. But such original variations on the
tradition were normal in the context of the flexible form we
have been studying. Attempts to determine the precise para-
meters of the tradition Paul inherited, though they have been
many,?! are not appropriate to the nature of the form in
question.

However, 1 Cor. 15.9—7 is interesting evidence that one form
the latter part of a kerygmatic summary took was a list of
various resurrection appearances. It may be that this explains
the origin of the Longer Ending of Mark. C. H. Dodd pointed
out how the sequence TpdToV . . . peTx 8¢ TaUTa . . . UoTEPOV
(Mark 16.9, 12, 14) resembles the sequence in 1 Cor. 15.5-8:
era. . . EmaTa. . . dta. . . EoyaTov 88 mévTwv.82 The Longer
Ending of Mark could have had as its basis the latter part of a
kerygmatic summary,?3 summarizing the resurrection appear-
ances, the commissioning of the apostles (cf. Acts 10.42; Asclsa
3:17; 11.23), the ascension (cf. Asclsa 11.23; KerPet. 4[a];
Justin, 1 Apol. 31.7) and exaltation to the right hand of God (cf.
Acts 2.33; 5.31; 1 Pet. 3.22), and the worldwide proclamation
of the Gospel (cf. AscIsa 3:18—20; Justin, 1 Apol. 31.7). The
summary has been expanded (rather in the manner of Asclsa
3:14-17), not with full narratives at each point, but with
material from the Gospel traditions, on a scale which is some-
where between the series of brief statements found in a keryg-
matic summary and a sequence of full Gospel pericopae. A
formally rather similar passage, which probably had a similar
origin, but in this case in the early part of a kerygmatic

81 For a survey of views, see N. Taylor, Paul, Antioch and Ferusalem, SNTSMS 66
(Sheffield, 1992), pp. 176—-178.

82 C. H. Dodd, “The Appearances of the Risen Christ: An Essay in Form-Criucism of
the Gospels,” in D. E. Nineham (ed.), Studies in the Gospels, R. H. Lightfoot FS
(Oxford, 1955), p. 29.

83 Reference to a list of resurrection appearances in kerygmatic summary form might
also explain John 21.14.
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summary, is Epistle of the Apostles 3—5.8¢ Perhaps in these
passages we have some indication of the way in which a
kerygmatic summary would be used as an outline in
preaching.8®

THE KERYGMATIC SUMMARIES IN ACTS

We now have the comparative material for establishing that
the kerygmatic summaries in the speeches of Acts belong to the
same, broad, and diverse tradition of kerygmatic summaries of
which a variety of other early Christian writings preserve
evidence. In the first place, we may notice that the four major
kerygmatic summaries (Acts 2.22-24, 932-33; 3.13-15;
10.36—42; 13.23—31) exhibit both correspondences and vari-
ation between them, to a degree which is not unlike the
similarities and differences between the three kerygmatic sum-
maries in the Ascension of Isaiah. The form was inherently
flexible, and Luke has taken full advantage of its flexibility in
order to suit his narrative contexts and in order to spare his
readers the tedium of repetition.

Secondly, we have seen that the kerygmatic summary was
often used as a summary of the history of Jesus as predicted by
the prophets. This is in fact the case with all the major
examples which we have studied, except for those in Ignatius.
The close connection between the kerygmatic summaries and
the proof from prophecy in Acts is therefore entirely character-
istic of the tradition of kerygmatic summaries. It appears not

8% This may explain the mixture of miracle reports and short miracle narratives to
which J. Hills, Tradition and Composition in the Epistula Apostolorum, HDR 24 (Minne-
apolis, 1990), chap. 2, draws attention. We are not dealing here with the miracle list
as an independent form, since chapters 45 of the Epistle of the Apostles continue
the narrative begun in chapter 3, and since the narrative is continued, after
interruption, in chapter g. The miracle list as an independent form in early
Christian literature (of which Hills gives many examples on pp. 40-44) may well
have grown out of the kerygmatic summary.

Note also EpApost g—11, where the kerygmatic summary, resumed from chapter 5,
becomes, by the end of chapter g, full narrative. A similar instance is the (unfortu-
nately fragmentary) sermon of Paul in Acts of Paul (Hamburg Papyrus, p. 8 and
Heidelberg Papyrus, pp. 79-80), where what begins as kerygmatic summary turns
into a full report of a dialogue between Jesus and his disciples about his miracles.

85
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only in general statements that the events fulfill prophecy (Acts
3.18, 24; 10.43; 13.27—29; cf. 17.2—3) and specific citations of
texts which are explained as fulfilled in the events (Acts
2.25—36; 3.22—26;13.32—37), but also in allusions to Scripture
in the way the kerygmatic summaries themselves report the
events of the history of Jesus. We have already noticed several
instances of such allusions which Acts shares with other
examples of kerygmatic summaries: reference to the cross as
“the tree” and crucifixion as “hanging on a tree’’ (Acts 5.30;
10.39; 13.29; cf. Asclsa. §.13; 9.14; 11.20); resurrection “‘on the
third day” (Acts 10.40; cf. 1 Cor. 15.4; Asclsa 3.16; 9.16;
11.21); and the use of Tapadidovan (Acts 2.23; 3.13; cf. Asclsa
11.19). Other instances of this phenomenon in Acts are in Acts
10.36 (allusions to Ps. 107.20; Isa. 52.7); 10.38 (Isa. 61.1; cf.
Acts 4.27); 10.38 (Ps. 107.20); 13.24 (Mal. 3.1?); 13.26 (Ps.
107.20?).8% In general, not only is the close integration of
kerygmatic summaries and the proof from prophecy in the
sermons of Acts true to the tradition of such summaries. It may
well also reflect an actual practice of using such summaries,
together with collections of testimonia, as outlines for sermons
which demonstrated the fulfillment of the prophecies in the
history of Jesus.

Thirdly, the kerygmatic summaries in Acts frequently use
terminology which is not characteristic of the Gospel tradition,
but occurs in other kerygmatic summaries. Some of the allu-
sions to prophecy just noticed are in this category: “the tree,”
“hanging on a tree,” “on the third day.” Other instances
already noticed are ‘“‘wonders and signs” (2.22; cf. Asclsa
11.18; TAdam §.1); “in the country of the Jews and in Jeru-
salem” (10.39; cf. Asclsa 11.18; Acts of Paul [Hamburg
Papyrus, p. 8]); “from this man’s [David’s] seed” (13.23:
omépuatos, as in Ignatius, Eph. 18.2; Rom. 7.3); “did not
recognize him” (13.27: &yvofoavtes;®’ cf. Justin, 1 Apol. 31.7:

86 These allusions are discussed in Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth, pp. 72—76, 83. But for
some criticism of Stanton’s case, see D. L. Bock, Proclamation from Prophecy and
Pattern: Lucan Old Testament Christology, JSN'TSS 12 (Sheffield, 1987), pp. 231—234.

87 This is the only instance of the verb with Jesus as the object in early Christian
literature.
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&yvooupevov).®8 It would not be difficult to list many other
expressions which, while not paralleled in other known
examples of kerygmatic summaries, are not used in the Gospel
traditions and may well have been traditional in the tradition
of kerygmatic summaries known to Luke. The tradition of the
kerygmatic summaries was terminologically relatively inde-
pendent of the Gospel tradition, and Luke’s use of the tradition
reflects this independence.

Fourthly, we have seen that the flexibility of the kerygmatic
summary allows it to be augmented from the Gospel traditions.
There is therefore no inconsistency in supposing that, while
Luke draws much of his material in the summaries from tradi-
tion, he also sometimes expands and improvises, drawing on
the Gospel traditions in his own Gospel. This may well be the
case, for example, with the specific details about the events
leading to Jesus’ death in Acts 3.13b-14; 13.28. Although a
reference to John’s ministry of baptism may well have been a
traditional feature of kerygmatic summaries (cf. Jesus’ baptism
in Ignatius, Smyrn. 1.1; Eph. 18.2), the full account in Acts
13.24—25, including John’s testimony to Jesus, is very likely
Luke’s expansion, drawing rather freely on the traditions in his
own Gospel (Lk. 3.3, 15-16). It resembles, in this respect, the
incorporation of material from Matt. 3.15 (or its source) in the
kerygmatic summary in Ignatius, Smyrn. 1.1, or the rather full
summary of a resurrection tradition in Asclsa §.14b-17a. The
tradition of the kerygmatic summaries was, I have argued,
relatively independent of the Gospel traditions, but we have
noticed a number of instances in which the Gospel traditions
are drawn on to expand a kerygmatic summary. There is
nothing untypical about the instances of this in Acts.

Fifthly, it is worth noticing that the kerygmatic summaries
in Acts begin no earlier than the ministry of John the Baptist
(10.37;13.24). They do not refer to the birth of Jesus, still less
his coming into the world, though 13.23 refers to his descent
from David. Nearly all other kerygmatic summaries we have

88 In Asclsa 9.14-15; 11.14,16, 17,19; SibOr 8.2g2—293 (cf. 1 Cor. 2.8), the theme is
rather different: the deliberate concealing of Christ’s divine nature and heavenly
origin so that he may not be recognized.
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noticed refer to Christ’s birth (Asclsa 11.2-16; Ignatius, Trall.
9.1; Smyrn. 1.1; Eph. 18.2; EpApost. 3; Justin, 1 Apol. 31.7; Acts
of Paul [Hamburg Papyrus, p. 8]; Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.10.1)
and/or his “coming” (KerPet 4[a]; Justin, 1 4pol. g1.7; Ire-
naeus, Adv. Haer. 1.10.1) or otherwise to his incarnation
(Asclsa 3.13; 9.13). It seems likely that kerygmatic summaries
beginning with the birth of Jesus go back to Luke’s time. If so,
he has chosen not to follow these in the speeches of Acts, even
though his own Gospel takes the story of Jesus back to his
conception. Luke’s kerygmatic summaries are not, as such,
summaries of his own Gospel. They are attempts to represent
what the apostles preached. Luke knew that the apostolic
proclamation of the Gospel told the story of Jesus’ public
ministry, beginning with reference to John the Baptist.

In conclusion, it is likely that the examples of kerygmatic
summaries which we have studied are merely the literary tip of
a vast oral iceberg. The kerygmatic summary was essentially
an oral form. During the first century of its use, it must have
taken many diverse forms. Most of the literary examples we
have are adaptations of the form for some literary purpose
which was not the primary function of the oral form. Paul only
recorded part of the tradition he had delivered to the Cor-
inthian church when he founded it because he wished to base
an argument about resurrection on it. Similarly Ignatius only
reproduced kerygmatic summaries for the sake of anti-docetic
argument, a polemical use which was secondary to their
primary, positive purpose of summarizing the kerygma. We are
probably closest to one of the main functions of the oral form in
those texts which use the kerygmatic summary to summarize
what, they claim, the prophets had predicted about Jesus. The
sermons in Acts are among those texts, but in addition they
may bear some relationship to one real Sitz im Leben of the oral
summaries. The sermons in Acts are not, of course, really
sermons: They are literary representations of sermons. Luke
wishes to give his readers an impression of the kind of thing that
would have been said in the narrative contexts in which the
sermons occur, but he cannot reproduce a full-length sermon.
If Christian preachers in fact used the kerygmatic summaries as
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outlines, which they would fill out from their knowledge of the
Gospel traditions and to which they would attach appropriate
scriptural festimonia with exposition of how these prophecies
had been fulfilled, then these kerygmatic summaries were the
most appropriate form for Luke’s use. No doubt Luke’s use of
the form was relatively free, but this freedom itself was appro-
priate to a highly flexible form, whose use always involved
selection and improvisation.



CHAPTER Q

The “script” of the Scriptures in Acts: suffering
as God’s “plan” ( BouAn ) for the world for the

“release of sins’
David P. Moessner

The ironic if not sobering conclusion of much of critical
scholarship on Luke-Acts is that the suffering or death of
Christ in itself plays no constitutive role in effecting the sal-
vation that is proclaimed in Luke’s second volume. “There is
no trace of any Passion mysticism, nor is any direct soteriologi-
cal significance drawn from Jesus’ suffering or death. There is
no suggestion of a connection with the forgiveness of sins.””2
Conzelmann’s judgment has by and large remained in force
some forty-plus years with only slight modifications. The
divine necessity of the Christ to suffer is attributed to the
comprehensive “will of God,” and Luke’s use of traditional
formulae in the Last Supper longer reading, 22.19b—20, and in
Acts 20.28 reflects his own willingness to admit some associ-
ation, however muted, of Jesus’ death with the cultus of sacri-
fice. Kiimmel’s survey and modification of Conzelmann’s posi-
tion is representative of much contemporary sentiment:
“While Luke by no means entirely removes the redemptive

! Special gratitude is due the Pew Charitable Trusts for a year-long grant (1993/4)
which enabled me to accomplish the research and writing for this chapter and to the
German Academic Exchange (DAAD), which made it possible for me to carry out
much of the research at the University of Tiibingen.

2 H. Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke (New York, 1960), p. 201; cf. U. Wilckens,
Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschichte, 3rd ed., WMANT 5 (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1974),
p- 216; E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford, 1971), pp. 91—g2; for surveys,
F. Bovon, Luc le théologien: Vingt-cing ans de recherches (1950—1975), 2nd ed. (Geneva,
1988), pp. 175-181; J. A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke, (Garden City, Ny,
1981), vol. 1, pp. 22—23, 219—227; J. A. Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian: Aspects of his
Teaching (New York, 1989), pp. 203—233; W. G. Kiimmel, *“Current Theological
Accusations Against Luke,” ANQ 16 (1975), 134, 138.
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significance of the death of Jesus he does not stress it.”’3 This
evaluation would seem particularly striking in light of Luke’s
two quotations from the Servant of Isaiah passages. But neither
in Jesus’ own quotation from Isa. 53.12 at the Last Supper nor
in the reading from Isa. 53.7-8 of the Ethiopian finance minis-
ter in Acts 8.32—33 do the citations continue or include lines
from the immediate contexts in which a vicarious atoning
death is explicitly predicated of the Servant. According to the
“ruling” viewpoint, it would seem almost as if Luke is going
out of his way to avoid soteriological linkage to this Servant
figure. I. H. Marshall sums up this popular appraisal for both

Luke and Acts: “In the Servant . . . we see the supreme case of
a person who goes to suffering by the will of God and is
subsequently vindicated by God . . . there is no evidence that

he [Luke] himself has positively evaluated the Servant concept
in terms of redemptive suffering.””* Indeed for many it is this
“Servant pattern” which points to the real saving events in
Lucan Heilsgeschichte, namely the resurrection, ascension or
exaltation of Christ. Whether the death of Jesus be accorded
token soteriological significance or none at all, the sentiment
prevails that Luke lacks a deeper or profounder understanding
of the cross of the more pristine Pauline or Marcan variety. As
Kasemann put it, ““the Cross of Jesus is no longer a scandal but
only a misunderstanding on the part of the Jews which the
intervention of God palpably and manifestly corrects.”>

But does Luke make sense of all that climaxes at the ““place of
the skull” essentially by a powerful deus ex machina at Easter? Is

3 Kimmel, “Accusations,” p. 138; similarly, but with more emphasis on the cross,
Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, p. 212 (on Lk. 23.43): ‘“The real question about the
Lucan story is whether God is portrayed in it bringing to realization his salvific plan
despite the suffering and death of Jesus or through that suffering and death. In my
opinion, it is the latter.”

* 1. H. Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian (Grand Rapids, 1970), p. 172.

> E. Kisemann, Essays on New Testament Themes, SBT 41 (London, 1964), p. 92. There
are several notable exceptions to this “reading’: e.g., J. Neyrey, The Passion According
to Luke: A Redactional Study of Luke’s Soteriology (New York, 1985), esp. pp. 184-192;
R. J. Karris, “Luke 23.47 and the Lucan View of Jesus’ Death,” 7BL 105 (1986),
65-74; R. J. Karris, Luke: Artist and Theologian. Luke’s Passion Account as Literature
(New York,1985); J. M. Ford, “Reconciliation and Forgiveness in Luke’s Gospel,”
in Political Issues in Luke—Acts, ed. R. J. Cassidy and P. J. Scharper (Maryknoll, Nv,

1983), pp. 80—98.
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a more provocative, scandalous theologia crucis diluted or even
replaced by Luke with a theologia gloriae with the result that
through the mighty resurrection and enthronement of Christ
the great release of sins is finally triggered and the “word of this
salvation” now triumphs from Jerusalem to Samaria, and on to
the ends of the earth? As this popular notion of Luke’s
“atonement theology’ goes, it is surely ironic that the one
Gospel writer who stresses the scriptural mandate for the
rejection or death of Israel’s Messiah at Israel’s own hands
would see this fulfillment as largely “filler”’ for a more impor-
tant moment in the plot of God’s saving action. And can we be
satisfied with the treatment of narrative summary statements
that are patently “loaded” exegetical moments for the con-
strual of the whole but whose interpretation remains largely
traditio-historical analyses of its concepts apart from its
primary context in the narrative of Luke—Acts?® For instance,
what are we to make of Jesus’ own ponderous portrayal of his
entire public ministry at table before his death at the “Skull?”’:
“For I tell you that this which stands written must (8¢i) come
to its completion in me: ‘And he was reckoned with the lawless’
[LXX Isa. 53.12d]. For indeed that which is written con-
cerning me (Trepi éuoU) is now reaching its intended goal (TéAog
géxer)” (Lk. 22.37). But what kind of “‘goal’ is this if it is only a
“presupposition’’ or backdrop for the “‘real” saving event, or
what kind of God would “require” the merciless death of an
innocent Jew by sadly “mistaken’ Jews only to reveal that this
rejection is in any case fundamentally superfluous to any con-
sequences, except to the negative consequence that awaits
Israel for its “‘ignorant’ mistake?’ Do we have in this interpre-

6 E.g. Conzelmann, Theology of Saint Luke, pp. 80—83.

7 E.g. E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Aposiles, 14th ed. (Oxford, 1971), p. 128: “Three
times over . . . it is explained that the Jewish people (Aads 28.26) has forfeited its
salvation. For Luke the Jews are ‘written off”*’; Conzelmann, Theology of Saint Luke,
p- 145 (on Acts 13.46): “There is . . . a reference to the cutting off of the Jews from
redemptive history . . . We can say that the Jews are now called to make good their
claim to be ‘Israel’. If they fail to do this, then they become ‘the Jews’”; J. Jervell,
Luke and the People of God (Minneapolis, 1984), p. 68 (on an “Israel alongside” Israel
as the church): “The reason is that this Israel includes the Jews who were excluded
from the people of God on account of their rejection of the gospel and who have no
right to the name ‘Israel’””; J. T. Sanders, The Jews in Luke—Acts (Philadelphia,
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tation perhaps more to do with a sadly mistaken, negative
valuation of Israel and of God’s will (PouAt)) for the Jewish
people’s participation in Jesus’ suffering than with a reading of
Luke’s distinctive portrait?

The thesis to be defended here is that Luke presents the
proclamation of the risen Christ, his resurrection or exaltation,
and especially his rejection/crucifixion as the three critical
components of the fulfillment of God’s saving ““plan” for the
world which has been announced in advance in Israel’s Scrip-
tures. Jesus’ death along with his raising up to become the
“proclaimed proclaimer’ in fact follows a closely knit “‘plot™ as
depicted and “predicted” in various suffering righteous figures
of the Scriptures, foremost of whom are Moses and David.
More specifically, this “script” is: (1) summarized in a variety
of ways and expressions such as “‘the divine necessity’ (8¢i)®
of a suffering “Christ” in (all) the Scriptures (Moses and
the prophets); or “the plan of God” (1) PouAn} ToU Oeol) (for
the whole of human history);® or “the fulfillment of (all) the
Scriptures”;!% (2) perceived by Luke as comprehending the
whole of Israel’s history, especially as it is fulfilled eschatologi-
cally in the continued rejection and suffering of its messianic
“way.” In particular, Luke uses the phrase, ‘“‘the plan/counsel/
will of God” similarly to the way Hellenistic historians speak of
a divine principle of order or fate (for example TUxn, eipapu-
evn, yvoun, &véykn) through which they ascertain a larger
“rationale” or movement in history and order their material
accordingly;'! (3) utilized by Luke as a principle of unity and

1987), p. 83: “The true role of the Jewish people is prefigured in the Nazareth
episode, where Jesus’ audience turns with one accord against him.”

8 Acts 1.16 (21-22); 9.16; 14.22; 17.3; 19.21; 23.11 (27.24); cf. Lk. 9.22; 13.33; 17.25;
22.37; 24.7,26,44—46.

9 Acts 2.23; 4.28; 5.38 (ironically); 13.36; 20.27; cf. Lk. 7.30.

10 Acts 1.16; 3.18; 13.27, 29; of. Lk. 2.21-22, 39, 43; 4.21; 18.31; 21.22; 22.37; 24.44.

' For “providence”/“fortune”/(divine) “will” (wpévoro/Tixn/yvdpn and other
terms) as an ordering principle, see, e.g., Polybius (Hist. 1.4.1-2); Dionysius of
Halicarnassus (Rom. Ant. 1.4.2); Arrian (Anab. 5.1.2); Diodorus (Bib. Hist. 1.1.8); cf.
Josephus (Ant. 1.14, 46); Philo (De prov. [passim]; De sobr. 63); etc. For “‘fate”/
“chance”/“necessity” (eipapuévn/mempoptvn/&véykn and similar terms), see, e.g.,
Diodorus (Bib. Hist. 15.63.2; 3.15.7; 19.2; 10.21.3 etc.); Josephus (4nt. 16.397-398;
War 2.162-164); Dionysius (Rom. Ant. 3.5.2; 11.1; 5.8.6; 9.8.1; 10.45.4); Lucian of
Samosata, Jeus Catechized. For excerpts and/or discussions, see, e.g., A. J. Toynbee,
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harmonization for the widely divergent traditions of the
growing ‘“‘messianic”’ movement. Typical of Hellenistic his-
torians Luke uses the speeches of his main characters to
comment on the meaning of the events as they have been
unfolding as well as to ““complicate” and drive the larger plot
of the messianic history.!? All five instances of “the will of
God,” for example in the Book of Acts, occur in set speeches or
utterances of leading characters at pivotal moments in the
thickening plot. By such a maneuver Luke has characters as
different as a Peter or a Paul or even a Gamaliel subsume all of
the differing reactions and viewpoints to an overarching
understanding of what is taking place in the story of Israel.
What has happened according to these characters is nothing
less than the unfolding script of Israel’s raison d’étre in bringing
new life for the whole world as it culminates in the death and
enthronement of Israel’s anointed.

The scope of this chapter does not allow a tracing of this
script in the overall plot of Luke—Acts or an analysis of several
of the related themes such as the “divine necessity” in God’s
fore-ordination, fore-knowledge of history, etc.!®> We shall con-

Greek Historical Thought (New York, 1952}, esp. pp. 126—149; A. Momigliano, ““The
Origins of Universal History,”” in The Poet and the Historian: Essays in Literary and
Historical Biblical Criticism, ed. R. E. Friedman, HSS 26 (Chico, 1983),
pp. 133-154; W. den Boer, “Graeco-Roman Historiography in its Relation to
Biblical and Modern Thinking,” in History and Theory 7 (1968), 60—75; A. Schlatter,
Wie Sprach Josephus von Gott?, Beitrage zur Forderung christlicher Theologie 14
(Gutersloh, 1910); H. W. Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History in the ““Antiqui-
tates Judaicae’ of Flavius Josephus, HDR 7 (Missoula, 1976) (passim); J. T. Squires,
The Plan of God in Luke—Acts, SNTSMS 76 (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 15-77, 155-185.

12 See, e.g., E. Plumacher, Lukas als hellenistischer Schrifisteller, SUNT g (Gottingen,
1972), pp. 32—79; E. Plimacher, “Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschichte und
Dionys von Halikarnass,” NTS 39 (1993), 161177, esp. 164-171; W. C. van
Unnik, “Luke’s Second Book and the Rules of Hellenistic Historiography,” in Les
Actes des Apétres, ed. J. Kremer, BETL 48 (Gembloux, 1979), pp. 37-60; K. S.
Sacks, ‘“‘Rhetorical Approaches to Greek History Writing in the Hellenistic
Period,” in Society of Biblical Literature 1984 Seminar Papers, ed. K. Richards (Chico,
ca, 1984), pp. 123-133.

13 See, e.g., C. H. Cosgrove, “The Divine Dei in Luke-Acts,” NovT 26 (1984),
168-1g0. For the role of the cross in the plot of the Gospel of Luke, see D. P.
Moessner, ““The Christ Must Suffer,” the Church Must Suffer: Rethinking the
Theology of the Cross in Luke—Acts,” Soctety of Biblical Literature 1990 Seminar Papers,
ed. D. J. Lull (Atlanta, 1990), pp. 165-183; D. P. Moessner, “Good News for the
Wilderness Generation: The Death of the Prophet Like Moses,” Good News in
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centrate rather on several speeches or shorter dialogues in
which God’s “plan” is elaborated in some detail. It will be seen
that although Luke does not articulate the effects of Jesus’
death in the atonement terminology of a Mark or Paul,'* the
phrase ‘“‘release/forgiveness of sins” (&peots TGOV &uapTi®dV) is
Luke’s characteristic formulation of the saving, atoning action
of God,!® and that this conception is peculiarly linked to the
suffering or death of Christ.

I AGTS 1.15—26

Peter tells the gathered 120 that Scripture “had to be fulfilled”
(8e1 TANpwbfivar) with respect to Judas as a ‘“‘guide to those
who arrested Jesus” (1.16b) and to fill this “‘office” with
another who will become with the eleven a “witness to his
resurrection’ (1.21—22). In Ps. [LXX] 68(69).26, cited in Acts
1.20, the one(s) whose ‘“dwelling”/“‘cottage”/“cabin” is to
become desolate are those in the psalm who have persecuted
and tormented a righteous servant (mods, 68.17) who has
suffered reproach for God’s cause (68.5—-12). Moreover, the
“desolation of their habitation’ is to take place since they have
wounded the one whom God has smitten (Tatdoow, 68.25-26;
cf. Lk. 22.49,50). Peter, in other words, appears to be looking
back and describing the ‘“things that have happened”
(Lk. 24.18) in terms of a plot found in Scripture. Judas is
identified in the ““script’ as a persecutor of a (God’s) righteous,
suffering servant (cf. the offering of “‘vinegar” [8§os] as part of
the suffering, Ps. 68.21 and Lk. 23.36).

This identification is confirmed by the citation of
Ps. 108(109).8, which immediately ‘“‘enriches” Psalm 68 in
Acts 1.20c. His “office” or ““‘position of overseer’ (1) émokoT)
refers to one who in particular (108.6—19) out of a larger group

History: Studies in Honor of Bo Reicke, ed. E. L. Miller, Homage Series (Atlanta, 1993),
Pp- 1-34.

14 Luke, for example, does not express Jesus’ death as a lutron (“ransom”/“manumiss-
ion sum”), Mark 10.45; but cf. Acts 7.35.

15 For the OT (LXX) background of this phrase, see Fitzmyer, Luke, vol. 1,

pp- 223—224.
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of adversaries (108.2—-5, 20, 25, 28—-31) has “falsely accused”
(108.4, 20) a suffering, righteous servant (8oUAos, 108.3b,
28—29) and is even thinking to put to death this one who has
become pricked/pained in the heart but who continues to pray
Jor his accusers (108.4b—5; Lk. 23.34!). Judas’ ““office’ of leading
the accusers against Jesus, God’s ‘“‘righteous one’” (Lk. 23.47),
was dictated in Scripture by a divine necessity (&5¢1, Acts 1.16)
and must (d¢€i, 1.21) be filled by one who has witnessed this
whole drama ““from the time the Lord Jesus went in and out
among us, beginning from the baptism of John [cf. Lk. 7.29-30,
where his baptism is called Tv BouAfiv ToU ©eoU] until the day
he was taken up from us” (1.22a). But this means, then, that
the phrase, “witness to his resurrection’ refers to one who has
participated in the whole plan of events of Jesus as spoken “in
advance” in Scripture. What is more, the apparent contradiction
of juxtaposing two psalm quotations in which the first (Ps. 68)
admonishes no replacement but rather ‘“‘desolation” for the
legacy of the persecutor, Judas, whereas the second (Ps. 108)
exhorts a continuance of the role of such “overseeing,” is now
resolved. Peter is declaring that Scripture had pre-“spoken”
through David (1.16) that within their own ranks as the closest
followers and “‘overseers” of Jesus’ activity a ‘“‘leader” of the
false accusers must emerge and that this opposition must be so
critical to Scripture’s pre-scription that the original ““number
allotted to this ministry” (1.17) must be continued in order to
keep this God-ordained “witness’” to Jesus’ death in force. In
other words, Jesus’ rejection even, or rather especially, from
among his own followers is so central to the divine necessity
that the “ministry”” of this “witness” in the Acts of the Apostles
must be re-consolidated into the very notion of apostleship.
Jesus’ commission of the (eleven) “‘apostles whom he had
chosen” (1.2; cf. Lk. 6.13) to be his “witnesses in Jerusalem and
in all Judea” (Acts 1.8; cf. Lk. 24.46—48) is now being explicitly
defined as “‘receiving a place in the apostleship of this ministry
from which Judas turned aside to go to his own place” (i.e. to
the “field of blood,” 1.19) (1.25). Witnessing to Judas’ “‘place”
as well as to their own in this larger script of the Scriptures
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becomes a benchmark for the very notion of “apostle” and
serves as a pre-view to the continuing script which is to unfold
in Luke’s second volume (Acts 1.8). To sum up, it appears that
the main plot of the developing events in both the Gospel of
Luke and its sequel in Acts is already outlined in the Scrip-
tures. To see whether this is in fact the case, we must continue
to investigate this notion of a ““script’’ within the Scriptures.

2 ACTS 2.14—40

In the center of his speech at Pentecost (2.14—36), Peter sum-
marizes the career of Jesus from Nazareth, attested/appointed
by God through powers, wonders, and signs, killed/executed
by Israel (““you”) by the agency of law-less folk, and raised up
by God from the pangs/cords of death (2.22-25). What is
emphasized in this sketch is the resurrection of Jesus to fulfill
David’s prophecy, Ps. 15(16).8-11, of God’s ““‘Holy One’” who
would not ‘“‘see decomposition/corruption” (Acts 2.25-35).
What is identified most closely, however, with the “predeter-
mined plan and foreknowledge of God” (dpiopévn Pould) kai
Tpoyvioel ToU Oeol) is the “delivering up/over” of Jesus by
the people to execution/crucifixion by “affixing him,” which
forms the framework for Peter’s discussion of Jesus’ resurrec-
tion and enthronement (2.23—24, 36b). Jesus’ death is thus
highlighted again when the people respond to Peter’s second
charge, verse 36b, that “you crucified Jesus.” “Pricked/pained
to the heart” (Ps. 108.16!), they are told to repent/change their
perspective on what has happened and what they did, and
become baptized in the name of Jesus Messiah for the release/
forgiveness of sins and gift of the Holy Spirit (2.38). As in the
Gospel (for example Lk. 24.44—49) repentance is an integral
component of eschatological release, but now it is directed
particularly toward the rejection or killing of Jesus in the
necessary plan of God.

What role, then, does the resurrection/exaltation play in this
plan? The phrase, “pangs of death” (@8ivas ToU BavaTov,
verse 24) from which the resurrection has “loosed’ Jesus occurs
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only in Ps. 17(18).4 (2 Kgdm. 22.6)!¢ and Ps. 114(116).3, in
which David or an anonymous giver of thanks is presented as a
righteous sufferer who is saved by the Lord. In Psalm 17 David
is an anointed (Xp1oTés) servant (Trais, 17.1, 50) who identifies
with the lowly (Tamevds, verse 27), is “raised up”/“‘exalted”
(yoéw, verse 48) over unrighteous enemies who hate him
(verses 17, 40), and will thus be saved by God from the “‘pangs
of death” (verse 4)!7 “because God has pleasure/delights in
him” (verse 19) and in ‘“his offspring forever” (verse 50). In
Psalm 114 one who is “lowly” or “childlike” (vfmiog, verse 6)
has been “humiliated” (Tamweaivéw, verse 6), but is saved from
the “pangs of death™ (verse 3) by the Lord, who “will take
pleasure in him in the land of the living” (verse g). Psalm
15(16) depicts David as one who, in solidarity with all the
persecuted ‘‘saints” (of &yior . .. Tas cuvaywyds auTdv £§
aipaTwv, verse 4), sees the “Lord” “always before him,” and is
therefore confident that the Lord will not abandon his soul/life
in Hades nor let the Lord’s “holy one” (6 Ocios, verse 10)
“see” the “‘corruption”/*““decomposition” of the grave (verse
10). '

The emphasis on the resurrection of Jesus now becomes
clear. Jesus is the righteous sufferer, God’s holy one, who has
been saved/vindicated by God before the very people who
rejected and killed him. Peter is thus expounding the role of the
resurrection in this preset plan of salvation (see c@lw, 2.21, 40),
especially as it relates to their delivering Jesus to death and
their accompanying need of repentance. It is manifest from
Psalm 15 that David could not be speaking of himself as the
Lord’s “holy one” since he himself died and saw corruption
(Acts 2.25—29). Moreover, in another psalm (109 [110]; Acts
2.94—35) the Lord addresses another (David’s) “Lord” who
has been raised/exalted to the right hand and given power over

16 o Sam. 22, the Song or Praise of David, serves to sum up David’s significance in a
fashion similar to Peter’s summary of Jesus’ career utilizing a key phrase from 2
Sam. 22. All citations from the OT will be from the LXX unless otherwise
indicated.

17 Cf. 1. H. Marshall, The Acts of the Apostles (Grand Rapids, 1980), pp. 75-76,
quoting F. Field: “a remarkable mixed metaphor, in which death is regarded as
being in labour and unable to hold back its child, the Messiah.”
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all his enemies in the midst of the splendor of the saints (109.1~3).
David, then, a “prophet” (Acts 2.30; cf. 1.16), not only prefig-
ures the Christ in being delivered from his unrighteous
enemies, i.e. from death, as he dwells in hope; but also fore-sees
the fate of the Christ, one of his “offspring” (2.30b-31), that the
Christ would also be delivered from his unrighteous accusers
but by being spared the decomposition of the grave and being
exalted as Lord to God’s own ‘“‘throne” (verse gob). Thus Peter
is able to come full circle back to the Joel text (2.17—21) and his
explanation of how it is that the Holy Spirit is being poured out
by Jesus, this one whom ‘“‘you crucified.” In declaring that
“God has established this Jesus as both Lord and Christ”
(2.36), Peter sums up the whole “predetermined will (BouA)
and foreknowledge of God™ (2.23) that is enacted through the
careers of the suffering righteous David and his offspring Jesus.
All the events that led both to the rejection/death and to the
resurrection/enthronement of Jesus constitute Jesus’ status as
Lord and Christ. But it is the raising up of Jesus in fufilling
David’s fore-seeing of one like himself that is being singled out
by Peter as that event in God’s plan which identifies Jesus most
confidently as the predicted suffering-exalted one. Therefore
the people of Israel must repent/change their whole under-
standing and orientation to these events and be joined to this
eschatological release of sins (&peois TGOV &uapTidov, 2.38-39). To
sum up, the end result of the whole “predetermined plan and
foreknowledge of God™ is the release of sins which comes
through Jesus the Lord and Christ who fulfills the script of the
suffering, righteous exalted one of the (David’s) Psalms.

3 ACTS 3.12—26

Whereas in Peter’s first speech both the rejection/death and
resurrection/exaltation of Jesus are placed squarely in the
center of God’s saving plan with emphasis on the scriptural
significance of the resurrection in that plan, all emphasis in this
second speech is on the scriptural import of the denial/death of
Jesus. Peter opens (8.12-13) by linking the name of “the God
of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob” as revealed to Moses at his call or
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sending to Israel (Exod. 3.6,15-16) to God’s servant (Trais)
Jesus, whom the people (“you’) delivered over and denied and
God glorified; he closes with the affirmation that these same
people are the children/offspring of Moses and all the prophets
and the heirs of the covenant to Abraham of blessing to all the
nations (8.22—25). For this reason God had sent to them first
this servant (Tads) Jesus to “turn each of them from their evil”
(3.26).

That by mais Peter is referring to the atoning effect of the
Servant of Isaiah as well as to the pattern of the righteous
servant in general is certain: (1) several of the distinctive terms of
Isaiah’s Servant passages cluster about the mwois here —
Sol&lw,!® mapadiduwpl,!?® Sikaos, 2’ pdpTus,?! Siobnkn,?? Sio-
TiBepon,23 Tovnpds;2* (2) it is the Servant who (in the Gospel)
goes first to Israel with the mission of restoration from sin but in
so doing also becomes Yahweh’s means of salvation to the
nations (for example Lk. 4.18—27; Acts 3.25-26; cf. esp. Isa.
49.1-6); (3) as in the Gospel, where ignorance of God’s means
of release of sin is linked to Jesus’ suffering/death, so again “not
knowing” is linked to God’s necessity that his “Christ” must
suffer (for example Lk. 22.19—38; Acts 3.17-18; cf. esp. Isa.
53.4-6); (4) as also in the Gospel, all of the Scriptures point to a
fulfillment in a suffering anointed one (Lk. 24.26—27, 44—49;
Acts 3.18, 22—24; cf. Isa. 42.1—4; 43.10; 49.4; 50.6—7; 53.1-12);
(5) as in the Gospel, a “‘change of mind”’/“‘repentance” (ueT&-
volx or “turning’’ (8moTpédw) is an integral part of the saving
release/“expunging” of sin through suffering/death (Lk.
24.25-26, 44—49; Acts 3.19; cf. esp. Isa. 44.21-22; 49.6 [45.22;
46.8; 55.7; see also the section on 4.23-31 below]); (6) further-
more, as the suffering XpioTds Jesus is preeminently the
“prophet like Moses,” spoken of by Moses, as the voice from
heaven in the Gospel had already echoed in the midst of Jesus’
discussion of his “‘exodus”/“death” with Moses and Elijah
(Lk. 9.28-36; Acts 3.18,22—24; cf. Isa. 40.3—5; 48.20—49.2,8-
12; 52.6-15 [41.17-20; 42.14-17; 43.1-3,14—21]); (7) finally, as

18 Isa. 49.3,5; 52.13 (44.23). 19 Isa. 53.6,12 (twice). 20 Tsa. 53.11.

2l Tsa. 43.9,10,12 (44.8).
22 Isa. 42.6; 49.6,8. 23 Jsa. 61.8. 2% Isa. 53.9.
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in the Gospel, the rejection, suffering, and death of the Christ
have led to ““glory” in “heaven” (Lk. 24.26; Acts 3.13, 21; cf.
Isa. 43.7; 52.1,13—14). We have then again as in Peter’s first
speech the blueprint of the plan or necessity of God’s salvation
which encompasses both the death and the resurrection of the
Christ for the forgiveness/release of sins. Here it is the rejection,
suffering, and death that are being singled out in this plan. In
sum, the rejection of Jesus the righteous Servant forms the focal
point of the plot which God fulfilled and had already declared
through the mouth of all the prophets (Acts 3.18).

4 ACTS 4.28—381; 5.27—42

Like Acts 2.23, 4.28 speaks of God’s/the Lord’s predetermined/
ordained “plan’” (PouAn) and fuses it directly to the Lord’s
“anointed” ““Servant” Jesus in his rejection. Already in Psalm 2
David, the Lord’s anointed mais (2.2; Acts 4.25), had spoken
about the violent rejection of Jesus, the Lord’s aneinted Tods
(Acts 4.26-27), and David’s words continue to describe the
harsh treatment of Peter and John, the Lord’s servants (Souloi,
4.29), at the hands of Israel’s leaders (oi &pyovTes, 4.25—28).
This fluctuation between an individual servant (Trads) and a
larger group of the servant (8oUAos) who are sent to restore
Israel through suffering is found already in the second Servant
song, LXX (8oUAos as “Israel,”” 49.3, 5, sent to gather Israel
and yet in features also characteristic of an individual called,
named, formed from the womb, hidden, protected as one
among many, 49.1, 2, Tais, verse 6).

The early Jerusalem community prays that the Lord will
continue to use Peter and John despite the threats (&meaiAny) of
the leaders by continuing the bold preaching and powerful
signs and wonders through the name of the Lord’s holy Servant
Jesus (4.29-30). Not unlike the prayer of the SoUAos of
Ps. 108.4 for his persecutors, the prayer of the messianist com-
munity of Souloi is thus for the continuing med:iation of eschato-
logical life through suffering on behalf of the whole Aads of
Israel. It is curious that our narrator places this prayer of the
“filled” or “anointed’ servant community (4.31) between two
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persecutions of the apostles-witnesses (4.1—22; 5.17—26) and
their calls for the rest of Israel to change their mind (peTévoia,
3.19, 5.31) and turn (¢moTpédpw, 3.19; cf. 4.12) to the plan of
God in Jesus their Anointed One (cf. Isa. 49.6, émoTpépw, and
the Servant’s mission to “‘turn” the scattered Israel ““back” to
the Lord and the message of ‘“‘changing their mind” and
“turning’’ throughout Deutero-Isaiah: 46.8, uetavoeiv and ém-
oTpépw [the Servant to Israel]; 44.22 [to the Servant as all
Israel], 45.22 [to nations], 55.7 [to Israel]).

In Acts 5.30-31 Peter and the apostles repeat God’s basic
scheme which effects release from sin: “God . . . has raised
Jesus upon whom you laid violent hands by hanging him upon
a tree. This one, the leader of life and Savior,2> God exalted at
his right hand, granting repentance and release of sin to
Israel.”” Gamaliel’s response, contrary to the rest of the Sanhe-
drin and Council (5.21b), is to compare the movements of
Theudas and Judas the Galilean (who shared hopes not unlike
those expectations of liberation/redemption of the pious in the
Gospel, for example Lk. 1.51-53, 69—75; cf. the “Egyptian,”
Acts 21.38) with that of Jesus (5.31—37). Gamaliel cautions
that the latter could, ironically, be of the “plan” (BouAn) of
God (5.38).25 Peter and the apostles, “‘released” by Gamaliel’s
point of view, count themselves honored to be the suffering
mediators of the ““name” of this plan (5.41).

5 ACTs 8.26—40

“On the way” from Jerusalem the Ethiopian finance minister,
upon reading Isa. 53.7-8 (LXX), poses the question the
Emmaus disciples should have asked when a stranger likewise
came up to join their journey (Lk. 24.13—385). Like Jesus, Philip
begins (&pxopan) with this Scripture of a suffering anointed one
in declaring the present “‘good news about Jesus” (8.35), which

25 Syntax as in Acts 7.35b; 2.23, 32, 36b; cf. Vulgate (1843 ed.): “Hunc principem et
salvatorem Deum exaltavit”; (1979 edition): ‘““‘Hunc Deus principem et salvatorem
exaltavit.”

26 Tronically as Paul, who is the opposer of Jesus and yet “student” of Gamaliel (Acts
22.3), will be (see below).
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leads directly to the chamberlain being baptized (8.36,38).
What is featured in the citation is the Servant who endures
injustice, persecution, and death without protest for the sake of
his mission. Philip himself is one who was forced to flee Jeru-
salem because of the persecution initiated against Stephen’s
witness (8.1—2). Stephen, in solidarity with Jesus “‘the Right-
eous One,” the prophet like Moses (7.37, 52; cf. Isa. 53.11b),
the Son of Humankind in glory (7.55-56), had exemplified one
who like Jesus did not strike back but even prayed for the
forgiveness of those who were persecuting him (7.60; cf. Lk.
23.34; Ps. 108.4).

Our narrator, then, demonstrates again how the mediation
of the release of sin effected through the suffering-death and
resurrection-exaltation of Jesus Messiah continues on to Israel
and beyond through the “script” of the Servant unfolding
through his servants. Through Stephen’s rejection by Israel
and suffering mediation, Philip takes the Servant Gospel to
non-Jewish Samaritans in fulfilling the mission of Isa. 49.6 to
“re-establish the tribes of Jacob and to turn back the diaspora
of Israel.”” The chamberlain is probably to be identified as a
God-worshiping eunuch and therefore “marginal” (i.e. not
unlike the “tax collectors and sinners” in the Gospel), preven-
ted by the law from entering into the Temple and therefore
from becoming a full worshiping member of Israel (for
example Deut. 23.1). If so, his full inclusion now represents the
fulfillment of Isa. 56.3—5, similar to Samaria representing the
strangers (&AAoyeveis) whose inclusion fulfills the “gathering of
the dispersed of Israel” as “‘servants” in 56.6-8 (& &AAoyevns
.. . dovhoi, 56.3, 6; cf. Lk. 17.18)!*7 In any case, Acts 1.8 (Isa.
49.6b) is being realized as the eunuch’s baptism anticipates the
baptisms of Saul and Cornelius and the mission to the nations
in Acts g—-10.

In sum, the Ethiopian eunuch and the Samaritan “foreigners”
are being scripted by the narrator into the broader and
more ancient script of the Servant(s’) mission in Isaiah of

27 Acts 15.3 indicates clearly that Samaritan conversion is not regarded as the Gentile
mission.



232 DAVID P. MOESSNER

reestablishing the twelve tribes of Israel. It is noteworthy,
moreover, that Philip, like Jesus on the Emmaus road, begins
his explanation of the events of the Christ with a particular
(servant) passage with the implication that many more pas-
sages or sections of the Scriptures divulge the same recurring
“script’” (see esp. Lk. 24.27, 44).

6 AcTs 9.1—-18

The narrator first introduces Saul/Paul precisely when
Stephen is suffering from the “‘threats™ (&weiAt)) of the Sanhe-
drin (7.58; cf. 4.29; g.1). Later the narrator will have Paul
present a summary of his entire calling to Israel when Paul
himself is nearly killed by the people of Israel (21.22—40) and
invokes the “blood of Stephen your [ Jesus’] witness,” whose
“murder’’ Paul had once been “actively approving” (22.1-16,
17—22). This link is hardly fortuitous, for in Paul we see one of
the most dramatic examples of a radical “turning” or shift in
point of view.? All three accounts of his call underscore the
fact that his persecution of those who call upon the name of
Messiah Jesus (9.14, 21—22) was actually a persecution of Jesus
himself (9.4—5; 22.7-8; 26.14-15: ZaoUA, ZaoUA, Ti pe dicdkels;).
This solidarity in suffering between Jesus and the community
makes explicit what was all but stated in the section on 4.23-31
above, where suffering for the sake of the name is linked to the
name which is present to grant repentance and release of sin as
well as healing.

As in Acts 4.23—31, the Servant mission of Isaiah, especially
49.1-6(7), is peculiarly programmatic. This plot of the “divine
must” for God’s saving act is substantiated in the details of
Paul’s call: (1) Paul, like Jesus the chosen/elect Son, is a
“chosen instrument’”/‘agent” (okeUos &Aoyfis, 9.15) of the
Lord’s (Jesus’) purposes. “Chosen/elect vessel” calls to mind
such passages as Jer. 18.3-6 and Isa. 54.17-18, in which a

28 Asimaged, e.g. in the ironic use of ““to bind”’ (8éw): Paul, who is zealous to bind all
those who call on the name of the Lord Jesus (Acts 9.2, 14, 21; 22.5) becomes
preeminently the one bound by his fellow Jews (24.27; cf. 28.20), even as he is bound
“in the Spirit” (20.22) to be bound in Jerusalem (21.11, 13, 33; 22.29).
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prophet, a smaller group of Israel, or Israel as a whole is chosen
by God to be an agent of restoration through God’s remolding/
saving activity (see also Acts 22.14; 26.16; Galatians 1.15;
Rom. 1.1). (2) Paul is to ““bear my name’’ before the ‘“‘nations,
kings, and the people of Israel.”” These three categories match
the three audiences of the Servant’s (individual and corporate)
call in Isa. 49.5—7 and 52.15-53.6%° and recall Philip’s “audi-
ence” on the road to Gaza. The “name of the Lord/Jesus” is
the presence of Jesus the Christ himself for “salvation” (Acts
2.21; 4.12), the “release of sins”’ (2.38), “healing” or ‘“‘signs
and wonders” (3.6,16; 4.10,30), and the authoritative presence
by which one is empowered to speak or act (4.7, 17, 18;
5.28, 40) and to suffer (5.41; cf. 4.30) for those tasks. (3) Paul’s
“bearing” of the name is inseparably tied to this suffering for
the sake of that “presence.” It is a ““divine must™ (8¢i, 9.16)
that suffering be the means or agency through which the name
of Christ is effective.

To sum up, Paul is called to open his eyes and to “see the
light”” from heaven’s point of view, so that the light of salvation
may shine through suffering upon Israel and the nations thus to
fulfill Simeon’s prophecy for the Servant-Christ (Lk. 2.29g-35).
It is no “wonder,” then, that Paul in Damascus begins to
preach “immediately that this Jesus is the Son of God”’ (9.20; cf.
Lk. 3.22; 9.35), “confounding the Jews” in the synagogues
that * Fesus is the Christ” (g.22; cf. Lk. 4.16—27, where Jesus as
the anointed [xptoTés] prophet/servant of Isa. 61 argues from
the Scriptures in the synagogue). Like Jesus he receives the
prophets’ “reward” at the edge of town (9.29—25; cf. Lk.

4.28-30).

7 ACTS 13.13—52

From Acts 13 our narrator orders all his material to present
Paul’s calling within the “Lord’s” larger “plan” (Bouln,
13.36) and places a speech near the beginning of Paul’s activity

29 On Isa. 49.1-6(7) as a “prophetic call,” see K. Baltzer, Die Biographie der Propheten
(Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1975), pp. 171-177.
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in the Diaspora (Antioch of Pisidia) which, like Acts 2 and
Luke 4, becomes emblematic of all that follows. In rehearsing
God’s dealings with “‘this people Israel” (verses 17—25) Paul is
concerned to point everything to David’s significance in bring-
ing from his offspring (oméppa) a “Savior” to Israel (verse
23b). We shall see that both Jesus’ death and his raising up are
integrally woven together as the climax of Scripture but now
with a new wrinkle in its “script.”

Paul’s presentation of the events that have culminated in the
“Savior Jesus” (verses 26—41) would appear to reach a climax
in verse 29: “When they [i.e. the residents of Jerusalem and
their rulers, verse 27] fulfilled (TeAéw) all the things written in
the Scriptures concerning him [i.e. the Savior Jesus, verse
23b], they took him down from the tree and laid him in a
tomb.” Yet Paul continues immediately with “and/but God
raised [yeipw, cf. verse 37] him from the dead” (verse go0) and
describes Jesus’ appearances “over many days” to ‘‘his wit-
nesses to the people” who “had come up with him from Galilee
to Jerusalem” (verse g1). This announcement of Jesus’ resur-
rection, however, does not even conclude at this mention of
Galilean witnesses but extends to Paul’s (and Barnabas’) own
sending to Pisidian Antioch (verse g2). Paul declares that his
“preaching the Good News” (eUayyeAifopat) is nothing less
than a fulfillment of God’s own “fulfilling” (é&xmAnpdw) of his
‘“promise (émayyeAia) to the ancestors” which God has made
evident by “raising (&viotnw) Jesus” from the dead (verse
33a). Paul then crowns his argument (verses 26—32 — “just as it
is indeed written,” verse 33b) by quoting God’s pronounce-
ment in Psalm 2 to David (“You are my Son, today I have
begotten you’’) and immediately clarifies its import by adding
two other Scripture citations (Isa. 55.3 and Ps. 15.10 in Acts
13.34-35)-

But what does Psalm 2 have to do with Jesus’ death or
resurrection, or what does David’s enthronement have to do
with Paul’s (and Barnabas’) preaching in the Diaspora? And
just as pointedly, what is the “promise’ that God “has ful-
filled”? Is it Jesus’ resurrection per se, his death and resurrec-
tion, the preaching of Good News, or some combination of
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these? To elucidate any connections that Paul through the
narrator may have in mind we must go back to Paul’s earlier
mention of David in his rehearsal of Israel’s history (verses
22—23). There, after Saul’s “removal,”” David is “raised up”
(Byeipw) by God to become ‘‘king,” of whom God ‘“‘bears
witness” (papTupéw) by declaring (verse 22b), “I have found
in David, son of Jesse, a man after my own heart” (cf. Lk.
3.22). David enjoys such favor since ‘“he will do everything in
accordance with my [God’s] will” (8éAnpa, verse 22b). God’s
words appear to derive from several scriptural passages such as
Ps. 88.21 (“I have found David my servant (8oUAos), I have
anointed him with holy 0il”’) or 1 Kgdms. 13.14 (“‘a man after
his [the Lord’s] own heart,” referring to Saul’s removal as king
and to his replacement by David) or Isa. 44.28, “he shall do all
my will;” referring to Cyrus, “my [the Lord God’s] anointed”
(45.1), who will restore God’s reign over Israel, God’s
“servant,” in Jerusalem (45.4). Paul jumps immediately to the
“Savior Jesus” by linking God’s will in David “through this
one’s seed (omépua) according to promise’” (kaT’ &maryyeliav,
verse 23). This promise must refer forward not only to verse 33
and Paul’s “proclaiming Good News” but also back as well to a
passage such as 2 Sam. 7.12—16, which speaks of the time after
David “‘sleeps” (koipdw [see Acts 13.36]) when the Lord will
“raise up”’ (&vioTnwi) his “seed” (oméppa) to reign forever as
“my son” (cf. Ps. 88.4, 19—29, 33-37, 49—51). Any reader of
Luke and Acts should recall that this notion of God’s eschatolo-
gical reign in a Davidic ruler had already been sounded at the
beginning for Jesus by Gabriel’s annunciation (Lk. 1.32—33)
and was interpreted by the law-abiding righteous of Israel as
the fulfillment of liberation through a mighty Davidic deliverer
(Lk. 1.47-55, 67-75; 2.38). But, in Paul’s reasoning, what does
David’s kingship have to do with his descendant’s death and
resurrection?

As we should suspect from the role that Scripture plays in the
passages treated above, our answer comes in the way Paul
relates the significance of the three Scripture citations
(13.33b—35) to the content of the “Good News” he proclaims
(13.26b):
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(1) Our first clue comes from the way he concludes his
survey of Israel’s history with John’s ‘“‘advance preaching
(TpoknpUcow) of a baptism of repentance/change of mind”
(Acts 13.24). John already preaches something constitutive of
the “Good News” that Paul himself presents as ‘“‘the word/
message of this salvation” (& Adyos Tf|s cwTnpias TaUTNS)
which “has been sent to us’ (verse 26). It would appear that
John’s emphasis on a “change of mind/orientation” (peté-
voia), concerning what the “Savior” (verse 23) would be like,
is what marks John’s message as ““advance Gospel preaching,”
since Paul adds that John had to make it clear to all the Aads of
Israel that he himself was not the one who was coming (verse
25)! Curiously the narrator has Paul allude to Lk. 3.15-17,
where the Aads are wondering whether John might be “the
Christ.”” All of this transpires within the narrator’s frame of
John’s call as a prophet fulfilling the “voice in the wilderness”
“Just as it is written in the book of the sayings/message(s)
(Adéyor) of Isaiah the prophet” (Lk. 3.1-6,18). John is the voice
of the prophet who “prepares the way of the Lord’” and heralds
the coming “‘saving act of God”” which *“all flesh shall see” (Lk.
3.4b-6, citing Isa. 40.3—5). John’s limited “‘course” (8pdpos)
consisted then of challenging the people of Israel at the cross-
roads of their eschatological fulfillment to change their menta-
lity or whole perspective on “God’s saving act’”” (Acts 13.25; cf.
Lk. 16.16).

(2) This interpretation of John’s “preaching of good news”
(ebaryyeAiGopan, Lk. 3.18) is borne out by the progression of
Paul’s argument. For Paul follows John’s approach with a
similar challenge to his own audience to change their whole
understanding of what took place in Jerusalem with “Savior
Jesus.” By again summoning the “voices of the prophets that
are read every sabbath” (13.37) as the focus of their “word
(Aoyos) of exhortation” from “‘the law and the prophets” that
were just read in the Sabbath worship that day (13.14b-15),
Paul was indicating that the synagogue audience may be in the
same situation as “‘the residents of Jerusalem and their rulers”
(verse 27) and ““Pilate” (verse 28), who *‘did not know this one
[ ToUTov, verse 27, 1. e. “‘Savior Jesus,” verse 23b] or the voices
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of the prophets.” These three groups — paralleling the groups
“assembled against the Lord and his anointed’ in Acts 4.25-27
— unwittingly, ironically “fulfilled” (TAnpdéw) these same
voices of the prophets by condemning Jesus to death. As in Acts
3 and the Gospel, we find the paradox of a larger divine scheme
of salvation, indeed, ‘““the message of this salvation’ (13.26),
being fulfilled by means of the execution of Jesus through a
people “‘not knowing” the basic “plot” of the Scriptures.
Whereas in Acts § “God” is said ““to fulfill (TeAéw) the Scrip-
tures by having Jesus executed, here the human agents ““carry
out/fulfill all the things written concerning him” (13.29). But
unlike Peter with his Jerusalem audience, who follows the
charge of their ‘“‘ignorance” of the Scriptures with a call to
repentance, Paul follows this indictment with God’s continuing
action through resurrection (cf. Lk. 18.81; 24.25—27, 44—46).
(3) What role, then, does the resurrection play in God’s
overall will/ salvation, and what is the promise (verses 23, 32),
that is fulfilled? Again as in Peter’s speech at Pentecost (Acts
2), Scripture citations, primarily from the Psalms, fuse the first
two parts of fulfillment into one united whole. But now Paul’s
citations provide concrete examples of the people’s ‘“‘not
knowing” the voices of the prophets, including a “new” strain
that emerges as well. Paul’s quoting of Ps. 2.7 in 13.93 ostensi-
bly produces evidence of the fulfillment of the promise through
resurrection. “You are my Son, today I have begotten you”
speaks of resurrection, whereas in the psalm itself this line
describes the “‘ordinance of the Lord” when the Lord estab-
lished the speaker (David) as king upon Jion and promised to
give the nations (8vn) to the king as ‘“‘your inheritance”
(kAnpovopia), “‘even the ends of the earth as your possession”
(Ps. 2.7-8). And as Paul qualifies this quotation with a citation
of Isa. 55.9 it becomes manifest that God’s action alone of
raising up Jesus is not all or even the primary result that is
being hailed. Rather, Isa. 55.3 shows that Jesus’ raising up was
to be an ultimate reality in which there would be no return to
corruption: I will give “you the firm/trustworthy holy things of
David.” Within Isaiah 55 this phrase is embedded in a promise
of the Lord to Israel (exiles) of an everlasting covenant
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(81a@fkn) in which David, as “witness (papTUptov), ruler,
and commander of the nations” (#vn), had prefigured the
eternal fulfillment when these “nations shall flee for refuge to
you [Israel] for the sake of the Lord your God” (55.3b-5).
Moreover, this coming “witness’” and ‘“‘rule” over the Gentiles
is the result of the Lord’s having ‘“‘glorified” Israel (55.5b).
Consequently, Isa. 55.1—5 refers to the same promise given to
the suffering exiles in the Servant passages, that through the
Servant’s suffering witness as a ‘‘covenant (3iafnjkn) resulting
in light to the nations” (42.6; 49.6,8), Israel will convey to all
nations the true worship of the Lord which will redound to
their own glory.30 Paul clinches this dimension of the argument
with another psalm citation (verse 35 — “therefore’) by assert-
ing that the resurrection of Jesus to incorruptibility was
already explicitly promised by God to David: “You will not let
your Holy One see decomposition/corruption (Ps. 15[16].10).
The thrust of the scriptural citations is thus now clear: the
promise to David of a universal, eschatological reign has indeed
been fulfilled in Jesus’ enthronement by resurrection from the
dead/corruption.

(4) The thread that weaves these three passages together
into a coherent scriptural argument can now be delineated in
light of the “plan/will of God” (13.36) that is most fully
exposited in Luke—Acts here by Paul as he intricately inter-
weaves the script of David and the suffering righteous of the
Psalms with the suffering Servant and servants of Isaiah (the
prophets). As we have just seen, the first two passages within
their larger and immediate contexts speak of David’s role or
legacy for Israel in “inheriting” the Gentiles (Ps. 2.8b, as the
xplotés, Isa. 55.4—5, through his eschatological reign). In
Psalm 15 David is in grave danger from enemies; Paul ties this
predicament to the suffering/persecution of all the saints in the
land in whom the Lord takes pleasure (8Anpa, 15.3; cf. Acts
13.22b), and glimpses the time of his deliverance as not being

30 On Isa. 55.4-5, see O. Eissfeldt, “The Promises of Grace to David in Isaiah 55:
1-5,” in Israel’s Prophetic Heritage, ed. B. W. Anderson and W. Harrelson (New York,
1962), p. 206: “there can be no doubt that Israel is here given the same promise
which is found elsewhere in Isa. 4055, particularly in the ‘Servant Songs.””
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abandoned to the place of death (Hades). This preview of the
“Lord always before me,”” where ‘““delights are at his right hand
forever as the ways/paths that bring life”” (Ps. 15.8, 11), are
David’s inheritance through the Lord’s deliverance. But clearly
David did not see his inheritance at the right hand of God, for
he died and his body decomposed (Acts 13.36). Thus it is also
clear that David did not live to see an eternal covenant of rule
over the Gentiles (Isaiah 55) ““according to promise” (Acts
13.23, 32), nor as the Lord’s xpioTés did he “inherit all the
ends of the earth” (Ps. 2.8). Rather it is the Lord’s Holy One (6
bo105) Jesus who by virtue of being raised up (&vioTnut) from
the realm of the dead has inherited these firm/trustworthy holy
things (T& éo1a). What is more, this one who was condemned
and hung on a tree by the “people,” “rulers,” and a “king of
the earth” (Ps. 2.1-2) was deltvered by resurrection from death/
Hades to become the king in whom the promise of kingship,
“you are my Son, today I have begotten you,” becomes ful-
filled. This then becomes the reason why Paul can say of David
that he, precisely as a suffering righteous anointed servant, by
anticipation ‘“‘served the plan of God (1} ToU ©OeoU BouAt|) with
respect to his own generation, died (xoipdw) and saw corrup-
tion” (13.33-37).

(5) But Paul’s climax does not come even with the accom-
plished fact of enthronement in the promise to David. He
concludes (“‘therefore,” verse g8), rather, that the fulfilled
promise of eschatological rule by a descendant of David has led
to the release/ forgiveness of sins (&¢peors dpapmidv). The great plan
of God is consummated in the presence of the enthroned
crucified one who is offering eschatological release of sin
through the proclamation of Paul and Barnabas: “Let it be
known to you, men, brothers and sisters, that through this one
(81 ToUTOV) release of sin is being proclaimed (kaToryyENAeTON)
to you” (verse 38). The “Savior Jesus,” “Son,” and ‘“Holy
One” is “bearing witness, ruling and commanding the nations”
through the “preaching of good news,” ‘“the word of this
salvation.” It is significant that this release is not tied directly to
the act or process of Jesus being raised up any more than it is
linked to his rejection and death. Both fulfillments, rather, are
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critical to the script or “plan of God.”” What is tied directly to
the proclaiming of the release of sins is the warning injunction
not to miss the clear message of that “which has been spoken in
the prophets” (verse 40). Paul, in other words, continues the
emphasis of John the Baptist, of Jesus, and Peter, in calling for
a “turning around” of their mishearing of the script of the
Scriptures: “Look, you scoffers, wonder and then be extin-
guished, because I am accomplishing a work/objective in your
days, a work which you will never believe, even when someone
should declare it in detail to you” (13.41 citing Hab. 1.5).
Now, according to Paul, ‘“‘this one” is himself present to
“rectify’” all that they have misheard or “‘been unable’” to do
“by means of/in the law of Moses” if they will just come to
“believe” in the plan of God (18.38b—41).

Our outline above of the “plan of God” is confirmed a
“week later” when “the Jews” “filled with zeal/jealousy”
begin to “speak against the things being said by Paul and revile
him” (verse 45). Paul thus becomes a “sign spoken against”
(Lk. 2.34), and by no accident interprets what is occurring in
their rejection by again quoting Scripture — Isa. 49.6b: Now
the “Lord” (kUpios) who “has commanded us” refers to the
Lord Jesus and the “you” (c€) is Paul and cohorts who are the
(corporate) Servant fulfilling the mission of mediating the light
of the “word of salvation” to the nations, even to the end of the
earth (Lk. 2.32; Acts 1.8b). It was a divine necessity (&vorykaiov,
verse 46; cf. verse 26) that the “word of God” be spoken first to
Israel (cf. g.26: wpdTOV . .. TOV TOida . . . &MECTEAEY . . .
Tovnpiédv). Since they reject it en bloc, Paul and companions
“turn toward the nations.” We have once again the Servant
“script’’ that is constitutive of the plot of Luke—Acts. Jesus, the
anointed, rejected-enthroned Servant-Son, is present pro-
claiming light through his servants, who mediate this presence
as salvation (oe els ¢@ds ... ToU elvon oe eis owTnpiav) of
unending life3! to Israel and the nations. The firm/trustworthy
holy things promised to David are coming true. Our narrator

31 For the image of light as an expression of “life,” see K. F. Euler, Die Verkiindigung
vom leidenden Gottesknecht: Aus Jes 53 in der griechischen Bibel, BWAT 14 (Stuttgart and
Berlin, 1934), pp. 122-125.
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hardly need add that the nations (T& €vn) “glorified this Word
of the Lord” “when they heard” Paul (verse 48; cf. Lk. 7.29;
see also Isa. 42.10,12; 45.24—26; cf. 43.4,7,23; 44.23; 46.13;
49.3, 5; 52.1; 55.5) but that “the Jews” “stirred up persecution
against Paul and Barnabas and drove them out of their dis-
trict” (cf. Lk. 4.16-30; Acts 9.23—25). But ‘“‘the disciples were
being filled with joy and the Holy Spirit” (13.50-52). In sum,
with Paul’s mission the expanded Servant script of the Scrip-
tures is itself expanding into the Diaspora: While more and
more of Israel reject their Servant-Messiah, more and more of
“the nations” ‘“believe” and join those of Israel who do
embrace ‘“‘the message of this salvation.”32

8 AcTs 15.1—21

Certain Pharisees from among the believers in Jerusalem claim
that “the door of faith opened” to the Gentiles (14.27b)
includes the divine necessity (3¢i) of circumcision, with its
obedience to the Law of Moses (15.5). James provides the
clinching rebuttal in his fusion of three citations from the
LXX. All three envision the time of Israel’s eschatological
restoration after its judgment/destruction of 587 Bce. Jer.
12.15, as an introduction to Amos g.11-12, speaks of the Lord’s
“returning”’ (émoTpépw) to the Gentile nations once he has
punished them to reestablish them and to “build” (oikoSopéw)
them into the midst of “my people” (ToU AcoU pov) if they
“turn”/“return” (émoTpédw) to the Lord and swear by his
name. Amos g.11—12 speaks of the restoration of the Davidic
dynasty as in “ancient days” (fjpépon ToU aiddvos, verse 11),
and says that it will include all the nations, upon whom the
Lord’s name is called, seeking the Lord through that restored
rule in Israel. The MT, unlike the LXX, expresses this inclu-
sion as Israel “possessing’ the nations, a clear reference back to
the promises to David such as Ps. 2. 8. Isa. 45.21 speaks of the

32 We should note how the expression in 13.48b depicting the numbers of Gentiles who
do “believe” (‘“‘as many as were appointed/set in the way [TeTayuévor] for eternal
life”’) reflects the *“predetermined plan and foreknowledge of God™ (2.23; cf. 13.36)
or “script” we have been tracing.
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Lord doing in the final days of salvation that which he declared
“from the beginning” (&m &pxfs/aidvos), namely that all
nations “‘shall turn (¢moTpédpw) to me and be saved (oplw) from
the end of the earth” (&’ éox&Tou TRS yfis). Moreover, this
final salvation of the nations is introduced by the Lord’s
“anointed” (6 Xp1oTés pov), Cyrus, returning (¢moTpépw) the
captive Israelites (aiyuoAwoio To0 AcoU; cf. Lk. 4.18: aix-
uéAwTots &deots) and building (oikoSopéw) the city all for the
glory of Israel and their God, Israel’s “Savior.” It is not certain
what time framework “from the beginning” in Isa. 45.21 or
“from of old” in the Acts 15.18 citation is referring to. In any
case, the will or plan of the Lord to include the Gentiles in the
final salvation conceived as the restored and eschatological
rule of the line of David is certain “from of old” (cf. Acts
15.21). Therefore, James concludes, it is not necessary for
Gentiles turning to (émoTpédpw) God to become members of
Israel through adherence to Torah. At least in its formal or
structural aspects, James’ view is “in harmony” with Paul’s
construal of the “plan of God.”

9 ACTS 26.1-23

Before Israel’s “king” and his “‘excellency Festus™ (26.2, 25; cf.
Lk. 1.8; 21.12b) Paul gives his autobiographical defense of the
accusations brought by Jews from Jerusalem. In this his final
speech Paul sums up his entire calling in terms of his original
call as well as the response to it by the people of Israel. In both
respects, the eschatological mission of the Servant of Isaiah has
been determinative.

(1) The call

Paul introduces his call by stressing his background as an
ardent Pharisee that has continued up to that very moment
(26.4—11). Though he changed from a rabid persecutor of “‘the
name of Jesus of Nazareth” to an obedient servant of that
Jesus, he has remained throughout devoted to the “hope of the
promise made by God to our ancestors’ in solidarity with all
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the twelve tribes as they like Paul worship (Aatpelw) night and
day in the Temple (verses 6-7; and also like Hanna, Lk.
2.36—38). It is because of his zeal for this hope, Paul claims,
that he is being accused by Jews (verse 7b).

1. In 26.8 Paul specifies this hope as hinging on “whether (&)
God raises the dead.” But Paul has not previously in Acts been
charged by Jews with propounding a belief in resurrection,
nor has his advocacy of the name of Jesus been tainted with the
accusation that Paul believes this Jesus to have been raised up.
Rather, the accusations against Paul are parallel to those
against Jesus in Luke — against Moses (God/Law/Temple), the
people (agitation, false teaching), and Caesar (another king
Jesus). The overall sentiment that unites these “three” and
provokes the nearly successful “lynching” in the Temple is that
Paul “is teaching apostasy from/forsaking of Moses to all the
Jews among the nations, namely, that they should not circum-
cise their children nor follow the customs” (2r1.21; cf. 26.3;
28.17). Thus Paul is not defending himself against the specific
charge that he believes in resurrection in general or that Jesus
has been raised.

2. When Paul is placed by the Roman tribune before the
Sanhedrin to answer the accusations brought by the raging
crowds (23.1-9), he takes advantage of the mixed group of
Sadducees and Pharisees and pits the former against that
which he and the other Pharisees have in common, namely the
hope of resurrection from the dead (‘“‘concerning hope in the
resurrection of the dead I myself am being judged,” 23.6). In
other words, Paul realizes that the essence of the matter against
him is the interpretation of Scripture with regard to God’s eschatolo-
gical reign and that in this regard he is much closer to his
Pharisee brethren in teaching Moses and all the prophets than
the Sadducees could ever be. Thus his appeal to the resurrec-
tion is not just a strategic maneuver to ‘‘save his skin” —
although it has that temporary effect — nor is it a “trick” to
make it appear that his view of the hope is no different than
that of the Pharisees. And certainly it is not an attempt to
single out the most or even the only critical element that effects
the forgiveness/ release of sins. Rather, Paul knows that, as the
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critical pivot of the interpretation of eschatological hope
Seripture, resurrection of the dead is also the point of departure in
presenting the fulfilled “plan of God” that effects release in the
final reign of God.

As we saw in his argument from Scripture in his seminal
“word of exhortation” accompanying the ‘“‘reading of the law
and the prophets” in Pisidian Antioch (13.15-16), it is the
resurrection hope that makes possible the fulfillment of the
eschatological reign of God promised through the line of
David. Appeal to the resurrection hope, then, in chapter 23 is
an appeal to Scripture for the adjudication of the charges
against him. Certainly this is the way this appeal functions in
his next defense before Felix in 24.10b—21 as he prefaces his
“hope in the resurrection of the just and unjust” by appealing
to “‘everything written according to the law and the prophets”
(24.14—-15) and concludes by repeating 23.6b. Again in his
defense in chapter 26 Paul climaxes his appeal to resurrection
(26.8) by ““appealing” to Agrippa’s “belief in the prophets”
(verse 27) and summarizes his total presentation with “nothing
other than what the prophets and Moses said would come to
pass” (26.22b).

3. A light (¢és) brighter than the sun ‘‘shines,”” and from
that light a voice tells Paul to “stand upon your feet” in order
that he might be a “servant” (Umnpétns) and “witness”
(uépTus) of all that Paul is seeing now in/from the “Lord
Jesus” and “of the things in which I will appear to you”
(26.16). Paul is to be “‘sent to the people (Axds) and the
nations” (€0vn) in order that their eyes might open and they
might turn (¢moTpépw) from darkness (okoTos) to light ($pdds)
and from the authority of Satan to God so that they might
receive release of sins (26.18). But this “seeing” and ““turning”
is accomplished only as Paul is “rescued from the people
and the nations” (verse 17a)! What Paul is “seeing” on the
Damascus road is a Jesus who is being persecuted by Paul,
and what the people of Israel and the nations will “see”” when
they “turn’ is a Jesus suffering in solidarity with a persecuted
Paul (cf. 4.23—31). Paul’s witness as a servant is thus focused on
a suffering Jesus Messiah. Many of the images used in this
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description reflect the vocabulary and substance of the calls to
Ezekiel and Jeremiah.?® But it is particularly the call of the
Servant in Isa. 42.1-6 and 49.1—7 that is reflected in Paul’s
mission of shedding light on those who are in darkness, whether
the blind of Israel like Paul himself3* who go from darkness to
light (Isa. 42.7; 50.10; cf. 42.16; 49.9) or the nations who
through the suffering witness will receive the light of salvation
(Acts 26.23; 13.47; Isa. 42.6; 49.6; 50.10; 51.4~5; 53.11; cf.
45-7; 49.9). Paul’s “seeing” and “‘turning” thus becomes the
most potent example of one who, though waiting earnestly for
the hope of the twelve tribes, had to be released® from the
vantage point of Satan in order to “worship the Lord your
God” and to “‘serve (AaTpeUw) him only” (Lk. 4.8; Acts 26.7;
cf. Acts 24.11, 14-15, 17).

(2) Israel’s response to the call

Paul continues his defense by linking the response of Israel and
the nations (26.1g—23) to his call to serve the hope of Israel
(verses 4—18). It is because of his repeated proclamation of the
necessity to ‘‘change their point of view/repent”” and to “turn
to God” and demonstrate this changed perspective that the
Jews have seized Paul and are trying to kill him (verses 1g-20).
The reason for their volcanic reaction is stated succinctly in
Paul’s summary of the heart of his/God’s (and the narrator’s)
point of view which he has been expounding as the “‘script” of
the Scriptures (the prophets and Moses, verse 22b): “whether
(1) there is to be a suffering Messiah (el TabnTds 6 XpioTos)
and whether (i), being the first of the resurrection of the dead,
he [the Christ] is to proclaim light to the people (Aads) and
to the nations” (verse 23). The indirect question points to
the heart of the questions, the great debates from Scripture
that Paul has been carrying on with his fellow Israelites in

33 Cf. Jer. 1.5,8; Ezek. 2.1.

34 Cf. “Bar-Jesus” (Acts 13.6—12) and Lk. 11.17—23, 33-36; on “‘conversion,” see, e.g.,
J. Dupont (“Conversion in the Acts of the Apostles,” in The Salvation of the Gentiles
[New York, 1979], pp. 61-84).

35 Acts 22.16: “Arise, be baptized, and wash away your sins.”
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their synagogues throughout his calling, as our narrator has
been at pains to illuminate. It is this three-pronged center of
all the Scriptures that constitutes the “plan of God” for
salvation, as we have seen, for example, in Acts 13, and is
Jesus’ own summary of his entire role in fulfilling Israel’s
Scriptures for salvation (Lk. 24.44—49) as announced in
advance by Simeon and foreshadowed in Jesus’ synagogue
“debate’ at Nazareth.

1. Throughout all his journeys from Damascus to Jerusalem
and Judea as well as among the nations (verse 20), Paul has
been contending that Israel’s Messiah is a syffering Messiah and
that as raised from the dead Jesus is that Messiah. In that
argument from Scripture, as we have seen in Pisidian Antioch,
the resurrection of Jesus is the decisive pivot which unites both
the suffering/death of Jesus as Messiah and Jesus Messiah’s
proclamation through continued suffering in his witnesses to
Israel and the nations. In Paul’s “first” journey of chapters 13
and 14 our narrator has Paul, on his return to every city,
summarize to the new disciples the hostility and persecution
meted out to him and his cohorts from Jews in those same cities,
as “it is a divine necessity (3¢l) that we enter into the
Kingdom/Reign of God through (8i&) many afflictions
(OAy1s)” (14.22) (cf. Pisidian Antioch, 13.14-52; Iconium,
14.1-5; and Lystra, 14.8—20).

2. From the apostolic assembly to Paul’s final journey to
Jerusalem announced in Ephesus (19.21), the narrator focuses
on Paul’s “arguing (SiaAéyopan) from the Scriptures” in the
synagogues from one city to the next. Similarly to chapter 13,
the first appearance in a synagogue, in Thessalonica (17.1—9),
sets the agenda for the subsequent debates: ‘“‘arguing with
them from the Scriptures for three weeks, opening (Stavoiyw)
them up and demonstrating that it was necessary (€de1) for the
Christ to suffer and rise from the dead and that this Jesus
whom I proclaim to you s that Christ” (SicAéyopar: 17.2;
17.17 [Athens]; 18.5-6 [Corinth]; 18.19 [Ephesus]; 19.8—
[Ephesus, second visit]; SiaxoreAéyyopar: 18.28 [‘“utterly
confute,” of Apollos in Corinth]; cf. already in Damascus,
ouyxww [“confound”], 9.22; oulnTtéw [“dispute’], g.29 in
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Jerusalem).36 The point of view of this “new hermeneutic” is so
diametrically opposed to the reading in the synagogue (cf. Lk.
4.16-30) that it requires a special “‘opening” (Siavoiyw), as the
Emmaus disciples had to discover and as Jesus had repeated for
the apostles and gathered disciples back in Jerusalem as well
(Lk. 24.32, 45). It is once again not surprising that Paul’s
teaching is described as “turning the world upside down,”
“saying that there is another king, Jesus” (17.6b—7), and that
as in Damascus, Paul and cohorts have to be slipped out of
Thessalonica, at night because of the enraged Jews (17.10; cf.
9.25). In Corinth the third prong becomes explicit when Paul,
amid reviling, declares that he is innocent in proclaiming that
“the Christ is Jesus” (18.5b): “from now on I shall go to the
Gentiles” (18.6), while in Ephesus his arguing in the syna-
gogue is about “‘the things concerning the Reign/Kingdom of
God” (19.8).

3. Because of the “plots of the Jews” in Greece (20.3) and
the fury against Paul in Ephesus, Paul bypasses the latter on his
way to Jerusalem and meets with the Ephesian elders in
Miletus (19.8-9, 23—41; 20.16, 17-88). Similar to Jesus at the
passion meal before he suffers in Jerusalem, Paul gives encour-
agement to the leaders of the church before he suffers in
Jerusalem, even as he announces that some from their rank will
“rise up” to pervert the rest of the disciples (Lk. 22.21—22; Acts
20.30). What may appear, prima facie, incongruous with the
lengthy and vivid depiction of the riot in 19.23—41 is that Paul
describes his whole period of “‘serving (SouAgUw) with humili-
ation (TamewoppooUvn) and tears and trials” in Asia as a
persecution, not from the fanatics of the Artemis temple, but
from “‘the plots of the Jews” (20.1g9b). But the narrator has
already developed this “plot,” as we have seen, through the
skein of outrage expressed in one synagogue after another, and
Paul declares that the “Holy Spirit has been testifying to him
in every city (kat& woAw) that bonds and afflictions (BAiyers)

36 Beroea (Acts 17.10-15) is the one exception; for the plot of Acts and role of the
suffering Messiah in the theology of Luke—Acts, see my forthcoming The Christ Must
Suffer, vol. 1t of my Ancient Narrative Hermeneutics and ldeological Construal of the Gospels:
Toward a Posteritical, Historical-Critical < Theology” of the Ancient Narrative Luke—Acts.
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await” him in Jerusalem (20.23; cf. 14.22). Later the narrator
will tell us that it was Jews from Asia who fomented the crowds’
rage at the Temple, crying out, ‘“‘this is the man who is
teaching folk everywhere against the people, the law, and this
place” (21.27—28). Paul again articulates why this is so.
Despite the crushing pressure of opposition, he has — in his
preaching of “the Kingdom’ and “of change of mind toward
God to both Jews and Greeks™ (20.21, 25; cf. 19.8) — “not shrunk
back from declaring the whole plan of God” (fy PouAn ToU Oeol,
20.27; cf. verses 20—21). It is in response to this plan that Paul is
innocent of the charges (blood) against him by all the Jews
(verse 26). Therefore since they will no longer “see his face”
(verses 25, 38), they must be all the more diligent to under-
stand the “price’” entailed in “caring for” and “exhorting”
this whole script or plan of God for the church which God
“purchased through/by means of (81&) the blood of God’s Own
(Beloved/Son)” (verses 27—28; cf. verse 31: “‘admonishing with
tears”). Itis for the great cost of this plan of God that Paul will
have to pay with his life (verses 23—25).

Acts 26.22—23 thus climaxes Paul’s defense by encapsulating
his call and Israel’s response to it. It is the raised up, crucified-
suffering Messiah who proclaims the light of the saving release
of sin through Paul’s and his companions’ suffering to both the
people and the nations. Once again it is the proclamation of
the light of this salvation to Israel and the nations through the
solidarity of the messengers-servants with the Servant who
suffers that constitutes the eschatological vision of Deutero-
Isaiah in 49.1-6 and 52.13-53.12 in particular. In Acts, it is
Paul’s mission, our narrator tells us, that climaxes the risen
Servant’s “witness to the ends of the earth” (Lk. 24.44—49;
Acts 1.8).

CONCLUSION

(43

We can now sum up “the plan of God” for Luke’s “second”
volume. The rejection/suffering/death of Messiah Jesus, his
raising up to the “throne” of God, and his preaching of this
light to Israel and the nations constitute the three “necessary”
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components of God’s saving action, the three moments of the
script of all the Scriptures. Jesus’ resurrection or enthronement
forms the hinge which unites the suffering-crucified one to the
suffering-exalted one who preaches through his suffering
apostles-witnesses to the ends of the earth. This pivotal fulfill-
ment is emphasized in the mission and defense speeches as the
point of departure in arguing that the promise or hope of the
twelve tribes in the eschatological reign of God through the
line of David has indeed been fulfilled through the crucified,
suffering Messiah who is Jesus and who brings the life of the final
release of sins to Israel and the nations. In this argument from
Scripture David is the premier prototype of Jesus’ resurrection/
exaltation as a suffering servant of the Psalms who was
delivered from the death of his enemies and perpetual aban-
donment to Hades. It is, however, the suffering or death of
Jesus that is the fulfillment of Scripture tied most closely to
“the plan of God” which results in the release of sins (&¢peais
&papTiddv). In this argument it is Moses the rejected ruler and
deliverer who preeminently prefigures the death of the
‘“prophet like” him. However, both “David” and ‘“Moses”
and both the death and the resurrection of the Messiah are
inseparably combined in one plan or “‘script’-ural necessity in
fulfilling the divine saving act for Israel and the nations in
Jesus, the beloved and chosen suffering Servant of God.

We have seen, therefore, that Luke configures the death of
Jesus as an atoning event through the interweaving of the
stories of Israel’s rejection of their Messiah and of God’s over-
arching purpose for this rejection in God’s plan (BouAr) for all
humanity. The two “plots” have been fully integrated through
the repeated emphasis on the scriptural ‘“necessity’”’ of the
Messiah’s suffering as the God-ordained means by which
Israel’s history of unrelenting sin is brought to a decisive “end”
(Téhos) for the saving benefit of the whole world. In the Acts
this suffering of Messiah is not transmuted into a theology of
glory or triumph over Israel’s rejection but, on the contrary,
Israel’s Messiah continues to suffer in order that the “plan of
God” may become effective for Israel and through Israel for
the nations. By using the notion of a transcendent “will”’ of (a)
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deity so common among Hellenistic historiographers, Luke
comprehends the whole of Israel’s history to create a uniform,
consistent interpretation of the developing messianic
“sect”/“way’’ in the eschatological fulfillment of this history.
Particularly in the speeches of Acts this “PBouAty” is highlighted
to show how the twelve apostles (like Peter), the Hellenists
(like Philip), and the obdurate, but Torah-abiding, zealous
Israel which opposes “Messiah” Jesus (like Paul) all “con-
verge” in a larger “script”’-ural will of God. By such a tour de
Jforce Luke offers a theodicy of God’s “Way”” with the world.



CHAPTER 10

Luke’s social location of Paul: cultural
anthropology and the status of Paul in Acts

Jerome H. Neyrey

1.0 INTRODUCTION. FOCUS AND HYPOTHESIS

When scholars study the relationship of Luke’s description of
Paul to that found in Paul’s authentic letters, they tend to work
out of either a strictly historical or an ideological framework.!
Is Acts a reliable source for the history of Paul’s life and times?
Is Acts the “‘synthesis” of the conflict between conservative
Jewish Christianity and liberal Pauline thought? More
recently, scholars have examined the literary structure of Acts
with attention to the parallels between Jesus and Paul (Luke
and Acts) and Peter and Paul (Acts).? Thus a shift is occurring
in the study of Acts, with more attention given to the perspec-
tive of the author and his rhetorical agenda.® This chapter
belongs in the latter.

Historical questions about the veracity of Luke’s portrait of
Paul are important and valid. But I focus here on the social

U P. Vielhauer, “On the ‘Paulinism’ of Acts,”” Studies in Luke-Acts, ed. L. Keck and J. L.
Martyn (New York, 1966}, pp. 33—48; C. Burchard, “Paulus in der Apostel-
geschichte,” TLZ 100 (1975), 881-895; J. Roloff, “Die Paulus-Darstellung des
Lukas,” EvT 39 (1979), 510-531.

2 See C. H. Talbert, Literary Patterns: Theological Themes and the Genre of Luke—Acts,
SBLMS 20 (Missoula, 1974); A. J. Mattill, “The Paul-Jesus Parallels and the
Purpose of Luke—Acts: H. H. Evans Reconsidered,” NovT 17 (1975), 15-45; and
Walter Radl, Paulus und Fesus in lukanischen Dopplewerk: Untersuchungen zu Parallel-
motiven im Lukasevangelium und der Apostelgeschichte (Frankfurt, 1975).

3 Jacob Jervell, Luke and the People of God (Minneapolis, 1972), pp. 153-183 and his The
Unknown Paul (Minneapolis, 1984), pp. 52—67 and 68—76; William R. Long, “The
Paulusbild in the Trial of Paul in Acts,” SBLASP (1983), 87—105; and Robert L.
Brawley, “Paul in Acts: Aspects of Structure and Characterization,” SBLASP
(1988), go—105. See especially Earl Richard, “Luke — Writer, Theologian, Historian:
Research and Orientation of the 1970s,”” BTB 13 (1983), 3—15.
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status which the author of Acts attributes to Paul. Where did
Luke imagine Paul fitted into the highly stratified society of his
world?* Where did he wish to locate him? I suggest that Luke
portrays Paul in the company of the elite of his world, acting
comfortably in the role of a citizen trained for public duties.?
In terms of his social status, Paul appears as a retainer to the
elites of Jerusalem and as a person who can speak eloquently to
Greek philosophers, Roman proconsuls, and Jewish kings. He
enjoys the patronage of elites. He resides, moreover, in many of
the most honorable cities of the Empire, which suggests a high
level of sophistication for him.®

Thus I am bringing to the study of Acts questions treated
more appropriately in cultural anthropology and social
description.” How does one discern Paul’s status?® What does
this mean in the cultural world of Luke? What value is given in
terms of honor to Paul’s social location or to the cities which he
either visits or in which he resides? Such social and cultural
questions require historical scholars to supplement their tradi-
tional methods of inquiry and bibliography. This chapter will
use the work of Gerhard Lenski to map out the levels of social

4 On the social location of the author of Acts, see Vernon Robbins, “The Social
Location of the Implied Author of Luke-Acts,” The Social World of Luke—Acts: Models
Sor Interpretation, ed. Jerome H. Neyrey (Peabody, Ma, 1991), pp. 305-332; see also
Richard L. Rohrbaugh, “Methodological Considerations in the Debate over the
Social Class Status of Early Christians,” J44R 52 (1984), 519-546.

5 In a recent study, John C. Lentz (Luke’s Portrait of Paul [Cambridge, 1993]) has put
forward basically the same thesis as I am advancing here. The two studies, however,
are worlds apart in terms of the manner in which they describe social status (i.e. the
formal use of social science models) and in the choice of items in the text of Acts
which might illustrate high status. This is not to disparage Lentz’s study, but to
indicate that this social science analysis finds support from more historical studies
such as his.

5 Paul’s own letters indicate that he visited noble cities such as Corinth (1 Cor. 1.1),
Ephesus (1 Cor. 15.92; 16.8), Philippi (Phil. 1.1), and Rome (Rom. 1.7). But from
these documents we never learn anything about the city, whether it has temples,
fountains, schools of philosophy, and the like; nor does Paul comment about the
status of the city, calling it either “‘no mean city” or “leading city of the district,” as
he does in regard to Tarsus and Philippi respectively. Luke would seem more
interested in the honor rating of these cities, as part of his rhetorical agenda.

7 See J. H. Neyrey (ed.), The Social World of Luke-Acts: Models for Interpretation
(Peabody, Ma, 1991). For the letters of Paul, see W. A. Meeks, The First Urban
Christians: The Social World of the Apostle Paul (New Haven, 1983).

8 See R. F. Hock, “Paul’s Tentmaking and the Problem of his Social Class,” 7BL g7

(1978), 55-64.
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stratification common to the type of society to which Paul
belonged.® In addition to this, considerations of honor,
especially as this relates to cities and citizenship, will be
employed from the field of classical studies and cultural
anthropology with a view to locating Paul in an honorable
environment.!? New questions warrant new methods of investi-
gation, and the materials used here are increasingly being
employed by traditional scholarly investigation.

2.0 PROSOPOGRAPHY AND SOCIAL STRATIFICATION

Gerd Theissen and Wayne Meeks have each attempted to
describe the social composition of Pauline urban groups.!!
Theissen’s interest lies in the social description of the Cor-
inthian congregation, namely its composition of mostly “lower
classes’” with some ““upper class” people. He basically performs
a prosopographical analysis both of the persons named in 1
Corinthians and of the offices mentioned. He concludes that
“the majority of the Corinthians known to us by name prob-
ably enjoyed high social status.”!? His study employs little in
terms of formal sociological modeling to differentiate various
strata both among the upper and lower classes. And it is no
fault of his that we learn nothing about Paul’s own status.
Meeks, on the other hand, attempted to describe “‘the social
level of Pauline Christians’ using more explicit measurements

©

Gerhard Lenski, Power and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratification (Chapel Hill,
1984).

Basic expositions of the cultural meaning of honor are: J. G. Peristiany, Honour and
Shame: The Values of Mediterranean Society (Chicago,1966); D. D. Gilmore, Honor and
Shame and the Unity of the Mediterranean, Special Publication of the American Anthro-
pological Association no. 22 (Washington, pc, 1986); adaptations of this material
for biblical studies are found in Bruce J. Malina, New Testament World: Insights from
Anthropology, rev. ed. (Louisville, 1993), pp. 28-62, and Bruce J. Malina and J. H.
Neyrey, “Honor and Shame in Luke-Acts: Pivotal Values of the Mediterranean
World,” in The Social World of Luke—Acts: Models for Interpretation, ed. J. H. Neyrey
(Peabody, Ma, 1991), pp. 25-65.

Gerd Theissen, ““Soziale Schichtung in der korinthischen Gemeinde: ein Beitrag zur
Soziologie des hellenistischen Urchristentum,” SNW 65 (1974), 232—272, translated
and reprinted in his The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity (Philadelphia, 1982), and
Meeks, The First Urban Christians, pp. 52—73.

Theissen, The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity, p. 95.
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of social stratification. Noting that “‘class’ is an inappropriate
category for close description of ancient populations, he sug-
gests that we examine references to the Roman ““orders” and
inquire about what constitutes “status.”’!3 He then presents a
prosopographical survey of named figures in both the Pauline
letters and the Acts of the Apostles.!*

Theissen, Meeks, and others!> have pioneered new scholarly
approaches to social description. But their particular studies
are limited to strictly historical issues'® and tend to focus on the
data in the letters of Paul. The guiding issue behind most of
these studies has been the question of whether the early Chris-
tians belonged to upper or lower classes.!” Rarely does a
scholar engaged in this sort of study ask about the rhetorical
strategy of the author of Acts, i.e. whether he consciously
attempts to portray Paul and the people in his documents as
belonging to a more respectable social stratum. The rhetorical
importance of names, offices and labels is outside the concerns
of social description. Prosopography, moreover, has its limits.!8
Nor is social description always possible or adequate without
more formal appreciation of social theory. Thus, this chapter

'3 Meeks, First Urban Christians, pp. 53—55. In a subsequent study, Meeks enumerates
observable indices of status: “Some of the indices of higher status were these:
Roman citizenship, especially in the early years of the empire, when it was rare;
citizenship in the local polis, compared with resident aliens; among the citizens, the
decurions or city councillors of smaller cities; wealth, more and more, preferably
inherited rather than worked for, and invested in land rather than trade; family and
origin: the older the better, the closer to Rome the better, Greek better than
“barbarian’’; military office or the status of veteran in a colony; freedom by birth”
(Wayne A. Meeks, The Moral World of the First Christians {Philadelphia, 1986},
pP- 34).

14 Meeks, First Urban Christians, pp. 55-73.

15 See E. A. Judge, “The Early Christians as a Scholastic Community,” 7RH 1 (1960),

4-15, 125-137, and ‘“The Social Identity of the First Christians: A Question of

Method in Religious History,” FRH 11 (1980), 201—217.

For example, Erastus “the city treasurer” (Rom. 16.24) has been interpreted both

as a slave (see Meeks, First Urban Christians, p. 58) and as a citizen who was

performing an office which was part of the municipal cursus honorum (see Theissen,

The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity, pp. 76-83).

17 See A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East (Grand Rapids, 1965), p. 144; and

E. A. Judge, The Social Pattern of Early Christian Groups in the First Century (London,

1960).

See Thomas F. Carney, “Prosopography: Pitfalls and Payofls,” Phoenix 27 (1973),

156-179.
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asks a set of questions and employs a method different from
investigations which were either strictly historical inquiry or
rigorous social description.

This study, moreover, even though it will employ concepts
and methods from cultural anthropology, aims at interpreta-
tion, not simply history or description.!® It also considers the
rhetoric of Luke’s social location of Paul. It is my hypothesis
that Luke has positioned Paul in the retainer level of the social
strata common in ancient cities. As such, Luke portrays him in
the employ of upper-strata elites; he states that Paul was
educated to perform as a citizen at home in both the public
courts and the halls of political power. Luke consciously
presents him as an urbane person, at home in the great cities of
the Empire, the client of elites, and a very honorable person.
This sort of information simply cannot be gleaned from Paul’s
letters and would appear to be at variance with the presen-
tation of himself in those documents. But such seems to be the
Lucan rhetorical aim in his presentation of Paul’s social
location.

3.0 SOCIAL LOCATION: TOWARD A USEFUL MODEL

Many recent scholars have begun to use the work of Gerhard
Lenski?® as a useful tool for gaining a sense of the radical
stratification of the social world of antiquity.?! The part of
Lenski’s work pertinent to this chapter is the description of
advanced agrarian societies, which adequately describes at a

19 For recent descriptions of social status in antiquity adapted for New Testament
readers, see Meeks, The Moral World of the First Christians, pp. 32—38, and Lentz,
Luke’s Portrait of Paul, pp. 7—22.

20 G. Lenski and J. Lenski, Human Societies: An Introduction to Macrosociology (New York,

1974), and G. Lenski, Power and Privilege.

See A. J. Saldarini, Pharisees, Scribes, and Sadducees in Palestinian Society: A Sociological

Approach (Wilmington,1988), pp. 35-49; D. A. Fiensy, The Social History of Palestine

in the Herodian Period (Lewiston, 1991), pp. 155-176; D. C. Duling, “Matthew’s

Plurisignificant ‘Son of David’ in Social Science Perspective: Kinship, Kingship,

Magic, and Miracle,” BTB 22 (1992), 99—116, and his The New Testament: Procla-

mation and Parenesis, Myth and History, 3rd ed. (New York, 1994), pp. 49—590, 55-58,

141-142; and R. L. Rohrbaugh, “The Social Location of the Marcan Audience,”

BTB 23 (1993), 114-127.

2
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macro level the Roman Empire of the time of both Paul and
Luke. It was characterized, he argues, by “marked social
inequality . . . pronounced differences in power, privilege and
honor” associated with mature agrarian societies.?> Thus
Lenski sets out to describe nine levels of social status, beginning
with the imperial and urban elite at the top of the pyramid and
concluding with artisans, untouchables, and expendables at
the bottom.

Lenski’s description of social stratification involves another
model, the pre-industrial city, which has been adequately
described for New Testament readers by Richard Rohr-
baugh.?® The importance of Rohrbaugh’s studies lies in their
appreciation of the fact that the elites lived safely and elegantly
in cities and that they were assisted by a retainer class which
served their interests. Yet the bulk of the city’s population
consisted of merchants and artisans, some of whom were well
off, but most of whom lived at a subsistence level, at best. This
model of the ancient city presupposes that the bulk of the total
population dwelt in villages and lived as subsistence peasant
farmers (9o percent), while the remaining 10 percent (elites,
their retainers, merchants, and artisans) lived in cities. Acts
describes Paul as an urban person, who, while he may travel
through the countryside (16.1—7), lodges in cities and deals
with all the levels of the ancient stratified city, especially the
elites.

Briefly, then, how does Lenski describe the social stratifi-
cation of an advanced agrarian society?

(1) Ruler

At the top is the ruler,?* who might have been a Seleucid or
Ptolemy, but in Luke’s world was the Roman Emperor,
Caesar. He enjoyed vast wealth and power; Roman armies

22 Lenski, Power and Privilege, p. 210.

23 R. L. Rohrbaugh, “The Pre-Industrial City in Luke-Acts,” in The Social World of
Luke—Acis: Models for Interpretation, ed. Jerome H. Neyrey (Peabody, Ma, 1991),
pp- 125-150, and “The City in the Second Testament,” BTB 21 (1991), 67-75.

24 Lenski, Power and Privilege, pp. 210-219.
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pillaged the East in their conquest,?> and all that wealth and
newly acquired lands made Caesar the ultimate elite figure in
the world. There were, of course, numerous client kings in the
East who held their positions through imperial patronage.

(2) Governing class

This small majority?® of aristocrats?’ served as the officers and
advisors of the ruler.?2 They might be civic as well as military
figures. Most held their appointments directly from the ruler.?°
They tended to have vast grants of land, which supported their
elite lifestyle and facilitated the discharge of their civic
responsibilities. Lenski estimates that as a group they received
at least a quarter of the national income, and together with the
ruler, they acquired not less than half of the wealth gained
from the land or commerce.

25> J. H. Kautsky, The Politics of Aristocratic Empires (Chapel Hill, 1982), pp. 51-56 and
65-66.

26 Lenski, Power and Privilege, pp. 219—230. The Roman governing stratum was
extremely small, as Ramsey MacMullen points out: “The senatorial stratum
amounted to something like two-thousandths of one percent . . . Eguites probably
totalled less than a tenth of one percent. Senators had to have property worth
250,000 times the day’s wage of a laborer; equites qualified for their rank by less than
half of that estate. In Italy, at its richest moment, in its second largest city (Padua),
the equites constituted no more than one percent of the inhabitants; in poorer regions
of the empire and in the rural population of every region, equites were of course
much scarcer” (pp. 88-89 in his Roman Social Relations {[New Haven, 1984]).
Comparably, the local aristocracy in the cities of the East would be quite small,
perhaps only 1 percent of the population.

27 MacMullen, Roman Social Relations, pp. 8g—go, writes of the local aristocracies:
“Between the top and bottom, taking into account in a single glance the entire
empire, a range of intermediate wealth made up the aristocracy of small cities. In a
given city, however, the aristocracy nevertheless stood upon the summit of a very
steep social pyramid.” On aristocrats, see Kautsky, The Politics of Aristocratic Empires,
pp- 8998, and Reinhard Bendix, Kings or People: Power and the Mandate to Rule
(Berkeley, 1978}, p. 106.

28 Fiensy, The Social History of Palestine in the Herodian Period, pp. 160161, offers a
further definition of this stratum. One can distinguish between the ruler and his
circle of elites and another group of lay aristocrats: ‘““They are called ‘elders’
(presbuterot) (Mk. 15.1, Acts 4.5), ‘leaders’ (proestoles) (V 194), ‘first men’ (protor)
(V 9, 185), Mk. 6.21, ‘notables’ (gnorimot) (B 2.410, 318), ‘powerful ones’ (dynatot)
(B 2.316, 411), ‘those first in rank (¢ime) and birth (genos) (4 20.123), and ‘honored
men’ (Yoma 6:4).”

29 On the Herodian aristocracy in the first century, see Fiensy, The Social History of
Palestine in the Herodian Period, pp. 157-161.
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(3) Retainer class

The governing class maintained in its service ‘“‘a small army of
officials, professional soldiers, household servants and personal
retainers.”’3? They mediated relationships between the govern-
ing elites and the common people.?! If the governing class was
small (1—2 percent), its retainers constituted another 5 percent
of the population.

(¢) Merchants

Although this society was basically agrarian and wealth came
from land and farming, there was a modest amount of trade
and commerce. Merchants®*? could be quite wealthy, especially
those dealing with luxury goods,?® but generally the majority
were poor. Wealthy entrepreneurs were not despised, since
elites used them to increase their own wealth,3* whereas
smaller-scale merchants were held in contempt.

(5) Priests

In the Greco-Roman world there were many famous temples
and shrines, frequently associated with important cities. These
“political” structures were maintained by a priestly class,®
whose food, clothing, shelter, etc. were provided by taxes from
the land or benefactions from the elite. I'ts buildings were often
richly endowed and served frequently as repositories of wealth.
Priests could perform the role of clerk and diplomat, depend-
ing on their literacy and social standing.

(6) Peasants

The subsistence farmers who worked the land and produced

30 Lenski, Power and Privilege, p. 243; his full treatment is found on pp. 243—248.

31 Saldarini, Pharisees, Scribes, and Sadducees, pp. 87-88, 92—94, 137-143 and 155-167.

32 Lenski, Power and Privilege, pp. 248-256. 33 Ibid., p. 253.

3+ The attitude of Cicero (De Officits 1.42.151) is typical in this regard.

35 Lenski, Power and Privilege, pp. 256—266; see also Bruce J. Malina, *“ ‘Religion’ in the
World of Paul: A Preliminary Sketch,”” BTB 16 (1986), g2—101.



Luke’s social location of Paul 250

the agricultural surplus constituted the bulk of the popu-
lation.36

(7) Artisans

Because they had no land and thus no status or means of
making advantageous marriages, the artisans of the city are
ranked below peasants.’” In most agrarian societies, this
stratum was recruited from the ranks of landless peasants,
either dispossessed or non-inheriting ones. Their ranks were
continually replenished from migrants from the countryside.
While the urban population represented 5-10 percent of the
total population of the Empire, the artisan class constituted
about half of that.38

(8) Unclean, degraded and expendables

At the very bottom of the social scale were the untouchables,
who lived just outside the city. Below them were the expenda-
bles, such as petty criminals, outlaws, beggars, itinerant
workers, and those who lived by charity or their wits.3

The value of this model lies in its accurate description of the
world of urban elites and non-elites, as well as the differences
between urban and rural populations in antiquity.

When we survey the data in Acts about the people with
whom Paul has contact, we can begin to discern a definite
pattern in the Lucan rhetoric which portrays Paul exclusively

36 Lenski, Power and Privilege, pp. 266—278; D. E. Oakman, Fesus and the Economic
Questions of his Day (Lewiston, 1986), pp. 100-102, and his “The Countryside in
Luke-Acts,” in The Social World of Luke—Acts: Models for Interpreiation, ed. Jerome H.
Neyrey (Peabody, ms, 1991), pp. 152-164. D. Fiensy ( The Social History of Palestine in
the Herodian Period, p. 157) calls attention to the ““the essential bifurcation of peasants
society into aristocrats and peasant.” This allows us to appreciate the ancient
distinction between urban and rural populations, with the attendant snobbery by
urban peoples toward the rural, peasant peoples (Fiensy, pp. 168-169). Thus it
matters greatly whether Luke presents Paul as just another “uneducated, common
man”’ from the countryside like Peter and John (Acts 4.13) or as an urban dweller in
major cities of the Empire.

37 Lenski, Power and Privilege, pp. 278-280. 38 Ibid., p. 279.

39 Ibid., pp. 281—284.
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as an urban person of the ‘“‘retainer” class, who has access to
rich merchants, members of the retainer stratum, and even
the governing class. Let us use Lenski’s model as a template
for assessing Luke’s social location of Paul according to
Acts.

4.0 READING THE STATUS OF PAUL IN ACTS ACCORDING
TO THE LENSKI MODEL

(1) Ruler

Although the narrative never tells us whether Paul ever had his
requested audience with the Roman Emperor, he did “appeal
to Caesar” (25.11, 21; 26.32). An angelic messenger told Paul
in a dream, “You must stand before Caesar” (27.24); and in
the Lucan schema of prophecy-fulfillment, a reader might be
expected to imagine that the prophetic Word of the Lord was
fulfilled. At least on the narrative level, Paul is a suitable
person to appear before the Emperor.

In regard to client kings, when Ananias is instructed to
attend to Paul upon his arrival in Damascus, the appearing
Lord says of Paul, ““He is my chosen instrument to carry my
name before the Gentiles and kings and the sons of Israel”
(9.15). This prophetic remark is amply fulfilled by Paul’s
appearance before King Agrippa and his queen, Bernice.
Although in the presence of the Roman governor Festus, Paul
addresses his remarks directly to the monarch: “I think myself
fortunate that it is before you, King Agrippa, I am to make
my defense today” (26.2,19). Having heard Paul, the King
declared him innocent (26.32). Although Agrippa is clearly a
client king of the Roman Emperor, the narrative accords him
the status of a ruler in his own right.

(2) Governing class

It will be important to distinguish as best we can between three
distinct groups with whom Paul is associated: (a) the governing
Jewish elite classes in Jerusalem, (b) the Roman authorities



Luke’s social location of Paul 261

(consuls, proconsuls, governors, tribunes), and (c) the leading
citizens of various Greek cities. When Luke introduces Saul,
he is a retainer of the governing class in Jerusalem. Paul
himself goes to the “high priest” for letters authorizing him to
act (9.1—2), apparently a publicly known fact “as the high
priest and the whole council of elders bear me witness”
(22.5). He persecutes the Way “with the authority and com-
mission of the chief priests” (26.12). Luke, then, portrays
Paul as a retainer of the governing class in Jerusalem, who
acts as their agent, with their authority, and with official
documents from them to legitimate his activities and to
support his claims. It is, moreover, no minor item that Paul
later appears before the elites of Jerusalem, ‘“‘the chief priests
and all the council” (22.30). Among them Luke lists repre-
sentatives of the governing elite of Jerusalem: chief priests
(29.1—5; 24.1), aristocratic Sadducees (23.6), and elders
(24.1). Luke would have us believe that he is no stranger to
this group.

The first Roman member of the governing class before
whom Paul appears is Sergius Paulus, “proconsul and man of
intelligence” (13.7). This person of very high status sum-
moned Paul and sought to hear the Word of God. The
narrative says that Sergius “‘believed” (13.12), suggesting that
Paul found favor while speaking before this elite person. In
Corinth Paul was dragged before Gallio, proconsul of Achaia,
in circumstances less than favorable (18.12). Although dis-
missed by Gallio, Paul was a significant enough person to
warrant the attention of the highest governing official in the
area.

His stay with the two Judean governors, Felix and Festus,
was more auspicious. Felix was informed that Paul was a
Roman citizen and so deserved special protection from assassi-
nation (23.26—33). He had “a rather accurate knowledge of the
Way” (24.22) and so deferred judgment until another official,
Lysias the tribune, arrived (24.22). Yet Felix kept Paul in
custody for two years, and on occasion heard Paul “‘argue
about justice and self-control and future judgment” (24.25),
topics hotly debated by the major philosophical schools of the
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Stoics and Epicureans.*® Paul then pleaded his case before
Festus, the new governor (25.6-12), and was given a full,
formal hearing (26.1—g2). Although the narrative indicates
that Paul remained in prison (24.27), he nevertheless had
occasional access to the highest governing authorities in the
province and engaged at least one of them regularly in formal
conversation.

As regards others, Luke narrates that on one occasion Paul
was the guest of a person whom we have reason to evaluate as a
member of the governing or elite class. After his shipwreck,
“the leading man of the island,” Publius, offers Paul hospita-
lity (28.7) and even seeks his influence to cure his ailing father
(28.8-9). And he remarks that at Thessalonika, Paul was
persuasive to a great number of Greeks and “‘not a few of the
leading women”’ (yuvaikév Te TGOV TP TWY, 17:4). This cryptic
remark does not allow much elaboration, for no details what-
soever are given us; it may be a parallel to Lk. 8.2—3.

(3) Retainer class

Both the retainer and the merchant class contain higher- and
lower-ranking retainers, as well as richer and poorer mer-
chants. We take this into account as we investigate the persons
with whom Paul typically had social relations.

In recent publications, A. Saldarini has argued persuasively
that the Pharisees of Judea in the time period described by the
Gospels and the letters of Paul were themselves members of the
retainer class who served the needs and interests of the govern-
ing elite.*! Paul, at least, appears in Acts as a literate person,
even a scribe. He claims formal training as an educated and so
literate Pharisee, under a famous teacher, Gamaliel (22.3). As
noted above, he acts as agent for the Jerusalem elite, function-

40 See J. H. Neyrey, “Acts 17, Epicureans, and Theodicy: A Study in Stereotypes,” in
Greeks, Romans, and Christians, ed. D. Balch, E. Ferguson, and W. Meeks (Minneapo-
lis, 1990), pp. 118-134.

41 A, J. Saldarini, Pharisees, Scribes and Sadducees, pp. 277—297, and ““The Social Class
of the Pharisees in Mark,” in The Social World of Formative Christianity and Judaism
(Philadelphia, 1988), pp. 69-77.
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ing not only as “ambassador” with letters of authorization, but
possibly also as “‘bailiff.” When he enters synagogues in the
cities of Asia Minor, he is regarded as a literate person, with the
ability to discourse on the Scriptures and exhort the group
(13.15-16; 14.1).

Luke portrays Paul as sufficiently literate and rhetorically
eloquent to engage both Stoics and Epicureans in a formal
discourse on the Areopagus in Athens (17.16-31). His dis-
course contains a description of the Stoic deity in terms of the
topos on ‘‘providence.”*? Excluding Cynics, it seems safe to
suggest that philosophers in the Greco-Roman world them-
selves belonged to the retainer class, serving as advisors and
teachers to the elites. Luke would have us think of Paul as
being a worthy member of this retainer class and as someone to
whom they would listen.

When Paul begins his public career at Antioch, he is men-
tioned in the company of four other persons, some of whom
probably belong to the retainer class. Barnabas, a native of
Cyprus and a Levite, owned property (4.36—37), which he sold
and the proceeds of which he donated to the Jerusalem church.
He later acts as the trusted agent of the Jerusalem church to the
new foundation of disciples at Antioch (11.22—26), and as their
agent to convey funds to the Jerusalem church during famine
(11.29—30). These are not the actions of a mere artisan, but of a
person of some wealth and standing. Although we are ignorant
of the status of “Simeon who is called Niger and Lucius of
Cyrene,” we are on safer ground concerning “Manaen, a
member of the court of Herod the tetrarch™ (13.1). This
translation of cUvTpotros may be too strong, for it may more
modestly mean that Manaen was “reared together with”
Herod in the royal residences.** Perhaps not himself a member
of the governing class, he was likely a retainer in the royal
household.

In Philippi, Paul ran afoul of certain persons in the city, who
first haled him before the city leaders (&pyxovTas, 16.19), and

42 See J. H. Neyrey, “Acts 17, Epicureans, and Theodicy,” pp. 124-126.
43 LSJ, p. 1728.
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then before the civic “magistrates’ (oTpatnyoi). These persons
function as the military and civic officials charged with the
order of the city (Herodotus 5.38). They in turn can employ
the services of “police” (papdouyo1), that is, those who ““carry
the rod,” namely lictors who carry the fasces. The “magis-
trates” have authority to arrest Paul, chastise him, and then
release him. As the narrative unfolds, they simply expel Paul
from the city as a troublemaker, but Paul demands of them
much more. Humiliated and shamed as a Roman citizen
(16.37), he demands from these public officials a formal public
apology. Luke does not claim that Paul associated with these
“magistrates,” but rather that he recognized their social status
as members of the retainer class responsible for public order
and public reputation. They in turn are made to recognize
Paul’s own status (citizen) and offer a public acknowledgment
of Paul’s honorable position.

(4) Merchants

The most notable merchant with whom Paul has social contact
appears to be Lydia of Philippi. On the Sabbath, Paul
approached a sacred grove where devout women gathered
(““there was a place of prayer”) and attracted the attention of
Lydia, “from the city of Thyatira, a seller of purple goods”
(16.14). Wayne Meeks cites three things which indicate that
she was no minor merchant, but enjoyed some wealth and
status.** “Purple goods” (TroppupdTwAis) may mean that she
engaged in the dyeing of these goods or the sale of the dyed
item. Either way, purple was a luxury item and was bought
and worn by the elite.*> Second, she prevails upon Paul and

44 Meeks, First Urban Christians, p. 62.

45 See F. W. Danker (“Purple,” ABD v. 557-560), who indicates that fine purple
clothing, of course, was a luxury item of the rich; he notes too that inexpensive
mineral and vegetable dyes were also used to produce approximations. He con-
cludes that ““it is not possible to determine that Lydia limited her sale to luxury
items or to a specific clientele,” p. 558. G. H. R. Horsley, New Documents llustrating
Early Christianity (Macquarie University, 1982), 2.26—28, notes that the name
“Lydia” suggests a person of servile status, who drew her name from her place of
origin. He hints, moreover, that she may well have been of ““Caesar’s household”
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associates to accept hospitality in her house (16.15), which does
not appear to be a small shop on a narrow street with meager
living quarters behind or above it. Finally, her name, occu-
pation, and origin suggest that she belongs to the Greek-
speaking merchants who have settled alongside Italian, agrar-
ian colonists. These clues do not allow us to designate her a
“rich” merchant, yet she acts as a kind of patron to Paul.

(5) Priests

The priests most frequently associated with Paul in the early
part of his career were the elite high priests of Jerusalem, whom
I located above in the governing class. Priests in other cities also
had dealings with Paul. During the riot at Ephesus, “some of
the Asiarchs ("Aciopy@v), who were friends of his (¢piror),”
sent messengers to him to prevent his engagement in the riot
(19.31). According to L. Taylor, ‘““‘Asiarchs were the foremost
men of the province of Asia, chosen from the wealthiest and the
most aristocratic inhabitants of the province.”*® As leaders of a
religio-political organization, they promoted the cult of the
reigning Emperor and with him the goddess Roma.*” The
““Asiarchs’ mentioned by Luke are said to be “‘friends’ of Paul,
which term can readily bear the meaning of patron.*®

From a historical perspective one must wonder how aristo-
crats dedicated to the promotion of the cult of the Emperor

(Phil. 4.22), an ex-slave working in Philippi in an industry over which emperors
from the time of Nero exercised an imperial monopoly (see Eusebius, HE 7.32.2-3).

* L. R. Taylor, “Note xxm: The Asiarchs,” in The Beginnings of Christianity, ed.
K. Lake and H. J. Cadbury (Grand Rapids, 1979), vol. 11, pp. 256—262. Yet there
continues to be a critical debate over whether an Asiarch was also an &px1epeUs; see
R. A. Kearsley, “Asiarchs, Archiereis, and the Archiereia of Asia,” GRBS 27 (1986);
183-192 and his ‘“‘Asiarchs,” ABD 1.495-497.

*7 Whether an Asiarch was necessarily a high priest is controversial; but as Kearsley
notes {“‘Asiarchs,” p. 496), they were highly prominent people: Roman citizens,
members of important families, benefactors of the city, supporters of the Roman
rulers, and honored by the city as patron-benefactors. They clearly belong to the
ruling elite.

#8 Examples of clients being called “friends” of kings and the aristocracy include: John
19.12; Josephus, Ant. 12.134 and 298; Philo, Flac. 40; 1 Macc. 2.18; 3.38 and 10.65.
See also E. Bammel, ““Philos tou Kaisaros,” T 77 (1952), 205~-210 and P. A. Brunt,
“‘Amicitia’ in the Late Roman Republic,” Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological
Society 191 (1965), 1—20.
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could possibly be interested in Paul and his monotheism. Yet
Luke’s rhetorical strategy concerning Paul’s social location
indicates that they were his “friends” and patrons. Moreover,
if Luke’s own portrayal of these figures as leading aristocrats is
correct, then they hardly belong in the priestly class, but should
be ranked higher in the governing class.

Luke narrates that after Paul’s healing of a crippled man at
Lystra, the populace acclaimed Barnabas “Zeus” and Paul
“Hermes,”” because he was the chief spokesman (14.11-12). At
this point, “‘the priest of Zeus,”” whose temple was in front of
the city, came forward with oxen and garlands to honor Paul
and Barnabas (14.13). This priest quite accurately fits Lenski’s
description of a person in charge of the sacred rites at a local
shrine. Paul forestalled the reverence offered by this priest, but
the incident is noteworthy for two reasons. Paul was in contact
with this class of person. More importantly, he was honored as
a deity by them (see also 28.6).

(6) Artisans

When Paul arrived in Corinth; he “found” a Jew named
Aquila and his wife Priscilla. ‘“Because he was of the same trade
he stayed with them” (18.2-3). They are tentmakers, or
workers in leather; and so they are clearly artisans. We cannot
tell whether they were well-off or penurious artisans. This
association was entirely natural: Paul found people of his own
ethnos ( Jews), who plied his trade, and who presumably spoke
his language. We may assume that Aquila and Priscilla did not
live in the exclusive part of the city reserved for elites, but in
one of the many artisan neighborhoods. A certain Crispus lived
in that quarter as well. He was the “ruler of the synagogue”
(&pxrouvdywyos), and became a believer as well (18.8).
Crispus, because of his social position, is probably to be con-
sidered an artisan of some means and status.

Although Paul was on good terms with the artisans men-
tioned above, he becomes the dedicated enemy of Demetrius
the silversmith at Ephesus. The latter “brought no little
business to the craftsmen,” and was able to persuade this group
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of artisans to riot against Paul (19.23—27). They are persuaded
to bring their grievances before the civic magistrates (19.38).
The narrative does not indicate that Paul resided in the
quarter of the city where Demetrius and his artisan associates
worked or that he had any social relations with them.

Luke comments once more about Paul’s association with
artisans in the story of his final visit to Troas. Paul and his
Christian disciples are apparently meeting in an artisan’s
rooms in an insula. The young boy Eutychus falls from the
window on the third story (TpioTéyou, 20.9). We are hardly to
imagine a multi-storied house of an aristocrat, for which three
stories would be most unusual. Rather, this appears to be an
insula, a residence of poor artisans.

Placing Lenski’s model as a template over the social relation-
ship in Acts, we gain a sense of the author’s rhetorical strategy.
Luke claims that Paul was at home with the elites of his world.
He depicts him as sufficiently educated to engage in philo-
sophical discourse and as trained in forensic rhetoric so as to
make numerous public speeches,*® which is one of the duties of
a citizen. Paul is clearly the retainer of the elites of Jerusalem
and privy to their circle. In his own right, he is a worthy person
suited to discourse with Roman proconsuls and client kings.
His patrons are said to be Asiarchs, elites of Ephesus, and
well-to-do merchants (i.e. Lydia at Philippi). In short, Paulis a
very honorable person of relatively high social status, who
associates with the elites of his world and is trained to perform
suitably at that level of society.

5.0 THE URBAN AND URBANE PAUL

One’s status and honor were related to one’s place of origin.
Jesus was dismissed by Nathanael simply because he came from
the village of Nazareth (John 1.46), whereas Paul claimed
honorable status because he was from Tarsus, “no mean city”
(Acts 21.39). We investigate now the honor rating of the

49 J. H. Neyrey, “The Forensic Defense Speech and Paul’s Trial Speeches in Acts
22—26: Form and Function,” in Luke—Acts: New Perspectives from the Society of Biblical
Literature Seminar, ed. C. H. Talbert (New York, 1984), pp. 210—224.
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various cities which, according to Acts, Paul either visited or in
which he resided.®® As R. Rohrbaugh has shown, there is
considerable confusion in Luke—Acts over what is a village, a
town, and a city.’! He quotes Pausanias on what the ancients
considered a “city,” which native description will serve us well
in evaluating the cities of Paul’s labor and residence:

ifindeed one can give the name of city to those who possess no public
buildings, no gymnasium, no theatre, no market-place, no water
descending to a fountain, but live in bare shelters just like mountain
huts on the edges of ravines. (10.4.1)

Pausanias points to the public arenas where honorable males
speak, act, see, and are seen. Such places denote a vibrant civic
life and a sophisticated cultural ambiance. They are the
natural places of urban elites.’? Such buildings, monuments
and temples might take up 35-50 percent of the area of a
walled city.>® Apart from death, the worst punishment that
could be meted out to a Roman citizen was banishment from
Rome to some obscure island or region.

5.1 HONOR RATING OF CITIES

Several sets of evidence help us to appreciate the honor rating
of the cities in Acts which Paul visits.>* First, the author himself
comments on the status of the various cities: for example,

50 See W. Ramsey, St. Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, 7th ed. (London, 1903),

and The Cities of St. Paul (London, 1907); see also A. H. M. Jones, The Greek City from

Alexander to justinian (Oxford, 1940); David Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor

(Princeton, 1950); and S. E. Johnson, Paul the Apostle and His Cities (Wilmington,

1987).

R. L. Rohrbaugh, “The Pre-Industrial GCity in Luke-Acts,”” The Social World of

Luke-Acts, pp. 125-127.

52 Ibid., pp. 133-136.

53 R. Stark, “Antioch as the Social Situation for Matthew’s Gospel,” in Social History of
the Matthean Community, ed. D. Balch (Minneapolis, 1991), p. 192.

5% One author of ancient progymnasmata, Menander Rhetor, has left explicit rules for
the “‘praise of a city’”’ (Menander Rhetor [trans. D. A. Russell and Nigel Wilson
(Oxford, 1981)], pp. 33-75). Examples of this praise of cities can be found in the
two speeches of Dio Chrysostom on Tarsus, especially Or. 33.17-18, 21. Unfortu-
nately, Luke has given very few details about the various cities of Paul to test
whether he was familiar with such encomia. Many of Dio Chrysostom’s orations are
directed toward cities such as Tarsus and Alexandria, and so offer valuable data on
their reputations and how public speakers praised them.

5
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“Tarsus, no mean city”’ (21.39) and Philippi, “the leading city
of the district of Macedonia” (16.12). Second, other cities were
well known as major centers of learning and commerce, such as
Antioch, Ephesus, and Tarsus. Finally, there are archaeo-
logical data on these and other cities, indicating that they, too,
had public buildings, gymnasia, theaters, market-places, etc.
Specific information may or may not have been available to
general readers of Acts, but the author presumes some common
lore or fame for various cities mentioned.>”

In terms of the honor one derived from being born and
raised in a certain city, I cite the rules from the wpoyupvdo-
pata of Menander Rhetor for composing an encomium on a
city. These rules were commonplaces in antiquity, and all who
learned to write Greek were schooled in these exercises. They
represent, then, general cultural expectations from the Helle-
nistic world. The very first thing an author should note when
composing an encomium on someone is the honor which
accrues from being born in an honorable city (or country).
Because of its relevance for this chapter, I cite Menander in
full:

If the ¢ity has no distinction, you must inquire whether his nation as a
whole is considered brave and valiant, or is devoted to literature or
the possession of virtues, like the Greek race, or again is distinguished
for law, like the Italian, or is courageous, like the Gauls or Paeonians.
You must take a few features from the nation . . . arguing that it is
inevitable that a man from such a [city or] nation should have such
characteristics, and that he stands out among all his praiseworthy
compatriots.>®

Thus it was “inevitable” that a person from such an honorable
city would have its honorable characteristics.
Moreover, in terms of the honor rating of cities, it is helpful

5> Further investigation needs to be done in the Lucan shift of focus from Jesus,
peasant of the countryside to the early church, artisans of the urban world. See
H. M. Coon, “Lucan Perspectives and the City,” Missiology 13 (1985), 415418.
The change of social location in Luke—Acts has been investigated in terms of a shift
from the political-religious institution of the Temple to the kinship institution of the
family; see J. H. Elliott, “Temple versus Household in Luke-Acts: A Contrast in
Social Institutions,” in The Social World of Luke—Acts: Models for Interpretation, ed.
Jerome H. Neyrey (Peabody, Ma, 1991), pp. 211-240.

56 Menander Rhetor, Treatise 1 369.17-370.10.
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to note the intense ‘“‘vanity and rivalry of cities in the matter of
rank and titles.””>’ Cities in Asia Minor regularly made honor
claims to titles such as “metropolis,” “First and Greatest,”
“autonomous,” “Warden of the (Imperial) Temple,” “Inviol-
able,” “Friend of Rome,” and the like.’® According to Dio
Chrysostom, Nicea and Nicomedia “‘contended for primacy”
(TrpwTerddv; Or. 38.24). Nicea, moreover, was rightly flattered
to be known as

noble and worthy of renown . . . both as to its power and grandeur,
for it is inferior to no city of distinction anywhere, whether in nobility
of lineage or in composition of population, comprising as it does, the
most illustrious families, not small groups of sorry specimens who
came together from this place and from that, but the leaders among
both Greeks and Macedonians, and, what is most significant, having
had as founders both heroes and gods. (Dio Chrysostom, Or. 39.1)

Ephesus and Smyrna engaged in rivalry to be called ““the
First and Greatest Metropolis of Asia.”>® Miletus was known as
“First Settled city of Ionia, Metropolis of Many Great cities in
Pontus and Egypt and in Many Places of the Inhabited
World.””®® The titles mattered to the ancients, for they drew
part of their personal honor from the honor of the renowned
city in which they lived. And they were highly jealous of
sharing this honor with a neighboring city (see Dio Chryso-
stom, Or. 38.39).

The scope of this chapter does not allow us to investigate
thoroughly all of the cities of Paul’s sojourns and travels.®! I
examine four of them in the light of Pausanias’ remarks about

57 David Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (2 vols., Princeton, 1950), vol. 11, p. 1496,
n 7.

58 Athenaeus contains an excellent illustration of this: “Athenaeus speaks of Rome as
‘the populace of the world,” and says that one would not shoot wide of the mark if he
called the city of Rome an epitome of the civilized world; so true is it that one may
see at a glance all the cities of the world settled there. Most of them he details with
their individual traits, such as the ‘golden’ city of Alexandria, the ‘beautiful’ city of
Antioch, the ‘very lovely’ city of Nicomedia, and beyond and above these, ‘the most
radiant of all the towns that Zeus created’” (Deipnosophistae 1.20b).

59 See Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, vol. 1, p. 636.

60 Ibid., pp. 636 and 1496, n. 19.

61 See Ramsey, The Cities of St. Paul; Johnson, Paul the Apostle and his Cities; J. McRay,
Archeology and the New Testament (Grand Rapids, 1991}, pp. 225-350; and Meeks,
First Urban Christians, pp. 9-16, 40-50.
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what constitutes an honorable city in the popular mind. Since
Tarsus is the place of Paul’s birth®? and Luke claims that it is
“no mean city,” it is a fitting place to begin.

5.1.1 Tarsus

Climaxing a long and glorious history, Tarsus became the
capital of the Roman province of Cilicia after its conquest by
Pompey. Cicero, when proconsul of the province, resided there
(Att. 5.20.8; Fam. 2.17.1).%% Augustus favored Tarsus®* by
exempting it from taxes and fostered its development as a
center of philosophy and rhetoric. In his speeches to Tarsus,
Dio Chrysostom®3 spoke of its rank as a “metropolis” from the
start and as ‘“‘the greatest of all the cities of Cilicia” (33.17;
34.7),%¢ and Strabo praised it as a premier center of learning:

The people of Tarsus have devoted themselves so eagerly, not only to
philosophy, but also to the whole round of education in general, that
they have surpassed Athens, Alexandria, and any other place that
can be named where there have been schools and lectures of philoso-
phers. (Geog. 14.5.13; see also 14.5.15)

From excavations at Tarsus, we know that it enjoyed the
typical theater, gymnasia, market-places, fountains, and the
like.%” Apollonius of Tyana found the city more concerned with
luxuries than learning, and so left it (Vita 1.7). But he attests to
its wealth, and so its prestige and honor.

62 Acts 22.3; see W. C. van Unnik, Tarsus or Ferusalem? The City of Paul’s Youth
(London, 1g62), pp. 6-14; for a revisionist point of view, see Martin Hengel, The
Pre-Christian Paul (Philadelphia, 1991) pp. 18-39.

63 For a convenient history of Tarsus, see W. Ruge, “Tarsos,” PW 2.4 (1932),
2413-2439.

64 See Dio Chrysostom, Or. 34.7 and 25.

65 Dio’s two encomia to Tarsus (Or. 33 and 34) are valuable sources of what was

considered praiseworthy by the ancients; on these orations, see C. B. Welles,

“Hellenistic Tarsus,”” Mélanges de I’Université Saint Joseph 38 (1962), 62—75.

It was also known as vewképos or “Warden of the (imperial) Temple” (Magie,

Roman Rule in Asia Minor, vol. 1, p. 637). On its acclamation as a “‘metropolis,” see

Strabo, Geog. 14.5.13.

Dio Chrysostom (Or. 33.18) seems to be describing the public buildings of Tarsus

when he mentions the praise of a city for its “rivers and baths and fountains and

porticoes and a multitude of houses and a wide extent of space.” See F. F. Bruce,

Paul: Apostle of the Heart Set Free (Grand Rapids,1977), pp. 32—36.

66

67
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5.1.2 Antioch

Josephus called Antioch the third city of the empire, after
Rome and Alexandria: “‘a city which, for extent and opulence,
unquestionably ranks third among the cities of the Roman
world” (Wars 3.29).5% It was truly famous for its elegance
(“‘Antioch the Great,”%® “the Beautiful”’??), its size,”! wealth,
and importance.”? From coins, we know that Antioch called
itself ““‘Antioch, metropolis, sacred, and inviolable, and
autonomous, and sovereign, and capital of the East.””3 Its
population has been estimated as between 200,000 and
400,000.”* With the Roman conquest, it maintained its
importance as a major city, becoming the capital of Roman
Syria.”> As befits a major city, it was encircled with great
walls;’® it enjoyed the typical public buildings of a noble city,
namely a great colonnaded street, circus, theater, forum,
agora, palace, baths, and the like.””

68 Strabo remarked, ‘“Antiocheia is the metropolis (ueTpodhis) of Syria. It does not
fall much short, either in power or in size, of Seleuceia-on-the-Tigris or Alexandria
in Egypt” (16.2.5).

69 Philostratus, Vita Apol. 1.16.

70 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 1.20b; Libanius, Q. 31.9; see B. M. Metzger, “Antioch-

on-the-Orontes,”” B4 11 (1948), 72.

Libanius remarked, “There is no city in the world in which big size has been united

in equal measure with such beautiful situation” (Or. xi.196).

72 J. Malalas, The Chronicle, as cited in George Haddad, ‘““Aspects of Social Life in

Antioch in the Hellenistic-Roman Period”” (unpublished diss., University of

Chicago, 1949), pp. 20—30.

See E. T. Newell, “The Pre-Imperial Coinage of Roman Antioch,”” Num. Chron. 19

(1919), 69-113; see also Malalas, The Chronicle, as cited in Haddad, “Aspects of

Social Life,” p. 16. Strabo also reports that Antioch was rightly called a “metropo-

lis” (Geog. 16.2.5).

7+ See C. Kraeling, “The Jewish Community at Antioch,” 7BL 51 (1932), 130—-160.

75> See A. H. M. Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1971),
PP 241—242.

76 Strabo says, “Antiocheia is . . . a Tetrapolis, since it consists of four parts; and each

of the four settlements is fortified both by a common wall and by a wall of its own”

(Geog. 16.2.4).

For a thorough survey of the public buildings erected in Antioch during the

Augustan Empire, see G. Downey, A History of Antioch in Syria from Seleucus to the Arab

Conquest (Princeton, 1961), pp. 169-184; see also his Ancient Antioch (Princeton,

1963), pp. 75-77, 81-84.

7

7

w
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5.1.3 Ephesus

Strabo called this city the largest commercial center in Asia
Minor west of the Taurus (Geog. 641). From archaeological
investigation, we know that it had extensive public buildings:
the great temple of Artemis (Acts 19.24, 27—28)7% and a splen-
did theater (Acts 19.29), as well as several market-places, a
number of gymnasia, and many fountains.” Since Augustus, it
enjoyed the honor of being the capital of the Roman province
of Asia, and was acclaimed as “First and Greatest Metropolis
of Asia.” When Ephesus was praised by Strabo, he followed the
conventions of the encomium and lauded the city for its famous
temple, its environment and harbor, and finally the famous
men from it.?% In a recent article, Peter Lampe has argued that
Luke, at least, was quite familiar with the social and topo-
graphical features of Ephesus.?!

5.1.4 Corinth

This famous and wealthy3? city was refounded as a Roman
colony under Julius Caesar in 44 BcE. It enjoyed considerable
imperial patronage, first under Augustus and then under
Tiberias, when a vast public building program was accom-
plished. As a result, Corinth was a truly honorable city, with
extensive walls (Strabo, Geog. 8.6.21), numerous rings and
fountains, an upper and a lower market-place, theater,

78 Antipater of Sidon ranked the temple of Artemis over all the other honorable
wonders of the ancient world: “I have set eyes on the wall of lofty Babylon on which
is a road for chariots, and the statue of Zeus by the Alpheus, and the hanging
gardens and the colossus of the Sun, and the huge labor of the high pyramids, and
the vast tomb of Mausolus; but when I saw the house of Artemis that mounted to the
clouds,those other marvels lost their brilliancy, and I said, ‘Lo, apart from
Olympus, the Sun never looked on anything so grand’” (The Greek Anthology 9.58);
see also Strabo, Geog. 14.1.22.

7% Richard Oster, “Ephesus,” ABD 11.542-548. 80 Strabo, Geog. 14.1.22—25.

81 Peter Lampe, “Acta 19 im Spiegel der ephesischen Inschriften,” BZ 36 (1992),
59-76.

82 Strabo repeatedly calls attention to its great wealth (Geog. 8.6.20), which in
antiquity was also a claim to great honor.
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temples,®? fountains, monuments, baths and the like (Pausanias
2.2.6-3.6).8% It hosted the Isthmian games, the second most
prestigious Panhellenic games.®>

From our investigation of these four cities and from other
data in Acts, we can discern how Luke portrays Paul as
traveling to and residing in provincial capitals, “no mean
cities.”’8® Tarsus, Antioch, Ephesus, and Corinth were wealthy
cities, which enjoyed considerable imperial patronage, and
which were for the most part centers of learning. Thus Paul is
presented as a citizen of the world,?” at home in the important
cities of the Empire. Given the known data about the public
buildings in these cities, we are led by Luke to envision Paul
under the stoa in the market-places, at the theater, and in the
various public arenas of the city. Luke tells us that in Corinth
Paul ““argued in the hall (oxoAq) of Tyrannus (Acts 19.9), a
recognized place for educated disputation.®® Luke’s posi-
tioning of Paul in most of the major cities of the Empire
constitutes a rhetorical strategy that would have his readers
accept Paul as a sophisticated person, at home in all parts of
the Hellenistic world and truly an honorable person. Honor-
able people come from and reside in honorable cities.

5.1.5 Parts of the city

More specifically, in what part of the city does Luke present
Paul residing when he arrives or stays? We know from studies
of ancient and pre-industrial cities that they were divided into
numerous neighborhoods: a central part for the few elites and

8

®

Especially the elegant art work in the temple of Dionysus: see Strabo, Gegg. 8.6.23.

8¢ See ]J. Murphy-O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth (Wilmington, 1983) pp. 25—26, and
“The Corinth that Saint Paul Saw,” BA 47 (1984), 147-159; J. Wiseman, “Corinth
and Rome 1: 228 Bc-AD 267, ANRW viL.1, pp. 438-548.

8 See O. Broneer, “The Apostle Paul and the Isthmian Games,” in The Biblical
Archaeologist Reader, ed. D. N. Freedman and E. F. Campbell (New York, 1970),
PP. 393-428.

8 SeeJ. L. Kelso, “Key Cities in Paul’s Missionary Program,” BS 79 (1922), 481-486;
Conn, “Lucan Perspectives and the Cities,” pp. 409—28.

87 See A. J. Malherbe, ““Not in a Corner’: Early Christian Apologetic in Acts 26.26,”
SecCent 5 (1985), 193—210.

8 See S. K. Stowers, “Social Status: Public Speaking and Private Teaching: The

Circumstances of Paul’s Preaching Activity,” NovT 26 (1984), 60-63.
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their retainers and the periphery for the many poor artisans.
Thus it matters in what part of the city persons are found and
where they belong.8%

Only three times are we told about Paul’s place of residence.
Lydia, the dealer in purple clothing, invites Paul to “my
house’ (16.15). Our problem lies in knowing whether Lydia is
a wealthy merchant or an average artisan. At a minimum, she
appears to be a person of some means, not the typical struggling
artisan; this will reflect on where she lives in Philippi. At
Corinth Paul stayed with the artisans Aquila and Prisca
(18.2—3), presumably in the artisan part of the city, and even
there, one for workers in leather. Finally, Paul was the guest of
Publius, “the chief man of the island” of Malta (28.7). He is
presumably a landed aristocrat with a fine house. On balance,
Paul seems to find patronage in honorable residences, even the
homes of wealthy persons. But we note quickly that he never
resides long in the houses of members of the elite.

Although we know that Paul enters synagogues,®® Luke
presents him in other public places. At Athens, he is frequently
found in the market-place (&yop&, 17.17); the only other refer-
ence to a market-place is that of Philippi, where Paul faces the
city magistrates (16.19). Then Luke reports that some philoso-
phers brought Paul to the Areopagus, the site of the council of
Athenian elders, who were wealthy oligarchs (19.19).°! Paul is
warned not to enter the theater at Ephesus (19.31), a place
frequented by elites and non-elites alike. Finally, at Lystra he
seems to be standing before the local temple outside the city
(14.13), but it is difficult to determine whether this temple was
as famous as the great temple of Artemis at Ephesus (19.27). At
a minimum, Luke portrays Paul as a typical male of consider-

89 See Rohrbaugh, “The Pre-Industrial City in Luke—Acts,” pp. 134-136, 144-145.
See Wayne A. Meeks, “Saint Paul of the Cities,” in Civitas: Religious Interpretation of
the City (Atlanta, 1986}, p. 20.

9 See Acts 13.14; 14.1; 17.1; 18.19; it is very difficult to determine whether any of
these synagogues were in elite or wealthy parts of the city. We do not know whether
they were actual buildings dedicated to this purpose or whether the Jewish worship-
ers gathered in the house of a patron. If the latter, then this person had some means,
namely a residence large enough to host a sizeable body of people and sufficient
wealth to act as a patron.

91 See H. M. Martin, “‘Areopagus,” ABD 1.371.
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able social status: he regularly appears in public space; he
frequently performs traditional elite male tasks such as
arguing, debating and speaking boldly in public. Luke would
have us think of him as a person at home in places reserved for
elites.

6.0 PAUL, THE ROMAN CITIZEN

In a world of elaborate social hierarchy, it is no minor thing
that Luke claims for Paul that he is both a citizen of Tarsus, no
mean city (Acts 21.29), and a citizen of Rome (16.37; 22.27—
28).92 As we noted in regard to Paul the urban person, if one’s
prestige and standing are determined by the city of one’s birth,
all the more is it related to being a citizen of that city, and
especially a Roman citizen. Such an honor was particularly
rare among the population of the eastern Mediterranean in
this period, and so, as F. F. Bruce remarked, ““the few Roman
citizens, whether Greek or Jews by birth, would constitute a
social elite.”’93

When Paul’s citizenship is discussed, scholars have tended to
ask strictly historical questions,®* such as, “If he was born a

92 Among the standard works on Roman citizenship, see A. N. Sherwin-White, The
Roman Citizenship (Oxford, 1937) and his Roman Society and Roman Law in the New
Testament (Grand Rapids,1978), pp. 144-193; and F. Schulz, “Roman Registers of
Births and Birth Certificates,” FRS 32 (1942), 78-91, and 33 (1943}, 55-64. On
dual citizenship, see H. W. Tajra, The Trial of Paul, WUNT 35 (Tubingen, 1989),
pp- 76-89.

93 Bruce, Paul: Apostle of the Heart Set Free, p. 38. The remarks of Ramsay (St. Paul the
Traveller and the Roman Citizen, pp. 30-31) remain valid: “‘According to the law of his
country, he was first of all a Roman citizen. That character superseded all others
before the law and in the general opinion of society; and placed him amid the
aristocracy of any provincial town. In the first century, when the citizenship was
still jealously guarded, the civitas may be taken as a proof that his family was one of
distinction and at least moderate wealth. It also implies that there was in the
surroundings amid which he grew up, a certain amount of friendliness to the
Imperial government (for the new citizens in general, and the Jewish citizens in
particular, were warm partisans of their protector, the new Imperial regime), and
also of pride in a possession that ensured distinction and rank and general respect in
Tarsus. As a Roman, Paul had a nomen and praenomen, probably taken from the
Roman officer who gave his family civitas.”

94 The most recent challenger to the Lucan attestation of Paul’s Roman citizenship is
Wolfgang Stegemann, “War der Apostel Paulus ein romischer Biirger?,” JNW 78
(1987), 200—229. As arguments against the historicity of Luke’s claim, he cites: (1)
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citizen [Acts 22.28], how did his father gain the honor?”” and
“How could he prove his citizenship? Did he carry a libellus
recording the honor?’’® There simply are no data for answer-
ing these questions; and in this inquiry, we focus on the social
status Luke claims for Paul, not the historical verifiability of his
claims. More importantly for us are questions touching the
“rights and duties” of citizens and the social position implied
by citizenship.

Although Sherwin-White regularly speaks of the duties and
privileges (munera et honores) of citizenship,®® these are not
clearly spelled out in his study. In terms of rights and privi-
leges, Paul only claims Roman citizenship in forensic contexts:
when beaten by the magistrates in Philippi (16.37), when
threatened with scourging by the Roman tribune (22.25-27),
and when demanding a trial before Caesar (25.10-11, 21;
26.32). Thus we infer that one of the rights Paul claimed was
that of *“‘a fair public trial for a citizen accused of any crime,
exemption from certain ignominious forms of punishment, and
protection from summary execution.”®’ Acts says nothing
more about the rights of a citizen, but from other studies we
may infer that some citizens were exempt from certain taxes.%

What, then, of the duties? This involves some knowledge of
what citizenship meant and how it was acquired. Since, in all
probability, Paul’s father or ancestor purchased this rare sta-
tus,% we are allowed to imagine a person of considerable

Paul’s low social class and Jewish background (2) Paul’s silence on this point in his
letters, and (3) the apologetic nature of Lucan composition in the parts of Acts
where citizenship is affirmed.

95 See Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, p. 147.

9 Ibid., pp. 144-147; at various places in his study, Claude Nicolet ( The World of the
Citizen in Republican Rome [Berkeley, 1980]) discusses the rights and duties of citizens.
Their duties were their duties as soldiers and as munificent benefactors and their
rights were basically civic and juridical safeguards and exemption from taxation.
See Cicero, De Off. 1.17.53.

97 Bruce, Paul: Apostle of the Heart Set Free, p. 39. See Stegemann, ‘“War der Apostel
Paulus ein rémischer Burger?,” pp. 222—224.

98 Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, p. 147.

9% Ibid., pp. 154-155. The Roman tribune who arrested Paul in Acts 22.28 remarks
that he paid a considerable sum (woAAoU kepoAaiou) for his citizenship; see J. H.
Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament (Grand Rapids,
1974}, p- 342. In alater study, Sherwin-White (“The Roman Citizenship: A Survey
of'its Development into a World Franchise,” ANRW1.2:23—58) indicates how Rome



278 JEROME H. NEYREY

influence and wealth able to pay the right bribe to the right
official. Such a well-placed person would have had civic obli-
gations to act as patron and benefactor to his city, support its
public buildings, and provide for certain of its feasts. None of
this is even hinted at in Acts, but Luke surely appreciates the
snobbery index that Roman citizenship brings.

The recent study by John Lentz examines the social sig-
nificance of Paul’s “appeal to Caesar” in Acts 25.11, 21 and
26.32. In keeping with the thrust of his study, Lentz argues that
on the rhetorical level, whatever the historical situation might
have been, such an appeal is best understood as Luke’s claim
for Paul’s high social status.!%® He builds his argument on the
following observations: (a) only a very small fraction of cases
ever came before the Emperor (p. 144); (b) the various laws
concerning trials favored those of high social status (p. 144); (¢)
Paul’s appeal to Caesar is not a legal protest against the
abusive authority of a local magistrate, which is the normal
rationale for a change of jurisdiction (p. 146); and (d) numer-
ous historical examples of change of jurisdiction all involve
persons of high rank and status (pp. 148-149). Thus Lentz
concludes that an appeal to Caesar or to higher legal authority
was common for persons of “high social status and reputation,
or personal ties to the emperor.”!°!

7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER CONVERSATION

I have used several models from the social sciences to give as
much precision as possible to the Lucan presentation of Paul’s
status and social location. Both Lenski’s model of the stratifi-
cation of ancient agrarian societies and the perspective of
honor articulated in cultural anthropology have served to give
reliability to the intuitive perception that Luke perceives and
presents Paul as a person of considerable honor and social
status.

This brief chapter is but a voice in a chorus, a part of a

bestowed citizenship on provinces both west and east as a mode of building and
confirming its imperial conquests.
100 ], C. Lentz, Luke’s Portrait of Paul, pp. 139-153. 101 Ibid., p. 151.



Luke’s social location of Paul 279

conversation. It supplements Lentz’s recent monograph on
the status attributed to Paul by his presentation in terms of
the classical virtues of antiquity.!? If it adds anything to the
conversation about Acts, two important questions then surface.
First, how historically accurate is Luke’s portrait of Paul? In
addition to study of the differences between the chronology of
Paul’s letters and that of Acts and between the theology of his
letters and that of his speeches in Acts, we should further
investigate the social level of Paul as claimed or implied in his
letters and that articulated by the author of Acts.

Second, whatever the historical reality, further inquiry
should be made concerning the rhetorical strategy in the
presentation of Paul, both in his own letters and in Luke’s
portrait of him. It is part of Paul’s own rhetorical strategy to
present himself as weak in public speaking and lacking in
rhetoric {1 Cor. 1.17; 2.1-5), whereas we have seen that it is
characteristic of the Lucan rhetorical argument to present Paul
as forensically adept. In his own letters, Paul calls attention to
his lack of honor (1 Cor. 4.8-13; 2 Cor. 4.7-12; 11.21-33).1%3
In contrast, Luke calls attention at every turn to Paul’s honor-
able status in terms of the cities where he lives, his associates
and “‘friends,” his citizenship, and the like. Much remains to
be done, therefore, in terms of the rhetorical strategy of each
author. Nevertheless, this chapter has advanced the conver-
sation on the portrait of Paul in Acts by its careful use of
reliable models for the recovery and articulation of Paul’s
social status and location.

102 See ibid., pp. 14 and 62-104.
103 See John T. Fitzgerald, Cracks in the Earthen Vessel: An Examination of the Catalogues of
Hardships in the Corinthian Correspondence, SBLDS gg (Atlanta, 1988).
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CHAPTER I1

Internal repetition in Luke—Acts: contemporary
narratology and Lucan historiography

Joel B. Green

I INTRODUCTION

In her 1984 essay, “Jesus—Paul, Peter—Paul, and Jesus—Peter
Parallelisms in Luke—-Acts: A History of Reader Response,”
Susan Marie Praeder surveyed the cataloging and analysis of
parallelisms in Luke-Acts from the nineteenth century to
1983.! In particular, she noted how different approaches to
Lucan studies — tendency criticism (Schneckenburger, Bauer,
Schwegler, Zeller), radical criticism (Bauer), literary criticism
(Morgenthaler), typological criticism (Goulder), and redac-
tion criticism (Talbert, Mattill, O’Toole, Radl, Muhlack) —
have produced lists of alleged parallelisms that continue to
share a significant degree of overlap, even if these data have
then been subjected to disparate interpretations. Noting that
parallelisms have been understood, for example, “‘as proof of
literary sequences and structures, lack of historicity, and
certain theological concerns,” she maintains nonetheless that,
“although interpretations of the parallelisms have tended to be
relatively short-lived, the proposed parallelisms lend some con-

“«

! Susan Marie Praeder, “Jesus~Paul, Peter-Paul, and Jesus—Peter Parallelisms in
Luke-Acts: A History of Reader Response,” in Society of Biblical Literature 1984
Seminar Papers, ed. Kent Harold Richards (Chico, 1984), pp. 23-39. Monograph-
length studies of the parallelisms in Luke—Acts include Walter Radl, Paulus und Jesus
tm lukanischen Doppelwerk: Untersuchungen zu Parallelmotiven im Lukasevangelium und in der
Apostiegeschichie, EH 23: Theologie 49 (Frankfurt-on-Main, 1975); Gudrun Muhlack,
Die Parallelen im Lukasevangelium und in der Apostelgeschichte, TW 8 (Frankfurt-on-
Main, 1979). The important work of G. W. Trompf, which locates Luke’s narration
of “the reenactment of significant events’ in the context of Hellenistic historiogra-
phy, escaped Praeder’s scrutiny ( The Idea of Historical Recurrence in Western Thought:
From Antiquity to the Reformation [Berkeley, 1979] esp. pp. 116-178).

283
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tinuity to the history of interpretation.”? At the same time, she
cautions against what we might call parallelomania — i.e. the
undisciplined ransacking of Luke-Acts for recurring patterns
of narration — and urges readers (1) to be more forthcoming
regarding their criteria for locating parallelisms and (2) not to
confuse their findings with authorial intent. In their words of
caution, some redaction critics have gone much further, query-
ing whether such “correspondences’ or “‘parallel structures”
have much relevance at all for attempts at discerning the
theology of the Evangelist.?> After all, in whose mind do these
phenomena occur — Luke’s or the modern reader’s?

Against the backdrop of such concerns, we will argue that,
from the standpoint of our reading of the narrative of Luke—
Acts, authorial intentions are less material than are the
manifold interpretive responses supported by the narrative
itself. What is more, we will attempt to add to Praeder’s list of
possible approaches to the parallelisms of Luke—Acts a narrato-
logical reading that takes seriously the historiographical moti-
vation of Luke—Acts.*

2 INITIAL QUESTIONS

Our interpretive agenda builds on a number of critical
assumptions about Luke—Acts. Some of these need to be stated
and developed.

2.1 The unity of Luke—Acts

As the recent, collaborative effort of M. C. Parsons and R. 1.
Pervo has suggested, the existence of parallels does not itself
prove compositional unity. If one understands the Acts of the

2 Praeder, “‘Parallelisms,” p. 38.

3 See, e.g., R. Maddox, The Purpose of Luke-Acts, SNTW (Edinburgh, 1982),
pp. 79-80; Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke (2 vols., AB28-28a,
Garden City, 1981/1985), vol. 1, pp. 96-97.

+ Hence, unless the connection to authorial intentionality is specifically made, by
“Luke’ we refer to the narrator of Luke-Acts.

5 M. C. Parsons and R. 1. Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts (Minneapolis,

1993), PP- 57-59-
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Apostles as a sequel to the Gospel of Luke, rather than viewing
the two as a single, continuous work, one can account easily
enough for the parallelisms observed by Luke’s readers. Hence,
although we argue elsewhere for the compositional unity of
Luke’s two volumes,® this is not a necessary assumption in this
context. Instead, we will hope to show that the Lucan paral-
lelisms are narratologically motivated, so as to tie the Acts of
the Apostles into the story line of the Gospel of Luke.

2.2 The genre of Luke—Acts

We have already identified Luke’s work within the genre
of ancient historiography, reflecting the broad consensus that
has developed in this century following the work of H. J.
Cadbury.” Those who support alternative classifications —
especially Greco-Roman biography,® the novel,® and the
“scientific tradition” of technical writing!® — maximize the
formal discrepancies between Luke’s preface and those of
Hellenistic historiography or argue that Acts is not reliable as
historiography. As for the latter argument, two points are
worth reflection. First, an attempt to present material in the
generic framework of historiography is not the same thing as a
guarantee of historical veracity; choice of genre and quality of
performance are separate issues. Second, Acts has too often
been and unfortunately continues in some quarters to be evalu-
ated as historiography on the basis of modernist, positivistic
canons — i.e. on the basis of criteria that have themselves

6 See J. B. Green, The Gospel of Luke, NICNT (Grand Rapids, forthcoming).

7 Especially Henry J. Cadbury, “Commentary on the Preface of Luke,” in The
Beginnings of Christianity, Part One: The Acts of the Apostles, ed. F. J. Foakes Jackson and
Kirsopp Lake, vol. u: Prolegomena-11: Criticism (Grand Rapids, mi: Baker, n.d.), pp.
489-510, “The Knowledge Claimed in Luke’s Preface,” Expositor 8, 24 (1922),
401—420 and “‘We’ and ‘I’ Passages in Luke-Acts,” NT§ 3 (1956-1957), 128-32.

8 See, e.g., Charles H. Talbert, Literary Patterns, Theological Themes and the Genre of
Luke—Acts, SBLMS 20 (Missoula, 1974).

9 See esp. R. L. Pervo, Profit with Delight: The Literary Genre of the Acts of the Aposiles
(Philadelphia, 1987).

10 Loveday C. A. Alexander, The Preface to Luke’s Gospel: Literary Convention and Social
Context in Luke 1.1—4 and Acts 1.1, SNTSMS 78 (Cambridge, 1993); Loveday C. A.
Alexander, “‘Luke’s Preface in the Context of Greek Preface-Writing,” NovT 28
{1986), 48-74.
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become problematic!! and are in any case anachronistic with
reference to Luke as historiographer.

As for the former, Luke’s prefaces share many properties
with their counterparts in Josephus’ Against Apion (1.1.1-5;
2.1.1—2), as has often been noted. Moreover, Luke’s two
volumes evince a number of other attributes common in Greco-
Roman historiography — for example a genealogical record
(Lk. g.23—28); the use of meal scenes as occasions for instruc-
tion (as in Greco-Roman symposia); travel narratives;
speeches; letters; and dramatic episodes, such as Jesus’ rejec-
tion at Nazareth (4.16—30) and Paul’s stormy voyage and
shipwreck (Acts 27.1-28.14).!2 Further, in characterizing his
work as a narrative (&1qynois), Luke qualifies his project as a
long narrative of many events, for which the chief prototypes
were the historiographical writings of Herodotus and Thucy-
dides.!?

That Luke—Acts does not match in every detail the formal
features of Hellenistic historiography presents no immediate
problem, for Luke has been influenced as well by Israelite and
Jewish historiography, especially with respect to the use of
historical sequences to shape a narrative theology. On the
other hand, what is evident is that the Third Evangelist has
been influenced by an array of Greco-Roman literary forms —
especially those related to the biographical genre — even if
other formal features and above all the theocentric focus of
his narrative preclude identification of Luke-Acts as
“biography.”!*

11 Cf. now, e.g., M. Krieger (ed.), The Aims of Representation: Subject/ Text/ History (Palo
Alto, 1993); Hayden White, The Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse and Historical
Representation (Baltimore, 1987); and B. Stock, Listening for the Text: On the Uses of the
Past (Baltimore, 1990).

2 D. E. Aune, The New Testament in its Literary Environment, LEC (Philadelphia, 1987),
pp. 120-131.

13 Cf. Hermogenes, Progymnasta 2; Lucian, How to Write History 55: “‘For all the body of
the history is simply a long narrative” (8iynois poxpd).

14 The theocentric focus of the Lucan narrative (on which see below) raises serious
questions against the recent analysis of Richard A. Burridge, which wrongly
identifies Jesus as the primary actor of the Third Gospel and so classifies the Gospel
as a biography (What are the Gospels? A Comparison with Graeco-Roman Biography,
SNTSMS 70 [Cambridge, 1992]). In fact, Jesus, who acts as directed by God and
empowered by the Holy Spirit, serves God’s aim; Luke’s two volumes are funda-
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In any case, our primary aim in this regard is not to settle the
question of the genre of Luke—Acts or of Acts, but to show that
the repetition of significant events in narrative representation
is understandable and well within the bounds of what one
would expect of someone engaged in a historiographical
enterprise.

2.3 The purpose of Luke—Acts and the purpose of God

Luke’s agenda as set forward in Luke 1.4 foregrounds the
desired effect on his narratee, Theophilus: “that you may know
the truth concerning the things about which you heard.”
"AcpdAeia appears in the emphatic position of this opening
period, and it has been easy to find here an emphasis on Luke’s
affirmation of the historical veracity of his narrative,!> or even
to argue that Luke thus sees himself as providing a historical
foundation for the Christian message.!® In fact, Luke’s narra-
tive combines events and kerygmatic interpretation as procla-
mation, and his terminology here suggests “‘the convincing
nature of his presentation”!’ or ‘“the certainty of these
things.””!® So, while the Christian message is inseparably tied to
the historical events related to its origins and progression, and
Luke must therefore necessarily be concerned with ‘““what
happened,”!? it is the question of interpretation that is vital for

mentally driven by the purpose of God. Burridge also presumes discontinuity at the
generic level between the Third Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles.

For the recent identification of Luke—Acts within the genre of historiography, see
also Aune, Literary Environment, pp. 77-157; D. L. Balch, “The Genre of Luke—Acts:
Individual Biography, Adventure Novel, or Political History?,” SWJT 33 (1990),
5-19; G. L. Sterling, History and Self-Definition: Josephos, Luke-Acts and Apologetic
Historiography, NovTSup 64 (Leiden, 1992).

15 Cf., e.g., W. C. van Unnik, ‘“Remarks on the Purpose of Luke’s Historical Writing,”
in Sparsa Collecta: The Collected Writings of W. C. van Unmik, vol. 1, NovTSup 29
(Leiden, 1973), pp. 6-15; A. Plummer, The Gospel according to S. Luke, 1CC
(Edinburgh, 1go1), p. 5.

16 See, e.g., Hans Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke (London, 1g60; reprinted
London, 1982), p. 11.

17 Cf. Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.6.15; Colin Brown, “&o¢péAaa,” NIDNTT 1:663.

18 Cf. Acts 2.36; 25.26.

19 See the use of &odoaAfs in Acts 21.34; 22.30 to signify “‘the facts” in a case. Cf.
R. Trigg, “‘Tales Artfully Spun’,” in The Bible as Rhetoric: Studies in Biblical
Persuasion and Credibility, ed. Martin Warner, WSPL (London, 1990), pp. 117-132.
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him. For our understanding of Luke, the chief question is not,
“How can the past be accurately captured?” or “What
methods will allow the recovery of what actually happened?,”
for, as is increasingly acknowledged, historiography is always
teleological. It imposes significance on the past already by its
choice of events to record and to order as well as by its inherent
efforts to postulate for those events an end and/or origin. The
emphasis thus shifts from validation to signification,?® so the issue
is, “How is the past being represented?”” Luke’s concern with
truth, then, resides above all in his interpretation of the past
and the desired effect of his narration is that others will find
this narration ‘“‘convincing.”

In other words, Luke’s purpose is hermeneutical. He is not
hoping to prove that something happened, but rather to com-
municate what these events signify. The dominant interpretive
framework is established already in Lk. 1.1, in the phrase with
which Luke modifies “events’”: “that have been fulfilled
among us.” In this way, the narrator indicates a key assump-
tion, that the events about to be narrated are incomplete in
themselves; they must be understood in relation to a wider
interpretive framework. What is this framework for Luke? On
the one hand, the Septuagintal “feel” of Lk. 1.5-2.52, together
with the many echoes of the LXX in the Lucan birth narra-
tive,2! suggest immediately that this wider framework is the
Scriptures of Israel. On the other, as an exploration of the
Lucan writings makes clear, the Scriptures themselves are
subject at the interpretive level and give expression to some-
thing prior — namely God’s purpose. Luke is concerned above
all to demonstrate that the events he has narrated continue as
its fulfillment the story of the realization of God’s redemptive
aim.

20 Similarly, R. H. Stein, Luke, NAC 24 (Nashville, 1992), p. 66. See H. White, “The
Value of Narrativity in the Representation of Reality,” CI 7 (1980-1981), 5-27;
H. White, “The Narratization of Real Events,” CI 7 (1980-1981), 793-798;
H. White, “The Question of Narrative in Contemporary Historical Theory,”
HT 25 (1984), 1-33; M. A. Fitzsimmons et al. (eds.), The Development of Historiogra-
phy (Harrisburg, 1954).

21 See J. B. Green, “The Problem of a Beginning: Israel’s Scriptures in Luke 1—2,”
BBR 4 (1994), 61-86.
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Luke’s interest in the controlling theme of God’s purpose has
been increasingly recognized.?? For the pervasiveness of this
theme in Acts (which embraces above all the motifs of the
centrality of Jesus’ death and exaltation, together with the
extension of salvation in all its fullness to all people), one may
point especially to the activity of the Holy Spirit, who guides
and empowers the early missionary community;?® to the
employment of the Scriptures, both to communicate the conti-
nuity between God’s activity vis-a-vis Israel and the coming of
Jesus and to inscribe the life and ministry of the community
of believers in God’s project;?* to the vocabulary of divine
necessity (for example Bouln, PoUlopcu, e, BEAnpa, OEAw,
6pigw, TANPOW, and TpodpnTNS); and, as the often-documented
correspondence between Jesus in Luke and community leader-
ship in Acts indicates, to the emphatic continuity Luke under-
stands to exist between Jesus, who embodied God’s purpose,
and the early church of Acts.

3 HISTORICAL REENACTMENT IN LUKE—ACTS

An often-neglected entry-point into the discussion of paral-
lelism within Luke—Acts is the parallel phenomenon that exists
between Luke—Acts and the LXX. That is, internal repetition
in Luke—Acts should be understood alongside its counterpart,

22 See C. H. Cosgrove, “The Divine AEl in Luke—Acts: Investigations into the Lucan
Understanding of God’s Providence,”” Nov T 26 (1984), 168-190; G. P. V. du Plooy,
“The Narrative Act in Luke—Acts from the Perspective of God’s Design,” Th.D.
diss., University of Stellenbosch, 1986; J. T. Squires, The Plan of God in Luke—Acts,
SNTSMS 76 (Cambridge, 1993); J. B. Green, The Theology of the Gospel of Luke,
NTT (Cambridge, 1995), chap. 2.

23 Some thirty years ago, G. W. H. Lampe argued that, in Luke’s understanding, the
activity of the Spirit united Luke—Acts with the Scriptures and the ministry of Jesus
with that of his followers (““The Holy Spirit in the Writings of St. Luke,” in Studies in
the Gospels: Essays in Memory of R. H. Lightfoot, ed. Dennis E. Nineham [Oxford,
1955}, pp. 159—=200). Cf. V. C. Pfitzner, *“‘Pneumatic’ Apostleship? Apostle and
Spirit in the Acts of the Apostles,” in Wort in der Jeit: Neutestamentliche Studien:
Festgabe fiir Karl Heinrich Rengstorf zum 75. Geburtstag, ed. W. Haubeck and M. Bach-
mann (Leiden, 1980), pp. 210-235.

2+ Cf. J. A. Sanders, “Isaiah in Luke,” Int 36 (1982), 144-155; B. J. Koet, Five Studies
on Interpretation of Scripture in Luke—Acts, SNTA 14 (Louvain, 198g9); R. G. Hall,
Revealed Histories: Techniques for Ancient Jewish and Christian Historiography, JSPSS 6
(Sheflield, 1991}, chap. 12.
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external repetition, with both subsumed under the larger
hermeneutical category of intertextuality.?®> An emphasis of
this nature proceeds from the perspective that, in his com-
position of Luke-Acts, the Third Evangelist has created a text
which is itself an interplay of other texts, “‘a system of refer-
ences,” ‘“‘a node within a network?® — with some reverber-
ations premeditated, others perhaps less so. Luke’s account
consequently participates in a discourse situation in which
reverberations of other material, both internal and external to
his narrative, encourage interpretive possibilities.

Of course, attention to intertextuality does not require that
we postulate for Luke laborious, point-for-point retelling of an
earlier story. Instead, we may grow to appreciate how he
meditated on that earlier material and shaped it to his own
ends, all the while building on the story of the covenanting
God who intervenes on behalf of humanity to accomplish his
gracious aim. Vis-a-vis the intertextual reverberations of the
Lucan narrative with the LXX (i.e. external repetition), Luke
inscribes himselfin scriptural tradition, showing his debt to this
previous story, and inviting his auditors to hear in this story the
resounding continuation of that story. Vis-a-vis intertextual
reverberations within Luke-Acts (i.e. internal repetition),
Luke shows the great extent to which the story of the early
church is inscribed into the story of Jesus, all as the continu-
ation of the divine story of redemption.

3.1 The LXX as pre-text

We may illustrate briefly the phenomenon of external
repetition by drawing attention to three examples of Luke’s

25 On the importance of repetition in narrative study, see esp. G. Genette, Narrative
Discourse: An Essay in Method (Ithaca, 1980), chap. 3; and the helpful summary
comments in M. Bal, Narratology: Introduction to the Theory of Narrative (Toronto,
1985), pp. 77-79. On intertextuality, see J. Still and M. Worton, “Introduction,” in
Intertextuality: Theories and Practices, ed. M. Worton and J. Still (Manchester, 19g0),
pP- 1-44; W. Vorster, “Intertextuality and Redaktionsgeschichte,” in Intertexuality
in Biblical Writing: Essays in Honour of Bas van lersel, ed. S. Draisma (Kampen, 1989),
pp. 15-26; J. Culler, The Pursuit of Signs: Semiotics, Literature, Deconstruction (London,
1981), chap. 5; L. Hutcheon, A Poetics of Postmodermism: History, Theory, Fiction
(London, 1988), pp. 80, 120-140.

26 M. Foucault, The Archacology of Knowledge, WM (London, 1972), p. 23.
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use of the LXX as pre-text. First, as we have demonstrated
elsewhere, Luke 1—2 draws extensively on Genesis 11—21 as
pre-text or subtext.?” His interest in the Abraham story is
immediately signaled by his reference to ‘“‘our ancestor”
“Abraham’ and concern with the “covenant” in Lk. 1.55,73.
One may also point to the correspondence between Gen.
16.7-13; 17.1—21; 18.1-15 and Lk. 1.11-20, 26—37; 2.9-12, all
scenes of annunciation whose parallels exceed in detail even
those expected within the birth announcement-type scene.
Moreover, outside these more explicit points of contact, over
twenty other parallels encourage our reading of the Lucan
birth narrative as a case of historical reenactment. For
example:

Lk. 1.6: fjoav & Sikaior &udodTepor Evavriov TOU HeoU,
TropsUopevol &v Traoals Tals EVTOAXls kal Sikaipaoiv Tou
KUpioyu &UePTrTOL.

Gen. 17.1: kai G0N kOp10S . . . Ko €lTEV . . . £y el & Oeds
oov, evapéoTea?® tvavriov Epol kai yivou EpepTrTos . . .

Lk. 1.7: xai &u¢podTepor mpoPePnrdTes dv Tais fiuépais TV
fjoav.

Lk. 1.18: éyw y&p & TpeoPiTns kai ©) yuin pov
TpoPePnruia év Tals ipépals aUTHS.

Gen. 18.11-12: ’APpoop B kai Zoppa  TpecPUTepor
TpoPePnKkdTES Tuepddv . . . & B kUpios pou TrpecPuTepos. 2

Luke 1.37: dT1 oUk &Suvatioe opd Tou Oeol Trdv piipa.

Gen. 18.44: puny &duvarel [MT: N")D] Tapd TG Oeod pRua.

Luke’s hermeneutical procedure here is not typological; he
can move back and forth between characters, so as to suggest
how, for example, Abraham is like Zechariah, but so is Mary
like Abraham. Nor does the Evangelist make use of “fulfill-
ment” language to characterize his understanding of the

27 Green, “Problem of a Beginning”; cf. N. A. Dahl, “The Story of Abraham in
Luke-Acts,” in Fesus in the Memory of the Early Church (Minneapolis, 1976), pp. 66-86.

28 That is, “walk pleasingly” — cf. W. Foester, “eldpeoTos, svapeotéw,” TDNT
1:456—457; as elsewhere in the LXX, the hithpael of 911 has been transformed from
an action into a quality.

2% Note that both narrators provide a report of their characters’ advanced age,
followed by a character who advances this theme in response to the divine promise
of a son.
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relationship between these parallel events. Rather, Luke has
provided us with evidence of his own reflection on Abraham
material, and reflection on the accounts of the births of John
and Jesus in light of the Genesis narrative. This external
repetition manifests Luke’s desire to fix his narrative within the
history of the interaction of God and Abraham, locating the
present story in the ancient story of God’s covenant relation-
ship with Abraham.

A second example may be summarized. As Gerhard Lohfink
has established, Luke’s account of the ascension in Acts 1.g-11
is fully at home among the Greco-Roman and Jewish traditions
of assumption and heavenly journeys.3® But the importance of
this observation should not blind us to the particularly impress-
ive correspondences between this scene and the Elijjah—Elisha
narrative. Like Luke—-Acts, the Elijjah~Elisha narrative is care-
fully balanced, with the ascension at its mid-point. Moreover,
there are literary allusions in Acts 1.9-11 back to 2 Kgs.
2.9-15, the juxtaposition of which suggests an analogous
relationship between Elisha’s receiving Elijah’s “spirit” and
mission, and Jesus’ promise to his followers of the outpouring of
the Spirit and charge to carry on his mission. In fact, Acts
1.1-11 builds on an Elijah-typology already present in Lk.
9.51-56 (cf. dvahapPBdvw in 2 Kgs. 2.9, 11, where “being taken
up”’ includes no hint of ““death”).3! Though one may discern
typological elements here, again the complexity of Luke’s
Elijah-portrayal®? resists simple categorization.

30 G. Lohfink, Die Himmelfahrt Fesu: Untersuchungen zu den Himmelfahrts- und Erhohungs-
texten bei Lukas, SANT 26 (Minich, 1971); cf. P. Palatty, “The Ascension of Christ
in Luke-Acts,” BibBh 12 (1986), 107-117, 166—181; M. Dean-Otting, Heavenly
Journeys: A Study of the Motif in Hellenistic Jewish Literature, JU 8 (Frankfurt-on-Main,
1984); M. Himmelfarb, Ascent to Heaven in Jewish and Christian Apocalypses (Oxford,
1993).

See T. L. Brodie, “Luke-Acts as an Imitation and Emulation of the Elijah-Elisha
Narrative,” in New Views on Luke and Acts, ed. E. Richard (Collegeville, 1990),
pp. 78-85, 172—174; J. G. Davies, “The Prefigurement of the Ascension in the
Third Gospel,”” 7TS6 (1955), 229-233; J. G. Davies, He Ascended into Heaven: A Study
in the History of Doctrine (London, 1958), p. 186.

See J. A. Fitzmyer, “The Lucan Picture of John the Baptist as Precursor of the
Lord,” in Luke the Theologian: Aspects of His Teaching (New York, 1989), pp. 86-116
(96—99); D. L. Bock, “Elijah and Elisha,” in Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels, ed.
J. B. Green and S. McKnight (Downers Grove, 1992), pp. 203-206 (204—205).

3

3

[}
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Finally, brief mention may be made of the parallels resident
in Acts 10 between the story of Jonah and the Cornelius
narrative.33 We note the following: (1) continuity of location,
Joppa (Jonah 1.3; Acts 9.43), to which God directs his mess-
engers; (2) God’s intervention to overcome the messengers’
reluctance, together with the symbolically important use of the
number 3 (Jonah 1.17; Acts 10.16); (3) the divine commission
to “arise . .. and go” (Jonah 3.2; Acts 10.20) in order to
deliver the message to the Gentiles; (4) a report of the Gentiles’
faith (Jonah 3.5; Acts 10.43) and being forgiven; (5) a sub-
sequent, hostile response (Jonah 4.1; Acts 10.14; 11.2); and (6)
God’s rejoinder to human animosity (Jonah 4.2—-11; Acts
11.17-18; cf. 15.13-21). According to R. Wall, this instance of
intertextuality inscribes the Cornelius narrative into scriptural
tradition in order to highlight the message that Jonah’s God
(who extends grace even to the Gentiles) is Peter’s God:

Against this scripture-scape, the ‘theo-logic’ of the Gentile mission is
painted by Luke: the Cornelius conversion is legitimized as the
continuation of God’s merciful work at Nineveh, Simon-Peter is the
bar Jonah who is called by his ancestor’s God to convert the Gentiles,
and the people of God should do nothing but praise God and say,
‘God has granted the Gentiles repentance unto life’. (Acts 11.18)3*

3.2 Intertextuality within Luke—Acts

The Cornelius narrative contains reverberations of the Jonah
story, but is also caught up in an intertextual web with other
material in Luke—Acts. On the one hand, we may note the fact
that Luke has narrated a series of episodes characterized by
“complementary visions” — for example Zechariah/Mary
(Lk. 1.8-56), Saul/Ananias (Acts g.1—-1g), and Cornelius/
Peter (Acts 10).3% These are “complementary” since, in each
case, visionary experiences are juxtaposed, with the successful

33 See R. W. Wall, “Peter, ‘Son’ of Jonah: The Conversion of Cornelius in the Context
of Canon,” in R. W. Wall and E. E. Lemcio, The New Testament as Canon: A Reader in
Canonical Criticism, JSN'TSS 76 (Shefheld, 1992), pp. 12g-140; C. S. C. Williams, 4
Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, BNTC (London, 1957), pp. 152-153.

3% Wall, “Peter, ‘Son’ of Jonah,” p. 140.

35 See Green, “Problem of a Beginning,” pp. 80-81.
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completion of the one act of God through a human agent
related to the faithful response of the other. The points of
contact between the stories of Zechariah and Cornelius are
remarkable:

Lk. 1:5-13, 29, 39, 41 Acts 10.1—4, 17, 23

. . . there was a priest named . . . there was a man named
Zechariah, who belonged to the Cornelius, a centurion of the
priestly order of Abijah . . . Italian cohort.

Both [he and his wife] were He was a devout man who feared

righteous before God, living God with all his household; he
blamelessly according to all the gave alms generously to the
commandments and regulations people and prayed constantly to

of the Lord . . . God . ..

Once when he was serving asa  One afternoon . . . he had a
priest . . . there appeared to vision in which he clearly saw
him an angel of the Lord . . . an angel coming in

when Zechariah saw him, he He stared at him in terror

was terrified; and fear
overwhelmed him.

But the angel said to him, “Do  The angel answered, “Your

not be afraid, Zechariah, for prayers and your alms have
your prayer has been heard ascended as a memorial before
” God...”

The circumstances and characters have changed, of course, but
this does not mask the close correspondence of these two
episodes at the narrative level. Recurrence in this case high-
lights the continuing intervention of the God who is graciously
working out his salvific will. Luke underscores his understand-
ing that historical events have proceeded under divine guid-
ance and themselves served an underlying aim — namely God’s
salvific purpose. But this “‘working out” of the divine will is not
a fait accompli in the narrow sense; God reveals his objective,
according to Luke, but the Evangelist also shows in this pattern
that the divine project of necessity involves the collusion of
human agents, helpers of the divine aim.

This is one example among many?® of Luke’s organizing his

36 See Trompf, Historical Recurrence, chap. 3; and the catalog in Praeder, ‘“Paral-
lelisms,” pp. 24-29, 34-37.
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material so that the contours and event-complexes of historical
reenactment serve his larger purpose of speaking of the com-
munication and realization of God’s purpose behind and
within human history. Luke has accomplished this end at the
intertextual level in a multi-faceted way — by inscribing the
story of Jesus and the early church into the story of Israel, by
inscribing the story of the early church into the story of Jesus,
and by repeatedly emphasizing the purpose of God which gives
meaning to and, indeed, makes possible this continuing story of
redemption.

3.3 Rhetorical overcoding and parody

In his evaluation of The Role of the Reader, Umberto Eco makes
two observations of immediate consequence to the array of
data under investigation here.3” First, he observes that in the
reading process, readers cultivate readerly competence allow-
ing them to recognize the use of what have become stock
expressions or conventional patterns whose meaning overflows
denotative interpretation. Such expressions and patterns he
describes as ““overcoded’ — i.e. they are meaningful as a con-
sequence of their wider associations. The expression ‘“once
upon a time”’ is overcoded with nuances that suggest a fictional
story taking place in an indefinite and non-historical era, for
example. Similarly, Lk. 1.1—4 and Acts 1.1—2 are overcoded by
their association with the primary and recapitulatory preface
forms known to us from Hellenistic historiography.3®

As a particular case of overcoding, Eco also mentions “‘infer-
ences by intertextual frames,” noting that “no text is read
independently of the reader’s experience of other texts.””3® On
the basis of what we have seen thus far, we may posit that the
sort of knowledge Luke assumes of his audience*® includes some
intimacy with the LXX, so that they will hear in his own

37 U. Eco, The Role of the Reader: Explorations in the Semiotics of Texts, AS (Bloomington,
1979), pp- 19-22.

% See D. W. Palmer, “The Literary Background of Acts 1.1-14,” NTS 33 (1987),
427438 (427-428).

39 Eco, Role of the Reader, p. 21. %0 Le. “model reader” or “implied reader.”
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writing echoes of Septuagintal texts and narrative schemes. At
the same time, we may observe that Luke himself cultivates in
his audience an ever-expanding knowledge base, so that inter-
pretive linkages are generated within his two-volume work.

For example, we may note the complex of echoes in the
following material related to the Holy Spirit:

Isa. g2.15: émwéA0n &¢° Upas velpa &$” UynAol

Lk. 1.35: Trvelpa &ylov émedeUoeTan &mi of kol SUvaps

UyiocTou EmoKIAoEl Go1-810 Kai TO YEVWOHEVOV

Lk. 4.14: UméoTpeyev & 'Inools év Tn Suvdpel ToU TrveUpaTos

gis TNy [oAdaiav

Lk. 24.49: ws oU evBUonobe £ Uyous SUvapy

Acts 1.8: &AA& AfuyecOe SUvauv EmeAfévTos ToU &yiou

TrveUpatos &’ Upds kai Eoeafé pou papTupss Ev . . .

Note in particular the repetition of “come upon,” “Holy
Spirit,” “power,” and the formula: activity of the Spirit
followed by its consequences. The Isaianic text is set within a
co-text dealing with the arrival of the age of peace. This is well-
suited to the present intertextual reverberation between Luke’s
two volumes, and presages the eschatological import of Jesus’
birth and mission, together with the continuation of that
mission among Jesus’ followers. The birth of Jesus and the birth
of the church are thus brought into the closest relationship, for
both serve the same divine purpose and proceed under the
empowerment of the same Spirit. Elsewhere, too, Luke holds in
tandem “‘Spirit” and “power” (cf. already Lk. 1.15-17), and,
especially in Acts 1.8, shows that these are the muscle and drive
behind the activity of “‘witnesses.”

Reference to Eco underscores our understanding that the
identification of “‘parallelisms’ in Luke~Acts is not simply an
issue of what Luke-as-author intended. The question of inten-
tionality cannot be prejudged or, for that matter, engaged by
way of certifying the presence or absence of specific cases of
alleged parallelism. The issue, rather, is whether the narrative
of Luke—Acts, understood within its own world of presuppo-
sitions, supports the identification of parallelisms.

It must be admitted, however, that points of similarity do
not tell the whole story, for repeatedly the resonances to which
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we have drawn attention also aim in a different direction.
These historical recurrences and narrative patterns can also be
described as parodic — that is, they parody the history they also
reenact. By “parody” we mean “repetition with critical dis-
tance that allows ironic signalling of difference at the very
heart of similarity.”*! For example, with reference to the
Abrahamic material noted above, the need for eschatological
consummation of God’s covenant with Abraham is unantici-
pated in Genesis, but history — at least as Luke understands it —
had shown that Abraham had not (yet) been made the proge-
nitor of many nations. The achievement of this divine promise
would require activity that both recalled that covenant-
making and also gathered up its possibilities in divine consum-
mation. In the case of Zechariah and Cornelius, also noted
above, it is surely of consequence that both are represented by
Luke as persons of impeccable piety, but Cornelius is a Gentile
while Zechariah is an Israelite priest! Luke’s presentation of
God’s aim to embrace all peoples in his salvific project is thus
emphasized by this “ironic signalling of difference at the very
heart of similarity.”*? In this way, Luke shapes the story,
transforming it and shedding fresh interpretive light on it.

4 NARRATOLOGY AND HISTORIOGRAPHY

The forms of intertextuality to which we have drawn attention
are capable of analysis along a number of lines. By way of
drawing together our understanding of the Third Evangelist as
one who has employed narrativity in the representation of
reality we may finally direct our attention to the characteri-
zation of writing history as shaping the past.

At the outset we should observe that Luke is well within the
tradition of Hellenistic (and, we may add, Hebraic) historio-
graphy in his representation of patterns of recurrence. As

41 Hutcheon, Poetics, p. 26. .

42 Note that this has been prepared for already by characterization in Luke: cf. the
pronounced differences between the presentation of Zechariah (1.5-11) and Mary
(1.26—27); J. B. Green, “The Social Status of Mary in Luke 1.5-2.52: A Plea for
Methodological Integration,” Bib 73 (1992), 457-471.
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Trompf noted, Luke (along with other historians) reflected in
his writing “‘a general apprehension of the human past as an
arena in which certain types of situations, problems, char-
acters, and styles make their reappearances.”’** Hence, our
concern is not whether historiographers employed such devices
as parallel patterns and repetition in their work, but rather
how these might be understood as integral to the task of Luke
the historian.

Perhaps it is too simplistic simply to suggest that this way of
putting things represents reality as Luke understood it. Never-
theless, it is worth noting that, in the latter decades of this
century, the positivist segregation of “what actually hap-
pened” and ‘“‘what was perceived to have taken place” has
become obscured. A historian like Luke, engaged in the histori-
ographical task, commits to writing what has already been
interpreted by others to him and his own perception of those
interpreted events, and in doing so produces a text that is itself
susceptible of interpretation. This text is, then, a cultural
product which participates in and parades (one or more)
interpretive agenda(s).

On the one hand, we are drawing attention to the reality
long observed by ethnographers that antedating any “official”
record of a community’s past by an (outside) historian is a
community-determined choice of retrospection. Significance is
already attributed to events by political decisions implicitly
and explicitly made about what will be remembered and how.
In her examination of how institutions remember and forget,
Mary Douglas observes,

When we look closely at the construction of past time, we find the
process has very little to do with the past at all and everything to do
with the present. Institutions create shadowed places in which
nothing can be seen and no questions asked. They make other areas
show finely discriminated detail, which is closely scrutinized and
ordered.**

*3 Trompf, Historical Recurrence, p. 315; see esp. Trompf’s chaps. 1—2, where he traces in
Polybius cyclical and alternating ideas whereby the historian was able to provide
predictive counsel on human affairs.

4* M. Douglas, How Institutions Think, The Frank W. Abrams Lectures (Syracuse,

1986), pp. 69-70.
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On the other hand, the writing of history is itself a relational
event, so that “events’ are already and always represented in
their relation to the interpreter. To put it differently, the
mimetic task does not find its reference so much in ‘‘historical
fact” asin perception. As a consequence, the textual product of
the writing of history — i.e. the utilization of narrativity in the
representation of reality — “‘surpasses itself as a set of real events
and is realized as a structure of meaning.”*

It will not do to ask in a simplistic way, then, whether
narrative representations of parallelism in Luke depict reality
as it actually happened. Of course Luke—Acts (and with it, all
historiography) is a “fiction” in the sense of “‘something made
or shaped” (fingere); perhaps, though, it is better to classify
Luke-Acts (and with it, all historiography) as “partial” — and
that in a dual sense, incomplete and partisan. To put it another
way, perhaps it is not so simplistic after all to say that, in his
representation of historical recurrence, the Third Evangelist
was representing reality as he understood it. In doing so, he
shaped events to a teleological end, underscoring their stand-
ing in the divine purpose, in this way legitimating (his depic-
tion of) ‘“‘the events that have been fulfilled among us”
together with the community he represents.

*5 Stock, Listening for the Text, p. 108. Cf. W. Iser, The Fictive and the Imaginary: Charting
Literary Anthropology (Baltimore, 1993); J. Clifford and G. E. Marcus (eds.), Writing
as Culture: The Poetics and Politics of Ethnography (Berkeley, 1986); C. Geertz, Works
and Lives: The Anthropologist as Author {Stanford, 1988).



CHAPTER 12

Luke’s characterizing use of the Old Testament
in the Book of Acts

Bill T. Arnold

Luke’s adroitness as a littérateur has become a dominant theme
in recent studies. As non-biblical literary criticism continues to
inform the work of biblical scholarship, scholars working on
Luke—~Acts have begun to explore the masterful way in which
Luke has framed the Gospel and the history of the early
church. This chapter will join the discussion by analyzing one
aspect of Luke’s literary artistry; namely his characterizing
point of view in quoting or referring to the Old Testament in
the Acts of the Apostles.

Luke’s use of the Old Testament has attracted considerable
attention in recent studies. In particular, Joseph A. Fitzmyer
has demonstrated convincingly that Luke sought to shape the
account of Jesus and the early church in a fashion that imitated
Old Testament historiography.! Luke’s Old Testament quo-
tations come from the Pentateuch, the Psalms, and seven of the
prophets. Surprisingly he rarely quotes the historical books
directly, though his dependence on certain passages from these
books is apparent (see below). Luke has so shaped his story in
the manner of Old Testament language, themes, etc., that he
appears to have intended consciously to write biblical history.
He has imitated Septuagintal Greek, used Old Testament
themes and models, and simulated biblical historiography with
a high degree of literary sophistication.?

Of course, the view that Luke—Acts is in some way a continu-

1 J. A. Fitzmyer, “The Use of the Old Testament in Luke-Acts,” SBL 1992 Seminar
Papers, ed. Eugene H. Lovering, Jr. #31 (Atlanta, 1992), p. 525.

2 B. S. Rosner, “Acts and Biblical History,” in The Book of Acts in its Ancient Literary
Setting, vol. 1, ed. B. Winter and A. D. Clarke (Grand Rapids, 1993), pp. 65-82.
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ation of the biblical tradition (especially the Deuteronomist) is
not new. But the details of that relationship have taken many
forms.3 Is Luke dependent upon the Old Testament only for
literary style, or also structure and organization? Or is the
dependence only a theological one and not necessarily literary
in nature? Recently, biblical scholars have emphasized the
hermeneutical category of intertextuality in analyzing Luke’s use
of the Old Testament. This approach explores Luke’s uses of
repetition to produce a text that is itself an interplay of other
texts, creating a system of references. These interplays may
reverberate with other texts within the work (“internal
repetition”), or they may echo extrinsic materials (“‘external
repetition”).* Clearly, the external reverberations of Luke-
Acts demonstrate Luke’s indebtedness to the Old Testament
story of God’s redemption of his covenant people and the
conviction that his narrative is, in fact, a continuation of that
salvation history.

It is also possible to investigate Luke’s use of the Old Testa-
ment in terms of the Hellenistic literary practice known as
tmitatio.” This method was one of the basic elements of
rhetorical training and method from Plato and Aristotle to
Quintilian, about Ap g5. Far from a rare or specialized prac-
tice, imitation of previous works appears to have been common
from about 100 B to AD 100. As T. L. Brodie puts it, during
this period ‘“‘the literary world was largely concerned with
reshaping the great texts of the past.”’® Brodie has suggested

W

The debate may be traced back to C. C. Torrey’s suggestions that Luke’s work
should be compared to the Chronicler’s (The Composition and Date of Acts, HTS 1
(Cambridge,Ma, 1916]). For a brief survey of the issues and bibliography, see M. C.
Parsons and R. I. Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts (Minneapolis, 1992),
PP- 33-35-

For brief discussion of intertextuality and examples of both “internal” and
“external” repetition, see now J. B. Green, “Internal Repetition in Luke-Acts:
Contemporary Narratology and Lucan Historiography,” pp. 283—299 in this volume.
See particularly T. L. Brodie, “Greco-Roman Imitation of Texts as a Partial Guide
to Luke’s Use of Sources,” in Luke-Acts: New Perspectives from the Society of Biblical
Literature Seminar, ed. G. H. Talbert (New York, 1984), pp. 17-46; J. Drury, Tradition
and Design in Luke’s Gospel {Atlanta, 1976); and Rosner, ““Acts and Biblical History,”
pp- 71-75.

6 T. L. Brodie, ‘“Towards Unravelling Luke’s Use of the Old Testament: Luke 7.11-17
as an Imilatio of 1 Kings 17.17-24,” NTS 32 (1986), 247—267.
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that Luke’s foundational Old Testament model was the Elijah—
Elisha narrative, though he appears to have adapted Chron-
icles and Ezra-Nehemiah as a skeletal base for the early sec-
tions of his Gospel.” This approach has proved helpful in
analyzing Luke’s surface-level structure, his purpose for
writing and his method of interpreting the events he describes
in light of Old Testament texts. Indeed it accords well with his
stated purpose (Lk. 1.9—4).

In this chapter, I will suggest a different level of Luke’s
treatment of the Old Testament in Acts. Besides his use of
imitatio in which he consciously shapes his narrative in Old
Testament garb and uses many direct quotations of Old
Testament texts in the speeches of Acts, there are also numer-
ous subtle quotations used in characterizing his speakers.
Luke uses Old Testament quotations in the speeches of his
leading characters (Peter, Stephen and Paul) to express his
point of view about those characters. This chapter will not
attempt to deal with Luke’s perspective on other characters
who appear in the narrative, since their speech contains no
words from the Old Testament. We are interested in how
Luke used the Old Testament quotes for characterizing the
main players in the narratives of Acts. After a general survey
of the technique used for expressing the narrator’s point of
view, I will proceed by listing and discussing several quo-
tations in Acts.

A ‘““POINT OF VIEW’’ AS A MEANS OF INVESTIGATING
LUKE’S USES OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

One of the most important contributions of narratology for
biblical scholarship has been the emphasis on techniques
for expressing ““point of view’” as a means of characterizing the

7 T. L. Brodie, “Luke-Acts as an Imitation and Emulation of the Elijah-Elisha
Narrative,” in New Views on Luke and Acts, ed. Earl Richard (Collegeville, Mn, 1990),
pp- 78-85, 172—174; T. L. Brodie, “Towards Unraveling the Rhetorical Imitation of
Sources in Acts: 2 Kings 5 as One Component of Acts 8,g-40,” Biblica 67 (1986),
41-67; and C. A. Evans, “Luke’s Use of the Elijah/Elisha Narratives and the Ethic of
Election,” JBL 106 (1987), 75-83.
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main players.8 Literary critics use the expression “point of
view” broadly to designate the perspective from which the
story is told. Determining the perspective of a character may be
critical for understanding the point of view of the narrator, and
therefore may be the first step in discovering the meaning of the
story.

Biblical scholarship is dependent on the theoretical ground-
breaking studies of modern structural semiotics, which
attempts to describe the types of communicative processes as
part of the phenomenon of human culture. Specifically, the
work of Boris Uspensky has been influential on biblical studies
in isolating the ways in which the text indicates point of view.®
Uspensky has differentiated four levels of point of view as a
means of extracting from the surface structure of the text
certain indicators of its compositional structure. The more
obvious the surface structure, by which is meant the linguistic
structure, the more confidently we may analyze the poetic or
compositional structure.

Before applying these concepts to the Old Testament quo-
tations in Acts, I briefly summarize here Uspensky’s four
planes for expressing point of view.!©

1 The “ideological” plane

Uspensky calls this the most basic aspect of point of view.!!
This is the point of view assumed in evaluating and perceiving

8 For a survey of the recent literary approaches to Acts, see F. S. Spencer, “Acts and
Modern Literary Approaches,” in The Book of Acts in its Ancient Literary Setting, vol. 1,
ed. B. Winter and A. D. Clarke (Grand Rapids, 1993), pp. 381—-414.

A Poetics of Composition: The Structure of the Artistic Text and Typology of a Compositional
Form, trans. V. Zavarin and S. Wittig (Berkeley, 1973). Though Uspensky was a
literary theoretician bred in the climate of modern Russian structural semiotics, his
work has had an important impact on biblical narratology. For a limited example,
see R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York, 1981); A. Berlin, Poetics and
Interpretation of Biblical Narrative (Sheflield, 1983); M. Sternberg, The Poetics of Biblical
Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading (Bloomington, 1N, 1987).
Some of these correspond roughly to the work of S. B. Chatman (Story and Discourse:
Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film [Ithaca, Ny, 1978]), pp. 151-153, who has
isolated three ways in which the term “point of view” can be applied: the perceptual
(perspective on the events of the narrative), the conceptual (perspective of attitudes or
concepts) and inferest {perspective of someone’s benefit or disadvantage).

' Uspensky, Poetics, pp. 8-16.

©
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ideologically the world being described. This point of view
may be concealed, be openly acknowledged, or lie somewhere
between these two extremes. It may occur as evaluative state-
ments which connote the ideological position of the author or
characters. It may belong to the author himself or herself, or to
one of the characters. This point of view is the system of ideas
that shape the work and comprise the ‘“‘deep compositional
structure, as opposed to the surface compositional structure
which may be traced on the psychological, spatio-temporal, or
phraseological levels.”’!? Typically, the ideological viewpoint
in the Bible is that of the narrator.

Uspensky emphasized that the manifestations of the ideo-
logical viewpoint are less accessible to formal study than those
of the other levels. But commonly, the ideological point of view
is expressed through the speech characteristics of the char-
acters.!> This observation leads us to the next plane for
expressing one’s point of view.

2 The “phraseological” plane

Uspensky also calls this the “plane of speech characteristics.””!*
This technique is especially apparent in those cases where the
author uses different diction to describe different characters, or
where reported speech is used. Though there are numerous
ways in which the phraseological viewpoint may be used, one
of the simplest, and the one most pertinent to this study, is
when the author makes use of someone else’s speech, either as a
narrator or as an author using reported speech. This surface
level technique refers to the linguistic features in discourse that
reveal whose point of view is expressed. It is possible for the
authorial viewpoint to shift, or for the author’s point of view to
conflict with that of his or her character.

8 The “spatial and temporal” planes
This level refers to the author’s location in time and space to
the narrative. The author may be relating the events of the

12 Ibid., p. 8. 13 Ibid., pp. 13-15.
!4 Ibid., p. 17, and see pp. 17-56 for his complete treatment.
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narrative as they occur, or long afterwards. He or she may be
closely attached to a particular character, in which case the
events are related as that character saw them. Or the author
may jump from one character to another, or assume any
number of spatial points of view. Though this plane for
expressing authorial viewpoint is not particularly related to
our investigation of Luke’s use of the Old Testament, it holds
interesting potential for Lucan studies because of the famous
“we-passages’’ of Acts.

4 The “psychological” plane

This refers to cases where the authorial viewpoint relies on an
individual consciousness (or perception). This point of view
may be either “subjective” (i.e. it is dependent on some indi-
vidual perception or psychological point of view) or “‘objec-
tive” (i.e. facts are presented rather than impressions). In the
case of the objective viewpoint, the author relies on his or her
own point of view and not on the point of view of the character.
Again, this holds interesting potential for studies on the Book of
Acts, though the psychological plane is not the focus of this
chapter.

The first two of these (ideological and phraseological) are of
most interest in our investigation of Luke’s use of the Old
Testament, as is true of most of biblical narrative. Though
a story may be told through narration alone, it is the nature
of biblical narrative to prefer direct discourse whenever
possible.!®> The phraseological plane is the most dramatic way
of expressing the character’s ideological and sometimes
psychological points of view. The author’s or character’s point
of view may be expressed on more than one level at the same
time.

Each of Luke’s quotations from the Old Testament discussed
below is, by definition, an example of his use of the phraseolo-
gical point of view. We are interested to demonstrate, not only
how he used the Old Testament, but why he quoted it as he did,
and to examine his ideological viewpoint where possible. Thus

15 Berlin, Poetics, pp. 64-65.
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for our purposes, it is important to understand the relationship
between the ideological and phraseological planes. Strictly
linguistic means of expressing viewpoint often characterize the
person who uses the stylistic feature. In this way, the world
view of the character (or author) may be defined, and his or
her ideological point of view is thus revealed through stylistic
analysis of speech. Thus, it is possible for the first two planes to
work together in this way; the phraseological plane revealing
the ideological. Frequently, a definite ideological position is
expressed on the phraseological plane.!®

B CHARACTERIZING QUOTES FROM THE
OLD TESTAMENT IN THE BOOK OF ACTS

Luke’s quotations of the Old Testament in Acts occur in
concentration in the speeches of Peter in chapters 1—4, the
speech of Stephen in chapter 7, and the speech of Paul in
chapter 13.!7 His well-known summary statements and narra-
tive accounts rarely contain allusions to the Old Testament.
Fitzmyer avers:

These speeches were either missionary discourses, intended to stir up
belief among Jews in Jesus as the Messiah and in his role in salvation
history, or a polemical, apologetic discourse, in which Stephen is
portrayed indicting the Jews for their disbelief . . . As Paul and his
companion Barnabas turn in their missionary work to evangelize the
Gentiles [Acts 13], Luke never again uses Old Testament quotations
in his narrative of Pauline evangelistic activity, save [in] isolated
instances . . . Thus chap. 13 serves not only as the turning point in
Luke’s story of Paul’s ministry, but also in Luke’s own appeal to the
Old Testament in Acts. The “word of God” had to be addressed first
to the Jewish people, and in addressing it to them Luke makes Peter
and Paul appeal to their Scriptures to bolster up the Christian
message, the story of whose spread to the end of the earth is the
message of Acts itself.!®

16 Uspensky, Poetics, p. 15.
17 Fitzmyer, “The Use of the Old Testament,” p. 531.
18 Tbid., “The Use of the Old Testament,” p. 536.
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Luke explicitly introduces forty-five quotations of the Old
Testament with expressions such as “‘this is what was spoken
through the prophet Joel” (Acts 2.16) or ““as it is written”
(Acts 7.42). Fitzmyer has divided these into three categories.!®
First, there are seventeen examples in which Luke has quoted
the LXX verbatim. Then, there are twenty-two cases in which
Luke cites the Old Testament text in a manner close to the
LXX but not verbatim. Finally, Luke has quoted the Old
Testament six times in Greek that is not close to the LXX. In
this last category, Fitzmyer concedes that it is impossible to
determine whether Luke has conflated, quoted from memory
or quoted from a different Greek version.2’

These Old Testament quotations introduced with specific
introductory formulae are examples of phraseological point of
view expressed through the direct discourse of the character.?!
These are the obvious cases in which Luke’s point of view is
expressed in the speaker’s use of the Old Testament. The
speaker has appealed to the Old Testament as an authoritative
source to validate and substantiate his position. In these cases,
the phraseological and the ideological planes are coalescing,
resulting in authorial approval of the speaker’s position.
Luke places his speakers (Peter, Stephen, and Paul) clearly

19 See ibid., pp. 533-535 for what follows. The subjectivity of categorizing and listing
such quotations may be demonstrated by a comparison of Fitzmyer’s list to the
earlier one compiled by W. K. L. Clarke (‘““The Use of the Septuagint in Acts,” in
The Beginnings of Christianity: Part I: The Acts of the Apostles, ed. F. J. F. Jackson and
K. Lake [London, 1922], pp. 85—93). For the text form of Luke’s quotations, see T.
Holtz, Untersuchungen iiber die Jitate bei Lukas (Berlin, 1968); H. Ringgren, “Luke’s
Use of the Old Testament,”” HTR 79 (1986), 227—235; and C. K. Barrett, “Luke/
Acts,” in It Is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture, ed. D. A. Carson and H. G. M.
Williamson, Lindars Festschrift (Cambridge, 1988), pp. 231-244.

20 T am not optimistic about the prospects of resolving the problem of Luke’s specific
sources for the Old Testament quotations. Even if his Old Testament citations were
uniformly LXX based, this would not account for the possibility of assimilation to
the LXX during the traditioning process. Furthermore, Luke’s natural language
was probably a Jewish or Semitic Greek, and he appears to have had the “skill to
write what looks like a deliberate LXX style” (Nigel Turner, A4 Grammar of New
Testament Greek, vol. v, Style [Edinburgh, 1976], pp. 56—57). As was discussed years
ago, a few of the references that diverge from the LXX may have come from an
independent knowledge of the Hebrew and others may be accounted for as free
quotations from memory (Clarke, “The Use of the Septuagint in Acts,” pp. 97-98).
All things considered, a solution is hopelessly beyond our grasp.

21 Uspensky, Poetics, p. 44.
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within the mainstream of salvation history by using these
quotations.

But, as Uspensky points out, these are only the obvious types
of phraseological expression. In addition to these quotations
introduced specifically by Luke or his characters, Luke has also
made frequent references to, and used occasional quotes from,
Old Testament passages, which are not specifically introduced
as Old Testament quotations. It is in such subtle quotation that
Luke has artfully used the Old Testament to express his ideo-
logical point of view. These quotations from the Old Testa-
ment reveal the narrator’s viewpoint on the phraseological
plane. But they are less intrusive since they are not introduced
by any set formula. These are the cases where Luke (or his
speaker) has adapted Old Testament speech in order to evalu-
ate. Hence, the phraseological and ideological planes have
once again coalesced.??

1 Acts 2.30—31

In Peter’s speech, lodged between two direct quotations from
the LXX (2.25—28 and 2.34-35), Luke records allusions to two
psalms, both of which build on an important theological
Davidic tradition in 2 Sam. 7.12—13. As elsewhere in Peter’s
sermon (see also the famous quotation from the LXX in
2.17-21), he has quoted the Old Testament in order to sub-
stantiate his position that Jesus is the Messiah and the fulfill-
ment of Old Testament prophecy. But the words of Acts
2.30—31 are not taken directly from the Old Testament.
Instead, several LXX terms have become the words of Peter.

22 T have collected here the quotations, or sometimes near quotations, from the Old
Testament, which are not included in Fitzzmyer’s list because they are not specific-
ally introduced as quotations. There are numerous other places in Acts where Luke
may make a general allusion to the Old Testament without actually quoting. For
example, in Acts 2.24, when Luke uses ®8ivas ToU BavéTou for “‘the agony of
death,” he has come very close to quoting the LXX of 2 Sam. 22.6; Ps. 18.4 and
116.3. However, this may not have been an actual quotation from the Old
Testament expression. Luke may have been using a common stock expression, or
perhaps an archaizing phrase from synagogal, Palestinian Greek. When combined
with Fitzmyer’s list, the list presented here makes up a catalog of Luke’s quotes of
the Old Testament in the Book of Acts.
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Because David was a prophet, Peter announces, “God had
sworn with an oath to him” that he would “put one of his
descendants on his throne” (quoting Ps. 132.11).23

As with all of the quotations and allusions to the Old Testa-
ment in Peter’s speech, this reveals his ideological viewpoint
through phraseological means. In other words, in his appeal to
his audience, Peter has adopted an Old Testament world view.
He wants his believers to equate his viewpoint with that of
Yahweh himself, who assured David that there would always
be a son of David on the throne of Israel (and with Joel, who
predicted this outpouring of the Spirit, 2.17-21; and with
David, who foretold Jesus’ resurrection, 2.25—28). Peter thus
shifted his speech to Old Testament words in order to shift his
viewpoint (or that of his listeners) to the divine world view.

Luke includes the Old Testament quotations in Peter’s
speech as a characterizing technique. He preserves the
phraseological specifica because it also reveals his (the nar-
rator’s) ideological point of view. Since he believes Peter was
right to quote the Old Testament for support, and since he
approves Peter’s alignment with the Old Testament prophecies
and their interpretation, Luke includes the quotations as a
means of sanctioning Peter as a leading character, and demon-
strating his place in the story of salvation begun in the Old
Testament.

2 Acts 3.13

After the healing of the lame man at the gate called Beautiful,
Peter addressed those who witnessed the event and referred to
the God of the patriarchs. His reference to “the God of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the God of our fathers” is, of
course, common in the Old Testament (Exod. 3.6,15). But its
use here is an indication of an ideological scene shift in the
narrative. Verse 11 is in the narrator’s voice describing the
action objectively: “While he [the healed man] clung to Peter

23 Acts 2.31 may actually be an introduced quotation, taking the 71 as introducing
direct discourse, in which case, this verse should be added to Fitzmyer’s list (see
NRSV).
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and John, all the people ran together to them in the portico
called Solomon’s Portico, utterly astonished.” The actions of
the healed man and the people are described impartially. The
inner life of the people is mentioned in passing; ‘“they were
utterly astonished.” Verse 12 begins with the adverbial, parti-
cipial phrase using i8cv, “When Peter saw it,” to indicate a
shift in point of view.2* Peter’s words to the crowd reveal his
perceptions of them as people who marveled at the miracle,
who “‘stare at us.” Peter’s perception is that they believe that
he and John healed the man by their own power.

But Peter’s use of the quote at the beginning of verse 13
dramatically calls the crowd to look beyond Peter and John
to the God of the Old Testament. He has evaluated their
viewpoint and condemned it as inadequate. Moreover,
Luke’s inclusion of this quotation characterizes Peter as a
speaker standing within the Old Testament tradition. If]
indeed, this quote called Exod. 3.6 and 15 to the minds of
Luke’s readers, Peter became like Moses returning to the
enslaved Israelites in Egypt in the name of the God of the
patriarchs in order to lead them out of their bondage. So
Peter is presenting the Good News of Jesus to the enslaved
Jews in the name of that same patriarchal God. Peter also
turns this quotation into a powerful messianic claim. This
very God of the Old Testament patriarchs “has glorified his
servant Jesus.”” Though these words are not a quotation, they
seem to be drawing on Isa. 52.13.

3 Acts 4.24

Acts 4.25—26 has a direct quote from the LXX of Ps. 2.1—2
introduced as the words of David, and therefore included in
Fitzmyer’s list. But the phrase in 4.24, “who made the heaven
and the earth, the sea, and everything in them,” is also taken
from the Old Testament, and may actually reveal more
about Luke’s uses of such quotations than the one of 4.25-26.

2* For the scenic, almost film-like quality of biblical narrative and the ways in which
scenes may shift, see Berlin, Poetics, p. 45 and Alter, Biblical Narralive, p. 63.
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This phrase from the Decalogue and a psalm of praise (Exod.
20.11; Ps. 146.6) occurs on the lips of Peter, John, and their
companions while praying, after Peter and John had been
released.

Together these quotations from the Old Testament reveal
through phraseological details the ideological viewpoint of this
early Christian group. Their perception of God (4.24) and the
world around them (4.25-26) is expressed through the quotes
in their prayer, which Luke records as a means of characteriz-
ing them and approving their world view. Hence, in Luke’s use
of the Old Testament quotations, the phraseological and ideo-
logical planes have coalesced again.

¢ Acts 7.3

With this verse, we begin a discussion of Stephen’s use of the
Old Testament in the longest of the speeches of Acts (7.2—53).
Perhaps more than in any other speech in Acts, the Old
Testament plays a particularly dominant role here, and this is
not surprising since he was speaking before the Sanhedrin. His
goal is to tie Israel’s past to the Jewish present; to link the
persistent rejection of God’s leadership during the Old Testa-
ment period with the first-century rejection of Jesus. His many
quotations from and allusions to the Old Testament appeal to
the very source of Jewish authority in order to make his
argument irrefutable. But Luke is also characterizing Stephen
by recording numerous LXX passages verbatim. Direct speech
is the preferred means of characterization in biblical narrative
because direct speech is the ““most dramatic way of conveying
the characters’ internal psychological and ideological points of
view.”?> Luke has included the Old Testament quotations and
allusions in this lengthy speech partly as a means of repre-
senting Stephen as someone who stands well within the Old
Testament traditions.

The first quote (Acts 7.3) is taken verbatim from Gen. 12.1:
“‘Leave your country and your relatives and go to the land

25 Berlin, Poetics, pp. 64—65.
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that I will show you.””’?® This quote interrupts Stephen’s
narration of the life of Abram. But the interruption is an
important one and anticipates the method Stephen will use in
the speech to condemn his audience. The words from Genesis
are the famous words of God himself, commanding Abram to
leave Ur of the Chaldees. As the ipsissima verba of God, the
command is clearly the plan of God for Abram’s future and for
that of his descendants. But, as Stephen’s speech unfolds, it
becomes clear that Abram’s descendants would eventually
reject God’s plan. This initial quote, then, is intended to
present the divine viewpoint; with his own words of command,
God initiated his covenant plan for his people.

5 Acts 7.5

The expression in 7.5b, “to give it to him as his possession and
to his descendants after him,”” has affinities with many passages
in Genesis dealing with the patriarchal land promise.?’
Especially familiar in these passages is the recurring quote from
God to Abraham (and once to Jacob) that God will give
(always 8i8wpt) the land to him and to his seed after him.
Twice the expression “as a(n eternal) possession” is used (Gen.
17.8 and 48.4). These appear to be stock expressions used in
Genesis to recount God’s faithfulness to Abram and Jacob, and
to emphasize the centrality of the land promise to the patri-
archal covenant (see especially Gen. 15.18 and 17.7-8). This is
the first step in the story of Israel’s Heilsgeschichte as Stephen
relates it. Again, the words of God’s promise are emphasized
because the plan of salvation for Israel was God’s plan. Luke
uses the Old Testament quotes to characterize Stephen as one
who accurately represents God’s plan.

26 The quote differs from the LXX only in omitting the expression kai é&k ToU oikov
TOU TTaTpds cou.

27 Specifically the following phrases are in view: T¢ orépuaTi oov 8kow THV yiiv TauTny
(12.7); T&oQv THY YAV, fiv oU 6p&s ool Bdaw alTiv kai TG owéppati oou (13.15); TG
oTrépuaTi oOU BOTW THY Yiiv TaUTny (15.18); Kati 560w 001 KAl TR OTEPUATI TOU PETA
of THY Yfjv . . . s kaTdoyeow aidviov (17.8); ool ddow THYV yiiv TalTny kal TR
CTEPUATI OOV (24.7); K&l 560w oot THY YTy TaITny, Kai T OMEPUATI OOV PETX O, &l
kaT&oxeov aicviov (said to Jacob, 48.4).
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6 Acts 7.10-11

These verses appear to be a conflation of quotes from the
Joseph story, particularly Gen. 41.37-44. The Old Testament
narrative has been summarized by selecting key words instead
of quoting any single continuous passage. Stephen’s speech is
laden in these two verses with allusions to the Old Testament
narrative. As before, it is the actions and words of God that are
so quoted: God granted favor before Pharaoh; made Joseph
governor of Egypt and over Pharaoh’s household; and sent a
famine throughout the land.

7 Acts 7.18

The statement that “another king who had not known Joseph
ruled over Egypt” is dependent on the LXX of Exod. 1. 8.
Though these are not the words of God or a direct action of
God, it is clearly a turning point in the Old Testament narra-
tive. The reason for including such verbal specifica here is less
obvious than in other examples in Acts. The phraseological
perspective is probably meant to mark the accuracy of the
account.

8 Acts 7.27—28

The Hebrew slave’s comment to Moses is taken directly from
the LXX of Exod. 2.14: “Who made you a ruler and a judge
over us? Do you want to kill me as you killed the Egyptian
yesterday?”’

Interestingly, the entire narrative described in this para-
graph (Acts 7.23—29) is from Exod. 2. But this is the only direct
quote.?® The overarching purpose of Stephen’s speech is to
condemn the spirit of rejection prevalent among his Jewish
audience. The direct Old Testament quote is used here
because Stephen, as speaker (and in this case, Luke as hidden

28 The quote from Exod. 2.13-14 is not included in Fitzmyer’s list because it is not
introduced by Luke with an introductory formula.
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author), is shifting his point of view through the use of phraseo-
logical specifica. The quote becomes a phraseological means of
highlighting the ideological point of view: a perspective that
condemns the Israelites for rejecting God’s messenger. This
forcefully condemns Stephen’s listeners for also rejecting God’s
messenger, Jesus, as becomes clear in 7.35.

9 Acts 7.30-354

Stephen continues his discourse on Moses in 7.30-34, where he
describes Moses’ encounter with God at the burning bush. The
paragraph begins with several words that appear to rely on the
text of Exod. 3.1,2, though it does not appear to be a direct
quote from the LXX. The words ‘‘an angel appeared to him”
are all identical to the LXX, though the order has been
changed. The reference to the “flame of a burning bush” uses
the same vocabulary as the LXX, though the specific forms are
altered considerably. Again, as we saw above for Acts 7.10-11,
Stephen’s speech here is clearly dependent on a specific Old
Testament passage and the vocabulary reflects that
relationship.

But beginning in verse 32, Stephen’s speech quotes selected
portions of the LXX of Exod. 3.4-10 with little, and in some
cases no, alteration. Interestingly, it is the speech of God that
has been excerpted most faithfully. The divine identification,
“I am the God of your ancestors, the God of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob,” appears to have been taken directly from the
LXX of Exod. 3.6, though there are a number of rather minor
changes. The verb eipi is omitted, “father’ is made plural, and
0eds is made articular and is used only once to introduce all
three patriarchs, not repeated before each name as in the
LXX. But these are all insignificant variants, and the phrase is
clearly dependent upon the Exodus passage.

Then verses 43 and g4 are taken directly from selected
phrases in the LXX of Exod. 3.5-10. To be sure, there are
subtle changes. For example, the LXX’s use of the imperatival
infinitive (AJoat), “Loose your sandals,” has been changed to
the simple imperative in Acts 7.43 (Aioov). In one case, the
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vocabulary has been altered to emphasize the point of the Old
Testament text. The rather generic term xpavyf (which in NT
times has a wide semantic field, ‘“‘shout, outery, clamor,” etc.)
is replaced with the more specific oTevayuds, ‘‘groaning, sigh.”
But by and large, Acts 7.33 and 34 are taken directly from the
LXX of Exod. 3.5-10.

Perhaps the most enlightening way in which the Old
Testament is used in these verses is the way Stephen’s speech
summarizes the reactions and speeches of Moses, but highlights
divine speech. The Old Testament narrative has been
reviewed succinctly, except where God speaks to Moses from
the bush. Even here, much of the LXX is omitted. But that
which is included reveals the purpose of the Old Testament
quotation. God’s voice is used to emphasize the truth that
Moses had been God’s chosen instrument of salvation, sent to
the Israelites in Egypt to deliver them from their bondage. This
purpose climaxes at the end of verse 34 when Stephen juxta-
poses two phrases from Exod. 3.8 and 3.10: “I have come down
to rescue them. Come now, I will send you to Egypt.”” These
two sentences are separated by much more material in the
LXX version. But Stephen is emphasizing the unity of God’s
purpose and Moses’ mission. Moses was God’s own servant for
the role of savior.

In this speech, the Old Testament has been used artfully to
express the point of view, both of the speaker and the narrator.
Luke’s ideological point of view has coalesced with Stephen’s
and been expressed on the phraseological plane by quoting the
Old Testament. He approves of the ideas expressed, especially
since the ideas are those of God himself. Here, Luke’s character
has actually assumed the divine point of view in opposition to
his audience.

10 Acts 7.35

The point of Stephen’s speech becomes clear with this verse.
The quote from Exod. 2.14 used already in Acts 7.27 is
repeated here: “Who made you a ruler and a judge?”
Stephen’s point is contained in the emphatic “It was this Moses
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whom they rejected,” the very one whom “God now sent as
both ruler and liberator.”” The quote is repeated to express the
point of view of both character and narrator, again both
phraseologically and ideologically. The speech is flatly con-
demning the rejection of Moses as the very one prepared and
sent forth by God to bring salvation. The speech of God quoted
in the previous paragraph (Acts 7.33-34) expresses the approv-
ing point of view. Moses was God’s man for God’s mission.
Now the speech of the Hebrew slave is used to disapprove of the
Israelite rejection of God’s plan for salvation. Again, Old
Testament quotations are being used to express the ideological
point of view. And of course, the implication is that history has
repeated itself. God’s appointed servant has once again been
rejected by the ones he came to save.

11 Acts 7.37

The quote in this verse from Deut. 18.15 carries a clear mess-
ianic message that would not have been lost on Stephen’s
listeners. The words of Moses are quoted by Stephen in one of
the strongest messianic verses of the Old Testament: * God will
raise up a prophet for you like me from your brothers.” The
quote is taken directly from the LXX with minor modifi-
cations. The pronouns are made plural and the word order is
changed. The word order of the LXX follows strictly that of
the MT.

This quote anticipates Stephen’s main indictment, which
does not come until verse 51. The words of Moses foretelling
the coming of the Messiah subtly assume his (Moses’) point of
view, in adumbrating the coming of the Christ. But on
Stephen’s lips, they imply also that the Christ has appeared.
Rejecting Jesus in Stephen’s day was paramount to rejecting
Moses in Old Testament times. The narrator and character
points of view have merged with Moses, and once again
affirmed ideologically the validity of Christ and his mission;
all through phraseological uses of the Old Testament point of
view.
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12 Acts 7.40

The archetypal example of rejecting God’s ways and plans is
now quoted by Stephen. The Golden Calf episode epitomizes
the Israelite refusal to follow the Lord’s will, equaled only by
the subsequent failure at Kadesh-Barnea (Num. 14.1—4). The
words are taken almost verbatim from Exod. 32.1 (and
repeated again in Aaron’s pathetic defense in Exod. 32.23).
The point of view adopted is again an ideological use of the
phraseological plane. The words of the Israelites are equated
with those who would reject the work of God in Christ, and
therefore the ideological point of view is made poignantly
through the Old Testament quotation. The words of Jeremiah
are also used by Stephen to condemn the Israelite actions in
Acts 7.42b,43, a quote included in Fitzmyer’s list.

13 Acts 7.51

Stephen’s speech is so full of Old Testament allusions that very
often the line between direct quotation from the Old Testa-
ment and subtle allusion is difficult to maintain. Acts 7.9
contains several words possibly coming directly from the LXX
and others that are slightly altered for context. For example, in
describing the inner life of Joseph’s brothers, Luke uses the
verb ““to be jealous” ({nA6w) in the form of an aorist participle
as a coordinate circumstance, but the Old Testament form is
an aorist indicative in Gen. 37.11. Likewise, in describing
Jacob’s instructions to his sons to go down to Egypt to acquire
food during the famine, Stephen’s speech uses the same
vocabulary, though certainly not a direct quote (&kouw and
oitos, Acts 7.12, and see Gen. 42.2). So Stephen is char-
acterized as having a specific text of the Old Testament in view
as he speaks. This could be illustrated numerous times for
Stephen’s speech.

The most striking examples of this use of the Old Testament
are found here at the conclusion of Stephen’s speech, where he
indicts his listeners most emphatically. Acts 7.49-50 is a quote
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taken from the LXX of Isa. 66.1—2, and introduced as direct
speech. But the point of Stephen’s speech becomes clear with
the first word of verse 51: okAnpoTpdynAol, ‘‘Stiff-necked
people!”. This term occurs only here in the New Testament. Its
use in the LXX is so developed that it is possible to trace the
origin of the word to its usage there.?® Though its appearance in
Acts 7.51 is not a direct quote from the Old Testament, it seems
to have clear reference to Exod. 33.3 and 5, where the term is
used in divine speech to describe the rebellious Israelites.3°

In point of fact, 7.51 serves as a climax to Stephen’s speech.
The verse contains three indictments of his audience:

(1) “You stiff-necked people,”

(2) “uncircumcised in heart and ears,”

(3) “‘you are forever opposing the Holy Spirit . . .

It appears that each element of this tripartite indictment is
conceptually dependent on the Old Testament, if not phraseolo-
gically. We have already seen how the term ‘‘stiff-necked
people” is rooted in the exodus narrative. The concept of the
uncircumcised heart is, of course, well known from Jer. 6.10
and 9.26, and the vocabulary is at least similar to the LXX of
those verses. The charge of opposing the work of the Holy Spirit
is less obviously related to the Old Testament, but is probably
dependent lexicographically on Isa. 63.10. The very phrase
used there (To mvelpax TO &ylov) is rare enough in the Old
Testament that the connection with the variation in the dative
case used in Acts 7.51 may be affirmed with relative confidence.
The concluding phrase of Acts 7.51 ties all these Old Testament
phrases of condemnation directly to Stephen’s audience: “‘just
as your ancestors used to do.” With this phrase, Stephen has
equated the rebelliousness of the Old Testament Israelites,
condemned so roundly by these same Old Testament expres-
sions, with his first-century Jewish listeners.3!

29 K. L. and M. A. Schmidt, TDNT v, p. 1029.

30 The occurrence of okAnpoTpdxnAos here also parallels the MT of Exod. 32.9,
though the verse has been omitted in the LXX, possibly on the basis of homoiarch-
ton (verses g and 10 beginning with the same consonant).

31 The opening of the next verse of Stephen’s indictment (Acts 7.52) may also be a
subtle reference to 2 Chr. 36.16, though the phraseological connections are much
less obvious.
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Of course, the point of Stephen’s speech is that the rejection
and crucifixion of Jesus is the historical climax of Israel’s
rejection of God’s leadership. The rejection of Joseph, Moses,
and the prophets has now culminated in the denial of the
Messiah. So Stephen’s speech uses the Old Testament to tie
current events of the Gospel (and in the next chapter, the
death of Stephen himself) to God’s saving history in the past.

14 Acts 13.22

On his first missionary journey, Paul spoke in the synagogue
one Sabbath day at Antioch in Pisidia. He addresses his listen-
ers as ‘‘Israelites” and brothers, who are ‘“‘descendants of
Abraham’s family” (14.16 and 26). In such a context, we
should not be surprised to find Paul’s speech loaded with Old
Testament allusions. Indeed, from the beginning of Luke’s
presentation of this Pauline sermon, it is clear that several Old
Testament passages are in view. But with the exception of
13.22, direct quotes are avoided until Paul comes to his conclu-
sion that Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection are the fulfillment
of the Old Testament promises to the Jews’ ancestors (13.33).
After this point, there are several other direct quotations, all of
which were included in Fitzmyer’s list.

Our brief quote in Acts 13.22 combines a rare quote from the
historical narratives of the Old Testament with a psalm. Paul
(and Luke) expressed God’s point of view by quoting his
evaluation of King David: ‘I have found David” (Ps. 8g.20) to
be ““a man after my [LXX his] heart” (1 Sam. 13.14). By using
the phraseological specifica of God himself, the speaker has
revealed his ideological point of view. This was logical prepar-
ation for the next verse, which declares that Jesus is a Savior
brought from this man’s posterity.

15 Acts 14.15

In Lystra of Lycaonia, while Paul was preaching, he com-
manded a man crippled from birth to stand up on his feet (Acts
14.8-10). When the man was healed, the crowds assumed that
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Barnabas was Zeus and Paul Hermes, and with the help of a
local priest of Zeus, they prepared to make sacrifices to them as
local expressions of the Greek deities (14.11—13).32

There is no mention of a Jewish synagogue in Lystra, and we
may assume that Paul and Barnabas were dealing with an audi-
ence of polytheists. In order to stop the misunderstanding and
teach the Lystrans about the Gospel, they began a mini-sermon
(14.15-17). The sermon was apparently cut short by the crowd,
which proceeded to stone Paul and leave him for dead (14.19).
Thus the sermon never even defines the Gospel of Jesus Christ,
because Paul was laying the foundations of monotheism and
attempting to correct the theological distortions of his audi-
ence.?® The Old Testament quote in verse 15 is a conflation
from Exod. 20.11 and Ps. 146.6, and is nearly identical to the
quotation found in Acts 4.24 discussed above. Paul attempts to
introduce the Lystrans to “‘the living God,” who is defined with
the relative clause “who made the heaven and the earth, the
sea, and everything in them.”” The line is identical to Ps. 146.6,
except that the aorist substantival participle (TroifjcavTa) has
been changed to an indicative here. This is, of course, among
the highest expressions of monotheism found in the Old Testa-
ment. Unlike the famous Shema of Deut. 6.4, this quote is par-
ticularly appropriate for Paul’s pagan audience at Lystra since
it does not center on the distinctive Israelite covenant name for
God, Yahweh. Paul’s point of view is expressed with these
specific words from the Old Testament, which substantiate his
position. The quote is again ideological, since it also presents
the narrator’s approving point of view.

CONCLUSION

Scholars working on these quotations of the Old Testament

32 Local tradition of Phrygia—Lycaonia preserved an ancient legend that Zeus and
Hermes descended to earth in human form. They had been rejected by the
populace, which consequently suffered a severe flood. (The account is given in
Ovid’s Metamorphoses 8.626f.) It seems likely that the Lycaonians wanted to prevent
another such disaster.

33 A more complete example of how Paul addressed strictly pagan audiences is found
in the Areopagus speech (Acts 17.24-28). There also, Paul began with the crea-
torship of God as the foundation for monotheism.
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often assume a ‘“‘proof-from-prophecy argument” in Luke’s
two-volume work, not unlike the method one would expect
from Matthew.?* But this perspective may limit too narrowly
his uses of the Old Testament in the speeches.?> Along with
Luke’s view of the past in general, his quotations establish
continuity and cohesion between past and present. As a herme-
neutical technique, he finds testimony in the Old Testament to
the significance and meaning of the events he describes.

We have seen specifically that Luke uses these phraseological
techniques to characterize his main characters, especially Peter
and Stephen. His purpose goes beyond the assessment of
previous scholarship, which concluded that he used the Old
Testament in chapters 1—13 because the Gospel was pro-
claimed first to the Jews. This is a purely Aistorical explanation
for a literary phenomenon. Though Luke’s presentation of the
early stages of the fledgling church is essentially accurate and
historical, the Book of Acts is nonetheless a literary achieve-
ment.3® His quotations from the Old Testament serve an

3 For example, Fitzmyer, “The Use of the Old Testament,” p. 537; and see D. L.
Bock’s proposal to use the expression ““proclamation from prophecy and pattern” to
strike a balance between ““proof from prophecy” and a denial of the presence of a
promise-fulfillment motif altogether (Proclamation from Prophecy and Pattern: Lucan Old
Testament Christology, JSNTSSup 12 [Sheffield, 1987], pp. 1353, 155-279).

35 C. H. Talbert, “Promise and Fulfillment in Lucan Theology,” in Luke—Acts: New

Perspectives from the Society of Biblical Literature, ed. C. H. Talbert (New York, 1984),

pp- 9t—103; and M. L. Soards, The Speeches in Acts: Their Content, Context, and Concerns

(Louisville, 1994), pp. 200-203.

The reliability of the speeches of Acts remains a moot issue. Ancient historians did

not generally engage in the free invention of speeches, as illustrated by the highly

rhetorical writer Livy, whose sources may be checked in places where he draws on a

speech by Polybius. Even Livy seems to have reproduced the speech content of his

sources. Thucydides appears to have established the method of Greek historiogra-
phers when he remarked that he had endeavored “to give the general purport of
what was actually said™ (History of the Peloponnesian War [1.22.1]). Of course this
comment has been subjected to endless scholarly debate and is open to other

interpretations. Yet it is clear that ancient historians recorded speech, not as a

transcript, but in a way that was faithful to the alleged situation and speaker

(Conrad Gempf, “Public Speaking and Published Accounts,” in The Book of Acts in

its Ancient Literary Setting, vol. 1, ed. B. Winter and A. D. Clarke [Grand Rapids,

1993), pPp- 259—269 and 298-303). See also pp. 3-32 above in this volume.

The Greco-Roman method may well illustrate the procedure employed by Luke.

It seems likely that Luke has faithfully represented the source content of the

speeches in view of the fact that there was no convention among ancient historians

3

=3
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important literary function in Luke’s presentation, just as the
Old Testament played an important historical role in the
preaching of the early church.

Luke is faithfully continuing the tradition of the earliest
Christian sermons by quoting the Old Testament in his literary
work. His quotations construct a carefully framed theological
function because they express his ideological viewpoint, albeit
in a phraseological manner. We have seen that a narrator’s
point of view is often most effectively communicated through
the use of both ideas and phrases.

Luke desired to fit the history of the young church into the
total panoramic schema of God’s redemptive history. Because
of this perspective, his use of imitatio served him well, as Brodie,
Fitzmyer, and others have demonstrated. But beyond this
creative use of the Old Testament, Luke has also quoted it
frequently to express his viewpoint ideologically. He has
portrayed his leading characters as the servants of God akin to
the saints of old. Peter, Stephen and Paul use the words of
Moses, David, even God himself. Luke approves of these char-
acters and believes that their speeches and actions are part of a
larger redemptive history with roots in the patriarchal begin-
nings of ancient Israel.

Luke’s use of the Old Testament is most effective where he
reports the words of characters speaking to hostile, or at least
non-receptive, Jewish audiences. This is especially apparent in
Stephen’s speech in chapter 7. The rejection of Jesus (and
eventually Stephen) is tantamount to the rejection experienced
by Joseph, Moses, and the prophets. But the use of the Old
Testament to indict the Jewish opponents of the Gospel is also
clear in Peter’s initial address to the multitudes at Pentecost
(Acts 2.13), his appearance before the Sanhedrin (Acts 4.1-3),
and Paul’s speech at the synagogue at Antioch in Pisidia (Acts

freeing them to create speeches. See Ben Witherington, 111, The Book of Acts in its
First Century Seiting, vol. vi (Grand Rapids, forthcoming); F. F. Bruce, “The
Speeches in Acts — Thirty Years After,” in Reconciliation and Hope, ed. R. Banks
(Exeter, 1974), pp. 53-68; S. E. Porter, ““Thucydides 1.22.1 and Speeches in Acts:
Is There a Thucydidean View?,” NovT 32 (1990), 121-142; and J. B. Polhill, 4ets,
NAC 26 (Nashville, 1992), pp. 4447
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13.45,50).%” Luke sees a parallel between the rejection of the
Christian Gospel and the rejection of God and his leadership
during the Old Testament period. His frequent use of the Old
Testament on the lips of his characters expresses this viewpoint
phraseologically.

In the Acts of the Apostles, the first Christians stand squarely
in the Old Testament tradition. By preserving the Old Testa-
ment quotations in their speeches, Luke also stands in that
tradition of faith. Theologically, we may speak in terms of
Luke’s understanding of Heilsgeschichte. Through his phraseolo-
gical use of Old Testament expressions, Luke makes Peter,
Stephen, Paul (and himself as hidden narrator) ideological
extensions of the Old Testament story, participating in and
continuing that salvation history.?® Luke’s skillful use of Old
Testament quotations reveals not only the missionary purpose
of the apostolic speeches historically, but also the polemical
and theological purpose of the Book of Acts literarily.

37 Paul’s speech in Lystra of Lycaonia (Acts 14.15-17) is an exception since he was not
dealing with a Jewish audience in this context.

38 Jervell even states that Luke infends to write salvation history, which is to say that
“Luke obviously has the idea that he is contributing to the Scriptures” (Jacob
Jervell, “The Future of the Past: Luke’s Vision of Salvation History and its Bearing
on his Writing of History,” pp. 104-126 in this volume).



CHAPTER 13

Editing the Good News: some synoptic lessons
Sfor the study of Acts

Ben Witherington, 111

Perhaps it is a result of the canonical division of Luke-Acts, or
perhaps it has been caused by the over-compartmentalization
of NT studies in the guild, but whatever the cause, the study
of Luke’s use of sources in Acts has tended to be treated
differently than his use of sources in his Gospel, especially in
regard to the speeches in Acts.! This, I am convinced, is a
mistake, for several good reasons.

First, the prologue to the Gospel (Lk. 1.1—4) and the first
verse of Acts (1.1) make rather clear that the author considers
the book we call Acts as the continuation of, or second volume
of, his narrative.? Second, the detailed study of R. C. Tannehill
has shown that a good case can be made for the general
narrative unity of Luke—Acts.? Third, C. H. Talbert has shown

! It is not convincing to argue that because Luke seems to have no literary predecess-
ors in composing a history of the early church, he also did not have sources, both
written and oral, for Acts comparable to his sources for the Gospel material. Contra
C. K. Barrett, Luke the Historian in Recent Study (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970),
pp- 21ff. For Luke, who sees the story of both Jesus and of his successors as part of the
sacred story of salvation history, it is likely that he sought out, investigated, and
sifted sources for both volumes in a similar manner.

2 T offer an extended defense of this conclusion in my forthcoming commentary on the
Acts of the Apostles for Eerdmans.

3 See R. C. Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts: A Literary Interpreiation (2 vols.,
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986,1990). This raises interesting questions about treating
Luke’s Gospel as a separate genre of literature from that of Acts. I am persuaded that
Luke and Acts share the same genre — that of historical monograph in the Hellenized
Jewish mold. It is, of course, true that the Gospel focuses predominantly on a central
figure, Jesus, whereas Acts has no such singular focus, and that Acts has more speech
material than the Gospel, but neither of these facts requires us to distinguish between
the two volumes as far as genre or editorial technique is concerned. Biographical
elements, passages, and even focus were not uncommon in some Hellenistic historical
monographs about kings and the major events in which they participated. See A.

324
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that the two volumes have certain structural similarities, for
instance paradigmatic speeches in Luke 4 and Acts 2 presage
the drama that follows.* Fourth, D. Juel has shown that even
beyond the level of literary patterns, there is a thematic unity
between Luke and Acts.® Fifth, G. Lidemann has argued
persuasively that a comparison of Acts with some material in
Paul’s letters (for example Acts 18 and 1 and 2 Corinthians),
makes clear that Luke is most definitely drawing on various
traditions in Acts, as he did in his first volume.® The uniformity
of style in much of Acts does not count against such a conclu-
sion, as one can equally well point to the similarity of style of
the Gospel of Luke and Acts, and no one is arguing against the
idea of extensive use of sources in the Third Gospel.’

In other words, there are a variety of reasons for thinking
that Luke’s purposes and modus operand: are one and the same,
or closely compatible, in the two volumes. It thus seems very
likely that the way Luke handled his source material in his first
volume ought to provide us with some clues about how he

Monmigliano, The Development of Greek Biography (Cambridge University Press,
Harvard, Ma, 1971), pp. 62ff. I would argue that one must pay strict attention to Lk.
1.1—4, where we are not told that Luke will recite a bios, but rather that he will
narrate “the things which have happened among us.” In other words the focus will
be on events and actions rather than on personality per s, a description which suits
Acts as well as, if not better than, the Gospel. See C. K. Barrett, “The Third Gospel
as a Preface to Acts? Some Reflections,” in The Four Gospels 199z2: Festschrift F.
Neirynck, ed. F. Van Segbroeck et al. (Louvain: Louvain University Press, 1992),
Pp- 1451—1466. Luke—Acts is about the actions of God through Jesus, the Holy
Spirit, and the proclamation of the Word, all of which bring salvation to both Jew
and Gentile in fulfillment of the promises of Scripture. I will deal with this matter at
much greater length in my forthcoming Acts commentary.

See C. Talbert,Literary Patterns, Theological Themes, and the Genre of Luke-Acts (Miss-
oula: Scholars Press, 1974). These sorts of parallels can be overpressed. Cf. the
critique of Talbert’s study in J. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke I-1X (Garden
City: Doubleday), pp. 96-97.

5 D. Juel, Luke—Acts: The Promise of History (Atlanta: John Knox, 1983).

G. Lidemann, Early Christianity according lo the Traditions in Acts (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1989), pp. off.

The Lucan vocabulary in the Gospel involves 2,055 words, of which g71 are hapax
legomena and 352 are dis legomena, while in Acts there are 2,038 words, of which 943
are hapax legomena and 335 are dis legomena. There are at least 151 characteristic
phrases in Luke’s Gospel that are either never found in the other Gospels or are
found twice as often in Luke. On all this see J. A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to
Luke 1—9 (Garden City: Doubleday, 1981}, p. 109. It is interesting that go percent of
his vocabulary is found in the LXX, and his use of it most resembles 2 Maccabees.
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handled his oral and/or written sources in Acts, even though
we have little and in some cases no access to those Acts sources
now. I submit that a study of how Luke handles Mark, and to a
lesser degree Q, should give us some basic clues about the
character, style, and tendencies of his editorial work in general.
This will provide us with a type of external check on our
hypotheses about the sources and sorts of material we find in
Acts.®

I LUKE’S HANDLING OF MARK

It will be worth while to be clear about the facts first. If one
counts verses, out of a total of 661 verses in Mark, 350, or about
55 percent, appear in some form in Luke. If we count words the
statistics are a bit different. Luke has 7,036 of Mark’s 8,485
words. If we analyze the 55 percent Luke takes over from
Mark, even on a conservative word count Luke reproduces
about 53 percent of Mark’s exact words, which is 2 percent
more than Matthew does with the same material. One must say
on this basis alone that there is a continuing and concerted
effort on the part of Luke to reproduce the majority of the
substance of the source material he takes over. Even more
telling is the fact that when Luke is presenting sayings material
that he found in Mark the “words of Jesus are hardly altered at
all.”® This is sometimes put down to the great reverence for the

& 1 am assuming, with the vast majority of scholars, the usual solution to the synoptic
problem with Luke using Mark, and some form of Q. I will not be examining the L
material since we have no external means of checking how Luke handles it, whereas
at least with the Q material we can compare the use of the data in Matthew, even
though we have no QQ document to consult. I am by no means the first to pursue this
sort of investigation. A. Von Harnack in his landmark work entitled Luke the
Physician: The Author of the Third Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles, trans. J. R.
Wilkinson (London: Williams and Norgate, 1911}, pp. 87ff. showed that an examin-
ation of the way Luke uses Mark and Q reflects a conservative style of editing.
J. Dupont was later to stress in The Sources of Acts (London: Darton, Longman,
1964), p- 84, n. 26: “Despite the numerous revisions made by Luke, the style, syntax,
and vocabulary of Mark recur everywhere in the sections which the third Gospel
owed to the second.” By contrast, the “we” sections in Acts, as both Harnack and
Dupont noted, are replete with Lucan vocabulary and reflect his style. I would
suggest that it is in the latter material that we see what Luke’s style looks like when
he is not drawing on sources other than his own notes.

9 K. F. Nickle, The Synoptic Gospels: An Introduction (Atlanta: John Knox, 1980), p. 131.
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sayings of Jesus in the early church, but it is at least arguable
that it may simply reflect reverence for the teachings of his
protagonist in the drama, a reverence he might also show for
the teachings of Peter, James, or Paul in Acts.

Another way to state this matter is that “Luke has not
exercised . . . linguistic renovation of the tradition in a com-
parable way throughout the whole of the material: in the
narrative material, especially in the introduction to the peri-
copes, the Lucan linguistic peculiarities are four times as fre-
quent as in the sayings of Jesus.”!0 If Luke operated in a similar
manner in Acts we might expect: (1) that some at least of the
speech material of Peter, James, Paul, or Stephen might be
handled more conservatively than some of the narrative mater-
ial; (2) we would look for Luke’s hand especially in the verses
opening and closing pericopes, and perhaps especially in
summary statements (for example Acts 2.42—47; 4.32—36). In
any case we would get no encouragement from Luke’s hand-
ling of sayings material in Mark for the supposition that Luke
simply composed speeches or sayings for important Christian
figures in Acts, though he likely edited or summarized them
using some of his own favorite and more universally recogniz-
able vocabulary.

This matter needs to be pursued a bit further by considering
what sort of stylistic improvements Luke tends to make on his
Marcan source. It is widely recognized that Luke wrote the
best Greek in the NT (with the possible exception of the author
of Hebrews). He writes in good Greek, and in some places
seems to imitate the style of the LXX (for example in Luke
1—2), while at other points he displays a knowledge of
rhetoric.!!

10 W. G. Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament (London: SCM, 1975), p. 138.

' L. Alexander, “Luke’s Preface in the Context of Greek Preface-Writing,” Nov. Test.
28 (1) (1986), 48-74, has made a case for Luke’s style being neither highbrow nor
lowbrow, but rather Fachprosa, or to put it another way, wischenprosa. Whatever the
merits of this argument in regard to Luke’s prologue, I do not think the argument
works with some of the speech material in Acts, in particular with some of the
defense speeches, which show clear signs of good forensic rhetorical prose. See
J. Neyrey, “The Forensic Defense Speech and Paul’s Trial Speeches in Acts 22-26:
Form and Function,” in Luke-Acts: New Perspectives from the Society of Biblical
Luterature Seminar, ed. C. A. Talbert (New York: Crossroad, 1984), pp. 210224, and
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In handling Mark, Luke tends to eliminate foreign words
that his audience was unlikely to know (for example Semitic
words or phrases like TaAi8a koup [Mark 5.41; cf. Lk. 8.54]),
or replace colloquial terms with more generally familiar ones
(kp&PatTos in Mark 2.4 becomes in Lk. 5.19 kAwidiov;
“rabb1” in Mark g.5; 10.51 becomes “master” in Lk. 9.33).
Luke also tends to replace Mark’s often abrupt adverbial
connectives with smoother transitions (for example the omni-
present “immediately”: Mark 1.12, ““T'he Spirit immediately
drove him out”; Lk. 4.1, “And Jesus, full of the Holy Spirit,
returned’’).

Another good example of stylistic improvement is the hand-
ling of tenses. Of 151 examples of the historic present tense in
Mark, only one survives in Luke, and furthermore Luke reg-
ularly changes Mark’s use of the imperfect tense to the more
literarily correct aorist.!? Luke also regularly abbreviates the
Marcan account (cf. Mark 4.1—9 to Lk. 8.4-8). Most of these
sorts of changes do not affect the essential substance or thrust of
the narrative in a significant way, and we may expect that
Luke felt free to make these sorts of changes with the sources he
used in Acts as well, so the document would have a more
uniform and acceptable Greek style. This matter, however,
needs to be approached with some caution, as there are some
reasons to think that in Acts we may have a first and less
stylisticly refined edition, while in the canonical form of Luke’s
Gospel we may have a second edition.!?

Much more important is the evidence of theologically, ethi-
cally, or socially tendentious editing of the Marcan source by
Luke. For example, Luke regularly eliminates Mark’s refer-
ences to Jesus’ emotions (cf. pity in Mark 1.41 to Lk. 5.13; grief
and anger in Mark 3.5 to Lk. 6.10). Luke also tempers the

B. W. Winter, “The Importance of the Captatio Benevolentiae in the Speeches of
Tertullus and Paul in Acts 24.1—21,” JTS Ns 42 (1991), 505-531. Even if we argue
that this is merely a matter of the form and style of a source used, it likely
presupposes that Luke recognized a rhetorically effective speech or tradition when
he saw one.

12 See Nickle, The Synoptic Gospels, p. 132.

13 See now J. B. Polhill, 4cts (Nashville: Broadman, 1992), pp. 411f., although I myself
am not persuaded by the Proto-Luke hypothesis.
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harshness of the portrayal of the disciples that is found in Mark.
While in Mark 14.37—41 the disciples are caught sleeping in the
garden of Gethsemane three times, Luke reduces this to one,
and adds that they slept “for sorrow” (Lk. 22.45), something
one would never have guessed from Mark’s account. Or again
in the stilling of the storm episode, Luke omits the rebuking
tone of the cry for help by the disciples to Jesus found in Mark
(cf. Mark 4.38 to Lk. 8.24). Yet it is also true that in Luke the
cost of discipleship exceeds the Marcan cost (cf. Lk. g.23, daily
cross bearing, to Mark 8.34; cf. also Lk. 9.62; Lk. 18.18-30;
14.26).

The apologetic tendencies in Luke’s editing of Mark show
up not only in the treatment of the disciples but also in the
treatment of other major positive figures in the narrative —such
as Jesus or Jesus’ family. For example, in Luke’s handling of
the Marcan material about Jesus’ family in 3.19b—21,31-35,
Luke omits the harsh verse 21, and softens the contrast found in
Mark 3.31-35 between Jesus’ physical family and the family of
faith. While Mark dramatizes the difference by saying ‘“And
looking around on those who sat about him, he said, ‘Here are
my mother and brothers. Whoever does the will of God . . .,;’”
Luke in 8.19—21 simply has “But he said to them ‘My mother
and brothers are those who hear . . .,”” which could include the
Holy Family. Or again Luke leaves out altogether a potentially
offensive saying like Mark 13.32, though he includes other
Marcan eschatological sayings about the second coming
(cf. Mark 14.62 to Lk. 22.69).

Luke also, alone among the Synoptic Evangelists, often calls
Jesus 6 kUpios in his narrative introductions and conclusions to
pericopes but not in the dialogue in the text itself (cf. Lk. 7.13;
10.1,41; 22.61 and the parallels).!* This shows a sensitivity on
Luke’s part to avoid historical anachronism, while at the same
time affirming his faith in Jesus as Lord in the narrative
framework of the material.

On the social front Jesus is more emphatic in Luke than in

14 The use of the vocative kUpie to address Jesus may be no more than a polite form of
address (cf. Lk. 5.8), pace W. G. Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament, p. 139.
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Mark in expressing his love for the poor and oppressed and
sinful, both men and women, including Jews, Samaritans, and
Gentiles (cf. Lk. 5.1—2; 5.8; 7.12—15; 7.96ff.; 8.1—3; 10.38f%;
15.1fF; 17.11ff; 18.0ff; 19.1ff,; 29.27f.). This is accompanied
by an equally strong critique of the wealthy, and of Mammon
as unrighteous in itself (cf. Lk. 6.25—26; 12.15ff.; 16.9,11, 10ff).
While Mark 10.21-23 certainly provides a strong critique of
the wealthy, money is not said to be in itself “unrighteous” or
unclean; indeed, the “Render unto Caesar” saying (Mark
12.13-17) may suggest that Jesus sees it as a normal and
natural means of paying debts. In any case, Luke’s handling of
his Marcan material on these matters (cf. Lk. 20.20—26) com-
ports with what one finds in Luke’s form of Q as well where we
have a blessing on the poor and those now hungering
(Lk. 6.20ff.), compared to Matthew’s poor in spirit.

The above has a direct bearing on our analysis of Acts
because there too we find the intensification of discipleship
demands (Acts 4.32-5.11); a stress on compassion for the poor
(Acts 6; 9.36f1.); on the demonically oppressed and possessed
(Acts 8.4-8; 16.16ff.); and of course on women (cf. Acts
9.36—40; 12.12—17; 16.12—15; 18.24—26; 21.8—q).'> The thema-
tic similarity and at points even unity of the two works is
certainly a strong reason for thinking that when Luke did
tendentious and not merely stylistic editing, he proceeded in
the same manner in both volumes. Indeed, one may argue that
since Acts is about more current events to which there were
presumably more living eyewitnesses, there was less need for
embellishment or amplification in the narrative and speech
material in Acts than in the Gospels.'®

That Luke has an interest in placing his source material in a
broader historical framework is clear enough not only from the
synchronisms in Lk. 2.1-2; 3.1—2, but also from the reference to

15 On all of this see my Women in the Earliest Churches (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1988), pp. 143ff. Luke’s editorial tendencies were distinct and
clear enough to some early Christian scribes who tried to reverse their thrust. See
my ‘“The Anti-Feminist Tendencies of the Western Text of Acts,” JBL 103 (1984),
82-84.

'6 This is not to deny that Luke made the material his own in terms of style, and that
he edited it according to his own purposes.
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the Caesars and other known Roman officials (cf. Acts 11.28;
18.2; 18.12ff.). Here is yet another editorial technique that is
carried over from one volume to the next in Luke—Acts, and
reveals a consistent editorial agenda and approach. In some
respects this places Luke in the same realm as the political
historiography of a Thucydides or a Polybius, but Luke’s focus
is on a particular religious and social movement within the
larger body politic, and the larger political affairs are only
brought in as they have a bearing on the growth and develop-
ment of the Christian movement.!’

Luke’s attitude toward editing a source like Mark is also
shown in the fact that, unlike Matthew, who tends to group
similar sorts of material together (for example a group of
parables, a group of miracles), Luke seems to have used Mark
as his basic source providing the outline of the progression of
the Gospel story, and into that outline he seems to have
integrated blocks of Q) and special L material. The Marcan
blocks of material are basically found in Lk. 3.1-6.19;
8.4—9.50; and 18.15-24.11, while the () material is found in
two major blocks Lk. 6.20-8.3 and 9.51-18.14, with special L
material largely found before these blocks in Luke 1—2, or after
them in the passion and resurrection narratives, though there
is likely some L material in 9.51-18.14 as well. What this tells
us about Luke is that he respects his sources to a significant
degree and by and large does not try to pull them apart, but
rather integrates them in large blocks into his Marcan outline.
This technique reveals to us someone who is more a creative
editor than author, more reviser than originator of his
material.

!7 See especially D. P. Moessner, “‘Re-reading Talbert’s Luke: The Bios of ‘Balance’ or
the ‘Bias’ of History?,”” in Cadbury, Knox, and Talbert: American Contributions to the Study
of Acts, ed. M. C. Parsons and J. B. Tyson (Adanta: Scholars Press, 1992),
pp. 203—228. Moessner says that this chronicling of a religious movement makes
Acts a new subspecies of the genre of ancient historiography. I tend to agree with
this point, as well as his overall argument that Luke—Acts should be seen as two
volumes of a single historical monograph. This means that the Gospel of Luke
should not be seen as a straightforward bios, but rather as a sort of history writing
that has a particular biographical interest in the part which one key figure plays in
the larger drama of salvation history.
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II LUKE’S HANDLING OF Q

If Luke’s handling of Mark suggests an editor, who while
certainly having his own agendas and style, nonetheless
manifests a considerable degree of restraint in his handling of
his sources and does not feel free to create narratives out of
wholecloth, '8 this is all the more the case in his handling of Q,
which is mainly a sayings source. Of course our observations
about the Q) material have a lesser degree of objectivity, since
we have no QQ document to which we may compare Luke’s
version of the shared material. Nevertheless, a series of
examples reveal some interesting trends.

In the first place, Matthew seems to have been much more
likely to reproduce the content of his source than Luke. Matthew
takes over go percent of his Marcan source, while Luke takes
over considerably less. It is not a surprise, then, that when we
compare Luke’s () Sermon in 6.20—49 to Matt. 57 we find that
Luke’s only has 2g verses while Matthew’s is over three times as
long (111 verses).! Luke, however, seems to have had a
greater tendency to preserve the order of his material in Q, just
as he did with his Marcan source. In terms of wording of
material retained, I see no good reason to prefer Luke’s
wording over Matthew’s in the () material as a general policy.
As J. A. Fitzmyer says, Matthew is often more apt to preserve
the original wording of a saying than Luke.?° Each example
should be judged on its own merits.2! Nevertheless, neither
Matthew nor Luke is simply cavalier in his handling of the QQ
material.

Let us consider first a few examples from the Sermon on the
Mount that reveal something of Luke’s editorial tendencies. In
the Beatitudes we notice that the Lucan form in Lk. 6.20—21

18 Pace J. Drury, Tradition and Design in Luke’s Gospel (London: Darton, Longman, and
Todd, 1976), pp. 8ff.

19 There are a few verses of the Sermon that appear in some form elsewhere in Luke,
particularly in his travel narrative in Luke 9—18.

20 J. A. Fitzmyer, “The Priority of Mark and the ‘Q’ source in Luke,” Perspective 11
(1g970), 131-170, here p. 154.

21 See my discussion of the character of Q in Jesus the Sage (Minneapolis: Fortress,

1994), chap. 5.
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speaks of the poor rather than the poor in spirit, and the
hungry rather than Matthew’s those who hunger and thirst for
righteousness. It has commonly been argued that the Lucan
form is likely more original, but this conclusion is hardly
certain, in view of the evidence elsewhere in both Luke and
Acts of Luke’s interest in the poor and dispossessed (see above).
On the other hand, it seems likely that Luke preserves the more
authentic form of the saying found in Lk. 6.22—23, in view of
the reference there to the Son of Man and the fathers, neither
of which are found in the Matthean parallel. Luke’s editorial
tendencies did not involve adding colloquial phrases of Jewish
provenance, and there is no evidence of Luke ever adding the
phrase Son of Man to his source(s).??

In Lk. 6.35 (Matt. 5.44—45) the results are mixed. On the
one hand the phrase “sons of the most High” in Luke seems
more likely to be original, in view of Matthew’s interest in the
title Father, but on the other hand the mention of rain falling
on the just and unjust seems more likely to be of Palestinian
provenance than “for he is kind to the ungrateful and
selfish.”23

In Lk. 6.6 we find “Be merciful, even as your Father is
merciful,” whereas the Matthean form speaks of being perfect,
as the heavenly Father is perfect. There is evidence elsewhere
in uniquely Lucan material (1.50; 10.37) that mercy is an
especial concern of Luke. Therefore, it would seem best to say
that Luke may be more likely to have modified his source at
this point than Matthew (except for Matthew’s addition of
“heavenly”: cf. Matt. 6.32). If we consider the two versions of
the Lord’s prayer found in Lk. 11.2b—4 and Matt. 6.gb—13,
what we basically find is Luke’s tendency to abbreviate
without altering the content of what is said in any major way.
The same could be said of the somewhat lengthy saying about
anxiety (Lk. 12.22—31; Matt. 6.25-33). For example, in Lk.
12.31 Luke simply has “Seek his kingdom, and these things
shall be yours as well.” If the saying originally included the

22 See 1. H. Marshall, The Gospel of Luke (Exeter: Paternoster, 1978), p. 253.
23 See ibid., p. 264.
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word “first” and the clause “and his righteousness,” Luke has
basically presented an abbreviated version.?* It is quite believ-
able that Luke would leave out the word “‘first,”” because its
inclusion would suggest that seeking all these other things is
acceptable after seeking the kingdom, something which does
not comport with his view of money (see above).?> A further
example of condensing one’s source material, this time by
conflation, can be found in Lk. 6.43—45 where Luke seems to
combine the tradition found in Matt. 7.17 and 12.35 with the
possible addition of a saying about figs and grapes.?®

A good example of editing that fits the pattern of Luke’s
theological tendencies can be found in Lk. 11.11-1g9/Matt.
7.9-11. The saying closes with a reference to God’s gifts: in
Matthew to “‘good things,” in Luke to the Holy Spirit. In view
of the obvious interest in the Holy Spirit in both volumes of
Luke’s work (mentioned seventeen times in Luke and fifty-
seven in Acts), and the evidence that he has introduced the
Spirit three other times at the beginning of the travel account
(10.21; 12.10, 12), it is likely he has done so here as well.?”

Even slight editorial touches show the tendencies of Luke to
make sayings sensible to a broader and more Gentile audience.
For example, Luke’s form of the brief analogy about building
on solid or unsound foundations (Lk. 6.47—49/Matt. 7.24—27)
leaves out the contrast between the wise and foolish man which
is likely original, going back to Jewish sapiential discussions.?®
He also changes the contrast between building on rock and
building on sand to building on rock and building without a
foundation, and closes with the less Semitic phrasing “‘and the
ruin of that house was great” (cf. Matthew’s “and great was
the fall of it”’). It seems clear enough that Luke is concerned to

24 Although the Matthean version might suggest that the issue was a matter of
priorities, not an exclusive concern for the kingdom.

25 Nor does it appear to comport with what is likely the original text of Lk. 10.41—42.

See my discussion in Women in the Ministry of Jesus (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-

sity Press, 1987), pp. 102—-103.

See J. D. Crossan, Sayings Parallels (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), p. 45.

27 See Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, pp. 2271f.

28 See my discussion of Jesus’ indebtedness to Jewish wisdom material in Fesus the Sage,
chap. 4.
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make his sources comprehensible to a broader audience that is
not predominantly Jewish in character.?®

There also seems to have been some attempt by Luke to
make sayings less theologically confusing for a Gentile audi-
ence. For instance, in Lk. 12.4—5 Luke has a longer form of the
fear saying also found in Matt. 10.28 and later in 2 Clement
5.4b. The Clement form of the saying follows the Matthean one
and suggests that the phrase “rather fear him who can destroy
both soul and body in hell” is original. Luke however has “fear
him who, after he has killed the body, has power to throw you
into hell. Yes, I tell you, fear him!” I would suggest that this
change may have been made because in the Greco-Roman
world the idea of having a physical body in Hades that could
be destroyed there would seem nonsensical, as might also the
idea of the annihilation of the soul.

Many more such examples can be produced that reveal that
sometimes Luke’s editing is a matter of style and simple abbre-
viation, sometimes it is a matter of modifying sayings so that
they would make sense to his Gentile audience without drastic
change in the material’s substance, and finally sometimes we
see evidence in the () material of modifications made because
of certain theological, ethical, or social themes Luke wishes to
highlight. In none of these cases, however, do we have any
clear evidence of Luke simply creating sayings or narratives ex
nihilo. At the most one may suggest that Luke may have created
some summaries as transitional material, but even then they
were likely based on some traditions he had available to him
(see, for example, Lk. 8.1—3).3°

III A SYNOPTIC ‘‘PROBLEM’’ WITHIN ACTS ITSELF

It will be worth our while to reflect on what could be called a
synoptic problem in Acts itself, for it shows Luke presenting

29 It is not impossible that Luke—Acts was in fact written for Luke’s Gentile patron,
Theophilus, perhaps a new convert needing instruction, and not for a community at
all.

30 See my discussion of this pericope in ““On the Road with Mary Magdalene, Joanna,
Susanna, and other Disciples: Luke 8.1—3,” JNW 70 (3—4) (1979), 242—248.
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essentially the same story to three different audiences and
shows the kinds of changes that result from the change in
audiences within the narrative of Acts itself. There are important
lessons to be learned here about Luke as an editor, especially
since this example involves both sayings and narrative mater-
ial. I am, of course, referring to the three accounts of Paul’s
conversion, which are sometimes assumed to provide clear
evidence of Luke’s carelessness as an editor and lack of concern
for historical precision.3! Instead they show Luke’s tendency to
adapt his source material according to the audience being
addressed, without drastically altering that source material. For
the sake of clarity it is necessary that I present a synoptic
parallel of the three accounts of this story.32

Acts g.1ff. Acts 22.1ff. Acts 26. 1ff.
third person first person first person
Luke’s summary in Hebrew/Aramaic spoken by Paul
from talking with Paul’s Greek to Festus — Luke
Paul summary given to present

Luke?
Saul to high priest letters from high authorization from
letters to synagogues priest and council chief priests (verse 10)
bring Christians bring back
back to Jerusalem Christians to
(verse 2) Jerusalem for

punishment (verse 5)

light from heaven at noon, great light  midday, light from

flashed about him from heaven shone  heaven shining

(verse 3) about me (verse 6) around me and with
me (verse 13)

31 And also is assumed to show Luke’s ignorance of Paul’s letters. For a recent attempt
to argue that Luke’s portrait of Paul is in significant disagreement with the image of
Paul in the letters see John C. Lentz, Luke’s Portrait of Paul (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1993). While I would agree that Luke by and large tries to depict
Paul as an honorable person of reasonably high status, I do not regard such a
portrait as incompatible with what one finds in the letters. Paul’s rhetoric about
shame and being shamed in his letters must be taken in its proper rhetorical sense
and context. See my Conflict and Community in Corinth (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1994).

32 It must be kept squarely in view that the first of these accounts is part of the Acts
narrative, and the other two a use of the same material in speeches.



fell to ground, heard
a voice saying
(verse 4)

“Saul, Saul, why do
you persecute me?”’
“Who are you, sir?”’
“I am Jesus, whom
you are
persecuting.”’
(verses 45

“Rise, enter city.
You will be told
what to do”

(verse 6)

Men stood
speechless, hearing
voice, seeing no one
(verse 7)

Saul arises. Can see
nothing. Three days
without sight and
food. Led by hand
into Damascus
(verses 8—9)

vision of Ananias
(verses 10—16)
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fell to ground, heard we all fell to ground, I

a voice (verse 7) heard voice in Hebrew

(verse 14)
same as Acts g same as Acts 9

“It hurts you to kick
same as Acts g against the goads.”
“I am Jesus of The Lord said : “I am
Nazareth, whom Jesus whom you are

.. (verses 7-8) pers.” (verse 15)

“What shall I do, “Rise, stand on your
sir?”’ feet. I have appeared
“Rise, go into to you for this
Damascus. You’ll be purpose, to appoint
told all that is you to serve and bear
appointed for you to witness to the things
do.” (verse 10) in which you have

seen me and to those
in which I’ll appear to
you. Delivering you
from the people and
from Gentiles to
whom I send you, to
men saw light, did  open their eyes, for

not hear voice of they might turn from
one speaking to me.  darkness to light”
(verse 9) (verses 16—18)

Paul cannot see —
because of brightness

of light. Led by hand

of companions into
Damascus. (verse 11)

Ananias (no vision ~———
mentioned)

“Brother Saul,

receive your sight.”

(verse 13)
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Ananias lays hands  “God of our fathers
on Saul. “Jesus sent appointed you to
me that you may know his will, and

regain sight and be  see the just one, and

filled with the Holy  hear a voice from his

Spirit.” (verse 17) mouth. You’'ll be a
witness to all people
of what you’ve seen

and heard.”
(verse 14)

something like scales “‘rise and be —_—
fall from Saul’s eyes; baptized, and wash  (no mention of
he regains sight and away your sins, Ananias)
is baptized (verse 19) calling on his
name.” (verse 10)

takes food and is —_ the above was a
strengthened heavenly vision
(verse 19)

We will start by discussing the differences in the accounts in
Acts of Paul’s conversion.?® Some of the differences are likely
due to the fact that these three accounts serve different
purposes and may originally have been meant for different
audiences, though now they are all part of Luke’s account
written for Theophilus.3* In general I subscribe to the thesis of
R. Maddox that the narrative in Acts g is presented as a
conversion story while the other two accounts are presented as
call narratives because by now the audience will be familiar
with the story of how Paul became a Christian and will be
more interested in the authenticity of his call to ministry and
how he came to be the famous missionary.3>

It is true enough that these accounts are summaries and Luke

33 Some of this material appears in a somewhat different form in my Paul’s Narrative
Thought World: The Tapestry of Tragedy and Triumph (Louisville: Westminster/
J. Knox, 1994), pp. 218ff.

34 For a fuller discussion of this material in comparison to what Paul says about himself
see ibid., pp. 220—225. I agree with Neyrey, “The Forensic Defense Speech and
Paul’s Trial Speeches,” pp. 210—-224, that the speeches in Acts 22 and 26 reflect the
proper rhetorical form of forensic defense speeches, and that this in part accounts for
some of the differences between them and the account in Acts g.

35 R. Maddox, The Purpose of Luke-Acts (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1982), p. 74.
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has written them up in his own style and way.3¢ The accounts,
especially in Acts 22 and 26, may be condensations from
speeches made by Paul himself. Paul, or if it is a Lucan
creation, Luke, would be presenting this story to two very
different audiences here and wishing to convey some different
aspects of the account to these two groups.

A further complicating factor is that Luke tells us that Paul
spoke the speech we have in Acts 22 not in Greek but “in the
Hebrew tongue,” which likely means in Aramaic. We however
have this speech in Luke’s Greek translation and condensation.
Furthermore, we are told in Acts 26.14 that Jesus spoke to Saul
from heaven in Aramaic or Hebrew in the first place, but in all
three accounts we only have a Greek version of his words.

One may suspect that Acts 22 is Luke’s own composition and
account of that encounter based on Paul’s summary report to
him.3” One must bear in mind that we have no clear evidence
that Luke could even understand Aramaic, as he always seems
to use the LXX or some Greek version of the OT in his
two-volume work.3® Luke, of course, was not present on the
Damascus road either, and so the account in Acts g is likewise
secondhand, perhaps based on Paul’s relating of the account to
Luke. Taken at face value, the “we” in Acts 21.17ff. and Acts
27.1 suggests that Luke was present with Paul at the occasion of
the relating of the conversion to Festus.

When one compares Acts 22 and 26, one will notice that
while in Acts 26 Paul presents himself as a prophet called of
God and speaks in a way that will make this clear to Festus and
Agrippa, in Acts 22 he is trying to present himself as a good
Jew, a former Pharisee, to his fellow Jews and accordingly as
one who is faithful to the God of Abraham. All three of these
accounts go immediately back to Luke, who wrote them up,
but in the case of Acts g and 22 ultimately they may go back to

36 See my discussion on pp. 23-32 above about the conventions in regard to the
handling of speeches in Hellenistic historiography.

37 T still believe that it is more likely than not that Luke was a sometime companion of
Paul, and that the “we” sections of Acts derive from his own personal encounters. I
do not think, however, that he reflects much if any knowledge of Paul’s earlier
letters. Cf. Polhill, Aets, pp. 5off.

38 See the chapter by B. T. Arnold in this volume.
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Paul, while Acts 26 is Luke’s own firsthand account in all
likelihood.

One of the factors which must count in favor of seeing these
as narratives of real events and real speeches is their obvious
differences. If Luke had set out to compose on his own multiple
accounts of Saul’s conversion, we would have expected the
narratives to be more similar than they are. The account in
Acts g or Acts 22 cannot be based on the account in Acts 26,
where Luke was present, because Acts 26 omits Ananias and
his role altogether.

The three accounts in Acts 9, 22, and 26 agree in essentials
but differ in some details, some of which are inconsequential,
and some of which are quite important. The essentials on
which all three accounts agree are as follows: (1) Saul was
authorized by a or some priestly authorities in Jerusalem to do
something against Christians, and as the story goes on it is
implied that the authorization applied to Christians in Dama-
scus; (2) while Saul was traveling to Damascus, he saw a light
and heard a voice; (3) the voice said ““Saul, Saul, why do you
persecute me?”’; (4) Saul answered ‘“Who are you, sir?”’; (5) the
voice said ‘I am Jesus, whom you are persecuting.” In other
words, all three accounts confirm that Saul had an encounter
including a real communication from Jesus in the context of a
bright light which turned Saul from an anti- to a pro-Christian
person. At the very least, one may say that this distilled
summary comports with what one finds in Paul’s letters when
the apostle speaks of or alludes to his conversion.?®

There is also a stress that this encounter was not merely
subjective, for it also affected those who were with Saul to some
degree. In Luke’s portrayal of these events, Saul’s name does
not change at the point of his conversion: rather when he
begins to be the missionary to the Gentiles, he adopts a Greek
name (TTadAos: cf. Acts 18.9).*° It would appear, especially in

39 Notice that reducing these three accounts to the clear similarities includes both
sayings and narrative material.

40 This story may even suggest that Saul took the name in order to aid in the process of
converting another Paul who was a Gentile and a proconsul on Cyprus, Sergius
Paulus: cf. Acts 13.7.
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view of the way Acts ends, that Luke’s interest in Paul is not
purely personal, but is chiefly because Paul is part of and a
vital player in the growing early Christian movement. He is
not trying to present an encomium or even simply an apologia
for Paul in Acts, and thus there is no good reason to think that
he has significantly recast the telling of the story of Paul’s
conversion.

When we turn to consider further differences in the three
Acts accounts, we must be prepared to examine them very
carefully. Certainly, ancient historians were not nearly so
concerned as we are today about minute details.*! Often they
were satisfied with general rather than punctilious accuracy so
long as they presented the substance and significance of a
speech or event. It is thus wrong to press Luke to be precise at
points where he intended only to give a summarized and
generalized account. Luke clearly exercised a certain literary
freedom with his material, arranging it so as to get across the
point he desired. This is only what one would expect from
people who grew up in an environment saturated with and
enamored of rhetoric, where persuasion and not merely inform-
ing the audience was a major goal.*?

An example of Luke’s literary freedom may be found in the
Acts 26 account where we have a sentence not found in the
other two accounts — “It hurts you to kick against the goads.”
A goad was a wooden stick with metal spikes against which it
was fruitless to kick since one would only hurt oneself. This
expression was a Greek, not Jewish, idiom, and it meant “It is
fruitless to struggle against God, or against one’s destiny.”” This
proverbial saying was one that an Agrippa or Festus would
likely have understood and perhaps even have heard before,
but it is hardly something one would expect to originate on the
lips of Jesus in Aramaic. Paul, or Luke, inserts this line into the
discourse to make clear that Jesus had indicated to Paul that he
was struggling against God by persecuting Christians, and
indeed against his own destiny. This phrase, which Jesus did

#1 See the chapters by C. K. Barrett and W. J. McCoy in this volume.
42 See my discussion in Conflict and Community in Corinth, pp. 10f%.
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not likely use when he spoke to Saul originally, indicated to the
audience that Paul was pursuing his present mission because
God had mandated him to do so.

Another piece of evidence of literary license is that when one
compares Acts 22 and Acts 26 one notices that the commission
that comes to Saul from Ananias’ lips in Acts 22 comes directly
from Jesus in Acts 26, where there is no mention of the interme-
diary Ananias. Thus we must conclude that in Acts 26 either
Luke (or Paul?) has telescoped the account. This should not
trouble us, since the commission that came to Saul was ulti-
mately from Jesus even if it did actually come through Ananias.
Ananias could be left out of the account in Acts 26 since the
crucial point was that Paul was authorized by God to do what
he was doing. The differences between the three accounts on
this matter can be accounted for in terms of Paul’s or Luke’s
editing of the account to suit the purpose and audience cur-
rently being addressed.

Another point of difference in the accounts is that we are
told in Acts 26.14 “we fell to the ground,” while in Acts g and
22 it is only Saul who falls to the ground while the others stand
(cf. Acts 9.7). Here again Luke may be simply generalizing
because Saul was not alone in this encounter. The others also
saw and heard something. It is in any case unlikely that Saul
knew the position of his companions at this juncture since we
are told he was blinded by the light! The point, then, of saying
“we’” was to indicate that this experience involved more than
one person and was not simply the product of Saul’s over-
heated imagination.

The most difficult difference to account for in these three
narratives is what seems to be a flat contradiction between Acts
9.7 and Acts 22.9. The former says “the men stood speechless
hearing the voice but seeing no one,” while the latter says ‘‘the
men saw the light but did not hear the voice of the one
speaking to me.” Scholars have argued that here is clear
evidence that Luke was not a careful editor of his material.
There is, however, another possible explanation.

The verb &xoUw with the genitive normally means that
someone has heard the sound of something or someone, while



Editing the Good News 343

this same verb with the accusative refers to both hearing and
understanding something. This sort of distinction is clearly in
evidence in classical Greek, and the only question is whether
Luke might have used it here. If so, then the meaning of Acts
9.7 would be that Saul’s companions, like Saul, heard the
sound of the voice communicating to Saul, while in Acts 22.9
the point would be that unlike Saul, the companions did not
hear intelligible words so as to understand what the voice was
actually saying to Saul. In Acts g.7 the text says that the
companions saw no one, while in Acts 22.9 there is a stress that
these men saw the light that accompanied Saul’s personal
encounter with Jesus.

Thus we can explain these differences in the two accounts as
follows: (1) only Saul had a personal encounter with Jesus
involving seeing someone and hearing distinct words; (2) his
companions saw and heard the phenomena that accompanied
this encounter but had no such encounter themselves. Notice
that Acts 22.9 does not say that they did not hear the sound of
the voice at all, but only that they did not hear ““the voice of
the one speaking to me.”

One more difference is of note. Acts g says nothing about
Saul as a missionary to the Gentiles, while Acts 22 and 26 stress
this point. This is likely because Luke did not need to mention
this matter in Acts g as it would be evident in what followed,
while in Acts 22 and 26 Paul did have to mention this to his
audiences to justify what he had been doing. Each of the
narratives and speeches is shaped to serve different purposes,
and this is the major reason for the variations in the accounts.

What is crucial about this discussion for our purposes is that
these three accounts show both the limits and the license of
Luke’s editorial approach. Most of the basic story and the
crucial sayings of Jesus are identical or nearly so in all three
accounts, but variations occur because of the audience being
addressed within the telling of the story in Acts, and because in
the latter two accounts the material is being used rhetorically
in speeches. I would suggest that even here Luke has been
faithful to his stated intention in Lk. 1.1—4 to carefully consult
and arrange source material, the arranging and editing some-



344 BEN WITHERINGTON, III

times being done according to Luke’s theological, ethical, and
social purposes.
L. T. Johnson helpfully sums up matters as follows:

Concerning Luke’s use of sources and his historical reliability, there-
fore extreme positions should be avoided. It is true that we cannot,
because of Luke’s artistry, determine the extent or even the existence
of written sources [in Acts]. But this does not imply that Luke did not
make use of tradition, or that he made up events solely from his
imagination. Likewise, because Luke selected and shaped his story
does not mean that it is simply fiction. These are false alternatives. All
historical writing, after all, demands a selection and creative shaping
of materials . . . Narrative can be significantly shaped by an author’s
imagination and still report substantial historical information . . .
Where we can check him on details, Luke’s factual accuracy in the
latter part of Acts is impressive.*3

I would add to this that the same can be said for the first part of
Acts as well, as C. Hemer and others have shown.**

IV LUKE AS AN EDITOR — FINAL REFLECTIONS

What have we learned from this all too brief survey of Luke’s
editorial work? Perhaps the first thing to be said is that he
should be compared with other ancient historians and their
methods. On these grounds, Luke appears to be rather more
like a Thucydides or a Polybius, and the character of his work
like what Lucian said ought to be the character of the work of
one who seeks to do history writing, rather than say a Livy, for
whom history writing seems often to have been an exercise in
almost pure Roman propaganda, with little serious concern for
historical accuracy.®’

43 L. T. Johnson, The Acts of the Apostles (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1992), pp. 7, 5.

# See C. J. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History (Winona Lake:
Eisebrauns, 1990}, pp. 1ff.

45 This sort of judgment could also be rendered even against the cynical and critical
Tacitus. See K. Wellesley, “Can You Trust Tacitus?,” Greece and Rome 1 (1951),
13-97. Especially telling is the comparison between Tacitus’ version of a famous
speech by Claudius and the actual record of the speech on the so-called Claudian
tablet. There are notable differences between earlier Greek historiography and
Roman historiography especially as it developed during the Empire. My strong
impression is that Luke is much more like Polybius and Thucydides than the later
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It is clear enough from the above that Luke used sources,
and that he edited them in various ways and to various ends.
He has an overarching concern in both his volumes to make his
story comprehensible in clear Greek to what appears to be a
largely Gentile audience, or at least one not familiar with
various aspects of Palestinian Jewish culture and colloquia-
lisms. This largely explains why Luke edits certain things out.
On the addition side of the ledger, however, Luke’s interest in
the poor, oppressed, and dispossessed, in the work of the Holy
Spirit, in the universal spread of the Gospel up and down the
social scale (the primary focus of Luke) and from Jerusalem to
Rome (the focus of Acts) affects time and again how he edits
his sources. One clear guide to Luke’s editorial approach
would be to search out the major themes and motifs in Luke—
Acts, and when a particular passage appears with such a
theme or motif, ask whether it is likely to betray Luke’s own
hand and agendas.

There are further lessons to be learned from a careful study
of how Luke edited Mark and Q). Such a study offers no
encouragement for thinking that Luke likely created speeches
out of wholecloth in his second volume, any more than he did
so in his first. Indeed, there is evidence that he may have
treated certain kinds of speech material, particularly Jesus’
sayings, more conservatively than he did even the narrative
material. Possibly, though we cannot prove this, he treated
important early Christian speeches with like reverence, faith-
fully summarizing their contents, using some of his own style
and vocabulary. The fact that the speeches in Acts betray
some elements of Lucan style and various Lucan themes likely
shows that Luke has made this source material his own, con-

Roman writers such as Livy or Tacitus. See C. W. Fornara, The Nature of History in
Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983), pp. 47ff. on
the differences between Greek and Roman historiography. The Roman was not
surprisingly fixated on one city and its history, Rome. The chief problem with
E. Plimacher’s Lukas als hellenistischer Schrifsteller: Studien zur Apostelgeschichte
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1972) is that he makes the mistake of
comparing Luke to two “historians” with whom Luke has little in common — Livy
and Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The former has been widely recognized as one who
did not do careful research (Aistoria), and the latter strongly subsumes history
writing under the umbrella of epideictic rhetoric.
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forming it to the style and agendas of the rest of the work.*®
What it does not reveal is that he did not use sources. Luke
was a good editor, and as such we would only expect him to
strive for a uniform style and presentation throughout his
work.

The Marcan and Q) material in Luke also suggests that
Luke is most creative in his summary statements, and in the
introductory and concluding verses to a given pericope that he
is editing.*” He is not, however, reluctant to edit out even a
great deal of important material such as in the Sermon on the
Mount, probably in order to make room for the inclusion of a
variety of other traditions.*®

In the end, in view of the considerable evidence that Luke
and Acts are two volumes of one work, the burden of proof
must be on those who want to suggest that Luke chose to deal
with his source material (or lack thereof) in Acts significantly
differently than he did in his Gospel. Even the differences in
his threefold telling of Paul’s conversion do not suggest a care-
less approach to his source material, or a lack of concern for
basic historical accuracy. On the contrary, Luke believed that
he was faithfully and in an orderly fashion presenting not
theologized history or historicized theology, but rather theo-
logical or salvation history — the story of God’s saving acts in
and through Christ and his followers by the power of the Holy
Spirit and for the sake of all humankind.*® This is history
writing that has not only theological, ethical, and social

46 See now M. L. Soards, The Speeches in Acts (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox

Press, 1994).

Liidemann, Early Christianity, pp. 16-18, comes to a similar conclusion about the

narrative framework surrounding various of the traditions included in Acts.

48 See the remarks of a careful scholar — Hemer, The Book of Acts, pp. 78—79: “But there
is a prima facie case for saying ... that the ‘speeches,’ of Luke’s Gospel in
particular, are largely dependent on extant or inferable sources [i.e. Mark and Q}.
There is editing; there is rearrangement — and that may hardly be surprising in an
‘episodic’ narrative — but the striking thing is the extent to which Luke uses sources
almost verbatim. This poses many questions about historicity and about the
speeches in Acts. It may be argued that the words of Jesus were unique . . . But the
preservation of the spoken word was not alien to the ancient world. The phenom-
enon merits further consideration.”

49 On this last point see M. Hengel, Acts and the History of Earliest Christianity (Phila-
delphia: Fortress, 197g), pp. 40ff.; Maddox, The Purpose of Luke—Acis, pp. 16fT.

4
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agendas but theological, ethical, and social substance. Martin
Hengel said it best some time ago:

We only do justice to the significance of Luke as the first theological
historian of Christianity if we take seriously his work as a source, i.e. if
we attempt to examine it critically, reconstructing the story which he
tells by adding and comparing other sources. The radical “‘redaction-
critical”” approach so popular today, which sees Luke above all as a
freely inventive theologian, mistakes his real purpose, namely that as
a Christian historian he sets out to report the events of the past that
provided the foundation for the faith and its extension. He does not
set out primarily to present his own *‘theology.”%%

50 Hengel, Acts, pp. 67-68.



CHAPTER 14

The means of absent ends
Wm. F. Brosend, I

He lived there two whole years at his own expense
and welcomed all who came to him, proclaiming the
kingdom of God and teaching about the Lord Jesus

Christ with all boldness and without hindrance.
(Acts 28.30—51)

The end of the book of Acts poses a significant problem for the
reader. Or it poses no problem at all. G. W. Trompf began an
essay on the end of Acts by arguing, ‘“The present conclusion to
the book of Acts calls for an explanation . . . A modern reader
would like to learn how long Paul dwelt in Rome, whether he
lived there for a considerable period, was tried, imprisoned or
acquitted, whether he died there of ‘natural causes’ or was put
to death, or whether he subsequently journeyed to other parts
of the Mediterranean world.””! In a dissertation on the end of
Acts written four years earlier, however, C. B. Puskas, Jr.
maintained, “A majority of scholars regard the problem of an
abrupt ending as a superficial one since Acts 28 can be seen as
a deliberate and complete conclusion from a literary and
theological standpoint.”? In a footnote to these words Puskas
concludes, “It seems to us that the continued appearance of the
abrupt ending question in contemporary commentaries is more
a result of the self-imposed obligation of modern commentators

! G. W. Trompf, “On Why Luke Declined to Recount the Death of Paul: Acts 2728
and Beyond,” in Charles H. Talbert (ed.), Luke-Acts: New Perspectives from the Society
of Biblical Literature Seminar (New York, 1984), p. 225.

2 C. B. Puskas, Jr., “The Conclusion of Luke-Acts: An Investigation of the Literary
and Theological Significance of Acts 28:16-31,” Ph.D. dissertation, St. Louis Univer-

sity, 1980, p. 15.
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to discuss the historical preoccupations of earlier commenta-
tors, than it is a result of the inherent importance of the
question itself.”

This chapter maintains that both Trompf and Puskas are
correct: The end of Acts is abrupt, but the abruptness of the
ending was intentional and purposeful. I shall consider the
significance of the end of Acts for discussions of its purpose,
genre and date, and give attention to the literary precedents
for the abrupt ending of Acts. My thesis is that conclusions
about the conclusion of Luke—Acts are formed by, and in turn
inform, conclusions about the genre, purpose and date of
Luke’s work. I shall also explore the implications of regarding
Acts 28.30—31 as the intentionally abrupt ending of Luke—Acts,
a topic rarely discussed even by those who hold most fervently
to the idea of Luke-Acts as a single, two-volume, work.*
Finally, I want to consider the origin and nature of Acts’
ending within the context of Luke-Acts as a whole, to suggest
that the most obvious precedent is another famously in-
complete New Testament document, the Gospel of Mark.

PURPOSE AND ENDING

Scholars’ conclusions about the appropriateness or abruptness
of Acts 28.30-31 interact with their conclusions about the
purpose, genre, and dating of Acts. While this chapter will in
no manner presume to account for the literature on these areas
of Luke-Acts study, a few important and representative
examples should illustrate the importance which views on the
purpose, genre, and date of Acts have for our understanding of
its conclusion, and vice versa. Luke himself addressed the issue
of the purpose of his work, so it seems a good place to begin:

Since many have undertaken to set down an orderly account of the
events that have been fulfilled among us, just as they were handed on
to us by those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and servants

3 Tbid., n. 2.

* Tannehill, for example, only makes mention of Lk. 3.6 “all flesh shall see the
salvation of God,” in his discussion of the end of Acts, contrasting this promise at the
beginning of Luke with the blindness of the Jews in Acts 28.26 (cf. Isa. 6.9~10; Mark
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of the word, I too decided, after investigating everything carefully
from the very first, to write an orderly account for you, most excellent
Theophilus, so that you may know the truth concerning the things
about which you have been instructed. (Lk. 1.1—4, NRSV)

In the first book, Theophilus, I wrote about all that Jesus did and
taught from the beginning until the day when he was taken up to
heaven, after giving instructions through the Holy Spirit to the
apostles whom he had chosen. After his suffering he presented himself
alive to them by many convincing proofs, appearing to them during
forty days and speaking about the kingdom of God. (Acts 1.1-3,
NRSV)

Something, of course, seems missing. How gladly we would
receive a verse along the lines of, “And now, Theophilus, I
shall write to you of . . . in order that you may understand
.. .”" But this Luke does not give us, and so leaves it to the
reader to discern the purpose of the second volume.

On the surface the answer seems obvious — to continue his
account of “the events that have been fulfilled among us.” Yet
to what end? “To the ends of the earth” (Acts 1.8) is the first
reply. One clear purpose of Luke’s second volume is to narrate
the spread of the Gospel throughout the Roman world, even to
the Imperial City itself. Not surprisingly H. Conzelmann,
given his view of salvation history divided into three epochs
(the time of Israel, the time of Jesus, and the time of the
church), understands the purpose of Acts to be the narration of
events in this third epoch, itself divided into two parts.> For
Conzelmann the end of Acts is in no way problematic because
the purpose of Acts, to narrate the bringing of the Gospel to the
ends of the earth (here represented by Rome), has been ful-
filled. Thus there is nothing left to tell. ““The purpose of the
book has been fully achieved; therefore we ought to reject all
hypotheses which understand the book as incomplete or which
declare the ending to be accidental.”®

4.12 = Lk. 8.9). Robert C. Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts: A Literary
Interpretation, vol. u, The Acts of the Apostles (Minneapolis, 1990), pp. 344357

5 H. Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles, trans. J. Limburg et al., Hermenia Series
(Philadelphia, 1987), pp. xlv—xlvii.

6 Ibid., p. 228.
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A second purpose for Acts is apologetic. So argues F. F.
Bruce, among many others:

When we examine the way in which Luke develops his narrative, we
can hardly fail to be struck by his apologetic emphasis, especially in
his second volume. He is concerned to defend Christianity against the
charges which were popularly brought against it in the second half of
the first century. We must recognize that in the eyes of those who set
some store by law and order in the Roman Empire Christianity
started off with a serious handicap. Its Founder had admittedly been
condemned to death by a Roman governor on a charge of sedition.”

This apologetic intent is carried consistently through the work,
according to Bruce, and reaches its culmination in Acts 28:

During this period the gospel was proclaimed freely in Rome through
the lips of its chief messenger. The apologetic value of this fact was
considerable. It is unlikely, Luke means to suggest, that if the gospel
were illegal and subversive propaganda, it could have been taught
for two years in the heart of the empire without let or hindrance . . .
On this triumphant note, then, Acts is brought to an end.®

Again we see a view of purpose (apologetics) shaping a
reading of the end of Acts. This reading of the end of Acts is one
with which E. Haenchen concurred:

In Rome Paul works ““‘unhindered.”” With this Luke brings to its final
destination . . . the effort to prove that the Roman government was
favourably disposed to early Christianity and permitted its procla-
mation . . . For the event which alone would have given telling force
to the thesis of the favourable disposition and tolerance of Rome,
Paul’s liberation, Luke evidently could not report.®

If the purpose of Acts was to give an account of earliest
Christianity which depicted the nascent movement as accept-
able to the Roman authorities, it would hardly do to depict the
execution of its chief spokesperson by those same authorities.

7 F. F. Bruce, The Book of the Acts, The New International Commentary on the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, 1970), p. 20.

8 Ibid., p. 535.

9 E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, trans. and rev. R. McL. Wilson (Philadelphia,
1971), p. 731.
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Acts ends where it does, according to this reading, for apolo-
getic reasons.'?

But what if the purpose of Acts is entirely different? What if
Acts was written to inform and entertain the earliest believers,
not to impress authorities? This is the reading of R. Pervo in
Profit with Delight.!' Here we move close to the next section, on
genre, for Pervo rejects historical and apologetic models for
reading Acts. Instead he argues for parallels among the earli-
est novels, such as Chariton’s Chaereas and Callirhoe and the
later Apocryphal Acts, such as the Acts of Paul. And here
Pervo runs into difficulty, for if the purpose of Acts is to enter-
tain and instruct, spellbinding and gruesome executions are
the order of the day! Recall only the Acts of Peter, which
recounts Peter’s head-downward crucifixion (from which posi-
tion he offers an extended sermon), or the Acts of Paul, which
recounts his beheading (complete with spurting milk instead
of blood) and his appearance, resurrected, before Caesar.'?
While our tastes may be repulsed rather than entertained by
such grisly depictions, ancient audiences were apparently
delighted. For Luke to skip an opportunity to delight his
audience is problematic for Pervo’s reading; in the next
section we shall consider more significant problems relating to
Pervo’s generic claim.

We may note, then, the interplay between views of the
purpose of Acts and views of its ending. If the goal of Acts is to
show the proclamation of the Gospel in Rome, Paul’s fate is
not important. If the purpose is to show the acceptability of
Christianity to the authorities, it is best to leave Paul’s fate
unresolved, “‘since everyone knew Paul was not released but
executed.”!3 If, on the other hand, the purpose of Acts is to

10 So also H. J. Cadbury, who suggested three “objects” for Luke—Acts: presentation
of the message to the children of Israel, delivery of the message to the Gentiles, and a
depiction of the legal innocence of Christianity of the charges brought against it by
its opponents. The Making of Luke-Acts (London: SPCK, 1958 reprint), pp. 299-316.

' R. L. Pervo, Profit with Delight: The Literary Genre of the Acts of the Apostles (Phila-
delphia, 1987).

2 E. Hennecke, New Testament Apocrypha, ed. W. Schneemelcher, trans. and ed.
R. McL. Wilson (Philadelphia, 1965), vol. i1, pp. 318-321 (Peter’s martyrdom),
pp- 383-387 (Paul’s martyrdom).

'3 Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 732.
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enlighten and entertain, the ending represents a missed
opportunity.

GENRE AND ENDING

History, biography, or novel — which genre best describes the
book of Acts? Admittedly there are other generic possibilities,
but the goal of this chapter is to be suggestive, not exhaustive.
And admittedly the question may be put another way - what is
the genre of Luke—Acts? The recent work of Pervo and Parsons,
however, shows the difficulty, if not impossibility, of finding a
common genre for Luke’s two volumes, and they have argued
persuasively that it is also unnecessary to maintain that Luke
and Acts share a common genre.!'* We may return then to the
question of the prevailing generic model of Acts.

The section on purpose ended with Pervo, and now that he
has been mentioned again in this section, let us consider his
suggestion that the genre of Acts is that of the ancient romance
novel.!> In important ways the suggestion is intriguing:
Ancient romantic tales were filled with adventure, danger,
mistaken identity, travel, shipwreck, piracy, kidnaping,
miraculous deliverance, false accusations, trials, and, above all
else, sex and romance.'® Many of these characteristics are
found in Acts, although it is a little short on sex and romance!
But in other ways Pervo’s suggestion fails to convince: The
absence of romance is a significant omission, and the shift in
emphasis from one major character to another (Peter to Paul)
in the second half of Acts has no parallel in the extant ancient

14 M. C. Parsons and R. I. Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts (Minneapolis,
1993), pp. 20—44.

15 “The data base for comparison of Acts to works of history that are similar in shape,
scope, style and purpose is rather limited. Historical monographs with convincing
affinities to Acts are difficult to identify. Novels that bear likenesses to Acts are, on
the other hand, abundant . . . When the content of Acts, with its high proportion of
exciting episodes, legendary presentations, and brief speeches, is taken into account,
the scale tilts even more sharply toward the historical novel” (Profit with Delight,
p- 137).

See T. Hagg, The Novel in Antiquity (Berkeley, 1983), pp. 5-80. Higg sees the
parallel as between the Apocryphal Acts and the ancient novel, not between
canonical Acts (pp. 161-162).
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novels. While Acts does indeed entertain and inform, the
ancient novels offer a profit/delight ratio weighed much more
in favor of delight than does Acts, and have few parallels to the
lengthy, stylized and repetitive speeches of Acts.!”

For the purpose of this chapter it is the abrupt ending of Acts
that is most troubling, as alluded to above. Ancient novels tell
the tale of a hero or heroine, often both, following them
through adventure and misadventure until they are reunited,
married, and “live happily ever after.” Villains are captured
and punished, oracles fulfilled, the virtuous rewarded. There
are no loose ends.'® Acts follows Paul (leaving Peter forgotten!)
through thick and thin, recounting preachings, beatings,
arrest, trials, voyage, shipwreck, and eventual arrival in Rome.
And then stops. If the genre of Acts is that of the ancient
romance novel, the end of Acts is unthinkable: There are no
parallels to the ending.'®

What about Acts as biography? Such generic possibility is
especially congenial for one who seeks a common genre for
Luke-Acts, the Gospels having much in common with various
biographical essays.?’ The literature on this topic is enormous,
but since I have chosen to focus on Acts alone, an important
recent study by L. Alexander will prove sufficient for consider-
ation within the limited interest of this section.?! Alexander

17 Pervo maintains that the novels “provide more convincing and useful parallels to
the contents and literary function of the speeches in Acts than will histories” (Profit
with Delight, p. 76). But he offers scarcely any examples, and does not address the
much broader use of speeches in Acts in comparison to the novels.

“In general, the romances achieve full closure.” J. Lee Magness, Sense and Absence,

Semeia Studies (Atlanta, 1986), p. 42. Magness then quotes Hagg’s early study,

Narrative Technique in Ancient Greek Romances (Stockholm, 1971): “‘The straight-

forward mode of narrative . . . a beginning ab ove, a linear succession of events, and

a definite end’ (Hégg, p. g10).”

19 A topic Pervo does not address.

20 See D. E. Aune, The New Testament in its Literary Environment, Library of Early
Christianity (Philadelphia, 1987), pp. 17-76. Aune, as we shall see, regards Luke—
Acts as an example of ancient historiography.

21 L. C. A. Alexander, “Acts and Ancient Intellectual Biography,” in B. W. Winter
and A. D. Clarke (eds.), The Book of Acts in its Ancient Literary Setting, vol. 1, Acts in its
First Century Setting (Grand Rapids, 1993), pp. 31-63; see also pp. 73~103 above on
Acts 1.
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maintains, following C. Talbert,?? that Diogenes Laertius’
Luves of the Philosophers is instructive for discussion of the genre
of Acts. She does not go as far as Talbert, however, holding
that a comparison of Diogenes and Luke—Acts shows as many
differences as similarities.?®> Instead Alexander suggests that
one look to the “hellenistic biographical tradition” upon
which Diogenes Laertius, and presumably Luke, drew. She
concludes that a “hellenistic school tradition offers clear evi-
dence of biographical interest clustering around three foci:
chronology and succession, doxography and bibliography, and
the paradigm of the sage.””?* She points particularly to the
“influential paradigm of Socrates’ as exerting ‘‘some influence
on the structuring of Luke’s Pauline narrative.””?*> But generi-
cally this leaves Acts 1-8, 10-12 adrift. And despite
Alexander’s carefully crafted eight points of comparison
(divine call, mission, daimonion, tribulations, persecution,
trial, prison, and death) one must again note the obvious: Luke
does not narrate Paul’s death. To be sure, Xenophon’s Memo-
rabilia does not narrate Socrates’ death either, but Alexander is
referring to a Socratic paradigm in which the manner of
Socrates’ death was well attested. “The Socratic paradigm
was, above all, a paradigm for facing death: in Seneca’s words
(Ep.104.22) Socrates ‘will show you how to die if it be neces-
sary.””’?® Put more simply, a biography which fails to narrate
the death of its subject was either written before that death
occurred, or is incomplete. The question of the end of Acts and
its date of composition is the topic of the next section, but first
we should consider a third generic alternative, the historical
monograph.

Sunday School shorthand taught that Acts differs from the
Gospels and the epistles, and is referred to as a ‘history,”

22 C. H. Talbert, Literary Patterns, Theological Themes and the Genre of Luke—Acts, SBLMS
20 (Missoula, 1974).

23 “It may be seen from this analysis that even where there are parallels in content
between Acts and the Lives of Diogenes Laertius, detailed examination at the level
of narrative mode points up as many contrasts as similarities.” Alexander, “Acts
and Ancient Intellectual Biography,” p. 47.

2¢ Tbid., p. 56. 25 Ibid., p. 57. 26 Ibid., p. 62.
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unique among the writings of the New Testament. Our
teachers were not far wrong, according to much recent
scholarship. David Aune considers Acts to be a type of
“general history,” and while his generic designation may be
influenced by his stated desire to treat Luke-Acts as a single
genre,?’ his position is eminently defensible. “Using his
rhetorical skills, Luke adapted the genre of general history,
one of the more eclectic genres of antiquity, as an appropriate
literary vehicle for depicting the origins and development of
Christianity.”28

D. Palmer’s perceptive essay on the genre of Acts supports,
while focusing, Aune’s position.?® Examining the positions of
Sallust, Polybius, and Cicero, all ante-dating Luke’s work by
atleast a century, Palmer sees clear parallels in their theories of
historical composition: brevity, historical conciseness, thematic
focus, and concentration on one figure at a time, as well as the
use of letters, speeches, and a prologue. Josephus provides a
contemporary parallel which Palmer, following G. E. Sterling,
refers to as “apologetic historiography.”3? Palmer concludes
that “the combination of length, scope, focus and internal
literary features indicates that Acts deserves consideration as a
short historical monograph.”’3!

It is a suggestion I find congenial when dealing with the
problematic interaction of the end of Acts and its genre. A
biography that fails to narrate the death of'its subject is odd, as
odd as a biography that only devotes about half its space to its
subject. An ancient romantic novel without romance, and
which misses an opportunity for a graphic and bloody conclu-
sion, is doubly unusual. But a work of history, be it “general”
or a ‘“‘monograph,” with clearly apologetic concerns, that
concludes its account before narrating an apologetically

27 See the criticism of Parsons and Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts,
pp- 13-16.

28 Aune, The New Testament in its Literary Environment, p. 77.

29 D. W. Palmer, “Acts and the Ancient Historical Monograph,” in B. W. Winter and
A. D. Clarke (eds.), The Book of Acts in its Ancient Literary Setting, vol. 1, Acis in ils First
Century Setting (Grand Rapids, 1993), pp. 1—29.

30 Ibid., pp. 15-18. 31 Ibid., p. 29.



The means of absent ends 357

problematic event makes good sense.3? Palmer is correct: Acts

does indeed merit consideration as a short (apologetic) his-
: polog

torical monograph.

DATE AND ENDING

There is a very obvious possible explanation for Luke’s ending
Acts where he does: He had brought his account up to date. He
could not give an account of the trial and release or execution
of Paul because they had not yet happened. This was the
conclusion of Harnack, among others, and a conclusion which
has a number of variations: Luke intended a third volume, in
which Paul’s release and later activity were narrated
(Ramsay); Luke died before he could complete his account;
and the ever popular theory that Luke wrote an account of
Paul’s execution, but it was suppressed or lost.3?

The most important proposal for dating Acts at or close to
the period Luke refers to as “‘two whole years” (Sietiav OAnv)
comes from F. F. Bruce. Here ideas of purpose, genre and
dating come together. Bruce suggests that Acts was written
sometime before the Neronian persecutions of 64.

If we can date Luke’s History a little earlier than the persecution of
64, we find a reasonable life-setting for the work. Paul’s arrival in
Rome, his apostolic witness there for two years, the legal procedure
occasioned by his appeal to Caesar, must have brought Christianity
to the notice of the Roman middle classes . . . If Theophilus was a
representative of the intelligent reading public (or rather listening
public) of Rome, here was Luke’s opportunity to provide such people
with a more accurate account of the rise and progress of Christianity

. . and also to vindicate the innocence of Paul and other Christians
in relation to Roman law.3*

Acts was written, then, when “Christianity was suspect, but
not yet proscribed.” And while it was not strictly a legal brief

32 There are other reasons, apologetic but of a different kind, for failing to narrate
Paul’s death. See Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts, vol. 11, p. 356.

33 For a summary of the possibilities see, among others, Jackson and Lake, The
Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, pp. 349—350 and Cadbury, The Making of Luke—Acts,
pPP. 321—324.

3+ F. F. Bruce, The Book of the Acts, p. 23.
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meant to be used at Paul’s trial, “some of the material in it
would have been useful for that purpose.” For Bruce, then,
Luke wrote of what he knew and of what would be of use to his
audience, who he presumes already knew of Paul, if not yet of
his fate.

The assumptions here, it seems to me, are enormous. If one
accepts Marcan priority, and Luke’s (not proto-Luke’s!) use of
Mark, and also accepts that Luke was composed prior to Acts,
a date of 61-62 for Acts requires a date for Mark, even
assuming a Roman provenance for the Second Gospel, of the
mid to late 5os, a date that is prior to Peter’s death, contra the
assumption of Papias’ testimony about the composition of
Mark, where Mark’s relation to Peter is described as past.®®
Even among those who are not compelled by Mark 13 to date
the Second Gospel to the period of 68 cE or after, few hold for
such an early date for Mark.?® Which makes such an early date
for Acts unlikely.

Moreover, this early dating for Acts, along with all the other
conclusions about purpose and genre, still leaves the reader
with the issue with which we began: What an odd way for Luke
to end his account! Even if Luke ended because he had nothing
more to tell, why so abruptly? Or was it abrupt?

LITERARY PRECEDENTS AND PARALLELS, OR THE
AX OF MARK

In his important study on the ending of Mark, Sense and Absence,
J.Lee Magness makes a strong case that Mark 16.8 is the original
and intended ending of the Second Gospel.>’” Magness cites
a number of parallels from antiquity, secular and scriptural,

35 Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 3.39.15.

36 This is, however, the conclusion of Carson, Moo, and Morris, An Introduction to
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, 1992), pp. 96-99, 190-194. They seem dependent
on Bruce. But note Colin J. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic
History (Winona Lake, 1N, 1990): ““Although Mark’s Gospel need not be later than
the early sixties, it would be rash and unnecessary to claim that it is any earlier”
(p- 404).

37 J. Lee Magness, Sense and Absence, Semeia Studies (Atlanta, 1986).
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which share Mark’s abrupt ending.38 The parallels are impor-
tant for the end of Acts as well. But perhaps more important
are the conclusions that Magness, and others, draw about the
nature of Mark’s ending, because I believe it likely that the
ending of Mark had an important impact on the end of Acts, or
rather, the end of Luke—Acts.

Whatever the parallels, be they biblical, such as the end of
Kings, with Jehoiachin under “house arrest” wearing his own
clothes and dining regularly in the Babylonian king’s presence
(2 Kgs. 25.29—30), cited by Trompf as a “fascinating simi-
larity” that most scholars have missed,>® or the end of the Iliad,
with Hektor buried but the war far from resolved, ancient
literatures are replete with endings which moderns find incom-
plete or insufficient. Setting aside the hubris of assuming that
our notions of adequate endings are the only ones that matter,
what is the significance of such endings for the reader? And
assuming Luke—Acts to be a two-volume work, what should we
make of the fact that Acts 28.30—31 is the conclusion of Luke
and Acts? I propose to consider these issues by considering the
ending of Luke—Acts in light of the ending of the Gospel of
Mark, the only precedent which we may claim with confidence
Luke was acquainted with.

No matter what one makes of the foreshadowing, hints,
clues, and echoes found in Mark 16.1-8,%° and no matter how
one feels about the final y&p, Mark 16.8 is an abrupt way to
end the Gospel. Along with Magness, Fowler, Tolbert, and
other literary and reader-response critics I am convinced that
itis an intentional abruptness, an ending that, while it may not
make sense, can be made sense of, which is precisely our task as
readers.

Tolbert has shown that Mark’s ending is previewed in the
two stories of Jesus found in Mark 4 and Mark 12, passages she

38 Among the important precedents and parallels of “‘suspended endings™ cited by
Magness are Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey, Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius; the story of
Jephthah (Judges 11.29-40); the end of 2 Kings; Jonah; many of the parables of
Jesus, most famously the “Lost Son” of Lk. 15.11-32; and many of the miracle
stories in Mark. Sense and Absence, pp. 25-105.

39 Trompf, “On Why Luke Declined to Recount the Death of Paul,” p. 227.

40 See Magness, Sense and Absence, especially the conclusion, pp. 107-125.
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treats as revealing ‘“‘the fundamental typologies underlying the
story.”*! The so-called parable of the Sower outlines the differ-
ent types of response to Jesus in chapters 5-11, and the so-
called parable of the Wicked Tenants outlines the reception
and fate of Jesus at the hands of his opponents in chapters 12,
14, and 15. Most critics have noted the foreshadowing implicit
in the transfiguration (Mark g.2—13), the anointing at Bethany
(Mark 14.3-9) and the figure of the young man who flees from
the site of Jesus’ arrest (Mark 14.51-52). Magness has shown
that fear and silence is a typical Marcan response to manifes-
tations of the miraculous.*? Tolbert and Fowler have suggested
that the silence of the women, and their (narrative) failure to
do as commanded, places the burden on the reader to ‘“go
and tell.”#

Much has also been made of the open-endedness of Mark’s
closing verses. Rather than closing off the reader’s options,
providing a conclusion that “rounds off”’ the reading experi-
ence, Mark steadfastly resists the reader’s desire for closure.
Magness maintains that the ending is suspended, not absent.
“The suspended ending causes the reader to act on the ending.
Our contention has been that readers would have been forced
to fill in the suspended ending.”’** My contention is that much
the same is true for the ending of Luke—Acts.

Luke ends where he does for reasons theological, not chrono-
logical, by narrative design, not by the accident of history.
Robert Tannehill reminds us that the farewell speech to the
Ephesian elders in Acts 20 both foreshadows and leaves little
doubt as to Paul’s fate, and that the whole of Acts 28.17-31
reaches back to important events in Acts and Luke.*> But
where Tannehill sees “appropriate closure through circularity
and parallelism” I see a more provocative openness, an open-
ness arguably modeled on that of Mark.

41 M. A. Tolbert, Sowing the Gospel (Minneapolis, 1989), p. 129.

42 Magness, Sense and Absence, p. 94.

43 Tolbert, Sowing the Gospel, p. 297; R. M. Fowler, Let the Reader Understand (Minne-
apolis, 19971).

+* Magness, Sense and Absence, p. 123.

45 Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts, vol. 11, pp. 344-357.
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But where does Mark’s open ending point? Some have
argued that it points to Galilee, which is where Matthew takes
Jesus and the disciples, in response to Mark 16.7 (= Matt.
28.7). But the reader cannot go to Galilee. Where the reader
can go is back to the Gospel, returning to the beginning of the
text and reading again. “Thus the awkward yé&p at Mark 16.8,
coupled with the ambiguous allusion to Galilee in 16.7, signals
the reader to return to the beginning of the Gospel, to begin
reading all over again.”*® It is in this sense that Mark 16.8
provides closure, closing in on itself and holding the reader
within its text, seeking answers to the questions posed by the
silence of the women.

Such a proposal is commonplace for Mark among reader-
response critics. A mysterious, incomplete, abrupt, unsatisfying
conclusion forces the reader back into the text seeking clues to
resolution, seeking answers. But what happens when it is
extended to Luke—Acts? Tannehill and Haenchen have rightly
argued one reason why Luke chooses not to narrate Paul’s
death is in order not to highlight martyrdom.*” These and
other suggestions seem grounded in attempts to account for the
absence of Paul’s execution from Acts. But how shall we
explain its absence from Luke-Acts?

Paul, for all his heroism, for all the focus upon him in Acts
13—28, is not the central character of Luke—Acts; Jesus is. At
some point, in some way, Luke needs to return the reader’s
attention to his central character. Just as Mark returns his
readers to Jesus’ passion, teaching, and miracles by refusing to
recount his resurrection, so Luke chooses to turn attention back
to Jesus by refusing to recount Paul’s execution. Paul’s absent
martyrdom may, at one level, turn the reader to Stephen (Acts
7), but finally it will return the reader to the passion of Jesus.
And, as the absent ending of Mark’s Gospel sends the reader
back to the beginning of his text, so the absent ending of Acts
sends the reader back to the beginning, that is, to the begin-
ning of the Gospel of Luke.

46 Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, p. 262.
+7 Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts, vol. 11, p. 356; Haenchen, The Acts of the
Apostles, p. 732.
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Luke’s model for an abrupt ending which raises questions
and forces the reader back into the text for answers was the
Gospel of Mark. This contention argues circularly for Mark
16.8 and Acts 28.31 as original endings. Luke, far from seeking
to erase Mark’s ending by superimposing his own (what
Fowler reads Matthew as doing), borrowed from Mark and
used a similarly abrupt ending for Luke—Acts. This ending
works differently for Luke, however, for in returning the reader
to the beginning of his work he also turns the reader away from
a focus on Paul to a focus on Jesus. In this way Luke’s literary
strategy, borrowed from Mark, reminds the reader of “the
teaching about the Lord Jesus Christ” (Acts 28.31).

Stephen Moore points out that in Luke ‘““a narrative line
snakes out in a great loop until its mouth closes around the
Gospel’s opening sentence. This loop is threaded through the
Acts of the Apostles.”*® The wryly post-everything Professor
Moore conjures up the snake swallowing its tail, exactly the
image I believe that the endings of Luke—Acts and Mark
suggest. By intentionally offering the reader only the most
abrupt of endings, Mark and Luke force the reader back into
the text, looping either directly to the opening of the Gospels,
inserting tale into mouth, or snaking back through to the
beginning.

Mark, it has been suggested from time to time, had an ax
taken to his text, lopping off its ending. Or it was lost, or
misplaced, or he died before he could provide a proper conclu-
sion, the same sort of arguments put forth to explain the abrupt
ending of Luke—Acts. However one may regard the end of
Mark, the end of Luke-Acts is strong testimony that Mark
16.8, in all its abruptness, was the ending known in Luke’s day.
And, while the end of Luke’s Gospel gives testimony that
Mark’s ending begged for extension, the end of Luke—Acts
suggests that it begged for emulation.

8 Mark and Luke in Poststructuralist Perspective (New Haven, 1992), p. 7.
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164
164
164
157, 163

164, 165, 175, 176,

177, 241
168
232

158
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168

163, 165
157, 163, 180
198, 211

163, 181
170

164

149
148

155, 157, 158, 159, 160,

161, 162, 163, 165, 167, 168, 169,
170, 172, 175, 178, 180, 181,

241

293
293
293
293
293
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167
68
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Habakkuk 3.5 328
1.5 240 3.19-21 329
3.29 142
Zechariah 3.31-35 329
2.10 175 4 359
2.11 168, 175, 176, 177 419 328
2.14 175 4.38 329
2.15 175, 176, 177 511 360
6.12-13 159 5.41 328
8.3 163, 164 8.31 198, 201
8.22 162, 163, 165 8.34 329
13.7 204 9.2-13 360
14.16 167 9.5 328
9.31 198, 200
Malachi 10.21-23 330
3.17 168 10.33 200
10.34 198
NEW TESTAMENT 10.51 328
12 359, 360
Matthew 12.13-17 330
3.15 208 13.32 329
577 332 14 360
5-44-45 333 14.3-9 360
6.9-13 333 14.37-41 329
6.25-33 333 14.51-52 360
6.32 333 14.58 158
7.9-11 334 14.62 329
7-17 334 15 360
7.24—27 334 15.1 200
10.23 136 15.15 200
10.28 335 16.1-8 359
12.35 334 16.7 361
16.21 198, 201 16.8 361, 362
17.22 200 16.9 212
17.23 198 16.12 212
19.28 67 16.14 212
20.19 198, 200
26.2 200  Luke
26.54 201 1-2 119, 291, 327, 33!
26.61 159 I.1 288
27.2 200 I.1-4 30, 35, 99, 110, 111, 118,
27.18 200 119, 205, 324, 343, 350
27.26 200 1.2 113
27.62-66 2083 1.3 119, 242, 302
27.63 198 1.4 113, 115, 123, 287, 302
28.2—4 203 1.5 124
28.7 361 1.5-2.52 288
28.11-15 203 1.5-13 294
1.6 291
Mark 1.7 291
112 328 1.8-56 293
1.41 328 1.10 106

2.4 328 1.11-20 291
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29

-32-33
1.35
1.37
.39
.41
1.47-55
1.50
1.51-53
£.55
1.59
1.69-75
1.70
1.73
2.1
2.1-2
2.9-12
2.21
2.29-35
2.32
2.34
2.36—38
2.38
2.42
3.1-2
3.1-6
3.1-6.19
3.41%.
3-15717
3.18
3.22
3.23
3.23—28

4.1

4.2

4.8

414
4.16—27
4.16-30
4.18fF
4.18—27
4.28—30
5.1-2

5-13
5-19
5.21
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230,

124,

296
291
124
124
291
294
235
296
291
294
294
235
333
250
291
124
235
107
291
124
330
291
124
233
240
240
243
235
124
330
236

. 331

108,

2337

234,

241, 247,
108,

328,

236
236
236
235
124
286
324
328
124
245
296
233
286
242
228
233
330
330
328
328
141

6.10 328
6.13 224
6.13-16 67
6.20ff 330, 331, 332
6.22—23 333
6.25—26 330
6.35 333
6.36 333
6.43-45 334
6.47-49 334
7.12—-15 330
7-13 329
7.26fF. 108
7.29 241
7.29-30 224
7-36fT 330
8.1-3 330, 335
8.2—3 262
8.4-8 328
8.4-9.50 331
8.19—21 329
8.24 329
8.54 328
9.22 198, 201
9-23 329
9.28—36 228
9.31 107
9.33 328
9-35 233
9.41 107
9.44 200
9.51-56 292
9.51-18.14 331
9.62 329
10.1 329
10.21 334
10.37 333
10.38ff 330
10.41 329
11.2—4 333
11.11-13 334
12.4-5 335
12.10 142, 334
12.12 334
12.15fF 330
12.22-31 .333
12.31 333
13.34735 147
14.26 329
16.9ff 330
16.16 236
17.18 231
17.22ff 109
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17.25
18.off
18.15-24.11
18.18—30
18.31ff
18.32
18.33
19.1ff
20.20
20.20—26
21.12
21.22ff
21.24
22.16
22.19-20
22.19-38
22.21-22
22.28-30

22.20-30
22.37
22.45

22.49-50
22.61

22.69
23.27ff
23.34
23.35
23.36
23.47
24.7
24.13-35
24.18
24.21
24.25fF
24.26
24.26—27
24.26-49
24.32
24.44
24-4447
24-44749
24-45
24.46fF
24.47
24.48
24-49

John
1.46
2.19
3-14
448
515
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201
330
331
329
237
200
198
330
200
330
242
109
106
107
218
228

247

67, 68

201,

68

224,

1998,

108, 228,
109,

10g,
210,
225, 228, 246

108, 198, 201, 210,
105, 108,

68
220
329
223
329
329
330
231
200
223
224
201
230
223
124
237
229
228
107
247
232
237
248
247
224
199
108
296

267
159
201
200
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15.20
18.30

18.35
19.16
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-4
1-8
1-13
1-15
1-20
1
1.1
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16-17
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.17

18
.19

.21-22
.25

iff
13
1426
14-30
1436

16ff
171t
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2.21
2.22
2.22-24
2.22-25
2.23
2.23-24
2.24

199
200
200
200

306

355

321

119, 120

114

107

76, 78, 92, 93, 95, 97, 98, 99,
118, 324

295

350

77

292

77, 118, 224

92, 118, 124, 199
77, 107, 108

68

106

112, 137, 225, 231, 240, 248,
296, 350

70

292

137, 223ff

108, 223, 224, 227
120

224

224

224

108, 223

223, 224

224

234, 237, 325
107, 124

322

185, 186

120

225

109

108, 307

107, 109, 163, 180, 227,
308, 309

170, 226, 233
114, 200

213

225

106, 186, 200, 201, 227, 229
225

225
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2.25ff. 108, 226, 308, 309 4.30 233
2.25-35 225 4.31 229
2.30ff 108, 227, 308 4.32—36 327
2.31 309 4.32-5.11 330
2.32-33 213 4.36-37 263
2.33 107, 202, 212 5.1 93
2.34-35 308 5.17—26 230
2.34—36 68 5.1741 135
2.34—45 226 5.21 230
2.36 107, 114, 225, 227 5.27-42 229
2.38 ' 225, 227, 233 5.28 114, 223
2.39 105, 107, 227 5.29-30 107
2.40 226 5.20—32 120
2.42-47 327 5.30 197, 198, 230
3 237 5.31 212, 230
3.6 233 5-31-37 230
3.11 309 5.38 106, 230, 264
3.12 309 5-40 233
3.12-13 227 5.41 230, 233
3.12—26 120, 185, 186, 227 6—7 148, 151
3.13ff 108, 114, 186, 200, 201, 6 139, 330
209, 213, 229, 309 6.1 183

3.15 209 6.1-7 133
3.16 233 6.1-8.4 129, 133, 141
3.17-18 228 6.2—4 120
3.18 107, 108, 228, 229 6.7 112
3.19 228, 230 6.8-12 134
3.21 107, 109, 124, 202, 229 6.8-7.60 131
3.22 108, 113 6.11-14 141, 142
3.22—-24 228 6.12-7.1 134
3.22-25 228 6.13 141, 142
3.23 109 7 48, 107, 139, 306, 322, 361
3.23-31 232 7.1 134, 136
3.24-25 106, 107, 108 7.1-8 107
3.25—26 105, 228 7.1-53 124
3.26 228, 240 7.1-60 142
4.1-3 322 7.2 52, 53, 105, 106, 111, 311
4.1—22 135, 230 7.3 311
4.7 233 75 312
4.8-12 120 7.5-8 107
4.10 233 7.10 107
4.11 107 7.10-11 313, 314
4.12 230, 233 7.12 317
4.17,18 233 7.16 107
4.23-31 220, 244 7.17f%. 107
4-24fF. 105, 114, 120, 310, 311, 7.18 313
320 7.23729 313

4.25fT 108, 229, 237, 310, 311 7.27 315
4.26—27 229 7.27—-28 3183
4.27 115 7.28 142
4.28 106, 107, 229 7.30-34 314
429 229, 232 7-3374 107, 315, 315, 316

4.29-30 229 7-35 314, 315
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7.35-38
7.37
7-39
7-39-43

7-42
7-43
7-44
7.46
7-46-50
7-46-58
7-47

7-48-50
7-49-50
7:51
7-51-53
7-52
7.53
7.54-60
7.55756

7.60

8.14-15
8.26—40
8.32-33
8.32-35
8.35

8.36, 38
g-10

9.1
9.1-2
9.1-18
9.1-19
9.2
9475

9.14
9-15
9.16
9.20
9.21
9.21-22
9.22
9-23-25
9.25
9-27
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108,

107, 148, 149, 151,
144, 148, 149,
149,

147,

68, 131, 132, 133,

339, 340,

293,

107
231, 316
249
150
7.41, 150
307, 317
151, 317
150, 151
144, 145
146, 148
144
145
145, 150
147, 150
317
316, 318
146, 150
108, 231
141, 146
134
231
232
231
136, 137
231
135, 138
137
330
68
230
219
108
230
231
231
342, 343
232
134, 261
232
336-338
118
232
342, 343
170, 232
232, 260
233
233
170
232, 233
246
233, 241
247
68

9.27-29
9-29
9-29-30
9.36fF
10

10-12
10.1—4
10.14
10.16
10.17
10.20
10.23
10.3443
10.36fT.
10.37-38
10.38
10.39
10.40
10.41
10.42
10.4%
10.44—47
11.1-2

11.2
11.12
11.15-17
11.17-18
11.18
11.1g-20
11.22
11.22—26
11.25-26
11.28
11.29-30
12.1-3
12.1-11
12.2
12.12-17
12.24
1328
13

13.1
13.1-3
13.2—4
13.7
13.9
13.12
13.13-52
13.14-15
14.14-52
13.15-16
13.16
13.16—23

105, 120, 121, 185,
105, 112,

113, 186,

203,

114, 197, 198, 200,

112, 199, 202,
108,

137,

107, 233, 246,

244,

68
246

330
293
355
294
293
293
294
293
294
186
213
208
209
209
198
208
212
185
154

68
293
154
154
293
293
151

263

68
331
263
151
135
139
330
112
361
306
263

68

45
261
340
261
233
236
246
263
319
124
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13.16-52
13.17-25
13.22
13.22-23
13.23
13.23-25
13.23-31
13.24
13.24-25
13.24-35
13.25
13.26
13.26-32
13.26—41
13.27
13.28
13.29
13.30
13.31
13.32

13.33ff

13.34735
13-35
13.36
13.37
13.38
13.38—41
13.40
13.41
13.45
13.46
13.47
13.48
13.50
13.50-52
14

14.1
14.1-5
14.8-10
14.8—20
14.11-12
14.11-13
14.13
14.15-16
14.15-17
14.16
14.17
14.19
14.22
14.27
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31, 120, 185, 186
121

105, 106, 107, 111, 234
238, 319

235

234, 236, 237, 239
186

219

236

208

186

236

235, 236, 237, 240, 319
234

234

107, 114, 186, 234, 236
236

197, 201, 234, 237
234

199, 209, 212, 234
107, 108, 109, 234, 237,
239

108, 234, 235, 237, 239,
319

234

238

233, 235, 238, 239
106, 234

239

240

240

109, 240

240, 323

112, 240

105, 109, 245

112, 241

323

241

246

263

246

319

246

266

320

266, 275

107, 319

320

105

105

320

246, 248

241

15

15.1-2
15.1-21
15.1-35
15.2
15.2,4
15.4—6
15.5
15.7
15.7-11
15.7-21
15.8
15.9
15.12
15.13—21
15.14fT
15.15fF
15.16
15.16-17
15.16-18

15.17

15.18
15.19
15.19—20
15.19—21
15.20
15.21
15.22
15.23-29
15.27
15.28
15.29

15.32
15-37
16.4
16.5
16.10
16.10-17
16.12
16.12-15
16.14
16.15
16.16fF
16.19
16.37
17.1-9
17.2
17.3

24, 36-38, 40, 44, 45, 47, 48,
50, 151, 152, 156, 168, 182
48

241

155

68

68

45

38, 154, 241

107, 124, 180

120

179

154

154

154, 180, 183

154, 180, 183, 293

105, 120, 170, 171, 180
107, 109, 163, 165, 177
157, 160, 162, 163, 178, 180
177, 182

105, 155, 156, 159,

164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 172,
175, 177, 178, 181, 182
160, 161, 163, 169, 171,
182, 242

107, 124, 164

177

154, 172, 178, 180, 183
178

177, 180, 181, 183

107, 124, 178, 180, 242
183, 184

118, 183

184

45, 154, 172, 180, 183, 184
49, 154, 172, 173, 180, 181,
183, 184

184

48

68

68

49

117

269

330

264

265, 275
111, 330
263, 275
264, 276, 277
246

246

108, 201
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17.4
17.6—7
17.10
17.16-31
17.17
17.24
17.25-26
17.26
17.30
17.31

18

18.2,3
18.5
18.5-6
18.6

18.8
18.12
1812ff.
18.19
18.22
18.24—26
18.27
18.28
19.8
19.8-9
19.9
19.20
19.21
19.23-27
19.23—41
19.24
19.27
19.27—-28
19.29
19.31
19.38

20

20.3
20.5-15
20.9
20.16
20.17-38
20.18-35
20.19
20.21
20.23
20.23-25
20.25
20.26
20.27
20.28
20.30
20.31
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262 20.38
247 21-28
247 21.1-8
263 21.8—9
246, 275 21.17
150 21.17fF
105 21.21
106 21.22—40
105, 107 21.25
109 21.27—28
325 21.28
266, 275, 331 21.29
247 21.38
246 21.39
247 22-26
266 22
261 22.1-16
331 22.3
246, 275 22.5
68 22.6-22
330 22.7-8
118 22.9

108, 246 22.14

247, 248 22.17-22

246, 247 22.25-27
274 22.27-28

12 22.28
246 22.30
267 23.1-5
247 23.1-9
273 23.6

275 23.26-30
273 23.26—93

273 24—26
265, 275 24.1
267 24.2-8
360 24.10-21
247 24.11
117 24.14-15
267 24.17
247 24.22
247 24.25
120 24.27
247 2528
248 25.6-12
248 25.10-11
248
248 25.21
248 25.26
248 26

218, 248 26.1-18
247 26.1-23
248 26.1-32

248

114

117

330

68

339

140, 243

232

118, 154, 183
248

140, 141

276

230

267, 269

31

339, 340, 342, 343
232, 336—38
262

118, 261

120

232

342, 343

233

232

277

276

277

261

261

243

243, 244, 261
118

261

31

261

121

244

245

244, 245

245

261

261

262

120

262

277

25.11, 260, 278
260, 277, 278
118

339 349, 342, 343
336-338
120, 242

262
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26.3
26.4-11
26.4-18
26.6—7
26.7

26.8
26.11
26.12
26.14
26.14-15
26.16
26.17
26.18
26.19
26.19—20
26.19-23
26.20
26.22
26.22-23
26.23
26.25
26.32
27.1
27.1-28.14
27.1-28.16
27.24

28

28.6

28.7
28.8—¢
28.17
28.17-20
28.17-31
28.21
28.30-31
28.31

Romans
1.1
2.17-24
4
4.25
7-3
10.15
14.11

1 Corinthians
1.2
I.12-13
1.17
1.23
2.1-5§
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242,

243’

339,

233)

108, 244,
108, 109,

260,

114, 348,
109,
262,

70, 348, 349,

260
243
242
245
243
245
244
142
261
342
232
244
244
244
260
245
245
246
245
248
245
242
277
339
286
117
260
351
266
275
262
243
120
360
118

359
362

233
143

47
200
206
170
165

3.16-17
4.8-13
6.2

9-5
11.23
15
15.1-7
15.375
15-3-7
15.4
15.5-8
15.6
15.8
15.20—28

2 Corinthians
3.1
4.7-12
6.16
6.16-18

11.21-33

Galatians
1.15
1.18
2
2.1-10
2.1-14
2.6-7
2.9
2.10
2.14
3.13

Ephesians
2.11-22
2.20—-22
7.2
18.2
20.2

Philippians
2
2.10

5
6

1 Thessalonians
2.14-16

2 Thessalonians
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166
279
68
137
200
188
190
187, 203
211, 212
198, 201
212
212
212
68

47
279
166

167
279

233
47
38, 40, 50

166, 182
39
47
197

167
166
206
204
204
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Hebrews 3.22 212
2.15 169, 175 4.17 166
35 170
11.39-40 147 2 Peter
13.15-16 166 2.11 141

James Jude
LI 169 20 167
2.7 169, 170, 182

Revelation

1 Peter 3.12 166
2.4-10 167 5.9—10 171
2.5 166 1n.1-2 166

2.24 197



