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To my wife Miran who has joyfully journeyed with me on an unknown path of faith.
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“...Teven found an altar with this inscription: ‘To an unknown god.” Therefore
what you worship without knowing it, this I proclaim to you.”

Acts 17:23b
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ABSTRACT

Kim, Hyo-Jong. “Making ‘An Unknown God’ Known: A Narrative-Critical Reading of
Paul’s Areopagus Speech (Acts 17:16-34) in Light of the ‘Ignorance-Knowledge’ Theme of
Luke-Acts.” Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary, 2015. 324 pp.

This dissertation argues that a reading of Paul’s speech in Athens (Acts 17:16-34) through
narrative-critical analysis helps the reader see how Lukan narration of Paul’s “new teaching” to
make “an unknown god” known to the pagan philosophers marks a pivotal point for Lukan
presentation of the “ignorance-knowledge” theme in Luke-Acts. This study examines how the
speech, in its unique narrative setting and with its subtle rhetorical critique of pagan “ignorance,’
partakes of Luke’s overall concern to show that Jews, proselytes, and outright pagans all stand in
the same condition before the God of Israel, that is, in need of the divine revelation to change
their ignorant state.

9
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

I. Preliminary Comments

Paul’s speech in Athens (Acts 17:22-31), which is the only recorded “full-length™ sermon
delivered to a Gentile audience, is fascinating because it records the first encounter between
Christianity and Hellenism in the sense that Athens marks the birthplace of many Hellenistic
philosophies and democracy, and Athens was still one of the three university cities of the Roman
empire at the time of Paul’s visit.' In view of the universal scope of Luke’s vision of God’s
salvation in Jesus Christ (cf. Luke 3:6; 24:47; Acts 1:8; 2:17; 26:17—18) within the arguments
and structure of Luke-Acts, Luke’s choice to include only one sermon to the non-godfearing
Gentiles is more impressive. Therefore it is rightly suggested that the Areopagus speech has
become “(vielleicht) meist erérterte Rede der Weltliteratur.”

As Paul’s speech changed from the usual, Jewish context at the synagogue’® to the

unfamiliar, predominantly Gentile pagan context, Paul’s Areopagus speech can be read as an

! For an important discussion on this point, see Dean Zweck, “The Exordium of the Areopagus Speech, Acts
17:22-23,” NTS 35 (1989): 94-103.

? “(perhaps) the most discussed speech in the world literature” (Rudolf Pesch, Die
Apostelgeschichte, Evangelisch-Katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, V/2 [Ziirich: Benzinger, 1986],
130).

3 Thus far, Paul’s preaching activities have been in the Jewish context (cf. Acts 13: 16—41) with one minor
exception if we are to include Paul’s brief speech to the pagan crowd at Lystra, recorded in Acts 14:15-17. What
sets the Athenian episode apart from others is the fact that Paul’s preaching to the Athenian audience does not
follow the narrative “pattern™ Luke develops. Paul, upon arriving at a new city or town, customarily goes to
synagogue first to preach to the Jews and godfearing Gentiles until some jealous Jews stir up trouble, which forces
Paul to turn to the Gentiles outside synagogue or other cities (cf. 13:43-52; 14:1-6; 17:1-14, 2; 18:5-6; 19:8-9).



example of a paradigm shift* moving away from his usual “midrashic method” whose example
can be seen in his speech to the Pisidia Antiochean Jews (13:16—41), which, in turn, parallels
Peter’s sermons in form, content, and context (cf. 2:14-40; 3:12-26; 4:8—12).° Luke records in

his second volume’ a speech that R. Pervo rightly describes as “apposite, witty, erudite, and well-

* Martin Hengel, introducing the discussion between the Jewish apologetics and the Gentile philosophers, says
of Paul in Athens, “We must also assume this to be the case with Paul, on the basis of Acts 17:18 and the speech on
the Areopagus which follows (17:22-32). For Luke this has paradigmatic significance. Paul could also speak in this
style when he wanted to” (Martin Hengel and Anna M. Schwemer, Paul Between Damascus and Antioch: The
Unknown Years [Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1997], 169-70; emphasis added).

> Originally a commonly employed method in the liturgical setting of the synagogue, this particular method
refers to “actualizing a discourse on Scripture by explaining it in the light of an event or other scriptural texts”
(Marianne Fournier, The Episode at Lystra: A Rhetorical and Semiotic Analysis of Acts 14:7-20a (New York: Peter
Lang, 1997), 183. For a fuller discussion on this method, see Addison G. Wright, The Literary Genre Midrash
(Staten Island, N.Y.: Alba, 1967).

¢ Speaking of the shorter and very similar speech in setting and content delivered at Lystra (Acts 14), M.
Fournier says: “With the pagans, Paul can no longer use the well-known midrashic method to expose Scripture and
its fulfillment in the Jesus-event. He has to appeal to the audience’s unique experience and background that is quite
different from that of the Jews” (Marianne Fournier, The Episode at Lystra: A Rhetorical and Semiotic Analysis of
Acts 14:7-20a [New York: Peter Lang, 1997], 185).

’ Throughout the dissertation, I will use “Luke,” “narrator,” “implied author,” and “narrator/implied author”
interchangeably unless specified otherwise in basic agreement with Merenlahti and Hakola. They argue that the
narrator and the author should not be confused in reading fictional narratives in which the narrator is a rhetorical
device the author invented for the purpose of telling the story. At the same time, it is generally argued and accepted
that, in non-fictional, “factual” narratives, the narrator can be identified with the author. (Cf. Petri Merenlahti and
Raimo Hakola, “Reconceiving Narrative Criticism,” in Characterization in the Gospels: Reconceiving Narrative
Criticism [JSNTS 184; eds. David Rhoads and Kari Syreeni; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1999], 13-48.)
Merenlahti and Hakola form their argument relying on the following works of narratologists: Gérard Genette,
“Fictional Narrative, Factual Narrative,” Poetics Today 11 (1990): 755-74; idem, Narrative Discourse. An Essay in
Method (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1980), 213; and Dorrit Cohn, “Signposts of Fictionality: A Narratological
Perspective,” Poetics Today 11 (1990): 775-804.

A similar point is raised by Osvaldo Padilla: “The concept of the implied author (‘a selecting, structuring, and
presiding intelligence, discerned indirectly in the text, like God in his/her creation’) is useful when examining
transparently fictional works; however, it is doubtful that in a narrative of historiographic orientation (such as Acts)
the real author wanted to be completely distinguished from the persona of the implied author” (Osvaldo Padilla, The
Speeches of Outsiders in Acts [SNTS 144; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008], 11). For his
understanding of the implied author, Padilla relies on Stephen Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels: The
Theoretical Challenge (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), 3—4.

Also see Kari Syreeni’s scholarly discussion on this issue appearing in the same book. He refers to the
following works: Rimmon-Kenan, Narrative Fiction: Contemporary Poetics (London: Methuen, 1988), 94-103; and
R.W. Funk, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1985), 29. “To Funk,” says Syreeni, “the real author, the implied author, and the teller
within the narrative itself are the three ‘facets’ or ‘masks’ of the narrator.” See his “Peter as Character and Symbol,”
in Characterization in the Gospels: Reconceiving Narrative Criticism (JSNTS 184; eds. David Rhoads and Kari
Syreeni; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1999), 106-52.



crafted.” That this passage has drawn enormous attention from scholars’ resulting in the
production of an immense amount of literature reflects that (1) the Areopagus speech is “in many
regards one of the most important in all of Acts,”'* and (2) more importantly, this text is
complicated and thus controversial.

Questions of the extent of the literary context arise when the speech is read narratively. Our
writer Luke purports to write an orderly account, that is, dujynoig “of events that have been
fulfilled among us” (Luke 1:1, 3)." Whether we take the book of Acts as a part of Luke’s
originally one unified work or a sequel to the Gospel, Luke’s two prologues (Luke 1:1-4 and
Acts 1:1-2) provide us sufficient ground to read the Areopagus speech in light of Lukan motifs
expressed in Luke-Acts."” In view of this, a more focused set of questions surfaces: How does

Luke view and use Paul’s speech at Athens for his overall scheme? How does this speech,

8 Richard Pervo, Acts: A Commentary (Hermeneia—A Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bible;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2009), 425.

® According to a survey done up to 1962 by A. J. and Mary Mattill in A Classified Bibliography of Literature
on the Acts of the Apostles (NT Tools and Studies; ed. Bruce Metzger; Leiden: Brill, 1966), there are one hundred
and fifty possible entries. See pp. 430-39 for full list. For a more recent bibliographical work, see Giinter Wagner
ed., Luke and Acts, An Exegetical Bibliography of the NT Series (vol. 2; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press,
1985). This work lists a similar number of works. The listing is found in pp. 495-502. And Watson Mills performed
a follow-up work to the Mattill’s work by listing all periodical literature on the Acts between 1962-1984. He lists
sixty-three articles and essays written on Paul’s Areopagus speech (Watson E. Mills, 4 Bibliography of the
Periodical Literature on the Acts of the Apostles 1962—1984 (Leiden: Brill, 1986).

19 Witherington, The Acts of the Apostles: A Socio—Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998),
511.

" For a scholarly treatment on this much debated Lukan prologue (Luke 1:1-4), see Frangois Bovon, Luke I1: 4
Commentary on the Gospel of Luke 1:1-9:50 (Hermeneia—A Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bible;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 16-25.

12 Unlike Loveday Alexander, who concludes that Luke’s preface(s) bears most similarities with ancient
scientific treatises, and the Gospel’s preface in 1:1-4 is of a “detachable” sort from the content and style of Luke’s
Gospel (see Loveday Alexander, (The Preface to Luke's Gospel [SNTSMS 78; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 20051), scholars like Ben Witherington III (Acts, 11-15), Howard Marshall (The Acts of the Apostles [Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980], 17-23), David Aune (The NT in Its Literary Environment [Philadelphia: Westminster,
1987], 121), Robert Tannehill (The Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts: A literary Interpretation [Minneapolis: Fortress,
1990], 2:6-9), and Charles K. Barrett (4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles
[Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1994], 2:64—-65) strongly suggest that Luke and Acts are to be read together as written by
the same author based on their understanding of Luke 1:1-4. They are convinced that Luke 1:1-4 holds an important
interpretive key to reading Luke-Acts.



through its highlighted themes and narrative features, contribute to Luke’s dujynow? What are
some narrative and rhetorical devices Luke employs to achieve his end in presenting Paul’s
Areopagus speech?

It is the thesis of this project, therefore, that a narrative-critical reading of Paul’s speech in
Athens and its setting and consequence (Acts 17:16—34) helps the reader see how Luke presents
Paul’s “new teaching” to make “an unknown god” known to the pagan philosophers as a unique
and positive development of his larger “ignorance-knowledge” theme, which is connected to

Luke’s overarching goal of presenting God’s universal salvation through Jesus Christ.

II. Survey of Earlier Research on Acts 17

2.a. Introduction

We begin by summarizing and describing the contours of earlier significant research of
Acts 17:16-34. By initially navigating through various scholarly works, we will discover how
different methods and questions necessarily yield different conclusions as R. Tannehill
insightfully observes saying, “How we study Acts is important for what we will discover.”"* At
the same time, surveying the past scholarship will lead to the realization that (i) “much of the
commentary tradition on Acts 17:16-34 too quickly glosses over the inclusion of Paul's sermon
in a larger narrative context, focusing instead on the religionsgeschichtliche background of the

2914

speech or its compatibility with Pauline thought as expressed in the epistles,”'* and (ii) perhaps, a
narrative reading, which seeks to understand Acts 17 in the context of Luke-Acts and his literary

and theological motifs, promises a new and fruitful reading.

3 R. Tannehill, Narrative Unity 2:4.
' Patrick Gray, “Implied Audiences in the Areopagus Narrative,” Tyndale Bulletin 55.2 (2004): 205-18.



Already more than a half century ago, N. B. Stonehouse pointed out that many had
undertaken to propose the best possible reading of Paul’s Areopagus speech."”” Of those, Eduard
Norden stands out as a pioneering twentieth century scholar to offer what seems to be an
independent, scholarly, and comprehensive treatment on this text in his Agnostos Theos (1913).
Norden refocused on the discourses in Acts and, in particular, Paul’s speech at Athens. In the
latter, he saw the stamp of orientalized Hellenism as well as influence of the Jewish
propaganda.'® Of crucial importance for his discussion were the striking similarities he identified
between Paul on the Areopagus and Apollonius of Tyana who wandered preaching in Athens.
Based primarily on the two preachers’ attack on false gods, discussion on the true worship, and
reference to the Athenian altars to unknown gods, “Norden concluded thence that the Areopagus
speech was from a strange hand, modeled on an Apollonius biography written in good Attic, and
had been inserted in the Acts during the second century A.D. The speech is a missionary sermon
of the traditional type, but verges on Stoic motifs.”"” Norden’s treatment on Acts 17 gave rise to

heated discussion.' A few decades later, Martin Dibelius, who was heavily influenced by

' Thus Stonehouse: “The passage is so replete with exceptional and arresting features that the commentators
and the historians of early Christianity have been stimulated to treat it at considerable length. . . . Much as one may
learn from what others have written, my impression is that the last word has by no means been spoken, and that the
Areopagus address will continue to challenge the Biblical interpreter to press forward to his goal, both because of
the variety and intricacy of problems for the understanding of early Christianity.” (N. B. Stonehouse, Paul before the
Areopagus and Other NT Studies [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 19571, 1)

' Eduard Norden, Agnostos Theos: Untersuchungen zur Formengeschichte religioser Rede (4th ed.;
Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1956), 10; cited from Bertil Gértner, The Areopagus Speech and
Natural Revelation (trans. Carolyn Hannay King; Upsala: Almquist & Wiksells, 1955), 38.

17 Apollonius of Tyana is presumed to have lived between A.D. 15 and A.D. 100. But it was Philostratus who
wrote his speeches in the third century; cited from Giértner, Areopagus Speech, 38-39.

18 According to Girtner, it was A. v. Harnack who most severely and successfully challenged Norden’s thesis
that the Areopagus speech should be dismissed from Acts as a later addition based on similarities between the
Athenian speech by Paul and that of Apollonius. Even though Norden’s possible connection between Acts 17 and
Apollonius was abandoned soon after, his idea that the speech should be attributed to Luke continued to make its
way among the subsequent scholarship (Gértner, Areopagus Speech, 40—41).



Norden," offered what turned out to be the major watershed not only in the study of Acts 17 but
also in the study of Acts in his seminal essay titled “Paul on the Areopagus” (1939), an

application of his critical methodology, which he coined as “Stilkritisches zur Apostelgeschichte

(1923). Therefore, M. Dibelius would be a rightful place to start our survey.

2.b. Varying Approaches That Focus on Historical Questions/Referentiality

2.b.1. Martin Dibelius (1883-1947): ‘Style Criticism,” a Movement from Historia to

Theologia

In his departing from “form-criticism” to adopt “style criticism,” Dibelius relentlessly
asked the question of the location of Acts 17 in Luke’s composition of Acts. However, this
parting does not mean his total abandoning the general position of the Tiibingen School
influenced by F. C. Baur who regarded the speeches in Acts as stereotyped because they had
been composed and arranged by Luke to conform with his purpose and literary agenda.” For
Baur, the similarity of the different speeches in Acts was the signal for the author’s inability to
give them the ring of authenticity. Dibelius, in fact, built on this assumption, which attributed the

speeches to Luke, and his work left a decisive impact on many scholars including Conzelmann,*

' Gasque points out that Norden’s influence on Dibelius was great in terms of the former’s suggestion that
“the speeches are intended for the reader rather than the original audiences.” See Gasque, A History of the
Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1989), 204. Another critical area of Norden’s
influence on Dibelius was his emphasis on the Greek conceptual background of the speech rather than the OT. Both
Norden and Dibelius saw the speech’s teaching about the knowledge of God and man’s natural kinship to God in a
stark contrast with the OT teachings about the same subjects (Gasque, History, 210).

%% Through his philosophical-historical configuration, F.C. Baur (1792—1860) attempted to construct Christian
origins hinted at Acts and Pauline Letters. His key concept is that there were two specific, competing Christian
segments in early church: a Petrine and a Paulinist group. (Cf. Todd Penner, In Praise of Christian Origin [NY: T &
T Clark, 2004], 8-14.)

21 Cf. Hans Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles (ET; Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1987). 138—48. As it will emerge in our discussion on Dibelius, the following words of Conzelmann in his
“The Address of Paul on the Areopagus” demonstrate how foundational is Dibelius’ work to his followers: “To
develop his point, Luke uses the common literary means of ancient historiography, the inserted speech. . . . Luke
makes Paul say what he considers appropriate to the situation. . . . In my opinion, the speech is the free creation of
the author, for it does not show the specific thoughts and ideas of Paul. . . . Since both the setting and the speech are



Schneider,” Haenchen,” and Vielhauer.” It was Haenchen who said Dibelius’ argument offers a
conclusive proof that Paul’s Areopagus speech was Luke’s literary creation.”

What seems to be of critical importance is to note what Dibelius defined as an important
task for a student of Acts. In his “The Speeches in Acts and Ancient Historiography,” which is
considered to be his most important and influential essay with regard to the speeches in Acts,
Dibelius spells out his intention to take up “the task of discovering what place the speeches in the
Acts of the Apostles take among the quite varied types of speeches recorded by historians, and,
thus, at the same time, of determining the meaning to be attributed to the speeches in the work as
a whole.”” There are at least three things to be noted in regard to how he achieves his end.

First, Dibelius places Luke along with other ancient writers for whom speech was regarded
as “the natural complement of the deed”” serving as a means to obtain their goal. Since the
historian of antiquity did not feel bound by respect for the text or the original source, what
becomes important is what the writer intended to impart to the reader. Dibelius lists four aims of
speeches: (1) to give an insight into the situation as a whole; (2) to illumine the meaning of the
historical moment involved; (3) to impart insight into the character of the speaker; and (4) to
provide an insight into general ideas introduced to explain the situation. “At any rate,” concludes

Dibelius, “whether the speech is an artistic device or not, the historian of antiquity felt differently

the author’s work, the details related are of no value for the reconstruction of the individual historical events™ (218).
22 Gerhard Schneider, “Urchristliche Gettesverkiindigung in hellenistischer Umwelt,” BZ 13 (1969): 62—64.
» See commentary The Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971).

24P, Vielhauer, “On the ‘Paulinism’ of Acts,” in Studies in Luke-Acts (eds. L.E. Keck and J.L. Martyn;
London: SPCK, 1968), 33-50.

% Haenchen, Acts, 590 referring to Dibelius’ Studies in the Acts of the Apostles (ed. Heinrich Greeven; trans.
Mary Ling; London: SCM Press, 1956), 155-58; cited in C. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic
History (Wiona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 426, n. 33; emphasis mine.

2 Dibelius, Studies, 145.

2 Here Dibelius recognizes his indebtedness to and cites from Otto Regenbogen, “Thukydides als politischer



from ourselves about the relationship of speeches to historical reality.”*® Dibelius places the Acts
of the Apostles into this historiographical tradition, which “teaches us that even the interpreter of
historical speeches of such a kind must first ask what is the function of the speeches in the whole
work.”?

Second, Dibelius investigates what he calls four “unlikely” speeches placed at significant
junctures of the story development in Acts.*® Luke placed them, as was the practice of his
contemporary ancient writers, not for the sake of the characters within, but for the readers of the
narrative. However, it was Luke’s sermonizing tendency, that is, his kerygmatic aim to proclaim
with repetition and emphasis of certain themes,’' which marks the point of departure from other
ancient historians.** In other words, Luke followed the method of the ancient writers but differed

in content. This takes us to the third point about Dibelius.

Denker,” Das humanistische Gymansium 44 (1933), 3; cf. Dibelius, Studies, 139, n. 2 for full detail.
** Dibelius, Studies, 139-40.
* Dibelius, Studies, 144—45.
* Dibelius, Studies, 163.

3! Osvaldo Padilla’s following words further illuminate Dibelius’ point about Lukan tendency: “However,
when Luke began to employ certain techniques—repetition, exclusive oratio recta, radical ruptures between speech
and their supposed situational origin—or failed to employ others such as authorial intrusion to give judgments or the
juxtaposition of speeches with conflicting viewpoints, at that point Luke had ceased to be a historian and had
become a preacher. In other words, when Luke put aside practices that were meant to ensure objectivity and
impartiality and introduced practices that were channels for ideational propositions, he was no longer a historian.
When Luke sermonized he was conveying religious convictions about his own views on a movement of God; this is
not history writing but rather preaching” (Osvaldo Padilla, The Speeches of Qutsiders in Acts [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008], 30; italics in original).

32 Dibelius, Studies, 174-78; emphasis added. Of Luke’s theological motif of placing unlikely speeches still in
line with the tradition of ancient historiography in method, Dibelius says: “There is here one parallel: at vital points
in the history of the community Luke has inserted speeches which do not necessarily fit the occasion but which have
an obvious function in the book as a whole: they help to make intelligible the rejection of Christianity by the Jews
(Stephen), and to defend the rightness of the mission to the Gentiles (Paul’s speech before the people); they show
how God himself ordained the conversion of the Gentiles (Cornelius); how the Christian sermon takes up Greek
ideas (Areopagus speech); they indicate both the past and the future destiny of the community (Miletus). All these
speeches, which appear at significant points and bear the impress of the author’s mind, he has inserted into his
narrative, or into the narrative provided by his source” (Dibelius, Studies, 176).



Third, Dibelius coins his own methodology as “style criticism.” Unlike the writing of his
gospel (which has known sources such as Mark and Q),* Luke as the author of Acts did not have
any predecessor to follow. Dibelius says, “If ... we read in Acts the scenes of the Apostolic
Council or of the trial (Acts 24-26), we become easily convinced that here Luke has not only
fitted together, joined and framed fragments of tradition, as in a mosaic, but that in Acts there is
a greater depth of original composition.” Accordingly, Luke’s much higher degree of creativity
was employed in writing Acts.* “Here, then, the author can fashion the material he has collected
as far as it permits; he can select, abbreviate or elaborate; he determines the sequence of events;
he creates connecting-links and independent passages in between.”* In short, Dibelius elevated
Luke from Baur’s unable writer trying to collect and fit pieces together to a competent writer
with polished style and theological drive.

As Osvaldo Padilla observed, it was through this methodological shift that Dibelius
brought about a profound effect on the future of Lukan studies. The “style criticism” of Dibelius
“served as a precursor to redaction criticism with its emphasis on the active roles that the
evangelists took in the editing of their respective works. Conzelmann and Haenchen, in
particular, developed Dibelius’ insights, creating a place for Luke the theologian.”*

For the significant place Dibelius’ study on the current subject occupies, we now turn to his

treatment of Paul’s Areopagus speech. Of the four “unlikely” speeches Luke composed and put

in the mouth of Peter and Paul at four significant junctures, the Areopagus speech “denotes, and

33 Luke acknowledges this in his prolegomena (Luke 1:1) with a possible exaggeration in saying moAAoi.
(many) have undertaken the task of writing an account.

34 Dibelius, Studies, 2.
35 Dibelius, Studies, 148.
3¢ Padilla, Speeches, 32.



is intended to denote, a climax of the book.”” To undertake the task of reading this important
speech strategically placed by Luke and avoid the mistakes other readers made before him,
Dibelius applies “a reverse method.” He sees that, on the one hand, there are those who
approached the speech with historical thesis in mind:* That the speech is Paul’s actual sermon.
On the other hand, there are some others like Norden in Agnostos and A. Loisy* who explain off
contradictory contents and passages that are in disharmony with other parts of Acts as results of
Lukan editorship in inserting. Therefore, he proposes a new approach by looking first at the
meaning of the speech stated in vv. 24-29 and then moving to identify the importance of the
speech in Acts.®

This reading leads him to conclude that the speaker on the Areopagus was a forerunner of
apologetics, whose doctrine of God was deduced from contemplation of the world, and,
therefore, the speech is “eine hellenistische Rede von der wahren Gottesterkenntnis.”*' He finds
his support from the alleged difference between Acts 17 and Romans 1 [-3] saying:

The inconsistency between the epistle to the Romans and Areopagus speech is clear.

Both refer to the knowledge of God in view of creation or the order(ing) of the world;

but according to the speech this knowledge leads to anticipatory “understanding” and

veneration of God, while as according to the Epistle it indeed leads to the knowledge

of God, but also to misjudging his sovereign authority, to a denial of the genuine

worship of God, and to the involvement in the false worship of images. . . . Paul

could never have written in this way [in Romans]. That human being is profoundly
estranged from God penetrated his thought (Rom 1-3).%

37 Dibelius, Studies, 26.

38 He lists the following in 26, n. 1: Ernst Cutrtius (“Paulus in Athen,” 1893); Adolf Harnack (“Ist die Rede des
Paulus in Athen ein urspriingl. Bestandteil der Apg.?” [1913]); Alfred Wikenhauser (Die Apostolgeschichte und ihr
Geschichtwert [1921]); and Eduard Meyer (Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums, 111 [1923]).

3% See Alfred Loisy, Les Actes des Apéstres (Paris: Nourry,1920), 660-84.
* Dibelius, Studies, 26-27.

4! «an Hellenistic speech of the true knowledge of God™; cited from Dibelius, “Paulus auf dem Areopag,

Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften” (Heidelberg, 1939): 54.

2 “Der Widerspruch zwischen Romerbrief und Areopagrede ist deutlich. Beide erwdihnen zwar die Erkenntnis
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After all, Luke was interested not in representing what and how Paul had preached, but in
providing how a Christian living among the largely pagan Hellenistic society might preach to the
new culture.* In Dibelius’ own words: “The probability is that the speeches were written by the
author, with the primary intention of guiding his readers, rather than extending their knowledge
of history. The speeches answer the question: how is one to speak? and not the question: how did
that man speak at that time?”** Thus was made the transition from history to theology in the
studies of the second volume of Luke.

The primary questions that guided Dibelius’ works were the following: (1) How does
Luke’s work compare or contrast with other contemporary writings of history? (2) How does
Acts 17’s content compare with genuine Pauline Epistles and the OT? His primary focus on the
first question dictated his second question to the point that he concluded the Areopagus speech is
“a sui generis [of its own kind] speech on natural theology.”* Beyond doubt these are important
questions that continue to give rise to discussions, investigations and debates, but Dibelius’
“reverse” reading in his article, “Paul on the Areopagus,” has little place for the narrative aspects

of Acts 17. He only briefly, for example, mentions the narrative setting at the very end of his

Gottes aus Schopfung oder Ordnung der Welt; aber nach der Rede fiihrt diese Erkenntnis zum ahnenden
“Begreifen” und Verehren Gottes, nach dem Brief fiihrt sie war zur Kenntnis Gottes, aber zugleich zur Verkennung
seiner Herrschaft, zurVerweigerung des echten Gottesdienstes und zur Verstrickung in falschen Bilderdienst. . . .
Paulus hdtte so niemals geschrieben. Er ist zu tief durchdrungen von der Uberzeugung, dass der Mensch God
entfremdet ist (Rém. 1-3) (Dibelius, “Paulus,” 57). For Dibelius, therefore, Acts 17:28 (‘People are God’s family’) is
unthinkable for the Paul of Romans.

* Dibelius, Studies, 76-77. Here, it is important to note that Dibelius is suggesting that Luke presents Paul’s
speech as both an example of the typical sermon of the latter day and an ideal sermon to be followed. In doing so,
Dibelius maintains Luke as a historian and theologian with emphasis on the latter.

“ Dibelius, Studies, 70; emphasis added.
* David W. Pao, Acts and the Isaianic New Exodus (WUNT 2/130; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 193.
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discussion*® making the narrative setting subservient to the content of the speech and its purpose
in the Lukan scheme.”’ His divorce between the historical and narrative context and meaning of
the speech leaves room for a severe future criticism,” and his emphasis on Luke as a redactor
writing for his readership of a much later time reminds us of the redactic-critical concept of the
text as a “window” into the redactor’s community. With that said, we turn to Bertil Gértner, a
Scandinavian scholar, whose work based on a different approach challenged Dibelius’ reading of

Paul’s speech.

2.b.2. Bertil Girtner

2.b.2.a. Luke as a defending/apologetic writer after Jewish apologetic conventions

If Dibelius’ methodological movement from his predecessors’ form-critical method to
redaction-criticism meant a discovery of a new Luke as an able theologian rather than an unable

historian, Gértner’s work in response to Dibelius bears its significance in that he placed greater

“® His reading negligent of the narrative setting is evident in his translating only vv. 2231 (cf. 37-38). Of the
narrative introduction, Dibelius says: “Therefore Luke conjures up in a few sentences the whole individuality of
Athens as it was at that time, in order to give the right background to the apostle’s sermon; for this reason he brings
the apostle to an illustrious place, sanctified by a great tradition, and for this reason he lets Paul speak more of the
Gentile way of recognizing God than of the Christian way. . . . So he let Paul preach, preach in one of the most
distinguished places in Greece, in the way that he thought the Greeks ought to be preached to at that time . . .” (76—
77)

7 Contra Dibelius, Beverly Gaventa’s words rightly address this issue: “Lukan theology is intricately and
irreversibly bound up with the story he tells and cannot be separated from it. An attempt to do justice to the theology
of Acts must struggle to reclaim the character of Acts as a narrative” (Beverly Gaventa, “Toward a Theology of
Acts: Reading and Rereading,” Inferpretation 42 [1988]: 150).

For critical views offered on Dibelius’ understanding of Thucydides’ celebrated passage about writing
speeches and of Luke as a historian, see Gasque, History, 225-26 and 233, respectively.

8 Eckhard J. Schnabel, “Conceptualizing Paul in Athens: The Proclamation of the Gospel before Pagan
Audiences in the Graeco-Roman World,” Religion & Theology 12/2 (2005): 177. Schnabel draws the same
conclusion about a similar assessment to the Areopagus speech by S.E. Porter who said that the “balance” of the
speech is “completely wrong” based on the lack of a Christological reference (ibid., 186, n. 14; cf. S.E. Porter, The
Paul of Acts: Essays in the Literary Criticism, Rhetoric and Theology [WUNT 115; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999],
124). For Schnabel, both assessments, which isolated the interpretation of the speech from its historical context, are
wrong.
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emphasis on proving that the content of the speech was compatible with both the OT and the
theology of the Pauline Epistles. Contra Dibelius, Bertil Gértner proposes to consider that there
were two types of history writing which influenced Luke as a writer: the Old Testament type and
the Greek type. He compares Luke with Josephus and land 2 Maccabees to conclude that
although Luke’s writings bear outward similarities with the works of his Hellenistic
contemporaries, it is essentially the Jewish historiography tradition that Luke reflects in his
attitude to his narrative.” Contending that the speeches in the Acts of the Apostles have been
dismissed as unhistorical on the basis of form-critical criteria, Gartner suggests that the “contents
and theology” of the speeches must be analyzed.*® On the question whether Luke was adapting or
assimilating,” Gértner takes the former to be the case and concludes that the Areopagus speech
exemplifies an early Christian missionary’s sermon to the Gentiles,” in the sense that Paul
adapted “his words to the commonplaces of philosophy when preaching to an educated Gentile
audience.” In short, the speech is a Christian adaptation of Jewish-Diaspora preaching colored by

the Hellenistic-Greek sphere of culture.”

* Girtner’s survey reveals that there is the distance that divides Josephus from 1 and 2 Maccabees. Of the two,
the former is far removed from the perspectives of Jewish historiography in wholly adhering to the Greek tradition
of historical writing, while as the latter’s view of history clearly parallels to that of Acts. However, on the
importance of Josephus for Lukan study, Gértner points out that Josephus “received both a Jewish upbringing and a
Greek education, and is a typical representative of this period’s historical writing” (Gértner, Areopagus Speech, 26,
29).

%0 Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 12-36.

>! Girtner observes that both elements took place in Judaism long before the advent of Christianity. In its
process of interacting with its surrounding Mediterranean world, Judaism first took up the form of adaptation in
attempts to establish important points of contacts and present some things that were “acceptable to the enlightened
critics of the time. . . . But, as is particularly noticeable in certain Diaspora circles, this interchange of ideas, and
accommodation of the Jewish to the Hellenistic, could not fail to affect the Jewish conceptions of God and man.
Adaptation merged into assimilation—a process facilitated by the fact that the Jews were obligated to transpose their
Hebrew ideas into that of the Greeks™ (ibid., 66-67).

52 Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 72.
53 Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 66.
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Gértner briefly surveys four highly influential scholars on Acts 17: E. Norden, Adolf von
Harnack, Dibelius and W. Schmidt.>* Unlike Dibelius, Gértner begins his discussion of the
speech by analyzing the narrative framework* to conclude that certain linguistic turns both in the
framework and in the scene itself support the idea that Paul was on trial or interrogated by the
education committee of the Areopagus court, and thus this speech well serves Luke’s
“apologetic” intention of writing the Book of Acts.”® Girtner identifies two issues with which
Luke was concerned: “How [the historical] Paul fared when the leading Athenian tribunal
investigated his doctrine, and how he preached this same doctrine to the Gentiles.”” The
importance of Paul’s speech for Luke’s overall purpose, i.e., defending the church’s activities
and Paul “against the accusations and tumult of the Jews,” can be demonstrated as following:

An apologist addressing himself to Roman authorities acted shrewdly in mentioning
Athens and the attitude to unknown religious doctrines, which was current there. The
fact that its supreme court, the famous Areopagus, could be shown to have had
nothing to bring against Paul and his teaching therefore provided Luke with a trump
card.®

2.b.2.b. “Natural Revelation”

Whereas Dibelius’ overt stress on Luke in light of the ancient Greek historiography

54 Cf. Gértner, Areopagus Speech, 37-44.
35 Giirtner, Areopagus Speech, 45-65.

% Ibid., 64—65. Suggesting that Acts might have been written before Paul’s death or during Paul’s trial, Gértner
likens Paul’s sermon in Lukan scheme to Josephus’ “Against Apion,” in which Josephus defends the Jewish attitude
toward other religions (64—65). According to Gértner, that Luke’s apologetic is directed to both Jews and Gentiles
has been neglected. Observing that, even though the Jews always brought accusations, both groups involved in
assailing Paul, Gértner proposes two important facts conclusive to Luke that he aimed to demonstrate in writing
Acts: “(1) The multitude seeks to take the law into its own hands, the initiative coming from both Jews and Gentiles.
Rioting, persecution and uproar are their weapons, and they find Paul guilty. But the populace is not always moved
by the purest motives. (2) The Roman authorities disapprove of rioting, as it may upset the law and order of the
State. But the law-givers see through the accusations of the populace, and find no evidence anywhere for convicting
Paul” (Gértner, Areopagus Speech, 60; cf. Acts 19:40).

57 Gartner, Areopagus Speech, 64.
%8 Giirtner, Areopagus Speech, 65.
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influenced his reading of the content of the Areopagus speech evident in his “philosophical
interpretation” by arguing for a strong association with Stoic thoughts,* Gértner argues that the
content of Paul’s discourse at Athens is compatible with the NT and the OT, and thus not with
the Stoic theory of “theologia naturalis.”® To prove his point through a thoroughgoing analysis,
he devotes significant space.’ Above all, Gértner points out that, even though both Romans 1-2
and Acts 17 contain the idea of a natural revelation and even some of the terms employed in both
texts bear Greek philosophical nuances, this concept does not support any theory of theologia
naturalis.*

Gértner identifies three elements important to the OT when it comes to how Israelite’s
“Covenant knowledge” of Yahweh is manifested: nature as God’s creation, history, and
mankind’s dependence on God. These three factors, according to his analysis, are all represented
in the Areopagus speech.® With regard to the critical difference between the Old Testament
concept of the knowledge of God and any Stoic counterpart, Gartner offers the following
summary as a way of reading Paul’s speech at Athens:

In the Old Testament, knowledge of God, worship and ethics are fused, and become
one expression of the God-fearing man’s acknowledgement of the One God. . . .
There is a direct relation between Yahweh and man in the Old Testament, indicated
by God’s revelation in the creation, history, the law, the election, etc. But there is no
such personal relation in Stoic philosophy, where instead it is vol¢ that makes any
union with the Deity possible at all. God is invisible, but man’s vodg recognizes his
own being in God-Cosmos, and thence is born knowledge. We see, then, that the

% Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 73.

% He prefers “the natural revelation” to “natural theology” based on his conviction that the latter “brings in the
view, associated to some extent with the Stoic theory of affinity with God, that man’s reason is akin to God. In my
opinion, the NT does not voice this view of man” (Gértner, Areopagus Speech, 73).

8! Cf. Gartner, Areopagus Speech, 73-169.
82 Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 82.
8 Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 86.
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Stoic system is a closed one, so that God, the world and man form an undivided

unit—an important point to remember when analyzing the Areopagus speech.®

The discourse in Athens is the first step in preaching to the Gentiles by criticizing the false
knowledge of God and its resultant worship of idols while as Paul’s letter to the Roman
Christians contains the second step or expansion in Gértner’s argument. The former was to
prepare the groundwork for developing the Kerygma and the latter “to use the natural revelation
both to attack the idolaters and to render all men sinners in the face of God.”* Against reading
the Areopagus speech as a total Stoic theology, Gértner suggests the following four main
subjects for consideration: “the arguments for God’s existence, man’s kinship with God, his duty

as a created being to know God, and who God is, by means of his reason.”*

2.b.2.c. Conclusion:

Girtner strongly argues that Acts 17 along with Romans 1 contains the fundamental
difference from the Stoic philosophy as illustrated by the following point:

To the Stoics, the insight into the intimate connection between God, Cosmos and the
human soul was an important premise in the argument for God’s existence. . . . In the
Areopagus speech, God’s revelations in creation and history, and man’s absolute
dependence on Him, are used to support the doctrine of the Sole God against all idols,
which are every one corruptible.”’

It is Gértner’s conclusion that Luke makes Paul carefully accommodate his speech for the
occasion and yet without any additional doctrinal assimilation. Therefore, the adaptation seen in

borrowing contemporary Greek idioms may be purely formal as we remember how those

® Grtner, Areopagus Speech, 116.
8 Gurtner, Areopagus Speech, 145.
% Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 145; see 146—67 for his full discussion.

87 Gartner, Areopagus Speech, 167. Gartner further points out that “this argumentation against the idols is
typically OT-Jewish” (ibid., 167, n. 3).
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philosophical concepts function within Acts 17. Rather, the Areopagus speech’s basic tenet,
which is found also in Romans 1, displays a similarity with Jewish Diaspora preaching. For
example, in the Wisdom of Solomon, one of the best examples of that Diaspora Jewish pattern,
one can find Pauline ideas expressed both in Paul’s Letters as well as the main ideas expressed in
Acts 17 such as the function of nature and an attack on idolatry. That is the ground by which
Girtner asserts the Areopagus speech is a Pauline adaptation to the Jewish Diaspora propaganda
rather than assimilation of any Greek ideas.”

Given that Gértner’s current work was in response to Dibelius” work and his major
influence over the subject, Girtner’s larger questions seem to be similar to those of Dibelius even
though their answers emerge on opposite sides: Where historically does Paul’s speech best fit?
How does Luke use Paul’s Areopagus sermon for his overall purpose of defending Christianity
and Paul? How does the content of the sermon compare with the OT, Pauline Letters, and the
philosophical themes of the Stoics? While as Dibelius concluded that the Areopagus speech took
the form of assimilation written by Luke, Gértner argued for that of adaptation by Paul, thus he
aptly demonstrated “the untenable nature of Dibelius’ interpretation of Paul’s speech.”
Therefore, Gértner’s conclusion that Acts 17 is congruent with the OT tradition™ expressed in
Jewish Diaspora propaganda and with what are known as Pauline Epistles, especially Romans 1,

seems to be Girtner’s major contribution toward a new reading or rereading of Acts 17.

% Girtner, Areopagus Speech, 250-52.
% Gasque, History, 213.

7 Originally a Ph.D. dissertation, David Pao’s Acts and the Isaianic New Exodus offers a similar approach and
conclusion. Based on the widely accepted view that the “prophecy-fulfillment” theme is one of the keys to
unlocking Luke-Acts, Pao argues that Luke employs an important “new exodus” theme—which, in turn, takes its
root from the Book of Exodus—found in Second Isaiah (ibid, 4—5). Seen within this narrative structure, we can find
in Acts 17 “the most explicit expression of the anti-idol polemic in Acts” (ibid, 193).
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2.b.3. Pieter W. van der Horst

Another scholar whose primary interest lies in questions of historical referentiality but from
a different angle is Pieter van der Horst. Based on archaeological and epigraphic evidences, van
der Horst attempted to show historical reliability or veracity of Acts 17. One of the principal
questions that guided him seems to be: “Is Paul’s sermon at Athens historically verifiable?” Or,
more specifically, “Is Paul’s reference to the altar inscription ‘TO AN UNKNOWN GOD’
(17:23) historically grounded?”

After surveying the history of the interpretation of Acts prior to the advent of
archaeological studies, W. Gasque rightly complains about the bias of biblical scholars limiting
their attention to literary texts and, thus, studying independently of the material remains of
ancient cultures as important background.”' Edwin Yamauchi partially attributes this
phenomenon to the Tiibingen School whose basic framework is expressed in general dismissal of
the Acts of Apostles as a late and unreliable composition,” and Dibelius drifted away further.
Yet, a wealth of information has been surfacing as a result of excavations and other related
efforts. We now take a closer look into the works of Pieter W. van der Horst who combined his

archaeological findings with ancient literary sources regarding our text.”

"' Gasque, History, 358.

2 Edwin Yamauchi, New Testament Cities in Western Asia Minor: Light from Archaeology on Cities of Paul
and the Seven Churches of Revelation (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1980), 18—19. Also see his The Stones
and the Scriptures (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott, 1972), 92-96; and “The Historical Value of the Book of Acts,” TZ
28 (1972): 177-96 for further discussion in defense of the historical trustworthiness of Acts.

7 The choice of van der Horst is made in full awareness of the positive contribution made by the works of C. J.
Hemer in a similar line. In his several essays, Hemer also establishes the historical reliability of Luke’s narratives
based on archaeological supports. In his essay titled “Luke the Historian,” Hemer “gives the outline of a case for
seeing Luke not only as the user of reliable traditions but also as himself a careful historian who stands alongside the
best of ancient historians.” (Quoted from I. Howard Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian [3d ed.; Downers
Grove: Intervarsity, 1988], 226; See C. J. Hemer, “Luke the Historian,” Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 60
[1977-78]: 28-51; idem, “Paul at Athens. A Topographical Note,” NTS 20 [1973-1974]: 341-50.)
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In his “A New Altar of a God-fearer?” he describes an inscription published by two French
epigraphists in 1988 from a small altar from the first or second century CE in Belkis, a town in
Pamphylia. Here is how the inscription runs:

Be® ayevd[el kai]
GxepomoinTog
VY
“For the truthful god who is not made with hands (in fulfillment of) a vow.”™
He argues that the proper meaning of one of its crucial words “dyelponointog” can be traced to
Jewish polemics against idolatry because, although dyeipomointog does not appear in the LXX,
its antithesis ygiponointog appears frequently enough to establish this literary connection.” The
LXX uses yeypomointog fifteen times (eight in Isaiah in the context of polemics against idolatry).
The NT contains three occurrences: Mark 14:58 (temple); Col 2:11 (circumcision); and 2 Cor
5:1 (heavenly building). Van der Horst’s conviction is strengthened by the fact that the pagan
Greek literature and epigraphy do not use it.”

Van der Horst argues against the possibility that a Jew could have erected the altar-
inscription, noting that there are “no known instances of Jewish altars functioning outside a
Jewish temple connection™”” Rather, concludes van der Horst, “It seems much more credible to
look for the origin of this later inscription in the circles of the so-called God-fearers, that specific

group of pagans who felt strongly attracted to Judaism and often had close ties to the

synagogue.”” The God-fearers, otherwise called ‘sympathizers,” who were numerous and

™ Pieter W. van der Horst, “A New Altar of a God-fearer?” in Hellenism — Judaism —Christianity: Essays on
their Interaction (Kampen, Netherland: Kok Pharos, 1994), 65. Translation and italics are by van der Horst.

7> Van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 65-67.
" Van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 66—67.
"7 Van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 68.
"8 Van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 68.
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influential in Asia Minor were pagan sympathizers who could freely decide how much of
Jewishness in belief or way of life they would adopt. It is not hard, then, to imagine a God-fearer
who, on the one hand, wanted to express his faith in the one true God who is “not made with
hands” by erecting an altar because he, on the other hand, did not feel he was constrained by
centralization of the sacrificial cult in Jerusalem alone.”

Van der Horst’s article sheds new insight into reading Acts 17:23 when he suggests that the
inscription (“TO AN UNKNOWN GOD”) that Paul is purported to have seen in Athens could
have been one of the many erected by the God-fearers. In fact, says van der Horst, the expression
“the unknown god” was sometimes used of the God of Jews by both Jews and pagans as early as
the first century CE simply because the deity had no name.** Even though the connection
between Acts 17:23—4 and the new inscription from Belkis, a town in modern day Turkey, is not
decisive, it does reinforce the possibility that God-fearers expressed their religion by erecting
altars with that inscription and, thus, what Paul refers to in Acts 17 could be real,* and this
account thus regarded as more historically accurate.

In another article titled, “The Altar of the ‘Unknown God’ in Athens (Acts 17:23) and the
Cults of ‘Unknown Gods’ in the Graeco-Roman World,”** written in 1994, van der Horst
examines the issue in more detail manner, which can be summarized in four points:

(1) The hapax legomenon word ‘Bopds’ in Acts 17:23 is to be contrasted with the frequently

employed word Bvolotiprov. Horst attributes the latter’s twenty-three occurrences in the NT to

" Van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 68—69.
8 van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 69.
81 van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 70.

8 Of this article, Witherington says, “This essay is by far the most helpful one written on our subject [of altars
to unknown gods] in the last fifty or so years and eclipses the older ones by Deissmann, Paul, pp. 287-91, and by
Lake, ‘The Unknown God’” (Witherington, 4cts, 521, n. 211).
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the influence of the LXX, saying that the translators of the LXX made a sharp distinction
between Buciactiplov and Popds depending on whether the altar was an Israelite one or not.
What is interesting is the fact that Philo and Josephus, Jewish contemporaries of the NT authors,
did not follow the LXX but freely used Bopds to designate the altar in the Jerusalem temple.® (2)
Luke, in making Paul use an altar-inscription as a starting point, was using a well-known literary
device of his time.* (3) On the issue of whether or not Luke deliberately changed an existing
altar-inscription in the plural into the singular form to fit his purpose, van der Horst challenges
the general acceptance of the modern commentators® and Jerome, who said Luke did make such
a change. Based on his previous archaeological and literary argument and separate article titled
“A New Altar of a God-fearer?” van der Horst asserts, “It is an untenable position that such
inscriptions could not occur.”® (4) Denying the possibility of any connection in Luke’s mind
between the true God and “an unknown god,” Horst is convinced that the Lukan Paul’s use of the
altar-inscription provided him an occasion to emphasize the ignorance of the Athenians
regarding the true God of the universe. And this theme is reinforced in v. 30 where Paul says that
God has overlooked the times of their ignorance.” In all of this, van der Horst’s discussion

hinges on the historical accuracy of the altar inscription mentioned in Acts 17:23.

8 Pieter van der Horst, “The Altar of the ‘Unknown God’ in Athens (Acts 17:23) and the Cults of ‘Unknown
Gods’ in the Graeco-Roman World” in Hellenism — Judaism — Christianity: Essays on Their Interaction (Kampen,
Netherland: Kok Pharos, 1994): 196-97.

8 Of this commonly employed literary device of using an altar inscription in the speech or discussion in Luke’s
time, van der Horst provides two examples: Ps-Heraclitus’ 4™ Epistle and the 36™ Epistle of Diogenes (ibid., 197).

8 C. K. Barrett, Acts, 2:836-39 supports van der Horst even though he cautions against giving too heavy a
theological treatment to Paul’s sentence. Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles, 14041 relying on Jerome and Pausanius
to say Luke did, says Luke’s real interest lies on “unknown—I proclaim” not “in theories about the origins of this
ignorance nor about the development of idol worship.” Pervo, Acts (433) and Haenchen, Acts (521, esp. n. 2) follow
basically the same line as Conzelmann.

8 Van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 198-99.

87 «Until the coming of the revelation of God’s true nature in Christianity mankind lived in ignorance of him. . .
. After Christ’s coming, Luke implies, there is no longer room for altars dedicated to an unknown god because God
has now made himself known” (Van der Horst, “A New Altar,” 199-200).
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Yet in another article, van der Horst investigates the text in light of Luke’s literary
structure.® Although the first half is somewhat repeated in the second part, van der Horst,
arguing that the term dyvwotog 0edg is ambiguous, lists seven possible ways to understand it.*
Then he moves on to isolate three for consideration in the way of illuminating Acts 17:23, and
the first two are pertinent to our discussion:

First, the term may be a fitting one for the Jewish god from the standpoint of the Greeks
because neither any name nor any image was permitted. And yet, this “unknown god” was
worshipped by masses of the diaspora Jews scattered over the Hellenistic-Roman world as well
as many so-called “God-fearing” Gentiles.” Relying on some recent discoveries and discussion,
van der Horst suggests that a small and private altar could have been erected either by a diaspora
Jew or a Gentile worshiper. In that case, the inscription would be in the singular. Writings by
Johannes Lydus® and Josephus™ are also cited to support the idea that there existed the practice

among the Jews to speak of their own god as an “unknown one.”

8 Pieter van der Horst, “The Unknown God (Acts 17:23),” in Knowledge of God in the Graeco-Roman World
(eds. R. van den Broek et al.; New York: Brill, 1988), 19-42.

% For our discussion, his list is worth mentioning: “(1) It may mean a god who is quite well-known to one
people but not or not yet known to another, i.e., a foreign deity whose name and function are in principle knowable
by asking the people who do know it. (2) It may mean a deity whose name nobody knows either because it has been
forgotten (altar-inscriptions may have become unreadable) or because there is no way of knowing which god—
maybe even which of the known gods—is the author of either a calamity or of good fortune. (3) Further it may
mean: a god unknown to those who did not receive a special initiation or revelation; (4) or unknown or
unknowable—{&yvwotog can have both meanings—to humanity because of the limitations of human knowledge; (5)
or in essence unknowable but partially knowable by inference from his work; (6) or unknowable in his positive
character but definable by negations; (7) or unknowable but accessible in a unio mystica, which is not properly
speaking knowledge, being suprarational” (Van der Horst, “The Unknown God,” 35). The last three, notes van der
Horst, correspond to the via analogiae, the via negationis, and the via mystica of the later Platonic tradition (cf. 35,
n. 67).

% Van der Horst, “The Unknown God,” 35-36.

*! According to van der Horst, Johannes Lydus was “a late antiquarian author who wrote in the middle of the
sixth century CE.” Here van der Horst refers to Lydus’ De mensibus IV 53, which, in turn, refers to Lucan’s
Pharsalia 11 592-3 (cf. Van der Horst, “The Unknown God,” 36-38).

*2 Josephus in Contra Apionem 11 167 speaks of the God of Moses: “In his power he is known to us, but in his
essence he is unknown” (Van der Horst, “The Unknown God,” 37-38).
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Second, the term &yvwotog 86 may be read as an expression of doubt concerning the
correct name, and even fear, lest one offend any deity by wrongful designation in occasions of
war, earthquake, pestilence, etc.” He also points to the fact that the first centuries philosophers
discussed much about the concept of an unknown deity, which could have led someone to erect
an altar to this deity.”

Arguing that these aforementioned two positions allow for the possibility that there existed
an altar inscription in the singular form, i.e., &yvoot® 0@, van der Horst draws the following
important conclusion:

It is not only possible but even highly probable that in Athens (and elsewhere) there

were altars to unknown gods. It is also probable that there were more than one of

such altars and they may have had different backgrounds. (The one Paul saw need not

have been the one(s) seen by Pausanias). It is not improbable that there were altars

with descriptions in the singular, though it is likely that they were an exception to the

rule, most dedications being in the plural. And, finally, Norden’s thesis that the motif

of an ‘unknown god’ is utterly un-Greek and must have been imported from the
oriental world, has found no support whatsoever in the present investigation.”

In closing, working with archaeological, epigraphic and literary evidences with questions
about the historically verifiable nature of Acts 17, van der Horst’s three often overlapping
articles and the insights therein led him to a positive conclusion to his questions. His conclusion,
especially that Paul’s reference to the Athenian altar inscription is historically reliable, serves as
example par excellence to demonstrate how studies done with a similar perspective can
illuminate other disciplines as long as we avoid the two extremes of simply ignoring or blindly

accepting them.” On top of the challenge presented to Dibelius by Gértner, van der Horst further

%3 Van der Horst, “The Unknown God,” 38-40.
* Van der Horst, “The Unknown God,” 42, n. 98.
% Van der Horst, “The Unknown God,” 42.

% Edwin Yamauchi, New Testament, 19. For a helpful general introduction to the ancient city of Athens, see
Jack Finegan, The Archaeology of the NT: The Mediterranean World of the Early Christian Apostles (Boulder,
Colo.: Westview, 1981), 124-42. Also for a positive discussion in terms of where Paul might have spoken in
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demonstrates the unsustainable nature of Dibelius’ position that the Areopagus speech was
entirely Luke’s literary composition.” It should be noted once again, however, that despite the
differing conclusions to which van der Horst comes, he is asking similar questions of the text,

i.e., questions of historical referentiality.

2.c. A Sociological Reading® through “Audience Studies”: Stoics and Epicureans

We now turn to a group of scholars who raised historical interest yet from another angle.
The last quarter of the twentieth century witnessed a birth to yet another fresh field of study, that
is, the social world of the early church pioneered by Wayne A. Meeks of Yale, whose editorship
over The Library of Early Christianity filled a very important gap in the NT student’s library.
Scholars like David Balch, E. A. Judge, Engberg-Pedersen and Abraham Malherbe® also have
made significant contributions to this area of study. We will examine three articles dealing with

two representative groups of philosophers in Athens: Stoics and Epicureans.

Athens, see C. J. Hemer’s short article “Paul at Athens: A Topographical Note,” NTS 20 (1974): 341-50. Hemer
produced a series of articles based on archaeological-geographical-epigraphic-literary evidences afterwards. For the
list, see Joel Green and M. McKeever, Luke-Acts and NT Historiography (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1994), 104-
5. Hemer’s more mature summary is found in his The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History (WUNT 49;
ed. C.H. Gempf; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989).

" This was confidently advocated by his followers like Conzelmann, Haenchen, and Vielhauer, who, in turn,
said Dibelius provides the “conclusive” proof; see our above discussion on Dibelius.

8 As a study with its focus on the sociology of early Christianity, this is a very broad term and defies any facile
description, let alone definition. NT students are familiar with two representative disciplines: social-historical
studies (pioneered by A. J. Malherbe and R. Grant) and social-scientific studies (by G. Theissen and W. Meeks).
Bruce Malina and John Pilch have collaborated to produce what they call ‘a social-scientific’ commentary on the
book of Acts. Their work seeks to avoid the common problems of anachronism, which, they contend, has produced
“a landscape littered with a layer of intellectual debris that makes the understanding of first-century Jesus groups
rather daunting. Much of this debris is due to the sloppy work of modern historians who have allowed anachronism
to reign in their explanation of these documents.” It is interesting to note that they see the problem of anachronism,
not the historical-social gap that lies between the first-century Christians and us, as the main roadblock to an
informed reading of the text. (Cf. Bruce Malina and John Pilch, Social-Science Commentary on the Book of Acts
[Minneapolis: Fortress, 2008], 1.)

% Cf. Wayne A. Meeks, The Moral World of the First Christians (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox,1986);
David Balch, The New Testament in Its Social Environment (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1986); E. A.
Judge, Rank and Status in the World of the Caesars and St. Paul (New Zealand: University of Canterbury, 1982);
Engberg-Pedersen, Paul and the Stoics (2000); and Abraham Malherbe, Moral Exhortation: A Greco-Roman
Sourcebook (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1989).
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2.b.4.a. David L. Balch, “The Areopagus Speech.: An Appeal to the Stoic Historian

Posidonius against Later Stoics and the Epicureans”

Balch begins with the question: “Why does Luke mention only Epicureans and Stoics in
17:18?” Building upon C.K. Barrett’s suggestion that Luke is preparing the readers for the
allusions in the speech,'® Balch’s overarching concern is to see Paul’s Areopagus speech in light
of the Stoicism in its earlier and pure form represented by Posidonius and thus identifying
“points of contact between this speech and Posidonian thought.”'"' Posidonius was a Greek
empirical scientist who traveled even to Spain about A.D. 100 to investigate the ocean tides and
was “the only important philosopher of antiquity known to us who also wrote a political history
of his own time.”'” Based on his investigation into two recent editions of Posidonius’ work and
sayings, Balch argues that there are four parallel themes between Posidonius’ works and the
Areopagus speech: divine providence in nature, divine providence in history, opposition to image
or idol worship in temples, and “sources for the knowledge of God.”'”

Balch’s thesis that Posidonian texts clarify influence of a Stoic model on the Areopagus
speech is further supported by a close investigation into Dio Chrysostom’s Oration 12, which is

dependent on Posidonius and “presents a Stoic model that was important in producing this

1% David L. Balch, “The Areopagus Speech: An Appeal to the Stoic Historian Posidonius against Later Stoics
and the Epicureans,” in Greeks, Romans, and Christians (eds. David Balch and Everett Ferguson; Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1990), 52, 79. Balch refers to Barrett, “Paul’s Speech on the Areopagus,” in New Testament Christianity
for Afirica and the World (eds. M. E. Glasswell and E. W. Fashole-Luke; London: SPCK, 1974), 73.

19" Balch credits Abraham J. Malherbe for suggesting that a study about the Stoic Posidonius would prove
fruitful for students studying the Areopagus speech (ibid., 52-53).

12 Balch, “The Areopagus Speech,” 52-53.

19 Cf. Balch, “The Areopagus Speech,” 54-72. Balch states that the last theme is traced in Dio Chrysostom,
Olympic Oration 12, a Stoic speech influenced by Posidonius’ presentation of the topic (Balch, “The Areopagus
Speech,” 53).
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speech, as were the prototypes in the Hebrew Bible.”'* For example, opposition to forming the
divine image found in Acts 17:25 and 29 finds closely parallel ideas in Dio Chrysostom’s
Oration 12. Whereas somewhat distorted Stoics of later period (including an historical Athenian
Stoic audience of the mid-first century C.E.) rejected this true philosophical thought, concludes
Balch: “Luke-Acts guards the legitimate philosophical tradition against the Athenians who
delight in novelties.”'” Balch agrees with Wolfgang Nauck that the Areopagus speech “belongs
to a category with precedents in Hellenistic-Jewish mission literature.”'* But he parts with
Nauck, claiming the latter is too negative about the possibility of Hellenistic-Stoic models’
influence over the Areopagus speech. For Balch “The form [of the Areopagus speech] is, then,
neither strictly Jewish nor exclusively Stoic; it is rather a Jewish form in the process of being
Hellenized'”” and thus he disagrees on Gértner’s Jewish and Dibelius’ Stoic origin of the speech.
In short, based on the rediscovery of Posidonius, who represents the early, pure Stoicism,
Balch’s article suggests that Lukan Paul’s speech confronts the deformed form of Stoicism of the
first century Athens and, therefore, Balch seems to stress a possibly positive connection between
the Posidonius’ Stoicism and Luke-Acts through the teaching of Luke’s presentation of Paul.
Luke, according to Balch, has the purpose of showing that the Christian mission has positive

affinities with true or classic Stoicism.

2.b.4.b. Jerome Neyrey, “Acts 17, Epicureans, and Theodicy: A Study in Stereotypes”

If one of the guiding questions for Balch is how Paul’s sermon compares with the Stoicism

1% Balch, “The Areopagus Speech,” 73.
1% Balch, “The Areopagus Speech,” 79.

19 Balch, “The Areopagus Speech,” 72; References are made to Wolfgang Nauck, “Die Tradition und
Komposition der Areopagrede,” ZTK 53 (1956): 11-52. Balch regards Nauck’s article as one of the best treatments
of Paul’s speech at Athens.
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of the first century Athens, Neyrey’s important question has to do with the way Luke
characterizes and stereotypes the Epicureans in view of their negative attitude toward Paul’s
topic of theodicy.'® His larger concern is to show how the Lukan characterization of the
Epicureans prepares his readers to face similar negative reaction or opposition of the world.'”

According to Neyrey, the doctrine of theodicy as divine providence is the main focus in
Acts 17. He analyzes Luke’s presentation of that doctrine of theodicy in three elements: (a) a
divine judge, (b) survival of death/resurrection, and (c) eschatological retribution. The same idea
repeats in the Book of Acts like a formula.'’ Neyrey further claims such thinking was found in
traditional teachings of the Stoics but was roundly opposed by the Epicureans.'! Relying on
Luke’s alleged employment of stereotype in terms of characterization, which was very common
in the literary world of Luke, Neyrey proposes that Luke makes the stereotypical presentation of
the Stoics and the Epicureans as following: “Epicureans = Sadducees = Cain vs. Stoics =
Pharisees = Abel.”""* Here is his conclusion:

From this analysis, we conclude that Luke has cast the characters and the issues in

such a way as to argue that Christian theology belongs to the common, acceptable

doctrine of God held by good and reasonable people, whether Hellenistic Stoics or

Jewish Pharisees. . . . Luke, then, presents certain aspects of Christian thought (that
is, theodicy) in terms acceptable to Greek and Jew alike; he would argue that this

197 Balch, “The Areopagus Speech,” 73.

1% Jerome Neyrey, “Acts 17, Epicureans, and Theodicy: A Study in Stereotypes,” in Greeks, Romans, and
Christians (eds. David Balch and E. Ferguson; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 128-29. Theodicy is “[an] argument
that God’s providential relationship to the world entails a just judgment of mortals, especially a judgment that takes
after death, where rewards and punishments are allotted” (ibid., 119).

1% Neyrey’s article is built on his conviction that Luke intends his readers to see the Epicureans as those who
mocked Paul as a “babbler” (17:18) and, at the end of Paul’s speech, said, “we will hear you again about this” (v.
32), whereas the Stoics “joined him and believed” (v. 34) (Neyrey, “Acts 17,” 128).

1% Neyrey, “Acts 17,” 121, 126; cf. Acts 24:10-21 and 23:6-10.
" Neyrey, “Acts 17,” 124-26.

"2 Neyrey, “Acts 17,” 131-33. Neyrey relies on targumic exposition on Gen 4 for Cain and Abel’s inclination

for theodicy (cf. 131-32). For the contrasting positions assumed by Sadducees and Pharisees, he reads Acts 23:6—10
where Paul likens himself to the after-life believing Pharisees in his defense (cf. ibid., 128-29).
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doctrine is orthodox, common, and traditional. . . . [And that the Christian] doctrine is
quite in conformity with what all intelligent, good people think.'"

For what end does Luke present this? By proving wrong the groups who mock (the Epicureans)
and dismiss (the Sadducees) Paul and Christians, Luke intends his readers to be sure that the
opposing groups” mockery and dismissal confirm the rightness of the opposed. “Comparably,”
concludes Neyrey, “to find common ground and perhaps endorsement from groups generally
considered the guardians of the basic tradition (Stoics and Pharisees) could only transfer that
approbation to the new groups of Christians as well.”'"*

Contra Kavin Rowe,'"* Neyrey thinks that the charge made against Paul and his fellow
Christians as “trouble makers” who “turn the world upside down” in Acts 17:6 must be false.''
Neyrey’s treatment of the important topic of Theodicy, or divine providence, a concept Luke
uses to describe God’s activities in Acts,'” offers some fresh insights for the question, “What
theological content would Luke’s first century audience have heard in this speech Luke has in
Acts 177”'"® Even though Epicureans are referenced by name only here in the entire NT, Neyrey
draws our attention to their significance for his argument. His article better equips us to imagine
how Luke’s original audience might have heard this speech and what Luke was inferring and,

therefore, fills our gap as a reader lest we fall prey to anachronism. However, his stress on

finding affinity between the Christian teaching about theodicy and the Stoics’ seems to lead to a

13 Neyrey, “Acts 17,” 133-34.
14 Neyrey, “Acts 17, 134.

'3 Cf. Kavin Rowe, World Upside Down: Reading Acts in Graeco-Roman Age (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2010). Rowe’s entire book, whose portion we will discuss later, presupposes the verity of this charge in the
sense that Christian message demands a radically new way of thinking.

'8 Neyrey, “Acts 17,7 133.
"7 His broad discussion on this topic in the Book of Acts is in want.

"% Such questions of background are also pertinent to a narrative-critical reading, as we shall see below.
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biased reading of Acts 17 in failing to see the uniqueness of Paul’s presentation of the Christian

God in Acts 17.'"*

2.b.4.c. Scott Bartchy, “Agnostos Theos. Luke’s Message to the “Nations” about Israel’s

God”

Bartchy begins his article with a short introduction to Jerome Neyrey’s work. He rightly
sees that Jerome Neyrey “seeks to show a “fullness of fit” between the Lukan God and a
composite description of god-as-provident in Hellenistic thinking” and shows that Luke
successfully argued that the “unknown god” mentioned in 17:23 was quite well known after
all." In agreement with and building on Neyrey’s position, Bartchy’s article attempts to answer
the question: “If Luke’s providential theology sounded familiar to many of his Gentile readers,
what was it about his God that they did not yet understand and believe, that Luke sought to
communicate to them in the hope of convincing them and changing their behavior?””'* In other
words, Bartchy asks what urged Luke to write Luke-Acts for his implied reader and the
particular place of Acts 17 in Luke’s narrative purpose.

In answering, Bartchy first rejects the view that Luke’s primary concern in the argument
had to do with monotheism of Israel in opposition to polytheism of the Gentiles. Writing for the
post-Paul generation marked by the rapidly dwindling number of those who grew up knowing
Israel’s God, Luke rather wanted to communicate the truth that conversion to the “Christian™

movement meant to make the commitment to a transformed understanding of “community-

!9 1 ike Dibelius, Neyrey says that “What sets Paul’s presentation of the Christian God apart from well-known
Greek understanding of god is the very issue of Christian Theodicy, the role of Jesus as Judge who will judge all
peoples after death to render reward and punishment (17:30-31)” (Neyrey, “Acts 17,” 120).

1208, Scott Bartchy, “Agnadstos Theos: Luke’s Message to the ‘Nations® about Israel’s God” (SBLSPS 34;
Atlanta: Scholars, 1995), 304. (Cf. Jerome Neyrey, “Acts 17”: 118-34.)

1! Bartchy, “dgnostos Theos,” 305.

29



forming and community-sustaining power.” The focus of conversion lay not in abandoning a
polytheistic belief system for embracing the monotheistic faith, but in knowing the true character
of God of Israel and the resulting actions through a different lifestyle of practicing justice and
mercy, especially toward the socially and economically poor. Bartchy proposes six related theses
and elaborates upon them to prove how Luke composed the two-volume work to highlight
‘interpersonal righteousness’ required by Israel’s God, who had been an “unknown god” to this
new generation.'?

Noticing that David Moessner and others find the strong influence of the Deuteronomic
Historian on Luke—Acts,'” Bartchy points out the basic tenet of a Deuteronomic theology is
expressed in God’s will by giving the Decalogue saying:

God’s deliverance of an enslaved people became linked essentially with a new notion

of community “within which the pyramid of social stratification consigning certain

classes to lives of ease and others to relentless suffering and deprivation was to be

banned forever.” Fundamental to the Deuteronomist’s conception of God is this

God’s profound desire that the people of Israel function as agents of God’s
impartiality and love by practicing justice and mercy.'*

Thus, for Bartchy, understanding the socio-political milieu of Greco-Roman world is critical.
Without denying the importance of religious concerns for their life, Bartchy points out that, when
it came to matters of individual equality or the practice of koinonia, their religious influence did
not intersect the social and economic lines. The concepts of equality and fellowship were alien to
them because they were familiar with their deities in struggle and strife, and it is not strange that

the concept of church had no equivalent in pagan religion. Very little in the previous experience

122 Bartchy, “Agnastos Theos,” 305-7.

13 1t is argued among those scholars that Luke patterned the central section of his Gospel (9:51-18:14) after
the contents and order of Deut 1-26 LXX (cf. Bartchy, “4gndstos Theos,” 307, nos. 9 and 10).

124 Bartchy, “Agnostos Theos,” 307. Bartchy cites from Paul D. Hanson, The People Called: The Growth of
Community in the Bible (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1986), 23. Deut 10:17-19 and 15:7-8, 10-11 are key
passages for the argument.
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of the new converts into Christian faith had prepared them for Paul and Luke’s vision, “a vision
rooted in the First Testament and filtered through traditions of radical inclusiveness with Jesus of
Nazareth.”'*

The challenge and difficulty of “getting the message” among the new Gentile Christians
provided the major motivation to Luke to compose his two-volume work. In agreement with
David Moessner’s apt suggestion that Luke’s emphasis is predominantly theocentric in the sense
that Luke was interested in presenting “what sort of action God is effecting through this person
[of Jesus] for the salvation of Israel (and the nations.),”"** Bartchy identifies three areas in which
one can trace how Luke achieved his goal."?” In conclusion, Bartchy, borrowed Luke’s phrase
“Agnostos Theos” from Acts 17:23 and explored Luke’s socio-political interest in interpersonal
righteousness based on Neyrey’s argument that Luke successfully argued the “unknown god”
was, after all, quite well known especially among the Stoics.

Before we move to some examples of narrative reading of Acts 17, it is noteworthy that
Balch, Neyrey, and Bartchy make a significant move away from historical referentiality toward
more of a holistic reading the text in terms of Luke-Acts. They are more concerned with a

narrative reading of the Areopagus speech in its larger narrative context. However, what seem to

be in want in their treatments are close attentions to the speech itself and Luke’s narrative notes.

125 Bartchy, “Agndstos Theos,” 31014,
126 Ibid., 315.

12 They are: (1) Luke’s redactional and compositional touch can be traced by detecting how Luke changed
Markan material for his own interest. (2) So is true with material unique to Luke’s Gospel such as the story of the
rich man and Lazarus (16:19-31) and the parable of the “Great Feast” (14:15-24). Bartchy argues that Luke’s point
was rooted in his Israelite conception of God who challenges the rich to form God’s radically inclusive community
even though that meant a willingness to be rejected by their peers. (3) Lastly, Luke employed the familiar language
of Hellenistic friendship and went far beyond in order to expand the range of inclusiveness especially in the
narratives of Acts whose people were empowered and enabled by God’s Spirit (Bartchy, “Agnéstos Theos,” 315—
16).
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2.c. Narrative Readings

2.c.1. A Transition to Literary-Narrative Readings

We noted how Dibelius’ comparative study of Luke with his contemporary history writers
led to stress Luke’s role as the able theologian in not only redacting his sources but also
composing many of the speeches in Acts including the Areopagus speech led to divorce between
theology and history, and theology and the narrative elements as Gaventa hinted. His own
conclusion about Luke dominated his reading of Acts 17. It was Padilla, however, who suggested
that one can discern Dibelius’ positive contribution to the narrative reading of Acts saying: “To
be sure . . . narrative criticism did not develop out of redaction criticism; however, insofar as
Dibelius highlighted Luke’s ability as a story-teller, he indirectly encouraged New Testament
critics to take up the methods of narrative criticism so as to exploit the narrational potentialities
of Luke’s two volumes.”'*®

Our preceding investigation into various scholars on Acts 17 shows, in a way, a subtle
movement toward literary/narrative reading of our text. Much of Dibelius’ gap between theology
and history was filled by Gértner and van der Horst. Balch, Neyrey, and Bartchy strove to read
the text in light of Paul’s oratee as well as the social milieu of the first-century Greco-Roman
world. We have looked at six scholars’ varying views, and they fall somewhere between
adaptation and assimilation.'” Again, Bartchy and Neyrey, in particular, seem to work more
literarily and narratively insofar as they keep an eye to the concepts available to Luke’s implied
reader. Therefore, even though it was not the primary goal, a subtle scholarly trajectory leading

up to narrative reading of Acts 17 emerged.

128 padilla, Speeches, 32-33; italics added.

12 Dibelius, Balch, and Neyrey are close to the view that Luke(*s Paul) assimilated, whereas Girtner strongly
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With that said, we now note an important shift in method. We will summarize the work of
two scholars (Kavin Rowe and Joshua Jipp) whose reading represents a significant shift to the
text itself in the sense that it permits more autonomy to the text as a way to get to author’s
meaning for the implied reader. First, however, the wide-ranging work of Mark Given, whom we
treat before Rowe and Jipp, works like a bridge in the sense that, while regarding the reading
offered by Dibelius and Gértner as a failure, he gives special attention to the narrative-rhetorical
elements of the speech as well as the historical and the social place for both Luke as a writer and

Paul as an orator.

2.c.2. Mark D. Given, Paul’s True Rhetoric'
Given’s broader, introductory question has to do with the apostle Paul. In particular, Given
inquires “where in ‘the Greco-Roman humanistic tradition’ [Paul’s] rhetorical strategies tend to

132 on this issue as

locate him.”"' In asking the question, he holds up two common perspectives
problematic: (i) Paul’s rhetoric bears far more similarities with the philosophic than the sophistic
tradition of rhetoric; and (ii) Paul uses recognized rhetorical devices for the purpose of making
his discourses as unambiguous and truthful as possible.

Challenging a position taken by H. D. Betz, who argued for a clear-cut binary distinction

between philosophic and sophistic rhetoric,'* Given contends that Plato’s Socrates shows the

took the view that adaptation is shown in Acts 17, and van der Horst and Bartchy somewhere in-between.

130 Mark D. Given’s Paul’s True Rhetoric: Ambiguity, Cunning, and Deception in Greece and Rome
(Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity, 2001) was originally his doctoral dissertation presented to the University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill.

131 Given, Rhetoric, 2.

132 Given considers that most NT rhetorical criticism would accept these two perspectives at the wake of Hans
D. Betz’ studies. See Hans D. Betz, Der Apostel Paulus und die socratische Tradition: Eine exegetische
Untersuchung zu seiner “Apologie” 2 Korinther 10—13 (BHT 45; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1972) (cf. Given,
Rhetoric, 2,n. 4).

133 Given, Rhetoric, 11-12.
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134 and the same can be said of the very person

impossibility of maintaining any such distinction

who initially proposed that distinction, Socrates himself. Socrates, driven by his conviction to

enlighten the deceived of his day, felt free to be ambiguous, cunning, and deceptive in his

rhetoric. This point is of paradigmatic importance for Given who is convinced that Luke

faithfully presents Paul as a new “Socrates”'* standing on the streets of Athens, driven by his

own passion. Given’s description of the historical Paul'*® as a new “Socrates” is telling:
Paul’s sincere conviction that he knew the Truth and had a divine mandate to promote
it in an apocalyptic world filled with deception is an important key for explaining the

perennial and entirely justified suspicion that his rhetorical strategies are not always
irreproachable when judged by philosophical rhetorical ideals."’

13 Given, Rhetoric, 15. Given strengthens his position by citing from traditional classicist George Kennedy:
“Some modern readers sympathize with philosophy in its dispute with rhetoric. In the former discipline they see
devotion to truth, intellectual honesty, depth of perception, consistency, and sincerity; in the later [sic], verbal
dexterity, empty pomposity, triviality, moral ambivalence, and a desire to achieve self-interest by any means. The
picture is not quite so clear cut.” (George. Kennedy, A New History of Classical Rhetoric [rinceton: Princeton
University Press, 1994] 9; italics in original.)

13 Cf. Dennis R. Macdonald, “Classical Greek Poetry and the Acts of the Apostles: Imitations of Euripides’
Bacchae,” in Christian Origins and Greco-Roman Culture: Social and Literary Contexts for the New Testament, vol
1 (eds. Stanley Porter and Andrew Pitts; Boston: Brill, 2013), 463-96, esp. 488-90. Arguing for ‘mimetic
connections between Acts and classical Greek literature,” Macdonald suggests the following passages as Luke’s
employing the Socrates motif: Acts 16:1-8; 19:21-20:1; 22:22-23:11; 24:1-27; 25:1-26:3; 28:12-31.

136 At this point, it is important to note that Given’s discussion throughout the book keeps switching between
the “historical Paul” and “Lukan Paul,” and Paul and Luke, but without confusion as his following statements
reveal: “. . . [I]n both the narrative framework and the speech, Paul is standing in the midst, betwixt and between, or
as Barthes would say, ‘in that space where no language has a hold over any other, where languages circulate
(keeping the circular sense of the term).’

“And so is Luke. One only need inquire about the genre of Acts to realize this. Is Acts an attempt to imitate
and extend ‘biblical’ history, a specimen of Hellenistic historiography, an institutional history, or the first Christian
novel? Surely it was all of these and more, and that is why Pervo is on the right track when he calls it a historical
novel. . . . the quintessential expression of the eclectic tendencies of the Hellenistic age.” (Given, Rhetoric, 42-43;
italics added. Cf. Roland Barthes, “From Work to Text,” in /mage-Music-Text [New York: Hill & Wang, 1978],
164.)

17 Given, Rhetoric, 4; emphasis original. On top of his challenge to the accepted, positive views on Paul,
Given also challenges canonization, which, functioning as a strategy of “prophylactic containment,” is responsible
for production of extreme, mutually exclusive, ‘either/or,” approaches to points of view exemplified by Dibelius and
Grtner on the study of Acts 17. Given proposes to divest any protective canonical or ecclesiastical veil of ‘Saint’
Paul for objective assessment because Given is convinced that the accusation raised by Paul’s enemies holds some
truth. Given takes seriously the position that Paul was “accused by enemies both inside and outside his own
congregations of speaking and acting in a veiled, opportunistic, and not completely trustworthy manner.” (Cf.
Given, Rhetoric, 3; see 42 for Given’s further discussion about the “totalizing exclusivity” of Dibelius and Gértner’s
reading of Acts 17 as their main defect).
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Given employs the term “eclecticism” to describe Luke’s genius in writing and his
intentional use of ambiguity in Acts 17 and Given himself employs “eclecticism™ throughout.
Even though he denies the possibility for narrowing down Luke’s genre to exclusively one, he is
of the opinion that what influenced Luke the most was Greek Tragedy with a theatrical
component. By highlighting ambiguity in Lukan Paul’s speech at Athens, which is tragedy’s
most characteristic feature, Given wants to drive home the point that Luke was influenced by
Greek Tragedy throughout his writing."”® Thus, Luke makes Paul “stand in the middle where and
when Luke’s intertextual worlds collide and coalesce — Socrates and the Septuagint, Theodorus
and Theophilus, Theios and Theos.”'*

According to Given, there are two levels of understanding to bear in mind when reading
Acts 17: “That of the oratees who are inquisitive and philosophically inclined pagans, and that of
the narratee, Theophilus, who, like the implied reader, is now, on the basis of his reading of Acts
up to this point, as insider.”'* This distinction is insightful and is one of the distinct contributions
of a narrative-critical approach for reading any speech text. The beauty of making such a
distinction is to see that, for example, while the Athenian oratees might naively take an

ambivalent word like deio18apovéotepog (superstitious or very religious) as a compliment, the

138 Given, Rhetoric, 43-44. Cf. ibid., 40 for similarity and parallelism between Theos, Theodorus, and Paul’s
Areopagus speech. Even though a historian like Dibelius denied the possibility of interconnection for the lack of
sufficient evidence, Given sees the strong possibility of connection between Luke and Euripides’ Bacchae both
verbally, thematically and structurally. Given cites from Tomas Higg: “Whoever wrote the first Greek novel did not
create it out of nothing. Like his successors within the new genre, he was strongly influenced by what he had read
and heard: by epic, historiography, and tales of travel, by drama and erotic poetry, by the rhetoric of his time.”
(Given, Rhetoric, 43; cf. Tomas Hégg, The Novel in Antiquity [Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California
Press, 1983], 109.)

1% Given, Rhetoric, 46.

10 Given, Rhetoric, 68-69; for an example of a scholarly work not making this distinction, see Andrew M.
Mbuvi, “Missionary Acts, Things Fall Apart: Modeling Mission in Acts 17:15-34 And a Concern for Dialogue in
Chinua Achebe’s Things Fall Apart,” Ex Auditu 23 (2007): 140-56.
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narratee can detect the irony and thus discern what “Paul” really meant by it. What is left with
the reader is the task both of deciding how the oratees would take this ambiguity and how the
narrator would expect his narratee to understand it. Contra the Athenians’ inability to recognize
Paul as a new Socrates, the narratee has the advantage of sharing with the narrator’s acumen. He
is thus made aware of the orator’s ability to address his audience with tongue in cheek, and he is
on the lookout for even more ambiguities."!

Another example Given discusses in terms of the Lukan Paul’s intentional ambiguity is his
reference to the altar dedication “TO AN UNKNOWN GOD” in v. 23. Given says, “Ayvoéw has
both a positive and negative connotation. It can mean a straightforward, non-culpable epistemic
failure resulting in a lack of knowledge, or a culpable moral failure of acting ignorantly in regard
to what is right, to act amiss.”"*> Which one did Paul mean? According to Given, not either/or but
both/and. Paul through this word keeps his oratees in confusion not knowing whether they are

being excused or accused of ignorance.'”

Given’s thick and often provocative'*

argument in Paul’s Rhetoric stimulates a new level
of scholarly conversation and debate. His stress on Paul’s intentional use of ambiguity and irony
“like Socrates™ and the role left to Luke’s implied reader are new and fresh for our discussion.

Therefore, Given’s work serves as a transition from approaches that are driven primarily (though

! Given, Rhetoric, 68-170.

142 Given, Rhetoric, 71. Given refers to Liddell, H. G., R. Scott, H. S. Jones, 4 Greek-English Lexicon (9th ed.
with rev. supp.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 11-12.

3 Given, Rhetoric, 72.

14 Given, for example, attributes Paul’s characteristics of being ambiguous, cunning, and deceptive to the
character of God he serves. In other words, Paul’s rhetorical dimensions are theologically oriented because “Paul’s
apocalyptic God is truly unsearchable and inscrutable (Rom 11:33); a mysterious, ambiguous, and finally sophistic
God, who cares enough to be cunning and is devoted enough to be deceptive. Of that God, Paul is the True Apostle”
(Given, Rhetoric, 181).
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not exclusively) by questions of historical accuracy and referentiality, to readings that attend

more to Acts 17 as a part of a coherent narrative.

2.¢.3. Two Narrative Readings by C. Kavin Rowe and Joshua W. Jipp

C. Kavin Rowe in his World Upside Down challenges a dominant position of Acts’
exegetes since C. A. Heumann’s article of 1720, namely, that the Acts of the Apostles was
written to argue “for the political possibility of a harmonious existence between Rome and the
early Christian movement.”'* Rowe’s bold departure from that dominant reading reflects the
Barthian insight that God, as the measure of all things, is generative not derivative.'* Therefore,
argues Rowe, belief in a doctrine of God or theology always and by inner necessity involves a
total way of life. The collision between (emerging) Christianity and paganism as frequently
recorded in Acts is a concomitant phenomenon as Luke narrates how the early Christians held on
to full divine understandings.'’ Luke wrote his two-volume narrative neither simply to defend
the potentially innocuous nature of the Christian faith nor only to demur against false accusation.
Rather, Luke’s account asserts that converting to the God of the Christians meant “an extraction
or removal from constitutive aspects of pagan culture” enabled through the salvation of God that
comes through Jesus Christ as a revelation to the Gentiles. Having said that, Rowe proposes four
especially illuminating instances of collision resulted from the reconfiguration of divine identity:

the accounts of the Christian mission in Lystra (Acts 14:8—19), Philippi (Acts 16:16-24), Athens

145 K. Rowe, World, 3. Even though Rowe wrote a separate article, “The Grammar of Life: The Areopagus
Speech and Pagan Tradition,” NT'S 57 (2010): 31-50, I chose to work contained in this book simply because, in the
latter, one can see his treatment within the larger narrative context of [Luke-] Acts, a similar attempt to mine.
Suffice it to say that, in the former, Rowe opposes the long, traditional reading of this speech as a ‘translation’ of
Christian theological convictions into a pagan philosophical framework and proposes to read it as a fundamentally
Christian grammar (cf. Rowe, “Grammar of Life,” 49). We have briefly noted Heumann’s position functions as
Girtner’s basic premise of his work in terms Luke’s apologetic motive of writing the Book of Acts, that is,
defending Paul.

146 Contra Feuerbach and Freud; cf. Rowe, World, 17.

47 Rowe, World, 17.

37



(17:16-34), and Ephesus (19:18—40).'® We will focus on here on Rowe’s reading of Acts 17:16—
34.

Rowe regards Dibelius’ earlier view that Paul’s speech at Athens is more Stoic than
Christian as the result of ignoring “the basic interpretive moves through which Luke places
pagan traditions within a different hermeneutical context and thereby transforms their
meaning,”'* Rowe emphasizes especially the following narrative markers that Luke carefully
placed to set the stage (17:16-21): kateidwAog (cause of Paul’s distress [rapm&overo] prior to
the speech), oneppoidyog (the Athenian philosophers’ derogatory designation of Paul) and
gmapPdavopar (a word to be taken as “to seize” to recount the infamous trial of Socrates).'*

In terms of his analysis of the actual content of the speech, Rowe emphasizes five
interconnected features. (1) Acts 17:22, as widely taken by modern scholars, serves as an
- excellent example of captatio benevolentiae (wining of goodwill/favor of the audience) which
Paul under threat, utilizes to win the goodwill of the audience, even though Luke’s ambiguous
intention to use of deic1dapovéotepog (either “very religious™ or “superstitious”) should be
regarded as ambiguous. (2) The Lukan Paul tactfully makes a literary detour to deflect the charge
of bringing in a new deity; he does so by employing an Athenian altar inscription. (3) Then, Paul
immediately moves to the implications of understanding God as the Lord and maker of all things,
thus precluding any effort to fashion the divine in merely human terms, an idolatrous common
practice which some learned Greek philosophers like Socrates and Seneca also strove in vain to
purify. (4) Luke’s further development of Paul’s critique of Athenian idolatry is done by co-

opting Graeco-Roman religio-philosophical knowledge into the biblical story. And (5) a dramatic

148 Rowe, World, 18.
149 Rowe, World, 27.
150 Rowe, World, 27-33.
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turn from critique of pagan idolatry to God in repentance is offered in 17:30 with an emphatic
viv (now)."!

According to Rowe, what is a key to proper understanding of this seemingly “Stoic”
Areogagus speech is not to miss Luke’s change of interpretive context into that which “stretches
from Gen 1 through the resurrection of Jesus to the last day (Muépa, v. 31).” Instead of
translating the gospel into pagan philosophical terms, Luke narrates how Paul’s speech points out
the need to abandon the interpretive framework of Graeco-Roman philosophy for a new
framework by becoming a Christian. This is a politically charged speech as it issues a call for a
turn from the pagan religious habitus as ignorant idolatry to the dikarocvvn (righteousness) of
the God of Israel (v. 31).12

Joshua Jipp offers yet another example of narrative analysis on Acts 17.' Abandoning the
often “radically incongruous,” either/or readings between a placid, accommodating, and
pantheistic sermon on natural theology (Dibelius and his followers), and a scathing and severely
critical demonization of Gentile religion (Gértner), Jipp proposes that Luke has a twofold agenda
of critique and promotion in presenting Paul’s sermon: “(1) to narrate the complete incongruity
between the Christian movement and gentile religion . . . and (2) to exalt the Christian movement
as comprising the best features of Greco-Roman philosophical sensibilities and therefore as a
superior philosophy.”"** Jipp calls the speech simultaneously conventional in its dealing with

usual topics resonating with Graeco-Roman thought, and radical in the sense that it boldly co-

151 Rowe, World, 33-39.
152 Rowe, World, 39-41.

13 Joshua W. Jipp, “Paul’s Areopagus Speech of Acts 17:16-34 as Both Critique and Propaganda,” JBL 131
(2012): 567-88.

14 Jipp, “Areopagus Speech,” 567-68.
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opts the best aspects of Hellenistic philosophy, and claims the Christian movement alone to be
their proper locus and the resurrected Jesus Christ to be the Lord of heaven and earth.'”

In view of the narrative setting for the speech (17:16-21), Jipp adopts a similar position
taken by Rowe in World Upside Down, arguing that Luke has presented that Paul is on trial as
“Socrates redivivus (reborn).” Simply stated, the Paul who was provoked in Athens by “a
luxuriant forest of idols” (v. 16) was arrested for introducing new gods (vv. 17-20), and Jipp
discerns “a mock trial scene between Christianity and Hellenistic philosophy” based on four
cues." Equally important to note is Luke’s referencing of a well-known stereotype, namely, the
Athenians’ fabled curiosity.”’” Dibelius’ failure to take this literary context (17:16-21), says Jipp,
was the cause for his mistaken reading."*® For him Luke uses this speech to criticize pagan
religiosity based on a Septuagintal context and to legitimate the early Christian movement as a
superior and more consistent form of philosophical knowledge of the divine.'* The centrality of
the resurrection of Jesus in the speech is found in that “Luke has bracketed the speech (17:18,

32) and ended the challenge that the risen Jesus presents to pagan religion.”'®

2.d. Conclusion:

Among the many number of scholars who attempted to read and analyze Acts 17 from
various angles or perspectives, we have singled out only a select number of scholars to see how

one’s choice of a particular reading methodology leads to different conclusions. Between

135 Jipp, “Areopagus Speech,” 568—69; italics added.

136 They are: intellectual contempt as the initial reaction to Paul’s preaching (v. 18), similar, serious accusation
against Paul and Socrates (v. 18b), arresting and bringing before the Areopagus (v. 19a), and the role of the
Areopagus as the Athenian tribunal (cf. Jipp, “Areopagus Speech,” 570-74).

7 Jipp, “Areopagus Speech,” 574-75.
'8 Jipp, “Areopagus Speech,” 575.
19 Jipp, “Areopagus Speech,” 581.
10 Jipp, “Areopagus Speech,” 587.
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Dibelius’ both historical'® and theological'® emphases based on a redaction-critical assessment
and Gértner’s historical, theological,'®® and narrative reading, and more recent works focusing on
literary features by Given, Rowe, and Jipp, we have found a wide range of readings.'* Each of
them whom we investigated has something to contribute toward a greater appreciation of the
complexities within our chosen pericope. Paula Fredriksen said, “Once method determines our
perspective on our sources, how we see is really what we get.”'®® Therefore, Tannehill rightly
suggests that methodological pluralism should be encouraged, as “each method will have blind
spots that can only be overcome through another approach.”'%

Our previous discussion on scholars made it evident that Paul’s Areopagus speech has been
one of the most studied texts in the NT. Earlier discussion often centered on historical concerns

of the speech, summarized in the question: “Was the Paul who spoke at Athens the Paul of the

! Dibelius tried to do away from his predecessors’ interest in Luke as a historian. However, for his overall
approach historical referentiality was important.

192 Dibelius’ theological emphasis is evident in his stress on Luke as an able theologian who can skillfully pen
his Christian ideology in Acts. A similar point can be said of Conzelmann, one of his followers, in his Theology of
St. Luke, 209-18.

'® This is because he stressed the concept of “natural revelation.”

1% patrick Gray offers following helpful summary of his survey: “Paul's address before the Areopagus in Acts
17 counts as one of the most celebrated passages in the NT. It has been read variously as an expression of natural
theology rooted in Stoic thought (M. Dibelius, “Paul on the Areopagus™) as a Christian sermon aimed at Gentiles yet
steeped in biblical language and thought Patterns (Gértner, The Areopagus Speech), as a gauge of Luke's reliability
as a historian (Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles and N. B. Stonehouse, Paul Before the Areopagus), as a source
for reconstructing Paul's missionary modus operandi (Stephen G. Wilson, The Gentiles and the Gentile Mission in
Luke-Acts (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1973),and as evidence for or against its Pauline authorship vis-
a-vis the Epistles (Philipp Vielhauer, “On the ‘Paulinism’ of Acts”)—and this sampling is by no means exhaustive.”
(Patrick Gray, “Implied Audiences in the Areopagus Narrative,” 205-6.)

1% Paula Fredriksen, Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews: A Jewish Life and the Emergence of Christianity
(New York: Knopf, 1999), 7. This is quoted in Todd Penner’s “Contexualizing Acts,” in Contextualizing Acts:
Lukan Narrative and Greco-Roman Discourse (eds. Todd Penner and Caroline Vander Stichele [Boston: E. J. Brill,
2004]), 1. Penner says that “The early Christian book of Acts serves as an interesting test case for this conclusion, as
the various methods used and results obtained from well over a century of study illustrate the widespread diversity
of interpretive strategies for reading Lukan narrative” (cf. ibid., 1).

166 Robert Tannehill, Narrative, 2:4.

41



Letters?”'® More recent scholarship has shifted from a primary emphasis on historical questions
to literary aspects of Acts 17 as part of a larger narrative. Two factors emerged thus far as a
result of our survey. Though divided, one nearly unanimous conviction of the scholars we
surveyed is its strategically important location within the Book of Acts and larger context, that is,
Luke-Acts. Second, as of yet there has not emerged a full narrative-critical analysis that seeks to
show how Acts 17 contributes to Luke’s larger themes and, as chapter two will argue, especially
to the somewhat neglected theme of knowledge-ignorance. We now turn to a brief discussion

about how that reading would be done, a methodological procedure.

III. An Overview of Narrative Criticism As the Major Methodological Procedure

In order to analyze Acts 17 in light of Luke’s overarching goals a narrative critical
approach will be applied. As Mark Given points out, the historical-critical method was destined
to fail in specifically appreciating the text’s narrative subtlety and sophistication because its
investigations of narrational and rhetorical elements only played a subservient role, preoccupied
with its zealous pursuit of the historical referent as to whether the Paul who speaks here is the
Paul of the letters.® As valid as this question might be, it can overshadow the equally valid
question of how “Paul” and his speech function in the coherent narrative that is Luke-Acts.

The historical-critical scholars were also not concerned to assume the positions of the
implied reader.'® By contrast, a narrative-critical interpretation of the Areopagus speech will

require us to take up a position that carefully distinguishes between the oratees of the speech in

187 Mark Given, “Not Either/Or But Both/And in Paul’s Areopagus Speech,” Biblical Interpretation 3 (1995):
356.

1% M. Given, “Not Either,” 356-57.

1% Thus they do not take into consideration the fact that, by the time the reader reaches Paul’s speech, “the
reader already knows that the author of Acts is fascinated by the polysemic nature of words and the way a word or
expression can mean one thing to the speaker and quite another to the audience (e. g. Jesus and Anastasia as recently
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the story—a group of inquisitive and philosophically inclined pagans who are uninformed
outsiders in relation to Christianity—and the narratee—Theophilus—who is the implied reader,
an informed insider on the basis of his initial reading of Luke/Acts to this point in the
narrative.'” Having noted a transition to more narrative-sensitive readings, especially in the work
of Rowe and Jipp, a brief, introductory discussion on narrative approach is in order.

C.H. Talbert and Norman Petersen pioneered narrative inquiries into Luke-Acts in the
1970s."" While the former took interest in structural patterns such as parallelism, chiastic
arrangement, and other literary devices, the latter was more focused on poetic function and on
how linear elements and repetitive cycles form the narrative plot.'”” In the 1980s, Tannehill and
other scholars, extensively borrowing skills and insights from non-biblical literary criticism,
investigated “the narrative as an interactive whole in terms of plotlines, gaps, redundancies,
characterization, irony, narrative points of view, and more—terminology drawn from the literary
criticism known as ‘narratology.””'” For Lukan scholarship, in particular, the publication of
Tannehill’s much celebrated, two-volume work Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts marks a scholarly
move toward a more encompassing methodology termed as “narrative criticism.” In Tannehill’s
words: “I am convinced that accents will be differently placed and questions differently posed if

Luke-Acts is approached as a unified narrative with the help of narrative criticism.”"”*

as 17:18).” (Cf. Given, “Not Either,” 370.)
170 Given, “Not Either,” 357, 363.

171 Cf. C.H. Talbert, Literary Patterns, Theological Themes, and the Genre of Luke-Acts (SBLMS, 20;
Missoula: Scholars, 1974); and Norman Petersen, Literary Criticism for NT Critics (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978).

172 patrick Spencer, Rhetorical Texture and Narrative Trajectories of the Lukan Galilean Ministry Speeches:
Hermeneutical Appropriation by Authorial Readers of Luke-Acts (LNTS 341; New York: T&T Clark, 2007), 9.

'3 Spencer, Rhetorical Texture, 9-10. Also see Mieke Bal, Narratology: Introduction to the Theory of
Narrative (trans. Christine van Boheemen; Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1985).

17 Tannehill, Unity 1:1.

43



Narrative criticism is a discipline under “literary criticism,” which is to be separated from
the older Literarkritik whose proper English name would be “source criticism.” The latter is a
discipline that “operates by asking how the text came to be in the first place and whether it is
made up from a diversity of underlying sources.”'” What the English-speaking world now knows
as “literary criticism” emphasizes “aesthetic appreciation of texts. . . . It works with the text as it
now lies before us and self-consciously rejects as irrelevant (or even historically inaccurate)
hypotheses of earlier stages underlying the present text.”'’® According to Barton, the method of
Literarkritik approach is “excavative,” meaning it is a kind of literary archaeology because of its
“tendency to look at earlier strata in the text rather than at the text that has come down to us.”
Another way of distinguishing between Literarkritik and literary criticism would be in terms of
diachronic and synchronic. “A diachronic (through time) reading of a text is one concerned with
how the text came to be, whereas a synchronic (contemporaneous) reading looks at the text just
as it meets us in the present.”'”” Mark Powell makes a similar distinction and yet is more cautious
about their relationship:

Literary criticism is more likely to describe the meaning of a text in terms of what it
communicates between its author and reader, and historical criticism is more likely to
describe its meaning in terms of its origin and process of development. Still these
insights will not necessarily be contradictory and so potential exists for the two
models to be used in ways that are distinctive but complementary.'”

Emphasizing the importance of the questions exegetes ask as they tend to determine the

answers, Elizabeth Malbon points out that the dominant question for the NT readers for almost

175 John Barton, “Reflections on Literary Criticism,” in Method Matters: Essays on the Interpretation of the
Hebrew Bible in Honor of David L. Peterson (Society of Biblical Literature: Atlanta, 2009), 523.

176 Barton, “Reflections,” 525.
17 Barton, “Reflections,” 525.

178 powell, Narrative Criticism, 10.
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twenty centuries has been “What does the text mean?” a theological question. A new question
raised by most NT scholars since the nineteenth century has been “What did the text mean?”'””
Yet a newer question by many NT scholars in the United States roughly during the last quarter of
the twentieth century and on has been a literary question: “How does the text [as it stands]
mean?”'® A paradigm shift in biblical studies was made from external or referential meaning to
internal meaning asking new questions such as “How do various literary patterns enable the text
to communicate meaning to its hearers and readers? How do the interrelated characters, settings,
and actions of the plot contribute to a narrative’s meaning for the reader?”'®'

Therefore, according to Powell, narrative criticism tends to view the text, which is one of
the three components in literary criticism, as an entire communication that embodies all three
components (sender, message, and receiver which are referred as “implied author-narrative-
implied reader”) considering the issues of the real author and the real reader “as lying outside the

parameters of the text itself.”'®* As such, narrative criticism is a more text-centered, descriptive

1" Elizabeth Malbon, “Narrative Criticism: How Does the Story Mean?” in Mark and Method: New
Approaches in Biblical Studies (eds. Janice Anderson and Stephen Moore; 2d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
2008), 29; italics in original. She argues that as a pursuit for referential meaning “What did the text mean?” has been
one common driving question asked by three related disciplines: source: “What did the text mean in its original
context?’”; form: “For its author?”; and redaction criticism: “To its first hearers or readers?” (Ibid., 29-30.)

'8 Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 29; italics in original. The following brief presentation of Malbon on
Seymour Chatman further illuminates this question: “The distinction between story and discourse that was
highlighted by literary critic Seymour Chatman has proved useful to narrative critics. Story is the what of a
narrative; discourse is the how. Story indicates the content of the narrative, including events, characters, and settings,
and their interaction as the plot. Discourse indicates the rhetoric of the narrative, how the story is told. The four
canonical Gospels, for example, share a similar (although not identical) story of Jesus, but the discourse of each
Gospel is distinctive. The story is where the characters interact; the discourse is where the implied author and
implied reader interact. Story and discourse are not really separable. What we have, in Chatman’s words, is the
story-as-discoursed. It is this about which narrative critics ask, How does the text mean?” (ibid., 32)

181 Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 30. Malbon says that thinking of the old and familiar in a new way is a
challenge this paradigm shift demands to take up. When the challenge is met and new questions are addressed, a
new reading emerges. She shares the following as an example of what this new approach yields to the study of
Mark: “The writer of Mark is no longer a cut-and-paste editor but an author with control over the story he narrates.
The Jesus of Mark is no longer a shadowy historical personage but a lively character. Galilee and Jerusalem are no
longer simply geographical references but settings for dramatic action. The account of Jesus’ passion (suffering and
death) is no longer the source of theological doctrine but the culmination of a dramatic and engaging plot™ (30).

18 powell, Narrative Criticism, 19-20.
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approach rather than rhetorical critic’s “a purely reader-centered (pragmatic) type of criticism.”'®

Sharing its common interest with rhetorical criticism “in discerning the effect that a work has on
its reader and in explicating why it has this effect,” narrative criticism “however, employs a
concept of the reader that makes it a more text-centered approach” by interpreting the text from
an idealized implied reader’s perspective.'®

Elizabeth Malbon lists five essential narrative elements or aspects of narratives: implied
author and implied reader, characters, settings, plot, and rhetoric.'® We shall offer a brief

discussion of each in turn.

3.a. Implied Author and Implied Reader:

According to Malbon, the conventional framework for approaching texts (“author-text-
reader”’) based on the communication model (“sender-message-receiver”) proved to be
inadequate for narrative analysis because author and reader cannot be viewed “as isolated entities
but as poles of a continuum of communication.”'® The theoretical and conceptual development
of the “implied author” and “implied reader” arises from the awareness of this inadequacy. “An
implied author, a creation of the real author that is implied in his or her text, presents a narrative
to an implied reader, a parallel creation of the real author that is embedded in the text, and a
narrator tells a story to a narratee.”'®” In other words, the “implied author” is a literary version of

the “real author,” “which the reader comes to know through the process of reading the story of

'8 Ibid. The phrase “rhetorical criticism” is Powell’s. There is no agreed-upon terminology for denoting these
various reading strategies that are included under the broad umbrella of modern “literary criticisms.”

18 powell, Narrative Criticism, 15.

18 Joel Green proposes different set of narrative elements: sequence, staging, time, characterization,
perspective, insider information, and intertextuality (Joel B. Green, “Narrative Criticism,” in Method for Luke [ed.
Joel B. Green; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010], 95-98).

18 Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 32.

187 Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 32-33.
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the narrative... [while as] the ‘narrator,’ in turn, is the voice, or invisible speaker, the reader
hears as he or she moves through the story, the one who tells the reader the story.” Since we have
a “reliable narrator” in four Gospels, however, the Gospel readers are not to be too concerned
with making a distinction between the implied author and the narrator.'®

John Darr raises an important warning concerning the issue of the implied reader. He
suggests that, if historical critics’ overconfidence lay in identifying the purpose and
“community” or Sitz im Leben of Luke-Acts based on their “rather naive and ultimately
inconclusive attempts to identify Theophilus (Luke 1:3; Acts 1:1),” the potential danger for
literary critics lies on oversimplifying the task of identifying readers. Pointing out the common
tendency even among those who claim to be audience-oriented interpreters, Darr emphatically
states: “The reader cannot be found by looking only to the critic, the text or the extratext, for
readers are in fact the products of a complex interaction among all three factors.”'® Darr’s
warning against any simplistic understanding of a reader (the implied reader) is telling as the
implied reader, as is the case for the implied author, is not a flesh-and-blood person but a

heuristic construct. In Kingsbury’s words:

The implied reader is an imaginary person who is to be envisaged . . . as responding
to the text at every point with whatever emotion, understanding, or knowledge the
text really ideally calls for. Or to put it differently, the implied reader is that
imaginary person in whom the intention of the text is to be thought of as always

18 Jack Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, 31. According to Kingsbury, even though the distinction between the
implied author and narrator is important for literary theorists as “a narrator can prove himself or herself to be
‘unreliable’. . . when the narrator does not espouse the same system of ideas, values, or beliefs that sustains and
informs the story,” in case of the four canonical Gospels the narrators are in full accord with the implied authors and
thus they are reliable narrators. The same can be said of the Book of Acts.

'8 John Darr, Character Building: The Reader And The Rhetoric of Characterization In Luke-Acts (Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 1992), 23-25; italics in original. Recognizing the inescapable subjectivity inserted into
reading experience, Darr argues that “[tJo some degree, the reader is always my reader, a projection of my own
experience of reading the text.” He lists subjective factors such as gender, class, social setting, education, age,
vocation, and ideological orientation (25; emphasis in original). He further refers in his note to the work of Fowler
(1983:46-49) for more insightful comments on inevitable subjectivity (cf. Darr, Character Building ,177, n. 13).
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reaching its fulfillment. . . . [IJmplied reader is the one who is silently and invisibly

present throughout.'”

What becomes important when we consider the complex issue of the implied reader and the
implied author in actual reading process is discerning a proper “evaluative point of view,” a way
of conceiving reality, or a particular way of judging or looking at things. Kingsbury suggests
that, in the Gospels “God’s evaluative point of view . . . has been established by the implied
author as normative.”"' Throughout Acts, the implied author’s one persistent evaluative point of
view would be one’s “ability to discern and embrace God’s salvation as it is revealed in Jesus or
proclaimed by the other protagonists in the narrative.”'*

Mark Powell offers some concrete suggestions for describing the implied reader in his
“Expected and Unexpected Readings of Matthew: What the Reader Knows.” He identifies four
types of desired knowledge the implied reader is supposed to have. These insights can help real
human readers avoid any “unexpected readings™:'”* (i) “universal knowledge”; (ii) “knowledge

revealed in the narrative”; (iii) “the knowledge related to the spatial/temporal/social setting of the

narrative”; and (iv) “the knowledge of other literature that is cited (by reference or allusion)

10 Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, 38. Matthew Skinner’s following definition of the “implied reader” (=the
reader) drawing from John Darr’s discussion renders helpful insight: “The readers referred to in the discussions that
follow are not actual people, not flesh-and-blood readers of any particular historical and cultural circumstances. The
reader is a cipher for the collection of knowledge and expectations-conscious and unconscious-brought to bear on
Luke-Acts with an interest in the text’s functions and significance as a narrative. This is consistent with John A.
Darr’s description of a reader as a “heuristic construct” created by the biblical critic: “a Aybrid reader, part ancient,
part modern, part reader, part critic.” (Matthew L. Skinner, Locating Paul: Places of Custody as Narrative Settings
in Acts 21-28 [Academica Biblica 13; Atlanta: SBL, 2003], 16; cf. John Darr, On Character Building, 25-26.)

1! Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, 34.
192 patrick Gray, “The Areopagus Narrative,” 211; italics added.

' An “unexpected reading,” preferred over to “misreading” for its pejorative labeling, “is one that would not
be adopted by a narrative’s implied reader. Unexpected readings are not necessarily undesirable or wrong.” (Mark
Powell, “Expected and Unexpected Readings of Matthew: What the Reader Knows,” The Asbury Theological
Journal, vol. 48 no.2 [1993]: 48, n. 7.)
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within the narrative.”"** Therefore, if real readers desire to have the kind of reading expected of
its implied reader, they would sometimes have to set aside their own knowledge. In brief, too

much and too little knowledge as well as real reader’s hermeneutical bias can hinder obtaining

the proper reading and result in an “unexpected reading.”'*

Powell’s following observation that contrasts the implied readers of Matthew and Luke
presents an example of “expected reading” and “unexpected reading”:

In Luke’s story, as we have seen, the implied reader is actually moved to feel
sympathy for the religious leaders instead of the intense antipathy created in
Matthew’s narrative. . . . Luke tells his story differently because he has a different
point to make. In Luke’s narrative, the religious leaders contribute to the overall
effect of the narrative by demonstrating a tragic response to the protagonist Jesus,
who nevertheless refuses to give up hope for them. . . . If Luke sometimes makes the
leaders look bad, it is not to highlight the greatness of Christ’s victory in defeating
them, but the greatness of his mercy in forgiving them. Accordingly, the impact of
Luke’s story on the implied reader is every bit as profound as Matthew’s, but it is a
different impact. The lasting images in this story are of Jesus weeping over his
enemies’ failure to accept the peace he brings (19:41-44) and, finally, of Jesus nailed
to the cross, praying, still, for their forgiveness.'*

3.b. Characters:

Characters form an obvious narrative element as a story is about actions carried out by
someone—the characters.'”” A conventional way of discussing characters in literary studies
would be in terms of character traits. Referring to persistent personal qualities, traits are usually

revealed in the process of showing, even though the narrator sometimes may occasionally

' Powell, “Expected and Unexpected Readings,” 31-32.
195 powell, “Expected and Unexpected Readings,” 43.

19 Powell, Narrative Criticism, 67. The warning against using the historical and cultural knowledge of the first
century for the purpose of reconstructing historical event rather than simply understanding the text is expressed by
Powell in Narrative Criticism, 74, and for that Powell refers to D. Rhoads’ early article “Narrative Criticism and the
Gospel of Mark,” JAAR 50 (1982): 413.

197 Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 34.
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employ explicit adjectives such as “righteous” and thus uses the technique of telling to reveal
traits.”” Based on their traits, there can be (1) round characters with a variety of potentially
conflicting traits (Jesus and his disciples in Luke’s Gospel), (2) flat characters with consistent
and predictable traits (the religious leaders in Mark),"* and (3) stock characters with a single trait
who perform a perfunctory role in the story.?® Another way to speak of characters is in terms of
static (Jesus) or dynamic (the disciples especially in Luke-Acts).*'

“The implied reader of the story-as-discoursed is frequently invited to admire, judge, or
identify with the characters™* of different traits carefully portrayed in the narrative by the
implied author. Powell speaks of the largely three different kinds of imagination or participation
in reading the story for an implied reader: empathy, sympathy, and antipathy. Empathy is more
intense identification, which involves an experience of reading into or “feeling into” the text.
Sympathy, a less intense identification, consists of a “feeling-alongside-of” even though the
reader may not share his/her evaluative point of view with a character. Antipathy is a feeling of

alienation from or disdain for particular characters.”®

Y

18 powell, Narrative Criticism, 54. Malbon says, “Most of the characterization in the Gospels is by ‘showing”
(ibid., 35).

1% Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 35.

20 The first two are suggested by Edward Forster in Aspects of the Novel (New York: Harcourt, Brace,
Jovanovich, 1927), 103—18. The third is suggested by Meyer Abrams in 4 Glossary of Literary Terms (4th ed.; New
York: Holt, Reinehart and Winston, 1981), 185.

2V powell, Narrative Criticism, 55.
292 Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 34.

2% powell, Narrative Criticism, 56-57. As a case study of the religious leaders in the synoptic Gospels, Powell
makes the following observation: “In Luke’s story, the leaders are not blind, but “foolish” (11:40). They possess the
key knowledge but will not use it (11:52). Whereas in Matthew John rejects the religious leaders as ineligible for
baptism (3:7), in Luke it is the leaders who reject “God’s purpose for themselves” by not accepting John’s baptism
(7:30). The theme of “the rebuffed invitation” runs throughout Luke’s story in a manner illustrative of the religious
leader’s point of view. Although the leaders may claim to look forward to celebrating God’s rule (14:15), in reality
they have declined invitations to do so (14:16-24). Like the older brother in the prodigal son parable, they “refuse to
go in” because the celebration is not given in their honor (15:25-29). Because the leaders have so foolishly rejected
the things of God, they may be characterized as people who “do not know what they are doing™ (23:34). Yet this
lack of true knowledge is not presented as a judgment of God upon them; rather, it is constructed as a possible
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When it comes to applying the theory of “characters” to reading actual narrative texts, it
should be done with caution mindful that many characters are dynamic, changeable and “open
constructs.” The difficulty in the art of applying narrative critical insights to actual reading is
coupled in our case with Luke’s well-known ambivalence throughout the book of Acts,
especially with regard to the relationship of the Christian mission to Jews.** The term
“ambivalence” should not be necessarily taken as negative, however. Rather, it is a fitting and
complimentary concept for Luke as “a master of short story”** and “the great storyteller of the
NT.”** Luke’s ambivalent portrayals of difficult characters require an extra measure of
attentiveness in analyzing and reading his text.

As mentioned briefly above, one of the storm centers for Lukan scholarship, for example,
has been whether Luke writes as an insider or outsider of Judaism. It is pointed out that “[t]he
question of Luke’s relationship to Judaism is one of the most hotly contested issues in modern

Lukan studies. Viewpoints range widely . . .”*” Despite the general recognition that Luke

excuse, on the basis of which they should be forgiven” (ibid., 61).

Even though Powell is correct to point out that Luke’s characterizing expression “they do not know what they
are doing” applies to the leaders, it isn’t only for them but also other people groups as well, a point I will
explore and elaborate in the next chapter. Also, in so far as Luke does not have any of his protagonists
addressing the leaders with a speech with ignorance as a possible excuse (see, however, Acts 3:17; 13:27), it
might be said Luke’s view changed due to their persistent obduracy and resistance. See my next chapter for
this conclusion.

2% Joseph Tyson, “The Problem of Jewish Rejection in Acts” in Luke—Acts and the Jewish People: Eight
Critical Perspectives (ed. Joseph Tyson, Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1988), 127. Also see Michael Goulder, Luke: A
New Paradigm (2 vols. ISNTSup, 20; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 1: 93-99; quoted in Lehtipuu,
“Characterization,” 83.

2053, Drury, “Luke,” in The Literary Guide to the Bible (eds. R. Alter and F. Kermode; Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1987), 427.

2% M. Goulder, Luke, 1:94. Again, Tannehill emphasizes Luke’s creativity as a storyteller by pointing to Lukan
use of “quest stories.” Of the nine quest stories in the synoptic Gospels, seven are in Luke and four of them are
uniquely Lukan. Through them, Luke drives the reader’s attention to Jesus who determines the legitimacy of what
was requested by granting or refusing. That way, the narrative tends to persuade the reader to accept the definition of
the issues rendered by Jesus whose authority and insight, in turn, becomes reinforced. (Tannehill, Unity, 1: 111-12).

27 Joel Green and Michael McKeever, Luke-Acts and NT Historiography (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994), 61.
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perhaps has a more positive attitude toward Judaism and Jewish leaders than Matthew, strong
arguments from both sides®® show the complexity of the issue reflecting Luke’s ambivalence as
a writer. Lloyd Gaston even concludes, “In any case the paradox remains that Luke-Acts is one
of the most pro-Jewish and one of the most anti-Jewish writings in the NT.”*®

The question of where Luke stands in relation to the Judaism, often regarded as an
important historical question about the evangelist’s context still bears direct ramifications for
how we understand Luke’s characterization of Gentiles. As an example, Jacob Jervell spells out
what seems to be a summary of his position on Lukan presentation of the Gentiles. He leans
toward the position that Luke wrote as a Jew.*'° He argues that Luke’s church in Acts does not
welcome Gentiles of any kind regularly found in Jewish Scriptures: the idolaters and people
without knowledge of the Torah and its precepts, the enemies of God who are also considered to
be enemies of the people of Israel.”’’ The only Gentiles who are welcomed to Luke’s church are
godfearers whose prototype is Cornelius. They are already in the synagogue and under the Law

of Moses. In fact, “the church is very much like the synagogue” where one could find both Jews

2% For a definite leaning toward Lukan Jewish flavor, see, for example, Jacob Jervell, Luke and People of God:
a New Look at Luke-Acts (Minneapolis, Augsburg, 1972). For a strikingly contrasting position on the issue, see
Stephen Wilson, The Gentiles and the Gentile Mission in Luke-Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1973). Also for scholarly introduction to the broader topic of Luke’s presentation of the Gentile mission, see W.
Gasque, 4 History of Criticism of the Acts of the Apostles (BGBE 17, Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1975), 107-200.

2% 1 loyd Gaston, “Anti-Judaism and the Passion Narrative in Luke and Acts,” in Anti-Judaism in Early
Christianity (ed. Peter Richardson; Waterloo, Eng.: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1986), 1:153. For further
research on Lukan ambivalence, see the following: Stephen Wilson, “The Jews and the Death of Jesus,” in Anti-
Judaism in Early Christianity (ed. Peter Richardson; Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1986), 1:155-64,
and idem, The Gentiles and the Gentile Mission in Luke-Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 219~
38; and Maddox, Purpose of Luke-Acts (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982). Suggested in Tyson, “The
Problem,” 159, n. 8.

219 Jacob Jervell, “The Church of Jews and Godfearers,” in Luke-Acts and the Jewish People: Eight Critical
Perspectives (ed. Joseph Tyson; Minneapolis, Augsburg, 1988), 12. For his expanded views on related topics and
the classic statement of position that the Gentile inclusion in Luke-Acts originates from the acceptance of the gospel
by Jews, not from Jewish rejection, see his Luke and the People of God: A New Look at Luke—Acts (Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1972).

2! Jervell, “The Church of Jews and Godfearers,” 11.
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and godfearers.””” Based on this particular view of how Gentiles are characterized in the
narrative, Jervell contends Paul’s sermons at Lystra (14:14—17) and Athens (17:16-31) cannot be
considered as missionary sermons. Instead, the former is “more an apologetic dissociation with
paganism” and the latter “more like a discourse or lecture on true and false religion.” Jervell
claims to feel Luke’s abhorrence for Gentiles in reading both episodes because “paganism is
nothing but sinful, false religiosity only to be condemned.”*"* However, Stephen Wilson stands
on the opposite side of the pole in saying:

Luke’s liberal and magnanimous assessment of the Gentiles’ pre-Christian religiosity
can be connected with his pragmatic justification of the Gentile mission. . . . While
the Gentiles have been misguided and ignorant in their idolatry, this is no different
from the comparable blindness and disobedience of the Jews.*"

With regard to natural revelation the Gentiles already had, Wilson says, “Luke’s
assessment is positive and Paul’s is negative: for Luke, the Gentile’s religiosity is the first stage
on the way to salvation; for Paul, it is basis for their condemnation by God”.**

As evident in two contrasting and persuasive arguments raised by Jervell and Wilson, the
issue of Luke’s characterization of the Gentiles is complex and controversial. This is attributed
largely to Luke’s own ambivalence, which seems to be an important narrative and rhetorical

device Luke employs. This ambivalence of Luke, combined with his frequent reticence or

212 Jervell, “The Church of Jews and Godfearers,” 14.
2B Jervell, “The Church of Jews and Godfearers,” 18; emphasis added.

214 Stephen Wilson, The Gentiles, 217. That Luke viewed the Hellenistic pre-Christian religiosity in a positive
light finds a strong resemblance to Dibelius’ assessment. In fact, both Dibelius and Wilson are of the opinion that
there is a significant time-gap between Paul’s missionary journeys and Luke’s composing Luke-Acts. In his Luke
and the Law (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), Wilson offers a more focused view on this topic.

215 Wilson, The Gentiles, 218. Christoph Stenschke has written a resourceful monograph on a related issue. As
its title Luke’s Portrait of Gentiles Prior to Their Coming to Faith (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999) suggests,
Stenschke attempts to fill the scholarly void of addressing issues of why the Gentiles needed to be evangelized and
what their previous spiritual condition was.
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sparseness in giving any formal portrayal of characters, invites the readers to be attentive the
author’s making of characters.*'®

In light of the various positions among Lukan scholars on how Luke characterizes the Gentiles,
and since the Areopagus speech functions as one of the central stages for the discussion, the
issue of Luke’s characterization is ever crucial for our reading Acts 17. The reading promises to

be rich and rewarding if done attentively by paying close attentions to how the narrator/implied

author both explicitly and implicitly guides the implied reader.

3.c. Settings:

If characters concern the “who” of the story-as-discoursed, settings concern the “where”
and “when.”'” Malbon argues that the change from historical questions to literary questions
impacted the way readers view the spatial and temporal settings. She takes an example of the
geographical and chronological references to Jesus’ ministry appearing in Mark. Whereas as an
external interpretation of them yields to “a clear picture of neither Jesus’ time and place in
history nor Mark’s,”*'® the kind of interpretation that attends to the internal signification of these
spatial and temporal references leads to a fruitful result of identifying in them “the background
for the dramatic action of Mark’s Gospel. . . . Places and times are rich in connotational, or
associative, values and these values contribute to the meaning of the narrative for the implied

reader.” Reading Mark 3:13 (Jesus “went up the mountain,”) for example, historical critics

216 petri Merenlahti, “Characters in the Making: Individuality and Ideology in the Gospels,” in
Characterization in the Gospels: Reconceiving Narrative Criticism (JSNTS 184; eds. David Rhoads and Kari
Syreeni; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1999), 52-53.

21" Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 36-37.

1 Ibid. Speaking of the result of external reading by the original requesters for the historical Jesus and the

redactic critics, Malbon points out that Jesus’ prediction of the Jerusalem Temple in Mark 13 with the cryptic
parenthetical phrase “(let the reader understand)” (13:14) “has been cited as evidence that Mark was written prior to
70 C.E. (the date of the Temple’s actual destruction by the Romans) and as evidence that it was written after 70
C.E.!” (Emphasis in original.)
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attempted to identify a mountain in Galilee, while as for the implied author and reader “the
mountain” invokes the biblical image of a place where God comes to meet leaders of the people
of God.*”*

As such, “[s]ettings serve a variety of functions. They may be symbolic. They may help to
reveal characters, determine conflict, or provide structure for the story.”*’ According to
Chatman, “A normal and perhaps principal function of setting is to contribute to the mood of the
narrative.””' As in a painting a person poses against the background, “the setting ‘sets the
character off” in the usual figurative sense of the expression; it is the place and collection of
objects ‘against which’ his actions and passions appropriately emerge.”**

That settings function as background in the story does not imply they remain as sterile and
lifeless, however. As characters have the capacity to transcend their role in the story, settings are
not limited to their functional role they serve. Some settings such as the Garden of Eden or the
Land of Oz “become so clearly entrenched in the mind of the reader that they, like memorable
characters, take on a life of their own.”* This observation can have direct implication for
reading Acts 17, since it can be argued that its spatial (the Areopagus court) and social settings

(the city of Athens for its historical, cultural, and sociological importance for the Greco-Roman

philosophies and religions) immediately create certain image for the implied reader.”

2% Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 37.

220 powell, Narrative Criticism, 70.

21 Chatman, Story and Discourse, 141.

222 Chatman, Story and Discourse, 138-39.
23 powell, Narrative Criticism, 70.

2% There is a danger lurking, warns Powell: “As Rhoads indicates, however, using knowledge of the history
and culture of the first century as an aid in understanding a particular Gospel’s story world is quite a different matter
from using story elements to reconstruct historical events™ (Powell, Narrative Criticism, 74). Powell’s “Expected
and Unexpected Readings of Matthew” offers some significant insights to avoid common pitfalls.
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3.d. Plot/Event:**

Defined by Aristotle as the “arrangement of incidents™ plot (mythos) functions “to
emphasize or de-emphasize certain story-events, to interpret some and to leave others to
inference, to show or to tell, to comment or to remain silent, to focus on this or that aspect of an
event or character.””® Chatman asks later, “But what is an event, in the narrative sense? Events
are either actions (acts) or happenings. Both are changes of state. An action is a change of state
brought about by an agent or one that affects a patient. If the action is plot-significant, the agent
or patient is called a character.””

Two crucial components to understand and identify plot in a narrative seem to be
theme/purpose and conflict. The implied author has a theme in composing and presenting a
narrative. Usually the theme is developed through conflict and its resolution. Malbon suggests
that conflict is the key to the Markan narrative plot.”® Of Luke-Acts, Tannehill says, “[It] has a
unified plot because there is a unifying purpose of God behind the events, which are narrated,

and the mission of Jesus and his witnesses represents that purpose being carried out through

human action.”” According to Steven Sheeley, conflict and prophecy-fulfillment constitute two

% Event and plot are related but not identical. Malbon uses “plot” (“Narrative Criticism,” 38) and Powell uses
“event” (Narrative Criticism, 35) while as Chatman both saying, “The events of a story are traditionally said to
constitute an array called ‘plot’. . . . The events in a story are turned into a plot by its discourse, the modus of
presentation” (Chatman, Story and Discourse, 43).

226 Chatman, Story and Discourse, 43. He cites from O. B. Hardison, Jr.: “The author can arrange the incidents
in a story in a great many ways. He can treat some in detail and barely mention or even omit others, as Sophocles
omits everything that happened to Oedipus before the plague in Thebes. He can observe chronological sequence, he
can distort it, he can use messengers or flashbacks, and so forth. Each arrangement produces a different plot, and a
great many plots can be made from the same story. (43; cf. O. B. Hardison, Jr., “A Commentary on Aristotle’s
Poetics,” in Aristotle’s Poetics [Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1968], 123)

27 Chatman, Story and Discourse, 44; italics in original.
28 Malbon, “Narrative Criticism,” 39.

22 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:2; cited in Steven M. Sheeley, Narrative Asides in Luke-Acts (Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1992), 139.
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major thematic plot devices commonly employed in Luke’s Gospel and Acts.”® The increasing
distance between the unbelieving Jews and God’s kingdom caused by the conflict between the
disciples and non-disciples is impacted and maintained by the narrator’s asides.”' Our narrative-
critical reading of Acts 17 will attempt to show how Acts 17:16-34 functions in the plot of Luke-
Acts in a wider sense, as well as how the specifics of Paul’s speech make their own unique

contributions for a fresh reading.

IV. Sequence of Chapters

Chapter Two will analyze the Lukan presentation of the key theme of “knowledge-
ignorance.” Luke in his two-volume narrative develops this theme, showing how ignorance
among both Jews and Gentiles is the major roadblock hindering perception and reception of
God’s salvific will and revelation (cf. Luke 8:10; 9:45; 18:34; Acts 7:51; 13:27; 17: 23-29;
28:26-27). The knowledge-ignorance theme in the Lukan narrative is closely related to Luke’s
larger presentation of God’s universal salvation in Jesus Christ. Therefore, the second chapter
mainly focuses on identifying Luke’s important narrative theme of knowledge-ignorance in view
of God’s will/plan for salvation, and tracing its development among different main character
groups in Luke-Acts: the Jewish people, the minor characters, the Jewish religious leaders, Jesus’
disciples, and finally Gentiles.

Chapter Three will, first, attend to some larger text-critical issues. A brief discussion about
the text of Acts will take us to the three main text families of Acts and the challenge presented by

the Western family, D in particular. Second, after a translation of the text, and drawing up a

29 Sheeley, Narrative Asides, 144.

31 Cf. Sheeley, Narrative Asides, 145-46. For two opposing opinions about the narrator’s position on the Jews
in Acts: J. T. Sanders The Jews in Luke-Acts (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987) vs. D. L. Tiede, ‘“Glory to the People
Israel’: Luke-Acts and the Jews,” in Luke-Acts and the Jewish People: Eight Critical Perspectives (ed. J. B. Tyson;
Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1988).
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structure for the narrative unit, we will offer a careful narrative commentary on the text. Utilizing
narrative critical insights at this step will assist us in discerning Lukan Paul’s emphasis on the
theme of knowledge-ignorance as the key concept and Luke’s narrative usage of the theme and
speech for greater purpose and context.

Building on conclusions and insights drawn from the preceding chapters, the final, fourth
chapter of the dissertation will consider the contribution that Paul’s Athenian sermon brings to
Luke’s overall concern of presenting God’s universal salvation in Jesus by asking the following
questions: (i) How does the speech relate to the broader theme of knowledge-ignorance,
especially in relation to the characterization of Gentiles in Luke-Acts? (ii) Does Luke narrate the
event as a success or failure? That is, do the content and rhetorical strategy portray the speech as
faithful to the narrative’s overall theme and value? (iii) In light of the uniqueness of this speech
in its context, can Paul’s speech be regarded as a Lukan paradigm for proclamation to those who
have no knowledge of the God of Israel and the story of his dealing with them?

An appendix is in order to assist us to better appreciate the oratees of Paul’s speech.
Among many different philosophical groups of scholars prevalent in Athens during the first
century C.E., Luke mentions two: Stoics and Epicureans (17:18). They are the two named
philosophical schools with whom Paul engaged in dispute. Some members of these two groups
led Paul to Areopagus demanding to explain what he had proclaimed. As many scholars have
noted, Paul’s speech bears much resemblance with Greek philosophy as a result of Paul
incorporating in some sense their teachings into his preaching. Insofar as it is critical for reaching
the goal of narrative criticism “to know everything that the text assumes the reader knows and to

99232

‘forget’ everything that the text does not assume the reader knows,”** hearing Paul’s sermon as

32 powell, Narrative Criticism, 20.
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the implied reader does presupposes some knowledge of first century Athens, and, in particular,
about Stoics and Epicureans. As Mark Powell said, “If the story is important to us, we try to
increase our knowledge in order to appreciate it more fully. We look up words in the dictionary,
do some research on the period of history in which the story takes place, or do whatever else is
necessary to gain the knowledge we are expected to have.””’ The appendix study aims for a two-
fold purpose: To appropriate the concept of knowledge-ignorance in the religio-philosophical
system of Stoicism and Epicureanism, and, thus, to gain an enriched understanding of Acts 17 by

attempting to hear Paul’s message from the first century Athenian perspective.

73 powell, “Expected and Unexpected Readings,” 31.
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CHAPTER TWO

“IGNORANCE-KNOWLEDGE” THEME AS LUKAN CHARACTERIZATION

In the preceding introductory chapter, our survey of several scholars who, in monographs,
commentaries, and articles, offered notable analysis on Acts 17 revealed that one’s reading of
Areopagus speech hinges on one’s choice of reading methodology. Narrative criticism, a
relatively new approach in biblical studies, began to make its way into reading Paul’s Athenian
sermon. However, a largely underdeveloped area seems to be a study about the place and
significance of the speech in Luke’s overall narrative scheme of presenting an orderly narrative
of what had been fulfilled so that the reader “may know for certain the things” he was taught
(Luke 1:4). Thus, this chapter is an attempt to answer several narrative-critical questions
including: Is there any unifying theme in Luke-Acts? If there is, how do or do not central ideas
of the Areopagus speech relate to it? How does Luke use the “ignorance-knowledge” theme,
which arguably serves as the basic frame for the Areopagus sermon (vv. 23, 30), for his overall
narrative scheme, and, in particular, characterization and plot development? What does Lukan

scholarship have to say about this theme?

I. Quest for a Unifying Theme in Luke-Acts
Luke-Acts presents many difficult and potentially controversial topics. This is
understandable not only for the mere fact that this two-volume work is the largest corpus by a

single author in the NT,' but also for its well-known ambivalence on subjects such as the Lukan

" According to Joel Green, Lukan writings make up some 28 percent of the total volume of the NT whereas
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attitude toward the Judaism.? Contra Mikeal Parsons and Richard Pervo,’ there is at least one
overarching theme that draws a fairly general consensus among Lukan scholars, however; God’s
plan for universal salvation* through Jesus Christ.’ Luke records Simeon’s prophecy in Luke

2:31-32 and cites Isaiah 40:3—-5 in Luke 3:6 (And all mankind will see God’s salvation). Jesus

Paul’s 13 letters 24 percent (Joel Green, The Theology of the Gospel of Luke [New Testament Theology; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995], 2, n. 5).

? In the Third Gospel John the Baptist utters harsh words (“You brood of vipers!™) to the crowds (3:7) while
in Matthew John’s words are directed only to the Pharisees and Sadducees (3:7). But Luke’s seemingly more
relaxed attitude toward the two groups is radically reversed by his later comment in the form of narrative aside in
7:29-30: “And all the people who heard this, including the tax collectors, acknowledged the justice of God, because
they had been baptized with John's baptism. But by refusing to be baptized by him, the Pharisees and the lawyers
rejected God's purpose for themselves (tfjv BovAiiv 100 B0 f0€moav ig éoxvtovg).” However, scholars who argue
for Luke’s friendlier attitude toward the Pharisees tend to draw their supporting evidence from Acts (e.g., Gamaliel
in 5:34-40; Paul identifying himself as a Pharisee in 23:6; See Robert. Brawley, Luke-Acts and the Jews: Conflict,
Apology, and Conciliation [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987]: 84—106, for an overall review as well as his more
positive position on the Pharisees in Luke-Acts).

? It is their basic argument and conviction that Lukan scholars, including Tannehill, who propose the narrative
unity between Luke and Acts, have not produced “or even attempted to produce a comprehensive Lukan theology”
(Mikeal C. Parsons and Richard I. Pervo, Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993], 85).

* Howard Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian, 94-102, discusses the concept of salvation and points
out that “salvation” used in Luke-Acts, as in other NT documents, has a wide range of meaning including healings.
Salvation is used “in a rather general sense to denote the sum of the blessings which God bestows upon men in
rescuing them from human distress and from divine judgment itself” (95). However, our discussion hitherto mainly
focuses on the spiritual aspect of salvation even though not exclusive to other aspects.

> I am aware that this phrase itself may seem to be a somewhat ambitious attempt to embrace several central
theological concepts in addition to above mentioned topic: salvation: God and his salvific plan with universal scope,
and Christology. One of the better and more comprehensive treatments on the subject of God’s plan is found in John
Squires’ The Plan of God in Luke-Acts (1993). He begins his monograph by noting that Luke’s preface, though not
as explicit as in the works of Diodorus, Diosysius and Josephus, does have some significant terms pointing to
Luke’s interest in divine providence, which is backed by the ensuing narrative development (cf. “nepi v
nemAnpoopnuévey év Nuiv mpayudtwv” in Luke 1:1) (Squires, Plan of God, 10-27). With that, he analyzes “the
prologue to the Gospel” (Luke 1:5-2:52) and “Paul’s apology to Agrippa and Festus” (Acts 26:1-29) to demonstrate
the significance of ‘plan of God’ in Luke-Acts as the central theme (ibid., 27-36). He proposes that when the related
strands are combined together one can see “a comprehensive picture of divine activity in which God’s actions
stretch from creation to the final judgment and exhibit a consistent intention to guide history in a very specific
direction” (ibid., 35-36). This topic of “the purpose of God™ is often discussed in relation to or within the context of
salvation. For more discussion on “plan of God,” see the following works: Tannehill, Unity 1:xiii—xiv (“[Luke’s]
single controlling purpose”); F. Bovon, Luke the Theologian: Fifty-five Years of Research (1950-2005) (Waco,
Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2006): 1-85 for an excellent review on scholarship and his own conclusion; J.
Fitzmyer, Luke 1:179-192 for its treatment in relation to salvation history; H. Marshall, Luke: Historian and
Theologian (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1988): 103—15 for Jesus’ ministry in the salvific plan of God;
Maddox, The Purpose of Luke-Acts (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982), etc. In regard to Christology, C.
Keener says, “The theme of Jesus as God’s saving agent is too pervasive and central to warrant detailed treatment in
one place” (Craig Keener, Acts: An Exegetical Commentary: Introduction and 1:1-2:47 [Grand Rapids: Baker,
2012}, 500; cf. 500, n. 31 for an extended bibliography).
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himself announced this theme in his inauguration sermon (Luke 4:18-21; cf. Isa 61:1-2) and in a
post-resurrection discourse (Luke 24:46—47). Luke leads us to see that God’s salvation has
universal scope in these passages.®

It is not surprising, therefore, to find Luke beginning his second volume by summarizing
the first volume saying, “In the first book, O Theophilus, I have dealt with all that Jesus began to
do and teach, until the day when he was taken up . . .” (1:1-2) The reader of Acts is directed to
see or remember how God’s salvific plan was unfolded through Jesus’ teaching and ministry,
and death and resurrection all the way up to his ascension. In his second volume Luke continues
to work out this central motif of “universal salvation” as God’s plan through the witnesses of the
Spirit-empowered teaching/preaching ministry of Jesus, just as Jesus predicted in Acts 1:8 (cf.
Luke 24:48). Peter first appears in the foreground as a strong witness to God’s plan of salvation
wrought in Jesus (cf. 2:14—407; 3:12-26; 4:9-12 [“And there is salvation in no one else, for there
is no other name under heaven given among men by which we must be saved”] [v. 12]). In the
rest of Acts Luke repeatedly shows the forward movement of the gospel through which God
achieves his plan for salvation. In the concluding chapter Luke tells us that Paul welcomed “all”
who came to him and continued to “preach the kingdom of God and teach about the Lord Jesus
Christ openly and unhindered” (28:30-31). In this way the Lukan Paul confirms his professed
commitment to proclaiming “the plan of God” shared in his last sermon preached to the Ephesian

elders before his Jerusalem arrest: “Therefore I declare to you today that I am innocent of the

® A possible exception might be Luke 4:18-21. Isaiah 61, however, does address to God’s universal vision for
the restored Israel (cf. Isa 61:9-11).

7 Acts 2:23 also bears repeating for our discussion: “this man, handed over to you according to the definite

plan and foreknowledge of God (tf] dpiopévy BovAi] xai mpoyvdoer oD Bgod/), you crucified and killed by the
hands of those outside the law.”
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blood of you all. For I did not hold back from announcing to you the whole purpose of God
(ndoav tv BovAnv Tod Beod)” (20:26-27).

Therefore, the centrality of God’s plan for universal salvation in Jesus is evident
throughout Luke-Acts.® In the words of Keener: “Most scholars recognize that the Gentile
mission (i.e., more accurately, a ‘universal’ mission) is one of the central themes (if not the
central theme) in the book of Acts.”” Joel Green rightly identifies Luke’s unrelenting emphasis
on the purpose of God in Luke-Acts. This purpose forms the narrative unity, and the Lukan
emphasis functions as an invitation in the sense that “people within the narrative may embrace or

reject the divine plan.”"

II. Acts 17:16-34 within Luke’s Unifying Narrative Scheme

We suggested that presenting God’s plan for the universal salvation carried out and
fulfilled in Jesus Christ is Luke’s overall narrative scheme. Then, how does Acts 17:16-34 fit in
Luke’s narrative goal? How does Luke use what is emphasized in Acts 17 to build up his theme
and achieve his narrative goal?

Tannehill identifies three major representative speeches delivered by Paul as a free man in

Acts: 13:13-52 (Antioch), 17:22-31 (Athens), and 20:18-35 (Ephesus)."" With regard to the

¥ According to Luke 7:30, receiving John’s baptism was to embrace God’s plan for man. Acts 2:23 and 20:27
show Peter and Paul respectively upholding “the plan of God (t1jv BovAnv 10d 6g00).”

® C. Keener, Acts, 505; emphasis in original. Also see n. 58 for an extended bibliography beginning with
Cadbury. At the end of his note Keener concludes, “Even if the theme is central in all of Scripture (N.T. Wright,
Mission in Acts, 514-21; in Paul, 522-30), its prominence in Acts is particularly noteworthy.”

' Joel B. Green, The Theology of the Gospel of Luke (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 48—
49; emphasis in original. See his entire chapter (22—49) and 7475 for further discussions and development of this
theme.

' Contra, Parsons and Pervo, in Rethinking the Unity, attribute Tannehill’s (and others’) position on the
representative nature of these speeches to redaction critical presuppositions, which give priority to the speeches over
narratives because the former are, by and large, considered to be authentic compositions of the author and thus
reveal the author’s own ideas (84—85).
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address made to the Ephesian elders, Tannehill suggests it marks the “climax of his mission as a
free man,”"* the speech, delivered to the elders from Ephesus en route to his fateful visit to
Jerusalem, recalls and clarifies “key aspects of Paul’s past ministry,” and alerts the reader to key
future developments.” Regarding the speech in Antioch (13:13-52), Tannehill says that it
represents or typifies Paul’s speeches at other synagogues. This sets a pattern to be repeated in
Paul’s subsequent ministry among the Jews."

Regarding Paul’s speech at Athens (17:22-31), Tannehill, contra Stenschke, but with
Witherington, argues that it represents Paul’s mission that reaches beyond Athens."” By the
narrative order we are invited to also see “Paul’s work in Corinth and Ephesus in light of the

programmatic speech in Athens.”'® Rejecting the negative assessment of the speech as a

12 Cf. Tannehill, Unity, 2:230—40 for his full discussion. See esp. 240 for the importance of Paul’s visit to
Jerusalem “as the symbolic center for Judaism™ in his resort to maintain the tie with Judaism.

13 Tannehill, Unity, 2:252.

"% Commenting on Paul’s “custom” to go to the synagogue to present the word (17:2; cf. 17:10b), Tannehill
sees this as the narrator’s intentional insertion to remind the reader of the primacy of Jewish mission in the midst of
his presentation about the impact of the mission on gentile society in Acts 16—19 (Tannehill, Unity, 2:206).
Retrospectively, Tannehill sees the theme in this sermon repeated in Peter’s first two sermons (2:14-36; 3:12-26),
which reveal to us the Lukan literary praxis of emphasizing the important theme (Tannehill, Unity, 2:174).

' Tannehill’s following words shed insight on the pragmatic importance of the speech: “The Areopagus
speech may provide a helpful model of the delicate task of speaking outside the [Jewish] religious community
through critical engagement with the larger world” (Tannehill, Unity, 2:215; emphasis added). Witherington, in his
commentary Acts, expresses the following similar view: “Luke has presented us here with the fullest example of
Paul’s missionary preaching to a certain kind of Gentile audience . . .” (Witherington, 4cts, 511) Again
Witherington, “It is hard to doubt that Luke sees this speech in Acts 17 as something of a model for how to approach
educated pagan Greeks, and means it to reflect positively on his hero Paul, especially since he records only three
major speech summaries from Paul’s travels, and this is the only major one specifically directed at Gentiles”
(Witherington, Acts, 533). In addition, Witherington sees an extremely significant point in that two pivotal elements
of Acts emerge in the speech, i.e., Luke’s purpose of presenting universal salvation (theology) and his historical
interest in arranging the material geographically and ethnographically (history) (ibid., 511-12).

Finally, I cite Stenschke’s dissenting argument on the Areopagus speech: “The following verses specifically
report Paul’s encounter with some Athenian philosophers and their responses, not Paul’s representative ministry and
message to the Gentile world at large. Because this limited focus has often been overlooked, the following speech
was given too much significance” (Stenschke, Gentiles, 205).

18 Tannehill, Unity, 2:213.
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temporary experiment, Tannehill proposes, “The speech is important not only as further
indication of interest in the mission’s encounter with Greco-Roman culture but also as an attempt
to deal with issues that emerge from core values affirmed in the narrative as a whole.”"” Contra
Dibelius and others who take Paul’s speech at Athens as a foreign body to the NT, Tannehill
suggests that the universal scope of God’s saving work in the risen Jesus Christ is highlighted in
Acts 17 through reliable indicators of the Lukan narrator’s values.'® Tannehill’s following words
convincingly place the Areopagus speech within Acts with its full narrative significance
attached:

The narrator of Acts has been presenting the plan of God through the whole series of
speeches [up] to Acts 17. Because, as Paul Schubert said, “the Areopagus speech is
not only a hellenized but also a universal version of Luke’s fovAn-theology,” it is
probable “that Luke regarded the Areopagus speech as the final climactic part of his
exposition of the whole plan of God.” This speech presents the relation of God to
humanity as a whole and founds God’s call not on the history of a special group but
on the creaturely humanness that is shared by all. . . . The tension between the Athens
speech and Paul’s statement about God’s promise to Israel cannot be easily resolved,
for one begins from what all share as God’s creatures and the other from God’s
special history with a chosen people. Both perspectives are important in Acts."

"7 Ibid., 2:210; italics added. Tannehill comments that what Demetrius of Ephesus said in opposition to Paul
(19:25-27) is justified in light of what Paul said in Athens. The following words of Tannehill bear repeating: “We
must assume that during the two years at Ephesus Paul shared some of the negative views of popular religion
expressed in the Athens speech, for Demetrius knows Paul’s claim that gods made with hands are not gods (19:26).
Paul stated this in different terms in 17:29, and the reference to ‘hands’ recalls a related point: the gulf between God
and temples or cult, the work of ‘human hands’ (17:24-25)” (Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:243).

'8 Tannehill lists five themes found in the Areopagus speech that are common to the rest of Acts: God as
Creator of the world (v. 24); rejection of man-made images (v. 24b); common genealogy (v. 26); the need to repent
over ignorance (v. 30); and Jesus as the God-appointed judge (v. 31). He concludes, “Thus, a good share of the
Athens speech repeats themes already presented in Luke-Acts” (Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:211-12). Later on,
Tannehill focuses on this universal scope of salvation commenting on Paul’s detailed description of the voyage to
Rome. He notes the narrator’s special attention given to the cooperative relationship between Paul and Julius the
centurion for the realization of God’s purpose or salvation, and this creates, concludes Tannehill, important positive
expectation for the future mission among Gentiles (Acts 27:1-28:16; cf. Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:330-43).

' Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:213-14; cf. Paul Schubert, “Areopagus Speech,” 260-61.
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Considering that Paul’s Areopagus sermon is the only recorded, full-scale speech delivered to a
“purely” Gentile audience,” and that Luke repeats when necessary,” Tannehill’s assertion of its
representative nature seems convincing. He also points to several topics found in the Athenian
speech that well connect the speech to the rest of Luke-Acts body (cf. my note 15). We also have
sufficient reason to agree with Tannehill in citing P. Schubert on the claim of the speech’s
pivotal importance in terms of Luke’s fovAn-theology.” Paul draws attention to common
ancestral lineage (v. 26) attributed to the Creator (v. 24), which connects to Luke’s genealogy
that goes all the way back to Adam (3:23-38; cf. Matt 1:1-16 [Abraham—Jesus]).

As the Lukan theme of universal salvation (Luke 3:6) is juxtaposed with the theme of
repentance (3:7-14), the Lukan Paul in Acts 17 immediately after announcing God’s universal
sovereignty and the divine origin of humanity (vv. 24-29) introduced God’s universal call to
repentance (v. 30). Paul drives home the point that Athenian ignorance is what keeps them away

from their Creator God. Despite their proud philosophical and cultural heritage, their eagerness

2 However, Jervell, arguing for Luke’s pro-Jewish tendency, offers an extreme view against Acts 17.
According to Jervell, the only Gentiles who are welcomed to Luke’s church are God-fearers whose prototype is
Cornelius. Therefore, no “pure” or “genuine” Gentile without prior tie with Judaism can be found in Luke’s church.
Luke’s Gentile Christians are already in the synagogue and in the Law of Moses. In fact, “the church is very much
like the synagogue” where one could find the Jews and Godfearers (cf. J. Jervell, “The Church of Jews and
Godfearers” in Luke-Acts and the Jewish People: Eight Critical Perspectives [ed. Joseph Tyson; Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1988]: 11-20, 14). Jervell even contends that Paul’s sermons at Lystra (14:14—17) and Athens (17:16-31)
cannot be considered as missionary sermons. Instead, the former is “more an apologetic dissociation with paganism”
and the latter “more like a discourse or lecture on true and false religion.” Jervell claims to feel Luke’s abhorrence
in both episodes because “paganism is nothing but sinful, false religiosity only to be condemned” (Jervell, “The
Church of Jews,” 18; emphasis added).

2l In view of his style of avoiding mechanical repetition (cf. Bovon, Luke 3, 307), Lukan repetition of
Cornelius’ conversion using many same vocabularies (Acts 10 and 11) and allusion to it in Acts 15:7-8 are
impressive. Also, Paul’s conversion story is recorded three times (Acts 9, 22, and 26) and in these Lukan style
shows better.

* Pointing to the fact that of the thirteen total occurrences of BovAd] in the NT, 10 are found in Luke-Acts,
Jervell captures an important aspect of Luke’s Bovii-theology: “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;
Luke 21:24, cf. 1:10)” (cf. J. Jervell, “The future of the past: Luke’s vision of salvation history and its bearing on his
writing of history” in History, Literature, and Society in the Book of Acts [ed. Ben Witherington; New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1996]: 104—126).
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to learn (cf. “May we know. . .?” [vv. 19-20]), their more-than-usual curiosity (v. 21), their
religious fervor and sensitivity expressed in the inscription “TO AN UN-KNOWN GOD” (vv. 16
and 23), and their own poets’ religious insights (v. 28), they remain in ignorance by worshipping
numerous man-made gods, hoarding anything new, and being alienated from the true God. All
this malaise, argues the Lukan Paul, springs from their ignorance of God as their Creator and
Preserver. Thus Tannehill rightly observes that Paul’s call to repent of the past “ignorance” is
one of many unifying motifs (cf. Acts 3:17-19; 13:27), even as this theme of ignorance forms an
important frame and judgment for the whole speech as Paul strives to make the “unknown God”
known as the Creator of all.*

This call to repent of ignorance in relation to God and his will is not unique to Luke’s
second volume. In fact it harkens back to a prominent text in the Gospel, namely, Jesus’ prayer
offered on the cross for his executioners and, most likely, for all those people heaping insults on
him, “Father, forgive them, for they don't know what they are doing (o0 yap oidactv T moobow)”
(23:34). Considering that Luke is the only Gospel writer recording this prayer and his stated goal
of writing is to bring certainty (1:4), it would not be too much to say that, at least within the
Lukan scheme of God’s plan for the universal salvation, “ignorance” poses a, if not the, major
problem. Making these words of prayer as one of the key passages for Lukan schema, however,

requires a discussion about the textual issue of Luke 23:34 as it “poses one of the major textual

B Fora contrasting view, see K. Rowe, Word Upside Down, 31. He takes this as a demand or statement of
intention (“we have the right to know . . .”) in view of Acts 25:11 or P. Oxy 899 (line 31; second/third centuries).

> Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:212, 215, and 219.
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problems of the Gospel of Luke.”” Or simply put, “Was [Jesus’ prayer] part of the original text
of Luke, or was it added later?*

Suffice it to say that we have equally strong and weighty external evidences for both the
shorter and the longer readings of the text.”’ In a separate treatment of this textual issue,
Raymond Brown proposes the following four possibilities for the origin of Jesus’ prayer in Luke
23:34a: (i) This prayer was actually spoken by Jesus but only Luke preserved it. Some later
scribes who found it unacceptable omitted it. (ii) This real prayer of Jesus, though not preserved
by Luke, was circulated as an independent tradition until a copyist in the second century, seeing
it fitting with Lukan sentiments, inserted it.”® (iii) It was not authentic but formulated by Luke or
“in the immediate pre-Lukan tradition” to harmonize with what Jesus must have done in
thought/silence. Some later, disagreeing copyists rejected it. And (iv) it was not original but
inserted by a copyist who thought it fitting for Luke’s passion narrative as well as the post-

Gospel Christian thought.”

2 Bovon, Luke 3, 306.
% Bovon, Luke 3, 306.

%7 On the one hand, we have “early and weighty” (David M. Crump, Jesus the intercessor: Prayer and
Christology in Luke-Acts [Tiibingen: Mohr Seibeck, 1992], 79) or “most impressive” (Metzger, A4 Textual
Commentary [1971], 180) manuscript evidence in favor of its omission: P”> 8B D* @ a,d syr* sa, bo ™ 38 0124
435 579 1241 Cyril. These mss cover diverse geographical areas. On the other hand, however, the mss evidence in
defense of its authenticity is also “early and diverse: 8*° A C DL f' £ 28 33 565 700 (with numerous other
miniscules) aur,b,c,e,f,ff2 L' vg syr oxphhmg), pal |y, mss \farcion, Tatian, Hegesippus, Justin, Irenaeus, Clement of
Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius and many other Fathers” (Crump, Jesus the intercessor, 80). Of course, some of the
above listed mss bear more weight than others. According to Bovon, Luke 3, 307, we have Sinaiticus (X*), Tatian,
Irenaeus, and Hegesippus speaking for its originality whereas the counter evidence presented by P”> D* B is weighty.
See Crump, Jesus the intercessor, 80-83, for an extended discussion on the external evidences in favor of
authenticity of the prayer.

?8 This position is argued by Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 180.
» Raymond E. Brown, The Death of the Messiah (New York: Doubleday, 1994), 2:975. According to
Marshall, who himself defends its authenticity based on the internal evidence, “the external evidence suggests that

[the prayer] was a traditional word of Jesus which was inserted into this context after Luke wrote the narrative”
(Marshall, Luke, 417).
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R. Tannehill suggests two guiding questions for providing arguments for and against the
different readings, which are supported by equally strong mss evidences: “(1) Which reading
best fits the tendencies of the document? (2) Is it easier to explain the long reading as a
secondary insertion or the short reading as a secondary omission by copyists?”** With both
scholars’ suggestions in mind, we first turn to the argument in favor of its omission.

D. Crump summarizes five positions that argue favorably for the shorter reading based on
internal evidence. First, if it were original, the omission of this prayer, which is clearly
comforting to the Jesus’ image the early Christians had, is difficult to explain. Second, the prayer
interrupts the connection between 23:33 and 34b as the subject in these is “they,” namely, the
crucifiers. Third, this prayer asking for the forgiveness of the Jews contradicts with the
condemning tone in vv. 28-31. Fourth, this prayer is an interpolation influenced by Isa 53:12,
Luke 6:28 (Jesus’ teaching), Acts 7:60 (Stephen’s prayer), or Hegesippus’ account of the
martyrdom of James. Fifth, asking forgiveness for an offense in ignorance could have originated
from Greek and Latin sources,* or Acts passages (3:17; 13:27; 17:30).” In addition to the five
arguments mentioned above, Jason Whitlark and M. Parsons suggest the possibility that
Christians of later date (in the second half of the second century) inserted this prayer in their

attempt to make it the seventh word of Christ on the cross.”

30 Robert Tannehill, Luke (Nashville: Abingdon, 1996), 340.

3! Crump refers to the following: John Creed, The Gospel according to St. Luke (4th ed.; London: Macmillan
and Co., Ltd., 1953), 286; David Daube, “‘For they know not what they do:* Luke 23:34,” Studia Patristica IV in
Texte und Untersuchungen 79 (1961), 58ff.

32 Crump, Jesus, 79-80. The last point is suggested by Fitzmyer as a possible explanation (Fitzmyer, Luke,
2:1503).

33 Jason Whitlark and M. Parsons, “The ‘Seven’ Last Words: A Numerical Motivation for the Insertion of
Luke 23:34a,” NTS 52 (2006): 188-204. This view is introduced and evaluated in Bovon, Luke 3, 307.
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3* as well as

The saying’s authenticity is argued by several commentators on Luke’s Gospe
Crump and Brown on the basis of internal evidence.® First, the omission of this prayer can be
easily explained in terms of the widespread anti-Judaic mood as evidenced clearly, for example,
in the tendentiousness of Codex Bezae (D) in reference to the ignorance motif.*® Second, another
possible explanation for its later omission is in view of the disasters befell on Jerusalem at the
hand of Romans (AD 6670, 115-118, and 132—-135). The repeated Roman seizure and
destruction of the city seem to include that God did not answer Jesus’ prayer and thus the prayer
was omitted.”” Third, the prayer is in line with Luke’s portrayal of Jesus’ teaching (Luke 6:27-28,
35) and practice (5:20, 24, 32; 7:34, 47-50; 11:4; 15:1-32; 17:3—4).%® Fourth, Jesus’ prayer
provides an important presupposition for the ignorance motif in Acts (3:17; 13:27; 17:30), which,
in turn, serves as an important basis for the church’s proclamation and mission work.” Fifth,

Jesus addressing God as natnp in his prayer fits well with other occasions (2:49; 10:21; 11:2;

22:42; 23:46).% The most significant of them is probably 23:46 (“Father, into your hands I

34 L.T. Johnson, Bovon, John Carroll, D. Garland, Marshall, Fitzmyer, and Tannehill.

35 Carroll, Luke, 466, suggests additional arguments in favor of its authenticity: Donald Senior, The Passion
of Jesus in the Gospel of Luke (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1989), 128-29; Joel Green, The Death of
Jesus: Tradition and Interpretation in the Passion Narrative (WUNT 2/33; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1988), 91-92;
R. Alan Culpepper, “The Gospel of Luke,” in New Interpreter’s Bible (vol. 9; ed. Leander Keck; Nashville:
Abingdon, 1995), 455. Also, for a cautionary and yet positive position, Crump (84, n. 34) and Brown (2:980) rely on
A. Harnack, “Probleme im Texte der Leidensgeschichte Jesu,” SPAW 11 (1901): 251-66.

3% D adds movnpov to Acts 3:17 to stress Jewish guilt. For more discussion, see Epp, Theological Tendency,
41-64; Crump, Jesus, 83; Marshall, Luke, 417; Carroll, Luke, 466; Brown, Death, 2:979-80. An extended treatment
on this topic in D follows below in chapter 3.

3" D. Garland, Luke, 922; cf. also Brown (Death, 979), Crump (Jesus, 83).

% Carroll, Luke, 466; cf. Bovon, Luke 3, 307.

3 Tannehill, Luke, 341; cf. Crump (Jesus, 4); Bovon (Luke 3, 307); Carroll (Luke, 466); L.T. Johnson (Luke,
376).

40 Crump (Jesus, 84); cf. Bovon (Luke 3, 307).
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commit my spirit!”). Speaking of 23:43 and 23:46, Tannehill says: “The one shows Jesus’
attitude toward his opponents; the other his attitude toward God. [They] bracket the death
scene.”' Sixth, Stephen’s prayer (Acts 7:60) most likely is modeled on Jesus’ earlier prayer. If a
later scribe had inserted Jesus’ prayer imitating after Stephen’s prayer, however, there would

»42 and it would

have been more verbal similarity. Luke, however, “avoids mechanical repetition
be natural to assume the authenticity of Jesus’ prayer.

In conclusion, we noted that it is not possible to determine whether or not Jesus’ prayer in
the Lukan passion narrative is original on the basis of external evidence. When we evaluate both
sides of the argument based on internal evidence, however, it seems easier to explain why this
was omitted in so many manuscripts (e.g., the widespread anti-Judaic sentiment caused largely
by the severed relationship between Jews and Christians and difficulty of Jewish mission) than to
conclude that this was inserted by a later copyist. In other words, the argument from internal
evidence in favor of its authenticity fits well with Jesus’ character and teaching as well as Lukan
themes in Luke-Acts (e.g., “ignorance-knowledge” and God’s universal salvific plan).” “Jesus’

prayer . . . is a revelation of his regal authority and of his prophetic insight in the presence of

Israel’s tragic ignorance. These are all central concerns for Luke.”* Therefore, it is the current

I Tannehill, Luke, 340.

“2 Bovon (Luke 3, 307) and Crump (Jesus, 84). Tannehill, Luke, 341, further suggests that Stephen’s
referencing to Jesus being at the right hand of God (7:55-56) takes the reader to Luke 22:69. See Charles Talbert,
Reading Luke: A Literary and Theological Commentary on the Third Gospel (New York: Crossroad, 1982), 21218
for further discussion on the relationship between the two prayers.

* Garland, Luke, 923, points out Jesus’ commissioning his disciples to preach “repentance for the forgiveness
of sins in his name to all the nations” (24:47) is in line with his prayer (23:34) because “the sin is universal — the
disciples also belong to the category of the “lawless” (22:37) — and the prayer for God to forgive those who act
from ignorance applies universally.”

# Marshall, Luke, 417; For similar conclusions, see T.L Johnson, Luke, 376 (*. . . it confirms the image of

Jesus as sophos who demonstrates virtue until the end of his life”); Carroll, Luke, 466 (“Jesus faces martyrdom with
integrity, staying on message and living it out to his dying breath [cf. 23:43, 6]”); Bovon, Luke 3, 307 (“The
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writer’s conclusion that the Lukan Jesus’ prayer on the cross is original. With that said, we now
turn to our major discussion about how Luke uses the theme of “ignorance-knowledge™* in his

entire narrative as a brush to paint his characters.

II1. “Ignorance-Knowledge” Theme in Luke-Acts
3.a. Introduction

We suggested that Luke’s recording the Jesus’ prayer from the cross could be a significant
support and even evidence for a prominent “ignorance-knowledge” theme for Luke’s overall
narrative.* As our investigation will argue, Luke treats quite extensively the problem of human
ignorance as a major roadblock for appropriating God’s salvation and other sub-themes such as
becoming the people of God, perceiving God’s plan for them, and entering into God’s kingdom.
In the Lukan account, again, there seems no better place than the cross to portray the forceful
dynamic of human ignorance in regard to the subject of salvation. The cross is where the full
gravity of human ignorance is developed, displayed and even dealt with in a succinct and
surprising manner made known in Jesus’ prayer.

In anticipation of the ensuing presentation, this short prayer reveals three simple and yet
significant points about ignorance. First, the heinous action to crucify God’s Son was plotted and

done in ignorance. Those who were responsible for his crucifixion did not see the gravity of their

presence of this prayer confirms the saintliness that the author applies to Christ during his agony ™).

* 1t is necessary to include “knowledge” because, as our further investigation will reveal, the two antithetical
themes are often interrelated and, often, they appear in the same narrative units or sayings, and ignorance is
overcome only by true knowledge bestowed from above. Therefore, in the ensuing discussion, the “ignorance”
theme presupposes the “knowledge” theme without being specified.

* Joseph Tyson argues that Luke’s treatment of Jesus death is not confined to Lukan passion narrative. “The
earlier parts of the gospel build toward it and anticipates it, and the book of Acts recalls it and reflects on its
implications. Thus, all sections of Luke-Acts contribute to the forging of a particular understanding of the forces that
brought about Jesus’ death” (Tyson, The Death of Jesus [Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1986],
X). It is my conviction that the theme of “ignorance-knowledge,” which is closely related to Jesus’ passion/death,
works in much same way throughout Luke-Acts in pointing to the ignorance Jesus prayed for.
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action. Second, the crucifixion was done due to the sin of ignorance. In other words, Luke
presents ignorance not only as the state of the people who crucified him but also as the critical
source or the basic cause for the sins leading up to crucifying the Messiah.*” This is to be argued
and confirmed in our ensuing analysis. Third, ignorance, therefore, turns to the new era on the
cross or its proclamation. Despite the grave nature of crucifying God’s Messiah, forgiveness is
asked by the crucified one in recognition that the crime is done from ignorance. But, as will be
shown below, Luke begins to distinguish his people groups and individuals according to their
reaction to this prayer (cf. Luke 23:34b—49), and adds an invitation to repent with words of
judgment after addressing the issue of ignorance (cf. Acts 3:19-20; 13:38—41; 17:30-31). Luke
perceives and presents the unrepentant and persistent ignorance seriously. As our following
discussion will argue, Luke’s presentation of the ignorance-knowledge theme centers around the
above mentioned three points as basic tenets of his portrait of both Jews and Gentiles: ignorance
as the state of people, un-repented ignorance as the leading source for further malice, and the

inexcusable nature of ignorance after its exposure through proclamation.

3.b. How to Go about OQur Research Regarding “Ignorance-Knowledge”

If we were to agree with Tannehill on his proposal that Luke intends the Areopagus
speech to be the representative of other mission speeches for Gentile audience who had no prior
contact with the Jewish Scripture or teaching, we would do that on his point that human
ignorance hampers their search for and worship of the true God, and, as it is hinted previously,

that in Luke’s portrait of human beings the problem of ignorance bears critical weight. Instead of

7 For example, over the second occasion of expressing his grief over Jerusalem (cf. 13:34-35 and 19:41-44),
Jesus’ emotion is so intense that he weeps over the city as he is approaching her (v. 41). Jesus twice mentions about
the Jerusalemites” ignorance: “If you had only known (£yvwg) on this day, even you, the things that make for peace!
But now they are hidden from your eyes” (v. 42). And “They will demolish you . . . because you did not recognize
(Eyvag) the time of your visitation from God” (v. 44). In recording this, Luke seems to be convinced of the
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the “verse-by-verse” approach to examine the way Luke presents how ignorance is entrenched in
human life in regard to God and his agents (Jesus and the apostles), I opt to treat the issue with a
narrative approach. It will be argued that Luke sees ignorance as the major malaise to be
identified and remedied, but he does not regard it as a cut-and-dried concept lacking fluidity.
Human ignorance is expressed or emerges in many different shapes and stages throughout Luke-
Acts. In the course of investigation we focus on explicit texts while including some implicit texts
supporting the theme or textual allusions. Before we embark on our investigation, we must first
take two important preliminary steps: surveying the Lukan scholarship on the topic and

establishing the linguistic parameters.

3.c. Lukan Scholarship on “Ignorance-knowledge” Theme

Our first entry point into prior scholarly discussion of “ignorance/knowledge” is provided
by the question of whether Luke-Acts exhibits an anti-Judaic theme. We may begin with J.
Tyson’s Luke, Judaism, and the Scholars: Critical Approaches to Luke-Acts, which is especially
valuable as it discusses the critical issue of Lukan presentation of Jews as understood by Lukan
scholars and traces the scholarly trajectory.*® Based on the insight that scholarship of a particular
time is profoundly influenced by that particular culture, Tyson begins his work with his own
observation that the Holocaust of 1933—45 marks a major watershed event for New Testament

scholarship as well as the study of Lukan writings.” The prewar scholars, who generally drew

magnitude of this problem of ignorance as the epicenter for the imminent storm over Jerusalem.

* Joseph B. Tyson, Luke, Judaism, and the Scholars: Critical Approaches to Luke-Acts (Columbia, SC:
University of South Carolina Press, 1999). In addition, he has other works addressing the issue: Images of Judaism
in Luke-Acts (1992); “Jews and Judaism in Luke-Acts: Reading as a God-fearer,” NTS 41 (1995): 19-38; and his
edited work Luke-Acts and the Jewish People: Eight Critical Perspectives (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1988).

* Tyson, Luke, ix. Tyson says the Holocaust was “perhaps the most striking illustration of the relationship

between historical events and critical scholarship” (Tyson, Luke, 1). He also refers to an excellent study by Karl
Hoheisel (1978) who pinpoints the year 1947 instead. According to Hoheisel, that year marks a significant turning
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“an exceedingly dark picture of the first-century Judaism,” rarely questioned the historical
accuracy of the anti-Jewish motifs in the NT documents nor were they alarmed by the possibility
of their misleading or harmful nature. The postwar generation of NT scholarship, on the contrary,
is divided and Luke-Acts has been the storm center for the debate, as “Luke-Acts seems to be the
most perplexing in terms of the ambivalent attitudes toward Judaism.”*° Even though Luke’s
view of Judaism may seem irrelevant or as a distant topic to the theme of ignorance, their inter-
connection will surface in our discussion. We begin with Conzelmann and Haenchen who took

9951

up the “anti-Judaic’™' view.

3.c.1. Die Mitte der Zeit (Conzelmann, 1954)>

Conzelmann considers that the issue of ignorance was important for Luke who, as a redactor-
writer, was working with different traditions and kerygmatic sayings of the primitive church.
Therefore, understanding Conzelmann’s position on ignorance-knowledge requires reading these
texts on his terms. First of all, Conzelmann argues for the theory that the Gospel has “the

tendency to put all the blame on to the Jews” insofar as Jesus’ passion is concerned.” Although

point on two counts: the reassessment of the issue in light of the Holocaust and the discovery of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. The latter, in particular, made NT scholarship aware of the existence of the dynamically various groups of
Jews (Tyson, Luke, 2).

%0 Tyson, Luke, 1-2.

> Eldon Epp offers a cautionary note on distinguishing between “anti-Judaic” and “anti-Jewish.” The latter,
on the one hand, can more easily be taken to mean “against the Jew as person.” By “anti-Judaic,” on the other hand,
he refers to the “religious complex out of which Christianity arose and contemporary with the earliest period of the
new faith. ‘Judaic,” then, both involves the concept of Israel as the distinctive and exclusive people of God and also,
at times, refers to the official religious system, including the regulations, customs, and institutions of both
‘Palestinian’ and ‘Diaspora’ Judaism. . . . When the Jews as persons are singled out, they appear as the
representatives and instruments and often as the leaders of this system.” Cf. his The Theological Tendency of Codex
Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966), 23-24.

52 My references are to the English version The Theology of St. Luke (New York: Harper & Row, 1960).

33 Conzelmann, Theology, 90. An important piece of evidence would be Pilate’s involvement in Jesus’
execution. While in Mark 14:15 Pilate’s interest to please his Jewish subjects makes his involvement active, Luke
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Acts 13:28 holds Pilate responsible for Jesus’ execution even though it was by the request of the
Jews, in Luke 23:25 (“[Pilate] handed Jesus over to their will”) Luke inserts his own
interpretation of Acts 13:28 without saying Pilate carried out the execution.*

Second, based on the first point, Conzelmann claims that the guilty ones are the Jews. He
finds a discrepancy in Acts 2:23 (81 xeypdg dvopwv) where the wicked or lawless originally
referred to the Gentiles. Who are the “Gvopor” Luke had in mind? Based on the usage of
“@vopog” in Luke 22:37 (“For I tell you that this scripture must be fulfilled in me, ‘And he was
counted with the transgressors.” For what is written about me is being fulfilled”) and Acts 7:53
(“You received the law by decrees given by angels, but you did not obey it”), Conzlemann
concludes that the Lukan understanding of “&vopoc™ is different from the Jewish referencing to
the Gentiles or non-Jews. Luke employs it in a moral sense to mean “criminal.”**

Third, what becomes important is Luke’s mission motif. Conzleman’s following words
bear repeating:

It is significant that the theme of guilt can be combined with the theme of relative
excuse, when connected with ignorance. The two themes are different in origin. The
one arises from a consideration of redemptive history, and aims to show that the
Passion is a divine decree. It is then given a secondary moral application, and is used
for the purpose of the polemic against Judaism. The other theme arises from the need
for a connecting-link in the missionary approach. . . . In v. 17 [of Acts 3] there is a
definite pardon of the Jews, which is even extended to their rulers. . . . This change of

23:25-26 shows Pilate playing a passive part. Conzelmann goes further: “In place of mockery by the Romans there
is repeated mockery by the Jews. Once again we see the contrast between the sources and Luke’s adaptation; in the
sources the soldiers are Romans and although the soldiers are still there in Luke, it is not certain where they belong.
Every positive indication that they belong to Rome is removed. . .” (Conzelmann, Theology, 88).

>4 Conzelmann, Theology, 91. Thus, Conzelmann makes Acts 13:28 part of the Lukan original source and
Luke 23:25 as Luke’s redactional touch. His redactic conviction is evident in the following words: “In so far as there
is any suggestion that the Romans take part, it is a survival from the sources and is not part of the plan of Luke’s
account, but, rather contradicts it.”

55 Conzelmann, T heology, 90-92. The same can be said of Luke 24:7 and 13:27 (cf. Matt 7:23). They are
Luke’s interpretation of what it means to be dvopog.
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attitude in view of mission is also seen in the typical language of v. 19, following
upon the statement in the previous verse.

Originally, Conzelmann asserts the theme of ignorance is applicable only to the ignorant
Gentiles because the Jewish guilt in relation to God’s redemptive history prohibits an application
of the theme to the Jews. “[B]ut a way of doing it is found. Conversion is possible for the
individual Jew, and it is the fact of ignorance that makes this possible.””’

Conzelmann’s redactional approach to various texts related to the theme of ignorance led
him to an “anti-Judaic” conclusion that this theme was used to establish mission contact or
missionary link mainly with the Gentiles. The guilty Jews receive pardon individually just as a
bonus. For this reason Conzelmann has a narrow understanding of who were the beneficiaries of
Jesus’ prayer in Luke 23:34: only the executioners who were mere tools.”® Another point
Conzelmann raises in regard to our theme is that Jesus’ resurrection is the turning point. Since it
is the resurrection in which the truth is inescapably disclosed, after this people can no longer hide

behind the excuse of ignorance.” E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (1971) shares a more or

less similar view to that expressed by Conzelmann.®

% Conzelmann, Theology, 92.

57 Conzelmann, Theology, 92-93; italics added. Also, see 17, note 2 and 162 for further discussion on this.
Elsewhere, Conzelmann argues that the Jews had opportunity to make good their claim to be “Israel,” but their
failure in the end led them to be “the Jews” (Conzelmann, Theology, 145).

8 Conzelmann, Theology, 89.

% Conzelmann, Theology, 162. Resurrection “proved [him] to be the Messiah in such a way that the fact can
no longer be evaded. It is now that the unbelief becomes inexcusable; this underlies the appeal to the Jews (Acts
3:17-18) and that to the heathen (Acts 17:30), and is in keeping with the interpretation of the event of the
Resurrection in Acts 17” (Conzelmann, Theology, 90). Conzelmann further says that after the resurrection any Jew
cannot “put forward as an excuse his non-Christian understanding of Scripture” (Conzelmann, Theology, 162).

% One apparent difference, though, for our interest is their reading of Acts 13:27. While as Haenchen takes it
as continuation of the theme expressed in Acts 3:17 that sin committed in ignorance is pardonable (Haenchen, Acfs,
207), Conzelmann views that 13:27 expresses a different thought. Luke, allegedly following the Old Testament
tradition, describes ignorance as guilt (Conzelmann, Theology, 90).
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In conclusion, while holding onto the “anti-Judaic” view of Luke, the “Conzelmann-
Haenchen consensus” made a contribution for our subject of the dyvoiw in proposing Luke’s

missionary motif; Lukan speakers utilized the theme for retaining contact with their hearers.

3.c.2. The Jews in Luke-Acts (Jack T. Sanders, 1987)

Jack Sanders in The Jews in Luke-Acts takes Conzelmann’s view even further in a strongly
argued manner. He sees in Acts 3:17 and 13:27 what he calls “Luke’s epochal scheme” at work.
The main focus of Peter’s address “to all people” in Jerusalem in the second person is the
invitation to repent of past actions in ignorance, and to turn around. Paul’s Antiochene speech,
addressed in the third person, on the other hand, is different in saying that the Jerusalemites and
their rulers were ignorant of Jesus “although they ‘read the voices of the Prophets every
Sabbath’ (v. 27).”%" The logical conclusion is that, even though opportunity was offered to the
Jerusalem Jews in Acts 3, after the beginning of the Gentile mission their ignorance provided no
more chance for conversion, but rather a judgment and condemnation which provides incentive
for the Antiochene Jews’ conversion. Sanders concludes:

I believe that it would be correct to say that, in Luke’s opinion, after Paul’s sermon in
Acts 13, the Antiochene Jews also have no excuse. In a word, the proclamation of the
gospel both offers the opportunity for repentance and removes the excuse of
ignorance. Thus, if we continue to ignore the story line and concentrate on what Paul
says, we see that he is very shortly pronouncing God’s rejection also upon the
Antiochene Jews in the first of the three announcements of the turning to the Gentiles

Haenchen notes an apparent tension between Acts 2:22 (Jesus’ miracles bore sufficient divine mark and “you
Israelites” could not have been ignorant!) and 3:17 (Peter pronounces their act of killing Jesus was in ignorance),
and he explains by attributing it to the various traditions Luke had and used unaware of contradictions. Basically, the
dvopot in 3:17 counts as an exculpation. Haenchen, with Conzelmann, sees the missionary motif in the Lukan
presentation of the dvopua. Of the dvopio in Acts 17:30, Haenchen expresses a similar view of the Lukan missionary
motif, which is behind the whole speech. Contra Paul’s indictment in Rom 1, the Lukan God does not punish the
Gentiles according to their deserts but rather overlooks their wrong. However this divine overlooking has an end,
which is evident in Acts 17:31 (Haenchen, Acts, 525-26).

6l Sanders, The Jews, 52; italics by Sanders.
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(13:46). . . . No matter; when Jews in Paul’s Diaspora mission reject the gospel they
fall under the same condemnation that is pronounced against those in Jerusalem.
(13:27)%

Therefore, by the end of Acts the Jews are written off because, says Sanders, Paul’s
condemnation of the Roman Jews with a scriptural quotation “for their intransigent and endemic
ignorance applies probably to all Jews.”® Sanders further argues that this “anti-Judaic” view is
commonly expressed by Luke’s major speakers, namely, Jesus, Peter, Stephen, and Paul.*

That one’s view of the ignorance theme plays a key role for “anti-Judaic” reading, and the
two are interrelated is evident in the following summary:

[The Jews] always have been willfully ignorant of the purposes and plans of God
expressed in their familiar scriptures, that they always have rejected and will reject
God’s offer of salvation, that they executed Jesus and persecute and hinder those who
try to advance the gospel . . . bringing God’s wrath down upon them, and quite
deservedly so . . . “Luke has written the Jews off.” No divided Israel here.®

62 Sanders, The Jews, 52-53, 201, 260, 286

8 Sanders, The Jews, 53. For a similar position by Sanders in a condensed format, see his “The Salvation of
the Jews in Luke-Acts” in Luke-Acts, New Perspectives from the Society of Biblical Literature Seminar (ed. C.
Talbert; New York: The Crossroad, 1984): 104-28. In this essay, he builds up his argument in opposition to Jervell’s
position in People and to Eric Franklin, Christ the Lord. Tyson, in Luke, points out that one of Sanders’ unique
contributions to consider is his insight drawn from distinguishing between narratives and speeches. In the former,
there are both repentant and obdurate Jews mixed, while in the latter all Jews are condemned. Denying the
possibility that the differences are due to different sources Luke used, an argument used by Boismard, Sanders
argues that both genres come from one mind and thus “apparent disharmonious juxtaposition of” two contrasting
images about Jews is purposeful and deliberate, and Luke brings the two elements together in successful resolution.
As somewhat favorable narratives earlier than the speeches become negative toward the end of Acts, they join the
speeches in rendering negative judgment about Jews. (cf. Sanders, The Jews, 47-65; Tyson, Luke, 114-17).
However, Tyson challenges Sanders’ analysis in distinguishing narratives and speeches saying, “Under his
interpretation we are called upon to believe that the author quite consciously used different literary genres to express
different theological views, while carefully manipulating the narrative so that it progressively represents what the
speeches have been claiming all along.” Without totally denying Sanders’ claims as a possible explanation, Tyson
thinks that would lay severe demand on the intended reader (Tyson, Luke, 120).

% Sanders, The Jews, 63.
% Sanders, The Jews, 63—64. The words in my added italics are attributed to Haenchen. The last sentence is

offered mindful of Jervell’s position taken in “The Divided People,” in Luke and the People of God: A New Look at
Luke-Acts (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1972): 41-74.
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3.c.3. Rethinking the Unity of Luke and Acts (Mikeal Parsons and Richard Pervo, 1993)

The main concern of the collaborated work by Parsons and Pervo is, as the title suggests, to
challenge the scholarly consensus on the unity between Luke’s Gospel and Acts. However, this
monograph deserves our attention in that it includes some discussion on our topic and raises a
strong dissenting voice. In the fourth chapter (“The Theological Unity of Luke and Acts”), they
attempt an understanding of Lukan anthropology, which, despite its more subtle and less
intentional nature within the frame of Lukan theology, shows “an important and pervasive
element of Lukan thought and literary expression that stresses general cultural views rather than
particular concerns emerging from the Israelite religious tradition.”* Even though Luke’s Gospel
is largely excluded in Parsons and Pervo’s discussion of Lukan anthropology, what they present
is of some importance due to their very different perspective.

Speaking of the Lystra episode (14:8—18), they apply insight and conclusions drawn from
studies of ancient popular narratives. What the Lystrans did after witnessing the miracle wrought
through Paul to a lame man is perfectly understandable considering that the ancient writers
readily compare their heroes to divinities.” “If the healing stands at the tip of God’s gracious
creation, the healers represent the zenith of human achievement.”

Next Parsons and Pervo discuss the Areopagus speech (17:22-31) under the heading of

“the unity of the human race.” Relying heavily on Lukan genealogy (Luke 3:23-38; in particular,

v. 38 [“...the son of Adam, the son of God”] in light of the preceding verse [“You are my Son,

% Mikeal Parsons and Richard Pervo, Rethinking, 89-90.

% Parsons and Pervo, Rethinking, 90-92. They refer to the first book of Callirhoe in which Callirhoe was
taken to be a goddess as Aphrodite was thought to manifest herself in the fields.

¢ parsons and Pervo, Rethinking, 93-94; emphasis added. Contra, see Acts 3:12; 10:26 (xai &y® adt0g
avOpwmog eip); 12:23; Rev 19:10.
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the Beloved; with you I am well pleased”] [3:22]), Parsons and Pervo consider Luke to be more
in line with Graeco-Roman popular philosophy® than the tradition established in the Hebrew
Scriptures. This correlates with Luke’s attempt to claim the universality of the Christian
proclamation based on humanity’s divine progeny.”” When Luke 3:38 is read in connection with
3:22, therefore, Adam is elevated because “Lukas presumably refers to Adam not as a fallen
sinner but as the glorified, immortal being fashioned by God and placed as the head of
creation.””" Since all human beings, Jews and Gentiles, are children of Adam who is, in turn, the
Son of God, the unity is an accessible gift of the one Creator.” This leads them to make the
following statement in regard to theme of ignorance among the Athenians: “The audience may
be ignorant, but their ignorance is far from invincible. No blindness has utterly corrupted pagan
hearts, as Paul presently demonstrates. He comes to the claim that all people descend from one
person fashioned by God (v. 26).”” According to Parsons and Pervo, Luke’s anthropology that
“humans are of divine origin” shapes his Christology, characterized as “theology of glory,”

which is distinctive from other evangelists as well as Paul.™

& They list several Greek philosophers and their works for their claim: Pindar, Prodicus, Cleanthes, Epictetus,
Dio of Prusa, Plutarch, Cicero, Aratus, and the Sentences of Sextus (98—99). Later, they make the following
summary statement applicable to Acts 14:6—18: “Behind the preceding sketch what is probably the most common
(and fluid) of Greco-Roman anthropological perspectives, in which humanity lies upon a spectrum ranging from the
Onpiwdeg (beastly) to the 6giov (divine), with a potential for ethical improvement” (Parsons and Pervo, Rethinking,
107).

" Cf. Parsons and Pervo, Rethinking, 101, notes 70 and 71.

n They see strong support for their argument for human immortality in Acts 17:28 (In him we live...) and
Luke 20:35-38, with its oft-noted parallels to 4 Macc. 7:19; 13:17 and 16:24-25 (cf. Parsons and Pervo, Rethinking,
101 and n. 72).

"2 This Lukan notion, argue Parsons and Pervo, is radically different from Pauline thought, in which ‘the
eschatological miracle of new creation through baptism’ forms the basis for the unity of the human race (Parsons
and Pervo, Rethinking, 97-98).

73 Parsons and Pervo, Rethinking, 98.

™ Parsons and Pervo, Rethinking, 102—12.
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In conclusion, though their main goal lies in challenging the assumed unity of “Luke-

Acts,” Parsons and Pervo’s anthropological analysis paints clearly an optimistic view of man.

3.c.4. Luke’s Portrait of Gentiles Prior to Their Coming to Faith (Christoph Stenschke,

1999)

Our preceding survey of several authors shows that (with the exception of Parsons and
Pervo) the ignorance theme received attention either in passing or only as far as it relates to the
broader discussion of the Lukan view of the Jews.” This changes in C.W. Stenschke’s book,
Luke’s Portrait of Gentiles Prior to Their Coming to Faith, originally a Ph. D. dissertation
presented to the University of Aberdeen in 1997. In so far as Stenschke’s discussion renders
valuable insights to consider for our topic, we will pay close attention.

The author is, first of all, convinced that Lukan scholarship largely “failed to note why
what had been so clearly foretold was necessary or to consider the state of the Gentiles implied”
by Lukan assertions about the universal lordship of Jesus and the Gentile inclusion.” His study is
an attempt to answer the question “Why was [the Gentile] mission part of God’s ancient plan,
and what state of the Gentiles does it seek to address?””” Stenschke embarks his project with
conviction that his studied material “forms the backdrop for understanding salvation and often

explains the particular shape of the Christian proclamation (e.g. the description of the setting of

7 This observation is confirmed in Bovon’s Luke the Theologian: Fifty-Five Years of Research (1950-2005)
(2d ed.; Waco: Baylor University Press, 2006). Of the vast number of scholars he treats, no one, including Bovon
himself, has treated the ignorance theme as a separate topic.

76 Christoph W. Stenschke, Luke’s Portrait of Gentiles Prior to Their Coming to Faith (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1999), 4-5.

"7 Stenschke, Gentiles, 5.
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the Areopagus speech and its content) and shows indirectly from what and why people actually
needed to be saved.””

Stenschke’s first phase of analysis (Chapter 2) led him to see that though Luke does not
develop stereotyped portrait of Gentiles, they share some common traits which enable the reader
to detect a fairly coherent portrayal of their state as in the following:” (i) Ignorance of God: The
Gentiles’ underlying assumptions, lifestyle, and behavior point to their ignorance of God and
lack of revelation. Their condition is hopeless apart from the initiative of God and his servants.
(ii) Spiritual incapacity: Possibly as a consequence of (i), the spiritually incapacitated Gentiles
are idolatrous in engaging magical practices (Acts 8:9-11) and they fail to distinguish between
human and divine (Acts 8:9-11; 12:20-23; 19:35). The Gentiles rebel against God (Acts 4:25-
26; Luke 21:24-28), and when confronted with special revelation they respond based on their
own notions and customs. Luke’s portrait of the Gentiles places them in need of God’s direct
intervention for salvation, rather than mere correction which is advocated by J.-W. Taeger.* (iii)
Moral-ethical sin(s): Their fornication and greed are connected to their spiritual state despite

some exceptions (Acts 28:2). (iv) Under divine claim and condemnation: Their failures in

7 Stenschke, Gentiles, 52-53.
" The following four points are found in Stenschke, Gentiles, 97-101; italics in original.

8 Throughout his book, Stenschke keeps emphasizing Luke’s conviction that Gentiles need more than
correction. The correction theory is originally proposed by Jens-W. Taeger in his Der Mensch und sein Heil: Studien
zum Bild des Menschen und zur Sicht der Bekehrung bei Lukas, SINT 14 (Giitersloh: G. Mohn, 1982). According to
Stenschke, Taeger is the only scholar to date to undertake the challenge of writing on Luke’s anthropology in
monograph form. Arguing for the unique, unified portrait of man by Luke, Taeger proposes that “Der Mensch ist
kein salvandus, sondern ein corrigendus” (Taeger, Mensch, 225; cf. Stenschke, Gentiles, 36-37). Stenschke’s
following statement defines what is a proper place for correction within the Lukan scheme: “Correction is
undoubtedly a Lukan concept with regard to the Gentiles. The various misconceptions of Gentiles need to be
exposed, corrected and replaced. The speeches directly addressing Gentiles prior to faith contain such correction,
e.g., the Athenians were called to change their thinking (peta-voeiv, Acts 17:30). Once Christian, Gentiles continue
to receive further correction, instruction and exhortation” (Stenschke, Gentiles, 386).
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spiritual ignorance place them under temporary and eschatological divine judgment (Luke
10:12-14; 11:30, 32; Acts 7:7), and thus they need to repent and be saved.

Based on those characteristics of the Gentiles that he surveys in his third chapter (“The
Gentile Encounter with Salvation™), the following three strands are identified.®' First, the
accounts of Gentile encounters with Jesus or with the Gentile mission: Due to their state of
enmity with God, spiritual blindness and darkness, and bondage to demon and disease, the divine
saving intervention had to be brought to them.* Second, the Gentile appropriation of salvation:
The Gentile response to their encounter with salvation was often negatively expressed in the
form of rejection of both salvation and the divine agents (Jesus and the missionaries). Third, the
Gentiles’ state prior to faith: Their rejection (cf. # 2) and spiritual and moral-ethical failure held
them responsible and under the divine judgment. Stenschke concludes: “Gentiles need God’s
salvation as the only way forward. . . . [Clorrection® does not and cannot replace salvation,
rather it accompanies and follows salvation and, due to the condition of Gentiles, has to follow
salvation to a greater extent than Taeger allows for.”

His fourth chapter treats Gentile Christians, concluding that the emergent portrait coincides

with and supplements Luke’s direct evidence, which he had analyzed in the previous chapters.

“[They] are not holy, righteous, believing, following God’s course and his appointed leader to

81 Stenschke claims that the adoption of this particular approach “does more justice to an author who in other
areas demonstrates considerable skill and coherence” (Stenschke, Gentiles, 317).

8 Stenschke rightly points out that response to the saving message was better among the Gentiles with
previous association with Judaism while as among the “pure” Gentiles “severe misunderstandings occurred and/or
response was limited.” Stenschke considers that God had already been working through the Jewish association
(Stenschke, Gentiles, 317).

% It is interesting to note that Stenschke understands that what was offered to the Athenian and Lystra
audiences was “correction of pagan notions” about divine being (318). He later argues, ““Genuine’ Gentile
reasoning about deity is mentioned only to be exposed as mistaken and to be corrected: ovk d@eihopev vopilev
(Acts 17:29)” (Stenschke, Gentiles, 383).
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life. They are on their own ways, at odds with God’s purposes and not members of God’s people.
Other Gentiles lack the Spirit and everything associated with him and his ministry.”® Luke’s
portrait of them implies that “the pagan life, so natural and deeply entrenched, is not a preparatio
evangelica but determined by notions and values that need to be eradicated.”®

Stenschke then summarizes his findings under seven points, concluding that his study led
to a darker portrait of the Gentiles than suggested by some previous studies. (i) Ignorance: The
Gentile state is characterized by darkness, blindness, and idolatry, and this ignorance is liable for
judgment. (ii) Rejection of God’s purpose and revelation in history: The Gentiles prior to faith
are not only ignorant but also actively hostile to the purpose and revelation of God and his
chosen agents. (iii) Idolatry: Ignorance further leads them to worship a plurality of deities and to
get caught up in magic and sorcery. When these practices are challenged, Gentiles fiercely
defend them. (iv) Materialism: Alienated from the true God, Gentiles are preoccupied with
material things, which in turn leads them to resist the Christian mission. (v) Moral-ethical sins:
With caution Stenschke argues for a correlation between the moral failures of Gentiles and their
spiritual state as Luke’s reference to the former is more indirect. (vi) Under the power of Satan:
Gentiles live in the world, which is under Satan’s dominion and at his disposal (Luke 4:5-6; Acts
26:18). All previously mentioned symptoms are related to this state. (vii) Under judgment: Only

repentance and God’s salvation provide a way out of their grave failures, which place them under

eschatological judgment.*’

84 Stenschke, Gentiles, 317-18.
% Stenschke, Gentiles, 375; emphasis in original.
8 Stenschke, Gentiles, 375.

87 Stenschke, Gentiles, 379—82.
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Contra Conzelmann® and Wilson® and in agreement with Marshall, *® Stenschke concludes,
“Unable to alter their condition, they need God’s saving intervention to change their plight. . . .
[And] they cannot alter their state themselves but need God’s salvation,”' which establishes a
strong necessity for the Gentile mission because only the Gentile mission alone “can address,
alter and ameliorate” their state.” In closing, the author points to the lack of and need for “neues
Gesamtbild der lukanischen Theologie”” being mindful of the missing piece, that is, the Lukan

portrait of the Jews.*

3.c.5. A Summary and Conclusion

We began our scholarly survey of Luke’s theme of knowledge-ignorance with Tyson’s
work on the Lukan understanding of Judaism, hoping to find the Lukan scholars’ treatment of

our topic in their discussion of the larger topic: Jews. As Joel B. Green and M. Mckeever

8 See Stenschke, 28-33 for his presentation and criticism of Conzelmann’s position in his Die Mitte der Zeit.
Stenschke concludes that Conzelmann tends to weaken the concept of original sin by discussing sin as concrete,
individual acts, as supported in Luke’s use of it in the plural. Thus, Conzelmann’s hamartiology is ethical-moral.

% Stenschke’s treatment on S. G. Wilson’s position in The Gentiles and the Gentile Mission in Acts is found
in pp. 34-36. Wilson draws up an extremely positive portrait of Gentiles saying, “[T]he Gentiles are, in their own
way, as devout and as likeable as the Jews” (Wilson, Gentiles, 245; cited in Stenschke, Gentiles, 34).

% Stenschke cites Marshall’s following conclusion: “It is fair to conclude from this that Luke regards all
people, both Jews and Gentiles, as in need of salvation that comes only through Jesus. Piety, such as that shown by
Cornelius the Roman centurion (Acts 10:2), is an indication of readiness to accept the message, and is pleasing to
God (Acts 10:31), but is no substitute for actually responding to the gospel, which brings salvation (Acts 11:14, 18)”
(Cf. Marshall, The Acts of Apostles [New Testament Guide, 1992], 60; cited in Stenschke, Gentiles, 383-84).

o Stenschke, Gentiles, 383—85.

°2 Therefore, in opposition to some scholars’ labeling Luke as having an allegedly anti-Jewish stance,
Stenschke rightly points out that his study and its conclusion would imply Luke’s anti-Gentile stance. “Luke equally
or to an even greater extent condemns non-Christian Gentiles” (Stenschke, Gentiles, 392; emphasis in original).

% That is, a new big picture of Lukan theology.

% Stenschke, Gentiles, 392. Stenschke cites from W. Wiefel, “Review of Taeger, Mensch,” Die Theologische
Literaturzeitung 114 (1989): 272-73.
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correctly identify, this question of Luke’s relationship to Judaism is one of the most contested
issues in modern Lukan scholarship, and salvation for and inclusion of Gentiles is another.
However, our survey reveals that Luke’s use of ignorance theme as an important tool for his
characterization has not received focused attention within scholarly discussion of “Lukan
anthropology.” At most, this topic has dealt with a few key passages (Luke 23:34; Acts 3:17;
13:27) and then only in passing. In the majority of modern Lukan scholarship, proving or
disproving Luke’s anti-Judaism has been the storm center of discussion.”> A major narrative
analysis of how “ignorance/knowledge” relates to the Lukan understanding of both Jews and
Gentiles is absent to date. Our survey noted Stenschke’s work renders much valuable insight for
understanding Luke’s portrait of the Gentiles, albeit his main focus lay on surveying only the
Gentiles prior to coming to faith. It stands alone in identifying and working out the theme of
“ignorance-knowledge” as one of the important characteristics of the Gentiles in Luke-Acts.
With that said, we proceed to another preliminary step before we take up the task of investigating

the ignorance-knowledge theme in Luke-Acts.

3.d. Establishing Linguistic Parameters for the Topic of Ignorance-Knowledge

A brief discussion to establish the linguistic parameter of our study is in order. Since our
goal is to locate the theme of ignorance-knowledge within the entire narrative of Luke-Acts,
there are many Greek words as well as concepts explicitly and implicitly expressed without using
particular terms like “ignorant(ce)” or “knowledge.” Luke employs a variety of words and
images to portray the state of ignorance or knowledge. Furthermore, there are hints and allusions
as well. Therefore, even though one can subdivide Greek words into two categories (directly

related and implicit or allusive), we put them together for brevity, recognizing that the division

% Cf. Tyson’s Luke for a general survey.
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between explicit and implicit words in some cases is artificial. All of the definitions of each word
provided below are from J.P. Louw and E.A. Nida’s Greek-English Lexicon.” First of all, here is
the list of vocabulary appearing in the texts we treat: ywvdoxe (€nty-) and its noun forms (yv@oig
[¢xiy-]); oida; cvvinut (-iw) and its noun form (cUveoic); aicOivopar; Bempén; PAET®; OpLW;

OQOaALOG; PDG; davoiym; 0dMYE®; AyVOEw; ByveoTog; oKOTi; TVPAOS; HOPOg; and KpOTT®.

3.d.1. Greek Words Related to Knowledge/Understanding:

ywdok®® and its noun form (yvdo1g): to know, to possess information about, to learn, to
be familiar with, to understand, and to acknowledge

gntyvdoke and its noun form (€myv@o1g): to possess more or less definite information
about, possibly with a degree of thoroughness or competence

oida: to have knowledge as to how to perform a particular activity or to accomplish some
goal, to understand, to remember

ovvinut (-im) and its noun form (c¥veoig): to (be able to) understand (comprehend) and
evaluate, to be intelligent, to employ one’s capacity for understanding and thus arrive at insight

aiocOavopar: to have the capacity to perceive (understand) clearly and hence to understand
the real nature of something

Bempéw: to come to understand as the result of perception, to recognize

% J.P. Louw and E.A. Nida eds., Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains
(New York: United Bible Society, 1988).

°7 The concordance survey shows Luke prefers émtyvoke to yvdoke. While the former appears 20 times in
Luke-Acts out of its 42 total occurrences in the NT (=47%), the latter’s occurrences in Luke-Acts amounts to 20%
(44 out 218). The latter is heavily used in Johannine literature (87 times=40%) (cf. Moulton and Geden eds., 4
Concordance to the Greek Testament [5th ed.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1978], 170-72 and 365-66). Luke uses
gmyvoko for special emphasis: e.g., Luke 1:4; 24:31; Acts 24:8, 11. However, Louw and Nida caution: “It is
possible that éniyvdokw differs somewhat in meaning from ywdokw in focusing attention on what is understood or
indicating that the process of understanding is somewhat more emphatic, but such a distinction cannot be determined
from existing contexts” (Louw and Nida eds., Greek-English Lexicon, 382).
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Katavoéw: to come to a clear and definite understanding of something, to understand
completely, to perceive clearly

KataAopuPdve: to process information, understand, grasp, learn about something through
process of inquiry

povBdve: to come to understand as the result of a process of learning

BAET®: to see, to be able to see; with Bswpéw, to come to understand as the result of
perception

Opam: to see; with Oswpém and BAénw, to come to understand as the result of perception; to
acquire information, with focus upon the event of perception

dravoiyw and dvoiym:* to explain (open up, make evident) something which has been
previously hidden or obscure

6dnyéw: to lead or guide someone in acquiring information, to lead someone to know, to
guide someone in learning

émioTapat: to possess information about, with the implication of an understanding of the
significance of such information, to have or gain insight with focus on the process

ocn@povém: to be sane, to have understanding about practical matters and thus be able to act
sensibly

co@ilm: to cause a person to have wisdom and understanding, to make (cause to be) wise

o0pBaAudg: the capacity to see (seeing, sight), capacity to understand as the result of
perception

e®¢: light in contrast with darkness, in public, people of God

ynoifo: to come to understand the meaning of something by figuring it out, to interpret

% J. Louw and E. Nida say it is possible that Siovoiyw with Sta- can have a more emphatic meaning (Louw
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3.d.2. Greek words related to ignorance

&yvoéw and cognate words (&yvwoia, dyvow, and fyvwotog): to not have information
about (to be ignorant about), to refuse to think about or pay attention to, to not understand with
the implication of a lack of capacity or ability (to fail) to understand

dvowr:*” the state of being devoid of understanding or absence of understanding

KpVTTO: to keep safe, to cause something to be invisible with the intent of its being not
found or for the purpose of safekeeping and protection, to cause something not to be known (to
hide, to keep secret, to conceal)

okotia: a condition resulting from the partial or complete absence of light, the realm of sin
and evil

pwpde: pertaining to being extremely unwise and foolish, pertaining to thoughts devoid of
understanding and therefore foolish

TVPAOG: pertaining to not being able to understand (to be blind), pertaining to being unable
to see

In addition, it has to be borne in mind that much of the material in the Gospel and Acts is

often allusive rather than definitively or explicitly employing the expressive terms listed above.

and Nida eds., Greek-English Lexicon, 704).

% Avouw is used only twice (Luke 6:11 [“furor”}) and 2 Tim 3:9 (“foolishness/folly™). See 2 Tim 3:8 for the
ground for being “folly” related to opposition to the truth, and Jannes and Jambres” opposition to Moses. Avota used
in 2 Tim 3:9 can offer an insight for reading Luke 6:11 where we are told that the Pharisees and the lawyers, in
opposition to Jesus® ministry on the Sabbath and his overpowering teaching, began to discuss what they might do to
Jesus. Joseph Fitzmyer comments on this verse: “Lit. ‘they were filled with madness.” The Greek noun a-noia
actually describes a state of unthinking or thoughtlessness and often means more than mere ‘folly.” Plato (Timaeus
86B) distinguished two kinds of anoia and folly: mania (‘madness, fury’) and amathia (‘ignorance’). The former
meaning suits the Lukan context better; it expresses the hardness of the hearts of Jesus’ critics” (Joseph Fitzmyer,
The Gospel According to Luke I-1X: Introduction, Transiation, and Notes [The Anchor Bible 28; New York:
Doubleday, 19641, 611).
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That invites the reader to an even broader search for the topic within the whole narrative context.

Therefore, setting up the linguistic parameters is for the sake of keeping the scope workable.

3.e. Ignorance in Luke-Acts

According to M. Abrams, there are two categories for the indicators of character: showing
and telling.'® Of the two, Luke “tends more toward showing than telling.”'*' Luke’s prominent
use of “showing” has to do with Luke’s main thesis, that is, to present God’s universal salvation
plan worked out through Jesus. Luke’s two-volume work shows how God’s plan is worked out

102 and

through human blindness. Luke’s showing, in turn, necessitates his frequent use of irony,
Kurz even argues that Luke’s main goal is “to convince his audience of this basic irony of
history.”'® The discussion below will argue that the main ingredients for irony in Luke-Acts are
God’s salvific plan/purpose and people’s ignorance of or blindness to it.

Instead of dividing the characters into three convenient categories originally suggested by

Harvey,'* we may organize our discussion about Lukan motif of “ignorance-knowledge” around

1% Meyer H. Abrams, 4 Glossary of Literary Terms (New York: Holt Rinehart & Winston, 1981), 20; cited in
Darr, On Character Building, 44. Darr describes, “The various narrative settings . . . show characters by providing
the backgrounds against which figures take on idiosyncratic shape. Other ways the text shows character are by
revealing a figure’s (1) choices, (2) behavior, and (3) thoughts (internal monologue or direct speech). . . . [U]nder
‘telling” we place only direct narrative descriptions and evaluations of characters. Although seldom recognized as
rhetorical, these descriptions play a crucial role in positioning readers vis-a-vis dramatis personae” (Abrams, A
Glossary, 44; italics in original).

1ot Darr, On Character Building, 45.

%2 Jrony as one of Luke’s main literary tools will be discussed prior to reading Acts 17:16-34. Here is
Culpepper’s description of the gospel irony: “The ‘silent’ communication between the author and reader assumes its
most intriguing form in the ironies of the gospel. The implied author smiles, winks, and raises eyebrows as the story
is told. The reader who sees as well as hears understands that the narrator means more than he says and that the
characters do not understand what is happening or what they are saying” (Culpepper, Anatomy, 165-66).

'% Kurz, Reading Luke-Acts, 137.
1% Darr, relying on W.J. Harvey, Character and the Novel (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1965), 56—
58, says, “Roughly speaking, the characters of Luke-Acts may be divided into three groups: background or tertiary

figures, like the crowds (ochloi) or the people (/aoi); intermediate or secondary personae, such as the Pharisees and
tax collectors; and protagonists, or primary characters.” Darr, however, cautions against any rigid application of this
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the following character-groups: the Jewish people, minor characters, the Jewish leaders, disciples,
and the Gentiles. This grouping is conducive for identifying of what things each group is
characteristically ignorant, and our narrative reading of Acts 17:16-34 will be built on and

compared with its findings.

3.e.1. Ignorance among the Jewish People

This section of our survey includes the Jewish people such as Jesus’ hometown Jews, the
Jews in Jericho, the Jerusalem Jews, the Antiochean Jews in Pisidia, etc. Before we begin our
discussion, we need to note two points in terms of grouping. One, even though Luke most often
makes a conscious effort to distinguish between the people and their religious leaders (cf. Luke
23:13, 35; Acts 3:11 (the people) with 4:1-3 [religious leaders]),'® there are times when Luke
uses the inclusive navteg (cf. Luke 4:28; 19:7) as the subject. In these cases, we cannot exclude
the possibility that the leaders were present. But, insofar as Luke does not suggest the character
behavior portrayed in the episode is influenced by the religious leaders, we treat the characters
under the rubric of “the Jewish people.” Two, Luke’s copious use of “crowd” (&xrog, Luke 6:19;

7:24) and the more complex “people” '®® (Aa6¢, Luke 23:13; 6:17) is to be noted.'”” Even though

taxonomy of characters being mindful of the fluid nature of the categories (Darr, Character, 45).

"% In Acts 4:4 Luke goes back to the people saying, “But many of those who had listened to the message
believed . ..”

1% For more discussion on this, see the following: J. Kodell, “Luke’s Use of Laos, ‘People,’ Especially in the
Jerusalem Narrative (Luke 19, 28-24, 53),” CBQ 31 (1969): 327—43; Nils A. Dahl, “A People for His Name, (Acts
15:14),” New Testament Studies 4 (1958): 319-27. What is insightful is Dahl’s specific focus on Acts 15:14 and
18:10 where Luke uses Laos in connection with Gentiles. These two verses constitute the two exceptions where
Luke does not use the word to refer to Jews. A brief discussion appears in J. Tyson, The Death of Jesus, 29-32. Also
helpful is J. Jervell’s Jewish understanding of Aadg in his “Gottest Treue zum untreuen Volk,” in Der Treue Gottes
Trauen: Beitrage zum Werk des Lukas: fur Gerhard Schneider (Freiburg, Basle and Vienna, 1991), 15-17. As in his
Luke and the People of God, Jervell permits Gentiles a limited space by saying their inclusion as God’s people
through believing Jews occurs as a part of eschatology.

197 According to Kingsbury, “ ‘crowd’ is a more vague and general word and simply denotes a large number
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Luke, at times, uses them interchangeably,'® we should watch out for places where that is not the

case.

The Jewish People in Luke’s Gospel

Luke narrates Jesus’ encounter with his hometown Jews in Luke 4, which seems to
function as a pattern for how other Jews interact with Jesus in Luke and Jesus’ apostles in Acts.
That is to say, they gather around God’s word and miracle works that accompany them, and yet,
due to their lack of comprehending God’s universal salvation plan, they turn away.

The people'® who gathered at Jesus” hometown synagogue, upon hearing Jesus’ gracious
words, “were favorably impressed with his statement of his mission” (cf. 4:22)."° But this initial
positive impression became short-lived when they turned into a mob with murderous intent “that
they could throw him down the cliff” (cf. Luke 4:28-29). What happened in-between? What was
the cause for their quick turning?

To provide an insight into this episode, Tannehill pays attention to the parallelism between
John the Baptist’s harsh message in Luke 3:7-9 and Jesus’ complaint in 4:23 on two counts. First,
the missions of both John and Jesus are introduced with long quotations from Isaiah (cf. Luke
3:4-5 from Isa 40:3-5 and 4:18-19 from Isa 61:1-2). Second and more importantly, both have

people’s initially positive response.'"' Nevertheless, “John does not confuse superficial religion

of persons” whereas “ ‘people’ possesses a religious coloration and refers to the Jewish masses or to Israel as God’s
chosen nation” (Kingsbury, Conflict, 29).

18 See, for examples, Luke 6:17 with 6:19; 7:24 with 7:29; 9:12 with 9:13; 18:36 with 18:43; 23:4 with 23:13.
This list is suggested in Kingsbury, Conflict, 149, n. 130.

19 Mavreg is repeatedly used (cf. vv. 15, 22, and 28).
"% Tannehill, Unity, 1:69.

""" Even though there is no explicit mentioning of this response to John, Tannehill argues that crowds’
flocking in to be baptized speaks for it (Tannehill, Unity, 1:69-70).
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with real repentance, and Jesus does not confuse wondering admiration with openness to his
mission.”> People’s later rejection of Jesus reveals their self-preserving, “jealous
possessiveness”' which would conflict with embracing and working in obedience to God’s
universal salvific plan.

However, Tannehill’s otherwise insightful explanation seems to ignore what began the
turning of the crowd in this episode. Initially impressed by the gracious words from Jesus’ lips,
they asked, “Isn’t this Joseph’s son?” (Luke 4:22b). Luke seems to imply a sense of irony here;
by asserting that they certainly know Jesus in asking a rhetorical question using ovyi, they reveal
their ignorance. The implied meaning is: they certainly know Jesus as Joseph’s son. But, unlike
Luke’s reader, they do not know who truly he is, namely, God’s Son (cf. Luke 1:32, 35) and his
anointed one (the Messiah) (cf. v. 18).""* They are blinded by their own knowledge. Thus,

Garland:

The excited question also exposes their limited understanding of Jesus. The reader
knows from the infancy narrative that Jesus is not simply Joseph’s son but the Son of
God. He is not merely a local boy speaking of the wondrous fulfillment of promises
that would be a boon to this destitute community and exalt their estate. Only when it
dawns on them that this is not in the plan do they begin to turn on Jesus.'*

Jesus’ response, of course, drives forward and moves to something deeper by declaring that
the Prophet Elijah was sent to none other than a widow in Zarephath in the region of Sidon, and
that Elisha, Elijah’s successor, cured no lepers in Israel but Naaman the Syrian. Considering that

the God of Israel is a compassionate God toward the widows (Gen 21:17-19; Ex 22:22; Deut

"2 Tannehill, Unity, 1:70.
' Tannehill, Unity, 1:70.

!"* Thus Kurz, “Questions too can have an ironic impact. When characters in the story ask questions whose
answers the audience knows, the effect is reassuring for the audience. It confirms their sense of superior insight into
the inner meaning of the narrated events, which eludes the original observers” (Kurz, Reading Luke-Acts, 138-39).
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10:18), the fact that God had Elijah pass all widows in Israel to get to a Gentile widow is
provoking. Understood in their own historical contexts, Jesus’ reference to these prophets is
pregnant with rich meanings.""® The ironical meaning suggested in this portion of the episode for
both Jesus’ audience and the implied reader seems to be that there exists “the inevitable conflict
between God’s purpose and the human desire to make special claims to God’s salvation or place
limits on its scope.”'"” For that reason, the universal scope of salvation, suggested by Lukan
inclusion of Jesus’ reference to the Old Testament episodes, creates immediate tension as the
Jews at Nazareth, who were ignorant of whose son Jesus really is, and of God’s universal salvific
plan, took offense and reacted with great rage at what Jesus said.

Located as it is in the narrative, this episode'’® sets the tone and serves as the narrative

pattern for the rest of Luke-Acts.'” Ignorant of this divine saving plan with its universal scope as

1S Garland, Luke, 202.

'8 Tannehill, for example, points out the fact that “the Elijah narrative is dominated by this prophet’s conflict
with the king and queen of Israel and by a sense of widespread apostasy among the people (see Elijah’s despair in 1
Kgs 19:10, mitigated somewhat by 19:18)” (Tannehill, Unity, 171). D. Garland, for another, sees the parallel
between Jesus’ later healing of the centurion’s slave (7:1-10) with Elisha’s healing Naaman, and Jesus’ raising the
son of the widow of Nain (7:11-17) with Elisha’s raising the widow’s son at Zarephath (Garland, Luke, 205).

"7 Tannehill, Unity, 1:71.

''® This episode follows Jesus’ inaugural speech citing Isa 61:1-2. Lukan Jesus announces that his ministry is
the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecy.

"% Speaking of the programmatic nature of this whole episode (4:16-30) for Luke-Acts, J. Tyson, The Death
of Jesus, 32 asks, “Is not one to understand that the fulfillment of Isaiah is to be accomplished by Jesus but that the
benefits of the fulfillment will be enjoyed by Gentiles rather than by Jews?” Tyson, 45, n. 8, complains about the
lack of attention by the Lukan scholarship in detecting the significance of the initial positive reaction of the audience
(4:22) (Cf. I. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text [Grand Rapids: Eerdmanns,
9781, 177-90; Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke (I-1X) [Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1981]). According to
Tyson, Luke develops here a literary pattern: “initial acceptance followed by rejection” (Tyson, The Death of Jesus,
33).
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well as of Jesus as God’s anointed (4:18-19), many Jewish people with their leaders
unfortunately will keep stumbling over the message and ministry of Jesus.'

Between Luke 4 and 23:13 where the people (Aadg) began to join their leaders in
demanding Jesus’ death before Pilate, the Jewish people do not appear as violent. Often, they are
portrayed in at least a sympathetic light. They marvel at Jesus’ word or teaching or miraculous
power (4:32, 4:36; 5:26; 7:16; 9:43). They delight in Jesus’ act of showing mercy (13:17), and
they praise God for Jesus’ healing the blind (18:43). They are eager to hear Jesus’ words (5:15;
8:4; 9:11) so much so that they tried to retain him (4:42). They acknowledge that God’s way was
right (7:29)."' Despite this positive dimension, however, there are important episodes that point
in a different direction. In several passages, Luke displays the Jewish people’s ignorance, both
explicitly and implicitly.

Jairus’ friends and relatives show their ignorance of Jesus and his power (cf. 8:40-56).
Jesus’ travel to Jairus’ house to heal his daughter is delayed by a woman who had a hemorrhage
for twelve years. In the meantime, the girl dies before Jesus’ arrival (cf. 8:49). Entering into the
house, Jesus tells all (mGvteg) who are wailing and mourning, “Stop your weeping; she is not

dead but asleep” (v. 52). How do they respond? Luke narrates, “And they began making fun of

129 Different observations about the strategic importance of Jesus’ encounter with his hometown Jews are
suggested. J. Tyson, The Death of Jesus, 39, argues for Luke’s persistent literary use of “the pattern of initial
acceptance followed by rejection” to shape several individual sections as well as the entire Book of Acts. He claims
to detect a parallelism between Luke 4:16-30 and Acts 13:13-52 by saying, “[The latter] may, in fact, serve as a
programmatic introduction to Paul’s ministry as Luke 4:16-30 served for Jesus’ ministry . ..”

Bovon also senses a greater significance of this episode for Luke’s Gospel saying, “Perhaps Luke intends to
create a typological connection between Nazareth and Jerusalem, between the first and the last attempt at murder
‘outside the city’ (cf. Heb 13:12-13, as well as Acts 7:58 in the case of Stephen)” (Bovon, Luke 1, 156).

12 See Kingsbury, Conflict, 29-30, for a summary discussion how the people in the Third Gospel are chiefly
“well-disposed” toward Jesus in a stark contrast with their leaders. Kingsbury argues that “without faith” in Jesus
and making no commitment to follow him are the negative traits Luke attributes to the people (31).
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(xateyéhov) him, because they knew (id01ec) that she was dead” (v. 53).'2 Because some of
them saw with their own eyes how the girl breathed her last or heard her mother’s sorrowful cry
over her death, they knew the fact that she was dead. Their surety over her death made them
misunderstand Jesus’ words when he said she was sleeping. They even ridiculed Jesus. In
Garland’s words, “They know death when they see it, and they know no one who can bring the
dead back to life.”'” Since they were inside the house and Jesus was outside, they assumed to
have the superior insider’s knowledge while Jesus did not. However, the reversal took place
when Jesus helped her by hand to get up. No one except her parents was astonished (v. 56,
gEiotnu) at the scene. Unlike Luke’s reader, the friends and relatives who had gathered did not
have the insider knowledge about Jesus and what he is capable of (cf. Luke 7:7, 14, 21).

Next, in Jesus’ discourse recorded in 12:54—57, Jesus speaks to the crowd (&yAog in plural)
referring to their ability to predict the weather by cloud or wind. Since “[k]nowledge of winds
was necessary for farmers and indispensable for sailors”'** in those days, Jesus’ following words
are forceful and weighty: “You hypocrites! You know (oidate) how to interpret the appearance
of the earth and the sky, but how can you not know (oidate) how to interpret the present time?”
(v. 56). Seen in light of Luke’s other use of bmoxpitai, in 6:42 and 13:15, Bovon offers the
following interpretation:

For [Luke] the hypocrite is less a Tartuffe than a being without self-knowledge who

believes that he or she is doing good or knows the truth but remains caught up in evil.

Ignorance here involves guilt, since it could have been avoided. All that people have

to do is open their eyes to their time. . . . What [the Lukan Christ] suggests is being

attentive to history as much as to nature. There is “hypocrisy” in the biblical sense of
the term, when one reacts correctly to nature while remaining passive in the face of

122 In Mark 5:40 and Matt 9:24, however, the whole clause (&i86tec 611 GnéBavev) is missing.
123 Garland, Luke, 369.

124 Bovon, Luke 2, 254.
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events. . . . These women and men stifle their potentialities for seeing things clearly,
as long as they do not open their eyes to contemplate what is going on in their time.
The effort required to do so is not the simple act of looking, since history has a
certain obviousness about it, but rather the will to open one’s eyes and drop the
mask."”

Jesus’ telling that people are responsible for their ignorance in 12:54-57 is implicitly
suggested in 17:27-30. Initiated by a question about the timing of the coming of God’s kingdom
the Pharisees asked (17:20), Jesus speaks the following words to his disciples:

People were eating, they were drinking, they were marrying, they were being given in
marriage— right up to the day Noah entered the ark. Then the flood came and
destroyed them all. Likewise, just as it was in the days of Lot, people were eating,
drinking, buying, selling, planting, building; but on the day Lot went out from
Sodom, fire and sulfur rained down from heaven and destroyed them all. It will be the
same on the day the Son of Man is revealed. (vv. 27-30)"*

What is contrasted explicitly here is people’s absorption in normal and economic activities with
their total lack of awareness of dire imminent judgment. Whether Jesus’ words might stress on
God’s rescuing the righteous rather than sudden judgment'”’ or, with Bovon, the unforeseen
character of the parousia as well as the legitimate condemnation of the ungodly,'*® one thing is
clearly suggested: the people in the days of Noah and of Lot did not prepare aptly because they

33129

were “oblivious to”'” or ignorant of the coming destruction. And, according to Fitzmyer, the

125 Bovon, Luke 2, 255; italics added. Speaking of the Jewish people’s voluntary nature of ignorance, Garland
says, “It may imply that they are deliberately oblivious™” (Garland, Luke, 531).

126 In vv. 27 and 28, John Carroll notes a “rhetorically powerful, attention-riveting syntax™ and “striking
stylistic feature of the discourse” in “the staccato string of verbs without connecting conjunctions (i.e., the stylistic
technique of asyndeton) . . ., and with a crescendo effect (four verbs in v. 27, building to six in v. 28, with the first
two verbs identical in the two parallel series” (Carroll, Luke, 350).

27 Garland, Luke, 699-700.

128 Bovon, Luke 2, 520.

1% David Tiede, Luke, 302.

98



Lukan Jesus is warning “against the insouciance and indifference of ‘this generation.’ »B0 Luke’s
implicit portrait of the people is: They are too absorbed in mundane things (cf. Luke 8:14) to
discern God’s present realm in their midst through Jesus (cf. 17:21) and God’s future judgment.

The Lukan portrait of the Jewish people can also be found in episodes where an
anonymous person(s) acts as subject. Luke sometimes uses an anonymous subject to narrate an
episode by using a passive verb without, expressing the agent (e.g., 8:20), or his “favorite” 1ig (-
ec: e.g., 13:23; 11:15; 13:1) with &repog (-ot :e.g., 11:16; 18:10; Acts 23:6)."' One important
episode for Luke’s characterization of the people in this regard is recorded in 11:14-36, out of
which emerge two important things for understanding Luke’s entire Gospel: (i) Some of the
Jewish people begin to take up strongly negative roles; and (ii), divisions within the crowd have
developed."*

The two negative reactions to Jesus’ healing a mute by driving out a demon (cf. 11:14)
staged Jesus’ teaching. The first group (twég 8¢ €€ adt@dv) accused Jesus of driving out the
demon by Beelzebub (v. 15). Tannehill points to other related passages (11:29-32 and 12:54-
13:9), and he concludes, “These related passages in chapters 10—13 suggest that the fault of
Jesus’ accusers in 11:15 lies not only in their false accusation but also in their failure to
recognize the approach of God’s reign and repent.”** Carroll makes a similar point regarding the

second group of people who demanded a sign from heaven (v. 16): “The insistence of less hostile

130 Ritzmyer, Luke (X-XXIV), 1167.

3! Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 110-11, indicates that &tepog (-ot) is used 30 times in the Gospel whereas Tic (T1véc)
with a noun for 38 times. Thus, with many others, these two form Lukan characteristic words (Fitzmyer, Luke I-IX,
112).

132 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:150. In regard to the second point, Tannehill says, “The narrator previously
distinguished between the attitudes of the scribes/Pharisees and the crowd or people (7:29-30). Now the opposition
to Jesus characteristic of the former is emerging within the crowd™ (ibid).
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observers that Jesus perform (another) sign also shows incapacity to discern God’s activity in
this exorcism and thus betrays massive failure of perception . . ”"** Jesus’ logical defense against
the first group’s accusation through an analogy of a divided kingdom or house (vv. 17-20)
speaks for “the patent absurdity” of his accusers.* Seen in this episode and hinted at in the text
(17:26-30) we examined above, the people’s ignorance is not portrayed as a “mere lack of
understanding or insight.” Rather, Luke presents it to be more voluntary (Luke 17) and hostility-
breeding (Luke 11). And thus Luke records, “As the crowds were increasing, Jesus began to
say,'* “This generation is a wicked generation; it looks for a sign, but no sign will be given to it
except the sign of Jonah’” (11:29)."’

Luke’s portrait of the division among the Jewish people and the growing hostility toward
Jesus as the narrative moves toward Jesus’ passion is supported by and confirmed in Jesus’ grief
over Jerusalem. Luke’s Gospel has Jesus grieving over Jerusalem twice: 13:34 and 19:41-42.
The ignorance motif appears only in the second. The setting for the second occasion is the
triumphal entry facing his passion. Luke 19:41-42 reads: “And when he drew near and saw the
city, he wept over it, saying, ‘Would that you, even you, had known (&1 £yvawg) on this day the

things that make for peace! But now they are hidden (éxp0pn) from your eyes.”” Seeing the

133 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 149-50; italics added.
13% Carroll, Luke, 255; italics added.
135 Carroll, Luke, 255.

138 #ipEato Aéyetv here may be compared with 3:8 (. . . iy &pEncde Aéyaw év dowtoic: moTépo EYOUEV TOV
ABpadp. Aéyw yap Opiv &1t Svvatar ¢ 0gd¢ &k TV AMibwv TodTwV éyeipat Tékva @ APpady. . . .)

137 Even though the Lukan Jesus has a much larger group of people than a segment of the crowd in 11:16,
Fitzmyer argues that 11:16 functions as the real introduction to this episode (idem, Luke X—XXIV, 935). The
implication Jesus is making with reference to Jonah in Nineveh is that ““this generation’ is doomed apart from
repentance” (Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:150, and n. 14). Thus, refusal to repent after the proclamation or
exposure of ignorance faces severe consequence (cf. Luke 12:47).
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magnitude of the imminent tragic event in handing him over to the Gentiles, Jesus grieves over
the city because the Jerusalemites play a major role in this tragedy in ignorance of the fact that
Jesus brings the salvation, peace, and God’s kingdom in their midst. Participating in that
horrendous evil is far from bringing peace to Jerusalem, but rather destruction. But things are
hidden for now and they do not know (ywdokw) about things that would bring peace. Luke,
earlier, said God’s mercy would cause “the rising sun” to guide “our feet into the path of peace”
(Luke 1:79) and he let us see that Simeon, holding and recognizing Jesus, knew the way of peace
as evident in his praise in 2:29 (“Now, according to your word, Sovereign Lord, permit your
servant to depart in peace”). In an important way Jesus’ grief over Jerusalem prepares for the
passion narrative in terms of their role in the plot in ignorance of Jesus and God’s ironic
achievement of salvation through the Jerusalemites’ ignorant act.

Even though Jesus was brought to Pilate by the core leadership of Israel, “the council of
elders of the people, both the chief priests and teachers of the law” (cf. 22:66), the people also
were present. Therefore, when Pilate answered back after a brief conversation with Jesus, it was
“to the chief priests and the crowds” (kai tovg OyAovg) (23:4). After Jesus was returned by Herod
Antipas, Pilate “called together the chief priests, the rulers and the people” (tov Aadv) (23:13)."8
Upon hearing Pilate’s proposal to punish Jesus and release him, “[T]hey all shouted out together,
‘Away with this fellow! Release Barabbas for us!’” (v. 18). The people (Aadg) joined in unison
to demand Jesus’ death. Even though Luke no longer uses any specific word to designate who
made up the group, it is clear. They all joined and kept shouting, “Crucify him! Crucify him!”
(vv. 21 and 23). This group of people (Aadg) followed Jesus heading to the place called “the

Skull” (v. 27). And Jesus offers his prayer saying, “Father, forgive them, for they know not what

138 Garland rightly points to the irony that “the people (tov Aa6év) whom Jesus is accused of leading astray
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they do” (méep, Gpeg avtoig, 0 yap oidacw i mowodow) (v. 34a). For whom was the prayer
offered? Only for the executioners? Luke leaves this unanswered for now, but I shall argue
below that the prayer was for all people groups as they share in their ignorance of Jesus’ identity
and, thus, the heinous nature of crucifying God’s Son and Messiah.

Luke leaves us with two more references to the people (Aadg) immediately following this
prayer."® While the rulers sneered at him saying “He saved others; let him save himself if he is
the Messiah of God, his chosen one!” (v. 35),'"* “the people (6 Aadg) stood by, watching”
(Oswpdv) (v. 35). Is Luke signaling some hope for the Jewish people hinting that, upon hearing
Jesus’ prayer or due to something else, they distanced themselves from their sneering rulers?

Apparently, he does so. Though Luke does not refer to “the people” (Aadc), he makes room
for their appearance once more. Immediately after Jesus’ death, the centurion, who had seen
(6paw) what had happened, did something truly remarkable: He praised God and emphatically
recognized the innocence of Jesus (v. 47)."*' Appearing only after this are the people who stood
watching in verse 35. Luke states: “And all the crowds that had assembled for this spectacle,
when they saw what had taken place, returned home beating their breasts™ (koi wévteg oi
cvpmapaysvopevot dyrot Eni v Bewpiov TadTNV, BempPricavTeg TA YEVOUEVQ, TOTTOVTES TA
omOn Vnéotpepov)” (v. 48). David Tiede’s following words capture the narrative significance of

Luke’s notation:

(23:5) appear on the side of the chief priests and rulers” (idem, Luke, 907).

1% Luke’s last reference to the people (Aadg) in his Gospel appears in 24:19. See Kingsbury, Conflict, 30-31,
for a positive evaluation of the people in light of v. 21. He concludes, “In conversing with the risen Jesus before they
have conceived who he is, the Emmaus disciples recount that whereas the people looked upon Jesus as a prophet
mighty in deed and word, the leaders delivered him up to be condemned to death and crucified (24:19-20).”

"% Luke uses a triplet here by having the rulers, the soldiers, and one crucified criminal on Jesus’ side (vss. 35,
37, and 39, respectively) hurled similar insults at him.

! The remarkable nature of the action of this unknown centurion is comparable with another centurion in
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The crowds who have gathered to “watch” (v. 35) now have “watched” or “observed”
both Jesus’ death and the centurion’s testimony. Luke’s play on the words for
“seeing” continues, and the only clue that they have truly “observed” or “seen”
something is that they return beating their breasts. The text does not say returned
home (RSV), but simply returned, which could be an image of “turned around” or
“repenting” (Gk: hypostrephein), and their beating their breasts at least means
remorse. Full repentance of the people of Judea and Jerusalem will be evident at
Pentecost, preceded by their being “cut to the heart” (Acts 2:37-38), but these
“crowds” at least seem to have a new level of tragic insight.'*

Their returning in remorse, but not yet repenting in the proper sense, took hearing two
pronouncements of Jesus’ innocence (cf. vv. 41 [by a crucified criminal] and 47 [a centurion])
and seeing how Jesus comported himself on the cross. As it will become evident in our further
discussion, the Jewish people’s ignorance does not get removed easily. It takes a gradual process
led by the divine intervention working through the proclamation of church, which takes us to

Luke’s second volume.

The Jewish People in the Book of Acts

The first incident revealing the people’s ignorance appears at the dawn of the Christian
church, that is, at Pentecost. At the sight of the gathered disciples speaking in tongues moved and
empowered by the Holy Spirit, some Jews were amazed and even perplexed (Siamopém) not

143

knowing'* what to make of what they were witnessing as they say, “What does this mean?”
(2:12). Yet worse, other Jews made fun of the Spirit-filled and salvation-proclaiming disciples
mockingly (diayAevdlw; used also in Acts 17:32) saying, “They are filled with new wine” (2:13).

At this, Peter with the Eleven got up and he delivered a sermon to answer their question of

Capernaum (Luke 7:2—-10). We will return to these Gentile individuals below.

2 David L. Tiede, Luke, 425; emphasis in original. Tiede compares this remorseful reaction of the crowds to
Peter’s “weeping bitterly” (Luke 22:62) as part of his turning again (émotpépw) as Jesus had predicted (22:32).

3 Marshall, Aets, 71, calls it “incomprehension.”
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“What does this mean?” and to bring insight into this epoch-making event of Pentecost. He
began by saying, “Men of Judea and all who dwell in Jerusalem, let this be known to you (todto
Vuiv yvootov €0tw), and give ear to my words. For these men are not drunk, as you suppose,
since it is only the third hour of the day” (2:14—15). His further words, in particular what is said
in v. 36 (“Therefore let all the house of Israel know [ywwokétw] beyond a doubt that God has
made this Jesus whom you crucified both Lord and Christ™), would finally make them to be “cut
to the heart” (v. 37) as the message so squarely confronted their ignorant involvement in killing
Jesus. Their ignorance is exposed. The following points are significant for our discussion.

First, instead of an untimely drunken orgy, what they are witnessing bears eschatological
significance (the fulfillment of the prophecy by Joel [vv. 16-17]) as well as soteriological.'*
Second, Peter appeals to what is known to them'* by now in vv. 22-23 saying, “Men of Israel,
hear these words: Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you by God with mighty works and
wonders and signs that God did through him in your midst, as you yourselves know (xaf&g
avtoi oidate)—this Jesus, delivered up according to the definite plan and foreknowledge of God
(BovAq kai mpoyvdoet Tob Beot), you crucified and killed by the hands of lawless men.” Third,
their revered King David already knew (016a)) and predicted Jesus’ resurrection (vv. 30-31).

Finally, “the entire house of Israel”'* including this audience are to “be assured” (GoQaAdg 0OV

144 God’s promise of outpouring of his Spirit “on all people (&ni micav cépka)” in v. 17 and of salvation to
everyone (“ndg”) who calls on his name (v. 21) reminds the reader of Luke’s own quote from the words of Isaiah in
Luke 3:6 (“and all humanity [ndca cap&] will see the salvation of God.”).

> Some of them probably had watched and beat their chests as we noted in the preceding discussion of Luke
23.

18 Of this expression, Beverly Gaventa, Acts, 79, says, “By identifying ‘the entire house of Israel’ as those
who need to know, Peter further emphasizes the significance of the occasion (see 4:10; 13:24).”
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yvwokétn)' that the same Jesus whom they crucified (cf. Greek emphasis: dv Opeig
gotavphoote) God made Lord and Christ (v. 36). In conclusion, what the Jews mistakenly took
for drunkenness marks the eschatological divine actions toward achieving universal salvation as
foretold by the Prophet Joel, proclaimed by Peter, and now confirmed by the outpouring of the
Spirit on “all flesh” (cf. both Joel 2:28 and Acts 2:17 have identical ‘éni ndcav oépka’). The
significance of this great, jubilant event can be grasped only through seeing and knowing'** a
series of truths about Jesus: that Jesus’ ministry was attested by mighty works; Jesus’
resurrection was predicted by David; and Jesus the crucified was, by his resurrection from the
dead, divinely appointed as Lord and Christ.

More directly addressing the ignorance theme is Peter’s second sermon to the people
(Adg) of Jerusalem who gathered around in Solomon’s Colonnade, being astonished by Peter’s
healing a crippled man (cf. Acts 3:11). After describing how Jesus was disowned and handed
over to be killed, Peter says, “And now, brothers, I know that you acted in ignorance, as did also
your rulers” (Koi viv, a5ehoi, oida 811 katd &yvotov Enpatate dhomep kai o dpyovieg DUMV) (V.
17).1%

Once again, their involvement in crucifying the divinely sent Messiah is pronounced to be

an action committed in ignorance. “Here is the proclamation of a divine amnesty, offering a free

17 Gaventa notes the subtle connection between Lukan uses of doaAdc in here and Luke 1:4 (Gaventa, Acts,
79).

148 Referring to . . . what see and hear” in v. 33, Johnson says, “Perception, experience, and meaning are all
united in the conviction that Jesus is not dead but alive as powerful Lord” (L.T. Johnson, 4cts, 55).

149 See Witherington, Acts, 183, n. 75, for his comment on the anti-Judaic tendency in the Western text (D, E
it [h, p] cop [G67] originally discussed in E. J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in
Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966), 41. Witherington notes two changes made in the Western text
which show its tendency: “(1) the adding of pev in v. 17 make the contrast between the Jews’ action and God’s
purpose stronger and clearer; (2) the adding of novnpov after enpa&ate. As Metzger, Textual Commentary, 314, says,
this leads to the rendering “We know that you, on the one hand, did a wicked thing in ignorance . . . but on the other
hand God . . .” (italics in original).
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pardon to all who took part in Jesus® death, if only they acknowledged their error, confess their
sin, and turn to God in repentance.”*® Tannehill sees a parallelism between Peter and his
audience in their common failure to recognize and accept Jesus as God’s servant prior to the
resurrection of Christ. Tannehill’s “pastoral” reading of Peter’s sermon bears repeating:

Thus Peter, in speaking to the people of Jerusalem, is trying to convey the new and
revolutionary understanding that removed his own blind ignorance when he was
instructed by the risen Christ. Furthermore, Peter accuses the Jerusalem Jews of
having “denied” Jesus (3:13—14) yet “is himself a reformed denier” (cf. 22:34, 54-62).
Peter’s record suggests that he knows something of the need and possibility of
repentance and can speak to his audience from this experience."'

After Peter’s sermons to them in Acts 2 and 3, the Jewish people are portrayed as well-
disposed toward the Christian message largely thanks to the removal of their ignorance through
God’s proclaimed message: they repented and accepted the message and even were baptized
(2:41); their positive attitude caused jealousy among their leaders (4:1-2, 17); their leaders’ fear
of the people prevented them from punishing the apostles (4:21); crowds brought their sick and
those tormented by evil spirits to be healed (5:16); they were astonished by the converted Paul
preaching at Damascus (9:21).

However, with Paul’s conversion the derogatory expression o’ Tovdaiol begins to emerge
to designate the Jews in opposition to Christianity (9:23). In fact, the appearance of this term
seems to turn the tide in view of the Jewish people’s attitude toward Christ and the church’s
mission. With a few exceptions where ¢ &yAog is used (cf. 21:34; 22:22), Luke begins to use ot
‘Tovdadot to characterize a distinctively hostile Jewish group in opposition to the Christian

movement (cf. 9:23; 12:3; 13:45, 50; 14:2, 19; 18:12;20:19; 21:27; 23:12). Considering that

150 F F. Bruce, Acts, 83.

151 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:57-58,; italics in original. See also D. Hamm, “Acts 3:12-26: Peter’s Speech
and the Healing of the Man Born Lame,” Perspectives in Religious Studies 11 (1984): 199-217.
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Paul’s preaching activity in Damascus marks the very beginning of his mission, we now turn to
this episode (9:19b-25).

Even though the ignorance motif is implicit, this episode is important for its parallelisms
with Jesus’ hometown episode. First, Luke 4:18-21 and Acts 9:20 mark the first preaching by
Jesus and Paul respectively. Second, Jesus” hometown folks were amazed (Bavpdalm in Luke
4:22) and the Jews in Damascus were bewildered (8&ictnut in Acts 9:21)."2 Third, both groups
in Luke 4:22 and Acts 9:21 respectively ask a similar question: ovxi. . . . 8ot . .. o010G . . . ;:
(Isn’t this . . . ?) and ovy 00TOG €0TLV . . . E (Isn’t this . . . ?), which implies their blindness to the
true identity of Jesus as God’s Son rather than Joseph’s and of Paul who will suffer much for
Jesus’ name (9:16) rather than a persecutor of those who call on Jesus’ name (9:2, 21).'* Fourth,
both groups tried to kill their speaker (Luke 4:28-29 and Acts 9:23). And, fifth, Luke’s
protagonists made a narrow escape and moved to a different location (Luke 4:30-31 and Acts
9:24-26). In closing, in both episodes Luke portrays the Jews as ignorant of Jesus and Paul and
the message they preached. In their ignorance and anger, they became violent. Similar things
repeat when Paul goes to Jerusalem and speaks “in the name of the Lord” (9:28). The Grecian
Jews attempted to kill him (v. 29), which made Paul’s new Christian brothers in Jerusalem send
him to Tarsus (v. 30) where he stayed until Barnabas brought him to Antioch (11:25-26).

Luke revisits the theme of ignorance of the Jerusalem Jews and their leaders in 13:27 using

“dramatic irony, lack of recognition leading to fulfillment of oracles.”" After a brief summary

132 For Luke’s other uses of gEiotnuy, see Luke 2:47; 24:22; Acts 2:7, 12; 8:9, 11.

153 Fitzmyer, Acts, 435, notes the reappearance of “the refrain of the ‘name’ ” (cf. Ananias’ report to the Lord
in 9:14).

'3 W. Kurz, Reading Luke-Acts, 91. Kurz argues that this type of irony is familiar from both Hellenistic
drama and historiography.
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of the story of Israel from the patriarchs to David (13:17-22),"** through which Paul establishes
his connection with his audience by affirming the community relationship,'*® Paul swiftly
transitions to Jesus Christ as God’s promise fulfilled to David (v. 23; cf. 2 Sam 7:12). Then Paul
takes a step back by referring to the ministry of John the Baptist as Jesus’ forerunner, and he
cites John’s words: “What do you suppose that I am? I am not he. No, but behold, after me one is
coming . ..” (v. 25) Paul’s reference to John assumes not only his audience’s familiarity with
John but also some weight of John’s ministry."”” Paul builds up his argument by using him along
with David for his climatic message, beginning with a familiar greeting:

Brothers, sons of the family of Abraham, and those among you who fear God, to us

has been sent the message of this salvation. For the people who live in Jerusalem and

their rulers did not recognize him (dyvoficavteg), and they fulfilled the sayings of the
prophets that are read every Sabbath by condemning him (13:26-27)."*®

The fulfillment of Scripture is once more mentioned in relation to killing Jesus in v. 29.
Therefore, through and through, Paul declares to his audience the tragic ignorance of the
Jerusalem Jews (and their rulers) in failing to recognize Jesus despite several obvious historical
and scriptural supports. But Paul’s real concern in the speech is yet to come. Speaking about the
ignorance of the Jerusalemite Jews and their leaders has an urgent gospel message for his

audience, and Paul is explicit as he says, “Let it be known to you therefore (yvwotdv odv &6tm

135 The content and tone of this historical review are similar to those of Stephen’s sermon (Acts 7), albeit not
SO convicting.

156 Tannehill, Unity 2:166. Also see C. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric: A Treatise on
Argumentation (trans. J. Wilkinson and P. Weaver; Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1969), 14, 24,
65 and 142 for more substantial discussion on the orator’s careful approach to present persuasive speech.

157 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:168.

138 The Greek sentence structure of v. 27 makes a few other readings possible including NAS: “For those who
live in Jerusalem, and their rulers, recognizing neither Him nor the utterances of the prophets which are read every
Sabbath, fulfilled these by condemning Him.” Thus, Bock, “The Jewish leadership had two failures: (1) it did not
recognize Jesus and his work, and (2) it failed to understand the prophets read in the synagogue each Sabbath (on
such blame, see 2:22-24; 3:17; 4:26-28)" (Bock, Acts, 454).
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Dpiv)," brothers, that through this man forgiveness of sins is proclaimed to you, and by him
everyone who believes is freed from everything from which you could not be freed by the law of
Moses” (vv. 38-39).

It is true that other Jews living outside of Jerusalem, including this group, are not blamed
for acting in ignorance and killing the Messiah. “However, if the hearer relates v. 27 to vv. 40—
41, the former can be understood as an advance warning not to repeat the blind rejection of the
Jerusalemites.”'® In addition, the Lukan Paul ’s passing over the part the Romans played in
condemning and executing Jesus is noteworthy.'® What happens the following Sabbath (13:44—
45) only confirms Paul’s fear because Paul and Barnabas say, “It was necessary that the word of
God be spoken first to you. Since you thrust it aside and judge yourselves unworthy of eternal
life, behold, we are turning to the Gentiles” (v. 46). This marks the first of the three fatal
pronouncements made by Paul against fellow Jews (cf. 18:6 [in Corinth] and 28:28 [in Rome]).
After the initial success of the Jewish mission in Jerusalem “outwardly” (cf. 3:41 [addition of
three thousand]; 4:4 [five thousand in total]) and “inwardly” up to Stephen’s martyrdom (Acts 7),
the characterization of Jews remains pretty much the same: they are obdurate and violent in their
ignorance. In fact, this is what Paul’s last visit to Jerusalem shows in 21:17-24:30, to which we
now turn.

A few preliminary comments are in order. For Paul (as for Jesus), Jerusalem with its

temple and worship was a much longed for city.' There are several points of parallelism

1% This phrase appears in 2:14 and 4:10 with intention of emphasis.
160 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:169.
161 Marshall, ets, 225.

182 Cf. Luke 13:34; 19:41-44 (Jesus’ cry over Jerusalem) and Acts 24:17 (Paul’s gift for the poor in the city
even though Fitzmyer correctly notes the absence of any reference to the collection) (cf. Fitzmyer, Acts, 692).
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between Jesus and Paul in regard to Jerusalem. Despite the warnings of the potential danger
(Luke 13:31 and Acts 20:22-23; 21:11), both Jesus and Paul resolutely headed toward this city
(Luke 9:51 and Acts 20:24) because they understood the city to be crucial for their destiny in
God’s plan. Both were warmly received upon arrival at the city (Luke 19:28—-40 [the triumphal
entry] and Acts 21:17-20a) and yet later they were arrested. Jesus was sentenced to death and
Paul had a near death experience (Acts 21:31-36; 22:22-23; 23:12-15).

Act 22:1-21 marks the first of a series of defense (dnoAoyia [v.1]) speeches (cf. 24:10-21;
25:8-13; 26:2-23). Despite Paul’s careful application of persuasive techniques suitable for a
forensic speech (“Brothers and fathers” [v. 1]; his upbringing, education and devotion to God [v.
3]; the high priest and all the Council as his witnesses to his former life (v. 5); and reference to
Ananias of Damascus [v. 12]),'® Paul’s speech provoked the anger of the Jerusalem Jews even
before getting into his main apology or the formal proof for defense.'®* As a defense speech, it
may appear to be a failure in view of the very negative reaction of the crowd.'® Two things are
pertinent for our interest in relation to the Lukan scheme.

First, the theme of ignorance is implicitly reinforced as Paul recounts his conversion. The
Lord’s answer (“I am Jesus of Nazareth, whom you are persecuting” [v. 8]) brought him “the

horrible realization that he has been persecuting the risen and exalted Messiah, and in fact doing

13 Cf. Jerome 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. Charles H. Talbert;
New York: Crossroad, 1984), 211-13; John C. Lentz, Luke’s Portrait of Paul (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1993), 106.

14 On this Tannehill makes the following observation: “The end of the speech sharpens the problem, rather
than allowing the tension to be reduced. Such a move is possible because this speech is only the beginning of Paul’s
defense. It begins a defense of Paul and his mission that will be cumulative, seeking to convince the suspicious by
paining a portrait of Paul that will make him more understandable and acceptable to detractors sympathetic to
Judaism” (Tannehill, Narrative Unity 2:278). Also see W. R. Long, “The Paulusbild in the Trial of Paul in Acts,” in
SBLSP (1983) (ed. K. H. Richards; Chico, CA: Scholars, 1983): 87—105 for a similar view.

165 Witherington, Acts, 675.
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the opposite of what God would want him to do.”'® For Luke’s readers, the life of the young
Paul prior to conversion means that a model Jew with an impressive background and religious
zeal can do the worst that a Jew can imagine, that is, persecuting Jesus, the Son of God (Luke
1:32, 35). The young Paul, who was thoroughly trained under Gamaliel, would have continued in
violent ignorance had it not been for the dramatic divine intervention.'”’ Second, the first point
immediately serves as a warning to Paul’s current audience. In a way, Paul’s recounting his past
extends a serious and urgent invitation, however indirectly, to his accusers whose current life
resembles Paul’s former living in blind ignorance. We noted Tannehill’s citation of D. Hamm,
who articulated the view of Peter as “reformed denier” addressing his fellow Jerusalem Jews in
3:13-14. The same can be said of Paul standing before and sharing with the accusing Jews only
with greater force.'® At any rate, the invitation is clear in Paul’s reciting the word of Ananias:
“The God of our fathers appointed you to know his will (yv@von 10 8éAnpa avtod), to see the
Righteous One and to hear a voice from his mouth” (v. 14). If these words outline Paul’s
conversion and his new life, it means, by implication, that his hearers “don’t know his will; they

don’t see the Righteous One; and they don’t hear his voice.”

166 Witherington, Acts, 671; emphasis added.

'7 This point can shed some controversial light on the Lukan portrait of Gamaliel (cf. his speech in Acts
5:34-40). A separate treatment of Gamaliel will be given under “Jewish Leaders™ section below. Suffice it to say J.
Darr draws a negative conclusion based on Acts 22:3 along with several additional elements found in Acts 5:34—40.
L.T. Johnson draws a similar conclusion: “In Acts 22:3, Paul claims to have had Gamaliel as his teacher; since Paul
was at that time also a persecutor of the Church, one would hesitate to presume that in our author’s eyes Gamaliel is
positively inclined toward the Messianists!” (Johnson, Acts, 99).

1% That is because Peter, unlike Paul, never got into his own regretful act of denying Jesus in the speech!
Paul’s attitude is well captured in his final speech in Caesarea delivered to the Roman governor Festus and King
Agrippa. Luke records his final words before being sent to Rome: “. . . I would to God that not only you but also all
who hear me this day might become such as I am- except for these chains” (Acts 26:29).
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Paul’s speech in 22:1-21 is the fifth Christian sermon delivered to the Jerusalem Jews'®
not counting Paul’s initial preaching activity following his conversion hinted at in 22:17:20.
Therefore, “Jerusalem should know that it is about to lose what could have been a second
opportunity to hear the good news from Paul. . . . Paul’s narration of the radical change that took
place in his life is an invitation to his present persecutors to reevaluate Paul and Jesus and
thereby be changed themselves.”'” They chose not to despite that “they themselves know” (avtoi
émiotavtat) about Paul’s past as a zealous persecutor (vv. 19-20). But instead they interrupted
Paul because they were provoked by or took offence at Paul reciting Jesus’ words, “Go, because
I will send you far away to the Gentiles” (v. 21). Here, we note that the Gentile inclusion is not
the consequence of the Jewish rejection but the cause of it as was suggested in Jesus’ encounter
with his hometown Jews (Luke 4).

In summary, when it comes to characterization of the Jewish people, Luke seems to
struggle to keep the balance between the negative and positive portraits.'” For example, the
Jewish leaders’ desire to get rid of Jesus was thwarted by their fear of the people (Luke 20:19;
19: 48; 22:6; cf. Acts 4:21), who were with Jesus eagerly learning from him daily (19:47-48;
21:37-38) and praising God for what he did (7:16; 13:17; 18:43; 19:37) and said, all of which
worked against the leaders (13:17; 18:43; 19:37, 48; 21:38). And yet, when the power of

darkness gained its momentum (Luke 22:53), the people were with their leaders (23:13) and

' peter already preached to the Jewish people three times (2:14-36; 3:12-26; and 4:8-12 [cf. v. 10] and
Stephen once (7:2-53 [cf. 6:12—13, 7:58])).

170 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:279.

"'L.T. Johnson, Luke, 380, commenting on this issue of Lukan characterization of people suggests that Luke
“exploits the presence of two other criminals . . . to make that division even more dramatic: one of the criminals
joins the leaders and the soldiers in their mockery of him. But the other makes a confession of faith and asks to be
remembered in Jesus’ kingdom.” These individuals will receive a separate treatment under “Minor Characters”
below.
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raised their voice in unison to persistently demand Jesus’ execution (Luke 23:18-25). The Jews
living in Jericho displayed their leaders’ characteristic when they muttered against Jesus for
associating with Zacchaeus (19:7, cf. 15:1-2)."” Their hatred with murderous intent emerged
even before the time of darkness. We noted this among Jesus’ hometown Jews (Luke 4:28-29).
In addition, the ignorance of the people is sometimes more than just lack of
understanding/insight or comprehension. It is hostile or accusing (Luke 11:15) and voluntary
(Luke 17:27-28).

We also noted in our treatment of the people appearing in the passion narrative that Luke
carefully distinguishes the people from their leaders and other people groups before the cross, i.e.,
Roman soldiers and Jesus’ followers. They stood watching Jesus on the cross (23:35) without
hurling insults as did the three parties (the religious leaders, the soldiers, and the crucified
criminal) and beat their chests in remorse (v. 48). Many of them after Pentecost accepted Peter’s
call for repentance (2:38) evidenced in their baptism, and about three thousand of them were
added to the number of believers as a result (2:41). Luke’s characterization of the people is
complex'” not simply due to the inclusive nature of “people” but more so probably due to Luke’s

own narrative scheme of presenting them to be in movement'” as they were yet to respond to

12 In view that “in the Third Gospel, ‘Gentiles’ may be understood as members of a more encompassing
category of persons generally understood to be outside the boundaries of divine graciousness™ (Green, The Theology
of the Gospel of Luke [New Testament Theology; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995], 126), people’s
reaction to Jesus’ association with Zacchaeus (Luke 19) as well as sinners and tax collectors (Luke 15) is important.
In the discussion below, we will address the fact that the issue of the gentile inclusion will bring about the Jewish
opposition in Acts.

173 5. Kingsbury puts it in a slightly different way: “In brief, then, the people in Luke’s gospel story exhibit
the conflicting traits of being ‘well-disposed’ toward Jesus but also ‘without faith’ in him. . . . In Luke’s gospel story,
Jesus struggles with the people to win their allegiance” (Kingsbury, Conflict, 31).

174 An example would be Lukan choice of “Oméotpepov” in Luke 23:48. In addition to D. Tiede’s comment
on Luke 23:47-48 (the people’s returning home beating their breasts) above, John Carroll also sees the narrative
significance of this term in light of Luke 18:13 (the tax collector’s beating his chest). He rightly suggests that the
people’s returning can be taken in a spiritual sense. He builds his case based on Luke’s repeated use of ‘beating
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Jesus’ prayer on the cross'” and the call of the church to repent accepting that offer of
forgiveness.

Luke’s overall portrayal of the Jewish people in view of their knowledge-ignorance is not
ambiguous, however. They are not neutral, nor merely in need of enlightenment. The Jerusalem
Jews are fickle. The Diaspora Jews are largely depicted as violent and murderous.'” They take
offense at the Gentile inclusion despite God’s will and plan. Luke’s overall negative portrait of
the Jewish people is not his personal reflection but is in line with the prophetic tradition, which
in turn reflects the divine verdict, spoken to Isaiah (cf. Isa 6:9—-10 in Luke 8:10; Acts 28:26-27).
In short, the Jews are, despite some positive traits, characterized largely by their violence-
breeding blindness and ignorance of Jesus as God’s Son carrying out God’s universal plan of
salvation. Their ignorance can be then lifted and removed only by the divine intervention

through the proclamations of his agents.

3.e.2. Ignorance among Minor Characters

Unlike other character groups such as the disciples and the Jewish leaders whose ongoing
appearance has cumulative characterization effect, minor characters interacting with Jesus

usually make up one episode and they usually disappear. R. A. Culpepper in his study in literary

breast’ (18:13 and 23:48). In Carroll’s own words: “. . . the Jewish public, momentarily diverted from their attraction
to Jesus and his message into an alliance with the powerful elite among them, are now experiencing regret after
watching Jesus die. Their returning (bnéotpeov), therefore, while not already the restorative return of repentance
(émotpéow as, e.g., prophesied for Peter in 22:32), is spatial representation of movement in that direction. Peter and
his apostle colleagues will appeal for the next step in the mission speeches of Acts.” (John Carroll, Luke, 471-72;
italics added).

175 From sermons preached to the Jewish crowd by Peter (cf. Acts 3:17) and Paul (cf. 13:27), we can deduce
the fact that Jesus’ prayer in Luke 23:34 was meant to include the Jerusalemite Jews who joined the rulers in asking
for Jesus’ crucifixion. Accordingly, those who were watching recognized that they did it in ignorance, which should
yet to be rectified through repentance.

176 Their opposition staged Stephen’s martyrdom (6:8—15) and Paul’s arrest (21:27-29). In addition, see 9:23;
13:45; 14:19; 18:12.
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design of the Fourth Gospel spells out a two-fold function of John’s minor characters that shed
some light on understanding Luke’ minor characters:
[They function] (1) to draw out various aspects of Jesus’ character successively by
providing a series of diverse individuals with whom Jesus can interact, and (2) to

represent alternative responses to Jesus so that the reader can see their attendant
misunderstanding and consequences.'”’

Jack Kingsbury gives an overview about this particular group of individuals in the Third
Gospel noting, “Besides such major characters as Jesus . . . the world of Luke’s Gospel story is
also populated with a large cast of minor characters. Some play highly significant roles and
assume the characteristics of real persons.”'”® On Culpepper’s second point, Kingsbury differs.
Dividing into three minor character groups (those who appear in the infancy narratives; those
who exemplify the “excluded;” and those who appear in the passion narrative), Kingsbury argues
that those individual groups stand as models for the Jewish people and the disciples with their
virtues of “faith,” or “trust” in Jesus’ power. Here we engage in a study of several minor
characters in view of their ‘ignorance/knowledge.’

Included in what is called the “infancy narrative” (Luke 1:5-2:52) are two episodes
revealing the ignorance of two important individuals, Zechariah and Mary. Despite their
commendable piety, Luke includes some reference to their shortcoming. Zechariah and his wife
Elizabeth “were both righteous before God, walking blamelessly in all the commandments and
statutes of the Lord,” and thus they exemplified Old Testament piety. But when Zechariah
encountered Gabriel, the angelic messenger who foretold the birth of John the Baptist (Luke

1:13-17), his response was anything but an expression of faith: “How shall I know this?” (xotd

17 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 145.

1”8 Kingsbury, Conflict, 31-32.

115



i yvdoopor todto;) (v. 18). Insofar as Zechariah’s “request for a sign”'” to be certain is taken
seriously as unbelief, which is evident in the words of Gabriel (v. 20), Zechariah seems, as did
the aged Abraham twice (cf. Gen 17:17; 15:8), to lose sight of God’s might for his personal lives
in face of his own bareness in advanced age.'® J. Carroll puts it in this way: “Apparently the
change [promised by Gabriel] is too extreme for Zechariah’s powers of imagination. He can only
respond with a question, one that betrays not only lack of insight but also, in Gabriel’s reframing,
lack of trust . . .”'®

In the same manner, Luke initially portrays Mary in a positive light in how she responded
to Gabriel’s announcement: “. . . let it be to me according to your word” (1:38). Mary is elevated
above her husband and others in her response to the Bethlehem shepherds’ report: “... all who
heard it wondered (¢0adpacav). . . . But Mary (‘1 8¢ Mapwy’) treasured up all these things,
pondering them in her heart” (2:18-19)."® However, an episode about twelve years later reveals
her apparent ignorance. Jesus’ family went to Jerusalem to celebrate the Passover. After the
Feast, Jesus remained in Jerusalem while the rest of his family and his relatives had traveled a
day until noticing his absence. Joseph and Mary’s frantic search found him three days later in the
temple courts, “sitting among the teachers” (2:46). The uncomprehending Mary rebuked Jesus

saying, “Son, why have you treated us so? Behold, your father and I have been searching for you

' D. Tiede, Luke, 44.

"% Fitzmyer in Luke, 1:327 takes this as a simple query of Zechariah who knew “that God in the past had
given signs in such contexts (Judg 6:37-40, Gideon’s trial of God with the fleece; 2 Kgs 20:8—11, Hezekiah’s
request; Isa 7:11).” On the contrary, W. Hendriksen takes it as an expression of “sinful skepticism™ unlike Abraham,
Gideon, and Hezekiah, whose “response was that of faith, not of unbelief” (Hendriksen, Exposition of the Gospel of
Luke [Grand Rapids: Baker, 1978], 74-76; italics added).

'®! John Carroll, Luke, 33.
182 Cf. 2:51 for Mary’s similar act of treasuring up “all these things” (navta ta prpara). Hendriksen points to

the lack of this quality in people who with Mary heard about the baby from the shepherds. That is, “mulling over” or
“prayerful putting together” which would in the course of time “produce the result [God] had determined from
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in great distress” (v. 48). But Jesus replied, “Why were you looking for me? Did you not know
(obk fiderte) that I must be in my Father's house?” (v. 49)'® Jesus’ response and their stressful
search and astonishment point to the obvious: they did not comprehend, as Luke adds, “And they
did not understand (cvvijkav) the saying that he spoke to them” (v. 50). Fitzmyer argues: “[A]ll
questions about Mary’s awareness of Jesus’ divinity, despite Gabriel’s pronouncement to her
(1:32, 35), have to be understood in the light of what Luke writes in 2:50. . . . This is Luke’s way
of getting across to his readers the difficulty of understanding who Jesus is or was.”'** His
parents’ ignorance due to difficulty of comprehension is surprising when we consider all the
things they had experienced earlier in this narrative: Gabriel’s visit, Elizabeth’s words (1:41-45),
the visits by the shepherds (2:16—19), and testimonies of Simeon (2:28-35) and Anna (2:38).
However, Luke does not present it in a derogatory manner. Rather, Luke throws a sense of hope
for future and gradual understanding when he records about Mary: “But his mother kept all these
things in her heart” (2:51b).

John the Baptist is another minor character who plays a highly significant role. His father,
Zechariah, was visited by Gabriel (1:11, 19) who foretold Zechariah about John’s birth. Luke
narrates his birth allowing lengthy space (1:57-66), which is immediately followed by his

father’s thanksgiving song for his son (1:67-79) who would be called “a prophet of the Most

eternity” in becoming a worshipper of Jesus (Acts 1:14) (Hendriksen, Luke, 158).

'8 Note the interesting contrast or tension between Mary’s “your father” (v. 48) and Jesus’ “my Father” (v.
49).

'8 Fitzmyer, Luke, 439. Later, Fitzmyer further comments on this difficulty of understanding on Mary and
Joseph’s part and its significance in the Lukan scheme: “Despite the revelations that have been made to her by
others about the nature of the child born to her, she (and Joseph) still fail to comprehend what Jesus himself says to
them. His parents did not understand because their coming to understanding was a gradual process, even in the
Lukan writings; their lack of comprehension is like that of the disciples in 18:34. . . . For all the revelation that has
been made to Mary and Joseph about the child born to her, Luke can still record that they did not understand, for he
is aware that the comprehension of who Jesus was/is a complex problem. But recall that he has already told us that
the child will be a sword of discernment even for Mary.” (445; italics added).
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High” (v. 76). John’s ministry was well received so much so that some began to wonder if John
might be the Christ (3:15). All these positive things about John can be summarized in Jesus’
words: “I tell you, among those born of women no one is greater than John” (7:28a). However,
Luke records something puzzling about John in Luke 7. John sent his disciples to Jesus with this
question: “Are you the one who is to come, or should we look for another?” (v. 19) The nature of
his inquiry is hard to understand as Luke’s reader knows that John’s disciples already reported
him “all these things” about Jesus (v. 18), most likely including Jesus’ raising a widow’s son and
people’s shouting “A great prophet has arisen among us!” and, “God has visited His people!” (v.
16)®* According to Carroll, John, who had a sure answer for the people who were waiting
expectantly (cf. 3:15-16), now is the one “who is waiting expectantly—or queries whether he
should continue to do so.”'*

Relying on J. Dupont,'*’ Fitzmyer categorizes various attempts to explain “John’s doubt”
into five positions.'® Humanly speaking, John’s question as a possible expression of doubt can
be understandable considering that he is imprisoned (3:20) and Jesus’ ministry might not have
been what he had expected (cf. 3:9, 16-17). However, Tannehill and Garland propose a different

interpretation that seems to fit better within the Lukan scheme of things. According to Garland,

Luke emphasizes the vital nature of John’s question to his reader by repetition (vv. 19-20) as it

85D, Tiede, Luke, 153.
186 3. Carroll, Luke, 170.
187 Cf. Dupont, NRT 83 (1961): 806-13.

'8 They are: “(1) John’s question has been interpreted . . . as a fictive doubt™ to strengthen and help his
disciples’ understanding about Jesus. (2) The question “has been understood his first inkling of the role that Jesus
might playing.” (3) Some saw it reflecting the polemics of the strife among the disciples in the church. (4) As the
most common view, the question was taken as an expression of “real doubt, hesitation, or surprise that Jesus was not
turning out to be the kind of messiah that he expected.” And (5), according to Fitzmyer, John’s question has to do
with John’s “failure to see Jesus playing the role of the fiery reformer” even though not doubting Jesus as the
Messiah (Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 664—65).
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relates to Luke’s stated purpose of bringing “certainty” (do@dAeia, 1:4)."* Both Garland and
Tannehill note that, John, who has not made a clear confession of Jesus “as the fulfillment of his
prophecy, is now raising that possibility.”'* We also have to consider that Peter’s confession of
faith appears in 9:20, which is preceded by John’s death (9:7). With all these considered, “John’s
question should be viewed instead as the dawning of recognition.”"" If John’s question signifies
“the dawn of faith” rather than “the rise of doubt,”'** his question and this conclusion lead us to
Luke’s conviction that the true understanding about Jesus, which is pivotal for faith and
assurance,'” is given from above (9:45; 10:21-22). Then, John’s question discloses not so much
about his ignorance per se though it is there, but rather the importance of answering that question
for faith and certainty, and the apocalyptic and given nature of such a blessed understanding.
Next, we find the story about Mary and Martha, which is, according to L.T. Johnson,
“clearly expressive of [Luke’s] thematic interests,” and a reminder of “Luke’s deftness and skill”
as the story goes deep into human “psychology” and it still comes to us as fresh.'* What is
important for a better appreciation of this story is the Lukan emphasis on “hearing and doing”

through repetition and pairing (cf. 6:46—49; 8:21; 11:28)."” In this particular episode, Luke does

189 Garland, Luke, 309-10.

1% Tannehill, Unity, 1:80. Garland says, “In Luke, John has not previously acknowledged that Jesus is the one
who is to come (contrast John 1:29-37)” (idem, Luke, 310).

"' Garland, Luke, 310. A similar position can be found in G.B. Caird, The Gospel of Saint Luke (Westminster
Pelican Commentaries; New York: Seabury, 1968), 111.

%2 Caird, Luke, 111; cited in Garland, Luke, 310.

'3 Garland notes that a similar question about Jesus’ identity will be raised by different groups of people:
“the guests in the home of Simon the Pharisee (7:49), Jesus’ disciples (8:25), Herod (9:9), the Sanhedrin (22:67, 70),
and Pilate (23:3)” (Garland, Luke, 310, n. 2).

19 Johnson, Luke, 175-76.

195 John Carroll, Luke, 247-48.
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not contrast between the silent hearer Mary and the busy doer Martha. Rather, Lukan Jesus’

"% in frustration with her socially inappropriate

reply to Martha’s “inappropriate” request to Jesus
sister'” discloses her two things: first, we sense an irony in that Martha calls Jesus “Lord,” but it
is Mary “who sits at Jesus’ feet and listens to his word, in her position and receptiveness
suggesting at least an inchoate awareness of her guest’s identity.”'*® Second, Jesus’ response
explicitly reveals Martha lacks “knowledge and insight to help her discern what is best (Phil 1:9—
10).”'*® While as her sister chose the best portion (cf. Ps 15:5 LXX),*® “Martha is in danger of
‘missing the point’ which of all points must not be missed.”**' For Luke, doing is preceded by
hearing/listening, a point Martha missed.

Luke 24 introduces a group of minor characters: Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Mary the
mother of James and other women visiting Jesus’ tomb. They are, most likely, the ones who had
followed Joseph of Arimathea who buried Jesus’ body, seen the tomb of Jesus, and went home to
prepare for proper burial (23:55). Thus, “they provide the essential ‘chain of evidence’ for the

Christian claims about Jesus [and] embody those who were ‘eyewitnesses become ministers of

the word’ after Jesus’ resurrection (see 1:2).”** For this reason, we can include them in the

1% This is so in the sense that Martha attempts to put Jesus in the position of intervening her family matter.

%7 Garland points out that Mary, by not helping her sister, “is out of her proper place and breaching social
conventions” (Garland, Luke, 453).

198 Garland, here at 453, cites from K. Rowe, Early Narrative Christology, 149.
1% Garland, Luke, 455.

2% Garland suggests this rendering without denying the possibility of rendering it in a comparative sense
(Garland, Luke, 454).

21 [ oveday Alexander, “Sisters in Adversity: Retelling Martha’s Story,” in Women in the Biblical Tradition
(Studies in Women and Religion 31; ed. G.J. Brooke; Lewiston, NY: Mellen, 1992), 181; cited in Garland, Luke,
454,

221, T. Johnson, Luke, 383.
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disciples group and wait for the next section of our discussion. However, their portrait reveals
the characteristics of what Kingsbury calls “foils” in the sense that they stand in contrast with the

> insofar as following Joseph to the tomb and coming back to do what seemed proper.

disciples
Despite Luke’s positive portrayal of them in this episode and the Easter morning story,**
they still suffer from their lack of understanding evident in the words of the two angels: “Why*®
do you look for the living among the dead?” (24:5). In the words of Tiede, “Luke heightens the
sense that even as they do the proper things to tend to a burial, they should have known better. . . .
The irony of the question exposes their ignorance . . .”** Commenting on the angelic
messengers’ words in light of Jesus’ words in 20:38 (“God is the God of the living™) and 9:60
(“Let the dead bury the dead”), Bovon says, “They invite the women to make a cognitive or
hermeneutical leap. They should stop looking among the dead and start looking among the
living.”*” In short, the reader is to recognize the fact that the women’s incomprehension is to be
overcome by remembering what Jesus had already told them about the necessity of his suffering
and death (cf. 9:44; 18:31-33). The proclamation from the angel about Jesus suffices to overturn
their ignorance and replace it with knowledge.

There are other minor characters whose portrait reveals ignorance in Luke and Acts. A

brief discussion would do. First, the rich ruler (cf. Luke 18:18-23) who came to Jesus with

2% 3. Kingsbury, Conflict, 34.

204 A redactic reading, for example, of the Easter morning episode leads to Johnson conclude: “Luke
eliminates completely any negative nuance concerning the women he might have found in Mark. They are not
commanded to tell anyone, yet they report to everything they have experienced. The problem of disbelief is not that
of the women but of the men . . .” (Johnson, Luke, 391).

25 Bovon argues that ti here should be taken as “why” introducing “a rhetorical question and means: In fact,
you are on the wrong way” (Bovon, Luke 3, 350).

26 Tiede, Luke, 430.

27 Bovon, Luke 3, 350.
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question about eternal life was ignorant of the fact that what was hindering him from entering
into the kingdom was his love for or attachment to his wealth. Even though he claimed to have
kept “all the commandments™ (v. 21), he did not love God wholeheartedly and his lack of love
for his needy neighbors was symbolic of this. Second, a similar point is made in a more serious
setting. Ananias and Sapphira (cf. Acts 5:1-11), caught between greed and fame,*® lied to Peter
not knowing they were doing it to the Holy Spirit (v. 3) and to God (v. 4). Their spiritual
ignorance resulting in lying took a dire toll. Third, an ironic ignorance is recorded in Acts 12.
When Peter, after a supernatural deliverance from a Herodian prison the night before his
execution, knocked on the door of the house of Mary the mother of Mark where many believers
were praying (v. 12; also see v. 5), a servant girl Rhoda answered and recognized his voice.
However, others on hearing her overjoyed report said that she was out of her mind (v. 14,
poivopar is used in noun form by Festus in 26:25 and in v. 26 in verb form by Paul in response).
When she insisted, they replied, “It must be his angel” (v. 15). According to Witherington, “We
are meant to think that this house church no longer expected their prayers would help lead to
Peter’s release; indeed, they seem to have thought he was dead.”® Simply put, they were
praying (oav . . . mpocevydpevor) to God not knowing that that very God had already answered
their prayers”' and that Peter rather than his guardian angel was standing outside as the proof!

God’s saving work is not grasped or realized by the human mind.*"!

2% Their action of selling and brining the money is preceded by Barnabas’ good deed recorded in 4:36-37.

% Witherington, Acts, 387. He does not exclude the possibility that the church prayed for Pete’s faithful
witness until the end in view of James’ martyrdom.

29D, Bock, Aets, 428.

211 peter goes through a similar experience v. 12 (cuvopawm).
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In closing, as the Christian mission continues to broaden in its geographic and ethnic scope
in the rest of Acts, the minor characters pretty much fade after this incident. Our brief survey
shows they concentrate in the Third Gospel. Kingsbury, with a brief survey over minor
characters in Luke, notes that some of them play highly significant roles. He says persons like
Zechariah, Elizabeth, Mary, Simeon, and Anna function as “foils (contrasts) for the religious
authorities and the Israelite people whom the reader encounters. . . . As foils for the people, these
persons represent the way the former should be but are not.”*'> We also noted the women at
Jesus’ tomb are shown as “foils” for the Twelve.

Our selection of minor characters was based on their character relating to our ignorance-
knowledge motif. With a few exceptions,*”” Zechariah, Mary the mother of Jesus, John the
Baptist, Martha, Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Mary the mother of James and other women who
together visited Jesus’ tomb, and the believers at Mary’s house are presented in a positive light;
they are pious, hospitable, eagerly waiting for the Messiah, and praying. And yet, they are still in
the slow process of understanding God’s salvation being unfolded before their eyes. Their
ignorance or inability to comprehend, in conclusion, points to the fact that they all, as do the
disciples (Luke 18:34; 23:31, 45), need the divine initiation to understand who Jesus is and how
God’s salvific plan is fulfilled in him. Luke’s portrayal of their positive dispositions points out
that they are in the right direction toward the fuller understanding and faith in certainty, which

will come in time like the seeds sown in good soil (8:15).

212 Kingsbury, Conflict, 32, 34.

213 They are: the rich ruler (Luke 18) and Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5).
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3.e.3. Ignorance among Jewish Leaders

As it was hinted in our previous scholarly survey, when scholars discuss Luke’s understanding of
Judaism and the Jewish-Christian relations, the focus is usually on the Pharisaic group. In this
section of our discussion, however, we propose to maintain one all-embracing category, “Jewish
leaders,” on the basis of two reasons: (i) to be in line with Luke’s narrative presentation of
them,*"* and (ii) to see them in contrast and comparison with the Jewish people.

One more preliminary point is about the issue of grouping the Pharisees with other Jewish
leaders. As hinted in above note, some scholars®® find in Luke a more positive portrait of the
Pharisees by concentrating on the Acts material (e.g., Acts 5:34-40 [Gamaliel’s intervention];
23:6 [Paul’s identifying himself as a Pharisee]). Because the first century church’s preaching
ministry tended to center around the Jerusalem temple and the Diaspora synagogues, the
references to Pharisees in Acts are few (5:34; 15:5; 23:6, 7, 8, 9) and they do not act as the
leading opponents. The antagonists in Acts are chiefly other groups of leaders: chief priests, the

Sanhedrin, Sadducees, and synagogue rulers. This creates uneasiness in grouping the Pharisees

2% That Luke distinguishes between the Pharisees and the Sadducees is obvious throughout Luke-Acts.
However, that is not the case when it comes to the scribes and the Pharisees. “The vopodidaokarot of [Luke] 5:17
becomes scribes in v. 21, vouikdt in 11:45-52 become scribes in v. 53, and scribes affiliated with the Pharisees
appear in 5:30. Moreover, Acts 5:34 labels the eminent Pharisee Gamaliel a vopodiddokarog” (Carroll, Luke, 409).
Jesus’ words of warning about the vopodiddokarot (20:46) also apply to the Pharisees (11:43). They are said to love
“the most important seats in the synagogues” and are greedy (cf. 16:14 and 20:47).

For a separate treatment on Pharisees and chief priests in view of their conflicting relation to Jesus, see
Joseph Tyson, The Death of Jesus, 64—72 and 72—78 respectively. However, Tyson does not assign any importance
to ignorance-knowledge theme in his discussion of conflict between Jesus and the Jewish leaders. He rightly points
out that the main source of conflict between Jesus and the Pharisees was Torah observance and, thus, “Luke’s most
significant move in the treatment of Jesus’ conflict with the Jewish leaders is to exc/ude the Pharisees from playing a
role in the scenes that lead up to Jesus death” (Tyson, The Death of Jesus, 78; italics added). The latter point can be
demonstrated by the fact that Lukan references to the Pharisees appear in Luke 4:14—19:99 (the middle section of
Jesus’ ministry outside Jerusalem). However, his other conclusion that “Luke seems to show that there is nothing
incompatible between Pharisees and Christian believers” seems to be incompatible with Lukan portrait of them, as
our discussion below will show (cf. 11:37—44, 53-54; 7:30).

215 See, for example, Robert Brawley, Luke-Acts and the Jews (Chap. 6 “The Pharisees in Luke-Acts”) and
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with other groups in power. In Luke’s Gospel, however, the Pharisees are not distinct from other
leadership groups.’'® As will be evident in the discussion below, despite the differences and
tensions among the leadership groups,®'’ Lukan presentation of the Jewish leaders is consistent:
they are blind to God’s plan through Jesus and oppose Jesus and the Jesus movement. Therefore,

they share common traits including ignorance.

Jewish Leaders in Luke’s Gospel

Luke makes, at least, two sweeping statements regarding the Pharisees and lawyers, who
appear more frequently in the narratives before Jesus reaches Jerusalem and enters into the
temple (cf. 19:45). These statements are important in view of the dynamic of consistency based
on our assumption that Luke and Acts are unified work by one writer.>'® The first statement is
found in Luke 5:17: “. . . there were Pharisees and teachers of the law sitting nearby (who had
come from every village of Galilee and Judea and from Jerusalem) . . .” In the rest of the episode
of Jesus’ healing a paralytic lowered through the roof tiles (5:18-26), Luke informs the reader
that these Jewish leaders were totally blind to Jesus’ authority to forgive sins to the point that

they considered Jesus’ speaking words of forgiveness to be speaking “blasphemy” (v. 21).

Jervell, Luke and the People of God (“Paul: The Teacher of Israel” [153-83]).

216 Cf. J. D. Kingsbury, Conflict; and his article, “The Pharisees in Luke-Acts” in The Four Gospels 1992:
Festschrift Frans Neirynck, (ed. F. Van Segbroeck; BETL 100; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992): 1497-512.
In both, Kingsbury challenges the view that Luke draws a relatively positive portrait of the Pharisees. Kingsbury, in
turn, refers to the following resources for a broader study about various religious leadership groups: Bo Reicke, New
Testament Era, 141-68; A. J. Saldarini, Pharisees, Scribes and Sadducees in Palestinian Society: A Sociological
Approach (Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier, 1988).

217 See, for example, Luke 20:27-39 and Acts 23:6-10 for the opposing views on resurrection held by
Sadducees and Pharisees.

% Thus J. Darr says, “The unity of Luke and Acts remains the dominant scholarly view, despite recent
questioning (cf. Mikeal C. Parsons and Richard I. Pervo, Rethinking the Unity [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993]) (Darr,
“Irenic or Ironic? Another Look at Gamaliel before the Sanhedrin (Acts 5:33—42),” in Literary Studies in Luke and
Acts: Essays in Honor of Joseph B. Tyson [eds. Richard Thompson and T. E. Phillips; Macon, Georgia: Mercer
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According to J. Darr, this “sweeping claim” should be, instead of being considered as merely
“another case of Lukan hyperbole,” taken as the author’s intention to encourage a consistency
building statement.** Not knowing Jesus as God’s own Son (1:32, 35) and the Messiah (4:17—
21), they constantly take offense at what Jesus does and says.

Another, probably stronger, characterization of the Pharisees and lawyers is found in
Luke’s own comment in Luke 7:29-30 where Luke explicitly “tells” (rather than “shows™),
“When all the people heard this, and the tax collectors too, they declared God just (¢dwainoav
10V Be0V), having been baptized with the baptism of John, but the Pharisees and lawyers rejected
the purpose of God for themselves, not having been baptized by him.” In 5:17-26, Luke “shows”
the leaders’ ignorance of Jesus’ identity leads them to take offense at Jesus’ sayings and actions.
In 7:29-30, the leaders are portrayed as being ignorant of God’s plan for them. These two
function as summary statements of who they are in Luke-Acts. In sum, the Jewish leaders are
ignorant of God’s salvation plan through Jesus Christ, and, as the narrative develops, they will
pose to be the major force of opposition to Jesus’ movement.

Luke’s important “telling” in 7:29-30 precedes a new episode in which Simon, a Pharisee,
invites Jesus for dinner. A woman known for her sinful life learned (émtywvdokw, v. 37) of Jesus’
presence and entered the house to show an unusual expression of love to Jesus by wetting Jesus’
feet with her tears, wiping them with her hair, kissing, and even pouring perfume on them (v.
47). While she was doing this, the host said to himself, “If this man were a prophet, he would
have known (éyivwokev) who and what kind of woman this is who is touching him-- that she is a

sinner” (v. 39). Jesus knew his thoughts as is evident in his long reply (vv. 40—47) in which Jesus

University Press, 1999, 125, n. 12).

219 Darr, Character Building, 93.
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says, “Do you see (BAémeig) this woman?” Garland says, although this question is easy to answer
with “Yes,” “but he does not see her as Jesus sees her. Simon judged ‘rightly’ (0p8®c), but his
prejudgment of Jesus and this woman was wrong.”**

Luke places Simon’s fellow Pharisees in the same place of ignorance because Luke records
them saying to themselves, “Who is this who even forgives sins?” (v. 49) when Jesus offered
forgiveness to the woman. Together with his friends, Simon thought his dinner guest, Jesus,
lacked the ability to discern, a qualification necessary to be ranked as a prophet. But, ironically,
it was Simon who was ignorant of whom Jesus was. While this woman, despised by Simon and
his fellow Pharisees, sees and knows Jesus, they do not. Simon’s ignorance led to his failure to
show Jesus basic host manners.”

The occasion of dinner at a Pharisee’s home (11:37-54) sets up another stage to reveal the
Jewish religious leaders’ flaw to be ignorance as Jesus’ final word in verse 52 makes clear.

Before that summary criticism emerges, however, note the following. Jesus’ first indictment of

the Pharisees is very severe because they made it their goal to become wise through meticulous

9D, Garland, Luke, 328; Consider Lukan theme of blindness/sight, which is immediately related to
ignorance/knowledge theme, in 10:21-24; 11:33-36; 8:10; 2:30; 3:6; 7:21; 23:48; Acts 28:26-27; 7:56; 9:7-18.

2! Another theme supported by ignorance-knowledge theme here is that of reversal. Carroll agues that Luke’s
reversal theme is evident from the beginning. He lists the following: A young woman was chosen to give birth to the
Messiah (1:26-38, 46—55); shepherds are favored to hear the angelic announcement and glimpse the Savior-child
(2:8-20); while as the Messiah was rejected by his home-town people and the ‘righteous’ and well-positioned (4:16—
30; 5:27-32; 7:1-10, 36-50), the sick and sinners and outsiders embrace Jesus and the freedom he brings (4:16-30;
5:27-32; 7:1-10, 36-50) (Carroll, Luke, 241). According to Carroll, this pattern of reversal finds its climactic
expression in Luke 10. He says, “Now in 10:21, babies are singled out as recipients of divine revelation, which is
concealed from persons of mature knowledge. . . . The character of God, and thus the character of Jesus as God’s
Son, is not public information but knowledge that must be revealed. Jesus does not keep this a secret but reveals it to
whomever he wishes. Since the Father chooses to reveal “these things™ to babies, Jesus has chosen to make them
known to his disciples (v. 23), and the narrative conveys them to Luke’s audience as well” (Carroll, Luke, 241).

Thus Tannehill, “Jesus, the person of authority in Luke’s Gospel and the dominant speaker in this scene, puts
the Pharisee in a negative light and the woman in a positive light, reversing the situation which existed before Jesus
intervened. . . . Jesus’ commendation of the woman’s strange behavior turns the initial situation upside down.”
(Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:117, italics added. Also see p. 116 for his comment on literary connection between
7:36-50 and 5:20-7:35. Carroll calls it “the theme of inside-out role reversal” [Carroll, Luke, 174]).
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observance of the law and not indifferent like the fools (cf. Ps 14:1; Prov 6:12).%%* Jesus says,
“You fools (ppoveg)! Did not he who made the outside make the inside also?” (v. 40). Calling
the Pharisees “fools,” Jesus poses a rhetorical question that reveals their ignorance. Blinded by
their obsessive concern for minute details of observance of law, their inner light was dim (cf.
11:35) or their eyes were bad (v. 34) with the result that they were ignorant of Jesus as someone
greater than Solomon (11:31) and Jonah (v. 32). Then comes the last utterance to the lawyers:
“Woe to you lawyers! For you have taken away the key of knowledge (t1v KAeida t1ig YvdoE®C).
You did not enter yourselves, and you hindered those who were entering” (11:52; cf. Acts 4:16—
18). Luke’s reader sees among the Pharisees and lawyers the leadership failed to serve.

Luke 14:1-24 contains four incidents related to the Jewish religious leaders in one setting.
Jesus was invited to dine in the house of a prominent Pharisee on a Sabbath, and they were
closely watching Jesus (mapatpéw, v. 1) as before (6:7) and later (20:20; cf. Acts 9:24), which
characterizes their typical hostility toward Jesus.

In the first incident, Jesus healed a man with dropsy with a series of questions to the

Pharisees, which silenced them (vv. 2—6).> In the second, Jesus chides the invited guests

222 Tiede, Luke, 223. L.T. Johnson notes that in the biblical tradition “fools™ refer “to those who resist the

wisdom that comes from God (see e.g., Prov 1:22 and Ps 13:1 [LXX])” (Johnson, Luke, 189).

2 Helpful is Carroll’s following summary comment about Jesus’ critique of Torah experts: “[TThese men
who know the law of God impose arduous burdens on others without offering any assistance (v. 46), and they
possess knowledge—presumably of God’s ways and commands—that they neither exploit for their own benefit (i.e.,
by putting the knowledge into practice) nor convey to others so that they, too, might derive benefit (v. 52)” (Carroll,
Luke, 261).

224 Johnson, Luke, 192, lists the following as causes of their failure: an attitude of self-aggrandizement, a deep
rapaciousness hidden behind outwardly purity, forgetting the needy in their overt concern for the minutiae of tithing.

25 In Luke 13:10-17 a similar episode of healing a crippled woman on the Sabbath is recorded. Jesus also
silenced the indignant Synogague ruler with two questions (vv. 15—-16). At the end, Jesus’ opponents were
humiliated, whereas the people were delighted (v. 13). In both episodes, the reader recalls the reversal theme
expressed by Mary (1:51-53). Regarding the silenced enemies of Jesus, Darr, Character Building, 106, says: “In all
its appearances in Luke, therefore, the symposium is truncated so that Jesus’ fellow-diners are given no voice. The
rhetorical effect of modifying the conventional scene in this way is to elevate the status of Jesus and to lower that of
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seeking the first places (vv. 7-11), and in the third incident, Jesus’ implied criticism is against
his host for inviting in hopes of being invited back (vv. 12—14). In these two, Jesus knows the
Pharisees’ “heart problems”: love for public honor and “unhealthy attitudes toward social status
and wealth.”?* The fourth incident is occasioned by a Pharisee’s comment saying, “Blessed is

’9’

everyone who will feast in the kingdom of God!” (v. 15). The message for the reader in Jesus’
discourse about a great banquet (vv. 16-24) is clear: The Pharisees do not recognize that the
great banquet is being offered now by Jesus rather than in the future. “The invitation has been
given, but has been ignored by those who were expected to take part. Now others—the
marginalized, oppressed and poor—are participating.”*’ What is suggested here is repeated in
Luke 15:1-32. Insofar as the three parables in 15:3—32 are told in response to the Pharisees and
lawyers’ muttering at Jesus associating with the marginal (vv. 1-2),”® the parables point to the
“now-ness” of the joyous banquet that the leaders were failing to recognize.” Not only that, but

they also refused to join the banquet (cf. 15:28-30) and, thus, they acted contrary to their wish

expressed in 14:15. In closing, despite the fact that the Pharisees had multiple opportunities to

his fellow diners, the Pharisees. Jesus is not simply the revered sage among lesser philosophers; rather, he is an
absolute authority. Any and all counter-arguments from Pharisees are not worthy of expression and so are not
voiced.”

26 Darr, Character Building, 107.
7 Darr, Character Building, 107.

228 Their words in muttering (“this man welcomes sinners and eats with [cuveobiet, cf. Acts 10:41; 11:3]
them™) ironically depict Jesus as the dinner host, which is what Jesus describes in the parable of the Great Banquet
(14:16-24).

2 Their ignorance of God’s kingdom through Jesus Christ in their midst is once again exposed in Luke
17:20-21. Addressing the difficulty of interpreting Jesus’ phrase “The kingdom of God does not come with
observation . . .” Darr argues: “The saying is not about signs, but about spiritual perception, the ability truly to
perceive the sovereign activity of God in the world.” Noting the significance of the word napatripnoig
(“observation™) in v. 20 for eliciting the ironic encounter between Jesus and the Pharisees, Darr suggests the
following conclusion: “Jesus, the narrator, and the reader all realize that the Pharisees have been observing Jesus,
and he tells them candidly that the kingdom does not come (i.e., they will not perceive or experience it) via such
observations. The Pharisees are living proof that one can observe carefully and yet fail to perceive, for they
scrutinize but never recognize” (Darr, Character Building, 112-13).
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dine with Jesus,” they were ignorant of Jesus’ identity and significance of the occasion, and,
therefore, remained as outsiders. Darr’s telling comment bears repeating:

At 13:23, when Jesus is asked if only a few will be saved, he replies affirmatively.
Few will be permitted to enter the door. The Lord will turn man away, despite their
pleas for recognition: “We ate and drank in your presence, and you taught in our
streets.” And he will say, “I tell you, I do not know (0ida)) where you are from; depart
from me, all you evil-doers (oi épyatot Tijg ddwuciag)” (13:26-27). Social interaction
with Jesus does not insure inclusion in the kingdom. Those who do not recognize the
Lord in the present—despite having dined with him—will not be recognized by the
Lord in the future when they realize their mistake and do with to join the messianic
banquet. The irony of Jesus sitting at banquet with persons who ignore the invitation
to the (eschatological) banquet is powerful indeed.”'

In Luke 16:14-15, the narrator provides a “highly significant”* and polemical®* depiction
of the Pharisees. Jesus told his disciples a parable about a shrewd manager (vv. 1-13) to which
the Pharisees gave a mocking response (éxpvktnpilw, v. 14). The narrator in v. 14 says that this
response was due to their greed (piAdpyvpo, lit. “lovers of money”; cf. 20:47), which is in Luke-
Acts “a prime cause of spiritual blindness and failure to respond correctly to divine revelation.”*
Knowing their hearts, Jesus made a very pointing comment, “You are the ones who justify
yourselves in men’s eyes, but God knows your hearts. For what is highly prized among men is
utterly detestable in God’s sight” (16:15). At this the reader recalls Luke’s similar

characterization of the self-justifying lawyer in 10:29 and of the Pharisees in 18:9 in contrast to

39 See Luke 7:36-50 and 11:37 for other occasions that Pharisees hosted Jesus.

31 Darr, Character Building, 108; italics in original and Greek words added.

22 Darr, Character Building, 111.

3 Bovon, Luke 2, 463.

34 Darr, Character Building, 111, says, “In Luke’s story world, the love of money really is the root of all
evil.” Darr, Character Building, 189, n. 20, refers to the following for further study on the subject of possessions in
Luke-Acts: Luke Johnson’s dissertation (The Literary Function of Possessions in Luke-Acts [Missoula, MT:

Scholars, 1977], W. Pilgrim (Good News to the Poor: Wealth and Poverty in Luke-Acts [Minneapolis: Augsburg,
1981], and H. Moxnes (The Economy of the Kingdom: Social Conflict and Economic Relations to Luke’s Gospel
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the sinners and tax collectors in 7:29 who justified God.”* By now, Luke’s reader knows Jesus’
antagonists seek “public honors at the expense of their standing before God”*** (cf. 14:7; 20:46—
47).7" Carroll points out the fact that “status-seeking is no more pleasing to God than idolatry, a
common correlate of the strong term that Luke employs here (BééAvypo, ‘abomination’; e.g.,
Deut 7:24-25; 1 Ki 11:5; Dan 9:27; 11:31).7%#

Luke’s last reference to the Pharisees in his Gospel appears in 19:39. Some of them
protested against the disciples’ welcoming in joyous and loud voice Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem
(19:37-38) and asked Jesus to rebuke them (v. 39). Whereas they disappear from the scene after
this,” the teachers of the law continue to appear in their opposition to Jesus joined with other
leadership groups, i.e., the chief priests and elders in 20:1-8 (questioning Jesus’ (source of)
authority) and 20:19-26 (looking for a way to arrest Jesus and sending spies to trap him). In both
episodes along with the following episode of the Sadducees questioning about resurrection
(20:27-40), Jesus silenced all his opponents. In verse 40 the narrator says, “For they did not dare

any longer to ask him anything.” That is, until the hour of darkness (22:53), which began with

[Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988]).
25 Johnson, Luke, 250.
36 Carroll, Luke, 331.

7 Jesus said these words to the disciples: “Beware of the experts in the law. They like walking around in
long robes, and they love elaborate greetings in the marketplaces and the best seats in the synagogues and the places
of honor at banquets. They devour widows' property, and as a show make long prayers. They will receive a more
severe punishment.”

38 Carroll, Luke, 332. According to Johnson, Luke, 250, “The word choice [of BééAvyuna] by Luke, in short,
corresponds to the portrayal of Mammon in 16:13 as an idol competing for human allegiance against God, which
portrayal the Pharisees mock.” Jesus’ warning words about the teachers of the law (20:46—47) cited above supports
the serious nature of their condition.

39 Tiede says, “Luke does not say that the Pharisees were planning to kill Jesus, nor does he later include
them with Jesus’ adversaries at his trial and death. But they are now ‘building the tomb’ at least by their setting
themselves in a posture of trying to catch him in what he says. The forces of opposition are gathering strength”
(Tiede, Luke, 226).
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Satan entering Judas (22:3) and Judas, in turn, conspiring with the chief priests, the teachers of
the law (v. 2), and the officers of the temple guard (v. 4). The actual arrest of Jesus was made by
the chief priests, the officers of the temple guard, and the elders (v. 52). And then, the council of
the elders of the people consisting of the chief priests and teachers of the law met together and
questioned Jesus (22:66—71). Upon hearing from Jesus’ mouth that he is the Son of God (v. 70),
they led Jesus off to Pilate and they began to accuse Jesus (23:1-2), and they in concert with
people (v. 13) demanded Jesus’ crucifixion until it was granted (v. 24).

Once united with their leaders before Pilate, the Jewish people separated themselves after
Jesus’ prayer on the cross (23:34). Unlike their people,** the Jewish leaders remained unchanged
and unmoved even after they heard Jesus’ prayer. Instead, they continually mocked
(ExpoxnpiCw)*! Jesus saying, “Others, he saved. Let him save himself, if he is the Christ of
God, the chosen one!” (23:35, translation mine). In mockeries offered by different people groups
including the Jewish leaders, Johnson notes clear distinction between “Jesus as the proclaimer of
God’s kingdom and his opponents, for they can understand no salvation except that involving the

95242

perpetuation of this human existence.””*” David Tiede comments:

The “rulers” who scoff speak with the ignorance of blind vengeance (see 23:13;
24:20; Acts 3:17; 4:26; 13:27), posed in the language of logic, “Let him save himself,
if he is the Christ!” Such attacks are also an enactment of scriptural roles . . . (Wis
2:17-22). Their logic also gives them away because they grant that he saved others.

0 L.T. Johnson, Luke, 377, sees Lukan way of highlighted contrasting “by using an emphatic kai [in v. 35]
which is almost untranslatable.” Fitzmyer, Luke X=XXIV, 1504, sees in verse 35 a similar contrast in Luke’s
corrected use of Ps 22:8-9 (“All who see me taunt me; they mock me and shake their heads. They say, ‘Commit
yourself to the LORD! Let the LORD rescue him! Let the LORD deliver him, for he delights in him*”) to
differentiate between the people and the leaders.

**! That this verb ékpvktnpilw, which literally means “to turn up one’s nose at someone” (Garland, Luke,
924), is used again of the Pharisees in 16:14 supports my earlier point with Kingsbury that Luke characterizes them
with other leaders.

221, T. Johnson, Luke, 380. He emphasizes this in view of the contrast between Jesus as the proclaimer of
God’s kingdom and all his opponents who uttered their “save yourself” to Jesus.
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They also state the minor premises as a real condition, “Since he is the Messiah of
God, the elect one.” Much as the devil in 4:1-13 granted the reality of Jesus’ being
the Son of God, these accusers are testing that reality, as the devil’s implied a
deceptive acknowledgment. But they miss the point that it is because he is the Savior
and the Chosen Messiah of God that Jesus cannot save himself and still be faithful to
the will and plan of God according to the Scriptures.*

Ironically, their words in disdainful scorn and utter contempt proclaimed who Jesus truly
was: “God’s chosen Messiah.”** The Lukan passion narrative invites the reader to see this irony
that “the rulers have summed up Luke’s whole understanding of the identity of Jesus and stated it
as reality, but without understanding or believing their own words.”?* Behind their human
purpose of getting rid of Jesus lies a stronger, divine purpose being in the process of fulfillment

through their actions, which is hidden to their blind eyes. With this we turn to the leaders in Acts.

Jewish Leaders in Acts

The first reference to the Jewish religious leaders in view of ignorance appears in what is

called “the disclosure formula” (yvootov Eotm)™*

in 4:10. The priests and the captain of the
temple guard imprisoned Peter and John overnight for preaching about Jesus and his resurrection
to the people who had gathered after healing the crippled beggar (4:2-3). The next day, the rulers,
elders and teachers of the law with a question challenged them with a question: “By what power

or by what name did you do this?” (v. 7; cf. Luke 20:2) Peter, filled with the Holy Spirit (v. 8),

replied, . . . let it be known to all of you and to all the people of Israel that by the name of Jesus

3 Tiede, Luke, 418; emphasis in original.

4 See Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:283-84, for a brief discussion about Lukan use of irony. According to
Tannehill, irony is employed to “emphasize the continuing tension between divine action and human expectation™ to
bring the reader to the conclusion that the God of Luke-Acts is the God of irony.

3 Tiede, Luke, 418; italics added.

8 This expression is used in Beverly Gaventa, Acts, 93.
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Christ the Nazarene whom you crucified, whom God raised from the dead, this man stands
before you healthy” (v. 10; italics added). Verse 11 (“This Jesus is the stone that was rejected by
you, the builders, that has become the cornerstone”) strongly emphasizes the guilt of the leaders.
“This proclamation of Jesus and the indictment of the leadership are what Peter wants to make
known, as the era of ignorance is no longer present. . . . There is a cost and accountability that
come for rejecting God’s chosen one.””” Witherington points out the fact that Peter’s announcing
the source of this miracle places on the leaders more responsibility for what they know now
about Jesus.>*® Their knowledge about Jesus and refusal to believe is highlighted in the Gamaliel
episode in Acts 5.

What could have been a major blow after the execution of Jesus is narrated in the chapter.
The high priest and his associates, filled with jealousy (members of the Sadducees; cf. 5:17) for
“many miraculous signs and wonders” (v. 12) and the increased number of believers added (v.
14), wanted to kill the apostles out of furor over their bold witnessing (vv. 29-33). However,
their murderous intent was deterred by a speech made by Gamaliel (vv. 35-40). J. Darr in his
study about Gamaliel lists both ancient*® and modern readers®’ who place him in a positive light.

However, Darr argues that, if the account of Gamaliel before the Sanhedrin (v. 34) is “viewed in

*7D. Bock, Acts, 192.
28 Witherington, Acts, 194.

29 Cf. Origen, Contra Celsus, 57 (Gamaliel was depicted as a paragon of open-mindedness and wisdom);
Recognitions of Clement, 1.65-71 (Gamaliel was a closet believer.) (Darr, “Irenic or Ironic?” 121-22).

29 Cf. Robert Brawley, Luke-Acts and the Jews, 98 (“the genuine Jew on the verge of affirming
Christianity”); Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:66—67 (“a person of insight and reason” who “serves as spokesman for
the implied author™); Jack Sanders, The Jews in Luke-Acts, 111 (Together with other Pharisees in Acts he “could
hardly behave better toward Christians if they were the Church’s fairy godmother™); and Darr, “Irenic or Ironic?”
122.
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its broader narrative context and subjected to a close reading,” the study “strongly calls into
question laudatory evaluations of the Pharisaic leader.””' He suggests:

Four cues in Acts 5:33—42 trigger the reader into retrospection that encourages a
construal of Gamaliel as problematic rather than heroic, oblivious rather than
insightful, ironic rather than irenic. In order of appearances, these cues are: (1) a note
that Gamaliel was a member of the Sanhedrin; (2) a description of him as Pharisce
and teacher of the law (vopodiddoraroc; 5:34); (3) an observation that he was “held
in honor by all the people” (5:34); and (4) Gamaliel’s speech, especially his
references to other messianic movements and the plan (fovAn; 5:38-39) of God.
These indicators bring to mind prior narrative phenomena steeped in irony, and so
predispose the reader to view Acts 5:33—42 ironically as well.*

L. T. Johnson, focusing primarily on the irony found in Gamaliel’s speech, argues that a
reading that sees it “as entirely benign, and even as evidence for Luke’s positive appreciation of
the Pharisees” would be “to miss entirely the signals the author himself has given us.”*’ In view
of the signs and wonders done by the apostles affirming Jesus’ resurrection and his power at
work, the following is what the reader concludes about Gamaliel:

He is (in the sense Luke uses the term of the Pharisees and teachers of the law), a
“hypocrite,” for he wants to appear to be righteous, and he has all the right
convictions, but he will not respond to the prophetic call before him. Like the
Pharisees and teachers of the Law described in Luke 7:29, he “rejects God’s plan
(BovAny).” There is even greater irony in the fact that the council “listens to” Gamaliel.
They do not respond in faith; they listen to humans rather than God; they do not obey
the voice of the prophet; the result, as we know from Acts 3:23, is that they are being
cut out of the people.?*

3! Darr, “Irenic or Ironic?”123.

52 Darr, “Irenic or Ironic?” 125. Darr later points out that too often “the apologetic or ecumenical wish” or
“interfaith dialogue” became the interpretive key (Darr, “Irenic or Ironic?” 139).

33 Johnson, Aects, 102.

% Johnson, Acts, 103.
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With several other scholars who, based on literary approach, argue against the reading that
puts Gamaliel in a positive light,>* both Darr and Johnson present persuasive case in alignment
with the narrator’s intention. The reader, thus, recognizes that Gamaliel’s expression of “fighters
against God” (Beopdyot in v. 39) ironically describes what his own group is doing (cf. 5:29). “By
this irony, the narrator supplies implicit commentary: actions against the apostles are actions
against God.”?* There is no better place where Gamaliel’s ironic point about fighting against
God is demonstrated than the Stephen episode (6:8-7:60), to which we turn.

In Stephen’s sermon the theme of ignorance of the Jewish religious leaders plays an
important role since this speech was primarily delivered before the Council (Sanhedrin) members
including the high priest.”’ Stephen says, “[Moses] supposed that his kinsfolk would understand
(ovviévan) that God through him was rescuing them, but they did not understand (cuvijkav)”
(7:25). The Egypt-dwelling Jews’ ignorance of who Moses was led them to reject him (v. 27).
Further, their fatal sin of idolatry in forming and worshipping the golden calf resulted in their
anxiety and impatience as they said, “Make gods for us who will lead the way for us; as for this
Moses who led us out from the land of Egypt, we do not know (0ida)) what has happened to him”
(v. 40). Stephen’s primary interest lay not in mere historical reflection but in drawing a parallel
between two groups of Jews living at different times in history; both groups in ignorance of
God’s working in their midst rejected God-appointed servants and thus fought against God (vv.

51-53).

55 For the list, see Darr, “Irenic or Ironic?” 123, n. 9. See also Gaventa, Acts, 110-11, for a more moderate
reading.

236 Kurz, Reading Luke-Acts, 146.

7 This is true even though it was not elites who first brought the main charges against him (cf. 6:9).
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Stephen’s death at the end of Acts 7 constitutes the first major transition in Acts and it, thus,
draws an end to “the Jerusalem story.”*® Therefore, there are a few things that we need to attend
to as they relate to our topic of Lukan characterization of the leaders. First, with others we sense
that Luke deliberately portrays Stephen in a way that evokes the image of Jesus.”® As the
Jerusalem leaders accused, rejected, and finally killed Jesus, they did the same thing to Stephen.
Second, Stephen’s prayer (Acts 7:60) stands as a strong parallel to Jesus’ prayer (Luke 23:34).
But it is also significant to note that Stephen does not refer to “ignorance” as the basis for
forgiveness in his prayer. Ignorance no longer can be an excuse for them as their sin to accuse
and stone Stephen is witting and willing (cf. 6:10-15).>* Third, building on the second point is
that Stephen saw the heaven open and the Son of Man standing at the right hand of God, which
vindicates Stephen and his message. In the corollary, this places the Jerusalem leaders guilty of
killing an innocent, and thus ironically fulfills what Gamaliel spoke in 5:39; the Sanhedrin
became Beopdyor in killing a witness to God’s Son. The reader recalls also what Peter said in
3:23.

Luke lets us know that Stephen’s prayer was heard and answered in at least one man’s

conversion. The ignorance of Saul, a Pharisee®® and also student of Gamaliel (22:3), is well

8 Johnson, Acts, 143.

9 “Son of Man” sitting at the right hand of God (Luke 22:69 and Acts 7:56), their prayer for forgiveness
(Luke 23:34 and Acts 7:60), and committing their spirit (Luke 23:46 and Acts 7:59) to name only a few. For further
discussion, see Fitzmyer (Acts, 390), Johnson (A4cts, 142—43), and Witherington (Acts, 276).

289 Of Stephen’s face being like that of an angel, Bock, Acts, 274, says: “It suggests that Stephen has the
appearance of one inspired by and in touch with God, reflecting a touch of God’s glory (Exod 34:29-35; Luke
9:29)....Itis one of Luke’s ways of saying that Stephen is innocent.” They knew it. But they proceeded.

%! However, that this prayer is answered and resulted in Paul’s conversion through the divine intervention
does not invalidate the overall picture Luke paints about the Jewish leadership in Luke-Acts.

62 L uke’s portrait interestingly finds an echo in 1 Tim 1:13: “I received mercy because I had acted ignorantly
(&yvodv énoinoca) in unbelief.”
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attested in Acts narratives (8:1-3; 9:1-3; 22:4-5; 26:9—12). Paul, in recounting his conversion to
the Jews in Jerusalem, recites what Ananias told him: “The God of our ancestors has chosen you
to know his will (yv@dvar 10 66Anpa avtod/) to see the Righteous One and to hear his own voice”
(22:14).2% This is symbolically expressed in the original description of the conversion in story
9:17-18: ““Brother Saul, the Lord Jesus, who appeared to you on the road as you came here, has
sent me so that you may see again and be filled with the Holy Spirit.” Immediately something
like scales fell from his eyes and he could see again (Gvoprénw).”2** Therefore, Luke, without
using the word for “ignorance” in the initial account, makes it clear that Saul lived in grave
ignorance and darkness, and that brought about the violence expressed in Acts 9:4-5: “‘Saul,
Saul, why are you persecuting me?” He asked, ‘Who are you, Lord?’ The reply came, ‘I am
Jesus, whom you are persecuting.”” Luke has Paul recount this story twice (Acts 22 and 26).

265

Though not in the same wording,”” the repeated recounts emphasize the fact that Paul, living in

darkness apart from the heavenly intervention, was a Bsopéixoc.

283 Despite a slight difference in nuance between 8éAnpa and BovAr,, it is clear that Paul upheld making
known (&vayyéAim) the “will of God™ as the central goal and ultimate judge for his ministry among Jews. This is
reflected in his earlier farewell speech to the Ephesian elders: I did not shrink from declaring to you the whole
purpose of God” (ndoav v BovArv 100 Beob//) (Acts 20:27).

264 Cf. Luke 19:42 for the spiritual meaning of d@BoApdc.

265 Note, however, there is essential harmony among the following three: “I am Jesus, whom you are
persecuting” (9:5); “I am Jesus the Nazarene, whom you are persecuting” (22:8); “I am Jesus whom you are
persecuting” (26:15). See Witherington, Acts, 305-7 for a helpful chart to compare the three accounts. His
discussion on the difference between the three accounts (ibid., 305-15) is informative. I cite a few of his suggestions
relevant for our topic: “Yet it must be kept in mind that all three narratives are now part of a literary account written
up for the benefit of Theophilus, and perhaps others, and so their effect is meant to be collective, cumulative, and
supplemental to each other” (ibid., 309). He later concludes: “A. Segal has rightly stressed that we must look at what
happened to Paul on the Damascus road as a conversion, involving a major transvaluation of values, and not merely
a calling, though that is also entailed in Paul’s conversion. One must delicately balance the elements of continuity
and discontinuity between the belief systems of Saul the Pharisee and Paul the Christian. As Segal notes, Paul’s
conversion did not lead him to repudiate Torah, only to claim that he had badly misunderstood its meaning while a
Pharisee. This is why he is still able to draw on the stories in the Hebrew Scriptures to present his own and others’
current narratives of faith.” (ibid., 315; Witherington refers to Alan Segal, Paul the Convert: the apostolate and
apostasy of Saul the Pharisee [New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990], 117ff.; italics added).
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As the Christian mission moves beyond Jerusalem after the Stephen episode, Luke’s
reference to the Jewish leaders and their ignorance becomes scanty. Before the narrator again
presents the Jerusalem Jews and their leaders as the major force of opposition to the Jesus
movement in persecuting Paul (cf. 21:27), the religious leaders are mentioned in revisiting the
passion story (13:27)* or in passing (e.g., 18:8 [Crispus, the synagogue ruler at Corinth, became
a believer]). Much later in the narrative the Jewish leaders appear and show their violent
characteristics in wanting to harm and even get rid of Paul (cf. Acts 23:2; 25:3), which, in turn,
forced Paul to appeal to Caesar (25:11).

A discussion about the way Luke ends his second volume helps us draw the conclusion of
our treatment of the Jewish religious leaders. Lukan scholars like J. Jervell,*” Robert L.
Brawley,**® Witherington,”® Barrett,>™ Fitzmyer,?” and R. Tannehill*”® claim that Acts 28:28 does
not mark the end of Jewish mission/hope despite the impression given, while “many take the
view that Luke (cf. 13:46; 18:6) considers the mission to the Jewish people as a whole to be at an

end”” and the Jews were written off.”’* What needs to be included in our discussion at this point

%6 Acts 3:17 and 13:27 agree in substance and point to that the ignorance of the Jerusalem Jews and their
leaders led to the death of Jesus. Paul’s word reveals an irony. Johnson, Acts, 234, says, “They had listened to the
prophets’ utterances every week, yet did not ‘recognize’ the one of whom the prophets had spoken; thus in rejecting
him they fulfilled the very texts foretelling his rejection.”

57 Cf. Jervell, Luke and the People of God: A New Look at Luke-Acts.

88 Cf. Brawley, Luke-Acts and the Jews: Conflict, Apology, and Conciliation.

2 See Witherington, Acts, 805-6.

*7 See Barrett, Acts 2:1246.

27! See Fitzmyer, Acts, 790-91.

212 See Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 2:355-57.

*" Barrett, Acts, 2:1246.

™ Josep Rius-Camps and Jenny Read-Heimerdinger, The Message of Acts in Codex Bezae (LNTS 365; New
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is the Isaiah passage that Paul cites in the face of the disagreement among the Jews in Rome over
his testimony. In other words, many scholars apply this text to the Jews as a people. A case can
be made, however, that Luke intends no such general application. Note the following five points.

First, Luke informs us that Paul’s Jewish audience in Acts 28 consisted of “the leaders of
the Jews” (cf. v. 17, [Paul called] Tovg dvtag 1@V Tovdainv npdrovg; also vv. 21, 23). Second,
their rejection of the gospel was not unanimous. Some were convinced (v. 24, éneifovto). Even
though this may not mean they became followers or believers,”* Luke emphasizes the division or
contrast between two groups through the pév...8¢, construction.””® Paul’s final words were
uttered in view of the Jewish leaders who rejected Paul’s witness, not with the other group
included. Third, in citing the Isaiah passage Paul compares the obstinacy of the Jewish people
(Aog in vv. 25-26) of old with some of the Jewish leaders in Rome. The purpose of citing this
passage may not lie in pronouncing judgment but rather describing the hardening of the hearts of
Jews in the days of Isaiah and make a comparison.””” Fourth, Luke’s final interest in recording
Acts 28 may be larger. Barrett offers the following suggestion to consider:

[T]he chief Lukan motif which emerges here is one which runs through his work as a
whole. Nothing can or will prevent the spread of the Gospel. Preachers may be

York: T&T Clark, 2007), 120; Jack Sanders, The Jews, 299; Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke, 163, 190,
Haenchen, Acts, 729.

273 This verb, according to Witherington, Acts, 801, elsewhere in Acts (13:43; 14:1-2; 17:4; 19:8-9) is used to
point to “heartfelt conviction and conversion.” However, he continues, there are two things that hinder us from
taking it in the same sense: ““ (1) the quotation of Isaiah 6 which follows, and (2) the fact that our account here
speaks of even the persuaded Jews leaving without any mentioning of repentance or baptism.” Witherington draws
support from Haenchen, 4cts, 723, and Marshall, Acts, 424.

276 Witherington in agreement cites Larkin: “What is contrasted is not the mission [to Jews or Gentiles] but
the different audiences’ responses to the one mission™ (Witherington, Acts, 806, citing from W. J. Larkin, Acts
[Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1995], 391; emphasis added by Witherington).

77 Fitzmyer, Acts, 790. Both Fitzmyer and Witherington note the aorist tense in “. . . this salvation from God
has been sent (dneotdAn) to the Gentiles. . .” (v. 28) to refer to God’s activity which has been announced among
non-Jews (Fitzmyer, Acts, 796; Witherington, Acts, 806). In other words, God’s salvific plan for including the
Gentiles is not God’s contingent plan.
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persecuted, imprisoned, even killed, but the word of God is not bound. . . . Luke has
his own kind of triumphalism, but it is the proper triumphalism of the word.*®

In other words, one of Luke’s aims in Acts 28 is to show no human effort can thwart the progress
and advancement of the word. And finally and fifth, 28:28 should be seen in connection with
13:46 and 18:6. In the words of Witherington:

In neither of the two previous texts was this pronouncement meant to be seen as a
final, fateful turning away from sharing the gospel with Jews and a turning to
Gentiles only. It rather stated the next step, which would be followed when the Jews
by and large rejected the gospel in a particular place.”

In view of all aforementioned points, Paul’s final words uttered to some of the prominent
Jews in Rome cannot be over-interpreted to mean the final rejection of the Jewish nation/race or
the total abandonment of the Jewish mission. Rather, Acts 28 contributes to Luke’s
characterization of the leaders of the Jewish people. Their ignorance in regard to God’s ordained
servants (John the Baptist, Jesus, Moses, Stephen, apostles) led them to take offense at, reject,
act violently against, plot to kill them, and execute their plan. They differ from Jewish people in

that they rarely have any positive traits and Luke generally portrays them as a flat character.”

%78 Barrett, Acts, 2:1246; italics added.
7 Witherington, Acts, 805
280 In support of this claim, I cite conclusions by Darr and Kingsbury.

First, Kingsbury in Conflict aptly notes that the authorities display dual attitude toward Jesus, which show
that before the passion, they are “for the most part ‘perplexed’ by Jesus”: they are both respectful of Jesus
addressing him as “teacher,” and antagonistic toward Jesus (25). Kingsbury concludes: “Overall, then, Luke’s
characterization of the religious authorities in his gospel story tends to be negative and polemical. Chiefly, the
authorities are ‘self-righteous’” (28).

Second, Darr’s investigation is on the Pharisees in Luke-Acts. But since the Pharisaic group comes better
than other religious leadership groups in Luke-Acts, Darr’s following conclusion can be used to support our
conclusion: “The reader of Luke-Acts builds a complex, yet consistent and coherent image of the Pharisees. This
group is integral to three of the primary rhetorical strategies of the text: (1) recognition and response; (2) the reversal
of status; and (3) the division of characters into insiders and outsiders. And in each of these, the Pharisees are firmly
situated at the negative end of the spectrum of dramatis personae” (Darr, On Character Building, 126).
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This further resulted in their abandoning God’s plan for them and finally turning the messengers

to others, i.e., Jews living in other places as well as Gentiles.

Conclusion: the Jewish Leaders in Luke-Acts

We noted earlier that in Acts there is no speech to the leadership group offering forgiveness
on the basis of ignorance. This is revealing when we consider that Luke records three occasions
of the Pharisees hosting Jesus for a dinner in Luke’s Gospel (7:36-50; 11:37-54; 14:1-24), and
they were often “around” Jesus.®' Our previous study argues that this shifting has to do with
Lukan characterization of the Jewish religious leaders in light of Luke’s overall concern for
presenting God’s salvific plan in Jesus Christ. Since God’s plan of salvation has universal scope
(Luke 2:31-32; 3:6), Jesus prays for his enemies on the cross (Luke 23:34) and his command for
mission includes all geographic realms (24:47; Acts 1:8). However, since this salvation and its
knowledge are offered in Jesus Christ, the Jewish leaders’ ignorance of Jesus’ identity as well
their antagonistic attitude toward him led them to fail to discern God’s plan and offer for them.
Their unrepentant ignorance led them to further malice such as planning and executing Jesus’
death and persecuting Jesus’ followers in Acts. Furthermore, their moral dispositions such as
self-righteous, greedy, and self-aggrandizing contribute toward their eventual spiritual demise.
Thus Kingsbury, “In the end, the self-righteousness of the authorities and their opposition to
Jesus will cost them their place as Israel’s leaders and bring punishment upon the nation.” Thus,

the reader recalls Jesus’ severe warnings: Luke 12:47-48,%* 13:25-27, and 20:47.%® In closing,

8! The reader recalls Jesus’ three parables in Luke 15, which were occasioned by muttering of the Pharisees
and lawyers (v. 2). The third parable does not end by condemning the elder son. Instead, the father comes out and
pleads with (mapaxeAréw) him to come in and join the feast (v. 28) with kind words (vv. 31-32).

22 The saying bears repeating here: “That servant who knew (6 yvoug) his master’s will but did not get ready
or do what his master asked will receive a severe beating. But the one who did not know (6 3¢ p1j yvovg) his
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the Jewish religious leaders are characterized to have rejected God’s purpose for themselves
(Luke 7:30) and, with their ignorance and darkness untreated, even forfeited their right to be

God’s people (Acts 3:23).

3.e.4. Ignorance among Jesus’ Disciples

Preliminary Comment

In comparison with Jewish people and their leaders, the Lukan portrait of the disciples is
radically different. To be sure, Luke includes negative material about the disciples such as their
inability to comprehend Jesus’ passion predictions (9:45 and 18:34), their dispute to be the
greatest (9:46; 22:24), their failure to keep watch with Jesus on the Mount of Olives (22:39-46),
Peter’s denial (22:54-62), and their difficulty of believing Jesus’ resurrection (24:9-12).
However, as our analysis will argue, their ignorance and incomprehension do not lead to any
further malice or destructive end. Jesus points out their blessedness in being given the knowledge
of the secret of God’s kingdom (8:10) and sight (10:21-24). In other words, Luke presents their
blindness and sight to build anticipation for the time when the disciples understand the final

revelation of God’s salvation plan fulfilled in Jesus’ death and resurrection.

The Disciples’ Ignorance-Knowledge during Jesus’ Galilean Ministry (4:14-9:50)

What seems to function as one of the key passages for Lukan understanding the issue of the
disciples’ “ignorance-knowledge” is Luke 8:10: “[Jesus] said, “You have been given the

opportunity to know the secrets of the kingdom of God, but for others they are in parables, so

master’s will and did things worthy of punishment will receive a light beating. From everyone who has been given
much, much will be required, and from the one who has been entrusted with much, even more will be asked.”

3 Speaking of the teachers of the law, Jesus says, “. . . they will receive a more severe punishment.”
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that although they see they may not see, and although they hear they may not understand.’”
Given as a response to his disciples’ question about the meaning of “the Parable of the Sower”
(8:5-8), 8:10 makes the parable “an instrument of the dark purpose of God which is working

through human blindness and incomprehension,”**

or “a way of communicating to insiders and
of repelling outsiders.”*®* A few things in the sentence emphasize the important nature of its
meaning: the emphatic use of pronouns in contrast (Opiv and 10l 8¢ Aowmois), the use of “the
theological passive”* (cf. 8é6otan), and Luke’s use of Isaiah 6:9—10 (cf. Acts 28:26-27).

Garland’s comment sums it up:

The ‘mysteries’ (pvotipia) do not refer to conundrums that the human intellect can
puzzle over and eventually figure out. . . . They are heavenly truths concealed from
human understanding until they are made known through divine revelation (see Dan
2:28-30; I Cor 2:6—-16; 1QH 1.21). The passive voice ‘it was given’ (6£dotar) implies
that God is the agent who gives the secret. Knowing the mysteries has eschatological
implications because they have been hidden for ages and are revealed to humans in
God’s timing in the last age (Rom 16:25; Eph 3:9; Col 1:26)."

However, even though they are the privileged “recipients of a self-disclosing, supernaturally
communicated revelation,”** the disciples depicted in the remainder of Luke 8 and beyond do
not appear as ones having the knowledge of God’s reign.

S. A. Klassen-Wiebe’s study about the disciples in the Third Gospel notes Luke’s implicit
reference to the disciples’ ignorance in Luke 8:22-56. According to her, Luke in this pericope

shows “where the disciples stand with respect to their allegiance to Jesus and their readiness to

24 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:178, n. 12.
5 LL.T. Johnson, Luke, 134.

6 Carroll, Luke, 186.

7 Garland, Luke, 344.

28 Bovon, Luke 1, 312.
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carry out the mission for which Jesus is preparing them.”” Her analysis of the disciples
appearing in four miracle episodes recounted in Luke 8:22—56 in light of other individuals
commended previously by Jesus (e.g., the paralyzed man and his friends in 5:20; the centurion in
7:9; the sinful woman in 7:50) leads her to conclude, “By the end of the narrative segment the
reader realizes that the disciples are still uncomprehending and still unprepared for their role in
Jesus’ mission.”” Therefore, though implicitly suggested, Lukan treatment of their ignorance in
terms of incomprehension is important for our study, and so we turn to the first episode.*”

In the story of Jesus’ calming of the storm (8:22-25), Fitzmyer, Carroll, and Klassen-
Wiebe note the point that the disciples are in the process of growing in faith.* The desperate
disciples facing the fierce storm cried out to Jesus, “Master, Master, we are about to die!” (24).
Despite their addressing Jesus as “Master” (émotdra), whose “etymology suggests one who
‘stands over’ as an authority,”*” their pessimistic expression “we are perishing” (dmoAAvpcdo)
rather than “save us” or “help us establishes, with other occasions of using émotdto by the
disciples (5:5; 8:45; 9:33, 49), the ironical fact that Luke employs it “always in contexts where
they exhibit a lack of comprehension or trust in the power of Jesus.””* Considering that to them

was already “given the opportunity to know the secrets of the kingdom of God” (8:10), their lack

9 Sheila Anne Klassen-Wiebe’s unpublished dissertation “Called to Mission: A Narrative-Critical Study of
the Character and Mission of the Disciples in the Gospel of Luke™ was presented to Union Theological Seminary,
Richmond, Virginia, in 2001. See 161-62.

#Klassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission,” 162, 164; italics added.

! In three other following episodes, the disciples remain in the background.

2 Cf. Klassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission” (*. . . readiness to carry out the mission . . .”); F itzmyer, Luke I-
IX, 730 (*. . . their faith would be roused [perhaps in time] by a realization of the power that Jesus actually
possessed™); Carroll, Luke, 191 (“Clearly [the disciples’ faith] is still in the process of formation™).

23 L.T. Johnson, Luke, 88, n. 5; Also, see Carroll, Luke, 191 for a similar point. Both Johnson here and
Klassen-Wiebe (“Called to Mission,” 137) note that this title is used only by the disciples.
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of faith or comprehension about Jesus’ identity may seem unusual. However, their question,
“who then is this?” with their act in the storm is not portrayed as negative.” As Klassen-Wiebe
points out, their faith is being nurtured through a series of miracle events leading to Luke 9:
sending out the twelve (vv. 1-6) and Peter’s confession (v. 20). “Because their question is left

hanging, it ‘leaves an unresolved tension in the narrative and alerts readers to look for

developments in the disciples’ understanding.’””**

Klassen-Wiebe’s following summary statement about the disciples during the first part of
Jesus’ ministry in Galilee bears repeating:

His disciples are with him, witnessing his ministry in word and deed and growing in
knowledge of the kingdom of God. . . . They have learned that they must share what
has been given them to know about the kingdom of God and allow the word of God
to take root in them . . . for the most part they have been passive and slow learners.*”

Speaking of Peter’s confession in 9:20, which finally comes after series of questions raised
by different groups of people and individuals (4:22, 36; 5:21; 8:25; 9:9), Tannehill offers the
following insight:

A change has taken place in Peter’s understanding of Jesus. What has caused this
change? While the narrative does not answer this question explicitly, there does seem
to be emphasis on the involvement of the twelve, and of Peter in particular, in the
miracles that are related from 8:26 through 9:17. . . . That narrator suggests, but does
not state, that Peter comes to his new insight that Jesus is “the Messiah of God” on
the basis of witnessing Jesus’ mighty acts on these occasions and sharing in Jesus’
healing power on his mission. The feeding of the five thousand may be especially
important in awakening this new insight.**®

24 Klassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission,” 163—64; italics added.

5 Many Lukan commentators draw this point in light of Luke’s major alteration to the Markan “source” (cf.
Fitzmyer, Luke I-IX, 730; Tiede, Luke, 171; L.T. Johnson, Luke, 136).

2% K lassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission,” 165, citing Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:214.
27 Klassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission,” 174-75.

%8 Tannehill, Narrative Unity, 1:214-15; italics added. We will come to Tannehill’s further argument about
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Despite Peter’s making his faith statement in 9:20, however, we note explicit and implicit
references to the ignorance of the disciples a few times in the episodes recorded in the same
chapter: vv. 33, 45, 46, and 49. In the first and the last occurrences, the disciples call Jesus
“Master.” As noted in our discussion on 8:24, the disciples use this title, ironically, in situations
where their action fails to show they grasped Jesus’ power or purpose as their émiotdra.

The first expression of ignorance, appearing in the episode of the Transfiguration (9:28-36),
relates to Peter. In response to what he, with James and John, was seeing on the mountain, Peter
said, “Master, it is good for us to be here. Let us make three shelters, one for you and one for
Moses and one for Elijah” (v. 33a), to which Luke adds his own comment (“not knowing [un
€lddg] what he was saying” [v. 33b]). Whether Peter was thinking of the tents in terms of
monuments to their glorious mountain experience or in connection with “the Feast of Booths,”*’
it is clear that Peter, “incorrectly appraising the situation,” speaks without comprehension.*®

The second occurrence takes place in 9:44 as the disciples responded to Jesus’ second (cf.
9:22) prediction of his passion: “Let these words sink into your ears: The Son of Man is going to
be betrayed into human hands.” Despite Jesus’ emphasis,*' the disciples “did not understand

(yvéouv) this saying; its meaning was concealed (nmapaxexaivppévov) from them, so that they

could not perceive (aicOwvton) it. And they were afraid to ask him about this saying” (9:45).

the importance of feeding of the five thousand (9:10—17) for Peter’s confession in light of other narrative clues.

* Tiede, Luke, 189-90. With Tiede, Bovon, Luke 2, 378, leans toward the latter.

300 Suggesting that Peter’s misinterpretation has to do with the characteristics of the tent rather than the motif
of the tents, Bovon offers the following insight: “[Peter] did not understand that Jesus himself becomes the place of
divine presence and glory for the new, eschatological time. Peter experienced Jesus’ transfiguration, but did not
understand it” (Bovon, Luke 2, 378).

301 According to Klassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission,” 235, Jesus’ word literally means, “you [pl.] put into
your ears these words.”
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Even though the meaning of the first clause in v. 45 is clear that they simply failed to
comprehend what Jesus said, the passive voice in the second clause makes it difficult to make the
same point about the disciples. Is it to be taken as a divine passive meaning their blindness is to
be attributed to God’s purpose,*” or as a result of Satanic action,*” or something else?**
Whatever the cause, the narrator points to the difficulty of understanding Jesus’ prediction at this
point.

The third occurrence of the disciples’ ignorance takes an implicit form, but it appears so
blatant that we have to say the disciples come out rather poorly in arguing who is the greatest
(9:46-48). Without even arguing that the conjunction 8¢, in v. 46 shows Luke’s intention to

contrast this with their “unwillingness to discuss Jesus’ suffering,”* the reader sees that they

302 See the following: Marshall, Luke, 394; Plummer, Luke, 256-57; F.W. Danker, Jesus and the New Age: A
Commentary on St. Luke s Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 205; and Richard Dillon, “Early Christian
Experience in the Gospel Sayings,” The Bible Today 21 (1983): 83-88. Cited from Klassen-Wiebe, “Called to
Mission,” 236, n. 109.

303 K lassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission,” 236, n. 110, cites Nolland, Luke 9:21-18:34, 514. Nolland suggests
the possibility of taking this failure of insight as Satanic saying, “This seems to fit better the broad sweep of Luke’s
narrative in which he treats such ignorance as a general benightedness . . . . A role for Satan also does better justice
to the degree of personal responsibility that attaches to this blindness.™

3% Tiede offers the following reading: “Now neither the disciples nor the readers of Luke could claim that
they had never been warned of human betrayal of this Son of man who revealed the greatness or majesty of God.
And why could they (we) not understand? Who concealed it from them (us)? Is this the work of the devil or God
or human self-deception? The passive voice in this case is probably as ambiguous as in Exod 7:13-14, “Pharaoh’s
heart was hardened.” But the context makes clear that Jesus as the Messiah of God’s reign is warning his followers
that they will find themselves at enmity with God’s saving reign. Like the “day of the Lord” in the prophets (see Joel
1:15; Amos 5:18-20; Zeph 1:14-18), the revelation of the reign of God will be a time of judgment (see 10:14;
11:31-32; 19:44) as well as salvation. (Tiede, Luke, 193; emphasis in original)

J. Green argues that it is hard to attribute their imperception to divine intent on the basis of Luke 8:10 and the
co-text (J. Green, Luke, 390; cited in Klassen-Wiebe, “Called to Mission,” 236). Bovon’s following comment seems
to propose a reading well fitting with Luke’s overall narrative: “Like Paul (I Cor 1:30; 2:6-9), Luke believes that
human beings were not able to recognize the mystery—in spite of their desire for t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>