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THE SOCIO-REDACTION CRITICISM
OF LUKE-ACTS

1. Social and political influences on Lucan theology

At one point in The Theology ofSt Luke, during a discussion of the
relationship between the church and the world, Hans Conzelmann
asserts that Luke 'lays as the foundation of his defence of the Church
a comprehensive consideration of its general position in the world;
he fixes its position in respect of redemptive history and deduces from
this the rules for its attitude to the world'.1 To hold this opinion
Conzelmann must assume both that Luke's theological position (his
attitude to redemptive history) and his views on how the church must
adapt to its social and political context are quite distinct and that the
first has generated the second. Upon just a little reflection, both of
these assumptions begin to appear highly arbitrary and unlikely.
Consider what model they imply for the manner of Luke's compo-
sition of his Gospel and Acts. Is it not that of a glorified armchair
theorist, who ponders over purely religious questions before issuing
forth from his scriptorium to enlighten his fellow-Christians as to the
correct attitude which they and their community should adopt to their
social and political environment? Not that Conzelmann is alone in
subscribing to this model of theological activity. It has an ancestry
at least as old as the pre-exilic traditions of Moses' Torah-laden
descent from Mount Sinai, and flourishes still in much European
theology, as Latin American theologians tirelessly observe.

But now set Conzelmann's two assumptions on their head. What
if Luke did not sharply differentiate the theological realm from the
social and political, but saw them, in fact, as closely inter-related?
What if social and political exigencies played a vital role in the
formation of Luke's theology, rather than merely constituting the
areas in which it was applied? With these assumptions we are forced
to envisage quite a different role for the theological activity of the
evangelist. He appears now as a figure embedded in the life of his

1
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community at all its levels, religious, social, political and economic.
He emerges as someone stirred to take up his pen not from an interest
in theologizing for its own sake, but because he fervently believes that
the Gospel, properly interpreted and presented, is a message of
salvation for his fellow-Christians across the whole range of their
troubled existence.2

The dominant theme in this work is that these alternative assump-
tions and this alternative model are correct. Accordingly, the general
thesis argued in what follows is that social and political factors
have been highly significant in motivating Lucan theology; in other
words, that Luke has shaped the gospel traditions at his disposal
in response to social and political pressures experienced by his com-
munity. It is not claimed here that such factors constitute a total
explanation of why Luke-Acts was written. Proper account must
always be taken of specifically religious aspects of the evangelist's
motivation. Nevertheless, it has become increasingly clear to the
present writer in the course of this work that it is entirely unrealistic
to expect to be able to appreciate the purely religious dimension of
Luke-Acts apart from an understanding of the social and political
realities of the community for which it was composed. It is submitted
that the results obtained from the argument below are a rich confir-
mation of Peter Berger's view that the relation between religion and
society is always dialectical.3

To demonstrate that the social and political circumstances of Luke's
community have shaped his theological understanding obviously has
wide ramifications in other areas of theology. By restoring the
connection between a particular New Testament theology and the
historical experience of the community for which it was formulated,
it is to be expected that a range of possibilities and paradigms will
emerge which could assist in the creation of contemporary theology
similarly attuned to the struggles of other groups at this moment in
human history.4

2. Towards a socio-redaction criticism of Luke-Acts

Somewhat surprisingly, amidst the battery of critical approaches to
the New Testament there is none which is really suited to explicating
the relationships between Luke's theology and his community. The
necessary methodology must be characterized both by its capacity for
isolating the evangelist's unique theological intentions and by its
having some apparatus for probing deeply into his social and political
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setting. The first requirement can only be satisfied by some form of
redaction criticism; in reaction to form criticism, this focuses upon
the role of the evangelists as authors in their own right, who have each
expressed a particular theological viewpoint, rather than treating them
as collectors of traditional material. The continuing viability of
redaction criticism has recently been confirmed by the work of
scholars such as E. Giittgemanns5 and, more notably, W. H. Kelber.6

They have demonstrated that the transition from oral traditions to
written texts, from orality to textuality, involves not a steady pro-
gression (as Bultmann and others imagined) but a sharp break in the
entire mode of perceiving and presenting the Gospel.

Yet redaction criticism, as it has developed over the last thirty
years, has not acquired the conceptual equipment needed to satisfy
the second requirement - the analysis of social context. Some
explanation is necessary for this curious phenomenon. The form
critics, after all, were interested in the social setting of the individual
units of tradition which they investigated. Thus Bultmann wrote:

The proper understanding of form-criticism rests upon
the judgement that the literature in which the life of a
given community, even the primitive Christian community,
has taken shape, springs out of quite definite conditions
and wants of life from which grows up a quite definite
style and quite specific forms and categories. Thus every
literary category has its 'life situation' (Sitz im Leben:
Gunkel), whether it be worship in its different forms, or
work, or hunting, or war. The Sitz im Leben is not, however,
an individual historical event, but a typical situation or
occupation in the life of a community.7

Unfortunately, the form critics never arrived at any firm understand-
ing of the life situations so integral to their approach. Perhaps this was
not so surprising in the case of Martin Dibelius,8 who moved syn-
thetically from assumed life situations (especially the sermon) to the
New Testament data, but it is certainly so in the case of Rudolf
Bultmann, whose procedure was analytical, proceeding from a
detailed analysis of the text to postulation of the situations in which
the forms had arisen.9 Perhaps the result would have been different
if anyone at the time had heeded Oscar Cullmann's acute observation
that form criticism could only be set upon a firm foundation by the
development of a special branch of sociology capable of studying the
norms governing the growth of popular traditions.10
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When redaction criticism was initiated after the Second World
War, the concern of its proponents with the significance of the unique
and individual contribution of each evangelist did not entirely deflect
their attention from the question of social context." Consider what
W. Marxsen, the author of the pioneering redactional study of Mark,
had to say on this matter:

Thus we inquire into the situation of the community in
which the Gospels arose. The community ought not to be
unqualifiedly viewed as located in a specific place, though
we shall keep in mind the possibility of defining it exactly.
Our concern is much more with what is typical in this
community, its views, its time, perhaps even its composition.
Hence a sociological element is present throughout. But over
against form history this element is joined to an 'individual-
istic' trait oriented to the particular interest and point of view
of the evangelist concerned.12

Like the form critics, however, the redaction critics also failed to
utilize or generate a method for investigating social context. Marxsen's
perceptive recognition of a 'sociological element' in his task must be
set against the strange fact that nowhere in his work on Mark does
he avail himself of a sociological method; his approach is entirely
literary-historical. Historical method, as is becoming more widely
appreciated, is directed to the particular, the unique and the un-
usual.13 It is rather unsuitable for recovering the usual, typical and
recurrent features of a past community, upon a comprehension of
which, however, hangs the possibility of appreciating its social setting.
If one asks what kind of approach does hold the promise of furthering
research into these features, the answer can only be one which draws
upon ideas and techniques from the social sciences. It is an exercise
in futility to attempt social analysis and yet ignore those very
disciplines which take this matter as their subject and which have a
long history of grappling with it. These disciplines, especially soci-
ology, make it their business to examine just those typical and
recurrent aspects of social behaviour and institutions which we must
investigate in the context of Luke's community.

This advocacy of the use of the social sciences is not breaking fresh
turf in New Testament exegesis. Since the early 1970s exegetes have
been turning increasingly to the social sciences in the hope of finding
new ways to understand and interpret the New Testament.14 The
most original and impressive work in the field has come from Gerd
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Theissen, now Professor of New Testament at Heidelberg University.
His first contribution was an article published in 1973 on itinerant
radicalism and the tradition of the sayings of Jesus, as seen from
the perspective of the sociology of literature." After this he pro-
duced a string of articles and books dealing with early Palestinian
Christianity,16 the social structure of the Hellenistic communities
and the tensions to which they were subject,17 and the theory of the
application of sociology to the New Testament.18 Most of these
studies have now been translated into English.19 The other major
works in this area are the superb article by W.A. Meeks on the
relationship between Son of Man theology and sectarian pressures
in the Johannine community (1972)20 and his recent book The First
Urban Christians (1983),21 the article by R. Scroggs on the sectarian
nature of earliest Christianity (1975),22 the book by J.G. Gager
which applies such sociological concepts as millennarianism, cognitive
dissonance and conflict to the New Testament (1975),23 the book by
B. Holmberg on Paul and power24 and that of J. Elliott on I Peter.25

B. Malina has made a particularly interesting contribution from the
viewpoint of cultural anthropology.26

Parallel with the growth of interest in this sociological approach
to New Testament exegesis has come an ever-growing concern with
the social background of early Christianity.27 Many of the scholars
engaged in the latter pursuit eschew the use of ideas and techniques
from the social sciences and content themselves with the traditional
methods of historical analysis. For reasons explained below, however,
more useful results will be obtained if these researchers do engage in
some degree of sociological analysis, at least to the extent of examining
their own preconceptions.

The methodology adopted in this book distinguishes it from the
existing literature in the field to the extent that it takes up the broad
approach of redaction criticism and fuses to it a conscious application
of ideas and techniques drawn from the social sciences. This approach
also differentiates our methodology from that utilized in the few other
attempts which have been made to explain the theology of a New
Testament work in terms of the social and political pressures upon
the author's community - such as the article by W.A. Meeks on
John's Gospel, the last chapter of his First Urban Christians, and the
study of 1 Peter by J. Elliott. These works are devoted to exposing
the relationships between theology and its social context and functions
but are unable to adopt redaction criticism, as one can in the investi-
gation of Luke's theology. Accordingly, throughout what follows the
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prevailing methodology is called 'socio-redaction criticism'. This is
a more exact designation than 'sociological exegesis', which is used
by J. Elliott of his style of analysis of 1 Peter, because of the impor-
tance of the redactional element in our investigations.

In the remainder of this chapter, we shall outline the methodology
of the social sciences in order to indicate how they may be applied
to New Testament exegesis, respond to objections which have been
made to such an enterprise and, finally, describe the sociological
model which will be employed throughout this book.

3. The methodology of the social sciences

To see what the social sciences, especially sociology, can offer to New
Testament study, it is essential to understand how they operate, to
observe the methods used and the kinds of results obtained by scholars
working in these disciplines. The question of the extent to which
sociology and anthropology, for example, are sciences as much as the
physical sciences such as physics and chemistry must be left un-
explored. This raises very difficult issues, such as the role of human
free will and human unpredictability in the social context.2* There is
a long history of attempts by sociologists to argue that their discipline
is a science, but many sociologists strongly resist this classification.29

Nevertheless, much sociological research does attempt to use scientific
method, or a fairly close approximation to it, and without some
appreciation of that method, therefore, it is no easy matter to
penetrate the language employed by social scientists to describe their
various forms of research, or to evaluate the status of the results they
produce.

The ultimate aim of science is the formulation of laws which
describe constant relations between phenomena.30 But this is not its
only aim, and, in practice, the discovery of laws is possible only in
the most advanced sectors of scientific research. The difficulties which
are involved in demonstrating that sociology and anthropology are
as genuinely scientific as, for example, physics and chemistry, are
nowhere more apparent than in the fact that there are no social laws
yet known which apply trans-historically to all societies.31 Never-
theless, other more modest aspects of scientific method are within the
reach of sociology and anthropology. The three levels of research
evident in the physical sciences - description, classification and
explanation32 - are all present in the social sciences, with the
exception of the highest form of explanation, laws.
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The vital role of description (the first level of research) results from
the fact that only after the scrutiny and comparison of a wide range
of material is it possible to develop appropriate explanations of it.
Much sociological research still locates itself largely on the descriptive
level (although scarcely to the total exclusion of classification and
explanation), as sociologists attempt to come to terms with the
astonishing variety of social phenomena. Classification, the second
level of research, is an intermediate stage between description and
explanation and involves the grouping together of similar phenomena.
This reduces the almost infinite variety of particular facts to a number
of categories. Until categories have been determined one cannot define
relations between them.

An example of the often decisive impetus a convincing classifi-
cation can give to scientific progress is the effect on biology of the
classificatory system elaborated by Linnaeus in the eighteenth century.
It is readily apparent, however, that the social sciences do not lend
themselves to systems of classification as rigid and as clearly delineated
as those, for example, current among biologists. The classifications in
the biological sciences are often justly called 'natural' classifications;
at present, no such claim can be made for any classificatory system
used by sociologists. For the present and the immediate future we must
proceed on the basis that any classificatory system generated by
sociologists is not 'natural', that is, it does not correspond with the
inherent ordering of reality but is an abstraction, an intellectual
construct devised to assist researchers in grappling with the vast
diversity of social phenomena. Max Weber referred to each category
in such a system as an 'ideal type':

An ideal type is formed by the one-sided accentuation
of one or more points of view and by the synthesis of a great
many diffuse, discrete, more or less present and occasionally
absent concrete individual phenomena, which are arranged
according to those one-sidedly emphasized viewpoints
into a unified analytical construct (Gedankenbiid). In its
conceptual purity, this mental construct (Gedankenbiid)
cannot be found empirically anywhere in reality. It is a
Utopia. Historical research faces the task of determining in
each individual case, the extent to which this ideal construct
approximates to or diverges from reality . . ."

Howard Becker and John McKinney, two American sociologists, have
devoted considerable attention to the theory and application of such
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types. They prefer to call them 'constructed' rather than 'ideal' types,
to emphasize their artificial nature and to steer clear of any suggestion
that they are ideal in the Platonic sense. McKinney defines the
constructed type as 'a purposive, planned selection, abstraction,
combination, and (sometimes) accentuation of a set of criteria with
empirical referents that serves as a basis for comparison of empirical
cases'.34 In the present book, the word 'type' is used for the ideal
type of Weber and the constructed type of Becker and McKinney,
these being essentially identical. Put simply, a 'type' is a tool 'intended
to institute precise comparisons'.35 Furthermore, where 'type' is the
term used to describe one unit in a classificatory system, 'typology'
denotes the complete system, the assemblage of such types. One well-
known example is Max Weber's typology of authority, in which he
differentiated three relevant types: rational, traditional and charis-
matic authority.

To construct a typology which will have relevance in a wide range
of empirical situations - that is, one which is relatively free from
time and space markings - it is necessary to base it upon as many
empirical cases as possible.36

Finally, it must always be remembered that a typology is an instru-
ment, a tool of research. McKinney observes that the most widespread
misuse of the typological method involves the unjustifiable reification
of types.37 Once a set of characteristics has been abstracted out and
formulated into a type, the temptation is to forget that it is merely
a tool for ordering concrete p lenomena and to begin treating it as
a social law.

The third level of scientific research is that of explanation, which
consists of demonstrating the dependence of two phenomena.
Explanation is inextricably linked with prediction, since if A and B
are dependent, then one can predict that A will be present if B is
present.38 This level of research is only possible when enough
phenomena have been described and the basic classifications in the
field have been sufficiently defined. The process of explanation
normally begins with a theory, which is an integrated set of relation-
ships that has already received some degree of empirical confirmation.
David Wilier correctly insists upon the desirability of restricting the
term 'theory' to an at least partially validated set of relationships.39

Prior to such validation it is not a theory but a set of hypotheses. We
may define hypotheses as relations deduced to exist among un-
observed facts.40 Once we have a theory and an hypothesis based
upon it, the next stage is to test the hypothesis empirically. This is
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the verification stage of explanation.41 The hypothesis will either be
confirmed, which will strengthen the claim of the theory to be a law,
or it will be only partially confirmed or simply disconfirmed, in which
case it may be necessary to modify or even discard the theory.42

Before we outline the dominant forms of verification in the social
sciences, some attention must be given to the meaning of models
(especially vis-a-vis typologies, with which they are often erroneously
identified) and their role in the process of explanation in the social
sciences. A model is a conceptualization of a group of phenomena,
a simplified and schematized picture of reality, which is capable of
generating a set of hypotheses which, once verified, may either found
or substantiate a theory. One example of a model is Herbert Spencer's
presentation of society as an organism evolving steadily and ir-
reversibly.43 Models are distinguished from systems of classification
such as typologies by their having what may be regarded as an inner
dynamic: since they are fashioned from a set of terms in a state of
inter-relatedness, the variation of one of those terms will produce a
predictable response in the entire set. This dynamic built into models
enables them to be used to generate a wide range of hypotheses. David
Wilier uses the term 'mechanism' for this dynamic.44 Typologies, on
the other hand, lack a 'mechanism', they merely classify phenomena
into certain accentuated categories and do not specify what may be
expected of mixed cases falling in between the types.45 Models are
explanatory and predictive, typologies, pace McKinney,46 are not.
The use of types can lead to the development of hypotheses about
particular situations, but only after the typology has been applied to
the situation, careful comparisons have been made and the search has
commenced for an explanation of the divergences noted between fact
and typology. Models, on the other hand, arm researchers in advance
with hypotheses to test upon the relevant empirical data.47 The
account of the legitimation of a new social order presented by Peter
Berger and Thomas Luckmann in their work The Social Construction
of Reality,** which is the central sociological concept used below, is
best understood as a model. The implications of this for the conduct
of this study are dealt with later.

The comparative method
We now conclude this treatment of the methodology of the social
sciences with a brief discussion of the uses of the comparative method:
first, to assist in the verification of hypotheses (the third level of
scientific method) and, secondly, as a means of generating insights
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and fostering the sociological imagination.49 As to the first issue -
how can social scientists verify their hypotheses? In the natural
sciences experiment is the main method of verifying hypotheses; but
only occasionally is experiment possible in the social sciences, for it
is very difficult to isolate phenomena in order to establish reciprocal
relations between them as demanded by the experimental method.
In any event, experiment is only possible with contemporary social
structures and institutions and can be of no help in the use of socio-
logical approaches to historical materials. In the absence of exper-
imental verification social scientists fall back on the comparative
method.50 The process of comparison assumes similarities and dif-
ferences; one doss not compare things which are totally like or totally
unlike. But to verify hypotheses it is necessary to make what Duverger
calls 'close comparisons'." The aim here is to compare two items
which have as many features as possible in common and then to
explain the differences. This method is analogous to an experiment
where all conditions are kept constant, except for the variable whose
behaviour is to be observed. For such a comparison of social data
to be effective it is obviously necessary that the comparison be between
two or more structures or institutions from contexts which are both
similar culturally and not too distant chronologically. Otherwise the
comparison will be too artificial to contribute to the verification of
hypotheses.

The second use of the comparative method is quite different. It
involves what Duverger calls 'distant comparisons', by which social
structures or institutions from widely different cultures are compared.
These commonly consist of comparisons across distinct historical
periods. Here one is looking for resemblances rather than the dif-
ferences investigated by the use of close comparisons. Since the things
compared are so far removed from one another, it is natural that they
are different. The main focus of interest is the extent to which they
are similar and the significance of those resemblances. With this form
of comparison the researcher is not seeking to verify hypotheses but
to generate them, because the insights which are produced by the
comparisons will prompt a whole range of questions to put to the
historical data under consideration. In other words, this is a way
of fostering the sociological imagination. Duverger appropriately
describes distant comparisons as one means of 'provoking the shock
which produces discovery'; they are more 'an attitude of mind con-
sisting of keeping eyes open for relationships, analogies and resem-
blances' when faced with phenomena than a rigorous method.52
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One approach available under either method of comparison is the
application of an existing typology to a case under consideration.
It is not necessary that the comparison be made between different sets
of data, as was the case, for example, with de Tocqueville's early
comparisons of the social and political institutions and structures of
France, Britain and the United States." As we have seen, a good
typology is based upon as wide as possible a range of empirical data,
and its resulting high level of generality will improve its usefulness
when used in a comparative exercise upon a particular set of data.
With close comparisons, of course, it will be necessary that the types
have been developed from data culturally similar to the case under
study or at least be stripped of temporal and spatial markings. This
is not necessary with distant comparisons, since as long as there is
some point of analogy to enable the comparison to be made in the
first place, it does not matter if there are wide divergences between
typology and data.

One other form which distant comparisons may take, apart from
those involving two sets of data or a typology and one set of data,
must be mentioned here to lay the foundations for the argument of
this book. This is the comparison of the conceptualized phenomena
in a model with actual cases. One must tread carefully here. As already
explained, the function of a model is to generate hypotheses which,
if verified, may be used to substantiate a social theory. And there is
nothing in principle to prevent a particular historical case being used
to test the hypotheses deriving from a model, as long as all necessary
precautions have been taken to ensure that there is no cultural incon-
sistency between model and data which would have the effect of
precluding the meaningful testing of hypotheses from the model in
that particular case. In spite of this, however, the propositions of a
model can plainly be utilized in a quite different way - not to generate
hypotheses, but to supply material for a distant comparison with a
particular historical situation. This process is very similar to the
distant comparisons between fact and typology, only here the material
brought to the actual case is a set of dynamically related propositions,
not a mere classification. The use of Berger and Lucktnann's The
Social Construction of Reality in what follows will illustrate this
process.

One fundamentally important caveat, implied throughout the
preceding methodological discussion, must now be emphasized and
applied to the entire task of using sociological ideas in New Testament
exegesis. No social laws have been found which apply across different
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historical periods. When we bring to a New Testament text comparative
material in the form of contemporary data, typology or model we have
no justification whatever for assuming that what was the case outside
New Testament society was the same within it. That is to say, compara-
tive materials of whatever character can never be relied upon to plug
holes in our knowledge of the social world of the New Testament. For
it may be in just those places where we do lack information that the
greatest divergences occur from our own experience. Comparison can
suggest an entirely fresh way to approach this or that feature of the
New Testament, may suggest an entirely new range of questions to put
to it, but the comparative method cannot prove the viability of that
approach or answer those questions. Such results can only flow from
a painstaking examination of the text itself, and in that task the
traditional types of criticism retain a great deal of their relevance.

4. Objections to the application of the social sciences to the
New Testament

Resistance to the use of the social sciences in New Testament exegesis
takes two broad forms. The first is an objection to the very idea of
the enterprise: namely, that the social sciences are reductionist, that
they purport to provide a total explanation of the biblical data and
leave no scope for purely religious factors or the activity of individuals
to figure in the explanatory task. The second is an objection at the
practical level; its proponents do not rule out the use of the social
sciences as a matter of principle, but they maintain that they are no
use in exegesis because, for example, they are too dependent upon
contemporary cultural patterns to assist in understanding first-century
texts. These two objections must now be considered in turn.

There is little to be said for the reductionist criticism. Certainly
some of the founders of sociology, such as Emile Durkheim,54

believed that social factors could totally explain religion. And K.
Kautsky did write a reductionist account of Christianity from a
Marxist viewpoint.55 Today, however, sociologists are far more
humble about the possibilities of their discipline. They realize that,
although the investigation of a given phenomenon using sociological
concepts and techniques will result in an explanation of that phenom-
enon, such an explanation will be inevitably partial, in that the
phenomenon will almost certainly be susceptible to other forms of
explanation, such as economic or political or even purely religious
ones. Bruce Malina has described this process as follows:
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... to explain sets of data - and not models - from the per-
spectives of biology, sociology, political science, economics,
and the like is not reductionistic. Rather, such varied explan-
ations pushed to their limit simply reveal how much can be
known and explained by using a given model. The data set,
the range of information, remains intact.56

Moreover, by pointing out the recurrent and typical features of a social
phenomenon, sociology establishes the necessary context within which,
and only within which, its unique features can be appreciated.57

Throughout the course of this book, for example, the sociological
approach adopted will continually serve to throw the creative activity
of the Third Evangelist into sharp relief.

Perhaps the most noteworthy example of the second line of
objection to the use of the social sciences in the study of early
Christianity - that it is impractical - is to be found in an article by
E.A. Judge,58 an ancient historian who appears to have pioneered
the prosopographical approach to the New Testament which has been
fruitfully employed by W. A. Meeks in The First Urban Christians.59

In one section of his article, Judge begins by referring to B. Holm-
berg's claim in Paul and Power that much New Testament scholarship
is affected by the 'idealistic fallacy', which consists of interpreting
historical phenomena as being directly formed by underlying theo-
logical structures and of ignoring the continuous dialectic between
ideas and social structures. He then goes on to question whether
Holmberg has balanced his dialectic between ideas and facts, theology
and social structure:

His methodological stance does not bestride ideas and facts
in an equally secure manner. In particular he does not have
his foot on firm ground on the factual side. The extensive
reading list conceals a dangerous gap. It couples with New
Testament studies a strong admixture of modern sociology,
as though social theories can be safely transposed across the
centuries without verification. The basic question remains
unasked: What are the social facts of life characteristic of
the world to which the New Testament belongs? Until the
painstaking field work is better done, the importation of
social models that have been defined in terms of other cul-
tures is methodologically no improvement on the 'idealistic
fallacy'. We may fairly call it the 'sociological fallacy'.60
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A little later in this section, in commenting on the approach of Gerd
Theissen, Judge writes:

I should have thought there was no hope of securing histori-
cally valid conclusions from sociological exercises except by
first thoroughly testing the models themselves for historical
validity.61

From these statements it is possible to summarize the chief features
of Judge's understanding of sociological models and their role in
historical research:

1. Sociological models must be historically tested or 'verified'
before they can be applied. Presumably, this means that they
must closely fit the historical data to which they are to be
applied, otherwise they will be discarded.

2. Sociological models are 'defined' with respect to particular
cultures. This hinders their being applied to first-century
society.

3. It is possible to carry out historical 'field work' prior to the
use of models. In other words, Judge is espousing an empiri-
cal hunt for 'the social facts of life characteristic* of the New
Testament world, free from theoretical presuppositions.

None of these propositions, however, is consistent with the
methodology of the social sciences, as just described. The first of
them, the notion that typologies and models must first be subjected
to historical verification or validation before they can be applied
involves the error of viewing them not as mental constructs, as
research tools, but as something akin to social laws. As long as the
comparative material has some analogy to the situation it is quite
unnecessary that it correspond exactly. Reading between the lines of
Judge's article, one senses that his real worry with sociological exegesis
is that its exponents will attempt to plug holes in first-century data
by drawing upon relevant features of the comparative materials they
apply to the New Testament text. As we have seen, this would be a
serious misuse of the comparative method, one which must be avoided.
The answer to the second feature of Judge's attitude is that soci-
ologists are well aware of the desirability of producing models and
typologies which, as far as possible, have been stripped of temporal
and spatial markings. In developing his well-known typology of sects,
Bryan Wilson has consciously aimed at achieving this result.62 But,
in any event, distant comparisons can be made even where the model
does show signs of its cultural context.
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The case for using the social sciences in biblical exegesis is most
thoroughly established by demonstrating not merely that this is a
useful additional approach to the text, but also that the traditional
historical mode of analysis is defective precisely in as much as it fails
to utilize concepts and perspective from sociology and anthropology.
Consider the third aspect of Judge's attitude, his espousal of historical
'field work', of a hunt for 'characteristic' social facts prior to the
use of models. Here Judge is advocating what amounts to a fairly
pure form of empiricism, and this exposes his position to the same
objection which can be made to such empiricism in any field: namely,
that it is quite impossible for a researcher to collect facts without
his or her already subscribing to a whole range of theoretical pre-
suppositions. To define a field of enquiry and to make decisions as
to which are the significant facts within that field, an historian must
have already made a number of decisions at the theoretical level. In
such a case, those decisions usually take the form of intuitive hunches.
By not consciously and deliberately acknowledging and reflecting
upon his or her preconceptions, the historian runs the risk of imposing
modern notions of categorization and significance upon data from
a period where they may be quite inappropriate. When Judge speaks
of 'characteristic' social facts, for example, he is employing a term
of comparison - to say a fact is characteristic, distinctive, of one
society only makes sense in the context of other societies where it is
not. Yet until Judge acknowledges, conceptualizes and justifies the
implicit comparison he is making with other societies we can have no
confidence in any claim that a particular fact is characteristic of the
society in question. This is where a theoretical input from the social
sciences, especially in the use of models and types, is needed. As T. F.
Carney has accurately put it: 'Models bring values - in the subject
matter and in its analyst - out into the open'.63

This failure to sort out the conceptual basis of their craft is quite
common among historians and New Testament exegetes applying
historical-critical methods. It is reflected not just in pretensions to
purely empiricist methodologies but also in the non-reflective use of
models and typologies. Historians and theologians who express anti-
pathy to these heuristic devices unwittingly employ them whenever
they speak, for example, of city-states, patronage, class and status,
feudalism and capitalism, sect and denomination. A greater awareness
of the logical status of such terms would improve the clarity of their
application and would also serve to remind historians and historical
theologians of the inevitability of a sociological perspective in their
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work. There is an elegant expression of a view similar to this in the
first chapter of Peter Brown's Religion and Society in the Age of Saint
Augustine.** Here Brown suggests that historians have much to learn
from psychoanalysis, from 'the disciplined and erudite study of living
societies by the social anthropologist' and from 'the sense of perspec-
tive and of unexpected combinations in much sociological literature'.
For Brown, what the social sciences have to offer is assistance in
understanding the present and then the past; they remove 'the patina
of the obvious that encrusts human actions', they allow us to pierce
the stereotypes and conventional formulae of human action in the
present, so that we can obtain a far more clear-sighted view of the past.

5. Legitimation and Luke-Acts

The primary contention of this book is that much of what is unique
in the theology of Luke-Acts should be attributed to Luke's desire
to explain and justify, to 'legitimate', Christianity to his Christian
contemporaries; in other words, that his main objective is one of
'legitimation' (a concept considered immediately below). I argue that
Luke wrote in a context where the members of his community, who
were mainly Jews and Gentiles (including some Romans) who had
been associated with synagogues before becoming Christians, some
of whom were rich and some poor, needed strong assurance that their
decision to convert and to adopt a different life-style had been the
correct one. To substantiate this approach extensive use will be made
of sociological perspectives, and it is now necessary to introduce the
most significant of these - 'legitimation' - to pave the way for the
argument which follows.

My approach to legitimation is derived, with some modifications,
from The Social Construction of Reality, by P.L. Berger and T.
Luckmann, which was published in 1966.65 Subtitled A Treatise in
the Sociology of Knowledge, this work has acquired something of a
classic status among sociologists and other scholars working in the
social sciences, although it has not escaped criticism.66 Its authors
describe the book as an 'enquiry' (p. 30) into the manner in which
social reality is constructed, but it may perhaps most usefully be
regarded as a model of the genesis and maintenance of society and
social institutions.

According to Berger and Luckmann, legitimation is a process
which is carried out after a social institution has originated in the first
place. In essence, legitimation is the collection of ways in which an
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institution is explained and justified to its members. Berger and
Luckmann focus almost exclusively upon the form of legitimation
which is necessary in the second and subsequent generations of the
existence of such an institution.

But legitimation should not be thought of as applicable solely to
those who are raised in the second generation. Even in the first
generation adult members of the new order will need to have it ex-
plained and justified to them, especially where they have some residual
allegiance to the old order, or where their new position exposes them
to pressures which might make their loyalty waver. The creators and
subsequent leaders of new movements might be unshakeable in their
convictions, but many of the rank and file will profit by, or even
require, careful legitimation of their new beliefs and practices. Berger
himself recognizes the importance of legitimating a new social order
to its adult members in a later work, The Social Reality of Religion.61

Although Berger and Luckmann do not burden The Social Con-
struction of Reality with examples of specific historical data from
which they have developed their model, it is a simple task to cite
numerous cases where the leaders of new movements have thought
it necessary or desirable to legitimate those movements to their
members. Assistance in where to look for such legitimatory processes
is available in an article by A.F.C. Wallace, in which the author
attempts a broad taxonomy of what he calls 'revitalization move-
ments'.68 He uses the term 'revitalization' to describe the whole
range of attempted, and sometimes successful, innovation of entire
cultural systems, or at least substantial portions of those systems.
The main phenomena he includes within this classification are revo-
lutions, religious revivals, charismatic movements, sects and cargo
cults, and reform, mass and social movements generally. It is clear
that legitimation plays a vital role in nearly all of these movements,
and in many cases there exists documentation, produced by their
instigators and leaders, which fulfils a plainly legitimatory function.
With respect to revolutions, for example, J. Baechler has accurately
written that 'there is no revolutionary phenomenon without at least
the germ of an ideology, to give it meaning and to serve as its justifi-
cation'.69 Very often such ideologies have been distilled in the form
of revolutionary manifestos, which tend to become legitimatory
documents for the new order if the revolution succeeds. In recent times
this flourishing genre was inaugurated by the American Declaration
of Independence (4 July 1776) and the French Declaration of the
Rights of Man and the Citizen (26 August 1789). A document close
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to the time of Luke-Acts, yet performing much the same task, is the
Res Gestae Divi Augusti, in which Octavian left a permanent record of
his achievements in such a way as to legitimate the new political order
he had bestowed on Rome. Religious sects (as described in Chapter 2
below) have also been a source of legitimating documents. Some of the
writings emanating from the medieval millennarian sects discussed by
Norman Cohn in The Pursuit of the Millennium, for example, have
a legitimatory function.70

Having shown that the function of legitimation is, as Berger and
Luckmann put it, to make 'objectively available and subjectively
plausible' (p. 110) the meaning of a social institution, we may now
examine some of the particular aspects of the process. One purpose
which frequently motivates a legitimating process is that of inte-
gration. The institution will only make sense as a totality to the par-
ticipants in diverse institutional processes if it is integrated, if it is
characterized by its parts intermeshing into a whole. This may be
referred to as the 'horizontal' level of integration and plausibility. But
there is also a vertical dimension to the need for integration and
plausibility: namely, that each individual in the institutional order
must feel that his life, in its various stages, is meaningful, that his
biography makes sense in this institution. Through this aspect of
legitimation, therefore, the history of the institution and the biography
of its individual members are united (pp. 110-11).

The integrative purpose and function of legitimation is most clearly
seen in what Berger and Luckmann called the 'symbolic universe'
fashioned for a new social order by its legitimators. A symbolic
universe is a body of theoretical tradition which integrates different
provinces of meaning and encompasses the institutional order in a
symbolic totality (p. 114). By 'symbolic' is denoted reference to
realities other than those of everyday experience (p. 113). Within such
a universe, the members of the institution have an experience of every-
thing being in its right place and also of the various phases of their
biography as ordered; as they look back into their past or forward into
the future, they conceive of their life unfolding within a universe
whose ultimate coordinates are known. Over the institutional level as
well, symbolic universes operate as sheltering canopies. The symbolic
universe also orders history; it locates all collective acts in a cohesive
unity that includes past, present and future. Thus individuals are
linked with their predecessors and successors in a meaningful totality,
so that they can conceive of themselves as belonging to a universe
which was there before they were born and will be there after they die.
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A little reflection quickly discloses the prima facie applicability
of this model to Luke-Acts. For the elaborate historical frame-
work of Luke-Acts provides many resemblances to the model and
offers a rich selection of data for detailed comparison. First of all,
more than any other New Testament writer, Luke takes great pains
to present Christianity as a faith with a past. His Gospel begins
with a number of incidents involving pious Jewish men and women
who are firmly located in the ancestral beliefs and practices of
Judaism while all the time looking forward in hope to the redemption
of Israel. Throughout Luke-Acts the author continually emphasizes
the loyalty of Jesus and his followers, especially Paul, to Jewish
tradition and the way in which the Christian event is the fulfilment
of that tradition. Secondly, there are many places in the work where
one senses the present for Luke's audience, but perhaps the most
prominent of these is Acts 20.28 - 32, where Paul addresses the elders
of Ephesus and warns them to be on their guard against 'fierce wolves'
who will invade the flock of God. It is impossible not to feel that
Luke is writing for his Christian contemporaries, for whom this
prophecy has become a harsh reality. Finally, Luke establishes a
future for the Christian faith, both by providing in Acts a sequel
to his Gospel - a fact which, as C.K. Barrett has observed,71 itself
has definite implications for an understanding of Lucan eschatology
and by presenting the parousia as delayed and not imminent, as
demonstrated by H. Conzelmann.72 Thus, along the lines of the
model of legitimation outlined immediately above, Luke creates
a symbolic universe which orders history in such a way as to provide
a past, present and future for his Christian contemporaries. He
links them with their predecessors and successors in a meaningful
totality.

At this point we must introduce a particularly common
characteristic of the symbolic universe erected to legitimate a new
social order - the claim that it is not novel, but is actually old and
traditional. Berger has nicely explained this process in The Social
Reality of Religion. Imagine yourself, he says, a fully aware creator
of a society, 'a kind of combination of Moses and Machiavelli', faced
with the problem of best ensuring the continuation of your insti-
tutional order which has just been established ex nihilo. Even when
the means of power have been employed, for example, in checking
one's opponents and ensuring the succession of power to one's
designated successors, there still remains the problem of legitimation
- which is all the more urgent because of 'the novelty and thus highly
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conscious precariousness of the new order'. The problem, Berger
suggests, is best solved by applying the following recipe:

Let the institutional order be so interpreted as to hide,
as much as possible, its constructed character. Let that
which has been stamped out of the ground ex nihilo appear
as the manifestation of something that has been existent
from the beginning of time, or at least from the beginning
of this group ...73

Movements which include in their legitimatory apparatus the claim
to be old and traditional are extremely common, especially in societies
at a pre-industrial stage of development. Rebellions and revolutions
often espouse 'the revival or reintroduction of an idealized society
that allegedly existed in the society's own past'.74 Examples include
the counter-revolution in the Vende"e in 1793, the ideology of the
Confederate rebels in the American Civil War and the ideology of
the Franco forces in the Spanish Civil War.75 A fine example from
the first century CE is the Res Gestae Divi Augusti.

Many new religious movements also legitimate themselves as re-
assertions of pristine beliefs and practices long dormant. The writings
of Luther and many of the other Reformers are obvious cases in point.
With respect to the New Testament itself, W. A. Meeks has recently
argued that in his letter to the Galatians Paul defines and defends the
radically new Christian order in terms drawn from the old, Jewish
order which gave it birth.76 That much of the theology of
Luke-Acts is also informed by this particular legitimatory strategy
will be argued in subsequent chapters.

So far our analysis of legitimation has not taken into account the
effect of any forces which may impede the creation of a symbolic
universe. But a social world is rarely constructed in vacuo; the
experience of a Prospero or a Robinson Crusoe is not common. Often
a new world can only be created in the teeth of opposition from the
upholders and defenders of one already in existence. In The Social
Construction of Reality Berger and Luckmann note that the main-
tainers of a society often fail in their attempts to socialize and keep
socialized all the inhabitants of that society. The problem becomes
particularly acute when one group comes to share a version of the
symbolic universe different from that adhered to by society at large.
In such a case, 'the deviant version congeals into a reality in its own
right, which, by its existence within the society, challenges the reality
status of the symbolic universe as originally constituted' (p. 124).
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This poses a threat to the dominant institution, which then commences
repressive measures against the new group. The new group must
counter these and confrontation results. Each group will develop a
theory to justify itself vis-a-vis the other, or, as Berger and Luckmann
put it: 'Two societies confronting each other with conflicting universes
will both develop conceptual machineries designed to maintain their
respective universes' (p. 126).

Once again, Berger and Luckmann do not supply examples of this
phenomenon. On the political level, however, it can be illustrated
from the propaganda battles which occur in revolutions, with the
revolutionaries and the threatened establishment each attempting to
have its view of reality prevail with the populace. When the model
is applied to religion, on the other hand, it is obvious that the
archetypal example of the process is the confrontation between an
existing church and a sect which has broken, or is attempting to break,
away from it. In such a case the conceptual machinery which the sect
develops to maintain and justify itself as against the church from
which it split will be reflected in the theology of the sect. A detailed
explanation of the differences between 'church' and 'sect' from a
sociological point of view is deferred until Chapter 3.

It is very important to remember that the opposition which a sect
encounters from the church from which it arose is not based solely
upon doctrinal differences, for a sect threatens the position and status
of the persons responsible for maintaining and servicing the church.
Inasmuch as the sect raises the possibility of drawing further members
out of the church and even, eventually, threatening its continued
separate existence altogether, it poses a risk to the privileged position
which the leaders of the church enjoy. This aspect of the antagonism a
church will feel towards a breakaway group is far too often forgotten.
Peter Richardson, for example, when he is discussing the persecution
of Christians by Jews in the first few decades of the existence of
Christianity, remarks that in 'this situation it would beg the question
to apportion "blame": Christian teaching (rightly) gave offence to
orthodox Jews, and the inevitable result was opposition aimed at
stamping out Christianity'.77 Once a sociological imagination is
exercised on the New Testament texts, it becomes impossible to impute
such a simple motive to Jewish opposition. The clash between the old
faith and the new was to a large degree a struggle for power, although
this is not to deny that strong feelings over doctrinal matters also
played a part. We must, accordingly, be continually open to the
political implications of the New Testament texts.
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But in addition to its leaders feeling their positions threatened by
a sect, there is another essentially non-doctrinal issue which may
provoke in a church massive hostility towards the sectarians: namely,
an identity of membership and even of interest as between a church
and a particular ethnic group, so that the sectarian threat to the church
is also perceived as endangering the ethnic group. Such a threat might
arise, for example, where the sect begins recruiting outside its own
ethnic group and even establishes liturgical practices, involving the
outsiders, which imperil the boundaries erected to maintain the
integrity of that ethnic group against foreign invasion. We shall see
in Chapter 4 below how significant this fact was in the development
of that form of Christianity subscribed to by Luke's community.

One final matter remains in a consideration of the confrontation
of church and sect. The differences between the two are rarely settled
by a process of rational discussion leading to a peaceful resolution.
Even at the level of doctrine - and we have seen that they are likely
to be at loggerheads on political and sometimes also ethnic issues -
the nature of the disputes between church and sect is not likely to allow
their easy resolution. As Berger and Luckmann put it: 'From the point
of view of intrinsic plausibility the two forms of conceptualization
may seem to the outside observer to offer little choice' (p. 126). In
such a situation, rather than relying merely upon the theoretical
ingenuity of their respective legitimators, church or sect or both may
attempt to apply force directly to reach a solution. The one with the
bigger stick, normally the church, has the better chance of imposing
its view of reality. Naked power will supplant discussion. Often the
power which the church uses in its attempt to restrain or even eliminate
a sect will be provided by the police or judicial powers of the state.
The state will tend to be amenable to such a course of action because
of a coincidence of interest between itself and the church in suppress-
ing the sect. This coincidence will occur where the church enjoys
something of a religious monopoly in that society; this has been
explained by Berger and Luckmann as follows:

Traditional definitions of reality inhibit social change. Con-
versely, breakdown in the taken-for-granted acceptance of
the monopoly accelerates social change. It should not surprise
us, then, that a profound affinity exists between those with an
interest in maintaining established power positions and the
personnel administering monopolistic traditions of universe-
maintenance. In other words, conservative political forces
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tend to support the monopolistic claims of the universal
experts, whose monopolistic organizations in turn tend to be
politically conservative. Historically, of course, most of these
monopolies have been religious. It is thus possible to say that
Churches, understood as monopolistic combinations of full-
time experts in a religious definition of reality, are inherently
conservative once they have succeeded in establishing their
monopoly in a given society. Conversely, ruling groups with
a stake in the maintenance of the political status quo are in-
herently churchly in their religious orientation and, by the
same token, suspicious of all innovations in the religious
tradition. (p. 140)

One could cite many examples of this process, but two will suffice for
the present. First, Luther's Letter to the Princes of Saxony, written in
July 1524, and pointing out to them the dangers inherent in Thomas
Muntzer's millennial agitation, and his subsequent pamphlet Against
the Thievish, Murderous Gangs of the Peasants (1525), which did
much to rouse the princes of central Germany against the rising
Miintzer had so helped to foment,78 exemplify the tendency for a
church leader to enlist the state against what is perceived to be a
common threat. Secondly, a very large number of the African
religious leaders who broke away from European mission churches in
Africa in the last three centuries to found independent sects were im-
prisoned, banished or even executed by colonial administrations,
often at the behest of the missionaries.79

The suitability of this aspect of the model to Luke-Acts is quite
apparent. Although there were many religions competing for attention
in the eastern parts of the Roman empire in the first century CE,
Judaism did enjoy something very close to a monopoly within the
separate Jewish enclaves, some of which were recognized and sanc-
tioned by the Romans as politeumata,*0 in the Greek cities of the
East. Throughout Luke-Acts there are many occasions in which the
Jews attempt to enlist the support of the Roman authorities against
Jesus and his followers in a fashion richly consonant with the model.
Luke's response to this forms a vital part of the symbolic universe he
constructs in the work, as will appear in later chapters.

We have now completed our outline of the model of legitimation -
specifically, the legitimation of a sect with a history of staunch oppo-
sition from the church from which it arose; this will be applied in a
comparative way to particular aspects of Lucan theology throughout
this book.



THE COMMUNITY

1. Luke's audience - a Christian community

Although the aim of this book is to analyse the interrelationships
between Luke's theology and the social and political pressures upon
his community, certain preliminary issues must be dealt with first.
These issues, three in number, are considered in this chapter. They are:
first, the justification for claiming that Luke was writing for a
Christian community; secondly, the approximate time and geo-
graphical setting in which he composed his two volumes; and,
thirdly, the ethnic and religious background of the members of his
community.

Many commentators on Luke have felt that the preface, dedicating
his Gospel to one Theophilus (1.1 -4 ) , was a natural place to begin a
search for the audience he hoped to reach.1 They have tended to
presume that Theophilus was a leading figure in whichever group
Luke had in mind as his first readers. But this is an erroneous
presumption. As a result of a careful survey of the Hellenistic literary
conventions of preface composition, H.J . Cadbury was able to
demonstrate that the relation of author and addressee was usually
formal and rarely affected the contents of the work.2 Theophilus
may or may not have been typical of the reading public for whom the
work was intended; its real readers may well have been different. The
possibly formal nature of the prologue weighs against too great an
eagerness to treat it (after the manner of G. Klein, for example) as con-
taining a theological programme for Luke-Acts.3 The ambiguous
nature of many of the terms employed in Lk 1.1 —4 is a further reason
for caution in viewing it programmatically.4 Nevertheless, the
preface does contain language broadly indicative of Luke's purpose
in writing the work, especially in Lk 1.4.5 Accordingly, the most
desirable course of action appears to be to defer consideration of the
preface for the present and concentrate upon analysing the text of
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Luke-Acts for what it might tell us of the wider public for whom
Luke wrote. It would be unsatisfactory, of course, if this analysis
produced results which conflicted with the general Lucan purpose
enunciated in the preface. We shall briefly return to Lk 1.1 - 4 in the
Epilogue to confirm that no such conflict exists.

A matter of great importance in interpreting many aspects of
Luke-Acts is whether its author meant his work for non-Christian,
as well as Christian, readers. The assertion that he did is frequently
made by those who attribute to him an apologetic desire to convince
the pagan authorities of Rome that Christianity was politically
harmless. A number of considerations militate against any part of
Luke's audience's having been outright pagans. The chief of these
is that Luke plunges his readers into the atmosphere of Judaism and
the Old Testament at the very beginning of his Gospel and leaves them
there until the end of Acts. He often alludes to the Greek Old
Testament in a way which would have been opaque, even unintelli-
gible, to someone unfamiliar with its language and contents.6 Nor
could pagans easily have obtained such familiarity. A.D. Nock has
written that 'there is no indication of substantial knowledge of the
Septuagint except as heard by those who frequented synagogues or
were concerned to write polemical treatises against Christianity: as
a book it was bulky, expensive, and inaccessible'.7 Similarly, Luke
assumes that his reader is acquainted with a large amount of
knowledge to do with Jesus' proclamation of the gospel, otherwise
he would need to explain such expressions as 'the Son of Man' and
'the Kingdom of God', and to provide at least some background
information on some of the parables, the beatitudes, the apocalyptic
discourses and the Lord's Supper.8 Finally, we know how Luke
would have thought it appropriate to address pagans with no
knowledge of Jewish or Christian teaching merely by looking at the
approach he has Paul adopt before the Athenians on the Areopagus;
namely, by appealing to an aspect of their own religious tradition but
also using philosophical language and literary allusions which his
audience would understand. The same strategy was later adopted
by the second-century apologists Aristides, Justin Martyr and
Athenagoras.

But there is more to be said for Luke's audience than simply that
it was Christian. First of all, we must ask whether he was writing for
a particular Christian community, most probably his local congre-
gation. There has been a tendency for many years to relate each of
the larger New Testament works to a specific community for which
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it was written. Thus, for example, we speak of the Marcan, Matthean
and Johannine communities. Some scholars have resisted this ten-
dency with respect to Luke, although they rarely say why. E.A.
LaVerdiere and W.G. Thompson opine that Luke, as opposed to
Matthew, had in view many communities rather than one single
community,9 and this view is shared, equally without any evident
justification, by R.F. O'Toole.10 The preferable position, however,
is that Luke, just like the other evangelists, did have a specific
Christian community in mind. One of the places in Luke-Acts where
one feels most immediately that Luke is using apostolic history to
speak to the present of his own audience is in Paul's prophetic address
to the elders of the Ephesian 6KKtoiaia (Acts 20.17-35). Paul refers
to the Ephesian £KKA,no(a as a 'flock', of which the elders are
shepherds, and warns them that after his departure 'fierce wolves'
will invade the flock and men will rise up from within it speaking a
perversion of the truth to mislead the disciples. There is more here
than a generalized message to Luke's readers that Paul had foreseen
the troubles in store for Christians in the years ahead. For the context
Luke establishes for these troubles is the local Christian community,
the 'flock', with clear boundaries between itself and the outside world,
which is threatened by enemies crossing those boundaries from
without, while others rise up within. This image of the separateness
and fragility of the Christian congregation is also reflected in the
remarkable exhortation of Jesus, unique to the Third Gospel: 'Do
not fear, little flock, for the Father has been pleased to give you the
Kingdom' (Lk 12.32). This repeated use of the flock image suggests
that Luke found it appropriate to the circumstances of his own
readers, in other words, that they too were members of a small
Christian community beset by difficulties from within and without.

But even if Luke had written for more than one community, that
fact would not invalidate the methodology adopted in this book or
the results produced by it. For what will emerge during the course
of our investigation is an understanding of particular relationships
between Luke's theology and his social, political and religious setting;
these relationships if not restricted to one community, would only
have obtained in an ensemble of Christian congregations of a certain
type, all of them being characterized by a quite circumscribed set of
tensions within their memberships and with the world outside.
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2. When and where

Suggested dates of composition of Luke-Acts range from the sixties
of the first century CE, before Paul's putative trial and death in
Rome," to some time in the first half of the second century. The
early date still commands some support and has been vigorously
championed recently by J.A.T. Robinson,12 while the later date is
defended by J. O'Neill13 and others. An impressive pedigree can be
documented for both extremes.14 The most commonly accepted view
today, however, is that the work was composed after the destruction
of Jerusalem in 70 CE and before the end of the first century. These
latter chronological limits are supported by the evidence, not just a
spirit of compromise.

For over a century many commentators have argued that
Luke-Acts was written before Paul's trial and death, essentially
because the work ends before these events, and if Luke had known
any more details of the apostle's history he would have included them.
This extremely subjective view not only reads down or ignores the
hints of Paul's impending doom scattered around the latter chapters
of Acts;15 it is also incompatible with the impressive case which can
be made, on the basis of the two passages in his Gospel in which Jesus
predicts the fate in store for Jerusalem (19.43-4; 21.20-4), for Luke's
having written after the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 CE. It is widely
accepted that Luke has inserted the details in the first passage, which
is unique to his Gospel, and significantly altered Mk 13.14 in the
second, to present a picture of the destruction of Jerusalem which
accords with what happened when the four legions under Titus sacked
the city. Our principal source for these events is Josephus, but it is
unlikely that Luke used Josephus, in spite of M. Krenkel's arguments
to the contrary."

C.H. Dodd, however, has challenged the notion that these two
passages are Lucan vaticinia ex eventu.11 He has argued that the
military operations outlined by Luke were no more than the regular
commonplaces of ancient warfare and that the language used by Luke
in the two passages is thoroughly Septuagintal and originates in
particular in accounts of the sack of Solomon's temple by
Nebuchadnezzar in 587 BCE. Nevertheless, even these arguments
cannot overturn the view that Luke wrote after 70 CE. In the first
place, it is erroneous to suggest that the Lucan description of the sack
of Jerusalem merely rehearses features common to any such operation
in the ancient world. Not every attack on an ancient city involved the
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construction of some form of circumvallation (Lk 19.43). Josephus,
in fact, records that the Romans initially attempted to take the city
by frontal assault without surrounding it with a wall and only decided
to erect one when the campaign had been proceeding for some time
without success.18 Nor was it inevitable that the city would be so
effectively destroyed that not one stone was left on another (Lk 19.44).
Many cities captured after siege were not razed, and that this fate
befell Jerusalem (except for three towers and some of the wall, which
the Romans left as reminders of the scale of their victory)19 was
largely due to the particular circumstances of the campaign. Finally,
not all sieges ended with the inhabitants of the captured city being
led off as captives among all nations (Lk 21.24), as occurred after
the sack of Jerusalem, with some being sent to labour in Egypt, while
larger numbers were despatched to the provinces, there to be killed
in the amphitheatres by sword or wild beast.20 Secondly, little
significance can be attached to Luke's use of Septuagintal language
in the two passages. Luke indulges in Septualgintalisms throughout
his two volumes, and his sense of style would almost inevitably have
sent him back to the language used in the Old Testament for phrases
appropriate to Jesus' prophecies. But there is a third consideration
which weighs very heavily against Dodd's arguments and in favour
of a post - 70 CE date of composition. That Luke diverges from
Mark's apocalypse by introducing the feature that 'ages of Gentiles'
(Kdipol 68vc5v) (Lk 21.24) must occur after the sack of Jerusalem but
before the return of the Son of Man means that he does not regard the
destruction of Jerusalem as itself an apocalyptic event. It is difficult
to credit a Christian living before 70 CE with such an attitude.
On the basis of these considerations, accordingly, it is accepted in what
follows that the terminus a quo for the composition of Luke-Acts
is 70 CE.

There is one generally recognized criterion for establishing its
terminus ante quern: the fact that Luke nowhere displays the slightest
acquaintance with Paul's letters, some of which appear to have been
available in a collected form by c. 95 CE.21 This date is to some
extent supported by the attitude to Roman authorities in Luke-Acts,
a subject canvassed at length in Chapter 8 below. To anticipate a con-
clusion reached in that chapter, it is highly probable that Luke wishes
his audience to believe that a Christian hauled before a Roman court
could expect a fair hearing from it, including a chance to reply on
the facts to any accusation (Acts 25.16). By the time Pliny wrote his
famous letter to Trajan22 on the Christians of Bithynia some time
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between 109 and 111 CE,23 this was no longer a tenable position.
Pliny had been in the habit of asking Christians brought before him
to recant and of executing those who did not. He appears to have
known of no imperial rescript which made merely being a Christian
a punishable offence, but, by virtue of the immense imperium1*
vested in him as a provincial governor, he was able to order Christians
to recant and to punish them for contumacia, direct disobedience,
if they failed to do so. Pliny must have been induced to follow this
severe line because he was already of the view that they were a suspect
group whose members had been tried elsewhere and of whom criminal
behaviour might be expected. Now one must not immediately con-
clude that the attitude of the governor in Bithynia was only one
example of a more widespread phenomenon. But this does, indeed,
appear to have been the case. Pliny himself speaks of cognitiones
('trials') of Christians at which he was never present,25 and which
must have occurred somewhere other than Bithynia. And one must
also bear in mind the evidence in early Christian authors for some
kind of persecution or harassment of Christians in the time of
Domitian.26 On the other hand, little assistance is afforded by the
fact that Ignatius of Antioch was sentenced to death around the time
of Pliny's letter,27 since there is no evidence that any others in the
Antiochene church shared their bishop's fate.28 Nevertheless, there
is evidence that an attitude of antipathy to Christians had appeared
among the Roman authorities some time before 110 CE, possibly as
early as the time of Domitian, and this would have rendered Luke's
pro-Roman policy an exercise in futility.29 What use would it have
been to assure his Christian contemporaries that a fair trial awaited
them in a Roman court if the presiding magistrate was likely to short-
circuit the whole process by simply ordering them to recant their faith?

Unfortunately, it is difficult to place Luke-Acts more precisely
between 70 and 95 CE. However, some time may have elapsed since
the destruction of Jerusalem and allowed the non-apocalyptic attitude
to that event displayed in the Third Gospel to have developed.
Moreover, there are signs, discussed in Chapter 3 below, that Luke's
community had encountered severe opposition from Jewish
authorities. This suggests a time, perhaps as early as the eighties of
the first century, after the rabbis had organized themselves at Jamnia
and had begun tightening up on Christians in the synagogues and even
excluding them altogether.30 We conclude, therefore, that the most
likely date for Luke-Acts appears to lie in the mid- to late eighties
or the early nineties of the first century CE.
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The most probable conclusion which can be drawn as to the place
of composition of Luke-Acts is that it was a city. H. J. Cadbury has
most fully shown why Luke must have written the work in an urban
context.31 To justify this view he cites phenomena in the text such as
editorial additions of the word 'city' to proper place-names, the
focusing of the teaching of Jesus and of early Christian missionaries
almost exclusively in cities,32 the introduction of named cities into
unlikely places in the source-materials,33 the frequent mention of a
city as the scene of an episode even when he does not name the
place34 and an interest in the secular standing of particular cities.35

In addition, Luke's immersion in the Hellenistic culture of his day,
which is apparent not just in the inclusion of the dedications to
Theophilus at the start of his Gospel and of Acts, but also in other,
less frequently noted, features, such as the fine literary Greek of the
sea-voyage and shipwreck description in Acts 27, most probably
indicates an urban setting.

Even though an attempt to determine the specific city in which
Luke-Acts was written is beyond the scope of this book,36 the
conclusion that Luke wrote in a city of the Roman empire where
Hellenistic culture was strong or even dominant is of great assistance
in reaching an understanding of the social and political world in which
his community found itself. For there is a large volume of historical
research available which tracks the structural patterns common to
such cities, as well as detailing their particular histories. Moreover,
a body of sociological literature has begun to appear devoted to the
characteristics of cities at a pre-industrial stage of development.37

These historical and sociological ideas and approaches will be applied
later, especially in Chapter 7, which deals with Luke's position on
riches and poverty.

3. Jews and Gentiles in Luke's Community

Introduction: the case for a Gentile audience
The rest of this chapter is devoted to the balance of Jews and Gen-
tiles in Luke's community. Not all the data in Luke-Acts relevant
to this issue can be fully discussed here, however, since some of this
material arises more naturally in connection with later topics, such
as table-fellowship. Our present aim, therefore, is to reach conclusions
based upon a significant proportion of the data and to indicate how
those conclusions will be confirmed in subsequent sections of this
book.
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There are three possibilities for the Jewish-Gentile mix in the
Lucan community:

1. Totally or predominantly Gentile, with Jews absent or an
insignificant minority; or

2. A mixture of Jew and Gentile, in which each group is signifi-
cant; or

3. Totally or predominantly Jewish, with Gentiles absent or an
insignificant minority.

The vast majority of scholars favour the first option, one or two the
second,38 and virtually none the third, although there have always
been those who have thought that Luke wrote for a Jewish audience,
even if the Gentiles were the largest component in his own congre-
gation. The view taken in this work is that the second option is nearest
to the truth, with the qualification that most of the Gentiles in Luke's
community had not converted to Christianity from idolatry, but had
previously been associated with Jewish synagogues.

It is, admittedly, no light matter to reject the virtually unanimous
belief among New Testament scholars that the Christians for whom
Luke wrote were predominantly Gentile. Yet might not the very
universality of this belief have deadened generations of scholars to the
need for probing its lineage and credentials? It is a remarkable fact that
the Gentile character of Luke's audience is so confidently regarded as
one of the assured results in the field that there is no recent article or
monograph devoted to justifying the prevailing view. Even J. Jervell,
who has done more than anyone to illuminate the intimate links which
Luke strove to forge between Judaism and Christianity, refused to
accept that there were a significant number of Jews in Luke's
community.39

The current orthodoxy on the Gentile character of Luke's audience
stems largely from the influential view of F. C. Overbeck, as originally
expressed in his classic commentary on Acts, which was published
in 1870.40 According to Overbeck: 'Nothing could be clearer than
that Acts has abandoned Jewish Christianity as such and is written
from the point of view which recognizes Gentile Christianity as the
absolutely dominant element in the Church.'41

That such wide credence should be given to Overbeck's belief in the
Gentile make-up of Luke's audience is rather remarkable when one
considers that Overbeck dated Acts to the second or third decade of
the second century CE.42 Re-locating Acts to the far more probable
eighties or early nineties of the first century has the effect of rendering
his viewpoint much less plausible.
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Accordingly, the position on Luke's audience expounded by the
highly influential Overbeck cannot be relied upon today, given the
date for Luke-Acts accepted in this book. But we must now consider
specific arguments advanced by contemporary Lucan commentators
to support a Gentile audience for the work. Although no detailed and
extended defence of this orthodoxy exists,43 the subject is dealt with
en passant in works on other topics, and from these one can summarize
the arguments generally offered as justification. They fall into a
number of groups.

The first group is a miscellany of minor arguments conveniently
collected by J. Fitzmyer.44 He claims that the Greco-Roman literary
tradition evident in the prologues to the Third Gospel and Acts, those
aspects of the two volumes indicating a provenance outside Palestine,
Luke's use of the Septuagint and the fact that he and his contem-
poraries spoke Greek, all argue for a Gentile community behind the
work. But none of these features leads to this conclusion, since one
would expect to encounter all of them even in a work written by an
educated Jew for other Jews of that milieu. They all apply to the
writings of Philo of Alexandria, for example.

The second group of arguments centres upon Luke's apparent
abbreviation or omission of characteristically Jewish emphases and
issues from his sources. The most commonly cited examples are the
antitheses found in Mt 5.21-48 (unless these are from Matthew's
special material), the controversy over clean and unclean in Mk
7.1 -23, and various struggles of Jesus against the rabbis. All of these
issues may be subsumed under the related headings of purity and the
law. A proper understanding of these subjects, which is of crucial
importance in appreciating Luke's strategies and intentions, requires
a lengthy investigation of the relevant data in the text; this is provided
in Chapters 4 and 5 below. Suffice it to say for the present, however,
that far from indicating a predominantly Gentile community behind
Luke, his presentation of table-fellowship and the law provides some
of the most convincing evidence available of his local congregation
having been composed of a mixture of Jews and of one-time Gentile
synagogue-attenders.

The third argument is a highly significant and influential one.
It consists of inferring a Gentile audience from Luke's manifest desire
to relate the salvation offered in the Gospel to non-Jews. Underlying
this argument is the assumption that one may draw conclusions on
the composition of Luke's community by observing any significant
pattern of emphasis among those people whom he singles out in his
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Gospel and in Acts as sharing in the message of salvation. This is a
sound assumption, given that this and subsequent chapters will reveal
the extent to which his aims are etiological, by which we mean that
he attempts to justify the current practices and beliefs of his com-
munity by tracing their origins in the ministry of Jesus and the events
of the church's first generation. The difficulty for the currently
dominant view of Luke's audience is that an examination of the work
on the basis of this assumption reveals that the recipients of the good
news are depicted not as former pagan idolaters, but rather as Gentiles
who had previously attended synagogues and Jews, with both groups
bound together in the table-fellowship of the Christian congregation.
The extent to which Luke has worked this pattern into his overall
design is exposed at many points by comparison with Paul's letters,
which function as an invaluable historical control for the actual course
of events in the church's first generation. In the rest of this chapter
we will consider the general indications of a universalist tendency in
Luke-Acts and then demonstrate how its author has shaped the
traditions at his disposal to portray the original Christian mission in
the Diaspora as involving the conversion of Jews and pious Gentiles
and the establishment of table-fellowship between them. That his
aim in so doing was to legitimate the very same balance and unity
in his own local community will be argued here and abundantly
corroborated in later chapters.

The universalist theme in Luke-Acts
There are a number of features in Luke-Acts, not attributable to
Mark or Q (the sayings source generally believed to have been used
by Matthew and Luke), which, in spite of scepticism from some
scholars, such as G. D. Kilpatrick,45 are rightly regarded as disclosing
a universalist theme, that is, an undoubted interest of its author in
the non-Jewish world as a locus for the salvation effective in Christ.
This theme commences with the words of Simeon, who recognizes
in Jesus the salvation which God has prepared before all peoples,
'a light for the illumination of the Gentiles and the glory of your
people Israel' (Lk 2.31-I).4* It should be noted, however, that
Simeon also includes Israel in the divine plan. Soon after this, Luke
alters Mark by extending the quotation from Is 40 to include the words
of Is 40.5 (LXX):'... and all humanity will see the salvation of God'
(Lk 3.5-6). Thirdly, Luke traces the genealogy of Jesus back to Adam
(Lk 3.23-38), although this may reflect a desire to establish the
credentials of Jesus as Messiah rather than an interest in universal
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mission.47 On the other hand, the reference by Jesus to the actions
of Elijah and Elisha among Gentiles (Lk 4.25-7) is undoubtedly
meant to foreshadow a mission among non-Jews in the Christian
period; the detailed implications of this crucial passage will be con-
sidered a little below. Fifthly, Luke describes those who will feast in
the Kingdom of Heaven as coming from north, south, east and west
(Lk 13.29), whereas the Matthean parallel only mentions east and west
(Mt 8.11). It is unclear whether Luke or Matthew is following Q more
closely here, but certainly Luke's version is in keeping with his
universalist tendency. The sixth feature is the Lucan version of the
Parable of the Great Banquet (Lk 14.15-24; Mt 22.1-14). Unlike
Matthew, Luke describes how the host sent out his servants to collect
two groups of new guests after the original guests had declined. The
first group collected are the poor, crippled, blind and lame from the
host's own city. The second are people from the open roads and
hedgerows. T. W. Manson plausibly argues that the original guests
are meant to represent righteous Jews, the first of the new guests to
represent the religious lower classes, such as publicans and sinners,
while the second group of new guests, who came from beyond the
city boundaries, stands for Gentiles.48 This is correct, except that
there is no reason not also to give a literal significance to the poor
and the crippled, etc., who are invited to the banquet. Lastly, there
is the message which Jesus left with his disciples prior to his ascension
- that repentance for the forgiveness of sins would be preached to
all nations (Lk 24.47).

This evidence suggests an openness to non-Jews within the scheme
of salvation, although not, it should be noted, to the exclusion of the
Jews (Lk 2.31-2; 14.15-24). We must now consider more exactly
what type of non-Jews Luke has in mind, and for this we will start
with what Jesus says to the Jews in Nazareth at the start of his public
ministry (Lk 4.16-30).

The incident at Nazareth (Lk 4.16-30) and pious Gentiles
There is little doubt that the pericope concerning the reception of Jesus
at Nazareth (Lk 4.16-30) fulfils a programmatic function within
Luke-Acts as a whole. Not only has Luke used this incident as the
context for the inaugural preaching of Jesus in his Gospel, but he has
transferred it from its location in Mark, well into the public ministry
of Jesus (Mk 6.1 -6 ) , to the beginnings of that ministry. That Luke's
form of the story is twice as long as Mark's and contains many
additional features has led some scholars to postulate an additional
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source or sources behind it.49 But the preferable view, expressed by
U. Busse and J. Fitzmyer, for example, is that Luke has freely re-
worked Mark (and, to a lesser extent, Q) without help from other
sources.50 This consideration inevitably undermines the value of
Luke's version as a source for the attitudes and actions of the historical
Jesus. Many features of this pericope will be discussed in the course
of this book, but for the present the relevant section is 4.25-7.

It is something of a commonplace of Lucan scholarship to see in
these three verses a prediction and authorization of a mission to the
Gentiles which was not to occur until after the time of Jesus. Little,
if any, attention had been paid to the detailed implications of these
verses, however, until the publication in 1969 of an important article
by L.C. Crockett.51 Crockett makes two illuminating suggestions.
First, he regards the reference to the story of Elijah being sent to the
widow in Zarephath as anticipating the eating together by Jew and
Gentile in Christian table-fellowship. This is an attractive proposal,
in spite of the fact that Luke does not expressly mention in 4.25 that
Elijah did eat with this Gentile widow (as in 1 Kgs 17.15). Luke may
well have been able to rely upon his readers already being familiar
with this feature of the story. Secondly, Crockett very plausibly
proposes that the reference to the purification of Naaman the Syrian
with the prophet Elisha's help in 4.27 anticipates the baptism of the
Gentiles which leaves them cleansed and ready for fellowship with
Jews in the Christian community.

In spite of the merit of these suggestions, there are two further areas
of interest in these verses which Crockett has failed to notice. First,
there is the fact that the primary stress in Lk 4.25-6 falls on the 'good
news for the poor' theme announced in 4.18-19; this issue is taken
up in Chapter 7 below, which deals with Luke's attitude to poverty
and riches. The second area is the religious disposition of Naaman
following his being cured of leprosy through the intercession of Elisha.
From that point on he acknowledged no God in all the earth except
Yahweh (2 Kgs 5.15). Yet he was not circumcised; he did not become
a Jew. He remained a Gentile and the military commander of a Gentile
king. In Naaman do we not see an early type of the Gentiles, especially
Roman military and administrative officials, whom Luke depicts as
often already sympathetic to Judaism and as having a very favourable
attitude to Jesus and the Christian movement, even to the extent of
becoming Christians themselves? We must now examine the role
which Gentiles such as these play in Luke-Acts.
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God-fearers in Luke-Acts
During the first century CE (and for a long period thereafter) large
numbers of Gentiles living in the cities of the Roman empire were
attracted to Judaism. Some of these merely aped Jewish customs,
while others went all the way to becoming Jews through circumcision.
It is widely accepted that there was an intermediate group, usually
referred to today as 'God-fearers', whose devotion to Judaism,
especially its powerful monotheism, led them to attend Jewish syna-
gogues, but without becoming circumcised.52 A.T. Kraabel, how-
ever, has recently challenged the existence of these God-fearers on the
strength of their alleged absence from Diaspora synagogues from the
period which have now been excavated.53 His argument, which is
largely an argument from silence, fails for two reasons. First, there is
literary evidence for the strong influence of Judaism on Greeks and
Romans54 and the existence of God-fearers in large numbers (in
Antioch, for example) is attested in Josephus.55 Secondly, there is
at least one definite example, known from the Diaspora syna-
gogues, of a Gentile sympathizer with Judaism. An inscription
from the synagogue in Akmonia describes how it had been restored
by certain Jewish officials, although originally constructed by one
Julia Severa.56 Now we know that this lady was not a Jewess, since
another inscription from Akmonia describes her as a priestess of a
pagan god.57 Since she paid for the construction of the synagogue
she must certainly have been a sympathizer with Judaism and perhaps
may even have attended synagogue services.

Josephus employs the phrase ae(36nevoi xdv ©E6V of Judaism on
at least one occasion with respect to Gentile sympathizers.58 The
phrase oePouevoi T6V 0e6v occurs seven times in the Septuagint: five
times of the attitude of Jews to Yahweh (Jos 4.24; 22.25; Is 29.13;
66.14; and Jon 1.9), once to describe the reverence of Jews for other
gods (Jos 24.33b), and once to describe the attitude of that eminent
non-Jew, Job, to God (Job 1.9). The word ©eooePifc only occurs
four times in the Septuagint, once ofa Jew (Ex 18.21), but three times
of Job (Job 1.1, 8; 2,3).

Having defended the existence of God-fearers during the first
century and beyond against Kraabel's attack, we must now examine
the role they play in Luke-Acts.

Two passages in the Third Gospel deserve a brief mention. First,
there is the centurion of Capernaum, whose servant Jesus heals from
a distance (Lk 7.1-10). This is a Q incident (cf. Mt 8.5 -13), but only
Luke has the centurion send off a group of Jewish elders, who inform
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Jesus that 'he loves our people and built the synagogue for us' (7.5).
Some uncertainty surrounds the question of whether Luke or Matthew
is closer to Q on this point,59 but in any event the centurion figures
in Luke-Acts as a prototype of the government officials who will
later show such interest in the Christian message. Secondly, Luke says
of the centurion standing at the foot of the cross that when he saw
Jesus die 'he glorified God ..." (Lk 23.47). In other words, the
centurion enters into a personal relationship with God. Neither Mark
nor Matthew mentions such a reaction (Mk 15.39; Mt 27.54).

Few passages in Luke-Acts are of greater moment in reaching an
understanding of the author's intentions than that describing the
conversion of Cornelius and its subsequent ratification by the Church
in Jerusalem (Acts 10.1-11.18). Here Luke brings the theme of the
receptivity of devout Gentiles to the message of salvation, evident in
his references to Naaman and the two centurions just mentioned, to
a grand climax by depicting the first Gentile convert in Acts as just
such a person. Luke has placed this narrative at this point in Acts
to invest it with paradigmatic significance and meaning, not because
it is an accurate historical account of how the mission among the
Gentiles actually began.60

LuKe brings to the surface two major issues in the Cornelius
incident and keeps them before our eyes throughout the rest of Acts:
first, the religious disposition of Cornelius prior to his becoming
Christian, and, secondly, the fact that Peter, a Jew, enters into table-
fellowship with Gentiles.61

In Acts 10.2 Cornelius is described as 'pious and God-fearing'
(Euoep*f|<; KCXI (po|3o6uEvo<; T6V 0S6V) with all his household, doing
many works of charity for the people and praying to God continually.
A little later he is described as 'a just and God-fearing man [dvf|p
8iKaio<; Koti q>oftouu£vo<; T6V 0e6v], highly regarded by the entire
Jewish people' (10.22). The phrase (poftouuevot; T6V 0 E 6 V does not
appear to have the force of a technical expression here, especially since
in 10.2 (poPouuevoq is one of three present participles used in
succession to extol the virtues of Cornelius. Of course, the only
Gentiles likely to revere the Jewish God are those who have come in
contact with Jews, as had Cornelius. We are not told if Cornelius
attended synagogue, but from what we have learned of God-fearers
in our previous discussion it would be rather surprising if he did not.
It has been plausibly suggested by K. Romaniuk that there is a measure
of similarity between the description of Cornelius in Acts 10.1 - 2 and
that of Job in the Septuagint (Job l.l);62 this is interesting for the
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fact, already noted, that Job is the only non-Jew in the Septuagint
to whom the epithet ©eooePita is applied.

A most striking feature of the Cornelius story is that the qualities
which the centurion manifests, especially the fact that he worships
God, are not merely descriptive of his character or useful in locating
him among a particular group of pious Gentiles. They are also
presented as essential prerequisites for the conversion of Gentiles to
Christianity. This little-noticed but highly important fact is revealed
when Peter says to Cornelius and those gathered in his house: 'Truly
I understand that God does not have favourites, but that anyone in
any race who fears him [6 (pop"ounevo<; OUL>T6V] and acts justly is
acceptable to him' (10.34-5). This means that it is not just any Gentile
who is worthy to receive the Gospel, but only someone like Cornelius,
who fears God and acts justly. As this conversion paves the way for
and legitimates all later Gentile conversions, we must assume that Luke
is endorsing Peter's conditions as being applicable in all those later
cases. This interpretation is confirmed in Acts 15.17, where it appears
that the Gentiles singled out for inclusion in God's people are those
already consecrated to his name. It comes as no surprise that the usual
source of Gentile converts in Acts is among those associated with
synagogues, for only in that context were there normally to be found
Gentiles who did fear God.

The last issue arising out of the Cornelius episode to be dealt with
at present is the implication that Peter's missionary sine qua non
carries for our understanding of Luke's community. While a full
discussion of this matter must await the treatment of the other
conversion accounts in Acts, undertaken later in this chapter, we may
note at this point how unlikely it is that Luke would have taken such
pains to prescribe these credentials for a convert to Christianity if they
had not characterized all or at least a considerable proportion of the
Gentiles in his community at the time of their conversion.

There are approximately twenty conversion accounts in Acts
subsequent to that dealing with Cornelius. Their prominent feature
is that Luke portrays Christian evangelism as having been successful
almost entirely among Jews and God-fearers attending synagogues
where the Gospel was first preached. We begin their examination with
Paul's evangelism in Pisidian Antioch (13.16-52), since this is the
first time in Acts that his actual words in a missionary context are
reported at length. Paul initially addresses his audience in the
synagogue in that city as 'Israelites and those who fear God' (ol
cpoPounevoi x6v 0e6v) (13.16) and later as 'Brothers, sons of the race
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of Abraham, and those among you who fear God* (K<xi ol ev tiulv
(poPouuevoi x6v 0E6V) (13.26). There is little doubt that the
(popounevoi T6V 0e6v are Gentile God-fearers, like Cornelius. In
subsequent chapters of Acts, however, the word OE|J6HEVO<; (with or
without x6v 0e6v), which, as we have seen, is attested in Josephus
for God-fearers, is used with respect to Gentiles of this type. In spite
of Paul's having these two groups before him, however, he pitched
his message of salvation at first only at the Jews. Otherwise, there
would be no point in his announcing to the Jews, after they have
blasphemously contradicted his preaching: 'It was necessary that the
word of God be proclaimed to you first. But since you have rejected
it and do not consider yourselves worthy of eternal life, look, we
are turning to the Gentiles' (13.46). Here Paul implies that, before
the Jews rejected God's word and eternal life, the message of salvation
was meant for them alone. The social and religious reality of this can
only be that Paul, at least as Luke presents him, envisaged admitting
Jews but not Gentiles to the Christian community, an admission
presumably effected by baptism and maintained through eucharistic
fellowship. In announcing that he is turning to the Gentiles, Paul
means that he will thenceforth admit them to the Christian com-
munity, clearly not to the exclusion of the Jews, but in addition to
them, for even after this incident he continually preaches in Diaspora
synagogues and wins Jewish as well as Gentile converts. In other
words, the crucial development in the spread of the mission through-
out the Diaspora is to be the establishment of Christian communities
containing both Jews and Gentile God-fearers. That the two groups
entered into table-fellowship with one another profoundly shocked
orthodox Jewish sensibilities for the reasons and with the conse-
quences discussed in Chapter 4 below.

Luke's version of events in Pisidian Antioch helps us to tease out
the implications of his rather cryptic narrative of early evangelism
in Syrian Antioch (11.19-21). Luke does not specify where this
evangelism was initiated, but it is possible to deduce that it was the
synagogue. In Acts 11.19-20 reference is made to two waves of
missionary activity in Antioch, the first to Jews only and the second
to Gentiles as well.63 But we have already mentioned the evidence in
Josephus for the large numbers of Gentiles who attended Jewish
synagogues in Antioch, so it is difficult to imagine how the gospel
could have been preached only to Jews. This difficulty dissolves in
the light of the analogy with events in Pisidian Antioch. We may
presume that although Jews and God-fearers heard the message in
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the synagogue, at first only the former were allowed to join the
Christian community. With the arrival of the second wave of evan-
gelists, however, the pious Gentiles were also admitted.

Although the results of Paul's preaching in the synagogues in
Salamis (13.5), Athens (17.7) and Ephesus (19.8) are not specified,
Luke's narratives of the evangelism in three other cities bring out very
clearly the success of the Christian missionaries among both Jew and
Gentile synagogue-attenders. These are the accounts concerning the
cities of Iconium (14.1), Thessalonika (17.1 -4) and Beroea (17.10-
12). The Gentiles who converted in Thessalonika are described as 'a
great crowd of the pious Greeks [TG>V xe aePou£va>v T3M.fiva)v
7iX.fj8oq noXC] and not a few of the prominent women' (17.4). The
use of the word oepduevoq reminds us of its occurrence in Josephus
with this meaning. Luke mentions that in Iconium and Thessalonika
many Jews did not convert and became hostile to the missionaries
(14.2; 17.5-9, 13).

There are three conversion accounts where table-fellowship is given
considerable prominence, in addition to the Cornelius narrative. We
begin with events in Corinth. Luke records that after Paul arrived
in that city he lodged with a Jew called Aquila and Priscilla, his wife.
Since he and Aquila shared the same trade of tent-making, they
worked together (18.1-3). But each sabbath Paul went to the
synagogue and attempted to convert 'Jews and Greeks' (18.4). He
subsequently encountered heavy Jewish opposition there and departed
from the synagogue with the portentous words: 'Your blood be upon
your own heads; from now on I can go to the Gentiles unpolluted
[Ka0ap6q]' (18.6).64 His decision did not herald in a mission to the
pagans in the market-places and workshops of Corinth, however, for,
in what is an unintentionally comic feature, Luke describes him as
moving into the house of the God-fearer (oep"6nevo<; T6V 0E6V) Titius
Justus, who lived right next door to the synagogue (18.7). Although
little or nothing is made of it in existing Lucan scholarship, the fact
that Luke has Paul take this step further illuminates the patterning
of the Gentile mission which is observable throughout Luke-Acts.
In moving in with Titius Justus, Paul must leave the house of Aquila
and his wife, although there is nothing in the text, or in references
to this couple in the Pauline corpus (Rom 16.3; 1 Cor 16.19), to
suggest that they had failed him in any way. What 'going to the
Gentiles' means to Paul, therefore, is the deliberately public establish-
ment of table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles, or at least those
Gentiles who, like Titius Justus, already revered Yahweh and thereby
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came within the class defined by Peter at Acts 10.35. Moreover, Paul's
residing with Titius did not mean the end of the mission to the Jews.
Luke probably means his readers to understand that by selecting his
location next to the synagogue Paul was well placed to keep in contact
with the Jews and the God-fearers who went there. This is surely
confirmed by Luke's relating that after Paul had taken this step,
Crispus, the archisynagogus, and all his family came to believe (18.8).
In addition, Paul later shows that he has nothing in principle against
evangelizing in a synagogue context, for this is precisely what he does
at Ephesus (19.8).

The second conversion where table-fellowship is a significant issue
is that of Lydia, a God-fearer (oepouivn. T6V 0e6v), whom Paul met
one sabbath in Philippi (16.11-15). This woman clearly satisfied
Peter's conditions for conversion, and the story ends like that of
Cornelius, with Paul staying in her house and, presumably, eating
from the same table with her. Thirdly, there is the conversion of the
gaoler of Philippi, not previously a God-fearer it seems, but reduced
to a receptive frame of mind by the miraculous events in his gaol
(16.25-30). After baptizing him and his household, Paul and Silas
go to his house and share a meal with them (16.31-4).

Apart from this incident involving the gaoler at Philippi, there are
only three occasions in Acts on which Luke describes Paul as
preaching in a non-Jewish context or to people without a Jewish
connection - at Lystra, Athens and Ephesus. Yet even these nar-
ratives fail to displace the Lucan presentation of Christian evangelism
as so far explained. At Lystra Paul addresses an audience of pagans
idolatrous to the extent of wanting to sacrifice to him as Hermes and
to Barnabas as Zeus. Yet his impassioned plea is quite unsuccessful.
In fact, it is barely enough to stop the crowd offering them sacrifice,
let alone to make them become Christians (14.8-18). At Athens, too,
Paul preaches in the agora and on the Areopagus (17.17-34). But
even here he does not appear to have had much success and the few
people who do convert (17.34) may actually have been among the
God-fearers (oi oep*6uevoi) whom he has also addressed in the
Athenian synagogue (17.17). Thirdly, Paul preaches in the lecture-
room of Tyrannus in Ephesus (19.9-10), following his departure
from the local synagogue because of Jewish opposition. The result
of this evangelism is that 'all the inhabitants of Asia, Jews as well
as Greeks, heard the word of the Lord' (19.10). This seems the one
favourable report in Acts of missionary preaching to an audience
which may have included pagan idolaters. Even here, however, Luke
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does not say this explicitly. There were, after all, Jews among the
audience and many of the Greeks may have been understood as being
God-fearers.

The foregoing analysis of conversion accounts in Acts has brought
to light a definite pattern in Luke's presentation of his material. This
pattern has two aspects. First, the Gentiles whom he does describe
as becoming Christian are almost exclusively drawn from among the
ranks of the God-fearers. There is not a single example in Acts of
the conversion of a Gentile who has definitely been an idolater
previously. Secondly, the meaning of the mission to the Gentiles
is not primarily that they have become an object of evangelistic
endeavour instead of the Jews, but that table-fellowship in Christ's
name may now be established between them and the Jews. Before
drawing conclusions for the composition of Luke's community from
these remarkable results, it is necessary to be sure that this pattern
does not merely reflect the historical experience of early Christianity.
Hard evidence as to the actual composition of the first generation of
Christian communities is only to be found in Paul's letters and even
here it is in rather short supply. Nevertheless, comparison with the
Pauline data does confirm what historical probability would in any
event lead us to suspect: namely, that Luke's so strangely uniform
and idealistic portrayal of the first Christian congregations is not an
accurate reflection of the historical reality of their origins.

The very different picture of early Christian evangelism observable
in Paul's letters has recently been discussed by W. A. Meeks in The
First Urban Christians. Meeks makes some interesting observations on
how Christian evangelists would have begun preaching the gospel in a
new city. Their first task was to establish contacts, and this was nor-
mally done by meeting fellow-expatriates or fellow-practitioners of
whatever trade they might pursue.65 Once this was done, the evangel-
ists could rely on the rumour-mill of crowded Hellenistic cities to
attract the curious to listen to their preaching. It is apparent that
Gentiles drawn to the gospel in this fashion would be very little differ-
ent from their neighbours; in particular, we would expect them to have
a typically pagan attachment to idolatry. For converts such as these the
expression 'to turn to God from idols', used by Paul of his addressees
in 1 Thess 1.9, would be an apt description of the conversion process.
Yet, as we have just seen, the outstanding feature of the Gentiles
whose conversion is related in Acts resides precisely in the fact that
virtually none of them turns from idolatry to Christianity or first en-
counters the gospel in the shops of the artisans or in the market-place.
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Meeks also notes that the pattern in Acts of beginning the mission
in the synagogue accords ill with Paul's own declarations that he saw
his mission as primarily or even exclusively to the Gentiles (Gal 1.16;
2.7-9; Rom 1.5, 13-15; 11.13ff.; 15.15-21). Meeks concedes, of
course, that such statements are not to be taken absolutely; Paul's
becoming 'as a Jew to the Jews, to win Jews' (1 Cor 9.20) is not merely
rhetorical, because if he had never been in contact with synagogues
he would not have 'five times ... received at the hands of the Jews
the forty lashes less one' (2 Cor 11.24). Nevertheless, Paul's policy
as he himself describes it is very different from the way it is portrayed
in Acts. Apart from the floggings just mentioned, there is not a word
about synagogues.66 It appears from 1 Thess 2.9 that Paul also
evangelized where he worked, but this is not the way the mission was
fostered in Acts. In Corinth, for example, Paul practised tent-making
with Aquila, but evangelized in the synagogue (Acts 18.1-4). Put
briefly, the historical Paul occasionally used the Jewish connection
in his evangelizing, but preferred to rely on other networks, whereas
the Paul of Acts almost invariably utilized the synagogue as his
springboard for the mission in each of the Eastern cities.

This confirms that Luke has shaped his version of the early days
of Christianity, either by modifying a source where one was available,
or by creating his own account where one was not. A revealing
example of this process is his depiction of the mission at Thessalonika
(17.1 -4), against which we may set, as an historical control, the facts
as they appear in 1 Thess. According to Luke, the first community
in this city was composed solely of Jews and Gentile God-fearers; there
is no mention of ex-idolaters being members. Furthermore, Luke
relates how the other Jews were resentful at Paul's success and stirred
up the city against the Christians (17.5-9). On the other hand, the
addressees of Paul's letter to the Thessalonians were idolaters prior
to their conversion (1 Thess 1.9). Moreover, the opposition to the
Thessalonian Christians addressed by Paul had come from their own
fellow-countrymen, not from the Jews, as is clear from 1 Thess 2.14.

Comparison of the Lucan picture of the spread of Christianity
around the cities of the Roman East with that provided in the Pauline
epistles inevitably casts the gravest doubt on the current orthodoxy
regarding Luke's community. Given the working hypothesis, widely
accepted among New Testament scholars and repeatedly confirmed in
this book, that Luke shapes the history of first-generation Christianity
to speak to the concerns of his own contemporaries, we must ask why
he would present the authorization and origins of the extension of
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the gospel to the Gentiles in such a way as to cast a shadow of
illegitimacy over any Gentiles who had been idolaters, if people such
as these constituted the predominant group in his own community.
Any ex-idolaters in Luke's audience would hardly have derived an
integrating sense of connection with the Christian Urzeit from his
version of its history. No, Luke's programmatic bias in favour of
Gentile God-fearers and almost total omission of ex-idolaters from
the early congregations are most plausibly explained as a modification
of the historical facts, designed to accord with the composition of
his own community, in particular with the fact that its Gentile
members, or a significant proportion of them, had been adherents
of Yahweh and synagogue-attenders prior to their becoming
Christians.

Yet it was not only devout Gentiles that Luke's congregation had
received from the Diaspora synagogue; there were also Jews. The
argument just outlined for the existence of the first group within his
community works equally well for Jews. Throughout the course of
Acts, the Christian evangelists who preached in the synagogues are
described as winning converts among Jews as well as God-fearers.
It does appear that there were fewer Jewish converts than Gentile and
that some Jews rejected the gospel, often with great violence. Never-
theless, in virtually every locus of evangelism a number of Jews did
come over to Christianity. Had not God told Ananias, after all, that
he was sending him to baptize the blind Paul, who was to carry his
name 'before Gentiles, kings and Israelites' (Acts 9.15)? Accordingly,
the argument for assuming God-fearers to have been a significant
component in Luke's community applies also to the Jews. We recall
our earlier interpretation of the Parable of the Great Banquet in
Lk 14.16-24, to the effect that the first group of new guests were
poor or sinful Jews and the second were Gentiles. We may take this
as an accurate picture of the membership of Luke's local
congregation.

When one remembers that Luke-Acts was probably written
between 85 and 95 CE, it is difficult to imagine how New Testament
scholars could ever have come to discount the possibility of a signifi-
cant Jewish presence among Luke's audience. Some of the Jews who
became members of Christian congregations in the forties of the first
century CE may have been about sixty years old when Luke-Acts was
written. Moreover, they may have had children, including circumcised
sons, at the time of their conversion who would only have been middle-
aged when Luke was writing. After all, the children of the first
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converts are explicitly included within the new dispensation by Peter
in his first speech (Acts 2.39). In commenting upon 1 Peter, J.H.
Elliott adopts a position similar to this; given that 1 Peter was written
somewhere between 69 and % CE, he finds it impossible to accept
that Jews would have disappeared from the Christian congregations
of Asia Minor, leaving an all Gentile audience.67

In view of this it is quite beside the point for S. G. Wilson to assert:
'It was almost certainly a predominantly Gentile church. The influx
of Jews had ceased long before ...I68 For while a split between the
Christian congregations and institutionalized Judaism had very
probably taken place by the time Luke-Acts was published (see
Chapter 3 below) and evangelism in the synagogue had ceased, Luke's
community must still have contained a significant number of Jews.
They may well have been ostracized by their fellow-Jews for endanger-
ing Jewish ethnic identity by sharing table-fellowship with Gentiles
(see Chapter 4 below) and they may even have been the target of a
Jewish campaign to have them abandon the Christian community.
Faced with such pressures, they must have required considerable
reassurance that their decision to convert, even if it had been taken
long before, had been the correct one. One of the aims Luke had was
to provide such reassurance - or, to use the language of the model
outlined in Chapter 1 above, 'legitimation' - to the Jewish members
of his community.

Interesting confirmation of a synagogue background for Luke and
his audience is provided by the pronounced use of Septuagintal
expressions throughout his two books.69 Although this is too com-
plex a topic to be investigated here, it is worth noting that F. L. Horton
has recently argued that Luke's Septuagintal style may well reflect
a special form of Greek employed during synagogue services but not
in everyday discourse among Jews of the time.70 Thus, Luke's use of
such language and his apparent expectation that it would be appreci-
ated by his audience may reflect the fact that both he and his readers
were familiar with Septuagintal Greek from their previous association
with the synagogue.



SECTARIAN STRATEGIES

1. Introduction

There is a growing awareness today of the benefits which flow to New
Testament studies from viewing early Christianity as a sectarian
movement in some way comparable to other such movements, both
from our own time and from previous historical periods, whose beliefs
and practices have been investigated by historians, anthropologists
and sociologists. This is, however, a fairly recent development in New
Testament scholarship. In fact, the palm for the first methodologically
conscious and detailed attempt to apply contemporary sociological
studies of sectarianism to early Christianity goes to Robin Scroggs for
an essay published as late as 1975.' Since then some New Testament
scholars have begun using sectarian perspectives with growing
sophistication and effect.2 Several other writers have picked up the
sectarian theme, even if their appropriation of the relevant sociological
insights is far more tentative.3

Given this continuing hesitation as to the need, and uncertainty
as to the means, for studying early Christianity as a sect, it is necessary
to begin this treatment of the sectarian strategies in Luke-Acts with
an outline of the sociological ideas which will be employed. The broad
line argued in this book is that Luke's unique presentation of his
material constitutes a symbolic universe designed to legitimate for the
Christians of his community the new movement of which they were
members. The investigation carried out in this chapter, and repeatedly
picked up later, is of central importance to this broad argument
because of our belief that many of the most prominent features of
his theology ultimately stem from and reflect the powerful tensions,
social and political as much as religious, which accompanied the
emergence from Judaism of that form of Christianity adhered to by
the members of his community. The phrase 'sectarian strategies' has,
accordingly, been adopted as the title for this chapter because, as will
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emerge below, socioredactional analysis reveals that so many charac-
teristic features of the text have been carefully formulated by Luke
to help his community cope with the pressures upon them as a result
of their sectarian status in relation to Judaism and the Hellenistic
world at large.

2. The sociology of sectarianism: typology and model

In Chapter 1 we foreshadowed that the distinction between 'church'
and 'sect', as understood by modern sociologists, would play an
important role in our understanding of the position of Luke's com-
munity, and it is now time to elaborate upon this distinction and
related aspects of sectarianism. Our discussion begins with some views
expressed by Max Weber in an essay published in 1915, in which he
argued that the fact that some individuals were differently qualified
in a religious way stood at the beginning of the history of religion.4

Some individuals, such as shamans, sorcerers, ascetics, pneumatics
and sectarians were characterized by 'heroic' or 'virtuoso' religiosity,
the rest by 'mass' religiosity - the latter term covering those whom
he described as religiously 'unmusical'. He thought that heroic
religiosity was frequently to be found in 'sects', that is, 'associations
that accept only religiously qualified persons in their midst'. On the
other hand, mass religiosity was usually located within a 'church',
that is, 'a community organized by officials into an institution which
bestows gifts of grace'.5 The terms 'church' and 'sect' are, of course,
not descriptions of empirical data but ideal or constructed types in
the sense discussed in Chapter 1 above. Weber thought that between
church and sect there was an inevitable conflict:

For the church, being the holder of institutionalized grace,
seeks to organize the religiosity of the masses and to put its
own officially monopolized and mediated sacred values in
the place of the autonomous and religious status qualifica-
tions of the religious virtuosos.6

Some of the examples he gives of this tension are the opposition of
early Christian bishops to pneumatics, of the Russian state church
to sects, and of the official management of the Confucian cult to
Buddhist, Taoist and sectarian pursuits of salvation of all sorts. Thus
Weber's treatment of the church-sect distinction was not restricted
to Christian cultures, and it is argued below that another case which
fits into this scheme is the reaction of- first-century Judaism to
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Christianity in Palestine and even within the Diaspora cities where the
Jewish communities often had separate legal status as politeumata.1

It was Ernst Troeltsch, however, rather than Weber, who generated
what has become the classic formulation of the church-sect distinc-
tion. It is worthwhile to summarize briefly how he contrasted these
two types of religious movement.8 As for their attitudes to the
world, a church largely accepts the secular order in which it is located
and is a conservative force in society, while the attitude of a sect to
society and the state may be indifferent, tolerant or hostile. As for
the question of recruitment, a church draws members from all strata
in society, but is often particularly allied to, and dependent upon,
the upper classes, whereas a sect recruits predominantly among the
lower classes. Initiation into a church occurs simply by virtue of an
individual being born into it, but one is initiated into a sect on the
basis of a conscious conversion. On the issue of the scope of salvation,
a church seeks to embrace the whole world within its apparatus of
redemption, while a sect offers salvation to the small group of the
elect who comprise its membership. A church teaches that there is
an objective treasury of grace in its hierarchy, priesthood and
sacraments, whereas sects tend to be anti-sacramental, anti-clerical
and anti-hierarchical. As for methods of organization, finally, a
church is a large, hierarchically organized institution, but a sect is
composed of small, largely autonomous groups. Implicit in these
typological contrasts, but perhaps not sufficiently emphasized by
Troeltsch, is the fact that sects, at least in a Western and Christian
context, normally require exclusivity of commitment, that is, they do
not admit of dual allegiance.9

A significant problem with Troeltsch's typology, raised by B.R.
Wilson, is that in modern pluralist societies the usefulness of con-
trasting church with sect has greatly diminished, even in countries in
which a particular church is established. The reason for this is that
sects do not normally arise today in schism form, or in protest against,
existing churches. In general, contemporary sects spring up among
those who are outside the churches or have little involvement with
them.10 This inevitably means that the element of protest which
continues to characterize sects is directed not so much against the
church, as commonly in the medieval Europe upon which Troeltsch
focused his attention, but 'against the secular society, and, in some
measure, possibly also against the state'." While this is a valuable
criticism, it does not preclude application of the typology to the
beginnings of Christianity, which did originate from within Judaism
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and did constitute, at least in part, a protest against various features
of that 'church'. Nevertheless, Wilson's observation alerts us to the
need for giving more careful attention to the attitudes of Luke's
community to society and the state than in Troeltsch's typology.
Attention to such issues is also demanded, it will be recalled, by the
model of legitimation presented in Chapter 1 above, especially in view
of the likely alliance between a religious establishment and the political
authorities to suppress a new religious movement.

Because the position of his community with respect to society and
the state, as well as to Judaism, is such a critical question for Luke,
we are profitably able to enrich the sectarian side of Troeltsch's
church-sect distinction by bringing to bear on the data in the text
Wilson's widely influential sectarian typology. The sectarian move-
ment', he writes, 'always manifests some degree of tension with the
world, and it is the type of tension and the ways in which it is contained
or maintained that are of particular importance."2 From a consider-
ation of a very wide sample of sectarianism, some of it beyond the
influence of orthodox Christianity, Wilson has generated a typology
which details seven modes of containing or maintaining this tension,
or, as he calls them, seven sectarian 'responses to the world'. Four
of these must be introduced here, to pave the way for what follows.13

The conversionist response, which is highly relevant to Luke-Acts
and to other New Testament texts, rests upon the belief that the world
is corrupt because individuals are corrupt and if individuals can be
changed the world will be changed. Salvation is seen as a profoundly
felt, supernaturally wrought transformation of the self, although the
transformation will normally only be possible on the promise of a
change in external reality at some future time or the prospect of the
individual's transfer to another sphere. The revolutionist response,
secondly, is to declare that evil is so rampant that only the destruction
of the existing natural and social order will suffice to save humanity.
Often this destruction, which will be effected by a god or gods and
will be followed by a new state of salvation for some, is perceived
as being imminent. Such a response is typical of millennarian move-
ments and sects. The third response, labelled introversionist, is to see
the world as irredeemably evil and salvation as attainable only by the
fullest possible withdrawal from it. This may be an individual
response, but as a response of a social movement it leads to the
establishment of a separated community preoccupied with its own
holiness code and its means of inoculation from the wider society.
The thaumaturgical response, fourthly, is characterized by the
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individual's concern with relief from present and specific ills by magic.
Here, the demand for supernatural assistance is personal and local.

It is important to realize that Wilson explicitly disclaims the notion
that his seven types of responses will always appear in any high
degree of purity in the real world.14 It is quite possible that one
religious movement may contain features from more than one of the
types. To cite an example from the New Testament period, the monks
of Qumran were 'introversionist' in their desire for isolation from
Judaism in general and 'revolutionist' in their belief that the existing
social order was about to come to a calamitous end. In examining
the Christianity of Luke's community we will have occasion to draw
upon several of these features.

We are now equipped with a typological apparatus for instituting
precise comparisons with the data in Luke-Acts: a combination of
Troeltsch's typology for the broad church-sect question and Wilson's
typology for a more detailed and precise examination of the variety
of sectarian responses in the text. This appears to be the first occasion
on which this procedure has been adopted with respect to Luke-Acts,
although there are eminent precedents for the desirability of the
exercise in the writings of J. H. Elliott and W. A. Meeks on 1 Peter
and Pauline Christianity respectively.15

It is a point of the highest importance, however, that a typological
apparatus is not in itself a sufficient sociological input to make the
most of a socio-redactional analysis of Luke-Acts. Typologies merely
classify phenomena into certain accentuated categories for the
purpose of allowing comparisons with empirical data; they do not
specify what may be expected of mixed cases falling between the types,
nor can they explain or predict development from one type to another.
Typologies have no diachronic function. As applied to an historical
work, this means that although a typology may be used in comparison
with the facts at this or that time in the relevant period, it has no role
whatsoever in explicating how one factual situation led to another.
Thus, as far as Luke-Acts is concerned, we shall soon see the
usefulness of applying our typological apparatus, first, to the situation
of Luke's community at the time he was writing and, later, to that
of the first community in Jerusalem; but on the question of how the
first community developed into the second, our typology can, of its
very nature, have nothing to say. This is a task for a model, a related
group of conceptualized phenomena with a 'mechanism', an inner
dynamic, which has an explanatory and predictive function.

One of the early attempts to construct a model for sectarian
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development was made by H. Richard Neibuhr, who envisaged that,
over time, sects would develop into churches.16 One critical reaction
to this model, raising an issue picked up below, has come from B. R.
Wilson, who has pointed out that many contemporaneous sects
remain sects and do not develop into churches, even with the passage
of several generations.17 Revolutionist groups like the Jehovah's
Witnesses, for example, maintain their millennarian fervour over long
periods and do not accommodate themselves to society in the way
suggested by Niebuhr's model. Wilson's criticism does not, however,
invalidate the model, it merely demonstrates that its area of appli-
cation is narrower than Niebuhr may have thought.

It is a somewhat unfortunate feature of modern sociological
investigation of sects and related phenomena that very little attention
has been given to the process by which a reform or renewal group
within a church manages to continue to exist within the church or
attracts such opposition that it secedes or is expelled, thereby acquiring
sectarian status. Much work has been done on the background social
conditions which might precipitate sectarian development, but the
actual mechanics of the process, except to the extent that they involve
a charismatic leader in the Weberian mould,18 are rarely considered
and no model has been formulated to explain them. This would
appear to be a serious theoretical obstacle to a sociological approach
to Luke-Acts, which contains abundant data relating to the begin-
nings of Christianity as a movement or party within Judaism and its
gradual estrangement from that faith, at least in its institutional form.

Fortunately, however, there is one work which offers invaluable
material on the development of internal religious movements into sects
which may be used for making 'distant comparisons' (explained in
Chapter 1 above) with Luke-Acts: namely, David Barrett's Schism
and Renewal in Africa.™ This book deals with the phenomenon of
'independency' in Africa, the fact that during the last one hundred
years schisms from mission churches on that continent have been
taking place at an unprecedented rate, so that by 1967 there were some
5,000 distinct ecclesiastical bodies which had arisen in this way. But
in addition to the groups which had split away from the missions,
there were approximately 1,000 reform, renewal or revival movements
still within the missionary churches. Moreover, most of the 5,000
independent groups began their existence as movements within the
churches. Much of Barrett's book is concerned with generating a
multi-causal theory to explain this phenomenon, and most of the
causal factors he advocates relate to the tribal nature of African
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society and the impact and results of missionary activity upon it.
Obviously, such factors are far removed from the social context of
the origins of Christianity. Nevertheless, the recurrent features which
characterize the passage of a reform movement within a church to
an independent religious group, sectarian in nature, outside that
church are comparable to the development of Christianity as it is
presented in Luke-Acts.

The impulse towards independency presupposes a 'vast reservoir
of dissatisfaction with the religious status quo' (Barrett, p. 34), a feeling
of deprivation caused by intense socio-religious strains induced in
African society by what are perceived to be attacks by the missionaries
upon its traditional structures, such as the family. At this point there
emerges a leadership with a major innovating idea capable of tapping
this feeling of dissatisfaction and launching a movement of protest,
renewal or reform. This is the function of a charismatic personality
in the Weberian sense,20 a visionary, seer or prophet (p. 218) who is
able to understand the unhappiness of his co-religionists, articulate
a convincing response to it and gather around him a group of loyal
supporters.

It is virtually inevitable that such a movement will be a cause of
tension in the missionary church in which it arose. This is so because
it will always, at least to a certain extent, be characterized by new
attitudes, new idioms and new ventures of faith which will be highly
disturbing to other members of the church (p. 183), especially con-
servative African pastors, superintendents or bishops (p. 219), whose
position and status are tied to the existing status quo.

Nevertheless, these reform movements do not always break with
their parent churches; the Jamaa (Family) charismatic movement, for
example, was begun in 1945 among the Luba of Katanga, but despite
its many unorthodox features its 20,000 adherents have almost entirely
remained within the Roman Catholic church because of sympathetic
treatment by the missionaries. On the other hand, some movements
split away almost immediately from their parent churches. The most
usual course is for a movement to exist for what may be a considerable
period of time, even twenty years, before splitting off from the church.

A reform movement may become independent of its own accord,
by secession, or it may be expelled by its mother church. In either
case, however, there is often a strong element of the fortuitous in the
whole process. The dissidents tend, of course, to cause increasing
discomfort and consequent hostility among the conservative and
nominal ranks of the church (p. 222), but the flashpoint, when the
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movement departs, is frequently due to an unfortunate train of
misunderstandings and circumstances, originally unintended and
unforeseen by both sides (p. 182). Often the exodus of the reformers
is precipitated by a changed attitude on the part of the church, the
leaders of which have grown impatient with the unorthodoxy of the
movement and attempt to control or institutionalize its work of
renewal (pp.214-15, 222).

On some occasions, part of a renewal movement actually remains
within a church while the rest secedes. When the bulk of the Soatanana
revival seceded from the Lutheran church in Madagascar in 1955, for
example, 10% of those involved stayed behind within the church.

Following secession, the church often moves to cut off outside aid,
including personnel and financial support, from the seceding group,
to exert pressure upon the dissidents in order to force them back into
the fold (p. 164). Furthermore, both parties tend to engage in a
campaign of invective and this aggravates the situation and hardens
the breach, eventually past the point of no return (p. 220). The
churches even invoke the arm of the law and since 1700 a startlingly
large and steadily mounting roll of charismatic leaders have been
dealt with by the state.

3. Sectarian strategies in Luke-Acts

Church and sect
The threshold question for the usefulness of these sociological ideas in
discovering Luke's intentions and strategies is whether his community
can be regarded as sectarian along the lines set out in Troeltsch's
church-sect typology. In answering this question one must always
remember that to be able to designate a religious phenomenon
'sectarian' is not an end in itself, as one might gather, for example,
from Robin Scroggs' 1975 essay 'The Earliest Christian Communities
as Sectarian Movement'.21 A typology is not a set of pigeon-holes
into which empirical data are to be slotted.22 Nevertheless, it is a
necessary prerequisite to the fruitful application of sociological ideas
to establish that the typologies and models sought to be employed
are in fact relevant to the data under investigation. And even during
this preliminary process questions may arise which can be dealt with
subsequently.

Is there, accordingly, a close enough 'fit' between Troeltsch's
typology and what can be determined as to the status of Luke's



Sectarian strategies 54

community to make the sociological exercise worthwhile? It should
be noted at the outset that this is yet another area where one must
attempt the difficult, but not impossible, task of differentiating
between the dramatic time of the events in the narrative and the time
in which Luke was writing. An appropriate place to begin is with
Paul's prophetic address to the Ephesian elders in Acts 20.17-35.
We have noted previously that this is one of the places where one feels
most immediately that Luke is speaking to the present of his own
community, especially with respect to the troubles that are besetting
it from within and without. We have also mentioned the interesting
fact that the community is referred to as a flock (20.28, 29), which
recalls Jesus' exhortation 'Do not fear, little flock, for the Father has
been pleased to give you the Kingdom' (Lk 12.32). From this image
we understand that the Christians are gathered in small congregations
with recognizable boundaries between themselves and non-Christians.
In Acts 20.28 Luke actually equates the flock and that peculiarly
Christian form of association, the ekklesia, and specifically dis-
tinguishes this from the synagogue by reading ekklesia instead of
synagoge, which occurs in the Septuagintal passage alluded to in the
verse.23 The church at Ephesus was led by elders (presbyteroi), and
this form of ecclesiastical organization was no doubt operative in
Luke's own community.24 The Christian communities of the eighties
and nineties of the first century CE were, moreover, largely self-
governing.25 From these details one may conclude that Luke's
community was small, essentially autonomous, lacking a rigid
hierarchical organization26 and that it had a separate identity vis-a-
vis Judaism, as required by Troeltsch's typology.

Nevertheless, these correspondences are not sufficient to establish
the applicability of the typology to Luke-Acts, for the reason that we
have yet to establish that dual membership of a Christian community
and the local synagogue had become very difficult, if not impossible,
for a Christian. After all, the early community in Jerusalem was not
very different from Luke's in size, autonomy and leadership and its
members were distinguishable from ordinary Jews by virtue of their
Messianic beliefs and by the experience of baptism and eucharistic
table-fellowship; yet many of the early Christians still regarded
themselves as fully a part of the Jewish people, as shown by their
participation in the Temple cult. To this extent the early community
in Jerusalem was like the reform movements which exist within
African missionary churches before they become independent, in the
manner already described.
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The primary issue, therefore, is to demonstrate that the members of
Luke's community were characterized by exclusivity of commitment
to it, in other words, that a simultaneous allegiance to the synagogue,
which has been accurately described by W. Schrage as the national
and religious fellowship of the Jews,27 was either difficult or even
impossible.

There is evidence elsewhere in the New Testament for Christians
being excluded from the synagogue. The Gospel of John, in particular,
contains the clearest sign of a definite Jewish policy of expelling
anyone from the synagogue who confessed Christ, in the repeated use
of the word hnoawdyayyoc, (Jn 9.22; 12.42; 16.2). On the other hand,
it is unlikely that such a decisive separation was effected through the
use of the birkath ha-minim, the curse against heretics which was
inserted into the Thirteen Benedictions late in the first century CE,
possibly as early as 80 CE.28 This curse appears as the twelfth ben-
ediction in the Palestinian Recension and runs, as far as is relevant
here: 'And may the Nazarenes and the heretics [minim] perish quickly;
and may they be erased from the Book of Life.'29 Many scholars,
such as W. Schrage and J.L. Martyn,30 argue that once this curse
had been inserted in what was the daily prayer of every Jew, continued
attendance at the local synagogue by Christians would have become
impossible, since the non-Christian members of the congregation
would have been very careful to ensure that this benediction was
uttered properly and without abbreviation. In fact, as W. Horbury
has pointed out in an excellent article on the subject, the incidental
exclusion of heretical prayer-leaders by means of the birkath ha-
minim, even if they were accompanied by other members of the
congregation, falls far short of the Johannine grievance.31 The view
taken by Horbury, which is accepted here, is that although the birkath
ha-minim was in use around the end of the first century,32 it simply
reinforced a more drastic exclusion of Christians which had been
carried out prior to, or at the same time as, the introduction of the
curse.

But can it be shown that Luke's community had also been
separated from the synagogue? Several features in the text suggest
that such a separation had occurred. Horbury cites a series of reports
in Acts which describe local Jewish opposition resulting in the with-
drawal of Paul from the synagogue (Acts 18.7; 19.9) or his forced
departure from town (13.50; 17.10, 17) and notes that at Lk 6.22
ostracism is expected generally.33 Although, as J.L. Martyn has
noted,34 features such as these do not go as far as the bitterly felt



Sectarian strategies 56

expulsion in John's Gospel, this does not mean that an irrevocable
split had not occurred between Luke's community and Judaism. If
this split had only taken place in the recent past of his community,
Luke could surely have decided that it would have been far too glaring
an anachronism to insert into his narrative an event known by his
readers to have happened much later. There is other evidence in
Luke-Acts, however, to indicate that there had been a decisive
enough break with Judaism to make the possibility of his Christian
contemporaries also having frequented the synagogue most unlikely.

One important piece of evidence for this separation occurs in
Lk 4.28-30. These verses describe how the congregation in the
synagogue of Nazareth attempt to kill Jesus by casting him down a
cliff, but he escapes through their midst. What the Nazarenes intended
for Jesus was plainly a lynching, although the manner of death may
have reflected the procedure for a stoning carried out in accordance
with Jewish law.35 This incident forms the climax of the passage
describing the inaugural preaching of Jesus' ministry and its reception
by the Jews of Nazareth (Lk 4.16-30). We have already shown in
Chapter 2 above that Lk 4.16-30 does have the programmatic
function in Luke-Acts widely ascribed to it, but to a far greater degree
than has hitherto been realized. The message of salvation which Jesus
quotes from Isaiah (4.18-19) is regarded by Luke as being fulfilled
in the 'today' of his own community, not just in that of the congre-
gation of Nazareth. The whole passage refers forward to the time
when the rejection of Jesus at Nazareth has been matched by his
rejection by a large part of Israel and when the message of salvation
has been extended to Gentiles, rich and poor alike - in other words,
to the time of Luke's own community.

The significant question for the present is why the hostility of the
Jews in Nazareth takes such an extreme form. Why does Luke
describe them as having attempted to murder Jesus the very first time
that he opens his mouth in public? It is very strange that so singular
an event as this has stirred barely an eddy in Lucan scholarship. The
possibility that Luke is merely reporting historical fact should
probably be rejected; Lk 4.28-30 are so indelibly stamped with Lucan
stylistic features as to suggest that Luke created this incident, rather
than reported an earlier tradition based on historical fact.36 If we
assume that there is no historical background to this incident, the most
plausible explanation for its inclusion in the text is that it reflects a
problem which was of passionate and contemporary interest to
the evangelist's audience. D.L. Tiede has also argued for Luke's
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presentation of the suffering and rejected prophet being a 'pointed
commentary on his own time'.37 The only particular problem
troubling Luke's community which is likely to have induced him to
rework the Marcan Vorlage of this incident, to include an attempt
on Jesus' life, is extreme antagonism from the local synagogue.

But it is possible to suggest a context for the incident even more
specific than this. Such assassination attempts were hardly a common-
place in the tradition. In fact, this is the only occasion in the Synoptic
Gospels where the Jews try to do away with Jesus, apart from their
plotting which leads to his crucifixion. The only parallels to this are
in Jn 8.59 and 10.31. Both of the Johannine accounts are set in the
Temple and describe attempts to stone Jesus, while Jn 8.59 is also
similar to Lk 4.28-9 in that Jesus makes a surprising, possibly
miraculous, escape from his attackers. For a New Testament author
to attribute this degree of opposition by the Jews to Jesus indicates
that there were feelings of intense antipathy between his Christian
contemporaries and the local Jewish community. With John this
antipathy has been caused by the actual exclusion of his audience from
the synagogue. Although there is lacking in Luke-Acts the massive,
sectarian introversion which one senses in John's Gospel, that Luke
should also present the Jews as having the same murderous hostility
towards Jesus is best explained as a reaction to the exclusion of his
community from the synagogue or, at least, to a situation where it
was seen as so estranged an institution as to make membership of it
by Christians difficult or even impossible. Luke's interest in presenting
such an estrangement to his readers is also evident in his account of
Paul's first preaching, in the synagogue in Damascus immediately
after his conversion (Acts 9.20-5). The Lucan version of this incident,
culminating in Paul's escape from a Jewish plot to kill him, diverges
from Paul's own account38 and has a very similar pattern to the
rejection of Jesus at Nazareth.39 In both cases the depiction of
Jewish hostility is part of the symbolic universe created by Luke to
legitimate the decisive cleavage which had occurred between his
community (many of whose members were Jews and God-fearers)
and the local synagogue.

Finally, the conclusion of Acts (28.23ff.) goes some way to
confirming these arguments for a decisive rupture between ekklesia
and synagogue. This is not because the last section of Acts is the third
in a series of incidents (the other two being 13.46ff. and 18.6ff.)
describing Jewish rejection of the Gospel which, when taken together,
indicate that church and synagogue had become separate entities by
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the time Luke came to write his Gospel and Acts. This interpretation,
which is espoused by many Lucan commentators,40 is incompatible
with the fact, explained in Chapter 4 below, that Acts 13.46ff. and
18.6ff. do not deal with the substitution of a Gentile mission for that
among the Jews, but serve to legitimate table-fellowship between Jew
and Gentile in the Christian community. Nevertheless, Acts 28.23-8
is a very prominent passage by virtue of its climactic position at the
end of the work and for the reason that the length of Paul's quotation
from Scripture in these verses is quite unique among his speeches in
Acts. Given the Jewish-Gentile mix in Luke's community, the
inclusion of this motif at the end of the work is best understood as
indicative of an institutional split between church and synagogue, as
well as being Luke's final salvo in his long campaign to legitimate
Gentiles sharing the eucharist with Jews. It is worth noting here that
the tensions inevitably produced in Luke's community by its members
being excluded from the synagogue which they had once attended is
the best explanation for an ambivalence in Luke's attitude to Judaism
which J.L. Houlden has recently discussed but explained on other
grounds.41

From these areas of evidence we conclude that Luke's fellow-
Christians would have found simultaneous membership of the church
and the local synagogue difficult or impossible, so that we have
satisfied the final requirement for speaking of Luke's community as
sectarian within the terms of Troeltsch's typology. In the chapters
which follow a number of significant features of Luke-Acts will be
shown to form part of the symbolic universe which Luke erects to
secure the existence of his community in view of its sectarian relation-
ship with Judaism.

Sectarian responses to the world
The second task in establishing the broad applicability to Luke-Acts
of the sociological ideas on sectarianism outlined above is to deter-
mine the usefulness of Bryan Wilson's typology of sectarian responses
to the world. Many features in the text testify to Luke's interest in
the relationship between Christianity and the wider social and political
system in which it was located. At the literary level, for example,
Luke's appropriation of Hellenistic prose style and historiographical
techniques42 indicates a sensitivity to the wider cultural context
which is unique among New Testament writers. Secondly, he presents
Christianity as being a significant historical phenomenon by the
introduction, for example, of synchronisms setting the beginnings of
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the Christian era within the wider history of the period, especially of
imperial Rome (Lk 1.5; 2.1 - 2 ; 3.1 -2). As Paul tells Festus: 'These
things were not done in a corner' (Acts 26.26). More importantly,
however, Luke reveals an acute sensitivity to the status of Christianity
in the eyes of Roman political, military and judicial authorities, for
reasons explained in Chapter 8 below.

Since these features in the text confirm that Bryan Wilson's phrase
'response to the world' is an appropriate designation for a significant
area of data in Luke-Acts, we must now proceed to consider the
particular response or responses within Wilson's typology most
suitable to the work. Three types of response, the thaumaturgic, the
conversionist and the revolutionist, seem relevant. As for the first,
there are a number of places in the work where Luke explicitly asserts
the superiority of the gospel over thaumaturgic solutions to the
difficulties of human existence. Cases in point are the incidents in Acts
involving Simon Magus (8.9-13,18-24), Elymas, the Jewish sorcerer
in Paphos (13.6-12) and the burning of the books of magic at Ephesus
(19.19). On the other hand, Luke himself occasionally includes a
reference to a type of Christian healing which sails perilously close
to thaumaturgy. The cures effected by the application of Paul's
scarves and handkerchiefs in Ephesus (Acts 19.12) fall within this
category. Nevertheless, this type of miracle is far too insignificant in
Luke-Acts to displace Luke's anti-thaumaturgic theme.

The relevance of the conversionist response to Luke-Acts is self-
evident, in view of its author's preoccupation with individual penance
and acceptance of the Gospel in baptism,43 which enable the believer
to enter a zone of Spirit-filled experience during the period before
the final consummation to be inaugurated by the returning Son of
Man. But what of the revolutionist response? To what extent can that
be observed in Luke-Acts? In the first century CE, when the prevail-
ing social and economic conditions under Roman rule had produced
a large degree of unrest among the population of Palestine,44 there
were groups within Israel who believed that salvation was only
possible (and, indeed, was about to occur) with the destruction of the
political system which oppressed them and the re-establishment of
the Kingdom of Israel. Such a response to the world is, of course,
very close to the revolutionist type described by Bryan Wilson. An
expression of the revolutionist response par excellence is found in the
New Testament in Revelation, although it also outcrops in Mk 13
(even if Mark is using traditions characterized by an apocalyptic
fervour greater than his own)45 and in Acts 1.6, when the disciples
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ask Jesus when he will restore the Kingdom of Israel. It is well worth
noting that every manifestation of the revolutionist response involves
a measure of hostility to the established order of things, while in its
more intense forms it exhibits a violent antipathy to the existing social
and political order, an antipathy evident, for example, in the cele-
bration of Rome's imminent and fiery destruction in Rev 17 and 18.

But did Luke see the revolutionist response as appropriate for his
Christian contemporaries? Or, to pose the question in the terms of
current theological discussion, does Luke-Acts reveal a belief by its
author in an imminent End? In Die Mitte der Zeit Hans Conzelmann
answered this question with a decisive 'no'. He argued that the
Evangelist recast Christian traditions to eliminate expectation of an
imminent End and that the factor which occasioned this was the
anxiety of the church caused by the delay of the parousia. Ferner-
wartung had replaced Naherwartung. For Conzelmann, in fact,
Luke's 'definite theological attitude to the problem of eschatology'
was the primary motivation in the composition of Luke-Acts.4*

Before considering whether Conzelmann was correct in attributing
to Luke a desire to reduce the expectation among his fellow-Christians
that the End was near, three significant points arising from this state-
ment of his broad position must be canvassed. First of all, one must
raise a query over Conzelmann's endeavour to interpret Luke's
theology predominantly with respect to the question of eschatology.
In this book we have adopted a very different approach: namely, of
examining the extent to which Luke-Acts is explicable as the product
of its author's desire to explain and justify Christian belief and
practice to the members of his own community, especially in view of
its sectarian status with respect to Judaism and the world at large.
This approach offers a far greater opportunity to account for the rich
variety of data in Luke-Acts, in particular those disclosing a Lucan
sensitivity to the problem of how Christians relate to the synagogue
and to political authority, than Conzelmann's focus upon the single
issue of the frustration of apocalyptic expectation.

Secondly, it should be noted that the basic assumption underlying
Conzelmann's thesis, that it is impossible to maintain a belief in an
imminent parousia in the face of continued delay in its arrival, is
demonstrably false. There are many sects, the Jehovah's Witnesses,
for example, which maintain their apocalyptic fervour over long
periods of time, even in the face of frequent disappointments when
the End, often predicted as due on a particular date, does not
occur. Even from the New Testament itself we have the example of
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Revelation, which, although containing a very powerful expression
of belief in an imminent End, was probably written late in the first
century.47

The third issue concerns Conzelmann's insistence that Luke's
attitude to the problem of eschatology was 'theological'. We began
Chapter 1 by registering dissent from his view that Luke's theological
interests are anterior to, and dictate, his attitudes on social and
political questions. The problems inherent in Conzelmann's approach
are very apparent in the area of eschatology, for a little reflection
quickly discloses the possibility of Luke's eschatological beliefs being
dependent upon the social and political situation of his community
and not vice versa. In Chapter 8 below we shall argue that there were
a number of Roman officials, either military or administrative, in
Luke's community and that he was attentive to their special needs
and circumstances. How would they have reacted if their community
had experienced an outburst of apocalypticism similar to that in Rev
17 and 18? It is beyond question that this would have put them in
the impossible situation where one consequence of their faith in Jesus
Christ was that they were required to glory in, and even pray for, the
early and cataclysmic overthrow of the political system of which they
were, in all probability, loyal and dedicated servants. In other words,
eschatology has profound social and political ramifications, and even
where there was an apocalyptic attitude present in the community not
nearly so extreme as that in Revelation the same problem would arise.
To legitimate Christianity for Roman officials among his audience,
Luke would have been forced either to tone down apocalyptic fervour,
even if it had not already begun to fade with the passing years, or
to lend his support to any existing inclination to regard the End as
not imminent.48 This consideration disposes us in favour of Conzel-
mann's argument that Luke did not believe in an imminent End, and
to this particular issue we now turn.

In addition to the very fact, mentioned in Chapter 1 above, of
Luke's choosing to write Acts as well as his Gospel, there are many
other features in Luke-Acts which indicate its author's concern to
dampen apocalyptic expectation. Some of the more notable may be
ventilated here. First, Luke alters earlier traditions to eliminate the
notion that the onset of the Kingdom of God was near at hand. He
diverges from Mark, for example, by having Jesus begin his public
ministry not with a proclamation that the Kingdom was near, but what
it was like (Lk 4.18-21; cf. Mk 1.15). In addition, he deletes the
expression 'come in power' from Mk 9.1 to inculcate a sense of the



Sectarian strategies 62

timelessness of the Kingdom (Lk 9.27). This theme is underlined by
a number of direct disavowals that the Kingdom is near or that it is
proper for a disciple to be interested in the time of its arrival (Lk 17.20;
19.11; Acts 1.6-7). Secondly, Luke extricates the events surrounding
the destruction of Jerusalem from the context of the End in Lk 21
and considerably postpones the parousia by mentioning that it will
be preceded by the 'ages of the Gentiles' (Lk 21.24). This may be
connected with the future of the message of salvation among the
Gentiles announced in Acts 28.28. Thirdly, there is a number of
miscellaneous features with the same implication. Whereas Mark, for
example, has Jesus tell the Sanhedrin that they will see 'the Son of
Man seated at the right hand of the Power and coming with the clouds
of Heaven' (Mk 14.62), Luke merely has 'from now on the Son of
Man will be seated at the right hand of the Power of God' (Lk 22.69).
In the Parable of the Vineyard and the Tenants Luke adds to his
Marcan source that the owner went away 'for a long time' (Lk 20.9;
Mk 12.1), and this surely reflects a belief in a delayed parousia. Lastly,
the little-noticed fact that Mary tells Elisabeth 'from now on all
generations [yeveai] will call me blessed' (Lk 1.48) is incompatible
with an imminent parousia, even if the Evangelist is using traditional
material in the Magnificat.49

Although Conzelmann's belief in a postponed eschatology has
found many supporters,50 other scholars have continued to discern
in Luke-Acts indications of an imminent end.51 Most of the writers
in this latter group do not deny that there is a delay theme in the work,
but they insist that it is balanced by a Lucan retention of Naher-
wartung. R. H. Hiers, for example, proposes that Luke attempted to
show that Jesus himself did not mistakenly preach an imminent
parousia, but that Luke wished his readers to know that they were
living in the last days.52 On the other hand, S.G. Wilson,53 who is
followed to an extent by J. Ernst,54 sees Luke adopting the via media
of preserving a delay theme to counter a renewal of apocalypticism
and an imminence theme to prevent a loss of faith and a lax morality.

When the textual evidence relied upon to support the imminence
motif is examined, however, it falls far short of this result. First of
all, Lk 9.27 cannot be taken as referring to an early parousia. We
have already commented upon Luke's omission of the phrase 'come
in power' which is predicated of the Kingdom in his Marcan source.
Moreover, Luke may well have expected his readers to understand
that the vision of the kingdom which Jesus promises his disciples in
Lk 9.27 was basically identical with that vouchsafed to Stephen in
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Acts 7.56 - a vision which would lessen the sufferings of martyrdom.
Alternatively or in addition, Luke may have wanted his readers to
understand by 9.27 that some of Jesus' onlookers would see the
Kingdom as he had described it to the Nazarenes (Lk 4.18). Good
news for the poor, sight for the blind, freedom for captives and
remission for sins begin during the time of Jesus' ministry, but they
become virtually constitutive of the Christian community after
Pentecost. That is why Luke can have the Seventy (-Two) proclaim
the nearness of the Kingdom in Lk 10.9,11 without thereby suggesting
to his readers that the End is nigh. For the Seventy (-Two) preach
the nearness of the Kingdom specifically in the context of healing the
sick, and Luke has already interpreted the onset of the Kingdom as,
at least in part, providing specific forms of redemption in the present
(Lk 4.18-21).

Secondly, a number of parables in Luke's Gospel have been cited
as pointing towards an imminent parousia. The most notable of these
are the Watchful Servants (12.35-48), the stories of Noah and Lot
(17.26-32), the two women sleeping and the two grinding corn
(17.34-7) and the Unjust Judge (18.1-8). None of these, however,
refers to an End which will come soon; they refer rather to one which
will come suddenly - 'on a day which one does not expect and at
an hour which one does not know' (Lk 12.46). This is true even of
the Parable of the Unjust Judge. Many advocates of Naherwartung
in Luke-Acts fix upon the statement in 18.8a that God will vindicate
his elect 'quickly' (£v Td%Ei) as supporting their case." This is most
unwise. The parable is expressly directed towards the need for
continual prayer and for not losing heart (18.1) in view of the delay
of the final consummation (18.7b). Like the judge, God appears to
be failing to vindicate his people 'for a time' (inl xpovov) (18.4a).
The point of the story is that vindication will come and that faith must
be maintained in the interim (18.8b). Luke is not interested in offering
his readers hope of an early resolution of their difficult situation, only
in counselling them in how to endure it. The phrase £v rdxei
moreover, can be interpreted just as properly as 'suddenly', with
reference to the speedy manner of God's vindication, as it can as
'soon'.3*

There is only one feature of the text which defenders of an
imminence theme can reasonably urge in favour of their view: namely,
Lk 21.32, where Jesus solemnly avers that 'this generation (f| yeved
aCxri) will not pass away until all things [ndvia] are accomplished'.
This verse would cause little difficulty if ntivxa only referred to the
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destruction of Jerusalem (21.20-4), but it seems also to include the
coming of the Son of Man (21.25-8). Is the Lucan Jesus therefore
predicting that some of his onlookers will be alive to witness the
parousial If this were so, it need not necessarily have been an
embarrassment to Luke, as is often assumed. If he was writing in the
eighties or early nineties of the first century, young children in Jesus'
audience might still have had a decade or two to go before they had
reached the end of their threescore years and ten (Ps 90.10). This
would have given the Evangelist some room for manoeuvre in
opposing an early End. Against this interpretation, is the fact that
it conflicts with Mary's reference to future generations in Lk 1.48 and
with the sense of futurity evident in Lk 21.24 and at the end of Acts.
Another solution to the problem involves a different interpretation
of f| yeved aOxn. For Conzelmann, this means 'mankind in
general'.57 This is not the vapid explanation that it may at first
appear, since, as G. Schneider observes,58 the four verses which
follow 21.32 speak of the necessity of constant watchfulness (as was
stressed in the parables mentioned above) against a fate which will
come 'to all who are seated upon the face of the earth' (21.35). The
moral of 21.34-6 is the need for constant prayer in the period of
waiting, not that the waiting will soon be over, just as was the case
with the Parable of the Unjust Judge (18.1-8). Finally, even if all
these explanations were to be rejected, so that 21.32 was held to
contain a fragment of imminent expectation, we would be entitled
to regard it as the only exception to an otherwise uniform Lucan
presentation of a delayed parousia, possibly arising from an inadver-
tent retention of a logion in Mark. The final result of this consider-
ation of the evidence, therefore, is to confirm Conzelmann's view that
Luke has eliminated a belief in an early parousia from his presentation
of the Christian story.

The foregoing discussion of Lucan eschatology was undertaken
to determine whether the revolutionist response to the world could
be said to have characterized Luke's community; in view of his
pervasive substitution of Fernerwartung for Naherwartung, we may
be quite sure that it did not. Given the presence of Roman officials
within his community, Luke would have been forced to invent a
doctrine of delayed parousia if it had not already become current
among his contemporaries. But in presenting Christianity as a faith
with a future as well as a past, a future apparently extending through
several generations (Lk 1.48), Luke was attending to a wider range
of interests in his community than those represented merely by its
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Roman members. By his firm rejection of the apocalyptic strand in
the early Christian tradition, Luke establishes the future element of
the symbolic universe he is erecting and thereby sets up an historical
continuity within which the biographies of all members of his
community, Roman and non-Roman, acquire shape and meaning.

This question of historical continuity in Luke-Acts leads us into
an assessment of the usefulness of the third aspect of our sociological
perspective on sectarianism in Luke-Acts, David Barrett's model for
the development of an intra-church reform movement into a sect.

From Jewish reform movement to Christian sect
We have already seen that the balance of evidence indicates that
Luke's community had acquired a sectarian status in relationship to
Judaism. Yet the picture which Luke paints in Acts of the early post-
Easter community in Jerusalem, at least as far as the end of Chapter
5, is one which highlights the continuing commitment of all its
members to Judaism, especially as reflected in their involvement in
the Temple cult (2.46; 3.1) and their acceptance by a large number
of Jews in the city (2.47), even if they were already encountering some
opposition from the Sanhedrin (4.1 -21 ; 5.17-40). In fact, the first
community, as presented by Luke, was in many ways comparable to
the intra-church reform movements analysed by David Barrett in the
modern African context. Here was a group, initially from depressed
rural Galilee,59 who had gathered around a charismatic leader with
a message which answered their deepest dissatisfactions and longings,
travelled up to Jerusalem with him and then survived the profound
shock caused by his death through the conviction that he had now
risen from the dead and had poured out God's Spirit upon them. They
had soon begun to attract a wide following from among other Jews
in the city, and this inevitably produced antipathy among the Jewish
authorities, who, like the officials in modern African churches, felt
threatened by the erosion of their influence or, as Luke puts it,
'became filled with envy' (5.17).

This striking discrepancy between the position of the Christian
community at the beginning of Acts and its inferred position at the
time Luke composed the work leads us to pose the inevitable question:
how did the separation from Judaism occur, or how did an intra-
Jewish reform movement become a sect? One of the most notable
features about Acts is the amount of data in the text relevant to
answering this question. The difficulties which the followers of Jesus
have in their dealings with Judaism, especially with its institutions,
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is one of the most prominent themes in the work - one of the few
themes, in fact, which extends from its earliest chapters to its last.
Given the dramatic date at which Luke chose to end Acts, sometime
in the early sixties of the first century CE, he was unable, without
being guilty of very obvious anachronism, to include all the factors
which led to the split. It was impossible for him to describe the
immediate train of misunderstandings and circumstances which led
to what David Barrett calls the 'flashpoint' being reached. The results
of the Pharisaical tightening of the purity laws after 70 CE,60 for
example, had to be omitted.

But why should Luke have considered it important to publish a
narrative with so much material bearing upon the early causes of the
Christian-Jewish estrangement which by his time had become institu-
tionalized? This question cannot be evaded by asserting that Luke
was merely presenting the historical facts as he knew them and not
just shaping history to emphasize this particular motif. The question
would then become why Luke felt it necessary to record this particular
history at all. For some scholars Luke's interest in this area has been
motivated by a theological problem also evident in Paul's letters -
how to incorporate within the divine plan the failure of Israel as a
whole to respond to the Gospel.61

Another solution, and one which will be shown to account for the
data in the text far better than this purely theological answer, begins
with a consideration of some of the social realities of Luke's com-
munity. In Chapter 2 above we reached the conclusion, which is
confirmed at numerous points throughout this book, that there was
a significant number of Jews within Luke's community, while it is
likely that many of its Gentile members had previously been in the
habit of attending synagogue. Consider what would have been the
effect on such persons of the split between church and Judaism. They
were now excluded from the synagogue, that is to say, cut off from
Israel in its primary institutional form. This must have been par-
ticularly painful for the Jewish Christians, since for them it rep-
resented a separation from their own ethnos, but it must also have
weighed heavily upon the God-fearing Gentiles. That this experience
was a cause of anguish can be seen in Luke's retention of the Q verse
dealing with ostracism at Lk 6.22, in the depth of feeling present in
his description of the attack on Jesus in Nazareth (4.29), in the
heightening of the role of the Jewish leaders in the trial and death
of Jesus62 and in the frequent references to Jewish animosity towards
Christian missionaries in Acts. External to Acts, one may cite the pain
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caused by exclusion from the synagogue which is very apparent
in the Fourth Gospel and the Jewish action in banning Christians
from synagogues, discussed above, which would not have been
necessary if Christians had stopped attending synagogue of their
own accord. Accordingly, there was an urgent need for Luke to
overcome any anxieties and regrets over their ostracism which
were troubling the members of his community. This may, indeed,
have been a matter upon which Theophilus required docpdXeia
(Lk 1.4).

One obvious way to provide the necessary reassurance, to
legitimate the sectarian status of his ekklesia, was for Luke to write
a history of the beginnings of Christianity which pinned the blame
for the subsequent split firmly on the Jews, especially their leaders,
and which explained and justified early developments, such as
Jewish-Gentile table-fellowship, which were still of significance
to his Christian contemporaries. From this viewpoint, history is
important for Luke not, as Conzelmann suggests, as a replacement
for the imminent expectation of the early church,63 but as a way of
accounting for the present situation of his community. In other words,
the key to Lucan historiography is not eschatology but etiology. This
will become very apparent in Chapter 4 below, on table-fellowship.

But there is more to Luke's enlistment of history within his
sectarian strategies than blaming the Jews for the breach between
church and synagogue. It was suggested in Chapter 1 above that the
defenders of a novel social order, especially in a traditional society,
often attempt to legitimate it by claiming that it is actually old and
established. Now there is little doubt that a high regard for traditional
values and customs did characterize Greco-Roman and Palestinian
society in the first century CE. This regard is reflected, for example,
in the appeal Augustus made in his Res Gestae Divi A ugusti and in
the well-attested Jewish devotion to tradition. Can a Lucan interest
in making use of this high estimation of ancestral values be detected
in Luke-Acts? The answer is a categorical 'yes'. There is the strongest
possible evidence for Luke's sensitivity to the notion that Christianity
was a new faith in his redactional alteration of 6i8axf| KOIVT̂  ('new
teaching') at Mk 1.27 to 6 Xdyoq, OOTOI; ('this message') at Lk 4.36.
That he has nothing against the use of the word 8i8a%fl is shown by
the fact that he retains Mark's use of it just before this verse (Mk 1.22
and Lk 4.32). The ancestral theme actually comes to direct expression
in a series of statements by Paul in the closing chapters of Acts, that
he was strictly educated in 'the ancestral law' (22.3), that he serves
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'the ancestral God' (24.14) and that he has done nothing against 'the
ancestral customs' (28.17), to name only a few examples.

What is particularly interesting in discussing the motivation for
Luke's historical impulse, however, is the realization that the ancestral
theme is not merely something relied upon by Paul in an apologetic
context, but is manifest throughout Luke-Acts in its author's
pervasive desire to set Christianity within the history and traditions
of Israel. The first two chapters of his Gospel, for example, are
peopled by figures such as Zechariah and Elisabeth, Mary and Joseph,
and Simeon and Anna, who are piously devoted to the traditions of
their people and look forward in hope to the deliverance of Israel.
Secondly, one notices the emphasis upon the extent to which Jesus
is a fulfilment of Old Testament hope (Lk 4.16-30; 20.17; Acts
3.22-6; 4.11; 10.43; 13.23; 17.2-3; 28.23), just as his sufferings are
in accordance with Old Testament expectation (Lk 18.31-4; 22.37;
24.25-7,32; 24.44-9; Acts2.25-8,31; 3.17-18; 8.30-5; 13.27-39;
17.2-3; 26.22-3). Finally, it is worthwhile mentioning some of the
many ways in which Luke underlines the continued association with,
and dedication to, the Jewish faith exhibited by the early Christians,
even after persecution had broken out against them (Acts 7-8). First
of all, the names attributed by Christians to themselves and their
movement in Acts nearly always denote a connection with, or even
an intensification of, Judaism.64 This is true of 'the disciples' and
'the brothers', the commonest terms for 'Christian' in Acts, 'the
saints' (9.13, 32, 41; 26.10), 'the believers',65 'the saved' (2.47), the
ekklesia, the origins of which are in Judaism,66 even though it was
used to differentiate the Christian assembly from the synagogue, 'the
flock'(20.28) and'the way'(16.17; 18.25,26; 19.9, 23; 22.4; 24.14,
22). The only exception is 'the friends' (27.3), which appears to be
a term from contemporary philosophy.67 The Christians in Acts
never specifically call themselves Xpionavoi. Of the only two
instances of the word (11.26; 26.28), it is unclear in the first if it is
a self-designation, while the second falls from the lips of Agrippa.
Etymological studies, such as that by H.D. Mattingly,68 have
failed in their object of showing that Xpiotiav6<; was originally an
opprobrious epithet, although the striking rarity of the word in early
Christian literature certainly suggests that it was not a name eagerly
accepted by Christians themselves.69 The intra-Jewish status of
Christians in Acts is also revealed in the names applied by them to
Jews, such as Nazarenes (24.5) and even aipeoiq (24.5, 14; 28.22).
Translators very commonly construe aipeoi<; as 'sect'. Such a
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translation is quite inappropriate, however, within the sociological
perspective adopted in this book, for the reason that the word is also
applied in Acts to the Sadducees (5.17) and the Pharisees (15.5; 26.5),
who are plainly parties or movements within Judaism and not sects
whose members could no longer be said to belong to the wider Israel.
As H. J. Cadbury notes,™ Acts 24.14 suggests that Christians would
disclaim the title aipEoiq, but this may have been because it carried
too philosophical a connotation, as can certainly be seen in the famous
section in Josephus' Jewish War11 where the author discusses the
Essenes, Pharisees and Sadducees as philosophical schools and
explicitly uses atpeoic; with respect to the first two groups. The second
sign of Luke's concern to indicate a continuing relationship between
Christianity and Judaism is his portrayal of his great hero Paul as a
punctilious observer of the Jewish law, a subject which is dealt with
in Chapter 5 below. Thirdly, among a wide range of possible data,
we conclude by noticing the extent to which resurrection is depicted
as a belief already held among Jews, notably although not exclusively
by the Pharisees (23.6-8; 24.14-15, 21; 26.6-8). The purpose of
this is not to point to a possible bridge between Christianity and
Pharisaism,72 but to prove that this key Christian belief is rooted in
the ancestral faith of the Jewish people.

From this examination, we conclude that central to Luke's com-
position of a unique history, which encompassed the Jesus story and
its sequel in Acts, was an ardent desire to present Christianity as the
legitimate development of Judaism. To account for this desire we must
recall that the author's community contained significant numbers of
Jews and Gentile God-fearers. It was largely for them, painfully
excluded from the synagogue to which they had once belonged or
which they had at least attended, that Luke fixed upon a legitimatory
strategy which has often, both before and since, been adopted by the
defenders of a new social order. He presented their new faith as if
it were old and established, as the divinely sanctioned outgrowth of
Judaism. It was impossible, of course, for Luke to deny that there
were significant differences of belief between Christians and Jews or
that the Christian faith was a recent arrival on the historical scene.
His response was to interpret apparently novel features of Christian-
ity, especially the belief in Jesus as the Messiah, as the fulfilment of
promises long embedded in Jewish tradition. The notion of 'promise*
(tnayysXia) is a key concept for Luke, and the pervasive pattern of
promise and fulfilment in his Gospel and Acts has often been noticed
by scholars.73 In other words, Judaism was a faith which carried



Sectarian strategies 70

within itself the seeds of its own transformation. So Luke could
console his fellow-Christians with the message that it was not they
but Jews still attending the synagogue who had abandoned the God
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, of Moses and of David.

We shall see in Chapter 8 below that the ancestral theme also had
a role to play in legitimating Christianity from a Roman perspective,
by showing that it was not a new and revolutionary movement, but
actually had ancient roots.



TABLE-FELLOWSHIP

1. Table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles in
Luke-Acts

One issue in Luke-Acts towers above all others as significant for the
emergence and subsequent sectarian identity of the type of community
for whom Luke wrote: namely, table-fellowship between Jews and
Gentiles. An almost universal failure to appreciate the centrality of
this phenomenon, both to Luke's history of Christian beginnings and
to the life of his own community, is one of the most outstanding
deficiencies in Lucan scholarship. It is a deficiency attributable to a
methodology which is historical or theological or both, but which fails
to enlist insights from the social sciences in an attempt to uncover
crucial but largely unsuspected patterns of significance in the text. All
Lucan commentators, of course, devote some attention to the account
of the conversion of Cornelius in Acts 10 and to the Council of the
Jerusalem church which discusses this event in Acts 11.1-18. Many
of them even mention that Peter's fellow-apostles and disciples are
concerned that he has entered a house inhabited by Gentiles and eaten
with them (11.3). But this aspect of the incident is usually submerged
in sweeping statements that the Cornelius account is intended to pave
the way for 'the mission to the Gentiles', a catch-phrase beloved of
writers on Luke and apparently expressive of his deepest intentions
in the work.

There are several features in Luke-Acts which alert us to the fact
that Jewish-Gentile table-fellowship had been a matter of intense
controversy in the early church and was still of concern for Luke's
contemporaries. The most obvious of these features is the conversion
of Cornelius, but there are also the Apostolic Council in Acts 15 and
the three occasions, discussed above in Chapter 2, on which Paul
enjoyed the hospitality of Gentiles (16.14-15, 25-34; 18.7-11). We
shall argue below that table-fellowship re-appears in Acts 27.

71
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This phenomenon also led to the tremendous rift in Antioch described
by Paul in Gal 2.11-14. There are, moreover, definite indications
that the question was one which interested Mark and Matthew and
therefore the communities for whom they composed their Gospels.

That our sources contain evidence of a conflict in the early church
over the propriety or otherwise of Jews eating with Gentiles is of great
assistance in applying a socio-redactional approach to the study of
Luke's strategies and purpose. The reason for this has been well
explained by Gerd Theissen. Sociological analysis interests itself in
features of social situations which are usual and typical, which
transcend the individual. Historical records, on the other hand, focus
upon what is unusual and atypical, striking and unique. Accordingly,
it is often difficult or even impossible to subject such records to
sociological analysis. The importance of conflicts is that they are a
form of social interaction which does figure prominently in historical
records and is available for subsequent sociological examination:

Among the unusual and singular events about which we have
some knowledge, however, conflicts play a special role. Here
the various customs of social groups collide with one another.
In such circumstances the unusual actually sheds light on the
ordinary, the dramatic conflict reveals the banal. If ever we
can derive information about the social background of our
historical traditions, it is through the analysis of such
conflicts.1

Theissen himself has used the techniques of conflict analysis to great
effect in his interpretation of the meaning of Paul's eucharistic
teaching in his Corinthian correspondence.2

We must now attempt a socio-redaction analysis of the data
in Luke-Acts relating to the question of Jewish-Gentile table-
fellowship. We begin this with an essential discussion of how such
a practice was viewed by the Jews of that period, without which it
is impossible to estimate the nature of the pressures, social and ethnic
as much as religious, which would be experienced by a community
in which Jew sat down at table with Gentile. The result of this analysis
will be to show that a theme which most writers on Luke regard as
a minor one of mainly theological interest, actually has an all-
important social significance as the central arch in the symbolic
universe which Luke creates to legitimate the sectarian separation of
his community from Judaism.
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2. Jewish antipathy to dining with Gentiles

The anthropological perspective: external threat and
purity laws

Invaluable assistance in comprehending the significance of the Jewish
purity laws has been provided in recent years by the English anthro-
pologists Mary Douglas and Edmund Leach, both of whom have
analysed various aspects of the Old Testament data on the subject.
In 1966 Mary Douglas published Purity and Danger. In Chapter 7
of that book, 'External Boundaries', she offers an explanation for
the interrelationships between the purity laws which a society,
especially Judaism, imposes on its individual members and the
external pressures experienced by that society as a whole. Her main
argument is that the human body is often used by a society as a symbol
of that society. Thus, the idea of society is a powerful image with
form, external boundaries, margins and internal structure. In all these
features it is matched by the human body, which is also a complex
structure, with definite boundaries and various parts having specific
yet interrelated functions.3 The use of the body as symbolical of
society emerges most clearly when we see the dangers threatening a
particular social system from outside reproduced in miniature on the
human body. Accordingly, Mary Douglas strongly criticizes those
who suggest that the rituals of the human body dealing with the
avoidance of pollution are attributable to personal and private
concerns, especially of a psychopathic nature. Rather, she urges, 'to
understand body pollution we should try to argue back from the
known dangers of society to the known selection of bodily themes
and try to recognise what appositeness is there' (p. 121). In particular,
she proposes that rituals expressing concern about the body's orifices
and boundaries are a reflection of a care to protect the political and
cultural unity of a minority group. This was pre-eminently the case
with Israel:

The Israelites were always in their history a hard-pressed
minority. In their beliefs all the bodily issues were polluting,
blood, pus, excreta, semen, etc. The threatened boundaries
of their body politic would be well mirrored in their care for
the integrity, unity and purity of the physical body. (p. 124)

Mary Douglas noted in Purity and Danger that there was a close
parallel to the Jewish concern for purity in the Hindu caste system.
Although this system embraces virtually all minorities, it embraces
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them each as a distinctive, cultural sub-unit. In any particular locality,
any sub-caste is likely to be a minority. And the purer and higher its
caste status, the more of a minority it will be. 'Therefore the revulsion
from touching corpses and excreta does not merely express the order
of the caste in the system as a whole. The anxiety about bodily margins
expresses danger to group survival' (p. 124). This view subsequently
received strong indirect confirmation in Louis Dumont's Homo
Hierarchicus, a magisterial study of the Indian caste system. In this
work Dumont showed that the three essential aspects of the system
(gradation of status or hierarchy, the detailed rules aimed at ensuring
that separation, and division of labour) were reducible to a basic
opposition between the pure and the impure.4 There are many
references in Homo Hierarchicus to members of specific sub-castes
defining the barriers between themselves and other sub-castes by
reference to particular measures of purity, especially relating to the
consumption of food.5

The importance for the present discussion of Edmund Leach's
essay 'The Legitimacy of Solomon', first published in 1966, is that
it corroborates the view of Mary Douglas that the political and social
problems which the Israelites experienced by virtue of their being
surrounded by often hostile neighbours who disputed their title to the
land were reflected in the Jewish purity regulations. Adopting the
structuralist techniques of Levi-Strauss for the Old Testament story
of the succession of Solomon, Leach attempted, with a very high
degree of success, to show that this story was a myth which mediated
a major contradiction. On the one hand, there was the Jewish
assertion of political title to the land of Palestine as a direct gift of
God, which resulted in the rule of endogamy to ensure that the Jews
should be a people of pure blood and pure religion living in isolation
in the land, while on the other hand was the hard fact that the Jews
had won the land by conquest and that to maintain the peace inter-
marriage with their neighbours, exogamy, was often politically
expedient.6

Nearly ten years after the appearance of Purity and Danger Mary
Douglas published an essay, entitled 'Deciphering a Meal', in which
she developed her earlier ideas on Jewish purity regulations with
specific reference to the dietary laws.7 One feature of her discussion
is the proposal that the relevant data in the Old Testament reveal a
congruence between the type of animals fit for the altar and for
domestic tables and even between such animals and the humans who
can enter the various parts of the Temple. She writes: 'It would seem
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that whenever a people are aware of encroachments and danger,
dietary rules controlling what goes into the body would serve as a vivid
analogy of the corpus of their cultural categories at risk.'8

The relationships which Mary Douglas and Edmund Leach have
observed between the need for Israel to preserve its external bound-
aries and the purity regulations imposed upon individual Israelites
also manifest themselves in the means adopted by Jewish religious
movements to maintain their separate identities. The two most notable
examples are the rules of the Pharisees and of the monks of Qumran.
What the Pharisees and the monks of Qumran had in common was
a life-style which, in varying degrees, separated them from the rest
of Israel. The very name 'Pharisees' probably means 'the separated
ones',9 while part of the community rule of the Qumran monks
declares that they 'shall separate from the congregation of the men
of falsehood ...'.l0 For both groups the central mechanism of this
separation was a zealous devotion to the Mosaic law, together with
other regulations which they added to it, the Pharisees following the
'traditions of the Fathers' (an oral development of the Torah) and
the monks 'acting* in obedience to the prescriptions of 'the Sons of
Zadok', the sect's priestly hierarchy." One aspect common to the
life-styles of both was a strict prohibition against eating with outsiders.

The Pharisees were not, however, as isolated as the monks of
Qumran. They founded religious fellowships (haburot) throughout
the villages and towns of Palestine and these fellowships were like
islands of purity in a polluted sea. The members of every haburah
undertook to carry out even in the midst of less observant Israelites
ritual laws which were generally neglected. They set up a barrier
between themselves and the outsider, who was by definition a source
of ritual defilement. In particular, they paid the priest and the Levite
agricultural dues which other Jews withheld and ate their food in a
state of ritual purity identical to that of the priests in the Temple.12

The great concern for purity of the monks at Qumran, in the
splendid isolation of their settlement on a hill overlooking the Dead
Sea, was also influenced by the ritual practices of the Temple priests.
This emerges most obviously in their daily ritual baths and sacral
meals.13 Underlying this influence is the historical factor of the
probable origin of their sect in a priestly group who had severed
relations with the Temple and gone out to live in the wilderness.

Characteristic of the Pharisees and the Qumran monks, therefore,
was an intimate correlation between their isolation from the rest of
Israel and the heightened purity regulations imposed on individual
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members. This closely parallels what Mary Douglas and Edmund
Leach have argued was the general position of Israel vis-a-vis the
Gentiles in Palestine, and it is highly likely that Israel's methods of
protecting itself against external threat served as a model for the
Pharisees and the monks at Qumran.

Literary and historical evidence for the Jewish ban on dining
with Gentiles

Although Mary Douglas does not specifically investigate the question
of table-fellowship between Jew and non-Jew, one would expect
that this is an issue to which her argument applies a fortiori. This
is the case not merely because eating with outsiders carried the risk
of being offered food prohibited by the food laws. No, commensality
involved a most serious dereliction from the fundamental objective
of preserving the separate identity of the Jewish people. How could
one keep the outside world at bay and yet sit down at table with its
representatives, an action expressing the warmest intimacy and respect
(cf. Ps 100.5; LXX)? In a comparable way, the taboos relating to food
in the Indian caste system do not merely specify what foods may be
eaten, but also with whom one may eat. Among the Indian castes,
moreover, inter-marriage is normally only possible between people
who can also eat together without risk of defilement; in other words,
there is a close coincidence between connubium and commensality.
Given the antipathy of the Jews for marrying Gentiles, the Indian
comparison suggests that it would be most surprising if they did not
also feel a pronounced hostility towards eating with them.

It is not enough to found an argument, however, merely to
demonstrate that opposition of Jews to table-fellowship with Gentiles,
in the first century CE specifically, exists in the realm of anthropo-
logical probability. It is necessary to establish as a matter of historical
fact that such an attitude did characterize the Judaism of this period.
What then are we to make of the view of J. D. G. Dunn that in the
first century CE less scrupulous Jews willingly extended and accepted
invitations to meals at which Gentiles would be present,14 or that of
Stephen Wilson that it is doubtful that separation from non-Jews,
including a refusal to eat with them, was 'universally practised by all
Jews in this period'?15

Dunn makes his proposal on this matter in the context of an
article on the incident at Antioch reported in Gal 2.11 -14 . After an
interesting, although debatable, discussion of the socio-political
background to this incident16 and a consideration of the Jewish
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attitudes to table-fellowship, he reaches the conclusion that there was
a diversity of attitudes among Jews of the period on the question of
eating with Gentiles, with strict Jews avoiding this practice, while
those less scrupulous engaged in it. From this he proceeds to suggest
that what was at issue among the community at Antioch was not a
Jewish-Christian demand for a complete discontinuance of table-
fellowship, but merely a tightening up of the manner in which it was
taking place, by insisting upon Pharisaical purity standards.17 Two
fundamental objections can be made to this theory. First, Dunn offers
not a shred of evidence for Jews eating with Gentiles in this period.
Material which he cites in support from the Mishnah and the Talmud
is not only too late to assist him but is actually diametrically opposed
to the position he is advocating.18 Secondly, his proposal is incom-
patible with Paul's language and argument in Galatians. Peter had
been in the habit of eating with the Gentiles (ouveaOfeiv) in Antioch,
but when some friends of James arrived, he stopped (Gal 2.12). For
these Jewish Christians from Jerusalem there is no question of degrees
of table-fellowship, there is only the stark choice between no fellow-
ship and fellowship following circumcision and acceptance of the
Jewish law. As for Stephen Wilson, he justifies his opinion with a
footnote reference to an essay by G. Alon which, when examined,
does countenance the existence of some social intercourse between
Jews and Gentiles but lends no support whatever to the proposition
that such intercourse went so far as table-fellowship.19

More fundamentally, the ancient evidence establishes a conclusion
quite contrary to that of Dunn and Wilson: namely, that as a general
rule Jews did refrain from eating with Gentiles and that this was a
feature which was perceived to characterize their life-style from as
early as the late fourth century BCE until far into the classical period,
and not merely from the period after 70 CE, when, as Jacob Neusner
has demonstrated,20 the Pharisees induced a large number of Jews
to adopt higher standards of purity modelled on those of the Temple
priests in Jerusalem. The first area of evidence comes from the
reactions of classical writers to Jews and Judaism.21 One needs to
exercise great caution in using this evidence because for far too long
it has been thought to indicate a general hostility to Judaism in
antiquity. We have shown in Chapter 2 above that Judaism exerted
an enormous attraction for many Greeks and Romans, and John G.
Gager has recently published a major re-assessment of the attitude
of classical authors to the Jews which explains many of the reasons
for this attraction and interprets some of the more hostile anti-Jewish
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notices as motivated by reasons other than a widespread antipathy
to Jewish beliefs and practices as such.22 Nevertheless, Gager has not
managed to disprove that a strong measure of exclusivism and
separatism, which was unavoidable if the Torah was to be adhered
to at all, did characterize important aspects of the response of Jews
to the pagan world. His sweeping reply to the viewpoint of J.N.
Sevenster, that 'most Jews were not separate at all', is a serious
distortion of the evidence.23 This becomes most evident when
authors who are, on his own admission, quite favourable to Judaism
comment upon the anti-social behaviour of the Jews, most notably
in their refusal to eat with anyone but themselves. A discussion of
the significance of table-fellowship in Jewish relations with the pagan
world is conspicuously absent from Gager's book, and this is a serious
flaw in it.24 Let us turn now to the evidence.

Our first author is Hecataeus of Abdera, who visited Egypt during
the reign of Ptolemy I (323 - 285 BCE) and later wrote an Aegyptiaca
which contained reference to the history, beliefs and customs of the
Jews.25 Under Ptolemy I the Jewish community in Egypt, which had
existed there for centuries, was very substantially augmented by a
wave of Jewish prisoners, mercenaries and immigrants.26 Hecataeus
was therefore an eye-witness to the reaction of a flourishing Jewish
Diaspora population to the pagan world at the end of the fourth
century BCE and the beginning of the third. Now this was an age
which thought rather highly of the Jews, with pagan writers being
inclined to regard them as a nation of philosophers.27 Hecataeus
himself, as Gager notes,28 was not anti-Jewish and held Moses in
high esteem. But this assessment only serves to endorse the accuracy
of the views of Hecataeus on the life-style of the Jews when he says
that the sacrifices which Moses established 'differ from those of other
nations, as does their way of living [xdq Kara TOV p"iov dytOYdi;], for
as a result of their own expulsion from Egypt he introduced an
unsocial and intolerant mode of life [dndvGpamov Tiva xai
uiao^evov p"iov]'.29 Thus, he attributes to the Jews a separateness
from other people and an hostility towards them. Hecataeus makes
no mention of whether Jews dined with Gentiles, but if they had been
in the habit of so doing, either in the houses of Gentiles or in their
own, it is most unlikely that they would have come to be regarded
as a people who were aloof from, and hostile to, their neighbours.

Apollonius Molon was a native of Caria who made Rhodes the
centre of his teaching and writing. He flourished in the first half of
the first century BCE.30 Apollonius does not appear to have had
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any positive feelings towards the Jews, but Stern notes that he would
have had personal experience of them from his native Caria, where
there were Jewish settlements in the second and first centuries BCE.31

He thought the Jews atheists and misanthropes (&t?6ou<; K<xi
Hioavtfpomoix;)32 and saw them as unwilling to associate (KOIVOVEIV)
with those who had chosen to adopt a different mode of life." Some
invective must overlie these views, but they surely also contain a
reflection of a certain exclusivism on the part of Diaspora Jews with
respect to religion and social intercourse with Gentiles.

The earliest pagan author to mention a Jewish refusal to engage
in such table-fellowship was Diodorus Siculus, who flourished under
Caesar and Augustus and wrote a world history in the period c. 60-30
BCE.34 This is another author whom Gager regards as not having
been anti-Semitic,35 yet we find him reporting the view that the Jews
'alone of all nations avoided dealings with any other people and
looked upon all men as their enemies' and that they did not engage
in table-fellowship with any other nation (TO ur)8evi ftXXcp £t?vei
Tpan&Jiq KOIVCOVEIV).36 Diodorus does not specify whether this ban
applied to eating with Gentiles both in their homes and in Jewish
homes, or merely to the former. It would appear to be most unlikely,
however, that such a perception of Jewish practice could have arisen
if Jews had been in the habit of entertaining Gentiles, especially since
this would have been a simple means of reducing pagan apprehensions
of Jewish separateness.

Pompeius Trogus lived at the end of the first century BCE and the
beginning of the first century CE.37 He offers an etiology of Jewish
apartness by arguing that after the exodus the Jews remembered that
they had been driven from Egypt for fear of spreading contagion, so
in order not to become odious to their neighbours they took care not
to live with strangers (ne cum peregrinis conviverent). In time, this
rule, from having been adopted for a particular occasion, gradually
became a religious institution (paulatim in disciplinam religionemque
convertit).n It should be noted that Quintilian at times uses the verb
convivo in the sense of 'to dine together' (instead of the usual
convivor),39 and it is not impossible that the word could also have
this meaning, or a flavour of it, in Pompeius Trogus.

We will now briefly consider two other authors, Tacitus and
Philostratus, to show that these perceptions of Judaism continued
beyond the first century CE. Tacitus inserted an excursus on the Jews
at the start of Book V of his Historiae, which was written in the first
decade of the second century CE.40 During the course of this famous
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discussion he relates that, although the Jews are extremely loyal and
compassionate towards one another, towards everyone else they have
a bitter enmity. He then specifies that they 'take their meals apart,
they sleep apart, and, although they are as a race much given to lust,
they abstain from intercourse with foreign women' (Separati epulis,
discreti cubilibus, proiectissima ad libidinem gens, alienarum con-
cubitu abstinent).*1 Even allowing for the animus which Tacitus un-
doubtedly had against the Jews, there seems no reason to doubt the
correctness of his describing the Jews as neither eating with nor
engaging in sexual relations with Gentiles. It is interesting, moreover,
that Tacitus should so couple the very two features which general
anthropological factors and the parallel with the Indian caste system
suggest must go hand-in-hand if ethnic or caste identity is to be
preserved.

Our last classical author is Philostratus, a sophist and writer who
lived during the second half of the second century to the forties of
the third century CE.42 One of the characters in his Life of
Apollonius of Tyana describes the Jews as 'a race that has made its
own a life apart and irreconcilable, that cannot share with the rest
of mankind in the pleasures of the table [olc, \IT\T:E KOWTJ np6<;
avdp&novc, Tpdne^a] nor join in their libations or prayers or
sacrifices . . . \4 3

This persuasive collection of testimonies from classical authors of
a Jewish refusal to dine with Gentiles is amply corroborated by
material to the same effect from Jewish sources, most of which dates
from well before the campaign by the Pharisees for increased attention
on the part of ordinary Jews to purity requirements. The background
to some of the works we are about to discuss was the action of the
Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes, aimed at Hellenizing the
Jewish population of Palestine, and culminating in his attack on
Jerusalem and virtual prohibition of the practice of Judaism in 167
BCE (2 Mace 6).u One element of the policy of Antiochus was to
force Jews to eat swine's flesh, on pain of death if they refused (2 Mace
7.1 ff.). The latest of the Old Testament books, Daniel, was composed
during this emergency (167-3 BCE) and, although having a dramatic
date some centuries earlier, during the Babylonian captivity, actually
reflects the contemporary situation in many respects.45 We need here
only refer to Dan 1.3-17, which relate how Daniel, one of anumber
of Jewish boys selected to be trained for the Babylonian king's service,
was assigned a daily allowance of food and wine from the royal table
and was most anxious lest he would be defiled (dXioy^co) (1.8) by it.
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So he sought, and obtained, permission to eat only vegetables and
water, and on this diet he and the others flourished.

A similar attitude is revealed in the Book of Judith, which is also
to be dated to the period of the Maccabean rising.46 When Judith
goes off on her mission to beguile and then slay Holofernes, she takes
with her a supply of food and wine (10.5). So equipped, she graciously
refuses to eat the food and wine which Holofernes offers her, 'to avoid
causing a scandal' Ova uf) y6vn.Tai oKdv8aX,ov) (12.2), and, although
she does sit at his table, she eats only her own food which is served
to her by her maid (12.17-19). Each night she goes out of Holofernes'
camp and bathes in a spring and, after returning to her camp cleansed
(or 'pure' - Katfapd) she takes her meal (12.7-9). It is possible that
she bathes before eating because she has contracted defilement by
contact with Gentiles.47

Even in works not written at the time of the Maccabean rising -
although, as Martin Hengel notes,48 the events of that period made
a lasting impression on the Jewish consciousness - there are passages
which deal with the necessity of avoiding table-fellowship with
Gentiles. Two apocryphal works may be mentioned first. In the Book
of Esther, which is difficult to date but does not reflect the Maccabean
rebellion,49 Esther abstained from eating at the royal table or
drinking the wine of libation (4.17), even though she had been brought
into the king's harem and had become his favourite wife (2.15-18).
Secondly, in the Book of Tobit, which was probably composed before
the persecution of Antiochus,50 Tobit reports that when he was
carried off to captivity in Nineveh, he did not eat the food of the
Gentiles even though his brothers and fellow-Israelites did (Tobit
1.11). It is inconceivable, of course, that only Tobit failed to aposta-
tize; this feature of the story is added merely to underline his piety.
Tobit behaves in the way which befits a loyal Jew of the Diaspora,
and a significant aspect of this behaviour consists of sticking to the
dietary laws.

The Pseudepigrapha are also a rich source of references on this
theme. The Letter of Aristeas, although rarely commented upon in
this connection,51 is of particular significance. Most probably written
in the early decades of the second century BCE,52 this work, as recent
scholarship has shown, does not concern itself primarily with how
the Septuagint first came to be translated, a feature which occupies
a fairly subsidiary place," but offers a defence of Diaspora Judaism
vis-a-vis the Gentile world or Palestinian Judaism or both.54 Given
this aim, it is clear that the information it contains about the life-style
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of Jews in the Diaspora (here, Egypt in particular) must be taken as
typical for the vast majority of them and not as characteristic only
of a small minority. We note, in the first place, that the author almost
revels in proclaiming that very separateness which John G. Gager has
denied to Diaspora Judaism at all. Consider how the author of the
Letter interprets the achievements of Moses:

[he] fenced us around with impregnable ramparts and walls
of iron, that we might not mingle at all with any of the other
nations, but remain pure in body and soul, free from all vain
imaginations, worshipping the one Almighty God above the
whole creation.55

In other words, the Jews have been 'distinctly separated from the rest
of mankind' (napd ndvTaq dvtfpcoJtouq 8i£aTdXue0a).56 The most
intriguing aspect of this work for the present discussion is that a
substantial portion of it relates to conversations between Ptolemy
Philadelphus, the Egyptian king who commissioned the translation
of the Hebrew scriptures, and the Jewish translators, held at a banquet
which extended over seven days.57 At first sight, Jewish participation
in this feast would appear to contradict the argument advanced so
far. On closer inspection, however, this proves not to be the case,
inasmuch as the banquet is held in a manner which is specifically in
accordance with the requirements of the king's Jewish guests. For
Ptolemy, like other kings and cities, so the author records, had a
special officer to look after the Jews who were invited to celebrations
and to see that everything was prepared according to their customs
(Kaxd xouc; £thauou<;), 'so that nothing unpleasant might disturb the
pleasure of their visit'. In this case, the king's officer had separate
stores under his control for use at such receptions and these he brought
out for the feast.58 Finally, we should note the table arrangements
at this banquet. The only participants seem to have been the king and
his Jewish guests, and these were seated in two rows, half of them
on his right and half behind him.59 The author does not specify
whether food and wine were passed between the king and the Jews,
but it would seem more likely that he ate his and they ate theirs. This
would result in a situation similar to the way in which Judith dined
with Holofernes.

In the Book of Jubilees, also to be dated to the second century
BCE,60 there is the following passage, forming part of an address by
Isaac to Jacob:
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Separate thyself from the nations,
And eat not with them: ...
For their works are unclean,
And all their ways are a pollution and an abomination and

uncleanness.61

This quotation is particularly significant because the prohibition
against mixing or eating with Gentiles is related not to what they eat
but to the pollution which attaches to their actions. The Book of
Jubilees may not be as representative of the broad range of Jewish
opinion as the Letter ofAristeas, since its parallels with some of the
thoughts in the Dead Sea scrolls indicate that it may represent a
narrower type of Judaism out of which that of the monks of Qumran
evolved.62 Nevertheless, there is no reason to doubt that on the
question of the appropriate attitude to Gentiles it expressed a view
shared by many, if not most, ordinary Jews in the second century
BCE.63

The last work to be discussed from the Pseudepigrapha is Joseph
and Asenath, composed by a Jewish author, probably in the last
decades of the first century CE or the first decades of the second.64

Joseph and Asenath is an haggadic midrash on Gen 41.45 and
describes how Asenath, the daughter of an Egyptian priest, and
Joseph fall in love and marry, after she has turned from idolatry and
converted to Judaism. It illustrates many themes we have seen already.
Thus, it reports that Joseph had often been told by his father Jacob
to have nothing to do with foreign women, for such koinonia was
ruin and destruction.65 Moreover, the author mentions that when
Joseph was entertained at the house of Asenath's parents 'they set
a table before him separately, because he did not eat with [auvno«?ie]
the Egyptians, as this was an abomination [pSEkoyua]66 to him'.
Once again, we observe 'table-fellowship' of a very particular kind
being afforded to a special Jewish guest, and similar to that offered
by Ptolemy to the Septuagint translators in the Letter ofAristeas.

The last items in this survey of Jewish evidence are two passages
from the Mishnah and one from the Talmud; these, Dunn claims,
support his belief that table-fellowship occurred between Jews and
Gentiles in the first century CE.67 In the first Mishnaic passage (m.
Berakhot 7.1) the 'Gentile' whom Dunn cites as present at a meal with
Jews is actually a Samaritan, so this example cannot support his case
unless he can show that the position of Samaritans on questions of
ritual purity had been assimilated in all respects to that of Gentiles.
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The second Mishnaic passage (m. Abodah Zarah 5.5), which is inter-
preted in the Gemara section of the Talmud passage cited by Dunn
(b. Abodah Zarah 8a-b), is apposite. This mishnah does indeed begin
'If an Israelite was eating with a gentile at a table ... ',68 but it plainly
envisages that the two of them are drinking from different wine-jars
(no mention is made of food), since the whole point of the passage
(and of surrounding mishnot)69 is how to determine if the Gentile
has tampered with the Jew's wine in such a way as to make it libation-
wine for his idol and therefore unfit for Jewish consumption. This
can only be described as table-fellowship in a very limited sense, if
at all. The corresponding Gemara in the Babylonian Talmud does not
alter this position.70 It does give an example of a Jew and a Gentile
sitting at table in an inn and drinking wine, but once again their wine
is quite separate, and the discussion revolves around how a Jew can
be confident that his wine has not been polluted, which it would be,
for example, if the Gentile were to touch it.71

We must now summarize the results of this examination, before
proceeding to analyse the data in Luke-Acts on table-fellowship, in
the light of other New Testament writings. In essence, the historical
evidence richly endorses the anthropological insights of Mary Douglas
and Edmund Leach. From the fourth century BCE right through into
the second century CE and beyond there is a wealth of evidence, both
from classical authors and in the Jewish sources, for the fact that the
Jews were zealous in keeping themselves apart from the Gentiles by
means of definite boundaries which were perceived as originating in
the Mosaic code (so, in particular, Hecataeus of Abdera, the Letter
ofAristeas, and Pompeius Trogus). Such aloofness is not, of course,
incompatible with Judaism's having exuded a great attraction for
many thoughtful Gentiles. But although Jews were happy to mix with
Gentiles in synagogues or possibly even in market-places or streets,
eating with them was a very different matter. Eating was an occasion
fraught with the possibility of breaching the purity code, one of the
most crucial aspects of the Mosaic law for the maintenance of the
separate identity of the Jewish ethnos. The antipathy of Jews towards
table-fellowship with Gentiles, in the full sense of sitting around a
table with them and sharing the same food, wine and vessels, was an
intrinsic feature of Jewish life for centuries before and after our
period.

Oddly enough, there is nothing specifically in the Mosaic code for-
bidding such table-fellowship, just as there is nothing forbidding inter-
marriage with Gentiles, except for the seven nations in Dt 7.1, though
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this was a practice also regarded in the sources we have considered as
threatening the ethnic identity of the Jews. Yet in one way it was only
a short step from the prohibitions on various foods in Lev 11 to the
ban on table-fellowship, for a Jew could not safely eat any food sup-
plied to him by a Gentile for fear that it had been stored or cooked in
a vessel used for one of the forbidden foods and had thereby become
ritually defiled; even Leviticus, after all, recognized that a vessel which
had come into contact with some of the kinds of ritually impure
creatures itself became defiled and defiling (Lev 11.31-4) and the
Mishnah was eventually to describe various forms of purification to
which utensils purchased from a Gentile had to be put before Jewish
use.72 But there also developed another reason for avoiding table-
fellowship with Gentiles: namely, the fact that they were themselves
ritually impure. Judith, for example, bathed in a spring every evening
before her meal, as if she had become unclean through contact with
Gentiles. The passage quoted above from the Book of Jubilees, further-
more, is unmistakable evidence for such a belief in the second century
BCE. Alon has argued that the impurity of non-Jews was one of the
early halakhot, not enjoined in the Torah, but nevertheless rooted in
ancient tradition and in many respects a practical law, and that this
halakhah was 're-established', that is, put on a firm footing, as one
of the Eighteen Decrees enacted by the Sages in c. 70 CE.73 Alon re-
garded this law as an extension of the impurity of the idols worshipped
by the Gentiles to the Gentiles themselves. From the time of Ezra, as
Z. W. Falk has shown, the Jews had been willing to grant legal status
to prescriptions not specifically included in the Torah, although in later
times dispute raged between the Pharisees and the Sadducees as to the
proper ambit of such supplementary law.74 There is a variety of
evidence cited by Alon for an early belief in the ritual impurity of
Gentiles, but we shall restrict ourselves here to non-Mishnaic and
Talmudic examples to avoid problems over dating.75 Most of this
comes from Josephus, who reports, for example, that Essenes were
required to take a bath after contact with a Gentile,76 that Hyrcanus
urged Herod not to let his Gentile soldiers enter Jerusalem while the
people were purifying themselves for the feast of Weeks,77 un-
doubtedly because they would defile the Israelites, and that the vest-
ments of the High Priest had to be purified after they were removed
from Roman custody,78 presumably because they had become defiled
through Gentile contact. From the period after 70 CE, when the im-
purity of the Gentiles was enshrined in the Eighteen Decrees, we might
refer to John's remark that the Jewish leaders refused to enter the
Praetorium to avoid pollution (Jn 18.28).
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One consequence of this attribution of ritual impurity to Gentiles
is that it is difficult to imagine how it would be possible for any
genuine table-fellowship to occur even between Jew and Gentile in
a Jewish home, though Dunn asserts this is not at all problematic.79

For even before 70 CE many, if not most, Jews would have regarded
Gentiles as ritually impure and therefore as defiling any vessel or cup
which they put to their lips; so unless they were to come along to a
Jewish home with their own vessels, and even their own food, and
avoid all physical contact with their hosts, they would not be invited.
In addition, they would probably have been felt to pollute the house
merely by entering it, and even this form of fellowship may not have
occurred. After 70 CE the Jewish antipathy to such intercourse can
only have increased.

We note finally that, although we have been arguing for what
was accepted Jewish practice, we do not claim that there were no
exceptions and that some Jews did not breach the rules regulating
their relationships with the pagan world. Acts 16.1, after all, refers
to the fact that Timothy was the product of a marriage between a
Greek man and a Jewish woman. An inscription from Smyrna con-
tains a list of people called oi Ttoifc 'Iou5aioi, who were Jews who
had forsworn their faith and received citizenship.80 The point is that
those Jews who permanently gave up the prohibitions which distin-
guished them from the Gentiles ceased to be Jews. One must assume
that those Jews who did fudge the boundaries between Jew and
Gentile were rightly regarded as endangering the ethnic identity of
the Jewish people and came under heavy pressure to conform or to
abandon Judaism altogether. In Acts 16.1 —3, it is instructive to recall,
Luke describes Paul as succumbing to just this sort of Jewish pressure
by circumcising the anomalous Timothy and re-establishing in his
case the all-important line between Jew and non-Jew. Moreover, a
possible, though hardly probable, interpretation of Gal 2.3 is that,
although Paul was not compelled to circumcise Titus, he did so
voluntarily.

3. The attitude to table-fellowship between Jews and
Gentiles in Galatians, Mark and Matthew

Before considering the sensitivity to the Jewish prohibition on dining
with Gentiles evident in Luke-Acts, it will be helpful to outline the
attitudes on this issue present in three other New Testament works:
Galatians, Mark and Matthew. An investigation of Galatians is
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particularly important since it is the earliest New Testament document
dealing with the subject81 and it forms an invaluable historical
control for distinguishing between history and authorial interpretation
in Luke-Acts.

Table-fellowship in Galatians
In the second chapter of Galatians Paul relates that fourteen years
after his first visit to Jerusalem he went there for a second time, in
the company of Barnabas and Titus, an uncircumcised Greek. He laid
before the leaders of the church there the gospel which he preached
to the Gentiles and they had nothing to add to it. The Jerusalem
leaders recognized that he had been commissioned to preach the gospel
to the uncircumcised, just as Peter had been commissioned to preach
it to the circumcised. Finally, James, Cephas and John shook hands
with Paul and Barnabas in fellowship and asked only that they
remember the poor (in Jerusalem) (Gal 2.1 -10). Some time later Peter
came to Antioch and at first ate with the Gentiles, apparently the
accepted practice in that community, but upon the arrival of certain
people from James he discontinued this fellowship, from fear of the
Jews (oi IK nepixoufiq) (2.12),82 whereupon the rest of the Jews,
even Barnabas, did the same. Paul rebuked Peter publicly for this
defection, but the fact that he does not report that he succeeded in
restoring the status quo ante strongly suggests that he failed (Gal
2.11-14). This is confirmed by the fact that those wanting Gentile
Christians circumcised were subsequently powerful enough to be a
considerable nuisance in Paul's Galatian churches (6.12-13), where
they also instituted a reaction against the manner of Paul's evangelism,
presumably by insisting on the termination of Jewish-Gentile table-
fellowship. Paul may even have been forced out of Antioch altogether;
he never mentions the city outside Galatians.

From our previous discussion, it is apparent that James and Peter
did not break off table-fellowship with the Gentile Christians for
purely theological reasons, but because such a practice threatened to
destroy the boundaries which preserved the separate identity of the
Jewish people; their motivations were social and ethnic, as much as
theological. To an extent, the reader of Galatians is left wondering
about the attitude of James and Peter to the Gentiles with whom they
now refused to share table-fellowship. Did they consider that these
Gentiles were still Christians and could continue to engage in table-
fellowship amongst themselves, so that Antioch would have possessed
groups of Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians, each with separate
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eucharists, or did they regard them as being quite ineligible to be
Christians without first becoming Jews, by being circumcised and
accepting the law? Two considerations militate against the first
option, of live and let live. First, in Gal 2.14 Paul accuses Peter of
compelling the Gentiles to 'Judaize' ('Iou8ai^iv); leaving aside the
connotations of this word for the moment, there can be no doubt that
Peter (and James behind him) was hoping to elicit some change in
the status or behaviour of the Gentile Christians in a Jewish direction.
Secondly, the wider context of Paul's argument in Galatians reveals
that the essential problem he sees as facing the churches to whom
he writes is the pressure on their members to be circumcised and to
adopt the Jewish law. Just as in Antioch in the past, so also now in
Galatia,83 the form of Christianity which he established in the
beginning, with table-fellowship between Jew and Gentile having a
central place, is endangered by the forces of an orthodox Jewish
reaction which insists on circumcision and the law. We must presume,
therefore, that by 'Judaize' in Gal 2.14 Paul means 'to become Jews
through circumcision'. This explanation precludes that of Dunn, who
argues that the table-fellowship which Peter joined on his arrival in
Antioch probably heeded the basic dietary requirements of the Torah
by avoiding pork and meat not ritually slaughtered and that the reason
for his defection and subsequent pressure on the Gentile Christians
was the need to tighten up the practice of this fellowship by the
adoption of the Pharisaical features of hand-washing and of tithing
of the produce used at these meals.84 Apart from Dunn's explanation
representing a serious trivialization of the issues in dispute, it founders
on the fact that apparently for Peter and James, and certainly for
the anonymous trouble-makers in Galatia, the only way to rehabilitate
this form of table-fellowship was to have the Gentiles become Jews
through circumcision.

Extrapolating backwards from the events in Antioch to the agree-
ment reached between Paul and Barnabas, and James, Peter and John
in Jerusalem is no easy task. But it is hardly likely that Paul could
have failed to explain his belief that the gospel and not the law was
the means of salvation, a belief which enabled Jewish-Gentile com-
mensality to occur, when he laid before them the gospel he preached
to the Gentiles.

The clash between Paul and the Jerusalem church is, therefore,
one between a leader who has made a revolutionary leap to the real-
ization that the old boundaries which preserved the Jewish ethnos
from outside contamination have, in Christ, ceased to have any
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significance, since 'there is neither Jew nor Greek, ... but you are all
one in Christ Jesus' (Gal. 3.28), and, on the other hand, a group
which, firmly believing in the election of the Jewish ethnos, wishes
to restrict the power of the Gospel exclusively to Jews. In sociological
terms, it is a clash between someone determined to establish a form
of religious belief whose relationship to its mother church can only
be described as sectarian, and others who see this new religious
impulse as merely an intra-Judaic Messianic movement.

Table-fellowship in Mark
It is a most significant fact for an understanding of the development
of the early Christian communities that Mark also presents Jesus as
dismantling the barriers between Jew and Gentile by endorsing table-
fellowship between them. We recall from our previous discussion that
the desire of the members of a society to maintain their integrity in
the face of external threat may be reflected in regulations governing
personal purity. One aspect of this phenomenon is that rules as to
what food one may eat will be a vital factor in deciding with whom one
may eat. A decision to dine with outsiders will normally necessitate
a disregard for the food laws, while a rejection of the food laws will
allow one to change dining companions. The circumstances of each
particular case will determine which decision comes first. What makes
Mk 7.1 - 30 remarkably germane to this discussion is that these verses
combine a rejection of the food laws in Lev 11 (7.1-23) with an
incident in which Jesus himself enters into fellowship with Gentiles
(7.24-30).

Let us begin with the words attributed to Jesus in 7.15: 'Nothing
that goes into a man from outside can make him unclean; it is the
things that come out of a man that make him unclean' (JB). This is
almost certainly an authentic saying of Jesus. Does it, however,
constitute a rejection of the food laws in Leviticus? In spite of claims
to the contrary,85 the answer is 'no' . Long before the time of Jesus,
Jews had subscribed to the view that, whatever the rationale behind
its various parts, the Torah was to be obeyed simply because God
had commanded it.86 Even today, this view is current among Jews.
Moreover, if this saying did constitute an abrogation of the food laws,
it is difficult to imagine how Jewish Christians could so ardently have
advocated their preservation.87 But the historical Jesus and the
Marcan Jesus are not identical; the setting which Mark provides for
this dominical saying specifically interprets it so as to abrogate Lev 11.
This effect is achieved not so much by 7.19a, as by 7.19b: '[Thus]
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he purified all foods.' While it cannot be denied that this clause is
awkwardly situated, the chief textual witnesses are virtually unanimous
in its support. Accordingly, since it appears to belong to the text in
its earliest form, it may reasonably be attributed to the evangelist
himself.

In any event, even if 7.19b was inserted into the text after it left
Mark's hands, much the same moral is conveyed by the story of Jesus
healing the daughter of the Syrophoenician woman in 7.24-30. Al-
though rarely noticed by commentators, 7.24 is quite an extraordinary
verse because it describes Jesus entering a house in territory occupied
by Gentiles. The text does not specify whether Jesus took food in the
house, although it would seem reasonable to assume that he did. Yet
even if he did not, his visit amounted to a serious attack on the
boundaries which Jews had erected between themselves and Gentiles.
As T.A. Burkill has observed, in 7.24-30 Jesus puts into practice
what Mark describes him as having preached in 7.1-23.88 Burkill
also locates Jesus' attack on the purity laws and his residing with
Gentiles within a wider Marcan desire to present the gospel in a way
acceptable to the Gentile Christians among his readers.89 In this he
is surely correct, but do not the data in the text call for a more specific
explanation? Is not Mark's insertion of 7.1 -30 into his Gospel best
explicable as a means of legitimating table-fellowship between Jews
and Gentiles in the community for which he was writing? Two con-
siderations support this view. First of all, we have seen from our
discussion of the incident at Antioch described by Paul in Galatians
that conservative Jewish Christians advocated a rigid demarcation
between themselves and Gentile Christians and that they attempted
to impose on Gentile Christians the full burden of the law. If Mark
was writing for a community where conservative Jewish Christians
had gained the upper hand, there would have been no table-fellowship
between them and Gentile Christians and there would have been no
occasion for breach of the Levitical food laws. In such a case, there
would not have been any need for Mark to include material so inimical
to Jewish ethnic solidarity as Mk 7.1 -30 . It is no answer to say that
Mark was simply recording the preaching of the historical Jesus, since,
as we have just seen, form-critical analysis of 7.14-23 and what we
know of early church history from elsewhere indicate that Jesus
himself did not announce the demise of the laws on forbidden foods.
In view of all this, the most plausible reason for the inclusion of this
material in Mark is that he was writing for a community in which Jews
and Gentiles were in the habit of engaging in table-fellowship with
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one another. This practice had begun at some discrete point in the
history of this community and it had become necessary immediately
or soon after to counter the extreme antipathy it aroused among Jews
or, more specifically, Jewish Christians appalled at this blurring of
the distinction between themselves and Gentiles. It must have been
perceived quite early by the advocates of commensality that one way
in which such a development could be legitimated was to attribute
it to the words and deeds of Jesus. This is the function of Mk 7.1 -30.

A second, more particular, consideration can be summoned in
support of this view. It derives from the specific details of 7.24-30.
What is at stake in this pericope is whether Jesus will assist the Syro-
phoenician woman by exorcizing the demon from her daughter. At
first Jesus declines her request for help, saying: 'The children should
be fed first, because it is not fair to take the children's food and throw
it to the dogs' (7.27). It is generally agreed by exegetes that here
'children' means Jews and 'dogs' Gentiles, so that Jesus is, in effect,
disclaiming any interest in a Gentile mission. But the woman wins
Jesus over with her reply: 'But the dogs under the table eat from the
children's scraps' (7.28). In this reply there is an image of Jews and
Gentiles eating bread from the same table, and since Mark establishes
several connections between bread and the eucharist in this section
of his Gospel (especially 6.30-44)90 we are surely meant to see this
image as a justification for the eucharistic fellowship of Jews and
Gentiles in the Christian community.

Matthew and table-fellowship
On considering Matthew's treatment of Mk 7.1 -23 one is immediately
struck by two features in particular: first, that he has omitted Mk
7.19b (assuming that it occurred in his copy of Mark) and, secondly,
that by the addition of the new verse Mt 15.20 he has drastically read
down his source so that his version relates solely to the question of
whether one can be defiled by eating with unclean hands. Matthew
makes it crystal clear, therefore, that Jesus did not annul the Levitical
code by declaring all foods pure, but merely rejected the oral tradition
of the Pharisees. That this is the effect of his redactional alterations
has been noted by New Testament scholars. But what has passed un-
noticed is that the underlying motivation for this change was most
probably the fact, of social as much as of theological significance,
that table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles was frowned upon
in Matthew's community and was regarded as being in contravention
of the teaching and actions of Jesus.
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This conclusion is suggested by the way in which Matthew
redacts Mark's story of the Syrophoenician woman (Mk 7.24-30;
Mt 15.21 -8). Matthew's first significant alteration is to the context in
which Jesus encounters the woman. Mark describes this as happening
in a house, but in Matthew Jesus and his disciples do not enter a house
(15.21) and meet the woman in the open air while they are on the move
(Mt 15.23). F. W. Beare, one of only a small company of commen-
tators who remark upon this alteration, says of it: 'Matthew revises
Mark's picture, perhaps because he would not have Jesus violate
Jewish custom by entering a house in a heathen city.'" This is true,
although Beare does not go far enough. For it is surely the case that
Matthew, whose devotion to the Levitical code is evident in the
passage immediately before this, must have been deeply embarrassed
by his Marcan source attributing to Jesus behaviour which attacked
the very isolation from foreigners which Leviticus was, at least in part,
designed to enforce. The same embarrassment appears in a second
significant alteration Matthew makes to his source: namely, in the
woman's reply to Jesus' remark that it is not fitting to take the
children's bread and throw it to the dogs. Mark, it will be recalled,
had her reply that even the dogs under the table eat from the children's
scraps and thus symbolically legitimated Jewish-Gentile table-
fellowship. Matthew, on the other hand, has her speak of dogs eating
the scraps 'falling from their masters' tables' (15.27). This inter-
pretation means that the children and the dogs no longer eat the same
bread and, therefore, eliminates the symbolical picture, present in
Mark, of Jews and Gentiles eating from if not around, the same table.

These changes to the very features in his Marcan Vorlage which
served to legitimate, by both the words and deeds of Jesus, table-
fellowship between Jews and Gentiles seem to indicate that Matthew's
community neither engaged in nor countenanced that practice. This
suggests, furthermore, that his community was composed either
exclusively of Jews or exclusively of Gentiles. For although it is not
inconceivable that his community contained Jews and Gentiles who
partook of separate eucharistic meals, this option would appear to
be precluded by the fact that Matthew has included no feature in his
Gospel which would legitimate the troublesome disunity that would
arise from separate eucharists, and has, moreover, toughened the
teaching on the Levitical food laws in a way which would be well-
nigh inexplicable if there were Gentiles in his community who were
exempted from their effect. This latter consideration is also, of course,
a strong argument for choosing Jewish Christians as the group
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exclusively represented in the Matthean community. This consider-
ation seems to have an important role to play in determining the social
setting and composition of Matthew's community. Although such a
task is quite beyond the scope of this book,92 it is worthwhile to note
that its notorious difficulty arises largely because of the contradictory
signals Matthew emits: on the one hand, his Gospel contains a number
of features apparently stemming from a Jewish and Torah-abiding
milieu, which were subsequently to make it the favourite Gospel of
various 'heterodox' Jewish Christian groups and individuals,93 and
yet on the other hand it presents a number of features which indicate
some form of institutional split with Judaism (Mt 21.43; 28. IS)9* and
a mission to the Gentiles (28.19).

4. Table-fellowship in Luke-Acts

The conversion of Cornelius
The most prominent indication in Luke-Acts of the author's interest
in Jewish-Gentile table-fellowship comes in the account of events
surrounding the conversion of Cornelius, the first Gentile convert,
by Peter in Acts 10.1 - 11.18. The central issue in this narrative is not
that the gospel has been preached to Gentiles, but the far more par-
ticular fact, of great ethnic and social significance, that Peter has lived
and eaten with them. This is, after all, the substance of the complaint
against him by members of the church in Jerusalem in Acts 11.3. A
detailed examination of the text is called for, especially since this inci-
dent is frequently misinterpreted and its importance underestimated
by Lucan commentators.

The vision which Peter has just before the arrival of the messengers
from Cornelius (10.9-16) centres upon his being instructed to eat food
which is ritually impure. Lev 11 had proscribed virtually all animal
flesh except that from beasts which had cloven hoofs and were
ruminants, and here is Peter being told to eat from a collection
encompassing all quadrupeds, birds and even reptiles. To Peter's ob-
jection that he has never eaten anything profane (KOIV6V) and impure
(&Kd#apTOv), the voice in the vision replies, 'Do not call profane
those things which God has purified [fcxa^dpioev]' (10.15), although
it does not specify when or how God has effected this purification
of creatures banned by the Torah. Many scholars, including F.
Hauck and S.G. Wilson,95 wrongly assert that Peter deduces from
this vision, or interprets it to mean, that God has also cleansed the
Gentiles, thereby allowing Jewish fellowship with them, as announced
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by Peter in 10.28. In fact, Peter arrives at this conclusion not by the
processes of logical deduction from what he has seen in the vision,
but by the direction of the Spirit in 10.19-20. At the end of the
vision, Peter is left cogitating as to its meaning (10.19), not with any
realization of its extension from impure things to impure persons.
At this juncture, however, the Spirit tells him that three men have
arrived and he must go with them, without having any doubts,
because, says the Spirit, 'I have sent them' (10.19-20). The narrative
which follows is allusive and condensed, but it can easily be under-
stood in the light of our previous discussion on Jewish attitudes to
the Gentiles. Peter goes down to the men, one of whom, a soldier
(10.7), is almost certainly non-Jewish, while the others are probably
Gentiles as well, and enquires about their purpose. They reply: 'The
centurion Cornelius, who is a just and God-fearing man, and highly
regarded by the entire Jewish people, was directed by a holy angel
to send for you and bring you into his house and to listen to what
you have to say' (10.22). In asking Peter to visit the house of a Gentile,
the three men obviously thought they were likely to offend his Jewish
sensibilities, for that is why they prefix their request with a statement
of Cornelius' virtues, especially his good reputation with the Jewish
ethnos, to make the notion of entering his house less shocking. That
these good qualities were not of themselves sufficient to legitimate
Peter's entering his house is manifest from our general discussion of
Jewish attitudes to such fellowship, from the particular confirmation
which that discussion receives in our analysis of the dispute between
Paul and Peter in Antioch (Gal 2.11 -14) and from the fact that they
are entirely absent from Peter's subsequent justification of his baptism
of Cornelius before the church in Jerusalem (Acts 11.1-18). Peter,
however, now knows that, since the Spirit has directed him to go with
these men, and they wish to conduct him to the house of a Roman
centurion, then God himself has abrogated the Jewish ban on the more
intimate forms of fellowship between Jew and Gentile. The immediacy
of Peter's realization of this is implied in the text by the fact that he
actually invites the men into the house where he is staying and gives
them overnight lodging there.

With all this behind him, Peter is thus able to say to the people
assembled in the house of Cornelius to hear him: 'You know it is for-
bidden [<X86UITOV] for a Jew to mix with people of another race or
to visit them, but God has revealed to me that I must not call anyone
profane [KOIVOV] or unclean [dtKaSapiov]' (10.28). After the Spirit
has confirmed this principle by vouchsafing to these Gentiles what is
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virtually a Pentecost experience (10.45-6; 11.15), Peter baptizes them
and stays with them for a few days, presumably engaging in table-
fellowship with his Gentile hosts, and all the while having the re-
assurance of the vision that he may eat whatever is put before him.
It is this fellowship that gets Peter into trouble on his return to
Jerusalem. For Luke describes the church there as taking issue with
Peter not on account of his having been responsible for the conversion
of Gentiles, but because, as they bluntly put it, 'You have been visiting
the uncircumcised and eating with them' (11.3). Peter must then
justify his behaviour in the light of this reproach, and the role of the
Holy Spirit, both in instigating (11.12) and in confirming (11.15)
Jewish-Gentile fellowship, plays the central role in that justification.

The time has come to ask why Luke has placed the narrative of
the conversion of Cornelius at this point in Acts and why he has
treated it in such detail. For conservative scholars the answer is easy
- Luke is merely rehearsing hard, historical fact. But the difficulties
in the way of this are so great and have been so meticulously exposed
by German scholarship in particular96 that its persistence into the
present is a cause for wonder. The primary objection to the narrative
in Acts is not that it is so heavily mythological, although that
characteristic is no small objection to its historicity, but that it is wildly
inconsistent with the subsequent attitude of Peter (and James behind
him) to Jewish-Gentile table-fellowship in Antioch (Gal 2.11 -14).
In spite of various attempts to explain such a dramatic about-turn
(with I. Howard Marshall, for example, attributing it to the possibility
of vacillation in Peter's character!),97 it is just too much to believe
that Peter and James, having openly accepted that Jewish-Gentile
table-fellowship had been authorized by an overwhelmingly attested
divine command, should later explicitly disregard that authorization
and break off such table-fellowship in Antioch. It is also difficult to
credit that, when Paul visited Jerusalem for the second time (Gal
2.1-10), he should have been regarded there as 'the apostle to the
uncircumcised' and Peter as 'the apostle to the circumcised' if it had
been Peter who had initiated the Gentile mission as described in Acts
10.1 -11.18. And if, when Paul visited Jerusalem on that occasion, the
church there had already sanctioned Jewish-Gentile commensality,
how eagerly he would have played this trump card in his charge of
inconsistency against Peter and James in Gal 2.11 -14 ! But there are
other serious grounds for doubting the historicity of the Cornelius
story as Luke relates it. The first of these is that it has virtually been
forgotten by the time of the Apostolic Council in Acts 15. Of course
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Peter and James refer back to the conversion of Cornelius (15.7-11,
14), but that fails to resolve the difficulty of why people would have
travelled from Judea to Antioch and urged the need for Gentiles to be
circumcised (15.1) if the matter had already been settled by an earlier
decision of the apostles and the brothers in Jerusalem (11.1-18). (The
problems surrounding the account of the Apostolic Council itself are
dealt with in the next section of this chapter.) Secondly, the Cornelius
episode is very awkwardly intruded into the narrative between the
persecution in Jerusalem following the martyrdom of Stephen and
the subsequent mission to the Gentiles in Antioch. Acts 11.19 takes
up immediately from 8.4 and does not envisage any intermediate
evangelism by Peter. The text lacks any sign that the mission to the
Gentiles in Antioch is a consequence of the conversion of a Roman
centurion by Peter. For all these reasons, it is preferable to follow
the many scholars, especially Martin Dibelius and Ernst Haenchen,
who hold that Luke has abandoned an exact reproduction of history
in Acts 10.1 -11.18 in favour of presenting a truth of a different sort
to his audience.

But what is the message that Luke is attempting to convey?
Without doubt, his broad aim is to show that 'God instigated the
mission to the Gentiles', as Haenchen,98 like Dibelius before him,99

concludes. Unfortunately, however, this solution fails to do justice
to the particular issue with which Luke was concerned in the Cornelius
narrative - not the legitimation of the Gentile mission in general,
but the table-fellowship between Jew and Gentile within the Christian
community that he presents as essential to that mission. It is for this
reason that commentators, such as I. Howard Marshall100 and R. R.
Williams,101 who find it curious that Peter is called to account by the
church in Jerusalem not for baptizing Gentiles, but for eating with
them, have missed the entire point of the narrative. What matters to
Luke is the legitimation of complete fellowship between Jew and
Gentile in the Christian community, not just the admission of the
Gentiles to those communities, which could, indeed, have been
legitimated by accounts of apostolic baptism of non-Jews. Moreover,
although Overbeck was correct to insist that the effect of the Cornelius
narrative was to show Paul's mission as 'prepared and legitimized'
by the precedent set by Peter,102 one must add the vital qualification
that, for Luke, Paul's mission is not simply the broad task of baptizing
Gentiles, but also that of initiating Christian communities where Jews
and Gentiles share common eucharistic meals. Thus, there inevitably
arises the question of why Luke, probably writing in the eighties of
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the first century CE, should take such pains to underline so carefully
this particular theme in the work. There would appear to be a strong
likelihood that this is a question with great bearing on the composition
of Luke's community; which, as we argued in Chapter 2, most
probably contained a significant number of Jews, as well as Gentiles.
It is an issue which is also relevant to the relations of Luke's com-
munity with Judaism. But before reaching some final conclusions on
these matters, the remaining material in Luke-Acts on the subject
must be considered.

The Apostolic Council
The principal result of the Apostolic Council, as described by Luke
in Acts 15, was that circumcision and the rest of the Mosaic law would
not be imposed on Gentile Christians. But it was also agreed that the
Gentiles should at least keep away from things polluted by idols, from
incest, from strangled meat and from blood (15.20). This fourfold
prohibition is incorporated into a letter addressed to the brethren in
Antioch, Syria and Cilicia, which is joyfully received in Antioch
(15.31).

There is a very strong case against the historicity of Luke's account
of the Apostolic Council. Let us first consider the external grounds
for this view, namely, the inconsistencies between Luke's version and
the facts as we know them from Paul's letters. Acts 15 is surely
incompatible with both of the trips to Jerusalem that Paul recounts
in Gal 1-2, with the first because of its private nature and with the
second because Paul says the leaders in Jerusalem imposed no con-
dition on him (Gal 2.6), which indicates that Luke's presentation of
the Apostolic Decree is not historically accurate. Moreover, if such
a decision had been taken in Jerusalem before Paul wrote Galatians
he would surely have mentioned it to strengthen this argument, since
it relates to the table-fellowship question which was at the centre of
the dispute in Antioch (Gal 2.12). Furthermore, although the circum-
cision issue did, at times, interfere with Paul's evangelism elsewhere
- for example, at Philippi (Phil 3.2-3) - he never cites the decision
of the Apostolic Council in Acts 15 which would have been so useful
to his cause. Internal factors also confirm that Luke is not presenting
historical fact in his narrative. Dibelius has drawn our attention to
a number of elements in the account which show that Luke has con-
structed it for his readers and has not just reproduced one or more
sources. Thus, the references by Peter and James to the conversion
of Cornelius (15.7,14) are so abbreviated and allusive as to have been
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virtually meaningless to their audience but are readily intelligible to
the readers of Acts.103 Likewise, the fact that no details are given of
the signs and wonders which Paul and Barnabas claim God caused
to be performed among the Gentiles (15.4) makes very little sense
before the audience in Jerusalem, for whom such details may have
had a decisive effect, but is readily intelligible if the statement is really
directed to the readers of Acts, who have just read an account of such
things in Acts 13 and 14.104 Haenchen notes that it is very difficult
to believe that the events surrounding the conversion of Cornelius
could simply have been forgotten and the earlier ruling of the
Jerusalem church (Acts 11.1-18) ignored by the dramatic date of the
Council in Acts 15.105 Even more damaging to any argument for the
historicity of this narrative is the fact that, although Luke presents
James as speaking in Aramaic (by having him refer to Peter as
'Symeon'), James quotes Amos 9.11 -12 in the Septuagint version and
thereby makes a point which is impossible if he had been following
the Massoretic Text.106 This feature shows quite conclusively that
Luke was not using some source originating in the ipsissima verba
of James, and may easily have drafted the whole speech himself.

For these reasons, therefore, we may be sure that the account of
the Council in Jerusalem is a Lucan creation for a purpose to be
discussed below. However, it seems likely that Luke did not construct
the actual fourfold prohibition, because it would then be difficult to
explain its narrow scope (to the Gentiles in Antioch, Syria and Cilicia),
and also because there is much evidence to suggest that at least two
of the prohibitions - on meat offered to idols and meat with blood
in it - were still being observed by Gentiles in various parts much
later.107

The question of table-fellowship between Jew and Gentile is not
explicitly raised in Acts 15, but its presence is everywhere implied.
We may confidently assume that Luke would have intended his
readers to understand that what prompted the teaching by the Judeans
in Acts 15.1 of the need for circumcision of Gentiles was simply the
fact that they were sitting around the same table, for the eucharist
especially, with Jews. This would have raised their Jewish hackles for
the reasons we have already identified, especially if, as seems very
likely, they too were Pharisees (15.5) or influenced by them and had
accepted a much more zealous attitude to questions of purity. Circum-
cision was not something pressed upon Gentile Christians for some
abstract theological reason; it was seen as a remedy for a situation
involving grievous risk to the continued existence of the Jewish people.
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Similarly, in the references to the Cornelius story made by James and
Peter the reader of Acts can hardly fail to remember that the essential
element of that story was not the broad notion that God had author-
ized the mission to the Gentiles, but the far more particular idea that
what had received divine endorsement was Jewish-Gentile table-
fellowship in the Christian communities. This theme is very apparent
in the four prohibitions. These originate in Lev 17 and 18 as those rules
imposed upon strangers living in Israel: that is to say, although such
strangers are excepted from adherence to the vast majority of the
commandments of the Torah, there is a small group of rules in these
chapters of Leviticus which are imposed on the foreigners, obviously
because they proscribe behaviour regarded as particularly loathsome
to the Israelites and not to be allowed even to foreigners.108 Now it
is quite clear that these four prohibitions are singularly appropriate
in a context where a Christian community has been established in
which Jews and Gentiles engage in table-fellowship - a situation not
unreasonably seen as parallel to the Levitical model of strangers living
among the Israelites; the Gentiles have agreed to observe a code of
conduct which precludes them from activities notoriously abhorrent
to their Jewish brothers. On this view, the difficult verse 15.21 may
be interpreted as a recognition that the fourfold prohibition goes a
long way to satisfying Jewish or Jewish Christian criticism of Christian
fellowship, which would otherwise be patently in breach of a well-
known part of the Mosaic law: namely, Lev 17 and 18. Accordingly,
Acts 15.1-31 is a passage intimately connected with the theme of
Jewish-Gentile commensality, which, we have argued, is of pre-
eminent importance in Luke-Acts. But before concluding our
argument on this subject, we must briefly consider the remaining
passages on table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles, all of which
figure in Paul's ministry to the Gentiles.

Other instances of table-fellowship between Jews and
Gentiles in Acts

An illuminating reflection of the general failure of Lucan scholars
to be sufficiently sensitive to the table-fellowship question in Luke-
Acts is the fact that S. G. Wilson, in a discussion of Peter's entering
into fellowship with Cornelius, can assert that 'it is of some interest
that it is Peter rather than Paul who is allowed the one break with
Jewish legal tradition'.109 In saying this, Wilson has overlooked the
fact that Luke specifically describes Paul as engaging in fellowship
with Gentiles, of precisely the kind established between Peter and
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Cornelius, on three separate occasions: with Lydia, a God-fearing
Gentile in Philippi (16.14-15), with the Roman gaoler in the same
city (16.25-34) and with Titius Justus, a God-fearer in Corinth (18.7).
These incidents have already been discussed in Chapter 2 above,
mainly to illustrate the type of converts which Luke describes Paul
as making in the Diaspora. It is surely not without significance that
all of these occasions occur after the Cornelius narrative and the
account of the Council in Jerusalem finally approving the mission
to the Gentiles in a form obviously related to the establishment of
table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles. The reason for this is that
Luke does not wish it to appear that there was such fellowship until
the practice has been given the most watertight endorsement by the
church in Jerusalem. We saw in Chapter 2, moreover, that sense can
only be made of conversion accounts before Acts 15, especially those
at Antioch-on-the-Orontes and Pisidian Antioch (11.19-20;
13.13 -48), on the basis that the Gentiles who converted were largely
God-fearers beforehand and that Jewish-Gentile table-fellowship
was a feature of the Christian communities established in those cities.
In Chapter 2 it was also shown that for the Lucan Paul the expression
'from now on I will go to the Gentiles' in the Corinth narrative (18.6b)
did not mean an abandonment of the mission to Jews in favour of
the Gentiles, but simply the public establishment of table-fellowship
between Jew and Gentile. We are now in a better position to under-
stand the full import of Acts 18.6b, for Paul actually says 'From now
on I will go to the Gentiles Ka8ap6c;.' The word Ka8ap6<;, which has
a very emphatic position at the start of the sentence in the Greek text,
is often translated as an epithet signifying general moral blame-
lessness: thus, 'with a clear conscience' (JB) or 'innocent' (RSV).
From our previous discussion of the Jewish attitudes to mixing with
the Gentiles, it is very probable that this word should be taken in its
cultic sense to mean 'unpolluted'. Thus, the Lucan Paul is affirming
that he is ritually pure in moving into the house of a Gentile and, it
is implied, will remain so thereafter.

But even though the Gentile mission and the fellowship intrinsic
to it are depicted by Luke as having been twice authorized by the
Jerusalem church, his presentation of Paul's role in bringing the
Gospel to the Gentiles still reveals traces of embarrassment. This is
apparent in Luke's suppression of specific references to Paul's eating
with Gentiles before Acts 15, of course, but it is also evident in the
way he presents the occasions where this does occur. At Philippi, for
example, Luke notes that Lydia 'urged' or 'pressed' (jtapEpidoaxo)
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Paul's party to stay at her house, as a sign of their belief in her faith
in the Lord (16.15). It quite misses the point to attribute their initial
disinclination to stay with her to Paul's wish not to be a burden on
anyone.110 Paul may have wished to work to support himself, but the
available evidence contradicts the notion that this led him to stay at an
inn rather than under someone's roof.1" No, they are at first chary
of accepting Lydia's offer because she is a Gentile. Not unnaturally,
against their refusal from a position of Jewish ethnic solidarity she
proffers their common faith. So they accept her hospitality (as con-
firmed in 16.40). Luke's embarrassment over this issue is not quite
so manifest in the account of the table-fellowship in the house of the
gaoler at Philippi following the baptism of himself and all his family
(16.34), but it can, nevertheless, be detected even there. This is
probably the explanation for Luke's awkwardly describing Paul's
preaching to the gaoler and all in his house (16.32) and mentioning
their baptism (16.33), before the gaoler brings them into his house
and feeds them (16.34). By this rather artificial plot sequence Luke
avoids having Paul enter into table-fellowship with an outright pagan.
Thirdly, Luke presents Paul's moving into the house of the God-fearer
Titius Justus in Corinth, which involves his leaving the house of the
Jews Aquila and Priscilla (18.1-3), not as having been the result
of some spontaneous decision by Paul, but as a response to the
blasphemous opposition he encountered from the Jews of that city
(18.6-7).

From Luke's treatment of these three occasions on which Paul
established with Gentiles the same kind of fellowship which Peter had
with Cornelius, it is apparent that, in spite of the legitimation for the
practice provided by the Jerusalem church in Acts 11 and 15, the
subject was still problematic for Luke. Why this should be the case is
considered a little below. In the meantime, it is desirable to investigate
the possible reference to table-fellowship in Acts 27.

The nature of the meal in Acts 27.33-8
Let us consider the main features of Acts 27.33-8. It is just before
dawn. The boat in which Paul is travelling to Rome has been driven
before a storm for fourteen days but is now anchored off an island,
which turns out to be Malta. On board are Paul, his companion
Aristarchus, who is from Macedonia and may be either Jew or
Gentile, possibly some other companions of Paul, whose presence
is suggested by the first person plural narration, other prisoners on
the way to Rome, some of whom are most probably Jewish since they
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were embarked at Caesarea (27.1), their Roman guard under the
command of the centurion Julius, and the ship's owner and crew. At
this point, Paul addresses his fellow-voyagers and urges them to eat,
for this is in the interests of their deliverance (ocoTtipia) (27.34). He
tells them that not a hair from the head of any of them will be lost.
Then, having taken bread, he gives thanks to God before all of them,
breaks it and begins to eat (A.a|J<bv 6ptov euxapioTnoev TCO 9eq>
£va>7uov ndvxcov Kai K^doaq flp^axo £a6feiv) (27.35). They all
take heart and begin to eat. There are 266 souls on board the boat.

What does Luke wish to convey by this incident? Some scholars,
who interpret the first person plural narration of Acts 27 as proof
that Luke has used an eye-witness account112 or even that he was
present on board himself,"3 see in the narrative a record of historical
fact. But since there is evidence that the first person plural was used
as a stylistic feature by Hellenistic writers to instil a sense of vividness
into descriptions of sea-voyages,114 no such deductions can be drawn
from the first person plural in Acts 27. Moreover, Paul's voyage to
Rome has such a miraculous character as to counsel caution in attri-
buting too great a degree of historicity to all the details of Luke's
presentation of it.115 For Ernst Haenchen, the whole account of the
voyage has the literary intention of depicting the evangelist as 'the
strong, unshaken favourite of God who strides from triumph to
triumph',116 and there is much to be said for this view.

But what of the possible eucharistic reference some scholars have
discerned in Acts 27.35? Kirsopp Lake and Henry Cadbury regarded
this verse as denoting nothing more than the usual Jewish custom of
offering thanks before meals and derided as absurd the idea that it
contained any reference to the eucharist.117 Haenchen, too, rejects
the eucharistic interpretation,"8 as does G.W.H. Lampe, albeit a
little more diffidently, who comments that since 'they all partake, it
evidently cannot be the Eucharist itself'.119 On the other hand, many
scholars have argued that 27.35 is eucharistic,120 and this cause has
recently been championed by Paul Walaskay.121 Bo Reicke has
published a strong defence of this position, which falls short of being
totally convincing because of his failure, admittedly shared by all other
writers in the field, to appreciate the connection between 27.33-8 and
the Lucan interest in Jewish-Gentile table-fellowship. Reicke does
make some excellent points, however. First, he argues that it is dif-
ficult to regard the meal instigated by Paul in 27.33 - 6 as an ordinary,
everyday meal when Luke has otherwise taken such pains to present
him as being quite extraordinary in his insight into the divine will
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(see especially 27.22-6).122 Secondly, Reicke points to the strong
similarity between the language of Acts 27.35 and other New Testa-
ment passages on the eucharist, such as Lk 22.19, Acts 20.11 and 1
Cor 11.23 ff. That Acts 27.35 contains no reference to Paul distri-
buting the bread (except in the Western Text) is hardly an obstacle
to its eucharistic interpretation, since there is also no mention made
of such a distribution in Acts 20.11 or in 1 Cor 11.23ff.123 Thirdly,
Reicke sensibly accounts for the odd reference to the number of
persons on board the boat in 27.37, rather than at the beginning or
end of the voyage narrative, on the basis of analogy with the Synoptic
references to the numbers of those who were fed by Jesus during the
miracles of the loaves and the fishes (for example, Mk 6.44; Lk
9.14).124

In spite of these arguments, however, Reicke is unwilling to regard
the meal as eucharistic in the full sense, because it is shared by outright
pagans (iauter Heiden'). A view similar to this, we recall, was also
expressed by Lampe, and Walaskay too gives some credit to it by
speaking of the possibility of a eucharist restricted to the Christians
on board. So what is Reicke's solution? He sees a close parallel
between those on board and the crowds who partook of the bread
miraculously produced by Jesus, whose members too were neither
disciples of Jesus nor baptized, so that both groups can be said to
'participate in a prefiguration of the Christian Lord's Supper as a
potential preparation for later discipleship'.125

The problem with this solution, of course, is that it entirely neglects
to take into account the theme of table-fellowship between Jews and
Gentiles so prominent elsewhere in Acts. Acts 27.33-7 is the fourth
occasion in the work in which Paul enters into table-fellowship with
Gentiles, thereby necessarily raising once again the problems for
Jewish ethnic integrity which such behaviour entailed. In view of
this, the eucharistic features persuasively expounded by Reicke are
relevant, but as aspects of the fundamental social problem of the
proper relationship between Jews and Christians in the Christian
community, not simply in isolation as indicative of a Lucan interest
in the theology of the eucharist. One might argue against this inter-
pretation that, because Paul was taking measures in an emergency,
no Jew would have found his actions objectionable, since the usual
ban on eating with pagans would have been regarded as temporarily
suspended. But two factors may be opposed to this objection. First,
Paul could have eaten privately, but instead chose solemnly to initiate
a meal involving everyone on board. Secondly, that Paul is caught
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up in an emergency is central to Luke's argument. This is shown
by Luke's having him say 'Not a hair from anyone's head will be
lost' (27.34). Although this is an Old Testament proverb (1 Sam 14.45;
2 Sam 14.11; 1 Kgs 1.52), its only other occurrence in the New
Testament is at Lk 21.18, where it is used by Jesus to reassure his
disciples that they will survive the troubles which await them in the
period before the End. That Luke repeats this saying in 27.34 indi-
cates that he is establishing a parallel between the situation of those
on board the boat and the fate Jesus predicted for his disciples.
And just as Jesus tells his disciples in Lk 21.19 that they will win
their lives (T&<; vyu%d<;) by endurance, so Paul can prophesy that
no one on board will lose his life (vuxfjq) in Acts 27.22. Thus, while
on the literal level of the story in Acts 27 Paul takes action appropriate
to an emergency, there is another level being created in which the
fate of those on the boat symbolizes the experience of the disciples
of Jesus after his resurrection but before the End. In one sense this
is an emergency, but it is only what the disciples must expect during
this time. Accordingly, the existence of this parallel and the eucharistic
meaning of 27.33-7 necessitate interpreting acornpi'a (27.34) as
operating on both the literal and the symbolical level, to convey
survival of shipwreck and the salvation which comes from Christ for
Jew and Gentile.

From this analysis, it seems highly plausible that Luke has used
the story of Paul's voyage and shipwreck to communicate a message
of quite specific importance to his readers. We should remember that
Giinther Bornkamm has shown how Matthew re-interpreted Mark's
description of Jesus stilling the storm to present it as an image of
Jesus' relationship to his disciples in the 'little ship' of the church.126

Luke's interpretation is not quite the same as this, however, since
not all those on board Paul's vessel are disciples or even look like
becoming such (27.42-4). Nevertheless, Paul's exhortation to every-
one on board (and we have argued that there were Jews as well as
Gentiles) to take food, for this pertains to their acotripia (27.33-4),
reinforces Luke's persistent emphasis on the fact that the old barriers
between Jew and Gentile have been decisively shattered in the
eucharistic fellowship of the Christian community and that an era of
salvation for all humanity has now been inaugurated, even if there
are some who do not yet realize it.
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Table-fellowship and Luke's legitimatory purpose
The time has now come to locate Luke's presentation of table-
fellowship between Jews and Gentiles within the wider context of his
intentions and strategy. From the Jewish point of view, Jews ate with
Gentiles in the Christian community only at the price of denying their
ethnos and their faith. For Luke, it is this objection, as much social
and ethnic as religious, that constitutes the main problem for the
spread of Christianity throughout the Diaspora, even though he
attempts to suppress its significance in the early stages, before the
Council in Jerusalem recorded in Acts 15. As a description of Luke's
subject in Acts, the phrase 'the mission to the Gentiles' is something
of a misnomer. Even when he has Paul say 'we are turning to the
Gentiles' (13.46) and 'from now on I will go to the Gentiles' (18.6),
he is not suggesting that Paul is thenceforward transferring his
missionary endeavours from Jews to Gentiles, but rather that Gentiles
also may become part of the Christian communities, which means
they may share table-fellowship with Jews.

Yet how is the table-fellowship question relevant to Luke's own
community? If the most popular view as to the composition of his
community were correct - namely, that its members were pre-
dominantly Gentile, with Jews either absent or an insignificant
minority - it would be difficult indeed to account for the fact that
his presentation of the early history of Diaspora Christianity focuses
so intensely upon the relationship between Jews and Gentiles in the
Christian communities and not simply on the admission of Gentiles
to those communities. In Chapter 2 above, however, there was
presented a body of evidence for the view that Jews were a significant
component of the community for whom Luke was writing. This
finding is strongly corroborated by the prominence Luke accords to
table-fellowship. The most plausible explanation for why he has
shown such an interest in this question is that in his community there
were Jews and Gentiles who did sit down to table together and who
were attracting criticism because of this. Such opposition, originating
in an apprehended danger to continued Jewish identity, threatened
the unity and even the existence of Luke's community and constitutes
one of the prime motivations for the unique way he presents his
material, in other words, for his theology.

It is possible, moreover, to chart in greater detail the dynamics of
this opposition and Luke's response to it. We begin with our view
that Jewish-Gentile table-fellowship was an important feature in
the life of his community. Now it is clear from Paul's letter to the
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Galatians (and also from Mark's Gospel) that there was a stage, early
on in the spread of Christianity through the Diaspora, when such
fellowship was considered permissible. However, some time in the
late forties or early fifties of the first century CE there was a Jewish
Christian reaction against this practice. This was initiated by Peter,
at James' prompting, in Antioch, but the movement to revoke such
fellowship, or to have the Gentiles taking part circumcised, and
thereby to remove the offence to Jewish ethnicity it involved, then
spread to other parts of the Diaspora, including to Paul's Galatian
churches (whatever their exact location). Matthew's Gospel provides
further evidence of this reaction. The Jewish Christian reactionaries
against table-fellowship with Gentiles were able to cite as authority
for their views the potent names of Peter and James, the leaders of
the church in Jerusalem, and did so as far afield as Galatia. Given
the non-historicity of the Council in Acts 15 and the fact that Paul
does not mention in his letters that the church in Jerusalem had
changed its mind on this subject, it appears that the Jewish Christians
in that city were never reconciled to Jews eating with Gentiles in the
Christian communities.

But in Luke's community the Pauline view on this matter had
triumphed and Jews engaged in table-fellowship with Gentiles. The
fourfold prohibition quoted by Luke in Acts 15 probably represents
the core of a compromise agreement reached between Jewish
Christians and Gentile Christians, with the Gentiles undertaking to
adhere to the four prohibitions, and the Jews in return re-establishing
table-fellowship. This was regarded as an arrangement which went
a long way to satisfying Jewish Christian scruples, in view of the
parallel to the rules enforced on foreigners living in Israel in Lev 17
and 18. We have seen that this decree did not originate in Jerusalem,
but the fact that it has for its destination the brothers in Antioch, Syria
and Cilicia (15.23) is best explained on the grounds that it was among
the churches in these regions that the compromise agreement was
reached. So Paul's opinion on the matter, probably some time after
his death, was victorious at last in Antioch. Now while it is not certain
in which Hellenistic city Luke's community was located, it is clear
that it had either seen a restoration of table-fellowship after a period
during which it had been prohibited because of Jewish—Christian
hostility, or that it had maintained table-fellowship throughout the
history of the community in spite of opposition from the leaders of
the Jerusalem church, including Peter and James. The former alter-
native is probably more likely, but in either case it is evident that it
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was vital for Luke to legitimate, that is, to explain and justify, the
practice to his Christian contemporaries. If any feature needed to
form part of the symbolic universe he was creating for them in the
face of the symbolic universe rooted in Jewish ethnicity, it was table-
fellowship.

The particular method employed by Luke to legitimate Jewish -
Gentile table-fellowship against the background of persistent oppo-
sition from the Jerusalem church in the period before the events of
67-70 CE is both simple and yet thoroughly audacious - he re-writes
the history of early Christianity relating to this subject and assigns
to Peter, James and the church in Jerusalem exactly the opposite roles
to those which they played in fact. Thus, was not Paul known as the
pioneer, if not the initiator, of the great task of bringing the message
of salvation to the Gentiles, while Peter was the evangelizer of the
Jews (Gal 2.1-10)? Then Luke makes Peter begin the mission to the
Gentiles (Acts 10.1 -11.18). Had not Peter come to Antioch and, at
the instigation of James, broken off table-fellowship with the Gentile
Christians there (Gal 2.11-14)? Not at all, says Luke, it was other
Christians with Pharisaical links who caused the trouble in Antioch
(Acts 15.1, 5), for Peter had seen Jewish-Gentile commensality as
commanded by God as early as the conversion of Cornelius and this
attitude had been endorsed by the Jerusalem church on that occasion
and was subsequently re-affirmed by that church, under firm direction
by James, during an authoritative council (Acts 11.1-18; 15.6-26).
Had there not been a tremendous showdown between Paul and Peter
over the table-fellowship in Antioch, with Paul failing to carry the
day on that issue? By no means, Luke tells us, there was never any
dispute between Peter and Paul on this or any other issue. Was not
the notorious split between Paul and Barnabas after years of joint
missionary work a result of Barnabas siding with Peter in Antioch
(Gal 2.13)? No, the undeniable division between them was caused by
their differing attitudes to taking John Mark along on a missionary
journey (Acts 13.13; 15.36-40). Had not the form of Christianity
developed in Antioch lacked authorization and supervision from
Jerusalem? How could this be true, implies Luke, when Barnabas was
actually an envoy from Jerusalem sent to Antioch very early in the
history of the community there and one who was perfectly happy with
what he found (Acts 11.22-3)?

That Luke should plainly feel compelled to be able to plead the
support of Peter, James and the Jerusalem church, even though that
meant reversing historical fact at many crucial points, tells as much
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about the opposition his community was encountering in main-
taining table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles. This Lucan
strategy would appear to necessitate the conclusion that the names
of Peter and James were being invoked by people as authorities
against that practice. Such an attitude is most plausibly to be regarded
as originating among Jewish Christians who held Peter and James
in respect and remembered their views on Jews eating with Gentiles
in the Christian community. No doubt these Jewish Christians were
being influenced or even pressurized by ordinary Jews to do all they
could to oppose such fellowship. In his letter to the Galatians, after
all, Paul records that those advocating circumcision did so to escape
persecution for the cross of Christ (Gal 6.12), and such persecution
is only to be expected from Diaspora Jews alarmed at the attack on
their ethnic identity involved in Jews dining with non-Jews. Some of
the Jewish Christians giving Luke's community trouble could have
preserved links with it, while others might have dissociated themselves
from it, perhaps even by renouncing all Christian claims and returning
to the synagogue. In this way we are able to see at least one aspect
of both the internal and the external threat to the flock which Paul
prophesied would be its lot in his speech to the Ephesian elders in
Acts 20.28-30.

It should be mentioned, finally, that there is nothing in the
subsequent history of early Christianity that weighs against this
reconstruction of the social and religious setting of Luke's community
and his response to it. There appear to have been continuous efforts
in some quarters to push Christianity in a Jewish direction. Ignatius
of Antioch, writing between 105 and 115 CE,127 complains of
Judaizers in the Eastern churches128 and insists upon the importance
of unity in the eucharist in a way Luke would have fully approved.129

Later in the second century, Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho
is evidence both for the existence of Jewish Christians (46.1) and
for continuing attempts to impose circumcision and the Mosaic law
on Gentile Christians (47.1-2). Among some of the Jewish Christian
groups, such as the Ebionites,130 there was a strong tendency to
elevate the importance of Peter, matched by a pronounced hostility
to Paul. These themes emerge, for example, in the Epistula Petri
(1.1-3) and in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies.m Accordingly,
the split in the Christian fold which opened up at least as early as
Paul's confrontation with Peter in Antioch (Gal 2.11-14) appears
to have persisted until well into the second century and beyond, and
it is not at all surprising that Luke should have felt compelled to
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take a considered position on it in the eighties or nineties of the first
century.

In conclusion, we have shown that a legitimation of table-fellow-
ship between Jews and Gentiles forms a vital arch in the symbolic
universe which Luke creates for his community. It was this issue that
in the early history of Christianity had led to the development of a
distinct Christian identity vis-a-vis Judaism, and it was still central
to the life of Luke's Christian contemporaries.



5
THE LAW

1. Introduction

In recent years the question of Luke's attitude to the Jewish law has
begun to attract increased attention in the scholarly community, as
exemplified by the writings of J. Jervell,1 S.G. Wilson2 and C.L.
Blomberg.3 Before these incursions into the field, the subject tended
to be treated only in passing in Lucan commentaries and in works
on more general topics, such as the law in the Synoptic Gospels.
Underlying this widespread indifference among New Testament
scholars is a belief that the Jewish law was of little or no interest to
the Third Evangelist, primarily because he wrote for what was pre-
dominantly a Gentile audience. This opinion had an early champion
in F. Overbeck4 and is represented more recently in the works of E.
Haenchen,5 H. Schiirmann6 and R. Banks,7 to name only a few.
Allied to this belief is the common notion that Luke does not offer
a consistent treatment of the law, especially in his Gospel. B.H.
Branscomb subscribed to this view,8 and it has now been taken up
by S. G. Wilson, who has argued that the law was not a problem for
Luke, at least at the time he composed his Gospel, and that he was
able to use inconsistent material to emphasize different themes in
connection with the law - prophetic, practical or Christological -
without feeling obliged to unify them.9

The status of the law in Acts, where it obviously plays an important
role, has always been something of a stumbling-block for those who
attribute to Luke a lack of interest in, or an inconsistent attitude to,
the Jewish law. J. Jervell, for example, largely relying on the evidence
in Acts, argued that there is a cohesive attitude to the law in
Luke-Acts and that it is, in fact, the most conservative in the New
Testament.10 S.G. Wilson has attempted to cope with this difficulty
by postulating that the question of Paul and the law had only become
a problem for Luke after the composition of the Gospel, but before
he wrote Acts."
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An estimation of Luke's interest in the Jewish law very different
from those just mentioned is demanded once account is taken of the
social, ethnic and political pressures upon his community. In the
previous chapter we argued that, as far as Luke and his readers were
concerned, the crucial factor in the establishment of the sectarian
status of the Christian community vis-a-vis Judaism was the insti-
tution of table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles, and that this
was still a live issue in his own community. Such table-fellowship was
quite correctly perceived by Jews as a serious threat to the existence
of their ethnos and of the Mosaic law. Accordingly, it is hardly
plausible that Luke should offer such a careful response to Jewish
sensibilities outraged by the issue of table-fellowship and yet have little
interest in the closely related question of the law itself. On the con-
trary, the conclusions we have reached so far raise a strong prima
facie likelihood that Luke was deeply concerned with the status of
the Jewish law and expressed a consistent attitude to it in his two
volumes. Moreover, given the manner of his defence of table-
fellowship - namely, his depiction of it as both divinely authorized
and directed, and approved by the pious Jews of the Jerusalem church
- it is probable that his attitude to the law was conservative rather
than radical. Whatever Luke might say about the law, however, the
inescapable fact was that in practising mixed table-fellowship his
community had transgressed against the very sense of Jewish identity
and separateness which the Mosaic law functioned to protect. We
would not be surprised, therefore, if the text were found to contain
unresolved tensions between Luke's programme on the law and the
realities of the situation as they might appear to Jews who had not
succumbed to the preaching of Christian evangelists. These alternative
hypotheses must now be tested against the evidence in the text.

2. The law in Luke's Gospel

The infancy narratives
The first two chapters of Luke's Gospel, whose striking homogeneity
within the overall scheme of his two volumes has been convincingly
defended by P. S. Minear,12 are peopled by a number of Jewish men
and women who are characterized by their exemplary devotion to
Yahweh and to his law. First of all there are Zechariah and Elisabeth
who 'were both righteous [Siicaioi] before God, walking blameless
in all the commandments [£vxoXai] and ordinances [8iKctia>uaxa] of
the Lord' (1.6). The word fcvxoXai is regularly used in the Septuagint
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to translate the Hebrew word mitzvot, to denote the individual re-
quirements of the Mosaic law,13 while SiKauouata usually refers to
statutes in the wider sense, including cultic and social obligations.14

The combination of fevtoXai and 8iKaic6uata is in agreement with
Septuagintal usage (cf. Ex 15.26; Dt 4.40; 6.17; 10.13; 27.10).
Accordingly, the adjective 8iKaio<; in Lk 1.6, the meaning of which
is made clear in the rest of the verse, denotes complete conformity
to the will of God, especially as it is expressed in his law.

The commitment of Mary and Joseph to the law, secondly,
becomes most apparent in Luke's description of their presentation
of Jesus in the Temple (2.22-39). In the course of eighteen verses
Luke mentions that they were acting in accordance with the law no
fewer than five times (2.22, 23, 24, 27, 39). It is a little ironic, there-
fore, that there was, in fact, no Mosaic or customary requirement
that parents present their first-born in the Temple.13 There were
regulations (in Lev 12) for women to be purified after giving birth, but
nothing necessitated the presentation of the child. Luke appears to
have been using as his model the presentation of Samuel by his mother
Hannah in the temple at Shiloh (1 Sam 1.24-8). So our evangelist
has either been mistaken as to the practices in the Temple in Jerusalem
on this point, which is not unreasonable given that he is writing fifteen
to twenty years after its destruction, or he has deliberately created
an incident and an unhistorical legal requirement to highlight the
extremely conservative attitude of Mary and Joseph to the Jewish law.
Either way, the impression fostered by this episode, together with their
circumcising Jesus on the eighth day (2.21) and having a regular habit
of journeying to Jerusalem to celebrate the Passover (2.41), is that
Mary and Joseph were utterly faithful to the law which God had given
to Israel through Moses.

The same must be said of Simeon and Anna. Simeon is described
as 8it«xio<;, and this clearly relates to his obedience to the law, and
as euXaPfjc; (2.25), a word meaning 'devout' which is unique to Luke
in the New Testament and which expresses a pious dedication to God's
law.16 Anna is not explicitly described in these terms, but their
implicit application to her becomes evident in her fasting and praying
in the Temple night and day (2.37).

Yet it is not just their fidelity to the law that these six Israelites
have in common. All of them realize that the transformation in the
fortunes of his people which Yahweh promised long before has begun;
all of them are aware that the salvation of Israel is almost upon
them. Thus Zechariah exults that the Lord has brought redemption
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(XOrpcooiq) to his people and raised up a horn of salvation (oconipia),
just as he promised through his prophets (1.68-70). Mary proclaims
a very similar sentiment in the Magnificat (1.54-5). Moreover, when
Simeon sees Jesus he knows that the consolation (napdKX.Tioi<;) of
Israel which he was expecting (2.25) has arrived, for Jesus is the Lord's
Messiah (2.26), and Anna, also, recognizes in Jesus the redemption
(XuTprooiq) of Jerusalem (2.38). The message that Jesus is Messiah
(Xpiox6<;) and saviour (a&mjp) is conveyed by angels to the shepherds
outside Bethlehem (2.11).

In the hymn long known as the Nunc Dimittis, however, Simeon
strikes a new chord, one which will resonate throughout Luke-Acts
- that the salvation revealed in Jesus will extend not only to Jews,
but will also be 'for the illumination of the Gentiles' (2.32)." The
phrase 'the light of the Gentiles' appears to derive from Is 42.6 and
49.6 and will later be used in Acts with reference to the inclusion of
Gentiles in the scheme of salvation (Acts 13.67; 26.23).

Luke's depiction of these pious Jews immediately recognizing Jesus
as God's Anointed for the redemption of Israel (and the Gentiles)
raises issues the importance of which has been insufficiently appreci-
ated. There is far more in these chapters than the undeniably Lucan
theme of promise and fulfilment or the equally Lucan desire to present
Christianity as the logical and legitimate outgrowth or continuation
of Judaism.18 The infancy narratives introduce a central feature of
his reflection upon the law - that although it is God-given and worthy
of the highest respect, it is incapable, per se, of bringing salvation
to Israel. One major purpose of these two chapters is to show that
the most outstanding of Jews are waiting for a redemption which the
law cannot provide, and recognize in Jesus the Messiah and saviour,
the agent of that redemption. This theme will later be made explicit
in Acts 13.38-9. But his arrival does not involve any sharp break with
their traditions, since the role of Jesus was repeatedly predicted by
their ancestors. The mission of Jesus represents the culmination of
the law, not its abrogation. At the very end of the Gospel there are
two passages (24.26-7, 44) in which this theme is explicitly formu-
lated, as Jesus explains to his disciples how he is the fulfilment of the
law and the prophets.

Yet even in these early chapters a shadow is cast across the stage
by the grim prophecy of Simeon: 'Look, this child is set for the fall
and the rise of many in Israel, to be a sign that is spoken against'
(2.34). In other words, while many Jews will accept Jesus, many others
will not. By implication, of course, those who reject Jesus also reject
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the ancestral traditions of the Jewish people which find their fulfil-
ment in him. For if true piety and obedience to the law result in an
accurate appreciation of the identity and role of Jesus, a failure by
some to arrive at this appreciation necessarily raises a question-mark
over the integrity of their adherence to the law. We shall see that
throughout Luke-Acts the division among the people caused by the
preaching of Jesus and his disciples and the antipathy towards the
law of those who reject him are both very significant themes.

To conclude this section, it is apparent that the infancy narratives
do contain a particular perspective on the law. Luke's message on this
subject has three elements. First, the law is good but cannot provide
salvation, as Jewish tradition itself attests in speaking of a Messiah
who is to come; secondly, the most devout Israelites, without
abandoning the law, realize that Jesus is the Messiah and that the time
of salvation is at hand; and, thirdly, many Jews will reject Jesus and,
in so doing, demonstrate the illegitimacy of their beliefs and practices.
During the following discussion it will be shown that the same pattern
is present throughout Luke-Acts.

But the impression which Luke wishes to convey is one thing, the
realities of the situation are quite another. Jews antipathetic to Christ-
ianity on account of its encouragement of Jewish-Gentile table-
fellowship would hardly have been impressed by Luke's argument
that being a Christian involved no abrogation of the Mosaic law.
For there was, of course, a fundamental incompatibility between a
Christianity which included Jews and Gentiles in one closely knit
community and Judaism. That incompatibility, although not evident
in the infancy narratives, does begin to surface, as we shall soon see,
in the attitudes to the law expressed by Jesus in the Third Gospel and
is starkly uncovered in Acts (especially 10.1-11.18). Luke is obviously
discomfited by this collision between Christian gospel and Jewish law,
and his treatment of the law has a central role to play in disguising it.

In the end, however, Luke could not entirely submerge the facts
of the case. The resulting inconsistency between the Lucan programme
and the underlying reality goes a long way towards accounting for
the ambivalent attitudes to the law in Luke-Acts which have oc-
casionally been noticed but not explained.

Jesus' respect for the law
Many passages in the Third Gospel testify to Jesus' respect for Jewish
tradition and obedience to the Mosaic code. Luke alone tells us that
Jesus was in the habit of attending synagogue on the sabbath (4.16).
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On two occasions he cures lepers (5.12-16; 17.11-19) and directs
them to present themselves to the priests, a course of action prescribed
in Lev 13 and 14. He closely follows Mk 1.40-5 in the first of these
passages, but the second is unique to his Gospel. There is one par-
ticular incident in Luke's Gospel which reveals an attitude to the law
remarkably conservative in comparison with a Marcan passage which
it loosely parallels (Lk 10.25-8; Mk 12.28-34). Luke describes how
a lawyer approaches Jesus and asks: 'What shall I do to inherit eternal
life?' In the Marcan passage, Jesus' interrogator is one of the scribes
and his question is 'What is the first of all the commandments?' In
Mark, Jesus answers with love of God (quoting Dt 6.14) and love of
neighbour. But Luke has Jesus answer with another question: 'What
is written in the law?' The lawyer then replies that we must love God
and love our neighbour, to which Jesus remarks: 'Do this and you
will live.' What makes this passage so conservative is that Luke should
leave open the possibihty that adherence to the Mosaic law could result
in eternal life, whereas Mark is merely interested in establishing the
correct priority among its multifarious rules and commandments.
It is possible, however, that Luke was relying upon his readers under-
standing this incident in the light of an aspect of his treatment of the
law developed elsewhere in Luke-Acts, that the ideal of love of
God and love of neighbour was not in fact achieved by anyone relying
only on the law. Finally, in describing the Transfiguration of Jesus
(9.28-36), Luke adds the feature that Jesus, and Moses and Elijah
appeared in glory (9.31). This results in something of an elevation
for the law and the prophets, who are inevitably diminished in Mark's
account (Mk 9.2-8) when the voice from the cloud tells the disciples
to heed Jesus and not, presumably, Moses and Elijah.

Jesus' transcendence of the law
Yet there are times when the Lucan Jesus does appear to stand above
the law. This is hardly unexpected in view of the depiction of him
in the first two chapters of the Gospel as the Messiah, the one who
will bring salvation to Jew and Gentile. Perhaps this motif is most
fully expressed in the four incidents dealing with his attitude to the
sabbath (6.1-5, 6 -11 ; 13.10-17; 14.1-6). The first two of these
derive from Mk 2.23—8 and 3.1—6 respectively, while the remaining
two are unique to the Third Gospel. In Lk 6.1-5 Jesus defends his
disciples against the allegation of the scribes and the Pharisees that
in plucking corn they have violated the sabbath. He first cites a
precedent involving David and his followers and then asserts that
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'the Son of Man is lord of the sabbath'. Luke omits Mk 2.27, but
even with what remains it is quite obvious that Jesus claims the right
to define the sabbath, even though he does not abrogate it. The same
moral emerges from Lk 6.6-11, where, without denying the validity
of the sabbath law, Jesus rejects the current interpretation of its
ambit to perform a work of mercy. Later on, furthermore, he heals
a crippled woman in a synagogue on the sabbath (13.10-17) and goes
so far as to declare that the sabbath is just the day for healing. The
same theme is continued in the fourth incident (14.1-6).

Both S.G. Wilson19 and R. Banks20 quite correctly insist on the
Christological aspect to these sabbath stories, that is, the extent to
which they reveal the authority and miracle-working power of Jesus.
But Wilson surely stretches the evidence when he asserts that Luke
shows little interest in the niceties of sabbath observance, because he
was writing for Gentile readers for whom this would not have been
a live issue.21 Let us consider some other evidence in Luke-Acts
relevant to this subject. In his passion narrative Luke relates that the
Galilean women who watched where Jesus was buried had rested on
the day after his death, a sabbath, 'in accordance with the command-
ment' (Kara xf|v £vxoA.f|v) (23.56). Only Luke specifies this detail and
he appears to approve of their inactivity in view of its being required
by the Mosaic code. Secondly, in Acts 1.12 he mentions that the
Mount of Olives was a sabbath day's journey distant from Jerusalem.
This feature presupposes an audience familiar with this distance.
Thirdly, in Acts 20.7-12 he describes the events of a eucharistic
gathering of the community in Troas which began in the evening of
the first day of the week. The first day of the week was Sunday, which
began at dusk on Saturday afternoon (Lk 23.54). Thus, the Christians
of Troas came together on Saturday night. Paul's Corinthian
Christians also seem to have gathered on Sunday (1 Cor 16.2).

To make sense of Luke's attitude to the sabbath it is necessary to
have regard to the social and religious context of his own community.
Although it was essential to the unity of Christian communities in
the Diaspora that Jews forsake their ethnic identity to the extent of
dining with Gentiles, this was not the case with sabbath observance.
Nothing in principle prevented Jewish Christians observing the
sabbath, and Gentiles, whom Luke portrays as exempted from
virtually all of the requirements of the Mosaic law by virtue of the
Apostolic Council in Acts 15, continuing to work on that day. The
all-important eucharistic gathering on Saturday night would not be
affected by different practice in regard to the sabbath. Such an
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approach appears similar to that endorsed by the historical Paul (Rom
14.5). This social background appears to underlie the Lucan attitude
to the sabbath. He depicts Jesus as assuming the validity of the Mosaic
law on this point, but as vigorously disputing with the scribes and
Pharisees as to the proper scope of its application, even to the extent
of using it as an occasion to work miraculous cures. Thus, the pattern
of the infancy narratives re-appears. The law is good, but the arrival
of the Messiah means that it must be seen in a new light. Some Jews
accept the authority of Jesus over the sabbath; others, especially the
members of the Jewish establishment, do not (6.11; 13.14; 14.5-6),
so that Simeon's prophecy is fulfilled. Both Jews and Gentiles in
Luke's community would have been reassured by this approach, the
Jews because the Mosaic rule had not been revoked and the Gentiles
because their failure to observe the sabbath was compatible with Jesus
having transcended the law, as well as being validated by Luke's
account of the Apostolic dispensation in Acts 15.

Luke's concern to indicate that Jesus both respects and yet
transcends the law is also visible in one other incident - the story
of the rich ruler, in which Luke follows Mark closely (Lk 18.18 - 30;
Mk 10.17-31). This incident is somewhat similar to the one involving
the lawyer, which was discussed above (Lk 10.25-8). In the present
passage, Jesus is asked 'What shall I do to inherit eternal life?' and
replies 'You know the commandments', before listing some of them,
including the injunction to love one's father and mother. This time,
however, the interrogator claims to have kept the commandments since
his childhood, so that Jesus tells him that one further thing remains -
for him to distribute his wealth to the poor and to follow him. Here
we see a position closely aligned to that in infancy narratives; the law
is a useful stage on the way to eternal life, but it will only be attained
by becoming a disciple of Jesus.

Jesus' challenge to the law
Perhaps the most radical statement by Jesus with respect to the law
comes in the passage where he challenges the commandment to love
one's parents by telling a potential disciple wishing to put this part
of the law into effect by burying his father to 'leave the dead to bury
the dead' (9.60). Can this direction by Jesus, which formed part of
the Q tradition Luke had at his disposal (cf. Mt 8.21 -2), be recon-
ciled with adherence to the Mosaic law? The answer must surely be
'no', in spite of the fact that Jesus elsewhere pays lip-service to this
commandment (10.27-8). This incident must be seen in the light of
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the other passages where Jesus insists that discipleship will often clash
with established familial relationships. The divisions Jesus will cause
within families are starkly outlined in Lk 12.51 - 3 , which is also from
Q (cf. Mt 10.34-6). On another occasion Jesus actually announces
that a sine qua non of discipleship is hatred of one's father, mother,
wife, children and brothers and sisters (14.26). There is a Matthean
parallel to this, but it is expressed in much milder language (Mt 10.37).
Embedded in the traditions Luke was using, therefore, was a recurrent
theme of renunciation of family ties which probably reflected the
outlook of the wandering Christian charismatics of rural Palestine,
whose role has been incisively analysed by Gerd Theissen.22 Such an
attitude must have been received with great hostility by ordinary Jews,
for not only did it breach the Mosaic code, but it was a serious threat
to the extended, yet patriarchal and close-knit families which were
characteristic of Jewish society and much of Mediterranean culture
as well.23 That leaders of Christian communities felt a need to
reassure their flocks against Jewish criticism on this point at quite
an early stage emerges from the incident in Mk 3.31 - 5 in which Jesus
reinterprets 'mother' and 'brother' and 'sister' to mean those who
do the will of God, in other words, those who are members of the
Christian community. The adoption of this solution preserves the
spirit of the fourth commandment, although certainly not the letter.
Not unnaturally, Luke retains Mk 3.31-5, although he eliminates the
critical attitudes implied by Jesus in the Marcan passage towards his
mother and brothers (Lk 8.19-21). To conclude this section, we
cannot agree with S. G. Wilson that Luke seems to be unaware of the
legal implications of Jesus telling the man to leave the dead to bury
the dead.24 The real position is that Luke was aware of them, but
that this was a case where his pervasive desire to give the impression
that faith in Jesus did not involve some abandonment of the Mosaic
law came into collision with one of the realities of Christian life so
much a part of the tradition that he could not ignore it.

Jewish paranomia in the Third Gospel
The prophecy of Simeon that part of Israel would, in effect, reject
Jesus (2.34) is abundantly fulfilled during the course of Luke's Gospel.
Our expectation that those who did so would be presented as being
unfaithful to the law is also confirmed. Luke presents the leadership
of Israel, especially the Pharisees,25 scribes, lawyers and high priests,
as being most resistant to the Gospel. By aiming his attacks at these
Jews, Luke is probably also striking at the synagogue authorities of
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his own time who had brought the pressures to bear upon his Christian
contemporaries which we have discussed in Chapter 3.™

One point of the Good Samaritan story, a passage found only in
Luke (10.29-37), is to contrast the failure of the priest and the Levite,
two pillars of the Jewish establishment in the time of Jesus, to abide
by the love commandment with the Samaritan's enthusiasm to do so.
R. Banks errs in thinking that this story merely brings to expression
Luke's interest in salvation and compassion,27 since the criticism of
the leaders of Israel is an integral part of it.

A similar allegation is made against the Pharisees in Lk 11.42-3,
a passage from Q (cf. Mt 23.23), in which Jesus says that they are
scrupulous to tithe their produce, while neglecting justice, the way
one treats one's fellow-man, and love of God. It will be recalled that
the possession of these two qualities was advocated as the way to
eternal life in Lk 10.25-8. Luke's message is that the Pharisees'
neglect of the fundamental demands of the law precludes them from
enjoying eternal life.

The Parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (16.19-31), another
passage unique to the Third Gospel, constitutes perhaps the key
expression of Luke's argument that the Jewish leaders have failed to
follow the Mosaic law or to accept Jesus. The story is told shortly
after the Pharisees have been characterized as 'lovers of money'
((piXdpyupoi) (16.14) and is best regarded as aimed at them, at least
in part (cf. Lk 11.42; 20.47). As Bultmann noted, there are two parts
to the parable. The first part, vv. 19-26, deals with the rectification
of earthly injustice in the world to come. The second, vv. 27-31, is
not so straightforward. Bultmann thought that these verses meant
that Moses and the prophets had made God's will sufficiently plain,
so that there was no need to ask for a miracle of the resurrection of
a dead man to induce belief.28 Such a view is in accordance with Lk
10.25-8. Bultmann's interpretation, however, and that of virtually
all other commentators, quite neglects the richly polemical nature of
the text. The real point of this part of the story is that the five brothers
of the rich man are leading a sinful life, just as he did during his life-
time, and the law and the prophets are not going to be effective in
making them repent. But nor, says Abraham, would his brothers
repent even if someone came back from the dead to warn them.
In the wider context of Luke-Acts, of course, Jesus does just that.
Accordingly, one aspect of the meaning of the parable is that the same
Jews who refuse to recognize Jesus also fail to obey the command-
ments of the Mosaic law. It is difficult not to assume that Luke's
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introduction of a story with this point had relevance to the situation
of his own community vis-a-vis Judaism. But more on that below.

Luke 16.16-18
The significance of Lk 16.16-18 for this investigation is that in these
verses Luke comes closest to making a programmatic statement of
his attitude to the Jewish law.

Although Hans Conzelmann saw Lk 16.16 as providing 'the key
to the topography of redemptive history', marking the end of the old
order and the beginning of the new, he also believed that the addition
of Lk 16.17 meant that Luke envisaged a continuity, not a sharp
break, between the old and the new, with the law and the prophets
continuing during the preaching of the kingdom.29 This is surely
correct in view of the evangelist's efforts in the infancy narratives,
and later, to present the salvation offered by Jesus as the prophesied
fulfilment of the law, but not its death-knell. Nor can it be denied
that 16.17 also expresses a vital element in Luke's total perspective.
One of his main aims is to argue that Christianity does not involve
the abrogation of the law, and 16.17 is directed to strengthening his
case on this point. It was a position hardly likely to convince ordinary
Jews, given the mixed table-fellowship of the Christian communities
and the subordination of family loyalties to the demands of disciple-
ship characteristic of the disciples of Jesus.

Nevertheless, for reasons connected with the composition of his
community and the social and religious pressures upon its members,
Luke still wished to defend Christian fidelity to the law. Some of the
difficulties in maintaining this defence come to light in 16.18.30 This
appears to be offered as an example of the preservation of the law
trumpeted in 16.17. Yet many of Luke's contemporaries must have
believed that so complete a ban as that contained in 16.18 on the
remarriage of anyone, male or female, who had been divorced was
at odds with the Mosaic law, which did allow divorce in certain
circumstances (Dt 24.1-4). This verse typifies Luke's problem with
regard to the law. On the one hand Jesus was known to have taken
the radical line of banning divorce (cf. Mk 10.1-12), and this has
no doubt become a feature of Christian teaching. On the other hand,
he was obliged to make the teaching of Jesus on divorce as palatable
as possible for Jewish Christians, which he aimed to do by presenting
that teaching as an intensification, rather than a denial, of the
Mosaic law. He hoped to achieve this by situating a radical statement
on divorce (16.18) immediately after a sweeping assertion of the
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permanence of the law (16.17), to give the impression that the second
verse merely represented an illustration of the first. Admittedly, this
must have been perceived as a fairly transparent evasion of the issue,
but then it was hardly more so than his efforts to legitimate table-
fellowship between Jews and Gentiles.

Finally, we have seen that the infidelity of Jewish leaders to the
law figures prominently in the Lucan outlook on the subject. Now
although this motif does not appear in Lk 16.16-18, it is the central
issue in the verses which frame this passage, namely, in 16.14-15 and
16.19-31. Little attention has been given by Lucan scholars to the
significance of this context for understanding vv. 16-18. Vv. 14-15
are very severe on the Pharisees. After noting in v. 14 that the money-
loving Pharisees scoffed at the preceding words of Jesus, which largely
dealt with the proper attitude to wealth (16.1-13), the Lucan Jesus
then proceeds to reprimand them in v. 15. Then follow w . 16—18 and,
lastly, Luke concludes this section with the parable of the rich man
and Lazarus (16.19-31). As suggested above, the point of this parable
is that the rich Jews, linked to the Pharisees by the epithet cpiXdpyupoi
in 16.14, have neither obeyed the law and the prophets, nor come to
believe in Jesus. Accordingly, Lk 16.16-18 also serve the polemical
purpose of asserting Christian fidelity to the law by way of contrast
with the paranomia engaged in by the leaders of the Jews.

Lucan omissions of legal material
That Luke omits two significant Marcan passages dealing with the
law (Mk 7.1 - 2 3 ; 10.2-12) has often attracted the attention of Lucan
commentators. There is a widespread view that these omissions are
explicable on the basis of Luke's having written for Gentile Christians
for whom the theoretical discussion of such questions would have held
little interest.31

Let us begin with Mk 7.1-23, or, rather, with Mk 7.1-30, since
we have seen in Chapter 4 above that the incident which relates how
Jesus enters the house of the Syrophoenician woman is intimately
connected with the declaration of the purity of all foods in Mk 7.19.
Why, then, has Luke omitted Mk 7.1-30? Our initial difficulty is
that Mk 7.1 -30 falls within a considerable segment of the First Gospel
(Mk 6.45 - 8.26) which Luke has omitted in toto from his Gospel.
His omission of such a lengthy, continuous section of his source has
not unnaturally prompted the suggestion that it had accidentally been
omitted from his version of Mark. H. Schiirmann, on the other
hand, has argued that Luke did have this part of Mark before him
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but deliberately chose to omit its various pericopes.32 Although
Schiirmann's explanation is more probable,33 it is unnecessary to
decide the issue here. For whatever the reason for Luke's omission
of Mk 7.1 -30 , the fact remains, as H. Hiibner has shown,34 that he
deals with its two central issues - whether it is necessary to wash one's
hands before eating and the validity or otherwise of the food laws -
elsewhere in his two volumes. The question of unclean hands is dealt
with in Lk 11.37-41, 44 (a Q passage: cf. Mt 23.25-8), while the
status of the food laws is one of the major topics in Acts. Accordingly,
since Luke is interested in these issues - and in the case of the latter
acutely interested - it is hardly likely that he was writing for an
audience which was not also concerned with them. We must assume
a Jewish component in his audience, or, to be more precise, the
presence of Jews in table-fellowship with Gentiles.

Nor does the omission of Mk 10.2-12, which is due to a redactional
decision by Luke, necessarily imply a Gentile audience for his work.
After all, the radical viewpoint expressed by the Marcan Jesus is pre-
served in a highly abbreviated form in Lk 16.18, where it is presented,
albeit rather artificially, as an intensification of the Mosaic law, not
its abrogation. Luke's aim throughout his Gospel and Acts is to give
a general impression of the fidelity of Jesus and Christians to the law,
in spite of the existence of features in the tradition, and in the life
of his own community, quite at odds with this aim. In dropping the
technical discussion of the divorce question in Mk 10.3-9 Luke serves
the interests of both the Jews and the Gentiles among his Christian
contemporaries. The details he omits would have been awkward for
Jewish Christians, because they reveal a shocking disregard by Jesus
of the Mosaic right of divorce evident in Dt 24.1 - 4 , " while Gentile
Christians would not have required a direction by Jesus on the subject
to be couched in the form of Jewish controversy.

3. The law in Acts

Stephen and the law
In the first five chapters of Acts the disciples in Jerusalem, while
acknowledging Jesus as Messiah, remain law-abiding Jews. Certainly,
they rouse the ire of the Jewish authorities through preaching the
resurrection of Jesus (4.2) and blaming them for his death (5.28), but
neither charge puts them beyond the bounds of Judaism. Gamaliel
regards them as Jewish and even as possible agents in the divine plan
(5.34-9). Towards the end of Acts, James tells Paul in Jerusalem
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that the local Jews who have become Christians all zealously obey
the law (21.20). In this respect, the picture of the Jerusalem com-
munity is somewhat reminiscent of the pious Jews who feature in the
first two chapters of Luke's Gospel. With the account of the appre-
hension and trial of Stephen in Acts 6 and 7, however, this position
is modified and some of the tensions as to the place of the law which
can be detected in Luke's Gospel suddenly burst to the surface.

Lucan scholarship has generally found it very difficult to relate
Stephen's speech (Acts 7.2-53) to the charges made against him.
These charges are given in three forms in 6.11 -14. Whatever the exact
details, it is reasonably certain that Stephen was accused of expressing
a negative attitude towards the Temple and the law and customs of
the Jewish people. But what reply does Stephen make to them? For
the vast majority of exegetes, none whatsoever! Haenchen's reaction
is typical: 'Stephen is supposed to be answering the question whether
he is guilty of the charge, but a very large part of his speech has no
bearing on this at all!'36

Commentators of this persuasion obviously think that Stephen
should have given what lawyers call 'a defence on the facts' - that
is, a defence in which he actually denied that he ever did make the
remarks attributed to him. That some of the accusations were made
by 'false witnesses' (6.13) appears to open the door to such a defence.
Now it is quite apparent that Stephen offers no factual denial of the
charges. But that does not mean that he has not fully answered them.
The failure of Lucan commentators to appreciate this appears to stem
from a lack of familiarity with the conduct of criminal litigation. For
what Stephen has done is simply to utilize the other two forms of
defence available to the defendant in criminal proceedings, in addition
to a denial of the facts. The first of these, referred to by lawyers today
as a defence 'on the law', consists of saying, in effect: 'Even if the
facts you allege are true, they disclose no breach of law.' The second
is more radical. It is called a defence 'as to jurisdiction' and consists
of the defendant's submitting to the tribunal before which he or she
has been brought that it has no jurisdiction to hear the case. Elsewhere
in Acts Luke recognizes the possibility of defences raising the issues
of law and jurisdiction.37 Although Stephen does not explicitly rely
on these defences, the way he presents his case constitutes, as we shall
see, an implicit reliance on them. In examining Stephen's speech from
this viewpoint we shall see its close relationship with Luke's position
on the Jewish law as discernible in his Gospel.

We begin with the section in Stephen's speech which deals with
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Moses and the Temple (7.20-53), since these themes are raised in the
charges made against him. The point of Stephen's references to Moses
is quite straightforward. As F. Spitta suggested in his treatise on Acts
published in 1891,38 Moses is a type of Jesus. The Jews rejected
Moses (7.27-8) and 'the living words' which he gave them (7.38-9),
just as they were later to reject Jesus. The analogy is very clear in 7.25.
E. Haenchen fails to appreciate the wider ramifications of this
relationship when he urges against Spitta's view that the Moses-as-
type theme is only present in a few verses of the speech and has little
to do with the concrete accusation.3' Stephen, at least as Luke
reports him, presents Moses in this light to challenge the jurisdiction
of the Sanhedrin to try him. Since their ancestors rejected Moses in
the past, and since they have continued to disobey his law right into
the present (7.53), they are in no position whatsoever to sit in judge-
ment on Stephen for allegedly preaching against him. By beginning
five sentences with the phrase 'This man' or 'This Moses' (7.35-8),
which is a very prominent stylistic feature in the speech, Stephen's
aim is to convey the ironical inappropriateness of the Jews appealing
to Moses to condemn him, when Moses is the one whom they have
always disregarded and who also predicted that a prophet, Jesus of
course, would come after him (7.37). This last point clinches the
argument, for it means that real loyalty to Moses necessitates recog-
nition of the prophet whom he promised long ago. Thus, Stephen's
aim is to dispossess the Jews of the Mosaic traditions and to re-
interpret those traditions as actually vindicating his own position. This
strategy was noticed as far back as 1836 by K. Schrader, who com-
mented that Stephen, representing other Christians, is presented here
as the true supporter of Moses, while the Jews are apostates who
oppose their ancestral religion and do not follow Moses.40

This attitude taken by Stephen to the law is, of course, essentially
the same as that expressed by Luke throughout his Gospel. Moreover,
Stephen does not deny that, although loyal to the true meaning of
the Mosaic law, he is opposed to some of its detailed prescriptions,
and from the line he adopts it seems reasonable to suppose that he
was. In this respect also, his defence is in accord with the tactic visible
in Luke's Gospel of giving the impression of fidelity to the Torah,
while simultaneously introducing facets of Christian discipleship at
variance with it.

Stephen's attitude to the Temple, which is discussed in more detail
in the next chapter, illustrates a defence 'on the law' to the charge
that he has spoken against that institution. His reply is to say that
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Solomon transgressed God's will in building him a 'house' (OIKO<;),
when all God desired was a tent (oKiivco^a) such as had been enough
for him in the past, and that God does not dwell in the Temple
(7.48-50). For this reason, it cannot be blasphemy to speak against
the Temple.

But can the first part of the speech (Acts 7.2-19) be reconciled
with the charges made against Stephen? M. Dibelius thought that it
was impossible to find a connection.41 An examination of these
verses, however, reveals several features which are consonant with
the argument of the rest of the speech and with Luke's position on
the law in general. The most important of these features is the concern
with setting Christianity, via Moses, firmly within the ancestral
traditions of the Jewish people. In other words, the history of the
patriarchs becomes the seedbed of belief in Jesus. The ancestral
lineage of the salvation available through Jesus was also a principal
theme of Lk 1 - 2 . At the same time, the recital of the injustice done
by the patriarchs to Joseph (7.9) is a pregnant reminder of the
tendency to violence to which some Jews, pre-eminently those who
oppose the gospel, are prone. Thirdly, Acts 7.2 mentions that God
reveals himself outside Palestine, and this feature is related to the
inclusion of Gentiles within the scheme of salvation. No longer is God
concerned only with Jews (10.34-5).

No attempt has been made here to enter into the debate as to which
sources, if any, Luke had at his disposal in composing Stephen's
speech. We have been content to demonstrate that Stephen's attitude
to the law makes explicit some of the tensions which inevitably
affected Luke's community, given its mixed Jewish-Gentile member-
ship and its sectarian status with respect to Judaism.

Paul and the law
If anything could be said to characterize the Lucan portrait of Paul,
it is the apostle's total and uninterrupted fidelity to the Jewish law.
Paul regularly attends synagogue (9.20; 13.14; 17.2) and exhibits a
high regard for Jerusalem, as revealed, for example, in his desire to
celebrate Pentecost in the Holy City (20.16), to worship there (24.11)
and also to make offerings in the Temple (24.17-18). He even goes
so far as to circumcise Timothy (16.1-3), to make a Nazirite vow in
Cenchreae (18.18) and to become involved in the Nazirite vow of four
men in Jerusalem (21.24). He expresses regret when told that he has
abused the High Priest, since this is in breach of Ex 22.28 (23.5).
Finally, there are a number of general descriptions of his piety. Thus
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he tells the Jews in Jerusalem that he studied under Gamaliel and was
taught the exact observance of the ancestral law (22.3). Before the
Sanhedrin he affirms that he has walked before God with all good
conscience up to that day (23.1). An even more categoric assertion of
his obedience comes when he tells Felix that it is according to what the
Jews call 'the Way* that 'I worship the God of my ancestors, retaining
my belief in all points of the law and in what is written in the prophets'
(24.14; JB). In a similar vein, he informs the Jews in Rome that he
has 'done nothing against our people or the customs of our ancestors*
(28.17; JB).

Yet what of the Jewish case against Paul reported in Acts? The
Jews at Corinth allege that he urges people to revere God contrary to
the law (18.13-15).42 Paul's fellow-Christians in Jerusalem repeat
the accusation against him that he teaches 'all the Jews who live among
the pagans to forsake Moses, telling them that they should neither
circumcise their children nor live according to the customs' (21.21). A
little after this Jews from Asia stir up the mob in Jerusalem by crying
out that Paul is the man who is everywhere teaching 'against the
people and the law and this place' (21.28). Finally, the case laid by the
Jews before Felix against Paul is that he has caused disturbances
among Jews throughout the world and attempted to profane the
Temple (24.5-6), the latter charge stemming from the erroneous
notion that he has brought the Ephesian Trophimus into the Temple
(21.29).

There can be little doubt that Luke wants his readers to conclude
that the Jewish charges against Paul were false. How could Paul have
preached against circumcision, implies Luke, when he circumcised
Timothy? How could he have been opposed to the Temple when he
came to Jerusalem with offerings for it? How could he have been
against the law in general when, by both his words and his deeds, he
continually upheld it? In this respect he is identical with other Jewish
Christians in Acts, such as Ananias (22.12) and the thousands of
Jewish Christians whom James describes as all zealously devoted to
the law (21.20).

The same cannot be said of the Jews, however. In Acts Luke greatly
amplifies the message he has begun communicating in his Gospel: that
the Jewish opponents of Jesus and his teaching have themselves
forsaken the Mosaic law. He does this principally by mentioning a
number of incidents which starkly reveal their willingness, first evident
in the treatment of Jesus in the synagogue at Nazareth (Lk 4.29-30),
to get rid of their opponents by murdering them. Thus, they plot to kill
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Paul in Damascus (9.23) and Jerusalem (9.29), they stone him in
Lystra (14.19) and make another attempt on his life in Jerusalem
(21.31). A group of Jews even takes a vow to do away with him, with
the full knowledge and connivance of the High Priests and elders
(23.12-15). Another sign of paranomia manifested at the highest level
of the Jewish establishment occurs when the High Priest orders Paul,
who is making his defence before the Sanhedrin, to be struck on the
mouth. This prompts Paul to ask him: 'Do you sit judging me
according to the law and yet in contravention of the law order some-
one to strike me?' (23.3).43

The Jews also set themselves at odds with the law by not recog-
nizing Jesus, whose coming has been predicted in the law and the
prophets long before. They fail to realize that loyalty to the ancestral
Jewish traditions means belief in Jesus. Philip points this out to the
Ethiopian eunuch (8.35), as does Peter to Cornelius (10.43). There
are several occasions, moreover, on which Paul ventilates this argu-
ment (13.23-6, 32; 26.6-7, 22 -3 , 27).

On the other hand, Luke is quite open in Acts about the limitations
of the law which arise inevitably from the fact that Jesus brings
salvation, not the law. In his address to the synagogue in Pisidian
Antioch, for example, Paul explicitly states that everyone who believes
in Jesus is justified in a way impossible under the law (13.38-9), and
mentions that salvation is now available through Jesus (13.23, 26).
Secondly, Peter exhorts the Council in Jerusalem not to lay on the
neck of the Gentile disciples the yoke (of the law) 'which neither our
fathers nor ourselves have been able to bear (paoTd^Eiv)' (15.10).
E. Haenchen believes that in this verse Luke has lost sight of the
continuing validity of the law for Jewish Christians, which it appears
from Acts 21.21 he does not contest. According to Haenchen, in 15.10
we have 'the law seen through Hellenistic Gentile Christian eyes, as
a mass of commandments and prohibitions which no man can
fulfil'.44 A convincing refutation of this view, however, has been
published by J. Nolland.45 By means of a careful contextual and
semantic study, Nolland has shown that the words 'yoke' ((jjydc,) and
'bear' (PaoxdCeiv) do not carry the implications of oppressiveness
demanded by Haenchen's opinion, and that the meaning of the verse
is simply that the law did not bring the experience of salvation to the
Jews.

The truth of the matter, however, is that the Lucan Paul goes far
beyond merely preaching that the law has been transcended in Jesus
Christ. For the Jewish case against Paul was, in one vital respect,
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correct, and as a result of this Luke's presentation of his allegiance
to the law is revealed as the energetic advocacy of an impossible brief.
Whatever Luke might say about Paul, he could not obscure the fact
that he lived and ate with Gentiles, thereby endangering the separate
existence of the Jewish ethnos and almost certainly renouncing the
Levitical food laws. There are explicit references to this in Acts 16.15,
34 and 18.7 and Paul's letters confirm that this was an aspect of his
evangelism (Gal 2.11 -14; 1 Cor 10.27-8; Rom 14.20). Such historical
evidence stands in stark and irreconcilable opposition to the assertions
by the Lucan Paul that he has done nothing against 'our people or
the customs of our ancestors' (Acts 28.17) and that he has retained
his belief in all points of the law and the prophets (24.14). On the other
hand, the Jewish claims that he has urged people to revere God
contrary to the law (18.13) and has taught Jews not to live according
to their customs are perfectly accurate, at least as far as the grave
offence of living and eating with Gentiles is concerned.

Although rarely, if ever, commented upon by scholars in the field,
so striking a dichotomy between Luke's picture of Paul's fidelity to
Jewish law and Jewish tradition and the facts of the case is certainly
a phenomenon of great significance for an understanding of the
author's strategy and intentions in Luke-Acts. This is especially so
when we consider that the historical Paul, as known from his own
letters, displays no reticence about revealing the extent of his rejection
of the Jewish law, even though his residual loyalty to it causes him
some pain and occasionally leads him into theological inconsistencies,
in the manner amply documented by E. P. Sanders.46 We must now
offer an explanation for this dichotomy between Lucan intention and
historical fact within the wider context of Luke's total perspective on
the law.

4. Conclusion

At the beginning of this chapter, after a review of existing scholarly
opinion on the treatment of the law in Luke-Acts, a number of
alternative hypotheses were proposed, all of which were extrapol-
ations from the conclusions reached in earlier chapters of this book.
These alternative hypotheses have now been significantly confirmed.
During the course of this chapter, it has emerged that Luke was deeply
concerned with the status of the Jewish law and that he had a consist-
ent attitude to it, an attitude which was extremely conservative.47 In
brief, Luke portrays the law as good and as continuing into the
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Christian epoch. The coming of Jesus bearing salvation for Jew
and Gentile, an event predicted by the law and the prophets long
before, fulfils, even transcends, the law but does not result in its
abrogation. Those who recognize Jesus for what he is and follow
him are truly loyal to the law, while the Jews who reject him are
the ones who contravene the Mosaic traditions in other respects
as well. This pattern is present in the infancy narratives in the
first two chapters of the Gospel and in the treatments of the attitudes
which Jesus, the early church in Jerusalem, Stephen and Paul
all express to the law.

Yet Luke's keen desire to depict Christian fidelity to the law
runs up against the hard facts of the case. This happens first in
the Gospel, in those passages where the demands of discipleship
run counter to the law, and then in Acts, where the existence of
table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles substantiates the Jewish
claim that Paul has opposed Moses and the customs of the Jewish
people. It is quite incorrect to say, as S.G. Wilson does,4* that
Luke's attitude to the law was 'ambiguous' or 'ambivalent', as
if Luke was unable to make up his mind on the question or could
tolerate in his work the existence of two contradictory views of
it. Luke presents a consistent programme on the law. His problem,
however, was that this programme came into collision with essential
features of the Christian tradition and with the fact of Jewish-
Gentile eucharistic fellowship.

Why, then, does Luke go to such lengths to argue what is ul-
timately an impossible case for Christian beliefs and practices
involving no breach of the Mosaic law? The only probable answer
to this question is that Luke was shaping the sources and traditions
at his disposal in such a way as to satisfy some need of the com-
munity for whom he wrote. Such a conservative attitude to the
law - and one marked by a consistent claim that it was the Jews,
especially their leaders, and not Christians, who had renounced
Moses - really only makes sense if there were a significant number
of Jews in his community whose grip on the gospel was under
threat on account of criticism from Jews, or from conservative
Jewish Christians, that they were endangering the Jewish ethnos
and the Mosaic law. Luke's legitimatory strategy consists of as-
suring them that Christianity and Judaism are not incompatible
and that the very Jews who are worrying them are themselves
unfaithful to Moses. At the same time, Luke avoids excessively
technical discussion in presenting his case on the law, and this
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serves the needs of the Gentiles who were also members of his
community.

From the examination carried out in this chapter, therefore,
it is apparent that Luke's treatment of the law is another area
of his theology which has been vitally influenced by the social
and ethnic, as well as the religious, pressures upon his community.



THE TEMPLE

1. The prominence of the Temple in Luke-Acts

Few features more consistently typify Luke's unique approach to his
material, both in his Gospel and in Acts, than the prominence he
accords to Jerusalem and the Temple. For Luke Jerusalem is 'the city
of destiny for Jesus and the pivot of salvation for mankind',1 and
within Jerusalem the Temple is the pre-eminent institution for the
emergence of Christianity. There are many treatments of this sub-
ject in the literature,2 so only a summary is necessary here. The first
two chapters of the Gospel are replete with incidents which take place
in the Temple. Luke's Gospel actually begins, excluding the dedication
to Theophilus (1.1-4), inside the very sanctuary of the Temple, with
the appearance of Gabriel to Zechariah (1.5-20). After the birth of
Jesus, Mary and Joseph bring him to be presented in the Temple,
where they encounter Simeon and the prophetess Anna (2.22-38),
the remarks of both of whom will reverberate throughout the work.
In these early sections the Temple is presented as the place where Israel
realized the imminent onset of the good news of salvation which it
had long been awaiting. Later comes the incident when Mary and
Joseph accidentally leave Jesus in Jerusalem and three days later find
him seated in the Temple, engaged in discussion with the teachers of
Israel (2.41-51). Only Luke, of course, includes these stories of Jesus'
infancy and youth. When he takes up the Q story of Satan's threefold
tempting of Jesus, Luke has the temptation for Jesus to throw himself
down from the Temple last, as opposed to Matthew, in whose version
this temptation comes second and is followed by the one in which
Satan invites Jesus to worship him and receive in return all the
kingdoms of the world. The order in Matthew is almost certainly
original. T. W. Manson takes the opposite view, for the reason that
'Matthew's arrangement works up to a fine dramatic context' and
'it is difficult to imagine what could have induced Luke to alter it'.3

131
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This misses the point that Luke has put the plainly less significant
temptation at the climax of the passage simply because it is set in the
Temple.

One of the most often noticed aspects of the Third Gospel is
that its author has deliberately highlighted in its central section the
motif of a journey to Jerusalem (9.51 -19.27).4 The significance of
Jerusalem as the place where Jesus would be taken up (i.e. into
heaven) is mentioned a little earlier when, in a detail of the trans-
figuration pericope peculiar to Luke, Moses and Elijah speak to Jesus
of his 'exodus', which he is to accomplish in Jerusalem (9.31). So Jesus
comes to Jerusalem, a city which kills the prophets (13.34) and will
reject the king (19.11 -27), a city which will be destroyed because it
did not recognize the time of its visitation (19.41-4).

Unlike the Gospels of Mark and Matthew, in the final sections of
which the disciples are directed to meet Jesus in Galilee (Mk 16.7;
Mt 28.6), Luke's Gospel ends with them remaining in Jerusalem. For
it is from Jerusalem that the mission to the Gentiles is destined to begin
(Lk 24.47; Acts 1.8), and it is here that the first Christian community
is formed, whose members remain, by and large, faithfully devoted
to the Temple, as shown by the fact that they go there to pray and
teach within its precincts.5 The one exception to this devotion is the
apparently negative attitude of Stephen, and presumably the circle
around him, which is discussed below. Even after Christian com-
munities in the Diaspora have begun admitting Gentiles, Jerusalem
is the site of an important conference to determine to what extent,
if any, these new converts must obey the law (15.5-29). Later still,
Luke has Paul relate that he once had a vision in the Temple during
which God despatched him to the Gentiles far away (22.17-21).
Finally, the action in the last third of Acts is set in motion by Paul's
apprehension in the Temple by Jews provoked to violence upon
hearing a false allegation that he has profaned its holy precincts by
bringing in Greeks (21.27-31).

In this chapter the focus is upon the Temple, rather than Jerusalem.
The data in Luke-Acts concerning the Temple are susceptible of
separate treatment because of its presentation by Luke as the insti-
tution of Judaism most closely involved with the announcement and
beginnings of the Gospel. Moreover, the striking prominence of the
Temple in Luke-Acts is, without a shadow of a doubt, a phenomenon
which must be taken into account in attempting to understand Luke's
purpose and strategy. Yet this fact had not been entirely obvious to
many scholars who have considered the matter. Often they have been
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content to describe the ways in which the Temple is emphasized in
the work without exhibiting much interest in why Luke should have
bothered to work such an emphasis into his presentation.6 In fact,
however, it appears a particularly promising field in which to adopt
the socio-redactional approach outlined and defended in Chapter 1
and applied in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 above. Although the Temple was
the pre-eminent institution in Jerusalem and in Judaism as a whole,
the attitude to it of anyone who revered the God of the Jews had
profound social, as well as religious, implications, as will appear
below. This raises the possibility that an exegesis inspired by a
sociological imagination may be capable of accounting for Luke's
presentation of the Temple - which we will soon see is decidedly
ambivalent - as a response to the social and religious significance
which the Temple continued to hold for his fellow-Christians at least
a decade after its destruction.

In tracing the links between Luke's theology of the Temple and
the experience of his own community, it will be necessary to offer
something of an historical reconstruction of the realities of worship
in Jerusalem vis-a-vis the beginnings of Christianity in that city. This
foray into the historical situation of the first generation of Christians
is admittedly exceptional in this book - which focuses on the position
of Luke's community forty or fifty years later. It is necessary in this
chapter, however, because the attitude to the Temple evident in
Luke-Acts, and present in the community for whom Luke was
writing, is best explained (as shown below) as a continuation of an
experience of one segment of the early church in Jerusalem whose
feelings for the Temple, given its social and religious impact on them,
were profoundly ambiguous.

2. Luke's ambivalent attitude to the Temple

Many of the references to the Temple in Luke-Acts portray that
institution in quite a favourable light; in particular, it plays an
important role in the proclamation of the good news of salvation from
the appearance of Gabriel to Zechariah in the first chapter of the
Gospel right up to the evangelism of the church in Jerusalem in the
early chapters of Acts. Taking his cue from such passages, F.D.
Weinert goes so far as to assert: 'Throughout Luke-Acts the main
impression which emerges is Luke's positive regard for the Temple
... in his eyes and throughout his work the Jerusalem Temple con-
sistently remains worthy of Christian respect.'7
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The attitude to the Temple expressed in Stephen's speech (7.2-53,
especially at 7.48) is quite inconsistent with this rosy view, but Weinert
attempts to explain away this inconsistency. Even M. Bachmann, the
author of a detailed monograph in which he argues that Luke
understood the Temple as the centre of Jewish worship and the earthly
locus of all Jewish life and hope,8 fails to concern himself with any
negative feelings Luke may have had towards that institution.

Weinert and Bachmann not only have in common that they
attribute to Luke an extremely positive regard for the Temple, but
they also lack any interest in asking why Luke should have subscribed
to this attitude, let alone in attempting to relate it to the experience
of the community for which he was writing. Now if these two scholars
were correct in their assessment, it would not be impossible to suggest
a way in which Luke's elevation of the Temple to such a prominent
place in his work might have had a social function in his community.
It could be argued that in depicting the Temple as so significant for
the beginnings of Christianity Luke has re-created it for his audience
in a symbolical mode. As such it becomes a substitute for the now-
destroyed Temple in Jerusalem, a substitute from which the Jews
could not drive Luke's Christian contemporaries as they appear to
have done from the synagogues. That is to say, since the Temple no
longer existed in fact, Luke could insinuate it into the history of the
church and even the biography of individual Christians and thereby
establish it as a central component in the symbolical universe he erects
in his Gospel and Acts.9

The problem with this approach, however, is that it is predicated
upon a more favourable attitude to the Temple than can actually, pace
Weinert and Bachmann, be found in Luke-Acts. The shoal upon
which all attempts to argue for a totally favourable attitude to the
Temple in Luke-Acts must inevitably founder is the inclusion of the
text of Stephen's view on the matter:

But the Most High does not live in dwellings made by human
hands

6 Ov(/iaToq ev XEIPOKOUITOK; KOTOIKET) (7.48)

The force of this statement, discussed further below, is reinforced by
the fact that in the Septuagint the word here used for a dwelling made
by hand (xsiponoir\xoc,) is reserved exclusively for pagan idols,10 and
that it is reminiscent of the words Stephen has just used of the golden
calf (7.41)." Thus, Stephen is not just entering the fray on the much-
debated question of the sense in which God could be said to dwell
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in the Temple; he is making the radical statement that the very notion
of God dwelling in a man-made temple is actually idolatrous. What
underlines the broader significance of this opinion in the overall
scheme of Luke-Acts is that exactly the same sentiment is later
expressed by Paul in his address to the Athenians on the Areopagus:

God ... does not live in dwellings made by man
(6 8E6<; ... otiK ev XEipo7iouiToiq vaoiq KOTOIKEI) (17.24)

Paul's use of the word XEiponoiT|TO<; here is a close substitute for the
word xh oepdouaxa ('objects of worship', 'idols') immediately
before (17.23). That this same view should outcrop in two speeches
plainly invested with great thematic importance in the work should
give pause to those, such as C. H. H. Scobie and M. Simon, who wish
to explain away Stephen's negative attitude to the Temple as a unit
of discordant tradition which Luke includes out of fidelity to his
sources rather than because it accords with his own views on the
subject.12 The explanation for the importance of the Temple in
Luke-Acts which is offered in the rest of this chapter will take into
account both the positive and the negative aspects of Luke's attitude
to it.

3. The explanation for Luke's attitude to the Temple

Historical reality and Lucan redaction in Acts 6.1-8.3

Introduction
By the end of this chapter we aim to have explained Luke's presen-
tation of the Temple as a facet of the way he has shaped the traditions
at his disposal in response to the pressures on his community. Our
search for the explanation of his attitude to the Temple begins with
the antipathy Stephen expresses towards it in Acts 7.48, in the hope
that an investigation of this element, which is claimed by many to
be at odds with the rest of Luke's views on the subject, may actually
result in a far more accurate and comprehensive understanding of
Luke's outlook on the Temple. To analyse Acts 7.48, however, it is
necessary to set the verse in its context - the narrative in Acts
6.1-8.3.

Unfortunately, we do not possess any sources Luke may have used
in writing the narrative in Acts 6.1-8.3 and no earlier account than
his of these events exists for the purpose of comparison. This makes
redactional analysis difficult. Nevertheless, it is possible to use
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Acts 6.1 -8.3 both to attempt a reconstruction of part of the history
of the first Christian community in Jerusalem and, from certain
awkward transitions and other tell-tale signs of Lucan redaction, to
suggest how and why he has modified that history.

The narrative in Acts 6.1-8.3 begins with a conflict within the
Christian community (Acts 6.1) and proceeds to a conflict between
Jews and Christians which culminates in the martyrdom of Stephen
and the expulsion of part of the Christian population from the city.
With the dual and related aims of historical reconstruction and
redactional analysis we must first identify the two groups of Christian
actors in the conflict, the Hellenists and the Hebrews, and then
investigate the nature of the struggle between them and the reason
for the eventual expulsion of the former group from Jerusalem.

The identity of the 'Hebrews' and the 'Hellenists' in Acts 6.1
Few verses in the New Testament cause one more surprise than Acts
6.1. For after all the initial images of unity and harmony among the
early Christians, even to the extent of their having had community
of goods, we suddenly find Luke, without any warning, describing
a dispute within the Jerusalem church, with the 'Hellenists' murmur-
ing against the 'Hebrews' because their widows are being neglected
in the daily distribution. What are we to make of this indication of
disunity, or even conflict - especially in view of the other manifes-
tations of conflict in Acts 6.1 -8.3? F. C. Baur wisely conjectured long
ago that there must have been a deeper ground for disagreement
between Hellenists and Hebrews underlying this discontent over poor
relief.13 But another response has been simply to ignore the problem.
F. F. Bruce, for example, includes no comment on this remarkable
transition from the original seamless unity of the church in his
commentary on Acts.14 This reflects a British approach to Acts,
unwisely glorified by W.W. Gasque,15 which first erects a false
dichotomy between the investigation of linguistic, historical and
archaeological background on the one hand, and the question of the
unique pattern Luke has given to his materials on the other, and then
proceeds to devote nearly all its attention to the first, while writing
off the second as 'German' and ultra-critical. The correct position
is that Actaforschung needs both these lines of enquiry, pursued
closely in conjunction with one another, and in few places is this more
imperative than in Acts 6.1-8.3.

Many suggestions have been made as to the identity of the
the "Eflpaioi referred to in Acts 6.1. We begin with
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H.J. Cadbury, who argued that the Hebraioi were Jews and the
Hellenistae Gentiles.16 The principal objection to his theory is that
some, at least, of the only people named in the text who are almost
certainly to be regarded as Hellenists - namely, the Seven appointed
for the ministry at tables in Acts 6.5 - are Jewish.17 That Stephen,
for example, was a Jew is shown by his trial before the Sanhedrin
and the numerous occasions during the course of his speech before
that body in which he refers to the shared ancestry of himself and
its members. Secondly, Nicholaus, the Antiochean proselyte (Acts
6.5), was Jewish, because proselytes were regarded as full Jews in
almost every way, including their right to enter the Temple.18

The fact that Paul, the pre-eminent evangelizer in the Greek-
speaking Diaspora, called himself an Hebraios (2 Cor 11.22; Phil 3.5)
does not necessarily favour Cadbury's position, since, as C.D.F.
Moule has pointed out, Hebraios could perhaps be interpreted to
mean one who knew Greek in addition to Aramaic, while Hellenistes
was reserved for someone who only knew Greek.19

But if Cadbury goes astray in seeking to explain the distinction as
simply involving a split between Jews and Gentiles, for the reason
that there were certainly Jews among the Hellenistae, we should be
careful not to conclude from this that were no Gentiles in this group
as well. The attempt of scholars such as E. C. Blackman and C. D. F.
Moule to rule out Cadbury's suggestion simply because it postulates
Gentile members of the Jerusalem church at an impossibly early
date20 will be shown later to rest upon an inadequate perception of
the social and historical realities of the beginnings of Christianity.

One rather eccentric approach to the problem came from A. Spiro,
who wanted to interpret the Hebraioi as Samaritan Christians but also
thought Stephen was a Samaritan Christian.21 Although there may
be some Samaritan influences in Stephen's speech, Spiro goes far
beyond the evidence in interpreting the Hebraioi or Stephen as
Samaritan Christians. As we have just seen, Stephen was a Jew,
whatever else he may have been.

The next two suggestions as to the identity of these groups within
the early church have in common a belief that the Hellenists were
Jews, but of an unorthodox kind, as opposed to the Hebrews, who
were orthodox Jews. Oscar Cullmann argues in The Johannine
Circle that both Hebrews and Hellenists came predominantly from
Palestinian Judaism, but that the latter group had split off from
official Judaism prior to their becoming Christians and pursued more
or less esoteric tendencies with a syncretist stamp.22 The principal
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objection to this view, that the Hellenists were ordinary Diaspora
Jews prior to their contact with Christianity, is explained below.
The keynote of M. Simon's suggestion is that the Hellenists were
Greek-speaking Jews from the Diaspora whose background had
resulted in their having a less favourable attitude to the law and
the Temple than Jews from Palestine.23 Many scholars believe that
Jews in the Diaspora were less rigorous in their dedication to the
law and the Temple. Unfortunately, this view is usually regarded
as one of the assured results in the field and is rarely thought to
require a reasoned defence. Simon's opinion, for example, rests
largely upon an interpretation of merely a few verses of the Septuagint
which adopt different expressions to refer to God dwelling in heaven
and in the Temple, and which therefore, he suggests, indicate a
Diaspora criticism of the Temple in Jerusalem, its ritual and sacrifices.
This is too shaky a foundation upon which to base such an edifice,
since the few verses he singles out are susceptible of other explanations
and are not shown to be typical of a more widespread tendency in
the text.24 In fact, the notion that Diaspora Jews were lax in their
devotion to the law and the Temple is not only a suspicious one from
the viewpoint of sociology but is also disproved by the history of the
period, for the reasons outlined later in this chapter.

The last suggestion as to the identity of the Hellenists and Hebrews
to be treated here is the traditional one that the Hellenists were Greek-
speaking Jews, while the Hebrews were Aramaic-speaking Jews from
Palestine. In a recent essay, Martin Hengel has marshalled some
persuasive arguments for this view.25 Hengel quotes the concise
statement of Chrysostom on the matter: 'EX.XTIVIOTCK; TOIX; 'EA.A.nvioTi
(P9EYYOU6VOU<; Xiyei (Homily 21, on Acts 9.29).M He argues that this
is linguistically the only answer possible in the context. The etymology
of TiXXnviaTiic;, in particular, exclusively supports the meaning
'Greek-speaking', without any syncretistic or even derogatory
associations; the word comes from T±XXTiv{£eiv, which almost always
- from Thucydides and Plato to Plutarch, Sextus Empiricus, Lucian
and Cassius Dio — means 'speak Greek (perfectly)' and, occasionally,
'translate into Greek'. The few examples with a wider significance
(i.e. 'to live or to act like a Greek') are relatively late, appearing as
isolated instances in Plutarch, Diogenes Laertius, Eusebius and
Libanius. Hengel interprets "EPpmoi as Aramaic-speaking Jews: that
is, those Jews who spoke TEppaioxi (Jn 5.2) or *Ef}pai6i oitiXeKtcp
(Acts 21.40; 22.2; 26.14).27 He correctly notes that this interpretation
of Hellenistae is in accord with the meaning of the word at Acts 9.29,
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where it plainly refers to Greek-speaking Jews. He regards the correct
reading at 11.20 as "EA,Xr|vaq, not "EXXiiviax&c,, and this view has also
been accepted by C.D.F. Moule.28

Therefore, the best explanation for the distinction between the two
groups mentioned in Acts 6.1 is a linguistic one; the Hebraioi spoke
Aramaic (though some of them may also have known Greek), while
the Hellenistae spoke Greek exclusively. Furthermore, that some of
the Hellenists were Jews who had returned to the Holy City from the
Diaspora is highly probable. Stephen and Nicholaus, the proselyte
from Antioch, were certainly Jews. But the evidence does not
necessitate assuming that there were no Greek-speaking Gentiles
among the Hellenists. Lastly, we may be confident that Hellenists and
Hebrews did constitute distinct groups within the first Christian
community in Jerusalem and that Luke's audience was aware of the
distinction between them.

Having established the identity of Hebraioi and Hellenistae, the
way is now open to consider the two areas of conflict in Acts 6.1 -8.3.
We shall begin with the clash between Jews and Christians which led
to the martyrdom of Stephen and the expulsion of part of the
Christian community from Jerusalem, because more data are
available in the text for the investigation of this area, and then proceed
to the more opaque dissension within the Christian community itself
(6.1).

The expulsion of the Hellenists from Jerusalem
A notable feature of the narrative in Acts 6.1 -8.3 is that, although
Luke records that on the day of Stephen's death 'there was a great
persecution of the church in Jerusalem, and all were scattered ...
except the apostles' (8.1), it seems highly probable that the only
Christians to be expelled from the city were the Hellenistae}9 This
is suggested initially by the most unlikely feature that only the apostles
were exempt from expulsion. As M. Simon pertinently remarks,
governments do not rid themselves of the rank and file of seditious
movements and leave the responsible leaders alone.30 The true
explanation must be that the group or party represented by the
apostles, most probably the Aramaic-speaking Hebraioi, were not
persecuted by the Jews, while the Hellenistae were.

That this is the correct explanation is confirmed by considering
what led the Jews to expel some of the Christians from the city. The
only indication as to the motivation for the Jewish attack comes in
the charges made against Stephen and his reply to them. In essence,
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Stephen is charged with uttering blasphemy against the Temple and
the law, not just with being a believer in Jesus (6.11-14). Luke,
moreover, does present Stephen as having a negative attitude to the
Temple (7.48). Now, whatever the historicity of the actual words
attributed to Stephen in Acts 7 - and debate still rages around that
issue31 - the charges against him and his reply must surely contain
the germ of the motivation for the persecution.32 Some members of
the church must have said or done something to bring down the wrath
of the Jews upon their heads, and whatever it was must have gone
beyond believing in Jesus as Messiah, since that was a belief also
shared by the Christians who were not expelled. The only thing likely
to have produced such a reaction is precisely that described by Luke
- a perceived opposition to the Temple and the law. In Jerusalem,
of course, opposition to the Temple could be expected to raise a great
deal of the most profound Jewish antipathy, for the reason that the
whole socio-economic well-being of the city depended upon the wealth
attracted to it for the continuation of the Temple cult.

Now it is precisely on the question of the Christian attitude to the
Temple that a cleavage must have existed within the Christian com-
munity. For the early chapters of Acts indicate that the apostles were
devoted to the Temple, not merely inasmuch as they used it as a site
for daily preaching and teaching (5.42), but even to the extent that
they attended the afternoon tamid sacrifice (3.1).33 Moreover, the
rather curious note by Luke that a great number of priests became
obedient to the faith (6.7), which is often ill-advisedly taken as
evidence of a link between the church and Qumran,34 makes good
sense as an indication of the pro-Temple attitude of much of the
Christian community in Jerusalem. There is no hint in the text that
the priests gave up their priesthood in becoming Christians - a step
which would have meant forgoing their rights to a share in the tithe.
On the other hand, unwillingness to attend sacrifices in the Temple,
or even more extreme gestures of defiance, presumably characterized
the opposition of Stephen and the other Hellenists to that institution.
Put simply, the Hebraioi were pro-Temple and the Hellenistae were
anti-Temple and this probably explains why the latter were expelled
from Jerusalem and the former were left in peace.

We have still not attempted to explain this cleavage, but the
fascinating possibility arises that there may be some connection
between the reason the Hellenists were persecuted and the deeper cause
of discontent underlying the dispute about the treatment of the
Hellenists' widows in Acts 6.1.
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The conflict between Hebrews and Hellenists
Investigating this possibility involves ascertaining the facts behind the
incident reported in Acts 6.Iff. There can be little doubt as to the
historicity of a conflict between Aramaic-speaking Christians and
Greek-speaking Christians lying behind Acts 6.1 ff., since the events
described are so destructive of the picture of peace and harmony in
the church presented by Luke prior to this. One senses that here was
a feature of early Christian history which, although unsavoury, was
too well known for the author to suppress. But he has certainly sought
to lessen the embarrassment it caused.

As Luke presents it, we have a complaint by the Hellenists against
the Hebrews over the administration of the 'ministry at tables' (f|
SuxKovia f) KaGnuepivTi), which is resolved by the Twelve, who
summon an assembly of the disciples to select suitable persons to look
after the 'ministry at tables' (8tcxKoveTv xpani.C,aiq). The result is that
seven men are chosen for this purpose: Stephen, Philip, Prochorus,
Nicanor, Timon, Parmenas and Nicholaus, the Antiochean proselyte.

One feature of this account in particular arouses an immediate
suspicion as to its accuracy: the fact that after this assembly there is
never any mention made of the Seven being engaged in such a
ministry. All we ever hear of them regards the proselytizing of Stephen
in Jerusalem and its tragic consequences (6.8-7.60) or the evangelical
work of Philip amongst the Samaritans and with the Ethiopian eunuch
(8.4-13, 26-40) and his later status as an evangelist (21.8). This
apparent anomaly is only likely to be explained through very careful
attention to the social realities underlying Luke's version of the facts.

First of all, we must ask who were the Seven. It is widely agreed
that they were Hellenistae, that is to say, Greek-speaking Christians,
probably Jews, though some of them may have been Gentiles. This
view is supported by the fact that they all have Greek names (although
this itself is not conclusive), that Stephen and Nicholaus certainly
spoke Greek and Philip probably did,35 and that Stephen and Philip
were certainly involved in the persecution, which, as we have seen,
only affected the Hellenists. Of course, it is not impossible that
Prochorus, Nicanor, Timon and Parmenas, who are otherwise
unknown, were from the Hebraioi, but the chances of this being the
case are minimal.

Given the likelihood that the Seven were from among the
Hellenists, the next question to arise is whether we are to understand
that they were given responsibility for the 'ministry at tables' for the
whole community, as Luke's account is usually taken to mean, or
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whether they merely ensured a proper treatment of their fellow-
Hellenist Christians. The narrative seems to allow either alternative,
as C.D.F. Moule has noted.36 Sociological reflection, however,
suggests that the Seven could not have performed this ministry with
respect to the Hebraioi. In the first place, this would have involved
Greek-speakers having to attend to people of whom some at least only
knew Aramaic. Whatever the precise nature of the 'ministry at tables',
a linguistic difference such as this would not have been conducive to
its smooth administration. In the second place, it is unlikely that the
Hebrews, who had previously been mistreating the Hellenist widows
by means of the power they wielded over the community's purse,
would have consented to give up this power and put themselves in
a position where they were exposed to exactly the same treatment from
the very people who may still have nursed a sense of grievance for
their previous mistreatment.

But to probe a little more deeply than this, let us consider another
example of a dispute within a religious community over alms, so that
by using it as a distant comparison with Acts 6.1 ff. we may be able
to ask some new questions of the text, in the manner explained in
Chapter 1 above. B. Hartmann and J. Boyce have recently published
a book about life in a contemporary village in Bangladesh, which they
have called 'Katni' to protect the privacy of the villagers. For some
time the Moslems of Katni were in the habit of attending the mosque
in the neighbouring village of 'Borobari'. In general, the people from
Katni were less well-off, as measured by the size of their landholdings,
than the people of Borobari. On special occasions, representatives
from the mosque would collect money from Katni and Borobari and
distribute it as alms to the poor of both villages. But a dispute arose,
since the Moslems from Katni always felt that their poor received far
less than those of Borobari. In the end the Katni Moslems decided
that they would keep their money and distribute it to their own poor.
The Borobari response was to forbid them to use their mosque, so
Katni had to erect its own.37

All that Luke tells us of the dissatisfaction of the Hellenists with
the Hebrews was that their widows were being overlooked in the daily
ministry. The Katni comparison suggests, but does not, of course,
prove, that this would have been accompanied by a sense of grievance
that the Hellenists were not getting a fair share of what they, too,
had contributed to the community's purse for alms-distribution.
It is hardly likely, after all, that they did not also contribute for
this purpose. The most significant question, however, which the
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comparison with Katni prompts is whether the dispute over alms
actually led to a decisive break between the two Christian groups, so
that it would be more accurate to speak of Christian communities in
Jerusalem, rather than of one community. Martin Hengel has observed
that the Aramaic-Greek linguistic difference would probably have
resulted in separate liturgies in the two languages at quite an early
stage in the history of the church in Jerusalem, this being facilitated
by an early translation of some tradition about Jesus into Greek.38

Thus there would have been a liturgical split between the two groups
after a short time, although there must also have been some degree
of unity, especially in the pooling of property for alms-distribution.
Yet we also know from the fact that the Jews expelled the Hellenists
from the city, and not the Hebrews, that a fundamental differentiation
between the two groups persisted until the end of the Hellenists'
presence there. This indicates that the unity and peace which Luke
presents as being established between them in 6.2ff. probably did not
characterize their relationship.

We may now outline, to explain the historical facts underlying
Luke's narrative, an hypothesis which both takes into account its
awkward aspects and also incorporates some of the insights which
flow from a sociological approach to the text. Early in the history
of the Jerusalem church two groups sprang up within it which were
recognizably distinct by the fact that one used Aramaic in its liturgy
and the other Greek. During the first period both Hebrews and
Hellenists contributed to the common funds of the church and,
although the Hebrews controlled the purse, there was a fair distri-
bution of alms to the poor of both groups. However, after a while
this changed. For some reason, examined in detail below, the attitude
of the more powerful Hebrews altered, and those of them running
the poor relief of the church began to neglect the Hellenists' widows.
This caused great dissatisfaction among the Hellenists, and their
leaders (the Seven listed in 6.5), who were already outstanding for
their evangelism in Jerusalem, instituted a new system whereby the
Hellenists set up a separate common fund and used this to support
their own poor. This act deepened the separation which had already
existed between the two groups at the levels of language and liturgy,
so that henceforth there were two Christian communities in the Holy
City, only one of which was eventually to be persecuted and driven
out by the Jews.

Some external evidence for this reconstruction exists in the collec-
tion which Paul organized for the poor Christians in Jerusalem
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(Gal 2.10; Rom 15.25-7; 1 Cor 16.1-4; 2 Cor 8-9). What was
Paul's motivation for this project? The idea that the collection
was a Christian analogy to the half-shekel Temple tax paid by
adult Jews can be ruled out, principally because it would have
been an unambiguous sign of the subjection which Paul avoided
in his discussions with the leaders of the Jerusalem church (Gal
2.6-10).39 Furthermore, it is unlikely that Paul saw the collection
solely as a fulfilment of the Isaian prophecies that in the last days
all the nations would stream to the mountain of Yahweh in Jerusalem,
bringing their wealth with them (Is 2.2-3; 60.5ff.; cf. Micah 4 . 1 -
2).40 Although this idea may have figured in Paul's thinking,41 it is
quite absent from Gal 2.10 and Rom 15.25-7. This leaves the most
likely explanation: that the collection was designed to express the unity
of the church.42 On the assumption that the Hellenists did set up a
separate alms-fund in Jerusalem, this explanation may be accepted
in general, but subject to a critical qualification. Paul's visit to
Jerusalem, recounted in Gal 2.1-10, may well have been aimed not
merely at gaining accreditation for his interpretation of the Gospel,
but also at healing a division between Hellenists and Hebrews dating
from before the expulsion of the former group from the Holy City.
If one of the causes precipitating the original split had been the with-
drawal of the Hellenists from the common fund and their establish-
ment of their own distribution system, the deal struck between Paul
and the Jewish Christian leaders at last recognized the legitimacy of
preaching to the Gentiles, but only in return for a restoration of
payments by the Hellenists to the fund for the poor in Jerusalem.
Moreover, even though the behaviour of Peter in Antioch (Gal
2.11-14) probably amounted to a repudiation of the agreement by
the leadership in Jerusalem, Paul continued to perform his side of
the bargain (Rom 15.25-7; 1 Cor 16.1-4; 2 Cor 8-9). His actions,
however, may well have been interpreted by the Jewish Christians as
motivated by a hostile intent - to draw the attention of the Christian
world to the fact that they had reneged on the agreement. Their
antipathy may explain why Luke does not mention that Paul was
bringing money from his communities on his last journey to Jerusalem
(Acts 21.Iff.), and even why Luke describes the financial aid which
was sent from Antioch to Jerusalem not as part of an agreement
between Paul and the leadership in Jerusalem, but as ad hoc assistance
during a famine (Acts 11.27-30).

So much for historical reconstruction; what about Lucan redaction?
Why has Luke shaped the facts as he has in Acts 6.Iff? Elsewhere
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in Acts his desire to have Peter and the Jerusalem church legitimate
some aspect of the Christianity vital to his community is evident
in the text. This is particularly so with regard to the legitimation of
table-fellowship between Jew and Gentile in the narrative of the
conversion of Cornelius. The split between Hebraioi and Heilenistae
must have been a cause of some embarrassment to himself and his
readers. For they adhered to the traditions of the Hellenist Christians
who had formed a community in Jerusalem separate from that of
Peter and the apostles, yet at the same time they wanted the Aramaic-
speaking side of the church to be seen to have endorsed those
traditions. On this particular occasion, Luke's course was clear.
He knew of the split, and he had among the traditions at his disposal
information relating to the decision of the Seven, the Hellenists'
leaders, to set up a separate alms-distribution system. What was
needed was that this initiative be attributed to the Twelve and the
whole assembly of the disciples. Thereafter, he could forget all about
the 'ministry at tables' and move on to a description of the martyrdom
of Stephen and the evangelism of Philip, both heroes of the Hellenists
and of Luke's community.

But at this point we must return to a question already raised: what
was the cause of the Hebrews' turning sour on the Hellenists to the
extent of neglecting their widows, and was there any relation between
this and the negative attitudes to the law and the Temple which the
Hellenists seem to have held and which led to their persecution and
expulsion from Jerusalem? The time has come, therefore, to consider
just why the Hellenists adopted a critical attitude to the law and the
Temple, as distinct from the Hebrews, who did not. Having presented
an explanation for this historical problem, we shall suggest why the
issue continued to be important for Luke's community.

Temple, God-fearers and Gospel

The attitude of Diaspora Jews to the Temple and the law
The most popular explanation for the negative attitude of the
Hellenists to the Temple and the law is that which sees this group as
composed of Diaspora Jews whose exposure to Greek ideas in
Hellenistic cities had led them to a lower opinion of these institutions
than Palestinian Jews prior to their contact with the Gospel. Such
a view has been adopted by, for example, M. Simon and E.
Haenchen.43 We must now justify our earlier assertion that the
notion of Diaspora Jews having been lax with respect to the Temple
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and the law is a dubious one in terms of sociological theory and is,
in fact, contradicted by the history of the period.

A little sociological reflection on what is generally known of the
life-style of Jews in the Dispersion strongly posits the likelihood of
their having been enthusiastic for the law and the Temple. A con-
siderable body of sociological literature exists on the ways in which
an ethnic minority group may respond to the larger culture in which
it is located. Possible responses of the minority range from a total
breakdown of the group's boundaries, leading to complete assimili-
ation, on the one hand, to a tight maintenance of its separate identity
on the other.44 It is remarkable how consistently the Jews scattered
around the Greek cities of the Roman East preferred the latter option
to the former. Although there were some apostates to Hellenism, it
seems that the vast majority of Jews earnestly strove to maintain their
identity and distinctiveness in the sea of Gentiles which surrounded
them.45 This phenomenon, manifested both in their life-style and in
the geographic separation involved in their living in distinct quarters
of Diaspora cities, led Max Weber to coin the phrase 'pariah people'
to describe them, by which he meant 'a guest people who were ritually
separated, formally or de facto, from their social surroundings'.46

From these considerations, one would expect to find among Diaspora
Jews a devotion to the law and the Temple even greater, if anything,
than that of their cousins in Palestine. For the Jews of the Diaspora
the practice of circumcision, the observance of the Sabbath and the
festivals, adherence to the dietary code and refusal to dine with
Gentiles, and devotion to Yahweh in his Temple in Jerusalem would
have served to preserve the boundaries between themselves and the
surrounding pagan culture and religion. Palestinian Jews, on the other
hand, did not need to be so strict to maintain their Jewish identity,
since it was supported by other factors, such as their not being
embedded in a Gentile majority and their speaking a Semitic language
in a land hallowed in the biblical record.

This sociological reflection is amply confirmed by the historical
record. A number of factors indicate that Diaspora Jews had a high
regard for the law and the Temple, even though they used a Greek
translation of Scripture which often Hellenized important concepts
and expressions in the Hebrew original.47 To begin with, much of the
evidence presented in Chapter 4 above to show the Jewish disinclina-
tion to dine with Gentiles came from the Diaspora, so that it cannot
be said that the Jews outside Palestine were lax in their adherence to
the dietary code. That Diaspora Jews observed the sabbath is plain
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from the numerous references to this institution in pagan authors.48

The general loyalty of these Jews to the law is evident in the number
of Roman decrees, recorded in Josephus, which order Greek cities
to allow Jews to live in accordance with their ancestral customs.49

One of the most ardent defenders of the law mentioned in the New
Testament, after all, was Saul of Tarsus. It is quite clear, moreover,
that Jerusalem and the Temple were held in high regard by Diaspora
Jews. Large numbers of them went on pilgrimage to the Holy City
for the great feasts of Passover, Pentecost and Tabernacles.50 J.
Jeremias has estimated that the number of visitors, many of them Jews
from abroad, during the Passover was several times the population
of the city (which he puts at 25,OOO-3O,OOO).51 Even Philo, the great
allegorizer, made at least one pilgrimage to Jerusalem.52 Many
Diaspora Jews returned to live in Jerusalem (Acts 2.5)." The Jews
outside Palestine also showed no hesitation in paying the annual half-
shekel tax payable by every adult Jew to the Temple. So much money
was despatched by their communities in Greco-Roman cities to
Jerusalem that special precautions had to be taken for its safe
delivery.54 Josephus cites a number of Roman decrees which direct
certain Hellenistic cities not to interfere with the despatch of this
money.55

Accordingly, sociology suggests and history confirms the dedi-
cation of the Jews of the Dispersion to keeping the law and honouring
the Temple. But what makes the efforts of Lucan scholars to argue
the opposite even more surprising is the fact that Acts itself contains
considerable evidence of the loyalty of Diaspora Jews. It must not be
forgotten that the very people whom Luke describes as commencing
proceedings against Stephen in the Sanhedrin are Jews from an un-
doubtedly Greek-speaking synagogue or synagogues in Jerusalem
(Acts 6.9-12). External evidence exists for Greek-speaking synagogues
in the city56 and there is even extant an inscription from the first
century CE commemorating the erection of one by Theodotus, son
of Vettenus, who was both a priest and an archisynagogus. The
synagogue of Theodotus provided lodgings for foreign visitors,
presumably Jews from the Diaspora.37 There have been attempts to
identify this synagogue with that mentioned in Acts 6.9, but a degree
of uncertainty remains.58

Further evidence as to both the existence of Diaspora Jews in
Jerusalem and their devotion to the law emerges at Acts 9.29, where
Paul, on his return to the city from Damascus after his conversion,
is described as preaching to and arguing with the 'Hellenists', by which
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Luke here means Greek-speaking Jews, who respond by trying to kill
him. Throughout the course of Acts the congregations of synagogues
in the Diaspora manifest a keen interest in defending the law of Moses
against what they perceive to be a Christian threat to it. It is, more-
over, Jews from Asia who stir up the crowd in Jerusalem against Paul,
alleging that he preaches against the Jewish people and the law and
has defiled the Temple by bringing a Gentile, Trophimus, into it (Acts
21.27-9).

The opposition to Stephen originates, therefore, primarily or
even exclusively among the usually conservative Diaspora Jews in
Jerusalem. This fact disqualifies all theories which attempt to locate
the origin of Stephen's position on the Temple and the law in some
form of Palestinian syncretism. For this reason we must reject the
views of Oscar Cullmann already mentioned, as well as other theories
which seek to relate Stephen's position to that of the monks of
Qumran.59

So where are we left? Our task is to explain how it happened that
there arose among a group of Jews normally characterized by the most
profound allegiance to the law and the Temple attitudes antipathetic
to both institutions in the Holy City itself. It appears that the only
viable way forward is to reconstruct the realities, social as well as
religious, of Temple worship for a Diaspora community in Jerusalem,
and then to assess what effect the message of Jesus would have had
upon these realities. In sociological terms, this task involves factor
analysis - that is, the manner in which social setting affects the
establishment and maintenance of belief - and function analysis -
that is, the effects of belief and the behaviour associated with it upon
the social setting.60 We begin with an account of the Temple and its
cult.

The Temple and the cult
To those approaching Jerusalem from a distance Herod's Temple
appeared like a snow-clad mountain, from the whiteness of the stone
used in its construction and the quantity of gold with which it was
adorned.61 There is a fleeting evocation of the overwhelming visual
impact of the Temple at one point in Luke's Gospel, when the author
diverges from Mark to describe it correctly as 'adorned with beautiful
stones and votive offerings' (Lk 21.5; cf. Mk 13.1).

Herod began his tremendous reconstruction of the Second Temple
and the buildings which surrounded it in 20/19 BCE,62 but the work
was not finally completed until the governorship of Albinus in
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62-4 CE.63 It is possible to obtain from the sources a reasonably
clear understanding of the lay-out of the Temple and the other
buildings on the Temple mount.64

The surface area of the Temple mount had been considerably
enlarged over the centuries, and Herod carried this process further
by constructing large stone retaining walls and levelling off the extra
space.65 F. J. Hollis calculates that the roughly rectangular area of
the mount so produced was 929 feet wide on the south side, 990 feet
on the north, 1,186 feet on the east and 1,226 feet on the west.66

Magnificent porticoes, with tall marble pillars, entirely surrounded
the Temple mount, and at their north-west corner was located the
fortress Antonia, garrisoned by Romans.67 The stoa on the eastern
side bore the name 'Solomon's Portico'68 and appears to have
functioned as a meeting-place for the early Christian community in
Jerusalem (Acts 3.11; 5.12). Under and in front of these porticoes
took place the bustling activities of the Temple mount. Here merchants
sold animals for sacrifice and money-lenders conducted their trade,
especially the exchange of Greek and Roman coinage for the half-
shekels with which Jews paid the annual Temple tax.

A small distance within the stoas on all four sides was a low stone
wall called the soreg, which effectively divided the surface area of the
mount into an inner and an outer court. At regular intervals along
this barrier stood slabs containing inscriptions, some in Latin and
others in Greek, prohibiting foreigners from passing beyond the soreg,
under penalty of death if they did.69 One of these slabs has been
discovered with the inscription virtually intact; the text reads: 'No
foreigner [dXXoyevfiq] is to enter within the balustrade and embank-
ment around the sanctuary. Whoever is caught will have himself to
blame for his death which follows.'70 Samaritans almost certainly
came within the terms of this prohibition, since there is strong evidence
that from the beginning of the first century CE they were regarded
as being on a level with the Gentiles in all things ritual and cultic.71

Furthermore, the word for foreigner in the inscription (AXXoyevfiq)
is used by the Lucan Jesus with respect to a Samaritan in Lk 17.18.
The underlying rationale for the prohibition was that the Gentiles
(and Samaritans) were unclean and would thereby defile the Temple
precincts by their presence.72

The Temple itself was situated inside the area delineated by the
soreg. In essence, it consisted of a walled complex of unroofed courts,
within the innermost of which the tall roofed sanctuary had been
erected. This complex was roughly rectangular in shape and was
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orientated along an east-west axis. As only Jews could pass beyond
the soreg, only Jews, of course, could enter the Temple. The first
court, from which there was access to the rest of the Temple, was the
Court of the Women. The main gate to this court was on the eastern
side, adjacent to Solomon's Portico. Women were not allowed to go
any further. On the western side of the Court of the Women was the
flight of stairs leading up to another gate, beautifully decorated with
Corinthian bronze,73 and beyond this gate lay the Court of Israel,
open only to Jewish men. Inside this court there was another to which
only the priests had access. Within the Court of the Priests was the
altar of sacrifice, and slightly west of this the sanctuary itself.

The sanctuary towered to a height of ninety cubits, while its base
measurements were fifty cubits long and twenty wide. Its interior and
exterior walls were covered with gold plates. The gate opening into
the sanctuary was also overlaid with gold; above its golden doors were
golden vines, and before these there hung a splendid Babylonian
tapestry which typified the universe.74 The effect of these features on
the Jewish men able to observe them from the close range of the two
innermost courts must have been overwhelming. The sanctuary con-
tained two chambers.75 The first was furnished only by a seven-
branched menorah, a table used for the shewbread and an altar of
incense.76 To the west of this chamber was another only half its size
and separated from it by a veil, which the Synoptics describe as having
been split in two when Jesus died. The chamber behind the veil was
the Holy of Holies, the debir, and it was entirely empty.77 The only
person who ever entered it was the High Priest, and even he did so
only once a year, on the Day of Atonement.78 The Holy of Holies
was probably situated directly over the sacred rock, the highest point
on the Temple mount.79 In rabbinic tradition the sacred rock was
called 'eben shPtiyyah, the 'foundation stone', and it was regarded
as the foundation stone of heaven and earth.80 Some Jewish thought,
especially in certain apocryphal writings and in Hellenistic authors
such as Philo and Josephus, went even further, beyond the explicit
affirmations of the Old Testament, and endeavoured to find a cosmic
symbolism in the Temple, whereby it was seen as the centre of the
world.81

The central element of the cult which was carried on in this magnifi-
cent setting was the tarn id service (tamid originally meaning 'always'
or 'daily'), the holocaust offering of two lambs, one in the morning
(shortly after dawn) and the other in the mid-afternoon. Individuals
were only allowed to offer their sacrifices between these two communal
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offerings. The central features of the tamid were the opening of the
sanctuary gates to the sound of trumpets, the slaughtering of the tamid
lamb and its preparation of sacrifice, the offering of incense on the
altar of incense, the blessing of the people by all the assembled priests
(cf. Nb 6.23-5) and the burning of the slaughtered lamb on the
altar.82

The afternoon tamid took place at about the ninth hour.83 Several
aspects of the tamid are reflected in Luke-Acts. As already men-
tioned, Zechariah had drawn the lot to put incense on the inner altar
prior to the actual sacrifice of the lamb (Lk 1.8 -9 ) . In Acts 3.1 Peter
and John are described as going up to pray in the Temple at the ninth
hour. This means that they had chosen to enter the Temple specifically
to be present at the afternoon tamid sacrifice, not just to pray.

But what was the significance of the tamid for those who were
present, or of the individual sacrifices to those who offered them?
There were three broad categories of sacrifice:84

1. Holocausts (Hebrew 'olah), in which the entire victim was
burnt, except for the skin, and nothing was given back to the
man who offered it or to the priests. The tamid took this
form, of course, but holocaust offerings could also be made
by individuals. The morning and afternoon tamid lamb was
offered on behalf of all of Israel to Yahweh in a perpetual
renewal of its covenant with him.

2. Communion sacrifices (Hebrew zebah shelamim, or zebah,
or shelamim), which were characterized by the fact that the
victim was shared between God, the priest and the person
offering it, who later ate it with his family and friends, in
a state of ritual purity, as a holy thing. The covenant between
the worshipper and his God was sealed by this sacrificial
meal.85 There were three types of communion offerings, the
sacrifice of praise (todah), the voluntary sacrifice (nedabah),
offered out of sheer devotion, and the votive sacrifice (neder).

3. Expiatory sacrifices, which aimed at re-establishing the
covenant with God after it had been broken by sinful men.
Almost half the sacrificial code of the Second Temple con-
cerns this type of sacrifice.

The prohibition on Gentiles (and Samaritans) entering the Temple
meant that they could neither be present for the tamid sacrifice nor
enter the central courts to slay their sacrificial animals or lay their
hands on their heads, which were two acts performed by Jewish men



The Temple 152

offering individual sacrifices. Nevertheless, there was specific
provision in the Torah for them to offer sacrifice (Lev 22.18), and
this must have been effected through Jewish intermediaries. But the
type of sacrifices they were allowed was strictly limited to voluntary
and votive offerings,86 and even these were of a very unusual kind,
since Gentiles were not allowed to eat any part of the offerings though
this was a central feature of communion sacrifices.87 To allow
Gentiles to partake of a communion victim would have been to
concede the possibility of communion between Yahweh and a people
not his own. This would have struck a death-blow to the whole notion
of Jewish election, so eloquently emphasized by the court-within-court
arrangement of the Temple and the area around it. In spite of these
restrictions, many Gentiles did come to Jerusalem to offer sacrifices
in Herod's Temple.88 How Gentiles excluded from the cult in this
way felt about the matter is considered below. It is reasonable to
suppose, however, that there must have been a marked difference of
attitude as between those Gentiles who just saw Yahweh as one of
a large number of gods around the East in whose temples it was useful
to offer sacrifice and those, on the other hand, who had formed some
sort of attachment to Judaism, perhaps to the extent of adopting its
faith in Yahweh as the one and only God.

We must now consider the more general religious significance of the
elaborate arrangement of zones of steadily increasing holiness in the
Temple and the progressive narrowing of the type of person who could
proceed further into its depths. Mircea Eliade has convincingly argued
that for religious man space is not homogeneous: it is divided into
space which has been made sacred by some manifestation of divinity,
and secular space, the formless expanse lying outside this area of
sanctification.89 'Every sacred space', he writes, 'implies a hierophany,
an irruption of the sacred that results in detaching a territory from the
surrounding cosmic milieu and making it qualitatively different.'90

When Jacob, for example, had his dream in Haran of a ladder with
angels ascending and descending on it and heard God speaking to him
from above it, he said: 'How awe-inspiring this place is! This is
nothing less than a house of God; this is the gate of heaven!' (Gen
28.10-19; JB). So he named the place 'Bethel', meaning 'House of
God'. In such a sacred place man comes closest to God, for it is
here that a route of communication is opened up between earth and
heaven.91 Temples are pre-eminent sacred places because they are
seen as the houses of the gods. The reason that temples, such as the
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one in Jerusalem, were so often built on mountains was that such a
position put them closest to heaven and, therefore, made communi-
cation with the gods easier.92

The notion of the Temple as the place where God resides on earth
was deeply, if ambivalently, implanted in Jewish religion. When the
Ark of the Covenant had been installed in Solomon's temple, we are
told that the cloud (of Yahweh's presence) filled the place and
Solomon said:

Yahweh has chosen to dwell in the thick cloud.
Yes, I have built you a dwelling,
a place for you to live in for ever. (1 Kgs 8.12-13; JB)

On the other hand, there was a more sophisticated appreciation, at
least in some quarters, that the transcendent God could not be con-
tained in a Temple built by man. Did not Solomon himself also say:

Yet will God really live with men on the earth? Why, the
heavens and their own heavens cannot contain you. How
much less this house that I have built! (1 Kgs 8.27; JB)

One solution to the paradox was to have God listening from heaven
while his people prayed from the Temple (1 Kgs 8.30); another was
to say that it was the Name of Yahweh that dwelt in the Temple
(1 Kgs 8.17, 29). Last of all, Judaism evolved the notion of the
shekinah, 'the dwelling', which was an attempt to express the gracious
presence of God among his people without detracting from his
transcendence.93 However Israel grappled with this problem, there
is no doubt that a belief in Yahweh's albeit mysterious presence in
the Temple was the whole reason for the worship carried on there,
in both sacrifice and prayer. Accordingly, the unqualified assertion
by Stephen in Acts 7.48 that the Most High does not live in dwellings
made by human hands is best understood as outside the mainstream
of Jewish opinion on the matter and fully consonant with a rejection
by Stephen of the Temple and its cult. Even the sectarian monks of
Qumran were less extreme than this, for although they regarded the
priesthood of their day as totally corrupt, they were not opposed in
principle to the worship of Yahweh in the Temple or to the idea of
that being in some way his dwelling.94

A few final remarks may now be made as to the more general
significance of the sacrificial cult in the Temple. It inevitably follows
that if the Temple was where God 'lived' on earth, then that was the
place to carry on a service of prayer and sacrifice to him. As Eliade
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says, 'This is as much as to say that every religious man places himself
at the Center of the World and by the same token at the very source
of absolute reality, as close as possible to the opening that ensures
him communication with the gods.'95 The sequence of gradated
zones of holiness in the Temple is eloquent proof of the importance
attached by Judaism to proximity to the Holy of Holies and to the
God who in some way dwelt therein. The Temple and its cult were
for Israel and individual Israelites a most beautiful and potent place
and mechanism of purification. Here, in the presence of God, sin was
purged and the Covenant with Yahweh was perpetually maintained.
The one word which most completely denotes this process is 'atone-
ment', as understood in its original sense, for it was within the inner
courts of the Temple in Jerusalem that Israel was put at one with its
God.

Marginalized God-fearers in Jerusalem
But what of the Gentiles in the outer court of the Temple? What of
any God-fearers who may have been present? The Jews in the inner
courts must have experienced a great sense of satisfaction at being
so close to the centre of their world, but what was the reaction of any
God-fearers who were excluded from this experience by the soregl
We shall now show that there were God-fearers in Jerusalem, assess
their attitude to being forbidden to enter the inner courts of the
Temple, and then apply our findings to interpreting Acts 6.Iff.

There is abundant evidence for the presence of Gentiles in
Jerusalem in the New Testament period. That they were to be found
on the Temple mount is clear, for example, simply from the fact that
the soreg was erected to prevent them from entering the Temple. There
were many reasons why Gentiles came to Jerusalem. The first was
for the purposes of commerce. As J. Jeremias has meticulously
demonstrated,96 Jerusalem was heavily dependent upon the import
of animals and other products, many of them from abroad, for the
maintenance of the elaborate Temple cult. This trade inevitably
brought foreign merchants into the city. Secondly, the status of the
city as a centre of government meant the presence both of Roman
military personnel and also of foreign diplomats, such as the Athenian
visitors mentioned by Josephus.97 But it was the third reason, the
religious significance of the city, that probably attracted the largest
number of Gentiles. We have already noted that Gentiles did come
to Jerusalem to sacrifice in the Temple. E. Schurer even devotes an
appendix of The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus
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Christ to 'Gentile participation in worship at Jerusalem'; it begins:
'It is a well-attested fact that despite the rigid barrier erected between
Jews and Gentiles in regard to religious matters, Gentiles participated
in Temple worship in Jerusalem.'98 Much of the evidence for this is
found in Josephus, who mentions, for example, that among the
people not permitted to partake of the Passover sacrifice in Jerusalem
were 'the foreigners, who were present in great numbers for wor-
ship'.99 There is interesting corroborative evidence for this passage
in John's Gospel, where he speaks of 'Greeks' (i.e. Gentiles) who were
going up to Jerusalem to worship at the Passover (Jn 12.20). Finally,
it is worthwhile to note the testimony of Josephus that the altar in
the Temple was 'venerated by all Greeks and barbarians'.100

The oddity of Schiirer's discussion of this subject is that he explicit-
ly restricts its ambit to 'real Gentiles': that is, not God-fearers, not
'people who to some degree also accepted the Jewish religion and for
this reason demonstrated their respect for the God of Israel by offering
sacrifices', but those who 'whilst sacrificing in Jerusalem, wished
in no way to make thereby a confession of faith in the superstitio
Iudaica'.m Now it is quite true that some of the Gentiles sacrificing
in Jerusalem did come within this latter category and would have been
just as comfortable offering sacrifice to Artemis in Ephesus or to Zeus
in Olympia. But it is quite untenable to restrict the Gentiles in
Jerusalem solely to this type.102 It is scarcely credible that from
among the large numbers of Gentiles whom we have seen to associate
themselves with the Diaspora syngogues there was not a significant
proportion who made pilgrimages to Jerusalem as a natural conse-
quence of their faith. The Gentiles, referred to by Josephus in AJ
3.318-19, who were not permitted to partake of their sacrifices and
yet showed great respect for the Mosaic law were almost certainly
God-fearers.

This last point introduces an issue of considerable importance in
what follows. We have already seen that there were syngogues for
Greek-speaking Jews in Jerusalem, synagogues which seem, more-
over, to have catered for Jews from particular regions of the Diaspora.
We must now ask whether these synagogues would have been attended
by the God-fearing Gentiles whom we have concluded were to be
found in Jerusalem. Although there appear to be no data directly on
this issue, one is surely justified in answering the question in the
affirmative. It is difficult to accept that Gentiles who had been in the
habit of frequenting synagogue services in their own cities would not
also have gone along to a synagogue in Jerusalem - especially one
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used by Jews from their own cities, some of whom they may have
already known - even if their association was limited by the Jewish
dietary laws. The presence of Gentile God-fearers in the Greek-
speaking synagogues in Jerusalem is, accordingly, assumed in what
follows.

The stage is now set to examine the attitude of God-fearers such
as these to the Temple and its cult. Let us conduct a modest socio-
logical experiment by considering the case of one of these, whom we
shall treat as broadly typical of the rest. Let us, then, set him down
on the eastern side of the Temple mount, so that he stands, with
Solomon's Portico behind him, gazing up through the gate towards
the glories of the Temple, which lie beyond the soreg barring him from
further access. It is the ninth hour and the afternoon tamid sacrifice
is in progress. He has seen Jews, some of whom he knows, go by him
and up into the sanctuary for this service. Within the inner courts the
covenant between Yahweh, the God he reveres, and Israel, to which
he does not belong, is being magnificently renewed. His attitude
to the Temple is fundamentally ambivalent. On the one hand, he
experiences great satisfaction that he has come to the Temple of
his God and has viewed its overwhelming beauty; on the other, at
the same time, he is greatly dissatisfied that he is prevented from
approaching as closely as possible to the presence of God on earth
and being a full participant in his cult. As he stands there, the very
architecture of the place brings home to him that, for all his devotion,
he is an outsider and will remain so unless he undergoes circum-
cision, an operation which is both painful and utterly at odds with
his Hellenic distaste for self-mutilation in any form. In sociological
terms, such a person is 'marginalized'. He stands on the boundary
of Judaism 'neither completely belonging nor suffering outright
rejection'.103 Back in his own city, where he could attend synagogue
services almost as freely as the Jews, and where he always had the
social support of his pagan friends to rely upon, this may not have
mattered so much, but in Jerusalem the awareness of his marginal-
ization is greatly enhanced.

Nor does the Judaism of his day offer him any resolution of this
basic ambivalence, short of his taking the major step of conversion.
Perhaps he takes solace in the words of Isaiah, that the holocausts
and sacrifices of Gentiles 'will be accepted on my altar, for my house
will be called a house of prayer for all peoples' (Is 56.7). But nothing
leads him to think that this Isaian vision belongs to anything other
than the most distant future; nothing in contemporary Judaism
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suggests that the barriers between Jew and Gentile, visibly evident
in the arrangement of the Temple, are about to be broken down.

The impact of the Gospel
Such, then, was the experience of large numbers of God-fearers who
came to Jerusalem for business reasons or on pilgrimage. They were
drawn to Jerusalem, stood before the Temple and returned to their
own cities. As an exercise in what sociologists call factor analysis, let
us ask the all-important question: given the socio-religious position
of Diaspora Jews and God-fearers in Jerusalem, what was the effect
upon them of the first proclamation of the Christian message there?
Caution is necessary here, since we are not sure what was the nature
of the earliest proclamation. Judging from the pre-Pauline creed in
1 Cor 15.3ff., however, it probably contained reference to the death
and resurrection of Jesus. Perhaps reference was also made at an early
date to some of his sayings. This new message, of Jesus as Messiah,
may have been heard initially in the outer courts of the Temple.
Anyone present, Aramaic- or Greek-speaking Jew, God-fearer or
pagan, would have encountered the preaching. At this time there must
have existed in Jerusalem the earliest Christian community, the leaders
of which were Aramaic-speaking Jews, most of them probably from
Galilee. Certain simple liturgical events characterized this community,
such as a memorial meal in honour of the death of Jesus, now risen.
In other respects, the members of the community remained Jews and
continued to attend the services in the Temple, even the tamid sacrifice
at the ninth hour. Some of the members of this community were
Greek-speaking Jews from the Diaspora. Like Christians later in the
first century, they were enthusiastic to preach the Gospel to their
fellows from the Diaspora in the synagogues in Jerusalem which
catered for them. Such preaching is clearly implied from what Luke
says in Acts 6.9. But what of the God-fearers whom we consider must
as surely have been present in these synagogues as in those of their
own cities? How did they react to this Messianic preaching? There
are sociological parallels for the interest of such marginalized indi-
viduals in joining smaller, even sectarian, religious groups which
offered some relief from their marginalization.104 If they were
swayed by the arguments of men like Stephen and other Hellenists,
would they have been accepted as members of the community gathered
around Peter, James and the other original disciples? Were their
requests for admission rebuffed on the basis that what principally
differentiated the community from the rest of Judaism was the
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memorial meal which many, if not most, Jews would have been loath
to share with Gentiles?

In attempting to answer these questions, we must remember first
of all that bonds existed between the Diaspora Jews and God-fearers
at both the linguistic level, since they all spoke Greek, and the level
of their common attendance of synagogues in Jerusalem. Between
some of them there may even have existed friendship formed in the
Diaspora cities from which they came. Such bonds did not exist, how-
ever, between Aramaic-speaking Jews and the Gentile God-fearers.
For this reason, it is highly likely that only the Diaspora Jews would
have been open to persuasion by their God-fearing friends that these
should be admitted to the circle of disciples of Jesus. Now even these
bonds may not have been enough to achieve this end if the traditions
of the sayings and actions of Jesus had not contained material which
seemed to go right to the heart of the marginalization felt by the God-
fearers - concerning the role of the Temple and of adherence to the
law in the divine scheme of salvation. Had not Jesus said that he would
destroy the Temple and in three days rebuild it? Had not he also taken
a flexible attitude to the law and actually dined with the ritually
unclean? With these aspects of the traditions about Jesus, all of which
are almost certainly historical,105 we must assume that the Gentile
God-fearers sought to persuade their Jewish friends of their right to
become members of the community. They were also able to appeal
to the behaviour of the Aramaic-speaking Jews, such as Peter and
John, who persisted in attending the sacrifices in the Temple. What
was the point of the death and resurrection of Jesus, and how was
he a source of forgiveness, they may well have asked, if the original
disciples felt it necessary to preserve their links with the machinery
for atonement provided by the Temple? It is, indeed, very difficult
to imagine how a theory of the atoning death of Jesus, already present
in Paul and Mark and, indeed, in pre-Pauline and pre-Marcan
traditions,106 could have arisen among Jews who preserved close
links with the sacrificial cult.

From this discussion we are able to suggest an hypothesis which,
it is submitted, explains more aspects of the historical situation under-
lying the narrative of these chapters of Acts than the existing theories.
Our hypothesis is that the God-fearers were successful in convincing
their Greek-speaking Jewish friends who had become disciples that
they, too, should be admitted to discipleship. This is not the first time
that it has been proposed that there were Gentiles among the early
community or communities in Jerusalem,107 but it does seem to be
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the first time that the reasons which would have led them into the
early congregation, and the effect that this would have had on the
other disciples, have been assessed. Let us now test this hypothesis.

We have already argued, following Hengel, that there were pro-
bably separate Aramaic and Greek liturgical groups among the first
community from quite an early point in its history. For the Diaspora
Jews to let in the God-fearers meant that they were willing to have
table-fellowship, culminating in the eucharist, with them. This
would have given grave offence to the other Diaspora Jews in their
synagogues who did not accept Jesus as Messiah, since it represented
a breaking-down of those barriers between Jew and Gentile which
were all-important for the maintenance of separate Jewish identity
in the Greek cities of the East. They would naturally have accused
those responsible (Stephen, for example) of changing the customs and
the law which they had received from Moses (Acts 6.11-14). Further-
more, the Greek-speaking Jewish disciples most probably saw that
in their situation the antipathy of Jesus towards the Temple, whatever
its original socio-religious context, was an attitude that they should
adopt in solidarity with their Gentile friends, for whom exclusion from
the Temple was such a painful issue. This may have led them actually
to forsake attendance at Temple services and even to develop a
theology which attributed to Jesus, rather than to the sacrificial cult,
the central role in the forgiveness of sin. Accordingly, the anti-Temple
statement of Stephen in Acts 7.48 rings true as an expression of the
attitudes of the Hellenists, and is an admission of that part of the
charges against him relating to the Temple. The Epistle to the
Hebrews, moreover, may be an expression of a theology close to that
of the Hellenists.108 In time, the opposition to the Hellenists from
the orthodox Jews in the synagogues built up to such a pitch that a
persecution was launched against them and they were driven out of
the city. But the Aramaic-speaking Jews, of course, had remained
orthodox in their Judaism, especially by not engaging in table-fellow-
ship with Gentiles and by continuing in their devotion to the Temple.
For this reason they represented no threat to the Jewish authorities
in the city or to Greek-speaking Jews and were not included in the
persecution when it broke out.

We may safely assume that the Hebrews were strongly opposed
to the negative attitude of the Hellenists to the Temple, this being quite
at variance with their own views and even more hostile to the sharing
of the eucharist with Gentiles. But since there were probably separate
liturgies for Greek- and Aramaic-speakers, this may not have
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presented a problem at the level of eucharistic celebration. However,
there was one activity of the community where this question could
lead to practical problems - the daily distribution to the poor.
Unfortunately, we are not able to say exactly what form this distri-
bution took. It is described as the 'daily ministry' and as 'ministry
at tables' (Acts 6.1-2). The latter expression is often understood
metaphorically, as an administrative task, but if it is to be understood
in its literal sense, it may hold the key to what set off the dispute
between the two groups. Assume, therefore, that the early poor were
given relief in the form of actually being sat at a table and provided
with food, which is the literal implication of 'ministry at tables'.
Possibly there were Hellenists and Hebrews around the same tables,
or perhaps there were separate tables (in separate places?) for the poor
of both groups. In either case, however, the Hebrews who originally
administered the distribution may have been most unhappy to serve
the Hellenists at table once they had become ritually impure by break-
ing bread with Gentiles. This would, in all probability, have led them
to 'overlook' the Hellenists' widows, with the drastic results which
we have already discussed. This cannot be proved, but it does get
behind the surface of the text in a way which is sociologically and
historically plausible.

The usefulness of this hypothesis also extends to explicating several
other features of the text. That it has this explanatory power says
much for its accuracy. First of all, after the expulsion of the Hellenists
from Jerusalem Philip preaches the gospel in Samaria, and his
evangelism is subsequently confirmed by Peter and John. Then Philip
encounters and converts the Ethiopian eunuch. Why, we ask, are these
two incidents related first? The answer may be that they have in com-
mon a feature which intimately connects them with what we have just
discussed - the fact that neither Samaritan nor eunuch was allowed
into the Temple.109 Samaritans, moreover, were almost certainly
not regarded as ritually pure for the purposes of table-fellowship.
Thus, we see Philip evangelizing among people marginalized by the
sacrificial apparatus of Israel in virtually the same way as Gentile
God-fearers. Luke has probably been influenced here by Is 56.3,
where hope is offered to 'foreigners' (&A.X,OYEVEI<; - a word used
by Luke of the Samaritans in Lk 17.18) and eunuchs. But whereas
Is 56.4-8 envisaged these two groups obtaining access to the Temple,
Luke shows that the promise has been fulfilled quite differently. The
historicity of the confirmation of Philip's work in Samaria by Peter
and John is doubtful. It probably represents an effort by Luke to have
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the Hebrews seen to legitimate an action which was probably not
something they would have approved.

The next feature explicable on the basis of our hypothesis is the
beginnings of a Gentile mission in Antioch (Acts 11. 19ff.). As Luke
describes it, the first disciples who arrived in Antioch after being
expelled from Jerusalem preached only to Jews; then some disciples
of Cypriot and Cyrenean extraction arrived and also began preaching
to Greeks, that is, to Gentiles. If this two-stage mission is historically
accurate, the initial evangelism for Jews only may have been due to
the reluctance of Diaspora Jews, who had already been persecuted
once for making Gentile converts, to risk the same fate in Antioch.
For some reason, however, the Jews from Cyprus and Cyrene,
perhaps because they were more involved with the Gentiles in their
own cities, did commence preaching to Gentiles in Antioch. The
problem with the account as it stands is that Luke offers no motivation
for this widening of the scope of the mission. In his account, nothing
happens between the Hellenists' expulsion from Jerusalem and their
arrival in Antioch to explain this mission to the Gentiles. We have
argued elsewhere, of course, that the Cornelius incident has been
inserted artificially by Luke as a post factum means of having the
Jerusalem church endorse a mission which began quite independently
of them. Accordingly, it seems reasonable that the pro-Gentile attitude
of these latter arrivals at Antioch was already present in Jerusalem,
for the reasons already explained, and that the Gentile mission did
not begin in Antioch at all.

4. Conclusion: Luke's redaction and the needs of his
community

We have now presented an outline of the history of the first Christian
community in Jerusalem, as it can be reconstructed from Acts 6.1 -
8.3; this offers the marginalization experienced by God-fearers as a
result of their exclusion from the Temple as the critical feature of that
history. But what of Luke's interpretation of these early events in the
life of the church? Why, in particular, has he disguised the beginnings
of a Gentile mission in Jerusalem? Why should that subject and its
links to the Temple cult be important to his audience? What, finally,
is the relationship between his redaction of earlier traditions and the
needs of his community?

Let us begin answering these questions by considering how Luke
relates the conversion of that prototypical Gentile convert, Cornelius
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(Acts 10.1 -11.18). The vision, in which he is instructed by an angel
to get in contact with Peter comes to Cornelius at about the ninth
hour (Acts 10.3). This was, of course, the hour of the evening sacri-
fice. Furthermore, when the angel speaks to Cornelius, he says, inter
alia, 'Your prayers and your alms have ascended as a memorial before
God' (dv^Pnoav eiq uvnu6auvov fiuTtpooGev xoO 8eo0) (10.4). The
last expression, 'ascend as a memorial before God', is very unusual
but has close parallels in the Septuagint, in connection with the
fragrance of sacrifice rising before Yahweh.110 Putting these two
features together, then, we see that Luke is suggesting that the prayers
and the alms of this Gentile were accepted by God in lieu of the
sacrifices which he was not allowed to enter the Temple to offer
himself. In other words, God has acted to break down the barriers
between Jew and Gentile by treating the prayers and alms of a Gentile
as equivalent to the sacrifices of a Jew. Confirmation for this way
of interpreting the incident comes with the first words of Peter to
Cornelius: 'Truly, I understand that God is not partial, but that in
every nation he who fears him and acts justly is acceptable to him'
(10.34-5). This is an astonishing leap in understanding, for the
Temple remorselessly proclaimed by its very architecture just the
opposite. Prior to the onset of the gospel, Yahweh was a God totally
partial to Jews alone, but now the path of salvation is open to Gentiles;
that it is salvation which is the fundamental issue in all this is shown
by the way in which Peter's message to Cornelius is described as words
by which he and all his house would be saved (11.14). Thus Luke
shows that for Gentiles as well the words of Is 56.3-8 have been
fulfilled, but in a way quite contrary to that envisaged by Isaiah. The
Temple has not been opened up to non-Jews; it has been replaced.

The Cornelius narrative operates at a different level from Luke's
version of the history of the early church in Jerusalem. We have seen
that, although what actually happened with respect to the Hellenists
can be deduced from the text, Luke has certainly disguised some of
the harsher realities and has not, in particular, explicitly gone into the
marginalization experienced by the Gentile God-fearers in Jerusalem.
Yet he has obviously felt able to bring this theme to the surface in
dealing with the events surrounding the conversion of Cornelius.
Why is this? In Chapter 4 above we argued that Luke inserted the
Cornelius episode into its present position to legitimate the incor-
poration of Gentiles within the Christian fold by having it appear that
this development was inaugurated by Peter and approved by the
Jerusalem church even before the gospel was preached in the Diaspora.
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From this we may deduce that it was important for his community
that such legitimation be provided and that Luke found it necessary
to eliminate or greatly to reduce all signs of disagreement between
the Hebraioi and the Hellenistae, who were no doubt looked back
to by his Christian contemporaries as the founders of their form
of Christianity. Accordingly, Luke suppressed, as far as possible,
reference to the grievous separation between the two groups which
had occurred in Jerusalem and, in particular, omitted all reference
to the specific issue, acceptance of Gentiles by Hellenists, which had
caused this split. But in dealing with the conversion of Cornelius Luke
was not under such constraints and felt free to bring to the attention
of his readers the underlying motivation for the initial conversion of
Gentile God-fearers - their marginalized status in the sacrificial cult
of Israel.

It is now possible to make some broad observations about the attitude
of Luke and his Christian contemporaries to the Temple. When he
wrote his work, the Temple had lain in ruins for ten to twenty years.
And yet many of his community must have remembered the time when
the Temple was in existence and when it had the central place in the
Judaism to which they belonged or were loosely attached. Some of
them may even have visited it. So for Luke's community the ambi-
valence towards the Temple which God-fearers had experienced as
they stood gazing up at it from beyond the soreg was also part of their
own experience. Their affection for the memory of the Temple was
tempered by the recognition that their Christian faith ultimately
sprang from a rejection of the Temple and its cult. So, in the end,
Luke could have his cake and eat it. He could trade upon this affec-
tionate memory by setting his Gospel more closely than any of the
others in the Temple, and thereby attaching it to the ancestral
traditions of Israel, and, at the same time, he could include a veiled
recognition that the mission to the Gentiles only got underway
when a few Jews in the Holy City were far-sighted enough to see that
continued devotion to the Temple cult and to the Messiahship of Jesus
were fundamentally incompatible.



THE POOR AND THE RICH

1. A theology of the destitute in Luke-Acts

In Luke's Gospel Jesus begins his public ministry in the synagogue
at Nazareth (4.16-30). His first words are a quotation from Isaiah:

The spirit of the Lord is upon me,
because he has anointed me
to proclaim good news to beggars ... (4.18a)1

Among Lucan commentators there is a fairly general agreement, in
which we concur, that the Nazareth episode serves a programmatic
function within Luke-Acts as a whole.2 If so, what significance
attaches to the fact that pride of place in the inaugural preaching of
Jesus is given to 'beggars', which, as we shall see, is the correct
rendering of nxaxoi in the Greek, a word whose force is eviscerated
by the translation 'the poor', which appears in nearly all English
versions? And when Jesus continues the Isaian quotation by saying
that he has been sent 'to announce freedom for captives, sight for
the blind and liberation for those suffering oppression' (4.18b), we
are led to ask what role these deprived groups have within the Lucan
programme. If, moreover, scholars are correct in seeing in the
references to the widow of Zarephath and to Naaman the Syrian in
Lk 4.25-7 a prediction and authorization by Jesus of a future Gentile
mission, what are we to make of the widow's being numbered among
the poor who were on the brink of death by starvation (1 Kgs 17.12)?

Throughout this book our aim has been to assess the extent to
which features of Lucan theology have been motivated and influenced
by the social and political constraints experienced by his community.
In this chapter the focus is upon Luke's attitude to poverty and riches
and their place in the Christian life. In this task our first duty is to
confirm that this is a subject in which Luke was interested and did
have his own particular view to express, rather than being content
merely to rehearse earlier Christian traditions. That he sets those
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suffering economic and other forms of destitution in the limelight in
the Nazareth episode does predispose one in favour of his having had
a distinctive theology of property, but several scholars have denied
this, and the case therefore needs to be proven. Once the arguments
in favour of Luke-Acts containing a unique and emphatic teaching
on poverty and riches have been set out, it will be possible to relate
that theology to the social realities of Luke's community.

Considerable disagreement exists among Lucan commentators on
the question of whether the evangelist did have a special interest in
poverty and riches, as opposed merely to repeating the emphasis in
his sources. Many say that he did, but many others say that he did
not. Among the latter group are to be found A. Plummer,3 H.
Conzelmann4 and D.L. Mealand.5 Of these, D.L. Mealand offers
the most recent and extensive case against the existence of a special
interest in poverty and riches in Luke-Acts, so that we shall begin
with him. According to Mealand, Luke retains much which he has
inherited from his sources, including some fiery denunciations of the
rich, but his own redactional activity on Mark and Q suggests that
he did not accentuate this theme of hostility to riches. Since he can
find no consistent tendency on Luke's part to increase the severity
of Mark and Q towards riches, Mealand attributes the large amount
of Lucan special material on poverty and riches to loyalty to tradition,
rather than to any particular interest in the subject on Luke's part.

A number of serious objections must be made to Mealand's
position, even before we commence a detailed analysis of the text.
Even if Mealand were correct in asserting that Luke had not accen-
tuated the Marcan passages relating to poverty and riches, that would
not prove that Luke was not himself keenly concerned with the issue.
It might mean merely that he found that Mark had expressed himself
with a severity adequate for his own needs and that there was no need
to alter or amend his source. Worse than this, Mealand makes Luke
a slave to tradition. He gravely underestimates the freedom with which
Luke chose additional pericopes and sayings to insert into his work
over and above what he found in Mark and Q. The ultimate weakness
of Mealand's argument, however, resides in the fact that Luke does
intensify what his Marcan and sayings sources, especially the former,
have to say on riches and poverty. Let us begin with Mark.

The first point of interest noted by Mealand in Luke's redaction
of Mark6 is that he retains virtually all passages or sayings which
reveal an antipathy for the rich and a sympathy for the poor. These
are: the section in the interpretation of the Parable of the Sower which
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mentions the tendency of riches to choke the development of the Word
(Mk 4.19; Lk 8.14), the instruction to the Twelve to take little or
nothing with them on their journey (Mk 6.7-13; Lk 9.1-6), the
saying about gaining the world but losing one's soul (Mk 8.36;
Lk 9.25), the incident of the rich young man (Mk 10.17-22; Lk
18.18-23), the immense difficulty the rich have in entering the
Kingdom of Heaven (Mk 10.23-7; Lk 18.24-7), the rewards which
will crown the disciples' renunciation of possessions and families
(Mk 10.28-31;Lk 18.28-30), the condemnation of the scribes who
swallow the property of widows (Mk 12.38-40; Lk 20.45-7) and,
lastly, the efficacy of the poor widow's offering (Mk 12.41-4; Lk
21.1-4). On the other hand, although it is a feature not noticed by
Mealand, Luke does omit a pericope which, in its Marcan form,
reveals a notable prodigality with respect to possessions. This is the
incident of the woman anointing Jesus with precious ointment while
he is being entertained by Simon the leper in Bethany (Mk 14.3-9).
The disciples object that this ointment could have been sold for three
hundred denarii and the money given to the beggars (rolq nzaxolc,).
The purchasing power of this sum of money can be conveniently
gauged from a comparison with Mk 6.37, where two hundred denarii
are specified as the amount needed to provide a meal for five thousand
men. But Jesus overrides the objections of his disciples; he tells them
that they have the beggars (xoCx; JITCOXOOI;) with them always and that
they will be able to assist them whenever they wish (6xav (teXnxe).
Wherever the gospel is proclaimed, he concludes, the woman's action
will be recounted in memory of her. Luke does have an account of
a woman who anoints Jesus, but its location and features are very
different from Mark's (Lk 7.36-50). It is uncertain whether the Lucan
pericope is a free reworking of Mk 14.3-9, or whether he has drawn
upon a different tradition. In either case, it is noteworthy that Luke's
version has no reference to the value of the ointment, or to the fact
that it could have been sold to assist those utterly destitute, or that
such people would be with the disciples always and that helping them
was a voluntary, rather than an obligatory, feature of the Christian
life. Why Luke should have been loath to include a passage which
contained these features will become evident later in this chapter.

Finally, there are a number of passages in Luke which reveal an
intensification of the attitude to riches and poverty present in Mark.
The first and most significant of these is the first occasion on which
Jesus preaches in the synagogue in Nazareth. In Mark this incident
occurs well into the public ministry of Jesus (Mk 6.1 -6), but Luke
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has transferred it to the beginning of that ministry (Lk 4.16-30). We
began this chapter with the emphasis Luke's version places upon the
utterly destitute as the recipients of the good news, and this emphasis
is significant even if Luke has utilized other traditions in retelling
the events of Nazareth. The focus upon the destitute is even more
emphatic, however, if Luke has relied only on Mark for his version.
J. Fitzmyer has argued that Lk 4.16-30 is a free re-working of the
Marcan parallel, and this seems to be the best solution.7 Those who
favour non-Marcan sources, H. Schiirmann,8 for example, normally
attempt to demonstrate the existence of Aramaisms in Lk 4.16-30,
but features in the text so labelled are generally explicable in other
ways. Whatever the truth of this matter, the fact remains that Luke
has chosen to diverge from his Marcan source in quite a radical
fashion by beginning his description of the public ministry of Jesus
with an incident which highlights the special place the poor have in
the scheme of salvation. This incident, the significance of which for
his subject Mealand has unfortunately failed to appreciate, is alone
enough to invalidate his view that Luke does not intensify the hostility
to wealth which came to him from his sources.

A number of other redactional changes point to Luke's concern
to sharpen the impact of his Marcan source in this area. Luke adds
to Mark's description of the call of the first disciples the detail that
they left everything (Ttdvxa) to follow Jesus (Mk 1.18, 20; Lk 5.11).
He amends his source on the call of Levi to add the detail that he too
left everything (KataXiTtrnv navxa) (Mk 2.14; Lk 5.28). Similarly,
in Luke the rich young man is told to sell all that he has (navxa 6aa)
(Mk 10.21; Lk 18.22). The attempt of Mealand to diminish the
cumulative effect of these changes by referring to Lk 18.28, where
the evangelist reports Peter as saying 'we have left xd !8ia\ as
compared with Mark at this point, who has 'we have left everything'
(7idvxa) (Mk 10.28), is unsuccessful.9 The reason for this is that the
meaning of xa T8ia in Lk 18.28 is provided by the list of what they
have renounced in Lk 18.29, which is much the same as the parallel
list in Mk 10.29. That is to say, xa I8ia in Lk 18.28 has virtually the
same meaning as navxa in Mk 10.28, and, since it covers both family
and possessions, it is probably best translated, with the Jerusalem
Bible, as 'everything'.

To assess whether Luke has accentuated the features of Q dealing
with riches and poverty is inevitably rendered difficult by the uncer-
tainty as to whether, in any given case, the original text is represented
in his Gospel or in Matthew. Nevertheless, a measure of probability
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can be reached in most cases. There is really only one example of Luke
having sharpened a relevant Q reference. This is the saying 'give to
him who asks you' (Mt 5.42a), which appears in Luke as 'give to
everyone who asks you' (Lk 6.30). T. W. Manson plausibly suggests
that Luke has added the 'everyone' here, since this is a favourite word
with Matthew and it is unlikely that he would have left it out had it
stood in Q.10 A number of other features in Luke, on the other
hand, are probably closer to their Q form than the Matthean parallels;
examples of these are the saying that 'man does not live by bread
alone' (Lk 4.4), to which Matthew adds 'but by every word which
proceeds from the mouth of God' (Mt 4.4)," and the beatitudes
(Lk 6.20-2), which Matthew spiritualizes by having, for example,
'Blessed are the destitute in spirit' (Mt 5.3) instead of 'Blessed are
you who are destitute', and 'Blessed are they that hunger and thirst
after righteousness' (Mt 5.6) instead of 'Blessed are you who hunger
now' in Luke. In both these beatitudes the Lucan form seems to
appeal to physical forms of deprivation and is certainly more direct by
being expressed in the second person. Finally, Luke's version of the
Parable of the Great Feast probably reflects Q more closely than its
Matthean parallel (Lk 14.15-24; Mt 22.1-10).12 Now although
Luke is closer to the original in these instances, we shall see below that
these passages fit in well with Luke's broad attitude on the question
of poverty and riches and that if they did not he could easily have
altered them, just as Matthew has done. Finally, there is one place
where Luke does appear to spiritualize Q; this is at Lk 11.13, where
he says that the Father will give 'the Holy Spirit' to those who ask
him, whereas Mt 7.11 reads 'good things' instead of the Holy Spirit.
Luke's interest in the Holy Spirit makes it more likely that he has
altered the original Q form of the saying, which is represented in
Matthew. For reasons to be given below, this redactional change must
not be interpreted as a sign of a general Lucan belief in a purely
spiritual salvation, but rather as the sharpest reminder Luke gives his
audience not to see salvation only in materialist terms, as they might
otherwise have done, given the way he handles the question of poverty
and riches.

Having established by redaction analysis how pronounced is Luke's
concern to sharpen the preference in his sources for the utterly
destitute and the virtues of renouncing wealth, it is useful to mention
the large number of sayings and pericopes among the material unique
to his Gospel which deal with this subject. The more important of
these are the Magnificat (1.47-55), the preaching of John the Baptist
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(3.10-14), the woes of the rich (6.24-6), the exhortation to lend
without hoping for repayment (6.34-5), the friend at midnight
(11.5-8), the Parable of the Rich Fool (12.13-21), the instruction
on whom to invite to banquets (14.12-14), the connection between
discipleship and total renunciation of possessions (14.33), the Parable
of the Unjust Steward (16.1-9), the accusation against the money-
loving Pharisees (16.14), the story of the rich man and Lazarus
(16.19-31) and the conversion of Zacchaeus (19.1-10). Nor should
we forget that this theme is continued in the early chapters of Acts,
in the descriptions of the donations of property by richer members
of the community for use by all (2.44-5; 4.32-7) and of the diffi-
culties which arose in connection with this KOivcovia (5.1-11; 6.1).

The only plausible conclusion to be drawn from this examination
of Luke's redaction of Mark and Q and his introduction of a large
body of material relating to the question of riches and poverty is that
this was a matter of vital concern to him. In other words, it represents
an important element of his theology, which we may now examine
to ascertain the extent to which it has been motivated and shaped by
the social setting of Luke's own community.

2. Luke's theology of poverty and its social setting

There is a widespread belief among scholars in the field that Luke-
Acts was written in a city of the Roman empire, probably in one of
its Eastern provinces, and this view was accepted in Chapter 2 above.
In spite of this consensus, it appears that no Lucan commentator has
ever attempted to relate Luke's attitudes on riches and poverty in
anything like a systematic manner to the realities of life in a Hellenistic
city of the Roman East towards the end of the first century CE. In
fact, the very idea that such an enterprise might be necessary has only
occurred to one or two scholars.13 This represents an astonishing and
lamentable hiatus in Lucan studies. It is absolutely essential in under-
standing Luke's perspective on this subject that we ask such funda-
mental questions as: What was it like to be poor in such a context?
Or rich? Who were the rich and the poor? What civic or private
means, if any, existed for the relief of poverty in these cities? What
resonances, accordingly, were raised in the minds and hearts of the
poor members of Luke's community by the words of Jesus in Lk
4.18-19, or by the other passages in Luke-Acts promising the
destitute alleviation of their plight? Did Luke's community provide
relief for its poorer members? And so on. L.T. Johnson, in fact,
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proceeds full-speed in the opposite direction, by arguing that Luke's
material on possessions is really just a metaphor in telling his story
'of the Prophet and the People'!14

To his credit, H.-J. Degenhardt at least compares the Lucan
teaching on alms-giving with the provision of charity in the Hellenistic
world,15 but this is only a fraction of the study of social setting which
needs to be done. Some other Lucan scholars, it is true, have invest-
igated the Isaian background to the quotation in Lk 4.18-19:16 for
example, as to the significance of 'the Lord's year of favour'. But
what is the point of asking what this expression meant for the rural
Palestinians for whom Third Isaiah was writing in the sixth or fifth
century BCE,17 while ignoring its impact on the urban Christians of
the first century CE who constituted Luke's audience? The assump-
tion behind such egregious neglect is, of course, that the social realities
of the community for whom Luke-Acts was composed are quite
irrelevant to the task of understanding the theology of that work.
To appreciate how such an assumption could have flourished in the
field so vigorously and for so long, one turns to H. Richard Niebuhr's
discussion of the middle-class church, for whom, he writes, the
'problem of personal salvation is far more urgent ... than is the
problem of social redemption'.18 For the middle-class church sin is
'not so much the evil with which the whole social life and structure
is infected as it is the personal failure of the individual'." And in the
symbolism of this church 'conceptions of heaven in which individual
felicity is guaranteed are much more important than the millenial hope
of the poor man's faith'.20 The ingrained disregard among scholars
for the social and economic setting of Luke-Acts, and their cor-
responding enthusiasm, discussed below, for its alleged spiritual and
individualistic approach to salvation, originate in a clear middle-class
bias. Generations of scholars, in their seminaries and universities, have
been so successful in making Luke's message on possessions palatable
for bourgeois tastes that its genuinely radical nature has rarely been
noted. Having succeeded in spiritualizing the good news announced
by the Lucan Jesus to the destitute, the European scholarly establish-
ment should not be too surprised that during the last 150 years the
working classes have abandoned the leading Christian denominations
in the West in their droves.

To allow the real Luke to speak through this layer of embourgeoise-
ment, we must examine his message in the light of what it was actually
like to be rich or poor in the Hellenistic cities of the Roman East.
On this subject there is a vast amount of literary, archaeological and
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epigraphic evidence, so that it will only be possible here to cut an
exploratory trench through it.

3. The rich and the poor in the Hellenistic cities of the
Roman East

Social stratification
When Rome began establishing provinces in the East, its policy was
to place groups of autonomous communities in particular areas under
the military control of Roman magistrates. These communities were
called civitates or TIOXEK;; each of them consisted of an urban centre
occupying a defined area of land, its territory.21 Common to virtually
all the cities of the Empire was the general pattern of elective annual
magistrates, a council (curia or PouX,f|) and a popular assembly

). T n e members of the council were called 'decurions' or
i. In the West there were normally one hundred decurions

on a council, but this figure was often much larger in the East, where
councils with six hundred members were not unknown.

In each city the decurions and the magistrates (who were nearly
always elected from among the decurions)22 constituted the local
aristocracy. The decurions were actually classified as an ordo, that
is to say, a social category having an official definition.23 The two
ordines par excellence were the senatorial and equestrian ordines in
Rome. Senators and equestrians comprised, respectively, the upper
and lower strata of the Roman nobility, whereas the decurions were
the local gentry in the provincial cities. Only a tiny percentage of the
population was included within these ordines. According to Ramsay
MacMullen, of the fifty million or so inhabitants of the Empire in
Tacitus' day, the senatorial stratum amounted to approximately two-
thousandths of 1 %, while the equestrians probably totalled less than
a tenth of 1 %.M The proportion of decurions in the populations of
the provincial cities no doubt varied considerably, but it could rarely
have been more than 5%. Attached to all three ordines were property
qualifications. A Roman senator had to possess 250,000 denarii and
an eques somewhat less than half that amount,25 while a typical
figure for a decurion was 25,000 denarii.™ The immensity of these
amounts can be seen by comparison with the daily wage earned by
labourers - one denarius.

The primary fact for understanding the social system at Rome and
in the provincial cities is the immense gap that existed between the
aristocracy - the members of the ordines, be they senators, equestrians
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or decurions - and the rest of the population. Social stratification,
as W.G. Runciman has recently confirmed,27 can be assessed in
terms of the three variables of economic class (meaning one's access
to wealth and the means of production), status (meaning prestige,
noble birth, etc.) and power. These variables were maximized among
the Roman and provincial aristocrats to a remarkable degree. The
aristocracy, in common with the elites in virtually every other pre-
industrial society, preferred to keep their property in the form of
land.28 Although they normally resided in the cities, they owned
country estates largely worked by slaves, the surplus from which
allowed them to live a life of leisure and luxury in town.29 It is worth
noting that the mustering-out bonus of an officer in the Roman
legions (a centurion, for example) was large enough to allow him to
enter the council of a large provincial city.30 As to our second
variable, status, Romans and Greeks, like the members of other pre-
industrial societies, went to great lengths to advertise where they stood
in the social scale. Peter Garnsey has drawn attention to the fact that
the privileges of decurions in the provinces were comparable with
those of senators at Rome. They sat in special seats at the games and
in the theatre, they dined at the public expense, they received more
than others in the distribution of gifts, they wore distinctive dress,
and high-sounding epithets were applied to the ordo as a whole.31

As for our third variable, political power, the institution by Octavian
of the Principate had largely deprived the Senate of the ability to shape
events to its will. Nevertheless, individual senators and equestrians
could be invested with considerable delegated authority, and the
decurions and magistrates in provincial cities, although subject to the
Roman governor, exercised significant power.

Accompanying the firm grip which this tiny elite kept on the social
resources of wealth, prestige and power was their disdain, often
bordering on loathing, for the mass of the population, who were
allowed little, if any, access to those resources. The elite regarded
themselves as morally superior to the rest, an attitude which is nicely
illustrated by the use of the word boni to refer to them during the
late Republican period. During the Empire the upper classes came
to refer to themselves as honestiores, possessors of honos, or esteem,
while the rest were simply humiliores, those of lowly birth and
status.32 The aristocracy continually reminded the others of their
superior position, by their conspicuous consumption, their entourages
in the cities, their dress and their titles, by offering their clients in-
ferior food and wine at banquets, and even by the fact that the law
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discriminated positively in their favour." On this latter point, Peter
Garnsey has pointed out that decurions were exiled rather than
punished for capital crimes, while crucifixion, exposure to wild beasts,
work in the mines and other public labour, chastisement and torture
- in short, all 'plebeian' penalties and punishments - were ruled
out for themselves and their children.34 The ruling elite of Greco-
Roman society looked down on the vast mass of the population,
especially because they had to rely upon manual labour or on trade
and commerce to earn a living.

Which groups were to be found in the vast majority of the popula-
tion who constituted the humiliores, the people Cicero could describe
as sordes urbis et faex, the filth and dregs of the city?35 The most
fortunate were probably the wealthier merchants and traders, who
could normally earn a reasonable living, even though they were barred
from sitting on the provincial city councils because they were thought
to engage in a degrading livelihood.36 Then there were the artisans
and those who engaged in service industries, such as hauliers and
bargemen. The members of these three broad groups frequently
formed themselves into collegia, or 'guilds', which, by and large, had
a social rather than a political or economic role; they rarely pushed
their commercial interests as the medieval guilds were later to do.37

Usually, each collegium bore the name of a god and had a human
patron who had benefited the membership in some way,38 most
typically by donating enough money for them to construct their
meeting-hall, where the collegium met on a number of special oc-
casions each year to share celebratory meals. The collegia had
numerous officers to whom they applied titles which often imitated
those of municipal officials.39 One result of this system was, as
W. A. Meeks has observed, that the collegia gave those who were
unable to participate in the politics of the city itself a chance to feel
important in their own miniature republics.40

After the merchants and traders came the unskilled workers, both
free men and freed men, citizen and peregrine. They were dependent
on finding employment in the cities, often on a day-labour basis.41

The construction of public buildings provided much work for day-
labourers, but this was an activity subject to great fluctuations.42

Other areas of employment in pre-industrial cities, such as those
in the Roman East, included burden-bearing, message-carrying,
animal-driving and ditch-digging.43 Large sectors of the populace
must have eked out a slender livelihood by hawking various food-
stuffs to passers-by, just as they do in cities throughout Turkey and
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the Middle East today.44 For those of the free poor who were unable
to work, such as the blind, the crippled or the mentally disturbed,
the only means of livelihood was begging (nxtoxeia) or support by
relatives.

There was another group of people in the Eastern provinces whose
plight was particularly unfortunate - those who had been deprived of
their liberty by creditors to whom they were unable to pay their debts.
G. E. M. de Ste Croix has usefully applied the term 'debt bondsmen'
to debtors such as these and 'debt bondage' to their condition. They
were not slaves in the technical sense; if the debt was repaid they could
regain their freedom without the need for anything in the nature of
manumission.45 Although the creditor appears to have had no legal
right to make the debtor work off the debt, this must have been the
usual course. There would have been very little point in seizing a
defaulting debtor and then incurring the expense of keeping him in
idleness, except if he were thought to have concealed assets or com-
passionate and moneyed relatives.46 A convincing body of evidence
has been gathered by de Ste Croix for debt bondage having been a very
widespread phenomenon in the Greco-Roman world.47 In an impor-
tant passage in his ResRusticae Varro includes among the categories
of people engaged in agricultural labour a group called obaerarii (debt
bondsmen) and says that there were considerable numbers of these
in Asia, Egypt and Illyricum.48 Debt bondage is also found in the
New Testament, most notably in the Parable of the Unmerciful
Servant (Mt 18.21-35), but also in a brief Q passage (Mt 5.25-6;
Lk 12.58-9).

The last component of the population comprised the slaves. In
terms of status they were certainly at the very bottom of the social
scale. In terms of subsistence, however, they were likely to be better
off than the free poor. For slaves at least had owners to whom they
might look for food and shelter.

A number of passages in the classical authors show that occasion-
ally the poor returned the hatred which they received from the ruling
elite. Sallust, for example, notes that the Roman plebs favoured
Catiline's conspiracy.49 For the most part, however, the poor ac-
cepted their lot, as we may infer from their passivity, in silence and
deference. Some of them, however, took care to ensure that their souls
at least rested peacefully at the conclusion of their struggles in this
life by joining associations which provided a decent burial for their
members.50 Such associations charged an entrance fee and a small
monthly subscription51 and were allowed by law to meet no more
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than once a month.52 During the first and second centuries CE,
according to Waltzing, associations of this kind, which came to be
called collegia tenuiorum, were to be found in great numbers in all
parts of the empire.53

The experience of poverty
It is now necessary to examine a little more closely what it was like
to be poor in a Hellenistic city of the Roman East. Then, as now, the
urban poor had two basic needs: food and shelter. The most important
food at the time was bread baked from wheat,54 so that the poor had
to ensure that they had enough wheat, together with some olive oil
for cooking and lighting, to supply themselves and their families. This
may not have been too difficult for merchants and artisans, but for
unskilled labourers things were very different. Their problem was that
they were often hired on a daily basis and failure to obtain work meant
that the labourer and his family went hungry the next day. For the
urban poor, accordingly, existence was a day-by-day struggle to obtain
enough food to live, and hunger was an ever-threatening reality. Nor
could the poor look to public or private charity to alleviate their
condition.

In the first century CE there was no general system of wheat-
distribution in the cities of the Roman East. Rome of course, did
have a public corn-distribution system, which has been analysed
by D. van Berchem55 and by G. Rickman.56 But the frumentum
publicum, although provided free, was limited to a fixed number
of Roman citizens who were residents of the capital.57 Resident
foreigners, such as Jewish expatriates, whose catacombs have survived
to this day,58 were ineligible. But even with this limitation, the
system at Rome was, at least during the first and second centuries CE,
quite unique. There is no evidence that there were similar distributions
elsewhere, and a number of factors, which have been usefully set out
by G. Cardinali,59 suggest that there were not.

The situation changed in the third and fourth centuries CE. As a
result of some admirable papyrological analysis by J. R. Rea, we now
have considerable documentation concerning the corn dole for
resident citizens in Oxyrhynchus during the reigns of Claudius II and
Aurelian.60 At the beginning of the fourth century there were
systems of distribution in Alexandria and Constantinople, and
possibly elsewhere.61

If the urban poor in whatever city Luke-Acts was written did not
receive the benefit of free corn supply by the state, were they eligible
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for any other forms of assistance? There is no doubt that rich
individual citizens in the provinces occasionally distributed corn gratis
to the inhabitants of their own cities.62 A.R. Hands has shown that
in the ancient world gifts such as these were made from motives which
were hardly disinterested. Those who gave to their social equals, even
to the extent of inviting them to banquets, did so in the hope of
receiving benefits in return or to cement valuable friendships. Gifts
to one's social inferiors, on the other hand, resulted in the donor
gaining honos or xiuf|, honour or prestige.63 Numerous inscriptions
testify that the motivation for particular gifts was cpiXoxiu-ia64 and
there is even a passage in Plutarch where a public benefaction is
described as a (piXoxiunua.65 Whatever the motive, of course, the
recipients still benefited from the gift. Unfortunately, however, such
benefactions were quite irregular in occurrence and variable in scope,
and could therefore not be relied upon to provide any permanent
solution to the problem of obtaining enough food to live. The same
must be said of the system, which was common in the Eastern cities
in the first century, of having a special corn fund set up under officers
called oixcijvai, which was used to stabilize the price at which corn
was sold in the local markets.66 Although this was a useful device,
it only assisted those who had the money to purchase corn at the set
price. Those without went hungry.

Nor did the professional and burial associations mentioned above
play any significant role in the alleviation of urban poverty. Although
they held regular meetings at which the members enjoyed a banquet
paid for out of membership fees or by some wealthy patron or
benefactor, such meals were too infrequent to be a permanent solution
to the problem of hunger. From a careful survey of the evidence
Waltzing has shown, moreover, that neither the professional nor the
burial collegia had a charitable purpose; it was not their practice to
come to the aid of sick or indigent members. None of the many
collegia inscriptions speaks of assistance being provided to such
members per se. The use of the funds of collegia tenuiorum for any
other purpose than the provision of burials for their members was,
in fact, forbidden by the senatusconsultum which permitted them to
be established. Occasionally, of course, distributions to all the
members were made possible by benefactions, but that such distri-
butions had no charitable purpose is eloquently revealed by the fact
that often those who had less need, such as office-holders in a more
fortunate economic position, received a greater share of whatever was
distributed.67 Finally, it should be recalled that, since both types
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of associations charged membership fees, the poorest sectors of the
population, especially beggars, could not have afforded to be
members, even of the collegia tenuiorum.

The picture we have sketched so far assumes the normal situation
where there was enough corn available in a city for those with the
money to buy it. In fact, serious shortages of corn, with famine as
the result, were a common feature of urban life in the cities of the
empire. Ramsay MacMullen has written that no 'large percentage of
the people in the Roman empire can have lived their lives through
without at least once wondering where the next meal was to come
from'.68 At present, there exists no extensive and systematic treat-
ment of famines in the empire. Ancient historians, with a few notable
exceptions,69 have shown little interest in this subject. We must now
outline some of the reasons for the frequency of famines, and the
consequences of these for the urban poor. Rome relied upon enor-
mous imports of grain from Egypt, Africa and other areas to feed
its population, but in this it was an exception. The provincial cities,
as a rule, drew their supplies from the agricultural production of their
own territory,70 often leaving local peasants destitute as a result.71

Even in times of good harvests, the hinterlands of the cities barely
produced enough grain, so that in the event of crop failure, which
happened frequently, given the irregular rainfall of the Mediterranean
climate,72 the results tended to be catastrophic. True, grain could be
imported from elsewhere, but this was not as uncomplicated as it
might sound. Inland cities came up against the high cost of land
transport. In a famous calculation, A.H.M. Jones estimated that a
wagon-load of wheat doubled its price on a journey of 300-400
miles.73 This was a serious problem for inland cities such as Pisidian
Antioch (which experienced a severe famine during the reign of
Domitian),74 Iconium, Lystra and Derbe. Cities on the coast were
able to import by sea. This was much cheaper: G. Rickman has
estimated that freightage of wheat from Alexandria to Rome, for
example, only increased the price by 16%." Yet even here there were
problems. The grain ships were often lost in storms, such as the one
in 62 CE which sank nearly two hundred ships already in the harbour
at Ostia.76 Secondly, the import of grain from Egypt, the nearest
granary to the Eastern cities, was subject to imperial licence, which
was very sparingly granted.77 In both inland and coastal cities,
moreover, local grain merchants and landowners were only too willing
to buy up all available corn in times of shortage, hoard it in their
warehouses and only release it at an enormous profit. In times of
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famine, the plight of the urban poor, which was difficult at the
best of times, became desperate. Often corn simply could not be
purchased, and when it was available was likely to be on sale at a much
higher price than normal.

The second need of the urban poor, shelter, can be dealt with
more briefly. Those without any form of income except begging
probably adopted the practices of the urban homeless which can be
seen even today in cities from London to Bombay: taking advantage
of any form of cover, natural or man-made, under which the civic
authorities suffered them to remain. During the last decades of
the fourth century CE, John Chrysostom reported that the homeless
in Antioch-on-the-Orontes were sleeping on straw in the colonnades
of baths and temples.78 Gregory of Nyssa wrote of the beggars
who thronged the cities: 'The open air is their dwelling, their lodgings
are the porticoes and streetcorners and the less frequented parts
of the market-place.'79 There is little reason to believe that this
would not also have been the case in the first century CE throughout
the Eastern cities. The slightly better-off members of the urban poor
may have lived in small one-storey huts constructed in the parts of
the cities furthest from the comparatively grand central sections where
the public buildings and the residences of the rich were located.80

Finally, we come to those among the urban poor who had enough
money to rent premises closer to the centres of cities. In Rome and
other places, especially Ostia,81 there were multi-storey tenements
called insulae containing several apartments which were leased out
to tenants. The nature of these buildings and the quality of life of
those who inhabited them have been well described by L. Homo.
Some of the insulae were well built, but the poorer ones were not.
There was a constant danger of their collapsing or being destroyed by
fire. Those used by the poor were overcrowded, dark and insanitary,
usually without running water or toilets.82 It seems that at Rome,
where urban overcrowding was intense, the insulae were higher than
elsewhere, sometimes reaching six storeys, as opposed to the three-
storey examples known from other cities.83 That Luke was familiar
with dwelling-houses having three floors emerges in the passage
relating the misfortune of Eutychus, who fell from the third storey
of a building in Troas (Acts 20.9).

Wherever the poor lived in the Eastern provincial cities - under
colonnades, or in huts or tenements - we may be sure that they were
bedevilled by ill health, just like the poorer inhabitants of virtually
all pre-industrial cities. Overcrowding, and often polluted water
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supplies, enabled diseases to sweep through their ranks. The poor -
and particularly the children of the poor - suffered from high
morbidity and high death rates. Life expectancies were low.84 For the
rich, of course, the outlook was much brighter. In the cities they
tended to live in domus, low, four-sided buildings constructed around
a courtyard open to the air, which were altogether more salubrious
residences than those occupied by the poor. Moreover, they could
afford an adequate diet and the best medical assistance, such as it
was, and if plague of some sort threatened the city they could always
retire to their country estates.

Conclusion
From this brief survey of social stratification and the experience of
poverty in the provincial cities of the empire, it is clear that the urban
poor suffered extreme forms of economic, social and political
deprivation. For them life was a very grim business. Ill-fed, housed
in slums or not at all, ravaged by sickness, precluded from all access
to social prestige and power over their own destinies, and having
virtually no hope of improvement in their condition, they went
through life with little if any confirmation that they, as much as the
tiny elite who lorded it over them, were creatures with personal dignity
and respect, entitled to share in the fruits of the earth. Let us now
turn to Luke-Acts to see if its author has shaped the gospel traditions
in such a way as to respond to this experience of deprivation.

4. The Lucan version of the Nazareth pericope in its
Hellenistic setting

We began this chapter with the proclamation by Jesus of good news
to beggars in the synagogue at Nazareth. It is now possible to relate
what Luke has Jesus say on that occasion to the social situation in
which his own community must have found itself. This discussion of
the Nazareth incident will open up a number of issues which will be
further investigated below.

The social strata represented in Luke's community
In the previous section of this chapter we described the intensity of
social stratification in the Hellenistic cities - the immense distance
separating the aristocratic and wealthy elite at the top from the utterly
destitute at the bottom. Given this social setting, that Luke has Jesus
refer to the widow of Zarephath and Naaman the Syrian as examples
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of non-Jews who had, in times past, experienced the loving-kindness
of the God of Israel acquires added significance (Lk 4.25-7). For
these two represent both extremes of the social spectrum: the widow,
one of the urban poor on the brink of death by famine (1 Kgs 17.12),
and Naaman, the rich and powerful army commander of the king of
Aram (2 Kgs 5.1 - 5). It is widely agreed that Luke's selection of these
two characters is related to his desire to present the gospel as open
to the Gentiles (although, as we have seen, in fellowship with Jews).
Accordingly, it must be considered likely that Luke is making the
further point that Jesus has predicted and authorized the presence
within the Christian community of both the rich and the poor.

There is nothing in Lk 4.25-7 to indicate whether the existence
of both extremes within Luke's community led to tensions and, if so,
how they were resolved. Other verses in the Nazareth pericope do,
however, hint at such difficulties and also the Christian solution to
them. More significantly, both the problem and its solution are amply
dealt with in the rest of Luke-Acts.

Luke 4.18-19 and the experience of poverty
The Isaian passage quoted by Jesus in Nazareth is drawn from Is
61.1-2, with the exception of the words dnoaxzxkax Te9pauau6vou<;
§v CKpeaei, which come from Is 58.6. The primary stress in Lk 4.18
falls upon the proclamation of good news, to beggars (EuayYEXioaoGai
7ucoxoi<;). In the Septuagint version of Is 61.1 the word ntcoxoi is a
translation of 'anawim in the Hebrew text. E. Bammel has noted that
the word 'ani primarily denotes a condition of being an inferior in a
relationship, rather than expressing a state of social distress.85 In the
Old Testament the 'anawim are pre-eminently those who throw them-
selves humbly before Yahweh for rescue from their oppressors. With
this background, it would be incorrect to translate 'anawim at Is 61.1
as 'beggars'. In a Greco-Roman city in the first century CE, however,
KTCOXOI did mean 'beggars'. The word 7tTco%6<; is related to Tttcoooco,
meaning to 'cringe' or 'crawl'. There were other Greek words, such as
nEvriq or EV6EII<;, to describe someone who was poor without being
destitute. According to A, R. Hands, words such as these were applied
to the vast majority of the people in the cities who, having no claim
to the income of a landed estate, lacked the leisure and independence
enjoyed by the ruling elite.86 Luke's interest in 'beggars' in the socio-
economic sense, as understood by his Greco-Roman contemporaries,
appears on a number of other occasions in his Gospel, and these are
discussed below (14.13, 21; 16.20, 22, for example).
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Consider, therefore, in the light of the stratification which
characterized Hellenistic society, how extraordinary it must have
sounded to an audience in a Greco-Roman city for the Lucan Jesus
to begin his public ministry by specifying beggars and a number of
other groups of people at the very bottom of, or rather right off, the
social register, as the primary recipients of the gospel! For such a
perspective entailed a radical upheaval in prevailing social attitudes.
The urban dregs, who to the ruling elite were almost too inconse-
quential to be worth despising, were being offered first place in the
Kingdom. This inversion of traditional values must have been startling
even for those Gentile members of Luke's congregation who had
previously been exposed to Jewish Scriptures, with their positive
attitude to the 'anawim, during their time of association with the
synagogue. For it is inevitable that the God-fearers had been socialized
to accept the stratification which characterized their society.

In its original context in Is 61.1 the phrase 'to proclaim freedom
for captives' (KnpO^ai alxuaXarrou; 6(peoiv) (Lk 4.18) appears to rely
upon imagery drawn from the release of slaves in the Jubilee Year,
as prescribed in Lev 25.10.87 It also appears that the reference in Is
61.2 to 'the Lord's year of favour' (£viaux6v Kupiou 8EKT6V) uses
imagery appropriate to the Year of Jubilee. Yet what meaning did
the notion of 'the release of captives' have for Luke's audience? Apart
from its two appearances in Lk 4.18, the word ficpeoiq is used on eight
other occasions in Luke-Acts, in the phrase ficpeoiq auaptiwv
(Lk 1.77; 3.3; 24.47; Acts 2.38; 5.31; 10.43; 13.38; 26.18). Should
we deduce from this pattern of usage that the 'captives' in Lk 4.18
are merely those who have given up their liberty to sin? The answer
is 'no' . While it may be the case, as R. Bultmann suggested,88 that
ficpeoic; here includes the thought of forgiveness, it would be a serious
distortion of Luke's intentions to regard this as its only meaning. We
say this because by his redactional changes and additional material
Luke plainly manifests a desire to relate his Gospel to both physical
and spiritual aspects of human bondage. When Luke speaks of the
destitute, the blind and the lame, for example, he is speaking of them
as literally and physically such (cf. Lk 6.20; 7.22; 14.13, 21; 16.20;
18.22; 19.8; 21.3). The alleviation of destitution and disabilities is
a vital aspect of Luke's Gospel preaching, even though, as we shall
see, it is not the only one. Thus, the liberation promised in the
programmatic verse 4.18 must be so interpreted as to cover the
salvation at a physical level which commences with the ministry of
Jesus.
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In fact, it is possible to suggest two contexts in which the release
of captives could have had a very particular point in the Hellenistic
cities of the period. S. Applebaum maintains that after the Roman
conquest of Palestine in 70 CE there were thousands of Jewish slaves
scattered around the East.89 This view is consistent with what Luke
says at 21.24: aixiiaXcoxio&noovTai eiq xh £Qvr\ ndvxa ('They will
be led off captive among all the nations'). Some of these slaves may
have become Christians, and their communities could have been in
the habit of manumitting them. If so, Luke would be endorsing this
practice in Lk 4.18. Secondly, it is possible that Luke's audience
understood alxu&XcoToi as a reference to the debt bondsmen we
discussed above. If this is the case, Luke's community may have
undertaken to pay off the outstanding debts of some of these people,
presumably those with links to the community, and so secure their
release. In both classical and Septuagintal usage, the word dcpeoiq
is used for the discharge of debts.90

The announcement by Jesus of 'sight for the blind' in Lk 4.18 is
more straightforward. For many, if not most, people afflicted with
blindness in the Roman East, begging was likely to be the only form
of livelihood. Luke retains from Mark the story of the blind man who
sat begging outside Jericho (Mk 10.46-52; Lk 18.35-43). The promise
of 'sight for the blind' made by Jesus in Nazareth is fulfilled in a literal
way during the Gospel (7.21; 18.35-43). At the same time, Jesus
issues an instruction that the blind are to be invited to the banquets
of the rich (14.13), upon which more will be said below.

Lastly, mention should be made of the widow of Zarephath
(Lk 4.25-6). Although not totally indigent, since she owns a house
with an upper room (1 Kgs 17.17, 19), a long famine has left her with
only enough flour and oil to make one last meal for herself and her
son before they die. As we have seen, famine was still a common
feature of city life in Luke's time and must have struck a chord of
recognition in his audience. In 1 Kgs 17.14-16 the widow and her
son receive an unfailing supply of meal and oil. In other words, the
mercy of Yahweh is manifested to them in the physcial satisfaction
of their hunger. That Luke should mention the widow suggests that
in the salvation inaugurated by the coming of Jesus, hunger will cease
to affect the poor on whom God's favour rests.

Conclusion
During the course of this discussion of the Nazareth pericope, a
number of elements in the Lucan perspective on poverty and wealth
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have emerged which we expect, given the nature of Lk 4.16-30, to
find further developed in the rest of Luke-Acts. Thus, it appears
likely that Luke's community encompassed individuals from the top
and bottom strata of Hellenistic society, but that his presentation of
the gospel radically elevates the destitute to a position of pre-
eminence. The Lucan Jesus promises to alleviate the extreme physical
deprivation suffered by the beggars, the blind, the lame, the im-
prisoned and so forth, without, however, ignoring the spiritual aspects
of salvation. It is now possible to see if a detailed examination of
Luke-Acts supports these findings.

5. The rich and the poor in Luke's community

It was suggested above that the reference by Jesus to the starving
widow of Zarephath and to Naaman, the Aramean army commander,
in Lk 4.25-7, pointed to the presence in Luke's community of
representatives from either extreme of the socio-economic spectrum.
The rest of Luke-Acts must now be investigated to ascertain if it
contains other evidence to confirm this suggestion. For it is apparent
that it would be difficult to appreciate Luke's perspective on riches
and poverty without having a broad outline of the socio-economic
standing of the various members of his community. Our primary
interest is to identify the highest and lowest strata represented among
his Christian contemporaries. This has the result that it is unnecessary
to become involved in the lively and long-standing debate as to the
predominant social level of the early Christians.91

The upper socio-economic strata in Luke's community
In 1 Cor 1.26 Paul tells his Corinthian Christians that at the time of
their conversion not many of them were wise according to earthly
standards, not many of them were powerful and not many were of
noble birth (euyeveiq). G. Theissen is surely correct in holding that
these negative statements carry the inevitable implication that there
were a few of them who were wise, powerful and well-bred.92

Although Theissen does not mention it, the only people appropriately
described as euxeveTq in a Hellenistic city, barring the presence of
senators or equestrians from Rome, were the decurions and
magistrates: that is, those at the very top of the local social, economic
and political hierarchy. Were there people such as these in Luke's
congregation? That they were to be found in the Corinthian com-
munity in the fifties of the first century CE does not, admittedly,
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prove that they were present in Luke's community in the eighties or
early nineties. It does, however, mean that it is not unreasonable to
expect to find them there. More importantly, a number of features
in the text suggest that some of Luke's audience were wealthy and
influential, possibly even decurions.

First of all, the high literary style of parts of Luke-Acts, especially
of the Prologue (Lk 1.1 -4 ) and of the sea voyage and shipwreck
description in Acts 27, implies that its author came from the upper
segment of Greco-Roman society. According to A. H. M. Jones, the
literary education offered by the Hellenistic cities was largely in-
accessible to the lower orders.93 This means that behind the artifice
of some of Luke's Greek there lies a large amount of leisure devoted
to literary pursuits only possible among the upper reaches of his
society. It is, moreover, unlikely that Luke was the only member of
his community with this background; there were, presumably, others
capable of savouring his occasional recourse to excellent Greek.

Secondly, there is Luke's focus upon converts of elevated status,
economic position and political power. On three occasions Roman
centurions express their openness to the ministry of Jesus or readiness
to accept the Gospel (Lk 7.1 -10; 23.47; Acts 10.1 ff.). The conversion
of the third of these, Cornelius, is actually depicted as inaugurating
and authorizing the inclusion of Gentiles within the Christian com-
munities. Centurions had considerable social status and their
mustering-out pay was, as mentioned above, sufficient to allow them
entry to the ordo decurionum. Other individuals from the ruling elite
whom Luke portrays as favourable to the gospel and to its preachers,
often to the extent of converting, include Joanna, the wife of Herod's
steward Chuza (Lk 8.3), the Ethiopian Eunuch (Acts 8.26-39),
Manaen, 'who had been raised with Herod the Tetrarch' (Acts 13.1),
Sergius Paulus, the proconsul of Cyprus (Acts 13.7), Greek women
and men of noble birth from Beroea (Acts 17.12) and the Ephesian
Asiarchs, who are described as Paul's friends (Acts 19.31).94 With
the exception of Sergius Paulus, who was of senatorial rank, all these
individuals must have had a status equal to that of decurions. The
care which Luke takes to mention them is best explained as indicating
that there were members of his community who could identify with
these early heroes of the faith by virtue of having a similar, or perhaps
slightly inferior, position in society.

The presence of wealthy Christians among Luke's audience is
confirmed, finally, by those passages in the Third Gospel where Jesus
warns the rich to mend their ways. These passages include the Parable



The rich and the poor in Luke's community 185

of the Rich Fool (12.13-21), the command to sell one's possessions
and give alms (13.33), the instruction to invite beggars, etc., to
banquets (14.12-14), the saying about making friends out of
unrighteous Mammon (16.9) and the story of the rich man and
Lazarus (16.19-31), all of which occur in Luke's special material,
and, lastly, the incident of the rich ruler (18.18-30), which is taken
over from Mark with one or two significant modifications. This last
incident is particularly interesting because in Luke's version the man
does not depart after he has failed to accept the radical invitation
which Jesus has offered him, as he does in Mark (cf. Mk 10.22 and
Lk 18.23). The effect of this change, as S. Legasse has noted,95 is
that the rich man and his problem are presented by Luke as being
within the Christian community.

The poor in Luke's community
Some commentators deny that Luke was addressing his message to
the poor. According to E. Bammel, for example, 'Luke neither thinks
from the standpoint of the poor nor really seeks to address them."6

Proponents of this viewpoint do not necessarily deny that there were
poor in the Lucan community, but if they do not make this denial
they are confronted with a problem as to explaining why Luke directed
his two volumes to only one section of the flock. In fact, an exam-
ination of the evidence reveals both that Luke does address the poor,
even the utterly destitute, and that they constituted part of his
congregation.

On external grounds, first of all, it is impossible to believe that the
urban poor were not at all represented in a Hellenistic Christian
community such as Luke's. Why should we imagine that his com-
munity was utterly different from Paul's in Corinth thirty years
earlier, where only a few Christians were learned, powerful or well-
bred (1 Cor 1.26)? But above all it is difficult to credit that the
emphasis placed on the poor throughout Luke's Gospel was not
balanced and even motivated by the presence within the author's
community of such people, on whom this message would have had
the maximum impact.

There are, moreover, a number of passages in the two volumes
which unequivocally point to the presence of the poor among Luke's
Christian contemporaries. The clearest of these is the Q Parable of
the Great Banquet (Lk 14.15-24; Mt 22.1-10). Luke's version of
this parable is distinguished by its specifying two groups of people
who are invited to the feast: the first consisting of the beggars,
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maimed, blind and lame within the city (14.21), and the second of
guests brought in from the highways and hedges (14.23). T. W. Manson
plausibly interprets the first group as Jews and the second, outside
the city (that is, beyond the boundaries of Israel), as Gentiles.97 In
any event, the feast is certainly an image for the Kingdom and,
therefore, for the Christian community, and the poor are those who
are first invited to take part. It is surely through no inadvertence on
Luke's part that the types of people specified in Lk 14.21 as replace-
ment guests are virtually identical to the groups promised the good
news in Lk 4.18 and extolled as blessed in the beatitudes in Lk 6.20-1.

The second feature of this kind is the body of material which Luke
offers as a commentary on the Lord's Prayer (11.5-13). A prayer
to 'give us our daily bread' (11.3) would have been uttered very
fervently by the poor in a Hellenistic city. And the story of the man
who asks his friend for bread at midnight (11.5 - 8) is also set among
the poor, who must often have had no food in their houses for
unexpected guests. But, more importantly, Luke's introduction of
JtveOua dyiov in 11.13, where Matthew's reading dyaGd (Mt 7.11)
is surely original,98 is plainly meant to remind the poor in his com-
munity, who might have been led by the harshness of their existence
to think otherwise, that humanity does not live by bread alone.

Thirdly, it is reasonable to connect Luke's idealization of the social
welfare arrangements in the early Christian community in Jerusalem
with a need in his own congregation for the rich members to help the
poor. The fact that the word nTcoxoq does not appear in Acts is
definitely not, pace E. Bammel," a sign of Luke's lack of interest in
the destitute, but rather indicates that, as a result of the Koivwvia
of the early community, there was no one who was ev8eri<; (Acts 4.34).
In other words, rticoxeia was abolished. Luke presents the early
church as successfully implementing the injunction to give alms which
Jesus had laid upon the rich. This emerges quite unambiguously in
the similarity of language, which has been noticed by S. Brown,100

between Lk 18.22 (navta 6oa fixeic; 7tc6A.r|aov Kai 8id8oq 7TTCOXOI<;)
('Sell everything that you own and distribute it to the poor') and Acts
4.34-5 (7tcoA,ouvT6<;... 8ie5i8eTO 8e eKdata) KO66TI dv TK; xpefov
ETXEV) ('[those who owned land or houses] sold [them] ... [and the
proceeds] were distributed to each according to his need'). In the
Marcan source of Lk 18.22 (Mk 10.21), the phrase used for 'give to
the destitute' is 86q TITCOXOIQ, and Luke's alteration of this seems
clearly designed to bring Jesus' command into line with the language
used of the distribution of alms in Acts 4.35.
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Conclusion
This examination of the evidence in the text strongly supports the view
that Luke's community contained members from either end of the
socio-economic spectrum in the Hellenistic city in which it was located.
A similar conclusion has recently been reached by R.J. Karris.101

Interesting confirmation for this result can be detected in the Parables
of the Lost Sheep (Lk 15.4-7) and the Lost Drachma (Lk 15.8-10).
These two parables both illustrate the joy in heaven at the repentance
of just one sinner. What is striking about them is that the first, which
has a parallel in Mt 18.12-14, deals with a man who owns one
hundred sheep, which means that he was reasonably well-off,102

while the second which has no parallel in Matthew, concerns a woman
whose total wealth is only ten drachmas, equal to ten denarii, or the
income from ten days' labour. In other words, Luke is offering the
same parable in two versions, to bring home its message to both the
rich and the poor in his community.

6. Luke's theology of the poor

Good news for the poor, grim news for the rich
One of the most remarkable aspects of Luke's vision of the Christian
community is that, although it contained wealthy and influential
members, the privileged places in it were reserved for the very
dregs of Hellenistic society, especially the beggars and the physically
disabled. For this reason, it is appropriate to speak of a 'theology
of the poor' in Luke-Acts. There is abundant evidence in the
text of the Lucan emphasis on the priority accorded to the utterly
destitute in the scheme of salvation. Jesus' inaugural preaching
in Nazareth plays an important role in establishing this priority
(4.16-30), but the theme begins even earlier, with the words of
Mary in the Magnificat, 'He has exalted the lowly, the hungry
he has filled with good things' (1.52-3), and with the humble birth
of Jesus in a stable (2.7),l03 to parents who could only afford the
offering of the poor when his mother was purified in the Temple
afterwards (2.24). After the Nazareth incident, the theme is continued
in the beatitudes:

Blessed are the destitute (oi KTCOXOI)
because yours is the Kingdom of Heaven,
Blessed are you who are hungry now,
because you will be satisfied (6.20-1).
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Luke is here speaking in a literal and physical sense of destitution and
hunger and the alleviation of both (contrast Mt 5.3, 6). This literalness
and physicality extend to the meaning for Luke of another Q saying:
'The blind see, the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear,
the dead are raised, and beggars have good news proclaimed to them'
(Lk 7.22; Mt 11.5). In Luke's version of the Parable of the Great
Banquet, the first people invited to fill the places of the original guests
who have failed to attend are this same group of people: beggars, the
crippled, the blind and the lame (14.21); Matthew, on the other hand,
in the verse parallel to this, speaks merely of 'the bad and the good'
(Mt 22.10). In the story of Zacchaeus, the benefits for the poor which
flow from the onset of the Kingdom take the very physical form of
Zacchaeus distributing half his property to the beggars (TOU; TITCOXOU;)
and compensating fourfold all those whom he has defrauded (19.8).
The story of the rich man and Lazarus, lastly, illustrates the reversal
of fortunes which will occur in the next world; but more of that
below.

In the light of our previous discussion of the social and economic
realities of life in the Roman East, one readily appreciates how novel
and appealing a message such as this must have been to the sick and
destitute in Luke's city. From passages such as Lk 1.53; 6.21; 14.13
and 14.15-24, it is reasonable to infer that the hunger which we know
was often experienced by the poor of Hellenistic society was a grim
reality for some of Luke's Christian contemporaries as well. To
Christians such as these, the promise held out by the Lucan version
of the Gospel must have exercised a potent appeal. Looked at from
the other direction, of course, it seems indisputable that the interest
which Luke, unique among the evangelists, manifests in the plight
of the poor has been motivated by an unusual sensitivity to their
hunger and the other forms of physical deprivation to which they are
subject.

But where does this leave the rich? The obverse of Luke's good
news to the destitute is some very grim news for the rich, threatening
them with the total loss of their status, wealth and power. This theme
is evident in a number of features unique to Luke, such as, the
Magnificat (1.52-3), the woes of the rich in the sermon on the plain
(6.24-5), the Parable of the Rich Fool (12.13-21), and the story of
the rich man and Lazarus (16.19-31), which exemplifies the reversal
of fortune predicted earlier in the Gospel (1.52-3; 6.24-5).

In the urban context of the East, where the ruling elite controlled
most of the available resources of wealth, prestige and power, and
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imposed on the rest of the population a value system which endorsed
and extolled this control, the viewpoint espoused by Luke must have
seemed threatening indeed. Even granted that the reversal of the socio-
economic advantages of the rich might not occur until the next life
(on which subject there is more below), the Lucan Gospel questioned
the propriety and therefore the legitimacy of the entire system of social
stratification in the Hellenistic cities. This was a radical challenge to
the prevailing social arrangements. In practical terms, Luke was not
advocating the revolutionary overthrow of those arrangements; but
he was insisting, as we shall see, that they be eschewed by any of the
rich and influential who wished to be members of the Christian
community. Luke may not have been entirely successful in this, but
that by no means mitigates the radical nature of his case. A little later
in this chapter we shall investigate more closely the onus placed upon
rich Christians, but in the meantime it will be helpful to consider a
Jewish work which also speaks of a reversal of the positions of the
rich and poor - 1 Enoch 92-105. A comparison of this text with
Luke-Acts will show that Luke appears to have drawn upon Jewish
traditions in his treatment of the poor and the rich, yet to have
transcended those traditions in response to the particular composition
of, and the problems besetting, his own congregation.

The rich and the poor in 1 Enoch 92-105
The attempt to relate Luke's teaching on possessions to the Old
Testament and other Jewish writings is hardly novel. In 1930 J.M.
Creed, for example, aptly pointed to the existence of some kind of
connection between Lk 12.16-21 and Ecclesiasticus 11.18-19.104

Nevertheless, it is only quite recently that attention has been drawn
to the remarkable similarities between 1 Enoch 92-105 and Luke's
attitude to the rich and the poor. These similarities seem to have been
first noticed by S. Aalen in 1966.105 In a significant article published
in 1979, G. W. E. Nickelsburg has continued Aalen's largely descrip-
tive work and has also ventured an explanation for the resemblances
between 1 Enoch and Luke-Acts.106

The closest of the similarities exists between Lk 12.16-21 and 1
Enoch 97.8-10. The latter passage runs as follows:

Woe to you who acquire silver and gold in unrighteousness
and say:

'We have become rich with riches and have possessions;
And have acquired everything we have desired.
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And now let us do what we purposed:
For we have gathered silver,
And many are the husbandmen in our houses.'
And our granaries are (brim) full as with water, [sic]
Yea and like water your lies shall flow away;
For your riches shall not abide
But speedily ascend from you;
For ye have acquired it all in unrighteousness,
And ye shall be given over to a great curse.107

As mentioned above, moreover, Lk 12.16-21 also appears to
have some connection with Ecclesiasticus 11.18-19. According to
Nickelsburg, the explanation for this particular resemblance lies not
in a literary dependence by Luke on the Jewish work, but in his general
familiarity with the Wisdom tradition from which they both
derived.'08

The broader similarities betwen Luke's Gospel and 1 Enoch
92-105 emerge from a summary of the portrayal of the rich and the
poor in the latter work and the fate in store for both.109 First of all,
in these chapters of 1 Enoch the rich and their riches and possessions
are always viewed in a bad light. In some cases the rich have acquired
their riches by oppressing the poor and the lowly, and their osten-
tatious banqueting and luxuriating (cf. 96.5-8; 98.2) underline this
oppression. Secondly, the rich trust in their possessions as the sign
of a happy life now and as a means of securing their future. Thirdly,
the rich will be condemned in the coming judgement of God and will
be delivered to eternal punishment, 'into darkness and chains and a
burning flame' (1 Enoch 1O3.8),110 which will be retribution for their
injustice in this life and indicate the futility of their having amassed
earthly riches.

For the poor, on the other hand, the situation is entirely different.
The author of 1 Enoch promises that their present conditions of
misery and oppression will be reversed in the life after death:

Be hopeful; for aforetime ye were put to shame through ill
and affliction; but now ye shall shine as the lights of heaven,
ye shall shine and ye shall be seen, and the portals of heaven
shall be opened to you ... (1 Enoch 104.2).'"

Interestingly enough, the Messianic Banquet is not mentioned as one
of the delights the righteous poor will experience in the next world.
The poor are not promised relief in this life; it is after death that
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they will find happiness, while their erstwhile oppressors burn in
Sheol.

In 1 Enoch 92-105 there is depicted a bitter conflict between the
two groups, the rich and the poor, the sinners and the righteous, and
the author sides with the latter without qualification. The message
of 1 Enoch, Nickelsburg plausibly suggests, is that God will rectify the
grievous injustices in the present age in the coming judgement."2 He
considers that the work was written for a particular oppressed group
within Israel, though one perhaps not fully sectarian in the sociological
sense of the term."3

The area in which Luke-Acts most resembles 1 Enoch 92-105 is
in its reiterated prediction of a forthcoming reversal of the conditions
of the rich and the poor. To the Hellenistic elite, a message such as
that conveyed in these chapters of 1 Enoch would no doubt have
appeared novel and surprising. But given its Jewish origins and
intended low-status audience, it is unlikely that they would have come
to hear of it. This factor clearly distinguishes 1 Enoch from Luke-
Acts, which was written for a community which actually contained
members who came from the wealthier and more influential strata
of Hellenistic society. Furthermore, 1 Enoch 92-105 deals with a
purely eschatological punishment of the rich and blessing of the poor.
It is written for the victims of injustice and oppression and carries
no address to the rich, no admonition to them, for example, to begin
acting justly in this life. But where does Luke stand on these last two
issues? Is his concept of salvation purely eschatological, or does he
see it as beginning in this life? And does he regard the rich as under
any responsibility to use their riches to assist the destitute and
disabled? Although a great deal of scholarly attention has been
devoted to these issues, it is doubtful that the middle-class bias
which bedevils Lucan studies has anywhere had a more pernicious
influence than here. Luke's unique and radical perspective has been
domesticated. His Gospel has not been preached. This judgement
must now be justified from the evidence in the text.

Luke's attitude to salvation: its other-worldly dimension
Even if Luke does emphasize the physical aspect of the plight of the
poor and the satisfaction of the rich, might it not be the case that he
envisages the inevitable reversal of these conditions as an occurrence
reserved for the next world? There has never been a shortage of
exegetes willing to answer this question in the affirmative. Recent
examples include R. Koch ('The great reversal comes with death'),"4
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E. Bammel, who hedges his bets a little ('The hope of the poor was
in the world to come, though not entirely')115 and C. S. Hill, who is
representative of a large proportion of the literature, and wider
Christian opinion, when he says of the salvation offered by early
Christianity that it was 'spiritualsalvation not material; it was other-
worldly in orientation rather than this-wordly'."6 Such views do
coincide, admittedly, with those of 1 Enoch 92-105, but do they also
characterize Luke's attitude or are they merely a bourgeois reading
of it?

First of all, it is undeniable that Luke believed in an afterlife where
the rich would be punished and deprived of the advantages they
possessed on earth, while those who had been destitute would enjoy
whatever they had lacked in this world. In other words, the final and
complete establishment of justice is reserved for paradise. To this
extent, Luke-Acts is similar to 1 Enoch 92-105. The most un-
ambiguous Lucan resemblances to the perspective of 1 Enoch are the
story of the rich man and Lazarus (16.19- 31) and the account of the
criminal crucified next to Jesus to whom Jesus promises 'Today you
will be with me in Paradise' (23.43).

The other places in which this belief appears in the Third Gospel
differ from 1 Enoch, however, by depicting the afterlife in the imagery
of the Messianic Banquet. In the Old Testament the most important
source for this eschatological topos is Is 25.6, but it also appears in
other parts of the Old Testament and in Rabbinic literature. By his
additional material and redactional alterations Luke exhibits an
interest in the Messianic Banquet which is quite unique in the New
Testament. At 13.29, for example, he describes the people who will
'sit-down-at-table' (&vaicXi8^aovTai) in the Kingdom of God as
coming from 'the east and the west, and from the north and the
south', as opposed to Matthew, probably closer to Q here, who only
mentions those from the east and the west (Mt 8.11). Luke's alteration
emphasizes the universality of those who will enjoy the Messianic
Banquet. Secondly, Luke begins his version of the Q parable of the
Great Banquet with the remark of someone dining with Jesus that
'Blessed is he who eats bread in the Kingdom of God' (14.15). Thirdly,
whereas all three Synoptists report the saying by Jesus at the Last
Supper that he will not drink wine again until he does so in the
Kingdom of God (Mk 14.25; Mt 26.29; Lk 22.18), only Luke records
a similar saying with respect to eating as well (Lk 22.16). Furthermore,
Luke alone includes the promise by Jesus to the disciples at the Supper
that they will eat and drink at his table in the Kingdom (Lk 22.30).
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Fifthly, the description of Lazarus being carried by angels into the
bosom (K6A,7toq) of Abraham (Lk 16.22) is another reference to the
Messianic Banquet. To recline 'on someone's bosom', as R. Meyer
has shown, is an image from dining in both classical and Jewish
literature.117 There is an excellent example of this usage at Jn 13.23.
Lastly, the promise to the poor in Lk 1.53 and 6.21 that they will have
their hunger satisfied certainly has an eschatological element; as we
shall soon see, however, it is a very serious misreading of Luke to
restrict the ambit of this promise solely to the next life.

We may conclude, therefore, that Luke does direct his readers'
attention to a future world in which the sufferings of the poor in this
life will be replaced by eternal contentment. That he should fix upon
the Messianic Banquet as the appropriate image for this future world,
in sharp contrast to 1 Enoch 92-105, is a poignant reminder of the
paradigmatic form of deprivation experienced by the urban poor who
were members of his community. It must be considered highly likely,
in fact, that it was just this appropriateness of the Messianic Banquet
as an image of salvation for a significant section of his audience that
motivated Luke to give it such a unique emphasis.

Luke's attitude to salvation. Its this-worldly dimension
The time has now come to consider the real cutting-edge of Luke's
theology of property - that the elimination of injustice, the alleviation
of the sufferings of the poor and the destitute, is not merely an
eschatological reality, but is a vital constituent of Christianity in this
world, here and now. Looked at in principle, it is evident that the
composition of Luke's community, encompassing as it did members
from either end of the socio-economic spectrum, must have been a
powerful inducement to the evangelist to formulate a theology which
specified the correct Christian attitude to riches and poverty. Compli-
cating things for Luke was the fact that it was virtually unknown in
Hellenistic cities for representatives from the top and from the bottom
of the social hierarchy to gather together in a single association. Even
the collegia, although they might have an influential patron, almost
invariably comprised members from a similar socio-economic level,
and while slaves could join the collegia tenuiorum, the burial societies,
their fellow-members came only from the lower ranks of the urban
poor.118 This culturally derived tension could only have been
sharpened by the theology of the Christian community which spoke
of unity in Christ, graphically presented in the one loaf and one cup
of the eucharist. This latter factor decisively differentiates the
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Christian ekklesiai from the only other institution where rich and poor
normally associated together - the Jewish synagogue, which did not
espouse a unity of this kind.

There is one particularly unequivocal example in Luke-Acts of
a conflict between the social values of the rich in Greco-Roman society
and the new standards which were promulgated in Jesus' name. The
passage in question is Lk 14.12-14, the substance of which is unique
to Luke. In v. 12 Jesus tells his host that when he holds a feast or a
banquet he should not invite his friends, brothers, relatives or rich
neighbours, with the hope of receiving return invitations. Although
it has rarely been noted, in saying this the Lucan Jesus is rejecting
the fundamental rationale of gift-giving in Hellenistic society. As
explained by A.R. Hands and others,"9 the whole point of acts of
generosity in this culture was to establish reciprocal relations which
could be cashed in at a later date. A classic example of this outlook
is found in the policy of the dishonest steward in Lk 16.3-7. Of
course, it only made sense to be generous to those who were in a
position to do you a favour in return, so that the sort of people whom
Jesus recommends the host should invite - beggars, the lame, cripples
and the blind (Lk 14.13) - are exactly those who would rarely, if
ever, be invited. Jesus acknowledges that guests such as these would
not be able to repay the host; but he would receive his repayment in
the resurrection of the just (14.14). Now there can be little doubt that
Luke intends Jesus' views on this subject to apply to the relationships
between the rich and the poor within the Christian community. The
Evangelist, whom we have argued in Chapter 2 to have been address-
ing a purely Christian audience, wishes his wealthy Christian con-
temporaries to put the instruction of Jesus into effect within the
confines of the ekklesia, since the types of people whom Jesus urges
them to invite to their banquets are virtually identical to those
promised the good news, and therefore included within the com-
munity, in Lk 1.52-53; 4.18; 6.20-21; 7.22 and 14.21. Thus, while
the complete reversal of the conditions of the rich and the poor will
not occur until the next world, the process must begin here on earth.
Salvation for Luke is not a purely eschatological reality, for within
the Christian community it begins here and now.

We conclude this treatment of Lk 14.12-14 by noting that it is
fair to say that in a Hellenistic city the admonition of Jesus contained
in these verses could only have been regarded as something akin to
a social revolution. Although we have long been accustomed to the
idea of giving alms to the destitute, those wealthy Christians who
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adopted a policy of inviting beggars and the disabled to their homes
were repudiating a central aspect of their cultural beliefs and practices.

Having seen the challenge which Luke has Jesus throw down to
wealthy Christians to modify quite drastically their customary social
values and behaviour, in Lk 14.12-14 at least, the views of R. Koch
come as quite a shock:

... that Jesus is not against possessions as such. All the
same, we should not forget 'that the position of Jesus on
possessions is purely religious and does not have an economic
or social foundation*.

We can only do justice to the views of Jesus on possessions
and wealth if we do not lose sight of the purely religious point
of view.120

We must now demonstrate that this opinion, a prime example of the
widespread spiritualizing of Luke's two volumes, which has
emasculated his teaching in this area, is not merely inconsistent with
Lk 14.12-14, but also with many other features in the text.

There are a number of passages in Luke-Acts, either peculiar to
Luke or marked by his redactional changes, which stress the necessity
of giving alms. These are to be taken, in general, as admonitions
addressed to wealthy Christians to help the poorer members of the
community. The best example is that of the rich ruler in Lk 18.18-23.
By two significant modifications to his Marcan source, which have
already been noted above, Luke connects the distribution of goods
which Jesus urges the man to undertake with the social welfare
arrangements in the early Christian community (replacement of 56q
TtTcoxoic; in Mk 10.21 with 5i&8o<; JTCCOXOU; in Lk 18.22; cf. 8i£8i'oeto
in Acts 4.35) and presents the rich ruler as within the community
(deletion of &)rf)X.0ev from Mk 10.22; Lk 18.23-4).

In the early chapters of Acts Luke describes how the wealthier
Christians, in effect, put into operation Jesus' instruction to the rich
ruler by selling their possessions and distributing the proceeds to those
in need (2.45) or giving them to the apostles for common use (4.34-7).
Thus was icoivcovia established.

This Koiveovia is shaken a little in the story of Ananias and
Sapphira (Acts 5.1-11), who pretend to hand over to the apostles
the full price of some land they have sold. They are both struck dead
as a result. Clearly, there was nothing wrong with their selling the
property and giving only a proportion of the apostles. The behaviour
of Zacchaeus was similar to this and certainly found favour in the
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eyes of Jesus (Lk 19.1-10). The sin of Ananias and Sapphira lay in
pretending to have given all the price of the land to the apostles, since
this constituted an attempt to deceive the Holy Spirit.

One suspects, however, that Luke's picture of early Christianity,
apart from the story of Ananias and Sapphira, was an idealization
serving to remind his contemporaries of how far they had fallen short
of the ideal. Otherwise, it is difficult to explain his concern to sharpen
material in his sources or add new sayings and passages which stress
the need for almsgiving and the renunciation of possessions. These
include the ethical teaching of John the Baptist (Lk 3.11 -14), the total
renunciation demanded of the first disciples (5.11) and Levi (5.28),
the instructions to lend freely (6.34-5) and to sell one's possessions
and give alms (12.33) and the direction to use Mammon to win friends
for oneself (16.9).

What of the other aspect of Koch's attribution to the Lucan Jesus
of a 'purely religious' standpoint on possessions - that Jesus does
not condemn riches as such, but, as he further explains, only 'the
improper use of riches, the greedy and God-abandoned striving after
their increase."21 By 'improper use of riches', Koch does not mean
failure to help the poor, but merely a preoccupation with them to the
exclusion of God in abstracto. Thus, he interprets the error of the
rich farmer in Lk 12.16-21 not as meanness or miserliness, but as
stupidity, as a form of idolatry in making possessions his god to the
exclusion of the real God. His interpretation of the parable of the
rich man and Lazarus is similar: ' . . . according to the narrative, the
rich man does nothing evil. He is not oppressing the poor."22 No, he
is simply rich and enjoys his wealth and succumbs to Godlessness in
doing so.

The logic of Koch's position is that the rich could set themselves
right with God by bringing their riches to a bottomless pit and throwing
them in, while the starving poor looked helplessly on. This conse-
quence illustrates the inadequacy of Koch's conception of God and
his failure to attend to the body of evidence in Luke-Acts dealing
with the responsibility of the rich, who have often gained their wealth
unjustly, to share what they have with the poor. The saying which
Luke preserves from Mark, 'For it is easier for a camel to pass through
the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the Kingdom of God'
(Lk 18.25; Mk 10.25), although made little of by Koch, is taken with
deadly seriousness by Luke. The rich stand condemned by their
wealth, and the only means they have of avoiding judgement is by
helping the poor (Lk 14.12-14; 18.22).
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Time and again Luke refers to the fact that riches tend to be
acquired unjustly and have to be distributed to the poor as a result.
This theme commences as early as Lk 3.11 -14, where John the Baptist
tells his listeners to share their clothing and food with those in need,
and then urges the tax-gatherers to collect no more than their legal
limit and soldiers to refrain from extortion and blackmail. A verse
unique to Luke (Lk 12.33) encapsulates what is required of the rich,
and its lesson is repeated elsewhere in the text. At 14.14, for example,
Jesus exhorts his host to expend his wealth on the poor so that he will
receive his reward in the resurrection of the just. We are not told if
this particular host had obtained his wealth unjustly, but what is
virtually a Lucan presumption against the rich on this score surfaces
in a verse very similar to 14.14:16.9, in which Jesus says 'Make friends
for yourself out of unjust Mammon (6K TOU uauxova xfiq dSiKiaq),
so that when it fails you, they will receive you into the tents of
eternity.' The phrase 'unjust Mammon' picks up traditional Jewish
ideas and reveals Luke's presumption that most fortunes are the result
of oppression and injustice. In an interesting article on Lk 16.9, R. H.
Hiers shows that those who will receive into the eternal tents the rich
who have distributed their possessions are the poor.123 This is in line
withLk 14.14.

7. Conclusion

So far in this chapter we have not sought to introduce the model of
legitimation of a sect outlined in Chapter 1 and expanded in Chapter
3 above. Although that model did not deal specifically with the
question of tensions which might arise within a new group on account
of the different socio-economic levels represented among its members,
it is plain that it could be easily modified to do so. The modification
of models in the light of further data is a normal procedure of
sociological investigation. Although it is not practical to attempt that
theoretical exercise here, one observation relating to it does seem to
be in order. Luke is addressing both the rich and the poor in his
community, but whereas his message for the latter constitutes a form
of encouragement which we have seen in earlier chapters of this book
to characterize his legitimatory efforts, his line with the rich is rather
different. Luke's message for them is parenetic as much as
legitimatory. While his exposition of the teaching of Jesus and the
practice of the early Jerusalem church in the matter of possessions
must have served a legitimatory function for some of his wealthier
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Christian contemporaries with clear consciences on this matter, it is
highly likely that behind his continual emphasis on the priority of the
poor and the duties of the rich lies a failure by some of the latter to
live up to their responsibilities. For people such as these, Luke's
attitude is homiletic, not legitimatory; he is not encouraging them that
all is well, but warning them that all is not.

The content of Luke's teaching on property is based upon a
fundamental disparity between the positions of the poor and of the
rich. In his scheme the destitute and the physically disabled have
priority. The first places in the Kingdom are reserved for them (Lk
14.15-24). This means not only, as in 1 Enoch 92-105, that they will
be compensated in the Messianic Banquet of the next world for their
plight on earth, but also that within the Christian community a
significant start to their redemption has begun, with the provision of
money and meals, relief for their physical disabilities, and possibly
even manumission or release for slaves and bondsmen.

It is well worth noting that Luke incorporates both features, future
bliss and present satisfaction, into his eucharistic theology. In his
Passion narrative, Jesus makes two references to the Messianic
Banquet in addition to those also in Mark and Matthew (Lk 22.16,
30). This has the effect that the Lucan Jesus ties the Messianic
Banquet, that image of the looming establishment of eternal justice,
to the eucharist. For Luke's community the weekly eucharist, itself
the one meal his poorer Christian contemporaries could be sure of
receiving, was a foretaste of the Messianic Banquet. One is reminded
of a saying by Fr Pedro Arrupe, SJ that as long as there is anyone
in the world who is hungry, our eucharist is incomplete.

The striking novelty of the relationship between the rich and
the poor advocated by Luke must not be forgotten. In Hellenistic
society the destitute got little if any help from the civic authorities,
the collegia, or from private benefactors. The scheme of social
welfare put forward indirectly in Luke-Acts may, in fact, have
been a Christian invention. D. Seccombe has recently published an
impressive refutation of the well-known opinion of J. Jeremias that
there was an organized system of public relief for the poor operated
by the Jewish authorities in Jerusalem in New Testament times.124

The rich members of the community were the source of funds and
meals for the poor. In Luke's eyes wealth was likely to have been
unjustly acquired (Lk 16.9), and if its possessors did not distribute
at least some of it to the poor in this world they faced the prospect
of eternal punishment in the next. This teaching was a radical



Conclusion 199

challenge to the deeply held beliefs in his Hellenistic milieu, where
the ruling elite not only treated the lower orders unjustly and with
contempt, but congratulated themselves on doing so. Luke not only
attacks the propriety of their attitudes, but also instructs them to
modify the very behaviour which expresses their superiority in status,
wealth and power (Lk 14.12-14). Let there be no doubt that those
people from the upper strata of this society who tried to live a
Christian life as Luke defines it were required to abandon some of
their most cherished beliefs and practices.

That the Lucan Gospel imposes on the rich an indispensable re-
quirement, quite at odds with the social values of their own society,
to provide the destitute with food and the other necessities of life
in this world sounds the death-knell over all such interpretations
of his theology as, affected by middle-class bias, present salvation
as a reality reserved for the individual in the afterlife. But while
Luke does stress the physical and this-worldly dimension of salvation,
he does not do this to the exclusion of its spiritual dimension.
Eternal life is a reality for Luke, and so too is sin; his use of the
word fiupeoic; shows that liberation from sin is a central feature of
the Christian life. His concern to prevent the poor of his community
becoming entirely caught up in the physical aspects of the salvation
offered to them emerges most clearly in his substitution of jweuua
ftyiov at Lk 11.13 for the word dyaGd, which appeared in Q. Luke's
theology, in short, strikes a careful balance between physical and
spiritual salvation; he offers hope to men and women at all levels of
their troubled existence.

E. Kasemann has described apocalyptic as 'the mother of Christian
theology'.123 But not for Luke's theology of the poor! The author
of 1 Enoch, it is true, held out to his poor and oppressed Jewish
audience a prospect of purely eschatological salvation. In Luke-
Acts, however, this Jewish tradition is fundamentally modified.
In addition to eternal bliss, Luke offers the poor this-worldly re-
demption. A theology of salvation along these lines represents a
flight from the eschatological perspective which Kasemann has
pointed to in primitive Christian thought. So what has been the
mother of this element in Luke's theology? There is only one credible
candidate — his unusual compassion for the poorest members of
his community and of society generally, together with his passionate
belief that the gospel was not gospel unless it offered them immediate
relief for their physical miseries and gave them, perhaps for the first
time, a sense of their own dignity as human persons. Thus, we may
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conclude that Luke's understanding of the proper Christian attitudes
to poverty and riches is another area of his theology which has been
significantly motivated by social and political forces, in this case the
realities of life for the urban poor in the Roman East.



8
ROME AND THE ANCESTRAL THEME

1. Politically sensitive material in Luke-Acts

For several generations the extensive material in Luke-Acts bearing
upon the relationships between Rome and Christianity has excited
much critical attention. Luke's unmistakable sensitivity to the involve-
ment of Jesus and the early Christian missionaries, especially Paul,
in the political and judicial realities of the Roman empire is a signifi-
cant aspect of his theology, given that by 'theology' we mean the
unique way in which he has shaped the sources and traditions at his
disposal. The aim of this chapter is to describe and explain the political
motif in Luke-Acts in order to determine the extent to which Luke's
outlook has been shaped by social and political pressures upon the
members of his community. During the course of this investigation
it will emerge that Luke's political awareness extends to areas of the
text with which it has not hitherto been associated, above all, in his
appreciation of the political significance of presenting Christianity
as an ancestral religion.

The Roman empire in Luke-Acts
Luke presents Christianity and the Roman empire as interacting on
a number of distinct, although related, levels. The first level consists
of the synchronisms which Luke, alone of the Synoptists, establishes
between dates in imperial history and significant events in the begin-
nings of the Gospel. Thus, the birth of Jesus occurs during the world-
wide census ordered by Augustus (Lk 2.1-7),1 and John the Baptist
begins his ministry in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, while
Pontius Pilate was governor of Judaea (Lk 3.1-3). These synchron-
isms are not merely an aspect of Luke's historiographical technique;
they suggest that among his intended audience were readers interested
in the position of Christianity in the context of Roman history.
To such readers, moreover, that the birth of Jesus in Bethlehem occurs
as a direct result of Joseph's unquestioning obedience to an imperial



Rome and the ancestral theme 202

decree must have seemed a revealing example of the possibility that
Roman politics were not necessarily inconsistent with the divine
purpose.

The second level of interaction is the favourable attitude shown
by individual Roman administrative or military personnel to Jesus,
or early Christian missionaries, or the gospel itself, outside a judicial
context. Not all these Romans were interested in becoming Christians.
Such is the case, for example, with the Asiarchs, priests of the imperial
cult, in Ephesus, who are described as being Paul's friends (Acts
19.31),2 with Lysias, the Roman tribune in Jerusalem, who goes to
great lengths to protect Paul from the Jews in Acts 21 - 3 , and, lastly,
with Julius, the centurion to whom Paul is entrusted for his voyage
to Rome, and who allows Paul's friends to visit him (27.3) and later
saves him from being thrown overboard by the ship's crew (27.42-3).
But many of these Romans do actually express faith in Jesus, and
often they become Christians. The first of these is the centurion of
Capernaum (Lk 7.1-10). Admittedly, this is a Q passage (cf. Mt
8.5-13), but the additional feature appearing in Luke's version,
that the centurion loved the Jewish people and built the syngogue in
Capernaum for them (7.5), assimilates the centurion more closely to
the experience of the one-time God-fearers who formed an important
component of his community. Only Luke describes the centurion who
witnesses Jesus' death as having a personal relationship with God;
he introduces this aspect by noting that the centurion 'glorified God'
(Lk 23.47; cf. Mk 15.39). Next, the conversion which serves to initiate
and authorize the inclusion of Gentiles into Christian communities
is that of the centurion Cornelius (Acts 10.1-11.18). Lastly, there
is the conversion of Sergius Paulus, the proconsul of Cyprus (Acts
13.6-12). Although not falling within the same category as these
cases, it is worth remembering that, according to Luke at least, the
most eminent early missionary, Paul, was a Roman citizen (Acts
16.37-40; 22.24-9; 25.10-12).3

The most important area of interaction between Rome and
Christianity, however, is undoubtedly the experience of Jesus and of
early Christians, especially Paul, before Roman courts. In the trial
of Jesus before Pontius Pilate (Lk 23.1-5, 13-25) Luke presents a
version of events very different from that in Mk 15.1-15. For our
purposes it is unnecessary to enter into the discussion as to whether
Luke has merely modified Mark or also utilized other sources or
traditions; the fact remains that his account represents a white-
washing of Pilate's role in the condemnation and death of Jesus and
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a blackening of that of the Jewish leadership.4 The three accusations
against Jesus, that he perverts the nation, prevents the payment of
tax to Caesar and claims to be king (23.2), are all political in nature
and are also false. That Jesus did not oppose the payment of tax to
Caesar has been made clear not long before, by Jesus' response to
a question on paying Roman tax, which, unlike the case in Mark, is
specifically designed by the Jewish leaders to give them grounds for
handing Jesus over to Pilate (Lk 20.20; cf. Mk 12.13). And what is
Pilate's response to the Jewish charges? On no fewer than three oc-
casions he specifically affirms the innocence of Jesus (Lk 23.4, 14,
22). That Jesus has done nothing worthy of condemnation in Roman
eyes is confirmed a little later by the centurion at the foot of the cross,
when he says that Jesus was 8iKmo<;, a word best translated as
'innocent' (23.47).5 A good measure of Lucan embarrassment with
Pilate's role in Jesus' death is evident in his implication that it was
actually the Jews who executed Jesus. Thus, whereas Mark explicitly
attributes responsibility for Jesus' death to Pilate when he says Ktzi
7tap68coKev T6V 'ITIOOUV (ppayeXXcooaq iva aTauptoGfl (Mk 15.15),
Luke has at this point: T6V 8fc TTIOOUV 7tap66coKev TCO GeXiinaTi
autrav (23.25). Luke also omits the Marcan passage which describes
the mockery and physical violence to which the Roman soldiers sub-
jected Jesus in the Praetorium (Mk 15.16-20), while introducing a
new section in which Jesus receives similar treatment from Herod
and his Jewish soldiers (23.6-12). Although Pilate declares Jesus
innocent, he does, of course, allow him to be killed. Earlier in the
Gospel, moreover, Luke mentions that Pilate had some Galileans slain
while they were offering sacrifice (13.1). By combining these aspects,
it appears that Luke is differentiating between Pilate's questionable
character and his role as arbiter of Roman law, and is thereby
establishing a distinction of which he will avail himself again in Acts.

In Thessalonika, a self-governing city which also served as a
Roman administrative centre,6 it is alleged that Paul and Silas have
been turning the world upside-down and acting in opposition to the
decrees of Caesar by saying that Jesus is king (17.6-7). The city
authorities are disturbed by these allegations, but not sufficiently so
to do anything more than to take security from Jason and some other
Christians, which will apparently be forfeited if Paul and Silas cause
any more trouble (17.8-9).

The account of the proceedings brought by the Jews against Paul in
Corinth before Gallio, the Roman proconsul of Achaea, exemplifies
the proper function of the Roman courts vis-a-vis Christians
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(18.12-16). Following standard Roman practice,7 Gallio lets the
Jewish plaintiffs present their accusations (18.13), but because these
involve matters peculiar to the Jewish religion he declines to exercise
his jurisdiction and dismisses the case without needing to hear from
Paul in reply (18.14-15). That proceedings against Jesus and the early
Christians in Roman courts are the result of the Jews trying to dress
up religious disputes as politically relevant is a motif which Luke often
takes up in the work.

In Acts 24-6 Paul defends himself on three occasions, the first
two in formal proceedings before the Judaean governors Felix and
Festus (24.1 - 2 3 ; 25.7-12), and the third in an ad hoc defence before
Agrippa and others (26.1-32). Paul's innocence of any breach of
Roman law is one of the central messages conveyed by Luke in these
chapters. Paul himself asserts that he is innocent (25.8), and his view
is corroborated by the tribune Lysias (23.29), by Festus (25.18-19,
25) and by Agrippa (26.32). Before Felix and Festus Paul receives
the benefit of the Roman rule of law which Festus specifically tells
Agrippa he has implemented: namely, that a case must be laid against
a defendant in person and he must have the chance to reply (25.16).
Unfortunately, in the hands of Felix and Festus the advantages of
this excellent system are negated, since they both fail to come to a
prompt decision in the case. Put simply, Felix is corrupt; Luke quite
openly tells his reader that Felix hoped to receive bribes from Paul
(24.26), no doubt in return for ordering his release. At the end of his
governorship, moreover, he refuses to release Paul in order to curry
favour with the Jews (24.27). Festus also wants to win Jewish ap-
proval, by judging Paul in Jerusalem (25.9), although he later lies to
Agrippa that his motive in suggesting to Paul that he be tried in the
Holy City was his lack of understanding of the matters in issue (25.20).
But Paul's appeal to Caesar takes him out of the hands of Festus;
Roman judicial procedure prevails over corrupt and lying local
governors.8 Finally, we must note that, although the Jews have made
accusations against Paul which include the claim that he has contra-
vened Roman law (Acts 24.5; 25.8), he informs Agrippa that the real
basis for their opposition is a religious matter - his belief in the
resurrection (26.6-8). In other words, the Jews are concocting
breaches of Roman law by Paul to attract Caesar as an ally into their
dispute with Christianity.

The general impression communicated by this politically sensitive
material is that Jesus and his followers did not contravene Roman
law and were therefore not a threat to the empire, even though Jewish
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authorities repeatedly initiated proceedings designed to prove the op-
posite and occasionally enjoyed some success before Roman officials
whose weakness or self-seeking prevented the judicial system they
administered from operating effectively.

2. Apologetic or legitimation?

An historical outline of the apologetic explanation
The usual explanation offered by scholars for this politically sensitive
material is that it constitutes some form of apologetic addressed to
Roman authorities or Roman citizens generally, with the aim of
seeking toleration from them for Christian beliefs and practices. The
normal meaning of 'apologetic' is a defence of one's position directed
towards outsiders; here the outsiders are seen as Romans, especially
those with power and influence, outside the Christian community.
Recently, P. W. Walaskay has used the word 'apology' in connection
with Lucan political teaching directed inwards to the Christian
community,9 but such usage will not be adopted here. We must now
delineate the broad features of the development of the apologetic
approach as a prelude to rejecting this theory and offering an alter-
native explanation in the latter sections of this chapter.

The earliest case for Luke-Acts being apologetic in nature appears
to have been made by C. A. Heumann in a short article, published
in 1720, which dealt with Theophilus, to whom both the Gospel and
Acts are dedicated.10 Heumann argued that Theophilus was a
Roman magistrate and that Luke dedicated his work to him as an
apologia for Christianity against the lies which were being uttered
about it.

In 1836 Karl Schrader published a brief commentary on Acts."
He used the word apologetische with respect to many features which
he regarded as non-historical in the work: for example, its alleged anti-
gnostic thrust. Without taking up Heumann's suggestion, Schrader
did on a few occasions treat some feature of Acts as political
apologetic. He considered for example, that the dismissal by Gallio
of the charges brought against Paul by the Jews in Corinth was a sign
for the authorities (die Obrigkeit) of the innocence of the Christians,
and a warning for them to stay out of religious matters.12

M. Schneckenburger went close to suggesting the possibility of a
Rome-directed political apologetic in his Uberden Zweck der Apostel-
geschichte, published in 1841.13 Schneckenburger thought that
Jewish Christians at Rome, and not Roman authorities themselves,
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were the intended recipients of Luke's deliberate political absolution
of Paul.

In his famous commentary on Acts, published in 1854,14 E. Zeller
equivocated a little on the question of political apologetic in Acts.
He opined that Schneckenburger's view was certainly not improbable,
but he also considered it likely that Luke had intended to refute the
accusations of pagan opponents and thought that a presentation along
these lines would also assist Christian readers by giving them a ready
answer to such accusations.15

F. Overbeck's significant work on Acts appeared in 1870.16

Although Overbeck regarded the primary purpose of Acts as an
attempt on the part of Gentile Christianity to clear up its position in
regard to the past, he also believed that it had a subordinate political
aim, to avert political suspicions from Christianity, and that such an
aim could only have been intended for Gentiles outside the church.
Overbeck, therefore, advocated a political apologetic in the fullest
sense.

In 1897, J. Weiss published a sixty-page treatise on Acts in which
he regarded the political apologetic motif as essential to the work;
he thought that Acts was written 'as an apology for the Christian
religion addressed to the pagans and directed against the accusations
of the Jews'.17

During the present century the explanation of the political material
in Luke-Acts as Rome-directed apologetic has continued to flourish,
especially in what has come to be called the religio licita theory.
Adherents of this theory in its extreme form - and they here in-
cluded Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake,18 B. S. Easton19 and H. J.
Cadbury in his earlier days20 - thought that foreign religions had to
be licensed by Rome to be permitted to carry on; Judaism had been
so licensed, and Luke was attempting to show that Christianity was
a form of Judaism and therefore to bring it under the Jewish umbrella.
In its less extreme form - evident, for example, in the commentaries
of Haenchen21 and Fitzmyer22 - the idea of the licensing of foreign
religions by the Romans is dropped, but there is retained the notion
that Luke wished to bring Christianity under the privileges which
Judaism no doubt enjoyed. Haenchen added the further refinement
that Luke also aimed to show a strong connection between Christians
and Pharisees, to strengthen the impression of Christianity's being just
a part of Judaism.23

H. Conzelmann accepted that there was a political apologetic in
Luke-Acts. He argued, however, that Luke was not making an
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appeal for toleration of Christianity under the protective law of religio
licita, but was appealing to the state to allow Christians to enjoy their
rights under Roman law, whatever spurious charges the Jews might
bring against them.24

Problems with the apologetic approach
Not all Lucan commentators accept that Luke-Acts does attempt
to persuade Roman outsiders that Christianity is politically harmless.
Before proposing our own view, it will be useful to consider three
alternative theories recently published by R. J. Cassidy, by R. Maddox
and by P.W. Walaskay.

R.J. Cassidy,25 who appears to have been inspired by Y.H.
Yoder,26 goes so far as to argue that Luke presented Jesus as posing
a threat to Roman authority both by refusing to cooperate with, or
actually criticizing, his political rulers, and by consistently contra-
vening social patterns, especially those relating to the distribution of
wealth, 'which the Romans were committed to maintain'.27

Cassidy's work, although an interesting attempt to bring out the social
and political implications of the Gospel, suffers from a serious
methodological flaw. His claim to be undertaking redaction criticism,
to be investigating the attitudes of the Lucan and not the historical
Jesus, sits most uneasily with his extensive efforts at relating features
of the Third Gospel to the situation in Palestine in the twenties and
thirties of the first century CE,28 these being matched by a total lack
of interest in the actual context in which the work was written, in a
Hellenistic city in the eighties or nineties.

His interpretation of individual features of Luke's Gospel is also
often quite unconvincing. This is particularly so with three items of
evidence he regards as especially significant in indicating that Jesus
was antipathetic to the existing political order:29 his reference to
Herod as 'that fox' (13.31-3), his warning that the disciples will be
brought before kings and governors (21.12), and his remarks on how
authority is exercised by Gentile rulers (22.25). Cassidy clearly puts
more weight on the first passage than it can bear: when Jesus is
brought before Herod in Jerusalem (Lk 23.6-12), there is nothing
in his demeanour which induces Herod to regard him as a threat.30

In any event, since Herod was not strictly speaking a part of the Roman
administration, this incident may be disregarded here. Secondly, it
is unwise of Cassidy to rely so heavily on Lk 21.12, when the notion
of the disciples appearing before kings and governors occurs in the
parallel passage in Mark 13.9. Worse than this, however, is Cassidy's
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interpreting the verse to mean that the disciples will be in conflict with
kings and governors.31 This view ignores a central feature of Roman
litigation - and one, moreover, which is continually apparent in
Luke-Acts - namely, that prosecutions were almost always con-
ducted by private individuals.32 To appear before a governor, there-
fore, did not involve a conflict with him, since the governor's role
was to adjudicate, not to prosecute. Thirdly, Cassidy claims that in
Lk 22.25 Jesus is criticizing Gentile rulers for dominating their sub-
jects and is using 'benefactors' (euepYETai) sarcastically, to underline
the contrast between his own approach and theirs.33 Both aspects
of this interpretation are untenable. P. W. Walaskay convincingly
argues that, by his substitution for the verbs KaxaKupieueiv and
KaTe^ouoidCeiv, which appear in Mk 10.42, of the verbs KupiEuevv
and el;ouaid£eiv, Luke has actually eliminated the sense of hostility
and oppression attributed to the pagan rulers by Mark.34 Luke is
carefully distinguishing the exercise of authority by Gentiles (22.25)
from that in the community (22.26), without in any way criticizing
the former. Nor is euepyeTai meant sarcastically. This word, as F. W.
Danker has explained,35 was regularly used to express the reciprocal
relationship which Hellenistic rulers sought to maintain between them-
selves and their subjects. The rulers made benefactions to the populace
and thereby hoped to secure their compliance with official policy.
The Lucan Jesus is not espousing the abolition of this political and
social pattern in Lk 22.25ff., he is merely denying it any place in the
Christian community.

In the last few years R. Maddox36 and P. W. Walaskay,37 although
working independently, have reached rather similar conclusions to
one another on the significance of the political motif in Luke-Acts.
Both of them have rejected the notion that it is to be explained as an
appeal for toleration to Roman readers outside the Christian com-
munity, although Walaskay retains the word 'apology' nevertheless.
Both Maddox and Walaskay have also offered similar explanations
of their own for Luke's sensitivity to the relationships between Rome
and Christianity. Maddox has suggested that, although persecution
was probably not a severe problem for Luke's church, it remained
a possibility, especially if Christians should be tempted to become
provocative towards the authorities, with the aim, for example, of
courting martyrdom. Accordingly, Luke holds up the example of their
early heroes, especially Jesus and Paul, to encourage his Christian
contemporaries to take the best possible view of the regime.38

Walaskay, secondly, has argued that Luke was offering an apologia
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pro imperio to the church, as a response to the tendency among
Christians to deprecate the imperial government in view of the
catastrophic end of the empire which was expected soon: 'Luke may
have been concerned to counter such anti-Roman sentiment in order
to help the church survive in the given political order.'39

The principal objection to both these explanations is that there is
no evidence in Luke-Acts, apart from the questionable inferences
they draw from the political material, that Luke's community, or part
of it, was behaving in a provocative way towards Rome or was looking
forward hopefully to its apocalyptic demise. The idea that Luke's
church was troubled by potential martyrs, as Maddox believed, is
difficult to reconcile with the considerable amount of evidence in the
text indicating that Luke's fellow-Christians needed encouragement
in the face of difficulties, rather than requiring to have their excess
enthusiasm curbed. That Luke was concerned to encourage his readers
is indicated in particular by two significant modifications by Luke
of his Marcan source. In the first (Lk 8.15) he adds that those who
hear the Word and keep it will bear fruit 'in steadfast endurance' (£v
UTtonovfj) (cf. Mk 4.20),40 and in the second (Lk 9.23) he introduces
the notion that disciples must take up their cross 'daily' (KO6* f|u6pav).
The need for endurance also forms part of the message of the Parable
of the Widow and the Unjust Judge (Lk 18.1-8).

Nor is Walaskay's idea that Luke was countering anti-Roman
apocalyptic fervour very plausible. The weakness of his position here
is revealed by the evidence he cites in its support - Mk 13, Rev 13,
the Sibylline Oracles 4.117-18 and Barnabas 2-3 , all of it extra-
Lucan!41 Although eschatology does have political implications, as
we saw in Chapter 3, Luke's eschatological perspective is better
regarded as the result of assisting his community to come to terms
with the delay of the parousia than as that of quenching apocalyptic
excess.42

One final objection must be made to Maddox and Walaskay -
that their explanations are incompatible with the way Luke actually
portrays the relationship between Rome and Christianity. If Luke
were desirous of countering Christian resentment and antipathy to-
wards Rome, his strategy would surely have extended to representing
the Romans who tried Jesus and Paul as personally attractive, in
addition to presenting them as having found Jesus and Paul innocent
of offences against Roman law. If Luke wanted to defuse animosity
towards Rome, as Maddox and Walaskay suggest, why would he add
the detail of Pilate's violence (Lk 13.1) and portray Felix and Festus
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as self-seeking, deceptive and corrupt? Luke's careful distinction
between Roman judicial procedures and the personnel responsible for
them seems to require some other explanation.

So what is the explanation? Granted that Luke was writing for an
intra-Christian audience, what purpose was served by his inclusion
of material which continually asserted that Jesus and Paul had
committed no breach of Roman law? Or, to return to the model of
legitimation outlined in Chapter 1 above, was there something in the
life of his community which necessitated that the Roman treatment
of Jesus and Paul be explained and justified to its members? There
is only one answer which offers a satisfying explanation for the
political theme in Luke-Acts, that among the members of Luke's
community were a number of Romans serving the empire in a military
or administrative capacity, and that part of Luke's task was to present
Christian history in such a way as to demonstrate that faith in Jesus
Christ and allegiance to Rome were not mutually inconsistent.

There is quite a body of evidence to suggest that there were Romans
in Luke's community. It consists principally of Luke's diverging from
his sources and from historical fact to highlight their prominence
among early converts to the faith. Examples of this are the centurion
of Capernaum (Lk 7.1-10), whom, as mentioned above, Luke
assimilates to the experience of the God-fearers in his audience by
mentioning his good relationships with the Jews; the centurion at
the foot of the cross who glorified God (Lk 23.47); the centurion
Cornelius (Acts 10.1 ff.), whose conversion did not have the historical
significance Luke attaches to it;43 and the conversion of Sergius
Paulus, the proconsul of Cyprus (Acts 13.6-12). To this group may
be added Titius Justus, a God-fearer with whom Paul lodged in
Corinth (Acts 18.7), and who was possibly a Roman44 and almost
certainly a convert to Christianity. Secondly, Luke's addition of
ethical advice from John the Baptist to soldiers and tax-gatherers
(Lk 3.12-14), possibly Roman, may point to a Roman element in
his audience to whom such advice would have relevance. Lastly, the
apparent delight with which Luke plays the trump card of Paul's
Roman citizenship (Acts 16.37-40; 22.25-9), especially if this is a
non-historical feature, is best explained on the basis of the existence of
Roman citizens among his fellow-Christians who could thus identify
more closely with the great missionary. The presence of Romans in
the Lucan community is indirectly supported by the external evidence
for Romans having been members of Paul's communities earlier in
the first century.45
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Before considering how Luke's picture of the interaction between
Rome and the early church could have legitimated Christianity to
Romans within his own community, it is necessary to analyse more
closely the religio licita theory. Although the high probability that
Luke-Acts was composed for an intra-Christian audience is enough
to cast serious doubt on the validity of this theory, its continuing
influence among Lucan commentators would justify undertaking a
more detailed critique. More importantly, however, in analysing the
religio licita theory it will become evident that there is another body
of evidence in Luke-Acts with direct relevance to the political
perspective of its author - the ancestral theme.

An analysis of the religio licita theory
We may begin by immediately scotching the idea that Rome had some
process for licensing foreign religions. There is no historical support
for this whatsoever; it was always the Roman way to treat foreign
religions on an ad hoc basis, and there never was a juridical category
of religio licita. This point was made strongly in an article by H. J.
Cadbury, published in 1958,46 although Cadbury did not
acknowledge in this article that he himself had been a supporter of
the licensing theory in earlier years!47 There is also a careful account
of the way in which Rome interfered with foreign religions only in
a desultory fashion in an article by A. D. Nock.48

However, there is no doubting that Judaism did enjoy a privileged
position in the empire, and the question remains whether Luke may
not have desired to present Christianity to an outside Roman audience
as a form of Judaism and thereby to bring it under the Jewish
umbrella. To answer this question the essential first step is to analyse
the primary sources dealing with the privileges to Judaism and to
determine whether they were of such a nature as to make it likely that
Luke would wish, if he were so able, to obtain their benefits for
Christianity.

The bulk of the primary sources on Jewish religious liberties oc-
curs in Books 14 and 16 of the Jewish Antiquities of Josephus.49

There are also useful data on the subject in Philo50 and in some
epigraphic remains.51 In the Jewish Antiquities Josephus quotes
from nearly thirty decrees by Roman authorities (including Julius
Caesar and Augustus) and by Greek cities of the East on the rights
of the Jews. Most of these take the form of directions by the Romans
to the cities to stop interfering with the Jews in the practice of their
religion.
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S.G. Wilson has remarked that the authenticity of the Roman
decrees on Jewish religious freedom quoted by Josephus is a matter
of dispute.52 On the other hand, E. Mary Smallwood uses them
extensively in her discussion of the question.53 Even if the historicity
of these documents could be discounted, however, they would retain
their significance for this discussion simply as illustrations of what
Josephus thought appropriate as expressions of the Roman attitude
to Jewish religious liberty.

It is impracticable to present a complete review of the data in
Josephus here. Instead, we shall consider one such decree by way of
example and summarize the relevant features of the rest. Our example
is a decree by one Julius Gaius, praetor and consul, to the authorities
and people of Parium, probably to be dated to 46 BCE.54 Gaius
begins by noting that the Jews of Delos have complained to him of
a Parian statute which prevents them from observing their ancestral
customs (xd Ttdtpia 68r|) and sacred rites (lepd). He is displeased by
such treatment of 'our friends and allies', which is preventing them
from living in accordance with their customs (Cfjv Kaxd xd ai3xd>v
£0r|) and contributing money to their common meals and sacred rites.
Even in Rome, he adds, they are not prevented from doing this.
He cites an edict of Julius Caesar forbidding religious societies to
assemble in the city, with the specific exception of the Jews; on the
strength of this precedent, Gaius has forbidden other religious societies
but has allowed the Jews to assemble and feast in accordance with
their ancestral customs and ordinances (Ttdxpia SOn KCti vouiua).

It is highly likely that this action by Julius Caesar against religious
societies is the same as that recorded by Suetonius, who states that
Julius Caesar dissolved all collegia except those of ancient foundation
(cuncta collegia praeter antiquitus constituta distraxit).55 Julius
Caesar set the religious liberty of the Jews upon a firm foundation,
and Augustus later confirmed their privileged position,56 even going
further in some respects: for example, by ensuring that the payment
of the Temple tax to Jerusalem would not be interrupted.57

One striking feature of virtually all the decrees is that they refer
to the ancestral nature of Jewish religious practices. The word used
for 'ancestral' is ndxpioq, and there is continual reference to the
ancestral customs (7cdxpio 66t|), ancestral law (ndxpux; vonoq)
ancestral rites (7tdxpia iepd) and ancestral prayers (rcdxpiai euxai) of
the Jews. Whatever the broader political reasons for Roman liberality
to the Jews, it appears from this repeated emphasis upon the ancestral
nature of Jewish religion that it was something which the Romans
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respected about Judaism. This suggestion can only be confirmed
from a broad survey of Roman attitudes to religious tradition, as is
attempted below.

It emerges from the decrees that what Rome offered Jews was the
freedom to carry on certain practices without interference. They could
observe the sabbath, assemble in synagogues, take part in festivals,
share common meals, circumcise their children, adhere to the dietary
rules of the Torah and send off the Temple tax each year to Jerusalem
without let or hindrance from Roman or Greek. The Romans did not
interest themselves in what the Jews believed, only in what they
actually did. Thus, in determining whether a Jew should be exempted
from military service on account of religious scruples (8eioi6ainovia<;
6veica), Roman provincial officials did not look just to the fact of
circumcision to establish Jewishness; they ascertained whether the
applicant for exemption actually lived the life of a Jew.58

What possible benefit under Roman law, then, could a Christian
writer, except one whose community was composed entirely of Jewish
Christians, as Luke's was not, hope to gain from depicting Christianity
as a form of Judaism? Many of his fellow-Christians did not observe
the sabbath or the Jewish dietary laws, did not celebrate Jewish
festivals, did not circumcise their children, and no longer attended
the synagogue. Why would such an author wish to attract Roman pro-
tection for a set of practices in which a large part of his community
did not engage? But, as well as there being no positive benefits from
such a presentation, there would have been one serious negative con-
sequence for a large part of his audience. After the destruction of
Jerusalem in 70 CE Vespasian made the Temple tax payable to Jupiter
Capitolinus and also extended its incidence to all members of both
sexes from the age of three, whereas before it had only been payable
by adult males.59 Payment of the tax was a considerable burden for
the poor,60 and people went to some lengths to avoid paying it -
Suetonius remembered seeing an old man of ninety being examined
in a crowded court to see if he was circumcised and therefore liable
to pay the 'Jewish tax'.61 Although Jewish members of Christian
communities probably remained liable to pay the tax (as is suggested
by Mt 17.24-7) on account of their circumcision, it is not difficult
to imagine the lack of enthusiasm with which Gentile members would
have reacted to the discovery that the efforts of one of their writers
had exposed them to an unpleasant fiscal liability.

The religio licita argument, even in its moderate form, must there-
fore be rejected. It is impossible to impute to the author of Luke-Acts
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a purpose in his work which could have brought no advantages to
much of his community and would have increased the tax liability
of some of its members.

Roman respect for ancestral tradition
Yet in rejecting the religio licita argument we have noticed an apparent
Roman respect for ancestral religion. Might it not be the case that
the author of Luke-Acts, while not wishing to present Christianity
as Judaism, does wish to appropriate to it the Roman fondness for
tradition? Might he not be saying: 'Christianity is not Judaism, but
you may respect it for much the same reasons as you do Judaism?'
To answer this we must first determine whether the attitude to tradition
evident in the decrees in Josephus is representative of the broader
world of Roman literature and thought. It is impracticable to offer
anything more than a sample of the available evidence here.

Marcus Terentius Varro (116-27 BCE)62 and Marcus Tullius
Cicero (106-43 BCE),63 were close friends and both combined an
active and successful public life with a keen interest in philosophy.
Varro's main work on religion, Of Divine and Human Antiquities,
is not extant, but it is summarized and cited in Augustine's City of
God.6* Although Varro showed great devotion to restoring Rome's
ancient religion, he still had his doubts. Augustine reports his view
that if he were founding the city anew, he would name the gods
after the principles of nature.65 Varro favoured adherence to the
traditional religion in spite of philosophical problems involved in it
for a very practical reason - so that the vulgus, the common people,
would stick to the old worship. A strong political factor underlay this
attitude: a populace devoted to the religious heritage of its fathers
was more likely to be politically docile than one given to new rites
or no rites at all.

Cicero's attitude was virtually identical, and in one place he explicit-
ly states that traditional religious practices are maintained for reason
of their great political expediency.66 In de Divinatione and de Natura
Deorum he makes it quite clear that, while he has the gravest philo-
sophical reservations about the practices of the Roman cult, yet they
must be maintained and respected, both because they are old and in
the interests of political stability. In Cicero's writings we observe a
profound respect for ancestral tradition and notice time and again the
use of such expressions as instituta maiorum, mospatrius and opinio
quam a maioribus accepimus, which are close parallels to phrases such
as Tidxpta £0T|, already commented on in the date in Josephus.
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Among the documents which the emperor Augustus left behind
him on his death in 14 CE was one which was soon entitled Res Gestae
Divi Augusti61 - the achievements of the divine Augustus. This is
an invaluable source for our present purpose, because in setting
out his achievements in the form in which he wanted them to be
remembered he reveals what attitudes he regarded as sufficiently
typically Roman to be worth playing upon. Chief amongst these is
respect for the traditional, both in politics and religion. Thus, in the
political area (not that it should be sharply distinguished from the
religious) he claims that he restored the Republic to the Senate and
the people of Rome.68 On the religious front, he mentions that he
has held all the priestly offices, he has restored eighty-two temples
and built many new ones, he has held the secular games and has
pushed through legislation to revive Rome's traditional virtues. There
is, of course, no hint of philosophic doubt about the traditional
religion in the Res Gestae. His huge political success shows that the
appeal of Augustus to the ancestral in society, politics and religion
struck deep chords in the Roman heart.

Our last witness is Lucius Annaeus Seneca, brother of the Gallio
mentioned in Acts 18.12-17, who was born around the turn of the
century, became a prominent Stoic and adviser to Nero and was forced
by that emperor to commit suicide in 65 CE.69 Although Seneca
launched a furious attack on the civil theology of Rome in his now
lost work de Superstitione, he still, like Cicero and Varro, advocated
public adherence to the traditional Roman cult - for reasons of
custom if not of truth.70

The ancestral theme in Luke-Acts
From this survey of the Roman sources it is apparent that ancestral
traditions were respected because of their age and because adherence
to them was seen as fostering political stability. Is it possible that Luke
wished to make use of this attitude in his Gospel and in Acts? We
have already referred to the more blatantly Rome-orientated features
scholars have long commented upon in Acts. But we now know that
the presentation of a religion as ancestral would also have had a
political impact on a Roman; his anxious care that the stability of
the state should not be disturbed by new religious forces would be
soothed by the assurance that a particular religion was, in fact, not
new but traditional. Has Luke utilized this attitude?

We have already seen in Chapter 3 that there is abundant evidence
for a Lucan desire to legitimate Christianity vis-a-vis Judaism by
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presenting it as an ancestral religion. But it is now apparent that the
ancestral theme would also have served to assuage doubts which
Roman members of Luke's community might have entertained as to
the political implications of Christianity. There is no need to repeat
all the evidence for Luke's interest in presenting Christianity as an
ancestral faith, but a few details may profitably be mentioned. First,
Luke's desire to disabuse his audience of the notion that Christianity
was a new teaching comes out in his deletion of the word KOIVTI from
the phrase 8i8axf| Kaivti in his Marcan source (Lk 4.36; Mk 1.27),
his addition of the phrase 'the old is best' (Lk 5.39; cf. Mk 2.22), and
the scorn he expresses towards the Athenian love of new teaching
(Acts 17.19,21). Secondly, a recurrent motif in Acts is that Christianity
is intrinsically connected with the fathers or ancestors of Israel (3.13;
5.30; 15.10; 22.14; 26.6; 28.25). There are times, indeed, when Paul
uses phrases virtually identical to those we have seen in the Josephan
documents. Addressing the Jews in Jerusalem, he mentions that he
was trained according to 'the ancestral law' (6 Traxpcjxx; v6uo<;) (Acts
22.3), to the Roman governor Felix he proclaims his devotion to the
ancestral God (6 naxp&oQ Qzdc,) (Acts 24.14), and to the Jews in
Rome he asserts his adherence to the ancestral customs ( ta £6T|
natpcoa) (Acts 28.17). This last phrase is almost identical to x&
Ttdrpict g0n used in the documents quoted by Josephus. Yet Luke
had no wish to maintain that Christianity and Judaism were identical.
In Chapter 3 we argued that an institutional estrangement existed
between the Lucan congregation and the synagogue, even though
there were Jews who had preferred to remain in the congregation.
There are many signs of the hostility between the two faiths
engendered by this split, and the greater role in the death of Jesus
which Luke attributes to the Jewish authorities, as discussed above,
is merely one sign of this. Such hostility renders quite implausible the
suggested reason which S. G. Wilson floats for the frequent references
in Luke-Acts to Jewish ancestral traditions - that Luke might have
been inviting 'the reader to view Jewish practices in the same way as
those of other peoples and accord them the same respect'.71 The last
thing in Luke's mind was to recommend Jewish customs per se to his
readers; his energies were devoted to attracting existing Roman respect
for Jewish customs to such Christian beliefs and practices as could be
shown to possess a lineage deriving from Jewish tradition. Thus, his
references in Acts to the Pharisees' belief in the resurrection (23.6, 8;
26.5-6) should not be interpreted, with Haenchen,72 as an attempt
to build a bridge between Pharisees and Christians, but rather as a
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way of emphasizing that the doctrine of the resurrection, which struck
pagans as particularly outlandish (cf. Acts 17.32), was not a novel
and therefore politically dangerous belief, but was deeply implanted
in Jewish tradition.

Conclusion: political legitimation in Luke-Acts
With respect to the members of his community who had formerly
attended synagogue, Luke's legitimatory strategies needed to take into
account the residual loyalties felt for the Jewish ethnos which they
had now largely forsaken. But the position of the Romans who were
members of Luke's congregation was very different. They had cer-
tainly not broken with Rome as their Jewish fellow-Christians had
with the synagogue. Yet how could they remain Christians when Jesus
himself had apparently been executed by the Roman governor of
Judaea and many of the early Christians, especially Paul, had been
brought before Roman courts? Legitimating Christianity to them
inevitably involved providing a reassurance that faith in Jesus Christ
was not incompatible with allegiance to Rome. This context offers
the best explanation for both the explicit and the implicit political
motifs in Luke-Acts: that is, for the various levels of interaction
between Rome and Christianity in the text, and for the presentation
of Christianity as an ancestral religion.

As for the explicitly political material, it was obviously important
for the Romans in Luke's audience that Jesus and Paul should have
conducted their ministries without contravening Roman law. On the
other hand, readers such as these would not have been particularly
bothered by the personal failings of Pilate, Felix and Festus. What
mattered to them was that the Roman system which they served was
not opposed to Christianity per se, even if individual Roman officials
had occasionally treated Christians unjustly. They needed to feel that,
if necessary, they could justify their adherence to Christian beliefs
and practices as involving no breach of Roman law. It is somewhat
ironic that Luke's use of the word dnoXoy^ouai, which is often
thought to corroborate the notion that he was addressing an audience
outside the Christian congregation, actually confirms this particular
requirement among the Roman members of his church, as well as con-
stituting evidence for his having been engaged in a legitimatory, not
an apologetic, task. There are ten instances of dnoXoydouai in the
New Testament, two in the Third Gospel, two in Paul and six in Acts.
Although all the examples of &noA.oy£ouai in Acts concern defences
or explanations made to outsiders,73 we must consider the two
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occasions in Luke's Gospel in which he uses the verb, to gain an
accurate appreciation of its significance. In both cases, at Lk 12.11
and 21.14, Luke has introduced the exact notion, not found in the
other Synoptists (cf. Mt 10.19; Mk 13.11), of Christians being assisted
in making a defence of their beliefs. The striking feature of
&noA.OY6ouou in Lk 12.11 is that it does not have an apocalyptic
context, so that it naturally relates to the various defences made by
early Christians, such as Paul, before Roman tribunals in Acts. In
other words, Luke is reassuring his audience, especially perhaps the
Romans among them, that at the appropriate time they will be able
to defend themselves against hostile charges. This is legitimation, not
apologetic.

Secondly, there is the implicit political motif, the stress on Chris-
tianity as an ancestral faith. This emphasis, as we saw in Chapter 3
above, formed part of Luke's strategy for legitimating Christianity
vis-a-vis Judaism. But it also has a vital political purpose - to attest
that Christianity, unlike new and therefore revolutionary religions,
was no threat to Rome, nor to the order and stability so prized by
the Romans.

There appears to be interesting confirmation that the point of
Luke's political interest is to reassure Roman Christians of the
possibility of joint allegiance to Rome and to the faith, as seen in the
story of Naaman the Syrian, to whom Luke has Jesus refer in his
programmatic proclamation in Nazareth (Lk 4.27). Naaman, we
recall, was the army commander of the king of Aram (2 Kgs 5.1).
Following his purification from leprosy through the agency of Elisha,
Naaman decided to become a worshipper of Yahweh. What must have
made him a notable precedent for any Roman in Luke's community,
especially those holding administrative or military positions, was that
his conversion to Yahweh had the potential to bring him into conflict
with his master. After Naaman has told Elisha that thenceforth he
will sacrifice to no God but Yahweh, he seeks a dispensation:

Only - and may Yahweh forgive your servant - when my
master goes to the temple of Rimmon to worship there, he
leans on my arm, and I bow down in the temple of Rimmon
when he does; may Yahweh forgive your servant this act!
(2 Kgs 5.18; JB)

Elisha grants this request by saying 'Go in peace' (2 Kgs 5.19). The
story of Naaman offered Romans scriptural authority for the idea
that conversion to the faith did not necessitate withdrawal from
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public life. It suggested that it was permissible for Christians to be
present while others carried out sacrifices, so long as they did not
actively take part in the process. This assumes that such a passive role
was possible for Christians, and some may think this unlikely. How-
ever, A. D. Nock has shown that at least in the context of the Roman
army, which was continually observing pagan religious festivals of
one kind or another, it would have been quite easy for even quite
senior officers to avoid any active role in the pagan cultus.14 It must
be admitted that neither Lk 4.27 nor 2 Kgs 5.18-19 was interpreted
in this way by the early Fathers. This silence is less significant, how-
ever, when one considers that around the turn of the first century
Rome became hostile to Christianity per se, as was explained in
Chapter 2 above, so that the type of attitude to the state advocated
by Luke became far less relevant to the needs of the times and there-
fore of less interest to Christian writers. For this reason, although
there is no way to prove that the example of Naaman carried the
implication we have suggested for Luke's contemporaries, such an
interpretation remains an intriguing possibility.

From the discussion in this chapter, one may conclude that the way
Luke has handled the relationship between Rome and Christianity
has been motivated and influenced by the pressures upon the Roman
members of his community generated by their continuing allegiance
to the state they served. In responding to these pressures, Luke
reshaped Gospel traditions in the service of a particular community
at a particular point in its history.



EPILOGUE: COMMUNITY AND GOSPEL

Some time during the late eighties or early nineties of the first century
CE, a Christian community in a Hellenistic city of the Roman East
was experiencing difficulties from within and opposition from without
which threatened its continued existence and unity. Its predicament
originated largely in the very mixed nature of the individuals who
comprised its membership, the mixture generating tensions within the
community and exposing it to the disturbing effects of various in-
fluences from the outside world. This mixed composition is illustrated
by plotting its members along two fundamental axes. The first is the
axis of their religious affiliation prior to becoming Christians, ranging
from pagan idolatry on the one hand to conservative Judaism on the
other. The second is the socio-economic axis, extending from the
maximum possession of wealth, status and power enjoyed by the
decurions and senior Roman military and administrative personnel
to the total indigence of the city's beggars.

As for the first axis, few of the members of this community had
been outright pagans prior to their conversion. The great majority
of its Gentile membership had come from the 'God-fearers', those
Gentiles who worshipped Yahweh as the one true God and attended
synagogue services in furtherance of that worship. The community
also contained a significant number of Jews. The Jewish and Gentile
members were in the habit of sharing the eucharistic meal, even
though such table-fellowship represented a serious assault on the
ethnic solidarity of the Jews. Unfortunately for both Jewish and
Gentile Christians, their community had become institutionally
estranged from the local synagogue and they were no longer welcome
at its services. Moreover, pressure was being exerted upon the Jews
who were still members of the community to refrain from dining with
the Gentiles. This pressure came from the ordinary Jews of the
synagogue and also from Jewish Christians, possibly defectors from
the community, who accepted Jesus as Messiah but believed, on the
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authority of Peter and James, who were now dead but not for-
gotten, that full adherence to the Mosaic code was also essential for
Christians. Some members of the community were evidently worried
by the force of this argument.

As for the second axis, that of socio-economic position, the com-
munity encompassed individuals both from the highest strata in the
city - Roman officers, for example, and possibly even decurions -
and also from the lowest levels, the beggars and the impoverished
day-labourers. The presence within the same group of representatives
from the glittering elite and from the squalid urban poor was very
unusual in this society and created severe internal problems, especially
since some of the traditions of Jesus' sayings known to the community
counselled the rich to a generosity to the destitute quite at odds with
Greco-Roman attitudes to gift-giving.

The members of the community who were Roman soldiers or
officials had to cope with yet another difficulty - the idea that
allegiance to the Christian faith and to Rome were fundamentally
incompatible, since Christianity was a new, and therefore dangerous,
religion, whose founder, Jesus, had been executed by the governor
of Judaea as a revolutionary, and whose leading propagator, Paul,
had also frequently been in trouble before Roman courts.

With the community imperilled by these social and political
problems besetting it from within and without, one of its leaders or
intellectuals, whom tradition calls Luke, decided to compose a work
which would re-interpret existing traditions, both written and oral,
concerning Jesus and the history of the early congregations in such
a way as to reassure his fellow-Christians by answering the various
objections made to their beliefs and practices.

In the critical area of the relationship of his community to Judaism,
which centred upon objections to table-fellowship between Jews and
Gentiles, Luke decided to get the better of his Jewish Christian
opposition by re-writing early Christian history to present the practice
as begun by Peter, with divine authorization (Acts 10.1-48), and
approved by the Jerusalem church on two separate occasions (Acts
11.1-18; 15.6-26). Luke also took great care to ease the pain of
isolation from Judaism felt by the Jews and God-fearers, by main-
taining from the beginning of his Gospel to the end of Acts that
Christianity was the genuine fulfilment of Jewish traditions and that
it was Christians, rather than the Jews in the synagogue, who had
remained faithful to the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, of Moses
and David. These themes of table-fellowship and separation from
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institutional Judaism find a focus in his treatment of the Temple. Luke
was able to trade upon the affectionate memory in which the Temple
was still held by many of his Christian contemporaries, and yet also to
insinuate into his narrative a recognition that the form of Christianity
practised by his community only began with a far-sighted decision
by some Greek-speaking Jews in Jerusalem to reject the Temple and
the divine election of Israel its architecture so eloquently expressed,
by admitting Gentile God-fearers into eucharistic table-fellowship
with them.

Luke's response to the wide divergence of socio-economic positions
within his community was equally striking. He greatly intensified the
preference for the poor which he found in his Marcan source and
reassured them of their privileged place in the scheme of salvation
inaugurated by Jesus. At the same time he introduced a strong
parenetic motif into his treatment of riches and poverty - by force-
fully reminding the rich that their chances of salvation depended upon
being generous to the poor, even though the practical forms of this
generosity violated long-established attitudes and customs of their
society.

On the political level, Luke's message for the Romans in his com-
munity was that there was no clash between Christianity and Rome.
Both Jesus and Paul had been repeatedly adjudged innocent of any
breach of Roman law, and Christianity was not a new religion and
therefore not liable to contribute to political instability, but was the
inevitable development of ancient Jewish tradition.

From the foregoing summary, it is apparent that there is no incon-
sistency between the findings of this book and Luke's own broad
statement of his purpose in Lk 1.1 -4 . In the emphatically placed last
word of Lk 1.4 Luke offers Theophilus docpdXeia, which, translated
as 'assurance' or, better, 'reassurance', nicely encapsulates a large
proportion of his intentions and strategy.

In relation to the sociological perspectives outlined in Chapters 1
and 3 above, however, Luke's two volumes may be described as an
exercise in the legitimation of a sectarian movement, as a sophisticated
attempt to explain and justify Christianity to the members of his
community at a time when they were exposed to social and political
pressures which were making their allegiance waver. Luke re-presents
traditions relating how the gospel was initially proclaimed by Jesus
and later preached throughout the Roman East in such a way as to
erect a symbolic universe, a sacred canopy, beneath which the insti-
tutional order of his community is given meaning and justification.
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This broad conclusion serves to vindicate our initial proposal that
Luke's theology has been largely motivated by the social and political
forces operating upon his community. Luke's stimulus to write his
Gospel and Acts stemmed from his passionate concern with the
troubled situation of his fellow-Christians, not from any interest in
theologizing for its own sake.

Finally, the fact that the author of approximately one-quarter of
the New Testament has shown such freedom in reshaping the gospel to
suit the needs of his local congregation is hardly without significance
for contemporary theology. For, although some of the substantive
aspects of his theology, such as his attitude to riches and poverty,
seem as applicable now as when he was writing, it is not so much the
particular details of his interpretation that should inspire modern
theologians as his belief that the actual conditions of his community
are what govern the theologian's re-interpretation of the Christian
tradition. The freedom with which he has moulded the gospel to
minister to the needs of his community constitutes a potent authority
for all those struggling to realize a Christian vision and a Christian
life-style attuned to the social, economic and political realities of our
own time.
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