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honourable. as well as the court of opinion. constitutes an important stage in this conversion

process.

IV.  Cultural Rhetoric of Luke’s LS

After examining relevant details of the social system at the time of Luke. we have
some idea of how the Lukan LS configures a new social reality. Now we must turn to an
investigation of Luke's cultural rhetoric. % that is. the particular way in which the Jesus-
movement adopts this social reality. In such an investigation, we explore the impact of
alternative scenarios in the LS discourse indicating how Luke wishes to shape the values of
his audience. This section, then, is an analysis of the rhetorical goals or purposes
communicated in the LS text for the community itseif, and is thus a rhetorical analysis of
“*final cultural categories™ in the LS text.%s

Following the works of certain cultural anthropologists. Robbins identifies five

categories for the purposes of analysis and interpretation of the kind of culture rhetoric in a

94 See Robbins, Exploring. 86-89; Tapestry. 167-70; "The Magnificat." 189-90;
and "Rhetoric and Culture: Exploring Types of Culture Rhetoric in a Text.” in Rhetoric and
the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference. ed. Thomas H. Olbricht
and Swuanley E. Porter, JSSNTSup, 90 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993): 443-63. See also
Wesley H. Wachob’s use of Robbins® analysis, The Social Rhetoric of James, 189-193.

95 See Robbins. Tapestry. 167 and Burton L. Mack and Vernon K. Robbins,
Patterns of Persuasion in the Gospels (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1989): 38. 58. See ailso
Aristotle, Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, 1.1421b, 21-1422b, 12; Rhet. 1.1421b, 21-1422b: See
Mack’s use of this kind of analysis in 4 Myth of Innocence: Mark and Christian Origins
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988).
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text.% The first two cultural rhetorics are mirror perspectives of each other. Dominant
culture rhetoric is a cultural rhetoric in which attitudes, values. dispositions. and norms are
supported by social structures with authority to impose its goals on people within a
significantly broad territory. Subculture rhetoric is a cultural rhetoric that imitates the
attitudes. values, dispositions. and norms of a dominant culture. It claims to enact them
better than members of dominant standing. This rhetoric implies the existence of a network
of groups and institutions for the sole purpose of supporting persons within their region. A
subculture maintains its own set of rituals and patterns of behaviour. which define it as a
subgroup of a particular society. The subculture may be founded on religion or ethnic
origin: it may be based on gender or sexuality and may be real or perceived. According to
Keith J. Matthews. “The early Christian communities in the Roman empire, the European
Romanies and gay communities all comprise a subculture. Each subculture has its own
unique material culture.”™’

Next. we need to distinguish two forms of culture rhetoric that are often not

distinguishable. Counterculture rhetoric rejects the rhetoric of either the dominant culture or

96 Robbins draws this taxonomy of cultures from, Clifford Geertz. Local
Knowledge: Further Essays in Interpretative Anthropology (New York: Basic, 1983); J.
Milton Yinger "Countraculture and Subculture,” American Sociological Review 25.5 (Oct
1960): 625-35 and Countercultures: The Promise and Peril of a World Turned Upside
Down (New York: Free Press. 1982); Keith A. Roberts, "Toward a Generic Concept of
Counter-Culture,” Sociological Focus 11 (1978): 111-26: G. F. S. Ellens, "The Ranting
Ranters: Reflections on a Ranting Counter-Culture,” CH 40 (1971): 91-107; and Miiton M.
Gordon, "The Subsociety and the Subculture.” Subcultures. ed. D. Amold (Berkeley:
Glendessary Press, 1970): 150-63.

97 Keith J. Matthews, "Archaeological Data, Subcultures and Social Dynamics."
Antiquity 69.264 (Sept 1995): 586.



the subculture by suggesting an alternative cultural rhetoric. Contraculture rhetoric. on the
other hand, is an oppositional culture rhetoric, that is not only short-lived and deviant of
other cultural rhetorics (i.e. non-programmatic). but also unlike counterculture. has no fixed
goal. This definition, then. not only distinguishes it from countercultural rhetoric but also
takes seriously the wamning of J. Milton Yinger of the need to make a conscious analytic
distinction between “subculture” and “contraculture”: while some values of a subculture
may sometimes conflict with the dominant culture. the conflict element is central in a

contraculture.® Finally, we can discern what has been called liminal culture rhetoric. This

cultural rhetoric. like the contracultural, has a limited existence: however. here the
existence is only linguistic. Liminal cultural rhetoric may thus be said to exist among
people or groups of people who are yet to establish their own social and cultural identity.
Many initiation rituals place the initiates in a state of liminality. for during the initiation the
initiates are linguistically in a state of betwixt and between.'®

The cultural rhetoric of the Lukan LS discourse may be assumed to be located within
the overall rhetoric of Luke’s two-volume work. The preceding discussion. together with

our analysis so far. assumes that the Lukan LS discourse is in dialogue with two cultures,

98 See Yinger. "Countraculture and Subculture,” 629.

99 Gee Victor Witter Tumner. The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure
(New York: Gruyter, 1969: reprt 1995): 94-130: Robbins, Tapestry. 170; and Homi K.
Bhabha, "Postcolonial Criticism.” in Redrawing the Boundaries, ed. S. Greenblatt and G.
Gunn (New York: Modern Language Association of America. 1992): 437-65. See also
Catherine Bell’s exploration of the social function of ritual in her Ritual Perspectives and
Dimensions (New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1997): 23-60.

100 See Turner, Ritual Process, 95.
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namely. Israelite and Greco-Roman cultures and their social institutions. In this respect.
Luke’s two-volume work was one of many efforts to appropriate the story of Jesus for
different communities in relation to the same cultures and institutions. What Luke provides.
then. is a unique way in which he perceives the Jesus movement as living out the
dimensions of that story. Luke’s reshaping of previous scribal texts (e.g. Mark) as we saw
in our analysis of oral-scribal intertexture indicates that Luke was likely aware of the
potential of texts not only to speak within cultures but also to create alternative cultures.
But what kind of alternative? From his analysis of the Lukan text that features Mary
and Elizabeth (Luke 1:26-56), Robbins suggests that the discourse of Luke-Acts
“perpetuates a contracultural Israelite rhetoric as an ethnic subcultural form of Roman
culture.”'®' This means that the Lukan discourse does not reject pivotal values of Israelite
systems and tradition; it inverts only the objectionable Israelite culture thought and
behaviour. Likewise, Luke’s discourse does not reject “explicit and mutable characteristics™
of Roman rhetoric.'%2 Bloomquist reverses Robbins® cultural targets. but not Luke’s cultural
rhetoric. by arguing that the discursive culture to which Jesus’ essentially subversive
approach to the temple cuiture points is best characterised as subcultural. since Jesus is
shown by Luke to enact “the attitudes. values and disposition and norms of the dominant

culture [Israelite] better than the members of the dominant status,”'%3 while in relation to

101 Robbins, "The Magnificat.” 193.
102 See Robbins, "The Magnificat.” 190-94.

103 Bloomquist, "Rhetorical Argumentation,” 12.



Greco-Roman culture Luke’s cultural rhetoric is contracultural.'®* Both Robbins and
Bloomquist, then, see Luke’s rhetoric as having contracultural and subcultural emphases
but differ on which rhetorics are being “connected” by Luke.

In chapter four we saw that the Lukan Jesus" apostleship-for-service evidences a
contrast not with Israelite leadership. but with the gentile kingship system (22:25-26) and is
thus a rejection of explicit and central value of the dominant culture. This indicates that.
contrary to Bloomquist’s suggestion, Luke’s Jesus is speaking from a countercultural
perspective to the Greco-Roman dominant culture.'%5 In place of that dominant cultural
rhetoric we find Luke’s countercultural rhetoric in which leadership is for service of the
people, for while, according to the dominant culture, slave service is dishonourable. in
Luke’s counterculture it is honourable. Luke’s view is not to follow the values of the
dominant culture. It is possible that the Jesus-movement group initially started out as a
contraculture, but by the time Luke was writing it has emerged as a counterculture with
adequate rationale to support its concern. One way it supported its concern!% was with a

revolutionist view of a sudden change that would occur in the world.

104 See L. Gregory Bloomquist, "Methodological Criteria for the Determination of
Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Suggestion for the Expanded Use of Socio-Rhetoric Analysis," in
Vision and Persuasion: Rhetoric Dimensions of Early Israelite and Christian Apocalyptic
Discourse. ed. L. Gregory Bloomquist and Greg Carey (St. Louis: Chalice. 1999): 193-94.

105 See Richard A. Horsley. "The Imperial Situation of Palestinian Israelite
Society,” in The Bible and Liberation: Political and Social Hermeneutics, ed. Norman K.
Gottwald and Richard A. Horsley (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books. 1993): 395-407 and Emil
Schiirer. A History of the Israelite People in the Time of Jesus Christ. 5 vols. trans. Sophia
Taylor and Peter Christie (Peabody. MA: Hendrickson, 1995: orig. T & T Clark,
Edinburgh, 1890).

106 See Robbins, Tapestry. 172.



Luke’s rhetoric also redefines Greco-Roman patronage as slave service. rather than as
a means to status. This new concept of Suaxovie is first illustrated when Luke points the
reader to “some women who had been healed of evil spirits and infirmities: Mary. called
Magdalene. from whom seven demons had gone out. and Joanna. the wife of Chuza.
Herod’s steward. and Susanna. and many others, who provided for them out of their
means” (8:2-3). In order to reciprocate benefactions received from Jesus, these women-
clients ministered to them (Jesus and the apostles) out of their means (5uyxévour aitoic &
TGV Unapyovtwv abtaic). Within the patron-client framework the women are grateful
clients of God, reciprocating God’s benefaction by supporting the work of God done by
Jesus and his group.!%” But, while this might have been construed as dishonourable. in the
end. we see that this is not dishonourable. for Luke portrays these women-disciples as
performing the kind of Staxovia that Jesus will associate with true leadership.

In adopting a countercultural rhetoric in which the values of the dominant culture are
reversed. Luke engages in a politics of meaning. that is, the language of honour becomes an
important social and cultural tool by which Luke creates and maintains his cultural
rhetoric.'® Put differently. Luke at the LS creates and encourages the maintenance of his
cultural rhetoric, not only by redefining what is honourable and shameful. but also by

redefining the court of opinion before whom members of his Jesus-movement group shouid

107 Against Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza. But She Said: Feminist Practices of
Biblical Interpretation (Boston, MA: Beacon, 1992): 63-64.

108 See DeSilva. Despising Shame. 80.



feel shame or accept honour. God is this court of opinion. for in Luke's view only the will
of God counts.

David Arthur deSilva has demonstrated that this kind of redefinition of honour finds
examples in Greco-Roman philosophical writings. Here we briefly consider Plato. Seneca.
and Epictetus.!®

Plato (ca 429-347 BCE) through his writings sought to distance himself and his
students from the common notion of honour in the dominant culture into which he was
born. He taught his students not to consider themselves responsible to the opinion of the
many, but to the ideals of philosophy and the opinion of the wise. For Plato only the
opinion of the “wise person” counts, rather than the opinion of the “lay person™ (non-
philosopher). In the Crito. for example. Plato discusses Socrates’ objection to Crito’s
formulation of a plan concerning the opinion of the many. Crito had gone to inform
Socrates in prison that he and certain friends of Socrates planned to help Socrates escape
from prison so as to avoid public disgrace. In reaction to Crito, Socrates says: “But. my
dear Crito, why do we care so much for what most people think? For the most reasonable
men, whose opinion is more worth considering, will think that things were done as they
really ought to be” (44C). What matters to Socrates is not what the many will say. but what

he who knows about right and wrong. and truth herself, will say. In the Gorgias, as well.

109 See, deSilva. Despising Shame, 82-96.
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Socrates offers a redefinition of the honourable and the shameful and the court of opinion:

the court of God.!'?
Like Plato. Seneca also redefines honour and the court of opinion. For Seneca the

value of honour depends on who gives it. The wise person does not conduct himself in
order to gain public approval. only those not perfected do. The wise person respects neither

the honour nor the disgrace conferred by the many, for he regards them as children:

In the same spirit in which he sets no value on the honours they have. he
sets no value on the lack of honour they show. Just as he will not be
flattered if a beggar shows him respect, nor count it an insult if a man from

the dregs of the people. on being greeted. fails to return his greeting. so.
too, will he not even look up if many rich men look upon him. For he
knows that they differ not a whit from beggars.... For men may all differ
one from another, yet the wise man regards them as all alike because they
are all equally foolish.'!!

Seneca holds the hope that the virtuous person will be vindicated by future
generations if his own contemporaries should deny him such:

Virtue is never lost to view: and yet to have been lost to view is no loss.
There will come a day which will reveal her. though hidden away or
suppressed by the spite of her contemporaries. That man is born merely for
the few. who think only of the people of his own generation. Many
thousands of years and thousands of peoples will come after you: it is to
these that you should have regard.'"

110 See Plato. Georgias. S08C-D. 526D-527A-D (trans. W. R. M. Lamb
[Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 1925]): 471-478. 528-533: cited in deSilva.

Despising Shame. 85.

111 De Constant. 13.2. 5 (Seneca. Moralia 1. trans. J. W. Basore [Cambridge:
Harvard University Press. 1928)): 84-89: cited in deSilva. Despising Shame. 87-88.

112 Epistulae 79.17 (Epistulae Morales i, trans. R. M. Gummere [Cambridge:
Harvard University Press. 1920]): 210-211: cited in deSilva, Despising Shame. 88.
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Our third and final example is Epictetus (ca 55-135 CE). Epictetus engaged in
countercultural rhetoric in prescribing an altemnative way of life and alternative value
to those of the dominant culture. Epictetus divided things into two provinces: those
that belong to province of the “moral purpose” and those that belong to “externals.™
The moral purpose. which is under personal control, is superior to the externals:

Some things are under our control. while others are not under our control.
Under our control are conception, choice, desire, aversion, and, in a word.
everything that is our own doing; not under our control are our body. our
property, reputation, office. and, in a word, everything that is not our own
doing. Furthermore, the things under our control are by nature free.
unhindered, and unimpeded; while the things not under our control are
weak, servile, subject to hindrance, and not our own.!!3

For if the true nature of the good is one of the things that are under our
control, there is no place for either envy or jealousy: and you yourself will
not wish to be a praetor. or a senator, or a consul, but a free man. Now there
is but one way that leads to this. and that is to despise the things that are not
under our control.!* -
The Stoic vocation and the distinction they draw between moral purpose and
externals are based on their claim to kinship with Zeus, and it is God who ascribes

honour to the philosopher.!!* Thus God. and not the public. is the court of opinion.

113 Epictetus, Encheiridion 1.1-2 (trans. W. A. Oldfather [Cambridge:
Harvard University Press. 1928]): 482-83; cited in deSilva, Despising Shame.
91.

114 Epictetus. Encheiridion 19. 2 (Oldfather. 496-97); cited in deSilva.
Despising Shame, 96.

115 See Epictetus, Dissertations 1.XXIX.44-49 (Discourses. trans. W. A. Oldfather
[Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 1925]): 198-199; cited in deSilva, Despising
Shame, 95.
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The above samples from the writings of Plato. Seneca. and Epictetus show
that the ancients used the cultural script of honour as social tool for creating and
sustaining their culture. as well as for overturning alternatives. It also shows that
honour and shame are an essential component of what makes sense to the ancients.
Honour is the summum bonum. The language of honour and the control of it is central
to the struggle between subordinate groups and the dominant society.

This kind of politics of meaning can be observed in Luke’s redefinition of suffering at
the LS (22: 37). In Israelite culture hanging on a tree is shameful (see Deut 21:20-23: cf.
Gen 40:19; Num 25:4). Only sinners suffer. Clearly, the Israelite culture reflected in the OT
will not attribute suffering to the will of God. But Luke turns this Israelite dominant
cultural rhetoric on its head by arguing that the suffering of Jesus is according to divine
will. But. since for Luke. God is honourable. and whatever God does is considered
honourable. no matter how humanly incomprehensible it may be. it, then. must be that
God’s action vis-a-vis Jesus is also honourable. Luke seeks in this way to persuade
members of his group that there is a suffering that is indeed honourable. and that suffering
is reflected in Jesus.

The death of Jesus is also honourable because it leads to an act of divine vindication.
This is a redefinition of the social stigma of death by crucifixion. and it foreshadows the
rhetoric of martyrdom. which later became *the enactment and symbol of Christian

perfection.™ '¢ This indicates that the rhetorical discourse present in Luke’s LS is death-

116 Averil Cameron, C hristianity and the Rhetoric of Empire: The Development of
Christian Discourse (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991): 51.



resurrection discourse.!'” This suggests that while Luke's LS (vv. 7-38) [WT] is form-
critically a farewell discourse. it is rhetorically. a death-resurrection discourse. a discourse
that becomes full-blown in Luke’s second-volume work.!!® That Luke’s LS is not just about
Jesus’ death, but about his resurrection as well can be seen in the kingdom-of-God
language (22: 16. 18. 29-30). which implies that Jesus hopes to survive his death
(resurrection). This rhetorical genre (death-resurrection) indicates that Luke's LS is a
religious discourse rather than a historical or philosophical discourse.''?

A still closer example of Luke’s countercultural rhetoric as we argue here can
be found in classical Cynic movement. in the sense that Cynicism was a thoroughly
countercultural movement. not in words but in deeds. Unlike the above philosophical
writers who chose to achieve their aim through words or system of doctrines (Aoyoi).
classical Cynicism as represented by Antisthenes (ca 445-336 BCE). Diogenes of
Sinope (ca 404-323 BCE). and Crates of Thebes (ca 360-280 BCE). thought actions

(épya) were sufficient.'2

117 Vernon Robbins identifies five other rhetorical genres that an interpreter may
find in the NT: wisdom, thaumaturgic. apocalyptic. oppositional. and pre-creation
discourses. See Robbins. “Response to ‘Vernon Robbins’s Socio-Rhetorical Criticism: A
Review.” JSNT 70 (1998): 103. For example. the prologue to the Fourth Gospel is
rhetorically pre-creation discourse.

118 See Robbins, “Response.™ 105.
119 See Robbins, “Response.” 104.

120 See Margarethe Billerbeck. “The Ideal Cynic from Epictetus to Julian.” in The
Cynics: The Cynic Movement in Antiquity and Iis Legacy. ed. R. Bracht Branham and
Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé (Berkeley: University of California Press. 1996): 219. And for
the history and ideology of the Cynics, see R. Bracht Branham and Marie-Odile Goulet-
Cazé. eds. The Cynic Movement in Antiquity and Its Legacy ( Berkeley: University of
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Classical Cynicism was a form of voluntary cultural estrangement. in which
the individual came to view customs and values of the dominant society as arbitrary
in nature and disdained to observe them.!?! In a nutshell, classical Cynicism was
characterised by mappnoia (freedom to speak always the truth). avaidera
(shamelessness), apem (virtue, that is self-mastery, virtuoso, strength of character).!>
and open disdain for things the dominant culture considers necessary for happiness
(e.g. wealth. fame, political power).'>3 Diogenes. for example. used mappnoia as a
visible expression of his exemption from social control. of his immunity to doxa
[praise] or public opinion; it confers on his conduct the sanction of nature. The
clearest example of Diogenes’ commitment to Cynic freedom, that is, “to use any
place for any purpose.™ 2! is “his willingness to live with his body in public view. his

refusal to hide or disguise the bodily functions conventionally deemed strictly private

California Press, 1996); Luis E. Navia, Classical Cynicism: A Critical Study (Westport. CT:
Greenwood. 1996): Donald Reynolds Dudley. 4 History of Cynicism from Diogenes to the
6" Centurv Ad (Chicago: Aries. 1980); and Diogenes Laertius. Lives, VI.

121 See James Romm. “Dog Heads and Noble Savages: Cynicism Before the
Cynics?” in The Cynics: The Cynic Movement in Antiquity and Its Legacy. eds. R. Bracht
Branham and Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé (Berkeley: University of California Press. 1996):
122.

122 On this Cynic connotation of virtue as different from connotations that Judeo-
Christian tradition has foisted on it. see Navia, Classical Cynicism. 71-72.

123 gee Anthony A. Long. “The Socratic Tradition: Diogenes, Crates, and
Hellenistic Ethics.” in The Cynics: The Cynic Movement in Antiquity and Its Legacy. eds.
R. Bracht Branham and Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé (Berkeley: University of California
Press. 1996): 30.

124 Diogenes Laertius. Lives. 6.22 (Hicks, 24-25).
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or obscene.™25 Explicit in the life of the Cynic then. was a subvention and a
redefinition of established concept of honour: Diogenes may not have ~defaced the
currency.” but he most certainly “defaced™ established values of the Athenian
dominant cuiture.!? In this way. Cynicism was thoroughly a countercultural
movement. In point of fact “Cynicism remained a vital source of oppositional
discourse through its history. which consists of a continual process of reevaluation
beginning with the Christians. as one dominant culture after another attempts to
“house-break” the Dogs.!2” And some have argued that the Cynics provided a
significant model for early Jesus-movement groups.'28

While we are not claiming Luke was influenced by the Cynics. though his
awareness of them is not inconceivable. like them his cultural rhetoric places
emphasis on &ya (actions). and not on Aoyol (words or doctrines). For instance. when
John the Baptist sends two of his disciples to find out if Jesus is “the one who is to
come” (7: 20-24). Luke gives a summary of Jesus’ healing activities plus his
preaching of the kingdom of God (7:24) as evidence that Jesus is indeed “the one who

is to come.” For Luke. Jesus actions come before his preaching. a pattern that Luke

125 R. Bracht Branham, “Defacing the Currency: Diogenes’ Rhetoric and the
Invention of Cynicism.” in The Cynics: The Cynic Movement in Antiquity and Its Legacy.
eds. R. Bracht Branham and Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé (Berkeley: University of California
Press. 1996): 100.

126 See Branham and Goulet-Cazé, The Cynics, 24.
127 Branham and Goulet-Cazé, The Cymics. 19.
128 See F. Gerald Downing, Cynics and Christian Origins (Edinburgh: T. & T.

Clark. 1992) and Marie-Odile Goulet-Cazé, « Le cynisme a I'époque impériale, » in
ANRW., vol 2. (Berlin/New York: W. de Gruyter, 1990): 2788-99.



maintains in Acts. For instance. he begins his second volume by summarising his first
volume as containing “ail that Jesus did and taught” (Acts 1:1) and have Peter
characterise Jesus as one who “went about doing good™ (Acts 10:38: cf. 2: 22): and of
course Acts is really about the deeds of its major actors.

We find this kind of emphasis on actions at the LS, first in the breaking of
bread. which as we have analysed it in chapter four above (215-219), is a symbolic
announcement of his imminent death. and it could. as we observed too in chapter two
above (104), also be seen as a mixed chreia (action and saying chreia). Our analysis
of Jesus’ instructions on leadership (22: 25-27), coupled with his inclusive meal
practice, suggests that for Luke actions are enough to subvert values of the dominant
culture. This is also true of Jesus" action in bequeathing a kingdom to the apostles so

that they dine with him in his kingdom and sit on Israelite royal thrones (22: 29-30).

V. Summary

This chapter sets out to explore the social and cultural rhetoric of Luke's LS
discourse for the purpose of furthering our hypothesis that Luke has constructed his LS text
in order to change the attitude of his group to accept his own notion of the Jesus-movement
group as an inclusive social group where leaders should serve like slaves. We have found
that the language in the text can be socially and culturally located in first-century
Mediterranean setting, that is, within Israelite as well as the broader Greco-Roman culture
of the first century CE.

We used Wilson's typology of sects as the framework for determining the social

response to the world in our text. This, together with an analysis of the language in the text,



allows us to conclude that the text indicates a revolutionist response. with a conversionist
tendency that seeks to reconstruct the old social order for the purposes of establishing a
new social order, the kingdom of God (theocracy). the kind of primitive community that
Acts describes. Put differently. Luke is “interested in creating a better society. but not by
legislative reform or by violent opposition to the dominant culture. but by providing an
alternative. and to hope that the dominant society will *see the light” and adopt a more
*humanistic’ way of life.”'?° The envisaged new social group we characterise as
communitarian social response. for “it sets out through its activities to construct the world
on a communitarian basis.”!30

Furthermore, our analysis reveals how Luke evoked social and cultural systems to
shape this social response. Jesus® subvention of cultural meal habits serves to reverse
relationships and roles at meals, a mainstay of the purity system. In Jesus' meals. the
reversal of roles indicates that the honoured one is no longer the leader. but the one who
serves: honour is no longer ascribed but must be acquired.

In addition. our cultural textural analysis leads us to the conclusion that the cultural
function of Luke’s LS is the creation of an inclusive community in which such a social
response endures. Luke’s LS speaks to a subculture within Israelite culture, while it speaks
to a counterculture in relation to the dominant Greco-Roman culture: the Lukan Jesus

rejects the rhetoric of imperial Rome but only inverts certain Israelite cultural systems.

129 Keith A. Robert, “Toward A Generic Concept of Counter-Culture,”
Sociological Focus 11 (1978): 121.

130 wilson, "Typology of Sects." 370.



What Luke’s inclusivity suggests is that in the new social order. God. not the gentile
kings, will be the patron. while Jesus will broker God's benefactions. When the aposties
become rulers in the new dispensation they will also act as brokers of God’s benefactions
through Jesus. the broker. The rule of God. which Jesus dubbed the kingdom of God. is
identifiable with Luke’s social rhetoric. Luke’s LS narrative discourse is a thoroughly
political act. In the end Luke’s LS emerges rhetorically as a death-resurrection discourse as
it seeks to focus attention on the death and resurrection of Jesus as an example for others.
As a death-resurrection discourse Luke seeks to turn away attention from the death of
Jesus. a shameful thing in the eyes of the dominant culture, to his resurrection which Luke
interprets in Acts as Jesus’ divine sonship (Acts 13:33-37).

Our samples from Greek philosophers show that Luke’s honour language in the LS
discourse finds precedents in some Greco-Roman philosophical writings. Luke's
redefinition of what is honourable and the court of opinion may not be as clear as what we
have seen in Plato. Seneca, and Epictetus. but in his own way Luke employs the cultural
script of honour to create and nurture his cultural rhetoric. Like the Stoic the court of
opinion for Luke is God. On the other hand. the classical cynic movement provides an

example of Luke’s countercultural rhetoric that we have identified in his LS text.



Chapter Six
SACRED TEXTURE

The biblical text as sacred literature or story attempts to narrate some human
encounter with the divine. To analyse the sacred texture of the biblical text then is to
explore that encounter as it is found in the text. Readers of the biblical text are “interested
in locating the ways the text speaks about God or gods or talks about the reaims of religious
life.”! The biblical text. understood as a text that mediates words about God., evidences
rhetorical activity in the area of sacred texture insofar as the text seeks to prescribe to an
audience a particular view of the deity.”

In terms of socio-rhetorical analysis, we find sacred texture embedded in the
innertexture, intertexture, and social-cuitural texture of any text with religious dimension.
For example, the way people talk about reality in general. and the sacred in particular, is a
function of their social and cultural location. In this way. discussion of the sacred is culture
specific. that is. how a culture speaks about deity, the holy. Or again, as we saw in our
intertextual analysis Luke’s language about the kingdom of God is located within Israelite
social and cultural milieu; accordingly, our discussion of the sacred will take place in

relation to the Israelite cultural context including its sacred texts. For instance. when we

I Robbins, Exploring, 120.

2 See Schilssler Fiorenza, Rhetoric and Ethics, 177-178.



talk about the deity. we mean Israelite deity. the god of Israel (see Acts 3:13: 5:30: 7: 32.
46; 13:17; 24:14) and not some other deity among the numerous deities in the world.* A
major way to gain a fuller understanding of the meanings and meaning effects of sacred
texture. then. will be through analysis and interpretation of other textures in the context of
understanding sacred texture.’

The sacred texture of a text includes (a) deity, (b) holy persons. (c) spirit beings (d)
divine history, (¢) human redemption. (f) human commitment, (g) religious community.
and (h) human responsibility.5 Our analysis of the innertexture above demonstrates that the
Lukan LS discourse exhibits seven aspects of sacred texture: (1) Deity; (2) Holy persons:
(3) Spirit beings; (4) Human redemption; (5) Discipleship; (6) Brotherhood of the apostles:

and (7) Religious community.

3 See Michael A. Fishbane, “Judaism as an Ideological System.” in Religious
Traditions of the World: A Journey through Africa, North America. Mesoamerica, Judaism.
Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, China, and Japan, ed. H. Byron Earhart (New
York: HarperCollins. 1993): 390-431 and Clifford Geertz on, “Religion as a Cultural
System” and “Ideology as a Cultural System.” in Interpretation of Cultures. 87-125. 193-
233.

4 For an idea of the numerous deities of the world see. Robert Turcan, The Cults of
the Roman Empire (Oxford: Blackwell. 1992); H. Byron Earhart, ed. Religious Traditions
of the World: A Journey through Africa, North America. Mesoamerica, Judaism.
Christianity. Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, China, and Japan (New York: HarperCollins,
1993); and Duncan Fishwick, The Imperial Cult in the Latin Western Provinces of the
Roman Empire, two vols. (Leiden: Brill, 1993).

5 Robbins. Exploring. 130.

6 See Robbins. Exploring. 120-31.



L The Deity
Just as the deity is silent throughout Jesus’ ministry. so is he also silent during the LS

and throughout the passion. In fact. the only exceptions in the deity’s silence in Luke-Acts
are at Jesus" baptism and at the transfiguration (3:22: 9:35). if the voice at both occasions is
in fact that of the deity (e.g. the deity of Israel).” But. even in these two cases. Luke reveals
little about how the deity specifically communicates with Jesus.

Nevertheless. Luke identified the deity that Jesus speaks of as the father with the God
of Israel. For instance. Zechariah identifies God as the God of Israel (Luke 1:68): Jesus
identifies him as the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob (20:37). Both Stephen (Acts 7:32)
and Peter identify the God who raised Jesus as the God of Abraham. Isaac and Jacob and
the God of our fathers (Acts 3:13), while Paul also identifies the God who raised Jesus as
the God of Israel (Acts 13:17). It appears that it is the same God who assigns Jesus a
kingdom, which he in turn shares with his apostles at the LS (22:29).

By claiming that “the power of the Lord was in him to cure™ (5:17).% Luke shows
that. although the deity hardly speaks. the deity is clearly identified as Jesus" father.
Furthermore. the Father is always present to the Son. This is no doubt why the deity in
Luke acts in and through the Son (Luke 7:16). Thus. although the deity is silent in the LS.

he is identified in direct speech about him. But what kind of deity do we find identified in

7 The reason for this caution is that in the gospel to the Hebrews® (GHeb) account
of Jesus’ baptism the voice is that of the holy spirit identified as Jesus® mother, not that of
God (GHeb 3- 4).

8 Luke has already identified the Lord with the deity in 4:8.12,18.
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Luke’s LS? We have touched on this partly when we observed that the deity does not
speak.

As we shall show below. Jesus’ claim to divine sonship. that is. both to the Davidic
throne and to broker God’s grace to humanity, are challenged by Satan and the Judean
authorities. That means that Jesus® claim to mediate benefactions of the deity is not
unambiguous but contentious. Furthermore. all other Lukan claims regarding Jesus-divine
relationship are uncertain. For instance. does Jesus suffer and die according to the will of
the deity? Is it the nature of the deity to reward faithfulness. even if this means that the
faithful suffer and die? The deity appears to empower Jesus for the purpose of acting
through Jesus, but the reader is not privileged to hear any communication between Jesus

and God. and thus the deity’s role must be construed narratively.

IL Holy Persons

Sacred texture also depicts holy persons. by which we mean “humans who have a
special relation with God or to divine powers.™ Humans such as John the Baptist. the chief
priests. scribes and the Pharisees. who are connected with the sacred in the temple. fall
within the realm of the holy.

Jesus is presented in the NT texts as the holy person par excellence.'® In fact it is
only Jesus who is explicitly identified as a holy person (Luke 4:34). Even the Demons

identify him as the holy one of God and son of God (4:34.41: 8:28). While other holy

9 Robbins, Exploring, 121.

10 See Robbins, Exploring, 121.



persons are holy because of their association with the temple. Luke presents Jesus as holy
by birth (1:35). Even other holy persons are holy through their encounter with Jesus.!!
This means that the other holy persons are narratological foils to Jesus. the holy person par
excellence in Luke’s writings. Their holiness is derivative from Jesus. but it is understood
only in relation to Jesus’ holiness.

But the holiness of others is often shown in contrast to Jesus. that is. culturally
*holy” persons are often shown to be “unholy” in Luke’s perspective. As our earlier
analysis reveals. the chief priests. the scribes and other temple functionaries are regularly in
opposition to Jesus. This opposition. which focuses on dietary regulations. the temple and
Sabbath laws, suggests that what is at issue between Jesus and culturally identifiable holy
persons who are his opponents concerns who best represents socially, culturally and
sacredly the invisible deity in sacred matters: Jesus or his opponents? Luke argues that

God has chosen Jesus as the authoritative mediator of divine benefactions to humans.

A. Jesus as a Faithful Israelite
One of the characteristics of Jesus as a holy person in Luke’s presentation is Jesus
as a faithful Israelite. We see this in the LS account when Jesus makes elaborate plans for
celebrating the sacred Passover feast, even though he is aware of plans to destroy him.
The presentation of Jesus as a devout Israelite is a logical conclusion to the
characterisation of him throughout the Third Gospel (see 2:21-24. 41, 46; 4:16: 19:45;
21:37-38). Luke informs his reader that at the beginning of his public ministry, Jesus “went

to the synagogue, as his custom was, on the Sabbath day” (Luke 4:16). Jesus teaches daily

11 See Darr. On Character Building, 41-42, quoting R. A. Culpepper, Anatomy of
the Fourth Gospel: A Study in Literary Design (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983): 104.



in the temple (Luke 19:45). At age twelve Jesus is depicted as showing deep interest in the
Israelite cultural tradition (Luke 2:46).! Just before Jesus began his passion Luke has this
summarising statement about his cultural devotion to the temple: “And every day he was
teaching in the temple. but at night he went out and lodged on the mount called Olivet. And
early in the morning all the people came to him in the temple to hear him™ (Luke 21:37-38).
In fact, for Luke, Jesus’ parents provided him with the proper Israelite cultural background.
They not only fulfilled the Law of Moses by circumcising Jesus on the eighth day (2:21)
and going through the rite of purification at the proper time (Luke 2:22-24). but they also
“went to Jerusalem every year at the feast of the Passover™ (2:41). Jesus® great desire to eat
the Passover with his apostles before he suffered (22:15) is thus a final reflection of his
respect for the cultural traditions of Israel. even as he prepares to die a violent death. It is a

final reflection of his character as holy person.

B. Titles of Jesus

Our innertextural analysis reveals that the LS features three titles for Jesus: teacher
(22:11). Son of man (22:22). Son of God. and Lord (v.33). Exploration of these titles
reveals further aspects of Luke’s understanding of Jesus as holy person.

1. Jesus as Teacher
The Lukan LS uses the title “teacher™ for Jesus once (22: 11) and from the mouth of
Jesus himself. Elsewhere in the Third Gospel people call Jesus teacher fourteen times: his

disciples. by contrast, regularly and almost exclusively call him master (émotara). which

12 Some people will call this religious tradition. But this will be anachronistic for
the ancients religion was a cultural phenomenon. And as Geertz reminds us, religion is a
cultural system. See Geertz, Interpreiation of Cultures, 87-125.



points to their relationship to him as disciples: the only exception occurs in 17:13 when
others address Jesus as master. Furthermore. the only six synoptic occurrences of the term
émotarng are in Luke (5: 5; 8: 24. 45: 9:33. 49; 17: 13). Luke uses (¢motdra) where Mark
has either 515aoxaie (teacher) or ‘Pafifi (Rabbi) [Mark 4:38 // Luke 8: 24: Mark 9: 5. 38 //
Luke 9: 33. 49]. In this way. Luke uses emotarng of Jesus in his authoritative function.
which includes his teaching. within a specific group, namely. his disciples. >

The usage of the title by the people suggests strongly that the earthly Jesus was
popularly known as such. Jesus™ one use of the term. in which he asks to be identified to the
householder as “the Teacher.” lends credence to this view. In the mouth of Luke"s Jesus
the title “the teacher” in 22:11 retrospectively subsumes his career in the eyes of the people
as the one who ultimately proclaims God’s salvific dominion by his prophetic word and
example. as someone whose teaching authority in Israel supersedes even that of Moses (cf.

Acts 3: 21-23: Luke 24: 19, 27.44: 9:30-35).14

2. Jesus as the Son of Man
Like “teacher,” “the son of man™ appears only once in the LS text (22:22). Although
we have noted that its use has no reference to Daniel 7:13. we need to briefly explore
whether it further develops the nature of Jesus as holy person.
The NT son of man language continues to generate discussions among scholars

because of its perceived connection with Daniel 7:13 and because in most of its occurrences

13 See W. Grimm. “Emordrnc.” in EDNT. vol. 2. ed. Horst Balz and Gerhard
Schneider (Grand Rapids, Mi: Eerdmans, 1981): 37.

14 See Brawley, Centering on God. 128.
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in the Synoptics. it is used only by Jesus.'* The only difference in Luke’s usage is its titular
use in the mouth of Stephen in Acts 7: 56 where Stephen identifies the son of man with
Jesus standing at the right hand of God. From a socio-rhetorical perspective. our
understanding of its use by Jesus will require exploration of its contemporary oral-scribal
use.

In fact. a careful analysis has shown that Luke has introduced the title in passages
where the parallels in other Gospels lack it. which suggests that the evangelist himself has
put the title on the lips of Jesus.!¢ This appears to be the case in, for instance, 6:22 (cf. Matt
5:11) and 12:8 (cf. Matt 10:32).

“The son of man™ comes to the NT reader through its Greek rendering as 0 viog Tob
avBpwmov. But in that it is almost certain that Jesus spoke not Greek but Aramaic. we may
suggest that the term is a later translation of an originally semitic term. According to
Vermes. “the semitic original is unlikely to be Hebrew because neither biblical nor post-
biblical language [Hebrew] employs the definite article before son of man.™” Thus its
usage must be located in Aramaic, the vernacular in common use in the Palestine of the
first-century CE. In Aramaic common parlance, bar nash (son of man) is employed as a

circumlocution for the personal pronoun “I.” An Aramaic synonym of bar nash (son of

15 For a recent historical overview of debate on this issue. see Delbert Burkett. The
Son of Man Debate: A History and Evaluation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999).

16 See Fitzmyer, Luke I-LX, 210.

17 Vermes. Jesus the Jew. 162.



man) is believed to be hahu gabra (that man).'® Vermes concludes his exploration of the
Aramaic use of this phrase by noting that “in Galilean Aramaic. the son of man occurs as a
circumlocutional reference to the self.” while ““that man’ is employed in a context where
humiliation or death are mentioned...but whereas “that man" can designate either *I" or
*you,” ail the son of man sayings so far analysed refer back to the speaker.™? Because of
textual evidence of its use in pre-Christian Syrian and Palestinian literature.?° one must
concede that it is historically plausible that the earthly Jesus used it, not in a titular sense,
but as a circumlocutional reference to self. Accordingly, the son of man is not helpful in
giving us a picture of Jesus as holy person, both in Luke’s writings in general or in the LS

in particular.

3. Jesus as Son of God.

Recalling our exploration of the title “son of God” in our analysis of intertexture,
we concluded there that Jesus® sonship of God probably derived from Jesus’ miraculous
birth and miraculous works. And although textual evidence shows that every Israelite is
considered a son of God, Jesus’ employment of “my Father” in relation to God is intended
to indicate his unique relationship with the deity. Jesus' authority to mediate God's

benefactions flows from his unique relationship with the deity as son.2! At the end Jesus

18 See Vermes. Jesus the Jew, 163.
19 Vermes, Jesus the Jew. 168.
20 See Fitzmyer, Luke I-LX, 208.

21 See Brawley, Centering on God, 116.
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demonstrates his abiding trust in his father in his last words before he dies: “Father. into
your hands | commit my spirit™ (23:46). In this way, Luke portrays an unbroken bond
between Jesus and his father. This is why Jesus could act and speak in his own name
without applying the prophetic formulaic “thus says the Lord.™ and ably represents his
father as the saviour (2:11), more so because he has knowledge of his father’s will and
intentions.

At the LS Jesus shows that his Father is still well pleased with him when Jesus
reveals that his father has assigned him a kingdom. Jesus indicates that the assignment of a
kingdom is a reward for his faithfulness to God. His willingness to face a humiliating death
because it is the will of the deity (22:37)2 underscores his faithfulness to his father.

Strikingly, perhaps, in spite of the unique father-son relationship between the deity
“and Jesus, Jesus never addresses his father as God. He also teaches others to address the
deity not as God but as father. For example. he instructs the apostles the “Our Father”(Luke
11:2,13; see also 12:30). This suggests that Jesus illustrates his relationship analogously to
human relationships father-child. and as such Jesus’ understanding of his father as God
must be construed narratively.

Luke does not tell the reader whence Jesus derives his extraordinary knowledge.
especially his foreknowledge of future events, his knowledge of God and of humans, and

even the unspoken thoughts of audience. But since Luke occasionally tells his reader that

22 See Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, 171.

23 Luke understands what has been written to be the will of God.
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Jesus performs a mighty work because the power of God was with him (5:17: cf. 8:39:
17:18), we can assume that his father is the source of his foreknowledge.
This is crucial for a proper interpretation of the sacred texture of the LS. For the
LS discourse itself follows the same framework of Jesus’ foreknowledge. Luke presents
Jesus’ foreknowledge at the LS discourse of impending events much more consciously than
Mark. For example, Luke introduces the LS discourse with Jesus giving instructions to two
of his disciples (Peter and John) to go prepare the Passover meal (v. 8); in Mark (14:12). as
we have noted in chapter two, the disciples take the initiative and ask him. Also in Luke's
LS account Jesus makes three other predictions that are likely a characteristic feature of a
holy person defined by his intimate conversation with his father, namely, the foretelling of
his betrayai (v.21-22), foretelling of his denial by Peter and the other apostles (vv. 31-32),
and the prediction of future trouble for the apostles (vv. 36-38). The three predictions depict
Jesus as someone who knowingly and willingly goes to his impending death.
In our intertextural analysis we had noted that from Luke’s perspective.

Jesus” divine sonship properly begins at Easter. We need to clarify the apparent
contradiction between that assertion and the one made here by underscoring that Easter
represents for Luke the deification or a divine honour of Jesus. And as Marleen B.

Flory reminds us, divine honours were traditionally “a method of repayment from a

grateful people to a great benefactor.™$

24 Marleen B. Flory, “The Deification of Roman Women,” The Ancient History
Bulletin 9, 3-4 (1995): 131.
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Having said this, we should also mention objections to Jesus' divine sonship.
The innertextural analysis of the LS has shown that the Israelite authorities and Satan
are opposed to Jesus. The innertexture of the Third Gospel itself indicates that Satan
and the authorities are opposed to Jesus. Jesus® divine sonship is the focus of Satan’s
challenge at the temptation scene (4: 1-13). In the infancy narrative Luke announces
Jesus to be the son of God who would sit on the throne of his father David (1:26-35).

Before the passion the Israelite authorities appeared to have opposed Jesus
only on dietary regulations, as we have earlier noted. But at the trial scene they. with
the people, give clear reasons for their opposition to Jesus: because he claims to be the
son of God and to be the anointed king -(22: 67-70; 23:2-3). There is thus an explicit,
narrative connection between divine sonship and kingship. In fact as we have shown in
chapter four, not only did ancients apply divine sonship to their kingships. divine
sonship was also applied to the Davidic future ruler. Since Satan collaborates with the
authorities we can assume that Satan was equally opposed to Jesus’ claim to the Judean
kingship. This, together with our discussion of Israelite royal sonship of God in
chapter four suggests strongly that opposition to Jesus’ divine sonship is
correspondingly a denial of his claim to Judean kingship.

Thus, Jesus’ claim to the Judean throne assumes a centre position, given
Luke’s contrived attempt via his infancy narrative (Luke 1-2) to prove that Jesus is of a
royal blood (cf. John 7: 41, 45-52).25 Additionally, given the regional differences

between Galileans and Judeans, coupled with a history of Galilean rebels in the period,

25 See Vermes, Jesus the Jew., 213-222.
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the non-recognition by the Judean authorities of Jesus claim to the throne of David

takes on a political dimension. 26 In fact one can easily agree with Vermes that. “Jesus

became a political suspect in the eyes of the rulers of Jerusalem because of his Galilean

descent™; it is possible also that his Galilean roots made him a religious suspect. since

the Judeans considered Galileans unorthodox and uneducated.’ Thus there is the

historical improbability that a Galilean can lay claim to the Judean throne (cf. John

7:41, 45-52). This indicates the political nature of Luke’s writings in general and his LS

in particular.

4. Jesus as Lord
Unlike the phrases “Jesus the teacher” and “Son of man,” which occur once each,

the word, “Lord” used of Jesus in the Lukan LS occurred twice, once by Peter (v. 33) and
once by the apostles as a group (v. 38). This contrast, with the high frequency of it in Luke-
Acts. makes it the title most often used for Jesus by the evangelist.?® As is well known,
Luke applies this title to the deity as well (Luke 1: 16, 32. 68; 4: 8, 12; 10: 27 20: 37: Acts
2:39; 3: 22; 4: 24; 17: 24). Its use for both Yahweh and Jesus has generated the argument
as to whether Luke is expressing the divinity of Jesus, much more so as “there is now
evidence from pre-Christian Palestine that Israelites did speak of Yahweh in Hebrew ‘adon.

as “Lord,” in Aramaic as maaré’ and marya’ and in Greek as kyrios,” leading Fitzmyer to

26 See Vermes. Jesus the Jew. 42-57.

27 See Vermes, Jesus the Jew. 57 and S.W. Baron, A Social and Religious History
of the Jews, | (London/New York: Columbia University Press, 1952): 278.

28 See Fitzmyer, Luke I-1X, 200-01.
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conclude that early Israclite Christianity in Palestine had transferred the title “Lord™ or “the
Lord™ to Jesus.2? We should also recognise the frequency of the use of the title for Jesus in
the mouth of the narrator of the Third Gospel (7:13,19; 10:1,39,41; 11:39; 12:42; 13: 15:
17:5,6: 18: 6; 19: 8,31.34; 22: 61; 24: 3.34). Many also address the Lukan Jesus as Lord
during his ministry (5:8,12; 7: 6; 9: 54.59.61; 10: 17,40; 11: 1; 12: 41; 13: 23.25: 17: 37;
18: 41; 22: 33,38,49). But Luke declares in Acts that “God has made him both Lord and the
anointed this Jesus whom you crucified” (Acts 2: 36). This implies that for Luke Jesus was
not Lord and was not anointed before his resurrection, that is, his lordship and anointing
properly begin at Easter. This further supports our earlier conclusion that in Luke’s
perspective Easter represents deification or a divine honour. It then means, as Fizmyer has
opined, “Luke has retrojected this title into the phase of Jesus’ earthly ministry.”30

In our view. it is difficult if not impossible to know the exact connotation of the title
“Lord” as used for both Yahweh and Jesus. As Fitzmyer observes, Luke refrains from using
other titles that are reserved twice for Yahweh, such as éonota, “sovereign lord” (Acts
4:24; Luke 2:29). This may indicate that Luke seeks to avoid confusing Jesus as holy
person with God as deity. Or, we may be dealing with a problem unique to the Westerner,
who thinks that using “lord” for a human being is tantamount to identifying the person with
God. To the western mind, “linking God’s name to that of Jesus, and calling Jesus ‘Lord.’

which was God's own title (Adonai) in Hebrew Scriptures, was tantamount to saying that

29 Fitzmyer, Luke I-IX, 202.

30 Fitzmyer, Luke I-LX, 202.



Jesus was God, or at the very least, someone ‘in the form of God who had descended from
heaven’” (all emphases hers).3!

My conclusion is that the title xupiog is better understood as expressing a more
functional reality than an ontological one. 32 Jesus’ lordship does imply his prescience. As
we have observed above, Jesus’ foreknowledge is consequent on the power of the deity in
him, that is, his being filled with the Holy Spirit. His lordship on the other hand expresses
the authority that the deity gives to Jesus. That this is the case is clear when Peter declares:
“Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly that God has made him both Lord and
Christ [the anointed] this Jesus whom you crucified” (Acts 2: 36). For Luke, then. Jesus’
Lordship and anointing is a divine honour, a kingship authority similar to Jesus™ claim in
Matt 28: 18-20. This implies that in Luke’s perspective Jesus was not “Lord” during his
earthly life, which means that the use of “Lord™ in the LS, as indeed in the rest of the Third
Gospel, is narrational rather than historic. Thus I agree with Fitzmyer that Luke has simply
retrojected the title xipiog “into the first phase of Jesus’ earthly existence.” and that this
retrojection does not amount to an expression of divinity.> Luke’s use of the title xiprog for

Jesus here probably reflects his broader tendency to retroject a title born of resurrection

31 Charlotte Allen, The Human Christ: The Search for the Historical Jesus (New
York: Free, 1998): 3.

32 Richard B. Hays, The Moral Vision of the New Testament: A Contemporary
Introduction to New Testament Ethics (New Y ork: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996): 114.

33 After all Luke uses the absolute 6 kxiprog of the emperor in Acts 25:26. He also
uses it in the Third Gospel twelve times of other humans (12:36,37.42.43,45,46; 14:21,23;
16:3.5.8). In fact, prior to the LS, Peter has thrice addressed Jesus as ¢motara, master (5:5;
8:45; 9:33). See 8:24;9:49; and 17:13 where the apostles, John, and ten lepers address
Jesus as ématdra respectively.



faith back into earlier parts of his story. thereby surrounding the pre-Easter Jesus with a
post-resurrectional aura,* because from Luke’s perspective Jesus truly becomes lord only
after his resurrection (see Peter’s Pentecost speech, 2:14-35, especially, vv 29-36).
Although the use of the title xipuog in the LS follows Luke’s tendency to retroject
post-Easter titular force on a more ordinary, secular use of it for Jesus by his followers. it is
significant that the only place this happens in Luke’s LS occurs in the two final pericopes.
both of which explicitly anticipate the situation of the church soon after the departure of
Jesus. Thus, the use of the title xbproc here is meant to anticipate the lordship of Jesus after
his resurrection. It also underlines the character of the death of Jesus as a transition to glory.
In summary, our exploration of Jesus as holy person in Luke’s LS reveals his special
identity as God’s son, chosen to mediate God’s benefactions to people. The Lukan Jesus is
a teacher who summons his disciples to be like him, relating to God as their father. As our
analysis has suggested. the title teacher would have been the title that was applied to Jesus
during his earthly ministry, while his lordship. divine sonship, and anointing came as a

divine honour at Easter.

HI. Spirit Beings
The biblical text often refers to special divine or evil beings that have the nature of a

spirit rather than a human being. It is these beings that we call “spirit beings.” and they

34 Fitzmyer, Luke I-LX, 203.
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include angels, demons, s the devil. evil spirit, holy spirit. unclean spirit. and the Satan.
According to Robbins, “the sacred texture of a text often emerges in the context of conflict
between good and evil spiritual forces.”¢ Conflict between Jesus and Satan is evident in
the synoptic Gospels. This is strongly suggested by the stories of his exorcisms. healings.
and personal encounters with Satan. The following table displays occurrences of Satan,

demons and evil spirits in the synoptic Gospels.

Luke : Mark : Matthew

1. Devil/ Evil spirits: : |. Demons:1:32, ! 1. DevilEvilone:4: 1,
4:2,3,5,13;7:21;8:2, 34,39:3:15, 22; | 5.8, 11;13:39:25:
12 : 5:18; 6:13; 41 :

2. Demons: 4:33,35,41; 7:26,29.30; | 2. Demons: 7:22: 8:16, '
7:33;8:8:2,27.29,30, 9:38;16:9,17 | 31;9:33,34:10:8: |
33,35.36.38;9:1.42. ;. 2. Satam:1:13; | 11:18: 12:24, 27, 28; .
49:10:17:11: 14, 15, f 3:23, 26; 4:15; | 15:22:17:18
18. 19. 20; 13:32 i 8:33 i 3. Satan: 4:10: 12:26:

3. Satap: 10:18:11:18; ' ! 16:23

13:16:22:3, 31 : |

The synoptic accounts of the role of Satan in the ministry of Jesus show that Jesus carried
out his ministry in an environment haunted by Satan.3’

Luke. in telling this dimension of the ministry of Jesus adds his own emphases and
nuances. Luke 22:3, 31 and Acts 5:3: 26:18 suggest that for Luke the devil has influenced

opposition to Jesus and his gospel. In Luke’s view, Satan is Jesus’ arch-adversary. the

3Snits pre-Christian usage datpoviov often designates a spirit being in the neutral
sense. See Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 149.

36 Robbins, Exploring, 123.

37 See Fizmyer, Luke the Theologian, 146.



enemy (Luke 10:19). Like Jesus. Satan has a kingdom and exercises authority over demons
and humans, who do his bidding.’® This is what Emmanuel Milingo means when he talks
of the “agents” or “disciples™ of the devil.® It is more correct to say, then, that after the
desert temptation Satan did not withdraw totally from the contest but bided his time:
throughout Jesus’ public career the devil worked through human agents.4°

Specifically, Luke makes a connection between Jesus’ enemies and the “evil one.”
thus making explicit what Mark and Matt only imply: at the time of his arrest. the Lukan
Jesus suggests that “the chief priests and officers of the temple and elders™ are allied with
“the power of darkness™ (22:52-53; cf. Acts 26: 17-18).4! The human agents can be more
appropriately characterised as clients of Satan. Satan, then, acts as patron to the chief
priests, the scribes and temple officials. In accordance with the patronage system, Satan
acts through the Israelite leaders in the war against Jesus: Satan acts within the spiritual
realm, while the Israelite authorities operate within the physical realm.

The Satan’s possession of Judas (22: 3) represents a nuance of this situation. for
while it might at first be thought that Judas is a clear evidence of Satan’s patronage, Judas’
role in the whole drama as Luke presents it argues in favour of characterising Judas as

client of Satan. As our oral-scribal intertextural analysis shows, Luke differs from Mark’s

38 See Jack Dean Kingsbury, Conflict in Luke: Jesus, Authorities, Disciples.
(Minneapolis: Fortress. 1991): 13.

39 See Emmanuel Milingo, The World in Between: Christian Healing and the
Struggle for Spiritual Survival, ed. Mona Macmillan (New York: Orbis Books, 1984): 42.

40 See Elaine Pagels. The Origin of Satan (New York: Vintage, 1996): 96

41 See Pagels, Origin, 89 & 93.



account of the role of Judas in the passion of Jesus. This is evident. not only in the fact that
the Markan account lacks Satan’s possession of Judas, but also in the fact that for Mark it
was Judas who, out of his own volition. approached the chief priests for the purpose of
handing Jesus over to them (Mark 14:10-11). In this way, Mark implies that Judas has
vested interest in the plan of the Israelite leadership against Jesus.*> No such interest can be
found in Luke’s account of Judas’ role in the passion of Jesus; rather the Lukan Judas is a
client of Satan.

Thus for Luke the conflicts between Jesus and the Israelite leaders are a reflection of
the “spiritual warfare between God and Satan,™ or in our language, between a particular
deity (the god of Israel) and the spirit being known as Satan. These conflicts intensify
through the Gospel and come to a head when the Satan causes Judas to hand Jesus over for
destruction. As Pagels correctly observes, Luke’s presentation of the conflicts between
Jesus and his human opponents is intended to “show that those who reject Jesus accomplish
Satan’s work on earth.”4 [t is in this way that the Third Gospel “like the other gospels
associates the mythological figure of Satan with specific human opposition.”*5 This
correlates with the view of Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea (c. 260- c. 300) when he opined:

“all history was a contest between God, acting through patriarchs, prophets. and the church

42 judas’ monetary interest in the whole drama is clear in Matthew’s version
(26:14-16).

43 Ppagels. Origin, 91.
4 Pagels, Origin, 98.

45 Pagels, Origin, 105.
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on the one hand, and the Devil, instigating Israelites, persecutors, and heretics. on the
other.™¢ In social relational parlance, Eusebius believed then that the patriarchs, prophets
and the church are clients of God, while the Israelites, persecutors and heretics were clients
of the Devil.

The clearest example of Luke’s emphasis on spiritual forces of evil can be found in
the temptation account (Luke 4:1-13; cf. Mark 1:12-13: Matt 4:1-11).4” which. some
scholars have often noted. has a connection with the satanic possession of Judas Iscariot
(Luke 22:3).4* The temptation forms part of and conclusion to Jesus® preparation for his
public ministry. For, although Jesus has been endowed with the Holy Spirit and publicly
acknowledged by God as his “beloved son,” the temptation is intended to show that he still
has to contend with the power of darkness. But unlike Mark and Matthew. Luke signals that
the devil might attack Jesus directly again, at the opportune time, which gives Luke’s
narrative a forward look. In point of fact, by juxtaposing God’s acknowledgement of Jesus
as his beloved son, coupled with Jesus® endowment with the Holy Spirit and the temptation,

Luke indicates that the forward movement of Luke is overshadowed by the struggle

46 Eusebius, Eccle. Hist. 1. XV-XVI. See also, J. Stevenson. ed. A New Eusebius:
Documents lllustrating the History of the Church to AD 337. Revised by W. H. C. Frend
(London: SPCK, 1987): 61 and Karl Georg Kuhn, “New Light on Temptation, Sin, and
Flesh in the New Testament,” in The Scrolls and the New Testament, ed. Krister Stendahl
and James H. Charlesworth (New York: Crossroad, 1992): 96-97. Kuhn argues that
Christianity borrowed this dualism from the Qumranites. and not from Judaism.

47 See Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 151, no 6.

48 See Johnson, Luke. 75; Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 158; Marshall. Gospel of
Luke, 174, 788; Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke, 156; and Danker, Jesus and the
New Age, 104-05.



between God and the evil one in the form of a struggle between two kingdoms. the
kingdom of God and the kingdom of Satan*’; a struggle between the leadership of Jesus and
Israelite leadership.

Not all. however, agree there is a connection between Luke 4:13 and 22:3. This is
due, in large part, to Conzelmann’s exaggerated claim that Satan was absent in the period
(ministry) of Jesus.5° In Conzelmann’s words, “When Jesus was alive, it was the time of
salvation; Satan was far away, it was a time without temptation (cf. Luke iv. 13 with xxii, 3
and xxii. 35). Since the Passion. however. Satan is present again and the disciples of Jesus
are again subject to temptation (xxii, 36).”' Conzelmann provides further clarification of
his view when he insists that “temptation is finished decisively (mavta), and the devil

departs,” by which he means that, “where Jesus is from now on, there Satan is no more

"5

(@xpL xarpob).
While Conzelmann himself recognises a connection between Luke 4:13 and 22:3,35,
he fails to notice also a connection with 22:28 when Jesus credited the apostles for having
remained with him during the trials (metpaoyot ) that Jesus underwent throughout his
ministry. Since Luke uses the same word in 4:13. it is reasonable to assume that Jesus’

trials included an encounter with Satan. Luke 8:26-39 (the healing of the Gerasene

49 See Johnson, Luke, 75.

50 See Conzelmann, Theology of St. Luke, 156. Fitzmyer correctly refutes this
claim. See his Luke the Theologian, 158-64.

51 Conzelmann, Theology of St. Luke, 16.

52 See Conzelmann, Theology of St. Luke, 28, see also 156, 188 n. 4.
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demoniac), 10:17-20 (the report of the seventy-two that the demons were subject to them).
and 11:14-20 (the accusation that Jesus casts out demons by the power of Beelzebul) are
further examples of how Luke identifies the presence of Satan in the period of Jesus.

If we reckon also with the fact that in pre-industrial societies the devil is considered
the cause of sickness and any form of misfortune,*? the healing activities of Jesus indicate
he has conflict with evil spirit beings, understood as clients of Satan, during his ministry.
As the enemy of humans. one way that Satan oppresses people is “by afflicting them with
sickness and disease.”** This conclusion agrees with I. Howard Marshall’s conclusion that
the evidence provides no substantiation for the view that the period of Jesus was Satan-
free.ss

The Lukan characterisation of Satan further indicates an intertextural, oral-scribal
shift away from the traditional Israelite perception of Satan as God’s client. This is the
picture we are given in the story of Balaam (Num 22:5-35) and the story of Job.5¢ There.

Satan appears as a semi-independent, spiritual adversary.5? For instance, Paul would seem

33 See J. K. Campbell. “Honour and the Devil.” in Honour and Shame: The Values
of Mediterranean Society. ed. Jean G. Péristiany (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press. 1966): 165.

34 Kingsbury, Conflict in Luke, 13.

35 See 1. Howard Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian (Exeter: Pater Noster,
1970): 137.

56 See Pagels. Origin. 39-43.

57 See Pagels, Origin, 35-62 and "The Social History of Satan, the ‘Intimate
Enemy’: Preliminary Sketch,” HTR 84.2 (1991): 105-28.
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to be still holding to a traditional. Israclite concept of the Satan figure when he suggests
that a Jesus-movement-group deliver an errant member “to Satan for destruction of the
flesh that his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus™ (1 Cor. 5:5).58

Yet Conzelmann is right in one matter. namely. that the primary role of Luke’s Jesus
is not the defeat of the kingdom of Satan. As Fitzmyer notes. “Jesus’ ministry is not
primarily aimed at the defeat of Satan’s ‘kingdom” (11:18)”; this is a secondary theme. The
primary emphasis is “Jesus’ role in proclaiming the kingdom of God,” a conclusion that
Fitzmyer draws largely from 4:43, where Jesus declares: “I must preach the good news of
the kingdom of God to the other cities also; for | was sent for this purpose.™*

While correctly perceiving the focus of Jesus’ ministry, however, Fitzmyer fails to
recognise that first-century Mediterranean people, and indeed pre-industrial societies, view
the world dualistically as a battle field for the forces of good and the forces of evil®’; there
are only two kingdoms. the kingdom of the forces of good (the kingdom of God) and the
kingdom of the forces of evil (the kingdom of Satan).¢! Pagels recognises this when she
correctly observes that NT evangelists attempt to show that Jesus has conquered Satan so as

to assure them of victory over their struggles of life. “This apocalyptic vision has taught

58 See Pagels, Origin, 183. See also D. G. Reid, “Satan, Devil.” in Dictionary of
Paul and His Letters, ed. Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid
(Downers Grove. IL: InterVarsity. 1993): 866.

59 Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 169.

60 |n this understanding. humans who are possessed by the devil are considered
clients of Satan in his kingdom.

61 See Daniel G. Reid. “Satan, Devil.” in Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, ed.
Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, Daniel G. Reid (Downers Grove, ILL: InterVasity,
1993): 865.



even secular-minded people to interpret the history of Western culture as a moral history in
which the forces of good contend against the forces of evil in the world.™?

The “lesson” from the “apocalyptic vision” about which Pagels talks is “common-
sense” for pre-industrial cultures.$3 for whom there are only two kingdoms. the kingdom of
a good spirit world and the kingdom of an evil spirit world. The primary role of the Lukan
Jesus is to proclaim the kingdom of God. but that can only happen as a proclamation
directed against the kingdom of Satan, represented by his clients, the evil spirits and Jesus’
opponents. As Marshall observes, “the activity of Jesus was evidence of God’s saving
power. The obverse of this fact is that the activity of Jesus represented an attack upon Satan
and the powers of evil.” There would have been no need to proclaim the kingdom of God
if there were no opposing kingdom.

The framework as we have described it, then, requires a rethinking of the traditional
understanding of the role of Satan at the LS. Our thesis is that Luke’s LS is haunted by the
presence of spirit beings in the world. As we have shown in chapters two and three. Satan is
explicitly mentioned twice in the LS (vv. 3 & 31), implicitly three times (vv. 2: 21. 22:28,
and 22: 37; cf. 13:32-33). and still more indirectly in vv. 35-36 (cf. 9:1-4).

Satan’s possession of Judas connects satanic influence and opposition of the Israelite

authorities through the Gospel. This agrees with our observation above that Luke associates

62 pagels, Origin, 181.

63 See Clifford Geertz's exploration of “Common Sense as a Cultural System™ in
his Local Knowledge: Further Essays in Interpretative Anthropology (New York: Basic
Books, 1983): 73-93.

64 Marshall, Historian and Theologian, 137.
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Satan with specific human opposition. Luke’s more direct association of the action of Judas
with satanic possession is intended not only to exonerate Judas but to explain the oddity of
handing over a close friend to his enemies as well. Luke is expressing a view that many of
his contemporaries in the first-century Mediterranean society would share: Judas could not
have gone against Jesus unless he was a client of the evil one (cf. Ananias and Sapphira in
Acts 5:1-11). In any case. from now till Jesus is handed over (22: 48) Judas is under
Satan’s control. In fact. Satan is the one handing over Jesus through Judas his client. This
situation suggests that Judas, who does not appear to have been privy to the plan of the
authorities, knows not only their plan but their need as well as a result of spiritual
possession by which humans possess superhuman knowledge.

It is in light of this that we must consider that Satan is mentioned. though indirectly,
in verse 21 when Jesus reveals to his apostles that one of them would hand him over. Put
differently, Satan was at the LS table through his client, Judas. “looking for an opportune
time to hand over Jesus™ (22:4). This raises the issue of who Jesus wishes be cursed
(22:22), Judas or Satan?

Apart from the direct reference in verse 3 there is also a direct reference to Satan in
verse 31 when Jesus reveals that Satan, who has taken possession of Judas. has also
demanded to sift the other members of the twelve. This revelation presupposes a prior
encounter between Jesus and Satan or knowledge on Jesus’ part of Satan’s intent. Jesus
never states explicitly that Satan’s demand to sift the apostles has been granted. But his
prayer for Peter is not to prevent the “sifting” but that Peter may recover (turn back) and be
in a position to strengthen his brothers (v. 32). Additionally, Jesus’ prediction of Peter’s

imminent denial in spite of Peter’s protestation (vv. 33, 34) indicates that Satan will indeed
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test the faith of the apostles. This situation suggests that the aposties will not be around to
stand by Jesus when he faces the trials of his passion. Satan, not Jesus. is clearly in charge
of Jesus’ passion in Luke’s gospel because the drama is carried out entirely by Satan’s
clients. Jesus’ agony and appeal to his Father on the Mount of Olives (22:40-46) isa
dramatic enactment of this holy person’s apparent loss of social power and influence. And
the silence of his Father, his patron, seals Jesus’ hope of overturning Satan’s plan.

Lastly, Satan is implicitly mentioned in 22:37 (cf. 13:32-33). This verse suggests that
Jesus’ time has been haunted by evil spirit beings. so also will the time of the church. The
troubled time that Jesus predicts for his apostles includes trials by the evil one and his
clients in a manner reminiscent of Jesus’ own trials (cf. Luke 22: 40, 46; Acts 26:17-18).

In summary, the foregoing analysis shows that Luke’s LS text is interwoven with
spirit beings who are for the most part evil. Although Luke makes numerous references to
good spirit beings (e.g. angels and holy spirit) in his two-volume work (e.g. angels: Luke 1:
11-38; Acts 5: 19; 6: 15; 7: 30; holy spirit: Luke 1:15, 35, 41; Acts 1: 2. 5, 8). no such
reference features in the LS text. Satan did come back at the opportune time to attack Jesus
directly at the LS. It is the opportune time because Satan has secured a very strong
opposition against Jesus in the Israelite authority. To say that Satan enters Judas is another
way of saying that Satan takes possession of Judas. This seals Jesus’ fate. Up to this point
in Luke’s story of Jesus. Satan has attacked Jesus in various ways without any success. As
a last resort Satan takes possession of Judas, one of Jesus’ close friends, and also has
designs on the other apostles. Thus Luke’s LS indicates to the reader that Jesus will likely

end up going alone to the cross at the very moment he most needs his friends to stand by
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him. In the end. the Israelite authorities and Judas become clients of Satan. and the other

apostles are themselves socially tested by these clients and found wanting.

IV. Human Redemption

Another dimension of sacred texture concerns how human life is transformed as a
result of engagement with the divine. Our goal here is to explore how in the LS Luke
signals people being transformed by their encounter with superhuman forces. Put
differently, how are the human characters in the LS transformed by their encounter with the
deity or with the spirit beings we have identified?

In his writings Luke provides a window into his outlook on possible transformative
effects of divine-human encounter. On the positive side, for example. we have the
encounter of an aged. childless couple, Zechariah and Elizabeth with a holy spirit being
(angel). which resulted in their becoming parents of John the Baptist (1-2). John the
Baptist’s encounter with the divine resulted in his call to prepare a way for Jesus (3: 1-18).
Mary, a maiden. became the mother of Jesus because of her encounter with an angel (1-2).
In fact. Jesus himself is transformed because of his encounter with the divine: At his
baptism. the deity confirms his fatherhood of Jesus (3: 22), and filled with the Holy Spirit,
he also claims to have been called and anointed to minister to the poor (4: 14-19). Finally in
Acts, the effects of Pentecost on the apostles and the conversion of Paul are certainly not
hidden examples of dramatic effects of divine-human encounter.

The subsequent verses (22: 35-38) anticipate a changed state of affairs for the
apostles brought about by the unfolding of the divine plan, which is manifest both in

Scripture and in the life of Jesus. as well as in the life of the apostles. In both cases (v. 34
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and vv. 35-38) the relationship of the apostles to Jesus as their “Lord™ will change in the
near future, and the state of their preparedness is now at the forefront of Jesus’ concern.
specifically in light of the active presence of Satan himself now and in the future.

The second positive transformative aspect of the sacred texture of Luke’s LS involves
Jesus' sharing of the authority that his Father has imparted to him. This is achieved through
the act of Jesus dining with his followers (vv. 29-30). In this way, the meal is transformed
into a more sacred act than the Passover itself. while the apostles are invested with divine
authority as judges over Israel in the messianic age.

A third transformative dimension of sacred texture of the LS comes by way of Jesus’
prayer for Peter. While Satan has “demanded to sift” the apostles, Jesus’ petition to the
deity anticipates the deity’s positive response for a transformation that will restore Peter
and his brothers assembled at the supper.

Jesus’ sharing of his divine authority with the apostles and the potential positive
transformative effect of Jesus’ petition to the deity on the apostles indicates that contact
with Jesus himself leads to transformation. As we have noted above. Jesus’ reward to the
apostles for their commitment to him goes beyond ruling in the new social order: it includes
dining with Jesus in the kingdom. Jesus reveals his own hope of dining in the kingdom
when he abstains from the LS meal (22:16-18). This indicates that dining in the kingdom is
the reward of commitment to Jesus, if not the ultimate reward of discipleship. It will
become for them a link to Jesus as they remember him at the breaking of bread, a
communal meal that will transform members of the community (Luke 24: 30-32).

The meal then assumes a higher, sacral-like value, as it becomes not a sacrificial rite

but a sign of unity and cohesion. While not every disciple may need healing of some sort,
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dining in the kingdom becomes a form of healing since those who shall eat bread in the
kingdom of God shall be blessed (14:15). In this way an existing, culturally significant
meal has been radically transformed into socio-sacred engineering.5’

The results of this profound transformation become apparent in Luke’s subsequent
volume. For although the disciples have no clear instruction from the earthly Jesus to hold
fellowship meals,5 the evidence in Acts indicates that the disciples not only went to the
temple and prayed together, but they also were breaking bread together in their homes
(Acts 2:46-47) and were praising God while eating their meals, thus inviting the divine into
their midst as they ate. This dimension clearly indicates that the transformation permeated
the fellowship meal, turning all common meals into sacred ones.

Furthermore, the fellowship meals in Acts become more elaborate rituals than what
the earthly Jesus did at the LS. That is, besides prayer of blessing or thanksgiving over the
meal. they also praised God. As they shared their meals they may also have talked about
Jesus. his most remembered teachings and the kingdom.5” Their meal ritual effectively
created a new sacred territory by explicitly differentiating it from the realm of the profane

no longer in terms of Israelite paschal meals but in terms of Jesus" presence and redemptive

65 That is, the meal provides occasions for social formation that is also considered
sacred. This is more or less a qualification of Burton L. Mack’s theory that gathering for
meals was an occasion for social formation for every Jesus-movement group. See Mack, 4
Myth of Innocence, 80-83.

66 Let the reader remember that we are dealing with the Western text of Luke’s LS.

67 See Mack, A Myth of Innocence, 81.
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ethics.* As Neyrey correctly observes, “table fellowship with Jesus signals shared faith
and true membership in the circle of Jesus’ followers,”® which is why those who eat bread
in the kingdom of Jesus are blessed. In the same way the sacred meal fellowship in Acts
signals shared faith, unity and true membership of “those who were being saved™ (Acts
2:47). Gathering for this sacred meal may have provided the context for the formation of
their movement, for as Burton Mack observes, “the gathering for meals was the single most
important ‘generative matrix’ for social formation.””

In the end, the transformative effect of the divine on the community Luke envisages
could “turn the world upside down” (Acts 17:6-7). As Hays aptly puts it, Luke’s vision of
the transformation of the “church” will turn “the world upside down not through armed
revolution but through the formation of the Church as a counter-culture, an alternative

witness-bearing community.””!

V. Discipleship
In the previous section. we saw the transformative result of divine-human encounter.
We have shown how the deity relates to humans through his son Jesus. Because of the

transformative effects Jesus has on his apostles he expects them to be fully committed to

68 See Catherine Bell, Ritual Perspectives and Dimensions (New Y ork/Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1997): 157.

69 Neyrey, The Passion According to Luke, 25.
70 See Mack, 4 Myth of Innocence, 83.

71 Hays, Moral Vision. 128.
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him. That means Jesus expects the disciples to follow his call. This is evident from his
speech on the cost of discipleship (Luke 9:23-27; Mark 8:34-9:1; Matt 16:24-28). Our aim
here then is to explore Luke’s outlook on discipleship within the framework of the LS.

Luke provides a yardstick in 14:26-27. 33 (cf. Matt 10:37-38). which emphasises
*“coming” to Jesus, “following after” him. and imitating him through a loyal commitment to
him and his mission, actions that supersede even familial bonds. Furthermore, these
actions, which we term discipleship, lead a follower to endure the most extreme individual
sorrow and bear any material cost. For Luke, then. discipleship is functional and not
ontological (c.f. 6:46-49; 7: 18-22), and it is in terms of imitating Jesus as the broker of
divine benefactions.

As we have shown in chapter four, the Lukan LS evidences this relationship. For
example. in 22:11 Luke shows a teacher-disciple relation between Jesus and the apostles in
which they obey and carry out his instruction to the best of their ability. In preparation for
the sacred Passover feast, Jesus sent Peter and John to go and prepare for them to eat the
meal. and they did (22:6-13). In 22: 25-27, when the apostles have lost their focus by
disputing about greatness—probably because they think of themselves more as aréstoAou
(messengers, those who are sent) rather than as pafnrat (followers)—the response of Jesus
is unmistakeable: follow your teacher rather than the world. Luke successfully brings this
lesson to a close in verse 38 as the disciples show their readiness to follow the instructions
of their master. Thus aithough the disciples are portrayed as lacking sufficient knowledge

of true greatness, the dispute about greatness and the lesson that ensues serve to anchor
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Luke’ view on leadership as slave service in the action of the earthly Jesus. a primary
hypothesis of this dissertation.

In addition to following and imitating the teacher, the apostles are portrayed in the LS
as fully loyal to Jesus through the transformative power of the new meal. Thus. though it
was a family feast. they and the followers of Jesus should have been with their respective
families to celebrate the sacred Passover. They were with Jesus, and gathered into a new

culture. the kingdom-of-God cuiture.

VL. The Aposties as Brothers

In chapter four we saw that application of the title brother to group members creates a
fictive kinship. Communal meal helps to sustain such a fictive kinship. One of the
consequences of the new table fellowship among the apostles, then. is the nurturing of
fictive family ties. Among the apostles there are two pairs of biological brothers. namely,
Peter and Andrew, John and James. The other eight apparently come from different
families. Now, however. the disciples are related not only to Jesus the teacher; there is also
a brotherhood relationship among them. They become a kind of surrogate family. even as
Jesus had suggested when in 8:21 Jesus says that his mother and his brothers “are those
who hear the word of God and do it.” For Jesus hearing the word of God and doing it
creates a brotherly bond that is maintained through familial meals together, which then

becomes both transformative and affirming of a new social identity.” Luke’s later

72 Now it is possible that the brotherhood here is the brotherhood of all Israelites.
since all the apostles are Israelites. For instance, Luke calls the disciples in the upper room
brothers (see Acts 1:15-16) in the same way that he addresses the Israelites in general (see
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extension of the address to non-Israelite disciples (for example. Acts 9:30: 10:23) evidences
a re-mapping of group patterns along Jesus-centred lines.”

The charge to Peter to strengthen his brothers once he recovers indicates that the
Lukan Jesus expects the apostles to continue this newly created family fellowship after his
(Jesus) departure. In other words, the Lukan Jesus does not expect the rapport he has
established among the apostles to end with his departure, rather, the new familial identity
would continue. This scenario forges a connection between the kingship Jesus bequeathes
to the apostles (22:28-30) and to the restoration of the kingdom to Israel for which the

apostles crave (Acts 1:6) as a transformed leadership.

VII. Religious Community

In the previous section we saw how the activity and identity of the disciples as a
fictive family is evidenced in the LS. Here, we will explore more fully the dynamics of the
disciples as a group.

In the LS, Luke refers to the disciples as a group in reference. He does so obliquely
by reference to Judas as a member of “the twelve™(22:3). Judas’ encounter with Satan,
however, has the potential effect of costing Judas membership of this group (cf. Acts 1:15-

26). It appears, then, that membership of “the twelve” requires a commitment of loyalty to

Acts 2:29.37; 3:17.22; 22:1,5: 23:1.5,6). In short Luke's use of this form of address for
various groups in Acts makes it difficult to read too much into the use of it in the LS text.

73 It is in this figurative sense that the Qumran community also understood
relationship among its members. See Josephus, Wars 2.8.3.
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“the teacher,” as we have seen above under discipleship. and that the group is identified.
first of all, by association with the teacher.

A second instance of group activity relating to the disciples occurs in 22:11 where
Luke makes a collective reference to “the teacher’s™ intention to eat the Passover meal
“with my disciples.” Coupled with 22:14, the group with their master is now ready for a
sacred, dramatic, re-enactment of foundation events in Israelite covenant relationship with
their God. The celebration of this sacred feast not only reminds the disciples of their new
familial identity but is also a symbolic representation of the twelve tribes of Israel re-
enacting who they are and how they have come to be. This symbolic representation is
reaffirmed with the unambiguous allusion to the twelve tribes of Israel in 22:28-30 as the
foundation for Jesus’ anticipated messianic community. Their familial identity is. in this
way, further linked to the wider notion of clan or nation. that is, ethnically extended family.

Furthermore, there is Jesus’ instruction in 22:24-27 about the least and the greatest
among those who take him as their model. This instruction on leadership as service not
only evidences social grouping but also envisages an egalitarian community, expressed in
terms of service at table. It is instructive to recall that the Therapeutae would not permit
slave ministration at table, because of their concern for equality of members. As we have
argued in our section on social rhetoric, even the presence of Judas, who would soon hand
over Jesus at the LS confirms Jesus" inclusiveness, just as the act of eating at the same table
with his apostles also indicates equality.

The closing commission to Peter in 22:31-32 anticipates Peter’s leadership role in the

early part of Acts. In other words, Jesus looks beyond Peter’s denial, brought about by an



310

evil spirit being, to his future leadership role.” Peter’s future is taken in the narrative stride
and a creative future is promised for him and enacted in the early part of Acts.”

In summary, these examples, coupled with the prediction of a dramatically changed.
coming situation of the disciples after Jesus goes the way of the deity’s will and word as
revealed in Scripture, show that the germ of the community in Acts is presented in Luke’s

LS account with the aura of divinely-appointed destiny.

VIII. Semmary

This chapter has explored the sacred texture of Luke’s LS. We analysed above six
aspects of the sacred texture of Luke’s LS: the deity, spirit beings, holy persons. human
redemption, discipleship, and religious community. Some of the sacred dimensions of the
text emerge through explicit references in the text; others are only implied.

We saw that the deity of Israel whom Jesus calls father is silent throughout the LS
discourse, just as he is in the rest of Luke's writings. The Satan is present throughout the

LS and the passion discourse, especially in his clients, that is. Judas and the Israelite

74 For arguments against Peter as successor to Jesus, see Eisenman, James the
Brother of the Lord.

75 By Acts 21: 18 James and the elders lead the Church in Jerusalem; the apostles
have disappeared. Fitzmyer considers the disappearance of the twelve as an authoritative
and administrative group within a relatively short period a real problem. See John Drury,
“Luke,” in The Literarv Guide to the Bible. ed. Robert Alter and Frank Kermode
(Cambridge, MA Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1987): 427. See also
Fizmyer, The Semitic Background of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997):
292.
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authorities. In fact because of the silence of the deity Satan appears to be in control of
Jesus’ passion.

Jesus. the holy person, is prominent at the LS and through encounter with him the
disciples are transformed. suggesting that humans who encounter him could also be
transformed. The meal becomes not a sacrificial rite but a sign of unity and cohesion and
also forms the context for social engineering. Finally, the disciples are transformed into a

fictive familial bond that forms the nucleus of a religious community.



Chapter Seven

CONCLUSION

The aim of this dissertation was to demonstrate the hypothesis that Luke has crafted
his LS (WT) to change the attitude of those who have followed him into an inclusive Jesus-
movement community where leadership is for the service of others. Furthermore. | contend
that Luke has sought to anchor this approach on the authority of the earthly Jesus. This we
have done through analyses of innertexture, intertexture, social cultural texture, and sacred
texture. We need now to summarise the course of this investigation, but before we do so |
would like to take a look at how Luke’s ideology shapes the text.

We are using ideology here in the sense of “an integrated system of beliefs,
assumptions and values, not necessarily true or false. which reflects the needs and interests
of a group or class at a particular time in history.” This definition also agrees with Clifford
Geertz’s understanding of “ideology as a cultural system.” In this value-free or neutral
sense of the term. there can be many shades of ideology: e.g. political, religious.
theological. economic. or social.2 While Peter Scott thinks a non-ideological theology is

possible, Gareth Jones argues correctly that no system of thought, including theological,

' David Brion Davis, The Problem of Slavery in the Age of Revolution 1770-1823
(Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press, 1975): 14; cited in Elliott, 4 Home for the
Homeless, 268. See also Wachob. The Social Rhetoric of James, 194 and Robbins,
Tapestry, 193.

2 See Geertz, Interpretation of Cultures, 193-233.



313

could be non-ideological: “even the proclamation of Christ crucified and risen, is
ideological when uttered. Any one who doubts this should discuss the matter with an
atheist.™

The ideology in the text is embedded in the other textures we have already
examined. The beginning movement for Luke’s personal agenda within the context of the
LS narrative discourse is indicated in its innertexture and intertexture. This can be seen
especially in his reconfiguration and recontextualisation of received material. Our analysis
of social and cultural texture in chapter four revealed the social and cultural location of the
implied author. In our chapter on the social-cultural texture we concluded that the Lukan
LS narrative discourse exhibits a communitarian social rhetoric while enacting a
subcultural rhetoric vis-a-vis the Israelite culture and a countercultural rhetoric vis-a-vis the
dominant Greco-Roman culture. This implies that Luke is in some kind of conflict with
Israelite subculture as well as with Greco-Roman dominant cuiture. ¢ The reason is quite
clear from our analysis: Luke’s social rhetoric seeks to legitimate his agenda of the creation
of a subculture within Israelite and Greco-Roman culture. Our analysis of the sacred texture
has permitted us to flesh out that subculture as an inclusivist. egalitarian one centred on
Jesus. The LS promotes a view that moves the definition of homogeneous Israel to a

heterogeneous Israel, comprised of Israelites and Gentiles. It is an ideology that is informed

3 Gareth Jones. review of Theology, Ideology and Liberation: Towards a
Liberative Theology. by Peter Scott, JTS 48.1: 369-71.

4 See L. Gregory Bloomquist, "ldeological Texture," lecture (Saint Paul University
Ottawa, 1999).
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by Luke’s view of humans as equals without regard to social standing (rich or poor. sinful
or saintly), ethnic background (Israelite or Gentile), or gender.

It is in light of this particular inclusive-community ideology that we can better
understand other views expressed in the discourse, for instance. inclusive table fellowship.
leadership as Swuaxovia of others, brotherhood of the disciples. and patronage as Siaxovia
rather than as a source of status. Luke has in view the contrasting environment where
leaders do not characterise themselves in terms of slave Swaxovia. and Israelites do not
associate with non-Israelites and others who are considered ritually impure. In this way.
Luke seeks to redefine and reconfigure what is honourable by presenting his ideology of
“open-egalitarian commensality” * as the only honourable social practice. But because
when viewed within the old order Jesus’ lack of distinctions and discriminations at table
would be dishonourable (e.g. Luke 14: 7-14), the Lukan Jesus’ attitude at table negates a
particular, cultural practice of table, which is “to establish social ranking by what one eats.
how one eats. and with whom one eats™: then it is clear that Luke is operating from a
countercultural ideology that seeks to reconfigure the Israelite concept of table companions.

Not surprisingly, there are discerible conflicts between the Lukan Jesus—who is
the focus of the movement around him—and the Israelite authorities on the social functions

of table fellowship and the temple. This is especially so where the countercultural critique

5 For this use of this term, see John Dominic Crossan, The Historical Jesus: The
Life of a Mediterranean Israelite Peasant. (New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991): 261-64
Crossan seems to use “open commensality” and “egalitarian commensality™
interchangeably.

6 Crossan, Historical Jesus. 262.
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of the Graeco-Roman world intersects with the antique atmosphere of Israelite culture. In
this new cultural context focused on Jesus, over against either the Israelite subculture which
is founded. at least in part. on exclusive meal practice or the dominant Graeco-Roman
dominant culture that is founded, at least in part, on gentile kingship, Siaxovia is the proper
social function of Jesus-centred leadership and kingship. In the end Luke’s LS discourse
emerges as a political act, in large part because Luke’s writing is a rhetorical-political act
itself.”

Such a view accords with Esler’s hypothesis, namely, that Luke-Acts exhibits not
only theological dimensions, but social, cultural and political dimensions as well. Esler’s
arguments are based on his thesis that socio-political factors have been highly significant in
motivating Luke’s theology. For him, “Luke has shaped the gospel traditions at his disposal
in response to social and political pressures experienced by his community.”® Although
Esler does not claim that social and political factors totally explain the aim of Luke-Acts,
he argues, “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.™

Thus. as one example, we note that the Jesus-movement as an inclusive community of
equals and leadership as service, his concept of equality needs qualification. Why, for

example, does he seemingly exclude women-disciples from functioning as aposties? Why

7 See Robinson, Acts, 477.
8 Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts, 2.

9 Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts, 2.



316

did Luke choose only men to serve at table in Acts 6? As has been convincingly shown. the
notion of apostleship comes from the pen of Luke.'? Accordingly, Luke’s view is clearly
sub-cultural, that is, Jesus and his movement enact Israclite ideology more fully but do not
overturn it. As such Luke accepted aspects of the contemporary position of women in
Hellenistic Israelite society. even as he sought a reconfiguration of that dominant cuitural
position.

Esler’s work, however. lacks the integrating features of socio-rhetorical analysis.
features that would allow him to see the interplay among the theological, the literary. the
social, and the ideological realities. Elisabeth Schilssler Fiorenza reminds us of this
function of rhetoric:

Whereas the poetic work attempts to create and organize imaginative
experience. rhetoric seeks to persuade and to motivate people to act
right. Rhetoric seeks to instigate a change of attitudes and motivations:
it strives to persuade, to teach and to engage the hearer/reader by
eliciting reactions, emotions. convictions, and identifications. The
evaluative criterion for rhetoric is not aesthetics, but praxis.!"
Thus. to the features of ideology noted by Esler. we need to add analysis of the
rhetorical situation, for ideological investigation is best explored with an eye on the
rhetorical question or exigency to which Luke 22:7-38 (WT) can be construed as a fitting

response. The work of this thesis may be construed. then, as an extensive attempt to do just

that. Our analysis indicates that Luke's open concern for table fellowship between Israelite

10 See John P. Meier. "The Circle of the Twelve." 635-72.

Il "Rhetorical Situation and Historical Reconstruction in | Corinthians,” NTS 33
(1987): 387.
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and gentile members of his community in Acts colours his telling the story of the LS.!? This
conclusion suggests that a legitimation of table-fellowship between Israelite and Gentile
members of Luke’s Jesus-movement group “formed a vital arch in the symbolic universe
which Luke created for his community.”!3

In Chapter One, | suggested that Luke achieves this by constructing his LS as a
rhetorical elaboration of theme. Treating Luke’s LS as a rhetorical elaboration reveals that
Luke 22:7-38 (WT) is a unified text. This helps to avoid disciplinary fragmentation of
previous studies of this text, and to bring together different dimensions of the text for
analysis. In this way, Jesus’ instruction on true leadership (vv.25-28) assumes a central
position in the rhetoric of Luke’s supper text. This clearly contrasts with previous studies
that have centralised the so-called “institution text™ (vv. 19-20).

In Chapter Two, | showed how this elaboration was constructed by looking at the
narrative material, argumentation, and repetition. This analysis shows that Jesus is the main
subject of the narrative text, and that the apostles are Jesus’ rhetorical audience. those for
whom the elaboration is intended.

Chapter Three shows that from the perspective of socio-rhetorical analysis there are

four ways a text may use antecedent texts, oral or written, namely. recitation,

12 We underlined this in our analysis of thematic elaboration of a theme in chapter
two. There we concluded that inclusiveness and servant leadership formed the rhetorical
situation of the discourse, that is, the exigency to which the Lukan LS discourse can be

understood as a fitting response.

13 Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts, 109.
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reconfiguration. recontextualisation, and oral-scribal echo.'* Luke in composing his LS has
reworked specific oral as well as written traditions available to him. Our analysis indicates
that Luke 22:7-38 (WT) refers to Mark directly. But there are reconfigurations and
recontextualisations of certain traditions that are not found in Mark. for instance. the
Didache and John. Luke’s agreement with 1 Cor, John, and the Didache. then, allows us to
conclude that all four must have drawn on and reconfigured similar traditions. The
rhetorical elaboration pattern within the LS narrative discourse in Luke 22:14-38 (WT)
further suggests that Luke may have drawn on Graeco-Roman textual traditions. e.g.
rhetorical handbooks and exercises. novels and commentaries.

In Chapter Four we explored Luke’s dependence on the cultural systems and social
structure in the first-century Mediterranean society. This analysis demonstrated that Luke is
dependent, not only on certain external texts, as we saw in chapter three, but on certain
cultural tradition and social institutions in the first-century Mediterranean environment.

This interaction with certain social codes and cultural scripts in the first-century
Mediterranean led me to conclude in Chapter Five that the language in the text can be
social-culturally located as a first-century Mediterranean revolutionist response, with a
conversionist tendency, that seeks to reconstruct the old social order for the purposes of
establishing a new social order, the kingdom of God, the kind of primitive Christian
community Luke describes in the first chapters of Acts. I have characterised this as a

communitarian social response. for “it sets out through its activities to construct the world

14 Traditional interpreters have long recognised the composite nature of Luke's LS
in their quest for the sources Luke may have used.
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on a communitarian basis.”'* Jesus” subversion of cultural meal habits is. as | have noted.
directed to the rhetorical audience constituted by his disciples and serves to reverse
relationships and roles among them at meals, a mainstay of Israelite purity system. and to
indicate to them that the honoured one is the one who serves. The cultural function of
Luke’s LS is, then, the creation of an inclusive community in which such a social response
endures. This inclusivity suggests that in the new social order, God, not gentile kings. will
be the patron, while Jesus will continue to broker God’s benefactions. When the apostles
become rulers in the new dispensation they will begin to act as brokers of God's
benefactions and will thus socially and culturally mirror the actions of Jesus as broker.

The final chapter explores how this social and cultural program reflects sacred
interests. Here my analysis led me to suggest that Jesus’ sharing of his divine authority with
the apostles and the potential positive transformative effect of Jesus’ petition to the deity on
the apostles indicates that contact with Jesus himself leads to transformation. The meal
Jesus promises his disciples will become for them a link to Jesus as they remember him at
the breaking of bread, a communal meal that will transform members of the community
(Luke 24: 30-32). The meal then assumes a higher. sacral-like value, as it becomes not a
sacrificial rite but a sign of unity and cohesion. This unity and cohesion is further
strengthe;led as the disciples are transformed into a fictive familial bond.

Socio-rhetorical analysis as we have engaged it here shows how a text’s social-
cultural environment helps to shape it. Socio-rhetorical analysis shows that a good

knowledge of the social-cultural background of a text such as the NT is a desideratum for a

15 wilson. "Typology of Sects." 370.
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better interpretation of it because of the fuller rhetorical and social considerations. Socio-
rhetorical analysis also allows me to pose new questions to Luke’s LS (WT). and to

incorporate elements drawn from my own culture.
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