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Abstract

This research project primarily concerns itself with a theory perfected by
Steve Mason, concerning the more probable sources and inspirations for both

the content and literary style of Luke-Acts, specifically:

This theory, | have termed the “Mason thesis” and which advocates that apart
from its obvious dependence on Q. and Ev.Matt. Luke-Acts, was largely
indebted to Josephus for much of his historical information as well as his

favoured rhetorical strategy.
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1 Cf. Liddell and Scott. 1996. Greek-English Lexicon.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

1.1 Background to the Problem

Steve Mason held the Kirby Laing Chair of New Testament Exegesis (University of
Aberdeen: School of Divinity, History and Philosophy) from 2011 until 2015. Since
August 1, 2015, he has held the position of Distinguished Professor of Ancient
Mediterranean Religions and Cultures at the Faculty of Theology and Religious
Studies of the University of Groningen. Mason is a leading scholar in the history and
literature of the eastern Mediterranean under Roman rule, especially Roman Judaea,
the Jewish historian Flavius Josephus, and Christian-Jewish-Roman relations. He is
also well-known in academic circles for his thesis that claims that the author(s) of
Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. relied heavily on, inter alia, specific historical data originally

found in the various writings of Josephus Flavius?.

In his seminal work (Josephus and the New Testament [2"¢ Edition]), Mason (2003:
297 — 298) stresses that an extensive knowledge of Josephus’ works is imperative
for a student who wishes to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the social,

cultural and political world described in the NT.

Few would argue with him here. However, Mason goes somewhat further by
highlighting key events described by Josephus in both his Judean War (75 C.E.) and
Antiquities of the Jews (c. 94 C.E.) that seem to be the models for similar accounts
recorded in, inter alia, Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. The implication being that the author(s) of
these two NT books was/were slavishly dependent on Josephus for both content and
style. In addition, if validated, it would point to a late (possibly mid-second century
C.E.) date for the composition of the final form of Luke-Acts. The upshot of this
theory, which first appeared in print in 1992, is that due to the extent of the Lucan
debt to Josephus, both Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. were largely composed artificially, are
both totally apocryphal in nature and guilty of excessive plagiarism of the only reliable
historical source (i.e. Josephus) available at the time. A less likely alternative to this
thesis is that Josephus and the NT author(s) in question were reliant on a common
(albeit non-extant), source. Mason (1993: 233) explains that apropos the relationship
between Josephus and Luke-Acts:

2 37°nnn 12 3791 70 a.k.a. Toonmog Matbiov a.k.a. Titus Flavius Josephus (c. 37 — 100 C.E.).
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Regardless of how one settles this famous problem, the parallels of genre
between the two works illuminate the interpretation of Luke-Acts. We see
here a two-volume history written according to current conventions, which
shares with Josephus’ works the goal of explaining and defending what
seems troublesome to many in the Roman world®. But it seems that we
can go further. Close inspection of the many affinities between Josephus
and Luke-Acts indicates that Luke knew the writings of his famous Jewish
contemporary.

In this context, Mason believes that the author(s) of Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. ultimately
created a rationale for Christianity which is essentially founded on Josephus’ original
defence of Judaism. Mason also strongly intimates that if his thesis is disproven, it
will be difficult to explain away what are for him, the extraordinary correspondences
that currently exist in the analogous texts. Some of the key areas that are stressed by
Mason (2003), with reference to either content or style, include the similar accounts
of such topics as the census under Quirinius in Syria and Judea (c. 6 C.E.), the
actions of historical personages such as Judas the Galilean, Theudas, and the
Egyptian Prophet (c. 52 — c. 62 C.E.); the role and specific mention of the Sicarii (c.
52 — c¢. 62 C.E.), the portrayal of Herod Agrippa Il and Marcus Antonius Felix, the
hegemony of the Pharisaic movement, the limited influence of the Sadducees and

episodes of divine justice etc.

Few biblical scholars support Mason’s thesis. Here, the most notable has to be
Carrier (2000) who fully endorses Mason’s findings. Carrier (2000) has even
managed to augment the seeming coincidences between the Lucan material and key
passages from Josephus’s works. Gnuse also seems to buy into some of Mason’s
concepts (cf. 2002:158). It is also perplexing that one author (Einhorn, 2012:1-40)
refers to Mason only once and seemingly in passing (2012:20 n.54) but still proceeds
to give her own very detailed version of this thesis without any acknowledgment of its

source!

Bermejo-Rubio, (2016: 93) refers to Mason’s thesis as a “much-debated and thorny
issue” and scholars such as Brighton (2011:552ff) reject it altogether. In this context
Brighton concludes that the works of Josephus have possibly been misused in order
to accuse the author(s) of Act.Ap. of historical error. Ultimately, Brighton (2011:558)

feels that, at best, Act.Ap. “provides independent confirmation of Josephus’s

3 In his 2003 second edition, Mason amplifies “many in the Roman world” as meaning “ the
culture and values of a minority community to a small circle of more influential friends”.
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portrayal of the Sicarii”. It is also significant that regularly, we witness certain authors
(including Christian apologists), who by their references make it perfectly clear that
they are fully aware of Mason’s contributions to New Testament research. Some go
so far as to make extensive use of Mason’s research for a wide range of contexts but
all pointedly neglect to mention his Josephus/ Luke-Act thesis when directly
discussing possible sources for Luke-Acts (cf. Peterson, 2009: 16-25; Howell, 2016:
30; and Smith and Kostopoulos, 2017: 390-410).

Another scholar, Goldberg (1995) has also explored the similarities between aspects
of Ev.Luc and the writings of Josephus. Although he has considered other
possibilities, he like Wesley Allen (1997: 6-21, 35-74), ultimately favours both of

these authors drawing from a common source.

Mason'’s thesis also has implications for the more accurate dating of Luke-Acts. If he
is in any way correct, Luke-Acts will need to be given a much later date than normally
favoured by many scholars. In general terms there seem to be two distinct camps.
The first consists of scholars who assume that Luke-Acts is mostly accurate and
factual (e.g. Johnson, 1991:2; Green, 1997:3; and Knight, 1998:10-11). For these it is
seemingly obvious that Paul's ministry occurred between c. 35/6 — 60 / 62 C.E. and
that Luke was a travelling companion of Paul. Of course these dates and the
estimated period that each event as recorded in Act.Ap. and the various epistles will
still diverge according to which scholar is opining. Regardless these authors will
never date the Gospel of Luke to later than say ¢.90 C.E. — all claiming a first-century
C.E. date. The second group is composed of more sceptical scholars (e.g. Carrier
2000; and Tyson, 2006 and 2009: passim), who point out obvious similarities in
rhetorical approach and/or historical content (albeit at times misreported) between
Luke-Acts and other Hellenistic authors. These authors all favour an early to mid-
second-century C.E. date (e.g. ¢.120 — ¢.140 C.E.). In addition, these scholars, like
Verheyden (2012:27) accept that we do not know who the author of Luke-Acts was.
Indeed, any number of individuals (including a school) might have been responsible

for the final form of these two books.

With the aforementioned background information in mind, the present situation
seems to reflect the concern that scholars tend to be more concerned with preserving
their constructed realities than they are with dealing dispassionately with the known

historical facts. This accusation can be levelled at all camps, regardless of whether
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they claim to be conservative Christian scholars or even, free-thinking liberal

academics.

Most importantly, given the divergence between a typically conservative and liberal
understanding of the most likely historical context within which Josephus and the
author(s) of Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. existed, it would seem unlikely that agreement will

ever be reached.

Certainly, the liberal camp tends to treat Josephus’ reporting of historical events as
somewhat superior to the NT versions. Not surprisingly, the conservative camp will
do the exact opposite and will tend to hegemonise the NT accounts over those of

Josephus — certainly when any discrepancy arises.

Mason’s theory clearly shows the gospel writers to have displayed overt didactic
objectives (let alone plagiaristic tendencies). Thus, any attempt to recapture historical
truth will be forever disguised by the layers of borrowed literary motifs, rhetorical
strategies, fantastical tales, allegory and symbolism. In short, according to Mason
(1992) it is not really possible to separate fact from fiction in, inter alia, Luke-Acts.

Therefore, it is surmised that before any meaningful debate can take place, a
substantiated historical context needs to be determined - one which is not unduly
influenced by the respective worldviews of the scholars concerned. Within this more
plausible context the claims made by, inter alia, Mason could be better analysed and

a more convincing outcome conferred.

One of the challenges here will be the fact that to obtain a plausible history of the
period, the researcher would have to, inter alia, employ the works of Josephus. Given
the negative light that his records are sometimes cast in by more conservative
scholars will require the researcher to be extremely judicious. Alternative histories will
need to be sought (where possible) and critically compared. Thus, with these various

contexts in mind it is possible to formulate the principle research question:

1.2 Statement of the Problem

To what degree does the Mason thesis withstand rigorous analytical scrutiny within

the context of a substantiated and verified historical context?
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1.3 Statement of the Sub-Problems

1.3.1 Statement of the First Sub-Problem

What is the most credible historical context for the pertinent writings of Josephus,
Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap.?

1.3.2 Statement of the Second Sub-Problem

To what degree may either Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. be considered reliable historical

sources?

1.3.3 Statement of the Third Sub-Problem

In the context of the Mason thesis, to what degree may the pertinent writings of

Josephus be considered historically reliable?

1.3.4 Statement of the Fourth Sub-Problem:

Will it be possible to determine if Josephus is indeed the primary source for any of

the Lucan texts or vice versa?

1.4 Definition of Terms

For the sake of greater clarity, certain terms employed in this study need to be
elucidated as regards their import and interpretation within a stated context. In most
cases these are employed in a more regular way and do not necessarily deviate
substantially from more common use. However in certain situations a specific term

may well include more nuanced significance.

1.4.1 Conservative Scholars

It is certainly not the intention here to lump together all Christian-based scholars into
one clique identified by a singular and monolithic point of view. Rather, because, one
of the central issues under critical review, is the influence of a scholar’s worldview on

the outcome of supposed objective reasoning it is sometimes necessary to use a
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collective noun when referring to those scholars who tend to walk a tightrope
between faithful adherence to their personal religious convictions and intimate

experiences and their academic training as dispassionate investigators.

Thus, the objective of the term *“conservative scholar” is to highlight that the
individual's constructed worldview not only overtly colours his/her perceptions but in
fact has a deciding vote when determining the very outcome of a particular argument.

Wells (1988b: 20 - 21) has perhaps a more negative understanding of this term:

Conservative apologists still do the same . . . There is more parade of

erudition and open-mindedness. But the conclusions always turn out to be

in accordance with desire, in harmony with what is regarded as essential

doctrine.
Thus for the purposes of this study, scholars, who as Wells intimates, tend to wear
their religious convictions on their sleeve, are grouped together as “conservative”. In
this context, most conservative researchers would also subscribe to a confession of
faith whereas a liberal scholar would most definitely not. Although aspects of
fundamentalism are certainly factors here, many, if not all, of the leading Christian-
based scholars who are featured in this study still claim to be open—-minded and

purportedly champion rational thought.

1.4.2 The Interpretivist/Constructivist Episteme

According to Cohen and Manion (1994: 36), an interpretivist/constructivist approach
to research has the intention of understanding the world of human experience better
because it accepts that reality is as Mertens (2005: 12) confirms: “socially
constructed". Here it is assumed that the constructed worldviews of all role-players
reviewed in this research project (including that of the researcher), will impact on the
research findings.

This approach also allows the researcher to make use of, where relevant and
applicable, a wider range of methods which, when triangulated, may better assist in
establishing greater validity of interpretation. According to Mackenzie and Knipe
(2006):

The constructivist researcher is most likely to rely on qualitative data collection

methods and analysis or a combination of both qualitative and quantitative methods
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(mixed methods). Quantitative data may be utilised in a way, which supports or

expands upon qualitative data and effectively deepens the description.

It is also the contention of the researcher that the greatest stumbling block to
contemporary scholars reaching consensus apropos the Josephus/Luke-Acts debate

is almost totally a result of the dominant worldviews of the researchers involved.

Lidemann (2013: 262) quotes Van Harvey (1996: xx—xxi) who stated:

what we call historical inquiry is really the formalization by professional
historians of our modern, Promethean desire to know, a desire that is
actually rooted in everyday life. Historical reasoning is merely the
formalization of one method that has, over time, proved to be our best
guarantor of achieving this desire and of holding in check the special
pleading, obscurantism, and tendentiousness that are omnipresent in
human existence.

An interpretivist/constructivist approach, fully-focussed on this issue of social
constructs, will better assist in highlighting this problem and hopefully make it
possible to establish a more plausible context and, as far as is possible, shared

worldview, within which rational deduction may take place.

1.4.3 Luke as Author

As confirmed by, inter alia, Sterling (1992: 313) the first writer to identify Luke as the
author of Ev.Luc. was Justin Martyr (c. 100 — c. 165 C.E.) and the suggestion that
both Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. were written by the same author or group of authors is

largely a later Christian tradition.

As Dicken (2012: 7) states “These ascriptions may have been based on reliable
tradition, but without earlier corroborating evidence, we may continue to be
skeptical.” Therefore, due to the fact that there is no absolute clarity as to who
actually wrote Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap., reference will often be made, inter alia, to the
“Lucan author(s)” or the “Lucan material” or even “Luke”. Indeed, certain scholars -
such as Mason (2003: 251 n. 2) - will employ the latter term (i.e. “Luke”) as a literary
convenience when referring to the unknown author or authors of either of these two
books.
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However, many, typically conservative scholars, tend to employ this term more
literally and somewhat perfunctorily; believing (either furtively or unreservedly) that a
singular individual called Luke truly wrote all of the Lucan material. Regardless, when
guoting authorities who make use of the term “Luke”, irrespective of their personal
world-views, confessions of faith or religious stance, this author will take it as read
that the employment of this term in no way indicates blind acceptance of this
commonly held assertion. In addition, this author will, on occasion, employ the term

“Luke” as an expedient generic term to identify Lucan material.

1.4.4 Worldview

For the purpose of this investigation, the insights of, inter alia, Koltko-Rivera (2000: 2)
are favoured. Thus a “worldview” should be seen as a way of “describing the
universe and life within it, both in terms of what is and what ought to be.” [My

emphasis].

It would also be fair to state that a worldview is intimately linked to an individual’s
ideology. The following statement, adapted by Koltko-Rivera (2000: 2) is pertinent in
this regard:

A given worldview is a set of beliefs that includes limiting statements and
assumptions regarding what exists and what does not (either in actuality,
or in principle), what objects or experiences are good or bad, and what
objectives, behaviors, and relationships are desirable or undesirable. A
worldview defines what can be known or done in the world, and how it can
be known or done. In addition to defining what goals can be sought in life,
a worldview defines what goals should be pursued. Worldviews include
assumptions that may be unproven, and even unprovable, but these
assumptions are superordinate, in that they provide the epistemic and
ontological foundations for other beliefs within a belief system.

1.5. Delimitations of the Research

1.5.1 Reconstruction of Historical Contexts

It is accepted that the worldview of any scholar impinges directly on the quality of

their research. This factor is greatly enhanced in the case of those scholars who also

operate within a particular confession of faith. Indeed, it makes little sense for anyone
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to claim to be scientific or academic if they simultaneously want to uphold any

doctrine that cannot be verified by rigorous scientific critique.

In this context, the most accurate reconstruction that one can produce of a believable
historical perspective — one that can also serve as a benchmark against which to
compare a particular scholar's case - will also depend on the worldview of the
researcher concerned. Thus, to claim that one has the best reconstruction of a

particular moment in history would be arrogant and self-delusional.

1.6 Assumptions of the Research

1.6.1 Intellectual Integrity

This research accepts that in the final analysis truth, or what we believe to be truth, is
dependent on sincere, albeit constructed, intellectual integrity. In this regard, this
study assumes, as does Rand (1962: 65), that integrity "does not consist of loyalty to

one's subjective whims, but of loyalty to rational principles".

Furthermore, even if we want to be as cynical as Rorty (1992: 141), who once stated
that he did “not have much use for notions like ‘objective truth” and who (Rorty,
1982: xvii) scoffed that claiming a statement to be “true” was akin to giving it a
“rhetorical pat on the back” we could do worse than follow the advice of Haack (1996:
57 - 58) who informs her reader that:

The first step is to point out that the concept of truth is internally related to
the concepts of belief, evidence, and inquiry. To believe that p is to accept
p as true. Evidence that p is evidence that p is true, an indication of the
truth of p. And to inquire into whether p is to inquire into whether p is true;
if you aren’t trying to get the truth, you aren’t really inquiring.

This investigation takes it as read, that we construct our realities and that these
worldviews impinge on our attempts to establish truth. In this regard this investigation
fully subscribes to the perceptions of, inter alia, Koltko-Rivera (2004: 3) who states
that:

the nature of this in-sight is that human cognition and behavior are
powerfully influenced by sets of beliefs and assumptions about life and
reality. Applied to the individual level, this insight has implications for
theories of personality, cognition, education, and intervention. Applied to
the collective level, this insight can provide a basis for psychological
theories of culture and conflict, faith and coping, war and peace.
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Particularly as psychologists search for ways to reintegrate the discipline
after a century of tumultuous and fractious growth, it would be worthwhile
for psychology and its sub disciplines to focus on a construct that is central
to this aforementioned insight, a construct with a long history and broad
applicability but a dearth of serious theoretical formulation. This is the
construct of worldview (or “world view").

Therefore, this study also assumes that, especially in those disciplines that impinge

on personal faith (with willing deference to the insights of Haack [1996: 58]):

[B]oth pseudobelief and pseudoinquiry are commonplace. Pseudobelief
includes those familiar psychological states of obstinate loyalty to a
proposition that one half suspects is false, and of sentimental attachment
to a proposition to which one has given no thought at all (Sic).

1.6.2 Fundamentalism

It is assumed that any form of religious fundamentalism, will make any rational
scientific debate impossible. Consider for example the views of the arch-
fundamentalist, Bloesch (1994: 121 and 293) who will openly deny that there is any
relationship between what he would term “God’s logic” and “human logic”. Indeed,
Bloesch (1994: 55) is happy to believe that his constructed truth, based on what he
believes is the NT's divine revelation, is both true and beyond the “analytical methods
of formal logic”. It should go without saying that such attitudes will not likely result in
scientifically verifiable knowledge, let alone a universal truth. Thus, for a
fundamentalist, logical deductions which clash with so-called revelation are

unacceptable.

1.7 Research Design / Methodology

With the aforementioned contexts in mind, this dissertation will, inter alia, attempt to
verify/clarify an acceptable and believable historical context for the classical/biblical

authors currently under review.

Moreover, great attention will be placed on the following factors that indisputably

impacted on the worldviews of the respective authors under review. These include:

1. Contemporary Religious Beliefs;
2. Contemporary Political Realities;

3. Contemporary Dominant Social Constructs;
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4. Undisputed Historical Facts; and

5. Consistency of Reporting.

In addition, the proposed dissertation will also look at the degree of historical validity

in both Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. as well as the applicable writings of Josephus.

In the latter cases, the arguments of a selected range of leading scholars will be
appraised diagnostically. This group consists of those authorities, living or dead, who
are still considered to be the most relevant in the contemporary Josephus/Luke
debate. In this regard, inter alia, the insights of scholars such as: Francgois Bovon,
Mark Andrew Brighton, Frederick Fyvie Bruce, Richard Carrier, Henry J. Cadbury,
Frank Dicken, Bart D. Ehrman, Craig A. Evans, Joseph A, Fitzmyer, Gary J.
Goldberg, Ernst Haenchen, Adolf Harnack, Peter Kirby, Gerd Lidemann, Daniel
Marguerat, lan Howard Marshall, Steve Mason, Gregory E. Sterling and Patricia

Walters will be considered.

With an established historical context in place, key similarities that seem to exist
between the respective texts will be subjected to a similar, but not always identical,

critical review process.

The current scholarly debates concerning the issue of historical reliability as well
as originality of each of the disputed passages under review, will be made, paying
close attention to a scholar's constructed realty and the degree to which it
impinges negatively on his/her attempt to undertake a neutral discourse. To this

end, great attention will be placed on, inter alia, such factors as:

internal and external arguments;
comparative arguments;

textual arguments;

stylistic arguments;

historical arguments; and

o gk 0N PRE

theological variations.
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1.8 Central Theoretical Argument

It is proposed to take a more interpretivist/constructivist approach rather than a naive
positivistic one. It is acknowledged that all deliberation will be taking place within a
linguistic paradigm that posits knowledge is mediated through language (thinking)
and consequently it is not possible to ever objectively know what we assume to be

reality. Therefore, an interpretivist/constructivist epistemology is clearly favoured.

It is accepted that it will never be possible to accurately reconstruct the historical
context(s) that underpin(s) the premises of the various arguments tendered by the
key-role players in the Josephus/Luke-Acts debate. It is also accepted that a
particular scholar’'s constructed reality will impinge on his/her interpretation of the
best-argued evidence. It can be safely argued that knowledge is that which is
constructed by the researcher or theorist by virtue of any number of applicable

methods

Although it is certainly not refuted that information can be obtained by direct sense
experience of the world (linguistic mediation), the important point is that we can never
really know the source of that perception (the assumed external reality). Rather we
constantly formulate (construct) an understanding of the world within which we live by
thinking — a process which is always mediated linguistically. In this latter regard,
certain of the views of the post-structuralist philosopher Jacques Derrida* are
invaluable in grasping the point that language (in all its manifestations), cannot

embody inviolable universal truth and is itself a flawed medium.

Unfortunately, language as “text”, regardless of its form (i.e. oral, scribal, audial,
olfactorial etc.), is the only medium we have - which points to meaning always being

imperfectly mediated.

Again, because all interpretation can only take place within a particular “text”, it is
never possible to return to the “source” or the “origin” deferred/referred to by the
“text”. In the same way the intentions of an author or an artist are, in the final
analysis, quite irrelevant when interpreting say, a particular written text or work of art,

since the reader or spectator, armed with their own constructed realities, only has the

4 Cf. Derrida. 1997. Of Grammatology.
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written or visual text by which to arrive at a particular (albeit shifting/provisional) point

of view.

This approach neither accepts the maladroit conclusion that in the final analysis
“anything goes” nor does it advocate nihilism. Undeniably, the complete opposite is
implied. Any judicious deconstruction of a text implies a rigorous and critical analysis

with an amplified awareness of the pitfalls of naive relativism.

It is the contention of the researcher that contemporary scholars cannot reach a
consensus of learned opinion apropos the Mason thesis by dint of their respective

dominant worldviews.

As knowledge is obtained by means of an interpretivist/constructivist mechanism a
plausible historical context must first be established within which to test Mason’s

arguments and indeed, his antagonists’ counter-claims.

Thereafter, an interpretivist/constructivist approach, fully focussed on this issue of
social constructs, will better assist in highlighting this problem and hopefully make it
possible to establish a more plausible context and, as far as is possible, shared
worldview, within which rational deduction may take place.

1.9 The Importance of the Research

Much literary support exists which exhorts the reader to disregard the authenticity of
the Mason thesis. However, these refutations come predominantly from a
conservative Christian ethos. In addition, none of the scholarly responses in question
seems to deal directly and/or objectively with certain key issues. It is believed, that
elements of personal bias (whether justified or not), and the specific constructed
worldviews of the scholars concerned are a major contributor to the incentive behind

most of the established arguments in circulation today.

A more convincing refutation of Mason’s thesis would lend support to the current
conventional wisdom that advocates both Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap., as historically reliable
documents. However, if the Mason thesis is largely vindicated it would also shed light

on a more plausible evolution and compositional history of these two NT books.
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1.10 Overview of the Research Project

This dissertation is set out in a specific order to present its arguments as clearly as

possible:

Chapter One (Introduction) is the preamble wherein the parameters and intentions of

research are explicated.

Chapter Two (A Critical Review of Mason’s Methodology) explicates the validity of

Mason'’s theoretical approach and where the author’s approach is in agreement.

Chapter Three (A Critical Overview of the Mason Thesis) sets out to critically

evaluate the following pertinent issues, viz.:

the historical context for Mason'’s thesis;

Josephus and Luke in the context of Hellenistic history writing;
the portrayal of Christianity in a Jewish context;

evidence of historiographical influence and Josephan rhetoric;
circumstantial evidence of plagiarism;

comparable evidence of plagiarism; and

N o o s~ w D

correspondences between literary themes and choice of vocabulary.

Chapter Four (Arguments in Favour of the Mason Thesis) assesses any general
points of agreement with the work of scholars such as Richard Carrier. In this regard
any evidence that supports Mason's thesis will be considered. However

weaknesses in a scholar's argument will also be exposed.

Chapter Five (Alternate Views to the Mason Thesis) sets out to evaluate alternate
scholarly views by a wide range of researchers from both conservative and more
liberal backgrounds. In this regard the following issues will be critically evaluated,

viz.:

1. The dating of Luke-Acts
2. The authorship of Luke-Acts
3. The unity of Luke-Acts
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4. Luke-Acts as Hellenistic history writing
5. Luke-Acts as apologetic historiography

6. Josephus as a possible influence on Luke-Acts

Chapter Six (Josephus’ Reliability as an Historian) examines Josephus’ degree of

credibility as a reliable historical source for information.
Chapter Seven (Conclusions) is a detailed synopsis wherein the various sub-

problems of research are addressed in the light of the evidence obtained and, where

applicable, further research recommended.
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CHAPTER TWO

A Critical Review of Mason’s Methodology

2.1 Introduction

When Mason'’s thesis first appeared in 1992 in his book titled: Josephus and the New
Testament® he had already taken a very specific stance apropos Josephus-based
research. However, although, at the time, he fully explained his dissatisfaction with
past methodologies in his chosen field, he never really spelled out the precise details

of his preferred methodology, especially in the context of this specific thesis.

At the time he seemed to emphasise three main issues, viz.: the failings of source
criticism, “scissors and paste history” and the previous maltreatment of Josephus as

an individual.

Mason (1993: 29) emphases that previous generations tended to ignore Josephus’
“own intelligence as an author”. Further, these past approaches to Josephus-based
research still impact on scholars in more contemporary times. Again, according to
Mason (1993: 33) Josephus’ own interpretation of what was for him contemporary
history was often overlooked in favour of the agenda of the historian or theologian

concerned. Mason (1993: 33) complains:

Even when the religious maltreatment of Josephus subsided, the poor
fellow was largely abused by the academic world, which also tended to
fragment his writings into little bits of data. As a result it has taken us the
better part of two thousand years to begin reading what Josephus
actually wrote.

However, subsequent to this publication, Mason has explained his approach in far

more detail. Of special importance are his comments made in 2012°.

Here, one suspects that Mason’s (2012: 155 — 240) more current explanation of his
preferred methodology for studying history, is in some ways more refined and even
more critical than the one that he employed in the 1990s.. Regardless, for the sake of

accuracy, his possibly more mature approach to studying history will first need to be

5 Cf. Steve Mason. 1992. Josephus and the New Testament, 15t ed. 15t printing. Peabody,
Ma.: Hendrickson Publishers, Inc.

6 Steve Mason. 2012. “What is History? Using Josephus for the Judaean-Roman War”, in The
Jewish Revolt Against Rome: Interdisciplinary Perspectives, edited by Mladen Popovi¢, 155 —
240. Leiden: Koninklijke Brill NV.
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unpacked and examined in order to gain a better understanding of the precise
methodology that resulted in a thesis that substantiates Luke-Acts plagiarising

aspects of Josephus’ work.

2.2 The Influence of Collingwood

Here, Mason (2012: 155-240) readily admits to his adherence to certain of the

fundamental tenets of Collingwood’s” approach to historical enquiry.

In general terms, Collingwood (1994) advocated that history is concerned neither
with the past (in itself) nor with the historian's conception of the past. Rather, the

historian deals with both reciprocally.

Within this paradigm, the past is always unknown to us. Actions and events that
occurred before the present no longer exist. The historian’s task is to try to
understand what lay behind past events® but not recover the past events in
themselves. Within this scenario the historian does not study history but the history of
thought. Collingwood (1994: 88) explains: “history is nothing but the re-enactment of

past thought in the historian's mind”.

Here it is important to grasp that this “re-enactment” still requires empirical evidence
yet the process itself is not empirical. History is not the regurgitation of facts,
something that Collingwood (1994: 98 ff.) denigrates as “scissors and paste” history.

On this issue, Collingwood (1994:99) explains:

History constructed by excerpting and combining the testimonies of
different authorities | call scissors-and-paste history ... it is not really
history at all, because it does not satisfy the necessary conditions of
science; but until lately it was the only kind of history in existence, and a
great deal of the history people are still reading to-day, and even a good
deal of what people are still writing, belongs to this type.

In the specific context of employing Josephus as a (primary) historical source, the
more traditional modus operandi was to take Josephus largely at his word and then

regurgitate aspects of his own stated sentiments in the process of re-writing. In line
with Collingwood’s approach to history, Mason also emphasises that the historian

7 Robin George Collingwood (1889 — 1943).
8 This is highly reminiscent of Kant's concept of “Das ding an sich” (noumenon) as opposed to
“phenomenon”.
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should guard against the illusion that history is “value-free” and totally “factual”. In
particular, Mason warns against an approach to presenting history merely as a set of
recorded facts (often drawn from disparate sources) that when cobbled together are
taken as a valid account of what occurred say two thousand years ago. This
approach is compounded when the primary source is someone of the calibre of
Josephus. Thus if Josephus’ rhetorical statements are taken at face value we run the
risk of ending up with the fantasy that we have fully understood the specific motives

and feelings behind a particular person’s actions in the past.

Mason (2012: 166 -167) gives some typical (albeit insightful) examples where
historians of the calibre of Schurer® and Williamson!® have transplanted uncritically,
Josephus’ own interpretation concerning the thoughts of an actor from past times in

their own accounts. Mason (2012: 167) rightfully responds:

[H]Jow can we know that these men from two thousand years ago thought
and felt these things, when we cannot hope to describe even the
thoughts and feelings of our own contemporary leaders?

The historian needs to apply his/her mind in the process of selecting and interpreting

facts. Indeed, only then can empirical evidence become an historical fact.

Mason (2012: 138 — 207) also spends quite some time explicating the various
problems that face historians today as well as exactly what might constitute history.
For example, what is the domain of the pure historian? Here, he draws his readers’
attention to the oft naive assumption, enforced by popular culture, that history
(especially ancient history) is automatically aligned to archaeology. Popular culture,
for one, tends to assume that all ancient historians are automatically expected to be
archaeologists. Of course, it is true that historians make use of hard evidence, like
archaeologists, of such historical records or remains, as artefacts, in their research. It
is also true that there exists an overlap between the two disciplines. However, some
archaeologists would appear to be quick to disavow anyone of the illusion that
Ancient History and Archelogy are the same discipline. Mason (2012: 161) points to
Magness!! (2002: 4-5) who dogmatically states that archaeologists learn about the

past solely through the study of the material remains left by humans of all levels of

9 Emil Schirer (1844 — 1910).
10 Geoffrey Arthur Williamson (1895 — 1982).
11 Jodi Magness (Born 1956).

18| Page



society, whereas historians only study written texts mostly produced by members of a

ruling elite.

2.3 The Importance of the Linguistic Paradigm

Apart from the observation (duly justified) that historians tend to study the past
through the eyes of the elite, | for one take issue with the clear implication that
historians only read texts and in sharp contradistinction, archaeologists restrict

themselves solely to artefacts. The very notion is clearly preposterous.

Here, | believe that Mason would agree with me, since he clearly states that he, as
well as his respected aficionados (i.e. Collingwood and Bloch?!? ), all believe that an
historian, makes use of any physical and/or literary testimony that, depending on the
context, is capable of supplying evidence concerning the past. This is an admission
of the textuality of the world within which we live. Arguing from the perspective of a
linguistic paradigm, everything is mediated through language and everything can be
interpreted linguistically, be it a written text, spoken word, gesture, image, smell,
atomic structure or even DNA code. There can be no valid reason why, outside of a
valid context, the physical remains of an ancient culture cannot be “read” and
interpreted according to the same structures as apply to say a written text formed
from characters inscribed on parchment or an image painted on a piece of canvas.
Although different interpretations might occur, which involve different linguistic
processes, the very structure of understanding, certainly, in a Gadamerian® sense,

is identical.
2.4 The Hermeneutic of Suspicion versus the Hermeneutic of Trust
Mason refers his reader to some important reflections made by Sandgren* (2010: 3-

4) apropos two more contemporary (albeit competing) approaches to undertaking

historical research:

12 Marc Léopold Benjamin Bloch (1886 — 1944).

13 Hans-Georg Gadamer (1900 — 2002). In terms of Gadamer's dialectical hermeneutical
approach, understanding occurs within a shared linguistic paradigm after a dialectical process
(conversation). Here, all understanding (as a description of this process) is evaluated by
virtue of a person’s subsequent application of what he/she has “understood”. Cf. Hans-Georg.
Gadamer, 2006. Truth and Method, xxix, 25, 306-310, 313 ff. Cf. Nicholas Allen. 1990 The
Relevance of Chance and Technique in the Creative Process in the Work of Art.

4 Leo Dupree Sandgren
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. Minimalism: Applying the “hermeneutic of suspicion” to sources; and

. Maximalism: Applying the “hermeneutic of trust” to sources.

Here a minimalist (a la Sandgren) will typically view everything with distrust,
suspecting the intentions and possible ulterior motives of the writer. As a
consequence a minimalist favours multiple sources. Sandgren (2010: 3-4) states:
“The minimalist has a high standard of proof and is reticent to affirm a statement

about history unless it is certifiably factual”.

On the other hand a maximalist (whilst also claiming the need for substantiation),
tends to accept what an author states based on their reputation. As an aside, these
types of scholars tend to trust the viewpoint of religious people. Authors are allowed
their idiosyncrasies and foibles as long as they are considered benign. Only truly

unbelievable accounts are dismissed.

Sandgren (2010: 3-4) explicates: “After we have stripped away the miraculous ... and
hyperbole, our witnesses, even one, should be accepted, unless they can be proven
in error. Burden of proof lies with the historian, not the hapless source”.

Sangren (164 — 165) goes on to explain that, theoretically, both types of historian
employ the tools of the discipline even-handedly, in order to acquire knowledge that
we can trust. He also emphasises that this desire to prove something that we are
happy to accept is the very essence of the problem. It is the very reason why we as

historians fail to reach consensus:

[S]Jome people see things that others do not. Intuition and reading

between the lines is a common practice in all forms of knowledge. The

truth cannot be known from pottery shards and provable declarative

statements only. Maximalists err on the side of credulity; minimalists err

on the side of caricature.
The facts are, that this distillation of historical approaches only seems apt when one
considers scholars who are primarily concerned with theological-based research.
Here it is possible to see aspects of Sangren’s maximalist in action. However,
although Sangren’s model is useful as a general analogy, in reality, the historian who
desires to be brutally honest is hardly likely to strictly conform to the constraints of
either of Sangren’s caricatures. Here, Mason (2012: 165), in total accord with

Collingwood (1994: 371 and 378), correctly points out that “[s]ystematic doubt lies at
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the heart of the enterprise”. Historians are normally vigilant about naively accepting
the claims made by a particular source. He emphasises that more adept historians
will critically examine sources as regards their claims to any form of legitimacy. In this
context, Mason (2012: 165) mentions the importance of taking into account a
source’s “transmission, rhetorical effects, motives, character, style, possible duplicity,

and so on.”

Again, Mason with reference to Woolf (2006: 93 — 108), comments on the tendency
of historians to treat an ancient source (such as Josephus) as a “research assistant”.
Here the assumption is often made that as Josephus is our primary source, he is
somehow totally responsible for supplying us with what was important in his own
time. Mason (2012: 168) explains:

... as our chief historian of the period, it fell to him to record everything
important (to us), and in a conveniently proportional chronology. What he
did not mention either did not happen or, if we have some reason to
suspect that it did, he suppressed it for some reason.
The warning here, is that in accord with tenets of embracing a linguistic paradigm,
our information is always mediated, processed, filtered and contextualised. However

“reliable” a source may be it will always be flawed in some way.

If a source such as Josephus fails to mention something that in itself, cannot be
taken as evidence that it never happened. We also cannot expect Josephus to
supply us with information that he had no knowledge of. Accordingly, Mason asks
“[wlhere is our justification for burdening him posthumously with a responsibility to

provide for our interests?”
2.5 Mason'’s Preferred Methodology
With the above-mentioned challenges in mind, Mason (2012:171) proffers his

preferred approach to studying the period incorporating the Judean calamity (c. 64 —

73 C.E.). He formulates three distinct phases:

1. Selecting a general direction among various historiographical options;
2. Isolating what is most fundamental to the idea of history; and
3. Outlining a programme based on these considerations.
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In this context, Mason’'s (2012: 172) favoured approach encapsulates the following

principles:

Pursuit of knowledge of what is human, including individual thought.
Emphasis on the need for active inquiry
3. Recognition of specific events and individual actions as part of history's

concern.

He is opposed to an approach, previously espoused by Carr (1961). Accordingly,
Mason confirms that the historian cannot focus solely on social forces to the
exclusion of, individual actions or thoughts. Likewise, he cannot limit his/her concern
to those specific historical events that are considered of importance to a subsequent

age.

Mason (2012: 174) quotes Burckhardt (1999: 171) who stated that history is always,
the “record of what one age finds worthy of note in another.” Here, of course
Burckhardt was also stressing that historians tend to bring their own baggage to the
debate and was not necessarily saying that chance events were unimportant per se.

Regardless, Carr (1961: 55 ff.) would have the historian eschew all chance events as
irrelevant and unworthy of study. This is because he wants to stress the overriding
hegemony of the role played by primary social forces.

One very obvious and good example of the problem of dogmatically following Carr's
proscriptions would be where an individual was indeed, solely responsible for a
particular historical event and/or reacted to a chance occurrence. Mason (2012: 174;

207 — 239) gives two good examples:

1. Cestius Gallus’ invasion of Judaea including his personal political and
military objectives; and

2. Titus’ eventual reasons for destroying the Temple.
In addition, as has already been verified, most ancient historical documents deal with

the actions of emperors, kings and presidents. Very little if anything is ever presented

from the perspective of the slave, the serf or the disenfranchised. In this context
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alone, Carr's preferred history would de facto be nothing more than a re-presentation

of the important social forces as dictated by the elite and the powerful.

From a commonsensical and pragmatic viewpoint, nobody should have a problem
with Mason’s generalised observations regarding, say, the Judean War. Certainly,
due to the existence of reliable, substantiated historical documents and artefacts,
most would surely agree that in c. 64 - 74 C.E. as a result of Roman expansionism,
Judaea experienced enormous internal upheaval and persecution. This resulted in,
inter alia, the general devastation of the city of Jerusalem, the eradication of the

second Temple and the subsequent loss of the Jewish homeland.

However, Mason (2012, 155) goes further and states: “But the hundreds of
thousands of persons involved in the growing conflict, on all sides, each had an
incalculable number of experiences, thoughts, feelings, and interactions”. Obviously
we cannot recover these specific human experiences but we willingly assume that
they occurred, because as Mason (2012, 155) expresses it, “we know by analogy:
they were human beings, and so must have had thoughts, feelings, and interactions”.

We also assume, that each of these human beings involved in this undisputed
calamity, were affected in very unique ways. After all, some were the oppressors and
were motivated by say, personal glory, fame, greed and/or the desire to please their
superiors. Whereas others, especially the Jews, were directly affected by the
eradication of everything they believed in, the annihilation of their cultural identity, the

loss of loved ones, personal physical suffering, etc.

The permutations here, are possibly endless and all assumed to have occurred
because common sense dictates that we are able to empathise with their human
condition — something we share with these individuals, even after two thousand

years.

Again, Mason (2012, 156) fully concurs with what should be viewed as quite obvious:

...we know that untold myriads of things happened in this region from,
say, 65 to 74 c.e. Whatever was said, done, and thought by all of these
players - and by the ordinary inhabitants of the area - was real life then
and there.
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Nonetheless, for truly critical historians, the task is more demanding than merely re-
presenting assumptions and generalisations. We all, albeit naively, desire to reveal or
uncover that which is now lost or unclear to us. We want to recover something
specific about the past other than assumed generalities. For example, what was/were
the actual cause(s) of the Judean War? Who were the key role-players in the entire
event? Given that we are often most reliant on an historian such as Josephus for
much of our information, can we trust what he has to say? Or, do we understand
Josephus well enough to still be able to extract a reliable history once we have
adjusted for his personality traits, agenda(s), rhetoric, hyperbole, world view etc.? We
could go further and ask “why do we even want to know what happened?” — more
precisely - “what is it that we need to know and what purpose does this information

ultimately serve?

These are the kinds of dynamics that also seem to be of major concern to Mason. He
(Mason 2012, 156) postulates that, given the acceptance that something momentous
did indeed occur two thousand years ago (e.g. the Judean War), the typical historian
needs to address, inter alia, the following kinds of questions:

. What are the aims of the historian when undertaking a history of a particular
event?

. Of all the past events that are unknown or unclear to the historian, which are
the most suitable targets for historical study, and based upon what criteria?

. What methodology should the historian employ when investigating these
events?

. What kinds of ancient evidence are available to the historian, what are their
respective characteristics and why did they survive to the present day?

. How sure can historians be of their findings apropos both specific issues as
well as the broader picture?

. What language and categories should historians employ in their efforts at
description: what combination of theirs and those of the past? And for which
kinds of things?

. What is the relationship between the past, as recreated through a research
methodology as opposed to the actual lived reality of long deceased

individuals?
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On all of these points, | for one, fully concur with Mason. If historians do not consider
these kinds of question then they fall into the trap described by Collingwood (1994:
389):

Methodology in this general or pure part is in point of fact almost wholly
neglected by historians ... and on the rare occasions when they start
thinking about the subject they are apt to conclude that all historical
thought is logically indefensible, though they sometimes add a saving
clause to the effect that they personally can interpret evidence pretty well
because they have a mysterious intuitive flair for the truth ... which
informs them when their authorities are telling lies.

Little consensus exists today as regards a common, generally accepted view

apropos the history of the Judean War. Although largely true of other historical

events as well, this specific period is particularly problematic for a number of reasons

that will become evident as this discourse progresses.

In terms of the specific problem of ascertaining the truth of the claim that Luke-Acts
was based on the works of Josephus, let alone the specific scope and degree of this
possible occurrence, the researcher first needs to establish a credible historical
context. Against this desired and reliable backdrop it should then be possible to test
the validity of the various arguments that are presented both in support and refutation
of Mason’s thesis.

Given the multiple world-views that are currently brought to the fore due to the great
number of individuals who are interested in this particular period alone, at best, it
would seem that we have a number of camps, each resplendent with their own range
of opinions. Here, | believe that Mason (2012: 163) would largely agree since he has
also noted that scholars engaged in biblical and theological research, tend to conflate
history with personal belief. Here the manner in which a conclusion is actually arrived
at is not always seen to be of major importance. Mason (2012: 163) gives some very

good illustrative examples:

Do you believe that the Pharisees were the most influential pre-70 sect,
that there was a standing Sanhedrin, that the James ossuary is genuine
or a forgery, or that Essenes lived at Qumran? These kinds of questions
one encounters all the time, though it is difficult to imagine similar camps
forming in other areas of ancient history: over the reasons for Tacfarinas’
revolt in Africa or debating whether Boudica was motivated more by
financial or sexual outrage.
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Based on my own experience of studying other aspects of this period, it is clearly
discernible that many self-proclaimed, objective researchers, due to their equal and
coincident commitment to a particular confession of faith, will on occasion, refuse to
accept a particular research outcome. As a consequence it should be seen as
obvious that unless researchers are prepared to leave their “baggage” at the door
they should not enter the room of scientific enquiry. Mason (2012: 163) also takes
issue here, and correctly sees personal belief as inappropriate when it comes to

bona fide historical research.

Mason (2012: 159) correctly points out another important related issue here. Not all
of these scholars who delve into, inter alia, the Second Temple period, are historians
per se. That is not a problem in itself — in fact that is refreshing and encourages
multiple perspectives. The problem relates to the impact of the researcher’s personal
world-view and the employment of inappropriate methodologies. Here, Mason
reminds his reader that the topic of the Judean War will typically be tackled by, inter
alia, biblical scholars (from both Christian and Jewish perspectives), classicists and
archaeologists alike. We must also consider here the various disciplines that are
involved in examining say, the Judean War, which will predictably include such
disparate fields as New Testament, rabbinical literature, Semitic and/or Classical
philology, Jewish history, theology and numismatics. Even mathematicians have
studied aspects of this topic*®.

The same “biased” fervour is found amongst scholars who claim to be sceptical
researchers — who overtly eschew any religious affiliation and wish to apply
unforgiving, hard logic to the various issues under discussion. Even here, although
they will be more likely to pursue a more objective and scientific approach without
fear or favour, they can equally be accused of being predisposed in their specific

approach and/or having some axe to grind.

An issue that seems problematic to Mason (2012: 157) concerns the fact that
historians are obviously very reliant on the works of Josephus for information about

this specific period of history. Seemingly, instead of being in any way grateful for the

15 Cf. the infamous example of Josephus’ bizarre account of how he managed to cheat death
by virtue of the “chance” outcome of lots cast by 40 fellow Jews in a suicide pact (cf. War 3, 8,
3/ 350 - 7/ 391). As a consequence, this narrative has attracted the attention of
mathematicians, fascinated by what is now known as the “Josephus Problem” or “Josephus
Permutation”. Cf. Steve Weitzman, 2004. 230-245. He cites |. Herstein and I. Kaplansky,
1974. Matters Mathematical, New York, Harper & Row: 121-28.
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enormous amount of literature that Josephus has left historians, he bemoans the fact
that for too long now, Josephus continues to “provide the interpretative spine” for the

time span in question (c. 64 - 73 C.E.).

Mason (2012: 157), goes further and states that historians’ long dependency on any
ancient text cannot be justified by a defensible historical method. He also believes
that adhering to Josephus’ histories, even when we accommodate for his
inconsistencies and personal agendas, “severely handicaps our conception of
history, our procedures, and therefore our results”.l agree that the historian should
treat Josephus’ writings in the same dispassionate manner that we deal with other
ancient sources. However, we can hardly blame Josephus for being virtually our only
source for information. Given the enormous amount of literature that he produced —
some eight times the volume of the entire NT — without his input we would be entirely

lost.

| also have to consider here another issue in that if the author(s) of Luke-Acts did
indeed plagiarise Josephus (ostensibly for the very same reason that modern
historians also rely so heavily on this individual), then on one level it does not matter
how accurate Josephus was. What is more important in this specific context, and
apart from any attempt at having a good understanding of the period under
investigation, is comparing the histories presented in Luke-Acts with those formulated
by Josephus.

Like Collingwood we have already seen that Mason pragmatically argues that history
is not the study of the past, since the past no longer exists. Ironically, on this point,
he is in total accord with a post-structuralist thinker of the calibre of Derrida'®. Yet,
despite the fact that he supposedly lives in the post-modern epoch, Mason appears
to have misapprehensions concerning the import of embracing the linguistic

paradigm as a model of understanding reality.

Mason (2012: 177) refers specifically to the work of White!” whose approach
eschews the possibility of there ever being “neutral or factual language”. Here,

Mason explains:

16 Jacques Derrida (1930 — 2004).
17 Hayden White (born 1928).
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We can readily agree that there is no such thing as neutral language, and
that we all write with a rhetoric of some kind, and yet still imagine that we
regularly communicate ideas with sufficient overlap of language to be
understood—not objectively, but understood nonetheless. Further, if
history is not essentially narrative or discourse, as postmodernists tend to
assume, and its open inquiry and argumentation are not merely rhetorical
tropes, but an expressed mode of reasoning.

Mason (2012: 182-183) proffers his reader with the observation that perhaps history
is really the study of the human past — albeit in the present. Here he again confirms
his reliance on Collingwood (1994: 409), who correctly argued that to speak about

the past is really to speak about the present, because:

we cannot ever say what the past in itself truly was, but only what the
evidence now at our disposal enables us to say that it was; and ... it is
guite certain that this evidence is always fragmentary and inadequate.

Mason (2012: 186) also posits that our lack of knowledge must always remain our
default positon because “we do not know the past except by means of the impending
investigation (i.e., through historia)”.

He also echoes an important contribution made by Zindler!® (2003: 2), viz.: the
burden of proof resides solely with those persons who cling uncritically to any
irrational concept. In short, if you can't prove it then you can'’t claim it. This remains a
major obstacle for most scholars who simultaneously want to uphold a confession of
faith or dogma. They end up assuming that it is the responsibility of the sceptic to
disprove them rather than accept that the responsibility of substantiation is theirs and
theirs alone. Here, Mason (2012: 186) sums up the ideal approach well when he

states:

If history is the methodical inquiry into the human past, without which we
cannot know it, then the burden rests always, entirely and exclusively, on
the investigator who has the courage to conduct the inquiry and try to
establish a case...If other scholars find their case weak or the evidence

insufficient ...the case fails and we return to not knowing.

Given the huge amount of pseudo-historical investigation which has been produced
up until now (predominantly to bolster a host of individuals’ personal confessions of

18 Frank Zindler (born 1939).
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faith), Mason’s (2012: 187) preferred approach is exemplary when it comes to the

issues of burden of proof and academic integrity:

History does not require us to believe something, anything. Such a quasi-
religious expectation would be anti-historical. Our task is to pursue
problems only as far as we can with available evidence, then to report
honestly on the state of affairs.

Mason confirms the importance of asking the correct questions before embarking on
historical enquiry. Here he is very traditional and strongly conforms to best practice
when formulating a research question. All questions need to be carefully considered
before attempting to find an appropriate methodology that will assist the researcher in

best answering.

Mason (2012: 187) also believes that the very choice of question also establishes the
independence of the researcher: “We may think up any questions we wish, and these
are unlikely to correspond closely to the prepossessions of ancient authors such as

Tacitus and Josephus”.

With reference to Momigliano®® (1977: 365 -373), Mason insists that quite apart from
the issues of reliability, the historian also needs to be able to evaluate the

significance of his/her evidence relevant to the context of the research question.

Gathering relevant evidence. A publicly accountable method requires that
we begin with evidence undoubtedly bearing on the problem under
investigation, moving to other possible evidence only when we have
some working hypotheses in place based on this control material.

Next we must try to understand our evidence for what it is, by itself and in its own
contexts, without yet trying to exploit it in answer to our historical questions. Never
assume that evidence may be understood intuitively. We also need to be aware of

the agenda of the sources that our primary sources drew from:

Mason emphasises the role of imagination as an important weapon in the historian’s
arsenal. Her, of course this does not mean “anything goes” but rather, the informed,
intellectual freedom to consider every option given the known substantiated facts. In
this context, Mason advocates that each piece of piece of evidence needs to be fully

19 Arnaldo Dante Momigliano (1908 — 1987).
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understood and then tested against the hypotheses of research. Mason (2012:200)

explains:

This means imagining as many possibilities as we can about that lost X
and weighing each reconstruction according to its explanatory power. In
ancient history, again, we shall rarely be able to reach certainty or great
confidence about the vanished past. Even with several lines of evidence
the problem lies in the large number of possible explanations for any
single piece, and the consequent difficulty of explaining all of it together in
a compelling way.

Mason (2012:201) stresses the problem that especially in the case of Josephus, the
historian often only has this one voice from the past and no real means by which to
test its validity. Obviously, the historian has to be continually aware of the danger of
underestimating or overestimating Josephus’ knowledge on a particular topic let
alone ignoring his agenda(s), personal idiosyncrasies and unconscious

preconceptions and predispositions etc.

Finally, Mason (2012: 203- 204) eschews a narrative formulation when writing up the
results of an investigation. He prefers to set down a thesis wherein he lays out his
chosen problem, the investigation and the conclusions. The goal of the historian
should be to communicate his/her research process to other historians such that they
will also be able to reproduce and confirm the findings. At all times the historian
needs to remember that he/she is a favouring a scientific approach. Of course unlike
so-called “pure science”, the historian duplicate the experiment because he/she
cannot reproduce the past. Mason elucidates:

It is oft said that history differs from science in being unrepeatable, but
that difference is easy to overstate, for we can indeed communicate the
results of our inquiry, inviting our readers to walk through it with us. We
cannot repeat the past, of course, but we were not studying the past
itself. We invite others to work through the problems we have posed, the
evidence for them, and our reasoning processes
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CHAPTER THREE

A Critical Overview of the Mason Thesis

3.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present Mason’s thesis as accurately as possible
and with direct reference to his 1992 seminal work titled Josephus and the New
Testament and which saw a second edition in 2003%. In this regard, an attempt will
be made to identify and record all the key aspects of his thesis and where readily
discernible, point out potential problems as well as show support for successful

argument and substantiation.

This action is important as it lays the foundation for a subsequent evaluation, in later
chapters, of both espousal and adversity for this thesis from other leading scholars in
the field.

For this reason much effort will be made, wherever possible, to amplify, both the
positive and the negative aspects of Masons’ arguments. In this regard, where
deemed relevant, those references and cited evidence (as supplied by Mason) will be
double-checked and critically examined apropos their potential veracity, probity and

merit.

3.2 The Historical Context of Mason’s Thesis

Carrier (2000) reminds his reader that the Josephus-Luke debate has given rise to

three alternate hypotheses, viz.:

1. Luke plagiarised Josephus; or
Josephus plagiarised Luke; or
Josephus and Luke plagiarised a common (albeit extinct) written and/or oral

source.

Mason (2003: 251) is more specific and points out that it was in 18942 that Krenkel

first postulated that Luke employed the works of Josephus as a primary source for

20 Mason. 2003. Josephus and the New Testament, 2" Ed. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson
Publishers, Inc.
21 Krenkel. 1894. Josephus und Lukas. Leipzig: Haessel.
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Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. This thesis was almost immediately countered in 1895%2 by
Belser who argued the complete opposite, viz.: Josephus plagiarised Ev.Luc. and
Act.Ap.

Mason (2003: 251) indicates that these two theses are no longer popular — especially
in our more contemporary times - since they exhibit “significant differences” when
recording identical historical events. For this reason, the third alternative currently

holds sway. On this point Mason (2003: 251) confirms:

A third position, that the two writers shared common oral and written
sources, has more adherents, because it allows some flexibility. Josephus
and the author of Luke could merely have heard similar stories.

Although very aware of this accepted context, Mason eschews conventional wisdom
and sets out to substantiate the validity of the first hypothesis, viz.: Apart from his
obvious dependence on Q. and Ev.Matt. Luke was largely indebted to Josephus for

much of his historical information as well as his favoured rhetorical strategy.

Mason (2003: 298) believes that his thesis is potentially important and informs his
reader that:

[Vl]irtually every line of Josephus’ copious work is relevant in some way or
other to NT interpretation. We have merely sighted and described the
proverbial tip of the iceberg.

3.3 Josephus and Luke in the Context of Hellenistic History Writing

3.3.1 The Tripartite Structure of Hellenistic History Writing

Mason (2003: 252 - 273) also goes to great pains to emphasise the extreme
importance of taking careful cognisance of the literary, religious and socio-political
contexts that Hellenistic writers such as Luke and Josephus once operated within.
According to Burnstein (1997):

Hellenistic historiography was in every sense a continuation of the
Classical tradition of historical writing inasmuch as the historians shared
the same polis-centered viewpoint of their fifth-and fourth-century B.C.

22 Belser. 1895. Lukas und Josephus in Theologische Quartalschrift 77: 634 — 662.
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predecessors, treated similar subjects, used their predecessors' works as
models, and even sometimes wrote continuations of them. By contrast, the
case of Hellenistic philosophy is similar to that of drama, but more extreme
in that the Hellenistic philosophers built upon only a small portion of the
Classical philosophical tradition while discarding the rest.

Due no doubt to the important contributions made to the then more modern approach
of recording historical events by such luminaries as Herodotus?, Thucydides?* and
Polybius?® historians like Josephus were fortunate beneficiaries of tried and proven

literary models which they willingly tried to emulate and perfect.

As an aside, it is worth briefly reviewing aspects of Thucydides’ rhetorical approach

as this informs the one ultimately employed by both Josephus and Luke.

For example, in his Thucy.Hist. I, xx, / 1%, Thucydides explains that previous

histories on his topic were inadequate:

T pdv ovv moAawd Toladtal MOpov, YoAemd Svio mavti £Efig texumpio
motedool. ol yap GvBpommolr TOg GKOAG TV Tpoyeyevmuéveov, Kol fv
Emyopla opioy 1, Oupoing dfacavictomg map’ GAANAOV dExovTal.

Having now given the result of my inquiries into early times, | grant that
there will be a difficulty in believing every particular detail. The way that
most men deal with traditions, even traditions of their own country, is to
receive them all alike as they are delivered, without applying any critical
test whatever.

He then goes on to confirm that he will be as honest as he can be, ensuring that he
does not pass on anything that he does not himself trust, sharing only those accounts
that he witnessed personally, removing any hearsay or embellishment, and ultimately
compiling an account that can be trusted as not having been unduly influenced in his
Thucy.Hist. |, xxii, / 1 — 4:27

23 Herodotus (HpodoTog) (c. 484 - 424 B.C.E.).

24 Thucydides (@oukudidng) (c. 460 - c. 395 B.C.E.).

25 Polybius (IMoAuBiog) (c. 200 - 118 B.C.E.).

26 Greek text according to Jones and Powell (Eds.).1942. Thucydidis Historiae in Perseus
Digital Library [Online] Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0247%3Abook%
3D1%3Achapter%3D20 [19 October 2015]. English translation according to

Crawley, 1910. The History of the Peloponnesian War: Thucydides. [Online] Available:
http://classics.mit.edu/Thucydides/pelopwar.1.first.html [19 October 2015].

27 Greek text according to Jones and Powell (Eds.).1942. Thucydidis Historiae in Perseus
Digital Library [Online] Available:
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kol 8oo pdv Adym eimov Ekactol §| péAloviec mokepnoew i &v odtd HoM
dvieg, yohemdv TV dxpifelov avtv TtV Agyféviov Swopvnuovedool MV
guoi & OV awTOg fikovoo kol Toic GAL0OEV moBev €poil dmaryyEAAovoty:
g O av &dokovv Euoi Ekaotol mepl TOV aiel mapdviov TO  déovia
udiiot eimelv, Eyxouéve Ottt €yydtata Tiic Euumdong yvoung tdv aAnddg
AexBéviov, obtwog eipnror. td O Epya TV mPoyBEvimv &V T TOAEU®
ovKk &k Tod mopatvydvrog muvBavouevog mMéimoa ypdpewy, o0 m¢ Euol
886kel, GAN olc Te ovTOC mopfv kol mopd @V AV 8cov  Suvotdv
axpiPeig. mepl €kdotov EmefeAbov. Emmoveog o0& mMoupiokero, dOTL ol
TOPOVIEG TOIG E£PYolg €KAGTOIS OV TOMTO 7Tepl TAOV oOTAV EAeyov, OGAA]
¢ EKoTéPOV TIC €dvoilag § pvaung &xot. Kol & uEV Akpoacty iow¢ To
un pobdoeg avt®dv dtepméctepov Qaveitor: Ocor 08 PovAncoviar TOV TE
YEVOUEVOV TO GOQEC OKOMEV kol TV HEAAOVIOV moté odfig Katd T
avBpomvov TtoovTemV Kol moapamAnciov Eoecbal,  oeélpo kpivewy  avto
apxoovimg &€Eel. KTud te €¢ oiel pdAAov 1| dyovicpo €c TO TopoypTLo
axodvew Edykerton.

With reference to the speeches in this history, some were delivered before
the war began, others while it was going on; some | heard myself, others |
got from various quarters; it was in all cases difficult to carry them word for
word in one's memory, so my habit has been to make the speakers say
what was in my opinion demanded of them by the various occasions, of
course adhering as closely as possible to the general sense of what they
really said. And with reference to the narrative of events, far from
permitting myself to derive it from the first source that came to hand, | did
not even trust my own impressions, but it rests partly on what | saw myself,
partly on what others saw for me, the accuracy of the report being always
tried by the most severe and detailed tests possible. My conclusions have
cost me some labour from the want of coincidence between accounts of
the same occurrences by different eye-witnesses, arising sometimes from
imperfect memory, sometimes from undue partiality for one side or the
other. The absence of romance in my history will, | fear, detract somewhat
from its interest; but if it be judged useful by those inquirers who desire an
exact knowledge of the past as an aid to the interpretation of the future,
which in the course of human things must resembile if it does not reflect it, |
shall be content. In fine, | have written my work, not as an essay which is
to win the applause of the moment, but as a possession for all time.

Another contributive factor that Mason (2003: 253) mentions concerns the
characteristic rhetorical tactics Hellenistic authors employed when writing their
histories. In addition to this then relatively enlightened approach to history writing,
was the fact that a more typical Hellenistic historical text (as opposed to say Hebrew
Scripture), was identifiable by its extremely logical and formal structure. In many

ways this approach was indebted to the established practices of the Greek

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0199%3Abook%
3D1%3Achapter%3D22 [19 October 2015]. English translation according to

Crawley, 1910. The History of the Peloponnesian War: Thucydides. [Online] Available:
http://classics.mit.edu/Thucydides/pelopwar.1.first.html [19 October 2015].
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playwright. Indeed, in his Arist.Po. (c. 335 B.C.E.) %8 Aristotle?® had previously
explicated Greek drama’s component parts, viz.: the mpéioyoc and wdpodog; the

éneio6da and otdowov; and the €Eodog:

1. TIpéroyog and mapodog: where the drama’s topic was first introduced,

2. ’Enewcddio and otdowov: a dramatic scene (i.e. episode) followed by a choral
song (i.e. stasimon). This binary pattern was often repeated, depending on
the needs and/or length of the drama; and

3. &Eodoc: the resolution of the drama.

Thus, the typical dramatic production had a distinct beginning, middle and end,
where perhaps the most important aspect of the play/text was the mpdéioyog
(prologue).

Ullman (1942: 25) reminds his reader that in his Arist.Po. (1447a 14 - 18) Aristotle
posits that imitation is an essential feature of poetry as well as other art forms. On

this issue Aristotle® states:

¢nomoticc On kal M TG Tpaywdiag moinowg €1t 8¢ kopwdion Kol 1)
dvpapPforomtikny kal tiig avAntikijc 1N mheiomn kol kboploTikijc whoo
TUYXGVOVGY 0Vl NGELS TO GOVolov: dwapépovst 88 GAMjAoV Tpioiy,
N yap t@® é€v €téporg pupelcbor f| 1@ €tepa 1| @ E£Tépmg Kal pun TOv
a0tov TpdHMOV .

Epic poetry, then, and the poetry of tragic drama, and, moreover, comedy
and dithyrambic poetry, and most flute-playing and harp-playing, these,
speaking generally, may all be said to be "representations of life”. But they
differ one from another in three ways: either in using means generically
different or in representing different objects or in representing objects not
in the same way but in a different manner.

From this it follows that such things as discourses on medicine or physics (i.e.
examinations of the particular) cannot be considered to be poetry (i.e. accounts of

the general or the universal) because they do not imitate. Furthermore, just because

28 Fergusson (Ed.) 1961. Aristotle’s Poetics: 60.

29 Aristotle (384 — 322 B.C.E.).

30 Original Greek and English translation according to Fyfe (Tr.) 1932. Aristotle in 23
Volumes, Vol. 23, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press in Perseus Digital Library
[Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0056%3Asectio
n%3D1447a [2 December 2014].
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something is produced in a poetic format (e.g. metre and rhyme) does not
necessarily make it poetry. In his Arist.Po. (1447b 16 - 19)3! Aristotle confirms:

kal yap v lotpwkov 1 @uowkdv 1L S TV UETPOV  EKQEPOOY, OUTM
KOAEY eldBacwv: oVdev 8¢ kowdv €otv Opnpw kol Epmedoxkdel minv 1o
pétpov, oS0 OV pEv moutnv dikolov KaAglv, TOV O& @UoloAOyov udAlov

n

For if people publish medical or scientific treatises in metre the custom is to
call them poets. But Homer and Empedocles have nothing in common
except the metre, so that it would be proper to call the one a poet and the
other not a poet but a scientist.

Ullman (1942: 25) points out that although Aristotle does not explicitly state it, he
does insinuate that scientific discourses are founded on observable fact and theory
(i.e. the particular) whereas poetry (and certain art forms) are so defined because
they represent or imitate the actions (both honourable as well as vile) of society at
large or what individuals most typically do (i.e. the universal). In his Arist.Po. (1448a

1)32 Aristotle explains that:

énel o6& podvtar ol  ppoduevol mpattoviog, Avaykn o0& tovtovg 1
omovdaiovg 1| @avAovg &lval

Since living persons are the objects of representation, these must
necessarily be either good men or inferior —

Aristotle explicates further in his Arist.Po. (1451b 1 — 7)* when he comments that:

..gM ydp &v 1 ‘Hpoddtov el pétpo tebfjvor kol ovdév fttov &v eln
lotopion TIg peTd péTpov f Gvev pétpov) 1 GAAA TovTw Sopépet, T®
OV pdv Td  yevouevo Aéyev, OV O& olo &v  yévorro. 10  Kkal
QULOGOPMTEPOV KOl OGTOLdAOTEPOV TOINoIS iotopiag €otiv: 1) peEv yap
noinolg polhov 1 kabdiov, 1 & lotopic T kab Exactov Aéyet.

31 Original Greek and English translation according to Fyfe (Tr.) 1932. Aristotle in 23
Volumes, Vol. 23, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press in Perseus Digital Library
[Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0056%3Asectio
n%3D1447b [2 December 2014].

32 Original Greek and English translation according to Fyfe (Tr.) 1932. Aristotle in 23
Volumes, Vol. 23, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press in Perseus Digital Library
[Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0056%3Asectio
n%3D1448a [2 December 2014].

33 Original Greek and English translation according to Fyfe (Tr.) 1932. Aristotle in 23
Volumes, Vol. 23, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press in Perseus Digital Library
[Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0056%3Asectio
n%3D1451b [2 December 2014].
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...iIndeed the writings of Herodotus could be put into verse and yet would
still be a kind of history, whether written in metre or not. The real difference
is this, that one tells what happened and the other what might happen. For
this reason poetry is something more scientific and serious than history,
because poetry tends to give general truths while history gives particular
facts.

Tragedy, he continues, imitates a complete action having some magnitude. Through
pity and fear it produces a catharsis of these emotions. Here it is understood that
action (or plot) is the most essential element in tragedy. As will be seen in due
course, Luke seems to rely quite heavily on similar strategies to create a sense of

vibrancy and enthusiasm in his writing.

In the context of Hellenistic history writing Mason (2003: 253) states that

This opening statement [zpoéioyoc] had to accomplish several things at
once. It had to state clearly the aim, scope, and thesis of the work. Even
more crucial to the writer's success, it had to convince the reader that the
subject was of the utmost significance, and that the writer was singularly
qualified to deal with it. [My insertion for clarity NPLA].

With reference to Mason’s insights, the following features characterise a typical
nporoyog for a Hellenistic historical work, viz.:

the topic and its importance;

the inadequacy of previous histories of this period,;

the author's circumstances and his motivations for writing;
the author's complete impartiality and concern for the truth;

the author's strenuous research efforts and access to eyewitness testimony;

S T o

the author's thesis, including a view of the causes of the events in question;
and occasionally
7. a brief outline of the work's contents.
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3.3.2 Comparing the Respective wpdéroyor
In the context of late Hellenistic history writing Mason (2003: 254) explains that:

Because every author ended up making much the same kind of appeal,
the trick for the successful historian was to use the conventions in an
original way. The historian had to make a convincing case that his history
really was superior to all of the others. Josephus’ preface to the War is an
admirable example.

Indeed, if one examines this specific nporoyoc (i.e. War 1, pr./ 1 — 4 and 9 - 12)34 one
finds the following, somewhat overconfident statements written by a then relatively

young Josephus® (c. 75 C.E.):

‘Emedn tov ’‘lovdaiov 7mpog ‘Popciovg moOAepov ocvotdvia  UEYIGTOV OV
uovov t@v kad TMudg, oxedov 8¢ kal v dxofi mapepauey i TOrewv
npOg mokelg f| €BvdV €Oveot cvppayiviev, ol p&v oU TopoTLYOVIEG TOlG
npaypoacty, &AL Aakof] ocvAAéyovieg elkolo kol AoOuovo  dumynquota
GOPIOTIKDG  Avaypdpovowy, ol mapayevopevol o0& 1 Kohokeld tfj 7pog
Popaiovg 1| picer t@® mpodg ‘lovdaiovg kotaweddovior TV TPAYUATOV,
mepléyel  O8&  avtolg Omov  u&v  katnyopiav  Omov 8¢ Eykduiov A
ovyypaupoto, TO & Akpipec Tiig lotopiog ovdouol, mpovBiumv €yw Tolg
kot v ‘Popaiov nyepoviov ‘EARGSL yhdoon petofoiwv & T0lg Gve
BapPapog tfi matpiw ovvidiag avémepyo mpotepov aenyncacor Toonmog
Maztbiov malg €€ ‘lepocorduwmv lepedg, ovtog 1€ ‘Pouaiovg molepnoag ta
Tp&®TO. Kol T0lg VoTEPOV MaPOTUY®V €5 AVAYKNG:

Whereas the war which the Jews made with the Romans hath been
the greatest of all those, not only that have been in our times, but, in a
manner, of those that ever were heard of; both of those wherein cities
have fought against cities, or nations against nations; while some men
who were not concerned in the affairs themselves have gotten
together vain and contradictory stories by hearsay, and have written
them down after a sophistical manner; and while those that were there
present have given false accounts of things, and this either out of a
humor of flattery to the Romans, or of hatred towards the Jews; and
while their writings contain sometimes accusations, and sometimes
encomiums, but nowhere the accurate truth of the facts; | have
proposed to myself, for the sake of such as live under the government of
the Romans, to translate those books into the Greek tongue, which |
formerly composed in the language of our country, and sent to the Upper
Barbarians; Joseph, the son of Matthias, by birth a Hebrew, a priest
also, and one who at first fought against the Romans myself, and was
forced to be present at what was done afterwards, [am the author of
this work].

34 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) 1895. Flavius Josephus.
The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library [Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0148 [3
December 2014].

35 |n c. 75 C.E. Josephus would have been about 38 years of age.
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OO0 v éyw toig émaipovot 1d Popaiov dviipilovelk®yv aliey 1 Ttdv
opoeVAY  Si¥yvev, GAX Tt pev  Epyo  pet’  dxkpifeiag  dueotépov
de&eyn, toLg &' €ml Tolg mpdypact Adyovg AvatiOnui tf) dwbécer Kol
10l £uantod mabeol 6180V¢ Emolo@vpectar Tolc Tiig maTpidog cLUEOPATS.
O0tL yap avtv otdolc oikeio kabeidev, kol 10 Popciov yeipog dkodoag
kal t0 wwhp £mt tOv vaov elkvcav ol ‘lovdainv tHpavvor, HAPTLC OUTOG
0 mopbnocag Koaicap Titog, €v mavil t@® moAépuw TOV pev Sfjpov Ehenocog
VO TV GTUCIGTOV @POVPOVUEVOV, TOAMAKIG O0& €kwv TNV GAmowv Tiig
ToOAe®G UmepTOépEVOS Kal S100V¢ Tff molopkix ypoévov elg petdvolav T@dV
altiov. &l 8 T Ooa TWPOG TOVUG TLPAVVOLG T TO ANOCTPIKOV VTV
Kotyopik®e  Aéyowuev 1| 10l dvotvynuact Ti¢ moTpidoc EmoTévovieg
ovkopavtoin, OWoT® mapd TOV TG lotopiag VOHOV  GuyyvoOumv  T®
whOer: mwOAMV pEV yap ON t®V VO ‘Popaiolg mackdv mv muetépav  Eml
melotov te eVdaupoviag ouvéPN TpoeABelv kol Tpog Eoy0TOV  GLUPOPHDV
o001 Katomeselv: T yodv mhvtov &n alddvog dtuynuota mpoOg T
Tovdaiov TMtTiicbon  dok@ katd ovykpwow: kol TovTeV  aitiog  oVdeic
dAOQUAOC, Mote duipxavov MV Odvpudv émikpatelv. el 8¢ T oiktov
okAnNpotepog € Okaotg, TX pHEV TpAyuoto T loTopiQ TPOOKPVETM,
T0G 0 OhOPUPGELS TM YPAPOVTL.

However, | will not go to the other extreme, out of opposition to those
men who extol the Romans nor will | determine to raise the actions of
my countrymen too high; but | will prosecute the actions of both
parties with accuracy. Yet shall | suit my language to the passions | am
under, as to the affairs | describe, and must be allowed to indulge some
lamentations upon the miseries undergone by my own country. For
that it was a seditious temper of our own that destroyed it, and that
they were the tyrants among the Jews who brought the Roman power
upon us, who unwillingly attacked us, and occasioned the burning of our
holy temple, Titus Caesar, who destroyed it, is himself a witness, who,
daring the entire war, pitied the people who were kept under by the
seditious, and did often voluntarily delay the taking of the city, and allowed
time to the siege, in order to let the authors have opportunity for
repentance. But if any one makes an unjust accusation against us, when
we speak so passionately about the tyrants, or the robbers, or sorely
bewail the misfortunes of our country, let him indulge my affections herein,
though it be contrary to the rules for writing history; because it had so
come to pass, that our city Jerusalem had arrived at a higher degree of
felicity than any other city under the Roman government, and yet at last fell
into the sorest of calamities again. Accordingly, it appears to me that
the misfortunes of all men, from the beginning of the world, if they be
compared to these of the Jews are not so considerable as they were;
while the authors of them were not foreigners neither. This makes it
impossible for me to contain my lamentations. But if anyone be inflexible
in his censures of me, let him attribute the facts themselves to the
historical part, and the lamentations to the writer himself only. . [My
emphases for greater clarity NPLA].

39|Page



In addition one also needs to review Josephus’ later work (c. 97 C.E.) where with
assuredly greater maturity3® he produces the following npoéioyoc to cover much the

same topic (i.e. Antiquities 1, pr. / 1 —9)* :

Tolg tac lotopiog ovyypdgewv PovAopévolg oV piav oUdE TV adTV Opd
g omovdiic ywouévny aitiov, GAAQ wOAMAG kol TAEloTov  OAAA®V
SlPePOVGOC. TWVEG UEV yap Emdekvipevol Adyov dewvdtnto Kol v an’
avtilc Onpevopevor d6&av émt toDto 1T moudeiog TO pépog OpudcLy,
dot 88 ydpw éxeivolg @époviec, Tmepl GV TV Avoypagrnyv  elvat
ocvuPéPnke, TOV elg avTv wdvov kol mapd Svvouly Uméotnoav: elol o
oltvec  #Pdobnoay v’ althc  Tfg TV mpoypudtov  &vaykng  olg
TPATTOUEVOLS TopéTuyov Tadto ypopf] Ooniovon mepthoafelv: moAhoLg OE
xpnoipov péyebog mpaypdtov €v Ayvoiq KEWEV@V TPOVTpEYE TNV  TEPL
at®v lotopiav &ig wowrnv wo@érelav  €feveykelv. TobTOV 01 TGV
nposipnuévev altidv al tedevtolor dvo kAapol cvuPePrikact: TOV pev yap
po¢ toU¢ Popciovg molepov Mulv toig Tovdaiolg yevouevov kol tag &v
oOt®d  mphlelg kal TO Téhog olov  AméPn  meipa  pobov  EPiacony
ékdmynoocbor Sux ToUG €v T® YPAPEW AvpOVOUEVOLG TNV GAnbElay,
Tty 08 TV éveot®oav  €ykexeipiopol  mpoypateiov  vouilomv  dmaoct
eovelobon 1ol "EMAnow d&&lav omovdiic: upélher yap mepié€ev  Gmacov
mv mop MUy dpyoworoyiov kol SwdtaEly ToU  TOMTEDMOTOG €K TRV
EBpoik@®dVv pebNpunveLHEVIV  YpauUdTOV. 1O pEV oV Kol TpOTEPOV
dievondnv, Ote tOv mOlepov cuvvéypapov, mAGoar tiveg Ovieg €€ apyiig
‘Tovdalot kal tiot ypnoduevor tHyoug VY olw Te moudevbivieg vopobitn
T mpO¢ €VGEPely Kol TNV GAANY doknow ApeTiic TOGOVG T& TOAELOVC
€&V Hokpolg moAepnoavtec ypovolc &ic TOv  TeAevtdiov  AKOviEG TPOG
Popaiong xatéomoov. QAN émewdny peillov fv 1) Todde 10D  Adyov
nepfoln), Kot avtov €kelvov yopicog Tdlg dlong dpyols avtod Kol T@®
TEAEL TNV YPOQETV OULVEUETPNOO: Ypdvoy & mpoidvtog, Omep OUAEL TOTC
peydiov amrecBon  Sovoovpévolg,  Okvoc Mot kol pEMANGCLS  €yiverto
TNAKEOTNY peteveykelv Lmdbeowv €lc dAAodamnv MUy kol EEvny Stodéktov
cuoviiPetav. Toav &é Twveg, ol mOOw Thc lotopiag én  avTHV  pe
npovTpenov, Kol pdAota Of wavieov Emaepdditoc dviip  Gmacov  pev
0éov moudeiog MNyomnKkodg, Sapepdvimg o6& yaipov Eumeipiolg TpaypdTov,
ate O1N MHeYGAOIC MEV aUTOC OMANGOG TPAYMOOL Kol TOYXOIG TOALTPOTOIS,
¢v amaoct 6¢ Oavpootv  @oewg Eémdei&auevog {oyLv Kol mpoaipeoty
apetiig  duetoxivntov. TovTW ON meoOpEVOG G alel TOlg ypnowov
KoAdGV  TL 7wpdrtely  Suvapévolg Gup@llokodoUvit kol EponTov
atoyvvopevog, et 60t pabopia TAEov 1| T@® mepl TA KOAMoTA Yoipew
TovVw, mpobuudtepov  Emeppdctnv, €t kdkelva wpOg Tolg  elpnuévorg
Aoyloquevog o0 mapépymg, mEpl  TE TV TMuETEpav  mpoyovev &l
petaddovor  t@v  toobtwv  1fehov, kol wepl TtV EAMvov el twveg
aOT®v yvivaol td mop’ MUy €omovdacay .

36 Josephus would have been around 60 years of age at this time (c. 97 C.E.).

37 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) 1895. Flavius Josephus.
The Works of Flavius Josephus in Perseus Digital Library [Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus:text:1999.01.0146 [3 December
2014].
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Those who undertake to write histories, do not, | perceive, take that
trouble on one and the same account, but for many reasons, and
those such as are very different one from another. For some of them
apply themselves to this part of learning to show their skill in
composition, and that they may therein acquire a reputation for
speaking finely: others of them there are, who write histories in order
to gratify those that happen to be concerned in them, and on that
account have spared no pains, but rather gone beyond their own
abilities in the performance: but others there are, who, of necessity and
by force, are driven to write history, because they are concerned in the
facts, and so cannot excuse themselves from committing them to writing,
for the advantage of posterity; nay, there are not a few who are induced to
draw their historical facts out of darkness into light, and to produce them
for the benefit of the public, on account of the great importance of the facts
themselves with which they have been concerned. Now of these several
reasons for writing history, | must profess the two last were my own
reasons also; for since | was myself interested in that war which we Jews
had with the Romans, and knew myself its particular actions, and what
conclusion it had, | was forced to give the history of it, because | saw
that others perverted the truth of those actions in their writings.

Now | have undertaken the present work, as thinking it will appear to
all the Greeks worthy of their study; for it will contain all our
antiquities, and the constitution of our government, as interpreted
out of the Hebrew Scriptures. And indeed | did formerly intend, when
| wrote of the war, to explain who the Jews originally were, - what
fortunes they had been subject to, - and by what legislature they had
been instructed in piety, and the exercise of other virtues, - what wars
also they had made in remote ages, till they were unwillingly engaged in
this last with the Romans: but because this work would take up a great
compass, | separated it into a set treatise by itself, with a beginning of its
own, and its own conclusion; but in process of time, as usually happens to
such as undertake great things, | grew weary and went on slowly, it being
a large subject, and a difficult thing to translate our history into a foreign,
and to us unaccustomed language. However, some persons there were
who desired to know our history, and so exhorted me to go on with it; and,
above all the rest, Epaphroditus, a man who is a lover of all kind of
learning, but is principally delighted with the knowledge of history,
and this on account of his having been himself concerned in great affairs,
and many turns of fortune, and having shown a wonderful rigor of an
excellent nature, and an immovable virtuous resolution in them all. |
yielded to this man's persuasions, who always excites such as have
abilities in what is useful and acceptable, to join their endeavors with his. |
was also ashamed myself to permit any laziness of disposition to have a
greater influence upon me, than the delight of taking pains in such studies
as were very useful: | thereupon stirred up myself, and went on with my
work more cheerfully. Besides the foregoing motives, | had others which |
greatly reflected on; and these were, that our forefathers were willing to
communicate such things to others; and that some of the Greeks took
considerable pains to know the affairs of our nation. [My emphases for
greater clarity NPLA].
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With reference to both Mason (2003) and Carrier’s (2000) learned insights, notice
how Josephus employs his two similar tpéroyor to make his reader aware of the

following key issues:

1. The topic is of extreme importance;

2. Previous authors had either given inaccurate accounts and/or did not apply
the correct approach to the discipline of writing history and/or employed
history writing as means of showing off their literary skills and/or had some
personal and negative agenda that precluded them from telling the truth;

3. He, Josephus, is the best qualified and experienced historian to undertake the
task in hand due to his personal standing and intimate (eye-witness)
knowledge of both the Jewish and the Roman perspectives;

He, Josephus, felt compelled to set the record straight;

He is writing (in the latter case) for the benfit of a patron called Enoagpdditog —
a relatively common theophoric personal name derived from the godess
Appoditn meaning, inter alia, “handsome”, “lovely” or “charming”;

6. Although obviously emotionally affected by what has happened he will still
endeavour to conduct himself as an unbiased historian®é;

7. His underlying theory is that the anti-Roman, Jewish revolt was ultimately
caused by a small group of power-hungry “tyrants” and “robbers” who did not
act in accord with accepted high Jewish morals and principles; and

8. More normally, Jews, who had a long and proud history, were a pious nation

of the highest moral fibre.

It is in these two wpdroyor that Mason (2003: 254) believes the author(s) of Ev.Luc.
and Act.Ap. first show(s) heavy reliance on the writings of Josephus:

Although the preface to Luke-Acts is much briefer than War’s, in keeping
with the work's brevity, the author manages to work in all of the crucial
points.

Expanding on Mason’s example, reproduced below is the mpoloyog as found in
Ev.Luc.1: 1 - 4%

‘Encidnnep  molhol  émeyeipnoav  avatalacBar  duynow  mepl T@V
nemAnpogopnuéveoy év MUlv  mpayudtov kefw¢ mopédocov MUy ol

38 Of course this also assists Josephus in obtaining sympathy and hence buy-in from his
reader.

39 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 114. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 53.
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apyfic oautomtor kol Lmnpétor  yevopevor tol  AOyov, €do&e  wauot,
napnKolovONKOTL Gvembev mlcwy AxkpPdg, kabelfic ool ypawyal, KpATioTE
Qeopire, tvo émyvéde mept v kamnyiOng Adyov v doedhrelav. [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].

Many have undertaken to draw up an account of the things that have
been fulfilled among us, just as they were handed down to us by those
who from the first were eyewitnesses and servants of the word. With
this in mind, since | myself have carefully investigated everything from
the beginning, | too decided to write an orderly account for you, most
excellent Theophilus, so that you may know the certainty of the things
you have been taught. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

In the same way, the preface to Act.Ap. (1: 1- 2)% is also set down for consideration:

Tov pév mpdtov Adyov émomodunv mepl mhvtov, @& Ogdopie, GV
fipéoto O ’Incolc moslv 16 kal Si1d&okew dypt T Muépag éviehduevog
10l dmootorolg S ITvedpotog Ayiov olg €Eehé€ato Avednedn:

In my former book, Theophilus, | wrote about all that Jesus began to do
and to teach until the day he was taken up to heaven, after giving
instructions through the Holy Spirit to the apostles he had chosen. [My
emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Central to Mason’s thesis are what he claims to be significant similarities between the

respective tporoyor of War, Antiquities, Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap.

The primary charcteristics of the various proofs as supplied by Mason (2003: 254 —
259) will be described briefly below:

Mason (2003: 254) speculates that at first glance, due to its “familiarity”, the reader
may not fully appreciate the dynamism of the employed language. Despite its cursory
nature, the mpoéAoyor of both Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. still manage to contain all the

essential elements that normally typify a late Hellenistic historical prologue (ut supra).

Mason considers that for an historian living in those times — especially when dealing
with topics already covered by previous writers - originality of approach must have
been of paramount importance. Mason is also careful to emphasise that unlike many

other historians of the period, Luke refrains from openly condemning previous

40 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 245. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 111.
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writers*!. However, Mason feels that Luke still manages to imply that his account will
better confirm what others may have averred previously. In support of this insight

Mason (2003: 255) believes that the specific reference in Ev.Luc.1l: 1 to “mollol”
(many) should be viewed as a rather “pejorative term”. After all, why would anyone
bother to waste their time merely re-affirming what numerous authors had stated
earlier? For this reason, Mason supports the obvious assumption that Luke wanted to
upgrade significantly the quality of the previously imparted gospels. Thus, indirectly,
Luke is strongly implying that the new undertaking would be an improvement upon
what had hitherto been either a superficial and/or perfunctory account.

Furthermore, Mason claims that the passages that follow on from Luke’s preface
clearly strengthen this suspected interpretation. In this context, Mason (2003: 255)
plainly states that the Greek verb éneysipnoav (which Luke employs to express the

efforts made by many previous authors) has the meaning: “took it upon themselves”.

Certainly in support of this possibly strained argument, it could be demonstrated that
éneyeipnoav translates to, inter alia, “to put one's hand to”, “to attempt” and/or “to

undertake”.

Furthermore, Mason (2003: 255) alleges (based on its other occurrences), that the
verb émeysipnoav should be better translated in the sense of “presumptuous or
misguided effort”. For substantiation, Mason compares this verb’s employment in

other Lucan texts, viz.:

1. The Jews who tried (¢neysipovv) to Kill the apostle Paul (albeit ineptly)
(Act.Ap. 9: 29).

2. The unfortunate Jewish exorcists who (imprudently) took it upon
themselves (éneyeipnooav) to cast out devils in Jesus' name (Act.Ap. 19:
13);

In addition, in the previously mentioned npoioyog as found in Ev.Luc.1: 1 — 4, verses
3 and 4 reflect that the author sets out to offer something never before provided for
his eminent reader, viz.: everything carefully investigated from the beginning?*? with a

firm (non-slip) footing.

41 Of course, if Luke was indeed relying heavily on other authors for his content he would not
have wanted to draw his readers’ attention to this fact.

42 Mason (2003: 255) emphasises that promising to offer a precisely researched account from
the beginning is typical of Hellenistic historical prologues.
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Here, Mason (2003: 255) points out that the related adjective “doparec” (which refers
to the concept of, inter alia, a “secure footing” or “firm foundation”) appears three

times in Act.Ap. viz.:

1. Act.Ap. 21: 34;
2. Act.Ap. 22: 30; and
3. Act.Ap. 25: 26.

According to Mason’'s argument, the adjective dogparec is being deliberately
employed by Luke in some subliminal sense to reinforce the understated import of
his prologue and subtly convey the sense that steadfast, substantiated information is
now being supplied by him as a foil to an environment once filled with inconsistent

contentions.

On this very issue Mason (2003: 255) unequivocally states that:

The author [Luke] says, in effect: "you have read many competing
accounts; now | shall set the record straight." Although his criticism is
restrained, he clearly means to present a story that is superior to the
others. [My insertion for clarity NPLA].

3.4 Portraying Christianity in a Jewish Context

3.4.1 Non-Lucan Gospels

Mason sees a unity between Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. Here, he makes the intuitive
contention that after a careful reading of both Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. it becomes self-
evident that Luke is in a superior position to his Christian counterparts. Specifically,
only Luke, due to his unique situation, can offer a post-resurrection history of the
early church and accordingly he is able to withhold certain data from Ev.Luc. which
he carefully reserves for later inscription within his second book (i.e. Act.Ap.).

Mason (2003: 256) cites two notable examples from the other three NT gospels to
back up his position:

In Ev.Marc. 3: 6* we read:

4 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 77. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 35.
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Kol  €&eABovtegc ol Dapioolor  evBbg  peta TV Hpwdiavdv
ovpfodhiov  €8idovv kot  avtol, Onwg avTOV  AmOAECMOOLY.

Then the Pharisees went out and began to plot with the Herodians how
they might kill Jesus.

In a similar vein, in Ev.Jo. 5: 18* we read:

dix  tolUto oUv udlhov €ntoov  avtdov ol ‘Tovddior  dmoktEivan,
ott  ov updévov  Elev 10 odPPotov, A& kai  Tlotépa  (diov
Eheyev  tOv  Ogdv, Tloov Eovtov moidvV  T® Oed.

For this reason they tried all the more to kill him; not only was he breaking
the Sabbath, but he was even calling God his own Father, making himself
equal with God.

Here, the character of Jesus of Nazareth is clearly placed in a life and death situation
as he incites the anger of the Jewish authorities. Mason (2003: 256) argues that in
their different approaches these two pericopes underplay Jesus of Nazareth’s ethnic

Jewishness in favour of his more important role as (universal/Gentile) saviour.

3.4.2 Luke’'s Portrayal of Jesus of Nazareth

By stark contrast, in Ev.Luc. Jesus of Nazareth behaves more like a typical Jewish
citizen, operating comfortably within his own community and undertaking normal

Jewish activities.

For example in Ev.Luc. 2: 21, 2: 41 - 42, 2: 46 and 4: 15 - 22 we read variously

concerning his:

Circumcision;

accompanying his parents to Jerusalem for the festival of Pesach;
debating with Jewish teachers in the Temple courts;

reading from the book of Isaiah in the Nazareth synagogue; and

a &~ w DN oE

eliciting approval from his Jewish peers.

Mason (2003: 267) also feels that Luke, due to his need to stress the Jewishness of

Jesus of Nazareth (and by implication the foundations of the Christian faith),

4 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 198. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 91.
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consistently emphasises Jerusalem as a setting for his narratives. Obviously the
other gospel writers tend to deal with a Jesus of Nazareth who not only (at times)
seems somewhat antagonistic towards Judaism and/or Jewish practices but spends

much of his time operating outside of the Jewish religious centre.

Conversely, Luke - unlike the other gospel writers — commences his gospel narrative
in Jerusalem, the centre of Jewish culture and worship. To offset the fact that his
sources seem to have consistently placed Jesus in more rural contexts, Luke
consistently involves the city of Jerusalem in other ways. For example, as has
already been seen, Jesus’ parents visit Jerusalem for their son’s circumcision as well
as the festival of Pesach. Jesus sets “his face towards Jerusalem” in Ev.Luc. 9: 51
and the reader is repeatedly reminded of the Holy City in Ev.Luc 13: 33 - 34; 17: 11
and 19: 11.

3.4.3 Luke’'s Portrayal of the Origins of Christianity

Mason (2003: 267 — 268) also confirms that the Lucan material deviates from the
standard Christian fabula as found in Ev.Marc. and Ev.Matt. Thus, following the
resurrection account, Luke records the disciples as sojourning in Jerusalem where
they witness the risen Christ in Ev.Luc. 24: 13 - 14; 18; 33 and 52 - 53. Indeed, in
Ev.Luc. 24: 46 — 49* Luke presents Jesus as clearly and distinctly commanding his
disciples to remain in Jerusalem and strongly implies that that city will be the starting
point for the dispersal of the Christian gospel as well as being the headquarters of

the new Christian church:

tote Sujvortev aUT®dV TOV volv TOD ouviéval TAG YpaQaS, Kol elmev
avtolg 0Tt oUtwg yéypamtar mwobstv TOV  yplotOv kol AGvaotijvor €k
vekp®dv Tf]  tpitn Muépy, Kol knpuyxbijvor €mt 1@® Ovopatt  avTOD
petdvolav  e€ic  Gpeowv  quopTidv el mavta T&  €0vn  ap&apevor  Amod
Tepoveaiqp: Vuelc pdptopeg tovT®V. Kol (Bov &yw £Eamootéd® TV
énayyeliov 100 motpds pov €' Vuds Vpels 8¢ kabicote év Tij morer
£oc o0 £vdvoncbe £& Vyoug Suvapty.

He told them, “This is what is written: The Christ will suffer and rise from
the dead on the third day, and repentance and forgiveness of sins will be
preached in his name to all nations, beginning at Jerusalem. You are
witnesses of these things. | am going to send you what my Father has

45 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 185 - 186. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 85.
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promised; but stay in the city until you have been clothed with power
from on high.” [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

In the subsequent Act.Ap. 1: 8¢ Jesus of Nazareth is also quoted as saying:

A AqpyecBe dovouy €melBovtog toU ayiov mvedpoatog €' vudc, xal
€oe00¢ pov paptupeg &v te lepoveorp koi [év] maon Ti Tovdaix xkai
Zapopia kol Eog éoydrov Tiig Yiig.

But you [my disciples] will receive power when the Holy Spirit comes on
you; and you will be my witnhesses in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and
Samaria, and to the ends of the earth. [My insertion and emphases for
greater clarity NPLA].
Mason (2003: 268) also stresses the fact that Jesus’ disciples (i.e. whilst resident in
Jerusalem) will take charge of the church’s activities (cf. Act.Ap. 8: 1 and 14; 9: 26;
11: 22; 15: 2; 16: 4; and 21: 17-18). This, he maintains, is how Luke manages to sell
the message that Christianity is a legitimate God-given institution, with roots as
ancient as Judaism itself, replete with a world-renowned religious centre and a

divinely sanctioned leadership.

However, Mason (2003: 256), who wants to stress Luke’'s need for strong Jewish
ties, would also have his reader accept Luke’s references to Jesus of Nazareth's
interactions with the Pharisees (e.g. Ev.Luc. 7:36, 11: 37 and 14: 1) as good
examples of what he describes as “consorting in a friendly manner with popular
Jewish teachers ... and debating with other teachers the correct interpretation of
Sabbath law.” This should be seen as quite misleading. Although one obtains the
sense that in two of the Lucan accounts Jesus of Nazareth is initially a welcome
guest of a particular Pharisee, in all cases, he ends up insulting his hosts and
incurring their undisguised resentment. Consider as an example the account given in
Ev.Luc. 11: 37 - 544"

‘Ev 8¢ t® Aoifjoar €potd oavtov dDapicolog Onwg dpiotion map' adTd:
eloeMbwv 8¢ Gvémeoev. 0 8¢ Dapicoiog Bwv €Baduacey 0Tt o0 mpTOV
¢BanticOn 7mpd ToD dpictov. slmev 88 O wvplog PO avTov NV Vusig
ol ®opiooior 10 €mbev toU motnpiov kol ToU mivakog kabapilete, 10O
0¢ £ombev VPGV yéuel apmayfic kal movnpiog. depoveg, oUy O TOGOG

6 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 245. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 111.

47 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 150 - 152. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 69 - 70.
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10 €EmBev xal 10 €owbev €moinoev; TANV TA €vovia 00Te E€Aenuocivny,
Kol 600 mavta kobapd LUy fotiv. GAAG ovoi Vpiv Tolg Papicaiols,
011 anodekotolte TO Movoouov Kol 1O mAyavov Kol 7mév Adyovov, Kol
napépyeobe v kpioww kal v &ydmmv 100 Oeol- tabta 6& £€del motfjoon
KGkelvo, ) mapeival. ovel Vpiv 1ol @oproaiolg, Ot dyombte TNV
npwtokodedpiov  &v  talc ovvaywydlc Kol ToUg Aomoouolg €V Tolg
dyopalc. ovei Vpiv, Ot foté¢ ¢ T uvnuela Tt @dnio, kol ol
avOpomol ol meputatobvieg €mdve ovk oldacty. AmokplOels 8¢ Tig TMV
vok®v Afyer avt®d diddokodre, Tabta Aéyov kol Npdg VPpileg. O
5¢ elmev kol Upiv Tolg vomkoig oVai, Ot goprtilete ToUG AvOpdTOVG
eoptio. dvoPdotokta, Kol avtol &vi TV SaKTOA®V VU®V 00 TPOGYODETE
10l¢ @optiolg. oval Vulv, Ot oikodopelte T& pvnueio TOV TpoeNT®V ol
8¢ motépeg  VLu®v  dméktewvav  o0tovg.  dpa  paptupic  €ote  Kal
OULVEVOOKETTE TOlG €pyolg TV TATEPOV VUDV, OTL o0TOL UEV QREKTEVOV
o0Tovg Vpelc 8¢ ofkodopelte. 81 todt0 Kol 1) cogia ToU Ocod elmev
Anooted®d el  oOTOUC TpoenTog Kol dmootdéhovg,  kal €€ auT®V
dmoxtevodoty kol Sidéovoty, tva  Ek{nmOf 1O alua  WAVTOV TGV
TPoPNTAOV 10  EKKEYLUEVOV  GmO  KoTOBOAfiC KOouov Gmd tTijg  yevedg
Tavtng, amo oluatog APeh  €oc¢ alpotog Zoyapiov To0  dmoAlopévov
peta&yu 100 Bvcloomnpiov kal tolU olkov: vai, Aéym vulv, €xk{ntnoncetol
amd g yevedc tavTng. oval LMLV Tolg vomkoic, OtL fjpate TNV KAEWA
g yvocewc avtol oVk elonibote kol ToUG eloepyouévovg EKOAVGOTE .
kdaxelBev €€eMBOvtog avtod Tip&avto ol  ypapuatel xol ol  Dopisaiot
dewv®dg  Evéxsty kol Amootopotilev  avtOv mepl mAEOVOV, Evedpevovieg
avtov Onpeboai T €k toD otOpaTog avtol. [My emphases for greater
clarity NPLA].

When Jesus had finished speaking, a Pharisee invited him to eat with him;
so he went in and reclined at the table. But the Pharisee was surprised
when he noticed that Jesus did not first wash before the meal.

Then the Lord said to him, “Now then, you Pharisees clean the outside of
the cup and dish, but inside you are full of greed and wickedness. You
foolish people! Did not the one who made the outside make the inside
also? But now as for what is inside you - be generous to the poor, and
everything will be clean for you.

“Woe to you Pharisees, because you give God a tenth of your mint, rue
and all other kinds of garden herbs, but you neglect justice and the love
of God. You should have practiced the latter without leaving the former
undone.

“Woe to you Pharisees, because you love the most important seats in the
synagogues and respectful greetings in the marketplaces.

“Woe to you, because you are like unmarked graves, which people walk
over without knowing it.”

One of the experts in the law answered him, “Teacher, when you say
these things, you insult us also.”
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Jesus replied, “And you experts in the law, woe to you, because you
load people down with burdens they can hardly carry, and you yourselves
will not lift one finger to help them.

“Woe to you, because you build tombs for the prophets, and it was your
ancestors who killed them. So you testify that you approve of what your
ancestors did; they killed the prophets, and you build their tombs.
Because of this, God in his wisdom said, ‘I will send them prophets and
apostles, some of whom they will kill and others they will persecute.’
Therefore this generation will be held responsible for the blood of all
the prophets that has been shed since the beginning of the world,
from the blood of Abel to the blood of Zechariah, who was killed between
the altar and the sanctuary. Yes, | tell you, this generation will be held
responsible for it all.

“Woe to you experts in the law, because you have taken away the key
to knowledge. You yourselves have not entered, and you have hindered
those who were entering.”

When Jesus went outside, the Pharisees and the teachers of the law
began to oppose him fiercely and to besiege him with questions,
waiting to catch him in something he might say. [My emphases for
greater clarity NPLA].

This can hardly be described as an amicable discussion or intellectual debate
between congenial fellows. Rather, Jesus of Nazareth is portrayed by Luke as a man
of extraordinary confidence and authority (albeit also being self-righteous,
antagonistic, unsympathetic, rude and unyielding). Indeed, initially the Pharisees and
experts in the law seem to be the ones who are more patient and accommodating
until, worn down by the incessant verbal abuse, they justifiably feel insulted and
angrily set out to deliberately embarrass Jesus.

Mason does at least accede to the fact, that according to Ev.Luc. by the end of the
narrative, a small number of Jewish authorities do conspire to have Jesus of
Nazareth eradicated. What seems more correct is Mason’s overall assumption that
the real antagonism against Jesus of Nazareth and his ultimate death only become
an issue near the end of Ev.Luc. - whereas in the other NT gospels, Jesus of
Nazareth is more normally portrayed as being under constant threat from Jewish

authority.
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3.5 Evidence of Historiographical Influence and Josephan Rhetoric

3.5.1 Josephan Rhetoric

Regardless, Mason sees Ev.Luc. as an introduction to Act.Ap. wherein step by step,
sequential events lead up to a climax that is only found later at the culmination of

Act.Ap. Specifically, Mason (2003: 256) explains:

At first, Christian leaders are told simply to refrain from teaching in the
name of their recently crucified leader (Acts 4: 18). Over time, it is the
successive revelations from God (Acts 8, 10 - 11) and the momentous
decisions taken on the basis of them (Acts 15), which further lead to
Christian criticism of the Jerusalem temple, of dietary and other laws, and
of the Jewish people, and to the Christians' open dealings with Gentiles.
These bring the conflict with Judaism to a climax only at the end of the
second book (Acts 28: 23 - 28).
Because Luke goes to such lengths to ensure that he sets down his accounts in strict
sequential order, Mason believes that his approach is strongly reminiscent of

Josephus’ own need to detail his narratives consecutively, episode by episode.

As a result, and as is the case for both authors, it is impossible to isolate one
specific episode from the sum total of respective accounts and be able to fully
appreciate the overall import of the combined message. The reader needs to be
mindful of the complete sequential context in order to finally grasp the author’s
global point of view.

Mason also believes that it is pertinent that Luke seems to be imitating Josephus’
propensity to refer to his previous writing whilst engaged in the process of writing the
nporoyog for a new book. For example, in his Antiquities 1, pr. / 4 Josephus refers to
his previous oeuvre (i.e. War). Again, in the npéAoyog of his Against Apion |, pr./ 1 -

5 Josephus refers to his aims as previously stated in his earlier Antiquities.

Mason (2003: 256) also asserts that Josephus articulates his desire to enhance
previous historical accounts in his Antiquities 1, pr. / 5 — 13. This is not quite true.
Josephus only makes this specific point in his earlier War and he merely reminds his
reader of this fact in his Antiquities 1, pr. / 4). Indeed, apart for a possible single
exception (discussed below), at no point in the mpoéroyog to the Antiquities does
Josephus specifically mention that his new work will be a better version of what

came before.
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It is true that the npoéioyoc of the older War is characterised by Josephus’ overt
criticism of other writers but in the specific context of his more recent Antiquities he
takes a far softer approach. As has been previously discussed in some detail
already, in his Antiquities Josephus merely mentions that previous writers of history
are not all motivated for the same reasons. Certainly, only in one instance could he
be accused of making a discernible disparaging remark, when he implies that some
historians are motivated by the need to appease their reader and consequently
exceed their own abilities in their performance. However, this negative comment is
made in Antiquities 1, pr. / 2 and not in Antiquities 1, pr. / 5 — 13 as intimated by

Mason.

Lastly, at the very end of the npéroyog as found in Antiquities 1. pr. / 16 — 18 (i.e. not
in Antiquities 1, pr. / 5 — 13), Josephus talks generally about the problems
associated with information that was written in ancient times and the reliability of
transcription. However, Josephus condemns no-one. He then promises to accurately
record what he finds in the ancient Jewish records. Here, it would seem that Mason

may have made an unqualified assumption.

Regardless, the only point that can be safely conceded from this discussion is the
confirmation that Luke refers to his previous book (i.e. Ev. Luc.) when writing the

npdroyog for Act.Ap.

It is also true that both Luke and Josephus refer to a patron who has a theophoric
name. In Luke’s case he formally refers to “® Osé@ire” (i.e. vocative derivative of
“Oeopiloc”) and, as has already been mentioned, Josephus refers to one

"Enagppddttoc.

However, even Mason accepts that ‘Enagpdditoc, despite being theophoric in nature,
is a very common Greek name and obviously refers to a specific member*® of the
Greek pantheon. ®sgoégirog is more overtly theophoric and refers to the sole
representative of the monotheistic (Judeo-Christian) belief system. However, exactly
like Emagpdditog it was once an extremely common name. Thus, taken at face value,

this independent fact cannot be employed as useful evidence.

Mason (2003: 257) theorises that:

8 |.e. Appoditn (Aphrodite).
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Since both Josephus’ and Luke's addressees appear to have had some
social status and wealth, but were unlikely to be highest-ranking
aristocrats, they may have been freedmen who had become somewhat
successful after gaining their freedom. This is especially likely in the case
of Josephus’ patron - a prominent man with a Greek name in Rome.

3.5.2 Invented Substitute Speeches

Mason (2003: 260) also draws his reader’'s attention to the typically Hellenistic
practice of inventing plausible speeches for individuals as though they were recorded
verbatim. Here Luke and Josephus are no exception. Mason again refers to
Herodotus and Thucydides (ut supra) who retained a central function for invented

historical speeches.

For example, in his Thucy.Hist. (1.22.1) Thucydides opined that the actual speeches

of individuals could not be recreated with any real certainty*°:

As to the speeches which were made either before or during the war, it
was hard for me, and for others who reported them to me, to recollect the
exact words. | have therefore put into the mouth of each speaker the
sentiments proper to the occasion, expressed as | thought he would be
likely to express them, while at the same time | endeavoured, as nearly as
| could, to give the general purport of what was actually said.

Thus, it was perfectly permissible for the historian to proffer a substitute that reflected
the supposed tenor and import of the unrecorded event. Mason (2003: 260) puts this

more succinctly:

...Thucydides does give his characters speeches appropriate to the
occasion - the arrogant speak arrogantly, statesmen speak like statesmen
- the speeches are his own creations. Some may be based on recollection
of what was actually said, but they are all ultimately Thucydides’ own
statements, a means of making his own points and advancing his
narrative.

Of course, as Mason confirms, such speeches were excellent opportunities for the
historical writer to employ his rhetoric to supply a specific interpretation of events. In

49 Cf. Thucydides: History of the Peloponnesian War 1.22.1 according to Jowett (Tr.). 1900.
Thucydides, Second edition. Oxford, Clarendon Press in Classic Persuasion [Online].
Available: http://www.classicpersuasion.org/pw/thucydides/jthucbklrv2.htm [2 February
2015].
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short, an astute writer could literally put words into the mouths of his characters as he

saw fit.

In the case of Josephus, his character's speeches are designed to strengthen his
own personal agenda and/or narrative aims. For example, it will be recalled that
Josephus’ underlying premise is that Jerusalem and the Temple were destroyed due
to the actions of certain ungodly Jewish rebel leaders who not only brought about the
destruction of Jewish culture but were themselves punished by God. In his War 7, 8,
6 / 332% we read:

10 vyap wOp e€lg TOUC mOAEpiovg @epOUEVOV OUK aUTOMAT®OG €ml  TO
KOTOoKELOOOEY  Telog VO MUV avéotpeyev, OGA" €ott tadta  yOlog
TOM®DV ASIKNUATOV, O HOVEVTEC €lg TOUG OHOQOAOLC ETOAUNGOUEV .

for that fire which was driven upon our enemies did not of its own accord
turn back upon the wall which we had built; this was the effect of God's
anger against us for our manifold sins, which we have been guilty of in a
most insolent and extravagant manner with regard to our own countrymen;

Here, near the end of Eleazar’'s long speech (i.e. War 7, 8, 6 / 320 — 336), a direct
reference is made to Josephus’ underlying thesis. Thus, Josephus manages to have
one of his characters (e.g. Eleazar) emphasise his own unique Josephan

assessment of the situation by simply composing a suitable speech for him.

Mason (2003: 262) emphasises that typical of a late Hellenistic author, Luke too, has

his various characters re-affirm his own agenda:

In keeping with the expectations placed on Hellenistic authors, the writer of
Acts has each of his characters speak in an appropriate way. We have
already seen that Paul's remarks to Felix and Agrippa Il are carefully
chosen to make fun of those rulers' personal lives. Similarly, when Paul is
in Athens he quotes from Greek poets rather than from Jewish Scriptures
(17: 28), which would have meant nothing to his Athenian audience.
Gamaliel's defense of Christianity is based on the kind of pragmatic
grounds that a Jewish councilor might have advocated; he does not
personally confess belief in Jesus or even real enthusiasm for the
Christian movement (5: 35 - 39). And again, the proconsul Gallio speaks
exactly as a Roman governor might, entirely jaded and caring nothing for
the internal disputes of a subject nation (18: 14 - 15). (Sic).

%0 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) 1895. Flavius Josephus.
The Works of Flavius Josephus in Perseus Digital Library [Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0148%3Abook%
3D7%3Awhiston+chapter%3D8%3Awhiston+section%3D6 [8 December 2014].
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Mason (2003: 261) sums up this approach as follows:

...the challenge of the Hellenistic historian was to create speeches that, on
the one hand, were appropriate to the speaker and occasion and, on the
other hand, served to advance the author's own narrative aims. Those
aims need not have been exclusively earnest, however. They might
include large doses of entertainment and word - play. Ancient readers
knew this, and were not expected to believe that such speeches were
merely reproductions of what was really said on a given occasion.

Of course, as compared to any of Josephus’ works, Act.Ap. is relatively short and

generally speaking, Luke’s characters do not have such long speeches. Mason

(2003: 261 - 262) himself admits that long speeches are not to be found in Ev.Luc. —

a deduction also supported by Dibelius (1937: 262) who once quipped:

These speeches, without doubt, are as they stand inventions of the author.
For they are too short to have been actually given in this form; they are too
similar to one another to have come from different persons; and in their
content they occasionally reproduce a later standpoint (e.g. what Peter
and James say about the Law in chap. xv).

Regardless, Mason goes on to point to the following examples of created speeches

in Act.Ap. which he feels are still highly reminiscent of the kind of rhetoric found in

Josephus:

1. Peter’s advocation to the 120 believers to appoint someone to take over Judas
Iscariot’s apostolic ministry (Act.Ap. 1: 16 - 22);

2. Peter's exhortation which resulted in the conversion of 3,000 Jews (Act.Ap. 2:
14 - 36);

3. Peter preaching to the Jewish onlookers at Solomon’s Colonnade (Act.Ap. 3:
12 — 26);

4.  Gamaliel the Pharisee’s plea to the Sanhedrin to spare the lives of Peter and
the apostles (Act.Ap. 5: 34 — 39);
Stephen’s tedious monologue to the Sanhedrin (Act.Ap. 7: 1 - 53);
Peter’s didactic message to Cornelius (Act.Ap. 10: 34 - 43);

7. Paul preaching to Jew and Gentile alike in the synagogue at Pisidian Antioch
(Act.Ap. 13: 16 — 41);

8.  James’ exhortation to the apostles and elders of the Jerusalem church (Act.Ap.
15: 13 - 21);

9.  Paul preaching to the meeting of the Areopagus in Athens (Act.Ap. 17: 22 - 31);
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10. Paul's farewell speech to the Ephesian elders (Act.Ap. 20: 17- 35);

11. Paul’s “defence” to his captors in Jerusalem (Act.Ap. 22: 3 - 21);

12. Paul's defence before Marcus Antonius Felix (Act.Ap. 24: 10 - 21); and
13. Paul's defence before Marcus Julius Agrippa (Act.Ap. 26: 2 - 23).

Mason still believes that given the brevity of the entire book, these thirteen
noteworthy speeches serve a pivotal function in the sequential evolution of the

overall narrative that ultimately epitomises Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap.

Of particular importance to this debate, Mason (2003: 262 — 263) notices that in all
the Lucan-inspired speeches to non-Christians, a similar form of address is

employed. Here, Mason identifies six Lucan strategies, viz.:

1. A direct address to the audience employing phrases such as "men of Israel"
and "men and brothers";

2.  An appeal for attention employing phrases such as "lend your ears”, "let this be

known to you" and "hear me";

A defining quotation from the LXX;

A condensed Christological synopsis;

A scriptural “proof”; and

o g M~ W

A final proclamation of salvation.

In addition, the general organisation of each Lucan speech is almost identical and
regardless of which character is being “quoted”, the distinctive content of each

structural component is unvarying.

Mason (2003: 263) corroborates these claims by pointing out that nearly all the
Lucan characters begin their speeches with the term “Avdpeg” (i.e. Men). This is then

immediately qualified with terms such as “Jews”, "Israelites", "brothers", “fathers” or

"Judeans”.

Here, the following selected examples (as originally indicated by Mason) are

pertinent:
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In Act.Ap. 2: 145! we read:

Ytafelg 6¢ O IIétpoc oLv tolg Evdeko Emfljpev TV @oviv oa0Tol Kol
anepOéyEato avtolg "Avépec ‘Tovdolor kal ol katorkobvieg ‘Tepovcoinu
navteg, ToUTOo VUV yvwotov €otm kol évoticacbs ta pAuotd pov. [My
emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Then Peter stood up with the Eleven, raised his voice and addressed the
crowd: “[Men] Fellow Jews and all of you who live in Jerusalem, let me
explain this to you; listen carefully to what | say. [My emphasis and
insertion for clarity NPLA].

Act.Ap. 3: 12° yields:

dwv 8¢ 0 Ilétpog dmekpivato mpog tOv Aadv ‘Avdpsg ‘lepomieiror, Ti
Bavpalete émt todtw, TN MUIv Tl arevilete wg Ol dvvhper 1 evoePeia
nemomkoowy tod mepmatelv avtov; [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

When Peter saw this, he said to them: “[Men] Fellow Israelites, why does
this surprise you? Why do you stare at us as if by our own power or
godliness we had made this man walk? [My emphasis and insertion for
clarity NPLA].

In Act.Ap. 7: 25 we are told:

0 8¢ €on 'Avépeg Adeshpol kai matépeg, daxovooate. ‘O Bedg T dOENC
®eon  1® matpt Nudv APpadp O6vit év  Tii Mecomotapiq mplv 1
Kotowfjoolr avtov &v Xappdav, [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

To this he replied: “[Men] Brothers and fathers, listen to me! The God of
glory appeared to our father Abraham while he was still in Mesopotamia,
before he lived in Harran. [My emphases and insertion for clarity NPLA].

And in Act.Ap.13: 16°* we obtain the following:
dvootag 8¢ IMoBlog kol kotooeicag Tfi yepl cimev "Avdpeg ‘Topanieitan

Kol ol @oPovpevor TOV 0gov, drovoate. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Standing up, Paul motioned with his hand and said: “[Men] Fellow

51 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 248. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 112.
52 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 251. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 113.
53 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 259. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 117.
54 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 276. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 124.
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Israelites and you Gentiles who worship God, listen to me! [My
emphases and insertion for clarity NPLA].

This mode of address is not just limited to apostles. Indeed, both the angels as well

as non-Christian speakers also adhere to this formula:

In Act.Ap. 1: 115 we read the speech of two angels:

ol kol eimav "Avdpeg ToMholor, ti £otfikote PAémovtec / éuprémovieg
glc 1OV oVpavov; ovtog O ‘Incolc O dvoAnuedelc do' Vudv eig TOV
oUpavov oUtmg €hedoetar Ov tpomov €0edoacbe a0TOV TopevdugvoV  glg
T0v oUpavov. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

“Men of Galilee,” they said, “why do you stand here looking into the sky?
This same Jesus, who has been taken from you into heaven, will come
back in the same way you have seen him go into heaven.” [My emphasis
for clarity NPLA].

And in Act.Ap. 5: 35 Gamaliel the Pharisee addresses the Sanhedrin as
follows:

"Avopeg lopomielror, mpooéyete Eavtolg €ml 1ol AvBpmmolg TovTOlg Ti
uéliete mpdooewv. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Men of Israel, consider carefully what you intend to do to these men. [My
emphasis for clarity NPLA].

3.5.3 Creating Authority and the Role of Prophecy

When it comes to the issue of employing scriptural “proof” texts, Mason (2003: 263 n.
6) highlights the fact that both Peter and Paul utilise the identical material in exactly
the same manner. Here, he draws our attention to the specific use of Ps. 16: 10° in
Act.Ap. 2: 27 and Act.Ap. 13: 35 where both apostles interpret the self-same forced

prophetic significance of the pericope which reads:

Ott ovOx eOykatoielyelc T_v yoynv Hov €1 Gonv ovBdé dmoelg To_V
06o1ov cov 106ty drapBopdv .

55 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 246. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 111.
56 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 257. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 116.

57 Greek text according to Septuaginta (Greek Edition. 1979. Ed. Alfred Rahlfs. Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft: NIV translation according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: LXX 476.
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because you will not abandon me to the grave [underworld], nor will you let
your Holy One see decay. [My insertion for clarity NPLA].

Obviously from a purely forced Christian viewpoint the text is meant to refer to Jesus

of Nazareth as the “Holy One” and his believed resurrection (i.e. he escapes decay).

In addition, the very term “Holy One” and its implied association with Jesus of
Nazareth as the “Child of God” forms part of what Mason describes as the “special
vocabulary” of Act.Ap. - so orchestrated as to carefully harmonise with Luke’s own

personal agenda.

Yet another piece of evidence that ostensibly supports Mason's overall thesis is the
issue of Luke’s modification of other leading Christian authority. Perhaps the most
notable being how he seemingly undermines Paul's more archetypal message as
found in 1 Ep.Cor. Certainly, in Act.Ap. whenever Luke recalls one of Paul's
speeches, curiously, certain key Pauline themes are totally absent. As evidence,

Mason (2003: 263 n. 7) cites the following Pauline lacunae:

1. Dying and rising with Christ;
2. The current evil age and the one that will withess the return of Jesus; and

3. Jesus’ flesh/spirit dichotomy.

Mason (2003: 263 n. 7) clarifies that:

Only in [Act.Ap.] 13: 38 - 39 do references to "freedom from the law of
Moses" and righteousness through faith in Christ approach one of Paul's
major themes. This parallel reflects the author's effort to make each of his
speeches fit the speaker and situation. [My insertion for clarity NPLA].

In addition, Mason confirms that Luke portrays his characters such as Peter, Paul,
and the martyr Stephen as promoting a form of Christianity that is founded on Jewish
history and ancient prophecy. The following examples, as indicated by Mason (2003:

263 - 264) are germane:

In Act.Ap. 2: 14 — 40 Peter (in the company of the other disciples) addresses a large
crowd. During this discourse (cf. Act.Ap. 2: 17 — 21) Peter manages to quote JI. 2: 28
— 32 verbatim. Next (cf. Act.Ap. 2: 25 — 28) Peter recites Ps. 16: 8 - 11. Finally (cf.
Act.Ap. 2: 34 — 35) Peter makes references to Ps. 110: 1. These various LXX
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excerpts contain verses that Luke would have the reader believe are age-old Jewish
prophecies whose divine purpose was solely to foretell the coming of Jesus of

Nazareth and his divine ministry.

In Act.Ap. 7: 2 — 50 we read Stephen the martyr's long diatribe to the Sanhedrin
which is almost totally a recapitualation of key passages from the LXX intended to
confirm what Luke considered to be God’s divine plan, supposedly foretold long ago
in Jewish history, that would ultimately necessitate the coming of Jesus of Nazareth,
viz.: Am. 5: 25 — 27; De. 18: 15; Ex. 1: 8; Ex. 2: 14; Ex. 3: 5-8 and 10; Ex. 32: 1; Ge.
12: 1; Ge. 15: 13 and 14; Is. 66: 1 and 2.

In Act.Ap. 13: 17 — 37 we witness Paul addressing an assembly of Jews and Gentiles
at the synagogue in Pisidian Antioch. Again, much of Paul's invented speech
consists of references to key episodes from the LXX in support of Luke’ desire to see
Christianity as the divinely prophesied augmentation of a venerable Jewish tradition.
Thus, apart from general references and inferences to, inter alia, Joseph, Moses,
Joshua, Samuel, Saul and David Paul is made to refer specifically to Ps. 2: 7, Ps. 16:
10 and Is. 55: 3.

In Act.Ap. 2: 38, Act.Ap. 5: 31 and Act.Ap. 10: 43 respectively Peter is made to refer
specifically to the “forgiveness of sins”. This is also the case with Paul, who is
portrayed as making similar references in Act.Ap. 13: 28 and Act.Ap 26: 18. Mason
sees this reiteration as a device to emphasise one of Luke’s central concerns first
spelled out in Zechariah’s Song (Ev.Luc. 1: 67 — 80)°®:

Kol Zoyopiag o6 momp avtod éminobn  mvedpotog  dayiov kol
émpoopntevoey  Aéyov  Evhoyntog Kopiog 0 0edog toU lopanh, ot
EneokéYoTo kol €moinoev AVTpoowy 1@ Aad avtod, kol fyewpev Képag
compiog MUV €v olkw Aoveld moddg avtod, kobwg €AdAncev
otopoTog TV ayiov an' oi@dvog mpoent®dv avtol, cwtnpiov €€ &xOpdv
NUOV Kol €k YEPOC TAVIOV TV Woovvtov TMUAg, moujool €Ae0og HETA
TOV motépmv MUGV  kal puvnobijvar Sabnkng ayiag avtol, Opkov Ov
Guooev mpodc APpadu tOv matépa MuEvV, 100 SoDvan MUV AEOPwC €k
XEWPOG ExOpdV  pPucBéviag Aatpedery avT® €v OCOTTL Kol  SKaocvvn
évomov  avtod  mhoog talg Muéporg Mudv. Kol oL 8¢, moudiov,
npoentng Yyiotov kinOnom, mpomopevon yap evomov Kupiov Etowpudoot
060Ug avtol, toD dobvor yvdow complog T® Aad avtold €év deéoet
auaptiedy adT®dv, S omhdyyva éAéovg Oeod Mudv, v olg Emokéyetat

%8 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 118 - 119. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 54 — 55.
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NUag davatodr) €& UVyovg, Emedvor T0lg €v okOTEL Kol okl Oavdtov
Kabnuévolg, tol korevdbvor ToUg moOdag MUV eig 0d0v eipfvng. To o6&
noudiov nGEave kol éxpataolto mvedpoti, kal NV €v Tolc £pRpolg £oc
Nuépag avadeifewe avtod mpog tov ToponA.

His father Zechariah was filled with the Holy Spirit and prophesied: “Praise
be to the Lord, the God of Israel, because he has come to his people and
redeemed them. He has raised up a horn of salvation for us in the
house of his servant David (as he said through his holy prophets of long
ago), salvation from our enemies and from the hand of all who hate us -
to show mercy to our ancestors and to remember his holy covenant, the
oath he swore to our father Abraham: to rescue us from the hand of our
enemies, and to enable us to serve him without fear in holiness and
righteousness before him all our days. And you, my child, will be called a
prophet of the Most High; for you will go on before the Lord to prepare the
way for him, to give his people the knowledge of salvation through the
forgiveness of their sins, because of the tender mercy of our God, by
which the rising sun will come to us from heaven to shine on those living in
darkness and in the shadow of death, to guide our feet into the path of
peace. "And the child grew and became strong in spirit; and he lived in the
wilderness until he appeared publicly to Israel. [My emphases for greater
clarity NPLA].

Again, in Ev.Luc. 24: 47%° we read:

Kol knpuybfijvor ént 1@ Ovopatt avtol petdvowav &lg dpeoy  ApopTIV
elg mavta T €6vn ap&huevol amd ‘lepovcaAn:

and repentance for the forgiveness of sins will be preached in his name

to all nations, beginning at Jerusalem. [My emphasis for greater clarity

NPLA].
Mason further substantiates the argument that Luke deliberately amends Pauls’
stance on sin by pointing out that in his undisputed letters®®, Paul views sin as a
singular phenomenon which is characterised as an ungodly ontic force that is able to

manipulate individuals — seemingly against their will:

1 Ep.Cor. 15: 56%

10 8¢ xévtpov 100 Oavdtov 1 Quoptio, 1 8¢ Sdvaug Tig duoptiog O
vouoc:

59 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 186. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 85.

60 Mason (2003: 263 n. 8) draws his reader’s attention to one possible exception, viz. Ep.Col.
1: 13 — 14: “For he has rescued us from the dominion of darkness and brought us into the
kingdom of the Son he loves, in whom we have redemption, the forgiveness of sins”. However
as is already well known, this is largely accepted as constituting a pseudo-Pauline epistle
and thus does not impact negatively on Mason’s argument.

61Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 400. NIV translation
according to