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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).
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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.

37| Page



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].
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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 Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 167.
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The sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law. [My emphasis
for greater clarity NPLA|.

Ep.Rom. 2: 12%2

“Ocot yap &vopmg fpaptov, Gvopmg kol dmoloUvtar kol 6cot v vopw
fuaptov, 81 vopov kpidncovtar

All who sin apart from the law will also perish apart from the law, and
all who sin under the law will be judged by the law. [My emphases for
greater clarity NPLA].

Ep.Rom. 3: 95

Ti oVv; mpoeyoduedo; oV maviog, mpontiachueda yap ‘Tovdaiovg Te Kol
YEAMveg mhvtag Vo' dupaptiav etvort,

What shall we conclude then? Do we have any advantage? Not at all! For
we have already made the charge that Jews and Gentiles alike are all
under the power of sin. [My emphasis for greater clarity NPLA].

Ep.Rom. 6: 65

0070 ywdokovteg 0Tt 0 ToAoOg MUV  avBpomog ocuvvestavpmbn, va
Kotapyndfi 10 odpe Thg auoaptiog, ToU unkéTt dovievew MUAS T
apoptia, 0 yap amobBavewv dedikaintor &md Thg apaptiog.

For we know that our old self was crucified with him so that the body
ruled by sin might be done away with, that we should no longer be slaves
to sin - because anyone who has died has been set free from sin. [My
emphasis for greater clarity NPLA.

Ep.Rom. 7: 13 - 25%

TO oOv &yabdv £pol éyéveto Bdvatog; pf yévorror GAAL 1) Quoptia,
o eavf] aupaptio Sux oD dyabol por  katepyalopévn Odvatov:  tva
vévnranr ko' UmepPolnv auoptorog 1) auoptio d1a tiig €vioAfig. oldauev
yap 0Tt 0 VOHOG TVELUOTIKOC £0Tv: €y OE oOpKIvOG i, TETPAPEVOS
VIO TV Quoptiov. O Yap Korepydlopor oV ywdok®: o0 yap 0 Oélw
10010 mpdoow, GA' 0 we®d tolto mow®d. el 8¢ O o0 0w 7TOUTO

62 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 353 - 354. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 143.

8 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 355. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 144.

84 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 360. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 146.

% Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 361 - 362. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 147.
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o, ovvenut @ VOuw 0Tt KoAOS. Nuvl 8& ovkétt €yw katepydlopon
a0Td &AM 1) évowcoloa év épol dpopti. olda yap 8Tt ovk olkel év
¢uoi, tolUt' €otwv év 1tff copki pov, dyoBov: 10 yap Oéhewv mopdkertal
pot, t0 0¢ xoatepydlecbor 10 kaAov o0- o0 yap 0 0w mow®d ayabov,
aMa 0 o0 Béhm kaxov toUt0 mMpdoocw. el 8¢ 0 ov B [éyw] tolUto
nol®, ovkétnl £€yw koatepydlopor avtd GAAX 1) olkoUoo &v éuol Quaptio.

Did that which is good, then, become death to me? By no means!
Nevertheless, in order that sin might be recognized as sin, it used what
is good to bring about my death, so that through the commandment sin
might become utterly sinful. We know that the law is spiritual; but | am
unspiritual, sold as a slave to sin. | do not understand what | do. For what
| want to do | do not do, but what | hate | do. And if | do what | do not want
to do, | agree that the law is good. As it is, it is no longer | myself who do it,
but it is sin living in me. For | know that good itself does not dwell in me,
that is, in my sinful nature. For | have the desire to do what is good, but |
cannot carry it out. For | do not do the good | want to do, but the evil | do
not want to do - this | keep on doing. Now if | do what | do not want to do,
it is no longer | who do it, but it is sin living in me that does it. So | find
this law at work: Although | want to do good, evil is right there with me.
For in my inner being | delight in God’s law; but | see another law at work
in me, waging war against the law of my mind and making me a prisoner
of the law of sin at work within me. What a wretched man | am! Who will
rescue me from this body that is subject to death? Thanks be to God, who
delivers me through Jesus Christ our Lord! So then, | myself in my mind
am a slave to God’s law, but in my sinful nature a slave to the law of
sin. [My emphases for greater clarity NPLA].

Mason (2003: 264) sums up his findings as follows:

The result is that the Paul of Acts sounds remarkably like the Peter and
Stephen of Acts. As with Thucydides or Josephus, one does not find here
the striking differences of style or personal spoken mannerisms that one
would expect in an anthology of speeches from different individuals.
Although the author has provided each character with a speech
appropriate to the occasion and has even introduced some Pauline
language into one of Paul's speeches (13: 38 - 39), on the whole the
speeches advance the author's own portrayal of Christian origins and
belief. They are not mere reproductions of what was actually said.

Of course, here is an example where Luke does not seem to act in accordance with a

Josephan approach.

3.6 Circumstantial Evidence of Plagiarism

3.6.1 Some Minor Parallels

Mason (2003: 282) also includes in his testimony a number of minor parallels that he

has noted between Josephus and Luke-Acts. These, in themselves, are probably not
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that conspicuous, but taken collectively, possibly add some weight to the primary

evidence.

In this regard, Mason lists some of the less significant correspondences as follows:

1. Ev.Luc. 3: 1 seems to refer to both War 2, 11, 5/ 215 and Antiquities 19, 5, 1/
275 with the reference to "Lysanias, tetrarch of Abilene"®®;

2. Ev.Luc. 19: 12 — 27 may be compared to War 1, 14, 4 / 282 — 285 if one
considers the parable of the man who traveled to another country to receive his
kingship, as being based on details of Herod'’s family;

3. Ev.Luc. 19: 43 — 44 seems to correspond to the whole of War 6, when one
considers Luke's account of the destruction of Jerusalem:;

4.  Act.Ap. 11: 28 — 29 is a parallel to Antiquities 3, 15, 3 / 320%7, Antiquities 20, 2,
5 /51 — 53 and Antiquities 20, 5, 2 / 101 with Luke’s account of the famine and
the relief received from Antioch®; and

5. Ev.Luc. 13: 1 relates to Antiquities 18, 4, 1 / 85 — 87 where Pilate deals with

Samaritans at Mount Gerizim.

Mason stresses that these suspected correspondences are not firm enough to
validate any relationship between the texts indicated. However, taken as a large
group of coincidences and coupled with the more measurable data discussed below

they may become more pertinent.

3.6.2 Some Similar Fabulae

It is evident that Mason is perfectly able to illustrate at every turn that both Luke and
Josephus conduct themselves in a manner that identifies them as typical late
Hellenistic writers. However, to prove his thesis that Luke slavishly copied Josephus,
he also needs to give clear unambiguous evidence. In this regard, Mason (2003:

264) even whilst pointing to a number of fabulae that seem (on the face of it) to

66 |t is interesting to note that Whiston, despite his huge expertise as one of the most
celebrated translators of Josephan texts did not see the possibility of Luke’s purloining.
Indeed, he makes a note at Antiquities 19, 5, 1/ 275 pointing out that this very passage
confirms Luke’s version!

87 Whiston makes a note to the effect that Antiquities 3, 15, 3 / 320 confirms Act.Ap. 11: 28!
68 Unfortunately for Mason, neither Antiquities 3, 15, 3 / 320 nor Antiquities 20, 2,5 /51 — 53
nor Antiquities 20, 5, 2 / 101 mentions famine relief from Antioch. The latter two passages
collectively confirm that Queen Helena of Adiabene (d. c. 56 C.E.) organised relief in the form
of corn from Alexandria (Egypt) and dried figs from Cyprus.
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corroborate his argument cannot find anything that in itself is standalone, impatrtial
and conclusive evidence. Regardless, he gives the following supporting (albeit

circumstantial) texts to uphold his suspicions:

Act.Ap. 27: 1 — 44 relates the story of Paul’s journey to Rome. On the sea voyage he
is shipwrecked and ends up on the Island of Malta with 276 survivors. Mason

believes that this is highly reminiscent of Josephus’ account in Life 14 — 16.

However, this latter narrative deals very cursorily with Josephus’ travelling to Rome
by sea, being shipwrecked and then stranded with 600 survivors in the Adriatic sea
for a night and finally being part of a cohort of 80 who manage to be picked up by a

passing Cyrenese ship before sailing on to Dieearchia (Puteoli).

On closer examination of this specific narrative, very little agrees with the Lucan
account in Act.Ap. 27: 1 — 44 except the following two points:
1. Both Paul and Josephus were travelling by sea to Rome; and

2. Both were shipwrecked.

Considering that in Hellenistic times the most common way to travel efficiently from
say Judea to Rome was by sea and given that sea voyages were always extremely
precarious, a tale of a sea voyage and a shipwreck cannot in itself serve as useful

evidence for plagiarism.

The following pericope (Act.Ap. 28: 3 — 6)% gives an account of the apostle Paul
miraculously surviving a snake bite. Luke himself emphasises that such an event was
normally interpreted as an act of divine justice. Indeed, in Act.Ap. 28: 4 — 67° we

read:

o 8¢ &eldav ol PapPapor kpepdpevov 1O Onplov €k THc xewpdg ool
pdc  dAAghovg Eheyov TIavtog @ovedg éotiv & dvBpmmog ovTog OV
SwowBévia ¢k Tfic Oohdoong 1) Sikm v ovk elacev. O piv olv
amotvaéac to Onpiov eic 10 wOp €mabev 0VOEV kakdV-ol 8¢ TPOoESOK®V
a0tov  puédhew  mipmpooBor 1| Koatamimtey A@ve  vekpdv. €ml mOAD  OE
a0t®v  mpocdokdviwv Kol  Oswpodviov  undév  dtomov i avTOV
ywopevov, petaforopevol £heyov avTov eivon Ogdv.

69 Mason (2003: 264) incorrectly refers to Act.Ap. 27!
70 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 312. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 140.
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When the islanders saw the snake hanging from his hand, they said to
each other, “This man must be a murderer; for though he escaped from
the sea, the goddess Justice has not allowed him to live.” But Paul
shook the snake off into the fire and suffered no ill effects. The people
expected him to swell up or suddenly fall dead; but after waiting a long
time and seeing nothing unusual happen to him, they changed their
minds and said he was a god. [My emphases for greater clarity NPLA|.

Mason points out that Josephus too, gives numerous accounts of divine justice. For
example in his Antiquities 4, 3, 3 / 51 — 53" and Antiquities 4, 3, 4 / 54 — 5872
respectively, we read of the divine punishment meted out to Abiram, Dathan, Corah

and all of their respective followers:

Todt’ elmdvrog kol Odakpvovtog ogietar pEV aievidov 1 i, o©diov o
én’ ovtig kwnbévrog domep &€& davépov Plog carevopévov KOHOTOG TAG
uev £oeloev 0 AoOG, mATAyov 0& Kol OKANPOD PayEviog MOL KATA TOG
gkeivov  oknvic  ouvvilnoev N vy kol mavd  Sco  @ika  TovTOlg WV
VIVEYKEY €l auTAV. Neaviopévav & obTog, «©¢ UNdE @avijvai Tvog
yv@vol, ouvvpel 1€ ToAwv  Thg Yiic 1O mepl ékeivolg  keymvog kol
kadiotato, &g und & maOoL TL TAV TPOEIPNUEVOV QAVEPOV ElVaL TOIG
opdol. kol ol u&v obteg ammAovto Emideiflg tod Oeod Tiig  ioydog
yevouevol: o0dvpatto & dv TG o0 HOVOV THG OGLUEOPAG OvTOVG kol Kob’
gautyv obong a&lag oiktov, GAA Ot kol ToladTo TabdVTOV Eerobncov
ol ovyyevelg: TAOV Yap oLVIETOYUEVOV EkAaBopEvol Tpog TV dyv  ToD
ovuPepnkdtoc  €PePaiovv v  kpicy, kol voupiloviec ¢ AArmpiovg
amolmAévar tovg mepl AabBdunv odd’ €lvmodvio. Movoiic 6 €kdiel TOvg
nepl tfig iepwovvng duillopévovg S TV tdV igpéov dokipociov, v o
npocdééntar v Bvciov O 0gdg Toov €in keyelpoTovnuéVOS. GuVeEADOVTOV
0¢ mevinkovio Kol Owkooiov Avop®dv, ol kol Ol ToTEPWV  GPETIV
gTiudvTo mopd @ Aad kol S TV odTdv, N Kbkeivovg VmepePdAlovio,
npofjAbov kol Aapav kol Kopfig, koi mpd tiig oknviig mhvteg xobnyvicav
émi ol Oupammpiolg omoca  kouilovteg Etvyov. EEEAapye  OE  TOp
t0600TOV Oc0ov 00TE YepomoinTov 1oTOpNnce TIg ovte yhifev dvadobev Kota
VTOdpOUT)V  KaOuaTog obte  Koatd Ploav  mvevpdtov  UAng  mpog  ovTo
napatpiPeiong avtoudtoe £€ekpovobn, AGAA’  omolov 0ol keleboovTOg
apOein Aapmpov kol roywdéctatov: Ve’ o0 mhvieg, of e dlokodclol Kai
mevtnkovto, kol Kopfic, @&avrog én’ avtovg EpOdpnoav, ®¢ Kol Ta
oOHOTO avT®V  Aeovi] yeyovévar. meplodletar 08 UOVog Adpav  undev
omd  tod  mupdg ProPeic T TOV Odv  eivor TOV  odg 8l kadewv
ameotolkota. Movof|g 0& To0TOV AmoAouévev PovAdUEVOS TNV  THmpioy
odT®V  puviAun  mopododfvor kol Todg o0 €copdvoue  ovTV  podeiv,

1 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%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D4%3Awhiston%20chapter%3D3%3Awhiston%20section%3D3 [10 December 2014].

2 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%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D4%3Awhiston%20chapter%3D3%3Awhiston%20section%3D4 [10 December 2014].
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éxélevoey 'Eledlapov tov Aapdvog viov To Ovpathplo adt®dv Topd TOV
yédkeov kotodéclor Popdv, o¢ dv Vmopvnolc &N toig adbig Qv Emadov
kol 6t v ioybdv 100 Ogod vopicelav dmatdcOor dvvacOor. kol Aapav
uev ovkétt T Movcéog yapitt v dpylepocvovny Exelv dok@®dv, OGAAL Ti
To0 Oeod kpicel Qovepd yevouévn, MeTd TOV LIOV NOM Pefaimg dmérave
MG TS,

When Moses had said this, with tears in his eyes, the ground was moved
on a sudden; and the agitation that set it in motion was like that which the
wind produces in waves of the sea. The people were all affrighted; and the
ground that was about their tents sunk down at the great noise, with a
terrible sound, and carried whatsoever was dear to the seditious into itself,
who so entirely perished, that there was not the least appearance that any
man had ever been seen there, the earth that had opened itself about
them, closing again, and becoming entire as it was before, insomuch that
such as saw it afterward did not perceive that any such accident had
happened to it. Thus did these men perish, and become a demonstration
of the power of God. And truly, any one would lament them, not only on
account of this calamity that befell them, which yet deserves our
commiseration, but also because their kindred were pleased with their
sufferings; for they forgot the relation they bare to them, and at the sight of
this sad accident approved of the judgment given against them; and
because they looked upon the people about Dathan as pestilent men, they
thought they perished as such, and did not grieve for them. And now
Moses called for those that contended about the priesthood, that trial might
be made who should be priest, and that he whose sacrifice God was best
pleased with might be ordained to that function. There attended two
hundred and fifty men, who indeed were honored by the people, not only
on account of the power of their ancestors, but also on account of their
own, in which they excelled the others: Aaron also and Corah came forth,
and they all offered incense, in those censers of theirs which they brought
with them, before the tabernacle. Hereupon so great a fire shone out as no
one ever saw in any that is made by the hand of man, neither in those
eruptions out of the earth that are caused by subterraneous burn-rags, nor
in such fires as arise of their own accord in the woods, when the agitation
is caused by the trees rubbing one against another: but this fire was very
bright, and had a terrible flame, such as is kindled at the command of God;
by whose irruption on them, all the company, and Corah himself, were
destroyed, and this so entirely, that their very bodies left no remains
behind them. Aaron alone was preserved, and not at all hurt by the fire,
because it was God that sent the fire to burn those only who ought to be
burned. Hereupon Moses, after these men were destroyed, was desirous
that the memory of this judgment might be delivered down to posterity, and
that future ages might be acquainted with it; and so he commanded
Eleazar, the son of Aaron, to put their censers near the brazen altar, that
they might be a memorial to posterity of what these men suffered, for
supposing that the power of God might be eluded. And thus Aaron was
now no longer esteemed to have the priesthood by the favor of Moses, but
by the public judgment of God; and thus he and his children peaceably
enjoyed that honor afterward. [My spelling correction underlined NPLA].

Again, in his Against Apion 2, 14 / 137 — 143 Josephus informs his reader about

67 |Page



Apion who developed a pustule on his private parts as a punishment from God. This
was as a consequence of his ridiculing the Jews for practicing circumcision whilst
ignoring the fact that the priests of his own religion practiced this self-same ritual.
Apion was thus guilty of lying and hypocrisy as well as discourteous behaviour to
God’s chosen people. His wound was so severe that it necessitated him being
effectually circumcised and consequently, as a result of the gangrene that set in, he

“died in great torment” (“év dewaic 0dvvoug amébavev”).

In his Against Apion 2, 14 / 1447 Josephus sums up this particular event as follows:

Sel yap TOOC €0 @povodvtac Tolc MEV oikelolg VOHOlG mepl TNV EVGERsaV
axpIPdG upévery, TOLG OE TAOV GAAOV 1] AOWOPEV: O 88 TOLTOVG WEV
gpuyev, TOV MUETEPOV O KaATEYELGOTO. TOVTO MEV Amiovi tod Piov 10
téhog éyéveto kol todto [map’] Hudv évtadbo tO wépag Eotw  TOD
Adyov .

Now men of good tempers ought to observe their own laws concerning
religion accurately, and to persevere therein, but not presently to abuse
the laws of other nations, while this Apion deserted his own laws, and told
lies about ours. And this was the end of Apion's life, and this shall be the
conclusion of our discourse about him.

Even Mason (2003: 264) has to admit that these types of accounts (e.g. Paul's
encounter with a snake, Corah’s death and Apion’s gangrene) were all common
strategies particular to the literature of the period. Indeed, Luke alone, employs the
theme of divine punishment on a few occasions including the well-known tales of
Ananias and Sapphira (Act.Ap. 5: 1- 6) and of Herod Agrippa (Act.Ap. 12: 20 - 23).

However, there is little similarity between the two authors apropos the specific
fabulae dealing with the theme of divine retribution/justice. The most that could be
said is that both Luke and Josephus employ a similar strategy that was in itself quite
common at the time. This in itself cannot be seen as hard evidence to prove that one
particular author imitated the other.

73 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%3A1999.01.0216%3Abook%
3D2%3Awhiston+section%3D14 [10 December 2014].
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3.6.3 Luke’s alignment of Christianity with Judaism

Mason believes that Luke made use of Josephus’ approach and certain of his
content, because he had inadvertently supplied the early Christians with a method to
bolster what he assumes was a failing public image. On this issue, Mason (2003:

265) conjectures that:

Both the Jewish and Christian communities faced massive image
problems at the end of the first century. The reputation of the Jews ...
suffered serious injury from the recent revolt in Judea ... To outsiders, the
Christians were at first indistinguishable from Jews. By the end of the
century, however, many Christian communities were entirely non-Jewish,
thanks largely to the missionary efforts of Paul. Almost nothing was known
about them in elite Roman circles and what was known was not good.

To back up this interpretation, Mason (2003: 265) points to comments ostensibly
made by Tacitus which reveal that unlike Judaism (which was largely tolerated due to
its great antiquity) early Christianity (when it was distinguished from its predecessor)

was mistrusted because of its novelty.

It should be mentioned at this point that much evidence exists to suggest that
comments made by Tacitus (and indeed the other Roman authors) which refer to
subject matter of a Christian import are most likely forgeries perpetrated by Christian
apologists of the second and third century of the Common Era’. If so, this evidence

(as supplied by Mason) is quite useless as it stands.

Regardless, Mason seems to accept the authenticity of Tacitus’ alleged comments
and follows the more popular contemporary view that early Christians were
mistrusted by the Romans as a matter of course. For him, according to the
perceptions of the average Roman citizen, Christians must have appeared highly
suspicious. After all, did they not believe in and practice the communal consumption
of their spiritual leader’s body and blood? Then there was the issue of their purported
religious practices such as gathering clandestinely at dawn to, inter alia, exchange
private signs of brotherly and sisterly love in Christ. These speculations may well
have been misconstrued by the more prejudiced and/or sceptically-minded Roman
citizens as evidence of anti-Roman and/or sexually promiscuous activities. Even

more heinous, Christians worshipped as a “God-man” or even God himself, a Jew

74 Cf. Allen. 2015. Clarifying the Scope of Pre-Fifth-Century C.E. Christian Interpolation in
Josephus’ Touddikn ApxaioAoyia (c. 94 C.E.). Unpublished Philosophiae Doctor Thesis,
Potchefstroom: North-West University: 29 - 40 and 50 - 54.
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who had been shamefully executed as a low-class criminal or murderer.

3.6.4 Clarifying Roman Attitudes Towards Foreign Cults

Again it must be stressed here that the more popular clichéd perception that the
Romans were always hateful towards the early Christians needs to be tempered with

the known facts.

It is acknowledged that in the early fourth century C.E.” there was a period of some
eight years when Christians were targeted for what would seem to be mostly political
motives. However, more normally and contrary to more fashionable opinion, the
Romans appear to have been fairly flexible when it came to specifically personal and

private religious practice.

Green (2010: 1 - 2) corroborates that “Roman attitudes to the foreigners in their midst
were, unsurprisingly, complex and contradictory”. In this regard, evidence suggests
that everyday Romans (like the majority of people anywhere and in any period of
history) hated change and could even become reasonably xenophobic when initially
confronted by unaccustomed social circumstances that seemed to compromise their

Roman sensibilities and conventions.

Despite these perfectly natural tendencies, it is known that during the Republican and
Julio-Claudian periods, Romans were fairly indulgent when it came to Judaism. It is
true that some individuals saw Judaism as a foreign and uncultured cult. For

example, Cicero’® describes the Jewish religion in his Pro Flacco’’, 6778:

75 The Roman emperor Gaius Aurelius Valerius Diocletianus Augustus (245 - 311 C.E.), who
reigned from 284 to 305 C.E. is credited with the instigation of the Diocletianic Persecution
(303 - 311 C.E.), which was aimed primarily at restoring traditional Roman religious practices
within the empire. As a consequence, Christians faced possibly their most difficult period of
maltreatment which only dissipated after Flavius Valerius Aurelius Constantinus Augustus
a.k.a. Constantine the Great (c. 272 - 337 C.E.) and Gaius Valerius Licinianus Licinius
Augustus a.k.a. Licinius | (c. 263 - 325 C.E.) met in Mediolanum to establish, inter alia, a
better dispensation for Christians within the empire in February 313 C.E. (i.e. the Edict of
Milan).

76 Marcus Tullius Cicero (106 - 43 B.C.E.).

7 In defense of Flaccus (59 B.C.E.).

78 Latin text and English translation according to Cicero 2014. Pro Flacco, 67 in Perseus
Under Philogic [Online]. Available: http://perseus.uchicago.edu/perseus-
cgi/citequery3.pl?dbname=LatinAugust2012&query=Cic.%20Flac.%2067&getid=0 [1
September 2014].
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huic autem barbarae superstitioni resistere severitatis, multitudinem
ludaeorum flagrantem non numquam in contionibus pro re publica
contemnere gravitatis summae fuit.

But to resist this barbarous superstition were an act of dignity, to despise
the multitude of Jews, which at times was most unruly in the assemblies in
defence of the interests of the republic, was an act of the greatest wisdom.
[My emphases].

On the other hand, as verified by Van Kooten (2007: 637 - 644), Varro’ praised
Judaism because of its great antiquity. It is also understood that certain Romans like
Varro, viewed the Jewish God as equivalent to Jupiter as the chief deity of the official

Roman Pantheon.

As confirmed by Rutgers (1994: 57), the Romans first developed an extensive corpus
of edicts with respect to Jews at about the same time. With reference to Josephus
(Antiquities 14, 10, 2/ 190 — 10, 25 / 264 and Antiquities 16, 6, 2/ 162 — 6, 7 / 173),
Both Rutgers (1994: 57) and Green (2010: 5) support the interpretation that due
largely to the initial policies of Julius Caesar® as from c. 50 B.C.E. to the beginning
of the Common Era, Jews were mostly guaranteed their religious freedom. In this
context they were legally permitted to, inter alia, meet freely as organised members
of religious associations known as thiasoi, observe the Sabbath and the Jewish
festivals, send money to the Temple in Jerusalem, and enjoy autonomy in their
communal affairs. Jews were even absolved from compulsory enrolment in the

Roman army.

Considering the general tolerance and/or acceptance of a well-established foreign
cult like Judaism it is worth pointing out that perhaps, initially, the citizens of Rome
would not have been able (or bothered) to have differentiated between Judaism and

the nascent Christian practices.

Regardless, despite the normal protection granted to Judaism and its practice, it is
also known that Jews were conceivably expelled from Rome in the reign of Tiberius
(19 C.E.). We also know from Philo (Legatio ad Gaius 24:159 — 160) that under the

tyranny of Sejanus® (Tiberius’ "Socius Laborum" and prefect of the Praetorian

79 Marcus Terentius Varro (116 - 27 B.C.E.).
80 Gaius lulius Gai filius Caesar (100 - 44 B.C.E.).
81 Lucius Aelius Seianus (20 B.C.E. - 31 C.E.)
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Guard), Jews suffered heavy victimisation that only ended with his final downfall in 31
C.E.

There is a possibility that an expulsion occurred again during the reign of Claudius®
(41 - 54 C.E.). Much literature exists that puts forward various inconclusive
arguments for the actual cause and scale of these two occurrences. Regardless, the
possibility that either dislodgment of large numbers of Jews was as a direct result of
religious intolerance alone is slight. Rutgers (1994: 57) concurs, and in the case of
the banishment under Tiberius (i.e. 19 C.E.) for which we have more accurate

details, he states:

[W]e do know ... that the measures taken by the Roman state were
confined to the Jewish community in Rome and not directed against the
Jewish population in other parts of the Roman empire. As in the case of
other troublemakers, the verdict was relegatio but not deportatio. Jews
were banished from Rome, but it appears that their civic or religious liberty
was not otherwise impeded. In fact, it is conceivable that they did not have
to move very far away from the capital.

More typically, it is largely accepted that the Romans recognised, tolerated and/or
neutralised numerous deities, both official and the more non-traditional.®® Cowley
(2008: 7) with reference to Wardman (1982: 2) confirms:

There is clear evidence that the religious atmosphere at Rome was open
to innovation and adjustment at almost all periods, but also that Roman
attitudes were deeply conservative and desired tradition. These two
conflicting characteristics were able to exist at the same time because
evaluating and accepting a new deity or cult was part of Roman tradition
since Rome had always expanded to borrow, absorb, and incorporate new
deities, ideas, and cults.

As has been witnessed already, the more conventional wisdom seems to be, that, by
and large, the Romans were extremely superstitious and religious in outlook.
Undeniably, they mostly ascribed their success at dominating the Mediterranean
world due to their constant maintenance of good relations with the gods collectively

(i.e. both traditional and foreign deities were respected).

82 Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus (10 B.C.E. — 54 C.E.).

83 Despite the fact that Cowley (2008: 53 - 59) takes the claimed Roman persecution of
Christianity at face value and never questions possible Christian fraud as regards certain of
the accounts of Roman intolerance of that specific religion, even she, accedes that by and
large, depending on the social and economic conditions then prevalent, the Romans, if not
always immediately tolerant were largely accommodating of other belief systems.
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Despite having established that (for the most part), Romans were normally tolerant of
private religious needs, it is also known that observant Jews took explicit and public
issue with certain aspects of the Imperial cult originally popularised by Augustus
Caesar. Undeniably, this practice ensured that emperors (living or dead) who had
been granted divine status, were part and parcel of Imperial Rome's official
pantheon. This view is supported by Magyar (2009: 385 - 386), who points out that
the Roman emperors were worshipped as gods due to their status and not their
transcendence. In this regard, they were never considered superior to other

traditional deities.®

It is therefore, quite possible that the Imperial cult was viewed as pivotal to Rome's
endurance. In this regard, with reference to the findings of Magyar (2009: 392 - 394),
to undermine or neglect its practices would have been seen as deleterious to the
well-being of the state and also intimates strongly that perhaps Christians may have
been aggressively persecuted if their opposition to any aspect of the Imperial cult

was ever perceived as an act of sedition.

Therefore, if given some latitude, it is possible to conceive of a practicing Jew or
nascent Christian (with reference to their abhorrence of graven images) overtly
refusing to pay any form of homage or acknowledgment to, say, an official portrait
bust of the Roman Emperor. In this regard, early Christians, like Jews, might well

have viewed this practice as akin to idolatry.

Regardless, given that Judaism did have recognition in the early Roman Empire,
perhaps, Luke is aligning Christianity to Judaism because he wants the new religion
to be afforded the same tolerance that was afforded to the Jews? As has been
alluded to earlier, Mason (2003: 267) attempts to show his reader that both Josephus
and Luke employ their rhetoric to present their respective religions as being
venerable and of the highest moral fibre. However, Luke needs to align Christianity
with Judaism and share in its antiquity to offset the fact that as a breakaway cult it is
in fact new and untested:

84 However, it should be pointed out that scholars such as Magyar also seem to uncritically
accept the various reports of Christian persecution at face value. As such his findings are
biased. Cf. Magyar. 2009. Imperial Cult and Christianity: 385 - 394.
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To impress these readers with the nobility of their communities, both
Josephus and Luke must demonstrate both the antiquity and the virtue of
those religions. "Virtue" in this context includes a high communal ethic, but
also proven political respectability and cooperation with the Roman
"peace." ...[Josephus] claims that only a small group of untypical Jews
hijacked the conflict in Judea from the aristocracy (War); that Jewish
tradition goes back to the remotest antiquity and is not a corruption of
Egyptian religion (Antiquities); and that Moses' constitution, which Jews
scrupulously follow, reflects the highest standard of moral philosophy and
human aspiration; it is the envy of the world (Antiquities/Ap.).

3.7 Comparable Evidence of Plagiarism

3.7.1 The Respective Authors’ Historical perspectives

When it comes to the issue of Luke and Josephus reporting on common historical
occurrences, Mason is perhaps on a more secure footing. Thus, excluding the body
of largely circumstantial evidence, he is able, on at least a few occasions, to point to
what appears to be reliable fact and hence germane evidence. Of course, if this

evidence pans out it then serves to bolster the other more contingent evidence.

Indeed, Mason (2003: 273) reminds his reader that the principle reason why various
scholars have on occasion, suggested that there may be a connection between Luke
and Josephus is because both authors make similar mention of specific historical
events. In addition, of the four gospel writers, it is Luke who gives his reader a
greater historical context to the Jesus story; supplying information concerning more

worldly issues.

Mason (2003: 273) emphasises that in almost all cases where Luke speaks of some
non-Christian event it also happens to have been mentioned previously by Josephus
in his writings. Mason also points out that Luke and Josephus differ only in the
manner which they refer to common historical occurrences. Thus, on first appraisal,
one may feel that there is nothing out of the ordinary here. After all, both authors may
have lived and written at the same time so it would make sense that they report on
the same events. Mason also presents us with a number of possible scenarios:
Perhaps Luke did read Josephus’ accounts but only remembered them imperfectly at
a much later date? Or did Luke deliberately plagiarise Josephus but cleverly alter the

narratives to suit his own agenda?
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3.7.2 Parallel Fabulae

There are three specific accounts that Mason concentrates on because they alone,
more than any of the other accounts and references, seem to offer the best hope for

proving a definite link between the two writers.

The Census Under Quirinius (c. 6 C.E.)

A number of parallel references to the census exist and which follow on from
Josephus’ account of the ethnarc, Archelaus®® who lost Judea in 6 C.E. after being
banished to Vienne in Gaul by Augustus.® Josephus informs his reader that this
emperor had Archelaus’ former lands placed under the administration of Quirinius®’

and that he subsequently conducted a census in Syria.

These references are to be found in War 2, 8, 1/ 117 — 118; Antiquities 17, 13, 5/
355; and Antiquities 18, 1, 1 / 1 — 4. The relevant passages are reproduced below
according to the assumed time of writing by Josephus:

War 2,8, 1/117 — 118%(c. 75 C.E.):

TRig 6¢ Apyeldov ydpag €ig &mapyiav meprypageiong Emitpomog TG immiki|g
mopo Popaiog tédéewng Konoviog méumetar péypt 1od Kreivey Aafav mopa
Kaioapog éEovsiav émi tovtov tig avip Tadhoiog ‘Tovdog dvoupo  &ig
andotacty évijye tovg Emrympiovg kakiCov el @dpov te Popaioc teAelv
vmopevodoly kai peTd TOV 0Ogdv oicovst Ovntovg Seomdtal MV & ovTog
coP1oTNG 1dlog aipéoemg oVdEV Tolg GANOLS TPOCEOIKME

And now Archelaus’ part of Judea was reduced into a province, and
Coponius, one of the equestrian order among the Romans, was sent as a
procurator, having the power of [life and] death put into his hands by
Caesar. Under his administration it was that a certain Galilean, whose
name was Judas, prevailed with his countrymen to revolt, and said they
were cowards if they would endure to pay a tax to the Romans and would
after God submit to mortal men as their lords. This man was a teacher of a
peculiar sect of his own, and was not at all like the rest of those their
leaders.

85 Herod Archelaus (23 B.C.E. —c. 18 C.E.)

86 Gaius lulius Caesar Octavianus (after 44 B.C.E); Imperator Caesar Divi Filius Augustus
(after 27 B.C.E.) (63 B.C.E. — 14 C.E.).

87 Publius Sulpicius Quirinius (c. 45 B.C.E. — 21 C.E.)

880riginal 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%
3D2%3Awhiston+chapter%3D8%3Awhiston+section%3D1
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Antiquities 17, 13, 5/ 355% (c. 94 C.E.):

g & Apyerdov ywpog vmotelolg mpocoveunbeiong T Xvpov mépmeton
Kvpiviog Und Kaicapog dviip Umatikog Gmotiumeopevog te a0 €v Zvpig
Kol 1oV Apyeldov Anodwoduevoc oikov.

So Archelaus’ country was laid to the province of Syria; and Cyrenius, one
that had been consul, was sent by Caesar to take account of people's
effects in Syria, and to sell the house of Archelaus.

Antiquities 18,1, 1/ 1 — 4%(c. 94 C.E.):

Kupiviog 8¢ t@v eig v PovAnv cuvvayouévev avip Tta¢ 1€ GAOC Gpyog
émretelek®wc Kol O mao®v  0dgboog Umatog yevécObow té 1e AN
a&idpatt  péyog  olLv  OAlyoig  émt  Zuplag  mopfijv, vnd Kaioapog
dwkooddmg  toU  €Bvovg  Ameotahpévog kol TMTNS TV 0VGLHDV
yevnoopevog, Komndvidg te¢ avt®d ocvykatoméunetor téypotog tdv nnéov,
nNynoopevog lovdaiov tfj €nt ndow €&ovoia. mapiiv 8¢ kal Kvpiviog eig
mv ‘lovdaiav mpooOnkny tijg Tvpiag yevopévnv ATOTIUNGOUEVOS TE OUTRV
Ta¢ ovoiog Kol Amodwodpevog T Apyeidov ypnuota. ol o6& koimep 1O
Kot Aapyag €v dswv® @épovieg TNV €ml  TOlG  Amoypogals dkpoacLV
vnokatéfnoav ol un elg mAéov évovtioUobor meicavtog oUTovg  TOU
dpyepéoc Toaldpov, Bonfol 8¢ ovtog vidg Av. kol ol pév Hrndévieg
100 ‘looldpov TV Adyov dmetitov TQ  ypAuoTe.  Undev  EvOOlAcaVTEG :
Tovdog 6¢ Toviavitng avip €k molewg Ovouo [auaia  Tdddwkov
dapioaiov mpoohoffopevog Mmeiyeto €mt  Gmootdoesl, TV T AmoTipnow
ovdev G0 1| Advtikpug dovAeiov Empépev Aéyovieg wal tijg €levbepiog
én’ avtiyel mapokoioUviec 10 €0vog:

Now Cyrenius, a Roman senator, and one who had gone through other
magistracies, and had passed through them till he had been consul, and
one who, on other accounts, was of great dignity, came at this time into
Syria, with a few others, being sent by Caesar to be a judge of that nation,
and to take an account of their substance. Coponius also, a man of the
equestrian order, was sent together with him, to have the supreme power
over the Jews. Moreover, Cyrenius came himself into Judea, which was
now added to the province of Syria, to take an account of their substance,
and to dispose of Archelaus’ money; but the Jews, although at the
beginning they took the report of a taxation heinously, yet did they leave
off any further opposition to it, by the persuasion of Joazar, who was the
son of Beethus, and high priest; so they, being over-persuaded by Joazar's
words, gave an account of their estates, without any dispute about it. Yet

89Q0riginal 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%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D17%3Awhiston+chapter%3D13%3Awhiston+section%3D5

%0Q0riginal 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%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D18%3Awhiston+chapter%3D1%3Awhiston+section%3D1
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was there one Judas, a Gaulonite, of a city whose name was Gamala,
who, taking with him Sadduc, a Pharisee, became zealous to draw them to
a revolt, who both said that this taxation was no better than an introduction
to slavery, and exhorted the nation to assert their liberty; [My correction
(underlined) NPLA].

In both the War and Antiquities versions of this account it can be seen that Josephus
clearly blames this specific census as the very catalyst that resulted in rebel Jewish
leaders like Judas the Galilean inciting civil unrest and disobedience which ultimately

led to the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem.

The removal of Herod Archelaus resulted in the Jews being taxed directly by Roman
authority. To assist in this new process, Syria (i.e. only Syria and not the entire

Roman world) was subjected to a census.

Mason (2003: 274) lays particular stress on Josephus’ particular use of rhetoric to get
his point across. Mason believes that Josephus may well have exaggerated the unity
of the Jews at the time of the unrest. By means of his particular style of rhetoric he
has created the illusion that the Jews were “welded ... into a single aberrant ‘school
of thought™ which owes its sole conception to Augustus Caesar’s census under
Quirinius in 6 C.E. Mason (2003: 274) elucidates:

But this means that it is Josephus who gives the census its crucial
function, because of his own literary aims. A writer with a different
viewpoint might not have seen so much significance in the census and its
aftermath.

This point is central to Mason’' thesis. Josephus employed the census as an
idiosyncratic and largely exaggerated event in order to give legitimacy to his own
personal agenda. This rhetorical strategy allowed him to present the Jews as an
ancient, honourable, God-fearing nation who were led astray solely by the iniquitous
actions of a few misguided individuals. God in his infinite wisdom allowed the
Romans to chastise these wicked men and also those who lamentably, followed
them. It was they and not the Romans who were ultimately responsible for God's
divine punishment. Josephus (in Antiquities 20, 8, 5 / 166) confirms his personal

belief when he informs his reader that:

S todt  olpon kol TOV 00V poncovia TV GoPelay  odTdV
dmootpaival  uEv MUAV TV oAV, TO O igpov  ovkétt  Kobopov
oiknmpov  advt® kpivavto Popaiovg Emayoyelv Muiv kol T TOAEL
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kaBdpoov wOp kol dovAeiav  EmPorelv ovv  yuvai€iv kol TEKVOILG
coOEpovical Toic CLUHEOPUIS PovAdpevov MUAG .

And this seems to me to have been the reason why God, out of his hatred
of these men's wickedness, rejected our city; and as for the temple, he no
longer esteemed it sufficiently pure for him to inhabit therein, but brought
the Romans upon us, and threw a fire upon the city to purge it; and
brought upon us, our wives, and children, slavery, as desirous to make us
wiser by our calamities.

As an aside, Mason’s thesis would suffer considerably if it could be shown that the
Quirinius census event was undeniably of such enormous historical consequence
that nobody (let alone Luke) would have failed to mention it. In short, the possibility
exists that irrespective of Josephus’ personal agenda and chosen rhetoric, the
census under Quirinius was categorically the specific spark that ignited a chain of

unendurable and cataclysmic occurrences that resulted in the demise of the Jewish
state.

Irrespective, Mason feels that it is more than a coincidence that Luke employs the

same watershed event to serve as the catalyst for his own rhetorical strategy.

Luke assigns the census under Quirinius as the very reason that Jesus as the
(Gentile) saviour of the world must be born in Bethlehem and not Nazareth. In
Ev.Luc. 2: 1 — 7% we read:

‘Eyévero 6¢ év tdig mMuépaig éxeivarg €ERAOev  doyua mapa  Kaiocapog
Avyovotov amoypdeechar mhcov TV olkovpévny: alTn ATOYPORT] TPOT
gyéveto TMyepovebovrog i Zvpiog Kvpnviov «kai émopevovio  mbvteg
anoypagecbor, £xootog €ig v €avtod mwOAv. AvéEPn 8¢ kal Toorne d&mo
g ToMAaiog éx morewg Noalapét / Noaloped eig v Tovdaiov &ig mOAV
Aaveld / Aavid Mg kakeiton BnOieép, Sx 10 elvar avtov €€ olkov
Kol  motpulg  Aoveid /  Aavid,  amoypayacBor  ovv  Mapuxp i)
guvnotevpdvn avt@®, ovon évidw ‘Eyéveto 8¢ év 1@ elvar avtovg ékel
éminotnoov ol Muépor o0 tekelv avtiv, kal £rekev 1OV vIOV aOThig TOV
TPOTOTOKOV, KOl E€0mMapydvemoey oUTOV Kol Gvékivev aOtov €v @dtvn,
3161t 0Ok v avTolc TOMOG &v TG KaTaAADUATL.

91 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 119. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 55.
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In those days Caesar Augustus issued a decree that a census should be
taken of the entire Roman world. (This was the first census that took place
while Quirinius was governor of Syria.) And everyone went to their own
town to register. So Joseph also went up from the town of Nazareth in
Galilee to Judea, to Bethlehem the town of David, because he belonged to
the house and line of David. He went there to register with Mary, who was
pledged to be married to him and was expecting a child. While they were
there, the time came for the baby to be born, and she gave birth to her
firstborn, she wrapped him in cloths and placed him in a manger, because
there was no guest room available for them.

This account attempts to establish a direct link between Jesus of Nazareth and King
David. Bethlehem is David's birthplace and it would help legitimise Jesus’ claim to be
a direct descendent of David if he could be born in the same town. Thus Luke needs

to find a way to do this. The census offers Luke with the means.

Assuming for the sake of argument that Luke is giving a sincere historical account at
this point (regardless of whether or not he borrows information from Josephus), he
also needs to give an interpretation that is in accord with the then prevailing Christian

tradition of the nativity as exemplified by Ev.Matt. 2: 1- 292:

ToD d¢ 'Incol yevvnbéviog év Bnbleen tiig ‘Tovdaiog €v Muéparg Hpwdov

100 Pacihéwg, 00U pdyor &md dvatoldv mopeyévovio el Tepocdivua

Meyovieg TIoU éotlv 0 teybelc Poaocilelg t@dv ‘Tovdainv; eldouev yap

avtol TOV dotépa év Tff GvatoAf] kal fiABopev mpockuviicor a0t .

After Jesus was born in Bethlehem in Judea, during the time of King

Herod, Magi from the east came to Jerusalem and asked, “Where is the

one who has been born king of the Jews? We saw his star when it rose

and have come to worship him.”
Indeed, Luke, no doubt attempting to write in accord with accepted Christian
convention, ends up creating confusion by also insisting that Jesus’ mother gave
birth during the regency of Herod the Great®:. Obviously this would be impossible if
the birth happened during a census that occurred a decade after the death of Herod

the Great.

Luke’s total unreliability as an historian is further evidenced by his reference to the
afore-mentioned census occurring not only in Judea but the entire Roman world. It is
worth remembering that in c. 6 C.E. Judea was still under Herodian control and

therefore a Roman census at this time would have been:

92 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 5. NIV translation according
to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 2.
98 Herod the Great (c. 74 B.C.E. — 4 B.C.E.).
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a serious breach of diplomacy;
a completely superfluous action;

an exorbitantly lavish action; and most importantly

P w D P

an impracticable action due to the total lack of human resources and available

time.

Apart from Judea, it is also quite impossible for the Romans to have orchestrated a
census of all individuals living within their entire empire at this time. It will also be
recalled that Josephus gives an account of the Roman census occurring solely in
Syria. He also supplies his reader with more convincing reasons for what must have

been for the Romans, a very necessary (albeit costly) endeavour.

Mason also tries to clarify what was meant by a “census” in Roman times. Perhaps
Luke is referring to something else? Mason (2003: 276) correctly explains that the

Romans conducted two different kinds of census, viz.:

1. a regular audit conducted by high-ranking magistrates called censorés (s.
censor) to determine the number of Roman male citizens within the empire;
and

2. a provincial census for the purposes of evaluating the value of a newly
subjugated nation.

Of the former kind, it is known that under Augustus three such audits®* were taken in
28 B.C.E., 8 B.C.E. and 14 C.E. respectively. Men had to affirm, inter alia, their family
lineage, their occupation and personal worth. This was in order to ascertain their tax
thresholds. Thanks to Varro®® we have an actual account of a typical census. Here,
the prolonged religious formalities with which the census was opened is given in a

fragment of the Tabulae Censoriae as preserved by Varro.

The latter kind of census (as exemplified by the Syrian instance of 6 B.C.E.) only
came into existence more gradually and over time. Its primary objective was to

register property for the purpose of Roman taxation.

94 Lo Cascio, 1994: 29 reminds his reader that we know the actual numbers of male citizens
recorded in these three audits (i.e. 4,063,000, 4,233,000 and 4,937,000) from the Res gestae
divi Augusti (c. 14 C.E.).

9 Marcus Terentius Varro (116 - 27 B.C.E.)
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Mason stresses that irrespective of which type of census was being carried out; no-
one was ever expected to travel to their ancestral homes. Not only is no such event
(outside of the NT) recorded but it would be quite impossible for the Romans to have

managed such an absurd event.

Mason (2003: 276) gives an amusing case study to illustrate the outrageous

implications of carrying out a census in accordance with Luke’s far-fetched tale:

Joseph was separated from David by about one thousand years. Was
everyone, then, supposed to figure out who his ancestor was a thousand
years before and track down the ancestor's town, if it still existed? And
how was this possible? Since both ancestors and descendants grow
exponentially, it takes only twenty generations (500 - 600 years) for one to
have one million ancestors from a given time period. Josephus was a
descendant of most of David's contemporaries. Which ancestor and town
should one choose? Given that David's son Solomon had one thousand
wives and concubines (1 Kgs 11:3), who was not a descendant of David
after a thousand years?

Of course, here is one of the most beguiling pieces of evidence. Not only does Luke

cite the census and the same Jewish rebel leader (Judas the Galilean) he manages

to mention them both in the same passage, exactly as Josephus does.

Mason (2003: 276 - 277) explains that it was Josephus who needed to showcase the
cause and effect aspect of his divine retribution theme. Therefore, he had a justifiable
reason to include what he perceived to be the catalyst (census under Quirinius) and

its corollary (Judas the Galilean) in the same passage.

However, unless Luke is slavishly copying Josephus’ rhetorical strategy (albeit to
show support for his Christian agenda) there is absolutely no reason why he would
want to independently relate the two self-same events and certainly not in such an

obviously sequential way within an identical passage.

Because of his literary aims, Josephus is the one who makes the point that
the census symbolized Roman occupation and so was opposed by the
arch rebel Judas the Galilean. We suspect that other writers would not
have given the census such prominence or made such connections with
the rebel psychology. These observations suggest that Luke was familiar
with Josephus’ work.
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Jewish Charlatans, Outlaws and Terrorists

Mason (2003: 277) reminds his reader that the three rebel leaders first mentioned by
Josephus in both his War and Antiquities can each be ascribed their own dates of

operation:

The sons of Judas the Galilean are recorded by Josephus as having been crucified

by the governor Alexander®® in c. 46 — 48 C.E.

Antiquities 20, / 5, 2/ 100 - 102%

HA0e 8¢ Dadw S1630x0c TiBéprog AréEavdpog AleEdvdpov malg to0 Kal
drapapynoavtog €év AieEovdpeia yéver 1€ kol TAOVTW TPOTEHOOVTOS TGOV
¢kel kaB oUTOV. Oujveyke Kol Tfj mpOg TOV Oedv evoefeia T0D modog
AleEavdpov: Tolg Yap matpiolg oUk évépsivev oUtog £0sov.  Eml TovTOL
8¢ xoal tov péyav Auov katd tnv ‘Tovdaiav ocuvvéPn yevécbor, kab Ov
kol 1 Pacidoco ‘EAEvn mOAMGV  xpnudTov  @vnoouévi oltov And TG
Alydmtov Siévelpey toig Gmopovuévolg, ¢ TPOEWmoOV.  MPOG TOVTOS OF
kol ol maideg Tovdo 100 Tolhaiov avixbnoov 100 TOV AoV Gnd
Poupaiov droomoavtog Kvpwiov 1tiic Tovdaiag Tiuntedoviog, ®¢ &v 1olg
mpo 10UtV  dednidkapev, TdkoPog kal Eipwv, oV¢ dvactovpdoot
npocétatev AAEEOVOPOG .

Then came Tiberius Alexander as successor to Fadus; he was the son of
Alexander the alabarch of Alexandria, which Alexander was a principal
person among all his contemporaries, both for his family and wealth: he
was also more eminent for his piety than this his son Alexander, for he did
not continue in the religion of his country. Under these procurators that
great famine happened in Judea, in which queen Helena bought corn in
Egypt at a great expense, and distributed it to those that were in want, as |
have related already. And besides this, the sons of Judas of Galilee were
now slain; | mean of that Judas who caused the people to revolt, when
Cyrenius came to take an account of the estates of the Jews, as we have
showed in a foregoing book. The names of those sons were James and
Simon, whom Alexander commanded to be crucified.

A son of Judas the Galilean®® becomes a leader during the great uprising of c. 6 - 7
C.E. (cf. War 2,8, 1/ 117 - 118; Antiquities 18, 1,1/4-10and 1, 6 / 23 - 25).

% Tiberias lulius Alexander (c. 46 - 48 C.E.).

97 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%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D20%3Awhiston%20chapter%3D5%3Awhiston%20section%3D2

98 The Jewish Encyclopedia mentions that it is quite likely that Judas the Galilean is identical
to Judas the son of Hezekias (Gratz, 1853 — 1875: iii, 251, 260, 364; Schiirer, 1886: 420 and
486). Unfortunately, here both Gratz and Schirer seem to conflate the identity of Judas the
Galilean with Judas, son of Hezekias. A closer inspection reveals that they are in error.
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Theudas® appears on the scene in c. 44 - 46 C.E. during the prefecture of Fadus®.
Antiquities 20, / 5, 1/ 97 — 9910%;

®adov o¢ tilg ‘lovdaiog Emitpomedoviog yomg TG avip Ogvddg ovopatt
neiber tOv miglotov Oyhov  AvaAafovia Tdg ktnoelg Emecbol mPOC TOV
Topdévny motaudy oOT®d: mpoeimg Yap #leyev elvar, kal TPOGTAyUATL
1OV ToTapovV oyicag oiodov Exewv €pn mopéfewv oavtolg padiav. Kol Ttodto
Ayov molhoUg Nmatmoev. o0 unv eloocev avtolg Tiic depoovvng Gvacbat
dadog, A Eémepyey v méov € avtovg,  TTig  AmpocdoKnTOg
¢mmecoUon TOAALOUG pev dvellev, moAlovg o0& Cviog €hafev, avTOV OE
OV Oevddv (wypnoovies ATOTEUVOLOL TNV  KEQUANV kol Kopilovow  &ig
Tepocdivpa. & pEv odv ovpPavta tolg ‘lovdaioc katd Tov Kovomiov
dadov Tiic Emtpomiic yxpoOvovg TaUT Eyéveto

Now it came to pass, while Fadus was procurator of Judea, that a certain
magician, whose name was Theudas, persuaded a great part of the people
to take their effects with them, and follow him to the river Jordan; for he told
them he was a prophet, and that he would, by his own command, divide the
river, and afford them an easy passage over it; and many were deluded by
his words. However, Fadus did not permit them to make any advantage of
his wild attempt, but sent a troop of horsemen out against them; who, falling
upon them unexpectedly, slew many of them, and took many of them alive.
They also took Theudas alive, and cut off his head, and carried it to
Jerusalem. This was what befell the Jews in the time of Cuspius Fadus’
government.

The Egyptian False Prophet is recorded as appearing in Judea when Felix%? was
governor (c. 52 - 60 C.E.).

Judas the son of Hezikias or Hezekiah, whilst hailing from Galilee, was based at Sepphoris
(confirmed twice by Josephus [Antiquities 17, 10, 5/ 271 - 272; War 2, 4, 1/ 56]). This was
sometime either during the prefecture of Cuspius Fadus (c. 44 - 46 C.E.) or Tiberias lulius
Alexander (c. 46 - 48 C.E.). Judas the Galilean was based at Gamala (confirmed twice by
Josephus [War 2, 8, 1 /117 - 118; Antiquities 18, 1, 1/ 4]) during the procuratorship of
Coponius (c. 6 - 9 C.E.).

9 Theudas the charlatan (45 C.E.) (cf. Antiquities 20, 5, 1/ 97 - 99).

100 Cuspius Fadus (c. 44 - 46 C.E.).

101 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%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D20%3Awhiston+chapter%3D5%3Awhiston+section%3D1

102 Marcus Antonius Felix (born c. 5-10 C.E.).
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War 2, 13,5/ 261 — 263103:

MeiCovi 8¢ tovtov  whnyfi  ‘lovdaiovg  ékdkwoev O Alydmtiog
WYEVOOTPOPNTNG: TAPAYEVOLEVOG YAp €l TNV yopav avBpwmoc yomg Kol
mpoPritov  miotv  €mbels Eavt® mepl tplopvpiovg pev  &Bpoiler  TdV
Nrotnuévoy, meplayay®v o0&  altovg €k Tiig épnuiog &l 10  Eloudv
Kodovpevov Opog ékelfev oo te Nv eic ‘lepocolvpa maperdetv PralecdHar
kol  kpatioog i 1¢  ‘Poudikiic ¢@povplc kai 10D ONuov  TLPOVVELV
YPOUEVOS TOIG ocvveloTecoUoy dopueopolc. @Bdver 6 oavtod v Opunv
dME vmoavtioog petd TV Popdik®v  omhtddv, kol whg O dfjpog
ocuvepnyoto i Guovng, ©ote ovuPoAfic yevouévng TtOv pév  Atydmrtiov
eUYElY pet’ Ohiyov, dSaebapiijvar 6¢ kal Cwypnbijvor mAeictovg t@v oLV
avt®, 10 8¢ Aowmov mAf0oc okedacOev Eml TNV €owTOV  EKOGTOV
StoAafel .

But there was an Egyptian false prophet that did the Jews more mischief
than the former; for he was a cheat, and pretended to be a prophet also,
and got together thirty thousand men that were deluded by him; these he
led round about from the wilderness to the mount which was called the
Mount of Olives, and was ready to break into Jerusalem by force from that
place; and if he could but once conquer the Roman garrison and the
people, he intended to domineer over them by the assistance of those
guards of his that were to break into the city with him. But Felix prevented
his attempt, and met him with his Roman soldiers, while all the people
assisted him in his attack upon them, insomuch that when it came to a
battle, the Egyptian ran away, with a few others, while the greatest part of
those that were with him were either destroyed or taken alive; but the rest
of the multitude were dispersed every one to their own homes, and there
concealed themselves.

Antiquities 20, 8, 6/ 169 - 172104

apwcveltoan 8¢ Tig €€ Alydmrov katd toUtov tOv Koupov eig ‘Tepocoivpa
TpoeNTNG etvar Aéymv kal cLpPoLAEdOV TH Snuotikgd mANOel cUV adT
npog  Opoc 1O Tpooayopevduevov  EAauidv, O Thig mOAEmG  AVTIKPLG
Keipevov  améyel otddw mévie:  OBéhewv  yap €paockev  avTolg  Ekelfev
EmoelEon, ¢ keredoovtog ovTod mwimtor T TtV ‘lepocoivt®dv TEYNT,
' @v kal Vv eloodov altolc mopéfew  émyyéMheto. DRHME & g
énvbeto tobTa, Kelevel TOUC otpatidtag GvolaPelv tad dmho kol petd
TOM®V inméov 16 kol ne(®v Opunoag &md v Tepocordumv mpooPdiiet
10l mepl 1OV Alydmriov, Kol 7TeTpOoKoGiovg pHEV  aUT@®V  AVETAgy,
dakoociovg o8¢ (@vrog €lafev. 0 & Alydmriog avtog Sadpdg €k Tig
uoyng Geovig €yéveto. mdlv & ol AneTtal TOV Ofjpov elg TOV Tpog
‘Poupaiovg mworepov Mpébilov undev vmoakovew avTolc Aéyovieg, Kol TOG

103Qriginal 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%
3D2%3Awhiston%20chapter%3D13%3Awhiston%20section%3D5

104 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) 1895. Flavius Josephus.
The Works of Flavius Josephus in Perseus Digital Library [Online]. Available:
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TRV AelBovIov  KOUOG Eummpaviec  ompmalov. [My emphases for
clarity NPLA].

Moreover, there came out of Egypt about this time to Jerusalem one that
said he was a prophet, and advised the multitude of the common people to
go along with him to the Mount of Olives, as it was called, which lay over
against the city, and at the distance of five furlongs. He said further, that
he would show them from hence how, at his command, the walls of
Jerusalem would fall down; and he promised them that he would procure
them an entrance into the city through those walls, when they were fallen
down. Now when Felix was informed of these things, he ordered his
soldiers to take their weapons, and came against them with a great
number of horsemen and footmen from Jerusalem, and attacked the
Egyptian and the people that were with him. He also slew four hundred of
them, and took two hundred alive. But the Egyptian himself escaped out
of the fight, but did not appear any more. And again the robbers stirred up
the people to make war with the Romans, and said they ought not to obey
them at all; and when any persons would not comply with them, they set
fire to their villages, and plundered them. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

However, although Josephus gives priority to Judas the Galilean, Theudas, and the
Egyptian Prophet he also tells us that there were many such activists including
Eleazar the son of Dineas and many such deceivers who fooled the gullible that they

could perform miracles.
War 2, 13, 2/ 252 - 2531%

Tiv upév olv pikpav Appeviav didwotv  PBociiedey  Apiotopodiw  Td
‘Hpddov, tfj &' Aypinma Paciieiqx téccapag mOAES MPooTiONGY GLV TOIG
tomopyiong, "APeko pév kal TovAdda xoata v Ilepoaiav, Tapiyag 6¢
kol Tiepréadoa  tfic Toihoiag, eic 8¢ v  Aoumyv ’lovdaiov DPHAKo
Kotéomoey émitpomov. oUtog oV 1€ dpyiinomiv ‘Ededlapov Etectv elkoot
mMv xopav Anocdpevov kol TOAAOUG TV oLV avt®d (wypnoog Avémepyev
elg Pounv: 1dv & avaotavpobiviov vr avtol Anot®dv kol TdV Eml
Kowovig Popadiviov dnuotédy odg ékdlocev, Gmepdv Tt mAfibog fv.

Nero therefore bestowed the kingdom of the Lesser Armenia upon
Aristobulus, Herod's son, and he added to Agrippa's kingdom four cities,
with the toparchies to them belonging; | mean Abila, and that Julias which
is in Perea, Tarichea also, and Tiberias of Galilee; but over the rest of
Judea he made Felix procurator. This Felix took Eleazar the arch-robber,
and many that were with him, alive, when they had ravaged the country for
twenty years together, and sent them to Rome; but as to the number of the
robbers whom he caused to be crucified, and of those who were caught

105 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%
3D2%3Awhiston%20chapter%3D13%3Awhiston%20section%3D2
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among them, and whom he brought to punishment, they were a multitude
not to be enumerated.

Antiquities 20, 8,5/ 160 — 1611%:

Ta 6¢ xatd v ’lovdaiav mphyuata 7pog 10 Yelpov del v Emidoowv
enauPovev: Anompiov  yap 1 xdpa wOAWV  dvemAnoOn Kol yontov
avhpomwv, ol tov Oylov Nmdtwv. AGAA TtovTovg pev 0 DfME moAlolg
Ko’ ekdommv Muépav oLV Tolg  Anotaic  AapPavev  aviipet, kol
‘Eredlapov 8¢ 10v Awoiov 7moldo TOV GULGTNGAPEVOV TGV ANCTAOV 10
cOvtaypo St évédpag ehev (®vta: mioTv yap adT@ mpoteivag LmEp ToD
undev  meioeobor  koxov  meifer  mpoOg  avtov  Geikécbor kol  dNoag
avémepyev eig Pounv.

Now as for the affairs of the Jews, they grew worse and worse continually,
for the country was again filled with robbers and impostors, who deluded
the multitude. Yet did Felix catch and put to death many of those impostors
every day, together with the robbers. He also caught Eleazar, the son of
Dineas, who had gotten together a company of robbers; and this he did by
treachery; for he gave him assurance that he should suffer no harm, and
thereby persuaded him to come to him; but when he came, he bound him,
and sent him to Rome.

Antiquities 20, 8, 6/ 167 — 168%°7;

Ta p&v odv t®v Anot®dv £pyo tolomtng Gvoctdtirog £mAfpov THY TOAWY,
ol 6¢ yomrec kal dmate®dveg &vOpomolr tOv Gylov €mesbov avtolg eig v
épnuiov  EmecBor: deilev yap Epocav Evopyl] Tépata kol onpelo. KT
mv 100 0goD mpovolav ywoueva. Kol moAlol melsbéviec thg AEpPocHNG
Tipnopiag Vméoyov: davaybiviag yop ovtovg PHME Ekdlaoev.

These works, that were done by the robbers, filled the city with all sorts of
impiety. And now these impostors and deceivers persuaded the multitude
to follow them into the wilderness, and pretended that they would exhibit
manifest wonders and signs, that should be performed by the providence
of God. And many that were prevailed on by them suffered the
punishments of their folly; for Felix brought them back, and then punished
them.

Mason (2003: 278) calls our attention to Josephus’ distinction between false prophets

or “religious impostors” and those seemingly admired revolutionary leaders who were

106 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) 1895. Flavius Josephus.
The Works of Flavius Josephus in Perseus Digital Library [Online]. Available:
107 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) 1895. Flavius Josephus.
The Works of Flavius Josephus in Perseus Digital Library [Online]. Available:
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involved in guerrilla conflict. Perhaps the most famous of these belligerent groups
was the aikdpiol who seem to have come on the scene by c. 52 - 60 C.E.1%
In this regard, in War 2, 13, 3/ 254 — 257% we are told:

Kofapbeiong 8¢ 1hic yxdpag £repov  &ldog Anotédv v ‘lepocordpolc
€mepveTo, ol KoAovpevol owdplor, uped mMuépav kol €v péon Tff TOAEL
povevovieg Gvbpodmovg, updlota [6€] €év Tolg €optailg poydpevol TR
mAn0el kol talg éoBfjorv Umokpomrovieg wkpd Ewpidio, TovTOG EVuTTOV
TOUG O10pOPOVG, Emelta MEGOVIOV UEPOG EYIVOVTO TV  EMOYavVOKTOOVI®V
ol mepovevkdteg, S0 Kol movtdmacty VO  délomiotiag Mooy &vevpeTot.
TP®TOC pEv ovv LI avT@dV Tovddng O dpylepeVc AmocedtTeTal, HETX O
ovToV Ko®' Huépov dvnpodvio moAloi: kal T®V cupeop®dY O @OPog RV
YOAEMDTEPOG, EKAoTOL KaOAmep €v moAéuw kab  dpoav TOV  Odvatov
TPOGOEYOUEVOD .  TPOECKOTOUVTO 8¢ moppwbey TOUC dapdpovg, Kol ovdE
10lc @iloig mpootolow miotig MV, &v péoaig 8¢ tolg Lmovoiong xal Tolg
@uloxalc dvnpodvio: Tocobtov T®dV EmPovAevéviavy TO TéXOG TV Kol
00 Aafelv 1 épvn.

When the country was purged of these, there sprang up another sort of
robbers in Jerusalem, which were called Sicarii, who slew men in the day
time, and in the midst of the city; this they did chiefly at the festivals, when
they mingled themselves among the multitude, and concealed daggers
under their garments, with which they stabbed those that were their
enemies; and when any fell down dead, the murderers became a part of
those that had indignation against them; by which means they appeared
persons of such reputation, that they could by no means be discovered.
The first man who was slain by them was Jonathan the high priest, after
whose death many were slain every day, while the fear men were in of
being so served was more afflicting than the calamity itself; and while
everybody expected death every hour, as men do in war, so men were
obliged to look before them, and to take notice of their enemies at a great
distance; nor, if their friends were coming to them, durst they trust them
any longer; but, in the midst of their suspicions and guarding of
themselves, they were slain. Such was the celerity of the plotters against
them, and so cunning was their contrivance. [My spelling correction
underlined NPLA].

On this issue, what seems significant to Mason (2003: 278) is that Josephus first
speaks about the political rebels (i.e. oi ocwaépior) before giving his account of the
religious imposter (i.e. the Egyptian). Mason refers to this as Josephus; “unique

narrative arrangement”. Yet when one compares this information to that presented in

Luke-Acts, Mason becomes aware of two distinct facts:

108 Some confusion exists here in that a similar group are sometimes reported as being
present at the time of the governor Quirinius.

109 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%
3D2%3Awhiston%20chapter%3D13%3Awhiston%20section%3D3
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1. Luke just happens to mention the same three rebel figures who are featured by
Josephus; and
2. Luke relates them in a manner which seems resonant with Josephus’ accounts.

For example, Judas the Galilean and Theudas are mentioned together in Gamaliel's
speech in which he advises the Jewish council to leave the Christians alone:
Act.Ap. 5: 36 — 37110

PO YOp TOVTOV TV MUEPDV Gvéotn BOgvddg, Aéymv eivoi Tva EowTdv,
® mpooekAin avdpdv aplOudc ¢ TeTpakociov: Oc Avnpédn, kol mavieg
6cot éneifovio avt® OehvOnoav kol £€yévovio &ig 00d&v. HETA TODTOV
avéotn Tovdag ¢ ToAtailog €v toic Muépoug thg Amoypoeiic kKol Améotnoe
Aaov Omico avTod: KAKEIVOG OmmdAETO, Kol whvteg Ocot émeifovio adTd
dteokopmicOnoay .

Some time ago Theudas appeared, claiming to be somebody, and about
four hundred men rallied to him. He was Kkilled, all his followers were
dispersed, and it all came to nothing. After him, Judas the Galilean
appeared in the days of the census and led a band of people in revolt. He
too was killed, and all his followers were scattered.

Mason (2003: 279) makes a number of conjectures that if valid, offer valuable

support for his thesis:

Firstly, Mason has difficulty with Luke's order of events. Luke records Judas the
Galilean’s revolt as occurring well after the census (c. 6 C.E.) Indeed, Luke records it
taking place after the time of Theudas (i.e. c. 45 C.E.)*1,

We cannot ascribe this event to a different Theudas since no such individual is
described in any source. Therefore, Mason believes that Luke simply reversed the

order of the two characters. Mason (2003: 279) explains his logic:

Indeed, if the author wanted to mention Josephus’ Theudas, he would face
the problem that the speech of Gamaliel (Acts 5) occurs before the
conversion of Paul (Acts 9), and therefore in the early 30s, at least a
decade before Josephus’ Theudas was killed. So if Luke wanted Gamaliel
to cite Theudas as an example of a failed popular leader, he would be

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

111 Hata (in Cohen and Schwartz, 2007: 94) correctly notes that the individual named
Theudas, as mentioned by Josephus, lived far later (i.e. c. 44 — 46 C.E.) than the individual
with the same name mentioned in Act.Ap.
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forced to redate this figure. But that raises a critical question for our study:
why, if there were so many other popular leaders around, did Luke find it
necessary to use Theudas - even rearranging the chronology to do so -
rather than choosing some other figure?

Mason believes that the answer to his question is quite simple. Luke did not have the
knowledge to draw on other individuals for his potted history. As he was totally
reliant on Josephus for his data he had to arrange his narrative as he saw fit to suit
his own particular rhetorical agenda. It is here that Mason is on very firm ground. The
rationale behind his finding is difficult to disprove. Even assuming that Josephus’
agenda of showing popular Jewish rebellion after the Roman census in Syria has
resulted in a certain degree of hyperbole in his accounts, we are still safe in
assuming that large numbers of rebel leaders were involved in paramilitary activities
over several years. This would be true whether or not the census was the actual
catalyst for subsequent Jewish civil disobedience in the first century of the Common

Era.

Therefore, if Luke really knew his history he would have known that his chronology
was critically inaccurate. In addition, safely assuming that he primarily focused on the
needs of his own personal agenda, if he was a real historian, he could easily have
mentioned any number of rebel Jewish political leaders and false prophets as useful
characters to serve as a more accurate historical context for his spiritual message.
Instead, for some incomprehensible reason he seems to be slavishly reliant on the
same three names and associated data as once supplied by Josephus - even to the
point of writing a fictitious history. This also says something about the deficient critical
faculty of his intended readership. Why would Luke have taken such a risk by
knowingly writing invented history? Surely he must have considered the implications
should one of his readers point out the inaccuracies? Why would anyone believe a
spiritual message that claimed to be the ultimate truth if it was associated with the
basest of inaccuracies and falsehoods? Obviously, assuming that a single author
composed this passage and the inaccuracies are not the result of successive
redactions, he seemingly had no fear of making up facts and was not concerned with

being caught out.

In this latter context, we must assume that there are up to four (possibly interrelated)

possibilities:
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1. Luke was so naive and/or arrogant that he was totally convinced of the
accuracy of what was in reality very threadbare historical knowledge; and/or

2. Luke had no fears of anyone pointing out his errors since none of his
readership was capable of critically evaluating his historical context; and/or

3.  Successive redactions, necessitated by fluctuating Christologies created the
inconsistencies ; and/or

4. Luke was not trying to write historical fact at the time of composition. It was

only the later, more literalist Christian communities that assumed this.

Thus Luke clearly does not know the real history — certainly not at first-hand. Armed
with Josephus’ texts he merely borrows indiscriminately what he needs to create an
invented history that is peculiarly Lucan in flavour. The entire history is thus a
rhetorical device that serves only to strengthen his strategy to present an acceptable
Christology, one that will seem pre-ordained since ancient times by God himself.
Although not mentioned by Mason, surely the real possibility here is that Luke was

knowingly writing a religious myth?

Mason (2003: 280) also conjectures that perhaps Luke ingenuously did not really
know when an individual like Theudas lived? He speculates as follows:

[A]s with the census, he knew of a significant event that he could use in his
narrative but did not know the details. Yet that possibility also suggests
that he knew of these events from having read or heard Josephus at some
time, for Josephus is the one who isolates Judas and Theudas from
among the many popular leaders of the time.

As we have already seen, Josephus immediately follows his narrative concerning
Theudas (cf. Antiquities 20, 5, 1/ 97 — 99) with that of Judas the Galilean and his
two crucified sons (James and Simon) (cf. Antiquities 20, 5, 2 / 102). Mason (2003:
280) points out that having just finished giving his account of Theudas’ execution at
the instigation of Fadus, Josephus briefly mentions Fadus’ successor as procurator
of Judea (i.e. Tiberius Alexander) as well as a famine in Judea. At his point,
Josephus mentions the crucifixion of James and Simon (i.e. the sons of Judas) thus

creating an opportunity to remind his reader of Judas the Galilean. In this context,
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Josephus (Antiquities 20, 5, 2 / 102) 1?2 seems to appeal to his reader's memory by

stating the following:

npOg TovTOlg O0¢ kal ol maideg Tovdo toU T'odhaiov dvrybnoav tol OV
Aoov Gmo ‘Popciov dmootiooviog Kvpwviov 1fig ‘Tovdaiag tiuntedovtog,
WG €v 10lg PO TOVTOV dedNADKOUEY,

[T]hat Judas who caused the people to revolt, when Cyrenius came to
take an account of the estates of the Jews, as we have showed in a
foregoing book. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

Mason (2003: 279 — 280) correctly shows that this formula seems similar to what is
employed by Luke. Indeed, as we have already witnessed in Act.Ap. 5: 373 (ut

supra) Luke uses a similar formula:

petd toUtov avéotn ‘Tovdag O Talhaloc év toilc Muépoalg Tiic dmoypagpfic
kol dnéotnoe Aadv Omico aUtoD- kdakelvog dmdieto, kol mavieg Ooot
éneibovto aUT® dleckoprmicOncay.

After him, Judas the Galilean appeared in the days of the census and led
a band of people in revolt. He too was killed, and all his followers were
scattered. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

What is most telling here, is that if one reads Josephus in context, it is quite clear that
Judas the Galilean first came on the scene in ¢, 6 C.E. and that nearly four decades
later Theudas appeared. If Luke was recalling the Josephan flashback in Antiquities
20, 5, 2/ 102 (ut supra) it would explain why he got the order of events wrong in
Act.Ap. 5: 36 -37.

Mason (2003: 280) confirms his suspicions as follows:

Since Josephus links Theudas and Judas in this order for his own
narrative purposes, the reproduction of this connection in Acts is either
another noteworthy coincidence or the result of Luke's knowledge of
Josephus.

112 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%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D20%3Awhiston+chapter%3D5%3Awhiston+section%3D2 [22 January 2015].

113 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 257. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 116.
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Another occurrence of this nature is witnessed in Act.Ap. 21. Here, Josephus’
account of the Egyptian false prophet is recalled. Specifically, in Act.Ap. 21: 27 — 36
Luke deals with Paul's unwelcome visit to the Temple in Jerusalem. Paul is attacked
by a Jewish mob and saved by a Roman commander who takes him into custody.
What is important to this debate is the ensuing dialogue between the commander
and Paul. The pertinent text (Act.Ap. 21: 37 — 38)* is reproduced below:

MéMwv 1e elodyecBor elg v mapepPoinv O IMabrog Aéyer 1@ YAdpyw
El €Eeotiv pov eimelv 11 mpog o€; 0 o0& €opn ‘EAAnviotl ywookewg; ovk
&pa oV & O Alydmtiog 0 mpd TOVTOV TGV TMUEPDV AVACTATOGOS Kol
EEayaywv eig ™V Epnuov TOUG TETPOKICYIAIOVG AVOpag TAOV OLKAPIOV;
[My emphasis for clarification NPLA].

As the soldiers were about to take Paul into the barracks, he asked the
commander, “May | say something to you?”

“Do you speak Greek?” he replied. “Aren’t you the Egyptian who started a
revolt and led four thousand terrorists [sicarii] out into the wilderness some
time ago?” [My insert for clarification NPLA].

Here, the reader is expected to believe that because Paul has been the cause of a
fracas and has now surprised the commander by speaking Greek and not Aramaic,
he is immediately assumed to be the Greek-speaking Egyptian extremist who once
commanded 4000 sicarii. This assumption on the part of the commander is made all
the more preposterous and unlikely given that Greek was supposedly the lingua

franca of the time.

Mason (2003: 280) points out that the Roman commander’s remark is clearly at odds
with Josephus’ own account. However, Mason equally believes that there is an

inconsistency here that ironically points to Luke being very aware of Josephus’ text.

Firstly, Luke’s account of Paul's arrest occurs when Felix is procurator of Judea. Co-
incidentally, this is the very time that Josephus (cf. War 2, 13, 5/ 261 - 263) claims
that the Egyptian false prophet was operating. In the preceding War 2, 13, 4 / 258 -

2601 we read:

114 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 299. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 134.

115 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%
3D2%3Awhiston%20chapter%3D13%3Awhiston%20section%3D4
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Yuvéotn 0¢ TPOg TOVTOIC GTIPOG ETepov TovnpRDV yeipl pev kabapdtepov,
Toic yvopag 08 doePéotepov, Omep oVSEV TTTOV T®V  GQUYEQV TV
gvdoupoviay tfig mohewe Elvpnvato. mAdvolr yap AvOpomor Kol AmaTedveg
npooynuatt  Oslacpol  ve®TEPIGHOUC Kol  UETOPOAAG  POYHOTELOUEVOL
dapovity 10 7AT0og E£meifov kal mpoijyov eig TV Epnuioy w¢g £kel TOU
Oeol Ocifoviog avTolg onuelon €levbepiog.  éml tovTOlg DHME, €60KeL
y&p dmoothoewe eivon kotafoAn, mEwyaC mmelg kol melovg OmAiTag TOAD
nAfi0og SiépBepev. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

There was also another body of wicked men gotten together, not so
impure in their actions, but more wicked in their intentions, which laid
waste the happy state of the city no less than did these murderers
[literally slaughterers]. These were such men as deceived and deluded the
people under pretence of Divine inspiration, but were for procuring
innovations and changes of the government; and these prevailed with the
multitude to act like madmen [literally as demons], and went before them
into the wilderness, as pretending that God would there show them the
signals of liberty. But Felix thought this procedure was to be the beginning
of a revolt; so he sent some horsemen and footmen both armed, who
destroyed a great number of them [My spelling correction underlined and
emphasis and insertions for clarity NPLA].

As has been intimated already, this account is immediately followed by an account of
the Egyptian false prophet and his attempt to lead 30,000 men (i.e. War 2, 13,5/ 261
- 263). Mason confirms that the preceding text (cf. War 2, 13/ 3 / 254 — 257) speaks
of the sicarii (cwapior). Thus, in his War Josephus first speaks of the politically
orientated groups like the sicarii, and then afterwards, he speaks about pseudo-
religious figures and their followers. Finally, he gives an account of the Egyptian as

an example of one such religious deceiver.

Mason (2003: 280) questions why Luke, if he had based his account on Josephus,
would speak of both the Egyptian and the sicarii in the same sentence, clearly
portraying the Egyptian as though he were the political terrorist leader of the sicarii?
As we have seen, Josephus himself seems to speak about religious deceivers and
terrorists in the same sentence (cf. Antiquities 20, 8, 6 / 167 — 168) but only after
having previously established them as separate entities. Again, in War 2, 13,5/ 261
— 263 Josephus speaks of the Egyptian leading 30,000 men into the wilderness but

he does not label these rebellious men “sicarii”.

Mason then points out (2003: 281) that the very term sicarii is problematic since it
was a Latin term and unless Luke had read Josephus he would not have known
about it. Even Josephus only uses the term because he was ultimately exposed to
Roman customs and wanted his Roman audience to be presented with what for them
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would have been a more familiar idiom. A Jew living in Judea would certainly not
have referred to “dagger men” or terrorists/guerrillas as “ociwkdpror”. On this issue,
Mason (2003: 281) confirms that:

[1]t is most unlikely that the Judean group in question called themselves by
this Latin title; it seems entirely likely that "official* outsiders such as
Josephus applied the title to them. How, then, did Luke, who also writes in
Greek, happen upon the Latin word? That he derived it from a source is
clear because he uses it casually, without betraying any knowledge of its
significance as a reference to assassins who carried concealed daggers.
So who was his source?

Mason (2003: 281) concludes that the simplest recourse is to assume that Luke must
have had some knowledge of Josephus’ writings and uncritically made the
connection between the Egyptian and the sicarii as is quite possible by a misreading
of, inter alia, Antiquities 20, 8, 6 / 167 — 168 and War 2, 13, 5/ 261 — 263. Again,
although War 2, 13, 4 / 258 — 260 mentions individuals who claimed divine directives
who were “not so impure in their actions, but more wicked in their intentions” and who

led men into the wilderness.

A closer reading shows that Josephus is referring not to paramilitary leaders but to
religious deceivers like the Egyptian. If Luke had been influenced by this text he
possibly conflated the import of this statement and simply assumed that the Egyptian
was a generally wicked man who led terrorists into the desert. Thus for Luke, the not
so subtle distinction between false prophet and terrorist leader becomes blurred

since they all caused havoc and led men into the wilderness.

There are a number of Hebrew terms for murderer or killer which could also be
synonyms for terrorist. Contrary to popular opinion and despite the fact that modern
Hebrew now seems to accept o’pp°0 as the translated term for sicarii — the MT does
not make use of the term. For example, words based on the stem nx (“murder”)
occur some 47 times in the MT® but given that sicarii is Latin, nothing vaguely

approaching o’p> 0 seems to exist.

116Cf, Strong. 1890. A Concise Dictionary of the Words in the Hebrew Bible; With their
Renderings in the Authorized English Version. Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon Press: “7523
ratsach raw-tsakh' a primitive root; properly, to dash in pieces, i.e. kill (a human being),
especially to murder: - put to death, kill, (man-) slay(-er), murder(-er).”
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For example, Isaiah 1: 21 yields:

DN NO--NT P22 PTS,09UN MNNIN ; THINN) P MR NN NN

How has she become a harlot, a faithful city; full of justice, in which
righteousness would lodge, but now murderers. [My emphasis for clarity
NPLA].

However, as confirmed by the JVL (2012)!7 there are a few references to
terrorists/murderers specifically called “o°p>ap»0” or “»p0” (“sicarii”) in the Talmud.
These usages are not consistent and in addition, these all postdate the destruction of
the Temple (c. 68 — 70 C.E.)*8 and refer primarily to the work of Josephus. For

example, in Makhshirim 1: 6 we are told:

It once happened that the men of Jerusalem hid their fig-cakes in the water
because of the Sicarii'’®, and the sages declared them not susceptible [to
ritual uncleanness].

The Jewish aggadic work Avot de-Rabbi Natan®?° (c.700 - 900 C.E.) states:

When Vespasian came and surrounded Jerusalem... the Sicarii took the
initiative and set fire to all the granaries.

Furthermore, in Eccles. R. to 7:12 we are informed that Ben Batiah was the leader of
the Sicarii in Jerusalem.

;" and to the same category of information belongs the story of *Abba
Sikra, the leader of the biryonim, the son of the sister of Rabban *Johanan
b. Zakkai (Git. 56a).

If the line of argument is followed thus far, it becomes clear that Mason ultimately

117 Cf. Zealots and Sicarii in Jewish Virtual Library [Online]. Available:
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/judaica/ejud_0002_0021 0 21428.html [26
January 2015].

118 The Jewish notion is that the destruction of the Temple occurred in c. 68 C.E.
19According to Brauner (2010: 3) *mp°0 is based on the Latin “sicarii” and refers to armed
terrorists who plagued Jerusalem in the last days of the Second Temple period. Another
reading yields >>7p°0 “confiscators of property” cf. Bik. I, 2; 1I, 3; Git. 55b cf. Brauner. 2010.
The Soncino Babylonian Talmud: Machshirin in Free Primary Jewish Sources ad Resources
on The Internet. [Online]. Available:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZfHfZsLh2qYBM6Q6Qp18csQvYQMBUOVjfwPCRN9iyJ
k/mobilebasic#id.4a617aadb53a [25 January 2015].

120 Schechter. 1945. Abot de-Rabbi Natan: 20
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makes a convincing case for Luke’s actual dependence on Josephus.

If Luke had indeed obtained his information from another source and had never read
Josephus it is not possible for him to have conflated the account of the Egyptian and

the information about the sicarii. Mason (2003: 281) explains that:

Luke's placing of the sicarii in the desert indicates that he knows their

name but is not clear about what they do. This confusion is best explained

if he is relying on a source that led him to link the sicarii with the Egyptian,

and the Egyptian with the desert. Luke's use of this group is symptomatic

of his general relation to non-Christian affairs. Like Judas and the census,

Theudas, and the Egyptian, the sicarii lend an air of realism to Luke's

narrative-an important quality in Hellenistic history-writing.
As we have already withessed, Mason emphasises that Luke is not concerned with
precise historical facts and details. However, Luke does seem intent on giving his
writing an historical feel. It is again evident, that if Mason is correct in his
assumptions, that Luke could never have been very concerned about his intended

reader taking issue on historical accuracy.

As an aside, does this say something about the non-intellectual character of Luke’s
expected audience, the true purpose of his writing or both? Even if it transpires that
Luke did not plagiarise Josephus, why was he so concerned with inventing history
rather than trying to accurately recording it. This becomes even more pressing if
Luke required plausible sounding historical context within which to place his primary
Christological narrative.

Mason (2003: 281 — 282) does not seem to be concerned with these latter
observations. He is primarily involved with proving that Luke copied Josephus. His
summation of the problem is to point out that although Luke needed Josephus for his
data he does not bother to record it truthfully. Thus, for Mason, it makes sense that
Luke’s references to political events (even if misplaced) could only be dependent on
a cursory reading of Josephus. Mason (2003: 282 and 282 n. 14) even considers that
Luke may have been present at Josephus’ recitation of his work and that he later had
to rely on his faulty memory of what he had heard for his historical information.
Regardless, the bottom line for Mason (2003: 182) is that if Luke did not have any
knowledge of Josephus — however rudimentary — we cannot explain the incredible

number of coincidences that are found in Luke-Acts:
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The census and Judas the Galilean as watershed events;
The link between Theudas and Judas the Galilean;
The link between the Egyptian and the sicarii;

The Egyptian activist leading men into the desert;

a > w e

The specific selection, by name, of the three rebel Jewish leaders from a host
of other possibilities; and

6.  The specific employment of the Roman term “sicarii”.

3.8 Correspondences Between Literary Themes and Choice of Vocabulary

3.8.1 The Objectives of Josephus and Luke

Mason (2003: 283) claims that whilst attempting to gauge the degree of possible
affiliation between Josephus and the author(s) of Luke-Acts, researchers have maostly
overlooked these two writers’ respective objectives. Indeed, in this context, Mason is
so bold as to state that such a belated action may in fact yield the most illuminating

attestation to his claimed supposition.

Mason (2003: 283) also posits two inter-related reasons why this obvious approach

has been largely neglected until quite recently, viz.:

1. The literary aims of Josephus have been largely ignored; and
2.  Only Luke’s intentions have been earnestly contemplated in a determined

fashion.

To remedy this perceived lacuna, Mason proceeds to present a comparison between
Josephus and Luke apropos their respective chosen literary themes and choice of
vocabulary. This is undertaken to highlight major similarities between the two
authors’ works and associated literary approaches to their chosen topics.

As has been explicated carefully on a previous occasion, Josephus seems intent on
presenting to his largely Roman readers the import of Judaism as a venerable, highly
dignified and widely respected, national philosophy which has been passed down
untarnished, through countless ages. In this regard, Mason (2003: 283) reminds his
reader that Josephus stresses that Judaism has engendered such renowned

dignitaries as, inter alia, Abraham, Moses and Solomon (all of whom were respected
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philosophers as well as superior leaders in their time). Of course we can even add

such luminaries as Jacob, Joseph and David to this list.

In addition, Mason (2003: 284) mentions Josephus’ comparison of the achievements
of Jewish culture with that of Greeco-Roman society. For example, Josephus informs
his typically Hellenised reader that the Jews also have philosophical schools wherein
such topics as free will and the soul's immortality are debated. Moreover, it can be
shown that Josephus analogises between leading Jewish schools of thought and

those of the Greeks, viz.:

1. the Sadducees in relation to the Epicureans;
2. the Pharisees compared to the Stoics; and

3. the Essenes are likened to the Pythagoreans.

This edification was necessary due no doubt to counter the perceptions of those
uninformed Greeks and Romans who more typically viewed Judaism as some foreign
superstitious cult. Thus, Josephus goes out of his way to set the record straight
giving his non-Jewish audiences a comprehensive overview of Jewish culture. On
this very issue Mason (2003: 284) confirms that, compared to other Jewish
apologists:

Josephus offers by far the most comprehensive attempt to interpret the
whole of Jewish culture - its origins, history, leading figures, ethics, and
religious groups - in philosophical terms.

Within this context, Mason feels that we should see it as more than just a
coincidence that Luke too wants to present Christianity as an important philosophical

school which grew out of a proud Jewish tradition.

Mason (2003: 284) elucidates that although Luke does make any overt claims, he
does manage to tinge his language with philosophical nuances. Luke mimics
Josephus’ exposé of Judaism as a commendable age-old philosophy and attempts to
link Christianity to venerable Jewish history and its many achievements - even going
so far as to imply that Jesus of Nazareth founded a philosophical school grounded in

Jewish wisdom.

Mason (2003: 284 - 285) offers the following kinds of evidence for his claims:
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3.8.2 First Correspondence

The prologue to Ev.Luc. employs two motifs that are normally used by the Graeco-

Roman philosophical schools:

1. The notion of knowledge, being passed down from revered teacher to revered
teacher; and

2. The motif of knowledge with a firm foundation.

Knowledge that is Handed Down

Luke presents the concept of knowledge passing down from teacher to teacher. In

Ev.Luc 1: 212! he states:

kabwg mopédocav TMUv ol am' Apyfic avTomTOL Kol LVANPETOL YEVOUEVOL
00 Aoyov,

just as they were handed down to us by those who from the first were
eyewitnesses and servants of the word,

Mason (2003: 284 — 285) sees this as confirmation that Luke will record the
accomplishments of Jesus of Nazareth and accurately hand them down to the
reader. Mason goes on to state that this “handing down” motif is identical to the one
employed by Josephus when he describes Moses' "handing down" of the laws via

the succession of priests, and the traditions of the Pharisees.

As is the case for Josephus who stresses that the traditions have been passed down
unchanged and uncorrupted so does Luke want to claim that Jesus’ divinely inspired
philosophy will also be handed down intact and free from any error. Thus Mason
(2003: 285) suggests that Luke is acting in a manner that is reminiscent of the
Graeco-Roman philosophical schools which pride themselves on preserving their

various traditions via successive teachers and sages.

121 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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Knowledge with a Secure Footing

As has been discussed briefly already, another term that Luke makes use of is the
adjective “doparec”. Mason (2003: 285) demonstrates that Luke employs this term to
emphasise that his patron (i.e. ®@6piroc) will be convinced of the “firm foundation” of

the message that he is teaching him.

Mason compares Luke’'s approach with that of Plutarch!?? another Hellenistic
philosopher who ensures that his reader is aware that he is able to provide real
secure philosophy rather than say superstition. Mason refers specifically to Superst.
171E. Mason also refers to Justin Martyr'?® who in his TID, 8: 1124 informs his reader

of his conversion to Christianity as follows:

At once a fire was lit in my soul, and a love for the prophets and for the
men who are dear to Christ took hold of me. When | considered his words
for myself, | found this alone to be a firm and beneficial philosophy.
[My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Finally, Mason (2003: 285) refers to Lucian!?® who gives an account of an individual
who turns to philosophy in order to find a "plain, solid path in life" (Men. 4)%:
Men. 4 page 71 80 LCL 162 80 -81

énel 8¢ dmmopovv, €560EE pot €AOOVIO mopd TOUC KOUAOLUEVOLC TOUTOVG
@ocdpovg Eyxelploat te £uontov kol denbijvar avtdv ypficboal por 6 T
Bovlowto kol Tvo 080V AmAflv kol BéPatov LTOdEE TOU Plov.

Since | was in a dilemma, | resolved to go to the men whom they call
philosophers and put myself into their hands, begging them to deal with
me as they would, and to show me a plain, solid path in life.

Todta pév on @povddv mpoonew avtolg, €ieAnBewv &' €povtov el avtd,
eoctl, 10 nhp €éx 100 KomvoU Praldpevog. mapd yap 61 TOUTOS HAAMGTO

122 plutarch (IThovtapyoc) a.k.a. Lucius Mestrius Plutarchus (Aobdkioc Méotprog IThovtapyoc)
(c. 46 — 120 C.E.).

123 Justin [the] Martyr (fl. ¢. 100 - 165 C.E.).

124 English translation according to Spade (Tr.) 1995. A Translation from the Greek text in Van
Winden, J. C. M. 1971. An Early Christian Philosopher: Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho,
Chapters One to Nine, (“Philosophia patrum,” Vol. I), Leiden: E. J. Brill: 10.

125 |ucian of Samosata (Aoukiavog 6 Zapooarelg) (c. 125 — after 180 C.E.).

126 English translation according to Page, Capps, Rouse, Post and Warmington (Eds).1961.
Lucian Vol. IV. 2" Ed. The Loeb Classical Library, Tr. A.M. Harmon. London: William
Heinemann Ltd.

100 | Page



elpiokov Emokon®dv TNV Ayvowv kal TNV dmoplov mAelova, ®ote uot
Tayiota ypvcolv anédeiEav ovutol TOV TV dtwt®dv Ttoltov Plov.

That was what | had in mind when | went to them, but | was unconsciously
struggling out of the smoke, as the proverb goes, right into the fire! For |
found in the course of my investigation that among these men in particular
the ignorance and the perplexity was greater than elsewhere, so that they
speedily convinced me that the ordinary man’s way of living is as good as
gold.

3.8.3 Second Correspondence

The Motifs of Wealth and Poverty

The second feature of the prologue of Ev.Luc. that Mason (2003: 285) draws his
reader’s attention to, concerns Luke’s handling of the themes of wealth and poverty

as metaphors for falsehood and truth.

Mason (2003: 285) confirms that Luke-Acts gives great attention to the themes of
affluence, extravagance, and the duplicity of the great and powerful — all of which had

essential roles in Graeco-Roman philosophy.

Indeed, it is well-known that various schools of philosophy advocated poverty and the
uncluttered life which in turn were often linked to truth and the chasteness of the soul.

Mason (2003: 285 — 287) sees a similar tendency in Luke-Acts. Set down below is an
expanded summary based on his arguments:

Seneca was ostensibly a contemporary of the apostle Paul. Seneca’s Epistles
(Sen.Ep.) corroborate the Graeco-Roman concern with the themes of wealth and
poverty:

Sen.Ep. 17: 2 - 3%27;

But what if it is something to be desired? Riches have shut off many a
man from the attainment of wisdom; poverty is unburdened and free
from care. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

127 English translation according to Gunmere 1917 — 1925. Lucius Annaeus Seneca: Moral
Epistles Vol. I. [Online]. Available:
http://www.stoics.com/seneca_epistles_book_1.html#%E2%80%98XVII1 [2 February 2015].
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Mason points out that even though Seneca was himself a wealthy man he still firmly

advocated that wealth could be a stumbling block to successfully acquiring wisdom.

Sen.Ep. 108: 111%:

We talk much about despising money, and we give advice on this subject
in the lengthiest of speeches, that mankind may believe true riches to exist
in the mind and not in one's bank account, and that the man who adapts
himself to his slender means and makes himself wealthy on a little sum, is
the truly rich man.

Mason highlights Seneca’s claims that when the philosophers pronounce against
greed, such as "The poor lack much; the greedy man lacks all" or "He needs but little
who desires but little," the crowds (including both the wealthy and the greedy) break

out in thunderous applause. Indeed in Sen.Ep. 108. 92° we read:

At such verses as these, your meanest miser claps applause and rejoices
to hear his own sins reviled.

In Arrian’s Diatr. 3.22.27%° Epictetus records Socrates as saying:

Men, whither are you hurrying, what are you doing, wretches? Like blind
people you are wandering up and down: you are going by another road,
and have left the true road: you seek for prosperity and happiness
where they are not, and if another shows you where they are, you do not
believe him.

Epictetus continues:

Why do you seek it without? In the body? It is not there. If you doubt, look
at Myro, look at Ophellius. In possessions? It is not there. But if you do not
believe me, look at Croesus: look at those who are now rich, with what
lamentations their life is filled. It is not in possessions. If you doubt
that, look at the rich nowadays, the amount of lamentation with which
their life is filled. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

128 English translation according to Gunmere 1917 — 1925. Lucius Annaeus Seneca: Moral
Epistles Vol. lll. [Online] in
http://www.stoics.com/seneca_epistles_book_3.html#%E2%80%98CVIII1 [2 February 2015].
129 English translation according to Gunmere 1917 — 1925. Lucius Annaeus Seneca: Moral
Epistles Vol. lll. [Online] in
http://www.stoics.com/seneca_epistles_book_3.html#%E2%80%98CVIII1 [2 February 2015].
130 Qldfather (Tr.) 1956. Epictetus: The Discourses as Reported by Arrian, the Manual, and
Fragments. Two Volumes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. [Online]. Available:
http://archive.org/stream/epictetusdiscourOlepicuoft/epictetusdiscourOlepicuoft_djvu.txt
[2 February 2015].
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In his Sen.Ep. 20.2%3! Seneca also warns against hypocrisy and assigns one of his

moral epistles to the leitmotif of "practice what you preach":

Philosophy teaches us to act, not to speak; it exacts of every man that he
should live according to his own standards that his life should not be out of
harmony with his words ....This, | say, is the highest duty and the highest
proof of wisdom, - that deed and word should be in accord.

Lucian also picks up on hypocrisy when he rebuffs teachers who fail to live according
to the principles that they claim to uphold (Men. 5). Again, Arrian has his character
Epictetus callously ridiculing philosophers who do practice what they preach (Diatr.
2.9.13-22)1%,

Mason goes on to proffer Socrates as a good example of a philosopher who believed
that one of the primary purposes of philosophy was to challenge the status quo. In
particular, Mason holds up Socrates as the well-known "gadfly," who ceaselessly

defied the authorities. In this context, Mason (2003: 286) claims the following:

Ever since Socrates, the image of the philosopher as "gadfly," relentlessly
challenging the established order and especially those in power, had been
basic to the enterprise of philosophy.
Although Mason’s meaning is well understood and Socrates did indeed compare
Athens as a sluggish horse that was in need of his “stinging” (Plat.Ap. 30e — 31a) in
point of fact Plato never specifically describes Socrates as being a “gadfly” — the
Latin term for which is oestrus and which can refer to a gadfly, a sting, or even

frenzy. The Ancient Greek term was oiotpog.

It is true that Plato records Socrates as claiming to be god’s gift to the Athenians

(Apologia Socratis 31a-b).

Regardless, Luke (cf. Ev.Luc. 14: 1 — 14) also depicts Jesus of Nazareth as rebuking
his wealthy host for only inviting his friends and affluent neighbours. In the same

vein, Ev.Luc. 16: 19 — 31 relates the moral tale of the rich man and his mistreatment

131 English translation according to Gunmere 1917 — 1925. Lucius Annaeus Seneca: Moral
Epistles Vol. I. [Online] in
http://www.stoics.com/seneca_epistles_book_1.html#%E2%80%98XVII1 [2 February 2015].
182Q|dfather (Tr.) 1956. Epictetus: The Discourses as Reported by Arrian, the Manual, and
Fragments. Two Volumes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. [Online]. Available:
http://archive.org/stream/epictetusdiscourOlepicuoft/epictetusdiscourOlepicuoft_djvu.txt
[2 February 2015].
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of the poverty-stricken Lazarus. Here, the reader is instructed apropos the divine
retribution that can be expected for the misuse of wealth as well as the heavenly

reward that might be received for leading a simple life.

Again, of all the canonised gospels, only Luke (cf. Ev.Luc. 18: 1 — 14) relates the
parable of the godless and misogynist judge who eventually succumbs to the needs
of the determined widow in need of justice. This tale is then followed by the parable
of the self-righteous Pharisee contrasted with the introspective and repentant tax-

collector.

Thus, Mason stresses that it is mostly in Ev.Luc. that we witness a Jesus of Nazareth
who champions the poor whilst juxtaposed against an arrogant, advantaged society
whose leading representatives are, inter alia, materialistic, avaricious and mercenary.
Here, Jesus exposes the supposedly erudite and sanctimonious Pharisees and
Sadducees as conducting themselves in ways that are wholly detrimental to those
whom they supposedly wish to serve.

An additional point raised by Mason concerns Luke’s version of Jesus of Nazareth as
based on that of the life of Socrates whose death is recounted in Plato’s Phaedo 1533

Within this context, Mason sees Luke-Acts as overtly portraying Jesus of Nazareth
and his disciples as firmly grounded in typical Greeco-Roman moral philosophical
concerns. Jesus is portrayed as being impoverished, no doubt to emphasise his
purity of soul. Indeed, despite being touted as a kingly messiah, he still manages to
be born destitute in an animal stable (Ev.Luc. 2: 7 — 16). Although not specifically
stated in Ev.Luc. even with a basic knowledge of Jewish law it is obvious that Jesus’
parents must have been too poor to be able to purchase a lamb for sacrifice at the
temple34. This would best explain why in Ev.Luc. 2: 24 Jesus’ parents had to resort
to offering either a pair of doves or young pigeons when they wanted to consecrate
their baby to the Lord.

133 Original Greek and English translation according to Burnett, (Ed.) 1903. Plato. Platonis
Opera, in Perseus Digital Library [Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus:text:1999.01.0146 [3 December
2014].

134 With reference to Lev. 12: 8, in Mosaic law, if a Jewish mother was too poor to offer a lamb
on the birth of her child she was permitted to bring two young pigeons or two doves to the
altar. One was for the burnt offering and the other for the sin offering. Only then could she be
atoned from sin by the attendant priest and made ritualistically clean.
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In Ev.Luc. 4: 18%%°, Jesus of Nazareth verifies that he was sent to preach specifically

to the poor:

[Tveduo Kuplov én' 8ué, ol sivekev Eypioév pe edayyelicacdor mrwyoig,
améotodlkéy  pe  knpoor  aiypoimtolg dgecwy kol TVEAOIC  AvaPAreyty,
amooteilon tebpavopévoug év Apéoet,

The Spirit of the Lord is on me, because he has anointed me to preach

good news to the poor.

In the same vein, the well-known “Sermon on the Mount” event (Ev.Luc. 6: 17 — 26)
reveals this central concern of Luke's Jesus of Nazareth. For example, in Ev.Luc. 6:

20%3¢ Jesus instructs the crowd:
Koi adtog émdpog tovg 09Boipovg avtod eic tovg uobntac avtod Eleyev
Moxdplor oi mroyoi, O6tL Vuetépa €otiv 1| Poctreic Tod Ogod .

Blessed are you who are poor, for yours is the kingdom of God.

This is again confirmed, in Ev.Luc. 6: 243" when Jesus warns:

Iy oval vpiv 1oic mAovoiolg, 6Tl améyete TNV TOPAKANGY VUGV .

But woe to you who are rich, for you have already received your comfort.

Here, Jesus of Nazareth clearly promises that his ministry will favour the poor.

Mason stresses that even Luke’s version of the Baptist narrative emphasises his
central concern with poverty as a moral philosophical theme. In Ev.Luc. 3: 10 — 14
John the Baptist recommends a frugal and moderate lifestyle to the crowds who
come to be baptised by him. Specifically, after the Baptist has admonished the
crowds for their sinful ways and hypaocrisy they understandably ask: “What should we

do then?” Ev.Luc. 3: 10 - 1138 portrays the Baptist instructing the crowds as follows:

135 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 126. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 58.
136 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 132. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 61.
137 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 132. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 61.
138 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 123. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 57.
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Kol €mpotov adtdv ol dyhot Aéyoviec Ti odv mowjompev; dmokpideic 88
Eleyev avtoic O &yov o yurdvag Hetaddto T® i €yovtl, kol O Eyov
Bpopoto Opoing moteito .

The man with two tunics should share with him who has none, and the one
who has food should do the same.

Mason (2003: 286) also points out that like unlike the other canonised gospel writers,
it is solely Luke (cf. Ev.Luc. 12: 13 — 21) who presents Jesus of Nazareth recounting
the parable of the Rich Fool. Specifically, Ev.Luc. 12: 16 — 21 deals with the tale of
the wealthy man who after having grown a bumper crop realises that his barns are

now too small.

Accordingly he decides to tear them down and rebuild bigger storage facilities in
preparation for an envisioned long life of ease and leisure. God admonishes him
because he should have rather prepared for his spiritual security and emphasises

that one cannot employ stored material possessions in the next world.

Mason (2003: 286) also reminds his reader that only the apocryphal Ev.Thom. 633

repeats a similar version of this tale:

63. (1) TEXE IC X€ NEYN OYPWME MITAOYCIOC €YNTAY MMAY
NZ22 NXPHM2 (2) TEXAd X€ TNAPXPW NNAXPHMA XEKAMC
EEINAX O NTAWCZ NTATWIE NTAMOYZ NNAEZWP NKAPTTOC WINA
XE NIP OPW2 AAXAY (3) NAEI NENEUMEEYE EPOOY 2M TMEUYZHT
AYW 2N TOYWH €TMMAY a4dMOY TTETEYM MAaXE MMOY
MAPEYCWOTM

Jesus said, "There was a rich man who had much money. He said, 'l shall
put my money to use so that | may sow, reap, plant, and fill my storehouse
with produce, with the result that | shall lack nothing." Such were his
intentions, but that same night he died. Let him who has ears hear."

Another pertinent example may be found in Ev.Luc. 16: 13 — 14 where Jesus of

Nazareth points out the error of attempting to serve both God and money

139 Coptic and English translation according to Grondin (Tr.) 1997 — 2002. Grondin’s
Interlinear Coptic/English translation of The Gospel of Thomas (Revised November 22, 2002)
[Online]. Available:
http://www.google.co.za/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CCIQFjAB&url
=http%3A%2F%2Fgospel-

thomas.net%2Fgtbypage 112702.pdf&ei=LjfPVLrzNgrB7AbXiYGYDQ&usg=AFQjCNHpdMC
Al9d-y8KWuQ1ZLCINEawspA&sig2=kDi0zcvLq8jvGTZnKHxhzg [2 February 2015].
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simultaneously. In addition he is depicted as reprimanding an ingenuous Pharisee
who (whilst ensuring that he appeared favourable in the sight of his peers) was

unwittingly eschewing the approbation of God.

In keeping with his portrayal of Jesus, Luke goes on to claim that Jesus’ followers

shared all of their goods in common. According to Act.Ap. 2: 44 — 4540

TAVTES OF ol MOTEVTAVTES €Ml TO QUTO ElYOV ATQVTA XOWd, Xal T& XTHUATA Xal TAS
Omdpgets émimpaoxov xal Sieuéptlov adTa méaw xabbtt dv Tig ypeiav elxev-

All the believers were together and had everything in common. Selling
their possessions and goods, they gave to anyone as he had need.

Again in Act.Ap. 4: 32 - 35! we are informed:

Tod 8¢ mMBovg TAOV TOTEVGAVTOV NV Kopdio Kol wyoyn pio, Kol
0082 &g TL TAV VmapyovVTOV avT@d Fheyev idov eivar, @AL' NV avtoig
MAVTO KOWVE. Kol SUVAUEL UEYAAN Gmedidovv TO HOPTUPLOV Ol GmOGTOAOL
10D Kkvpiov Tnood 1THc Gvactdoewg, YApG TE peYdAn v Emi  mavtog
adTovg. O0USE Yyap Evdenc Tic Mv v avtoics Bool yap KTNTOpEg YMPimV
1 oikKi@v vmijpyov, mToOAoUVTEG EQEPOV TOG TIHAS TAOV TMAPUCKOUEVEOV
Kol ¢étifovv mapd TOVS WOOAG TAOV GTOGTOL®V: O1E0i0€TO0 08 £KAOTM
Ko06TL dv TG ypeiav €iyev.

All the believers were one in heart and mind. No one claimed that any
of their possessions was their own, but they shared everything they
had. With great power the apostles continued to testify to the resurrection
of the Lord Jesus. And God's grace was so powerfully at work in them all
that there were no needy persons among them. For from time to time
those who owned land or houses sold them, brought the money from
the sales and put it at the apostles’ feet, and it was distributed to
anyone who had need. [My emphasis of pertinent passages NPLA].

Mason (2003: 287) views Luke’s ideal picture of the Christian community as being
strongly reminiscent of both Josephus’ depiction of the Essene community as well as

the legendary Pythagorean community.

As an aside, it is also worth noting that all the examples that Mason supplies thus far
also form part of the hypothetical Q. sayings. In this regard, Mason fails to prove his

point that this is an exclusively Lucan phenomenon due to his purloining from

140 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 250. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 113.
141 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 254. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 115.
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Josephus. If Q. is the actual source then it is the author of Q. and not Ev.Luc. who

should be compared to Josephus.

3.8.4 Third Correspondence

The Appeal to Philosophical Discourse

It will be recalled that when Luke recounts his tale of the apostle Paul at the meeting
of the Areopagus in Athens (Act.Ap. 17: 16 - 34) he is depicted as being engaged in
philosophical dispute with both Epicureans and Stoics. Because this is a meeting
place of seasoned philosophers, Luke realises that his Paul cannot rely solely on an

appeal to Hebrew scripture to make his case for Christianity.

Thus Paul is made to resort to philosophical persuasion to convince his largely Greek
audience. Indeed, in Act.Ap. 17: 18%? we witness the Epicurean and Stoic
philosophers accidentally coming across Paul whilst he is preaching about Jesus as

the Christ and thus, initially, they ridicule him:

Tveg 08¢ kol t@v Emkovpiov kol ZToOK®V (IA0G00®V GuVvERaALlOV avT®,
kai tveg Edeyov Ti dv 0éhor O omeppoddyog ovtoc Aéyewv; oi 86 Eévmv
Soupoviov Sokel Kkatayyehedg eivarr &1t TOV Incodv kai TV AvAGTAGLY
gonyyeiilero.

A group of Epicurean and Stoic philosophers began to debate with him.
Some of them asked, “What is this babbler trying to say?” Others
remarked, “He seems to be advocating foreign gods.” They said this
because Paul was preaching the good news about Jesus and the
resurrection.

Subsequently, in his invented speech, delivered at the meeting of the Areopagus,
Paul first confirms diplomatically that his antagonists are religious men and then with
reference to an inscription on an altar dedicated to “an unknown god” he argues that
there is but one, self-same, nameless God who underscores the spiritual desires of
all nations To back up his claims, Paul seems to resort to quoting directly from the

refrains of two well-known Greek poems:

1. all nations are God’s “offspring”; and

142 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 287. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 129.
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2. it is in God that we as humans are able to “live and move and have our
being.”

Mason (2003: 287) correctly identifies the source of these refrains as Aratus'#® and

Epimenides!* respectively.

For clarity, the relevant section of the poem ascribed to Epimenides’ Cretica and
which has come down to us via a ninth century C.E. commentary of Act.Ap. by

Isho'dad of Merv#® in Syriac, is set down below:

They fashioned a tomb for you, holy and high one [i.e. Zeus],
Cretans, always liars, evil beasts, idle bellies.

But you are not dead: you live and abide forever,

For in you we live and move and have our being.

[My insertion and emphasis for clarity NPLA].

It is generally accepted, (cf. Harris, 1906: 305 — 317) but not conclusive, that the
fourth line of Epimenides’ Cretica (Kpntika) is the source for the first part of the text

that appears in Act.Ap. 17: 28 (ut infra):

‘Ev yap oot (@pev kol kivoped’ 108 kol EGuev.

For in you we live and move and have our being.4
In the same vein, the relevant section of Aratus’ famous poem Arat.Pheen.

(Phaenomena). Arat.Pheaen. 1 - 5)* reads as follows:

&k A0g apyopecbo, TOV 0VOEMOT GAVOpeg EMUEV
Gppnrov: ueotal 66 Al0¢ miool pEV dyviad,
macoat & avlpodnwv dyopai, peotn 06¢ Odlocoa
Kol Mpéveg: mavrn 6& Awog keypriuedo mhvieg.
700 Yap kol yévog &ipév:

Let us begin with Zeus, whom we mortals never leave unspoken.
For every street, every market-place is full of Zeus.

143 Aratus Solensis (Cilicia) (c. 315 - 240 B.C.E.)

144 Epimenides of Knossos, possibly legendary (c. 61 — 7t century B.C.E.).

145 |sho'dad of Merv, Bishop of Hdatta (fl. c. 850 C.E.).

146 Greek text and translation according to James Rendel Harris, “The Cretans Always Liars,”
in Expositor seventh series 2.4 (Oct. 1906, 305-17).

147 Greek text according to Mair, G.R. (Ed.) 1921. Aratus Solensis. Phaenomena. (English
translation according to A.W. Mair). London: William Heinemann in Perseus Digital Library
[Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A2008.01.0483 [5"
January 2015].
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Even the sea and the harbour are full of this deity.
Everywhere everyone is indebted to Zeus.

For we are indeed his offspring...

[My emphases for clarity NPLA].

Here the fifth line is widely accepted as the source for the latter part of Act.Ap. 17: 28

(ut infra).

For clarity, the entire passage (i.e. Act.Ap. 17: 28)!*8 reads as follows:

&v avt® yop (dpev xai kwvodueBo kol éopuév, o¢ xai tiveg TV Kob'
VUdg momtdv eiprkacty Tod yop kol yévog Eouév.

“For in him we live and move and have our being.” As some of your own
poets have said, “We are his offspring.”

Here, Mason (2003: 287 — 288) explicates:

But these slogans were precisely what the Stoics believed - that there was
one divine spirit animating all of life. Luke's Paul here anticipates Christian
apologists such as Justin Martyr.

In this regard, Justin Martyr connected Christian teaching with the best of
Graeco-Roman philosophy on the basis that the one principle of 1logoj embodied in
the Christ, was already given to individuals of all times and places who "lived
reasonably” (1 Apol. 1.46).

Thus Luke uses Paul's speech to the Greek philosophers to strengthen his own

demonstration of Christianity as a valid philosophy.

3.8.5 Fourth Correspondence

The Importance of Speaking Fearlessly

Mason’s fourth proof concerns what he claims to be an important objective of first

century C.E. philosophers to employ nappnoia in order to stimulate and instruct their

often apathetic audiences. This Ancient Greek practice, which emphasised the

148 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 288. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 129.
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importance of fearlessly speaking the truth or moppnoio has in fact a much older

history than intimated by Mason.

Indeed, according to Foucault (1983: 1) it can be dated back to the end of the fifth
century B.C.E. appearing for the first time in the works of Euripides'*® and still
occurring as late as the fifth century C.E. in, inter alia, the works of John

Chrysostom?**0.

Regardless, Mason (2003: 288) stresses that the practice of nappncio often got a
philosopher into trouble and mentions that several moral thinkers were either
executed or exiled for criticising the principles of say an emperor.

Mason emphasises that one of the distinctions of being a true philosopher (c. 100
C.E.) was to speak with ntappnoio — to tell the honest truth, boldly and directly without

fear or favour.

Thus, for Mason, it is no coincidence that Luke posits mappnoioc as being a
characteristic of the early Christian evangelists. As evidence, Mason (2003: 288)
affirms that the term “(with) parrhesia” (uetd mappnoiog Or moppnoiov) appears

strategically on five occasions in Act.Ap. viz.:

Act.Ap. 2: 29

Avopeg adehpoi, £EOV cimelv  peTe mappnoiog mwpoc VWC mepl  TOD
waTpLapyov Aoveid, Ott kol EreAednoev kol &tdon Kol TO uvijuo avTtod
gotv &v Muiv dypt Tiic MuUépag TavNg

Fellow Israelites, | can tell you confidently that the patriarch David died
and was buried, and his tomb is here to this day. [My emphasis for clarity
NPLA].

Act.Ap. 4: 13152

Oeopodvteg 06¢ Ty tod [létpov  mappnoiov  xoi  lodvov, kol
katalafouevor &t GvOpomor dypdppatoi eiowv kol idudton, E0avualov,
éneylvookov te avtovg 61t ovv 1@ Incod moav,

149 Evpunidng (Euripides) (c. 484 - 407 B.C.E.).

190 “Toavvng 6 Xpuodotopog a.k.a. John Chrystostom, Archbishop of Constantinople (c.
345/349 — 407 C.E.).

151 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 249. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 112.

152 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 253. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 114.
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When they saw the courage of Peter and John and realized that they were
unschooled, ordinary men, they were astonished and they took note that
these men had been with Jesus. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA|].

Act.Ap. 4: 29153;
Kol T0 Vvdv, xoplg, E&mde &ml TOG AMENOC avT®V, Kol d0G TOIG O0VAOIG
cov pETU mappNoiog maong AoAelv TOV AdYov cov,
Now, Lord, consider their threats and enable your servants to speak your

word with great boldness. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Act.Ap. 4: 31154

Kol Senbéviov avtdv ScoAevdn O tOmOC &v @ Noav cuviypévor,  Kai
Emiotnoov dmoavteg tod ayiov mveduartog, kol EAdAovv TOV Adyov TOD
Oeod petd moappnoiog.

After they prayed, the place where they were meeting was shaken. And
they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and spoke the word of God boldly.
[My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Act.Ap. 28: 31%:
knpooowv TV Pactreiov 100 Beod kol O0wdokwv T mEpL TOD KLPiOL
‘Incod Xpiotod perd mAong maPPNoIdS GKOAVTOC .
He proclaimed the kingdom of God and taught about the Lord Jesus Christ
- with all boldness and without hindrance! [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Mason (2003: 288) explains that

Just as Jesus appeared in the gospel of Luke as a tenacious critic of the
wealthy and powerful, so his followers now appear as a fearless but
persecuted, truth-loving minority.

153 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 254. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 115.
154 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 254. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 115.
155 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 314. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 141.
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3.8.6 Fifth Correspondence

Christianity as a Reputable Jewish School of Philosophy

Mason (2003: 288) also sees a notable coincidence in Act.Ap. wherein Luke appears
to borrow Josephus’ classification of the Pharisees and Sadducees as "philosophical

schools" or “haireseis” (aipéoelg).

In his War 2, 8, 2/ 119%° (c. 75 C.E.), Josephus states the following:

Tpia yop mapa ‘Tovdaioig €idn @lAocoeeiton, kol TOD UHEV  OIPETIOTOL
dapiooior, To0 6¢ Xoaddovkaior, tpitov 0, O O Kol OOKEl CEUVOTNTO
dokelv, 'Econvoi xolobvtar, ‘Tovdaior pev yévog Ovieg, @AdGAANAOL 0¢
Kol T®V GAA@V TAEOV.

For there are three philosophical sects among the Jews. The followers of
the first of which are the Pharisees; of the second, the Sadducees; and the
third sect, which pretends to a severer discipline, are called Essenes.

Again, in his autobiographical Life I, 1, 2 / 10**” Josephus confirms this information:

mepl 0¢ ekkaideka &t yevopevog EfovAndny tdv map' Muiv aipécewv
gumepiav AaPeiv: tpsic &' eictv avtar, Popoaiov pév 1 mpdT, KOl
Yaddovkaiov 1 devtépa, tpitn 6' ‘Eoonvdv, kabng moAldkic elmopev:
obtmwg yap dunv aipneecBor Vv dpictny, &l maocag KoTopdbotut.

When | was about sixteen years old, | chose to gain expertise in the
philosophical schools among us. There are three of these: the first,
Pharisees; the second, Sadducees; and the third, Essenes, as we have
often said. In this way | intended to choose the best [school] - if | might
examine them all. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

156 QOriginal Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) s.a. Flavius Josephus:
The Judean War in Project on Ancient Cultural Engagement [Online]. Available: http://pace-
ancient.mcmaster.ca/york/york/showText?book=2&chapter=8&textChunk=whistonSection&ch
unkld=2&text=wars&version=whiston&direction=&tab=&layout=split&go.x=14&go.y=6 [24
June 2014].

157Qriginal Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.) s.a. Flavius Josephus:
The Life of Josephus in Project on Ancient Cultural Engagement [Online]. Available:
http://pace-Ancient.mcmaster.cal/york/york/showText?book=1&chapter=1&textChunk=niese
Section&chunkld=1&up.x=10&up.y=5&text=vita&version=&direction=up&tab=&layout=split
[24 June 2014].
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Act.Ap. 5: 1718

Avaotig 08 O Gpylepedc kol mAvTEC ol GOV avTd, 1 ovoo aipecig TMV
Yaddoovkainv, &mAncOncav {nMiov

Then the high priest and all his associates, who were members of the
party of the Sadducees, were filled with jealousy. [My emphasis for clarity
NPLA].

Act.Ap. 15: 5159

‘E€avéomoav 66 tTwveg TV ano  tig  aipécemwg TV Dopioaiov
MEMOTEVKOTEG, Aéyovteg Ott Oel meprtéuvelv  avTovg  TOPayYEAAEW  T&
mpelv 10V vopov Movcémg.

Then some of the believers who belonged to the party of the Pharisees
stood up and said, “The Gentiles must be circumcised and required to
keep the Law of Moses.” [My editing underlined and emphasis for clarity
NPLA].

Act.Ap. 26: 510

TPOYWOOKOVTEG ue  Gvmbev, &av  0élmwol  poptopeiv, Ottt koTo TNV
axpifeotatny dipeowv Thg Muetépog Bpnokeiog Elnoa Dopiooiog.

They have known me for a long time and can testify, if they are willing, that
I conformed to the strictest sect of our religion, living as a Pharisee. [My
emphasis for clarity NPLA].
Mason translates the term “haireseis” strictly as “philosophical school” rather than as
say “heresy”, “sect”, “group” or “party” — all of which are perfectly acceptable

equivalents depending on the context.

He sees the term “haireseis” as emphasising the interplay between the powerful
philosophical schools of the Jews and that of the Christians much the same way as

Josephus distinguishes between the three branches of Judaism.

158 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 256. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 115.
159 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 281. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 126.
180 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 307. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 138.
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Mason also comments on Luke having the apostle Paul refer to the Pharisees as the
“axpipeotatny aipeowv” which he translates as the "most precise school" among the

Jews.

Mason sums up his position as follows:

This is a triple coincidence because: the school language is part of
Josephus’ presentation; "precision” (akribeia) is also one of Josephus’ key
terms; and Josephus routinely claims that the Pharisees are reputed to be
the most precise of the schools (War 1.110; 2.162; Ant. 17.41; Life 189).
We do not know of any author but Josephus who called the Pharisees and
Sadducees "philosophical schools" or the Pharisees the most precise
school, yet we do know that this presentation fits with Josephus’ carefully
developed defense of Judaism. If Luke did not know of Josephus’ work,
how did this language suggest itself to him?

Mason (2003: 289) feels that Act.Ap. portrays Lucan Christianity as one of the
established Jewish schools. As evidence he points to Act.Ap. 24: 5%! where the

Jewish accusers angrily state:

gVpOVTEC Yap TOV Gvopo TODTOV AOWOV KOl KWWOUVIO OTAGE 7AGCL TOIG
‘Tovdaiolg toilg katd TNV oikovpévny mpwtootatny T€ ThHS TV Noalwpaimv
aipéceng,

We have found this man [Paul] to be a troublemaker, stirring up riots
among the Jews all over the world. He is a ringleader of the Nazarene
sect: [My emphases and insertion for clarity NPLA].

What is also informative here, is that when Paul defends himself he corrects the
terminology employed by the Jews but admits that they refer to Christians as being a

“aipeotv”. As evidence, the first half of Act.Ap. 24: 1462 reads as follows:
ouoloy® 0¢ ToUTO oGOl OTL KOTO TNV 000V fjv Aéyovoilv dipeowy oltmg
ATPED® T TOTPO® Oed,

However, | admit that | worship the God of our ancestors as a follower of
the Way, which they call a sect. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

In a similar vein, Act.Ap. 28: 221 reveals that even the Jews in Rome are aware of

this unwelcome “aipécenc”

161 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 304. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 136.
162 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 304. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 136.
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alodpev 0¢ mapd cod dxoboor O @povelg, mepl pev yoap TG aipécemg
TOOTNG YVOOTOV MUV €oTlv 8Tl TovTayod Avtiléyetat.

But we want to hear what your views are, for we know that people
everywhere are talking against this sect [My emphasis for clarity NPLA|.

Mason feels that when Luke depicts Christianity as a “haireseis” he is giving it equal
status to the Pharisee and Sadducee schools.

Mason (2003: 289) argues that when Luke has the apostle Paul seemingly unhappy
with the “school” nomenclature he is not in fact anti-school of philosophy, rather he

wants to emphasise that the Christian “way” or “path” is for all Jews.

Mason (2003: 289) elucidates as follows:

[Luke] does not want the Christian truth claims to be seen as matters of
dispute like the mundane issues that divide the other schools.
Nevertheless, although Luke and his Paul would prefer that all Jews
recognized Jesus as Messiah and Lord, he is quite happy to concede that,
until then, they do at least recognize the church as one school within the
Jewish community. By placing this acknowledgment matter-of-factly on the
lips of the Jewish leadership, he cleverly avoids the impression that it is he
who is bidding to bring the church under the sociopolitical shelter of
Judaism. He can have his cake and eat it too.

Thus, Luke is happy to stress the “school” association since it helps him identify
Christianity as a valid philosophy with a firm foundation rooted in Jewish antiquity.
Although possibly based on Josephus’ distinction between the philosophical schools
of the Pharisees, Sadducees and the Essenes, Luke chooses to totally ignore the
Essenes and replace its former Josephan prominence with his own, viz.: Christianity.
Indeed, this makes sense since if Luke had mentioned the morally-upright Essenes
in the same context as his virtuous Christians; he would have seriously detracted
from his principal objective.

Mason (2003: 290 — 291) concludes by stating that his theory:

explains why Luke, if he is drawing details of Jewish life from Josephus,
makes no mention of the Essenes, whom Josephus admires so greatly.
The obvious explanation for this omission is that in Luke's portrayal the
Christians take the place of the Essenes. Recall that Josephus had

163 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 314. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 141.
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3.9

depicted that group as the most philosophical of all Jews, sharing
everything in common, living peaceful and disciplined lives, and
accordingly having powers of healing and prophecy. In Acts, it is the
school of the Nazarenes, or Christians, that fulfills this role. They share
their goods, live in peace, practice healing, exorcism, and prophecy, and
shame all other Jews with their love of the truth. To include the Essenes in
his narrative would have caused needless problems for the author of Acts,
for that group would have been in direct competition with the Christians!
(Sic.)

Chapter Three Summary

With specific reference to Mason (2003: 291 — 293) as well as the foregoing

information discussed in this chapter, the Mason thesis may be summarised as

following:

Of all the NT books, only Ev.Luc and Act.Ap. exhibit comparable correspondences

with certain of Josephus’ accounts. Specifically both authors (i.e. Josephus and

Luke) are recognisable due to the following common attributes of their writing:

Josephus and Luke both employ the same genre or literary type to convey their
message (Hellenistic history writing);

Both Josephus and Luke represent a minority group within a broader Graeco-
Roman ethos;

Both writers present their minority group as having a valuable role to play within
the greater system;

Both writers downplay any dissension (real or perceived) within their respective
groupings and stress more ideal group characteristics, such as union, discipline
and accord;

Both authors hold up the religious values and ancient traditions of their
respective sub-group as eminently worthy of consideration and respect;
Although they primarily write for a broader Greeco-Roman audience they also
cater for the specific needs of their own sub-group; and

Both authors go to great lengths to ensure that they set down their respective

accounts in strict sequential order, episode by episode.

However, considering that these two authors existed at more or less the same time

and possibly shared similar influences these correspondences in themselves are not

good proof that one author influenced the other.

117 |Page



In this regard the following commonly reported events are possibly more difficult to
explain away unless one accepts a degree of plagiarism or collusion. These include

narratives involving, inter alia:

1.  Agrippa I's death;
Felix and Drusilla;

Agrippa Il and Bernice

Next, there exists a group of commonly reported events that also contain elements of

incongruity (certainly from an accurate historical perspective):

The Census under Quirinius;
Judas the Galilean;

Theudas;

The Egyptian False Prophet; and
The Sicarii.

a r w0 PE

As the historical discrepancies could only have occurred as a result of Luke
conflating specific information presented in Josephus’ writings this is seen as

important prima facie evidence of influence.

This body of evidence, both circumstantial and as well as comparable, is
strengthened by Mason’s observation that Luke presents Christianity as a
"philosophical school" within Judaism, alongside the other schools which are only
known to us via Josephus. Here the only credible competition to Christianity (i.e.

Essenism) may well have been intentionally circumvented by Luke.

Mason (2003: 292) sums up the situation well when he makes the following trenchant

statement:

I cannot prove beyond doubt that Luke knew the writings of Josephus. If
he did not, however, we have a nearly incredible series of coincidences,
which require that Luke knew something that closely approximated
Josephus’ narrative in several distinct ways. This source (or these
sources) spoke of: Agrippa's death after his robes shone; the extramarital
affairs of both Felix and Agrippa II; the harshness of the Sadducees toward
Christianity; the census under Quirinius as a water-shed event in
Palestine; Judas the Galilean as an arch rebel at the time of the census;
Judas, Theudas, and the unnamed "Egyptian" as three rebels in the
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Jerusalem area worthy of special mention among a host of others;
Theudas and Judas in the same piece of narrative; the Egyptian, the
desert, and the sicarii in close proximity; Judaism as a philosophical
system; the Pharisees and Sadducees as philosophical schools; and the
Pharisees as the most precise of the schools. We know of no other work
that even remotely approximated Josephus’ presentation on such a wide
range of issues. | find it easier to believe that Luke knew something.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Arguments in Favour of the Mason Thesis

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to ascertain where certain aspects of Mason'’s thesis
may be successfully corroborated, amplified or even invalidated. In this regard the
most assertive support has come from Carrier whose well-known article entitled Luke
and Josephus (2000) carefully summarises Mason’s thesis on his Infidels.org
website®4. Carrier also makes additional contributions to the debate based on his
own research and his insights also assist in questioning aspects of Mason’s thesis

that are not completely watertight.

4.2 General Points of Agreement

Generally speaking, Carrier (2000) firmly supports Mason’s thesis as originally
published in 1992 as a verification that the Lucan material in the NT is slavishly
dependant on the various writings of Josephus and further, intimates strongly that the
entire content of all the Lucan material may be artificially composed. If true this
means that the information concerning other non-Josephan material is also highly
suspect and seriously undermines any claim that the Lucan material might offer its
reader with, inter alia, a valid historical portrait of Jesus of Nazareth and/or his

alleged ministry in Galilee and Judea c. 30 C.E.

As already confirmed by Mason (2003: 251 — 295) Carrier (2000) also believes that
due to the fact that both Josephus and Luke may well have conceivably co-existed at
an analogous time, any similarity of presentation and historical content in their
respective writings cannot in itself be considered useful evidence in either support or

refutation of any of the three Josephus-Luke conjectures currently in circulation.

Carrier (2000) supports Mason’s acknowledgement of the widely accepted notion
that (apart from Josephus) the Lucan material was predominantly influenced by both

the hypothetical Q. as well as Ev.Marc.

164 Carrier. 2000. “Luke and Josephus,” in Infidel.org [Online]. Available:
http://infidels.org/library/modern/richard_carrier/lukeandjosephus.html [28 January 2015].
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Carrier (2000) agrees with what Mason believes to be most pertinent evidence, viz.:
the similarity of the Lucan material to Josephus’ writings apropos their avowed
purpose or aim, comparable (if not almost identical) themes and choice of words,
strongly suggesting a great degree of obvious reliance on Josephus’ idiosyncratic

defence of Judaism.

In addition, if one considers that the other NT gospel writers do not seem to be too
concerned with historicity, the Lucan texts clearly stand out as being fairly unique
because they seem to be overtly recycling a distinctly Josephan rhetorical strategy.
As we have observed already, this observation allows Mason to explain why Luke's

historical accounts are so different to the other gospel writers.

In this regard Carrier (2000) comments that the Mason thesis:

... undermines the historicity of certain details in the Christ story unique to
Luke, such as his account of the Nativity, since these have been drawn
from Josephus, who does not mention them in connection with Jesus, and
thus it is more than possible that they never were linked with Jesus until
Luke decided they were.

Thus Mason (and as supported by Carrier, 2000) manages to show that there is the
very real possibility that Luke is more likely inventing history rather than faithfully

recording it.

4.2.1 Dating Luke-Acts

In addition, if some of the Lucan material was indeed plagiarised from Josephus’
writings then it must have been executed (certainly in the case of material that seems
to hail from the War) sometime after 79 C.E. Obviously where material from the
Antiquities is concerned, this date can be pushed easily into the second century C.E.

Carrier (2000) also verifies that given the slow rate of publication and dissemination
in ancient times, hand-made copies of Josephus’ works would have taken quite some
time to reach the specific hands of those responsible for the initial creation of Ev.Luc
and Act.Ap.
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4.2.2 Possible Correspondences Between Josephus and Luke

Carrier (2000) with reference to Mason’s thesis, conveniently lists the key generic

parallels between the Lucan and Josephan material. Obviously, each stated

correspondence cannot in itself be viewed in any way as conclusive evidence.

However, Carrier (2000) believes that taken as a whole they seem to prove that

where there is smoke there is most likely a fire. In this context, both the Josephan

and the Lucan material display the following common features:

P w0 N PF

historical preambles;

self- pronounced and systematised historical accounts;

written in Koiné Greek;

presentation of a distinctly apologetic agenda in order to justify why wicked
individuals are ultimately responsible for misfortune and righteous persons
should be revered (Josephus applies this to the Jews whereas Luke applies
this principle to the Christians);

slavish dependence on Jewish scripture and tradition;

a bipartite structure to the narrative wherein the author first emphasises some
event of great importance and then follows this up with an historical review to
justify or explain the significance of said notable event. In this regard, Carrier
(2000: n. 3) explains that both authors have produced a book consisting of two

parts, viz.:

o The War commences with the Judean War as the most important event in
history. The Antiquities then provides an explanation of this war's
significance.

. Act.Ap. commences with the incarnation of God as the most important
event. This is followed up by an explanation of Christ's significance.

dedicated to a patron who is justified as the catalyst for the actual writing of the
narrative16°:

employment of the same historical conventions for re-creating the supposed
words of unrecorded speeches; and

accentuating the antiquity and merit of their respective religions with specific

reference to Jerusalem as the Holy City.

165 Carrier (2000: n. 4) also refers to the fact that both Ev.Luc. and Antiquities are dedicated to
a patron with a theophoric name.
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In addition to the generic parallels one should also consider the correspondences

between certain of the Josephan and Lucan fabulae, Mason (2003:273) states:

More than any other gospel writer, Luke includes references to the non-
Christian world of affairs. Almost every incident of this kind that he
mentions turns up somewhere in Josephus’ narratives. Yet Luke and
Josephus differ significantly in their reporting of these common events.

For clarity, the most oft repeated examples (cf. Carrier, 2000) include the following,

viz.:

1.

10.

11.

The rhetorical role of the accounts given of the census of Quirinius'®® as
recorded in War 2, 8, 1/ 117; Antiquities 18, 1,1 /1 -8 and Ev.Luc. 3: 1;

The almost identical references to the three rebel Jewish leaders, viz.: Judas the
Galilean specifically connected with the census (War 2, 8, 1 / 117 — 118;
Antiquities 18, 1, 1/ 1 — 5 and Act.Ap. 5: 34 - 37); Theudas (Antiquities 20, 5, 1/
97 — 99) and The Egyptian false prophet (War 2, 13, 5/ 261; Antiquities 20, 8, 6 /
167 — 172 and Act.Ap. 21: 37 — 38);

The death of Agrippa | as God's vengeance for accepting praise as a god
(Antiquities 19, 8, 1/ 344 — 350 and Act.Ap.12: 21 — 23);

The association of Agrippa Il with Bernice (Antiquities 20, 7, 3 / 145 — 147;
Act.Ap. 25: 13; Act.Ap. 25: 23 and Act.Ap. 26:30);

The association of Felix with Drusilla (Act.Ap. 24: 24 — 26 and Antiquities 20, 7, 3
[ 141 - 144);

Felix sending priests to Rome for trial on petty charges (Life 13) possibly serves
as a model for Luke recording Paul being sent to Rome (Act.Ap.);

The references to Lysanias and/or tetrarch of Abilene (Ev.Luc. 3:1; War 2,11, 5/
215; 2,12, 8/ 247 and Antiquities 19, 5, 1/ 275);

The parable of the hated king is reminiscent of Josephus’ comments concerning
Herod the Great (Ev.Luc. 19: 12 — 27 and War 1, 282 - 285);

Ev.Luc. 19: 43 — 44 and War 6 demonstrate similarities in the description of the
siege of Jerusalem as well as references to slaughtered children (cf. War 6, 5, 1/
271);

Mention of a famine in the reign of Claudius (Act.Ap. 11: 28 - 29; Antiquities 3,
15, 3/320; 20, 2,5/51 -53 and 20, 5, 2/ 101);

Luke’s account of Pilate's attack on the Galileans (Ev.Luc. 13: 1) seems to recall

166 pyblius Sulpicius Quirinius (c. 45 B.C.E. - 21 C.E.)
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Josephus’ account of Pilate's attack on the Samaritans at Gerizim (Antiquities 18,
4,1/85-87); and
12. References to the sicarii (War 2, 13, 3/ 254 — 255 and Act.Ap. 21: 38).

Of course, not all of these correspondences are strong arguments when taken
individually. However, taken collectively they are most convincing evidence that the
Josephan and Lucan material at least share (albeit unexplained) some common

ground.

4.3 Comparable Parallels

For Carrier (2000), the most convincing evidence is to be found in the first three
comparable correspondences. These are, the census of c. 6 C.E., the reference to
the same three rebel Jewish leaders and the specific mention of terrorists called

“sicarii”.

43.1 The Census

Carrier (2000) explains that the reference to the census of c. 6 C.E. is important for

three primary reasons:

Firstly, Josephus uses the census as a defining moment in his narrative. The Jewish
response to the unpopular census results in lawlessness that ultimately causes the
loss of the Temple. This fabula is repeated in the Lucan material except that here,
the census plays a pivotal role in the birth of Christ as the divine saviour of the World

and his rejection leads to eventual loss of the Temple.

As an aside, Carrier (2000: n. 7) makes a most important observation on this issue.
He finds it more than a coincidence that the antihero in Josephus’ fabula is a man
named Judas from Galilee, whilst the outlaw in Ev.Luc. is also a man by the same
name and designation. However, Carrier believes that in this case it is more likely
that the author of Ev.Luc. obtained his information via Ev.Marc. and not Josephus
directly. Carrier also considers that after first gleaning the idea from Ev.Marc. the
author of Ev.Luc. may well have then turned to Josephus for his material.
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Secondly, of all his contemporaries, only Josephus seems to have found the census
of Quirinius useful as a catalyst which gave rise to what many Josephus researchers
now believe to be highly unlikely, viz.: a united and cohesive group of law breakers
featuring none other than Judas the Galilean. Therefore, the fact that the Lucan
material also makes use of the identical fabula and also refers to the self-same Judas

must surely be evidence of some association between the two authorities.

Thirdly, the gospel account in Ev.Matt. fails to corroborate the Lucan description of,
inter alia, the nativity event. If it transpires that the Lucan version is based on

Josephan material then it follows that it is not based on a genuine Jesus tradition.

In addition, since Josephus’ enormous scholarly output can be shown to be, by and
large, consistently accurate — certainly for classical times - it is assumed that his
accounts apropos Quirinius, Judas the Galilean and the Sicarii etc. are far more likely
to be candid and resolute, whereas the Lucan material is prone to embellishment and

historical errors.

4.3.2 The Rebel Jewish Leaders

It is a fact that the only ante-Nicean Christian writer to mention the Rebel Jewish
Leaders (a la Josephus) is the author of Ev.Luc.

Further, the Lucan material mentions the same specific three individuals that
Josephus writes about in his Antiquities and his War. This should be seen as
astonishing since Josephus tells his reader that there were many such wicked men
and for his own specific rhetorical needs he specifically chose to mention these three
individuals. As evidence of this fact one needs only to read the contents of, inter alia,

the following Josephan material:

War 2, 13, 2/ 253;

War 2, 13, 4/ 258 — 260;

War 2, 13, 6/ 264 — 265;

War 2, 13,7/ 266 — 270;
Antiquities 20, 8, 5/ 160 -166; and
Antiquities 20, 8, 6/ 167 — 172;

The argument here us that if Luke was a genuine historian he might well have given
an account of rebel Jewish leaders but would have picked other specific individuals.
For greater clarity these texts are reproduced below:
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Josephus’ References to Judas the Galilean

War 2,8, 1/117 — 118

Tiic 8¢ Apyshdov yopog el Emopyiov meprypageiong émitpomog  tijg
inmikfic mapa ‘Popaiog tdéewng Komodviog méumetar uéypt 1ol Kreivew
Mpov mapa Kaicopog €€ovoiav. émt tovtov T1c aviip Taidhoilog Tovdag
6vopa cic andotacy évijye 1oUg Emywpiovg kokilwv, &l @Opov 1E
Pouaiolg teAelv  UmopevoUolv  kal petd 1OV Ogdv  oloovot  Bvntoug
deomotac. NV & ovTog cogloTig (diog oilpéoemg oUdEV  TOlg  GANOIC
TPOGEOIKMG .

AND now Archelaus’ part of Judea was reduced into a province, and
Coponius, one of the equestrian order among the Romans, was sent as a
procurator, having the power of [life and] death put into his hands by
Caesar. Under his administration it was that a certain Galilean, whose
name was Judas, prevailed with his countrymen to revolt, and said they
were cowards if they would endure to pay a tax to the Romans and would
after God submit to mortal men as their lords. This man was a teacher of a
peculiar sect of his own, and was not at all like the rest of those their
leaders.

Antiquities 18, 1, 1/ 1 — 568

Kupiviog 8¢ t@v eig v PovAnv cvvayouévev avip T1a¢ 1€ GAOC Gpyog
émtetelek®wc Kol O0x mao®dv  0dgvoog Umatog yevésbouw té te AN
a&idpatt  péyog  olLv  OAlyoig  émt  Zuplag  mopfijv, vnd Kaioapog
dkonoddte  toU  €Bvovg  Ameoctoduévog kol Tuntg  T®V  oUGI®DV
yevnoopevog, Komdvidg te¢ avt®d ocvykatoméunetor tdypotog tdv nnéov,
nynoopevog ‘Tovdaiov tfj énl micw €Eovoia. mapiiv o6& kal Kvpiviog elg
v ‘lovdaiav mpocbiknv Tfic Zvpiog yevousvny QAROTIUNGOUEVOS TE QUTEV
Ta¢ ovoiag kol Amodwoduevog T Apyeidov ypnuoata. ol 8¢ «koimep 1O
Kot &pyag €v dew® @épovieg TV €ml Tl Amoypagols  GKpOacLY
vnokotéfnoav toU un elg mAéov évaviioUobor meicavtog o0Tovg TOU
dpyepéoc Toaldpov, Bonfol 8¢ ovtog vidg Hv. kol ol pév frndévieg
w00 ‘loofdpov TV AOY®OV ATETIUOV TA YPAMOTO UNOEV  EVOOIAGOVTEG:
Tovdag o0& Taviavitng avip €k wéhewg Ovopo Idpoio Xdodwxov
dapioaiov mpocrofouevog TNmelyeto €ml Amootdoel, THV 1€ GmoTiUmow
oUdev dAho 1| Gvtikpug dovAeiov Empépev Aéyovieg kol tijg €levBepiog
en’ avtimypel mapakaiolvieg 10 €0vog: wg mapocyov peEv katopBolv &ig

167 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 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%
3D2%3Awhiston+chapter%3D8%3Awhiston+section%3D1 [19 November 2014].

168 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D18%3Awhiston+chapter%3D1%3Awhiston+section%3D1 [19 November 2014].
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0 €00aupov  Avokewwévng T KTNoewg, oQaAgiowy 6 ToD  TadTNg
neplovIog Gyobol Tuny kol kléog moioecbar tol peyaAdepovog,

Now Cyrenius, a Roman senator, and one who had gone through other
magistracies, and had passed through them till he had been consul, and
one who, on other accounts, was of great dignity, came at this time into
Syria, with a few others, being sent by Caesar to be a judge of that nation,
and to take an account of their substance. Coponius also, a man of the
equestrian order, was sent together with him, to have the supreme power
over the Jews. Moreover, Cyrenius came himself into Judea, which was
now added to the province of Syria, to take an account of their substance,
and to dispose of Archelaus’ money; but the Jews, although at the
beginning they took the report of a taxation heinously, yet did they leave
off any further opposition to it, by the persuasion of Joazar, who was the
son of Beethus, and high priest; so they, being over-persuaded by Joazar's
words, gave an account of their estates, without any dispute about it. Yet
was there one Judas, a Gaulonite, of a city whose name was Gamala,
who, taking with him Sadduc, a Pharisee, became zealous to draw them to
a revolt, who both said that this taxation was no better than an introduction
to slavery, and exhorted the nation to assert their liberty; as if they could
procure them happiness and security for what they possessed, and an
assured enjoyment of a still greater good, which was that of the honour
and glory they would thereby acquire for magnanimity. [Spelling
corrections (underlined) NPLA]

Josephus’ References to Eleazar and/or Nameless Outlaws (Robbers)

War 2, 13, 2/ 2531%°

ovtog OV T dpynotiv Erealapov #tecty elkoot TV ydpov Ancduevov
Kol ToAloUg t@v oUv out® Cwypnooag dvémepyev el Pounv: tdv &
avaotovpmbéviov U aTtod ANeT®dv kol TV Eml kowvovig eopodéviov
Muot®dv odg éxdhacev, Amepdv T mAFOog V.

[This Felix] took Eleazar the arch-robber, and many that were with him,
alive, when they had ravaged the country for twenty years together, and
sent them to Rome; but as to the number of the robbers whom he caused
to be crucified, and of those who were caught among them, and whom he
brought to punishment, they were a multitude not to be enumerated.
[Inserted text implied by context of the previous paragraph; my
emboldened text for emphasis. NPLA].

169 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 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%
3D2%3Awhiston+chapter%3D13%3Awhiston+section%3D2 [19 November 2014].
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War 2, 13, 4/ 258 — 260*7°

Tuvéotn 0& TPOg TOLTOIC OTIPOg Etepov movhpdv yeipl pev kabapdtepov,
Tl yvoporg 0% d&osPéotepov, OGmep oVOSEV TTTOV TRV CQUYEOV TV
g0daupoviay Tthig mOAewg lvpnvato. mAdvolr yap AvOpomol Kol AnaTe®veg
npooynuatt  Ogioopol  vewTeplopolg kol HETOBOANS  TPAYUOTEVOUEVOL
dopovaly 10 mAT0oc Emeifov kol mpofjyov eig v Epnuiav w¢ éxel toD
BeoD deifovtog avtolg onuela éAevbepiag. €mt tovTOolg DTME, €00KeL yap
dnootdceng elvar katafodr, mépyag immelc kol melovg OmAitac mOAD
TAfi0og S1€pBeipev .

There was also another body of wicked men gotten together, not so
impure in their actions, but more wicked in their intentions, which laid
waste the happy state of the city no less than did these murderers. These
were such men as deceived and deluded the people under pretence of
Divine inspiration, but were for procuring innovations and changes of the
government; and these prevailed with the multitude to act like madmen,
and went before them into the wilderness, as pretending that God would
there show them the signals of liberty. But Felix thought this procedure
was to be the beginning of a revolt; so he sent some horsemen and
footmen both armed, who destroyed a great number of them. [My spelling
correction underlined NPLA].

War 2, 13, 6 / 264 — 265"
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Now when these were quieted, it happened, as it does in a diseased body,
that another part was subject to an inflammation; for a company of
deceivers and robbers got together, and persuaded the Jews to revolt,
and exhorted them to assert their liberty, inflicting death on those that
continued in obedience to the Roman government, and saying, that such
as willingly chose slavery ought to be forced from such their desired
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inclinations; for they parted themselves into different bodies, and lay in
wait up and down the country, and plundered the houses of the great men,
and slew the men themselves, and set the villages on fire; and this till all
Judea was filled with the effects of their madness. And thus the flame was
every day more and more blown up, till it came to a direct war. [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].

Antiquities 20, 8, 6 / 167 — 172172
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These works, that were done by the robbers, filled the city with all sorts of
impiety. And now these impostors and deceivers persuaded the multitude
to follow them into the wilderness, and pretended that they would exhibit
manifest wonders and signs, that should be performed by the providence
of God. And many that were prevailed on by them suffered the
punishments of their folly; for Felix brought them back, and then punished
them. Moreover, there came out of Egypt about this time to Jerusalem one
that said he was a prophet, and advised the multitude of the common
people to go along with him to the Mount of Olives, as it was called, which
lay over against the city, and at the distance of five furlongs. He said
further, that he would show them from hence how, at his command, the
walls of Jerusalem would fall down; and he promised them that he would
procure them an entrance into the city through those walls, when they
were fallen down. Now when Felix was informed of these things, he
ordered his soldiers to take their weapons, and came against them with a
great number of horsemen and footmen from Jerusalem, and attacked the
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Egyptian and the people that were with him. He also slew four hundred of
them, and took two hundred alive. But the Egyptian himself escaped out
of the fight, but did not appear any more. And again the robbers stirred up
the people to make war with the Romans, and said they ought not to obey
them at all; and when any persons would not comply with them, they set
fire to their villages, and plundered them. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

Josephus’ References to Theudas

Antiquities 20, 5, 1/ 97 — 99173
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Now it came to pass, while Fadus was procurator of Judea, that a certain
magician, whose name was Theudas, persuaded a great part of the
people to take their effects with them, and follow him to the river Jordan;
for he told them he was a prophet, and that he would, by his own
command, divide the river, and afford them an easy passage over it; and
many were deluded by his words. However, Fadus did not permit them to
make any advantage of his wild attempt, but sent a troop of horsemen out
against them; who, falling upon them unexpectedly, slew many of them,
and took many of them alive. They also took Theudas alive, and cut off his
head, and carried it to Jerusalem. This was what befell the Jews in the
time of Cuspius Fadus’ government.

Josephus’ References to the Egyptian
War 2, 13,5/ 261 - 26317
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But there was an Egyptian false prophet that did the Jews more mischief
than the former; for he was a cheat, and pretended to be a prophet also,
and got together thirty thousand men that were deluded by him; these he
led round about from the wilderness to the mount which was called the
Mount of Olives, and was ready to break into Jerusalem by force from that
place; and if he could but once conquer the Roman garrison and the
people, he intended to domineer over them by the assistance of those
guards of his that were to break into the city with him. But Felix prevented
his attempt, and met him with his Roman soldiers, while all the people
assisted him in his attack upon them, insomuch that when it came to a
battle, the Egyptian ran away, with a few others, while the greatest part of
those that were with him were either destroyed or taken alive; but the rest
of the multitude were dispersed every one to their own homes, and there
concealed themselves. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

Josephus’ References to the Sicarii
War 2, 13, 3/ 254 — 25517
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[My emphases for clarity NPLA].

When the country was purged of these, there sprang up another sort of
robbers in Jerusalem, which were called Sicarii, who slew men in the day
time, and in the midst of the city; this they did chiefly at the festivals, when
they mingled themselves among the multitude, and concealed daggers
[literally small knives] under their garments, with which they stabbed those
that were their enemies; and when any fell down dead, the murderers
became a part of those that had indignation against them; by which means
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they appeared persons of such reputation, that they could by no means be
discovered. [My insertion and emboldened text for emphasis. NPLA].

War 2,17, 6/ 425b — 426a"®
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mfsl te kol TOAUN, kol Procapévolc eikov €k THC Sve mOiewc. [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].

And when they had joined to themselves many of the Sicarii, who
crowded in among the weaker people, (that was the name for such
robbers as had under their bosoms swords called Sicae,) they grew
bolder, and carried their undertaking further; insomuch that the king's
soldiers were overpowered by their multitude and boldness; and so they
gave way, and were driven out of the upper city by force. [My emphases
for clarity NPLA].

War 4, 7, 2/ 40077
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YOPOS  KATETPEYOV  OVOEV  TALov TV émumdeciov  mopilouevor:  [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].

Those that were called Sicarii had taken possession of it [Masada]
formerly, but at this time they overran the neighboring countries, aiming
only to procure to themselves necessaries; for the fear they were then in
prevented their further ravages. [My insertion and emboldened text for
emphasis. NPLA|.
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Kotadpopds, [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

Hereupon the rulers of the Idumeans got together on the sudden the most
warlike part of their people, about twenty-five thousand in nhumber, and
permitted the rest to be a guard to their own country, by reason of the
incursions that were made by the Sicarii that were at Masada. [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].
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nhp deyxduevor. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

for there were now no enemies left in the country, but it was all overthrown
by so long a war. Yet did this war afford disturbances and dangerous
disorders even in places very far remote from Judea; for still it came to
pass that many Jews were slain at Alexandria in Egypt; for as many of the
Sicarii as were able to fly thither, out of the seditious wars in Judea, were
not content to have saved themselves, but must needs be undertaking to
make new disturbances, and persuaded many of those that entertained
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them to assert their liberty, to esteem the Romans to be no better than
themselves, and to look upon God as their only Lord and Master. But when
part of the Jews of reputation opposed them, they slew some of them, and
with the others they were very pressing in their exhortations to revolt from
the Romans; but when the principal men of the senate saw what madness
they were come to, they thought it no longer safe for themselves to
overlook them. So they got all the Jews together to an assembly, and
accused the madness of the Sicarii, and demonstrated that they had been
the authors of all the evils that had come upon them. They said also that
"these men, now they were run away from Judea, having no sure hope of
escaping, because as soon as ever they shall be known, they will be soon
destroyed by the Romans, they come hither and fill us full of those
calamities which belong to them, while we have not been partakers with
them in any of their sins." Accordingly, they exhorted the multitude to have
a care, lest they should be brought to destruction by their means, and to
make their apology to the Romans for what had been done, by delivering
these men up to them; who being thus apprised of the greatness of the
danger they were in, complied with what was proposed, and ran with great
violence upon the Sicarii, and seized upon them; and indeed six hundred
of them were caught immediately: but as to all those that fled into Egypt
and to the Egyptian Thebes, it was not long ere they were caught also, and
brought back, whose courage, or whether we ought to call it madness, or
hardiness in their opinions, everybody was amazed at. For when all sorts
of torments and vexations of their bodies that could be devised were made
use of to them, they could not get any one of them to comply so far as to
confess, or seem to confess, that Caesar was their lord; but they
preserved their own opinion, in spite of all the distress they were brought
to, as if they received these torments and the fire itself with bodies
insensible of pain, and with a soul that in a manner rejoiced under them.
[My spelling corrections underlined and emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Mason (2008: 207) confirms that Josephus’ employment of the term “sicarii” seems

to indicate that it indicated a discreet collective.

Antiquities 20, 8, 5/ 160 — 1657°
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Now as for the affairs of the Jews, they grew worse and worse continually,
for the country was again filled with robbers and impostors, who deluded
the multitude. Yet did Felix catch and put to death many of those
impostors every day, together with the robbers. He also caught Eleazar,
the son of Dineas, who had gotten together a company of robbers; and
this he did by treachery; for he gave him assurance that he should suffer
no harm, and thereby persuaded him to come to him; but when he came,
he bound him, and sent him to Rome. Felix also bore an ill-will to
Jonathan, the high priest, because he frequently gave him admonitions
about governing the Jewish affairs better than he did, lest he should
himself have complaints made of him by the multitude, since he it was who
had desired Caesar to send him as procurator of Judea. So Felix contrived
a method whereby he might get rid of him, now he was become so
continually troublesome to him; for such continual admonitions are
grievous to those who are disposed to act unjustly. Wherefore Felix
persuaded one of Jonathan's most faithful friends, a citizen of Jerusalem,
whose name was Doras, to bring the robbers upon Jonathan, in order to
kill him; and this he did by promising to give him a great deal of money for
so doing. Doras complied with the proposal, and contrived matters so, that
the robbers might murder him after the following manner: Certain of those
robbers went up to the city, as if they were going to worship God, while
they had daggers under their garments, and by thus mingling themselves
among the multitude they slew Jonathan and as this murder was never
avenged, the robbers went up with the greatest security at the festivals
after this time; and having weapons [literally iron-like objects] concealed in
like manner as before, and mingling themselves among the multitude, they
slew certain of their own enemies, and were subservient to other men for
money; and slew others, not only in remote parts of the city, but in the
temple itself also; for they had the boldness to murder men there, without
thinking of the impiety of which they were guilty. [My emphases for clarity
NPLA].
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However, a short while later in Antiquities 20, 8, 10 / 185 — 188%%we read:

Apwopévov o0& e€ig v lovdaiav drotov cuvvéPawvev v lovdaiov Hmo
TOV  MoT®V  kakobobor TOV KOUGY Omac®v  EUmmpouéveov T Kol
Swaprolopévov. kol ol cuk@pror 8¢ kakovuevor, Anetal 8¢ siowv olrtot,
01 piMota EmAnBvov ypopevor Ergudiolg mapaminciolg pev to  péyebog
t0ig thv Ilepo®v dkwvakag, Emkoumnéol o6& kol Opolalg taig Vmo
Popaiov  oikong  kolovpévorg, 6 @OV kol TV Tpoomyopiav ol
Motevovreg Elofov  TOAMOVG  Avoupodvieg.  AvoulyvOuevol yap &v  Talg
éoptaig, wobog woi mpotepov eimopev, T@ mANOel TOV movtoydOev  eig
v wWOAWV  €nl TV €0céPeloy  cvppedviov  obg  PouvAnbeiev  padimg
améoQottov, WOAAAKIG O¢ Kol ped oOmhov Emi T0c KOpag OV EXOpV
apkopevor  dmprmalov kol évemipmpoocav. mwéumel o0&  dfjotog  duvauy
immknv te kol meQikny &mi tovg dmoatnbéviag vmd Twvog avbpdmov yonTog
ocotmpioy ovTOlg E£moyyeAlopévov kol madAav  KoKk®V, €l PovAnOeiev
gmecOon péypt Tic épmuiag ovT@®, KOl OOTOV T EKEIVOV TOV AmOTHoOVTO
Kol tovg dkolovOfcoviog SiEpbeipav ol mepedivieg. [My emphases for
clarity NPLA].

Upon Festus’ coming into Judea, it happened that Judea was afflicted by
the robbers, while all the villages were set on fire, and plundered by them.
And then it was that the sicarii, as they were called, who were robbers,
grew numerous. They made use of small swords, not much different in
length from the Persian acinacae, but somewhat crooked, and like the
Roman sicae, [or sickles,] as they were called; and from these weapons
these robbers got their denomination; and with these weapons they slew
a great many; for they mingled themselves among the multitude at their
festivals, when they were come up in crowds from all parts to the city to
worship God, as we said before, and easily slew those that they had a
mind to slay. They also came frequently upon the villages belonging to
their enemies, with their weapons, and plundered them, and set them on
fire. So Festus sent forces, both horsemen and footmen, to fall upon those
that had been seduced by a certain impostor, who promised them
deliverance and freedom from the miseries they were under, if they would
but follow him as far as the wilderness. Accordingly, those forces that were
sent destroyed both him that had deluded them, and those that were his
followers also. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

It will be noted in the above examples (and indeed elsewhere in his books) that
Josephus prefers to refer to a robber by using the Greek noun “0 AnoTig”. This
specifically refers to a peson who steals or plunders and not necessarily to a person
who specialises in assassination or murder. However, in Antiquities 20, 8, 10 / 185 —
188 his preferred generic term for robbers is now employed to describe murderers
who are described as doing exactly what his “sicarii” undertake in other sections of

180 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D20%3Awhiston+chapter%3D8%3Awhiston+section%3D10 [29 January 2015].
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his work. It would seem that, on occasion, Josephus is not too concerned about
employing a more precise designation. It is quite likely that he specifically employs
the term “sicarii” for the benfit of his better informed Roman readership. The fact that
he bothers to go to some length to explain the etymology of the term to persons who
well understand the meaning of “sicarii” suggests that he also needed to educate his

non-Roman reader.

Mason (2008: 207) also confirms other areas where he claims that Josephus’ “usage
of the term shows a degree of slippage”. For example in War 4, 400; 516; 7, 253 —
311) where huge numbers of individuals collectively termed “sicarii” flee to Alexandria
where they continue to cause unrest. Then after they have all been rounded up (to a
man!) Josephus informs his reader that the “madness of the sicarii” reappears
incredibly in Cyrene. However these particular “sicarii” are merely trouble-makers

and do not engage in murderous activities.

Mason (2008: 207) thus concludes that, as is the case with “oi Anotai” (which is
employed for “robbers”) Josephus also is capable of employing the term “oi cudépior”
in a more flexible way when he wants to amplify the vividness of a group of
troublemakers” activities. Here Mason compares its usage to say the modern term

“terrorists” which can also refer to, inter alia, “gunmen” or “bombers” etc.

Luke’'s Reference to Judas the Galilean

Act.Ap.5:34 - 3718

Avootag 6¢ T év t® ovvedpiw  Dapioaiog  ovopott  Topodma,
vopodddokarog tiog movili T@® Aa®, Exélevoev €€ PBpoyd TUL TOUG
dmootoélove Totfjoar, eimé Te mpOC avtovc &vdpeg lopaniiton, mpocéyete
¢avtolg éml tolg AvOpwmolg tovtolg Tl uéAdete mpdooswy. mPO  yAp
00TV TRV Nuep®dV Gvéctn Ogvddg, Aéyov elval Tva Eawtdv, @
npocekAiOn &puog &vopdv woel TteTpakociov: 0¢ dvnpédn, Kol mavteg
O0cot énciBovto avT® OSeMOnoav Kol €yévovio &ig oVdEv. peta todtov
avéotmn ‘Tovdog O ToMhailog év 1ol NMuépag thg Amoypaeiic  kai
anéotnoe AoOv kavov oOmicom avtol: kAKelvog GnwAeto, kal mhvteg Ocot
énelbovto aUT® deokopricOncav. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

Then stood there up one in the council, a Pharisee, named Gamaliel, a
doctor of the law, had in reputation among all the people, and commanded

1810riginal Greek and English translation according to The New Testament in Elpenor
[Online]. Available: http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/new-testament/acts/5.asp [19
November 2014].
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to put the apostles forth a little space; And said unto them, Ye men of
Israel, take heed to yourselves what ye intend to do as touching these
men. For before these days rose up Theudas, boasting himself to be
somebody; to whom a number of men, about four hundred, joined
themselves: who was slain; and all, as many as obeyed him, were
scattered, and brought to nought. After this man rose up Judas of Galilee
in the days of the taxing, and drew away much people after him: he also
perished; and all, even as many as obeyed him, were dispersed. [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].

Luke’s Reference to the Egyptian and the Sicarii

Act.Ap.21: 37 - 38182

MéhMov te eloayecBor eig v mapeppornyv 0 IMadlog Aéyel 1@ yMapyw:
el €Eeotl pou einelv T mpog og; O 8¢ €pn Elnviotl ywwokelg; oUk
&pa ob &l O Alydmtiog 6 mpd TOUTOV TGV MNuEP@®V &vooToTwoag Kal
ayaywv elg v €pnuov Tovg teTpakioyiliovg Avdpag TV GKapiov;
[My emphases for greater clarity NPLA].

And as Paul was to be led into the castle, he said unto the chief captain,
May | speak unto thee? Who said, Canst thou speak Greek? Art not thou
that Egyptian, which before these days madest an uproar, and leddest out
into the wilderness four thousand men that were murderers [sicarii]? [My
emphasis and insertion for greater clarity NPLA].

4.3.2 Herod Agrippa and Bernice

Josephus’ References to Herod Agrippa

Antiquities 19, 8, 1/ 344 - 35018

devtépa o1 TV Bsopi®dv MUEPA GTOANV €voUG €& dpyvpov memompévnvy
ndcav, ¢ OBavpdoov VeV elvar, mapfjilev eic 10 Béotpov ApyopEvig
Nuépag. €vla 1ol mpdTolg TV MAMok®V aktivov EmPoldls O &pyvpog
Katavyoobelg Oavpoaciog amnéotiAPe papuaipov TL @oPepov kol TOlg E€lg
avTtov drevifovol @pik®des. €VBUG O6¢ ol KOAUKEG TG OVOE €kelvw TPOG
ayabol dAhoc GAAoBev @ovag dvePowv, 0edv mpooayopedovieg €VUEVIS
te €ing émléyovieg, ‘el kal péypr viv wg Gvbpomov £pofndnuev, ALK
touvtedlev «kpeittovd oe Ovniiic @vcewc oOpoloyoduev.’ ovk Eméminéev

82Qriginal Greek and English translation according to The New Testament in Elpenor
[Online]. Available: http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/new-testament/acts/21.asp [19
November 2014].

183Qriginal Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D19%3Awhiston+chapter%3D8%3Awhiston+section%3D1 [19 November 2014].
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ToUtolg O Pacthelg  oUde TV koAakeiov  dogPfoloav  AmeTpiyaro .
dvoxdyog & oOv  pet’ OAiyov 1OV PouPdva  Tiig Eowtod  kepaAfig
Unepkadilopevoy £ldsv Eml oyowiov Twog. dyyehov Ttoltov €0BVC évomoev
KOKGV etvor OV kol mote TV &yad®dv yevopevov, Kol Swokdapdov Eoyev
odvvnv,  @Bpovv & avT® T KOWlog Tmpocipuoey  GAynpo  pETQ
cpodpomTog dpédpevov. dvabopav oDV mpdc ToLG gidovg, ‘O Bedg Lulv
&yd, onoiv, 1Mon kotooTpéesy EmtdrTopon TOV Pilov, mapoypfiua  Tiig
glpopuévng TG ApTL OV KOTEYELGUEVOC QOVAG €heyyobong: O kAnbelg
abdvatog Ve’ VUMV 1o Bavelv Amdyopar. OeKTEOV OE TNV TEMPOUEVNY,
N 0g0c PePovinton: kol yap PePrbkopey ovdopfi eodiog, &AL énml Tiig
poakapiiopévng  Aoumpdtntog.’ talb’  dua  Aéyev  Efmtdost T O80VING
KOTEMOVETTO: peTd omovdfic olv el 10 Paciletov EkopicOn kol Sifjée
AOyog elg mhvtag, g €yolr ToD tebvivar movidmoot pet. OAiyov. 1)
TAnbug & altike ovv yovably kol mouclv €nl odkkov KoabecBeloa TM
ToTpiw VoUW TOV 0edv Ikétevey LmEp t00 Poaciiéwg, olpwyflg 6 mavt
v &vimleo kol Opivov. v VymA®d & 0 Pacthedg  Sopatie
KOTOKEIUEVOS Kol KAt PAénov aOToOUg APNVELS KOTOMITTOVTOG AdAKPVG
oVd" aUTOg Sépevev. ovveyels & €9° Muépag mEvie TR TG YOOTPOGS
oaiynuoatt  depyacbelc  tov  Plov  katéotpeyev, AmO  yevécemg Ayov
TEVINKOOTOV £10¢ kal Tétoptov, Tic Poociieiog &' EPdopov.

On the second day of which shows he [Agrippa] put on a garment made
wholly of silver, and of a contexture truly wonderful, and came into the
theatre early in the morning; at which time the silver of his garment being
illuminated by the fresh reflection of the sun's rays upon it, shone out after
a surprising manner, and was so resplendent as to spread a horror over
those that looked intently upon him; and presently his flatterers cried out,
one from one place, and another from another, (though not for his good,)
that he was a god; and they added, "Be thou merciful to us; for although
we have hitherto reverenced thee only as a man, yet shall we henceforth
own thee as superior to mortal nature.” Upon this the king did neither
rebuke them, nor reject their impious flattery. But as he presently afterward
looked up, he saw an owl sitting on a certain rope over his head, and
immediately understood that this bird was the messenger of ill tidings, as it
had once been the messenger of good tidings to him; and fell into the
deepest sorrow. A severe pain also arose in his belly, and began in a most
violent manner. He therefore looked upon his friends, and said, "I, whom
you call a god, am commanded presently to depart this life; while
Providence thus reproves the lying words you just now said to me; and |,
who was by you called immortal, am immediately to be hurried away by
death. But | am bound to accept of what Providence allots, as it pleases
God; for we have by no means lived ill, but in a splendid and happy
manner.” When he said this, his pain was become violent. Accordingly he
was carried into the palace, and the rumour went abroad everywhere, that
he would certainly die in a little time. But the multitude presently sat in
sackcloth, with their wives and children, after the law of their country, and
besought God for the king's recovery. All places were also full of mourning
and lamentation. Now the king rested in a high chamber, and as he saw
them below lying prostrate on the ground, he could not himself forbear
weeping. And when he had been quite worn out by the pain in his belly for
five days, he departed this life, being in the fifty-fourth year of his age, and
in the seventh year of his reign; [My insertion for greater clarity and
spelling corrections (underlined) NPLA].
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Luke’s Reference to Herod Agrippa

Act.Ap.12: 21 - 23184

toktli 0& Muépa 0 ‘Hpwdng €vovoduevog €obfita Pacthknv kal kabicog
ént to0 Pruatog €dmunyodper mpodg ovtolg. O O& dfjpuog €mnepwvelr BOgol
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Kvplov &vd v ovk #oke v 86&av 1@ Ocd, kol yevouevog
oKOANKOPBpmTog £EEWuEeV.

And upon a set day Herod, arrayed in royal apparel, sat upon his throne,
and made an oration unto them. And the people gave a shout, saying, “It is
the voice of a god, and not of a man”. And immediately the angel of the
Lord smote him, because he gave not God the glory: and he was eaten of
worms, and gave up the ghost.

Josephus’ References to Bernice

Antiquities 20, 7, 3/ 145 - 14718°

Bepevikn 8¢ peta v ‘Hpmddov tedevtiy, 0O¢ avtiig aviip «ol 0Oglog
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But as for Bernice, she lived a widow a long while after the death of Herod
[king of Chalcis], who was both her husband and her uncle; but when the
report went that she had criminal conversation with her brother, [Agrippa,
junior,] she persuaded Poleme, who was king of Cilicia, to be circumcised,
and to marry her, as supposing that by this means she should prove those
calumnies upon her to be false; and Poleme was prevailed upon, and that
chiefly on account of her riches. Yet did not this matrimony endure long;

84Qriginal Greek and English translation according to The New Testament in Elpenor
[Online]. Available: http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/new-testament/acts/12.asp [19
November 2014].

185 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D20%3Awhiston+chapter%3D7%3Awhiston+section%3D3 [19 November 2014].
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but Bernice left Poleme, and, as was said, with impure intentions. So he
forsook at once this matrimony, and the Jewish religion; and, at the same
time, Mariamme put away Archelaus, and was married to Demetrius, the
principal man among the Alexandrian Jews, both for his family and his
wealth; and indeed he was then their alabarch. So she named her son
whom she had by him Agrippinus. But of all these particulars we shall
hereafter treat more exactly [My correction to spelling underlined NPLA].

Luke’'s References to Bernice

Act.Ap. 25:13186

‘Huep®dv o6&  dwyevopévov tivadyv  Ayplimag O Poaoidevg kol  Bepvikn
katvinoav &ig Koodapeiav domoacopevor tov dijctov.

And after certain days king Agrippa and Bernice came unto Caesarea to
salute Festus.

Act.Ap. 25:23187

Tfi o0v émavpov éA06vtog T00 Aypimmo kol thic Bepvikng upetd moAAfig
eovtooclag kal eloeMoviov el 10 dxpoatpov oUvV 1€ TOIC YIAAPYOLS
kol &vdpdor Tolg kat EEoyfv olot i mOkewg, kol kekeVoAVTOG TOD
drotov H{ybn o IMoadrog.

And on the morrow, when Agrippa was come, and Bernice, with great
pomp, and was entered into the place of hearing, with the chief captains,
and principal men of the city, at Festus’ commandment Paul was brought
forth

Act.Ap. 26:30168

Kol tabta eindvrog avtol dvéotn O Poaoctlelg kal O fyepwv 1) 18
Bepvikn kol ol ovykabnuevor avtolg,

And when he had thus spoken, the king rose up, and the governor, and
Bernice, and they that sat with them:

186 Original Greek and English translation according to The New Testament in Elpenor
[Online]. Available: http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/new-testament/acts/25.asp [19
November 2014].

187 Original Greek and English translation according to The New Testament in Elpenor
[Online]. Available: http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/new-testament/acts/25.asp [19
November 2014].

188 Qriginal Greek and English translation according to The New Testament in Elpenor
[Online]. Available: http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/new-testament/acts/25.asp [19
November 2014].
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Carrier (2000) argues that it should be seen as reasonable for an author like Luke to
plagiarise Josephus since he knew that he was writing for a Roman audience. In
short, if the Romans had knowledge of Jewish rebellious leaders they might well be
primed by their knowledge of Josephus’ accounts. Again, Carrier (2000) points out
that from Josephus’ perspective the three named rebel leaders were presented as
the antitheses of what constituted a good Jew. In the same vein, Luke borrows the
rhetorical agenda by mentioning the same individuals as examples of what is

antithetical to good Christian practice.

Carrier (2000) explicates his point of view:

If the Romans knew any Jewish rebels, it would be these three men. Just
as Josephus named them as examples of what good Jews are not, Luke
names them specifically as examples of what the Christians are not--and
as the latter two were specifically painted by Josephus as religious figures,
messianic prophets, similar to Jesus, it would have behoved Luke to
disassociate Jesus with these men, recently popularized to Romans by
Josephus as villains. Similarly with Judas, who was a military rebel, very
much the opposite of Jesus, the peaceful religious reformer.

Carrier (2000) illustrates how Luke moderates what is ostensibly Jesus’ rather
pugnacious act of overturning the money lenders’ tables in the Jerusalem Temple by
stressing Jesus’ didactic role (cf. Ev. Luc. 19: 45 — 48; Ev.Marc. 11: 15 — 18; Ev.Matt.
21:12 - 16; and Ev.Jo. 2: 13 — 16).

Most damning is Carrier’s (2000) support for Mason’'s observation that Luke makes
errors in the employment of individuals that finds an intriguing source in the

Josephan text.

Specifically, Theudas and Judas are recalled in the same speech. However, with
reference to Josephus’ writings, Luke swaps the names around so that Theudas
appears in the speech before Judas. This may not seem to be much of an issue until
one realises that according to Josephus, 15 years separates the actions of his

Theudas from the Lucan version.

Carrier (2000) reports as follows:

That Luke should be forced to use a rebel leader before his time is best
explained by the fact that he needed someone to mention, and Josephus,
his likely source, only details three distinct movements (though he goes
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into the rebel relatives of Judas, they are all associated with Judas). And
when Josephus mentions Theudas, he immediately follows with a
description of the fate of the sons of Judas (JA 20.97-102) and uses the
occasion to recap the actions of Judas himself (associating him with the
census, as Acts does). Thus, that Luke should repeat this very same
incorrect sequence, which makes sense in Josephus but not in Acts, is a
signature of borrowing.

Carrier (2000) also supports his claim with the fact that both Luke and Josephus

employ the self-same and/or similar terms, viz.:

e Aphistémi: incited; and

e Laos: people.
Antiquities 20, 7, 3/ 145 - 1471
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neprtepdpevoy  dyayécbor mpog yapov avthv: oVtmg yap EAéyEewv (eto
yevdels tag dwPordg. kol 0 Ioréuwv €meicbn pdioto owx TOvV mTAoUTOV
avtiic: o0 unv énl moAL ovvépewev O yaupog, GAA 1 Bepevikn o
akolooiav, ¢ €poocav, «kotoieinert tov IToAéuova. O & Guo 10D 1€
yapov kol toU 710l €0ect t®V ‘lovdaimv éupévev AmpAlokto. T® OVTD
08¢ wxap®d kol  Moaopiapun  moportmoopévn  TOV - ApxEAaov  GUVWKNGE
Anuntpiw v év Ahefavdpeia  ‘lovdaimv  mpotevovil  yéver Te  Kal
modtw: tote O kal TV dhafapyiav adTOC Elgev. yevouevov & avT
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00TV petd akpifeiog Votepov dmayyeloUpey .

But as for Bernice, she lived a widow a long while after the death of Herod
[king of Chalcis], who was both her husband and her uncle; but when the
report went that she had criminal conversation with her brother, [Agrippa,
junior,] she persuaded Poleme, who was king of Cilicia, to be circumcised,
and to marry her, as supposing that by this means she should prove those
calumnies upon her to be false; and Poleme was prevailed upon, and that
chiefly on account of her riches. Yet did not this matrimony endure long;
but Bernice left Poleme, and, as was said, with impure intentions. So he
forsook at once this matrimony, and the Jewish religion; and, at the same
time, Mariamme put away Archelaus, and was married to Demetrius, the
principal man among the Alexandrian Jews, both for his family and his
wealth; and indeed he was then their alabarch. So she named her son

189 QOriginal Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D20%3Awhiston+chapter%3D7%3Awhiston+section%3D3 [20 November 2014].
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whom she had by him Agrippinus. But of all these particulars we shall
hereafter treat more exactly. [My corrections to spelling underlined NPLA].

Act.Ap. 24: 24-261%°
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aUTOV UETOTEUTOUEVOG WHIAEL aUTH .

And after certain days, when Felix came with his wife Drusilla, which was a
Jewess, he sent for Paul, and heard him concerning the faith in Christ.
And as he reasoned of righteousness, temperance, and judgment to come,
Felix trembled, and answered, Go thy way for this time; when | have a
convenient season, | will call for thee. He hoped also that money should
have been given him of Paul, that he might loose him: wherefore he sent
for him the oftener, and communed with him.

Antiquities 20, 7, 3/ 141 - 144
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But for the marriage of Drusilla with Azizus, it was in no long time
afterward dissolved upon the following occasion: While Felix was
procurator of Judea, he saw this Drusilla, and fell in love with her; for she

190Qriginal Greek and English translation according to The New Testament in Elpenor
[Online]. Available: http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-texts/new-testament/acts/24.asp [20
November 2014].

191 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D20%3Awhiston+chapter%3D7%3Awhiston+section%3D2 [20 November 2014].
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did indeed exceed all other women in beauty; and he sent to her a person
whose name was Simon one of his friends; a Jew he was, and by birth a
Cypriot, and one who pretended to be a magician, and endeavoured to
persuade her to forsake her present husband, and marry him; and
promised, that if she would not refuse him, he would make her a happy
woman. Accordingly she acted ill, and because she was desirous to avoid
her sister Bernice's envy, for she was very ill treated by her on account of
her beauty, was prevailed upon to transgress the laws of her forefathers,
and to marry Felix; and when he had had a son by her, he named him
Agrippa. But after what manner that young man, with his wife, perished at
the conflagration of the mountain Vesuvius, in the days of Titus Caesar,
shall be related hereafter. [My correction to spelling underlined NPLA].

Felix sending priests, "excellent men," to Rome for trial on petty charges (Life 13)

Life 3/13-16%%2
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But when | was in the twenty-sixth year of my age, it happened that | took
a voyage to Rome, and this on the occasion which | shall now describe. At
the time when Felix was procurator of Judea there were certain priests of
my acquaintance, and very excellent persons they were, whom on a small
and trifling occasion he had put into bonds, and sent to Rome to plead
their cause before Caesar. These | was desirous to procure deliverance
for, and that especially because | was informed that they were not
unmindful of piety towards God, even under their afflictions, but supported
themselves with figs and nuts. Accordingly | came to Rome, though it were
through a great number of hazards by sea; for as our ship was drowned in

192 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0150%3Awhisto
n+section%3D3 [20 November 2014].
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the Adriatic Sea, we that were in it, being about six hundred in number,
swam for our lives all the night; when, upon the first appearance of the
day, and upon our sight of a ship of Cyrene, | and some others, eighty in
all, by God's providence, prevented the rest, and were taken up into the
other ship. And when | had thus escaped, and was come to Dieearchia,
which the Italians call Puteoli, | became acquainted with Aliturius, an actor
of plays, and much beloved by Nero, but a Jew by birth; and through his
interest became known to Poppea, Caesar's wife, and took care, as soon
as possible, to entreat her to procure that the priests might be set at
liberty. And when, besides this favor, | had obtained many presents from
Poppea, | returned home again.

Could this have been Luke's pretext or model for having the same thing happen to
Paul?

Life 38 /191193
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This Simon was of the city of Jerusalem, and of a very noble family of the
sect of the Pharisees, which are supposed to excel others in the accurate
knowledge of the laws of their country.

War 1,5/ 110
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And now the Pharisees joined themselves to her, to assist her in the
government. These are a certain sect of the Jews that appear more
religious than others, and seem to interpret the laws more accurately.

193 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0150%3Awhisto
n+section%3D38 [20 November 2014].

194 QOriginal Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 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%
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Antiquities 17, 2, 4 / 411%

kol v yap popov T ‘lovdaikdv  dvOpdmev ' EEaxpiPdost  péya
ppovodv ToD motpiov Kol VOpmvV ol yaipet 1O Oglov mpocmolovpévay,
ol VUmijkto 1 yuvakevitg, ®Popooior koroDviar, Pochel  Suvapive
udMota mphooely mwpounbelc kdk toU mpovmrtov &l TO Molepelv 1e  Kal
BAGmtey €mmpuévor.

For there was a certain sect of men that were Jews, who valued
themselves highly upon the exact skill they had in the law of their fathers,
and made men believe they were highly favoured by God, by whom this
set of women were inveigled. These are those that are called the sect of
the Pharisees, who were in a capacity of greatly opposing kings. [My
spelling correction (underlined) NPLA].

Carrier (2000) concludes his summary of Mason’s thesis with the following

provocative suggestion:

[Luke] curiously never mentions the third school, the Essenes. Yet
Josephus praised them above all. They also happened to be much like
Christians in many respects. Mason advances the hypothesis that Luke
intended the Christians to take the place of the Essenes--and certainly
wanted to avoid competing with them--so that Christianity would appear to
Roman readers as this very third school: the most like Greek philosophy,
the most like Christianity, and the most praised by Josephus. We lack the
data necessary to prove or refute this hypothesis, but it is worth
considering in light of all the evidence so far. It certainly fits.

4.4 Chapter Four Summary

Carrier (2000) firmly supports Mason’s thesis. However, from a strictly objective
stance not all of his substantiation is convincing. This is especially true when one
considers much of the seemingly circumstantial corroboration that only really appears
to have any claim to validity after one has considered the more pertinent evidence.

One good example of this is the fact that only Luke seems to be concerned with
giving historical accounts as opposed to the other three gospel writers. This fact in

isolation means very little. Even when coupled with the fact that Luke’s history is

19 QOriginal Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D17%3Awhiston+chapter%3D2%3Awhiston+section%3D4 [20 November 2014].
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highly inaccurate and seems to be employed for purely rhetorical reasons — one still

has nothing tangible to link Luke to Josephus.

In the same vein, if Luke had mentioned the Essenes they may well have been
perceived as more legitimate competition for nascent Christianity. This could well
explain why they are not recorded in the NT gospels. However, even if true this does

not assist one in the task of ascertaining plagiarism.

However, suspicions are clearly raised, when one considers some of the content of
Luke’s invented history and its prodigious alignment with accounts only supplied by
Josephus. These suspicions become even more palpable when one realises that
Luke is clearly employing a rhetorical strategy that also closely parallels Josephus’
supposedly unique approach. In this latter regard, the claim that at the time, all
Hellenistic history writers employed similar tactics is inadmissible because each
normally prided themselves on having some feature that made their particular history
better or more noteworthy. Luke’s approach is not original and further he seems to
consistently make errors in the employment of individuals that consistently appear to
have their source in the Josephan text.

The three comparable correspondences, viz.: the census of c. 6 C.E.; the reference
to the same three rebel Jewish leaders; and the specific mention of terrorists called
“sicarii” is possibly the most convincing body of evidence. Here claims that historians
working at more or less the same time would have recorded the same events is

immediately countered by certain additional facts:

1. Both Josephus and Luke recall Theudas and Judas in the same speech. This is
an extraordinary coincidence as it stands because the Theudas and Judas
events are separated by 15 years. In addition, when compared to Josephus’
versions, Luke also swaps the names around so that Theudas appears in the
speech before Judas. This is good evidence that Luke is not an historian at all
as, unlike Josephus, he is totally unaware of the actual order of events. In
short, Luke gives the distinct impression that he is not writing a history based
on personal knowledge and is very likely solely dependent on an outside
source such as Josephus for his information;

2. Sicarii is almost certainly Josephus’ own preferred generic term for not only

specific Jewish terrorists but also robbers and murderers in general. Most

148 |Page



importantly, he quite likely employs the term “sicarii” for the benfit of an
informed Roman readership. Even more revealing is the fact that the only
reason Josephus occasionally goes to some length to explain the etymology of
“sicarii” is because he is obviously using the opportunity to instruct his non-
Roman readership. Thus, if Luke was a non-Roman he is not likely to have
known about this term, let alone employ it, without explication for immediate
ingestion by a heterogeneous audience that included, inter alia, Jews,

Christianised Jews and Christianised Gentiles.

Carrier (2000) supplies a list of nine similarities between Josephus and Luke.
However, if one removes those that could be explained away as plausible given the

period within which the two authors operated only four perplexing parallels remain:

1. The employment of a conspicuously apologetic agenda in order to explain why
the wicked are ultimately responsible for tribulation whereas the righteous are
venerated;

The habitual reliance on Jewish scripture and tradition;

3. The bipartite structure of the narrative wherein the author first accentuates an
incident of immense significance and then subsequently provides an historical
evaluation in order to explain the import of said event.

4.  The emphasis on the antiquity and importance of their respective religions with
reference to Jerusalem as the Holy City.

Carrier (2000) also supplies his reader with 11 more generic parallels. All of these

are circumstantial in themselves but when added to the more comparable

correspondences certainly seem to add weight.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Alternate Views to the Mason Thesis

51 Introduction

This chapter attempts to present (whenever possible) more rational arguments that
might be considered threatening to Mason’s overall thesis. Here, where it is obvious
that an argument is not wholly satisfactory it is highlighted and subjected to critical

scrutiny.

5.2 Conservative Christian Arguments

Most, if not all, prominent conservative Christian scholars largely refute Mason’s
thesis. For example, Holding!®® who is a well-known Christian apologist takes issue

with, inter alia, the following points:

1. The Census: Holding (2014) feels that Mason labours under the misconception
that the author(s) of Ev.Luc. report the same census as Josephus. However,

Holding ingenuously argues for an event that occurred before 6 C.E.

2.  The Egyptian, Judas, and Theudas: Given that these three individuals most
likely did exist in history — Holding (2014) does not find it unusual that the

author(s) of Ev.Luc. should also report on them.

3. The Sicarii: According to Holding (2014) Mason assumes mundanely that
because the term “Sicarii” does not appear before Josephus’ employment of
this specific idiom, the author(s) of Act.Ap. must have copied it. Holding (2014)
explains: “Mason contradicts those scholars who allege that the sicarii group
existed and were associated with Jesus, at a time when Josephus was a
toddler”.

The problem with this kind of response is that it is not the result of a concerted effort
to establish the most likely “truth”. Rather, it is a blatant case of selectively employing
data to manufacture a response that protects the scholar’s preferred worldview.

19 Cf. Holding. Luke and Josephus. 2014. in Tekton Apologetics [Online]. Available:
http://www.tektonics.org/lp/lukeandjoe.php [10 October 2014].
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In this context, this chapter attempts to set down the more dispassionate attempts at
countering and/or amending Mason’ thesis and/or which offer a demonstrable
alternate scholarly opinion apropos the most likely characteristics of Luke-Acts as

well as determining its most likely import.

This chapter has been set out according to broad, encompassing themes. In this
context, an attempt has been made, wherever possible, to systematise the various
issues under dispute. These are heavily dependent on the previous insights of many
scholars, and in particular individuals such as Cadbury (1922), Bruce (1951), Berger
(1984), Pervo (1987), Sterling (1992), Marguerat (2004), Walters (2009), Dicken
(2012), Verheyden (2012) and Lidemann (2013). Also, due largely to the fact that
many of the topics covered are (more often than not), closely interrelated with each
other, there will, on occasion, be a certain amount of necessary and unavoidable

repetition or overlap of themes.

Lastly, where it is found that an author’'s argument is lacking, attention is drawn to
this fact and where possible the argument is either strengthened or even refuted.

5.3 The Dating of Luke-Acts

The establishment of a plausible date for Luke-Acts is critically important to those
scholars who wish to counter the Mason thesis. Put bluntly, the earlier that Luke-Acts
can be shown to have been composed, the less likely it is for Josephus to have been

an influence.

Robinson (1976: 9) reminds his reader that generally speaking, modern scholars are
not too concerned with accurately dating New Testament texts. For most, a widely

accepted concensus date is deemed quite satisfactory. On this issue, he warns:

No one since Harnack!®” has really gone back to look at it for its own
sake or to examine the presuppositions on which the current concensus
rests. It is only when one pauses to do this that one realizes how thin is
the foundation for some of the textbook answers and how circular the
arguments for many iof the relative datings. Disturb the position of one
major piece and the pattern starts disconcertingly to dissolve.

197 Adolf von Harnack (1851 — 1930).
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As far as Luke-Acts is concerned scholars have conjectured both an early (c. 57-62
C.E.)) and a late (c. 100 C.E.) date. According to Tyson (2006: 1) the resultant
concensus date becomes c. 80-85 C.E. Here Tyson quotes Fitzmyer (1998: 54) who
states: “Many NT interpreters use the date A.D. 80-85 for the composition of Luke-
Acts, and there is no good reason to oppose that date, even if there is no real proof
for it.” What is most surprising is that Fitzmyer (1998: 55) goes on to claim that “it is a
matter of little concern when or where Luke-Acts was composed, since the
interpretation of it, especially of Acts, depends little on its date or place of

composition.”

Indeed, from a fundamentalist perspective the problem of accurately dating Luke-
Acts, although largely deemed unimportant, also (naively) seems quite
straightforward. Because it is assumed that the books are wholly accurate and
factual, it is obvious that the author (even if not Luke himself) was a travelling
companion of Paul. Based on the assumption that Paul's ministry lasted between c.
35/6 — 60 / 62 C.E. Of course these dates and the estimated period that each event
as recorded in Act.Ap. and the various epistles still vary according to which scholar is
opining.

Set down below (Fig. 1) is a typically imagined timescale for Paul's ministry (cf.
Bacon, 1921: 165 — 166) that reflects the largely accepted world-view of more

conservative scholars:

Estimated Date Claimed Event Sources

29 C.E. Crucifixion of Jesus of Nazareth Ev.Matt. 20: 19; 23: 24;
26: 2; 27: 22 — 23; 27:
31; 27: 54; Ev.Marc. 15:
5:15: 13 - 14;

15: 20;15: 24; Ev.Luc.
23: 21; 23: 48; Ev.Jo.
19: 6; 19: 15 - 16; 19:
41; Act.Ap. 1: 3; 10: 39;
1 Ep.Cor. 1: 13%; 1: 18**;
1: 23; 2:2 and 2: 8**;
Ep.Gal. 3 1 and
Ep.Hebr. 6: 6.

34 C.E. Martyrdom of Stephen Act.Ap. 7: 59 and 22: 20.

38 C.E. Paul’'s Conversion Act.Ap. 9: 3 — 4; 22: 7,
22: 10 - 11, and 26: 12
- 19.

38 C.E. Escape from Damascus Act.Ap. 9: 25.

44 C.E. Famine Act.Ap. 7. 11 and 11:
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28.

44 C.E. Death of Agrippa | Act.Ap. 12: 23
44 - 45 C.E. Visit of Paul and Barnabas to | Act.Ap. 12: 25.

Jerusalem
45 - 47 C.E. First Missionary Journey Act.Ap. 13:1 — 14: 28.
48 C.E. Council in Jerusalem Act.Ap. 15:1 - 21,
49 - 51 C.E. Second Missionary Journey Act.Ap. 15: 22 —17: 34.
55 C.E. (Jan/Mar) | Paul arrives in Corinth Act.Ap.18:1-17.
55 C.E. (May) Arrest in Jerusalem Act.Ap. 21: 27 — 23: 22.
55-57 C.E. Imprisonment in Caesarea Act.Ap. 23: 23 — 24: 21,
57 C.E. Recall of Felix Act.Ap. 24: 22 — 26.
57 C.E. (Oct) Departure for Rome Act.Ap. 27: 1.
58 C.E. (Jan/Feb) | Arrival in Rome Act.Ap. 28: 11.
60 C.E. (Feb) End of "two years" of semi-liberty Act.Ap. 28: 16 — 28.

*  Crucifixion of Jesus implied.

**  Reference to “message of the cross” but not crucifixion per se.

*** Reference to “crucified the Lord of glory” — a possible reference to a
transcendental being called Christ?

Figure 1
A Typical Conjectural Timeline for the Apostle Paul’s Ministry

5.3.1 Dicken’s Conventional Dating Method

When it comes to determining a particular scholar’s opinion about the authorship of
Luke-Acts it can be shown to be totally dependent on that individual’s worldview. For
example, if a person believes by faith alone that the apostle Paul had a colleague
called Luke and he actually wrote Luke-Acts then the finding is very simple: Luke

wrote his books sometime before he died.

Dicken (2012: 17 — 25) represents a good example of a scholar who typically
attempts to establish what he/she believes are plausible dates for Luke-Acts based

largely on a trusting acceptance of the reliability of what is written in the NT.

Dicken (2012: 24 — 25) points out that 1 Clem. (a.k.a. the Epistle to the Corinthians
(idealistically ascribed to Clement 1%) was written in 96 C.E. and is possibly
dependent on Act.Ap. Accordingly, there would not have been sufficient time for Luke
to have borrowed from Josephus’ Antiquities (c. 94 C.E.) before his Act.Ap. was

borrowed by Clement I.

198 Pgpe Clement | a.k.a. KAMjung ‘Popnc a.k.a. Clemens Romanus (d. 99 C.E.).
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To prove an early date for Luke-Acts, Dicken sets out to address two fundamental

guestions, viz.:

1.  Ascertain the earliest possible date (terminus a quo) for Luke-Acts; and

2. Determine the latest possible date (terminus ad quem) for Luke-Acts.

In this context, a synopsis will be given of Dicken’s rationale as regards a plausible

date for Luke-Acts. Thereafter, critical flaws in his argument will be explored.

Dicken’s Terminus a quo

Dicken (2012: 18) explains that a number of factors should assist the researcher in

determine the terminus a quo for Luke-Acts:

The date of the very last event recorded in Luke-Acts;
An indication as to whether or not the author was aware of Paul's death;
The date that Ev.Marc. was authored; and

P w DD P

Ev.Luc. 21: 20 as a redaction of information contained in of Ev.Marc. 13: 1 — 2
and 14 — 20 (i.e. the destruction of Jerusalem).

Dicken (2012: 18 - 25) explains his methodology and resultant deductions as follows:

The last event recorded in Luke-Acts is Paul's imprisonment in Rome whereas the
last datable event is the procuratorship of Festus (i.e. c. 57 — 59 C.E.). Dicken
apportions crudely one year for Pauls’ trial and sea voyages (cf. Act.Ap. 27 and 28)
and accordingly determines a worse-case scenario date of c. 60 C.E. In short, Dicken

cannot see a date for the creation of Luke-Acts before this date.

Next Dicken tackles the issue of Luke’s knowledge of his companion Pauls’ death. As
confirmed by Marguerat (2002: 229) Dicken ultimately accepts that although not
explicitly stated, if one refers to Act.Ap. 23: 11; 25: 11 — 12; 26: 32 and 27: 24 the
Lucan author probably knew about Paul's last trial. In addition, if one refers
specifically to Act.Ap. 20: 18 — 38 he most likely knew about Paul's impending death
as well. As an aside, if Luke had not known about Paul's death it must be assumed

that he finished writing Luke-Acts before c. 62 C.E. Therefore, Dicken estimates that
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Paul must have died by say 65 C.E. As a consequence of these assumptions,

Dicken ascribes 65 C.E. as a provisional terminus a quo.

The third issue concerns the establishment of a plausible date for the creation of
Ev.Marc. because as is confirmed by, inter alia, Fitzmyer (1981: 66 - 73), Nolland
(1989: xxxvii), Evans (1990: 3), Shellard (2002: 215) and Pervo (2006: 26) the
majority of Christian scholars accept that Ev.Marc. was an important influence on
Luke-Acts. Here, Dicken needs to find a date for Ev.Marc. that still gives it time to
have become available to the Lucan author(s) as a source document. To this end
Dicken simply accepts the conservative wisdom that Ev.Marc. was written in c. 65 —
70 C.E. Accordingly, Dicken ascribes a thumb-suck date of c. 75 C.E. to allow the

Lucan author time to acquire an Ev.Luc. manuscript.

The fourth and final issue is dependent on the nature of the suspected Lucan
redaction of Ev.Marc. Here Dicken refers to both Marshall (1978: 770 - 771) and
Fitzmyer (1985: 1344 — 1347). Specifically, Marshall details the extent of the Lucan

redaction of the destruction narrative as follows:

1. Ev.Luc. 19: 41 makes specific mention of Jerusalem whereas Ev.Marc. 13: 14
refers to “the abomination that causes desolation”%;

2. Luke's version includes a warning to keep away from Jerusalem whereas
Mark’s version cautions about a delay; and

3. Unlike Ev.Marc 13: 20 which refers to God shortening the period of desolation
for the sake of the elect, Ev.Luc. 19: 43 — 44 refers to the death of the Jews

and Jerusalem’s suppression by Gentiles.

Based on these three observations and given the fact that Ev.Luc. 19: 41 — 44
portrays Jesus of Nazareth prophesying the destruction of Jerusalem in an idiom that
recalls the actual siege of Jerusalem, Dicken is happy to concede a terminus a quo
for Luke-Acts of between c. 75 and 80 C.E.

Dicken’s Terminus ad quem

Dicken points out that as the author of Luke-Acts is unknown to us we cannot

rationalise a date for his death. Accordingly, Dicken opts for any external attestations

199 Of course this specific verse is lifted from Daniel 9:27; 11:31 and 12:11.
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of Luke-Acts. With reference to Haenchen (1971: 8 — 9) Dicken accepts that Luke-
Acts was considered authorative by at least the mid second century C.E. As we
have already ascertained, Marcion accepted a version of what we now call Ev.Luc.
as canonical — an event that occurred in c. 140 C.E. Therefore, Dicken suggests an

initial date of c. 130 - 135 C.E.as a potential Terminus ad quem.

Next, Dicken looks at the Phil. (Epistle to the Philippians) by Polycarp of Smyrna?®
who he claims was aware of many of the early Christian writings that were ultimately
canonised in 325 C.E. With reference to, inter alia, Pervo (2006: 20) and Shellard
(2002: 25) Dicken attempts to demonstrate the similarity of passages from Act.Ap. 2:
24 and Phil. 1.2 respectively. In this regard, the two pertinent passages are set down

below for ease of comparison:

Act.Ap. 2: 24201

ov 0 0edg Gvéotnoev Abeog Thg Mdivag Tod Oavatov, xodoTL OOK TV
duvatov kpateicbor avtov V' adTod-

But God raised him from the dead, freeing him from the agony of death,
because it was impossible for death to keep its hold on him. [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].

Phil. 1.2202

kol Ott M PePoio tiic miotewg vudv Pila, EE dpyoiov KotayyeAouévn
xPOVOV, UEYPL VOV OSlOpEVEL KOl KOPTOPOPEl &l TovV KOpov Mudv Incodv
Xplotov, O¢ vVméuevev  VmEP TOV  OuapTidV  MudV ¢ Bavdtov
Katovijoal, Ov Tyepev O 0edg, Avoag Tag MOIvag TOoD {oov

and because the strong root of your faith, spoken of in days long gone by,
endures even until now, and brings forth fruit to our Lord Jesus Christ, who
for our sins suffered even unto death, [but] "whom God raised from the
dead, having loosed the bands of the grave." [My emphases for clarity
NPLA].

This comparison becomes more believable if one considers that Hades and death

are vaguely synonymous terms.

Dicken then employs Haenchen (1971: 3 and 6) to show the correspondences

200 polycarp of Smyrna (IToAvkaprog) (c. 80 — 167 C.E.).

201 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 249. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 112.

292Qriginal Greek and English translation according to Palmer (Tr.) 2010. The Epistle of
Polycarp to the Philippians: 4 [Online]. Available at http:www.bibletranslation.ws/ [2 February
2015].
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between the following, viz.:

1. ActAp. 1: 25 and Phil. 9.2; and
2. Act.Ap. 20: 35 and Phil. 2.3.

Based on this evidence, Dicken pushes the Terminus ad quem back to c. 120 - 125
C.E. Finally, Dicken investigates a passage in the Ep.Smyrn. (Epistle to the
Smyrnaeans) by Ignatius of Antioch?®, In this regard, he endeavours to establish the
similarity of passages from Act.Ap. 10: 41 and Ep.Smyrn. 3.3 respectively. The two

pertinent passages are set down below for ease of comparison:

Ap. 10: 41204

o0 movTi T® Aa® GAAG UGPTLGL TOIG TPOKEYEPOTOVNUEVOLS VIO ToD Oeod,
MUV, OITIVEG GLVEQAYOUEV KO1 GUVETIONEV OVT® peTd TO AvoaoTijvon
avTOV $K VEKPOV:

He was not seen by all the people, but by witnesses whom God had
already chosen - by us who ate and drank with him after he rose from
the dead. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

Ep.Smyrn. 3.32%

pHetd 0& TNV Avacooly ouvEQAYEV OaUTOIG KOl GUVEMIEY (G GUPKIKOG,
KOATEP TVELUOTIKAG MVOUEVOS TO TaTpl.

And after his resurrection He ate and drank with them, as being
possessed of flesh, although spiritually He was united to the Father. [My
emphases for clarity NPLA].

Dicken intimates that Act.Ap. 10: 41 and Ep.Smyrn. 3.3 are the earliest Christian
texts to employ this particular idiom in order to uphold the convention that after his

resurrection, Jesus of Nazareth ate and drank with his disciples. Dicken (2012: 23 n.

203 |gnatius of Antioch (Tyvatiog Avrtioxeiog) a.k.a. Ignatius Theophorus (Iyvétiog 0 ®copdpoc)
(c. 35/50-98/117 C.E.).

204 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 249. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 112.

205 QOriginal Greek for TOY ATIOY MOAYKAPTIOY EMIZKOMOY ZMYPNHZ KAl
IEPOMAPTYPOZ TMPOZ ®IAIMNMHZIOYZ EMIZTOAH according to Apostolic Fathers
[Online]. Available: http://www.ccel.org/l/lake/fathers/ignatius-smyrnaeans.htm [2 February
2015]. English translation according to Robert, Donaldson and Coxe (Eds and Trs). 1885.
Ante-Nicene Fathers, Vol. 1. Revised and edited for New Advent by Kevin Knight [Online].
Available: http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/0109.htm [2 February 2015].
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65) also specifically points out that Ev.Jo. 21: 9 — 15 refers to Jesus (after the
resurrection) sharing a grilled fish breakfast with his disciples on the shores of Lake
Galilee but it does not employ the distinctive vocabulary employed in Act.Ap. 10: 41

and Ep.Smyrn. 3.3.

Dicken goes somewhat further and claims that it is more likely that Ignatius copied
Luke rather than the other way round. In support of this assumption he refers to
Ep.Smyrn. 1.2, Ev.Luc. 23: 1 — 15 and Act.Ap. 4: 26 — 27 which all speak to Pilate
and Herod Antipas’ involvement at Jesus’ trial and subsequent execution. More
importantly, the only canonical scripture to involve Herod Antipas in the passion story

is Luke-Acts.

In the light of this reasoning, and knowing that the Epistle to the Smyrnaeans was
written in c. 115 C.E. Dicken now ascribes a date of c. 100 - 110 C.E. as a possible

terminus ad quem for Luke-Acts.

Finally, Dicken turns to the 1 Clem. (1% Epistle to the Corinthians) supposedly written
by Pope Clement I. With reference to Ehrman (2003: 25), Dicken prefers a date for
this book of c¢. 95 C.E. Dicken relies heavily on Pervo (2006: 203 — 209) to point out
that 1 Clem. 42. 1 — 4 and 44. 2 — 3 is clearly dependant on Act.Ap. However, 1

Clem. 18.1 seems to almost quote Act.Ap. 13: 22 verbatim:

Act.Ap. 13: 2220¢

Kol petootioag avtdv fyepev TOV Aaveld adtoic eic Pociiéa, @ kol
ginev papropicog Evpov Aaveid tov 10D Iecoai, @voépa katd THY
Kapotav pov, O¢ mowmoel mavto T0 BeAquotd pov.

After removing him [Saul], he made David their king. God testified
concerning him: “1 have found David son of Jesse, a man after my own
heart; he will do everything | want him to do.” [My insertion and
emphases for clarity NPLA].

206 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 277. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 124.
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1 Clem. 18.1%7

Ti 8¢ cinopev &mi 1® pepaptropnuéveo Aoveid £¢° ob eimev O 0gdc
Edpov &vdpa xatd Tiv kapdiav pov, Aaveid Tov Tod ‘lecoai, &v
éhéar aiovio E&mea avtév. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

But what must we say of David that obtained a good report? Of whom God
said, | have found a man after my heart, David the son of Jesse: with
eternal mercy have | anointed him. [ltalics according to Lightfoot].

In addition 1 Clem. 13.2 may be compared favourably with Ev.Luc. 6: 31:
1 Clem. 13:22%8

obtog yap eimev: 'Eledite, fva é&hendfite doiete, Tva apedfi Opive ocg
ypnotevecls, obtmg ypnotevOicetol VUiV @ péTpe petpeite, v adT®
peTpnOjoccton vuiv. [My emphases for clarity NPLA].

For thus He spake; Have mercy, that ye may receive mercy: forgive, that it
may be forgiven to you. As ye do, so shall it be done to you. As ye give, so
shall it be given unto you. As ye judge, so shall ye be judged. As ye show
kindness, so shall kindness be showed unto you. With what measure ye
mete, it shall be measured withal to you. [ltalics according to Lightfoot].

Ev.Luc. 6:312%

kol kafog Bélete iva moidowv Vulv ol dvbpwmor, moielte avtoic Opoimg.

Do to others as you would like them to do to you.

Although careful to point out some possible concerns - including the fact that Green
(1995: 4 — 6) has indicated that 1 Clem. 13.2 has far more in common with Ev.Matt. 5
— 7 than Ev.Luc. 6: 31 (quoted above) Dicken seems to accept that Luke-Acts was an
influence on both Clement | and Ignatius. However, if we re-visit Green’s concerns
we find that indeed, Ev.Matt. is a more likely influence than Luke-Acts. For example

Ev.Matt. 7: 1 may be directly compared to 1 Clem. 13.2:

207 Greek text according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1869. S. Clement of Rome: The Two Epistles
to the Corinthians: 79. English translation according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1889. The
Apostolic Fathers: The Epistle of S. Clement to the Corinthians.: 65.

208 Greek text according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1869. S. Clement of Rome: The Two Epistles
to the Corinthians: 67. English translation according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1889. The
Apostolic Fathers: The Epistle of S. Clement to the Corinthians.: 62.

209Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 132. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 61.
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Ev.Matt. 7: 1210

My kpivete, Tva iy kpdfjte: &v @ yop xpipott kpivete kpfoecle, Kol
gv @ pétpe petpeite petpndfocTon duiv.

Do not judge, or you too will be judged. For in the same way you judge
others, you will be judged, and with the measure you use, it will be
measured to you. [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Regardless, Dicken seems to be happy to accept a final terminus ad quem for Luke-
Acts. of c. 85-90 C.E.

5.3.2 Flaws in Dicken’s Dating of Luke-Acts

Although admirable and perfectly logical as it stands, some aspects of Dicken'’s
estimation are negated due to a number of factors that he does not consider in his

argument.

Firstly, Dicken assumes that the information recorded in Luke-Acts is wholly factual.
It is quite evident that Luke needs his narratives to appear historiographical for the
sense of realism but as has already been determined he either places correct
information in the wrong context or he simply invents history. Based on this track
record, what chance is there that we can take a “known” historical event (e.g. the
procuratorship of Festus) and then assume that a possibly fictitious account that has
been linked to it for rhetorical purposes is able to be ascribed the same date? In
addition, certain accepted historical dates (e.g. the procuratorship of Festus) are

quite possibly wrong in themselves, let alone after redaction by Luke.

As an aside, recent, critically important discoveries made in the numismatic field by
Kokkinos (2010: 363 - 400) have yielded evidence that must place some doubt on
conventional wisdom. To understand the context of this evidence, one must turn to

the issue of the terms of office for, inter alia, Cumanus?!, Felix?? , Festus?!® and

210 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 16. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 6.

211 Ventidius Cumanus (fl. c. 48 — 52 C.E.).

212 Marcus Antonius Felix (born c. 5-10 C.E.).

213 Porcius Festus (fl. c. 55 — 62 C.E.?).
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Albinus?* as procurator in Judea. Certainly, the dates for their tenures are still hotly
disputed.?®

However, Kokkinos believes that the year in which Festus succeeded Felix can be
proven with some certainty based on the numismatic evidence supplied by extant
procuratorial coins. In this context, Kokkinos (2010: 385) points to specific coins?®
issued under Felix’s term dated to year 14 of the reign of the emperor Claudius (10
B.C.E. - 54 C.E.), which equates to the period occurring between January and
October 54 C.E.

According to Josephus (War 2, 12, 1 / 223) Cumanus, became procurator of Judea in
the summer of 48 C.E., immediately after the death of Herod of Chalcis in the autumn
of 48 C.E. However, Josephus also informs his reader (Antiquities 20, 5, 2 / 103) that
this event occurred before Herod of Chalcis’ death proving that Josephus does not
always get things right. Regardless, Kokkinos is certain that Cumanus’ arrival
occurred shortly after or even during the Jewish revolt which culminated with the
crucifixion of the sons of Judas the Galilean under the prefecture of Tiberius
Alexander during the period of np9 in 48 C.E. According to Josephus (War 2, 12, 2/
223 — 240 and Antiquities 20, 6, 1 / 118 — 124) Cumanus’ failure to adequately
respond to an anti-Jewish murder in Samaritan territory led to a violent conflict

between Jews and Samaritans.

Following an investigation by the governor of Syria, Quadratus?'’, Cumanus was sent
to Rome for a hearing before the emperor Claudius who held him personally
responsible for the violence and accordingly, sentenced him to exile. This trial could
not have occurred before 51 C.E. It is well known that Felix immediately succeeded
Cumanus, therefore, the earliest date for Felix’s arrival in Judea as procurator would

have to have been c. 51 - 52 C.E.%18

Kokkinos (2012: 385) emphasises here that it should be accepted that Felix must

have served as procurator for at least two years before his first coins were minted.

214 Lucceius Albinus (fl. c. 62 — 69 C.E.).

215 Kokkinos (2010: 385) refers his readers to, inter alia, Smallwood, 1976: 269 n. 40; Jewett,
1979: 40 - 44; Kindler, 1981: 20 - 21; Bruce, 1986: 284 — 287; and Schwartz, 1992: 218 - 242.
216 Kokkinos (2010: 385) refers to various extant examples of procuratorial coins dated to the
fourteenth year of Claudius’ reign (January 54 to October 54 C.E.) as catalogued in, inter alia,
Meshorer, 1982: 284 — 285.

217 Gaius Ummidius Durmius Quadratus (12 B.C.E. - c. 60 C.E.).

218 This revised dating completely changes Dicken’s argument. Cf. Dicken (2012: 18 - 25)
who would have the procuratorship of Festus dated to c. 57 — 59 C.E.
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Now, Festus’ coins were minted in year five of the reign of the emperor Nero (i.e.
between October 58 and October 59 C.E.)?'°® which means that as his coins were
minted at least a year after his arrival, he must have taken office sometime before 57
- 58 C.E. If accurate, this would place Paul's journey to Rome (cf. Act.Ap. 25: 12 —
27; 27. 1 — 44; 28: 1 - 31) in the winter of 58/59 C.E. Kokkinos’ very sound

arguments result in the following provisional dates of procuratorship, viz.:

. Felix: c. 52 — 57/58 C.E.
. Festus: c. 57/58 — 62 C.E.
. Albinus: 62 — 64 C.E.

According to Kokkinos (2012: 385 - 386) there is yet further evidence that Festus
died whilst in office which makes it possible for his procuratorship to have ended
even earlier than was previously believed. Again, this is backed up by undisputable
numismatic evidence. Kokkinos (2012: 385 - 386) explains that more conventional
dating places the renaming of Panias/Caeasarea to Neronias to the period 62 - 64
C.E. but datable coins prove that the Neronias era commenced in 60/61 C.E., an
event overseen by Albinus himself. This means that he must have already arrived in

Judea as early as 59 C.E. and not in 62 C.E. as is normally believed.

Critics fuelled by more conventional wisdom may raise the issue that western history
favours a date of no earlier than c. 62 C.E. for Albinius’ arrival in Jerusalem.
However, in point of fact, much uncertainty exists about the accuracy of the western
dating system, especially in the context of the Julian-Claudian period. By way of
example, Jewish authorities have always favoured a date of c. 68 C.E. for the
destruction of the Temple which is nearly two years earlier than the western date of
70 C.E. In addition the periods of reigns for many of the Julio-Claudian emperors
differ quite considerably depending on whether the source is say Josephus, Dio??° or

Epiphanius??! etc.

Dicken’s fourth issue which was dependant on the nature of the suspected Lucan
redaction of Ev.Marc. is also flawed. Based on Marshall (1978: 770 - 771) and
Fitzmyer (1985: 1344 — 1347). Dicken sees Ev.Luc. 19: 41 as a redaction of Ev.Marc.

13: 14 for rhetorical / propagandistic purposes. He claims that Mark does not mention

219 Kokkinos (2010: 385), refers to catalogued examples of Festus’ coins in, inter alia,
Meshorer, 1982: 285 - 286.

220 (Claudius or Lucius) Cassius Dio Cocceianus (155 — 235 C.E.).

221 Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis/Constantia (c. 310/320 — 403 C.E.).
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Jerusalem whereas Luke, who often mentions the Holy City, obviously does.
Although true as this contention stands, a perusal of Ev.Marc. reveals that the reader
is never in any doubt that Mark is indeed referring to Jerusalem. The fact that he is
discussing, inter alia, the Holy Temple and the Mount of Olives means that the

prophesied event is going to affect Jerusalem as well as Judea.

The charge that Luke’s version includes a warning to keep away from Jerusalem
whereas Mark’s version only cautions about a delay is forced. Ev.Marc also implies
very strongly that one would not want to be in Judea when the tribulation starts. For

example, Ev.Marc. 13: 14 — 19?22 clearly states:

‘Otav o0& Onre 10 Poélvypa TG Epnudcemg £otnkoto Omov ov 0Ogl, O
avaywvookov voeitw, tote ol &v 1] Tovdaiq gevyétwoav &g ta Opn, O
gmi tod Smpatoc uf kataPdto pndé eicedddto TL dpou €k TR oikiag
avtod, kol O elc TOV Aypov U Emotpeydrtm i Th Omicw Apar TO
iudtiov avtod. oval 6¢ toic &v yaotpi €rovoac kol toig Onialovoalg &v
éxelvarg toig Muéparg. mpooebyeche o8¢ Tva un yévnton yewdvog Ecoviol
yop ol Muépar ékeivar OAiyic ofa od yéyovev tolavtn am' dpyfic Kricewg
fiv &ktioev 0 0ed¢ €mg ToD VOV Kol OO un yévnrot.

When you see “the abomination that causes desolation” standing where it
does not belong - let the reader understand - then let those who are in
Judea flee to the mountains. Let no one on the housetop go down or enter
the house to take anything out. Let no one in the field go back to get their
cloak. How dreadful it will be in those days for pregnant women and
nursing mothers! Pray that this will not take place in winter, because those
will be days of distress unequalled from the beginning, when God created
the world, until now - and never to be equalled again [Spelling corrections
(underlined) NPLA].

The only real pointed anti-Semitic redaction concerns Luke's mention of the
impending death of the Jews (cf. Ev.Luc. 19: 43 — 44).

Lastly, Dicken’s argument that there would not have been sufficient time for Luke to
have copied Josephus is extremely flawed and again reflects the thinking of an
individual who uses research to prove the validity of his belief structure rather than

using scientific means to establish a plausible truth.

Dicken (2012: 24) states:

222 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 104. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 47 - 48.

163 |Page



[T]he slightly more developed ecclesiology of 1 Clem. and Ignatius, with
ideas of apostolic succession and an early version of the one bishop
system of church governance, concepts that are absent in Acts, seems to
point to a later date than Acts for those writings.

Shortly thereafter (Dicken, 2012: 25) - in an attempt to discredit Josephus as a
source for Act.Ap. - Dicken seemingly reneges on this late date and would have his
reader accept an earlier date for 1 Clem. of not later than the mid-90s C.E. One
assumes that as Dicken takes Clement | to be the actual author he needs 1 Clem. to
have been written before Clement I's death in 99 C.E.? Regardless, based on this
“revised” dating, Dicken then explains why Antiquities (completed by c. 94 C.E.)
would not have had enough time to have been read and absorbed by Luke who
completed his Act.Ap. before the mid-90s C.E. In short, Dicken rules out Josephus as
an influence on Act.Ap. because he cannot see how it was possible for Clement | to
have read Act.Ap. before his death. Of course this latter requirement has absolutely
nothing to do with the topic in hand and is a conflation.

Besides, more than a century ago Van Den Bergh Van Eysinga (1908: 1 — 61)
confirmed that there is no good evidence to link Pope Clement | with the epistle now

known as 1 Clem.

Van Den Bergh Van Eysinga (1908: 9) informs his reader that according to Eusebius’
highly suspect Historia Ecclesiastica??® (specifically Historia Ecclesiastica, 4, 2 / 7)
Hegessipus??* travelled to Rome and lived there between the episcopacy of
Anictetus??® and Eleutherius?®,  Eleutherius is normally assumed to have
commenced his reign in c. 174 C.E. We also know that it was during his reign that

Hegessipus supposedly wrote his Hypomnemata which makes mention of the epistle

223 Hata (in Cohen and Schwartz, 2007: 92) has calculated that the first three books of the
Historia Ecclesiastica contain 16 passages from War, 13 passages from Antiquities one
passage from the Against Apion and another from Life. This translates to more than 12% of
the entire Historia Ecclesiastica consisting of quoted texts from Josephus. Cf. Allen, 2015.
Clarifying the Scope of Pre-Fifth-Century C.E. Christian Interpolation in Josephus’ Tovdaixr)
Apyororoyia (c. 94 C.E.).

224 There is some evidence that Hegesippus is not the actual name of the author of the now
lost Hypomnemata. According to Kirby (2013), he may be associated with, Josephus in
Alexandria and then corrupted to the name of Hegesippus in Caesarea. Regardless, his
writings are only known to us through, inter alia, Eusebius Pamphili. Cf. Kirby. 2013. Chasing
Hegesippus [Online]. Available: http://peterkirby.com/chasing-hegesippus.html [13 January
2015].

225 Pope Anicetus (Avikntog) (reigned c. 153 /157 - 168 C.E.).

226 Pope Eleutherius or Eleuterus (Erev0épioc) (reigned 171 /177 — 185/ 193 C.E.).
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of Clement to the church in Corinth (i.e. 1 Clem.). As this is reported by Eusebius, we

do not know who actually is responsible for inferring knowledge of authorship.

Van Den Bergh Van Eysinga (1908: 10 - 11) also informs us that according to
Irenaeus??’ (cf. Contra haereses 3, 3 / 3) there was a great sedition within the
Corinthian church during Clement I's reign. In this context, Clement | urged Rome to
send an epistle to the Christian brethren situated in Corinth. However the text does

not mention whether or not the epistle was authored by Clement I.

In addition, Irenaeus’ list of Roman bishops, wherein the comment is found, cannot
possibly predate the reign of Pope Soter??8, Thus the epistle had no specified author

before c. 170 C.E. at the earliest possible date.

Likewise, Van Den Bergh Van Eysinga (1908: 52) alludes to the strong and quite
mature Roman Catholic theology that permeates this particular epistle - including
advanced references to the Blessed Trinity and traces of knowledge of
patripassianism. Thus the epistle contains information that is far too advanced for an
author living in either the late first century or the early second century of the Common

Era.

Lastly, unless one forces meaning onto the text, nowhere is it conclusive that 1 Clem.
is based on Luke-Acts. There are some vague references to the apostles but far
more of the content deals with, inter alia, Adam, Cain, Abel, Abraham, Jacob,

Joseph and Moses - which is of course LXX-based.

By way of example, the following extracts from 1 Clem. and which supposedly refer

to the NT are most informative:

1 Clem. 5: 422 states:

‘O Tétpolc Oc bLe CRrov ddikov ody €[ve oulde dVo arrd mAeloveg Lm[Mveykev]
Tovoug, kal oUTw paptu[pnoag] émopeldn eig Tov ddeli[opevor] ToTOV ThHG GOENG.

227 Irenaeus (Eipnvaioc) (fl. 180 — c. 202 C.E.).

228 Pope Soter (cwTAp) (162 /168 - 170/ 177 C.E.).

229 Greek text according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1869. S. Clement of Rome: The Two Epistles
to the Corinthians: 46 - 48. English translation according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1889. The
Apostolic Fathers: The Epistle of S. Clement to the Corinthians: 274.
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There was Peter who by reason of unrighteous jealousy endured not one
but many labours, and thus having borne his testimony went to his
appointed place of glory.

This sole comment concerning the disciple Peter could be based on any source
including a prevailing Christian tradition. Nothing in this passage even hints at

Ev.Luc. or Act.Ap. specifically.

In a similar vein, 1 Clem. 5: 5 - 723 states:

A (Arov [kl o] Tadrog vmopoviig Bpapeiov [fmééu]iev ETTAKLG Oeopt Ppopéote,
[d)uyoc]6eu6€tg, ALBoabeLc, Knpui y[evou]evoq & te Th avatod) kal €[v Tf]
dloeL, To yevvocLov rng morewg a0Tod kAfog Eafev, 6LKocLoouvnv 6L60ciocg ooV
TOV KOOWOV Kol €Tl TO Téppa TR 800€wg €ABWV: kal papTupriong €ml ToV
TYOULéVwV, 0oUTwE GmMAAXYT TOD KOOMOU Kol €l¢ TOV ayLov TOmov €mopeldn,
VTOUOVAG YEVOUEVOG UEYLOTOG DTOYPOULOG.

By reason of jealousy and strife Paul by his example pointed out the prize
of patient endurance. After that he had been seven times in bonds, had
been driven into exile, had been stoned, had preached in the East and in
the West, he won the noble renown which was the reward of his faith,
having taught righteousness unto the whole world and having reached the
farthest bounds of the West; and when he had borne his testimony before
the rulers, so he departed from the world and went unto the holy place,
having been found a notable pattern of patient endurance.

In addition, 1 Clem. 47: 13! yields:

"AvedaBete Ty €émotoAny tod pakapiov IladAou tod &mooTéLOL.

Take up the epistle of the blessed Paul the Apostle.

As before, these two sole references to the apostle Paul are very vague and could be

based on any source including a prevailing Christian tradition.

Lastly, Dicken conveniently leaves War out of the equation. Indeed, even if he was
totally correct and Luke-Acts was indeed written as early as say c. 85 C.E. it could

still have been based in part on War (c. 74 C.E.).

165 Greek text according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1869. S. Clement of Rome: The Two Epistles
to the Corinthians: 48 - 50. English translation according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1889. The
Apostolic Fathers: The Epistle of S. Clement to the Corinthians.: 274.

231 Greek text according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1869. S. Clement of Rome: The Two Epistles
to the Corinthians: 144. English translation according to Lightfoot (Ed. and Tr.) 1889. The
Apostolic Fathers: The Epistle of S. Clement to the Corinthians.: 296.
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5.3.3 Sterling’s Conventional Dating

Again. No doubt due to his religious viewpoint, Sterling (1992: 329 — 330) despite the
fact that he knows full well that Ev.Luc. was only first recorded in the late second
century of the Common Era would like his reader to consider a late first century date
for the actual writing of this book. With reference to, inter alia, the rather pedestrian
and ultra-conservative Bruce (1951: 10 — 14; 1954: 22 - 23) Sterling presents the
general Christian consensus date of c. 80 — 90 C.E. This is largely based on the
naive acceptance of Ev.Marc. having been written no later than say ¢.65 — 70 C.E.
and, as has already been witnessed, the fact that Luke-Acts never accurately

represents the standard Pauline doctrine?®?,

Furthermore, Sterling (1992: 330) picks up on the fact that Luke-Acts presents
Christianity as a movement within the Roman Empire; where there is a sense of
genuine historicity. In this latter context, Sterling (1992: 330 n. 96) reminds his reader
that unlike both Ev.Matt. and Ev.Marc., only Ev.Luc. has a sequel. Consequently,
Sterling does not accept a date later than say the mid-90s C.E. for the actual

composition of Luke-Acts.

Thus, when attempting to determine whether Josephus influenced Luke or vice
versa, the dating of subsequent documents — especially if purely based on faith-

based reasoning — only serves to detract from the task at hand.

If we briefly re-consider Mason’s perspectives at this point we can determine that
Sterling, for one, would not be able to accept Josephus’ Antiquities as an influence
due to its accepted later date of c. 94 C.E. Thus, if scholars like Sterling and Bruce
were ever proven to be correct, only Josephus’ War would be left as a possible

stimulus for Luke-Acts.
5.3.4 Conservative Scholars Who Theorise a late Date for Luke Acts
Some scholars, not directly concerned or involved in the Josephus-Luke-Acts debate

have each posited a very late date for the creation of Luke-Acts. These findings are
of special import to this dissertation. If their arguments hold water they will serve to

232 Cf. Dicken (2012: 7 — 27). Ultimately Dicken settles on a date for Luke-Acts between c. 75
C.E. and c. 90 C.E. As with most Christian faith-based deductions, this date is based
predominantly on the assumption that the contents of Luke-Acts are historically accurate.
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bolster the possibility that Luke-Acts made use of later material — including the works
of Josephus. However, it must also be realised that proving a late date does not in
itself prove dependence on Josephus. Conversely, as intimated earlier, if it could be
proven beyond a shadow of a doubt that Luke-Acts was indeed written before say 62

C.E. (early date theory) it would rule out the influence of Josephus once and for all.

Baur

In the nineteenth century, Baur?? (of Tiibingen School fame), dated Luke-Acts to the
middle of the second century C.E. Baur (cf. Tyson 2006: 3-6) believed that early
Christianity was characterised by the tension between two competing camps: Jewish
Christians (led by Peter) who still adhered to Torah and Gentile-Christians (led by
Paul) who denounced Torah in favour of sole faith in Jesus. Baur saw Acts as an
apologetic text deliberately composed to create the illusion of accord between the
two factions. In short, Acts was a literary compromise wherein Paul is made to
appear more Petrine and Peter is made to appear more Pauline. Because Baur
argued that tensions between the two groups extended through the first century and
continued into the second century, the assuaging composition of Acts could not have

been written until well into the second century (c. 140-150 C.E.).

Tyson

Tyson (2006: 10-11) points out that an external reference provides a definite
terminus ad quem for a text. Based on the available literature, external references to
Acts are all relatively late. In short, according to Tyson, no ancient author can confirm
the existence of Acts before the middle of the second century C.E. In this regard, he
cites Conzelmann (1987: xxvii-xxxiii) and Haenchen (1971: 8). The latter confirming
that the earliest Christian reference to Acts comes from the pen of Justyn Martyr (cf.
1 Apology 50:12).234

Lastly, in his seminal Marcion and Luke-Acts: A Defining Struggle (2006), Tyson
convincingly argues that the position first advanced by the Baur was indeed largely
correct. According to him, Luke-Acts was written in the middle of the second century

as a response to both the teaching and canonical initiative of Marcion. Tyson gives

233 Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792 — 1860).
234 1 Apology is dated to 155-157 C.E. This is based on a reference to Felix as a recent
prefect of Egypt (cf. Grant 1988).
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an account of Marcion’s lionising the Gentile-Christian leader Paul over and against
Peter and the other Jewish—Christian apostles. Acts is then shown to be a positive
response to Marcion’s more negative and heterodox doctrines. Unlike Baur’'s
“apologetic” theory, Tyson argues that because of Marcion's rejection of Peter and
his Jewish-Christian stance, Acts (as an apologetic) did not need to make Paul look
more Petrine so much as it needed to revitalise the significance of Peter and his
teaching. As previously reviewed in section 3.6.4, the author of Acts appears to be
aligning Christianity to Judaism, in order to, inter alia, impress upon the reader that
because of its noble Jewish ancestry, the newer Christian faith is equally
authoritative and of the highest moral fibre. Here it is important for the author to both
distinguish between Jew and Christian (for doctrinal reasons) as well as convince the
reader that the Jewish traditions prophecy Christ. In this context, despite the need to
identify Jewish difference, the author still believes that Judaism and Christianity form

a continuum.

In contradistinction to this approach, Marcion wanted to show that the age of
Christian faith and the age of Jewish Torah are distinctly different and separate. For
Marcion, there can be no continuity between Judaism and Christianity. Accordingly,
Tyson concludes that Acts was written in c. 120-125 C.E. at a time (second century
C.E.) when Marcion’s heterodoxy was becoming a clear threat to the Christian status
quo.

5.4 The Authorship of Luke-Acts

Sterling (1992: 321 — 327) goes to some length to review what is currently known
about the provenance of Luke-Acts. For example, he reminds his reader that a
common authorship could be assumed from the inferences made in the two texts
themselves. In short, there is a perceived stylistic commonality to these two books
that strongly ties them together. This of course does not mean that a single author

was at work.

With reference to Aoyiov Kvpiakdv 'E&nynoig (Exposition of the Sayings of the Lord)
the five lost books by Papias?*® and which have only come down to us in fragmentary

form via the works of Eusebius?*® and Irenaeus?®’, Sterling (1992: 321) infers that by

235 Papias (TTaniog) Bishop of Hierapolis (c. 60 — 130 C.E.).
236 Eusebius Pamphili a.k.a. Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 263 — c. 339 C.E.).
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130 C.E. no mention had yet been made of Ev.Luc. or even a similar document. The
seeming corollary to this observation is the fact that in his Adv. Marc. (Adversus

Marcionem) 4.2.32% Tertullian?° wrote of Marcion?*°:

Contra Marcion evangelio, scilicet suo, nullum adscribit auctorem, quasi
non licuerit illi titulum quoque affingere, cui nefas non fuit ipsum corpus
evertere. Et possem hic iam gradum figere, non agnoscendum contendens
opus quod non erigat frontem, quod nullam constantiam praeferat, nullam
fidem repromittat de plenitudine tituli et professione debita auctoris.

Marcion, on the other hand, you must know, ascribes no author to his
Gospel, as if it could not be allowed him to affix a title to that from which it
was no crime (in his eyes) to subvert the very body. And here | might now
make a stand, and contend that a work ought not to be recognised, which
holds not its head erect, which exhibits no consistency, which gives no
promise of credibility from the fullness of its title and the just profession of
its author.

Thus we are informed that Marcion rejected what are now known as Ev.Matt.,
Ev.Marc. and Ev.Jo. and referred only to a redacted (albeit anonymous) version of

Ev.Luc.

Only from the late second century of the Common Era onward is there a concerted
effort in Christian writing to ascribe Luke as the author of these two books and here it
is quite obvious that this assertion is based solely on the then prevailing Christian

tradition as backed up by unsubstantiated references found in selected NT passages.

Thus based on a reading of, inter alia, Ep.Col. 4: 14; Ep.Philem. 24; 2 Ep.Ti. 4: 10 —
11; Act.Ap. 16: 10 -17; 20: 5-15;21: 1 - 18; 27: 1 — 28: 16 and Ev.Luc. 1: 2 - 3'it
was accepted that Luke was a physician who was born in Antioch. He was
unmarried, a companion of the apostle Paul and he lived a long life, dying in Boetia
at the age of 84. Sterling (1992: 322) confirms that even here, the actual name of the
author (i.e. Luke) is not available in any NT source.

27 I[renaeus (Eipnvaiog ) Bishop of Lugdunum (fl. 180 — c. 202 C.E.).

238 | atin text according to Evans, (Ed.). 1972. Tertullian: Adversus Marcionem: 262. English
translation according to Holmes, Peter (Tr.) 1868. The Five Books of Quintus Sept. Flor.
Tertullianus Against Marcion, in Roberts and Donaldson, (Eds) 1868. Ante-Nicene Christian
Library: Translations of the Writings of the Fathers Down to A.D. 325. Vol. VII.: 180 — 181.
239 Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus (c. 160 - 225 C.E.).

240 Marcion of Sinope (Mapkiov Zwvdomnc) (c. 85 - ¢. 160 C.E.).
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The association of Luke as the author of Luke-Acts was due no doubt to the then
sagacious need to correlate texts of Christian import and that were deemed to be
spiritually authorative with the name of a known disciple or apostle?t. Thus, although
Luke is not mentioned by name, it was possible for Christian apologists to infer from
the context of various NT texts that Luke was at least the most likely candidate. In
this context, Sterling (1992: 323) confirms that in the light of the fact that there exists
no clear historical evidence - we have no choice but to look to the text itself to

determine whether or not the two books in question have a common authorship.

What is interesting here (and quite possibly this is due to Sterling’s worldview and
faith) is that he seems to accept the traditional view that Luke-Acts is non-Jewish (i.e.
Gentile) in character. This flies in the face of Mason's views that expressly focuses
on the fact that Ev.Luc. for one, is determined to create a Jewish setting for the story
of Jesus of Nazareth. In addition, Sterling (1992: 327) takes a fairly conservative view
that Luke must have been a second generation Christian whereas he sees Paul as
first generation. This observation is fraught with problems since if the NT is largely
apocryphal in nature - nothing in it can be trusted as being historically valid.
Furthermore, even if we want to naively accept the politically motivated fabulae that it
contains and attempt to reconstruct some form of potted chronology, surely Paul
would also be a second generation Christian since, like Luke, he never knew Jesus
personally and started his ministry sometime after that of the disciples?

Despite this strange observation, Sterling (1992: 327 — 329) goes on to argue that
whatever his actual name (although he seems to buy into the possibility that the
Christian tradition however flawed may have a basis of fact) Luke was certainly a
very knowledgeable individual who knew his LXX and could easily have been a Jew
(albeit Hellenised) as well. His ultimate conclusion is that whoever the author was; he
most likely lived and wrote in the Eastern Roman Empire in a Hellenised centre.
Here, Sterling (1992: 329 n. 93), inter alia, offers as support for this contention, the
work of Harnack (1909: 20 — 24) who (quite conventionally) places Luke in Syria —

specifically Antioch.

What no scholar seems to have considered here is that if Luke-Acts was created for

a specific purpose, during a time when early Christian apologists were suddenly

241 Cf. Dicken (2012: 7 — 27) for a detailed account of the problems associated with dating
early Christian writings.
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faced with the sad reality that no historical material existed to corroborate the
existence of an historical Jesus of Nazareth, it would have become imperative to
create such things as nativity stories, faked genealogies, accounts of Jesus’

childhood and family etc.

Is it not more likely given the reality of this possibility that not one but several early
Christian authorities collaborated in their efforts to create the gospels and specifically
Ev.Luc, and Act.Ap? which collectively contain the first biography of Jesus as well as
the only NT history of the early church suitable for keeping any nagging questions at
bay? Would not this action have ensured simultaneously that the primary Christian
dogma was encapsulated in a powerful (albeit simplified) literary form — one suitable
for easy digestion, memorisation and dissemination amongst the mostly illiterate

recipients?

Again, if one is going to create a forgery, then one needs to make sure that the text
contains certain details to back up the illusion of authenticity. For example, much has
been written about proving that an individual called “Luke” actually wrote Luke-Acts.
This is almost totally as a result of conservative Christian scholarship — one based on
justifying a confession of faith and not objective scientific enquiry for its own sake.
For example, Dicken (2012: 11 — 13) reminds us that four pericopes exist, wherein
the assumed author of Act.Ap. gives an account in the first person plural instead of

the more normal third person.

Collectively, these four passages which make use of pronouns like “we” and “us” are
referred to as the “we sections” and they alone buttress the traditional contention that

Luke is the sole author of Luke-Acts, viz.:

1. The “we sections” of Act.Ap. indicate that the “author” was an eyewitness to
the events recorded in those specific pericopes;

2. Certain of these “we sections” may be compared to Pauls’ Prison Epistles?*?
allowing us to reduce the number of potential candidates who might constitute

the “we”; and

242 The Prison Epistles refers to Ep.Eph., Ep.Phil., Ep.Col. and Ep.Philem. all of which were
supposedly written by the apostle Paul when he was living under house arrest in Rome (c. 60
- 62 C.E).
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3. It is assumed that the testimony of the early Christian writers who ascribed
authorship of Luke-Acts to the very Luke mentioned in Pauls’ Prison Epistles

is wholly persuasive.

The longest “we section” is Act.Ap. 27: 1 - 28: 16 which deals with Paul's sea voyage
to Rome, his shipwreck and eventual arrival in Rome. The other three slightly shorter

pericopes (“we sections”) are reproduced below for clarity:

Act.Ap. 16: 10 — 172%3;

Oc 8¢ 10 Opopa eidev, evbdng Enticopev EEeMOelv eic Moaxedoviav,
ovvpipalovteg Ot mpookékAntow Mudg O 0edc evayyedicacHar avTovC.
Avoybévieg ovv amd Tpwadog edOvdpopncapey &ig Zapodpéknv, ti 8¢
gmovon eic Néav IIoAwv, «xdkelbev gic Phinmovg, Mtig €otiv MPOTN TH|G
nepidoc Makedoviog moAG, kolmvio. "Hpev 88 &v todtn tff moAel
dwtpifoviec Muépag Tvac. TN Te NMUEPY TOV coPPfatov EENABouev EEm
T mOANG mapd motapdv ob dvopilopev mpocssvynv eivar, Kol kodicovieg
ghododpev tailg ovvelBovoaig yovau&iv. kol Tic yovr ovouoatt  Avdia,
TopeUPOTOAG TOAEwS Ouateipov  cefoudvn tOV  Oedv, Trxovev, NG O
KOplog dumvorgev TV Kopdiav mpocéyewv Toig Aaiovpévolg vmo [ladrov.
Oc 8¢ éPamticOn xkoi O oikog avthc, mapekdiecev Aéyovoa Ei kekpikoté
He moTV T Kupie &ivor, eiceAdOviec eic TOV oilkdv oL péveTte Kod
napePlacato Mudg. ‘Eyévero 8¢ mopevouévev MUV €lg TNV  TPOGELYMV
wodiokny Tva &yovoav mvedpo mwHbova vmaviijcolr Mulv, Nt épyaciov
TOAMV TOPEIYEV TOIG KLPIOG OVTHG HavTeELOUEVN: abTn  katokoilovbodoa
¢ IMowie koi Mpiv Ekpalev Aéyovca OVtor oi &vOpomor Sodrot Tod
00D tOD Vyiotov eioiv, oiltveg KoTayyéAlovoty DUV 00V cotnpiog.

After Paul had seen the vision, we got ready at once to leave for
Macedonia, concluding that God had called us to preach the gospel to
them. From Troas we put out to sea and sailed straight for Samothrace,
and the next day we went on to Neapolis. From there we travelled to
Philippi, a Roman colony and the leading city of that district of Macedonia.
And we stayed there several days. On the Sabbath we went outside the
city gate to the river, where we expected to find a place of prayer. We sat
down and began to speak to the women who had gathered there. One of
those listening was a woman from the city of Thyatira named Lydia, a
dealer in purple cloth. She was a worshiper of God. The Lord opened her
heart to respond to Paul's message. When she and the members of her
household were baptized, she invited us to her home. “If you consider me
a believer in the Lord,” she said, “come and stay at my house.” And she
persuaded us. Once when we were going to the place of prayer, we were
met by a female slave who had a spirit by which she predicted the future.
She earned a great deal of money for her owners by fortune-telling. She

23Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 284 - 285. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 128.
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followed Paul and the rest of us, shouting, “These men are servants of the
Most High God, who are telling you the way to be saved.”

Act.Ap. 20: 5 — 1524

obtol 8¢ mpooeh@dviec Epevov Muic &v Tpwddt mMueic 88 &femlevoopev
petd tag Muépag TtV aldpmv and dinmeov, kol HABopev TPOG AvTOLG
gic v Tpwdda &ypr Nuepdv mévie, oL Setplyopey Muépag énté. 'Ev
0¢ 1] wmd TV ocouPpfdtov cvvnyuéveov MUV KAdoor dptov O Iladlog
dedléyeto avtolc, pEAMwV &&varl T E€mavplov, TAPETEWVEV TE TOV AOYOV
péypl HECOVUKTIOL. Noav OF Aaumédec ikovoi &v 1@ VIEP®® 0D TUEV
ocovnyuévor  kaBelopevog O¢ Tig veaviag ovopott  Edtuyog émi Ti|g
Bupidog, Kotagpepduevog Vmve  Pobel  dwAeyopévov tod  [laviov  Emi
miglov, wateveybeic amd Tod UVmvov Emecev AmMO TOU TPLOTEYOL KAT® Kol
fpon vekpog. «wotapag o6& O Iladlog émémecev adT®d kol ocvvreplhafav
ginev. M1 OopvBeicle, 1N yop woyn odtod &v odtd Sotiv dvaPic 8¢ ol
KMicoag tov Gptov kol yevoduevog €¢' ikovov T OpuAnoag dypt owyfig
obtwg €EMADev. THyayov o0& tOv maida (dvta, Kol mwopekAnOncov  ov
petpiog. ‘Huelg 6¢& mpoeAbovieg €mi 10 mAolov  avhybnuev €mi v
Accov, ékelfev  uéAlovteg avorouBdavev  tov  Iladlov, obvtwg yop
Sratetaypévog v uEAMV adtog melede. @¢ 88 cvvéPaddiev Muiv elc TV
Accov,  GvaAafovieg  ovtov  fABouev  gic  MutvAnvmyv,  kdxeilev
amomAevoavteg T Emovorn Katnvtioauey Gviikpug Xiov, T 68 £tépa
mapePaiopev gig Tapov, Tt 8¢ &yopévn NMAbopev eic Mikntov:

These men went on ahead and waited for us at Troas. But we sailed from
Philippi after the Festival of Unleavened Bread, and five days later joined
the others at Troas, where we stayed seven days. On the first day of the
week we came together to break bread. Paul spoke to the people and,
because he intended to leave the next day, kept on talking until midnight.
There were many lamps in the upstairs room where we were meeting.
Seated in a window was a young man named Eutychus, who was sinking
into a deep sleep as Paul talked on and on. When he was sound asleep,
he fell to the ground from the third story and was picked up dead. Paul
went down, threw himself on the young man and put his arms around him.
“Don’t be alarmed,” he said. “He’s alive!” Then he went upstairs again and
broke bread and ate. After talking until daylight, he left. The people took
the young man home alive and were greatly comforted. We went on ahead
to the ship and sailed for Assos, where we were going to take Paul aboard.
He had made this arrangement because he was going there on foot. When
he met us at Assos, we took him aboard and went on to Mitylene. The next
day we set sail from there and arrived off Chios. The day after that we
crossed over to Samos, and on the following day arrived at Miletus.

244 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 294. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 132.
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Act.Ap. 21: 1 — 182%;

Qc 8¢ éyéveto  avoyBfjvaw  Muig  dmoomooBéviag  an'  avtdv,
evbvdpopncavteg NMABopev g v Kd, i 0¢ £&E&fg eig v ‘Podov,
kakeiBev eig Ildrapo: kol €Opdviec mholov Odamepdv el Dowiknv
EmPdavteg  aviybnuev. dvoedvavieg o6& tv  Kbdmpov kol  KotaAmovieg
adTv ev@vupov €mAéopev gl Xvpiov, kol koatnABopev eic Topov, éxeloe
Yop 1O mlolov MV  Amo@opTilOHEVOV TOV  YOHOV. GvevpdvieG 8E  TOC
pobntog Emepeivapey avtod Muépag €mtd, oitveg 1@ llavdo Eleyov dw
T00 mvevpotog un EmPaiverv eic Tepocdivuo. O6te O& éyévetro Efapticon
nuag tag Muépag, €EeABovteg Emopevoucbo mpomeumoOviov MUAS TAVTOV
ovv yovaiél kol Ttékvolg Emg EEm TR moOAewc, Kol Oévteg T yovata Emi
TOV  aiylohov mpocevéauevol annomocdusdo dGAARAovg, kol EvéPnuev  €ig
10 mlolov, é&kelvor 8¢ vVméotpeyav &ig ta idww. ‘Huelg o6& tov mhodv
dlavdoavteg ano Topov kotnvrioauey €ig Iltodepaida, Kol domacduevol
TOVG  G0eAPOVG  Eueivapey Muépav piav map' avtoig. T 0¢  Emavplov
8EeN0OVTEC MMOopev  eic  Koioapiav, kol siceh@ovieg €l tOV  olkov
dinmov 00 evayyedMotod Oviog €k TV Emta Eueivapev moap'  avtd .
o0t 08 Moav  Ouyotépec  téooapec  mapbivor  mpognievovsat.
‘Emyevoviov 0¢ Muépog mieiovg kothABév tTig amo tiig Tovdaioag mpoenTng
ovopatt Ayafog, kol EMBmv mpog Mudg xoi dpoag v L{ovny tod Ilaviov
dMoag gavtod Todg MOS0 Kai TG Yeipog eimev Tade Aéyer 1O mvedpa 10
dytov Tov 8vdpa ob dotiv 1y {hvn abtn oBtog SMoovoty év TepovcoAnu
ol Tovdoiolt «xoi mopadmdcovow &ig yeipag €0vdv. og O& Mrovoauev
TabTo, TopeKOAODUEY MUELG Te Kol ol &viomot tod un dvoPoaively adtov
glg lepovocarnu. tote amexpibn o Iladrog Ti moweite whaiovieg Kol
ovvOpuTTOVTEC pov TNV Kapdiav; &yd yap ov povov debijvor GAAG Kol
amoBaveiv elg ‘lepovcornu Etoipmg &y® VmEp TOD OVOHOTOG TOD KLPiovw
‘Incod. un mebouévov 6& avtod Movydoauev gimovieg Tod wuvpiov TO
0énuo ywéoBo. Meta 08 Tag  MUEPOG  TOOTAG  EMOKELOGAUEVOL
avePaivopev  gig  ‘lepocOivpar  ocvvijhBov  0¢ kol T@®V  pobntdv  amo
Kosapiog ovv fuiv, &yoviec mop' & EevicOduey Mvéacovi tvi Kompio,
apyoie padnt. [evopévov 8¢ Mudv eig lepocdlvpa dopéveg amedeéovio
Nuac ot adekpoi. 1Tif 06¢ é£movon cionet o Iadrog oLV MUV 7TPOG
TaxwPov, mhvteg 1€ MOpeyévovio ol mpeoPotepol.

After we had torn ourselves away from them, we put out to sea and sailed
straight to Kos. The next day we went to Rhodes and from there to Patara.
We found a ship crossing over to Phoenicia, went on board and set sail.
After sighting Cyprus and passing to the south of it, we sailed on to Syria.
We landed at Tyre, where our ship was to unload its cargo. We sought out
the disciples there and stayed with them seven days. Through the Spirit
they urged Paul not to go on to Jerusalem. When it was time to leave, we
left and continued on our way. All of them, including wives and children,
accompanied us out of the city, and there on the beach we knelt to pray.
After saying goodbye to each other, we went aboard the ship, and they
returned home. We continued our voyage from Tyre and landed at
Ptolemais, where we greeted the brothers and sisters and stayed with

245 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 296 - 297. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 133.
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them for a day. Leaving the next day, we reached Caesarea and stayed at
the house of Philip the evangelist, one of the Seven. He had four
unmarried daughters who prophesied. After we had been there a number
of days, a prophet named Agabus came down from Judea. Coming over to
us, he took Paul’s belt, tied his own hands and feet with it and said, “The
Holy Spirit says, ‘In this way the Jewish leaders in Jerusalem will bind the
owner of this belt and will hand him over to the Gentiles.”” When we heard
this, we and the people there pleaded with Paul not to go up to Jerusalem.
Then Paul answered, “Why are you weeping and breaking my heart? | am
ready not only to be bound, but also to die in Jerusalem for the name of
the Lord Jesus.” When he would not be dissuaded, we gave up and said,
“The Lord’s will be done.” After this, we started on our way up to
Jerusalem. Some of the disciples from Caesarea accompanied us and
brought us to the home of Mnason, where we were to stay. He was a man
from Cyprus and one of the early disciples. When we arrived at Jerusalem,
the brothers and sisters received us warmly. The next day Paul and the
rest of us went to see James, and all the elders were present.

Is it not peculiar that the only references to the first person plural, in the entire Act.Ap.
exist in only four discreet and fairly sizeable blocks of text? If an author was writing
consistently as a co-witness to an unfolding drama would he not be more likely to
maintain the first person mode more or less continuously throughout the narration?

This in itself is highly suspicious and does not support the notion that the hand of a

single author was involved.

Dicken (2012: 11) confirms that we should not merely assume that the “we sections”

refer to an actual eyewitness account:

[T]he “we sections” may be a literary convention or perhaps are based on
one of the author’s sources (cf. Luke 1:1 - 4). Furthermore, an eyewitness
would likely have been more explicit about his participation in events he
deemed so significant.

Dicken (2012: 12 — 13) also reminds his reader that we obviously cannot trust the
historical accuracy - let alone the authenticity of many (if not all of the Pauline
epistles) and we most certainly cannot accept Luke as the author of Luke-Acts simply
because the Christian tradition has maintained this conjecture for such a long time!

Many alternative scenarios have been presented over the years.

For example, as supported by Dicken, the “we sections” could well be literary devices
so designed as to better involve and engage the reader — not to mention (cf. Bovon,
2002: 8) making the narrative more interesting and lively. Dicken (2012: 12 — 13 and
13 n. 21) also makes mention of Robbins (1978: 215 — 242) who proffered that the
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“we sections” were common to narratives involving sea voyages in ancient literature.
Also, as has been dealt with elsewhere we witness extensive Lucan invention of
historical events and in this context Pervo (1987: 138) has posited that the historical
events were in fact embroidered by the writer merely to create a more regaling and

appealing narrative.

Dicken (2012: 13 — 14) provides us with many more examples of hypothetical

skulduggery, including the following:

1. Scholars who have conjectured that the “we sections” are based on one of the
author’'s many sources. For example Haenchen (1971: 85 — 87) demonstrates
that the “we sections” are possibly based on a number of diaries and/or

travelogues;

2. Porter (1994: 545 — 574) has determined that a single “we” source informs the
“we sections” and Dicken feels that the fact that the Lucan author claims to rely
on eyewitness accounts for his sources makes this a feasible possibility.
Dicken also theorises that there could have been any number of “we” sources

which were then combined into the larger narrative;

3.  With specific reference to the supposedly authentic Pauline epistles (i.e.
Ep.Rom., 1 Ep.Cor., 2 Ep.Cor., Ep.Gal., Ep.Phil., 1 Ep.Thess. and Ep.Philem.)
both Paul’s theology and history is misrepresented; and

4, Neither the Lucan author's supposed personal association with Paul nor his
supposed employment of the Pauline Epistles can emphatically confirm that the

author of Luke-Acts was the same Luke mentioned in the Prison Epistles.

What this tells us is that the jury is still out as regards deciding who or how many
authors were involved in creating Luke-Acts. Certainly, even if there was ever an
initiating and sole author for either Ev.Luc. and/or Act.Ap. we would be very naive not
to accept that subsequently, other hands have become involved. This redaction
process may have occurred several times over several decades and as the evolving
Christian dogma started to coalesce may have necessitated both minor adjustments,

as well as major overhauls.
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5.5 The Unity of Luke-Acts

Verheyden (2012: 27 - 29) confirms that four prevailing views currently exist as
regards whether or not Luke-Acts represents a single opus. The majority view is that
Luke-Acts was planned from the beginning as being two parts of one conceptual
piece. Later, it was deliberately split into two works — an action that may have
necessitated some minor redaction to the concluding passages of the first part and

the beginning of the second part

This majority view may be juxtaposed against three minority opinions, viz.:

1. Luke originally wrote two autonomous works but later decided to link them. To
do this he needed to rewrite the end of book one (Ev.Luc.) and the beginning of
book two (Act.Ap.).

2. Luke wrote Act.Ap. before Ev.Luc. and he even intended to write a third book.

3. Luke first wrote proto-Luke which included elements of what would eventually
become known as Ev.Luc. and the first 15 chapters of what would become
Act.Ap. Later, he completed the work by adding more information gleaned from
Ev.Marc. and Q. resulting in the present separation of the gospel account
(Ev.Luc.) from the narrative concerning the disciples (Act.Ap.).

The majority view designation (i.e. “Luke-Acts”) - now so commonly employed in
contemporary literature - was itself largely the invention of Cadbury (1927: 8 — 11).
Cadbury (1922: 491 — 492) also firmly believed that there could be no question that
originally Luke-Acts formed a single lengthy document that necessitated it being split

up as well as supplied with separate prologues — one per book:

[lt was the custom in antiquity, on account of the purely physical
conditions of writing, to divide works into volumes, to prefix to the first a
preface for the whole, and to add secondary prefaces to the beginning of
the each later one. The impression made on the English reader by Acts i,
1, that the author is making a new start or at least preparing a kind of
sequel to his gospel, would not occur to an early reader. The book of Acts
is no afterthought. The word “treatise” implies a more complete work than
does logos. The reference to the preceding book, and the renewed
address to the patron, are typical of these secondary prefaces in Greek
and Latin literature.
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By this reasoning, Cadbury (1922: 489) goes so far as to prescribe that there was but

one author for Luke-Acts who was addressing the same individual (i.e. Theophilus).

Perhaps the most important contribution to this debate concerns Sterling’s views on
whether or not Luke-Acts constitutes a genuine unity. In short, is Act.Ap. emphatically

an intended sequel to Ev.Luc. as supported by, inter alia, Mason?

On this very issue, Sterling (1992: 331) states:

There can be no question that the two books are related, the question is
how: Was Acts an afterthought or were the gospel and Acts conceived as
a single work and subsequently separated in the formation of the Christian
canon?

Sterling (1992: 332 - 333) presents to his reader a number of scholars who all concur
that Luke-Acts may originally have constituted a single work. These include Talbert
(1974a: 16 — 18) who reveals certain architectonic parallels between Ev.Luc. and
Act.Ap.; Tannehill (1986: 2) who clearly shows a narrative unity between the two
books; and researchers like Flender (1967) who have successfully demonstrated that

a common theology is espoused in the two books.

Verheyden (2012: 27) also confirms the unity of Luke-Acts when he summarises as

follows:

The story itself begins by resuming the last episode that was told in that
Gospel; it continues by telling the stories of two of the major protagonists in
the earliest Christian communities and frequently it does so in a way that
invites comparing one with the other and both with Jesus. Much of what
Jesus did is done by Peter as well and then also repeated once more by
Paul; the apostles are largely modelled after the figure of Jesus.

However, Sterling also correctly feels that we should not rule out the possibility that
Ev.Luc. was in fact written first and then, sometime later, Act.Ap. was produced as a
conscious sequel. As an aside, Sterling’s (1992: 335) arguments already point
towards the Lucan author(s) having deliberately kept back certain information in
Ev.Luc. that only appears later in Act.Ap. As has been discussed already, this offers
some evidence that the author(s) of Ev.Luc. might have planned to write a sequel

before the commencement of Ev.Luc.
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Here, Sterling would most likely agree, since he believes that there is evidence in the
text itself that points to this very possibility. Sterling (1992: 333) refers to the certain

intriguing scriptural evidence.

In this regard, each of the three synoptic gospels concludes with Jesus of Nazareth
delivering an obviously ersatz farewell speech to his disciples. In each case, Jesus is
portrayed as instructing his adherents apropos their future obligations and
assignments. In short, the disciples are being presented with their future

commissions. For greater clarity these passages have been reproduced below:

Ev.Matt. 28: 18 — 2024¢:

kol mpooeAbwv 0 ’‘Incolg €ldAncev avtolg Aéyov ‘Ed6On potr mdco
¢Eovsia &v oUpoved kol éml Thc yfig: mopevdivieg odv pobntedoate mava
ta €6vn, PomrtiCovreg avtovg eig 10 Ovopa T00 TOTPOg Kol ToU viod Kol
100 ayiov mveduatog, dSiddokoviec aUTOLg TNPEly mhvta Oco Evetellauny
VUlve kol (Bov  Eyw  peB' Vudv  elul mhoog tag TMuépac Eo¢  THG
ovvtereiog ToU ai®dvog.

Then Jesus came to them and said, “All authority in heaven and on earth
has been given to me. Therefore go and make disciples of all nations,
baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything | have commanded you. And
surely | am with you always, to the very end of the age.”

Ev.Marc. 16: 15 — 18%47;

kol etmev  avtolg ITopevbévieg eic 1OV kdopov Gmavto knpdfate 1O
gbayyéhov méon tf Kricet. mopevbévieg odv pabntevcate mavto Tt £0vn,
BomrtiCovteg avtovg elg 10 Ovopo Tto0 matpdc kai toU viol kol oD
ayiov mvedpatog, onuelon 8¢ TOlG moTELGACY AkolovOnoel talta, &v T®
ovopoti pov dopovie. éxPorolow, yldooog Aaincovoly, Kol €v  Taig
xepolv 6pelg apobow k@v Bavaoydv Tt mioow oV un avtovg Prdym,
énl appdotovg yelpog €mbnoovoty kol KoA®DG EEovov.

He said to them, “Go into all the world and preach the gospel to all
creation. Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved, but whoever
does not believe will be condemned. And these signs will accompany
those who believe: In my name they will drive out demons; they will speak
in new tongues; they will pick up snakes with their hands; and when they

246 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 71. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 32.

247 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 113. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 52.
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drink deadly poison, it will not hurt them at all; they will place their hands
on sick people, and they will get well.”

Ev.Luc. 24: 44 — 49%8;

Elnev 8¢ mpdc avtovg OvTOl ol Adyor pov olg €AdAnca mpdg VuAG €Tt
®v oLV Vulv, Ot 8l mAnpobdijvor mavta T yeypoppéva €v 1@ vouw
Movcémng kol tolg mpoentolg kol WaApolc mepl €uol. tote dvoiev
a0T®V TOV volv ToD ouvivor TAG Ypagdc, Kol elmev avtolg 8Tt oltmg
yéypantor mobEWV TOV YPloTOV Kol Gvootijvar €k vekp®dv Ti| Tpitn Muépa,
Kol knpvybijvar émt t@® Ovopatt ovtod petdvolav eig Geeotv  ApOpTIDV
elg mhvta ta €0vn, dpEauevol Gmo ‘lepovcarp: VUEG HAPTLPEG TOVT®V.
kal 600 éyw €EamootéMm TV Emayyehov o0 motpdg pov €9 Lvudc
Vuelg 8¢ wodicate év i mOAel Emg oV £vdhoncBe €& Vyoug SHvopuv.

He said to them, “This is what | told you while | was still with you:
Everything must be fulfilled that is written about me in the Law of Moses,
the Prophets and the Psalms.” Then he opened their minds so they could
understand the Scriptures. He told them, “This is what is written: The
Messiah will suffer and rise from the dead on the third day, and repentance
for the forgiveness of sins will be preached in his name to all nations,
beginning at Jerusalem. You are withesses of these things. | am going to
send you what my Father has promised; but stay in the city until you have
been clothed with power from on high.”

It is significant that only the Lucan version deals with the fulfilment of Jewish
prophecy. However, Sterling’s (1992: 333) take on this issue concentrates on this
passage being at odds with say Ev.Matt. wherein Jesus emphasises the need for the
disciples to convert and teach. Certainly, in Ev.Luc. Jesus of Nazareth seems to be
strongly inferring, that it was mandatory for everything that was prophesied about him
in the LXX to be accomplished. In addition Jesus is presented to the reader as
though he gave his disciples the necessary wisdom to correctly interpret the LXX
(again implying that there was only one interpretation possible of a divine message

prophesised in ancient times).

Sterling (1992: 333 — 335) analyses the Greek text (specifically Ev.Luc. 24: 46 —

47)2%, viz.:

248 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 185 — 186. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 85.
249 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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véypomtor mobElv TOV yploTOV Kol Avaotiival €k vekp®dv Tfj Tpitn Muépq,
Kol knpuyBijvar €nl 1@ OvOpoTL avTOD METAVOLNY €lG GQECY QUOPTIAV Elg
movto o €6vn, ap&auevor amo lepovcodnp

He told them, “This is what is written: The Messiah will suffer and rise from
the dead on the third day, and repentance for the forgiveness of sins will
be preached in his name to all nations, beginning at Jerusalem.

Here, Sterling (1992: 333 and 333 n. 109 and 110) shows that the first two
dependant clauses in the Greek, encapsulate the antecedent narrative and are
clearly intended to facilitate both the disciples’ as well as Theophilus’ (as the
intended reader of the text) comprehension of the gravity of what has transpired. The
concluding dependent clause is Luke’s version of Jesus’ directive to his disciples.
Sterling correctly points out that if one considers the prophetic themes mentioned in
Ev.Luc. 24: 44 — 49 (i.e. The Messiah suffering and rising from the dead as well as
preaching to the nations etc.) they cannot be precisely identified in the LXX. It is
possible to recognise individual elements but not in any clear-cut manner. Sterling
emphasises that because there are no exact counterparts to be found in the LXX,
the prophetic themes must be decoded from a Christological perspective — one that
can only function within the context of the NT. Most importantly, because there exists
no known Jewish scriptural parallels, neither canonical nor pseudepigraphical nor
any examples supplied by other Christian sources, we must assume that the

composition is wholly Lucan in nature.

Again, with reference to Ev.Luc. 24: 46 — 492%, viz.:

Kol eimev odtoic Ot oBteg yéypamton mobsiv TOV YPIGTOV Kol Avactiivat
€k vekp®dv T Tpitn Muépq, kol  knpuyxBivar éml td ovopatt  avTtod
petévolov  €ic Goeowv  auopTidv gl whvta ta €0vn, Aap&auevor  Amo
Tepovcodf:  VUeElc pdptupec TOVTOV. Kol 1000 &y® £E0mOCTEAA® TNV
gmayyeMav 100 motpdg pov &' Vudg Vueglg o8¢ kobicate &v TR mOAEL
Eog ob &vdvonohe €& Hyovg SVvapv.

He told them, “This is what is written: The Messiah will suffer and rise from
the dead on the third day, and repentance for the 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
promised; but stay in the city until you have been clothed with power from
on high.”

250 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 186. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 85.
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Sterling (1992: 335) argues that in this specific passage, the Lucan author clearly
wanted to create a sense of continuation for the fulfilment of prophecy theme that
serves as an ‘“entrée” into Act.Ap. Furthermore, the import of this passage is
repeated in the early parts of Act.Ap. Thus, according to Sterling, Act.Ap. cannot
possibly be viewed as a mere afterthought to Ev.Luc. It was clearly planned from the
very beginning of the writing process, as being part and parcel of those things which
were prophesied and now needed to be fulfilled in the disciples’ own time. Thus,

Ev.Luc. was definitely a premeditated antecedent for what is contained in Act.Ap.

Further proofs of this interpretation are also evident. For example, as commented on
by Mason already, Sterling (1992: 335) picks up on the fact that certain events that
could have been mentioned in Ev.Luc. seem to have been held back deliberately and
then employed more effectively at a later stage in Act.Ap. He gives a pertinent
example in Act.Ap. 6: 142°! which for greater clarity is reproduced below. For
purposes of comparison, this verse is followed by excerpts from both Ev.Marc. and
Ev.Matt.:

aknkoéopevy  yap avtol  Aéyovtog Ot ‘Incolg O Nalwpolog ovTog
KotaAvoel tOv toémov toUtov kol OAMGEel T €0n & mopédmkev MLV
Movofig.

For we have heard him say that this Jesus of Nazareth will destroy this
place and change the customs Moses handed down to us.

In Ev.Marc. 14: 58252 we are told that the false witnesses in the Sanhedrin declared:

01t ‘Hpelg Mxovoaupev ovtod Aéyoviog Ot Eyw katoddow TOV  vadv
tobtov TOV yspomointov kal Oux TP®V Nuepdv GAhov  dyeporointov
oikodounow®:

We heard him say, “I will destroy this temple made with human hands
and in three days will build another, not made with hands.” [My emphasis
for clarity NPLA].

251 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 258. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 116.

252 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 109. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 50.
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Again, in Ev.Matt. 26: 612°3 two false witnesses inform the Sanhedrin:

Ovtog €pn Abvapor kotolBoor TOVv veodv Tob 0Ogo0 kal S tpidv
Nuepdv olkodopfioat.

This fellow said, “I am able to destroy the temple of God and rebuild it in
three days.” [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Here, Sterling remarks that the Lucan author has neglected to include this well-
known charge against Jesus of Nazareth in Ev.Luc. However, he has the self-same

allegation used in Act.Ap. as evidence against Stephen the martyr.

In addition, it will be noted that Ev.Matt. possibly redacts the Ev.Marc. reference to a
temple made by human hands. Unlike Mark, Matthew would have a reference to
God’s temple. This was because, in the light of then evolving Christology, the
supposedly older pre-Marcan tradition needed to be redacted to imply that in the
future Jesus (as Son of God) would be God’s Temple — something that Ev.Jo. states
explicitly. This then created an obvious link between the resurrection of Jesus on the
third day and the allusion to this concept in the pericope that speaks of the three-
days needed to rebuild the Holy Temple.

Sterling theorises that the Lucan author possibly avoided mention of this specific
accusation in his trial scene because it interfered with the particular tone of message
that he sought. He then chose to employ it more beneficially in Act.Ap. for his

account of Stephen the martyr.

Sterling also considers that perhaps this saying was left out of Ev.Luc because of the
potential embarrassment it might cause the evangelist who wanted to embrace a
more evolved Christology. He then counters this possibility with the fact that the other
post-Marcan gospel writers found a way to include the saying by simply amending
the text. The fact that Luke did not do this suggests that he deliberately held back this
account for later inclusion in his Act.Ap. On this very issue, Sterling (1992: 336)

explains:

Why then did he [Luke] incorporate it in Acts 6 — 7? It is here that our

253 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 65. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 29.

184 | Page



evangelist has his anti-temple polemic. He therefor placed the saying
where it was appropriate for his narrative rather than where it had served
his predecessor [i.e. Matthew]. [My insertions for greater clarity NPLA].

As has been hinted at here, one of the key areas where unity is not present in Luke-
Acts concerns Luke's apparently variable Christology. Verheyden (2012: 36),

confirms that:

It seems to be impossible to discover a more or less coherent or
systematic Christology in Luke's work. With some good reason he has
been called a “collector” of Christological traditions which he has
integrated in his work without much concern for systematization or the fact
that there may be some lack of clarity or even tensions in his overall
picture ... Consequently it remains a very difficult task to find the unity of
Luke and Acts in its Christology.

Walters (2009: 31) argues against unity in Luke-Acts. Her approach to the question is
to investigate “authorial unity,” With reference to Clark (1933: 293ff) and Argyle
(1974: 441 — 445) she looks for divergences of style and rhythm between Ev.Luc.
and Act.Ap. Walters (2009: 76) questions the alternative view that explains stylistic
differences as being due to the function of the text. For example, it is sometimes
assumed that simply because Luke wanted to write a new book (Act.Ap.) he
consciously sought to write it in a different way. Walters disagrees with this
explanation since when Luke was in the process of writing Act.Ap. he would have still

been relying heavily on Ev.Luc.

Walters’ methodology is to compare selected pericopes from Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap.
and identify specific characteristics such as prolonged successions of long syllables,

hiatuses, post-positive particles and the use of the paratactic “and” etc.
As a result, Walters (2009: 160 and 189) has demonstrated that Ev.Luc. displays

statistically significantly more examples than Act.Ap. and has determined that

separate authors are possibly indicated.
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5.6 Luke-Acts as Hellenistic History Writing

5.6.1 Burke et al

A popular argument, first posited by Krenkel in 1894, is repeated by Burkitt (2011:
105 - 110):

Luke and Josephus were contemporaries, they would have had access to
the same sources, thus the appearance of the same characters should not
be a surprise. Therefore Carrier is probably right that any similarities are
not a coincidence. But the very different way the two authors treat these
characters suggests that they were probably not familiar with each other's
work.

Burke (2012) concurs with this sentiment and also points to other similar exposes,
including the work of Pervo (2006). Here, Burke (2012) claims that, despite the fact
that Pervo’s argument has failed to persuade the majority of researchers, he finds it
wholly convincing. On the other hand he finds Mason'’s thesis to be flawed and states
that it is “rarely referred to in the relevant scholarly literature”.

Central to this argument is that the two authors were contemporary and also shared
a similar Hellenistic literary tradition. Therefore it is obvious that they would mention
the same things in the same way. In addition, those scholars who feel that Luke may
have had stronger Jewish roots or connections see this as an additional point of
contact with Josephus.

5.6.2 Sterling

One of the key advocates for Luke being part of the then prevailing tradition is
Sterling. His arguments for identifying Luke-Acts as a typical Hellenistic product are

worth reviewing in more detail.

In his attempts to place these two books into some acceptable historical as well as
stylistic context Sterling reviews various prevailing opinions. One that he touches on

also links Luke-Acts with Josephus as well as stressing the Jewishness of the former.

For example, Sterling (1992: 318) cites Berger (1984a: 1275 and 1281; 1984b: 359 —

360) who posits that Act.Ap. is a “special type of historic monograph” or apologetic
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history. He also compares Act.Ap. to 1 — 3 Ma., Hellenistic-Jewish historians and of

course Josephus.

In addition, Sterling (1992: 318 — 319) goes on to cite Drury (1976: 3 — 8) and
Schmidt (1985: 417 — 427) who see Luke-Acts as being distinctly Jewish (rather than
Hellenistic) in nature. Sterling (1992: 319 and 319 n. 42) also cites Aune (1987: 77
and 88 — 89) (who is incidentally supported by Balch, [1989: 343 — 361]) who
classifies Luke-Acts as a “general history” whilst eschewing any claims to it being
either a monograph or antiquarian history. Thus, Sterling demonstrates that the
prevailing theory (c. 1992) is that Luke-Acts was an historiographical work. However,

he also cautions that other strong theories need to be taken into consideration.

In this regard Sterling (1992: 319) reviews briefly the important work of Talbert
(1974a: 125 — 133; 1982: 2 — 6) as well as that of Barr and Wentling (1984: 63 — 88)
who variously see Luke-Acts as being based on the content, form and function of the
lives (Diog.Vit.) as described by Diogenes Laértius®4, viz.:

a “biographical” account of a religious/philosophical founder;
2. a narrative about his followers and the religious/philosophical community that
they created; and

3. asummary of the resultant doctrine.

Sterling (1992: 319) points out that although useful; Talbert’'s theory does not
adequately explain the fact that Luke-Acts is a unified, cohesive narrative whereas
Diogenes merely presents a series of biographies apropos various philosophers and
their consequent schools and doctrines. In addition, Sterling (1992: 320) explains that
Diogenes was primarily interested in giving an account of the various individuals who
were linked to certain philosophical schools whereas Luke-Acts is predominantly
concerned with defending a particular religion/philosophy (i.e. Christianity) as being

wholly legitimate.

Lastly, Sterling (1992: 320) refers to the work of Schierling and Schierling (1978: 81 —
88), Holzberg (1986: 28 — 29), Praeder (1981: 269 — 292) as well as Pervo (1987: 12
— 85, 122 and 135) who analogously see Luke-Acts as a romance and/or an

254 Cf. Diogenes Laértius: Diog.Vit. (c. 200 — 250 C.E.)
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historical novel. According to Sterling, the primary weakness of this theory is

highlighted by, inter alia, the following concerns:

1.  Act.Ap. lacks sufficient dramatic elements to be classified as a novel; and
2. Ev.Luc. is separate to Act.Ap.as regards its specific dependency on Q. and

Ev.Marc.

Thus, Sterling (1992: 320 — 321) concludes that we should rather view Act.Ap. as
being historiographic in nature wherein the speeches and chosen methodology are in

accord with Hellenistic history writing.

Sterling (1992: 369 — 370) claims that the literary preface to Ev.Luc. should be seen
as being in total accord with Hellenistic historiography. Sterling also sees this
historiographic process, although primarily focused on presenting a plausible
Christology, continues throughout the entire gospel narrative. He also comments that
in his infancy narrative, Luke depicts Jesus of Nazareth as a wunderkind, which is

somewhat similar to how Josephus portrays himself.

Sterling (1992: 370 — 371) comments at some length about Luke’s specific
employment of four banquet scenes in Ev.Luc. viz.:

1. Ev.Luc. 5: 29 — 39;

2 Ev.Luc. 7: 36 — 50;

3. Ev.Luc. 11: 37 — 54; and

4 Ev.Luc. 14: 1 - 24.

Sterling sees these as reminiscent of Greek symposia, wherein, inter alia, a well to
do and learned host invites a number of guests, chief amongst them being an
individual equally renowned for his wisdom. In Ev.Luc. Sterling sees a similar
structure to each banquet narrative wherein Jesus of Nazareth and his adversaries
are allowed to debate and respond to certain issues. Sterling believes that Luke
based this set pattern involving an antagonist and a protagonist within a symposium-

setting based on known Hellenistic models.

Sterling sees even more Hellenistic influence in Act.Ap. and for his evidence, he

refers to Paul's reference to the Greek poet Aratos and also similarities in
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phraseology which become evident when comparing Plato’s Apologia Socratis 29D

with Act.Ap. 5: 29 respectively:
Apologia Socratis 29D%°:

oAdc &t todto mphttov, dmobavi’ - &l obv ue, Omep eimov, Emi
TovTolg dgiorte, sgimoy’ dAv Vpiv OtL ‘dyd Vpdg, ® &vdpeg AOnvaiot,
domalopor pev kol @UA®, meicopon o0& pdrlov T® 0e®d 1 vpiv, «ol
Eoomep Ov umvém Kol 010C 1€ O, 0V U ToOCOUAL PIMOGOP®Y Kol VUiV
TOPOKEAELOUEVOC Te Kol &viewkvOpevog Ot av  dgl  éviuyydve Vudv,
Myov oldmep elwBo, Ot ‘@ dpiote Gvdpdv, AOnvoiog dv, mOAE®S ThG
peyiotmg ol evdokumtatng e€ig coeiov kol ioydv, ypnudtov pEv ovk
aioydvn émpeloduevog Ommg ool &0t OC TAEIOTA,

if you should let me go on this condition which | have mentioned, | should
say to you, “Men of Athens, | respect and love you, but | shall obey the
god rather than you, and while | live and am able to continue, | shall
never give up philosophy or stop exhorting you and pointing out the truth to
any one of you whom | may meet, saying in my accustomed way: “Most
excellent man, are you who are a citizen of Athens, the greatest of cities
and the most famous for wisdom and power, not ashamed to care for the
acquisition of wealth [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Act.Ap. 5: 292%:
dmokpdeic 8¢ IIétpoc kai ol dméotolot eimav Ilei@opysiv el 0ed
parlov i avOpomors.

Peter and the other apostles replied: "We must obey God rather than
human beings! [My emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Sterling (1992: 372 — 373) also sees Luke's employment of 24 speeches in Act.Ap.

as distinctly Hellenistic in nature.

255Greek text and English translation according to Fowler (Tr.) 1966. Plato in Twelve
Volumes, Vol. 1 translated by Harold North Fowler; Introduction by W.R.M. Lamb. Cambridge,
MA, Harvard University Press; London, William Heinemann Ltd. 1966. Perseus Digital
Libraryhttp://lwww.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=plat.+apol.+29d

256 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 256. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 116.
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5.6.3 Marguerat

Marguerat (2004: 25) is confident that Luke benefits from an overlap of both
Hellenistic as well as Jewish historiography. He also sees Luke as a typical Greeco-
Roman historian who employs narrative devices which are firmly grounded in what

were at the time, the highest literary standards.

However, unlike Mason, Marguerat sees Luke’s writing as running counter to the
notion of objectivity that informs so much of Herodian and Thucydidean

historiography. For Marguerat, Luke “recounts a confessional history”.

Luke does not set out the destiny of a religious movement moving toward
Rome from its origin in the Near East, but the expansion of a mission that
he intends from the very start to make known as “a history of salvation”.

Here, Marguerat argues that like other Graeco-Roman authors, Luke searches for
causality. However, in this context, Luke is only interested in explanations that are
theological in nature. Like other examples of Judaeo-Christian historiography, Luke’s
primary agenda is to reveal the divine intention that lies just beneath the surface of
reality. In short, Luke, like Josephus, is concerned with revealing God’s unfolding
plan by means of the historical events he recounts.

As an aside, a comment made by Marguerat (2004: 1) — almost in passing — is worth
focusing upon in this debate. Not only is it possible to consider Luke as the first
Christian historian but more importantly, he was the very first author to produce a
biography for Jesus of Nazareth. This issue will be returned to in more detail at a

later point.

Marguerat (2004: xi) informs us that he approaches his subject by combining two
investigative methods, viz.: historical criticism as well as narrative criticism. In this
regard, he maintains that in order to better understand the significance of a biblical
text one first needs to be fully conversant with the historical context that informed its
initial creation. Marguerat refers to this as the “the epistemological credo of the

historical-critical method”.

Although admirable - and it is indeed a noble ideal — one that all historians should

emulate. However, in reality, how does anyone (replete with their own worldview)
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manage to truly assume the identity of another individual or community — let alone
one that has been extinct for nearly two thousand years? If one accepts a linguistic
paradigm, how can anyone ever return to the origin of anything? Everything is
mediated solely through language. One cannot regain anything outside of the
medium of communication and interpretation. Nonetheless, Marguerat believes that
in order for his research to be successful he must first study the culture and codes of
communication of the ancient Mediterranean world to which Luke and his readers

once belonged.

Marguerat (2004: 4 and 4 n. 7), maintains that Luke’s work is spiritually significant
scripture. Given the context of the time and social setting Luke wrote in, Marguerat is
also quite happy to consider Luke as a distinguished historian. Accordingly, he takes

issue with scholars like Overbeck (1919: 78) who once commented about Luke:

Es ist das eine Taktlosigkeit von welthistorischen Dimensionen, der
grosste Excess der falschen Stellung, die sich Lukas zum Gegenstand gibt

It is the sole tactlessness of world-historical dimensions, the greatest
excess of the false position, which Luke assigns to the object 27

Marguerat (2004: 4) goes on to counter Overbeck’s “misguided” attitude as follows:

According to Overbeck, Luke’s sin was to have confused history and
fiction, that is, to “treat historiographically that which was not history and
was not transmitted as such”. In brief, the author of Acts blended history
and legend, historical and supernatural fact, in a concoction from which the
modern historian recoils in distaste... The denunciation of Luke as a
falsifier of history, at best naive, is forceful and scathing. Very generally
speaking, the opinions of scholars are fixed along party lines: on one side
the extreme scepticism of German exegesis concerning the historical work
of Luke (Vielhauer, Conzelmann, Haenchen, Lidemann, Roloff, with the
exception of Hengel), and on the other side the determination of Anglo-
American research to rehabilitate the documentary reliability of Luke—Acts
(Gasque, Bruce, Marshall, Hemer, Bauckham).

Accordingly, Marguerat sets out to portray Luke as the very epitome of late
Hellenistic historical competence. To support his view he considers what the ethics of

a typical Graeco-Roman historian would have looked like.

257 Author’s translation.
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To do this, Marguerat (2004: 13 — 14) bases his supposition on the Hist.Conscr. 8

written by Lucian of Samosata®® .

As is well known, this essay, written after the mid-second century of the Common
Era, purports to advise historians as regards the correct approach to history writing.
Holding (2008: 70) corroborates that we must accept Lucian’s credibility because he
wrote this treatise in which he expressed the ideal that history abhors falsehood and
that the historian’s task is to tell the truth. Holding confirms that “Lucian ... clearly

held historical accuracy in high esteem”.

Ignoring for the moment that Lucian was primarily a satirist who is better known for
writing the most fantastical of tales, Marguerat (2004: 13) quotes (in one case
incorrectly) key passages from Hist.Conscr. to emphasise Lucian’'s preferred
approach to history writing. These references have been reproduced below in their
entirety in order to obtain a sense of their broader context than that solely supplied by
Marguerat. The actual content employed by Marguerat, which he employs to prove

how objective Graeco-Roman historians were, is emboldened for clarity:

Hist.Conscr. 9260:

9: | would not be understood to exclude eulogy from history altogether; it is
to be kept to its place and used with moderation, is not to tax the reader's
patience; | shall presently show, indeed, that in all such matters an eye is
to be had to posterity. It is true, there is a school which makes a pretty
division of history into the agreeable and the useful, and defends the
introduction of panegyric on the ground that it is agreeable, and pleases
the general reader. But nothing could be further from the truth. In the first
place the division is quite a false one; history has only one concern and
aim, and that is the useful; which again has one single source, and
that is truth. The agreeable is no doubt an addition, if it is present; so is
beauty to an athlete; but a Nicostratus, who is a fine fellow and proves
himself a better man than either of his opponents, gets his recognition as a
Heracles, however ugly his face may be; and if one opponent is the
handsome Alcaeus himself--handsome enough to make Nicostratus in
love with him, says the story -, that does not affect the issue. History too, if
it can deal incidentally in the agreeable, will attract a multitude of lovers;
but so long as it does its proper business efficiently - and that is the
establishment of truth -, it may be indifferent to beauty.

258 The Way to Write History, an Essay in Literary Criticism. (c. 166 - 168 C.E.). According to
Fowler (1905: xv) this was one of Lucian’s more mature writings, written in middle age and
executed whilst he was living in Athens.

259 |_ucianus Samosatensis (c. 125 — after 180 C.E.).

260 English translation according to Fowler and Fowler, (Trs) 1905. The Works of Lucian of
Samosata: 113 - 114.
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Hist.Conscr 38 — 39261

End of 38:The historian's one task is to tell the thing as it happened.

39:This he cannot do, if he is Artaxerxes’ physician trembling before him,
or hoping to get a purple cloak, a golden chain, a horse of the Nisaean
breed, in payment for his laudations. A fair historian, a Xenophon, a
Thucydides, will not accept that position. He may nurse some private
dislikes, but he will attach far more importance to the public good, and set
the truth high above his hate; he may have his favourites, but he will not
spare their errors. For history, | say again, has this and this only for its
own; if a man will start upon it, he must sacrifice to no God but Truth;
he must neglect all else; his sole rule and unerring guide is this - to think
not of those who are listening to him now, but of the yet unborn who shall
seek his converse.

Marguerat (2004: 13 — 14 and 14 n. 39) also makes reference to Van Unnik (1979:
37 — 60) who similarly employed Lucian’s Hist.Conscr. as well as Dionysius of
Halicarnassus’ Letter to Pompey 2%2 in order to formulate what he considers to be the
ethical code of the typical Graeco-Roman historian in ten rules. These rules may be
compared favourably with the list of Josephus’ intentions as contained in his npoioyot

for both his War and Antiquities:

the choice of a noble subject;
the usefulness of the subject for its addressees;
independence of mind and absence of partiality, that is, the author’s mappnoia;

good construction of the narrative, especially the beginning and the end;

1

2

3

4

5.  an adequate collection of preparatory material;

6 selection and variety in the treatment of the information;
7 correct disposition and ordering of the account;

8 liveliness (eOne&rgeia) in the narration;

9 moderation in the topographical details; and

10. composition of speeches adapted to the orator and the rhetorical situation.

These ten rules, as originally formulated by Van Unnlik are believed by Marguerat
(2004: 14) to accurately inform Luke’s own approach to Luke-Acts. To this end
Marguerat (2004: 13 - 25) attempts to show how Luke manages to address nearly all

of these rules by reference to relevant passages within Luke-Acts. He also mentions

261 English translation according to Fowler and Fowler, (Trs) 1905. The Works of Lucian of
Samosata: 128 - 129.
22Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus (106 - 48 B.C.E.).
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that the majority of Hellenistic Jewish historians (Josephus being principal among
them) followed these self-same rules but strangely makes no direct connection

between Luke and Josephus himself.

Here, we need to consider this point quite circumspectly, since we as modern
readers, supposedly replete with tried and tested conventions to ensure objectivity
may carelessly dismiss Luke’s writings before considering the realities of the time he
lived in and the avowed purpose of his works at the time of writing. This latter point
certainly drives Marguerat’s vigorously apologetic stance when he discusses Luke-
Acts (Cf. Marguerat, 2004: 1 — 61).

5.6.4 Liudemann

In short, assuming that Luke knew that he was inventing history, was this justifiable in
his day? Ludemann (2013: 253 - 272) who has critically reviewed Act.Ap. 28: 11 —
31, asks how we can objectively adduce Luke’s honesty — an important issue since it
may supply us with valuable insights that will shed light on the possible charge of

plagiarism.

Ludemann (2013: 261 - 262) should also be commended for taking a firm stance on
objectivity in his approach. Unlike all fundamentalists and most conservative scholars
who unavoidably wear their subjective faith on their sleeves, Lidemann clearly
understands the problems of attempting to undertake a scientific investigation when

personal religious world-views are involved:

One’s belief in God or god should play no role in the historical
investigation. The Acts of the Apostles must be investigated as all other
religious or nonreligious texts are examined. The rules that apply for
historical science should also apply for theological study when it comes to
the investigation of the historical records of Christianity. The assumption
that the history of this or any other religion has to be reconstructed as if
God does not exist should find common agreement among twenty-first
century scholars.

Ludemann would surely support the view that in the final analysis, truth (or what
approximates this ideal) is largely dictated by a person’s worldview and is accordingly
constructed rather than discovered. This has especially negative connotations for
persons who are totally reliant on what they perceive to be revealed knowledge

and/or who are unable to deal with their religious beliefs in a non-literalist and non-

194 | Page



fundamentalist way. Indeed, such individuals are really not well suited for meaningful

scientific investigation. On this issue Lidemann (2013: 262) correctly opines:

Yet, for whatever reason, Christian scholars are sometimes chary about
heeding the strictures of this protocol. Instead, they resort to philosophical
reflections calculated to protect the believer against history.

One good example that illustrates Lidemann’s point concerns Swanson (2004: 124)
who even praises the overall import of the Mason thesis. However, due to his

religious bias, he cannot help himself but warn his reader of the following:

The major flaw in the work from an epistemological viewpoint is that the
author regards the works of Josephus to be of an equal historical value
and reliability as the Scriptures, and often seems to regard Josephus as
perhaps more reliable. This, of course, will be a distraction to those
committed to an inspired and inerrant Scripture; however, that should not
dissuade a serious student of the NT from acquiring and using this
excellent introduction to great profit.

It is difficult to understand how in the twenty-first century individuals still view Judeo-

Christian scripture to be somehow automatically superior to all other ancient texts.

Lidemann (2013: 255) claims that a useful way to evaluate Act.Ap. is to comprehend
the nature of the conceptual framework that Luke has conceived within which he
places his various “historical” episodes. Here, Lidemann correctly feels that
irrespective of how true or false a recorded event may be, its significance is delimited
by its historical context. Lidemann (2013: 255) gives the example of Paul’s inferred
date for the Apostolic Council which is at odds with what is recorded in Act.Ap.15.
Ludemann (2013: 256) also confirms that Act.Ap. is fairly linear in terms of its
recording of subsequent events. However, it also generalises to such an extent that it
is quite unreliable as an accurate history of the nascent Christian church in the first-
century of the Common Era.

Lidemann (2013: 256) explicates:

[T]he story contains many loose ends that Luke did not bother to hide and
poses obvious questions he ignored. Yet more troubling is the appearance
of puzzling characters like Apollos, who knew only John’s baptism (Acts
18: 24 - 28) and the Ephesian disciples who had never heard of the Holy
Spirit (Acts 19: 1 - 7). And strangest of all, we learn nothing about
Christianity’s arrival in Rome! How can these oddities be explained?
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Lidemann (2013: 256) offers his take on the situation by explaining that Luke
employed judiciously-chosen characters, constructs and events in his narratives to
prove that Christianity was indeed divinely sanctioned and always proves to be
victorious in the end. As has been discussed already and which is also fully
supported by Marguerat (2004:1 - 61) Luke is primarily concerned with revealing
what he puplorts to be Almighty God’s unfolding plan by means of the historical

events he recounts.

Lidemann confirms that Luke’s literary characters (albeit stereotyped) include the

following:

1. Obvious “good guys” (e.g. disciples, apostles, Jesus etc.);
2. Christian teachers, and martyrs;

3.  Obvious bad individuals (e.g. heretics and Jews); and

4. A clearly defined and uncomplicated “road” to salvation.

By this strategy, Luke manages to create a fabula which is easy to remember and
disseminate. The corollary to this simplification is that there can be no place for
subtlety or nuance — accordingly historical accuracy must take a back seat.
Lidemann (2013: 256) elaborates as follows:

[Bly avoiding the nuances and complexities that are part of human history,
such simplistic dramatization necessarily distorts the truth. Studying the
abundant evidence of Christianity’s early diversity places Acts in a very
different perspective and shows how much Luke has left out. Above all, we
may find ourselves reluctant to accept his biases concerning Jews and
other troublemakers who hinder what he sees as the monolithic and
inevitable progress of Christianity. Today, the good/bad, orthodox/heretic
distinctions are at last coming to be seen as judgments made after the fact
by those who wish to promote the winners among whom they see
themselves.

Thus, even for Luke’s time, he was knowingly sacrificing historical accuracy for the
sake of a powerful message that would appeal to the less critically minded and which
would not lose too much in translation - even if repeated by those less educated.
Indeed, even if the newly converted Christian was to further undermine the historical
nuances in the process of re-telling the fabula, the primary spiritual message would
still survive. In short, here is good evidence of a premeditated strategy that underpins
the entirety of Luke-Acts. If this finding is correct it would explain why Luke was far
less concerned with historical accuracy than he was with identifying and recording
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memorable narratives to accentuate his important spiritual message. Therefore, he

might well have borrowed from other sources — especially if the passage he was

lifting would assist him in his task. As Josephus was himself already entrenched in

his own apologetic agenda and was employing similar propagandistic tactics, Luke

became the unwitting beneficiary.

Lidemann (2013: 256) lists some of Luke’s theologically-based conjectures which by

necessity undermine any historical value they may once have possessed:

a > N

The Holy Spirit is instrumental in salvation history;

All things are predetermined by the will of God;

The spread of the fundamental Christian mission is inevitable and unremitting;
Roman power is completely benevolent to Christianity; and

The incredulous Jews will do anything in their power to frustrate Christian

objectives and intentions.

With reference to the last observation Lidemann (2013: 256 - 257) verifies that the

following conclusions present themselves. Viz.:

Luke misrepresented Paul's association with the Jerusalem community;

Luke has altered Paul’s theology;

Luke’s description of Paul's actions (albeit incomplete) is both miraculous and
fallacious;

Luke makes Peter appear Pauline and Paul appear Petrine;

Luke places Paul's major mission immediately after the Jerusalem conference
(Acts 15). In reality it had started at least a decade earlier.

Since the inner and outer growth of the communities is divinely assured,

Luke presumes that strong affirmations of extraordinary growth do not

demand sources.

Luke’s narrative concerning the various mission sites is unbalanced. He omits
to say anything about the real beginnings of Christianity in Galilee, northern
Galatia, Rome or Egypt. Instead he spends 60 verses - most of them the purest

fiction - on the sea-voyage to Rome.

Lidemann (2013: 257) believes that Luke is only accurate on two counts, viz.:
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1. The Jerusalem community played a primary role in the nascent Christian
church; and
2. Paul was a key figure in the proclamation, expansion, and shaping of nascent

Christianity.

Accordingly Lidemann feels that Luke is justified in allotting more than 50% of
Act.Ap. to his mission. However, due to the historical errors, the more critical reader

needs to also read the Pauline epistles to obtain a more accurate picture of events.

5.6.5 Brighton

Brighton (2011: 558), who conducted an investigation into the use of the term
“Sicarii” in both Josephus’ writings and Act.Ap. ignores this kind of evidence. He
firmly believes that one first needs to have a thorough grasp of Josephus before

claiming to understand but a mere segment of Act.Ap.:

A superficial reading of Josephus will lead to misunderstanding and

inappropriate conclusions. This is true not only in regard to the Sicarii, but

also the Pharisees, priests, Roman administration - in short, anything at all

that Josephus would tell us about late Second [T]emple Judaism.

Josephus simply cannot be used as a proof text for the NT world...but

must first be read as an author crafting his works in defense of his own

people at Rome. Only when we understand the whole will we be able to

understand the parts (sic) [My correction (insert)].
Consequently, Brighton (2011: 558) does not support Mason'’s thesis in its entirety
and concludes that the works of Josephus have been possibly misused in order to
accuse Luke of historical error. Ultimately, Brighton (2003: 558) feels that at best,
Act.Ap. “provides independent confirmation of Josephus’ portrayal of the Sicarii”.
Unfortunately, due no doubt to Brighton’s worldview?%® his views are clearly tainted.
The fact that it is quite evident from the evidence presented thus far that Luke is
anything but historical whilst Brighton sees the Mason thesis as merely a ploy to

undermine Luke’s credibility as an historian is certainly worth noting.

263 Dr Mark Brighton lectures in Biblical Languages at the Concordia University Irvine's Christ
College which informs its student body that “you will study with exceptional theologians who
are faithful to Scripture, dedicated to academic excellence, and engaged in Christian
ministry”. http://www.cui.edu/academicprograms/undergraduate/majors/biblical-
languages/faculty
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5.6.6 Levels of Style-Criticism in Hellenistic Times

Regardless, one of Lidemann’s most important contributions to this debate concerns
how well-equipped individuals who lived in Graeco-Roman times were when it came
to determining the validity of what they were reading.

Although the following narrative is more anecdotal than scientific, Lidemann (2013:
259) relates the famous opening account given by the Greek Physician Galen?®* in
My Own Books?®:

The validity of your advice regarding the cataloguing of my extant books,
Bassus, has been proved by events. | was recently in the Sandalarium, the
area of Rome with the largest concentration of booksellers, where |
witnessed a dispute as to whether a certain book for sale was by me or
someone else. The book bore the title: Galen the doctor. Someone had
bought the book under the impression that it was one of mine;
someone else - a man of letters - struck by the odd form of the title,
desired to know the book’s subject. On reading the first two lines he
immediately tore up the inscription, saying simply: “This is not Galen’s
language - the title is false.” Now, the man in question had been
schooled in the fundamental early education which Greek children
always used to be given by teachers of grammar and rhetoric. Many
of those who embark on a career in medicine or philosophy these days
cannot even read properly, yet they frequent lectures on the greatest and
most beautiful field of human endeavour, that is, the knowledge provided
by philosophy and medicine.

This kind of laziness existed many years ago too, when | was a young
man, but it had not yet reached the extreme state it has now. For this
reason - and also because my books have been subject to all sorts of
mutilations, whereby people in different countries publish different texts
under their own names, with all sorts of cuts, additions, and alterations - |
decided it would be best, first to explain the cause of these mutilations,
and secondly to give an account of the content of each of my genuine
works. Well, as for the fact of my books being published by many people
under their own names, my dearest Bassus, you know the reason yourself:
it is that they were given without inscription to friends or pupils, having
been written with no thought for publication, but simply at the request of
those individuals, who had desired a written record of lectures they had
attended. When in the course of time some of these individuals died, their
successors came into possession of the writings, liked them, and began to
pass them off as their own. [...] Taking them from their owners, they
returned to their own countries, and after a short space of time began to
perform the demonstrations in them, each in some different way. All these
were eventually caught, and many of those who then recovered the works

264 Galen of Pergamon (Kiavdiog T'aAnvdg) (129 — c. 200 or ¢.216 C.E.).

265pearce, Roger. 2007. The Pain of Being Galen; Plagiarism in the Ancient World

in Roger Pearce.org [Online]. Available: http://www.roger-
pearse.com/weblog/2009/02/27/the-pain-of-being-galen-plagiarism-in-the-ancient-world/ [15
January 2015].
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affixed my name to them. They then discovered discrepancies between
these and copies in the possession of other individuals, and so sent them
to me with the request that | correct them.

Since, then, as | have stated above, they were written not for publication
but to fit the particular attainments and needs of those who had requested
them, it follows naturally that some of them are rather extended, while
others are compressed; and their styles, and indeed the actual theoretical
content, vary in their completeness. Those works which were written for
the parties mentioned above would obviously be neither complete nor
perfectly accurate in their teaching. That was not their requirement - nor
would such individuals have been able to learn the whole subject-matter
accurately until they had first reached a certain basic level. Some of my
predecessors gave such works the title of Outlines, others Sketches, or
Introductions, Synopses, or Guides. | simply gave them to my pupils
without any such inscription, and it is for that reason that when they later
fell into other hands, they were given a number of different titles by
different persons.

Lidemann (2013: 259 - 260) argues, that based on Galen’s comments, three findings

relevant to Graeco-Roman times, are evident:

1. Even individuals with limited education were able to employ basic “style-
criticism” to discriminate between legitimate and bogus texts;

2. Plagiarism (i.e. publishing someone else’'s ideas as one’'s own) was not
tolerated; and

3. Pseudepigraphy (i.e. publishing one’s own ideas under someone else’s
name) was considered inappropriate behaviour.

Ludemann (2013: 260) supports these findings concerning the probable late
Hellenistic view of plagiarism and the like by reference to two episodes from The
Lives of Eminent Philosophers by the Greek writer Diogenes Laértius 2,
Accordingly, in Diog.Vit. 5.92 — 93, we read:

Aristoxenus the musician asserts that Heraclides also composed
tragedies, inscribing upon them the name of Thespis. Chamaeleon
complains that Heraclides’ treatise on the work of Homer and Hesiod was
plagiarized from his own. Furthermore, Autodorus the Epicurean criticizes
him in a polemic against his tract Of Justice. Again, Dionysius the
Renegade, or, as some people call him, the “Spark,” when he wrote the
Parthenopaeus, entitled it a play of Sophocles; and Heraclides, such was
his credulity, in one of his own works drew upon this forged play as
Sophoclean evidence. Dionysius, on perceiving this, confessed what he
had done; and . . . the other denied the fact and would not believe him.

266 Cf. Diogenes Laértius: Diog.Vit. (c. 200 — 250 C.E.)
200 | Page



Lidemann (2013: 260) explains that the librarians of such eminent ancient libraries
as Alexandria and Pergamum were constantly establishing the authenticity of texts.
In this context, Diogenes Laértius gives an account of how the head librarian at
Pergamum (Athenodorus) fraudulently altered Stoic writings. Thus in Lives of

Eminent Philosophers 7.34 we read:

Isidore of Pergamum . . . likewise affirms that the passages disproved by
the school were expunged from his works by Athenodorus the Stoic, who
was in charge of the Pergamene library; and that afterwards, when
Athenodorus was detected and compromised, they were replaced.

5.6.7 Possible Jewish Influences

Lidemann (2013: 260 - 261) (albeit unwittingly) makes another very important

observation that can only be fully explicated after considering the following points:

Most scholars involved in the Josephus/Luke-Acts debates are quick to identify
Luke’s writings as being in accord with typical Grseco-Roman standards of
historiography and/or history writing. However, Lidemann correctly points out that for
the most part, traditional Jewish scriptural writings are largely oblivious to issues
such as plagiarism, intellectual property, pseudepigraphy, commitment to historical

veracity etc.

Ludemann (2013: 259) explains that:

[T]he literature of what later became the Old Testament was for the most
part tradition-literature rather than author-literature. Even the books of the
prophets were constantly reworked by their disciples and by later
theological schools. And not only is the same true for the panoramic
history that stretches from 1 Samuel to 2 Kings, but the Chronicler’s
account is ultimately a further commentary on those narratives, for he is
engaged in the same task as that of his prophetic and historical
predecessors: rewriting earlier proclamations or accounts to suit the needs
of the present generation.

Of course, Lidemann is quite correct. Amongst more objective scholars it is well
accepted that the Torah (7mn), which is interpreted variously as ‘teaching’,
‘instruction’ or ‘law’ (JSB, 2004:1), was originally recounted as part of an oral tradition
that may stretch as far back as ¢.1200 B.C.E.. Originally, much of the information it

now contains was most likely handed down, orally, generation after generation and in
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due course, with the advent of writing, it was eventually written down for posterity and
ultimately edited and composed into its present unity notwithstanding the fact that it is

arranged into five books.

Indeed, it can be clearly shown that the final compilation of its written form or Torah
she-khtav (nmaw 7n), with its often contradictory reiterations, was redacted from at
least four distinctive sources, each of which is identifiable on the grounds of such

aspects as literary style, theological stance and employed vocabulary (JSB, 2004:3).

Respected authorities, like Brettler (JSB, 2004:6) and Rosenberg (in Back to the
sources, 1984:36 - 37), point out that scholarly research supports the notion that this
process of amalgamation did not happen overnight; most probably occurring in
several stages over an extended period of time. The definitive outcome of this
redaction, which also must have withessed the removal and loss of substantial
material, is claimed to have occurred during or shortly after the time of the
Babylonian exile (586 — 538 B.C.E.). Regardless, this herculean labour resulted in
arguably the longest piece of literature to have ever emanated from the ancient Near
East, not only in terms of its sheer volume but also in terms of its historical scope and

range of incorporated literary genres.

In this regard, according to Rosenberg in Back to the sources (1984:34) the Torah is
replete with, inter alia, epigrams, folk tales, poetry, prophecies, quasi-historical
narratives, remnants of myths, satires, songs, and wisdom literature. However, what
was considered far more important, especially from a more traditional Jewish
perspective, is that the Torah was an embodiment of either divine or divinely inspired

law

What is also a point to consider is that it is a fairly modern phenomenon for say a
fundamentalist to insist on having access to what he/she idealistically believes is an
“original” text. Ancient Jews for one, were fully aware of the discrepancies in their
religious texts and indeed different communities might possess different versions of
the same scripture. It is only in more modern times that certain religiously inclined
individuals insist on re-establishing some mythical “origin” as though it were the Holy
Grail of truth itself.
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According to the official Dead Sea Scroll website?®” we now know, via the evidence
gleaned from the Dead Sea Scrolls discovery that several contemporaneous versions
of the biblical text once existed. However, one version known as the proto-Rabbinic
or proto-Masoretic enjoyed a special status by the Graeco-Roman period (third

century B.C.E. - first century C.E.)

Thus over several centuries a more authoritative or Masoretic version of the Hebrew
Bible did evolve. However we have to wait until the tenth century of the Common Era
before even the Masoretic version became the standard authoritative text of the
Hebrew Bible.

If one briefly considers the relatively recent discovery of the Great Isaiah Scroll?®® it
transpires that although it generally conforms to the Masoretic version, this two
thousand year old scroll is replete with alternate spellings, scribal errors,
amendments, and many variant readings. Here, it has been calculated that over

2,600 textual variants exist.

With the afore-mentioned background and given Ludemann’s understanding
concerning Hebrew scriptural literature it is puzzling that he has not pointed out the
possibility that Luke, being possibly more Jewish in personal orientation was merely
adopting a more Jewish tradition than a strictly Graeco-Roman one? If even partly
true, this would also go some way to explaining Luke’s intentions in writing Luke-Acts
(assuming these books once had one overall authorial directive). In short, like the
recipients of Torah, perhaps Luke intended his readers to receive his text from a

more traditional Jewish perspective as the embodiment of divinely inspired directives.

However, none of his many arguments seems conclusive and even he has to admit
that a number of influences are possible in Luke-Acts, principal amongst them being
Hellenistic historiographical trends. Sterling (1992: 375) also unwittingly lends some
support to Mason’s thesis when he admits that like Josephus, Luke addresses a

patronus in his prologue. Regardless, Sterling (1992: 374) concludes as follows:

267 Versions and Translations of the Book of Isaiah 2014. In The Digital Dead Sea Scrolls
[Online]. Available: http://dss.collections.imj.org.il/isaiah [15 January 2015].

268 The Great Isaiah Scroll (1Qlsa?) is one of the original seven Dead Sea Scrolls discovered
in Qumran in 1947. It is also the largest, measuring some 734 cm in length. It is also the best
preserved and most complete of all the biblical scrolls. It has been dated to c. 125 B.C.E.
making it over 1,000 years older than the oldest extant manuscript of the Hebrew Bible. Cf.
Versions and Translations of the Book of Isaiah 2014. In The Digital Dead Sea Scrolls
[Online]. Available: http://dss.collections.imj.org.il/isaiah [15 January 2015].
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Luke-Acts is thus a complex work which combines Christian, Jewish, and
Hellenistic elements into a form of Hellenistic history.

In this context, he goes on to emphasise that the overriding tradition that effectively
explicates the existence of, and interaction between, these diverse components is

Hellenist historiography.

5.7 Luke-Acts as Apologetic Historiography

One of the more important contributions to this debate comes from Sterling (1992).
What should be borne in mind here, is that Sterling argues from the world-view of a
confirmed Christian fundamentalist?®® and accordingly is not really “open” to any
contention that might seriously undermine his belief system. Regardless, his
arguments, especially where they are objective offer valuable insight into the present

conundrum.

Sterling (1992)27° is relatively well-known for his important thesis that attempts to
define writings like Luke-Acts and Josephus’ Antiquities as examples of a particular
genre of history wring which he calls “apologetic historiography”. In this context he
has identified ancient texts from the Graeco-Roman world which are primarily
concerned with extolling the character and significance of a particular sub-culture
operating within the broader perspective of the prevailing and increasingly
dominating Hellenised Roman world. These texts are produced by an individual or
individuals who are themselves members of the sub-culture. The import of these
texts, which are themselves Hellenised, are directed to either members of the sub-

culture or to the dominant culture or both.

Sterling (1992: 17) proffers the following definition for his new term:

269 Sterling is both a Christian scholar and a preacher attached to the Church of Christ. This
sect has a decentralised nineteenth-century primitivist tradition which endeavours to educe
what it naively believes was the original disposition of the nascent Christian community. Cf.
Oppenheimer, Mark 2012. New Div School Dean is a Preacher-Scholar in Yale Alumni
Magazine [Online]. Available:
https://lwww.yalealumnimagazine.com/articles/3431/new-div-school-dean-is-a-preacher-
scholar

270 Sterling’s seminal book is titled: Historiography & Self-definition: Josephos, Luke-Acts &
Apologetic Historiography (1992).
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Apologetic historiography is the story of a subgroup of people in an
extended prose narrative written by a member of the group who follows the
group’s own traditions but Hellenizes them in an effort to establish the
identity of the group from within the setting of the larger world. [Sterling’s
italics].

Here Sterling (1992: 17 and 17 n. 77) explains that by “self-definition” he means the
author’s endeavour to present a defining characteristic of the sub-culture to which he
claims adherence and juxtapose it with those exhibited by the larger society and its
perceptions. Sterling clarifies that this does not in any way presuppose that the
author in question was himself operating in a manner that was completely in accord
with the precepts of his own sub-culture. Rather, the author presents an apologetic

discourse which serves as its own normative point of departure.?™

Lastly, Sterling emphasises that the sub-group should not be seen as totally insular
in nature. Rather it should be viewed (due in part to prevailing Hellenisation?) as a
legitimate subsection of the dominant society. On this latter point, it could be claimed
that Sterling is perhaps trying to generalise for the sake of establishing a useful
definition for his new term. Certainly in the case of the Jews, the very tenets of
mainstream Jewish culture - especially during this stressful time in their history -
would not have encouraged the majority to see themselves as willing participants of
Roman world domination. Indeed, in terms of their perceived covenant with God,
observant Jews were surely far more likely to stress their “apartness” to what they
would have perceived as an ungodly and heathen world. Where, Sterling could be
exonerated for his oversimplification — especially in the case of Josephus — is that the
latter author tended to see the actions of the Roman world as part of God's divine
retribution and ultimate plan. In that limited sense alone, Jewish identity may have

been presented as contributing to the greater understanding of the whole.

Within this context, Sterling (1992: 313) repeats the conjecture that Ev.Luc. and
Act.Ap. should not necessarily be viewed as products of the same hand or “school”.
Undeniably, Sterling (1992: 313 n. 13) claims that according to his knowledge no

manuscript exists that can unite Luke-Acts.
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5.8 Josephus as a Possible Influence on Luke-Acts

Crowe (2012: 93) with specific reference to Bruce (1951: 43 — 44) cursorily dismisses
claims that Josephus could have influenced Luke. He acknowledges the similarities
between the episodes involving Theudas, Judas the Galilean and the Egyptian
activist but concludes that, as intriguing as this notion may be, since Act.Ap. was
most likely written before c. 93 C.E. the Antiquities could not possibly be considered
to be an influence. Here again is an example of the enormous power of a
researcher’s world-view that so effectively undermines an individual's ability to
reason. Crowe neglects to mention War as a possible influence (unless he feels that
Act.Ap. was written even earlier than 75 C.E.?) and mechanically accepts the
conservative view that Act.Ap. could only have been written well within the first

century C.E. This finding is based almost solely on Luke-Acts’ “historical” content.
The fact that its many references to certain events are clearly inaccurate does not

seem to bother Crowe at all.

Dicken (2012: 24 — 25) also addresses the notion that Luke may have copied
Josephus. In this context, he reiterates that most scholars reject this thesis but also
defers to Pervo (2006) (especially chapter five) who (as we have already withessed)
has managed to show that Luke-Acts owes some intertextual dependence on
Josephus. Burke (2012) concurs with this sentiment and also points to the work of
Pervo (2006) as well as other similar exposés. Here, Burke (2012) claims that,
despite the fact that Pervo’'s argument has failed to persuade the majority of
researchers, he finds it wholly convincing. On the other hand he finds Mason’s thesis
to be flawed and makes the debatable claim that it is “rarely referred to in the

relevant scholarly literature”.

However, in the final analysis, Dicken believes that any coincidences between
content or choice of vocabulary in the respective works of Josephus and Luke are
more likely due to the fact that late Hellenistic authors were drawing from the same

well.

Sterling (1992: 365) also intimates cursorily that Josephus might be considered a
more direct influence on Luke but does not seem to take this suggestion too
seriously. However, as has already been witnessed, certain observations that he

makes seem to offer (albeit unwittingly) additional support for the Mason thesis.
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Sterling (1992: 365 and 365 n. 281) is careful not to dismiss outright the possibility
that Josephus may have influenced Luke. However, due to the fact that a suspected
association between Josephus and Luke-Acts has long been a subject for scholarly
reflection and (according to him) every possible opinion has already been given,

Sterling states that the “relationship is insoluble”.

Sterling (1992: 365 — 367) is only certain that the two authors shared a common
tradition concerning their, then, recent history of the Jewish nation. Moreover, both
Luke and Josephus make use of similar techniques and conceptual agreements.
Here, Sterling (1992: 367 n. 284) supplies the following two examples as evidence,

viz.:

1. Act.Ap. 10: 35 and Against Apion 2, 210; and
2. Act.Ap. 17: 25 and Antiquities 8, / 111.

Sterling (1992: 367 — 369) also believes that an area of research that has been
undervalued lies in comparing the two author’s shared historiographical perspectives.
Like, Mason, Sterling finds interesting parallels between the respective npdéioyor of
the following passages:

1. Against Apion 1, 10 /53 - 55 and Ev.Luc. 1: 1 - 3; and
2.  Against Apion2,1/1 -2 and Act.Ap. 1: 1 - 3.

Curiously, Sterling (1992: 367) refers to the wrong book within Against Apion — citing
Against Apion | instead of Against Apion 2! In addition he refers to Ev.Luc. 1: 1 — 4
instead of Ev.Luc. 1: 1 — 3. Accordingly, his errors have been corrected for the
purpose of this review of his thinking.

These passages are set out below according to a format loosely based on that
originally employed by Sterling (1992: 367 and 368):
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Ap. 1, 10/ 53 - 55272

Ev.Luc. 1: 1 — 3273

(53): ®adror 8¢ Tiveg
dvBpwmot dafadiety pov TV
iotoplav EmkeyeipikacLy
domep €v oYOAf] pelpakiov
yopvoopo mpokeichot
vopifovteg katnyopiog
Tapadogov Kol dafortic,
déov Ekelvo ylyvookewy, 0Tt
Oel OV GALOIC TapadooLY
apatemv aAndivav
VIGYVOVLEVOV

(1): Encidnmep moAdoi
éngyeipnooav avoraCocHot
dmynowv

EPL TAV TEMANPOPOPNUEVOV
&v MUV mpaypiTov,

(2): kobwg mapidocav Muiv
ol am' dpyflg avténTOL KOl

VANPETAL YEVOMEVOL TOD
(from line 55: mkeictov & Aoyov,
OVTOTTTNG YEVOUEVOG)

(53): avtov émictocor TavTag
TpoOTEPOV AKPLPDC,

(3): 8d60&e Kapol
TopnKoiovONKOTL dvembev
nacw akpdg

kafeliic ool ypayor ...

1 mapnkorovOnkoTOH

(54): toig yeyovoow 1 mapd
TOV €lddTOV TLVOAVOUEVOY .

Figure 2

A Comparison of Commonly Employed Vocabulary apropos Luke’'s mpoloyog
(Ev.Luc. 1: 1 - 3) and Josephus’ explanation of his historiographical
procedures (Ap. I, 10 /53 - 55).

Following Sterling’s example, the commonly employed vocabulary has been clearly
identified for ease of comparison when demonstrating where similar words have
been utilised. Figure 3 (ut infra) displays a comparison between the two authors’
secondary prefaces. In both cases the author refers to his previous book, addresses

his patron, summarises the first book and then introduces the second book.

272 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0216%3Abook%
3D1%3Awhiston+section%3D10 [12 January 2015].

273 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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Ap.2,2/1-2%" Act.Ap.1: 132

(1): Ax pgv obv tod

npotépov Bipiov, (1): Tov pév mpdtov Adyov

EMOMCAUNY TEPL TAVIOV,
3 4
® Oeopire,

Totaté pot Emappodite, ov fipéato 0 'Incodc

nepl 1€ TG ApyodTNTOg
Nuedv énédeiéa,

toig ®owikwv kol Xaldaimv ~ X .
s , TOlElV T€ KOl OACKELW,
kol Alyvntiov
YPOUUOO!L TUGTOGAUEVOS TNV
aAnOsioy Kol TOAAOVG TGV
EXMMvov  cuyypageig
TOPACYOUEVOS HapTLPOG, THV
Te Qvtippnow €momocduny
po¢ Mavebov kol
Xopnpova kol Tvog
£T£POVC.

(2): dxpr Mg Muépag
€VTEILAUEVOC TOTG AmOGTOAOLG
S mvedpoTog dyiov odg
é€eré€oto avelnuedn:

(3): ol kai TaPESTNOEY

N . gavtov (dvta ...
(2): dp&opon 8¢ viv TOVG ¢

VTOAEMOUEVOLG TAV
veypapdtov TL kol Mudv
ENEYYEWV.

Figure 3
A Comparison between the Secondary apéroyor (Ap.2,2/1 -2 and Act.Ap. 1:
1-3).

Sterling (1992: 368) warns that the employment of “common vocabulary” is not
conclusive evidence in itself and preferably one should rather look for proof of shared
historiographical orientation. Sterling goes on to confirm that Josephus extols two
historiographical methodologies, viz.: judicious enquiry and eyewitness accounts. In
this context, Luke definitely makes use of these two methodologies, but combines

them by claiming that it is eyewitness accounts that guarantee focussed

274 Original Greek and English translation according to Whiston, (Tr. and Ed.). 1895.

Flavius Josephus. The Works of Flavius Josephus, in Perseus Digital Library, [Online].
Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0216%3Abook%
3D2%3Awhiston+section%3D1 [12 January 2015].

25Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 245. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 111.
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investigation. Coincidentally, Sterling (1992: 368) would also seem to support
Masson (albeit unwittingly) when he verifies that both Luke and Josephus make use
of secondary prefaces, addresses to a patron and references to their earlier works

etc.

Sterling (1992: 368) also confirms the view that both authors were giving an account
which showcases their particular sub-group by means of the modification and re-
presentation of that group’s claimed historical texts. Here stress must be given to the
fact that both authors want to emphasise the great antiquity of their particular group’s

religious/philosophical teaching and both exaggerate the role of biblical prophecy.

However, ultimately Sterling seems to make more of a case to emphasise the
differences - rather than the similarities - between the two authors. Sterling (1992:

369) explains:

The author of Luke-Acts thus shared common historical and
historiographical traditions with Josephos. This does not mean that Luke-
Acts is dependent upon Josephos, but that they were cut out of the same
bolt of cloth [Spelling correction (underlined) NPLA].

It is also noteworthy that although Sterling would clearly not buy into the Mason
thesis he does state (1992: 369) that the alternative (i.e. Josephus copied Luke) is
even more unlikely. One could surmise from this that Sterling does not completely
rule out the possibility that Luke made some use of Josephus. Certainly, it would still
be more plausible than imagining a reverse situation. Regardless, in the final
analysis, Sterling seems to be a supporter of the more popular opinion, viz.: Luke

and Josephus were equally influenced by a common source.

5.9 Chapter Five Summary

With the aforementioned background information in mind, the present situation
seems to reflect the concern that scholars tend to be more involved with preserving
their constructed realities than they are with dealing dispassionately with the known
historical facts. In this context, commentators like Holding (2014) are simply not
critical. They merely deny any evidence that challenges their world view. As a
consequence their comments are not that useful. Unfortunately, the dominance of a

researcher’s worldview always plays a major role. This accusation can be levelled at
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all camps, regardless of whether they claim to be conservative Christian scholars or
even, free-thinking liberal academics.

Regardless, Sterling, who despite the fact that he believes that Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap.
might not have even been written by the same person or group, does not deny the
remarkable coincidences that are found in a reading of Luke-Acts and selected books

by Josephus.

Unfortunately, like so many of the more critical scholars in the conservative camp,

when anomalies are confirmed they are merely explained away.

Nonetheless, of special importance to this investigation are the findings of Sterling
(1992: 367 and 368). Specifically his comparison of the more commonly employed
vocabulary apropos Luke’s mporoyog (Ev.Luc. 1: 1 — 3) and Josephus’ explanation of
his historiographical procedures (Ap. I, 10 / 53 — 55) (cf. Fig. 2). This evidence, when
placed together with Mason and Carrier's many findings (cf. Chapter 2 and 3) adds
much weight to the argument that Luke and Josephus did not draw from some
common (albeit lost) source. Indeed, apart from Q. and Ev.Matt, Luke was also
heavily reliant on Josephus for both his historical content and rhetorical approach.

Of course, there is additional evidence that Luke was copying other authors as well.
For example Dicken (2012: 13 — 14) who draws his readers’ attention to the so-called
“we sections” that seem to indicate another common source. Here we have already
seen that Haenchen (1971: 85 — 87) takes this observation further and has theorised
that all the “we sections” might well be based on any number of personal diaries or

writers’ travelogues.

Most importantly, the evidence seems to present itself that Luke was quite happy to
sacrifice any historical accuracy for the sake of a simple, easily understood message

— most likely directed at a community that was not too critical.
Ludemann (2013: 256) has assisted in identifying the main themes of this message:
The Holy Spirit is instrumental in salvation history;

All things are predetermined by the will of God,;

The spread of the fundamental Christian mission is inevitable and unremitting;

P w N PRF

Roman power is completely benevolent to Christianity; and
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5.  The incredulous Jews will do anything in their power to frustrate Christian
objectives and intentions.

Lidemann (2013: 256 - 257) has also verified that this message was of such

importance to Luke, that although he needed to exploit the context of a largely

fictitious historical setting, in the final analysis, any cited historical event, real or

imagined was totally subservient to the spiritual message. As a consequence,

Lidemann has shown that Luke is responsible for the following digressions from NT

scripture:

Paul's association with the Jerusalem community is misrepresented,;
Paul's theology is altered:;
Paul’s actions are both miraculous and fallacious;

Peter appear Pauline and Paul appear Petrine;

a > w N

Paul's major mission is recorded as having taken place immediately after the
Jerusalem conference (Act.Ap.15). Other NT accounts place this event a
decade earlier.

6. The inner and outer growth of the nascent Christian communities is divinely

assured and thus requires no hard evidence;

7. Narratives apropos the various mission sites are inequitable: The beginnings of
Christianity in Galilee, northern Galatia, Rome or Egypt are largely neglected
yet 60 verses (mostly fictitious) are devoted to a sea-voyage to Rome.

If one can believe Lidemann (2013: 259 - 260), based on comments by Galen, Luke

was also guilty of the following:

1. Being oblivious to the possibility that at least some of his readership might
have been able to discriminate between legitimate and bogus texts; and

2. Plagiarism — despite the fact that it was not tolerated in learned circles.

If in any way accurate, these findings point to an author who either does not care
about how his texts will be received or what is more likely, it points to the low critical
standards of his intended readership. It may even point to a situation where the texts

were intended to be read by a minister to a group of totally illiterate people.
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CHAPTER SIX

Josephus’ Reliability as an Historian

6.1 Introduction

This chapter attempts to consider to what degree Josephus’ writings may be taken as
in any way historically reliable. Here such considerations as Josephus’ worldview,

levels of honesty and rhetorical strategy will be reviewed.

6.2 Josephus’ Status as a Reliable Historian

Mason (2009: 67) emphasises that Josephus should not to be seen as an authority in
the sense of a trustworthy spokesperson for everything he recounts. Here Mason
would still allow the reader to consider Josephus as a better choice given the
alternatives but certainly not the final arbitrator of truth. Indeed, Mason (2009:58)
believes that originally Josephus audience was small and parochial — limited to an
elite inner circle of Roman readers. Mason (2009: 67) supports this interpretation by
pointing to Josephus’ well known stated purpose for writing his texts, viz.: to write a

Jewish apology for a distinctly Hellenistic readership.

6.3 Josephus’ Honesty

Given that he has no trouble in disguising his earnest desire to save his own skin at
the expense of others on numerous occasions?’® and despite the claims of divine
protection and higher purpose which he claims underscored his questionable actions
he is outstandingly honest in recounting what would surely be embarrassing

moments to a modern author.

Nothing stopped him from lying or disguising his cowardice, yet he faithfully records
what he experienced albeit from his own perspective. That kind of information should
give the reader a certain degree of confidence when reading what else he has to say

about those accounts he claims to have witnessed at first hand.

276 Cf. Life 18/, 28/, 29/, 41 / and Josephus’ sincere admission of his own fear of death in
Life 58 / 304.
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Josephus was proud of his noble lineage and prided himself on his strict adherence
to Mosaic Law?”’. Yet he is honest enough to tell his reader that even he slipped up

on occasion.

For example, Josephus makes an honest admission of guilt in Life 15/ 81, when he
confesses to keeping spoils of the enemy. In addition, in Life 70 / 393, despite having
repeatedly informed his reader of how he continually preaches tolerance towards
one’s enemies and often gives accounts illustrating his magnanimity when dealing
with even the bitterest of his adversaries he is still happy to candidly admit to almost

killing Justus, the son of Pistus out of pure irritation.

Lastly, he goes so far as to emasculate his claimed standing as a priest when he
admits to accepting Vespasian's gift (whilst he was still in bondage) of a captive
virgin in Life 75/ 414.

It should be understood that the taking of a captive woman as a wife by a priest was
strictly forbidden by Mosaic Law. What is worse, is that Josephus also admits, that
after having borne him three children, he ultimately divorces her — not because he

wanted to restore his priestly status — but merely because she dissatisfied him?7,
In Life 76 / 42627° Josephus clearly states:

kaf’ Ov On kopov Kol TNV yovaiko un apeckouevog adtilg Ttoic 1feoctv
OmEMEPYAUNY TPV 7odV  yevouévmv  untépo, v ol pEv  dvo
grelevnoav, eig 0§, Ov Ypkovov mpoonydpevco, mepieoTiv.

about which time | divorced my wife also, as not pleased with her
behaviour, though not till she had been the mother of three children, two
of whom are dead, and one whom | named Hyrcanus, is alive. [My
emphasis for clarity and correction to spelling underlined NPLA]

217 Cf. references to keeping the law of Moses. Josephus normally abides slavishly to the
Torah. See, for example his stance on craven images (Life12 / 65) and the holding of property
that belongs to an enemy (Life 26 / 128).

278 Whiston (1895, n.1) incorrectly gives the view that Josephus eventually divorced the
captive virgin primarily because he wanted to comply to Mosaic law. Certainly, he also cites
Reland as supporting this view.

279 Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.). 1895. The Works of Flavius
Josephus. Auburn and Buffalo: John E. Beardsley. [Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0150%3Awhisto
n+section%3D76.[13 October 2015].
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This should be seen as a most candid confession. Indeed, Josephus clearly spells
out a Jewish priest’'s correct approach to marriage in Antiquities 3, 12, 2 / 276 —
277a2%0;

Tadv & iepéov kol OumAaciove tv ayvelav €moince: 7To0TOV 1€ YAp
abTOVG Ouoimg Tolg BAAOLG €ipyel kol mPOGETL YOUElV TOG MToupnKviog
EKMAVCE, MNATE OOVANV MUNT OiYUAA®TOV YOUEV ODTOVC KEKOAVKE Kol
Tag €Kk kamnAgiog kol Tod mOvOoKEVEW TEMOPIGUEVOG TOV Plov unde Ttag
TOV TPOTEP®V AVOpOV € aiodnmotodv aitiong ammAiayuévog.77] tov
apylepéo.  pévior ovde  tebvniotog avopog MEimoe  yuvaiko TODTO  TOIG
dAlolc ilepebol ouyywp®dv, wpovny 6 avt® O&dwke youslv mopbévov kol
TAOTNV QUAGTTEWY

As for the priests, he [Moses] prescribed to them a double degree of
purity for he restrained them in the instances above, and moreover
forbade them to marry harlots. He also forbade them [the priests] to
marry a slave, or a captive, and such as got their living by cheating
trades, and by keeping inns; as also a woman parted from her husband,
on any account whatsoever. Nay, he did not think it proper for the high
priest to marry even the widow of one that was dead, though he allowed
that to the priests; but he permitted him only to marry a virgin, and to
retain her. [My insertions and emphasis for clarity NPLA].

Again, in Against Apion 1.7 / 34 — 35?81, Josephus confirms:

Kol TAV E£mOve wpoydvev kol Tiveg Ol HopTUPODVTIEG. TOAEUOC O &l
Katdoyol, KaBdmep MNON yéyovev moAAdKG Avtioyov 1€ 100 Emipavodg
gic v yopav Euforoviog koi IMoumniov Mdayvov kol Kvvtidiov Ovdpov
udAloto 0¢ kol €v tolg ko nNuic ypdvolg, ol mePAEmOUEVOL TMV
igpéwv  kova TWOAV €K TOV  apyoi®v  YPOPUATOV  cuvioTovtol Kol
doxalovotl tag Vmorelpbeicag yuvaikag. oV Yop €M TOC OiYUUADTOLS
YEVOUEVOG TPOGIEVTOL TOAAAKLS YEYOVUIDV

But if any war falls out, such as have fallen out a great many of them
already, when Antiochus Epiphanes made an invasion upon our country,
as also when Pompey the Great and Quintilius Varus did so also, and
principally in the wars that have happened in our own times, those priests
that survive them compose new tables of genealogy out of the old
records, and examine the circumstances of the women that remain; for
still they do not admit of those that have been captives, as

280 Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.). 1895. The Works of Flavius
Josephus. Auburn and Buffalo: John E. Beardsley. [Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3Abook%
3D3%3Awhiston+chapter%3D12%3Awhiston+section%3D2. [13 October 2015].

281 Greek and English translation according to Whiston (Tr.). 1895. The Works of Flavius
Josephus. Auburn and Buffalo: John E. Beardsley. [Online]. Available:
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0216%3Abook%
3D1%3Awhiston+section%3D7. [13 October 2015].
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suspecting that they had conversation with some foreigners. [My
emphasis for clarity NPLA].

6.4 Josephus’ Agenda and Attitude to Sources

Mason (1991: 48) states that one “cannot deny that a few clear material
inconsistencies remain in Josephus’ works, but these tensions cannot overturn the
overwhelming evidence of Josephus’ control over his literary productions”.

Allen (2016: 279) explains the following:

[Alny assistants employed by Josephus, would surely not have been
given carte blanche permission to exercise their own rhetorical skills or
subvert his stated intentions. In short, we can be fairly certain that
Josephus’ own unique agenda was the primary focus of the BJ [War]...
[My insert for clarty NPLA].

Obviously Josephus composed this work in such a way that would be most
accessible to a Hellenistic readership. Thackeray (1929: 101f) himself states that
War is: “an excellent specimen of the Atticistic Greek of the first century” although
here again, we must be mindful that Thackeray also believed that Josephus was not
directly responsible for all of its contents.

As has already been stated, Mason (2009:58) believes that originally Josephus
audience was small, parochial and constrained for the sole benefit of a small elite of
Roman readers. Mason (2009: 67) supports this interpretation by pointing to
Josephus’ well known stated purpose for writing his texts, viz.: to write a Jewish
apology for a distinctly Hellenistic readership.

Allen (2016: 281) has explained that If Josephus was indeed a slave to employing
Hellenistic rhetorical manipulation (as supported by Mason and others), and he had
wanted to pointedly sell his message to a mostly Greek-speaking readership,
regardless of his actual prowess with the Greek tongue as early as c. 70 C.E., if he
was as dishonest and/or as arrogant as some claim, he might well have chosen to
emphasise how expert he was in Greek and in addition how he had been schooled
by Greeks and was wholly familiar with the Greek classics etc.

Instead he displays modesty and even lack of skill. Given his arrogance in places,
these are both very rare qualities for someone like Josephus to admit to. What is
even more telling here is that his admissions of inadequacy do not assist his stated
task. Therefore, at least in these cases the reader can be assured that his
pronouncements have validity.
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Furthermore, when he did not have first-hand experience of a situation he relied on
the voice of those that he trusted. Here | would tend to largely credit what he states in
his prologue in the sense that although he may have distorted the truth as a direct
result of his own personal experiences he never does so consciously. Josephus does
have an agenda — but it is quite transparent and dominated by his naive desire to be
totally honest. Often he is blind to the hypocrisy of some of his statements and is

even inconsistent but that does not necessarily mean that he has a hidden agenda.

This would strongly oppose Mason’s claim that Josephus is in many ways a
dishonest spokesperson for his age — one who deliberately distorts history for the
benefit of some personal agenda. The worst that could be said of him is that he has
no means with which to assess the validity of the information he repeats but his
choice of historical material is used to highlight what for him were current concerns.
In this latter regard they still assist the historian in understanding the issues of his

own time.

Thus, he equally criticises historical figures when their actions harm the Jewish

nation.

Another issue that seems to be overlooked is that if we assume that we can trust
Josephus’ stated agenda in the opening of both War and Antiquities respectively. In
both cases Josephus gives the distinct impression that he firmly believed himself to
be recounting events as honestly as he could. He even admits to the matter of

subjectivity head-on.

It should also be noted that many of his negative accounts were not actually
witnessed first-hand by Josephus — indeed they occurred in some instances several
centuries before he wrote War. Therefore he must have been reliant on other written
sources for his information. Here, (without being naive to possible Josephan agenda
and/or third and fourth century C.E. Christian interference) we should surely be
mindful of the original itinerary of his chosen source material. Certainly, based on
Josephus’ promise for objectivity in his prologue, one would expect him to record the
supplied information as faithfully as possible. Thus if he trusted a source enough to

cite it he would hardly rewrite it — especially if the tenor of that information worked
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against his supposed hidden agendas. For example, if Smith (1956)2% is correct and
Josephus had secretly wanted to hold up the Pharisaic party in general as a suitable
example of leadership which would benefit the Romans he must have seen the
damage that he was creating when he speaks badly about a particular Pharisee in

history? Therefore only two possibilities are possible here:

1.  Josephus faithfully recorded what he had researched as faithfully as possible;
and/or

2. Josephus was extremely sloppy when it came to organising his ideas.

As an aside, depending on the contents of his source material Josephus can do one
of three things:

1. Elect to select from his source(s) only those pieces of information that he
agrees with; and/or
Embellish his source to make it accord with his own world view; and/or

3.  Sacrifice his agenda when the source contradicts his agenda but still include

the information because he wants to be honest.

Mason (2009: 136) retorts that recovering historical truth by reading Josephus would
require a skill beyond the means of science, namely “magic or alchemy”. In addition,
Mason correctly emphasises that in the case of the Josephan text, readers must
constantly be aware of the pitfalls of assuming that they are simply analysing an
individual's attempt at giving an honest and straightforward account. As an example,

Mason applies Ahl's framework for pinpointing multivalence in ancient sources.

Ahl in Marcovitch and Sansone (1989:7) postulates that our models of Greek and
Latin epic narrative are quite defective because they assume a clarity and directness
of narrative and rationale that in no way reflects the manner in which ancient poets
operated in actuality. In this regard, Ahl claims that the ancient author was quite

aware of the wider fields of reference that specific terms might have and further

282 Smith goes further in his assumptions: Perhaps Josephus was a loyal Sadducee before
the rebellion but then, after 70 C.E., he conferred his allegiance to the Pharisees either
because they were now the de facto most popular leadership (Smith, 1956:76) and/or
because he found himself thinking along similar lines and/or he had come to realise that they
were the best party to take the Jewish nation forward given the new political realities. As a
result, Smith (1956:77) suggests that sometime after he had written his War, Josephus may
well have aligned his own position with that of the Pharisaic movement.
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exploited this fact in order to give their textual compositions more expressive weight.

Ahl goes on to state that the ancient poet:

... had little use for the forthright expression we admire because they
thought it less powerful in public speaking (Aristotle Rhetoric 1 382b) and
less effective even with friends (Plutarch Moralia 66E-74E). Those
ancients who do praise artless speech and criticize the techniques of
"formidable speaking" - deinotes - are often themselves the most skilled
practitioners of "formidable speaking".

In the same vein, Mason in Sievers and Lembi (2005: 71 — 100) attempts to show
that Josephus’ employment of say, flattery and criticism are not at all straightforward
- rather they are carefully interrelated rhetorical devices. Mason puts forward brilliant
arguments to show that Josephus may well have employed say flattery of Vespasian

in an ironic way in order to expose the foolishness of the Roman emperor.

All of this may well be true — but it should also be noted, that Josephus is more likely
to have placed his own safety above even the slightest risk of exposing himself to his
many enemies, both Jewish and Roman. He states this many times in his books, so
why would he risk certain death by setting down veiled insults that ran the risk of
being eventually discovered by Vespasian and his extended family - his only true

guarantee of even medium-term safety?

Surely Josephus can neither be expected to serve as an unbiased observer nor
should he be expected to apply the rigours of contemporary historical enquiry. He
was a product of his own age and employed the techniques of his own time to the
best of his ability. In this context his texts (albeit with interpolations and redactions
neutralised)?®® should be seen as a genuine product which contains the rhetorical
devices appropriate to the spirit of the age in which he lived. Certainly, it is not
possible to say the same of an author like Luke and consequently one is more likely

to treat Josephus (despite the occasional errors) as at least a potentially accurate

283 Cf. Allen, 2015. Clarifying the Scope of Pre-Fifth-Century C.E. Christian Interpolation in
Josephus’ Jovdaikn Apyaioloyio (c. 94 C.E.). Nicholas Peter Legh Allen, 2017a. “Josephus,
James and Jesus.” Journal of Early Christian History, Vol .VII No. 1, Pretoria: UNISA Press;
2017b. “Josephus, Origen and John the Baptist: Exposing a Christian Apologist’s Deceit.”
(IOSOT Conference) in JBL (publication pending); 2017c. “Christian Misappropriation in the
Jewish Antiquities: Josephus Redeemed,” in Journal of Religions, Chicago: CUP. (Pending
Peer-Review process).
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recorder of historical events whereas Luke consistently gets things wrong and often

resorts to pure fantasy.

Josephus was a traditional, practicing Jew, living at the height of aggressive
Hellenisation. He was witnessing the rapid destruction of everything that he held
dear. He was attempting to make sense of the destruction and see God'’s purpose in
a situation that countered every expectation. Despite his arrogance and delusions of
self-importance, he genuinely wanted to see the survival of his religion and his
nation. He wanted the non-Jew to better understand his people’'s plight and to
acknowledge what he earnestly believed was God’s divine handiwork in important
historical events. He also did not want the Jewish nation to lose heart and was intent
on pointing out to all Jews the perils of behaving in certain ways. Thus his raison
d’étre for writing was multifaceted. He wanted to tell the truth as best he could but in

addition he wanted to educate his reader, whether Jew or Gentile.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Conclusions

7.1 Introduction

This chapter attempts to highlight the most important findings of this investigation as

these address each sub problem and main problem of research.

7.2 The Problem of Research

This dissertation set out to determine to what degree the Mason thesis can withstand
rigorous analytical scrutiny within the context of a substantiated and verified historical

context.

7.3 The Sub-Problems of Research

Within this context a number of sub problems were identified.

7.3.1 First Sub-Problem

The dissertation attempted to determine the most credible historical context for the
pertinent writings of Josephus, Ev.Luc. and Act.Ap. In this context, the following is
relatable:

Firstly, Sterling (1992: 321) infers that by 130 C.E. no mention had yet been made of
Ev.Luc. or even a similar document, strongly suggesting that Luke-Acts could never

have been a source document for Josephus’ writings.

Secondly, it is fairly safe to assume that neither Luke nor Josephus based their
seemingly matching historical accounts and similar rhetorical style on some
hypothetical common source. Apart from the more likely possibility of Josephus being
a primary source (based solely on what is contained in Luke-Acts), it is clear that
Luke also made use of Q and Ev.Matt.?8* plus at least one other additional source(s)
(i.e. the “we sections") that according to Porter (1994: 545 — 574) was a single source
but according to Haenchen (1971: 85 — 87) may well have been any number of

independent travelogues. There are also other obvious borrowings like Paul's

284 Cf. Mason, 2003: 251; and Carrier, 2000.
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reference to the Greek poet Aratos and similarities in phraseology (e.g. Plato’s
Apologia Socratis 29D and Act.Ap. 5: 29).

Thirdly, much of the longest “we section” (Act.Ap. 27: 1 - 28: 16) has only limited
parallels with Josephus’ own accounts (Life 14 — 16) of his own experiences during a
shipwreck on the way to Rome. Although this certainly does not rule out Luke making
use of Josephus in this instance, we need to be mindful of the possibility that Luke
also equally lifted content from other sources. Nonetheless, the evidence seems to
point to Luke consistently employing his source material merely as a non-critical point
of departure for accounts that are preoccupied solely with the delivery of his spiritual
message in a dramatic and memorable way. In this latter regard, Dicken (2012: 12 —
13); Pervo (1987: 138); and Bovon (2002: 8) all seem to support the possibility that
Luke utilised the “we sections” as literary devices in order to better involve and

engage the reader as well as making the narrative more exciting.

Fourthly, if a reliable date for Luke-Acts was forthcoming, this would assist greatly in
ruling out Josephus as a source. Here, the problem is that most scholars who are
more conservative will automatically favour an early date whereas more liberal
thinkers tend to proffer much later dates. Because it is acknowledged that Ev.Luc. is
based in part on Ev.Marc. and the latter is commonly ascribed to c.65 — 70 C.E.,
most conservative scholars favour a date soon after 70 but well before 90 C.E.

Thus we have scholars such as Dicken (2012: 17 — 25) who typically attempt to
establish what he believes are plausible dates for Luke-Acts based largely on a
trusting acceptance of the reliability of what is written in the NT. Within this latter
context, Dicken attempts to establish a safe terminus a quo and terminus ad quem
for Luke-Acts.

Here, based on, inter alia, Jesus’ reference to the destruction of Jerusalem in Ev.Luc.

19: 41 — 44, Dicken settles on a terminus a quo of between c. 75 and 80 C.E.
As we have seen, Dicken (2012: 24 — 25) believes that 1 Clem. was written in 96

C.E. and is possibly dependent on Act.Ap. Accordingly he is happy to accept a
terminus ad quem for Luke-Acts of c. 85 - 90 C.E.
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These dates are problematic for a number of obvious reasons but principle amongst
them is the fact that Dicken merely conflates his dubious terminus ad quem of 85 —
90 C.E. to further justify why there would not have been sufficient time for Luke to
have borrowed from Josephus’ Antiquities (c. 94 C.E.) before his Act.Ap. was

borrowed by Clement I.

In point of fact, there is absolutely no evidence to support the tradition that Clement |
wrote 1 Clem. It has already been pointed out that this epistle had no specified
author before c. 170 C.E. at the earliest possible date. In addition, Van Den Bergh
Van Eysinga (1908: 52) has already shown that the text contains mature Roman
Catholic theology too advanced for an author living in either the late first century or
the early second century of the Common Era. Therefore it is not possible for Act.Ap
to have influenced Clem 1. until at least the last two decades of the second century
C.E.

At least Dicken accepts that Luke-Acts was not considered authorative until at least
the mid-second century C.E. Sterling (1992: 321) also infers that by 130 C.E. no
mention had yet been made of Ev.Luc. or even a similar document. In addition,
Marcion of Sinope (c. 85 - c. 160 C.E.) is known to have accepted a version of what
is now called Ev.Luc. as canonical as late as c. 140 C.E.

Fifthly, Dicken like Crowe (2012: 93) and Bruce (1951: 43 — 44) neglect to mention
War as a possible influence. As has been noted already, even if Dicken is totally
correct and Luke-Acts was indeed written as early as say c. 85 C.E. it could still have
been based in part on War (c. 74 C.E.).

We also need to consider Carrier's (2000) prudent observations: Given the slow rate
of publication and dissemination, hand-written copies of Josephus’ texts would surely
have taken quite some time to reach the hands of those responsible for the initial

creation of Ev.Luc and Act.Ap.

In the final analysis, there seems to be more reason to believe that Ev.Luc. was
indeed created somewhat later than 90 C.E. Here, it would seem that Sterling (1992:
330) is proven to be more accurate when he at least will accept a date up to the mid-

90s C.E. for the actual composition of Luke-Acts.
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Unfortunately, this latter observation per se, does not really assist the task of
clarifying the most plausible historical context for Luke-Acts. If the conservative
scholars are correct and Ev.Luc was produced before say 75 C.E. there is absolutely
no chance that the author could have read either War or Antiquities. In this unlikely
scenario Luke could not possibly have plagiarised Josephus and in addition we

would have tangible evidence for a prior common source.

However, given the long list of evidence of plagiarism that almost certainly exists,
then the only option left would be to ascertain that Luke-Acts was written well after 97
C.E. Here, with the insights of Carrier (2000) we could even speculate a date as late

as 110 C.E. as the earliest possible date for composition of Ev.Luc. let alone Act.Ap.

We need to consider that Luke-Acts might not have been written by one author —
something that is accepted by scholars such as Verheyden (2012: 27). Here we
have seen the opposing arguments of Walters (2009: 160 and 189) who, based on
“authorial unity,” has identified divergences of style and rhythm in Ev.Luc. and
Act.Ap.. As a consequence she would argue for separate authors.

However, one must also be mindful of the fact that the same author (or group) may
well have changed his (their) approach when composing his (their) second book due
to the nature of the source material and overriding agenda.

Then there is Luke’s reference to his previous book (i.e. Ev. Luc.) when writing the
nporoyog for Act.Ap. If two separate authors or groups were involved it is evident that

they still treated Luke-Acts as a unity.

Lastly, it is almost certain that both books were redacted over time and certain
modified concepts and/or theological directives of later periods inculcated into the
text?®5, With this possibility in mind, stylistic differences would, over time, creep into

the respective texts. If so, this would explain the cause of Walters’ predicament.

7.3.2 Second Sub-Problem

The dissertation attempted to determine to what degree either Ev.Luc. or Act.Ap.

may be considered reliable historical sources.

285 The fact that Luke himself is attempting to undermine Paul's more archetypal message as
found in 1 Ep.Cor. is a case in point.
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Again, the world-view of the various scholars plays a large role in coming to a
conclusion apropos the issue of reliability. In general, conservative scholars seem to
automatically assume that Luke is almost totally accurate and reliable whereas more
sceptical scholars like Mason (1992) and Carrier (2000) find Luke to be totally

unreliable.

However, it is interesting to note that apart from very fundamentalist commentators
like Holding (2014) and Dicken (2012) who wholly accept that the information
recorded in Luke-Acts is God-given, there are dissenting voices. Indeed, certain of
the more conservative scholars — those whom one might assume would want to
naively accept the NT being totally historically accurate - do not seem to state

unequivocally that Luke is absolutely dependable.

For example Lidemann (2013: 256 - 257) is quite objective in his approach and
points out many areas where Luke gets things wrong when compared to the other NT
gospels writers. For example, as has been already discussed Luke misrepresents
Paul’'s association with the Jerusalem community and also altered Paul's theology
etc.

However, Lidemann (2013: 256) explains that these discrepancies are as a result of
Luke employing judiciously-chosen characters, constructs and events in his
narratives to prove that Christianity was indeed divinely sanctioned and always

proves to be victorious in the end.

Regardless, based on the arguments given by Pervo (1987), Sterling (1992), Dicken
(2012) and Lidemann (2013) it is evident that scholars do not present Luke as a
historically reliable author. Instead they justify Luke’s approach as a means to impart

a more important spiritual truth.

In the final analysis, based on the evidence presented it is quite clear that Luke
cannot be relied upon to recover historical truth. Many of his accounts are inaccurate
and in many cases quite fantastical. Only a non-critical and gullible reader would
believe accounts of a census occurring throughout the entire Roman world (Ev.Luc.
2: 1 — 7), an earthquake loosing all the prisoner’'s chains (Act.Ap. 16: 26), Peter
quoting JI. 2: 28 — 32 verbatim (Act.Ap. 2. 17 — 21), Peter's exhortation which
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resulted in the immediate conversion of 3,000 Jews (Act.Ap. 2: 14 - 36), and Paul
bitten by a snake and suffering no ill effects (Act.Ap. 28: 3 — 6) etc.

Lastly, it should be seen as significant that the only references to the first person
plural, in either Luke or Acts are limited to four sections. This factor alone reveals that
Luke was not writing consistently as a reliable witness. Indeed, if a sole author had
been involved one would have expected the first person singular to be employed

uninterruptedly throughout the entire recitation.

7.3.3 Third Sub-Problem

The dissertation attempted to determine, in the context of Mason’s thesis, the degree

of historical reliability apropos Josephus’ writings.

This is a complex problem to deal with in a research project of this limited scope.
However, although it is clear that Josephus has a clear agenda (inter alia, to write a
Jewish apology for a distinctly Hellenistic readership), which underpins much of his
writing, he does go to great lengths to convince his reader of his honesty. Of course
this could be ascribed to a clever rhetorical strategy. However, on more than one
occasion he does relate incidents that do not exactly assist his cause. In addition
these accounts®® reveal negative traits such as cowardice and unrighteous
behaviour. Thus, in these contexts at least, it can safely be stated that he should be
considered to be mostly reliable — certainly when one considers the alternatives. In
this latter context, if Luke is the only alternative, given his proven unreliability?®’,

Josephus ‘ accounts would appear to be far more trustworthy.

7.3.4 Fourth Sub-Problem

The dissertation attempted to determine if Josephus is indeed the primary source for

any of the Lucan texts or vice versa.

Certainly, based on the results of the previous three sub-problems it is highly unlikely

that Luke could have ever been a source for Josephus. Therefore what is more

286 Cf. War 3, 8, 3/ 350 - 7/ 391 and Antiquities 3, 12, 2/ 276 — 277a.

287 Notably, Luke both misdates the census of Quirinius as well as misleading his reader
apropos its extent. Firstly, the census of Quirinius only occurred in Syria and not the entire
Roman world. Secondly, it took place in c. 6 C.E. and not c. 6-4 B.C.E. as alluded to in the
text.
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important to determine is was Josephus in any way a source for Luke? And, if so to

what degree?

We have already seen that, of all the NT books, only Ev.Luc and Act.Ap.

demonstrate analogous correspondences with certain of Josephus’ accounts. In this

regard, both Josephus and Luke are identifiable as a consequence of the following

seemingly shared attributes:

Josephus and Luke both employ the same genre or literary type to convey their
message (Hellenistic history writing);

Both Josephus and Luke represent a minority group within a broader Greeco-
Roman ethos;

Both writers present their minority group as having a valuable role to play within
the greater system;

Both writers downplay any dissension (real or perceived) within their respective
groupings and stress more ideal group characteristics, such as union, discipline
and accord;

Both authors hold up the religious values and ancient traditions of their
respective sub-group as eminently worthy of consideration and respect; and
Although they primarily write for a broader Graeco-Roman audience they also
cater for the specific needs of their own sub-group.

As has already been summarised, the argument that both authors existed at the

same time and shared similar Hellenistic influences is not sufficient to explain all of

these correspondences, viz.:

1.
2.
3.

Agrippa I's death;
Felix and Drusilla;

Agrippa Il and Bernice

Similarly, certain accounts also contain elements of incongruity (certainly from an

accurate historical perspective):

The Census under Quirinius;
Judas the Galilean;

Theudas;
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4.  The Egyptian False Prophet; and
5.  The Sicarii.

Luke is clearly operating (like Josephus) within a typical Hellenistic milieu. For
example, he makes use of invented “plausible” speeches for individuals as though

they were recorded verbatim and he claims to have access to eyewitness testimony.

However, unlike most other authors at the time, Luke refrains from openly
condemning previous writers which could be taken as an indication that he did not
want to draw his reader’s attention to the sources that he was lifting. This possibility,
when considered in the light of Mason’s argument, reveals the possibility that Luke
still managed to imply that previous authors were substandard (i.e. without stating it
explicitly). Here, the insight of Mason (2003: 255) where Luke’s specific reference to
nmolhol in  Ev.Luc.l: 1 might be intended to indicate Luke's disapproval needs to be
evaluated. As has been seen, Mason supports the notion that as a Hellenistic writer
he would still have wanted to improve on the quality of the other, then extant,
gospels. Thus, according to Mason, Luke is still indirectly, implying that his gospel

will be an improvement when compared to what had been recorded earlier.

However, the following facts need to be considered as a collective:

1. There is no real hard evidence to support Mason’'s hunch of Luke's implicit
disapproval of previous authors;
Luke never openly states his disapproval of previous authors; and

3. Much evidence exists of unabashed borrowing from other sources.

Therefore, surely it is more likely that Luke did not want to draw his reader’s attention
to his dishonesty (assuming he was even aware that he was being in any way
mendacious)? Also, if he was indeed conscious of some form of deceit, to disguise
this fact whilst still making a veiled suggestion that his writing was superior would

have been a preferred route to follow.

The findings of this investigation (both conditional and as well as analogous) seem to
be reinforced by Mason’s opinion that Luke positions nascent Christianity as a
"philosophical school" within Judaism. However, Josephus names and elaborates

upon these competitors whereas Luke blatantly circumvents the need to focus on
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them unduly. This is especially true of the distinct absence of Essenism in his

writings.

Most damning is Mason’s analysis of Act.Ap. 26: 5288

TPOYWVOOKOVTEG  pe  AQvobev, €av  Béhmol  paptuopelv, Ot kot TNV
axpipestatnv alpeow tijc Muetépag Opnokeiog €nco dDapicoloc.

They have known me for a long time and can testify, if they are willing, that
I conformed to the strictest sect of our religion, living as a Pharisee. [My
emphasis for clarity NPLA].

As has been noted earlier, Mason views Luke’s use of the term aipsow as specifically
emphasising the interplay between the powerful philosophical schools of the Jews
and that of the Christians much the same way as Josephus distinguishes between

the three branches of Judaism. If so, this seems to be more than a coincidence.

Mason also draws our attention to the fact that Luke (like Josephus) has Paul refer to
the Pharisees as the “axpiBestatnv alpeowv”. Thus Luke is coincidently employing
Josephan language (i.e. “philosophical school” and “accuracy”) twice within the same
sentence as well as conforming to a Josephan interpretation and simultaneously
confirming that the Pharisees prided themselves as being the most accurate Jewish

sect - exactly as Josephus had maintained in his own works.

It is apparent that Luke needs his accounts to appear historiographical to create the
illusion of reality. Only an audience that was unschooled would be content not to
guestion when Luke either places accurate information in the wrong context or when
he ingenuously invents history. Based on the evidence there seems to be little
chance that the reader would be able to take a supposedly well-known fact (e.g. the
procuratorship of Festus) and then happily imagine that a quite possibly fictitious
story is from the same time. Furthermore, even when Luke refers to a known
historical fact (e.g. the census under Quirinius) he is capable of getting the date

wrong.

288 Greek text according to NTOG. 1882. Eds Brooke and Fenton: 307. NIV translation
according to Holy Bible. 1989. NIV: NT 138.
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7.4 Conclusions

When one reviews all of the arguments under review, only those of Mason and
Carrier appear to be undeniably more rational. However, it is also clear that there is
no absolute incontrovertible evidence that Luke was definitely dependent on

Josephus.

Regardless, the largely circumstantial evidence seems overwhelming. Based purely
on the law of probability, and the fact that Luke obviously does make use of other
sources (e.g. Q, Ev.Matt and at least one other undeterrmined source — possibly a

diarist), the chances that Luke did not make some use of Josephus are quite small.

As has been shown already certain events are not easy to explicate unless one
accepts some degree of Lucan dependency on Josephus. This not only includes
those narratives involving Agrippa I's death, Felix and Drusilla’s relationship and
Agrippa Il and Bernice’s actions but also the following group of commonly reported

events:

The Census under Quirinius;
Judas the Galilean;

Theudas;

The Egyptian False Prophet; and
The Sicarii.

a > e

As the historical discrepancies could only have occurred as a result of Luke
conflating specific information presented in Josephus’ writings this is seen as

important prima facie evidence of influence.
It should also be added, that the real possibility that the book of Acts was written

nearer the middle of the second century C.E. (cf. Baur and Tyson) helps to support,

inter alia, the possibility of Josephan influence.
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7.4.1 Further Research

It is safe to state that the Mason thesis holds water but also raises a number of

important issues that need to be explored further:

Firstly, given that Luke is obviously not concerned at all about historical accuracy
what does that say about the educational level of those individuals who were the
recipients of his texts over several centuries? The fact that no-one seems to have
noticed their levels of inaccuracy until relatively recent times should be seen as
significant. The texts were clearly didactic in nature and, inter alia, must have been
employed for the conversion of non-Christians. Given the fact that these texts were
happily taken to be historically accurate and/or valid/realistic seems to indicate that
Christian converts came almost exclusively from low-income and/or uneducated

societies.

Secondly, Luke seems to have no qualms about “borrowing” the contents of other

sources without acknowledgement.

This seems to seriously contradict the findings of Liidemann (2013: 259 - 260) who
argued, based on Galen’s comments in My Own Books, the following, pertinent to
Greeco-Roman times:

1. individuals with limited education were able to employ basic “style-criticism” to
discriminate between legitimate and bogus texts;
2. Plagiarism was not tolerated; and

3. Pseudepigraphy was considered inappropriate behaviour.

What it seems to show, is that if in normal Hellenistic circles style criticism and
awareness of the perils of plagiarism and pseudepigraphy were well known — even to
those of limited education, then the early Christians of ¢. 200 — 400 C.E. must have

operated well outside of societal norms.
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