(HHSTORY, THEOLOGY, POLITICS
On Eliminating the fAAndo*

ThomM. Stark

| beganmy inquiry askingwhetherthe early church wasterested irthefiHistorical
Jesu® but rather guickly | found myself asking | think a much more interesting question, one
moreoverthat does not take the assumptionBledral protestansm as its point of departure.
Namely,howwasthe early churclnterested irthe historical Jes@sOr ratherwhat is fihistoryo
according to the early churcRurely for chronological rease Isugpect that if the early church
did have an interest in thdistorical Jesus it could not have been the same kind of interest that
stimulatesthe moderrhistoriographerThis may seem like a patent observation, yet much of the
discourse amonmy congervative evangelicdtinfolk about the historical reliability of the
gospels continues to perpetutte modernmyths of objectivity and neutralityfhe New
Testament@ concern (if thatis the appropriate word) fdihistoridtyois frequently cast in a pbs
Cartesian, neqositivistic light; basic questioroncerninghe form an function of early

Christianstorytelling are left unanswered, iifi indeedsuch questions aentertainedt all?

! Thosefamiliar with the work of Stanley Hauerwas witlentify in my title anottoo-subtlehomage.

2 My critiqueis notleveledat Christian historians in general but specificallylatthose who wish to
privilege hstoriography over theology proper, making the latter subject to the findings of the former, and
(2) those who attempt to use the tools of modern Western historiography to underwrite an apologetic of
the evidentialist sort. Such a use of historiograptmriktis misguided, not least because any truth that is
demonstrable purely by rational argumentation can hardly qualify as scandalous truth, which is precisely
what Paul claim€hristiantruth-claims arg1 Cor 1:18 25). Indeedtime and agaithe wellmeant
attempts of evangelistic apologists to make Christianity fipersuasived quickly degeneratmto another

exercise in the kind ofiolence the West has named fireason.0 Moreover, as N. T. Wright suggestsTihe



Stark2
The issue, then, is not whether the early church was inteiiagtesfiHistorical Jesus
but rather what is meant by fihistoryd when one talks about the early churché& memory of Jesus.
As such, he burden of this brief essay will be to demonstrate the ways in which the concerns of
ealy Christian storyelling differ from those ofincient Greeld and, by way of extension,
modern Westerd historiography’ The argument will be tha@historyd as done by the early

church is not something that can be abstracted from theologyoditids. Put differently the

Last Word: Beyond the Bible Wars to a New Ustherding of the Authority of Scriptu(8an Francisco:
Harper, 2005), very often attempts to prove the historical accuracy of the Bible are underwritten by a
fundamentalist desire to figo on thinking what webve always thought.0 According to Wright, AiThereis a
great gulf fixed between those who want to prove the historicity of everything reported in the Bible in
order todemonstrate that the Bible is Gruedafter all and those who, committed to living under the
authority of scripture, remain open to whatigtre itself actually teaches and emphasizeso (95).

% | have adopted these of the contrasting terms fistorytellingd and fhi storiographyo to underscore the
conceptual differences between Juddwistian and Grec®oman historiography respectivégnd hee |
use historiography with some licensAj present, of course, this distinction begs the question | am
asking, but it is necessary for the internal consistency of my argument. Despite the fact that
fihi storiographyo refers etymologically to the writing of history Western sensibilitieare so embedded in
the term that to calvhat Moses or Matthew do@éhkistoriographyo isimmediately to distort the Judeo-
Christian conception of history and to privilege the Greek accbufdct, thevery application ofthe
word fhistoryo to the Old Testamenmarrativess anachronistic, sinceur word fhistoryo is of course the
Greek wordiLi Kkd], mearing investigatioror inquiry. As such, as we shall séegannot properly be
applied to the biblical narrativeShusstorytellingis not to historiography as fiction is to fact. Both

Jewish storytelling and Greek historiography are attetoptarrateareality.
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taskof thefirst-century JudeeChristianstorytelleris not to construct an impartial record of the
past but to render the present and the future more iigitelé in light of the pastempowering the
church to live in friendship with Godés will.

There is no space hefi@ a proper treatment; nonetheless, | will contend that despite
ostensile parallels between Greek historiogra@imgl early Christiastorytelling, the latter falls
more precisely within the tradition of ancientdaism even in the case of Luésgospel. To
demonstrate this, first, | will look at a cursory levebath the Greekistoriographicaand the
Old Testamenstorytellingtraditions drawing crucial distinctions betwedmem The main
course of the argument will run that the Jevasdryteller quite unlike theGreek
historiographer, is simultaneously the voice of tradition, the theologian, and the politician. If this
template coheres pattern will have been established in light of whichntmeative accountsf
the New Testamemhaybe undestood.

Turning to the New Testament, | will not deal with the gospels of Matthew, Mark, or
John, since ostensibly Luke poses the biggest problem for my. tWaighe features of Jewish
storytelling immediately in the background, | will argue ti@&teekinfluences on Luké gospel
aresuperficial at besthat the substance and the function ofddakarrative, aswell as Lukeds
conception of his taskemain thoroughlyHebraic. That is to sayhi)story, theology, and
politicsin Luke constitute anndivisible unity: the past is selectively exhibited in a manner that
serves the purposes$the present. In conclusion | will try to suggest some ways forward for

contemporary Christian historians in light of our findings.



Stark4
GREEKHISTORIOGRAPHY
There ardhree critical distinctions between the Hebrew and3heekunderstanding of
history. Thepoints of distinction can be characterizedBshe classification of historical
knowledge, (2) the meaning or the course of history itself, and (3) the funcidm of
historiography.

The Classification of Historical Knowledg@éreek metaphysics made a distinction

between proper knowledg8 (Li TJi ) and opinion {KIIB. The former is a universal and an
atemporal kind of knowledge, based on demonstrative reasoning, achieved by dialectical
criticism.* Mathematics, for examplepmes under this categy. History on the other harnvdas
the fiscience of human actiond whose proper object belonged to fiaworld of change, aworld
where things come to be and cease to be.d” Historical knowledge could not kirue knowledge
because it did not meet the prior criterion of determinate universality.

Nonetheles, it was considered useful, if for no other reason than that historical
knowledge was a collection of general observations about that which befalls hunfankinat
sense historical knowledge was like poetics, only npiadzable iThe formerés object is that

which has been,0 determinedristotle, fiwhile the latterds object is that which may be.d” Hence,

*R. G. Collingwood The Idea of HistoryNew York: Oxrd University Press, 1956) 20.
® Collingwood 20.
® Collingwood 22 23.

" De poetical451b [5 ff], translation mine.
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for Aristotle, poetry is superior to history, in both philosophical rigor and moral fecundity, for
fipoetical statementsonstituteuniversals, whilehose of history are mere particulars.o®

Put differently historiographyGs greatest disadvantaggeits own proper objechamely,
the pastHistoriography is research, performed by an fianalytical 10° (the Greek historiographer)
whoin order to begirhis taskmust first distinguish himself from the history he writes. This
fipasto must be broken off from the historiographerés fipresentd to make room for the production
of intelligible discourseé? This fianalytical 10 sitsin judgment on that which has been, to
distinguish betweewhat wasandwhat was nqtonly to namevhatwas, fithat which has beeno
Thusthe poet outstrips the historian precisely in his capacity to mdmaewasbut alsowhat

wasnot, fithat which may be.d Poetics, then, is fithe distilled essence of the teaching of history.o'

The Meaning of HistoryWe have alreadiintedthat historyds limited value derivesfrom
the observation that history repeats itsElfe Greeks viewed history asthlayground of the
destructive, almost infantilégrce of fate. Infantile but not arbitrary, for the repetitiousness of
history indicates some kind of intentionality, though intentionality does not imply personality. It

iscold fate, classically conceived. Y et this fifate that broods over human lifeis, from this Greek

8 De poetical451b [5 ff].

® Peter Machinist, fiThe Voice of the Historian in the Ancient Near Eastern and Mediterranean
World,0 Interpretation57.02 (2004) 120.

19 As such, modern historiography may trace its genealogy back to Greek metaphysicsddistinction
between universals and particulars. See AAppendix A: Reflections on Historiography and Tradition.o

1 Collingwood 24.
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point of view, a destructive power only because man is blind to its workings.0' The heroic man
is the one that is able to circumvent the destructive schemes of history. Not that he can
comprehend the nature of these schemes, but that he cafirilght/epinions about them, and in
so far as he acquires such opinions he becomes able to put himself in a position where the blows
of fate will miss him.6' Sohistory, in its natural manifestation, is the tragicle of the
downfall of menAccording toCollingwood, fithe Greeks had a lively and indeed a naive sense
of the power of man to control his own destiny, and thought of this power as limited only by the
limitations of his knowledgé* Historiography is thus the educated manés way out ofthe

destrutive cyclicality of human experience

The Aim of Historiograply. It is clear, then, that the proper object of historiography is

noti NKI'® but | N'nj kkB; 1j7.* Greek historiography is utterly humanistic in both subject
matter and import. It is the study of man for the sake of man. More precisely, it is the study of
the signs of manés destruction,*®in the hope that such a study will ydétnowledge capable of

delivering men from the misfortunes of fortune. Yet we must remember that the discourse of

12 Collingwood 24.

13 Collingwood 24.

14 Collingwood 24.

15 Collingwood 18.

18| say fisignsd and not ficausesd because, as Collingwood reminds us, there is yet no fitheory of
causation; the thought deeot resemble that of seventeeaéimtury inductive science with its
metaphysical basis in the axiom of cause and effect; the riches of Croesus are not the cause of his
downfall, they are merely a symptom, to the intelligent observer, that somethimgpéeniveg in the

rhythm of hislifewhichislikely to lead to adownfallo (23).
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history itself is not sufficient to deliver men from evil. History is inherently limited to statements
about that which is past. For the Gregks we have seen, the lessons of history must be
translated from particular to universal truths. Historiography falls short of its aim. The historianGs

task, it turns out, is only critical description. The power to emancipate belongs to the poet.

OLD TESTAMENT STORYTELLING
While the distinction between Greek historiography and Old Testastagtellingis
located precisely at these three pothtg1) the classification of historical knowledge, (2) the
meaning or the course of history itself, and (#) function or aim of historiograpldy it is not
that the twdraditionsare at opposite ends of a single spectrum; rather they represent two
separate spectrums entirely.

The JewistStorytelleras Voice of TraditionWhere the Greeks distinguish univessal

from particulars and thus knowledge from opinion, fin the Hebraic vision, history . . . isthe
vehicle of Godés presence.0'’ Historical knowledge cannot be relegated to mere opinion
precisely because historyttse medium through which God makes himseibkvn to Israel. For
that reason it is not the fianalytical 10 that writes the gory but the authoritative voice of tradition.
fiBoth facts and judgment,0 Machinist points out, are constantly ficommunicated without any
indication of the persona of the histarid he effect is one of authoritative certainty: this is the
way things are or were, and one should accept that.0™ Godés revelation of himself to Israel is not

subject to the critical analysis of the human scientist. Thus, unlike in Greek historioghephy, t

7 John Howard Yoderfor the Nations: Essays Evangelical and Pulfizand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1997) 237.

18 Machinist, fiVoice of the Historiand 122. Cf. 2 Chronicles 34:1i 2 for one example.
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reflections of the Jewisstorytelleriido not involve, at least explicitly, the analytical discussion
of evidence and the need to make choices when the evidence is conflicting. They are presented,
rather, as the authoritative statement on what thetimadias to teach.0™ Likewise, G. A.
Klingbeil displays how fiunabashedly interpretived Jewish storytellingis:
Most events are commented on from the perspective of Yahweh. Noah finds favor in
Y ahwehés eyes in atime when the earth isripe for judgment (Gen 6:8). Yahweh sees
from heaven the intention and performance of the tower builders of Babel and, speaking
in the royal plural, introduces the strategy to counter their efforts (Gen8)1:7 . The
readed ancient and modednis somewhat drawn into theosy and looks at events and
the processes leading to these events through the eyes of the author of the text, who
describes reality from Godés perspective.?°
These and other traditional interpretationstofrytellingrepresent the experience of the
communty as passed on from one generation to the next through acts of remembrance. The
writing downof the story understood in this context is only one such act.

The JewistBtorytelleras TheologianMoreover, where the Greeks see history as an

endless cycle afestruction and despair without any discernible meaning, |srael & conception of

9 Machinist, fiVoice of the Historiand 126. Here Machinist refers specifically to the author(s) of
Deuteronomy, but this observation might as well have been made about every historical book in the Old
Testament. See also Collingwood on the relig history of the ancient east: filt |acks the character of
science: it is not an attempt to answer a question of whose answer the writer begins by being ignorant; it
is merely a record of something the writer knows for aof¢ikd).

2 Gerald A. Klingbeli, AiHistorical Criticism,0 Dictionary of the Old Testament Pentateuetts. T.

Desmond Alexander and David W. Baker (Downers Grove: Intervarsity,) 2053
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its storyis inseparable from its experience of God. Because YHWH is the autflostfry 0
thestory has a beginning, middle, and end. It is teleologically ordered toveadlirttactic
resolution of the problem of evit.fiHistoryd then, cannot be distinguished from that movement
of God toward resolution. It is not cyclical but linear, because it is not humanistic but
theological? In fact, in the Jewish conceptidmistory aly indirectly concerns humanify.
History and theology are not two different things,Hwstory is a matter of cause and effect. That
is not of course the mechanistic ficause and effecto of scientific naturalism or deism, but cause
and effect in the crelanal sense that YHWH moves and is sometimes moved by his creation.

Such movements of God are understood by Israel as new acts of céealidhVH is always

L Genesis 3:15 and 12:3 are some of the earliest and the clearest manifestations of this central
theme.

2 ronically, the Greek conception of history is cyclical but its memory of history is linear, while the
Hebrew conception of history is linear but its memory of history is cyclical (cyclical because the past is
not so much remembered as it is rexed in rituals, rites, feasts and holy days, the reading of Torah,
etc.). In the former case the linearity can be understood in terms of attempted escape: historiography,
together with poetics, is the way out of the trappings of history. For a fascidetaugsion of the
cyclicality of Jewish historical consciousness in two periods (the Middle Ages anH@ostust) see
Gabrielle M. Spiegel, AMemory and History: Liturgical Time and Historical Time,0 History and Theory
41.2 (2002).

Zfilt is clear that this history istheological in nature,0 Klingbeil writes, fisince it is mainly interested

in describing the relations of Y ahweh, the covenant God, with his peopleo (404).
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making the worldyood despite the world, and that is the meaning, the direction, and ultimately
theend of Y HWHGs story?*

The JewislStorytelleras Politician At this point there is some similarity between Greek

historiographyand Jewiststorytelling for the function of both is a kind of moral instruction. Yet
this initial resemblance only sharpehs distinction between them. Greek historiography is in
the service of thdteroic individualwho, with the help of historical insight, escapes the clutches
of history. The ideal is absolute neutrality and detachment, creating the possibility of

transcendig the vicious cycle of history that is the dialectic of destruction and dé3pair.

24 Collingwood calls thiskind of history fitheocratic history.d Theocratic history, according to
Collingwood, fialthough it is not primarily the history of human actions, is nevertheless concerned with
them in the sense that the divine characters in the story are the superhuman rulers of human societies,
whose actions, therefore, are acti@one partly to those societies and partly through them. In theocratic
history humanity is not an agent, but partly an instrument and partly a patient, of the actions recorded.
Moreover, these actions are thought of as having definite places in-agig® as occurring at dates in
the past.0 Theocratic history is not myth, however. For myth fiis not concerned with human actions at all.
The human element has been completely purged away and the characters of the story are simply godso
(15). Collingwood ofcourse calls theocratic history a fiquasi-historyo (16) which means that itsrefusal to
limit its discourse to empirical observation, critical categorization, and creatieagenation
disqualifies it from being suitably demonstrable. If only the auth@eamesishad had access to
Collingwood!

%5 Collingwood notes that through a process of painstaking questioning of an eye witness, fiHerodotus
was able to elici§ ailled from his informantés iZ3Uand thus to attain knowledge in afield where

Greeks had thaght it impossibled (28). Whether any Greek historian ever actually achieved such
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Jewishstorytelling on the other hand, orients tk&halby narrating IsraelGs present in
light of its past, thus encouraging peipation in the movement of fhistoryod the movement of
YHWH & toward resolution. Political neutrality is not an option, certainly not if Israel is
YHWHGs elect. On the storytellets mind is not the question of what really happened over
against opinion about what happened, but rather the guedtimow what happened is to be
understood in light of present circumstances. Thustitgtelleracts as a kind of politician,
shaping the political consciousness of Israel by shrewdly reshaping IsraelGs narrative
consciousnes¥.Presentday political athorities can be either endorsed or denounced with
(re)creative reference to the past. Yet the Jestistytelleris not the propagandiétHe tells the

truth; and not only the truth of fiwhat happenedd but the truth of Y HWHGs unique election of

detachment is another question. | think it patent that none did, but the possibility of neutrality is not our
concern; only that Greek historiography held it up as an &@lethereds the rub. Detachment as akind of
virtue stems from the idolization of determinate knowledgeuesknowledge. Thus theological knowing
is looked upommerelyas asort of venerable opinionism.

0 50 James K. Bruckner, fiEthics,0 Dictionary of the @d Testament Pentateucdds.T. Desmond
Alexander and David W. Baker (Downers Grove: Intervarsity, 2003) 229: AT he promises to Abraham are
repeated and the story of Sinai is retold in Deuteronomy and Joshua, creating a particular view of reality
that shapsidentity.0 Thisredlity that the narrative both points toward and, in a sense, createshas fithe
power b transform a communityo (231).

2" susan Niditch, fiHistoriography, dHazards,6and the Study of Ancient Israel,0 Interpretation57.02

(2004) 145.
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Israel outfrom among the natiorf§.In fact the concept of @hat happenedd abstracted from
theology and politics is unintelligible to the Jewish histoffamdeed, neither fihistory® nor
fitheol ogy0 has been invented yet. The question is not whether and in what way history and
theology are related but when and in what way Is¥aehd thus IsraelGs God & will be
vindicated. That is the overarching question of Old Testament fihistoriography.o The task of the
Jewish storyteller is first to answer and then to contingeskahat question. The question for our
purposes is whethénat question will continue to govern the work of the Christianrator after

Herodotus

LUKAN STORYTELLING
The introduction to L ukeds gospel*®is conventionally understood to be an indicatibat
Luke stands in the tradition of Greek historiography. By and large, the theological aspects in

Luke are conceived as just that, iaspect® the theology is something necessary to but

%8 For example Peter Machinist observesin fiBiblical Traditions: The Philistines and Israglite
History,0 The Sea Peoples and Their World: A Reassesseubit. D. Oren (Philadelphia: University
Museum, 2000) 6459 how the portrayal of the Philistines as fiotherd in the Old Testament serve the
political purposes of Adifferentiationd and fidentity formation.o

2 Klingbeil reminds us that fithe fact that ancient societies and cultures were more holistic and less
compartmentalized (as compared to modern Western gpdists not automatically indicate a lower
level of historicityo (404). Y et even to call attention to the fact that fihistoricityo need not suffer on
account of fitheologyo isto continue to privilege the Western categorization over the Jewish holism.

30| am going to be innovative and call Luke Luke.
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distinct from LukeGs straightforward historiographical task. As we have seen, however, this
distinction will not hold up. Greek metaphysics distinguishes between knowledge and opinion,
and then again between historical and theological opinion. Historiography is interested in what
men thought about the gods and nahia gods themselves. But in the Jewish scheme the
distinction is unintelligiblefiHistoryo is the coherent forward motion of Y HWHGs creative
activity. Thestorytelleris describing Y HWHGs activity, and thus he describes humanity only asa
corollary of tha parent description.

So where does Luke stand? Is he firmly established in one of these two options, or does
he represent a third synthetic option? Does Luke, in other words, maintain a Jewish view of
history as divine activitwhile espousing a Greek moeption of historiography as critical inquiry
into matters about which the historian is initially ignorant? How does Luke concgii/gthé
classification of historical knowledge, (2) the meaning or the course of history itself, and (3) the
function oraim of historiography | will now argue that Luke stands firmly within the Jewish
tradition on every point, and that all indications of a Greek conception of historiography in Luke

are either superficial or based on a misreading of thé'text.

31 Before proceeding | should be clear about what habharguing. | ammotarguing that Luke is not
influenced by certain GreeRoman literaryrhetorical devices. That Luke is so influenced is undeniable,
butit is alsoperipheral to my argument. When | say that Luke is not in the tradition of Greek (and by
extension Roman) histiography, | mean to say thiaike does not share the GreRoman criteria for

determining what is fhistoricald and what is not.
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Luke as Vote of Tradition iAppendix Bois a chart detailing what are some of the

definitively nonGreek characteristics of Lukatorytelling®? One of those features | have

labeled APolitical Bias,0 and it refers to statements in Luke that indicate not only a presupposed
political context, but also Lukeds biasin favor of the claims of that political context. We must not
forget that Luke is writing to a Christian (or Christians) already instructed in the apostolic
traditions (1:4). Moreover, Lukexpresslyassociate himself with this movement (14:2). Thus

when Luke writes that AJohn exhorted the people and preached the 1T | j FijIK to themo (3:18),

there is no need for him to justify why the message of John (and again in 8:1 of Jesus) gets to
qualify as the announcement of the political victory of the Hebrew God, nor does Luke need to
posit any alternative appellations thrs message, i.e., from PilateGs or from Caiaphasts

perspective. Unlike Herodotus, Luke does not present all sides of the matter, leaving the

conclusion up to the read&Given his bias, Luke does not need to offer any explanation here of

% The data are not exhaustively selected and there is some overlap between my artificial categories,
but the chart servessipurpose. | have only included specific statements from Lukeés narrative
commentary, never quotations of Lukess characters or Lukets summaries of the beliefs of those
characters. In other words, the data only include what seem to be Lukeds beliefs. Moreover, | take no
consideration of the possibility that Lukeds narrative itself might be an argument, though if | wereto do so
| have no doubt it would make my own argument stronger. As it is, | have only included isolated
statements that seem to indicateatvhuke considers to be fithe facts.0

% For example, fiThe Phoenicians, however, as regards o, vary from the Persian statements. . . .
Whether this latter account be true, or whether the matter happened otherwise, | shall not discuss furthero

(Histories1.5).
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how he came this conclusion. He can simply offer as his conclusion, relayed in factual terms,
that what Jesus came preaching merits the politically turbulentigdyd Fiji K .

From his vantage point, also, Luke can make judgments about the motivations of

members of rival political factions (e.g. 11i%53). Much like the Old Testamesiorytellerwho
forms or reaffirms I srael Gs identity with his depiction of the other asother, Luke here can
reaffirm Christian identity by casting Pharisaic opposition to Jesus in a negative light. Whereas a
Greek historian would be compelled to present the Pharisaic point of view in its own terms or at
least to acknowledge that itimm the Christian perspective that the Pharisees are thus
portrayed® For the Greek, the fitruth of the matterois discovered through a critical processin
which every point of view (or at least the pertinent ones) on the matter are examined for signs of
accuracy or inaccuracy, bias and exaggeratidoreover, as A. W. Mosley points out, when

Herodotus fihad two versions of what happened and was not sure which was correct he gave both

% For example, Herodotus, as a Greek, presents the Persian perspective and labels it as such: fibut in
what followed the Persians consider that the Greeks were greatly to blameo (Histories1.4).

%50 Thucydides writes, fiThe way that most men deal with traditions, even traditions of their own
country, isto receive them al alike as they are delivered, without applying any critical test whateverd
(History of the Peloponnesian Whr20). Contrasting himself with this naive approach, Thucydides
boasts coritlencein his critical analysis of the evidence. He writes, iOn the whole, however, the
conclusions | have drawn from the proofs quoted may, | believe, safely be relied on. Assuredly they will

not be disturbed . . . by the compositions of the chronidhetsrte attractive at truthé expenseo (1.21).
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and reserved judgment [eHistories2.3; 2.46 47]; when there was indudient evidence he
sometimes offered conjecture [2.24; 4.12; 7.22].6°°

Clearly, then, Lukess style of relaying eventsn factual terms without a presentation of
conflicting points of view pits him squarely against the Greek historiographers anditiezt ¢
sensibilities. Nor is Lukess use of the first person in hisintroduction the same thing as the Greek
fianalytical 1,0 since in the same breath L uke uses the first person plural, the fiusd among whom
the events he is about to relay have transpiréd.(¥ith Herodotus and Thucydides in view,
Machinist reminds us that

both historians distance themselves from certain things and persons around them, about

which they are going to speak. They recognize, in other words, that an fil6 can only

become an flo when it is differentiated from a variety of fitheyGso and even from the

fiyoud of the audience, who by definition stands out in front.%’

% A. W. Mosley, fiHistorical Reporting in the Ancient World,0 New Testament Studi2g.1 (1965)
12. Mosleyés survey determines to show fithat the question did it happen in this way?6was a question
which madesense to the people living [at the time the New Testament was being written], and was a
guestion which was often asked. People living then knew that there was a difference between fact and
fictiond (26). In order to show this, Modey looks at texts by Lucian, Dionysius, Polybius, Ephorus,
Cicero, Josephus and Tacitus. The reader is left to wonder whether, before the adventBo@&@to
historiography, the distinction between fact and fiction was not made. | rather think that MosleyGs framing
the questionn fifact or fictiono termsis over-simplistic and privileges a humanistic conception of history
that conflates historgs it happenewvith historiography.

3" Machinist, iV oice of the Historiano 119.
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Y et the fil 0 that appears in the introduction to Lukeds gospel simply disappears once the narrative
has commenced, never te seen or heard from agafiVioreover, as already pointed out, this
filois not critically distinguished from the fiwe/uso of the Christian tradition, nor, in that sense,
from the fiyouo of LukeGs audience. Luke writes as a Gentile Christian to a Gentile Christian with
the express purpose of confirming the Christian tradition. It is difficult to see, with this evidence
in view, how Luke can be any kind of representative of Greek historiography. Rather it seems
clear hat Luke does not write as an fianalytical 0 but as the voice of Christian tradition. Thus on
this point Luke stands firmly within the Jewish traditiorstdrytelling

Luke as TheologianThe question here is not whether Luke sees history as the Greeks see

it & an endless cycle of destructiordastespair without any discernible meanégor as the
Jews see id the coherent forward motion of Y HWHGs creative activity. Luke clearly fits within
the latter scheme. The question is rather whether Luke@s fihistoriographyo can stand apart from
L ukeds theology. The answer is simple. fiAppendix Ao lists no fewer than twenty instances of
miraculous activity, including healings and exorcisms, in Lukeds gospel. There are a minimum of
thirteen counts of demonic activity and six counts of angelic activity. At feastimes in his
gospel narrative, Luke records explicit divine activity, including an audible voice from heaven
(9:35) and the descent of the Holy Spirit upon Jesus in the form of a dove (3:21). Yet about all of
these at least it can be said that they potentially visible or perceptible events.
Luke is not satisfied, however. There are seven counts of what | have labeled fiDivine

Causation,0 where Luke attributes aspatiotemporalfieffect,0i.e., an event, to a divine cause

38 |n 1:1 and the fiwed passages of Acts Luke reappears, but these appearances do not constitute

critical analysis.
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(e.g. 1:41; 2:27). Furtherore, seven times Luke explicitly gives a theological interpretation of a
spatietemporalevent (e.g. 3:4; 24:16), and no fewer than ten times Luke passes judgment on
one or moref his characterBom the perspective of God (e.g. 1:6; 2:25). Even if wddctgrant
the first group admittance into the canon of permissible historical data by Greek standards, under
the rubric of visible or perceptible events, this second group, consisting of divine causes of
human activity, theological interpretations of ewemind theological judgments of character,
represents precisely the kind of fimythicismo or fichroniclingo that Greek and Roman historians
had determined to leave behind for good.

All'in all, neither exhibiting any kind of critical investigation nor demaaistg any
process of dialectical reasoning, Luke makes more than seventy statements of fifacto that are
theological or political in naturé&ot oncedoes Luke entertain the possibility of an interpretation
of an event other than the one he has given. Quitke the Greek historiographer, and precisely
like the Jewish one, Luke writes history authoritatively and theologically. fiThisis the way things
are,0 Luke seems to be saying, fiand one should accept that.0 So it is not enough to say that Luke
is a hisbrian with a theological agenda. Demonstrably Luke is one who by virtue of his being
Christian has been converted into that tradition in which history and theology are not separate
categories of knowledge but constitute an indivisible unity.

Luke as Potician. Now we are perplexed. Why would Luke claim to have made a

ficareful investigationo (1:3) of the eventsin the life of Jesus and then fail 8 in a way that no
selfrespecting Greek historian ever didto demonstrate the manner in which his invesigat
led to his conclusions? If Luke ficarefully investigatedd these matters as he claims to have, why

not once does he present a point of view other than his own? Moreover, how can aficareful
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investigationo of historical evidence lead L uke to the conclusion that, for instance, Zechariah and
Elizabeth were fiupright in the sight of Godo (1:6) or that the disciples did not understand Jesusd
predictions of his death because fiit was hidden from themo (9:45; 18:34)? | am convinced that
these questions are contravand are based upon a misreading of the introduction to Lukets
gospel. In this final section | will propose a reading of Luké 4 that both makes sense of the
thoroughly authoritative and theological narrative that follovesiddraws out the political
motivation and intention driving LukeGs whole project. | wish to propose an interpretive,
evocative reading of Lwds introduction as follows:

(1) I know that many have already taken it upon themselvagamgdnto a narrative the
events that have conte a head among us [Gentile&) and | know that these events
have been faithfully recorded exactly as they were handed down to us by those who
watched it all unfold from the outset, those in whose charge the Word was deposited.
(3) Even so, it seerd like a good idea for me to retrace wWimle story freshly and
attentively and to walk you througih all one step at a timenost noble Theophilug4)
so you camest assurethat youre right where you belond’
My translationis by no means a étal rendering of the text, but | have attempted to evoke the
pastoral sense of Lukeds introduction, a sense that has long since been lost.
| have interpolated the word fiGentilesoin vs. 1 for severa reasons, none of which may
stand up in the end, but noyerall argument does not hinge whether the fiuso to which Luke
refers is the whole Christian community or specifically the Gentile Christians. My reasons for

thinking it is the latter are as follows: (1) Luke is writing to a Gentile or Gentiles. (& ista

% In AAppendix Co | have provided the Greek text aswell as several English translations.
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Gentile. (3)Both Lukan andPauline theology interpret Gentile inclusion as the restoration of
Israel a fact in light of whichthe phraseT; iji kKkKki JF]1 ] § t] B may be understood.
Nonetheless the word is not in the text; hence the brackets around it. The reader may or may not
find this reading useful, and is free to proceed evaluating the rest of the argument without regard
to this one elment.

The NIV translates T ki 1XKijKLKi IZ1 1 as fil myself investigated.0 &7 kT 1XKij KLk
appears three other times in the New Testament: (1) AANd these signs will accompanyhose who
believeo (Matt 16:17); (2) fiyou will be . . . brought up in the truths of the faith and of the good
teaching thayou have followeal(1 Tim 4:6); (3) AY ou, however, know all abouiny teachingo
(2 Tim 3:10). (1) and (2) carry the sense of going hand in hand with, or being faithful to, while
(3) carries the sense of immersed familjatittrans ated the word firetraced which | think takes
much better account of its sense in its other uses than does fiinvestigates.6*° The idea is a going
over, a following along of the events, a growing in familiarity as one does with a companion
along theroad. Originally | just trandated it fitraceo but changed it later to firetraceo to take
account ofy | kij.

The NIV translates) | kij fifrom the beginning.0 The word can mean from abo, from
the top from heavenfor a long timeagain andanew | rendeed it fifreshlyo which seemsto fit
best, much better at least than fifrom the beginning.0 The senseisthat Luke is taking a fresh look

at the apostolic traditions. He is looking back over the material, following along a second time

91 could not find one use of "7 KT IKijKLkF] in Classical Greek that has the sensmeéstigates
Usually it denotes dollowing alongor acoming to understandiristotle uses it for a proposition that

followslogically from a premise.
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(although in Lukeés case it is conceivable that it would have been the fortieth or the fiftieth time).
Notice, also, that Luke never claims to have interviewed eyewitnesses. While it certainly is a
possibility that he did carry out his own investigation, the text does not iedicRather, the
eyewitnesses handed down traditions from wifimlany took in hand tdrafta narrativé
(¢ KijijKaS TTTQ@I LT} nj 71+ L7 Lk 1 T1Tj 1 Lif ). Not even this fimanyois said to have
conducted interviews or investigations. Luke, likewise, goes oven #uati which has been
handed down by the eyewitnesses (i.e. the apostles). He doidsiEb¢, which the NIV
renders ficarefully.o | have trandated it fiattentivelyo which | feel carries with it a sense of
deferenceanot heard in the NI\6r in the NABGs fiaccurately.0 | am almost certain that L ukets
approach to apostolic tradition would have been something more reverent than the calculated

scientific scrutiny we hear in the conventional translatfoi@e | have it rendered, filt seemed

like a good idea for metretracehe whole storyfreshly and attentivelp

*1 Many commentators have takalkil b¢ as an indication that Luke considered (at least some of)
the earlier narrative accouratJesusdlife to have been arranged less than carefully. In other words, Luke
saw his narrative as a corrective to the earlier narratitatghe text does not explicitly indicate that this
is Lukeds conception of histask. Even if this were so, moreover, Luke could not be correcting
misinformation or historical inaccuracies, since his narrative is derived from the same source & the rest
apostolic traditionlf Luke see his narrative as a correctimeost likely it would not serve the purposf
correcing bad informatiorbut of emphasizing theology of Gentile inclusion that had been theretofore
underdeveloped in Lukeds estimatior{and even then that does not render the other narratives defective).
Nevertheless, this agreat deato construe from aimple word likenlkil b&. It need not mean anything

more than fiattentivelyo in the same way that one reads an Agatha Christie novel attentively, to catch all
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Why did it seem like agood idea? In order fito walk you through it all one step at a time
most noble Theophilus, so you aast assurethat youie right where you belong.Here stands
the point of tle whole introduction, and perhaps of the whole LAkes narrative.

&7 KTLT¢ meanssequential or orderly, or chronological(any of these is as good as the
next). The question is whether Luke is writingheonologicallife of Christ, or a chronological
life of Christ and | think the latter would be a safe bet. It may be that Luke is interested in
writing chronologically for the sake of chronology, yet there are instances where Luke clearly
deviates from a chronological narrative for the sake of thedfo§y.chronology cannot be his
main concern. As indicated in my translation, | think it much more likely that Luke is practicing
a kind of pedagogy, taking Theophilus through the life of Jesus one event after the ni&xt, not
and here is the rud so that Thephilus will know fihow it all went downo (although that is not
trivial), but so that Theophilus will know that fiwhat went downo does in fact mean what he was
told it means, namely, that Gentiles now have a share in the kingdom of God with Israel. Thus
BT S1jj€¢; Tkac] ITTITTki¢ijZj| § 1t] nLktijT17], whichthe NIV translates, fiso that
you may know the certainty of the things ymave been taught,o rather has the sense of, fiso that
you can be sure that the message you have received is sound,0 or as above, fiso you carrest
assuredhat youre right where you belong Specifically, Theophilus belongs in this startlingly
new and very strange coming together of Jews and Gentiles infaZgniekiKy. The rest of the

gospel of Luke and the Acts of the Apostleslankeds exposition of thisthesis.

the right signs and make all the right connecti@fscourse, since Luke ig-narrating the story of Jesus,
he gesto determine for himself just what those firight signsd and firight connectionso are.

*2 Seefor examplechapters 919.
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This reading of the text coheres quite well with what we already knowut &loke. On
this readingwithin thefirst four verses of his gospklke introduces gubtextually his most
prevalent themé Gentile inclusion. Mreover, thigeading allowd uke to be consistent with
himself: rather than claiming in his introduction to be a representative of Greek historiography,
and then failing to accord with that image from 1:5 onward, here we see Luke siding definitively
with the Jewishstorytelling traditionin what we now are able to see as his concern to write a
narrative capable of empowering Godds people to go on being Godés people in the right way.
Indeed,(hi)story, theology, angoliticsin theLukannarrative constit@ anindivisible unity: the
past is selectively exhibited in a manner that serves the purplobespresent.
CONCLUSION
Rather than asking the question, Was the early church interested in the Historical

Jesus?0 we have asked what fhistoryoitself might have meant to the early church. To answer this
guestion we first compared Greek historiography witt of theOld TestamentWe determined
that in contrast to Greek historiography, Old Testaratmni/tellerswrote as the voice of
tradition, as theologns, and as politicians, and we gleaned that from the Jewish perspective
these three categories were not intelligibly distinct from one another. We then took Luke as our
case study fothe early churcland demonstrated that on every point Luke stood fikmitlyin
thetradition of Old Testamerstorytelling. Rather than as an fianalytical 1,0 Luke wrote as the
voice of the Christian tradition. Rather than writing about the charactemadnbelief in God,
Luke wrote about God. Finally, rather than attemptowgonstruct an impartial record of the
past Luke set outo render the present and the future more igieli in light of the past,

empowering the church to live in friendship with Godds will.
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APPLICATION

Evidentialist apologistthathave looked to uke as a modealught to look to Luke again,
fifreshly and attentivelp.For as we have seen Luke is not concerned to write an account of Jesus
that is demonstrable by historiographical standardss Eencerned, however, to write a
narrative that is intalyjible to a church struggling to be the church. I think Luke is indeed a good
model to which historians with afpgetic proclivities may turd not for affirmation but for
reorientation L ukeds example reminds us that for Christians, history, theology, angolitics are
not separate categorjetespite what the academyght have us believe. L uket example should
motivate Christian historians to challenge the assumption of modern historiography that truth is
what the historiographer discovers through unhliasd methodical research. LukeG example
should motivate Christian historians to write histories that will be intelligible to a church
struggling to be the church, histories that can empower the church to live in friendship with
Godds will, and thus to be always ready to give an account of the hope that is within her. Such an
account of course may not be demonstrable hist@pdgcally, empirically, ophilosophically. |
think perhaps Luke reminds us that Christianity is not meant to be so demonshdted; t®
attempt such a demonstration is often to offer a reductionistic account of God and the world he
keeps creating. | think perhaps Luke reminds usdftahthe only kind of demonstration we
have tooffer is this startlingly new and very strangadkof coming together of Jews and
Gentiles around one tablBuch a demonstration may indeed be more taxing at times than the
evidentialist project, but in its favor the former has the fact that it is not based on a philosophical

mistake.
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APPENDIX A:
REFLECTIONS ON HISTORIOGRAPHY AND TRADITION

Michel de Certeau writes that imodern Western history essentially begins with
differentiation between theresentand thepasto A patent observation, no doubt. Yet de Certeau
displays the ramifications of thdistinction:

In this way it is unlike tradition (religious tradition), though it never succeeds in being

entirely dissociated from this archaeology, maintaining with it a relation of indebtedness

and rejection. This rupture also organizes the contenstdrigiwithin the relations

betweerlabor andnature and finally, as its third form, it ubiquitously takes for granted a

rift betweendiscourseand thebody(the social body). It forces the silent body to speak. It

assumes a gap to exist between the sipatity of the Geditybthat it seeksto express

and the place where it produces its own speech, protected by the distance established

between itself and its objett.

According to de Certeau, these three distinctions, i.epgdtfrom present (2) marts
activitiesfrom finaturedsd activities, and (3)historiographyfrom historical experienceare
necessary in order for historiographical discourseto beintelligible. De Certeauds work isto
remind us that these are artificial distinctions, but not i suway as to suggest that they can be
dispensed with. It is only to draw attention to the limitations intrinsic to modern historiography,
to draw attention to the need for an interpretive scheme larger than historiography itself can
produce. Gabrielle Spgeldescribes such an interpretive scheme by way of contrast with

modern historiography. fiHistorians met draw aline,0 Spiegel says,

*3Michel de CerteauThe Writing of Historytranslated by Tom Conley (New York: Columbia

University Press, 1988} 3.
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between what is dead (past) and what is not, and therefore they posit death as a total
social fact, in contrast to traain, which figures a lived body of traditional knowledge,
passed down in gestures, habits, unspoken but nonetheless real memories, borne by living
societies. . . . The chief aim of modern historiography has become that of repre3enting
rather than, as fmerly, resurrecting the pasf:

Yet the modern task of representation is a transgression (in the Hebrew sense); the
distance between the historian and history is something of an illusion. If the historian brings his
own interpretive scheme to his taskstory belongs to the historiah but only ostensibly so, for
the interpretive scheme of the historian is really the interpretive scheme of some history other
than the history that is the historianés present object (and by fihistoryd here | mean living
tradtion). If, however, in the process of historical inquiry, the historian becomes converted to the
interpretive scheme of his object, the historian belongsatichistory, which is to say, the object
and the subject are reversed, and history writes therilais. These represent the two outermost
points on the spectrum. What is clear is that at no point can there be a clean break between the
historian and the history he writes about. If the historian really grasps the interpretive scheme of
his object buts not converted to it, he has not really grasped it; he is still grasping some other
scheme from some heteronomous history.

The idea that something can be firepresentedd without being adopted is based in the prior
dichotomization of discourse and body, atnfor its intelligibility requires that propositions can
be properly understood apart from their being embedded in the concrete practices of a

community. This does not mean of course that discourse between communities is impossible; it

* Spiegel 161.
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simply means thatre can only figraspo or firepresento a scheme to the extent that one has
learned to operate within its strictures. To represent an interpretive scheme without first being
established in the practices that are the grammar of that scheme is like tryingltdergood
Japanese poetry into Arabic. This may seem too patent to some readers to warrant such extensive
consideration, but what this consideration does is to unmask the presumption of modern
historiography that it transcends the objects of its discolitaes de Certeau writes that
fihistoriography has taken the place of tradition: it is cannibalistic history. It assimilates traditions
in order to speak in their place, in the name of a sitpr@jres$ authorizing it to know better
than do these tradiths exactly what they are sayiég.

N. T. WrightGs determination to use emicrather thareticlanguage is a helpful step in the
right direction. The quest for understanding culminates not in the ability to translate concepts or
expressions of concepts mmsome heteronomous tradition into oneGs own language, but in the
ability to speak in terms of the heteronomous tradition without recourse to external

configurations.

45 de Certeau 346.
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NON-GREEK CHARACTERISTICS OF LUKAN HISTORIOGRAPHY
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Divine Divine Theological Theological
Causation Activity Interpretation Judgment
1. 1:26 1. 3:21 1. 11 1. 16
2. 1:41 2. 9:35 2. 34 2. 225
3. 2:27 3. 2451 3. 945 3. 2:26
4. 3:38 4, 24:45 4, 9:51 4. 2:40
5. 41 5. 18:34 5. 2:52
6. 9:29 6. 24:16 6. 3:2
7. 10:21 7. 24:31 7. 414
8. 9:30031
9. 22:3
10. 24:51
Miracles Demonic Angelic Political
and Healings Activity Activity Bias
1. 4:40 1. 4:2 1. 1:11 1. 1:1
2. 5:13 2. 43 2. 1:26 2. 1:2
3. 525 3. 45 3. 29 3. 3:18
4., 6:19 4. 4:9 4, 2:13 4. 8:1
5 7:15 5. 413 5. 22:43 5. 11:5354
6. 7:21 6. 4:33 6. 24:4
7. 824 7. 4:35
8. 8:44 8. 4:41
9. 8:55 9. 6:18
10. 9:11 10.8:32°33
11. 9:17 11.9:42
12. 9:42 12.11:14
13. 11:14 13.22:3
14. 13:13
15. 14:4
16. 17:14
17. 18:43
18. 22:51
19. 24:15
20. 24:36
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APPENDIXC:
THE INTRODUCTION TO LUKEG GOSPEL (1:11 4)

5 TTT Tk KijijkaS TTT@ICTT mp i LT LkT o DT i L] Teal b] 5 15 iji kKkKki JF 1] G
tTH ;K 'jill J(ITKbC; TKFIKLTJ“ tJ'I? Kpb'n; #nKlTC|gIZ (i IJG]Z | KFIT1

i1 jT]Kl TKY ijZ) KL( sTKLT InJKay; T ki IKGKLKEIZ ) KT ALj nlkiTbE 1T KTLETE
LK ETENRNINg gTZklljl(Rl Sjj€e;Tkact WITITTKi€ijzZj1 7 1t] nlktijning*

Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to set forth in order a declaration of those things which
are most surely believed anmgus, even as they delivered them unto us, which from the
beginning were eyewitnesses, and ministers of the word; it seemed good to me also, having had
perfect understanding of all things from the very first, to write unto thee in order, most excellent
Theophilus, that thou mightiest know the certainty of those things, wherein thou hast been
instructed. (KJV)

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 frerfirit were eyewitnesses and servants

of the word. Therefore, since | myself have carefully investigated everything from the beginning,
it seemed good also to me to write an orderly account for you, most excellent Theophilus, so that
you may know the caainty of the things you have been taught. (NIV)

Since many have undertaken to compile a narrative of the events that have been fulfilled among
us, just as those who were eyewitnesses from the beginning and ministers of the word have
handed them down to uktoo have decided, after investigating everything accurately anew, to
write it down in an orderly sequence for you, most excellent Theophilus, so that you may realize
the certainty of the teachings you have received. (NAB)

The author to Theophilus: Mawriters have undertaken to draw up an account of the events

that have happened among us, following the traditions handed down to us by the original
eyewitnesses and servants of the Gospel. And so | in my turn, your Excellency, as one who has
gone over th whole course of these events in detail, have decided to write a connected narrative
for you, so as to give you authentic knowledge about the matters of which you have been
informed. (NEB)

Since many have undertaken to set down an orderly accountefehts that have been fulfilled
among us, just as they were handed on to us by those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses
and servants of the word, | too decided, after investigating everything carefully from the very

first, to write an orderly accoufdr you, most excellent Theophilus, so that you may know the

truth concerning the things about which you have been instructed. (NRSV)
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