
        
            
                
            
        

    
Between History and Spirit

	
 

	The Apostolic Witness of the Book of Acts

	
 

	Craig S. Keener

	
 

	
 

	[image: image-FGWOIS76.png] 

	
 

	
 

	Between History and Spirit

	The Apostolic Witness of the Book of Acts

	Copyright © 2020

	Craig S. Keener. All rights reserved. Except for brief quotations in critical publications or reviews, no part of this book may be reproduced in any manner without prior written permission from the publisher. Write: Permissions, Wipf and Stock Publishers, 199 W. 8th Ave., Suite 3, Eugene, OR 97401

	.Cascade Books

	An Imprint of Wipf and Stock Publishers

	199 W. 8 th Ave., Suite 3 Eugene, OR 97401

	www.wipfandstock.com

	paperback isbn: 978-1-5326-8410-4

	hardcover isbn: 978-1-5326-8411-1

	ebook isbn: 978-1-5326-8412-8

	
 

	Cataloguing-in-Publication data: 

	Names: Keener, Craig S. 

	Title: Between history and spirit : the apostolic witness of the book of acts. / Craig S. Keener. 

	Description: Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2020. | Includes bibliographical references and index.

	Identifiers: isbn 978-1-5326-8410-4 (paperback) | isbn 978-1-5326-8411-1 (hardcover) |isbn 978-1-5326-8412-8 (ebook) 

	Subjects: LCSH: Bible. Acts—Criticism, interpretation, etc. | Bible. Acts—Theology. | Holy Spirit.

	
 

	Classification: BS2625.2 K44 2020 (paperback) | BS2625.2 (ebook)

	Manufactured in the U.S.A. 04/10/20

	 

	
 

	Table of Contents

	
 

	Title Page 

	Preface and Acknowledgments 

	Abbreviations 

	Part 1: A Question of History 

	1. Luke-Acts and the Historical Jesus 

	2. First-Person Claims in Acts and in Ancient History 

	3. Paul and Sedition 

	4. The Church’s Disputed Growth Rate in Acts (Acts 2:41; 4:4; 21:20) 

	5. A Novel Official in Acts 8:27? 

	6. Were Troops Really Stationed in Caesarea During Agrippa’s Rule? 

	7. Dionysius or Stephanas  

	Part 2: A Question of Context 

	8. Interethnic Marriages in Acts 7:29 and 16:1–3 

	9. Irony and Figurative Language 

	10. Turning from Idols in Acts 14:15–17 

	11. Between Asia and Europe 

	12. How Were Asiarchs Paul’s Friends (Acts 19:31)? 

	13. One New Temple 

	14. Some Rhetorical Techniques in Acts 24:2–21 

	15. Insanity, Inspiration or Intellect 

	16. Fever and Dysentery in Acts 28:8 and Ancient Medicine  

	Part 3: A Question of Spirit  

	17. Miracles and History in Acts and the Jesus Tradition 

	18. Power of Pentecost 

	19. Tongues as Evidence of the Character of Spirit’s Empowerment in Acts 2:4 

	20. Acts 16:16–18, 19:12–16, and Spirit Possession in Modern Anthropology 

	21. A Spirit-Filled Teaching Ministry in Acts 19:9 

	22. Anticipating Ancient African Christianity 

	23. Reviews of Some Acts-focused Works 

	Bibliography 

	
 

	
 

	For David and Grace Keener, in honor of their wedding, June

	15

	,

	2019

	
Preface and Acknowledgments

	
 

	When my friend Michael Thomson suggested publishing a collection of my prior essays on Acts, I readily agreed. Some of these essays are difficult to obtain, and some of them include material not found even in my four-volume Acts commentary, and certainly not arranged as the material is arranged in that commentary. These essays span a range of time and topics related to Acts, although most involve its historical setting in some respects. Some address contemporary questions such as postcolonialism, Pentecostal theology or African history; most are grounded exegetically and address issues relevant to the text of Acts. I have adapted some of these essays, editing and occasionally updating; others appear here as they originally appeared, except for light editing for the purposes of inclusion in this volume.

	Here I gladly acknowledge the permission of publishers of the original articles, in connection with the following chapters: 

	1. Luke-Acts and the Historical Jesus: from “Luke-Acts and the Historical Jesus.” Pages 600–623 in Jesus Research: New Methodologies and Perceptions. The Second Princeton-Prague Symposium on Jesus Research. Ed. James Charlesworth with Brian Rhea and Petr Pokorny. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2014. Reprinted by permission of William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company. 

	2. First-Person Claims in Acts and in Ancient History: from “First-Person Claims in Some Ancient Historians and Acts.” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 10 (2014): 9–23. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix.

	3. Apologetic for Paul in Acts: from “Paul and Sedition: Pauline Apologetic in Acts.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 22 (2, 2012): 201–24. Reprinted by permission from Penn State University Press. 

	4. The Church’s Disputed Growth Rate in Acts: from “The Plausibility of Luke’s Growth Figures in Acts 2.41; 4.4; 21.20.” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 7 (2010): 140–63. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix.

	5. A Novel Official in Acts 8:27? Comparing Acts and Ancient Novels: from “Novels’ ‘Exotic’ Places and Luke’s African Official (Acts 8:27).” Andrews University Seminary Studies 46 (1, 2008): 5–20. Reprinted by permission from Andrews University Seminary Studies.

	6. Were Troops Really Stationed in Caesarea During Agrippa’s Rule?: from “Acts 10: Were Troops Stationed in Caesarea During Agrippa’s Rule?” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 7 (2010): 164–76. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix.

	
 

	7. Dionysius or Stephanas: Did Paul Reach Athenians?: from “Note on Athens: Do 1 Corinthians 16:15 and Acts 17:34 Conflict?” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 7 (2010): 137–39. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix.

	8. Interethnic Marriages in Acts 7:29 and 16:1–3: from “Interethnic Marriages in the New Testament (Matt 1:3–6; Acts 7:29; 16:1–3; 1 Cor 7:14).” Criswell Theological Review n.s. 6 (2, Spring 2009): 25–43. Reprinted by permission from Criswell Theological Review. 

	9. Irony and Figurative Language: Inverted Guilt in Acts 7:55–60 and Paul’s Vote in Acts 26:10: from “Three Notes on Figurative Language: Inverted Guilt in Acts 7:55–60, Paul’s Figurative Vote in Acts 26:10, Figurative Eyes in Galatians 4:15.” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 5 (2008): 41–49. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix. 

	10. Turning from Idols in Acts 14:15–17: from “The Exhortation to Monotheism in Acts 14:15–17.” Pages 47–70 in Kingdom Rhetoric: New Testament Explorations in Honor of Ben Witherington III. Edited by T. Michael W. Halcomb. Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2013. 

	11. Between Asia and Europe: Postcolonial Mission in Acts 16:8–10: from “Between Asia and Europe: Postcolonial Mission in Acts 16:8–10.” Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies 11 (1–2, 2008): 3–14. Reprinted by permission of the Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies, APTS Press. 

	12. How were Asiarchs Paul’s friends (Acts 19:31)?: “Paul’s ‘Friends’ the Asiarchs (Acts 19.31).” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 3 (2006): 134–41. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix. 

	13. One New Temple: Acts 21 as the backdrop for Eph 2:11–22: from “One New Temple in Christ (Eph 2:11–22; Acts 21:27–29; Mk 11:17; Jn 4:20–24).” Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies 12 (1, January 2009): 75–92. Reprinted by permission of the Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies, APTS Press. 

	14. Some Rhetorical Techniques in Acts 24: from “Some Rhetorical Techniques in Acts 24:2–21.” Pages 221–51 in Paul’s World. Ed. Stanley E. Porter. PAST 4. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2008. Reprinted by permission from Brill. 

	15. Insanity, Inspiration or Intellect: Paul’s Madness in Acts 26:24–25: from “Paul’s Positive Madness in Acts 26:24–25.” Pages 311–20 in Goldene Anfänge und Aufbrüche: Johann Jakob Wettstein und die Apostelgeschichte. Arbeiten zur Bibel und Ihrer Geschichte. Edited by Manfred Lang and Joseph Verheyden. Lepizig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2016. Reprinted by permission from Manfred Lang on behalf of the publisher.

	
 

	16. Fever and Dysentery in Acts 28:8 and Ancient Medicine: “Fever and Dysentery in Acts 28:8 and Ancient Medicine.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 19 (3, 2009): 393–402. Reprinted by permission from Penn State University Press.

	17. Miracles and History in Acts and the Jesus Tradition: from “Miracle Reports and the Argument from Analogy.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 25 (4, 2015): 475–95. Reprinted by permission from Penn State University Press.

	18. Power of Pentecost: Luke’s Missiology in Acts 1—2: from “Power of Pentecost: Luke’s Missiology in Acts 1—2.” Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies 12 (1, Jan. 2009): 47–73. Reprinted by permission of the Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies, APTS Press. 

	19. Tongues as Evidence of the Character of the Spirit’s Empowerment in Acts: “Tongues as Evidence of the Character of the Spirit’s Empowerment in Acts.” Pages 227–38 in A Light to the Nations: Explorations in Ecumenism, Missions, and Pentecostalism. Foreword by Byron D. Klaus. Eugene, Ore.: Pickwick, 2017. 

	20. Acts 16:16–18, 19:12–16, and Spirit Possession in Modern Anthropology: from “Spirit Possession as a Cross-Cultural Experience.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 20 (2, 2010): 215–36. Reprinted by permission from Penn State University Press. 

	21. A Spirit-Filled Teaching Ministry in Acts 19:9: “A Spirit-Filled Teaching Ministry in Acts 19:9.” 46–58 in Trajectories in the Book of Acts: Essays in Honor of John Wesley Wyckoff. Ed. Jordan May, Paul Alexander, and Robert G. Reid. Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2010. 

	22. Anticipating Ancient African Christianity: from “The Aftermath of the Ethiopian Eunuch.” The A.M.E. Church Review 118 (385, January 2002): 112–24. Reprinted by permission from Dr. Teresa L. Fry Brown, Historiographer of the African Methodist Episcopal Church. 

	Finally, as a sort of appendix, I include sample reviews (i.e., my own reviews) of a few other works on Acts.
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	Aelius Aristides/Ael. Arist.

	Defense: Defense of Oratory

	Panath.: Panathenaic Oration

	Aeschines

	Ctes.: Ctesiphon

	Fals. leg.: False Embassy

	Tim.: Timarchus 

	Aeschylus 

	Eum.: Eumenides

	Lib.: Libation-Bearers (Choephori)

	Pers.: Persians

	Seven: Seven against Thebes

	Suppl.: Suppliant Women 

	Alciphron 

	Farmers

	Fishermen

	Parasites

	Anacharsis 

	Ep.: [Epistles] 

	Aphthonius

	Progymn.: Progymnasmata
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	Caecin.: Pro Caecina

	Cael.: Pro Caelio
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	De or.: De oratore
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	Fin.: De finibus

	Flacc.: Pro Flacco
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	Mur.: Pro Murena

	Nat. d.: De natura deorum
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	Prov. cons.: De provinciis consularibus
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	A Question of History
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	Luke-Acts and the Historical Jesus

	¹ 

	
 

	All scholars agree that Luke was not an eyewitness of the events reported in his first volume. Most obviously, whoever Luke was, he was surely from the Diaspora; many scholars cite his apparent lack of direct acquaintance with Galilean geography, ² and he probably did not know Aramaic. ³ Moreover, Luke writes at least a generation after the events that dominate his Gospel (and longer still after those he reports in his infancy narratives). Although a substantial minority of scholars continue to date Luke-Acts in the 60s, contending that Luke omits Paul’s death because it had not yet occurred when he wrote, and a smaller number date the work, or part of it, in the early second century, the majority of scholars favor the final three decades of the first century, with most clustering in the mid-range of 70–90. ⁴

	Presumably, then, Luke did not know any of the events reported in his Gospel firsthand; yet he likely wrote within the lifespan of some of the eyewitnesses.⁵ While no one argues that Luke was an eyewitness of the events in the Gospel, other lines of evidence may help us reconstruct the sort of information about Jesus that would have been available to Luke; the degree of freedom a writer like Luke may have felt to adapt information or to “fill in” what he lacked; and a first-century audience’s expectations regarding the nature of Luke’s truth claims. In seeking to answer these questions, I will focus on two primary points: first, the genre of Luke’s work;⁶ and second, the explicit claims offered in his preface.⁷

	
 

	Luke’s Genre

	
 

	Many scholars argue, I believe persuasively, that Luke writes a two-volume work that includes both biography and historiography. Treating the two books together thus invites a brief exploration of the character of ancient historiography, and of where Luke-Acts falls in the broader range of this genre.

	
 

	Biography and History

	
 

	Through the work of Charles Talbert, Richard Burridge, Dirk Frickenschmidt, and others,⁸ a majority of scholars now view the Gospels as “lives,” or ancient biographies.⁹ This genre differs from modern biographies, for example, by often following a topical rather than chronological treatment. The Gospels are not modern biographies; nevertheless it is clear that they do fit the characteristics of ancient biography, being prose works focused on the life, or a particularly significant portion of the life, of a main character.¹⁰ In the early empire, such works depended heavily on prior information; incidents reported within the period of living memory (i.e., from within a generation of the last eyewitnesses) ideally corresponded with actual events.¹¹

	What complicates matters in the case of Luke’s work is that it consists of two volumes, the second of which is not (despite some valiant arguments to the contrary) self-evidently biography. Acts does not focus on a single character (despite the prominence of Peter and especially Paul); although parallels between these characters and Jesus in the Gospel do allow for comparisons with the ancient biographic genre of “parallel lives,” the lack of a single figure dominating the entire second volume renders unlikely the claim that the volume is biography per se (though it may be biographic history, or a combination of these genres).¹² Acts closes not with Paul’s death as a biography should but, more positively, with his carrying his mission to the heart of the Empire.

	While the consensus of Gospels scholarship seems to regard the Gospels as biographies, the consensus of Acts scholarship regards the latter volume as a form of historiography. Scholars offer a variety of proposals as to the focus (e.g., political), mode (e.g., apologetic) or form (i.e., a one-volume “monograph” like Sallust’s works), but (following the esteemed steps of Dibelius and Cadbury)¹³ the majority of scholars recognize historiography in one form or other as the genre of Acts (with biography a distant second and other proposals, such as novel and epic, trailing far behind).¹⁴ The use of interpretive speeches,¹⁵ the focus on historic events, the occasional use of synchronization with external history,¹⁶ and other elements all point in this direction.¹⁷

	Although the two volumes may differ somewhat in genre particulars,¹⁸ the narrative unity of the two works¹⁹ would invite any attentive auditors to hear them together. While taken by itself the Gospel is biography, as part of Luke’s two-volume work the Gospel becomes a biographic component in a larger history, just as authors of multivolume histories could devote an entire volume or section to a particularly prominent character.²⁰ This connection invites us to examine Luke’s historiographic approach.

	
 

	Ancient Historiography

	
 

	Because historians told cohesive stories and did not simply recite annals, rhetoric was essential to their enterprise.²¹ Some allowed more rhetorical embellishment than others, but all were interested in cohesive compositions. Even Polybius opined that historians must render judgments about whether peoples or individuals merit praise or criticism (Polybius 3.4.1).

	In writing cohesive narratives, ancient historians did not feel that they were doing injustice to their material. Rather, they often believed that divine providence had created the patterns they observed in history.²² When Plutarch composed “parallel lives,” he labored to find characters most closely comparable,²³ and argued that nature itself supplied enough details for attentive observers to discern parallels.²⁴ While selecting especially points useful for parallels, he did not obliterate all differences between characters;²⁵ analogously, we should not expect Luke’s comparisons among his major characters to obliterate his tradition. Whatever dramatic freedoms some historians (especially the most rhetorically sophisticated) took with details, most would not invent events to create parallels. Although Luke could likely have reported Paul’s execution had he wished, in Acts a catastrophic sea voyage takes the place of the Gospel’s passion narrative. In addition to Greco-Roman models for parallel characters and events, Luke could have looked for antecedents to the biblical tradition, a tradition he undoubtedly respected as historically authentic.²⁶ One ought not therefore to play Luke’s overall narrative unity against his historical genre or interest.

	Ancient historians often composed speeches to provide comment on their narratives,²⁷ though they could follow the basic topic or topics of a speech given on the occasion where these were known.²⁸ (This observation is more relevant to Luke’s second volume, since our sources often confirm that Jesus’s individual sayings in the first volume reflect earlier tradition.)

	Ancient historians also lacked the radical Enlightenment prejudice against reporting miracles or prodigies,²⁹ though some proved more skeptical or critical than others (sometimes depending partly on the expectations of the audiences for which they were writing).³⁰ The Gospels and Acts report more signs (and Luke-Acts probably more unambiguously favorably than Mark or John) than do most ancient historians,³¹ but this is partly because they narrate the story of a miracle worker,³² the sort of story where such signs (as opposed to wars among peoples or political competition among the elite) would have been important to the story.³³

	Although no historian is completely detached from the subject they narrate, ancient historians typically wrote from particular moral or religious perspectives more than is common today.³⁴ Even from the best of historians, these could include nationalistic biases;³⁵ “responsible” historians also sought to inculcate moral lessons by how they recounted history,³⁶ and believed that orators and statesmen could redeploy these examples in public service.³⁷ Historians and biographers could employ clear narrative asides to articulate their perspectives.³⁸ Jewish historiography likewise valued the interpretive element.³⁹ Ancient historiography generally included the epideictic practice of assigning praise and blame.⁴⁰

	Relevantly to Luke-Acts, ancient historians could include theological lessons,⁴¹ and most believed they discerned providential divine direction in some patterns in history.⁴² Ancients did of course complain about biases—normally those of other historians.⁴³ Like other historians, Luke could shape his material from his own theological, political, apologetic, or other perspectives, to a greater extent than is commonly approved for modern historiography.

	Ancient historians and information. Ancient historiography was thus a somewhat different genre from its modern descendant. Nevertheless, skepticism that “the appellation ‘historian’ means something about historical accuracy”⁴⁴ is overstated; if it meant nothing about accurate content we could not draw distinctions between ancient historiography and novels, hence would know almost nothing about antiquity at all.⁴⁵

	Lucian writes that good biographers avoid flattery that falsifies events (Hist. 12) and only bad historians invent data (e.g., Hist. 24–25). Although he had earlier praised a figure in an encomium, Polybius insists on historiography properly assigning praise and blame, according to a person’s actions (Polybius 10.21.8). Because historians may write with theological, political, or other interests does not require us to suppose that they have invented all their information!⁴⁶

	Even Josephus’s apologetic and rhetorical approach usually does not eliminate the basic substance of the biblical or other stories he retells. When Josephus portrays Agrippa’s death according to tragic conventions and uses the owl as an omen (Ant. 19.346),⁴⁷ Josephus takes his liberties as a rhetorical historian (much more interested in Hellenistic rhetorical and tragic conventions than Luke is); but he does not invent Agrippa’s death on that occasion. Clare Rothschild offers a fairly balanced, centrist assessment: historians, who like orators claimed that they placed truth over style, varied in their preferences, but mostly dealt both in information and its persuasive presentation.⁴⁸

	Intellectuals often found history pleasurable and entertaining.⁴⁹ Of course, novels were also entertaining, but as Gregory Sterling points out regarding Luke’s second volume, “was Acts intended to entertain or to inform in an entertaining way?”⁵⁰ Unlike writers in other genres, historians’ primary interest was truth accessible to the public domain.⁵¹ Whereas novels were intended primarily for entertainment,⁵² historians believed that they could entertain without abandoning historical truth.⁵³ Judean haggadah (perhaps more relevant to Matthew or John than Luke) probably permitted greater amplification than Hellenistic historiography.

	Ancient historians generally had concerns for accuracy regarding events, if not always details;⁵⁴ they could harshly criticize other historians for bias or inaccuracy.⁵⁵ Aristotle noted that the difference between “history” and “poetry” was not their literary style, for one could put Herodotus into verse if one wished; but that the former recounts what actually happened whereas the latter recounts what might happen.⁵⁶ Thus even more rhetorically-oriented historians recognized that historical inquiry required not merely rhetorical skill but research and facts.⁵⁷ Pliny the Younger, an orator who never found leisure to write history himself, insisted that history’s primary goal was truth and accuracy rather than rhetorical display (Pliny Ep. 7.17.3); rhetoric was acceptable provided one’s basis was facts (8.4.1).⁵⁸ While Luke’s rhetorical level is much higher than Mark’s, he is no elite historian, and neither his Greek nor his rhetorical elaboration place him in the same league as as the more rhetorically focused Josephus.⁵⁹

	Ancient historians were often critical, some of them introducing critical methodologies employed in historiography even today.⁶⁰ We often find them critiquing earlier writers’ reports;⁶¹ thus Arrian often evaluates various reports by comparing them, noting, for example, that one prominent story is unreported by the earliest eyewitness writers, hence is probably not dependable.⁶² When uncertain as to the truth, writers often simply presented several different current opinions on what had happened.⁶³ Historians also recognized that sources closer in time to the events reported were likelier accurate than reports about the distant past;⁶⁴ this criterion is relevant to Luke, who writes at the remove of only perhaps half a century after the primary events of his Gospel,⁶⁵ and much closer to the conclusion of Acts.

	
 

	Evaluating Luke’s Historiographic Practice

	
 

	Some ancient historians, however, were far more careful with historical information than were others. Where does Luke fall on this continuum? I will summarize here some observations that could be developed in much greater detail, yet which I regard as fairly self-evident to students of Lukan literature. First, historical challenges to Luke arise where we would most expect them in ancient historiography. When the wise sage Gamaliel proves so wise that he mentions a revolutionary leader that had not (if Josephus is correct) yet arisen (Acts 5:36), this claim appears in not only a speech, but a speech behind closed doors for which Luke provides no witnesses.

	Second, by contrast, Luke proves accurate where we would most expect this for a good ancient historian. Thus, for example, the we-narratives, which claim eyewitness information, frequently offer the most detailed scenes and sequences in Acts.⁶⁶ Wherever Paul’s letters provide a chronological sequence for the events of Paul’s life and mission, the sequence in Acts proves nearly identical.⁶⁷ Indeed, the correspondences of considerable information even in the earlier chapters in Acts with external sources is remarkable.⁶⁸

	Third, as any student who works through a synopsis of the Gospels recognizes,⁶⁹ Luke takes over much material from Mark and other material shared with Matthew. Although he regularly polishes Mark’s grammar, he normally retains the general substance of Mark’s narrative and sayings where he uses Mark’s Gospel.⁷⁰ To assume that Luke would engage in a different method of wholesale fabrication where we cannot check him, one must presuppose that Luke could foresee which sources would remain extant. Historians had considerable freedom to shape their material into cohesive narratives; they did not expect each other to exercise such freedom to fabricate events. Indeed, wholesale fabrication of events is a crime of which Polybius does not even accuse Timaeus (who shared the expectation that history should deal in facts).⁷¹ At this point it will be helpful to turn to Luke’s preface, which offers specific expectations for his own work.

	
 

	Luke’s Preface

	
 

	Alone among the Gospels, Luke offers what appears very much like the prefaces found in histories,⁷² a preface that (with most scholars) presumably includes both of his volumes in its purview. That this preface includes Luke’s claim to investigate or have close acquaintance with his information (Luke 1:3) fits historical works (Thucydides 1.22.2); his occasional use of the first-person plural (see comment on Acts 16:10) emphasizes the involvement considered ideal for a good Hellenistic historian.⁷³

	Whatever may be said of the preface’s style, the content it promises for the work is telling. A good introduction should summarize what is to follow,⁷⁴ and Luke’s summary of what will follow is explicitly historical: “an orderly narrative of the things fulfilled among us” (Luke 1:1, 3). Likewise, his explicit purpose is to confirm what Theophilus has learned about such events (1:4). “Given this statement of the question,” Callan points out, “it is almost obvious that the preface of Luke-Acts most resembles the prefaces of histories” in terms of content.⁷⁵ Various scholars point to a conglomeration of language in Luke’s preface familiar from other historical prefaces.⁷⁶ (Even Loveday Alexander, who has contended that the Gospel preface resembles a scientific preface, allows that the work may be historiography, but of the more scientific, less rhetorical kind.)⁷⁷

	
 

	Sources

	
 

	Luke observes that “many” had already written before him (Luke 1:1), sources at least somewhat closer in time to the events reported than he is. Ancient historians were expected to use sources⁷⁸ and were not shy about informing readers of this use where relevant.⁷⁹ Luke does not specify his sources, perhaps partly because he writes closer to the events than most historians who cite conflicting sources;⁸⁰ because he writes popular rather than elite history; or because he depends on communal memory (cf. “accomplished among us,” Luke 1:1).⁸¹ Luke’s potentially “many” sources surely include at least Mark and, I believe, in what is probably still the majority opinion, “Q,”⁸² as well as other sources that no longer remain extant.⁸³

	In 1:2, Luke mentions the passing down of oral tradition, which both preceded and proceeded concurrently with the writing of documents. How accurately could the disciples have recalled and transmitted Jesus’s teachings? Basic education in antiquity stressed memorization,⁸⁴ although at an advanced level paraphrase was also expected.⁸⁵ (Even simple oral transmission would make natural the many variants in our sources;⁸⁶ apart from some simple aphorisms,⁸⁷ both psychological and social memory usually preserve what they retain in gist rather than verbatim form.)⁸⁸

	Likewise, disciples in Greek schools were expected to pass on sayings of founders for generations.⁸⁹ Our extant sources for Jewish education at all levels also emphasize memory.⁹⁰ Constant repetition was an important principle in confirming disciples’ memory.⁹¹ Some students could grow to disagree with their teachers, but always owed them respect⁹² and accurate representation of their teaching.⁹³ The burden of proof should thus rest on those who suppose that Jesus’s disciples (despite their exalted respect for him) proved far more careless with his words than did first- and second-generation students of most other first-century teachers.⁹⁴

	Gentile disciples typically took notes on what their teachers said;⁹⁵ sometimes they afterward published them,⁹⁶ on which occasions teachers themselves are sometimes on record as attesting the accuracy of their content.⁹⁷ (Recognizing that students took notes, many also advised them to internalize the teachings as well.)⁹⁸ Even Jewish students, who emphasized especially oral transmission, could take minimal notes if needed to prod their memories.⁹⁹ Whether any of Jesus’s disciples would have been able to do so is an open question, but at least minimal notes need not be ruled out a priori through assumptions of pervasive Galilean illiteracy.¹⁰⁰ Disciples in some schools learned purely orally, so even mainly illiterate students could still learn.¹⁰¹

	Eyewitnesses, whom Luke here mentions as the source of these traditions, remained in leadership positions in the church during most of the period of the stories’ primarily oral transmission (cf. 1 Cor 15:5–7 with Gal 1:18–19; 2:9).¹⁰²

	
 

	Luke’s Acquaintance with the Information

	
 

	In 1:3, Luke claims to be “thoroughly aquainted” with the events he narrates (parêkolouthêkoti),¹⁰³ language used to affirm a writer’s familiarity with prior reports and the writer’s reliability on the subject.¹⁰⁴ Investigation of the sources, including travel to interview witnesses, belonged to the best tradition of Hellenistic historiography.¹⁰⁵ Not all historians lived up to this standard, however, especially historians in the west or historians whose subjects ranged to distant lands. How would Theophilus and his circle have measured Luke by these standards?

	The key may be in Luke’s apparent claim to participation in some later portions of his account.¹⁰⁶ The “we” appears sparingly; Luke does not make himself out to have participated as much as, say, Polybius. One would expect a fictitious “we” to appear more pervasively, rather than incidentally appearing in Troas, leaving off in Philippi (Acts 16:10–16), and picking up only years later, again in Philippi (20:6—21:18; 27:1—28:16). One might also expect the “we” at more key points where it would be useful (say in Acts 2 or 10).¹⁰⁷ The we-material is also among the most detailed material in the book,¹⁰⁸ suiting eyewitness narration. It is also consistent with an expectation potentially suggested by Luke’s preface.¹⁰⁹

	Often because Luke’s perspectives differ from Paul’s, scholars question whether Luke was genuinely a traveling companion of Paul’s. Yet any of us professors know from experience that our students do not always turn out like us; an occasional companion of Paul could respect him highly without sharing all his perspectives or even fully understanding him. Some of the alleged theological differences, however, derive from a traditional Protestant misreading of Paul.¹¹⁰

	Some contend that the “we” material reflects a written source such as a travel itinerary. Such a written source is certainly plausible, but does not explain why Luke would have retained its first-person narration despite his failure to retain such marks in any other sources, even when they report eyewitness material (Luke 1:2).¹¹¹ If Luke did not simply lapse into suddenly poor editing at these (and precisely these) points, the “we” either includes himself or must represent a literary device his audience should have recognized.

	The proposal of a literary device for a fictitious “we,” however, lacks supporting parallels. The alleged first-person convention for sea-voyage narratives¹¹² lacks adequate supporting evidence;¹¹³ the proposal of a fictitious literary device more generally is also implausible. Entire works (like Cynic epistles and apocalypses) could be pseudonymous,¹¹⁴ but Luke does not name himself in any case, and Theophilus appears to know his identity.¹¹⁵ Novelists sometimes included fictitious first-person narration,¹¹⁶ but normally the narrators remain central to the action throughout the narrative,¹¹⁷ and, as we have noted, Luke-Acts is not a novel.

	By contrast, however, first-person narration in histories (like third-person narration naming the narrator) nearly always indicated the actual presence of the author on the occasions noted.¹¹⁸ Classicist Arthur Darby Nock found at most a single use of a fictitious “we” except in obvious fiction; he concluded that the we-narratives were genuine eyewitness reminiscences.¹¹⁹ Thus many believe that if Luke employs a travel journey, it includes his own notes; that Luke claims to have been present on the occasions marked by “we”; and/or that this section includes Luke’s personal reminiscences of Paul.¹²⁰ That we would grant the accuracy of the claim to almost any other ancient historian who made it, yet are skeptical in Luke’s case, may reveal more about our guild than about Luke himself.

	If so, he departs for Judea with Paul in 20:5—21:18 and departs from Judea up to two years later in 27:1—28:16. Although most of that time was probably spent in Caesarea, Luke would have had opportunity to become more “fully acquainted” with the Judean events he depicts.

	That Luke’s research serves a primarily confirmatory purpose (1:4)¹²¹ suggests that Luke in the end does not arrive at conclusions far distant from his sources, which apparently circulated widely. In contrast to Pauline scholars, some Gospels scholars have underestimated the networking of early Christians through the Empire, insisting on entirely hypothetical, theologically isolated communities.¹²² Whatever Luke’s compositional liberties to produce a cohesive and appealing work, he uses prior and well-known information. He does not read the conflicts of his own day or even those of his hero Paul’s (e.g., sharing meals with gentiles; food customs; or circumcision for gentiles) into Jesus’s sayings, which instead can often be shown to derive from his sources (Mark, “Q,” and presumably others no longer extant). While we need not expect his approach to apostolic preaching to be equally conservative, much of this material was even more recent and his participation more complete.

	
 

	Concluding Reflections

	
 

	In this brief study I have endeavored to show that Luke’s chosen genre and his expressed intentions lead us to expect that he handled accurately, by the standards of his era, the sources available to him. Luke has historiographic (as well as biographic) intention; while ancient historiography had essential rhetorical and literary interests, it also focused on information. Luke indicates that he made use of various oral and written sources no longer available to us, but most of which remained for examination in his own day.

	Given the brevity of space I have addressed two other issues only cursorily, hence mention them briefly here. First, how well did Luke carry out his historical intentions? Entire essays address the test cases, examining how he employs his sources (in the Gospel, Mark and Q) or how his record comports with primary sources treating the same events (for Acts, Paul’s letters). Although we see adaptation in both cases, the substance of events and, in the Gospel, even sayings, remains. Luke certainly adapts his material for a Hellenistic audience (e.g., symposia), but does not really obscure Jesus the Jewish sage (with traditional aphorisms, parables, and so forth), prophet, and Messiah. Indeed, though Matthew’s language more often retains more of its original Palestinian Jewish flavor, Luke sometimes even displays greater nuance with regard to the sources, such as in more often distinguishing Pharisees from scribes (Luke 11:42, 45–46; Matt 23:13–29) and offering a more nuanced portrait of the Pharisees.¹²³ By the standards of ancient historiography, I believe that Luke remains close to his sources.

	Second, granted that Luke conscientiously employed his sources, how accurate were the sources he employed? The treatment of this question strictly belongs to other essays, so I will comment only briefly. Keeping in mind that Luke’s sources preceded him (and the sources that had achieved greatest attention by his day probably preceded him by even more years), many of these sources probably stemmed from the first generation, when some eyewitnesses remained alive and in prominent positions in the church. I thus believe that a healthy measure of skepticism is in order regarding allegations of the first-century church’s rapid amnesia. With W. D. Davies, it is helpful to note that probably only a single lifespan “separates Jesus from the last New Testament document. And the tradition in the Gospels is not strictly a folk tradition, derived from long stretches of time, but a tradition preserved by believing communities who were guided by responsible leaders, many of whom were eyewitnesses of the ministry of Jesus.”¹²⁴

	If we accept the two-source hypothesis, both these major sources likely belong to the first generation. While reconstruction of these sources’ own sources may be speculative, the experience of the first generation of other Greco-Roman schools¹²⁵ known to us suggests that the still-living memory of Jesus (in sayings and anecdotes) would have remained paramount. Nor is it likely that Luke would have simply misconstrued a recent novel’s genre and then used it as a major historical source for his own work;¹²⁶ Luke, who like Matthew had access to the apparently widely circulated Gospel of Mark, likely knew much more about Mark’s origin than did Papias’s generation, and even likelier much more than our own. As already noted, in contrast to speculative theories about geographically isolated early Christian communities in some circles of Gospels scholarship,¹²⁷ Pauline scholarship works from a more concrete information base.

	Long before Luke wrote (and certainly long before the early second century’s more explicit network of bishops), the early churches throughout the Empire were already informally networked.¹²⁸ (In Mediterranean antiquity in general, travelers regularly carried news from one location to another,¹²⁹ especially residing with members of their own social group, such as Jews or Christians or resident aliens from their homeland.)¹³⁰ Even during Paul’s years of planting churches, many churches knew what was happening with churches in other cities (Rom 1:8; 1 Cor 11:16; 14:33; 1 Thess 1:7–9).¹³¹ First-century missionaries could speak of some churches to others (Rom 15:26; 2 Cor 8:1–5; 9:2–4; Phil 4:16; 1 Thess 2:14–16) and send personal news by other workers (Eph 6:21–22; Col 4:7–9). Moreover, apostolic views still carried respect and weight in these circles, even when some matters (not apparently related to the Jesus tradition) were debated among those of apostolic status (cf. 1 Cor 1:12; 9:5; 15:5, 7; Gal 1:18–19; 2:8–9).

	In view of such factors as those surveyed above, I believe that there is reason to suppose that Luke not only has interest in retelling historical information, but that much of the information to which he had access ultimately stems from fundamentally reliable and eyewitness sources.
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	First-Person Claims in Acts and in Ancient History

	¹³² 

	
 

	Parts of Acts, especially in the final quarter of Acts, include some first-person narration. In other historical sources from this period, we would normally understand this feature as evidence of the author’s participation, underlining the author’s direct access to information. Some scholars have questioned this interpretation, but those who question it usually sidestep the abundant, dominant evidence from other ancient historical writers. ¹³³ This essay challenges a less common alternative approach that does appeal to historical evidence but is vulnerable to misapplication.

	Various ancient historians used third- and first-person designations for themselves differently, and sometimes even varied the usage within their individual works.¹³⁴ William Sanger Campbell offers a useful survey of some of this usage, correctly observing that ancient writings, in contrast to most modern ones, regularly “refer to their narrators in first (singular and plural) and third person for both event- and narrator-level narration.”¹³⁵ Although his survey of usage is quite helpful, his reservations concerning Luke’s first-person usage for eyewitness historical testimony must be qualified.¹³⁶

	
 

	“We” as a First-Person Historical Claim?

	
 

	Classicist Arthur Darby Nock contended that Luke’s “we” should be read like “we” in other ancient historians: a claim that included the author himself.¹³⁷ By contrast, one of the chief conclusions for which some will cite Campbell’s article is his argument that broader historiographic usage tells us little about Luke’s use of “we” as an eyewitness claim.

	
 

	Questioning “We” as a Historical Claim

	
 

	Campbell acknowledges that the majority of scholars view Luke’s “we” as an eyewitness claim (whether from the author or his source).¹³⁸ Nevertheless, he draws on his study of three ancient historians (Thucydides, Polybius, and Josephus) in order to neutralize the traditional argument that “we” reflects eyewitness presence.¹³⁹ He does concede that his argument “does not mean that the author or his source could not have been an eyewitness,” only that this is not the primary point of the first-person usage.¹⁴⁰ Whatever Luke’s other literary intentions, however (and I am not here challenging Campbell on these points), a first-person claim in historical sources does indicate the narrator as the subject of the verbs in question—in this case verbs that claim the narrator’s presence.

	Campbell recognizes that, based on Polybius’s usage, Luke’s “we” passages “place the narrator character at the scene, an eyewitness to and a participant in the events narrated.” Nevertheless, he balks at the expected conclusion, protesting that in light of Acts’ anonymity “we” simply establishes characterization, not historical information.¹⁴¹

	The evidence that Campbell assembles, however, does not support this case, which rests instead on some inferences unrelated to the data he cites, inferences that not all scholars accept. The narrator does not emphasize his presence, Campbell contends, because he “does not say that at these points he has entered events personally, nor does the story itself suggest that this is the case.”¹⁴² This claim is surprising, especially because Campbell himself notes that ancient writers could shift from third to first person or first person singular to plural at times without warning.¹⁴³ When an ancient writer attributes action in the narrative to a first-person actor and is not quoting another’s speech, the writer by that very attribution normally claims to enter events personally. In such cases, we do not expect the writer to offer a further level of affirmation explaining that he intends what readers would normally infer that his words communicate.

	Ultimately, Campbell’s principal reason for denying that Acts’ narrator claims to be present rests not on the analysis of other ancient historians, but on Campbell’s contention that Luke differs from these historians.¹⁴⁴ That is, the comparison with other ancient historians does not support the conclusion, but would actually challenge it were it not for different factors technically unrelated to usual ancient historical usage.

	
 

	Acts’ Anonymity?

	
 

	Campbell’s argument against the author claiming to be present depends especially on his repeated suggestion that Luke’s anonymity makes him different from the other historians surveyed; Luke’s first-person usage therefore does not refer to an identity claim earlier in the narrative.¹⁴⁵ Of the four works (two by Josephus and one each by Thucydides and Polybius) that Campbell investigates, three do indeed name their authors in the beginning of their works. Such naming was, however, neither the exclusive nor the necessary practice of ancient sources, as one may easily note by surveying prefaces in other histories¹⁴⁶ and biographies.¹⁴⁷ In fact, Campbell himself observes that in one of the four works he treats, Josephus’s Antiquities, the author does not name himself within the work.¹⁴⁸

	Works did not always explicitly identify their authors. Lack of such identification thus no more makes Luke’s work necessarily “anonymous” for his real audience than does lack of intrinsic authorial identification in other ancient works make all of them functionally anonymous for Luke’s contemporaries.¹⁴⁹

	An ancient work could be anonymous in terms of explicit intrinsic claims and yet not be anonymous for its real audience.¹⁵⁰ As relevance theory demonstrates, some information in communication is implicit or assumed;¹⁵¹ readers of the Antiquities knew that Josephus was the author, and Luke’s ideal audience undoubtedly knew who the “I” of his preface was. Simply because modern scholars often argue that we cannot know who Acts’ author was does not mean that Luke’s original audience in the first century suffered the same deficiency. Luke names at least one member of his intended audience (Theophilus; Luke 1:3; Acts 1:1), and presumably takes for granted that Theophilus knows his identity. When dedicatees are named in ancient works, the dedicatees normally knew the authors’ identity; any exceptions to this practice would have been rare.¹⁵² For that matter, if we do not know the author’s identity, we cannot even argue with much certainty that Luke does not name himself in the third person at points in the narrative (if, say, he was Silas or Timothy).¹⁵³

	
 

	What Historians Meant By “We”

	
 

	Campbell emphasizes that first person dominates at the narrator level and is rarer at the event level.¹⁵⁴ This observation is true (and for other purposes helpful), but the primary issue for evaluating what Luke means by “we” is not how often the author uses first person within the narrative but what he means when he uses it. Historians varied among themselves as to which of them ever included themselves in the narrative in the first person.¹⁵⁵

	No rule, therefore, prohibited Luke from including himself in the first person, even if, as is likely (see discussion below), he minimizes his role as actor more than many other actor/narrators minimized their own. Despite the value for literary analysis of observing authors’ differences in usage for the level of the narrator and presence within the narrative, these differences affect only frequency of first-person usage within the narrative, not whom the first-person usage identifies.

	What is critical when asking who is included in Luke’s first-person usage is whether historians referred or did not refer to themselves when they used the first person. Here the resounding answer of Campbell’s own evidence is that they did intend themselves, whether individually (in the first-person singular) or as part of a group (in the first-person plural).

	Thus one may note Josephus’s use of the first-person plural in Antiquities: “The first person singular in Antiquities often serves to distinguish the author/narrator individually from first person plural references close at hand that associate him with the Jewish people.”¹⁵⁶ That is, Josephus speaks in his “we” passages as part of a group.¹⁵⁷ Campbell rightly concludes that in Luke-Acts, as in other works, first-person plural usage shows the “narrator’s personal knowledge as eyewitness or researcher and, therefore, his credentials for telling the story accurately as Luke claims in Luke 1:3–4.”¹⁵⁸

	Authors employ the first-person plural in various ways, sometimes including the addressees and sometimes excluding them, and occasionally as a collective or authoritative replacement for the first person singular;¹⁵⁹ yet “we” nearly always includes the speaker. On a literary level, it states the obvious to point out that in Luke’s usage, the first person includes the speaker, just as other writers’ usage did; that was the point of using the first-person plural. Whatever the genre of Luke’s work, speakers within his narratives include themselves in first-person plural claims.¹⁶⁰ Why should readers suddenly interpret the expression differently when the narrator is the one speaking?

	Relevant analogies in ancient historians therefore are not limited to the uses of the first person (and still more narrowly, the first-person plural) at the event level. Dividing narratorial and event-level uses of the first person reduces the evidence admitted for discussion, but on the point in question (that is, whether the first-person usage is self-referential) there is no significant difference between the narratorial and event levels.¹⁶¹

	Campbell’s article does not claim that any of his examples involve a fictitious we; rather, it argues that first person usually dominates the narratorial level. One cannot use this observation to construe Luke’s “we” as narratorial, however, since it invariably appears with verbs at the event level. If the “we” is not fictitious, it must be taken as a claim to participation, just as readers elsewhere construe it where it occurs, on whatever level, in primarily factual writings.

	Likewise, the historian’s first-person usage in these cases includes himself whether the usage is singular or the plural.¹⁶² Some historians, such as Diodorus Siculus, often use first-person plural narration, perhaps even preferring it to the singular.¹⁶³ Although dividing the first-person evidence into singular and plural uses may suggest patterns of usage distinctive to particular authors, not all the authors make the expected distinctions in usage. The division into singular and plural effectively minimizes the evidence being discussed, allowing one to complain that little evidence is available for the plural examples.

	Luke, however, has a very clear reason for preferring the plural of the first-person: he identifies his presence only as part of a larger group, not as a primary actor within the narrative. A singular pronoun would require a statement of action distinct from one concerning the group. That is, Luke uses the plural because he belongs to a group, just as Josephus sometimes uses the plural because he belongs to a group.

	
 

	Use of “We” instead of author’s name

	
 

	An important question separate from what Luke means by “we” is why he uses it. The narrator’s mention of himself within the narrative using the first-person plural contrasts with the frequent historiographic practice of naming oneself as a participant only in the third person. Thucydides occasionally, and Polybius and Josephus usually, use the first person at the narrator level.¹⁶⁴ In Acts, however, the narrator’s first-person plural verbs appear not at the narrator level but within the narrative (16:10–13, 16; 20:6–8, 13–15; 21:1–8, 10, 12, 14–17; 27:1–5, 7–8, 15–16, 18, 27, 29; 28:1, 10–14, 16).

	
 

	Other Meanings of the First-Person Plural?

	
 

	Campbell suggests that if Luke wished to communicate his presence, he should have followed the example of Thucydides, Polybius, and Josephus in using the third person.¹⁶⁵ Yet the setting in which Luke uses the first person is what determines what he communicates with it.

	First-person plural usage, Campbell suggests, need not indicate presence. To support this claim he notes that Josephus’s first-person identification with his ancestors cannot really “signal Josephus’s historical presence among his Jewish ancestors.”¹⁶⁶ But although Josephus is not making a claim of historical presence, he is identifying himself as part of the people, a claim that virtually no one disputes. That is, he is included in his “we.” Luke’s usage differs not in whom the “we” includes but the action or identification described; in both cases the first person includes the author.

	Campbell may be right to conclude, “In the histories analyzed, referring to the author/narrator as ‘we’ gives a sense of corroboration to the narrative eyewitness’s version of the story. . . . Similarly, the effect of first person plural grammatical style in Acts is to cast the narrator character as a narrative eyewitness and participant in Paul’s mission and, in so doing, to emphasize his version of events.”¹⁶⁷

	At the same time, Campbell argues, this usage “qualifies the narrator’s involvement by characterizing him as part of a broader eyewitness group.”¹⁶⁸ As I argue below, this is indeed true on one level.

	Campbell’s argument that Luke’s first-person plural invites his audience into the narrative¹⁶⁹ is possible but not certain, and here Campbell’s own distinctions become significant: an editorial or narratorial “we” may invite audience participation, but does a narrative “we” at the event level necessarily do so, if the audience recognizes most members of the group in question? Whether or not Campbell is correct here, however, is not germane to the historiographic question about the narrator’s presence, since a narrator’s claim to be present historically is not in principle incompatible with an additional literary purpose such as reader identification.¹⁷⁰

	Returning to the question of historical presence, what is more critical here is to note that we have no reason to believe (and Campbell does not specifically claim) that ancient historians introduced such an invitation to audience participation fictitiously. Since the actions Luke’s “we” depicts involve participation in the narrative’s events rather than narration, it remains a claim of genuine presence, for which the interpretive options are that it is either accurate or fictitious.

	This observation in a sense holds true not only for ancient historiography but for ancient writings in general: if a writer claims to have been present, the claim is either true or false; if we deem it false, it is either because we expect it to be so based on its presence in a work the genre of which does not make many historical claims (such as a novel) or (in principle, though we cannot cite many cases) because we have sufficient reason to believe that the author in question is lying in this case.¹⁷¹ There is not sufficient reason to believe that Luke is lying, given his relatively rare, inconspicuous, and geographically consistent use of the first person, and given the consistency with the epistolary Paul on the points one would expect for a writer other than Paul.¹⁷² (Luke’s approach to Paul is obviously different from what Paul himself would have written, but some of the older contrasts posited between the Paul of Acts and the Paul of the letters, such as Paul’s approach to the law, are no longer tenable in light of the New Perspective[s].)¹⁷³

	
 

	Usage Varied

	
 

	Why would Luke use first person within the narrative when most historians used especially third person there? First, we may note that not all authors identified themselves within narratives only in the third person, even in some of the works on which Campbell’s study focused; there was some room for author variation (in contrast to what appears to be a fairly uniform absence of a fictitious “we” claim in ancient historiography).¹⁷⁴ Campbell’s own evidence shows that occasionally Polybius, for example, used the first person at the event level.¹⁷⁵

	Further, most historians did not directly participate in events and therefore could not mention themselves within the story’s events per se. Nevertheless, they could mention their activity involving research, inquiries, or eyewitness testimony of monuments. In these cases, they speak not simply as narrators but as those who acted in a way that is briefly narrated. This was already true of Herodotus, for example;¹⁷⁶ when acting in concert with others, he could also speak of what “we” did in the first-person plural.¹⁷⁷ Dionysius of Halicarnassus notes that he acquired some information orally from learned men, “with whom I associated.”¹⁷⁸ Occasionally Diodorus Siculus could also mention himself at the level of presence and research.¹⁷⁹

	Writing in a work that covers some of the same historical ground as his War, Josephus’s Life employs the first person lavishly;¹⁸⁰ other forms of biographic works also did not object to it.¹⁸¹ Suetonius, for example, casually includes self-reference in the first person where it explains a source for his information.¹⁸² When Philostratus uses “we” or “us” (in his Vit. soph. 2.21.604) for students of Proclus of Naucratis, it is because he himself was among the students (2.21.602). Many other factually-oriented works also seem to have lacked reticence to employ the first person.¹⁸³

	Because Luke’s marked citations are mostly from Scripture, it is the one source that we can be most certain that Luke and his ideal audience shared. Biblical historians do not usually claim their presence in the narrative, but exceptions appear in Ezra (chs. 8—9, alongside third person usage in chs. 7 and 10)¹⁸⁴ and Nehemiah (1:1–6 and passim, alongside third person in 1:1; 8:9; 10:1; 12:26, 47). These writers can shift to the plural “we” when traveling as part of a group (Ezra 8:31–32) or some other group activities (e.g., Neh 2:17–20; 4:1, 4, 6, 9).

	First-century Jews viewed Deuteronomy, one of the most widely cited works at Qumran and in early Christianity, as Mosaic. This work introduces Moses speaking in the third person (Deut 1:5), as we might expect from sources sampled above, but then allows Moses to elaborate a lengthy historical prologue in the first-person singular (1:6—3:29). Where the plural occurs, it is not limited to Moses but includes him as part of a group,¹⁸⁵ including his participation on journeys (Deut 1:19; 2:1, 8, 13–14; 3:1, 29).

	The Book of Isaiah introduces the prophet in the third person (Isa 1:1), but he appears thereafter in both the first and third person;¹⁸⁶ whatever this book’s editorial history, people in Luke’s day read it as a unified work. Likewise, the Book of Jeremiah introduces him in the third person (Jer 1:1–3), but he appears thereafter in both the first and third person.¹⁸⁷ Ezekiel appears in his book in the first person, except once in Ezek 1:3.¹⁸⁸ Other Jewish literature sometimes uses the first person for a narrator’s involvement in narrative, whether pseudonymously (in pseudonymous literature)¹⁸⁹ or in the name of the genuine author. This is the case, for example, in 1 Enoch,¹⁹⁰ and also in the Christian book, Revelation, where the narrator participates on the level of events.¹⁹¹

	It thus makes sense that Luke, writing at a fairly popular level to a biblically literate audience, would have seen no problem including first-person factual narration.

	
 

	Keeping the Focus on Paul

	
 

	Why does the narrator appear only as part of a group? Luke’s specific use of “we” allows him to avoid entirely the risk of self-commendation (one of Polybius’s concerns with using first person in the narrative, 36.12.3).¹⁹² If some writers used the third person to evade charges of drawing undue attention to themselves, even though readers knew that the authors spoke of themselves, Luke actually shifts attention away from any personal activity on his part even more by using the first-person plural. Luke does not use first-person narration often;¹⁹³ when he does use it, although he is present as an actor, he never contributes individually to the narrative action. He thus would have no need to highlight or name himself, and describing his individual activity separately would have drawn attention to his activity rather than his historical function as a (limited) witness.

	Whereas some authors may have avoided the first person to avoid the appearance of self-promotion (sometimes even while obviously promoting themselves, as in Caesar’s case), Luke avoids self-promotion even more fully by blending his presence into the group of which he was at times a part. Luke is not using a conventional literary plural distinct from the singular only on the level of the convention; he has to use plural because he is part of a group.

	The reason that he does not depict himself as actor in narrative individually is because he is not writing about himself, but about (primarily, in these sections) Paul and his mission.¹⁹⁴ Luke minimizes mentioning himself more by including himself in “we” than by mentioning himself even in third person; he is present but never the focus of action. To mention himself more explicitly in the third person would require narrating an action of which he was the sole subject, unless he were to simply name each member of the group. As it is, he both indicates his eyewitness presence at some key events, particularly involving Paul’s controversial Roman custody, and keeps himself from the focus of activity. In this way, he affirms his role as reliable narrator without detracting from his focus on Paul.¹⁹⁵

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Campbell’s study has brought to the attention of scholars some useful features of first-person usage in ancient historians, especially the prevalence of first-person singular usage more on the level of the narrator than on the level of narrative action. Nevertheless, first-person usage does appear at times within historical narratives, including in the style of biblical narratives familiar to both Luke and his audience. Where it occurs, its meaning in such cases is normally unambiguous.

	It is thus not Campbell’s evidence from his survey of three ancient historians that prevents him from drawing this conclusion regarding Luke’s usage, but other common inferences, which must be judged on their own merits. I suggest above (against Campbell’s primary reason for treating Luke differently from other historians) that the author was likely known to Acts’ first real audiences. I have argued elsewhere at greater length that the author’s alleged unfamiliarity with or misrepresentation of Paul is overstated.

	The simplest solution is frequently the best, and the most obvious solution is sometimes the simplest. Historians most frequently depicted their participation within narratives in the third person, but when first-person claims occur, whether on the narratorial or the event level, they do include the author. In Acts, these claims note the narrator’s participation. Luke does not restrict (or, beyond his prefaces, use) the first person for his narratorial voice; the verbs in the “we” narratives depict the narrator within the narrative.

	Although Luke includes notice of his participation, however, his use of the first-person plural minimizes focus on it far more than even third-person usage would have done. He avoids needing to mention himself separately (by name, title or first-person singular pronoun) by simply including himself in group actions. The narrator reports no separate actions of his own, even though he apparently did share in the ministry (Acts 16:10, 17). His focus remains on Paul and, to a lesser extent, Silas, with a few other named characters.

	
 

	
 

	

	
 

	132 

	. From Craig S. Keener, “First-Person Claims in Some Ancient Historians and Acts,” JGRChJ

	10

	(

	2014

	):

	9

	–

	23

	. Reprinted with permission from Sheffield Phoenix.

	
 

	133 

	. See fuller discussion in Keener, Acts,

	3

	:

	2350–74

	.

	
 

	134 

	. See also Jackson, “Conventions,” which, I discovered too late to engage properly in my John commentary, offers an important contribution on this subject. In the

	1990

	s (but finally published in

	2003

	), I argued that “Third-person authorial claims appear in antiquity alongside first-person ones” (Keener, John,

	105

	, citing examples in Thucydides, Xenophon, and Polybius).

	
 

	135 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	389

	. I focus on the article rather than his larger book (Campbell, “We” Passages) because JBL offers a much wider audience. Although Josephus is the only historian of Campbell’s three from the period of the early empire, other historians of this period did make use of a narratorial “I” (cf. e.g., Tacitus Hist.

	1

	.

	51

	,

	59

	;

	2

	.

	8

	,

	17

	,

	27

	;

	5

	.

	2

	,

	10

	,

	19

	).

	
 

	136 

	. Although the genre of Acts is sometimes debated, the majority of scholars view it as ancient historiography; see Dibelius, Studies in Acts, 123–37; Cadbury, Acts in History; Plümacher, “Luke as Historian”; Plümacher, Lukas, esp.

	33–38

	,

	137–39

	; Plümacher, Geschichte,

	1–32

	; Plümacher, “Cicero und Lukas,”

	772–73

	; Plümacher, “Monographie”; Plümacher, “Historiker”; Palmer, “Monograph (

	1992

	)”; Palmer, “Monograph (

	1993

	)”; Schmidt, “Influences,”

	59

	; Ehrman, Introduction,

	133

	; Balch, “ΜΕΤΑΒΟΛΗ ΠΟΛΙΤΕΙΩΝ,”

	141–42

	,

	149–54

	(political history); Balch, “Genre,” esp.

	11–19. See also my argument more fully in Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	51–361

	.

	
 

	137 

	. Nock, Essays, 827–28

	(against a fictitious “we”).

	
 

	138 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	386

	.

	
 

	139 

	. The first person usage is thus “not chiefly a historical marker indicating the presence of the actual author of Acts or one of his sources” (Campbell, “Narrator,”

	407

	, emphasizing a narrative role; the latter, however, need not be incompatible with a historical marker, since Luke is writing a history).

	
 

	140 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	406

	.

	
 

	141 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	406

	.

	
 

	142 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	386

	.

	
 

	143 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	389

	,

	396

	,

	399

	,

	401

	.

	
 

	144 

	. Aside from the major reason addressed below, Campbell also contends (“Narrator,”

	387

	) that it is problematic to suppose that the narrator traveled with Paul because the narrator’s perspectives differ significantly from those in Paul’s letters. Many scholars do share Campbell’s concern at this point, and it is not my point to address it here; I address it more fully in Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	226–57

	, esp.

	250–57

	.

	
 

	145 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	387

	,

	404–6

	. Campbell does recognize that the first-person singular usage in the Lukan prefaces associates the narrator with the “anonymous” author (

	405

	).

	
 

	146 

	. The earlier historian Herodotus names himself in the third person (

	1

	.

	1

	pref.), but this was not a universal standard. For a survey of prefaces only, some historical prefaces identify their authors only by speaking in the first-person singular (Livy

	1

	. pref.; Arrian Alex. pref.; Tacitus Ann.

	1

	.

	1

	; Hist.

	1

	.

	1

	; Herodian

	1

	.

	1

	.

	1–6

	); the foreign wars attributed to Appian identifies him as the author (pref.

	15

	), but his Bell. civ. does not; Tacitus Germ.

	1

	does not name the author (though the first-person singular in e.g., Germ.

	2

	,

	46

	implies that he is known); cf. also Xenophon Anab.

	1

	.

	1

	.

	1

	(though Xenophon appears as an actor later in the work); Sallust Cat.

	1

	; Jug.

	1

	.

	
 

	147 

	. Among biographical prefaces, Diogenes Laertius does not name himself, nor does Tacitus Agr.

	1–3

	(though his first-person singular usage in Agr.

	1

	,

	3

	, and mention of Agricola as his father-in-law in Agr.

	2

	are plain enough); Suetonius cites the testimony of his father, whom he names (Otho

	10

	) in a biography that does not open by identifying himself (Otho

	1

	).

	
 

	148 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	400

	, noting that Josephus identifies himself there only as author of the War. This identification, however, confirms that Josephus’s audience knew his identity.

	
 

	149 

	. One might respond that these historians or biographers did not participate in action in the books (perhaps questionable in some sense at times, e.g., Tacitus Hist.

	1

	.

	1

	), but that observation would lack bearing on the question of whether a work that fails to name its author in the preface is thereby an anonymous work, since there are no other reasons for asserting Luke’s anonymity. Extended to other genres (to broaden the base of evidence), it is clear that authors not naming themselves in prefaces, or in fact anywhere in their work, does not make their works anonymous. If one protests that the author was already known, is implied in first-person usage, or was identified in a title on the outside of a scroll, one could offer the same hypotheses, if one wished, for Acts.

	
 

	150 

	. See now, with many more examples than in my essay, Gathercole, “Anonymity.”

	
 

	151 

	. See discussion in e.g., Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	23

	; Gutt, Relevance Theory,

	27

	,

	33

	; Sim, “Relevance Theoretic Approach,” ch.

	2

	; Green, “Interpretation”; Green, “Metarepresentation.”

	
 

	152 

	. On dedications, see discussion in Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	653–57

	; on Theophilus as a real person (as dedicatees virtually always were),

	657–58

	.

	
 

	153 

	. This is admittedly not my preferred solution, since Luke’s “we” appears in particular locations and does not always follow Silas or, apparently, Timothy.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	406

	.

	
 

	155 

	. Sometimes for aesthetic reasons, as is explicit in Polybius (

	36

	.

	12

	.

	2–5

	; Campbell, “Narrator,”

	395–96

	), and as Campbell, “Narrator,”

	402

	, allows as possible for Josephus’s Antiquities.

	
 

	156 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	400

	. The connection with Josephus’s people is explicit in Ant.

	1

	.

	4

	;

	20

	.

	259–60. Josephus does not appear at the event level in the Ant. (Campbell, “Narrator,”

	400

	).

	
 

	157 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	402

	, also allows that Josephus’s somewhat greater variation of usage in this work might also be partly explained by literary aesthetics.

	
 

	158 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	405

	. His observation of this function of the first-person plural in Acts

	16

	:

	17

	(Campbell, “Narrator,”

	407

	) is reasonable; certainly it has this effect.

	
 

	159 

	. See e.g., discussions in Aune, Dictionary of Rhetoric, 184–85

	; Jackson, “Conventions,”

	12

	; Filbeck, “Problems”; Ellingworth, “‘We’ in Paul.” For an example of “we” meaning “I,” see Dionysius of Halicarnassus Dem.

	58

	; probably also Euripides frg.

	1066

	(from Stobaeus Anth.

	4

	.

	29

	.

	40

	).

	
 

	160 

	. Far more than one hundred times, occasionally very generally for humankind (Acts

	17

	:

	28

	), but normally as part of a people (e.g., Luke

	1

	:

	74

	;

	3

	:

	8

	) or any other group (e.g., Luke

	3

	:

	10

	,

	12

	,

	14

	;

	4

	:

	23

	,

	34

	;

	5

	:

	5

	,

	26

	; Acts

	2

	:

	32

	,

	37

	). This is also the case when Paul refers to himself and one or more of his ministry companions (

	13

	:

	32

	,

	46

	;

	14

	:

	15

	;

	15

	:

	36

	;

	16

	:

	28

	), fellow believers (

	14

	:

	22

	), or fellow travelers (

	26

	:

	14

	;

	27

	:

	26

	).

	
 

	161 

	. Although undoubtedly not deliberate in this case, the introduction of categories irrelevant to the point of the discussion is a logical fallacy frequently deployed in contemporary scholarship to reduce evidence supporting a position that the scholar wishes to dispute. In this case, the categories are relevant to some of Campbell’s discussion but not to his doubt that Luke’s “we” necessarily implies the narrator’s presence.

	
 

	162 

	. As noted above, Campbell, “Narrator,”

	400

	, notes this group usage (on the level of narrator) in Josephus’s Antiquities. Elsewhere, e.g., the corporate perspective in Tacitus Agr.

	46

	. This is technically true even when the inclusion is merely a matter of editorial courtesy to diminish offense, as possibly in the corrected “we” of Tacitus Hist.

	1

	.

	1

	(cf. Agr.

	2

	).

	
 

	163 

	. I have not surveyed all of Diodorus, but he fairly often narrates in the plural (see e.g., Diodorus Siculus

	11

	.

	56

	.

	1

	;

	11

	.

	58

	.

	4

	;

	11

	.

	59

	.

	1

	,

	3

	,

	4

	;

	11

	.

	64

	.

	3

	;

	11

	.

	89

	.

	1

	;

	11

	.

	90

	.

	2

	,

	3

	;

	13

	.

	1

	.

	1

	;

	13

	.

	104

	.

	8

	;

	13

	.

	114

	.

	3

	;

	14

	.

	2

	.

	3–4

	;

	14

	.

	63

	.

	2

	;

	16

	.

	5

	.

	4

	;

	16

	.

	26

	.

	6

	;

	16

	.

	40

	.

	4

	;

	16

	.

	46

	.

	5

	;

	16

	.

	50

	.

	8

	;

	16

	.

	60

	.

	5

	;

	16

	.

	64

	.

	3

	;

	16

	.

	65

	.

	9

	;

	16

	.

	93

	.

	3

	;

	16

	.

	95

	.

	5

	;

	17

	.

	1

	.

	2

	,

	5

	;

	17

	.

	5

	.

	1

	,

	3

	;

	17

	.

	6

	.

	3

	;

	17

	.

	47

	.

	6

	;

	17

	.

	63

	.

	5

	;

	17

	.

	118

	.

	4

	; material after

	10

	.

	18

	.

	6

	) and sometimes in the singular (

	16

	.

	26

	.

	1

	). This includes not only narration but on a rare occasion a statement that suggests his active presence and research, as in

	17

	.

	52

	.

	6

	. We should not expect to see him much as an actor on the event level.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	402

	.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	406

	.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	406

	.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	406

	.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	406

	.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	407

	.

	
 

	170 

	. As many today recognize, historical and literary approaches need not be incompatible; see e.g., Talbert, Mediterranean Milieu,

	14–15

	; Kurz, Reading Luke-Acts,

	173

	; Klutz, Exorcism Stories,

	16

	.

	
 

	171 

	. Even a third-person historical narrator could “lie or exaggerate” (Jackson, “Conventions,”

	25

	); the point is that the norm and expectation for truth claims in factually-based genres was that they be true (see e.g., Aristotle Poet.

	9

	.

	2–3

	,

	1451

	b; Josephus Ag. Ap.

	1

	.

	26

	; Pliny Ep.

	7

	.

	17

	.

	3

	;

	7

	.

	33

	.

	10

	;

	8

	.

	4

	.

	1

	; Lucian Hist.

	8–9

	,

	40

	; see further discussion in Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	116–47

	, esp. regarding Polybius on

	124–26). The exceptions are in ethopoiia, which is relevant in speeches but not in historical writing, or in a hypothetical “I” (such as

	1

	Cor

	13

	:

	1–3

	), again not relevant to historical writing (except where Israel speaks in the first person in some speeches, e.g., Deut

	2

	:

	26–29

	;

	26

	:

	5

	, again not relevant to the present case).

	
 

	172 

	. See e.g., Harnack, Acts,

	264

	–

	74

	; Campbell, “Journeys,” esp.

	87

	; Talbert, Mediterranean Milieu,

	201–6

	; Riesner, “Zuverlässigkeit,” esp.

	41

	–

	42

	; Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	226–57

	, esp.

	250–57

	.

	
 

	173 

	. See observations in this book’s preceding chapter; my critique in Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	237–57

	, esp. here

	251–52

	.

	
 

	174 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	403

	, paticularly underlines author variation on the use of person at the narrator level, contrasting Thucydides and Polybius, although the differences are probably partly chronological. But some variation also exists at the event level within narratives, as noted above.
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	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	394–95

	(on Polybius

	36

	.

	11

	.

	1–4

	;

	39

	.

	8

	.

	1

	).

	
 

	176 

	. Herodotus sometimes notes his personal inquiry about or reception of accounts from his informants (e.g.,
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	.

	20

	;

	1

	.

	51

	.

	3–4

	;

	1

	.

	92

	.

	2

	;

	1

	.

	105

	.

	3

	;

	2

	.

	104

	.

	1

	;

	3

	.

	55

	.

	2

	;

	7

	.

	114

	.

	2

	), or suggests other research he did or when he himself was an eyewitness (e.g.,

	2

	.

	99

	.

	1

	;

	2

	.

	127

	.

	1

	;

	2

	.

	147

	.

	1

	;

	2

	.

	148

	.

	1

	;

	4

	.

	81

	.

	2

	;

	4

	.

	195

	.

	2

	;

	5

	.

	59

	;

	6

	.

	47

	.

	1

	; negatively,

	2

	.

	73

	.

	1

	). In most of these cases Herodotus’s use of first person does indicate his action and not simply his narrative perspective.

	
 

	177 

	. “We” measured in Herodotus

	2

	.

	127

	.

	2

	; at the narratorial level, cf.

	1

	.

	95

	.

	1

	;

	6

	.

	55

	.

	
 

	178 

	. Dionysius of Halicarnassus Ant. rom.

	1

	.

	7

	.

	3

	(LCL

	1

	:

	23

	). He does have far more occasion to mention himself at a purely narratorial level (e.g., Dionysius of Halicarnassus Ant. rom.

	1

	.

	1

	;

	1

	.

	5

	.

	1

	;

	1

	.

	6

	.

	5

	;

	1

	.

	7

	.

	1

	;

	1

	.

	8

	.

	1

	;

	1

	.

	90

	.

	2

	;

	2

	.

	47

	.

	3

	;

	9

	.

	60

	.

	1

	;

	9

	.

	71

	.

	4

	).
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	. Diodorus Siculus

	17

	.

	52

	.

	6

	.

	
 

	180 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	398

	; see Josephus Life

	1–3

	,

	5–6

	,

	8–17

	,

	19–21

	,

	27

	,

	30–31

	,

	41

	,

	62–65

	,

	68–70 and passim. Here Josephus sometimes identifies himself as part of a group or its experience with a first-person plural (e.g., Life

	15

	,

	63

	); sometimes it may simply speak politely of Josephus himself in Life

	22

	,

	27–28

	).

	
 

	181 

	. E.g., Tacitus uses the first person in mentioning his relationship with his father-in-law, as noted. On biographies as historically-related genres (because of their heavy dependence on information that was believed to be historical), see the sources noted in Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	56

	.

	
 

	182 

	. See Suetonius Aug

	7

	; Cal.

	19

	; Otho

	10

	; Dom.

	12

	. In this case he was not risking self-commendation, since he was not an actor within the narrative.

	
 

	183 

	. See e.g., Aulus Gellius

	1

	.

	4

	,

	11

	,

	13

	,

	15

	,

	18

	,

	21

	,

	22

	,

	23

	,

	26

	;

	2

	.

	2

	,

	6

	,

	7

	,

	12

	,

	13

	,

	15

	,

	16

	,

	19

	,

	20

	,

	21

	;

	8

	.sum.

	10

	;

	14

	.sum.

	2

	;

	15

	.sum.

	25

	; etc. When Aulus Gellius was traveling with others in a group, he does not shy away from speaking of the group with the first-person plural (nostros,

	2

	.

	21

	.

	4

	).

	
 

	184 

	. Ezra

	7

	:

	1

	,

	6

	,

	10–11

	;

	10

	:

	1–2

	,

	5–6

	,

	10

	,

	16

	. In this case, the first-person material could reflect a source, but first-century hearers probably would not assume this; at the same time, the mixed usage of Polybius could be relevant for the composition of Ezra, and is even more relevant for how a first-century audience would have heard the work.

	
 

	185 

	. In these cases Moses speaks as part of Israel, even in cases where he or some other individuals may not have specifically acted as a warrior (e.g., Deut

	2

	:

	33–36

	). Moses nevertheless remains part of the group that acted corporately; in the case in Acts, the “we” narrator would not be part of the group that travels (especially given his sporadic mention of himself) unless he actually traveled with them.
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	. For the first person, see Isa

	6

	:

	1

	,

	5–8

	,

	11

	;

	8

	:

	1

	,

	3

	,

	5

	,

	11

	,

	16–18

	(a continuation of the same material that included third person in

	7

	:

	3

	); possibly

	24

	:

	16

	;

	25

	:

	1

	; for the third person, Isa

	2

	:

	1

	;

	7

	:

	3

	;

	13

	:

	1

	;

	20

	:

	2

	; and the lengthy narrative unit in chs.

	37

	—

	39

	.
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	. For the first person, see e.g., Jer

	1

	:

	4

	,

	6–7

	,

	9

	,

	11–14

	;

	4

	:

	10

	;

	5

	:

	4

	;

	6

	:

	11

	;

	10

	:

	23–24

	;

	11

	:

	5–6

	,

	9

	,

	18–20

	;

	12

	:

	1

	,

	3

	;

	13

	:

	1–3

	,

	5

	,

	8

	;

	14

	:

	11

	,

	13–14

	;

	15

	:

	1

	,

	10

	,

	15–18

	;

	16

	:

	1

	and passim; for the third person, see e.g.,

	7

	:

	1

	;

	11

	:

	1

	;

	14

	:

	1

	;

	18

	:

	1

	;

	19

	:

	14

	;

	20

	:

	1–3

	;

	21

	:

	1

	,

	3

	;

	25

	:

	1–2

	and passim. While one cannot rule out the involvement of different editorial hands, it is possible that the author simply lacked concern for consistency, or even preferred variety. The most narrative portions may prefer third person, but even Jeremiah hearing from God is technically narrated on the event level.

	
 

	188 

	. First person in e.g., Ezek

	1

	:

	1

	,

	4

	,

	15

	,

	24

	,

	27–28

	;

	2

	:

	1–3

	,

	9–10

	;

	3

	:

	1–4

	,

	10

	,

	12–16

	. Daniel appears in much of the Book of Daniel in the third person, but in later sections appears as narrator, with the two sometimes explicitly identified (Dan

	8

	:

	1

	,

	15

	,

	27

	;

	9

	:

	2

	;

	10

	:

	2

	,

	7

	;

	12

	:

	5

	), even in some contexts introduced in the third person (

	10

	:

	1

	). Cf. also the speaker in Ecclesiastes (e.g., Eccl

	1

	:

	12–17

	), though introduced in the third person (

	1

	:

	1–2

	).

	
 

	189 

	. Acts, which does not name its author, and whose author was presumably known to Theophilus, cannot be easily construed as pseudonymous.

	
 

	190 

	. E.g.,

	1

	En.

	1

	:

	2–3

	;

	12

	:

	3

	;

	13

	:

	3–4

	,

	6–10

	;

	14

	:

	2–4

	,

	7–10

	,

	13–16

	,

	18–19

	;

	21

	:

	1

	;

	22

	:

	1

	;

	23

	:

	1

	;

	24

	:

	1

	;

	41

	:

	1

	;

	44

	:

	1

	; and passim. Enoch is first introduced in the third person in

	1

	:

	1–2

	and named with the “I” in

	12

	:

	3

	;

	19

	:

	3

	;

	106

	:

	13

	; Enoch also appears in the third person in

	12

	:

	1

	;

	13

	:

	1

	; and passim. The work is composite.

	
 

	191 

	. Rev

	1

	:

	9–10

	,

	12

	,

	17

	;

	4

	:

	1–2

	,

	4

	;

	5

	:

	1–2

	,

	4

	,

	6

	,

	11

	,

	13

	;

	6

	:

	1–3

	,

	5–9

	,

	12

	;

	7

	:

	1–2

	,

	4

	,

	9

	,

	13–14

	;

	8

	:

	2

	,

	13

	;

	9

	:

	1

	,

	13

	,

	16–17

	;

	10

	:

	1

	,

	4–5

	;

	10

	:

	8

	—

	11

	:

	1

	;

	12

	:

	10

	;

	13

	:

	1–3

	,

	11

	;

	14

	:

	1–2

	,

	6

	,

	13–14

	;

	15

	:

	1–2

	,

	5

	;

	16

	:

	1

	,

	5

	,

	7

	,

	13

	;

	17

	:

	3

	,

	6–7

	,

	15

	;

	18

	:

	1

	,

	4

	;

	19

	:

	1

	,

	6

	,

	9–11

	,

	17

	,

	19

	;

	20

	:

	1

	,

	4

	,

	11–12

	;

	21

	:

	1–3

	,

	6

	,

	9

	,

	15

	,

	22

	;

	22

	:

	1

	,

	6

	,

	8–10

	. John is twice identified with the first person (

	1

	:

	9

	;

	22

	:

	8

	).

	
 

	192 

	. See Campbell, “Narrator,”

	395–96

	. In view of cultural distaste for explicit self-commendation, George Lyons, in his discussion of Pauline autobiography, notes that “Then, as now, in numerous instances where the self-assertive first person singular pronoun ‘I’ might have been expected, the plural ‘we’ appears instead” (Lyons, Autobiography, 68–69

	, quotation from

	69

	).

	
 

	193 

	. Often Luke also uses first-person plural pronouns, perhaps for emphasis (in the nominative: Acts

	20

	:

	6

	,

	13

	;

	21

	:

	7

	,

	12

	; in other cases,

	16

	:

	9–10

	,

	15–16

	;

	20

	:

	5

	,

	7

	,

	14

	;

	21

	:

	1

	,

	5

	,

	11

	,

	16–18

	;

	27

	:

	1–2

	,

	6–7

	,

	10

	,

	18

	,

	20

	,

	27

	;

	28

	:

	2

	,

	7

	,

	10

	,

	15

	).

	
 

	194 

	. Campbell, “Narrator,”

	407

	, suggests that the narrator “presents himself as a major influence in the determination” in Acts

	16

	:

	9–10

	, which overstates the narrator’s role. But Campbell rightly goes on to qualify this statement by noting that the full group participates in the decision.

	
 

	195 

	. Campbell would likely agree on this point (“Narrator,”

	40

	).
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	Paul and Sedition

	
 

	Pauline Apologetic in Acts

	¹⁹⁶ 

	
 

	In a number of cases, Luke’s depiction of riots in Acts follows the appropriate convention in forensic rhetoric of returning charges against accusers. At the same time, Luke’s apologetic could have been better served had he been able to avoid narrating riots surrounding Paul at all. His narration of riots therefore likely reflects accusations against Paul still circulating in his day, charges exemplifed in Acts 24 : 5 and 2 5 : 8 and perhaps associated with Paul’s martyrdom (depending on the date one assigns to Acts). There is therefore strong probability that Luke preserves relevant and fairly recent, therefore probably accurate, information about some of Paul’s historical experiences. Observing Luke’s apologetic therefore informs our appreciation of Luke both as an apologist and as a historian.

	
 

	Defending Paul’s Legacy

	
 

	Many scholars agree that at least one function of Acts is apologetic, a purpose that many extend to include an apologetic for Paul. Less frequently noted is Luke’s recurring narrative response to a charge stated by Paul’s narrative opponents: Paul as a stirrer of unrest (Acts 24:5). Luke offers repeated examples of riots involving Paul, in each case showing that the unrest was caused not by Paul but by his enemies. Shifting opponents’ charges back onto one’s accusers was a standard tactic in forensic rhetoric.

	These observations have consequences for our evaluation not only of Luke’s rhetoric but also of the information available to him about Paul. It is highly improbable that Luke would risk Paul’s reputation by reporting a charge of sedition and many incidents of riots associated with him unless these were in fact charges that needed to be answered. This observation is instructive both regarding the support it offers for preexisting information behind sometimes-disputed action scenes in Acts and also for recognizing one of the key purposes and rhetorical strategies in Luke’s writing.¹⁹⁷

	Paul’s defense speeches dominate the closing chapters of Acts before his voyage to Rome (Acts 22–26, passim). These forensic speeches, which appear in the context of the probably eyewitness “we” material, are carefully crafted rhetorically.¹⁹⁸ They probably also reveal information about the actual charges offered.¹⁹⁹ Because these charges include the capital charge of sedition (24:5; 25:8), Luke’s narration of riots surrounding Paul reflects not simply good storytelling (though it is that as well) but an apologetic strategy to absolve Paul from responsibility for these riots. This strategy would be important whether Paul remained alive at the time of writing (as some have argued) or whether (as many think more likely) he had been martyred but his detractors continued to contest his legacy.²⁰⁰

	
 

	Acts and Apologetic

	
 

	Scholars generally regard Luke-Acts as at least partly an apologetic work.²⁰¹ Even before examining Luke’s work in greater detail, one may observe clearly apologetic elements on the surface. Thus the presence of numerous apologetic speeches (especially 7:2–53; 22:3–21; 24:10–21; 26:2–29) and of “apologetic” and accusatory language appears to support the premise that Luke writes at least partly with an apologetic agenda in mind.²⁰² Scholars have argued that Luke affords more space to Paul’s custody than to his missionary journeys,²⁰³ and that Acts may include more trial scenes than the five standard Greek novels put together.²⁰⁴

	But why would Luke need an apologetic for Paul? Probably not to exonerate him before Roman officials directly; few scholars today view Acts (in its completed form) as a legal brief.²⁰⁵ Further, some elements in Acts would actually militate against the support of Roman courts if presented to Roman officials—an observation that makes it unlikely that Luke intended the entire book to function in this way.²⁰⁶ Nevertheless, the narratives of Paul’s experiences before officials would provide useful models for Christian audiences, who might need to frame their own defenses or public arguments wisely with appropriate precedents.²⁰⁷

	Luke himself indicates that he authored his two-volume work not primarily for outsiders, but to legitimate and confirm faith (Luke 1:4).²⁰⁸ Analogies from Jewish apologists confirm our expectation of a primarily Christian real audience for Luke-Acts. Whatever Jewish apologists’ intention for their works,²⁰⁹ it is doubtful that they received a large hearing outside Jewish circles; despite Judaism’s probable numeric strength in the Empire, most Jewish apologetic works were not widely read by gentile audiences.²¹⁰ The apologies of most minorities probably faced the same fate. Except perhaps for the most sophisticated and politically connected apologetic historians such as Josephus, apologetic history often sought especially to reinforce the claims of the targeted in-group.

	Even so, apologists writing for Christians normally respond to the concerns raised by particular outside detractors or issues, just as other ancient Jewish apologists did. Whose concerns was Luke addressing? Some scholars argue that Acts’ apologetic audience seems primarily Jewish.²¹¹ They contend that only one of the final defense speeches addresses specifically a Roman;²¹² moreover, even when addressing Roman officials Paul is answering Jewish issues, and he continues to address Jewish issues (and a Jewish audience) in his final speech in Acts.²¹³ Acts concludes not with legal vindication but with God’s faithfulness to his people.²¹⁴

	While all these observations are important, Luke would have to address even Jewish accusations if these accusations were or risked becoming an issue vis-à-vis local and Roman governments.²¹⁵ Luke is probably interested in answering Jewish objections of concern to his audience, not only because of their own relationship with local Jewish communities (and probably sometimes Jewish believers’ nonbelieving relatives), but also because of the effects of such accusations on Christians’ standing with regard to Rome. Showing that the Christian movement was an ancient and honored religion (i.e., part of Judaism) would be helpful (see comment below); showing that the most Spirit-led part of the movement embraced gentiles would guard against Christians being depicted as anti-social or (especially after 70) seditious in view of anti-Jewish prejudices of the era.

	I focus in this essay on a more specific apologetic issue, however, namely accusations that Paul’s custody (and perhaps execution) confirmed the seditious behavior of a major leader in the diaspora Christian movement.

	
 

	Apologetic Historiography

	
 

	Before turning to Luke’s presentation of Paul, it seems helpful to offer a brief survey of Luke’s apologetic approach more generally. These observations are not meant to imply that Luke’s only agenda is apologetic; much of his larger story could make sense apart from that agenda. Thus, for example, Luke writes what scholars often call salvation history. Like some other ancient writers, from the Chronicler to Josephus to the authors of some Dead Sea Scrolls, Luke’s historiography appears to offer an implicit continuation of the biblical narrative.²¹⁶ This trajectory offers one essential approach to reading Luke-Acts in its ancient setting.

	But how would the broader Greco-Roman world hear such a particular story about God’s people? Gregory Sterling has examined at length the question of ethnographic, apologetic historiography in relation to Luke-Acts, and a summary of his conclusions will prove helpful here in shedding light on an apologetic reading of Luke’s work. Sterling argues that many early Greek historians were ethnographers chronicling the histories of peoples, but originally from an exclusively Greek perspective.²¹⁷ Even when they became more sympathetic to other peoples in a later period, they continued to interpret them from Greek categories and perspectives.²¹⁸ (Indeed, despite Greek respect for Rome, Tacitus, a second-century CE Roman historian, complained that Greek historians admired only their own culture.)²¹⁹ Inevitably, other Near Eastern peoples, especially the priests guarding their sacred traditions, felt a need to respond to Hellenism’s cultural imperialism.²²⁰ To gain a hearing, however, these peoples had to use Greek language and literary forms; in the process they developed apologetic historiography.²²¹

	In apologetic historiography, the literary elite of these cultures could employ their local traditions, which provided both an antidote to Greek ethnocentrism and evidence of their own antiquity.²²² Often they argued that their own civilizations predated the Greeks, hence that the Greeks borrowed from them.²²³ Hellenistic Jewish historians followed this pattern, adapting their stories as best as possible to Greek literary and rhetorical forms to argue that their culture was older and greater than that of the Greeks.²²⁴ Although the apologetic element is not always dominant, some scholars have argued that all extant ancient Jewish historiography was to some degree apologetic historiography, emphasizing especially the antiquity and superiority of Israel’s religion.²²⁵

	Josephus’s retelling of sacred Jewish history in his Antiquities is our most massive and complete example of such Jewish apologetic historiography; Josephus seeks to demonstrate God’s providence in Israel’s history.²²⁶ As Daniel J. Harrington notes, Josephus “reworks Jewish traditions in categories derived from and comprehensible to a Greco-Roman public.”²²⁷ Although it was particularly in his Antiquities that Josephus sought “to dispel the ridicule and misinformation that characterized literate Roman portrayals of the Jews,”²²⁸ his other works also reveal heavily apologetic emphases (such as his implication in the War that merely a few bandits provoked the entire conflict).²²⁹ He also seeks to vindicate the Jewish God vis-à-vis Roman gods or Fortune, showing after the loss of 70 CE (as did the compilers of Kings and Chronicles after the exile) that the defeat belonged to God’s plan.²³⁰ In contrast to Josephus’s multivolume treatise, Jewish writers could also offer briefer monographs of apologetic history; one may argue that Philo’s Flaccus fits this category,²³¹ though the work is as different from Acts as its author is from Luke.²³²

	Sterling argues that Luke-Acts fits the genre of apologetic historiography, and many other scholars now follow him.²³³ This proposal makes good sense of our extant ancient evidence, although Luke of course goes about this apologetic historiography in his own way and, like some other ancient Jewish historical works, includes this function as only one part of his objective. By showing the Christian movement’s and gentile mission’s heritage in Israel, Luke also offers a conventional ancient apologetic from antiquity: as an ancient faith with an ethnic heritage, the Jesus movement should be respected. Here, however, I want to focus on a different aspect of Luke’s apologetic historiography, which appeals to more recent precedents.

	
 

	Luke’s Defense of Paul against the Charge of Sedition

	
 

	Luke’s narrative includes both depictions of riots surrounding Paul and specific charges linking him with sedition. Neither portrayal would engender Paul to Roman officials, so it is unlikely that Luke the apologetic historian invented them. Rather, he must acknowledge them and work to explain them in a manner that exonerates Paul from suspicion of having caused the unrest.

	
 

	Charges Against Paul

	
 

	Whether Luke (or other early Christians) originally collected responses to charges against Paul for a legal brief, most scholars rightly doubt that Acts as it currently stands is such a brief. Nevertheless, concerns about Paul seem to have persisted, whether among Roman authorities, among Jewish detractors, among Jesus-believers, or more probably, some combination of the above (e.g., Christian concerns raised by Jewish detractors, of relevance to their own current situation vis-à-vis Rome).

	The charges achieve their more explicit form in the prelude to Paul’s forensic defense speeches in the final quarter of Acts. The allegations that Tertullus levels against Paul in 24:5, adding to the existing charge of having desecrated the temple (21:28), are serious accusations, though apparently presented by Luke in summary form.²³⁴

	Tertullus’s fierce language is expected; denouncing opponents’ character was standard forensic rhetoric.²³⁵ It was in fact customary to attack based not only on the charges, but to smear the accused person’s character in other ways, slandering them as viciously as possible.²³⁶ Thus, for example, when Fronto learned that the person he must prosecute was a friend of Caesar’s, he promised to stick to the charges, and not invent other accusations. Normally, however, shocking charges demanded prosecution with shocking tactics (Ad M. Caes. 3.3).²³⁷ It was common to paint one’s opponent’s wickedness with a broad brush, emphasizing that one could offer at most samples of his crimes. One earlier orator warned that simply recounting all his opponent’s crimes would consume too much of his hearers’ time, so he had to content himself with a few brief examples (Aeschines Tim. 109). In the Republic, Cicero notes that his example is part of a much larger pattern of abuses (Verr. 2.2.47.118), but that if he does not stop listing the accused’s crimes, his speech would never finish (Verr. 2.2.48.118).

	Of particular interest here, however, is the content of the charges. Roman rhetorical handbooks emphasized that the charge of agitation (Greek stasis) or sedition was the most effective charge to bring against a person.²³⁸ The primary charge in Acts 24:5 is seditio, as in 17:6–7 and 18:12; this was an extremely dangerous offense with which to be charged.²³⁹ Luke’s audience would understand that this was the charge for which Jesus was tried and executed (Luke 23:2).²⁴⁰ Maiestas, or treason, was a very broad category of offense that could include even executing hostages without the emperor’s permission.²⁴¹ More specifically, “internal treason or sedition” included “assembling a mob, armed or otherwise, against the interests of the state, or occupying temples or other places.”²⁴² Sedition was a lesser charge, but when maiestas was hard to demonstrate, seditio, or stirring up the people, proved more suitable.²⁴³ No clear line of demarcation separated treason from sedition, and they might share the same penalties.²⁴⁴

	The claim that Paul had stirred such unrest “among all Jews throughout the world” resembles Claudius’s historically recent charge against the Jewish people as a whole.²⁴⁵ Tertullus could thus imply that if there is Jewish unrest, Paul is one of its instigators. The accusation also fits conventional forensic hyperbole.²⁴⁶ Offenses “throughout the world” were incomparably terrible offenses.²⁴⁷ Of course, a skilled orator could present words more hyperbolic than this: “Was there ever any riot [seditio],” Cicero demands, “in which he was not the leader? any rioter with whom he was not intimate? any disorderly meeting where he was not the ringleader?” (Sest. 52.1). But once the hyperbole is taken into account, the charge likely reflects knowledge that Paul has been active over a wide geographic range. Acts itself attests that Paul had impacted a substantial number of Jewish communities in the eastern Mediterranean region, excluding Egypt.

	The flexible charge of maiestas against Paul could be made to appear plausible. Classicist Arthur Darby Nock rightly pointed out that, “whatever Paul might say for himself, there had been riots in many places where he had been.” Nock then added with conspicuous understatement, “and the Roman government did not like riots.”²⁴⁸ That Luke makes no attempt to conceal such unrest in his narratives is telling; riots something like those that Luke portrays must have occurred. Meanwhile, that Luke blames them fairly often on Jewish opposition fits the rhetorical technique of returning charges against one’s accusers.

	Luke is thus undoubtedly historically correct that Paul’s opponents associated him with unrest (leading to his Roman custody), but Luke is also likely correct that Paul was not politically seditious. Given the agendas of the historical Paul revealed in his letters, it is unthinkable that his aim was destabilizing the Roman order (cf. especially Rom 13:1–7, not coincidentally addressed to Jesus-followers in Rome). It is also clear that he faced considerable opposition, at least some of it from some members of his own people.²⁴⁹

	
 

	Paul’s Cumulative History with Riots

	
 

	The charge of stirring unrest (Acts 24:5) was a serious one, and Luke takes it so seriously that his narrative includes both incidents that could be cited against Paul and evidence that in none of these cases did Paul incite the trouble. Luke would hardly have cited so many incidents to begin with if accusations of stirring unrest did not remain too much of a live issue for him to evade. Tertullus presents a potentially damning and cumulative case against Paul; that Luke must mount an extensive (and, from our knowledge of Paul, virtually convincing) refutation of it throughout Acts, indicates that the charges that Luke reports were undoubtedly leveled against Paul historically.²⁵⁰

	From Luke’s limited report in Acts 24, it appears possible that Tertullus could offer little more than generalities at the time. Had there been time for research before this hearing (24:1 suggests that there was not), Paul’s opponents might have listed riots with which Paul was associated rather than simply accusing him in a general way (probably based on his original Asian Jewish accusers’ reports to them; cf. 21:27–29). Given sufficient notice, some of his Jewish detractors from Asia could have collected reports from other cities, though few would have been willing to travel around to various cities soliciting reports of unanswered charges that had never produced a conviction.²⁵¹ As noted above, Josephus shows that Jewish communities in Asia carefully preserved legal precedents and reports on matters important to their survival and rights, over the course of many generations.

	Paul’s Asian Jewish adversaries probably supplied the chief priest with their report from Ephesus and others they may have heard of, but they would know of those outside Ephesus only secondhand (perhaps received from Jewish travelers passing through their community). They had not expected to find Paul, or opportunity to accuse him, in Jerusalem, hence would not have gathered documents and certainly would not have brought them to the festival. (According to Luke’s account, accepted as historical by most commentators at this point, Paul had bypassed Ephesus during this journey to Jerusalem; Acts 20:16.)

	Even the reports about the riot in Ephesus are now secondhand: the original accusers have left (24:19), probably without offering formal affidavits (which might be effective, but might also move Roman authorities sympathetic to Paul to invite these “witnesses’” appearance).²⁵² The accusers might not wish to remain so long after a festival (24:11), but they might also not wish to be accountable for their charges. If these Asian Jews believe that Paul retains powerful patrons in Ephesus (19:31), they might not wish to come into open conflict with his patrons, weakening their community’s own status in Ephesus.²⁵³

	Luke himself provides a substantial list of potential incidents, but in each case refutes the potential charges (I use an asterisk to highlight the cases involving actual riots or unrest):²⁵⁴

	
 

	

	
		
				Passage

				Luke’s perspective

				Jewish involvement?

		

		
				9 : 23–25

				Opposition in Damascus

				Jewish opposition

		

		
				13 : 12

				Positive response from the proconsul

				Despite a Jewish opponent

		

		
				13 : 50

				*Aristocrats in Pisidian Antioch drove them out (perhaps forgotten by now)

				Jewish instigation

		

		
				14 : 5

				*Mob in Iconium

				Jewish instigation

		

		
				14 : 19

				*Mob in Lystra nearly killed Paul

				Jewish instigation

		

		
				16 : 22–23

				*Beaten in Philippi, but vindicated ( 16 : 37–40 )

				Due to anti-Semitism

		

		
				17 : 10

				*Paul escapes without responding to charges (but these expired once the politarchs left office)

				Jewish instigation

		

		
				17 : 14

				*Chased out of Berea

				Jewish instigation

		

		
				17 : 32–34

				Tolerant response in Athens

				No trouble from synagogue

		

		
				18 : 12–17

				Governor rejects the charges against Paul as purely religious

				Jewish legal opposition

		

		
				19 : 23

				*Riot in Ephesus

				No Jewish instigation, but it embarrasses the Jewish community

		

		
				21 : 28

				*Riot in the Jerusalem temple

				Jewish instigation

		

	

	
 

	

	
 

	The cumulative pattern of riots following Paul’s preaching would appear suspicious at best.²⁵⁵ This would be especially the case for his nocturnal flight in 17:10 (though the decree against him would now be expired, it might still be remembered by local enemies), and, most seriously, the riot in Ephesus. Ephesus was a major city, and the riot’s aftermath apparently left Paul mostly unwelcome there (as suggested by many commentators on Acts 20:16).²⁵⁶

	Luke is well aware of the dangerous appearance of the Ephesian riot and seeks to counter it in his narrative. He emphasizes that even in Ephesus leading officials recognized that there was no real ground against Paul (19:40), and that the frivolous charge never came to court (19:38–39). Luke’s interests are theological as well as apologetic: Jesus’s message does bring division (Luke 12:51–53), as Paul’s preaching had proved in synagogues (Acts 18:5–8; 19:8–9) and, in a sense, before the Sanhedrin (23:7, 10). But these theological observations also fit his apologetic: the divisions have theological causes, not seditious ones.

	
 

	Luke’s Narrative Defense of Paul: Reversing the Charges

	
 

	Meanwhile, examination of the above cases quickly reveals a feature common to many of them. Although Paul in at least one case suffers precisely because he is Jewish (16:22–23; anti-Jewish prejudice might also be implied in 19:33–34), in the majority of instances above where trouble occurred, nonbelieving Jewish opponents instigate the trouble.²⁵⁷ Given Luke’s appreciation for Jewish heritage, law observance, and the Jewish people elsewhere in his work (highlighted, e.g., in the Gospel’s opening infancy narratives), it is not likely that Luke’s agenda is intended against the Jewish people generally. Rather, his point fits his apologetic.²⁵⁸

	Luke’s account appears clearly ironic on this point: it is people who could ally themselves with Paul’s accusers who stirred the riots, rather than Paul himself. Meanwhile, Paul had some legal precedents in his favor, especially the Achaian governor’s dismissal of frivolous, religious charges brought by local synagogue leaders (a matter that records would be able to document concretely; 18:12–17). Luke’s narrative pattern was not lost on ancient hearers: Chrysostom finds irony in the opponents’ charges, in that it is Paul’s very accusers who have frequently stirred unrest!²⁵⁹

	
 

	Reversing Charges in Ancient Rhetoric

	
 

	Rhetorical handbooks had long suggested that it was ideal to shift the very charges of which one was accused to one’s adversaries, whenever possible.²⁶⁰ The handbooks simply reflected more pervasive ancient custom; returning charges was good rhetoric.²⁶¹ Thus one might concede that an offense was deathworthy, and then emphasize that it was one’s accuser, and not oneself, who was guilty of such an offense.²⁶² Sometimes a classical orator would express surprise at the audacity of an accuser charging a client with the very offense of which the accuser was guilty.²⁶³ Similarly, the orator Aeschines, charged by Demosthenes with taking bribes, counters that Demosthenes is the real bribe-taker (Fals. leg. 3; Ctes. 113, 156, 259), and that Demosthenes offers bribes as well (Ctesiphon 69).²⁶⁴ Having presented his evidence, Aeschines questions “whether . . . it is I whom Demosthenes has accused, or whether on the contrary he has accused himself in my name.”²⁶⁵ When a man named Peithias was acquitted, he charged his accusers with a different offense and got them all convicted (Thucydides 3.70.3–4). While the prospect of returned accusations did not always deter frivolous prosecutions, those who entered litigation voluntarily often did so at their own peril!

	In more recent times Roman speakers also went on the offensive, attacking the character of those who charged their clients.²⁶⁶ If, for example, Sestius’s abusers now charge him with the violence they inflicted on him, they so charge him only “because he is alive. But that is not his fault.”²⁶⁷ Counterclaims could involve êthos, or character; thus when Cicero prosecuted Verres, Verres tried to circulate a story that Cicero had taken a bribe to falsify his prosecution (Verr. 2.1.6.17). In Nero’s reign, when a false accuser denounced Seneca, the latter effectively returned the charge against his accuser (Tacitus Ann. 14.65). The practice of returning charges also appears in Jewish Christian reports or interpretations of Judean debates (Matt 12:43–45; John 8:37–51).

	
 

	Reversal of Charges in a Pauline Forensic Speech

	
 

	Such reversal of charges may appear even in one of Paul’s defense speeches reported by Luke.²⁶⁸ It is not surprising that in Acts 24:18–19 Paul turns from defending himself against the charge of stirring unrest to remarks about his accusers who were present at the time of the riot. Here Paul leaves his sentence unfinished, omitting a verb. Writers and speakers sometimes displayed intense emotion by leaving sentences incomplete.²⁶⁹ Hearers would expect this practice at times in forensic speeches.²⁷⁰ The Paul we know from his letters did this in Galatians, which, as largely a letter of reproof, displays the heat of passion (Gal 2:2–4, 6; cf. 5:12).²⁷¹ It is not difficult to reconstruct the implied but formally omitted words of Paul’s ellipsis.²⁷²

	Paul might be implying that his accusers are the very ones who started the riot (as Luke’s own narrative claims, 21:27–29). This situation would also explain, Paul might imply, why they do not wish to be present for the hearing! Paul speaks obliquely, yet even the phrasing, “certain [tines] Jews from Asia,” can indicate that Paul intends to imply something with more forensic significance than solely a summary of events. “Certain persons” was often the language of polemic.²⁷³

	More importantly, insinuating guilt was a very common rhetorical technique.²⁷⁴ Rhetoricians sometimes found it more appealing to audiences to stop short (or pretend to do so), rather than recounting all the crimes, to avoid sounding too hostile.²⁷⁵ This was especially the case if the defendants were relatives, or, in this case, members of one’s own people before a foreign judge (cf. 28:19).²⁷⁶ Not mentioning one’s mistreatment could be counted honorable.²⁷⁷ Paul had nothing to lose by stopping short of a full counteraccusation: it was clear that someone had started the riot, and if it was not he, some might infer that his accusers had done so but now wished to deflect suspicion from themselves. By not stating this connection more explicitly, he could avoid appearing vindictive while hinting enough to imply their guilt.

	One could illustrate this principle of insinuation abundantly. For example, Cicero is happy to slander an accuser while claiming to avoid doing so, making frequent use of insinuation. Sometimes he avoided denouncing individuals by name, thus minimizing the impression of harshness, while denouncing them by insinuation instead.²⁷⁸ Without directly accusing Piso of gaining his office unethically, Cicero insinuates his guilt: “But as to how each of us was elected I prefer to say nothing.”²⁷⁹

	In many cases he even goes on to specify what he claims to merely insinuate (unlike some other orators and Paul in our passage). I have attacked only your tribunate, he assures one opponent, “for why question you about your misdeeds and shameful robberies [as governor] in Spain?”²⁸⁰ Likewise, Clodia, who dared to charge Cicero’s client, is sexually notorious, but he would “say no more than what is necessary” (Cael. 13.31; LCL 445). Cicero then charges her through much of the speech; at one point he implies her guilt for her husband’s earlier death, then claims that he must return to answering her charge, because that memory dismays him (Cael. 24.60). He accuses another man of murdering his wife and then committing another crime that Cicero refuses to describe, lest by describing it Cicero undermine public morality.²⁸¹ He further passes “over in silence” the defendant’s other private vices to focus on public ones (Cat. 1.6.14).²⁸²

	Cicero’s lengthy denunciations of the corrupt governor Verres illustrate the practice particularly abundantly. Cicero has much to say against Verres that he must pass over quickly (Verr 2.2.1.1, 2), in the process indicating (apparently accurately in this instance) that the evidence he can present is only the tip of the iceberg. Cicero poses a question that he claims at some length not to ask (at the end of the claim, in passing happening to mention what this unasked question is; Verr. 2.5.5.11). He promises to skip over various facts, all of which he mentions (including some to stir pathos; Verr. 2.5.8.20–21). He claims to say nothing for the moment of matters he addresses elsewhere—then recounts them.²⁸³

	Paul at the least implies that the original accusers are lying. This was a common charge against malicious accusers, though Paul’s response is worded more delicately than to employ the expression.²⁸⁴

	
 

	History and Apologetic in Luke’s Reversal of Charges

	
 

	Reversal of charges fits ancient forensic rhetoric, as noted above, but is also central to Luke’s own apologetic. Whereas Paul may insinuate his accusers’ guilt, Luke narrates it explicitly. Luke has precedent for such an approach. First-century Jewish responses to riots were often designed to show, when possible, that their enemies caused the riots, and claim that therefore Rome should reaffirm Jewish rights.²⁸⁵ If Luke can argue that Paul’s Jewish opponents rather than Paul himself incited many of these riots, he can argue that Paul’s diaspora Jesus movement should not be treated as authors of unrest.²⁸⁶ (This might also be the reason that in Acts 18:2 he omits the unrest in Rome that Suetonius attributes to one “Chrestus,” although that matter remains debated.)²⁸⁷

	Noting apologetic interest does not require denying that the apologist may be marshalling factual information in support of that interest; as in Josephus’s case, noted below, facts served the case far better, even if they were (as they always are) selectively presented. In the real world extremists militantly hostile to some other people, including on religious grounds, do sometimes stir unrest, often inciting charges and countercharges between otherwise relatively peaceful communities.

	We have good reason to believe that Paul did in fact face opposition among many of his own people. Paul’s letters clearly speak of experiencing considerable conflict, including with many Jewish leaders (cf. especially 2 Cor 11:24; perhaps Rom 11:7; 1 Thess 2:14–15), and, as observed above, they hardly reveal him promoting sedition (cf. Rom 13:1–7). Ancients also recognized that people were sometimes in trouble through others’ enmity (e.g., Dio Chrysostom Ep. 1; cf. Prov 6:19), and people often charged opponents with maliciously twisting the truth (Philostratus Vit. Apoll. 7.35). Luke knows that Paul was misrepresented even within parts of the church (Acts 21:21), as Paul’s letters confirm (Rom 3:8). Luke aims to correct hostile portraits of Paul.

	
 

	Apologetic Appeal to Precedents in Josephus and Luke

	
 

	Governors were not bound to follow precedents, but often did so. Luke (much like Josephus for diaspora Jews) multiplies various official outcomes and expressions of favor that could function as legal precedents against persecuting early Christians as subversives (13:12; 16:38–39; 17:32–34; 19:38–40; 24:20–27; especially 18:14–15; 26:30–32). Herod Antipas, Pilate, and a centurion all pronounce Jesus’s innocence toward the end of Luke’s first volume (Luke 23:15, 22, 47).²⁸⁸

	Luke often portrays the disorder accompanying the spread of Christianity as due to hostility from fellow Jews (or, on two occasions, “vested property interests”).²⁸⁹ Granted, it was never safe for public documents to challenge the Roman authorities or portray them in a hostile light, least of all for a sect whose founder was a provincial executed on a cross.²⁹⁰ But the accumulation of precedents in Acts is probably no more a coincidence than are the analogous precedents in Josephus.

	
 

	Josephus’s Appeal to Favorable Decrees

	
 

	Rome had to choose between persecuting Jews or making exceptions for them that others would count as privileges; usually they chose the latter course.²⁹¹ Jewish apologists were more than happy to appeal to precedents supporting basic Roman tolerance of Jewish rights.²⁹² Josephus notes that each nation should observe its own laws properly rather than critique those of other nations, as the anti-Semite Apion does (Josephus Ag. Ap. 2.144).²⁹³ Specifically, he notes that Romans did not force peoples to break the laws of their own cultures (Ag. Ap. 2.73). Josephus appeals to Roman decrees to show the Jewish people’s loyalty to Rome (Ag. Ap. 2.61), an idea much in dispute in the decades after 70. Augustus himself, he notes, defended diaspora Jews’ religious rights (Josephus Ant. 16.162–65).²⁹⁴ None of the Caesars sought to reduce the privileges Alexander of Macedon bestowed on the Jewish people (War 2.488). In his Antiquities he cites various Jewish rights repeatedly established in the Diaspora, which E. P. Sanders summarizes as follows:²⁹⁵

	
 

	1.to assemble (Ant. 14.214–16, 227, 235, 257–58, 260–61)²⁹⁶

	
 

	2.to keep the Sabbath (14.226, 242, 245, 258, 263–64)

	
 

	3.to keep to their “ancestral” food (14.226, 245, 261)

	
 

	4.to decide their own affairs (14.235, 260)

	
 

	5.to contribute money (14.214, 227)

	
 

	More generally, they could exercise the right to pursue their own customs (14.213–16, 223, 227, 242, 245–46, 258, 260, 263).²⁹⁷ These rights probably varied from place to place—Josephus normally cites local precedents²⁹⁸—but cumulatively they provided a strong argument from Roman and many local traditions for tolerance.

	Josephus may select only favorable decrees (and only the most favorable parts of such decrees, as with Claudius’s extant decree to the Alexandrians), but their limited yet public and falsifiable nature, in a work submitted to potential imperial examination, among other factors, indicates that he did not simply invent such precedents.²⁹⁹ (That an occasional precedent might have been fabricated before him and without his knowledge is not impossible; in some less cosmopolitan locations at least some governors’ edicts were suspected of being of dubious authenticity.)³⁰⁰ Although the apologetic pattern is clear in Josephus, the idea of appealing to precedents was of course hardly limited to him.³⁰¹

	That Luke would provide a similar (albeit necessarily more limited) appeal to precedents (noted above) is not surprising. Luke’s apologetic naturally differs in some respects from that of Josephus. For example, Josephus is less apt to emphasize conversion of Romans; Jewish proselytism had provoked considerable Roman hostility.³⁰² By contrast, Acts, probably like some diaspora Jewish literature, values conversion too highly to omit it.³⁰³

	But if (as most scholars think) Luke writes after Nero’s persecution, Christians already have a significant (imperial) negative precedent against them.³⁰⁴ Followers of one “Chrestus” had already been charged with stirring unrest in Rome’s Jewish community under Claudius (Suetonius Claud. 25.4), but it was Nero who explicitly branded Christians as seditious (Tacitus Ann. 15.44).³⁰⁵ Provincial governors’ decrees could normally serve as precedent, but an imperial decree could ratify or annul any policies based on such decrees (Pliny Ep. 10.108.1–2).³⁰⁶ Governors’ precedents would be of limited value to Luke if Nero later established new imperial precedent—but these earlier precedents from the East were the only favorable ones that Luke had available. Isolating Nero’s persecution from a string of precedents and showing his persecution to be historically idiosyncratic would help reduce prejudice. Although Nero was loved in the Greek East, his memory was hateful to the Roman aristocracy—i.e., the class that would supply further governors’ decrees.³⁰⁷

	But unlike some of his successors in church history, Luke does not emphasize that it was just a “bad emperor” who began the persecution.³⁰⁸ Nor does he appeal to the apparent affection for the Jewish community held by Nero’s mistress Poppaea³⁰⁹ as a reason for persecution of Christians (happily, since we lack clear reason historically to believe that there was any connection there). He prefers the safer route of emphasizing entirely positive precedents.

	
 

	Luke’s Appeal to Favorable Verdicts

	
 

	Just as Josephus tries to show that Tiberius’s expulsion of Jews from Rome stemmed from a lone exploiter and the Judean-Roman war from irresponsible governors and a few Jewish bandits, Luke must show that Paul’s enemies, not Paul himself, caused the unrest of which he was accused.³¹⁰ Luke may have even deliberately echoed a Jewish apologetic pattern.³¹¹

	Luke also addresses favorable precedents, although some ambiguity remains in his narrative. Roman courts and important officials (people of the kind of status that weighed in Roman courts) exonerated Paul (16:36–39; 18:14–15; 19:37–40)!³¹² This portrait is useful for Luke’s purpose. Even so, Luke’s historiographic sensitivity does not allow him to paint every official the same way, and he cannot suppress some tension (e.g., 4:27; 24:27). Moreover, some close calls (17:10) suggest that just beneath the surface of Luke’s apologetic are serious challenges against Paul. Chains, imprisonment, and execution were shameful in the Empire, and Luke had an important but difficult job in exonerating Paul. Association with one convicted of a crime could be used in courts to imply guilt by association, so that some would seek to dissociate themselves from the convicted person’s memory or legacy (e.g., Quintilian Decl. 307.6).

	Toward the end of Paul’s life and soon afterward, his prisoner status became problematic even for some Christians (cf. Phil 1:17; 2 Tim 1:8, 12, 16); the prominence of this concern in Philippians (Phil 1:7, 12–20; 2:17) could have made it a very relevant issue for Luke’s own immediate setting (at least for non-Christian critics there; cf. Phil 1:28–30), especially if the frequency of his “we” in Philippi might imply a special connection with that church.³¹³

	How does one honor the founders of one’s movement, hence the movement itself, when they are vilified by a world that values human status and the verdicts of corrupt courts? Showing that such condemnations were aberrations rather than appropriate precedents would also better equip other Christians to defend their position vis-à-vis Roman authorities concerned about a movement painted as seditious by its detractors.

	
 

	Emphasizing Paul’s Innocence

	
 

	Acts as a whole functions as a highly refined literary apologetic useful in addressing various external concerns, including Roman ones. As noted earlier, the very amount of space devoted to Paul’s custody (Acts 22—28, plus briefer earlier custodies) indicates this concern. Luke often signals the points that he wishes to emphasize by repetition: for example, he underlines the gentile mission by three times repeating the Cornelius narrative (Acts 10—11, 15) and three times repeating the account of the conversion of the apostle to the gentiles (Acts 9, 22, 26). In the same way, he reports three Roman hearings concerning Paul’s final custody, none of which hearings supplies any conclusive evidence against him.³¹⁴

	While our present Book of Acts is not a trial brief, parts of it focus so fully on Paul’s (or others’) innocence that one may wonder if some of this material was not originally (at some earlier stage) collected for such a purpose. If Acts was written when Paul was a prisoner, the material would be quite relevant; but Luke did not compose his two-volume work in a legal form that Roman officials would have admitted as evidence at a trial. It is not likely, then, that Luke composed Acts as a court brief for Paul during his life, though he may employ material previously so composed.

	Yet the apologetic thrust of the later chapters in Acts would be relevant not only during Paul’s life. Paul as an executed convict of Rome could also become an apologetic issue for Luke’s era subsequent to Paul, if slanders against him (cf. e.g., Acts 21:21) survived him; it was far easier for Christians to simply dissociate from Paul’s memory than from Jesus’s (cf. Phil 1:17–18; 2 Tim 4:10, 16), but not so easy for Luke’s own circle of churches if Paul was known as the father or leading pioneer of the gentile mission.³¹⁵ The truth that should have vindicated Paul before Nero, had justice been done, might need to be reapplied now for the sake of defending his gospel.³¹⁶

	In this light, Luke’s reports of the riots following Paul’s ministry take on far more serious overtones than for those who (such as Pervo) view them more as novelistic entertainment. Unrest followed Paul’s preaching in most places where he went, and Luke could not easily deny this. But, as noted above, Luke can provide explanations: Jewish rabble-rousers (the kind that Rome particularly despised after 66 CE) often started the trouble (Acts 9:23; 13:50; 14:2–4, 19; 17:5–8; 18:12); or vested economic interests vied against him, as when some falsely denounced him as non-Roman because he was forced to cast out a demon (a benevolent act; 16:18–21); or when a rabble-rouser in Ephesus accused him of hurting local interests (19:25–29).

	It seems unlikely that Luke would answer charges against Paul that were not being offered. Does this situation tell us anything about the date at which Luke was writing? It suggests that the memory of the specific charges against Paul remain fresh, probably either before or (in my view) not many years after his martyrdom, perhaps even within a decade or so of that event.

	Paul clearly experienced false accusations, both within and outside the church, during his ministry (Acts 21:21; Rom 3:8; 2 Cor 6:8). The climax of all charges against Paul, however, would be those surrounding his Roman arrest, custody, and ultimately execution; his custody accordingly dominates the final quarter of Acts. Chains were shameful, and people were often ready to withdraw their support from those who had endured such shame.³¹⁷

	While Paul’s letter to the Philippians suggests that Paul’s imprisonment had become a cause of controversy (Phil 1:13–17), and other sources suggest embarrassment about the arrested Paul in some circles (2 Tim 1:16), Paul’s legacy was presumably contested not only in his final years but the years that followed, when charges involving sedition could be construed as the prelude to the despised and scandalous Judean revolt against Rome. Although dating narrative works, including Acts, is admittedly notoriously insecure, I suggest elsewhere that Luke probably writes after Paul’s death.³¹⁸ Whether he writes before or after Paul’s death, however, if he writes afterward he does so soon enough afterward that Paul’s legacy still remains in significant question in some circles that matter to Luke’s audience. Luke’s account probably succeeded in setting the record straight in many circles, and may be one reason that some of these circles continued to celebrate Paul’s legacy.

	Luke includes an apologetic for Paul on another level, for which the Gospel and first part of Acts prepares. The extensive parallels with Jesus and the Jerusalem Christian leaders (where possible) reveal that those who respect Jesus, Stephen, and Peter, should also respect Paul.³¹⁹ If Paul suffered the humiliation of Roman custody and execution, he simply followed the steps of his Lord. Luke shows that like Jesus (the subject of Luke’s first volume), Paul was executed for unjust reasons, and his legacy is not ultimately a liability for the church in the Roman Empire. Luke’s rehabilitation of Paul helped preserve the apostle’s legacy for the following generation.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	In a number of cases, Luke’s depiction of riots in Acts follows the appropriate convention in forensic rhetoric of returning charges against accusers. In Luke’s narration, it is not Paul but his accusers who consistently incite riots.

	At the same time, Luke’s historical apologetic would have been simpler had he been able to avoid narrating riots surrounding Paul at all. He must explain them rather than evade them. His narration of riots therefore likely reflects accusations against Paul still circulating in his day, charges exemplified in Acts 24:5 and 25:8 and perhaps associated with Paul’s martyrdom (depending on the date assigned to Acts). These charges and the unrest that Luke implicitly conceded behind them thus reflect recently remembered historical tradition about public disorder surrounding Paul, information about which both Luke and Paul’s detractors agreed.

	There is therefore strong probability that Luke preserves recent information about some of Paul’s historical experiences of riots and hearings. Observing Luke’s apologetic thus informs our appreciation of Luke both as an apologist and as a historian.
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	.

	82–100

	; CPJ

	2

	:

	36–55

	, §

	153

	. Luke probably expected his audience to recognize the weakness in this charge, or he might have suppressed it the way he omitted in Acts

	18

	:

	2
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	; turning an opponent’s argument against him in Hermogenes Inv.
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	. See e.g., Euripides Cret. frg.

	472

	e.

	33–35

	; Thucydides

	3

	.

	61

	.

	1

	; Dionysius of Halicarnassus Lys.

	24

	(advising that this be done “at the outset,” LCL
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	2

	.

	5

	.
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	. On insinuatio in Roman rhetoric more generally, see Bower, “Ephodos and insinuatio”; Christian, “Insinuatio,” chs.
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	. Pis.

	2

	.

	3

	(LCL

	147

	).

	
 

	280 

	. Vat.

	5

	.

	13

	(LCL

	257

	); he then returns immediately to the tribunate, having slipped this accusation in.

	
 

	281 
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	2

	.

	85

	,

	90

	,

	98

	,

	111

	,

	115

	,

	121

	,

	122

	).

	
 

	285 

	. See Stoops, “Riot,”

	78–80

	.

	
 

	286 

	. Cf. Stoops, “Riot,”

	81

	.

	
 

	287 

	. See Suetonius Claud.

	25

	.
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	22

	).

	
 

	290 

	. Witherington thinks that Acts is positive toward Roman authorities because it was not safe to be otherwise in the Flavian period (Acts,

	62–63

	, citing Tacitus Agr.

	2

	, but this probably has only Domitian in mind); but antigovernment tracts would be considered subversive at any time in the period of the Empire.
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	1

	.

	5

	.

	1

	;

	3

	.

	5

	.

	5

	;

	3

	.

	7

	.

	3

	;

	5

	.

	5

	.

	3

	;

	6

	.

	31

	.
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	.

	2

	; cf.

	2

	Tim

	1

	:

	16

	; Heb

	11

	:

	36

	; Raspke, “Prison,”

	829

	; for punishment in general, Dio Chrysostom Or.
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	The Church’s Disputed Growth Rate in Acts (Acts 2:41; 4:4; 21:20)

	³²⁰ 

	
 

	Analogous periods of intensive growth attested for new religious movements render Luke’s reports of the church’s growth (Acts 2 : 41 ; 4 : 4 ; 21 : 20 ) more plausible than often assumed. Indeed, far from being absurd, Luke’s figures appear modest in comparison with significant growth rates in much of global Christianity and other mass movements today. This is not to deny that Luke may have preferred higher estimates where available, or to presume that careful statistics were kept. Nor do the arguments here prove Luke’s accuracy. Concrete information and analogies, however, challenge the usual arguments against Luke’s accuracy, so if we have other reasons to respect Luke’s sources of information, his figures remain plausible.

	
 

	Luke’s Figures

	
 

	Scholars have often expressed skepticism regarding Luke’s numerically quantified reports of the church’s growth (Acts 2:41; 4:4; 21:20). Nevertheless, periods of intensive growth attested for new religious movements throughout history and today render Luke’s reports more plausible than often assumed. Granted, Luke may have preferred higher estimates where available, and it is doubtful that the Jerusalem church kept careful statistics even in their heyday. Luke elsewhere employs hyperbole where it fits the bounds of normal historiographic rhetoric (cf. e.g., Luke 2:1). But the concrete arguments offered against the plenitude suggested in Luke’s estimates falter in light of other evidence.

	Luke offers two estimates of the initial growth of the church (2:41; 4:4), comparable to his gospel tradition’s estimate of those present for a feeding (Luke 9:14). He provides a much higher estimate for the size of the church nearly three decades later, after persecution under Agrippa I has waned (21:20).

	Luke has rhetorical incentive to provide such reports. Ancient writers might cite such dramatic conversion reports to indicate the success of their protagonist’s preaching; such reports are known, for example, about Pythagoras.³²¹ The inclusion of these reports (especially the first two cases) matches Luke’s style; after each evangelistic sermon in Acts, Luke also reports people’s acceptance or rejection (Acts 2:41; 4:4; 5:33; 7:54; 8:6, 36; 10:44; 13:44, 48–50; 17:32; 22:22; 28:24, 29).³²²

	We cannot expect precision in such estimates. Unless the mass conversions and baptisms were more organized than the spontaneous “revival” meeting³²³ that Luke appears to envision for the day of Pentecost, it was probably difficult to make a precise count of the converts on that occasion. Nevertheless, as we shall note below, many settings exist today where the numbers of conversions recorded on a single occasion are far higher than those noted here, and movements often experience sudden growth spurts on particular occasions (not least the experiences that birth them).

	In Acts 21:20, Luke reports the leaders of the Jerusalem church claiming ten thousands of Judean Christians. Luke elsewhere expresses his expectation of a significant Judean church in this period before Jerusalem’s fall (Luke 21:21; presumably addressed to disciples, in view of Luke 20:45; 21:7–8). For Luke, the Jerusalem church already had thousands in Acts 2:41 and 4:4 (cf. 5:14; 6:7; 9:31); although the number declined significantly for a period (8:1), Luke now has his apologetic opportunity to reemphasize the message’s success in Israel.³²⁴ Moreover, other Judean Christians would have increased the Jerusalem counts considerably.³²⁵ Some thus believe that Luke intends the number literally.³²⁶

	Others argue that James or Luke use the figure hyperbolically simply to signify a very large number;³²⁷ the point is simply, “You see how strong the Jewish-Christian community is.”³²⁸ After all, even 10,000 is higher than some estimates for the total number of believers in Jesus in this period.³²⁹ Luke certainly does use hyperbole elsewhere, especially in his use of “all” (including in this verse, where “all” of them are zealous); Luke can use an unspecified “myriads” simply to designate a great number (Luke 12:1).³³⁰ Further, “tens of thousands” (and sometimes “thousands”) were employed in hyperbole, like our “millions” today (e.g., 1 Sam 18:8; 21:11; 29:5; Ps 3:6; 1 Cor 14:19).³³¹

	While offhanded hyperbole is certainly possible and even likely in the passage (many myriads is dramatic, especially if Jerusalem alone is meant), the traditional reason for insisting on it is open to question. Munck, for instance, doubted the possibility of 50,000 believers (the minimum he believed qualified for “many myriads”), given an estimate of 25,000–30,000 residents in Jerusalem and half a million for all Judea.³³² But as we shall note in greater detail below, newer estimates of Jerusalem’s population suggest that it may have doubled from as many as 40,000 in Herod the Great’s time to perhaps 80,000 by the time of Agrippa II.³³³ Others put the figure much higher (over 100,000) and suggest that the count (which could then include Judean pilgrims from outside Jerusalem) would be even higher at Pentecost.³³⁴

	
 

	Enough Water for three thousand Baptisms in 2:41?

	
 

	Many scholars doubt that all three thousand converts that Luke reports could have been baptized in a single day.³³⁵ Barrett, for example, notes that “Mass baptisms would have been easy at a river . . . but there were no natural large-scale supplies of water in the city.”³³⁶ While one could wonder about the precision of Luke’s information source here, Barrett’s argument against it is ill-founded, as we shall see below in view of Jerusalem’s water resources. Luke’s “in that day” could be hyperbole, but in this case Luke probably knew the available resources of the Temple Mount better than do most of his modern critics. Scholars have often noted his accuracy with respect to aspects of the temple’s topography (e.g., Acts 21:32, 35, 40), not too surprising in the likely eyewitness “we” material.

	Critics underestimate Jerusalem’s water resources. To accommodate the thousands of worshipers the temple hosted daily, the Temple Mount must have afforded plenty of pools for ritual immersions.³³⁷ Despite lack of complete excavations, it appears that some, apparently many, miqvaot on the temple mount were used before entering the temple area.³³⁸ A number of miqvaot appear in what may be a bath complex for ritual bathing south of the temple.³³⁹ Even the Roman historian Tacitus was familiar with the claim that the temple held many pools as well as cisterns for rainwater (Hist. 5.12). (When flowing water was unavailable, miqvaot normally depended on rainwater.³⁴⁰)

	Nor should we suppose that such use would risk exhausting the water supply for miqvaot, even if (and this is not the case) many people’s use depleted the pools significantly more than disuse would have. Archaeologists have excavated thirty-four cisterns near the temple mount; “the capacity of some of these is as much as 8,000–12,000 cubic metres.”³⁴¹ If one includes pools³⁴² like Bethesda and Siloam (and subsequent tradition designates at least Siloam as useful for ritual immersion before Jerusalem’s fall),³⁴³ the amount of water available for baptism is among the least problems for the narrative’s plausibility. With a total of 150 known immersion pools in Jerusalem, the immersion of three thousand persons in the span of a few hours would not have been difficult.³⁴⁴

	Likewise, against those who doubt that the one hundred twenty disciples of 1:15 could baptize three thousand people,³⁴⁵ these baptisms would not have been formal ceremonies analogous to modern baptisms (baptismal records, family gatherings, and so forth) or even individual ancient proselyte baptisms. “Baptizing” in this period involved mainly supervision while the people coming for purification immersed themselves; the disciples could, like John, supervise mass baptisms without individual attention (Luke 3:3, 7, 12, 16, 21). Even if only the apostles and a few of their colleagues, say a total of thirty, “performed” the baptisms in thirty miqvaot, they could have completed their task in a few hours. Indeed, even this view of matters probably assumes more organization than actually occurred in the excited atmosphere of mass conversions;³⁴⁶ once verbal instructions were issued, mass immersions in response to Peter’s command could have occurred with very little supervision at all.³⁴⁷

	
 

	Inflating numbers in Antiquity

	
 

	None of this is meant to deny that Luke or his sources could have preferred higher estimates if they lacked more specific ones. Because Luke lacks such estimates in his accounts of Paul’s diaspora ministry (even in the undoubtedly eyewitness “we” material), however, it is unlikely that Luke invents the numbers here, so any exaggeration probably would belong to his source.

	It was common to exaggerate numbers, for instance, of enemies slain in battle (Xenophon Hiero 2.16; Livy 3.8.10); or one might exaggerate enemy numbers to mitigate the shame of one’s own defeat.³⁴⁸ Pliny the Younger, who otherwise emphasizes historians’ high standards for facts, jests that one correspondent boasts like historians of numbers too great to count (Pliny Ep. 9.16.1). Lucian complains that one particularly ridiculous historian so reduces Roman casualties, and so inflates those of the enemy, that no one will take him seriously (Hist. 20). Thus Dunn, commenting on Luke’s figures, remarks, “Numbers in ancient historians tended to be more impressionistic (or propagandistic) rather than to provide what we today would regard as an accurate accounting.”³⁴⁹

	Some ancient figures would be more concrete (like estimates based on the number of men lost if a Roman legion were destroyed); but many were estimates. On the whole, historians were not careless, but even the best of them often had only approximations.³⁵⁰ Sometimes numbers that historians cited did not fit other known data, in which case later historians might critique them (Polybius 12.17.1—12.22.7) or prefer to blame the scribe rather than the historian (12.4.4–6).³⁵¹ Thucydides also complains that he could not provide the numbers for one battle because one side would not reveal them and the other side clearly exaggerated their numbers (Thucydides 5.68.2).³⁵²

	At the same time, strikingly large numbers do appear frequently in documented historical times;³⁵³ in the most costly war of which Polybius knew (1.63.4, 8), the Romans lost about seven hundred quinqueremes and the Carthaginians about five hundred (1.63.6). Similarly dramatically, Polybius estimates that about 70,000 Romans died in the battle at Cannae (3.117.4). Lest anyone question his accuracy, Polybius emphasizes that he is not (like some historians) merely interested in numbers that are “plausible”; he discovered an actual list on a bronze tablet where Hannibal made a list (Polybius 3.33.17–18). We may choose to think that Polybius invented the tablet list or, more probably, that his Carthaginian source did. But given the stakes involved in the war, these numbers likely bear some semblance to what took place. Similarly, even in the process of Lucian’s denouncing one historian’s overestimates, noted above, Lucian inadvertently attests that firsthand records were available. This historian contradicts the officers’ reports, which Lucian apparently knows (Hist. 20), though of course even firsthand reports are often estimates.

	Josephus’s estimates are routinely inflated;³⁵⁴ where we can test him most clearly, he can inflate numbers in the biblical text.³⁵⁵ He estimates that over one million in Jerusalem died during the war (War 6.420), though he concedes that most were Jews from elsewhere trapped inside (War 6.421). Although he attributes the information to a census of the high priests in the time of Nero, few take literally his claim that 2,700,000 people showed up for Passovers (War 6.423–425); increasing the numbers was to Josephus’s advantage.³⁵⁶ Some, however, adjust the figures too far in the opposite direction; Josephus is at least internally consistent.³⁵⁷ Pliny, after all, calls Jerusalem the east’s “most illustrious city.”³⁵⁸ Where we can compare their estimates on some concrete points, however, Josephus’s estimates appear higher than Luke’s (see e.g., War 2.261 vs. Acts 21:38).³⁵⁹

	
 

	Jerusalem’s population estimates

	
 

	While estimation and even exaggeration would not therefore have removed Luke from the company of ancient historians, not all estimates were bad estimates. The specific reasons for which scholars accuse Luke of inflating the numbers are not compelling.

	Most scholars reject Luke’s figures because the scholars depend on Jeremias’s now outdated estimates for Jerusalem’s population (25,000–30,000) instead of newer estimates that range much higher.³⁶⁰ Jerusalem had expanded beyond its walls in this period,³⁶¹ but Jeremias’s biggest mistake was his underestimation of population density,³⁶² which was much greater than the early-nineteenth-century Palestinian settlements on which Jeremias based his estimate.³⁶³ Magen Broshi has noted that Roman Jerusalem enclosed some four hundred fifty acres, and estimates about 80,000 inhabitants.³⁶⁴ More recent density and area estimates also usually suggest 80,000 or higher.³⁶⁵ Herod so increased the city’s water supply that the city could have doubled its population³⁶⁶ and supported at least 70,000 (though some think that the temple complex consumed so much water that the population remained around 40,000).³⁶⁷

	At feast times like Pentecost, Jerusalem might swell to as many as half a million people, with an estimated 30,000 from the Diaspora.³⁶⁸ The Temple Mount was large enough to hold tens of thousands at one time; estimates run as high as 200,000³⁶⁹ or 400,000.³⁷⁰ Modern western interpreters, underestimating population density, tend to dismiss high numbers,³⁷¹ but checks exist on our skepticism today. For example, the Sacred Mosque at Mecca, which is 180,000 square meters (i.e., just 36,000 square meters more than Jerusalem’s Temple Mount), holds 500,000 in prayer.³⁷² Mecca hosted only about 108,000 pilgrims annually before the First World War, but due to modern transportation now hosts over two million. Nevertheless, Mecca is smaller and less accessible than Jerusalem was.³⁷³

	As we have suggested, the estimate later, in Acts 21:20, likely refers not only to Jerusalem proper, but to Judean believers in Jesus. Luke speaks of “Judeans” here, so there is no reason to limit the number to Jerusalem proper. Counting all Judeans would swell much further the total population from which the estimate of Christians at that time would be taken.

	
 

	Are Rapid Growth Rates Feasible?

	
 

	Given such estimates, thousands of hearers and a rapid mass movement of three thousand conversions need not be deemed implausible. Modern western readers often find Luke’s portrait of a dramatic multiplication of the church (especially to tens of thousands in 21:20) implausible because it violates our usual experience today,³⁷⁴ but it stands well within the experience of global renewal movements. While movements can start small, the history and sociology of movements demonstrate that some can also multiply at a tremendous rate after a major revival experience like the one suggested in this chapter.³⁷⁵

	Rodney Stark understandably insists that sociology supports gradual growth rather than mass conversions,³⁷⁶ but applying that approach uniformly to all periods of early Christianity does not take into account rapid people movements often noted in current missiological literature. Richard Pervo cites Stark’s estimate against Luke’s accuracy here.³⁷⁷ Addressing a later period, Ramsay MacMullen argues for a much lower proportion of Christians in the Empire (especially actual church-attending ones) than usually thought,³⁷⁸ but his estimates reflect archaeological remains (which are always incomplete), more space between worshipers than I would extrapolate from my observations of typical Majority World churches today, and, what really matters for our considerations, the conditions of c. 400 CE.³⁷⁹

	Movements often begin rapidly and then slow (or sometimes decline) in their growth rate. One might compare, for example, the dramatic rise of both Islam and Christianity in twentieth-century Africa, or the sudden (albeit not total) resurgence of both Islam and Orthodox Christianity in Central Asia after the decline of Soviet policies promoting atheism, or, for that matter, the rapid decline of religious belief and practice in much of the twentieth-century West.

	One can further offer various examples of rapid early growth, many in cases where explicit records do exist. Thus for example early US Methodists (who kept records) grew by roughly a thousand times in four decades. Under the leadership of Francis Asbury, they grew from three hundred in 1771 (when Asbury arrived) to 300,000 forty years later.³⁸⁰ This growth was exponential, possible if the growth rate is sustained over time; thus, in 1780, they had 8,500 members; by 1790, just ten years later, they had more than 50,000.³⁸¹ Rates of growth fluctuated, rising during times of revival, with the largest numerical influx toward the end of this period. Less dramatically yet noteworthy, Methodism in England grew from 22,000 in 1767 to 96,000 by 1800 to 518,000 (more than twenty times over in about eighty years).³⁸²

	Similarly, one Holiness denomination grew three hundred percent in five years after what it viewed as its “pentecost” experience;³⁸³ earlier, Jesuits multiplied five hundred times in their first sixteen years.³⁸⁴ In Korea, northern Methodists grew 118 percent in one year (and Presbyterians 34 percent) during the Korean revival of 1907;³⁸⁵ more recently, one Korean church grew from five to 720,000 members in 40 years (i.e., it multiplied by 144,000).³⁸⁶ Indonesia’s Nias church grew from five hundred to 135,000 (i.e., 270 times the original number) in forty years; other Indonesian Christian groups multiplied in the 1960s, with the Timor church baptizing 200,000 in two years.³⁸⁷ In South Africa, African Indigenous Churches grew from 32 groups in 1913 to over 3500, accounting for over 27 percent of the black population, 71 years later.³⁸⁸ One recent revival movement in India grew 3000 percent in a two-year period.³⁸⁹

	Although absorbing elements of some earlier movements (including many Holiness groups), Pentecostalism (with charismatics) grew by perhaps half a billion in one century. As a movement that values the revival exemplified by the church’s first Pentecost, growth is a dominant value there. Some church historians have described Pentecostal/charismatic Christianity as “the fastest-growing form of Christianity ever.”³⁹⁰ Estimates of global figures for these charismatic and Pentecostal Christians vary by definition but are in the hundreds of millions:

	
 

	•Defining “charismatic” broadly, David Barrett originally estimated over 600 million by 2000, or nearly 30 percent of world Christianity,³⁹¹ though, due to fluctuation in the growth rate, he had to revise his estimate downward closer to 2,000 (roughly 524 million);³⁹²

	
 

	•Yale scholar Lamin Sanneh estimated almost 590 million for 2005 (and projected nearly 800 million by 2025);³⁹³

	
 

	•In 1994 Harvard scholar Harvey Cox already accepted a then-current estimate of 410 million,³⁹⁴ and a few years later suggested that “Pentecostals” could “equal Catholics in number by” 2030;³⁹⁵

	
 

	•Although the wider definition of these labels would surprise some believers so classified, according to high estimates, as of the year 2000 there were 126 million Pentecostal/charismatic Christians in Africa, 134.9 million in Asia and 141.4 million in Latin America (with 79.6 million in North America), whereas there were almost none a century earlier;³⁹⁶

	
 

	•The newest figures estimate some 614 million Pentecostals, charismatics and neocharismatics for 2010 (out of roughly two billion church members, or 1.5 billion church attenders, in the world), with an estimate of nearly 800 million for 2025.³⁹⁷ These estimates make the charismatic branch of Christendom second in size only to Roman Catholicism (with which it overlaps).³⁹⁸

	
 

	Virtually all of this growth has occurred in roughly one century, from the movement’s apparently inauspicious beginnings to nearly 10 percent of the global population. Even if these estimates are wildly exaggerated (and I suspect that they may need to be nuanced), the empirical information behind them reflects phenomenal growth. Even if we force these estimates considerably downward, they easily exceed the rate of growth envisioned in the church’s first few decades in Acts.

	Another shift in one century, probably even better documented, has been no less dramatic, although not unrelated to this Pentecostal shift. Whereas fewer than 18 percent of Christians in 1900 lived outside Europe and North America, today over 60 percent do, and an estimated 70 percent will by 2025.³⁹⁹ As the center of world Christianity has shifted to the global South, the dominant Christian perspectives in the world have shifted with it.⁴⁰⁰

	Although far from the only groups involved in this shift, charismatic and Pentecostal forms of Christianity have been in the forefront of the recent expansion of Christianity, reportedly growing six times over in the three decades from 1970 to 2000.⁴⁰¹ All these figures should provide some perspective to models that emphasize exclusively slow but steady church growth between Pentecost and Constantine, especially with respect to the movement’s beginning. Far from being absurd, Luke’s figures are modest in comparison with significant growth rates in much of global Christianity and other mass movements today.

	
 

	Growth Spurts and People Movements

	
 

	We have examined patterns of rapid expansion over the course of decades, but faster growth (such as appears in Luke’s conversion summaries of 2:41 and 4:4) is also attested. On the first day of an unexpected revival movement in Suriname, in November 1994, perhaps eight hundred residents of Nieuw Nickerie, Suriname, were converted—reportedly more than ten times the number of local conversions from non-Christian backgrounds over the previous century. More dramatically than in Jerusalem, these conversions involved an open change of religious affiliation, challenging centuries of inherited tradition. One dramatic and unsolicited healing of an elderly nonbeliever late on that first day impacted subsequent growth among his people group. This initial explosion of growth quickly led to a mass people movement (from less than 1 percent of the population) that over the following decade converted perhaps 35 percent of the population.⁴⁰² That Luke should emphasize both immediate conversions (2:41) and continuing conversions (2:47) fits the sociological pattern reflected in this modern account.

	Larger mass conversions occur in various biblically saturated parts of the world today, often with less clear incidents to prompt them than what Luke reports in this narrative. For example, although the retention rate is not documented, one Nigerian campaign of the German Pentecostal evangelist Reinhard Bonnke claimed one million “decisions for Christ” on the first night (November 2000).⁴⁰³ Even allowing for significant exaggeration or misunderstanding, the numbers dwarf any figures in early Christianity. Admittedly these Nigerian conversion reports occurred in a culture already familiar with Christianity (and with greater media access); but the Jerusalem church also worked in a familiar environment of Jewish piety that it claimed to epitomize.

	It is also relevant to point out that rapid people movements (such as appear in Acts 9:35) are well-attested in Christian history and today.⁴⁰⁴ As examples, one may cite cases from Myanmar,⁴⁰⁵ India,⁴⁰⁶ and Indonesia.⁴⁰⁷ They appear in non-Christian movements as well.⁴⁰⁸

	
 

	The Real Historical Problem

	
 

	It seems to me that the real problem with Luke’s large numbers for Christians is an argument from silence, in this case Josephus’s silence.⁴⁰⁹ Some arguments from silence are weightier than others, and this appears to me weightier than many others. One would expect Josephus to mention a movement of this magnitude, and his silence therefore calls for comment. Josephus is the one non-Christian source we might expect to mention such matters; instead he divides his nation into three sects (Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes; sometimes he further adds Zealots), none of which have even 10,000 members (even though Josephus is prone to amplify figures!)⁴¹⁰

	Nevertheless, it is hard to imagine that the Jewish Jesus movement provided mass martyrs in Neronian Rome in the mid-sixties (Tacitus Ann. 15.44), yet (against Luke) proved completely marginal numerically in Judea and Galilee. There can be no doubt that churches existed in Judea (1 Thess 2:14; Gal 1:17–19, 22; Rom 15:25–26, 31), yet Josephus is silent about their existence altogether. There thus seems something more suspicious about Josephus’s silence than about Luke’s claim of many Christians. Moreover, even what Josephus is not silent about appears suspicious. There can hardly have been only three sects,⁴¹¹ their total numbers constituting less than 0.5 percent of the Judean and Galilean population,⁴¹² or of Josephus’s figures for Jerusalem’s Passover.⁴¹³

	That is, Josephus’s “sects” do not account for the religious practice of most Judeans (who belonged to no sects or to movements that Josephus regards as less relevant, important, or useful to emphasize). Perhaps Josephus found less reason to emphasize the apolitical Nazarenes, who had far less appeal to the elite than Sadducees or Pharisees and far less malleability for philosophic comparisons than the Essenes. (By comparison, the earliest Christian documents are completely silent about the Essenes.) Further, the Christian movement was known in Rome, hence could neither be idealized like Pharisees and Essenes, nor made relevant to the war like Zealots.

	Further, conflicts over the Christian movement in Rome in the time of Claudius,⁴¹⁴ plus their outright persecution in Rome under Nero,⁴¹⁵ may have made them a liability to a Jewish apologist.⁴¹⁶ Unlike the strictly Judean sects, the Christian movement was gathering strength throughout the Empire. As one earlier writer suggests, it was difficult for Josephus to address the Christian movement “shorn of its Messianic element,” so Josephus avoided the topic to avoid further incriminating Judaism with an unnecessarily “compromising connexion with a movement which was already hateful in the eyes of the ruling classes . . . ”⁴¹⁷ Some argue that Josephus toned down David’s revolutionary activity and ancestry for the Messiah out of concern for the same Roman audience.⁴¹⁸ Although Josephus admits Judas the Galilean’s pursuit of kingship in Ant. 17.271–72, he tones down this picture to what could be construed as mere banditry in War 2.56.⁴¹⁹

	Josephus does mention Jesus’s brother James and almost certainly mentions Jesus himself.⁴²⁰ His silence about Jesus’s followers (except the possibly authentic “tribe of Christians” in Ant. 18.64; this is not typical Christian language) cannot be explained by ignorance, since he would have to know the significance attached to Jesus’s followers in the Diaspora (especially the events in Rome just noted).⁴²¹ He portrays neither Jesus nor John as a revolutionary, in contrast to many popular leaders of whom he writes. However we explain Josephus’s silence, he paid less attention to the Jesus movement than we would expect, whatever their numbers were.

	Of course, either Luke or the Jerusalem church’s elders (Acts 21:20) would also have reason to inflate the Nazarenes’ statistics as much as the other groups had reason to inflate theirs (and perhaps more so, because their strength lay particularly in their populist support). But we do not need to suppose that exaggerations changed orders of magnitude, and (the point here) we cannot argue against their estimates based on Josephus’s silence.

	Historically, Luke’s view of the Jerusalem church is probably fairly accurate—certainly praising the Jerusalem church (mixed with suspicion of Paul) is not a later Greek Christian construct! Luke is clearly partial to Paul, but James, whom he (or his source) would have met at least on this occasion (21:18), obviously made a favorable impression on him, and he seems to trust James’s motives even while writing in retrospect.⁴²²

	Given the likelihood that Luke was Paul’s traveling companion (or at least depended on one), his positive view toward the Jerusalem church is telling; whereas tensions existed (as Luke himself recognizes, especially in 21:21), the old Tübingen extrapolations of such tensions from later sources is excessive. Luke probably praised the Jerusalem church because he found something worthy of praise, just as he also seems concerned about some problems there (as again in 21:21).

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Such observations do not constitute proof that Luke’s reports are accurate, but they do challenge the grounds by which many commentators tend to dismiss them. Of course, it is unlikely in the revival atmosphere described in Acts 2 that the apostles and their colleagues made an exact count of baptisms; numbers rounded to the thousands belong to the sphere of estimates, and Luke’s sources are more likely to have estimated high than low. But if we accept the description in the narrative that follows Luke’s first estimate (2:42–47), the earliest Christians seem to have had some sense of their enormous numbers, suggesting that the estimate is not only realistic but in the general range. The subsequent growth of the church (indicated in 21:20) is consistent with statistics from some revival settings today.

	If these figures are anywhere close to realistic, they suggest an extraordinary explosion in the earliest church’s membership. To offer a sense of proportion, Josephus, never known to play down numbers, numbers the Essenes at “over four thousand” (Ant. 18.20). Three thousand converts in one day, and eventually tens of thousands of adherents, suggests a remarkable movement within first-century Judean Judaism. Because the vast majority of these adherents did not belong to the elite, some of their other contemporaries could afford to ignore them. Perhaps they warrant more attention from us today.
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	346 

	. Conversion could also include emotion in a philosophic setting (cf. the desired response in protrepsis in Plutarch Lect.

	37

	F–

	38

	D in Malherbe, Moral Exhortation,
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	A Novel Official in Acts 8:27?

	
 

	Comparing Acts and Ancient Novels

	⁴²³ 

	
 

	How historical is Luke’s narrative concerning the African official? Although we lack external sources that confirm or disconfirm Philip’s meeting with the official, we do have evidence by which we can evaluate the claim that the account fits ancient novels rather than history.

	
 

	The Debate

	
 

	Some scholars claim that the account reflects the style of legend,⁴²⁴ but this judgment appears subjective, since ancient historians used many of the same narrative techniques employed by storytellers and novelists.⁴²⁵ As Barrett points out, “There is no means of checking the historicity of the narrative unless it can be assumed that angels do not exist or that they do not order missionaries about or provide transport for them.”⁴²⁶ Whether or not it pleases modern readers, most of Luke’s contemporaries assumed such events not only in novels but in their own real world. Others have suggested that the story is “completely mythical” because so many details have symbolic value;⁴²⁷ but parallels between different accounts in Plutarch show that stories laden with narrative connections and allusions could have historical bases.⁴²⁸

	Other scholars have countered with various arguments in favor of the historical accuracy of this narrative (not least of which is the overall historical genre of Acts).⁴²⁹ If Philip did meet a pilgrim from Nubia, such a pilgrim might well have been a person of means to make such a journey.⁴³⁰ If Philip was Luke’s oral source, as 21:8–10 might well suggest,⁴³¹ Luke may have known and wished to reveal to his audience an event that prefigured the church’s official story in Acts 10. Other scholars argue forcefully from the apparent narrative tension with Luke’s account of Cornelius that Luke would not likely have invented this account, though he certainly enlists it to good effect once he has it.⁴³²

	Here, however, I focus on a particular literary question. Richard Pervo has argued that Luke includes the story of the African official because the latter was “exotic,” being from a distant and fabled land.⁴³³ By contrast to this approach, Luke’s narrative lacks the fictitious elaborations about a distant land characteristic of reports in novels and novelistic sources. Luke’s details, sparse as they are, display a higher proportion of accuracy than in even many historians’ speculations; they certainly lack the colorful but inaccurate depictions common in fiction.

	
 

	The Official’s Nation (8:27)

	
 

	Although writers often engaged in fanciful tales about distant lands beyond the realm of corroboration (cf., e.g., the later “Wonders beyond Thule”), Luke’s account takes place in the Roman province of Syria, not a distant land impossible to verify. Often people confused material about distant lands (e.g., the “Ethiopian” Trogodytae with northern Troglodytae, or cave-dwellers),⁴³⁴ but others reported data accurately, and Luke’s report tends to match these more accurate reports.

	For example, the Kandake is clearly a historical personage (or series of persons), in contrast to mythical Memnons or exotic novelistic details such as appear in Heliodorus’s Ethiopica. My focus here will be to compare the treatment of “Ethiopia” in myth and in history and to show that Luke’s brief data about “Ethiopia” fit history rather than myth. While myth and fiction could draw on valid historical information, they usually included historically impossible material as well. Were Luke composing novelistically (in contrast to the historical genre in which he writes), we should not expect him to know, any better than other fictitious storytellers did, which sort of source was which.

	At a minimum, Luke’s sparse portrayal of the official’s nation fits historical fact at most of the few points it offers. The Greek title “Ethiopia” technically included all of Africa south of Egypt,⁴³⁵ but the Kandake’s title has convinced nearly all scholars that the Nubian kingdom of Meroë is specifically in view here.⁴³⁶ James Bruce discovered Meroë in 1722, and John Garstang’s work (1909–1914) identified the site archaeologically.⁴³⁷

	That the treasurer is journeying southward toward Gaza would surprise no one and probably cannot be counted either way in the argument. Meroë’s Nubia was what was then a centuries-old black African kingdom between Aswan and Khartoum, the two leading cities of which were Meroë and Napata.⁴³⁸ People in the Mediterranean world depicted “Ethiopia” as near⁴³⁹ or directly south⁴⁴⁰ of Egypt, likewise describing Meroë as south of Egypt.⁴⁴¹ Such basic information was, of course, widely available; even a later novelist who fictionalized freely about Ethiopia recognized its capital as Meroë.⁴⁴²

	
 

	Information and Myths

	
 

	As we have noted, Richard Pervo has argued that Luke includes the story of the African official because the latter was “exotic,” being from a distant land;⁴⁴³ but whatever appeal a remote land might have for the story, Meroë was a real place, and Luke does not elaborate at any length on the location. Whereas many indulged in wild speculations about exotic distant lands, both fictitious and real, Luke avoids adding speculations; while he is interested in the symbolic spread of the gospel to the ends of the earth, his interest is not in fact “exotic.”

	Unlike Luke, even some nonfiction writers speculated, in some cases more plausibly than others. Based on their knowledge of the Sahara, some Romans thought that “Ethiopia” and the interior of Africa were mainly desert (Seneca Nat. Q. 3.6.2; Dial. 5.20.2), just as much sand lay between Ethiopia and Egypt (Seneca Nat. Q. 1.pref.9); all knew that it was hot (Arrian Ind. 6.7).⁴⁴⁴ Some thought that Ethiopia north of Meroë lacked trees (Pliny Nat. 12.8.19), except for those yielding cotton (13.28.90).⁴⁴⁵ For lack of more accurate data, many writers simply linked Ethiopia with India, comparing their rains and crocodiles (Arrian Ind. 6.8). But a real, first-century expedition sent in the time of Nero confirmed that desert began giving way to foliage around Meroë, with more forest and even elephant and rhinoceros tracks (Pliny Nat. 6.35.185).

	In contrast to information and at least plausible surmises, some exotic “knowledge” was pure invention designed to “sell” effectively on a popular market.⁴⁴⁶ Polybius complained about the fables invented by various writers about Ethiopia (3.38.1, 3) and other distant locations (34.5.1–12; 3.57.1—59.9, especially 3.57.1–9; 3.58.2) in his day. Thus the Ethiopians were said to mine metal by pulling it up only by magnets (Silius Italicus 3.266–67).⁴⁴⁷ One swift monster considered native to Ethiopia supposedly had a lion’s body with a human face, and three rows of teeth useful for devouring humans.⁴⁴⁸ Ultimately writers often mixed genuine and fictitious information, lacking resources to distinguish them: thus Ethiopia produced not only hyenas and monkeys, but also “winged horses armed with horns.”⁴⁴⁹

	Pliny the Elder offers some of the most thorough information about what the Roman world thought of Meroë in Luke’s era. In Nat. 6.35.178–80, he lists towns and peoples reported south along Nile to Meroe, but notes (181) that most no longer exist, as attested by Nero’s scouts who found there only desert. While researching his work on Ethiopia, one Greek writer allegedly lived in Meroë for five years (6.35.183). Nero’s scouts found few buildings in Meroë (6.35.185); its sizeable population was apparently spread out.

	The Roman world claimed knowledge of some other African, “Ethiopian” regions in addition to Meroë, sometimes with the same sort of admixture of fact and fiction found in its reports about Meroë. Besides north African regions and Axum, these included explorations in west Africa in the second century BCE, likewise preserved for us in Pliny the Elder (Nat. 5.1.9–10). Discoveries included forests (5.1.9) and rivers with crocodiles (5.1.9–10). Elsewhere in Africa, after a desert and the Egyptian Libyans, came the “white Ethiopians”; and after them, “the Ethiopian clans of the Nigritae, named after the river . . . ”⁴⁵⁰

	But the further Pliny moves from his known world, the less certain (and often more skeptical) we can be of his information. He speaks of mute, snake-eating cave-dwellers (5.8.45);⁴⁵¹ the naked Gamphasantes (5.8.45); the Blemmyae, whose mouth and eyes are on their chests (an unfortunate necessity because they lack heads; 5.8.46); and leather-footed people who crawl rather than walk, along with Satyrs and other creatures (5.8.46).

	Even around Meroë, he assures us, strange peoples lived: on the east some flat-faced peoples lack noses; some had neither mouth nor nostrils, but one opening both for breathing and for sucking in fluids through “oat straws,” using gestures instead of speech (Pliny Nat. 6.35.187–88). Likewise (but now again more reliably), some also report a race of Pygmies closer to where the Nile originates (Pygmaeorum; 6.35.188).⁴⁵² All quadrupeds around “Nubian Ethiopia” (Nubaei Aethiopes), including elephants, lacked ears; a still more distant people “have a dog for a king and divine his commands from his movements” (6.35.192; LCL 2:481).⁴⁵³ Some plants around Meroë were useful medicinally, whereas others caused suicidal madness.⁴⁵⁴ A mineral category including diamonds was found in mines near Meroë (Pliny Nat. 37.15.55), though also in India and Arabia (Pliny Nat. 37.15.56).

	Although all educated people knew of Africa south of Egypt, some of the most widely circulated stories about particular Africans south of Egypt belonged to myth and legend. One of the most popular characters was Memnon, though many located his Ethiopia in the “east,” the land of the dawn.⁴⁵⁵ (Some later writers, however, also associate him with Egypt.)⁴⁵⁶ Dawn, a goddess who lived in the east, consorted with the mortal Tithonus and bore him two sons, including Memnon, in Ethiopia (Hesiod Theog. 984–85; Apollodorus Bib. 3.12.4).⁴⁵⁷ Memnon was black (nigri, Virgil Aen. 1.489),⁴⁵⁸ and Odysseus claimed that Memnon was the handsomest man he had ever seen (Homer Od. 11.522). By all accounts, he was a mighty warrior, though he finally succumbed to Achilles (Apollodorus Epit. 5.3).⁴⁵⁹ In some versions, after Achilles slew Memnon, Zeus made the latter immortal (Aethiopis 1–2).⁴⁶⁰ Pliny reports the view of some that birds fly annually from Ethiopia to fight over Memnon’s grave at Troy, and that another source claims that the birds do the same around his palace in Ethiopia (Pliny Nat. 10.37.74).⁴⁶¹ For centuries his death remained a subject for Greek art and of rhetorical descriptions thereof (Philostratus the Elder Imagines 1.7).

	Some suggested that the Ethiopians originated astrology.⁴⁶² Others claimed that they stole their wisdom from India (Philostratus Vit. Apoll. 6.11), from which they were expelled for murdering many Indians, including King Ganges, the river’s son (3.20). Ethiopian sages could make the trees salute Apollonius (6.10); after Apollonius argues that the Indian sages are superior to them (6.5–11), the youngest of the Ethiopian sages follows him as a disciple (6.16). Ethiopians were as wise due to their warm climate as Scythians were fierce due to their harsh climate.⁴⁶³

	The Roman public proved infatuated with any stories about Ethiopia after the return of Nero’s expedition (61–62 CE).⁴⁶⁴ By contrast, Luke (versus, say, the later novelist Heliodorus) does not even describe Ethiopia; we know that Nubians were a real people (unlike Amazons), and Kandake was a real queen. Comparison with ancient fictions show us that Nubia would be of interest to Luke’s audience; but unlike some other locations that fictitious reports claim, Nubia was not fictitious. Far from indulging speculations about distant lands, Luke stays close to the more sober model of historiography. Though he could not have known which reports of his contemporaries were reliable and which were not, what he reports (in contrast to what many others report) does not contradict what we know.

	
 

	Exotic Analogies

	
 

	Against the claim that Luke would invent the African official because he hails from an unverifiable, “exotic” land, Luke’s brief report is barely comparable to sources genuinely interested in exotic matters. Many Greeks had long enjoyed speculating about distant, exotic lands, where life differed from what was known as far as their imaginations could allow. Comparison with some other peoples helps set their speculations about Ethiopia in context. In the far north lived the Hyperboreans,⁴⁶⁵ who enjoyed such longevity that finally, when they tired of living, they would banquet and then hurl themselves into the sea.⁴⁶⁶

	Likewise, some claimed that India had rivers of milk, honey, wine, and olive oil,⁴⁶⁷ and people ate the lotus that grew without need for cultivation;⁴⁶⁸ their Brahmin sages drank from the “fountain of truth,” making them incapable of lying.⁴⁶⁹ Ants larger than foxes dig gold, and at midday, when the ants retreat underground due to the heat, Indians steal their gold, often leading to ensuing battles with the ants.⁴⁷⁰ Arrian had such fantasies in mind when he complained about unverified tales of water monsters, griffins, and gold-mining ants in India (Alex. 5.4.3).

	Speculation (mixed with more accurate knowledge)⁴⁷¹ had also been rife about the Scythians, because they were remote enough⁴⁷² that knowledge about them was limited. Thus some felt that Scythia was too cold for thunderbolts, just as Egypt was too hot for them.⁴⁷³ One plant there reportedly preserved one from hunger and thirst, so long as one kept it in one’s mouth.⁴⁷⁴ In their land, a wild country,⁴⁷⁵ one hairy animal changed its color to blend in with its surroundings.⁴⁷⁶

	Another major area of exotic geographic speculation involved the renowned Amazons, though by this period they are more often mentioned with regard to the past. Amazons were essentially the opposite of what Greeks thought of ordinary women, hence a fertile ground for imagination. It was thought that Amazons had once subdued much of Asia and Europe (Diodorus Siculus 2.44.2–3);⁴⁷⁷ it was more difficult for more recent people to believe such reports, one historian opined, because their strength had died out (Diodorus Siculus 2.46.6).

	Most ancient historians and other writers took for granted the historical authenticity of the Amazons.⁴⁷⁸ Herodotus assumes the existence of Amazons.⁴⁷⁹ Xenophon did not see any Amazons in the east, but notes that they captured a man with weapons like those attributed to the Amazons.⁴⁸⁰ Pompey’s Asian captives included women thought to be Amazons; but it was uncertain whether they belonged to a separate kingdom or these captive “barbarians” simply called any warrior women “Amazons.”⁴⁸¹ Later, Strabo still apparently believes in Amazons, but thinks that, despite various claims, no historian in his day really knows their location.⁴⁸² Arrian reports that some in Alexander’s day claimed the existence of Amazons,⁴⁸³ but suspects that they must have died out by Alexander’s day, since he did not run into them.⁴⁸⁴

	In the second century CE, Pausanias still treats them as real figures, citing earlier historians.⁴⁸⁵ Some philosophers offered arguments that depended on their authentic existence.⁴⁸⁶ Others proved more skeptical about their existence, though sometimes simply because such warlike women seemed to them unthinkable.⁴⁸⁷ Against their existence, although Greek art contains many Amazons, they do not appear in the art of other peoples, for whom Amazons would also have been a matter of interest.⁴⁸⁸ By contrast, Luke offers no mythical speculation about “exotic” peoples.

	
 

	Luke’s Plausible Details

	
 

	The few features Luke reports about the official relevant to his culture appear both in historical and novelistic works, but what is significant is that, in contrast to novelistic works, Luke offers no essential claims about the official that are inherently improbable.

	
 

	A Meroitic Treasurer

	
 

	Luke’s claim that the African was an official is not implausible. The journey was a significant one; any of Luke’s contemporaries who derived information from sources such as Herodotus might expect Meroë to be nearly a two months’ journey south of Elephantine, and more exotic expanses yet two months further south (Herodotus 2.29–32).⁴⁸⁹ As noted above, if Philip did meet a pilgrim from Nubia, such a pilgrim might well have been a person of means to make such a journey.

	To supervise the queen’s wealth was no small matter, given the famous wealth of Meroë.⁴⁹⁰ Meroë was known for its wealth (Diodorus Siculus 1.33.1–4),⁴⁹¹ hence a novelist could claim that Ethiopians cared little for gold or jewels, heaps of which the royal palace had in storage (Heliodorus Eth. 9.24).⁴⁹² Its wealth was not, however, purely novelistic. At about one square mile (2.59 square kilometers or 640 acres), it is, apart from Egyptian cities, “the earliest large-scale city” we know of in Africa.⁴⁹³ Although plunderers ravaged much of Meroë’s wealth over the centuries, excavators have found many expensive imports, as well as hoards of gold jewelry.⁴⁹⁴

	Even those writing fictitious geography recognized the strategic location for trade (cf. Xenophon Eph. 4.1), but again, this connection was not itself fictitious. As the link between the Mediterranean world and Egypt on the one hand and the wealth of Africa’s interior on the other, Meroë was strategically positioned for trade.⁴⁹⁵ Not far from Meroë was the strategic horn of East Africa, from which the Axumite empire would eventually rise to challenge Meroë’s dominance.

	Greeks apparently had widespread contacts with Africa south of Egypt as far back as the Minoan period;⁴⁹⁶ Nubia’s contacts with the northern Mediterranean world were even more prominent in the Roman imperial period.⁴⁹⁷ “Ethiopia” was considered a source for ebony (Paus. 1.42.5) and ivory,⁴⁹⁸ though at this time some elephants also existed in North Africa.⁴⁹⁹ Ships trading in Roman Egypt would make “a two year round trip” voyage along the east African coast “as far south as Zanzibar,” purchasing “ivory, tortoise shell, myrrh and incense” en route.⁵⁰⁰

	Naturally the nation’s prosperity also affected that of the queen, whose treasurer this official is. Meroë’s art typically depicts their queens as laden with jewels and many-fringed robes, and notably corpulent; their wide girth, probably intended as a display of prosperity, persisted in representations from the third century BCE to the fourth century CE.⁵⁰¹

	
 

	Queen Candace

	
 

	Presumably the queen whom the official served worshiped traditional deities of Meroë; nevertheless, she (and perhaps her society) must have known and tolerated Jewish faith. The treasurer could hardly have taken an excursion for months, along with his presumed entourage, without the queen’s approval (cf. Neh 2:5–8).

	Most scholars, including nearly all commentators on Acts,⁵⁰² hold that “Candace” (pronounced kan-dak’e) was not the queen’s name but her dynastic title, presumably comparable to Egypt’s Pharaoh or Ptolemy;⁵⁰³ Pliny claims that this name was passed on to each queen (“through a succession of queens for many years,” Nat. 6.186).⁵⁰⁴ Although Greek and Roman authors thought it a proper name, it is a Meroitic construction, kdke or ktke, from “woman” (kd) and the titular suffix –ke.⁵⁰⁵ Historically, we know of several Candaces from the late first century BCE to the mid-first century CE; the title seems to stop in the mid-first century CE.⁵⁰⁶ This observation could suggest that Luke’s source predates that time and the time of Luke’s own writing, though we dare not infer too much from it (since Greco-Roman writers later than he continued to employ the title).

	Because the kings were considered sons of the sun god (similar to ancient Egypt’s pharaohs), Bion of Soli claims that they did not specify their fathers, but only their mothers, the mother of each king being called the Candace (Aethiopica 1).⁵⁰⁷ Because of the king’s holiness, it was thought, the queen was then left with tasks of secular administration.⁵⁰⁸ Nero’s scouting expedition claimed that a queen ruled Meroë.⁵⁰⁹ As late as Eusebius, the Roman Empire believed that queens ruled in Meroë (Euseb. H.E. 2.1.13).⁵¹⁰

	Though not entirely accurate, Greco-Roman conceptions of this queen were close enough for ordinary purposes.⁵¹¹ Nubian society was not matriarchal, but its queens were wealthy and did exercise significant power, sometimes as regents for sons.⁵¹² One scholar argues that “Candace” appears to have been “a corruption of a Meroitic title (kdke) which was borne by all the royal consorts or queen-mothers of Kush; it does not specify a queen regnant.”⁵¹³ From a minimalist perspective (that is, based on only the extant evidence and not inferences from it), though “at least five queens” reigned directly “during the latter centuries of the Kushite dynasty,” no two of these known queens are known to have “reigned in succession, and it is not certain that they bore the title kdke . . . ”⁵¹⁴

	Did Luke’s informant (again, possibly Philip) know the details of the Candace, or did he fill in this information relevant to the official’s position based on the popular Greco-Roman view of his era? “Candace” was the title by which she was known to the Greco-Roman world, and Adams concurs that it was apparently related to the indigenous Nubian title for all queens. Further, this eunuch could work for her without implying that no king held power at the same time.⁵¹⁵ Whether the queen would have her own wealth and her own treasurer is a subject meriting further exploration, but we need not rule it out a priori; there can be no question that the queen mothers in this period held significant political power.⁵¹⁶ Even at this point, where we could most readily forgive Luke if he (like some other historians) were slightly confused, his sparse report does not clearly conflict with certainly known facts.

	Still, it is not impossible that this Candace was also a queen regnant. Although some have suggested that a Candace named Amanitare (25–41 CE) ruled in this period, the newer chronology identifies a different queen for this period, for whom the particular title Candace is not yet attested. She may well have born this title (alongside a name, like other Candaces), or Luke may simply employ the title familiar to a Greco-Roman audience (or to his source); as noted above, the wife or mother of any king could bear the title. We know of four queen mothers who actually ruled (holding the title qore, “ruler”) in this period, the last being Queen Nawidemak, ruling in the first half of the first century CE. The Candace here could thus possibly be Queen Nawidemak, who is attested as qore, hence ruled Nubia.⁵¹⁷

	
 

	Mediterranean Perspectives on Candace

	
 

	For Luke’s audience, this queen unquestionably held high status. Although Roman sources claimed that Augustus defeated the Candace’s troops, the concessions he granted her suggest that this is one of the empty claims to victory so common among losers’ boasts in antiquity. Likewise, as Snowden observes, Meroë’s own reliefs and other evidence could suggest a Meroitic victory.⁵¹⁸ Rome continued diplomatic relations with Meroë, working together in the time of Nero⁵¹⁹ and even in later times after the kingdom’s strength vis-à-vis Axum was waning.⁵²⁰

	Even novelists knew of the Candace, and seem to have preferred alliances with Ethiopian queens to battling them.⁵²¹ In a work praising Alexander, a novelist portrays the Candace as extremely tall, looking like “a demigod”; she proves smarter than Alexander and freely tells him so (Ps.-Callisth. Alex. 3.22).⁵²² Greek and Latin sources tend not to describe the Candace’s color, since it may be assumed from her being Ethiopian;⁵²³ but it is certainly only some of the later European romances that portray her as European.⁵²⁴ Another Greek novel, set in the Persian period, makes Ethiopia’s queen, Persinna, the priestess of the Moon (Heliodorus Eth. 10.4) and attributes to her a revelatory dream (10.3), though like all women, she was barred from attending special sacrifices lest she accidentally defile them (10.4). The story’s heroine, her daughter, is nearest to the throne for succession (10.12, 15). Luke shows little interest in such novelistic expansions, but his more modest assumption of a wealthy and powerful queen is accurate.

	
 

	The Official’s Communication with Philip

	
 

	That the official is reading (or perhaps has another reading to him, especially given likely bumps in the road) an Isaiah scroll, or can converse with Philip, is not implausible. Meroë had its own language, with (by this period) an alphabetic script,⁵²⁵ but we cannot expect Philip to have acquaintance with that language. If Philip was primarily Greek-speaking (cf. Acts 6:1–5), how could he talk with the Ethiopian or understand that he was reading from Isaiah? It is possible that Philip could have known enough Hebrew to recognize a Scripture text, but we need not suppose that this Nubian God-fearer reads Hebrew poetry as well as converses with Philip in (presumably) Greek.⁵²⁶ There is no question that the Septuagint was widely available in Alexandria (and probably in Jerusalem as well), and that is the version Luke quotes (though the version we might expect Luke to quote in any case).

	Luke’s Greek audience would know that Ethiopians were not normally among Greek-speaking peoples (cf. Acts 2:10; Sib. Or. 3.516). Yet no person of means would come from Ethiopia to Jerusalem without either a translator or some knowledge of language; in this case, the latter situation is far more probable. As a presumably educated member of the Nubian elite and one perhaps involved in discussing trade, this treasurer would likely speak several languages, including those relevant for trade ties with places like Greek-speaking Alexandria in Egypt to Meroë’s north. Greek appears in Nubian inscriptions, including one mentioning the queen in 13 BCE.⁵²⁷ Coins from nearby Axum, dated before Ezana’s conversion (in the early fourth century), use Greek inscriptions as well as a Roman design and gold standard.⁵²⁸ An earlier king of Meroë appearing in Greek sources is said to have had a Greek education, which suggests one or more teachers of Greek there.⁵²⁹ Certainly knowledge of Greek would have been essential in relations with Ptolemaic Egypt;⁵³⁰ likewise in this period, the ruling elite in Egypt, as in much of the eastern empire, continued to speak Greek.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Various factors support Luke’s dependence on prior tradition. One is that whereas Luke’s brief information about Nubia comports with known historical data, he lacks the fictitious elaboration characteristic of most fictitious and speculative sources. This difference also suggests that Luke’s source, however limited, may reflect a genuine historical encounter between Jewish and Nubian culture. Correspondences with genuine information also appear in novels, but they (and sometimes historical works citing misinformation) also include fictitious elements (usually abundantly). While the present state of research does not prove that some of Luke’s details (such as a current “Kandake” having her own treasurer) will never be open to question, even those details do not differ substantially from what we find in basically accurate portrayals in contemporary historical works. Luke lacks interest in fictitious elaboration about the official’s homeland (on account of which he lacks even the inadvertent fictitious elements often found in histories).

	While such correspondences and lack of elaboration do not prove that Luke has a source, they do show that his interest is more in recounting prior information than in adding the “exotic” developments characteristic of novels. That is to say, at the least, Pervo’s suggestion of Luke’s novelistic interest in the account is at this point misplaced.
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	6

	.

	34

	.

	169

	; beyond Meroë, all were cave-dwellers (

	6

	.

	35

	.

	189

	). In Pliny Nat.

	5

	.

	5

	.

	34

	, cave-dwellers lived seven days to the southwest of Libyan desert-dwellers who built houses of salt; Rome’s only contact with the cave-dwellers was carbuncle imported through Ethiopia. Reports of “cave-dwellers” might confuse the “Ethiopian” Trogodytae with northern Troglodytae, or cave-dwellers (Morkot, “Trogodytae”).

	
 

	452 

	. Beyond Meroë, Philostratus Vit. Apoll.

	6

	.

	25

	lists nomadic Ethiopians (living in wagons!), elephant-hunters, cannibals, and pygmies; plus people who were “shadow-footed”; nevertheless, the travelers found hospitality in a village there (

	6

	.

	27

	).

	
 

	453 

	. Some ideas, like a ruling dog, may have grown from outsiders’ views of sacred totems, but plainly Pliny’s sources are not accurate at these points.
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	. E.g., Silius Italicus

	3

	.

	332–34

	; Seneca Troj.
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	. For the question of their actual existence, see Sobol, Amazons,

	113–47

	, doubting that historicity can be proved either way (

	147

	).

	
 

	479 

	. E.g., Herodotus

	4

	.

	111–17

	.

	
 

	480 

	. Xenophon Anab.

	4

	.

	4

	.

	16

	(the weapons are not all that distinctive).

	
 

	481 

	. Appian Hist. rom.

	12

	.

	15

	.

	103

	. Since local language was presumably translated into Greek and Latin, the “Amazons” may be the translators’ idea.

	
 

	482 

	. Strabo

	11

	.

	5

	.

	1

	,

	4

	.

	
 

	483 

	. Arrian Alex.

	4

	.

	15

	.

	4

	. Some claim that the Amazon queen came to meet Alexander (Diodorus Siculus

	17

	.

	77

	.

	1

	; uncertainly, Plutarch Alex.

	46

	.

	1–2

	), or sent tribute (Ps.-Callisth. Alex.

	3

	.

	26

	, an unreliable source). In Pesiq. Rab Kah.

	9

	:

	1

	, a place inhabited only by women, possibly in Africa, dissuades Alexander from warring with them.
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	Were Troops Really Stationed in Caesarea During Agrippa’s Rule?

	⁵³¹ 

	
 

	Some scholars doubt that Roman soldiers would have been stationed in Caesarea at the time Luke describes in Acts 10 , hence are skeptical of Luke’s reliability on this matter. The prestigious commentary of Ernst Haenchen, followed by some other scholars, suggests that no Roman soldiers would have lived there during Agrippa’s rule (from 41 to 44 CE), and that the event Luke describes must have occurred in that period. ⁵³² Roman legions certainly did not exist in Palestine during this period, but if he means that no gentile auxiliaries were stationed there (under Agrippa’s authority), his claim would be remarkable, for such a supposition flies in the face of explicit contrary evidence from Josephus, a military writer who was alive and present in the period described.

	Three responses seem appropriate: first, does the Cornelius narrative occur during Agrippa’s reign? (It may, but need not, have done so.) Second, what was the military presence in Caesarea at the time? Josephus explicitly refers to auxiliaries of the Roman army in Caesarea during this period. Third, some argue that Cornelius was retired anyway. Of these arguments, the most important is the second from Josephus. Ultimately, Luke’s report of Roman soldiers in Caesarea is not historically problematic. Indeed, it is the one place in Judea where one would expect to find them, apart from the cohort in Jerusalem.

	
 

	During Agrippa’s Rule?

	
 

	Agrippa’s rule is mentioned in Acts 12:1–23, so it appears that Luke’s story does not follow Agrippa’s death. But this conclusion need not invariably follow (probable as it is); Luke could have moved a later story earlier in his narration⁵³³ (so that Peter’s gentile mission, and Jerusalem’s approval, precedes the gentile ministry of the anonymous believers of 11:20). Peter’s “tour” of coastal cities (starting in 9:32) occurs only after his return to Jerusalem (8:25), and in 12:17 he left for “another place.” Thus some suggest that “the cohors Italica may have come in with the reconstitution of the province in 44,” and the story may be dated to that time.⁵³⁴

	Yet the gentile mission should have been well under way in Antioch by then, and not merely beginning; thus another alternative seems likelier, and is plausible given a Pauline chronology that is (in my opinion appropriately) lower than usual: the events here might occur before Agrippa’s rule began in 41 CE.⁵³⁵ Nothing in Luke’s narration would preclude this option even if his sequence were strictly chronological here; Agrippa does not appear before Acts 12:1, and Luke offers no indication of the chronological distance between the present events and those of Acts 12.

	In either case, we do not need to believe that Luke’s narration is strictly chronological here. Chronology was important to history and, where possible, to some other genres.⁵³⁶ Sometimes, however, it was not possible or desirable. Military historians like Polybius and Thucydides could provide careful chronology because they or their sources had annals or notes available;⁵³⁷ the same was not true when one’s sources depended on oral recollections.⁵³⁸ Thus, for example, Seneca the Elder promises to recall events of the past so long as he need not do so in sequence;⁵³⁹ Papias reports that Mark recounted Peter’s reports, but not in order.⁵⁴⁰ Biographies (like Luke’s first volume) were even less constrained by chronology than history was;⁵⁴¹ having surveyed Augustus’s life, Suetonius promises, “I shall now take up its various phases one by one, not in chronological order, but by classes, to make the account clearer and more intelligible.”⁵⁴² Even in historiography, when using episodic narrative “woven . . . around the impact of a personality,” a topical arrangement was appropriate.⁵⁴³

	Sometimes historiography also required one to backtrack or advance into the future, to keep to a train of thought or geographical region. Thus Josephus sometimes follows a topic explicitly out of chronological sequence (Josephus Ant. 18.194); at other times he does so without explicitly informing readers.⁵⁴⁴ Dionysius of Halicarnassus complains that Thucydides’s chronological style breaks up his flow of thought and obscures his narrative, whereas Herodotus more naturally follows the flow of events.⁵⁴⁵ Only if one specified chronology (and in the process contradicted other historical sources) did one open oneself for criticism.⁵⁴⁶

	Acts generally develops chronologically, but there are likely exceptions. For example, because Luke follows Peter from 9:32—11:18, then returns to the Hellenist summary of 8:1 in 11:19, his arrangement in 11:19–30 is as much topical (and somewhat geographic) as chronological (a tension all ancient historians had to straddle). Because Luke lacks clear chronological markers at this point, however (except that this evangelism began between Stephen’s death and Agrippa I’s persecution), we cannot say whether disciples in Antioch, like Philip, may have preceded Peter’s ministry to Cornelius’s household.⁵⁴⁷ For Luke, it was important that theologically Peter’s activity took precedence, so this may be why the Cornelius story appears before this summary.⁵⁴⁸ Because 11:19–30 interrupts Petrine material in 9:32—12:24, yet remains sketchy, Luke may have different sources and not know their relative chronology. While I am inclined to think that the Cornelius narrative historically preceded the movement in Antioch, my point is that clear chronology is lacking.

	Yet even if we assume neither alternative, deciding that the narrative occurs during Agrippa’s reign, and even if that meant that he had his own Jewish soldiers in Caesarea, the area would retain many former soldiers who were from the area or who had settled there. We know that gentile soldiers lived in Caesarea then as they did afterward.

	
 

	Soldiers in Caesarea

	
 

	Literary evidence indicates that in most of the early first century Caesarea held a cavalry unit and five infantry cohorts of auxiliaries; archaeological evidence also attests an increasing Roman presence and influence.⁵⁴⁹

	Soldiers were certainly stationed there after this period. During the later governorship of Felix, Jews provoked Syrians in Caesarea (Josephus Ant. 20.175). The Syrians had less wealth than Jews there, but counted on connections with the soldiers stationed there, most of whom were from either Caesarea or Sebaste (20.176). Conflict escalated, and when the Jewish side refused to desist, Felix set his soldiers against the crowd, and let them plunder the homes of well-to-do Jewish citizens (20.177). In times of conflict the Roman auxiliaries in Caesarea, who were mainly Syrian, would side with the local Syrians against the Jews (War 2.266–68).⁵⁵⁰ From this we may gather that, within a few decades of Cornelius’s encounter with Peter, the majority of the gentile soldiers in Caesarea were anti-Jewish, or at least would prove pro-Syrian if a conflict between the two groups arose. They also had local ties.

	Most relevantly, an explicit passage in Josephus describes gentile soldiers already stationed in Caesarea at the close of Agrippa’s rule.⁵⁵¹ Many soldiers in Caesarea and Sebaste during Agrippa’s time hated Agrippa; they were nearly relocated after his death, but were allowed to remain, being very attached to the locale. Caesarea and Sebaste ungratefully rejoiced at Agrippa I’s death (Josephus Ant. 19.356); the numerous soldiers there went to his house and carried out images of his daughters, which they then abused on top of brothel-houses (Ant. 19.357).

	The emperor Claudius was angry about this report (19.361), and ordered Fadus to go there and punish Caesarea and Sebaste for their insults both to the deceased Agrippa and to his living daughters (19.363). He then ordered that the soldiers in Caesarea and Sebaste be removed to Pontus, being replaced by Roman legionaries stationed in Syria (19.364). Nevertheless, these soldiers managed to persuade the emperor to allow them to stay; Josephus concludes that these same soldiers later led to disasters for his people (19.365).⁵⁵²

	As Josephus’s narrative suggests, soldiers often became attached to local areas. By the second century, soldiers were usually recruited locally and stationed in a single location;⁵⁵³ such stability was less characteristic in the first century but more common than in earlier times. Military camps were often closely connected with their locales. In peacetime, soldiers could function as builders and engineers. Some of these projects were solely for their own benefit⁵⁵⁴ but others (like bridges and roads) would ultimately generate more civilian use.⁵⁵⁵ Rome also used military engineers and soldiers to help local public projects.⁵⁵⁶ Localities helped supply army camps, in turn helping to stimulate local economies.⁵⁵⁷ Temporary settlements (canabae) often grew around army camps, including merchants, artisans, and concubines who often bore children to the soldiers.⁵⁵⁸ It appears that the soldiers stationed in Caesarea felt at home there and wished to remain there.

	It is virtually impossible lexically to deny that Josephus refers to soldiers in Caesarea during this time.⁵⁵⁹ Even if we were to argue that the anger of these soldiers stemmed from Agrippa removing them from active service (which the text does not indicate),⁵⁶⁰ they would be soldiers nonetheless (we cannot allow Josephus to employ that language and then forbid it to Luke).⁵⁶¹

	
 

	Cornelius’s local connections

	
 

	From Josephus’s account we learn that the soldiers stationed in Caesarea felt very attached to the locale; although the climate was pleasant, we may surmise that many were recruits from this area, or had entered into unions with local women. Granted, these relationships were not officially legal, but they connected soldiers to local areas and encouraged many to retire there. Roman law from Augustus onward prohibited soldiers from marrying, and Roman camps lacked domiciles for wives; any children born to their unions with local concubines were thus counted illegitimate and not Roman citizens.⁵⁶² It is even possible that any marriage that did exist at enlistment was dissolved.⁵⁶³ The military did not need to take local attachments into account when transferring troops, although this transfer became less common in later times.⁵⁶⁴

	Nevertheless, avoiding local ties was difficult in practice. In this period soldiers normally served a minimum of twenty years, often from roughly ages 17 to 37. (The period was later extended to 25 years under Hadrian.)⁵⁶⁵ Centurions sometimes chose to stay longer, as career soldiers.⁵⁶⁶ Granted, because centurions were “often transferred from one legion to another,”⁵⁶⁷ forming long-term local relationships might be more difficult for them than for others.

	Official policy against local marriages was rarely enforced. Soldiers formed marital unions with provincials, which the women often found economically suitable.⁵⁶⁸ Such unions could include “dowries from their wives’ parents.”⁵⁶⁹ Many soldiers probably considered themselves married, regardless of official rules, especially as legions became increasingly stationary in later times.⁵⁷⁰ Tariff lists reveal that the authorities knew that soldiers and sailors had attachments to local women.⁵⁷¹ Concubinage was unofficially permitted, and even a general could set the same example (Suet. Vesp. 3).⁵⁷² Legionaries in Cologne married locals (Tac. Hist. 4.65).⁵⁷³

	These unions lacked some securities that legal Roman marriage would have protected.⁵⁷⁴ Once they were discharged, however, their children were sometimes or perhaps even often retroactively legitimated as a reward to the soldiers, provided each soldier sought it for the children of no more than one concubine.⁵⁷⁵ Claudius made the same grant to soldiers who had served 25 years or more.⁵⁷⁶

	Roman law later noted that emperors typically allowed veterans to legally marry foreigners, counting (subsequent) offspring as Romans (Gaius Inst. 1.57). But what of offspring born during one’s term of service in the provinces? Even in earlier times, generals sometimes pardoned soldiers who stole away from camp nocturnally because of romance.⁵⁷⁷ In the late second century, Severus granted soldiers “the right to live at home with their wives,” legally ratifying a widespread existing situation but further weakening traditional military discipline.⁵⁷⁸

	Roman law did recognize concubinage, but the loss of rank incurred by the woman generally led men to seek concubines of lower rank.⁵⁷⁹ Concubinage as a substitute for marriage was common in the early empire,⁵⁸⁰ and perhaps especially dominant among slaves and freedpersons.⁵⁸¹ A man could legally hold only one concubine, however, and not concurrently with a wife.⁵⁸² Roman law recognized concubinage, provided one had only one (and also not be married at the same time).⁵⁸³ In these circumstances, the children were related to the mother but not legally related to father, though he could bequeath to them property provided it did not infringe on the rights of legitimate heirs.⁵⁸⁴ The offspring’s lack of claim on an estate sometimes made concubinage preferable to a second marriage for a man with heirs.⁵⁸⁵

	Auxiliaries like Cornelius, many of whom served near their homes (see discussion above), may not have faced the same restrictions as legionaries. “Senior officers and auxilia” could live with their wives before the time of Severus.⁵⁸⁶ Auxiliaries were normally not Roman citizens before the time of their discharge, limiting the effects of Roman concerns about the children’s status, though Cornelius’s name might suggest that he was a Roman citizen.

	How relevant all of this is to Cornelius’s “household” (Acts 10:2) is unclear, since Luke does not specify whom it includes (cf. the servants in 10:7).⁵⁸⁷ It does illustrate, however, that local ties were quite common. Thus some retired soldiers and local recruits would have likely chosen to remain on in Caesarea.

	
 

	A retired soldier?

	
 

	Even if the events occurred in 41–44 CE, and even if we (against the evidence of Josephus) deny the possibility of active gentile soldiers residing there in that period, Cornelius could be a retired soldier (who may have served in the region) who settled in Caesarea, as his own home (perhaps in Caesarea rather than an adjoining camp) and the presence of family might possibly suggest (see comments above). Romans had traditionally provided land grants for veterans (sometimes—especially in earlier times—in a colony; but sometimes on their own).⁵⁸⁸ Although land grants were not systematic, they continued until the second century CE.⁵⁸⁹ By this period cash gifts appear more common than land grants (at least for common soldiers); but soldiers in any case usually preferred to settle “near their last camp” rather than in a veteran colony.⁵⁹⁰ Centurions became members of the equestrian order when they retired, which could further explain Cornelius’s prominence here.⁵⁹¹ Although veterans could choose to remain as reservists⁵⁹² and Rome would recall veterans to war in emergency situations (like the civil wars of the first century BCE), they normally spent their retirement in peace (Cic. Phil. 5.16.44).

	In view of his access to a soldier in 10:7, I am inclined to think that Luke does not envision Cornelius as retired, unless (as is possible) this soldier is also retired, or Cornelius hired him as a part-time worker; but one could argue that Luke’s sources reflect a retired centurion. Some have even argued, on the grounds that Archelaus’s and Agrippa’s auxiliaries both passed into Roman service (in 6 and 44 CE, respectively; cf. Josephus Ant. 19.364–65), that Cornelius belonged to an auxiliary unit later absorbed into Roman service and attached to the Italian cohort in Syria.⁵⁹³ (Nevertheless, if so, I would argue from Ant. 19.356–65 that these units already consisted of gentiles.)⁵⁹⁴

	While on the whole I think it likelier that Cornelius remains in active duty, the possibility that he was retired would allow us to accept Luke’s report of a gentile soldier converted even if the events occurred during Agrippa’s reign and he used only Jewish soldiers. If Agrippa temporarily supplanted the local Syrian soldiers with his own Jewish soldiers, a semi-retired state would be possible. But in the final analysis, these approaches merely illustrate that Haenchen’s position cannot be supported from any angle. The explicit presence of auxiliaries in Caesarea even during the reign of Agrippa makes clear that there is no reason to question Luke’s claim. Whether the gentile was ethnically Roman (a matter Luke does not explicitly address, though the name may imply citizenship by whatever means it had been acquired) is a separate question, but gentile auxiliaries clearly lived in Caesarea in this period.⁵⁹⁵

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	None of the evidence available undercuts Luke’s portrait of a gentile centurion becoming a Christian in the early days of Christianity. Cornelius could have been retired; could have converted after or (more likely) before Agrippa’s reign; or, for that matter, could have been converted during his reign. Josephus is clear that gentile soldiers existed in Caesarea during the reign of Herod Agrippa I.

	
 

	
 

	

	
 

	531 

	. From Craig S. Keener, “Acts

	10

	: Were Troops Stationed in Caesarea During Agrippa’s Rule?” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism

	7

	(

	2010

	):

	164–76

	. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix.

	
 

	532 

	. Haenchen, Acts,

	360

	; cf. Conzelmann, Acts,

	81

	. Perhaps Haenchen excludes only legionaries rather than auxiliaries, hence cohorts of Roman citizens rather than noncitizens; but it is difficult to see how such a claim would call Luke’s narrative into question. They were likely auxiliaries even before and after Agrippa’s rule.

	
 

	533 

	. Conzelmann, Acts,

	81

	, notes that the dating is not certain and that Luke could have transferred it from a different time.

	
 

	534 

	. Smallwood, Jews,

	147

	n

	13

	.

	
 

	535 

	. With e.g., Levinskaya, “Cohort,”

	106

	; Bruce, Acts

	¹

	,

	215

	; Munck, Acts,

	92

	; Le Cornu, Acts,

	820

	.

	
 

	536 

	. In general, see Rhet. Her.

	1

	.

	9

	.

	15

	. An author, if following other than a chronological outline of material, may need to justify why he has arranged it as he has (Vitruvius Arch.

	2

	.

	1

	.

	8

	).

	
 

	537 

	. E.g., Thucydides

	2

	.

	1

	.

	1

	;

	5

	.

	26

	.

	1

	. For one’s personal notes or diaries in the Roman tradition of the commentarius, see Rebenich, “Historical Prose,”

	313–14

	; Pelling, “Commentarii.” Commentarii were originally minutes of civic authorities or councils, normally in a series, but by the late Republic included lecture notes, speech drafts, etc. (Rüpke, “Commentarii,”

	628

	), and personal or business diaries (Rüpke, “Ephemeris”). Others filled notebooks with their thoughts (Pliny Ep.

	1

	.

	6

	.

	1

	,

	3

	).

	
 

	538 

	. Even in oral performance of standard stories, performers often can rearrange the sequence (Eddy and Boyd, Legend,

	433–35

	). For weaknesses in chronology, see e.g., Sallust’s historical monographs (Laistner, Historians,

	58–59

	); different reckoning methods in Livy’s sources confused his chronology (Laistner, Historians,

	94–95

	).

	
 

	539 

	. Seneca the Elder Controv.

	1

	.pref.

	4

	.

	
 

	540 

	. Eusebius Hist. eccl.

	3

	.

	39

	(although it is possible that he means simply rhetorical order). Early Judaism also recognized the need to rechronologize some Old Testament accounts; see

	4

	Q

	158

	; Wise, “Introduction to

	4

	Q

	158

	.”

	
 

	541 

	. Ancient biographies were not expected to be in chronological order (Görgemanns, “Biography”; Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth, 119–21

	).

	
 

	542 

	. Aug.

	9

	(LCL

	1

	:

	133

	). For Suetonius’s thematic approach, see also Matthews, “Emperor and Historians,”

	292

	.

	
 

	543 

	. Hemer, Acts in History,

	74

	.

	
 

	544 

	. For example, he narrates an event from

	33–34

	CE in Ant.

	18

	.

	106

	; yet he has noted Pilate’s later recall (

	36

	CE) already in

	18

	.

	89

	.

	
 

	545 

	. Dionysius of Halicarnassus Pomp.

	3

	. Thucydides went so far as to divide his narrative by summers and winters, distorting continuity so inappropriately that later historians avoided this method (Dionysius of Halicarnassus Thuc.

	9

	; LCL

	1

	:

	485

	n

	8

	mentions one partial exception).

	
 

	546 

	. See Suetonius’s criticism of Pliny in Cal.

	8

	.

	3

	. Later rabbis doubted that the Torah was chronologically arranged (originally to resolve potential contradictions; see Kaunfer and Kaunfer, “Time and Torah”).

	
 

	547 

	. E.g., Bruce, Peter,

	26–27

	; Witherington, Acts,

	368

	. Many attribute the specific arrangement of the accounts to distinct sources, which is plausible though not certain. The objection to a source that Luke fails to display sufficient concrete material (Conzelmann, Acts,

	87

	) is not compelling in view of his limited space, but oral tradition does seem most likely here (Barrett, Acts,

	52–53

	).

	
 

	548 

	. If it preceded Antioch’s gentile mission historically, this would help explain the lack of reported resistance to the latter (Gaventa, Acts,

	177

	); but Antioch’s great distance might also help account for this.

	
 

	549 

	. For Roman-style artwork in the Herodian period, see Ovadiah, “Pavements”; cf. a Roman villa even in the countryside (though in the late second century; Edelstein, “Villa”).

	
 

	550 

	. Josephus estimated that Syrians in Caesarea massacred

	20

	,

	000

	Jews in a single hour in

	66

	CE (War

	2

	.

	457

	), provoking Jewish slaughter of Syrians elsewhere (

	2

	.

	458

	). Although there is some evidence for some Jewish auxiliaries under Rome (cf. Josephus Ant.

	15

	.

	317

	;

	18

	.

	84

	; CPJ

	2

	, §

	229

	), other sources seem to support their more common exemption; see evidence in Kraft, “Judaism on Scene,”

	86–87. Syrian recruits were sometimes considered the least disciplined and most discontent and prone to mutiny (Fronto Pr. Hist.

	12

	).

	
 

	551 

	. Speidel, “Army,” argues for Roman soldiers in Judea even in

	41–44

	(so Levinskaya, “Cohort,”

	106–7

	).

	
 

	552 

	. Given the dates, it is unlikely that many of these soldiers would remain active during the Judean war just over two decades later, the years of service normally being twenty (Friedländer, Life,

	1

	:

	192

	; Stevenson, “Army,”

	227

	). But the same sentiments would have been passed down to newer recruits.

	
 

	553 

	. Campbell, Army,

	212

	.

	
 

	554 

	. Campbell, Army,

	120–21

	(noting that they had to built their own fortresses, water supplies, and so forth).

	
 

	555 

	. Campbell, Army,

	121

	. They could also sell their products locally.

	
 

	556 

	. Campbell, Army,

	121

	.

	
 

	557 

	. Campbell, Army,

	140

	.

	
 

	558 

	. Campbell, Army,

	141

	(noting that the camp commander decided the location of the canabae, whether a mile distant or directly beside the camp).

	
 

	559 

	. Josephus Ant.

	19

	.

	357

	employs strateuomenoi, a verb that BDAG defines as “do military service, serve in the army” (or “to engage in a conflict”). Josephus employs the verb

	143

	times, normally in military contexts. More clearly still, it is the military cohorts (speiras, to be replaced by legionary stratiôtas,

	364

	) stationed in these cities who are nearly moved (

	19

	.

	364–65

	).

	
 

	560 

	. The proposal would be unlikely in any case. The emperor forced Agrippa to desist from expanding Jerusalem’s city wall, out of concern for preventing accumulation of independent power (Josephus Ant.

	19

	.

	326–27

	; War

	5

	.

	152

	). The emperor surely would have allowed Agrippa his own elite guards, but to deactivate Rome’s auxiliaries (as opposed to allowing Rome to transfer them elsewhere) would be meddling in the affairs of the Syrian legate.

	
 

	561 

	. Nor can we easily attribute Josephus’s portrayal of gentile soldiers in Caesarea as due to his apologetic bias; why would he invent gentile soldiers who hated a Jewish king? If he was prone to inventing all such opposition, we could then explain away the entire local history of conflict by which he explains the subsequent war, an approach that is not plausible.

	
 

	562 

	. Stevenson, “Army,”

	227–28

	; Gardner, Women,

	58

	; O’Rourke, “Law,”

	181–82

	; Campbell, Army,

	151

	; for popular knowledge that marriage was not for soldiers, see e.g., Quintilian Decl.

	306

	.

	17

	. Over four thousand offspring of Roman soldiers with Spanish concubines in

	171

	BCE were counted illegitimate (Livy

	43

	.

	3

	.

	2

	). Thus even a high officer, at least in the more rigid past, might count it below his dignity to take for himself a female captive (Scipio the Elder

	2

	in Plutarch S. Rom., Mor.

	196

	B).

	
 

	563 

	. Jones, Empire,

	155–56

	.

	
 

	564 

	. Campbell, Army,

	152

	.

	
 

	565 

	. Friedländer, Life,

	1

	:

	192

	; Stevenson, “Army,”

	227

	(though noting that some complained they had been kept

	30–40

	years under Tiberius). In earlier times only

	16

	years were demanded (Polybius

	6

	.

	19

	.

	2

	), except in times of special danger (

	6

	.

	19

	.

	4

	); the early first-century figure was

	16

	years plus four “as reservists” (Thompson, “Military,”

	993–94

	; cf. gratuities in

	6

	CE for those with at least

	20

	years’ service in Res Gestae

	3

	.

	17

	). Mortality was high, probably most often from natural causes (on the latter, cf. Hope, “Trophies”); but it seems that the majority did survive (see Res Gestae

	1

	.

	3

	with the LCL note).

	
 

	566 

	. One had been in the army over

	36

	years in Caesar [or Hirtius] African War

	45

	.

	
 

	567 

	. Jones, “Army,”

	203

	. So also Stevenson, “Army,”

	226

	(but noting exceptions).

	
 

	568 

	. That soldiers had prostitutes and other women was public knowledge (see e.g., Höcker, “Prostitution,”

	60

	), requiring toll fees at customs stations (IGRR

	1

	.

	1183

	in Sherk, Empire,

	149

	, §

	106

	B).

	
 

	569 

	. Jones, Empire,

	156

	(the form often being “interest-free loans”).

	
 

	570 

	. Campbell, Army,

	152

	, noting military families “in nearby canabae or other settlements.” This would presumably already be true in places like Caesarea, where Josephus indicates the soldiers’ local attachments.

	
 

	571 

	. Lewis, Life,

	141

	(OGIS

	674

	= IGRR

	1

	.

	1183

	, from

	90

	CE).

	
 

	572 

	. Schiemann, “Concubinatus,”

	682

	. An officer praises Tiberius’s moderation in usually pretending not to see infractions (Velleius Paterculus

	2

	.

	114

	.

	3

	).

	
 

	573 

	. Epitaphs from Roman Algeria indicate that although soldiers (and other Romanized men) nearly always married Romanized local women in some areas, in other areas intermarriage with non-Romanized women was higher (

	13

	.

	2

	percent in the sample; Cherry, “Marriage”).

	
 

	574 

	. In the second century CE, soldiers could bequeath property, but only to those of their own nation (BGU

	5

	.

	34

	), and their children could inherit if they died intestate only if of the same nation (BGU

	5

	.

	35

	). Cf. Thompson, “Military,”

	994

	.

	
 

	575 

	. See B.G.U.

	140

	.

	10–33

	; ILS

	1986

	; CIL

	16

	.

	1

	,

	42

	; FIRA

	1

	.

	78

	; Sherk, Empire,

	154

	, §

	111

	; Gardner, Women,

	143

	; O’Rourke, “Law,”

	182

	. An auxiliary in

	131

	CE is happy with his daughter’s birth (B.G.U.

	1690

	); and Rome might grant an auxiliary centurion’s request for his daughter’s citizenship (Pliny Ep.

	10

	.

	107

	).

	
 

	576 

	. See Llewelyn, Documents,

	6

	, §

	19

	, p.

	148

	.

	
 

	577 

	. Fabius Maximus

	4

	in Plutarch S. Rom., Mor.

	195

	EF.

	
 

	578 

	. Herodian

	3

	.

	8

	.

	5

	(LCL

	1

	:

	309

	).

	
 

	579 

	. Buckland, Roman Law,

	128

	.

	
 

	580 

	. Gardner, Women,

	57

	.

	
 

	581 

	. Gardner, Women,

	58

	(also noting that the men were more often the partners with higher status).

	
 

	582 

	. Buckland, Roman Law,

	128

	. Concubinage was prohibited during marriage (Paulus Sent.

	2

	, in Lefkowitz and Fant, Life,

	193

	, §

	196

	; cf. Gardner, Women,

	56–57

	); a married man’s concubine was considered dishonorable, at least traditionally (Aulus Gellius

	4

	.

	3

	.

	3

	).

	
 

	583 

	. Buckland, Roman Law,

	128

	. By contrast, royal houses of the east, especially Persian (Athenaeus Deipn.

	13

	.

	556

	b-

	557e) but occasionally Judean (Josephus Ant.

	13

	.

	380

	; War

	1

	.

	97

	; cf. War

	1

	.

	511

	; Jeremias, Jerusalem,

	90

	; but these were not positive examples), were known to have multiple concubines. Multiple concubines appear to be presupposed in Ps.-Phoc.

	181

	; the rabbis refer to concubinage, but in biblical times (Safrai, “Home,”

	748

	).

	
 

	584 

	. Buckland, Roman Law,

	129

	. Eventually sons in such unions, by entering the military, could receive “rights of succession” (

	129

	).

	
 

	585 

	. Harrell, Divorce,

	30–31

	.

	
 

	586 

	. C. R. Whittaker in Herodian LCL

	1

	:

	309

	n

	5

	.

	
 

	587 

	. Older debates about infant baptism in the passage are thus a moot point; we cannot know whether Cornelius’s household included infants.

	
 

	588 

	. C. Williams, Acts,

	134

	; Barrett, Acts,

	499

	; Dunn, Acts,

	135

	; on land grants for veterans, see Keener, Acts,

	3

	:

	2484–86

	(where I argue that the jailer is not likely a veteran).

	
 

	589 

	. Campbell, “Veterans.”

	
 

	590 

	. Thompson, “Military,”

	994

	(though noting on

	993

	that centurions often remained in the army for their entire lives); Campbell, Army,

	212

	. They do not seem to have been especially involved with local politics, and it is not clear to what extent they contributed to stimulating local economies or to Romanization (Campbell, Army,

	222–23

	).

	
 

	591 

	. Ferguson, Backgrounds,

	38

	; Stambaugh and Balch, Environment,

	34

	. This claim might refer particularly to legionary centurions.

	
 

	592 

	. Campbell, “Vexillum.” For calling up veterans in times of earlier, severe military crises, see Velleius Paterculus

	2

	.

	111

	.

	1

	;

	2

	.

	113

	.

	1

	; in the most severe emergency like Hannibal’s invasion fewer soldiers were mustered out or settled abroad (Velleius Paterculus

	1

	.

	15

	.

	1

	). Neither sort of situation would prove relevant to Cornelius in Caesarea at this date.

	
 

	593 

	. Witherington, Acts, 347

	(though allowing that the account may refer to

	39–40

	CE).

	
 

	594 

	. Jewish soldiers were rare in Roman armies (see Kraft, “Judaism on Scene,”

	86–87

	; Applebaum, “Legal Status,”

	458–60

	).

	
 

	595 

	. Various factors could explain Cornelius’s Roman name; perhaps the simplest is that legionary centurions were sometimes assigned to auxiliaries. In this period, even most legionaries in Syria were recruited from the region. See discussion in Keener, Acts,

	2

	:

	1739–42

	.

	

 

	7

	
 

	Dionysius or Stephanas

	
 

	Did Paul Reach Athenians?

	⁵⁹⁶ 

	
 

	In contrast to those who argue that 1 Corinthians 16 : 15 rules out the possibility of earlier converts in Athens, Athens was a “free city,” hence not officially part of the province of Achaia during this period.

	
 

	Paul in Athens

	
 

	Paul preached in Athens (1 Thess 3:1) and Luke explicitly claims that Paul won some converts of status (Acts 17:34). The Areopagus was Athens’ highest court,⁵⁹⁷ so Dionysius as an Areopagite⁵⁹⁸ was a prominent citizen. The Areopagus included about a hundred members⁵⁹⁹ (making Luke’s report of a small number of adherents among the hearers in 17:34 less implausible than some have supposed).⁶⁰⁰ Luke does not identify Damaris, but because Athens had a tradition of restricting women’s public roles, she probably holds some status; while it is unlikely that Athenians would have allowed a woman to sit as a judge on the Areopagus court, she may have been a philosopher, hence part of the group that accompanied Paul to the Areopagus from the marketplace (17:18–19).⁶⁰¹ While Luke is particularly ready to name converts of status (e.g., 13:12; 17:12), he mentions other converts as well (17:34).

	Whether these converts formed a church we cannot say for certain (some are doubtful);⁶⁰² though clearly one eventually formed there,⁶⁰³ it did not become a center of the Pauline mission as some other cities did. We have no extant letters to a church in Athens, but it would seem odd for Luke to preserve names if there were in fact no individual converts;⁶⁰⁴ he lacks traditions of many other cities or space for converts’ names there (e.g., 13:48–49; 14:1, 20, 23; 19:9–10; 20:17).

	
 

	Do Paul’s letters contradict converts in Athens?

	
 

	Despite Luke’s specificity in naming two converts, some argue against his claim of Athenian converts by highlighting instead a claim in one of Paul’s letters. In a letter to the capital of Achaia, Paul apparently claims that Achaia’s “first convert” is from their own city, Corinth (1 Cor 16:15).⁶⁰⁵ Against the value of this argument against Luke’s information, we might note that Paul speaks explicitly only of the first household conversion there,⁶⁰⁶ allowing for some scattered conversions earlier.⁶⁰⁷ Moreover, Paul seems to have forgotten others (1 Cor 1:14–16), and perhaps has reason only to count converts known in Corinth. Further, while Stephanas was known in Corinth, Paul does not actually specify whether he was originally from there or not (though other factors being equal, it seems more probable than not).

	More importantly, from the standpoint of Roman administration, Athens was one of a handful of “free cities” excluded from the province of Achaia until the time of Constantine I.⁶⁰⁸ One might informally include Athens in the Roman province of Achaia,⁶⁰⁹ but we cannot insist on it here. Paul often employs provincial titles, and his extended period of ministry in Corinth would certainly have made him aware of this distinction. Thus the claim that Corinth boasted Achaia’s first convert is irrelevant to the question of prior converts in Athens. It cannot be used to question Luke’s report that at least a few Athenians found Paul’s message persuasive.

	
 

	
 

	

	
 

	596 

	. From Craig S. Keener, “Note on Athens: Do

	1

	Corinthians

	16

	:

	15

	and Acts

	17

	:

	34

	Conflict?” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism

	7

	(

	2010

	):

	137–39

	. Reprinted by permission from Sheffield Phoenix.

	
 

	597 

	. For examples from the first century BCE to later in the Empire, see e.g., Cicero Fam.

	13

	.

	1

	.

	5

	; Att.

	5

	.

	11

	; IG

	2

	.

	2

	.

	3277

	(in Nero’s reign); Dio Chrysostom Or.

	50

	.

	2

	; Menander Rhetor

	2

	.

	3

	,

	385

	.

	12–13

	; Horsley, Documents,

	1

	, §

	31

	, p.

	82

	. See further Gill, “Achaia,”

	447

	.

	
 

	598 

	. A title for one of the judges in the Areopagus; see e.g., Lucian Anach.

	19

	; sources in BDAG. Such Areopagites were apparently well-to-do and of high status (e.g., Lucian Dial. Court.

	7

	[Musarium and her Mother ¶

	2

	],

	296–97

	).

	
 

	599 

	. Horsley, Documents

	1

	, §

	31

	, p.

	82

	. For its earlier, smaller putative origins, see Androtion Atthis

	2

	, frg.

	4

	a (in PG

	4

	.

	16

	).

	
 

	600 

	. We need not suppose that all members were always present; but members of a municipal elite frequently devoted their time to public life.

	
 

	601 

	. See Reimer, Women,

	247

	(for probable opposition to her, she cites Livy

	34

	.

	2

	.

	8–12

	). On women philosophers and public speech, see e.g., Keener, “Education,”

	752–58

	.

	
 

	602 

	. Dunn, Acts,

	238

	; Witherington, Acts,

	533

	.

	
 

	603 

	. Later another Dionysus, bishop of Corinth in

	170

	CE, encourages the Athenian church and preserves an earlier tradition that Dionysius the Areopagite was the first bishop (Eusebius Hist. eccl.

	3

	.

	4

	.

	10–11

	;

	4

	.

	23

	.

	3

	; Grant, Paul,

	57

	; cf. Bede Comm. Acts

	17

	.

	34

	); but this is the sort of tradition that could also have developed from Acts

	17

	:

	34

	. A church was named for him in Athens (Finegan, Apostles, 138

	); Aristides was a Christian apologist in Athens as early as

	125

	CE (Finegan, Apostles,

	140

	), and Athenagoras followed there later in the second century (

	142

	).

	
 

	604 

	. From the names Koester, Introduction,

	2

	:

	109

	, infers the founding of a church there (while regarding the speech as Luke’s composition).

	
 

	605 

	. Dunn, Acts,

	238

	; Pervo, Acts,

	442

	.

	
 

	606 

	. Thrall,

	2

	Corinthians,

	87

	; Witherington, Acts,

	533

	.

	
 

	607 

	. Paul’s “firstfruits of Achaia” may refer to the specific area around Corinth, to whom he is writing (Garland,

	1

	Corinthians,

	767

	).

	
 

	608 

	. Spawforth, “Achaia”; Olshausen, “Achaia,”

	80

	; on Athens as a “free” city, see also Pliny Nat.

	4

	.

	7

	.

	24

	. Sparta was another (Cartledge, Hodkinson, and Spawforth, “Sparta,”

	1432

	; Olshausen, “Achaia,”

	80

	). Athens also lay outside the Peloponnesus (Philostratus Vit. Apoll.

	8

	.

	15

	), but the Roman province of Achaia was broader than this location.

	
 

	609 

	. Cf. Pliny Ep.

	8

	.

	24

	.

	2–4

	.

	
 

	Part 2

	
 

	A Question of Context

	

 

	8

	
 

	Interethnic Marriages in Acts 7:29 and 16:1–3

	⁶¹⁰ 

	
 

	The Old Testament offers many more examples of interethnic marriage than the New Testament does. ⁶¹¹ Since many major figures of the New Testament were either unmarried (like John the Baptist, Jesus, and Paul) or married locally (like Peter), most of the New Testament examples are comments on Old Testament figures (e.g., Matt 1:3–6; Acts 7:29), though the New Testament offers an example of a mixed-race minister (Acts 16:1–3). My original article explored Matthew 1 as well as the passages in Acts; I have deleted that section here to maintain the present volume’s focus on Acts.

	For the sake of precision, I should point out that our source material in Scripture addresses marriages that were mostly “interethnic” rather than “interracial” in the common sense of the term in US history. It was primarily slavery that made “interracial” unions a problematic issue in US history;⁶¹² the traditional racial categories usually employed today (which do not even correspond precisely to complexion) arose through historical circumstances, not because of clear-cut biological or genetic boundaries.⁶¹³ The dominant ethnic division addressed in the New Testament is between Jew and gentile. How Scripture addresses this dominant division offers us models for crossing such barriers today. If God summons us to surmount a barrier that he himself established, how much more would he summon us to surmount all other barriers?

	Interethnic marriages in Scripture not only challenge traditional prejudices in many cultures, but also offer encouragement to those who are interethnically married. (For the sake of full disclosure: my wife, Dr. Médine Moussounga Keener, is black and from Congo-Brazzaville; I am white and from the United States.) Indeed, while all Christian marriage should especially reflect the relationship between Christ and the church, interethnic Christian marriage additionally should reflect the unity of believers across cultural and ethnic lines. Two passages in Acts alluding to interethnic marriages may fit this emphasis in the larger context of their writers’ themes.

	
 

	Moses’s Mixed Marriage (Acts 7:29)

	
 

	The context of a mention of Moses’s mixed children in Acts 7 is significant. Many scholars recognize that Stephen’s rehearsal of Israel’s history in Acts 7 “decentralizes” the holy land.⁶¹⁴ By showing that God can reveal himself anywhere, Stephen lays the theological groundwork for the gentile mission carried out by his colleagues Philip and the other Hellenist Christian workers. Stephen’s enemies have charged him with devaluing the temple, “this holy place” (6:13); Stephen shows from Scripture that even a place in the Egyptian wilderness can be holy if God is there (7:33).

	Stephen follows closely the verses in Exodus about Moses’s fellow-Israelites rejecting him, but then omits most details about Moses between his flight from Egypt and his revelation at Mount Sinai. One significant exception to these omissions appears in the brief summary that he “became the father of two sons” in Midian (7:29). Why would Stephen digress in his defense speech to emphasize this point? He introduces his mention of the sons with the term “where,” connecting the sons with the location Midian and gently recalling something for Moses that his contemporaries did not normally approve: marriage with gentiles. Moses had married a Midianite woman (Exod 2:21–22; cf. later his marriage to a Nubian in Num 12:1, if that woman is a different one).

	Both Moses’s interethnic union and the birth of his two sons in a foreign land are important to the narrative in Exodus. In contrast to traditional scholarly divisions of the Pentateuch into hypothetical sources, there is a clear narrative unity between Genesis and Exodus. Thus Moses, betrayed by his own people, abandoned his role as a prince of Egypt, married the daughter of a Midianite priest and named his first son for his foreign sojourn (Exod 2:22). Joseph, rejected by his brothers, married the daughter of an Egyptian priest and likewise named his first son for his foreign sojourn (41:51). As Moses had two sons (Exod 18:3, 6), so did Joseph (Gen 40:50; 46:27; 48:1, 9).⁶¹⁵

	Because Stephen follows the forensic convention of charging his accusers (cf. 7:51–53),⁶¹⁶ he foreshadows his denunciation of their rejection of Jesus by emphasizing how often God’s people had rejected his servants.⁶¹⁷ To this end, he highlights the examples of the rejected deliverers Joseph and Moses (7:9, 27, 35, 39), both of whom had to marry foreigners. Stephen’s “typology”—his recognition of a pattern in the lives of rejected deliverers⁶¹⁸—is not eisegesis. It develops a literary pattern already evident in our current form of the narratives of Genesis and Exodus, which compare and contrast Joseph and Moses:⁶¹⁹

	
 

	

	
		
				Joseph

				Moses

		

		
				His brothers sold him into slavery

				His family, who were slaves, rescued him from slavery

		

		
				Midianites sold Joseph into Egypt

				Midianites received Moses when he escaped Egypt

		

		
				Joseph became a “father” to Pharaoh (Gen 45 : 8 )

				Moses became a son to Pharaoh’s daughter

		

		
				In one day, Joseph was exalted from slavery, over Egypt

				Moses quickly lost his royalty in Egypt by identifying with slaves

		

		
				Joseph made all Egypt Pharaoh’s slaves ( 47 : 19 )

				Moses freed slaves; through him God judged Pharaoh’s power

		

		
				Joseph came from Jacob’s house to Egypt as a deliverer

				Moses came from Pharaoh’s house from Egypt as a deliverer

		

		
				Joseph’s God delivered Egypt in famine

				Moses’s God struck Egypt, including its productivity, with plagues

		

		
				Joseph, exiled in Egypt, married an Egyptian

				Moses, exiled from Egypt, married Midianite (and Cushite)

		

		
				Asenath’s father is priest of On

				Zipporah’s father is priest of Midian

		

		
				Asenath bore two initial sons

				Zipporah bore two initial sons

		

		
				The first son’s name reflected Joseph’s sojourn in a foreign land

				The first son’s name reflected Moses’s sojourn in a foreign land

		

		
				God raised Joseph up to bring Israel to Egypt

				God raised Moses up to bring Israel out of Egypt

		

		
				Joseph’s leadership was initially rejected by brothers

				Moses’s leadership was initially rejected by his people

		

	

	
 

	

	
 

	Joseph and Moses differ in many respects, but both became deliverers after being rejected by their own people whom they were called to deliver. Both also found refuge and welcome among foreign peoples (Joseph among Egyptians, eventually; Moses among Midianites). In both cases, this welcome included marriage into these foreign families, after being rejected among their people.

	Lest we suppose it a mere coincidence that the fathers-in-law of both Joseph and Moses were gentile priests, narratives in the Pentateuch show that even gentile priests could be impressed enough to glorify Israel’s God. Even if Genesis could not report the faith of Joseph’s father-in-law, another priest was available for the comparison:

	
 

	

	
		
				Melchizedek (Gen 14 )

				Jethro (Exod 18 )

		

		
				Priest of God Most High ( 14 : 18 )

				Priest of Midian ( 18 : 1 )

		

		
				Brought bread and wine ( 14 : 18 )

				Fellowship meal ( 18 : 12 )

		

		
				Blessed be God who helped you against your enemies ( 14 : 20 )

				Blessed be YHWH who saved you from your enemies ( 18 : 10 )

		

	

	
 

	

	
 

	The mention of gentile priests as the protagonists’ fathers-in-law thus fits a larger pattern in Genesis and Exodus, through which God’s servants become a light to other nations (cf. Gen 12:2–3). That Stephen makes some of these connections suggests that he observed this larger literary and theological picture. That Moses had two children in Midian, then, likely reflects an important point in Stephen’s message as well as in that of the narratives on which he draws. Interethnic unions underscored the point that God cared about all peoples. Indeed, two tribes of Israel (Manasseh and Ephraim) were products of an interethnic union, as were those Levites descended from Moses. God’s choice of Israel was never meant to exclude his concern for gentiles.

	Such a message would have been important for both Stephen and his peers. Stephen and the other “Hellenists” (6:1–5) may have had pure Jewish lineages genetically, but culturally they were products of two cultures. Because they could bridge cultures most readily, it was they, rather than the Twelve, who spearheaded the mission to Samaritans (8:4–13) and gentiles (8:26–40; 11:19–20), a mission already commanded by Jesus (1:8). When their own people rejected the message, they could, like the rejected leaders before them, preach to the gentiles (13:46; 18:6; 28:28). They may have identified in a special way with earlier biblical characters like these sons of Moses.

	
 

	A Mixed-Race Minister (Acts 16:1–3)

	
 

	In addressing Acts 16:1–3, we must explore how Timothy’s contemporaries would have viewed his ethnic status. To this end I digress to discuss ancient views about circumcision and Jewish identity.

	
 

	Timothy’s Situation

	
 

	Those who were products of two cultures typically offered the most ready bridge between those cultures, hence were strategically placed for ministry (note discussion of the Hellenists above). But what happens when one or both cultures despises interethnic unions and demands that the person identify with one culture or another? As the son of an interethnic union, Timothy was uniquely positioned for ministry; he in fact became Paul’s closest protégé (Rom 16:21; 1 Cor 4:17; 16:10; especially Phil 2:19–22). Nevertheless, his ministry would be questioned among Jewish hearers until his status as a Jew was official.

	Luke reports that Timothy’s mother was Jewish but his father was Greek (Acts 16:1), and the Jewish community in the region knew about his mixed origins (16:3). Although evidence suggests that his mother had raised him with an understanding of Scripture (2 Tim 1:5; 3:15), his father had apparently resisted allowing him to be circumcised (Acts 16:3).⁶²⁰ Many Greeks considered circumcision a cause for mockery⁶²¹ or sometimes even a form of mutilation.⁶²² Marriage to proselytes was not problematic,⁶²³ but Timothy’s lack of circumcision suggests that his father had not converted to Judaism.

	Timothy was probably from the small town of Lystra (Acts 16:1–2; 2 Tim 3:11), where we know of some intermarriages among different ethnic groups (especially Roman colonists or soldiers and indigenous residents).⁶²⁴ Because Luke normally clearly identifies proselytes, we should suppose that Timothy’s mother was Jewish by birth (so also 2 Tim 1:5). If both her parents were alive when she was given to a Greek in marriage (assuming this was her first marriage), the father was probably somewhat assimilated—which would not have commended the family to some other members of the Anatolian Jewish community.

	
 

	Views of Intermarriage

	
 

	Probably some Jewish people overlooked intermarriage⁶²⁵ (though perhaps more often for Jewish men, since they were most apt to control the faith of their offspring).⁶²⁶ Children of mixed unions may have seemed better than complete gentiles,⁶²⁷ and even some later rabbis excused Solomon’s abundant mixed marriages as a means to secure more proselytes.⁶²⁸ Jewish communities in Asia Minor may have been less rigorous than those in Judea,⁶²⁹ certainly in places like Phrygia.⁶³⁰ Still, most Asian Jews observed the Sabbath and food laws,⁶³¹ and circumcision of children would hardly have been less crucial.

	Despite some exceptions, for the most part Jewish people detested intermarriage with gentiles, simply varying in the degree of their hostility to it. It could hardly have been otherwise: Scripture normally prohibited it (Deut 7:3–4; Josh 23:12–13; Ezra 9:12, 14; 10:2, 10–11; Neh 10:30; cf. Gen 24:3, 37; 28:1; Num 25:1). (Scripture’s concern was not racial, but the danger of compromise with idolatry; cf. 1 Kgs 11:2, 4.)⁶³² Most first-century Jews thus insisted on marrying only other Jews, and Timothy’s father does not seem to have embraced Jewish belief in any case. Luke expresses no opposition to interethnic unions, as we have observed (Acts 7:29), but the interreligious marriage of Timothy’s parents could have been more problematic.

	Most Jewish sources strongly condemn religious intermarriage;⁶³³ marrying pagan women was viewed as a heinous offense.⁶³⁴ So thoroughgoing was this insistence that gentiles denounced it as an element of Jewish separatism.⁶³⁵ First Esdras 9:9 urges divorce as the divine solution to intermarriage. The Book of Jubilees goes so far as to decree death for a man who marries his daughter to a gentile; the daughter should also be burned.⁶³⁶ Even members of the hellenized Herodian aristocracy would allow a Jewish princess to marry a gentile king only if the latter (despite his royalty) were circumcised.⁶³⁷

	Various Jewish stories illustrate this hostility to intermarriage, especially where they seek to explain away elements of the biblical text itself. Rather than imagining that Judah actually allowed his firstborn to marry a Canaanite (as one might infer from Gen 38:6), a Jewish source claims that his wife (a Canaanite herself, Gen 38:2)⁶³⁸ arranged the marriage without his knowledge; he thus cursed her, so that she and her children died.⁶³⁹ Later rabbis denounced Esau’s marriage to gentiles and depicted judgment on Israelite women trying to seduce the Babylonian conquerors.⁶⁴⁰ One Qumran document opposes intermarriage;⁶⁴¹ more debatably, some suggest that this was a major agenda of Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities,⁶⁴² or even that Esther is omitted from among the Qumran community’s canon partly because her marriage to a gentile was so offensive.⁶⁴³

	Many who opposed mixed marriages most strictly also proved hostile to the offspring. Later rabbis viewed the children as either illegitimate or at least unable to marry other Jews.⁶⁴⁴ As noted above, one Jewish story depicted Judah cursing his gentile wife so that not only she but also her offspring died.⁶⁴⁵

	Most other peoples accepted interethnic marriages,⁶⁴⁶ while preferring children to be raised with the values of their own culture rather than the other’s.⁶⁴⁷ Nevertheless, some cities did not accept as citizens the offspring of unions with outsiders;⁶⁴⁸ when Greek states established treaties they sometimes specified that such offspring be treated as legitimate and as citizens.⁶⁴⁹ Roman law treated as legal Roman marriages only those contracted between Roman citizens or with special classes of people allowed to marry them.⁶⁵⁰ Some Romans worried that granting Roman citizenship too freely would lead to excessive intermarriage, degrading the Roman people.⁶⁵¹ For religious reasons, when Christians later gained political power, they sought to prevent further unions between Jews and Christians.⁶⁵²

	
 

	Timothy’s Status

	
 

	Scholars debate whether Timothy’s contemporaries would have viewed him as Jewish or gentile. Later rabbis portray as Jewish any son of a Jewish mother,⁶⁵³ and many scholars apply this information to Timothy.⁶⁵⁴ Others object that this Jewish tradition first appears over a century and a half after Timothy,⁶⁵⁵ and thus they argue that Timothy was viewed as a gentile.⁶⁵⁶ Those viewing Timothy as Jewish respond that the later Jewish sources simply confirm the picture of Timothy as Jewish in this passage.⁶⁵⁷ Although we do not have reason to believe that Timothy’s father was a Roman citizen,⁶⁵⁸ we may observe that Roman law assumed that children received the mother’s status in unions where both partners were not Roman citizens.⁶⁵⁹

	Nevertheless, Jewish people in this period probably had no universal standard from which to form a unanimous opinion on this question. Moreover, Timothy could hardly be accepted as properly Jewish without being circumcised first. Timothy was too gentile for Jews to accept him, whereas gentiles would regard a half-Jew practicing many Jewish customs as too Jewish.⁶⁶⁰

	Because Timothy’s ambiguous status could affect his ministry, Paul had him circumcised. In view of Paul’s vigorous arguments in the preceding chapter (Acts 15), Luke clearly does not envision theological reasons for this action; the point is apparently missionary strategy (cf. 1 Cor 9:19–23).⁶⁶¹ This passage suggests that while interethnic unions can form a bridge between cultures, in some cases they also must find creative ways to address the tension between those cultures. In Timothy’s case, he could minister more effectively in both communities by publicly embracing his Jewish identity than by maintaining an ambiguous status. That he joined Paul’s ministry among gentiles, however, suggests that he was able to continue to draw on both aspects of his own cultural heritage.

	
 

	The Wider Setting of Lukan and Pauline Perspectives

	
 

	In the Book of Acts, God’s Spirit thrusts the church beyond cultural boundaries to reach all peoples (Acts 1:8; 2:4–13; 8:29; 10:19–20; 11:12), and then empowers new believers from these other peoples as partners in the shared mission to reach the world (2:38–39; 8:15–17; 10:45–46; 19:6).⁶⁶² To prohibit table fellowship as equals is inimical to God’s work (11:3; cf. 16:34; 27:33–36; 28:7), equivalent to how Jesus’s critics acted (Luke 15:2).

	Luke’s perspective here is compatible with Paul’s. For Paul, the forbidden marriage boundary for believers is not ethnic gentiles (which many of Jesus’s followers today are) but unbelievers (1 Cor 7:39). This fits his larger emphasis on Jewish and gentile unity in Christ (e.g., Rom 1:16; 3:29; 9:24; 10:12; 15:7–9, 27; Gal 2:12–14).⁶⁶³

	Whereas ancient legal systems often had to address ethnically mixed marriages, the issue that concerns Paul is simply spiritually mixed marriages between believers and nonbelievers (7:12–16, 39).⁶⁶⁴ Paul’s claim that an unbeliever is “set apart” by a believing spouse, so that the children will be holy (1 Cor 7:14), probably evokes and reapplies a topic from ancient discussions of nationally, socially, and religiously mixed marriages.

	Many Christian converts probably were women;⁶⁶⁵ in ancient Mediterranean divorces, however, the children normally went to the father.⁶⁶⁶ Both Roman and Jewish law had to deal with the status of children whose parents had intermarried. For example, under Roman law, only Roman citizens could contract legitimate Roman marriages; sometimes, however, Rome granted such marriages to Romans marrying “Latins” or foreigners, for the sake of the children’s status.⁶⁶⁷ In Roman marriages between persons of different social classes, a child inherited the father’s status; when parents were non-Romans, a child inherited the mother’s status.⁶⁶⁸ Free Roman men could not marry slaves without freeing them.⁶⁶⁹ In Egypt, townspeople with hereditary privileges avoided marrying those who lacked them, lest their children forfeit these privileges.⁶⁷⁰ Nevertheless, some earlier barriers had succumbed to cultural changes over time.⁶⁷¹

	Jewish law addressed analogous issues. Later rabbis debated which classes of people could intermarry, say, with priests.⁶⁷² In mixed unions regarding the priesthood, the husband’s status determined the wife’s: a Jewish but non-priestly wife joined the priestly family by marrying a priest, whereas a priest’s daughter lost this status by marrying outside the priestly line.⁶⁷³ Some rabbis even discussed whether families from the two first-century Pharisaic schools could intermarry, though rabbis decided that they could.⁶⁷⁴ Many deemed illegitimate the offspring of a union between a gentile or slave and a Jewish woman.⁶⁷⁵

	Rabbis particularly debated the question with regard to children of proselytes. A child conceived after the mother’s conversion was deemed an Israelite, but if conceived before her conversion, only half-Israelite.⁶⁷⁶ The Jewish element in the child’s heritage consecrated the child, or at least that element of the child, for God.⁶⁷⁷

	When Paul talks about children being “holy” in 1 Cor 7:14, he is not claiming that the children are saved because they have Christian parents,⁶⁷⁸ nor that infant baptism saves.⁶⁷⁹ Their consecration involves the question of status, analogous to mixed households involving Jews (where the question was, to what extent is the child legally Jewish?). Just as the consecrating of the unbelieving partner (7:14) does not automatically save (7:16), neither does that of the children. Yet a believer who remains in the marriage retains an influence on the children, who would otherwise (in first-century marriages) normally remain only with the father, as noted above. The other party being an unbeliever is thus no excuse to withdraw from the marriage (7:12–14).⁶⁸⁰

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	New Testament writings sometimes use interethnic marriages as a model for God’s purpose for ethnic unity and mission (Matt 1:3–6; probably Acts 7:29). They also are sensitive to the practical struggles of status ambiguity sometimes faced by children in such unions (Acts 16:1–3). Whereas ancient laws addressed the status of marriages between members of different peoples or classes, the issue for early Christians was marriage between believers and nonbelievers (1 Cor 7:12–16, 39), with analogous discussions regarding the status of children (7:14). The only form of intermarriage discouraged in the New Testament is believers marrying nonbelievers.
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	Irony and Figurative Language

	
 

	Inverted Guilt in Acts 7:55–60 and Paul’s Vote in Acts 26:10

	⁶⁸¹ 

	
 

	Luke sometimes employs narrative symbolism or figurative imagery that should have been intelligible to his contemporaries. Two prominent examples of this are his depiction of inverted guilt in Acts 7 : 55–60 and his depiction of Paul’s figurative vote against Stephen in Acts 26 : 10 .

	
 

	Inverted Guilt in Acts 7:55–60

	
 

	Ancient rhetoricians commonly turned accusers’ own charges against them, a strategy both recommended in rhetorical handbooks and exemplified in preserved forensic speeches.⁶⁸² Writers also employed this inversion of guilt to provide irony in other literary forms as well, for example claiming that it was Socrates’s accusers, rather than Socrates himself, who were truly guilty of the crimes of which they accused him.⁶⁸³

	Stephen’s speech clearly inverts accusations of law violation against his accusers (Acts 7:51–53), but it appears likely that Luke further accentuates this inversion in the ensuing narrative of Stephen’s martyrdom. This additional inversion is suggested by the collocation of three independent but likely mutually supportive factors: the Son of Man standing (7:55–56); the witnesses stripping off their own garments rather than Stephen’s (7:58); and Stephen confessing their sins rather than his own (7:60).

	The first of these factors is the least certain, since the Son of Man “standing” has generated numerous plausible interpretations.⁶⁸⁴ Two of the interpretations, however, that Jesus stands as judge or witness, are specifically forensic.⁶⁸⁵ Scripture commonly portrays God as rising to defend his people.⁶⁸⁶ If Jesus stands as the true judge, as witness, and/or as confessing Stephen before the Father (Luke 12:8), then the narrative reverses the verdict of the unjust judges on themselves.⁶⁸⁷

	The second feature is the most obvious of the three, in view of frequent reports of killings from antiquity. Ancient reports of lynchings and executions frequently mention that the accused person is stripped naked before being killed.⁶⁸⁸ Later Jewish descriptions of excecutions, which are probably idealized, also specify the stripping of a man before his execution.⁶⁸⁹

	There are valid historical reasons why Stephen’s accusers may have stripped themselves: those engaging in strenuous physical activity often stripped off their clothing or their outer garments.⁶⁹⁰ Nevertheless, that Luke chooses to report them stripping themselves, while neglecting to mention any stripping of Stephen, is significant.⁶⁹¹ This account transfers the shame normally attached to the person being killed to those who are performing the killing. This suggests an ominous reversal of roles: unknown to themselves, the accusers are the ones who will face true judgment.⁶⁹²

	Finally, Stephen prays for the forgiveness of those who have wronged him. This feature by itself would not necessarily indicate ironic reversal, apart from coinciding with the other features we have mentioned (Jesus did, after all, command prayer for persecutors, Luke 6:28). Taken in conjunction with them, however, it is suggestive. Later Jewish tradition claims that it was conventional for a person being executed to pray, “May my death atone for all my sins.”⁶⁹³ But whereas we might expect Stephen to pray for God to forgive his own sins here, he instead dies praying for the forgiveness of his persecutors.

	Scholars regularly recognize that Stephen’s death evokes that of his Lord, so it should come as no surprise that some of these ironic elements echo those in Luke’s passion narrative as well. At his own trial, Jesus announced that he would soon reign as Son of Man (Luke 22:69); hence, he was their judge. Likewise, Jesus prays for the forgiveness of his accusers (according to the likeliest reading (Luke 23:34).⁶⁹⁴ In Jesus’s case, however, it is Jesus who is explicitly stripped of his garments, and his garments divided (Luke 23:34); perhaps the image of stripping for exercise more naturally fit Hellenists such as Stephen’s accuser-executioners presumably were (cf. 6:9–14; 7:58).

	In any case, the collocation of these three features of the martyrdom narrative, together with the gist of Stephen’s own speech, suggests that Luke inverts the implied verdict of the hearing. The true judge supports Stephen; Stephen’s accusers strip their own cloaks, in contrast to the convention of stripping that of the person to be executed; and, contrary to convention, Stephen prays for the forgiveness of his accusers’ guilt rather than his own.

	
 

	Paul’s Figurative Vote in Acts 26:10

	
 

	Because Paul in Acts 26:10 claims that he “cast his vote” against Jesus’s holy ones in capital cases, scholars sometimes have thought that Paul was in the Sanhedrin.⁶⁹⁵ From this putative position in the Sanhedrin, they have even inferred that he may have been married.⁶⁹⁶ (To be consistent, they may as well have assumed that he was an elder, as most members of the Sanhedrin were, though this view contradicts Acts 7:58 and probably his continuing active longevity.) Such inferences are, however, unwarranted. Ancient hearers would recognize that Paul is simply employing figurative language effectively.

	The expression does have a judicial context, and functions as good judicial rhetoric. In Roman provinces, only the designated Roman officials could execute people;⁶⁹⁷ the behavior Paul here confesses before Agrippa, Berenice, and Festus, therefore, is technically illegal. Why would Paul confess illegal behavior at a trial? Paul’s “vote” to execute people (or Stephen, if it is a generalizing plural) suggests that he acted not purely on his own but participated in corporate decisions. That Paul locked up Jesus’s holy ones because of “authorization” from the high priests (26:10; cf. 9:14; 26:12) implicates leaders of the priestly aristocracy in Paul’s crimes.

	The very priestly class that insists on Paul’s execution, now that he is in Roman custody, participated in assassinations! The difference between them and Paul in Paul’s argument appears to be that they supported his illegal activity, but now that he has long since turned from it and is ready to denounce it, they are eager to silence him. Luke’s narrative also implies that they may be ready to continue to participate in such activity (cf. 23:14–15; 25:3).⁶⁹⁸ Returning charges against one’s accusers was conventional forensic rhetoric.⁶⁹⁹

	Nevertheless, Paul’s “vote” does not imply a democratic civic council or a jury court; it indicates merely his consent and participation (cf. 8:1; 22:20). Paul does, to be sure, use the term for “pebble,”⁷⁰⁰ which could function as one among several kinds of ballots. But it could also function as a metonymy for other forms of corporate approval, and many scholars argue that it does not refer to literal voting here.⁷⁰¹ Luke Timothy Johnson points out several reasons why literal voting is not likely here; his strongest argument is that, despite Luke’s frequent emphasis on Paul’s high status, he fails to portray him as a member of the Sanhedrin—the one body that could have issued capital verdicts if anyone could have.⁷⁰²

	There is, however, another important consideration rarely mentioned or documented that also supports the view of figurative ballots here: namely, the same or similar language is often used figuratively in ancient sources.⁷⁰³ Aelius Aristides employs the phrase figuratively for expressing an opinion.⁷⁰⁴ After weighing various evidence on a matter, Dionysius of Halicarnassus notes a criterion that casts the final “vote” (psêphon).⁷⁰⁵ Lucian tells his patron that regardless of others’ votes (psêphon) on his work, the patron’s will ultimately prove decisive.⁷⁰⁶

	As Johnson has noted, this figurative image is particularly apt here and may function as wordplay: while others were stoning Stephen to death, Paul cast his own pebble.⁷⁰⁷ The idiom “cast” does not indicate this by itself, since jurors “casting” their pebbles was a conventional idiom.⁷⁰⁸ It fits the context well, however. Some find the suggestion dubious because the context does not invite humor; but ancients used puns less for humor than for wit, which might be appropriate when implicating accusers.⁷⁰⁹

	If Luke does include such a wordplay, he was not the only ancient writer to have thought of it. Thus a fragment of Hipponax decrees: “by public vote . . . Pebbled with stones she may die, an evil death to the evil.”⁷¹⁰ Likewise, when some accusers agree to drop their stones (admittedly not the term for pebbles here) and instead vote as jurors, the defendant urges, “Keep your stones [[lithous]], . . . for you will need them presently at court.”⁷¹¹

	Other figurative uses of “vote” in antiquity support the view that Paul “casting his vote” simply portrays graphically his consent to and participation in a lynching or lynchings. This portrayal’s context implicates the class that now accuses him. If “casting his pebble” also involves a wordplay (as a contrast with those who “stoned” Stephen), it reflects the sort of wordplay that also occurred to some other ancient writers.
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	Turning from Idols in Acts 14:15–17

	⁷¹² 

	
 

	It is a privilege for me to be able to contribute this essay in honor of my friend, colleague, and mentor, Ben Witherington. Soon after I had finished my PhD at Duke, Ben introduced me to publishers and scholars I would not have met on my own. He has continued to model for me both scholarship and kindness, looking out for me and treating me as a colleague well before I joined the faculty at his seminary. In honor of his excellent work on both Acts and rhetoric, I offer here an essay on a speech in Acts.

	Given the word count allotted, I have focused on a particularly brief speech, the Lystra speech in Acts 14:15–17.⁷¹³ Because this is merely a speech summary, and because Barnabas and Paul address here a predominantly rural audience with less exposure to urban rhetoric than some audiences later in Acts, I focus less on specific rhetorical devices than on how the speech’s content would resonate with and challenge religious thought in antiquity. The themes in this speech would likely appeal to Luke’s ideal audience, knowledgeable of gentile polytheism, rudimentary philosophic currents available in an urban setting, and the monotheism they as Jesus’s followers had inherited from Israel. The exhortation to monotheism here would strike chords familiar to many of Luke’s contemporaries.

	
 

	The Lystra Speech, Lukan Speeches and Pauline Preaching

	
 

	Despite generally shared style and common theological interests, the speeches in Acts vary in many respects. They reflect, for example, a range of rhetorical levels, with speeches normally appropriate to the individual speakers and audiences in the narrative world. Likewise, readers may also find in the speeches’ details a range in probability in terms of modern historiographic analysis. For example, many scholars believe that the speech of Gamaliel (Acts 5:36–37) and especially the conversation of Festus with Agrippa and Berenice (25:13–22) reflect Luke’s reconstruction of what could have been said on such occasions for which available witnesses would be few.⁷¹⁴ At the opposite end of the spectrum, one speech in the we-material contains even some elements of Paul’s own style when exhorting Christians (20:18–35).⁷¹⁵ Likewise, summaries of defense speeches (especially Acts 24–26) could reflect dependence on the sorts of court summaries normally available in forensic cases.⁷¹⁶ Nevertheless, speeches throughout Acts are normally appropriate to the audiences in the narrative world, fitting the expectations of rhetoric and of ancient historical composition.

	The speech in Acts 14:15–17 suits its narrated audience. A comparison of Paul’s⁷¹⁷ speeches in 13:16–47 (a synagogue audience), 14:15–17 (a rural community; see especially comment on 14:17), and 17:22–31 (urban philosophers) reveals Paul’s adaptability to diverse audiences. Although such adaptability could be viewed negatively by critics,⁷¹⁸ the ability to adapt one’s form to one’s audience was essential for good rhetoricians (Quintilian Inst. 3.7.24).⁷¹⁹ Although the language is thoroughly biblical (see comments below), it omits direct quotations of Scripture, which would be irrelevant for this audience (in contrast to Acts 13:16–47).⁷²⁰ Some elements of the speech may even contextualize Paul’s message specifically for an audience in this region, suggesting authentic tradition that Luke has compressed here.⁷²¹

	The speech’s setting fits a Lukan theme that has apologetic value. Ancients considered it virtuous for humans to reject divine honors.⁷²² Luke thus depicts positively the refusal of the apostles (here; Peter in 10:26; cf. 3:12), and contrasts the opposite behavior of a tyrannical persecutor (12:22–23, whose acceptance of divine honor is also noted by Josephus).⁷²³

	Like all speeches in Acts, this speech is Lukan; yet, like the other Pauline speeches, it is also compatible with Pauline thought. Robert Grant could be right that the speech “may not be what Paul would have said,” but rather, what Luke thinks “he should have said.”⁷²⁴ While the wording and choice of terse elements that survive Luke’s editing are Luke’s, however, the approach is more Pauline than scholars often recognize. In contrast to these Lukan speeches, most of Paul’s letters address believers; substantial overlap appears, however, in their brief treatments of natural theology (Rom 1:19–22), idolatry (Rom 1:23–25; cf. 1 Cor 8:5–6; 10:20–21), and repentance from idolatry (1 Thess 1:9).

	The hostility toward deity images here resembles 1 Thess 1:9, the Pauline passage offering the closest approximation of what Paul demanded for polytheists’ conversion.⁷²⁵ The natural theology in Luke’s two Pauline speeches that address it is consistent with the natural theology expressed in Rom 1:19–25.⁷²⁶ Both authors, however, qualify their brief examples of natural theology. In Romans, the revelation in nature makes humanity culpable for idolatry (Rom 1:18–23); but this revelation contrasts with the revelation in the gospel, which provides salvation (Rom 1:16–17).⁷²⁷ In fact, Acts 14:15–17 and Rom 1:19–25 might even echo the same source in Wisdom 13–15,⁷²⁸ although the connection is much clearer in the somewhat longer Romans passage.⁷²⁹ Wisdom of Solomon used God’s revelation in nature to make idolatry morally indefensible,⁷³⁰ and apparently drew from Stoic models.⁷³¹

	As with the speech in Acts 17:22–31, in 14:15 Paul begins by establishing common ground with his audience (mentioning shared nature in 14:15; cf. also the agricultural imagery of 14:17). The approach here resembles the apologetic in Josephus and many diaspora Jewish writers, and Luke’s presentation of it would appeal to many philosophic currents in his day.⁷³² The similarities with 17:22–31 might suggest that both reflect a pattern of Hellenistic Jewish apologetic as found in Wisdom of Solomon or Philo,⁷³³ though Paul’s more directly confrontational summons to repentance (14:15; 17:30; cf. 19:26; 1 Thess 1:9) goes beyond the approach of most of his contemporaries.

	
 

	Challenging Idolatry

	
 

	Themes in the Lystra speech would resonate with Jewish people and some gentiles. Nevertheless, Barnabas and Paul speak more boldly than most diaspora Jews and more strictly than even the vast majority of ancient philosophers. The wording at points appears diplomatic (especially in 14:16–17), but the speech summary’s beginning suggests that the apostles’ ultimate goal was not simply to make a successful oration by rhetorical standards. Rhetoricians advised securing hearers’ favor by praising their ancestors,⁷³⁴ which 14:16 does not do. Identifying their common humanity might help build rapport at the beginning of a speech, as rhetoricians advised,⁷³⁵ but the opening verse nevertheless challenges some of ancient gentiles’ most deeply held beliefs.

	
 

	Jewish Views

	
 

	This concise speech summary confronts idolatry more bluntly than apologists often did. Although Jewish critiques of idolatry circulated more among themselves than in public preaching to polytheists, the critique here would sound familiar. Jewish literature often mocked paganism,⁷³⁶ following the lead of some biblical prophets (1 Kgs 18:27; Isa 44:12–17; 46:6–7; Jer 10:3–5; Ps 115:4–8).⁷³⁷ Luke’s anti-idolatry polemic develops ideas already found in Isaiah.⁷³⁸

	From a Jewish perspective, idolatry was one of the worst sins⁷³⁹—possibly the worst.⁷⁴⁰ Later rabbis envisioned it as one of the great sins before the flood.⁷⁴¹ Jewish tradition depicted Abraham’s⁷⁴² hostility toward idolatry;⁷⁴³ after destroying household idols,⁷⁴⁴ he faced conflict with his family.⁷⁴⁵ Later rabbis declared that Abraham was the first person to leave idolatry.⁷⁴⁶

	Jewish polemic emphasized that false gods, far from being creators, were created by humans (Sipre Deut. 43.6.9). Later Christian writers echoed this approach. Far from being innate, for example, an emperor’s “divinity” was dependent on mortals’ decision and support (Tertullian Apol. 5.2). Not surprisingly, gentiles thought that converts to Judaism hated gentiles’ deities (e.g., Josephus Ant. 20.77) and that converts to the Christian movement denied them (Lucian Peregrinus 13).

	Many Jewish people would have affirmed this speech’s teaching that nature revealed God’s unity and character (cf. 14:17). Nevertheless, Jewish apologetic rarely confronted gentiles directly, publicly demanding that they turn from false gods.⁷⁴⁷ Most Jewish sources denouncing idolaters apparently directly (e.g., Isa 44:11; 46:12; Sib. Or. 3.547–48) were not designed to be read by the statue venerators themselves.⁷⁴⁸ Paul and Barnabas here escalate the rhetoric of Old Testament prophets by confronting the worshipers directly.

	
 

	Gentile Concerns About Traditional Polytheism

	
 

	Yet even some gentiles ridiculed features of mythology they considered incongruous with moral reason.⁷⁴⁹ Such criticisms applied most widely to the worship of animals, since northern Mediterranean peoples associated this practice with Egyptians, whom Greeks and Romans often looked down on in their own day. God specifically warned Israel to reject images of animals (Deut 4:17–18),⁷⁵⁰ and it is not surprising that Jewish people criticized these practices.⁷⁵¹

	Nevertheless, not only Jews but also many Greeks and Romans mocked this behavior as superstition.⁷⁵² This was especially the case “after they heard of a Roman emissary who accidentally killed a cat and apparently was murdered by an Egyptian mob in 59 B.C.”⁷⁵³ Pliny complains about those who worship animals, especially “loathsome ones.”⁷⁵⁴ Philostratus’s Apollonius attacks Egyptian worship of animal shapes, arguing that by contrast Greek portrayal of the gods as humans honors the gods.⁷⁵⁵ (One who wished to mock Greek myths might similarly point out Zeus’s transformation into a bull and other animals.)⁷⁵⁶

	Criticisms of polytheism and statue veneration were not, however, limited to Egyptian practices. More than most gentile contemporaries, the second-century satirist Lucian ridiculed popular notions about the gods and fate,⁷⁵⁷ contending that the myths’ gods are, like mortals, slaves to Fate.⁷⁵⁸ The gods of myths, far from being blissful immortals, can be wounded, imprisoned, and tortured.⁷⁵⁹ Thus, for example, Diomedes, backed by Athena, could wound the deities Aphrodite or Ares.⁷⁶⁰ For Lucian, those who took the myths seriously were like children or the deranged.⁷⁶¹ Apollonius, too, was said to have dismissed stories of divine immorality as senseless fictions fit only for children or old women.⁷⁶²

	Some other gentiles complained about deities proliferated so as to correspond to all human characteristics or needs.⁷⁶³ Since anything and everything could be personified and deified, why worship any deities in particular?⁷⁶⁴ Some asked why particular immortals in the myths remained old while others remained young;⁷⁶⁵ others mocked their conflicts with fellow deities.⁷⁶⁶ Many ridiculed mythical deities’ extramarital affairs;⁷⁶⁷ in one satire, for example, Zeus requested that Helios the sun god take a break for three days, allowing Zeus an extended time to commit adultery.⁷⁶⁸ In another satire Zeus has to defend lust.⁷⁶⁹

	Others challenged mythical deities’ weakness. How could a woman elude a divine pursuer, given that even a man could normally overpower a woman?⁷⁷⁰ How could deities prove unable to rescue mortals they loved?⁷⁷¹ Some noted Zeus’s weakness, when Hera put him to sleep so the Greeks could win a battle.⁷⁷² Other inconsistencies elicited criticism. How could gods sleep even though the bright god Helios spent the night with them?⁷⁷³ How could Hephaistos remain perpetually disabled?⁷⁷⁴ Some thinkers also saw little sense in carrying deities on one’s fingers (i.e., rings)⁷⁷⁵ and many noticed that oracles often hedged their responses to prevent being mistaken.⁷⁷⁶ Many mocked Cretans’ claims to possess Zeus’s tomb.⁷⁷⁷ Few philosophers took the ancient myths literally;⁷⁷⁸ some charged with slander the poets who depicted deities as immoral.⁷⁷⁹

	Mythical portrayals of deities played into such criticisms by moralists. Newly-born Hermes stole property⁷⁸⁰ and killed someone whom he believed would betray this secret.⁷⁸¹ Divinities could become animals to mate with each other.⁷⁸² Likewise deities—whether single or married—seduced and raped various women⁷⁸³ and sometimes boys;⁷⁸⁴ yet they might slay mortals who proved unfaithful.⁷⁸⁵ (Jewish and Christian critics often focused on these features of immorality.)⁷⁸⁶ Jealous about Zeus’s affairs, Hera sought vengeance on his paramours.⁷⁸⁷ Angry at humans’ neglect⁷⁸⁸ or disrespect,⁷⁸⁹ divinities also sought their deaths.⁷⁹⁰ Gods could deceive with divine effectiveness.⁷⁹¹

	Mortals also sometimes questioned the justice of deities (although not the purer, idealized deities of many philosophers).⁷⁹² They could even threaten to disbelieve in deities if they failed to act!⁷⁹³ Polytheists could also pit some deities against others;⁷⁹⁴ the most prominent literary example, known to virtually all Greeks, was the Trojan War.⁷⁹⁵ Different deities could have competing agendas.⁷⁹⁶ To become ruler, Zeus had overthrown his own father.⁷⁹⁷

	Such depictions of divine morality, probably reflecting what their human creators would do if they had divine power, in turn offered models for human behavior.⁷⁹⁸ Recognizing the connection, Jewish and Christian apologists proclaimed the superiority of their God, contrasting the immorality of pagan deities.⁷⁹⁹ Early Christian apologists, denounced especially for their monotheism, sought to differentiate their foundational stories from the tales of polytheistic deities.⁸⁰⁰

	Eager to evade the negative model, many later intellectuals allegorized the myths or even attributed the worst divine acts to lesser beings merely named after the higher deities who were their leaders.⁸⁰¹ Thus Heraclitus salvages the story of Hera putting Zeus to sleep by allegorizing it,⁸⁰² and allegorizes deities’ extramarital affairs⁸⁰³ and Hephaistos’s continuing disability.⁸⁰⁴ The Neoplatonist Proclus notes that the poets were wrong to depict heroes and deities like mortals;⁸⁰⁵ such beings should rather be praised as wholly pure.⁸⁰⁶ Thus it is bad to depict their “thievery . . . , rapes, wanderings, adulteries, wars, plotting . . . ,”⁸⁰⁷ or “crimes against fathers and tying them up and castrating them.”⁸⁰⁸ Such scenes, they observed, prove problematic for the schooling of young hearers.⁸⁰⁹ Yet Proclus claims not to attack the myths but to defend their true meaning against impious people who ignorantly criticize the gods’ immorality.⁸¹⁰ His criticism may have applied to Epicureans;⁸¹¹ some scholars think that he directed it at least partly against Christian critics.⁸¹²

	Granted, Homer’s myths do not inculcate virtue in the young,⁸¹³ Proclus notes, but mature hearers can catch the stories’ “mystical” significance.⁸¹⁴ Thus the fall of Hephaistos from heaven merely depicts the movement of the divine from high to low; binding Kronos depicts creation’s unity with its origin; Ouranos’s castration reflects degeneration from the original order, and the like.⁸¹⁵ War among deities simply signifies the original united creation versus fragmentation and ultimately matter.⁸¹⁶ Both Ares and Hephaistos partnering with Aphrodite in some manner signifies the presence of beauty in each of their spheres;⁸¹⁷ even the intercourse of Zeus and Hera is symbolic.⁸¹⁸ Clearly, literal depictions of deities’ immorality in Greek myths constituted a problem for moral instruction noticed by others besides monotheistic critics.

	Jews and early Christians resisted not only polytheism, but also the attachment of images to the divine. In reality, cult statues were not the dominant feature of Greco-Roman religious practice⁸¹⁹ the way they had been in the ancient Near Eastern milieu against which Old Testament prophets polemicized⁸²⁰—though, as we shall note below, they did remain significant.⁸²¹ Most intellectuals recognized a difference between a divinity and its image;⁸²² the statues merely symbolized the deity, a reminder to worshipers.⁸²³ Although cult statues ideally should depict a deity’s character appropriately,⁸²⁴ mere statues could only illustrate, not communicate the essence of, deities.⁸²⁵

	Still, even those who recognized these distinctions often felt that images helped humans to appreciate their gods concretely.⁸²⁶ Some Platonists tried to reconcile their emphasis on the supreme good (an emphasis that later Christian Platonists used to promote monotheism) with deity images. Though northern Mediterranean peoples often ridiculed Egyptians’ veneration of animal figures (see comments above), some Platonists argued that deities sanctified lower (material) forms by using these forms to represent themselves.⁸²⁷ Maximus of Tyre, for example, thought even animal images acceptable if they turned people’s thoughts toward God.⁸²⁸ Some writers later appealed to this understanding against Christians, contending that the supreme deity allowed the worship of additional deities.⁸²⁹ Christians’ strict monotheism and total aversion to deity images would alienate Christians from public life in their communities.⁸³⁰

	
 

	Turning from False Deities

	
 

	In Acts 14:15, the apostles emphasize that they share a common humanity with those who wish to venerate them; their language evokes and challenges the crowd’s claim in 14:11 that the apostles have become merely “like” people.⁸³¹ Greek-speaking Jews already employed this term to designate shared humanity (4 Macc 12:13) or createdness (Wis 7:3).

	A rhetorical connection within the same sentence is also possible, although the frequency of the verb poieô (156 times in Luke-Acts) reduces the certainty of this connection. Paul and Barnabas may contrast what the crowd is “doing” with what God “did” in creating heaven, earth, the sea and all that is in them. In this case, the wording underlines that the crowd’s action is sacrilegious, responding to God’s benevolence with betrayal rather than the appropriate gratitude. Because gratitude was a necessary response to benefaction in antiquity,⁸³² such betrayal appeared heinous.

	In view of Luke’s general usage (Luke 1:16–17; 22:32; Acts 9:35; 11:21; 15:19; 26:18; 28:27), the speech’s summons to “turn” is functionally equivalent to a call to “repent” (see e.g., 2:38); note the essential equivalence of the language in 3:19 and 26:20.⁸³³ Other diaspora Jewish sources also depict “repentance” as a necessary response to idolatry (e.g., Jos. Asen. 9:2), even for Egyptian priests (Sib. Or. 5.497).⁸³⁴ Although historians usually summarized (as presumably here) or, more often, elaborated speeches in their own words, the language also fits what we know of the historical Paul. He describes gentiles’ conversion in terms of “turning from idols” to a “living God” (1 Thess 1:9).

	“Living God” in this context emphasizes God’s active concern for people.⁸³⁵ Although the title “living God” was frequent in early Judaism,⁸³⁶ Jewish sources sometimes contrasted the “living God” (as here) with the lifeless deities of polytheism (e.g., Jer 10:10 [cf. 10:8–10];⁸³⁷ Jos. Asen. 8:5). In denouncing the worship of these false deities as “vain” (mataios), Barnabas and Paul evoke biblical language⁸³⁸ also echoed in other diaspora Jewish sources.⁸³⁹ Paul employs a cognate verb with reference to idolatry in one of his letters (mataioô, Rom 1:21).⁸⁴⁰

	
 

	Heaven, Earth, and Sea

	
 

	The speech’s “maker of heaven, earth, and sea” (Acts 14:15) fits Luke’s style (see 4:24; cf. “Lord of heaven and earth” in 17:24; Luke 10:21) and is not unexpected in a Lukan speech summary. Because speakers typically gestured toward visible objects they mentioned,⁸⁴¹ Luke’s audience may envision Paul and/or Barnabas instinctively gesturing toward heaven and earth when mentioning these locations. Where the same formula appears earlier, in Acts 4:24, its setting in prayer would probably reinforce for Luke’s audience the allusion to the words’ original setting in Ps 146:6 (cf. also allusions in Rev 5:13; 10:6; 14:7; 21:1). Luke’s use here might evoke the psalm’s context: God has healed in Acts 14:10, and Ps 146:8 praises God as the healer; that the Septuagint is less clear on this point, however, may weaken the argument. Although Paul nowhere uses this full formula from the psalm, the idea would not be foreign to him (cf. 1 Cor 8:5; 10:26; Eph 3:15; Col 1:16, 20; especially Phil 2:10). Certainly he argues about God from creation (Rom 1:20),⁸⁴² with moral implications concerning idolatry (Rom 1:25).

	The Lystra speech’s formula may echo Scripture, but gentiles would not find the language unfamiliar. Already in the Augustan era, for example, Roman poets spoke of the supreme God ruling heaven, earth, and the sea.⁸⁴³ Later orators could speak of Apollo’s glory filling these same three spheres at his birth.⁸⁴⁴ Typical gentile conceptions diverged from those articulated by the apostles here, however: in polytheism, heaven, earth, and the sea were actual deities themselves.⁸⁴⁵ Although the originating issue may have been appeal to Zeus and Hermes (Acts 14:12), Paul would have known the wider polytheistic system of belief to which that appeal belonged.

	Most striking to the hearers in the narrative world may be the challenge to local Phrygian beliefs, beliefs that other people in the ancient Mediterranean world (likely including Luke’s real audience) also widely associated with Phrygia. Many ancient sources portray the earth as mother,⁸⁴⁶ or mention the earth mother or mother earth,⁸⁴⁷ “Great Mother,”⁸⁴⁸ “Mother of the gods,”⁸⁴⁹ “Mother of all,”⁸⁵⁰ the Idaean Mother,⁸⁵¹ or “Mother Cybele.”⁸⁵² Yet it was Phrygia in particular that was especially known for the worship of Earth as a mother goddess.⁸⁵³ Technically, Lystra was in Lycaonia rather than Phrygia; the Phrygian language was spoken in nearby Iconium (cf. Acts 13:51—14:1), but not in Lystra.⁸⁵⁴ Nevertheless, Lystra was close enough to the shifting border that it was influenced by and associated with Phrygia. Euripides already associated “Mother Rhea” (Zeus’s mother) with Phrygia,⁸⁵⁵ and some spoke of the “mother of the gods” as Phrygian.⁸⁵⁶ Even in the Egyptian Isis cult, later syncretism recognized Phrygians as the first to honor the mother of the gods.⁸⁵⁷ The mother goddess Cybele’s music was distinctly Phrygian.⁸⁵⁸ Although Cybele was by this period more hellenized, she remained “mother.”⁸⁵⁹

	Of course, the worship of neither mother goddesses in general nor Cybele in particular was limited to Phrygia.⁸⁶⁰ By this period, even Romans honored the mother goddess;⁸⁶¹ being fairly ecumenical, they had brought her cult to Rome itself,⁸⁶² though Roman citizens were initially barred from participating in it. (Rome welcomed the associated rites of Attis only during the reign of Claudius—the period Luke’s narrative here depicts—though they became popular thereafter.)⁸⁶³

	The apostles’ biblical preaching would naturally challenge more than local worship of the earth mother. The crowds equated Barnabas with Zeus (Acts 14:12), mythically deemed ruler of heaven. According to the traditional myth, Zeus received the rule of heaven, Hades of the underworld, and Poseidon of the sea.⁸⁶⁴ The apostles proclaim instead the single, uncreated God as both ruler and creator of the entire cosmos.

	
 

	God Testified Through Nature (Acts 14:16–17)

	
 

	Given the article’s focus on polytheism and statue veneration, it should suffice to merely summarize points in the rest of the Lystra speech. God, though merciful, disapproved of their idolatry. Claiming that God permitted past eras of wrong behavior (14:16) probably means that he “overlooked ignorance” (17:30), unhappily putting up with it. This passage, 17:30, and Rom 3:25 might all echo Wis 11:23, where God mercifully overlooks people’s sins “for repentance,” probably meaning that he spares them destruction to allow them to repent.

	Despite God’s patience, he had revealed himself benevolently all along through the gifts of nature. Rhetorically prudent speakers would appeal to what their hearers valued (Aristotle Rhet. 1.9.30, 1367b), as here. Although much of Lycaonia was inhospitable to agriculture (Strabo 12.6.1), in contrast to nearby Phrygia (Horace Ode 2.12.22), Lystra was primarily a rural community, for whom more urban rhetoric might have been alienating.⁸⁶⁵ Stephen Mitchell emphasizes the radical contrast between urban life and that of rural villages in Asia Minor, including in matters of “[l]anguage and nomenclature, diet and lifestyle, cults and patterns of authority.”⁸⁶⁶

	Although mostly polytheists, ancient hearers would have readily associated talk about fertility with deities. Greeks invoked Demeter before sowing (e.g., Epictetus Diatr. 3.21.12), for example, and temples included rituals to ensure fertility.⁸⁶⁷ Phrygians looked to their goddess of justice for fertility,⁸⁶⁸ but especially to Zeus.⁸⁶⁹ Ancient speakers could go further: at least in a later era, some sycophantic rhetors credited rains and harvests (Menander Rhetor 2.1–2, 377.22–24) and all prosperity (377.20–22) to the emperor. Neither Luke’s audience nor, likely, Luke himself, would have been aware how relevant the apostles’ reported words were to hearers in southern Asia Minor: Phrygian and Pisidian inscriptions honor Zeus Kalakagathios, giver of good benefits and fruitfulness.⁸⁷⁰ By contrast, Luke’s biblically informed ideal audience understood the one God as provider of fruitfulness (Gen 1:12, 29–31) and as sovereign over seasons and fruitfulness (1 En. 2:1—5:3, especially 5:2). It was he who bestowed agricultural productivity (e.g., Deut 28:3–12; T. Iss. 5:4).

	What was true of fertility in general was also true of the specific sorts of blessings noted in this speech—rain and fruitful seasons. In attempts to secure rain, people employed a variety of religious rituals,⁸⁷¹ including some rituals commonly perceived as magic.⁸⁷² Although gentile worshipers viewed Zeus and local surrogates as the chief storm deities,⁸⁷³ worshipers also could attribute rains to various other deities.⁸⁷⁴ (More “secular” explanations also existed, although they were less pervasive.)⁸⁷⁵

	Monotheists naturally reserved this activity for the one God. Scripture already emphasized his benevolence in sending rain and sustaining creatures (Lev 26:4; Ps 145:15; 147:8–9; rain in its [rainy] seasons, Jer 5:24).⁸⁷⁶ In early Jewish sources, God alone sent rain (1 En. 2:3), despite the proliferation of subordinate angels in Jewish tradition.⁸⁷⁷ God sent rain in response to prayers (whether public⁸⁷⁸ or those of holy persons),⁸⁷⁹ obedience to the Torah,⁸⁸⁰ festivals⁸⁸¹ (including prayers at the Festival of Tabernacles,⁸⁸² and possibly the water-drawing ceremony at that festival),⁸⁸³ the temple service,⁸⁸⁴ sacrifices,⁸⁸⁵ and other acts.⁸⁸⁶ God benevolently created people so that he could care for them (Sipre Deut. 38.1.3).

	Seasons governed the work cycle for the vast majority of the Empire’s people, and naturally invited religious consideration. Thus, for example, seasons figured heavily in myths about rising deities.⁸⁸⁷ Luke’s informed audience, however, understood that God governed the seasons (Gen 8:22; Ps 74:17; Philo Creation 59).⁸⁸⁸

	Although God also “testified” more specifically to his salvific message through signs, as in Acts 14:3,⁸⁸⁹ his long-term testimony to humanity here comes by means of his generous benefactions to humanity through creation. The litotes “not without witness” is typically Lukan (Acts 12:18; 19:23, 24; 21:39; 27:20),⁸⁹⁰ but Luke presumably condenses a more comprehensive early monotheistic apologetic here. Divine testimony in creation (cf. Ps 19:1–6) ensured humanity’s moral responsibility (Wis 13:1). This is true also in the epistolary Paul’s theology (Rom 1:20), where, as here, God’s kindness should encourage repentance (Rom 2:4).

	This Jewish apologetic approach was able to exploit some similar ideas found among a number of philosophers, especially Stoics. Stoics saw in both the order of the universe and tokens of divine benevolence an indication of the divine mind.⁸⁹¹ One may also compare one of the Cynic epistles, in which night and day and the fruit-bearing earth attest God’s character (Heraclitus Ep. 4). Presumably the Lystran crowd, many of whom spoke the local Lycaonian dialect as their first language, lacked much direct acquaintance with Stoic philosophy. Nevertheless, this basic idea informed a traditional diaspora Jewish apologetic bridge with which both Paul and Luke were presumably familiar. Indeed, for ancient hearers in general, agricultural blessings naturally raised the issue of divine benevolence. Locals who came to the market may have even heard extemporaneous speeches by traveling speakers before on a related concept; one practice topic in declamation schools was “Whether the gods exercise providential care for the cosmos.”⁸⁹²

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Many intellectuals expressed concerns about traditional mythology and sometimes polytheism and the worship of statues; Jewish people repeated Isaiah’s denunciations of idolatry, but not normally in public proclamation to gentiles themselves. Luke’s depiction of the monotheistic proclamation of Paul and Barnabas therefore strikes chords that would be familiar to much of his audience, but the apostles’ direct and public appeal to gentiles to turn from idolatry goes beyond what was usual. It is consistent with Paul’s description of some gentiles’ response to his early ministry—“the way that you turned to God from idols to serve the living and genuine God” (1 Thess 1:9).
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	Between Asia and Europe

	
 

	Postcolonial Mission in Acts 16:8–10

	⁸⁹³ 

	
 

	Readers in the Roman Empire viewed Judea, Syria, and Asia Minor as part of “Asia.” Those familiar with Greek conceptions of the world frequently envisioned Alexandria Troas or nearby historic Troy as the entry point to Asia from Europe. Despite Luke’s lack of explicit mention of continental divisions, his audience would likely recognize that the voyage from Troas to Macedonia signalled a transition from Asia to Europe. Less certain but nevertheless possible is an allusive reversal of the Macedonian Alexander’s invasion of Asia, initiated at Troy. On this reading, an Asian religious movement reverses colonial ambitions, bringing instead Jesus’s good news of peace.

	Although some observers in recent centuries have misunderstood Christianity as a European movement, this misconception would have shocked first-century observers. Instead, they viewed Judea and Galilee (and its larger province of Syria), as well as what we call Asia Minor, as parts of Asia. Moreover, the one scene in which Acts could possibly describe the entrance of the gospel into Europe shows it originating from western Asia. The traditional division of continents has always been arbitrary (Greeks counted themselves as in Europe and distinguished themselves from “Asian” peoples to their east and later “Africa” to their south). Nevertheless, the division appeared significant to the many people in the Roman Empire who accepted Greek categories, and Greeks treated the Troad as their traditional entry point into Asia (the world to the west of the Greek homeland).

	Although Luke does not explicitly use the language of Europe or Asia here, even a minimally culturally literate Greek audience would understand Troas’s strategic role for these boundaries. This site further evoked both the legendary conflict between the Achaians and Troy and the Persian conquests of Alexander, both of which Greeks conceptualized as “European” invasions of “Asia.” By contrast, Rome detested “Asian” religions like Judaism. It is thus possible that Luke’s original audience⁸⁹⁴ would envision a reverse movement of an Asian faith into Europe in what we might today call “anticolonial” terms.⁸⁹⁵ Although the Alexander allusion remains less than certain, for an audience in the Roman Empire the “Asian” geographic provenance of the gospel would be beyond dispute.

	
 

	Troas’s Importance and Location

	
 

	After a long journey from the interior of southern Asia Minor, Paul and his companions reach Alexandria Troas. Because Troas was not far from the coast, their “descent” to it in Acts 16:8 is aptly phrased.⁸⁹⁶ Although not yet certain of where to proceed (16:6–10), they presumably enter Troas deliberately (16:8). It had a large artificial harbor that made it strategic for travel between the east and the west.⁸⁹⁷ This strategic location suggests that Paul and Silas may have hoped to sail from there; it was not likely a destination reached merely accidentally from their previous locations (16:6–8).⁸⁹⁸ That is, the missionaries probably did not intend Troas as their final stop.

	Although the legendary reputation of nearby Troy (Ilium) still overshadowed the fame of Alexandria Troas, the latter was significant in its own right. In the Hellenistic and Roman periods, Alexandria Troas constituted the largest city in the Troad, the region of Troy.⁸⁹⁹ Most of the city remains unexcavated, but it is thought to cover over 1,000 acres, with ancient walls once five miles around.⁹⁰⁰ The limited archaeological data support the closeness of Strabo’s estimate for the walls, and some, estimating 100 persons per acre, have surmised 100,000 inhabitants. This estimate may well be too high, but clearly it was a significant city.⁹⁰¹

	Although the city bore the name “Alexandria” after its founding in the fourth century BCE, the emperor Augustus officially titled it “Colonia Augusta Troas” or “Colonia Augusta Troadensium” (CIL 3.39),⁹⁰² recalling the grandeur of its past. “Troas” was thus Alexandria Troas’s preferred official title in this period.

	
 

	Troas’s Association with Troy

	
 

	When an ancient audience heard of Paul’s stay in Troas, they would recall earlier Troy. Although the towns were often confused in antiquity, the Roman colony of Troas was distinct from the site of ancient Troy, still inhabited as the town of Ilium. Colin Hemer notes that Troas could never “escape the historic and civic prestige of Ilium” to the north, “which continued to hold the primacy in a religious league of confederate cities.”⁹⁰³

	Educated persons recognized that Ilium, not Alexandria Troas, was the site of Homer’s tales (Pliny N.H. 5.33.315). Ilium itself was not small. Archaeologists have observed 47 blocks of Roman Ilium, most of them 360 Roman feet north-south by 180 Roman feet east-west. Nevertheless, the ties between the two “Troys” were significant; for example, over two centuries earlier (c. 216 BCE), Troas sent a relief force of 4,000 that delivered Ilium from the attacking Gauls.⁹⁰⁴

	Despite its distance of ten or fifteen miles south-southwest from Homer’s Troy,⁹⁰⁵ the continuity between later Troas and its nearby, famous past endured in popular thought.⁹⁰⁶ This Roman colony held the name precisely to recall this past. In fact, Rome traced its founding to Trojans (especially in Virgil’s Aeneid), and some cities in Phrygia claimed that Phrygian heroes in the Trojan War had founded them.⁹⁰⁷ Troas would naturally evoke the same connection, especially for an audience outside the Troad. Some believed that the fallen heroes of the Trojan War still lived in the area of Troy.⁹⁰⁸

	Greeks recognized Troy as the subject of their most famous and widely read epic, the Iliad,⁹⁰⁹ and allusions to the story pervaded Greek literature.⁹¹⁰ Well over a millennium after the purported time of its most renowned fall, educated people at banquets might take turns reciting names of Troy’s final leaders (Athenaeus Deipn. 10.457F); those who thought of Troy in their own day typically associated it with its past suffering (Athenaeus Deipn. 8.351a).⁹¹¹ Linked with the famous past, both Alexandria Troas and Troy remained popular destinations for ancient tourism.⁹¹²

	Given the ancient Greek association of the Troad with the Greek point of entry into Asia, Greeks familiar with the Iliad (their most popular work) and the famous conquest of Asia by Alexander of Macedon (treated below) would view this as a strategic geographic point in the narrative.⁹¹³ But whereas the traditional Greek story line was a military invasion of Asia (under Alexander spreading Greek civilization),⁹¹⁴ here heralds bring to Europe what would be perceived as an Asian faith.

	
 

	The Troad, Europe, and Asia

	
 

	One nuance associated with Troy was that it guarded the Hellespont, since at least Homeric times the Greek boundary between Asia and Europe (e.g., Varro 7.2.21).⁹¹⁵ Greeks crossed via the Hellespont into “Asia” (e.g., Polybius 4.46.1), as Persians did into “Europe” (Lysias Or. 2.28, §193). But whereas Greeks or hellenized Macedonians invaded Asia in the eras of the Iliad and of Alexander,⁹¹⁶ now the gospel comes from Asia to Greece, Macedonia, and the rest of Europe. Greek and Roman literature normally portray movements from Europe to Asia as more positive than the reverse; Jewish people, however, would think differently, as would those adopted into and committed to a Jewish movement.

	Greeks and Romans viewed the legendary Trojan War as a clash between Europe and Asia.⁹¹⁷ Thus, for example, a Roman tragedy could have a Trojan lament the loss of “mighty Asia’s” pillar.⁹¹⁸ For some, this war became a prototype of the continuing clash between Greek and eastern cultures.⁹¹⁹

	In more recent history, Greek intellectuals similarly viewed Alexander’s crossing the Hellespont as marking his entrance into Asia from Europe.⁹²⁰ Thus the war between Alexander and Persia was between “Europe” and “Asia,”⁹²¹ and some alleged that Alexander struck his spear into the ground to claim Asia as his conquest (Ps.-Callisthenes Alex. 1.28). Thus Roman observers claimed that Alexander conquered Asia but never attempted to conquer Europe (including Italy; Livy 9.16.19), or noted that the Macedonian empire controlled large parts of Europe and most of Asia in its heyday (Livy 31.1.7).⁹²² Some Greeks viewed Alexander’s invasion of “Asia” against the Persians as a deliberate reminiscence of Achilles’s fight against Troy. Tradition insisted that Alexander himself (who viewed himself as a second Achilles) recalled this comparison, invoking the spirit of Achilles against the Persians.⁹²³ “Alexandria” Troas bore Alexander’s name (although Luke omits “Alexandria”), and tradition claimed that the city was founded in 334 BCE, i.e., during his lifetime.⁹²⁴

	Greeks and Romans counted Persia as “Asia,”⁹²⁵ Persian attacks on Greece as Asian designs on Europe,⁹²⁶ and their defeats after invading Greece as Europe’s conquest of Asia.⁹²⁷ Because Greeks and Romans often encountered Asian kingdoms in periods of the latter’s weakness, Asia sometimes received the unfair caricature⁹²⁸ of cowardice in contrast to Europe and Africa, which they claimed proved harder to subdue (Appian Hist. rom. pref. 9).⁹²⁹ (Romans knew better than to believe the caricature when applying it to their dreaded Parthian rivals, however.)⁹³⁰ Yet when Gauls crossed the Hellespont to invade the Troad, Alexandria Troas’s inhabitants fought back (Polybius 5.111.1–7), providing a good warning to Europe’s “barbarians” not to invade “Asia” too eagerly (5.111.7).

	Culturally, Asia Minor was increasingly Hellenized and Romanized; but symbolically, its heritage, epitomized especially by Troy and the wider ancient empire of Persia, could be treated differently. After the hellenistic cultural revival of the second century, those who wove legends reported the enduring hatred toward Troy from the Greek hero Achilles’s ghost, still hovering near Troy (Philostratus V.A. 4.11; Hrk. 56.6–10) and the continuing Greek perception that Troy was hostile territory (Philostratus Hrk. 53.13).⁹³¹ Scholars have argued that the location of the Protesilaos cult on the Hellespont suited that hero’s role of avenger of non-Greek incursions against Greeks, guarding Europe from barbarian Asia.⁹³²

	
 

	Between Asia and Europe?

	
 

	Some doubt that we should overemphasize the division between Asia and “Europe” here, since the Greek language was dominant in both Macedonia and most of urban Asia Minor, and Philippi and Troas were both Roman colonies.⁹³³ A stronger reason to doubt the distinction’s relevance here is that Luke does not mention it; the context applies the title “Asia” only to the Roman province in the narrowest sense (16:6), and the title “Europe” appears nowhere in the New Testament.⁹³⁴

	We should also keep in mind the serious danger of understanding these categories anachronistically. For example, Asia Minor and Greece belonged to the shared cultural sphere of the Hellenistic fusion of Greek and “Asian” civilizations; northern Europe, by contrast, was entirely outside the Hellenistic cultural sphere (though not unknown to them), like China or African Meroë. (In fact, northern Europe, such as Germany, was in a sense less in their sphere of valued trade than India⁹³⁵ and China,⁹³⁶ though less distant and affording more direct contact.)⁹³⁷ Cultural spheres varied from one period to another, and cannot be identified with traditional continental divisions, which simply reflect ancient Greek geographic prejudices.⁹³⁸ The ancient Jewish population, central to the biblical story, by this period spanned both Roman and Parthian empires, thoroughly ignoring old Greek categories.

	Having acknowledged these caveats, however, it remains the case that most Roman and urban eastern Mediterranean audiences would readily recognize the symbolic historic division between civilizations represented by the movement from Troas to Macedonia. Although the phrase “Asia” by itself in 16:6 does not imply “Europe” as a contrast,⁹³⁹ I suspect that few members of Luke’s audience, familiar with the most prominent stories of Greek culture, would fail to think of Asia and Europe when hearing of Troas and Macedonia in 16:8–9.

	That Luke’s culturally literate ideal audience would know such divisions is certain. Greeks divided the world into Asia (the civilizations to their east with which they had once fought bitter conflicts), Europe, and often (on the south of the Mediterranean sea) Africa; the distinction continued in later literature.⁹⁴⁰ Some Greeks even divided the world into just Europe and Asia, including Africa in Europe.⁹⁴¹ Because of the subjects addressed by most writers, the division between Europe and Asia proved the most essential one in most texts.⁹⁴² Some treated this distinction as if it were as pervasive as that between Greek and barbarian (e.g., Ps.-Dionysius Hal. Epid. 3.268) or between heaven and earth (Varro Latin Language 5.5.31). The distinction was geographic (purely in terms of historic perceptions), not cultural; thus Asia included the cities that were traditionally Athenian colonies in Asia Minor, though Greece was part of Europe.⁹⁴³ There can thus be no question that audiences in the Roman Empire regarded Judea as part of Asia.

	Romans, like Greeks, expressed both grudging respect for Asia (notably Parthia,⁹⁴⁴ but also some great civilizations beyond)⁹⁴⁵ and irrational xenophobia (such as Juvenal’s oft-noted comparison of eastern “cults” like Judaism with the refuse of the Syrian river Orontes).⁹⁴⁶ As one source points out, Romans expressed their own “Eurocentric chauvinism,” as when Pliny the Elder calls Europe conqueror of the earth and “by far the loveliest portion of the earth” (N.H. 3.1.5).⁹⁴⁷ Since they claimed descent from Troy, however, they owed some respect to their own “Asian” heritage.

	
 

	Asia’s Gift to Europe

	
 

	Luke cannot readily share the above-mentioned prejudices of some of his Greek and Roman contemporaries, because the faith he recounts would be viewed by his audience as Asian.⁹⁴⁸ Whatever his own geographic location and origin, the earliest Christian movement to which he belonged was numerically stronger in Asia than in Europe. Luke-Acts reports the story of Jesus in Asia; uses Septuagintal Greek; and otherwise would appear to Hellenistic historiographers as “Asian” historiography, just as Josephus did.⁹⁴⁹

	Acts thus in a sense narrates the beginning of what some could have viewed as an Asian movement’s (spiritual) “conquest” or subversion in the reverse direction. Jews were considered Asian; the gospel coming from Asia to Europe reversed the Greek invasions of Troy and, more recently, Alexander’s invasion of Persia.⁹⁵⁰ But Asia’s gift of the gospel to Europe was more benevolent in this case than Hellenization or Roman conquest—though many traditional Greeks and Romans would demur. Rome had made peace with Hellenization but a later writer there could, as we have noted, compare eastern “cults” to Syrian refuse pouring into the Tiber (Juvenal Sat. 3.62). At the same time, those who lashed out against “eastern” customs in Rome often did so precisely in reaction against other Romans who embraced such customs.⁹⁵¹

	That Paul and Silas voyage in 16:10–12 from Troas to Macedonia reinforces the possibility that some of Luke’s audience might hear a contrast with Alexander, the Macedonian who invaded “Asia” at Troy (see comment above). Of course, people sailed from Troas to Macedonia and the reverse on a regular basis (e.g., Acts 20:5–6), but in view of continental boundaries that most envisioned, this juncture in Luke’s narrative is significant. Luke’s first volume is framed by scenes in Jerusalem’s temple (Luke 1:5–22; 24:52–53), but his second volume is driven by the movement from Jerusalem (Acts 1—7) to Rome (28:16–31). The voyage from the Roman colony of Troas to Macedonia would bring them to the Via Egnatia, a Roman road that constituted a major link between Italy and Asia Minor in the Roman period.⁹⁵² Many scholars believe that by starting on the Via Egnatia, Paul was already signaling his interest in Rome,⁹⁵³ though conflict in Thessalonica may turn him southward (17:10).

	Moreover, from Luke’s salvation-historical perspective, the gospel’s spread was even more significant for history than Alexander’s conquests and cultural fusion. Passing from Troas to Macedonia here is thus no mere customary voyage. Given the movement of the narrative as a whole and (the epic dimension of that movement), this transition might evoke Alexander in reverse. It probably evokes at least the traditional divide between continents, showing that this “Asian” faith can reach all cultures.

	One may plausibly resist all of these conclusions by pointing out that Luke does not explicitly mention this division; certainly he could have made such assumptions more explicit if they were part of his meaning. In this case, one might infer that Luke does not regard continental divisions as significant. At the very least, however, it is certain that many gentiles who heard Acts would have heard the narrative’s movement the way they understood other movements from Asia (whether the “cult” of Cybele or Judaism), as that of an Asian faith establishing itself in Europe.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	A first-century audience in the Roman Empire would recognize in Acts 16:8–10 the call of Asian believers to spread Jesus’s message in Europe. Luke’s larger narrative includes all three continents, noting the initial foray of the gospel into Africa (Acts 8:26–40, recounting the first gentile Christian) and later into Europe, toward the heart of the Roman Empire. Luke’s audience would not await a signal of the gospel’s movement to Asia, however, because his original audience recognized the place of its beginnings (that dominate all of Luke’s first and a substantial part of his second volumes) as being in “Asia.”

	Not all of my suggestions in this essay are of equal weight. That Luke’s audience understood Jesus’s movement and the apostolic mission as beginning in Asia is certain. That Luke envisioned the movement from Troas to Macedonia as a transition from Asia to Europe I regard as very likely, though because he is not more explicit, I can be less certain how much he makes of this. Finally, I believe it possible and even fairly likely that much of Luke’s audience could hear a reversal of Alexander’s Macedonian invasion of Asia in this narrative. Because Luke does not evoke that history more clearly (in contrast to his often explicit biblical allusions), it is uncertain to what degree Luke himself intended such an allusion. Nevertheless, ancient narratives evoked such history frequently enough to suggest the plausibility of this final point and at least this reception among some real first-century hearers. It may also invite further exploration from some scholars interested in the question.
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	How Were Asiarchs Paul’s Friends (Acts 19:31)?

	⁹⁵⁴ 

	
 

	Luke reports that, during the riot at Ephesus, some Asiarchs who were friends of Paul exhorted him not to address the mob. Commentators on Acts have sometimes wondered how the Paul of Acts, who had settled in Ephesus only recently, came to have friends from the elite of Asia. Part of the solution may be civic elites welcomed and often honored popular speakers who adequately proved their skills on entering a city. ⁹⁵⁵ Luke’s Paul certainly has status and fits the description of a popular teacher in Ephesus (Acts 19:10). ⁹⁵⁶

	It also seems the case, however, that we have too frequently read Luke’s claim here in terms of modern notions of friendship among social peers. I previously proposed that Paul’s Asiarch “friends” were his patrons,⁹⁵⁷ a suggestion followed by some others⁹⁵⁸ and developed somewhat more fully here.

	
 

	Patrons as friends

	
 

	The Greek ideal of “friendship” involved equality, but in practice “friends” of lower station in this period functioned as clients of their superiors.⁹⁵⁹ Clients were often called “friends” of their patrons, and less commonly patrons were also described as “friends.”⁹⁶⁰ Members of the urban elite often entered “friendships” as political alliances, expecting returns the measure of which was clearly defined by social custom.⁹⁶¹ The most important return a social inferior could provide a patron was public gratitude; such “free” publicity concerning the patron’s generosity augmented the patron’s local social standing, hence could also advance the patron’s political ambitions.⁹⁶²

	Urban Roman “clients” in the strictest sense of the term spent much of the day with their patrons, a role that distinguished them from workers.⁹⁶³ Clearly Paul was not a “client” in this strictest sense; Luke indicates that in Ephesus, as in Corinth (Acts 18:3), Paul worked with his own hands and supported others (20:34). Even in a less formal way, the historical Paul wished to avoid the appearance of being a dependent of the Corinthian church.⁹⁶⁴

	But there is no reason to doubt that Paul could have made use of public connections with prominent patrons in the less formal sense in which classicists and New Testament scholars have often spoken of patron-client ideology. The ideology was so pervasive in ancient Mediterranean society that most studies suggest that it impacted even rural areas.⁹⁶⁵ Certainly Paul appreciated publicity for the gospel in prominent places (Rom 16:23; Phil 1:13; 4:22), and Luke is eager to show the gospel’s acceptance among other persons of high status (e.g., Acts 1:1; 13:1, 12; 17:12, 34; 18:8), as well as their respect for Paul’s status (16:38–39; 21:39–40; 22:28–29).⁹⁶⁶

	Roman citizenship, not yet a widespread grant in the East, may have provided Paul an entrée with the Asiarchs, especially if some of them had received this particular status marker only recently as a result of their office.⁹⁶⁷ Luke also occasionally uses “friendship” language to describe reciprocal obligations, whether for members of the same class or of different classes (Luke 14:12; 16:9; 23:12).

	If these Asiarchs were Paul’s patrons, they presumably provided some public support for this new and prominent religious association or philosophic school, perhaps by contributing toward the school or guild hall where Paul and his partisans were meeting (19:9).⁹⁶⁸ Epigraphic evidence does indicate that some later Asiarchs, at least, supported education in Ephesus.⁹⁶⁹ They were patrons in a sense in which we sometimes employ the title even today.

	
 

	Honor for Sponsors of Religious Associations

	
 

	A primary purpose for which patrons supported clients and provided benefactions for others was to garner political support for themselves; clients were supposed to publicly praise their patrons, propagating their honor.⁹⁷⁰ Scholars debate the exact function of the office of Asiarch, but however we define it most specifically, Asiarchs belonged to the political class for whom public honors counted heavily.⁹⁷¹

	But indiscriminate choices of friends could lead to complications and, in the end, more political harm than good. The network of political alliances in urban Mediterranean society meant that “befriending” another person’s enemy could bring one into enmity relationship with the other person.⁹⁷² For this reason, patrons would need to be careful not to take on clients who might prove to be political liabilities.

	Paul’s religious commitments would not necessarily disqualify him for consideration as an apparently safe prospective political investment. Sponsors of religious associations were common, and we know of gentiles who became patrons of synagogues and consequently received honor from them.⁹⁷³ That Luke himself mentions one case (Luke 7:5) indicates that he was familiar with the concept of a nonmember sponsoring a religious association.

	But while sponsors of pagan religious associations, like members, might often be pleased to belong to or at least support multiple religious associations, Judaism was monotheistic and forbade involvement in other religions. Did a gentile sponsor for a monotheistic association risk public displeasure, even if he or she did not become a proselyte?⁹⁷⁴ In some locations this may have been the case, but in Asian cities like Sardis⁹⁷⁵ or Aphrodisias,⁹⁷⁶ where the Jewish community was prominent and respected, a patron would profit from the synagogue community’s recognition of his or her benefactions. In this case, members of the elite might be pleased to express generosity toward the synagogue, regardless of the degree of their personal religious sympathies toward Judaism. In return, Asian Jews could acknowledge the benefactions and praise the benefactors without expecting the patron’s exclusive allegiance to their faith. Paul’s ethnically universal monotheism might have a still wider appeal than the synagogue.

	But no one in Ephesus with political ambition would have risked associating with someone known to oppose devotion to the city’s patron goddess. Traditionally scholars associated Asiarchs with the office of archiereus (elite priest) for the imperial cult, but more recent studies have called this association into question.⁹⁷⁷ Nevertheless, as holders of prominent public office the Asiarchs would certainly adhere to local and imperial civic religion themselves, and those in Ephesus would be publicly devoted to the worship of the Ephesian Artemis. Ephesians honored the divine emperor near Artemis’s temple;⁹⁷⁸ more importantly, their honors of Artemis (19:28, 34) are too well-known to require discussion here.

	Patrons might help pay for a meeting hall, hence lending the credibility of their names to the fledgling movement. In return, however, they would expect honor: Paul’s teaching was spreading widely through all of Asia (19:10), and they might appreciate the public recognition they could gain by supporting a popular and pious group. A complication would arise, however, if that group had or developed powerful enemies; in this case, association with it would prove more of a political liability than a benefit.

	
 

	Paul’s Obligations to Avoid Dishonoring Patrons

	
 

	This situation may explain why Luke fails to provide a speech of Paul in Acts 19, as tempted as he may have been to do so. The Paul we know from Acts would not have missed an opportunity to preach, even in the most controversial of circumstances (14:14–18; especially 21:40—22:21); thus it is not surprising that Paul wishes to enter the theater. Concerned for his safety, however, the disciples restrain him (19:30; their intervention proves less successful in 21:12). At least in terms of Greek ideals for egalitarian friendships, concerns and sacrifices for a friend’s safety were paramount.⁹⁷⁹

	But beyond any personal concern for Paul that the Asiarchs might have shared with the disciples, they had solid political reasons to urge him not to enter the assembly. On the one hand, the current situation was less severe than it could have been; apart from general monotheism, the object of the assembly’s fury currently remained ambiguous to most of its members (19:32). On the other hand, an attempt at damage control could make the situation worse: if Paul spoke out, he greatly increased the risk of being assumed to have caused the disorder (cf. 19:33–34).

	This risk also threatened the reputation of Paul’s supporters; too many people already knew that these Asiarchs were his “friends.” Even court cases might involve their share of shouting, but at least they allowed for some debate and clarification (19:38–39); allowing such a large mob (the theater could seat some 20,000 people)⁹⁸⁰ to associate Paul with defaming Artemis, however, would prove far more politically damaging to his friends. For the sake of the church’s long-range stability in Ephesus, it might be better for Paul to avoid further risking his “friends’” dishonor even at the expense of neglecting a dramatic preaching opportunity.

	Accepting the stereotype that Jews disrespected hence could rob temples (19:37), the crowds shouted down the Jewish speaker (19:33–34) who was probably trying to dissociate the Jewish community from Paul’s preaching against idols (cf. 14:15; 17:29–30; 1 Thess 1:9). Their wish to dissociate themselves from Paul is understandable even within Luke’s narrative world; after all, Paul had earlier divided their synagogue and left with most of the converts (Acts 19:8–9). It is therefore not surprising that Asian Jews later accuse Paul of stirring unrest (cf. 21:27–28; 24:5), though in Luke’s irony it is Paul’s success at propagating Jewish monotheism that lies beneath this charge (19:26–27)!

	The riot in Ephesus renders Paul a political liability and may help explain, as commentators frequently suggest, why he dare not enter the city later when he wishes to meet with the elders there. (Luke could politely omit this motive in 20:16, just as he omits mention of the cause of the Jewish expulsion from Rome in 18:2, which may have involved debates over Jesus’s identity).⁹⁸¹

	After this point Paul’s former “friends” might at the least prove more cautious in their association with him. This would become the case all the more if any court action (cf. 19:38) went against him.⁹⁸² To be sure, ancient ideals of friendship involved trust in and loyalty to one’s friends, which included rejecting false accusations about them and maintaining fidelity in the face of hardship.⁹⁸³ In the traditional ideal, an aristocrat could not in good conscience engage in legal proceedings against a friend and justice demanded that patronal bonds, like those of kinship, be preserved.⁹⁸⁴ But in the world of urban aristocratic politics, neither friendships nor enmities were necessarily permanent.⁹⁸⁵

	If Paul’s preaching was as popular in Ephesus as Luke claims, Luke is not straining his narrative’s plausibility by allowing Paul some patrons from among the political elite. This portrayal fits Luke’s tendency to report the responses of the social elite, especially when they were favorable. Luke was also well aware, however, that Paul advanced his gospel only in the face of considerable conflict. Paul’s agenda to convert polytheists to monotheism brought him into conflict with forces that could challenge the nominal support of his elite allies. Although Paul’s undisputed letters do not name specific patrons in Ephesus, he mentions that he had a notable “open door” for ministry, and that there were many adversaries (1 Cor 16:8–9). The turn of events narrated so dramatically in Acts 19 suggests that Luke knew that the adversaries (which Luke portrays as mostly rabble) won out in the short run.

	Yet Luke’s optimism about the success of the mission, despite opposition (9:31; 19:20; 28:30–31), provides the context for individual details of his narrative. For Luke, Paul’s contacts among prominent members of the Asian elite provides a foretaste of the gospel’s ultimate success even among those who, like his own patron (1:1), might risk the greatest loss of status.
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	One New Temple

	
 

	Acts 21 as the Backdrop for Eph 2:11–22

	⁹⁸⁶ 

	
 

	One striking image in the New Testament is that of a new temple in Christ. Ephesians 2 connects this new temple with the bringing together of Jew and gentile in shared worship to God. ⁹⁸⁷ Although the theology of this multicultural temple is most obvious in this passage, it develops not only Paul’s earlier theology of ethnic reconciliation in Christ (which we may observe, for example, in Romans), but Jesus’s and Paul’s own challenges to the traditional temple’s ethnic barriers (as in Mark 11:17; John 4:20–24; and Acts 21:27–29). ⁹⁸⁸

	
 

	Paul’s Experience with the Divided Temple (Acts 21:27–29)

	⁹⁸⁹ 

	
 

	Paul’s image of a temple uniting Jew and gentile (Eph 2:11–22) challenged the ethnically segregated reality of the temple standing in his own day. The ancient Israelite temple separated priests from laity, but not gentiles from Jews or women from men (1 Kgs 8:41–43; 2 Chron 6:32–33).

	By the time of Jesus and Paul, however, Herod’s temple separated these groups to fulfill a stricter understanding of purity regulations.⁹⁹⁰ The outer court was now divided into the court of Israel (for Jewish men); on a lower level outside it, the court of women, for Jewish women; and on a lower level outside that, the outer court beyond which gentiles could not pass. Strategically posted signs, attested both in Josephus and archaeology, warned gentiles that those who passed this point would be responsible for their own immediate execution.⁹⁹¹ Judeans normally were not allowed to execute death sentences directly, but violation of their temple constituted the one exception!⁹⁹²

	Both Paul and his audience would have been well-aware of this symbol of Jewish-gentile division at the very heart of divine worship.⁹⁹³ In Acts 21:27, some Jewish people from the Roman province of Asia saw Paul exiting the temple. Much of the Jewish community in Ephesus, that province’s most prominent city, felt that they had reason for animosity against Paul. In 19:9, he split their synagogue; in 19:33–34, they were blamed for a riot that was reacting against his monotheistic preaching.

	They had also seen him in Jerusalem with Trophimus, a gentile they recognized from Ephesus (21:29). Knowing Paul’s commitment to gentiles as well as Jews (19:10), they draw a faulty conclusion: they accuse Paul of having violated the temple’s sanctity by bringing a gentile inside (21:28). A riot quickly ensues,⁹⁹⁴ and God ironically uses the Roman garrison on the Temple Mount to protect Paul, even though the garrison commander wrongly initially presumes Paul the instigator of the unrest.

	Paul’s ensuing speech to the crowd⁹⁹⁵ is in Aramaic and offers abundant common ground with his audience (e.g., 22:12). They patiently listen to his testimony about Jesus, perhaps because of the culturally sensitive witness of the Jerusalem church (cf. 21:20). Paul could have built on this hearing as Peter did in 2:37–41, summoning people to repentance. Paul, however, will not leave out his call to the gentiles (22:21–22), and the riot resumes.

	Why does Paul insist on talking about gentiles, even when it risks alienating a hostile crowd?⁹⁹⁶ Judean nationalism had been on the rise since Judea had briefly had its own king (41–44 CE) and suffered abuses under subsequent Roman governors. At the time depicted in the narrative, Judea’s revolt against Rome (66–73 CE) is less than a decade away.

	The Jerusalem church successfully identified with their culture in proclaiming Christ to them (21:20), but they were not prophetically warning their culture that their nationalism was leading them toward cultural destruction. Rejecting Paul’s provocative message of God’s plans for gentiles, like neglecting Jesus’s warning (Luke 19:41–44; 21:20–24), entailed failing to recognize their hour of visitation (Luke 19:44). Strife between Rome and Judea would lead to Jerusalem’s destruction.

	Paul’s insistence on defending divine interest in gentiles ironically leads to several years in Roman custody. He is held for up to two years in Caesarea, Rome’s capital for Judea (Acts 24:27), then sent to Rome.

	
 

	Rome’s prisoner reminds Asian believers

	
 

	On what I currently think the likeliest background for Ephesians, Paul writes to the churches of the Roman province of Asia, starting in Ephesus, from custody in Rome (Eph 3:1; 4:1; 6:20). (Ephesians circulated in Roman Asia beyond Ephesus, but that was probably the center of his audience.)⁹⁹⁷ Because both Trophimus and Paul’s accusers were from the area of Ephesus, believers in and around Ephesus know why Paul writes to them from Roman custody. He was accused of having taken a gentile beyond the temple’s dividing wall, and he had refused to play down his calling to gentiles.

	Thus for Paul, and for his audience, there could be no greater symbol of the division between Jew and gentile than this dividing wall in the temple. Yet in Eph 2:14–15, Paul declares that this barrier, developed from biblical regulations dividing Jews from gentiles, has been shattered by Jesus Christ! “For he himself is our peace, who forged both [Jew and gentile] into one and abolished the dividing barrier, annulling the enmity . . . ” Paul offers this startling claim (cf. also 1 Cor 12:13; Gal 3:28) in a milieu full of mutual hostility between these groups. Just a few years after these words, Jews and Syrians began massacring each other in the streets of Caesarea,⁹⁹⁸ and less than a decade later Romans devastated Jerusalem, burning its temple and enslaving its survivors.

	Yet with a vision to the future, Paul goes on to speak here of a new temple. Others envisioned a new, eschatological temple,⁹⁹⁹ and sometimes also a present, spiritual temple;¹⁰⁰⁰ but gentiles were excluded.¹⁰⁰¹ For Paul, however, Jewish and gentile Jesus-followers together become a holy temple, God’s household, the dwelling of the Spirit (2:19–22).

	Paul’s conceptualization of this new temple probably reflects antecedent teaching by Jesus himself, who both predicted the temple’s destruction¹⁰⁰² and posed theological challenges to the separation there (Mark 11:17, although Luke, like Matthew, omits “for all the nations”).¹⁰⁰³ The Gospels also offer some additional indications that Jesus considered a new, spiritual temple, or at least offered the raw material (cf. e.g., Luke 19:40, 44; 20:17–18)¹⁰⁰⁴ that coalesced into an early Christian consensus about this image (cf. e.g., 1 Cor 3:16; 6:19; 1 Pet 2:4–8; Rev 3:12; 13:6). Nevertheless, this passage in Ephesians also relates concretely to the situation of Paul the prisoner as depicted in Acts.
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	Some Rhetorical Techniques in Acts 24:2–21

	¹⁰⁰⁵ 

	
 

	Some scholars question the value of rhetorical criticism for examining Paul’s letters, because letters, though influenced by the same general forms of argument as speeches, were not speeches. For what it is worth, ancient rhetorical theorists apparently treated letters and speeches separately. ¹⁰⁰⁶ Although Paul expected most of his letters to be read publicly and included more argumentation than in normal letters, such questions must be considered especially relevant when suggesting rhetorical outlines for letters. ¹⁰⁰⁷

	By contrast, however, one might expect a writer such as Luke to use whatever rhetorical principles he was familiar with in fleshing out the outlines of speeches in his sources, and the more literate members of Luke’s ideal audience would expect this especially in Paul’s forensic speeches later in Acts. Granted, Luke does not flesh out rhetorically complete speeches for his public speakers such as we find in most ancient histories. Various features of Paul’s speeches, however, may reflect what ancient audiences would have typically expected based on their experiences of hearing public speech. Because Luke portrays Paul’s defense as successful (as he elsewhere portrays him as a Roman citizen and a competent philosophic teacher), we would expect him to take special care in reporting or constructing these speeches.

	In this article, I survey some possible rhetorical techniques that appear in the speeches of Acts 24. I focus here primarily on points where ancient forensic arguments may shed light on Paul’s defense and the charges to which he must answer. Although my focus is on Paul’s rhetorical techniques, I must also address the charges against him in Tertullus’s speech in 24:2–8. These are valuable for the purpose of comparison and contrast with Paul’s speech, an approach that would have been used by ancient interpreters familiar with rhetorical and literary conventions.¹⁰⁰⁸

	I am suggesting only some rhetorical parallels and their significance for understanding the speeches, not providing a running commentary nor challenging earlier assessments of their rhetorical structure. Not surprisingly, the outline of all Paul’s defense speeches in Acts 22–26 fit general characteristics of judicial speeches, although this genre could exhibit considerable variety.¹⁰⁰⁹ Other scholars have suggested helpful rhetorical outlines for these speeches in Acts or focused on the suitability of their introductions.¹⁰¹⁰

	Because my focus is on rhetorical strategies that ancients would recognize and not simply those standard in Roman law courts, I draw from the larger ancient Mediterranean rhetorical tradition from classical Athens through the Empire. It is the ancient rhetorical handbooks that scholars most frequently mine for strategies, but other scholars sometimes challenge this approach by pointing out that rhetorical practice often differed from the advice of the theorists. Thus I have sought to provide insights and examples from a wider range of rhetorically informed sources in addition to the more explicit (and I believe still valuable) principles formulated in rhetorical handbooks. Although preferences in matters of particular style changed over the centuries, many rhetorical strategies persisted. I have therefore deliberately drawn examples from a wide chronological spectrum to reinforce their continuity and probably pervasiveness.

	Some ancient rhetorical techniques seem to us perfectly logical arguments that would occur to someone without rhetorical training (like Paul) or even without influence from a larger culture of rhetoric (unlike Paul). Nevertheless, other strategies seem to reflect specific rhetorical influence. Distinguishing one from the other is best preceded by surveying the variety of rhetorical techniques used, which is the goal of this article.

	
 

	Luke and Paul

	
 

	Before examining specific rhetorical strategies, I should note what this examination cannot provide. Although I believe that Luke has accurately summarized the substance of his sources here, adapting them for his work’s frame where necessary, the rhetorical strategies used do not in themselves specify their author. Their writings reveal that both Luke and Paul were familiar with many rhetorical strategies from the larger culture, with or without specific training in them. Thus one could argue either that the strategies in this passage belong to Luke’s genuine summary of Paul or that they belong to Luke’s freedom as a historian to recreate what was plausibly said on the occasion.¹⁰¹¹

	Bruce Winter has plausibly suggested that Luke may have had access to official summaries of the arguments offered in court; historians could employ legal documents as sources when summarizing litigation.¹⁰¹² Brief minutes summarizing court proceedings were certainly common, and there is no reason to doubt that a companion of Paul during this period (as I and many others understand the first-person plural in Acts 21:17–18; 27:1–2) could have gained access to them.¹⁰¹³ The detailed argumentation in Paul’s letters renders questionable any skepticism about Paul’s ability, especially in such crucial circumstances, to prepare a persuasive forensic speech. Potentially, a companion of Paul might have even had access to Paul’s own notes for his defense (if such notes existed in this case; cf. Luke 12:11–12; 21:12–15). Many ancient rhetoricians also recorded forensic speeches to display their oratorical skills, though not always the same versions they delivered in court.¹⁰¹⁴

	Given Luke’s rhetorical prowess reflected in other speeches in Acts, however, one could also argue that he is responsible for many or all the rhetorical details in Paul’s defense speeches in Acts. The degree to which details of the speeches reflect Luke’s sources as well as his own literary skills has long been debated and cannot be resolved here. The critical point for this essay, however, is the rhetorical strength of the arguments reflected in Paul’s speech in 24:10–21. Paul’s defense of himself without use of another advocate further reinforces Luke’s portrait of Paul as an educated and rhetorically adequate sage, an adequacy bestowed by Christ’s help (Luke 12:11–12; 21:13–15; Acts 1:8).

	
 

	Tertullus’s Opening (24:2–4)

	
 

	To read Paul’s defense in context, we must understand the charges against him, charges put forward by a rhetor (24:1). Because Paul often in Acts (and sometimes in his writings) resembles what people expected of a philosophic teacher or sage, the appearance of a “rhetor” as his adversary might elicit for some members of Luke’s audience the traditional philosophic critique of sophists interested only in persuasion rather than truth.¹⁰¹⁵ This critique was probably less prevalent in the late first century than in earlier times, however, and Luke may simply build suspense by noting the professional skills of Paul’s hired accuser.¹⁰¹⁶ In any case, one expects a rhetor to deliver a rhetorically skilled argument, which raises the expectation for Paul’s response.

	
 

	The Captatio (24:2–3)

	
 

	Tertullus naturally begins by praising the governor as eloquently as possible (24:2–3).¹⁰¹⁷ Flattery was a standard feature of the captatio benevolentiae, as scholars regularly point out. It appears in literary texts as well as in speeches,¹⁰¹⁸ and served a natural function when entreating favor.¹⁰¹⁹ Rulers and officials were common objects of flattery,¹⁰²⁰ and moralists often warned them to beware of it.¹⁰²¹ A wide spectrum of ancient Mediterranean literature warns of the dangers of excessive flattery;¹⁰²² rhetoricians, like others, condemned it.¹⁰²³ The frequent warnings themselves likely testify to its prevalence.

	Not surprisingly flattery appears in addresses to judges offered both by plaintiffs and defendants, sometimes accompanied with a plea designed to arouse pathos.¹⁰²⁴ In one example of such praise, Cicero claims that he had worked hard to get a fair jury, and now everyone recognizes that this was the most esteemed and fair court in a decade.¹⁰²⁵ Such praise became so standard that it can even form the basis for an analogy with praise for God in a Tannaitic parable.¹⁰²⁶ Professors of rhetoric instructed those arguing cases to win the judges’ favor however possible.¹⁰²⁷

	One might especially praise a governor’s or ruler’s concern for peace or public order, as Tertullus does in 24:2.¹⁰²⁸ Praising a judge’s concern for justice or public order implied that the petitioner shared the same concern and supported it in the position they would defend in their speech.¹⁰²⁹ Other surviving examples of captatio benevolentiae emphasize the judge’s competence in the matter being tried; who but a maintainer of peace and public order could better punish the charge of sedition Tertullus was now raising against Paul?¹⁰³⁰

	Tertullus’s “flattery” at this point may reflect genuine observations. Felix did suppress much unrest by capturing and executing many robbers,¹⁰³¹ and the priestly leaders sponsoring Tertullus (24:1) might regard Felix as an ally, having lobbied for his accession.¹⁰³² Nevertheless, unrest was increasing and in retrospect few would have regarded his tenure on the whole as peaceful.¹⁰³³ Felix also made his share of enemies among the Judean leaders.¹⁰³⁴ If some of Luke’s audience were familiar with Felix’s tenure or, more generally, familiar with the devastating war that soon followed it (cf. Luke 21:6, 20–24), the irony could appear striking (though hyperbole remained an acceptable part of the genre).¹⁰³⁵ This captatio sets the stage for Paul’s own in Acts 24:10.

	
 

	Promise of Brevity (24:4)

	
 

	Orators were known for their long-windedness.¹⁰³⁶ Time was generally limited in public judicial speeches, demanding more conciseness than the speaker might prefer (as Tertullus remarks in 24:4).¹⁰³⁷ Ancient rhetorical critics thus praised speakers who were able to speak adequately yet briefly,¹⁰³⁸ and speakers sometimes promised to communicate as concisely as possible.¹⁰³⁹ (Tertullus’s “lest I weary you” was conventional,¹⁰⁴⁰ as was his request for a hearing.)¹⁰⁴¹ In texts, too, rhetoricians preferred conciseness (which might contribute to the importance of Luke’s brevity here; cf. 2:40).¹⁰⁴²

	Quite often claims of imposed brevity, however, served to imply that one could provide still further support for one’s case (or story) if only one had time or space to do so.¹⁰⁴³ One may compare Cicero’s complaint that his opponent’s excessive brevity implied inadequate arguments¹⁰⁴⁴—though when on the other side of the matter Cicero could turn such brevity to his own advantage.¹⁰⁴⁵ This claim to imposed conciseness sometimes functioned as a form of insinuato, implying further information that one would not (and perhaps could not) actually supply.¹⁰⁴⁶ One classical rhetorician complained that the accused had committed so many crimes it would be difficult to know where to end his prosecution.¹⁰⁴⁷ In another case the same orator warned that the accused could not possibly be executed enough times to compensate for his crimes.¹⁰⁴⁸ Tertullus’s promise of brevity is conventional, but if Luke’s record implies the abbreviation of a longer speech (as it certainly must; cf. Acts 2:40), it is possible that rhetorically informed members of his ideal audience could grasp the hint of an incipient attack against Paul in it.

	
 

	Tertullus’s Charges (24:5–6)

	
 

	Tertullus’s charges, and the rhetorical way he argues them, serve the narrative by highlighting the strength of Paul’s contrasting case. This problem appears particularly in Tertullus’s use of overstatement and his altering the original charges to sedition, a charge that could be damaging even without proof.

	
 

	Exaggeration (24:5)

	
 

	Even in the narrative world, an uninformed hearer would recognize that Tertullus resorts to rhetorical exaggeration to make his point; surely Paul had not stirred unrest among all (pasin) Jews throughout the Roman world (24:5; cf. similar incendiary rhetoric in 17:6; 19:27). Rhetoricians were known to verbally assault the accused in ways that put them in the worst possible light; it was customary to slander the character of one’s opponents in court as viciously as possible.¹⁰⁴⁹ Exaggeration was conventional; thus one could claim that one’s accuser had gone beyond all (apantôn) other people in shamelessness.¹⁰⁵⁰

	Not infrequently these verbal assaults descended to the level of clever insults. For example, one orator opines that had the defendant merely killed his own father, this would not require court action, since the defendant’s father was worthless.¹⁰⁵¹ Cicero complains that he bothers to even acknowledge his opponent’s vacuous case only to crush his arrogance.¹⁰⁵² He denounces another defendant with an entire vice list!¹⁰⁵³ Exaggeration is thus conventional, but Luke’s report of this detail makes his omission of evidence supporting the charge all the more plain.

	
 

	Altered Charges (24:5–6)

	
 

	The opening accusations (24:5–6) indicate for Luke’s audience that Paul’s opponents have altered the charges against him (21:28)—though the exact nature of those charges had not been widely understood initially in any case (21:34; 23:9; cf. 19:32). For ancient hearers, changing charges during a trial (as 25:7–8 may suggest again) could indicate that the charges are fabricated.¹⁰⁵⁴ For Luke’s audience, the charge that Paul had profaned the temple (21:28) recalls Jesus’s act in the temple and charges against Stephen, building suspense (Luke 19:45–48; Acts 6:13–14).

	Paul, however, is a Roman citizen before a Roman official, and Tertullus must be more careful than the mob. His version of the charge is more nuanced (24:6): Paul “attempted” to desecrate the temple. This charge cannot suffice as a capital one by itself; Roman law recognized Judeans’ right to execute gentiles for entering the court of women, but presumably one would have to provide more detail and evidence about a Jew who merely “attempted” to profane it.¹⁰⁵⁵ A governor might deem such a charge an internal religious affair that Judeans could judge by themselves (24:6; as in 18:15)—but not with a capital sentence.

	
 

	The Charge of Seditio (24:5)

	
 

	Tertullus and his clients have thus shifted the weight of accusation to an offense for which neither Felix nor Rome had patience (24:5): stirring unrest throughout the Empire. This claim potentially could serve various rhetorical functions. First, it may continue the praise of Felix and by implication pit Paul against him: Paul brings unrest—challenging locally the peace Felix had established (24:2)—throughout the world (in contrast to Jews’ universal praise of Felix, 24:3). One could appeal to a judge’s honor by claiming that the accused had dishonored him. Thus Cicero claimed that Verres had dishonored Marcellus’s name in Sicily,¹⁰⁵⁶ and complained that Verres had such a low opinion of the court that he thought they would acquit him so they could behave the same way.¹⁰⁵⁷

	Second, by painting Paul as rhetorically dangerous, Tertullus might pretend to warn Felix in advance not to be persuaded by his deceptive arguments.¹⁰⁵⁸ In their introductory exordium, orators sometimes warned of the persuasive power of their rhetorical adversaries.¹⁰⁵⁹ This was part of the more general rhetorical strategy of lowering expectations for one’s own performance vis-à-vis that of one’s opponent.¹⁰⁶⁰

	But neither of these rhetorical functions is certain here, and if they are involved, they appear secondary to the central issue. Tertullus is not simply implying Paul as a threat to Felix’s honor or warning about his sophistry; he is charging him with seditio, stirring sedition—a capital charge. Luke’s informed hearer recognizes that this charge of sedition had led to Jesus’s execution (Luke 23:2, 5, 38), and had earlier compelled Paul to flee (Acts 17:7, 10).

	This charge was always a dangerous one, as the reign of the paranoid emperor Tiberius well illustrated. Even in the Republic an orator’s denunciation might include, “Was there ever any riot [seditio] in which he was not the leader?”¹⁰⁶¹ But it may be significant that Claudius had within recent memory used some of this same language against Alexandrian Jews that Jewish accusers now apply to Paul.¹⁰⁶² Ironically, Tertullus’s charge against Luke’s apostle to gentiles appeals to Roman concerns about Jewish instability! As a further irony, this very charge will help send Paul to Rome.

	No one was likely to travel to various cities to collect records of unanswered charges against Paul, and it would have been impossible to do this so quickly after Paul’s arrest (24:11). Nevertheless, the cumulative pattern of riots following Paul’s preaching, if demonstrable, could lend credence to this charge. Speakers sometimes contended that the burden of proof rested more heavily on someone who was frequently charged than on someone who had rarely been brought to court.¹⁰⁶³ Had Paul’s Asian Jewish accusers been present, they could have at least claimed that Paul was responsible for the riot in Ephesus (19:23–34)—though even this would be difficult to prove (at least on the basis of the evidence that Luke provides his audience).

	In the context of Acts as a whole, the charge against Paul does not stem solely from the riot in the temple (21:28–29; 22:21–22).¹⁰⁶⁴ Paul’s ministry had long been divisive (e.g., 18:6–7; 23:7, 10; cf. Luke 12:51), and Jews in Ephesus may have heard some reports from other cities after Paul’s teaching divided their own community (19:9). Having suffered shame because of a riot responding to Paul’s teaching in Ephesus (19:33–34), and recognizing him by sight in the temple (21:27), they would have undoubtedly informed Paul’s current accusers of these earlier incidents.

	Ironically, the informed reader (as opposed to the Jerusalem elders in the story world) recognizes that it was not Paul but his Jewish (13:50; 14:5, 19; 17:5, 14) or pagan (16:19; 19:24–29) accusers that had stirred the earlier mob scenes in Paul’s ministry. Even in Ephesus, Luke points out, no one had resolved a matter in court (19:38–40). (Luke’s apologetic here may address genuine and lingering concerns about Paul’s imprisonments, which also arise in Pauline tradition; cf. Phil 1:17–20; 2 Tim 1:8, 12, 16.)¹⁰⁶⁵

	Because a leader of sedition can do little damage without followers, Tertullus must accuse Paul of being a leader of the Nazarenes (24:5).¹⁰⁶⁶ In so doing, he unwittingly attributes to Paul significant political influence (cf. 21:20; 26:26) that complicates the political convenience of simply handing Paul over to his politically influential accusers (24:1, 27; 25:9). Though Paul does not claim a significant constituency of supporters, neither does he deny it!¹⁰⁶⁷ But neither would Felix risk trouble with Jerusalem’s aristocracy “merely to do justice to a single person.”¹⁰⁶⁸ Luke’s audience was aware that, whether in the case of Felix or Pilate, Roman political concerns could influence Roman justice (Luke 22:14–25). To be sure, this admission does not portray the governor favorably; but it was a political reality experienced in the provinces.¹⁰⁶⁹

	
 

	Further Assertions (24:8–9)

	
 

	Although both an invitation to investigate further and the appearance of high-class accusers could supplement evidence, Luke’s summary of Tertullus’s accusations conspicuously lacks evidence (a point highlighted by Paul’s response in 24:13, 19). Luke portrays Tertullus and the Jewish elders as offering charges without evidence (see 25:7).

	
 

	Invitation to Investigate (24:8)

	
 

	Forensic speakers commonly expressed confidence in the judge or jury, thus implying that the judge’s or jury’s wisdom and sense of justice would support the speakers’ cause.¹⁰⁷⁰ Likewise, speakers might invoke the judge’s responsibility to uphold justice, thus implying that the position the speakers advocate is the just one.¹⁰⁷¹ They could similarly invite hearers to be impartial, with the same implication.¹⁰⁷² Such comments were especially conventional at the end of one’s speech; speakers often “rested their case” by expressing confidence in leaving the final decision with the hearers.¹⁰⁷³ (That the hearers would make the final decision anyway did not need to be stated.)

	This pattern could appear with or without evidence. Thus, for example, a speaker could accuse an opponent of serious moral failures, offer a plausible reason for failing to produce witnesses, and then invite the judge to investigate further.¹⁰⁷⁴ Tertullus’s invitation to Felix to investigate the case makes sense. Felix as a provincial governor was not required to follow the ordo; he thus could exercise the discretion to investigate the case extra ordinem, with the inquiry Roman law called cognitio.¹⁰⁷⁵ Thus Tertullus acts confidently by inviting him to investigate further, implying (as in his introductory praises) his certainty of the veracity of his claims (24:8). (Investigation probably implies no more than cross-examination, as in 12:19; 28:18; Luke 23:14. Because Paul is a Roman citizen, the practice of securing information by torture, usually applied only to slaves, will not apply in his case.)¹⁰⁷⁶

	Paul offers a similar appeal in 24:11, although this claim is more self-evident; he invites Felix to cross-examine his accusers in 24:20–21 (in a move that would pit them against Lysias’s testimony in 23:28–29). As Bruce Winter puts it regarding 24:10, “Paul reflected the confidence that a rhetor was encouraged to display.”¹⁰⁷⁷

	
 

	Assertions by High-Status Accusers (24:9)

	
 

	Luke’s portrayal of Paul’s enemies condemning him (cf. Luke 23:10) by assertions that their charges were true (Acts 24:9) fits his apologetic purpose but also fits typical courtroom language. Typically each side in a case claimed that it was presenting accurate facts,¹⁰⁷⁸ and legal speeches often repeated charges more strenuously than the evidence invited.¹⁰⁷⁹ A prosecutor who asserted charges without proof could conveniently oppose the defendant’s denial by claiming that he was a liar.¹⁰⁸⁰

	Since the high priest and these elders (24:1) probably held high legal status as municipal aristocrats in Jerusalem, their testimony could bolster the case; social status was a critical factor in the weight of one’s testimony or charges.¹⁰⁸¹ But none were actually eyewitnesses of the purportedly attempted desecration, as cross-examination would demonstrate (24:13, 19). Luke may emphasize the status of Paul’s accusers to explain why Paul would remain in detention for two years (24:27) and perhaps to provoke a reaction against the legal prejudice that typically favored the rich.¹⁰⁸²

	
 

	The Beginning of Paul’s Defense (24:10–13)

	
 

	That Tertullus presents the charges before Paul can respond to them fits. For Luke’s literary purposes: it establishes the issues to be addressed, creates suspense, and climaxes with Paul’s superior argument.¹⁰⁸³ Yet an ancient audience would expect this sequence in any case; the plaintiff or prosecutor nearly always presented his case first.¹⁰⁸⁴ (The rare cases where the reverse was attempted invited special comment and could invite objections.)¹⁰⁸⁵

	The brief transition (24:10a) is essential to the sense of the narrative, though Luke could have added suspense by expanding it.¹⁰⁸⁶ Paul proceeds only when Felix nods. This is to be expected; even a bold prospective martyr might await permission before speaking (4 Macc 5:14–15).¹⁰⁸⁷

	
 

	Paul’s Praise of Felix (24:10)

	
 

	Compared with Tertullus, Paul is restrained in his recorded praise of Felix (24:10), though he proves more generous in his praise toward some others (26:3). Although the matter is debated, most scholars still concur with H. W. Tajra that Paul’s captatio benevolentiae “was considerably less servile in tone” than Tertullus’s.¹⁰⁸⁸ The brevity of the praise could be simply a matter of editing out details of secondary importance for the sake of conciseness, the importance of which we have noted above (see comment on 24:4). Yet even allowing for such brevity, in hindsight the content of Paul’s praise seems more accurate and less conventional than Tertullus’s. Given Luke’s attention to detail and the appropriateness of Paul’s other opening compliments in Acts (17:22; 26:2–3), the leanness and specificity of this one seems deliberate.

	Paul praises Felix not for his acts but for his tenure. Even this wording may be somewhat conventional, though it would at least require the passage of a few years.¹⁰⁸⁹ (Whether the language represents convention or not, the actual length of Felix’s tenure is a debate that need not detain us here. Although he had probably been governor since at least 52 CE and in Judea longer, probably most of Luke’s audience would not know this detail in any event.)¹⁰⁹⁰

	Thus it is possible that Luke deliberately portrays Paul as refusing to flatter an unjust governor, just as a respectable philosopher would not (cf. 24:25).¹⁰⁹¹ Writers regularly contrasted frank speech with flattery,¹⁰⁹² and some praised an honorable person who preferred death to flattering those who would judge them.¹⁰⁹³ Frankness regarding Felix would have been safer for Luke than for Paul; at the time Luke writes, his forthright portrayal of Felix’s corruption suggests that the latter has already been discredited or forgotten (cf. 24:26–27;¹⁰⁹⁴ contrast the positive portrayal of Agrippa II). Paul’s bold speech toward Felix, however, is prudently reserved for a private audience (24:25); here he is merely restrained.

	Paul’s restrained praise also offers a noticeable specific contrast to the more generous praise of his accuser, Tertullus. If Luke’s ideal audience knows that Felix’s misadministration helped to provoke the Judean revolt that Luke-Acts apparently mourns (Luke 19:41–44; 21:6, 20–24), Tertullus’s praise of Felix’s bringing peace in 24:2 would appear highly ironic.¹⁰⁹⁵ Tertullus may have represented accurately his clients’ appreciation for Felix’s suppression of revolutionaries, but Felix himself would be quite aware that, in contrast to this lawyer’s claim in 24:3, not all Judeans were grateful. Although by usual ancient standards Tertullus’s praise might not seem excessive, it would certainly appear at least misguided to Luke’s informed audience.

	
 

	Worship Twelve Days Earlier (24:11)

	
 

	Rhetoricians suggested praising the judge especially on matters that would generate appreciation for one’s position.¹⁰⁹⁶ Paul’s simple appeal is to Felix’s years of experience in Judea (24:10), which qualifies him to understand well the custom to which Paul alludes in 24:11. Luke’s audience would understand that it would be helpful to have a judge acquainted with the issues surrounding both sides of a case.¹⁰⁹⁷ Felix in fact had some familiarity with Judaism and the Jesus movement (24:22, 24). But he would not need to be an expert in Jewish customs (cf. 26:3) to know when festivals occurred; in fact, Roman governors normally garrisoned Jerusalem more securely during those times.¹⁰⁹⁸ Paul’s somewhat relaxed itinerary toward the end of his journey to Jerusalem (21:4, 10) probably suggests that he did reach Jerusalem in time for Pentecost as he had planned (20:16).¹⁰⁹⁹

	If this suggestion is correct, Paul may be using the duration of his stay to explain why he was in the temple.¹¹⁰⁰ Forensic speeches often included arguments based on a sequence of events in their narratio.¹¹⁰¹ That the festival had obviously coincided with Paul’s visit and arrest would support Paul’s claim that he had come to Jerusalem specifically to celebrate it. Because Luke’s speeches are at most summaries, he may expect his audience to understand that Paul’s opening words included more than 24:10–11. Still, the connection between 24:10–11 even in the speech’s abbreviated form is sufficiently evident, and could make sense this briefly. (One could use conciseness as an appeal to something already known or self-evident. Thus, for example, a later historian reports a speaker claiming that, since his hearers already knew the facts, he did not need to speak at great length.)¹¹⁰²

	Luke may also name some of the people who had spent time with Paul in 21:8–18 to indicate that Paul could have provided witnesses of the timing of his journey had he needed them—some even within Caesarea itself (21:8–10, 16). Possibly the “twelve days” excludes the time he had waited for the trial in Caesarea (21:18, 27; 22:30; 23:1–12, 23, 32–33; 24:1)—to abbreviate the duration could be to Paul’s advantage, provided it identified him coming for the festival.

	
 

	Not Stirring Unrest (24:12)

	
 

	Against Tertullus’s most dangerous charge (24:5), Paul demonstrates that he was not stirring unrest (24:12). It was common to summarize an opponent’s argument (as Paul does here), then refute it.¹¹⁰³ The sequence in speeches could differ; one could begin a speech by praising oneself, by praising the jury, or by answering the opponent’s accusations.¹¹⁰⁴ At this point Paul begins to refute the charges (24:12). Not only was Paul not stirring a riot, but he was not even carrying on discussions with anyone, as Paul often had in diaspora synagogues (17:2, 17; 18:4, 19; 19:8) and Greek academic settings (19:9), or later with Felix himself (24:25). Such public dialogues would be common in scribal schools and among speakers in public places, so Paul had been genuinely restrained in Jerusalem.¹¹⁰⁵

	
 

	Unable to Prove Their Charges (24:13)

	
 

	Like Paul, other defendants regularly demanded proof; the very demand rhetorically presupposed one’s innocence by appearing confident that no such proof could be offered.¹¹⁰⁶ Speakers were quick to attack assertions that lacked proof.¹¹⁰⁷ In so doing, skillful rhetoricians sought to shift the burden of proof from the accused to the accuser, especially if there remained any reasonable doubt.¹¹⁰⁸

	If claimants could not prove their claims, a court would dismiss their case.¹¹⁰⁹ Despite flowery rhetoric, failure to provide proof could condemn one’s case. Thus, for example, when Antipater offered no proofs but only oaths of his innocence, Varus ordered him executed.¹¹¹⁰ A hostile speaker could charge that mere appeal to pathos without proof was virtual admission of guilt.¹¹¹¹ Building on this general challenge to their lack of evidence, Paul will later challenge specifically the lack of witnesses (24:19).

	
 

	Paul’s Blameless Life (24:14–18a)

	
 

	Paul seeks to redefine the issue in 24:14; Luke’s informed audience will recognize that Paul’s accusers redefined the charges in 24:5–6, but that Paul has sought to shape the question as a religious one since 23:6 (continuing in 24:20–21), a strategy useful before Roman officials that he may have learned from his experience with Gallio (18:14–15). Rome would not likely intervene in an internal Jewish religious dispute¹¹¹² unless political considerations demanded such intervention.

	Luke portrays both sides as rhetorically clever, but Paul as more clever. Ancients were, however, sensitive to orators redefining the issues at hand.¹¹¹³ Paul is thus careful to provide proof supporting his claim that his opponents’ real issue with him was theological (24:20–21), as Lysias’s testimony could verify (23:28–29). One could attack the credibility of opposing witnesses, sometimes even by deriding their ethnicity;¹¹¹⁴ Paul by contrast affirms his solidarity with his people and that the dispute is actually an internal religious one.

	
 

	Arguments From Probability

	
 

	It was difficult to prove a negative, but one could certainly show that it was improbable and inconsistent with known facts. Aristotle argued that when one lacked witnesses, one could decide a case on the basis of probability.¹¹¹⁵ This form of argument came to be used in a variety of settings, including evaluating historical claims.¹¹¹⁶ More commonly, it appeared in speeches, especially forensic speeches.¹¹¹⁷

	What often went unsaid (since critics would not wish to admit any probability for the opposing position) was that some probabilities were more probable than others. When, for instance, Cicero climaxes his proofs by pointing out that his client could not have accomplished a trip of seven hundred miles in two or three days, he has virtually won his case.¹¹¹⁸ Not all arguments from probability were equally strong, however. Thus one could claim that long-term support revealed more about the deceased’s intentions than an old will drawn up in hasty anger would.¹¹¹⁹ Or that a soldier who had not provided a will before other battles would not likely have done so just before this battle in which he unexpectedly died—suggesting that the current will was a forgery.¹¹²⁰ Likewise, how likely was it for one to engage in business dealings with another if he genuinely thought that the other had cheated him?¹¹²¹ These may appear reasonable arguments, but they are not foolproof.

	While demands for proof weighed heavily (24:13), those who lacked direct evidence often resorted to arguments from probability.¹¹²² When one could not refute a charge, one sometimes had no alternative but to resort to arguments from probability.¹¹²³ One could also use arguments from probability to supplement other arguments. One form of the argument from probability was an appeal to one’s past character.

	
 

	Êthos (24:14–17)

	
 

	Many of Paul’s claims in 24:14–17 (and his implication in 24:11) address êthos, establishing his character against the sorts of charges brought against him. Êthos was vital to a case; if charges seemed inconsistent with a person’s proven character, probability worked against those charges.¹¹²⁴

	In this sense, an argument from character is one form of an argument from probability. Thus Scipio allegedly did not stoop so low as to respond to a false charge, but recounted his irreproachable life in a way that silenced his accusers.¹¹²⁵ (Of course, it is doubtful that such an approach by itself would have sufficed in Paul’s day, even if one grants that it possibly worked in Scipio’s.) An advocate could argue that one of noble character would not commit such crimes, hence that a noble defendant was innocent.¹¹²⁶ Paul shows in 24:14–17 that he was a pious supporter of his Jewish heritage; thus desecrating the temple would be utterly out of character for him.¹¹²⁷ (At least by the point that a first-time reader reaches 24:25, Felix recognizes that Paul’s ethical character is superior to his own.)

	
 

	Admitting a Non-Crime (24:14)

	
 

	By “admitting” one matter in 24:14, Paul gains more credibility for his denials.¹¹²⁸ But what he admits, though perhaps distasteful to some Romans, was not a crime. This is a clever rhetorical strategy. Speakers commonly admitted something that was not really a crime, gaining credibility without suffering adverse consequences.¹¹²⁹ Thus Josephus admits his guilt according to his accusers’ views, but proceeds to confess what was not a crime.¹¹³⁰ This practice seems to have been part of rhetorical training, though of course anyone could learn the technique.¹¹³¹ One could also admit that the crime of which one was accused might be rightly punishable, then claim one’s innocence with respect to it (as Paul later does in 25:11).¹¹³² Or one could admit that one had committed the “crime,” but point out that one had done it with such good reasons that it was not truly a crime.¹¹³³ Paul’s strategy here is therefore a familiar one.

	
 

	Paul’s Fidelity to His Jewish Heritage and Faith (24:14–18)

	
 

	Not only was Paul innocent regarding any charges punishable under Roman law, but also any regarding Jewish law (25:8). At least some rhetorical theorists pointed out that when one’s desires comported with those of one’s audience, they seemed more plausible.¹¹³⁴ Paul’s appeal to values shared with his accusers in 24:15 may not have this effect on them, but will at least narrow the religious differences from the governor’s perspective, which is what will matter for the trial’s outcome (cf. 18:14–15).

	Paul’s fidelity to his Jewish heritage makes less plausible the idea that Paul would have had anything to gain by disrupting activity in the temple; in some rhetorical traditions, a defendant should show that the alleged act would not have profited him.¹¹³⁵ Indeed, portraying a defendant accused of stirring a riot instead as a benefactor of the people (24:17) would stir pathos.¹¹³⁶ A person accused of acting against another often could counter the charge by claiming to have acted, by contrast, to benefit the accuser or victim.¹¹³⁷

	Paul continues his argument that he is a faithful Jew and that the controversy is an internal Jewish one (a plausible depiction of the conflict between Jewish-Christians and other Jews in this period). What his opponents called a “sect” (in 24:5; cf. 28:22) did not differ on cardinal matters from Jewish views that were common in Judea, even among some of his accusers (24:14–15).¹¹³⁸ It seems unlikely that all his accusers would have actually agreed with this claim (cf. 24:21); certainly the high priest (24:1) would not (23:8). But perhaps the “elders” (24:1) now include a few non-Sadducees, who perhaps recognized a common enemy in Paul some time after the brief hearing in 23:7–10.¹¹³⁹ (It seems no coincidence that Luke uses “sect” also for Sadducees and Pharisees, as Josephus does; cf. 5:17; 15:5; 26:5.)¹¹⁴⁰

	Luke’s specific arguments contribute to this general picture of consistency with Paul’s known character in Acts. Paul was “purified” in the temple (21:26; 24:18)—hardly the sort of person who would seek to profane it! (If 21:24 implies that Paul again shaved his head with the Nazirites, as earlier in 18:18, his short hair from the moment of his arrest would help visibly substantiate his claim; cf. Num 6:18–19. But that interpretation of Acts 21:24 is quite debatable.)¹¹⁴¹

	Whatever Luke’s reasons for omitting Paul’s collection elsewhere in this narrative, he has good reason to allude to Paul’s financial gifts for the needy here (24:17) as a substantial evidence of his peaceful intentions.¹¹⁴² If this gift were questioned, Paul could appeal to witnesses in Jerusalem (though by omitting other references to Paul’s offering, Luke does not invite explicit testimony here). In contrast to the epistles, Paul here does not specify that the offering was directed toward believers, perhaps because he is emphasizing his solidarity with his people as a whole (24:14–15; cf. also the broader emphasis in Luke 6:32–35).

	
 

	Paul returns the Charges (24:18b)

	
 

	Ancient orators, like modern politicians, knew how to “spin” data to their advantage.¹¹⁴³ Good speakers sought not only to establish their own (or their client’s) good character, but also the negative character of their accusers.¹¹⁴⁴ One could thereby challenge the moral right of one’s accusers to even bring charges, hoping to shame them.¹¹⁴⁵ Thus, for example, when Timarchus prepared to prosecute Aeschines, the latter prosecuted him first and successfully discredited him.¹¹⁴⁶ When Cicero refutes a charge from Clodia, he spends most of his speech discrediting her, charging her with immorality and implying her guilt for her former husband’s death.¹¹⁴⁷ (Paul explicitly declines to charge the accepted leaders of his people in Acts 28:19, where he might appear as a Roman citizen complaining about Judea rather than as someone arguing an intra-Jewish dispute.¹¹⁴⁸ Roman Jews had plenty of reasons to be anxious about Roman anti-Semitism, and Paul here sets them at ease.¹¹⁴⁹ Diplomatic necessities sometimes invited a more gentle approach.)¹¹⁵⁰

	Whenever possible, one would also return the very charges and show that the accusers, not the accused, were guilty of the offense.¹¹⁵¹ Cicero regards this as a standard technique: a good orator “will transfer to his opponent the blame for the very act with which he is charged.”¹¹⁵² This had long been the practice; in classical Athens, Aeschines repeatedly accused Demosthenes of having taken bribes, returning Demosthenes’s charge against Aeschines.¹¹⁵³ He thus cleverly concludes that Demosthenes has attacked not Aeschines, but himself in Aeschines’s name.¹¹⁵⁴ In the highly politicized enmities of urban elites in the Empire, shaming the accusers could attempt to reduce frivolous lawsuits against the one now shaming them. Thus, for example, Cicero notes that the accusers injured his client, then adds with mock surprise, And my client is the one charged with violence? “Why so? Because he is alive. But that is not his fault.”¹¹⁵⁵

	Paul probably is reversing the charge of inciting the mob against his original accusers. Lysias’s testimony in 23:27 seems to confirm the “arrest” but also accuses them of attempted lynching—hence of the sort of mob action that they will now blame on Paul. Although such an arrest would fit well Luke’s frequent parallel between Paul and Jesus (cf. 21:11), Luke himself portrays the action as a mob assault (21:27, 30–31), with little focus on the involvement of the Levite guards (except by implication in the closing of the temple doors in 21:30; contrast the explicit mention in 4:1; 5:26).

	Paul seems to contrast his peaceful behavior in the temple (24:17–18) with that of his original accusers (24:18b). Rhetoricians commonly used contrasts to make their point, demonstrating their greater qualifications, or demeaning or exalting others.¹¹⁵⁶ Paul stops short of openly accusing his accusers of causing the riot by not finishing his remarks about them (24:18–19; he also uses the weaker adversative de rather than alla, the stronger one).¹¹⁵⁷

	Nevertheless Luke’s informed reader could infer this to be the case from Luke’s own narrative (21:27–31), and could envision Paul as either denouncing them by insinuation or stopping short of the temptation to denounce them. The lack of main verb here, then, could imply that they rather than he stirred the riot.¹¹⁵⁸ Denunciation by insinuation was common enough in courtrooms, often while one claimed that one would not denounce someone for something.¹¹⁵⁹ When attacking Piso, Cicero implies that he came by his offices unethically: “But as to how each of us was elected I prefer to say nothing.”¹¹⁶⁰ Denouncing another person, he complained that he murdered his wife and then added another crime that was too horrible for Cicero to describe publicly, lest its mention weaken public virtue. In such an instance, the horror of a crime worse than murdering one’s wife is left to the hearer’s intrigued imagination.¹¹⁶¹ In another case, he briefly interrupts his denunciations of a particular tribune’s acts by stating that he will not digress to mention all his other shameful deeds in Spain (thereby implying that he had many more examples available).¹¹⁶² (Urban Mediterranean audiences would be familiar with the general technique, not limited to denunciation, of claiming that one would not say something that in the process one in fact said.)¹¹⁶³

	
 

	Failure of Witnesses to Appear (24:19)

	
 

	Paul has already mentioned his accusers’ failure to offer compelling evidence (24:13); now he turns more specifically to their lack of witnesses.¹¹⁶⁴ Felix may have assumed that those gathered to accuse Paul (24:9) were his original accusers (23:30, 35; cf. 24:7–8 in many later manuscripts); Paul clarifies any such ambiguity. The failure of Paul’s original accusers to show up (24:19) at the very least undermined their credibility. In a similar sort of argument from probability, one could argue that if an accuser failed to prosecute immediately, he presumably invented the charges.¹¹⁶⁵ (Certainly Paul’s accusers here lost little time in prosecuting this case, however; see 24:1.)

	More commonly, as well as more relevantly here, an accuser’s failure to produce witnesses could be used to challenge his veracity.¹¹⁶⁶ (Refusal to hand over slaves for interrogation by torture was understood the same way¹¹⁶⁷—though an orator would argue against this practice when that better suited his case.)¹¹⁶⁸ A speaker might insist on this principle even when the alleged offense was not public and would not have been easily witnessed!¹¹⁶⁹ One might also insist on this principle when any witnesses would have traveled a considerable distance, even though this distance reduced the likelihood of their appearance.¹¹⁷⁰ But especially in alleged crimes like this one where one would expect witnesses, one might ridicule the opposing position by inviting witnesses to come forward (if indeed, one might add spitefully, there genuinely were any!).¹¹⁷¹

	Most scholars aver that Paul’s response implies more than merely that his accusers lack eyewitness support for their claims. If Paul is implying that his original accusers have abandoned their case—which they have—he also would be implying that the case should be dismissed. Claudius had already warned that in such cases of destitutio, abandonment of the case, the case would be decided against the accusers; shortly after the period depicted in Luke’s narrative, Rome passed more complete laws to this effect.¹¹⁷²

	Yet Paul’s accusers in the story world would have a good reason to avoid showing up, beyond their return to Asia after Pentecost: if cross-examination demonstrated that they rather than Paul started the riot, they would be the ones answering to Roman authorities for starting unrest. And probably most of them, unlike Paul, did not have the legal benefit of being Roman citizens! Further, while people respected honorable witnesses, the witnesses lost their honor if the case went against them and their testimony became tarnished.¹¹⁷³ Indeed, the law treated false witnesses harshly,¹¹⁷⁴ particularly in a capital case.¹¹⁷⁵

	The stakes thus would be too high for them to travel to Caesarea and appear before Felix’s tribunal on a charge they could not verify. It would be difficult to make their testimonies agree without careful planning.¹¹⁷⁶ Further, genuine public acts with numerous potential witnesses were next to impossible to disprove.¹¹⁷⁷ Paul presumably could produce witnesses in his favor, especially the Nazirites he had helped (21:26) and probably Trophimus, whom he had allegedly brought into the temple but in fact had not (though his appearance would be more risky; 21:29). Without colluding with the governor, therefore, the accusers could not guarantee safety to false witnesses (such as those noted in 6:11).

	Since no witnesses against him have come forward, Paul instead challenges his accusers who are not witnesses to testify against him from his own mouth (24:20)—which will simply reveal the real basis for their enmity (24:21). And personal enmity, though characteristic of Greek and Roman municipal elites, could also be held to bias enemies’ reports about a person.¹¹⁷⁸ Cicero claims that it was standard procedure for prosecutors to provide a credible motive for their charges.¹¹⁷⁹ Only one side in the case establishes credible motives, at least from the vantage point of Luke’s ideal audience. Luke’s summary of Tertullus’s charges (24:5–6) do not specify a motive, but the cumulative charges could possibly imply as a motive Paul’s opposition to temple-centered Judaism. Paul, however, establishes an ethos that would argue against such motives (24:14–18).

	In his countercharge, conversely, Paul attributes his opponents’ accusations to a matter of theological disagreement already demonstrated in his hearing before them (23:6–9; 24:20–21)—a motive he may hope will get the case against him thrown out of a Roman court without abandoning him to a Judean one. Luke expects his audience by this point to realize that Paul was hardly the only member of a Jewish sect that disagreed with other Jewish sects (23:7–8)! It was customary to put the motives for one’s accusers in a bad light, and Paul’s portrayal of theirs should suffice for Felix.¹¹⁸⁰

	How would accusers lacking witnesses have responded to such charges? Rhetoricians sometimes tried to turn the lack of witnesses to their advantage—difficult as this effort might prove. Demosthenes, for example, builds an argument from inference and claims that his “witnesses” are the facts themselves.¹¹⁸¹ In other cases rhetoricians sought to offer plausible reasons why they had not provided witnesses.¹¹⁸² These attempts at times could sound like special pleading; Cicero once promises not to distract his hearers with witnesses, whose words are easily distorted, but rather to provide arguments from facts.¹¹⁸³ Still, it was not always easy to procure witnesses; even when they did not have to travel far, some were reluctant to testify on particular matters.¹¹⁸⁴

	Paul avoids naming the original accusers who failed to show up—though at least in the story world he presumably had met them personally (19:8–9, 33). His indication of “certain persons,” however, could be the language of polemic (24:18).¹¹⁸⁵

	
 

	His Opponents’ Inconsistency (24:20–21)

	
 

	In redefining the basis for the charges against him, Paul appeals to the inconsistency between Tertullus’s charges (24:5–6) and the issue that divided the Sanhedrin earlier (23:6–9). In one form of an argument from probability, one could cite one’s opponent’s criticisms against them by showing inherent self-contradictions.¹¹⁸⁶ Lawyers thus found discrepancies on matters of time, places, events, and so forth, as helpful ways to discredit an opposing argument.¹¹⁸⁷

	If the elders protested that most of them did not yet understand the basis for charges against Paul at his hearing before them, they would be admitting that they were not qualified witnesses and offered nothing but hearsay.¹¹⁸⁸ They had shifted the charges against him to suit the venue! Sometimes a rhetor saved a clinching argument for the end.¹¹⁸⁹ It is not clear that Paul does so here, but if he does, his final argument certainly appears to be a strong one.

	It was common to bluntly call one’s opponent a liar, especially in court settings.¹¹⁹⁰ One could adjust the particular details of that charge creatively, as needed; for example, Cicero complains that the accuser of his client is a liar, but that the lie in this case is so improbable as to invite derisive laughter.¹¹⁹¹ Paul is more charitable, whether for religious or political reasons (cf. again 28:19). Yet he clearly implies that the case has been constructed against him falsely.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Although I have offered only selected comparisons rather than attempting a comprehensive survey of all available rhetorical techniques, I believe those offered are sufficient to establish the skills that ancient readers could recognize in this passage. A comparison of the argumentation in Acts 24:10–21 with some rhetorical techniques of Luke’s day suggests that his Paul is rhetorically skilled. Luke presents him in part as an intellectual hero like the heroes of some later Greco-Roman biographies of sophists and philosophers. Paul appears as a delightfully cunning debater who confounds his adversaries, defends himself against frivolous charges, and in the process further advances the gospel he serves.
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	. Aeschines Fals. leg. passim; Isaeus Cleon.

	49

	; Dionysius of Halicarnassus Comp.

	3

	; Cicero Mur.

	6

	.

	13

	; Flacc.

	15

	.

	34

	; Rosc. Amer.

	29

	.

	79

	; Aelius Aristides Defense

	242

	, §

	75

	D. Only very obvious information did not require evidence (Polybius

	12

	.

	25

	K.

	9

	).

	
 

	1108 

	. E.g., Lysias Or.

	29

	.

	5

	, §

	181

	; Cicero Rosc. Amer.

	23

	.

	64–65

	.

	
 

	1109 
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	. See e.g., Lord, “Introduction,”

	358

	.

	
 

	1115 

	. Aristotle Rhetoric

	1

	.

	15

	.

	17

	,

	1376

	a. Classical rhetorical handbooks favored arguments from probability over direct evidence, but later orators more frequently employed evidence as a basis for probability (Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric,
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	b.
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	. While this was good rhetoric, it is more consistent with the Paul of the epistles than many critics allow; see Rom

	9

	—

	11

	, especially

	9

	:

	1–5

	; also Paul’s collection (see Hill, Hellenists,

	173–78

	).

	
 

	1128 

	. The strategy appears in other texts, e.g., Philostratus Her.

	8

	.

	8

	.

	
 

	1129 

	. E.g., Xenophon Hell.

	1

	.

	7

	.

	16–17

	; Libanius Decl.

	36

	.

	28

	;

	44

	.
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	Insanity, Inspiration or Intellect

	
 

	Paul’s Madness in Acts 26:24–25

	¹¹⁹² 

	
 

	However Festus intends Paul’s “madness” within the narrative, Luke’s audience could construe the claim favorably. Festus’s charge, conjoined with his acknowledgment of Paul’s education, probably reinforces Luke’s portrayal of Paul as a genuinely wise and bold sage.

	
 

	The Charge that Paul is “Insane” (26:24)

	
 

	Like Paul, Luke knows that the Christian message is difficult for those schooled in Greek philosophy (Acts 17:32; 1 Cor 1:21–25). Festus’s retort to Paul may reflect a typical elite response to Paul’s person and message. That Paul’s speech is interrupted here fits a pattern in some other speech contexts in Acts (e.g., 2:37; 7:57; 22:22; probably 17:32) that keeps the narrative moving quickly: when the speaker has finished what needs to be said, the speech is interrupted, even if the speaker is still continuing or barely past the narratio.¹¹⁹³

	Nevertheless, Luke’s portrayal of interruptions imitates social reality. Interruptions occurred in other speech settings (e.g., Livy 3.40.5), often from hecklers.¹¹⁹⁴ More relevantly here, judges could interrupt witnesses or the defendant to ask questions,¹¹⁹⁵ sometimes in a hostile manner.¹¹⁹⁶ Thus an emperor might keep interrupting a speaker’s defense of himself with comments and questions (Philostratus Vit. soph. 2.30.623).

	That Festus calls Paul insane could be an example of this kind of interruption. Festus may not mean Paul is insane literally, but the remark would be meaningless if it did not evoke some characteristics often associated in antiquity with insanity. The question is what kind of madness Festus attributes to Paul; perhaps multiple ancient associations of madness (discussed below) are involved.

	Paul acts based on visions of Jesus (Acts 26:8, 13–20), which Festus might attribute to madness, mixed with rhetorical, inspired, and philosophic madness. As suggested below, Festus’s citation of Paul’s “learning” might evoke especially the element of philosophic madness (see comment below). Luke might accentuate the forms of madness associated with inspiration and philosophy; in his portrayal, Paul, like philosophers, then replaces the charge of madness with the correct interpretation, namely that he is thinking soundly.

	Although Festus does not seem hostile toward Paul (cf. 26:31), charges of madness often denigrated those so charged.¹¹⁹⁷ A later source depicts the emperor in a judicial setting charging a man named Appianus with having lost his mind and Appianus denying it.¹¹⁹⁸ The close similarities with Luke’s account of Paul here might reflect dependence on Acts 26, but it is also possible that both scenes simply recall earlier Jewish martyr stories. In some of these earlier accounts, oppressors accused Jewish pietists of insanity (4 Macc 8:5; 10:13). More generally, some ridiculed the righteous as insane, but would eventually learn that it was the mockers themselves who were foolish (Wis 5:4). The claim of insanity could be used as a legal defense,¹¹⁹⁹ but that is far from Luke’s point here. For Luke, the only negative form of madness Paul exhibited was his preconversion persecution of Christians (Acts 26:11, the verb’s only other appearance in Acts except for 12:15).

	
 

	The “Madness” of Inspiration

	
 

	Although not the aspect that I will emphasize below, one positive form of “madness” in ancient sources is the madness of inspiration, which may also be relevant here. Of the four forms of ecstasy surveyed by Plato, one of the most important involved inspiration (Phaedr. 265B). Prophetic inspiration was sometimes pejoratively associated with madness in ancient Israel (2 Kgs 9:11; Jer 29:26 [LXX 36:26]; Hos 9:7–8).¹²⁰⁰ Outsiders apparently could view early Christian inspiration similarly as a form of madness (1 Cor 14:23; 2 Cor 5:13; cf. 12:2–4).¹²⁰¹ In Acts, too, those speaking under inspiration could be deemed drunk (Acts 2:13), inviting Peter’s retort just as Festus’s verdict of insanity invites Paul’s retort in 26:25. Elsewhere in Acts, other speech attesting extraordinary divine acts also appeared to outsiders as madness (12:15, one of Luke’s three uses of the verb mainomai).

	Such associations were no less clear in the wider Greco-Roman context of early Christianity.¹²⁰² Even when associated with deities, madness could be negative there, including as punishment for insulting the gods.¹²⁰³ When associated with inspiration, however, ecstasy (potentially viewed as insanity) was normally positive. The form of madness normally sent by the gods was better than sanity (Aelius Aristides Defense of Oratory 53, §17D). The Jewish philosopher Philo spoke of a positive madness associated with ecstasy or divine possession.¹²⁰⁴ In such a state, the mind is caught up in God;¹²⁰⁵ at the peak of ecstasy, one’s understanding departs.¹²⁰⁶

	Paul’s designation in Acts 26:25 for his own speech applies to inspired speech in 2:4 (but cf. 2:14), so it is possible that Luke understands Festus as construing Paul’s speech inspired because of its content or form.¹²⁰⁷ Some forms of rhetoric valued intense passion or forcefulness in speaking,¹²⁰⁸ though Stoics and other philosophers most respectable in this period usually rejected this rhetorical approach.¹²⁰⁹ More likely, however, any association with inspiration involves Paul’s recent mention of his visionary experiences (26:13–16, as noted above). This would fit Philo’s and others’ association of positive madness with revelatory experiences. Luke’s audience, which would value divine visions (see especially 2:17), could understand a charge of inspired madness positively.¹²¹⁰

	
 

	Philosophic “Madness”

	
 

	Luke has elsewhere portrayed Paul as a sage (17:22–31; 19:9; 24:24–26), and Festus’s remark about Paul’s level of “learning” reinforces that portrayal for Luke’s audience in 26:24.¹²¹¹ (The grammata in 26:24 also contrasts Festus’s verdict about Paul with the Jerusalem rulers’ verdict about Peter and John as agrammatoi in 4:13. Although I believe that Luke appreciated the Jerusalem apostles’ ministry, he recognized Paul’s greater ability to gain a hearing among gentile elites.)

	Festus’s association of education with “madness” may evoke wider ancient associations of the two concepts.¹²¹² Thus, for example, Dio Chrysostom notes that the Cynic Diogenes was insane by the standards of the masses (Or. 6.3.82; 8.36; 9.8; 34.2); yet Dio Chrysostom warned that truth appears as madness to the misinformed (Or. 12.8).¹²¹³ Philostratus later claims that others viewed the Pythagorean sage Apollonius as insane for a true prediction (Vit. Apoll. 8.26).

	Although philosophers’ detractors characterized them as insane, philosophers held the opposite view. Thus Lucian depicts a new convert to philosophy as drunk and “divinely possessed” by philosophy (Lucian Nigr. 5); his companion, by contrast, corrects this verdict by calling his state sobriety (sôphronein, Nigr. 6). In fact, philosophers (especially Stoics) viewed not themselves but the untrained masses as “insane.”¹²¹⁴ Stoics viewed any foolish person (i.e., nonphilosophers) as insane.¹²¹⁵ (Although they divided humanity into ideal types, however, they recognized that in practice most people fell between the two extremes of wisdom and folly.)¹²¹⁶ The philosophically inclined orator Dio Chrysostom warns that some might think him insane for challenging the vices of the Alexandrians (Or. 32.24), but he charges that the Alexandrians themselves are the ones who act insane in their foolish pursuit of entertainment and immoral pleasures (Or. 32.41–42, 65, 91).¹²¹⁷

	The apparent madness of inspiration and the apparent madness of philosophy were not incompatible, so that outsiders might in principle confuse them. Thus in Dio Chrysostom Or. 34.4 the masses might view philosophic madness as analogous to inspired madness. At least as early as Philo (and probably not derived specifically from him), Middle Platonist philosophers sought inspired visions of the divine.¹²¹⁸ Although Stoicism remained the dominant philosophic school in the first century, it is possible that Festus and Luke’s audience could associate Paul’s earlier mentioned visionary experiences with philosophic learning.

	Festus’s recognition that Paul is educated—perhaps especially in the documents of the Jewish tradition (the Scriptures; Acts 26:22)—is a positive evaluation of the sort that could prejudice judges in favor of defendants who might belong to their own social class. His verdict of madness is more ambiguous, however, although, associated with his learning, it would reinforce Paul’s positive status for Luke’s audience. Paul, like other sages, might seem insane to outsiders, but his alleged insanity is consistent with, and here associated with, his learning. Although some considered mainstream philosophers such as Stoics eccentric, most intellectuals respected them (except where rivalries among philosophic schools were factors). Luke reinforces this positive depiction of Paul’s wisdom by Paul’s response in 26:25.

	
 

	Paul’s Sound Mind (26:25)

	
 

	As was considered prudent when responding even to a court’s challenge,¹²¹⁹ Paul responds respectfully in 26:25. He defends his own sanity, but does not denigrate that of Festus or others, and even appeals to Agrippa to verify Paul’s consistency with the prophets (26:27).

	Paul claims to speak with sôphrosunê, which (as commentators often note) ancient speakers sometimes contrasted with insanity.¹²²⁰ Although ecstasy could include irrational behavior (as noted above), Dio Chrysostom praises even an inspired person who spoke with such self-control (Dio Chrysostom Or. 1.56); inspiration did not need to transgress sanity.

	Many writers praised this virtue.¹²²¹ It could apply to the virtue of young men avoiding excesses such as sexual misbehavior and extravagant banquets.¹²²² Likewise, it applied to virtues of women, including their modesty and sexual self-control.¹²²³ One could apply it to farmers with an emphasis on their hard work.¹²²⁴ Some applied it even to restraint in laughter, thus displaying dignity.¹²²⁵ One who led a life of such self-control would be difficult to convict in court (Dionysius of Halicarnassus Ant. rom. 7.58.2).

	Although Paul mentions the virtue here only briefly, it appears at much greater length in other ancient speeches. It was one of the virtues that orators often included in encomia.¹²²⁶ Indeed, its role as one of the cardinal virtues rendered it a particularly useful topic for development in speeches.¹²²⁷ These could include model speeches for praising leaders or friends.¹²²⁸

	Given Festus’s remark about Paul’s learning, however, the virtue’s association with philosophic sages might be particularly relevant. The term appears so widely in antiquity that we cannot arbitrarily restrict its sense to this usage, but if Luke elsewhere depicts Paul as a wise sage, the claim here will support that characterization. (This observation is especially relevant given its linkage with “truth” here.)¹²²⁹

	Philosophers praised this virtue of self-control.¹²³⁰ In Plato’s dialogues, Socrates extols this virtue;¹²³¹ Plato connected it with self-knowledge¹²³² and moderation related to self-knowledge.¹²³³ It appears also among Pythagoreans¹²³⁴ and even among Epicureans.¹²³⁵ Prominently, it was one of Aristotle’s four influential cardinal virtues, though this classification of virtues probably did not originate with Aristotle.¹²³⁶ The dominant philosophy in the first century was Stoicism, which retained sôphrosunê as one of the central virtues, including among Roman Stoics such as Musonius.¹²³⁷

	Stoics apply the term and its cognates to self-control over the passions, the baser emotions.¹²³⁸ Thus they applied it against, for example, sexual indulgence,¹²³⁹ gluttony¹²⁴⁰ and even grief.¹²⁴¹ Its semantic range overlaps with that of egkrateia,¹²⁴² a virtue that Paul elaborates in Acts 24:25 (to the discomfort of Festus’s predecessor Felix). The virtue should characterize philosophers.¹²⁴³ Although nonphilosophers might question the sobriety of a person who left everything else to pursue philosophy, Dio Chrysostom pronounced such a person genuinely wise (Dio Chrysostom Or. 80.1).

	Jewish thinkers writing in Greek show a similar range of usage. It appears among the four cardinal virtues in Wisdom of Solomon (8:7), 4 Maccabees (1:6, 18; 2:23; 15:10), and abundantly in Philo.¹²⁴⁴ Fourth Maccabees, influenced by Stoicism, praises the virtue’s ability to subdue harmful passions (4 Macc 1:30–31; 2:18; 3:17, 19; 5:23), including gluttony (4 Macc 1:3) and lust (1:3; 2:2, 16; see also T. Jos. 4:1–2). Its occurrence in Acts is not therefore surprising, regardless of whether we reconstruct Luke’s audience as primarily Jewish, primarily gentile, or mixed.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Luke’s audience might well hear nuances in Festus’s interruption of Paul in Acts 26:24, and Paul’s response to Festus in 26:25, that modern readers usually miss. Sometimes in antiquity “madness” characterized an outsider’s view of ecstatic inspiration, which some could associate with Paul’s possibly visionary experiences noted in 26:13–19. The charge of madness associated with learning (as it is explicitly in 26:24) might associate Paul with philosophers, in this case probably an inspired philosopher. Because the popular masses sometimes derided philosophers or prophets with the label of insanity, those who respected philosophers or prophets could view Paul’s treatment here as fitting expectations for him as inspired and/or as a sage. Sages themselves, however, often explicitly reversed the evaluation, considering themselves sane and the masses insane; Paul reverses the evaluation of himself here (without denigrating Festus as insane).

	Festus is not ridiculing Paul here; the exchange remains respectful. Nevertheless, the exchanged words support Luke’s portrayal of Paul as an intellectual with quick wit and the ability to speak to Romans of respected social strata. A reader today might add that this depiction generally fits the kind of person that Paul must have been to dictate the letters we know that he produced and to reach the people of influence (e.g., Rom 16:23) that he reached in Corinth and elsewhere.
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	Fever and Dysentery in Acts 28:8 and Ancient Medicine

	¹²⁴⁵ 

	
 

	This essay explores ancient views concerning the character of fever and dysentery, as well as both natural and supernatural treatments sometimes prescribed for them. Such information affords us a clearer sensitivity to how Luke’s earliest audiences may have conceived the severity of this ailment, hence appreciated the healing reported here.

	
 

	And it happened that Publius’s father was bedridden due to intermittent fevers and dysentery. Thus Paul entered, prayed, and laid hands on him, and thereby cured him. (Acts

	28

	:

	8

	)

	
 

	One could examine Acts 28:8 from a variety of important and complementary angles, such as literary, historical, or medical approaches. My particular interest in this essay, however, is to demonstrate how the ailment would sound in an ancient medical setting. Recognizing how it would sound in such a setting will help us to hear the ailment of Publius’s father more sympathetically, and to appreciate the dramatic character of the healing more fully, that is, in a manner closer to how Luke’s ideal audience would likely have heard the passage. Although I will open with a brief mention of modern suggestions about the nature of the ailments, my purpose here is not to diagnose these ailments in modern medical terms, but to examine how an audience familiar with ancient medical conceptions would have heard Luke’s brief mention of them.

	To pursue this objective, I draw on ancient medical texts. Admittedly, most of Luke’s audience would not have technical expertise in the Hippocratic corpus;¹²⁴⁶ but fevers and dysentery were pervasive ailments, and ancient medical sources offer us the fullest available window into the sorts of ideas about them that circulated in antiquity. Although the documentary papyri reflect a more popular level, their descriptions of cases are more limited. (From my PhD student Thomas Grafton’s dissertation, I add to the discussion on fever brief remarks from these sources to the original article on which this essay is largely based.)¹²⁴⁷

	However accurate or inaccurate their empirical diagnoses, ancient medical reports also provide the most thorough extant observations available from antiquity. This approach may be of special interest to those who, like myself, believe Luke the physician a particularly likely candidate for the first-person companion of Paul in this part of Acts.¹²⁴⁸

	
 

	Fever and Dysentery

	
 

	After briefly noting some possibilities in more modern medical terms of what may have afflicted Publius’s father, I will turn to ancient observations and speculations regarding fevers and dysentery.

	
 

	The Ailments in Modern Terms

	
 

	In modern terms, some suggest plausibly that the fever depicted here was a kind of fever traditionally associated with Malta and known as “Malta fever.” In 1887 scientists discovered its cause, a microorganism called Micrococcus melitensis, found in the milk of goats on the island. The recurrent and intestinal character of the ailment fits this description.¹²⁴⁹ Untreated, it usually lasts about four months, but it could last two or three years.¹²⁵⁰

	Nevertheless, Barrett’s caution is prudent: this proposal is plausible and may be accurate, but it is not completely certain because “there are other causes of fever.”¹²⁵¹ Ancients associated a range of maladies with “fever,” and the heart of Luke’s ideal audience, which was almost certainly not located on Malta, would have conceived of Luke’s description in much more general terms than an illness particular to the island.

	Even if we could be certain that today’s Malta fever existed in the first century and that Publius’s father had this ailment, typical ancient observers would have likely classified it simply as “fever,” as Luke does. The more general kind of recurrent fever with which Luke’s audience would be most familiar would likely correspond, in today’s terms, to malaria.

	Fever, most commonly malaria (but sometimes typhoid), was widespread in Mediterranean antiquity.¹²⁵² In fact, of diseases appearing in ancient medical literature, malaria and tuberculosis appear to be the most common.¹²⁵³ Malaria includes a variety of febrile diseases spread by the anopheles mosquito;¹²⁵⁴ but though malaria was known to be more common in swampy areas,¹²⁵⁵ people did not yet understand the connection.

	
 

	Fevers

	
 

	Of greater concern for our purposes is the way that Luke’s audience would have conceived of fever and dysentery. In the Septuagint and extant first-century Christian sources, only Luke (and only in this passage) employs the plural form of puretos, i.e., “fevers.”¹²⁵⁶ The plural appears this way for a single person frequently and appears notably in medical writers.¹²⁵⁷ Presumably Luke means that the father’s fevers were intermittent, coming and going, as fevers often did (and as malaria commonly does in its earlier stages).¹²⁵⁸

	Luke’s contemporaries were widely familiar with intermittent fevers. One form of intermittent fever is nocturnal malaria, which appears to leave its mark in ancient sources. Thus one medical source writes of a person suffering from fever on and off for 52 days, delirious and unable to sleep at night but sleeping the rest of the time.¹²⁵⁹ Others reported experiencing their worst attacks of fever at midday.¹²⁶⁰ In a winter fever¹²⁶¹ (the season depicted in Acts 28), the fever would usually abate if the patient lost consciousness, but it might afterward return dangerously.¹²⁶²

	Fevers could be seasonal, and ancient writers often distinguished four types.¹²⁶³ “Quartan” fevers, though milder than some others, were the longest,¹²⁶⁴ but said not to last more than a year.¹²⁶⁵ Although said to usually strike men between the ages of 25 and 45 (Publius’s father is presumably older), it would come most often in autumn and persist only if accompanied by another sickness.¹²⁶⁶ In quartan fever’s early stages one lacked an appetite but later regained it; the sufferer produced white mucous and sometimes a noisy stomach and bloody stool. After this sort of fever ended one remained weak and light-headed.¹²⁶⁷ Quartan fever could produce a coma.¹²⁶⁸

	Another category of fever mentioned by ancient physicians was “semitertian”;¹²⁶⁹ still another sort involved “summer fevers.” In the latter, on the seventh through the ninth days rough bite-like (yet not itchy) bumps appeared on the skin; sometimes the person became comatose, or at least remained sleepy throughout the summer. This form of fever was rarely fatal, but no treatment was effective.¹²⁷⁰ “Tertian” fevers were accompanied by nightmares, hemorrhages, and sometimes delirium.¹²⁷¹ The night preceding an attack was usually more difficult than the night afterward.¹²⁷²

	Whereas fevers proved fatal to some, others survived; thus some fevers proved milder than others.¹²⁷³ In the most dangerous cases, a person would die on the fourth day or earlier.¹²⁷⁴ The assault of some fevers was said to decrease at the fourth day, but the second bout would run till the seventh day; the third till the eleventh; and so on, up to twenty days.¹²⁷⁵ They could also last longer, through sixty days.¹²⁷⁶ Depending on the sample size for empirical observations, one might conclude that they often varied in length with the individual so afflicted.

	Ancient medical writers described “fever” in various ways. Some who wrote in the Hippocratic tradition depicted fevers as coming in various colors, each of which felt different to those touching the afflicted.¹²⁷⁷ The various speculations about causes and cures suggest just how uncontrollable these maladies were. It was thought that excess wine or exhaustion could produce winter fever, but that this could become other diseases.¹²⁷⁸

	As one might guess from the etymology of fever (puretos), many connected it at least figuratively with an internal fire (pur). Thus fever may be “kindled” and glands “inflamed”;¹²⁷⁹ a sick person burns with a heavenly fire.¹²⁸⁰ Some opined that excess phlegm produced the fever by swelling tissues;¹²⁸¹ one could supposedly treat this problem by warming the body for three or four days (so that sweat would relieve the fever), not cooling the person until the fourth day.¹²⁸² Among the more unusual reports, some opined that quartan fever was incompatible with epilepsy, and cured it!¹²⁸³ Views concerning fevers varied, but clearly some proved quite dangerous.

	The documentary papyri offer little description of fever (puretos), but they make clear the potential seriousness of this condition.¹²⁸⁴ Thus in P.Gur (215 BCE), one bedridden with fever could not defend his property. In P.Oxy 3.95 (96 CE), a public physician reports the vomiting and fever of a wounding victim; perhaps these conditions reflect infection from the wound. In P.Oxy 12.1582 (second century CE), fever is a serious condition requiring care. A later Christian text invokes Christ and the Spirit to exorcise fever and shivering, speaking of fever lasting between three and four days.¹²⁸⁵

	
 

	Dysentery

	
 

	As in Acts 28:8, Hippocratic writings sometimes mention fever and dysentery together.¹²⁸⁶ In one recorded case, a patient had dysentery, fever, and bloody stool, with pain in the belly growing from the thirtieth to the fortieth day; but the patient eventually recovered.¹²⁸⁷ Often this combination of symptoms occurred during the hot summer, when dysentery was most common.¹²⁸⁸ Summer fevers (see the brief discussion above) could be linked with diarrhea;¹²⁸⁹ in summer, drinking water often sickened those living near marshes with dysentery, diarrhea, and quartan fever.¹²⁹⁰ Dysentery and fever were most common in summer after a particularly rainy spring.¹²⁹¹ But the father of wealthy Publius would probably not live near a marsh, and the weather reported in Acts 28 is now cool (cf. Acts 27:9, 20; 28:2). It is possible that the symptoms have continued since the summer, or that one ailment has weakened his body to the extent that it has succumbed prematurely to another.

	Dysentery was painful,¹²⁹² and sometimes led to death.¹²⁹³ One writer describes dysentery as accompanied by pain and colic, ulcerated intestines, the passing of phlegm and bloody stools; “The disease is long, painful, and usually mortal.”¹²⁹⁴ As in the instance above, some did recover from dysentery;¹²⁹⁵ others, however fared less happily. Thus one recorded patient swelled up, experienced diarrhea, and died.¹²⁹⁶ Hippocrates reportedly claimed that one would die from dysentery if the bile was black, but usually not if it was yellow.¹²⁹⁷ Despite the relative silence of ancient physicians about childhood sickness, a modern specialist concludes that “enteric diseases such as infantile viral diarrhoea and amoebic dysentery probably accounted for most of the high infant mortality observed in cemeteries.”¹²⁹⁸ Presumably dysentery also proved difficult for older persons, as Publius’s father probably is (in view of Publius’s rank, Acts 28:7).

	Nevertheless, Hippocratic writers supposed that dysentery sometimes had beneficial effects. Thus, for example, painless dysentery with fever could help relieve intestinal blockage;¹²⁹⁹ fevers¹³⁰⁰ might be finally “cured” by diarrhea and dysentery that ended the sickness;¹³⁰¹ and fever might be rare when the bowels were loose.¹³⁰² Likewise, another text concludes that dysentery could cure some diseases by passing them off in the stools.¹³⁰³ But ancient physicians also recognized that dysentery normally weakened the patient rather than helped them.¹³⁰⁴

	
 

	Proposed Treatments in Antiquity

	
 

	Although some proposed treatments make sense (such as preventing excessive dehydration), many others will not strike modern readers as helpful. We survey first some ancient proposed treatments for fever; then, more briefly, some proposed treatments for dysentery; and finally, some comments regarding attempts to secure recovery through appeals to superhuman agents.

	
 

	Treatments For Fever

	
 

	Although the medical treatment some have supposed in 28:9 is unlikely there and no one proposes such treatment in the present verse, it is helpful to consider the sorts of treatments that Publius, a wealthy man (28:7), might have secured previously for his father.

	Treatments of malaria focused on symptoms, especially the fever itself and the spleen.¹³⁰⁵ Many physicians treated winter fever with water and perhaps juices but significantly reduced food.¹³⁰⁶ Sponging a fevered person to cool them was also a useful treatment; in urgent cases, this therapy could take precedence even over observing the Sabbath.¹³⁰⁷

	Other proposed treatments varied widely. The physician Celsus lists many different Greek medical opinions concerning how to treat fever, hence suggests “trying them all (De Medicina 3.14).”¹³⁰⁸ Ancients proposed various treatments of fever’s attendant chills, such as agaric mixed with hot water, or (in the case of tertian fevers) siderite (a mineral) with oil.¹³⁰⁹ Other alleged cures include:

	
 

	•Deer flesh¹³¹⁰

	
 

	•A wolf’s salted right eye used as an amulet (recommended by Magi)¹³¹¹

	
 

	•cat feces with a horned owl’s claw used as an amulet (also recommended by the Magi for quartans)¹³¹²

	
 

	•one substance that cures tertians and quartans and also cures the bite of rabid dogs¹³¹³

	
 

	•one writer suggests that sexual intercourse cures quartan fever, so long as menstruation is beginning¹³¹⁴

	
 

	Naturally some prescriptions appeal to substances so scarce as to be barely falsifiable; even the more readily acquired proposed cures were probably never empirically verified, but at best were attempted once and deemed cures if the person recovered.

	
 

	Treatments For Dysentery

	
 

	From a modern perspective, treatments for dysentery are not much more encouraging than those for fever, though some of these treatments may have been observed to control diarrhea and consequent dehydration, or to provide some nourishment the body could absorb despite diarrhea. Various folk cures for dysentery existed:¹³¹⁵

	
 

	•navew seed with some warm water¹³¹⁶

	
 

	•holly leaves, which are also helpful for cholera and menstruation; when mixed with wine, they prevent diarrhea¹³¹⁷

	
 

	•a tree-fruit¹³¹⁸

	
 

	•veal broth¹³¹⁹

	
 

	•mallow (also useful against epilepsy);¹³²⁰ cultivated sorrel;¹³²¹ beeswax mixed with gruel;¹³²² juice from pounded vine leaves;¹³²³ and a decoction of white myrtle in wine¹³²⁴

	
 

	One supposed cure proposed for dysentery that Paul and Luke certainly would have rejected was unbridled sexual activity.¹³²⁵ Traditional magical cures also existed.¹³²⁶

	
 

	Paranormal Healing

	
 

	Elsewhere Pliny notes that medicines afford little help against quartans; thus he notes some remedies proposed by magicians, starting with recommended amulets.¹³²⁷ Some who recovered also undoubtedly claimed superhuman causes for their cures; Lucian complains that, given all the idiots in circulation, it would not be surprising if some claimed healing through a revelation of the deceased charlatan Peregrinus.¹³²⁸

	Although ancient writers describe some miracle workers who healed by means of prayer,¹³²⁹ they also report other specifically religious remedies. Old Romans worshiped Febris, goddess of Fever (to reduce her malevolence); three temples to Fever continued to exist in Paul’s day in Rome.¹³³⁰ (By contrast, Pliny regarded the temple to Febris as base superstition.)¹³³¹ Apparently the sick used charms that touched their bodies, which they afterward deposited in her sanctuaries.¹³³² People used incantations against fever and fever demons;¹³³³ because erotic magic was thought to cause “burning,”¹³³⁴ fever might also originate from such sources.¹³³⁵ Third-century CE Jewish astrological magic apparently attributed to the demon Lix Tetrax¹³³⁶ affliction with day-and-a-half fevers, which could be cured by invoking particular names¹³³⁷ or thwarted by the name of the archangel Azael.¹³³⁸ Hero cults also offered healings in answers to prayer, including for “quartan fever.”¹³³⁹

	Here, by contrast, without sacrifices or charms, the true God provides healings through his agent, just as he has provided healings elsewhere in Acts.¹³⁴⁰ Although not the focus of this essay, that is of course the focus of Luke’s observations.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	I have sought to offer a sense of how ancient physicians and (presumably) some other ancient observers perceived “fever” (here probably an intermittent fever) and “dysentery.” Ancient medicine lacked adequate means to prevent or cure these ailments, and even many treatments of the symptoms were inadequate. These ailments were often dangerous and sometimes fatal. People sometimes sought recovery from such ailments by attempting to appease or derive cures from deities. Such information may provide us greater empathy for Publius’s father and greater appreciation for the miraculous cure that Luke reports. It may also provide us increased appreciation for Luke’s portrayal of healing signs that demonstrate both the power and the benevolence of Paul’s God.
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	Miracles and History in Acts and the Jesus Tradition

	¹³⁴¹ 

	
 

	This essay does not address Acts alone, but addresses an issue that impacts roughly one-fifth of the narratives in Acts: healing and exorcism reports. More of my past essays on this topic treat the Gospels, since, cumulatively there are more first-century Christian accounts about Jesus’s direct miracles than of those performed by his name in Acts. Nevertheless, what is relevant to Luke’s approach in his Gospel remains relevant to how we understand his approach in Acts.

	Traditionally scholars have used the argument from historical analogy to deny the historical plausibility of extraordinary miracle claims in the Gospels and Acts, claims such as visible healings, instant cures of blindness or inability to walk, resuscitations from death and nature miracles. In view of a wide body of global reports available today, the analogy argument today instead shows that, for whatever reasons, eyewitnesses can and do report such experiences. While such analogies do not prove that any such reports from antiquity depend on actual experiences, they do challenge the a priori prejudice against that claim.¹³⁴²

	The ancient sources about Jesus unanimously support these claims, and modern analogies allow us to treat such evidence as credible, in contrast to the more skeptical approach of scholars such as Strauss and Bultmann.¹³⁴³ Many experiences have been significant enough to convince those not starting with Christian assumptions; other experiences have included visible physical changes and the sorts of dramatic experiences sometimes reported in the Gospels that are not easily explained in purely psychosomatic terms (including resuscitations and nature miracles).

	
 

	Potential contributions of such analogies

	
 

	Given limited space, this essay will not address the philosophic and theological question of whether we should interpret some miracle claims as genuinely divine or superhuman action. Although from a theistic framework many of the examples in this essay would be viewed as miraculous, historically-focused scholars debate the extent to which this question may be addressed within a purely historiographic framework.¹³⁴⁴ I thus address only briefly, and confine primarily to the third point of this introductory section, possible implications of this research for philosophic and theological exploration.¹³⁴⁵

	Here I offer instead a very modest challenge to a major traditional argument against the historical reliability of biblical miracle accounts, namely the argument from analogy.¹³⁴⁶ People today, and presumably also in antiquity, have extraordinary experiences analogous to the most often-dismissed experiences reported in the Gospels and Acts, however we explain the causes of those experiences. By “analogous,” I refer to the criterion that has often been used to dismiss as genuine experiences biblical accounts of miracles. Some contend that experiences such as sudden healings of blindness or raisings from the dead do not occur, and therefore have never occurred.

	This challenge may contribute to biblical studies in several ways. First, and the area on which this essay focuses: the challenge calls into question the assumption of some scholars that the most dramatic early Christian reports of healings must reflect late, legendary accretions rather than allowing that much of this material could be genuine information ultimately derived from eyewitnesses.

	Traditionally writers used the argument from historical analogy against the credibility of many early Christian healing claims; more recently, however, Gerd Theissen and others have shown that the argument from analogy actually suggests the contrary.¹³⁴⁷ Against some traditional Western critical assumptions, millions of eyewitnesses do offer claims comparable to those in the Gospels, however we evaluate them. If such claims can be credibly offered in the twenty-first century, we lack reason to assume that witnesses could not have offered them in the first.

	Second, those interested in global readings, including myself, may learn from the way that many Christians in the Majority World read these accounts.¹³⁴⁸ As Yale’s Lamin Sanneh pointed out, through the Majority World western culture “can encounter . . . the gospel as it is being embraced by societies that had not been shaped by the Enlightenment,” and are thus closer to the milieu of earliest Christianity.¹³⁴⁹ In contrast to our typical Western penchant for allegorizing the accounts for exclusively spiritual meanings¹³⁵⁰ or viewing them as embarrassments, many Christians globally find in these accounts encouragement for faith and sometimes even models for ministry.¹³⁵¹

	One need not treat such readings as normative to recognize where they challenge our own exegetical blind spots. As to which approach may be closer to the setting of earliest Christianity, we might consider how testimonies functioned elsewhere in antiquity. Surely healing claims posted in Asclepius’s sanctuaries, for example, were not designed solely to satisfy historical interest; instead they invited trust in the god’s power.¹³⁵²

	Third, those interested in reading the accounts as Scripture may explore the theological dimension of such claims. We may discuss historical analogies without debating their causation: in fact, psychoimmunology shows that attitudes can affect recovery; many other recoveries reflect misdiagnosis, fraud, or various natural causes. Nevertheless, if one does not a priori exclude theistic explanations—that is, if one does not presuppose atheism or deism—philosophers often find theistic explanations compatible with other explanations, and sometimes more compelling than the alternatives.¹³⁵³

	Much of the common modern academic assumption that miracles are impossible rests on David Hume’s essay On Miracles,¹³⁵⁴ the cogency of which is often challenged today among philosophers.¹³⁵⁵ Philosophic theologians and philosophers of religion might use some of the following reports to challenge Hume’s starting assumption that credible eyewitnesses do not report miracles, further weakening the traditional argument against miracles.

	This article’s focus, however, remains the first point. I address here primarily the question of historical analogy rather than the metahistorical question of explanations, valuable as the latter quest may be. Historians often confront healing claims, whether or not they wade into the area of extrabiological explanations. Thus Yale historian Ramsay MacMullen emphasizes that “To doubt [witnesses’] account of what they saw—to doubt that [the West African prophet William Wadé] Harris, or any saint, or Jesus himself” performed miracles, is theological interpretation, “good or bad.”¹³⁵⁶ With the healings attributed to Jesus and early Christians, MacMullen and other scholars have compared healing claims surrounding more recent figures.¹³⁵⁷

	Analogies take us only so far in terms of historical inquiry, given the idiosyncrasies of distinct historical figures, but they do support the plausibility of the other evidence we have about Jesus as a healer.

	
 

	Ancient sources about Jesus

	
 

	Healing and exorcism accounts comprise perhaps one-third of Mark’s Gospel, which the majority of scholars today consider the earliest extant Gospel,¹³⁵⁸ yet they are also a major reason for many traditional critics suspecting the reliability of much of the gospel tradition. Despite a range of explanations for the experiences, however, most historical Jesus scholars today rightly affirm that Jesus’s contemporaries experienced him as a healer.¹³⁵⁹ As Bart Ehrman notes, scholars can recognize Jesus as an exorcist and healer without passing judgment on whether he acted supernaturally.¹³⁶⁰

	Virtually all substantial ancient sources about Jesus, including those from his detractors, recognize that his contemporaries experienced him as a healer. This is true of all the layers most often postulated in the gospel tradition: Mark, “Q,” John, special M, and special L.¹³⁶¹ Josephus probably views Jesus partly in these terms.¹³⁶² Later rabbis and the pagan thinker Celsus acknowledge that Jesus performed healings but attribute them to sorcery.¹³⁶³ Compared to most other accounts of healers from antiquity (as opposed to healing shrines), the earliest reports are remarkably close in time to the events reported—many (in Mark and Q) from within a generation.¹³⁶⁴ Given the usual dating for the “we” material in Acts, these reports also stem from within a generation.

	Some multiply-attested reports of Jesus’s activity appear particularly dramatic, including healing blindness, resuscitating some dead persons, and on rare occasions what modern scholars call nature miracles.

	
 

	Strauss and Bultmann

	
 

	David Friedrich Strauss (1808–1874) rightly reacted against the implausible naturalistic explanations of Jesus’s miracles offered in some earlier studies about Jesus, such as Jesus’s secret Essene medicaments.¹³⁶⁵ Strauss did not, however, question the radical Enlightenment’s rejection of special divine action on which such explanations were based.¹³⁶⁶ Strauss came up with a naturalistic explanation more critically plausible than the strained hypotheses of his predecessors: namely that our primary sources, the Gospels, were late and unreliable, reporting myths and legends that developed over a period of several generations.¹³⁶⁷ Few scholars today would attempt to date the Gospels as late as did Strauss, but, despite the more compact time frame, some retain Strauss’s conclusion that Jesus’s dramatic miracles reflect mostly legendary developments.

	Strauss’s own friend Edward Mörike, virtually unable to walk, found himself cured after visiting the Lutheran pastor Johann Christoph Blumhardt, who was known for a ministry of healing and deliverance. Not surprisingly, Strauss dismissed the healing as psychosomatic.¹³⁶⁸ Interestingly, however, he did not attribute it to legendary accretion developed over the course of generations.¹³⁶⁹

	In contrast to Karl Barth, who highly respected Blumhardt,¹³⁷⁰ Bultmann dismissed stories of cures surrounding Blumhardt as legend,¹³⁷¹ consistent with his treatment of accounts of dramatic miracles in the Gospels and Acts. Today, however, using journals and letters, historians have shown that reports of dramatic cures, including those that contemporaries believed to be raisings from the dead, do go back to eyewitnesses of Blumhardt’s ministry. Far from being much later memories, witnesses often wrote these accounts immediately after the experiences.¹³⁷²

	
 

	Widespread miracle beliefs and claims

	
 

	Bultmann dismissed the need to argue against miracles by claiming that no one in the modern world believes in them.¹³⁷³ By contrast, Justo González retorts that “what Bultmann declares to be impossible is not just possible, but even frequent” in Latino churches.¹³⁷⁴ Hwa Yung, Malaysia’s former Methodist bishop, warns that Bultmann’s assumptions about reality are not shared by Christians in Asia.¹³⁷⁵ In his Oxford monographs on global Christianity, Philip Jenkins emphasizes that healing, visions, and so forth are greatly valued in the Global South.¹³⁷⁶ Even in the West, as many as 80 percent of Americans believe in divine healing.¹³⁷⁷ Such observations challenge the simple dismissal of accounts that seemed more plausible in Bultmann’s immediate context.

	More relevant are the figures for those who claim to have witnessed divine healing. A Pew Forum survey of ten countries in 2006 offered percentages that, translated into hard numbers, suggest that in these ten countries alone, and among Pentecostals and charismatics alone, some two hundred million believe that they have witnessed divine healing.¹³⁷⁸ Another finding of the survey seems even more surprising: 39 percent of Christians who do not claim to be Pentecostal or charismatic also claim to have witnessed divine healing.¹³⁷⁹ Another 2008 Pew Forum study concluded that 34 percent of Americans claim to have witnessed divine healing.¹³⁸⁰

	Such claims are not limited to Christians, although in this essay I draw especially from Christian claims, with which I am more familiar. Indeed, until recently anthropologists have focused almost exclusively on non-Christian claims.¹³⁸¹ Extraordinary reports from any similar religious contexts remain relevant for the point of historical analogy; how one approaches them theologically is a different question not relevant to the primary question at hand in this chapter.¹³⁸²

	The point here is not what proportion of anomalous healing claims involve divine activity; even the most ardent theist would not propose that explanation for all these claims. The point—whether arguing for the possibility of miracles or more simply, as here, for historical plausibility of analogous experiences—is whether human experience regarding spontaneous healing in theistic contexts is as uniformly negative as Hume, Strauss, or Bultmann assumed.¹³⁸³

	
 

	Experiences that convince non-Christians

	
 

	As in the Gospels and Acts, not everyone interprets such experiences in the same way.¹³⁸⁴ Nevertheless, it is not only those who begin with Christian presuppositions who find such experiences convincing.¹³⁸⁵ Many, in fact, have found them so convincing that they have changed religious allegiances and often centuries of ancestral traditions on account of them.

	As in the Gospels and Acts, the more dramatic experiences appear to be reported most often, though not exclusively, in settings where the Christian message about Jesus is spreading in areas with the least historic exposure to it.¹³⁸⁶ China was not listed in the survey of ten countries mentioned above, but near the turn of the twenty-first-century researchers estimated that between half and 90 percent of all conversions to Christian faith in the previous two decades stemmed from “faith healing experiences.”¹³⁸⁷ Although we lack means to verify any precise percentage, even the lowest estimates refer to millions of people.

	Non-Christians also have affirmed healings associated with Christian prayer in India. For example, one survey already in 1981 concluded that one tenth of non-Christians in Chennai “had experienced an important cure through prayer to Jesus.”¹³⁸⁸ One of my seminary’s doctoral students from north India noted that his Baptist church had grown perhaps one hundred times over due to healings of non-Christians in answer to prayer, and there were many other non-Christians healed who appreciated the church but for social reasons did not join it.¹³⁸⁹ Similarly, a predominantly Hindu area in Nickerie, Suriname, that had long been resistant to the Christian message experienced a people movement with tens of thousands of converts after a well-known, aged skeptic was instantly healed of lifelong paralysis.¹³⁹⁰

	Such experiences are not new. Irenaeus reports as occurring in his day nearly the same range of miracles that appear in the Gospels and Acts, noting that these were converting many pagans.¹³⁹¹ Tertullian provides names of well-known non-Christians cured from hostile spirits through Christian prayers.¹³⁹² Yale historian Ramsay MacMullen notes that the primary reasons for conversion to Christianity in the 300s were exorcisms and healings.¹³⁹³ In more recent times, such experiences have characterized massive periods of church growth in the 1800s and early 1900s in Asia, for example India,¹³⁹⁴ Indonesia,¹³⁹⁵ Korea,¹³⁹⁶ and China,¹³⁹⁷ as well as in West Africa¹³⁹⁸ and elsewhere.

	
 

	Not only from the scientifically naïve

	
 

	Prior philosophic assumptions shape how miracle claims are interpreted, and an inflexible naturalist may always claim that even the least plausible naturalistic interpretation is more plausible than a supernatural one.¹³⁹⁹ Within the Gospels themselves, responses to healings of various sorts diverged widely.¹⁴⁰⁰ Nevertheless, some of these experiences are dramatic enough that they invite special consideration as unusual even from many of those trained, as many of us have been, in methodological naturalism.

	A 2004 survey of 1,100 physicians in the United States concluded that 73 percent of doctors believe that miracles such as those in the Bible “can occur today.” More significantly, in the context of this question, over half of doctors also reported seeing “treatment results in their patients that they would consider miraculous.”¹⁴⁰¹

	Medical journals rarely include such experiences because scientific journals address especially what is replicable, and purported miracles, as experiences within history, are neither replicable nor completely predictable.¹⁴⁰² (This limitation may be appropriate, restricting scientific inquiry to the scientific method; problems arise only when other useful epistemic approaches are deemed invalid.) Moreover, unusual events that are reported are normally reported as anomalies, not linked with theistic contexts that patients often unfortunately do not even share with their doctors.¹⁴⁰³ Within the limits imposed by a naturalistic method, such cases can be classified only as anomalies, unless sufficient such anomalies can be amassed as to observe any larger patterns among a significant number of them. This is not, however, to deny that any documentation of this sort exists.

	The Medical Bureau at Lourdes has been most rigorous in documenting the sort of healings known to occur onsite.¹⁴⁰⁴ Although much more sporadically, since conditions outside specific locations are less predictable, doctors have sometimes offered medical evidence supporting healings in other religious contexts. Thus for example Dr. Rex Gardner, former President of the Newcastle and Northern Counties Medical Society, published case studies regarding anomalous healings that he deemed miraculous, both in a medical journal article and also a book.¹⁴⁰⁵ One case, for example, was the spontaneous healing, in the context of prayer, of a girl’s deafness that was due to auditory nerve damage.¹⁴⁰⁶

	From the age of 15 to the age of 31, Barbara Cummiskey’s health was deteriorating due to a severe form of multiple sclerosis. She spent three-quarters of her life in the hospital. She went blind and her paralyzed diaphragm required a tracheostomy; her limbs were curled up and she was unable to move herself. As doctors sent her home from the hospital one last time, they warned that it was unlikely that she would live long enough to return to the hospital. On June 7, 1981, however, she heard a voice, saying, “My child: Get up and walk.” She found herself completely healed, and local media covered the story. The healing has remained; I have the story not only from Barbara but also from her physicians from the time, who concur that it was miraculous.¹⁴⁰⁷

	Many witnesses have attested the healings of large numbers of deaf people in Jesus’s name in previously completely unchurched villages in Mozambique.¹⁴⁰⁸ These healings usually lead directly to the planting of churches in these communities that knew the prior and subsequent conditions of the people healed. Researchers documented that a significant proportion of people who received prayer there moved immediately from what would constitute legal deafness or blindness to hearing and sight.¹⁴⁰⁹ Although critics rightly pointed out the limitations of testing conditions in Mozambique, the explanation of the research in a more recent study demonstrates dramatic changes in the subjects’ auditory and visual acuity.¹⁴¹⁰

	Other cases include Lisa Larios, a teenager dying from a degenerative disease who was suddenly healed during a religious service; testing showed that even her previously degenerated bones had been restored.¹⁴¹¹ Medical documentation shows that Bruce Van Natta’s mostly destroyed small intestine more than doubled in length after a prayer of faith.¹⁴¹² Nonyem Numbere, a medical doctor, attests the healing of a fractured spine during a worship service.¹⁴¹³ Tonye Briggs, also a medical doctor, provided his eyewitness testimony of a deep and oozing wound healing fully overnight after prayer, preempting the planned amputation.¹⁴¹⁴

	In 2006, Carl Cocherell broke his ankle and was told that he would need months of therapy. He experienced God speaking to him and telling him that his foot was not broken, and the two radiology reports, one week apart, show that the fracture had disappeared without a single trace.¹⁴¹⁵ Likewise, Joy Wahnefried, whose vertical heterophoria was such a classic case of the condition that her portrait graced a brochure advertising the condition, was healed as a fellow college student prayed for her. Although from her doctor’s worldview this cure was merely a previously unattested anomaly, no one questioned the cure’s genuineness, which had to be medically verified to remove the visual impairment restriction on her driver’s license.¹⁴¹⁶ Medical documentation attests the healing of a sixteen-year, severe case of gastroparesis after proximal intercessory prayer.¹⁴¹⁷ Many other accounts are likewise documented medically.¹⁴¹⁸

	
 

	Eyewitnesses’ accounts

	
 

	Although doctors’ reports are particularly helpful for attesting a significant change in health, first-century reports lack such attestation. Physicians are uniquely competent to evaluate the etiology of diseases and cures, not addressed here, but for the historical argument from analogy, it is sufficient that eyewitnesses whose integrity we have strong reason to trust attest witnessing or experiencing cures in religiously charged contexts.

	Eyewitness testimony counts as a form of evidence in sociology, anthropology, history, journalism, and law.¹⁴¹⁹ For most events, such as traffic accidents, we would weigh more heavily a normally trustworthy eyewitness’s claim about the event than the skepticism of a larger number of nonwitnesses who were not present at the event. Granted, various factors may distort the precision of memory, but a consistent core usually remains, especially in memorably significant events.¹⁴²⁰ The accounts in this essay include both some memories preserved over several decades, perhaps relevant to Mark’s Gospel (usually dated four decades after Jesus’s ministry) and accounts offered at the time of their occurrence.

	Although examples of miracle claims could be multiplied, preference is given to particular kinds below. Because Hume’s now-traditional argument against miracle claims questioned the sufficiency of witnesses’ integrity, I focus especially on respected witnesses with something to lose. Because sources closest to eyewitnesses on average risk fewer layers of secondary elaboration, I give somewhat greater preference here to witnesses whose integrity I personally know or witnesses I have at least interviewed, allowing me to raise questions and observe responses.

	Some ancient Christian writers such as Origen claimed to have witnessed healings.¹⁴²¹ For a time Augustine doubted that cures resembling those in the Gospels and Acts continued in his day, but he was present when his friend Innocent was healed of a painful fistula after prayer. Just two years after beginning to collect documents attesting healings in Hippo alone, Augustine reported seventy cases, not including those not yet formally documented. Some of these were dramatic, including raisings from death and cures of inability to walk.¹⁴²²

	As noted earlier, respectable eyewitnesses also abound today, even for some cures at least as dramatic as most reported in the Gospels. Thus, for example, a number of people report witnessing the instant disappearance of goiters. Among them, scholars Wonsuk and Julie Ma report praying for a woman dying from a toxic goiter; they and others present witnessed the goiter’s immediate disappearance.¹⁴²³ I first met personally with Wonsuk, a PhD in Hebrew Bible, when he was executive director of the Oxford Center for Mission Studies, where Julie, a PhD in missiology, was also research tutor.

	My close friend Danny McCain, a religion professor at the University of Jos, witnessed the complete and immediate healing of his younger brother’s skin from severe burns during a time of prayer.¹⁴²⁴ Near 1980, I myself involuntarily witnessed an anomalous event that most of those present regarded as divine healing. I had been helping with an evening Bible study at Rose Lane Nursing Home, where Barbara, always bound to her wheelchair, regularly complained about her inability to walk. One evening a middle-aged seminarian named Don took her by the hand and commanded her to rise and walk in the name of Jesus. She looked as horrified as I felt, but he walked her around the room, and from then on, Barbara began to walk, quite proudly.¹⁴²⁵

	Due to space constraints, I survey below some examples from just a few categories of anomalies, especially of the sort immediately evident to observers and thus most likely to be dismissed through the traditional scholarly use of the analogy argument.

	
 

	Cures of blindness

	
 

	Multiple attestation supports the reports that Jesus cured blindness, and did so more than once.¹⁴²⁶ Whatever the explanations offered for such cures,¹⁴²⁷ they continue to be claimed by witnesses in religious contexts today.

	Hundreds of claims of divinely cured blindness are available,¹⁴²⁸ but I will cite only a few examples here. Dr. Rex Gardner reports a case of restored sight through prayer so complete that the man no longer even needed the glasses he had been wearing for twelve years before his accident.¹⁴²⁹ When a medical trainee was healed of a deadly disease, Gardner notes, even her eye scarring disappeared, an event the physicians deemed extraordinary.¹⁴³⁰

	Many witnesses report the visible disappearance of white eye coatings or cataracts during prayer.¹⁴³¹ In 2004, Flint McGlaughlin, now director of Enterprise Research at the Transforming Business Institute, Cambridge University, prayed for a blind man in India who could see only shadows. The man’s eyes suddenly cleared and he began shouting that he could see; for days the man walked around, joyfully pondering everything around him.¹⁴³²

	Accounts abound in Africa. For example, I received several reports of miracles from Cameroonian Baptist pastor Paul Mokake, previously my MDiv student and afterward a DMin student at the same seminary.¹⁴³³ When another MDiv student close to our family, Yolanda McCain, was visiting Cameroon, she personally witnessed a blind man receive sight when Paul prayed for him, an encounter that Paul confirmed afterward when I inquired.¹⁴³⁴

	Dr. Bungishabaku Katho, president of Shalom University in Bunia, Democratic Republic of Congo, notes that in 1993 he and his coworkers, who were evangelizing some villages, prayed for an elderly blind woman. After about two minutes she began shouting that she could see, and she remained sighted for the rest of her life, another decade.¹⁴³⁵ One of my recent students shared his surprise when a blind woman he prayed for in Zambia, on March 14, 2017, was healed when he and a friend prayed.¹⁴³⁶

	Such accounts also appear in the United States, where medical documentation is easier to obtain. Suffering from macular degeneration, Greg Spencer was on disability; his vision was 20/400 in the right eye and 20/200 in the left. On April 20, 2002, he was praying for cleansing of his mind from horrible images related to his past work investigating crimes, when he experienced not only a cleansing of his mind, which he deems the greater miracle, but a sudden restoration of his physical sight (to the level of 20/30). Medical reports attest “a remarkable return of his visual acuity.” Since macular degeneration does not normally reverse, the Social Security Administration launched a lengthy investigation, but concluded that he was in fact remarkably restored, free to work, and no longer qualified for disability.¹⁴³⁷

	
 

	Resuscitations

	
 

	Multiple attestation supports the belief that Jesus sometimes raised the dead.¹⁴³⁸ An argument from analogy technically cannot undermine this claim because subsequent history reports numerous cases of persons believed dead reviving, including a quite significant number in the context of direct prayer.¹⁴³⁹ John Wesley, for example, prayed for one Mr. Meyrick, who was believed dead, and the latter revived.¹⁴⁴⁰

	Scores of accounts of such resuscitations appear today as well, although again I offer merely samples.¹⁴⁴¹ In August 1991, observers and medical staff in Romania had every reason to believe that sixteen-month-old Marius Mada was dead for at least seven hours; his raising and complete healing, regarded by the lead physician as a miracle, precipitated the family’s faith. Years later, Marius remains well.¹⁴⁴² Among many reports from Indonesia, Yusuf Herman, a minister and friend from Indonesia, connected me with his friend Dominggus whose neck had been cut. Journalists’ photographs in my possession attest Dominggus’s apparently dead condition, but he is now alive. Although his neck required medical intervention, once doctors realized that he was now alive, and although Dominggus still bears the scars, he recounts a postmortem experience before his return to life.¹⁴⁴³

	According to the former General Secretary of Evangelical Church Fellowship of Ethiopia, Assayehegn Berhe, raisings often occur in Ethiopia.¹⁴⁴⁴ Because of three summers in Nigeria and my wife being from Congo-Brazzaville, we know well some people who have experienced what are believed to be resuscitations. Two of my coworkers in Nigeria attest raisings, one after praying for “a few hours” until a corpse revived and another himself reviving about nine hours after his fatal accident, most of the time spent in a morgue.¹⁴⁴⁵ We interviewed several eyewitnesses of resuscitations in the context of prayer in the mainline Protestant church of Congo-Brazzaville, including my mother-in-law, who reports that she could detect no breathing for three hours in my sister-in-law until a minister friend prayed.¹⁴⁴⁶ After I shared some of these reports in an SBL session, suggesting that listening to Majority World voices could help us better appreciate such accounts in the Gospels, Dr. Ayo Adewuya, an IBR member, shared his own account of his son’s resuscitation after half an hour of prayer.¹⁴⁴⁷

	Researchers attribute the beginning of a people movement among the Nishi tribal people in northeast India to the resuscitation through prayer of an official’s son.¹⁴⁴⁸ Two Western sociologists interviewed local eyewitnesses elsewhere in India, including non-Christians, who attested resuscitations through Christian prayer.¹⁴⁴⁹ A pastor from Mumbai shared with me the resuscitation of a Hindu boy, Vikram, after more than an hour of prayer.¹⁴⁵⁰ I interviewed a coworker in the Philippines who gave me her own account of being resuscitated in 1984 immediately after a Baptist minister’s hesitant prayer for her in the morgue.¹⁴⁵¹ Dr. Mervin Ascabano also reports a resuscitation there in 2009, although after a much briefer interval.¹⁴⁵²

	In the West, Deborah Watson, my colleague in Greek at my previous seminary, recounted the resuscitation of her younger sister, elaborated for me more fully by Deborah’s father.¹⁴⁵³ Local news media widely reported the resuscitation of John Smith, whose heart started immediately after his mother prayed, after doctors had given up; he required further treatment, but the two doctors who treated him called his restoration a miracle.¹⁴⁵⁴ Cardiologist Chauncey Crandall reports his own experience with the resuscitation of Jeff Markin after forty minutes with no heart activity.¹⁴⁵⁵ Similarly, Sean George, a consultant physician in Kalgoorlie, Australia, attests his own extraordinary resuscitation and recovery, albeit more gradually and with more medical help, and provides full medical documentation online.¹⁴⁵⁶

	Irreparable brain damage sets in after six minutes with no oxygen, but none of these cases yielded brain damage. Ten eyewitnesses (not all mentioned above) come from my wife’s immediate family circle or my own immediate circle.¹⁴⁵⁷ If one case is merely an anomaly, the coincidence of ten such anomalies in our immediate circle—the compounding of improbabilities ten times over—seems remarkably anomalous.¹⁴⁵⁸ Granted that mistakes in detecting death are made, one could seek to argue the same for the biblical accounts; that is, the experiences are believable regardless of the explanations we assign to them. The frequent coinciding of these events with prayer, however, seems suggestive, especially when multiple cases appear in the same circle.

	
 

	Nature miracles

	
 

	Accounts of nature miracles are less frequent than many other kinds of accounts, but they are more common than most of us in the West would expect. Here again I offer merely samples.¹⁴⁵⁹ Thus, for example, some citizens of one village challenged the Christian witness of a young Watchman Nee and his colleagues, claiming that for two hundred eighty-six years it had never rained on the scheduled day of their local god’s festival. Because one of the Christians announced that this year would be different, the team prayed concertedly, and torrential rain ruined the festival on both its original and rescheduled dates, leading to many conversions.¹⁴⁶⁰

	Emmanuel Itapson, who was my colleague in Hebrew Bible at Palmer Seminary, recounts an experience he witnessed in his youth. Ridiculed in the village where he was trying to establish a church, Emmanuel’s father, Anana Itap, angrily warned that it would not rain in the village for the next four days. As his critics left laughing, Itap fell on his face, fearing that he had gone too far. It was, after all, rainy season. For the next four days, rain poured down around the village, but none inside it. At the end of those four days, only one person in the village had not become a Christian, and the local people still relate this account of how it became a Christian village.¹⁴⁶¹

	In addition to some students and colleagues who offered me eyewitness accounts of nature miracles¹⁴⁶² I myself was present when a storm, predicted to continue all day, stopped within seconds of a group’s prayer for it to stop.¹⁴⁶³

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	However explained, surveys suggest that hundreds of millions of people today claim to have witnessed what they consider divine healing. Moreover, millions of people with different starting assumptions have changed centuries of ancestral allegiances on the basis of such experiences. As in the gospel tradition, these experiences do include even healing of blindness, resuscitation of some dead persons through prayer, and occasionally what their reporters consider nature miracles. Some experiences even go beyond the gospel tradition and Acts in reporting instant or nearly instant visible changes such as vanishing goiters.

	Scholars will continue to debate the reasons for such experiences. That even firsthand witnesses can claim to experience them, however, should not be denied. The traditional argument from analogy against cures occurring in Jesus’s ministry was designed in a different era, with quite different information available than we have available today.

	Reports such as these may challenge conventional skepticism concerning dramatic cures recounted in the Gospels and Acts. Depending on how they are understood, some experiences might also be used to challenge Hume’s presumption against sufficient credible witnesses regarding genuine miracles. For the purposes of this essay, however, what matters most is that, to whatever explanations scholars attribute such experiences, “legendary accretion” is not a necessary assumption even for the most dramatic miracle reports. The presence of such reports in the Gospels and Acts, then, do not compel the assumption that tradition must have developed wildly in the decades before the Evangelists began writing, or that the Evangelists composed such accounts from whole cloth. Those who wish to make such a case should not include the analogy argument against miracles in their arsenal.
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	Power of Pentecost

	
 

	Luke’s Missiology in Acts 1–2

	¹⁴⁶⁴ 

	
 

	Unlike some other essays in this volume, this chapter focuses on some of Luke’s message, addresses potential application, and arranges the material in a somewhat homiletical way. Its engagement with Acts in its ancient setting nevertheless makes it an appropriate chapter in this volume. Readers wanting more detail on Acts 1 – 2 may consult the 397 pages on these chapters in my commentary on Acts. ¹⁴⁶⁵

	The line between writing a missiological commentary on Acts and developing Luke’s missiology in Acts would be rather thin; Acts is about early Christian mission. (Specifically, I believe, Luke writes to encourage a diaspora Christian audience about its divinely-authored heritage, including by responding apologetically to criticism of Paul’s legacy.) I therefore focus my discussion of Luke’s missiology on the opening two chapters of Acts, which set the tone for the rest of the book by showing how God’s Spirit empowers crosscultural mission.¹⁴⁶⁶

	The beginning of Acts recapitulates the end of Luke 24,¹⁴⁶⁷ hence functions as the pivot between Luke’s Gospel and Acts. It is thus a critical section for showing how the message of his Gospel will apply to the church. In this introductory section of Acts, Acts 1:8 is central: “You will be witnesses . . . to the ends of the earth once the Spirit comes on you.” Before returning to this verse in more detail, it is helpful to outline the major points in this essay:

	
 

	1.The Promise of Pentecost (1:4–8)

	
 

	2.Preparation for Pentecost (prayer and leadership; 1:12–26)

	
 

	3.The Proofs of Pentecost (2:1–4)

	
 

	4.The Peoples of Pentecost (2:5–13)

	
 

	5.The Prophecy of Pentecost (2:17–21)

	
 

	6.The Preaching of Pentecost (2:22–40)

	
 

	7.The Purpose of Pentecost (2:41–47)

	
 

	Some of these paragraphs (especially the first one) will require much fuller comment for our exploration than will others.

	
 

	The Promise of Pentecost (1:4–8)

	
 

	Jesus calls his disciples’ attention to a source of power that is so central that they must remain in Jerusalem, awaiting the Father’s promise, rather than attempting to fulfill the mission in their own strength (1:4). Luke here emphasizes that disciples cannot succeed in Christ’s mission without Christ’s power. Jesus already set the example for this dependence in Luke’s Gospel (Luke 3:22; 4:1, 14, 18–19), as Acts will reiterate (Acts 10:38).¹⁴⁶⁸ Because introductions in ancient literature often traced the primary themes that a book would address,¹⁴⁶⁹ this introductory paragraph is one of the paragraphs in Acts’ opening section that invites particularly detailed exploration.

	
 

	Incipient Eschatology

	
 

	Jesus talks with his disciples about the “kingdom” (1:3) and the Spirit (1:4–5). Biblical prophets had already associated the outpouring of the Spirit with the end-time restoration of Israel (e.g., Isa 44:3; 59:21; Ezek 36:26–27; 37:14; 39:29; Joel 2:28–29).¹⁴⁷⁰ The disciples, then, ask the obvious question: is Jesus about to restore the kingdom? (1:6).

	Jesus answers that the consummation of the kingdom will eventually come (1:7), but the Spirit is given now so that the disciples can prepare for the kingdom’s coming by evangelizing the nations (1:8). Because the disciples expected the Spirit eschatologically, they would understand Jesus’s promise of the Spirit as involving the coming of the future. Once the disciples understood that the Spirit would precede the consummation of the kingdom, they should understand that the Spirit was giving them power to live out some of the life of the future kingdom in the present, an idea shared widely in first-century Christian texts (Rom 8:11, 23; 14:17; 1 Cor 2:9–10; 2 Cor 5:5; Gal 5:5; 6:8; Eph 1:13–14; 2 Thess 2:13; Heb 6:4–5; cf. Matt 11:5//Luke 7:22; Matt 12:28//Luke 11:20).¹⁴⁷¹

	
 

	Prophetic Empowerment

	
 

	In Acts 1:8, Jesus promises that they will receive “power” when the Spirit comes. What does Luke mean by power? Although not all references involve healing and exorcism, these constitute the most common expressions of that power in Luke’s narrative. Thus Jesus casts out demons with power in Luke 4:36; power was present for healing in Luke 5:17; power was coming from Jesus to heal in Luke 6:19; power came from Jesus to heal in Luke 8:46; and Jesus gave the Twelve power over demons in Luke 9:1.

	Likewise, in Acts 3:12, Peter insists that it is not by their own “power” or holiness that the man was healed, but by Jesus’s name. The authorities demand in Acts 4:7, “By what power, or in what name,” the man was healed, inviting the same emphasis. In Acts 6:8, Stephen, “full of grace and power,” was doing wonders and signs.¹⁴⁷² In Acts 10:38, Peter declares that Jesus healed all who were oppressed by the devil because he was anointed with the Spirit and power.

	We should note how closely Luke’s account connects this empowerment with the Spirit. The Hebrew Scriptures often associated the Spirit with prophetic empowerment, among other activities. By the era of the early church, early Jewish sources generally focus on this activity even more specifically, as a number of scholars, most extensively Robert Menzies, have shown.¹⁴⁷³ Because the Spirit was so closely associated with prophecy and the kinds of activities undertaken by prophets, Jesus was promising the disciples that the same Spirit who spoke through the prophets would speak through them. If we are too accustomed to that notion to catch its full force, we might imagine Jesus speaking to us and saying, “You will be like Isaiah,” or, “You will be like Jeremiah,” or, “You will be like Deborah.”

	Because Luke has already noted that Jesus’s commission is grounded in Scripture (Luke 24:44–46), he invites us to hear echoes of Scripture in Jesus’s words here. The promise that the Spirit would empower them¹⁴⁷⁴ as “witnesses to . . . the ends of the earth” reflects the language of Isaiah.¹⁴⁷⁵ Isaiah spoke of Israel or its remnant being “witnesses” for YHWH (Isa 43:10; 44:8), a role here applied to witnesses for Jesus. Isaiah spoke of God empowering his people through his Spirit in that time (e.g., Isa 32:15; 44:3), including to speak for him (Isa 42:1; 48:16; 59:21; 61:1). The “ends of the earth” also echoes Isaiah, especially Isa 49:6, later quoted in Acts 13:47.¹⁴⁷⁶ In that passage it applies to Paul’s mission,¹⁴⁷⁷ indicating that this mission in Acts applies not only to the Twelve, but to Jesus’s movement of whom they were the most visible representatives and leaders. That is clear also because Luke is explicit that the empowerment of the Spirit necessary for the task is not only for the Twelve but also for all believers (2:38–39), whatever our various roles.

	Ancient writers sometimes stated a thesis or offered a preview toward the beginning of their work,¹⁴⁷⁸ and scholars often observe that Acts 1:8 provides one very rough outline for Acts, which moves from Jerusalem (Acts 1—7) to Judea and Samaria (8; 9:31–43) and toward the ends of the earth (10—28).¹⁴⁷⁹ Whereas Luke’s Gospel begins and ends with the temple in Jerusalem, Acts moves from Jerusalem to Rome. The overall narrative movement in Acts, then, is from heritage to mission.¹⁴⁸⁰

	Where does Luke envision the “ends of the earth”? His contemporaries in the Mediterranean world spoke of the far west as Spain or (beyond it) the “river” Ocean.¹⁴⁸¹ To the east, they thought of such regions as Parthia, and beyond it, India¹⁴⁸² and China.¹⁴⁸³ They knew of peoples to the north such as Scythians, Germans, Britons, and a place called Thule, possibly Iceland.¹⁴⁸⁴ They thought of the southern ends of the earth as what they called “Ethiopia,” meaning Africa south of Egypt.¹⁴⁸⁵ In addition to important trade ties with China over the Silk Road (and Roman merchants traveling as far as Vietnam),¹⁴⁸⁶ they had trade ties as far south in Africa as Tanzania.¹⁴⁸⁷ The most common sense of “Ethiopia” involved the Nubian kingdom of Meroë, so that Philip is proleptically reaching the southern “ends of the earth” already when he shares good news with an official from that kingdom later in Acts (8:26–40).¹⁴⁸⁸

	The “ends of the earth” thus does not simply involve Rome, where Luke’s narrative ends.¹⁴⁸⁹ Yet Rome is strategic for his narrative, because Luke writes to people in the Roman Empire for whom the evangelization of Rome would impact the entire empire, the sphere where most of his original audience lived. Paul reaching Rome in Acts 28 is thus a proleptic fulfillment of the mission, like Philip preaching to the African official or Peter preaching to the diaspora crowds present at the feast of Pentecost. Acts does not conclude with the completion of the mission but offers a model for its continuance and completion: the good news to the ends of the earth, including parts of the world that Luke’s audience could not have known about.¹⁴⁹⁰

	Starting from Jerusalem makes sense; it was foundational in salvation history (cf. Isa 2:3; Mic 4:1–3; Rom 15:19) and many Jews viewed it as the center of the earth.¹⁴⁹¹ If any starting point was privileged, it was Jerusalem; Paul in Acts also repeatedly starts first with synagogues before going to gentiles. In practical terms, however, God’s people have just started where they were.¹⁴⁹²

	Another biblical allusion appears in Acts 1:9–11, in addition to the allusion in Acts 1:8. This allusion, like the allusion to Isaiah noted above, also implies Spirit-empowered witness, because it evokes the model of prophetic empowerment. In this passage, Jesus ascends to heaven after promising the Spirit. The most obvious allusion to an ascension that Luke could expect all of his biblically informed audience to catch is an allusion to Elijah.¹⁴⁹³ When he ascended to heaven, he left for Elisha, his successor, a double portion of the Spirit who had rested on him (2 Kgs 2:9–14).¹⁴⁹⁴ As that Old Testament account provided for the transition between narratives about Elijah’s ministry and those about Elisha’s, so the present account functions as a transition between Jesus’s ministry in Luke’s Gospel and that of his appointed agents in Acts.¹⁴⁹⁵ Again we see an allusion to the same Spirit who empowered the prophets.

	
 

	Preparation for Pentecost (Acts 1:12–26)

	
 

	Although I address here preparation for Pentecost much more briefly than in my treatment of 1:4–8, 1:12–26 is also crucial to Luke’s point. Part of the narrative involves reestablishing the leadership structure of the Twelve, assigned by Jesus, presumably (as in some other ancient models) as an expression of expectation in Israel’s restoration.¹⁴⁹⁶ For them to restore the leadership structure was to prepare for Jesus’s promise in faith. In biblical narratives, some matters must await God’s time, but he allows those who trust him to prepare for them in advance (e.g., 1 Chron 22:14–16; 28:11–19).

	A key element that frames the section about preparing for the Spirit’s coming is the emphasis on prayer together and unity (1:14; 2:1). Prayer is a frequent theme in Luke-Acts,¹⁴⁹⁷ and often precedes the coming of the Spirit there.¹⁴⁹⁸ Thus of the four Gospels only Luke mentions that the Spirit descends on Jesus when he is “praying” (Luke 3:21–22). When the assembly of believers pray together in Acts 4:31, they are filled with the Spirit. In 8:15, Peter and John pray for the Samaritans to receive the Spirit. Saul is filled with the Spirit (9:17) after devoted prayer (9:11). The Spirit likewise falls on Cornelius and his guests (10:44) after Cornelius had been praying (10:30), although the connection is not as direct as in Acts’ opening chapters.

	Although Luke does not always associate the Spirit with prayer, the connection is frequent enough, and sometimes clear enough (especially in 4:31), to reinforce the importance of prayer in preparing for the Spirit’s coming. Luke’s first volume is most explicit on this point: the discussion of prayer in Luke 11:1–13 climaxes in prayer’s chief object, the gift of God’s own person and presence, namely, the Holy Spirit (Luke 11:13). In that passage Jesus promises that God will not withhold this blessing from any who ask and seek insistently for it.¹⁴⁹⁹

	
 

	The Proofs of Pentecost (2:2–4)

	
 

	Three signs publicly demonstrate the Spirit’s coming on the day of Pentecost: wind (2:2), fire (2:3), and worship in languages unknown to the speakers (2:4).¹⁵⁰⁰ Of the three, the third will call for the greatest comment.

	The wind and fire here both evoke earlier biblical theophanies (e.g., Exod 3:2; 2 Sam 5:24; 1 Kgs 19:11–12; Job 38:1; Ps 29:3–10; 97:2–5; 104:3; Isa 6:4; 29:6; 30:27–28; 66:15; Ezek 1:4),¹⁵⁰¹ and scholars often compare them with phenomena accompanying God’s revelation at Sinai (Exod 19:16–20; Deut 4:11, 24).¹⁵⁰² Moreover, these theophanic elements recall a theme that we observed earlier: the Spirit comes as a foretaste, an initial experience of, the future world.¹⁵⁰³ Wind evokes the image of end-time, resurrection life that may be inferred in Ezek 37:9, 14;¹⁵⁰⁴ fire often evoked eschatological judgment,¹⁵⁰⁵ including when paired with the Spirit in Luke 3:16 (see Luke 3:9, 17).¹⁵⁰⁶ The eschatological era was breaking into the present, a point reinforced explicitly by Peter’s opening explanation that the outpoured prophetic Spirit demonstrated the arrival of the “last days” (2:17), the eschatological time of salvation (2:20–21).

	Tongues, however, is the most significant of the three signs for Luke, being repeated at initial outpourings in Acts 10:46 and 19:6. This speaking in tongues is also more strategic for Luke’s narrative because what follows hinges on it: tongues provides the catalyst for the multicultural audience’s recognition of God’s activity (2:5–13), and the starting point for Peter’s message: “This is what Joel meant . . . ” (2:16–17).

	Further, tongues speech does not appear here arbitrarily, as one possible sign among many. Instead, it relates to Acts’ theme articulated in Acts 1:8: Spirit-inspired, cross-cultural witness. Luke recounts that they were “speaking in other languages even as the Spirit was giving them inspired utterance” (2:4). Peter goes on to explain the phenomenon biblically as a form of inspired, prophetic speech, noting that it fulfills Joel’s prediction that God’s people would prophesy (2:17–18). But Luke’s emphasis in 1:8 is prophetic witness for Christ, bringing the “word of the Lord” (e.g., 8:25; 12:24; 13:48–49).

	Why then does he choose to underline tongues-speaking as such a significant example of this prophetic empowerment, mentioning it at three distinct outpourings of the Spirit? Undoubtedly Luke emphasizes the connection between tongues and prophetic empowerment by the Spirit because it concretely exemplifies his theme of Spirit-empowered cross-cultural witness. If God’s people can worship God in other people’s languages, how much more can they share the good news through languages that they share in common? That is, worshiping God in other people’s languages shows that God has empowered the church to cross all cultural and linguistic barriers with his gospel.¹⁵⁰⁷

	Here is where early Pentecostals observed a connection that most (though not all) traditional scholars historically missed.¹⁵⁰⁸ Late nineteenth-century radical evangelicals stressed holiness, missions, and healing. Many sought what they called the “baptism in the Holy Spirit” and were praying for God to provide “missionary tongues,” which they believed were supernaturally endowed languages that would enable them to bypass the lengthy process of missionary language-acquisition.¹⁵⁰⁹

	This was the expectant milieu in which the earliest Pentecostals sought the Spirit for empowerment for mission (1:8) and experienced what they initially believed were “missionary tongues.”¹⁵¹⁰ Many left for foreign countries to try out their “missionary tongues,” and most were cruelly disappointed. Although Pentecostals kept tongues for prayer (as in 1 Cor 14:13–14), most abandoned the “missionary tongues” idea.¹⁵¹¹

	Nevertheless, there is a sense in which they were right about the connection between missions and tongues-speaking that they saw in Acts. Granted, neither in Acts nor in early Pentecostalism did tongues provide a substitute for language-learning (nor, I might add regretfully, does it usually perform that service for students preparing for their doctoral language exams). While people have reportedly sometimes recognized the languages spoken,¹⁵¹² that does not seem to be the primary purpose of the gift either in the New Testament (although some would except here Acts 2) or in modern Christian experience.

	Yet tongues is important precisely because it aptly illustrates Luke’s emphasis on the power of the Spirit to speak for God across cultural barriers. For Luke, tongues is not an arbitrary sign; it is a sign that God has empowered his servants to exalt him in others’ languages. Even among charismatic scholars, there is not absolute agreement whether every individual who receives this empowerment prays in tongues.¹⁵¹³ Nevertheless, those who observe Luke’s narrative closely should recognize, whatever their own experience or theology, that tongues evidences the character of the experience: God has empowered his witnesses to cross cultural barriers with his gospel.

	It is probably no coincidence that Pentecostalism in one century experienced perhaps the most massive growth rates of any Christian movement in history, given that it was birthed in a context that emphasized holiness (uncompromised devotion to God), prayer, faith and missions. Of course, that connection also serves as a warning, because many movements that began with such emphases and growth rates eventually cooled and were supplanted by other movements of God’s Spirit. Movements do not retain the Spirit merely by retaining a heritage or tradition that enshrines a past experience of the Spirit, or simply repeating what their predecessors have done. As we have seen, the earliest Pentecostals were flexible, often correcting their ideas where needed.¹⁵¹⁴ To maintain the blessing that inaugurates such movements, those in such movements need not so much all their forebears’ ideas as the personal and corporate experience of God’s Spirit.

	
 

	The Peoples of Pentecost (Acts 2:5–13)

	
 

	Luke’s narrative goes on to reinforce the point implicit in the tongues-speaking by recounting a proleptic foreshadowing of the gospel reaching the ends of the earth. Luke indicates the presence of diaspora Jews “from every nation under heaven” (2:5). Although they are Jewish, the breadth of their geographic exposure foreshadows the mission to the nations laid out in 1:8,¹⁵¹⁵ just as the African official foreshadows the “ends of the earth” in 8:26–40 and evangelizing in the heart of the empire does so in 28:16–31.

	Although there is no absolute consensus, most scholars think that Luke here alludes to the account of the Tower of Babel.¹⁵¹⁶ (This was the view of many ancient commentators¹⁵¹⁷ and early Pentecostals¹⁵¹⁸ as well as that of many modern scholars.) Luke provides a list of nations from which these Jewish worshipers came (2:9–11), and such a list would evoke most easily the Bible’s first list of nations in Gen 10.¹⁵¹⁹ That list was followed in Gen 11:1–9 by God coming down to scatter the languages.¹⁵²⁰ Whereas God scatters languages there in judgment, he scatters languages here to bring a new cross-cultural unity in the Spirit.¹⁵²¹

	Cross-cultural unity was also experienced as a major activity of the Spirit in early Pentecostalism. The Azusa Street Revival occurred in a historical context of revivals elsewhere in the world, including the Welsh Revival and the outpouring of the Spirit at Pandita Ramabai’s orphanage in India. The major human figure providing leadership in the Azusa Street Revival was William Seymour, an African-American man of prayer, in a time of severe racial segregation in the United States; the revival was multicultural.¹⁵²² Frank Bartleman, a white American participant in the revival, celebrated that “The color line was washed away by the blood.”¹⁵²³

	Unfortunately, this washing proved temporary, as external factors such as the social realities of Jim Crow laws in the southern US led to a new segregation.¹⁵²⁴ Seymour’s white mentor Charles Parham criticized the events at Azusa Street in racial terms, and Seymour, feeling betrayed, shifted the focus that his preaching emphasized in Acts 2. Seymour noted that in Acts 2, the outpouring of the Spirit involved crossing cultural barriers. The true reception of the Spirit must involve ethnic reconciliation and unity among Christ’s followers.¹⁵²⁵ Through his bitter experience with Parham, Seymour came to reemphasize the unity to which tongues-speaking points.

	The rest of Acts develops this theme. For example, despite the conflict between Hebrews and Hellenists in 6:1, the new Hellenist leaders are themselves full of the Spirit (6:3, 5, 10; 7:51, 55).¹⁵²⁶ These bicultural ministers carry the mission forward across a cultural barrier not yet breached by the Twelve, setting the example for them (e.g., 8:25, 40; 9:35; 10:24).¹⁵²⁷ The Spirit continues to drive God’s own resistant people across cultural barriers (8:29; 10:19; 15:28); God baptizes new groups in the Spirit so that they become the Jerusalem believers’ partners in mission, not just recipients of their ministry (8:15–17; 10:44–46; 19:6).

	
 

	The Prophecy of Pentecost (Acts 2:17–21)

	
 

	As we have been noting, the disciples’ worship in other tongues (2:4) fulfilled Joel’s prophecy about prophetic empowerment (2:16–18). As readers of this passage have long noted: when the crowd heard the worship in tongues (2:6), they asked, “What does ‘this’ [praise in many languages] mean?” (2:12; cf. 2:11) Peter then responded, “‘This’ fulfills what Joel said” (2:16) about God’s people prophesying (2:17–18).¹⁵²⁸

	In light of Joel, all God’s people are now to be empowered as end-time prophets for Christ. Peter quotes Joel 2:28–32 (MT and LXX 3:1–5), but he also adapts the wording at points to bring out the meaning (a common Jewish practice).¹⁵²⁹ Joel said that God would pour out the Spirit “afterward”—in the context, after a period of terrible judgment (Joel 2:25–27), at the time of Israel’s restoration (3:1). Emphasizing that the eschatological promise is now being fulfilled, Peter adapts the wording in line with the original context: God pours out the Spirit “in the last days” (Acts 2:17). “Last days” is eschatological language,¹⁵³⁰ yet it was being fulfilled already in the present (cf. similarly Rom 8:22; 1 Tim 4:1; 2 Tim 3:1; Heb 1:2; 2 Pet 3:3; Rev 12:5–6, 10). Peter’s adaptation underlines the observation that Jesus’s first coming had already introduced the end-time, though it would be consummated only with his return.

	Peter adds another line that highlights the prophetic nature of the gift: “And they will prophesy” (2:18). This line simply reiterates what Peter has already quoted directly from Joel: “your sons and daughters will prophesy”; they will also dream dreams and see visions (2:17), experiences most typical in biblical history for prophets. Acts is full of examples of such activity, which are meant to characterize the Spirit-empowered, eschatological people of God, i.e., the church.

	The universality of the gift is one of its most striking features in this passage. The promise involves “sons and daughters,” that is, both genders (Acts 2:17).¹⁵³¹ Not surprisingly, Luke tends to pair female prophetesses with male prophets (Luke 2:26–38; Acts 21:9–11; cf. Luke 1:41–45, 67–79); because Philip has four prophesying daughters, Luke actually mentions more prophetesses than prophets.¹⁵³² The mention of young and old (Acts 2:17) shows that the gift is for all ages; although ancient Mediterranean society respected elders,¹⁵³³ Luke reports the prophetic young daughters of Philip (21:9)¹⁵³⁴ as well as the aged widow Anna (Luke 2:36–37). Luke obliterates the class distinction in Joel’s promise that the Spirit will also fall on slaves (Joel 2:29), but only because Luke emphasizes that the prophets are God’s slaves (Acts 2:18),¹⁵³⁵ a common biblical designation for prophets.¹⁵³⁶ That they are “male” and “female” servants reinforces the transcending of gender barriers.¹⁵³⁷

	But perhaps of most immediate importance for Luke’s larger narrative in Acts is Joel’s “all flesh” (Joel 2:28; Acts 2:17).¹⁵³⁸ The point of the phrase that may elude Peter within the narrative world at this point (cf. 10:28) will be obvious to Luke’s ideal audience (cf. Luke 2:32; 4:25–27); for them it may recall a programmatic text from Isaiah (Isa 40:5 LXX), cited in Luke 3:6, about “all flesh” (pasa sarx) seeing God’s salvation. When Peter concludes the sermon with an echo of Isa 57:19, indicating that the promise of the Spirit is for all who are “far off,” whoever God will call (Acts 2:39),¹⁵³⁹ he reinforces (again perhaps unknown to himself at that point in the narrative) God’s plan to transcend all cultural barriers to reach all peoples (cf. 22:21). God wants to pour out his Spirit on everyone who will call on his name.

	
 

	The Preaching of Pentecost (Acts 2:22–40)

	
 

	Although 2:22–40 is one of the longest components of Luke’s introductory section, I comment here only briefly. In keeping with the preaching throughout Acts, this passage underlines the sort of Christocentric and resurrection-focused message that the Spirit particularly empowers in Acts. Having quoted the passage from Joel relevant to the current outpouring of the Spirit, Peter now begins to explain the part of that passage that invites an active response from his audience: “whoever calls on the Lord’s name will be saved” (Acts 2:21).

	Joel announced that “whoever calls on the name of YHWH will be delivered,” among “those whom the Lord calls” (Joel 2:32). In Acts, Peter breaks off the quote at “whoever calls on the name of the Lord will be saved” (Acts 2:21) and then picks up some of the rest of it at Acts 2:39: “as many as the Lord our God shall call.” In accord with common midrashic procedure, between these two lines he is expounding the line he has quoted. Given that the eschatological time, the time of salvation, has broken in upon them, they must now call on the Lord’s name to be saved.¹⁵⁴⁰

	But what is the Lord’s name on which the text invites them to call? The Hebrew text of Joel refers to YHWH, but Jewish people generally avoided pronouncing the divine name, and the Greek text uses the normal surrogate for YHWH, namely, “lord” (kurios). By linking together texts with common key words, a common Jewish interpretive technique,¹⁵⁴¹ Peter shows that Jesus is the “Lord” at the right hand of the Father, hence the “Lord” on whom they are to call. (He thereby implies Jesus’s deity, consistent with the postresurrection revelation in 1:8.)

	The apostolic witnesses (and the Spirit) testify that Jesus has risen, and Peter argues that Scripture makes the theological implications of this reality for their situation clear. In Ps 16:8–11 the risen one (according to Peter’s application) is at God’s side (Acts 2:25–28); in Ps 110:1, the one at God’s right hand is the “Lord” (Acts 2:34–35). They must therefore call on the name of the divine Lord, Jesus.¹⁵⁴²

	For Peter, this “calling on” the Lord Jesus is not simply reciting a prayer; it is a public profession, and one that was no less offensive in that culture than John the Baptist immersing fellow Israelites as if they were gentiles. The concrete expression of “calling on” the Lord that Peter demands is repentance and baptism “in the name of Jesus Christ” (2:38). Baptism in Jesus’s name in Acts does not involve a formula that one says over a person being baptized; the expression “in Jesus’s name” accompanies the verb for “baptize” only when it is in the passive voice, i.e., when people are receiving baptism. It thus involves not the baptizer’s formula, but the prayer of one receiving baptism (cf. 22:16: “be baptized . . . calling on his name”).

	Logistically, these immersions would not be complicated; the temple mount was full of baptismal pools for ceremonial washings.¹⁵⁴³ To publicly accept immersion as would one turning from former gentile ways, however, constituted a radical declaration of new obedience.¹⁵⁴⁴

	
 

	The Purpose of Pentecost (Acts 2:41–47)

	
 

	Luke contends that God poured out the Spirit to empower his people to evangelize cross-culturally; but what was the anticipated outcome of this cross-cultural evangelism? God intended to create a new community in which believers would love one another and demonstrate to this age the very image of the life of his kingdom.

	We can see this purpose of evangelism in the structure of this closing paragraph of this opening section of Acts:¹⁵⁴⁵

	
 

	◊Effective evangelism (2:41)

	
 

	•Shared worship, meals, and prayer (2:42)

	
 

	■Shared possessions (2:44–45)

	
 

	•Shared worship, meals, and prayer (2:46)

	
 

	◊Effective evangelism (2:47)

	
 

	At the heart of the outcome of the new life of the Spirit is not only the Spirit’s power and gifting for ministry, but what we might call (in Paul’s language) the Spirit’s “fruit.” Spirit-empowered believers loved one another so much that they valued one another more than they valued their possessions (2:44–45).¹⁵⁴⁶ Just as tongues is repeated at various initial outpourings of the Spirit, this sharing of possessions recurs as a dominant element in the revival in 4:31–35, underlining the importance of this theme (cf. also Luke 12:33; 13:33).¹⁵⁴⁷ Whereas Peter’s preaching leads to many converts on one occasion in Acts 2:41, it is the believing community’s lifestyle that leads to continuous conversions in 2:47.

	Such sharing also fits a pattern in Luke’s theology of Christian transformation. When the crowds ask Peter what they must do to be saved, he summons them to repent and be baptized in Jesus’s name (2:38). But this passage goes on to show us something of what a repentant lifestyle looks like. This fits a pattern of answers to the “What must I do?” question in Luke-Acts. When John the Baptist demands the fruits of repentance (Luke 3:8) and the crowds ask what to do, John admonishes whoever has more than their basic subsistence needs to share the rest with those who have less (Luke 3:11). When a rich ruler asks Jesus what he must do to have eternal life (Luke 18:18), Jesus urges him to donate all his resources to the poor and follow him (Luke 18:22).

	Even later, when the Philippian jailer asks Paul and Silas, “What must I do to be saved?” (Acts 16:30), they respond that he must believe in the Lord Jesus (16:31). Lest that seem like a lesser demand than those mentioned above, consider that the jailer then brought them to his own house and fed them (16:34), behavior that could have gotten him in serious trouble with the authorities.¹⁵⁴⁸ After all, he was ordered to securely guard these people (16:23) who were accused of preaching customs illegal for Philippian citizens to observe (16:21).

	In Luke-Acts, true conversion involves repentance and commitment to a new Lord. Such commitment to the new Lord also involves commitment to one’s new siblings in the new community (11:30; 12:25). As Acts progresses, it becomes clear that this new community will not belong to only one culture, its table fellowship circumscribed by sacred food customs (10:28; 16:34; 27:35–36).¹⁵⁴⁹ Sometimes Christians in Acts do prove reluctant to cross such boundaries (10:28; 11:3; cf. Gal 2:11–14), just as the Pharisees had about Jesus’s table fellowship with repenting sinners in Luke’s first volume (e.g., Luke 5:30; 7:34; 15:2);¹⁵⁵⁰ but God gives them no rest until he brings them past these barriers. God is creating a new community that transcends human boundaries. God empowers his people with the Spirit to cross cultural barriers, to worship God, and to form one new, multicultural community of worshipers committed to Christ and to one another.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Acts 1–2 is a pivotal section for Luke-Acts, revealing the importance and purpose of the Spirit’s empowerment for global mission. The promise of Pentecost (1:4–8) emphasizes the need for the Spirit, the eschatological character of the Spirit, and the prophetic empowerment dimension of the Spirit. Preparation for Pentecost (1:12—2:1) involves prayer together and readying the leadership structure in faith for God’s promise of the Spirit’s empowerment. The proofs of Pentecost (2:2–4) are eschatological signs, with tongues-speaking signifying the Spirit’s empowerment for cross-cultural witness.

	The “peoples” of Pentecost (2:5–13), though diaspora Jews, foreshadow the gentile mission and probably evoke a partial inversion of Babel. The mission, this passage reiterates, is for all peoples. The prophecy of Pentecost (2:17–21) underlines the eschatological, prophetic, and universal character of their empowerment. The preaching of Pentecost (2:22–40) models the Christocentric message that the Spirit particularly empowers. Finally, the purpose of Pentecost (2:41–47) involves the new community that the Spirit-inspired message is meant to form. The Spirit’s empowerment of the church is central for Luke, and is inseparable from the church’s mission in the present age.
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	104

	).

	
 

	1497 

	. See e.g., Bovon, Theologian,

	400–403

	; Trites, “Prayer Motif”; Karris, Saying,

	74–83

	; Plymale, Prayer Texts; Han, “Prayer”; Jesudasan, “Prayer”; Green, Thirty Years,

	268–73

	; Thielman, Theology,

	142–46

	; Crump, Jesus the Intercessor; Roth, “Pray-er”; O’Brien, “Prayer in Luke-Acts.”

	
 

	1498 

	. For the connection, cf. e.g., Hull, Spirit in Acts,

	48

	; Richard, “Pentecost,”

	135; Hur, Reading,

	270

	. The point need not be prayer for the Spirit so much as the Spirit coming to prayerful people (Twelftree, “Prayer”).

	
 

	1499 

	. The context may involve persistence, but it probably also involves the issue of honor and shame, perhaps the honor of God bound up with his promise or with the need of his people (see Bailey, Poet,

	126–28

	; Johnson, “Assurance”; Huffard, “Parable”).

	
 

	1500 

	. I treated Acts

	2

	at greater length in Keener, Spirit,

	190–213

	; and especially in Keener, Acts,

	1:780–1038

	.

	
 

	1501 

	. Cf. also Jub.

	1

	:

	3

	; L.A.E.

	25

	:

	3

	;

	4

	Ezra

	3

	:

	19

	; for Greek analogies to theophanies, cf. Van der Horst, “Parallels to Acts,”

	49–50

	. In the context of Elijah’s succession, see

	2

	Kgs

	2

	:

	11

	.

	
 

	1502 

	. E.g., Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 133

	,

	138

	; Wenk, Power,

	246–51

	; Fitzmyer, Acts,

	234

	. Scholars differ on whether this passage in Acts contains specific allusions to Sinai, however.

	
 

	1503 

	. Cf. also e.g., Sleeper, “Pentecost and Resurrection,”

	390

	; Barclay, “Acts ii.

	14

	–

	40

	,”

	198–99

	; Cadbury, “Eschatology,”

	300

	; O’Hagan, “Pentecost”; Boismard and Lamouille, Actes,

	2

	:

	101

	.

	
 

	1504 

	. For this background here, see e.g., Grassi, “Ezekiel xxxvii.

	1

	–

	14

	,”

	164

	; Bruce, Commentary,

	54

	; Longenecker, Acts,

	66

	; Gibbs, “Launching of Mission,”

	21

	.

	
 

	1505 

	. E.g., Isa

	26

	:

	11

	;

	66

	:

	15–16

	,

	24

	; CD

	2

	.

	4–6

	;

	1

	En.

	103

	:

	8

	; Sib. Or.

	4

	.

	43

	,

	161

	,

	176–78

	;

	2

	Thess

	1

	:

	6–7

	.

	
 

	1506 

	. See discussion in Menzies, Development,

	137–44

	; Keener, Spirit,

	127

	. Cf. also Luke

	12

	:

	49–50

	(as understood in Robinson, Studies,

	161

	; Dunn, Baptism,

	42

	).

	
 

	1507 

	. See ch.

	19

	in this book; Keener, “Tongues”; Keener, “Tongues as Evidence”; Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	806–31; Keener, Questions,

	69

	; Keener, Gift,

	180

	; York, Missions,

	80

	,

	185–86; Watson, Gentiles,

	68–69

	; cf. earlier e.g., Wrede, Secret,

	232

	; Wikenhauser, Apostelgeschichte,

	38

	; Hanson, Acts,

	63–64

	; and especially Ladd, Young Church,

	56

	; Dupont, Salvation,

	52

	,

	59

	; Stendahl, Paul,

	118–19

	; Kilgallen, Commentary, 16

	.

	
 

	1508 

	. Still, some others have seen the connection between tongues and crosscultural ministry or unity, especially earlier in history; see e.g., Origen Comm. Rom. on Rom

	1

	:

	14

	; Chrysostom Hom. Cor.

	35

	.

	1

	; Bede Comm. Acts

	2

	.

	3

	A; Leo the Great Sermon

	75

	.

	2

	; more recently, cf. Packer, Acts,

	27

	; and most scholars listed above.

	
 

	1509 

	. See e.g., Anderson, Pentecostalism, 33–34

	; McGee, “Radical Strategy,”

	77–78

	,

	80–83

	.

	
 

	1510 

	. McGee, “Hermeneutics,”

	102

	; McGee, “Strategy,”

	52–53

	; Goff, “Tongues,”

	64–65

	; Jacobsen, Thinking in Spirit, 25

	,

	49–50

	,

	74

	,

	76

	,

	97

	; Robeck, Mission, 41–42

	,

	236–37

	,

	243

	,

	252

	; see esp. McGee, “Shortcut.”

	
 

	1511 

	. Wacker, Heaven,

	47–51

	; McGee, People of Spirit,

	77–78

	; Hudson, “Strange Words,”

	61–63

	; Anderson, “Points,”

	167

	; esp. McGee, “Strategies,”

	204

	(noting its waning already by

	1906). By contrast, Parham never abandoned it (Anderson, Pentecostalism,

	190

	).

	
 

	1512 

	. E.g., Warner, Evangelist, 256–57; Gardner, Healing Miracles,

	38

	,

	142–43

	; McGee, “Shortcut”; McGee, People of Spirit,

	24

	,

	46–47

	,

	57

	,

	61

	,

	64

	,

	75

	; Robeck, Mission, 268–69; Tarr, Foolishness,

	401–3

	; Blumhofer, “Portrait,”

	96

	,

	99

	; Synan, Voices,

	60

	,

	76–77

	,

	84

	,

	101–2

	; most extensively, Harris, Acts Today,

	108–30

	; May, Witnesses to Pentecost.

	
 

	1513 

	. See e.g., Lederle, “Evidence”; earlier, see e.g., McGee, “Hermeneutics,”

	107–10; Jacobsen, Thinking in Spirit,

	293

	,

	314–15

	,

	395

	n

	4

	.

	
 

	1514 

	. Early Pentecostalism exhibited flexibility on secondary theological questions (Lederle, Treasures,

	29–31

	, esp.

	29

	; see also Hollenweger, Pentecostals,

	32

	,

	331–36

	).

	
 

	1515 

	. Cf. e.g., Dibelius, Studies in Acts,

	106

	; Foakes-Jackson, Acts,

	11

	; Robinson, Studies,

	167

	.

	
 

	1516 

	. E.g., Moule, Messengers,

	23

	; Bruce, Commentary,

	64

	; González, Acts,

	39

	; Stendahl, Paul,

	117

	; Dominy, “Spirit, Church, and Mission”; Smith, “Hope after Babel?”; Spencer, Acts,

	32–33

	; Chéreau, “Babel à la Pentecôte”; Venter, Reconciliation,

	155

	; Turner, “Experience,”

	32

	.

	
 

	1517 

	. Cyril of Jerusalem Cat.

	17

	.

	16–17

	; Arator Acts

	1

	; Bede Comm. Acts

	2

	.

	4

	; patristic sources in Marguerat, Actes,

	81

	n

	45

	.

	
 

	1518 

	. Anderson, Pentecostalism,

	44

	.

	
 

	1519 

	. E.g., Scott, “Horizon,”

	529–30. The geographic content is similar (Goulder, Type,

	153–54

	,

	158

	; Moule, Messengers,

	24

	); early Judaism continued to use this list of nations, as noted in Scott, “Horizon,”

	507–22

	; Scott, “Geographical Perspectives,”

	412–13

	; Scott, Nations; Bechard, Walls,

	209–31

	.

	
 

	1520 

	. With Goulder, Type,

	158

	.

	
 

	1521 

	. Cf. González, Acts,

	39

	; Wagenaar, “Kumba”; Macchia, “Babel.”

	
 

	1522 

	. See Robeck, Mission,

	88

	,

	137–38

	; testimony in Horton, Corinthians,

	66

	n

	29

	; cf. Synan, Movement,

	80

	,

	109–11

	,

	165–69

	,

	172

	,

	178–79

	,

	182–83

	,

	221

	; Synan, “Seymour,”

	778–81

	; Synan, “Legacies,”

	148–49

	; Lovett, “Holiness-Pentecostalism,”

	83

	; Daniels, “Differences”; Jacobsen, Thinking in Spirit,

	63

	,

	260–62

	.

	
 

	1523 

	. Bartleman, Azusa Street,

	54

	.

	
 

	1524 

	. Yong, Spirit Poured,

	72–73

	; see similarly in India, Yong, Spirit Poured,

	56–57

	.

	
 

	1525 

	. See e.g., Robeck, “Seymour,”

	81–89

	; Jacobsen, Thinking in Spirit,

	78

	.

	
 

	1526 

	. The seven selected in

	6

	:

	5

	are surely Hellenists, given that all had Greek names (a unanimity that is surely deliberate, with e.g., Hill, Hellenists,

	47

	). Even in Rome, where only

	1

	percent of Jewish inscriptions are in Semitic languages,

	15

	.

	2

	percent of the names include Semitic elements (Leon, Jews of Rome,

	107–8

	).

	
 

	1527 

	. For Philip as Peter’s “forerunner,” in terms of narrative function, see Spencer, Philip,

	220–41

	.

	
 

	1528 

	. For the connection, cf. e.g., Pesch, Apostelgeschichte,

	1

	:

	119

	. The neuter singular touto in

	2

	:

	16

	answers to the same form in

	2

	:

	12

	(probably referring to the phenomenon in general), although not directly to this sound in

	2

	:

	6

	(where the feminine singular appears).

	
 

	1529 

	. E.g., Silberman, “Unriddling,” passim; Roth, “Subject Matter,”

	64–65

	; Lim, “Orientation”; on adaptation of quotations to fit new contexts, see especially Stanley, Language of Scripture,

	291

	; cf.

	335

	,

	337

	,

	342–44

	. Targum typically proved more expansive (though apparently more in later targumim), and midrash even more so. A primary function of midrash was to reapply texts to contemporary settings (Wright, “Midrash,”

	133–34

	).

	
 

	1530 

	. E.g., Isa

	2

	:

	2

	; Ezek

	38

	:

	16

	; Hos

	3

	:

	5

	; Mic

	4

	:

	1

	; Dan

	2

	:

	28

	;

	11

	Q

	13

	,

	2

	.

	4

	;

	1

	En.

	27

	:

	3–4

	; T. Iss.

	6

	:

	1

	.

	
 

	1531 

	. In Ecuador, women Pentecostals tend to prophesy and have visions more (though prophetic dreams less) than men (Castleberry, “Impact,”

	142

	). Historically, many women have found empowerment for their ministry in this text (Anderson, “Reading Tabitha”), particularly prominently in Pentecostalism (see Powers, “Daughters,”

	318

	; Yong, Spirit Poured,

	190–94

	; in early Pentecostalism, see Wacker, Heaven,

	158–65

	[though note countervailing cultural and traditional tendencies,

	165–76

	]). For women’s ministry in Pentecostalism, see e.g., Powers, “Daughters,”

	313

	(worldwide); Ma, “Women,”

	136–42

	(the Philippines); Pothen, “Missions,”

	191–92

	,

	255

	(on Indian missionaries); Kalu, African Pentecostalism, 161–62

	(in Africa).

	
 

	1532 

	. This does not count the likelihood of the “prophets” in Acts

	11

	:

	27

	being male, since a gender-mixed company would be less likely to travel together in this period (except with relatives; Luke

	8

	:

	2–3

	was exceptional). But of these prophets, only Agabus is given an active role in the narrative (

	11

	:

	28

	).

	
 

	1533 

	. E.g., Homer Il.

	1

	.

	259

	;

	23

	.

	616–23

	; Livy

	5

	.

	25

	.

	3

	;

	6

	.

	24

	.

	7

	; Diogenes Laertius

	8

	.

	1

	.

	22

	(Pythagoras); Pliny Ep.

	8

	.

	14

	.

	4

	,

	6

	; Select Papyri

	3

	,

	476–77

	, §

	116

	;

	4

	Bar.

	5

	:

	20

	; Sir

	8

	:

	6

	; Ps.-Phoc.

	220–222

	; Syr. Men. Sent.

	11–14

	; Syr. Men. Epit.

	2–4

	; t. Meg.

	3

	:

	24

	;

	1

	Tim

	5

	:

	1–2

	;

	1

	Pet

	5

	:

	5

	. Also in some other societies (e.g., Confucius Analects

	2

	.

	8

	;

	13

	.

	20

	).

	
 

	1534 

	. “Virgins” probably suggests that they are no older than their teens, since women usually married young and “virgins” thus often functioned as a designation for age. Comparing Mishnaic usage, Le Cornu, Acts,

	1159

	, suggests that they had not yet reached puberty.

	
 

	1535 

	. Philip, Pneumatology,

	213

	, suggests that this limits “all flesh” to all believers.

	
 

	1536 

	.

	2

	Kgs

	9

	:

	7

	,

	36

	;

	10

	:

	10

	;

	14

	:

	25

	;

	17

	:

	13

	,

	23

	;

	21

	:

	10

	;

	24

	:

	2

	; Ezra

	9

	:

	11

	; Isa

	20

	:

	3

	; Jer

	7

	:

	25

	;

	25

	:

	4

	;

	26

	:

	5

	;

	29

	:

	19

	;

	35

	:

	15

	;

	44

	:

	4

	; Dan

	3

	:

	28

	;

	6

	:

	20

	;

	9

	:

	6

	,

	10

	; Amos

	3

	:

	7

	; Zech

	1

	:

	6

	; later, cf. ‘Ab. R. Nat.

	37

	, §

	95

	B.

	
 

	1537 

	. In light of Lev

	25

	:

	44

	, Joel’s “male and female servants” might also suggest gentiles; Luke’s developing narrative will point in the same direction, despite his change in wording. The transcending of ethnic, class, and gender barriers in Gal

	3

	:

	28

	could reflect the influence of Joel

	2

	:

	28–29 (Keener, Galatians [

	2018

	],

	168

	; Keener, Galatians [

	2019

	],

	306–7

	).

	
 

	1538 

	. Cf. e.g., Marshall, Acts,

	73

	n

	3

	; York, Missions,

	82

	; Bayer, “Preaching,”

	268

	.

	
 

	1539 

	. Pao, Isaianic Exodus,

	230–32

	.

	
 

	1540 

	. With e.g., Dunn, Acts,

	27

	; Costa Grillo, “Discurso de Pedro”; Marshall, “Acts,”

	536

	,

	543

	; Haenchen, Acts,

	184

	n

	5

	; Dupont, Salvation,

	22

	; Zehnle, Pentecost Discourse,

	34

	; Pao, Isaianic Exodus,

	231–32

	.

	
 

	1541 

	. E.g., Mek. Pisha

	5

	.

	103

	; Nez.

	10

	.

	15–16

	,

	26

	,

	38

	;

	17

	.

	17

	; in this passage, see Longenecker, Exegesis,

	97

	.

	
 

	1542 

	. For devotion to Jesus in Luke-Acts, see Hurtado, Become God,

	160–62

	; cf. O’Toole, Christology, passim; Rowe, “Trinity.”

	
 

	1543 

	. See Grasham, “Archaeology and Baptism”; for the temple’s water supply, see Safrai, “Temple,”

	884

	; McRay, Archaeology, 123

	.

	
 

	1544 

	. For proselyte baptism (as well as John’s baptism) as part of the background of the early Christian practice, see e.g., Keener, Acts,

	1

	:

	977–82

	; further Abrahams, Studies,

	1

	:

	42

	; Montefiore, Gospels,

	1

	:

	8

	; Rowley, “Baptism”; Schiffman, “Crossroads,”

	128

	; Schiffman, Jew,

	26

	; differently regarding proselyte baptism, see Taylor, “Baptism”; Smith, “Baptism,”

	13–32; Beasley-Murray, Baptism,

	18–31

	; Snyder, “Purity,”

	282–337

	.

	
 

	1545 

	. Acts

	2

	:

	41–47

	is the first major summary section; for discussions of such sections, see e.g., Brehm, “Significance of Summaries”; Joubert, “Gesigpunt.”

	
 

	1546 

	. On this passage, see e.g., Hoyt, “Poor in Luke-Acts,”

	213–22

	; Mitchell, “Friends by Name,”

	237–40

	; on Acts and sharing possessions, see e.g., Johnson, Function; Johnson, Sharing Possessions; Bovon, Theologian,

	390–96

	; see more recently Gillman, Possessions and Faith; Kim, Stewardship and Almsgiving,

	218–33

	; Karris, Saying,

	84–104

	. For partial Qumran analogies, see e.g., Fitzmyer, Essays,

	284–88

	; Mealand, “Community of Goods”; Fabry, “Umkehr und Metanoia”; Klauck, “Gütergemeinschaft”; Finger, Meals,

	146–66

	.

	
 

	1547 

	. Just as Pentecostalism highlights a significant aspect of Luke’s theology in Acts

	1

	–

	2

	, Anabaptists (and many monastic movements) have highlighted this significant aspect (e.g., Hutterites, although few go this far; McGee, “Possessions,”

	167–68

	; Williams, Radical Reformation,

	232

	,

	426–29

	, esp.

	429

	). One indigenous Chinese Christian movement emphasized both aspects (Anderson, Pentecostalism,

	135

	; Zhaoming, “Chinese Denominations,”

	452–64

	; Yamamori and Chan, Witnesses,

	54–62

	).

	
 

	1548 

	. Dining with prisoners could be punishable even by death (Josephus Ant.

	18

	.

	230–33

	; Rapske, Custody,

	392

	).

	
 

	1549 

	. The meal in

	16

	:

	34

	cannot have been kosher (cf. Josephus Life

	13–14

	), reinforcing the emphasis on crossing cultural barriers there (with Rapske, Custody,

	215

	). Common meals in Luke-Acts reveal Christ’s family transcending ethnic and cultural barriers (Finger, Meals,

	280–81

	,

	286

	; cf. Ashworth, “Hospitality”). The importance of table fellowship may be more intelligible in a modern Asian than a modern western context (Yao, “Barriers,”

	33–35

	).

	
 

	1550 

	. Pharisees emphasized pure table fellowship (Goodman, State,

	77

	). For Christian resistance to the gospel in Acts, see Rapske, “Opposition,”

	239–45

	.
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	Tongues as Evidence of the Character of Spirit’s Empowerment in Acts 2:4

	¹⁵⁵¹ 

	
 

	As mentioned but only briefly developed in the previous chapter, Luke does not present tongues as a sign of Spirit baptism merely arbitrarily, but because it is logically connected to the purpose of baptism in the Spirit in the way that Luke means the phrase. Luke emphasizes baptism in the Spirit as power to testify for Christ cross-culturally; what better sign to evidence this particular empowerment of the Spirit than inspiration to speak in the languages of other cultures? ¹⁵⁵²

	In its first iteration, this essay was an article in a Pentecostal theological journal; in the iteration preceding this one, it was an essay in a book dedicated to the memory of Gary McGee, a noted mission historian and beloved history professor.

	Luke does not present tongues as a sign of Spirit baptism merely arbitrarily, but because it is logically connected to the purpose of baptism in the Spirit. Luke emphasizes baptism in the Spirit as power to testify for Christ cross-culturally; what better sign to evidence this particular empowerment of the Spirit than inspiration to speak in the languages of other cultures?

	
 

	The Focus of Luke’s Pneumatology

	
 

	Different New Testament writers focus on different aspects of the Spirit’s activity in the life of the church, some of which correspond to emphases in contemporary Jewish literature (especially prophetic activity), whereas others move beyond these.¹⁵⁵³

	
 

	Prophetic Speech in 1:8; 2:4, 17–18

	
 

	A survey of uses in Luke-Acts reveals that Luke’s focus is on prophetic activity, that is, on prophecy or other activities that those immersed in the Old Testament would associate especially with prophets (e.g., Luke 1:15–17, 67; 2:26; 4:18; 12:12; Acts 4:8, 25, 31; 7:51, 55; 21:4, 11).¹⁵⁵⁴

	This prophetic focus is particularly evident in view of Joel 2:28–32 as a programmatic text for Luke’s second volume:¹⁵⁵⁵ God’s people will prophesy (Acts 2:17–21, esp. 2:17–18). Such an observation does not imply that Luke would have rejected other early Christian emphases, but simply observes that, more than other New Testament writers, he maintains a frequent focus on a particular aspect of the Spirit’s activity.¹⁵⁵⁶

	This programmatic text in 2:17–18 coheres naturally with the earlier programmatic passage in Acts 1:8, where the earliest witnesses¹⁵⁵⁷ will bear witness to Christ by the Spirit’s power. Both instances deal with inspired speech for God; indeed, the prophetic dimension of 1:8 is inescapable if we read “power” in the sense in which Luke frequently means it, which often associates it with healing or other signs (Luke 4:36; 5:17; 6:19; 8:46; 9:1; Acts 6:8; 10:38; cf. 3:12; 4:7).¹⁵⁵⁸ This association would certainly fit subsequent narratives, in which healings and other signs are the most common (albeit not the exclusive) method of drawing attention to the gospel (e.g., 3:11–13; 4:14; 5:12–16; 8:6, 13; 13:12; 15:12; esp. 4:29–30; 14:3). Elijah and Elisha provide models for many of the miracles in Luke-Acts;¹⁵⁵⁹ it is therefore likely that Luke construed such signs as prophetic activity.¹⁵⁶⁰

	It is also not difficult to see the connection between these two programmatic statements about Luke’s purpose in Acts and the manifestation of the promised outpouring in 2:4. The focus of Luke’s pneumatology in general is prophetic, and in 2:4 the believers engage in inspired speech.

	
 

	Cross-cultural Inspired Speech in 1:8; 2:4

	
 

	What 2:4 adds, however, is that the immediate result of the Spirit’s empowerment to speak for God was manifested in inspired speech in languages that the speakers had not learned. What is the significance of such a distinction for Luke’s overall theme?

	The theme of Acts is the church’s cross-cultural mission. Whereas Luke’s Gospel embraced the church’s heritage, beginning and ending in Jerusalem, Acts shows the transition from heritage to mission, moving from Jerusalem to Rome. The focus of Luke’s prophetic pneumatology in Acts is how this mission comes about, the Spirit repeatedly leading God’s agents across cultural, ethnic, and geographic barriers to bring the gospel to everyone. With this focus in view, we may revisit 1:8, which explicitly lays out this theme.

	Scholars have often identified Acts 1:8 as a key programmatic statement introducing the subject of Acts and even providing a very rough (and asymmetrical) outline for Acts. Ancients did sometimes provide a thesis statement close to the beginning of their work, as well as, at times, an outline of what would follow, not only in speeches (where they are most conventional) but even in works of historiography.¹⁵⁶¹ Acts 1:8 not only speaks of prophetic speech (as in 2:17–18), but emphasizes that it will ultimately cross cultural barriers—exactly as speaking other cultures’ languages does.

	For Luke, this empowerment represents a crucial step forward in salvation history. Acts 1:8 draws on two major lines of Old Testament pneumatology. First, its connection with the ascension recalls Elijah passing on a double portion of the Spirit to Elisha before his ascension (2 Kgs 2:1–14); Jesus similarly prepares to empower the church to carry on his ministry after his ascension.¹⁵⁶² The language of “Spirit,” “witnesses,” and “the ends of the earth,” however, evokes Isaiah’s prophecies of the eschatological remnant of Israel sustained by God’s Spirit announcing the true God to the nations.¹⁵⁶³

	Luke’s use of such biblical background demonstrates that for him, the Spirit’s empowerment to cross cultural boundaries is not simply an afterthought, but grounded in the heart of God’s promises to his people, now being fulfilled because the Lord’s Messiah has been enthroned (2:33–36). As a sign that God had empowered his people to cross cultural barriers, the inspiration to worship God in unlearned languages becomes a significant marker of God carrying out this long-range plan.

	
 

	Other Tongues as a Sign of the Universal Mission

	
 

	Many, perhaps most, scholars recognize Luke’s depiction of Pentecost in Acts 2:5–13 as either a reversal or recapitulation of Babel.¹⁵⁶⁴ As Genesis follows its table of nations (Gen 10:1–32) with its narrative of God scattering the languages (Gen 11:1–9), so here Luke associates his summary of locations with a scattering of languages (Acts 2:4, 8–13).¹⁵⁶⁵ But whereas in Genesis God scatters the nations for judgment, here God unites his church around the common worship of God (2:11) and (in the lingua franca of most of the Jews gathered on Pentecost) their common message (2:14–41).

	Most scholars recognize in this narrative a proleptic foreshadowing of the “gentile mission.”¹⁵⁶⁶ After this narrative, God scatters the church for mission (8:1, 4; 11:19–21), and the Spirit at each step leads the church into its cross-cultural mission (e.g., 8:29, 39; 10:19; 11:12; 16:7; 19:21). Luke also illustrates that Jesus continues to fill new believers with the Spirit (8:17; 9:17; 10:44; 19:6), in two cases mentioning specific manifestations, which in both instances include tongues (19:6; see esp. 10:44–46, where it specifically functions as a sign of having received the Spirit as at Pentecost). The purpose of the empowerment and the sign is presumably the same as at Pentecost: empowerment to proclaim Christ cross-culturally (cf. 2:38–39 with 1:8).

	Many interpreters of this passage, including myself, point to its implications for ethnic reconciliation or cultural sensitivity for those who embrace as authoritative its message today.¹⁵⁶⁷ Luke’s goal for such reconciliation is the church’s multicultural unity, achieved through the church’s multiethnic mission to bring all humanity to recognize its rightful Lord, Jesus Christ. Other kingdoms, such as the empires of Alexander or Rome, sought to unite diverse cultures under a common rule;¹⁵⁶⁸ but Jesus alone is humanity’s rightful Lord (cf. 2:34–36).

	It is precisely the disciples’ worship in languages they have not learned that draws attention to this multilinguistic paradigm. Granted, tongues are not specifically noted as intelligible to anyone present on the subsequent occasions of 10:46 and 19:6; in fact, they likely were not understood by those present. (Compare the need for Spirit-inspired interpretation in Paul’s approach to tongues.) Luke is explicit, however, that the essential phenomenon is the same (10:45–47), and that Acts 2 provides the paradigm through which we should read the later accounts (10:47; 11:16–17). In other words, it is impossible to disconnect Luke’s use of tongues from the cross-cultural mission that 2:5–13 foreshadows.

	
 

	Theological Ramifications

	
 

	These observations have ramifications for understanding Luke’s theology, hence some ramifications for Pentecostal and charismatic theology today. Luke emphasizes tongues because this experience signifies cross-cultural empowerment.¹⁵⁶⁹

	I should, however, begin by warning against construing more from the above argument than it is intended to bear. Granted that Luke uses tongues as a sign of cross-cultural empowerment, and granted that (as many scholars have argued) Luke’s narrative is paradigmatic, it need not follow that Luke expected every individual who receives the Spirit in the Lukan sense to speak in tongues.¹⁵⁷⁰ Luke uses ability to speak under inspiration in unlearned languages to evidence the purpose of Spirit baptism; that he does not narrate that evidence in every instance of Spirit baptism, however, makes it more difficult to argue that his agenda is to teach that each individual who receives cross-cultural empowerment must speak in tongues.¹⁵⁷¹ Scholars might argue for or against that conclusion, but it need not logically follow from the connection we have noted above.

	What does logically follow is that glossolalia is logically connected with Luke’s emphasis on baptism in the Spirit as empowerment for mission. It is not an arbitrary sign, but the one sign, of any Luke might have narrated, that most effectively communicates the purpose of baptism in the Spirit as an empowerment for universal mission.

	This observation has theological ramifications for Pentecostalism. The earliest Pentecostals often believed that tongues would function as missionary languages, so they could testify of Christ in local languages without having first learned them. On reaching the mission field, most quickly discovered that this was not the case, yet proceeded with their missions task unabated, while continuing to pray in tongues.¹⁵⁷² The early Pentecostals were able to survive this transition in their understanding of tongues fairly smoothly because it did not affect their experience of empowerment or their basic, and correct, insight into the nature of tongues. Even if speaking in tongues did not normally provide missionary languages, it did attest the Spirit’s empowerment for the church’s global mission.

	The remarkable global expansion of Pentecostalism in the past century suggests that the early Pentecostals had this basic insight correct. Many estimate global pentecostalism (which encompasses both Pentecostals and charismatics) at some half a billion adherents, and speak of it as the fastest-growing movement in Christian history; even if some would prefer lower estimates, the numbers and growth have been massive.¹⁵⁷³

	Non-Pentecostals have often wondered how a movement apparently centered on tongues would fulfill late nineteenth-century aspirations to holiness and missions, but they have missed the actual focus of Pentecostal empowerment. Those who object to the centrality of tongues may be correct, but that is because historically much of the actual focus of the Pentecostal movement has not been its more distinctive sign of tongues, but its devotion to cross-cultural mission. Yet tongues is a logical, and not arbitrary, sign of the church’s cross-cultural anointing for mission. This logical connection confirms an insight of early Pentecostalism that undergirds the history of the entire movement.

	This connection also has theological implications for both non-Pentecostal and Pentecostal practice today. It invites non-Pentecostals interested in the church’s mission and recognizing their need of the Spirit’s empowerment not to despise the logical sign of that empowerment as articulated in Acts. Cross-cultural mission is not the sole domain of those who pray in tongues, but tongues is not simply an arbitrary interest of Pentecostals.

	The connection also invites Pentecostals to remember the empowerment to which tongues points. To pray in tongues, yet fail to be involved in the biblical task of cross-cultural, global evangelism, is to neglect the purpose of the anointing to which, in Luke’s narrative, glossolalia bears eloquent witness.
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	Acts 16:16–18, 19:12–16, and Spirit Possession in Modern Anthropology

	¹⁵⁷⁴ 

	
 

	Various cross-cultural parallels to New Testament spirit-possession narratives (both in terms of behavior and interpretation) suggest that scholars should respect the New Testament descriptions as potentially reflecting eyewitness accounts or sources. Anthropologists have documented spirit possession or analogous experiences in a majority of cultures, although interpretations of the experiences vary. In some cases, possession trance can produce violent behavior toward oneself (cf. Mark 5 : 5 ; 9 : 22 ) or others (cf. Acts 19 : 16 ), and some cultures associate it with publicly recognized, apparently superhuman feats of strength (cf. Mark 5 : 4 ) or knowledge (cf. Mark 1 : 24 ; Acts 16 : 16–17 ).

	In this chapter I am not primarily interested in the exegesis of specific passages about demonization or the theology of the early Christian works in which they appear. Rather, my focus involves a more fundamental historical question as to whether many of the sorts of descriptions we find in early Christian documents might reflect genuine eyewitness material. The argument here will not relieve scholars from the task of examining these texts individually to determine their editorial Tendenz and other features, and discussing to what extent historical evidence suggests earlier tradition in a particular account.¹⁵⁷⁵ What I do wish to challenge here is the frequent assumption that such descriptions could not stem from eyewitnesses. Analogous descriptions today show that eyewitnesses can and do offer such accounts.

	In this chapter I contend that spirit-possession claims (known to New Testament scholars from the Gospels and Acts) are a fairly widespread cross-cultural experience. They are often expressed and interpreted in culturally specific ways, but the claims themselves appear widely. That some accounts today bear striking resemblance to reports from Mediterranean antiquity warns against skepticism that the ancient accounts can reflect genuine eyewitness sources or experience.¹⁵⁷⁶

	Even some New Testament accounts that some scholars consider overly dramatized, such as the self-destructive behavior of possessed persons in Mark 5:5 and 9:22, the violent behavior in Acts 19:16, and the mantic behavior in Acts 16:16–17, have clear analogues in modern accounts not influenced by them. After surveying the pervasiveness of the experiences and various anthropological interpretations, I will briefly note these features of some possession accounts in modern sources. I will then conclude with a sample ancient depiction that has often been treated as fictitious, yet likely reflects at least some genuine acquaintance with the character of possession behavior.

	
 

	An Anthropological Approach

	
 

	New Testament scholars have often treated spirit possession as an ancient Mediterranean (or even early Christian) belief in isolation from apparently analogous phenomena today.¹⁵⁷⁷ Although some Gospels scholars have noted current analogies,¹⁵⁷⁸ most New Testament scholars appear unfamiliar with the voluminous anthropological documentation of analogous claims today. While I will not rehearse in any detail the accounts in the Gospels and Acts with which readers are familiar, I want to introduce concisely into the New Testament discussion a broader repertoire of sources for consideration. One could illustrate the widespread character of possession experiences abundantly from missiological literature (often with theological perspectives shaped by the New Testament models), but I focus instead especially on anthropological literature, which is mostly independent today of New Testament descriptions.

	I pause to observe here that an anthropological approach to spirit possession may prove useful even to scholars more generally reticent about anthropological models. Whereas the availability of concrete ancient sources regarding customs (my own usual scholarly focus) sometimes relativizes the value of more abstract anthropological approaches to the New Testament, beliefs in control by a foreign spirit are so common among unrelated cultures that they appear to reflect a common human experience of some sort rather than a mere custom. Although the particular expressions vary from one culture to the next, anthropologists have documented possession claims in some form in a strong majority of the world’s cultures studied. Their wide occurrence beyond a particular culture warns against assuming that they are generated solely from a particular cultural framework (e.g., early Judaism or hellenism), although I readily acknowledge that such ancient contexts are the primary ones for understanding New Testament interpretations of the reports.¹⁵⁷⁹

	Although seeking to provide a transcultural framework for classifying or interpreting spirit-possession claims would be beyond the scope of this study (and unlikely to command consensus in any case), I note the breadth of interpretations to illustrate that we may take for granted the pervasiveness of such experiences more readily than the interpretive constructions modern reporters sometimes place on them. Some factors such as neurological stress are fairly common to many of the accounts, but the postulation of other factors often depends on the sociological, psychological, and other models of explanation employed.

	Although western scientific interpretations tend to be materialistic, increasing sensitivity to local cultures has invited a growing appreciation for indigenous interpretations that often include the activity of actual spirits. I am sympathetic to this appreciation of nonwestern perspectives. My limited purpose in this article, however, is to introduce the value of the broader discussion rather than to arbitrate among the competing scientific or other interpretations.

	
 

	The Pervasiveness of Possession Beliefs and Behavior

	
 

	Despite various interpretations assigned to it, no anthropologist today denies possession trances and the like.¹⁵⁸⁰ Possession experience is not limited to either the New Testament or the ancient eastern Mediterranean world. One specialist, Erika Bourguignon, has observed that spirit-possession beliefs are geographically and culturally pervasive, “As any reader of ethnographies knows.”¹⁵⁸¹ After sampling 488 societies, she found spirit possession beliefs in 74 percent of them (i.e., 360 societies), with particularly high ranges in the islands of the Pacific (88 percent), and 77 percent around the Mediterranean.¹⁵⁸² Among these, the forms of “possession” vary. Thus 16 percent percent of these 360 societies have possession trance only; 22 percent have other forms of possession; and 35 percent have both.¹⁵⁸³ The overall evidence suggests some sort of common experience in conjunction with more specific cultural patterning.

	Most regions of the world provide some examples, though possession experience is more common in some regions than in others.¹⁵⁸⁴ A concise geographic survey would leave no doubt about this; for this reason, in the notes to this paragraph, I seek to illustrate at some length (yet not comprehensively) just how pervasively anthropologists have documented possession experience. As noted above, they appear widely in the Pacific.¹⁵⁸⁵ More often studied, they are common throughout Africa,¹⁵⁸⁶ where anthropologists have documented these experiences in a variety of forms in the northeast,¹⁵⁸⁷ southeast,¹⁵⁸⁸ central east,¹⁵⁸⁹ northwest¹⁵⁹⁰ and west.¹⁵⁹¹ Less widely studied but nevertheless documented in anthropological studies, they also appear in the Middle East,¹⁵⁹² many parts of Asia,¹⁵⁹³ and the Americas.¹⁵⁹⁴ Local incidents of “possession” on a notable scale (though westerners often attribute these to mass hysteria) have also been documented.¹⁵⁹⁵

	The few New Testament scholars noted above who have noted anthropological parallels for possession behavior have rightly observed that it is fairly transcultural.¹⁵⁹⁶ Transcultural elements in fact include a biological element that cannot be reduced to (though may be patterned according to) cultural models. Studies reveal “an altered neurophysiology” during many possession states.¹⁵⁹⁷ While some anthropologists note that neurophysiological studies cannot resolve whether supernatural factors might supplement natural ones,¹⁵⁹⁸ it is clear that neurophysiological changes, including hyperarousal, do occur.¹⁵⁹⁹

	In a diverse sampling of societies, possession produces major personality changes, with notable, abrupt alterations in “behavior, timbre and pitch of voice.”¹⁶⁰⁰ Those leaving the “possession” state often have no recollection of how they acted while “possessed.”¹⁶⁰¹ Thus Raymond Firth notes that field experience has confronted social anthropologists with

	
 

	dramatic changes of personality in men or women they were studying—startling yet evidently accustomed alterations of behaviour, with trembling, sweating, groaning, speaking with strange voices, assumption of a different identity, purporting to be a spirit not a human being, giving commands or foretelling the future in a new authoritative way. Sometimes it has been hard for the anthropologist to persuade himself that it is really the same person as before whom he is watching or confronting, so marked is the personality change.¹⁶⁰²

	
 

	Sometimes the possessed act like the spirits that are believed to possess them.¹⁶⁰³

	
 

	Cultural Variations

	
 

	Despite the common neurological character of possession trance, possession behavior and beliefs vary widely among cultures. Forms of possession behavior vary in some respects even in the New Testament; it is possible that different types of possession existed in the early Christians’ milieu, and that cultural features sometimes either patterned some common elements or invited some particular transcultural elements to the fore.

	Thus, for example, the larger gentile culture apparently valued the mantic abilities of the enslaved woman in Acts 16:16, yet recognized the danger in the more violent possession in Acts 19:16. As we explore analogies in a broader range of cultures, therefore, we should allow for even greater variations in expression. This diversity need not surprise us; cultural conceptions shape the experience of many illnesses, sometimes including behavior that other societies associate with possession.¹⁶⁰⁴ For example, observers have noted one form of possession associated specifically with initial encounters with overhead airplanes.¹⁶⁰⁵

	Not all alleged activity with spirits produces possession behavior.¹⁶⁰⁶ In many regions, for example, shamans believe that they communicate with spirits without being controlled by them. By contrast, shamans in some other regions believe that they are fully possessed, whether briefly or over a long period of time.¹⁶⁰⁷ Possession states can be viewed as voluntary or involuntary,¹⁶⁰⁸ though sometimes these alternatives coexist in the same society (e.g., voluntary for the medium but “hysterical” for the afflicted person being treated).¹⁶⁰⁹ For an example of temporary, voluntary possession, mediums in many traditional African societies remain in control of their own minds except when spirit-possessed; they function as mediums only when in a trance state.¹⁶¹⁰ For such purposes, people can seek or inspire spirit possession, with drumming being one common technique.¹⁶¹¹

	Possession behavior often conforms to patterns particular to the cultures where it appears,¹⁶¹² and some possessed persons respond in stereotyped manners.¹⁶¹³ Thus, for example, Somali possession cults do not emphasize different spirits with distinct behaviors (in contrast to related Sudanese cults); although the possessed dance, they speak little (in contrast to, say, Comoro island possession).¹⁶¹⁴ In traditional Ghana, possession often begins with a stupor, then becomes frenzied;¹⁶¹⁵ a spirit may possess an established diviner to provide information as to what deity is possessing another person.¹⁶¹⁶ Among traditional Valley Korekore, mediums through whom spirits speak are fairly rare and typically must remain in the area belonging to the spirit possessing them; by contrast, possession more generally is common there, and cult groups dance it out.¹⁶¹⁷

	In many cultures, general patterns allow observers to predict the likelihood of some elements, whereas other elements vary considerably. Thus in Brazilian spiritism, nearly all participants see supernatural beings; in most cases mediums and initiates are posssessed; most include ecstatic trance, usually unconscious; in most cults possession can be either spontaneous or induced. Nevertheless, these general cultural patterns do not produce complete conformity; for example, whereas over half of participants report seeing spirits of the dead, the proportion is not overwhelming.¹⁶¹⁸

	Cultures also vary as to whether they treat trance behavior as positive or negative;¹⁶¹⁹ these and other interpretations influence how people in trance states behave.¹⁶²⁰ Even cultures that seem to outsiders to share some common elements may vary with regard to particulars. Thus, while many societies feature spirits of the dead¹⁶²¹ and even possession by ancestor-spirits,¹⁶²² interpretations vary. Some peoples, for example, regard spirit-affliction as a danger caused by an ancestor spirit;¹⁶²³ but not all peoples view such spirits as malevolent or dangerous.¹⁶²⁴ Many societies associate particular powers with possession.¹⁶²⁵

	Even within a single culture, possession behavior can vary widely (e.g., mediums in Palau display a range of trance forms).¹⁶²⁶ Some societies lack even dissociation in some cases, so that the common element in possession in these societies tends to be simply the belief that a spirit is overpowering one’s personality.¹⁶²⁷

	Reviewing such diversity of experience, Bourguignon remarks that despite transcultural constants stemming from “its psychobiological substrate,” possession behavior “is subject to learning and by this means, it is amenable to cultural patterning. As such, it takes on a striking variety of forms.”¹⁶²⁸ Because of this culture-specific element, travelers can carry specific expressions of mediumship and possession behavior to societies without prior experience of them.¹⁶²⁹ Likewise, the nature of possession cults can evolve;¹⁶³⁰ indeed, some societies have even gradually transformed therapeutic possession cults into group entertainment.¹⁶³¹

	
 

	Spirits, Religion, Illness, and Prophecy

	
 

	While early Christians resisted depicting their own prophetic, mystical and other divine “Spirit” experiences in terms of possession,¹⁶³² they were ready to associate spirits with other cultic contexts.¹⁶³³ Cultic or religious settings provide a frequent context for possession behavior.¹⁶³⁴ Haitian vodun¹⁶³⁵ and various forms of spiritism in Brazil¹⁶³⁶ offer obvious examples of this pattern. While such examples may be best known in the west, many other cults involve possession trance, such as in traditional Yoruba rituals,¹⁶³⁷ the Zar cult,¹⁶³⁸ practices in Indo-Tibetan Buddhism,¹⁶³⁹ and even in some fundamentalist sects in St. Vincent.¹⁶⁴⁰ The social pressure of cultic settings may frequently invite particular persons to experience possession trance.¹⁶⁴¹ Many cases of possession trance, however, lack particular religious connections.¹⁶⁴²

	Spirits are often associated with sickness, as in some New Testament passages. In the Gospels (most clearly Luke 13:11), spirits sometimes constitute a cause of infirmity.¹⁶⁴³ In Acts 10:38, Jesus’s ministry by God’s Spirit empowers him to “heal” those “exploited by the devil,” an idea intelligible in an early Jewish milieu.¹⁶⁴⁴ Although some cultures do not associate spirits with sickness, one could list vast numbers of cultures that do.¹⁶⁴⁵ Still, many people in cultures today that embrace both some traditional and some western beliefs attribute sickness to spirits yet depend most often on medicine to cure it.¹⁶⁴⁶

	In texts like Mark 1:24 and Acts 16:16–17, spirits display supernaturally acquired knowledge (in the latter case, the spirit’s designation specifically associates it with mantic activity).¹⁶⁴⁷ No less than in antiquity, many traditional societies today look to spirits for supernaturally revealed information.¹⁶⁴⁸ Mediums in traditional African societies almost always claim to speak for lower spirits rather than for the supreme creator deity.¹⁶⁴⁹ These societies usually envision some spirits as benevolent and others as malevolent, with most being neutral (on the analogy of people).¹⁶⁵⁰ They may treat spirits as essential intermediaries for deities even in societies that normally consider them harmful.¹⁶⁵¹

	Such supernatural knowledge also appears in an extensive survey of possession reports in traditional China, offered mostly from rural areas over a century ago when such experiences were far more common than they are in urban areas of China today. Informants claimed that some spirits spoke with unusual voices or poetic abilities,¹⁶⁵² and noted “northerners speaking the languages of the South, which they did not know.”¹⁶⁵³ Although most of the study’s informants naturally understood and presumably shaped their reports through the assumptions of their own Christian worldview, a range of scholars have continued to find their information useful.¹⁶⁵⁴ We already noted above other reports that dramatic shifts in personality and persona are common during possession.

	
 

	Interpreting such Experiences

	
 

	My purpose in this section is not to offer a decisive interpretation of such experiences, on which there is no agreement even among anthropologists. Multiple sorts of factors may be involved, and unlike many other scholars, I am not willing to rule out the common indigenous and early Christian interpretations that genuine spirits are sometimes among the factors in possession trance.¹⁶⁵⁵ My purpose here, however, is to survey current views so that New Testament scholars studying the matter in further detail will be ready for the range of options with which the secondary literature will confront them.

	Early Christian texts portray the source of possession as invasive spirits, an interpretation of spirit-possession experiences held in many cultures today. By contrast, western scholars seeking to interpret possession behavior have traditionally interpreted it in non-spiritual ways that differ markedly from many indigenous interpretations.¹⁶⁵⁶ Nevertheless, in recent decades anthropologists have sought to understand the experience in terms defined by the societies that claim it, rather than in traditional western terms.¹⁶⁵⁷ Already over three decades ago a major study on spirit possession suggested as a working definition for it “any altered state of consciousness indigenously interpreted in terms of the influence of an alien spirit.”¹⁶⁵⁸ More recent studies are even more inclined to emphasize the indigenous understanding; traditional western categories facilitate cross-cultural comparison more readily, but sensitivity to local interpretations cautions against pronouncing on the meaning of such experiences.¹⁶⁵⁹

	Various grids for interpretation today include neurological, sociological, psychological, and spiritual frameworks, though these classificatory categories need not be construed in a mutually exclusive manner. Neurological approaches are illuminating, although they explain effects and causal factors rather than absolutely consistent causes. Many sorts of stimuli not normally associated with “possession” can produce trance states in normal people¹⁶⁶⁰ (though not all experiences indigenously defined as “possession” involve trance states in any case).¹⁶⁶¹ People in all cultures can experience dissociation and altered states of consciousness, but worldviews affect how various societies describe them and under what conditions they most often experience them. (Degree of acculturation is often a common factor,¹⁶⁶² and lack of suggestibility can sometimes render “possession” trance difficult.)¹⁶⁶³

	Further, “altered states of consciousness” include a wide continuum of states, from rapid eye movement to a more traditionally defined “trance” state to “possession trance linked to impersonation behavior.”¹⁶⁶⁴ Some scholars note neurological parallels in sleepwalking,¹⁶⁶⁵ psychomotor epilepsy,¹⁶⁶⁶ and hysterical fugue states.¹⁶⁶⁷ Studies show that the nervous systems of organisms experiencing stress overload may collapse; health workers sometimes even employ an induced collapse to relieve stresses and help mental health.¹⁶⁶⁸ Consistent with such findings, studies confirm that stress may render a person more susceptible to a possession state.¹⁶⁶⁹

	In addition to neurological factors, some have linked possession experience to social frameworks; this interpretive model is not necessarily incompatible with some others,¹⁶⁷⁰ and some have applied it even to the proliferation of possession in Jesus’s setting.¹⁶⁷¹ Sociological factors seem to influence susceptibility, but do not by themselves appear adequate to explain all the phenomena. While these factors do not predict individual cases, however, they may correspond to larger patterns of incidence.

	Thus some scholars observe that possession without a trance is more common in hunter-gatherer societies; greater societal stratification and complexity corresponds to greater likelihood of added trance states.¹⁶⁷² Similarly, some have found that possession trance appears particularly likely to occur in stratified slave societies.¹⁶⁷³ When societies become less stable, they seem to prefer trances in ritualized, controlled settings.¹⁶⁷⁴

	Perhaps this stratification increases social distance between social norms and marginal members of society. Bourguignon suggests that possession trance is most common among the latter; groups that once experienced it have moved away from it as they have become increasingly respectable.¹⁶⁷⁵ Some other anthropologists have observed that it appears among those marginalized from other means of power in their society.¹⁶⁷⁶ Although association with gender varies from one society to another,¹⁶⁷⁷ in many traditional societies women prove particularly susceptible to spirit possession.¹⁶⁷⁸

	In some societies, possession behavior also can be used to achieve the fulfillment of desires that one would not otherwise dare express;¹⁶⁷⁹ similarly, projecting guilt on a spirit can absolve an individual of responsibility.¹⁶⁸⁰ In some settings, some trance states might perform a cathartic function.¹⁶⁸¹ Such psychosocial functions of possession have sometimes made it resistant to factors once expected to reduce it (such as urbanization or western education).¹⁶⁸²

	Beyond psychosocial theories, diverse cultures offer a vast range of interpretations for possession trance.¹⁶⁸³ Societies diverge, for example, as to whether they prefer naturalistic or supernaturalistic explanations.¹⁶⁸⁴ (Not unexpectedly, naturalistic expectations predominate in the west,¹⁶⁸⁵ though they sometimes appear elsewhere.)¹⁶⁸⁶ The dominant supernaturalist or mystical explanations include soul absence or the presence of a spirit.¹⁶⁸⁷

	While anthropological literature normally seeks to maintain objective neutrality, simply describing experiences and the views of the subjects, some specialists in traditional beliefs now publicly contend that genuine spirits are sometimes involved.¹⁶⁸⁸ Most notably, anthropologist Edith Turner claims to have personally witnessed visible “spirit” substance during a Zambian spirit ritual in 1985,¹⁶⁸⁹ and she afterward embraced the spirit experiences of traditional Eskimos she visited in 1987.¹⁶⁹⁰ She questions whether it should be acceptable, in light of contemporary multicultural values, to impose on local cultures a traditional western paradigm formed in a more positivist era.¹⁶⁹¹ Some scholars have expressed appreciation for Turner’s challenge to traditional western reductionist treatment of possession claims.¹⁶⁹²

	Some other scholars have also opted for eclectic approaches. Some sociologists, for example, have allowed for both socially patterned, apparently culturally learned expressions of possession behavior and the possibility of genuine spirits in some cases.¹⁶⁹³ Thus a recent work notes that earlier anthropologists tended to explain possession in psychosocial terms, not commenting on possessing agents, but more recent research “does take seriously the agency of possessing ancestors, deities, and spirits.”¹⁶⁹⁴ In view of how widely the experience appears to surface in unrelated cultures, I believe that we should recognize this synthesis as a viable approach.

	Regardless of interpretation, however, the experience is well-documented, and there is no reason to doubt that such experiences occurred in various forms in Mediterranean antiquity as well as today. Thus we need not dismiss their occurrence in ancient sources as necessarily fictitious or legendary rather than potentially based on eyewitness claims, but should evaluate those reports on a case-by-case basis (involving a work’s genre, sources, and similar factors).

	
 

	Violent expressions of possession

	
 

	Not only do early Christian spirit-possession claims and interpretation have cross-cultural parallels, but so do some behaviors associated with some forms of the experience. For example, the sometimes violent expressions of spirit possession in early Christian narratives have parallels in some other cultures.¹⁶⁹⁵ Mark and Luke associate some spirit possession with extraordinary strength, when no one was able to bind the possessed man (Mark 5:4; Luke 8:29) and only Jesus could deliver him. For these Evangelists, this image illustrates the principle that only one stronger than the “strong man” (Satan) could bind him and release from his authority his possessions (Mark 3:27; Luke 11:21–22).¹⁶⁹⁶ Cross-cultural parallels suggest, however, that Mark need not have simply invented this illustration to fit his theological point. In a variety of diverse cultures where it has been observed, spirit possession sometimes yields apparently superhuman strength that makes restraint difficult or impossible.¹⁶⁹⁷

	Possession can be expressed violently, toward oneself and others, both in the early Christian narratives and (as we shall observe afterward) in some modern accounts. Thus possession is expressed self-destructively in Mark 5:5, where a demonized man cuts himself with stones, and in 9:22, where a spirit-afflicted boy falls into fire or water. While it is not impossible that Mark might have additionally intended a criticism of some pagan cults,¹⁶⁹⁸ his descriptions probably reflect authentic tradition about possession behavior.

	Spirit possession is expressed in violence toward others in Acts 19:16, where a possessed man overpowers the would-be exorcists and leaves some of them naked and injured.¹⁶⁹⁹ This description does fit Luke’s theology: whereas demons might normally cooperate with exorcists for strategic reasons, Satan’s kingdom is here divided (cf. Luke 11:17–18) due to the invasion of God’s kingdom (Luke 11:20). Earlier in Luke’s material “unclean” spirits both caused a demon-controlled person to go naked (Luke 8:27) and gave him supernatural strength (Luke 8:29). In Luke’s irony, it is here the exorcists (the “sons of Sceva”) who are stripped and cast out.¹⁷⁰⁰ Nevertheless, historians typically offered their theological and moral points from genuine sources,¹⁷⁰¹ and cross-cultural studies show us that such violent expressions of spirit possession are not restricted to fiction.

	We have noted that possession trance has sometimes provided culturally acceptable opportunities for expressing forbidden desires; sometimes this may include aggression, especially for those not otherwise permitted to express it. More generally, in many cultures forms of spirit possession can yield destructive behavior.¹⁷⁰² Sometimes the destructive behavior includes violence against oneself, which can include self-laceration.¹⁷⁰³ For example, at a traditional Taiwanese festival, mediums become possessed and lacerate themselves to demonstrate immunity to pain.¹⁷⁰⁴ Some observers of possession feats, however, note that some trancers “have died of post-possession exhaustion” or during the peak of ecstasy.¹⁷⁰⁵ Among traditional !Kung Bushmen, people have to restrain those less experienced in possession from harming themselves or others. Those in trances there sometimes smear live coals on their flesh, burning their skin for several seconds.¹⁷⁰⁶ One may also crash into a tree or attack a dog.¹⁷⁰⁷

	John Mbiti, a scholar of African religions, recounts a case of possession trance that he observed near Kampala, in which the person escaped injury while pounding his head on the floor. The person then resumed a normal state after the trance.¹⁷⁰⁸ Mbiti’s further description of spirit possession in many African societies would hardly surprise readers of the Gospels: he notes that spirit possession drives the person to live in the forest, to jump into fire or to use sharp objects to hurt oneself.¹⁷⁰⁹ Similarly, in Mark a person controlled by spirits might dwell outside society (Mark 5:3), jump into fire (Mark 9:22) or use sharp objects on his body (Mark 5:5).

	
 

	Some ancient accounts of possession

	
 

	Early Christian writings are not the only ancient sources to depict possession in ways that have modern analogies. Possession states appear in various genres of ancient literature. Many of the individual accounts are fictitious, but the descriptions probably often reflect known information about genuine possession behavior. Greeks and Romans believed that mantic ecstasy often involved possession by a deity.¹⁷¹⁰ People commonly associated madness with daimones¹⁷¹¹ (which for Greeks was not always negative).¹⁷¹² Such inspired madness might produce violence.¹⁷¹³ As in studies of possession today noted above,¹⁷¹⁴ one temporarily possessed by madness might not recall the mad behavior afterward.¹⁷¹⁵

	Possession, inspiration, and ecstasy came in various forms. Plato thought of four kinds of ecstasy, one of the most important being prophetic ecstasy;¹⁷¹⁶ Virgil associates this prophetic ecstasy with divine possession.¹⁷¹⁷ Greeks expected such divine seizure for inspiration only during the time of prophesying, rather than expecting a mantic to be possessed continually.¹⁷¹⁸

	In order to remain concise, I focus in this chapter on a single illustration. My focus here is one popular subject of ancient possession accounts, namely, the possession of Apollo’s priestess at Delphi. Lucan depicts this possession particularly graphically, although he certainly dramatizes, and even Lucan himself acknowledges the event as unusual.¹⁷¹⁹ He portrays complete possession, to the extent that the deity controls the priestess’s soul and lips.¹⁷²⁰ Without such evidences of possession, she might be thought to merely simulate inspiration. But when she was genuinely frenzied, Lucan insists, her hair would stand up, raising the wreath on her head, and her voice would fill the cavern.¹⁷²¹ In Lucan’s depiction, Apollo forcibly seizes possession of her body, forcing out her own consciousness; her head jerks, her hair again is said to stand up, and Apollo’s fire burns within her. Apollo’s invasion torments her; her lips foam, she pants inarticulately, wails, and finally issues the deity’s articulate speech.¹⁷²²

	Despite Lucan’s literary exaggeration, we ought not suppose that Lucan has simply invented every element of her possession behavior.¹⁷²³ Precisely because Lucan’s account is probably fictitious, it underlines the likelihood that some people in antiquity had some more general acquaintance with possession behavior, whether or not in the particular account a writer was offering. Although without Lucan’s embellished depiction, a wide range of ancient sources claim that the Delphic priestess was possessed by a spirit¹⁷²⁴ and fell into a mad frenzy.¹⁷²⁵ In addition to Greek and Roman sources, a Jewish source acquainted with Hellenistic oracular forms likewise speaks of the Pythia’s frenzy.¹⁷²⁶ If multiple attestation counts for anything, there is plenty for the Pythia. This description might thus be relevant to what Luke envisions, and expects his ideal audience to envision, for the slave influenced by a “pythoness” spirit in Acts 16:16–18.

	That even a fictionalized depiction of dissociation like Lucan’s shares common elements with modern observations of possession trance suggests that it rests on a repository of genuine ancient observations of possession behavior. Narratives and tales may include significant embellishment, but possession experiences described in such ancient sources appear comparable to many modern accounts of such experiences. Whereas the Gospels and Acts portray spirit-possession in exclusively negative terms,¹⁷²⁷ ancient Greeks, like many traditional peoples today, also affirmed some positive roles for the phenomena, especially in their oracular use. Regardless of their differing evaluation and interpretation, however, all these sources likely develop some information about at least the kinds of possession-behavior encounters that ancient observers genuinely reported.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Possession phenomena are widely attested, although many aspects of these phenomena vary from one culture to another. Interpretations vary from neurological and social explanations (more dominant in the west) to possession by ancestral spirits and other explanations involving extrahuman intelligence.

	In view of the wide range of phenomena attested, some features of early Christian accounts that have appeared particularly suspect to many modern western interpreters appear plausible as genuine descriptions of possession behavior. These include demonized persons’ self-destructive behavior (Mark 5:5; 9:22); their violent behavior (Acts 19:16); and their mantic behavior (16:16–17). Early Christian writers interpreted such cases of possession as wholly negative, although many of their contemporaries and many traditional cultures today offer more diverse evaluations regarding the benefits or disadvantages of possession behavior.

	My goal in this essay has been to introduce more New Testament scholars to samples of anthropological observations about spirit possession, rather than to offer detailed comparisons with individual New Testament texts. Nevertheless, it should be evident that anthropologists’ accounts of this transcultural phenomenon can enrich our reading of the early Christian accounts, illustrating both what they share with other accounts and where they prove distinctive. Nothing in the early Christian descriptions requires us to assume that they could not depend on material that ultimately goes back to eyewitnesses.
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	A Spirit-Filled Teaching Ministry in Acts 19:9

	¹⁷²⁸ 

	
 

	Acts 19 : 9 illustrates that, for Luke and presumably for Paul, no inherent conflict existed between an academic role and the Spirit’s activity in other ways. ¹⁷²⁹

	
 

	Ministry in the Spirit

	
 

	Acts emphasizes the empowerment of the Spirit especially for bearing witness to the gospel message among the nations (Acts 1:8; cf. Luke 24:48–49). Although some have sought to limit the commission to “witness” to the original witnesses, the Twelve (cf. Acts 1:21–22), it is clear that for Luke the Twelve are prototypical witnesses in a mission that continues.¹⁷³⁰ The Twelve do not and cannot, within the narrative of Acts, reach the ends of the earth, a mission that falls partly to Paul (13:47)¹⁷³¹ and also continues beyond the book’s open-ended conclusion.¹⁷³² Stephen (22:20) and (most relevantly for our purposes here) Paul (22:15; 23:11; 26:16) become witnesses.

	This “power” for witness mentioned in 1:8 is often displayed in healings and exorcisms in Luke-Acts (Luke 4:36; 5:17; 6:19; 8:46; Acts 6:8; 10:38), including in Paul’s ministry in this context (19:11–12). But the coming of the Spirit more generally equips people to speak the message of Jesus like prophets for him; the Spirit was often associated with prophecy in early Jewish sources,¹⁷³³ and this is certainly a key emphasis in the programmatic text Acts 2:17–18. That the testimony is to be effective crossculturally is implied not only by Acts 1:8 but also by a particular expression of Spirit-empowerment Luke notes three times in his narrative, namely, inspired worship in other people’s languages (2:4; 10:46), including in this context (19:6).¹⁷³⁴

	Although Acts 19:9 does not specify that Paul speaks by the Spirit in the school of Tyrannus, this premise may be safely assumed from the rest of Acts. Luke indicates in 9:17 that Paul would be filled with the Spirit, and while he does not narrate Paul’s experience, he depicts its effects in terms of his subsequent ministry of the word (9:20).

	In the context of the present passage, when Paul lays hands on people, the Spirit comes on them (19:6); Paul likewise does miracles (19:11–12), an activity Luke elsewhere associates, as we have noted, with the power of the Spirit. Most importantly, Paul’s ministry in the school of Tyrannus explicitly results in the message about Jesus spreading to all the residents of Asia, Jewish and gentile alike (19:10; cf. 19:17). Like other summary statements in Acts (such as 2:47; 6:7; 9:31; 12:24; 28:31), this one signifies that the crosscultural mission of the Spirit in Acts is moving forward. It is thus clear that Paul’s “academic” ministry reflects empowerment by the Spirit.

	
 

	The Nature of Paul’s Teaching Activity in Acts 19:9

	
 

	What was Paul doing in this meeting-place, and how would it have been viewed by his contemporaries? The Greek term for the meeting-place used here applied especially to schools or places of instruction.¹⁷³⁵ Such “schools” could meet anywhere,¹⁷³⁶ though houses or rented quarters were usually preferred.¹⁷³⁷ Scholars generally recognize the “school” here as a hall employed for lectures;¹⁷³⁸ such halls were common throughout major cities of the Roman Empire.¹⁷³⁹ Students of rhetoric would practice speeches in such a “schoolroom.”¹⁷⁴⁰ Some scholars even suggested a particular site for the “school” in Ephesus,¹⁷⁴¹ not far from the theater (19:29),¹⁷⁴² but subsequent research has identified that site as a courtroom.¹⁷⁴³

	Even though most scholars view the meeting place in this text as a lecture hall, one scholar has argued for something like a collegium’s meeting hall (which the term could also accommodate), named for its patron Tyrannus.¹⁷⁴⁴ But extant inscriptions from Ephesus reveal that such associations’ buildings were named for their guilds, not their patrons.¹⁷⁴⁵ In any case, it ultimately makes little difference for the passage whether this building was normally used for lectures or guild meetings: what matters here is that Paul uses it as a lecture hall.

	Even had it been a guild hall, Tyrannus need not have been the guild’s patron; he was likely either the landlord or the hall’s normal orator in the morning.¹⁷⁴⁶ Perhaps Tyrannus acted as a patron (perhaps at another patron’s recommendation), donating use of the building. At the least, we have reason to believe (and reiterate below) that someone was helping to underwrite Paul’s teaching ministry. Inscriptions reveal that some Asiarchs supported public lectures and education in return for civic respectability,¹⁷⁴⁷ and Luke tells us that some Asiarchs were Paul’s “friends” (19:31), likely meaning patrons (one common sense of the term).¹⁷⁴⁸

	The likely text of Acts does not inform us during what hours Paul may have used the lecture hall, but many scholars believe that the Western text preserves a reliable tradition about this question: Paul taught from 11 a.m. to 4 p.m.¹⁷⁴⁹ The Western text in general contains numerous guesses, most of which are likely wrong. This one, by contrast, is both plausible and specific, perhaps reflecting an informed source; if not, it is at least a better guess from within the culture than we might venture from our own today. Paul may have worked manually (cf. Acts 20:34; 1 Cor 4:12) for about five hours in the morning,¹⁷⁵⁰ then labored for five hours lecturing in the afternoon.¹⁷⁵¹ At least part of this time may have drawn interested artisans; it was common practice to break from work for several hours at 11 a.m.,¹⁷⁵² a midday siesta being pervasively attested in ancient Mediterranean literature.¹⁷⁵³

	If the Western text supplies accurate information on this point, the hall was presumably used for other purposes, probably lectures by Tyrannus or someone else, during the morning, when school was normally held.¹⁷⁵⁴ Whereas secondary education normally reconvened later in the afternoon or evening,¹⁷⁵⁵ lecturers to adults presumably could exercise greater scheduling flexibility.¹⁷⁵⁶ Paul probably used the building when he could, and drew students when he could.

	Most of the adults attending Paul’s lectures were presumably non-elite, hence would need to work in the morning,¹⁷⁵⁷ though a later source claims that even Ephesus’s artisans might break from their work to hear a renowned sage on occasion.¹⁷⁵⁸ Many of Paul’s hearers may use their siesta time, their only work break before evening, to hear him lecture; he may have had some other, more formal students (persons of means, or supported by Paul’s work or other benefactors), who remained with him for a longer number of hours.

	
 

	Paul as a Christian thinker

	
 

	Speakers often delivered orations even on street corners, but to have a special hall signalled status.¹⁷⁵⁹ Whereas Paul once used such public sites (Acts 14:8–10), he had become a recognized lecturer in Ephesus. Nevertheless, like some other respected teachers,¹⁷⁶⁰ he presumably welcomed outsiders to come hear him with his students; in Acts 20:20 he notes that he lectured “publicly” in Ephesus.¹⁷⁶¹

	Ephesus would have viewed Paul as a sophist or philosopher—the two forms of advanced education, hence those naturally associated with a lecturer speaking in such a hall.¹⁷⁶² This achievement was no mean feat; whereas Paul’s training (22:3) must have prepared him well for speaking in synagogues (13:5, 15; 14:1; 17:1, 10, 17; 18:4, 19; 19:8–9), Paul by this point is able to move beyond the synagogue. He has thus developed the necessary elements of his training until finally he is able to present himself in terms understood and accepted in the broader Greco-Roman world, namely the categories of philosopher and rhetorician (17:18–31).¹⁷⁶³

	Such a public role would have accorded Paul significant status, explaining his connections with some members of the local elite (19:31).¹⁷⁶⁴ (Even Paul’s work as an artisan [20:34; cf. 18:3] need not have diminished that status as it would, say, in Corinth;¹⁷⁶⁵ some wealthy artisans and a growing class of nouveau riche in Ephesus were challenging the status of the city’s traditional hereditary elite.)¹⁷⁶⁶

	Paul supported himself and those with him (Acts 20:33–35), but it is unlikely that his artisan earnings would have sufficed for renting the lecture hall. If, as I argued earlier in this book, the Asiarchs of Acts 19:31 were Paul’s patrons, they may have helped sponsor his use of the hall.¹⁷⁶⁷ By sponsoring public activities, benefactors augmented their own reputations, and sponsoring a popular movement like Paul’s (19:10) would prove particularly beneficial in terms of honor.

	Unfortunately, once a respected guild denounced his monotheistic “intolerance” of the city’s patron deity (19:26–27), being associated with Paul’s movement would have become a status liability. Luke’s narrative does not imply that God’s favor confers permanent popularity with the surrounding culture. Nevertheless, Paul, like Jesus in Luke’s Gospel (Luke 4:42; 5:1, 15, 29; 6:17; 8:4), made use of the favor he had to propagate the good news.

	
 

	How Plausible is Luke’s Portrait?

	
 

	Some think that Paul never would have presented himself as a philosopher, given his rejection of worldly wisdom (1 Cor 1:19–25; cf. Col 2:8).¹⁷⁶⁸ Insofar as we are thinking of the title “philosopher” or someone trained in a formal philosophic school this caution may be prudent, but some popular philosophic language is difficult to evade in his letters. We know that Paul was willing to adapt himself to reach Greeks (cf. 1 Cor 9:21), and he could not have easily eluded the public perception that he spoke as a moral sage, probably a sort of philosopher.

	Among categories to which public lecturers belonged, the options are limited. Religion was held to involve ritual, sacrifice, and cult; it was philosophy that addressed moral issues. Outsiders would view any teaching movement as a sort of philosophic school.¹⁷⁶⁹ Some already viewed even synagogues as a sort of philosophic school; their readings and homilies offered structural parallels.¹⁷⁷⁰ Indeed, some other Jewish teachers in the Diaspora, like Philo, may well have adapted wider Greek school models.¹⁷⁷¹ Some scholars have even compared the Christian communities Paul founded to original Stoic ideals that were no longer practiced by Stoics in Paul’s day.¹⁷⁷²

	What do Paul’s letters indicate? Lacking many classical quotations but full of biblical citations, they indicate that Paul’s primary academic training was in Scripture (cf. Gal 1:14; Acts 22:3). Academically, then, he was a Bible teacher. Nevertheless, his letters are full of rhetorical devices that display at least some basic familiarity with rhetoric.¹⁷⁷³ Paul was no rhetorician (cf. 1 Cor 2:3; 2 Cor 10:10), and could not have succeeded as a professor of rhetoric among the elite (just as many philosophers, such as Epictetus, could not). Nevertheless, he had mastered ancient techniques of argumentation, probably developing whatever training he had and acquiring fresh knowledge. He knew how to communicate his biblical theology in a setting intelligible to the larger culture.

	Paul probably had even less formal training in philosophy than in rhetoric. Since most philosophers knew only their own philosophic sect’s philosophy well, however, this may not have been a handicap, so long as Paul could articulate his case logically and contextually. Paul’s letters reveal some familiarity with popular philosophic language. Probably not long after the year 50 CE, Paul employs imagery associated with the ideal Cynic (1 Thess 2:1–11),¹⁷⁷⁴ even though Jewish eschatological imagery overshadows it in the letter as a whole. As he spent time in Corinth and then in Ephesus, Paul must have learned quickly in dialogue with those among whom he ministered; Stoics could have appreciated some elements of his language (e.g., Rom 1:20; 2:14–15; 1 Cor 6:12; 8:5–6; 12:12),¹⁷⁷⁵ and Platonists could have appreciated a few others (2 Cor 4:16–18; cf. Rom 7:22). Paul’s philosophic vocabulary continued to grow, as evidenced in Philippians (e.g., Phil 4:8, 11) and (on my view of authorship) Colossians (e.g., Col 3:2).¹⁷⁷⁶

	Paul admittedly shows little interest in many common philosophic topics of antiquity (e.g., rules of logic, language, or cosmological speculation), but his contemporaries would have recognized him as a moralist and sage, and perhaps found some cosmology and anthropology in his teachings about Christ’s universal rule and transformation of believers. In contrast to Philo, Paul would not have utilized Greek philosophy as an interpretive tool, but like Philo he may have sought to articulate a Jewish message in the idiom intelligible to his contemporaries. Paul was using an accepted academic forum of his day both to evangelize and to train believers.

	
 

	Paul’s Teaching and Support

	
 

	Teachers had freedom to conduct classes in a variety of forms: lectures in the formal sense, discussions, dialogues with leading students, and exegeting texts.¹⁷⁷⁷ In view of both Acts and Paul’s letters, we can be confident that the texts in Paul’s school were Scripture. In addition, he very likely used some widely accepted, interactive lecture forms like diatribe.¹⁷⁷⁸ This style would not have been hard to acquire, since lecturers employed it even on the streets and in markets.¹⁷⁷⁹ (Against Bultmann, however, diatribe was a common classroom style, not limited to street corners.)¹⁷⁸⁰ Moreover, it was comparable enough to rabbinic argumentation¹⁷⁸¹ and common enough in diaspora Judaism¹⁷⁸² that Paul presumably could have readily acquired the style. If Paul’s letter to the believers in Rome offers a sample of his dialogic teaching style, he probably typically both interpreted Scripture and used forms of pedagogy intelligible in his target milieu.¹⁷⁸³

	Ephesus, probably not yet captive to Atticizing rhetoric, would not be as demanding in rhetorical presentation as Athens or Corinth,¹⁷⁸⁴ so many could have desired to hear Paul (cf. 1 Cor 16:8–9). Because people were eager to hear respected speakers,¹⁷⁸⁵ Paul’s growing reputation would expand his influence (Acts 19:10). Apparently he refused fees (20:33–34), unlike most teachers,¹⁷⁸⁶ a factor that would undoubtedly have contributed to his school’s popular growth. Major cities like Alexandria¹⁷⁸⁷ did not have enough schools to meet the interest, and a rapidly burgeoning city like Ephesus probably experienced analogous needs, further promoting the viability of Paul’s school. Besides any regular students, Paul’s possibly unusual hours (noted above) may have attracted other observers. Thus, for example, students of rhetoric went to listen to speeches in declamation schools,¹⁷⁸⁸ and students could sometimes attend lectures of different teachers.¹⁷⁸⁹

	Luke reveals that Paul’s Christ-centered academic ministry in Acts 19:9 impacted the local culture, showing that the gospel message can succeed wherever open and intelligent dialogue is available.¹⁷⁹⁰

	
 

	Paul’s Influence (19:10)

	
 

	Luke three times reiterates the successful spread of Paul’s message throughout Ephesus and the province of Asia, of which it was the most prominent city (19:10, 17, 20). In two of these verses Luke concludes a section with this emphasis (19:10, 20), and twice he indicates that Jews and Greeks alike¹⁷⁹¹ heard the message (19:10, 17). That Paul got the attention of the Jewish community might soften the blow of his rejection in the synagogue (19:9); that he got the attention of Greeks indicates his impact on most of the rest of the city.¹⁷⁹² The two concluding notices of his success frame the account about his ministry in healing and exorcism (19:11–19), as well as paralleling his “academic” ministry (19:9) with his miraculous ministry. God used both his teaching and his miracles to spread the message about Christ.

	That “everyone who lived in the province of Asia” heard about the movement’s success (19:17) is presumably Luke’s hyperbole (as in Luke 6:17–19); the hyperbolic use of “all” appears in a range of ancient sources.¹⁷⁹³ The function of hyperbole, however, is to underline a point. Paul’s influence extended far beyond Ephesus. Ephesus was a strategic cosmopolitan community that exercised a much wider influence in the province and region.¹⁷⁹⁴ Many people from the rest of the province visited Ephesus,¹⁷⁹⁵ and visitors to Ephesus exposed to the new movement could carry news about it with them when they returned home or traveled.¹⁷⁹⁶

	Ancient sources reveal how commonly rumors and reports traveled from one location to another in antiquity,¹⁷⁹⁷ and the province of Roman Asia was no exception. An earlier account tells of a rumor spreading throughout Asia,¹⁷⁹⁸ and a later story speaks of how people not only in Ephesus but all Asia wanted the company of a particular prominent youth.¹⁷⁹⁹ What was true in general was also relevant to popular teachers: once a teacher became famous, people from elsewhere might hear and might also visit.¹⁸⁰⁰

	Paul’s success in the province of Asia is not Luke’s fantasy.¹⁸⁰¹ Paul’s own letters attest the significance of his ministry in Ephesus and Asia (1 Cor 16:8–9, 19; Rom 16:5),¹⁸⁰² and a generation later we read of churches in the region that had already been established for some time (Rev 2–3).¹⁸⁰³ Some of Paul’s associates or students in Ephesus undoubtedly carried the word further, to people Paul had not met in person (see Col 1:7; 2:1; 4:12–13).¹⁸⁰⁴ Spreading from a major urban center, new ideas would make their way even to villages that might have been more resistant initially.¹⁸⁰⁵ Although disciples sometimes disagreed with their teachers,¹⁸⁰⁶ they nearly always respected them, and they usually propagated their ideas.¹⁸⁰⁷ In a more general way, people normally sought to honor their benefactors by propagating their fame.¹⁸⁰⁸

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	Luke portrays various ways that the Spirit empowers Christ’s servants to bear witness for him. While Luke’s focus is primarily on evangelism rather than teaching, given the larger theme of his work, Acts 19:9 attests that Spirit-empowered speech for Christ can include speaking in an academic setting. From what we know of Paul’s letters and the wider culture, Paul’s Spirit-inspired teaching surely included both biblical exposition and a teaching style that engaged his first-century listeners. Such an observation may offer a valuable model for those academicians today who value the Spirit and people of the Spirit who value study.
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	Anticipating Ancient African Christianity

	¹⁸⁰⁹ 

	
 

	Because this volume lacks any extended treatments of reception history or history of effects, I adapt here material from an article I originally published in the A.M.E. Church Review . Although it does not address the reception of Acts 8 : 27–40 per se, it does trace some of the early expansion of Christianity in Africa in ways that Luke may have appreciated.

	In a heavily documented essay, James M. Scott argues at length that ancient Jewish and Greco-Roman writers employed the phrase “ends of the earth” (Acts 1:8) in various manners, and that the Book of Acts may apply the phrase to multiple directions. Ancient Jewish hearers portrayed “ends of the earth” in terms of the distant settlements of both Ham and Japheth, and the first gentile Christian may introduce the African mission while Luke goes on to the Japhetic mission more fully fleshed out in his day.¹⁸¹⁰ (Luke’s focus on the mission to Rome makes sense in view of the fact that both Luke and his first audience inhabited the Roman Empire and would find the spread of the gospel there central to their own situation.)

	Although Scott’s thesis regarding Ham, Shem, and Japheth has been debated, Luke likely does foreshadow a subsequent flourishing of Christianity to the south. Luke presents the African court official (8:27) as a forerunner of gentile Christianity, more of which he will narrate, and of African Christianity, which he anticipates outside his narration. In this case, this official invites us to consider the spread of African Christianity in subsequent centuries, a spread that he anticipated and that has in fact happened. In this brief chapter I consider two examples of African Christianity from the earliest centuries of Christianity, after briefly surveying the case of the Nubian official himself.¹⁸¹¹

	
 

	Nubia

	
 

	The first examples here come from various kingdoms often surveyed today under the title of Nubia.¹⁸¹²

	
 

	The Identity of the Nubian Official

	
 

	As is usually recognized today, the first gentile Christian was an “Ethiopian,” a Black African official of Queen Candace (kan-dak’ê—Acts 8:27). If he was a eunuch in the literal sense, this would have made his full conversion to Judaism impossible (Deut 23:1), so unlike some earlier converts to the Christian faith, he is not simply a Jewish proselyte (Acts 6:5), but the first fully gentile Christian. As a “eunuch,” he probably would have recalled for the Bible’s first readers an earlier Ethiopian eunuch in the Old Testament—a foreign official in the royal court of Judah, who was one of the prophet Jeremiah’s only two faithful allies.¹⁸¹³ His conversion might also recall for Acts’ first audience God’s promise of favor for both gentiles and eunuchs who would follow him (Isa 56:3–7).

	This first non-Jewish Christian is clearly from Africa and is black in complexion. In ancient Greek and Roman usage, “Ethiopia” did not mean only what we mean today by modern Ethiopia.¹⁸¹⁴ In ancient Mediterranean literature, “Ethiopians” designated all Africans south of Egypt, and other texts highlight a particular African kingdom whose queen was titled the Candace.¹⁸¹⁵ Although various Nubian kingdoms are known as early as 3000 B.C., this kingdom was a particular, powerful Nubian civilization with its capital in Meroë and had continued since around 750 B.C.¹⁸¹⁶ Its people were so dark-skinned that they became the standard by which the Mediterranean world defined blackness.¹⁸¹⁷ Archaeology attests both this kingdom’s magnificent splendor as an empire in its own right and its relations with Rome.¹⁸¹⁸ Meroë’s art betrays Egyptian, Greco-Roman, and African influences.¹⁸¹⁹

	Luke presumably expects this court official to share Christ among his own people, as other believers did (cf. 11:19); Luke devotes nearly the amount of space to this single, strategic conversion as to the conversion of the Samaritans led by Philip in previous paragraphs. Yet we have little reliable tradition concerning this court official’s evangelistic impact in Nubia, probably because Meroë was by this period in decline. This ancient empire was finally weakening by the mid-first century CE, “almost certainly” because of “the rise of a rival trading empire, with its centre at Axum” in East Africa.¹⁸²⁰ I turn to Axum later in the essay.

	
 

	Christian Nubia

	
 

	The Nuba people invaded the territory of Meroë in several waves, until the Axumites finished Meroë off in the mid-300s, and the Nubians began to form new kingdoms in the region.¹⁸²¹ Yet Christianity spread southward into Nubia again in the 300s and 400s, this time from Egypt, till Nubia became predominantly Christian.¹⁸²² The Ballana rulers, practicing human sacrifice, were not Christian but tolerated the spread of Christianity until the kings themselves were converted in the 500s.¹⁸²³ One of the most renowned monks of the earliest centuries of Christianity was a tall Black African Christian from this region called Father Moses.¹⁸²⁴

	The Christian era in Nubia was one of prosperity and, till the later part of the period, unity; in contrast to Nubia’s former practice of divine kings, the Christian period also introduced a separation between church and state.¹⁸²⁵ Christian Nubia was a brilliant civilization, largely forgotten by history until archaeologists in the second half of the twentieth century began to bring its remarkable accomplishments to light.¹⁸²⁶

	Unlike many other peoples, Nubia adopted Christianity without coming under the sway of Roman law;¹⁸²⁷ further, having done so, Nubia clung to it tenaciously. Despite organizational weaknesses of Nubian Christianity, the church survived the Islamic Arab conquest of much of North Africa. Nubia’s skilled archers repelled Arab invaders twice at Dongola,¹⁸²⁸ and unable to conquer Nubia after taking Egypt in 641, the invaders made a treaty with them in 652.¹⁸²⁹ Notably, this was “the only treaty in which the Arabs recognized the independence of a non-Muslim state; Aswan was their only officially accepted frontier.”¹⁸³⁰ This treaty was “a compromise guaranteeing the Nubians independence and freedom in return for an annual tribute of 360 slaves and the obligation to maintain a mosque . . . .This agreement remained in force for six hundred years and enabled the Nubian states to prosper and develop unhindered.”¹⁸³¹

	Relations were not, however, benign. Besides the slaves acquired under the treaty, the Arab rulers to the north also took other Nubian slaves by trade.¹⁸³²

	
 

	Nubia and Egypt

	
 

	Christianity initially spread in Egypt so strongly that it remained majority Christian into the tenth century,¹⁸³³ and to this day a significant proportion of its population remains Christian.¹⁸³⁴ But Islamic restrictions did eventually reduce Christian numbers in Egypt. Initially, tired of Byzantine rule,¹⁸³⁵ Egypt’s Christians welcomed the Arabs in 641 CE; the initial treaty promised the Christians religious freedom provided they would pay a poll tax.¹⁸³⁶ But in the intermittent persecutions of the eighth and ninth centuries, Muslims destroyed centuries of Coptic art; heavy financial pressures also made life difficult for the Copts.¹⁸³⁷ From 1250 the white Muslim Mameluks repressed the Copts even more harshly, till by the fourteenth century they had become a much smaller portion of Egypt’s population.¹⁸³⁸ Egyptian Christians were forced to wear identifying clothing that set them apart, “were required by state policy to pay tribute, offer hospitality to Muslims,” and “were forbidden to erect new churches or monasteries or to display any aspect of Christian practice.”¹⁸³⁹

	Whereas Egypt’s Christians virtually invited their Arab conquerors in to liberate them from the Eastern Roman Empire, Nubians refused submission and even tried to help free eventually-oppressed Egyptian Copts from the new empire.¹⁸⁴⁰ Thus one writer recounts the intervention of the Nubian kingdom of Makuria on behalf of the now-persecuted Christians of Egypt in 745, when Omar, initiating a de facto holy war, imprisoned the patriarch and began “destroying churches or converting them into mosques.” The Nubian invasion compelled Egypt’s governor to back down, freeing the patriarch and ending the persecution.¹⁸⁴¹

	Sometimes Arab rulers grew suspicious of the Egyptian church’s Nubian ties. Al-Yazuri (1047–1058) increased the economic burden on the Copts and imprisoned Christodulus, the Patriarch, when he was “falsely accused of inciting the Nubian king to withhold” tribute.¹⁸⁴² In 1074 Christodulus was again arrested, accused “of having ordered Buqtar, the archbishop of Nubia, to destroy the mosques there”; he was, however, found innocent, and his accuser was executed.¹⁸⁴³ From reading Arab reports from the seventh through the fifteenth centuries about the black civilizations to the South,¹⁸⁴⁴ one might suppose that they largely identified Christianity and Africa.

	
 

	Nubia’s Collapse

	
 

	Unfortunately, this prosperous, advanced civilization invited Arab conquest.¹⁸⁴⁵ Arab Egypt implemented policies designed to erode Nubia’s strength, hoping to make it a vassal kingdom.¹⁸⁴⁶ Far less united than Arab Egypt, Nubia’s centuries were numbered.¹⁸⁴⁷

	The Nubian church perished only in the late fourteenth or early fifteenth centuries, its influence declining and that of hostile Islamic neighbors increasing.¹⁸⁴⁸ The Christian Nubian state ‘Alwa declined in part because it was unable to secure trained priests from Alexandria or Abyssinia to teach the people. Finally, its people no longer knowledgeable in the contents of their faith, it succumbed to invasion.¹⁸⁴⁹

	As one scholar notes, “In the fifteenth century, the once powerful kingdoms broke up into a maze of warring principalities, and the coup de grace to medieval Nubian civilization was dealt by the invasion of hordes of Arab nomads.”¹⁸⁵⁰ Once the Arabs had finally subdued Nubia and placed a Muslim king on the throne, he immediately signaled Nubia’s new direction by turning a church in the capital into a mosque.¹⁸⁵¹ Christianity lingered, but eventually Islam prevailed, “sustained by the influx of marauding Arab tribesmen.”¹⁸⁵²

	
 

	Axum (Abyssinia, Ethiopia)

	
 

	Modern Ethiopia’s national history includes an African Christian empire older than the Nubian Christian kingdoms. Christianity became the religion of Axum in roughly the same period that it was achieving prominence in the Roman Empire. Its conversion was peaceful, without external conquest.

	The Axumite king Ezana (also spelled Aezana) converted to Christianity sometime around 333 CE and made that the state religion. Many Christians already lived in Axum at the time, but Syrian Christians Frumentius and Edesius proved particularly effective in impacting the nation. The emperor Ezana appreciated Frumentius and supported his efforts even before Ezana’s conversion.¹⁸⁵³ This East African Church accepted the same doctrines (such as the Trinity)¹⁸⁵⁴ as the North African, Greek, and Roman churches, doctrines formally recognized at Nicea (325 CE), Constantinople (381) and Ephesus (431).¹⁸⁵⁵ These East African Christians maintained close relations with Egyptian and Syrian Christianity and functioned as part of the Eastern church.¹⁸⁵⁶

	Axum’s rapid and solid conversion to the Christian faith contrasts with the slower and often bloodier and less enthusiastic conversions of the Roman Empire and northern European tribes. Axum was surely one of the most open and ready soils in which ancient Christianity took root.¹⁸⁵⁷

	Inscriptions from Ezana’s time state that his empire stretched across much of central Africa into Arabia and on the Nile as well.¹⁸⁵⁸ When the same king reconquered Saba in South Arabia, c. 335–370, Christianity spread freely in South Arabia, though facing a period of deadly persecution. (It had already spread peacefully in much of Arabia, however.)¹⁸⁵⁹ After the rise of Islam, it was this East African empire in what is now Ethiopia that had to defend the rights of oppressed Christian minorities in Arab lands. William Leo Hansberry, the founding scholar of Howard University’s African history program, recounts that:

	Between 1322 and 1327 the Byzantine emperor and Pope John XXII sent deputations to the sultan of Egypt to plead the cause of the Christians in that country. An appeal of the same character was also dispatched to Egypt by the Ethiopian king Amda Tseyon, warning the sultan that unless the repressive measures being imposed on the Egyptian Christians were revoked, he would institute a similar program of proscriptions against the Muslims in Ethiopia. In addition, the Ethiopian king threatened to divert the course of the Nile, which would have had the effect of transforming much of Egypt into a desert.¹⁸⁶⁰

	
 

	Amda Tseyon’s threat worked, but in the reign of his successor (Newaya Krestos,

	1344–1372

	), the sultan had Abba Mark, the Alexandrian Christian patriarch, imprisoned. Newaya Krestos again threatened the sultan, who “not only freed the patriarch but also abrogated his harsh measures against his Christian subjects.”¹⁸⁶¹

	
 

	This African empire remained solidly Christian.¹⁸⁶² Medieval Europe remained aware of its existence,¹⁸⁶³ though Arab opposition ultimately did separate Ethiopia from its Christian siblings elsewhere in the world, isolating two streams of Christianity from each other to the impoverishment of both.¹⁸⁶⁴ The initial relations between Arab Muslims and African Christians had been positive; Axum’s ruler welcomed Muslims fleeing from Mecca, which was originally hostile to them. Ethiopians also allowed Muslims to settle on their coast.¹⁸⁶⁵

	But Arab Muslims were exerting severe pressure on Axum in the tenth century,¹⁸⁶⁶ and in time the Arab regime in Egypt “blocked attempts by Christian Ethiopia to establish contacts with the outside world” because they feared that Ethiopia might join common cause with professedly Christian medieval Europe, where anti-Arab sentiments were building toward the tragic era of the Crusades.¹⁸⁶⁷ Ethiopian “pilgrims in Jerusalem in 1345–7 complained that the Sultan of Egypt had imposed a ban on Ethiopian travelers through his country to prevent them” from contacting Europeans.¹⁸⁶⁸ In the sixteenth century Arab forces stepped up their imperialistic advances southward. Ahmed ibn Ibrahim el Ghazi, the Amir of Harrar, invaded Ethiopia and persecuted its church; Lebna-Dengel, Ethiopia’s emperor (1508–40) fought valiantly against the invaders, and finally sought Portugal’s help, but the Ethiopian scholar Ephraim Isaac mourns that the help came too late. By the time it arrived,

	
 

	the Ethiopian Church lost not only many of its great teachers, writers and leaders but also many of its treasures of literature and art. It was this second phase of Moslem onslaught that brought the golden age of monastic life in Ethiopia to a close. Once again, as after Islamic pressure of the seventh century, the Ethiopian Church sank into eclipse . . . ¹⁸⁶⁹

	
 

	But the Ethiopian Church “regained internal stability” in the mid-seventeenth century, establishing itself against both Arab and Portuguese influences; from this point Ethiopia remained strong.¹⁸⁷⁰ Isaac points out that the three largest monotheistic religions dominate the traditions of three major Semitic groups in that region: Judaism is central to Jewish tradition, Islam to a majority of Arab tradition, and Christianity to a majority of Ethiopian/East African tradition.¹⁸⁷¹

	While Ethiopian Christianity prevailed, however, it historically exerted little missionary vision to expand elsewhere in Africa or beyond.¹⁸⁷² Nubia had likewise exerted little missionary vision beyond its borders, and in time, dependent on Alexandria for trained clergy, lacked teachers to continue instructing its own people in the Christian faith.¹⁸⁷³ If many later European missionaries stirred the gospel anew in some other regions of Africa, it was not because no African Christians existed before their arrival. It was because only the European Christians in that period had begun to emphasize the biblical commission to evangelize all nations (Matt 24:14; 28:18–20), highlighted in Acts 1:8.

	
 

	Conclusion

	
 

	The first gentile Christian was an African. African Christians played a leading role in the early centuries of church history (we could have made this even clearer had we devoted the space to discuss also North African Christians). If, as James Scott argued, the Ethiopian eunuch of Acts 8 functions as a proleptic announcement of African Christianity to come, early and medieval church history confirm Luke’s insight. In the past century, however, Christian growth in Africa has been particularly unprecedented.
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	Reviews of Some Acts-focused Works

	
 

	Ancient Literary Setting. Edited by Bruce W. Winter and Andrew D. Clarke. Volume 1 of The Book of Acts in its First Century Setting. 6 volumes. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Carlisle: Paternoster, 1993.¹⁸⁷⁴

	
 

	Lake and Cadbury’s The Beginnings of Christianity remain a useful resource for the study of Acts, but are now quite out of date in the scope of issues they address as well as (frequently) in the information they include. Increasing knowledge of epigraphy and papyri have greatly expanded our horizons, current discussions of literary genre are more nuanced, our perspectives on early Judaism have been radically reconfigured, and we recognize more of the influence of Lukan literary and theological concerns on the way he reports his history. The time has long been ripe for an entirely new work.

	This new series by Paternoster and Eerdmans promises to take us into the world of Acts in a more complete way than any of its predecessors, including Beginnings. Employing the expertise of classicists rather than only New Testament scholars, these works will contribute substantially to relevant discussion in our field. The writers of this first volume are conversant in scholarship in their respective areas of research; New Testament scholars, unlikely to be able to keep up with all the secondary literature in classics, will find this book essential for research on Acts. This work does, however, presuppose a knowledge of or at least significant interest in Greco-Roman antiquity; the editors have thus wisely seen to it that each chapter includes an introductory summary, making the work’s conclusions more accessible to those more inclined to sample than study in detail the contents of each essay.

	Volume one addresses especially the historical context of the genre of Acts and its constituent elements. It advances us considerably beyond earlier discussions of the genre of Acts not only in its opportunity to draw on the insights of earlier research but by providing a variety of perspectives from specialists, many of whom have published dissertations or monographs in areas relevant to their chapters. The breadth of perspectives may be illustrated by the inclusion of the work both of Dr. Loveday Alexander and of Darryl Palmer, who critiques her approach.

	Placing Palmer’s essay on genre first was a prudent editorial decision. Palmer carries forward the arguments of Aune and others for ancient “history” as the genre of Acts, setting it more precisely in the context of an historical monograph. He refutes Pervo’s view of Acts as a romance (a genre into which the Acts of Paul and Thecla fit much better) as well as the view that it is merely a technical treatise. Other genres subsequent essayists mention (such as biography and biblical history) advance further elements of Acts that augment this basic genre. In a more detailed response to Pervo later in the book, Richard Bauckham contends that, rather than the later Acts of Paul defining the canonical Acts’ genre as novelistic biography, Acts of Paul is modeled on Acts and other earlier sources which it develops in novelistic fashion.

	Once we have asked the question of Acts and history, we must ask how Acts relates to our other historical source for Paul’s life, namely, his letters. Demonstrating an excellent firsthand knowledge of the sources, Hillard, Nobbs, and Winter (ch. 8) advance our understanding on an important question: How do we relate Acts’ portrayal of Paul with his own letters, taking into account the distinctive purposes of each? They find that biographers and letter-writers generally had distinctive purposes and biographers varied in reliability; their data suggest that Luke is a reliable biographer if he actually traveled with Paul. David Wenham examines the parallels between Paul’s writings and Acts. Although I doubt his identification of Gal 2:1–10 with the visit of Acts 11:30, Wenham carefully surveys evidence for all the positions, both on this issue and others, and remains thorough and fair in his judgments.

	The work also investigates the literary genres and forms contained in Acts. Conrad Gempf shows that the historians Thucydides and Polybius (in contrast to writers like Isocrates and Josephus) sought to report faithfully the substance of speeches. He concludes that the variety of accuracy in ancient authors shows that an ancient “standard” cannot predict Luke’s accuracy or inaccuracy in the speeches (pace Dibelius et al.) The chapter is so well-done that one wishes that Gempf would publish his dissertation which he cites in a later footnote. Also extremely helpful are Bruce Winter’s comparison of reports in Acts 24–26 with official legal proceedings, incorporating most of the primary evidence available (legal papyri). These papyri were summaries, as in Acts, but were regarded as accurate transcriptions of the speeches given. The structure of forensic speeches in general sheds considerable light on those in Acts.

	Other parts of the book provide many helpful insights, even where some points may be questionable (e.g., Alexander’s brief appeal to technical treatises or overemphasis on Socrates; her work on Diogenes Laertius is, however, quite good) or may be more familiar to New Testament scholars (e.g., Marshall’s excellent defense of the literary unity of Luke-Acts; Brian Rosner’s insightful treatment of Old Testament literary techniques, models and motifs in Acts; David Peterson’s treatment of how Acts’ fulfillment motif would have been heard in both Jewish and broader Greco-Roman contexts; Peter Head reaffirms the secondary character of the Western text). In line with the book’s title, F. Scott Spencer helpfully presents modern literary criticism in a clear way and traces major applications of these approaches in Luke-Acts.

	This volume will surely become an indispensable resource in the study of Acts and its world.

	
 

	
 

	Graeco-Roman Setting. Edited by David W. J. Gill and Conrad Gempf. Volume 2 in The Book of Acts in its First Century Setting. 6 volumes. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Carlisle: Paternoster, 1994.

	
 

	Because Acts takes place within the cosmopolitan world of the Roman Empire, it is useful to historians of the first-century eastern Roman Empire. Because other data from the Empire enable us to grasp the cultural presuppositions with which Luke and his audience both approached his work, a volume like this one (building on dialogue between ancient historians and New Testament scholars) is essential. Although many of the essays build on the contributions of earlier scholarship, they usually provide significant advances as well.

	One possible weakness of the work was inevitable: no matter how large the work, one cannot limit the scope of issues relevant to Acts to a single volume without some measure of arbitrariness. Thus, for example, a chapter on food shortages helpfully illumines one feature of Acts 11, but the book lacks a chapter on Greco-Roman prophetism that might illumine how Greek readers may have understood another feature of Acts 11. Given the high quality of the essays, however, we may suspect that one principle of selection for topics was the availability of a scholar with substantial expertise on that topic, and this principle has led to a work of relatively consistent excellence.

	Though necessarily briefer than Charlesworth’s and Casson’s works on ancient travel, Brian Rapske’s chapter applies data about ancient travel particularly to the narratives of Acts. He provides a corrective to the useful work of Ramsay, especially regarding the frequency of off-season travel, hence explaining the decisions made in Acts 27 and 28. He reaffirms a Malta shipwreck, and believes that the author probably participated in the events.

	New Testament scholars have long depended on Ramsay’s 1904 essay on Roman roads and travel, but David French provides up-to-date analysis based on more recent discoveries of milestones and other evidence. Paul’s first journey was by Roman roads; his second journey, however, avoided them, suggesting that he learned the safety of avoiding major cities and routes for a time.

	Bruce Winter provides evidence for severe famine in the eastern Mediterranean in the time of Claudius (“all the earth” being prophetic overstatement). In another essay he makes a good case that conflict with the imperial cult probably characterized Christianity much earlier in its history than New Testament scholarship supposes, perhaps as early as Acts 18.

	E. A. Judge and others challenged the prior consensus that the poor predominated among the early urban Christians; David W. J. Gill emphasizes (challenging some recent work) the preeminence of the urban elite in the churches and their impact on the spread of early Christianity.

	We profit from material related to Bradley Blue’s dissertation, most of which is known to few scholars working in the New Testament field. In more than one hundred pages he provides an excellent survey of data on early Christian house churches and demonstrates an outstanding command of secondary literary on the Greco-Roman social environment.

	The section on specialized geographical regions helps acquire more sensitivity to the various cultures of diverse areas of the Empire. Robyn Tracey provides information on Syria helpful for understanding one base of early gentile Christianity that may have also produced one or more of our Gospels (although much of her information will be of interest mainly to specialists). New Testament scholars reading Alanna Nobbs’s essay on Cyprus will be especially interested in the debated question of external evidence for the Sergius Paullus of Acts 13. Gill’s work on Macedonia will be useful in studies of Acts 17 and the Thessalonian correspondence, as will be G. H. R. Horsley’s helpful analysis of inscriptions regarding the politarchs. I believe Gill work on Achaia will supply more grist for New Testament study, however; it reflects a thorough command of secondary literature on Greco-Roman sources not generally available to New Testament researchers. Andrew D. Clarke’s chapter on Italy and Rome employs recent archaeological sources and many sources rarely used by New Testament scholars. Paul Trebilco’s chapter on Asia will prove one of the most useful chapters to the New Testament scholar, especially in researching Acts 19. James M. Scott provides the most useful treatment I have seen on Acts 1:8’s “ends of the earth,” again marshalling an impressive array of primary data with which New Testament scholars rarely work, as well as covering territory more familiar to most of us. Although many others have suspected that Acts 1:8 provides a program for geographical and cultural expansion in Acts, Scott provides new insights into the structure of the book, which scholars should seriously consider.

	The volume also includes some surprises, at least for some of us. On the basis of first-century epigraphic evidence R. A. Kearsley challenges the view traditionally accepted by most New Testament scholars (including myself) that had associated Asiarchs with the imperial cult.

	At other points, the volume’s research reaffirms views many of us have held, for instance, G. Walter Hansen’s support for the South Galatian theory.

	Although Stanley Porter is a superb scholar, some will demur from his conclusions in his excursus on the “we” passages. When dealing with classical sources and modern secondary literature on Acts, Porter demonstrates his skill: he thoroughly critiques the view that Acts is a novel and the idea that “we” represents a fictitious literary device. When he turns to the narrative in Acts, however, he concludes that the abrupt appearance and disappearance of “we” at points in the narrative points away from parallels to “we” in historical narrative and points rather to use of a source. The source may be accurate, but Porter thinks it is probably not Luke’s own journal. I would argue the opposite—that Luke is too skillful a writer to have left a “we” source unidentified if it did not include himself, especially given the relative stylistic evenness of his narrative. (Porter, following Lüdemann, does discern some stylistic differences in the narratives, but this depends mainly on hapax legomena, which could be attributed to Luke’s use of his own earlier work or to the differing content with emphasis on sea travel.) Nevertheless, this excursus forms a provocative conclusion for an important book.

	
 

	
 

	Acts. By Richard I. Pervo. Hermeneia. Minneapolis: Fortress, 2009.¹⁸⁷⁵

	
 

	The appearance of new Hermeneia volumes usually generates great interest. Although the choice of Richard Pervo to write on Acts does not reflect the current mainstream of Acts scholarship on some significant points, it does call on one known for sustained engagement with it.

	Pervo displays his erudition lavishly in his treatment of the Greek text, including text-critical comments and often (though less consistently than Mikeal Parsons) rhetorical observations; he also provides numerous valuable literary insights. (Unfortunately, he sometimes infers that Luke’s literary patterning is incompatible with the historical substance of the patterned reports, an inference that cannot hold for ancient historical works more generally.) As we shall note below, his treatment of the second-century Christian context in which he places the work is unsurpassed (though most scholars do not agree with his view of that context).

	Pervo also treats the major interpretive questions on various passages, providing numerous secondary sources for readers interested in pursuing these matters more fully. (The author index suggests that he cites over a thousand authors; Fitzmyer’s 1998 commentary cites closer to 2000, but most commentators cite far fewer.) While readers will find many of these resources cited elsewhere, one who uses Pervo’s work need not agree with him on every point to find significant useful information here.

	Readers of JETS will be pleased to note that Pervo does not, like some scholars in the past, exclude conservative commentators from the conversation. F. F. Bruce, for example, is treated regularly and respectfully. Pervo initially seems less impressed with Ben Witherington, but engages him more respectfully as the commentary progresses. He cites I. Howard Marshall less frequently, but again he cites him respectfully and often agrees. (On 131 he exploits Marshall’s admission of a problem to state the grounds for his own skepticism.) Sometimes he does express dismay at some historically conservative readings, including occasionally absurd examples he chooses to report (e.g., almost mocking William Ramsay’s unjustified downplaying of the miraculous character of the earthquake in Acts 16:25–26). Absurd examples aside, it appears that even the standard conservative respect for Luke’s historical integrity is as hard for Pervo to comprehend as is his skepticism for conservative scholars. Nevertheless, Pervo is normally as respectful a dialogue partner as his perspective allows, and merits respectful dialogue in return.

	Pervo does provide much that is useful (though much of what is most useful also appears in other detailed commentaries by Fitzmyer, Johnson, Witherington and others). Nevertheless, because he is especially known for his thesis that Acts is heavily fictitious, and because this approach shapes his treatment of much of Acts, I must devote more of the review to interacting critically with that position. I should note initially, however, that Pervo does recognize some material in Acts as historical; this is especially the case where external sources (such as Paul’s letters) corroborate points in Acts, but even elsewhere Pervo does not in every instance take the most skeptical possible position (see e.g., 49 on Acts 1:15–23). His skepticism is frequent, however, and related to his view of the work’s genre.

	Pervo is known for arguing that Acts is a novel. Perhaps influenced by recent discussion of Acts’ genre, Pervo in the commentary admits that “Acts is a history” (15). (The majority of Acts scholars hold this view, and this is likely to remain the dominant view in the near future.) Nevertheless, Pervo so stretches the definition of “history” that he includes in that category Joseph and Asenath and the Alexander Romance (both of them novels, even if novels about historical characters). He cites “historical criticism” against the view that a historical writer should be given the benefit of the doubt, by which he justifies doubting Luke’s claims that we cannot independently prove.

	Unfortunately, were we to adopt this method in other ancient histories, we would know very little about the ancient world, and the approach seems all the more perverse when historical evidence (such as, again, Paul’s letters) so often confirms matters in Acts (such as the sequence of Paul’s mission). Since Luke could not know what external evidence would survive, should we not assume that he would be roughly as reliable where we cannot test him as where we can? It is not possible to answer Pervo piecemeal (especially in a review) because his hermeneutic of suspicion pervades his commentary, but critical realists who read Acts the way they normally read other ancient historical works will usually find Pervo’s skeptical approach untenable.

	Because Pervo defines “history” so broadly, he can accept the historical category while also treating Acts as novelistic. I believe that he is correct to observe (with Barrett and others) that Luke, in contrast to the elite ancient historians (whose works were more often propagated and survived), writes on a “popular” level (18). But to equate “popular history” with ancient novels (18) is to ignore the conventional boundaries of genres in antiquity. While Luke does narrate adventures, he hardly fabricates them; a brief look at 2 Cor 11:23–33 will indicate that Luke has included only a fraction of Paul’s actual “adventures.” While Luke mentions signs more often than Paul does, Paul’s letters indicate that Luke again reports only a fraction of these (Rom 15:19; 2 Cor 12:12).

	Although Pervo notes Haenchen’s cynicism, Pervo’s own cynicism drips from many pages. Further, though probably no more than Haenchen, Pervo far more often than most commentaries editorializes on the value of Luke’s theology or perspectives. Since most critical readers do not depend on commentators as their ethicists or political theorists of choice, they may not appreciate the space Pervo expends offering his opinions. For example, Pervo complains when Luke attributes jealousy to the persecutors in Acts 5:17 (18). The same, common ancient motivation for hostility, however, is frequently mentioned in ancient biographers, historians, and orators.

	Pervo includes copious comparisons with the apocryphal acts, which his own publications have long used as genre analogies for Acts. Scholars have pointed out the serious weaknesses of this analogy, for example, the anachronism of evaluating Acts’ genre based on later sources that probably imitate it (mostly from the late second and third centuries, the heyday of novels). More generally, Pervo’s comparison with other novels suffers in that a major feature of the most typical form of ancient novel (a romance between the protagonists) does not fit Acts; moreover, the overlap with externally attested historical details is very atypical of novels (for some such historical details, see e.g., Charles Talbert, Reading Luke-Acts in its Mediterranean Milieu, 198–201; at length, Colin Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History, 108–58). Pervo does not muster many more convincing responses to these objections than in his earlier work. (Of course, massive works involve many years of writing, hence different stages of Pervo’s thought may coexist in the same book.)

	Pervo’s current identification of Acts as “popular history” with a sort of novel invites comparisons with ancient “historical novels.” One inclined to argue that Acts is a novel (which I am not) could make a stronger case based on this comparison than from other sorts of novels, but in antiquity such works comprised only a very small percentage of novels. (Indeed, most gentile novels did not even involve historical characters, and those novels that did so never included the level of verifiable historical information about a recent character that we find about Paul in Acts.) Because I expected to find more extensive comparisons with historical novels in the commentary, I was disappointed, but I must comment first on his treatment of novels more generally.

	Although I am convinced, with a majority of scholars, that Acts is a historical monograph, I believe that one can learn even from novels about ancient literary techniques (techniques that novelists and historians often shared). For that reason, I found Pervo’s specific comparisons with novels, though far more extensive than in most commentaries, somewhat disappointing for one with his perspective. He cites (for example) the novelists Heliodorus about 50 times, Achilles Tatius 33 times, Chariton 43 times, and Xenophon of Ephesus 40 times—in about 700 pages of commentary. The literary techniques of historians come in for much lighter treatment: the massive historical work of Dionysius of Halicarnassus is cited only four times, and Diodorus Siculus seven times, Arrian three times (all the same reference), and Polybius only twice.

	Pervo does cite more references than average (perhaps 2,500–3,000 extrabiblical ancient references, almost half from pagan sources and over a quarter from early Christian sources). Nevertheless, given his minority perspective on Luke’s genre, I would have expected more sustained parallels with non-historical sources throughout his work and more attempts to contrast these parallels with what we find in historical works. Such comparisons are hardly pervasive in his commentary, which sometimes substitutes ridicule of Luke’s assumptions about plausibility for hard comparisons with novels.

	Given Pervo’s suggestion that Acts is historical romance, it is not surprising that he cites Philostratus’s Life of Apollonius nearly 40 times; that this work is over a century after Luke, indulges in fantasies about distant regions, and sometimes seems to echo by-then widely circulated narratives from the Gospels mitigates the value of this source to some degree, but it bears examination. What seems more astonishing is that his index lists only 13 references to Pseudo-Callisthenes’s Alexander Romance and two references to Xenophon’s Cyropedia, probably the most obvious other examples of the rare genre he envisions as so central (apart from Christian works imitating Luke’s Acts).

	To illustrate Pervo’s penchant for generalizing where more hard comparisons are needed: he compares Luke’s account of the African official to romances that make use of “exotic” regions, such as Heliodorus’s Aethiopica (221–22). A survey of both novels and historical works treating “Ethiopia” (which Pervo does not provide) shows that both may include some historical elements, and historical works on the subject sometimes include some inadvertent legends. As I have argued elsewhere, however, novels speaking of Ethiopia generally include clearly fictional elements, for example, sages who could make trees salute (Philostratus Vit. Apoll. 6.10). Far from concern for exotic analogies, Luke does not even seek to describe Ethiopia (i.e., the kingdom of Meroë), where Philip does not travel. Indeed, in contrast to even most sources intended to be factual (e.g., Pliny the Elder), no details that Luke does include (such as the title Candace or the kingdom’s implicit wealth) contradict what we securely know historically about the kingdom.

	Many of Pervo’s judgments, based on second-century Christian literature, make sense only on his second-century dating of Acts, though these are his most original contributions. This material, then, will be far less useful to the majority of readers who do not share Pervo’s dating. (Pervo is well aware in his work Dating Acts that his second-century date for Acts is a minority view, though there again he interacts respectfully with those who hold other views, and this view has grown in adherents since his publication of that work.)

	This observation is not meant to denigrate Pervo’s scholarship or his labor; his fresh reading of Acts in light of such sources (many of them patristic) displays tremendous erudition and required considerable labor. My point is simply that this greatest strength of the work will prove of very limited value to the majority of scholars, who remain unpersuaded by his dating of the work.

	His commentary probably should replace Haenchen as the commentary of choice for a detailed, one-volume work from the more skeptical segment of Acts scholarship. Despite the many points on which other scholars will disagree (and many of us will strongly disagree) and its still greater inadequacies for pastors, scholars will need to engage this work.

	Final note: After the publication of this review, my own Acts commentary began to be published (2012), and Dr. Pervo reviewed the first volume, implicitly responding to some of the charges in my review of his work. We subsequently corresponded and developed a respectful dialogue. He even endorsed the final volume of my Acts commentary (2015). I mourn his passing (2017).

	
 

	
 

	David G. Peterson, The Acts of the Apostles. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009.¹⁸⁷⁶

	
 

	Luke’s Book of Acts is currently generating a flurry of commentaries. In addition to those recently released at the time of the writing of this review (including Bock, Marguerat, Pervo, and Parsons) many forthcoming commentaries will likely offer some distinctive and useful emphases; for example, one may expect detailed literary-theological interest from Joel Green; detailed attention to the Greek text from Stanley Porter and Steve Walton; and Greco-Roman context from Eckhard Schnabel, Loveday Alexander, myself, and others. Without “specializing” in any of these approaches, Peterson’s commentary incorporates many of the most useful elements of each, making it helpful for a wide range of readers. (That the Greek is transliterated where he uses it will also aid many readers; the TNIV is the basis for Peterson’s exposition.) While also a valuable contribution to the scholarly literature, the commentary will thus prove useful as a textbook and for educated pastors.

	Peterson’s conclusions on introductory issues (97 pages) are fairly mainstream in current Acts scholarship, certainly among current commentators. Peterson follows strong early attestation for Luke as the author and treats him as an eyewitness in the “we” narratives; Vielhauer and others have overplayed the contrast between the epistolary Paul, which reflects a very limited sample of Paul’s thought, and Luke’s summary of aspects of Paul’s ministry. He finds a date in the mid-70s reasonable (while allowing also for “a good case” for a date before 64). To a great extent he treats Acts’ genre as historical monograph (the majority single approach), highlighting especially Witherington’s arguments. At the same time, he allows (in my opinion rightly) for Luke’s Gospel to function as a different genre, namely biography. He follows especially Satterthwaite on rhetoric in Acts and Hemer on its historical reliability. He normally follows the Alexandrian text, while allowing that the western expansions sometimes include reliable information. He emphasizes the narrative unity of Luke-Acts (drawing particularly on Tannehill and Spencer), which proves fruitful for his theological approach.

	Peterson gives particularly laudatory attention to the theology of Acts. He treats Luke’s theology proper, Christology, and pneumatology. (Peterson emphasizes the salvific dimension of Luke’s pneumatology, with Turner and key texts like 2:38–39; he sometimes minimizes, though without ignoring, empowerment for mission, the emphasis of Menzies, which appears in key passages like 1:8 and 2:17–18.) He highlights Luke’s theology of salvation, the gospel, mission, and the church, articulates a nuanced understanding of Luke’s theology of the servant and atonement, and also treats the kingdom’s confrontation with magic and the demonic. He emphasizes the theology communicated by the speeches, but also recognizes theology in the narrative. He rightly sees the gentile mission, unfolded geographically and developed through individuals, as the book’s thrust. He looks for repeated themes in the narrative and their theological implications. He is also certainly correct to recognize the value of the speeches for theological interpretation of the narrative.

	Given his commendable theological emphasis, Peterson might have further emphasized another aspect of ancient historiography, namely that historians normally intended their works to provide models. That is, Acts conveys not only information about early Christian mission but (as Peterson concurs) encouragement to engage in it, especially given its open ending; the mission to the ends of the earth continues. For this reason, his reticence to find charismatic phenomena in Acts as at least partly paradigmatic patterns (apparently even for many settings involving ground-breaking evangelism) seems to me formulated more against contemporary concerns than from Luke’s theology (though Peterson allows the continuing of such phenomena). At the same time, he is clearly correct that Acts focuses on specific leading characters, whose activity is not a detailed model for all individual readers.

	One’s choice of conversation partners often reveals something about a book’s orientation. Of the some 300 authors (and more works) that Peterson cites, Barrett, Bruce, Johnson, Marshall, Spencer, and Tannehill appear frequently; somewhat less, but still frequently for their size, he engages shorter commentaries by Gaventa and Longenecker. He engages more radical scholars like Haenchen much less (also Pervo, though Peterson had access only to Pervo’s articles, as the latter’s commentary was not yet available when Peterson was writing). Peterson’s conclusions in the introduction frequently follow Ben Witherington’s commentary on Acts; although he does not cite Witherington more than Barrett or Bruce, he concurs with his approach quite often. He helpfully interacts with important works in Eerdmans’ multivolume Book of Acts in its First-Century Setting (e.g., Rapske appears over 50 times), though not evenly (Levinskaya appears only twice). Fitting the work’s orientation, he appropriately cites Hemer over thirty times and Sherwin-White over twenty (though this is far less than commentators; he cites Witherington roughly 300 times).

	Surprisingly, Talbert’s 1997 commentary, though listed among commentaries, is not cited at all (Peterson does cite some of his other works); omission of works by Plümacher is also somewhat surprising, though this may reflect the primarily Anglophone audience the commentary envisions. The most serious omission is his failure to cite Fitzmyer’s major 1998 commentary on Acts, which does not even appear in the selected commentary list. Even if the bulk of Peterson’s work was finished several years before its publication (which would not be unusual), Fitzmyer merited more interaction (by comparison, David Pao’s excellent but later work appears eleven times). Some other works relevant to his discussions, such as Clare Rothschild’s work on rhetoric in ancient historiography (2004) or Eckhard Schnabel’s work on early Christian mission (2004), do not appear, but these works possibly circulated too recently for incorporation. Despite such omissions, Peterson’s copious notes will readily attest that in general he engages current scholarship extensively and commendably. As he apologizes in his preface (and as every commentator will concur), the secondary literature today is too vast for any writer to engage it all. (Already well over four decades ago Mattill’s bibliography listed 6,646 sources.)

	In the commentary proper, Peterson draws on the full range of background, while highlighting especially the earlier biblical narrative and promises that inform Luke’s theology and approach. After introducing each section he elucidates verses (or where relevant, clusters of verses) in greater detail. He addresses major questions in each passage and provides an enormous amount of useful detail in the 624 pages of commentary proper. Because he engages the most useful questions and approaches without digressing or bogging down in detailed excurses, this work will prove a valuable textbook for courses on Acts and a boon to busy pastors.

	
 

	
 

	Jipp, Joshua W. Divine Visitation and Hospitality to Strangers in Luke-Acts: An Interpretation of the Malta Episode in Acts 28:1–10. NovTSup 153. Leiden: Brill, 2013.¹⁸⁷⁷

	
 

	Joshua Jipp’s careful work first surveys the history of interpretation of Acts 28:1–10, which he concludes with his own plan to advance a new approach. He then examines component elements of the account in their social-historical context to see how they cohere together around a particular framework. He argues that ancient hearers would have approached Acts 28:1–10 in light of the ancient motif of theoxeny, unknowing hospitality (or inhospitality) to a deity. Jipp lavishly sets theoxenies in the broader context of ancient hospitality conventions.

	Theoxeny narratives include mortals’ response toward a deity, an epiphany revealing the deity, and finally reward or punishment for the mortals. Paul, of course, turns out to be a divine agent rather than a god (as Luke’s ideal hearers would recognize from previous occasions when divinity was attributed to mortals), but Jipp underlines how the barbarians’ perception of him as divine contains significant truth.

	Luke’s narrative subverts the ancient stereotype of “barbarians’” inhospitality: they proved hospitable before God attested Paul’s status as a divine agent, and a leading representative of Malta afterward carried this hospitality even further with shared table fellowship. Reading Acts’ closing scenes in light of those of Luke’s Gospel, Jipp compares the scene in Luke 24 where Jesus’s initially disguised identity is recognized in a hospitality setting. Jipp also contrasts Paul’s welcome as God’s agent in Malta with the Roman Jewish community’s failure to do so in Acts 28:17–28, fitting a larger and climactic theme in Acts (see 1:8; 28:28).

	Those developing a thesis sometimes see it too pervasively, and Jipp might do this at least once. Viewing God’s message as a “divine visitor” receiving hospitality (237) may press the motif too far, although reception of the message certainly does include hospitality toward its agents (Luke 10:10–16). Nevertheless, Jipp’s narrative observations are generally helpful and unobjectionable.

	Jipp cites nearly five hundred references from extrabiblical Greek and Roman sources. Other references to the theoxeny motif could be marshalled besides those he included; for example, Demeter was pleased with an old woman who gave her water but punished a boy who mocked her (Ovid Metam. 5.449–61; cf. possible examples in other genres in e.g., Eunapius Lives 468; Valerius Maximus 1.8. ext. 7). Although Jipp includes Heb 13:2 as an example of hospitality (56), it would also fit his treatment of Jewish theoxenies (probably recalling especially Gen 18 and possibly Tobit). Adding such further instances, however, would simply reinforce the motif that Jipp has already correctly identified.

	Jipp draws on a wide range of secondary literature (with close to five hundred sources in his bibliography) from about three hundred authors who reflect a range of perspectives. In contrast to writers who routinely denigrate the work of predecessors to underline their own works’ uniqueness, Jipp rightly credits the recent insights of other scholars, such as the work of Andrew Arterbury (including his brief mention of theoxeny), before developing his own distinctive focus in greater detail. Not every element, therefore, is new. Scholars have long viewed the understanding of Barnabas and Paul as Zeus and Hermes, narrated in Acts 14, against the backdrop of Ovid’s account of Baucis and Philemon (one of many passages addressed by Jipp, 124–25), or occasionally a different theoxeny.

	Nevertheless, Jipp develops the motif of theoxeny to an unparalleled degree, and demonstrates its central relevance to Acts 28:1–10. There is a coherent connection between the local recognition of Paul’s divine agency and the hospitality that precedes and follows in the narrative. I believe that Jipp has accomplished here a rare feat: offering an insight that is new yet also probably correct.

	The broader connection that he offers between the hospitality motif in Luke-Acts and gentile reception also seems persuasive, as does his contrast between gentile receptivity and Jewish rejection (or at best limited Jewish receptivity) in Acts 28. (Jipp’s wording could suggest more finality with regard to Jewish rejection of the message than Luke intended; cf. Kenneth D. Litwak, “One or Two Views of Judaism: Paul in Acts 28 and Romans 11 on Jewish Unbelief,” Tyndale Bulletin 57 [2, 2006]: 229–49. But I may be reading a question into Jipp’s treatment that it was not designed to address.)

	Provided that no one develops it in a gnostic direction, the motif of the disguised divine agent might also yield theologically fruitful implications beyond the possible parameters of this work. Thus, for example, Paul rejected explicit testimony from a pythoness spirit (Acts 16:16–18) just as Jesus rejected spirits’ testimony in Luke 4:34–35, 41. God’s revelation often comes through frail human vessels, so that only hearers with faith will perceive the truth.

	Divine Visitations is well-structured and argued. Ultimately, I find Jipp’s thesis persuasive. It both sets Acts 28:1–10 firmly in the context of larger narrative patterns in Acts and reinforces the clarity of those patterns.
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