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Abstract

The majority of commentators have taken Luke 12:5 as a
reference to God, while a few well-known New Testament
scholars have taken it to be a reference to Satan. Yet
neither position has adequately substantiated its
interpretation with reference to the setting in Luke's gospel.
We argue that taking it as a reference to Satan makes better
sense of the passage within its context. The literature is
reviewed to show which commentators, namely Conzelmann, Wink
and Lampe, have understood this verse as a reference to Satan.
A comparison with the parallel text in Matthew reveals the
differences in text and context “etween Matthew and Luke.
Thesc¢ are significant enough to allow for different
interpretations of the reference in Matthew and Luke.
Focussiag on ¢xouvocia and Satan shows that Luke uses these
concepts in 2 more developed way, and ascribes authority to
Satan in his writings. This interpretation of Luke 12:5 fits
in well with the theme of conflict developed in Luke's gospel.
The cumulative weight of these arguments points in the

direction of Luke 12:5 being a reference to Satan.
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Resumé

La majorite des commentateurs ont pris Luc 12:5 comme
reference 4 Dieu, tandis que quelques savants du nouveau
testament 1'ont pris, comme roference 4 Satan. Cependent,

ni 1'un n1 1‘'autre des posi.ions a verifie suffisamment leur
interpretation quant 4 la monture dans l'evangile de Luc.

Nous arquons que de la prendre comme reference a Satan fait
plus de sens du passage dans ce contexte. On passe la
literature en revue pour montrer quels commentateurs;
Conzelmann,Wink et Lampe en pariculier, ont compris ce verset
comme rofirence a4 Satan. Une comparaison du texte parallcle
dans 1'cvangile de Mathieu revele les differences en texte et
en contexte entre Mathieu et Luc. Des interpretations
diffcerentes sont possibles pour cette reforence en Mathieu et
Luc a cause ue ces differences notables. Metta:.¢ au point
¢fonola et Satan montre gue Luc utilise ces concepts d'une
manicre plus developpee, et il attribue de 1'autorite a4 Satan.
Cette interpretation de Luc 12:5 en est convenable avec le
theme du conflit developpe dans 1l'evangile de Luc. Le poids
cumulatif de c¢es arguments indigque la direction de Luc 12:5 en

tant que reforence 4 Satan.
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INTRODUCTION

When the author of the Gospel of Luke1 recorded Jesus'
instructi-. to his disciples to "fear the one who has
authority to cast into hell"(Luke 12:5), he did not make

clear to whom he understood Jesus to be referring. The aim of
this dissertation is to answer the gquestion "Tec whom does Luke

understand Jesus to be referring?"

The majority of commentators have attenpted to argue that this
verse contains a reference to God, while others have argued
that the one having authority to cast into hell is Satan. I
do not find either line of argument to be convincing. This
study begins with a review of the twc positions and their
supporting arguments, and will then point out the weaknesses
of each, moving on to what will hopefully be a more

appropriate approach to the problem.

After studying the passage in its context, a wider study cof
éfovola will be undertaken to see how Luke understands and
uses this concept. It will be shown that Luke has a more

developed understanding of it than the other gospel writers.

1Hereaft9r simply referred to as Luke.

]



The next focus of study will be on how Luke presents the
person of Satan in his gospel. Again, Luke has the most
detailed picture nf this adversary compared to the other
canonical gospels. The theme of Satan as adversary fits in
well with the theme of conflict which is developed in Luke's
gospel. Through these avenues of investigation, we hope to

gain a more satisfactory understanding of the verse.

What follows is an analysis of the text based primarily on a
literary-critical approach. It is the text of Luke as we have
it tnat will be the focus of the study. The redactional
process will be referred to in so far as it assists in
determining Luke's themes and emphases. The thesis will
approach the text on the basis of the hypothesis that Matthew
and Luke had at their disposal a copy of Mark as well as a
record of sayings of Jesus commonly referred to as Q. The
designation Q@ is used to denote material common to both
Matthew and Luke, and assumes written sources to which both
authors had access. That these written sources were ever

collected into one document is not assumed.

I recognize that the aim of this study is a modest one, that
is, to voint us towards a better understanding of Luke 12:5, in

particular to determine to whom Luke understands Jesus to be

referring.



CHAPTER ONE
REVIEW OF THE HISTORY OF INTERPRETATION

A. Luke 12:5 as a Reference to God

i. The Early Church

The early Church Fathers, in dealing with Luke 12:5, either
left it as ambiguous or clarified it as a reference to God.
They often dealt with a version of it conflated with Matt.
10:28 thus confusing elements which are distinct in Luke and
Matthew. The Shepherd of Hermas is the most explicit in
showing it tc »e a reference to God rather than the devil.1
Justin Martyr, in a discussion of the possibility of the
resurrection, leaves it as an ambiguous reference.2 Irenaeus,
in commenting on tile text appears to take it to be a reference
to God.3 Tertullian, like Hermas, makes it very clear that
Luke 12:5 is to be a admonition to fear God.4 Two centuries

later, Augustine added his considerable weight to the position

of those who took it to be a reference to God. In his

lthe Shepherd, 2.12.6.

2First Apology, 19.6.

3Against Heresies, 3.18.5.

4_}_\gainst Marcicon, 4.28.




Exposition on the Psalms (Psalm 64), he explains the sense of
5

the text with reference to the fear which humans owe to God.

In his Treatise o Grace and Free Will, he comes to a similiar
6

conclusion.

ii. The Sixteenth Century
Calvin clearly takes Luke 12:5, and its parallel in Matt.
10:28 to be instructions to fear God. He says in A Harmony of

the Gospels:

"So this is how we should resolve Christ's words,
Recognize thet you have been given immortal souls, which
being under the Jjudgement of God alone do not come under
the authority of men....there is the emphatic repetition
in Luke, Yea, I say unto you fear him: as if Christ had
said, rhat there is no respect for God in us, when we
succuml to the dread of men, but 1f we revere God, then
there is #n easy wvictery in His grasp for us, to pre ent
any hunan force distracting us from our calling."”

(Calvin, pp. 304-305)

Luther also asst n2s that this is a referonce to the authority

of God and hence to fearing God:

"If they will not take our word for it, Christ himself
will attend to it strongly encugh where he says in the
tenth chapter >f Marthew, ‘Do not fear those who kill the
body., and after that have nothing that they can do;
rather fear him who after he has killed the body, has
power to condemn to hell.' I think it is clear enough
here that the soul 1s taken out of all human hands and s
placed under the authority of God aloune.”

(Luther, p. 106}

sggggsitipg on the Psalms, 64.

69@ Grace and Free Wili, 39.
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iii. The Nireteenth Century

F. W. Farrar, in his commentary on Luke first published in
1884, says concerning Luke 12:5 that there can be "no doubt
that the reference is to God." He points out, first, that the
phrase @opNONTE TOV, X.T.A. never means to "be on your guard
against". Then he states that we are never told to fear the
devil elsewhere in the Scriptures, but only to "defy and
resist" him. And finally he notes that the devil is never, in

the New Testament, ascribed any power to cast into

Gehenna (Farrar, p.274).

In response to these three points, it should first of all be
noted that, while the injunction to fear God does not
necessarily mean "to be on your guard against", the word @dpoc
can certainly carry that nuance. This is clear from the
assurances to "fear not" either with respect angels (Luke 1:13,
30; 2:10) or Jesus himself (Matt. 14:27). ®6BoGg is used to
describe such things as the disciples' terror at seeing Jesus
walking on the water, thinking him to be an apparition, and
causing them to cry out (Matt. 14:26). As to the fact that
elsewhere in scripture we are counseled to "defy and resist"”
the devil (James 4:7; 1 Peter 5:9), it need only be said that
fearing someone is not incompatible with resisting and defying
them. The element of fear can conceivably strengthen and
fortify one's resistance. And, finally, while the devil is

not specifically ascribed power to cast into hell, he is
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ascribed both power and authority, and the limits of that
power and authority are left unclear. JWe are not told that he

has not been granted such power.

iv. The Twentieth Century

Farrar's three points were later picked up and expanded, in
the same order, by two commentators, Walter Adeney and Alfred
Plummer, both publishing in the same year, 1901. Adeney also
notes the change in the form of the expression from ¢oPpnBritc
and in vs. 4 to simply ¢opnonte in vs. 5. Highlighting

the omission of &nd in the second phrase, he suggests that the
nuance indicates an aversion from those who can kill the body
(vs. 4), but not from God (vs. 5; Adeney, p.198). For
gopfBniTe in vs. 5, Plummer offers the translation "fear

without trying to shun."7

The presence of and in Luke 12:4 and itec absence in Luke 12:§5
is not as sicnificant as it might at first zppear. It is true
that this same shift was probably present in Q, as it 1s also
found in Matt. 10:28. And while Luke emended the form of the
verb in a classicising direction (popeicOc becomes @opnOTTE,
and @opnenTe) . he has not altered the even more unclassical

construction of gop€opat with amd. This is not a classical

7Plummer also makes the observation that this pericope(with the
parallel text in Matthew 10:28) along with the parable of the
King with Twenty Thousand Men(Luke 14:33ff.) and that of the
Unjust Servant{(Luke 16:1ff.) form the only passages in the Bible
"in which the same words have been interpreted by some of Satan
and by others of God"(Plummer, p.319).
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construction, nor is it Lukan, but probably a Hebraism
(Marshall, 1978, p.513; Liddell and Scott, p. 1946). To
determine whether or not this omission of the preposition was
significant for Luke, it would be necessary to investigate
similar constructions in Luke's writings and in Luke's
sources. While ¢oP€éopar is not used with amd elsewhere in
Luke's writings, he does use verbs, which have a similar idea
or thrust, with and without and, with no apparent shift in
meaning. The verb mpocéxw, for example, is used 10 times in
Luke, seven times without amd and three times with and. Its
presence or absence does not seem to indicate a shift in
meaning in any of these instances. One of Luke's sources, the
Septuagaint, also employs verbs, including popéopar, with and
without amnd where no shift in meaning is discernible.
Deuteronomy is a good example. The verb @op€opatr is used in
1:29 and 5:5 with and and in 2:4 and 3;2 without amd. Also in
Ecclesiastes 8:12, the writer uses @gop€opatr with and without

and in the same verse, in both instances with God as object:

Stv €otar ayaBov Tolc @Qopovpévore TOV Bedv

Snwc popdvVTAL ANd TPOAITOV AVTOD.

Although Luke has dropped the amd® when referring to the one
whom the disciples should really fear, and emended the form
of the verb, it is important to note that Liddell and Scott
have said in their lexicon that, with reference to the passive

and middle forms of the verb, in Homeric Greek, popdopar is




always used in the sense of "to be put to flight" (p.1946).
While it does not seem to add any weight to the argument that
Luke understood Jesus to be referring teo Satan in this
passage, it would be difficult to make a case for Luke 12:% be

a reference to God on the basis of the omission of and.

George B. Caird, in his commentary published in 1963, suggested
that God alone is to be feared, and that fear of Him casts out
all other fears.

"For the fear of God is of quite a different quality

from the fear of man; it is not the fear of danger,

but the humble acknowlegement of his sovereignty.

To him who has no fear of God, no reverence for his

majesty and holiness, no appreciation of his grace

and mercy, the presence of God could hardly be other

than a consuming fire - and what is that but to be

cast into hell" (Caird, pp.160-161).
He really gives us an explanation of what fear means according to
traditional Reformed theology rather than making a case for this

being a reference to God rather than Satan.

In an article published in 1970, I. Howard Marshall states his

position clearly, if not curtly:
"It should be noted in passing (for this is really
all the attention it deserves) that the One with

this power is undoubtedly God, and not the devil."
(Marshall, 1970, 278)

In his extensive study of Luke 12:4,5 and its parallel in
Matt. 10:28, Marshall notes many interesting facts, not all of
which are brought to bear on the question of who Jesus 1s
referring to. First, he notes the construction gopdopar ano,
as did others before him, but does not use this as an argument

to support his contention that it is a reference to God.




Apparently, he does not think he has to. Next, he notes the
fact that Jesus attempted to reassure those who were "filled
with fear in the presence of a divine epiphany (Mk.5:36, 6:50;
Lk.5:10; Mt. 28:10)", but that "he also spoke of the necessity
to fear and reverence Ged (Lk.18:2,4 implies this)". Marshall
suggests that his position is made especially clear fronm
Mk.9:45,47 "where the use of the passive 'be thrown' (BAnOfjvai)
is a periphrasis for the action of God." Depending on the
context, the passive could be used for God or for Satan.
Marshall, by using a text where the subject is not

named (Mk.9:45,47) to confirm a text where the object is
unclear, puts himself on shaky ground (Marshall, 1970.
pp.276-280)! Marshall's article is the most extensive
treatment of Luke 12:4,5 to date, but he argues his case
mostly from texts outside the Lucan or Matthean material. In
his major commentary on Luke published in 1978, he merely
reasserts his conclusions from the article (Marshall,1978,pp.
513-514). In his article he acknowledges that he is arguing
against G.W.H.Lampe, who published his comments on this verse
in Peake's Bible Commentary, as well as against K. Stendahl,
who commented on the parallel verse in Matthew 10:28 in
Peake's Bible Commentary as well. Both of these commentators,
Lampe on Luke 12:5, and Stendahl on Matthew 10:28, take this
to be a reference to fearing Satan and not to fearing God. 1In
his commentary Marshall aligns himself against Grundmann.
Grundmann, however, in his commentary published in 1963,

argues that Luke gives us a description of God, who has the
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authority to cast into hell, while Matthew describes Satan,
who rules over the place of destruction, and carries out the
punishment. Marshall has misrepresented Grundmann's position

on Luke (Grundmann, p. 253).

Joseph A. Fitzmyer (1981) lists more possibilities for the
object of the disciples fear than just God or Satan, but
in the end he also takes this to be a reference to God. He
argues that it is not the Son of Man in judgement, or the
devil, or Satan, or Apollyon, the power of evil. He points
out, as others have, that the New Testament elsewhere counsels
resistance to Satan, not fear. He highlights the luridness of
the passage when he says:

"One meets here the typical protological way of

thinking, found elsewhere in the New Testament, when

an action such as the hurling of people into gehenna

is ascribed to God. Modern systematic theology

would explain the presence of persons in gehenna in
other ways"(Fitzmyer,p.959).

B. Luke 12:5 as a Reference to Satan

i. The Nineteenth Century

To £ind commentaries which c¢learly understand the text to be a
reference to Satan rather than to God, one must begin with
scholars of the last century. Rudolf Stier, in his The Words

of the Lord Jesus, and even more emphatically in the second

edition published in English in 1856, takes it as an
injunction to fear "that true enemy and murderer of the soul",
the devil (Stier, 1856, p.12). Commenting on the parallel

passage in Matthew, he wonders "with what ears he can hear
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this, who should refer it to the Father in heaven" (Stier,

1862, p.43).

Oosterzee, in his Theological and Homiletical Commentary on

»f St. Luke, which was tramslated into English in

1862, makes a detailed study of the passage and introduces
three arguments for considering it to be Satan. First, he
understands the various uses of POBelcOat to carry the same
meaning, which is to be on one's guard against. He notes that
the grammatical construction in vs. 4, @oPn®ifite and, is
different than that which is found in vs. 5, QopnOnTe &€ TOV
€xovra, but he is not swayed from his position, citing in
defense the use of @oPnONTe in Matt. 10:26. Oosterzee takes
this as an obvious reference to the same object as (popndiTe
and in Luke 12:4, with the omission of the amd. The intention
is not to shift to another type of fear, he contends, but to
"cherish it in a yet higher degree”. Second, he argues that
just as men are the slayers of the body, Satan is the slayer
of souls. God is never spoken of as one who destroys souls.
Oosterzee, here, is dealing with a conflated version, for the
Lucan text reads "casts into hell” while Matthew has "destroy
in hell". Finally, taking Jesus' designation of his disciples
as "friends" to be determinative of the context and tone of
the discourse, Oosterzee considers a reference to the Father
as "the one who has the authority to cast you into hell" as

totally unsuitable (Oosterzee, pp.412-413).
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Oosterzee's first point is helpful if it is not made ocut to be a
determinative consideration. It is easier to understand the
various instances of @opéopar in such a brief space to carry the
same meaning or auance, rather than to posit such a subtle shaift
as the other position requires. The second point 1s an argument
from silence and not convincing. Although it is true that God 1s
not referred to as a slayer of souls in the Bible, neither is
Satan. Finally, a reference to God as "the one who has authoraty
to cast into hell' by Jesus, coming directly after an intimate
reference to his disciples as "friends' certainly seems harsh and
incongruous. Yet the phrase Adyw 8¢ vpiv Tolc @LAOLC MOV is an
addition by Luke and does not affect the origainal saying.
OQosterzee's problem with this point may reflect nineteenth

century sensibilities rather than objective deductions.

John Peter Lange had originally decided that the verse was a
reference to Satan in his Life of Jesus, but in his commentary on
The Gospel according to Matthew (1867), he specitically reverses
his position. He says he had »>»werlooked the differing
grammatical constructions, particularly the absence of the amo)

in the second reference, and that this fact, along with the 1idea
that God holds all power and authority, had convinced him to

agree with the majority position (Lange,1867, p.195).

ii. The Twentieth Century

In 1953, Hans Conzelmann's provocative work Die Mitte Der Zeic
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was published.8 In this work, Conzelmann sets forth a case
for his understanding of Luke's theclogy and of the structure
and outline of his gospel. He mentions in his book that he
considers Luke 12:5 to be a reference to Satan, that the
eXovolav in the verse is that of the adversary, but gives no
reason for his coming to this conclusion (Conzelmann, p.181).

In a similar fashion, Walter Wink in Naming the Powers: The

Language of Power in the New Testament (1984), merely states

that the reference tc authority in Luke 12:5 is a reference to
the authority of Satan (Wink,p.9). As has already been noted,

Lampe, in his brief comments in Peake's Bible Commentary, also

takes this to be z reference to Satan's authority (Lampe,

p.834).

C. Summary

This is not a complete list of commentators and commentaries,
but it does provide zn overview of some of the better known
students of the NT who have dealt with this verse, and
supplies a basic outline of the arguments for it being a

reference to God and of those for it being a reference to

Satan.

8The translation, The Theology of St. Luke was published
in 1960.

Q

"Fitzmyer, in his commentary, lists some 168 commentaries, both
ancient and modern, on the gospel of Luke, besides a host of
related mongraphs and articles.
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Those who take it to be a reference to Satan list the
following reasons for doing so: a) it is easier to read the
various instances of @gopéopar as having the sasne meaning, 1.e.
fear as avoidauce; b) it is easier to understand Satan to be
the one who looks after the job of casting into hell, and the
entailing destructioin; and c¢) following a reference to his
disciples as "friends", a description of God as one whom they
should fear because he has authority to cast into hell is

jarring.

Those reading it as a reference to God cite these reasons: a)
that @opéopar as a positive command is never used i1in the sense
of being on your guard against; b) that we are not told to
fear the devil but to resist and defy him, with the assumption
that these are mutually exclusive responses; c¢) that God has
all authority and power, and nowhere are we told Satan has
been ascribed the authority to cast into hell, and d) that
dropping the amd is more consistent with God as object. The
problem with both sides of the argument is that they tend not
to treat the gospel of Luke as a piece of literature in its
own right. A more appropriate approach i1s to bring the tonls
of literary criticism to this complete and well-constructed
book. What needs to be addressed is Luke's view of God and of
Satan, his particular use of certain words, and his
development of the story and teaching of Jesus. Then, the
gospel of Luke, or, for the purposes of this paper, the

passage under study, must be subjected to a redaction-critical
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analysis. Luke has interacted with his sources, and whatever
tell-tale editorial signs are there must be brought to bear on
our understanding of the text. Luke must be allowed to speak
first. Then it will be appropriate to look for vorresponding
and verifying evidence further afield in other contemporary
literature, but this should come subsequently so that Luke

is not told what he can and cannot mean by what he says.
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CHAPTER TWO

ReEDACTION—CRITICAL INVESTIGATION

To get a clear picture of the way in which Luke has presented
this saying, and has used 1t in forming this gospel, 1t 1s
necessary to study it alongside the parallel passage 1n
Matthew. Thkis wi1ill assist us in determining Luke's editorial
changes and give us a better idea of what the passage may have
looxed like in 1ts origainal form. There 15 little doubt that
Luke 12:2-9 1s a Q passage, being so closely paralleled in
Matt. 10:26-33., The lanaguage of the texts 1s very close in
meaning although many ¢f the actual words used and the nuances
conveyed are significantly different, as can be seen from a

comparison of the two passages.

Luke 12
(o) OUBEV 6€ CUYKEXAADUHEVOV €OTLY O ODK anOXKaAvPpOATeTaL xal

- L) k] r > bl ”- fe bl - . 4
KPUTTOV O 0V yvesOnoeTat (&) avl) v O0d (Vv T OKOTLY § L TUHTE,

€V 1§ QuTl &KovaOfiageTaL, xal O 7POC TO obe CAAARTATE &V TOLd
Tapelolg XNPLXOTNOETAL €L TOV SOHATWV

(4) Adyw 68 DPLV TOlG PUAOLE Mo, PN POPRONTL Ao Twv

ATOKTE LVOVTOV TO OQHG XAl MPETA TADTA M} AXOVUTWU TEOLATOTL ROV
TL MOLNCAL (5) VEOSE{EW & DULY TLvva (opEpnOnTe  GOpGgimTe Tov
META TO amoxTeival €xovTa €LOuALaV EPPAACLY L L TRV yLavavy
val Aéyw buiv, TouTOV QofRONTE (6) olxl miute aTpovdla
MWAODVTAL ATOUPLleVv S00, Kal £V CE dDTOU oLk GaTLY
EMAEATIONEVOV EVOTTLOV TOU O£0U (7) a?2A& xat «i TPIx G THG
PSXEPAANC DUGV Aol MPIOPNVTUL. My QOPRSials  moAlov aTPoLH LY
SrvapépeTe
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(8) Aédyw &€& Luiv, mdc OC av OuoAoynomn év éuol E€umpocBev TGV
avepITLUVY, Xdl O vIOC TOU avBpdmov OpoAoynoeil €V adTe éumpocBev
TGV ayyéAev ToU B¢eov. (9) O 6€ &PVNOAMEVIC pE VOTTLOV TGOV
AVOPITWV GMAPVNBNCETAL EVAITLOV TOV AYYEA@V TOU Heol.

Matthew 10

(26) MO oLV @oOPNOiiTE adTOLS - OVSEV ¥dp €0TiLv xexaALupévov O

OVK AMOXKAALPONCETAL Xal XPLTTOV O OV YVOBNTeTaL. 427) o Adyo
[3 - ¥ -~ r b 14 b -~ r b N Y k3 ’
LUTV €v TT oxoTia elmaTte €V TQ¢ QTi, xal 0 €lc TO OVE AKOVETE
4 L - - ” by Ay - > - ~
KNEVEATE €L TOV SOHATOV, (28) xal pm @OPelsBe ano TV

AMOXTEVVUOVTOV TO Odua, THV S€ Yuxnv ul Suvapdévev amoxTteivat
POPciaBe 65& PAAAOV TOV SLVAMEVOV Xai YPuxNVv xal odpa anoAféoai
¢v yeduun. (29) odxl 6Vc oTpovBia aoccapiov mWAelTal; xal €v
€ avTOV oV meoeilTal €7l TNV ¥V avev Tol maTtpdC LMGV. (30)
LUOV 86 xal al Tpixeg THC XEPaAfic moocal APLOunuévar eigiv.
(31) pn oVUv @oPeioBe: MOAASVY otrpouvbiwv SiLapépeTe.

(32) Néc odv SeTic OpoAOYACEL €v €uol EumpPodBev THV AVBPONTWVY,
OMOAOYNOW XAYW €V aUTE Eumpogfev ToU maTtpdédc pov ToD €év Toig
ovpaAVOLC - (33) Setic 67 av apwmantdal pe E€umpooBev TV
avepONOV, APVNOONAL Xa&Ye avUTOV EumpocBev ToD matpdc Mov ToU év
To0lC ovpavolc.

A. Differences in the Texts
i. Matthew 10:26 - 33// Luke 12:2-9
The parallel passages in Luke 12:2-9 and Matthew 10:26-33 both

censist of three distinct units:

Luke 12:2~-3 Matt. 10:26~27
Luke 12:4-7 Matt. 10:28-31
Luke 12:8-9 Matt. 10:32-33

It is not always readily apparent why these units have been
put together. Fitzmyer says that the wverses do not fit
together very well, and that they "stem from diverse contexts
in the ministry of Jesus" (Fitzmyer, p. 956). It is 1likely,
however, that they were held together in Q by a common theme
of persecution or death, and the need to stand fast in the

face of it. By looking at them individually, it should be
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possible to cast some light on the redactional variations in
each of the authors. The aim of this aspect of the study is
to attempt to determine how Luke has used and f-rshicned his
material, and to see how this might help in cetermining who it
is the readers are being counselled to fear. The person being

referred to is left unspecified in keth Matthew and Luke.

a. Matthew 10:26a

(26) Mf} oLV @opndiite avTouvs-

Matthew begins his section with a phrase not paralleled by
Luke. It seems to have been duplicated here by Matthew from
vse. 28 to form a heading for the passage, which falls in t.he
midst of a mission charge. It was not coriginally attached to

vs. 26b (Fitzmyer, p. 956; Marshall. 1978, p. 512).

b. Luke 12:2-3 and Matthew 10:26b-27

Luke 12:2-3
(2) Ovdev &€ ouyxexakuppevov éotiv O oux anoxawienorTaL
Kol xpumwTov O OV YVvegBhoeTaL. (3) ave’ ov Soa rv Tn axoTiq

elmate év 10 QoTl dxovoBncetar, xai O mpoc TS ove EAaAfoaTe
ev Tolc Tapcioilg KNPLXBNcETAL €L TOV SQNATWV.

Matthew 10:26b-27

[(26) Mn oUV QORMBTiTe avTovc ] ouéev yap E0TLV XCKAAVHPE VOV
0 ovx anoxaxuwencevaL xaL kpUﬂTOV 0 ov YVOGQHOFTGL (27) O
Aéro buiv év Th oxotia eimate év & vwti, xai O clg TO olg
axoveTe XNPUEATE EML TYv SOHATWV.

Luke 12:2 is almost identical to Matthew 10:26b. Thus the
wording is very close to Q. Marsnall suggests that "since

Luke likes ovv- compounds, his use of guyxaAvnTe...is probably
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secondary to the simple form in Matthew(Marshall, 1978, p.
512;. Luke 12:3 is very similar to Matt. 10:27, with many of
the same words, yet the thrust is different. It would appear
more likely that Matthew has changed vs. 27 to the imperative
tense to agree with the context of the mission charge. Luke
has recorded it in the future passive tense. According to
Fitzmyer the future passive verbs indicate the more primitive
form, but he doesn't think that the verses were originally
related, although they were already related in Q (Fitzmyer, p.

956). In seeking to determine which gospel has preserved the

more original verse, Marshall says:

"Both forms give a good sense with what follows. Luke
has the better link with the immediately preceding verse,
since the principle in vs. 2 is better as a
justification for the conclusion drawn in Luke than the
imperative in Matthew"” (Marshall, 1978, p.513).

This is one of Luke's doublets, being also found at Luke 8:17,
a passage parallel to Mark 4:22, and a part of the triple
tradition. Fitzmyer says that the doublet in Luke had to do
with "the bold proclamation of what the disciples had heard in
private (as it is also in Matt. 10:26-27) " (Fitzmyer, p.957).

A closer look at Luke 8:17 and its context, however, reveals
that it is not about proclamation but rather about listening,
and the inevitability of all being made known. Schweizer says
of Luke 12:3 that it "is therefore not a call to the disciples
to preach (as in Matt. 10:27)" (p.205). It seems more likely
that Luke would have retained the future passive tenses in

both passages, as does Mark 4:22, and that Matthew would have
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altered the tense to make it more applicable to the context of

his mission charge.

c. Luke 12:4-7 and Matthew 10:28-31

Luke 12:4-7

(4) Aéro,Gé buty Tgtc wi%omc yov,~pﬁ wQBgeﬁwe amd TeV
QAMOKTELVOVTOV TO Odua XKal META TADUTA MY €XOVTWOV
nepLooSTEPSV TL MOoLHcal. (5) vLmoselEfw 6& Luiv Tiva
PopNOTITE: POPNONTE TOV MeTa TO damoxTelval €xovra €Louvoiav
éupareiv elg THv ¥Yéevav. vail Aédyo Luiv, Todrov @opneNTE.
(6) ovxl mévre oTpovBia mewAoDvuTaL aosaplewv 6¥0; xal €v €r
ATV OVX €GTLV €MLAEANOUNEVOV éVdmiLOoV ToU Oeob. (7) &AAG
xal al Tpixeq TAGC XepaAfg LMOV mEcalr HAPLBuNVTAL. uN
PoPeToBe: TOAAGY GTPovLBTWV SrLagépeTe.

Matthew 10:28-31

(28) xail uN QoPeiloBe AMO TOV AMOXTEVVOVTOV TO OPpa, TRV 6¢
YuxXNIV Hi) SLVONEVWVY arokTelval @opeiloBe 6& MAAAOV TOV
Svvapevov xail Puxnv xail odua aroAdéocar év yedévum. (29) ovxl
500 oTpovBla acocapilov MWAeiTal; xal €v €E avTOV OV mcoeltat
€nl THV YAV dvev TOV maTpOC LMOV. (30) LMOV 6€ xal al
Tpixec THC xepaAfigc micatr APLOumuévarl etgiv. (31) pun ovv
PopBe ToBe’ MOAAGV oTpovBilwv SragépeTe.

This section begins with a Lukan introductory phrase Aéyw (6¢)
vulv which is repeated in vs. 5 and again in vs. 8 (see also
7:26 and 11:51). Marshall says the formula "is peculiar to
Luke but may have stood in his source, since in Luke Jesus is
already addressing the disciples"” (Marshall, 1978, p. 513).
Luke continues with the tender and familiar address of the
disciples as "friends". This is not paralleled in the
Matthean passage, and is, in fact, the only place it is found
in the Synoptic gospels {(cf. John 15:13-15, where in the sane
context, Jesus speaks of his ‘friends' who will share his

fate"” [Schweizer, p.205]}. Grundmann suggests that "it is
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used to express the close relationship between Jesus and those
who do his will and are entrusted with his secrets” (Grundmann,
p.253). This is quite an obvious Lukan addition, hardly

something Matthew would have omitted.

This unit of four verses might at first be taken as two
separate units of two verses each (Luke 12:4-5 and 6-7; and
Matt. 10:28-29 and 30-31). Marshall says that "the strong
contrast between vs. 4f. and vs. 6f. is remarkable, and may
imply compilation" (Marshall, 1978, p.510). The first two
verses point out that a) spiritual destruction is far worse
than mere physical termination, and b) the reader should fear
the one who can effect that spiritual destruction. The second
two verses point out a) the attention and care of God, and b)
that the reader need not fear. The first half of the section
then (Luke 12:4-5 and Matt. 10:28-29) is an exhortation to
fear the greater of two evils, which is spiritual destruction,
while the second half (Luke 12:6-7 and Matt. 10:30-31) is an
apparent change in tone, encouraging them that God knows all
about them and cares for them. There is not such a change in
tone as might at first be thought. The whole unit is really
held together by the common theme of persecution and fear of
death and the need to stand firm in the face of it. The
sparrow about which God cares is probably a dead sparrow, bought
for cating, yet God still cares for it. The "hairs of the
head" is an image of the detail of God's care and attention.

This is not a promise of redemption from death, but a more
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emphatic statement of God's care which will continue even
after death. Schweizer detects a Lukan redaction here in the
reference to a fate after death (Schweizer, p.204). The
images of the sparrows and of the hair (vss. 6 and 7) support
and continue the theme of standing firm in the face of
persecution from vss 4 and 5. Even after death God will care
for his own, and therefore physical death is to be preferred

to spiritual destruction.

The description of the one we are to fear is quite different
in Matthew from that in Luke. In Luke, he has anthority (Tov
...€xovta éfovotiav, vs. 5), while in Matthew he is the one who
is able (Tév Svvapevov, vs. 28). In Luke, the one with
authority has this authority to cast into hell (dupoAciv eig

TNV Yécaav) while in Matthew he has power to destroy in hell

(dmoAéoar év ycévun). Lagrange claims that "éppaAreiv elg Thv
réevvay est plus gre¢ que amoAdcatr ¢v T y " (Lagrange, p.353).

Marshall says that "Matthew speaks of killing the soul, and
this formulation is probably original since the language in
Luke may be editorial (€x@w with the infinitive)" (Marshall,
1978, p. 513; cf. Schulz, p. 158). Fitzmyer suggests that
Luke omitted the phrase TRV &€ YULXNV M SUVONEVOV ATOKTE Lvat
apparently regarding it as unclear (Fitzmyer, p. 959).
Marshall and Schweizer see no reason why Luke would have
objected to this body/soul dualism since he uses it in Luke
12:19-23 and in Acts 20:10. It is possible that he did not

like the idea of killing the soul, since he speaks of the soul
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surviving death in Luke 16:19ff. and in Acts 2:27 (Schweizer,

p.646; and Marshall, 1978, p. 513).

d. Luke 12:8-9 and Matthew 10:32-33

Luke 12:8-9

(8) Aéyw 8€ bLulv, mdc O0C &v OMOAOYNON €v €nol EumpooBev TOV
k] Id \ L4 L\ - L4 [ 4 I4 k- d k]

AVOPWTWY, Xal O vlog TOu avBpwTOoL OMOAOYTNOEL €V AVTW

A 14 - ’ - - [ 4 \ 3 LA r
EUTPOTOEY TWV ayyéAwv tod 6eod. (9) 0 6€ apunoapevos Me

b I - 3 ’ hJ ’ 3 ’ - 3 I d -
EVOTLOV TOV AVOPUTOV ATAPUNBNCETAL EVINTLOV TOV AYYEAWOV TOUL
Ocov.

Matthew 10:32~-33

(32) Ndc oLV GoTLc OGpoAoynoel €v éuol EumpooBev TGV
AVEPINWY, OMOAOYNOW KAYW éV avdT§ €unpooBev Tol RaTpSC MOV
10D €v Tolg ovpavoic: (33) Ootiwg &° av apviontal pe
EMMPOCBEY TOV aVBPINOV, APVACOMNAL KAY®d aOTOV EunpooBev ToD
NaTPOC MOL TOD €V TOilC ovpavoilc.

Although Luke has probably added the A€yw 6¢ bpivl, Matthew
shows more evidence of editorial activity in this section.
First, it is likely that Matthew has changed "the Son of Man"
to Jesus speaking in the first person to make it clearer for
his readers who it is they are supposed to confess and who
will confess them if they do. Marshall suggests that Matthew
"substituted ‘'I' in the saying for an original 'Son of man' to
bring out more forcefully the eschatological role of Jesus"
(Marshall, 1978, p. 515). Fitzmyer disagrees, however, saying
Luke "has substituted the title 'Son of man' for the more

original "I*' of Matt. 10:32" (Fitzmyer, p.956).

1Marshall suggests that the "opening A€éye 8¢ Lpilv is probably
from Luke's source" and that Matthew's ovv is editorial

(Marshall, 1978, p. 515).
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Verse 9 is another Lukan doublet (Luke 9:26) paralleled in
Mark 8:38 indicating another verse in the triple tradition.
Fitzmyer points out that both Luke 9:26 and Mark 8:38 employ
"the Son of man", suggesting that this has influenced Luke's
redaction of vs. 8 (Fitzmyer, p. 957). Marshall says that
"'Son of man' must have stood in Luke's source, in view of the
catchword connection with vs. 10, and it is attested in Mark
8:38....It is thus more likely that 'Son of man' was present
in the Q form of the saying, although that does not prove that
it was present in the earliest form of the saying"(Marshall,
1978, p. 515). Schweizer is also of the opinion that "Luke
probably has preserved the earliest form of the saying”

{p.204).

Second, Matthew has probably changed “the angels of God" to
"my Father in the heavens" as the one before whom Jesus will
confess them if they are faithful. It is highly unlikely that
Luke would have altered the designation of the Father.

Fitzmyer notes that G. Dalman (Words of Jesus, p. 197) supposes

Luke to have altered the verse to aveoid "in the presence of
God" as found in Matthew (Fitzmyer, p. 960), but Marshall
counters that the “"phrase is hardly a periphrasis for the name ~f
God since God is named in it - unless we assume that Tou Ouou
is an addition to the original phrase" (Marshall, 1978, p.515).
Fitzmyer agrees that the use of ‘the angels of God' "arguce

for the antiquity of the phrase in Q, which Matthew rather
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has changed"” (Fitzmyer, p. 957).

Finally, Matthew's sections on confessing and denying are
almost exactly symmetrical, while Luke's are not. Matthew
states that whoever denies Jesus, Jesus will deny him. Luke,
however, uses the future passive again, and records that "he
will be denied”. Marshall suggests that "the passive
construction may have been introduced by lLuke in order to
avoid a clash with the following verse which states that
speaking against the Son of man is forgivable"(Marshall, 1978,
p. 516). It seems rather that Matthew has been concerned to
tidy things up and to make them more definite. Luke has been

content to record the more ambiguous future passive.

In summarizing the redactional anc editorial activity of Luke
in his recording ¢f this pericope, it is important to note
that he has maintained the future passive tenses of verbs

which Matthew has changed into present imperatives or future

indicatives:

Matthew 10 Luke 12

elmate (vs.27) axovgBnoeTar (vs.3)
xnptate (vs.27) xnpuvxénoetalr (vs.3)
apviAgopat.  (vs.33) arapvnBnoetar (vs.9)

While A¢yw LMTV in Luke 12:4,5 and 8 may have been present in
the original, and was deleted by Matthew, Luke has almost
certainly added Tolg @lLAOWwC MOv in vs. 4. Luke has also

added vModerfw. He maintains the original three charges to
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"fear" which Matthew trims down to one. Finally, Luke may
have changed "destroy body and scul in hell” (Matt. 10:28) to
the more vague and ambiguous "cast into hell" (Luke 12:5).
These redactional changes show that Luke has exercised
editorial freedom in formulating his passage here in Luke
12:2-9. He is not woodenly taking over material from other
sources, but is writing it for a purpose. His addition of
Tolc wlAOLC MOU, for instance, makes it much more difficult tc

read 12:5%5 as a reference to fearing God.

B. Differences in the Contexts of the Passages

While Matt. 10:26-33 seems to form a distinct unit in the
midst of a larger context, Luke 12:2-9 is usually taken with
+he preceding verse and the following three verses to form the
pericope Luke 12:1-12.2 The contexts for the passages are
significantly Qifferent. In Matthew, the context is Jesus'
extended mission charge to his twelve disciples, a
deliberation on the necessity to communicate the nearness of
the kingdom of heaven to the towns and villages of Israel,
with exorcisms, healings and other signs. It is a predactirn
of opposition, struggle and sacrifice. In Luke, on the other
hand, the context is one of challenge, first to the discaples,
but also to the attendant crowd, to live their lives with

censistency and integrity. Rather than going out and

“Most commentators agree to this division of the text, cf.
Marshall, 1972,p.509; Caird, p.1%9; Ellic, p.174. T.W.Manson,
p.105, suggests that 12:2,3 form the end of Jesus’' haranguc
against the Pharisees which began in Luke 11.
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percsuading others by words and demcnstrations of power, as in
Matthew, they are encouraged to develop attitudes and
lifestyles that are consistent with their discipleship. There
is no mention ¢of going out on a mission. As will become
apparent, Luke felt free to bring in verses f£rom other sources
to complete the section 12:1-12. He has done this with great
skill, developing his portrayal of Jesus' teaching. He adds a
verse at the beginning of Luke 12:2-9 and three verses at the
end. Before looking at these extra four verses, it will be

helpful to see them in their relation to parallels in Mark and

Matthew:
Mark Matthew Luke
12:1a
g:15 16:6,11 12:1b
10:26-33 12:2-9
3:29 12:32 12:10
13:11 10:19-20 12:11-~-12

i. Luke 12:1a

The introductory phrase in vs. la, €v olCc émouvvaxBelodv TOV
HUPLAOWY TOD 3xA0OV, @OTE XxaTanaTelv GAANAOLE, TPEATO AEyeELV

MPOC TODG HaBTTAC AUTOV MPA@TOV, serves as a transition from

Jesus' encounter with the Pharisees to his counsel of his

disciples (Fitzmyer, p. 953). It is not found elsewhere, and

must be a Lukan creation.

ii. Luke 12:1b
Luke 12:1b is from the triple tradition and is found in Mark

£:15 and Matt. 16:6 and again at Matt. 16:11. In both Mark




and Matthew, the verse is in the context of a crossing of the
Sea of Galilee. There is the feeding of the four

thousand (Mark 8:1-9//Matt. 15:32~39), a request by sone
Pharisees for a sign from heaven" {(Matthew adds "Sadducees", as
well as the phrase "to test him"; Mark 8£:11-13//Matt. 1€:1-4}',
and then the crossing of the Sea. While in Luke the warning
against "the leaven of the Pharisees" follows Jesus' dinner
with a Pharisee which ended with Jesus denouncing them, in

Mark and Matthew it follows the request of the Pharisees for a

sign.

Luke uses the phrase mpooéxeTe €avtoig and to record Jesus'
caution to his disciples. Mark uses OpdTe, PAEneTe and (Mark
8:15) and Matthew uses OpaTe ¥l MPooexeTe amd {(Matt. 16:6)
and 7mpooéxeTe 66 amd (Matt. 16:11). Marshall points out that
npooéxete is used with €avroilc (Luke 17:3; 21:34; Acts 5:35;
20:28) and with amd (Matt. 7:15; 10:17; 16:6,11,12). It is
possible that the two constructions are here combined to give
emphas.s to his instructions. Because of the disciples
association with Jesus, they will suffer the same persecution
from the religious authorities which Jesus 1s about to
underge, and so they are given special instructions on
singleminded devotion (Danker, 1972, p.146). This same pcint
about the common fate of teacher and student is found in Matt.
10:24,25, the passage immediately preceding the § passagr

which is our focus (Matt. 10:26-23).
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In Luke, the disciples are to beware of "the leaven of the
Pharisees”". He has deleted the phrase "and the leaven of
Herod" which is found in Mark.3 Matthew adds the phrase "and
Sadducees"” Mark fails to specify what Jesus is referring to

and leaves his readers with a confusing pericope. Matthew

points out that he is referring to the teaching of the

Pharisees and Sadducees. Luke identifies the leaven of the
Pharisees as hypocrisy. Fitzmyer finds this strange, since

Luke never records Jesus calling the Pharisees "hypocrites",

as Matthew does. He asserts that it is "almost certainly an
exrlanation added by the evangelist" (Fitzmyer, p. 953). It |
certainly sums up the Pharisees and scribes as described in

the previous chapter (Marshall, 1978, p. 512), and "is the
opposite of the soundness or singlemindedness described in
11:23-36" (Danker, 1972, p.147). Marshall considers the verse

to be derived from Q and not from Mark and that Matthew has

lest the original context {(Marshall, 1978, p. 510). Fitzmyer,

however, thinks it more likely that Luke has taken it from his

special source "L" (Fitzmyer, p.953).

iii. Luke 12:10
Following Luke 12:8,9, Luke appends a verse about speaking
against the Holy Spirit (Luke 12:10). This is another verse

frem the triple tradition (Mark 3:29//Matt. 12:32//Luke 12:10).

3<omp manuchgptq substitute the phrase "and the leaven of the
Heredians" (P ", W,0).

]
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The form of the saying in Matthew and Luke contains a
comparison between sinning against the Son of Man and sinning
against the Holy Spirit. The Marcan form does not contain
this comparison and therefore dces not contain the probklem of
trying to understand the meaning of this rather ambigucus
comparison, present in the Matthean and Lukan forms. This
comparison makes the Q form much harder te understand. The
agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark 1s strong evidence
of a2 Q Son of Man saying behind Matthew and Luke. Bultmann
takes the Marcan form to be the more original (Bultmann,
pp.130-1231). Marshall thinks that the Q version was dependent
on Mark or on a similar Aramaic saying, although he 1s aware
that others take Mark's version to represent an attempt to
ease the difficulties raised by the Q version (Marshall, 1978,
p. 518). Fitzmyer suggests that Luke has essentially
preserved the wording of the Q saying, being somewhat
influenced by Mark, for example, in his use of PAacpnunnavTL

(Fitzmyer, p. 962).

The context of the saying presents its own problems. In Mark
and Matthew, the saying comes at the end of the Beelzebul
controversy, where the scribes (so Mark) or the Pharisees (so
Matthew) charge Jesus with collusion with the devil. The
"unforgivable sin" would seem to have something to do with
attrituting Jesus' ministry to the devil. Luke plarces the
varse in a much different setting. Luke 12:10, which says

that sinning against the Son of Man is pardonable, stands in



31

tension with the previous saying in vss. 8 and 9, which
threatens final rejection for those who deny Jesus (i.e. the
Son of man). Luke may have inserted what was originally an
isolated saying into the passage as a corrective. Marshall
suggests that the tension with vs. 8f. may not have appeared
so great to Luke (Marshall, 1978, p. 519). The catchword
connections with what precedes the verse (Son of man, vs. 8)
and with what follows it (Holy Spirit, vs. 12) have led some to
speculate that it may stand in Luke's gospel as it did in the
original Q context (Marshall, 1978, p. 51¢6). But because of
ite different position in Matthew, other scholars maintain
that the ccllocation is Lukan (Fitzmyer, p. 962). Klostermann
thinks ve. 10 would have more easily followed vs. 11-12
(Klostermann, p.134). Schweizer considers vss. 10 - 12 to
have already beer in the Q discourse. Whatever may be the
correct theory, it is most likely that Luke has imported vs.
10 fror elsewhere in Q. While vs. 10 does seem to contradict
ves., 8 and 9, if Luke did include vs. 10 as a corrective, it

would suppoert the tone of the passage set by Jesus' reference

to his disciples as friends.

iv. Luke 12:11-12

Luke ends this section with a saying about the Holy Spirit,
who will teach them in their hour of need(Luke 12:11-12).
This sayving is paralleled in Mark 13:11 and Matt. 10:19-20,
where it 1s part cf an apocalyptic discourse. It is a Lukan

douklet, being found also at Luke 21:14. This second instance




in the Lukan spocalypse is less similar to its counterparts in
the Marcan and Matthean apocalypses than is Luke 12:11-12.
Fitzmyer thinks that Luke has redacted the Q saying, evident
in references to "synagogues", "magistrates", and
"authorities" which are absent in Matthew. He 7Joes on to
suggest that the reference to the "Holy Spirit" preserves the
more original © wording, vwhich Matthew has modified co "the
Spirit of your Father" to agree with his references to the
Father in Matt. 10:29, 32 and 33 (Fitzmyer, p. 963). Because
of the different wording in Luke 12:12 and Matt. 10:20,
Marshall posits the idea that there were twe different
recensions of Q being used (Marcshall, 1978, p. 510). Just as
vs. 10 offers a corrective to vss. 8 and 9 so that the Son

¢cf Man does not categorically reject those who are misguided
about him, ves. 11 and 12 show the role of the Holy Spirit

in alleviating anxiety. If anxiety has been heightened by the
graphic warning in vss. 4 and 5, Luke is concerned to

balance i1t with a reassurance at the end of this sub-section.

With regards to context of vss. 11 and 12, some think 1t
possikle that Luke has preserved the original Q connections
because of its link with the heavenly court in vss. 8 and 9,
as well as with the reference to pepiLpvew which fecllows in
ves., 22, 25 and 26, and that Matthew has re-crdered the
sayings{Marshall, 1978, p. 510). The ~onnections are strained

s more likely that the

and artificial, however, and it seen

setting was suprlied by Luke. It appears that Luke has taken



AW

ve, 10 and ves. 11-12 from Q, and reversed their order
because he wanted to end with the emphasis on the

instructional role of the Holy Spirit.

Luke seems to have preserved much cf the Q wording in Luke
12:1-12. However, there are also indications of editorial
activity such as the bringing tocgether of originally disparate
sayings, and the addition of transitional phrases and
explanatory words. What he has produced is both the head-
piece for a longer sectior of teaching on discipleship ({(Luke
12:1-13:21), as well as a unit designed to respond to the
immediately preceding encounter with the Pharisees. His
fleshing out of Luke 12:2~9 by the addition of 12:1a and the
re-crdering or 12:1b, 12:10 and 12:11-12, show his redactional
pen at work. The passage which he has constructed highlights
the intimacy of Jesus with his disciples and his desire to
relieve their anxiety. A reference to God as one who would

cast thern into hell seems quite out of place in this Lukan

ceontext.
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CHAPTER THREE
EZovola IN LUKE

To determine to whom Luke 12:5 is a reference, it is necessary
to see how Luke uses the word €Zovoia. This chapter will look
at what é€Zovola signifies, who is it that can have it, in the
New Testament, in early Christian belief and particularly in
Luke, and, more specifically, who it is that has the necessary

éZovola to cast into hell?

There is a significant body of literature on the meaning of
the word €fovola and related words and concepts.1 The
intention in this section is to determine the parameters of
the use of €éfovoia and its linguistic range. This will
provide us with the options from which to understand the use

of the term in Luke 12:5.

While Luke uses €fovotia in Luke 12:5, Matthew uses the word
svvaple in the parallel passage in Matthew 10:28. The two

words have been distinguished by scholars saying much the same

1See e.g. G.B.Caird, Principalities and Powers(1956); W.Carr,
Angels and Principalities (1981); W. Foerster, éfouvctia in TDNT;
0. Betz, €fovoia in NIDNTT, and W.Wink, Naming the

Powers (1984).
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thing in different words. ’Efovoia is a word of power, or
effectiveness. Barrett says it stands for "potential energy"
in comparison to &Vvaulg, which corresponds to "kinetic
energy" (Barrett, p.78). Foerster says it is "the ‘ability to
perform an action'to the extent that there are no hindrances
in the way", while &vVvauilc has the sense of "intrinsic
ability" (Foerster, p.562). Wink suggests that it is the right
or authorization to exercise power and that "'legitimation'
comes closest to catching its meaning”™ (Wink, p.15).
Conzelmann suggests the meaning "potential power" with &¥0vaurg
standing for "actual" power (Conzelmann, p.l181). Betz says
that it "denotes unrestricted possibility or freedom of
action, and then power, authority, right of action" (Betz,
p.606). ’EZovoia is dependent upon SUvauirc. The person with
¢fovocia is assumed to have 6Vvapic, or have had €Zovoia
delegated to them by someone with évvaepig. It can carry the
sense of "freedom" or "permission". While it is easy to see
why the two words are grouped together, it is necessary to
appreciate the specific nuances each can express, and which

the respective authors of Matthew and Luke may have intended.

In the LXX and other literature prior to, and contemporaneous
with, the writing of the New Testament, €fovoila is attributed
to God, but not frequently. It also refers to the authority
exercised by human rulers and jurisdictions. Furthermore, it

is delegated to hostile spiritual forces or beings.
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A. New Testament Use

In the New Testament, the noun £Zovoia is used one hundred and
two times and the verb éfovciafe four times. It is used most
frequently in Revelation, Luke and 1 Corinthians. Formally,
its usage in the New Testament is closer to the LXX than to

the other writings (Foerster, p.565). ’Efovotia is used of

God (Ac.1:7; Rev, 16:9); of Satan (Ac.26:18; Rev. 13:2); of
Jesus (Matt. 9:6; Rev. 12:10); of his disciples (Matt. 10:1); of
political jurisdictions (Luke 19:17); of the Sanhedrin (Ac.
9:14; 26:10,12); of Pilate (Luke 20:20; Jn. 19:10); of the
freedom of self-determination (Ac. 5:4; 1 Cor. 7:37); of the
power of kings (Rev. 17:12,13); of the government authorities
(Luke 12:11; Rom. 13:1); of the state (Luke 23:7); and of the
domain of spirits (Eph. 2:2; Col. 1:13) and spiritual powers (1
Cor. 15:24;: Eph. 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col. 1:16; 2:10, 15; 1 Pet.
3:22). To see how €fovola was used in the New Testament, and,
therefore, to have a better perspective from which to
understand Luke's use, the rest of this section will examine

its use in some of the New Testament writings in more detail.

i. Revelation

In the Revelation of John, God is understood to have the final
authority, but the only clear reference to it is where he is
described as "the one having authority over the plagues" (Rev.
16:9). He is understood to be the one, however, who gives
authority to others. Authority is given to agents of

destruction and wrath, for example the pale horse whose rider
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is death (6:8), locusts like scorpions (9:3,1C), horses (9:19),
olive trees and lampstands (11:6), an angel (14:18; 18:1), and
the second death (20:6). Authority is also given to his Christ
who is then victorious (12:10), and to the saints who persevere
(2:26; 22:14). Satan, or the dragon, has received authority,
which he gives to the first beast (13:2), causing men to
worship the dragon (13:4), an authority extending over "every
tribe and people and tongue and nation” (13:7). A second beast
appears who also exercises this same authority (13:12), and ten
kings are to receive authority and will hand it over to the
beast (17:12,13). The defeat of Satan at the hands of Michael

and his angels is the sign of the arrival of God's kingdom and

Christ's authority:

dpti éyéveTo 1} cwtipla xair 7} SVvauLe

xal f) BagiAeia ToU BeoV UGV

xal 7 €Zovoia ToU xproTol avToD,

8TL éPABN O XaTAYWP TOVU ASECAPIV Nudv,

O XaTNyopdv avTovC €VOMLoV Tod BeoD HudV Auépac xal wvukToc.

(Rev. 12:10)

It is noteworthy that in the hymns of Revelation which ascribe
to God many things close in meaning to éXovoia (e.g.,d&Eioc,
ario¢, 66Ea, Tiu®, SVvauig, Opdvog, MeydAa, BavuacTtda, coTnpld,
navToxpaTwp), Rev. 12:10 contains the only occurrence of éZovoiax

and it is applied not to God, but only to his Christ.

ii. Paul
In the Pauline and deutero-Pauline letters, éfovcia is used in

varied ways. In Paul's letter to the Romans, there is an

instance of authority used metaphorically of God (Rom. 9:21),



L

38

and clear statements about God being the one who has
instituted all authority, and that there is no authority apart
from him (Rom. 13:1). Paul is very conscious of having
received this authority from God to validate his apostolic
ministry (2 Cor. 10:8). This authority was given for the
building up of the church (2 Cor 10:8; 13:10), and has concrete
ramifications for the apostle (1 Cor. 9:4,5,6,12). 1In
Ephesians, Colossians and Titus, there are a number of
instances of éfouvoia being used in the plural or collective
singular to dencote powers or principalities. There is no
precedent for this in Hellenism or pagan Gnosticism, according
to Foerster, although he points out that there 1s a similar
use in some books of the pseudepigrapha, for example Asc. 1Isa.
1:4; 2:2; Test. Lev. 3:8: Slav. En. 20; Test. Sol. 20:14ff
{Foerster, p.571). These are abstract representations of
hosts and domains which in Ephesians, Colossians and Titus are
used to sl ow the extent of Christ's victory and

pre—eminence (Eph. 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col. 1:16; 2:10,15; also 1
Cor. 15:24). They have clearly set themselves up against God
and his kingdom (Eph. 6:12). Satan is described as Tov
dpxovta THC ¢Louvciac Tov dépog (Eph. 2:2), and the evil realm

has Tic €fovoilag TOoU oxdToOve (Col. 1:13; cf. Luke 22:53).

iii. The Gospel of John
In the Gospel of John, there are no references to God's having
authority, but there are three references to God bestowing

authority (5:27; 17:2; 19:11). Jesus, in his confrontation
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& with Pilate, acknowledges that Pilate has a certain authority,
but that what he does have comes, not from Pilate himself, but
from God (19:10,11). Jesus claims to possess authority over
his own life (10:18), and it is said that he can bestow

authority on those who believe on his name to become children

of God (1:12).

iv. The Synoptic Gospels
The study of the occurrences of €fovoia in the Synoptic

gospels is more crucial to our particular study, so it may be

helpful to lay it out in table form:

Table 1

References to Authority +in he Trin€e Yradidion

1. Authoritative Teaching of Jesus
(Matt.7:29//Mark 1:22[27]//1luke 4:32[36])

2. Authority of the Son of Man
(Matt.9:1-8//Mark 2:1-12//Luke 5:17-26)

3. Jesus' Authority Delegated to His Disciples
(Matt.10:1-42//Mark 6:6—-13//Luke 9:1-6)

4. Authority of Jesus Questioned
(Matt.21:23-27//Mark 11:27-33//Luke 20:1-8)

Table 2
4 Reference to Authority in ihe Double Tradidion

1. A Centurion's Authority and Jesus' Authority
(Matt.8:5-13//Luke 7:1-10)
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Table 3
Occuiences Unique 4o Each FPynoplic foonel

1. Matthew
a. People Marvel at Jesus' Authority
(9:8)
b. Authority Given to Jesus
(28:18)

2. Mark
a. The Twelve Disciples Giver Authority by Jesus
(3:15)
b. A Nobleman Gives Authority in His Absence
{13:34)
{c. Authority of Satan
[Mark 16:14 W text])

3. Luke

a. Satan Claims To Have Been Given Authority
(4:6)

b. Authority Given to the Disciples by Jesus
(10:19)

c. Authority to Cast Into Hell
(12:5)

d. Disciples Brought Before Rulers and Authorities
(12:11)

e. Authority Over Ten Cities Given to Faithful Servant
{(19:17)

f. Jesus Handed Over To The Authority of the Governor
(20:20)

g. Jesus Acknowledges The Authority of Darkness
(22:53)

h. Herod's Authority
(23:7)

It is important to note that there is no clear reference in
the Synoptics to God having authority. There are three
references to God giving authority. In Matthew 9:18, God is
named specifically as the one giving authority, and in Matthew
28:18 and Luke 4:6, it is implied. God is assumed to have

authority, but there is no clear articulation of that fact.
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All three Synoptics record the incident of Jesus being
questioned about his authority by the chief priests and elders
for doing "these things", referring to the events surrounding
the cleansing of the Temple (Matt. 21:23-27//Mark 11:27-33//
Luke 20:1-8). They ask the question in two slightly different
ways: 1) "By what authority are you doing these things?" and
ii) "Who gave you this authority?" Jesus refuses to answer
their question, but does so in terms of the former form of the
question, rather than the second: "Neither will I tell you by
what authority I do these things.” Not only is God not
portrayed here as possessing authority, but he is not named as
the one who has given it. All the passages shared by three
Synoptic gospels have to do with Jesus' authority. Jesus'
teaching is with authority, unlike that of the scribes; Jesus
has authority to forgive sins; Jesus has delegated this
authority to his disciples; and he is challenged by the chief

priests and scribes to declare from whence his authority has

come.

The one passage referring to authority common to both Matthew
and Luke (Matt. 8:5-13//Luke 7:1-10), that of the

centurion and his claim to have authority, is somewhat
problematic. In his discussion of this passage in Luke, Caird
points out that the dialogue in Matthew is almost identical,
"but the narrative setting is as different as it could.be. It
is possible that only the dialogue stood in Q, with the

briefest indication of attendant circumstances" (Caird, p.
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108). It is presumably meant to highlight the nature of
Jesus’' authority, rather than to make a comment on Roman
authority. It is unclear, however, whether the centurion's
comparison of himself with Jesus' is meant to portray Jesus
being under authority as well as Jesus being in authority over
others. In commenting on the variants in the Sinaitic and
Curetonian Syriac version cof Matt. 8:9, which mention only the
centurion's possession of authority, Fitzmyer suggests that
they "reflect an attempt to cope with the implication of the
Greek text, made even more pronounced by Luke's addition of
TagoOMeVog, that Jesus too was somehow under authority"
{({Fitzmyer, p.653). Jeremias argues for an Aramaic original

which was misunderstood (Jeremias, 1958, p.30, n.4)2.

a. Matthew
The two passages unique to Matthew both involve a statement of
Jesus being given authority by God, once recognized by the

people (9:8), and once claimed by Jesus himself (28:18).

b. Mark

In the passages unique to Mark, Jesus is seen to be delegating
authority to his disciples (3:15), and telling a parable about
a nobleman giving authority to his servants in anticipation of

his absence (Mk. 13:34). In the passages shared in the

2Cf. T. W. Manson, p.65; Black, pp. 158ff, who support
Jeremias. See also S. H. Hooke, ExpTim 69(1957)79-80.
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Synoptics, as well as those unique to Matthew ‘and Mark,
€Xovola is used solely of the authority which Jesus has, which
he has received, and which he gives to his disciples. The one
possible exception is in the reading in Mark 16:14 found in
Codex W from the fifth century, and in some Greek manuscripts
known to Jerome. They include the phrase: xar © XpLoOTOG
€xeivoilC MPOGEAEYEV OTL MEMANPWTAL O OPoC TAV €TdV Tic
€fovoiag Tov cartavd. This is of interest because of the idea

of Satan having authority which developed in some circles

within the early church.

c. Luke - Acts

In the writings of Luke there is a much more extensive and
varied use of €fovoia. In his gospel, Luke uses the noun
sixteen times and the vexb once, compared to the ten times
each for Matthew and Mark, who only employ the noun.
Conzelmann characterizes Luke's use of the word as more
"formal", noting the "positive redemptive meaning" of the word
in Matthew and Mark in contrast to Luke's wider use which
includes the €¥ouvoia of the adversary. Conzelmann suggests
that the special nuance in Luke's doctrine of Satan is that
the power which Satan has granted is limited (p.181). Barrett
charges that "Luke is not careful in his use of the word",
saying that he seems to treat 6vVvapig and éfoveoia as
synonymous (p.78). Luke ascribes €fXovoila to a wide assortment
of people. He refers to the €¥ovola of political figures,

such as Roman centurion (7:8), Pilate (20:20), and Herod (23:7).
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He alone of the synoptic writers uses éfovoia in the plural,
referring to the disciples being brought before Tag apxac xatl
Tac éfovolac(12:11). Leaving out of consideration Luke 12:5
for the moment, Luke also uses €Xovola of Satan (4:6) and of
the spiritual force of darkness (22:53). 1In Luke, there is
only one reference to God either having or giving authority,
and that is the authority which Satan claims to have been

given, presumably by God (4:6).

To compare the conception of divine authority in the four
gospels, Mark does not refer to God as either having or giving
it, Matthew and John portray him as giving it to Jesus, and
Luke has him giving it not to Jesus but to Satan. While in
John éXouvola is graphically portrayed as being the gift of

God, even when it will be used in the condemnation and death
of Jesus (19:10-11), only in Luke is éXovoia seen in a negative
or misappropriated sense. Satan is presented as one who has
authority and with it seeks to tempt Jesus from his

mission (4:6). And in the arrest of Jesus, the force and

domain of darkness is recognized to have an authority (22:5%3;

cf. Col. 1:13).

In the Acts of the Apostles, eéLovola is used seven times.

Three times it refers to the aucthority of the chief priests
(9:14; 26:10,12), once it refers to the autonomy of Ananias
(5:4), and once it refers to the the authority of Peter and

John which Simon Magus wishes to purchase (£:19). As an his
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gospel, Luke includes a reference to the authority of Satan
(TTic éfZovolag Tod Iatavd, 26:18), but in distinction from his
gospel, ne does attribute authority to God, by which God has

fixed the times and seasons (1:7).

B. Conclusions

From the above investigations, it can be concluded that it is
an oversimplification to say that God has all the authority
and, therefore, that Luke 12:5 must Pe a reference to God.

The witness of the New Testament, and particularly of

Luke, is that others also have authority. ’EXovoia was handed
over to Jesus, who passed it on to his disciples. Political
and religious leaders have and exercise authority, and
spiritual forces arrayed against God and the Son of Man claim
an authority recognized by the writers of at least some New
Testament books. Luke more than any of the gospels provides
us with many recipients of authority. Primarily, it is Jesus
who has received this authorigy, who exercises it, and passes
it on to his disciples, so that they might defeat the power of
the enemy (10:19). The rulers and leaders with whom Jesus
comes into contact have an authority which they exercise.
Then, also, the realm of darkness has an authority, as does
it's prince, Satan, who has presumably received it from God.
But only in his second book, the Acts of the Apostles, does

Luke explicitly refer to God himself having authority.
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CHAPTER Four

SATAN

Luke, compared to the other synoptic gospels, presents a very
distinctive view of the evil one. All three synoptics share
the portrayal of Satan in the following pericopes: 1) the
Temptation Story (Matt. 4:1-11//Maxrk 1:12-13//Luke 4:1-13},
ii) the Beelzebul Controversy (Matt. 12:22-20[and
9:32~-341//Mark 3:22-27//Luke 11:14-15), and 1ii) the Parable
of the Sower (Matt. 13:1-23//Mark 4:1-20//Luke 8:4-15). These
passages were common to Mark and possibly Q, and conflations
of all three are found in Matthew and Luke. What is of
particular interest to the focus of this section, however, are
the redactional elements in Luke and the material unique to

his gospel.

A. Temptation Story

(Mark 1:12-13//Matt. 4:1-11//Luke 4:1-13)

Mark's temptation story is a mere sketch of two verses. He
does not enumerate Satan's challenges or Jesus' responses. He
alone designates the tempter as "Satan" (catavds), while
Matthew and Luke use "the devil" (&rLapdAoc), suggesting that
this is the original Q wording. Matthew and Luke record the
story in similar terms, yet there are two points to be noticed

here. ¥First, in Luke, the devil offers Jesus the authority
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(éZovotla) of all the kingdoms of the world, claiming that this
has been delivered to him (vs. 6). This addition of Luke's
highlights his interest in authority, which manifests itself
in the theme of conflict surrounding Jesus, and Luke's

willingness to perceive Satan as being in possession of

authority.

Second, Luke tells us that the devil, rather than simply
leaving him, departs "until an opportune time" (&xpt xaipod;
vs. 13). Conzelmann builds and elaborate theory on the

basis of this phrase. Picking up the view of older
commentators (J. Weiss, J. Wellhausen), he suggests that this
begins a Satan-free period in Jesus' ministry. While it is
not necessary to follow Conzelmann's understanding of this

text, his treatment does show Luke's interest in Satan's

strategy and modus operandi.

B. Beelzebul Controversy

(Mark 3:22-27//Matt. 12:22-30[9:32-34}//Luke 11:14-23)

In this pericope, all three Synoptics use the titles "Satan"
and "the prince of darkness" (6 dpxwv Tdv Sarpoviev). After
Jesus refutes charges that he is possessed by, or in league
with, Beelzebul, he relates the parable of the strong man
sitting securely in his house. To plunder the house, the
strong man must first be dealt with. Matthew and Mark record
Jesus as saying that one must first bind the strong man (éav

un pdmov S\om tov iloxvpdv). Luke, on the other hand, uses
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much stronger language. The strong man is "fully armed"
(xaBwmAropévog), "guarding" (@uAdoon) his "court-yard" or
"palace" (aOARV instead of olxidv as in Matthew and Mark).
The one intent on plundering the palace is described as "one
stronger" (loxupdTepoc), who "assails” (émeABOV) and
"conquers" (vixnom) him, taking away the armour in which he
trusted (THv navomAiav avTod aiper é@’ f €nemoiBer) and
divides his spoil (xal t& oxbtAa avTtoD 61abibwoilv). This more
graphic and descriptive account will be seen to be
characteristic of Luke's more detailed conception of the evil

one, and the struggle between Satan and the Son of God.

C. The Parable of the Sower

(Mark 4:1-20//Matt. 13:1-23//Luke 8:4-15)

In the Parable of the Sower, a few factors stand out which
highlight Luke's conception of the evil one. 1In the parable

itself, all three writers record that some seed fell on the

path, and birds came and ate it. Luke adds that before it was

devoured, it was "trodden under foot" (xal xartemaTnon). In
the interpretation, the one who devours the seed on the path
is named as "Satan" in Mark, "the evil one" in Matthew, and
"the devil"” in Luke. Their descriptions of the activity of
Satan are merely variations on a theme, but Luke alone adds
the diabolical purpose behind the devouring: "that they may

not believe and be saved" (lva un MLOTEVOAVTEC OWOLALV; Vs.

12).
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In summary, Matthew and Mark give a very limited picture of
the evil one and the provenance of his activity. Luke, on the
other hand, gives many more indications of who Satan is, where
he is and what he is doing. In Luke, Satan offers authority
to Jesus, claiming that it has been given teo him. 1In the
Beelzebul passage, Luke uses stronger Aand more descriptive
language of Satan. And, finally, Luke articulates Satan's
purpose in devouring the seed, which is "that they may not
believe". Besides these distinctives in the passages shared

with Mark and Matthew, Luke presents other aspects of Satan.

D. Luke 10:18-19

When the seventy disciples return from their mission, they

rejoice and boast that even the demons were subject to them

in Jesus' name. Jesus' response was:

€6edpovLV TOV CATAVEV @C ACTPaAnNV €x TOD ovpavod meodvta. 160U
S8€6wxa LUIV THV gfovolav Tod maTelv énave Sepewv xal oxopriov,
xal éml mdoav THV SOVVAULY ToU €xBpod, ¥Xal OVSEV DMEC OV M7
asixnion. (Luke 10:18,19)

It is unclear if the phrase éx Tol ovpavod is meant to modify
"Satan", or "lightning". The first option would portray Satan
as first of all being in heaven and then falling out of it.
The second option would present a vaguer picture of Satan, not
assuning he was in heaven, but that he fell in the same way
that a star falls from the sky. The former, "I saw Satan

falling from heaven, as a star"” would fit the story of Job

where Satan is inhabiting the heavenly courts, and the
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apocryphal story of the fall of Satan when he is defeated by

Michael. For this reason it is to be preferred.

Jesus' response also ascribes a certain pcwer (6vvauirc) to the
enemy. This power of the enemy is recognized by Jesus, but it
is now to be overcome by the authority given by Jesus to his
disciples. There seems to be a categorical jump from snakes
and scorpions to the host of spiritual enemies, but Schweizer,

in his commentary, cites a passage from Sifre Deuteronomy 193

which speaks of serpents, scorpions and evil spirits as "a
combination from which the redeemer will one day free the
human race" (Schweizer, p. 178). Luke, in this passage, gives
a picture of the power of Satan and the fall of Satan. Luke
also shows how the disciples, in their ministry, have been
given an authority which is greater than Satan's power, so

that nothing shall hurt them.

E. Luke 13:10-17

Although it is implied in the other gospels, only in Luke 1is
Satan, in distinction from evil spirits, explicitly credited
with causing physical ailments. Luke 13:10-17 tells the story of
the Crippled Woman Healed on the Sabbath. At the beginning of
the passage she is described thus: "A woman was there who had
been crippled by a spirit for eighteen years" (vs. 11).

Jesus then tells her that she is set free from her infirmity.
The synagogue ruler is indignant at <his "healing", and in

Jesus' response the woman is referred to as "TauTnu ée
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Ouratépa ‘ARpadp ovoav, NV €éncev O catavdc Loy Séxka xal dkTO
£tn"” (vs. 16). This is described as a "healing" and not an
exorcism, but the sickness is attributed to a spirit, and the
ultimate responsibility is laid at Satan's door (vs.1l6). He is
obviously seen as someone who is adversely affecting and

afflicting human beings.

F. Luke 22:3

ElofiABev 6¢ catavdc €ic ‘Tovdav tov xaroduevov ' [axaprdrnv,
Svrta €x TOU apLBpov TAv SdSeka.

The next reference to Satan is in Luke 22:3, the beginning of
the Passion Narrative, where it is said that Satan entered
Judas. Satan may have fallen from heaven, and the authority
of the disciples may have been declared to be sufficient to
overcome the power of the enemy, but Satan is still able to
possess one of them. Luke again presents Satan as one with

malicious intenticns and influence.

G. Luke 22:31-32

(31) Iipwv Eipwv, LSO O gaTavdc €ENTHCOATO LMEG TOV oLviLdoai
WG TOV olTOov: (32) €y0 6¢ €8enfnv mepl 600 UTva N éxAinn 1
TLOTLE dov KAl ol MOTC EMLGTPEYAC OTHPLOOV TODEC ASEAPOVC
Gouv.

The Lucan Jesus here warns Peter about the satanic trial which
will test all the disciples, and reassures Peter of his
prayers for him in particular. The "you" of vs. 31 is plural
(bpdg) , but the "you" in vs. 32 is singular(cod). Satan's

demand is for all c¢f the apostolic band, and Peter is given a




52

key role in strenghtening them in the ensuing battle. H.
Stahlin understands the verb éEmTHoatro to mean "demand the
surrender of" the disciples (Stahlin, p.194). Fitzmyer states
that "the satanic plot that will bring about the passion of
Jesus will test the fidelity of the apostles:" (Fitzmye:r,
p.1424). Satan's role in distracting the disciples of Jesus
from their faith is shown explicitly by Luke. Satan's desire
to sift them like wheat is a satanic testing or temptation

which is very reminiscent of Job.

H. Acts

Not only is Satan present in the passion of Jesus,but in the
early church he makes his presence felt as well. Peter
challenges Ananias in Acts 5:3 "Why has Satan filled your
heart?" Later, Peter, summarizing the gospel for Cornelius
and his household, tells his listeners how Jesus had had to

confront his adversary:

'Inoovv TOV and NallapéB, @ €xpiLoev avTOV O BedC MveVHaTL aytlw
Kal Suvvapelr, OC SLTHABEV €VEPYETOV KAl LOMEVOC TAVTAC TOUC
KATAS LVAGTEVONEVOVE VRO ToV SitaBoAov

Acts 10:38

This is an indication of the power/authority struggle going on
in Jesus' ministry, a struggle with all the hosts of evil, and

focussed especially on Satan, the chief of demons.

Finally, as Luke records Paul's commissioning by Jesus on the
Damascus road, he couches it in the same confrontaticnal

terms, this time between Satan and God rather than Satan and
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Jesus:
(17b) elc oVc €ye AMOgTEAAW 0t (18) avoil&ai OPBaANOVE aAVLTAV,

- 9 ’ ) . ’, 3 - ~ -~ » ’ -~ -~
ToU émoTpéyart and oxdéTovg €ic OOC xal Tiic €Zovolac Tod cartavd

el TOv Bedv,
Acts 26:17b-18a

This bold acknowledgement of the authority of Satan by Luke

should caution us against reading Luke 12:5 too quickly as a

reference to God.

1. The Power to Cast Into Hell

It was noted in Chapter Two that Matthew and Luke each
describe the one the disciples are to fear in different terms.
Matthew describes him as TOvV Svvauevov ... &moAécar év

reéuun (Matt.10:28), while Luke's phrase is €xovra éfovoiav
¢upareiv €lg¢ TNV yéevvav (Luke 12:5). Commentators on Luke's
gospel seem to have taken this authority to cast into hell as
conclusive evidence that the reference is to God. They appear
to think that to ascribe this capacity to anyone other than
God would threaten his supreme position of authority and
sovereignty. However, God's supreme authority is not in
question. Luke does not imply that the one they are to fear
has all power and authority, but refers only to the authority
"to cast into hell". It is this qualifier, this notion of
casting into hell, that will be the focmns in this section.
The question is whether this is to be taken as a sign of
ultimate authority, or whether it can refer to a delegated

authority to carry out a specific task.
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In the same chapter as Luke records Jesus' injunction to fear
him who has authority to cast into hell, he records a parable
where someone is "casting” a guilty person into jail (Luke
12:57-59). While it would be unwise to put too much weight on
the teaching of one parable, 1f it can be shown that Luke
deliberately recorded a judge delegating to a subordinate the
task of casting the guilty into jail, it would provide one
more reason to exercise caution in limitaing the authority an
Luke 12:5 to God. 1In this parable there 1s an example of an
incident where the responsibility of carrying out a judgement,
in this case the throwaing of the accused intc prison, is
portrayed as distinct from the prerogative of judging. Tt is
a © passage (Matt. 5:25-26//Luke 12:57-59}, but has been
placed in different contexts 1in the two gospels. In Luke, the
parable is found waithin a larger section on discipleship
addressed to both disciples and the crowd (Luke 12:1-13:21)
In Matthew it is part of the so-called antitheses in the
Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5:17-48). It follows Jesus'
teaching on the need to be reconciled to a brother before
offering one's gifts (Matt.5:21-24). In Luke, 1t is precedud
by teachings on the divisicn which Jesus w1ll provoke (Luke
12:49-53) and the disciples' need to interpret the signs of
the times (Luke 12:54-55). Fitzmyer does not think the passage
fits the context in Luke. He says the teaching "may be a
completely unrelated topic” and "wholly unrelated to the
foregoing context in the Lucan travel account"” {(Fitzmyer,

pp.1001-2). Talbert points out that Luke employs the parable
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R to counsel escape from the enemy, while Matthew encourages
reconciliation (Talbert, p. 140). Gundry terms Matthew's "a
parable of reconciliation rather than of eschatology”, as it
is in Luke (Gundry, p. 87). 1If Luke's emphasis is on the
Judgement in the eschaton, then this parable would support a
theory which posited Satan being given the task of carrying

out Ged's punishment. In that case it would be much easier to

read Luke 12:5 as a reference to Satan.

Luke employs the construction 60¢ épraciav anmnAAdxBat.
Marshall suggests that 6{6wML épraciav is a Latinism meaning
"take pains to do something” and that it is probably

Lukan (Marshall, 1978, p. 546). ’AmMaAAGCOOC® means "to be

reconciled” but the middie form, as used here, means "to

depart"(cf. Acts 19:12), emphasized by the following
preposition amo. It seems that Luke has deliberately chosen
the middle voice, as well as the perfect tense, which implies
that the adversary will go away and not come back (Marshall,
1978, p. 551). Matthew has changed this phrase to the more
positive and reconciliatory teBi gvvodv, "make friends with",
and moved it to the beginning cof the parable, thereby putting
reconciliation at the forefront of the teaching (Gundry, p.
8¢). Luke's emphasis is upon the diligence in avoiding

compromise, a thrust similar to Luke 12:1-12.

The Lukan parable speaks of four people with whom the accused

will have to deal on the way to jail: an accuser (avriérixog), a
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magistrate (apxov), a judge (xpLTAC), and a jailer (mpaxtep).
Caird argues that "God himself plays the triple part of
prosecutor, 3judge and constable" (Caird, 1965-66,37). It is
probable that the magistrate and the judge represent God, but
less likely for the accuser. Geldenhuys claims that "Apxev
without the article refers to the idea of authority and thus
God is ultimately meant as the supreme Bearer of real
Authority" (Geldenhuys, p. 369). Klostermann takes the
accuser to be Satan (Klostermann, p. 141). The word used here

for the accuser, avTi6LXOC, is the same as is used to describe

the devil in 1 Peter 5:8.

The identity of the jailer is also open to wvarious
possikilities. He is the one with the responsibility of
casting the guilty into the dungeon. He has not passed
judgement himself, but has been given the task of carrying out
the sentence. Both Luke's use of the term 7paxTwep, and
Matthew's use of vTNPEPéTNC in the parallel passage indicate
scmeone who carries out the sentence passed by the court,
This i1s somecne subordinate te, but authorized by, a higher
power . He does not have the power or authority in and of
himself. The terms, however, do carry somewhat different
connotations. Luke's redaction seems to have "made use of
more technical Roman judicial terms in contrast to the
Matthean form" (Fitzmyer, p. 1001; csee also Flostermann,
p.141). Marshall claims that mpaxTwp "is generally taken to

be the official in a Roman judical system, whereas LMPETNG
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...is the Jewish synagogue official" (Marshall, 1978, p. 551;
see also Jeremias, 1972, p.27)). There is also an alternative
understanding in which the Umnpetng is taken to be the court
official responsible for executing the sentence in both
Hellenistic and Jewish practice, and the mpaxTwp is seen to
have "the more restricted sense of the official who dealt with
the debts and was in charge of the debtors prison" (Bauer,
Arndt and Gingrich, p. 704; see also Rengstorf, p.53%9). This
distinction would make sense in Luke's parable where it is
more likely the mpaxTwp who would cast the debtor into the
cell. In any case, it is quite possible to understand the
jailer as representing Satan. This is supported by
Grundmann's comments on Luke 12:5//Matt. 10:28 where he argues

that Satan is the one who rules over the place of destruction

and carries out the punishment (Grundmann, p.253).

Another instance in which Satan functions as a jailer is found

in Revelation 2:10C. There the writer warns of Satan casting

the faithful into prison:

LéoD HEAAEL PAAACLY O S1APBOAOC €E LMOV €1C QLAAKTIV
Rev. 2:10

What is implied is that Satan has enough authority and control
over the Christian community to be able to cast some into
rriscen. The Christians "must recognize that while the
persecution would be carried out by Roman authorities, it was
1n reality the devil himself who was responsible for their

plight™ (Mounce, p.93). This suggests that Satan may also have



58

authority to cast into hell and for that reason he should be

feared (cf. Luke 12:5).

The thought of Satan having power to influence humans and even
to have a role within God's plan of salvation is brought out
in a number of places in the New Testament. In 1 Cor. 5:5
Paul instructs the Corinthian church that a person 1s to be

delivered to Satan with the hope that in the end he might be

csaved, or more specifically, tha: his spirit might be saved.

[

nl Tim. 1:19,20 the writer says:

[ 14

9) €xwv mioTLV Xxal &yaBmnv cvveldnoLy, MV TLVEC ATMWOANEVOL
pi v mioTnv €vavdynoav, (20) @v €rTiv ‘ Yuévaroc xai
AACEQVSpOC, 0VC map€dwka T caTavd, Lva TaLSeubdoLVy un
BAGOONUE L V.

M

o~
s~

Elsewhere in Luke's writing, this picture of Satan being
allowed a place and a role in God's economy 1is brought out.

In Acts 2:23, Luke records Peter's statement that Jesus was
delivered up "according to the definite plan and foreknowledgs
of God". If this is read in light of Luke 22:3, then it 1is
plausible to see that Luke ascribes an active role in God's
plan to Satan. That this could include Satan acting as the
one who has been given the authority to cast into hell (Luke

12:5) is not an unreasonable assumption.

J. Conclusions
Luke presents to his readers a developed conception cf the
great adversary. He 1is called by various names: Satan, the

devil, the enemry, Beelzebul, and the prince of demons. He can
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afflict people so that they need supernatural healing; he
demands to have the apostles that he might sift them like
wheat. He enters Judas and Ananias. He is ascribed power as
well as authority, both in Luke's gospel and in the Acts of
the Apostles. This developed conception of the evil one
stands in contrast tc the other Synoptics, and is like that in
the writings of the Qumran community (cf. 1QS5 1:18,23; 2:19;
223y 4:12; 1oM 13:5f.; 14:9; 17:5ff.; CD 2:4) Luke, more
than the other Synoptics, gives us a developed view of Satan,
and of the conflict between Satan and Jesus. He paints a more
graphic picture in the parable of the Binding of the Strong
Man (Luke 11:14-23), and tells of the authority given to the
disciples to ensure their victory in the battle against the
power of the enemy (Luke 10:17ff.). As in other places in the
New Testament, Luke shows how Satan is used in the divine
scheme. In Luke's gospel a reference to Satan having

authority would not at all be incongruous and would indeed fit

very well into his narrative.
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CHAPTER FIvE

ConFLICT iN LUKk

Conflict is certainly a theme in the gospel of Luke as shown
by the growing body of literature dealing with the 1ssue.l
Jesus comes into conflaict with those around him, as will his
disciples. Part of his instructions to his followers is to
warn them and counsel them how to respond to this
inevitability. In this final section, it 1s this theme of
conflict that will be looked at, and in particular at Jesus'
descraiptions of his disciples, his Father and his enemies. It
w1ll be shown how the descriptions used by Jesus give
indications of where the true conflict lies, and how these
point in the direction of Luke 12:5 being a reference to Satan
and not to God. The true ceonflict is not with any earthly
opponents, as the disciples might be tempted to think, but
with their spiritual opponent, Satan, and in Luke, Jesus takes

pains to instruct them about their conduct in this conflict.

2. The Disciples as Friends

The way in which the disciples are addressed by Jesus 1s

1See, for example, J. B. Tyson, "Conflict as a Literary Theme
in the Gospel of Luke,” in New Synoptic Studies. Ed. Wn.
Farmer. See also R. Brawley, Luke—-Acts and the Jews:
Conflact, Apology and Conciliation.
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significant. By his use of Tolg ¢@tAolg Mov (Lk.12:4), Luke
sets the tone of the passage in a very deliberate and definite
way. As has been mentioned previously, this is the only place
in the Synoptic gospels where Jesus addresses his disciples
with this intimate form of address. Ellis says it refers to
"those who will suffer for his sake" (p.175). Jesus is
portrayed as nurturing a special, intimate and trusting
relationship with his disciples. It is hard to conceive of
Luke at this point having Jesus refer to God as one of whom
the disciples should be afraid. Coming so shortly after his
unigque and tender form of addressing his disciples, it is

jarrang to say the least.

The way 1n which God is characterized by Jesus in Luke 12:6
and 7 is also significant. Luke portrays Jesus seeking to
develop a trusting relationshaip between the disciples and
their heavenly Father. If Luke 12:5 refers to God, then the
description of him as one they should fear seems inconsistent.
The rest of the immediate context describes God as one who
remembers even the sparrows and who numbers the very hairs of
the heads cf the disciples (Luke 12:6,7). This is picked up
and expanded upon later in the chapter where the disciples are
instructed not to "be anxious", a concept parallel to not
being afraid. In Luke 12:22-31, God is portrayed feeding the
ravencs and clothing the lilies. If God will do such things,
then how much mere will he take care of those who trust in

har. Ther. fecliow the tender words in Luke 12:32: "Fear not,




little flock, for it is your Father's good pleasure to give
you the kingdom". The phrase "little flock" (TO pkpOv
molMVLOV) is unique in the New Testament, and reflects the
concept of God's special relationship with, and care for, the
disciples of Jesus which began in Luke 1Z:4. In Luke 12:20
and 32, the gospel uses the term "Father" when referring to
God. Their Father knows that they need food and clothaing, and
it is His good pleasure to give them the kingdom. 1In light of
such a presentation of the character of the Father, a
reference to him as the one who might well cast them into hell

is incongruous.

It is worth noting that Jesus, in Luke 12:4, uses the sane
phrase "fear not" as the angelic messengers use 1in the
introductory chapters of Luke's gospel. In the Birth
Harra.ives, Luke has angels speaking these comforting words at
Luke 1:13; 1:30; and 2:10. Thereafter, Jesus takes over this

50; 24,

role which had been the domain of the angels (5:10; ¢
12:7; and 12:32). Each case involves reassurance to those who
have been unsettled py the revelation or appearance ¢f a

for

divine messenger or epiphany. They are gently rebuked

e is
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thelr exprescsion of fear. Only once in the gospel of L
1t considered appropriate to fear, and that is the verse under
consideratien in this study. It would be quite unusual 31
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understood as a caution to fear the evil one.

BE. Conflict with Enemies

Jesus' command to fear the one who has authority to cast into
hell is the second half of a contrast. The disciples' fear of
this one (Luke 12:5) is to replace their natural fear of those
who can only kill the body (Luke 12:4). To understand properly
who Luke might have in mind in Luke 12:5, it is helpful to

look more closely at the identities ©f the enemies in Luke

2:4.

Luke may have had a more specific group in mind when he
recorded Jesus' cautionary words in Luke 12:4. It seens
probable that only the Pomans had the authority to put people
tc death , and so 1t is possible that Luke would have
understood Jesus to be making a reference to the Romans as the
threat to the lives ¢f the disciples. But it is unlikely that
Luke was highlighting the Romans, as he is quite silent on
thiel 1n the rest cf his gospel. Even in the passion
r.eriative, they are portrayed as passive pawns of the Jewish
leaders. The only reference to someone being put to

death up te this point in Luke's gospel is the beheading of

John the Baptast ty Herod the tetrarch (9:7-9).

The passage under consideration (12:1-12) 1is preceded by a
o conflict with the Pharisees (11:37-5Z2). This

section ends with the Pharisces lying in wait for Jesus. Then
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in Luke 12:1, a transition verse, Luke records Jesus
specifically cautioning his disciples against the Phariseces
and their hypocrisy. But that Luke intended the Pharisees to
be the group understood by the reference in Luke 12:4 1s
unlikely because not only is there no reference to them
killing anyone, but, as Conzelmannh points out, the Pharisecs
dropr out of sight duraing the Trial and Passion sections of
Lule's gospel. He suggests that the opponents in Luke's
gospel are, for the nost part, the chief priests and the

cribes (Luke 22:2; Conzelmann, p.7&).

in

It 1c possible that Luke had the rulers of the Jews in maind

whern he aincluded Luke 12:4. Certainly, that 1g the sense of
the passages where Jesus predicts his death (9:22). It alsc
ts in well wath the predicticen that follows in Luke 12:11,
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Tt 1s pessibkle that Luke has in mind the distinction betwesn

Tthe varthly and the spiritual realr. Hunan eninmiec ar. able
to kill you. Tet, ac viol:ant and as terrifying as that naghe

¢, they cannct cast anyone into heil. lleverthelecs, there o
on: whe can dc¢ just that. Thus it is necessary tc fear that
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i3 restrizted to this world In light of the fzct <hat Jesus
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~han does Cad, since Lune does not poriray God zg olir eneny.




Luke attempts te show that the real conflict is not with the
Jews or theair leaders, but with a much subtler and more
dangerous enemy, Satan. In Luke's portrayal, Jesus certainly
comes inte conflict with those around him, especially the
Jewish leaders. Yet in Luke 12:5 Jesus points out that the
true enenles are not the Jews. Jesus does not say "Beware of
the Phariseces"” but rather "Beware of the leaven of the
thar-sees which is hypocrisy". The Pharisees are nct a real
danger to the disciples. They can do no more harm than any
¢ther human opponent. But if the disciples were to become
like Pharisees, ie. hypocritical, they would be harmed indezed.

”

Thia rresponds to the role cf the devil as seen in Luke 4

n
«

vhelr: his reole is that of Tempter, tempting Jesus to
seingronaise the inmtegrity of his misgion. It would be entirely
concistent for Jesus to zaution his disciples to fear this

Zatarn vhe would tempt them to compromise their faith through

hypocrisy.

cuesus' reference to hie disciples as TOUG YLAOLG MHwv (Luke

12:<4£), his characterization cf his Father as the protecteor and
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ConcLusions

Although the weight of schelarship has read Luke 12:5 as a
reference to God, a few notable exceptions have understood 1t
to be a reference to Satan. Scholars such as Stier, Oosterzcoeo
and Lange {although he later changed his mind) in the last
century, and Lampe, Conzelmann and Wink in this century have
come to the conclusion that the evidence points to Satan as

the one Jesus was cautioning his disciples to fear.

Luke 12:5 is a Q passage, and from a comparison with Matthew
10:2&, Luke's editorial activity can be detected and studied.
He was apparently a competent editor and gathered his materaal
and constructed his work so that it would present a particular
message. Unfortunately, he left us a verse which must be
considered less than clear in light of the diviaision in
scholarly opinion over its proper interpretation. In Luke
12:1-12, Luke has arranged his material to place thas
injunction to fear the one who can cast into hell within a
setting in which the disciples are addressed as friends, God
1s characterized as caring and enemies are i1dentified. While
Satan 1s not named, the context pcints to 1t being & referenc
to the disciple's heavenly enemy in distinction from their

garthily enenmy.
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The word ¢fovola plays an important role in the definition or
description of the one who is to be feared. 1In Luke, this
word is applied to many more pecople and categories than any of
the other synoptic gospels. Satan is ascribed authority in a
couple of places, and sc it would come as no great suprise if

this reference to authority alsoc applied to Satan.

The picture that Luke gives of Satan is more complete and
graphic than the other synoptics. Satan claims authority., and
1s seen tc have influence in this earthly realm, and even
possibly a place in the will cf God. The presentation we have

from Luke is reminiscent of the picture of Satan that is given

in Job.

Finally, the description of Jesus' disciples as friends, the
picture of God as one who is minutely concerned for the
disciples, and the reality of enemy opposition, make the
pesition that Luke 12:5 is a reference to God very tenuous.

To see it as a reference to Satan makes better sense of the
passage. The aim c©f this thesis has been a modest one, and in
New Testament scholarship it is virtually impossible to arrive
at a conclusicn with absclute certainty. However, the

wvidence peints to Satan as the one Luke has intended us to

fear, and not God.
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