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Abstract 

The majori ty of commentators have taken Luke 12: 5 as a 

reference to God, while a few well-known New Testament 

scholars have taken i t to be a reference to Satan. Yet 

neither position has adequateiy substantiated its 

interpretat:ion 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, Wi nk 

an,j Lampe, have understood this verse as a reference to Satan. 

A comparison wi th the parallel text in Matthew reveals the 

differences in tel\.t and context ">etween Matthew and Luke. 

Thesé are significant enough to allow for different 

in+'eri'retations of the reference in Matthew and Luke. 

Focussi.l,J on &xouatu and Satan shows tha'C Lï.lke uses these 

concept.s in e mf"re developed way, and ascribes authori ty to 

Satan in his writings. This interpretation of Luke 12:5 fits 

in weil wi th the theme of conflict developed in Luke 1 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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Resump 

La ma jori te' dr::s commentateur. s ont pris Luc 12: 5 comme 

n·fl·rence d Dieu, tandis que quelques savants du nouv~"au 

testam('nt l'ont pri'3. comme ri'fc'rence cl Satan. Cependent. 

nl l'un n1 l'autr~ des pOS1. jons a veriflp suffisamment leur 

interpretation quant ri la monture dans l ' .... vangile de Luc. 

Nous arguons que de la prer,dre comme r(!fprence ci Satan fai t 

plus dc:= sens du passage dans ce contexte. On passe la 

litc'rature en re'Jue pour montrer quels commentateurs; 

Conzelmann,Wink et Lampe en par12ulier. ont compris ce verset 

comme rl·fl'rence d Satan. Une compara~ son du texte paral1ple 

dans l 'f'vangile de Mathieu revple les diffprences en texte et 

en contexte entre Mat!"lieu et Luc. Des interpretations 

difff'rentes sont possibl,:s pour cette rf'fc'rence èn Mathieu et 

Luc cl CRuse ûe ces diff{'rences notables. Met ta"_ t au point 

(:.!:01It1'iex et Satan montre que Luc ut~lise ces concepts d'une 

manil're plus df'veloppc'e, et il attribue de l'autoritp d Satan. 

Cette interpreta~ion de Luc 12:5 en est convenable avec le 

th"rne du conf lit d(·veloppt· dans l' f'vangile de Luc. Le poids 

cumulatif de ces arguments indique la direction de Luc 12:5 en 

tant que rc'f.'rence ...l 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 question "To whom does Luke 

understand Jesus to he referring?" 

The majority of commentators have atte~pted 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. l 

do not find either line of argument to be convincing. This 

study begins with a review of the two 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 t~e passage in its context, a wider study of 

è~ouo{a will be undertaken to see now Luke understands and 

uses this concept. It will be shown that Luke has a more 

developed understanding of it than the other gospel writers. 

IHereaft~r simply referred to as Luke. 
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The next focus of study will be on how Luke ~resents the 

person of Satan in his gospel. Again, Luke has the most 

detailed pi~ture of this adversary compared to the other 

canonical gospels. The theme of Satan as adversary fits in 

weIl with the theme of confl~ct 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 that will be the focus of the study. The redactional 

process will be referred to in so far as it assists ~n 

determining Luke's themes and emphases. The thesis will 

approach the text on the basis of the hypothesis that Matthew 

~nd Luke had at their disposal a copy of Mark as well as a 

record of sayings of Jesus commvnly 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. 

l recognize that the aim of this study is a modest one, that 

is, to ooint us towards a better understanding of Luke 12:5, in 

particular to determine to whom Luke understa~ds Jesus to be 

refp.rring. 



3 

CHAPTER Ot-E 

REviEW OF THE HlS .... ORY Of" INTERPRETATION 

A. Luke 12:5 as a Reference to God 

i. The Early Church 

The early Chur ch Fathers, in dealing wi th Luke 12: 5, ei ther 

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 i t te' ~e a reference to God rather than the devil. 1 

Justin Martyr, in a discussion of the ~ossibility of the 

resurrection, leaves i t as an ambiguous reference. 2 Irenaeus, 

in commenting on the text appears to take i t to be a reference 

3 tn God. Tertullian, like Hermas, makes it very cloar that 

4 Luke 12:5 is to be a admonition to fear God. Two centuries 

Iater, Augustine added his considerable weight to the position 

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

2First Apology, 19.6. 

3Against Here~;i.e~_, 3.18.5. 

4A · . 4 28 __ g~nnst Marc1.9n, . .. 
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Exposit~on on ~Jle Psalms (Psalm 6~), he explains the sense of 

the text wi th reference to the fear which humans owe to God. 5 

ii. The Sixteenth Century 

Cal vin clearly takes Luke 12: 5, and i ts parallel in Matt. 

l0:28 to be instructions to fear God. He says in ~ B~~~9D~ of 

~he Gospe 1 s : 

"So this is how we should resolve Christ's words, 
Recognize thé't you have been given irnmortal fiouls, which 
beinç:r under the judgement of God alone do not come unde! 
the authority of men .... there i~ the emphatic repetltion 
in Lukt;:, Yea, I say unto you fe,u: him: as if Chr~st had 
said, i:hat there is no respect for God in us, when we 
suc\::umb to the dread of men, but ~f we revere God, then 
there lS é'n easy vietory in His grasp for us 1 to pre ent 
any hUll:~n f oree dist~acting 'l:S from our calling." 

(Calvin, pp. 304-305) 

Luther also ass~ ,~s that this is a refer~nce to the authority 

of God and henee to fearing God: 

"If they will not takE: our word for it, Christ hlmself 
will attend to i t str.:mgl~ enough where he says in i.:he 
tenth chaptl:>r )f Mat:thew, 'Do not fear 'Chose who ki11 the 
body. and p.ttel that have nothlna that they can do; 
rather fear him who after he has killed the body, has 
power ta eondemn to h~ll.' l think it is clear enough 
here that the soul 15 taken out of a11 human hands and ] ~~ 
placed under the authori ty of Gad alcme." 

(Luther, p. l06) 
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iii. The Nineteenth Century 

F. W. Farrar, in his commentary on Luke first published in 

1884, says concerning Luke 12:5 that there can he "no douht 

that the reference is to God." He points out, first, that the 

phrase IPOJ,3...,STl't'C TOV, le. T. '}... never means to "he 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 int~ 

Gehenna (Farrar, p.274). 

In response to these three points, it should first of all be 

noted that, while the injunction te fear God does not 

necessarily Mean "to be on your guard against", the word qx)J3oc 

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). ~~oC is used to 

describe such things as the disciples' terror at seeinq 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 specificall~" ascribed power to cast into hell, he is 
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ascribed both ~ower and authority, and the limits of that 

power and authority are left unclear. ~e are not told that he 

has not been granted such power. 

iVe 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. Adeneya1so 

notes the change in the form of the expression from ~O~~enTC 

à7rO in '1S. 4 to sim~ly ((>o~i}OTJ'Te in vs. 5. Highlighting 

the omission of à~o in the second phrase, he suggests that the 

nuance inclicates an aversion from those who can kill the body 

(vs. 4), but not from God (vs. 5; Adeney, p.198). For 

(jiol3it8Tl'T'E in vs. 5, Plummer offers the translation "fear 

without trying to shun." 7 

The presence of à~o in Luke 12:4 and it~ absence in Luke 12:5 

is not as sianificant as it might at first appear. It is true 

that this same shift was probably present in Q, as it is a1so 

found in Matt. 10:28. And while Luke emended the forrn of the 

verb in a classicising direction (~opcïaOc becornes ~p~e~TC, 

and ~o~i}enTC), he has not altered the even more unclassica1 

construction of ~o~Éo~aL with à~o. This is not a classical 

7Plummer also makes the observation that this pericope (wi th the 
parallel text in Matthew 10:28) along with the parable of the 
King with Twenty Thousand Men(Luke 14:33ff.l and that of the 
Unjust Servant(Luke 16:1ff.) forro the on1y passages in the B~bl~ 
"in which the sarne words have been interpreted by sorne 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 ~~éopat is not used with àno elsewhere in 

Luke's writings, he does use verbs, which have a siroilar idea 

or thrust, with and without à~o, with no apparent shift in 

meaning. The verb npo~éXQ, for example, is used 10 times in 

Luke, seven times without à~o and three times with à~o. Its 

presence or absence does not seern to indicate a shift in 

meaning in any of these instances. One of Luke's sources, the 

Septuag1nt, also employs verbs, including ~O~éOP«L, with and 

without à~o where no shift in meaning is discernible. 

Deuteronomy is a good exarnple. The verb ~~éopat is used in 

1:29 and 5:5 with àno and in 2:4 and 3;2 without à~o. Also in 

Ecclesiastes 8:12, the writer uses ~o~éo~at with and without 

àfto in the sarne verse, in both instances with God as object: 

OTt ë~Tat àr«9ôV TOtÇ ~~oupéVOtç TOV geov 

o~QÇ ~PQVTat à~o ~PO~WTOU aÙToù. 

Although Luke has dropped the à~o when referring to the one 

whom the disciples should really fear, and ernended the forro 

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, ~opéo~aL is 
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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 to Satan in this 

passage, it would he difficult to make a case for Luke 12:5 he 

a reference to Gad on the basis of the om1ssion of ~ftA. 

George B. Caird, in his commentary pUb11shed in 1963, suggested 

that Gad alone is to be feared, and that fear of Him casts out 

aIl other fears. 

"For the fear of Gad is of quite a different quality 
from the fear of man; it is not the fear of danger, 
but the humble acknowlegement of his soverelgnty. 
To him who has no fear of Gad, no reverence for his 
majesty and holiness, no appreciation of his qrace 
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 accord1nq to 

traditional Reformed theology rather than rnak1ng a case for this 

being a reference ta Gad rather than Satan. 

In an article pUblished in 1970, 1. Howard Marshall states his 

position clearly, if not curt1y: 

"It should be noted in passing (for this is really 
aIl the attention it deserves) that the One w1th 
this power is undoubtedly God, and not the devil." 

(Marshall, 1970, 278) 

In his extensive study of Luke 12:4,5 and its pa!allel 1n 

Matt. 10:28, Marshall notes many interesting facts, not all of 

which are brought to bear on the question of who Jesus lS 

referring ta. First, he notes the construct10n ~o0~o~al ~ftÔ, 

as did others before him, but does not use this as an argument 

to support his contention that it is a reference to God. 
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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 God (Lk .18: 2,4 implies this)". Marshall 

suggests that his position is made especially clear from 

Mk.9:45,47 "where the use of the passive 'be thrown' (J3~llafiVOC1.) 

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 mprely 

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 weIl. 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. In 

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 find commentaries which clearly understand the text to be a 

reference te Satan rather than te God, one must begin with 

scholars of the last century. Rudolf Stier, in his T4~ ~Q~q? 

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

edition published in English in 1856, takes it as an 

injunctien 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 ~~9logical ~nd Homiletical Commentary Q~ 

the G~~~~~ ~t ~~ Luke, which was translated 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 ~6~E~ae«~ to carry the same 

meaning, which is to be on one's guard against. He notes that 

the grammatical construction in vs. 4, ~O~nen~E àno, is 

different than that which is founà in vs. 5, (PO~it8TJ~E l5è ~ov 

Bxov~a, but he is not swayed from his position, citing in 

defense the use of $O~n8n~E in Matt. 10:26. Oosterzee takes 

this as an obvious reference to the same object as (pO~nen~E 

àno in Luke 12:4, with the omission of the àno. The intention 

is not to shift to another type of fear, he contends, but to 

"cherish it in a yet ~igher degree". Second, he argues that 

just as men are the slayers of the body, Satan is the slay~r 

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 out to be a 

determinative consideration. It lS easier to understand the 

various instances of ~o~éo~aL in such a brief space to carry the 

same meaning or ~uance, rather than to posit such a subtle shlft 

as the other position requires. 

from silence and not convincing. 

The second point lS an argument 

Although it is true that God LS 

not referred to as a slayer of souls in the Bible, nelther i9 

Satan. Finally, a reference to God as "the one who has authorl.ty 

to cast into hell' by Jesus, cominq dlrectly after an intimate 

reference to h.!.s disciplt:!s as "friends' certainly seems harsh and 

incongruous. Yet the phrase ~f~'Y<'> M: il~iv TO lç IpU,nu: pOl) is an 

addition by Luke and does not affect the origlnal say1ng. 

Oosterzee's problern w1th this point may reflect nlneteenth 

century sensibilities rather than objective deductlons. 

John Peter Lange had origlnally declded that the verse was a 

reference to Satan in his Llf~ of Jesus, but in h1S commentary on 

Th~ gQ~p§l ~çcord~pg ~q Ma~the~ (1867), he specitlcally reverses 

his position. He says he had )verlooked the differlnq 

grammatical constructions, partlcularly the absence of the ~n~ 

in the second reference, and that this fact, along wlth the ldea 

that God holds aIl power and authority, had r.onvlnced h1m to 

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

ii. The Twentieth Century 

In 1953, Hans Conzelmann's provocative work Die Mitte Der Zei~ 
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was published. 8 In this work, Conzelmann sets forth a case 

for his understanding of Luke's theology 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 

~~ou~iav in the verse is that of the adversary, but gives no 

reason for his coming to this conclu~ion (Conzelmann, p.181l. 

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

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

that the reference to 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 

tak~s this to be a reference to Satan's authority (Lampe, 

p. 834) . 

C. Summary 

This is not a complete list of commentators and cornmentaries,9 

but it does provide an overview of sorne 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. 

CI 
-Fitzmyer, in his commentary, lists sorne 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 50: al it is eaSler to read the 

various instances of (poJ3ÉoJlCXt as having the sa.ii~ meanlng, 1. e. 

fear as avoidauce; bl it is easier to understand Satan to be 

the one who looks after the job of casting lnto hell, and the 

entailing destruction; and c) following a reference to hlS 

disciples as "friends", a description of Gad as one whom they 

should fear because he has authority to cast into hell is 

jarring. 

Tbose reading it as a reference to God cite these rea~ons: a) 

that ~OJ3éo~at as a positive command i5 never used ln the sense 

of belng on your guard agalnst; bl that we dre not told to 

fear the devil but to resist and defy hIm, with the assumptlon 

that these are mutually exclusive responses; cl that God has 

aIl authority and power, and nowhere are we told Satan has 

been ascribed the authority to cast lnto hello and d) that 

dropping the à~o is more consistent with God as abject. The 

problem with both sldes of the argument is that they tend not 

to treat the gospel of Luke as a plece of literature in its 

own right. A more approprlate approach lS to bring the t00ls 

of literary criticism to this complete and well-constructed 

book. What needs to be addressed is Luke's Vlew of God and of 

Satan, his partlcular use of certaIn words, and hlS 

development of the story and teaching of Jesus. Then, the 

gospel of Luke, or, for the purposes of thlS paper, the 

passage under study, must be subjected to a redactlon-crltical 
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analysis. Luke has interacted with his sources, and whatever 

tell-tale editorial signs are there must be brouçht to bear on 

ou~ understanding of the text. Luke must be allowed to speak 

first. Then it will be appropriate to look for ~orresponding 

and verifying evidence further afield in other contemporary 

literature, but this should come subsequently 50 that Luke 

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

REDACTiON-CRITICAL INVESTIGATION 

To get a clear picture of the way ln which Luke has presented 

this saying, and haG used It ln forming thlS gospel, lt 1S 

necessary to study it alongside the parallel passage ln 

Matthew. T~is w1ll assist us in determinlnq Luke's ~dltorlal 

changes and glve us a better idea of what the passage may have 

loo~ed like in 1tS orlglnal form. There 1S 11ttle doubt that 

Luke 12:2-9 lS a Q passage, b~lng 50 closely parallel~ù ln 

Matt. 10:26-33. The lanauage of the texts 15 very close ln 

meaning although many of the actual words used and the nuances 

conveyed are signiflcantly different, as can be seen from a 

comparison of the two passages. 

Luke 12 

(.:.) OÙ68V of: (T'lJy1(.C1Ccx~1)JJ .... évov èOTiv 0 OÙK à1to1(.a~1JIp()itm:T~L l Htl 

lCP"''7tT(YV 0 où YVI,,)("J'On("J'f:TCn (J) ùvO' wv [;,.ra .' v T11 l'H.oT lf.t 1 17fUTL 
., '" ...." '- r'- ... .. " ." 1 

ev T~ <p<o)Tl aKO\)("J'Oncn~Ta\.., Ka\ () 1t('J0C TO flUÇ 1: ?l.a?l. qrHX TI: cv TtlL(': 
TCXS .. U:;{o\..ç 1CllP1.JxOtlOCTa\.. è1tl.. TWV 0W .... (XTWV 
(4) ,\';1"w 61:. uJ..'iv ToiC (PlÂCltc: .... '\1) ..... ll ,pnf\qOIÎTL (J.'1f(, -,'wV 

c:X1tOKT81. VOVT(.,,)V TÔ O(;)J..'CX Ka i .... f:TCt TaiiTa JJ11 ':X/.\)TI,,)V rrCpV1fT/,TI.(I/'V 
TL 1l'Ol.110aL (5) i)1tOI')f;-(~W (,,' l)PL\) TI.Va q"I"Il(lIlT' q)('I~il!hlTf T/'V 
J..Ic-rà TÔ cX1l'O'KTCLVCXl. f:XOVTa èr,oUI'1LaV f:J..'r,aÀclv Ctc.. Tr)V y,'Lvav 
VCX{ ~é'Yw llJJiv. TOÙTOV Ipor-..i)OllTf: (6) () 1" X 1. 7T'f:VTI 1"1'T()('I,OlcL 
1t(.,,)1..oûVTa\.. àcrcrapll,,)v OU(), Ka i Ev (:c: W\TWV "l'il(. f;fTT t v 
€1tl.Â.c~llcrJJévov 8V~1ttOV TOU Of;OÙ (7) à'f~à. 1(al. al. 'Tf'llx, ç Tllr.: 
pt) K€<pa~ilc uJ..'~v 1l'clcra \.. i)ptHJ..'llvTa \... JJ Il (VnnC ili(h. 1tfJAAwv fTTP(,I)(j (uv 
6 t.cxlpép8T€ 
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(8) AÉy(.) 6È UJ.ltV, 7téiç oc: av ofJ01-..o'Yna1J èv èJ..loi. ËJ,l7tpocr9e:v TWV 
àv8~7t(.)v, xai 0 uioc: TOÙ àv8p~7tou bllo~O'YnaeL èv aUT~ ËJ-l7tpoagev 
TWV àyyé1-..~v TOÙ 8eoù. (9) 6 6È àpvnaa~evoc: ~e ÈvWn~ov T~V 
àvep~7t(.)v à7tapvn9naeTcxL èvwn~ov T~V àY'YéÂ~v TOÙ geoù. 

Matthew 10 

(26) Mn ouv ~~n8nTe CXÙTOUÇ' ouôÈv yap eaTLv ~e~a~u~IlÉvov Ô 
où~ à7t01(cxÂuq>SitaeTat ~cxi 1(PU1TTOV Ô où 'YV(.)0'8nO'cTaL. (27) ô ~É'Y(.) 
1 -.. ., _ , ,,. , ..... , '" r'llto :1 " ...... , , 

UJ .. HV ev TU O'XOTtÇt eurCXTe ev T~ fP(')Tl.. ~CXl. 0 el.ç TO OUC: a'ICOUeTe 
1(npU~aTE: è7tl. TWV 6~J-lciTc.>V. ( 28) 'ICa i J-ln fPo~e tO"Be à7to TWV 
à7t01(TCVVOVTWV TO aWllcx. TnV ôÈ ~uxnv J-ln ôuvaJ-lévc.>v àno~TetvcxL 
wo~c\.aSc 6È J.là1-..Âov TOV 6uvâ~evov 'lCai ~uxnv 1(cxi awJ,lcx à7to1-..éaaL 
èv rcévvu. (29) oUx\. 6uo aTpouSicx àaaapiou 7t(.)hetTa~; xcx\. ëv 
è~ aÙT~v où 7tCactTaL e7t\. TnV ynv aveu TOÙ 7taTpoc: u~~v. (30) 
u~~v 6È 1(ai ai Tpixeç Tne: ~c~ahnç 7téiacx~ npLBJ.lnJ.lÉva~ e:iO'(v. 
(31) fJn ouv <PO~ci"O'Se' 7tOh~~V O'Tpousiwv 6La<pÉpcTe. 

-... 1" t, r , !l'"" _ , , (32) naç ouv OaTl.ç O~OhOynaCl. e:v e:J.lOL cJ.l7tpoaBcv TWV av9pw1Twv, 
b~oÂoYno(.) xàyw ev aUT~ ~J..l7tpoO'Sev TOÙ 7taTpOC J.lOU TOÙ Èv Toie: 
oùpavoi"ç' (33) OO'TLC; 6' av àpvncrnTai ~c ëJ..l7tpo0'9e:v TWV 
àve~1l·(')v. àpvitaolJat 'lCày~ crÙTov Ë~7tpoaBcv TOÙ 7taTpOç J-lou TOÙ Èv 
TOLC; oùpavoi"c. 

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 

ccnsist 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 readiIy apparent why these units have been 

put together. Fitzmyer says that the verses do not fit 

together very weIl, and that they "stem from diverse contexts 

in the ministry of Jesus" (Fitzmyer, p. 956). It is Iikely, 

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 Iooking at them individuaIly, it should be 
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possible to cast sorne 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 us~d and f'shionen his 

material, and to see how this migh~ he]~ in cetermining who jt 

is the readers are being counselled to fear. The persan belng 

referred to is left unspecifien in c~th Matthew and Luke. 

a. Matthew 10:26a 

Matthew begins his section with a phrase not paralleled by 

Luke. It seerns to have been duplicated here by Matthew f~om 

vs. 28 to form a heading for the passage f which fa Ils in the 

midst of a mission charge. It was not original1y 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) Oùocv oè aU'YlCclCa~'UJ.!J.lÉvov èr.1Ti v 0 Olne &7tOlCaÂU(pSnOf;TCH 
Kai lCPU7tTOV 0 où l'v<.>o8TtO'CTCn. (3) àve' Z>v ()O'(x èv Tij C1110T{C;X 
etnaTE ev T~ WWTi &lCO'UO'OnaCTat, xai 0 npoç TO oùç èÂaÂDoaTc 
èv Tote; TaJ.lCtOLC lCnpux9TtO'cTat f:7ti T~V 6wJ.!aT<'>v. 

Matthew 10:26b-27 

[ (26) Mi} oùv W0I3TJ9fj-:c aÙTo'Uç' J OÙ6f;V l'eXp f:CYTl. v lCclCaÂlJJ.lJ.1évov 
(3 Olne à7tOKaÂuQ>SnOCTal.. Kai '':PU7tTOV 0 où l' v(,.)O'SnOC Ta 1.. • (27) () 
ÂÉ'Yw U}ll:v f:V Tij OlCOTt.çx ctna-rc èv Té;' WWTt., Kai 0 cic Tf-> OlJe; 
&lCO~CTE K~p6~aTE f:7t'i T~V 6wJ.!ciT(,.)V. 

Luke 12:2 is alrnost identical to Matthew 10:26b. Thus the 

wording is very close to Q. Marsnall suggests that Usinee 

Luke likes O'uv- compounds, his use of O'uYlCaÂU7tT(,.) ••• is probably 
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secondary to the simple form in Matthew(Marshall, 1978, p. 

5121. Luke 12:3 is very similar to Matt. 10:27, with many of 

the sarne 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 ch~rge. 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 deterrnine which gospel has preserved the 

more original verse, Marshall says: 

"Both forrns 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 

priva te (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 His therefore not a calI 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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al tered the tense to make i t more applicable to the context of 

his mission charge. 

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

Luke 12:4-7 

(4) Aéy(o) ôè ùlliv Toie: fPi~o1..e: IJOU, 1Ji) rpol3llBTjTE cx,ro T~V , , " ... " " ... ",. CX7fOlCTE \. VOVT(e)V 't'o oWlla lCCX \. ,...CTCX 't'aUTa J..l11 c XOV't'(o)V 
7rEP1.O'O'OTCpOV Tl.. nodioa1.. (5) ù7foôci~w ôè b,...iv Tiva 
Q>oJ3llBTi'TE' fPOl3"S11TC 't'ov f.lc't'à TO ànOlC'Tci'va\. ë:lCov'TCX È~o\)oiav 
è,...J3a1'..E i:v C ic; 't'TtV l'ÉCVŒV. va i ~éyw uJ..l i:v, TOÙ't'OV Q>OO,,81lTE, 
(6) OÙXt nÉV'TE O'TPOVS{.CX 7rw).,.oihrrat eXoO'apiwv 61>0; 'Kat Ëv È~ 
aù't'wv où,; ëo'T\.v È7r1.).,.cÂ1'l0J..lévov ÈV~7t1.0V 't'OÙ Beoù. (7) cX~~à 
'Kat al Tp(XE~ 't'nç 'Kc~a1\.n~ u,...~v naoa\. ~piBJ..lnv't'a1.. J..l" 
Q>0J3ct0'9c' 7'rOÂ~WV oTpousiwv Ô1.a~pCTC, 

Matthew 10: 28-31 

(28) lCcxi J..ln rpoJ3c to8c cx,ro T~V cX7fOX'TEVVOVTWV TO o~J..la, TnV ôè 
'IlUxnv J..ln ô1Jva,...évwv cX7to'K'Teiva1. (f)OJ3e iO'8e 6è J..là~~ov TOV 
6tlva .... cvov 'K'ai .,mxi)v xai O'w,...a cX7roÂÉoat. èv l'cévv'fl. (29) oùxt. 
ôuo O'Tpouaia eXoO'cxpiou 7'rwÀci'TCX1.; Kat. Ëv è~ aù't'c;,v où 7rCoetTCXl. 
Èni TnV yTjv aVCU 'TOÙ 7fCXTPOC: Uf.l<;iv. (30) Ùf.lWV ôè lCai ai 
'Tpixcc; 't'il~ lCC~CXÂTi~ 7faoa1. ";P1.SJ..l11J..lÉVCX\. ciO'iv. (31) J..ln ouv 
«)oJ3c toSe' 7'rO~\~~v O''TpouS iwv (j l.CXq,ÉPCTC. 

This section begins wi th a Lukan introductory phrase Âèy(o) (ôè) 

. .... 

uJll..V which is repeated in vs. 5 and again in vs. 8 (see a1so 

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 wi th the tender and familiar address of the 

disciples as "friends". This is not para11eled in the 

Matthean passage, and is, in fact, the only place i t is found 

in the Synoptic gospels (cf. John 15:13-15, where in the sam~ 

context, Jesus speaks of his 'friends' who will share his 

fate" [Schweizer, p.205]). Grundrnann suggests that "it is 

1 
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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 ls quite an obvious Lukan addition, hardly 

something Matthew would have omitted. 

This unit of four verses rnight 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 rnay 

imply compilation" (Marshall, 1978, p.510). The first two 

verses point out that a) spiritual destruct~_on is far worse 

than mere physical termina tion, and b) the reader should fear 

the one who can effect tha t 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 aIl 

about them and cares for them. There i5 not such a change in 

tone as might at first be thought. The whole unit is really 

held together by the common the me of persecution and fear of 

death and the need to stand firm in the face of i t. The 

sparrow about. which God cares is probably a de ad sparrow, bought 

for t.ating, yet God still cares for i t. The "hairs of the 

head" is an image of the detail of God' scare 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 ha~r (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 authority (TÙV 

••• ëxovTa è~oDoiav, vs. 5), while in Matthew he is the one who 

is able (TovOUVaIJcvov, vs. 28). In Luke, the one with 

authori ty has this authori ty ta cast ~JLt<? hell (f~fJJ1C111.c LV f: ie; 

TnV réc~av) while in Matthew he has power to dcstroy in he]} 

(cX1T.'01I.éoo(\, èv rC8VV1]). Lagrange clairns that "f;fJ~a~civ f:iç TnV 

réevvav est pl us greç que (b't'O~écra 1. (~V T y " (Lagrange t p. 353) . 

Marshall says that "Matthew speaks of Killing the soul, and 

this formulation is probably originAl since the language in 

Luke rnay be editorial (ëx(,,) with the ~nfinitive)" (Marshall, 

1978, p. 513; cf. Schulz, p. 158). Fitzmyer suggests that 

Luke omitted the phrase TnV oi: 4'l)XnV fJTt ouvocIJév(,,)v (x,toKTeLvut. 

apparently regarding it as unclear (Fitzmyer, p. 959). 

Marshall and Sehweizer see no reason why Luke wnuld have 

objected to this body/soul dualisrn sinee he uses it ~n Luke 

12:19-23 and in Acts 20:10. It is possible that he d~d not 

like the idea of killing the soul t sine€": 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 

{el AÉyw 6È u~tv. nàç OC av o~oÂoynou Èv &~oi &~npoogev T~V 
àvepw7twv, 'K:ui 0 l)l..ÛC TOÙ àvspWnov Of,AoÂoynoel.. Èv CXÙT~ 
c~npOOeEV TWV àyyÉ~wv TOÙ eeoù. (9) b 6È àpvnoa~evoc ~e 
èvw~l..oV TWV àv8pwnwv à7tCXpVnSnoeTcx\. ëvW7t\.ov TWV àyyÉ~QV TOÙ 
Beou. 

Matthew 10:32-33 

{32l flàc OÙV OOTl..C 6~o~oYnoe\. Èv È~oi &~7tpOoeev TWV 
àvepw7twv, o~oÂoynOW xàyw Èv aÙT~ ë~7tPooeev TOÙ 7tCXTPOC ~ov 
TOÙ Èv Toie oùpcxvotc· (33) OOT\.C ô' av àpVnOnTCX{ ~e 
ë~7tpoo8ev TWV àvepwnQv. àpvnoo~CXl.. 'K:àyw CXÙTOV &~npooeev TOÙ 
~aTp6ç ~ov TOÙ Èv TOtC oùpavotC. 

Although Luke has probably added the ÂéYQ 6& ù~tv1, 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 'l'in the say~ng 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 '!' of Matt. 10:32" (Fitzmyer, p.956). 

IMarshall suggests that the "opening ÂÉYQ ~e ù~tv is probably 
from Luke' s source" and that Matthew' s oùv is edi torial 
(Marshall, 1978, p. 515). 
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Verse 9 is another Lukan doublet (Luke 9:26) paralleled ln 

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" ta 

"rny Father in the heavens" as the one before whorn 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 (Wards of Jes~~, p. 197) supposes 

Luke to have altered the verse ta avoid "in the presence of 

Gad" as found in Matthew (Fitzmyer, p. 960) 1 but Marshall 

counters that the "phrase is hardly a periphrasis for the namE: r)f 

Gad since Gad is named in it - unless we assume that 'T'()V O,;t}l) 

is an addition to the original phrase" (Marshall, 1978, p. 515 ) 

Fi tzmyer agrees that the use of 'the angels of Gad' "argues 

for the antiquity of the phrase in Q, which Matthew rather 



25 

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 Luke 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 an~ editorial activity of Luke 

in his recording of this pericope, it is important to note 

that he has maintained the future passive tenses of verbs 

which Matthew bas changed into present imperatives or future 

indjcatives: 

Matthew 10 

ct1TaTC (vs. 27) 
Knp~~aTc (vs.27) 
àpV'rl~o ..... a 1. ( vs. 33 ) 

Luke 12 

à~oU~enacTaL (vs.3) 
~npUXenacTaL (vs.3) 
ànapvnBnacTaL (vs.9) 

While ~éyw b ..... iv in Luke 12:4,5 and 8 may have been present in 

the original, and was deleted by Matthew, Luke has almost 

certainly added Toiç ~ihoLC ..... OU in vs. 4. Luke has also 

added tl1T()(lEt.~(,,). 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 sou1 in he11" (Matt. 10: 28) to 

the more vague and ambiguous "cast into he11" (Luke 1:!:5). 

These redactiona1 changes show that Luke has exercised 

editoria1 freedom in formu1ating his passage here in Luke 

12:2-9. He is not wooden1y taking over materia1 from other 

sources, but is writing it for a purpose. His addltion of 

TOLÇ W{hO~Ç ~OV, for instance, makes it much more difficult te 

read 12:5 as a reference to fearing God. 

B. Differences in the Contexts of the Passages 

Whi1e Matt. 10:26-33 seems to form a distinct unit in the 

midst of a 1arger context, Luke 12: 2-9 is usual1y taken wi th 

the preceding verse and the tol1owing three verses to form the 
.., 

pericope Luke 12:1-12.~ The contexts for the passages are 

significantly different. In Matthew, the context is Jesus' 

extended mission charge to his twelve disciples, a 

d&liberation 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 predlctlrn 

of opposition, strugg1e and sacrifice. In Luke, on the other 

hand, the con text is one of challenge, firs t to the dis c l pl('S , 

but a1so to the attendant crowd, to live their lives with 

consistency and integrity. Rather th an going out and 

'", 
~Most commentators agree to this division of the text, cf. 
Marshall, 1978,p.509: Caird, p.159; El1i~, p.174. T.W.Manson, 
p.lOS, suggests that 12:2,3 ferrn the end of Jesus' haranguû 
against the Pharisees which began in Luke 11. 
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\. persuading others by words and demonstrations 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 from 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: la 
8: 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. Lu}~e 12:1a 

The introductory phrase in vs. la, èv otç èn~ouvaxec~owv TWV 

'TTf'(\ç 'TOÙç .... a8TJTàç Cx\'"TOÙ ,/!:P(;.)'LOV, serves as a transi tion from 

Jesu~' 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 

8:15 and Matt. 16:6 and again at Matt. 16:11. In both Mark 
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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 some 

Pharisees for a sign from heaven" {Matthew adds ~Sadducees", as 

well as the phrase "to test him"; Mark 8:11-13!/Matt. 1E:1-4\, 

and then the crossing of the Sea. While in Luke the warning 

against "the leaven of the Pharisees" follo~7s Jesus' dinner 

with a Pharisee which ended with Jesus denouncing them, in 

Mark and Matthew it follows the request of the Phar1sees for a 

sign. 

Luke uses the phrase ~POOÉXETE éauToiç à~ô to record Jesus' 

caution to his disciples. Mark uses OpàTE, ~~É~r.~r. à~o (Mark 

B: 15) and Matthew uses Opà'T'E x:ai. '/'CponéXETc à~ô (Mat t. 16: 6) 

and ~POOéXCTC ôÈ à'/'Co (Matt. 16:11). Marshall points out that 

~~)OéXCTE is used with Éau~oiç (Luke 17:3; 21:34; Acts 5:35; 

20:28) and with à~ô (Matt. 7:15; 10:17; 16:6,11,12). It is 

possible that the two constructions are here combined to glve 

emphas.s to his instructions. Because of the disciples 

association with Jesus, they will suffer the same persecutlon 

from the religious authorities which Jesus is about to 

undergo, and 50 they are given special instructions on 

singlereinded devotion (Danker, 1972, p.146). This same peint 

about the common fate of teacher and student is found in Matt. 

10:24,25, the passage immediately preceding the Q passag0 

which i5 our focus (Matt. 10:26-33). 
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In Luke, the disciples are to beware of "the le aven 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 a5serts that it i5 "almost certainly an 

explanation added by the evangelist" (Fitzmyer, p. 953). It 

certainly suros up the Pharisees and scribes as described in 

the previous chapter (Marshall, 1978, p. 512), and His the 

opposite of the soundness or singlemindedness described in 

11:33-36" (Danker, 1972, p.147). Marshall considers the verse 

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

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

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

S'pecial source "L" (Fitzrnyer, 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 

frcm the tri~le tradition (Mark 3:29/IMatt. 12:32//Luke 12:10). 

3some.roan~sci~p~s substitute the phrase "and the leaven of the 
Herodlans (P .~,8). 
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The forrn of the saying in Matthew and Lu~e contains a 

comparison between sinning against the Son of Man and slnnlng 

against the Roly Spirit. The Marcan form does not cont81n 

this cornparison and therefore dces not contain the problem of 

trying to understand the meaning of this rather amb1guous 

comparison, present in the Matthean and Lukan forms. ThlS 

cemparison makes the Q ferro much harder to understand. The 

agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark lS strong eVldence 

of a Q Son of Man saying behind Matthew and Luke. Bultmann 

ta~es the Marcan ferm to be the more original (Bultmann, 

pp.130-131) . Marshall thinks that the Q version was depend0nt 

on Mark or on a similar Aramaic saying, although he 15 aware 

that others take Mark's version to represent an attempt te 

ease the difficulties raised by the Q version (Marshall, 1978, 

p. 518 j. Fi tzrnyer suggests that Luy-e has essentially 

preserved the wording of the Q saying, being somewhat 

influenced by Mark, for example, in his use of 0~an~n~~~avTL 

(Fitzmyer, p. 962). 

The context of the saying presents its own problems. In Mar Y. 

and Matthew, the saying cernes at the end of the Beelzebul 

controversy, where the scribes (50 Mark) or the Pharlsees (50 

Matthew) charge Jesus with collusion with the dev~l. Th~ 

"unforgivable sin" ","Tould seem to have something to do WJ th 

a~trituting Jesus' ministry to the devil. Lu}:€' r_laC:E:s the: 

verse in a rnuch different setting. Luke 12:10. which says 

that sinning against the Son of Man is pa~donable, stands ln 
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tension wi th 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 

::'solated saying into the passage as a corrective. Marshall 

suggests that the tension with vs. Sf. may not have appeared 

50 great to Luke (Marshall, 1978, p. 519). The catchword 

connections lIdth what precedes the verse (Son of man, vs. 8) 

and with what follows it (Holy Spirit, vs. 12) have led sorne to 

speculate that it rnay stand in Luke's gospel as it did ir.. the 

original Q conte,.:t (Marshall, 1978, p. 516). But because of 

its different posit~on in Matthew, other scholars maintain 

that the collocation is Lukan (Fitzmyer, p. 962). Klosterrnann 

thinks vs. 10 would have more easily followed vs. 11-1: 

(F:lostermann, p.134). Schweizer considers vss. 10 - 12 to 

have already been in the Q discourse. Whatever may be the 

correct theory, it is rnost likely that Luke has imported vs. 

10 froT:" el sewhere in Q. While vs. 10 does seem to contradict 

\'55. 8 and 9, if Luke did include vs. 10 as a corrective, it 

would suppC"rt the ton8 of the passage set by Jesus.' reference 

to hlS disciples as friends. 

i'.1. Luke 1~:11-12 

Luke ends this section with a saying about the Holy Spirit, 

~~hC' i-,'ill teach them in their hour of need(Luke 12: 11-1~) . 

Thi ~ saying ü: paralleled in Mar}: 13: 11 and Matt. 10: 19-JO, 

t"hc :::e i t J. S part cf an apocalypt ic dis course. It is a Lukan 

d~Hlbl,::>t , r-einc; found also at Luke 21: 14. This second instance 
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in the Lukan apocalypse is less similar to its ccunterparts in 

the Marcan and Matthean apocalypses than is Luke 1::11-12. 

Fitzmyer thinks that Luke has redacted the Q saying, evident 

in references to "synagogues", "magistrates", and 

"authorities" wl1ich are absent in Matthew. He ::roes on to 

sugges t tha t the ref erence to the "Holy Spiri t" preserves the 

more original Q wording, '(I;hich 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 two different 

recensions of Q being used 01arshall, 1978, p. 510). Jus t as 

vs. 10 cffers a corrective to vss. 8 and 9 50 that the Son 

of Man does not categorically reject those who are misguided 

abol.l t him, vss. 11 and 12 show the role of the Roly Splri t 

in alle'dating anxiety. If anxiety has been helghtened by thé 

graphie warning in vss. 4 and 5, Luke is concerned ta 

balance it with a reassurance at thE end of this sub-section. 

With regards to con~ey.t of vss. 11 and 12, sorne think lt 

possible that Luke has preserved the original Q connections 

because of i ts link wi th the heavenly court in vss. 8 and 9, 

as weIl as with the reference to ~EPL~vciw which fcllows ln 

vss. ~2, 25 and 26, and that Matthew has re-ordered th8 

sayings!Marshall, 1978, p. 510). Th2 ~onnections arE straLn~d 

and art~~icial, however, and it seems more liks}y th~~ thE 

setting was supplied by Luke. It appears that Luke has taken 
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7Ë. 10 and vss. 11-12 frorn 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 of the Q wording in Luke 

1~:1-12. However, there are aIse indications of editorial 

activity such as the bringing tegether of originally disparate 

sayings, and the addition of transitienal phrases and 

explanatory words. What he has produced is both the head-

piece for a longer sectio~ of teaching on discipleship (Luke 

1~:1-13:21) r as w~ll as a unit designed to respond to the 

irnrnediately preceding enceunter 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 

th~ intimacy of Jesus with his disciples and his desire to 

reliev€ their anxiety. A reference te God as one who would 

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

ccntext. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

To de termine to whom Luke 12:5 is a reference, it is necessary 

to see how Luke uses the word ètouoiu. This chapter will look 

at what é~ouaia 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 

È~ouoiu to cas t into hell? 

There is a significant body of literature on the meaning of 

the word Ètouoia and related words and concepts. 1 The 

intention in this section is to determine the parameters of 

the use of È~ovoia and its linguistic range. This will 

provide us with the options from which to understand the use 

of the terrn in Luke 12: 5. 

While Luke uses ètovoia in Luke 12:5, Matthew uses the word 

6uva,..l1.C; in the parallel passage in Matthew 10:28. The two 

words have been distinguished by scholars saying much the same 

lsee e.g. G.B.Caird, Principalities and Powers(1956)j W.Carr, 
Angels and Principalities(1981); W. Foerster, ètouoia in TQ~T; 
o. Betz:-ltouoia in NIDNTT, and W.Wink, Naming the 
Powers (1984). 
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thing in different words. • Etoua'iex ia a word of power, or 

effeetiveness. Barrett says it stands for "potential energy" 

in eomparison to c5uVClJ,n.c;, whieh corresponds to "kinetic 

energy" (Barrett, p.78). Foerster says it is "the 'abi1ity to 

perform an action'to the extent that there are no hindrances 

in the way", while 6u\1CI,.n.c; has the sense of "intrinsic 

ability" (Foerster, p.562). Wink suggests that it is the right 

or authorization to exercise power and that .. ' legi timation' 

cornes closest ta catching its meaning" (Wink, p.iS). 

Conzelmann suggests the meaning "potential power" with c5uvexf.n .. c; 

standing for "actual" power (Conzelmann, p.1Si). Betz says 

that it "denotes unrestricted possibi1ity or freedom of 

action, and th en power, authority, right of action" (Betz, 

p.606). 'Etoua'iex i5 dependent upon 6uv«~~C;. The person with 

è~ouaiex is assumed ta have c5u\1Cl~~C;, or have had G~ouaia 

delegated to them by someone with 6uvu~~C;. 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 

appreeiate the specifie 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, ètouoiex is attributed 

to God, but not frequently. It a1so refers to the authority 

exereised by hum an rulers and jurisdictions. Furthermore, it 

is delegated to hostile spiritual forces or beings. 



36 

A. New Testament Use 

In the New Testament, the noun &~01)(7(CI is used one hundred and 

two times and the verb G~ou(7iaCw 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 th an to 

the other writings (Foerster, p.565). 'E~ouoia 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 &~ou(7ia 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 sorne 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 authori ty 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 (9:3,10), horses (9:19), 

olive trees and lampstands (11:6), an angel (14:18; 18:1), and 

the second death (20: 6). Authori ty 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 beas t 

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: 

aPTl. È"éV€TO fa <7UTl1picx J;CX1. fa 6uvul-l1.C; 
~ai ~ ~a~l.~eia TOi) eeov fa~wv 
~a i il È~ouo ia TOÙ Xpt.OTOÙ CXÔTOÙ, 
OTt. èl3"-,,eTl b XCXT""'WP T~V àc5e~~v iu~wv, 
b ~aTT}"opWv CXOTOÙC; ÈW7rt.OV Toi) eSOÙ fa~wv fJ~épcxc; ~cxi vU~T6c:, 

( Rev • 12 : 1 0 ) 

It is noteworthy that in the hymns of Revelation which ascribe 

to God rnany things close in meaning to È~ou~icx (e.g., a~t.oc:, 

7'raVTo~p&T(")p), Rev. 12: 10 con tains the only occurrence of È~ou~ia 

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

ii, Paul 

In the Pauline and deutero-Pauline letters, ètou~icx is used in 

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

instance of authority used metaphorically of God (Rom. 9:21), 
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and clear statements about God being the one who has 

insti tuted aIl authori ty, and that there is no authori ty apart 

from him (Rom. 13:1). Paul is very conscious of having 

received this authority from God to validate his apostollC 

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). In 

Ephesians, Colossians and Titus, there are a number of 

ins tances of M~o\)C'1icx being used in the plural or collective 

singular to denote powers or principalities. There i5 no 

precedent for this in Hellenism or pagan Gnosticism, according 

to Foerster, althouqh he points out that there 15 a similar 

use in sorne books of the pseudepigrapha, for example Asc. 15a. 

1:4; 2:2; Test. Lev. 3:8; Slav. En. 20; Test. Sol. 20:14ff 

(Foerster, p.571). These a~e abstract representations of 

hosts and domains which ln Ephe5ians, ColOSSlans and Titus are 

used to slow the extent of Christ' 5 victory and 

pre-eminence (Eph. 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col. 1:16; 2:10,15; a1so 1 

Cor. 15: 24). They have clearly set th6IDselves up against God 

and his kingdom (Eph. 6:12). Satan i5 de5crlbed as T~V 

apXOVTa. Tfiç l:~()1J(jicxe: TOÙ à~p()e: (Eph. 2:2), '1nd thf! eVl] realm 

has Tne: 8~ol)(7i(.(ç TOf) (11(t)T()l)Ç (Col. 1:13; cf. Luke 22:53). 

iii. The Gospel of John 

In the Gospel of John, there are no references to God 1 5 havlng 

authority, but there are three references to God bestowlng 

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 cornes, not from Pilate himself, but 

from God (19:10,11). Jesus claims to possess authority over 

his own life (10: 18), and i t is said that he can bestow 

authori ty on those who believe on his name to become children 

of God (1:12). 

iVe The Synoptic Gospels 

The study of the occurrences of È~oucria in the Synoptic 

gospels i5 more crucial to our particular study, so it may be 

helpful to lay it out in table form: 

Tab1e 1 

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

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

3. Jesus' Authori ty Delega ted to His Di.sciples 
(Matt.l0:1-42//Mark 6:6-13//Luke 9:1-6) 

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

Tab1e 2 

Â ~ef~e to Authority in Jhe f)~a6.te r~-n 

1. A Centurion' s Authori ty and Jesus 1 Authori ty 
(Ma tt. 8: 5-13/ /Luke 7: 1-10) 
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Table 3 

(')cc~~ 'I1fUqtl.e ~ t;cu;/t. .f'1J-f'U'flM.c e<"~fl,e.e 

1. Matthew 
a. People Marvel at Jesus' Authority 

(9: 8) 
b. Authority Given to Jesus 

(28:18) 

2. Mark 
a. The Twelve Disciples Give~ 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 i5 no clear articulation of that facto 
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AlI three Synoptics record the incident of Jesus being 

questioned about his authority by the chief priests and eIders 

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: i) "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 l tell you by 

what authority l do thesp things." Not only is God not 

portrayed here as possessing authority, but he is not named as 

the one who has given it. AlI 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 th an 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 Sinaitie and 

Curetonian Syriac version of Matt. 8:9, which mention only the 

centurio!) . s possession of authori ty, Fi tzmyer sU(Jgests tha t 

they "reflect an attempt to cope wi th the implication of the 

Greek text, made even more pronounced by Luke's addition of 

TaoooJ.tEVOC;, that Jesus too t-as somehow under authori ty" 

(Fitzmyer, p.653). Jeremias argues for an Aramaie 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. 

7T!' 
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Synoptics, as well as those unique to Matthew 'and Mark, 

è~ouo(a 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: xat b XPta~oc 

è~ouo(ac TOÙ oaTavà. 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 è~ouaia. In his gospel, Luke uses the noun 

sixteen times and the ve~b 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 "posi tive redemptive meaning" of the word 

in Matthew and Mark in contrast to Luke's wider use which 

includes the è~oucr(a 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 6uva~~c an~ è~ouo(a as 

synonyrnous (p.78). Luke ascribes è~ouoia to a wide assortrnent 

of people. He refers to the è~ouoia of political figures, 

such as Roman centurion (7:8), Pilate (20:20), and Herod (23:7). 
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He a10ne of the synoptic writers uses è~ou~ia in the plural, 

referring to the disciples being brought before ~àç apxàç ~ai 

~àç è~oua{aç(12:11). Leaving out of consideration Luke 12:5 

for the moment, Luke a1so uses è~ou~ia of Satan (4:6) and of 

the spiritual force of darkness (22:53). In Luke, there is 

on1y one reference to God either having or giving authority, 

and that is the authority which Satan c1aims to have been 

given, presumab1y 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 è~o1)a{a is graphically portrayed as being the g1ft of 

God, even when it will be used in the condemnation and death 

of Jesus (19:10-11), on1y in Luke is è~ouaia 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:~3; 

cf. Col. 1:13). 

In the Acts of the Apostles, è,ouaLa is used seven times. 

Three times it refers to the au~hority of the chief priests 

(9:14; 26:10,12), once it refers to t~e autonomy of Anan1as 

(5:4), and once it refers to the the authority of Peter and 

John which Simon Magus wishes to pur=hase (8:19). As 1n h1S 

• 
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gospel, Luke includes a reference to the authority of Satan 

(Tnç è~oua(aç TOÙ IaTavà, 26:18) 1 but in distinction from his 

gospel, he 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 conclwded that it is 

an oversimplification to say that God has all the authority 

and, therefore, that Luke 12:5 must be a reference to God. 

The witness of the New Testament, and particularly of 

Luke, is that others also have authority. 'E~oua(a 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 sorne 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 authority, who exercises it, and passes 

it on to his disciples, so that they might defeat the power of 

the enemy (lO:19). The rulers and leaders with whom Jesus 

cornes into contact have an authority which they exercise. 

Then, also, the realm of darkness has an authority, as does 

it's prince, Scltan, who has presurnably 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 synopt~c gospels, presents a very 

dis tincti ve view of the evi l one. AlI three synoptics share 

the portrayal of Satan in the follow1ng pericopes: 1) the 

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

ii) the Beelzebul Controversy (Matt. 12:22-30[and 

9:32-34J//Mark 3:22-27//L~ke 11:14-15), and Iii) the Parable 

of the Sower (Matt. 13:1-23//Mark 4:1-20//Luke 8:4-1~). These 

passeges were common to Mark and possibly Q, and conflations 

of aIl three are found in Matthew and Luke. What is of 

particular interest to the focus of thlS section, however, are 

the redactional elements in Luke and the materlal unique to 

his gospel. 

A. Temptation Story 

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

Mark's temptation story i5 a mere sketch of two verses. He 

does not enumerate Satan's challenges or Jesus' responses. He 

a10ne des ignates the tempter as "Sa tan Il (oC<Tc<vaç), whil (: 

Matthew and Luke use "the devil" (t)LCtJ3(~~f)ç) / suggestlng th3t 

this i5 the original Q wording. Matthew and Luka reçord the 

story in similar terms, yet thete are two points to be notlced 

here. First, in Luke, the dev11 offers Jesus the authorlty 

1 
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{ 
(è~ouaia) 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 th an simply 

leaving him, departs "until an opportune time" (axpt, lCClt,poÙ: 

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:~2-27//Matt. 12:22-30[9:32-341//Luke 11:14-23) 

In this pericope, all three Synoptics use the titles "Satan" 

and "the prince of darkness" (0 apxwv 'TWV c5at,J,JOviwv). 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 (È«v 

~n ~pw~ov 6na u TOV i~xup6v). Luke, on the other hand, uses 
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much stronger language. The strong man is "fully armed" 

(~aaw~l.CJlJévoc;), "guarding" (qm1\.cXoo1) his "court-yard" or 

"palace" (cxùÀTtV instead of oi~l.civ as in Matthew and Mark). 

The one intent on plundering the palace is described as "one 

stronger" (i.~X\)p6TCPOC::), who "assails" (ÈnE1\.9wv) and 

"conquers" (Vl.X~CJU) him, taking away the armour in which he 

trusted (TTrV 7tcxvon1\.icxv aÙToù «t'pel. Ècp' ~ È7r€7rOtS€l.) and 

divides his spoil (~cxi Tà CJxùÀu CXÙTOÙ ôl.cxôiôwo1.v). This more 

graphie 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. In the parable 

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

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

devoured, i t was .. trodden under foot" (K'ai lCaTcnaTTt9'1). In 

the interpretation 1 the one who devours the seed on the pa th 

is named as "Sa tan" in Mark, "the evi l 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: "tha t they may 

not bel ieve and be saved" (ïva ).IiJ 7rl.CJTeuCJavTcç CJw8~c1\. v; 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 to him. In the 

Beelzebul passage, Luke uses stronger ~nd more descriptive 

language of Satan. And, finally, Luke articulates Satan's 

purpose in devouring the seed, which is ttthat they may not 

believe" . Besides these distinctives in the passages shared 

wi th 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: 

èscwpouv -rO\1 acx-rOfvcXv WC: àa-rpa7'CTtv ÈlC 't'où oùpavoù 
cSécS<.>lCCX UJ.l LV TnV È~ouaiOfv TOÙ 7'CaT€ tv &7tcXV<.> ocpe<.>v 
~ai è~i ~àaav T~V cSuva~~v TOÙ ÈX8poù, ~ai oùôÈv 
cXOl..1CtlaU. (Luke 10:18,19) 

7t€aOVTCX. i60ù 
lCCX i <1lCOP7t(CilV. 
r...... , ... 
UJ.lcxc,: ou J.lTl 

It is unclear if the phrase elC TOÙ oùpcxvoù is meant to mOdify 

"Satan", or "lightning". The first option would portray Satan 

as first of all being in heaven and th en falling out of it. 

The second option would present a vaguer picture of Satan, not 

assurning he was in heavp.n, but that he fell in the sarne way 

that a star falls from the skYe The former l "I saw Satan 

f a11ing 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 (6ùva~~ç) 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 1~~ 

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 thern. 

E. Luke 13:10-17 

Although it is implied in the other gospels, only in Luke 15 

Satan, in distinction from evil spirits, explicitly credited 

with causing physical ailments. Luke 13:10-17 tells the stary of 

the Crippled Wornan Healed on the Sabbath. At the beginning af 

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 inflrmity. 

The synagogue ruler is indignant at this "heallng", and ln 

Jesus' response the wornan is referred to as "TUÙTnV 6è 
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ETn" (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 do or (vs.16). He is 

obviously seen as someone who is adversely affecting and 

afflicting hurnan beings. 

F. Luke 22:3 

E i.afiÂoev l5è aocTocvàe; e i.e; , J ouc5av TOV lCCXÂOUJ.lCVOV ' 1 aICOCp1..cJTIlV, 
OVTOC Èx TOÙ àPL8J.l0Ù TWV l5W6elCcx. 

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 

overcorne the power of the enemy, but Satan is still able to 

possess one of thern. Luke again presents Satan as one with 

malicious intenticns and influence. 

G. Luke 22:31-32 

(31) Ii~wv ~i~~v, il5o~ 6 aocTavàe; ~~UT~aaTo b~àç TOij CJ1..v1..6aoc1.. 
~c;: TÔV aLTOV' (32) è'i"w l5i'-. ëc5e~eTJv 1tcpi aoù tva ~it ÈlCh (,tlJ Tt 
7t'laT Le; aou Kat CTù 7t'OTC è7t1..t7Tpéljlocç aTnpLCJOV TOÙe; àl5E:htpOUe; 
(01). 

The Lucan Jesus here warns Peter about the satanic trial which 

will test aIl the disciples, and reassures Peter of his 

prayers for him in particular. The "you" of vs. 31 i5 plural 

(u~àC;), but the "you" in vs. 32 is 5ingular(O'oû). Satan's 

demand i5 for aIl cf the apostolic band, and Peter i5 given a 
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key role in strenghtening them in the ensuing battle. H. 

Stahlin understands the verb ~E~~~oa~o to mean "dernand the 

surrender of" the disciples (Stahlin, p.194). Fitzrnyer states 

that "the satanic plot that will bring about the passion of 

Jesus will test the fidelity of the ~postles;" (Fitzrnycl, 

p.1424). Satan's role in distracting the disciples of Jesus 

frorn their faith is shown explicitly by Luke. Satan's desjr~ 

to si ft them like wheat is a satanic te~ting 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 rnakes his presence felt as weIl. 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: 

, 1 nooùv ~ov à7to NaCap€8, WC: €XP'-OEV aù~ov 0 8EOC: 7fvcùJ-la~ L éxy i w 
lCai 6UVcXJ-IE\.. ôc: 6\.n~8EV EÙEP,..E~WV lCui iWJ-IEVOC: 7t'cXVTac: 't'Ol'e 
lCa't'a6uvaOTEUOJ-l€VOuc: Ù7tO ~où 6\.a~6~oo 

Acts 10:38 

This is an indication of the power/authority struggle gOlng on 

in Jesus' rninistry, a struggle with all the hosts of evil, and 

focussed especially on Satan, the chief of dernons. 

Finally, as Luke records Paul's cornrnissioning by Jesus on th~ 

Damascus road, he couches it in the same confrontatlonal 

terrns, this tirne between Satan and God rather than Satan and 
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Jesus: 

(17b) e{ç oüe èrw ànooTé~~w oe (18) àvot~al o~a~~oùç aÙTwv, 
TOÙ ènLoTpé~al àno OXOToüÇ e{ç ~ xat T~Ç è~ouoiaç TOÙ oaTavà 
èni. TOV 8eov. 

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. 

l. The Power to Cast lnto Hell 

lt 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 TOV 6uva~evov '" àno~éoal Èv 

reévv'IJ (Matt.10:28}, while Luke's phrase is ËxoVTa ÈE;oucfl:av 

è~~aÂctv etç TnV réevvav (Luke 12:5). Commentators on Luke's 

gospel seern to have taken this authority to cast into hel1 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 suprerne 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". lt is this qualifier, this notion of 

casting into hell, that will be the fOCl\S in this section. 

The question is whether this is to be taken as a sign of 

ultirnate authority, or whether it can refer to a delegated 

authority to carry out a specifie task. 
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In the same chapter as Luke records Jesus' injunctlon to fear 

him who has authority to cast into hell, he records a pnrablû 

where someone is "casting" a guilty person into jail (Luk€1 

12: 57-59). Whi le i t would be unwise to put too much welgh t on 

the teaching of one parable, lf it can be shown that Luke 

deliberately recorded a judge delegating to a subordlnate the 

task of casting the guilty into jail, it would provlde one 

more reason to exercise caut ion in llmi tl.ng the authorl ty l.n 

Luk~ 12: 5 to God. In this parable there 15 an example of an 

incident where the responsibl~ ity of carrylng out a judgement, 

in this case the throwlng of the accused into prison, is 

portrayed as distlnct from the preroqative of Judging. Tt is 

a Q passage (Matt. 5:25-26//Luke 12:57-59), but has been 

pl aced in diff erent con text S ln the two gospe 1 s. In Luke, thl' 

parable is found wlthin a larger sectIon on dl.sclpleship 

addressed to both disciples and the crowrl (Luk~ 1~:1-13:21) 

In Matthew it is part of the so-called antitheses in the 

Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5:17-48). It follaws Jesus' 

teaching on the need to be reconciled to a brother befare 

offering one's gifts (Matt.5:21-24l. In Luke, l t i s precedt:d 

by teachings on the division which J~sus wlll provok~ (Luk~ 

12:49-53) and the disciples' need ta interpret the slgns of 

the times (Luke 12:54-55i. Fitzmyer does not think the passagu 

fi ts the context in Luke. He says the teachlng "may be a 

completely unre la ted topie" anù "wholly unrel a ted ta the 

foregoing eontext i.n the Lucan travel accaun t" (F ~ tzmyer , 

pp .1001-2) . Talbert points out that Luke ~mploys the parable 
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to counse1 escape from the enemy, whi1e Matthew encourages 

reconciliation (Ta1bert, p. 140). Gundry terms Matthew's "a 

parable of reconciliation rather than of e~chato10gy", as it 

is in Luke (Gundry, p. 87). If Luke's emphasis is on the 

Judgement in the eschaton, then this parab1e wou1d support a 

theory which posited Satan being given the task of carrying 

out God's punishment. In that case it wou1d be much easier to 

read Luke 12:5 as a reference to Satan. 

Luke emp10ys the construction ÔOc Èpya~i«v ànn~~âx8Œ~. 

Marshall suggests that oiôw~~ èpYŒ~(ŒV is a Latinism meaning 

.. take pains to do something" and that i t is probab1y 

Lukan (Marshall, 1978, p. 546). 'A7tŒ~~c:iO'O'W means "to be 

reconciled" but the middle form, as used here, means "to 

depart"(cf. Acts 19:12), emphasized by the fo11owing 

preposltion cx,ro. It seems that Luke has deliberate1y chosen 

the middle voiee, as we1l 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 

pos::..tive and reconciliatory t~9t eovo<Jv, "make friends with", 

and moved it to the beginning of the parab1e, thereby putting 

reeonciliation at the forefront of the teaching (Gundry, p. 

86). 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 

~,'ill have to dea1 on the way to jail: an accuser (àVTi6u:oç), a 
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magistrate (apx~v), a judge (~p~Tnç), and a jailer (~paKT~0). 

Caird argues that "God hirnself plays the triple part of 

prosecutor, jUdge and constable" (Caird, 1965-66,37). It 15 

probable that the magistrate and the jUdge represent God, but 

le5s likely for the accuser. Geldenhuys claims that "Arx~v 

without the article refers to the idea of author1ty and thus 

Gad 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 hcre 

for the accuser, àv~i6LKOÇ, is the same as is used to descr1be 

the devil in 1 Peter ~:8. 

The identity of the jailer is also open to various 

possibilities. He i5 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 ~paKT~p, and 

Matthew's use of U~npéTnç in the parallel passage indicate 

sorneone who carries out the sentence passed by the court. 

This is someone subordinate ta, but authorized by, a hlgher 

power. He does not have the power or authority in and of 

himself. The terms, however, do carry somewhat dlfferent 

connotations. Luke's redaction seems to have "made use 0f 

more technical Roman judicial terrns in contrast ta th~ 

l-1at thean :: orm" (Fi t zmyer, p. 1001; see also l'los ternlann , 

p.141). Marshall clairns that 7tpaK"'TWp "is generally tay.en ta 

be the official in a Roman judical system, whereas lJ1rT)péTT)ç 
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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 Ü~npCTnc; is taken to be the court 

official responsible for executing the sentence in both 

H811enistic and Jewish practice, and the ~paxTwp 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 Gingrlch, p. 704: see also Rengstorf, p.539). This 

d~stinction would make sense in Luke's parable where it 15 

more likely the ~paxTwp who would cast the debtor into the 

celle In any case, it 1s quite possible to understand the 

jailer as representing Satan. This is supported by 

Grundmann's comments on Luke 12:5/IMatt. 10:28 where he argues 

that Satan 1s 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 2:10. There the writer warns of Satan casting 

the fa~thful into prison: 

tÙOÙ J..1éÂ"-el J3a?-..?-..clv b 6\.apo?-..oc; è~ uJ,Jwv cie; (Jm?-..axnv 
Rev. 2:10 

What is irnplied is that Satan has enough authority and control 

over the Christian community to be able to cast sorne into 

rrison. The Christians "must recognize that while the 

persecution would be carried out by Roman authorities, it was 

ln reality the devil himself who was responsible for their 

plight" (Mounce, p.93). This suggests that Satan rnay also hav'e 
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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 hurnans 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 ~s to b~ 

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

saved, or more specifically, tha~ his spirit rnight be saved. 

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

( 19 ) € 'Xc.,)V 1! LaT t. v lCCX i. cXrcxSnv al)VE ioT'le' t". 11\1 Tt. vcç à7rc.,)aci"H~V() l 
7rBPl. TTlV 7t{O''t'nv Èvcxuâ'YT'lO'cxv. (20) ;:)v è"fT'l'J t YfJévcxtoc: Kat 
'AÂ.f.~cxvôpoç, OÜC: 1!CXpéO(.)lCCX "ri;) O'aTCX\1~, rva 1!cxt.6C1)8~c1t\1 J.ln 

j3Â.CXOlPllfJC 1. v. 

Elsewhere in Luke's writing, this picture of Satan being 

allowed a place and a raIe in God's econorny is brought out. 

In Acts 2:23, Luke records Peter's staternent that Jesus was 

delivered up "according to the definite plan and foreknowledg0 

of God". If this 15 read in light of Luke 22:3, then it i5 

plausible to see that Luke ascribes an active role in God'c 

plan to Satan. That this could include Satan act~ng as the 

one who has been given the authority to cast into hell (LUY.0 

12:5) is not an unreasonable assumption. 

J. Conclusions 

Luke presents to his readers a developed conception of the 

grea~ adversary. He is called by various na~~5: S~tan. the 

devil, the ene~y, Beelzebul, and the prince of demons. He ~an 
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afflict people so th~t they need supernatural healing; he 

demands to have the apostles that he might si ft them like 

wheat. He enters Judas and Ananias. He is ascribed power as 

w€:ll as authority, both in Luke's gospel and in the Acts of 

the Apostles. This developed conception of the evil one 

stands in contrast to the other Synoptics, and is like thet in 

the writings of the Qumran community (cf. 1QS 1:18,23; 2:19: 

::::3; 4:12; lQM 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 

graphie picture in the parablf: of the Binding of the Strong 

Man (Lur.e Il:14-23), and tells of the authority given to the 

disciples te ensure their victory in the battle against the 

power of the enemy (Luke 10: 17ff. ). As in other places in the 

Net..' Testament, Luke shov.'s how Satan is used in the divine 

scheme. In Luke' s gospel a reference to Satan having 

au thori ty would not a t aIl be incongruous and would indeed fit 

ve:::-y weIl inte his narrative. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONFLICT IN LUKE 

Conflict is certainly a theme in the gospel of Luke as shown 

by the growing body of literature dealing wlth the 1ssue. 1 

Jesus cornes into confl~ct with those around him, as will his 

d1scl.ples. Part of his instructions to his followers 15 to 

warn them and counsel them how to respond to this 

inevl.tability. In this final section, it 1S thl.s theme of 

conflict that will be looked at, and ln partlcular at Jesus' 

descrl.ptions of his disciples, his Father and his enernie:s. It 

wlll be shown how the descriptions used by Jesus glve 

indlcatlons of where the true conflict lies, and how these 

point l.n the dlrection of Luk8 12:5 bel.ng a reference to Sdtan 

and not to God. The true conflict is not with any e:arthly 

opponents, as the disciples rnight be tempted to thlnk, but 

wlth their splrltual opponent, Satan, and in Llo.ke, JE::SUS taKt"S 

palns to instruct them about thelr conduct in thlS confllct. 

A. The Disciples as Friends 

The way in which the disciples are addressed by Jesus 15 

1 See, for example, J. B. Tyson, "Confllct as a L1terary ThUItl: 

ln th8 Gospel of Lu!':e, ,. in NE:~l ~.YJlOp.1~_ç $.!_~~1~5. Ed. "VIn .• 
Farmer. See also R. Brawley, !=~!::~-b_c!=s a~_q th_e Jews: 
Çonfl~~ ~~ology ~D~ f9nCllla~12~· 
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slgn:l.ficant. By hlS use of TOi'c: (J)l.~oi'c: J.jou (Lk.12:4), Luke 

sets the tone of the passage in a very deliberate and defini te 

way. As has been ment ioned previously, this is the only place 

in the Synoptic gospels where Jesus addresses his disciples 

Wl th this intima te forro of address. Ellis says i t refers to 

"those who will suf fer for his sake" (p.1 75) . Jesus is 

portrayed as nurturing a special, intimate and trusting 

r~lat1onship with h1S 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 50 shortly after his 

unlque and tender form of addressing his disciples, i t is 

Jarl"lng to say the least. 

The way ln which God is characterized by Jesus in Luke 12: 6 

and 7 is also significant. Luke portrays Jesus seeking to 

devt::lop a trusting relationshlp between the disciples and 

th~lr heavenly Father. If Luke 12: 5 ref ers to God, then the 

descr1ptl.On of hirn as one they should fear seems inconsistent. 

Th~ rest of the immediate context describes God as one who 

renl~mbE:rs even the sparrows and who numbers the very hairs of 

the heads cf the dlsciples (Luke 12:6,7). This is picked up 

and expanded upon later in the chapter where the disciples are 

111S tructt:!d not t 0 "be an::üous", a concept paral1el to not 

belrl9 afraid. In LuJ.:e 12: 2~-31, God is portrayed feeding the 

ravt::ns and clothing the lilies. If God will do such things, 

then how much more ~Till he take care of those who trust in 

hu. 'J'll<::'r. folJ.o ...... the tender words in Luke 12:32: "Fear not, 
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little flock., for it 1s your Father' 5 good pleaslJre to give 

you the kingdom". The phrase "little flock" (TÙ JJu.f'(\~ 

noi~~~ov) 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 1::4. In Luke 1~:30 

and 32. the gospel uses the term "Father" when referrl.ng to 

God. Their Father knows that they need food and clothlng, and 

i t is His good pl easure to gi ve them the kingdom. In 11gh t of 

5uch a presentation of the character of the Father, a 

reference to him as the one who might weIl cast them into he]l 

is incongruous. 

It is worth noting that Jesus, in Lukt: 12: 4, uses the same 

phrase "fear not" as the angelic messengers use ln the 

introductory chapters of Luke's gospel. In the Bath 

IJarrd 1.. ~ ' .. es, Lu}:e has angt::ls speaking these cornf ort1ng wOl-ds a t 

Luke 1:13; 1:30; and 2:10. Thereafter, Jesus takes over this 

raIe which had been the domain of the angels (5:10; 2:50; 12:4; 

12: 7; and 12: 32). Each case involves reassurance te those wLo 

bav:o- been unsettl€:d oy the; revE::lation or appE::aranct. c,f él 

divine messenger or epiphany. They are gently rebuked :01-

tho::lr e::-:preSSlon of ft::ar. Or.ly once in t.he go=pLl ::.of LuY.t: :iS 

lt consldered appropriate te fear, and that is tht: Vers~ urd.,.r 

con=~~eratior. i~ thlS study. It would bE::- qUltE: unusua:;' ) f 

aft€:r th~ nUllierous lnjunctions ta "fe3.r not" at tbr:: ·/lS.t ',; 

a:t:t::r aIl. It ::,a}:es m'..lch m~re SE:nSE: lf tht:: passagt: lS 

d 
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understood as a caution to fear the evil one. 

B. Conflict with Enemies 

Jesus' command to fear the one who has authority to cast into 

htll is the second half of a contrast. The disciples' fear of 

this one (Luke 12:5) i5 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 of the enem~es in L~~~ 

12: 4. 

Luke may have had a more specifie group in mind when he 

r~corded Jesu~' cautionary words in Luke 12:4. ~t s€:eInS 

probabl~ that only the Romans had the authority ta put people 

te àeath 1 and sa ~t is possible that Luke would have 

understood Jesus to be making a reference to the Romans as the 

thr~at to the lives cf the disciples. But it is unlikely that 

Lukc was highlighting the Romans, as he is quite silent on 

t.b:l: ~n the rest cf his gospel. Even in the passl.on 

Lerl2ti\°t"', tl-:ey arf.::' portrayed as passive pawns of the Jewish 

l,:,adf::rs. Th..::- only reference to someon€; being put to 

df.::'sth up te thlS pe~nt in Luke's gospel is the beheading of 

John the Bapt~st ty Herod the tetrarch (9:7-9). 

7hc passagf.::' und~~ conslderatlon (12:1-12) ~s preceded by a 

r- ... ,- .......... .. ... t.: ......... _ .. .. ,:)1. confl1::: "oith the Pharlsees (11:37-5~). This 

scctlon ~nds with th~ Pharls~es lying in wait for Jesus. Then 
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in Luke 12:1, a transitlon vers~, Luke records Jesus 

specifically cautioning his disciples against the Pharise~s 

and their hypocrisy. But that Luke intended the Pharisees t0 

bi: tnE: group understood by the referenc02 ln LuJ:e 1:2:415 

unlik~ly because not only is there no ref~rence to them 

killing anyone, bt:t, as Con::E:lman::. points out, the Pharish S 

drop out of sight durlng the Trial and Passion sectlons of 

LuJ:E:' s gospel. He suggests that the opponE:nts ln Luke' s 

g0sp~1 are, for th~ rnost part, the chlef priests and the 

SC1"lbe:s (Luke :2:::; Conzelmann, p.78). 

It lE possible that Luke had the rulers of the Jews in mlnd 

~~ht::r. h~ lnc l uded Lu}:e :::: 4. C ertalnl y, tha t 1.5 thc' senst:' of 

the passages where Jesus pred1cts hls death (9:2:::::). It aIse 

= i ~ s i r~ w t: Il W l th thE:: pre die tic rl th a t f 011 0 W 5 l r.L Lu): t- 1:': 11 , 

't ha t they wi Il be brough t bE:fore "synagogues and the ruh:l"s 

o:::.è the authori ties" . 

It 15 possible chat Lu~~ has in mind the distlnctlon b~tw~~n 

th~ t:'arttly and th~ 5plrit~al r~alr. 

to kill :you. 

:!:'t:, théY cannet cast anyonE: into fle.ll. J]E:VertI'H;}E:CC, t.hl'l"f } S 

on~ who can de Just that. Thus it is no::ci;:ssary te fl:Cir tl.;)f. 

,-
s 

; 
" f 
! 
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Luk€ attempts to show that the real conflict is not with the 

J~ws or thelr leaders, but wlth a rnuch subtler and morE: 

dangt?rous enemy, Satan. In Luke' s portrayal, Jesus certainly 

comes Hltû conflict wi th those around him, especially the 

Jewi sh le adE:rs. Yet in Luke 12:5 Jesus points out that the 

trut' enen.i €:-s are not the- Jews. Jesus does not sal' "Beware of 

the Ph,nisees" but rather "Beware of the leaven of the 

I-ba~:.s.'=I2S ",bich is hypocrisy". The Pharisees are ne·t a re:-al 

:2anr;~d t'2 the disciples. They can do no more harm than any 

::.'tr.t=:- hun.an opponent. But if th~ disciples were to becorne 

lik~ Pharisees, ie. hypocritical, they would be harmed indeed. 

Tl!l S c')l."responds to the role cf the devil as seer. in Lu).:.€:- ~ 

lt'fü:l.··.: his rGle is that of Tempter, tempting Jesus to 

::c:-:;:rC'ii :'St: Ü.'2 intE:g::: i ty of his mission. It would be entirely 

cons:stE:~t for Jesus to çaution his disciples to fear this 

Sa t aI'. l'he v,'ould tE:!::pt thE:m to compromise their fai th through 

':\:sus' rE:'fE:rencE:- to his dlsclples as ""oie; (PLÂOtÇ J-I(1) (LUt:!:: 

::: ~), r.is characterization cf his Father as the protE:ctor anà 

provlder (LuJ.:.e 1.2:6,7), and the setting of this verse t-,'ithin 

th~ ::nt0~~ c~ Jesus' warning about E:n€:-~i€:-s glV~ cu~ulct~v~ 

su!=,!=,C'rt te thE: ;:-eslt::'0n that Lub: ::::5 is a referen::'E:: t::, 

':L!-:::-':': fr:-m othel.- ccr:te::ts, intt:nt:'or.a::"y bringing tht::-' 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Although the weight of scholarship has read Luke 12: 5 as n 

reference to God, a few notable exceptions have understood ) t 

to be a reference to Satan. Scholars such as Stier, Oost ex Z('l: 

and Lange (al though 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 ta Satan as 

the one Jesus was cautioning his disciples to f ear. 

Luke 12: 5 is a Q passage, and from a comparison wi th t1atthew 

10:28, Luke's editorial activity can be detected and studltd. 

He was apparently a competent edi tor and gath~red hi s Ina ter lal 

anà constructed his work 50 that i t would present a partlcuJ ar 

mess age. Unfortunately, he left us a verse WhlCh must be 

considered less than clear in light of the dlvlsian in 

scholarly opinion over its proper interpretation. In Luke 

1:::1-1:, Luy.e has arranged his lT,ater1al to placE: tIns 

injunction ta f ear the: one who can cas tin ta hE: 11 Wl tlnn a 

set t ing in which the dJ.scipl es are addre: s sed as fn ends, G0d 

15 C haracterized as car lng and enernies ar e lden t lf 1 ed. Wlll1 e 

Sa tan l s no t na l'!: E- ct, the ca n t e:-: t pei n t s t 0 1 t b E: J. n 9 ê! r (: f 1::' l E:: n r. 1 

to the disciple's heav~nly enemy in dlstinction from th~lr 

E:arthly ene:rr.y. 
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The word (:~ovai.a plays an important role in the defini tion or 

descr iption of the one who is to be f eared. In Luke, this 

word is applied to man y more people and categories than any of 

the other synoptic gospels. Satan is ascribed authori ty in a 

couple:- of places, and so it would come as no great suprise if 

th~s reference to authori ty also applied to Satan. 

Tbt::" pi C'turé tha t Luke gi ves of Satan is more complete and 

graphie than the other synoptics. Satan claims authority, and 

~s Sée:-n to have influencE: in this earthly realm, and even 

possibly a place in the will of God. The presentation we have 

froll! 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 

disc~ples, and the reali ty of enemy opposi tion, make the 

po.d. t i or. tha t Luy. E: 1 ~: 5 i s a reference to God very tenuous. 

To seE: it as a reference to Satan makes better sense of the 

passagt. ThE: aim of this t.hesis has been a rnodest onE:, and in 

Ne .. ' Testament scholarship it is vlrtually impossible to arrive 

at a conclusicn wi th absolute certainty. However, the 

~\·l.denee po~nts to Satan as the one Luke has intended us to 

!ear, and not God. 

r 
! 
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