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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the elusive Jesus of Luke-Acts in its ancient
Mediterranean literary context and investigates the implications of this for Lukan
composition and Christology. Scholars recognising characterisations or themes of
elusiveness in biblical literature have addressed some Lukan instances, but without
concentrating on Luke-Acts. Other studies have struggled to identify a suitable
scheme for elusiveness data in ancient Mediterranean literature or New Testament
Gospels. Previous studies offering christological and thematic explanations for Jesus’
paradoxical presence and absence or ‘secretive’/‘mysterious’ conduct, particularly the
(so-called) ‘Messiasgeheimnis’ or alternative Geheimnis-theories (e.g.,
‘Leidensgeheimnis’ in Luke), fail to account comprehensively for related motifs.
Nevertheless, this thesis demonstrates how these and other relevant motifs, also
pertaining to other characters or events, contribute to a portrayal of Jesus as an
elusive figure and to a broader, more comprehensive and coherent thematic emphasis
on elusiveness in Luke-Acts. Concentrated analysis is devoted to four episodes: Jesus
eluding his parents during childhood (Luke 2:41-52); Jesus’ Nazareth visit and escape
(4:16-30); Jesus’ (un)recognition and disappearance on the Emmaus road (24:13-35);
and Jesus’ differently perceived manifestation blinding Paul on the Damascus road
(Acts 9:1-19a; 22:6-16; 26:12-18). In terms of other characters and events, this
exploration involves accounts of Paul’s escapes and survivals, incarceration
deliverances of the disciples, apostolic pronouncements on dissidents, the
Philip-eunuch story, and angelic activity. This reconceptualisation in terms of
elusiveness offers a fresh perspective for reading Luke-Acts.

By utilising an eclectic literary-critical methodology which incorporates
aspects of text-centred and reader-oriented approaches, this thesis employs an ancient
reader as a heuristic device to demonstrate a characterisation of the elusive Jesus and
thematic elusiveness in Luke-Acts. An ancient Mediterranean ‘extratextual repertoire’
of literary elusiveness offers the type of data which this reader would have invoked
for reading the four focal episodes. This extratextual data also illuminates elusive
characters and themes in other literature, notably gods and aided mortals in Homeric
epic (especially the Odyssey), Dionysus in Euripides’ Bacchae, and Yahweh, other
supramundane figures, and aided mortals in Jewish texts.

As a result of considering Lukan depictions of Jesus’ elusiveness in the light
of ancient Mediterranean analogues, this project offers several new readings and
expands or reinforces some readings less recognised in scholarship. In terms of Lukan
composition, this thesis proposes that Jesus is characterised as an elusive figure which
principally contributes to an elusiveness theme. This involves several motifs
(including those related to Geheimnis-theories) and other elusive characters or events.
This study highlights how Lukan elusiveness creates entertaining stories to maintain
reader contemplation, inciting intrigue for continued reader engagement. This project
also determines that Lukan depictions of elusiveness involve recognisably
appropriated motifs and tropes rather than specific intertextual sources. Regarding
Lukan Christology, elusiveness underscores commonly acknowledged Christologies
(suffering and royal-Davidic Messiah; Son of God) as well as less recognised or
implicit Christologies (divine visitor; judge; Wisdom) and indicates more continuity
of Jesus’ pre- and post-mortem physical transience or transcendence than critics
normally allow. Ultimately, Jesus’ elusiveness consistently indicates his
exceptionally theomorphic identity whilst maintaining a degree of ambiguity inherent
in Lukan Christology.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Context and Scope of Research

1.1.1. Establishing the Research Context

Jesus’ bewildering escape from Nazareth after his enigmatic sermon (Luke
4:16-30) raises numerous questions for the ancient reader and modern critics alike.
Such questions pertain not only to intricacies of the evasion, but also to Jesus’
character and to the relation of this elusive feat to other episodes in Luke-Acts.' For
instance, is this an isolated incident or is Jesus elusive elsewhere? Moreover, what
ancient analogues might illuminate representations of Jesus’ elusiveness? In this
thesis I examine Jesus’ elusiveness in Luke-Acts, considering its implications for
Lukan composition and Christology. Before establishing the research context, I must
clarify my use of the term ‘elusiveness’. I employ the term ‘elusive’ and its forms for
real or abstract figures difficult to locate, obtain, retain, perceive, recognise, identify,
or comprehend, who may exhibit transience or are characterised by a paradoxical
presence-absence tension. This etic terminology lacks an equivalent ferminus
technicus in antiquity, but helpfully and aptly describes literary phenomena,
characters, and conventions, which reviewing relevant studies will elucidate. Scholars
have struggled to identify a holistic and coherent scheme that makes sense of
elusiveness data in NT Gospels and Acts. Studies which have investigated
elusiveness occasionally included Lukan instances, but otherwise focused on texts

other than Luke-Acts.

"I treat Luke-Acts as two volumes composed and distributed separately (ca. 80—100 CE) by
the same anonymous author ‘Luke’. Some scholars deny authorial unity (Walters 2009; critiqued by
Parsons and Gorman 2012) or caution against exaggerating unity (Parsons and Pervo 1993; Gregory
2003; Gregory and Rowe 2010). Although neither Luke nor Acts specifies necessary side-by-side
reading for proper comprehension, the reader of Acts should recall the former volume (Acts 1:1) and
these texts share significant narrative and theological affinities (O’Toole 1984; Tannehill 1986/1990;
1996, 19-27; Johnson 2005; Spencer 2007b; Green 2011). On Luke’s reader see §1.3.1. Since in some
non-fictional/factual narratives the intents and beliefs of authors are accurately channelled by narrators
(Merenlahti and Hakola 1999, 37 [citing Genette 1980, 213; 1990, 764; Cohn 1990, 792]) or implied
authors (streamlined versions of real authors [Phelan 2005, 45; cf. Ryan 2011]), I advocate this kind of
continuity between the real author, implied author, and narrator for Luke and Acts. I understand the
genres of Luke and Acts as biographical (Burridge 2004; 2011; cf. Adams 2013) with first-person
‘asides’ (Luke 1:1-4; Acts 1:1-2) and “we-passages’ contributing to the narrator’s reliability (Sheeley
1988; cf. Booth 1983, 169-240; contra Dawsey 1986; with Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:7; Darr 1992, 50-
52; 1993; Kurz 1993, 147-49).
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i. Elusiveness in Mediterranean Antiquity

Terrien demonstrates thematic continuity of the divine “elusive presence”
underlying biblical literature.” His OT categories include: epiphanic visitations to the
patriarchs; Sinai theophanies; divine presence in the ark, tabernacle, and temple;
prophetic visions; Yahweh’s manifestations and hiddenness; Wisdom;® and
eschatological epiphanies. Among NT instances, his Luke-Acts examples include:
Jesus’ birth annunciation (Luke 1); the transfiguration (Luke 9); the Emmaus road
episode (Luke 24); the Damascus road encounter (Acts 9; 22; 26); a new temple (Acts
7); and the [rehearsed] Last Supper (Luke 22). Although Terrien’s study usefully
highlights portrayals of divine elusiveness within biblical literature collectively, his
biblical-theological methodology minimises attention to non-Jewish influences and
individual texts.*

Pease subsumes various ancient Mediterranean literary motifs under thematic
‘invisibility’: concealment by physical elements, inducing sleep, blinding, or slipping
away; disappearance (translation/deification); Jesus’ transfiguration and
transformations in early Christian literature; Jesus’ missing body; and the Lukan
Jesus’ resurrection appearances, Emmaus disappearance, and ascension.’ Pease
suggests that invisibility is principally an otherworldly attribute of celestial figures
(gods, heroes, personified forces, angels, and demons) or non-divine superhuman
entities (spirits, souls, phantoms, and ghosts), including in dreams/visions.® He
determines that otherworldly agents cause human invisibility or vouchsafe powers,
unless humans naturally achieve invisibility through ‘magic’ or imbued items.’
Although Pease’s motific relations, examples, and agential differentiation are
noteworthy, invisibility is unsuitable as an encompassing theme for these phenomena

in ancient Mediterranean literature, including in Luke-Acts. However described by

2 Terrien 2000.

? I capitalise ‘Wisdom’ as a metaphorical divine prosopopoeia or attribute/activity; cf. Ulrich
Wilckens, “cogia, copdc,” TDNT 7:496-514; Dunn 1988, 267-72.

* Others consider God’s concealment and revelation in the Pentateuch (Kaiser 2000), presence
and absence in the Jacob narrative (Gen 25-35) (Walton 2003), or indirect involvement despite absence
throughout HB (Freedman 2005).

S Pease 1942.
® Pease 1942, 1-10.
" Pease 1942, 35-36.
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observers, these distinct phenomena, including invisibility (physical transparency),

. . 8
are more appropriately subsumed under a broader elusiveness theme.

ii. The Elusive Jesus in Mark and John

Wrede’s proposed Markan ‘Messiasgeheimnis’ (‘messianic secret/mystery’)
involves several motifs, principally of Jesus’ activity: enjoining silence; incognito and
withdrawal; private dialogue; cryptic/parabolic teaching; and others’
misunderstanding/incomprehension; all despite paradoxical revelation and
uncontainable concealment.” Wrede’s scheme faced critique and modification, though
no alternative theory has been without inconsistencies or accounted for every motif.'’
Scholarly concern for historical questions'' shifted to form- and redaction-critical
enquiries." Literary-critical approaches offered promising insights, such as Tolbert
suggesting a delayed dénouement of Mark’s plot for Jesus to sow the gospel before
dying" or Kermode and Fowler examining reader effects.'* MacDonald’s contention
that Mark imitates Homer’s Odyssey by casting Jesus as a secretive and disguised
figure like Odysseus accounts for some motifs (silence and privacy), but not others
(misunderstanding and cryptic speech), though exploring literary backgrounds is
constructive.'® Social-scientific approaches looking to secrecy conventions in terms

1 . 1 . . . .
of honour/shame'® and benefaction,'” or juxtaposing Jesus’ resistance of honour with

¥ Pease (1942, 34 n. 268) including incarceration deliverances (Acts 5:19-23; 12:7-18) and
Philip’s relocation (8:39-40) among ‘disappearances’ conflates phenomena. I employ
‘disappear’/‘vanish’ terminology for physical removal (dematerialisation/relocation) and ‘invisible’
terminology for unseen presence.

’ Wrede 1901 [ET 1971].

10 The literature is voluminous. For histories of scholarship see Blevins 1981; Roskam 2004,
172-88; Morrison 2014, 168-74; cf. Perrin 1966. See introduction and reprinted articles in Tuckett
1983. Prominent theories include: ‘apologetic’ (Markan impositions explaining Jesus’ unsuccessful
ministry and death); ‘epiphanic’ (underscoring Jesus’ uncontainable glorious revelation); ‘theology of
the cross’ (Jesus exemplifying humility, ascertained by faith); ‘6elog dvnp Christology correction’; and
‘history of revelation’ (Jesus’ messiahship understood only after his resurrection) (see Riisdnen 1990,
55-71).

i E.g., Bousset 1902; Schweitzer 2000, 303-314; Sanday 1904; 1907, 70-71; cf. Taylor 1948;
Aune 1969; Dunn 1970.

12 E.g., Bultmann 1963, 338-51; cf. Meyer 1960; Tyson 1961; Schmithals 2008.
" Tolbert 1989.

'* Kermode 1979; Fowler 1996, 19-20, 155-56, 254-55.

"> MacDonald 1998; 2000a.

' E.g., Pilch 1994; Neufeld 2014.
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Roman imperial power, offer potential motivations for Jesus’ ‘humility’.'® However,
these likewise do not account for some motifs (e.g., misunderstanding). Some motifs
are not ‘secretive’/‘mysterious’ or directly relevant to Jesus’ messiahship,'® such as
typical withdrawals (so Dibelius),”’ desiring privacy (so Moule),?' or
misunderstanding of Jesus’ works, teachings, and suffering (so Tyson).”* Notably,
Réisénen disputes any motific unity forming a coherent theme or comprehensive
Christology, but attributes the motifs to polemical reactions to non-messianic Jesus
views expressed in Q.> Although ‘the messianic secret’ is a misnomer”* and
alternative theories have unsatisfactorily explained seemingly related motifs, critics
should not cease to investigate alternative thematic coherence.”

Stibbe sees Jesus as the elusive Christ in John.”® This portrayal involves Jesus’
physical actions: withdrawals or concealments (5:18; 7:1, 19-20, 25, 30; 8:37, 40;
10:39; 11:8); evasions of arrest/seizure (7:30, 44; 10:39; cf. 18:1-11); open and secret
movements (7:4, 10, 26; 8:59; 11:54); and uncertain whereabouts (6:22-25).27 He
adds Jesus’ concealing speech (metaphors: 2:19; 3:8; 4:13-14, 32), cryptic disclosures
(mopouio: 10:1-5; 15:1-27; 16:25), and discontinuous dialogue28 (during trial: 18:28-
19:16).% For Jewish backgrounds, Stibbe proposes Yahweh’s activity in OT
patriarchal narratives (Gen 18; 32:22-32; Exod 3:1-4:17), divine hiddenness (Isa 8:17;
45:15; Ps 13:1; Jer 33:7), and elusive Wisdom (Pro 1:28; Sir 24; Bar 3:9-4:4; 1 En.

'E.g., Watson 2010.

" E.g., Winn 2014.

' See Dunn 1970; Robinson 1973; Watson 1985.
 Dibelius 1919, 58-59.

I Moule 1975, 244-45.

> Tyson 1961; cf. Hawkin 1972; Hur 2019.

# Raisdnen 1990. This involves positing and profiling communities, including with
hypothetical source-material (Q) (Tuckett 2002a, 136).

* Donahue and Harrington 2002, 27-29. Riisinen (1990, 48) suggests ‘the secret of the
person of Jesus’. Theissen (1995) uses ‘ Persongeheimnis’, but also ‘Geheimnismotiv’.

* Beavis 2011, 80.
%% References in this section are to Stibbe 1993; cf. 1992, 86-92, 112, 131-47; 1994, 5-31.

o Dividing evasions (7:30, 44; 8:20, 59; 10:39; cf. 11:53-57; 12:36; 18:1-11) between three
categories or physical elusiveness in John 5-10 into eight categories (Stibbe 1994, 22-23) seems
artificially nuanced.

?® Relying on Nuttall 1980, 128-29; Jasper 1986, 45-46.

%% Cf. Hamid-Khani (2000) examines John’s OT-rooted ‘clusive’ language and theology (e.g.,
misunderstood enigmatic speech).
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42; 4 Ezra 5:9; 2 Bar. 48:36), and for Graeco-Roman backgrounds he suggests
Dionysus’ evasiveness (until willingly arrested) and discontinuous dialogue in
Euripides’ Bacchae. He also entertains John’s reliance on the Markan ‘messianic
secret’ (concealment: Mark 1:35-38; 7:24; 9:30-32), Matthean ‘withdrawals’,30 and
the Lukan Nazareth escape (Luke 4:30), Emmaus road episode (24:13-35), and
‘escaping’ in Acts (presumably 5:17-20; 12:1-10; 16:25-26).

Stibbe’s conclusions that the ‘messianic secret’, Wisdom, and divine
hiddenness are most influential and that Yahweh’s elusiveness characterises Jesus
seem premature given his offer of some proposals without analysis (e.g., Lukan
passages).”' Some of his Johannine elusiveness categories are noticeably adapted
Messiasgeheimnis motifs, though without consulting Wrede’s exploration of John.
Wrede, focusing on cryptic speech as hidden mapowpia (recasting Synoptic parables),
dismisses withdrawals, secrecy in Galilee, and evasions or concealments as topically
unrelated, subordinate, non-theological motifs (even if echoing Synoptic material)
indicating danger of untimely arrest or suffering.’> However, these motifs relate more
than Wrede supposed. John accentuates Jesus’ evasiveness recognisable in Synoptic
material, so Stibbe rightly includes them as characterising an elusive Jesus.
Additional to Stibbe’s Luke-Acts passages, we shall see how the Lukan Jesus evades
hostility, withdraws, acts privately, causes incomprehension, and speaks cryptically

(beyond parabolic instruction) or discontinuously, among other elusive conduct.”

iii. Several Motifs Constitute Luke’s Broader Thematic Interest in Elusiveness
The foregoing assessments intimate elusive characters and elusiveness themes
in ancient Mediterranean literature, predominantly relating to Yahweh and
supramundane figures in Jewish texts, to gods and aided mortals in Homeric epic and
Euripides’ Bacchae, and to Jesus in NT Gospels. This suggests a common elusiveness

scheme expressed in this literature with NT texts perhaps drawing on the earlier texts.

%% Relying on Good 1990.

3! Elsewhere, Stibbe (1992, 2, 91, 126-47; cf. 1994) at least elaborates Bacchae parallels.
Stibbe (1993, 245-46; 1992, 90-92) also proposes an elusive historical Jesus or (so-called) ‘Johannine
community’.

32 Wrede 1971, 181-207, cf. 144.

33 T use ‘evasiveness’ terminology more specifically for escape or avoidance, whether
physically or dialogically (i.e., in speech), and thus a taxonomic subset (among others) of
‘elusiveness’.
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Moreover, the above scholarly studies display some interaction with Lukan instances
of elusiveness, raising a question of its extent more specifically in Luke-Acts.
Regarding Lukan composition, I shall explore how Jesus’ elusiveness, which links
and envelopes several conventions (e.g., those suggested by Terrien, Pease, and
Stibbe), including Geheimnis-theory motifs, journeying, and divine visitation,
contributes to a comprehensive elusiveness theme in Luke and extending into Acts.
According to Wrede, the Lukan Jesus openly identifies as the ‘future’ Messiah
(Luke 4:16-30) and speaks publically about his necessary passion (19:48; 20:45;
21:38; 22:2, 6; 23:27, 48) which people cannot comprehend, including disciples
because of divine restraint (9:43-45; 18:34; cf. 10:23-24) and inaccurate messianic
expectations (19:11; 24:19, 21; Acts 1:3, 6) but who understand this
‘Leidensgeheimnis’ (‘suffering/passion secret/mystery’) after the resurrection (Luke
24:13-49).% Accordingly, Jesus, a wonder-working prophet (Acts 2:22; 10:38)
through whom God visits his people (Luke 7:16), prohibits premature messianic
identification since he becomes the Messiah after suffering and exaltation (Acts 2:36;
5:31).* Lukan scholars perpetuate Geheimnis-theories with little or no
acknowledgment of aforementioned complications since Wrede.?® Conzelmann and
others espouse Leidensgeheimnis variations.”’ Tannehill and Wolter even speak of
Jesus concealing his messiahship,’® but Jesus’ suffering actually results from apparent
messianic claims (Luke 22:66-71; 23:1-2) and is ironically regarded as evidence
against his messiahship (23:35-39; 24:19-21). Geheimnis-theory motifs are not all
easily relatable to a mystery of messiahship or suffering. Furthermore, considering

special Lukan material and Acts, these and other motifs might form a broader theme.

* Wrede 1971, 164-80, 213-30, 237-43. Luke omits Markan incomprehension instances
(Mark 6:52; 7:18; 8:16-21), possibly due to his so-called ‘great omission’ of 6:45-8:26 (Wrede 1971,
169, 173), but also Peter’s comprehension and attempted prevention of Jesus’ suffering (8:32-33; cf.
Luke 9:18-26).

35 Wrede 1971, 241-43.

36 E.g., Fuller 1965, 228; Ellis 1966, 173, 225; Grundmann 1966, 189; Harrington 1967, 90;
Wanke 1973, 88-95; Marshall 1978, 393; 1988, 66; Johnson 1991, 132, 142; Bock 1994/1996, 2:1499;
Parsons 2015, 144.

37 Conzelmann 1960, 55-94, 196-99; Dillon 1978, 18-68; 1981, 213; Crump 1992, 96-108; cf.
Dawsey 1986, 88-94; for Strauss (1995, 254-58, cf. 261-336), Jesus alludes to suffering as a ‘prophet’
and ‘Son of Man’ since as ‘Messiah’ was unanticipated. Yet, ‘Son of Man’ was not devoid of
messianic connotations (see Horbury 1985; Grabbe 2016, 190-94).

¥ Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:284; Wolter 2016, 1:218-19, 1:383, 2:557 (Messiasgeheimnis of
“yp10t6¢’). Luke 1-4 opens disclosing Jesus’ messiahship from conception (O’Toole 1985; Fredriksen
1988, 28, 208-209; Strauss 1995, 76-125, 199-260).
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Although scholars initially recognised the Lukan journey motif in the
Reisebericht (‘travel narrative’, 9:51-18:14/19:45) with Jesus’ resolute journey to
Jerusalem where he must suffer’*—recognisable partly by Reisenotizen (‘journey
indicators’)—others rightly expanded it throughout Luke-Acts to include other
characters and themes.*’ Robinson examines Reisenotizen such as mopebopat (Luke
13:33; 22:22), é¢t (Luke 2:49; 9:22; 13:33; 17:25; 24:7, 26; Acts 3:21; 17:3), and
‘way’ lexeis (000G: Acts 9:2; 19:9, 23; 22:4; 24:14, 22; €€odoc: Luke 9:31; eicodog:
Acts 13:24; 8popoc: Acts 13:25; 20:181f.).*! He suggests that Jesus’ and Paul’s
journeys are salvation-historical fulfilments of divine visitation expectations.* Baban
demonstrates the prominence and coherence of journeying, especially on roads
(Emmaus: Luke 24:13-35; Damascus: Acts 9; 22; 26; Gaza: Acts 8:26-40), proposing
Luke’s Hellenistic mimesis relating journeying beyond Heilsgeschichte or
Christology to a hodos theology of encountering Jesus.* Nevertheless, Jesus’ and his
disciples’ constant journeying contextually reflects the indomitability of God’s agents
and plan.

The journey motif is inextricable from a divine visitation and (in)hospitality
theme, specifically God’s visitation through Jesus (also angels and disciples) for
salvation or judgment.** Grundmann and Robinson detect this theme in the
Reisebericht® and Coleridge identifies it in the infancy narrative.*® Denaux perceives
literary reception of Homeric divine visitation and (in)hospitality (e.g., Gen 18-19),

adapted by Luke for this theme (Luke 1:5-38, 68-78; 7:1-50; 9:51-10:24; 10:38-42;

3% See Blinzler 1953; Conzelmann 1960, 60-73; Davies 1964; Goulder 1964.

0 Navone 1968; 1972; Filson 1970 (biblical pattern); cf. Denaux 1997 (OT journeying
models). Themes include: following a Deuteronomistic narrative (Evans 1955; Robinson 1960, 26)
with Jesus as Mosaic prophet (Moessner 2016, 252-58); instructing disciples and debating antagonists
(Reicke 1959); and didactic-paraenetic journey modelling exemplary conduct (Schneider 1953; von
der Osten-Sacken 1973). See summaries: Nolland 1989-1993, 2:525-31; Moessner 2016, 205-212.

I Robinson 1960; cf. Gill 1970 (strategically organised Reisenotizen, e.g., nopgbopar relating
to suffering in the Last Supper and Emmaus narratives).

42 Robinson 1964.

* Baban 2006, 49-50, 277-79. Pitts (2016, 108) criticises Baban’s amalgamation of ancient
and modern literary mimesis.

# Cf. recurrent lodging travellers (Cadbury 1926; Dillon 1978, 238-49); Koenig 1985 (NT
hospitality, including divine visitation in Luke-Acts); Arterbury 2005 (ancient Mediterranean
hospitality and the Gentile mission [Acts 10-11]).

* Grundmann 1959 (necessary journey for messianic suffering [Luke 24:13-35]); Robinson
1964. B.P. Robinson (1984, 485-93) sees Jesus’ role as guest only moderately recognised.

4 Coleridge 1993, 22-24, 119-23.
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14:1-24; 19:14-44; 24:13-35).*” Byrne proposes this as Luke’s principal theme.*® Jipp
argues for the Malta episode (Acts 28:1-10) shaped as a theoxeny—an unrecognised
divine guest shown (in)hospitality—modelling an appropriate Gentile response to
Paul’s salvific message.*’ Recently, Whitaker examines metamorphosis and
(un)disguised/(un)recognised divine and hero visitor stories to determine whether
Jesus is depicted as a returning disguised hero or unrecognisable god aiding
supporters in NT and apocryphal resurrection appearance stories.”® We shall see how
journeying and divine visitation concern matters beyond Jesus’ messiahship or
suffering as constituents of thematic elusiveness in Luke-Acts.

Jesus eludes his parents (Luke 2:41-52), evades hostility until a determined
time (4:28-30; 13:31-33; 20:19-20; 22:21-22, 52-54; 24:7), causes perplexity (2:49-
51b; 4:22; 10:21-24; 19:42-48°"), withholds his identity (24:13-31a), (dis)appears
(24:31b, 36), and manifests his blinding heavenly presence (Acts 9:1-9; 22:3-21;
26:9-18). To these are added other characters and events, such as Paul’s
indomitability and escapes (9:22-25, 29-30; 14:19-20; 20:3, 19; 23:11-35; 28:1-6; cf.
21:27-39), incarceration deliverances (5:17-20; 12:1-10; 16:25-26), Philip’s peculiar
encounter with the eunuch and extraordinary departure (8:26-40), efficacious
apostolic pronouncements upon dissidents (5:1-11; 8:4-25; 13:6-12), and angelic
activity (appearances, departures, and supernatural control). My contention is that
these and other accounts or conventions, including those associated with
Geheimnis-theories, journeying, and divine visitation, contribute to the portrayal of an
elusive Jesus and constitute a comprehensive elusiveness theme in Luke which

extends into Acts.

1.1.2. Luke’s Elusive Jesus: Focusing the Scope of Research
Elusiveness of Jesus and of others permeates Luke-Acts, offering plentiful
material for a substantial investigation. Considerable detail in four episodes

(including their co-texts) merit focused analysis: the child Jesus story where Jesus

*" Denaux 1999.

* Byrne 2000.

* Jipp 2013; cf. Frenschkowski 1995/1997, 2:125-43.
*0 Whitaker 2019.

' Cf. Mark 11:17-18.
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separates from his parents without their knowledge (Luke 2:41-52), the Nazareth
pericope where Jesus escapes near execution (4:16-30), the Emmaus road account
where Jesus is (un)recognised and disappears (24:13-35), and the Damascus road
encounter where Jesus manifests differently (im)perceptible to witnesses and blinds
Paul (Acts 9; 22; 26). These will serve as my focal episodes. Three are unique to
Luke-Acts and the Nazareth pericope is so heavily redacted and expanded that Lukan
distinctiveness is evident (cf. Mark 6:1-6; Matt 13:54-5 8).52 Furthermore, these are
significant illustrations of phases of Jesus’ life and afterlife: childhood, adult
ministry, resurrection appearances, and ascended-exalted status. Since these episodes
evoke association with contextual representations of elusiveness, examining
comparable ancient Mediterranean literary conventions (motifs and tropes) outside
Luke-Acts will illuminate their readings and thus Lukan compositional and
christological interests more broadly. Moreover, my focal episodes involve depictions
of Jesus’ presence and absence and will usefully serve as lenses through which I may
view related Lukan motifs and passages, particularly those associated with
Geheimnis-theories, but also others, especially considering their proleptic or analeptic
content and functions, as will become clear. This will allow discussion of related
material in my exegetical chapters dedicated to each focal episode. More specifically,
I primarily address motifs of withdrawal, misunderstanding, and cryptic teaching in
relation to the childhood story (Chapter 4), hostility evasion in relation to the
Nazareth pericope (Chapter 5), and privacy in relation to the Emmaus road episode
(also silencing; Chapter 6) and the Damascus road encounter (Chapter 7), though
some motifs certainly relate to multiple focal episodes. Finally, these focal episodes
are conducive to comparison with representations of other elusive characters or
events within Luke-Acts, particularly the disciples’ escapes and survivals, the Philip-
eunuch story, the apostles’ mediation of supernatural control, and angelic activities,
especially given intratextual associations, as we shall see.

The transfiguration account (Luke 9:28-36) contains elements perhaps

common to the four episodes on which I concentrate (e.g., transformation, luminosity,

>* Affinities support redaction of Mark 6:1-6 (and perhaps Matthew/Q) with
appropriated/composed material over received tradition or variant sources (see Tannehill 1972;
Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:526-27; Dupont 1978, 134-41; pace Violet 1938; Schiirmann 1970; cf. Radl
2003, 247-52). Although Paul’s letters reference the Damascus road incident, it is distinctively Lukan
among NT Gospels and Acts.
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concealment, and [dis]appearance) and, as intimated above and below, is often
discussed in scholarship in relation to my focal episodes. Although including the
transfiguration as an additional focal episode in this project would offer another test
case from Jesus’ earthly ministry, the programmatic Nazareth episode serves well as a
basis for addressing other significant examples of elusiveness during Jesus’
adulthood, including his transfiguration. This maintains a balance of concentration on
one episode per phase of Jesus’ life and afterlife. In fact, the transfiguration occurs
during Jesus’ earthly ministry, but previews his resurrected or ascended-exalted state
with reference to his impending ‘departure’ (v €£odov, Luke 9:31) referring to his
‘exodus’ from earthly life, thus pertinent to discussions of his pre- and post-mortem
phases of existence. Additionally, Luke’s transfiguration account shows significant
overlap with other Synoptic accounts, being less uniquely Lukan, even if features of
Lukan redaction are clearly detectable (cf. Mark 9:2-9//Matthew 17:1-8). Discussing
the transfiguration alongside related elements in my focal episodes and their readings
will be most helpful, particularly in relation to the misunderstanding motif (§4.2.1),
corporeal malleability (§5.2.2), (un)recognisability and glory (§6.1.1), privacy
(§6.2.1), and epiphanic features (e.g., luminosity) or terminology conducive to
intratextual comparison with Christophanies (§§7.1.2; 8.2.1).

Similarly, since Jesus’ parables certainly are within the contextual contours of
this project, I also address these in relation to my focal episodes rather than as a
separate test case. I include such instances among other examples of Jesus’ cryptic
speech or speaking, beneficially highlighting intratextual connections throughout
Luke and Acts. For example, Jesus’ divine sonship, which emerges in the four focal
episodes, is highlighted when he subtly represents himself as a vineyard owner’s (i.e.,
God’s) ‘beloved son’ rejected by tenants (i.e., scribes and chief priests) in Luke 20:9-
20 (§4.2.2). Jesus also subtly expresses his divine sonship in non-parabolic cryptic
speech (e.g., 10:21-24). Aside from parabolic content as cryptic speech, Jesus’
parabolic pedagogy is itself a form of action described by the narrator (Luke 5:36;
6:39; 8:4,9; 12:16; 13:6; 14:7; 15:3; 18:1, 9; 19:11; 20:9, 19; 21:29).53 Réisdnen

recognises that Jesus’ esoteric pedagogy eclipses its esoteric content.”* Given these

>3 Actions and speech could be assessed for metonymical or indirect characterisation in
Graeco-Roman hermeneutics (de Temmerman 2010, 33-38).

> Raisanen 1990, 132-33 (speaking of the Markan Jesus).
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observations, it is useful to address the parables alongside discussions of Jesus’ other
cryptic speech or conduct in my focal episodes, which will be mutually illuminating.
I argue in this thesis that Jesus is portrayed as elusive, particularly examined
through my four focal episodes and underscored when compared with other Lukan
characters and events. I suggest that this portrayal along with other elusive characters
and events form an encompassing and coherent thematic emphasis on elusiveness in
Luke-Acts. This requires rethinking interpretations of accounts and literary
conventions forming this theme which contribute to understanding Lukan
compositional dynamics and Christology. The following appraisal of scholarship on
these focal episodes reveals the need for investigation of particular conventions and

readings.

i. The Child Jesus in the Temple (Luke 2:41-52)

The child Jesus eludes his parents in Jerusalem where they locate him in the
temple conversing with teachers then responds esoterically when questioned about his
conduct (Luke 2:41-52). Bultmann and de Jonge appeal to child prodigy parallels,
such as Solomon (1 Kgs 2:12), Abraham (Jub. 11:16), Joseph (Josephus, 4Ant. 2.230),
Samuel (4nt. 5.348), Josephus (Life 9), Moses (Philo, Mos. 1.21), Cyrus (Hdt. 1.113-
15; Xenophon, Cyr. 1.3.1-18), Alexander (Plutarch, Alex. 5), Apollonius of Tyana
(Philost., Vit. Apoll. 1.7-8, 11), and Epicurus (Diog. Laert. 10.14).”> However,
researchers stress precocity over other details and differences. Luke’s story highlights
parental distress and search for an intentionally elusive youth on a divine mission,
emphases absent in suggested analogues. Accounts of youths journeying on divine
missions are worth consideration, such as Telemachus in the Telemacheia (Hom., Od.
1-4, 15) or Tobias in Tobit 5-12, stories (or underlying myths) probably related
intertextually.’® Additionally, de Jonge and Strauss, among others, emphasise Jesus’
possession of wisdom®” rather than Jesus representing Wisdom, the latter meriting

further exploration considering elusive Wisdom traditions.

5 Bultmann 1963, 300-301; de Jonge 1978.

36 See Fries 191 1; MacDonald 2001; 2015a, 341-350, 376; Nickelsburg 2001 (adding Jacob:
Gen 27-35; Jub. 27, 31).

" De Jonge 1978; Strauss 1995, 120-23; Green 1997, 153-58; Bovon 2002-2013, 1:106-115.
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ii. Jesus in Nazareth (Luke 4:16-30)

Jesus visits his hometown where he is welcomed, then rejected, but escapes
execution in the programmatic Nazareth pericope (Luke 4:16-30).”® Scholars
recognise this passage as part of Luke’s divine visitation theme, but have not
considered it as a theoxenic trope. Denaux glosses it as an example of Jesus
wandering and visiting compatriots.”® Byrne and Jipp concentrate on thematic content
and allusions.®® Additionally, scholars have not considered potential evocations of
Jewish divine hiddenness or elusive Wisdom, especially with Jesus’ departure.

Studies mostly focus on redaction,®’ OT intertextuality and Jesus’ message,*
the Nazarenes’ altered demeanour,® or all these®*—including everything in 4:16-
27—but not niceties of the ending which are subsumed under these interests, glossed,
or omitted.”® However, I give significant place to Jesus’ evasion of execution (4:28-
30). The vagueness of escape—°But he, passing through the midst of them, was
proceeding on’ (a0TOC 6& dSteEABADV S0 LEGOL aOTAV EmopeveTo, 4:30)—produces
various construals.®® Some scholars are uncommitted about its manner or nature
(miraculous or non-miraculous).”’” Fitzmyer says that a miracle would give the
demanded sign (4:23),% but this pertains to exorcisms/healings, not escape.

Commentators also disagree on Jesus’ role® in his liberation, whether he delivers

%% Jesus’ public ministry begins with teachings and wonders in Mark 1:21-45 or a sermon in
Matthew 5:1-7:29, but with the relocated Nazareth account in Luke 4:16-30 made programmatic for
Luke-Acts, illustrating broad rejection of Jesus inevitably benefiting Gentiles (Fitzmyer 1970/1985,
1:529; Tannehill 1972; 1986/1990, 1:68-73; 1999, 331-33; Eltester 1972, 135-36; Tiede 1988, 101-
102).

% Denaux 1999, 260-61.

5 Byrne 2000, 45-53; Jipp 2013, 220, cf. 223-35; 2017, 20-22.

6! Schiirmann 1969, 1:241-44; Marshall 1978, 177-90; Catchpole 1993; Radl 2003, 247-66.
62 Crockett 1969; O’Toole 1995.

5 Anderson 1964; Kilgallen 1989; Siker 1992, 85-86.

% Hill 1971.

% See Schreck 1989 (scholarship between 1973—1988).

% Maxwell’s (2010) and Dinkler’s (2013) studies of indeterminacies in Luke-Acts do not
assess Luke 4:30.

57 Marshall 1978, 190; Danker 1988, 110; C.F. Evans 1990, 275; Nolland 1989-1993, 1:201;
Parsons 2005, 83-84. I use ‘supernatural’/*miraculous’ for ancient phenomena perceived as sourced in
superhuman/cosmic power (similarly, Kiffiak 2017, 47-49).

% Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:538-39.

%91 use “actional role’ with reference to the conceptual subject and/or object of actions, not
necessarily indicated by grammatical voice but ascertained at the discourse level (§1.3.1).
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himself”® or is rescued.”’ Interpreters espousing divine deliverance connect the intent
to throw Jesus down in 4:29 with the temptation ensuring angelic succour in 4:9-12
quoting Ps 90:11-12/91:11-12 HB.”* Longenecker develops this view in a monograph
on how the narrative gap of Luke 4:30 also engenders imaginative interpretations in
contemporary fictional novels and films.”® Yet, scholars have not unpacked this
reading’s implications. How does it explain Jesus not actually cast down from the
cliff, unexpressed angels, or d1eABmV 610 p€cov avTOV?

Commentators tend to link Jesus’ escape with evasions in John (7:30; 8:59;
10:39; cf. 18:6),”* such as Creed postulating disappearance,”” Bovon positing (so-
called) ‘Ogioc avip’ power, ® or Johannine specialists,”’ especially since John 8:59
textual witnesses add verbiage from Luke 4:30 and P. Eger. 2 (ca. 150250 cE).”®
Smith parallels invisibility/impalpability, disappearance, and escape formulae in
‘Greek Magical Papyri’ (PGM) to escapes in Luke and John, suggesting Jesus’
actions as a ‘magician’ (also like Apollonius’ disappearance [Philost., Vit. Apoll.

8.5]).” However, conflating interpretations of Lukan and Johannine accounts is

" Plummer 1922, 129-30; Klostermann 1929, 65; Geldenhuys 1971, 169.

" Wolter 2016, 1:209 (divine intervention); Ellis (1966, 98) references angelic protection
(Dan 6:22); MacDonald (2015a, 141-43; 2019, 58-60) suggests imitation of Athene helping
Telemachus, including evading Ithacans (Hom., Od. 2.1-259; 4.600-673; 15.292-300). However, aside
from lacking lexical contacts, Athene facilitates Telemachus’ nautical voyage. Luke and his reader
likely knew the Telemacheia (MacDonald 2015a, 142, 341-350, 376), but it is more comparable to the
childhood story.

72 Schiirmann 1969, 1:240-41; Leaney 1971, 51-52, 120; Bock 1994/1996, 1:420; Green 1997,
1-6, 11-20, 21-25, 219; Radl 2003, 265; Eckey 2004/2006, 1:231; already Bede, In. Luc. 2.349-58.

7 Longenecker 2012.

™ Wellhausen 1904, 11; Plummer 1922, 130; Ellis 1966, 98; Grundmann 1966, 123; Marshall
1978, 190; Edwards 2015, 142.

5 Creed 1957, 69.
" Bovon 2002-2013, 1:156-57.

" Barrett 1978, 353; Brown 1966, 1:318, 360 (John 8:59 non-miraculous unlike Luke 4:30),
cf. 2:810.

7 John 8:59 variants include [koi] S1eA0cV d1&t pécov avtdv (with kai: ) [émopeveto] Kol
napiiyev obtog (with kai and &mopeveto: 8** C L N W 070 33 579 892 1241 sy®" bo; without kai and
é¢mopeveto: A KT A O° £ 565 700 1424 M [f] q) (NA®®, 327). Bell and Skeat (1935) transcribe P.
Eger. 2 with reconstructions; cf. Erlemann’s (1996, 32-34) reproduction. P. Koln 255 contributed to
the most incomplete of the three codex leaves (Gronewald 1987; Nicklas 2007). Malik and Zelyck
(2017) suggest ca. 150-250 CE. Theories of these representing a proto-John (Bell and Skeat 1935, 30-
41) or pre-Johannine text (Watson 2013, 286-340) remain speculative.

 Smith 1978, 171, 120-21, 200. Smith’s non-contextual comparisons produce mistaken
conclusions (Horsley 2015, 68-74).
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unconducive to distinct understandings. Moreover, determining whether Luke 4:30
suggests disappearance or physical presence is crucial.

Several critics propose that Jesus compels the mob to allow his poised
departure, naturally™ or supernaturally,®’ yet without ancient examples. This reading
will benefit from exploring instances of control. Treatments also tend to overlook
‘passing through’ analogues, notwithstanding Klostermann’s fourth-century CE
example (Cyranides 2.11)** or Busse’s inapplicable account (Dio Chrysostom, Tyr.
[Or. 6] 60 about apathy, not escape).® Scholars have not explored how Jewish
theophanic traversal connoting divine judgment (e.g., Exod 12:12; Amos 5:17) might
clarify the peculiar phrase in Luke 4:30.%

iii. Jesus on the Emmaus Road (Luke 24:13-35)

For the Emmaus road episode (Luke 24:13-35), I focus on the resurrected
Jesus’ (un)recognisability and disappearance: ‘but their eyes were being grasped
(ékpatodvto) not to recognise him... but their eyes were opened (dinvoiybncav) and
they recognised him. And he became vanished from them (kai o0t0g dpavtog €yéveto
an’ avtdv)’ (24:16, 31). Despite symbolic readings, such as Terrien suggesting
paraenetic allegories relaying Jesus’ living presence whilst visually absent in the
praeparatio evangelica and Eucharist,® these details foremost depict Jesus’ conduct.
Scholars frequently identify the story-form as a divine epiphany™ or

translated-human epiphany,®” and some detect hospitality® or theoxenic elements.”

% Godet 1890, 1:240; Caird 1985, 87; Morris 2008, 128.

! Meyer 1884, 313; Edwards 2015, 142; Temple 1955, 234-35.
%2 Klostermann 1929, 65.

% Busse 1978, 46.

5 At least Pusey (1860, 197) connects Jerome’s Amos 5:16-17 comment (“so often as this
word is used in Holy Scripture, in the person of God, it denotes punishment, that He would not abide
among them, but would pass through and leave them” [on 12y; cf. Migne, PL 25:1049-50]), remarking
that Jesus passes through their midst and leaves after speaking of benefited Gentiles.

% Terrien 2000, 431-34 (admitting non-allegorical material).

% See Frenschkowski 1995/1997, 2:225-48; Parsons 2015, 349; Jewish traditions: Gunkel
1903, 71; 1977, 193-94; Loisy 1924, 583-84; Dupont 1953, 365-66 n. 46 (but adding Eur., Bacch. 53-
54); Alsup 1975; Zwiep 1997; Graeco-Roman traditions: Dibelius 1918, 137; both: Bultmann 1963,
286.

¥7 Ehrhardt 1963; 1964; Betz 1969; Johnson 1991, 398. Jesus’ missing body might imply
ancient Mediterranean immortalisation/deification (see Bickermann 1924; Hamilton 1965; Friedrich

25



Broader studies on Jesus’ resurrection, post-mortem appearances,
ascension/assumption, or afterlife incidentally treat imperception or disappearance.”
Critics often attribute Jesus’ unrecognisability, (dis)appearances (comparing
Apollonius), or physical transcendence to resurrected traits,”” occasionally appealing
to the Longer Ending of Mark (LEM/Mark 16:9-20) where Jesus is ‘in another form’
(év étépa popofi, 16:12).”2 However, LEM is a later appendage’ and early reception
of Luke’s account, not the product of earlier shared traditions.”*

A difficulty with interpreting the (im)perception is how to conceive
éxpartovvto (Luke 24:16) and dmvoiybnoav (24:31a). Commentators often infer (so-
called) ‘divine/theological passives’ implying supernatural activity.”” Interpreters

attribute restraint to God,”® Jesus,”’ or other power.”® Others assign imperception to

the disciples’ mentality or incredulity (‘spiritual blindness’ or unexpectedness).”’

1973; Talbert 1975, 421-25; Dahl 1991, 118-20; Miller 2010; 2015; Litwa 2014, 141-79; cf. Lohfink
1971, 46-47).

% Koenig 1985, 85-116; Green 1997, 843; Byrne 2000, 165-68.

8 McBride 1991; Nolland 1989-1993, 3:1201, 3:1205; Denaux 1999, 274-75; 2005;
Arterbury 2005, 146; McMahan 2008; Jipp 2013, 194-204, 234-35.

" E.g., Alsup 1975; Zwiep 1997; Lukan afterlife studies attribute Jesus’ post-mortem
phenomena to new bodily properties/abilities: Lehtipuu 2007, 223-30; Somov 2017, 139.

°! Johnson 1991, 398, 405; van Tilborg and Chatelion Counet 2000, 189-235; Spencer 2008,
214; Miller 2015, 173; Litwa 2019, 179-86. Apollonius traditions may be dependent on Luke 24
(Alsup 1975, 232).

2 Godet 1890, 2:353; Plummer 1922, 55. Others remain sceptical: Marshall 1978, 893, 898;
Nolland 1989-1993, 3:1201; Parsons 2015, 351.

% 1 take 16:8 as the oldest ending (see NAZ, 175-76; Kelhoffer 2001; cf. Farmer 1974; Cox
1993; Metzger 1994, 102-107; pace Stein 2008; Lunn 2014).

% Pace Hug 1978; with Marshall 1978, 889; Kelhoffer 2000; cf. Alsup 1975, 86-87, 194-96;
Moore 2019.

% So Dupont 1953, 365; Ellis 1966, 276-77; Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 2:1563-68; Edwards 2015,
716-17, 724; Parsons 2015, 349. History and limitations of the so-called ‘passivum
divinum/theologicum’ (a circumlocution for God; see Zerwick 1963, §236) are offered by Sidebottom
1976; Reiser 1997, 266-73; Smit and Renssen (2014) advocate its disuse, highlighting agentless or
other functions; Pascut (2012) considers passives implying Jesus’ actions in Mark.

% Loisy 1924, 574-81; Wanke 1973, 35; Marshall 1978, 893; Danker 1988, 391; Klein 2006,
729; Morris 2008, 356-59.

7 C.F. Evans 1990, 905, 913-14.

% Eckey 2004/2006, 2:976, 981 (8kpatodvto: “teuflische Macht” [cf. Luke 22:53];
dmvoiyOnoav: God); Nolland 1989—-1993, 3:1201-1208 (Satanic; cf. Luke 18:34).

% Caird 1985, 257-58; Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:282-83; Green 1997, 845-50; Wolter 2016,
2:550-59.
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Most scholars suggest a combination: another form and mentality;'* another form

102 103

and restraint;'"! mentality and restraint; " or all these. "~ Bucur’s proposal of Jesus’
invisible luminosity insufficiently accounts for recognisability by other unglorified
disciples, among other difficulties.'® The reader identifying a ‘recognition-scene’
(avayvopiotc) in Luke 24:30-31a,' such as Odysseus by Laertes (Hom., Od. 24.216-
361; so MacDonald)'* or Telemachus, Eurycleia, and Penelope (13.185-23.296; so
Bovon),'"” does not explain prolonged imperception of the disciples’ familiar master.
My assessment of disguised visitation and supernatural control analogues will
elucidate this enigma and how Jesus’ unrecognisability is attributable to Jesus’
preternatural activity.

Regarding Jesus’ departure (Luke 24:31b), some commentators suppose that

198 Most scholars understand a

he exits naturally, exploiting the disciples’ amazement.
supernatural departure, but uncritically repeat listed parallels without exploring
comparability (2 Macc 3:34; T. Ab. [A] 8:1; Eur., Hel. 605-606; Orest. 1494-96;
Verg., Aen. 9.656-60).'” Lohfink (interested in the ascension) posits that unlike other
NT Gospels, recording departures concluding appearances is characteristically Lukan
(Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 24:31; Acts 10:7; 12:10), but his assembled examples of
angels, gods, and humans departing reflexively or passively implies (false)

homogeneity.''* Similarly, Cook listing Luke 24:31b “disappearance’ parallels

1% Van Oosterzee 1868, 390-91; Geldenhuys 1988, 632-35.
" Meyer 1884, 576-80; Betz 1969, 34-35; Bock 1994/1996, 2:1909-1934.

192 Wanke 1973, 35; Marshall 1978, 893-98: Nolland 1989-1993, 3:1201-1208; Bovon 2002—
2013, 3:372-75; Levine and Witherington 2018, 656.

193 Godet 1890, 2:353-55; Plummer 1922, 552-57; Klostermann 1929, 235-38.
1% Bucur 2014; 2019, 6-41.

19 See Dodd 1955, 13-14, 18, 34 (admitting that this is not entirely commensurate [cf. Nuttall
1978, 9]); Nolland 19891993, 3:1201; Kurz 1993, 70; McMahan 2008; Taylor 2014; cf. Aristotle,
Poet. 1454b-1455a.

1% MacDonald 2000b.
" Bovon 2002-2013, 3:372.

1% yan Oosterzee 1868, 392 (stressing an’ awtdv not avtoic). For Denaux (2010, 295 n. 60),
doavtog with an” avtdv implies invisibility.
199 Klostermann 1929, 238; Creed 1957, 297; Grundmann 1966, 447; Marshall 1978, 898;

Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 2:1568; Danker 1988, 394; Bock 1994/1996, 2:1920 n. 23; Eckey 2004/2006,
2:982; Wolter 2016, 2:559.

"0 ohfink 1971, 150-51, 170-71 nn. 17-18, 278-84.
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conflates typologies, including pre- and post-mortem translations.''" Alsup observes
that Graeco-Roman missing figure accounts explain locality and continued existence
whereas Jesus’ disappearance concludes a recognition-scene.''? Alsup excludes
dreams/visions and apparitional encounters, but curiously omits Graeco-Roman
(divine) ‘epiphanies’ despite including Jewish ‘theophanies’ in an ‘appearance
Gattung’.'"® Nuancing disappearances is crucial''* and exploring afresh their

comparability will refine conceptualisations of Jesus” Emmaus departure.

iv. Jesus on the Damascus Road (Acts 9; 22; 26)

To examine how the Damascus road encounter (narrated: Acts 9:1-19a;
recounted by Paul: 22:6-16; 26:12-18)'"” contributes to elusiveness, I attend to Jesus’
activity and its effects: luminous manifestation toppling adversaries (9:3-4, 6, 8; 22:6-
7, 10; 26:13-14, 16); cryptically disclosed identity (9:4-6; 22:7-10; 26:14-18); Paul’s
blindness (9:8-9; 22:11; cf. 26:18); and the companions’ (im)perception (9:7; 22:9; cf.
26:13). For Terrien, the encounter continues OT epiphanic visitations to the patriarchs
and God’s presence through prophetic visions.''® Churchill determines that Jesus’
manifestation fits ‘divine initiative’ rather than ‘divine response’ (human-initiated)
epiphanies, characterising him as divine and uniquely related to God."'” However,
Churchill uses ‘divine’ exclusively for Yahweh and restricts his study by minimising
non-Jewish epiphanies in a short appendix.''® Actually, the reader might think of

‘lightning epiphanies’ common in Greek foundation myths involving divine

"' Cook 2018, 608, cf. 322-412.
"2 Alsup 1975, 238-39.
"3 Alsup 1975, 216-21.

"4 Apavtoc is a NT hapax legomenon (Luke 24:31b). Alexander’s (1995, 115) caution
against over-reliance on word-searches is pertinent.

15 For summaries on the variances see Clark 2001, 150-65; Marguerat 2004, 179-204;
Churchill 2010, 218-22. Witherup (1992) attributes discrepancies to functional redundancy/repetition
involving expansion/addition, truncation/ellipsis, changed order, and substitution, additional to point of
view in different (apologetic) contexts; cf. Kurz 1993, 26-27. ZabAog (Aramaic name) occurs from
7:58 until 13:9 when ITadlog (Greek name) is used as his Gentile mission begins, except in Damascus
road retellings (Marguerat 2004, 179 n. 2). I use these interchangeably.

1 Terrien 2000, 434-40, cf. 63-105, 227-77.
"7 Churchill 2010.
18 Churchill 2010, 23 n. 185, 258-59.
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intervention,'"” and MacDonald argues for imitated Dionysian epiphanies (Eur.,
Bacch. 555, 585-95, 794-96, 1078-83, 1111-13, 1118-21).'%

My analysis will attend more to effects of ancient Mediterranean luminous
epiphanies to elucidate the cause of Paul’s blinding, especially since his companions’
sight remains intact, a significant but overlooked incongruity.'?! Wikenhauser raises
several purported analogues of selective/partial (im)perceptibility and toppling during
epiphanies, though without comparative analyses.'** Critiquing and expanding such
parallels and considering supernatural control traditions will better explain how the
ancient reader conceptualised the encounter. Comparing this encounter with other
Lukan Christophanies to Paul (18:9-10; 22:17-21; 23:10-11; cf. 16:6-7),
eschatological representations (Luke 9:28-36; 17:24; 21:27; 24:26), and visions of
Stephen (Acts 7:55-60) and Ananias (9:10-16) will provide additional insights.

v. Other Characters and Events

As aforementioned, Jesus’ elusiveness may be compared with other characters
and events in Luke-Acts, such as Paul’s hostility evasions and survivals, incarceration
deliverances, the Philip-eunuch story, efficacious apostolic proclamations, and
angelic activity. Although I address pertinent research on these passages later in this
thesis, Strelan’s study of ‘strange acts’ is worth mentioning here.'>> Among peculiar
events such as the ascension, the Spirit’s activity, and visions, Strelan examines the
Damascus road encounter, Paul’s survivals, the Philip-eunuch story, incarceration
deliverances, and angelic activity, determining that these bolster the Gentile mission.
We shall see how these may be reconceptualised as part of a broad elusiveness theme

extending from Luke’s Gospel.

9 S0 Brenk 1994.
120 MacDonald 2015b, 52-57; 2019, 121-25.

21 Miller (2007, 196) notes that scholars gloss this incongruity, but suggests Paul’s
filtered/free interpretation.

122 Wikenhauser 1952. Labelling epiphanic figures/phenomena (in)visible’/*(in)audible’

depends on the perspective of (im)perception. I employ ‘selective’ for exclusive witness and ‘partial’
for only visual/audial witness.

123 Strelan 2004.
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1.2. Reassessing Lukan Christology and Concepts of Divinity

Having established the basis for a critical reconceptualisation of some
substantial material in Luke-Acts in terms of a Lukan compositional interest in
elusiveness for portraying Jesus and for thematic purposes to be explored in this
thesis, I now offer some preliminary remarks on Lukan Christology. Investigating
elusiveness will not generate a ‘controlling’ Christology of Luke-Acts (a unified,
coherent, and overall schematic portrait of christological descriptions),'** but will
contribute insights to Christologies already recognised (suffering and royal-Davidic
Messiah; Son of God) and less stressed (divine visitor, judge, Wisdom) in Lukan
scholarship. Moreover, situating my investigation within the present contours of NT
Christology scholarship, which formulates complex ancient conceptualisations of
‘divine’ and ‘God’ (described below), I assess the best descriptors for understanding
Jesus’ divinity within an ancient Mediterranean context. Ultimately, we shall discover
in this thesis how the Lukan Jesus’ elusiveness indicates his exceptionally
theomorphic identity despite christological opacity.

It will become evident how suffering, royal-Davidic, and Son of God
Christologies'> (integral to Geheimnis-theories)'*® emerge with Jesus evading
untimely messianic suffering and with his divine sonship recurrently surfacing in my
focal episodes and related passages. Surprisingly, studies on divine visitations in
Luke-Acts infrequently detail christological implications,'*’ though Denaux notes that
Luke subtly suggests Jesus’ divinity and identity beyond a human representative.'*®
My investigation will reveal how a divine visitor Christology is sustained not only by
Jesus’ Emmaus road activity, but also by his programmatic Nazareth visitation.

O’Toole elaborates how Jesus is depicted as a judge of his rejectors at the parousia

124 See Buckwalter 1996 (servant-king co-equal with God).

12> See summaries in Buckwalter 1996, 3-24. Suffering Christology: Conzelmann 1960, 60-
73, 82-83, 193-202; O’Toole 1981; 2000; associating the journey motif (besides Conzelmann):
Grundmann 1959; Gill 1970; von der Osten-Sacken 1973. Davidic Christology: Bock 1987, 91-154;
1994; Strauss 1995; Miura 2007; Kirk 2016. Franklin (1975, 61-64) rightly observes that, for Luke, the
suffering servant or servanthood is not strictly Isaianic, but a biblical type, especially linked to the
messianic-Davidic servant or Davidic sonship (evident in Psalms).

126 Even leading to ‘Sohnesgeheimnis’ theories (e.g., Bieneck 1951; Haenchen 1968, 133;
Moule 1975, 240-43; Kingsbury 1983, 13-15).

127 E.g., Byrne 2000; Arterbury 2005; Jipp 2013 (‘divine identity’, relying on Rowe 2006).
128 Denaux 1999, 279 n. 56.
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and eschaton (Luke 9:26; 11:29-32; 12:8-10, 35-48; 13:22-30; 17:20-37; 19:11-28;
20:9-19 [cf. Ps 117:22]; 21:25-36; Acts 10:42; 17:31).'® Similarly seeing an
eschatological role are Conzelmann'*® and Marshall (the resurrection as its basis:
Acts 17:31; cf. 1:4, 11)."*! Others recognise the exalted Jesus as judge at God’s right

hand, warning of eschatological judgment (Buckwalter)'*

133

or with the Spirit
mediating through envoys (Strauss). ™~ We shall observe how punitive theophanic
traversal applied to Jesus signals judgment already at Nazareth evincing a judge
Christology. Although NT Gospels and other early Christian texts reflect
Jesus-Wisdom associa‘[ions,134 Green and Bovon, concerned about implications of
pre-existence, remain sceptical of a Lukan Wisdom Christology.'*> However, as we
shall find, Jesus depicted as elusive Wisdom in the childhood story, and subtly in the
Nazareth and Emmaus pericopae, supports an implicit Wisdom Christology.

My considerations must be situated within NT Christology scholarship on
early conceptualisations of Jesus’ ‘divinity’ within monotheism."*® Ancient
descriptions of humans as ‘divine’"®’ due to their origins, numinous offices, or
> 138

supernatural feats led Bieler and others to posit a ‘Bgiog avnp/&vOpwmog concept’,

often applied to Jesus,'*” whereas others remained doubtful of any such ancient

12 0’Toole 2008, 148-53, 173-74, 193-94; also Akagi 2019.
130 Conzelmann 1960, 176, 184, cf. 102-103, 111.

B! Marshall 1988, 175-79.

132 Buckwalter 1996, 215-28, 280.

13 Strauss 1995, 201-202.

13% Christ 1970; Jacobson 1978; Kloppenborg 1978.

133 Green 1997, 475 n. 84; Bovon 2006, 179 n. 48.

136 See surveys: Chester 2011; Smith 2019. Israelite monotheism developed (Smith 2001;
2002, 182-99), so pre-NT biblical texts retain pluralist elements of divine unity (Romer 2015, 234). I
eschew ‘high(er)’-‘low(er)’ christological descriptors inconveniently favouring vertical and
hierarchical conceptualisations (Hill 2015, 24-27) which “...are theologically clumsy blunt instruments
that fail to reckon with the complexity of the texts” (Hays 2016, 224).

BT E g., Beloc, Beoe1dnc, Bsocikelog, Beomésiog, io60eoc, dvtifeog, Soudviog;
equality/likeness terminology (icog, £oika, émieikehog, Evoliykiog, atdiavtog) with Oedg, a0davatog, or
dotpdviov.

138 Bieler 1967; following Wetter 1916; Weinreich 1926; Windisch 1934.

19 With variation: Betz 1961, 100-43; 1968; 1983; Georgi 1964; Luz 1965, 9-30
(‘Wundergeheimnis’); Fuller 1965, 68-72, 97-98, 227-29; Schweizer 1965 (connecting the
Messiasgeheimnis); Hahn 1969, 288-99, 321 n. 57 (‘Son of God’ superseding); Achtemeier 1972a;
1972b; Alsup 1975, 215-39; Corrington 1986; Theissen 2007, 265-76 (Hellenistic euhemerism);
Fletcher-Louis 1997, 173-84.
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category.'* Litwa stresses that ancient ‘divine’/*godlike’ ascriptions describe general
piety or grandeur (even salt: Hom., /. 9.214), such as Homeric heroes for their
superior qualities or feats which are superlative for Olympian 6goi/d0dvatot
possessing immortality, great or ruling power (kingship), and superhuman abilities.'"!
Therefore, referring to Jesus as ‘divine’ requires qualification and is alone insufficient
for elucidating christological niceties.

Bauckham promotes a Jewish creator-creation dichotomy with Jesus sharing
the unique ‘divine’ identity of the one creator God, including his cosmic throne
(universal sovereign rule), responsibilities, and functions.'** For Bauckham, ‘divine
identity’ includes ‘personifications’/*hypostatizations’ such as the Spirit,
Word/Logos, and Wisdom.'* Dunn rightly sees these representing God’s activity and
self-revelation, not as semi-divine/semi-independent intermediaries, and takes related
Christologies as expressing divine immanence embodied in or revealed through

144

Jesus. ™" Henrichs-Tarasenkova helpfully provides an emic understanding of

‘identity’ in terms of ancient characterisation, though espousing Bauckham’s scheme
influences her determination that Luke-Acts has a divine identity Christology.'*
Other scholars observe created figures acting in God’s roles or participating in his

146

sovereignty (so Hurtado),'*® including humanity (so Kirk),'*” and possibly receiving

10 Tiede 1972; Betz 1972; Lane 1974; Holladay 1977; Blackburn 1991; Koskenniemi 1994;
1998; Pilgaard 1995; du Toit 1997. See Morrison 2014, 174-76. Pre-Christian Apollonius or
Pythagoras traditions remain questionable (see Peter Wiilfing von Martitz, “vidg, vioBecia,” TDNT
8:338-40; Bowie 1978; Blackburn 1991, 4).

"I Litwa 2014, 21-23.
> Bauckham 1998; 2008; cf. Loke 2017. Dunn (2010, 141-45; contra Bauckham) prefers

language of ‘equation’ over ‘identity’.

'** Bauckham 1998, 16-22; 2008, 16-17, 165-66, 182; cf. Gieschen 1998, 70-123
(angelomorphic divine hypostases).

' Dunn 2010, 72-84, 116-36, 141-45; cf. 1980, 168-76.

145 Henrichs-Tarasenkova 2016.

' Hurtado (2003, 47 n. 66) notes the enthroned Moses (Ezek. Trag.) and Laodiceans (Rev
3:21). Nevertheless, Bauckham (2008, 166-72, 222-24) contends that such figures (also Melchizedek
[11QMelch] and the Son of Man [1 En.]) do not share God’s ultimate sovereignty.

"7 Kirk (2016) argues for the Synoptic Jesus as an ‘idealised human’ since sharing God’s
roles, rule, actions, and attributes or receiving worship are ubiquitous and not indicative of shared
ontological/inherent ‘divine’ identity. Kirk’s emphasis on Jesus’ humanity is constructive, but his
overstated case minimises God’s ultimate sovereignty (see Bauckham 2017).
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worship/obeisance/reverence in ways seemingly reserved for God.'** Additionally,
Hurtado contends that Bauckham’s model is not incompatible with the ancient Jewish
idea of a unique “chief-agent” figure “defined with reference to God,” a descriptor
most suitable for NT representations of Jesus.'* My study of the Lukan Jesus’
elusiveness will further contribute to understanding his identity (Christology) in terms
of characterisation, but with a model of divinity which does not insist on a sharp
distinction between God and all other [created] beings, thus allowing for the
possibility of distinct divine figures.

Fletcher-Louis, lauding a strict Jewish framework, contends that Jesus is
portrayed as angelomorphic in Luke-Acts, and notes Jesus’ Nazareth escape as
evincing earthly-life “physical transience”.'*” In this thesis, I apply the useful
descriptor ‘physical transience’ for somatic/corporeal malleability or transcendence,
but not necessarily angelomorphic. Fletcher-Louis sees the angelomorphic divine-
human Jesus participating in the one supreme God’s (Yahweh’s) divine functions and
identity, even worshipped and enjoying a more divine status among subordinate
‘gods’ (Ogoi/n>77%/0°9R) such as angels or exalted patriarchs, but not sharing
Yahweh’s omnipotent status.'”' Looking beyond a strict Jewish framework, Litwa
advocates an emic consultation of indigenous Mediterranean categories to
conceptualise ‘god’."** He contends that first-century Jewish ‘monotheistic
summodeism’ entails immortal, superhuman, transcendent figures (angels,
‘numina’/doupovia, post-mortem patriarchs, and ‘[prime] demiurgic mediators’:
Wisdom, the angel of Yahweh, Son of Man, Logos, Yahoel, or Metatron) emanating

from and manifesting power of a singular, supreme deity of universal/centralised

%% Alexander (2016) questions ‘creation’ and ‘worship’ exclusive to God and argues that
[supreme] agency does not indicate ontology. My literary-critical approach (§1.3) marginalises
engagement with historical origins or Jesus-devotional praxis.

% Hurtado 2016, 87-91.
150 Fletcher-Louis 1997, 70 n. 187.

! Fletcher-Louis 1997; 2015, 293-316. On angelomorphism see Daniélou 1964, 117-46;
Stuckenbruck 1995; 2004; Gieschen 1998; Hannah 1999; Chester 2007; Orlov 2009; also proposals
that a [heretical/sectarian] Jewish ‘Two Powers theology’ facilitated or included worship of Jesus as a
deified human or angelic mediator (Segal 1977; Boyarin 2010; Davila 1999; cf. Barker 1992; 1999).

152 Litwa 2012, 37-55. Although Litwa (2012) discusses this model in relation to Pauline

theology, it pertains to other early Christian conceptualisations (cf. Litwa 2014). Litwa (2014, 13, 41,
123, 177 n. 128, 216) contends against the all-too-common Judaism-Hellenism divide; see also Hengel
1977; 1989; 1996, 2010; contributions in Engberg-Pedersen 2001; Aitken and Paget 2014.
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omnipotence (Yahweh) as the summit of the class ‘God’.'> For Litwa, applications
of divinity (‘deification’) intimately associate Jesus with this singular, omnipotent
deity.'>*

Although Fletcher-Louis occasionally speaks of attributes as also
‘theomorphic’,'> I employ ‘theomorphism’ (‘form of God’) for ‘divine’/*deified’ (not
strictly physical, but functional and/or ontological) traits in agreement with Litwa’s
model, though following Dunn in seeing Wisdom, Word/Logos, and Spirit as
metaphorical expressions of God’s creative (inter)activity and self-revelation, not
independent hypostatizations or demiurgic intermediaries. Thus, supramundane
figures are theomorphic to varying degrees, as are humans to some extent already
from creation (Gen 1:26-27; 3:5, 22; 9:6) with the potential for additional
theomorphic depictions or ascriptions.'*® Moreover, whereas angelomorphism is
strictly Jewish, theomorphism is more inclusive of ancient Mediterranean influences
and notions."”’ Since angelomorphism is a derived subtype of theomorphism,'*®
angelomorphic depictions or attributes are essentially theomorphic. Luke-Acts is

ultimately vague about Jesus’ metaphysical ontology relative to 6 Ogo¢/matip,' so I

133 Litwa 2012, 37-55, 229-57. For ‘summodeism’ see Wente 2001; Assmann 2008, 53. This
differs from ‘henotheism’ (unity of all deities in one), ‘megatheism’ (elevation or superiority of one
deity), and ‘monolatrism’ (worship of one deity without necessarily denying others) (see Belayche
2010; Chaniotis 2010). Although Smith (2008, 168-74, 246, 300, 321-22) differentiates summodeism
and monotheism, Litwa (2012, 242-44) argues that subordinate gods wield power and share in the
deity fully possessed by the omnipotent, primal, high God Yahweh without competition or depletion,
outside whom are no divine beings/powers. Sommer (2009, 145-48) similarly defines ‘monotheism’.

154 Litwa 2014, 1-35.

155 Fletcher-Louis 1997, 227, 229 (lightning); 2002, 53 (Noah’s birth: 1 En. 106; 1QapGen 2-
5), 395 (the righteous). Cf. 2 Cor 11:14. DeConick (2007, 1) includes ‘theomorphism’ among
(ambiguous) scholarly language avoiding ‘high’-‘low’ christological terminology.

1% Similarly, Litwa 2012, 98-100, 283.

137 yarbro Collins (2007, 55-56, 387 n. 8) notes that ruler-cult ideologies already influenced
messianism (following Horbury 1998, 68-77), and Gentile predominance generated more non-Jewish
ideas shaping Christologies.

18 Fletcher-Louis (2015, 168 n. 1) later writes, ...when we consider all the sources and
evidence, angelic categories are not nearly as historically important as one might judge from my Luke-
Acts. Where they do figure prominently, they are a subsidiary and component part of larger, more
widespread categories”.

1% Both share the identity of 6 kvptog (Rowe 2006; O’ Toole 2008, 5, 181-230). Nevertheless,
numerous scholars detect subordination, especially pre-resurrection (Braun 1952; Conzelmann 1960;
Franklin 1970; 1975, 48-76; 1994, 274-78; Stahlin 1973, 241-42; Zwiep 1997, 197-98; Strauss 1995;
Tuckett 1999). Against subordination see Smalley 1962 (contra adoptionism); 1973; Bock 1987;
Buckwalter 1996.
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employ ‘divine’/‘deified’ terminology commensurate with theomorphism, retaining
this conundrum.

Foster determines that embryonic NT polymorphic Christology was adapted
into docetic texts depicting Jesus’ material transcendence, and into proto-orthodox
texts depicting his (higher) resurrected existence free from mortal constraints.'®® He
does not find polymorphism conspicuous in NT pre-resurrection passages (hostility
evasions: Luke 4:30; John 8:59; transfiguration: Mark 9:2-9//Matthew 17:1-8//Luke
9:28-36) or post-resurrection passages (Emmaus road: Luke 24:13-35; cf. Mark
16:12-13; closed-room appearances: Luke 24:36-37; John 20:19; Mark 16:14;
Damascus road: Acts 9:1-9; 22:3-16; 26:9-18; Patmos vision: Rev 1:9-20), but
determines that Jesus’ bodily properties change at his resurrection.'®! My
investigation of Jesus’ elusiveness will indicate more continuity of physical
transience and transcendence between his life and afterlife. Gathercole sees several
depictions in the Synoptics indicating the pre- and post-resurrected Jesus’ ‘heavenly
identity’ by ‘transcending’ the heaven-earth and God-creation divides and space,
ultimately arguing for these as supporting Jesus’ pre-existence.'®> Although inferring
pre-existence in the Synoptics remains questionable,'® my study will extend
Gathercole’s supporting observations by offering additional examples of Jesus’ pre-

and post-mortem transcendence suggesting his exceptionally theomorphic identity.

1.3. Methodology and Plan of Research

1.3.1. Eclectic Literary-Critical Methodology for Research

I use an eclectic literary-critical methodology to investigate elusiveness in
Luke-Acts, exploring its significance for Lukan composition and Christology. In what
follows, I discuss how this method’s core utilises aspects of approaches for analysing
texts, principally narrative criticism and characterisation, together with aspects of
reader-oriented criticism to account for the reading process and extratextual-informed

readings. Inherent to these approaches are intratextual and intertextual dynamics.

10 Foster 2007.
' Foster 2007, 68-77 (aside from transformation and light evincing metamorphosis at the
transfiguration).

12 Gathercole 2006, 46-79.

163 See Yarbro Collins and Collins 2008, 123-26.
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Additionally, I detail the ancient Mediterranean framework and sources for this
project.

My investigation of Jesus’ character portrayal and Lukan thematic interests
positions this study within narrative criticism. Some forms of narrative criticism may
not look much outside a text’s whole and final form to contextual data, perhaps with
the exception of redaction-critical issues, but my narrative-critical approach entails a
text-centred and reader-oriended balance that is both intratextual and extratextual.'®

Although Luke’s reader encountered Jesus traditions (Luke 1:1-4),'%

nothing in
Luke-Acts implies that the reader should be a redaction critic.'®® Nevertheless, the
reader would certainly draw from contexts and data outside the text in making sense
of it. As delineated above, I consider my focal episodes along with their co-texts
holistically in the light of Luke-Acts, especially narrative correspondences. A
narrative-critical investigation neither restricted to intratextuality nor fixated on
Lukan editorial activity is most useful and more realistic of the ancient reader’s
textual interaction.'®” This balance is important for characterisation.

Ascertaining Lukan Christology, entailing facets of Jesus’ person and

. . . 168
activities, is to characterise Jesus.

Whereas characterisation occurs by trait
ascription, character-building/portraiture occurs from accumulating progressively
ascribed, complex, and recurring traits.'® These are done both “directly’ with names,
titles, or appearances, among other traits, and ‘indirectly’ with, inter alia, actions,
activities, speech, thoughts, intentions, feelings, or other characters’ reactions or

speech and with character comparisons or parallels (explicit or evoked).'”

164 See Moore 1989; 1994; Powell 1990; Merenlahti and Hakola 1999; Rhoads 1999;
Merenlahti 2005; Resseguie 2005; on reader-response criticism: Resseguie 1984 (Gospels); Malina
1991 (Luke-Acts).

195 Alexander 1993, 136-42, 191-93.

1 Darr 1992, 26-29. Nonetheless, I peripherally address redactional, textual, and other
biblical-critical issues.

17 Similarly, O’ Toole 2008, 3-4 (using composition criticism).

1% “Narrative Christology’ emphasises the reading process and characterisation over titular
factors (Tannehill 1979; Denaux 2005; Rowe 2006; Malbon 2009; Dinkler 2017a). ‘Figural
Christology’ attends more to intertextuality (Hays 2014; cf. 2016).

1% Margolin 1986, 205; cf. Bal 2017, 113-14.

170 With differing terminology and indicators: Springer 1978, 11-44; Booth 1983, 3-20;
Rimmon-Kenan 2002, 61-72; cf. Phelan 1996, 29-30; biblical studies: Alter 1981, 116-17; Berlin 1983,
33-42; Sternberg 1985, 321-64; Darr 1992, 43-45; Bar-Efrat 2000, 47-92; cf. 1980.
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Indirectness is most useful for assessing elusiveness depictions and is intrinsic to
comparisons within Luke-Acts, revealing whether Jesus’ conduct is qualitatively or
functionally distinguishable. Character personality/narrative identity and actions are
mutually implicative—character is ascertained by actions, and actions illustrate
character.'”" Thus, I regularly discern actional roles—whether characters are subjects
of actions affecting others (active), subject-affected performers of actions (reflexive),
or (in)direct recipients affected by others’ actions (passive)—ultimately determined
not by grammatical voice, but at the discourse level.'”

Intratextuality, namely correspondences and features within texts (e.g.,
previews/prolepses, reviews/analepses, themes, echoes, parallels, patterns, repetitions,
and type-scenes),'” is inherent to my analyses of character and thematic coherence,
linking not only instances of Jesus’ elusiveness, but also other elusive characters and
events. Talbert and others observe that a single author consciously creates intricate
parallels and patterns in Luke-Acts recognisably evoking comparison between
characters and events.'”* Therefore, highlighting intratextual features contributing to
Jesus’ character and a theme relevant to my topos will be important.

These text-oriented approaches benefit from integrated reader-oriented
aspects. Lukan narrative is admittedly designed to convince the reader to affirm and
to adopt beliefs about characters and events (Luke 1:1-4; cf. Acts 1:1-2; similarly
John 20:31).'” Following Darr, I utilise a constructed reader as a heuristic device,
based on data from Luke-Acts and accessible in the wider first-century Mediterranean

world.'”® This reader, whether identified with a certain ‘Theophilus’ (Luke 1:3; Acts

7 See Margolin 1983, 6; Rimmon-Kenan 2002, 31-36; Gerrig 2010; de Temmerman 2010
33-34 (in Graeco-Roman hermeneutics); narrative identity: Frei 1986; 1997; Ricoeur 1990; 1992;
Rowe 2006, 17-23; Henrichs-Tarasenkova 2016, 43-55.

172 See n. 69.

'3 See Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:1-9; cf. Brawley 1990b; Kurz 1993.

' Talbert 1974, 15-88; Muhlack 1979; Clark 2001; McComiskey 2004.

"> Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:4, 8; Parsons 2014, 40-50; Dinkler 2016, 215; cf. 2013.

76 Darr 1992, 20-29; 1993, 47-48; 1998. I see the text possessing inherent stability and
authority in guiding the implied reader who creates meaning and constructs characters ‘with the text’,
filling narrative ‘indeterminacies’ (Iser 1971; 1972; 1974; 1978; cf. Fish 1972; 1980; 1997; Chatman
1978, 121-30; Rabinowitz 1987, 148-53; biblical studies: Alter 1981, 114-30; Burnett 1993; Darr
1992, 17-30; 1993; 1998, 22-54; Merenlahti 1999; 2005, 79-82) rather than ascribing more authority to
an inscribed reader ‘in the text’ (e.g., Prince 1973; 1980; 1982; Genette 1980) or a more subjective
reader ‘over the text’ (e.g., Holland 1973; 1975; Bleich 1975) (on these see Mailloux 1977; 1979;
Resseguie 2016, 7-11). Text and reader are mutually engaging, interactive agents (see Dinkler 2019a;
enactivist cognitive narratology: Popova 2014; Caracciolo 2014).
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1:1), is a first-century ‘culturally literate’ adult with general knowledge about history,
politics, geography, and people within the Roman Empire, and with more specific

knowledge about ancient literature (detailed below).'”’

Modifying Darr’s sketch of a
first-time, sequential reader, I employ a re-reader conscious of broader Lukan
narratives, capable of revising interpretations.'”® Furthermore, this reader is aware of
Jesus traditions and theological instructions, as Luke’s Gospel preface discloses.
Ascertaining the reader’s shared conventions with the text, namely their
‘extratextual repertoire’/‘extratext’ that they consult for data from their world, is vital

for developing the reader’s profile and readings.'” Darr summarises the extratext as

comprising a competent reader’s familiarity with pertinent data:

(1) language; (2) social norms and cultural scripts; (3) classical or canonical
literature; (4) literary conventions (e.g., genres, type scenes, standard plots,
stock characters) and reading rules (e.g., how to categorize, rank, and process
various kinds of textual data); and (4) commonly-known historical and

geographical facts. 180

The text-guided reader generates intelligible meanings, recognising extratextual
signifiers and associating resemblances.'®" Although different readers may interpret a

single action or event differently, '

textual features serve as boundaries, guiding
extratextual associations and delimiting interpretive judgments.'® A reader’s

incompatible postulates of a single ambiguous narrative may coexist due to artistic

77 Darr 1992, 26-29; 1998, 54-63. Luke and Acts were probably intended for wider audiences
given preservation and distribution (Downing 1995).

'8 Green (1995, 73-74 n. 36; 1997, 307 n. 77) critiques Darr for minimising retrospective
modification and deconstruction. See Leitch 1987 (re-reading); Richardson 2007, 226 (implied
re-readers).

' Darr 1992, 21-22; 1998, 36-42, 89-103; variously labelled: Culler 1975, 131-52, 164-69;
Mailloux 1982, 149-58; Prince 1982, 103-147; Rabinowitz 1987, 68-75; Kearns 1999, 165-71; Bal
2017, 108-113; Luke-Acts: Tannehill 1996, 29-30; Dinkler 2013, 28-31; 2019b.

180 Darr 1992, 22; ¢f. 1998, 62-63.

"1 See Eco 1979, 7-11. This involves ‘defamiliarisation’/‘recontextualisation’, possibly
requiring modified assumptions or expectations to ‘build consistency’ (Iser 1974, 87, 283-88;
Resseguie 1990; Darr 1992, 32).

182 Margolin 1986, 209-211.

'3 See Darr 1992, 171; Eco 1994, 6-7, 148-49; cf. Sternberg 1985, 222-29. Cognitive-stylistic
specialists refer to this text-guided and extratextual reader-oriented process of character
(re)construction as ‘schema(ta) theory’ (Gerrig and Allbritton 1990; Semino 1997; Schneider 2001;
Culpeper 2001; 2009; Emmott et al 2014).
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design.'® Even Luke’s reader, culturally literate with an expansive ancient
Mediterranean extratext, may formulate multiple interpretations of individual
passages or details which may be deliberately multivalent/polysemic (e.g., literal and
figurative). Thus, I consider multiple extratextual-informed yet textual-confined
readings of elusiveness in my focal episodes.

As preparation for reading my focal episodes, I establish part of the reader’s
extratext by compiling ancient Mediterranean literary conventions of elusiveness
grouped into identifiable categories of motifs, tropes, or traditional complexes. These
conventions are educed by undeveloped scholarly inferences and interpretive gaps for
potential readings of my focal episodes (see §1.1.2)."*° Categories with both Jewish
and Graeco-Roman examples include disguised or divine visitation and
(in)hospitality, luminous epiphanies, reflexive disappearance, invisibility, and
supernatural control.'®® The independent youth category is limited to Graeco-Roman
thought, and categories limited to Jewish thought are divine hiddenness, elusive
Wisdom, and theophanic traversal.'®” Formulating this extratext is not to imply that it
is exhaustive or that Luke and his reader are familiar with all its data, but it represents
the type of repertoire from which they draw.

Additional to Luke’s theological reflection on and use of Jewish scriptural
literature, '™ unexplained glosses of Jewish and Graeco-Roman myths, customs,
legalities, philosophy, and cultic or other practices are indicative of an ancient
Mediterranean framework.'® For instance, he mentions [visiting] deities (Acts 14:11-
14; 19:24-41; 28:1-10; 28:11), idols (15:20, 29; 17:16; 21:25), fortune-telling (16:16,
21) or other practices (19:18-19), and philosophies (17:18-34; 19:9). He also

'8 Sternberg 1985, 228-29; Rimmon-Kenan 1982.

1% Admittedly with a degree of circularity necessary in the process of hypothesising and
investigating (cf. Darr 1998, 97 n. 10).

'% To be sure, supernatural control is not always elusive, but is often conducted for
elusiveness and/or indicates elusive character.

'8 Since I focus on Jesus’ character and select episodes, I engage with extratextual data for
non-focal passages without dedicated categories in Chapters 2-3.

188 Bovon 2006, 106-117, 525-31; Cowan 2019.

"% E.g., Jewish: circumcision, purity, ablutions, dietary legalities, sabbatical or synagogal
customs, prayer, priestly practices, and tithing. On Graeco-Roman data: Aune 1988, 77-157; Kauppi
2006.
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positively depicts Gentiles inclined towards Israel’s God or turning from undesirable
practices (10:1-4, 22, 35, 45-48; 11:18; 13:3-12, 38; 14:15; 16:9; 18:7; 26:20)."°
Luke and his reader draw from both culturally distinct and cross-cultural data
via literary, oral, and visual media in their ancient Mediterranean milieu. PINT
authors may have been educated with Homer and Vergil (cf. Quintilian, Insz. 1.8.5)"
or at least were aware of Graeco-Roman myths, though they emphasise their
scriptures and traditions over educational values reverencing such mythology.'”
Homer’s lliad and Odyssey were highly esteemed or canonical in antiquity,'**
occupying a central place in Graecco-Roman literary educational curricula of Luke’s
time,'”* exegetically popular for apologetic purposes, and vehicles for articulating
communal identities.'”® Niehoff demonstrates that Jews in Alexandria were aware of
Homeric epic and hermeneutical scribal practices, even applying techniques to Jewish
scriptures (cf. awareness of //iad in Philo, Contempl. 7; Conf. 4-5; Agr. 18; Mut. 179;
Congr. 74)."" Regarding celebrated playwrights, Euripidean tragedies enjoyed more
widespread attention than those of Aeschylus and Sophocles, including in education,
evident by papyri numbers, literary influence, and scholastic material, even in Roman
times.'”®

I use ‘Jewish literature’ to mean the OT corpus (OG supplemented with HB),
OT Pseudepigrapha and Apocrypha (OTP&A), Qumran and other Semitic texts (e.g.,

%0 See also Oakes 2005, 86-88. Gentile Christians learned about ‘Moses’/torah (15:19-29)
and Paul models affluent knowledge of non-Jewish philosophical traditions (17:28). I use
‘Christian(ity)’/church’ for conceptual or actual, historical or literary, heterogeneous Jesus-followers
(cf. Acts 9:31; 11:26; 15:22).

! Including universal data from non-distinct sources (cf. Hogan 2014; Eco 1979, 17-27).

192 Sandnes 2005, 716-17; see also MacDonald 2000a, 8; 2015¢, 1-4; Glockmann (1968) is
cautious.

193 Sandnes 2009.

194 Regarding the ‘Homeric Question’, I treat these poems as ‘Homeric’ insofar as they were
composed ca. eighth century BCE, reflect similar thought and style, and were often received as related,
even if not attributable to a single composer or historical Homer. The //iad was copied more than the
Odyssey by a ratio of at least 2:1 (Haslam, 1997, 56, 60-61; cf. Bird 2010, 1-2; Kim 2010); numbers
and catalogued witnesses in: Allen 1979, 1:11-55; West 2001, 86-157.

195 Marrou 1982; Bonner 1977; Alexander 1995, 114; 2005, 170; Cribiore 1996 (papyri and
ostraca from Egypt); Morgan 1998; Hock 2001.

1% Finkelberg 2012.
7 Niehoff 2007; 2011, 2-3; 2012.
'8 Bonner 1977, 172, 214-15; Marrou 1982, 188; Morgan 1998.
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targumim), Philo, Josephus, and rabbinic writings."”” For ‘Graeco-Roman literature’,
I include Greek and Roman writings up to the mid-Roman Imperial period (ca. third
century CE) to allow texts reflecting earlier traditions or demonstrating early
reception. I am particularly attentive to Homeric epic and Euripidean tragedy
(principally the Bacchae) given their popularity, influence,””’ and concentrated
elusiveness. I include PGM and Philostratus’ Vita Apollonii due to scholars’
invocations of these with my focal episodes, despite later dates and apparent Christian
influences. I remain cognisant of Christian influences in my sources, and I
occasionally include early Christian examples to consider ancient interpretations or
reception. All these sources offer comparative material for elusiveness within the
milieu of Luke-Acts and the reader.

Considering intertextuality is inherent to my analyses of the reader’s
extratextual-informed and text-guided readings of elusiveness.”’' I consider potential
intertextual modes,*** aiming for a balanced approach avoiding both

5203

‘parallelomania’*" and undue scepticism. Views of Lukan intertextuality of Homeric

. .. . . 204 . .. 205
epic or Euripides’ Bacchae range from maximalist™ to more cautious positions.

1 For Luke, Jewish texts follow some traditional sequence of ‘Law’ (assumed Mosaic
authorship), ‘Prophets’, and ‘Writings’ (Luke 2:22; 5:14; 16:29-31; 20:28, 37; 24:27, 44; Acts 3:22;
6:11-14; 13:39; 15:1-21; 21:21; 26:22; 28:23).

290 11 education see Hengel 1996, 58-106, 198. The theoxenic trope in these influenced other
uses (Jipp 2013, 60-95).

201 E.g., allusions, echoes, or mimesis/imitatio; see devices in Herman et al 2005; history of
intertextual research in Allen 2011; varying explanations and views in Oropeza and Moyise 2016;
Allen and Smith 2020. Robbins (1996, 30-33 [32]) includes “cultural, social and historical
phenomena”. Litwak (2005, 48-55) includes genre and tradition echoes in Luke-Acts. Intertextuality
involves textual or other source relationships, is not limited to philological evidence, and includes
accidental confluence or unconscious evocation mistaken as deliberate (Finkelpearl 2001, 78-90).

292 Rather than conducting genealogical comparative analyses to establish antecedents, my

considerations are more analogical, though open to potential relationships (cf. Smith 1990, 46-53).

203 See Sandmel 1962.

% Homeric epic: Bonz (2000) sees Luke-Acts imitating foundational epic genre (LXX,

Odyssey, Aeneid) (critiqued by Krauter 2009); MacDonald (2015a; 2015b; 2016a; 2019; cf. 1994;
1999; 2000a; 2001; 2003; 2015¢; 2016b) maintains that Luke retains Markan Homeric mimesis whilst
imitating Homer, Homeric Hymns, Plato (Phaedo in Luke; Republic and Apology in Acts), Xenophon,
and Euripides (Bacchae mostly in Acts; Phoenissae in Luke), among other sources. MacDonald
minimises intertextuality of the OT (Sandnes 2005, 731). Euripides’ Bacchae: Moles 2006;
MacDonald 2015b; 2019.

295 Homeric epic: Robbins (1978; 2018, 82-113) sees ‘we-passages’ (Acts 16:10-17; 20:5-15;
21:1-18; 27:1-28:16) as common ancient Mediterranean epic sea-voyage language (cf. Praeder 1984a);
Alexander (2005, 165-82) acknowledges a Homeric echo in Acts 27:2-5, 41 (€énéxeilay TV vaiv)
without imitation. Euripides’ Bacchae: Vogeli 1953; Hackett 1956; Bremmer 2008a, 229.
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Although intertextual investigations of the Bacchae tend to focus on Acts rather than
the Gospel, a notable exception is MacDonald who maintains that Luke’s first volume
occasionally mimics the Bacchae, such as Jesus’ women followers imitating maenads
(Luke 8:1-3) or Zacchaeus imitating Pentheus (Luke 19:1-10; Bacch. 802-1136).2%
Bilby expands these, suggesting that Luke (akin to Marcion’s Gospel) emulates the
Bacchae elsewhere (4:29-30; 5:1-11), followed by redacted editions on which an
early John composition depended for a Dionysian Gospel, especially Jesus’ evasion
(Luke 4:29-30 in John 8:58b-59; 10:39).*” My emphasis on Dionysian myth as
context for Jesus’ elusiveness in both Lukan volumes contributes to such
explorations. Finally, I do not marginalise potential intertextuality of Jewish

literature, which is arguably more apparent or prevalent.

1.3.2. Plan and Arrangement of Research

In this chapter I tentatively proposed the portrayal of an elusive Jesus in Luke-
Acts which is the primary basis for a coherent and comprehensive elusiveness theme.
I identified focal episodes which are paradigmatic illustrations of Jesus’ life and
afterlife for concentrated analysis, namely the childhood story, Nazareth pericope,
Emmaus road episode, and Damascus road encounter, along with other characters and
events. I exposed problematic scholarly interpretations of details in these passages
and identified elusiveness readings meriting investigation. I highlighted the
usefulness of theomorphism for reflecting on any christological implications. I
outlined an eclectic literary-critical methodology for my investigation, particularly
utilising narrative-critical aspects with reader-oriented character-building, requiring
attention to intratextual features and intertextual possibilities in an ancient
Mediterranean milieu. My method expands similar approaches (chiefly of Darr) by
offering a more realistic extratextual-informed and text-guided (re-)reader who
considers multiple legitimate readings of individual passages or details.

The following chapters catalogue Graeco-Roman (Chapter 2) and Jewish
(Chapter 3) literary elusiveness conventions, forming an extratextual repertoire for

reading my focal episodes. For each focal episode in subsequent chapters I assess

296 MacDonald 2015b, 23-24, 51-52, 59-60; 2019, 73-75; cf. 2017, 112. Another exception is
Dormeyer 2005, 164-65 (e.g., wine: Luke 22:14-20); followed by Ziegler 2008.

7 Bilby 2018 (also seeing later Luke and Acts editions dependent on later John editions).
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scholarly explanations whilst specifying textual delimitations of interpretive options
for critics and the reader, establishing actional roles and highlighting significant
literary features, then I offer extratextual-informed readings. After presenting how the
childhood story read alongside the Telemacheia highlights Jesus’ independence and
sovereignty, I demonstrate how Jesus resembles elusive Wisdom (Chapter 4). I then
show how the Nazareth pericope reads as a theoxenic episode concluding with Jesus’
escape imagined as invisibility/impalpability or supernatural control and recalling
Jewish divine hiddenness, Wisdom, or (especially) punitive theophanic traversal
(Chapter 5). I elucidate how the reader conceptualises the Emmaus road account as a
theoxenic episode without Jesus’ altered appearance, but with Jesus’ supernatural
control and reflexive immortal(ised) disappearance, perpetuating elusiveness into his
afterlife (Chapter 6). I detail this continued portrayal in the Damascus road encounter
as the reader attributes Jesus’ luminous manifestation blinding Paul alone to selective
and partial (im)perceptibility and supernatural control, especially compared with
other Christophanies (Chapter 7). I then examine how the reader’s intratextual
comparisons advance their portraiture of a reflexive/active elusive Jesus and
recognition of thematic elusiveness with the disciples’ unavoidable inflictions,
passive incarceration deliverances, mediation of supernatural control, and divine
causality in the Philip-eunuch story (§8.1). Additionally, I find that depictions of
Jesus and angels are similar in terms of (non-)luminous epiphanies, departures, and
supernatural control, though Jesus’ epiphanic initiative, impairing luminosity, and
power of control portray him as not only angelomorphic, but exceptionally
theomorphic (§8.2).

Additional to cataloguing ancient Mediterranean primary-source data for
elusiveness conventions and offering several new readings of my focal episodes, I
conclude by summarising and synthesising my findings and overall contributions to
scholarship in terms of Lukan composition and Christology (Chapter 9). Pertaining to
Lukan composition (§9.1), I identify a reasonably constructed reader-oriented portrait
of the elusive Jesus and the reader’s recognition of a coherent, comprehensive
elusiveness theme. I determine that the extent of intertextuality concerning
elusiveness phenomena in my focal episodes is primarily literary-conventional as
opposed to more direct appropriations of specific texts. Moreover, I find that

elusiveness serves literary and theological functions in Luke-Acts, including:
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producing character and reader intrigue; implying supernatural activity; reassuring the
reader about embracing and honouring Jesus whilst contemplating progressively
revealed Christology; perpetuating stories by missional indomitability; and
underscoring supramundane power and identity with superfluity. Finally, I conclude
that the elusiveness portrait and theme contribute to several Lukan Christologies
(suffering and royal-Davidic Messiah; divine visitor; judge; Wisdom; Son of God)
indicating Jesus’ exceptional theomorphism, intimate with though distinct from

Yahweh (§9.2).
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CHAPTER 2

ELUSIVENESS IN GRAECO-ROMAN LITERATURE

2.1. Ancient Greek and Roman Literary Conventions of Elusiveness

In this chapter I examine Graeco-Roman literary elusiveness conventions,
partially reconstructing an ancient Mediterranean extratextual repertoire, to prepare
for reading my focal Luke-Acts passages. I concentrate on disguised or divine
visitation and (in)hospitality, luminous epiphanies, reflexive disappearances,
invisibility, supernatural control, and youths acting independently without parental
knowledge. Although several other elusiveness categories also inherent in Graeco-
Roman material could be added, I particularly concentrate on these which will be
most analytically helpful by shedding light upon my study of Luke-Acts. I pay
particular attention to occurrences in Homer’s Odyssey and Euripides’ Bacchae, texts
portraying elusive characters (Athene, Odysseus, and Telemachus in the Odyssey;

Dionysus in the Bacchae) and reflecting elusiveness themes.

2.1.1. Disguised or Divine Visitation and (In)hospitality

When a god appears as a disguised guest (£€vog) to receive hospitality (Eevia),
a theophany becomes a theoxeny.””® Heracles and the Dioscuri (Pindar, O/. 3; Nem.
10.49-59; Paus. 4.27.2-3)** or humans are also unrecognised guests, so identifying
every episode as theoxenic is precarious.”'” “Virtual theoxeny’ is appropriate for

visitation on behalf of or in the manner of gods, such as Telemachus or Odysseus in

2% This trope is extensively researched: Landau 1901; Rose 1956; Fliickiger-Guggenheim
1984; Frenschkowski 1995/1997, 2:3-124. A 0go&éviov/lectisternium (cultic ritual feast) may result
from a perceived divine visitation, though the relation to literary theoxenies remains unclear (cf. Paus.
7.27.9; Athenaeus, Deipn. 9.372A; Bacchylides, fr. 21; see LSJ, s.v. “Bgo&évia’”; Pritchett 1979, 17-18;
Jameson 1994; Petridou 2016, 289-311; Thalmann 1984, 101-103).

2% Fliickiger-Guggenheim 1984, 62-77; Kowalzig 2009. On Heracles as human, hero, and
god see Padilla 1998, 3, 14-33. The Dioscuri, whom Zeus deified (Eur., Hel. 205-209; Isocrates,
[Archid.] 6.18; Verg., Aen. 6.121; Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 3.11.2), rotationally live in the underworld (Hom.,
Od. 11.298-304; Pindar, Nem. 10.55-59; Pyth. 11.61-64; Lucian, Dial. d. 25/26; Hyginus, Fab. 80;
Astr. 2.22; Minucius Felix, Oct. 23.7), less powerful than Fate and other deities (cf. Eur., Hel. 1642-79;
Paus. 4.16.9).

219 See also Whitaker’s (2019, 64-124) examination of Graeco-Roman and Jewish
(un)disguised/(un)recognised divine and hero visitor stories.
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the Odyssey.”'! Hospitality may be private or public with Eévoc being a stranger,
friend, family or community member, or social-group member.?'? Established
expectations allowed guests to test hospitality.”"> A [virtual] theoxenic episode may
be positive with hospitality rewarded or negative with retribution for inhospitality.?'
Incognito figures remain unrecognised, divulge their identities, or are recognised by
characteristics, behaviours (e.g., deities’ unusual departures), or other details.?"
Reece demonstrates that Homeric hospitality type-scenes include thirty-eight
elements, such as arriving, receiving, seating, feasting, identification, bedding down,
gifts, departing, and escorting.”'® These (sequential) elements underlie accounts, but
every scene differs and none features every component.?'” Other episodes may lack
common Homeric elements (e.g., entertainment, lodging, or food).”'® Denaux offers
an ancient Mediterranean divine visitation pattern involving: arrival; disguise;
appearance; reception/(in)hospitality; salvation or punishment; (super)natural
disappearance/departure; and recognisability before or during departure.*'’ Jipp
reduces the scheme, but omits the common departure component: (in)hospitality
towards the disguised/unrecognised guest; recognition; and rewards/retribution.*" I
suggest five underlying elements: unrecognised visitor’s arrival; (in)hospitality;
rewards/retribution; pondering/enquiring of visitor’s identity and/or recognition; and

departure. This pattern emerges in Homer’s Odyssey, Euripides’ Bacchae, and

elsewhere in Graeco-Roman literature.

' Louden 2011, 30-57; cf. Fenik 1974, 5-61; Kearns 1982; Reece 1993, 181-87; Murnaghan
2011. Bierl (2004, 49-51) observes Odysseus’ similarity to Dionysus in Euripides’ Bacchae.

12 Denaux 1999, 256-67; Arterbury 2005, 15-28.

13 See Gustav Stihlin, “Eévog, kTA,” TDNT 5:1-36; Pitt-Rivers 1968 (inhospitality); Bolchazy
1977 (early Roman period); Christianity: Riddle 1938; Rusche 1957; Koenig 1985.

2141 ouden 2011, 32; Newton 2015; Petridou 2016, 289-309; cf. Reece 1993, 29-30; Denaux
1999, 260 n. 21.

215 Rose 1956; Graf 2004a; in Homer: Dietrich 1983, 65-67; Smith 1988, 163; Turkeltaub
2007; Chew 2011, 208-217.

16 Reece 1993, 5-46; cf. Jones 2004, 9-10; de Jong 2004, 16-18, passim.
" Reece 1993, 7-8.

% Arterbury (2005, 136) includes Luke 1:39-56 despite no lodging or food. Accounts might
imply food (Luke 9:4 [cf. 10:7-8]; Acts 16:14-15; 21:3-16; 28:1-14), except with inhospitality (e.g.,
Luke 9:51-56).

19 Denaux 1999, 266 (relying on Landau 1901, 5; Fliickiger-Guggenheim 1984, 11-17).

220 Jipp 2013, 24, 77, 257 (identifying elements is “an artificial abstraction™); cf. no
significant departure in Acts 28:1-10, Jipp’s focal passage.
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i. Disguised or Divine Visitation and (In)hospitality in Homeric Epic
Deities reputedly visit incognito in the Odyssey’s storyworld. After Athene
reveals herself, Odysseus confesses the difficulty for mortals ‘to recognise’ (yv@voat)

221 .
Alcinous

her, since she makes herself like (éiokelg) anything (13.312-13).
comments that disguised Odysseus could be an immortal from heaven, since gods
visibly appear to participate in feasts or openly meet travellers (7.198-206).
Telemachus and Penelope surmise that Odysseus could be a divine visitor (16.172-

85; 23.58-68), as does a youth rebuking Antinous (17.483-87):

Antinous, it is indeed not good that you struck this unfortunate beggar, you
accursed one, if perhaps he is some god from heaven. And the gods do take
the likeness of strangers (Egivoioy €owkoteg) in foreign lands, taking all kinds
of shapes (movtolotl tedébovteg), they visit (EmicTpo®dG) cities, observing

both the wanton violence and good order of people.

This gnomic statement elucidates the Homeric theoxenic script.

We may contrast significant positive and negative [virtual] theoxenic
episodes.”** Disguised or unrecognised visitors arriving are welcomed: Athene-
Mentes at Ithaca (1.96-118); Telemachus and Athene-Mentor at Pylos (3.30-35);
Telemachus and Peisistratus at Sparta (4.1-24); Odysseus at Scheria (6.127-7.151);**
and Odysseus (disguised as a beggar by Athene; 13.429-38) at Eumaeus’ hut (14.1-
28). In negative scenes unrecognised Odysseus arrives unwelcomed at Polyphemus’
cave with comrades (9.181-223) and at Ithaca where herdsmen verbally and
physically abuse him (17.204-253).

Hosts extend hospitality, providing meals, seats, beds, gifts, and/or
entertainment: Telemachus to Athene-Mentes (1.119-43); Nestor to Telemachus and
Athene-Mentor (3:35-51; cf. 3.345-55, 396-403); Menelaus to Telemachus and
Peisistratus (4.25-67, 296-305; 15.133-42); the Phaeacians to Odysseus (6.186-7.134;

7.152-97, 317-28, 335-47; 8.423-520; 13.3-28); Eumaeus to Odysseus (14.29-59

2Lt HH. Dem. 111.

22 Reece (1993) addresses the following scenes, four in the I/iad, and a couple from Homeric

Hymns (Demeter; Aphrodite), excluding minor scenes (Od. 3.488-90; 15.186-88; 1. 6.171-77).

223 Cf. Dio Chrysostom’s (Or. 7) reception of this and other hospitality accounts, telling of a
shipwrecked stranger (see Jipp 2013, 127-30).
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[noting hospitality; cf. 14.404], 72-82, 401-458, 518-33; 16.49-55); Telemachus then
Penelope to Odysseus (16.78-89; 19.96-99, 317-60). In negative episodes visitors are
treated inhospitably: Polyphemus fails to offer hospitality, verbally abuses Odysseus,
and devours his comrades (9.224-29, 272-311); and Odysseus seats himself (17.254-
61, 336-41 [in a doorway]) in his palace where suitors loathe, abuse, and slander him,
withholding sustenance (17.360-480; 18.1-123 [except after fighting], 346-404;
19.65-59).

Divine visitors reward hosts: Athene ensures Odysseus’ return and aids
revenge (1.200-212, 252-305; cf. 15.1-42); Athene prays for Pylos (3.52-59) and
grants Nestor’s family kA¢éoc (3.380-85). Mortal visitors tend not to reward hosts,
such as the youths at Sparta or Odysseus at Scheria, but Odysseus spares Eumaeus’
life and promises luxury (14.53-54; 21.205-216). In negative accounts visitors punish
inhospitality: Odysseus blinds Polyphemus, escapes, and mocks him, attributing
retribution to Zeus (9.360-479, 502-505; the god of EévovEéviog: 9.270-71; 14.389);
and Odysseus, aided by Athene and loyal compatriots, destroys disloyal Ithacans
(22.1-479; cf. 23.55-57).

Hosts ponder or enquire of visitors’ identities who are recognised or reveal
themselves: Telemachus of Athene-Mentes (1.156-77; cf. 1.405-411); Nestor of
Telemachus and Athene-Mentes, so Telemachus reveals himself (3.67-101);
Menelaus of Telemachus and Peisistratus, but Peisistratus reveals their identities
when Helen surmises Telemachus’ identity (4.60-65, 100-119, 137-67); the
Phaeacians of Odysseus (7.233-39; 8.533-34, 550-86), but Odysseus reveals himself
when Alcinous becomes increasingly curious (9.16-28); Eumaeus of Odysseus
(14.45-47, 185-90) who remains incognito, testing hospitality (15.301-339); and
Telemachus then Penelope of Odysseus (16.56-59; 19.99-105), but Eurycleia
recognises his scar (19.379-81, 465-79) and Odysseus privately reveals himself to
loyal individuals (16.186-89; 19.479-98; 21.205-226; 23.164-240). In negative
instances: Polyphemus demands to know Odysseus’ identity (9.279-80) who
withholds it (9.250-55, 263-71, 355, 366-67) until escaping (9.500-505); and
Odysseus reveals his identity at Ithaca whilst enacting retribution (22.1-78).

Eventually, divine visitors depart, often miraculously, and mortal visitors
depart, often with a farewell, escorted and/or with gifts: Athene-Mentes ‘flying
upward as a bird’ (1.320) and Telemachus marvels (04upnoev), deeming her a god
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(1.322-24; cf. 1.420-21); Athene-Mentor ‘likening herself to a sea-cagle’ as
spectators marvel (0aupog; Bavpalev) and Nestor infers Telemachus’ divine favour
and guidance (3.372-84) whereas Peisistratus escorts Telemachus (3.447-86);
Telemachus and Peisistratus from Sparta (4.593-624; 15.52-185); Odysseus from
Scheria (13.47-92); and Odysseus from Eumaeus’ hut (17.182-203). In negative
scenes: Odysseus escapes Polyphemus whilst exchanging insults (9.315-566); and

Odysseus does not depart Ithaca, reclaiming his household.

ii. Disguised Visit of Dionysus and Inhospitality in Euripides’ Bacchae
Euripides’ Bacchae features a mixed plot, including theoxeny with vengeful
Dionysus anthropomorphically visiting Thebes for its ritual initiation, punishing the

224 .
The audience

inhospitable ‘god-fighter’ (Beopdyog) king Pentheus for rejection.
recognises incognito Dionysus, but Thebans encounter a £évog from Lydia (233-34;
cf. 247, 353, 441, 453, 642, 800, 1047, 1059, 1063, 1068, 1077).”* Theomorphic
Dionysus becomes anthropomorphic to defend his mother’s honour and to be
acknowledged as a god (4, 42, 53-54; cf. 182). Dionysus’ divine presence is either
beneficial or detrimental depending on responses. Oranje observes, “...Euripides
weaves together the epiphanic motives in his plot into the principium actionis: the
continuous oppressive or liberating presence of a god among mortals”.**® Dionysus,
traversing territories, comes first to Thebes of the Greek cities to manifest his divinity
among his people (including his aunts) who suppose that he is merely the son of a
mortal father, not Zeus (13-29).

Despite Cadmus and Teiresias urging king Pentheus to welcome the bacchic
cult (170-214, 266-327, 330-42), he is inhospitable. After incarcerating bacchants,
Pentheus captures, insults, interrogates, and threatens the stranger (343-460, 672-76),

but the self-composed god responds cryptically and avoids questions whilst implicitly

224 Burnett 1970; Garvie 2016, 109-110; cf. Flickiger-Guggenheim 1984, 101-119; Weaver
2004, 32-58; Jipp 2013, 88-95.

 Oranje 1984, 20, 131-34. He is a reputed yong/‘wizard’ or én@d6¢/‘enchanter’ (234). A
vomg could shape-shift (Hdt. 4.105; Plato, Resp. 380d) (Seaford 1996, 172), but since the Thebans are
unaware of his transformation, it refers to rhetorical trickery (cf. Eur., Hipp. 1038-40; Demosthenes,
Cor. 276; Plato, Symp. 203d) (see Leinieks 1996, 232-33). Elsewhere, £én®d0¢ connotes eloquent
deception, including charming through song/chant (Eur., Hipp. 1038). Trickery and deceit demonstrate
divine action and presence (cf. Bacch. 22, 860-861) (Oranje 1984, 32-33).

26 Oranje 1984, 131.
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asserting his true identity (461-518). The god escapes, producing an earthquake (576-
614) and controlling Pentheus’ mind, even causing him to think his house is ablaze
(615-41). As a retributive trick, Dionysus drives Pentheus insane and convinces him
to commit espionage dressed as a bacchant (810-61, 912-76). He makes Agaue
perceive Pentheus as a lion to dismember him (1024-1152, 1165-1329). Finally, the
visitor disappears, alluding to his true identity (1077-1083).

iii. Other Graeco-Roman Disguised or Divine Visitation and (In)hospitality

Admetus extends hospitality to his veiled, post-mortem wife Alcestis
accompanied by Heracles (Eur., Alc. 1007-1158). According to Pausanias (3.16.2-3),
the Dioscuri returned as Cyrenian E€vot to their Amyclaean home. Phormion receives
them, but declines their request for their former chamber which his daughter
occupied. The next morning, Phormion discovers that they departed with his
daughter. Pseudo-Plutarch (Para. 9) records that Icarius entertained Dionysus/Saturn
who seduced his daughter Entoria. Visiting gods are typically undisguised or remain
unrecognised in Apollonius Rhodius or are recognised by extraordinary departures in
Roman epic.”?’ Falernus hosts incognito Bacchus who enters the cottage, lavishly
dines, reveals himself, and rewards the vine-dresser, filling his vessels with wine and
Mount Massicus with grapevines (Sil. It. 7.162-211). No explicit departure is
recorded, but divine/bacchic sleep overtakes Falernus, then upon awaking the god is
absent (7.199-205).

Ovid (Metam. 8.612-724) relates how incognito Jupiter/Zeus and
Mercury/Hermes visiting Phrygia experience inhospitality, except from Baucis and

2% The poor, elderly couple ‘received’ (recepit, 8.630) the strangers,

Philemon.
extending lavish hospitality (8.640-81). The gods forbid the couple to sacrifice their
only goose after noting their guests’ divinity who miraculously replenished wine.
(8.642-91). The visitors declare that they will punish the impious (impia, 8.693)
vicinity, sparing only the couple who follow them to the mountain (8.691-97). The

gods, proclaiming that Baucis is worthy of her ‘just’ (iuste, 8.707) husband, make the

227 Chew 2011, 213-14; cf. Rose 1956, 67-71.

228 See further: Malten 1939; 1940; Griffin 1991; cf. Fliickiger-Guggenheim 1984, 50-56.
This recalls Jupiter’s visit to the wicked king Lycaon (1.163-252) and resembles the disguised
visitation of Jupiter, Mercury, and Neptune to elderly Hyrieus (Fasti 5.439-544) (see Jipp 2013, 123-
26; cf. Griffin 1991, 62).
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couple’s home a temple and grant them to tend it until dying old together (8.698-
727). The gods depart the vicinity, though no concluding withdrawal is recorded.

Dio Chrysostom speaks of heroes or deities visiting their founded cities:

...founding heroes or gods often return to their cities, being invisible/unseen
(6vtog dpaveic) to others both at offerings and any public festivals—if your
founder Heracles should come beside a funeral pyre... would he indeed be
exceedingly delighted hearing such a sound? Would he not depart (dreAiBeiv)
to Thrace instead, or Libya, and be present (mapeivar)... as they sacrifice?...
Would not Perseus certainly think to skip over (bnepntijvar) the city? (Or.
33.47).

Such invisible or unrecognised visitors depart if displeased and proceed elsewhere,

favouring others with their presence.

2.1.2. Luminous Epiphanies

Gods appear discretely or candidly.*”” Luminosity characterises divine
epiphanies,” a trait of the heavenly abode (Olympus), represented by white or gold
garments, skin complexion, ornaments, and materially by chryselephantine statues

(ca. fifth century BCE).?!

Even an apparition of a post-mortem girl wearing a
glittering golden robe causes Egyptian brigands to suppose she is Artemis, Isis, or an
inspired priestess (Heliodorus, Aeth. 1-3). Gods manifest as light-forms (fiery torches
or columns), manipulate cosmic luminous bodies (the sun or moon), and create
luminous phenomena (fiery clouds) to aid mortals, gaining some deities the cult title
‘Phosphoros’.*** For example, Artemis Phosphoros manifests as a fiery pillar to aid
Thrasybulus’ escape by illuminating his path, an account Clement (Strom. 1.24)
parallels with Yahweh’s fiery column epiphany during the exodus.*** Lightning

epiphanies serve as interventions against malefactors resistant to cultic foundation or

¥ On epiphanies see Pfister 1924; Pax 1955; Graf 2004a; 2004b (staged, mistaken, and
reported); Petridou 2015; Platt 2015.

230 McCartney 1941; Versnel 1987, 51; Parisinou 2000; Burkert 2004, 10-11 (associations
with fire and lightning); cf. Plutarch, Per. 39.3.

21 Constantinidou 2010, 91-92.

32 petridou 2015, 135-38, cf. 104; possibly from ‘torch-bearing’ deities (Parisinou 2000, 81-
93).

233 petridou 2015, 136.
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expansion.”** Mystic epiphanies may be luminous, such as a ‘beautiful light’ (p&c

kdAMotov) during a ritual (Aristophanes, Ran. 154-5 7.2

Heroes also radiate light
during their aristeia.”*® Radiance is expressed by white attire or horses (e.g., the
Dioscuri: Justin 20.2-3; Paus. 4.27.1-3 [feigned epiphany]; Polyaenus, Strat.
2.31.4).>" This is either absent in votive iconography or represented by non-extant
paint, evidenced in Aeneas Tacticus’ (31.15) description of a ‘light-bearing’
(pwo@dpov) horseman having white garments and a white horse to be drawn over a
secret messalge.238

Light indicates divine presence already in Homeric times. Athene’s presence
is ascertained by her lamp/torch (Hom., Od. 19.33-43), emanating neither from her*”’
nor Odysseus.>* Still, incognito gods’ radiant eyes might reveal their identities (ZI.
1.199-200; 3.396-98), a feature applied to others: Dionysus (Aristophanes, Lys. 1284-
85),2*! Heracles (Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 2.4.9), Venus (Verg., Aen. 5.647-48), and
possibly Apollo (Apoll. Rhod. 2.681-84). In a theoxenic episode, Demeter enters
Celeus’ house, her head reaches the roof, and ‘divine brightness’ (céAaog Oeioro) fills
the entrance (H.H. Dem. 188-90; cf. 90-281). She remains disguised as an elderly
woman, but when she reveals herself to Metaneira her appearance changes, including
a ‘lustre’ (@éyyoq) that ‘shone’ (Adume) from her skin with her ‘gleam’ (avyf¢) filling
the house ‘like lightning’ (Gotepomniic e, 275-81).%* Metaneira is overcome with
reverential fear (190, 282-93). Apollo darts from a ship in midday appearing like a
‘star’ (dotépt) with flying ‘sparks’ (omivBapic) causing ‘brightness’ (céhag) in heaven
(H.H. Ap. 440-48). Difficulty looking at gods (cf. Hom, //. 20.131) may be due to

daunting sizes or features,”* rather than luminosity.

2% Brenk 1994, 416-17.

3 Petridou 2015, 253.

26 Turkeltaub 2003, 222 n. 477.

»7 Bravo 2004, 67. Pleasure and Virtue have radiant garments (Sil. It. 15.24, 31).
28 Bravo 2004, 73.

29 Contra Russo in Russo et al 1992, 76.

** Contra Bierl 2004, 54-56.

1 Also, lightning accompanies Zeus here (cf. Diod. Sic. 3.64.4).
** Petridou 2015, 268.

24 Qee Dietrich 1983, 68-69; Smith 1988.
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Incognito Dionysus’ disappearance accompanies his epiphanic voice and ‘a
light of solemn fire’ (p&d¢ cepvod mopdc) between heaven and earth (Eur., Bacch.
1082-83).%** Xenophon says, ‘a light (p@c¢) from heaven appeared shining forth
(mpopavec yevésBar) upon Cyrus and his army’, guiding them during night (Cyr.
4.2.15; probably Zeus [cf. 4.3.6]). Aresthanas sees lightning flash from baby
Asclepius and turns away, not due to luminosity, ‘but thinking it was something
divine’ (vopicavta 8¢ eivon 0ei6v 1, Paus. 2.26.5). Demeter and Persephone support
Timoleon’s naval voyage with a blazing torch in the sky (Diod. Sic. 16.66.3-5;
Plutarch, Tim. 8), implying the goddesses’ “corporeal presence”.** Lucan (2.79)
records how an executioner sees a divine light before a voice commands him not to
kill Marius. Maximus of Tyre (Or. 9.7), additional to witnessing epiphanies of
Asclepius and Heracles, claims to have seen the astromorphic Dioscuri and says that
others have seen Hector flashing light. Light also characterises erotic epiphanies.
Notably, Anchises looks away from Aphrodite appearing in garments ‘radiant with a
gleam of fire’ (paewvotepov Tupdc avyig) that are ‘shining’ (éAdumneto) like the moon
(H.H. Aph. 81-90, 173-75, 181-90), and Scipio’s mother sees serpent-form Jupiter’s
lumina (Sil. It. 13.637-44).2*

Luminous epiphanies occur in Vergil’s Aeneid. Disguised Venus reveals
herself to Aeneas as her rosy neck glistens (rosea cervice refulsit, 1.402), then
appears again and ‘was refulgent through the night in pure light’ (pura per noctem in
luce refulsit, 2.588-93 [590]). Ovid includes several accounts. Phaethon is unable to
approach enthroned Phoebus’ radiance (Metam. 2.21-24). Telethusa prays to Isis
whose altar moves, temple doors shake, image flashes light, and sistrum rattles
(9.781-84). Similarly, Phoebus appears in his temple, glittering with sparkling eyes
(15.665-79). A room becomes brighter with Janus’ epiphany (Fasti 1.89-98) and light
accompanies Vesta’s epiphany (6.249-56).

Blinding by epiphanic luminosity is uncommon. According to Vita Romana 5,

the epiphanic brightness (tf|g avyfic) of Achilles’ armour blinds Homer (tvpAw0ijvor)

¥ Cf. Nonnus (ca. fifth century CE) describes incarceration deliverances with a god-sent
radiance (Bedcovtoc. .. aiyAn) filling a cell, self-opening doors, and loosening restraints as bacchants
dance (Dion. 45.273-84).

245 Pritchett 1979, 17.
246 petridou 2015, 231.
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or he was punitively blinded by Helen.”*” Herodotus (6.117.1-3) relates how Epizelus
was ‘deprived of his eyes’ (1dv dppdtov otepndijvan), living ‘blind’ (tueAdv) after
seeing an epiphanic hoplite pdopo at Marathon, but light is not mentioned. Spectators
may initially divert attention due to daunting theomorphic features or fear, though
most accounts are unspecific. Blindness in Graeco-Roman mythology is usually
punitive or implies a compensated gift,”** not a consequence of uncontrolled
epiphanic luminosity. Inferably, luminosity and its effects occur by divine discretion,

so any resultant perceptual impairment is intentional.

2.1.3. Reflexive Disappearances

Whereas a divine epiphaneia normally concludes with an explicit or implicit
reflexive aphaneia, mortals passively disappear (pre- or post-mortem, with or without
translation), despite identical ancient terminology for these phenomena.**’ I provide
reflexive disappearances of both pre-mortem or immortal figures and immortalised
figures concluding post-translation appearances.” I also give examples of
disappearing phantoms, apparitions, ghosts, or other figures, sometimes part of

s 251
dreams or visions.

i. Reflexive Pre-Mortem or Immortal Disappearance

Homeric gods do not disappear per se, but depart with flying manoeuvres
(similes or metamorphosis), such as ornithoid withdrawals, often resulting in
marvelling (e.g., Od. 1.319-24, 410-11; 3.371-74; 6.41-51; 10.307-309; 22.239-
40).2* A disappearance concludes Dionysus’ theoxeny in the Bacchae: ‘and whilst
the stranger was no longer present to be seen (t0v EEvov pev ovkét’ icopdv maptv),

yet from the ether some voice—inferred to be Dionysus—shouted aloud’ (1077-

7 On Homer’s blindness in ancient biography see Beecroft 2011.
** Tatti-Gartziou 2010.

1 employ ‘aphaneia’ (Gpéveia) to denote disappearance as a counterpart to ‘epiphaneia’
(émedvewr), though other ancient terminology describes these (following Petridou 2015, 4). Although
Petridou (2015, 4, 267) includes Hades abducting Kore as an aphaneia (\paviopévng, Diod. Sic.
5.5.1), I differentiate this as a passive disappearance (‘assumption’/‘seizure’/‘rapture’).

2% On translation or ascent traditions and Jesus’ resurrection or ascension see §§6.1.2, 6.2.3.

311 exclude inanimate objects (e.g., Diod. Sic. 15.53.4; Xenophon, Hell. 6.4.7; Apoll.
Paradox., Hist. mir. 5).

2 Scholars impose disappearance readings (Buxton 2009, 32-37).
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79).2>* The stranger’s aphaneia joining Dionysus’ epiphanic voice and a supernatural
light (1082-83) imply his identity. Similarly, Diodorus Siculus (5.51.4) records that
Dionysus ‘disappeared’ (n@avicOn) then Ariadne later ‘became vanished’ (&pavtoc
gyeviiOn), probably raptured by him.**

In Apollonius Rhodius, nymphs spoke to Jason ‘and vanished where they
stood’ (ko Gpavtot v’ Eotadev, 4.1330).7° Jason attributes this to a ‘mist’ (&A0S) or
‘cloud’ (vépog) hiding them (4.1361-62), and his companions ‘marvelled’ (€0aupeov,
4.1363). Pseudo-Plutarch (De fluviis 4.3) relates how the nymph Anaxibia fled the
Sun, entered the temple of Artemis Orthia, ‘and became vanished’ (xoi dgpovng
€yévero). Her disappearance is literal, figurative for moving out of sight, or both.
Plutarch (Them. 10.1-3) speaks of a serpent representing Athene becoming vanished
(dpavng... yevéoBa) from its sacred enclosure on the Acropolis of Athens.”*

In Vergil’s Aeneid, Venus appears disguised to Aeneas, reveals herself, then
flees (fugientem, 1.406), so he is unable to embrace her (falsis ludis imaginibus,
1.408), and envelops him in a cloud before departing upward (sublimis abit, 1.415).
Mercury appears to Aeneas and ‘left mortal sight in the middle of his speech and
vanished away into thin air from his eyes’ (mortalis visus medio sermone reliquit, et
procul in tenuem ex oculis evanuit auram, 4.277-78). The near exact phrase describes
disguised Apollo vanishing (9.657-58, with mortalis medio aspectus). The Dardans
hear Apollo’s quiver rattling in ‘flight’ (fuga, 9.660), implying a vanishing-ascension,
and ‘knew’ (agnovere, 9.659) it was him by this departure.

Reflexive disappearances of mortals are uncommon. During his trial before
Domitian, Apollonius claims to be immortal, then ‘he was vanished (MeavicOn) from
the court’ (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.5; cf. aneABeiv, 8.12). He teleports since ‘he
appeared’ (€pdvn) elsewhere (8.10-12 [10]; cf. 7.41). He refutes the accusation that

he is a yong, arguing that he would not have been brought to court (7.17).>’

3 Stageability conditioned tragic performances of (dis)appearances or other preternatural
phenomena.

4 Cf. Nonnus (Dion. 45.236-39) relates how Dionysus suddenly ‘was vanished’ (fjev
depavtog), escaping capture.

233 Sea deities vanish into water, e.g., Thetis (&idnog, 4.865) and Triton (&pavtoc. .. Emheto:
4.1590-91; cf. dpavrog/‘unseen’: 4.536); see Pease’s (1942, 10 n. 78) examples.

236 Qee Petridou 2015, 4, 146-47.
27 Qee Dickie 2001, 73; Reimer 2003, 130.
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Apollonius is ‘impossible to catch’ (kpeittwv T0d ahdvai, 1.4), but unlike Proteus,
because his immortal soul is released from bodily imprisonment.*® Proteus allusions
contribute to Apollonius’ ambiguous divine-human character (cf. 1.4-6; 2.2; 7.38;
8.13).%’ Philostratus is careful to source Apollonius’ deeds in divine cosmic power,
not pdyw téyvn/nayevey despite associating with pdyot (1.2; cf. 8.7), who
prognosticates by divine manifestation (oi 6goi &pawvov), not beguiling (o0 yontedwv)
(5.12; cf. 7.39).%°° In Lucian’s Philopseudes 33-36 philosophers testify to persuade
Tychiades that magic is efficacious.?®' Eucrates (‘Well-powerful’) attests to the
wonder-working Pancrates (‘All-powerful’) who performs miracles using spells.*
Eucrates relates how he could not stop an animated pestle, so Pancrates ‘stood by’

(épiotaton), made it inanimate, and vanished to an unknown location (a0tog 6¢

dmoMndv pe Aadov odk 01d” 8ot dpoviig Pyeto mav, 36).

ii. Reflexive Disappearances Concluding Post-Transformation Appearances

Scholars gloss disappearances concluding post-translation epiphanies, a
phenomenon infrequently depicted in antiquity.263 Disappearances concluding some
post-translation epiphanies are inferable (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.30-31; Isocrates, [Hel.
enc.] 10.65; Paus. 4.16.9; Lucian, Peregr. 40). No disappearance concludes
Zalmoxis’ ‘epiphany’ who reportedly feigns post-mortem translation (Hdt. 9.94-95).
Some prominent traditions do not include post-translation epiphany (e.g., Cleomedes
of Astypalaea: Paus. 6.9.6-8; Plutarch, Rom. 28.4-5; Origen, Cels. 3.3, 25, 33;
Alcmene: Plutarch, Rom. 28.6). Other cases are clearer.

The poet Aristeas of Proconnesus died in a shop, but his relatives did not find
him dead or alive, and a traveller allegedly met and spoke with him (Hdt. 4.14.1-3).
He ‘appeared’ (povévta) seven years later in Proconnesus, ‘but he disappeared a
second time’ (8¢ dpavicdijvor 10 devtepov, 4.14.3). Two-hundred-and-forty years

after ‘the second disappearance’ (v dgdvictv v devtépny, 4.15.1), he ‘appeared’

% paschalis 2015. On Apollonius vanishing from earthly life (8.28-31) see Flinterman 2009.
* Miles 2016.
20 Cf. 2 Tim 3:13 (resisting yontec).

261 Satire bears little on its extratextual contribution for my purposes, especially with its
derisions of existing matters.

262 See Ogden (2004; 2007), including for historical and literary contexts.
63 E.g., Alsup 1975, 214-39; Cook 2018, 608; see Chapter 6.

56



(pavévta) to the Metapontines commanding them to erect an altar to Apollo and a
statue naming himself who ornithomorphically accompanied Apollo (4.15.2).
Afterwards, ‘he was vanished’ (dpavicOfjvar, 4.15.3). The Metapontines sent
messengers to Delphi and the Pythia at Delphi advised the Metapontines to obey the
‘appearance’ (pdouatt, 4.15.3). Whilst other accounts mention Aristeas’ missing
body or subsequent appearance (Pindar, fr. 284; Apoll. Paradox., Hist. mir. 2.1-2;
Plutarch, Rom. 28.4; Pliny, Nat. 7.174; Origen, Cels. 3.26-28), only Herodotus
records post-translation disappearances (dpovio: 4.14.3; 4.15.3; apavioig: 4.15.1).
Herodotus’ use of dpaviCm for both the body’s initial disappearance and post-
translation disappearance presents a risk of relying on terminology for distinguishing
phenomena.

The legend of Romulus’ pre-mortem disappearance and apparent apotheosis is
well attested (Cicero, Rep. 2.17; Horace, Carm. 3.3; Dion. Hal., Ant. rom. 2.56.1-7,
Ovid, Metam. 14.805-828; Plutarch, Rom. 27.1-8; 29.2; Cam. 32.5; Pseudo-Plutarch,
Para. 32). Some descriptions include his post-transformation appearance (Dion. Hal.,
Ant. rom. 2.63.1-4; Florus, Epit. 1.1; cf. Augustine, Civ. 3.15). Fewer record post-
translation departures. According to Livy, Julius Proculus claimed that Romulus
descended, appeared to him, delivered a message (1.16.1-7), then, ‘having spoken, he

264 plutarch describes Romulus’

departed on high’ (locutus sublimis abiit, 1.16.8).
post-translation departure as a gradual ascension (probably passive), stating that
Proculus saw Romulus ‘being carried up (dvapepdpevov) into heaven with armour’

(Num. 2.3; cf. Rom. 27.1-28.3). Ovid says that Julius Proculus was travelling,

when suddenly the hedges on his left moved and trembled, he drew back a
step, his hair having bristled up, Romulus was seen present in the middle of
the road, beautiful and more than human (pulcher et humano maior), wearing

a decorous white robe (Fasti 2.501-504; cf. 2.75-511).

Romulus ordered him to forbid mourning and to worship him as divine Quirinus

(2.505-508), ‘and he vanished into thin air before his eyes’ (et in tenues oculis evanuit

auras, 2.509), so people built temples and worshipped him as a god (2.510-512).
Pseudo-Plutarch (Para. 32) parallels the Romulus-legend with Peisistratus of

Orchomenus. Aristocrats dismembering Peisistratus hide his parts in their garments,

264 Cf. a celestial eagle sublimis abiit (Livy 1.34.8).
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leading Tlesimachus to placate an incensed crowd by claiming to have seen his father
in superhuman form (peiova popenv avBpdmov kektnuévov) ‘being borne’
(pépecbar) to a mountain. Whether Peisistratus reflexively ascends or an unexpressed
agent assumes him is uncertain.

Asclepius was immortalised (Lucian, Dial. d. 15/13.236; Minucius Felix, Oct.
23.7; Hyginus, Fab. 224.5; 251.2) after Zeus’ thunderbolt struck him (Eur., Alc. 3-4),
but he reportedly appears with or as serpents (Hyginus, Astr. 2.14; Origen, Cels.
3.24). Asclepius licked Plutus’ eyelids, ‘But the god immediately vanished
(Medvicev), he and the serpents, into the temple’ (Aristophanes, Plut. 740-41). His
vanishing is literal, figurative for entering the temple, or both. Two superhuman men
(probably the Dioscuri) appeared at the battle of the Sagra and afterwards were no
longer visible (nec ultra apparuerunt, quam pugnatum est, Justin 20.3). In Pausanias’
account of the Dioscuri’s theoxeny to Amyclae, Phormion discovers their images and
silphium where his daughter with her apparel ‘disappeared’ (Medvicto, 3.16.3).
Finally, Lucian tells how the translated philosopher Empedocles appears to Menippus
in Hades, then gradually recedes and dissolves into smoke (0 0¢ ka1’ OAtyov dmammdv
€6 Kamvov Npépa dterveto, Iecar. 15), but Empedocles denies being a god and

discourages likening him to one (13).

iii. Disappearances of Phantoms, Apparitions, and Ghosts

Graeco-Roman literature features disappearing phantoms, apparitions, or
ghosts, including in dreams or visions.”® Ancients, often understanding dreams,
visions, and epiphanies as related or indistinguishable, pondered the reality of their
contents.*
101) or flutters (¢ntarto, Od. 11.204-210) when nearly embraced (cf. /. 16.855-56,

22.361-62; Od. 11.218-22, 605).°” An image (idmAov) made by Athene (Od. 4.796)

In Homer, a post-mortem ghost/life (yvyn) departs (¢yxeto, 11. 23.100-

passes through Penelope’s closed bedroom doors ‘by the thong of the bolt’ (4.802)
and later ‘drew back’ or ‘disappeared’ (MacOn, 4.838) into the winds the same

265 See Pease 1942, 6-8; Hanson 1980, 1411 (dream figures); cf. more generally: Johnston
1999; Heath 2005; Dufallo 2007; Harrisson 2013.

266 Harris 2009, 23-76.
287 On Greek afterlife notions see Bremmer 1983; 2002; Richardson 1985.
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way.”®® Athene appears as Dymas’ daughter to Nausicaa whilst she sleeps, then
‘departed’ (amépn) to Olympus (6.13-49 [41, 47]). Herodotus recounts how a divine
eaopo resembling Ariston lay with Demaratus’ mother, then ‘was gone’ (oiymxee,
6.69.2; cf. 6.67-69). Herodotus also relays how a divine ‘apparition/vision’ (6y1v) or
‘dream’ (&velpov) came to Xerxes and Artabanus (7.12-18), in which a man speaks
then seems ‘to fly away’ (dmontdcOat, 7.13.1).

In Euripides’ Helen, a messenger unknowingly guarding a phantom tells
Menelaus, ‘Your wife has departed (Bépnkev) to the layers of ether, taken up unseen
(apBeic” apavtog), and is hidden (kpvmtetar) in heaven, leaving the holy cave where

we ourselves were keeping her’ (605-607).%%°

The messenger quotes her saying, ‘I am
departing (Gmeyu) into heaven’ (613-14). When the real Helen arrives he exclaims
that he was just announcing her ‘departure (Befnkviav) to the recesses of the stars’
(617) and that he did not know she ‘possessed a winged body’ (VndntepOV dépag
@opoing, 618-19).

In Vergil’s Aeneid, Creusa’s ‘ghost’ (umbra, 2.772) speaks then ‘deserted,
and withdrew into thin air’ (deseruit, tenuisque recessit in auras, 2.791).>™° Similarly,
Jupiter sends Anchises or his ghost from heaven who speaks to Aeneas, and
afterwards ‘flew off, like smoke, in thin air’ (tenuis fugit, ceu fumus, in auras, 5.740).
Aeneas later visits Anchises in the underworld (6.679-702), suggesting this was his
imago (6.695).%"" Pausanias (1.32.5) says that a man of rustic appearance and apparel
‘was vanished’ (fv dpavnq) after fighting at Marathon and a god orders enquiring
Athenians to honour Echetlaeus as a ‘hero’ (cf. 1.15.3; Plutarch, Thes. 35.5). His
appearance, weapon (a plough), and aphaneia suggest an otherworldly figure.*”*

According to P.Oxy. 1381 (ca. second century CE) a dreamer sees a tall figure
in radiant clothing (possibly Imouthes-Asclepius) that ‘became vanished’ (dpavng
gy[€]vero, lines 124-25). Plutarch records that in Darius’ dream ‘from a god’ (4lex.

18.5), Alexander enters Belus’ temple and ‘became vanished’ (dpavi) yevéoOau,

208 1.8, s.v. “Mblopar”.
*%% The phantom was made of clouds according to Ps.-Apollod., Epit. 3.1-6.
10 Cf. Tlepolemus’ umbra in his wife’s night-vision (Apuleius, Metam. 8.8-9).

211 Cf. Sychaeus’ imago in Dido’s dream (1.353). On Creusa and Anchises, among others,
eluding Aeneas’ embraces (2.791-94; 5.740-42; 6.700-702) see Moskalew 1982, 150-52; Belfiore
1984.

22 petridou 2015, 24, 114.
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18.4). Alexander literally disappears, moves out of sight, or both. Plutarch also relates
a dream in which a messenger ‘immediately goes away’ (€00v¢ oiyecOat, Def- orac.
45 [434e]), but ofyopon proximal to 000¢ often connotes immediate natural departure
(e.g., Plutarch, Cat. Min. 42.4; Dem. 24.2; Garr. 11 [508b]; Luc. 25.1; Mar. 5.3; Sert.
27.1; Demosthenes, Pant. 6; Dion. Hal., Ant. rom. 8.37.2). Galatea is present (in a
dream) when Polyphemus sleeps, ‘but gone immediately’ (oiyn & €060¢) when he
awakes (Theocritus, Id. 11.21-23).

In a third-century CE romance fragment (P.Oxy. 1368), Glaucetes witnesses a
post-mortem youth speaking to him, but after turning away then looking back the
youth ‘was vanished’” (@avicOn, line 37), no longer seen (line 42). Whilst Eucrates
grieved and read Plato’s Phaedo (on body-soul dichotomy) after his wife
Demainete’s death, she ‘came beside’ (éneicépyetar) him and sat to converse, but
when a dog barked ‘she was vanished’ (MeavicOn) (Lucian, Philops. 27). Unlike
other post-mortem apparitions, Demainete exhibits materiality since Eucrates
embraces her.””® Felton identifies her as an “embodied ghost, though not a true
revenant... referred to only by name and by pronouns... never by any of the words
for ¢ ghost.”’274 Similarly, Achilles reveals his ‘appearance’ (gidoc, Philost., Vit. Apoll.
4.16.1) and converses with Apollonius, then ‘departed in a moderate flash’ (dnijAOe
&vv dotpamti petpia) as cocks crow (4.16.6). Elsewhere, a disguised daipwv is stoned,
but when the stones are removed only a hound is there, so someone comments that a
eaopo was slain (4.10). On another occasion, Apollonius insults a shape-shifting

empousa’s pdopa oscillating in and out of existence (2.4).

2.1.4. Invisibility
i. Invisibility in Homeric Epic

Figures may become undetectable by invisibility. In Homer’s /liad Athene is
invisible to the Greeks, except to Achilles (1.197-200). In the Odyssey she
appears/stands (o11]) anthropomorphically, ‘being manifest (paveica) to Odysseus,
but Telemachus did not see (000¢... 1dev) her before him, nor did he perceive
anything (006’ évonoev)’ (16.159-60). The added gnomic utterance, ‘for gods do not

by any means appear visible to all’ (o0 yap mwg tdvtesot Ogol @aivovtat Evapyeic,

13 Cf. rocks passing through Polykritos’ ghost (Phlegon, Mar. 2).
*7* Felton 1999, 79.
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16.161), expresses divine selective invisibility. Later, Odysseus remarks that
invisibility is the manner of the gods when Athene proceeds unseen before them
bearing a glowing lamp (19.33-43).27

Circe also manoeuvres unseen, as Odysseus reports (10.571-74):

...Circe had gone up (oixopévn) and bound on a ram and a black female ewe
beside the dark ship, easily passing by (peia mtape&elbodon). Who could see

with one’s own eyes a god not willing it, going either here or there? (tig v

s ang , B rape . 276
Beov ovK £0€hovta dpBaipoioty 1dott” 1 EvO™ i EvBa Kidvta;).

Unlike mortals, gods are reputedly capable of invisibility (cf. /1. 10.279-80; Eur., lon
1550-51). Actional ‘ease’, a typical divine qualification, underscores Circe’s divinity
contrastive to mortals.*’’

Gods also conceal or inhibit movement using mists, including nebular
vehicles.?” However, concealment with visible substances (e.g., Hom., 1/. 5.776;
8.50) differs from invisibility with undetectable substances. Iliadic gods ‘snatch
away’ (éapmalm) favoured mortals, ‘concealing’ (kaAVmtm) them ‘in a thick mist’
(Mépt moAAR)) and relocating them, such as Aphrodite with Alexander (3.380-82) or
Apollo with Hector (20.443-44) and Agenor (21.597-98). This is performed ‘very
easily as a god can’ (peia pad™ &g te 0edg, 3.381; 20.444). Ambiguous instances may
imply invisibility. Athene makes Diomedes’ limbs light and comes beside him,
implying invisibility, then lifts a mist from his eyes to see gods (5.121-32).2”
Patroclus ‘did not observe’ (ovx évoncev, 16.789) Apollo passing through turmoil
‘concealed in a thick mist’ (épt... MOAAT kekaAvppévog, 16.790) smiting him. Later,
Athene ‘clothing herself in a lurid cloud (mop@upén vepéin), made her way into the
Achaean host, and roused (£yeipe) each man’ (17.551-52). Whether she is invisible is

unclear, but she likens herself to Phoenix to urge on Menelaus (17.553-55). Hermes

makes Priam invisible and unrecognisable to the Danaans, possibly implying a mist

*7> perhaps a partial epiphany (Bierl 2004, 54).

276 Circe and Calypso are nymph goddesses subordinate to Olympian gods (1.14; 5.167-170,
209; 9.29-33, 154; 10.135-39).

71 De Jong 2004, 270, cf. 81. On divine ease see Nilsson 1980, 157; Burkert 1985, 122;
Versnel 2011, 422-26.

8 Kakridis 1971 (Iliad); Erbse 1986, 117-118, 202.
19 Cf. Paus. 2.24.2; Aristophanes, Eg. 800-804.
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(24.334-98). In the Odyssey, Athene conceals Odysseus and his companions in
darkness (vukti kataxpOyaca) to leave the city during daytime (23.371-72; cf.
20.351; 11. 5.22-24, 506-508; 16.567-68).

ii. Other Graeco-Roman Invisibility

Already in Hesiod mists conceal the Muses (7Theog. 9-10), daipoveg of a post-
mortem golden race (Op. 124-25; cf. 252-55), and Justice (220-24). Apollonius
Rhodius adopts the mist motif. Most instances involve visible mists/clouds for
concealment or undetected hostility evasion (e.g., 1.218; 3.210-14) rather than
invisibility per se. Some cases are ambiguous. Hera pours mists around the Argonauts
to pass by Celts and Ligyans unassailed (4.645-48). Eros comes to Aeétes’ palace
‘unseen’ (dpavtoc, 3.275), causing confusion among people through a visible fog
created by Hera (3.275-98; cf. 3.210-14). Still, he passes the threshold ‘escaping
notice’ (AaBav, 3.280), crouches by Jason, shoots an arrow at Medea, and darts away
rejoicing, all undetected without any apparent mist. Hera also demonstrates
imperceptible or invisible manoeuvring (4.48-49): ‘nor did any of the guards perceive
it (¢yvm), but she escaped notice rushing by them (Ld0e 3¢ cpeag opunbeica)’.
Finally, Thetis is selectively visible to Peleus, but not to his companions (4.854).

Odysseus hears Athene’s ‘intelligible’ (evpabng) ‘voice’ (pBéyua), but she
remains ‘unseen’ (&momroc) (Sophocles, 4j. 14-17).%* Similarly, Hippolytus hears
Artemis’ speech, but does not see her (KAO®V pev avofig, dppa 6° ody Op@dV 10 GV,
Eur., Hipp. 86). Triton says that Perseus was able to detect invisible Medusa due to
Athene’s shield functioning like a mirror (Lucian, Dial. Mar. 323). Dionysus and
Heracles urge the Pans to attack a hill who see a cloud surrounding with inhabitants
dwelling ‘seen (pavepovc) and unseen (dpaveig)’ as they will (Philost., Vit. Apoll.
3.13), but the visible cloud probably obscures them form sight. A partial (auditory)
epiphany occurs when Pan ‘encountered’/‘encircled’ (meputintet) Pheidippides,
‘calling’ (Bdoavta) his name and speaking to him (Hdt. 6.105.1-2), though the runner
says that the god ‘appeared’ (pavijvat, 6.106.1) to him and other accounts indicate

that Pan ‘met’ (évtuyovra, Paus. 1.28.4) him or ‘appeared’ (pavijvar) and ‘spoke’

20 pucci (1994, 19-31) interprets invisibility modelled after Homer.
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(eineiv) with him (Paus. 8.54.6).%%! Pan’s ‘appearance’ probably refers to his presence
and the encounter, significant for the aetiological tradition of his Athenian cult, not
necessarily his visibility.

In Vergil’s Aeneid, Venus renders Aeneas invisible in an undetectable mist
(1.410-17, 438-40; cf. 12.416-17). In Ovid’s Metamorphoses divine mists often
distort perception or conceal figures, including with metamorphosis (e.g., 1.601-606;
5.621-24; 8.851-54; 12.32-34; 15.538-39, 803-807). Apollo is veiled in a cloud at
Troy and reveals his identity (12.597-601). Venus seats herself ‘seen by none’ (nulli
cernenda) in the senate to capture Caesar’s life before it ascends and vanishes
(15.843-848). Elsewhere, Ovid relates that he hears rustling wings and turns back to
look, ‘but there was no body’ (nec erat corpus), then he hears Fama ensuring him a
good year (Pont. 4.4.11-20). In Silius Italicus’ Punica the mist motif is mostly
employed for divine self-concealment rather than concealing mortals (9.484-90) or
transportation (1.548-52; 9.438-41). Juno dissolves a mist and appears gleaming of
gold, telling Hannibal that with the cloud removed from his eyes she will grant full
perception (1.704-708). An Erinys attends meetings and meals ‘hidden in a cloud’
(abdita nube) (13.291-93). No mist is implied when Juno sends Anna (or her spirit) to
Libya’s leader to stir up turmoil without being observed (nulli conspecta) (8.202-206;
cf. 13.319-22).

iii. Invisibility Utilising Imbued Props, Recipes, and Spells

Imbued props grant invisibility, such as the ‘cap/helmet of Hades’ (Aidog
Kuvénv). Athene dons it to aid Diomedes, invisible to Ares (Hom., //. 5.844-45).
Hermes wears it to kill Hippolytus invisibly (Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 1.6.2), as does
Perseus to behead Medusa (2.4.2-3; cf. Hesiod, Scut. 227).282 Plato records how
Gyges the Lydian discovers a gold ring allowing him to become invisible (dpavi
avToV yevéaOat, Resp. 359d; adniw yiyvesOat, 360a) or visible (pavepov yevésOa,
oMiw, 360a) by turning a setting (359d-360b; cf. 612b; Hdt. 1.8-13; Cicero, Off. 3.38;
Lucian, Bis acc. 21; Nav. 42).

1 petridou 2015, 13-14, 319-20 (citing Garland [1992, 51-54] and Borgeaud [1988, 88-129]
who suggest mirroring Pan’s amorphous manifestation as inflicted ¢6fog on the Persians [Hdt. 6.112,
115-16]).

22 Qee LSJ, s.v. “xvovén”; cf. Aristophanes, Ach. 390; Plato, Resp. 612b; Hyginus, Astr. 2.12;
Irenaeus, Haer. 1.13.6.
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I noted Smith’s suggestion that Jesus becomes invisible/intangible (Luke 4:30;
24:31; John 7:30, 44; 8:20, 59; 10:39; 12:36) like Apollonius, Gyges, or anyone
applying spells (e.g., Pliny, Nat. 37.165; cf. 28.115; 33.8; 37.158; PGM 1.101-102,
196ff., 222ft., 2471t.; IV.21451f.; V.488; VIL.620fTf.; XII.160ff., 173-74, 279;
XIIL.234ff., 267-68; XXIla.11-12).*** Smith’s cited PGM are third- to fifth-century CE
handbooks containing prerequisite spells for various purposes, including invisibility
and escape, most reflecting syncretism of ancient Mediterranean (including Christian)
traditions and deities.

According to PGM 1.42-195, a conjured invisible god (deavnic... 6 0edc, 95)
or ‘aerial spirit’ (mvedud... aéplov, 97) ‘frees from bonds a person chained, opens
doors’ (Mgt 8¢ k decudv [a]Avoect ppovpovuevov, Bupag dvoiyet, 101), and ‘causes
invisibility so that no one can see you at all’ (dpovpoti, tva undeig [k]abdAov ce
Bswpnon, 102). After a prayer for deliverance (195-222), an invisibility spell (222-
31) includes an adjuration to Helios to be made ‘invisible’ (d0smpntdVv) until sunset
(229-30). Another invisibility spell (247-62) includes conjuring a daipwv (253) to
become ‘invisible’ (dpavtoc, 255) until one wishes ‘to be visible’ (éppaiveshar, 258).
PGM 1V.2145-240 provides divine assistance using three Homeric verses (/1. 10.564,
521, 572) allowing a person to remain unfound, escape imminent death, or evade
undesirable situations. PGM V.459-89 is a multi-purpose spell to gain favour or
desires, and ‘It loosens shackles, causes invisibility’ (nédag Avet, dpovpot, 488).
PGM VII1.619-27 makes one ‘invisible to everyone’ (40empnrog... mpog mavroc, 621-
22). PGM X11.160-78 grants deliverance from a locked location, loosens fetters, and
causes invisibility, attributed to various gods. Lines 270-350 contain instructions for
opening doors and breaking chains or rocks with a gem and invocation. PGM XIII.1-
734 (“Eighth Book of Moses™) contains a recipe to be ‘invisible’ (d0g|dpnrtog, 236-
37), with lines 268-69 invoking Darkness to ‘hide’ (kpOyov) the supplicant.

2.1.5. Supernatural Control
i. Supernatural Control in Homeric Epic
Homeric gods manipulate consciousness and perception. Despite Zeus’ claim

(somewhat contrastive to the //iad) that mortals blame the gods for their own

% See §1.1.2.ii. However, PGM XXIIa is medicinal without invisibility.
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misfortunes (Od. 1.32-34), divine intervention and manipulation are evident
throughout the Odyssey.”®* Zeus lays desires upon hearts and “casts evil® (kakiv
Baiev) among Odysseus’ comrades (17.437-39; cf. 1/. 20.242-43; TopAdv/‘blindness’,
4.139-43; adtn/ delusion’, 19.86-96). Aphrodite induces ‘delusion’ (&tnv) to lure
Helen from her native land (Od. 4.261-62) and an Erinys puts ‘delusion’ (dtng) in
Melampus’ mind (15.232-34). Athene and Hermes induce sleep and awaken mortals
(1.363-64; 2.393-98; 5.47-48; cf. Il. 24.445-46). Athene influences Telemachus’
emotions and thoughts, putting (6fjxe) might and courage into his heart and causing
him to think (Véuvncév) of his father (Od. 1.320-22; cf. 3.75-76), either by
supernatural placement or from their interaction (cf. 7. 5.513; 21.547; H.H. Ap. 463).
The former is more likely since later she puts in Penelope’s heart to show herself to
the suitors (Od. 18.158-60). Just prior, Athene ‘constrains’ (méonoe) Amphinomus to
be slain by Telemachus (18.155-56), a common expression for divine overruling of
human will (cf. 3.269; 4.380; 23.353).”% She ‘urged on’ (Gtpovev, 2.392) the suitors
and caused their minds to wander (2.392-98). Later, she ‘incited’ (opoe) laughter
among them and ‘led their thoughts astray’ (mrapéniayéev... vonua)’ (20.345-46).
They laughed at the explanation that their behaviour was divinely caused since ‘a
pernicious mist was spread upon them’ (kokn... €émdédpopev dyAvg) (20.357).
‘Athene, standing near beside (&yyt mapiotapévn) Odysseus’, presumably
invisible, ‘roused’ (dtpvve) him to engage in a reconnaissance mission discerning
between faithful and lawless compatriots whilst gathering bread (17.360-63; cf. 1.
2.446-58). Later, she prevents Penelope from understanding Eurycleia’s disclosure of
Odysseus’ identity: ‘But, though face to face, she was neither able to observe nor to
apprehend him (] 8" o0t @Opfican dvvat™ dvtin obte voficar); for Athene altered her

mind (voov &rpanev)’ (Od. 19.478-79). Elsewhere, Penelope exclaims to Eurycleia,

...the gods made you mad (uépynv o Oeoi Oécav), those who are also able to
make senseless (dOvavtol depova motijoat) even ones who are exceedingly
wise, and bring prudence upon the simple-minded; it is they who hinder
(&Broyav) you, but before you were of a sound mind (ppévog aiciun) (23.11-
14).

284 Critics debate ‘divine justice’ in Homeric and other literature: Lloyd-Jones 1983; Clay
1983, 215-17 (followed by Crotty 1994, 132-33); Kullmann 1985; Versnel 2011, 151-237.

2 ’
8 LSJ, s.v. “medom”.

65



Statements that gods arouse or cause insanity not only express erraticism or
irrationality, but the divine reputation of emotional and cognitive influence.
Telemachus proclaims to the suitors, ...you are mad (uaivese), and no longer
conceal with heart eating or drinking; some god now is surely rousing you (6e@®v vi
TIg O’ dpobvver)’ (18.406-407). The divine ability of supernatural control is
contrasted with Helen’s use of a ‘drug’ (pappaxov) to make wedding celebrants
apathetic hearing melancholy stories about Troy (4.219-32).2%

Additional to invisibility, deities use mists for other purposes, including
shedding niépa to make mortals defensive (Zeus: /. 17.268-70; cf. 17:366-83, 625-47)
or to hinder deserters (Hera: 21.6-8). Gods draw vo& to inhibit perception (Ares:
5.506-508) and cause destruction (Zeus: 16.567-68). Clouds/mists are removed from
eyes to discern (yryvooknc) deities and mortals (5.127-28; cf. 15.668-69). Poseidon
sheds dyAvv over Achilles’ eyes, presumably blinding him, and transports Aeneas
over the battle (20.321-25). Divine mists also prevent interrogation, assailment, or
recognition. Athene poured a ‘thick mist” (moAAv népa, Od. 7.15, 140), ‘miraculous
mist’ (dyAvv Beoneciny, 7.41-42), or ‘divine mist’ (Bécpatog anp, 7.143) around
Odysseus preventing Phaeacians from taunting him or enquiring of his identity
(keptopéor T €méeoot kai E€epéod’ Otig €in, 7.17). ‘They did not apprehend him
going down town among them’ (ovk évomoav €pyopevov Kot oty ot 6eéag, 7.39-
40) since Athene ‘did not permit it’ (00... €la, 7.40-41). After he enters the palace
and embraces Arete, the mist dissolves (7.143-45). Only the mist is invisible, not also
Odysseus>®’ who must not respond to interrogations whilst following disguised
Athene (7.14-36). Ovk évomoav (7.39) conveying cognitive rather than visual
imperception is supported by Penelope’s inability to ‘apprehend’ Eurycleia’s
statement that Odysseus stands before her (19.478-79). Athene makes Odysseus
‘unrecognisable’ (dyvwotov, 13.191) with a mist so that Ithacans might not
‘know’/*perceive’ (yvoin, 13.192) him until after delivering retribution (cf. /1. 24.334-
98).

Deities manipulate situations to determine outcomes. According to Odysseus,

gods ‘easily’ loosened his bonds and hid him from the Thesprotians (Od. 14.348-59).

8 Although gods also possess or utilise items (e.g., papdoc/‘wand’; Hermes’ moly [Od.
10.302-306]; Hades’ cap), they are supernaturally elusive without aids.

27 Contra Garvie 1994, 171.
66



Athene causes Nausicaa’s tossed ball to land near Odysseus, leading to their
encounter (6.110-39). Nausicaa’s fearful maidens flee, but she remains since the
goddess ‘put (Bfjke) courage in her heart and grasped (eiAeto) fear from her limbs’
(6.140). Finally, although Odysseus ‘avoided’ (dAgdato) a thrown hoof (20.299-302;
cf. 17.458-88, 489-91; 18.406-409), Athene determines the outcome of hurled
javelins, making them fruitless (td 8¢ mévta £tmdoia Ofjkev AB1vn) so that they strike

walls and pillars (22.256-59; GAevavto, 22.260; cf. 1. 20.438-41).2%*

ii. Supernatural Control in Euripides’ Bacchae

In Euripides’ Bacchae, Dionysus ‘stings’ (oiotpdw: 32-38, 119, 665;
avowotpéw: 977-79; oiotpoming: 1229), ‘shouts’ (148-49, 151, 1078-89, cf. 689-90),
‘leads’ (Gyw: 114-16, 412-16, 569-70, 804, 819-20, 855, 974, 1080; nyyéopar: 841,
920; xopilm: 961; mounde: 965, 1047; EEapyog: 140-41; cf. with Biacog/xopodg: 55-57,
379, 680-82), possesses (284, 298-300), and uses ‘breath’ (mvon: 1093-94) to cause
frenzy, delusion, or otherwise ‘control’ (kotéyw: 555, 1124) mortals.”™ He punishes
Pentheus by ‘driving him out of his senses, implanting fickle madness’ (§kotncov
QpevadV, evelg Ehappav Abcscav) to dress as a woman, since he would not “if of good
senses’ (ppovdv p&v €v)... but if driven out of his senses’ (8¢ & lavvmv tod
Qpovelv) (850-53; cf. 359, 944-48).

The stranger submits to capture, though able to resist, escape, or foil
Pentheus’ contrivances (434-42), even hinting at his identity by claiming that he
wilfully suffers or is liberated by Dionysus, that Pentheus leads away Dionysus in
bonds, and that Dionysus will punish the king for insolence (498, 515-18). Yet,
Pentheus remains oblivious (500-502). The bacchants’ miraculous incarceration

deliverance further evinces Dionysus’ control (447-48):*%°

And fetters parted asunder of their own accord by themselves from their feet
(avtopato 8" adtaig deopd oAb Tod®dv) and keys opened doors without a

mortal hand (kKAfj6éc T~ avijkay OOpetp’ dvev Bvntiig xEPOQ).

% Some ancients rejected 22.257-59 as an interpolation (Murray 1995, 2:365 n. 9;
Fernandez-Galiano in Russo et al 1992, 266), but 22.256 is unaffected.

% Leinieks 1996, 87-105. Cf. Lyssa/Madness, ‘unseen’ (4pavrot), will possess Heracles’
mind (Her. 873).

%0 Cf. Ovid, Metam. 3.699-701 (a bacchant is incarcerated in Dionysus’ place); Ps.-Apollod.,
Bib. 3.5.1; Nonnus, Dion. 45.228-84.
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They call upon Dionysus (443) and wonders accompany the stranger’s presence (449-
50).

Dionysus eludes and controls Pentheus using illusionistic powers.””' The
stranger credits Dionysus for his escape involving an earthquake (604-607; cf. 585-
641), admitting, ‘I alone easily (padioc) saved myself without toil’ (614),%°% baffling
Pentheus who tied a bull instead (616-22, 642-50). Odes in the third stasimon delight
in Dionysus’ escape with imagery of a fawn eluding hunters followed by the revenge
theme (862-911).%%

The god obscures/controls (ék Bakyiov kateiyeto) Agaue’s mind (1123-24;
cf. 1114-21)** and endows her hands with superhuman strength or ease (edpdpetov)
to dismember Pentheus (1127-28) whom she fails to recognise (1139-43). Her
gruesome conduct epitomises her delusion, but her mind is restored to recognise her
slaughtered son (1269-89; cf. 1169-1215). Cadmus tells the bacchants, ‘You were
maddened (éudvnre), and the whole city was filled with bacchic frenzy
(8&ePaxyevOn)’ (1295; cf. 1302-1326).

Cognitive control differs from ignorance or self-induced incredulity. The
stranger says that Dionysus is near and observing (500), but when Pentheus asks
where Dionysus is and says that the god is not evident to his eyes (kai mod "otiv; 00
Yap eavepog dupociv vy’ €uoig, 501) the stranger responds, ‘[He is] with me; but you,
being profane, do not see him’ (mop” €poi- 6V 8” doePng avTog WV 0K gicopdc, 502).
Pentheus’ incredulity prevents recognition, a consequence of irreverence and
Dionysus’ vengeance.

Pentheus ‘fights against a god’ (Bsopoyet, 44-45; cf. 325, 1255) like others
who ‘speculate’ (évoo@ilopecta, 200), impugning traditions (201-209). Dionysus
says, ‘though being a man, he dared to go into battle against a god’ (mpog Oedv yap vV
avnp &g naymv A0l étoAunce, 635-36). Responding to Pentheus’ resistance and
threats, the stranger declares, ‘I would happily sacrifice much to him rather than
provoking him, kicking against the goads (mpog ké€vtpa AaktiCoiut), mortal against

god’ (794-95). Pentheus will be unsuccessful and should submit to divine

21 Segal 1982, 218-23.
2 Hinting that he is the god (Seaford 1996, 200).
%3 See Arthur 1972, 159-65.

294 .
" See LSJ, s.v. “katéym”.
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sovereignty. After their dialogue (787-861), the chorus proclaims that it costs little to
acknowledge (vopilewv) the gods’ strength (ioyvv) and divine power (10 daipLdviov)
(888-96), similar to the final ode declaring that the multiform gods find means to
reverse expectations (1388-92; cf. Alc. 1159-63; Andr. 1284-88; Hel. 1688-92).
Deities engage elusively in human affairs, exercising control and sovereignty, as the

Bacchae exemplifies.

iii. Other Graeco-Roman Instances of Supernatural Control

Divinely induced visual or cognitive imperception is prevalent.””> Athene
casts blinding thoughts over Ajax’s eyes (dvo@Opovg £’ dupact yvouag Baiodoa) to
think he slaughters Atreidae whilst killing and abusing animals (Sophocles, 4;. 42,
51-65). The term yvopog is best rendered ‘thoughts’ here, referring to “knowledge-
based beliefs or opinions”*° She will show Ajax’s ‘madness’ (vdcog, 66) to
Odysseus, so he is not to worry: ‘For I shall prevent (dneipm) the averted
(dmootpdeovg) beams of his eyes from seeing your appearance’ (69-70).
Amootpégoug might signify directional diversion,*”” but Athene tells Odysseus, *...he
will not even see you, though being present nearby... I shall darken (ckotdom) his
eyelids, though he sees clearly’ (83, 85). She “virtually’ blinds Ajax.”® Odysseus
utters a gnomic response: ‘Indeed anything can happen if contrived by a god (6god
TeYVOUEVOD)’ (86). A similar phenomenon occurs when Athene appears to Odysseus
(14-15): “Voice of Athene... how intelligible, even if you are yet out of sight (kdv
dmomtog Mg Spmc), I hear your utterance and seize it in [my] mind’. Unless Athene is
invisible, the same perceptual control is implied.”” Invisible dramatis personae
nevertheless remain visible to the theatrical audience (cf. Eur., Hipp. 1440).

Petridou refers to the ‘mental activity’ of deities giving ideas to mortals, such
as Artemis Aristoboule giving Themistocles an idea about battle tactics (Plutarch,

Her. mal. 869¢-d).*”° Medea, disguised as a priestess, easily brings Pelias’ daughters

% See Weinreich 1909, 189-94; Buxton 1980; Hartsock 2008, 53-81; Tatti-Gartziou 2010.
% Esposito 2010, 5 n. 24.

7 Finglass 2011, 158.

% Esposito 2010, 7 n. 34.

% Kamerbeek 1963, 22.

3% petridou 2015, 135, cf. 132-33 (material evidence).
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to her will and creates miracles from potions to deceive them (Hyginus, Fab. 24).
Gods even drive other deities insane and cover their senses (Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 3.5.1).
Ultimately, Greek gods are characterised by exceeding dOvapig or omnipotence,

generally able to do what mortals cannot (cf. Plutarch, Cor. 38.4).>"!

Common door or liberation miracles imply divine or numinous activity.*"
Apollo’s temple doors open at his presence (Callimachus, Hymn. Apoll. 1-15).
Hercules’ Theban temple doors self-open among other phenomena (Cicero, Div.
1.34). Caesar’s chamber doors self-open and the arms of Mars shake (Dio Cassius
44.17.2). Nero’s chamber doors and doors of the mausoleum of Augustus self-open
during the same night (63.26.5). Doors open from Medea’s ‘song’/“spell’ (do1daic,
Apoll. Rhod. 4.41-42). Mercury opens locked doors with his wand (Ovid, Metam.
2.818-19). When Apollonius frees his shackled leg, Damis considers his godlike
(Beia) and superhuman (kpeittov dvOpmmov) nature (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 7.38; cf. 2.2;
8.13, 30).

Mortals, usually semi-divine or of ambiguous parentage, also exercise or
mediate power for supernatural control. Kratz provides examples of figures exhibiting
power over nature (e.g., Medea, Orpheus, emperors [ Augustus, Caligula, Nero],
Empedocles, Pythagoras, and Apollonius).*”® Orpheus gains control over people,
animals, and nature by song and lyre (Aeschylus, 4g. 1629-30; Eur., Alc. 328, 692;
Bacch. 556; Cycl. 624; Iph. aul. 1211-14; Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 1.3.1-2; 1.9.25; Ovid,
Metam. 10-11). Additional to controlling animals and nature, Pythagoras
demonstrates simultaneous polylocality, is privy to information, and soothes body
and soul (Plutarch, Num. 65; lamblichus, VP 60-67, 134-36, 140-44; Porphyry, Vit.
Pyth. 23-31; Apoll. Paradox., Hist. mir. 6; cf. Diog. Laert. 8.1-54).*** His pupil
Empedocles uses drugs to avoid illness and aging, manipulates climates, raises the
dead, and claims to be deified (Diog. Laert. 8.55-77).** Timolaus desires rings from

Hermes which grant health, invisibility, flight, and manipulation of sleep, doors, and

' Henrichs 2010, 35-37 (along with immortality and anthropomorphism); Versnel 2011,
379-438; cf. Nagelsbach 1840, 18-29; Petridou 2015, 23.

392 See Pervo’s (1987, 27, 147 n. 15) examples.

39 Kratz 1979, 95-106; cf. divine and human water miracles: Yarbro Collins 1994; Cotter
1999, 131-74.

394 See Tiede 1972, 14-20; Theissen 2007, 266.
395 Qee Tiede 1972, 20-22.

70



love (Lucian, Nav. 42). Pans attacking a hill fall, ‘being dumbfounded
(2uppovinbévtag) by the wise ones (tdv cop®dv)’ (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 3.13). Finally,
as discussed, extant spells purportedly grant escape by appealing to higher powers
(PGM 1.101; 1V.2145-240; V.488; XI1.160-78).

2.1.6. Youth Acting Independently without Parental Knowledge

Graeco-Roman literature features youths acting independently or departing
without parental knowledge. For example, Plutarch (4/ex. 9.1-3) relates how sixteen-
year-old Alexander colonised a land and participated in a battle without his father’s
knowledge or explicit permission who was nevertheless pleased about the exploits.
Notably, ancient authors and modern scholars alike have long recognised
Telemachus’ journey as a coming of age or ‘education’ (moidevoic)’* theme of the

. 307
Telemacheia.

Telemachus is around twenty years old (cf. 19.222), but lacks
maturity. Athene tells him, ‘for it does not beseem you to practise childish (vnmidiog)
ways, since you are no longer of such an age (tnAikog)’ (1.296-97). I1dig and téxvov
references, especially in context of his journey, emphasise his youthfulness. Although
these are also used for a generative sense, other terms often connote offspring (vidc:
1.88,217; 4.143; 16.339; yovog: 1.216; 2.274; 4.207). [1dic is employed in relation to
Telemachus’ secret departure (4.707, 665, 727) and return (4.808, 817; 16.17, 337;
17.38; cf. viymiog, 4.818).>"® Tékvov is used in the vocative or as endearment for
various characters (Athene, Nestor’s children, Penelope, Odysseus, and Telemachus)
some twenty-six times, eleven applied to Telemachus relevant to his journey.
Telemachus is called tékvov by Eurycleia (2.363; 19.22; 20.135), Nestor (3.184,
254), Menelaus (4.78), Helen (15.125), Theoclymenus (15.509), Eumaeus (16.61),
Odysseus (16.226), and Penelope (23.105). These contribute to his characterisation as
a childish youth.

Telemachus’ maturation requires distancing from his mother, experiencing

trials and adventures, and courageously exercising authority over his household.

39 porphyry, Apud scholia ad Odyssey 1.284 (Petropoulos 2011, 106).
397 In ancient scholia see Wissmann 2009; Hunter 2015, 673-79.

3% Eumaeus relays the words of Penelope’s ‘beloved vioc’ (16.339), but néic (16.337) occurs
in context of his return.

71



Unlike static characters, Telemachus grows.*”” Athene could inform him of
Odysseus’ whereabouts, but divine fovAn (‘counsel’/‘plan’) necessitates his
experiential journey (2.372; cf. 1.252-305), so he voyages (sails: 2.413-34; rides a
chariot: 3.491-97), hears war stories sitting and conversing with veterans (bks. 3-4),
and achieves vootoc (‘return’ home).>'° Telemachus’ journey gains him kAéoc
(‘renown’), “a necessary qualification for the attainment of adult status in the heroic
world (1.95),”*'" and dpet (‘virtue’),>'? making him more like his ToAvpiovoc
(‘resourceful’) father (cf. 1.203-205, 253-305).>"* He is concerned with his father’s
affairs and household (2.214-15; 3.83; cf. 2.262-66; 3.315-31), and he must be valiant
(3.199-200) and accomplish his journey against the odds (4.657-72). Antinous hopes
that Telemachus does not accomplish ‘this journey’ (030¢ jo¢€) and is destroyed
before reaching ‘youthful prime’ (ffnc) (4.663-68). Telemachus is more
intellectually prepared and emotionally confident after returning, but cunningly feigns

314 Already before departing Telemachus asserts authority in his father’s

immaturity.
house, rebuking suitors who marvel at his courage and wisdom (1.269-74, 354-404).
He sits in his father’s seat (2.14) and stands to address the assembly (2.35-38).
Garland observes that Telemachus’ maturation journey consists of
confrontations and encounters moving outward from his household, beginning most
crucially with distancing from his mother, then interactions with elders, Ithacans, and
finally foreign kings.>'> Penelope is astonished and ponders her son’s words when he
corrects her and asserts his household authority (1.325-61; 21.343-55). Telemachus
withdraws privately (2.260) then departs without her knowledge (2.411). Only
Eurycleia knows, but he enjoins secrecy (2.358-80, 412). Penelope is distraught upon
learning that her son slipped away (4.703-710). He returns home to complete his

transition to adulthood (bk. 15; cf. 1.295-96; 3.199-200; 4.663-68). Penelope is

3% Millar and Carmichael 1954.
1% Similarly, Clarke 1963.

' Garland 1990, 172. The Oresteia myth exemplifies resistance (1.293-305; 3.301ff;;
4.511ff; cf. 3.196 [naic)).

312 Clarke 1963, 130-33.

13 D’ Arms and Hulley 1946; Millar and Carmichael 1954; Rose 1967; Austin 1969.
1% Austin 1969; Garland 1990, 170-71.

315 Garland 1990, 172-73 (without typical sexual awakening).
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distressed though relieved upon reuniting with him (17.36-44), exclaiming, ‘you
departed... secretly, against my will, to hear about your beloved father’ (17.42-43).
Greek and Roman authors, additional to showing an awareness of the
Telemacheia (e.g., Telegony; Hdt. 2.116.5; Eur., Orest. 588-90; Plato, Leg. 7.804a;
Aristotle, Poet. 1461b; Strabo 7.7.11; 8.3.5; 8.5.8; 10.1.9; 10.2.24; Paus. 9.14.4;
10.14.2; Athenaeus, Deipn. V 182f-187a), perceived its maturation journey theme.
Penelope writes to Odysseus in Ovid’s Heroides (Penelope Ulixi 1.98-116) worried
about losing their ‘boy’ (puer) who journeyed to Pylos, commenting that he will
attain ‘a stronger age’ only if surviving with his father’s help in whose ‘arts’ he ‘was
educated’. Plutarch (Cupid. divit. 9) mentions Telemachus’ ‘inexperience’ (dmeipio)
whilst visiting Nestor. Pseudo-Apollodorus (Epit. E 3.7-8) speaks of Telemachus as a
naig snatched from Penelope’s bosom and held at sword-point by Palamedes in
Odysseus’ presence. He also summarises how Telemachus aids his disguised father

against the suitors (7.32-34).

2.2. Synthesis and Observations

We shall see how Luke’s reader invokes these conventions in my focal Luke-
Acts passages, observing similarities and differences, including between Graeco-
Roman figures and Jesus. I summarise here some significant observations from this
compilation. Regarding [virtual] theoxenies, a visitor’s elusive presence is
advantageous or detrimental, contingent on one’s treatment of their guest. Bierl
observes that disguised visiting deities test and may punish mortals, writing, “The
divine parousia is a paradoxical fact. On the one hand, closeness to a god who shows
himself alive and real means that the person who experiences divinity is selected; on
the other hand, closeness may mean serious danger and even death”.*'® Divine
visitors reward or punish hosts more than do mortals, or at least aid mortals
administering retribution (e.g., Zeus and Athene aiding Odysseus). Additionally,
unlike mortals, divine visitors often depart supernaturally, further indicating their
supramundane identities (e.g., Athene and Dionysus). The infrequency of epiphanic

luminosity causing blindness suggests this result is intentional and exceptionally

elusive. Although some humans of uncertain or divine parentage reflexively

316 Bierl 2004, 44.
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disappear/teleport or exhibit polylocality (e.g., Apollonius and Pythagoras), deities,
translated humans, and otherworldly figures typically reflexively disappear
concluding epiphanies, including in dreams or visions. Whereas divine figures are
capable of reflexive invisibility and rendering others invisible, occasionally with
mists or the cap of Hades, mortals are either made invisible by deities or otherwise
utilise props or spells, relying on higher powers. Gods possess power to control
mortals and situations, sovereignly determining outcomes, contrastive to impotent
humans who are incapable of supernatural control without aid. Finally, we saw how
the Telemacheia characterises Telemachus as a youth on a divine coming of age
journey who must show initiative and elude his mother to act autonomously and
authoritatively.

Our data consistently reveals that supramundane figures are
reflexively/actively elusive, especially deities acting with ease by their own power.
Some mortals or figures of potential divine parentage apparently demonstrate unaided
invisibility, disappearance, and supernatural control, though most are passive or rely
on numinous aid. Some divine figures are portrayed as elusive with multiple
conventions, such as Athene in Homer’s Odyssey and Dionysus in Euripides’
Bacchae with disguised visitations, appearances and disappearances, invisibility or
metamorphosis, and supernatural control. Additional to Athene’s actions, virtual
theoxenies of Odysseus and Telemachus as well as the latter’s conduct in the
Telemacheia form an elusiveness theme in the Odyssey. Dionysus’ behaviour in the
Bacchae led scholars to identify him as the elusive god par excellence of Greek
mythology.”'” These modes of elusiveness in Graeco-Roman literature join with
ancient Jewish modes (in the following chapter) forming an ancient Mediterranean

repertoire to elucidate readings of my focal Lukan passages.

3" Henrichs 1993; 2012, 461; Foley 1980, 112 (represented theatrically); cf. Segal 1982.
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CHAPTER 3

ELUSIVENESS IN JEWISH LITERATURE

3.1. Ancient Jewish Literary Conventions of Elusiveness

This chapter presents Jewish literary elusiveness conventions. These,
combined with Graeco-Roman data in the previous chapter, form an ancient
Mediterranean extratext for consultation when reading my focal Luke-Acts passages.
Some categories here overlap with Graeco-Roman ones: disguised or divine visitation
and (in)hospitality, luminous epiphanies, reflexive disappearances, and supernatural
control. Jewish accounts of independent youths journeying are not without parental
knowledge (e.g., Isaac or Tobias), so this category is omitted here. Others are
included, being unique to Jewish documents: divine hiddenness or concealment,
elusive Wisdom, and theophanic traversal. Considering the following compilation
overall—particularly with viewing biblical documents as a corpus (as would Luke
and his ancient reader)—elusive characters (Yahweh, angels or other supramundane

figures, and aided humans) and an elusiveness theme emerge.

3.1.1. Disguised or Divine Visitation and (In)hospitality

Like Graeco-Roman traditions, Jewish [virtual] theoxenic episodes are
positive or negative.’'® Inhospitality or instruction against it is common (Gen 19:1-
29; Jdg 4:17-22; 19:1-28; Wis 19:14-17; Sir 29:22-27; Philo, Abr. 1.107 [&&evog];
Josephus, Ant. 1.194 [uodEevoc]).”'” Whereas humans cosmetically disguise
1

themselves or behave differently,’* supramundane figures visit in human guise.*

Depictions of the angel of the Lord/Yahweh/God (pre-exilic) ambiguously imply

1% Some episodes in this section are detailed in Letellier 1995; Denaux 1999; Arterbury 2003;
2005, 59-93; Jipp 2013, 131-70.

319 Matthews 1991; 1992.

30 E g.: Jacob (Gen 27:15-16); Joseph (Gen 42:7; cf. b. Yeb. 88a); Gibeonites (Jos 9:4-6);
Jeroboam’s wife (1 Kgs 14:1-6); a prophet (1 Kgs 20:37-43); king Ahab (1 Kgs 22:30; 2 Chron 18:29);
David (1 Sam 21:10-15 [feigning insanity]); Saul (1 Sam 28:8). On biblical ‘tricksters’ see Niditch
2000 (often aided); Camp 1988 (Wisdom); Steinberg 1988; Engar (1990) examines tricky/deceptive
heroines, including Jesus’ ancestors (Rebekah, Leah, Rachel, Tamar, Ruth, Moses’ mother and sister,
Tekoan women, Rahab, Jael, Judith, Esther); Frontain 1990 (David); Jackson 2002 (Lot’s daughters
and Tamar); 2012, 41-66.

321 Cf. without hospitality: Gen 32:24-32; Exod 3:1-15; disguised epiphanies of Satan, God,
angels, and Elijah in talmudic literature: b. San. 95a -96a; b. Ber. 6b; 58a.
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angelomorphic theophanies, a precedent for archangels and other figures.*** Thus,
Yahweh (6 0g6c) appears as three men to Abraham and Sarah (Gen 18:1-33). The
narrator designates one of the figures as Yahweh/x0piog (18:13, 17, 20, 22, 26, 33),
and later the other two speak of Yahweh’s pending destruction (19:13-14; cf. 19:24
[dual Yahweh reference], 29). Either a theophany accompanies angelophanies or all
three figures constitute a multi-angelomorphic theophany.323 Abraham runs to greet
them, offers water to wash their feet, and urges them to rest whilst Sarah prepares
food (18:2-8). Josephus says that Abraham thought they were £évovg and urged them
to partake of eviag (Ant. 1.196). Concerned about consumption of human victuals,
Philo (4br. 118) and Josephus (4nt. 1.197) ascribe this to pretence. One stranger
pronounces a blessing that Sarah will bear a son (Gen 18:9-15), which Philo
interprets as a reward for hospitality (46r. 110). Eventually, Abraham escorts them
towards Sodom (Gen 18:16, 20-21), though Yahweh (k0prog) remains present
(18:22). Abraham becomes aware of his guest’s divine identity by this time since he
discusses the visitor’s pending act of judgment (18:23-32).** For Philo, Abraham
considers his guests’ heavenly identities after they ask if anything is too wonderful
for the Lord (4br. 112-13; cf. Gen 18:14). Finally, Yahweh (x0prog) departs
concluding the visitation (Gen 18:33).

The narrative shifts to a second theoxenic episode with the two dyyeiot in
Sodom (19:1-29). Lot extends hospitality, greeting the visitors, hosting them,
washing their feet, and feeding them (19:1-3), but the men of Sodom are inhospitable,
nearly sexually assaulting them (19:4-9). The angels punitively ‘blind’ the men whom
Yahweh destroys, but reward Lot and his family by sparing them (19:10-25).>*°
According to Josephus, the men of Sodom ‘hate strangers’ (lucdEevor, Ant. 1.194).
Whereas God’s unmediated visitation is beneficial in the previous narrative, his
presence in Sodom as a final test results in judgment.’*® The angels’ departure is

unrecorded.

322 Dunn 1980, 149-59; 2010, 66-71; Mach 1992, 37-63; Gieschen 1998, 51-69; Hannah 1999,
19-20; Tuschling 2007, 93-113; Michalak 2012, 30-40.

33 Von Rad 1972, 204-206; Terrien 2000, 79-80.
3 Letellier 1995, 83-84.

3 Cf. 1 Clem. 11:1-2.

326 Von Rad 1972, 217.
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The Abrahamic hospitality tradition remained popular in Jewish and Christian
receptions (Philo, Abr. 107-132; Josephus, Ant. 1.196-98; Heb 13:2; 1 Clem. 10:7). It

327 though God sends the archangel

is taken up thematically in Testament of Abraham,
Michael who appears as a traveller (1:1-2:1). Abraham proves to be a good host (2:2-
6, 10-12; 3:6-7; 4:14-5:6); his custom is ‘meeting and receiving strangers’ (101
EMEEVOLC TIPOGLTOVTAY Kol Emdeyopevoc, [A] 2:2).2® Abraham notices the stranger’s
tears turning into precious stones (3:11), but Sarah later realises he is an angel and
tells her husband (6:1-13). Michael temporarily ascends to heaven concluding the
visitation (8:1) then returns for Abraham’s heavenly journey.

In Tobit, the incognito angel Raphael accompanies Tobias on a journey (5:4-
12:20).**° Tobias’ journey reflects an intertextual relationship with the Telemacheia,
among other texts,” and shows affinities with accounts of divinely intended
endogamy where brides are acquired during journeys (Isaac: Gen 24; Jacob: Gen
28)*! and with Isaac’s journey accompanying Abraham (Gen 22).*** Tobias
encounters Raphael whilst looking for a travelling companion to acquire assets in
Media. Tobit and Tobias invite the visitor into their home, enquiring of his identity
and lineage, so he claims to be their kinsman Azariah (Tob 5:5-14).>*° Raphael
liberates Sarah from the demon Asmodeus who slew her seven unconsummated
grooms, allowing Tobias to marry her, and heals Tobit’s blindness (6:1-11:18). Tobit
prepares a generous repayment for Raphael, but the angel reveals himself (12:1-15).
Although God sends Raphael in response to Tobit’s and Sarah’s supplications, their

alleviations are also rewards for obedience and piety (3:16-17; 11:1-12:3),**

327 Probable Greek originals of Jewish recensions date ca. 75—125 CE (Sanders 1983, 871-902)
or the turn of the current era (Allison 2003, 34-40).

328 Cf. Philo, Abr. 114-18.

3% The Jewish composition Tobit is dated ca. second—third century BCE, with final redactions
possibly taking place as late as the second century CE (Fitzmyer 2003, 50-54). I designate Tobit’s
shorter and longer Greek texts by G' and G" (based primarily on X) respectively, when these disagree,
or specify other versions were pertinent. On Tobit’s textual history see Fitzmyer 2003, 3-28; Littman
2008, xix-Xxv.

30 See §§1.1.2.1; 2.1.6.
3! Von den Eynde 2005, 277-79.
332 Novick 2007.

333« Azariah’ meaning ‘Yahweh helped’ (Fitzmyer 2003, 184) emphasises God’s intervention
through Raphael (Deselaers 1990, 96-97).

3% Whether suffering is from misfortune, alleviation involves Deuteronomic reciprocity (see
Soll 1989; but cf. Portier-Young 2001; Kiel 2012).
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including hospitality. Thus, Raphael was sent to test them (12:13 G'/12:14 G"). For
Moore, this “test’ is unclear,”* but Raphael interacts as a guest, testing piety and
hospitality. Moreover, Raphael either lies to remain disguised and test his hosts>* or
is not deceitful by claiming to have visited Gabael, since he assumes Azariah’s entire
persona.”’ Disguised visitors nevertheless withhold their true identities, pretending to
be real or fictitious persons. Raphael explains that he ate or drank nothing and they
beheld a “vision’ (8paowv, 12:19; cf. &payov, 6:6 G'; but Epayev, 6:5 G1).**® They are
afraid, but he reassures them and departs to heaven, so they rejoice (12:16-22).
Another visitation takes place during the journey when Raguel extends hospitality to
Tobias and Raphael (6:10-10:11).%%

A virtual theoxeny occurs with God’s visiting prophet (1 Kgs 17:8-24). A
poor widow in Zarephath of Sidon hosts Elijah and feeds him bread with remaining
ingredients (17:8-14). As a result, her meal and oil are undepleted for many days
(17:15-16). She becomes convinced that Elijah is a man of God when he prays and
her ill son is resuscitated (17:17-24). Similarly, a Shunammite woman is convinced
that Elisha is a man of God and extends hospitality by feeding and hosting him
whenever he passes through (2 Kgs 4:8-12). She is rewarded with a son (4:13-17).
Although he later dies, Elisha revives him with God’s aid (4:18-37).**

Judith’s subversive visitation to Holofernes (Jdt 10-14) bears marks of a
virtual theoxenic episode.’*' Her compatriots are unaware of her plan (8:34). She
disguises herself as a seductress from her normal chaste behaviour and widow’s garb
(10:1-8)*** and journeys towards the enemy camp (10:9-12). Soldiers see her and

enquire about her identity (10:12), but she partially reveals it, maintaining deceit

33 Moore 1996, 271.
336 Miller 2012.
37 Littman 2008, 99.

3% Although angels eat in OT narratives (Gen 18:8; 19:3), Michael receives God’s aid to eat
in T. Ab. [A] 4:9-11, and Tob 12:19 Vulg. describes Raphael consuming ‘invisible food and drink
which cannot be seen by men’ (Moore 1996, 272-73); cf. Fitzmyer 2003, 207, 297-98.

3% Arterbury 2005, 87.
0 Arterbury (2005, 84-86) includes these as hospitality scenes, but not virtual theoxenies.

1 Judith is a Jewish composition dated ca. 120-80 BCE (Gera 2014, 26-44). Judith is
dependent on Jdg 4:17-24 (Jael and Sisera) and resembles themes of sexuality and death, e.g., Jdg 16
(Samson and Delilah), Gen 34 (Dinah’s rape), Susanna, and Esther (Otzen 2002, 109-113).

32 Gera 2014, 328.
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(10:12-13). ‘Judith>** is only employed by the narrator, notwithstanding the
concluding song which she leads (16:6). She is otherwise referred to as a ‘Hebrew’
(CEBpaiog: 10:12; 12:11; 14:18). She is taken to Holofernes’ tent (10:14-23) who asks
about her motives, treating her hospitably (11:1-4). She speaks wisely, but
deceitfully, and her hosts marvel (11:5-23). Holofernes provides accommodation
(12:1-11), also offering sexual intercourse (12:12-20). However, Judith decapitates
him and departs, leaving her hosts to realise they were misled (13:1-10; 14:12-19).
Consonant with Graeco-Roman traditions, encountering the visiting divine
presence is either favourable or unfavourable depending on one’s conduct or
response. Unsurprisingly, throughout Jewish literature God’s ‘visitation’ (725/717125;

34

5 P 5 , . . 4 . .
gmokéntopar/émokonn) expresses blessing and deliverance™ " or retribution and

345 . . . . .
so his manifest presence is beneficial or detrimental.

judgment,
3.1.2. Luminous Epiphanies

Epiphanies of celestial figures are frequently luminous, including their
garments or accompanying phenomena, though epiphanic luminosity is often not
perceptually impairing. Yahweh is portrayed as interacting with people through a
fiery anthropomorphic corporeality, similar to Mesopotamian deities and kings (Exod
3:2-3; 19:16; 24:1-18, 33-34; Jdg 6:12, 21-22; 13:20-21; 2 Kgs 2:11; Isa 6:1-6; 30:27;
cf. Deut 4:12, 15, 24; 5:24; 32:22; 2 Sam 22:10; Ps 78:14; Job 29:3; Ezek 22:21-
22).** Light characterises his heavenly manifestation and dwelling (Deut 33:2; Pss
4:6; 27:1; 44:3; 89:15; 104:1-2; Isa 9:2; 60:1-3, 19-20; Mic 7:8; cf. Gen 15:17).*"
Still, some mortals see God without visual impairment (Exod 24:9-11; 1 Kgs 22:19-

* Judith (Tovdi6/Tovdeid/Tovdn6/n 737/ Jewess’) symbolises Israel (cf. 16:2) (Moore 1985,
179; Levine 1999; Gera 2014, 255).

3% Gen 21:1; 50:24-25; Ruth 1:6; 1 Kgs 2:21; Pss 8:5; 105:4; Job 7:18; Zeph 2:7; Ezek 34:11;
Jer 15:15; 29:10; 36:10; 39:41; Jdt 8:33; 13:20; Wis 3:7; Pss. Sol. 3:11; 1Q28b III 2; 1QS IV 6; 4Q257
V 4 (possible); 4Q266 2 111;4Q380 119;4Q448 C 4.

% Exod 32:34; 34:7; Pss 59:6; 17:3 (testing); 58:6; 88:33; Isa 10:3; 23:17; Jer 5:9, 29; 9:8,
24; 11:22; 30:2; 34:8; 36:31; 37:20; 43:31; 51;13, 29; Lam 4:22; Hos 4:14; Zech 10:3; Wis 14:11; Sir
2:14; 16:18; Pss. Sol. 9:4; 15:12; 1QH*IX 17; 1QS 11 6; 11 14, 18; IV 11-14, 19, 26; 4Q266 3 I1I 24;
4Q286 7114;4Q4161:9;3:2;7:2;4Q417 118;4Q418 43-4515; 122 11 + 126 11 9; 4Q423 5:4;, CD-A
V 14-16; VI1 9, 21; VIII 1-3; CD-B XIX 6-15; 4Q266 1a-b:2. See ThWQ, s.v. “1p,” 3:321, 323-24;
Hermann W. Beyer, “éniockéntopal, émokonéw, énokont),” TDNT 2:599-608.

3% Grant 2015; cf. Cassin 1968.

37 Cf. Rev 21:23-24; 22:5. The [often synonymous] terms 7123, NX9A, Ti7, 777 translated
06&a (OG) and gloria (Vulg.) convey God’s effulgence (Terrien 2000, 145).
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23//2 Chron 18:18-22; Isa 6:1-6; Amos 7:7; Hab 3:3-6). Moses sees God’s passing
glory rather than his ‘face’ (i.e., presence), leaving his countenance so glorious that
he must veil it, though it does not blind or inhibit others (Exod 33:18-23; 34:5-8, 29-
35). LAB 12:1 relays, ‘And he was perfused with invisible light (lumine invisibili). ..
the light of his face surpassed the splendour of the sun and moon’.**® The Israelites
see him, but do not recognise him (videntes non cognoscebant eum), just as Joseph’s
brothers did not recognise him (non cognoverunt eum). Moses realises that his face
(facies; faciem) is glorious (gloriosissima) and veils it (cf. 19:16). The lumine
invisibili is not undetectable light, but unbearable light.**’

Ezekiel falls facedown in fear and reverence hearing an epiphanic voice and
seeing an enthroned luminous anthropomorphic figure, the likeness of the Lord’s
glory (Ezek 1:4-2:2; cf. 3:21-23; 8:4; 10:4; 43:2-6; 44:4). Similarly, Daniel sees
TaAo0g NUeEP®OV/TRI® PRy (presumably God) in a dream-vision wearing white
garments, sitting on a fiery throne with burning wheels and fire issuing from his
presence (Dan 7:9-10). The Book of Parables takes up this tradition where the ‘Head
of Days’ has a head like white wool and indescribable apparel (1 En. 71:10),
accompanied by a Son of Man figure whose ‘face was full of graciousness like one of
the holy angels’ (46:1).>° According to the Book of the Watchers, light appearing on
the elect accompanies God’s eschatological manifestation (1:4-9), though possibly
figurative of revelatory wisdom (3:6-8). Although Enoch becomes afraid and falls due
to a vision (14:1-14), a clear instance of unbearable luminosity follows as he or any
flesh is unable to see or to approach the luminous enthroned Great Glory due to
honour and glory, so Enoch keeps his face bowed and only hears the Lord’s voice
(14:18-15:1). In Enoch’s Dream Visions, the Lord of the sheep has a face that is
‘dazzling and glorious and fearful to look at’ (89:22; cf. 89:31). Finally, people hide
from the great glory of theophanic judgment in the Epistle of Enoch (102:3).

8 LAB is a Jewish composition, probably originally in Hebrew, dated ca. first to second
century CE (Murphy 1993, 6; Jacobson 1996, 1:199-211).

3 See Jacobson 1996, 1:482.

%1 Enoch references imply subdivisions: Book of the Watchers (chs. 1-36); Similitudes of
Enoch (chs. 37-71); Book of Luminaries (chs. 72-82); Book of Dreams (chs. 83-90, including “Animal
Apocalypse” [chs. 85-90]); Epistle of Enoch (chs. 91-105, including “Apocalypse of Weeks” [91:11-
17; 93:1-10]); Birth of Noah (chs. 106-107); and Another Book by Enoch (ch. 108) (see Nickelsburg
and VanderKam 2012, 1-13 [dating the first five pre-first century CE]).
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Fire and lightning characterise angelic figures in Ezekiel’s vision (Ezek 1:4,
13; cf. 9:2-3). Daniel sees another anthropomorphic figure with luminous features in a
vision, but his fearful companions run and hide (Dan 10:1-10). He falls facedown
hearing the sound of the figure’s words, but is raised up (10:9-10). He averts attention
in fear, but is strengthened (10:15-19). Josephus says that Daniel fell ‘being troubled’
(tapayBeic, Ant. 10.269). This is similar to the luminous angelophany to Aseneth who
falls in fear and is commanded to stand (Jos. Asen. 14:1-12; cf. 15:12).**" According
to the Similitudes of Enoch, angels have radiant faces that shine like the snow (1 En.
71:1). The Birth of Noah speaks of the baby Noah’s white hair, white and red
complexion, sunbeam-like eyes, and glorious countenance as superhuman, angelic
traits (106:1-12).% So too the early Christian text 2 Enoch describes angels’ faces as

353
Testament

shining like the sun, among other radiant features (1:5; 19:1; cf. 20:1-2).
of Job™* describes an angel as a light and voice speaking to Job in a dream-vision
(3:1-7; 4:1; cf. 5:2), during which Job falls in reverence (3:4). In Testament of
Abraham, Isaac sees a luminous man (0 dvip 6 ewToEOpOC, [A] 7:3; dvip
moppeyétng Mav Aapmwv €k Tod ovpavod, MG MG [Kalobevog] matnp Tod e®TOG,
[B] [E] 7:6) sent from God to retrieve Abraham’s life (cf. [B] 5:2; [A] 14:8).
Elsewhere, enthroned Abel is like the sun ([A] 12:5; 13:2) sitting between the angel
of light Dokiel and the fiery angel Puruel ([A] 12:9-10, 14; 13:1, 10-11). Even Death
is disguised as an angel of light, donning a garment of luminous glory ([A] 16:6-16;
17:12).3%

A theophany occurs of a horseman and two men with dazzling attire who

chastise Heliodorus (2 Macc 3:24-30).%® Later, a horseman appears ‘in white clothing

brandishing gold weapons’ (11:8). These accounts probably influenced 4 Macc 4:1-

31 Joseph and Aseneth is likely a Jewish composition dated ca. 100—115 CE (Docherty 2004,

31-33).
32 Cf. 1QapGen ar II; Rev 10:1.

>3 Christian influence in 2 Enoch suggests a post-first-century CE date, as late as the medieval
period (Andersen 1983, 94-97; Macaskill 2013, 3), though some composite parts could be pre-70 CE
(see contributions in Orlov and Boccaccini 2012 [especially Orlov and Suter]).

3% Testament of Job is probably a Jewish text composed in Greek ca. 200 BCE-200 CE with
later Christian editing (Spittler 1983, 833-34; 1989; cf. Haralambakis 2012, 1-24).

3% Likely a Christian interpolation (cf. 2 Cor 11:14).

336 Composite parts of the extant Jewish text 2 Maccabees are typically dated ca. 200 BCE-70
CE (Schwartz 2008, 3-16; Doran 2012, 14-17).
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14 where angels on horseback with ‘lightning flashing’ (neplactpdénrovtec, 4:10)
from their weapons appear to Apollonius and his army.>’ In Story of Zosimus,*”®
Zosimus becomes terrified and falls, his eyes dimming from fear, after encountering a
Rechabite with a face like an angel’s and clothing like lightning, but the Rechabite
stands him up to converse (5:1-6:3). Later, a shining light accompanies an angel
unroofing the structure of a guardhouse to free incarcerated Rechabites (10:1-6).
According to most Greek manuscripts of Apocalypse of Moses,”> Eve sees a
heavenly luminous chariot carried by radiant eagles whose glory is indescribable and
whose faces mortals cannot look upon (33:2).>°° In Apocalypse of Zephaniah,*®!
Zephaniah falls facedown and worships the angel Eremiel thinking it is the Lord with
a face shining like the sun in perfect glory, a golden girdle, and feet like bronze in
melted fire (6:11-15; cf. 6:5-10).>* Lives of the Prophets®® describes white-shining
men at Elijah’s birth whom his father sees wrapping Elijah in fire and feeding him
flames (22:1-3). Even righteous humans are made luminous with divine light (Dan
12:3; 1 En. 39:7; 50:1; 104:2; 2 Bar. 51:3, 5, 10; 4 Ezra 7:97, 125) or clothed with a
glorious garment (1 En. 62:15-16; cf. 90:31-32; 2 En. 22:8-10).*** For example, in the
Book of Parables the Lord of Spirit’s light will appear on the faces of the holy at
which judged sinners cannot look (1 En. 38:4). Finally, in Apocalypse of Abraham’®’

37 Cf. Matt 28:3; T. Levi 8:2. The Jewish composition 4 Maccabees is dated ca. first century
CE (deSilva 1998, 14-18; 2006, xiv-xvii).

3% Although Charlesworth (1985, 444-45) sees an original Jewish document composed ca.
first—fourth century CE with Christian redactions (chs. 3-15) and interpolations (chs. 19-23), others
observe composite Christian documents, namely History of the Rechabites (chs. 8-10; ca. post-200 CE)
interpolated into Story of Zosimus (Knights 2014; cf. 1993; 1995; 1997a; 1997b; 1998; Nikolsky 2002,
204).

%9 Johnson (1985, 251-52) dates a Hebrew original ca. first century BCE—second century CE
with Greek and Latin translations ca. fourth century CE, but de Jonge (2003, 181-200) advocates a non-
Semitic (Greek) Christian composition.

369 Some Mss omit the “faces’ detail (see Johnson 1985, 287; Tromp 2005, 161).

%1 This Jewish text (ca. first century BCE/CE) lacks apparent Christian redaction (Wintermute
1983, 500-501).

%2 Angelic thrones in the fifth heaven are brighter than the sun (Apoc. Zeph. in Clement,
Strom. 5.11.77).

*% Despite strictly Christian preservation and redactions, this is likely a first-century CE
Jewish composition in Greek (Torrey 1946, 3-17; Knibb 1980, 197 [cf. 1985]; Hare 1985, 380-81;
Schwemer 1995-1996, 1:65-71; 2020, cf. Satran 1995, 1-8 [doubting Jewish origin]).

34 Cf. 1 Cor 15:51-54; 2 Cor 3:18; Phil 3:21.

365 Confidently dated ca. 70—early-second century CE (Box and Landsman 1919, xv-xvi;
Rubinkiewicz 1983, 683).
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the luminous-featured Iaoel/Yahoel (10-11) raises frightened Abraham to his feet and
guides him on a heavenly journey during which he sees a fire and transforming
people within a strong and indescribable light then cannot see as he grows weak (15-
16). Nevertheless, Abraham’s loss of sight is likely from exhausted human
limitations, hence requiring the angel’s strengthening aid.

Angelic luminosity or glory is an extension of and contingent on [relational
proximity to] divine luminous glory (cf. Tob 12:15; Rev 15:5-8).°° As in Graeco-
Roman literature, Jewish traditions familiar in the first century CE seldom depict
epiphanic luminosity as blinding or impairing, even if occasionally unbearable to
gaze upon (1 En. 14:18-15:1; 38:4; LAB 12:1; Apoc. Mos. 33:2; Apoc. Ab. 15-16
[possible]).3 %7 Furthermore, witnesses prostrate in fear or reverence and are normally

aided to stand.*®®

3.1.3. Reflexive Disappearances

Although post-translation disappearances are absent in ancient Jewish
documents,*®® supramundane figures’ reflexive supernatural departures are common.
Interpreting disappearances in most accounts is warranted.’”° Theophanies to
Abraham and to Jacob conclude when God ‘went up’ (&véPn) from them (Gen 17:22;
35:13). AvaBaive (7Y HB) indicates a heavenly return rather than an observable
ascension, so an intermediate disappearance may be concomitant.’”" Although the
narrative of Jacob wrestling with a heavenly figure does not include the latter’s

departure (32:24-32), Josephus supplies an explicit aphaneia: ‘And when the

366 Similarly, de Long 2017, 83-85, 90-92 (notwithstanding metaphors: Esther 5:2 LXX; 1 En.
106:5); cf. Mach 1992, 58-59, 262-64.

3%7 In the late Merkabah-mystical text 3 Enoch (ca. fifth—sixth century CE; Alexander 1983,
225-29; 1987, cf. Schiffman 2005), Enoch falls partly due to angels’ luminous eyes (1:6-10),
prostrated angels cannot look at Metatron’s luminous crown (14:5; cf. 15:1-2), and Seraphim radiate
light that could blind other holy creatures (22:11); cf. 18:25; 22:1-10; 26:7; 35:2.

%% See also: Lev 9:24; Num 20:6; Jos 5:14; 1 Kgs 18:38-39; Dan 8:17-18; Tob 12:15-17; 1
En. 14:1-14; 60:3-4; 2 En. 1:6-8; 21:2-3; 22:4-5; 4 Ezra 4:11-12; 5:14-15; 10:29-33; Jub. 53:19; T. Ab.
[A] 3:5-6; Apoc. Ab. 10:1-3; Ascen. Isa. 7:21; Matt 17:5-8; 28:1-5; Rev 1:17; 22:8-9; ambiguous
cases, with or without luminosity: Gen 17:3; Jdg 13:20-23; 1 Chron 21:16; Jub. 15:3-6, 17; 1 En. 65:4;
71:11; 2 Bar. 13:1-2; T. Ab. [A] 9:1-3; 18:10.

% Including in later literature (Elijah: b. Ber. 3a; 6b; 58a). An exception may be Rev 11:12.
Cf. Zwiep 1997, 36-79 (translations).

370 Lohfink (1971, 70-72, 75, cf. 170 n. 17) discusses some following examples as ascensions.

! For the Hebrew, Speiser (1964, 126) sees ‘suddenness’ in 17:22 and Hamilton (1990/1995,
1:479, 2:382) determines disappearances in both (cf. Ezek 11:23-24; Pss 47:6; 68:19).
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appearance (@davtaoua) said these things, it became vanished (dpaveg yivetar)’ (4nt.
1.333).%™ This addition is congruent with the Jacob cycle’s (Gen 25-35) theme of
God’s paradoxical presence and absence.’”> A theophany to Jacob in Jubilees
concludes not with an aphaneia, but God ‘went up from him. And Jacob watched
until he went up into heaven’ (32:20). Jacob spectating indicates a gradual ascension,
omitted in other departures (15:22; 32:26).

An angel of the Lord ‘appeared’ (d@0n, Jdg 6:12) to Gideon and later
‘departed from his eyes’ (anfjAfev €€ 6@OoAp®dY avtov, [A] 6:21; Emopevdn anod

37 Gideon recognises from this departure that he has seen the

090oAudv avtod, [B]).
angel of the Lord face-to-face, but God reassures him that he will not die (6:22-23).
The detail ‘from his eyes’, the reaction, the recognition, and an inclusio formed with
the appearance all imply an aphaneia,”” ascension, or both. Similarly, an angel of the
Lord ‘appeared’ (d@6n) to Manoah’s wife (13:3), apparently departs, and ‘arrives’
(mopeyéveto, 13:9) again to reiterate his prophecy to the couple (13:10-14). No
departure is mentioned as she hurries to tell Manoah (13:6-8), but Josephus records
that the angel ‘departed’ (¢yeto, Ant. 5.278). When asked his name, the angel

cryptically replies that it is ‘wonderful’ (Bovpactov, Jdg 13:18), an ‘evasive’’® or

377 answer implying human incomprehension, then Manoah offers a

‘enigmatic
sacrifice ‘to the Lord who works wonders’ (1@ kvpi® 1@ Oavpoctd mtoodvtl, [A]
13:19), suggesting an angelomorphic theophany. The angel ‘went up’ (&vépn) in the
‘ascending’ (avapfvar) of the flame (13:20) and no longer ‘appeared’ (0¢Bijvor) to
them, but they ‘knew’ (¢yvw) it was an angel of the Lord by this departure (13:21).
Manoah is afraid they will die having seen God, but his wife reassures him that the
Lord accepted their offering (13:22-23). Elements correspond with the typical

theoxenic scheme. Thus, Josephus recounts this story saying that Manoah offers the

372 Cf. “angel of the Lord’ (Tg. Onq. Gen 32:31); ‘Michael’ (Tg. Ps.-J. Gen 32:25).

’7 See Walton 2003; cf. Anderson 2011 (God as deceptive trickster to fulfil the Abrahamic
promise).

3 ppyn 793 (6:21); cf. 6:14, 16 (777/6 &yyehog kvpiov).

375 Interpreting disappearance: Boling 1975, 133; Soggin 1981, 122; Sasson 2014, 336;
Nelson 2017, 132.

376 Webb 2012, 356.
377 Niditch 2008, 146.
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visitor Eéviog (Ant. 5.282 [x2]).>"® Josephus says, ‘the angel, rising (dvidv) into
heaven through the smoke as a vehicle, was manifest to them’ (4nt. 5.284). Manoah
was afraid of being harmed ‘from the outward appearance (tfig Syewg) of God’, but
his wife says that ‘God was seen (0paOfjvat) by them’ for their advantage (5.284).
According to LAB, the angel ascends with the flame (ascendit ab eo cum flamma
ignis, 42:9) and Manoah sees God face-to-face in the angel Phadahel (42:10). In all

three accounts the angel disappears,’””

ascending within the flame/smoke.

After Raphael reveals himself (Tob 12:6-16), he says that he is ascending
(avapaivm) back to the one who sent him, then ‘he went up’ (avépn, 12:20). Against
Zimmermann’s speculation that the original Aramaic intended a disappearance,’™ an
extant Hebrew fragment connotes reflexive or passive ascension (177ym, 4Q200 6:1),
which, Fitzmyer explains, either implies God as the subject or is “a hiphil of *7v with
a pronominal suffix used in a reflexive sense (lit. ‘he caused him [= himself] to go
up’)” (cf. Sir 7:7, 16; Ezek 29:3).**! Again, ascension terminology conveys heavenly
return, but the detail ‘they no longer saw him’ (o¥Két €ldov avtdv, 12:21) suggests a
concomitant aphaneia. An angelophany to Aseneth (Jos. Asen. 14:1-17:5) concludes
when ‘the man departed (&nfjABev) from her eyes, and Aseneth saw what appeared to

be a chariot of fire being taken up into the heaven to the east’ (17:6).>**

They are
inside an enclosed space (cf. 16:17; tov 6dAapov, 17:3) and the departure is qualified
by €& 09pBaiudv avtiic, implying disappearance followed by ascension in the fiery
chariot.

God ‘made a great appearance’ (ém@dvelav peydanyv énoincev, 2 Macc 3:24)
of an armoured horseman and two youths who flog Heliodorus nearly to death (3:25-
32). The youths ‘appeared’ (¢pdvncav, 3:33) again to tell Heliodorus, whom heaven

flogged (8& ovpavold™™ pepaotiyopévoc), to report God’s power, then ‘they became

vanished’ (dpaveig éyévovro, 3:34). Since the Lord manifests (tod movtokpatopog

78 See Arterbury 2005, 78-79.

37 So Butler 2009, 329 (Judges account).

380 Zimmermann 1958, 112, 148.

1 Fitzmyer 2003, 298; cf. Moore 1996, 273.

¥ Cf. 2 Kgs 2:11.

3 An epithet for God (cf. Mark 11:30; Luke 15:18-21; see BDAG, s.v. “00pavoc’).
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Emavévtog kvpiov, 3:30; cf. 3:36), the figures constitute an angelomorphic
theophany concluding with an aphaneia.

The Greek of 4 Baruch®® uses anijA0ev for the Lord departing from Jeremiah
(1:12) and for an angel of the Lord departing from Baruch (6:18). The Lord also
‘went up (avépn) from Jeremiah into heaven’ (3:17). The identity of the angel of the
Lord is ambiguous, but he appears by self-initiative (6:2, 15) unlike angels
commanded by the Lord (3:4-5). These expressions imply sudden heavenbound
disappearances, not gradual ascensions.>®

Concluding his visit to Abraham, Michael ‘went out’ (€{qA0gv, T. Ab. [E] [A]
4:4; ¢€eMdwv, [B]) from the house and ‘was taken up’ (dveiqoOn, [E] [B])/‘went up’
(avijhev, [A] 4:5) into heaven.**® According to shorter recensions ([E] [B]), Michael
could be assumed by an unstated agent. Contrastively, the /lectio longior depicts
Michael’s reflexive departure ‘in a twinkling of an eye (év purfj 098oipod) and he
stood before God’ ([A] 4:5).>*” He suddenly vanishes with avijAOev referring to his
heavenly return and/or ascending disappearance. Michael comes again to Abraham’s
house (5:1), then ‘departed’ (anfiABev, [E] 8:1; dneABovtog, [B])/‘went up’ (dvijAbev,
[A]) into heaven. The longer text adds ‘immediately he became vanished’ (€06¢wg
apavng €yéveto, [A]). In a third instance, Michael appears to Abraham ([A] 9:1) then
‘departed’ (anfABev, [A] 9:7) back to God. Later (Christian) [A] variants demonstrate
early interpretations of sudden disappearances in earlier recensions.

In Apocalypse of Moses, Michael ‘departed’ (dnfjABev, 14:1) concluding an
angelophany to Eve and Seth, and after coming again to bury Eve he ‘went up into
heaven’ (GviiAOev i TOv 00pavdv, 43:4).>% Elsewhere, Eve recounts a more explicit
aphaneia when the serpent—influenced and controlled by the devil (16:1-4; 17:2,
4)—convinced her to eat the forbidden fruit (15:1-20:3), then ‘descended from the

¥ The Jewish composition of 4 Baruch (whether a Semitic language or Greek) dates ca. late-

first century CE—early-second century CE with Christian redactions (Robinson 1985, 414; Herzer 2005,
xxx-xxxvi; Allison 2019, 24-34, 57-66).

% Cf. Michael ‘departed” (&nijk@ev)/‘went up’ (Slavonic trans. Kulik) and is suddenly in
God’s presence during Baruch’s heavenly journey (3 Bar. 14:1-2). 3 Baruch’s provenance and date are
indeterminate, but a third-century CE terminus ad quem is probable and Christian influence is less
apparent in the Slavonic text (Gaylord 1983, 655-56; Harlow 1995; 2001; Kulik 2010, 11-15).

3% For Lohfink (1971, 72), exiting prior supports an ascension.

7 Allison (2003, 138) cautions against assuming that this Semitism is a Christian
interpolation (cf. 1 Cor 15:52) due to similar rabbinic expressions cited in Kerkeslager 1999, 70-71.

% The text’s ending contains Christian influence.
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tree and became vanished (dpoavtoc £yéveto)’ (20:3). T. Job 8:1 implies a sudden or
gradual ascension with Job mentioning that Satan ‘went away’ (dnéotn) from him,
‘departing under the firmament’ (&reldov H1d T otepémpa).”™ In Stor. Zos. 20:1,
angels accompanying Zosimus ascend (avopdavtmv), but no further details are given.
In 2 Enoch, after ‘two men’ (angels) carry Enoch to the seventh heaven, they
‘departed from him invisibly’ ([J] 21:1, trans. Andersen). A sudden vanishing is
evident since Enoch is terrified and says, ‘the men went away from me, and from then
on I did not see them anymore’ ([A] [J] 21:2, trans. Andersen).

Jewish texts are less explicit than Graeco-Roman texts in describing epiphanic
conclusions as disappearances. Jewish accounts often employ ascension terminology
implying heavenly returns, sometimes conjunctive with details about departing from a
spectator’s presence or eyes, or no longer seeing the figure. Nevertheless, some later

documents use unequivocal disappearance terminology.

3.1.4. Invisibility

Supramundane figures are capable of invisibility, including to selective
persons.*”® Angels aiding or visiting mortals is pervasive,”' several instances
implying [selective] invisibility. Balaam cannot initially see 6 dyyelog T0D
Beod/kvpiov on the road, unlike his donkey (Num 22:22-35). Ps 34:7 may express
angelic invisibility: ‘An angel of the Lord will encircle round about the ones who fear
him and he will deliver them’ (cf. 4Q434 11 12). Likewise, Ps 90:11-12 states, ‘For
he (God) will command his angels concerning you, to protect you in all your ways,
they will take you up on their hands lest you strike your foot against a stone”.*”>

Angels invisibly pass through Jerusalem in judgment (Ezek 9:1-11). An angelic

figure in Daniel’s vision is invisible to others (Dan 10:1-10). Elisha prays and the

¥ Cf. the polymorphous and selectively (in)visible devil vanishes (Acts Thom. 46).

3% On later invisibility accounts see Ginzberg 1909—1938 (general: 2:261, 4:5 n. 13, 4:25,
4:391, 5:396; Elijah: 4:232, 6:338 n. 103; using charms: 6:171-72 n. 13).

3! Gen 19; 24:7, 40; 31:11; 48:16; Exod 23:20, 23; 32:24; 33:2; 1 Kgs 19:5-8; 2 Kgs
19:35//Isa 37:36 (cf. Sir 48:21; 1 Macc 7:41; 2 Macc 15:22-23); 2 Chron 32:21-22; Ps 34:7; Dan 3:28;
6:22; Tob 5-12; 2 Macc 11:6, 8; 3 Macc 6:18-21; 4 Macc 4:10; Ep Jer 1:7; Pr Azar 1:26; T. Jud. 3:10;
T. Naph. 8:4; 1QS III 24-25; 1Q28a II 8-9; 1QM VII 6; XII 8; XIII 10; 4Q491 1-3:3,10; 11Q14 111
14-15; see Walsh 2020 (Qumran).

¥2Cf. Ps 35:5-7; Isa 63:9.
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Lord opens his servant’s eyes to see a fiery heavenly army, invisible to advancing
Arameans (2 Kgs 6:8-23).

According to Job 9:11, people may fail to perceive theophanies. The light of
God’s manifestation as a flaming torch makes the Israelites visually undetectable to
pursuers in Wis 18:1-4, though perhaps an obstruction.””* In 3 Macc 6:18 heavenly
gates open as God reveals his face and two angels descend ‘manifest to all but the
Jews/Judeans’ (pavepoi miiotv hiv toic lovdaiorc).”** Philo says that a divine or
superhuman appearance will guide the diaspora, ‘invisible (ddnAov) to others, but
manifest (Eueavodg) only to those being rescued’ (Exsecr. 165). Finally, Goliath’s
eyes are opened to see the invisible angel aiding David’s slaughter (LAB 61:8). Thus,
supramundane figures in Jewish literature exercise [selective] invisibility attesting to

their otherworldly nature, like in Graeco-Roman documents.*”

3.1.5. Divine Hiddenness or Concealment

Yahweh hides or conceals himself, so his presence becomes unperceivable or
inaccessible. He warns of turning away his face ([dmo]otpépm + npdcsmmov) or hiding
his face (7735 + 7n0) from Israel due to sin (Deut 31:17-18; 32:20). The divine
face-turning/face-hiding motif occurs in the prophets where misconduct results in
punitive consequences or seemingly unalleviated suffering (Mic 3:4; Isa 8:17; 59:2;
Jer 33:5; Ezek 39:24). Occasionally, ‘hiding’ is expressed with kpomtm (Job 13:24;
34:29) and ‘turning’ is attested with 7139 + 229 (Ezek 7:22). Although Tob 13:6 is the
only other OG instance using ‘hide’ rather than ‘turn [away]’ (cf. 3:6; 4:7),
fragmented Aramaic Tobit (4Q196-4Q200) partially preserves 4:7 which undoubtedly
uses np (4Q200 2:6—7).396 ‘Turn the face’ mostly replaced ‘hide the face’ in OG and
OTP&A.>”

3% Wisdom of Solomon is a Jewish composition in Greek from ca. second century BCE—first
century CE (Harrington 1999, 55-56; Murphy 2002, 83-84).

3% 3 Maccabees is a Jewish composition in Greek from Egypt ca. 217 BCE-70 CE (Anderson
1985, 510-12; Croy 2006, xi-Xiv).

3% Jewish supramundane beings are normally visible and material, so other expressions of
‘invisibility’ pertain more to their unseen heavenly dwelling. Even until rabbinic times, the corporeal
God may be seen exclusively, but not represented visually (Moore 1996; Costa 2010). God in Acts is
represented as corporeal and material, not invisible (B. Wilson 2019). On ANE and biblical cosmology
see Houtman 1993; Wright 2000. On Lukan cosmology see Walton 2008; Anderson 2016.

3% Tob 3:6, 13:6 are nonextant in Aramaic.
37 See Balentine 1983, 80-114.
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In Isa 45:14-15 captive Gentiles speak of Israel’s God, declaring, ‘There is no
God except you; for you are God, and we have not known it (ovk fjoeipev), the God
of Israel, saviour’. HB reads 2npgn 9% 708 (‘you are a God who hides himself”,
45:15), with the hithpael vividly expressing divine self-hiddenness.*”® The Vulgate’s
rendition Deus absconditus (passive) suggests an absent, ‘hidden God’, rather than a
present, self-concealing God.>” Perlitt reads not adoration, but Israel’s suffering. **
Dijkstra argues that Isa 45:15 HB is not a Gentile confession, but Israel’s lament,
rebutted in 45:17-19, since (as he suggests) 45:15 and 45:16 were interchanged.*!
Nonetheless, the OG takes 45:14-15 together as the nations’ confession (cf. €épodotv,
45:14). The circumstances in 45:14 fit ovk fjoeev and explain the yap-clause in
45:15. Whereas the Psalms often feature divine hiddenness as a lament due to divine
disfavour and turning away (10:1, 11; 13:1; 27:9; 30:7; 44:24; 55:2; 69:17; 88:14;
89:46; 102:2; 143:7; cf. Lam 3:56),402 Isa 45:14-15 expresses the Gentiles’ experience
of'a God who kept himself hidden from them.*” In any case, as Simon comments, the
fact that Yahweh reveals anything means he is always hidden to some extent, even to
the faithful.*** Balentine argues that this motif in the Psalms is not always a result of
the worshipper’s sin, but of Israel’s corporate disobedience, and thus consistent with
instances in other texts.*”> He agrees with Terrien that this motif is within the broader
theme of God’s elusive presence, but criticises him for generalising the cause of
divine hiding in the Psalms as confessions of sin, since there is often “the positive
tension between doubt and faith or between hiddenness and presence”.*"°

The divine face-hiding motif is preserved in Qumran texts. God will hide his
face due to Israel’s disobedience in 4Q216 II 14 (27 °[15 7]°noX1). A comparable
avowal is made in 11Q19 LIX 7 (fnan 10 7°noX1). 4Q387a 3 11 9 mentions God

3% According to Tg. Isa. 45:15, God’s 2w dwells in the highest heaven (i.e., far removed;
cf. 8:17; 59:2).

3% Also Terrien 2000, 251, 474.
400 perlitt 1971, 381-82.
1 Dijkstra 1977.

2 Biblical authors may have adapted ANE divine-concealment or silence laments, such as in
Sumerian and Akkadian psalms (Perlitt 1971, 367-82; Balentine 1983, 24-44, 158-63).

403 Baltzer 2001, 242.

%% Simon 1953, 129-35.

%95 Balentine 1983, 50-56, 66-68.

6 Balentine 1983, 175; cf. Terrien (2000, 321-26 [notwithstanding Ps 22]).
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administering punishment for malfeasance whilst hiding his face (2% n 2> non *193;
cf. 4Q385a 44:7-8; 4Q389 1 II 4-5 [*18 °n7no:1]). God hid his face according to CD-A
13 (5% 110 nom) and 11 8-9 ([5X W] yaxA 1 10 nx o). *” Contrarily, the
petitioner in 1QH® VIII 26 implores God not to turn away his face (772v 19 2wn X),
and the supplicant of 4Q437 2 I [+ 7 + 8 + 10] 7 says that God has not hidden his face
(1m0 12 0 annoa RN7 ... ]).

God also conceals others. Baruch records Jeremiah’s prophecies at God’s
behest and reads them aloud, disturbing officials (Jer 36:1-18). They tell Baruch to
‘be hidden’ (xataxpvpnot) along with Jeremiah (36:19), and king Jehoiakim sends
for their arrest, but ‘they were hidden’ (katexpvpnoav, 36:26). HB has ‘But Yahweh
hid them” (7)7? 2797, 36:26). The concealments in 36:19 and 36:26 may be
distinct—Baruch and Jeremiah hide themselves then God hides them. Alternatively,
God orchestrates their self-concealment.

Jewish literature consistently portrays God as present, but not utterly revealed;
concealed, but not utterly absent. One way God responds to turpitude is becoming
increasingly imperceptible and inaccessible, hiding, turning away, or otherwise
removing his presence. Just as the divine presence can be unfavourable (e.g.,
judgment in visitation), so divine absence can be detrimental. Whether to the Israelite

or Gentile, the obedient or disobedient, Yahweh is elusively self-concealed.

3.1.6. Elusive Divine Wisdom

Yahweh’s elusive presence entails searching for hidden Wisdom (co@io/n7217)
(Pro 1:28; 2:3-5; 8:17; Eccl 7:23-29; 8:16-17; Job 28; Wis 6:12-14, 16, 17-20; 8:2,
18, 21; Sir 4:11-19 Hebrew; 6:22, 24-31; 14:20-27; 24; 51:20-21; 4 Ezra 5:9-10; 2
Bar. 48:36).** Wisdom pronounces, ‘For it will be at that time that you call upon me,
but I shall not listen to you; the wicked will seek ({ntocovciv) me and they will not
find (ovy ebpricovov) me’ (Pro 1:28; cf. 14:6). Wisdom, distancing herself from
wickedness (1:29-31), is associated with (and attained by) ‘the fear of the Lord/God’

7 Cf. 4Q167 2:6; 4Q176 8-11:9-10; 4Q177 11 (7, 9-11, 20, 26) 8.

% Cf. Pro 7; 24:30-34; Eccl 3:11; Wis 13:6; see Crenshaw 1977; 2010, 52-58; Sinnott 2005,
173-74. On Israelite wisdom see Whybray 1974; Murphy 2002; von Rad 1993. I avoid the modern
generic-categorical label ‘wisdom literature’ (see Kynes 2019).
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(6 eOBoc Tob KVpiov/Oeod, 1:7, 29)—namely obedience and hating evil*”—and ought
to be learned (1:2-9), practised (1:10-19), and heard and embraced (1:20-33) for
proper conduct. The one diligently seeking Wisdom will find her ({ntéw or
compound forms + gvpioko: 2:3-5; 8:17; Eccl 7:23-29; Wis 6:12-16).'° Yet, seeking
(Intiioon) Wisdom has limitations, for the wise person cannot find (€bpeiv) God’s
works (Eccl 8:16-17). Unsurprisingly, Yahweh applies seeking-finding to himself
(Deut 4:29; Jer 29:13-14; Isa 65:1; Amos 5:5-6; Hos 5:6, 15; cf. 1 Chron 28:29).

In Proverbs 8, Wisdom speaks as God’s attribute immanent to yet distinct
from creation, brought forth and present before cosmic origins. Scholars interpret the
original representation of Wisdom in 8:22-31 as an artisan advising God, a heavenly
sage bringing knowledge, God’s cosmic child growing into a Lady/Woman, or
remaining continually by God’s side. OG and other translations differently render the
crux interpretum 70X (8:30), supporting various interpretations. Its vocalisation as
T7in% (MT) could mean ‘architect’/‘artisan’ (cf. Jer 52:15; Song 7:2), reflected in LXX
where Wisdom is ‘harmonising’ (appdlovoa) by God’s side (also Peshitta;
Vulga‘[e).411 Some specialists posit an Akkadian loanword (ummanu = 12¥) familiar in
Mesopotamian mythology meaning a [semi-]divine ‘sage’/‘scribe’/‘bringer of

412 . . ..
' or ‘master’/‘scholar’ in terms of one bearing learned traditions or

culture
mediating knowledge.*"? The pointing 1m&/1my gives an adverbial sense of constancy,
so Wisdom remains ‘faithfully’ by God’s side (cf. Deut 32:20; 2 Sam 20:19; Pss 12:2,
31:24; Pro 13:17; 14:5; 20:6; Isa 26:2; Sir 37:13 Hebrew), supported by Tg. Ket. Pro

8:30 and €otnpeypévn (o7 07).
‘foster-child’/‘nursling’ (cf. Lam 4:5; 2 Kgs 10:1, 5; also, Num 11:12; Ruth 4:16; 2

Sam 4:4; Isa 43:10; 49:23), understanding Wisdom characterised as God’s child,

Others read 197¥ (gal passive participle) meaning

49 Cf. Pro 2:5-6; 8:13; 9:10; 10:27; 14:27; 15:33; 19:23; 22:4; 31:30; wisdom and knowledge
associated with the fear of the Lord/God: Ps 111:10; Job 28:28; Isa 11:2; 33:6; Sirach (especially 1:1-
30). On a potential derivative relationship see Schwab 2013.

410 Cf. Pro 24:14; Wis 8:2, 18.

1 Kidner 1964, 76. Some see 7inx referencing Yahweh (Dahood 1968, 513, 519-20; Rogers
1997; and Wisdom: Longman 2006, 196, 207-209).

412 Clifford 1999, 25-28, 99-101; cf. Lucas 2015, 83-84.
413 Lenzi 2006, 705-709.
14 Weeks 2006; Schipper 2019, 312-15.
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supported by tiOnvovpévn (a”).*"® Still, others read an active participle referring to
Wisdom as a ‘living link” between God and creation*'® or an infinitive absolute
functioning adverbially meaning ‘growing up’.*'” Wisdom is not only brought forth
by God (Pro 8:22-29), but ‘rejoices’/‘plays’ (npnwn, Pro 8:30-31 [x2]) and is the
object of his ‘delight’ (2°ywyw, Pro 8:30; cf. Ps 119:24, 77, 92, 143, 174; Isa 5:7; Jer
31:20). Whereas LXX translates npiwn with edbgpoawvouny (‘rejoiced’), some
witnesses (0" 6” 0”) have nailovoa (‘playing’; cf. 2 Sam 6:21). Other portrayals of
God as a child (HB: Gen 1:26-27; Ps 10:14; 1 Kgs 19:12) support the ‘child’
interpretation.*'® Proposed interpretations are not without difficulties, but all
incorporate the recognisable emphasis on Wisdom’s proximity to God.*"’

Wisdom is almost utterly inaccessible for humankind according to Job 28.
Separating three sections are two refrains asking where 1) coeia is found (g0p€6n) and
enquiring about the place of knowledge (tfig émotiung, 28:12) or understanding (tfig
ouvvécemc, 28:20). The sections speak of human achievements unearthing precious
stones and metals (28:1-11) in contrast to limitations locating, acquiring, and
understanding Wisdom (28:13-19) whilst God knows Wisdom’s location (28:21-27).
The conclusion (28:28) answers the questions: ‘...godliness is Wisdom (cogia), and
to depart from evil is knowledge’.*® Wisdom is not entirely unattainable, but is found
by proper ethical conduct.**!

For Sirach, Wisdom, identified with torah, delights to be with humans.*** The
fear of the Lord is manifested as Wisdom, emphasised with three sapiential pericopae

at the beginning, middle, and end of Sirach (1:1-10; 24; 51:13-30), additional to

15 McKane 1970, 357; Terrien 2000, 355-57, 384 n. 32; Ploger 1984, 95-96; Baumann 1996,
131-38; Hurowitz 1999; Waltke 2004—2005, 1:417-23; Brown 2009; 2012, 28-33; 2014, 52-54, 187.

16 Scott 1960.

7 Fox 1996; 2000, 286-87; cf. 1968, 68 n. 21.
1% parker 2019.

19 Similarly, Sinnott 2005, 25-34.

#20 5398 N7y HB. See Wilson 2015, 133-39.

2! Job 28 may express cosmic inaccessible wisdom (Perdue 1993, 96; cf. Terrien 2000, 352-
55). However, the conclusion is not that humans only have “...the practical wisdom of piety” (so Pope
1965, 206), but those who acknowledge limitations and surrender attempts of acquisition find Wisdom
(van Wolde 2003).

2 Murphy 1978, 38-39; cf. Reiterer 2008. The original Hebrew of the Jewish text
Sirach/Wisdom of Ben Sira is dated ca. second century BCE (Coggins 1998, 18-20, 33-39).
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hortatory sapiential sections (4:11-19; 6:18-37; 14:20-15:10).*** The Lord loves and
embraces those who seek (1dv {ntodvtwv) and love Wisdom (4:11-16; cf. 1:10).
According to the Hebrew text, Wisdom theoxenically accompanies the one who trusts
and embraces her: ‘For by disguising myself as a stranger, I shall walk with him’
(2y 77% 723072 °3, 4:17a). She will test him until his heart is filled with her, then she
will reveal her secrets/hiding places to him, but if he turns away from her, she will
forsake him and deliver him to ruin (4:17-19). When one seeks ({3mmoov) Wisdom,
she will make herself known (yvocOncetai), and one will find (svpriceig) her
provided rest (6:27-28). Wisdom, who ministered in the tabernacle, searches for a
dwelling and God gives it to her in Jerusalem among his people (24:7-12).*** She
grows there like trees and plants (24:13-17). Wisdom labours for all ‘who seek’ (toig
gxlnrodow) her (24:34; cf. 33:18).*° The contrast between dwelling among the
obedient and scorning by the wicked is apparent throughout Sirach. Wisdom must be
sought after (51:13), searched for (51:14), and acquired (51:25). Yet, she is easily
found (ebpov) by purity (51:20), and thus gained when sought (8k{ntficat, 51:21).
She remains elusive for the ‘foolish’ (doVvetol) and ‘sinners’ (apaptoiol) who will
neither obtain nor see her (15:1-8).

. . 42
Wisdom in Baruch***

(3:9-4:4) is likewise associated with the fear of the
Lord, and her elusiveness results from [ancestral] disobedience (3:7, 20-23; cf. 3:12).
She is elusive for the complacent person unconcerned about finding her (3:29-31).
One can learn Wisdom’s location, and the understanding person has already found
her (3:14, 31), since God gave her to Israel in the form of his law (3:25-27; 4:1; cf.
3:9). For Baruch, the epitome of knowledge and reason is communicated in the
omniscient God’s law, so Wisdom is found in understanding and obeying torah.**’

This Wisdom-torah association partly results from an intertextual dialogue between

Deut 4 (contrasting wisdom of the nations and of Israel), Deut 30 (choosing life

2 Jacob 1978, 247-60. Sir 1:1-10 introduces the book in the first section (chs. 1-23), the
second section follows (chs. 24-51), and ch. 51 concludes (Skehan and Di Lella 1987, 137).

% Thus, among the temple cult, according with positive views of the priesthood (cf. Sir 44;
50) (Collins 1997, 51-52).

2 24:34, absent in the Peshitta, may be a copyist addition (Skehan and Di Lella 1987, 329).

426 Although some scholars suggest that parts of Baruch date ca. fourth century BCE with
additions as late as the first century CE, much of the book is confidently dated ca. mid-second century
BCE, including my section of interest (see Moore 1974; Goldstein 1978—1979).

427 Gratz 2013.
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through obedience), and Job 28:12-20 (search for Wisdom).*®* The contrast between
the presence and accessibility of Wisdom in Pro 1-9 and her elusiveness in Job 28 and
Bar 3-4 is consonant with Yahweh’s accessible and hidden presence.*” According to
the Similitudes of Enoch, Wisdom withdraws, unable to find a dwelling on earth
among humankind, so Iniquity goes forth and dwells with those whom she did not
seek but found (1 En. 42:1-3).*° Wisdom is always present with God according to the
Book of Dreams (84:3), so distancing oneself from God by disobedience results in
correlative distancing of Wisdom.*'

In Isaiah 29:14 God declares, ‘and I shall destroy the wisdom of the wise, and
the understanding of the prudent I shall hide’ (koi dmoA® t1v copiav TV coedV Kol
TNV GUVEGLY TV GLVET®V KpOY®). 4 Ezra 5:9¢-10a states, ‘then wisdom shall hide
itself, and understanding shall withdraw into its treasury, and it shall be sought by

many but shall not be found”’ (trans. Stone and Henze).*?

The Latin says, ‘even then
sense will be hidden (abscondetur... sensus), and intellect/understanding (intellectus)
will be separated to its storeroom’.*> ‘Wisdom’ usually translates sapentia whereas
5:9 has sensus and intellectus.** Nevertheless, these traits are frequently associated
and the general notion is that they are withdrawn in judgment. 2 Bar. 48:36 also

expresses this: ‘Many will say to many at that time: “Where has the abundance of

intelligence hidden itself, and where has the abundance of wisdom retreated?”’ (trans.

428 Henderson 2016.
2 Sinnott 2005, 85-86, 88-109.

% On comparing Wisdom in 1 Enoch and Sirach, including potential intertextuality, see
Argall 1995; 2002; Wright 2007.

! Wisdom, not the Mosaic covenant and Torah, is 1 Enoch’s comprehensive category for

revelation of the divine will and rewards or punishment for (dis)obedience (Nickelsburg 2007).

32 4 Ezra was probably composed ca. 70—120 CE (Metzger 1983, 520) in Hebrew, translated
into Greek, then translated from Greek into Latin, the latter being the major basis for subsequent
translations (Stone and Henze 2013, 2-7). I rely on Stone and Henze’s (2013) translation who seek to
discern the Greek text. I also interact with the Latin. 2 Baruch is related intertextually or by a shared
source and written contemporaneously (Klijn 1983, 616-20; Gurtner 2009, 15-18; Stone and Henze
2013, 1-2).

43 Cf. 4 Ezra 5:1: ‘and the portion of truth shall be hidden’ (trans. Stone and Henze) or ‘and
the way of truth will be hidden’ (et abscondetur veritatis via).

4 Cf. Vulg.: Deut 4:6; Ps 110:10; Isa 11:2; Dan 1:20; Wis 7:22; Sir 1:4; 4:29 (sapentia;

sensus); 4 Ezra 14:47 (sapentia; intellectus).
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Stone and Henze; cf. 14:8-9; 44:14). Obeying torah is synonymous with not departing
from Wisdom (38:4).%*

1QS XI 5-8 claims that wisdom, knowledge, understanding, justice, strength,
and glory have been hidden, only to be given to whom God selects.**® Aramaic Levi
Document fragments preserve a command to seek (Xv2) self-hidden (77nvn) Wisdom
(4Q213 1 II [+ 2] 5-7) and encourage possessing Wisdom that cannot be stolen or
have its secrets found by invaders (1Q21 F 22-23; 4Q213 1 I [+ 2] 1-4; 4Q214a 2-3
11).%7 4Q300 1 I1 4-5 and 5:5 speak of a vision sealed to the foolish as hidden wisdom
(n721 7m0m). According to 11Q5 XVIII 1-18, Wisdom was granted to reveal
Yahweh'’s glory and power, but the wicked are distant from her word and knowledge.

Paradoxically, Wisdom is God’s active and elusive presence in the world (cf.
Wis 7:22; 10:1-21), but also an accessible gift.43 8 Wisdom is elusive to the foolish,
the wicked, and the disobedient who neither embrace her nor live by her.
Contrastively, Wisdom is sought and found in obedience to torah and attained in
repudiating evil (in the fear of the Lord). Sinnott aptly summarises the biblical
portrayal of Wisdom:

...amysterious and elusive figure; close associate of YHWH; present at the

creation; a figure who speaks, calling out in public places like a prophet; a

teacher who invites all present to “listen/pay attention” to her message, and

threatens doom for all who ignore her; a hostess who prepares a banquet and

issues invitations; a figure identified with the Torah, and located in the

Temple.*”’

3.1.7. Theophanic Traversal
Some non-theophanic traversals are conceptually related to theophanic
traversals. Notably, God splits the sea as Moses extends his hand, aiding the Israelites

who ‘proceeded through dry in the midst of the sea’ (émopevOnoav d1d Enpag &v péow

3 Cf. 4 Ezra 13:54-55.
¢ Cf. 1QH* VI 3 encourages searching for 722/‘understanding’.

7 Cf. T. Levi 13:7-8. The second-century BCE Jewish Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
were composed in Greek then redacted, including by Christians into the second century CE (Kee 1983,
776-78; de Jonge 2003, 71-180; Kugler 2001, 31-38).

% Murphy 1995; Sinnott 2005.
4% Sinnott 2005, 17. On the Wisdom-torah association see Schnabel 1985.
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g Oahdoong, Exod 14:29; cf. 15:19; Ps 136:13-14), escaping the Egyptians.
Jeremiah freely ‘passed through the midst of the city’ (d1fjAfev 610 pécov Tiig TOAE®Q)
before imprisonment (Jer 44:4). The righteous one “passes through’ (dielevoetar)
foreign nations assessing good and evil (Sir 39:4). ‘Passing through’ lands or peoples
frequently conveys domination/decimation (diépyopon; mostly 92y, less so 723,
infrequently Xi2): Gen 41:46; Lev 26:6; 1 Sam 30:31; 2 Sam 7:7//1 Chron 17:6; 2
Chron 20:10; 1 Macc 1:3; 3:8; 5:51; 11:62; Joel 4:17 (but compare Isa 52:1); Nah 2:1
[1:15]; Hab 1:11 (possible); Ezek 5:17; 14:17.**° This idiom is used of the remnant of
Jacob figuratively as a young lion passing through the midst of a flock (other nations)
and devouring it (Mic 5:7; cf. Jdg 5:16). It occurs with a sword passing through the
midst of Egypt in judgment (Sib. Or. 3:316). It also occurs for refraining from
hostility (Isa 41:3).

Lohmeyer argues that mapépyonat (‘pass by’) often indicates theophanies or
angelophanies, such as to Jacob (Gen 32:32), Moses (Exod 33:19, 22 [x2]; 34:6), and
Elijah (1 Kgs 19:11), and even symbolically with Michael (Dan 12:1).**' Including
Gen 32:32 is problematic since a0tdg refers to Jacob as the subject of maptjABev with
the object 10 Eidog 1od 0god (cf. 32:31). Job 9:11 speaks of imperceptible
theophanies: ‘If he (God) goes beyond me, I do not see; and if he passes by (wapéron)
me, neither that do I know’.*** ITapépyopau is used antithetically to remaining when
Abraham prevails upon his visitors not to pass by (un napéidne, Gen 18:3).*# They

4 to Sodom and the divine presence

eventually ‘pass by’ (cf. maperevoeche, 18:5)
which was a blessing for those who welcomed it becomes a visitation of wrathful

judgment for the wicked (Gen 19).** Letellier comments that 12y in Gen 18:3

0 Cf. Exod 15:16 (nay/mapépyopar); Num 20:18-20; Jdg 11:20-22; Zech 10:11; 1 Macc 5:48.
2+ 72y often expresses traversing ‘through’, e.g., a city (Ezek 9:5), tribe (2 Sam 20:14), camp (Exod
23:27; 1 Kings 22:36), flock (Gen 30:32), or terrain (DCH, s.v. “92v,” 234, 238; BDB, s.v. “32y”). 72y
is used not only of conquest (also initially peaceful passage: Num 20:17-21; 21:22-23; Deut 2:27; cf. 2
Chron 20:10), but of Yahweh’s forgiveness (Mic 7:18), Yahwistic theophany (Gen 18:1-16; Exod
34:6-7), and Yahwistic traversal in judgment or punitive destruction (Amos 5:17; Exod 12:12, 23)
(ThWQ, s.v. “2y,” 3:12, 14).

! Lohmeyer 1934, 216-19. See also Blackburn 1991, 148-50; Theissen 2007, 97. Cf. HB:
Sy + 12y (Exod 33:19; 34:6); 12y + 2 (33:22a); 72y (33:22b; 1 Kgs 19:11); 7hy> (Dan 12:1).

#4299 + 22y HB; an ‘anti-epiphany’ (so Yarbro Collins 1994, 227).
3 99m + 92y HB.
#4459 + 92y HB.
3 Letellier 1995, 86.
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indicates a theophanic presence, citing some of these passages and adding 2 Kgs 4:8-
17 (God’s prophet), Ezek 16:1-14, and Hos 10:11-13.**° The OG uses other
terminology, though the theophanic presence concept is retained. According to 2 Kgs
4:8-9, Elisha passed through (Stofaive + €ic; 9% + 72y) Shunem where a woman
offered hospitality, so whenever he entered or passed by (gicmopedopar; 12Y) the city,
as she tells her husband (Swamopgvopon + éxi; ¥ + 92y), he stayed at her place. In
Ezek 16, God declares to Jerusalem that he initially ‘passed through/by’ (51épyopon +
éni; 9¥ +12y) observing her dire circumstances and vivifying her (16:6), and later
‘passed through/by’ (S1épyopon + d1d; P¥ + 12y) her again entering into a covenant
(16:8); theophanic visitation and observation result in divine favour. God declares in
Hos 10:11 that he ‘spared’ (énépyopon + éni; 5 + 12y) Ephraim’s neck.

The term 72y can bear covenantal overtones, rendered with di€pyopat. Thus,
God ratifies a covenant with Abram when luminous manifestations ‘passed upwards
through the midst’ (81ijA@ov ava péoov) of divided animal pieces (Gen 15:17).*
These terms also express judgment, highlighted especially with diépyopat in Amos
5:17 contrasting with mapépyopon in 7:8 and 8:2.*** God declares to Israel, ‘I shall
pass through the midst of you’ (diehevoopat dii pécov cov, 5:17) in judgment on the
day of the Lord (cf. 5:18-20),** but also, I shall no longer pass by him’ (o0Kkétt pi)
1pocB® 10D TapeAdeiv avtdv, 7:8; 8:2) withholding punishment.*° These
declarations are couched in terms of Israel’s sin and foregone punitive consequences.
Wolff comments, “No punitive acts by Yahweh of any kind are specified, but neither
is it merely Yahweh’s absence that constitutes his punishment upon Israel. His active
presence alone, his personal intervention, will effect Israel’s death”.*”' Yahweh’s

theophanic presence is either beneficial or unfavourable depending on one’s response,

46 1 etellier 1993, 85.
#4713 92y (HB; targumim [Frg. Tg.; Tg. Neof.; Tg. Ps.-J.] Gen 15:17).

“8 For Crenshaw (1968), much of extant Amos is unoriginal, but 5:17, 7:8, and 8:2 are
authentic theophanic traditions.

éneheboopan (A); sioehedoopat (26); gheboopat (B V) (see GLXX 13:193).

430 §5 1iay 7iv proin-x> HB. » + 12y indicates forgiving/sparing offenders (DCH, s.v. “72y,”

235, 238). Thus, ‘passing by’ Israel (7:8; 8:2) refers to God’s temporary passivity of judgment (Mays
1969, 99, 133; Wolff 1977, 249, 294-95, 301; Paul 1991, 236, 254; Glenny 2013, 127, 135; Eidenvall
2017, 200, 213), less his withdrawn presence (pace Ortlund 2012, 327). Cf. Jdt 2:24 (mopt|ADev...
SuijABev [destruction]); 5:21 (mapehBéto [sparing]).

BUWolff 1977, 249.
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as Glenny observes, “Whereas the protective presence of the Lord was connected
with life and blessing in 5:14, in 5:17 his presence brings death and lamentation. It is
the same Lord in both verses; the difference is the response of the people to him and
his call for righteousness”.**?

This punitive theophanic traversal trope (Amos 5:17) is notably employed in
Exod 12:12 where Yahweh*? executes judgment by “passing through’ (S1épyopat +
év; 2+ 72y) Egypt, striking down the firstborn.** In 12:23 he will ‘pass by’
(mapépyopar; 12Y) the Egyptians to smite them, but will ‘pass by/over’ (mapépyopat;
%Y + no2) any house with blood on its lintel, not allowing ‘the destroyer’ to strike its
inhabitants. Whether ‘the destroyer’ (1ov dAeBpedovta; n°nwnn) is a primitive demonic
power"™> or angelic agent**® separate from Yahweh, a quasi-independent personalised
Yahwistic aspect™’ or angelic emissary,*® or an inherent aspect of divine

% Yahweh judges.*® Punitive theophany is described with both d1épyopat

judgment,
and mopépyopat, but the latter is also used for divine forbearance. Angelic figures
mediate the divine presence in Ezekiel’s vision of six anthropic, axe-wielding
executioners (Ezek 9:1-11). A man in linen is commanded to ‘pass through the midst’
(0leABe péonyv; 7in2 72y, 9:4) of Jerusalem, marking foreheads of people to be spared
for remorse of iniquities, proceeded by the others who smite everyone else

mopevece Omiom avToL £ic TNV TOAMY; Y2 112y, 9:5). The ‘passing through’ idiom
p ¢ 212 p g g

2 Glenny 2013, 102.

3 Targumim avoid Yahweh’s movement, so he appears/manifests (*23n[*]x): Tg. Onq.; Tg.
Ps.-J.) or the [X] 11 is subject or agent (Tg. Neof.; Tg. Neof. mg.; Frg. Tg. G) (Davies 2020, 2:67).

44 B Aeth(vid) read érevoopat (Wevers 1992, 83; RLXX 105). Most commentators see
Amos 5:17 recalling or reversing the Exod 12:12 tradition (e.g.: Mays 1969, 99; Andersen and
Freedman 1989, 515-17; Paul 1991, 180-81), but my Amos passages were likely composed ca. mid-
eighth century BCE (Cripps 1955, 34-41; Mays 1969, 1-14; cf. Eidenvall 2017, 15-26 [7:8, 8:2: exilic
or post-exilic]) prior to Exodus 12:1-20 identified largely with priestly (P) authorship (ca. 587 BCE; see
Childs 1974, 184-86; van Seters 2015, 139-64). Nevertheless, Amos applies exodus traditions (2:10-
11; 3:1; 4:10 [possible]; 9:7) denying a once-for-all confirmation of Yahweh’s protection of his people
(Hoffman 1989, 177-82; Paul 1991, 4). Hauan (1986) favours theophanic covenantal passages
explaining Amos 5:17 (Gen 15:7-21, Exod 33:19; 34:5-6; Josh 3-4). However, these could post-date
Amos and lack explicit punitive contexts.

433 Dozeman 2009, 274.
¢ Davies 2020, 2:91-92.
7 Propp 1999, 408-409.
% Durham 1987, 163.
49 Cole 1973, 117-18.

0 Cf. angelic agents of judgment (Gen 19; 2 Sam 24:16//1 Chron 21:15; 2 Kgs 19:35; Ps
78:49 [Exod 12 reception]) (see Mach 1992, 62; Olyan 1993, 98-101).
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for humans conquering or decimating territories or peoples illuminates its use for
divine judgment, including with mediators.*®'

Theophanic traversal is attested in Qumran texts. God’s Spirit brings
judgment in the fragmented 4Q248 5 which reads, ‘[and] Yahweh will [cause his]
Spirit to pass through (1°2v[m]) their settlements/lands and...”*** According to
Damascus Document, God determined ‘to destroy’ (7°2v:77) transgressors (4Q270 2 11
18; 6Q15 5:4). Additionally, 72y is used for ‘passing by’ or castigatory forbearance,
as in 4QInstruction® (4Q417) 1 1 15 where God will turn away his anger and ‘forgive’
(5¥ 72w) sins.*® Theophanic judgment is also expressed in terms of divine ‘visitation’
in 4QInstruction where eschatological rewards or punishments are presently ordained
based on conduct.***

In summary, Topépyopar (typically 73/9 +92y) is used for divine
manifestation (Exod 33:19, 22; 34:6; 1 Kgs 19:11; Job 9:11), divine forbearance
(Exod 12:23; Amos 7:8; 8:2), and, to a lesser extent, judgment (Exod 12:23).*%
Aépyopan (typically 2 +72Y) is used for judgment (Exod 12:12; Amos 5:17; Ezek
9:4) and divine manifestation (Gen 5:17; Ezek 16:6, 8 [?¥ + 12y]). Like divine

visitation, theophanic traversal is advantageous or adverse.

! As a metaphorical concept, the culturally coherent experiential basis of militants passing
through territories/peoples in domination equips the reader with a concrete conceptual image of the
[metonymical] ‘source domain’ (i.e., ‘passing through’) connoting the abstract, though unstated, ‘target
domain’ (i.e., decimation or judgment) (see Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 8-9, 19-24, 56-68, 115-25).

2 The fragment is part of a larger apocalyptic text (Brooke 2013, 194-96) or pseudo-

prophetic text (Collins 2014, 106 n. 28, 126-27) mentioning a king, likely Antiochus IV Epiphanes
(Schwartz 2001). Fabry (TAWQ, s.v. “2y,” 3:14), admitting uncertainty, includes it among examples
of Israelites ‘passing through/over’ nations. Broshi and Eshel (1997, 123) suggest that 2 + 22y (hiphil)
refers to Yahweh causing his Spirit to pass through/by (cf. Ezek 14:15) causing delusion (e.g., 2 Kgs
19:7; Isa 19:14). Most plausibly, Yahweh’s Spirit passes through in judgment creating undesirable
circumstances.

3 Cf. lines 2 (Y2 May), 4 and 14 (7>°yws v Mayn). Also 4Q416 2 1 8 (possibly 9v[ M2vn);
4Q270 2 11 18 (172v7); 4Q438 4 11 [+ 5] 3 (possibly [... 2wn]); cf. Mic 7:18; ThWQ, s.v. “72y,” 3:17.

494 Goff 2003, 168-215; cf. Garcia Martinez 2007, 171-86.

493 Cf. scholars see mapépyopar in Mark 6:48 as revelation relating to the ‘messianic secret’
(Snoy 1974) or [the epiphanic] Jesus intending to rescue (Heil 1981, 69-72; Fleddermann 1983, 392-
95; Stegner 1994 [modelled on Exod 14]; Marcus 2000, 426) or lead (van Iersel 1992) his disciples;
Theissen (2007, 94-97, 186) adds that John’s account might imply deoviopdg once reaching land
(6:21).
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3.1.8. Supernatural Control

Supramundane figures exercise supernatural control, in some cases
overlapping with other elusiveness conventions. God opens Hagar’s eyes to perceive
a well (avéméev... Tovc 0pOaApovg, Gen 21:19). He opens a donkey’s mouth to speak
(fvoi&ev, Num 22:28) and uncovers Balaam’s eyes to see the angel of the Lord
(dmexdoyev. .. Todg 6pBaipove, 22:31).*¢ Angels (possibly a multi-angelomorphic
theophany) strike men at Sodom with blindness (éndta&av dopaciq, Gen 19:11).*¢7
HB uses 27130, figurative for visual imperception or cognitive distortion rather than

literal blinding, occurring again only in 2 Kgs 6:18.%¢

Angelic invisibility, divine
revelation, and divine protection in 2 Kgs 6:8-23 are joined by cognitive-perceptual
control as God ‘smote’ (éndratev) the Arameans ‘with blindness’ (dopaciq, 6:18).
They fail to recognise Elisha as God’s prophet who leads them to Samaria (6:19).
Upon arriving, God ‘opened’ (duvoi&ev) their eyes and they saw that they were in
Samaria (6:20). As with Elisha’s servant whose eyes God ‘opened’ (d1mvoi&ev) to see
the invisible heavenly army (6:17), this is cognitive imperception rather than ocular

49 Elisha does not exercise control,*’’ but petitions God who acts.

inhibition.
Josephus’ retelling includes a mist motif (4nt. 9.56-57): °...Elisha also was
beseeching God to dim/impair the sight (dyeig dpavpdoar) of their opponents,
casting upon them a mist (ayA0Ov) by which they might not discern (dyvonocewv) him’.
Elisha, ‘going forth into the midst of his enemies’ (mpocABv €ig pécovg Tovg
£x0povg, 9.56), offers to take them to the prophet and they diligently follow, ‘their
sight and their mind having been obscured by God’ (tag dyelg vmo Beod Kol v
dtvotav Emeokotnuévot, 9.57). Upon arriving, Elisha ‘prayed to God to clear the
sight (kaBdpar tag dyelg) of their opponents and to remove the mist from them (v

GYAOV avT®v dvelelv), but being freed from that dimness/impairment (€x tfjg

apovpnoemg Ekeivg apedéviec) they saw themselves present in the midst of their

6 HB attributes these to Yahweh. Cf. LAB 18:9.
7 See Hartsock 2008, 83-124 (divinely induced blindness and physiognomic implications).

% Some scholars posit Akkadian loanwords: sunwurum for blinding by flashing light
(Speiser 1964, 139-40; Cogan and Tadmor 1988, 74; Letellier 1995, 152-54) and sinnurbii for an eye
defect (Hamilton 1990/1995, 30 n. 13, 37-38 [citing von Soden 1986, 341-44]). Although the
etymology is unclear, perceptual (not merely visual) distortion is probably intended (von Rad 1972,
219; Westermann 1985, 302).

499 1 aBarbera 1984, 642-43; Sweeney 2007, 309.
47 pace Cogan and Tadmor 1988, 74-75.
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enemies’. Cognitive inhibition similarly transpires in LAB 27:10 where the Lord
sends Ingethel/Gethel, the angel over hidden things who works invisibly, to aid
Kenaz in battle by smiting the Amorites with blindness. The Amorites can see, but
regard each other as enemies.

God implants misleading spirits or thoughts (Jdg 9:23; 1 Sam 16:14-16, 23;
19:9/18:10 HB; 19:18-24 [cf. 23:14, 24-29; 27:1; Ps 31; LAB 60]; 1 Kgs 22:23//2
Chron 18:22; Isa 37:7; 1QapGen 20:16-17).*" He sends cowardice (£nG&o Seihiav)
into hearts (Lev 26:36). He smites people in ‘madness’ (mapaninéiq), ‘blindness’
(dopaciq), and ‘bewilderment of mind’ (éxotdoet dtavoiag) for disobedience (Deut
28:28). HB uses 11y here for ‘blindness’,*’* occurring again only in Zech 12:4 (cf.
14:13) where God will strike horses with ‘bewilderment’ (éxotdcet) and ‘blindness’
(dmotvermaoet), and their riders with ‘madness’ (tapappovricel). God hardens the
hearts of Pharaoh to detain the Israelites (Exod 4:21; 7:3, 22; 8:15; 9:12, 35; 10:1, 20,
27; 11:10; 14:4, 8; cf. 13:15) and of the Egyptians to pursue them into the sea (14:17;
cf. LAB 10:6: Deus obduravit sensum eorum). Wis 19:13-16 speaks of God’s
punishment of the Egyptians for inhospitality to strangers (the Israelites), worse than
at Sodom, so ‘they were smitten with blindness (émAfynoav... dopaciq) just as those
at the door of the righteous one’ (19:17; cf. Gen 19:11).*”* God also causes confusion
(Exod 14:24; 23:27; Deut 2:15; Jos 10:10; Jdg 4:15; 1 Sam 7:10; 2 Sam 22:15//Ps
18:15//144:6; 2 Chron 15:6; Ps 20:10; Isa 10:33) and alters demeanour, as when
Esther approaches the infuriated king ‘and God changed (petéBoiev) the spirit of the
king to meekness’ (Add Esth [D 8] 5:1).

The story of God confusing speech at Babel (Gen 11:1-9) is taken up in LAB
7:5 where he also makes everyone unrecognisable.*’* According to 3 Bar. 3:8, God
smites people at Babel ‘with blindness and with confused speech’ (dopaciq Kai &v

475

yhowocorrayt)).”~ God thwarts Ptolemy’s successive plans to destroy the Jews in 3

Maccabees by causing him to sleep (5:1-19), seizing him with ignorance (dyvocig

Y1 Cf. Rev 17:17.
72 Cognates "y (adjective) and My (verb) are most frequent.

73 Cf. an angel descends in Moses’ guise then God makes Egyptians either mute, deaf, or
blind, unable to communicate about the real Moses (Mek. R. Ish. 18.4).

474 Cf. Zeruel changes David’s appearance after slaying Goliath, making him unrecognisable
(LAB 61:9); Saul’s appearance is changed to visit the witch in Endor (64:4).

473 Cf. 3:6; “chastened them invisibly’ (3:8 [Slavonic trans. Kulik]).
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Kekpatnuévog, 5:27), implanting forgetfulness (5:28), and causing confusion (5:29-
30). With Ptolemy’s third attempt (5:37-6:17), angels make the hostiles scared and
confused (6:18-20). In Joseph and Aseneth, God hears Aseneth’s prayer for
protection from assassins, ‘...and immediately the swords poured from their hands
and fell to the earth and broke up like ashes’ (27:8), a phenomenon ascribed to divine
miracle (28:1-7). Qumran texts attest to God striking miscreants with blindness and
confusion (4Q167 I 7-10 [Hos 2:8]; 4Q387a 3 11 4-5).*7¢

According to Artapanus (f7. 3 in Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 9.27.23), Moses
miraculously escapes incarceration in Egypt as prison doors ‘were opened
automatically’ (avtopdtmg dvorydijvar), and some jailers died whilst others ‘were
weakened by sleep’ (070 T0D Vvov mapedfvar), and weapons ‘were broken in pieces’
(xateayfjvan).*’”” For Koskenniemi, among early Jewish accounts of OT wonder-
workers ranging in depictions of divine and human roles, Artapanus’ Moses exercises
more independent active agency (bearing numinous power), probably subverting
wonder-workers familiar to a Gentile audience.*’® Nevertheless, grammatical passives
suggest God’s activity, and Clement more explicitly says that the doors open ‘by the
will of God’ (Strom. 1.23).

Satan and demonic figures also exercise supernatural control. Simeon ill-
treated Joseph because ‘the ruler of deception’ (0 dpywv THg TAGvnc) sent a ‘spirit of
jealousy’ that, Simeon says, ‘blinded my mind’ (ét0pAwcé pov tov vodv, T. Sim.
2:7). Judah confesses that his love for money led to sin, but in ignorance because ¢
dpyov thg mAdvng ‘blinded’ (étdrwoe) him (T. Jud. 19:4). In T. Job 26:6, Satan
stands behind Job’s wife and troubles her thoughts. Throughout Testament of
Solomon, Solomon interrogates demons/spirits claiming to control cognition,
emotions, situations, and circumstances ([A] 4:5-6; 5:7-8; 6:4; 7:5; 8:5-10; 10:3; 11:2;
13:3-4; 16:1-4; 18:4-42; 25:3-6).*"

47 177 occurs elsewhere: IQS IV 11; CD-A XVI 2; 4Q504 1-2 11 14; 4Q513 3-4:4.

477 Artapanus, an Egyptian Jew, composed Concerning the Jews ca. 250—100 BCE (Collins
1985, 890-91; 2010; Barclay 1996, 127-32; cf. questioning Jewish authorship: Jacobson 2006;
Zellentin 2008), a text reflecting ancient Mediterranean influences (Weaver 2004, 64-78, 201-204).

478 K oskenniemi 2005, 89-107, 297-98; cf. Fletcher-Louis 1997, 177-84.

479 Cf. b. Mak. 6b; on angels blinding enemies in later literature see Ginzberg 1909—1938,
3:342,4:42, 6:183-84. The final form of Testament of Solomon probably contains older Jewish
traditions, but reflects Christian redaction and composition dated ca. second or third century CE
(debated by Duling 1988, 88-91; Klutz 2005; Schwarz 2007).
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Evidence for Jewish magic in Second Temple source-material is paucal
outside the NT, but plentiful in late-antique (third—seventh centuries CE) and later
materials.**® Second Temple practices are mostly medicinal, apotropaic (including
exorcistic), or divinatory, with erotic and aggressive practices involving love-potions
(e.g., philtres) or curses.”®! A few late-antique materials evince uses for escape and

1.**? Despite examples of

invisibility*® or, more prominently, social contro
supernatural control delineated above, instances of manipulating vision or cognition
are curiously absent in Jewish magical data (notwithstanding erotic or social control).
To summarise, perceptual revelation, often attributed to God, is expressed
with an eye-opening idiom. Supernatural ‘blinding’ is the antithesis, whether literal
visual impairment or idiomatic for cognitive inhibition, and is frequently punitive,
like emotional/attitudinal control. Divine figures control physical elements, aiding
mortals and facilitating escape, and even Satan or demonic beings influence sin or
cause infirmities. Like Graeco-Roman literature, Jewish writings depict a world and

its manipulable inhabitants under governing supramundane figures’ ascendancy and

484
control.

3.2. Synthesis and Observations

With ancient Mediterranean literary elusiveness conventions established
(Chapters 2-3), the following chapters will examine how the ancient reader of Luke-
Acts draws from this repertoire whilst characterising Jesus in my focal episodes. As
with Graeco-Roman traditions, Jewish traditions normally depict supramundane
figures as reflexively/actively elusive and mortals as having more passive roles or
reliant on numinous power. Amazed characters occasionally infer divine identity
from elusiveness phenomena. Yahweh and angelic figures are characterised as elusive
throughout the OT corpus and cognate literature, with some narratives containing
multiple conventions, such as disguised visitation, reflexive disappearance, and

supernatural control in Gen 18-19 or invisibility and supernatural control in the

0 Bohak 2008.

81 Bohak 2008, 70-142.

2 Bohak 2008, 261.

8 Bohak 2008, 155-56, cf. 58, 428.

48 Cf. Rom 8:38; Eph 3:10; 6:12; Col 1:16; 2:15; 1 Pet 3:22.
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Elisha-Arameans story (2 Kgs 6:8-23). Traditions of God’s self-concealment,
Wisdom, and theophanic traversal further contribute to the reputation of the divine
elusive presence. God also remains elusive through intermediaries. Angelic and even
demonic elusiveness are ultimately theomorphic, derivative of this divine

characteristic.
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CHAPTER 4

ELUSIVENESS OF THE CHILD JESUS (LUKE 2:41-52)

4.1. Evaluating Scholarly Interpretations and Establishing Interpretive

Limitations

Having established an extratextual repertoire of ancient Mediterranean literary
conventions of elusiveness (Chapters 2-3), [ am now in a position to assess how
Luke’s reader builds Jesus’ character as an elusive figure and recognises an
elusiveness theme by formulating text-guided and extratextual-informed readings in
my focal episodes. Before examining how the reader’s invocation of extratextual
traditions of independent youths (particularly the Telemacheia) and Wisdom
illuminates Lukan compositional and christological features of the child Jesus
pericope (Luke 2:41-52), I evaluate scholarly construals whilst establishing how the
text limits interpretive options for critics and the reader. My analysis corrects
previous scholarship overemphasising Jesus’ childhood precocity and ordained
destiny which overlook other prominent features, such as his intentional evasiveness
as an independent youth on a journey. It also moves beyond scholarly focus on Jesus’
possession of wisdom to expand understandings of Jesus represented as Wisdom. We
shall see how the reader begins formulating a portrait of an exceptionally
theomorphic elusive Jesus already beginning Luke’s Gospel as part of an elusiveness
theme. I begin with some preliminary observations about how Luke’s childhood
episode, along with the preceding infancy narrative, sets expectations for the reader

about Jesus’ character (Christology) and Lukan thematic interests.

4.1.1. Setting the Stage: Beginning Characterisation in the Infancy and
Childhood Narratives

Luke’s Gospel preface, without mentioning Jesus, sets an expectation of
narrated events (Luke 1:1-4), but his Acts preface specifies that the Gospel relays
Jesus’ deeds and teachings (Acts 1:1-2). Luke imparts significant matters about Jesus
from pre-parturition to ascension, including intermediate stages of birth, childhood,
adulthood, death, and resurrection. Preceding the childhood story, Luke creates
opportunities for the reader to ascertain Jesus’ superior theomorphic identity by both

extratextual and intratextual comparisons. Applying familiar OT birth conventions
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(cf. Gen 16:7-13; 17:1-21; 18:1-15; Jdg 13:3-20; 1 Sam 1-3), Luke fashions a
synkrisis or ‘step-parallelism’ in Luke 1-3 between the birth accounts of John (1:5-25,
57-80) and Jesus (1:26-38; 2:1-40), casting Jesus as superior.*®> An effect is that the
question “Who, therefore, will this child be?”” asked of John (1:66) is also asked of
Jesus by the reader*™ who emulates this performative enquiry focalised through
tertiary characters.*®” Even Zechariah’s Spirit-filled proclamation is more about Jesus
than John (1:67-79),"* though John will act elusively with his prolonged wilderness
isolation (1:80). Zechariah says that God ‘visited (éteokéyato) and redeemed his
people’ (1:68). Whereas John is ‘a prophet of the Most High’ (1:76) who proceeds
before the Lord*’ revealing divine salvation and mercy ‘in which a dawn from on
high will visit’ (1:78), Jesus is ‘a Son of the Most High’ (1:32)*° through whom God
visits.*! Jesus’ impending redemptive accomplishments entail God’s visitation
through his Son and Messiah.**?

Luke’s characters and reader anticipate Jesus’ traits and actions to correspond
with information revealed in the infancy and childhood narratives.*”*> The childhood

account serves as a concrete illustration between summary statements about Jesus’

5 Brown 1977, 156-59, 233-499; Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:15-25, 42-43; Nolland 1989-1993,
1:34-42; O Fearghail 1991, 11-18; Kuhn 2001; cf. already, Origen, Hom. Luc. 18.1-2. Others see less
parallelism: Farris 1985, 99-107; Wolter 2016, 1:56-57, 73 (denying a ‘diptych’, contra Dibelius 1911,
67ff.). Nevertheless, (re-)reading and contemplating involve comparison. Parallelism directs the reader
to continue comparing John and Jesus whilst character-building (Darr 1992, 58-73).

6 Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:375.

7 Darr 1992, 62, 184 n. 3 (referencing Rabinowitz 1987, 55 [characters performing actions
expected of the reader underscores importance]).

8 The parts (1:68-75 about God; 1:76-79 about John) ultimately pertain to achievements
through Jesus (Morris 2008, 96-98; Strauss 1995, 97-108).

* Despite kopiog referring to Jesus (1:43), John proceeds before kbprov tov 0gdv (1:16-17),
so kvpiov (in a ydp-clause) in 1:76 is synonymous with vyictov/God (C.F. Evans 1990, 186). Yet,
Luke ambiguously employs k0ptog, so interpreting kvpiov as Jesus is not unwarranted (Fitzmyer
1970/1985, 1:385-86).

0 Brooke (2020, 206-209) detects Luke’s positive messianic application of a ‘Son of God’
tradition shared with 4Q246, either by misunderstanding or intentionally subverting its application to a
negative figure or matching a positive messianic figure.

“1NA (183) opts for émokéyeton (future) in 1:78 (x* BL W © 0177 sy*?"™ ¢o), but
éneokéyaro (aorist) is well attested (8> A C D M latt sy™ Ir'™), the lectio difficilior, corresponds with
1:68, and fits other proleptic aorists (1:51-53) (see Brown 1977, 373; Farris 1985, 128).

2 Cf. Luke 7:16; Acts 15:14; Coleridge 1993; Strauss 1995, 103, 113-14; Rowe 2006, 77,
157-58, 165-66, 201.

4% Whatever their source-history and form-history (see Brown 1977, 239-55; Farris 1985, 14-
98; Horsley 1989, 107-123; Jung 2004), Luke homogeneously integrates traditions with his theology
(Oliver 1964; Minear 1966; Tatum 1967).
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maturation (2:40, 52; an inclusio),”* as an analeptic finale to the infancy narrative
providing the first glimpse of Jesus acting as God’s Son (cf. 1:32-35).%°° The reader
understands this infancy and childhood material as proleptic, aware that similar
narratives in Graeco-Roman biographical literature commence characterisation and
foreshadow accomplishments.**® Tannehill notes that Jesus’ occupation with his
Father’s affairs (2:49) foreshadows his ministry as the first instance discerning his
divine sonship and ordained destiny.*” Additional to divine sonship signifying a
functional consequence of anticipated royal-Davidic messiahship (cf. 2 Sam 7:11-16;
Pss 2:7; 89:29),** a special relationship to God (cf. Exod 4:22; Jer 31:9), or God’s
chosen human agent instilled with divine dovayug (as in Mark),*” in Luke it signifies
Jesus’ divinity from conception by maternal virginity and divine activity (Spirit and
duvapg: Luke 1:26-38; cf. 2:21); thus, the supramundane Jesus is Joseph’s son ®g
gvopiCeto (3:23; cf. 2:49; 4:22).°” This indicates Jesus’ theomorphic identity beyond
Kirk’s stress on new creation (not incarnation) by the Spirit with Adamic categories
explicating and enriching Jesus’ inaugurated Davidic rule.”®' The Lukan divine-
conception myth resembles traditions of demigods,”* but depicts non-sexual

503

deification (émeledoeton €mi... émokiboet, 1:35).”" Characters in the opening

narratives are aware of Jesus’ divine sonship or royal-Davidic messiahship, lordship,

4% Green 1997, 120, 153-54, 203 n. 2.
45 Schiirmann 1969, 1:132-33.

4% Graeco-Roman literature: Nilsson 1968, 533-83; Pelling 1990 (characterisation); cf.
Burridge 2004, 130-33, 159-63, 189-93; Luke: Talbert 1980; 2002, 15-17; O Fearghail 1991, 117-55,
161-73; Shuler 1998, 186-87; McGaughy (1999, 27-28) parallels Theagenes’ divine birth and
childhood strength foreshadowing athleticism and post-mortem divine honours (Paus. 6.11.1-9; cf.
6.6.5); cf. Frein 1994; paralleling deified Augustus: Norden 1924, 154-62; Erdmann 1932, 7-16;
Billings 2009. Ancient biographies establish or explain a person’s fame to earn respect, like Luke’s
childhood account justifying honouring Jesus (de Jonge 1978, 342, 348-49).

7 Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:53-56. Talbert (1982) sees a first exemplification of spiritual
development and obedience (then anointing, passion, resurrection, and ascension).

4% Miura 2007, 200-242; Garcia Martinez 2007, 261-83 (Qumran texts); for Luke 1:32-35,
Green (1997, 88 n. 30) references: Jer 23:5-8; Ezek 37:21-23; Zech 3:8-10; 12:17-13:1; Hag 2:21-22; 4
Ezra 12:21-32; Pss. Sol. 17-18; 1QM 11:1-18; 4QFlor 10-13; 4QTest 9-13.

9 Mills 1990, 13-14, 98.

%% Similarly, Green 1997, 88-91; Strauss 1995, 76-129 (subordinate to God).
0 Kirk 2016, 218-22, 392.

%2 See Danker 1988, 39; C.F. Evans 1990, 154-58. Cf. Plutarch, Num. 4.

33 Litwa 2014, 37-67; 2019, 86-95. Cf. the theomorphic Jesus (év pop@fi 00d vrdpywv. .. ioo
0e®) assumes anthropic form (divine visitation) for crucifixion according to Phil 2:6-11.
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and ordained roles, but some (particularly Mary) ponder utterances and exhibit
unresolved incomprehension (1:65-66; 2:19, 51).°** Since Jesus’ identity is
imperspicuous to dramatis personae and the reader, Christology must be developed
and further revealed as the narrative progresses.”

Whereas other NT Gospels omit childhood accounts, the Lukan Jesus’
separation from his parents who seek him offers precedent for adulthood withdrawals
(4:1-13, 30, 42; 5:16; 6:10-12; 9:10; 22:39, 41; cf. 9:18, 28). Additionally, just as his
cryptic reply is incomprehensible and his behaviour is contemplated (2:49-50, 51b),
so his later disclosures and actions induce cognitive errancies (4:22; 8:9-10; 9:43-45;
10:21-24; 18:31-34; 19:41-44; 24:13-35; cf. 5:21; 7:49; 8:25; 9:9, 33, 46-62; 10:38-
42; 11:27-28; 12:13; 18:15; 19:11, 48; 22:24, 38-51). He will supply avoidant or
enigmatic answers again when questioned (20:1-8; 22:67-23:3). Finally, the
childhood story is the first major instance of the recurrent journey motif°”® as Jesus

travels to Jerusalem with his parents, eludes them to extend his journey according to

God’s plan, then returns home, modelling a Jesus on the move.

4.1.2. Scholarly Emphasis on Jesus as Child Prodigy Overlooks Lukan Emphasis
on Jesus as Independent Youth

Scholars rightly detect Jesus’ exceptional childhood precocity.’” Statements
about Jesus’ maturity, wisdom, and favoured development enclosing the pericope
underscore precocity:*”® ‘Now the child was growing and becoming strong, being
filled with wisdom (Md&avev kai Ekpatarodto TAnpovuEVoV 6oeiq), and the grace of
God was upon him’ (2:40);°” And Jesus was advancing in wisdom, and in maturity

(mpoékomtev [€v Tii] coeiq kai ki), and in grace before God and people’ (2:52).°"

% Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:334-41, 397-98.

%% For Friedeman (2018), the incomprehensible mystery of Luke’s divine Christology
(Messiah, Son of God, and Lord) veiled in Luke 1-2 is progressively revealed throughout Luke-Acts.

396 See §1.1.1.iii.

*7 Some early Gospels even portray a child wonder-worker (IGT; Life of John the Baptist
7:3-8, 21) or polymorphous Jesus appearing in child form (Gos. Jud. 33:20; Gos. Sav. 107:57-60; Ap.
John 2; Apoc. Paul 18; Acts John 88; Hippolytus, Haer. 6.42.2; Gos. Thom. 4; see Kasser et al 2008,
30 n. 8) representing Luke’s child Jesus and divine hiddenness or unexpected presence (Pagels and
King 2007, 126-27).

5% Fiorenza 1982, 400.
S99 Cf. Acts 7:22.

319 These also stress Jesus’ real humanity (Rowe 2006, 77).
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Jesus sits (kaBelopevov) in the temple among the teachers (T®v d10acKAAW®V),

listening and posing questions (2:46),”"'

as witnesses are amazed (¢&iotavto) at his
understanding (cuvéoet) and answers (2:47), including his astonished parents
(é&emhaynoav) (2:48). Nevertheless, scholars preoccupied with this depiction
overlook emphasis on the youthful Jesus’ independence, sonship, and maturation. As
we shall see, these features contribute to his elusiveness, particularly illuminated by a
reading alongside the Telemacheia.

Bultmann perceives two important motifs in Luke’s childhood pericope: child
prodigy and revealed destiny.’'? For child prodigy parallels he suggests Joseph
(Josephus, 4nt. 2.320), Josephus (Life 8-9), Moses (Philo, Mos. 1.21), Cyrus (Hdt.
1.113-15), Alexander (Plutarch, Alex. 5), and Apollonius (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 1.7).>"
For Jesus’ revealed destiny he parallels Eliezer ben Hyrcanus travelling to Jerusalem
to study torah whose father later goes to disinherit him (Pirqe R. El. 1.1; 2.1; 2.4)M
However, Eliezer does not run away and is not ‘found’ as Bultmann suggests, but his
father tells him to go and arrives later. The most similar aspect of the Joseph parallel
is surpassing intelligence (Josephus, Ant. 2.320). Closer is Josephus who ‘advanced’
(mpovkomtov) in his training, excelled in ‘understanding’ (cuvécetl), and gave insight
to high priests and city principals who asked him about the law (Life 8-9). Philo
speaks of ‘teachers’ (510dokaiol) whose abilities the child Moses surpassed (tog
duvapuels vmepéParev, Mos. 1.21). When ten-year-old Cyrus is questioned about
punishing a playmate, king Astyages is impressed by his answer and questions his
origins (Hdt. 1.113-15). During his father’s absence, Alexander converses with a
Persian envoy and ‘asked neither childish nor small questions’ (T unogv épanuo

TodIKOV Epathicat unodg pkpdv), causing them ‘to marvel” (Bavpdletv, Plutarch,

Alex. 5.1; cf. 4.4; 6.1-5). Apollonius displays exceptional intellectual development

> The reader might think of Mal 3:1-4 where the Lord who is sought ({nteite) comes to his
temple and sits (kafieitar) to cleanse the Levites (see Laurentin 1966, 89-92, 138; cf. Matt 26:55).

>12 Bultmann 1963, 300. Similarly, de Jonge 1978 (surprising intelligence and prioritising God
as Jesus’ Father); Bovon 2002-2013, 1:108.

>3 Bultmann 1963, 300. Several commentators uncritically repeat these (e.g., Grundmann
1966, 94; Brown 1977, 482; Marshall 1978, 125; Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:437; C.F. Evans 1990, 222-
23; Johnson 1991, 60; Levine and Witherington 2018, 70). Litwa (2019, 122-26) elaborates instances.
Cf. Gal 1:14.

>4 Bultmann 1963, 301 (citing Bin Gorion 1916-1923, 2:18-24); cf. b. Sukkah 28a.
109



throughout his education, though his superior intelligence is implicitly compared to
that of peers, not elders (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 1.7).

De Jonge includes, among other examples: Cyrus’ surpassing greatness
among peers during education until twelve or older and wisdom conversing with his
grandfather and mother (Xenophon, Cyr. 1.3.1-18; 1.4.11f.); Epicurus beginning
philosophy at twelve (Diog. Laert. 10.2; 10.14); the ten-year-old Cambyses
pronouncing his future campaign against Egypt, astonishing (8adpa) his mother and
women (Hdt. 3.3); Abraham forsaking idols at fourteen (Jub. 11:16); Samuel
prophesying at twelve (Josephus, Ant. 5.348); and youthful Solomon assuming the
throne (1 Kgs 2:12).°"* Radl suggests: Samuel’s calling (LAB 53:1-7); Demosthenes’
nobility shown by his father’s death (Lucian, Encom. Demosth. 11); Augustus’
impressive oration at twelve and later recognitions, excelling in development (Nic.
Dam., Vit. Caes. 3 [FGH 127]; Suetonius, Aug. 8.1); Romulus and Remus’ hunting
and ambuscading (Livy 1.4.8-9); and numerous figures in Plutarch (4lex. 4; Cic. 2.2;
Dion 4.2; Rom. 6; Sol. 2.1; Them. 2.1; Thes. 6.4).>'® Youthfulness of Abraham,
Samuel, and Solomon beginning their callings is the chief similarity of these parallels
with Luke’s story, but other analogues contain extraordinary youthful intelligence.

Fitzmyer criticises Bultmann for over-emphasising the precocious child motif,
though not doubting Luke’s familiarity with similar stories.”'’ Luke applies this
familiar motif without imitating a particular account. Rather than in a context of
education or among peers, Jesus’ brilliance is displayed amid diddokalot—superiors
and legal experts. Proposed analogues lack prominent details such as the youth’s
unknown whereabouts or being sought.

A neglected tradition offering several intriguing parallels, additional to
maturation and destiny, is the Telemacheia. Although MacDonald offers places where

he believes Mark, Luke, and Acts imitate Telemachus in the Odyssey,”'® he does not

> De Jonge 1978, 322-23, 340-41.
316 Radl 2003, 136.

>'7 Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:436-37. Others emphasise Jesus’ dissolution from his parents and
unification with his Father (van Iersel 1960, 168-73; Marshall 1978, 125-28).

% MacDonald 2015a, 134-43, 163-64: empowerment (Od. 1.11-324/Mark 1:9-11);
boldness/authority (Od. 1.335-420/Mark 1:14-15, 21-27); Penelope/Dorcas (Od. 2.1-128/Acts 9:36-
42); compatriots’ rejection (Od. 2.143-259/Luke 4:14-36); and opponents plotting death (Od. 4.557-
847/Mark 3:6).
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offer a Lukan childhood story parallel.’'” He parallels the Telemacheia with Tobit
where a disguised heavenly guide (Raphael) accompanies an only son (Tobias) on a
journey, especially given a shared myth or intertextual relationship.’*® Although these
share features absent in Luke’s pericope, the Telemacheia and Lukan story share
correspondences absent in Tobit. For instance, Tobias’ coming of age journey’>' is
not without parental knowledge, he does not correct his mother, and he does not
display authority amid elders. Reading Luke’s story alongside this Homeric tradition
will highlight not only the youthful Jesus’ precocity and destiny, but also acts of

independence commencing his elusive conduct (§4.2.1).

4.1.3. Scholarly Focus on Jesus Possessing Wisdom Overshadows Lukan
Representation of Jesus as Wisdom

Scholars accurately discern a foregrounding of wisdom in Luke’s childhood
story as Jesus is filled with and grows in wisdom, conveyed by coeiq (Luke 2:40, 52)
and displayed among teachers in the temple (2:46-47).°** Similar comments describe
Samuel growing favourably in the presence of God and people, ministering before the
Lord (1 Sam 2:21, 26; 3:1, 19—21).523 The child embracing Wisdom finds good
prudence and favour before God and people (Pro 3:1-4 HB).”** Stihlin adds youthful
Ben Sira’s search for Wisdom (Sir 51:13-17), noting later Jesus-Wisdom associations
(Luke 7:35; 11:31, 49).°% Strauss correctly observes the absence of ‘wisdom’ in the
Samuel passages, but on this basis dismisses Pro 3:1-4 (opening lines of a proverb
about Wisdom) and is critical of the Sirach parallel since the youth does not already
possess wisdom.”*® These latter passages include finding Wisdom (Pro 3:13; Sir

51:16, 20, 26) and can illuminate reading Jesus depicted as Wisdom, but Strauss

319 Absent in MacDonald 2015a; 2015b; 2015¢; 2017; 2019.
> MacDonald 2001; see §1.1.2.i.

521 See Moore 1996, 191, 209-210 (confidence and independence whilst obedient to his
father); Littman 2008, 106, 137; S.M. Wilson 2019.

> E.g., Marshall 1978, 125, 130; Levine and Witherington 2018, 69-72.
52 Schiirmann 1969, 1:132, 138; cf. Bovon 2002-2013, 1:106, 115; Green 1997, 154.

*** Laurentin 1966, 137; cf. Pro 3:3c-4 LXX: *...and you will find favour; and give thought to
[what is] good before the Lord and people (kai tpovood kaAid Evdmiov kupiov Kai avOpmdnwv)’; 2 Cor
8:21.

523 Gustav Stihlin, “npoxonn, Tpokénte,” TDNT 6:712-714.
526 Strauss 1995, 122.
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highlights Jesus’ possession of wisdom. Strauss maintains that Luke has in view the
royal-Davidic Messiah’s Spirit-endowed wisdom (Isa 11:1-4; Pss. Sol. 17:37; 1 En.
49:2-3; T. Levi 18:7 [cf. 2:3]; 1Qplsa® C 10-11 [cf. 1QSb 5:25]), explaining the
Spirit’s absence (Luke 1:80) appealing to its descent at Jesus’ baptism (3:22) and a
Spirit-yapic association (2:40, 52; Acts 4:21-33).°*" Bovon concludes, “Like a painter,
Luke illustrates the miraculous wisdom of Jesus. Well versed in the Law, he is
probably the wisest child in Israel—this was retold with pride”.”*® Schiirmann and
Christ see the childhood story offering a glimpse of Jesus as a bearer and teacher of
Wisdom (cf. Luke 7:35; 11:31) without deliberating its depiction of Jesus as
Wisdom.”® Nevertheless, emphasis on cogia signals Jewish sapiential traditions in
general and Wisdom. The child certainly possesses and displays wisdom, but textual
clues lend to reading Wisdom’s elusiveness predicated of Jesus.

Ellis emphasises Jesus’ growth in and display of wisdom who is destined for
exaltation as Wisdom (Luke 11:49-51).>*° Although Grundmann also speaks of Jesus’
endowed wisdom, he recognises that the story does not merely illustrate proof of
development, but christologically relates sonship and wisdom (cf. Wis 2: 13-17).>!
The lawless complains that the righteous ‘professes to have knowledge (yv@dow) of
God and names himself a child (waida) of the Lord” (Wis 2:13) and ‘boasts that God
is [his] Father (matépa 0e6v)’ (2:16). At least Laurentin perceives how searching and
finding (Luke 2:44-46, 48-49) recall the search for Wisdom (Pro 1:28; 2:4; 8:17; Eccl
7:23-29; Wis 6:12; Sir 6:27-28; 51:20-21).>** He especially parallels Sir 24 where
Wisdom is ‘in the midst of her people’ (év uéow Aaod avtiic, 24:1), having come
forth from God’s mouth (24:3) to Israel to dwell in the tent in Jerusalem (24:8-12),
and grows (24: 12-14).%% Reading Luke’s childhood story informed by the extratext

will reveal how Jesus is not only depicted as possessing or displaying wisdom, but

>*7 Strauss 1995, 120-23 (following de Jonge 1978); already, Johnson 1968, 144-48. Harris
(2016, 76-82) prefers Davidic covenant echoes (2 Sam 7:14).

328 Bovon 2002-2013, 1:115.

> Christ 1970, 61; Schiirmann 1969, 1:135; cf. Dormeyer 1993 (Jesus as peripatetic wisdom-
teacher).

39 Ellis 1966, 84-86, cf. 171-72.
331 Grundmann 1966, 94, 96.

%32 Laurentin 1966, 135-37. Laurentin (1966, 108) observes how ‘seeking’ and not ‘finding’

the resurrected Jesus (Luke 24:2-5, 23-24) recalls his childhood; cf. Johnson 1991, 60-62.
> Laurentin 1966, 138-41.
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characterised as Wisdom. His unknown whereabouts prefigures later withdrawals also

contributing to an implicit Wisdom Christology.

4.2. Readings of Ancient Mediterranean Elusiveness in the Child Jesus Pericope

4.2.1. The Independent Youth on a Journey

Youths departing or acting without parental knowledge (§2.1.6), such as
Alexander’s missions without his father’s awareness prefiguring future exploits and
greatness (Plutarch, Alex. 9.1-3), offer precedents for the Lukan child Jesus’
behaviour. Rather comparable is the Telemacheia in which youthful Telemachus slips
away without his mother’s awareness on a divinely ordained journey, whose
maturation requires independence, courage, and authority over his elders and his
father’s household. Luke’s childhood story involves the following: Jesus intentionally
slipping away without parental knowledge (Luke 2:41-43); naic and tékvov
emphasising youthfulness (2:43, 48); his mother’s consternation reuniting with her
child who is very composed (2:48); displaying precocity conversing with elders
(2:44-47); his concern for his Father’s affairs and divine paternal association on a
compulsory divine journey (2:49); his parents’ incomprehension and his corrective
response to his mother who wonders at his words (2:50, 51b); and his voluntary
return, submissiveness, and continued maturation (2:51a, 52; cf. 2:40). These build a
coming of age theme with a youth on an intentional, necessary, and divine journey,
like the Telemacheia.”*

Jesus deliberately remains in Jerusalem, slipping away unbeknown to his
parents during their Passover trip (Luke 2:41-43). The twelve-year-old Jesus verges
on adolescence or adulthood (2:42),>*° but he is technically still a child displaying

536

surpassing maturity.”" The narrator articulates Jesus’ determination to linger

(Onépewvev)™’ without parental knowledge: ‘and his parents did not know’ (kai 00K

>3 I am interested in literary-portrayed coming of age rather than historical praxes.

>33 Coleridge 1993, 190; Parsons 2015, 58. Twelve may be a general estimation (Luke 8:43;
9:17; Acts 19:7; 24:11) (de Jonge 1978, 319-24).

>3 The references Bpépog (2:12, 16), moudiov (2:40), then moig (2:43) and tékvov (2:48)
indicate growth and development (Morris 2008, 108).

337 Cf. Acts 17:14. The variant dmépewvev (D N W 7/ 33 [NA®, 187]) also connotes
intentionality. IGT appropriates this story (19:1-5/17:1-5/15:1-5; on the text tradition see Burke 2010,
127-71; 2016, 52-59; cf. 2001; 2009; 2013; 2017; Aasgaard 2009) with Greek recensions reading
aviihOev (Ga), Euewvev (Ge), or amépewvey (Gs) (v. 1 [Burke 2001, 218-19]). Early Christians
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g&yvooav ol Yoveilc avtov, 2:43). Extrapolating that the child is forgotten, lost, or
exploiting a fortuitous opportunity is amiss. Jesus is not inadvertently left behind.>®
Some scholars think that whether Jesus is forgotten, lost, or lingers is irrelevant,
seeing a plot device with 2:49 as clarificatory.” However, Coleridge rightly observes
markers of Jesus’ initiative, such as dmépevev (2:43), ti émoincog Nuiv ovtmg (2:48),
and 81 (2:49).>* Construing unintentionality diminishes missional ‘necessity’.>*!
Telemachus also intentionally slips away without his mother’s knowledge,
confessing, ‘My mother knows nothing of this’ (utnp & €ur o T Té€mvoton, Hom.,
Od. 2.411; cf. 2.358-80; 4.703-710).

References to Jesus as moig and tékvov emphasise youthfulness (Luke 2:43,
48), though he is very composed reuniting with his distressed mother (2:48). Lukan
use of maig often means ‘servant’ (Luke 1:54, 69; 7:7; 12:45; 15:26; Acts 3:13; 2:26;
4:25, 27, 30) or ‘child’ (Luke 8:51, 54; 9:42; Acts 20:12), the latter signified in Luke
2:43.°* Additional to general uses of tékvov in Luke-Acts meaning ‘child’, it is used
in the vocative or for endearment three times (Luke 2:48; 15:31; 16:25). Mary,
anguished by Jesus’ actions, asks, ‘Child (téxvov), why have you done (¢moincog) so

> 543
to us?’,

and exclaims, ‘Behold, your father (0 matnip cov) and I, being in agony
(6dvvadpevor), were searching for you’ (2:48). Depicting Jesus as youthful limits
evocable analogues. Dickey observes in Greek literature, “When the speaker is in fact
the parent of the addressee, tékvov is far more likely than maig to be used in very
emotional scenes or in those where the kinship of speaker and addressee is

particularly emphasized”.>** The narrative transitions from Jesus’ “parents’ to

interpreted Luke’s account as illustrating childhood precocity, power, and intentionality, inspiring their
child Jesus stories (cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 1.20.1-2). Origen speaks of Jesus slipping away through his
parents’ midst and disappearing (et elapsus est de medio eorum, et non apparuit) like evading
antagonists [in John] (Hom. Luc. 19.3), or going to heaven and returning (19.5).

3% Contra Esler 1987, 131; Reeve 2007, 307-308.
> Loisy 1924, 127; Brown 1977, 473.

340 Coleridge 1993, 204-206.

> On 3¢l see Cosgrove 1984.

>* Mai is applied post eventum to Jesus not only as a prophetic appellation, but assuming
suffering-messianic connotations in Acts (Ménard 1957).

3 Radl (2003, 140) offers OT analogues to Mary’s question: Gen 12:18; 20:9; 26:10; 29:25;
Exod 14:11; Num 23:11; Jdg 15:11.

¥ Dickey 1996, 68, cf. 63-73 (focusing on the fifth century BCE—second century CE, but

noting consistency with early poetry).
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focalising through Mary who officiates for them both, inquisitive and alone speaking
to her tékvov, thus accentuating her kinship whilst minimising Joseph’s parental role.
Telemachus is also called néig (Hom., Od. 4.707, 665, 727, 808, 817; 16.17, 337,
17.38) and téxvov (2.363; 3.184, 254; 4.78; 15.125, 509; 16.61, 226; 19.22; 20.135;
23.105) emphasising youthfulness during his journey.”*’ Responding to Telemachus’
intention to elude his mother, Eurycleia exclaims, ‘Ah, beloved child (¢iAe tékvov),
how has this thought come into your mind?’ (2.363), and she calls him a beloved only
[son] (podvog émv ayoammtog, 2.365). Although Telemachus’ nurse questions him
before his departure, Penelope is distraught learning of her son’s absence (4.703-710)
and upon reuniting with him cries, ‘you departed... secretly, against my will, to hear
about your beloved father’ (dyeo... AaBpn, Eued A€knTt, GIAOL pETA TATPOG AKOVTV,
17.42-43). Both Jesus and Telemachus are depicted as youths intentionally parting
from their oblivious mothers who are fretful, confessing ignorance and frustration
concerning their sons’ unknown whereabouts upon reuniting.”*® Distancing and
independency from supervision resulting in motherly concern illustrates a necessary
step of maturation.

The youthful Jesus displays precocity conversing with elders (Luke 2:44-47).
His parents return to Jerusalem after failing to locate him and eventually ‘they found
him in the temple sitting in the midst of the teachers (kafelopevov év péow TdV
SidaokdAmv)’, conceivably surrounded by interlocutors,”*” “listening (Gcovovra) to
them and questioning (énepwtdvta) them’ (2:46). A three-day lapse before locating
Jesus adds superfluity to his elusive conduct, underscoring his independency. He is
not distressed or wandering aimlessly, but is among elders as if peers. He is no pupil,
but assumes a pedagogical role by answering queries,”*® presumably cultic or
theological,”* dialoguing with authority: ‘And all who were hearing him were

amazed at his understanding and answers’ (é§iotavto 6& TAVTEG 01 AKOVLOVTEG ADTOD

5 Cf. nmadapiov (diminutive) used for Tobias until reaching Ecbatana (Tob 6:2-11)
underscores maturation whilst journeying (Moore 1996, 200).

>4 Tobias’ mother weeps upon his departure and his parents distressfully await his return, but
aware of his journey (Tob 5:18; 10:1-7; cf. Jub. 27:13-18 [Jacob and Rebecca]); cf. MacDonald 2001,
26-27.

S Cf. 4:30; 24:36.

¥ Pace Loisy 1924, 128; Jansen 1976, 402; Coleridge 1993, 195-96. Others see parity (Green
1997, 155; Radl 2003, 139).

9 Cf. IGT 19:2 (Jesus explains difficulties in the law and prophets).
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émi Tij cuvéoel kol taic dmokpioeoty avtod, 2:47).°°° Focalisation is through amazed
witnesses, primarily Jesus’ parents who are astounded (£€emAdyncav, 2:48). Jesus’
public ministry will begin at Nazareth teaching in another space of worship and
learning where all hearing him marvel and question his identity, involving his
elusiveness (4:16-30; cf. 4:15). His pedagogical role foreshadowed as a child will be
programmatic at Nazareth, displayed at the temple and during attempted entrapments
(13:22, 26; 19:47; 20:21; 21:37-38; 23:5; cf. Acts 1:1; 10:37), and recalled on the
Emmaus road (Luke 24:13-35).>' Notwithstanding Luke 2:46, only Jesus is called
818Gokoroc in Luke’s Gospel.”*? The reader thinking of the Telemacheia recalls
Telemachus asserting authority amid elders. Athene makes him courageous and ‘full
of understanding’ (memvopévog) to assemble the elders who challenge him, but marvel
(Babpalov) at his speech whilst Antinous surmises that the gods are teaching
(01daokovoty) him boastfulness and confidence (Hom., Od. 1.269-74, 354-404).
Telemachus ‘sat down in his father’s seat and the elders gave place’ (€(eto 6’ &v
matpdg Ok, eiav 88 yépovteg, 2.14), then ‘stood in the midst of the assembly’ (o1
0¢ péonm dyopty, 2.37) to address them. Telemachus also sits and dialogues with wise
elders Nestor and Menelaus concerning his father (bks. 3-4). He listens, but Athene
gives him courage to ask questions and hear answers (3.75-77, 83, 243-44; 4.315-32,
593-98). Although contexts differ, both youths demonstrate competency and authority
in the midst of elders by impressive dialogue.

Jesus is a youth on a necessary and divinely ordained journey concerned with
his Father’s affairs with whom he associates (Luke 2:49). Elision of the diddokarot
for the more general mavteg ot dkovovteg (2:48), which includes Jesus’ parents and
others, along with a shift to the issue of Jesus” whereabouts and his own interpretation
(2:49) indicate that the story’s primary significance is not precocity, but Jesus’
behaviour and identity.”>® Jesus questions his mother about seeking him since she
should know (ti &1t €é{nteité pe; 0Ok fidette Ott...) about his necessary participation

(3&1 eivai pe) in his Father’s affairs (8v 1oig 100 matpdg pov, 2:49). The phrase v 1oig

0 Cf. mévteg oi dxovoavteg éavpacay (2:18); dndkpioig; avpdoaveg (20:26); é&ictavto
8¢ mavteg ol dkovovteg (Acts 2:12; 9:21); Jdt 11:20-21. Ascough (1996) examines reader-engaging
crowd responses.

31 O’ Toole 2008, 13-21, 166-67; cf. Johnson 1991, 60-62.
%2 Kilgallen 1985.
%3 See Coleridge 1993, 197.
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T0D Tatpdg pov is often interpreted as ‘in my Father’s house[hold]’, referring to the
Jerusalem temple (cf. b. Yom. 3.9; oikog: Luke 6:4; 11:51; 13:35; 19:46; Acts 7:47;
Heb 3:1-6; 10:21).7* Jesus is discovered &v 1@ iep® (Luke 2:46), so his necessary
involvement €v 1oig (‘in the things/matters/affairs’ or ‘among those”) of his Father is
linked to his presence there, the house of God. Early interpretations of a temple
reference are evinced in the Peshitta and Syriac IGT 19:3 which have ‘my Father’s
house’ (;or¢ dusa).” Jesus sits in his Father’s house in the midst of assembled elders.
He cryptically discloses his intentional activity and underscores his divine sonship.
He contrasts his mother’s reference to Joseph as ¢ matp cov (Luke 2:48) with his
reference to God as motpdc pov (2:49). His use of pov rather than fudv™"° incites
curiosity, reminding his parents and the reader that he is vio¢ Vyiotov (1:32) and viog
00D (1:35).>7 Jesus, expressing divine sonship, relates himself intimately with
God.”® Jesus defies his parents by eluding them, but necessarily in his Father’s
interests according to the divine plan. Although no incognito heavenly guide
accompanies Jesus, like Athene accompanying Telemachus (or Raphael
accompanying Tobias in Tobit), Jesus is self-guided in harmony with God.
Telemachus’ mission is also divinely ordained (Hom., Od. 1.88-95, 293-305) and he
participates in his father’s affairs with whom he is associated. He should become

resilient and resourceful (1.203-205), ousting suitors as would his father (1.253-

*** E.g., Klostermann 1929, 47; Grundmann 1966, 96; Marshall 1978, 129; Morris 2008, 108-
109; cf. NIV, NASB, ESV, NRSV, NJB; Cyril of Jerusalem, Cat. Lect. 7.6; Augustine, Serm. 1.17;
Leo, Ep. 16.3; Origen, Hom. Luc. 18.5; 20.2-3. On translations, including ‘in my Father’s house’, ‘in
the affairs of my Father’ (cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 1.20.2; Clement, Protr. 9; Tertullian, Prax. 26), or ‘with
those belonging to my Father’, see Laurentin 1966, 38-72; Weinert 1983; Sylva 1987. Some detect
polysemy for the temple and divine involvement (de Jonge 1978, 331-37; Danker 1988, 77; C.F. Evans
1990, 226; Green 1997, 156-57).

55 1GT: Burke 2017, 166-67, 288-89.

5% The plural (Isa 64:8; Tob 13:4; Matt 6:9; Gal 1:3; 1 Thess 1:3; Phil 1:2; 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor
1:2; Rom 1:7; Mal 2:10) is common, but the Davidic servant uses the singular (Ps 88:27/89:26 HB; cf.
Sir 51:10). Yahweh will give shepherds for knowledge and understanding (i.e., teachers) in place of
the ark of the covenant—whose raison d'étre was to represent the divine presence in the
tabernacle/temple (cf. Terrien 2000, 174-75)—asserting that his restored ‘children’ will call him ‘my
Father’ (Jer 3:11-25; cf. 3:4). As the Davidic Messiah and Son of God, Jesus takes his rightful place in
the temple where the ark rested (cf. Ps 132; Laurentin 1964, 146), calling God ‘my Father’ amid
teachers.

%7 Joseph is 6 motip adtod (2:33) in terms of parenthood, but the reader is aware of Jesus’
divine sonship; see also Henrichs-Tarasenkova 2016, 138-45.

> Luke expresses Jesus’ divine sonship in limited terms, but sufficiently conveying his
surpassing divinity and intimacy with God (O’Toole 2008, 155-79).
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70).”>° He claims authority over his father’s house and rebukes them (1.354-59, 367-
82). He sits on his father’s seat and stands in the midst of the elders (2.14, 37). He
should not be base or witless, but wise and accomplish his work like his father
(2.267-80). He takes charge over his household (2.369-70) and journeys in his
father’s interests according to the divine BovAn (2.372). He is concerned for his
father’s status, but elders interpret his conduct as insolence, since Odysseus’ return
entails their demise (2.214-15; 3.83; cf. 2.262-66; 3.315-31). Both youths engage in
necessary divine missions away from home, though Jesus travels to Jerusalem with
his parents as a precondition for remaining behind concerned with his divine Father’s
affairs whereas Telemachus voyages to gather information concerning his human
father.

Jesus’ parents ‘did not understand’ (ov cvvijkav) his retort (10 pripa)
expressing his requisite divine journey, causing his mother to treasure/ponder the
entire ordeal (‘all the matters’/mévta ta prjpata) ‘in her heart’ (év 1] kapdig avThQ),
including wonder at his corrective response (Luke 2:50, 51b).°®° Mary’s pondering
includes revelation in the infancy narrative,”®' evident by tadto (2:19) omitted in
2:51b.°%* She ponders Jesus’ divine-human nature ® and progressively learns about
his messiahship,’®* as does the reader, despite previous revelation. She perceives
Jesus’ divine favour and ceases reproof, but ponders his comportment, authority, and

>6% The reader distances from the parents failing to realise that Jesus remains

identity.
behind, but identifies with them not fully comprehending Jesus’ unanswered cryptic
utterance and emulating pondering (cf. 2:19).°°° The reader also contemplates broader

thematic and christological implications. Jesus’ parents nevertheless join the reader in

%% Additionally, Telemachus resembles Odysseus with crafty speech (3.120-25) and other
traits/mannerisms (4.141-46, 609-611; cf. 2.267-80).

360 Cf. Gen 37:11 (motiip adTod Srethpnoey T Pripa).
! Meyer 1964, 47; Radl 2003, 141-42.

>62 De Jonge 1978, 337-38.

>3 Spencer 2008, 110.

6% Morris 2008, 109.

%63 parental obedience is imperative (Exod 20:12; 21:15, 17; Lev 19:3; 20:9; Deut 5:16;
21:18-21; Pro 19:26; 20:20; 23:22, 25; 28:24; 29:15; 30:17; Sir 3; 7:27; 23:14; 41:17), exemplified in
Tobit (see Rabenau 1994, 32-38).

366 See Darr 1992, 62, 184 n. 3; Dinkler 2013, 58-59. The reader oscillates between
‘identifying’ with and ‘distancing’ from characters and the narrator (Darr 1992, 31, cf. 85-126; 1998,
52).
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recognising Jesus’ separation as deliberate and obligatory. Comparatively, Penelope
wonders at Telemachus’ corrective response and assertion of authority in his father’s
house after returning (Hom., Od. 21.343-55 [354-55]): “She then, astonished
(Bopupnoaca), went back to her chamber, for she stored in her heart the wise word of
her son (Tatdd¢ yap udbov memvopévov Evbeto Boud)’.”®” Both youths display
maturity and authority whose corrective words and assertiveness amaze and impact
their mothers.

The reader (re-)evaluates the misunderstanding motif in view of recurrences.
Jesus’ dialogue with the teachers causes ‘amazement’ (Luke 2:47), suggesting
perplexity (cf. 1:63; 8:25; 11:38; 24:22-24, 41; Acts 2:7-8, 12; 9:21; 10:45; 12:16),568
and his first utterance is cryptic and incomprehensible (Luke 2:49-51). Characters
will misunderstand or not comprehend the content or significance of his actions and
utterances,”® casting him as elusive, not merely for his mysterious kerygma or
pedagogical modus operandi (i.e., parabolic instruction), but part of his character (cf.
4:32; 24:19). Although the reader may identify with Jesus’ parents in striving to
understand his childhood behaviour or intricacies of his divine sonship, they distance
from them in terms of disparate knowledge, and later will distance from other
misunderstanding/uncomprehending characters from whom knowledge is
concealed.””® Among the Synoptics, Luke accentuates the misunderstanding motif
with incorporated supernatural restraint and instances in special Lukan material and

Acts.””!

The child’s incomprehensible utterance is recalled when the Nazarenes
question his identity as Joseph’s son (Luke 4:22). Jesus’ actions frequently cause
spectators to question his identity (tig + éotv + obtog: 5:21; 7:49; 8:25; 9:9; cf. 9:18-

20; 19:3).>” His parable of the sower encourages hearing with understanding (8:4-

367 Cf. 1.325-61. The pdbov memvopévoy refers to content, not the speech itself (Zanker 2019,
160). Later, Telemachus rebukes Penelope for not embracing Odysseus (23.96-103).

> Kingsbury 1991, 82, 158 n. 24.

> Kingsbury 1991, 109-139 (disciples); Frein (1993) differentiates incomprehension
(inability to understand), misunderstanding (incorrect understanding), and incomplete understanding,
seeing the motif lending to Saviour, Son of God, and Elijianic Christologies. I refer to these cognitive
errancies collectively as the ‘misunderstanding motif” for brevity, though mindful of nuances.

370 Cf. Frein 1993, 338.

37! See Frein 1993, 333-35; cf. Kurz 1993, 149-52 (Gentile idolatry and Jewish ignorance
about Jesus); Buckwalter 1996, 104-107.

72 Cf. Green 1995, 61; Morris 2008, 138.
119



15), yet the disciples are ‘given to know (6€6oton yvdvar) the mysteries of the
kingdom of God’ whereas others do not understand (U1 cuvidotv) his parables (8:9-
10). Within this context of hearing/(in)comprehension Jesus’ mother re-enters the
narrative with his siblings attempting to see him, but he designates his familial
propinquity as ‘those who hear the word of God and do it” (8:19-21; cf. 9:59-62;
14:25-26). During the transfiguration, Peter offers to make dwellings ‘not knowing’
(un eldmg) Jesus’ utterance (9:33). The disciples’ silence afterwards is due to awe or
incomprehension (9:36).°"® The reader infers an unstated power of supernatural
restraint (likely God or Jesus) during Jesus’ passion predictions when the narrator
ascribes the disciples’ epistemic errancies (nyvoovv... un oicOwvral, 9:45; 000Ev. ..
ouvvijkav... ovk éyivookov, 18:34) to concealment expressed with grammatical

passives (mapakeKaAvppévov, 9:45; KEKPLUUEVOV, 18:34).°™

The disciples understand
Jesus’ messiahship and ‘Son of Man’ self-references,’” but fail to comprehend his
necessary suffering, and thus his journey.”’® They also demonstrate deficient
understanding of the kingdom and his authority (9:46-50; cf. 9:41; 22:24). Although
the Father has hidden (dnékpoyag) understanding from the ‘wise and intelligent’
(copdv xai cuvetdv), including the true identities of the Father and Son, Jesus
reveals (dmokaAdyon) truths to whomever he wills, such as the disciples (10:21-24).
Jesus’ lament over Jerusalem characterises the people as unrecognising, so matters
are ‘hidden’ (ékpVPn) from their eyes (19:42). Hiddenness is partly due to failure to
realise the divine visitation through Jesus (19:44; cf. 1:68, 78; 7:16; Acts 15: 14).577
The disciples further betray their faulty understanding by falling asleep rather than
remaining diligent (Luke 22:45-46) and by attempting to prevent Jesus’ arrest (22:49-

51). Jesus’ statements that things hidden (kpvntdv), secret (dmoKpvpov), and

3 Dinkler 2013, 46.

S Cf. 9:22; Mark 9:32 (no restraint); kponte used of Wisdom: Job 28:21; Sir 20:30; 41:14;
cf. Isa 29:14. These passives (Luke 9:45; 18:34) attribute incomprehension to a supernatural force
(Dillon 1978, 133; Frein 1993, 329); incomprehension is not simply from scriptural misunderstanding
(contra Litwak 2005, 137-43). Although Jesus attests to the disciples’ knowledge of mysteries (8:10) or
assumes their ability to understand (9:44), casting doubt on divine intent (so Green 1997, 390), Jesus
knowingly makes incomprehensible disclosures (e.g., 2:49; 4:23-24). MacDonald (1998, 143; 2015a,
303-305) parallels Peter’s confession in Mark 8:29-33 with Eurycleia recognising Odysseus (Hom.,
Od. 19.320-505). By aligning this Homeric episode with the Lukan account, Athene controlling
Penelope’s mind (19.478-79) is akin to incomprehension in Luke 9:45.

375 pace Dillon 1978, 39-50.
57 Morris 2008, 87-88, 193-94; Green 1997, 390; cf. Conzelmann 1960, 60-65, 197-99.
*77 Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 2:1256; followed by Frein 1993, 337.
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concealed (ovykekaAvppévov) will be manifest (pavepdv), known (yvoobdiy;
yvoctnocetar), and revealed (dmoxkaiveOnocetar) (8:17; 12:2) begin to find fulfilment
following his resurrection (24:32, 44-49)°7 Stephen’s comment that the people failed
to understand (cuviévat) God’s plan of deliverance through Moses (Acts 7:25)
mirrors and summarises the misunderstanding of Jesus’ mission. The prevalence of
Jesus’ peculiar activities and enigmatic speech leading to cognitive errancies of
characters and the reader alike, prefigured by the childhood story, contribute to his
elusive character.

The child Jesus returns home from his journey, submits to his parents, and
further matures (Luke 2:51a, 52; cf. 2:40).°” His active role continues as he is the
grammatical subject of verbs: ‘and he went down (katéfn) with them and he came
(1\Bev) to Nazareth’ (2:51a).°* The detail fjv vmotacoopevog (2:51a) implies
preceding defiance, but his compliance to the divine plan supersedes parental
obedience. Commentators hesitant to acknowledge an incompatibility suggest that
obeying God is parental obedience,”™" but this falters given Mary’s expression of
Jesus’ unbefitting conduct (2:48). Jesus’ preference for the divine will occasionally
conflicting with familial commitments recurs (8:19-21; 14:12-14, 26-27; 16:28-31;
18:29). As God’s faithful Son, Jesus remains in control,”** including wilful
subjection.”® Parallel descriptions of his development enclosing the story between his
infancy and adulthood indicate maturation before, during, and after his journey: ‘And
the child was growing and being strengthened (nd&avev kai ékpataiodto), being
filled with wisdom, and the grace of God was upon him’ (2:40); ‘And Jesus was
advancing (mpoéxomntev) in wisdom and in maturity (Awkiq) and in grace before God
and people’ (2:52). Telemachus must return home and demonstrate maturity (Hom.,
Od. 15), since he is beyond an age of childish ways (1.295-96; cf. 3.199-200), despite
his antagonists hoping that his 080¢ fails and he perishes before his youthful prime

> Similarly, C.F. Evans 1990, 426.

°7 Jesus revises the customary social setting of familial-hierarchical dominance, though
reinstates it by resubmission (Brawley 2020, 54).

%0 C.F. Evans 1990, 227; Green 1997, 156.

%81 Schiirmann 1969, 1:137; Marshall 1978, 130; C.F. Evans 1990, 227; but cf. Green 1997,
155-57 (divine commitment produces behaviour against parental expectations).

382 Cf. vulnerable child heroes in Greek myth (Pache 2004).
% Similarly, Davis 1982, 226.
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(4.663-68). Whereas Jesus returns with his parents in subjection and develops even
after demonstrating surpassing maturity and independence, Telemachus must return
to prove his maturity and independence which are overdue. Nevertheless, just as
Telemachus’ journey begins with his mother and moves outward from his household
into the world,5 8% 50 Jesus’ confrontations and encounters will move outward,
beginning with his mother (Luke 2:41-52), followed by his compatriots (4:16-30),
then Galilee (4:31ff.), then towards Jerusalem (9:51ff.).

The reader, thinking of extratextual analogues to Luke’s childhood story,
appeals to more than favourable development and child prodigy motifs across ancient
literature, but also to an exceptional and celebrated maturing youth myth—the
Telemacheia. This reading entails numerous similarities located in recognisably
distinct sections of single compositions. Both characterise independent youths
departing without parental knowledge on necessary and divinely ordained journeys
who demonstrate maturity by maternal separation, emulating elders, asserting
authority, and participating in ‘household’ affairs as faithful sons, all of which form
coming of age themes. Isolated correspondences might seem coincidental or ordinary,
but the constellation of parallels in a relatively comparable sequence is remarkable.
The Telemacheia opens the Odyssey and comprises a large thematic portion of the
poem. Luke’s childhood story forms part of the Gospel’s opening as a significant and
proleptic illustration. Aligning these stories would offer insights to Luke’s reader,
such as Jesus’ precocity outclassing Telemachus’ immaturity for their respective
ages, or Jesus’ equanimity and engagement in his Father’s affairs outperforming
Telemachus’ insecurity and uncontrollability of his father’s household. Telemachus’
maturation is belated, but formed through challenges. Contrastively, Jesus exhibits
surpassing maturity at an unexpected, transitional age; his experience is less
challenging or educational, but revelatory for characters and the reader. This
comparative reading illuminates Jesus’ superiority and exceptionally theomorphic
identity. Considering potential intertextuality, although deliberate mimesis or echoing
cannot be confidently established, Luke’s story plausibly shares an independent youth

tradition, especially with the Telemacheia.”®

3% Garland 1990, 172-73; see §2.1.6.

%5 Applying MacDonald’s (2015a, 5-7) seven criteria for assessing mimesis, we observe the
following: (1) the Telemacheia was ‘accessible’ to Luke and ancient authors, the latter recognising
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This reading illuminates Son of God and divine visitor Christologies. Unlike
Telemachus to whom divine revelation is given, Jesus possesses intuitive knowledge
of the divine will and acts in accordance with it, revealing his divine sonship. Luke
appropriates Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem from Mark (cf. 8:31; 9:30; 10:1, 17, 32-33,
46), creating a broad framework and significant motif to which he ties other material
of Jesus’ ministry.”*® The journey motif occurs already in Luke’s opening narratives
with accounts of John (1:80; 3:1-20), Joseph and Mary (2:4, 22), and Jesus’
childhood (2:42).°*" The childhood story features Reisenotizen such as 686¢ (2:44),”
8€i (2:49),” and Jesus and his parents ‘proceeding’ (émopedovto, 2:41) and ‘going
up’ (avapavéviov, 2:42) to Jerusalem. Along with the presentation of Jesus in the
temple (2:21-39), this story anticipates his adulthood journey to Jerusalem and arrival
during Passover.”° Already during childhood, Jesus’ elusive character emerges in
obedience to his Father in Jerusalem, including his submissive return. Ironically, he
will submit to arrest in Jerusalem during Passover in obedience to God’s will as his
Son (21:27-28; 22:1-7, 16, 21-22, 41-54, 70), after rebuking leaders for failing to
recognise the time of their émokonn| (19:28-44 [44]) and amazing witnesses with
teachings in the temple (19:45-21:38). His childhood visitation in the context of a
journey also prefigures his journeying visitations to Nazareth and on the Emmaus
road at the Gospel’s conclusion.””! The childhood pericope illustrates the first

visitation of God’s Son who begins his necessary journey, both prefigured in the

Telemachus’ coming of age journey (§§1.3; 2.1.6); (2) ‘analogy’ occurs with other ancient texts
imitating or showing some relationship with the Odyssey and, more specifically, the Telemacheia (e.g.,
Tobit; Jubilees); (3) parallels are ‘dense’, (4) mostly though not entirely in a similar ‘order’, (5) and
fairly “distinctive’, but lack close lexical contacts; (6) meaningful interpretive implications show
‘interpretability’; and (7) ‘ancient or Byzantine recognitions’ of similarities between Luke-Acts and the
Odyssey are evident (MacDonald’s [1998; 2000a; 2000b; 2001; 2003; 2015a; 2015b; 2015c; 2016a;
2019] research establishes criteria 1, 2, and 7).

>% Bultmann 1963, 363-64, cf. 336; Franklin 1975, 58-61 (especially rejection and visitation
for christological suffering); Nolland 1989-1993, 2:527.

47 Filson 1970, 70.

*%8 Baban 2006, 174-76.

*% Robinson 1960, 24.

> Laurentin 1966, 95-103; Elliott 1971; Fiorenza 1982, 399.
%! Similarly, Baban 2006, 114, 175.
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infancy material and together with it forming an inclusio with his adulthood arrival to

the Jerusalem temple as part of the divine visitation theme.’*>

4.2.2. The Elusive Child Jesus as Elusive Wisdom

The child Jesus resembles elusive Wisdom by his association with
understanding as a youth, his deliberate elusion, being the object of a seeking-finding
motif (foreshadowing withdrawals), and his expression of intimate filial relationship
with God whilst sojourning in the Jerusalem temple among Israel’s literati (§3.1.6).
The youthful Jesus was tAnpovpuevov copiq (Luke 2:40) and mpoékomtev [Ev T1)]
coeiq (2:52).>”* Sapiential traditions commonly refer to readers or possessors of
wisdom as ‘children’, such as Proverbs and Sirach (cf. Wis 2:13, 18). Moreover,
Wisdom may be interpreted as God’s begotten cosmic child rejoicing at his works in
his presence, the object of his delight who herself delights in humanity (Pro 8:22-31).
The child Jesus develops favourably in the presence of God and people (Luke 2:40,
52), faithful to his heavenly Father (2:49). Jesus displays understanding (cOveoic:
2:47)°% conversing with teachers in the temple, doubtless torah specialists.” This
also contrasts with his parents’ lack of understanding after his cryptic statement
(negated cvvinuu: 2:50). XOveoig occurs frequently with Wisdom (Pro 1:7; 2:2-6;
9:10; 24:3; Job 12:13, 16; Sir 1:4; 17:7; 39:6; 50:27; Isa 11:2; Jer 28:15; Bar 3:14;
Dan 2:20-21; cf. 5:11-12),%° including for maturity (Pro 9:6). Understanding is
hidden or withdrawn in judgment, thus sought but not found (Isa 29:14; 4 Ezra 5:9c-
10a; cf. 2 Bar. 48:36). Like Wisdom, its location is uncertain (Job 28:20-21).>"" It is
associated with divine instruction and sages (Sir 6:35; 8:9). Wisdom is obtained

through the fear of the Lord and torah-obedience, but remains elusive for those

*%2 Lanier (2014) sees temple language and Jesus’ temple arrival recalling Yahwistic
re-visitation (Ezek 8-11, 43).

>% Cf. wisdom absent in John’s stated development (1:80). IGT 19:4/17:4 adds Jesus’
interlocutors commenting that they have neither seen nor heard such glory and wisdom.

> Among NT Gospels, cvveoic occurs again only in Mark 12:33 (‘greatest commandments’);
cf. 1 Cor 1:19 (Isa 29:14; Job 5:13); divinely derived and attained through Christ: Eph 3:4; Col 1:9;
2:2;2 Tim 2:7.

*» If Pro 1-9 is a Levitical product, Wisdom may be the divine patroness of Levitical
educational duties, namely teaching and writing (Smith 2001, 172-73).
¥ Cf. Jdt 8:29; 11:20-21.

7 Wisdom and understanding (7°2/c0veoic) are synonymous in 28:20 with third person
singular verbs in 28:21: ‘she is concealed’ (7n7¥1))/‘escaped notice’ (AéAnOev).
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without understanding (&dovvertot, 15:1-8 [7]). Unlike youthful Ben Sira seeking
Wisdom at the temple (51:13-17; cf. 50:27), the youthful Jesus displays copia and
ovveolg at the temple in divine obedience.

Foregrounded or reduplicated ‘seeking-finding’ terminology, focalisations
through the parents (Luke 2:43-46, 48, 50, 51b), and contextual details in Luke’s
story give significant place to the search for the elusive Jesus, evoking elusive
Wisdom.™® Jesus’ parents ‘searched’ (dve(rfirovv, Luke 2:44) among relatives and
acquaintances, but ‘not finding’ (ur| €bpovreg, 2:45) him, they returned to Jerusalem
‘searching’ (&vaintodvieq). They eventually ‘found’ (e0pov, 2:46) him in the temple,
the renowned location of God’s presence and headquarters of Jewish sapiential
discourse. Mary tells Jesus, é{ntoduév oe (2:48) and he responds, 11 11 E{nteite pe
(2:49). Avalntém, (ntém, and ebpiokm each occur twice with Jesus as the object of a
concentrated seeking-finding motif.>*’

I expand Laurentin’s observations, including beyond his specific alignment
with Sir 24 to Wisdom traditions more collectively. Those who fear the Lord seek and
find Wisdom, unlike the disobedient ({ntéw or compound forms and/or gvpickw: Pro
1:28; 2:3-5; 8:17; 14:6; 24:14; Eccl 7:23-29; 8:16-17; Wis 6:12-16; 8:2, 18; Sir 6:27-
28; 24:34; 51:20-21).°”° Mary and Joseph struggle to locate Jesus despite revelation
of his identity and roles, but eventually find him. Wisdom is difficult to find
(evpiokm: Job 28:12-13, 20), but God knows Wisdom’s location in godliness (28:23,
28). Jesus’ parents should know that he was obediently in God’s affairs/place (Luke
2:48-49). Recalling Wisdom depicted as God’s faithful child in his presence (Pro
8:22-31) or a divine intermediary sage/scribe bringing wisdom to people illuminates
God’s Son sharing his understanding with the intelligentsia. Wisdom comes to dwell
in Jerusalem among Israel (Sir 24:7-12; cf. 1 En. 42:1-3). She is sought ({ntéw: Sir
4:11; 6:27) and found (gbpiokm: 25:10), particularly at the temple (51:13-14, 20-

> These terms are non-technical, but form the seeking-finding motif and are evocative in
similar contexts (Laurentin 1966, 137).

> Only Luke uses avolntém in the NT (cf. Acts 11:25). Although used generally for
‘searching’, it occurs in sapiential contexts. Philo (£br. 1.112-13) says that only rulers are entrusted to
dig the well of copia, searching it out (dvalntiicar) and achieving it (cf. Num 21:18; Deut 32:1-43;
Sacr. 1.64; Plant. 1.80; Migr. 1.218; Fug. 1.137). He comments that seeking ({ntéw; dvalntéw) to find
(evpiokw) God is like going to the tabernacle, which is co@ia, where the wise person dwells (Leg.
3.46-47).

890 Cf. Pro 1-9; Eccl 3:11; Wis 13:6; Sir 4:11-19; 6:22; 14:20-27; 4 Ezra 5:9-10; 2 Bar. 14:8-9;
44:14; 48:36.
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25).9" Wisdom dwells with Israel and is easily found in the form of torah, not by
complacency (Bar 3:9-4:4; éx{ntéom [cf. ékInmrng]: 3:23; evpiokw: 3:15, 30). Jesus’
concerned parents search diligently and find him sitting in the temple among teachers,
probably discussing torah. Among examples from Qumran texts, the command to
seek self-hidden Wisdom is notable (4Q213 1 II [+ 2] 5-7). The seeking-finding motif
applies also to Yahweh ({ntém or compound forms and e0pickw: Deut 4:29; Jer
29:13-14; Isa 65:1; Amos 5:5-6; Hos 5:6, 15; cf. 1 Chron 28:29).602

Jesus’ parents suppose (vopicavteg) that he is in their caravan (tf] cuvodiq)
and travel a day’s journey ((uépag 666v) (Luke 2:44). The reader knows that seeking
Jesus among t0ig cuyyevedov kol 10ig Yvwotoig (2:44) will be of no avail—a search

603__gince

demonstrating the parents’ obliviousness, distress, and need to return (2:45)
this symbolic realm contrasts with that of God wherein Jesus is found (t0d matpog
1ov, 2:49).°* The reader suspects this since the infancy narrative reveals the divine
sonship of Jesus whose first action is eluding family. Later, Jesus is not always found
among family (cf. 8:19-21; 9:59-62; 14:26). Like Wisdom, Jesus is divinely begotten
and remains in God’s presence.

The story of seeking and [not] finding the wisdom-filled child of God
encourages reading Jesus represented as elusive Wisdom. This portrayal does not
entail Wisdom’s every characteristic, such as pre-existence.’”> Some scholars rightly
note an absence of Jesus’ pre-existence with Wisdom associations, but hastily dismiss

a Wisdom Christology.®*

Nevertheless, this story contributes to other Wisdom
traditions (including Jesus-Wisdom associations) supporting an implicit Wisdom

Christology:

SOV Cf. tntéo (51:13); ékinrém (51:14, 21); evpiokw (51:16, 20; cf. 51:26-27).
592 Also to love (Song 3:1-4) (Schroer 2000, 27-28). Cf. 2 Chron 9:23 (kings £(1jtovv
Solomon to hear his divinely bestowed coeiog)

693 Rapprochement develops with the parents approaching the reader’s knowledge who
contemplates Jesus’ motivation (Coleridge 1993, 191-93).

9% Wolter 2016, 1:150; cf. Origen, Hom. Luc. 18.2; 19.5.

505 Some scholars see Jesus-Wisdom associations [in Matthew/Luke] evincing pre-existence:
Suggs 1970; Christ 1970; Hamerton-Kelly 1973; cf. Hengel 1977, 76-82; 1996, 153-74; Deutsch 1987;
see Gathercole’s (2006, 193-209) critique.

505 E.g., Green 1997, 475 n. 84; Bovon 2006, 179 n. 48; cf. Dunn 1980, 196-209. Matthew’s
Wisdom Christology is more pronounced (see Suggs 1970; Deutsch 1987; 1990; Gench 1997; cf.
Johnson 1974). Paul identifies Jesus with Wisdom and is aware of hidden Wisdom (1 Cor 1:24, 30;
2:7-8; cf. Col 2:3; Eph 3:8-12).
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e Being harangued as a wrongdoer, Jesus refers to himself as Wisdom’s
child, replying, ‘even Wisdom is justified by all her children’ (Luke 7:35;
alluding to Pro 8:32/Sir 4:11);*"

e Jesus asks how much longer he must be with and endure the faithless and
corrupt generation (Luke 9:41), similar to Wisdom’s lament (Pro 1:20-33;
1 En. 41:1-3);%*®

e Jesus, the rejected Son of Man, wanders with nowhere to dwell (Luke
9:58; cf. 9:44-45; 18:8, 34), like rejected Wisdom (1 En. 42; 94:5);609

e Jesus, thanking his Father for concealing and revealing truths, represents
himself as possessing and selectively revealing exclusive divine
knowledge (Luke 10:21-24; cf. Matt 11:25-27; John 3:35; 5:19-23, 26-27,
8:28; 14:13; 17:1-2);°1°

e Jesus is greater than Solomon in all his wisdom (Luke 11:31);

e Jesus quotes 11 copia Tod Beod—possibly a self-referential autonomasia—
as the prophetic speaker about persecuted prophets and apostles (Luke
11:49);°1!

e Jesus likens himself to a rejected mother bird desiring to gather her
offspring (Luke 13:31-35);%'?

e and Jesus gives his disciples supernatural wisdom (Luke 21:15; cf. Acts

6:3, 10).°"

%7 Christ 1970, 63-80; Navone 1970, 12-15; Morris 2008, 165; Parsons 2015, 127; Dennert
2015. Gathercole (2003) argues that Jesus’ aphorism expresses Wisdom’s ‘dissociation’ from her
people/children (despite interpreting John and Jesus as Wisdom’s envoys/children).

%8 Bovon 2002-2013, 387 n. 35.

599 Christ 1970, 70; Hamerton-Kelly 1973, 29 (the 6o@dc has no oikia, cvyyéveto, or motpic
[Philo, Abr. 31]).

819 Christ 1970, 81-99; Jacobson 1978; Kloppenborg 1978; Deutsch 1987, 103-105; Fletcher-
Louis 2015, 80. Dunn (1980, 198-99) is critical, pointing out that traditions emphasise Wisdom’s
hidden source/locus. Although Tuckett (1996, 218-21, 275-82, cf. 165-208, 325-54) acknowledges that
Wisdom and God are mutually known (Job 28:1-27; Pro 8:12; Wis 7:25-28; 8:3-9; 9:4-11; Sir 1:6, 8;
Bar 3:15-32) and Wisdom is a revealer (Wis 7:21; 9:17; Sir 4:18), he suggests that divine-filial
language and Wisdom allusions here (Q) represent Jesus as Wisdom’s envoy, supporting a ‘prophetic
Christology’. Grindheim (2011, 174-76, 183-84) stresses God-Wisdom relational notions explaining
Jesus’ redefined filial intimacy with the Father qualitatively exceptional vis-a-vis divine-human
relationships (maintaining hierarchy).

11 Christ 1970, 120-35; Marshall 1978, 502-504; Parsons 2015, 198. This verbalises the
divine plan of sending John and Jesus followed by apostles, who are rejected/maltreated as were
prophets (11:50-52; cf. 10:1-16).

812 Byultmann 1963, 114-15; Christ 1970, 136-52; Lanier 2018, 132-40; Giinther 2020.
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Depictions of Jesus as Wisdom and as Wisdom’s envoy/child are not incompatible.

Fitzmyer is sceptical of extending ‘“Wisdom’ to the child Jesus, mainly based
on its feminine grammatical gender (Hebrew/Aramaic/Greek) and Sirach’s
Wisdom-torah association.’' However, grammatical gender is no obstacle for
Luke®"” whose Jesus depicts himself as a mother ‘hen’ (8pvic... €avtiic, Luke 13:34).
Jewish and Christian literature reflects no hesitancy associating Wisdom with
‘masculine’ figures, including God and Jesus.®'® Origen (Hom. Luc. 18.3; 19.5)
comments on Luke’s childhood story enjoining his audience to seek Jesus, the Word
and Wisdom of God, who will be found in the temple among the Church’s teachers,
not among those who do not possess him. Moreover, a Jesus-Wisdom association
juxtaposes torah as embodied Wisdom with Jesus as Spirit-filled bearer of Wisdom.
Just as Wisdom embodied in torah dwells among Israel, particularly in the Jerusalem
temple, so Jesus remains in Jerusalem among his people in the temple discussing
torah. Associating the child Jesus with elusive Wisdom prepares Luke’s reader for an
emergent and implicit Wisdom Christology.

Jesus’ cryptic riposte (Luke 2:49) anticipates others. He indirectly answers a
question with a puzzling rejoinder implying his divinely sourced authority (like
John’s baptism), then reiterates this in a parable of a vineyard owner’s ‘beloved son’,
respectively symbolising God and himself (20:1-18). Neither does he answer
perspicuously when Jewish authorities ask if he is the Messiah, but says, ‘If I tell you,
you will not believe; and if I ask, you will not answer. But from now on the Son of
Man will be seated at the right hand of the power of God’ (22:67-69).°" Jesus, a
defendant on trial, claims his impending exaltation signifying his rule as judge.618
When asked if he is the Son of God, he replies, ‘You say that [ am’ (22:70). His

responses avoid unequivocal affirmations, but imply the veracity of his interrogators’

813 Christ 1970, 90 n. 337 (“Spender der Weisheit”); Fletcher-Louis 1997, 25.
614 Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:437.
615 Neither for John’s Wisdom Christology (see Scott 1992).

616 Fiorenza 1994, 131-62; McAlister 2018 (western Christians identifying Wisdom/Jesus
seeking lost humanity in Luke 15:8-10). Synoptic tradition reflects memories of Jesus depicted as
Wisdom (Robinson 1975 [not incarnate]; Dunn 1999 [incarnate]; Barton 1999).

17 Cf. Dan 7:13; Ps 109:1/110:1 HB.
18 Bock 1994/1996, 2:1797; Brown 1994, 1:487; Schnabel 1999, 225-26.
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confessions that he is the Messiah, the Son of God.®" Their response that no further
testimony is needed having heard a confession from Jesus’ own lips (22:71) is ironic
since Jesus has not given an unambiguous confession and further testimony is
required. Herod extensively questions Jesus, ‘but he did not answer him’ (23:9).°%°
The reader might think of Dionysus’ evasive dialogue with king Pentheus,**' how the
god maintains self-composure and implicitly affirms his identity when interrogated
(Eur., Bacch. 460-518).5* Pentheus asks where Dionysus is and the stranger replies
that the king cannot see him though he is near, so Pentheus calls for the stranger’s

623 reflects his

arrest (500-503). In any case, Jesus’ ‘silence of defiance/deference
wisdom (Wis 8:12; cf. Sir 20:8)°** and identity as suffering servant (Isa 53:7).5%°
Jesus’ separation is consistent with his withdrawals. Good determines that
whilst the withdrawal motif in Matthew (avoywpém: 4:12; 12:15; 14:13; 15:21) shows
similarities with Moses (Exod 2:15) and Jewish forces (1-2 Maccabees), its
background is Wisdom’s withdrawal, particularly after visiting earth with nowhere to
dwell and reacting to hostility or rejection (Pro 1:28 [cf. 1:24-25]; Bar 3:9-4:4; Sir 24;
1 En. 42; 84:3; 94:5; 4 Ezra 5:9; 2 Bar. 48:36).626 For Good, the Matthean Jesus’
withdrawal from hostility rather than opposing it neither brings [personified] Iniquity

(1 En. 42) nor signals the eschaton (4 Ezra; 2 Baruch), but is justified (Matt 11:16-19;
cf. Wis 1-3) and facilitates the gospel going to Gentiles, thus fulfilling prophecy

619 Although Green (1997, 796) deduces that Jesus turns their accusation into a confession, he
takes vueic Aéyete 6t €Y® i as a clear affirmation. The Lukan Jesus answers questions more among
NT Gospels, but is evasive on trial whilst giving some affirmative answers about his identity (Schnabel
1999). Jesus never overtly identifies as the Messiah (see O’Neill 1969).

620 Cf. Mark 14:61-62 (clearly affirming the second question); 15:2-5; Matt 26:62-64; 27:11-
14.

621 See §2.1.1.ii.
62250 Stibbe (1992, 142-43; 1993, 242) for John 18-19.

623 Dinkler 2013, 46. Darr (1992, 151-58) shows how Jesus’ behaviour contrasts with typical
philosopher-versus-tyrant/prophet-versus-king accounts. Schnabel (1999, 233-39) assesses parallels of
silence during interrogation (e.g., Jesus bar Ananias [Josephus, J.W. 6.303-305]) or before trial (e.g.,
Mariamme [4nt. 15.235]) and of Socrates’ unwillingness to save himself.

624 So Danker (1988, 365-66), also paralleling accused philosophers (Plato [Diog. Laert.
3.19]; Timon [9.115]). See also Bock 1994/1996, 2:1819-20. Jesus’ stubbornness or arrogance is not
incompatible with Wisdom traditions (pace Schnabel 1999, 246-47).

625 Green (1997, 805 n. 50) defends this Isaianic allusion based on passion correspondences
despite lacking linguistic contacts.

626 Good 1990. Cf. avayopéw for other characters (Matt 2:12-13 [x2], 14, 22; 9:24; 27:5).
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(Matt 12:1-21; cf. Isa 42:1-4).°*” Wisdom traditions likewise illuminate Jesus’
withdrawals in Luke which feature other terminology (e.g., dmoympéw; EEEpyopat;
nopevopon) due to stylistic preference and the journey motif.**®

Before Jesus preaches publically, the Spirit leads him into isolation (Luke 4:1-
13). He resembles Wisdom by departing from hostility at Nazareth (émopeveto, 4:30)
rather than opposing it. His reputation spreads after exorcisms (4:37), so ‘going out,
he proceeded (é£eA0mv émopehon) into a desert place’, but crowds follow ‘seeking
(énelnTovv) him’ and ‘holding him back, not to proceed (mopgvesbat) from them’
(4:42).°* He departs since he ‘must’ (3&7) preach elsewhere (4:43-44). Reports spread
(5:15; cf. 4:14-15), ‘but he was withdrawing (bmoywp®dv) to the wilderness and
praying’ (5:16).°° Praying is secondary to retreating from crowds. After Jesus heals a
man on the Sabbath, some scribes and Pharisees become filled with ‘folly’ (8vor)™!
and plot against him, but ‘he went out (¢£eAB¢€iv) to the mountain to pray’ (6:10-12;
cf. 9:28).%%* His withdrawal from foolish antagonists recalls elusive Wisdom. Jesus
attracts excessive attention despite avoiding it. His reputation reaches Herod, so he
‘withdrew privately’ (Omeyopnoev kat’ 16iav) to Bethsaida with his disciples, though

welcoming pursuers (9:7-11; cf. 9:1 8).°% Some Pharisees tell him to depart from

hostility: ‘Go out and proceed (8€eABe kal mopgvov) from here, since Herod wishes to

527 Good 1990, 10-12.

528 In the NT only Luke uses vmoympéwm (6:12; 9:10); cf. avoympéo not of Jesus (Acts 23:19;
26:31). Identifying Wisdom allusions with Jesus’ withdrawals is based more on conceptual affinities
than lexical contacts.

629 Mark 1:35-38 gives no hint of hostility, but Jesus’ reputation attracts crowds (8&&pyopLau:
1:35; xatadiok: 1:36 [NT hapax legomenon]; evpiokw, (ntéw: 1:37); cf. 9:30.

630 Cf. gEo én” €pripotg Tomotg fiv (Mark 1:45).

63! Rendering &vota here (unique to Luke among NT Gospels) as ‘fury’ (NRSV; NASB;

ESV), ‘furious’ (NIV; NJB), or ‘madness’ (KJV) is problematic considering typical usage (cf. Pro
22:15; Eccl 11:10; Wis 15:18; 19:3; 2 Macc 4:6; 14:5; 15:33; 3 Macc 3:16, 20; Sib. Or. 3:377; 8:17; Pr
Man 1:9; Philo, Leg. 3.211; Sobr. 1.11; 2 Tim 3:9; possibly P. Eger. 2 fr. 2 recto 50-51 [Bell and Skeat
1935, 22]; see LSJ, s.v. “évoin”’; BDAG, s.v. “dvoia”). Likewise, commentators acknowledging an
element of ‘mindlessness’ here still render évowr in terms of ‘anger’/‘fury’/‘rage’ (e.g., Marshall 1978,
236; Green 1997, 257; Bovon 2002-2013, 1:205; Culy et al 2010, 189; Parsons 2015, 99). This is
partly from recognising Plato’s (7im. 86B) differentiation of dvoia as either pavio or
apabio/‘ignorance’ (pace Plummer [1922, 170] opting for the former). Nevertheless, elsewhere Luke
uses pavio (Acts 26:24), dyvowo/ ‘ignorance’ (Acts 3:17, 17:30), and Bopog/‘fury’ (Luke 4:28).

532 Jesus Gvexdpnoev from hostility in Synoptic parallels (Mark 3:6-7//Matt 12:14-15; cf.
avoiding crowds: Mark 3:13 [avoPaivet]; 6:46 [anfABev]; Matt 14:23 [avéPn]), but no thoughts or
emotions of conspiring antagonists are described.

633 Cf. Mark 6:31-34 (8ebte: 6:31; amépyopar: 6:32; vnéyo: 6:33); Matthew’s Jesus
aveympnoeyv after hearing about John’s arrest and death (4:12; 14:13).
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kill you!” (13:31). Jesus replies that ‘it is necessary’ (0€1) for him ‘to proceed’
(mopevesban) to Jerusalem (13:33). Later, his disciples follow him when he goes out

4
634 \here he

and proceeds (¢£eA0av mopevon) to the Mount of Olives (22:39)
withdraws (4meomaodn, 22:41) from them to pray (22:42).° Instances of mopgvopo
join Jesus’ withdrawals with the journey motif. Withdrawing from hostility is a model
for his disciples (cf. 9:5).%° Finally, the childhood story anticipates the Emmaus
episode (24:13-35) with Jesus’ absence troubling his companions who also
experience his withdrawing presence (relationally from earthly parents; visually from
disciples).®’

Jesus, like Wisdom, is found by those who genuinely seek him, but remains
elusive to those who reject him. Withdrawing enables completion of his necessary
journey, circumventing untimely suffering by avoiding undesirable attention.®** His
mission requires his elusive presence. The withdrawal motif occurs already in Mark
with other instances in the double material, though Jesus’ withdrawals in Luke are
vital for his journey and contribute to an implicit Wisdom Christology, recalling his

childhood which is likewise reminiscent of elusive Wisdom.

4.3. Synthesis and Observations

Luke’s Gospel opens with titles and descriptions concerning Jesus’ identity
and future accomplishments casting him as an enigmatic figure with the childhood
story showing his first actions and speech to be elusive. The childhood story
illustrates Jesus’ superior wisdom on the cusp of adulthood, but considerable
narrative space is devoted to his elusive conduct and others’ reactions to it, climaxing
with his perplexing utterance alluding to his extraordinary intimacy with God. Jesus’
first action of deliberately remaining behind in Jerusalem and going to the temple on
a divine journey has the effect of eluding his parents who expect him to remain in

their company, but who must seek and find him. The child neither hides nor

3% Cf. Mark 14:26 (£fj\0ov). In the NT é&épyopat + mopedopat in proximity is typically
Lukan (Acts 12:17; 16:36; 20:1; 21:5; cf. Matt 24:1).

533 In Matt 26:39 Jesus does not withdraw, but mpoeAdav pikpov before praying.
636 See Chapter 8.
7 Johnson 1991, 62.

63% Withdrawing to commune with God for empowerment (Green 1997, 362; Spencer 2008,
124) is not incompatible.
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withdraws due to rejection, but takes actions that demonstrate his independence and
elusiveness. His agonising parents finally locate him in the temple, witnessing his
astonishing precocity amid the teachers. His mother responds with a distressed
enquiry about his actions. His first speech is a corrective and esoteric response
justifying his behaviour and inciting curiosity about his identity vis-a-vis his relation
to God, causing incomprehension and pondering. Jesus is an elusive child.**’ This
beginning characterisation prepares the reader to encounter Jesus’ elusive conduct as
the narrative ensues and invites pondering about Christology. His separation and
baffling question both begin and foreshadow his journey, withdrawals, perplexing
behaviour, and avoidant dialogue. As we shall see, Luke-Acts continues to feature
ancient Mediterranean elusiveness conventions for the reader’s characterisation of
Jesus.

Whereas scholars often fixate on child precocity, Luke’s story emphasises the
youth’s journey of independence according to the divine plan, much like the
Telemacheia. Aligned with the Telemacheia—a distinct and famous coming of age
tradition of a youthful son acting independently with divine guidance—the youthful
Jesus, the Son of God, appears exceptionally mature and supramundane. Luke’s story
may reflect influence of a myth common to the Telemacheia and Tobit, but elements
such as separation without parental awareness or conversing with elders shared
between the Lukan and Homeric stories are absent in the Tobias tradition.
Nevertheless, attestation of the Telemacheia or a common myth already in Tobit
enhances the probability of a shared convention in Luke. In terms of journeying
independent youths, Telemachus is the archetype, but Jesus is the paragon.

Scholarly focus on Jesus’ possession of wisdom in Luke’s childhood story
overshadows its representation of Jesus as Wisdom. Jesus is depicted as precocious
and endowed with divine wisdom indicative of his royal-Davidic messiahship, though
he is also characterised as Wisdom. The seeking-finding motif in an illustration of the
divine child elusively withdrawing from his human parents to the Jerusalem temple
due to divine obedience evokes the activities and characteristics of Wisdom. This
prepares the reader to identify other Jesus-Wisdom associations as the narrative

progresses.

639 Cf. Crump 1992, 97-98 (intentional and esoteric conduct).
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Ultimately, we see how these readings of Jesus’ elusiveness underscore Son
of God, Wisdom, and divine visitor Christologies, indicating his exceptionally
theomorphic identity already from infancy and childhood. Regarding Lukan
composition, we see that the childhood episode contributes to an elusiveness theme
beyond a secrecy/mystery of messiahship or suffering central to Geheimnis-theories
and rhetorically keeps the reader engaged and intrigued. The reader will continue to
build Jesus’ character as a supramundane elusive figure as the Gospel progresses,

particularly during his opening ministry at Nazareth, to which I now turn.
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CHAPTER 5

ELUSIVENESS OF JESUS AT NAZARETH (LUKE 4:16-30)

5.1. Evaluating Scholarly Interpretations and Establishing Interpretive

Limitations

In this chapter I assess readings of Luke’s Nazareth pericope (Luke 4:16-30)
in the light of ancient Mediterranean elusiveness, particularly attentive to Jesus’
escape. [ begin by explicating how the text’s silence on the precise manner of escape
forms a narrative gap that curtails critics’ and the reader’s plausible interpretations to

640 1 then offer some

a reflexive, physically present, and miraculous manoeuvre.
legitimate readings of the account. My proposed reading as a [virtual] theoxenic
episode expands previous scholars’ detections of thematic divine visitation content.
My examination of Jesus’ escape offers readings underrepresented or unexplored in
scholarship. We shall see how the evasion suggests physical transience, Jewish divine
hiddenness traditions, Wisdom traditions, Jewish punitive theophanic traversal, and
supernatural control. This episode and my proposed readings of it perpetuate the

reader’s portraiture of an elusive Jesus who is exceptionally theomorphic and further

contribute to an elusiveness theme.

5.1.1. The Rhetorical Effect of the Narrative Gap in Luke 4:30
The Nazareth pericope builds suspense, then climaxes with a narrative gap of

641 The Nazarenes become “filled with rage’

Jesus’ ambiguous escape (Luke 4:30).
(¢mdnoOnoav... Bopod, 4:28) hearing Jesus’ exposition and their first emotive action
is ‘rising up’ (dvaotdvieg, 4:29). The narrative quickly moves from an inner space of
sanctuary (1] cuvaymyn, 4:16) to an outer space of repudiation (§w Tfig mOAewC, 4:29)
as they forcefully expel (ékBéAhm + E£o) the protagonist.®** No sympathisers

accompany him. His antagonists, evidently in control, ‘led him’ (fjyayov avtdv)

49 See §1.1.2.ii (review).
1 Cf. Longenecker 2012, 18-23.

%42 This emphatic construction conveys aggressive expulsion (Lev 14:40; 2 Chron 29:16; 1
En. 101:5; 3 Bar. 4:10; Josephus, 4nt. 3.627; J.W. 5.110; Luke 13:28; 20:15//Mark 1:8//Matt 21:39;
John 6:37; 9:34-35; 12:31; Acts 7:58; 9:40) compared to uncompounded Bariiw + EEw conveying
disposal (Matt 5:13; 13:48; Luke 14:35; John 15:6; 1 John 4:18). The reader links similar expulsions
(Stephen: Acts 7:58; Paul and Barnabas: 13:50; Paul: 14:19) (see Radl 1975, 82-100; 2003, 268-70;
Neirynck 1999, 374-75; Bovon 2002-2013, 156).
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outward and upward towards a tapering space, ‘as far as a brow of the hill’ (§wg
dppvoc 10D 8povg).** Disclosure of their intention, namely ‘in order to throw him
down from the heights’ (¢dote katakpnuvicor ovtév), epitomises their hostility.***
Aggressiveness and swift movement from an unhostile environment to a perilous and
ineluctable predicament accumulates suspense. Jesus is seemingly helpless,
surrounded by aggressors and approaching a precipice to be hurled down.

At this moment, ‘but he’ (a010g 8¢, 4:30) indicates a sudden reversal and hope
for the protagonist. Jesus, the new grammatical and conceptual subject, moves away
from the precipice to safety by ‘passing through the midst of them’ (dieABmv o1
pécov avt®v). Passing through them (not around or over) is apparently his only
option due to inadequate space and lacking alternatives. Jesus himself somehow ‘was

845 The exact

proceeding on’ (émopedeto) and went down to Capernaum (4:31).
manner of evasion is unspecified, shaping a narrative gap that invites the reader to fill
it with suitable, extratextual-informed options. The reader cannot escape wonder and
speculation inherent to gap-filling and elicited by this climactic aporia preceded by

646
suspense.

3 An incensed mob desiring execution on a cliff outside a city forshadows the crowd before
Pilate and Jesus’ crucifixion (Luke 23:13-33) (Ernst 1933, 133-34; Kurz 1993, 20, 49).

44 Tossing from a cliff may have preceded stoning (Nolland 1989-1993, 1:201). Cf. Lev
24:10-23. Offenders in the Roman Republic were tossed from cliffs, particularly the Capitoline Hill’s
Tarpeian rock (Bradley 2012, 107-111). Tossing from a cliff/rock is a punishment for impiety (sacred-
property theft and/or blasphemy) at Delphi (Lucian, Phal. 6), exemplified by the fabulist Aesop’s
sentence (6o kpnuvod PAnOfvon, Vit. Aes. 132 [W/G]; cf. Plutarch, Sera 12). Froelich and Phillips
(2019) suggest Luke’s imitation of Aesop’s death (Vit. Aes. 130-42). However, descension from
heights is broadly an ancient punishment (cf. BDAG, s.v. “kataxpnuvit®”) and is a miserable death in
Luke-Acts (Luke: 4:9; 8:32-33; Acts: 1:18-19).

3 Porter (2005, 66-73) emphasises the middle sense of so-called ‘deponent’ verbs or middle-
voice forms (subject-participated and subject-affected action). Irrespective of grammatical voice
(restricted by other factors), mopgbm(-opar) normally conveys reflexive intransitive locomotion,
including in Luke-Acts—notwithstanding passive ascension (mopgvopévov: Acts 1:10; Topgvouevov:
1:11)—lending to semantic middle force in Luke 4:30; cf. active sense (Pindar, O!. 1.77; Sophocles,
Phil. 517, Eur., Tro. 1086) or passive sense (Sophocles, Aj. 1254; Oed. col. 846) (LSJ, s.v. “mopgd®”).
In Luke 4:30, avtog is the expressed, emphatic subject of reflexive action (émopeveto), marks changed
events, and shifts focus from the Nazarenes to Jesus (cf. Porter 2005, 295-96). On the integrity of
middle verbs and challenges to ‘deponency’ see Taylor 2004; Pennington 2009; Aubrey 2016;
summaries: Campbell 2015, 91-104; Harris 2019, 127-30.

646 The reader fills narrative ‘gaps’ and ‘blanks’ (variously defined by critics), the former
essential for meaning (Iser 1971; 1978, 165-231; cf. Sternberg 1985, 235-63; Tannehill 1998, 268-70;
§1.3.1), the latter important for imagination/visualisation (Kurz 1993, 31-36). Narrative suspense
presupposes reader responses, often uncertainty and problem-solving, such as using stored information
to generate possible escapes of endangered characters (Gerrig 1993; cf. Allbritton and Gerrig 1991,
603-626). Suspense/surprise can be preserved in re-reading (Gerrig 1993, 79-80; Perry 1979, 256-57;
cf. Barthes 2002, 15-16).
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Rhetorical narrative silences or under-narration prompt reader responses and

647

provoke emotive or cognitive reactions (e.g., mystification/confusion).”" Narrative

gaps invite imaginative readings, but not in a vacuum. Herman remarks,

...theorists have explored how experiential repertoires, stored in the form of
scripts, enable readers or listeners of stories to “fill in the blanks” and assume
that if a narrator mentions a masked character running out of a bank with a
satchel of money, then that character has in all likelihood robbed the bank in

question.648

Having reconstructed an extratextual repertoire of elusiveness, we are better equipped
to understand associations which Luke’s reader made.

The text sets interpretive contours, as Sternberg observes,

...literature is remarkable for its powers of control and validation. Of course,
gap-filling may nevertheless be performed in a wild or misguided or
tendentious fashion, and there is no lack of evidence for this in criticism
ancient and modern. But to gain cogency, a hypothesis must be legitimated
by the text.

Illegitimate gap-filling is one launched and sustained by the reader’s
subjective concerns (or dictated by more general preconceptions) rather than

by the text’s own norms and directives.**

Ruling out or opting for interpretations of a narrative gap designed to incite
conjecture may seem counterintuitive. However, since the text demands limitations,
numerous ancient and modern solutions for Luke 4:30 are tenuous or illegitimate. The
increasingly informed reader might differently fill a gap after retrospection or
re-reading.®>® Longenecker says that proposals “...need also to be critiqued by the
narrative’s own literary and theological configuration, which itself guides the

395651

audience in terms of knowing ‘what to look for’ and ‘how to look for it.

Consequently, before considering suitable, extratextual-informed readings of Jesus’

47 Booth 1983, 271-309; Maxwell 2010; Dinkler 2013, 25-28.
% Herman 2009, 34; cf. 2002, passim.

649 Sternberg 1985, 188, cf. 189.

650 Iser 1974, 280-83; cf. Sternberg 1985, 264-320; 2001.

6! Longenecker 2012, 38-39.
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elusiveness at Nazareth, attending to contextual and co-textual details can narrow or
legitimate critics’ proposals. I now turn to examine how such particularities require

Jesus’ reflexive agency and physical presence of his miraculous evasion.

5.1.2. Scholarly Interpretations of Luke 4:30 Undervalue Lukan Expression of
Jesus’ Reflexive, Physically Present, and Miraculous Manoeuvre

The narrative restricts interpretations of Jesus’ evasion to those accounting for
his reflexive agency. As shown above, Jesus (a0t6q) is the subject of unlikely escape
who émopegveto (Luke 4:30). [Topgvopon and diépyopan here are Reisenotizen,
customarily expressing Jesus’ indomitable journey to Jerusalem where he must die
(cf. 2:41;4:42; 7:6, 11; 9:51-57; 13:33; 17:11; 22:22, 39; 24:28).652 Journeying to
Jerusalem is Jesus’ own feat, including passing through the Nazarenes and proceeding
from Nazareth. This is significant for Luke’s theme of God visiting his people
through Jesus. We shall see how the reader recognises Jesus’ Nazareth visit not only
as programmatic for this theme (so Denaux; Byrne; Jipp),®> but also as a [virtual]
theoxenic episode.

The reader, cognisant of the Spirit’s activity with Jesus’ conception (Luke
1:32-35) and presence with Jesus at baptism (3:22), in the wilderness (4:1),%** in
Galilee (4:14), and at Nazareth (4:18 quoting Isa 61:1a), might infer passive
deliverance by the Spirit’s agency in Luke 4:30. However, pneumatic and angelic
transportations facilitate relocations and visionary experiences without rescue from

danger.®> Jesus routinely works by divine pneumatic empowerment (Acts 1:2; 2:22,

652 The rhetorical device of adjunction/adiunctio (Rhet. Her. 4.27.37 [see Parsons 2008, 84,
188]), with the verb (émopeveto) at the end of the clause, highlights journeying. On mopgvopan and the
journey motif see Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:164-71, 539, 2:1557-58, 1567-68; Longenecker 2012, 50-55;
cf. Levinsohn 2001. On the Reisenotiz iépyopon (cf. 13:22 [domopgvopan]; 17:11 [Siépyopan +
nopevopat]) see Prevallet 1968; Miyoshi 1974, 18, 84, 87-88; Baban (2006, 211) includes &pyopat and
compound forms (e.g., diépyopat: Acts 8:40; 9:42); also Luke 19:4 (51épyecBar). Cosgrove (1984, 179-
83) understands Jesus at Nazareth executing divine necessity, detering untimely suffering in control of
his passion.

63 See §1.1.1.1ii.

6% The Spirit guides Jesus to the wilderness in Luke and Matthew (¢vix8n/“led up’: Matt
4:1), unlike the more passive Markan Jesus whom the Spirit éxBéArev/ casts out’ (Mark 1:12); cf. Rev
17:3a.

655 Spirit: Ezek 3:12, 14; 8:1-3; 11:1, 24; 43:5; cf. 2:2; 37:1; Apoc. Zeph. 1:1; angels: Bel 36;
cf. Ezek 8:3; 1 En. 14:25; 87:3; 90:31; 2 Enoch [passim]; Odes Sol. 36:1-2; 2 Bar. 6:3; Apoc. Mos.

37:3; As. Mos.; nebular vehicle: T. Ab. [B] 8:3; [E] [B] 10:2/[A] 10:1; 12:1). On Acts 8:39-40 see
§8.1.4.
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33), beginning in Galilee (10:38).°°° Reading God’s pneumatic presence in Jesus who
departs Nazareth upon experiencing rejection comports with divine hiddenness and
elusive Wisdom traditions. Jesus’ self-deliverance through pneumatic empowerment
preserves the integrity of his volition and agency.

Angels aid mortals and ensure success,”’ including raising a psalmist to
prevent him from dashing his foot upon a stone (Ps 90:11-12/91:11-12 HB). Some
scholars see Jesus’ Nazareth escape recalling the devil tempting Jesus to cast himself
from the pinnacle of the temple (Luke 4:9-12), quoting Ps 90:11-12 to imply
unharmed angelic deliverance.®®® This reading is strengthened by the adjacent
pericopae, Jesus’ appeal to scripture during his temptations (Luke 4:4, 8, 12) and at
Nazareth (4:17-19, 25-27),°* the shared phrase fjyayov adtév, and conceptual links
such as vioc... Tod Beod and Bde... kot (4:9) with viog Toone (4:22) and
kataxpnuvicot (4:30). Longenecker finds this reading congruous with ‘divine
involvement and causality’ such as Jesus’ resurrection (deliverance from death), the
journey motif and necessity of Jesus’ mission, and ‘escape’/‘rescue’ in Acts, namely
prison-escapes (5:17-24; 12:6-11; 16:25-26), Paul’s survivals from stoning (14:19-20)
and snakebite (28:1-6), and Philip’s relocation (8:39-40).°° However, details in Luke
4:28-30 problematise reading angelic deliverance. Jesus escapes before being hurled
from the precipice. Intertextuality of Ps 90:12 (Luke 4:11) requires conceptualised
descent for angels to take up (dpodoiv) the figure. Yet, Jesus is not taken up, but
passes through. Furthermore, the devil tells Jesus to throw himself (BédAe ceavtov,
4:9), implying reflexive agency, whereas at Nazareth Jesus is almost passively cast
down. Although the devil ‘led’ (fjyayev) Jesus to Jerusalem and ‘stood him upon’
(8otnoev €mi) the temple, implying Jesus’ passivity, the devil departs (4:13) and Jesus
‘returned’ (Vméotpeyev) to Galilee ‘in the power of the Spirit’ (év Tfj duvapet 10D
nvebpatog, 4:14). Additional to expressing Jesus’ pneumatically empowered ministry

(paralleling 4:1), t1] duvauet hints at a supernatural return given dvvapug typically

66 A model for his disciples (Tannehill1986/1990, 1:62-63). Jesus refuses to exploit
supernatural control or succumb to temptation already prior (Luke 4:1-13).

7 See §3.1.4.
6% See n. 72.
659 Longenecker 2012, 84-85.

569 1 ongenecker 2012, 38-60, 84-111. Longenecker’s (2012, chs. 4-5, 7) assessment is mostly
intratextual (notwithstanding Ps 90/91 HB).

138



conveying miraculous activity or supramundane quality in Luke-Acts and a
Spirit-dvvaypug association (Luke 1:35 [cf. 1:17]; Acts 1:8 [cf. Luke 24:49]; 10:38).
Jesus likely teleports, just as he was supernaturally taken to the temple. Angels do not
aid him like in Synoptic parallels (Mark 1:13//Matt 4:11).°°' Readings of Jesus’
passive deliverance at Nazareth, including by God or angels (so Wolter, Ellis,
MacDonald, and Longenecker),’® require supplemental characters absent in the
immediate narrative.

The escape narrative limits interpretations to miraculous phenomena. Scholars
determining that d1eA0mv S10 pécov avtdv (Luke 4:30) does not indicate a miracle
offer no satisfactory explanation for its inclusion considering similar phrases.®® It
could describe Jesus’ departure through geographical Nazareth, similar to Samaria
and Galilee (...&v 1® mopedechat... adTOg OMPYETO 010 PHEGOV Zapapeiog Kol
FoAhaiag, 17:1 1).%%* However, Jesus passes through avt®dv (4:30), namely irate
Nazarenes (Tévteg. .. akovovtec, 4:28; £E6Batov; fiyayov, 4:29), not only Nazareth.®
Luke usually applies pécoc to mean either ‘middle’ (Luke 4:35; 5:19; 6:8; 21:21;
22:55; Acts 4:7; 17:22; adjectival uses/forms: Luke 23:45; Acts 1:18; 16:25; 26:13;
27:27) or ‘among’ (Luke 2:46; 10:3; 22:27, 55; 24:36; Acts 1:15; 2:22; 17:33; 23:10;
27:21) and for people rather than regions (notwithstanding Luke 17:11; 21:21).%%°
Inclusion of 61d péoov avt®dv (Luke 4:30) designates what Jesus passes through (the
horde) and intensifies wonder about #ow he does this without recourse as the

multitude drives him towards the precipice. His manoeuvre 614 them, as opposed to

another direction (e.g., mepi, €nt, Vnép, Embivo, or Tapd), is enhanced by pésov avTAOV.

51 L ongenecker’s (2012, 85-94) suggestion that these fulfil Ps 90/91 HB faces issues,
including that Jesus is neither cast down nor borne up. Longenecker (2012, 89-90) critiques
Augustine’s (Psalms 91.16) application of this Psalm to Jesus’ ascension since it lacks deliverance and
involves nebular agency (despite angels in Acts 1:10-11), but Jesus’ Nazareth escape also differs,
lacking bearing-up and angels. Christological fulfilment of other Psalms does not necessitate it for this
Psalm (pace Longenecker 2012, 94-105)—TJesus avoids testing God (Luke 4:12).

662 See §1.1.2.1i.

3 E g.: Culy et al 2010, 141-42; followed by Longenecker 2012, 43; cf. Plummer 1922, 129-
30 (indicates a miracle).

664 Cf. Luke 21:21; Jer 37:4. AépyecOau is typically Lukan (31/43 NT uses) and redactional
(Wolter 2016, 1:129, cf. 1:209).

665 Cf. Acts 9:32.

666 A + accusative typically means ‘on account of’/because of’, but 814 pécov in Luke
17:11 means ‘among’ Samaria then Galilee (or reverse) or ‘through the middle/centre of’/‘between’
these regions (BDAG, s.v. “pécog”); cf. diépyopon with mopevopon omitting pécog for Paul journeying
through Macedonia and Achaia (Acts 19:21).
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Rather than escaping immediately after expulsion from the synagogue or whilst led
towards the crag, Jesus waits Emg 0@pvog oD dpovg (4:29). These niceties express a
superfluity of Jesus’ elusiveness. Casting out and leading Jesus imply aggressive
physical contact further depicting a dire and inescapable situation. Schiirmann
understands such violence to preclude interpretations of a sly or cunning escape.®®’
Nothing but a bellicose throng and a bluff surround Jesus. His escape against all odds
through the midst of the crowd undoubtedly entails a miracle.®®® Construing a non-
miraculous escape does not do justice to the narrative peculiarities and artistry, is
unremarkable (vitiating suspense and wonder), and improbable given nowhere to flee
whilst an incensed mob fixates on their target. A miraculous evasion is itself
programmatic for Jesus’ miracle-filled ministry.*®

Foster acknowledges that early scribes interpreted a miracle in Luke 4:30
(though uncertain himself) who incorporated its verbiage into John 8:59 when docetic
and proto-orthodox authors popularly adopted polymorphic Christology (incipient in
the NT).®” Unlike evident depictions of Jesus’ pre-mortem polymorphism (Gos. Jud.
33.15-20; Gos. Phil. 57:28-58:10; 68:26-29; Acts John 88:9-20; 89:1-15; 90.1-22; 91;
92:1-8; 93:1-4, 11-13; Acts Pet. 5; 20; 21; Acts Thom. 48; 153),671 interpreting NT
evasions as polymorphous or even invisibility or impalpability entails conjecture, but

remain plausible. Such readings of Luke 4:30 are lacking among scholars

%7 Schiirmann 1969, 1:240.
568 More miraculous than healings for Loisy 1924, 163-64.

569 Luke’s omission of dmotia disallowing Jesus to perform dovopug (Mark 6:5-6, cf. 7, 13) or
duvapelg moAldg (Matthew 13:58)—that is, healings/exorcisms—in Synoptic parallels does not
warrant denying a miracle in his exclusive escape account.

670 Foster 2007, 75-77; see §1.2. P. Eger. 2 fi. 1 recto 24-31 combines Johannine verbiage
(John 7:30; 8:20, 59; 10:31, 39) for Jesus escaping stoning. Bell and Skeat (1935, 10-11, cf. 19)
reconstruct lines 30-31 with Luke 4:30 content (parentheses expand nomina sacra; brackets indicate
lacunae; my line break): a0tog 8¢ 6 k(Vpro)g £EeABAV [61d pésov av]jtdv dnévevoev an’ [a0TOV].
Notwithstanding a0t0g 6¢... -t®v, Lukan verbiage is absent. Moreover, line 30 has insufficient space
for ten letters (310 Lécov ad-), compared with lines, allowing four or five letters. Watson’s (2013, 316)
suggestion (&k) ti|g yxepdc av- (cf. John 10:39) requires eleven to thirteen letters. Alternatively, 61 aw-
(omitting pécov) is plausible.

871 See Foster 2007, 77-98. Although these are not evasions, some are transfigurations.
Moreover, these texts retroject NT post-resurrection qualities into Jesus’ pre-mortem life, e.g.,
(dis)appearing (Gos. Jud. 33:18-21; 36:9-17; 37:21-22; 44:13-14) and ascending into a luminous cloud
(57:21-58:6; cf. 47:14-26).
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acknowledging a miracle or are subsumed under dismissed miraculous
explanations,®’* despite being unopposed to the context and diction.

What ancient traditions might dieABav i pésov avtdv evoke? Klostermann
likens it to the Hermetic magico-medical Cyranides 2.11 (ca. fourth century cE),*” a
late prescription actually implying invisibility (2.11.3: ped&eton dva pécov
avtmdAwv, Kol 00deic avutov dyetat; ‘he will flee up the midst of antagonists and no

one will see him”).®™*

Busse parallels an (alleged) escape of Diogenes (Dio
Chrysostom, Tyr. [Or. 6] 60).°” but Diogenes is not saying that he manoeuvres
unscathed through hostility; rather, his insouciant outlook enables unconcern about
harm in adverse circumstances, including amid an army without a caduceus or among
thieves (...kai 610 GTPOATOTESOL TOPEVOLEVOS (VEL KNpLKEIOV Kal d1d Anot®dv). We
saw in the extratext that the Israelites famously émopgvOncav 61 Enpac v pécw tiig
Baraoong, escaping the Egyptians (Exod 14:29; cf. 15:19; Ps 136: 13-14).°7° Before
arriving at Nazareth, Jesus is tested in the wilderness for forty days resembling
Israel’s forty years in the wilderness (Luke 4:1-13; cf. Exod 16:35; Num 14:33-34;
32:13; Deut 2:7; 8:2, 4; 29:5). Interpretive issues emerge from reading an exodus
allusion at Nazareth. Whereas Jesus escapes through the midst of antagonists, Israel
escapes through the midst of the sea from antagonists. Jesus and the Nazarenes
become typologies for Israel and the Egyptians (respectively), but the Nazarenes
actually represent Israel. I propose below that Jesus’ departure elicits other Jewish
‘passing through/by’ traditions, particularly punitive theophanic traversal.

The narrative also requires Jesus’ physically present evasion. Baarda
reconstructs the primitive rendition of Luke 4:30 in the Diatessaron from Aphrahat’s
Demonstration on Love and Ephraem’s commentary, showing that Tatian either
misread émopegveto or possessed an exemplar with a form of [mept|nétopan, thus

recording that Jesus is thrown down, but safely flies away.®”’ However, sieA0cv d1it

672 Dismissing a miracle: van Oosterzee 1868, 74-75; Meyer 1884, 313; Godet 1890, 1:240;
Caird 1985, 87; Morris 2008, 128; Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:529, 538-39; Bovon 2002-2013, 1:156-57 n.
43.

67 K lostermann 1929, 65.

67 Ruelle 1989, 66 (Greek); a variant of Ms R (f-. 80 line 5) has dichevogton instead of
pev&etan (=2.23.5 [Kaimakis 1976, 152], cf. 2.23.22-24).

575 Busse 1978, 46.
676 Cf. Neh 9:11 (napépyopar + PEGOC).

77 Baarda 1986, 335; cf. Diatessaron 17:51-52.
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uésov awt@v requires Jesus’ terrestrial locomotion and physical presence,
manoeuvring through the crowd. Therefore, he does not leap over them like gods over
walls (Eur., Bacch. 653-54), fly away like Homeric deities (Hom., Od. 1.96-98, 102-
104, 319-324, 410-411; 5.43-54; 7.78-79), or disappear like Apollonius (Philost., Vit.
Apoll. 8.5; as Creed, Smith, and Johnson suggest).®’® Disappearance traditions are
more comparable to his Emmaus vanishing (Luke 24:31b).®”

Several (mostly nineteenth-century) scholars posit that Jesus naturally
influences his aggressors,’ but commentators willing to conceive supernatural
control suggest that Jesus stills or restrains the mob, walking away through their
midst.®®' Supernatural control analogues offer precedents for imagining Jesus
controlling his would-be executioners to pass unrestrained through their midst.
Whatever interpretations the reader supplies, the aporetic narrative of Luke 4:30 best

. . . . 682
suits a reflexive, physically present, and miraculous phenomenon.

5.2. Readings of Ancient Mediterranean Elusiveness in the Lukan Nazareth

Pericope

5.2.1. Recognising Jesus’ Nazareth Visit as a Visitation and (In)hospitality Scene
Luke’s reader recognises the Nazareth account as a [virtual] theoxenic episode
(§§2.1.1; 3.1.1). This reading of Luke’s programmatic pericope highlights
theomorphic Christologies of Jesus as a divine visitor (specifically the visiting Son of
God) and judge. Additional to its significance for the divine visitation theme, this
reading illuminates the episode’s paradigmatic function for Lukan [virtual] theoxenic

Scencs.

78 Creed 1957, 69; Smith 1978, 120-21, 200; Johnson 1991, 80.
579 See §6.2.3.
680 E.g., with variation: Godet, Caird, Morris, and Fitzmyer (§1.1.2.ii).

%1 Barnes 1857, 2:51 (word or look through divine power); van Doren 1881, 1:120
(supernatural look); Meyer 1884, 313 (miraculous restraint); cf. Edwards 2015, 142 (superhuman
courage). Already, Ambrose speaks of their altered or stupefied minds (Luc. 4.56) and elsewhere says

that antagonists could not seize Jesus despite seeing him (4ux. 14 [verbiage from Luke 4:30; John
7:30]).

%2 Origen speaks of Jesus’ escape as superhuman (Comm. in Matt. ser. 99 lines 13-14).
Gregory of Nazianzus comments that Jesus only willingly suffers (Orat. 31.1), and encourages his
audience not to resist stoning, since, like God, they will escape through their assailants’ midst (pebén
Kai 10 pécov avtdv, dg Ogdg; Orat. 38.18 [Migne, PG 36:332]). Cyril of Alexandria (Comm. Luke,
ser. 12) and Bede (In Luc. 2.361-63) also see Jesus’ evasion evincing sovereignty over his suffering.
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The visitor arrives. After traversing Galilean territory, Jesus begins his
ministry visiting his ‘hometown’ (natpic, 4:23-24; cf. 4:16)°*® Nazareth where his
townsfolk will show hospitality, but subsequently reject him, supposing he is merely
a son of Joseph, not of God. Graecco-Roman deities visit places where they are
venerated (cf. Dio Chrysostom, Or. 33.47) or born, particularly the Euripidean
Dionysus who returns to his birthplace Thebes, his mother’s hometown (cf. Eur.,
Bacch. 13-42).°% Jesus wandering around Galilee, ‘teaching in their synagogues’
(é61daokev €v Taic cvvaywyaic avtdV), being praised by everyone, prefaces Luke’s
account (Luke 4:15). Jesus arrives in Nazareth and ‘entered’ (giciiAOev, 4:16) the
synagogue on the Sabbath according to his custom. ‘Entering’ (e.g., eilocépyopan) is
typical of visitation scenes (Gen 19:3, 8; 1 Kgs 17:18; 2 Kgs 4:11, 32; Tob 5:10; T.
Ab. [E] [B] 2:7; 13:6; Luke 1:40; 4:38; 7:36, 44-45; 8:41, 51; 9:4; 10:5, 38; 11:37;
24:9; Acts 16:15, 40; 18:7; 21:8; 28:8; cf. Luke 7:6; Ovid, Metam. 8.639 [intro]),**
including with synagogue type-scenes (Luke 6:6; Acts 13:14; 14:1; 17:2; 18:19;
19:8). For Luke, at least some synagogues are structures (Luke 7:5; Acts 18:7).

The hosts treat their guest hospitably, creating a positive episode. Although
Jesus is ‘where he was brought up’ (00 fv te0poppuévoc, Luke 4:16), the Nazarenes
receive him as a visitor and give him the honour of reading and teaching (4:16-17).
He is seated since ‘he stood’ (dvéotn, 4:16) to read and afterwards ‘sat down’
(éxaOioev, 4:20).°%° Guests are offered [superior] seats in Homeric hospitality scenes
(Hom., Od. 1.130-32, 145; 3.35-39; 4:51; 7.169-71; 14.49).°*" Jesus ‘was given’
(émed60n) an Isaiah scroll (Luke 4:17), then returns it to the assistant (4wod0V¢ T@
vmmpérn, 4:20) after reading. His hosts are impressed and testify favourably about
him (wévteg epaptopovv avtd, 4:22). The narrative omits the service’s beginning

with a probable Torah reading and blessings, but Luke’s literary and theological

3 Morpic evokes Israel and Jerusalem (Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:71; Nolland 1989—1993,
1:200), as in Lev 25:10 which speaks of the Jubilee alluded to in Isa 61:2a (quoted in Luke 4:19).

8% See §§2.1.1.ii; 2.1.1.iii.
6% See Reece 1993, 20-21 (Homeric).

6% Cf. T. Ab. [B] [E] 2:5. Paul and others ‘entered’ the synagogue in Pisidian Antioch and
‘sat down’ (Acts 13:14). They are invited to speak (13:15), so Paul ‘stood up’ (13:16). That Jews
typically stood to read or sat to teach is inevident.

87 Reece 1993, 21-22.
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purposes make otiose historical exactitude.’®® Apparent first-century CE synagogue

customs and Jesus’ hermeneutical reading®®’ do not detract from a [virtual] theoxeny.
The enigmatic visitor reveals his identity which the hosts ponder. Taking

advantage of his role, Jesus ‘finds’, quotes, and applies Isa 61:1-2a, 58:6 to himself,

%0 He reveals himself as the one

claiming scriptural fulfilment (Luke 4:17-21).
anointed by the Lord’s Spirit (mvedpa kvpiov, 4:18), sent to proclaim good news, and
the herald of the year of the Lord’s ‘favour’/*welcome’ (dextdv, 4: 19).%! Thus, Jesus
reveals himself as God’s visitor already at Nazareth. The Nazarenes marvel (mévteg
guaptopovy anT® kai 0avpalov) and exclaim, ‘is this not a son of Joseph?’ (ovyl
vid dotv oo odtog, 4:22).°? Christological pondering is focalised through the
tertiary characters’ response for reader emulation.®”
common theoxenic feature (e.g., Hom., Od. 1.170, 407; 4.60-65 [cf. 4.100-112, 143-

45]; 8.550-86; 9.263-64, 366-67; 14.187; 19.105; Tob 5:11-14; T. Ab. [A] 2:5-6).%*

Questioning familial lineage is a

Emphasis on Dionysus’ unrecognition among relatives pervades Euripides’ Bacchae.

Amazement at Jesus’ ‘words of grace’ (toi¢ Adyoig Tiic yGprroc, Luke 2:22)%% and

688 Radl 2003, 253-54.
689 Cf. Klein 2006, 187-88; Notley 2009; Levine and Witherington 2018, 113-15.

6% Similarly, Grundmann 1966, 120 (initiative as Lord); Morris 2008, 126; pace Klein 2006,
189 (Jesus discovers God’s planned passages). A chiasmus (4:16b-20) centres the Isaiah reading (4:18-
19) (Dupont 1978, 130; Green 1997, 209).

1 Jipp 2013, 223 (revealing God’s ‘welcome”). The Jubilee/year of release (Lev 25:10, 13;
cf. Deut 15:2; Isa 52:7; Pss 7:8-9; 82:1-2) alluded to in Isa 61:1-3 (and 58:6) creates a theme adapted
by Luke and 11QMelch (see van der Woude 1965; de Jonge and van der Woude 1966; Miller 1969;
Fitzmyer 1967). The Qumran Melchizedek is a chief heavenly messianic figure with roles predicated
of God (Garcia Martinez 1996, 22-24; cf. Rainbow 1997) or a preeminent angelic guardian subordinate
to Yahweh (Walsh 2020, 162-72; cf. Hurtado 2010, 552-56). Jesus’ proclamation and self-arrogation
of the herald’s role (Melchizedek at Qumran) would delight and puzzle his townsfolk (Sanders 2001,
58, cf. 57-69). Recalling Isaiah’s context of Israel awaiting exilic deliverance, they would hope for
liberation from Gentile subjugation, but be perturbed by omitted vengeance (Isa 61:2b) if anticipating a
visiting agent of divine judgment at an eschatological Jubilee (11QMelch; 1QS 9:21-23; 10:17-21;
1QM 7:3-7) (so Ford 2010, 53-64).

2 Marvelling confirms the ‘report’ (¢priun, 4:14), not indicating hostility (with Nolland 1979;
Sanders 2001, 58, 61; contra Violet 1938; Jeremias 1958, 44-46; O Fearghail 1984).

8 See Loney 2005, 26-27; cf. Rabinowitz 1987, 55; Darr 1992, 62. Flender’s (1967, 152-57)
exegesis of this pericope centres on the reader’s amazement and curiosity, thereby challenging them
(like the narrative audience) concerning faith—a rhetoric characterising Luke-Acts.

% Cf. T. Ab. [B] [E] 2:7-10 (Michael questioning Abraham).

595 Nolland (1984; 1989-1993, 1:198-99) suggests impactful divine yépic in Jesus’ words (cf.
2:40). They perceive graciousness more than the content (Wolter 2016, 1:204). Cf. Jdt 11:20-21;
Philost., Vit. Apoll. 4.31.
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questioning his paternal sonship recall the childhood story®® with his divinely
ordained temple visitation and juxtaposition of Joseph and God (4:48-49; cf. dv vide,
¢ évopileto, Toone, 3:23). Although Jesus is not disguised, his compatriots struggle
to recognise him as a prophet, an agent of salvation, and the Son of God (cf. 1:31-32,
35; 3:22; 4:3, 9).°”7 Their question exposes misunderstanding, albeit more
incomprehension and pondering (cf. 2:50, 51b) than supernatural restraint (cf. 9:45;
18:34). Reece writes (on Homeric scenes), “The revelation of a guest’s identity is
perhaps the most critical element in the development of a relationship of xenia, for it
is the vital link that guarantees the host reciprocal hospitality as a guest in the
future”.®”® Aspects of Jesus’ identity are veiled, evident by their necessary revelation.

The hosts treat their guest inhospitably, creating a negative episode. Jesus,
assuming a didactic role,”” offers an unexpected exposition and directly accuses the
Nazarenes of rejecting him as a wonder-working prophet in his hometown. He alludes
to Elijah sent to the widow in Zarephath of Sidon despite widows in Israel and Elisha
sent to Naaman the Syrian despite lepers in Israel (Luke 4:25-27; cf. 1 Kgs 17:8-24; 2
Kgs 5:1-27).”% Hospitality towards Elijah outside Israel contrasts with Nazarene
inhospitality.701 Jesus’ scriptural reading and assertions fashion an opportunity for
either blessing or detriment, respectively dependent on either acceptance or rejection
of him and his message. Denaux observes blessings or salvation for genuine
hospitality towards Jesus (Luke 7:36-50; 10:38-41; 19:1-10; 24:28-32) and judgment
for inhospitality (19:27, 44).7 James and John request that fire from heaven

8% The reader recognises Jesus as the Spirit-filled Son of God and Messiah (4:18-21; cf. 1:31-
35; 3:23, 38), as do superhuman witnesses (4:34, 41), unlike misunderstanding townsfolk (4:22) (Kurz
1993, 150).

%7 Similarly, the Maltese see undisguised Paul as a prisoner, thus hiding and obscuring his
identity as God’s salvific agent in the theoxenic Malta episode (Acts 28:1-10) (Jipp 2013, 260). God
visits through undisguised prophets Elijah and Elisha (§3.1.1). Jesus is a prophet like Moses and Elijah
(Daniélou 1950, 157-81; Manek 1957; Hastings 1958, 50-75; Minear 1976, 81-121; O’Toole 1990;
2008, 29-42; Croatto 2005; Poirier 2009 [Elijianic figure at Nazareth]) with accounts modelled after
Elijah/Elisha narratives (see Brown 1971; Brodie 1981; 1983; 1986a; 1989; 1992; 2000; contributions
in Kloppenborg and Verheyden 2014).

®% Reece 1993, 25.
*? Green 1997, 205.
7% These recall Elisha’s Shunem visitation (2 Kgs 4:8-37).

! These Elijah/Elisha allusions (with others: 7:11-17; 9:52-55, 61-62) challenge first-century
Jewish election concepts by Gentile inclusion, developing election ethics for the central section (9:51-
18:14) (Evans 2001). Crockett (1969) sees foreshadowed Jewish-Gentile reconciliation in Jesus.

"2 Denaux 1999, 261.
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consume inhospitable Samaritans (alluding to inhospitality at Sodom: Gen 19:24-25),
but Jesus rebukes them (Luke 9:51-56; cf. Samaritans welcoming Jesus: John 4:1-
45).7 Judgment is received when ‘they proceeded (émopebOnoav) to another village’
(Luke 9:56). Jesus later instructs his disciples to bless houses with peace for
hospitality, but to curse towns and depart when rejected (10:5-12). Divine visitation is
beneficial or detrimental in Luke-Acts (émoxéntopar/émoxonn: 1:68, 78; 7:16;
19:44; Acts 15:14),”" like in ancient Mediterranean traditions. Had Jesus not upset
his Nazarene hosts, he might have been offered an overnight stay common for
travelling guests.’”> He would likely sojourn with family, yet elsewhere he claims to
have nowhere to lay his head (9:58).”° The Nazarenes’ cordiality turns to rejection,
ill-treatment, and attempted murder (4:28-29), severely violating ancient
Mediterranean hospitality customs. Contrastive with Homeric scenes where visitors
are bidden to stay and escorted, Jesus is expelled and led to near execution (4:29).

The visit concludes with a phenomenal departure and retribution. Jesus
phenomenally departs through the midst of the Nazarenes, proceeding onward to
benefit others (4:30). Jesus’ departure conveys his non-bestowal of anticipated
entitled blessings to the Nazarenes as the reader actualises his aphorism (4:23).77
Phenomenal departures concluding visitations imply divine epiphanies (e.g., [angel
of] Yahweh; Raphael; Michael; Athene; Dionysus; Apollos).708 His departure forms
709

an inclusio with his arrival (Luke 4:16).

due to unbelief in other Synoptics (Mark 6:5-6//Matt 13:58), and in Luke he alludes

Jesus performs few miracles at Nazareth

to miracles (4:18), then miraculously departs in a display of power due to unbelief
and hostility (4:28-30).”"° Jesus abandoning the Nazarenes is ipso facto retribution for

inhospitality. Neither Jesus nor the gospel returns.”"!

3 Arterbury 2005, 141.
% See §3.1.1.

795 Additional to hosting peripatetic teachers in homes, first-century synagogues may have
allowed spaces for overnight guests (Koenig 1985, 16-17; Arterbury 2005, 58).

7% payl is hosted as a guest whilst visiting synagogues (Acts 17:7; 18:1-3, 7).
"7 Spencer 2007a, 69-70.

"% See §§2.1.1;2.1.3; 3.1.1; 3.1.3.

% Combrink 1973, 329-30; Green 1997, 208.

1% See n. 669.

" Similarly, Ernst 1993, 134.
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Although absent food or other elements do not disqualify episodes as
theoxenic, especially negative scenes, food and drink in first-century synagogues may
be assumed.”'? The rabbinic prohibition in t. Megillah 2.18 against, inter alia, eating
and drinking in the synagogue evinces practices the rabbis sought to reform.”"?
Synagogues were locations for festive meals (y. Mo‘ed Qat. 2.3, 81b; y. Sanh. 8.2,
26a-b) where guests ate and drank (b. Pesah. 100b-101a), including rabbis or sages in
the upper chamber (y. Ber. 2.8, 5d), priests (y. Ber. 3.1, 6a; y. Naz. 7.1, 56a), and
servants or fishermen (Gen. Rab. 65.15), sometimes before a fast (Lam. Rab., Proem
17).7"* Searching for leaven in synagogues before Passover (y. Pesah. 1.1, 27b)
suggests food present.”"” Secondary or attached rooms to synagogues were probably
used for various activities, including hosting guests.”'® Furthermore, Jesus’ Elijah
allusion (Luke 4:26) emphasises not the resuscitation (cf. 7:11-17), but the
miraculous provision of food and visitation of God’s envoy.”"”

Luke’s Nazareth account comprises the essential structure and features (in
typical order) of a [virtual] theoxeny. When mortals become enigmatic guests
exhibiting supernatural qualities, they act in the manner of a god (e.g., Odysseus) or
on behalf of a deity (e.g., Elijah; Elisha). Nevertheless, Jesus visits as the
supramundane Son of God, both in the manner of and on behalf of God, exhibiting
supernatural activity without petitioning God, but through the [pneumatic] power he
bears. Therefore, Jesus’ visitation may be seen as less virtual and more of a divine
visitation than typical ‘virtual’ theoxenies. Resemblances to the incognito visitations
of Dionysus to Thebes and Odysseus to Ithaca particularly highlight the [virtual]
theoxenic essence of Jesus’ visitation and rejection in his hometown.”'® Simeon’s
prophetic utterance—identifying Jesus as the Messiah, God’s salvation, a light to the

Gentiles, and the glory of Israel—discloses a divided response to Jesus’ visitation,

"2 See n. 218.

5 Levine 2005, 194.

1% Levine 2005, 393.

" Levine 2005, 393-94 (including archaeological evidence).
716 Ryan 2017, 73-74, 329-31.

"7 Similarly, Catchpole 1993, 246-47. Famine implies the widow feeding Elijah, a purpose
clear in 1 Kgs 17:9 (Crockett 1969, 179).

¥ Luke 4:16-30 is programmatic also for Acts where a movement spreads like the Euripidean
Dionysus’ cult.
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including by kin (Luke 2:25-35). Simeon tells Mary, ‘behold, he is appointed to a
falling and a rising of many in Israel and for a sign spoken against—but also a sword
will pierce through your own self—in order that the thoughts of many hearts might be
revealed’ (2:34b-35). Fulfilment already begins when she exposes inadequate
understanding during Jesus’ childhood (2:41-52). Jesus resists opposition from the
chief cosmic antagonist tempting him to exploit his divine sonship (4:1-13). At
Nazareth, the first illustrated episode of his adult ministry, he faces opposition from
his people whom he visits to lead as Israel’s Messiah (4:16-30).”"” As in Simeon’s
utterance, a contrast is underscored between partial Jewish rejection and Gentile
acceptance. This dual theme in Luke’s Gospel opening is emphasised again in the
closing of Acts (28:25-28).7%° Jesus is the Messiah and prophet through whom God
visits his people, particularly the disadvantaged, but also the nations. The Nazarenes
fail to recognise this, rejecting their enigmatic guest and his message, resulting in

21 Later, Jesus’ comment that people have not

deprivation as he proceeds elsewhere.
recognised the time of their visitation (Luke 19:44) precedes questioning of his divine
authority (20:1-8), a parable alluding to his execution as God’s beloved Son (20:9-
18), and desire for his arrest (20:19-20). Even Jerusalem’s impending destruction is a
punitive result (&v0’ ®v) of failure to recognise God’s visitation through Jesus (19:43-
44). Reading Jesus’ Nazareth visit as a [virtual] theoxenic episode is essential for its
programmatic (proleptic) function not only for the divine visitation theme, but for

[virtual] theoxenic and (in)hospitality scenes of Luke-Acts.’?

5.2.2. Observing Invisibility, Impalpability, or Polymorphism in Jesus’ Evasion
Bearing in mind ancient invisibility traditions (§§2.1.4; 3.1.4), Luke’s reader
could imagine Jesus invisibly passing through assailants in Luke 4:30, recalling
reflexive invisibility of God, angelic figures, Athene, or Circe who passes by
(rapegerbodoa) undetected, an exclusive ability of [Homeric] gods (Od. 10.569-74).

Luke uses o1eABav to describe Jesus’ penetrative action with d1d pésov qualifying his

™ Tiede (1988, 102-103) similarly observes these and other details leading to Nazareth.

720 Strauss 1995, 80.

2! Rejecting Jesus and his messengers is akin to Israclite rejection of Yahweh and his

prophets resulting in exile (Luke 10:16; 11:46-54; 13:34-35; Acts 7; 13:27; see Dillon 1978, 257-60).

722 Its programmatic allusions are ‘repeating prolepses’ recurrently fulfilled in Luke-Acts (cf.

Genette 1980, 67-79; Kearns 1999, 142-44; Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:21).
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manoeuvre as directly through the group. ‘Ease’ is reputed of gods, like Circe. Jesus
effortlessly passes through the horde with “supernatural ease”.”” Nevertheless, there
is no mist or cloud motif unlike elsewhere (Luke 9:34-35; 21:27; Acts 1:9; 13:11).
Whereas gods easily exercise reflexive invisibility, using props if desired, humans are
either made invisible by gods or rely on imbued items (e.g., Hades’ cap or Gyges’
ring) or numinous aid through spells. Although instances involving aids contribute to
the prominence of invisibility in antiquity, occasionally for escape, Jesus’ evasion
gives no hint of such means.”** Actually, Luke contrasts deeds sourced in divine
power (including in Jesus’ name) with those resulting from an emic Lukan view of
‘magic’ (noyedo; payos; payein), a category he pejoratively employs as deviant and
prohibited without denying its existence or efficacy (Luke 11:14-23; Acts 8:9-24;
13:6-12; 19:13, 17-20)."%

Whether or not invisible, Jesus’ escape could involve metamorphosis whereby
he becomes impalpable, passing unimpeded through the Nazarenes. Jesus’
transfiguration will clearly demonstrate his alterable form (Luke 9:28-36). Bovon
interprets polymorphism.726 Foster is more cautious, but at least accepts Jesus’ altered
appearance and light as evincing metamorphosis.”*’ An altered countenance from
divine glory echoing Moses’ glorified face, among OT wilderness-theophany
correspondences, ** does not exclude transformation. Despite misplaced resurrection-
appearance story theories,”” the reader ascribes transfiguration phenomena to the
pre-mortem Jesus. In any case, early Christian insistence on Jesus’ tangible escape at
Nazareth suggests interpretations of impalpability there. A fragment attributed to
Irenaeus (ca. 130-202 CE) affirms Jesus’ corporeality: ‘And as He was capable of

being handled and touched (apprehensibilis et palpabilis), so again did He, in a non-

73 Leaney 1971, 120.
24 Contra Smith 1978, 120-21, 200.

™ Luke does not differentiate ‘miracle’ from ‘magic’ (cf. Achtemeier 1975, 556-60 [contra
Hull 1974]). Since thaumaturgic works are externally similar, Luke is concerned with phenomena
whose ambiguous sources of power require clarification (e.g., apostolic preaching), and wonders by
‘magic’ are ultimately sourced in Satan, ruler of demonic powers (see Garrett 1989; Dunn 1996, 109,
175, 258-61; Marguerat 2003; cf. Aune 1980; Mills 1990, 109-123; Klauck 2000; Reimer 2002).

726 Bovon 20022013, 1:371-73.

727 Foster 2007, 68-69.

28 D.M. Miller 2010, 502-505.

7 E.g., Carlston 1961; doubted by Stein 1976.
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apprehensible form (non apprehensibilis), pass through the midst of those who sought
to injure Him, and entered without impediment through closed doors’ (Fr. 52 [trans.
Roberts, ANF 1:576])."° According to Tertullian’s (ca. 155-240 CE) refutation of
Marcionist views, Jesus’ body was palpable (not an intangible disguise) when
escaping the Nazarenes who violently handled him and either gave way or were
broken through (Marc. 4.8.2-3). Jesus’ escape accommodates readings of invisibility,
impalpability, or polymorphism, whether disconcerting for some early Christians,
probably furnishing docetic characterisations.”" Jesus’ real physical body does not
invalidate readings of somatic malleability, which are not christologically or

theologically incompatible with Luke-Acts.

5.2.3. Detecting Divine Hiddenness at Nazareth

Luke’s reader might recall the divine self-concealment theme of Yahweh
turning away or hiding his face (i.e., presence), often resulting in punishment for
misconduct (§3.1.5). Luke understood this theme laced throughout Jewish literature,
especially in Deuteronomy, Isaiah, and Psalms with which he proves au fait. Matters
about Jesus’ presence, identity, and mission are hidden (Luke 9:45; 10:21-22; 18:34;
19:42). The parable of the widow and unjust judge expresses divine concealment
(18:1-8). Instead of translating pokpoBopeiv as ‘to delay/tarry’ (18:7), Rogland
suggests ‘to restrain/control [oneself]’ (i.e., God is patient/longsuffering) since this
translates poX (hithpael) in Sir 35:19 Hebrew which is not part of synthetic
parallelism with the preceding clause and better suits both contexts.”> Haacker adds
other pa¥ (hithpael) instances conveying restraint or concealment of enmity or
feelings (Gen 43:31; 45:1; Isa 42:14; 63:15; 64:11; Est 5:10), proposing that the
widow’s lament with God’s self-restraint fits Deus absconditus traditions where the

faithful or ‘elect’ doubts a self-concealing God’s justice.”*® Elsewhere, Stephen

70 Latin from Harvey (1857, 458-59) Fr. 29 translated from Syriac. Roberts (ANF 1:576 nn.
12-13) cites John 8:59, 20:26 for the respective allusions, but these are likely to Luke 4:30, 24:36.

31 polymorphism is not necessarily docetic, though a significant characteristic of docetism.
32 Rogland 2009.

733 Haacker 2011.
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declares that God &€otpeyev from Israel for defiance, giving them over to misdirected
worship (Acts 7:42).73

If Jesus’ departure is read as divine hiddenness, > he conceals himself. He is
not passively hidden (cf. Jer 36:1-19, 26).”*® His removed presence resembles divine
distancing consequent to misconduct and rejection. Jesus’ self-application of Isaianic
passages (Luke 4:17-19) and declaration about rejected prophets sent outside Israel
(4:23-27) disclose divine salvation revealed to Gentiles through himself.”’ Isracl was
to be a light to the Gentiles (Isa 42:6-7; 49:6) to whom God was elusive (45:15-17),
but Jesus becomes this proclaimed light (Luke 1:78-79; 2:29-32; cf. Acts 26:18 [light
as the power of God]; 26:23 [Jesus proclaiming light]) and, as a result, his emissaries,
such as Paul, become a light to proclaim the gospel (Acts 13:47).”*® Partial Jewish
rejection correlative with Gentile reception expressed at Nazareth reverses Isa 45:15-
17: God and Jesus become inaccessible to many Israelites, but revealed to the nations.
Jesus’ Israelite kinsfolk fail to recognise God’s presence and salvific work among
them. They have the opportunity to embrace the Messiah (Luke 4:22-23), but he
distances himself and proceeds elsewhere when rejected (4:28-30). Jesus does not
reject his people,>’ but becomes inaccessible to his rejectors, departing when his
presence is unwanted (cf. 8:37). Like the divine presence in Jewish history, Jesus’
presence is either beneficial or convictional depending on Israel’s response. Luke’s
reader, detecting this illustrative warning, is reassured about responding prudently to

Jesus (cf. 1:4) presented in and encountered through the story.

34 Cf. amootpéew for turning away from righteousness (Luke 23:14) or wickedness (Acts
3:26); mpocmdmov 10D Kvpiov (3:20).

33 Clearer in Johannine evasions (£kpOpn: 8:59; 12:36).

36 Contra Whitaker (2019, 154-56, cf. 240 n. 148) who, though considering self-concealment,
opts for divinely-aided concealment (and in John 8:59), seeing Jesus depicted like a [pre-mortem] hero
receiving divine aid.

37 See Pao 2000, 70-84.
¥ Similarly, Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:66-67, 2:121-22, 322-25; see n. 991.

39 0’Toole 1993, 534. Redirected mission is not reciprocal rejection (Brawley 1987, 6-27;
1998; Denova 1997, 126-54; Hultgren 2002, 170-71). The Nazareth pericope does not express a
priority of the Gentile mission (contra Ellis 1966, 96-98; Siker 1992), but exemplifies resistance to
Gentile inclusion (Tiede 1988, 109; McWhirter 2013, 59).
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5.2.4. Perceiving Jesus as Elusive Wisdom at Nazareth

Luke’s Nazareth episode offers conceptual parallels to Wisdom (§3.1.6). In
the light of Luke’s Spirit-Wisdom association (cf. Acts 6:3, 10),”* Jesus is filled with
the Spirit, enabling him to resist the devil (Luke 4:1), then returns to Galilee &v tij
dvvapel Tod mvevpartog, prefacing the Nazareth visit (4:14). At Nazareth he reads,

1 His impactful toic Aoyoig Tiic yaprrog (4:22) links

nvedpa kopiov €n’ gug (4:18).
this account with his childhood characterisation by coeia and yapic (2:40, 52).7* The
Nazarenes misunderstand Jesus’ identity, ministry, and message (4:18-27).*
Ultimately, their rejection results in his departure (4:28-30), like elusive Wisdom
from those who refuse to embrace her. Jesus’ pneumatically empowered message and
departure contribute to Luke’s Spirit-Wisdom association, further portraying Jesus as

elusive Wisdom.

5.2.5. ‘Passing Through’ as Theophanic Judgment at Nazareth

The description of Jesus’ Nazareth departure conforms to Jewish punitive
theophany traditions (§3.1.7). After forty-day periods, Yahweh on Mount Horeb
passes by (mapépyopar) Moses (Exod 24:18; 34:6-7, 28) and Elijah (1 Kgs 19:8-15),
commanding Elijah to proceed (mopgvopat) on his journey. After forty days in the
wilderness Jesus passes through (d1€pyopar) the Nazarenes on a mountain (6pog) and
proceeds (mopebvopar) on his journey (Luke 4:1-30). The divine presence passing by
Moses and Elijah is beneficial whereas Jesus’ presence passing through the

Nazarenes is detrimental.”** In Amos, Yahweh declares that he will no longer ‘pass

9 See Tannehill 1986/1990, 2:83; Barton 1999, 102-104.

! Recalling Luke 3:22, then recalled in Acts 10:38 (cf. 2:22, 33) (Tannchill 1986/1990, 1:62-
63).

™2 Navone 1970, 14, 57-59; Bovon 2002-2013, 1:155. The co@ia-yapig association is
nonaccidental (Acts 7:10; cf. Sir 37:21; Jos. Asen. 4:9; 13:12; 1 En. 3:8; 2 Cor 1:12).

™3 Despite omission here, cogio features more prominently in Luke-Acts (Luke 2:40, 52;
7:35; 11:31, 49; 21:15; Acts 6:3, 10; 7:10, 22) compared to Mark (6:2) and Matthew (11:19; 12:42;
13:54).

™ Later during Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem a blind man is told that ‘Jesus of Nazareth is
passing by’ (18:38), where the moniker 6 Nalwpaiog recalls the Nazareth episode and the verb
napépyopat in this instance connotes forgiveness of sins beyond its ordinary use for travelling (cf.
Mark 10:46). The context here in Luke 18:35-43 is of a blindness healing, suggesting a physiognomic
characterisation of the man as perhaps suffering due to spiritual blindness (Hartsock 2008, 182-84;
Wilson 2014, 382) or even sin. This man apparently heard one of the many reports (4:14-15, 37; 5:15;
9:7-11, 18-20) that the peripatetic Jesus is the Messiah (i.e., ‘Son of David’, 18:38; cf. 20:41) who has
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by’ (mapépyouan; castigatory forbearance) Israel (7:8; 8:2), but avows an inevitable
theophanic judgment, declaring, ‘I shall pass through the midst of you’ (dteAevcopon
duh pésov cov, 5:17). Exodus applies this punitive theophanic traversal trope in
Egypt (Exod 12:12; cf. 12:23). Angelic figures perform a similar task as God
commands one to ‘pass through the midst’ (dieAfe péonv) of Jerusalem marking a
spared remnant whilst others proceed behind for judgment (Ezek 9:1-11). 4Q248 5
speaks of God’s Spirit destructively ‘passing through’. Jesus d1eABmdv d1d pécov of his
Nazarene townsfolk (Luke 4:30), who represent God’s people Israel,”** legitimately
reads as this trope illustrating and implying the divine elusive presence in theophanic
judgment.

Luke appropriates Amos in Acts for his theological purposes’’ of Israel’s

748

judgment’*® and the Gentile mission,”* which he connects.”” Stephen quotes Amos

5:25-27 as evincing divine judgment of Israel’s idolatry (Acts 7:42-43). James quotes

1
51 The reader

Amos 9:11-12 as corroborating the Gentile mission (Acts 15:16-18).
recalls Israel’s partial judgment in Amos 9:8-10 (i.e., TEAELTGOVGL TAVTES
apaptwiol Aaod pov, 9:10), implying a faithful, spared remnant.”** Invoking Amos in
Luke 4:30 includes the book’s prominent themes: God’s omnipotence and

sovereignty over the world (God of all nations); God’s demand for social and cultic

authority to forgive sins and to heal (cf. 5:17-26). Thus, the man implores Jesus to have ‘mercy’
(éAénodv, 18:38) on him, with respect to his literal and spiritual blindness.

75 Cunningham 1997, 62-63; Bovon 2002—2013, 1:152; Klein 2006, 191. Identifying
Capernaum as symbolising Gentiles is excessive (pace Johnson 1991, 82; cf. Dupont 1978, 131-32;
Radl 2003, 264).

746 The force here is conveyed through ‘implicature’, whereby an utterance implies meaning
beyond the formal sense of the relevant clause(s), having potential to realise the speaker’s/writer’s
‘illocutionary goal’ (Grice 1975; Leech 1983, 5-18, 30-35, 38-39; Arsencault 2014 [idioms]; Huang
2016, 210; 2017). On Luke’s use of implicature in exorcism narratives see Klutz 2004, 52-55, 113-15,
176-78, 223-24. Although this idiom typically features in God’s speech, including through prophetic
medium, the Lukan narrator expresses it here.

™7 Richard 1982.

™ Sandt 1991.

™ Wilson 1973, 224-25; Sandt 1992; 2009; Glenny 2012.
0 White 2016.

1 Amos 9:11-12 is dominant in this ‘conflated citation’ (including Hos 3:5; Jer 12:15-16; Isa

45:21) (Adams and Ehorn 2018, 8-11).
32 Glenny 2009, 216.
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733 Yahweh will not

reforms; and God’s visitation and judgment (the day of the Lord).
show partiality to Israel and Judah for their covenantal election among the nations
when administering judgment at his visitation, passing through their midst.

Some scholars propose that, for Acts, Luke draws from an OT Semitic textual
tradition”>* or a Semitic festimonia source later translated by Christians into Greek
differing from MT and LXX, resembling a source known to authors of CD VII 16 and

> However, aside from

4Q174 1II 12 who similarly apply the Amos content.
adaptations of Markan OT intertexts, Luke’s OT intertextuality in special material
and Acts follow the OG.”® Luke-Acts reflects pre-Lukan Christian adaptations of
Exodus rather than a Textvorlage, often closer to the OG than Philo’s quotations.”’
Apparently, Luke was familiar with OG resembling the (so-called) ‘Alexandrian text-

758

type’, particularly of the Minor Prophets utilised in Acts.””” Hence, Amos citations in

Acts follow closer to A (occasionally B; V) than w."

Nevertheless, OT Alexandrian
readings often reflect harmonisation with NT citations.”®® The Amos 5:17 reading
familiar to Luke might not have been dielevcopot (LXX; W Q), but a cognate, such
as émelevoopat (A), eioelevoopat (26), or Ehevoopot (B V).’0! Similarly, Luke might
read élevoopan in Exod 12:12 (B) rather than diehevoopan (LXX).”? In any case, the
punitive theophanic traversal trope is variously expressed. The infrequency of 616 +

néoog immediately adjacent in biblical and cognate literature (Ps 135:14; Amos 5:17

[év péow in Lucianic minuscules group /I = 62, 147]; Jer 44:4; 1 Macc 5:46; Jdt

53 Amos themes: Cripps 1955, 22-32; Mays 1969, 6-12; Jeremias 1998, 2-5; cf. Jer 6:15. Paul
already associates Jesus with the day of the Lord (1 Cor 1:8; 5:5; 2 Cor 1:14; 1 Thess 5:2; Phil 1:6-10;
2:16; Rom 2:16).

" E.g., Wilcox 1965.

35 Stowasser 2001 ; followed by Schart 2006, 169-77.
76 Litke 1993.

7 Steyn 2013.

38 Clarke 1920-1933; Holtz 1968, 5-29, 37-43, 166-73; Richard 1980; Utzschneider 2006,
287-88; Kraus 2010, 186-87 (not necessarily written).

79 Cf. GLXX 13:194-95, 204-205.

780 GLXX 13:40-43; Richard 1982, 44-46.
6 Cf. GLXX 13:193.

762 See n. 449.
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11:19; Sus 1:60; Jos. Asen. 2:20; Sib. Or. 3:316) with the only two NT occurrences in
Luke (4:30; 17:11) supports a plausible Amos 5:17 echo.”®

Reading this trope in Luke 4:30 coincides with the episode prefiguring broad
(albeit partial) Jewish rejection alongside Gentile inclusion, a theme developed in
Acts.”* Luke embeds rejection at Nazareth between acceptance in Galilee (Luke
4:14-15) and Capernaum (4:31-43), demonstrating Israel’s partial rejection or divided
response (cf. 2:34-35; 7:29-30). For Luke, God’s plan of salvation’® is not about
Jewish salvific privilege or exclusivity (cf. 3:8), but entails inclusion of non-covenant
people evinced by the scriptural-grounded and Spirit-confirmed Gentile mission
(2:32-35; 24:47; Acts 1:8 [programmatic for Acts]; 3:25; 9:15; 10:34-38 [recalling
Nazareth], 43-48; 11:1-18; 13:46-48; 14:27; 15:1-33; 18:5-6; 22:21; 26:20-23;
28:28).77 Jesus quotes Isa 61:1-2a and 58:6 without pronouncing the ‘day of
recompense’ (Nuépav dvtonoddcemc, 61:2b) anticipated upon Gentiles (Luke 4:18-
19).7%" Jesus’ own people who expect entitlement will not experience privileged

treatment or deliverance merely for their relational status, and will reject him, but

763 Considering Hays’ (1989, 29-32; cf. 2016) seven criteria for testing biblical-scriptural
echoes/metalepses (in Pauline epistles), we observe that: (1) Amos was ‘available’ to Luke and his
reader; (2) ‘volume’ is high with the construction diépyopar/cognate (verbal form or participle) + o164 +
uéoog + pronoun referring to Israelites/Nazarenes; (3) ‘recurrence’ of Amos 5:17 is inevident, but the
trope may be expressed with Jesus and/or disciples traversing territories, and Acts quotes Amos; (4)
‘thematic coherence’ is strong with overlapping theological concerns in Amos, Luke 4:16-30, and
applications of Amos in Acts; (5) ‘historical plausibility’ is evident with intelligible contexts of God’s
people acting defiantly followed by symbolised divine judgment; (6) ‘history of interpretation’ is seen
with at least one critic connecting these passages (Pusey [see n. 84]); and (7) ‘satisfaction’ is clear with
Luke’s peculiar phrase elucidated as punitive theophanic traversal, illuminating the pericope.

7% Luke has no anti-Jewish agenda (Danker 1988, 13-15; C.A. Evans 1990; O’Toole 1993;
Brawley 1998; pace Winn 1959; Sandmel 1978, 71-100; Hare 1979; Maddox 1982; Tyson 1986, 29-
47; 1988; 1992; Sanders 1987; 1988; 1991), but considers rejectors to forego salvation (Jervell 1972,
41-74; 1996, 18-43, 94-100; Tannehill 1985; cf. Shellard 2002, 49-51; Meek 2008, 13, 16-23, 135-36).
Luke-Acts also depicts pre-salvific Gentile deprivation (Stenschke 1999). For Luke, a faithful remnant
of Israel and receptive Gentiles constitute God’s kingdom; thus, what remains open at Acts’ conclusion
is impartial salvific opportunity, not potential restoration of entire ‘racial-national Israel’ (with Talbert
2003, 108-109, 161-73; cf. Fuller 2006; pace Marguerat 2004, 206-216, 226-29; Bovon 2006, 493-94;
cf. Koet 1992; Fusco 1996; Wolter 1999; 2009, 290-335).

765 Weatherly 1994, 122-28; Strauss 1995, 117-20, 220-24; Buckwalter 1996, 51-54; Litwak
2005, 183-99.

766 Without denying a Lukan Heilsgeschichte, scholars rightly criticise Conzelmann’s (1953;
cf. 1960) tripartite chronology and minimisation of eschatology (Denova 1997, 57-72; cf. Bovon 2006,
1-85). On God’s ‘plan’/BouAn see Squires 1993.

767 See Parsons 2007, 150 (scriptural-grounded); Wilson 1973, 53-58 (Spirit-associated); Hays
2016, 229-30 (Jesus’ scriptural invocations at Nazareth challenge Jewish nationalistic privilege
assumptions).

%8 See Albertz 1983.
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Israel’s sovereign God extends compassion to the nations, just as prophets were sent
to Gentiles outside Israel (4:23-27). Rejecting Jesus is to reject God’s plan, and
salvation becomes unattainable, sealing judgment (cf. 6:47-49; 7:30; 9:48; 10:16;769
16:19-31; Acts 3:13-15; 4:10-12; 13:46; 24:25), as messengers of salvation ‘proceed’
onward (Luke 9:51-56). Thus, his disciples must revoke peace and testify against
towns rejecting them (9:5; 10:5-6, 10-12). Later, Jesus passing through Samaria and
Galilee (17:11) recalls divided responses and Gentile-inclusive allusions during
Jesus’ Galilean ministry, then only a healed Samaritan thanks him (17:12-19).
Ultimately, responses (Jewish or Gentile) to Jesus engender divine verdicts.

The reader hears d1eAmv 610 pécov avtdv (Luke 4:30) signalling the punitive
theophanic presence, a familiar Jewish trope applied to Jesus passing through his

people’s midst in judgment.’”

Judgment is both immediate and delayed. The
Nazarene hostiles do not face sudden wrath, but exclusion from God’s kingdom is
definitive. The description eliciting an illustration of judgment coincides with

retribution and exceptional departure concluding a divine visitation (§5.2.1).

5.2.6. Sensing Supernatural Control in Jesus’ Escape

Luke’s reader might infer Jesus’ supernatural control, allowing unharmed
departure in Luke 4:30 (§§2.1.5; 3.1.8). Jesus, if not invisible or impalpable, could
move through the Nazarenes who make way or cannot prevent him. The reader may
imagine the multitude visually or mentally restrained,”’" like Elisha going forth into
the midst of his enemies (mpoelbav gig pécovg Tovg £xBpovg, Josephus, Ant. 9.56)
since God obscures their minds to prevent recognition (9.56-57; recounting of 2 Kgs
6:15-21) or Ptolemy pacified by divine control to deliver the Jews from execution (3
Macc 5-6). Homeric gods also manipulate mortals and circumstances. Deities
reputedly hinder people (Od. 23.11-14) and Athene prevents Penelope from
recognising Odysseus (19.478-79). Odysseus evades hurled objects (17.458-88, 489-
91; 18.406-409; 20.299-302), occasionally with Athene’s aid (22.255-60; /1. 20.438-

7% Du Toit (2014, 199-200) speaks of rejecting God’s presence hidden in Jesus (10:16; cf.
Matt 10:40 [emphasising acceptance]).

7 Emphasis on 81cA@v (participle) near the beginning of the clause signals the trope.
Although following adtdg, d1eAbdv adverbially modifies émopevero (i.e., ‘but he, [by/after] passing
through the midst of them, proceeded on’).

" Hartsock (2008, 177-78) suggests that the crowd ‘blindly’ does not notice Jesus.
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41). Similarly, David (1 Sam 18:10-12 HB; 19:9-10) evades spears and praises
Yahweh for rescue from hostility (2 Sam 22; Ps 18). However, there is no divine
intervention or mist at Nazareth. Dionysus controls circumstances, eluding capture
and liberating himself (Eur., Bacch. 604-607, 616-22; cf. 585-641, 862-911), only
suffering what he will (515-18). He punishes Pentheus for recalcitrance and failure to
recognise him as the son of Zeus (847-61). Jesus, unrecognised as the Son of God
(Luke 4:22), escapes at Nazareth, only suffering what he will (4:28-30; cf. 22:52-54).
Those who unwittingly devise evil against him and wrong him (denying his identity)
are not guiltless (22:21-22; cf. 22:2-6, 47-48).

The reader is aware that other supramundane figures exercise supernatural
control, such as angels, Satan, or demonic beings. Even mortals have avenues for this
phenomenon, but nothing indicates Jesus’ recourse to beguilement or arts sourced in
cosmic power to escape. Reading Jesus’ supernatural control finds support from
clearer displays, including abilities or authority beyond that of angels and
performances opposed to Satan and demonic entities: healings, exorcisms,
miraculously draughting fish, stilling a storm, and feeding thousands of people with
limited food.””

Reading Jesus’ control of circumstances at Nazareth illuminates the journey
and hostility evasion motifs in which he demonstrates sovereignty over his arrest and
passion. During childhood he exhibits sovereignty over his circumstances and
prefigured destiny (Luke 2:40-52; see Chapter 4). At Nazareth he demonstrates
awareness of his passion, proleptically alluding to detractors mocking him,
‘Physician, heal yourself!” (4:23; cf. 23:35-39).””> When scribes and Pharisees plot
against him, he withdraws to a mountain (6:6-12). He informs his disciples of his (the
Son of Man’s) pending betrayal into human ‘hands’ (mopadidocOar €ic yeipog
avOpormv, 9:44). Herod seeks to kill him, but he responds that he must (d€7) proceed
(mopevecBan) to Jerusalem where he will succumb to this fate (13:31-33). Jewish

leaders cannot kill him because his teachings in the temple enthral people (19:47-48).

7% The reader ponders the mechanics of these deliberately ambiguous depictions but may
ultimately deem them remarkable/paradoxical, like narrative witnesses (cf. Luke 5:26).

7 Some scholars observe an Isaianic suffering servant Christology at Nazareth, including
modelled servanthood (Buckwalter 1996, 251-53; O’Toole 2000, 333-40). According to Jipp (2010),
Psalms (cf. Pss. Sol. 17-18) are mostly the scriptural basis for Jesus as the suffering Davidic Messiah
in Luke-Acts; cf. Miura 2007, 198.
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Scribes and chief priests want ‘to lay hands on him’ (émPaAeilv €én’ adTOV TAG XEIPOG),
but ‘they fear’ (époPfriOncav) his following, so ‘closely watching’ (tapatnpricavteg)
him, they send spies to entrap him teaching (20:19-20; cf. 22:2). This resembles Saul
constantly seeking to lay hands on David whom people love but he fears (1 Sam
18:12-16). Saul is deterred from pursuing David when Philistines invade, apparently
by divine orchestration (23:27-29). Attempts to entrap, arrest, or kill Jesus are
reminiscent of Jacob’s (Israel’s) sons plotting to kill or dispose of their brother
Joseph, throwing him into a pit (Gen 37:18-25). Joseph is preserved and exalted,
eventually revealing himself to his brothers who fail to recognise him (Gen 37-45).
Jesus reveals his knowledge of Judas® betrayal (Luke 22:21-22),”’* and finally
submits to arrest, telling authorities, ‘Although I was with you daily in the temple you
did not stretch forth hands upon me (ovk €&etetvate 1ag xeipag én” €ug)’ (22:53).
They seize him (cvALapovteg) and lead him away (fiyayov; gionjyayov, 22:54). After
his resurrection, angeli interpretes reiterate that the Son of Man must (6€1) ‘be given
over into the hands (rapadoBijvor €ic xeipac) of sinful men’ (24:7).”” As we shall
see, Jesus’ Nazareth escape prefigures his disciples’ hostility evasions in Acts,”’® but
also contrasts with their deliverances by divine causality, including by Jesus’
sovereignty (Chapter 8).

Luke’s hostility evasion motif depicts Jesus’ sovereign avoidance of untimely
suffering. Xeip-idioms (yeip-terminology) amplify conceptions of physical
aggression, accentuating Jesus’ elusiveness.’’’ Hostility evasion is not unique to Luke
among NT Gospels.”™ Jesus in other Synoptics eludes captors by being hidden as a
baby (Matt 2:13), withdrawing and/or enjoining silence (Mark 3:6-7; 11:18-19 [at
evening|; Matt 12:14-21; cf. 10:23), answering challenges with superior acumen

(Mark 12:13-17//Matt 22:15-22), and benefiting from potential rioting (Mark 14:1-2;

77 Probably the devil’s ‘opportune time’ (4:13), entering Judas (22:3).
77 Cf. Acts 2:23.
776 Also Cunningham 1997, 65.

777 Xeip-constructions conveying seizure or harm are common: £mBdAio + yeip
(Aristophanes, Nub. 933; Lys. 440; 2 Sam 18:12; Est 1:1; 6:2: Isa 11:14; Josephus, Ant. 2.53; 3.41;
JW.2.491; Life 1.302; Mark 14:46//Matt 26:50; John 7:30, 44; Acts 4:3; 5:18; 12:1; 21:27); éxteiveo +
yelp (Gen 19:10; 22:10; Deut 25:11; Jos 8:18-19; 1 Kgs 13:4; 1 Esd 6:32; Ezra 6:12; Neh 13:21; 1
Macc 6:25; 9:47; 12:39, 42; 14:31).

8 Athanasius (dpol. Fug. 12, 15) includes Luke 4:30 among examples of the divine Jesus’
humanity by fleeing until his passion (Matt 2:13; 12:15; John 8:59; 11:53-54).
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Matt 21:46; 26:4-5; cf. 26:55), until his passion (Mark 15:1//Matt 27:1-2). The
Johannine Jesus circumvents adversaries (cf. John 8:37, 40; 11:8) by persuasive
oration (5:16-47; 7:19-36, 43-53; 10:31-42), avoiding regions (7:1-13; 11:47-57; cf.
6:15), and concealment (8:59; 12:36) until his hour comes (John 7:30; 8:20; 11:30; cf.
7:6; 18:1-11), accounts occasionally featuring yeip-idioms (7:30, 44; 10:39).”"
Although hostility evasion is perhaps most emphatic in John, assuming Luke 4:28-30
was composed prior to John editions, this Lukan passage first accentuates Jesus’

evasive character by illustrating actual escape.”*’

5.3. Synthesis and Observations

Perhaps Luke has no specific manner of escape in mind in the deliberately
ambiguous narrative gap of Luke 4:30, but we see how the text delimits suitable
options to Jesus’ reflexive, physically present, and miraculous action, and guides the
reader to consider some legitimate, extratextual-informed interpretations. Some
ostensibly suitable readings, such as disappearance or angelic deliverance, are
problematised upon closer scrutiny. Moreover, rather than imitating a specific text,
the polysemic event allows multiple hypotheses and significations.”®' Any
interpretation requires conjecture, but my proposed readings are most plausible,
agreeing with textual limitations without supplementing characters (i.e., God, angels,
or assistants), mists, or aids which complicate speculation.

I may summarise my readings and emerging christological implications. There
is substantial support for understanding Luke’s Nazareth pericope as a [virtual]
theoxenic episode resulting in an illustration of divine judgment with the punitive
theophanic traversal trope at the enigmatic visitor’s phenomenal departure. The
supposed ‘son of Joseph’ miraculously departs with ease—albeit through divine
pneumatic empowerment—in a manner reputed of gods, educing questions
concerning his identity and manner of escape. The reader, informed especially by the

preceding narrative in Luke 1-4, recognises divine visitation and judgment through

" See §1.1.1.1i.

780 The infant Matthean Jesus is passively hidden.

81 Luke 4:30 describes an actual manoeuvre with an idiomatic expression. It is no

‘homonymy’—similar wording in different [accidental] instances without metaphorical connection (cf.
Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 110-14).
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the Son of God whose presence is either beneficial or detrimental, and is also
reassured about responding sensibly to Jesus. This entails divine visitor and judge
Christologies, the latter inherent to the former, with Jesus as God’s visitor
symbolically enacting divine judgment. Luke 4:30 leaves room for legitimate
readings of invisibility, impalpability, or other somatic malleability, but Jesus’
invincibility is certain. Such readings lend to the rise of Christologies characterised
by incipient polymorphism. The Spirit-filled Jesus amazing the narrative audience
with gracious words and departing when rejected advances the implicit Wisdom
Christology highlighted in the childhood episode. Furthermore, as Yahweh’s
unparalleled representative, Jesus removes his presence due to misconduct in
accordance with the divine hiddenness theologoumenon. Finally, extratextual and

intratextual popularity of supernatural control’®

and Jesus’ sovereign hostility
evasions during his necessary journey support reading his supernatural control of
cognition, perception, or circumstances at Nazareth. All these attest to his
exceptionally theomorphic identity.

Just as Luke’s childhood story illustrates an episode surrounded by narratives
of Jesus’ earliest years, so the Nazareth and Capernaum accounts (4:16-41) are
concrete illustrations between summary statements of his proclamation and deeds,
forming an inclusio (4:14-15, 42-44).”%® The reader formulates a portrayal of an
elusive Jesus at Nazareth from indirect characterisation details: Jesus self-applies
Isaianic passages foreshadowing his ministry as a wonder-working, heavenly figure;
this causes narrative responses of marvelling and speculation about his identity
(which the reader emulates); he predicts his mocked passion; he alludes to OT stories
of Gentile inclusion; he arrives as an ostensibly familiar, yet enigmatic visitor; and he
causes a hostile response, but evades execution. Jesus’ elusive presence will continue
throughout adulthood as the programmatic Nazareth episode illustrates, further
building an elusiveness theme—broader than accounted for by Geheimnis-theories—

784

and maintaining reader engagement and intrigue, delaying the dénouement.”™" In the

82 See Chapters 6-8 (intratextual instances).

™ Green 1997, 200, 203 n. 2; Longenecker 2012, 52.

78 Texts depend on informational delays and gaps suspending intelligibility to ‘tempt’

continued reading, maintaining intrigue (see Rimmon-Kenan 2002, 125-29). Baroni (2007; 2016)
expounds on reader intrigue from narrative tension awaiting the dénouement, such as suspense,
curiosity (unfamiliar information), and surprise (new information) , also preserved in re-reading.
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following chapters we shall see how the reader encounters Jesus’ elusiveness
especially during two more paradigmatic stages: a concrete illustration of his
resurrection appearances (Luke 24) and his ascended-exalted manifestation on the

Damascus road (Acts).

Zacchaeus striving for a glimpse at the elusive figure reputed for phenomenal performances and
teachings traversing Israel (Luke 19:1-10) reflects the intrigued reader and critic alike desiring a better
‘view’ of the Lukan Jesus.
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CHAPTER 6

ELUSIVENESS IN THE EMMAUS EPISODE (LUKE 24:13-35)

6.1. Evaluating Scholarly Interpretations and Establishing Interpretive

Limitations

In this chapter I examine how the reader’s portraiture of the elusive Jesus and
detection of an elusiveness theme continue after Jesus’ resurrection, particularly with
the Emmaus road episode (Luke 24:13-35). Narrative ambiguities of the disciples’
imperception (Luke 24:16), recognition (24:31a), and Jesus’ disappearance (24:31b)
produce numerous scholarly interpretations.” After evaluating the legitimacy of
common interpretations considering textual delimitations, I examine the reader’s
plausible extratextual-informed readings. We shall see how the reader discerns Jesus’
unrecognised (though undisguised) visitation by cognitive-perceptual control,
concluding with a reflexive, sudden vanishing. My suggested readings support
scholarly understandings of the story as a theoxenic episode, though my examination
offers a more critical evaluation of supernatural control analogues for conceptualising
Jesus’ (un)recognition. My concentration on Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance
contributes a more thoroughgoing analysis than endeavoured in previous scholarship
which has relied on uncritical comparisons of ostensible parallels. This assessment
challenges scholars’ tendency to extrapolate the resurrected Jesus’ acquisition of
special corporeal properties by highlighting a continuity of his pre- and post-mortem
physical transience. These readings perpetuate the reader’s conceptualisation of

Jesus’ exceptional theomorphism.

6.1.1. Scholarly Attribution of the Disciples’ (Im)perception to Factors other
than Jesus’ Supernatural Control
Figurative expressions about Cleopas and his companion’s’™

(im)perception—oi 6& 0@BaApOl ATV EkpatodvTo TOD U EXyVAVOL QDTOV. .. AOTOV

8 Whether redacted tradition (Nolland 1989—1993, 3:1 198-1200), this account conforms to
Lukan style (Leaney 1955; Wanke 1973; Klein 2006, 726-27). Considering longer readings versus so-
called “Western non-interpolations’ (omissions in Matt 27:49; Luke 22:19b-20; 24:3, 6, 12, 36, 40, 51,
52; cf. Parsons 1986; Metzger 1994, 164-66; Martin 2005), I remain cognisant of textual
variances/emendations.

78 Not part of the Twelve (6:13-16), but among toic Aowoic (24:9) (Edwards 2015, 717-18).
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d¢ dmvoiydOnoav oi 6pOaApol Kai Enéyvacav avtdv (Luke 24:16, 31a)—form
narrative gaps with unspecified causation.”®” The passives ékpatodvto and
dmvoiydncav create ambiguity inviting reader speculation, and some scholars deem
these ‘divine/theological passives’.”*® Proposed explanations include:”®’ the disciples’
incredulity (‘spiritual blindness’ or unexpectedness); " Jesus’ altered appearance;” "
an external force (God, Jesus, or another power);** or a combination of these.”” The
text problematises incredulity and altered appearance, but lends to Jesus’ controlling
activity.

Incredulity preventing recognition of Jesus’ appearance, voice, and
mannerisms whilst journeying and reclining for a meal is improbable, even if Jesus is

cosmetically disguised or pretending.”**

Unlike Pentheus’ impiety obstructing
realisation that a stranger is Dionysus (Eur., Bacch. 500-502), Jesus’ disciples cannot
recognise their friend.””> Some of the cohort are doubtful during Jesus’ reappearance
(Luke 24:36-43), despite witnesses to the empty tomb, angelic confirmation, and
other Christophanies (24:1-12, 22-24, 30-35). They recognise Jesus,””® but suppose he

is a mvedpo, so he reassures them of his bodily revivification (24:37-43).”"7 This is

clear to the reader. Although oc®pa occurs only with reference to the tomb (24:3, 23),

87 Kurz (1993, 69) acknowledges the 24:16 gap. (Un)recognition in visual terms here
exemplifies a conceptual metaphor which Lakoff and Johnson (1999, 53-54, 84, 126-27, 393-94,
passim; cf. 1980) summarise as ‘Knowing Is Seeing’, with the metonym ‘eyes’ [restrained or opened]
mapped as the concrete/sensorimotor source domain connoting knowledge of Jesus as the abstract
target domain (subjective judgment).

" E.g., Dupont 1953, 365; Ehrhardt 1963, 183-84; Ellis 1966, 276-77; Dillon 1978, 104-108,
133, 145-49; Just 1993, 256, 259; Edwards 2015, 716-17, 724. See n. 95; cf. dvedyOn suggesting
God’s activity (Luke 1:64; cf. 1:20, 22) (see §8.2.3).

8 See §1.1.2.iii.
" E g., Caird, Tannehill, Green, and Wolter. Cf. Luke 16:31.
791

E.g., Johnson; Spencer; citing LEM: Godet; Plummer.

792 E.g., God (Loisy, Wanke, Marshall, Fitzmyer, Danker, Bock, Klein; Morris); Jesus (C.F.
Evans); demonic (Eckey) or Satanic (Nolland).

" E.g., appearance and incredulity (van Oosterzee, Geldenhuys); appearance and restraint
(Meyer, Betz, Bock); restraint and incredulity (Wanke, Marshall, Nolland, Bovon, Levine and
Witherington); or all these (Godet, Plummer, Klostermann).

% See n. 320.
3 Pace Seaford 1996, 190.

796 Contra Dillon 1978, 193-97; Klein 2006, 736; Levine and Witherington 2018, 665. Better
is Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 2:1560, 1573 (incomprehension).

7 Presenting limbs in 24:40 was likely omitted from ‘Western non-interpolations’ for
repetition (cf. 24:39a).
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Jesus himself (inter)acts (cf. adtog: 24:15, 25, 28, 31, 36; éym: 24:39 [x5, including
emphatic 8y® &ip adtoc]; TEpi Eavtod: 24:27)—that is, the same Jesus.””® Whereas
the predicament during the reappearance is residual incredulity/doubt, on the Emmaus
road it is identifiability and misunderstood messianism.

Interpreting Jesus’ altered/unfamiliar appearance or acquisition of special
corporeal abilities is also dubious. Jesus’ missing body (Luke 24:3; cf. Mark 16:5-

6//Matt 28:5-6) could signal translation/immortalisation’*® or natural factors*®

(e.g.,
relocation).®”! Miller suggests a ‘translation fable trope’ signalling transformation into
a demigod with Jesus’ body acquiring abilities of metamorphosis and
(de)materialisation.** A catalyst for interpreting Jesus’ altered form causing
imperception in Luke 24 is interpolating readings of LEM 16:12 (épavepanOn év
£tépa popoty). Foster interprets the Lukan Jesus’ unrecognisability as divine restraint
and ability to (dis)appear (cf. John 20:19, 26) as indicating “special bodily properties”
rendered polymorphic in LEM.*” LEM reflects early reception of Luke 24 as

805 or selective

involving translation,*** and may refer to altered corporeality
(un)recognisability (cf. 16:13-14), but neither LEM nor Luke explicitly attribute
unrecognisability to changed appearance. Actually, the issue throughout LEM is
incredulity, not unrecognisability. Although Luke’s reader potentially infers
translation, given knowledge of the resurrection (Luke 9:22, 44-45; 16:31; 18:31-34;

22:22, 69; cf. 1:4), the disciples make no such inference.

7% Ehrhardt 1963, 184-85 (evincing the ‘identical Jesus’ as the ‘active/supernatural
principle’); Talbert 1992.

™ See n. 87; cf. 2 Macc 7; 2 Bar. 49-51; 1 Cor 15:35-54; Justin Martyr, / Apol. 21. Josephus
(Ant. 9.28) ambiguously relates translations of Enoch, Elijah, and Moses, distinguishing them from
God (Tabor 1989) or implying Entriickungen (Begg 1990). Although some scholars find earliest
Christian appropriation of apotheosis unlikely, being ‘pagan’ or jeopardising monotheism (Losch
1933; Hurtado 2003, 91-93; 2005, 22-55, 95), others support this scenario (Strecker 1962; Yarbro
Collins 1995; 2007, 56; 2009). Cook (2018) differentiates resurrection (revivification) and translation
(relocation/immortalisation/deification), likening the latter to Jesus’ ascension.

%00 Van Tilborg and Chatelion Counet 2000, 193; Spencer 2008, 213-14.
801 Cf. Matt 28:11-15; John 20:2, 9, 13.

802 Miller 2015, 31-32, 43-45, 66-70, 164-66, 173.

% Foster 2007, 69-73.

804 See §1.1.2.iii. Augustine reads LEM into Luke’s account (Ep. 95.7), interpreting symbolic
unrecognisability (121.15), and a spurious epistle conflates accounts, comparing Jesus’ altered form to
the transfiguration where the disciples are at least aware (Ep. 149.31). Cf. Herm. Vis. 5.3-5 (Jesus’
recognisability after restored form).

%05 Hug 1978, 64-66.
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This possible missing body signal is relevant to Leidensgeheimnis theories.
According to Dillon, the empty tomb does not result in resurrection faith, but the
disciples are perplexed and unapprised until the ascension—despite Christophanies
and elucidation of [the Son of Man’s] necessary suffering—thus perpetuating a
Leidensgeheimnis sustained by the journey and misunderstanding motifs.*”° However,
Plevnik observes progressive understanding and resurrection faith throughout Luke
247 4ngeli interpretes remind the women of Jesus’ resurrection (24:1-10, 22-23),
but others deem their testimony ‘nonsense’ (Afjpoc, 24:11); though Peter is not
entirely sceptical and inspects the tomb (24:12) with others, odtov 8¢ 00K £idov
(24:24).%® The travellers are unconvinced (24:13-15, 17-24) until Jesus explicates the
scriptural validation for messianic roles and they recognise him (24:25-35).5% The
cohort (i.e., the Eleven and their companions; cf. 24:9, 33) eventually believes that
Jesus is resurrected to some extent and appearing (24:34-37); whether believing
before seeing or seeing before believing, the disciples become eyewitnesses together,
having believed, understood, and personally witnessed Jesus alive.*'® Expanding
Plevnik’s observations, I should stress that Jesus verifies his revivification, but the
cohort misunderstands messianic preconditions until he opens their mind (24:38-48).
Resurrection faith results from angelic testimony, Christophanies, scriptural
clarification, and epistemological development. The missing body signalling
translation or resurrection to the disciples is doubtful.

Some scholars appropriately discern a resurrection-ascension-exaltation
complex of a single concomitant event preserved in a primitive pre-Lukan kerygma
(Luke 23:43; Acts 2:32-36; 5:30-31) with its multifaceted aspects allocated distinct

perspectives (narrativisations/historicisations) in Luke 24 and Acts 1 (cf. 10:40;

%06 Dillon 1978. Yet, ‘Son of Man’ self-references (only on Jesus’ lips) pertain to Jesus’
ministry, messianic suffering, and future judging, notwithstanding Acts 7:56 (Johnson 1991, 94).
Although non-Lukan representations are less clearly associated with messiahship or rejection (cf. Dan
7:13; Ezek 2:1, 3; 1 En. 46:2-4), Luke’s messianic ‘Son of Man’ exercises divine authority, is rejected,
and must suffer (Lieu 1997, 72-73; Green 1997, 370). Peter speaks for others (cf. Luke 9:8, 20) aware
of Jesus’ messiahship, even if misunderstanding suffering.

%07 Plevnik 1987. They share diverse experiences until Jesus appears corporately, confirming
and reconciling reports (Seim 2002).

808 plevnik 1987, 91-94. The reader identifies with the women who know Jesus is raised, not
with sceptical (male) disciples (Seim 1994, 147-63; 2002 151-53).

899 plevnik 1987, 94-98.

810 plevnik 1987, 98-103. The difficulty of when Jesus appears to Simon engendered textual
discrepancies (e.g., 24:12 omitted from ‘Western non-interpolations’; cf. John 20:3, 5-6, 10).
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13:30).*"! Given Luke’s artificial parsing of this event, is Jesus glorified at his
resurrection®'? or ascension?®'® Zwiep advocates an “early Jewish rapture-
preservation paradigm” with a resurrection-exaltation complex, so the ascension
illustrates a conclusion to Jesus’ glorified appearance.®'* Unlike Zwiep favouring
Jewish rapture stories (Enoch, Elijah, Moses, Baruch, and Ezra), Litwa proposes an
ancient Mediterranean corporeal immortalisation scheme (including Asclepius,
Heracles, Cleomedes, and Romulus) with Jesus’ immortalised/deified body acquiring
“special properties”.®'> Nevertheless, for Luke, external appearances are fairly
preserved in the afterlife, characterised by materiality, corporeal properties, and
recognisability, despite transformations/angelomorphism (cf. Luke 16:19-31).%'¢
Somov posits that Jesus’ inimitable resurrection before the narrativised ascension is
characteristic of angelomorphism of the righteous and a two-stage resurrection (2 Bar.
50:2; 51:3b, 5-6, 9; 2 Macc 7), but combines aspects of the individual and
eschatological resurrections, inaugurating the latter.*'” Somov comments that whilst
emphasising Jesus’ bodily resurrection, Luke does not overlook supernatural abilities

818 Talbert writes, “His

([dis]appearing, unrecognisability, invisibility, and ascension).
existence, although bodily, is nevertheless not limited by the normal human
constraints”.*"” Edwards comments, “Jesus’ resurrected body is a spiritually

transformed body no longer subject to physical properties alone” and “The sudden

811 See O Toole 1979; ascension: Lohfink 1971, 242-83; Bovon 2006, 190-98; 2002—2013,
3:408-409.

812 Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:193-95, 2:1566; Lohfink 1971; Dillon 1978, 141-43; van Tilborg
and Chatelion Counet 2000, 180-200.

$13 Franklin 1975, 29-41; Nolland 1989-1993, 3:1204-1205, 1226 (Jesus not appearing from
heaven); Cook 2018, 612-18; cf. Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:284 n. 13 (both during a “single process™).

814 Zwiep 1997 (following Alsup’s OT theophany Gattung); 2001; preceded by (mutatis

mutandis), e.g., Michaelis 1925; Benoit 1973—-1974, 1:209-253; Maile 1986.

815 Litwa 2014, 141-79; 2019, 169-78 [173], 187-93. Alsup (1975, 239) and Zwiep (1997, 39-
40, 159-60) are sceptical of cross-cultural transferability. Zwiep (1997, 115-16, 195; 2001, 334-45)
nevertheless suggests that Graeco-Roman raptures (immortalisation/deification concluding pious lives)
are more formally parallel to Lukan terminology and motifs, but OT-Jewish raptures (elect individuals)
are more structurally parallel to Luke’s ascension narratives. Still, Zwiep over-differentiates and
marginalises Graeco-Roman traditions (van Tilborg and Chatelion Counet 2000, 198-99; Miller 2015,
177, 190).

816 Lehtipuu 2007, 223-30.

817 Somov 2017, 134-39, 208-214. On 2 Bar. 49-51 see Fletcher-Louis 1997, 38-50, 109-215;
Pentiuc 2013.

818 Somov 2017, 139. “Invisibility’ seems extraneous.

819 Talbert 1992, 25.
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appearance of Jesus, following his similar disappearance (v. 31), demonstrates the
difference between his earthly and resurrection bodily capabilities”.**® Wright
promotes Jesus’ continuous ‘transphysicality’, but qualifies this as discontinuous with
gained abilities ([dis]appearing and unrecognisability).**' However, the reader
deducing physical transience with Jesus’ teleportative return from Jerusalem (Luke
4:13-14; cf. 4:9), Nazareth escape, and transfiguration discerns substantial continuity
between Jesus® pre- and post-mortem states and abilities.**

Bucur attributes the unglorified disciples’ imperception to an incompatibility
with Jesus’ invisible eschatological glory and its inhibiting properties.***
Nevertheless, more explicit effulgence is lacking (cf. Luke 24:26) in contradistinction
to the transfiguration (9:28-36), Stephen’s vision (Acts 7:55), and the Damascus road
encounter (9:3-9; 22:6-11; 26:13-18).%** Bucur endeavours to overcome this
difficulty, proposing that Jesus’ glory is invisible, like lumine invisibili extending to
Moses’ entire body rendering him unrecognisable in LAB 12:1 (cf. 61:5-9; 2 Bar. 49-
51; LEM 16:12).%* However, lumine invisibili is an unbearably bright light (cf. LAB
28:9; 2 Cor 3:7; Josephus, J.W. 5.219; 6.6 [d@éatog])826 and perfusus esset speaks
only of Moses’ face which he veils (LAB 12:1).*%” The Israelites fail to recognise
Moses (videntes non cognoscebant eum; like Joseph’s brothers) until he speaks
because unbearable luminosity shields his face. LAB construes the biblical narrative
as suggesting Moses’ changed countenance since Aaron and the elders see him, but

828

hesitate approaching until he calls (Exod 34:29-35).”"" Luke’s allusion to the biblical

account in Jesus’ transfiguration (9:29) is apparent by emphasis on Jesus’ tpdcmmov

820 Edwards 2015, 724, 728; already, Cyril of Alexandria, Comm. Luke, ser. 155 (incorruptible
form).

821 Wright 2003, 477-78, 543, 604-609, 654, 661, 711.
822 See §§1.2;5.1.2;5.2.2; 7.1.2.
823 Bucur 2014; 2019, 6-41.

824 NT resurrection appearances lack other apocalyptic elements, e.g., clouds, smoke, fire, or

earthquake (Dodd 1955, 21, 26, 34; Wright 2003, 604-607; Seim 2002, 160).

825 Bucur 2014, 693-94, 697; he reads LEM through the Lukan transfiguration inferring
luminosity (cf. £&tepoc: LEM 16:12; Luke 9:29), but LEM is vague.

826 Jacobson 1996, 1:482.
527 See §3.1.2.
528 Jacobson 1996, 1:483.
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altered in divine glory.®® Thus, transferred theophanic luminosity is visible on
Moses’ face in Exodus (33:18-23; 34:5-8, 29-35) and LAB 12:1 (brighter than the sun
and moon), and on Jesus’ face in Luke 9:29, though it is uninhibiting.

Although Bucur acknowledges coextensive divine imposition in Luke 24:16
for the sake of Jesus’ pedagogy, he speaks of eye-opening (24:31a) as realisation akin
to scripture-opening and mind-opening (24:32, 45), not divine release.*** However,
the remaining (unglorified) disciples whose minds are unopened recognise Jesus,
despite residual incredulity (24:36-51). The wayfarers’ report does not include the
content of Jesus’ scriptural exposition (24:33-36), so Jesus reiterates this when
opening the cohort’s mind (24:44-47). Scripture-opening, eye-opening, and mind-
opening are correlative though separate phenomena. Cognitive-perceptual restraint
and release are unique to the Emmaus disciples due to Jesus’ familiar appearance.
Furthermore, similar perceptual/conceptual restraint occurs in Luke-Acts without any
glorified-unglorified juxtaposition (e.g., 9:45; 10:21-24; 18:34).%! Ascribing the
ophthalmic idioms to passive effects of Jesus’ corporeality minimises active
supernatural manipulation supported by Luke’s typical rhetoric of perception that
involves direct divine influence.***

In summary, the text precludes incredulity or altered appearance causing
unrecognition on the Emmaus road. Textual clues guide the reader to conceptualise
Jesus appearing immortalised and recognisable, so an external force causes
(im)perception.**®> We shall see how the reader combines extratextual and intratextual

data for a legitimate reading of Jesus’ supernatural control as this cause.

** Bovon 2002-2013, 1:371-75; D.M. Miller 2010, 503-504. Bucur’s (2014, 693) construal
that the disciples are drowsy and confused (Luke 9:32-33) due to glory is untenable. Drowsiness
almost prevents them from seeing the glory and Peter’s perplexity is a misunderstanding motif.

530 Bucur 2014; similarly, Spencer 2008, 211-14 (recognition through hearing and a shared
meal); cf. Ambrose, Exp. Ps. CXVIII 3.23 (Jesus opens veiled eyes through the gospel, like at the
transfiguration and Damascus road). Bucur (2014, 697-98) cites LAB 61:5-9 where Zeruel alters
David’s appearance, but divine control also opens Goliath’s eyes.

81 Similarly, Mann 2016b, 146-47 n. 136 (contra Bucur).
%32 On Luke’s rhetoric of perception see Mann 2016a; 2016b.
%33 Similarly, Seim 2009, 22.
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6.1.2. Scholars’ Inattention to Jesus’ Emmaus Disappearance

With the primitive resurrection-ascension-exaltation complex expanded, the
reader encounters three departures of Jesus: missing body (resurrection; Luke 24:3,
12, 23-24); Emmaus disappearance (24:31b); and ascension (24:51; Acts 1:9-10).
Scholarly concentration on Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance (o0t0g dpavtog £YEVETO
an’ avt@v) is a desideratum, treated only incidentally in research on the resurrection
and ascension.®* Thoroughgoing investigations of ancient disappearance traditions in
such research nevertheless prove useful for my devotion to the Emmaus
disappearance.

An invariable list of alleged parallels (2 Macc 3:34; T. Ab. [A] 8:1; Eur., Hel.
605-606; Orest. 1494-96; Verg., Aen. 9.656-60) circulates unassessed among remarks
on the Emmaus disappearance, some passages included based on doavtog or

835
cognates.

Nonetheless, co-texts delimit comparability—1Jesus dies, is missing,
apparently raised, and appearing post-mortem (23:33-24:51). Jesus approaching and
proceeding alongside (éyyicag cuvemopebeto, 24:15) his disciples is an epiphanic
arrival®® forming an inclusio with his departure (24:31b), along with (im)perception
(24:16, 31a), as part of a larger chiasm.®’” An unmistakeable Christophany occurs
after the alacritous travellers rejoin the others and avtog €0t év pé€o® avTdV,
startling and frightening the cohort (24:36-37). Despite the common inference that
Jesus enters through the door or walls (cf. Hom., Od. 6.20-24; 4.802, 838-839),***
sudden standing indicates an epiphany (Luke 2:9; 24:4; Acts 1:3, 10; 10:30; 11:13;
12:7; 16:9; 23:11; 27:23).839 This is the antithesis of his Emmaus vanishing, both

without traversing barriers. Jesus ‘presented himself” (mopéotnoev Eavtov) and ‘was

seen by’ (0ntavopevoq) his disciples for many/forty days (Acts 1:3; cf. éupovi

834 E.g., Wanke 1973, 96; Alsup 1975, 196 n. 560; Dillon 1978, 74 n. 14, 153 n. 239, 171 n.
42; Zwiep 1997,23 n. 1, 92, 161. An improvement is van Tilborg and Chatelion Counet 2000.

835 E.g., Klostermann 1929, 238; Grundmann 1966, 447; Marshall 1978, 898; Fitzmyer
1970/1985, 2:1568; Danker 1988, 394; Ernst 1993, 507; Just 1993, 63 n. 18; Bock 1994/1996, 2:1920
n. 23; Baban 2006, 48, 230 n. 148; Levine and Witherington 2018, 664.

836 Alsup 1975, 190-200; Wolter 2016, 2:559.
837 See Just 1993, 64, 254-56; Green 1997, 842, 850; Parsons 2015, 349.

838 E.g., Litwa 2019, 23, 180-81, 184. Traversing barriers is also inevident in LEM 16:14 and
John 20:19, 26 (pace Moore 2019, 192).

%39 See also Dillon 1978, 185-86; Wolter 2016, 1:124-25; Chapters 2-3, passim.
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841 a5 the

yevéoOay, 10:40-41; dedn, 13:31), not continuously,**® but intermittently
Emmaus story exemplifies. Jesus’ (dis)appearances may be attributable to
translation,** but the reader discerns more congruity between his pre- and post-
immortalised corporeality than critics allow. Accordingly, I shall evaluate the
circulated list given these directives.

Some scholars examining the resurrection or ascension differentiate departure
typologies (e.g., temporary or permanent; pre- or post-mortem),843 but further
nuancing is needed particularly with analogues to the Emmaus disappearance.
Lohfink considers ‘heavenly ascent’ (Himmelfahrt) accounts and highlights Luke’s
tendency to record departures concluding appearances (Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 24:31;
Acts 10:7; 12:10), determining that Luke includes the ascension to conclude Jesus’
appearances, like concluding angelophanies but formgeschichtlich closer to end-of-
life pre- or post-mortem Entriickungen.844 However, passive and reflexive actional
roles of Entriickungen and departures concluding epiphanies (respectively) conflict.
Similarly, Cook’s Emmaus disappearance analogies include assorted reflexive and
passive typologies.845 MacDonald likens Romulus’ post-translation disappearance

(Livy 1.16) to Jesus’ ascension, referencing early Christian comments (Tertullian,

0 pace Cadbury 1925, 219.

%1 Nothing in Luke 24 suggests more than a day between resurrection and ascension (cf.

temporal markers: 24:1, 13, 33, 36, 50; also Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:193-95, 2:1560); likewise LEM;
unlike Matthew (travel to Galilee: 28:9-11, 16-17) or John (delays: 20:19, 26; 21:1 [implicit]). Luke
may have learned the forty-day tradition after composing his Gospel (Benoit 1973-1974, 1:242).
Alternatively, Gaventa (2003, 64) attributes the discrepancy to Acts 1 emphasising Jesus’ community
whilst imagining a protraction and expansion of Luke 24 (focusing on Jesus). Forty may be a round
number (van der Horst 1983, 19) or theological device (cf. Luke 4:2; Nolland 1989-1993, 3:1225);
Maile (1986, 48-54) surveys views.

2 Bock 1994/1996, 2:1933-34; Zwiep 1997, 161; van Tilborg and Chatelion Counet 2000,
196-97; Litwa 2014, 169; Miller 2015, 164-66, 173.

83 Bickermann 1924; Schmitt 1976; Segal 1980; Tabor 1986, 69-95; 1989; van Tilborg and
Chatelion Counet 2000, 193-94, 208-231; Yarbro Collins 2012; Miller 2015, 35, passim.

844 Lohfink 1971, 32-79, 150-51; followed by Zwiep 2001, 328-34; cf. van der Horst 1983,
21-22; Wallace 2016. Yet, Entriickung is defamiliarised with Jesus already fully immortalised (cf. John
20:17 [Jesus must depart, not semi-transformed]). Parsons’ (1987, 59-61) objections that Lukan
departures are inconsistent (Luke 1:11-22; 24:7-9; Acts 1:11-12; 5:19; 8:26; 12:23) unrealistically
demands ubiquitous pellucidity, and that similar terminology describes mortals departing (dmépyopat,
apiotnu, xopilo [including compounds]: Luke 1:23; 5:16; 7:24; 10:30; Acts 9:17; 28:29) ignores a
supernatural-natural semantic difference (e.g., disappearing versus walking); identical terminology
exposes limitations of lexical markers.

#5 Cook 2018, 608, cf. 170-71, 247-321, 322-412; e.g., Pelops’ post-assumption vanishing
(dpavtog Emeleq) refers to divine dismemberment and consumption (Pindar, O!. 1.46, cf. 40-51; Ps.-
Apollod., Epit. 2.3).
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Apol. 12.23; Arobius, Ag. Nat. 6.1.41), but these pertain to Romulus’ initial
disappearance.®* If Jesus’ resurrection/ascension is an Entriickung, what
disappearance type concludes periodic Christophanies? At least Wright comments
that the Emmaus disappearance is no rapture since Jesus reappears.®*’

Alsup speaks of a ‘disappearance motif” for heavenly return concluding OT-
Jewish theophanies (following Lohfink), occurring in five of his seven passages (Gen
18:33; Jdg 6:21; 13:20; Tob 12:20-21; T. Ab. [E] [B] 4:4/[A] 4:5; 8:1).**® His Graeco-
Roman appearance Gattung includes Apollonius, Romulus, Aristeas, Cleomedes,
Alcmene, Peregrinus Proteus, Demainete, and two youths,849 but only Romulus and
Aristeas accounts record concluding disappearances, and he omits Peisistratus of
Orchomenus. For Alsup, this Graeco-Roman Gattung, including the missing body
element, explains relocation and continued existence (unlike OT-Jewish theophanies)
whereas Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance concludes a recognition-scene consistent with
Jewish traditions.*® However, this impression of either Gracco-Roman or Jewish
influence is unrealistic. Although Jewish antiquity lacks post-translation
appearances,”' OT-Jewish theophanic and Graeco-Roman post-translation
disappearances are closer related to each other and to Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance
than to missing body disappearances (i.e., Entriickungen).

Catchpole proposes that Luke reshapes an earlier Emmaus story depicting an
angelic Jesus, containing an ‘ascent motif” of angelic travellers (Gen 18) or visitors
(17:22; 35:13; Jdg 6:19-22; 13:20), particularly modelled after Raphael (Tob 5-12).%

For Catchpole, Luke also adds the ascension using this motif as an end-of-life

%6 MacDonald 2015c¢, 136-37.
%7 Wright 2003, 703 (contra Schillebeeckx 1979, 341).

% Alsup 1975, 246-64. Despite Parsons’ (1987, 52) critique that Luke 24:50-53 does not
draw formal characteristics from OT-Jewish theophanies given inconsistent endings, variation is
inevitable and the theophanic figures’ departures are more crucial than witnesses’ following actions.
The OT-Jewish theophanic departure at least remains a plausible antecedent for the Emmaus
disappearance.

59 Alsup 1975, 214-39. Ascribing post-translation disappearance to a (so-called) ‘Beiog évijp’
ability is tenuous (pace Ehrhardt 1963, 183-85; Alsup 1975; Pervo 1987, 71; Fuller 1980, 106; Baban
2006, 48,230 n. 148, cf. 162) (see §1.2).

850 Alsup 1975, 238-41, 271.
81 Zwiep 1997, 159.

%52 Catchpole 2000, 85-135. Harris (1928, 319) relates Raphael’s departure to Jesus’
ascension.
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departure (e.g., Enoch: Gen 5:24), chiefly invoking Elijaianic tradition (Luke 9:1-51;
2 Kgs 2:1-15; Sir 48:9).%>° Thus, he identifies this motif operational for both Jesus’
Emmaus disappearance and ascension, proposing different intertextual phenomena—
Raphael’s epiphanic conclusion and Elijah’s life-conclusion. However, differing
reflexive and passive actional roles are significant.

The resurrection-ascension-exaltation complex elicits scholarly construals of
Jesus’ Emmaus departure and ascension as equivalent. Jesus’ consecutive appearance
in Luke 24:36-53 is patterned on 24:13-35,%* but Zwiep says that the lectio brevior of
24:51 (8iéot am’ ovtdv)*’ is analogous to the Emmaus disappearance, so Jesus
suddenly vanishes during his ascension, though kai dvepépeto [gic TOV 00pavov]
could be a kai-epexegeticum explaining a passive and gradual Entriickung.**® In this
vein, he interprets the nebular vehicle in Acts 1:9 suddenly concealing Jesus, taking

- 857
him away.

Walton comments that the cloud’s elevation and obscurity do not add
much to Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance and reappearance, but also says that passives
in Acts 1:9-11 indicate God’s agency of Jesus’ resurrection and ascension.®® A
passive, gradual ascension is unmistakeable with the disciples ‘watching’
(BAemdvtwv) and ‘gazing’ (dteviCovteg) whilst Jesus is ‘lifted up’ (énpOn), a cloud
‘receives’ (OméAaPev) him, and he ‘proceeds on’ (mopevopévov) (1:9-10).%° Luke
24:51 is the same final assumption narrated in Acts 1:9-11, different than the
Emmaus disappearance.®®

Luke 24:31b (kai a0t0g dpavtog £yéveto an’ avtdv) also lends to a reflexive

vanishing consistent with concluding epiphanies rather than passive ascent. The

pronoun avtog is the expressed emphatic subject of €yéveto, conveying self-affected

833 Catchpole 2000, 128-29. Litwak (2005, 147-51) is confident of an Elijaianic echo. Parsons
(1987, 136-40) concludes that antique assumption stories shaped the Lukan ascension, mostly
Elijaianic traditions, though lacking contact with Graeco-Roman traditions (cf. Stictapor/Siictnp:
Luke 24:51; avoropfavopor: Acts 1:2, 11, 22; énaipopan: 1:9; mopedopoar: 1:10-11).

854 Foakes-Jackson 193 1, 5.

%55 For a defence of the lectio longior see Metzger 1994, 162-63.

836 Zwiep 1997, 92-93 (noting the imperfect dvepépeto with parallel to Acts 1:10).
857 Zwiep 1997, 103-106.

%** Walton 2018, 135-36.

%59 Lohfink (1971, 75) notes gradual ascension.

860 With Dillon 1978, 171 n. 42; similarly, Pervo 2009, 45-46; contra Michaelis 1944, 89-91;
Schubert 1957, 168 n. 13; Ellis 1966, 279.
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intransitive but transformative action or middle-passive semantic force, so Jesus
himself becomes &pavroc.*®' Luke-Acts uses other terminology for passive removal,
such as with the resurrection-ascension-exaltation complex®** or Philip’s relocation
(apmalm, Acts 8:39).% Jesus enters a dwelling (Luke 24:29), so interpreting a
vanishing-ascension is awkward, and there is no hint of directionality, motion, or
fading (cf. a phantom gliding away, Hom., Od. 4.838-41). The reader may interpret
vanishing as figurative or symbolic,*** but not at the expense of a literal departure; it
is not idiomatic for ‘disappearing’ out of sight (cf. Od. 10.250-60). Reading
invisibility is untenable.*® The adjective &pavroc is not adverbial conveying unseen
or unnoticed departure.*®® The qualification ém’ owtdv (not avtoic) indicates physical
withdrawal, not undetectability.*®” “We are to understand disappearance without
physical locomotion,” Plummer states, but adds, “The an” avtdv implies no more

than withdrawal from their sight: to what extent His presence was withdrawn we have

#61-A pavtog is indeterminate of actional role; cf. Diatessaron 53:58 and Peshitta traditions
describe Jesus being taken away or borne up. Buxton (2009, 23, 169-77, passim) expatiates on
vi[y]vopou signifying Graecco-Roman divine self-transformation. Nevertheless, yi[y]vopot occurs in
different grammatical voices with disappearance terminology for reflexive and passive departures, e.g.:
middle for reflexive disappearance (Pseudo-Plutarch, De fluviis 4.3; Apoc. Mos. 20:3b; 2 Macc 3:34;
T. Ab. [A] 8:1; Josephus, Ant. 1.333); middle for assumption (Eur., Orest. 1495-96; Paus. 9.19.4
[passive participle of disappearance]; participles and infinitives: Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 3.1.1; Dion. Hal.,
Ant. rom. 2.56.2; Arrian, Anab. 7.27.3; Diod. Sic. 3.60.3; 4.58.6; 4.82.6; Plutarch, Rom. 5.4; 27.6; 28.6;
Num. 2.2); passive for assumption (Diod. Sic. 5.51.4); active for passive disappearance (Lucian, Syr. d.
4 [pluperfect]; Josephus, Ant. 9.28 [perfect]); cf. passive for reflexive disappearance (Hdt. 4.15.3;
Diod. Sic. 5.51.4; Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.5) and passive assumption (Josephus, Ant. 9.28). Aspects of
inflection require certain grammatical voices. Variation does not undermine reflexivity in Luke 24:31b.

862 Resurrection: Acts 2:24 (6v 0 Bg0g avéotnoev), 32; 3:15; 4:10; 5:30; 10:40-41; 13:30, 33-
34,37;17:3, 31; 26:8 (implied), 23; ascension: Luke 24:51 (avepépeto); Acts 1:2 (dveAquebn; cf.
avanuyig: Luke 9:51); Acts 1:9 (énnpOn kai vepéin vmélafev avtdv), 22, but 10-11 (mopevopévov);
exaltation: 2:33; 5:31; complex: 2:36; 3:21; see also van Tilborg and Chatelion Counet 2000, 191;
Talbert 1992, 20; cf. actives expressing reflexive resurrection: dvactdg (LEM 16:9; see Kelhoffer
2000, 54, 67-68, 268); avaotijvol (John 20:9); dvéomoev €avtov (Ignatius, Smyrn. 2:1).

%63 Jesus’ and Philip’s departures correspond (Nolland 1989—1993, 3:1206; Edwards 2015,
724), but as conclusions in a broader shared structural pattern, not as a typology (Matthews 2002, 85-
86 n. 49) (see §8.1.4).

864 E.g., Jesus’ new eucharistic presence (Just 1993, 260-61; Brawley 1990a; 2020, 206).
Despite reception as ethical or theological pedagogies, NT resurrection appearances stories were not
penned as historicised allegories (Wright 2003, 598-99).

83 Contra C.F. Evans 1990, 913-14.
866 With Plummer 1922, 557; contra Denaux 2010, 295 n. 60.

867 Van Oosterzee 1868, 392; Bruce 1897, 648; Culy et al 2010, 752 (4n’ avt@dv connoting
“Separation,” but translating éovtoc as “invisible”); cf. Triton plunges into the sea becoming unseen
(Gpavtog avtd [dative]... &ndketo, Apoll. Rhod. 4.1590-91).
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no means of knowing”.**® However, Luke frequently applies ém’ avt@v in departures
concluding appearances (Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; Acts 1:9, 11, 22; 12:10; cf. 10:7).869
Furthermore, subsequent epiphaneia (Luke 24:36) implies aphaneia. Whereas
passive assumption typologies parallel the resurrection-ascension-exaltation complex,
sudden reflexive disappearances concluding epiphanies (§§2.1.3; 3.1.3) best explain

the Emmaus disappearance.

6.2. Readings of Ancient Mediterranean Elusiveness in the Emmaus Episode

6.2.1. Jesus the Unrecognised Divine Visitor

Luke’s reader detects theoxenic elements (§§2.1.1; 3.1.1) throughout the Emmaus

story:*""

e Jesus arrives as a ‘sojourner’ and engages disciples who should recognise him
(Luke 24:13-17);

e he tests their faith and understanding by questioning and enlightening them
about himself, feigning ignorance (asking, ‘What things?’ [roia;]) then
explaining the scriptures (24:17-27 [19]);

e ‘he pretended to proceed farther’ (a0t0g TpocenoMcaTO TOPPOTEPOV
nopevechat), but accepts hospitality when they ‘prevailed upon’
(napefracavto)®’! him, so he ‘entered’ (gicfjAOev, 24:29) a dwelling to lodge
and share a meal (24:28-30);

e he is recognised by a distinctive action (24:30-31a);*"?

e he phenomenally departs (24:31b);
e his hosts are blessed with encouragement, improved understanding, and faith

(24:32-35);*7

868 Plummer 1922, 557; similarly, Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 2:1568.
869 1 ohfink 1971, 170-71.

¥70 See McBride 1991; Denaux 1999, 274-75; Byrne 2000, 186-93; Jipp 2013, 194-204, 234-
35; cf. Gunkel 1903, 71; Bultmann 1963, 286; Grundmann 1966, 443; Larsen 2008, 56-57 (Tob 5-12).

81 Cf. Gen 18:3; 19:2; Acts 16:15.

%72 Fitzmyer (1970/1985, 2:1568) observes, “Though he is the guest, he assumes the role of
the host or paterfamilias”.

¥73 Like Abraham prevailing upon divine visitors to remain and being blessed with a son (Gen
18:3, 10), Jesus’ disciples urge him to remain and are blessed with revelation (Letellier 1995, 85). The
disciples treating the protagonist as an ignorant sojourner (Tapotkeis... o0k £yvmg, 24:18) and
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e and their expression of his impact and their immediacy of return (a0Tfj Tfj

dpa, 24:33) imply amazement (24:32-35).5"

This theoxenic trope affects the reader. Ambiguity surrounding Jesus’ missing
body builds suspense for the reader who is uninformed about his status, other than his
alleged resurrection, as anticipated (24:1-12).8” Suspense diminishes when odtdg
‘Incodg joins the travellers (24:15), instead of the reader realising the sojourner’s
identity with them.®’® This privileged information enables the reader to distance from
the avonrot disciples (24:25). Incapability of communicating truths to them
reproduces suspense.”’’ Nevertheless, the reader is not provided details of Jesus’
scriptural elucidation given to the disciples.*’®

A Wisdom-visitation allusion may be subtle. Brown comments on Wisdom’s
hospitality, “It is perhaps no coincidence that... Jesus’ discourse to the two disciples
moves through comparable pedagogical stages as Wisdom does in Prov. 1-9: rebuke
(Luke 24:25), instruction (v. 27), and host (v. 30)”.*”® Avénrot contrasts with wisdom
and faith (24:25). Moreover, Wisdom visits as a disguised stranger, testing the one
who seeks, loves, and embraces her (Sir 4:11-19 [4:17 Hebrew]).**°

The theoxenic trope in the Emmaus story is defamiliarised. Firstly, it is
structured in terms of Luke’s journey motif,**' predominately taking place on a road
with concentrated Reisenotizen: mopgbouan (Luke 24:13, 15, 28 [x2]), 666¢ (24:32,
35), éyyiCw (24:15, 28), and 8&1 (24:26, 44).**? Journeying comprises more narrative
space (24:13-27) than accommodation (24:28-31). Secondly, Jesus is undisguised.

explaining events (24:19-24) to him who characterises them as foolish (&vontot, 24:25) and interprets
the scriptures (24:26-27) creates irony (Kurz 1993, 143-44; Dinkler 2017b, 701-705).

874 Amazed characters infer departing incognito visitors’ divinity: Hom., Od. 1.322-24; 3.371-
74; Verg., Aen. 9.659; Jdg 6:22-23; 13:20-23.

875 Messianic suffering does not surprise the reader (contra Strauss 1995, 257).

%76 Similarly, Grundmann 1966, 445. Cf. ‘Raphael’/‘the angel’ rather than ‘Azariah’ (Tob 5-
12; see Moore 1996, 183).

877 See Chatman 1978, 59-60.

78 Seim 2002, 162.

*” Brown 2014, 53 n. 63.

80 cf, gumiotevon, Sir 4:16; miotedewy, Luke 24:25.
1 Dillon 1978, 238-49 (compatibility with Lukan hospitality); Robinson 1984 (converging
motifs: journey, prophetic fulfilment, recognition, and hospitality).

882 See Gill 1970; Dillon 1978, 89-90, 145; Karris 1987; Baban 2006, 186-94.
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Disguise is more compatible with theoxenies, but diverges from post-translation
epiphanies. According to Betz, Jesus appears not as an anthropomorphic deity, but a
post-mortem human like Aristeas, Zalmoxis, Peregrinus, Apollonius, and Romulus.**
However, translated humans are normally recognisable or reveal themselves without
delay, and appear without theoxenic contexts (except the Dioscuri; §§2.1.1; 2.1.3).
Nevertheless, like incognito figures modifying conduct, Jesus speaks about himself as
a presumed stranger—a somewhat deceitful though non-malicious comportment—
maintaining unrecognition, so that his disciples’ understanding improves whilst
encountering the resurrected Messiah. Thirdly, Luke’s inclusion of
cognitive-perceptual restraint and release specifies an operative factor other than
altered appearance, differing (without detracting) from the theoxenic trope.**
Negated (ém)ywvddokm occurs in Luke-Acts for lack of knowledge, without manner or
causation indicated (Luke 2:43; 8:17; 12:48; 24:18; Acts 19:35; 27:39; cf. dyvoéw,
13:27; 17:23), but details of an external force accompany the Emmaus account
statements (Luke 24:16, 31a) and Jesus’ passion prediction (18:34; cf. dyvoéw, 9:45).

MacDonald suggests imitation of disguised Odysseus deceiving and testing
Laertes (Hom., Od. 24.216-361; cf. émvyvon; 0pBaipoiow), since Odysseus and Jesus
are presumed dead, but come unrecognised to question sorrowful loved ones who
recount recent tragedies, followed by recognition-scenes involving meals and

reversed roles of host and guest.®™

However, unlike Odysseus explicitly lying, Jesus
is neither asked about his identity nor claims to be someone else. Odysseus’
unrecognition involves metamorphosis and prolonged separation, but Jesus does not
assume a guise and his disciples would recognise him without restrained perception.
Odysseus offers his scar and tree-planting experience to dispel Laertes’ scepticism
(24.327-44) whereas Jesus reveals himself by breaking bread and restoration of the
disciples’ perception. Jesus later presents his limbs, but to the sceptical cohort to

prove he is no mvedpa (Luke 24:36-43). Laertes’ knees and heart loosen (Avto...

Nrop, Hom., Od. 24.345) upon recognising Odysseus, but the Emmaus disciples’

83 Betz 1969, 33-34 (contra Gunkel 1903, 71 [divine-wanderer trope]); preceded by Ehrhardt
(1963; 1964) finding the Romulus-legend closest.

884 Similarly, Wolter 2016, 2:549-50 (mostly incredulity).
885 For this discussion see MacDonald 201 5a, 320-21.
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hearts burn (kapdia. .. kowopévn, Luke 24:32) whilst Jesus is unrecognisable.**°

Luke’s cognitive-perceptual manipulation and concluding disappearance motifs are
unparalleled in this Homeric account. Nonetheless, Jesus behaves surreptitiously and
tests his disciples by sustaining unrecognition. Whitaker rightly regards the Emmaus
story as a hospitality episode without metamorphosis, but he interprets God
withholding perception and determines that Jesus is depicted as a returning disguised

887 However, the

hero (like Odysseus) more than an unrecognisable god (like Athene).
reader attributing these abilities of cognitive-perceptual control and disappearance to
Jesus sees him as more theomorphic than a returning hero.

Litwa finds comparability to disguised god stories (Ovid, Metam. 8.610-724;
Sil. It. 7.162-211) and sees divine causality for the (im)perception congruent with
Paul’s and his companions’ differing experiences on the Damascus road (Acts 9:7;
22:9) as well as the divine ability to allow [selective] recognition (Hom., Od. 10.573-
74; 16.161; mists or tokens: 10.274-83; 1. 1.199-200; 3.396-97).**® Against deducing
a mist motif is Luke’s explicit application elsewhere, namely when Paul pronounces
that Bar-Jesus/Elymas will be tupAog by dyAdg xai okdtog falling upon him (Acts
13:11), an account more consonant with mist/darkness for perceptual inhibitance.*’
Although reading disguise or a mist in the Emmaus story is problematic, divine
allowance of recognition (i.e., supernatural control) is plausible.*

Jesus is not disguised, but his enigmatic conduct and private revelation (Acts
10:41) are consonant with pre-mortem elusiveness. He privately explains teachings
(t& poothpla i Pactreiog tob o)™ to disciples whereas others fail to understand
(Luke 8:4-18).** He only permits Peter, James, and John to enter Jairus’ house

(8:51), perhaps due to spatial limitations, but probably desiring privacy since a crowd

%6 The disciples’ response is inimitable (Kiffiak 2017, 279).

887 Whitaker 2019, 174-82.

88 Litwa 2019, 180-81.

9 See §8.1.3.

#90 See §6.2.2; Chapter 7.

1 Cf. private revelation or disclosure (Tob 12:6; pvotiptov: Dan 2; Jdt 2:2).

%2 The ‘parable theory’ (Jesus explicates mysteries to insiders whilst outsiders’

incomprehension exacerbates unbelief) is inconsistent since disciples are also uncomprehending
(Réisdnen 1990, 76-143).
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follows (8:40-50)*”* and he enjoins silence after healing (8:56). Enjoining silence
(4:33-37, 41 [cf. 8:28]; 9:18-22 [cf. 9:36, 42-45]; 18:35-43; without reference to
identity: 5:12-17; 8:40-56) mitigates excessive attention that could lead to untimely
death, a realistic jeopardy for supposed messianic figures or pretenders (cf. Acts 5:36-
37).%* According to Green, Jesus’ concern is not inaccurate nationalistic ideologies
of messiahship, but the disciples’ partial conception whilst progressively revealing
the Messiah’s multifaceted mission (including suffering).*** Nevertheless, silence is
not to maintain a Geheimnis, but mitigates opposition, delaying suffering. Jesus
likewise only takes three disciples to witness his transfiguration (Luke 9:28).%° He
confidentially predicts his passion (9:34b-44; 18:31-34) and ‘privately’ (xat’ idiav,
10:23) refers to disciples as privileged witnesses (10:24),*"” later disclosing
eschatological details to them (21:7-36). Finally, Jesus privately reveals himself
revivified, only permitting his disciples’ comprehension (24:1-53). Irrespective of a
Leidensgeheimnis, Jesus’ pre- and post-mortem privacy maintains elusiveness.*®
Ultimately, the reader observes a defamiliarised theoxenic trope as the
immortalised Messiah appears privately with unrecognition due to supernatural
imposition, not disguise. Jesus’ elusiveness continues to induce character and reader
curiosity about a theomorphic Christology, indicating his supramundane identity as a

divine visitor.

6.2.2. Jesus the Controller: Reading Supernatural Control of (Im)perception
The reader conceptualises Jesus’ cognitive-perceptual manipulation,
consonant with supernatural control abilities of ancient Mediterranean supramundane

figures, though defamiliarised (§§2.1.5; 3.1.8). Homeric gods frequently exercise

93 Cf. Acts 9:40-42.
¥4 On purported Messiahs see Swain 1944; Horsley 1984; Tabor 2003.
¥ Green 1997, 224, 370; pace Morris 1988, 130, 135.

%96 Luke 9:1-34 parallels Acts 1:1-12 with the transfiguration prefiguring the ascension
(Davies 1955), both involving limited, apostolic witness.

%7 Cf. leaders meeting privately (katd + idtog, 2 Macc 14:21).

%% Origen describes Jesus (pre- and post-mortem) as selectively polymorphic, hidden, and
private (though possessing an intermediate resurrected body) whose private resurrection appearances
are consistent with permitting select witness (e.g., transfiguration) and understanding (e.g., parables),
or being diversely perceived (e.g., Judas indicating him) (Cels. 2.62-66). Jesus was sent to be known,
but remained concealed, only partially known by those who knew him best (2.67).
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emotional and cognitive manipulation (Hom., Od. 1.347-49; 17.360-63, 437-39;
18.158-60; 23.10-14), inducing blindness of heart resulting in perceptual distortion
(15.231-34; 19.478-79) and overruling human volition (3.269; 4.380; 18.155-56;
23.353). However, Luke’s reader notes the absence of a mist motif, as when Athene
lifts a mist from Diomedes’ eyes to discern gods from mortals (ZI. 5.127-28). Divine
supernatural control of mortals occurs during theoxenic episodes (Od. 1.320-22;
2.392-98; 3.75; 20.345-46, 350-59; Eur., Bacch. 32-42, 114-19, 298-305, 616-22,
850-53, 1114-28, 1139-43, 1169-1215; cf. 665, 977-79, 1229). Athene prevents
Penelope from recognising Odysseus (Hom., Od. 19.478-79; 23.11-14). The goddess
also envelops Odysseus with mists to prevent interrogation (7.14-17, 37-42, 139-45)
and recognition (13.189-93), but these are poured around him (cf. 23.371-72) rather
than altering others’ senses. Jesus is unaffected, but his disciples are directly
manipulated. The elusive Dionysus controls his surroundings to avoid capture (Eur.,
Bacch. 434-42, 498, 515-18), release his followers (443-50), and accomplish his
purposes (1388-92). Jesus’ presence accompanied by distortions is not
unprecedented—Dionysus’ presence brings wonders (Eur., Bacch. 449-50) and
illusions (614-22).

Most notably in Jewish traditions, Yahweh sovereignly controls thoughts and
speech (1 Kgs 22:19-23; cf. 2 Chron 18:18-22; 3 Bar. 3:8), physical being (Jos. Asen.
27:8), circumstances (Artapanus, fr. 3 in Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 9.27.23), and
angels (1 En. 14:18-25). Although Satan and demons (and angels) exhibit emotional
or cognitive control, the Emmaus narrative does not evince Satanic or demonic
agency.® The disciples are not literally blinded like men at Sodom (Gen 19:11)’* or
the Egyptians (Wis 19:13-17), but experience cognitive-perceptual inhibition like the
Arameans prevented from recognising Elisha (2 Kgs 6:18; Josephus, Ant. 9.56-57
[mist]). The eye-opening idiom (the antithesis) occurs with slightly differing
expressions in accounts of Hagar (dvoiym + d¢@0aipnog + 6pdw, Gen 21:19), Balaam
(GmoxoAVTT® + 0POUAUOC + Opdm, Num 22:31; cf. 24:4, 16), Elisha’s servant
(dravoiym + 0pBarpdg + 0pdm, 2 Kgs 6:17), and the Arameans (dvoiym + dwavoiym +

901

090oApOC + 0pam, 6:20).”" Both cognitive-perceptual restraint and eye-opening

%9 Contra Nolland and Eckey (see n. 98). Cf. 2 Cor 4:4 (but pertaining to the gospel).
%% pace Robinson 1984, 485 (intertext for Luke 24:16).
1 Wanke (1973, 36-37) notes these and 3 Macc 5:27-28.
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occur by divine causality in 2 Kgs 6:17-20. In Tobit, Fitzmyer identifies
aveaydnoovrar (11:7 G") as a “theological passive’ (cf. avoifer, G') with God
opening Tobit’s 6¢Oapoi.”®* This comports with stress on angelic mediation and
praise for God’s works (12:18, 22). Although Jesus’ disciples are not literally blinded,
implied externally restored perception is analogous. Unlike Raphael, Jesus does not
attribute restoration to God. Luke 24:31a uses the eye-opening idiom (Swavoiyw +
000aApog) with a verb of recognition (émtyivddokm) rather than sight (0pdw) since the
disciples see Jesus, but are unable to perceive his identity.”” The closest lexical
parallel is Adam and Eve whose eyes are opened and realise their nakedness,
knowing good and evil (dtavoiym + 0pBaAidg + yiviokm, Gen 3:5, 7; cf. Apoc. Mos.
20:2, 5).904 However, consumption of the forbidden fruit causes revelation and
explicit cognitive-perceptual restraint is lacking. Ortlund suggests the Emmaus story
as an antithetical and eschatological parallel, but offers uncompelling imperception
correspondences (the serpent’s unknown identity).”” Bucur’s solution paralleling
Adam and Eve’s realisation of their own nakedness (a state/quality)—unclothed of
glory—with the disciples’ recognition of Jesus (another person) is unsatisfactory.’

An unstated subject controls the disciples’ eyes (the object). In ancient Jewish
accounts with kpatém and 0pOaipdc in proximity, eyes are not the object grasped,
but the object by which the subject grasps (e.g., Ezek 7:13; Josephus, J.W. 7.321).
Scholars repeat the suggestion that the rabbinic construction 2’1y + 10X is a

* *7 However, rabbinic traditions speak of those who

‘zauberisches Augenblendwerk
‘hold the eyes’ (2'1y + 10X) as illusionists not guilty of forbidden acts (Lev 19:26;

Deut 18:9-10), unlike those actually performing them (m. Sanh. 7.11; t. Shabb. 8.6;
Sifra Qod. 6.2 [on Lev 19:26]; Sifre Deut. 171 [on Deut 18:10]; b. Sanh. 65b; 67b;

68a; y. Sanh. 41a; cf. b. Hul. 57a; Sifre Deut. 170 [on Deut 18:9]; b. Shabb. 75a;

%2 Fitzmyer 2003, 276, cf. 281.
93 Cf. kpomto + 09pBouds (indirect object) + yvdokwm (Luke 19:42).

9% This has been long noted: Meyer 1884, 580 n. 3; Plummer 1922, 557; Wanke 1973, 36;
Johnson 1991, 397; already, Augustine, Gen. litt. 11.31.41. Others offer thorough correspondences:
Thévenot 1980; Just 1993, 66-67; Wright 2003, 652.

%95 Ortlund 2010, 724-28.
2% Bucur 2014, 698-702.

7 Str-B 2:271-73; followed by, e.g.: Klostermann 1929, 235; Grundmann 1966, 445;
Edwards 2015, 716 n. 60; Wolter 2016, 2:550.
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Abod. Zar. 18a; 43b).°"® This figurative expression for holding attention by natural
means actually differs from prohibited supernatural activity.

The Seven Sages of Greece (ca. seventh—sixth century BCE) urge prudent
spectating in lists of pithy sapiential imperatives, commanding, ‘Control [your] eyes!’
(OpBoludv kpatet, Sententiae 15, FPG 1:215; O@0aiuod kpdtel, Praecepta 39,
FPG 1:217).°” In Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe, Chloe cries: ‘she could not control
her eyes’ (T®v d@OaAu®dV 0Ok ékpatet, 1.13.5). More relevant is 3 Macc 5:27
employing kpotém for divine cognitive inhibition where Ptolemy, dyvoociq
Kekpatnuévog, cannot remember his plans. Significant though overlooked conceptual
parallels are Athene manipulating Ajax’s eyes to see Atreidae as animals or not to
recognise Odysseus, since gods can contrive anything (Sophocles, 4j. 42-86; cf. 14-
15).

Hamm iterates how Jesus is both the enabler and object of literal and spiritual
vision throughout Luke’s Gospel, but attributes the disciples’ (im)perception of Jesus’
resurrection to God, followed by Jesus opening the scriptures and their minds to

219 Thus, Hamm sees both God and Jesus exercising control in

understand suffering.
Luke 24. However, throughout these narratives emphasis is on Jesus with perspicuous
exhibitions of his control. Importation of other contributing agents is excessive and
complicates readings of the narrative gaps (24:16, 31a). If the reader first attributes
(im)perception to God, Jesus’ control in the co-text and reputation for control
elsewhere compel modifying interpretation.

Jesus permits and impedes perception elsewhere. Proclaimed ‘recovery of
sight to the blind’ (tvpAoig avapreyiv: Luke 4:18 quoting Isa 61:1) includes literal
and spiritual blindness which he heals (7:21-22; 18:35-43; cf. 6:39).911 He will heal
Paul’s spiritual blindness only after inducing and alleviating literal blindness, then
will send him to Gentiles avoiEat d9Boipodc avtdv (Acts 9:1-18; 22:3-16; 26:18).°'
Paul also mediates literal blinding of Elymas for spiritual blindness by the Lord’s

% Erenschkowski 1995/1997, 2:239-40.

99 Cf. Mullach’s (FPG 1:215.15; 1:217.39) Latin renderings as Oculis moderare.
1 Hamm 1986, 474-75.

" Hamm 1986; Parsons 2015, 81.

912 See Chapter 7.
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hand (13:9-11).”"* Reading Jesus, 6 kbproc (Luke 24:34), as affecting the disciples’
cognition will be mutually illuminating with 6 kbptloc opening (duvjvoi&ev) Lydia’s
heart (Acts 16:14).”' Jesus’ presence correlates with (im)perception in the Emmaus
account as cognitive-perceptual restraint and release are respectively conjunctive with
his arrival (Luke 24:15-16) and departure (24:31), forming an inclusio.”"> Although
the disciples are the subjects of recognition (énéyvmoav, 24:31a), Bovon astutely
observes that the passive éyvincOn in 24:35 “must be given the value of an
intransitive,” rendering it ““He had made himself known’ or ‘recognised’”.’'
Recognition occurs only by Jesus’ prerogative and causality.

Textual directives indicate Jesus’ active control of cognition on the road, a
reading upholding co-textual consistency. The disciples supposed that the kingdom
would appear immediately, especially approaching Jerusalem (Luke 19:11), and that
the Messiah Jesus would redeem Israel (24:21; cf. 16:16; 17:20; 23:51). Despite
utterances already in the infancy narrative about Jesus’ redemptive role (1:68; 2:38),
it remained imperspicuous to those nearest him, even after his resurrection. Although
Jesus accuses the Emmaus disciples of failing to believe prophetic declarations and
rhetorically asks about necessary messianic tasks (24:25-27), these cryptic disclosures
and his scriptural elucidation are revelatory. They acknowledge their emotional
reaction whilst (og) Jesus speaks (despite about matters inculcated during his
ministry), opening the scriptures to them (dtvoryev... 10¢ ypaeac, 24:32; cf. 24:25-
27).217 Recognising him revivified (24:31a), they join the others and begin
deciphering his message, but he reappears (24:33-44) and opens their mind to

913 See §8.1.3.

1 Also Dupont 1953, 365-66 n. 46. Iapapiaiopo (‘prevail upon’/‘urge’) only in Luke 24:29
and Acts 16:15 in the NT strengthens this link (cf. Tannehill 1986/1990, 2:207 n. 1). Rowe (2006, 109
n. 103) notes Acts 16:14 among ambiguous k0p1og instances, possibly Jesus. Incodc + 6 kOprog (Luke
24:3) followed by interchange (24:15, 19, 34) indicates lordship continuity (cf. Acts 1:11, 14, 16, 21;
2:6,21) (Rowe 2006, 182-89, 205-207).

1> See n. 837. Imperfect ékpatodvto (24:16) then aorists dmvoiydnoav and néyvocay
(24:31a) do not express existing restraint (cf. misunderstanding motif with ‘concealment’ verbs, not
‘restraint’: 9:45; 18:34) instantly restored (24:30; cf. 24:35). The two disciples misunderstand
messianism, but the ophthalmic idioms pertain to (un)recognition whilst journeying.

%1® Bovon 2002-2013, 3:376.

°'7 In this embedded (metadiegetic/hypodiegetic) narrative (like recounting events whilst on
the road; cf. Genette 1980, 227-34; Bal 1981; Ryan 1986), they marvel over transpired events,
particularly Jesus’ scriptural exposition. This response accompanying Jesus’ elusiveness and didactic
activity resonates with his childhood (2:47-48a, 51b) and Nazareth visit (4:22); like elsewhere, Jesus is
depicted as a teacher (Betz 1969, 36) or interpreter (Dinkler 2017D).
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understand the scriptures (St voi&ev adTdV TOV VOOV ToD GUVIEVOL TAG YPaPag, 24:45;
cf. 24:46-47)°"® —not further guiding understanding, but affecting cognition’"*—
though understanding remains deficient (cf. Acts 1:6). He governs the situation and
circumstances:”? pretending to proceed onward (Luke 24:28), knowing that the
disciples will extend hospitality; permitting recognition whilst breaking bread (24:30,
35),”?! knowing that they would apprehend its significance;’** and creating a situation
(24:13-19) to foster understanding (24:19-21, 25-27, 32, 44-47) and to establish
witnesses (24:48-49).

Rather than the Emmaus disciples’ (im)perception imitating a specific text,
this phenomenon is illuminated when read within a range of ancient Mediterranean
supernatural control traditions. Emphasis is on Jesus’ activity whilst 6 6g6¢/matmp is

923

curiously absent.””” The reader detects the revivified Messiah’s supernatural control,

indicating his theomorphic identity.

6.2.3. Ascertaining Jesus’ Emmaus Departure Typology

My concentration on reflexive disappearances concluding epiphanies
(§§2.1.3; 3.1.3) contributes a thorough backdrop for the reader’s conceptualisation of
Jesus’ Emmaus departure. Similar or equivalent ancient terminology for diverse

disappearance actional roles and types should caution specialists that lexical

18 Cf. Cyril of Alexandria (Comm. Luke, ser. 125) conflates 24:31a and 24:45 (Jesus opens
the disciples’ eyes to the scriptures).

1% Also Mann 2016a.
29 Pace Edwards’ 2015, 724 (seeing only disappearance as supernatural).

21 In 24:35, 6 (D) instead of &g reflects simultaneity, highlighting a temporal &v
(‘whilst’/*during”) tf] KAdoet Tob dptov; cf. Wolter 2016, 2:559 (contemporaneous actions); pace
Robinson 1984, 484 (recognition during the meal, before disappearance). An instrumental &v
(‘by’/*with’) suggests either simultaneous or causal action. Ernst (1993, 507) insists that breaking
bread is the agent, but this implies the performer’s causality.

922 ‘Breaking bread’ in Luke-Acts (Luke 9:16; 22:19; Acts 2:42-46; 20:7; 27:35; cf. 1 Cor
11:23-24) is idiomatic for sharing a meal (cf. Jer 16:7; m. Ber. 6.1; b. Ber. 22a; 39a-40a; 47a; b. Pesah
64a-65b; t. Menah. 11.11-12; y. Ber. 43a; y. Ta‘an. 5a-b; 1QS 6:4-6; 1QSa 2:17-21; see Smith 1987).
Interpreters entertain eucharistic readings (e.g., Loisy 1924, 581; Just 1993; Pitre 2011, 198-202; cf.
Decock 2002 [additional symbolism]) or speak of the unseen Jesus’ presence in scriptural readings and
the Lord’s Supper (Betz 1969, 37-40; Marshall 1978, 898-900; cf. Terrien 2000, 431-34, 464-65), but
sacramental use of this phrase developed later (Did. 9:1-5; 14:1-3; Ignatius, Eph. 20:2; Acts Thom. 27;
29; APTh 1:11; see Finger 2007; Craig 2011, 68-101). Furthermore, the Emmaus disciples were not at
the Last Supper (cf. ot dndéotorot: Luke 22:14) and the expression in 24:30 is common (C.F. Evans
1990, 912-13; Morris 2008, 358-59). Given absent wine, 24:30 recalls 9:12-22 where Jesus’ messianic
identity and roles are stressed (Danker 1988, 394; Bock 1994/1996, 2:1919).

923 Cf. 24:19, 49 (Jesus = subject); 24:53 (God = object of praise).
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indicators are ancillary to contextual factors. Reflexive pre-mortem or immortal

disappearance accounts feature the following terms:**

4

aioniog (Apoll. Rhod. 4.865);

avafaive (Gen 17:22; 35:13; Jdg 13:20; Tob 12:20; T. Ab. [A] 8:1; 4 Bar.
3:17);

avarappave (T. Ab. [E] [B] 4:4);

avey (Josephus, Ant. 5.284);

avépyopon (T. Ab. [A] 4:5; Apoc. Mos. 43:4);

anépyopar (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.12; Jdg [A] 6:21; Jos. Asen. 17:6; T. Ab.
[E][B] 8:1; [A] 9:7; 3 Bar. 14:1; 4 Bar. 1:12; 6:18; Apoc. Mos. 14:1; T.
Job 8:1);

agaviCo(-opar) (Diod. Sic. 5.51.4; Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.5);

apavtom (Apoll. Rhod. 4.1330);

apovng + yi[yJvouar (Pseudo-Plutarch, De fluviis 4.3; 2 Macc 3:34; T. Ab.
[A] 8.1; Josephus, Ant. 1.333);

doavtoc + yi[y]vopar (Apoc. Mos. 20:3b [probably Satanic
theriomorphism]);

apiomu (T. Job 8:1);

eioopdw [negated] (Eur., Bacch. 1077);

elodépropon [negated] (Apoll. Rhod. 4.1363);

nopevopon (Jdg [B] 6:21);

ascendo (LAB 42:9);

evanesco (Verg., Aen. 4.278; 9.658);

and sublimis + abeo (Verg., Aen. 1.415).

Terms for post-translation disappearance vary:

avapoive (Rev 11:12 [passive, gradual ascension in a cloud]);
avapépw (Plutarch, Num. 2.3);

agaviCo(-opor) (Hdt. 4.14.3; 4.15.3; Aristophanes, Plut. 741; Paus.
3.16.3);

apdviolg (Hdt. 4.15.1);

924

The following (inexhaustive) lists survey significant or common terminology.
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Some terminology for these disappearance types occur for assumptions:

0épw (Pseudo-Plutarch, Para. 32);
evanesco (Ovid, Fasti 2.509);
and sublimis + abeo (Livy 1.16.8).

925

avarapPBave for pre-mortem (T. Ab. [E] 8:3) with translation (2 Kgs 2:11;
Sir 48:9; 49:14; 1 Macc 2:58) and post-mortem with translation (As. Mos.;
Philo, Mos. 2.291);

agaviCm(-opar) for pre-mortem (Paus. 3.16.3; Hdt. 4.8.3) with translation
(Josephus, 4nt. 9.28; Plutarch, Rom. 27.3; Cam. 32.5; Diog. Laert. 8.69;
Diod. Sic. 2.20.1; 2.56.6; Hdt. 7.166.1; 7.167.1; 7.167.2) and post-mortem
with translation (Josephus, Ant. 4.326; Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.30; Antoninus
Liberalis, Metam. 25; Isocrates, [Archid.] 6.18; Strabo 6.3.9; Lysias, Orat.
2.11);

apaviCmo(-opar) + vrodéyopon (Paus. 2.23.2) or yiyvopou (9.19.4) for pre-
mortem with translation (cf. vYmodéyopon alone, 1.34.2);

apovng + yi[y]vopau for pre-mortem (Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 3.1.1; Lucian, Syr.
d. 4) with translation (Josephus, Ant. 9.28; Plutarch, Rom. 5.4; Num. 2.2;
Dion. Hal., Ant. rom. 2.56.2; Arrian, Anab. 7.27.3);

and deavrtog + yi[y]vopau for pre-mortem (Diod. Sic. 5.51.4) with
translation (3.60.3; 4.82.6; Eur., Orest. 1494-98; cf. 1557, 1625-41) and
post-mortem with translation (Diod. Sic. 4.58.6).

Luke’s reader is cognisant of actional roles and types when considering

analogues, even recalling more conceptually relevant instances with differing

terminology. Apropos of that, commonly alleged parallels to Jesus” Emmaus

disappearance require evaluation. Commentators frequently cite 2 Macc 3:34 where

two youths (an angelomorphic theophany) deaveic €yévovto from Heliodorus, and T.

Ab. [A] 8:1 where Michael e00¢wg doavrg éyéveto concluding his visitation. These

923 Other terminology is common for assumptions, e.g.: Gprdlo, avopraln, EEapnalo,
cuvopndlm, evpiokm [negated], kKAéntw, AapPdvo, pediotnut, petotiOnm, opaw [negated], aufero,
(com)pareo [negated], fugio, peto, rapio, abripio, raptus, and substantives dpavicuog, apmayn, and
petdotoots (see Lohfink 1971, 41-42; Parsons 1987, 135-39).
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are lexically and formally similar to Luke 24:31b with deoavig (a cognate of dpavtoc)
+ éyéveto and immortals suddenly vanishing after epiphanies, especially Michael’s
account concluding a theoxenic episode. Other passages are less analogous. Helen’s
gidwlov departs (Eur., Hel. 605-606; cf. 31-35), ‘taken up unseen’ (4pOeic” dpavroc,
606), gradually ascending beyond view into the clouds (cf. 613-19). Orestes 1494-98
is lexically parallel, relaying how Helen ‘became vanished’ within a house (€yévero...
doavtog, 1495; cf. deavtog oiyetor, 1557), but Apollo raptures and immortalises her
(1625-41).”%° Apollo’s departure (Verg., Aen. 9.656-60; ex oculis evanuit, 658) is
lexically similar to Luke 24:31b Vulg. (et ipse evanuit ex oculis eorum). The Vulgate,
though late, affords Latin comparison with earlier Roman literature. Yet, some of the
earliest (fourth/fifth century CE) OL witnesses differ, reading ipse nusquam conparuit
ab illis (a), ipse autem nusquam conparuit ab eis (c, ﬁa ), non conparuit ab eis (d, ),
and invisus factus est eis (b), thus minimising the case for close lexical
correspondences.”’ Actually, Jerome selecting evanuit and adding oculis is either a
Semitism or reflects antique Roman literary influence. Aside from flight in Vergil’s
passage, vanishing concluding an epiphany is fairly similar.

Lohfink’s “Himmelfahrt als Abschluf3 einer Erscheinung” subtype examples
could also be nuanced.”® I delineated how avapaive (Gen 17:22; 35:13; 4 Bar. 3:17;
Jdg 13:20; Tob 12:20), anépyopar/mopevopot with £5/amd deBoipudv avtod (Jdg 6:21
[A)/[B]), avarapPave/avépyopor (T. Ab. [E] [B] 4:4/[A] 4:5), and dpavic +
yi[ylvopou (2 Macc 3:34) primarily indicate reflexive, sudden or ascending vanishing
(rather than gradual ascension), returning to heaven (§3.1.3). Uses of dveit
(Josephus, Ant. 5.284) and ascendo (LAB 42.9) in receptions of Jdg 13:20 do not
detract from this. 2 En. [J] 21:2 (Slavonic) clearly depicts angels reflexively and
suddenly vanishing to heaven. Jub. 15:22 describes a reflexive, sudden, ascending
disappearance, but God’s reflexive ascent is gradual in 32:20 (cf. 32:26 [an angel]).
Jos. Asen. 17:6 depicts gradual ascent with a fiery chariot accompanying an angel,
but after his reflexive, sudden vanishing (dnépyopot + €€ 0pBaAudv avtig). The

reader’s awareness of differing reflexive departure manners requires navigation of

926 Cf. Hel. 44-48.
921 Cf. Itala, 3:277 (aur agreeing with Vulg.).
928 1 ohfink 1971, 75, cf. 70-72, 170 n. 17.
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extratextual analogues, preferring sudden or ascending vanishing over gradual
ascensions.

Jesus’ post-resurrection (dis)appearances resemble Aristeas’ post-translation
(dis)appearances (Hdt. 4.14.1-15.3). However, after Aristeas’ first post-translation
disappearance, he reappears two-hundred-and-forty years later (14.15.1). Jesus
reappears hours later (Luke 24:36). Aristeas becomes a subordinate deity
ornithomorphically following Apollo and receiving a statue beside his altar (Hdt.
14.15.2). Jesus alone visits his disciples and receives their worship (Luke 24:52).°%
Romulus’ post-translation appearance concludes by ascending (locutus sublimis abiit,
Livy 1.16.8) or being borne up into heaven (avapepouevov, Plutarch, Num. 2.3; cf.
Rom. 27.1-28.3). Yet, Ovid’s description, in tenues oculis evanuit auras (Fasti,
2.509), lends to sudden vanishing. Paralleled with the Romulus-legend is Peisistratus’
apparent assumption (@€pecsOar) concluding his post-translation appearance (Pseudo-
Plutarch, Para. 32). Asclepius (in serpent-form) vanishing into a temple is too vague
(Aristophanes, Plut. 740-41). The Dioscuri’s post-translation aphaneiae (Justin 20.3),
especially concluding their theoxeny in Amyclae (nedvicto, Paus. 3.16.3; though
abducting Phormion’s daughter), are more comparable to Jesus’ disappearance.
Finally, Empedocles’ gradual evanescence is no sudden disappearance, and he
reappears in Hades (probably an apparition) denying deification (Lucian, Icar. 15; cf.
13).

Divine guests elusively depart concluding incognito visitations (Hom., Od.
1.105; 2.268; 3.371-74). A well-suited though overlooked analogue to Jesus’
disappearance is Dionysus’ reflexive, sudden disappearance concluding his theoxeny
(Tov EEvov... ovkét’ elcopav maptiv, Eur., Bacch. 1077). Dionysus physically departs,
since his voice shouts from the ether (1078-79). Stibbe does not consider the
comparability between the Emmaus story and Dionysian myth, both of which he
suggests as backgrounds for the elusive Jesus in John.”*° MacDonald and Bilby
examine imitation of Dionysian myth in John and Luke, but omit these

disappearances.”®' Affinities between Dionysus’ theoxeny and Jesus’ programmatic

929 Probably omitted accidently or deliberately among ‘Western non-interpolations’ (Metzger
1994, 163).

930 See Stibbe 1993.
%! MacDonald 2017; Bilby 2018.
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Nazareth visitation support the potential influence of this particular tradition.”** The
reader legitimately reads Jesus” Emmaus departure concluding his unrecognised
visitation as an ancient Mediterranean aphaneia concluding an epiphaneia of an
immortal(ised) figure.

Whether Jesus returns to heaven in the interim between disappearing and
reappearing initially seems unclear (Luke 24:31b-36). Alternatively, no location is
implied since Luke artificially connects stories.”> Nevertheless, epiphanic figures
implicitly or explicitly return to heaven or God in Luke-Acts (Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33;
Acts 10:7; 12:10) and most immortal(ised) figures return to supramundane realms in
ancient Mediterranean literature. Litwa suggests Jesus’ teleportation from Emmaus to
Jerusalem comparable to Apollonius (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.5, 10-12) or Aristeas (Hdt.
4.14.1-15.3).”** Apollonius teleports from Domitian’s court, but Aristeas reappears
centuries later. A teleportation occurs with Pancrates appearing then becoming
absent, vanishing away without notice (Lucian, Philops. 36). Against reading
teleportation in Luke’s account is the apparent time-lapse with the disciples returning
to Jerusalem (approximately seven miles). Actually, the reader construes Jesus’
teleportation to Galilee after the devil translocates him to Jerusalem and ‘stands’ him
on the temple (Luke 4:9, 13-14; §5.1.2). Less comparable is Litwa’s example of
Pythagoras’ multilocationality (Aelian, Var. hist. 2.26; 4.17; Apoll. Paradox., Hist.
mir. 6; lamblichus, VP 134)’*° since Jesus appears, disappears, and reappears
sequentially, not appearing simultaneously in multiple locations. The reader
conceives Jesus” Emmaus disappearance to heaven and reappearance as paradigmatic
(forty-day tradition), rather than teleporting between earthly locations.”*®

Luke’s reader may recall reflexive disappearances of other supramundane or
divinely created figures, including in dreams or visions, such as phantoms,
apparitions, or ghosts, some of these exhibiting quasi-materiality (§2.1.3.111):

e Patroclus’ yoyn (Hom., 77. 23.100-101);”’

32 See Chapter 5.
3 Loisy 1924, 584.
94 Litwa 2019, 181-86.
33 Litwa 2019, 183.
%36 Cf. Matthew 28:9-11, 16-17 (implied [dis]appearance).
%7 Cf. Hom., Od. 6.13-49 (disguised Athene).
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e Athene’s €idwlov (Od. 4.796-839);

e Helen’s €idwiov (Eur., Hel. 605-607; cf. 31-35, 613-19);

e a @dopo engaging in sexual intercourse (Hdt. 6.67-69);

e adyw/dvepov (7.12-18);

e apost-mortem youth (P.Oxy. 1368.37, 42);

e asuperhuman figure/Imouthes-Asclepius in a dream (P.Oxy. 1381.124-
25);

e Echetlacus (Paus. 1.32.5);

e Demainete (Lucian, Philops. 27);

e Alexander in a dream (Plutarch, Alex. 18.4-5);

e Creusa’s umbra (Verg., Aen. 2.791; cf. 2.772);

e Anchises’ imago (5.740; cf. 6.695);

e Achilles’ eidoc (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 4.16.1-6);

e adisguised daipwv identified as a pacpa (4.10);

e or a shape-shifting empousa’s pdcpa (2.4).

Nevertheless, the text of Luke 24 ultimately prevents identifying Jesus as less than
fully and corporeally revivified.

Prince suggests that Luke 24 both coincides and conflicts with Hellenistic
representations of disembodied/insubstantial spirits, resuscitated revenants, heroes,
and translated mortals, utilising a range of these to express Jesus’ superiority amid
contemporary Graeco-Roman expectations.”® She associates Jesus’ post-resurrection
(dis)appearances with disembodied spirits, arguing for inconsistency with resuscitated

939 Whatever

revenants, but without accounting for this ability of translated mortals.
the comparability of extratextual disappearances, Jesus negates his return as a
nvebpa, emphasising his corporeality by presenting limbs, eating, and possession of

obprka kol 6otéa (Luke 24:36-44; cf. Acts 10:41).”* A textual variant attests to at

3% Prince 2007. Her exclusion of theophanies and Jewish traditions is restrictive. She also
overlooks bodily revivification/metamorphosis as immortalisation/deification (Litwa 2014, 152). See
O’Connell’s (2008; 2016) critique of bodiless-apparition resurrection appearances.

939 Prince 2007, 290, 296, 299.

** Bovon 20022013, 3:375, 385-86; Somov 2017, 131-32, 137-39, 148-49. The reader may
hear such details militating against an angelic Christology (see n. 338; cf. Goodman 1986; Fletcher-
Louis 1997, 63-70; Catchpole 2000, 89-91). However, Jesus combats the supposition that he is a
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least some early readers taking Jesus’ actions as mistakeable for those of a pavtacua
(24:37 D; Marcion™"), more readily invoking apparition stories.”*! Jesus’ missing
body, (un)recognition, and (dis)appearances, lead the disciples to internal dtahoyiopol
(24:38) about their encounters, requiring clarification.

The terminology of Luke 24:31b, defamiliarised translation and theoxenic
tropes, Jesus’ reappearance, the forty-day tradition (introduced in Acts), consideration
of other Lukan departures, and recollection of extratextual analogues all guide the
reader to conceptualise Jesus” Emmaus disappearance as a reflexive, sudden aphaneia
concluding an epiphaneia of a visiting immortal(ised) figure. Rather than dependency
on a specific intertextual source or appropriation from a particular cultural corpus,
both Jewish and Graeco-Roman traditions are relevant and evocable.’** The reader
recognises the theomorphic Jesus as alive and present in his followers’ lives, though

principally from heaven.

6.3. Synthesis and Observations

To summarise, the Emmaus story reads as an ancient Mediterranean theoxenic
episode, but with the immortalised, undisguised Messiah exercising
cognitive-perceptual control. Imperception is the issue, not incredulity which is at the
fore of the subsequent narrative with the cohort reluctant to believe Jesus’ corporeal
revivification. Neither does Jesus’ invisible glory cause imperception as Bucur
suggests, but the text guides the reader to imagine the supernatural activity of an
external force, pointing to Jesus’ causal agency.

My examination of Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance departs from scholars’

tendency to list alleged parallels uncritically (often over-relying on lexical

nvedpa, not an dyyelog (cf. Acts 12:15); still, humans might exist post-mortem in an interim or
resurrected angelomorphic and/or pneumamorphic state (cf. Luke 20:36; Acts 23:8; see Daube 1990;
Wright 2003, 134; Viviano and Taylor 1992). Smith (2010) summarises interpretations of Jesus’
emphasis (Luke 24:36-43), including apologetic against ghostly construals, magical-daimonic notions,
docetism, Marcionism, or Pauline resurrection (1 Cor 15:35-50), advocating the latter. Others see it not
as apologetic, but thematic of the Twelve’s authority (Matthews 2017), concerned with prophetic
fulfilment and resurrection faith (Atkins 2019), or Luke’s Jewish afterlife perspective (Thompson
2019).

%1 See NA?®, 290: Roth 2015, 183.

%2 Although &gavtog + yi[y]vopat is uncommon in biblical literature (Ehrhardt 1963, 185), it

occurs in Apoc. Mos. 20:3b, and the cognate doavig + yi[y]vouaur is attested in 2 Macc 3:34; T. Ab.
[A] 8.1; Josephus, 4Ant. 1.333.
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agreements), some of which are formally or conceptually disparate. Luke’s reader
discerns actional roles, typologies, and contexts restricting comparability. Although
Luke expands the primitive resurrection-ascension-exaltation complex, the
narrativised resurrection and ascension (with gradual ascent) remain closely related as
passive Entriickungen.”®® The Emmaus disappearance reads as a composite of
reflexive immortal and post-translation aphaneiae conventions, imported into an
illustrated resurrection Christophany whose theoxenic form contextualises the
concluding disappearance element implying Jesus’ supramundane identity.

Contrary to the supposition that acquired bodily properties endow Jesus with
transient abilities, the reader detects Jesus’ pre- and post-mortem physical transience
and supernatural control. This is supported for instance by Jerome writing against
alleged Origenist views, arguing that Jesus vanishes by divine power (not like an
immaterial phantom or by magic like Apollonius) and escapes the Nazarenes’ hands,
not only apparently physical like Marcion purports (Jo. Hier. 34).”* Jerome insists on
Jesus’ same body and appearance, even if exhibiting supernatural corporeality, able to
control the Emmaus disciples’ (im)perception facilitated by weak human senses (35).
Neither Luke 24 nor Acts 1 specify Jesus’ bodily transformation or acquired
capacities. His physical transience further evinces that he is the same wonder-working
Jesus his disciples know.

Reading with an ancient Mediterranean extratext offers a more realistic
approach than theoretical lines minimising commonalities between Jewish and
Graeco-Roman data which creates a bifurcation prompting unnecessary compulsion
to favour a particular mode. The amalgamation of unrecognised visitation,
supernatural control, and reflexive (dis)appearances—common ancient Mediterranean
supramundane tokens—portrays Jesus as not merely angelomorphic, but
exceptionally theomorphic. As Dillon observes, “Since individual features of our

story are redolent of still other narrative forms... our composite picture is of a rich

3 Pace Maile 1986, 40-44 (concluding-epiphany convention for Jesus’ ascension).

4 For Origen (Cels. 2.60-62), Jesus’ appearances are not invented dreams or imaginary
visions, but his intermediate body (pavtacpata/imago of the youyn; drawing on Plato’s Phaedo)
enables him to control disciples’ eyes and (dis)appear. Furthermore, Jesus could disappear from the
cross to prove his divinity (like at Emmaus), but does not for salvific reasons (Cels. 2.68-69).
Epiphanius (Panarion 42.11.17 Elenchus 77) argues that Jesus appears corporeally present (no
apparition, contra Marcionites) to the Emmaus disciples, though they cannot perceive him, like
Elisha’s pursuers or men at Lot’s door.
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fusion of ancient motifs, not a single-minded emulation of any one of them”.**

Similar to Jesus’ elusive ministry and its conclusion in Luke 24 is the incognito
visitation of the Euripidean Dionysus who seeks recognition, exercises supernatural
control, and finally disappears (§§2.1.1.11; 2.1.3.1; 2.1.5.11).

Reading a theoxenic episode considerably supports a divine visitor

946 recalls the

Christology and the co-textual reference tod matpdg pov (24:49)
recurrent Son of God Christology (1:31-32, 35; 2:48-49; 3:22-23, 38; 4:3, 9, 22, 41;
8:28; 9:35; 10:21-22; 20:13 [symbolic]; 22:29, 42, 70; 23:34, 46; cf. Acts 9:20; 13:33;
20:28) of which concentrated instances form an inclusio in Luke’s Gospel (chs. 1-4;
22-24). The visitation of God’s Son begins with his conception and continues with his
post-mortem presence, even if privately revealed. A suffering Messiah Christology
permeates Luke 24. The reader observes the disciples’ epistemological improvement
concerning messianic suffering, culminating in Luke 24 and attained by divine
intervention (angeli interpretes and Jesus’ initiative), but not all christological
mystery is bound in a Leidensgeheimnis. This is only partial reason for Jesus’
(superfluous) elusiveness who: appears unrecognised; exercises cognitive-perceptual
control; conduces misunderstanding, feigning ignorance; elucidates scriptures about
himself; pretends to continue journeying to be offered hospitality; reveals himself
conjunctive with a sign; and (dis)appears instead of returning on foot (cf. 24:50).
Even after ascending he reappears in Acts.”*’ Rather than terminating Jesus’
elusiveness, the Emmaus story perpetuates and accentuates it. It is not a finale
unlocking all christological ‘mystery’.

The Emmaus story contributes to Christology and an elusiveness theme
broader than Geheimnis-theories attest. Jesus’ presence and absence on the Emmaus

road is evident.”*®

Through irony, reiteration, and reversals the disciples look for
Jesus, avtov 8¢ ovk e1dov (Luke 24:24), and he comes revealing his presence.”*

Carroll speaks of Jesus’ post-resurrection ‘elusive presence’.”® According to

" Dillon 1978, 74 n. 14.

%46 Although D omits this reading, this codex alters divine sonship terminology elsewhere
(Luke 8:28; 10:22) (NA*, 214, 227, 291).

%7 See Chapters 7-8.
98 Dinkler 2013, 185-86; 2017b, 702-704.
9 Seim 2002, 161.

90 Carroll 2012, 487.
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Johnson, Luke asserts “...both the reality of Jesus’ presence and its difference from
his former presence. The Emmaus story emphasized the elusiveness and indirection
of Jesus’ presence: Jesus could appear as a stranger without being recognized,”
whereas the reappearance story “...emphasizes the other side: he is not a ghost, but a
real person: ‘It is truly myself!””**! Jesus is indeed elusive, but not unlike his former
presence and not assuming an unrecognisable appearance. His post-mortem displays
of supernatural corporeality may be pronounced, but his conduct, private revelation,
and phenomenal actions are no more elusive than his pre-mortem activity. Jesus
remains elusive even whilst privately revealing himself revivified and elucidating
roles to privileged disciples, less accessible and operating from heaven, but hidden
from others, at least until appearing to a foremost antagonist—a young man named
Saul (Acts 9; 22; 26).°% As with my other focal episodes, Luke’s tactfully composed
Emmaus story and its co-texts contribute to the reader’s portraiture of the elusive
Jesus. Although the reader does not emulate performative contemplations here,
Luke’s compositional rhetoric nonetheless encourages christological questions—
intrigue is preserved and the (re-)reader continues to ponder Christology. I now turn

my attention to the ascended-exalted elusive Jesus in Acts.

%1 Johnson 1991, 405; similarly, Ernst 1993, 505-507.

952 Notwithstanding angeli interpretes, other characters are absent, including in Acts 1; cf.

Luke 24:20 (those responsible); Matt 28:11-1 (Jewish leaders address Jesus’ missing body). Cf.
Flender 1967, 11-13, 37-56 (pre- and post-mortem Jesus as heavenly Lord).
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CHAPTER 7

ELUSIVE ACTS OF THE ASCENDED-EXALTED JESUS

7.1. Evaluating Scholarly Interpretations and Establishing Interpretive

Limitations

Luke’s reader continues to build Jesus’ elusive character in Acts after the
narrativised ascension, chiefly by the Damascus road encounter (narrated: 9:1-19a;
recounted by Paul: 22:6-16; 26:12-18), underscored comparative to other
Christophanies. I begin by assessing how narrative details of the encounter and other
Christophanies restrict interpretations of critics and the reader. We shall see how the
reader particularly conceptualises Jesus’ selective and partial (im)perceptibility and
his supernatural control of epiphanic luminosity. My evaluation of scholars’
(im)perceptibility and falling-down parallels will demonstrate how reading Jesus’
exhibition of both selective and partial (im)perceptibility with epiphanic power
toppling witnesses further attests to his extraordinary elusiveness. Additionally, my
analysis will highlight how scholars’ inattention to the incongruous effects of Jesus’
luminous manifestation often leads to interpreting Paul’s blinding merely by
epiphanic light (despite epiphanic luminosity infrequently causing blindness),
overlooking Jesus’ control. Ultimately, Jesus’ elusiveness in Acts furthers the
reader’s identification of him as exceptionally theomorphic and continues their

ascertainment of a Lukan elusiveness theme.

7.1.1. Scholarly Conceptualisations of Jesus’ Damascus Road Manifestation
Require Reconfiguration Considering Its Effects

Luke’s foremost concern with the Damascus road encounter is to detail Paul’s
transformation into an apostolic witness,”>> but it nevertheless contributes to
Christology. Whether the reader contemplates the three accounts separately or
collectively, Jesus is elusive: his luminous manifestation topples adversaries (9:3-4, 6,
8;22:6-7, 10; 26:13-14, 16); he cryptically discloses his corporate presence (9:4-6;
22:7-10; 26:14-18); he blinds Paul (9:8-9; 22:11; cf. 26:18); and he manifests
incompletely to others (9:7; 22:9; cf. 26:13). Details indicating [disparate]

933 See Clark 2001, 205-208 (apostolic witness). Paul replacing Judas is doubtful, but he is a
divinely appointed apostle (Bale 2015, 154-82).
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Christophanic impacts on Paul and his companions point to the corporeally present
Jesus’ (im)perceptibility and supernatural control.

According to the Acts 9 narrative, Paul approaches Damascus when ‘suddenly
a light (p&¢) from heaven flashed around (mepmotpayev) him’ (9:3). He falls and
hears a pwv1| asking, ‘Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting me?’ (9:4). The vocative
kOpte in his enquiry “Who are you, lord?’ (9:5) is a formal address (cf. Luke 13:8, 25;
14:22; 19:16-25), applied also to heavenly figures (cf. Acts 10:4, 14; 11:8), since Paul
has not yet embraced Jesus’ lordship.”>* Nonetheless, given the appellation [6] k0ptog
for Jesus in Luke-Acts, the reader recognises both applications.” Jesus’ cryptic
question (Acts 9:4) and statement (‘I am Jesus whom you persecute’, 9:5) creating
rhetorical reduplication/conduplicatio®® disclose his corporate association with
followers (cf. Luke 10:16),”*” akin to Dionysus with bacchants (Eur., Bacch. 784-
95)." Jesus’ statements also reveal his sovereignty. Paul can neither defeat the Jesus-
movement nor resist joining it as Jesus’ chosen instrument (cf. Acts 9:15). Various
ancient Mediterranean figures speak celestially, normally God or angels in Jewish
texts (Gen 21:17; 22:11, 15; Deut 4:36; 2 Sam 22:14; Ps 17:14; Dan 4:31; Sir
46:17).%*° Paul associates the epiphanic phenomena with the self-identifying Jesus
who walked the earth, now designating him a superhuman, celestial being.”®

Whether Paul falls from fear, reverence, or force is undisclosed, but Jesus
commands him to arise and enter Damascus whereupon he will receive further
instructions (Acts 9:6). Paul is not aided to his feet. His companions may not fall
since mec®v is singular (9:4) and ‘they had stood (giotkeioav) speechless, indeed
hearing (dxobovtec) the voice, but seeing no one (undéva 0& Oempodvteg)’ (9:7).

961

Alternatively, ‘standing speechless’ is figurative for bewilderment™" or they stand

5% Given various heavenly koptot (Stuckenbruck 1995, 97-98 n. 129; cf. Malina and Pilch
2008, 71-73, 219-22), people enquired of celestial identity (Gen 32:29; Windisch 1932, 17); see
Witherington 1998, 317.

9% Hamm 1990, 64; Keener 20122015, 2:1637 n. 373; cf. Rowe 2006, 148-49.
96 Cf. Rhet. Her. 4.28.38 (see Parsons 2008, 74, 127).

7 Haenchen 1971, 322.

%% Conzelmann 1972, 65.

9% Macnamara 201 6,77.

90 pesch 1986, 1:304; Barrett 1994/1998, 1:450.

%1 Lilly 1944, 182-83.
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after falling,”® but the pluperfect eiotfikeicov simply conveys intransitive action.’®
The companions’ eyesight remains intact whilst Paul’s is lost (dve@ypévov 8¢ tdv

%% Hamm and Witherup identifying

00BoAL®DY aTOD 000V ERAemev, 9:8).
dvemypévov as a ‘divine passive’, attributing blinding to God,’® overextrapolate
from grammatical voice in this case. This inference is dubious given Jesus’ presence
and activity in God’s narrative absence. The singular adtod and Paul’s companions
guiding him by hand to Damascus (9:8) where he is unable to see for three days (un
BAérmv, 9:9) confirms his exclusive blindness. Whether Jesus appears corporeally to
everyone, only to Paul, or incorporeally as empyreal light and a voice, Ananias refers
to ‘Jesus who appeared (0 0¢0¢ig)’ (9:17) to Paul, and Barnabas later mentions that
Paul ‘saw’ (€1dev) and ‘spoke’ (§LéAncev) with ‘the Lord’ (9:27).°°¢ Macnamara’s
interpretation that “partially sighted” companions lead Paul diminishes stressed
variance.”®’ A narrative gap leaves the cause of blinding unspecified, though Jesus’
luminescence is seemingly contributory.

Besides showing initiative,”®® Jesus continues intervening and coordinating
affairs in 9:10-19a. He speaks to Ananias in a vision ((‘)p(’)q,wm),969 sending him to lay
hands on Paul so he ‘will receive sight’ (dvapréyng) and be filled with the Spirit
(9:12-17).”7° The results are efficacious: ‘and immediately [something] like scales (&g

Aemioeq) fell from his eyes; he both saw again (avéPAeyév) and, arising, was baptised’

%2 Hedrick 1981, 431-32; Churchill 2010, 230 (citing Rev 7:11: angels ictikeicay
[pluperfect] and &necav [aorist]).

%3 Transitiveness of iotnut is often expressed with the present, imperfect, future, and weak
aorist active (Luke 4:9; 9:47; Acts 5:27; 6:6; 22:30) whereas intransitiveness is conveyed with the
strong aorist and future (Luke 6:17; 7:14; 17:12; 18:40; 24:17; Acts 8:38) or perfect and pluperfect
(Luke 23:10, 35; Acts 1:11; 5:25; 16:9; 22:25; 26:6; cf. Rev 5:6) (see BDAG, s.v. “lomut”; cf. LSJ, s.v.

“lotnu”).

%% Since semantic ranges of Dswpém (9:7) and PAéno (9:8-9) overlap, differentiating their
‘perception’ and Paul’s ‘physical sight’ is unwarranted (Keener 20122015, 2:1639 n. 382).

%5 Hamm 1990, 64; Witherup 1992, 75-76.

%% On comparing Paul’s experience in Acts and in Pauline epistles (including terminology of
vision, light, glory, and revelation; Gal 1:1-17; 2:8; 1 Cor 9:1; 15:5-9; 2 Cor 1:1; 4:4-6; Rom 1:1-5;
11:13) see Kim 1984; 2002; Dunn 1987; Longenecker 1997; Matlock 2011.

%7 Macnamara 2016, 85-87.
%% Cf. Churchill 2010 (see §1.1.2.iv).

%9 Acts 9:10-16 is a ‘Doppeltriume’ to Saul-Ananias (a vision [reported] within a vision) and
10:1-11:8 is a “‘Doppelvision’ to Cornelius-Peter (sequential or contemporaneous visions to two
characters for a common purpose) (Wikenhauser 1948); see also Hanson 1980; Miller 2007.

970 The Spirit is mentioned only now, but Haenchen (1971, 324) sensibly comments, . ..the
narrator is not bound to repeat every detail of recurring features”.
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(9:18). For Hedrick, Aemidec implies “divine disfavour” and God’s supernatural
blinding to gain compliance (cf. Exod 4:1-9; Num 12:9-16; Acts 13:9-11)."!

972

However, og designates metaphorical Aemideg (cf. Tob 3:17; 11:13)"' and nothing

indicates God’s activity, but Jesus is present and active.””

Paul, recounting the event, tells Jews in Jerusalem that the light outshines the
sun ‘around midday’ (mepi peonupPpiav, 22:6), he fell (énecd, 22:7), and his
companions ‘indeed saw (€0eboavto) the light, but did not hear (o0k fjkovoav) the
voice of the one speaking (tod AaAodvtog)’ (22:9). The singular Enecd does not
exclude others possibly falling.”’* Hedrick is confident that 10D AahoBvtoc
“climinates” the “bodiless voice” of 9:7,°” but amorphous voices speak in audible
epiphanies (cf. Eur., Bacch. 1078-79). Nonetheless, Paul hearing Jesus’ voice €k 10D
otopatog avtod (Acts 22:14) indicates corporeality beyond figurative
anthropomorphism. The accusative masculine singular pndéva (‘no one’) in 9:7
implies that Paul sees someone (Jesus) amid the light, so the companions seeing light

without Jesus comports with 22:9.°7°

A neuter plural (‘nothing’) still implies
something in the light. Regarding differing audial experiences, Lilly’s resolution that
Paul’s companions ‘heard’ (dxovm + genitive, 9:7) the pwvn but did not
‘understand’/*perceive’ (dkobwm + accusative, 22:9) its message’ '~ is unlikely
considering these constructions in Luke’s time and in his non-atticizing passages, as
Keener shows.””® Polhill suggests that pwvi means ‘sound’/‘noise’ in Acts 9, but a

979
2.

‘speaking’ (Aalodvtdg) voice in Acts 2 This solution has some merit, though the

articular tfic ovig (9:7) which the companions partially experience is associated

"l Hedrick 1981, 419 n. 14; similarly, Witherup 1992, 75-76.
972 Johnson 1992, 165.

3 For O’Toole (1981, 475-79), additional to Christophanies, Jesus’ activity is implied as [0]
KOprog, including deliberately ambiguous instances (Acts 1:24; 13:47; 14:3; 15:11; 16:31; 21:13-14).

9% Barrett 1994/1998, 2:1157.
% Hedrick 1981, 424.

%76 S0 Roloff 1981, 322-23; Liidemann 1989, 107-110; 2005, 125; Bock 2007, 359-60;
Churchill 2010, 230-31.

77 Lilly 1944, 183-84; cf. Steuernagel 1989; Poirier (2003b, 114-16) suggests that Jesus
speaks in Hebrew (not Aramaic; Acts 26:14; cf. 21:40; 22:2) which Paul’s companions ‘hear’ (9:7) but
cannot ‘understand’ (22:9).

978 K eener 2012-2015, 3:3230.
9 polhill 1992, 235 n. 15, 459-60.
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with Jesus’ speech (cf. 9:4). Given differing narrative orders describing the
companions’ experience after Jesus’ message (9:7) or before it (22:9), Churchill
extrapolates their delayed awareness of the voice.”® More compelling is Gaventa’s
explanation that Paul’s dialogue emphasises their partial witness, seeing the light but
not privileged with Jesus’ message, then eliding after 9:8 (except recountings).”™'
Only Paul converses with Jesus due to the exclusive message.”®* Consonant with the
first account, Ananias says that God chose Paul ‘to see (id€iv) the righteous one and
to hear (dkodoar) the voice from his mouth’ (22:14) to testify about what he has ‘seen
and heard’ (¢opakoag kol fjkovcag, 22:15).

The narrative gap of Paul’s blinding (9:7-8) is partly resolved when he avers,
‘I could not see because of the glory of that light’ (ovx évépienov amod tiig 66ENG TOD
QmTOG €kelvov, 22:11a), problematising Stihlin’s solution that Paul is blinded alone

%3 For Marshall, light expressing divine glory causes

seeing Jesus in the light.
blindness, since nobody is able to see God.”** Actually, seeing God may result in
death. Furthermore, Paul sees Jesus, not God. The light’s brilliance

1.9% Nevertheless, Jesus’

(subjective/possessive genitive 10D @wtdg) blinds Pau
appearance from heaven, having entered and appeared in 66&a (Luke 24:26; Acts
7:55), legitimates construing Jesus’ d0&a emanating @@¢. Strelan refers to the light
and voice as Jesus’ “divine form” congruent with visibly unbearable divine
luminosity traditions, further arguing that epiphanic audition had a visible
characteristic (Jer 23:18; 38:21; Mart. Isa. 1.6; Ascen. Isa. 9.5; Aulus Gellius
5.15.1).”*® However, Paul’s companions see the light, but guide Paul who alone is
blinded (Acts 22:9, 11). Miller, observing that scholars gloss this incongruity, assigns

it to Paul’s filtered retelling.”®” Hedrick overemphasises the elision of ‘scales’ and

assumes that the companions refrain from staring at a voiceless light (unlike Paul), so

%80 Churchill 2010, 230.

%! Gaventa 1986, 59-60, 71-72.
%2 Wikenhauser 1952, 315-16.
% Stahlin 1962, 134.

%8 Marshall 1980, 169.

%5 Cf. Isa 2:10; 22:23. Bock (2007, 660) equates glory and light, but one would expect an
appositional genitive.

%% Strelan 2004, 171-73.

%7 Miller 2007, 196.
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Acts 22 describes natural blinding, not divine causation like Acts 9.%**

Alternatively,
this incongruity evinces disparate impacts and deliberate selective impairment.

Paul says in his recitation to Agrippa that at ‘midday’ (Wuépag péong) a light
surpassing the sun’s ‘brilliance’ (tn)v Aaunpdtnta) shines around him and his
companions (26:13) and they all fall (26:14).°® A Hebrew/Aramaic voice declares, ‘it
is hard for you to kick against the goads’ (cxAnp6v cot Tpog Ké€vipa Aaxtilety,
26:14). Jesus commands Paul to stand and claims to have appeared (&¢@6nv) for Paul
to testify about this and subsequent manifestations (e184c.... o@Ofcopai, 26:16).°”°
Jesus’ statement about opening Gentiles’ eyes and turning them from darkness to
light alludes to Paul’s encounter (26:17-18).”"! The ‘heavenly vision® (t{j ovpavie
ontaciq, 26:19; cf. Luke 24:23) description expresses phenomenality, not an internal,
subjective experience. Despite potentially irreconcilable discrepancies and critics’
proposed explanations, the reader modifies interpretations considering all three
accounts.

Although scholars are divided on whether Jesus manifests incorporeally (light

. 1992 993
and voice) ~ or corporeally,

textual details restrict interpretations to the latter,
though Paul is immediately blinded. Foster dismisses polymorphism due to lacking
descriptions of physicality, notwithstanding light.”* Seim says that unlike Jesus’

resurrection appearances, recognition is by self-identification, not physical

%88 Hedrick 1981, 424.

% Light is described with increasing intensity from 9:3 (¢®g) to 22:6 and 22:11 (&g ixavov
flashes around at midday with blinding glory) to 26:13 (o &g is Vmgp TV AapmpdtnTa Tod fAiov) (Pervo
2009, 564, 631 n. 53).

%% The scribal interpolation pe (B C*Y4 1175 1739 2464 sy sa [NA®, 472)) clarifies Jesus’
visibility to Paul.

%! Hamm (1990; cf. 1986) observes that the blindness/sight motif is multivalent of literal and

spiritual blindness/healing in Acts 9, ambiguous in Acts 22, then metaphorical in Acts 26:21-23. For
Hamm (1990), Israel’s Isaianic vocation as a ‘light’ to the nations (Isa 42:6; 49:6) becomes fulfilled
through Jesus, Paul and Barnabas, and the church (Luke 2:32; Acts 13:47; 26:23); similarly, Munck
1959, 24-30; Stihlin 1962, 309; Tannehill 1986/1990, 1:66-67, 2:121-22, 322-25. Figuratively, Paul’s
eyes are opened to facilitate opening others’ eyes, turning them from darkness to light (cf. Hartsock
2008, 184-97; Keener 2012-2015, 4:3519-34).

2 Windisch 1932, 15-17 (referencing Yahweh’s fiery, nebular manifestation and passing
glory [Exod 33-34]); Burchard 1970, 92; Conzelmann 1972, 65; Lohfink 1976, 26; Weiser 1981/1985,
1:224; Schille 1989, 220; Brenk 1994, 415; Miller 2007, 193 n. 98. On light as significant for
amorphous epiphanies see Petridou 2009, 98-105.

9% Haenchen 1971, 321-22; Bauernfeind 1980, 133-35; Roloff 1981, 149; Pesch 1986, 1:303;
Tannehill 1986/1990 2:120, 123-24, 280; Jervell 1998, 280; Eckey 2011, 1:288; Peterson 2009, 303;
de Long 2017, 102.

9% Foster 2007, 73-74.
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features.””® Nevertheless, cognitive-perceptual control preventing recognition and
incredulity is an issue during resurrection appearances.””® MacDonald proposes
imitation of Dionysus’ epiphanies to maenads and Pentheus (Eur., Bacch. 555, 585-
95, 794-96, 1078-83, 1111-13, 1118-21), but pdg between dvpovov and earth
accompanies Dionysus’ disappearance (1078-83).”” For Terrien, Jesus’
manifestation continues OT epiphanic visitations to the patriarchs and the divine
presence through prophetic visions.”® Prior, in Acts 7, Stephen relates how 6 0gdg
TG 00ENC DO to Abraham (7:2) and an angel of the Lord appeared (&d@0On/tod
090£vtoc) to Moses in the burning bush (7:30, 35), both with emphasis on hearing
God speak in luminous form, then Stephen sees (gidev) God’s §6Eav and Jesus (7:55-
60). Jesus appears to Paul in glorious luminosity whilst God elides from this recurrent
glorious theophany motif.

Given frequently recognised correspondences with Euripides’ Bacchae, I must
address the extent of potential intertextuality.””” Among other thematic and lexical
parallels, both the Bacchae and Acts include human antagonists opposing new
religious/cultic movements, liberation miracles, the ‘goad-proverb’ (mpog kévipa
haktiloyu, Bacch. 795; oxAnpov oot mpog kévipa Aaktilewv, Acts 26:14), and
cognates Oeopayém (Bacch. 44-45, 325, 1255; cf. mpog Oedv... &g pdymv, 635-36) and
Osopdyoc (Acts 5:39, hapax legomenon).'” The Bacchae may have influenced other
early Jewish or Christian literature, such as 3 Maccabees with themes of an antagonist
resisting a religious movement and its god, hubris (5pic), and divine retribution.'*"’
Seaford proposes that mystic initiations with divine power of thunder, lightning, and
earthquake influenced the Bacchae (576-633) and Acts.'””> However, these elements

are not all present in any single story in Acts. Furthermore, Acts uses ceiopuodg (16:26;

% Seim 2009, 33.

9% See Chapter 6.

%7 MacDonald 2015b, 52-57; 2019, 121-25.
%% Terrien 2000, 434-40, cf. 63-105, 227-77.
% See §1.3.1.

199 Nestle 1900 (Luke’s style unavoidably includes Graeco-Roman ‘Reminiszenzen’);
Dibelius 1956; Lentz 1993, 84-87; Schifer 2010; Friesen 2015, 207-271; cf. women disciples in Acts
similar to bacchants: Portefaix 1988, 100-106, 169-71; Matthews 2001, 72-77, 85, 132-33.

1901 g6 Cousland 2001; Moles 2006, 82-83 (adding 2 Maccabees).
1002 §eaford 1997; cf. Weaver 2004.
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cf. Eur., Herc. fur. 862; Iph. taur. 1166) rather than &évvooig (Bacch. 585; cf. 602-603,
633). Although Paul hears the goad-proverb tf] ‘EPpaidt Stodéxto (Acts 26:14), it is
not found in Hebrew/Aramaic antiquity, but occurs in Graeco-Roman texts: Pindar,
Pyth. 2.94-96; Aeschylus, Ag. 1624; Eur., Iph. taur. 1396 (with kdua); Aelius
Aristides, Orat. 45.53; Julian, Orat. 8 [To Sallust] 246b."9% This attests to Luke’s
familiarity with a stock Graeco-Roman goad-proverb, not literary dependency.'**
Common in Graeco-Roman and Jewish literature are the cognates Ocopayéwm
(Plutarch, Apoph. lac. 51; Superst. 7, Marc. 16.2; Xenophon, Oec. 16.3; Diod. Sic.
14.69.2; Lucian, Salt. 24; Epictetus, Diatr. 3.24.21, 3.24.24, 4.1.101; Philost., Vit.
Apoll. 4.44.4; Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.246, 1.263) and Beopdyog (Symmachus 637;
Vettius Valens 331.12; Lucian, Jupp. trag. 45; ct. Beopayio: Plato, Resp. 378d 5),
expressing opposition to those resisting divine volition. Although conscious
appropriation of Euripides’ Bacchae in Acts is indeterminate, overlaps are likely a
product of ancient Mediterranean cultural literacy. The reader nevertheless invokes
this renowned tragedy before less popular, inaccessible, or post-Lukan literature.

Paul’s passivity throughout the encounter'*”

and its aftermath highlights
Jesus’ activity. Gaventa recognises this, but takes Paul’s fasting (Acts 9:9b), praying
(9:11), rising for baptism (9:18¢), and eating (9:19a) as exhibiting activeness.'**® She
sees Paul as less ‘incapacitated’/‘immobilised’ in his first recounting where he asks
an additional question (22:10) and, though being led, says, ‘I went (jA00ov) to
Damascus’ (22:11)."%" However, these actions are subsumed under his passivity:
fasting results from subdual and blindness (cf. 9:9); whilst praying (recourse for
comprehension) he receives a vision (9:11-12) and awaits Ananias’ arrival who
mediates healing; he rises (dvactdc) to be baptised (¢BanticOn), inferably by Ananias
(9:18); strength from eating (Aafmv tpoenv Evioyvoev, 9:19) is no active exhibition;
his additional question pertains to following instructions (22:10); and he goes to

Damascus being commanded and guided (22:10-11). Paul transitions to an active role

when £00¢wg proclaiming Jesus as God’s Son (9:20).

193 See LSJ, s.v. “haxtiC®”; summary by Keener 2012-2015, 2:1209-1212, 4:3513-16.
1994 1 othar Schmid, “kévtpov,” TDNT 3:663-68.

1905 Roloff 1981, 149-51; Pesch 1986, 1:303; Parsons 2008, 126; cf. Green 2015, 134 (atypical
of active human roles in Lukan ‘conversion’ accounts).

1996 Gaventa 1986, 60-65.
1997 Gaventa 1986, 72.
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Reisenotizen in all three accounts continue the journey motif: mopgtvouat (9:3,
11, 15; 22:5-6, 10, 21; 26:12-13), 03066 (9:2, 17, 27; 22:4; 26:13), and &yyilo (9:3;
22:6)."% Jesus interrupts Paul’s persecutive journey to become a salvific mission.
Paul ponders Christology whilst reassessing reality. He goes from enquiring of Jesus’
identity (9:5; cf. 22:8; 26:15) to proclaiming him as 6 viog o0 Ogov (9:20; cf. 13:33;
20:28), a stark contrast to his previous agenda (9:21; cf. 7:58; 8:1-3; 9:1-2). Divine
sonship recalls my other focal episodes where Jesus’ elusiveness also generates
curiosity about his identity (Luke 2:49; 4:22; 24:49).

The text directs the reader to determine the following, considering all three
accounts: Christophanic force topples the travellers who then stand unaided; they all
see epiphanic light, but only Paul sees Jesus and is blinded; Paul dialogues with Jesus
whilst the companions hear a noise/voice; and Paul’s companions lead him to
Damascus. Narrative details guide the reader to account for Jesus’ corporeal presence,
his activeness in blinding, and incongruous effects, including (im)perception.
Blindness results from a concomitant, governing impetus—no mere consequence of
luminosity—and differing experiences are attributable to Jesus’ selective
manifestation and/or supernatural control. Before examining these readings, I
demonstrate how other Christophanies support these inklings and underscore Jesus’

elusiveness on the Damascus road.

7.1.2. Jesus’ Elusiveness on the Damascus Road Compared to Other
Christophanies

Comparisons with other Christophanies to Paul which are neither luminous
nor blinding highlight Jesus’ elusiveness on the Damascus road. Jesus promises to
appear again (Acts 26:16) and does (18:9-10; 22:17-21; 23:10-11; cf. 16:6-7).""”’ He
(6 k0pLoc) speaks to Paul through a night “vision’ (6papotog, 18:9)'°'? in Corinth,
encouraging him and vowing protection (18:10), which will allow him to evade

antagonists. This reassurance recalls pronouncements of divine guardianship (7:9;

1% Baban 2006, 207-226.

199 Contra O’Neill’s (1955, 166, cf. 158) a priori determination that [6] k0ptoc in
dreams/visions in Acts refers to Yahweh (18:9; 23:11). Weiser (1981/1985, 2:406-415) summarises
Paul’s dreams/visions in Acts (including Christophanies), addressing comparable antique accounts.

1010 Night is common for manifestations and visions (Luke 2:8-9; Acts 5:19; 12:6-7; 16:9, 25-
26; 18:9; 23:11; 27:23).
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Exod 3:12; Deut 31:6; Jos 1:5, 9; Isa 41:10; 43:5; Jer 1:8).1011 Similarly, Jesus’
promise on the Damascus road that he is ‘delivering’ (¢€apovpevog) Paul from
antagonists (Acts 26:17) recalls divine deliverances (Exod 3:8; 18:4; Deut 32:29; Pss
36:40; 58:1), and Paul is delivered from impeding circumstances (Acts 16:35-40;
18:2-16; 19:23-41; 20:3)."°'? Whether 6 x0pioc is visible or only audible at Corinth is
unspecified, but a similar temple-vision will corroborate his identity as Jesus whom
Paul sees. Whilst praying in the temple, Paul becomes ecstatic (yevésOon pe €v
éxotoet) and sees (ideiv) Jesus speaking (22:17-18).'°" Jesus enables Paul’s
elusiveness, directing him to flee inimical Jerusalemites (22:18-21). Paul’s inclusion
of his temple-vision following explanation of his Damascus road encounter
strengthens an Isa 6 allusion;'®'* he audaciously recounts seeing Jesus, whom he
called kOpie (22:19), in the temple (wherein is Yahweh’s presence), infuriating his
Jewish audience (22:22-23).'%"° They listen until he quotes Jesus speak of a Gentile
mission (22:21-22), mirroring the Nazareth episode. Paul sees 0 k0pioc (Jesus) again
in a barracks (23:10) at night, ‘standing by’ (émicotdc) and encouraging him since he
must testify in Rome (23:11; cf. 9:4-7; 19:21; 27:24)."° Paul’s destiny and suffering
are ‘necessary’ (0€1) and ordained (23:11; cf. 9:6, 16), recalling Jesus’ ‘necessary’
mission.'’"” The form and language of angelophanies and Christophanies coincide,
yet Jesus is no ‘angel or spirit’ speaking to Paul (Acts 23:1-10; cf. 27:23), but 0
Koprog (23:11).1°1%

Although concluding disappearances are not recorded for Christophanies in
Acts (unlike Luke 24:31b), Jesus initiates unexpected, brief appearances (including

induced dream-visions) to direct and reassure Paul vis-a-vis active involvement in his

1911 Stiihlin 1962, 245.
1912 yohnson 1992, 426.

1913 Ecstasy/ékotooig neither detracts from objective epiphanies (Acts 10:10; 11:5) nor is
entirely induced by prayer or hunger occasioning crucial epiphanic messages, but is divinely imposed
at opportune times.

1914 Betz 1990. Pervo (2009, 566 n. 67) observes epiphanies frequent in temple-visions (1 Sam
3:3-10; 1 Kgs 3:4-5; Isa 6:1; Dan 9:20-27; Josephus, Ant. 13.282-83; b. Yoma 39b; Luke 1:8-20).

1915 Strelan 2004, 182.
191 On epiphanic ‘standing’ see §6.1.2.

017 uke 2:49; 4:43-44: 9:22: 13:33; 17:25; 19:5; 22:37; 24:7, 26, 44; Acts 1:16; 17:3; cf.
14:22; 16:30; also Cosgrove 1984, 176-83.

1918 Eletcher-Louis 1997, 50-61.
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affairs. His promises of rescue imply his perpetual activity,'*'” sovereignty, and
presence. This contributes to Jesus’ elusiveness, though his toppling power,
luminosity, blinding of Paul, and selectivity/partiality on the Damascus road—all
suggesting his control of epiphanic (im)perceptibility and impacts—underscore his
elusiveness there.

Accounting for Christophanies to others further accentuates Jesus’ elusiveness
on the Damascus road. His transfiguration, depicted epiphanically,'* previews his
post-mortem existence and eschatological glory, involving his changed (£tepov)
facial appearance and flashing white (Aevkoc éEaotpamtmv) clothing (Luke 9:29).'%%!
Although Luke omits petepopeddn (Mark 9:2-3//Matt 17:1-2), the reader infers
transformation. The disciples see the d0&a of Jesus, Moses, and Elijah (Luke 9:30-
32). Jesus’ luminous face and presence in glory on the mountain allude to Yahweh’s
glory transferred to Moses’ face, recontextualised as a glimpse at eschatological

. . . 1022
transformation or shared divine glory."

Fletcher-Louis argues for an exemplary
angelisation/angelomorphism of the righteous in eschatological glory (and revelation
of Jesus’ divinity).'">* Angelomorphism characterises righteous Israelites (Dan 12:2-
3; 1 En. 38:4; 39:7; 58:3; 62:15-16; 92:4; 96:3; 104:2; 106:12-14; 108:12; 4 Ezra
7:33-44, 125; 2 Bar. 51:3, 10-12; Pss. Sol. 3:12; T. Job 40:3).'"** Nevertheless, glory
is ultimately theomorphic, not strictly angelomorphic. The disciples are not blinded,
and Peter’s misunderstanding (9:33) prevents the generalisation that absence of
physical blinding encodes absence of spiritual blindness. Jesus’ eschatological
luminosity is displayed with his parousia illuminating the sky like lightning (17:24;
cf. Matt 24:27) when he (the Son of Man) comes 1] 00&n shared among the Father
and angels (Luke 9:26; cf. Mark 8:38; Matt 16:27; 25:31) and in a cloud with power

1% O Toole 1981, 476. E£opéw, mostly employed of Yahweh (LXX), used of Jesus as 6
KOpog (Acts 26:15-18) suggests proximity to God (Churchill 2010, 169-71, 217, 240-42).

1920 See §5.2.2. See also Litwa (2014, 111-40) on the Markan transfiguration as an epiphany
using Jewish and Graeco-Roman motifs, comparative with the Philonic Moses, thus depicting a deified
Jesus.

1021 See Seim 2009, 36-37 (more like the Damascus road manifestation).
1922 Similarly, Parsons 2015, 154-57.
1923 Eletcher-Louis 1997, 38-50.

1924 See Fletcher-Louis 1997, 109-215; Lehtipuu 2007, 120-54; Collins 2009; Somov 2017,
171-80; cf. transformed/exalted heroes (Samuel: 1 Sam 28:13-14; Jeremiah: 2 Macc 15:13-14; Enoch:
Jub. 4:23; 2 En. 22:8; Adam and Abel: T. Ab. [A] 11-13) (Dunn 1987, 260).
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and 66Enc moAATg (Luke 21:27; cf. Mark 13:26//Matt 24:30), having entered his
d0&av (Luke 24:26). Yet, he appears resurrected without luminosity, but exercising
cognitive-perceptual control (Chapter 6).'%*

Stephen gazes into heaven and sees the 00&av Beod and Jesus, the Son of Man,
‘standing (€ot@®ta) at the right hand of God’ (Acts 7:55-56 [x2]), a position raising
christological questions (cf. Ps 110:1; Luke 20:41-44; 22:67-69; Acts 2:22-36; 5:30-
31).'9%6 Ad&a is luminous (Luke 2:9; 9:26, 31-32; 21:27; 24:26; Acts 22:11), yet
Stephen sees Jesus without hindrance.'®’ The Spirit does not protect Stephen from
blindness (Acts 7:55; cf. 6:3, 15), since others without pneumatic aid witness divine
glory (Luke 2:9; 9:28-32). Stephen previously recounts manifestations of God’s glory
to Abraham (Acts 7:2) and an angel of the Lord to Moses in the enflamed bush (7:30-
35; cf. Exod 3:2-4:19; Luke 20:37), instances without inhibition. Although visibility
is unmentioned when 6 k0p1og speaks (ginev) to Ananias in an Opépatt (Acts 9:10-11,
15), Ananias says that 6 kOprog/Jesus, who appeared (0 6¢0eig) to Paul, sent him
(9:17; cf. 22:12-16).'® De Long argues that visibility of a speaking epiphanic figure
is often assumed, especially since most visions in Acts have visual components and
Jesus as the visual subject, so Ananias sees Jesus (as does Paul in 18:9-10).'%%

Luminosity is nevertheless absent. Glory, whether transferred, inherited, or shared, is

only blinding on the Damascus road in Luke-Acts.

1025 ¢of, Luminosity absent: LEM 16:12-14; John 20:14-15; luminous Jesus: Titus 6:16; Rev
1:10; 21:23; 22:5.

1926 Standing is plausibly to welcome Stephen into the divine presence (cf. Luke 23:43;
Haenchen 1971, 292 n. 4) or to act as a witness/advocate (cf. 12:8; Crump 1992, 178-203;
Witherington 1998, 275). Acts 7 depicts Jesus’ elusive presence until his parousia (Terrien 2000, 449-
51).

1927 Spencer (2004, 106) briefly notes contrast with Paul’s blinding. Cf. Isaac’s eyes grow dim
after seeing the throne of glory during his binding (Tg. Ps.-J. Gen 27:1; Gen. Rab. 65; 138a) (Barrett
1994/1998, 1:383).

19280 kbhprog is not God, then called Jesus (contra O’Neill 1955, 164-65).

12 De Long 2017, 102. Peter addresses an amorphous @ovy| speaking £k Tod odpavod as
kOpte (10:13-14; 11:7-9)—probably God (cf. Luke 3:22; 9:35; Keener 2012-2015, 2:1771, 1824, cf.
1634-35 [rabbinic ip n2 analogous]); cf. 1 En. 13:8-10. (In)audible/internal communicative
manifestations of the Spirit are also common (Acts 8:29; 10:19; 11:12; 13:2, 4; cf. 23:9). Wilson
(2016) argues that in terms of experiencing divine phenomena, Greeks revered visual perception
whereas Jews revered aural directives, so Acts features both optical and verbal epiphanic imagery
(verbal usually emphasised). Prince (2018) suggests that epiphanic visions in Acts allow the
[Hellenistic] reader to become a fellow witness vividly perceiving insights, persuading them of the
gospel’s authenticity.
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Some scholars conclude that Jesus’ ascended and resurrected forms differ,

since he travels and eats'*’

or is non-luminous in Luke 24 and Acts 1.'%*! Alsup
identifies Christophanies on the Damascus road and to Stephen as a “heavenly
radiance appearance” Gattung different from the anthropomorphic “bodily encounter”
of resurrection appearances and even the transfiguration,' > but this specification
involving luminosity divorces these from other Christophanies. Jesus’ interactive or
Christophanic mode partly differs after the narrativised ascension—chiefly operating
from heaven where he ‘must’ (3€7) remain (Acts 3:21), briefly appearing (including
dreams/visions), and depicted with less physicality—but without assuming another
ascended form.'®** The Damascus road encounter is programmatic for Jesus’
continual presence and preservation of Paul, not paradigmatic for Christophanic
phenomena. Thus, the reader ascertains Jesus’ heightened elusive activity on the
Damascus road, demonstrating power and establishing Paul’s apostleship among
(partial) witnesses. Although epiphanic force, luminosity, blinding, and
selective/partial (im)perceptivity during the dramatic revelation on the Damascus
road are not repeated in subsequent Christophanies, Jesus’ theomorphic,
reflexive/active elusive presence (like God and in God’s narrative absence) remain
consistent from Luke’s Gospel and throughout Acts. Ultimately, the portrayal of the
elusive Jesus in Acts reinforces my findings from Luke’s Gospel, further indicating
his exceptionally theomorphic identity. I shall now examine how the extratextual-
informed reader conceptualises Jesus’ elusiveness on the Damascus road in terms of

(im)perceptibility and supernatural control.

1930 Marshall 1980, 169; Peterson 2009, 300.

1931 Benoit 1949; Stanley 1953, 331; Lohfink 1976, 26; Seim 2009, 33-34; Somov 2017, 208-
214.

1932 Alsup 1975, 55-56, 83-85, 141-44.

1933 7wiep (2016, 18) criticises Sleeman’s (2009, 16, 197-216) understanding of the Damascus
Road encounter writing, “Luke seems to make a clear qualitative distinction between the (visionary)
experience of Paul and the post-resurrection appearances to the apostolic witnesses—he calls Paul’s
experience a ‘heavenly vision’ (odpaviog dntacio, Acts 26:19), that is, an event of a different order
than the crudely materialistic apostolic Christophanies in Acts 1, even though it is the same Lord who
appears.” However, we have seen how ‘vision’ language describing epiphanies in Luke-Acts does not
necessarily imply an immaterial or subjective experience (cf. Luke 1:22; 24:23; §7.1.1). As I maintain,
Christophanies before and after the narrativised ascension do not so much depict a ‘qualitative
distinction’ in which Jesus is ‘crudely materialistic’ in Acts 1 (or Luke 24), but illustrate different
epiphanic modes or locations, supporting a christological presence-absence tension which Sleeman
also observes.
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7.2. Readings of Ancient Mediterranean Elusiveness in the Damascus Road

Encounter

7.2.1. Jesus’ Damascus Road Manifestation in the Light of Ancient
Mediterranean Epiphanies

The reader recognises Jesus’ Damascus road manifestation as a luminous
heavenly epiphany, sharing features, forms, and functions with ancient Mediterranean
traditions (§§2.1.2; 3.1.2).'%** Unsurprisingly, Luke describes ¢@dc appearing £k 100
ovpavod (Acts 9:3; 22:6)/0vpavobev (26:13) with recourse to other luminous
heavenly epiphany terminology (neproctpanto, Acts 9:3; 22:6: 4 Macc 4:10; Julian,
Orat. 4 [Hymn to Helios] 131a; ntepilaunm, Acts 26:13: Luke 2:9; Philo, /os. 1.146;
Josephus, Ant. 6.25; J.W. 6.290; Plutarch, Alex. 2; Per. 39.3; Julian, Orat. 4 [Hymn to
Helios] 140a, cf. 133b, 134b, 14221)1035 or in terms of divine luminosity or favour
(Aapmpdtng, Acts 26:13: Pss 89:17; 109:3; Isa 60:3; Bar 4:24; 5:3; Dan [0] 12:3).

The story-form has occupied researchers who offer various parallels.
Windisch suggests resemblances with Yahwistic theophanies, the Heliodorus-legend
(2 Macc 3:24-40), and Heracles’ appearance concluding Sophocles’ Philoctetes
(1408ft.), but determines conscious modelling after Euripides’ Bacchae and OT Saul-
David stories.'”*® Lohfink proposes Jewish accounts of epiphanic speech
(Erscheinungsgesprdich: Gen 22:1-2; 31:11-13; 46:2-3; Jos. Asen. 14:6-8).'"" For
Stanley, Luke clarifies that Paul ‘saw’ Jesus (subsequently being filled with the Spirit
and suffering) to become an apostolic witness and an inaugurated prophet like Ezekiel
(Ezek 1:25-2:1)."%* In this vein, Munck parallels prophets called through theophanies
or visions, a pattern involving light, the enthroned Lord, and the witness falling then
raised (1 En. 14:13-25; 15-16; Ezek 1:26-28; 2:1-3ff.; Isa 6:1-8ff.; Jer 1:6-91t.; cf.
Dan 7:9-10; 8:17-18; 1 En. 71 :2—16).1039 Similarly, Zimmerli concludes that Acts 9:3-

1034 See Schneider 1980/1982, 2:24-28; Weiser 1981/1985, 1:216-24; Johnson 1992, 162-63,
167-68; Keener 2012-2015, 2:1630-33.

1933 TTepépmo can describe luminous garments (Lucian, /nd. 9), armour causing a deterred
gaze (Plutarch, Cam. 17.5), and renowned humans (Servius’ face at birth: Plutarch, Fort. Rom. 10;
Menippus: Lucian, Icar. 15 [in Hades]; impressive power: Epictetus, Diatr. 3.22.28).

1936 Windisch 1932; cf. Loning 1973, 64-70.
1937 L ohfink 1965; 1966, 53-59.
1938 Stanley 1953, 328-37.

199 Munck 1959, 11-35; cf. 1967, 81-83, 242. Unlike Munck, Hedrick (1981) attributes the
OT call/commissioning motifs to Lukan style rather than sharing this form with Gal 1:15.
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9 is structured according to two forms of an OT ‘prophetic call narrative’
(prophetischen Berufungsberichte: Exod 3; Jdg 6; 1 Sam 9-10; Isa 49:1-6; Jer 1:4-10;
Ezek 1-3; throne-room theophany: Isa 6; 1 Kgs 22:19-22)."%° Rather than a call-story,
others see Paul’s encounter as a commissioning-story.'®*! Burchard classifies Acts
9:1-19a as a conversion-story (Bekehrungserzdhlung: Jos. Asen. 1-25; Apuleius,
Metam. 11.1-30; Xenophon of Ephesus, Ephesian Tale).'®** Advocating Burchard’s
examples, Fletcher-Louis argues for an angelophanic mode of Christophanies (cf.
Gen 22; 31; Exod 3; 2 Macc 3; Jos. Asen.; Apoc. Ab.; Acts 10:3-4), finding the
Damascus road encounter most comparable to the epiphany to Daniel as others flee
(Dan 10:7) and the audible luminous angelophany to Job (T. Job 3:1; 4:1).'%%
However, Luke’s reader, not restricted to Jewish extratextual data, reads
Christophanies not as essentially angelomorphic, but theomorphic. Talbert, Pervo,

1044 .
and Pesch sees manifold

Keener, and others acknowledge combined story-forms,
conventions (including in the co-text) without replicating a particular Gattung
(Epiphanieerzihlungen, Berufungsgeschichten, Erscheinungsgesprdche,

1045 The reader detects an

Korrespondenzvisionen, or Heilungswundergeschichten).
integrative conventional composite, as with my other focal episodes.

Seeing and hearing Jesus affords Paul apostleship (cf. Acts 1:21-26). The
apostles are confident that 6 xkOprog ‘chose’ (é€ehéEm, 1:24; cf. 1:2) Matthias to
replace Judas. Jesus calling Paul his ‘chosen’ (ékAoyn}) vessel (9:15) does not
undermine Matthias’ apostleship among the Twelve. Paul, called an dndctorog once
(along with Barnabas), is deferential to apostles and elders in Jerusalem (14:14; cf.
9:27; 15:2-30; 16:4). Nevertheless, the reader interprets Paul’s encounter as a

privileged witness to Jesus’ living existence (paradoxically revealed-yet-concealed),

ironically despite blinding.

10490 7immerli 1969. Steck (1976) separates throne-room theophany from the
Berufungsgattung.

1941 Mullins 1976; Kowalski 2003; Czachesz 2007.
192 Burchard 1970, 59-105. Oliver (2019) defends a call-story against a conversion-story.
1% Fletcher-Louis 1997, 51-56; but cf. O’ Toole 1978.

194 Talbert 2005, 82-90, 192-93, 207-208 (‘choice’, “call’, ‘conversion’, and
‘commissioning’). Seeing a conversion-story (Acts 9) becoming a call-story (Acts 22; 26): Schneider
1980/1982, 2:22; Pervo 2009, 235-36. Keener (20122015, 2:1608-1609, 1614-17, 1640, 3:3231, cf.
4:3510-27) sees conversion and call (without dependency on Jos. Asen.).

1045 pegch 1986, 1:300.
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Luke’s reader, drawing from extratextual selective or partial epiphany or
(in)visibility examples (§§2.1.2; 2.1.4; 3.1.2; 3.1.4) and accounting for intratextual
Christophanies, imagines Jesus as both selectively and partially (im)perceptible,
visible and audible to Paul whilst invisible (apart from light) and
inaudible/unintelligible to Paul’s companions. Bremmer recognises that Luke strives
to remain in continuity with traditional uses of a divine selective epiphany motif
whilst indicating the phenomenon’s authentication by specifying that everyone
present experiences it to some extent.'®*® He also sees Jesus’ partial-form appearance
as atypical of Graeco-Roman divine epiphanies.'®’ However, the reader’s extratext
features amorphous epiphanies of light and/or sound (e.g., Eur., Bacch. 1077-83;
Nonnus, Dion. 45.273-84; Xenophon, Cyr. 4.2.15; cf. 4.3.6 [Zeus]; Max. Tyre, Or.
9.7; cf. Jewish traditions: Exod 3:2-3; Wis 18:1-4; T. Job 3:1-7; 4:1; 5:2).
Nonetheless, Paul sees someone (Jesus) amid the light at the moment he is blinded.

In what follows, I address Wikenhauser’s suggested parallels, including
instances with a divine prerogative of selective/partial (im)perceptibility, lexical
overlap, and epiphanic forces (allegedly) toppling witnesses (several of which were
included in the reader’s extratext). Wikenhauser only comments that spectators are
told to stand and usually supported, the latter detail dissimilar to Paul’s encounter.'**®

Several epiphanies are strictly selective, not also partial: Athene (sent by
Hera) only to Achilles (Hom., 7/. 1.194-205); Athene to Odysseus, but unseen and
unnoticed to Telemachus (Od. 16.154-63); Thetis to Peleus (Apoll. Rhod. 4.851-54);
a divine/superhuman appearance guiding the diaspora (Philo, Exsecr. 165); and the
angel of Yahweh in the burning bush to Moses, despite others present (Exod. Rab.
2.8).'* Although some of these share features with the Damascus road encounter,
Jesus’ luminous and celestial manifestation which Paul’s companions partially

experience differs from standing, physical contact, recognisability, and/or complete

194 Bremmer 2008b, 379. The companions’ partial witness establishes objectivity (Haenchen
1971, 322); cf. Malina and Neyrey 1996, 86-91 (proofs: light, blinding, companions, and Ananias).
Some emphasise a psychological experience (Pilch 2002; Malina and Pilch 2008, 67-70, 156-57, 168-
69). Still, it is no merkabah vision (pace Bowker 1971).

%47 Bremmer 2008b, 382.

1948 Unless otherwise indicated, the following ancient references/parallels in this section are
from Wikenhauser 1952.

194 Commenting on »9%/‘to him’ (Exod 3:2) and referencing Dan 10:7. This is very late,
dated ca. tenth—thirteenth century CE (Strack and Stemberger 1996, 308-309).
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imperceptibility to others. Some traditions involve imposed emotions (fear) or
supernatural control of others who perceive effects, but see or hear nothing, such as
Daniel’s companions (Dan 10:5-8)"°

41).

and the Jews’/Judeans’ enemies (3 Macc 6:18-

John 12:28-30 relates not diverse perceptivity, but how a crowd ‘hearing’
(dxovoag) a heavenly voice (coming for their sake) struggles to identify it—some
ascribing it to thunder, others to an angel. Better is Luke’s own report of the Spirit’s
activity, causing selectively epiphanic, fire-like tongues resting upon the disciples
(debnoav... yYAdooar mcel Topdg... Ekdbioev) and a pwvn at which people gather
who each hear their own native language spoken differently, though not partially
(Acts 2:1-12).

Despite Deut 4:12 offering lexical contacts (AaAéw; KOp10g; pwVN; AKOL®;
Oopbw) with luminosity and God speaking, everyone witnesses the same phenomena
and clarification is given that he is either obscured or corporeally absent apart from an
amorphous voice speaking amid fire (hence they see no opoimpa/73320, but only 1
eoVAV/2ip *nr; f. 4:15, 33, 36; 5:4, 22; Exod 20:22; 24:9-11). Neither the Israelites
nor luminous phenomena guiding them in the wilderness are invisible to their
enemies, but they only hear the Israelites’ voices because they are deprived of
partaking in light which obscures (Wis 18:1-4: o®¢; pwvn; dkovw; 6pdm). Jesus’
statement in John 5:37 (pwvn; dxod®; Opdw) may imply selectivity in that he sees
and hears (past or present) the Father’s €180 and @wvr] whereas others do not, but this
is not of an epiphany.

Although some Christian traditions involve selective and/or partial epiphanies,
including depictions of luminosity, only Christians perceive phenomena whilst others
witness either nothing or only effects (Mart. Pol. 9.1; 15.1-2; Acts Thom. 153 [guards
asleep]), or [some] phenomena becomes perceptible to others (Acts Thom. 27; 42-
46). Andrew is invisible or hiding from the devil who cannot always see the saints
(Acts Andr. Mth. 24). Accounts of figures appearing and speaking to Martin (a post-
mortem youth) and Benedict (the devil) without others seeing or hearing anything

(Sulpicius Severus, Life Mart. 11; Gregory the Great, Dial. 2.8) involve both selective

1050 ¢ v72% HB (‘by myself’/I alone”).
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and partial (im)perceptibility, but are late and undoubtedly dependent on Acts or
other Christian literature.

Scholars repeat these parallels,'”" occasionally adding others. Conzelmann’s
addition of a singing youth (apparently Achilles) is not partial or selective
(im)perceptibility since witnesses either sight the quiescent youth or hear him sing

without locating him (Max. Tyre, Or. 9.7).'°%

Maximus of Tyre’s emphasis on the
extent of witness is evident as he proceeds to relate other epiphanies rumoured or
witnessed himself. Barrett’s contribution of audible epiphanies of Athene to Odysseus
(Sophocles, 4j. 15) and Artemis to Hippolytus (Eur., Hipp. 86) are more relevant, but
Paul’s companions at least see light.'>® Pervo’s additions from the Bacchae are
inapplicable, since lines 500-503 speak of impiety preventing realisation that the
stranger is Dionysus, and line 1086 does not say that “others do not hear the voice,”
but that the bacchants ‘did not clearly understand’ (o0 cae®dg dedeypévar), so they

1054 .
054 K eener includes

look around before Dionysus repeats himself (1087-89).
Apollonius’ post-mortem appearance to a youth whose peers see nothing (Philost.,
Vit. Apoll. 8.31) and Jesus’ resurrection appearances (Acts 10:40-41), but in the
former the youth leaps up ‘half-asleep’ (opdévmvov) relaying a dream-vision (perhaps
by Apollonius’ prerogative in answer to prayer) and in the latter Jesus appears
privately, not partially.'”® To these parallels could be added the partial theophany of
Pan speaking to Pheidippides (Hdt. 6.105-106; Paus. 1.28.4; 8.54.6) and the selective
angelophanies of Balaam later perceiving the angel of the Lord initially visible only
to his donkey (Num 22:22-35) and Goliath later perceiving the angel invisibly aiding
David (LAB 61:8). However, these involve only either partial perceptivity or
selectively (in)visible figures becoming visible to remaining witnesses. Despite
formal and contextual dissimilarities between these analogues and the Damascus road
encounter, selective or partial (im)perceptibility by divine prerogative is congruent

and affords a framework for the Lukan reader’s conceptualisation of the event.

151 o, Johnson 1992, 163; Talbert 2005, 86; Bock 2007, 359.
1952 Conzelmann 1972, 65.

1953 Barrett 1994/1998, 1:451-52.

194 Pervo 2009, 241-42 n. 71, 564 n. 51.

1053 K eener 2012-2015, 2:1640 n. 391.
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In Wikenhauser’s toppling parallels (Ezek 1:4-2:2; 3:23-24; 43:3; Dan 8:15-
18; 10:9-10; Josephus, Ant. 10.269; 1 En. 14:8-25; 71; 4 Ezra 10:25-39; Apoc. Ab.
10; Matt 17:6; 28:4; Rev 1:17; Hom., Od. 24.533-36), among others in the reader’s
extratext, spectators turn, fall, or throw themselves down in fear or reverence rather
than being blinded by luminosity or toppled by force (§§2.1.2; 3.1.2). Comparatively,
Luke’s reader imagines the force of Jesus’ manifestation and/or radiance toppling
Paul (Acts 9:4; 22:7) and his companions (26: 14).19% The reader’s detection of the
remarkable absence of fear is supported by scribal attempts to reconcile the encounter

with typical epiphanies by adding responses of fear (kai &upopot éyévovto, 22:9)'%%

1938 Not only is there silence about any

or falling from fear (310 TOv @Ofov, 26:14).
emotive reaction in all three accounts, but falling is associated with abrupt radiance.
Finally, none of the parallels addressed here involve blinding. In terms of
Christology, the reader recognises Jesus’ epiphanic power and abilities of selective
and partial manifestation as characteristic of post-mortem figures or (more typically)

deities in the ancient Mediterranean world.

7.2.2. Jesus the Controller: Reading Supernatural Control of Luminosity
Additional to Jesus’ prerogative of selective and partial (im)perceptibility, the
disparity of Paul’s blindness and his companions’ intact sight, despite seeing the same
Christophanic light, guide the reader to conceptualise Jesus’ supernatural control, an
ability with variegated exhibitions in antiquity (§§2.1.2; 2.1.5; 3.1.2; 3.1.8). Jesus’
control of his luminosity is implied given its absence or uninhibiting effects in other
Christophanies (§7.1.2) and his control during resurrection appearances (Chapter 6).
Unlike expressions of direct cognitive-perceptual control during Jesus’ resurrection
appearances, incongruities between the Damascus road accounts lend to inferences
that Jesus controls his luminosity and/or its effectivity, without manipulating human
faculties. Moreover, perceptual impairment is infrequent with ancient Mediterranean
luminous epiphanies, notwithstanding Achilles’ armour blinding Homer (Vita

Romana 5) or occasional unbearableness (albeit without blindness) resulting in

1056 Also Stdhlin 1962, 134, cf. 308; Roloff 1981, 149, 352; contra Polhill 1992, 234 (“awe-
struck”). Pervo (2009, 241, [631]) says that Paul falls reverently, but later writes, “The party felt its
power and crashed to the ground en masse”.

7 E g, DELY 614 1739 M gig sy" sa (NA®, 459; Metzger 1994, 430).
9% E g, 614 2147 gig sy™® sa bo™ (NA®, 472; Metzger 1994, 438).
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deterred attention (Plutarch, Cam. 17.5; Paus. 2.26.5). Comparatively, Paul’s blinding
by epiphanic light is quite anomalous, but dominates the encounter, so Jesus is
especially elusive on the Damascus road. Nevertheless, the presence of a visually
impairing light not affecting Paul’s companions whose experience differs in other
ways indicates Jesus’ control.

Reading Paul’s blindness induced by Christophanic luminosity as Jesus’
prerogative is supported by Jesus’ active restoration of Paul’s sight through Ananias’
mediation whom Jesus (6 kOpt1og) directs (Acts 9:8-19a; 22:11-13). Comparatively,
Yahweh opens the eyes of Elisha’s servant in response to prayer to see the putative
reality of a heavenly army and ‘blinds’ the Arameans (inferably coming from and
eventually returning to Damascus) whom the prophet leads to Samaria before their
cognitive-perception is restored (2 Kgs 6:17-20). Jesus does not reappear to Paul in
Damascus, but utilises Ananias as a communicative proxy. Ananias is not “the
miracle worker,” as Hedrick asserts.'?>” Neither are blinding and healing attributable
to God, as Fitzmyer surmises.'*® Macnamara suggesting that Jesus acts in Saul

through the Spirit, including restoring sight,'*®'

conflates the Spirit’s presence (cf.
9:17) with Jesus’ agency. Others emphasise Jesus’ activity vis-a-vis Ananias’
mediation.'%* Similar to the Emmaus road, perceptual impairment ensues upon Jesus’
appearance who then restores perception.'® ‘O 0edc/matiip is markedly absent in the
Damascus road accounts, aside from Ananias declaring that 6 0e6¢ appointed Paul ‘to
know his will” (yv@dvor 0 0éAnpa avtov) and to see and to hear Jesus (tov dikatov,
Acts 22:14) or details about Paul turning Gentiles to God (6 0g6g, 26:18, 20).
However, such comments about Paul’s divine appointment and mission do not detract
from Jesus as the primary actor throughout and after the encounter. Walton, giving

examples of Jesus’ activeness during the event, briefly mentions that Jesus blinds

Paul.'%* Keener writes, “Jesus blinded the one who thought he saw, so he might see

195 Hedrick 1981, 422.

1960 Bitzmyer 1998, 426.

196! Macnamara 2016, 116-17.

1992 Roloff 1981, 151; Bruce 1988, 188.

1993 K eener (2012-2015, 2:1665-66) observes prevalent blindness healings in antiquity,
including by Jesus (Luke 4:18; 6:39-42; 7:21-22; 18:42-43).

19 Walton 2018, 143-44. Cf. Paul was ‘apprehended/overtaken (kateAqueénv) by Christ’
(Phil 3:12).

213



anew”.'% Nevertheless, such comments refer to Jesus’ intentionality rather than to
his prerogative to allow his luminosity to blind Paul. As a result of the entire ordeal,
Paul immediately proclaims Jesus as 6 viog oD Beov (9:20). Jesus’ prerogative to
blind and restore perception, the latter in response to prayer, is a theomorphic quality.
Nothing indicates that the light—whose effulgence outshines the sun at
midday—is any less intense for Paul’s companions. Jesus spares them from blindness
to guide Paul and, more importantly, to be partial witnesses. Jesus permits visibility
of his epiphanic luminosity and determines its (disproportionate) effects. The reader

diagnoses Paul’s blinding as a supernatural punitive feat'%®

whilst others are spared.
Haenchen writes, “It would be wrong to construe it as a punishment: it is simply the
natural consequence of his beholding the heavenly light (cf. 22.11)”.'°’ However, the
extratext revealed that blinding is often by divine punishment, and additional
examples could be enumerated.'%®
(Hdt. 6.117.1-3) and Homer (Vita Romana 5), the Muses blind Thamyris for defiance
(Hom., 7. 2.594-600; Ps.-Apollod., Bib. 1.3.3). Pheron is blinded after hurling a spear

into the flooded Nile’s eddies (Hdt. 2.111; Diod. Sic. 1.59.1-4). A divine dream-

For instance, additional to instances of Epizelus

vision nearly blinds Atrabanus for defying the divine will (Hdt. 7.17-18). Teiresias is
blinded according to Kronos’ laws for witnessing Athene bathe (Callimachus, Hymn.
lav. Pall. 51-102). Stesichorus is blinded for speaking ill of Helen (Plato, Phaedr.
243a-b). An impious Libyan is blinded for fishing in Baiae’s lake (Martial, Epigrams
4.30). Philip of Macedon is blinded in one eye for spying on Zeus-Ammon in serpent-
form lying with his wife (Plutarch, A/ex. 3.1-4). Polyzelus loses his sight gazing at a
‘superhuman appearance’ (VepavOpwmov pavtaciov, Pseudo-Plutarch, Para. 1).
Hus/Antylus is blinded for looking at the Palladium whilst sparing it from a burning
shrine in Ilium, but propitiates the goddess and regains sight (Para. 17). Aepytus is
blinded and dies after entering Poseidon’s sanctuary at Mantineia (Paus. 8.5.5).

Finally, Juvenal contrasts people who believe that fortune is accidental with those

1065 K eener 2012-2015, 2:1654.

1066 Bauernfeind 1980, 133; Hamm 1990, 65, 69-70 (referencing Luke 19:42; 24:16); Parsons
2008, 128; Peterson 2009, 305; cf. Strelan 2004, 178 (‘destructive’ connotations).

197 Haenchen 1971, 323. Also dismissing punitive blinding: Conzelmann 1972, 65; Roloff
1981, 150; Polhill 1992, 235; Zmijewski 1994, 380-81; Barrett 1994/1998, 1:452; Fitzmyer 1998, 426;
Bock 2007, 359.

198 See n. 295 for scholars elaborating some of these and other examples.

214



who attribute matters to the gods, including blinding for perjury (Sat. 13.86-94).
Extratextual Jewish examples included men at Sodom (Gen 19:11), the Egyptians
(Wis 19:17; Mek. R. Ish. 18.4), the Arameans (2 Kgs 6:18 [figurative for cognitive]),
the Amorites (LAB 27:10), the disobedient (4Q167 1 7-10 [Hos 2:8]; 4Q387a 3 11 4-
5), and people at Babel (3 Bar. 3:8). Particularly, Paul’s encounter may echo Deut
28:28-29 where Yahweh warns that he will smite the disobedient with frenzy,
blindness, and bewilderment of mind, so they will grope around at mid-day
(ueonuPpiog) like the blind in darkness, unable to find their ‘way’ (tac 6800¢). %
Ironically, Paul’s expectation to bring disciples back to Jerusalem ‘in order that they
may be punished’ (iva tipopnddowv, Acts 22:5) is reversed as Jesus, identifying
corporately with his disciples, punishes Paul. Hartsock avers that the reader,
considering an ancient tripartite physiognomical blindness topos, assumes Paul’s
helplessness, divine punishment, and spiritual blindness.'*" According to Wilson, the
reader may even see Paul’s debilitating blindness (inflicted by Jesus) as emasculating,
loss of self-control, and subjection to divine power as a ‘slave’ of God and Jesus.'""!
Thus, the blinding has significant implications for Paul’s character, but also
contributes to Jesus’ characterisation. The reader is aware that these effects do not
apply to Paul’s companions who see the light, so Jesus must control its efficacy, a
capability precedented by ancient Mediterranean supernatural control traditions.
Petridou explains how unmediated theophanies, particularly visual and lurid, can be
physically or mentally debilitating for mortals (cf. Hom., //. 20.128ff.), so humans
avert their attention, cover their faces, or flee (e.g., Eur., lon 1549-52).1072 Luke’s
reader construes Jesus as mitigating the brilliance of his glory during most
Christophanies, but emanating it on the Damascus road with his unmediated
appearance incapacitating Paul, but regulated to spare his companions from its
debilitative effects.'”

Ultimately, Jesus causes his epiphanic luminosity to blind only Paul, heals

him in answer to prayer, sends him as a chosen (divinely appointed) instrument to

19991 ake and Cadbury 1933, 280; Marshall 1980, 355, 374.

1970 Hartsock 2008, 188; similarly, Thomas 2010, 248-52 (God blinds Paul).
17! Wilson 2014.

1972 Petridou 2015, 37-38.

193 Including regulation during resurrection appearances (see Chapter 6 on Bucur).
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evangelise, and continually aids him. The reader recognises Jesus’ supernatural

activity and control as characteristically theomorphic.

7.3. Synthesis and Observations

In this chapter we saw how Luke’s reader further builds Jesus’ character as a
theomorphically elusive figure in Acts, ascended-exalted and interceding from
heaven. Jesus’ Damascus road activity is especially elusive in Acts since it
demonstrates his power whilst establishing Paul’s apostleship among (partial)
witnesses and is programmatic for Jesus’ active presence and protection of Paul,
though not of subsequent Christophanic phenomena. Ancient Mediterranean
epiphanies may involve either selective or partial (im)perceptibility (at least in pre-
Lukan non-Christian documents), are rarely visually impairing from radiance, and do
not topple witnesses who normally fall in fear or reverence. Comparatively, Jesus
manifests on the Damascus road with both selective and partial (im)perceptibility,
blinding luminosity, and toppling force, cryptically revealing his identity. The reader
attributes these phenomena and effects to Jesus—o0 kOplog, who is present and active
in God’s narrative absence—exercising a prerogative of his (im)perceptibility whilst
supernaturally controlling his luminosity.

Paul’s blinding is no mere consequence of Jesus’ glorious light. Rather than
directly controlling perception like during resurrection appearances, Jesus allows his
luminosity to blind Paul as a punitive and overpowering feat. Christophanic
luminosity does not normally blind spectators, such as disciples at the transfiguration,
Stephen, or Paul’s companions, so differing effects occur according to Jesus’
prerogative. The companions’ partial witness sufficiently demonstrates the Damascus
road event’s objectivity, authenticity, and veracity. Contrastively, Stephen describes a
Christophany to his antagonists who see nothing. Nevertheless, Christophanies occur
only to Jesus-followers—notwithstanding Saul’s exceptional transformation into an
apostolic witness—but Jesus remains entirely elusive to outsiders, congruous with
privacy during his ministry and resurrection appearances. Jesus simultaneously
reveals and conceals himself as his paradoxical modus operandi. Whereas
Geheimnis-theories cannot account for the ascended-exalted Jesus’ activity, his
elusiveness comprehensively encompasses his character throughout his life and

afterlife, forming a broader and more comprehensive elusiveness theme.
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As in my other focal episodes, speculation about Jesus’ identity accompanies
his elusiveness on the Damascus road. A Lukan compositional pattern emerges. The
reader may emulate Paul’s performative enquiry, contemplating the identity of 6
Kvprog, though beyond a formal appellation. Luke’s compositional rhetoric continues
to keep the reader engaged and intrigued about Jesus’ identity even into Acts. Paul’s
proclamation of Jesus as 0 viog ToD Ogov partly elucidates the reader’s christological
speculation. For Paul and the reader, Jesus’ activity is associated with his divine
sonship. For Paul, this is principally about his royal-Davidic messiahship, but for the
reader it also evokes his supernatural conception and exceptional relationship to God.
The reader also detects God’s elision from the recurrent glorious theophany motif
from Acts 7. God alone appears to Abraham and Moses, then God appears with Jesus
to Stephen, but Jesus alone appears to Paul. The luminous theophanic phenomenon
for which Yahweh is renowned becomes a signature of Jesus.

In the next chapter we shall see how the reader’s portraiture of the elusive
Jesus is advanced through intratextual comparisons with other elusive characters and

events throughout Luke-Acts.
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CHAPTER 8

ELUSIVE ACTS OF OTHER LUKAN CHARACTERS

8.1. Comparing Luke’s Elusive Jesus with Elusive Acts of the Apostles

Comparing the elusiveness of Jesus and of others in Luke-Acts will highlight
contrasts between abilities and actional roles that advance and enhance the reader’s
portraiture of the particularly elusive Jesus. Character parallels and literary patterns

1075 .
encouraging

within Luke-Acts abound,'®”* especially Jesus-disciple parallels,
comparison and facilitating character-building. I assess the disciples’ escapes or
martyrdom, incarceration deliverances, mediation or petitioning of supernatural
control, the Philip-eunuch story, and angelic activities (appearances, departures, and
supernatural control). This comparative process will also illuminate correspondences
between these accounts and my focal episodes which expand those already detected
by scholars. Although scholarship abounds on potential backgrounds or intertexts for
passages examined here, [ primarily concentrate on the reader’s intratextual
comparisons of elusiveness providing additional data for characterising Jesus

(ascertaining an exceptionally theomorphic Christology) and recognising an

elusiveness theme.

8.1.1. Escape or Martyrdom According to Divine Sovereignty

Jesus reflexively eludes arrest, injury, or execution until his passion, unlike
some of his disciples. Along with Jesus’ Nazareth escape, Luke’s yeip-idioms and
plotting motif afford depictions of Jesus’ sovereignty over the time and circumstances
of his destined passion (Luke 4:28-30; 9:44-45; 13:31-33; 19:47-48; 20:19-20; 22:2-
3,21-22, 53-54; 24:7-8; cf. Acts 1:16; 2:23; §5.2.6). Antagonists plot to arrest or kill
disciples, seizing (including yeip-terminology) and violently handling them (Acts 4:3;
5:18,33;9:23-24,29; 12:1, 3, 11, 19; 16:19; 20:3, 19; 21:11, 27, 30, 33; 22:4; 23:12-
14,21, 27, 30; 25:3; 26:10, 21; 28:17; cf. Luke 21:12).""° For example, in Acts 4:1-

197 Morgenthaler 1949; Laurentin 1964; Flender 1967, 8-35; Talbert 1974; Mattill 1975;
Muhlack 1979; Praeder 1984b; Neirynck 1999; Clark 2001; McComiskey 2004; Spencer 2008, 44-48.

1075 Radl 1975; O’Toole 1983a; 1984, 62-94; Dunn 1996, xiv, passim; as wonder-workers or
prophets like Jesus: Minear 1976, 122-47; Moessner 2016, 238-71.

1976 Neirynck (1999) parallels Luke’s Nazareth pericope with Acts (Paul: 9:19b-25; 13:4-13,
14-52; 28:17-31; Peter: 2:17-40; 3:11-26; 10:34-43).
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31 the apostles are arrested, but released because the authorities fear the people. This
recalls authorities desiring to arrest Jesus but not doing so because of a fear of the
people (Luke 19:47-48; 20:19; 22:2). Moreover, in Acts 4:1-31 the authorities suspect
that the apostles have divine support in relation to Jesus and the apostles speak of
God’s sovereignty with respect to their indomitability, contrasting with Jesus’
reflexive hostility evasions in Luke’s Gospel.

Some of the disciples are not delivered from hostility, resulting in death.
Stephen’s interlocutors cannot oppose 11| co@ig koi T@® mvevuoatt by which he speaks
(Acts 6:10), fulfilling Jesus’ declarations that 10 éyiov mvedpa will aid his disciples’
speech (Luke 12:12) and that he will provide an unopposable ot Koi Gogiav
(21:15). Jesus gives the Spirit and wisdom to them (Luke 3:16; 24:49; Acts 1:5, &;
2:4, 17-18, 33, 38; cf. Acts 6:3 [Spirit-Wisdom association]).'””” Even 1o TVED AL

‘Incod guides them (Acts 16:7) in unison with tod dyiov mvedpotog (16:6).1078

Jesus,
resembling elusive Wisdom (§§4.2.2; 5.2.4; 6.2.1), equips disciples with cooia,
making them irrefutable. Nevertheless, Stephen is rejected and stoned in Jerusalem
(7:1-8:2). The description ékparovieg EEm Thig mOAews (7:58) links this to expulsions
of Jesus from Nazareth (££¢Balov avtov EEm thg TOAews, Luke 4:29), Paul and
Barnabas from Pisidian Antioch (£££Baiov adtovg dmo TV Opiv avTdV, Acts
13:50), and Paul from Lystra (Eovpov & tiig moAewg, 14:19).'°” James cannot
escape Herod’s order of execution by sword (12:1-2). Since disputants cannot gainsay
the disciples, persecution follows, but evasion in every instance would preclude
martyrological illustrations. These accounts are analeptic of Jesus’ warning that
discipleship may cost suffering and death (Luke 9:23-27; 14:26-27; cf. Acts 14:22).

h.'% Jesus predicted that arrests,

Other disciples suffer, but evade deat
beatings, and incarcerations would befall disciples (Luke 12:11-12; 21:12-19). Jesus

and Paul begin Spirit-filled ministries preaching in synagogues (4:14-16; Acts 9:19-

977.C£. 6 Bedc/matifip giving the Spirit (Luke 11:13; Acts 5:32).

1978 Jesus administers and works through the Spirit in ways reserved for Yahweh (Turner
1982; 1994; 2000).

197 See n. 642; Neirynck 1999, 374-75. Pervo (2009, 196 n. 4) notes additional Jesus-Stephen
similarities: axovovteg [6¢] tadta (Luke 4:28; Acts 7:54); Spirit (Luke 4:18; Acts 7:55); and grace
(Luke 4:22; Acts 6:8). Jesus’ passion parallels Stephen’s execution (Tannehill 1986/1990, 2:99-100,
114; Talbert, 2005, 66-68). Clark (2001, 264-67) offers parallels between, inter alia, the childhood,
Nazareth, and Emmaus episodes and Stephen.

1980 pervo (1987, 12-57) offers thirty-three endangerment-resolution accounts in Acts (usually
Paul delivered by divine providence).
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20 [Jesus as God’s Son]), astonishing audiences who question their identities (Luke
4:22; Acts 9:21), and escaping animosity (Luke 4:28-30; Acts 9:22-25).'%! Radl
details a synkrisis between Jesus in Nazareth and Paul in Pisidian Antioch (13:14-
52),'%? but the reader also notes variances. Jesus’ identity is pondered and he escapes
execution after expulsion, underscoring his elusiveness compared to Paul whose
identity goes unquestioned, who speaks of Jesus’ Davidic and divine sonship, and
who non-miraculously departs after expulsion. Jesus’ departures and escapes from
resistance (Luke 4:28-30; 8:37; 9:5, 51-56; 10:5-6, 10-12) foreshadow the same for
Paul (Acts 13:50-51; 14:6; 17:10, 14),'% though with Jesus’ aid (§7.1.2). Jesus
promises to be with Paul and to protect him (Acts 18:10), directs him to flee (22:17-
21), and reassures him of survival (23:10-11; cf. 9:15-16; 26:16-18), despite
encountering ‘fetters and tribulations’ (decpd kai OAiyelg, 20:23). Paul,
pneumatically empowered, does not reflexively escape peril. Even when antagonists
‘closely watch’ and plot to kill him (Acts 9:24), reminiscent of Jesus (mopatnpéw:
Luke 6:7; 14:1; 20:20; cf. Ps 36:12), disciples lower him through a window in a
basket at night (Acts 9:25) resembling OT accounts (Jos 2:15 [cf. 2:3]; 1 Sam 19:10-
12).1084 Paralleling this, disciples aid Paul’s escape again when Hellenists seek to kill
him in Jerusalem (9:29-30).'%® Paul’s evasions by Jesus’ sovereignty accord with
promised preservation.

The Lycaonians identifying Paul and Barnabas as ostensible visiting gods,
then stoning Paul who is passively safeguarded (Acts 14:8-13), contrasts with Jesus
as a true divine visitor reflexively escaping harm at Nazareth, a connection enhanced
when read as a programmatic theoxenic episode (§5.2.1). The Lystra account bears
intertextual marks of the Phrygian Baucis-Philemon tale (Ovid, Metam. 8.612-724).
Lycaonians acquainted with the Ovidian tradition would avoid another negative

theoxeny; thus, supposing Paul and Barnabas to be incognito Hermes/Mercury and

1981 Egler 1987, 235 n. 39; Neirynck 1999, 359-63.
1982 Radl 1975, 82-100; followed by Neirynck 1999, 365-75; Macnamara 2016, 338-40.
193 Tannehill 1986/1990, 2:224.

1984 Cf. 2 Cor 11:32-33 exemplifying weakness (Johnson 1992, 172), including a ‘basket’ and
yelp-idiom.

1985 Compare: Acts 9:13-25/9:26-30 (Gill 1974); 9:19b-25/Luke 4:16-30 (Neirynck 1999, 359-
63).
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Zeus/Jupiter (respectively), they attempt to reverence them with sacrifices.'**® The
apostles forbidding this reverence causes the Lycaonians to stone Paul and expel his
apparent corpse (§éovpov € Ti|g TOAewc vopilovieg antov tebvniévar), but after
disciples encircle him, he arises, enters the city, then departs with Barnabas for Derbe
the next day (14:19-20).'"®" Declaration that gods descended anthropomorphically (oi
Oeoi opowmbévteg avBpadmolg katéfnoav tpog fuadg, 14:11) confirms knowledge of
the theoxenic trope. The reader detects parallels of receptiveness turned to

hostility, '

expulsion, escape and inviolability, and resumed preaching
elsewhere.'" However, Paul is assaulted whereas Jesus avoids harm.'° Similar to
Jesus’ evasion, Paul’s survival features a narrative gap ambiguating his condition,
recovery, and ability to enter the city, then begin an arduous journey the following
day (approximately 60 miles/97 km),'! despite being presumed deceased. Readings

1092 L 1093 L -
d"™" or minor injuries ~ - do not detract from divine preservation.

of human ai
Nevertheless, the narrator opts not to depict human assistance, unlike elsewhere (cf.
9:8; 21:35),'* and Paul is preserved according to Jesus’ promises, though not
evading inflicted maltreatment unlike Jesus’ visitation. The Nazareth-Lystra parallel
emphasises the difference between real and ascribed theoxenies.

Unlike Jesus’ cognisance of thoughts'®”

or transcendent heavenly
knowledge'®® and unaided hostility evasions, Paul receives information and

assistance to evade opposition. After his nephew discloses a plotted ambush, the

198 Marshall 1980, 237; Denaux 1999, 264-65; MacDonald (2015a, 267-69; 2019, 154-56)
adds Odysseus presumed to be a god (Hom., Od. 16.172-303). Whether Ovid is dependent on Gen 18-
19 (Griffin 1991, 68-70) or not (Leigh 2002), or traditions preserved in Ovid influenced Gen 18-19
(Gnuse 2017), these traditions probably influenced the Lukan Emmaus and Lystra episodes (Lohse
1961, 31-32), though less clear in the former.

1987 Cf. Paul’s stoning and scars (2 Cor 11:25; Gal 6:17).

198 Marshall 1980, 239.

1% Eckey 2011, 1:403.

190 Foakes-Jackson 1931, 128-29 (though non-miraculously); Klauck 2000, 61.
! Dunn 1996, 192.

1992 Johnson 1992, 253; cf. Tannehill 1986/1990, 2:180.

1993 Fitzmyer 1998, 533.

1994 Pervo 2009, 360 n. 109.

1995 Bullard 2015 (‘Herzenskenntnis® in antiquity and Luke 2:34-35; 5:17-26; 6:6-11; 7:36-50;
9:46-48; 11:14-32).

19% Gathercole 2006, 50-53 (Luke 10:18-21; 22:31-32).
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tribune orders an overnight military escort to accompany him to Caesarea (23:12-35).
The timely and substantial security indicates divine orchestration coinciding with
Jesus’ promise the previous night (23:11). Paul is informed about other plots (20:3,
19), occasioning escape. Jews accusing him of bringing a Gentile into the temple
sieze him (énéfalov €n’ avtoOV TaG ¥Eipag, 21:27; Emhapouevot, 21:30), drag him
outside (ikkov antov EEw tod iepod), and seek to kill him ({nrovvimv... dmoxteiva,
21:31), smiting (tomtovteg, 21:32) him until the tribune seizes him (neléPeto,
21:33). This verbiage recalls hostility towards Jesus who is neither captured nor
harmed until wilfully surrendering (§5.2.6), but Paul is repeatedly apprehended and
assaulted.

Another ascribed theoxeny occurs when the Maltese surmise Paul’s divinity

who arrives shipwrecked at Malta then survives snakebite (28:1-6),'*’

contrasting
with Jesus as a true divine visitor evading harm. Paul cannot prevent the bite or death,
but is preserved. Despite the polytheistic Maltese deducing Paul’s divinity from his
theomorphic exhibitions (like the Lycaonians), the reader knows that he is a human,

divinely safeguarded,'®®

potentially by Jesus’ bestowed authority (cf. Luke 10:17-
19).1%% Comparatively, despite the Nazarenes supposing that Jesus is merely Joseph’s
son, the reader recognises his divine sonship and miraculous self-deliverance in a
[virtual] theoxenic episode (§5.2.1). Thus, reading divine causality with Paul vitiates
Longenecker’s interpretation of divine causality with Jesus’ Nazareth escape.''*
Jesus’ elusive presence remains consistent between Luke’s Gospel and Acts.

Nevertheless, his operational mode becomes increasingly theomorphic in Acts which

1997 See Jipp 2013, 253-87. Shipwreck was a common motif and peril (see nn. 204-205; 2 Cor
11:25-27; Keener 2012-2015, 4:3556-70).

1998 Roloff 1981, 367; Weiser 1981/1985, 2:669; Jervell 1998, 616. Despite humans
controlling serpents or other animals (e.g., Adam, Seth, Abram, Moses, R. Hanina ben Dosa,
Pythagoras, Apollonius; see Keener 2012-2015, 4:3673-75; cf. LEM 16:18), the Maltese do not deem
Paul a “‘Bgioc dvip’ (contra Conzelmann 1972, 157), but Eleyov adtov sivon Bedv (Acts 28:6); they
think of familiar deities (Bauernfeind 1980, 277), supposing that 1| dikn—a supramundane entity/deity
(cf. Dickey 1996, 187-88)—would not permit survival (28:4).

199 Spencer 2004, 245. Unlike in the Lystra account, it is unapparent that Paul is aware of the
Maltese’s comments to one another about him being a murderer (tpog dAAniovg Ereyov, Acts 28:4) or
when changing their minds and deeming him a god (petofoidpevor Eheyov adtov eivar Odv, 28:6).
Their comments are mainly communicated to the reader and they are depicted as conversing with one
another and observing Paul, not making these comments to him or to his knowledge. Comparatively, in
Lystra people shout that the apostles are visiting gods and attempt to offer sacrifices to Paul and
Barnabas who become aware and try to resist veneration (14:11-18).

19 Contra Longenecker 2012, 59; see §5.1.2.
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focuses on the disciples’ activities whilst his interventions and aid from heaven imply
sovereignty much like God’s in the Gospel which focuses on Jesus’ activities. Rather
than an ‘absentee Christology’ of Acts in which Jesus is in heaven whilst his disciples

speak of his past accomplishments and future parousia,' '’

the reader’s comparisons
support Jesus’ active presence and sovereignty.''> Numerous scholars (Marshall,
Buckwalter, O’Toole, and Walton, among others) see Jesus’ active presence evident
by Jesus-Yahweh parallels or Yahwistic activities predicated of him (extending from
the Gospel), including activities of disciples towards him such as his name being
invoked or receiving prayer and worship, suggesting his equality or shared-identity
with Yahweh.!'% Spencer writes, “The risen-ascended Jesus remains an active,
independent character in Acts, intervening at will in human affairs. The apostles may
preach and heal in Jesus’ name, but they do not replace or replicate J esus”. 1™
Contrasting the elusiveness of Jesus and disciples portrays him as exceptionally

theomorphic and proximate to God, though ‘equality’ is less apparent.

8.1.2. Incarceration Deliverances

Incarcerated disciples are divinely liberated by angels (Acts 5:17-20; 12:1-11)
and seismic activity (16:25-26)."'% The apostles’ hands of thaumaturgic mediation
(0161.... TV yepdv, 5:12) become powerless when their antagonists’ hands seize and

imprison them (énéBokov Ta yeipog €mi, 5:18). An yyehog kvpiov''*® opens jail

"OTE g, Conzelmann 1960, 170-206; Moule 1968; MacRae 1973; Zwiep 1997, 171-85 (but
cf. 2016, 17-18); see summaries in Sleeman 2009, 12-18; Walton 2016, 123-25.

192 See Fletcher-Louis’ (1997, 20-27) review. Similarly, God in Acts is perceivable through
governing sovereignty, power, and actions (Cheng 2011; Aarflot 2020).

119 Marshall 1988, 179-82; Buckwalter 1996, 173-205; 1998; O’Toole 2008, 181-224; cf.
1981; Walton 2016; 2018.

%% Spencer 2008, 45. Cadbury (1958, 37, 303-306) sees divine guidance/control pervading
Luke-Acts.

"% Many suggested parallels (Weiser 1981/1985, 1:284-86; Pervo 1979, 54-90; 1987, 18-24,
147; 2009, 142, 301-302, 409-411; see Keener 2012-2015, 2:1209-1212, cf. 2:1882-91, 3:2488-97) do
not involve divine intervention, are late, or depend on Acts (rightly Strelan 2004, 260), e.g.: Acts of
Thomas (Reitzenstein 1906, 120-22); Apollonius (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 7.38; 8.30). Some
‘Befreiungswunder’ parallels are older, e.g., Dionysian liberation myths (Weinreich 1929; Kratz 1979,
444-99) intertextually reflected in Artapanus’ Moses account (fr. 3 in Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 9.27.23;
Weaver 2004, 64-78; Friesen 2015, 136-48). Although these resemble Acts, including purposes of
divinely validated movements (Weaver 2004), direct dependency is indeterminate.

1% Characterisation of [0] &yyehog kvpiov/Oeod in Acts (5:19-23; 8:26; 10:3-7, 22; 12:7-11,
23; 27:23-26) comports with Jewish traditions by designating divine presence, personification, or
agency, thus an angelomorphism of 0 k0ptog (Jesus/God) (see §3.1.3; Strelan 2004, 85-86, 123 [citing
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doors (avoi&og tag Bupag thg puiakiic), leads them out (E€ayaymv, 5:19), and
commands them to ‘proceed’ (mopeeche) to the temple to preach (5:20; cf. 5:41).
Prominent Jewish traditions involve Yahweh’s orchestrated angelic deliverance, such
as with Lot (Gen 19:15-23) and the exodus (Exod 12:23; cf. 3:17-22; 7:4; 14:19; Num
20:16; Acts 7:36, 40; 13:17),"'%7 often employing £Edyw like incarceration
deliverances in Acts (5:19; 12:17; 16:39)."'° The empty jail, superfluously left fully
secured and guarded with shut doors, perplexes authorities who locate the apostles
(5:21-28). The escapees have no reason, time, or ability to resecure the site. Rather,
this enhances implied supernatural activity. The reader conceptualises the &yyehog
Kvpilov impairing guards or rendering absconders invisible and inaudible to vacate
unnoticed.''”” Rather than killing the apostles, the council flogs and releases them
according to Gamaliel’s advice that their mission will either fail or be inexorable
depending on God’s will (5:29-42). Ironically, the apostles perform signs and
wonders through their hands, but are incapable of avoiding their antagonists’ violent
hands (unlike Jesus). Their reliance on divine deliverance through angelic
supernatural control underscores their humanity and passivity.

Herod seizes (énéfoiev. .. 1ag yelpag) and harms disciples (12:1). After killing
James, he arrests (maooc, 12:4)'"'° and securely jails Peter during Passover (12:2-

5)."""! The narrator illustrates the impossibility of escape (like Jesus’ Nazareth

Philo, Somn. 1.238-39]; Weaver 2004, 96-101) or a chief angelic representative (Fletcher-Louis 1997,
50-51); cf. as Gabriel (Luke 1:11, 19; cf. 2:9, 15 [ol &yyehot]); interchange with [t0] Tvedpa [Kvupiov]
(Acts 8:26-40); spirits and angels speaking (23:9; cf. Heb 1:14); Peter’s dryyehog as his representation
or guardian (Acts 12:15); 10 mvedpa Incod and 10 wvedpa [t0 Gyov] functioning similarly in narrative
proximity (16:6-7); manifestations of t0 mvedpo (11:12; 13:2-4) and 6 k0prog (Jesus/God: Damascus
road; 9:10-20, 27; 10:9-16, 28; 11:4-8; 18:9; 22:17-22; 23:11); an Gyyehog (instead of Jesus) appearing
to Paul (27:23-26). Interchangeability reveals affinities whilst conveying variability.

97 See §83.1.4; 3.1.8; 5.1.2; examples in Keener 2012-2015, 2:1210.
1% pervo 2009, 143 (exodus traditions).

199 Although Pervo (2009, 143) comments that readers infer angelic control (including sleep)
or discover the engineering when reading Peter’s deliverance (12:6-10), they must imagine control
there too.

"9 atm conveys “grasping’ (Acts 3:7), “capturing’/“catching’ (Song 2:15; Rev 19:20), or
‘seizing’/‘arresting’ (Sir 23:21; 2 Cor 11:32), notably of John’s elusive Jesus (7:30, 32, 44; 8:20;
10:39; 11:57; 21:3, 10).

" Fylfilling Luke 22:33 (cf. Acts 5:18). Tannehill (1986/1990, 2:151-58) sees an exodus
typology and parallels to Jesus’ passion and resurrection (Luke 22-23); similarly, Garrett 1990, 670-
77; Strelan 2004, 263-73; Weaver (2004, 191-94) advocates a broader exodus mythos common to
liberation miracles. MacDonald (2003, 123-51; 2015a, 117-23; 2015b, 163-64; 2019, 142-52) argues
instead for imitation of Priam’s deliverance from Achilles with Hermes paralleling the angel (Hom., 7/.
24; cf. Vergil, Aen. 4.238-594). However, parallels are tenuous and unsequenced with significant
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predicament; §5.1), detailing that Peter falls asleep between two soldiers, bound with

two chains, whilst jailers guard the door (12:6)."'"?

However, at night an dyyehog
Kupiov appears (énéotn) with a shining light (e&d¢ Erapyev, 12:7), smites Peter,
commands him to arise, ‘and the chains fell away from his hands’ (xai éénecav
avToD ai GAvoElg €k TV yepdv, 12:7). Peter gets dressed and follows the angel as
commanded (12:8), but is in a somnolent state, not realising everything is ‘real’/‘true’
(6n04c), thinking he sees an Spapa (12:9)."'" Their movement S1eAd6vtec guards in
an escape moving &i¢ v oA (12:10)—implying Peter’s incarceration outside the
city—strongly evokes Jesus’ escape dieABdv antagonists £ thi¢ mOAewg (Luke 4:29-
30; §5.1). The gate automatically opens (avtopdn fvoiyn, Acts 12:10). Automatic
door/gate accounts or liberation miracles in antiquity, whether classified as
Gattungen,l 1% are ultimately attributable to supernatural control (§§2.1.5; 3.1.8). For
instance, gods easily unfasten Odysseus’ bonds in his [invented] imprisonment tale
(Hom., Od. 14.348-49), a divine deliverance credible in the Homeric storyworld.
Peter and the angel remain undetected despite chained guards, a watch, shining light,
smiting, dressing, verbal commands, falling shackles, opening doors, and exiting. The
reader imagines the angel manipulating guards or making Peter undetectable,''"
thinking of gods becoming selectively (in)visible and making mortals undetectable
(without mists), controlling perception,''' or imposing sleep (§§2.1.4; 2.1.5; 3.1.4;
3.1.8)."""" The angel departs (Acts 12:10) and Peter realises that [0] kOptog sent his

angel to deliver him from Herod’s yeipd¢ against expectations (12:11). The angel’s

sudden reflexive vanishing (e00¢w¢ anéotn 0 dyyehog an’ avtod) followed by Peter’s

features lacking (Weaver 2004, 153-54; Keener 2012-2015, 2:1866 n. 7, 1886 n. 183).
Correspondences in Acts nevertheless evoke broader liberation-miracle and supernatural control
categories.

"2 Bour squads of soldiers (Philo, Flacc. 13.111; Vegetius, De re militari 3.8) and prisoners

chained to guards (Seneca, Ep. 5.7; Josephus, Ant. 18.196) are realistic precautionary measures
(Conzelmann 1972, 77-78).

" Due to ambiguities and portentous functions of dream-visions, the narrator clarifies this as
an external, epiphanic, divine intervention (Weaver 2004, 166-72).

114 See Weinreich 1929; Joachim Jeremias, “00pa,” TDNT 3:175-76; Kratz 1979.
13 Also Conzelmann 1972, 78; Roloff 1981, 190; Zmijewski 1994, 463.

116 Also Keener 2012-2015, 2:1885-86, 1890 n. 229 (‘selective visibility’: Acts 9:7; 10:41;
12:23; 27:23; controlled perception: Luke 24:16, 31); however, Acts 10:41 is private revelation, not
visibility.
"7 Haenchen 1971, 384 n. 3, 390 (sleep).
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realisation (implying prior limited comprehension alleviated at the angel’s departure)
recalls Jesus’ reflexive Emmaus disappearance followed by his disciples’ recognition
(Luke 24:31-32; §6.2). Herod’s yeip (Acts 12:1, 11) contrasts with the Lord’s power
and Peter’s helpless yeip®v (12:7). Peter motions to others ‘by hand’ (tfj xeipi) to
remain silent, relays how ¢ k0pioc freed him, and departs (émopevdn, 12:17).
Foregrounded or reduplicated yeip-terminology creates irony: Herod’s oppressive
hands incapacitate Peter’s thaumaturgic hands until liberated by the Lord’s

sovereignty. The identity of [0] kbproc (God'''® or Jesus''"

) is deliberately
ambiguous. Herod’s search and inability to find Peter (ém{ntioag... un vpov,
12:18) recalls the seeking-finding motif applied to Jesus (§4.2.2). Although 6 &yyelog

kvpiov accomplishes the deliverance, Peter credits 6 koptog who orchestrates it.''*°

Peter’s passivity and dependability''*!

contrasts with ease of divine supernatural
elusive activity.

In the third episode, a slave-girl’s owners seize (émhapouevor) Paul and Silas
and drag (eiAxvoav) them into the agora where they are attacked, stripped, and
flogged, suffering many wounds, then securely jailed (16:19-23). Again, the narrator
underlines the infeasibility of escape as the jailer casts (¢Baiev) them in an inner
(¢omtépav) jail, fastening (fopoAicaro) their feet in stocks (16:24).''** A great
earthquake (ceiopog péyag) suddenly occurs around midnight after they pray and sing
to God (16:25), so the prison’s foundations are shaken (coievOfvan), all the doors
immediately open (ve@yOnoav), and fetters are unfastened (&vén, 16:26).
Considering the previous angelic deliverances, seismic activity conveys a theophanic

1124

112 . . . . .
presence''> affecting foundations, opening doors, and loosening chains,''** not a

common tremor opening “clumsy doors” to a “primitive house of detention”''* or

18 O°Neill 1955, 159; Haenchen 1971, 384.

119 Stihlin 1962, 169.

20 Marguerat 2004, 89-91.

121 Stihlin 1962, 168; Haenchen 1971, 390; Jervell 1998, 333-34.
22 On chaining methods and securities see Rapske 1994, 206-209.

"2 Cf. Luke 21:11, 26; Acts 4:31; 1 Kgs 19:11-12; Pss 17:7; 18:7-9; 47:5; 81:5; 96:4; 98:1;
Mic 1:4; Ovid, Metam. 9.782-83; 15.669-78; Lucian, Philops. 22 (rightly Johnson 1992, 300; Parsons
2008, 233; cf. van der Horst 1989, 44-46).

1124 Haenchen 1971, 497; Roloff 1981, 247; Weaver 2004, 266.
125 Contra Foakes-Jackson 1931, 155.
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detaching fetters from walls which remain on prisoners’ arms and legs.''*® These
effects which free every inmate are superfluous, further implying divine activity. The
jailer shows Paul and Silas hospitality, informs them of their release, then tells Paul to
proceed (mopevecbe) in peace (16:27-36).

Dionysus miraculously frees bacchants (Eur., Bacch. 443-50; cf. 346-57) and
1127

is responsible for his own ‘palace-miracle’ escape (585ff.; 614; 642-643),
he is never bound or shackled (616-22; cf. 510-19). At lease since Origen (Cels.

though

2.34), readers and critics of the incarceration deliverances in Acts have noticed
correlates with Dionysian liberations.''?® Dionysus’ and Jesus’ self-deliverances
differ from the bacchants’ and apostles’ passive liberations. Theissen identifies the
bacchants’ escape as an epiphanic rescue similar to angelophanic liberations (Acts 5;
12), but likens Dionysus’ self-escape (proving divinity) to Paul and Silas’ numinous

power (Acts 16).''%’

However, the disciples may mediate or petition numinous power
(highlighted below in §8.1.3), but are impotent and reliant on divine deliverance
when incarcerated.'"° Jesus’ pneumatic empowerment anticipates the same for his
disciples (Luke 1:32-35; 3:16-22; 4:1, 14, 18; 10:21-22; 12:11-12; 21:15; 24:49; Acts
1:2; 2:22, 33), but they are not granted unmediated preternatural abilities.
Comparatively, Jesus’ reflexive/active elusiveness further reveals his supramundane
identity.

Accounts of the disciples’ arrests, beatings, and imprisonments fulfil Jesus’
proclamations (Luke 12:11-12; 21:12-19),'"*! and their elusiveness conveys divine
assistance, ultimately preserving the gospel. Similar to the rhetorical stylisation of
Jesus’ Nazareth escape (§5.1), these narratives build suspense and underscore
seemingly infeasible escape, depicting endangered, surrounded, helpless protagonists.
The Reisenotiz nopgvopor marks the journey motif as disciples follow in Jesus’

footsteps by ‘proceeding’ onward with the gospel after evading death (Acts 5:20, 41;

1126 Contra Marshall 1980, 272; Bruce 1988, 317.
127 Cf. Ovid, Metam. 3.699-701.

128 Among others: Weinreich 1929; Stihlin 1962, 220; Weaver 2004, passim; Liidemann
2005, 216-17; MacDonald 2015b, 38-48, 64-65; 2019, 110-11, 167-71.

'29 Contra Theissen (2007, 101-103), the jailer does not call them k0piot believing they have
delivering power (16:30), but respectfully submitting to their direction.

11391 uke-Acts denies deliverances by ‘magic’ (Reimer 2003; see n. 725).

131 Cf. 4:18 (including literal release).
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12:17; 16:36)." Still, Jesus’ reflexive evasion and sovereignty over his arrest and
suffering (§5.2.6) contrast with disciples being seized, harmed, imprisoned, or killed,

and relying on divine guidance, deliverance, and preservation (including by Jesus).

8.1.3. Apostolic Mediators or Petitioners of Divine Supernatural Control

The reader and characters recognise authority and power given to Jesus’
envoys who proclaim demise, though not executing supernatural effects on dissidents.
To be sure, proclaiming or executing demise is not necessarily elusive, but
ambiguities in Lukan accounts imply supramundane involvement and evoke
intratextual comparison with Jesus’ supernatural control which is occasionally
performed for elusiveness.''*® The reader encounters three notable accounts
indicating the pneumatically empowered apostles’ mediation or petitioning of
supernatural control which is executed by divine causality. These episodes actually
contribute to God as an elusive yet active character in Acts.

Peter confronts Ananias and Sapphira for non-conformance and they suddenly
die (Acts 5:1-11).""** This case is most ambiguous, but emphasis on activity of Satan
and the Spirit to whom they lie and test (5:3, 9) points to divine execution through
human mediation, which becomes evident with similar pronouncements. Peter also
reproaches Simon Magus due to his inappropriate (monetary) motivations for
obtaining and transferring the Spirit, pronounces his destruction, and tells him to
beseech the Lord for forgiveness, leading Simon to ask Peter to beseech the Lord on
his behalf so that nothing declared will befall him (8:9-25).Their dialogue leaves no
doubt about apostolic reliance on 6 kOprog who ultimately destroys or exonerates.
Finally, Paul facilitates punitive blinding of Bar-Jesus/Elymas (13:6-12) by

pronouncing that ‘the Lord’s hand” (xgip wvpiov)'' is against him and he ‘will be

132 Cf. s1épyopar (12:10).
133 See n. 186.

3% Similar stories abound: Achan (Josh 7:1-26) (Bruce 1988, 102-103); Nadab and Abihu
(Lev 10:1-7); Abijah (1 Kgs 14); Uzzah (2 Sam 6:6-7; cf. 1 Chron 13:9-10) (Dunn 1996, 62-64);
Spirit-filled Daniel declaring divine judgment upon two false witnesses (Sus 45-60) (Pesch 1986,
1:196-97); Adam and Eve (Gen 3) (Marguerat 2004, 155-78); Korahites (Num 16:30-33); opposers of
Elijah (2 Kgs 1:10, 12), Elisha (2 Kgs 2:23-24), and others (Exod 32:35; Num 14:37; 16:35; 21:6;
25:9) (Keener 20122015, 2:1193); including Graeco-Roman and later Jewish punitive miracles
(Weiser 1981/1985, 1:140-42; cf. Havelaar 1997).

'35 Xeip kvpiov here recalls Moses and Aaron versus Pharaoh’s ‘magicians’ (Exod 7:4-5, 17;
9:3) (Dunn 1996, 177), God’s opposition (Jdg 2:15) (Johnson 1992, 224; also Deut 2:15; 1 Sam 5:6, 9;
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blind, not seeing (£om TVEAOG UT) PAER®V) the sun until an appointed time’, so that ‘a
mist and darkness’ (éyAvg kai okdtoc) fall upon him and he seeks ‘guidance by hand’
(xewporyayonc) (13:11)."1%° The mist motif here is obvious, which commonly emerges
in the extratext for perceptual inhibitance (Hom., 7. 5.127-28; Apoll. Rhod. 4.1361-
62 [cf. 1330]; Josephus, Ant. 9.56-57 [cf. 2 Kgs 6:17]; 2 En. [A] [J] 67:1-3), but also
contrasts with its absence elsewhere in Luke-Acts, especially with Jesus’ elusiveness.
Paul’s pronouncement as a type of ‘judgment oracle’ (inspired prophetic speech:
Num 23-24; 1 Kgs 13:4; 2 Kgs 1:10-12; cf. Exod 7:17; 2 Chron 12:5)'"*7 or probable
allusion to Yahwistic affliction in Deut 28:28-29 and related traditions (29:19-20/20-
21 HB; 1QS 2:11-19)'*® further supports God’s causality. Ultimately, yeip kopiov

139

specifies God’s execution,'*” a reading reinforced by God working wonders through

the pneumatically empowered apostle elsewhere (Acts 19:8-20) and consonant with
ancient divine-induced blindness traditions.'*’

Roloff boldly determines that God is the doer with every manifestation of the
Spirit, so the disciples are instruments (cf. 3:2-16).""*! Garrett’s understanding is
more nuanced, conceiving works of duvapug by Jesus or authority-wielding disciples
as a flowing material substance always personally and deliberately sourced in God’s
active agency whose Spirit confirms proclamations (Luke 5:17; 6:19; 8:39, 46; 9:43;
cf. Acts 2:22; 4:30-31; 5:12-16; 9:12; 10:38; 19:11-12).""** Her definition of a spoken

‘curse’ likewise includes [usually explicit] reliance on supramundane causal agency

(divine/demonic; cf. Luke 10:11; Acts 8:20; 13:11; 23:3; 1 Cor 5:4—5).1143

Ruth 1:13), or divine judgment (1 Sam 4:8; 2 Sam 24:14//1 Chron 21:13; Ps 75:8; Isa 25:10; 40:2;
51:17; Jer 25:17; 51:7; Hab 2:16; Amos 1:8; 2 Macc 7:31); cf. divine favour (Luke 1:66; Acts 11:21),
creation (Job 12:9; Isa 41:20), and general sovereignty (Pro 21:1; Eccl 2:24; 9:1; Sir 10:4-5).

'136 paul, blinded for insolence, is instrumental in blinding Elymas for similar reasons,
accounts linked by several details, including being hand-led (yeipaymyéw: 9:8; 22:11; yepaywyog:
13:8) (Garrett 1989, 84-85).

3780 Keener 2012-2015, 2:2022-23.

3% S0 Garrett 1989, 82-83.

3% Roloff 1981, 199; Zmijewski 1994, 489-90.
140 See §7.2.2.

"4 Roloff 1981, 136, cf. 94-95.

%2 Garrett 1989, 65-66, 73-74, 77, 142 nn. 20-21.

14 Kent (2017) promotes emic categorisation as curses with legitimate acts of divine power,
superior to social deviants’ (ill)legitimate ‘magic’/‘curses’. The apostles are nevertheless incapable of
executing effects.
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McCabe sees these episodes exemplifying effective imprecations executed by
the vehicle of the deputised apostles’ performative prophetic speech acts

1144 -
The reader may see demise executed

sanctioned/undergirded by divine authority.
in this fashion, or perhaps more directly by divine causality,''* including apostles
mediating or petitioning divine power. Mills understands Jesus as endowed with
cosmic power through the Spirit, performing wonders by his own authority (Luke
5:17; Acts 10:38) whereas his disciples work wonders by his authority/power in his
name symbiotic with the Spirit’s presence.''*® According to Kahl, Jesus is an
independent ‘bearer of numinous power’ (BNP; God is the ultimate BNP) whereas
the disciples are ‘mediators of numinous power’ (MNP) or ‘petitioners of numinous
power’ (PNP), reliant on the ascended-exalted Jesus as a transcendent BNP. !4
Comparatively, though Jesus and the disciples are empowered by the Spirit, Jesus’

unmediated supernatural control (often for elusiveness) corroborates his own causal

agency.

8.1.4. The Philip-Eunuch Story

Correspondences between the Philip-eunuch story (Acts 8:26-40) and my
focal episodes prompt reader comparisons, further emphasising Jesus’
reflexive/active elusiveness in contrast to Philip’s passivity by divine causality,
especially considering their phenomenal departures. An &yyelog kvpiov commands
Philip to arise and proceed (dvdotOt Kai mopedov) to a wilderness road from
Jerusalem towards Gaza (8:26), so Philip, ‘arising, proceeded’ (dvactag Emopevon,
8:27). To mvedpa commands Philip to join a travelling eunuch,''** so Philip runs to
his chariot, enquiring about his reading, and the eunuch invites him to sit (8:27-31).
The eunuch needs someone to guide (60nynoet) him about Isa 53:7-8, and Philip

proclaims Jesus (8:30-35). Misunderstanding continues in Acts with the disciples

144 McCabe 2011, 148-62.

U4 B o Stihlin 1962, 84, 177. Shauf (2015, 250-59) broadly employs ‘divine control’ for
God’s sovereignty and orchestration, including through apostolic miracles.

140 Mills 1990, 109-123; similarly, Klutz 1999.

147 Kahl 1994, 81-84, 111-19, 226-28; cf. Rowe 2006, 96-97. For others, this does not
indicate Jesus’ divine identity (e.g., Kirk 2016, 486-88; following Eve 2002, 376-86).

%8 Interchange between &yyehoc kvpiov and [10] Tvedpa [Kvpiov] evinces similar agencies
(Barrett 1994/1998, 1:422, 427, 434) without coalescence; Keener (20122015, 2:1581) notes appeals
to multiple confirmations (Acts 10:19; 11:12); see n. 1106.
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responsible for elucidating the gospel and with expressions that Jewish and Gentile
ignorance led to Jesus’ suffering.''* After the eunuch’s baptism (8:36, 38),''** upon
arising from the water, ‘The Spirit of the Lord seized (nmvedpa xvpiov fipracev) Philip
and the eunuch did not see him any longer (oVk &idev avtov odkétt), for he proceeded
on his way (¢nopeveto. .. Thv 680V adtod) rejoicing’ (8:39).'"! Philip “is found’
(evpébn) in Azotus and propagates good news ‘passing through’ (diepydpevocg) the
region (8:40).'*? Reisenotizen (nopgvopar + 636¢: 8:26-27, 36, 39; + ddnyéw: 8:31;
opyopar: 8:40) connect this story to the journeying of Jesus (including my focal

1153 and of other disciples.''>* Philip could have departed on foot, but the

episodes)
Spirit’s translocative action is superfluously elusive, similar to Jesus’ Emmaus
disappearance also concluding a road journey.

Philip’s departure is a pre-mortem divine assumption and terrestrial
relocation. Commentators link it to departures of Elijah (1 Kgs 18:12; 2 Kgs 2:12, 16-
18) and Ezekiel (Ezek 3:14-15; 8:3; 11:1, 24).""° Brodie takes both Philip accounts
(Acts 8:9-40) as imitating the Elisha-Naaman story (2 Kgs 5),'°° but a convincing
departure parallel is lacking. Elijah/Elisha allusions link the Philip-eunuch story to

the Nazareth episode evoking these figures with respect to the Gentile mission (Luke

4:25-27; cf. mhvta ta €6vn, 24:47) commencing with Philip (Acts 8), Peter (Acts 10-

1149 See Kurz 1993, 147-155 (climaxing in 28:26-28 quoting Isa 6:9-10).

159 Although 8:37 describing the eunuch’s belief is a scribal interpolation (with variation: E
323 945 1739 2818 it vg®' sy™ [NA™, 406; Metzger 1994, 315-16]), tov vidv Tod Bgod demonstrates
early linkage to divine sonship.

3! TTvedpa kopiov is likely original, and the doubly anarthrous form is common (e.g., 1 Kgs

18:12; 2 Kgs 2:16; cf. Luke 4:18), but mvedpa Gylov néneoev €ri 1OV €dvodyov, dyyehog 86 (A° 323
9451739 2818 p w sy mae [NA®, 406]) is explained by attempts to reconcile interchange between
dryyehog kvpiov and [t0] mvedpa [kvpiov] and to include the Spirit at baptism (Bruce 1951, 195; 1988,
178; also Metzger 1994, 316).

32 Direction (8:26) and removal (8:39-40) by divine figures form an inclusio (see Minguez
1976 [detailed chiasmus]; O’Toole’s 1983b, 25-34 [slight critiques]).

1133 See Baban (2006, 207-213, cf. 36-37, 114-15, 207-271) on these and other journeying
correspondences, including Reisenotizen connecting the Emmaus, Damascus, and Gaza roads episodes
as well as my other focal episodes, among others.

1134 Filson 1970; Spencer 1992, 133. Taking katd peonuPpiav (8:26) as temporal (‘during

midday’; van Unnik 1973; Gaventa 1986, 101-102) rather than directional (‘southwards’; Haenchen
1971, 310) connects this with epiphanies to Peter (10:9) and Paul (22:6; 26:13) which also initiate the
Gentile mission (Spencer 1992, 156-58).

133 F o : Haenchen 1971, 313; Roloff 1981, 142; Johnson 1992, 157-58.
1136 Brodie 1986b.
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11), and Paul (Acts 9; 13) through divine guidance.'"®’ Researchers offer various
other departure parallels:
e Habakkuk by an angel of the Lord to Babylon (Bel 36);
e Jacob from Beersheba to Haran (targumim [Frg. Tg.; Tg. Neof.; Tg. Neof.
mg.; Tg. Ps.-J.] Gen 28:10);
e Paris/Alexander by Aphrodite (Hom., //. 3.380-83);
e Hector and Agenor by Apollo (Hom., 7l. 20.443; 21.597);
e Ganymede by Zeus/the gods (Hom., /1. 20.233-35; H.H. Aph. 5.202-208;
Pindar, OI. 1.40; Diod. Sic. 4.75.5; Lucian, Dial. d. 4.1; 5.1-2);
e C(Cleitus by Dawn (Hom., Od. 15.250; cf. H.H. Aph. 5.218-27 [Tithonus]);
e Aeneas by Aphrodite (Dio Chrysostom, Troj. 90; Tryphiodorus, Ilios 651-
53 [and Anchises]; cf. Hom., /I. 5.305-319);
e Hermes’ ascent to Olympus (Hom., //. 24.692-97);
e Romulus by Mars (Dion. Hal., Ant. rom. 2.56.2; Plutarch, Rom. 27.8);
e Apollonius from Domitian’s court (Philost., Vit. Apoll. 8.10);
e And Jesus by the Holy Spirit to Mount Tabor (Gos. Heb. in Origen, Hom.
Jer. 15.4 and Jerome, Comm. Mich. 7.6).""®

Some of these are relevant, but Jesus’ relocation to Mount Tabor is undoubtedly
dependent on the Philip-eunuch story, Jacob finds himself in Haran since the earth
shrinks, Hermes reflexively ascends, and Apollonius reflexively teleports. Strelan
interprets Philip’s passive ascension, similar to Jesus (Acts 1:9) and Raphael (Tob
12:20-21), but mostly parallel to Elijah and Ezekiel due to the Spirit’s agency.1159
Yet, Philip’s instant, terrestrial, non-heavenbound relocation is more comparable to
earthly transportations (e.g., Paris/Alexander, Hector, Aeneas, and Anchises) than to

heavenly raptures (e.g., Ezekiel [possibly non-physical]; permanent: Jesus [gradual],

Elijah, Ganymede, Cleitus, Tithonus, or Romulus) or returns (e.g., Raphael).

157 Spencer 1992, 140-45. Jesus is sent gvayyericacOot (Luke 4:18; cf. 4:43; 7:22; 8:1;
16:16; 20:1), but departs SieABcdv at Nazareth (4:30). His disciples pass through territories proclaiming
good news (Siépyopat + gvayyerilm: 9:6; Acts 8:4, 40; cf. 5:42; 8:12, 25, 35; 10:36; 11:20; 13:32;
14:7,15,21; 15:35; 16:10; 17:18).

'8 Among others, with variation: Conzelmann 1972, 64; Strelan 2004, 88; Talbert 2005, 80;
Pervo 2009, 226-27 n. 81; MacDonald 2015a, 116-17; 2019, 116-21 (Hermes’ ascent). The Iliadic
accounts have é€apnalom.

1159 Strelan 2004, 85-89.
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The detail ovk £1dev anTOv 0VKETL (Acts 8:39) implies Philip’s ‘disappearance’
from the eunuch’s perspective and presence,''® but not as closely resembling Jesus’

. 1161
Emmaus disappearance as some researchers suppose.''®

Weaver suggests that
“[quasi-]miraculous” disappearances or relocations of Jesus (Luke 4:30; £é€eA0mv
gmopevbn gic Epnuov tomov, 4:42), Peter (££eM0mv émopeton gig Etepov TOTOV, Acts
12:17), and Philip are similar, conforming to cross-cultural epiphanic conclusions.''®?
However, interpreting Jesus’ Nazareth escape as a disappearance or passive
relocation is problematic (Chapter 5), and ££€pyopat + mopgvopat in proximity
frequently conveys natural withdrawals (Gen 12:15; Jdg 19:27; 1 Sam 23:13; Luke
13:31; 22:39; Acts 16:36; 21:1, 5). Philip’s relocation is not invisibility,
metamorphosis, disguising, flying, levitating, or teleportation."'®® Neither is he
‘seized’ by forceful pneumatic influence and direction.''®* Stihlin observes that
Philip’s seizure is unique among NT Entriickungen (Rev 12:5; 1 Thess 4:17; 2 Cor
12:2, 4; cf. Rev 17:3; 21:10), including Jesus’ ascension (Acts 1:2-9) and the devil
leading Jesus (Matt 4:5-8).''®> Nevertheless, Luke’s own account of the devil
‘leading’ and ‘standing’ Jesus on the temple is similar (Luke 4:9), implying the

devil’s ability (like the Spirit’s) to transport others.''%

Jesus is passive here, but after
the devil departs he alone supernaturally returns to Galilee (4:13-14; §5.1.2).
Longenecker likens Philip’s relocation (under “Divine Deliverance”) to Jesus’
Nazareth escape, comparatively seeing the latter as “...relatively simple and

uncomplicated...”''®’

However, Philip does not require deliverance from danger, has
no intention of elusiveness, and is made elusive by divine (pneumatic) causality.
Jesus is in danger, intentionally elusive, and reflexively escapes (pneumatically
empowered), remaining present to pass through the Nazarenes and proceed to

Capernaum (§5.1.2), not seized by any implied agent. This underscores Jesus’

190 Barrett 1994/1998, 1:434.

11 pace Nolland 1989-1993, 3:1206; Edwards 2015, 724; with Wanke 1973, 146, n. 315.
12 Weaver 2004, 177-78 n. 80.

16 Keener 2012-2015, 2:1593-94.

1164 Contra Peterson 2009, 297.

165 Stahlin 1962, 130.

1166 ¢ F. Evans (1990, 259) appreciates imagined relocation (cf. Ezek 8:3).

187 1 ongenecker 2012, 59-60 [60].
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superiority and self-elusive journeying, especially his reflexive supernatural
departures at Nazareth and on the Emmaus road.

Scholars detect parallels between the Nazareth and Philip-eunuch

1169

pericopae,''®® between the Emmaus and Philip-eunuch pericopae,''® and (to a lesser

extent) between the Nazareth and Emmaus pericopae,''° but often stress

1171

resemblances over variances. ' Moreover, critics miss shared elements between all

1172

three (and their co-texts), '~ including the childhood story: an enigmatic

1173

journeyer/visitor joins others’ company, '~ assumes a pedagogic/didactic role, and

displays knowledge or scriptural prowess; the Spirit’s presence;''”*

emphasis on
Jesus’ inscrutable identity/christological revelation; elusive separation/withdrawal;
and responses of amazement. As we have seen, these accounts (and to a lesser extent
the Damascus road encounter) also feature the journey and misunderstanding motifs
and passion allusions, proleptic in the childhood and Nazareth episodes then analeptic

in the Emmaus road and Philip-eunuch stories. Nevertheless, the reader observing

such correspondences also notes contrasts.

M8 o : Weiser 1981/1985, 1:210-13; Spencer 1992, 140-41; Clark 2001, 282; Longenecker
2012, 59-60; Dinkler 2017¢, 419-22; O’Toole (1983b, 31-32) adds Acts 13:13-43 (Jesus fulfils OT
promises; Isaianic references; proclaimer seated before speaking; and Jewish resistance versus Gentile
receptiveness), but excludes departures. The Philip-eunuch story exemplifies inclusion of Gentiles, the
marginalised, and physically disabled (Luke 13:11; 19:1-10; see Parsons 2008, 123-24), emphasised at
Nazareth (4:18, 26-27).

"9 E g.: Dupont 1953, 361-64; Orlett 1959; Grassi 1964; Wanke 1973, 119-22, passim;
Gibbs 1975; Dillon 1978, 104-155; Lindijer (1978) identifies similar terminology (kai i600; 086g;
mopevopat; dpEapevog amod; mept) and extensive correspondences, including with the Damascus road
encounter (followed by Chauvet 1994, 161-66); Weiser 1981/1985, 1:210-13; Charpentier 1982;
O’Toole 1983b, 31-32; Robinson 1984, 483-85 (recognition motif; cf. Acts 12:6-17); Spencer 1992,
141-45; Clark 2001, 282-83; Strelan 2004, 85-89; Matthews 2002, 83-86; Pervo 2009, 219-20; Parsons
2014, 104-107.

170 Shencer (2008, 46-47) connects previews/reviews.

"7 particularly comparing Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance to Philip’s departure: Betz 1961,

168-69; Bouwman 1968, 14; Spencer 1992, 141-45, 155; Baban 2006, 127. Jervell (1998, 274)
acknowledges Philip’s non-heavenbound passive translocation, but advocates Elijah and Ezekiel
parallels.

72 Although Smith (1994, 62-63) suggests recognition-scenes (anti-recognition at Nazareth)
and other correspondences between the Philip-eunuch story and the Emmaus or Nazareth pericopae,
some parallels are not between all three, Jesus is recognised rather than Philip, and Smith omits
departures.

'3 Although travelling with family, Jesus joins teachers as a precondition to be discovered
among them (Luke 2:46)

"7 Implied during childhood (cf. Luke 1:35; 2:49) and resurrection appearances (cf. Acts

1:2).
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Intricate parallels and patterns invite reader comparison, highlighting
meticulous depictions of actional roles, namely Jesus’ reflexive/active elusiveness
and Philip’s passivity. The child Jesus deliberately remains in Jerusalem, then
wilfully submits to his parents (Luke 2:41-52). The Spirit drives Jesus into the
wilderness (4:1-2), but he is pneumatically empowered and active in Galilee (4:14-
15) and at Nazareth from where he reflexively departs (4:16-30). Jesus approaches
the Emmaus disciples with self-initiative (24:15), engages them with a motive (24:17-
27), controls his (un)recognisability (24:16, 31a), and reflexively departs (24:31b).
Comparatively, Philip performs exorcisms and healings in Samaria (Acts 8:5-8), but
remains passive in the eunuch episode,''” being supernaturally guided,''”® invited by
the eunuch,''”” and relocated by divine agency, irrespective of agreed

s oee 1178
participation.

Even identity-pondering in the Philip-eunuch story pertains to Jesus.
The reader’s comparison of the Philip-eunuch story (including extratextual allusions)
with my focal episodes further characterises the self-elusive Jesus as a superior,

supramundane figure.

8.2. Comparing Luke’s Elusive Jesus with Elusive Angels in Luke-Acts

Like other NT authors, Luke inherits angelological traditions''” (Luke 1:11-
38;2:9-21; 4:10; 9:26; 12:8-9; 15:10; 16:22; 20:36; 22:43; 24:23; Acts 5:19; 6:15;
7:30, 35, 38, 53; 8:26; 10:3, 7, 22; 11:13; 12:7-23; 23:8-9; 27:23), thus describing
superior and identifiable angels (e.g., Gabriel) and aware of OT oscillations between
[6] Byyerog kupiov/Oeod and Yahweh.''® Elusiveness of Lukan angels is consistent
with ancient Jewish traditions.''™®' Comparing angelic luminosity, disappearances, and
supernatural control with Jesus’ elusiveness contributes to his character and a Lukan

theme.

"7 Haenchen 1971, 316; Gaventa 1986, 102-105; Spencer 1992, 133-34, 154-58.

"7 Grassi 1964, 464 (contrasting Jesus’ initiative on the Emmaus road).

"7 The hospitality motif is unpronounced (with Spencer 1992, 142; pace Grassi 1964).
78 With Strelan 2004, 89; pace Spencer 1992, 155.

""" See Hannah 1999, 122-27.

"% See n. 1106.

'8! See Chapter 3; cf. Fletcher-Louis 1997; de Long 2017 (apocalyptic function).
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8.2.1. Angelophanies and Heavenly Epiphanies

There is a noticeable distinction between actional role or initiative of
Christophanies and other epiphanies. God sends angels, either explicitly stated by the
narrator (Luke 1:26), an angel itself (1:19), another character (Acts 12:11), or implied
(Luke 2:9-13; 24:4; Acts 1:10; 10:3, 30; 27:23-26). God sends Jesus in terms of life,
mission, and messiahship (Luke 4:18, 26 [implied], 43; 9:48; 10:16; 20:13 [implied];

1182
82 and

Acts 3:18-21), but Christophanies otherwise occur by Jesus’ self-initiative,
Jesus promises to preserve Paul rather than attributing aid to God. In fact, the reader
may identify Jesus as [0] k0ptog who sends angels (e.g., 12:11). Compared with
angels, Jesus shows more epiphanic initiative and reflexivity/activity, not only
suggesting degrees of supramundane actional roles and hierarchy, but indicating his
superior theomorphism.

Lukan angelophanies and other visible epiphanies are not always luminous.
Zechariah witnesses a non-luminous angelophany in the temple: ‘there appeared
(&d@O1) to him an angel of the Lord standing (&yyelog kvpiov €6tddq) at the right of
the altar of incense’ (Luke 1:11).'"*

(dmeotainy, 1:19)'* to announce John’s birth (1:12-20). Zechariah sees (id@v, 1:12)

The angel identifies as Gabriel who ‘was sent’

Gabriel and is overcome with fear, but unimpaired, at least until muted for disbelief
(1:20). Later, Gabriel is ‘sent by God’ (drnectdAn... dmd Tod OgoD, 1:26) to Nazareth
and perplexes Mary with his greeting (1:27-38), though she is unstartled, evincing a

disguised visitation (§§2.1.1; 3.1.1). When Jesus prays alone on the Mount of Olives,

1185

a scribal interpolation (22:43-44) " adds that an angel appears (&¢@0n) from heaven

and strengthens him. Whilst Paul is at Troas, an avfjp of Macedonia appears in a

1186

vision, ‘standing’ (€01®¢) and pleading for help (Acts 16:9).” ™ Luke uses dvnip for

182 See Chapter 7.

% On ¢eOn connoting epiphanies (Luke 22:43; 24:34; Acts 7:2, 30; 13:31; 16:9) see Strelan
2004, 183.

1% Whether labelled a “divine passive’ (Fitzmyer 1970/1985, 1:328), God is undoubtedly the
implied sender.

85 With variation: X*** DKL QT A ® ¥ ' M lat sy"™™" bo®'; omitted: B° x* ABN T W
579 sy* sa bo™ (NA®®, 278); see Ehrman and Plunkett 1983; Metzger 1994, 151. Tuckett (2002b)
suggests originality due to parallels with Paul (Acts 21:13; 27:23-24); cf. Clivaz 2005.

"% Stahlin 1962, 214 (divine messenger); Spencer 2004, 172 (neither an angel nor divine
epiphany). Miller (2007, 94-98) determines that avnp here invites interpretation, given humans in
dream-visions (Acts 9:12; cf. 2 Macc 15:11-16) unlike divine agents with other phenomena (Luke 1;
Acts 10:3, 30; Luke 24:4-7 and Acts 1:10 considering Luke 24:22-23).
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angels (Luke 24:4; Acts 1:10), but also for epiphanic Moses and Elijah (Luke 9:30,
32),'"% 50 attempts to identify the figure beyond a constituent of the divinely induced

188 are fruitless.''® When Paul faces a threatening storm whilst sailing (Acts

vision
27:21-26), he reassures passengers that ‘an angel of God’ (tod 0g0d... dyyelog)
visibly ‘stood by’ (mapéon) to confirm that God will preserve them, though the ship
must run aground (27:23).""°° Roloff suggests that a Christophany would require
explanation to non-Jewish shipmates, so a divine ‘messenger’ appears.''”' Aside from
(non-)luminosity, it is worth mentioning that supramundane characters partially
manifest, such as an unseen angel speaking to Philip (8:26), a voice to Peter (10:13;
11:7), or even the Spirit communicating epiphanically or internally (8:29; 10:19;
11:12; 13:2, 4; cf. 23:9),'"? similar to Jesus’ (im)perceptibility on the Damascus road
(Chapter 7). Ultimately, the reader observes that heavenly figures, like Jesus,
manifest non-luminously and without causing inhibition.

Luke’s reader also notes uninhibiting luminous angelophanies, apart from
induced fear, congruous with ancient Mediterranean luminous epiphanies (§§2.1.2;
3.1.2). An d&yyehog kvpiov appears (€néotn) to shepherds, ‘and the glory of the Lord
shone around (66&a kvpiov mepréhapyev) them’ (Luke 2:9-12). They are exceedingly
fearful (2:9), but watch and listen when ‘suddenly there was (é&aipvng éyéveto) with
the angel a multitude of a host of heaven praising God...’ (2:13). Luminosity is from
d6&a kvpiov, not the angel or host, and is practical during tfic voktog (2:8-9).
Disciples observe Moses and Elijah appear with 66&a at Jesus’ transfiguration (9:30-
32).""%3 Women at Jesus’ tomb bow from fear when ‘two men’ (angels) appear

(énéotnoav) ‘in gleaming clothing’ (8v éc0ftt dotpamtovon, 24:4).' 1%

87 Qumran messianism included anticipated eschatological returns of Moses and Elijah as
prophet and priestly Messiah, respectively, possibly depicted in Rev 11:1-13 (Poirier 2003a; 2004).

1188 Strelan (2004, 183) emphasises an objective and external appearance.

1% pace Johnson 1992, 286 (Luke or his companion given co-textual ‘we-passages’).

1% Besides Jesus ensuring Paul’s safety, Paul testifies about God’s aid (26:22).

"I Roloff 1981, 363.

1192 Ambiguous cases: 15:28; 16:6-7; 19:21; 20:22-23.

"% Cf Rev 18:1.

1194 Cf. Mark 16:5; Matt 28:3; John 20:12.
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In Acts, whilst the disciples watch Jesus ascend ‘two men’ again stand by
(napewotikeoay) ‘in white clothing’ (&v éo0fceow Asvkaic, 1:10),''*® symbolising
radiance (cf. Luke 9:29; 2 Macc 11:8). People looking at Stephen see ‘his face like a
face of an angel’ (10 Tpdo®TOV AWTOD MGEL TPOSOTOV dyyéhov, Acts 6:15), implying
a shining countenance congruent with angelic luminosity.''*® Visibility is emphasised
with Cornelius’ vision (0pépatt) as he ‘clearly saw’ (€18gv... pavepdc...) God’s
angel approaching (eiceABovta tpog avtdv, 10:3). Cornelius stares (0 0¢ dtevicag
avT®) in trepidation, respectfully addressing him as kOpie (10:4-6; cf. 10:22;
11:13),""7 later relaying, ‘a man stood before me in bright clothing’ (aviip ot
Evamdv pov v €o0fjtt Aapumpd, 10:30; cf. 10:31-33). Light also emanates from the
clothing or appearance of the angel liberating Peter (pdg EAapyev &v T@ oiknuartt,
12:7). Textual variants imply an angelophany only to Peter (1@ [1étpw) or indicate
luminosity from the angel (avtoD), explaining the light or why guards are
undisturbed,''”® though the light pragmatically brightens the dim atmosphere (cf.
Luke 2:8)."%

The reader, considering angelophanies and Christophanies in Luke-Acts
(Chapter 7), observes that epiphanic glory or luminosity is uninhibiting, even as
witnesses gaze, with the exception of the Damascus road Christophany blinding only

Paul, enhancing Jesus’ elusive character.

8.2.2. Angelic Departures

Lukan angels appear and reflexively disappear consonant with ancient
Mediterranean supramundane figures (§§2.1.3; 3.1.3; 6.2.3). We recall Luke’s
propensity to record concluding departures (Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 24:31; Acts 10:7;
12:10)."2% Gabriel, who normally stands in God’s presence (Luke 1:19), disappears

to heaven concluding angelophanies (kai dnfjABev an’ avtiic 6 dyyelog, 1:38;

95 These are not Moses and Elijah (named at the transfiguration) who also appear at the tomb
(pace Manek 1957, 11-12; Johnson 1992, 27).

19 See Dunn 1996, 88; Strelan 2004, 129.

97 Contra Dunn (1996, 131), To® kvpiov (10:33) is no angel, but tod Oeod in the same verse
or (more likely) the unidentified speaker (10:13-14).

h“gg Pervo 2009, 304 n. 37; NA™, 419: 13 ITétpe (P127vd D p it sy®"™ sa cop™<); avtod
(P27 sy"™ g p r Lef).
"9 On dim cells see Rapske 1994, 199-202.
12007 ohfink 1971, 150, cf. 170; §6.1.2.
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amiABov am’ adTdV €1g TOV 0VpavOV ol dyyelot, 2:15). Even the devil disappears from
Jesus (dnéotn am’ avtod, 4:13). Epiphanic Moses and Elijah prepare to depart from
Jesus (SwoywpilecOat... an’ avtod, 9:33), then disappear and ‘Jesus was found alone’
(evpébn Inocodc povog, 9:36). The reader deciphers an angelic aphaneia when
Cornelius later describes his vision in epiphanic terms (anfiAOev, Acts 10:7; idob dvnp
g€otn, 10:30). The angel liberating Peter disappears (€00éwg améotn 6 dyyelog dm’
avtod, 12:10), conveyed by deiotnu antithetical to épiotnut (12:7).'*"! The reader
thus infers angelic vanishings or vanishing-ascensions from departure terminology
(amépyopar; dSraympilm; aeiotnu). This also supports the reader’s construal of Jesus’
reflexive, teleportative return after the devil stands him (§otncev) on the temple
(Luke 4:9, 13-14; §5.1.2). Yet, Luke most explicitly describes Jesus’ Emmaus
disappearance as a sudden vanishing with deavtog + yivopat and an” avtdv (Luke
24:31b; §6.2.3). Although other Christophanies are without explicit conclusions,
Luke’s proclivity for narrating disappearances affords comparative material for the
reader to build Jesus’ supramundane elusive character. Furthermore, these contribute

to the elusiveness theme.

8.2.3. Angelic Supernatural Control

God and angels exercise [occasionally punitive] supernatural control in Luke-
Acts. Gabriel declares that Zechariah ‘will be silent and not able to speak’ (8o
clondV Kol un dvvapevog Aaificat) due to incredulity (Luke 1:20). Inferably, God

executes Gabriel’s proclamation (cf. 1:22)'*%*

since Zechariah’s mouth and tongue are
opened (avedyOn) in Gabriel’s absence (1:64). We saw that angels manipulate doors
(Acts 5:19, 23; 12:10), loosen restraints (12:6-7), and guide incarcerated disciples
(5:19; 12:7-10), rendering themselves and escapees (im)perceptible or incapacitating
guards. An &yyehoc kvpiov punitively smites (énératev) Herod'**” who becomes
consumed by worms (yevopevog okoAnkoBpwrtog) for welcoming praise as a god

(Acts 12:23)."2 The participial construction describes the tyrant’s cause of death

1200 pesch 1986, 1:365 n. 28.
1202 Cf. McCabe 2011, 223 (speech act); similarly, Thomas 2010, 188-89.
1203 Allen 1997, 130; Dicken 2014, 149-53.

1204 Cf. Jdt 16:17; 2 Macc 9:5-10; Josephus, Ant. 17.168-79; J.W. 1:656; Hdt. 4.205; Paus.
9.7.2-3; Pliny, Nat. 7.172; Lucian, Alex. 59 (Conzelmann 1972, 80; Johnson 1992, 216).
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resulting from angelic implantation.'** The &yyehoc kvpiov, whose unindicated
appearance suggests invisibility, executes punishment.'**
with angels rescuing (Gen 19; 1 Kgs 19:5-7; Ps 91:11; Dan 3:25-28; 12:1; cf. Isa
63:9),'*"” manipulating perception (Gen 19:11; LAB 27.10; 3 Macc 5:19; §3.1.8), and
smiting mortals dead (Exod 12:23; 2 Kgs 19:35//Isa 37:36; Ps 35:6; 2 Sam 24:16-

18//1 Chron 21:12-18, 30; 2 Chron 32:21; Ezek 9:3-6). Comparatively, the reader

Lukan depictions accord

infers Jesus’ [occasionally punitive] supernatural control (§§6.1.1; 6.2.2; 7.2.2),
including at Nazareth where reading angelic deliverance is problematised (§§5.1;
5.2.6) by unambiguous articulations of angelic supernatural control and deliverance

elsewhere (Acts 5:17-20; 12:1-11). Jesus’ power of control is ultimately theomorphic.

8.3. Synthesis and Observations

Concentrating on other elusive characters compared with Jesus highlights his
reflexivity/activity and exceptional theomorphism. These other instances also
contribute to a coherent and comprehensive elusiveness theme. Jesus’ disciples are
elusive by divine causality, including by his activity. They either elude death or are
martyred according to divine sovereignty. Jesus, who was pneumatically empowered
and characterised as Wisdom, confers upon his disciples the Spirit and irrefutable
wisdom. Thus, pneumatically empowered disciples mediate or petition divine control
by pronouncing punitive consequences on dissidents executed by God. Yet, Jesus
successfully escapes his enemies’ hands until he wilfully submits whereas his
disciples, whose hands mediate wonders, are seized by antagonists’ hands and
incarcerated, their fettered hands rendered impotent, unable to escape and requiring
divine deliverance. Irony is unequivocal and non-accidental. Paul even survives
deadly snakebite on his hand at Malta, leading to his mistaken divine identity, though
his life is actually divinely preserved.

Longenecker determines divine causality at Nazareth (rescuing Jesus) and in
the incarceration deliverances, the Malta episode, and the Philip-eunuch story.1208

However, Jesus is reflexively elusive and makes his disciples elusive, equipping and

1205 The participle likely functions as attendant circumstance (Culy and Parsons 2003, 242).
1206 A1so Marshall 1980, 212 (invisibility). Angels speak invisibly (8:26; 23:9).

1207 See Mach 1992, 62.

128 T ongenecker 2012, 56-60.
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preserving them coordinately with divine causality. He displays sovereignty over his
circumstances and fate, aware of God’s plan and resolutely accomplishing it through
his elusiveness. His statement that he will equip his disciples to be irrefutable (Luke
21:15), sending them the Spirit (12:11-12), implies his awareness of post-mortem
existence and supernatural activity.'**” Considering the prevalence of human passivity
vis-a-vis divine causality in Jesus-disciple parallels, the reader observes the
prominence of Jesus’ reflexive/active elusiveness underscoring his superiority.

The childhood, Nazareth, Emmaus road, and Philip-eunuch accounts
(including the Damascus road encounter to a lesser extent) reflect shared elements
and a pattern, including the journey and misunderstanding motifs and passion
allusions. These parallels facilitate the reader’s comparison of Jesus and Philip. Philip
is passively initiated, directed, and relocated by divine agency. His departure evokes
comparison with Jesus’ Emmaus disappearance, highlighting variances: Jesus
reflexively and suddenly vanishes concluding an immortal(ised) epiphany whereas
Philip is passively assumed and terrestrially relocated like divinely raptured mortals.
Jesus’ superfluous elusiveness, such as allowing himself to be led to a precipice
before escaping at Nazareth and travelling unrecognised with the Emmaus disciples
then (dis)appearing anticipates divinely caused superfluous elusiveness, such as
Paul’s survivals of deadly inflictions, Philip’s rapturous translocation, and
incarceration deliverances. Such extravagance accentuates the elusiveness theme.

God sends angels in Luke-Acts as messengers, aides, and punishers, in
keeping with Jewish traditions and similar to Graeco-Roman epiphanies.'*'’ The
reader observes correlates with only minor differences between the elusiveness of
Jesus and angels. Angels display uninhibiting luminosity (Luke 2:9-13; 9:30-31
[Moses and Elijah]; 24:4; Acts 1:10; 10:30; 12:7) as does Jesus at his transfiguration
and to Stephen, though his radiance blinds only Paul. Angels appear in closed rooms
(Acts 5:19; 12:7) as does Jesus (Luke 24:36). Angelophanies conclude with
heavenbound disappearances (Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33 [Moses and Elijah]; Acts 10:7;
12:10) and Jesus explicitly disappears concluding resurrection appearances, though
not sent by God. Finally, angels exercise [occasionally punitive] supernatural control

(Luke 1:19-22; Acts 5:17-20; 12:1-11, 23), similar to plausible readings of Jesus’

1209 Similarly, Buckwalter 1996, 191.
1210 Cf, Acts 12:15; Heb 1:14.
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activity in my focal episodes. Although Jewish literature portrays humans as

1211

angelomorphic/angelised, including with luminosity, “* they are not elusive in these

ways. 1212

Any Lukan Geheimnis is subsumable under a coherent, comprehensive, and
encompassing elusiveness theme accounting for recurrent mystery/secrecy in Acts,
involving several characters and events, and pertaining to matters beyond
messiahship or suffering. This theme creates an enthralling story, brimming with
intriguing figures and phenomena, maintaining reader engagement. Thematic aspects
of Jesus’ elusive activity anticipating yet also contrasting with his disciples’
elusiveness further compel the reader to ponder Christology.

The reader’s comparative assessments reveal and support an active-present
Christology. The reader contemplates Jesus’ guidance and preservation of favoured
mortals whom he makes elusive, activity normally predicated of gods, particularly of
Yahweh with whom he shares the appellation [0] kOpiog and other divine
prerogatives, some of which are also shared with angels (e.g., physical transience,
[dis]appearance, supernatural control, and the punitive theophanic trope when
Yahweh employs deputised angelic proxies).'?"* Still, Jesus’ elusiveness also differs
from angels, indicating his extraordinarily intimate divine sonship, signifying God’s
visitation beyond that of angelophanies or angelic virtual theoxenies, representing
divine hiddenness in response to misconduct, and being characterised as Wisdom.
Jesus’ elusiveness beyond angelomorphism indicates his exceptionally theomorphic

identity and proximity to Yahweh.

12! Fletcher-Louis 1997, 109-215; cf. 1996; 2000; 2002.

12120 Jesus® superiority to angels see also Dunn 1980, 149-59.

1213 Cf. Jesus’ judicial authority conferred on enthroned disciples (Luke 22:30).
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CHAPTER 9
CONCLUSION: SIGNIFICANCE OF ELUSIVENESS FOR LUKAN COMPOSITION AND

CHRISTOLOGY

9.1. Narrative Matters: Elusiveness and Lukan Composition

In this thesis I employed an ancient reader guided by extratextual and
intratextual data to ascertain a reader-oriented portrait of the elusive Jesus which also
primarily contributes to a coherent and comprehensive elusiveness theme in Luke and
extending into Acts. This involved reconstructing an ancient Mediterranean
extratextual repertoire of literary elusiveness phenomena (Chapters 2-3). |
concentrated on indirect characterisation in focal paradigmatic episodes illustrating
stages of Jesus’ life and afterlife, namely his childhood (Chapter 4), programmatic
Nazareth visitation (Chapter 5), Emmaus road resurrection appearance (Chapter 6),
and ascended-exalted activity on the Damascus road (Chapter 7). After assessing
scholarly explanations and textual delimitations of interpretive options for critics and
the reader, I offered extratextual-informed readings of these passages. Intratextual
correspondences advanced the reader’s portraiture of the elusive Jesus and

recognition of an elusiveness theme (Chapter 8).'*'*

In this concluding chapter I
summarise and synthesise significant observations of the foregoing analyses to
elucidate some implications for Lukan composition and to reflect on contributions to

Lukan Christology.

9.1.1. Building the Portrait of the Elusive Jesus and Recognising the Theme of
Elusiveness

My attention to narrative specificities, norms, and directives revealed how the
texts of Luke and Acts conduce or problematise readings of elusiveness phenomena,
including invoked extratextual and intratextual analogues. My investigation of
elusiveness contributed an ancient Mediterranean extratextual repertoire cataloguing
some new categories and additional analogues for reading Luke-Acts. It also offered
several novel readings or reinforced underrepresented readings. In terms of novel

readings, we saw how the child Jesus resembles elusive Wisdom (foreshadowing

1214 Also Chapters 4-7, passim.
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withdrawals and isolations) or a superhuman and independent youth surpassing
Telemachus when read alongside the Telemacheia. 1 identified the Nazareth pericope
as a theoxenic episode with Jesus’ elusiveness reminiscent of divine hiddenness and
Wisdom, concluding with a punitive theophanic traversal trope prefiguring hostility
evasions. For the Damascus road encounter, I deliberated Jesus’ supernatural control
of his Christophanic luminosity blinding Paul but not others. In terms of
underrepresented readings, the Nazareth pericope’s description of Jesus’ evasion
supports invisibility/impalpability and supernatural control. My assessment of the
Emmaus road episode reinforced a theoxenic trope with Jesus appearing privately as
an unrecognised divine visitor, though defamiliarised with Jesus’
cognitive-perceptual control then aphaneia typical of both immortal and immortalised
epiphanic conclusions. Finally, disparate experiences on the Damascus road depict
Jesus as exercising both selective and partial (im)perceptibility for private revelation
to Paul.

We also observed Jesus’ cryptic speech/speaking in my focal episodes, '
requiring the narrative audience and reader to draw inferences about his identity and
roles: his rhetorical reply to his mother (Luke 2:49, 50, 51b); his self-application of
prophetic passages (4:21-22), rejection predictions, and allusions to Gentile inclusion
(4:23-27); his questions feigning ignorance to the Emmaus disciples followed by his
elucidation whilst their perception is restrained (24:17-19, 25-27; cf. 24:16, 31a); and
his corporate identification with persecuted disciples (Acts 9:4-5; 22:7-8; 26:14-15)
and limited instructions (9:6; 22:10; cf. 26:16-18). Paradoxically, Jesus gives
revelation in allusive, concealed, or other cryptic ways, perhaps resulting in cognitive
errancies (i.e., misunderstanding, incomplete understanding, or incomprehension).

The reader recognises an elusiveness theme comprising the elusive Jesus and
other elusive characters or events facilitated by intratextual correspondences.'*'® We
saw how Jesus’ disciples are elusive by divine causality. Paul flees antagonists and
survives an execution attempt and deadly snakebite, including by Jesus’ preservation
(§8.1.1). Angels and a theophany liberate disciples from incarcerations (§8.1.2). The

apostles mediate or petition divine power or supernatural control (§8.1.3). The Spirit

1215 Among others (Luke 20:1-18; 22:67-71; 23:9) and besides parabolic discourse (see
§1.1.2).

1218 Tncluding Terrien’s Luke-Acts examples (§1.1.1.1).
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snatches away Philip after an angel of the Lord guides him, an episode sharing
several correspondences with my focal episodes, including the journey motif and
passion allusions (§8.1.4). Although angelic figures are reflexively/actively elusive by
(dis)appearing and exercising supernatural control, they lack self-initiative and
sovereignty which Jesus displays (§8.2). Comparatively, these augment the reader’s
portrait of an exceptionally supramundane, self-elusive Jesus.

Reisenotizen in my focal episodes mark the recurrent journey motif (and
related divine visitation theme) which is proleptic in the childhood and Nazareth
pericopae of Jesus’ resolute journey to suffer in Jerusalem whilst analeptic of this in
the Emmaus and Damascus roads pericopae.'*!” Jesus reflexively evades hostility
until submitting to his destined passion then intervenes in journeys on the Emmaus
and Damascus roads. The disciples journey with the gospel without evading harm—
some are martyred, others are delivered after beatings and incarcerations, and Paul
survives deadly inflictions (by Jesus’ aid). Philip journeys by divine direction and
intervention. Journeying expresses missional indomitability, but forms a contrast
between the self-elusive Jesus and his passively elusive disciples.

Unsurprisingly, given the journey motif affiliated with the Leidensgeheimnis,
allusions to Jesus’ necessary suffering recur in my focal episodes. Jesus’ suffering
proclaimed in the infancy narrative is represented by his childhood journey to
Jerusalem where he sits among teachers in the temple as God’s Son during Passover
foreshadowing his adulthood journey to Jerusalem, teaching in the temple, and
crucifixion as the Son of God during Passover. At Nazareth his messiahship and
divine sonship are evoked, he predicts his mocked suffering, and he escapes
execution prefiguring hostility evasions until his passion. Jesus’ messiahship and
passion permeate the Emmaus road episode where the disciples realise the necessity
of messianic suffering and resurrection. Finally, Paul preaches Jesus as the Son of
God, realising he is the resurrected Messiah after the Damascus road encounter.
Nevertheless, elusiveness extends christologically and thematically beyond messianic

suffering.

1217 On suffering specifically see Baban 2006, 48, 167, 176-80, 248, 250-56. Baban (2006,
175) sees Luke 1-2 as prefatory for divine visitation recurring in Jesus’ Jerusalem journey and
Emmaus road episode.
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Jesus’ elusiveness in my focal episodes represents his conduct more broadly,
including but not limited to motifs associated with Geheimnis-theories, such as
withdrawing/isolating, evading hostility, desiring privacy, causing incomprehension,
and speaking cryptically or discontinuously. Jesus’ elusiveness does not cease after
the disciples’ epistemological improvement of his necessary passion in Luke 24.
Furthermore, intratextual correspondences link the elusiveness of Jesus and of others
beyond matters of messiahship or suffering. Thus, we saw how Geheimnis-theories
(occasionally engaging Acts for supporting content) are subsumable under a more
encompassing, comprehensive, and coherent elusiveness theme comprising several

literary conventions, characters, and events.

9.1.2. Recapitulating the Extent of Intertextuality

Given my methodological appeal to extratextual elusiveness, I considered
intertextuality pertaining specifically to elusiveness phenomena in my focal
episodes.'*'® T have not discovered compelling evidence of specific intertextual
sources bearing their marks. Luke’s mimetic activity for representations of
elusiveness reflects not so much contentual or stylistic mimesis as literary-
conventional imitation, including composites of appropriated motifs and tropes as
well as character imitation, ultimately constituent of a broader thematic mimesis.'*"”
Elusive characters and themes saturate ancient Mediterranean literature (Chapters 2-
3). One need only to recall characterisations of Homeric gods, divinely aided mortals
(e.g., Telemachus and Odysseus), the Euripidean Dionysus, or Yahweh and his
supramundane subordinates. Jesus most resembles these famously elusive deities
whilst his disciples resemble divinely aided mortals with Luke-Acts reflecting an
elusiveness theme reminiscent of the celebrated texts featuring these figures—
notably, Homer’s Odyssey, Euripides’ Bacchae, and antique Jewish scriptural
literature.

Gods and mortals are characterised as elusive with multiple literary

conventions forming an elusiveness theme in Homer’s Odyssey. This involves

1218 1 peripherally addressed intertextuality in other details of my focal episodes (e.g., Isaianic
quotations or Elijah/Elisha references at Nazareth) or other passages (e.g., Ovidian-related tradition
[Metam. 8.612-724] in Acts 14:8-20).

1219 On mimesis types see Baban 2006, 18-25, 73-118.
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conventions beyond secrecy and recognition which MacDonald sees Mark imitating
for the so-called ‘messianic secret’ (see §1.1.1.11). Athene visits incognito, aids virtual
theoxenies, becomes invisible, makes mortals undetectable, departs supernaturally,
and exercises supernatural control. Telemachus departs without his mother’s
knowledge and participates in virtual theoxenies by Athene’s aid. Odysseus also
participates in virtual theoxenies and is cunning and evasive by divine assistance.
Dionysus’ elusiveness permeates Euripides’ Bacchae with the god’s theoxeny,
liberations of himself and bacchants, supernatural control, cryptic and avoidant
dialogue, and disappearance. Jewish documents characterise figures as elusive—
notably, Yahweh, Wisdom, and angels—with an elusiveness theme emergent
especially when viewed as a literary corpus. Even Jesus’ prominent ancestors are
evasive, deceptive, tricky, or otherwise subversive, often aided by their elusive God
(e.g., Rebekah, Jacob, Leah, Rachel, Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and David).1220 Yahweh
conducts theoxenies, hides himself (i.e., becomes inaccessible/silent), theophanically
visits for benefit or detriment, and supernaturally controls mortals. Withdrawn or
self-hidden Wisdom is sought and [not] found. Angelic figures (including
angelomorphic theophanies) participate in theoxenies, appear (non-)luminously,
disappear, become invisible, execute divine punishments, and supernaturally control
mortals. These celebrated texts offered precedents for and inspired Lukan thematic
elusiveness. Whenever Luke’s reader invokes a work or literary corpus after noting
several apparent overlaps, they retrospectively/prospectively consider it for
[modifying] readings.

Luke’s childhood story noticeably alludes to elusive Wisdom traditions
(§3.1.6), particularly with a wisdom-understanding association, Jesus’ separation
prefiguring withdrawals, Jesus depicted as a precocious child proximate to his Father
in the temple, and the foregrounded seeking-finding motif (§4.2.2). A child precocity
motif is also axiomatic, but scholars overlook how this episode recalls independent
youth traditions, especially coming of age journeys and particularly the Telemacheia
(§§2.1.6; 4.2.1). Tobit reflects a tapestry of intertextual relationships, including with
the Telemacheia or at least a shared or underlying tradition of a journeying youth,

probably on a coming of age journey, accompanied by a heavenly disguised visitor.

1220 See n. 320; Esther, especially Greek Additions.
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However, Tobit lacks the parental unawareness element crucial in the Telemacheia
and Luke’s story. Although Luke’s story lacks an incognito heavenly guide, Jesus is
self-guided in harmony with God’s plan. Whatever the intertextuality between Tobit
and the Telemacheia, Luke’s story applying this shared tradition influenced mostly by
the Telemacheia is plausible. Evocation of the Telemacheia highlights Jesus’
surpassing precocity, divine filial intimacy with his Father, and concord with the
divine plan in contrast to Telemachus’ immaturity, Odyssean filial development, and
necessary divine guidance according to the divine plan.

Luke employs a [virtual] theoxenic trope (§§2.1.1; 3.1.1) for the Nazareth
pericope complemented by a punitive theophanic traversal trope (§3.1.7) for Jesus’
escape functioning as the concluding departure and retribution (§§5.2.1; 5.2.5). The
latter trope here is conveyed with the idiomatic ‘passing through’ expression evoking
the locomotive manifestation (or ‘visitation’) of Yahweh or his chief agent(s) as
enacted judgment amid wrongdoers. Luke 4:30 echoing Amos 5:17 is indeterminate
given uncertainty about the Amos OG reading most familiar to Luke, but remains
plausible. Although the description of Jesus’ evasion conveniently lends to legitimate
readings of invisibility/impalpability (§§2.1.4; 3.1.4; 5.2.2) or supernatural control
(§§2.1.5; 3.1.8; 5.2.6), insufficient details preclude identifying more specific
intertextual sources. Similarly, despite conceptual parallels or thematic resonances
with divine hiddenness (§§3.1.5; 5.2.3) or Wisdom (§§3.1.6; 5.2.4), a lack of
terminological affinities prevents establishing any strong intertextual relationships.

For Jesus’ unrecognised visitation and departure in the Emmaus road episode,
Luke applies a theoxenic trope with supernatural control motifs and immortal(ised)
aphaneia concluding an epiphany (§§2.1.3; 3.1.3; 6.2). No particular intertextual
sources are identifiable and the account differs from comparable theoxenic and post-
translation appearances with an external force causing (im)perception.

Luke utilises motifs of epiphanic luminosity (§§2.1.2; 3.1.2), partial/selective
(in)visibility (§§2.1.4; 3.1.4), and supernatural control (§§2.1.5; 3.1.8) for Paul’s
blinding and the companions’ (im)perception during the Damascus road encounter in
Acts, though without clues of specific intertextual sources for these phenomena
(§7.2).

Aside from my focal episodes, supernatural control motifs (liberation and

door miracles) are evident in the incarceration deliverances, divinely executed
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apostolic pronouncements upon dissidents, and with angels (§§8.1.3; 8.2.3). The
Philip-eunuch story contains xenic features and plausible Elijah/Elisha allusions, but
the Spirit’s seizure of Philip is a general pre-mortem assumption and terrestrial
relocation motif (§8.1.4). Finally, luminous epiphany and immortal aphaneia motifs
are also applied to angels (§8.2.1; 8.2.2). Ultimately, rather than identifiably specific
intertextual sources for elusiveness, Luke applies several literary-conventional and

thematic devices from an expansive gamut of extratextual data.

9.1.3. Literary and Theological Functions of Elusiveness

Elusiveness functions in several ways for narrative-rhetorical and theological
purposes in Luke-Acts. Rhetorically, it captivates characters and the reader, for the
latter producing intrigue and inviting contemplation of actions, events, and identities.
Its frequent ambiguous depictions are no coincidence, but preserve reader intrigue
especially by preventing over-familiarity with Jesus, subtly and progressively
revealing Christology. Elusiveness causing character confusion or contemplation
enables the reader to distance from them in their perplexity whilst emulating
pondering or enquiry about Jesus, identifying with them in their imperfect
comprehension (Luke 2:47-51; 4:22; Acts 9:5; 22:10; 26:15), especially as additional

1221
For

christological depictions and disclosures require ongoing rumination.
example, although the reader knows that Jesus is not Joseph’s son (Luke 4:22; cf.
3:23) but God’s Son, their understanding of divine sonship is imperfect, like that of
Jesus’ own parents (2:50, 51b). Narrative-rhetorical educed contemplation reminds
the reader that their christological ascertainment may be incomplete, but encourages
continued discovery. The elusiveness theme continues into Luke’s second volume
filled with ‘strange acts’ (using Strelan’s cleverly apt description) creating a
stimulating recountal of apostolic endeavours. This theme builds suspense and creates
curiosity, especially with hostility evasions, survivals, and incarceration deliverances
by delaying the dénouements of Luke and Acts as the protagonists endure perils and

1222

overcome challenges. “*“ Elusiveness also occurs during the Gospel’s dénouement

122l Not in the sense that Fowler (1996, 19-20, 155-56, cf. 254-55) suggests for Mark’s
‘messianic secret’, attributing the reader’s puzzlement and critics’ inability to ascertain a coherent
theme to narrative rhetoric of indirection.

1222 Similarly, Tolbert (1989) sees the ‘messianic secret’ delaying Mark’s dénouement for
Jesus to preach.
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(Luke 24), but Acts concludes with a suspended/open narrative. Thus, theologically,
elusiveness signifies missional indomitability and denotes transcendency of divine
characters and the divine plan (cf. Acts 5:38-39). Luke’s employment of yeip-
idioms/yeip-terminology with hostility episodes casts the evasive Jesus as superior to
disciples, creating irony as antagonists’ hands seize the apostles and restrain their
hands, incapacitating their ability to mediate wonders until divinely delivered
(§§5.2.6; 8.1.2).

Narrative indeterminacies and ambiguities frequently imply supernatural
activity in Lukan illustrations of elusiveness.'??* The child Jesus’ cryptic rejoinder
when questioned about remaining in Jerusalem is devoid of an intelligible answer,
raising more questions for the reader (Luke 2:48-49). Jesus’ undernarrated Nazareth
escape forms a noticeable gap (4:30). Passive forms expressing the Emmaus
disciples’ (im)perception encourage reader explanations (24:16, 31a). Even Jesus’
subsequent departure must be construed in ways elucidating its manner and purpose
(24:31b). The Damascus road accounts feature several indeterminacies about Paul’s
blinding and his companions’ (im)perceptivity (Acts 9; 22; 26). Incarceration-
deliverance narratives prompt reader speculation about oblivious guards (5:19-25;
12:6-10) or unsecured restraints (16:23-28). Narratives of the apostles’ punitive
declarations lead the reader to ponder executive causality (5:1-11; 8:4-25; 13:6-12).
The reader also must supply details of Philip’s relocation by the Spirit (8:39-40).

The misunderstanding motif contributes to elusiveness in my focal episodes
vis-a-vis Christology, the gospel, and God’s plan (Luke 2:49-50, 51b; 4:22, 28-30;
24:13-27 [cf. 24:44-47]; requiring Paul’s Damascus road encounter).
Misunderstanding persists into Acts (cf. 1:6), even after the Spirit is given—Peter and
Paul embrace Gentile inclusion after divine revelation (Acts 10) and broad Jewish
rejection (13:46), respectively. Misunderstanding and overcoming it express the
exigency of Israel’s decisive response to Jesus and the gospel, particularly given
confounding messages of messianic suffering and Gentile inclusion. This is
exemplary; the reader is challenged not to fall victim to perpetual cognitive errancies

leading to rejecting Jesus, but to share in divine enlightenment among God’s

122 Cf. Kermode (1979, 23-47) on obscure narrativity with a degree of opacity for the reader
(and narrative audience) to understand and complete, but causing interpretive ambivalence (e.g.,
transparent or obscure parables).
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kingdom, reassuring them about embracing and honouring Jesus (cf. Luke 1:4).
Despite lingering questions, characters and the reader alike are bidden to advocate
Jesus and the gospel.

Intratextual correspondences facilitate reader retrospection. Readings of
disappearance or rapturous translocation at Nazareth will require modification given
more conspicuous depictions of these phenomena, such as Jesus’ Emmaus vanishing
or Philip’s seizure and relocation. Interpreting divine aid at Nazareth is also
problematised upon encountering explicit depictions of it in incarceration
deliverances. The reader aware that epiphanic luminosity is normally non-impairing
in Luke-Acts infers an additional causation of Paul’s blinding by Christophanic light.
Intratextual affinities also highlight actional roles of elusiveness, instrumental in
characterisation (see below §9.2.1).

Finally, superfluity of elusiveness is multifunctional. The child Jesus is
self-sufficient whilst absent for three days. Jesus waits until he is led to a precipice
outside Nazareth before escaping through the midst of aggressors. He deliberately
remains unrecognisable to the Emmaus disciples and (dis)appears rather than
accompanying them. Angelic figures bypass substantial security and leave
incarceration sites resecured after deliverances. The Spirit rapturously relocates Philip
on his expedition. Such nimieties generate suspense, form an epistemic chasm
between the privileged reader and unapprised characters, produce indeterminacies
affording reader input, or otherwise yield intriguing characters and events, all
evincing Luke’s reader-oriented rhetoric conditioning and engaging his reader.
Superfluous elusiveness demonstrates supramundane power and identity. Jesus is
duvatog (Luke 24:19; cf. 18:27), evident by exhibiting 6Ovapug of elusiveness with an
ease reputed of gods, contrastive to those who are incapable and rely on divine or

numinous aid.

9.2. Identity Matters: Elusiveness and Lukan Christology

Since Luke strives to narrate accurate matters pertaining to Jesus (Luke 1:1-4;
Acts 1:1-2), the reader’s portraiture of Jesus is ipso facto an exercise in ascertaining
Lukan Christology. Although Jesus’ elusiveness does not fashion a ‘controlling
Christology’, it has christological implications. After summarising observations about

character actional role and identity, I reflect on how insights emerging from my
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topical investigation of elusiveness contribute an innovative perspective to scholarly

dialogue on Lukan Christology.'***

9.2.1. Who Does What: Character Actional Role Indicative of Character Identity
In this thesis, a significant criterion examined for ascertaining character
identity is character actional role, which are mutually implicative. Actional role of
supernatural elusiveness is a reliable indicator of either supramundane or human
identities in the extratext and in Luke-Acts. Humans dependent on cosmic power in
ancient Mediterranean literature are not ultimately reflexive/active agents of
supernatural elusiveness such as invisibility, escape, (dis)appearance, or control.
Jesus consistently exhibits reflexive/active elusiveness (notwithstanding his
resurrection-ascension-exaltation) reputed of supramundane figures whereas his
disciples are passively elusive by divine activity. Jesus delivers himself at Nazareth,
not rescued by God or angels (contra Longenecker) like disciples relying on divine
causality in Acts. This corroborates understandings of Jesus’ endowment through the
Spirit with cosmic power, bearing it independently and performing wonders by his
own authority unlike disciples performing wonders through the Spirit by mediating or
petitioning God’s and Jesus’ authority and power (see §8.1.3).'**® For Luke’s reader,
all cosmic power is ultimately derived from Yahweh, so Jesus’ reflexive/active
supernatural elusiveness like that of supramundane figures (e.g., angels or even Satan

and daimonic entities) indicates his theomorphic identity inextricable to Yahweh.'**

9.2.2. Luke’s Elusive Jesus as the Theomorphic Messiah

Reading Luke-Acts from an ancient Mediterranean perspective within an
inclusive monotheistic framework illuminates theomorphism under which
angelomorphism or other supramundane exhibitions, attributes, or depictions are
subsumable (see §1.2). I summarise here how the theomorphically elusive Jesus

comports with particular Christologies emerging in this thesis.

1224 For §9.2 see details and references in §1.2.

1223 Jesus’ intimacy with the Spirit continues during his resurrection appearances (cf. Acts
1:1-3) and post-ascension (see n. 1106).

1226 Character actional role implicating identity is exemplified by Simon Magus in Pseudo-
Clementine Recognitions 2.9 (ca. fourth-century CE) boasting of elusive and other preternatural
abilities (several of which reflect interpretations of elusiveness in Luke-Acts) evincing his divinity (cf.
Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 2.32).
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i. Jesus as Suffering and Royal-Davidic Messiah

Christologies of Jesus’ suffering (Conzelmann; O’Toole; Buckwalter) and
royal-Davidic messiahship (Bock; Strauss; Miura; Kirk) emerge with elusiveness.
Miura understands the presentation of Jesus as the Davidic Messiah with divine
sonship and lordship to portray his divinity.'*?” For Strauss, Jesus the Davidic
Messiah is nevertheless ‘apparently subordinate’ to God.'*** Miura recognises a
David-Jesus typology as righteous sufferer (Luke 4:28-29; 6:1-5, 11), including
building on Wright’s recognition of David and Jesus as journeying with followers (1
Sam 19-30; Luke 9:51-19:28).'** My investigation improves christological
understandings of Jesus’ royal-Davidic messiahship by considering his hostility
evasions as characteristic of David eluding Saul’s hands who seeks him and sends
messengers to watch and entrap him (1 Sam 18-27; cf. Ps 31; see §5.2.6). God
paradoxically causes Saul’s hostility and departs from him whilst preserving David to
be the anointed king according to the divine plan whereas Jesus preserves himself,
departing from enemies whilst cognisantly involved in the fruition of the divine plan.
Jesus’ elusiveness both reveals his special knowledge of God’s plan for messianic
suffering and ensures its fulfilment despite obstacles, avoiding an untimely passion.
Elusiveness, involving journeying and misunderstanding, contributes to Christology
and a theme beyond a Leidensgeheimnis (§§9.1.1; 9.1.3), especially with Jesus
controlling cognition/perception (Chapter 6), expressing his exceptionally

theomorphic identity as the suffering and royal-Davidic Messiah.

ii. Jesus as Divine Visitor

Although scholars demonstrating the prominence of divine visitation and
(in)hospitality in Luke-Acts focus on thematic rather than christological significance
(among others: Robinson; Denaux; Byrne; Jipp), their recognition that this theme
principally involves God visiting his people through Jesus is an observation about
Christology (see §1.1.1.ii1). Jesus is revealed as a divine visitor already in the infancy

narrative—emphasising Yahweh’s visitation through Jesus the dvatoAn from on high

1227 Miura 2007, 233.
1228 Strauss 1995, 349-51, cf. 87-97; see n. 159.
1229 Miura 2007, 168-74, 216-17; Wright 1992, 308.
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associated with royal-Davidic messiahship (Luke 1:68-79)'**

motif (7:16, 36-50; 9:51-56; 10:1-16, 38-42; 15:1-2; 19:1-10; cf. Acts 15:14),

including by his cryptic statement that the people fail to recognise the time of their

—and with the journey

visitation (Luke 19:44). His elusiveness consistently enriches a divine visitor
Christology. Jesus’ first action is an elusive (non-theoxenic) visitation to the temple
by divine necessity, and his first speech is an enigmatic riposte about his conduct
which prefigures his entire vocation, not only pertaining to his remaining behind
(2:41-52; Chapter 4).'*' I noted how scholars comment on the programmatic
significance of the Nazareth pericope for the divine visitation theme (Denaux) or
recognise some specific elements of this (Byrne; Jipp), but I expanded these
observations by reading a positive-turned-negative [virtual] theoxenic episode,
foreshadowing divided responses to Jesus through whom God visits (4:16-30;
Chapter 5). After Jesus’ resurrection, he tests his disciples as an unrecognised
sojourner during the theoxenic Emmaus road episode (24:13-35; Chapter 6). Reading
Jesus as the agent of control and (dis)appearance in Luke 24 supports a theomorphic
visitation more than a divinely aided or unrecognisable hero account (contra
Whitaker; see §6.2.1). The theoxenic Nazareth and Emmaus episodes—forming an
inclusio of the Gospel with Jesus as God’s visitor throughout—are particularly
reminiscent of Euripides’ Bacchae portraying the elusive Dionysus’ theoxenic
visitation to Thebes first of the Greek cities where he exhibits supernatural control
and reveals his identity during a concluding disappearance (§§2.1.1.11; 2.1.3.1;
2.1.5.11). Jesus’ [virtual] theoxenic ministry with divided rejection and acceptance
(including as ‘king’) is also conceptually similar to unrecognised king Odysseus’
homecoming with divided responses, though Odysseus visits in the manner of a deity,
not also on behalf of a deity. Moreover, Jesus supernaturally departs by his own
ability, unlike mortals in virtual theoxenies. Finally, Jesus’ disciples continue the
divine visitation theme, paralleling his ministry, though with occasional ascribed
theoxenies (e.g., Acts 8:26-40; 14:8-20; 28:1-10; cf. Luke 10:1-16) contrastive to
Jesus’ real divine visitation. Elusiveness bolsters a divine visitor Christology by

underlining opportunities for characters and the reader to recognise God’s visitation

1230 Strauss 1995, 97-108, 299.
1231 Also Byrne 2000, 37 n. 8.
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through his Messiah and highlighting the significance of responses to Jesus or the

gospel which determine either blessing or detriment.

iii. Jesus as Judge

Some scholars see Jesus’ role as judge exercised eschatologically
(Conzelmann; Marshall; O’Toole) and others understand his judicial activity already
at God’s right hand (Buckwalter; Strauss), a position of a ruler and judge where he is
seated at his resurrection-ascension-exaltation (Luke 22:67-69; Acts 2:33-36; 5:31;
7:55-56). Jesus brings a baptism of fire (symbolising final judgment) that he wishes
was already commenced, which John misconceives as concurrent with the Messiah’s
coming (Luke 3:9, 15-17; 12:49-53; cf. 13:31-35).'%*? Nevertheless, a judge
Christology is inherent to a divine visitor Christology entailing ultimate blessing or
detriment; judgment is a typical theoxenic element, especially with a divided response
(e.g., Euripides’ Bacchae; Ovid, Metam. 8.612-724) such as Jesus experiences.
O’Toole recognises christological expressions of Jesus as teacher, prophet, saviour,
servant of Yahweh, and rejected Davidic Messiah in the Nazareth account.'”* I add
Jesus as judge considering this programmatic episode representing Israel’s divided
response and applying theoxenic and punitive theophanic traversal tropes, the latter
which normally involves Yahweh (Exod 12:12 [cf. 12:23]; Amos 5:17 [cf. 7:8, 8:2]),
his Spirit (4Q248 5), or angelic mediators (Ezek 9:1-11) employed for Jesus’
departure ‘passing through the midst’ of his people (§§3.1.7; 5.2.5). Responses to
Jesus and the gospel are decisive of judgment (Luke 6:47-49; 10:16; cf. 7:30; 9:48;
Acts 3:13-15; 4:10-12; 13:46; 24:25) which Jesus will inevitably execute (Acts 10:42;
17:31). Already during his ministry, Jesus’ elusive presence brings divine visitation

and verdict.

iv. Jesus as Wisdom of God
We saw how scholars interpret Luke’s childhood story (§4.1.3) as depicting
Jesus possessing wisdom (Strauss; Bovon; Stdhlin) or bearing and teaching wisdom

(Schiirmann; Christ). Others see it prefiguring Jesus’ later depiction as Wisdom

1232 Green 1997, 181-82, 295, 404-405, 415-16, 505-516, cf. 533-39. Marshall (1978, 546-47)
sees fire/judgment coming with the Spirit’s division of the righteous and wicked.

1233 0°Toole 2008, 17-18, 29-30, 42, 55-56, 105-106, 118-21; cf. 1995.
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(Ellis) or detect a sonship-wisdom relation (Grundmann). At least Laurentin detects
the seeking-finding motif common in Wisdom traditions and other correspondences
to Wisdom in Sir 24. My reading of the story expanded these interpretations, offering
further support for seeing Jesus depicted as Wisdom. Luke’s infancy narrative casts
Jesus as a divine-human figure from conception, so the reader anticipates exhibitions
of his divine qualities. The glimpse into his childhood then shows his first actions and
speech to be elusive, saturated with linguistic cues and the seeking-finding motif
corresponding to Wisdom traditions, including Wisdom’s: depiction as God’s child;
relation to withdrawn and sought understanding whose location is uncertain;
association with torah; self-hiddenness; being sought and [not] found; desire to dwell
in Jerusalem; and location in the temple (§§3.1.6; 4.2.2). Jesus’ later isolating activity
resembles elusive Wisdom, especially with antagonists filled with ¢vowa and seeking
him (6:11; §4.2.2), as does his avoidance and silence whilst interrogated (22:67-23:3,
9). Although the Nazareth episode lacks conspicuous Wisdom references, subtle
allusions are detectable: Jesus’ toig Aoyoig ti|g xdprroc (Luke 4:22) recalling his
childhood (2:40, 52); his pneumatic empowerment in Galilee in the light of the
Spirit-Wisdom association; and his departure after rejection (§5.2.4). Finally, the
pedagogical stages and hospitality of Wisdom in Pro 1-9 parallel the Emmaus
narrative (rebuke: 24:25; instruction: 24:27; host: 24:30), as Brown observes, in
which Jesus’ conduct also accords with Wisdom’s disguise as a stranger visiting and
testing the one who seeks, loves, and embraces her (Sir 4:11-19 [4:17 Hebrew];
§6.2.1). Although some scholars dismiss a Lukan Wisdom Christology (Green,;
Bovon), Jesus’ elusiveness portrayed with recourse to elusive Wisdom traditions in
these episodes are included among other Jesus-Wisdom associations (Luke 7:34-35;
9:41, 58; 10:21-24; 11:31, 49; 13:31-35; 21:15). My study of elusiveness highlights
this implicit Wisdom Christology in Luke, further portraying a theomorphic Jesus.

v. Jesus as Son of God

A Son of God Christology frequently emerges with Jesus’ elusiveness. This is
illuminated by the childhood story read alongside the Telemacheia. Telemachus’
maturation is overdue and crucial for maintaining authority in his father’s house, so
he is divinely aided on a necessary journey, including conformity to his family’s

elusive character, though he is unaware of the overarching divine plan. The elusive
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child Jesus is prodigious, exhibiting intentionality, sovereignty, and surpassing
precocity on a necessary journey, harmonised with his Father’s will and plan as the
Son of God, indicative of an intimate divine filial relationship and theomorphism
beyond messiological connotations of divine sonship (Luke 2:41-52).'** Jesus’
Nazareth visitation evokes and reinforces a Son of God Christology with his paternal
sonship questioned (4:22). His cryptic statement embedded between indications of his
heavenly authority transmitted and unveiled to his seventy[-two] emissaries discloses
that exclusive knowledge of the Father and his Son—to whom he entrusts authority
and the prerogative of revelation—are concealed from some but revealed to others
(10:21-22; cf. 10:1-20, 23-24). This enigmatic utterance is an explanatory key;
characters and the reader aware of Jesus’ divine sonship cannot truly know him, his
Father, or truths of the kingdom without humility and enlightenment by the Son.
Thus, when asked if he is the Son of God, Jesus offers a brief, cryptic riposte: ‘You
say that I am’ (22:70). This divine sonship continues after his resurrection (24:49)
and narrativised ascension which Paul proclaims as a result of his transformative
Christophanic encounter (Acts 9:20). Although Jesus’ divine sonship mostly
expresses royal-Davidic messiahship, a theomorphic Son of God Christology emerges
with his elusiveness—indirectly and enigmatically revealed by him or signified by his
conduct recognised and disclosed by others—reminding the reader that Jesus’

exceptional filial relationship to God entails his supramundane transcendency.

vi. Concluding Implications of Elusiveness for a Theomorphic Christology

My study of elusiveness illuminated more continuity of Jesus’ pre- and post-
mortem physical transience than critics allow who infer Jesus’ post-resurrection
special or acquired bodily properties which minimises this consistency (see §6.1.1).
Foster sees no explicit polymorphic representations in Jesus’ Nazareth escape,
transfiguration (notwithstanding transformation and light evincing some
metamorphosis), Emmaus road episode (unlike LEM) where “special bodily

1235

properties” enable (dis)appearances, or Damascus road manifestation. =~ Foster is

1234 Also beyond a servanthood Christology (pace Buckwalter 1996, 249-50). On divine
sonship connoting messianism, kingship, and divinity see Fredriksen 1988, 138-41; Yarbro Collins and
Collins 2008.

1235 Boster 2007, 68-77.
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rightly cautious, but perhaps less willing than ancient readers to interpret material
transcendence in ambiguously narrated instances of the pre-mortem Jesus’
elusiveness. Yet, Foster, like many other scholars, is willing to ascribe post-
resurrection phenomena to Jesus’ acquired bodily properties, a notion about which
Luke is silent. We saw how Lukan representations of the pre-mortem Jesus’
elusiveness direct the reader to conceptualise Jesus’ physical transience. Implications
of the child Jesus’ superhumanity accommodated early (non-NT) Christian stories,
further illustrating his supernatural abilities, sovereignty, and polymorphism.'**® The
Nazareth escape narrative elicits reading a miracle, fuelling early Christian discourse
about Jesus’ nature—occasionally associating his evasion with his resurrection
appearances or retrojecting resurrection qualities into his pre-mortem life—including
interpretations of his somatic malleability or impalpability (Irenaeus, Fr. 52; cf.
Tertullian, Marc. 4.8.2-3; §§5.2.2; 6.2.1). Jesus’ elusiveness furnished early
depictions of his superhuman somatic capacities. Nonetheless, although incipient
docetic notions occasioned some concern about Jesus’ pre-mortem physical
transience with respect to his genuine humanity, this physical transience was
christologically unproblematic for Luke and his ancient reader. Thus, my
investigation of elusiveness offered additional instances supporting Gathercole’s
understanding of Jesus’ ‘transcendence’ indicating his ‘heavenly identity’.

This thesis exemplified the advantage of conceptualising divinity and
monotheism in terms of theomorphism with respect to a particular topos (elusiveness)
by offering a realistic model for how Luke’s ancient reader would have thought about
Christology within their ancient Mediterranean milieu. This theomorphism scheme
helpfully incorporated supramundane figures and phenomena as sharing in the form
of ‘God’ to various degrees without obscuring distinctions. Rather than taking Jesus’
pre- and post-mortem physical transience as mainly angelomorphic (so Fletcher-
Louis),' >’ Luke’s reader properly orients angelomorphism as a subset of
theomorphism and understands Jesus’ elusiveness as essentially theomorphic. Jesus’
elusiveness demonstrates his theomorphic sovereignty by knowingly executing God’s

necessary plan already from childhood then making his disciples elusive in his

1236 See nn. 507, 537.

1237 Eletcher-Louis 1997, 38-70, 242, 249. Jesus’ transfiguration includes non-strictly
angelomorphic elements (§§5.2.2; 7.1.2).
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ascended-exalted state. Although Jesus’ elusiveness indicates an identity more
theomorphic than typical of humans or angels and remarkably proximate to Yahweh
(see §§8.3; 9.2.1), Luke preserves identity distinctions between Jesus and the supreme
0eo¢/motrp which the descriptor ‘divine’ or shared-identity Christology models might
blur (i.e., Bauckham’s model and derivatives). Jesus’ elusiveness, even pre-mortem,
lends to his identity as an unmatched theomorphic figure (perhaps ‘chief-agent’, to
use Hurtado’s label), though retaining his individual identity (a distinction which
Fletcher-Louis’ and Litwa’s Christology schemes stress). Luke-Acts does not convey
the extent of Jesus’ metaphysical relationship to 6 0eoc/natrp,'>* but, at the very
least, Jesus’ elusive presence indicates his exceptional theomorphism. Jesus
perpetuates and embodies Yahweh’s elusive presence, as Terrien avers, “At the dawn
of the Roman Empire, a handful of Jews hailed from their own ranks a new prophet
through whom they discerned a radically new mode of divine nearness. A man

became for them the bearer of the presence”.'**’

9.3. Concluding Remarks

The Lukan elusiveness theme principally involves and is inspired by the
elusive Jesus, and includes other elusive characters and events which provide
additional material for the reader to further ascertain Lukan Christology. Luke creates
opportunities for his reader to ponder Jesus’ elusiveness and, consequently, his
identity. The reader repeatedly and cumulatively discovers that Jesus’ elusiveness
suggests his exceptionally theomorphic identity and exceeding intimacy with God.
Characters, the reader, and modern critics alike can attest to bewildering paradoxes
produced by elusiveness in Luke-Acts. Ironically, Luke writes to clarify teachings
about Jesus familiar to the reader (Luke 1:4), yet ambiguous narratives encourage or
require reader contemplation of Jesus’ conduct and identity. Even after (re-)reading,
intrigue persists for the reader and critic who both strive for a clearer understanding

of the elusive Jesus.

1238 Conzelmann 1960, 170-84; Franklin 1975, 76.
1239 Terrien 2000, 405.
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