
720uroJIn (1995) 5 41769

E Dınner alk and Ideology in uke
The Role of the ®inners

® Ceonversaltıons de table et ıdeologıe chez Luc
Le role_des pecheurs
Tischgemeinschaften ın Lukasevangelıum:
Dıe der Sınder
Thorsten Morıiıtz, Chelt9lfl’lam

ESUME A attentıon (1U. epısodes
Ces dernıeres AaNTNeES, plusıeurs des NO  S Juifs faıent ımplıiques
monographies SUu. l’Evangıle de Luc Oont Comment peut ontrer GUE les D

de COMMUNLON sSont Ia clef de vouLLeEe dee JOUT, Les d’approche vont du
de UU de la crılıque redactionelle P’unıvers symbolıque de Luc SAanns prendre

Vec des analyses hıstorıques et compte les nombreux recıts QUL OUS

presentent Jesus table UVec des Juifs,socıologıques des etudes nAarratıves
INermie SL Sont des peagers desTous Cces TAUAUX entent de determıner

Aans quelle INesSUuTEe vangelıste Pharısıens
Dans cet artıcle OUS desırons ontrerremodele les materiıaux dont A dısposalt QUE les D Sonft le cadre prıincıpalpartıculıer les tradıtıons SUur les

dıvers 2rTr0uDpes relıgıieux VvVecC lesquels revele le contraste entre la repoNnse
donnee l’Evangıle Dar les pecheurs et

Jesus entre rapport ans le recıt La
Dar les Justes Apres ULE breve UU

plupart des recents consıderent d’ensemble des renversements chez Luc
qQUE l’Evangıle de Luc est demandera dans quelle Mesure Ces
Tendenzschriuft ecrıt LNSPDLFE Dar Uune SCeCNESs de ;D et les materiıaux QUL Stendance determınee Ils attrıbuent rattachent OUS donnent des ındıcatıons
beaucoup d’ımportance (1UL. themes de SuU.  - la technıque de Luc et SuU l’influence
renversement chez Luc Pourtant quand de SsSe5S5 DreocCcCcupatıons DFTODFES Su la
KEsler dans SO  S desır de eittre Aanliere dont ıl ıutılıse sSe5 SOLLTCes Nous
umıere arrıere-plan socıal des montrerons QUE e renversemen.
destinataıres de Luc attache Uune grande pecheurs — Justes est vıtal ans lıeu de

SOULeENLr GUE Luc ıdealısaıt les pecheursımportance mU D de COMMMUNLONL

ans Luc el les Actes, ıl est surprenant plus qQUEC les autres SY  es

vorstellen —-dennoch stellt sıch dıe FrageUSs  'ASSUNG
eıt eiınıger eıt LST der Iukanıschen ıewellt Lukas ıdeologısıerenden

Tendenzen trıceh Anders gefragt mußForschung dıe Neıgung, das drıtte mMa wırklıich davon ausgehen ÜLE
Evangelıum als Tendenzschrıft ancher Forscher ımplızıert daß
verstehen beobachten Das 1ST sıch Ideologıe notwendıgerweıse auf Kosten
natürlıch nıcht falsch—eın Evangelıum, DVO Hıstorızıtat geht? Im vorlıegenden
das nıcht zugleıich Tendenzschrıft ıST Artıkel wırd dıese Frage verneıin. Er
hönnte Na sıch nLUur schwerlıch sıch FLr mLL Neales Studıe
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None but the Siınners auseıiınander, dıe sıch uch ach Berücksichtigung
dıe ben erwähnte Meınung konsequent wıichtıger Datıierungsfragen (Neusner) eın
auf das Iukanısche Portrait der Sünder hlares Überschneiden zwıschen den
und Pharısäaer anwendet. Neale Evangelıen mıt anderen Prımärqguellen
argumentiıert, dıese Portrauts seıen feststellen. Außerdem ann gezeıgt
hıstorısch nıcht realıstısch und mühßhten werden, daß sehr ohl plausıbel LSt,
UvVO daher als ıdeologısch motıvıert wWenn Lın den Evangelıen dıe Pharısaer
verstanden werden. Es habe Sn Anstoß Jjeglıcher Lischgemeinschaft
Beıspıel für dıe Pharısäer, Neatle, mıt den ‘“Sündern) nehmen. Dıiıes ıst eıne
heinerle: Anlaß gegeben, Jesu natürlıche Konsequenz des pharısäıischen
LIischgemeinschaft mıt den Sündern Verständnisses vO relıgiöser Reinheit
Anstoß nehmen. Vıelmenhr seıen dıe und vO der Tischgemeinschaft als
Pharısaer LM Iukanıschen Bericht als Ausdruck des kommenden Reıches
Karıkatur verstehen. Es gehe darum, Gottes. HEs ıst daher wıichtıg, dıe
den typıschen Gegner des Evangelıums Herausarbeitung der narratıven

verkörpern. Umgekehrt seıen dıe Entwiıcklung des I[ukanıschen Berichtes
Sünder als für das Evangelıum offene nıcht mıt enthıstorısıerender polemiıscher
reumütıge Prototypen verstehen. Mıiıt Ideologisierung gleichzusetzen. Aufder hıstorıschen Realıtät des Judentums dıesem Hıntergrund untersucht der
LmM ersten Jahrhundert habe dıes wen1g vorliegende Beıtrag dıe Rolle vVO
gemeınsam. Dıie ‘“Sünder‘’ als Sündern und Pharısaern Lın folgendensozıologısche Gruppe habe 2ar Perıikopen des Lukasevangeliums:nıcht gegeben. Mıt dıeser Eınschätzung Berufung Levıs (Kap 5} Jesu Salbungsıch Neale bewußt 9{9}  - der (Kap {); Galıldısche Schlachtopfer (Kaptradıtionellen—und stark UO Jeremıas 13), Gleichnisse vVO. Fınden des
beeinflußten—Sichtweise ab Das MAa£ ın Verlorenen (Kap 15), Der Pharısaer und
gewısser Weıse verständlıch erscheınen, der Zöllner (Kap 18) und Zachäus, der
ließe sıch ber LU aufgrund genauer Oberzöllner (Kap 19) Es geht hıerbei
hıstorıscher Bestandsaufnahme aufrecht das Zusammenhalten UVO
erhalten. Das Konstatıeren ıdeologıischer ıdeologischer theologıischer) Motıvatıon
Motıve ın Priımärtexten reicht hıerzu des Verfassers un hıstorıscher
nıcht au Was sowochl ‘“Sünder‘) als uch Plausıbilität. Zusammenfassend wırd
Pharısaer anbelangt, ıst zweıfelschne festgehalten, daß ıdeologısche Eiffektivitätwahr, daß das neutestamentlıche ıld unter anderem uch vVO historischer
konsequent selektıv ıst Dennoch Läfßt Plaustıbilität abhängt.

ecent have SeenN the publıcation Tendenzschrift.® Most of them devote
of LLUINEeTOUS monographs uke’s consıderable to reversal themes 1ın

Gospel. 'The approaches adopted Nn Luk However, when Esler, part of hıs
prımarıly from SOcC10-redaction er1tical ımportant attempt to shed lıght the

soc1al background of uke’s audıence, haswork coupled wıt. hıstorical analysıs! LO
narratıve studies.* All these studies ATeEe extensıve sectiıon table-fellowship 1ın
linked by the attempt TtO U1NlCOVeTr hat Luke-Acts, ıt 1S astonıshing that he

should have focused exclusıvely thosepart the evangelıst played Iın shapıng hıs epısodes where gentiles wWerTrTe iınvolved.materı1al, partıcularly the tradıtions about How Ca table-fellowship be shown tO bethe relıg10us wıt. which Jesus
interacts ın the STOTY. Common tO MOST of

the °central Trch’ of uke’s symbolıc
unıverse* wıithout takıng iınto account thethese INOTE recent studıes 1s the desıire toO INanYy OCCUTrTEeENCES where Jesus eats wıth

COME toO terms wıth uke other Jews, be they tax-collectors
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Pharisees?® 'The present artıcle seeks tOo lıghted by Luke where he shares 1n the
trıple tradıtijon. 8.492 poınts Out thatfocus precıisely thıs aspect meals AT

the prımary setting for the contrast the daughter of Jaırus W as only child,
between the LO the gospel Dy the W as the epıuleptic SO  } 1n ch On
sınners and by the rıghteous. After brief wıder scale Jesus’ CONCETN for the under-
OVerVvV1eWw of reversals 1n Luke, the priviıleged Ca be illustrated by notiıng hıs
question will be asked TO hat extent wiıllıngness tO vıisıt Samarıtan villages*?
these meal epısodes and related materı1al and, of by poıntıng Out the ell
aTe suggestive of Lukan technıque and known eature of ethnıc unıyersalısm

which 1S promınent 1n Luke. 16 Finallyhat degree of ınfiuence uke’s interest
and mOsSt strikıngly, there 1S5 the motif ofhad hıs approprlıatıon of sources.® It

will be argued that Luke’s sınner / the sınner which 1ın thıs Gospel almost
rıghteous reversals AT vıtal for thıs invarıably encapsulates ındıyıdual’s

need combıned ıth receptive heart forGospel’s narratıve flow, but that there 15
the gospel message.*‘ KReceptive outsıdershlıttle evıdence of uke ideologısıng the

sinners’ tO greater extent than hıs fellow AT ın and those wh thınk they AT LN AaTrTe

synoptics.‘ 1ın fact OU  A Such reversals lıe al the VerVvy
heart of Luke’s narratıve, especlally 1ın
LWO types of> (1) those recount-Reversals ın Luke—A Brief urvey ıng ‚Jesus’ table fellowshıp wıt sinnersl8

Luke shows sıgnıfıcant interest ın the an (2) parables whiıich iıllus-
TATiEe the soteriologıical reversal ofreceptıveness TLO the gospel messagsge of expectatıons 19

those whi WerTrTe generally cons1ıdered Luke portrays varıety of dıfferentsoclally infer10r (primarıly the DOOT and
the sıck, the tax-collectors and women). characters 1ın hıs STLOTYy evıdence of the

reversals which the gospel brıings about
Yet, there has een consıiderable debate ome obvıous examples ATe Levı the LAX-about the degree LO which Luke 15 rFreSPON- collector (ch B.27-32) and the gentile CeNN-
sıble for thıs emphasıs. ome argue that
Luke httle 1NOTeEe than TtO reıterate the turıon wh: sShows greater faıth than

an vyvon«c ın Israel — cf hıs colleagueemphasıs the POOT he found ın hıs who truly the relevance of the
SOUTCES.  8 Esler erıtic1ses thıs 1e W heavıly erucifixion—23.47). Salvatıon has COINE LO
and insısts the sıgnıfıcance of the fact the house of Zacchaeus, the chief LAX-
that Luke retaıns nearly all of Mark’s collector 19.1—10) and hıs colleaguehıch AT eritical of materı1alısm (18.130) The POOT W1dow exemplıfıes real

favourable owards the POOT. More S1Vv1INg (21.1—4); the from Galılee
importantly, Luk iıntensıfnes hat hıs AT entrusted wıth the EWS of the UurT-
SOUTCES have LO SaYvyY about wealth and 'The hıst could berection 24.4—11)
pOoverty. 'T’hıs pıcture 1S essentially CO11- extended. 'The TEeEVeTrTrsSe applıes ell
fimed by the materı1al peculıar LO Luke.? those wh: exalt themselves—-that
Turnıng tO the role of 1n Luke’s usually those of hıgh relıg10us esteem-—
narratıve, ıt 1S5 agaın evıdent how uke wıll be humbled (18.14) Even the dıs-
portrays those the frınge of socıety cıples have LO learn thıs he wh. 15
the maın recıpıents of ‚Jesus’ carıng AatLten- consıdered small becomes great
tion, 1° secondly those who, at least 1n (9.46—8par). 'T’he kıngdom 1S for 0OSe wh
part, Support the of the gospel AT lıke children 18.15—7) and the great-
actıvely,** thırdly those who—l lıke the est ONe n the dıscıples 1s he who
disciples—had steadfastly followed ‚Jesus adopts attıtude of servanthood
from Galılee to the erucifixion!? an lastly (2 It 18 sıgnıfıcant that whereas

those wh: play ımportant role 1n the dıscıples sShow understandıng of
announcıng the beginnıng and completion Jesus’ m1Ss10Nn, EVEeNn fter the thırd pas-
of Jesus’ mission.}$ S10N and resurrection predıction

‚Jesus’ Care for the weak 1S Iso hıgh- E  9 the humble blınd 100878  - NeaTr
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Jericho and the chıef tax-collector respond takes the historical scepticısm ıth which
wıth spirıtual understandıng and COIN- he approaches the Gospels thıs matter
sequently benefit from Jesus’ LOO far,““ ıt 1S5 not the sole objective of thıs
(18.35—19.10) study LO evaluate the historical sıde of

'The accumulatıon of such materı1al ın Neale’s investigation,“$ although the CcCCa-
Luk: has gıven r1se to the debate Ver the s10nal remark 111 be made.*4 PrODOSE toO
extent tO hıch the thırd evangelıst went consıder how the discussed by
beyond the emphases he found 1ın hıs hım fit ınto uke’s narratıve flow. 25 What
SOUTCeEesS 'The Same question NO needs tLO technıques dıd Luk employ an to what
be asked ın relatıon LO the reversals. 'The extent aAare Justified 1ın regardıng hıs

mMoOsSst pertinent tO thıs discussion protrayals of the relevant characters
AaTe Levı's Jesus’banquet (5.27—32), ıdeologıically motivated?
anoıntıng Dy the forgıven woman It 1S ell known that Luke structured
(7.36—50), Jesus’ fO the Galılean the beginnıing of hıs Galılean minıstry
slaughter by Pılate (13 1—9), Fiındıng hat section 1ın such WaYy that the Nazareth
WWa lost (ch 15), T’he Pharısee and the LAX-
collector

epısode (Lk 4.16—30) effectively becomes
18.9—14) and Lacchaeus the startıng point of Jesus’ publıc m1n1Ss-

19.1—10) PTrODOSE LO discuss these PaSs- Lr Y. hıs 1S5 achıeved Dy condensing Jesus’
1ın relatıon to Neale’s recent TEeAT- preceding publıc iınvolvement (accordıng

ment of them Sınce much of the relevant tOo 1.16{f£) iınto typıcally ukan SUTN-
materı.al 1S peculıar toO Luke, the focus wiıll INar y As result the Nazareth
be narratological consıderations. epısode attaıns programmatıc sıgnıfi-

‚Jesus hıs priorıities: the
The Reversals—A Lukan proclamation of g00d EeWSs LO the POOT an

Ideological Contribution? the release OÜODELG) of captıves. There 15
doubt that wıthın Luke’s STLOFY these

In hıs recent study of sınners In Luke, aspects have spırıtual, physical an soc1al
Neale hıghlighted five which dıimens10ns, the following epısodes
o1ve partıcular promınence LO certaın 16) iıllustrate amply.?6 As the STOFrY
AUAOTWAÄOL wh respond posıtıvely LO the unfolds, uke 111 be advancıng sımılar
gospel: Lev] 1ın — the sınful epısodes, not much tO reıterate hat

ın —_ the tax-collectors W as saıd already, but to increase the
an siınners 1ın ch 15.1£; the tax-collector reader’s Warenes of the filment of
In the parable (ch 18.9—14) and Zacchaeus Jesus’ PTOSZT.:  e get OuUt ın the SYNa-
In After historical analysıs gogue of Nazareth. 'T’hıs W as ProSgTr  e
of phariısaism and the am ha-aretz, he hıch could embrace outsıders 1ın much
concludes that historical analysıs Ca the SAaTINne WaY Elıjah W as sent to
detect such thıng ıdentifable mınıster tO the starvıng gentile W1dow (Lk

4.26) an Elısha helped the respectableSTroOup of sınners, hence the Gospel cate-
DOTYVY of sınners 1s prımarıly ıdeologically gentile arın commander called Naaman
motivated. It funections foıl LO brıng The astonıshıng Component of
Out the faılure of Jesus’ pponents, the Jesus’ Programme W as of precısely
Pharısees. Neale bases thıs argument al the fact that he included gentile outsıders
least 1ın part study of the ıdeologıcal in it At thıs early stage, however, Jesus
role of the am ha-aretz the lıterary Causes offence not by turnıng tO gentiles,
rather than historical embodiment of but by attendıng TtO the needs of outsıders
Torah non-observance. Sımilarly the SIN- wıthın Israel.*‘ Neale rıghtly highlights

Lev] the first clear exampleers 1n the Gospels are not hıstorically
ıdentifiable, but—on narrative level—
the ıdeologıcal counterpart of the har- Levı DParty (LRk 5:27=32)1sSees and ser1bes.21 YFollowıing Tannehiıill, Neale emphasisesAlthough 0)81 wonders whether Neale the eed to SEE the Healıng of the Para-
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Lytıc 5.17-—26) the delıiberate preamble from different angle thıs tıme ıt. 185 not
LO the Callıng of Levı 'The theme of ‚Jesus’ hıs claım LO authorıty that CAauses offense,
authority LO forgıve S1INS naturally but hıs COMIMPDAINLY. It eMeETSCS not much

that Jesus’ opponents faıled LO appreclatethe WaY for hıs ongoing relatiıon-
shıp wıth the sinnNers ın the story.“s the demonstratıon of ‚Jesus’ spıirıtual and
’ thıs lınk, ındeed the entire physıcal authorıty when he healed the

of 5.12-—6.11, follows Mark’s paralytıc, but that they gradually develop
aCCount Ver Y closely. But the emphasıs antıpathy agaınst hıs person whiıich
that there WeTe ‘Pharısees an ser1ıbes finds express1ıon 1ın varıety of ways.** In
who had COINEC from Galılean and the STOFY lıne the tensıon escalates almost
Judean vıillage and from Jerusalem’ immedıately fter the SLAT of Jesus’ pub-
15 peculıar LO Luk Neale concludes that ıc actıvıities.°% At the Sarmne tıme there 1S
Luke here stages dramatıc publıc event both reıteratıon an progressıion ın the

ontent of Jesus’ pronouncements: thehıch has nowhere Near the SAaIiInle S19-
nıflcance 1ın Mark and Matthew.?® hıs Son of Man who has authorıty LO forgıve
mMaYy be correct far the direct COINN- release (ADLEVAL) S1INS (v 110 PI'C-
parıson wıth and Mt 15 COI1- sents himself the OI} wh Ca and 0es
cerned, but ON could argue by the SaIinle meet people’s needs vv31{f).° One SE SeSs

token that the om1ssıon of the multitudes that further conflict 15 the cards. So far
(ef 2:13) ın v;27 represents reduction ın the narratıve ‚Jesus has one lıttle
of the of drama hıch uke INOTE than LO respond tO the needs of those
attaches to the Levı It 18 iımpossıble wh either happened LO be where he W as

tO have ıt. both WaYS and AT ell teachıing (4.33; 5.12) wh WeTeC brought
advısed not toO mısread M1INOTr redactional LO hım (4.40; 5.19) Up LO thıs poınt there
changes ideologıically motivated sSta 1sS ındıcatıon that ‚Jesus went Out of hıs
setting. There 1sS hıttle ıf an Yy hıstorıical WaYy LO meet ‘ sinners’. 'The callıng of Lev]
diıfference between 5.17£ft and 2.14, 1S5 the rst incıdent where ‚Jesus made

Mark Iso mentıons the ser1bes 1ın v6, such INOVE However, ıt 1s not the callıng
such but the resulting table-fellowshıpthough not 1ın hıs openıng (GGıven

thıs and the lıkelihood that the ser1bes hıch o1ves r1ıse LO grumblıng.
WEeTeC sub-group Nn the Pharısees Neale agaın finds ıt difficult LO avo1d
(Lk 5.30par; cf Acts 5.34), ıt best LO the impress1ıon that uke stage-managed
regard BF plausıble deduction the He cıtes.the followıng observa-
from Mark’s ın tıons. (1) Only uke iıdentifies Lev]1XYy passasge
ch S A (which Luke ostpones untiıl ch TEAMOVNG 5.27) —Mark and Matthew only
— and 2630 T’he of the mentıon that Levı Sat at the LAax table (2)
ser1bes ın turn led uke to brıing forward 'The meal has become planned ÖOXNV
Mark’s reference tO Jesus’ ‘teachıng" WEYOANV. (3) Luke makes Lev1 the

unequı1vocal host of the event by clarıfyıng2:13) ell (Lk 5.17)
I wo aspects AaATrTe noteworthy: C1) uke that they met In hıs (1e€ Levı'’s) house. (4)

has clear iınterest 1ın the large number Luke mentijons OYXAOG MOAUG
and the promiınent nature of those PTreS- compared wıth the less dramatıc TOAANOL ın
enNnt al both epısodes, especlally 1n the Mark and Matthew. Neale Iso wonders

whether there W as an possıble SCeNATIOlıght of the precediıng perıcope where
‚Jesus tells the leper LO keep the NEeEWS of that could help LO clarıfy the nature of the
hıs healıng to himself (2) The Say- offence caused by ‚Jesus. In ANLSWETI' LO thıs
ıng about the Son of Man’s authorıty TO he that ıf the feast W as sponta-
forgıve SINS 1sS illustrated subse- u  ’ those present would have ıncluded
quently by Jesus’ callıng of Lev1i It ollows people wh WEeTC far from dısreputable.
that Luke eXPeECTS hıs readers tO relate On the other hand, ıf ıt W as planned, Lev1
the LWwO incıdents closely. They will real- would have intentionally iınvıted VeC
1se, N other thıngs, that ın the SCcC;- unseemly gatherıng indeed’, somethıng
9)81 epısode the Pharısees attack ‚Jesus hıch ‘seems somewhat unlıkely ‘dıf-
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ferent kınds of SsSInners are found much INOre than SUMMAaTYV for SOTNE of
flockıng together In such WaY to be Mark’s rather densely and repetitıvely
openly discerned and labelled such’.*4 expressed detajls.® Mark uses devıces
'There Aar’Cc, he suggests, neıther polıtıcal, such repetition ere for effect, uke
1107 legal moral 1SSuUes which could o0es not (3) 'T’he ONe aspect where uke
plausıbly account for grumbliıng at ‚Jesus. o0€eSs sharpen Mark’s ımpact 15 when he
Charges such ‘why do vVou betray VOUTrF deser1ibes Levı's he left CVETV-natıon”? (polıtical), ‘why AaTrTe Vou eatıng thıng behind, got and followed Jesus.
unti:thed food?’ legal) "why AT Vou But that 1sS not the one of contention
soclalısıng wiıt. the iımmoral”?’ moral) between Jesus an hıs opponents 1n an Yywould—I1 f hıstorıically plausıble—have of the epısode’s synoptic vers10ns. 'The
een INOTEe effective than ‘why do Vou eat question 1S, hat LS the one of conten-

Clearly the recounted event has tiıon? 'The anıswer 1S5 found 1ın the close tıes
passed from hıstory tOo iıdeological hıch Luke creates between the callıngsymbolısm. epısode and the debate about fastınghıs line of argument calls for hıch follows.
detaijled ( The fırst, thırd an Whıle there 1Ss definıte lınk between
fourth poınts CarT’ V relatıvely hlıttle the Callıng of Levı and the precedıingweıght. The further iıdentification of the Healıng of the Paralytıc, the INOTeE 1MpOr-host 1ın Luke 1S5 INOTE than typıcal tant connection 1S between the former an
narratıve clarıfication. there 1s alıy- the following Fastıng epısode (vv33-—9) In
thıng unusua|l at all, ıt 1S Mark’s faılure tOo contrast to Mark, Luke adopts varıety of
do the Samne 'The ıntroductory mentıon of LO tıghten thıs lınk (1) Mark’s
Levi the tax-collector 1Ss hardly much dıf- narrator’s poınt that the discıples of John
ferent—Luke Sımply replaces the famıly and those of the Pharısees WerTe fastıng
amne (cf 2.14) by the profession. 'I0 (Mk 2.18) 1s dropped. As result the
regard eıther ‘dramatising’ ould be LO Pharısaıuc attack Jesus 1ın 5.33
ramatise. As for the ‘setting ın the StOTrY forms part of the Prev10us conversatı1ııon—
world’, OYAOGC 1S used far LOO frequently Dy the debate 1S ON an the Samce, but the
Luke® LO have an y dramatisıng effect contrast between the SUMptu0ous meal
Sımilarly, the combiınatıion OYXAOG NMOAUG an the question of fastıng 18 much
has een used 1n straıghtfoward Lukan sharper. (2) The eatıng and drınkıng motif
uonly few Verses earlier 1s delıberately repeate 1ın v33 (ınand 1ın another shortly 2.18 the discıples sSımply not fast’),fter Also, tOo make much of Luke’s thus further strengthening the poıint JustOXAOG NMOAUG compared wıth Mark’s TMOAAOL made. (3) 'T’he double sayıng 1ın vv31f ends
wıthout duly noting Luke’s Oom1ssıon of the eed for repentance. Thıs provıdes2.13b (‘*the whole crowd gathered natural point of ontact for the followingaround hım and he taught them)’) Verses Jesus’ miıinıstry 1s continuous wıth
rather inconsıstent. (2) it+ 1S Mark, not John’s stern call for repentance recounted
Luke, who makes three-fold reference tO earlier (ef 3.8) There 1S evıdentlythe Sınners and tax-collectors (Matthew eAasSsure of overlap between the motifs of
reproduces Lwo of these, Luk only one). thıs part of Luk and those contaıned 1n
Given that Iso mıiıts Mark’s INeN- ch 3.7—18.397
tıon of the fact that the tax-collectors an Havıng tiıghtened the connection
sinners followed Jesus (Mk 2.15c) and the between and vv33-5, Luke
reference LO the Pharısees and Secer1ibes heightens v33 an streamlınes v3  S
seeing the meal (Mk 2.16) ell the According LO v3 John’s discıples and the
explicıt lısting of Jesus and hıs dıscıples Pharısees fast Irequently and offer
(Mk 0)]81 sımply has tOo SaV that prayers’ (1€e hıle fasting?). The contrast
Luk streamlıned rather than heightened between eatıng and drınking an fastıngMark’s per1ıcope. 'T’he phrase ÖOXNVUWEYOAÄNV Neale’s second poınt) 1s not

1s thereby increased further. The SUurpr1s-
ıng reference toO Praver underlines that
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spirıtualıty 15 used key argument ın do SO.,. Secondly, ‚Jesus en]Joys consıder-
able publıc upport (Luke’s OXAOG empha-the confliet. As for v34, Mark’s redundant

answer to the rhetorıical question 1ın v1 1sS s1ıs!) and EVEeN STArts LO appoınt hıs OW:

omıiıtted and, INOTEe importantly, the rhe- discıples. Levı's readıness tO leave I'Yy-
orıcal question ıtself (‘Can yvVou make the thıng behind and tO arrange party for

hıs colleagues and ‚Jesus embodies thegueSts of the brıdegroom fast while he 1S
ıth them?”?’) becomes INOTE confronta- super10r appeal of ‚Jesus. Thıirdly, the
tional 1n that ıt 1S5 110 addressed LO the Pharısees an Ser1bes aAaTre accused by
Pharisees®® directly, but Iso because ıt. ‚Jesus of havıng arrogantly rejected .John’s
ACCUSEeS them implicıtly of forcıng others baptısm, thus annullıng od’s wısdom. At
LO fast (1e€ rather than LO celebrate Levı the SAaImnle tiıme ‚Jesus tacıtly challenges
an hıs fellow sSiınners dıd) All thıs SUS- them whether they AT siıck fter al
gests that uke’s understandıng of thıs Fourthly, part of the iInner-
episode Was that the heart of the matter Jewıish first CeNntury struggles for
between ‚Jesus and hıs opponents W as the bases the Pharısees INa y ell have een
question of people’s respoONsSe tO the engaged ın attempts tO ostracıse and thus
brıdegroom. 'The distınection of characters force ınto relıg10us complıance those who

1ın the narratıve 1s directly AaTrTe economıiıcally ‘'robbers, evıl-doers,
related LO these respoNnsesS. the sinners’ adulterers and tax-collectors’ (Lk

far W as posıtıve; the Pharısaılic 18.11).4*1sS hostile an the by Who, then, spoiled Levı's party? Neale’s
.John’s discıples 1S subject tO ‚.John’s advıce
LO return to ‚Jesus and to verıfy whether answers AaPPCAaAIs tO be ‘Luke’ (Or at. least

uke’s narrator). Luke’s AaNSWeT (alonghe 18 the ON  D they had waıted for (ch ıth Mark’s and especlally Matthew’s—ef7.181) SOOI1 they follow hıs advıce, 1S ‘the Pharısees and theır Ser1bes’”.
‚Jesus responds urgıng them that ‘hlessed 'The Pharısees’ answer 15 of that
1S he wh takes offense at Me there should not have een Darty 1ın the
After theır departure he contıinues by first place. What 1S5 clear 18 that there 15
accusıng the Pharısees and Secer1ibes pub- hıttle 1Te€4asSonMNn LO pProOpDOSC that Luk Was AallıYylıcly of rejecting .John’s baptısm. T‘hıs

that they AT evıdently unable INOTEe implicated ın ‘ideologisıng" Levı and

unwillıng tO accept either .John’s stern hıs riends than the other synoptıcs wh
gıve essentially the SaIne AaNnsSWeTr the

message of repentance the celebrations Pharısees and theır Secr1ibes have prob-brought about by the release of those wh
repent.®? In thıs WaYy ch COIl- lem not only when he eats wıt. sinners

firms that the 1SsSue@e of table-fellowshiıp 15 v but quıte sımply when he eats
‚Jesus and hıs disciples ATe not Supposedclosely tıed wıth the eed tO respond LO eat, that 1s tO celebrate the advent ofhumbly LO 0od’s messenger. As ıf the poınt

needed further illustratıon, uke ınserts the kıngdom, they AT supposed LO fast
the next table-fellowship M  9 the and PTraYy hat would Iso solve the

problem of havıng food avaılableAnoıintıng by the Woman, at precıisely thıs
Sabbath; hence there would be eed tOopoınt

'To SUIN ‚Jesus’ conflıct wıth hıs ‘harvest’ (1€ Tru. ın the hand-—ef ch 6.11)
opponents 1S5 about theır LO hıs Nrst Wıth much food talk ın Luke’s
PerSON and miıiss1ıo0n. uke makes iıt clear aT thıs poınt (1e 2); ıt. 1s hardly

surprısıng that uke could not resıstthat from Jesus’ poıint of V1eW thıs 15
spirıtual conflict that revolves around the extendıng the wıne metaphor (ch 5.39)
need for repentance. From the Pharısaıc ell He 0eSs 1ın lıne wıth hıs earlıer
poınt of V1eW ıt. aPpPCaIs tO be conflict of emphasıs drinkıng (cf 5.30) Is Neale

referring tO observatıons such theseın INOTEe WaYS than ON‘ Fıiırst, ‚Jesus
when he concludes that Levı's feastinvaded theır ase home ground

(cf hat could be called the 'synagogue TeCeEe1ves unıque treatment from uke
motiıf” 1n ch 4.16—44) and wiıll continue LO hıch heightens theır l1e the events’|
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sıgnıfıcance iın the StOrYy compared tO the for the entire chapter: happy 1S5 Aln VONC
other Gospel wriıters’?42 wh: 0es not take offence at Jesus. Kıvı-

When the controversı]ıes recounted and dently thıs 1S5 not only ainntable summıng
tiıed together by the evangelısts aAaTre SECEEN of the experıence of the centurıon

part of strıng— as they ATeEe clearly (vvl-10) and Ven the crowd attending
intended—I1Ut CMETSECS that neıther ‚Jesus the raısıng of the wıdow'’s SO  - (vv1ll—7), ıt
nNnOoTr hıs opponents ATe prımarıly PTFCOCCU- Iso prevıew of the express1ıon
pıed ıth the tax-collectors and sınners of gratiıtude for the forgıveness of S1INS
such. The fact that Jesus sıdes wıth and rece1ved by the sınful vv36-50)
EVEeNN recrunts from the latter merely COITN- Kılgallen, part of hıs welcome reın-
pounds the Pharısees’ aNnnOovVanCce wiıt. forcement of Fıtzmyer’s argument that
hım. COUT'SC, the contrast between the the had rece1ıved forgıveness prıorsınners'’ celebration party and the harı- LO her entering the house of Simon,*%SalcC call for fastıng and Praver could not poınts oOut that ıf Luk expected hıs read-
be greater, but ın vl the Pharısees eTrTs LO pıck thıs poıint, he had LO provıdeattack not the SINNers but Jesus, OT, TtO be clues other than the purely srammatıcal
precıse, hıs dıscıples. 'There 18 eed tO onNnes.46 He rıghtly notes that the ansSWer 1s
read uke’s iınterest 1ın thıs conflicet and ıts tO be found 1n the specıal maternal 1ın
spirıtual evidence of the hıstor1- vv'29f. As the sole focus John shows,cal implausıbılıty of the narratıve's ıde- thıs Lukan SUINIMATVY not only reıterates
ology. 'The iıdeological force of all three the opposıte reSPONSECS by Varıous
synoptıc accounts depends precısely of people, ıt. especlally remınds the reader
theır basıc plausıbility.“ When Luke of the nature of John’s baptısm, ma)Jorstreamlınes an at. tiımes heightens theme early the openıng chapters of
Mark’s StOrY lıne, hıs PUurpose 155 not LO the Gospel. John wiıll brıing back INanYy of
intensıfy the ıdeologıical clout of the Par- the Israelıtes LO the ord he will
tıcıpatıng 1n Mark’s plot, but LO PTreDATE people for the ord he
arrıve al narratıve hıch coherently 111 gıve hıs people knowledge of salva-
emphasıses the interplay of resSspONSeE TO tıon he preached baptısm ofJesus’ person an! the unfolding conflict repentance for the forgıveness of sıns 3.3)
Over Israel’s base. 44 At that poınt Luke inserted ın the trıple

tradıtıon reference to the tax-collectors
Tears of Anointment (LR /.36—50) wh CAame LO be baptısed wıth thıs bap-

'T’he per1ıcope of the sınful wh tısm. The followıng annunclatıon of ‚Jesus
anoınts ‚Jesus’ feet wıt. her Lears an by John, hıch Luk essentıally rece1ıved
uses her haır LO wıpe them off 1S only vıa Q, 1S summarısed ın typıcally ukan
reported ın Luke It rıght, there- fashıon by reference LO ‚John’s exhorta-
fore, tO PaYy attention ıts placıng wıthın tıons an proclaımıng of good eCcwWs
uke’s narratıve. 'The ımmediately PTre- From al thıs ıt. 1s evıdent that John’s
ceding CO-TLext focuses John the Bap- baptısm of forgıveness of S1INS 1S of Dara-
tıist’s discıples wh COINE tO ‚Jesus tO mMoOount ımportance 1n Luke’s narratıve. It
enquıre whether he 1s the 0)e1 they had 1s5 LO thıs general framework that the
een waıtıng for. 'The uncertaınty about anoıntıng by the sınful has LO be
‚Jesus’ 1dentity 1S5 hıghliıghted Dy the related. Quite poss1ıbly the reader 1Ss to
repeated ‘Are VOu the 0)81  D wh 185 LO COTINE understan John’s baptısm the CCa-

AaTe toO waıt for another” S10N of the forgıveness of her S1INS. It 1S the
Luke Iso supplıes the comment suggestion that those wh sought and
that at the tiıme ‚Jesus had een releasıng rece1ved ‚John’s baptısm (as the sınful
people from sSiıcknesses an evıl spırıts MaYy ell have done) eN]Ooy 0d’s
(v before rejoınıng wıt, ıts empha- forgıveness of SINS hıch the Pharisees
31S the eed tO respond approprılately evıdently find impossıble TO aCcCcept. They
LO Jesus’ miıinıstry 'Thıs SEets the tone aAaTe ven less prepared LO sShow the type of
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affection which Lev1 and the forgıven question of historıical plausıbıilıty. Yet
afford LO ‚Jesus. Neale’s discussıon g1ves the strong

What has emerged far has number impress1on that 1s5 but part of
of corollarıes. (1) Sımon and those ıth narratıve construction 1n hıch ideology
hım misunderstand the woman’s takes OVeTr from and g0€S at the CXPCNSC of
affection a least partly because they ATEe history.** ‘Luke’s rel1ıg10us categorıes AT

absolute.’>2 INOTE modest but probablynot of the lınk between her pr1ıor
forgıveness and .John’s baptısm. Luke, INOTE realıstıic appraısal of the sıtuatıiıon 1S5
however, provıdes that lınk for the reader tOo ote that Luk Skıllfully inserted SOTNE

by WaYy of vv29f. (2) When those al the extra materılal vv36-—50) al poınt which
made narratıve and Iso that hetable wonder about the ıdentity of thıs

‚Jesus wh forgıves SINS (v they faıl LO employed ONeE of hıs ell known SUMMMa-

reahse that Jesus’ tO the r1es to help the reader apprecılate
1S5 hlıttle INOTE than confirmatıon of John’s the poınt of the STLOrY lıne. Doubts INa y be

expressed tOo whether uke’s CONCEeTN LObaptısm. 'hıs tıes 1ın ell ıth the earliıer
accusatıon by ‚Jesus that Man Yy of those Ssupply hıs materı1al wıth narratıve

ınformatıonwho went LO SECEE John misunderstood hıs asıdes and background
mıssıon (vv24-9) (3) uke’s portrayal of (7.3—6,20f,29{) ought tO be exploited 1ın the
the forgıven functjions primarıly LO WaY suggested by Neale It 1s commend-

able tO consıder narratıves wholes.®ShOWw how 0d’s rıghteousness
expressed through ‚.JJohn an ‚Jesus finds But conclusıions about the ideological
confirmatıon 'The maın emphasıs 1S emphases of uke’s SLOTY such NOW 1e
therefore the filment of 0d’s PDUT- 1ın ch 7| the “sinner” has een shown tO be

the proper object of forgiveness’””*— as ıf9 nOot the portrayal of the Pharı-
that had nOot een the CAase 1n Luke’ssSEES stylised relıg10us Category of

od’s ideological enemiles.“*' It 18 of earher chapters an indeed 1ın the SYN-
Lrul that O! 0eSs not necessarıly rule Out optıc parallels—or ‘Luke’s intentional

development of sympathetic V1CeW of thethe other, but ıt 1S difficult tO find EeV1-
> 55
)dence that uke W as al paıns LO brıing Out “sinner” 1S unıque n the Gospels

the Pharisees’ ideological inadequaCcy an Y ought LO be cosıstent ıth the e_

INOTE than hıs fellow evangelısts. 'The and redaction eritical realıties. ere 1S5
SUMMAaT’Y 1ın vv29f has dıfferent a1ım neıther enough evıdence that they are,

191028 o0eSs Neale SEEIN iınterested 1ın COIMNN-altogether, namely that of fillıng 1n for the
reader the background needed tO TC- parıng uke’s ideologıical ınterests wıth
c1late how the followıng epıisode of the those of Mark an Matthew. One miıght
Forgıven fits ınto the narratıve Ven suggest that SsSOTINE of the poınts

hıch he establıshes further develop-fMow. 'The forgıven 1s not only the
responsıve sinner,*$ but iıllustration of ments ın uke’s advancıng STLOTY lıne
hOow ‚Jesus’ miıinıstry 1sS diırectly continuous appCar much less dramatıc delıberate
wıth that of .John the Baptıst. Sımon when compared wıt. earliıer epısodes
faıled tO COME tO terms wıth LWO realıties: rcounted ın the Gospel. strongly suspect
VECS, ‚Jesus 1s prophet (he knows about that such Comparısons Al needed tO put
the woman’s pr1ıo0r repentance/ forgıve- uke’s ‘ideologisıng" ınto perspectıive. The
ness), an VCS, the woman’s display of poınt MaVYy be illustrated brıefly.
gratitude W as genuıne and acceptable. By CH) mentioned above, Mark’s fascına-

tıon wıth the the of siınners andsupplyıng vv29f Luke facılıtated the read-
ers understandıng of the episode ın especlally the combınatıon tax-collectors
Sımon’s house. and sınners 1ın the Levı perıcope 1S

The fact that uke leaves the reader 1ın stronger than that of Luk: (2) In the
doubt hıch character tO identify Sarne per1cope, Jesus’ to the lack

with*—whether thıs be called Tendenz OT, of the Pharısees’ CONCETIN 1S nOot PCCU-
1ın thıs particular CAase defamilıarısatıon of larly Lukan motif, but ONM which 18
norms°— s essentially unrelated LO the brought Out rather L1NOTE decısıvely Dy
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Matthew 9.13a-—ef vn especlally he Was gentile such, 107r because he
v15) (3) uke 1s not prıimarıly interested enJoyed good reputatıon local
ın sınners such, but ın sıinners who Jews, but because he displayed INOTeEe faıth
humbly accept theır eed for repentance. than those 1ın Israel (Lk 7.9)
Accordingly uke o0eSs not only report All these examples ATr e vıtal for
about repentant tax-collectors, he Iso discussıion because they reflect ukan
makes poıint of emphasısıng that John’s emphases. uke’s reversals have dis-
baptısm of repentance an forgıveness tıinct spirıtual element to them Not tO
W as for the people at large and that ıt W as respond tO Jesus ın the WaVYV these peopleindeed the people at large wh responded
(3.7.10.15.21).>° Sımilarly the thırd EVall-

had onNne Was tantamoun tO 1gnorance
vVen NCEe. It Was thıs ıimplıcatıon of

gelıst hıghlıghted Peter’s iınıtıal humilıty: the gospel hıch hıstorıically INaYV havehe falls hıs knees and acknowledges incensed the Pharısees about ‚Jesus’ table-hıs sınfulness (Lk 9.9), detaıl found only fellowship wıth the sınners muchın Luke’s versıon. Sımilarly the centurıon anythıng.°® John’s preachıing had made ıt.wh: sends for ‚Jesus’ help for hıs Sservant: perfectly plaın that reSPpONSES tO ‚Jesus fellere uke 1s INOTE interested than Mat- ınto the ‘eiıther OT cCategory (Lk 3.160)thew 1ın the fact that despite hıs ‘attested Jesus’ calls for repentance 1ın ch 5.31fworthıiness’ (ef the extra iınformatiıion SUuP-
plıed ın vv3-5) the centurıon insısts twıce

Were 1ın effect invıtatıons, LO the Pharısees
well,°* tO Jo1in hıs (table-)fellowshiphıs unworthıiness vv6{1) In V1eW of wıth forgıven sSınners. Havıng sa1ıd that,these early examples 1ın the narratıve of thıs emphasıs, much ıt 1S present ın

COININON (and ell respected!—ef the CEeNN-
turıon) people who respond humbly tO

uke 1S Iso ımportant ın Matthew
Luke’s spıirıtual reversals ATe nOotJohn’s and Jesus’ MeESSage there Ca be ıdeological novelty, although ıt ouldquestion of ‘Luke’s sınner) evolving from be true to SaVy that 1ın cComparıson wıt.despıised element of socıety LO

pathetic figure.> Such conclusıon Mark, who emphasıses such reversals pr1-
marıly ın relatıon tOo discıpleship, Luk 1Sresults from rather selective readıng of INOTE interested 1ın hat could loosely beuke’s early chapters. uke’s sınner, far termed “convers1ı1ons). 'Thiıs 1s above allfrom being by definıtion despised I1NEeTN-

ber of soclety, APPCATS LO be ‘Mr Average'’: dıfferent pastoral emphasıs. Ideological ıt.
INaYVy be— all matters of faıth are—but ıt 1she loves those who love hım; he 0eSs go0od INOTE less than the interests of hısto those wh do g00d to hım an he lends fellow evangelısts.LO those irom whom he hopes tO recelve

back (Lk What he needs 1s hat
the people al large, the fisherman Peter, Galılean Blood (LR

'The examples gıven above sShow how 1ınthe centurıon whose Servant W as ıll, the
tax-collectors and theır rmed assıstants Luk people from varıecd backgrounds
all need: spırıtual humilıty ın respondıng SETVE tO illustrate the eed for respondıing
to 0d’s INECSSCNYET. uke has Varı0ous humbly LO the challenges get Out by John
WaYsS of expressiıng thıs 'The beatıtudes and Jesus. They Iso sShow (pDace Neale)
INa y not be explıicıtly for the POOT ın spırıt, that ATre ell advısed not tO VeTr-

In Matthew, but they ATrTe explicıtly sımplıfy an Y development 1ın the presenta-
addressed to Jesus’ discıples (Lk 6.20) tıon of sınners ın uke’s narratıve. Lext
Levi MaVy for Luk be g00d example of hıch 18 agaın only found 1ın and
responsıve sınner, but leaves which emphasıses precısely the fact that
doubt that thıs 1S because he responded tLO all ATe sınners, and therefore all need to
Jesus’ call for repentance (Lk 9.32), not repent 1s5 13440 Jesus 1S told about
because of hıs profession despised sSta- number of Galıleans who, hıle perform-tus 'T’he Same 1sS true of Peter, Sa ing theır sacrıfıces, had een kılled byTurning TtO the centurıon, he Iso becomes Pılate. ‚Jesus SeMNSes hıdden agenda,model of spirıtual humaility not because namely the ımpliıcatıon that the slaughter
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must have een dıvyıne punıshment for ıth which OIl ould not readıly iıdentify
oneself.’SEVeEeTeEe sinfulness. Havıng pointed out

further example the fallıng tower of One 1S left wonderıng whether there
Sıloam which kılled eighteen) ‚Jesus really 1S5 anythıng substantıally Ne

brıings home the fact that the lesson LO be about ‘the sinners’ ın ch Can SaVYvy
wıt Neale that ‘the total reversal ofearned from these examples 1sS5 nOot O! of

graded sınfulness, but ON of unıversal conventional thıinkıng that has Just een
eed for repentance because all (Le SIN- advanced 1ın 13.1-5 produces mMoOst
ners.©0 'The argument 1S moved step unexpected result: 110 iıt 1s the “sinner”

and not the rıghteous’ LO whom aalvatıonfurther 1n the immediately followıng Par- has come’®>? Has thıs not een obvıous allable not toO ear frunt equals wastıng X01010|
a0ıl and ultımately havıng to be along? 15 apPpPCars that Neale’s assessment
cut oOoWn hıs clearly recalls ‚.JJohn’s S17N- of the matter 1S gulded tO great extent

by hıs V1eW that the portrayal of theı1lar messagsge 1ın ch 31  SI the 0)81 comıng sıinners and the Pharısees 1ın uke 15fter .John already holds the W1InnOw1ıng
fork 1ın hıs hand-——he 1S ready tOo dıspose of essentially ahıistorical and hence 1ıdeo-
the chaff ın the fire an only holds back logically motivated. 'T ‘hıs leads hım LO

attempt tOo 1SCOver the dynamıcs of thehlıttle whiıle (ch 13.9) text. The tempting question 1S whetherNeale quıte rıghtly makes the observa-
tıon that thıs Lext. functions to include the less historical scepticısm hıs part
reader 1n the rel1ig10us category of those would have enabled hım LO COINEC LO INOTeEe

coherent appreclatıon of uke’s narratıve.who need repentance.®! When he gOoeSs More specıfically, o0es hat know offurther tO uggest that thıs 15 deliberate the usSe of language by competıingdevelopment 1ın the storylıne,°“ hıs argu-
ment becomes somewhat confused. He LO represent true Israel—of hıch the
notes that the term sınner So far 1n Luke Pharısees WerTe undoubtedly ONC, the

Qumranıtes another—square ıth uke’s
has een negatıve and term of derısıon’

OW: assumptions?(Neale 1S thıinkıng of Levı, the siınners 1ın
ch 5634 and the siınful woman), clearly Neale 1S rıght tO poınt Out that hıs-

torıcally the Pharısees would have had
implyıng that thıs use of the term grad- Little 1Te6€4S0ONMN tO object tO Jesus’ involve-
ually changes 1ın favour of INOTE posıtıve ment ıth sSinnNers ıf al he had trıed LO
understandıng. On the other and he
includes the Galıleans kılled by Pılate achleve W as LO brıng back the lost, How-

CVCTI, the rea|l question 1S, back tO what?
and those kılled by the fallıng LOWwer (ch by hat mechanısm? Is ıt Case of

and EVEeN those ınto whose hands bringiıng them back iınto the framework of
the SO  - of INa wiıll be delivered (ch 24.7) the Pharısaıc understandıng of law(s) and
Given these last LWwoO references, there covenant? Into the sphere of infiuence of
o0€eSs not appCar LO be much development the Temple cult? Was nOot the problem the

far the negatıve connotatıions of the Pharısees had ıth ‘Tthe sinners’ precısely
term sınner AT concerned. In ch 24 7 the that Jesus offered WaY back iınto the
term 1S much 0)e{ of derısıon ıt W as people of God wıthout subjecting the
1ın chsB and 13.2:4, Neale hım- repentan sınners LO framework of
self concedes.®°® Despıite thıs Neale graded holiness? ‚Jesus’ sımple non-dıffer-
that Jesus’ followıng the report entiatıng approach (he qite wıth sSınners
of the Galılean slaughter by Pılate Le- an Pharısees alıke) and hıs call LO
Ssents the poınt where Lwo VIEeWS of the repentance hıch wWas tied wıth hıs
sınner are NO begınnıng tO meld ınto OW. perSoN W as the essential part of hıs
one.’64 However, thıs 18 difficult tO UI- proclamatıon. 'Thıs approach LO sınners
cıle ıth hıs attempt to SCC thıs ‘develop- hıch bypassed the relıg10us framework
ment’ part of Luke’s reversal motif, endorsed by the Pharısees proved uUuNLAaC-

partiıcularly he concedes that EVEeI 1n ceptable for INa y of them.®©® 'Thıs explaıns
ch 13.2,4 ‘siınners’ 15 pejoratıve term at. least 1ın part Luke’s emphasıs the
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confrontatıions between ‚Jesus and hıs 9.51-—6 should be regarded not much
opponents VeTtr hıs fellowshıp ıth the the beginnıng of the Journey narratıve
sinners.® urther 1645011 1s lıkely LO be (as 18 normally done), but SUMMAaTVYV
found ın Luke’s (and Mark’s—ef 237 transıtion between the Galılean mınıstry
wWarenes of the fulfilment character of and the Journey narratıve whiıich briefly
Jesus’ miıinıstry LO the outcast.®©$ Whatever mentıjons Jesus’ tıme 1ın Samarıa. T’he
other 1TE4SONS there INaV have been, Journey narratıve ProODer falls into three
uke’s maın CONCETNMN 1sS LO illustrate that maın sections, wıth emphasıs 1ın SEC-

people’s need for repentance 15 ırrespec- tıons and 111 dıscıpleshıp:
tıve of socl1o-relıg10us background. Every- Basıcs of Dıiscıpleshıip (9.57—13.17)
OIl needs reversal hıch 15 both I1 Kıngdom Reversals (13.18—16.31)
spirıtual and iındıyıdual ın nature. hıs 111 More Basıcs of Discıpleship

(17.:1—19.27)theme of spıirıtual reversals, Neale
rıghtly argues,° domiınates chs and * aAaPPCATS that sections 111 oscıllate
and culmınates 1ın ch between materı1a|l dealıng wıth dıscıple-

shıp (D), 1e those who ATre in and mate-
ral about non-disciples (N), 1e those whT00 ITLGTLY pnpartıes? (LR 15) ATe not.It 1S secret that 1S5 carefully

structured section which consısts of Basıcs of Disciıpleship
Duties and Priviılegesintroductory setting vv1—3), followed by (9.57—11.13)three parables (vv4—-7,8—10,1—32 which

revolve around the Samne theme that Warning LO Pharısees:
whıch Was lost LS found 'The setting P1C- Hypocriısy C112
tures the Pharısees and Seceribes wh ATe Spiırıtual an Materı1al

Commitment (12 1—53)yet agaın annoyed al Jesus’ table-fellow-
shıp wıth the SINNers. 'The three parables Warnıing LO People: Hypocrisy
evıdently relate tO thıs setting What 15 (12.54-13.17)
perhaps less ell apprecıated by COTIN- 111 More Basıcs of Discıpleship
mentators 1sS the central pıvotal pOosı1- Forgiveness and Faıthfulness
tıon thıs chapter OcCcuples wıthın uke’s 17.1—19)
Journey section (9.57—19.27) Before Judgement by the Son of Man
engagıng wıth Neale’s assessmen of thıs (17.20—18.8)
chapter ProODOSEC tO emonstrate the Spırıtual and Materıal

Humilıity (18.9—-19 10)sıgnıfiıcance Luke attached to ch
It used LO be fashıonable TLO regard Judgement Jesus’ Enemies

Luke’s Journey section prıme example D
of theologıcal rather than historical) Whether nOot uke had such structuregeography. '© Others have chosen tOo detect 1ın MIN: cCannot be demonstrated anı

possıble chılasmus the maJor Struc- remaıns subject tO debate. However, 1NsS0-
tural framework. ‘1 Apart from the far the above 1S5 adequate reflection
culty that these suggestions by and large of hat find ın the LEeXT, ıt clear
suffer from sıgnıfıcant incongruencies, * that the Journey section revolves around
OIl wonders how Luke’s ıntended readers number of COTre elements. (1) Discipleship
WeTe expected LO recognıse such intrıcate 18 matter of commıtment. (2) The fact
Structures The alternatıve for the COIN- that faılure tO heed warnıngs about
mentator 1S LO suggest INOTE sımple hypocrisy an ultımately the faılure TO
arrangement whıiıch, al least 1n ıts basıcs, become commıtted dıscıple entaiıls
MaYy have een dehlhıberate. wıt. an Y Judgement. (3) 'T’he lesson that spirıtualsuch proposal, the PUrPpPOSeC has TO be the an materaal commıtment ATe inter-
descrıiption of hat LS there rather than related 1SSues needs to be earned. ir Ca  -
the claım that the author necessarıly had NO be SEeEeN how section 11 Mits ınto the
thıs vVe tructure ın mınd suggest that of thought:
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I1 Kıngdom Reversals therefore nOt feelıng of being siıdelıned
by Jesus, although that remaıns possı-Spirıtual Reversals (13.8—-14.35)

The ost 111 Be Found 15) bılıty, but of not being willıng LO allow the
Materı1al Reversals (ch 16) sınners to celebrate wıt, the repentant

siınners. Quite apart from the Pharısees’
The 0)81 recurrıng theme of sections est1imatıon of theır OW. posıtıon (v

they evıdently could nOt accept that theILL, that 15 Spirıtual and Materıal Com
mıtment, Iso forms the backbone of SECEC- sınners were longer LO be
tıon I1 forms the topıcal centre of regarded such In thıs WaY the
uke’s Journey sectjon. Confirmatıon that parable reflects the tensıon that pervaded
uke ındeed attached consıderable S1g- Sımon’s dınner wıth Jesus when the S1IN-
nıllıcance LO thıs maternal from the ful but forgıven bursts 1ın LO
fact that the setting he supplıes for ıt CXPTECSS her gratitude tO ‚Jesus. nstead of
vv1—-3) recalls ıth table-fellowshıp celebratıon sh; met ıth obstinacy and
ma)Jor element of the overall storylıne protest the part of ‚Jesus’ host 'The
Ver SINCE Levı's banquet (5.29; 7.306; host 15 portrayed havıng effectively

turned table-fellowship—normally cele-1L3 4:1:7.15) In the lıght of thıs ıt. 1s
nOot surprısıng tO find ‚Jesus usıng Para- bratory symbol—i1nto cCourt of Justice.
ble The Prodıigal on) hıch ends the Ironiıcally he at the Very poınt when
motiıf of banquet the three parables the meal could have fulfilled ıts potential
relate directly tO the ıtz provıded by for celebratıon, that 1S when the forgıven
Luk ın the openıng VersS«c5Ss, 1s obvı- burst 1ın The parable of the prodi1-
ously the case, ® thıs fact IMaYy be S1g- gal SOI exemplıifies thıs Vver v poınt when
nıfcant. After the return of the prodıgal the lost ATe found there wıll not only be
SOI, when the father puts celebratory table-fellowshıp (v2), but celebrations 1n
meal, the older s ()  - refuses tO attend heaven ıtself v7) Story world (ch 7.35fi)

From the poınt of 1e W of the older and parable (ch 15.1f,25—32) AT at thıs
brother there should have een ban- poınt almost CONSTUOUS. 'T he latter reıter-
quet of celebratıiıon v ıf an yon«ec tes the former.
deserved such festivıtıies, ıt. Wa the older 'The closıng conversatıon 1n the parable
brother himself Despıte thıs attı- between the father and the older SO  - has
tude, the father attempts tO persuade hım LO be interpreted tacıt appeal to the
LO J01n. the celebration (vv28, 32) Pharısees tO Joın the celebratıions fter all

Although there 185 need to push CVCI'YV "T*hıs ralses the question whether Jesus’
detaıl ın the STOTY (or better three storl1es: opponents AT nit to partake 1ın such cele-
vv1ll-20a,kV to ıts allegor1- bratıon. Ironically, of COUT'SC, they AT not,
cal lımıt, the sheer amount of seemiıingly certaıinly nNnOt from ‚Jesus’ perspective.

Even ıf could not iınfer thıs from theredundant detaiıl iımplıes, fırst, delıber-
ate emphasıs the desparate sıtuatıon older brother’s faılure tO understand the
from which the prodıgal escaped, s CC - father’s 9TaCl®e, ONMNle could still turn back LO
ondly, the harshness of the older brother the programmatıc sayıng ın ch 5.31f:
and thırdly, the overflowıng generosıty of Jesus CaImInle nOot LO call the rıghteous, but
the father. Given thıs iıntended es- SINNers LO repentance. There Ca be lıttle
pondence between the characters ın the doubt that Jesus’ opponents to whom thıs
parable and those 1ın vv1—3, the followıng sayıng W as addressed ould have picked
conclusıon 1sS probably Justified: whereas the underlyıng motif of God, the
‚Jesus 1S reported INOTE often TtO have dined good shepherd wh: geeks the lost and
wıt. Pharısees than ıth tax-collectors helps the sıck (Ezek 'T’he implıca-
and sınners, the former nevertheless COIl- tıon of Jesus’ Justificatıon along the lınes
tinued LO dwell the offensıveness of the of thıs good shepherd imagery 1S5 not
latter (vv1lf and In uke’s STOTY acknowledgement of the Pharısees’
the foremost problem of the Pharısees 1ın rıghteousness, but the recognıtıon that
relatıon to Jesus’ soc1al contacts W as they who object to hıs miıinıstry tO the
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sSınners Aare ın fact bad shepherds. hıs dıfferent from ch 15.1f ın relatıon TtO
has een brought Out rather INOTEe the remaınder of that chapter. Secondly,
explicıtly ın ch 11.37-54par. * T’hose wh v14 not only forms bracket wıth v9, thus
faıl tO Join 1ın heaven’s celebration (ef tyıng 1ın the parable wıth Jesus’ audıence,
vv2,7) ImMaYy not ave much to celebrate. ıt. Iso reıterates the reversal phrase used

ın ch 14L where ıt Iso functioned
The Pharısee and the Tax-collector (LR the conclusıon tO parable per1Cope

G9—74) reversals from humilıty tO glory and 1Ce
T’he setting, LO be SUr«e, 1s slıghtlyAny study of uke’s i1deology has LO COINE dıfferent. The rst parable 147 11) W asLO terms ıth the portrayal of the har-

1see an the tax-collector 1ın the Temple. addressed LO the theolog1ıans (1e€ Scribes)
Opınıon 15 diviıded to the extent tOo and Pharıisees present at Pharısee’s

dinner party tO hıch he had invıtedhıch theır encounter should be regarded Jesus, the latter to “some who rusted 1ınıdeologıically motivated carıcature. ®
It tO that thıs discussıon has themselves that they WEeEeTeEe rıghteous and
not paıd sufficıent attention tO the nature despised others’”. The maın challenge LO

the ımplıed readers of uke’s Gospel mustof parables. Parables function ell have een thıs ın ch it ould havethey do precısely because they play the een tempting LO CMn the status of ‚Jesus’ıdeologıcal Warenes of the recıplıents. In
thıs regard parables are dıfferent from hosts, yet tO do ould be spırıtually

counterproductive. s reinforcesMOST modern films '10 eXpect parables tO thıs MESSALC by longer allowıng anbe free from 1deology 1S much besıiıde of envyıng those wh IMNaYy havethe point the assumption that ıt. 1s5
possıble desıirable tO watch ficetion wıth- soclo-relıg10us 1EAaSONS tO ‘trust ın them-
Out takıng sıdes. Hence ıt makes lıttle selves)’. The focus 1S here INOTeEe fiırmly

the spırıtual tensıon between arroganCceregard thıs partıcular parable and humiuilıty, not the movement fromeither attempt LO TAaW historical
pıcture OT, alternatıvely, 11WAarTr-

soc1lal esteem tO spirıtual humilhiation.
ranted carıcature. Parables ould not be

The reader 18 left tO wonder wh: these
self-trusting people miıght have been, anparables ıf they worked lıke that T’he there INaYy ell be ımplıed suggestionsecret of successful parable lıes 1n the

mergıng of hiıstorical presupposıtions
here that they miıght represent people

the part of the intended audience wıt
from an V sSoc1al stratum, conce1vably EeVvVen
the reader hımself, nOot Just the dınıngıdeologıcal element of surprıse chal- Pharısees and theologıans of ch 14 47lenge. 'T’he result 1S by definı:tion neıther Neale 1S rıght when he SEeES lınk

DUTC hıstorıical description NOr Sa Car-
icature.’© Ideology and historicity must

between chs and 18 but whether thıs
parable brıngs the expectatıon an eTt-not be played off agaınst ach other the aaq] motif such °to ıts ultımate CXPTES-basıs of parable STOTY, instead they feed S107N. 1S5 quıte another matter. /& Moreach other. The interpreter’s task 1S LO

ıdenti1fy the intended readers’ hearers’ ımportant 1 the recognıtion that Luk
has extended the of the repentantLO the portrayal of the maın sınner’s implied challenge LO the readercharacters and, secondly, the WaYys 1ın by avoıdıng mentıon of the Ssocl1al cCate-hıch those reSPONSE ATe challenged by gorı1es of ‚Jesus’ audılence. 'The lack ofthe author of the parable reference to an V table-fellowshipWhat, then, ATe the maın challenges equally sıgnıfıcant. Hor most Pharısees

posed Dy thıs parable? uke’s co-textual table-fellowship had assumed the qualityclues are compellıng first, the orıginal of model ven prevıew of the kıng-recıpıents of the spoken parable ATeEe dom In ch the symbolic invıtation iınto
deser1bed 1ın such WaY v9) that their the kıngdom 1S Sset 1ın the ontext of table-
iıdentification ıth the maın characters 1n fellowshıip. Here the and appeal of
the parable becomes unavoıdable 'Thıs 1s the invıtatıon 1S wıdened sımply by the
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absence of an y Pharısaılc table-fellowshiıp recelve reward anı they labour and do
not recelve reward; an! theysetting. Instead, the setting 1S5 10 the

Temple, place where the Pharısee and but LO the lıfe of the future world
the sınner had equal ACCESS an they T tO the pıt of destruction

have already pointed Out that the Traditionally commentators have SEENquestion of whether to hat extent thıs evıdence that the Pharısee’sLuke substitutes i1deology for hıstorıicıty, prayer 1n ould have een
TUNSs counter LO the nature of parable
STOTY. However, there Aare number of regarded entirely plausıble and ındeed
features 1ın the LexXT hıch have een used laudatory ın first-century Judaism.®?

Neale complaıns that MOST commMentatorsfor such lıne of argument. They include 1n fact SLAaTr theır quotatıon LOO late LOthe question of the artıficlalıty of the
setting proposed by uke (v9), the lıterary facılıtate faır readıng, namely fter the

sentence ‘On hıs leavıng, hat o0es hearrangement of the parable iıtself (S1X say?’ (1e€ ear the beginnıng of the secondantıtheses of behaviour”?) and the cul- paragraph above).© the whole Lext (astural background evıdent from 11011-
Bıblical prımary SOUTCeEes 'The lıterary quoted above) 1S taken ınto aCcCount, Neale

arrangement of the parable 15 probably suggests, ıt cannot poss1ıbly be regarded
as example of Jewısh plıety worthy ofthe weakest erıterıon of the three 1ın that censure‘. It 15 genuıine enough prayver, heıt should be understood faırly stand-

ard feature of the parables.® The question continues, but ıt. dıffers from 1n
of the artıfıcılalıty of the setting suggested the underlyıng motivatıon, 1.e nOot self-

aggrandızement but rather genuıne1ın 18.9 Iso should not be g]ven undue thanksgıvıng that the worshıpper hasweıght. 'hıs 15 clear from the Incon-
sıstency inherent 1ın the argument that een spared lıfe of futile actıvıty.’ Neale
the proposed setting 1S5 al ONle an the 1s adamant that thıs Prayer 18 not

Samnle tıme LOO ‘artıfic1al’ to be historical carıcature and 15 quıite unlıke the Lucan
PrFrayvyer 1ın almost CVCI'Y respect’ ! Heand yet not ‘“concrete’ enough tO make admıts that there AT rabbıinıchistorical ques fru1 'Thıs leaves the

rabbınıc evıdence, particularly the that dısplay extremes of relıg1-
OUS bıgotry, but then he assıgns these LOinstruction hat ON should Pray post-fhirst-century tımes, though the 1e64-entering the eth ha-Mıdrash contaıned
SONS for thıs ATe nOot pointed Out But theın emara (bBer 28b) decısıve factor why the Lext should not be

Our Rabbis taught: nteriıng hat reated comparable tO the PTrayvyer 1ın
o0es INa say? 'May ıt. be Your will, Luk  w 1S, he concedes, uke’s OW ıiınter-

pretatıon (vv9Lord God, that ffence mMaYy
tOo 1061 an that MaYy not 1n matter There Aare Z1NUTMMEeTOUS problems wıt
of halachahı an that colleagues mMaYy Neale’s cerıt1ique of the tradıtional under-
rejoıce 1n an that May not call standıng. First, hıs datıng of the rabbınıc
unclean clean an clean unclean, an! evıdence 1S5 circular 1ın that ıt. AaSSUumMes

that colleagues MaYy nOt erTTtT 1ın hat ıt seeks tOo sShow. Secondly, ıf the
matter of halachah and that mMaYy rejoıce maın difference between the emara and
1ın them 15 Luke’s interpretatıon, Neale 1S by

On hıs leavıng, hat o0es he say? ‘1 implıcatıon allowıng for INOTE conceptual
gıve thanks LO You, ord God, that overlap between the LWO texts®> than hıs
You ave get portion wıth those wh: line of argument suggests It could be
a1t 1n the eth ha-Mıdrash an You have responded that uke’s interpretatıon 1S ın
nOt get, portion wıth those wh: a1t 1ın fact first CEeNTtUrYy evidence for the Lype of
stree COTNEeCTS, for YT1sSe early an they understandıng of the PFrayers concerned
r1se early, but rıse early for words of which he wıshes LO date much later.
orah an they rıse for frivolous talk; Thırdly, number of rabbınıc EXTS other
labour an they labour, but labour an! than that quoted by Neale paınt pıcture
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of system of graded holiness which 1S5 Same tıme rich, lıke the rich INall.
wholly consıstent wıt the evıidence of the When ‚Jesus invıtes hımself LO STLAYy al the
Gospels and SOUTCES from Second Temple house ofZacchaeus, the latter 1S full of JOoy,
Juda1sm.®®© One famous example of such lıke the wh anoınted Jesus. In
Lext 1sS of COUTSEe tBer (:18. rabbınıc the 1e W of the onlookers he 1S Iso
thanksgıving for the fact that the DCIrSoN sınful mMa lıke Peter. As Neale rıghtly
prayıng Was not made heathen ‘“for maiıntaiıins,® Jesus 15 here depicted
heathens Aare nothıing before GG 0d’), fulfillıng hıs mı1ıssıon set Out 1ın the

(for ATe not under oblıga- Benedictus, 1ın hıs openıng programmatıc
tıon to fulfill the Law’) uneducate speech ın Nazareth and ın hıs declaration
INa (for uneducated INen ATeEe not Cau- of intent at Levı's feast 'The Great Com-
t1o0us LO avo1ıd sıns’).S‘ It 1S CasS V tOo See how mı1ıssıon SETVES LO hand to hıs discıples
°he sınners’ fitted iınto such graded the miınıstry of preaching repentance and

the eed for forgıveness, thus bringingsystem of purıty hıch emanated COT-

centrically from the Holy of Holies, the Luke’s Arst volume LO end As far
Temple, the fore-courts etCc O0T— 1n terms of the encounters between ‚Jesus
offices official standıng—the hıgh and ‘the sSınners’ throughout the narratıve
prıest, the prıests, the Levıtes etc. 'To be 18 concerned, z1S 1ın fact the last

such encounter before the transıtıon fromINOTeEe precıse, ‘the sınners’ faıled to reg1S-
ter ın anı y of these concentric cırcles—they the travel narratıve (9.51—19.27) LO the
WeTe outsıde the realm of purıty, either Temple narratıve 'The inter-

esting observatıon, that thıs 1S5 the firstbecause of theır trade (eg prostitutes),
ontact wıt. the Roman OPPTESSOTS (eg tiıme that the Gospel brings together the
tax-collectors) non-observance of Torah phrase Son of Na wıth °the sınners’
for TEAaSOoNS of ethnıc background (1e materı1al,** underlines the strategıc S1g-
Gentiles). nıllcance of thıs per1ıcope further.

The tradıtional understandıng that Zac-It remaıns LO conclude that, whiıle
9—1 represents narratıve advance chaeus repented of hıs lıfestyle has een
refinement of earher materı1al (especlally challenged Dy those wh prefer to inter-
ch 14.1—11), ıt. 0es not by virtue of pret vS defensiıve afırmation by

Zacchaeus (ın the face of the crowd CCU-ideologıically motivated escalatıon of Nar- satıon—v6) that he not 1n fact hfit ıntoratıve depıction, but by of selec-
tıon, recall and focusing, thus resulting 1ın the mould of the ‘typıcal’ defrauding Lax-

renewed challenge LO the reader. The collector. %9 Neale 1Ss rıght when he chal-
Jenges thıs alternative the groundsparable recalled by typıcally COIN-

bınes element of historical plausıbıiliıty that acchaeus’ defraudıng actıvıty v8)
wıth ıdeologıical persuasıon and subtlety: cannot be construed unıntentional
the 0)81 wh falls ınto the socıal category wrongdoing (cf 3.14) and that the

fourfold restitution suggeste by hım W asof ‘the siınners’ finds exaltatıon precısely prescribed 1n the Pentateuch not for unın-by conceding hıs STATtTEe of spırıtual
sınfulness. tentjional mıstakes, but for deliberate

theft. 91 Up LO thıs poıint the hıstorical
plausıbility of the pıcture paınted hasAnother Party L£acchaeus (Lk 19.1—-10) een questioned. However, there 1S OlTl!|In Man y WaYS the StOrYy of Zacchaeus poınt where, accordıng to some,“? the leg-represents pullıng together and enrıich- endary character of the SLOTrYy surfaces: the

ment of LUINETOUS motifs that WerTe Va- fact that ‘they all murmured’ v7) Neale
lent throughout uke’s narratıve. Here nds ıt Just inecredıble that, hıstorically,have not Just tax-collector, lıke Levı, ‘they’ should have grumbled, the claım
but the chıef of tax-collectors (the word ın ch that the Pharıisees took offence at.
used 15 hapax legomenon NOt Just 1ın the Jesus’ meal wıt. Levı and hıs frıiends He
New Testament but 1n the whole of the decıdes that the Teason for the grumblıngextant Greek lıterature). He W as a the 1n an Case 0es not matter, S1INCE the
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In SUMN, the STOrYy of Zacchaeus andmaın poıint MUST be that ‚Jesus alone 1S
receptive to sinners. Support 1s5 drawn ‚Jesus 0€eSs much LO tıe together number
from rabbıinıc parable Kam 79b) of motifs employed al earher poıints 1ın
where LWO robbers hosted separate ban- Luke’s narratıve. Yet, ıt. would benLO

interpret it ideologısıng, 11011-quets One iınvıted neıther royalty 1107 anı y
townspeople. 'The other iınvıted LOWNS- historical portrayal intended the culmı-
people, but royalty. The parable COIN- natıon of carefully constructed plot
celudes by indıcatıng that the robber wh around number of epısodes which
invıted townspeople, but royalty, iınvolve Eever INOTE ıdealısed sinners. hıs
should recelve heavıer punıshment. 1S5 not LO deny that the SsSiınners AaSSUuIlle
Neale cannot detect 1645011 for that the paradıgmatiıc sıgnıfıcance for the readers
osts, he maıntaıns, WeTe 1n trouble who- of the Gospel and that thıs 1s due LO
EVer they invıted. Sımilarly, he maıntaıns, uke’s story-tellıng technıiques, but thıs 15
the crowd reactıon directed agaınst ZiaCc- not necessarıly achieved at the CXPCNSC of
chaeus ‘seems somehow iırratiıonal and historical plausıbıilıty.
bigoted tO the reader‘. It follows, thıs
V1eW, that the episode o0es nOot function at Conclusion: Historicity and

strictly historical level.® IdeologyThere 1S eed here tOo reıterate OTNCE

INOTEe the arguments ın favour of historical maJ]or objective of the present study wWas
plausıbıilıty. Suffice tO SaVvyY that it. 15 dıffi- tO examıne whether historicıty and ıde-
cult LO SEE how the offence might work ology 1ın uke’s portrayal of ‘the sinners’
ell lıterarıly wıthout being historıically AT mutually exclusıve has recently
at all plausible. v7/ 15 ukan ecreation een claımed. Where there 1s overlaphıch performs purely lıterary function, between uke an hıs fellow synoptics,vS Iso has tOo be assıgned TtO the author’s that ukethere 15 hlıttle eviıdenceredactional freedom*“* ıt. Tre  CS employed ideologıcal aubtleties at, the
the grumblıng crowd. After all, thıs 15 the

CEXPECNSC of historical plausıbilıty. As far
only tıme that repentant siınner verbally
artıculates the change brought about by uke’s specıal materı1al 1S5 concerned, the

hıs encounter wıth ‚Jesus. V1O would have pıcture 1S essentilally sımılar. There 1S 1ın
an Case need LO play off ıdeologyLO be regarded importatıon from agaınst plausıbilıty. The former PTFeSuP-5.831f. However, ıf that road 15 taken, ıt

becomes impossıble LO ımagıne why the the latter. By the Same token ıt.

per1ıcope should have een handed oWn would be unwıse and sımplıstıic tO equate
at all It 1S far better tO AaSsSumle the narratological and redactional actıvıty by

the Bıblical author wıt. reduction ıntradition-historical integrity of the per1-
CODC. 'The srumblıng crowd must have historical authenticıty. In the CAase of
formed part of the COTe tradıtion al | 920° Luke’s portrayal of ‚Jesus’ relationshıp

wıt. ‘The sinners’ and the Pharısees,ukan stage As for the rabbınıc parable Neale has nNnOot sSucceeded ın underminıngcıted above, it remaıns LO observe that the
lıkely 1Te€4asSOoMN for the heavıer punıshment Luke’s historical credıbilıty. anythıng,
for the robber wh ınvıted the towns- the prımary non-Biblical mater.al SUuD-

pOrTtS hıs use of sociologıcal categorıespeople but nOot royalty, MUST be that hıs
such ‘the sinners). As for the conflictbehavıour would have een SEEIN
between the Pharısees and ‘the sınners’,insult LO the royal famıly rather than

restitution. 'T arsguec that the robbers ere 15 ample evidence®*® that Ca be used
could not have avoıded offence NO matter LO authenticate ıt 1ın ESSEINCE 'The next

sta ould be to ask hOow thıs conflıcthat they dıd’ 1S5 nOoLt al all Convıncıng.
Hence the comparıson ıth the grumblıng related LO ‚Jesus’ preachıng of the kıingdom
erowd 1n o0es not work ın Neale’s of G0od Needless LO SaY, that 1s not topıc
favour. There 1S5 nothıng irrational about that Ca  - be dealt wiıt. part of thıs
eiıther Text °
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sler, Community and Gospel Lın uRe- W1dOW of Naın (7,11—7), ATe peculıar LO
Acts Cambrıdge: Universıity Press, Luke

eale, None but the Sınners ef- 11 T’he Serving of Jesus Dy Mary and artha
field Academıic Press, an the remark that Jesus WAas
Very recent examples include York, T’he supporte 1n hıs mınıstry DYy Varlous
Last Shall be Fırst—The Rhetoric of Rever- ‚1—3 AaTrTe agaın only foundsal ın Luke, Academıic Press, Luke

Sheeley, Narratıve Asıdes ın 8 . 1—3 (L):; 23.49,55 (ef 15.40—7);Luke-Acts Academic Press, 24.10,22—4 v10 has parallels all thebut cf Iso Tannehill, T’he Narra- other Gospels, but only P referstıve Unity of Luke-Acts (Philadelphia: WoOor- back at length tOo the fact. that ıt WAas theTess Press,
When man, ‘Das Lukasevangelium

who discovered the MPLYy 0M
13 1.39—-55,60; 2.36—8; (23.27—-31?);als Tendenzschrift’, 38/1 (1994) S6f 9Both at. the beginningthat such approac. ‘kam ear the end of the narratıve thebısher aum Blıck’, thıs 1S indicative to ave een quicker their Oß-only of hıs preoccupatıon ıth German

Literature. nıtıon of the sıgnıfıcance of
sler, Community, Jesus’ Impending arrıval and of Jesus’

resurrection than the Inen 120Thiıs poınt Wäas rıghtly raısed by Neal,
Sınners, 120f ell Marshall, Luke—Historian and TheologianTannehill’s ımmensely useful discussıion KExeter Paternoster Press, 140(Unity, 3—9 emphasises Luke’s tech-
nıque of recall and enriıchment whereby 'T ’he elevant Passase (9.51—6) forms the
readers AaTe tacıtly 1INV1TLe: LO reCc. earlıer ıimportant transıtion between the Galılean
storles ıth sımılar but less developed section of Luke the
emphases. called Journey narratıve (9.57—-19.27)

Luke makes the poınN that Jesus’ INOVE®e-'The question of SOUTCES plays only sub- ment from Galılee OWwards Jerusalem WAasrdinate role 1n Tannehill’s study. Neale’s
focus of NL107 1S the historical plausıi- U1LG, not around, Samanrla.
bılıty (Or, hıs VIeW, lack of ıt) of Luke’s For comprehensive discussion See

portraya. of ‘the sınners’. He concludes son, T’he ntıles and the Gentile Mıiıs-
Sıon (Cambridge: University Press,that thıs portrayal 15 essentlally deologi- 2958cally motivated
The MOST. up-to-date treatment of thıs fea-ealan! Poverty and Expectation LNM the

Gospels London SPCK. 16—20 fol- Lure of Luke’s narratıve has een provıded
lowing Conzelmann, T’he IT’heology of St. by Neale, Sınners (1991)
Luke, New ork Harper rothers, ote especlally ch 15.1f (ecf 9—32; /.34;

244) maıntaıins that although Luke 19.7) 1C forms the framework for the
entire chapter 1C. has counter-INOTE SCVEeTeE than Matthew. this 15
part the (Mtprobably due LO hıs inclusion of INOTre mate- Matthean parallel

ral Iso to Matthew’s endency LO 18.12-4) ere 1S5 httle ou that Luke
abbreviate an LO soften hard sayıngs the lost sheep that 1S found, the lost COın
Bammel NTIWYXOC’ IDNT, vol (ed an the prodigal SO  - all STAN! for the
Friedrich; rand Rapıds kKerdmans, SINNers an tax-collectors whereas the

nınety-nıne sheep (1e€ °the rıghteous wh do907 even uggests that Luk:  w has Dar-
ıcular interest. the destitute al for not eed repentance’) and the er Ss()  -
crıtique cf sler. Community, 1851) embody the attıtude of the ser1ıbes an!
sler, Community, 165—9 WKor full scale Pharisees er relevant meal sCeNes ATe
ınvestigation of the DOOT anı pOoSsSess10Ns B, 278 7.36f1£; Y; 14..111;Luk:  D See Seccombe, Possessions and the 19.1H: and poss1ıbly Luk: 2201
Poor ın Luke-Acts (ed uchs; Linz ' I1wo Maın examples (n addıtion LO the
Studien ZUMM Neuen Testament, also Prodigal son—ch 5.11+32) AaTrTe the Dara-Mealand, Poverty, D —353 bles of the Chıldren ın the market place (chLuke reports LWO 0OCCasıons how Jesus 17.28:35) an the .o0d Samarıtan (Lkbrought healıing and forgiveness LO 0.253-37) For further etia cf Tannehillchs ‚36—5 13,10—7) Both9 nılty, 29
along wıth the ralsıng of the s  > of the York, ast (1991) offers full OVerVvV1lewWw of
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past research and investigatıon of such of people GE Iso Mt 18.17 (gentiles)
reversals. 21 39 (harlots) an! the abbıinıc eviıdence

7 Neale, Sınners, 68—977 1n diırect discussed by eale M Dl Neale’s
contrast Jerem1as, Ollner and Sün- LO errın and others (pp 9—7

ShOWS hıs disagreement, but 15 not strictlyder’, 62 (1931) 293-—300; Perrın,
Redıscoverıing the Teachıng of Jesus, (Lon- speakıng historical refutatıon
don. SCM, 93f an Borg, Conflıct, It 15 irrıtatıng eature of Neale’s
Holıness and Polıtıcs Lın the Teachıngs of approach that he dismisses the historical
Jesus New ork W1N ellen, approach hıs Introduction (p 15), but
83{f. then conducts (and eventually abandons)

extended historical search (pp21 eale doubts whether historically ere
WAas SeEr10uUSs 1TEeEASON for the Pharısees LO only to arrıve at the urprısıng conclusıon
disapprove of ‚Jesus’ fellowshıp ıth that the historical AaCts do hıttle help
the sSinners who werTrTe EeWSs fter all) of understan: the text (D 113)
hıs callıng of Lev1 (Sınners, 0—9 T ‘his So o0es eale, to be SUIr«c, but matters of

tradıtion and redaction are nOot ma)]orCauses hım to maıntaın that the portrayal
CONCEeEeTN for hımof the SINNers 15 merely matter of pPeT-

spectıve not matter of hıstory al a | ] 26 it 1S signıfıcant that Luk:  D ollows Mark’s
(D 131) But hOow COU. ‘the sinners’ be sStrong SYNagOoSuUEC motif (4.33,38,44)
sed an recognised symbo for the even amplıfıes ıt, Airst by bringing orward

the Nazareth episode an secondlyPUrPDOSC of hıs 1 1e Jesus’| mıinıstry elr
treatment Dy the author W äas historically by re-emphasısıng twıce the Samle per1-
highly implausible? Interestingly, when- CODEC (and therefore seemingly redun-
EVelr! Luke demonstrates that ‚Jesus Iso dantly) that thıs happened the
had table fellowshiıp ıth Pharısees (7.306; synagogue’ VV 28) u1ıte poss1ibly

lcf ews Oom1ssıon of simı1lar thıs 18 prev1iew of hıngs LO COINEC espe-
clally vv281) owards the climax of theintroduction|]; ea L), the ffence

caused each tıme 15 shown LO ave had the Son of Man will eventually INOVE

specific rTe4sonmns the Pharıisee’s eed for owards Jerusalem and cl1as ıth the
forgıveness Comparıson LO the sinful temple authorıties another aspect which
WOMMan who anoıiınted Jesus; the question Luk  D emphasıses INOTE than the er

synoptics), but nNnOoLt beforeof purıty the Case of the hosting Pharı-
D 'This caused Neale, Sınners, 120f tacıtlySCEe, where ere 15 historically plausıble

1TE4ASON Luke takes Care LO po1n' thıs 0U L-— question the relevance of SOINE of Eisler’s
cf Clearly Luke’s narratıve world work the signıficance of the table-fellow-
rehes historical plausıbilıty. sh1ıp motiıfs for understandıng es

Gospel ommunıiıty. sier ea wıthCF Herrenbrück, Vorwurf der Kol-
the ımportance of table-fellowshıp from thelaboratıon des Zöllners mıiıt Rom

(1987) 99 IMNOTe recently Jesus poınt of V1CW of Jewish-gentile relatiıons,
und Adıe Zöllner. Hıstorısch und exegetısch- but he did not diıcuss detail an y of ‘the
hrıtıische Untersuchungen (Tübingen sinner‘’ materlal examıned by eale 'Thıs
Mohr, who that part of the 15 valıd poınt, albeıt ONe which 1S indica-

tıve of om1ssıon not only by sler, butfirst cCentury inner-Jewish struggles
the Pharısees attempted to margıinalıse also by eale himself. the VvVe real
the economically powerful tax-collectors poss1bılıty that the combınatıon sınners
ınto submiıs1ısıon. Capper, ‘Review’ JJTS and tax-collectors eflects A of people
43 (1992) 9—9 revıves the case (refuted wh' WeTe ostracıised because of eır

ınvolvement ıth the Roman OPPTESSOTS 155by Donahue, "T'ax Collectors Sın-
taken ınto account, ıt. Ca  - longer be heldners’, CBQ (1971) 3961 al eas 1ın

regar'! LO Galılee) for ‘*he sinners’ OSe wıth certaınty that the 1ssue of Jews (1e
who collaborated ıth Aare sed DYy the ere Jesus) eatıng ıth Jews ‘has COIN-

Roman OPPTESSOIS and wh: ATe Sc- nectıon ıth the 1SsSsues IC confronted
quently ostracısed. Despıite Donahue’s the church ıth regard to Jew/Gentile

relatıons’ (D 121)reservatıons, the ıng collocatıon 1n
7 F of the tax-collectors an the ‘sol- 28 Tannehill, nıly, 104-—9
cdiers’ (Jewish auxıllarıes who assısted the Neale, Sınners, 109 He poınts tOo parallel
tax-collectors?) 15 noteworthy. Kor combı- 6.17 where, he arguces, Luke ShOWwSs
natıons of tax-collectors ıth er the SAaInNe endency (ef Mt 5.1) eale
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191N0T€ES that 17 15 INOTE publıc Matthew chooses tO focus the discıples
dramatic than ıts arkan parallel Za X cf of John alone (ch 14) but Luke Q1VeS the
Mt 25) 1IMPTreSS10N (by eIau. that the questlon-
It SIMPLY impossible to be certaın that, EeTSs AaTrTe ST1 the Pharisees and presumably
atthew knows nothıng of thıs speclal the crıbes who AaTe then addresse
Lukan information about the setting‘ (p directly by ‚Jesus Thıs probably underpins
110) OIl Ca  - SaVy 15 that Matthew did the assumptıon that the double Sayvyın?s
nOot make the explicı (as Luke dıd) vv31f WI1 Its Lukan clarıfication that
between ark’s overall SUMMAaTY (ch respondıng fO the call repentıng)

/—-10) an! thıs artıcular even WAas understood by Luke implicıt
1—12) challenge tO the Pharıisees

31 Notice how vv21f they ‘'began LO thınk 'This convenıently summed the
whereas v30 they immediately parable of the children the market place

grumble al ‚Jesus In tandem ıth thıs Sıgnificantly thiıs parable ses precısely
development Jesus from the ermıinology of celebration, eatıng
LWO rhetorical quest1ons to hat hıs nkıng
pponents must ave regarded as Sarcasın Luke’s strong emphasıis ‚Jesus
VV3 involvement ıth the temple A4as SsSO0ONMN he

39 Kıngsbury Conflıct uke (Minneapo- arrııves Jerusalem
hıs Fortress Q5f 15 of COUTSEe rıght 41 U Herrenbrück orwurtf” 6—9
when he SLresSseSs that despite thıs early eale Sınners 133
escalation Jesus pponents normally 43

the ‘historical
Whatever the egree of ıdentifiability of

reifraın from entering all-ou confronta- ‚Jesus inclusive
tıon (a possiıble eXxception 15 ch 11 45) INOTeEe approac. assoclatıng wıth them
often than not they either attack the d1ıs- counter LO the Pharısaıic understandiıng of
cıples they keep their oughts LO them- ograde holiness (cf Lev Neh
selves When the sıtuatıon gets close LO 28)
ollıng poınt 1L noteworthy that theır For Ve. helpful of this COTNM-
OUtDUrs delayed until Jesus ‘went Out- rolled confliet’ until Jesus approaches
sıde The conflhict gets rather INOTeEe aCcute Jerusalem cf Kingsbury Conflıict 79ff
when Jesus approaches Jerusalem ere sıgnıficant dıfference ere COTIN-
INOTe ımportantliy, the temple pare ıth Mark Gospel where the focus

33 When Jesus ‘has COINE call S1iNMNNers LO INOTEe fiırmly the eed for the scıples
repentance (perfec tense) thıs probably LO mature In Luk  D the alılures of the
elates back to v'24 where Jesus contınues discıples ATe relatıvely less ımportant than
LO bring release (presen infinıtive) What the eed for people LO respond LO John’
‚Jesus had announced Nazareth 1O and Jesus ca for repentance
materılalısın ıtzmyer uke 6—9
eale Sınners 4117 the last. of the quoted For details cf Kilgallen “John the Bap-phrases eale borrowed from kKaney LisSt the Sınful Woman the Pharisee
ers 580) JBL 104 (1985) 675f

35 For OC|  es the immedıate CO-Lext. When eale Sınners 136 spe of
ea LO ch cf chs 4.49 peculıarly Lukan endency portray the
5.1.3.15.19 Pharısees being 11O  - reSPpONS1IVeE LO John
It May be ıgnıficant that Luk:  D changed Jesus the basıs of 29f he
ark’s a0r1s LO imperfec (NXOAOUOEL makes LOO much of ypıcally Lukan s Un
The 1CAson for thıs probably LO empha- MaAarTrYy, but also 19N0TreSs the sımılar empha-
S15€ that hosting the meal W as part of sSEes the yNOoptıC parallels (n 1L107 tO
eV1Ss  2 LO the call (so Nolland the TeC par:  els cf Mt 71 S 1f-—the fact
uke 1—9 aCco Word 245) that Matthew unlıke Luk  D only ment.0ons

377 'T’he overlap includes at eas the following the Secr1ibes ar sıgnıfıcant
INa COompONents: the crowd that ollows eale PTroODOSCS— p 136)

Un 10/529); the 2  E for repentance eale OLE and the SsSAarmne Dara-‚8/532); the pentan tax-collectors graph (1) that the sinfı and 1MmMon
12/5 28{) and of COUTSEe the entıon of

Jo  z 1mMse
represen the LWwO exXxtremes of the deolog1-
cal spectrum but (2) that they are proto-38 According LO 18 the question WAas put typıcal (p 147) Kqually confusıng hıs

by the discıples of John the Pharisees. Insıstence that ‚Jesus ere for the Airst tıme
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TONOUNCE forgıveness of S1NSs tOo ‘sinner’ gorı1es ave observed cannot be pressed
(1€e the woman-—v48) (GGı1ven ch D:ZT thıs 1S 1ın all cases. (D 164)
ar novel eature the narratıve. g00d example of thıs 15 Tannehill, nıty
The distinecetion that ch the formula (1986)
W as not applıed LO ‘sinner’ but LO Neale, Sınners, 147
paralytıc 15 unliıkely LO ave een Luke’s TIbıd 164)
m1ınd. Although ıt, 15 undoubtedly Lrul: that the

49 Neale, Sıinners, 136 eale also eflects mentıon of the tax-collectors who Camnle LO
long held SUSPICIONS scholars (sınce be baptised (vv12f) the WaYy for
Jülicher, LO be prec1se) agaınst allegorical ater ep1ısodes involvıing them, theır INeN-

tıon at thıs poın 15 by entralinterpretations of the parables. Conse-
57quently, when discussıing the parable of the Neale, Sınners, 164

Children 1ın the market place he further obvıous Te4Asomn 15 that Jesus’
rejects alnıy ‘allegorizing (138—40) Thiıs assoclat]ıons wiıth both Pharısees S1N-
1gnores, first, that tOo ınterpret allegor1- eTrs diıd not fit elr concentric under-

standıng of grade holiness manatıngcally iıntended parable allegoric 15 nOot
LO allegorıse. Secondly, thiıs artıcular DAaT- from the Holy of Holhes Graded holiness
able 15 accompanıed by egoric ınter- the OT siıde an! radıcal Darda-
pretatıon ın both strands of the Ta  107 dıgm the er cannot easıly be harmo-
(Mt an 7:33£) Thirdly, the nısed due LO eır divergıing soclal
correspondence between the forgıven implıcatıons.
WOMManll an! the tax-collectors v'29 the 'hıs 15 the clear implıcatıon nOot only of the
OT} hand and Sımon an the ON-TESPON- Banquet parable 1ın ch 14.15—24, but also
S1Ve Pharısees the er ell ASs 1n the TEee parables 19, the
the introduction to the parable (°to hat introductory vv1lf demonstrate.
then COMPDAT'EC the people of thıs It 15 nevertheless cul LO sSee why eale,

Sınners, 1592 sSees eed to distinguı1ishgeneration) strongly ındıcate the allegor1-
cal nature of the parable Fourthly, the fact between e’s rationale for repentance
that Jesus’ interpretatiıon attached LO the al ATrTe sınners) that gıven 1ın
parable pıcks the eme of fellow- Mark an! Matthew the advent of the
sh1ıp 0es NnOL— aAs eale contends (p kıngdom) ıf the LWO WEeTe incompatıble
139f)—make the parable anYy less allegor- the latter W as nNOLt found Luk:  O

We (ef S 'ZE16I7 5.33—5—-the lat-1cal Lastly, Jesus’ use of proverb ere
agaın has ımpact the question of ter follows directly from the call LO
whether the parable 185 intended alleg- repentance 1ın vv311)
‚027 not. 61 Neale, Sınners, In

50 Gowler, Host, (juest, Enemy Friend— 62 TIbıd
Ibıd., 153Portrauts of the Pharısees ın uke and cts
Ibıd 'The LWwO VIeWS he refers LO ATe theNew ork etier Lang, @01

51 In ch 5.17 eale discovered evıdence of sınner socLıally ostracısed and theo-
Luke’s dramatısıng the DreES- logıcally damned ındıvıidual the sınner
PNCce of the reference tOo the PTICS- ONeEe wwWıth ınherent eed ofGod for the
ent, but 1ın ch 7.36 he detects siımılar latter ef

65 Tbıdevıdence the lack of tıime reference (p
141) Similarly, e’s versıon of the vlously the matter of fellowshıp
banquet gıven by Levı, the delhıberate COIl- ıth SINNEers compounded the Pharisees’
strual of Lev1i the typıcal siınner 15 sa1ıd annoyance it. implied undermıinıng of
tO be detectable the SLOTY detaıls SUD- eır OW.: understandıng of (Pharısaıi1c)

fellowshıp 4s rıtually PUTIC mMI1Ccrophlıe| by Luke (pPp ere ch {
however, essentially the Same 1S sald of the COSINOS of spirıtu Israel
sinful WOINaNn the basıs of the narrator’s 67 Wor fellowshıp S11gn of grante
vagu  S the woman’s ‘decıdedly forgıveness cf the VeC en of Kıngs, Le ch
“fiat” character’ (p 142) Luk:  D appecars to
be NnO0-W1N sıtuatıion. 5.31f 19.10 ATe remıinıscent of Kız

592 Neale, Sınners, 136 cf p 147) Although he 34.16, thus undergırdıng from the the
wıshes LO ShOW how Luke evelops such eed for diıfferentlatıng between the act1ıv-
‘absolute’ categorıes the StOrYy O.  9 ıtıes of God, the shepherd, the ure
eale ater has to concede that ‘the cate- of Israel’s spirıtual leadershıp.
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69 Ibıd. inadvertently has LO revıse his estimate
For example cf Conzelmann, eology anı when he discusses Luke dl labels
Robinson. that per1ıcope Iso the ullest express1ion’ of

71 auey, Poet and Peasant: Laterary- ‚Jesus mınıstry meeting the needs of ‘the
Cultural Approach LO the Parables ın uke sinners’ (p 1880 One wonders how Man y
TanN! Rapıds: kKerdmans, 7982 fulles express1ions’ there might be Could
an Talbert, Liıterary Patterns, 'heo ıt. Just be that eale exaggerates e’s
logıcal T’hemes and the Genre of uke-Acts 1deologıcal tendencies?
Missoula cholars, 51-—6 They ATe convenijently set out the TEeEe

1n eale, Sıinners, 170Hor instance, Talbert’s versıon of the chlas-
I1.US (n Readıng LukRe London SPCK, &O Pace Neale, Sınners, 18 excellent

111£) suffers from the followıng Sser1- introduction the underlyıng mecha-
OUS weaknesses: (1) Virtually all of ch nısms of the Gospel parables 15 Blom-
142515 appCars tO ave een swep er Interpreting the arabies (Leicester
under the carpe (2) Chs 14 .7{ft an ntier Varsıty Press,

81AaTe LTLEVEeTrsSe order. (3) Chs 1—24; Neale, Sınners, 169 15 ontent LO conclude
10.25—37 19 : 1513A4 do nOot fit topıcally. that ‘The nature of the narratıve ere
(4) 161431 shoul remaın wıth ch makes such /historical| ınvestigatıons
ME but the Sarmne 1S not true of the unnecessary.’
chlastıic counterpart). (5) W } C Lindemann, Parables of JSesus-—
shoul: not be splı ınto LWO unıts. Introduct:on and Expostition London
Even Neale, Sıinners, wh: has Ser1- SPCK, 58—60
OUS reservatıons agaınst hat he calls 83 Neale, Sınners, 17744
‘allegorising" 1S appy LO concede the TEeeEe- Ibid 176
fold lınk between thiıs parable the OPECN- This 1S5 onfirmed by hıs admıssion that, 4as

ıng Verses of the chapter: love for the carıcature, e’s Lext, ‘must ave ele-
sınners 1S iıllustrated Dy the father; the ments of the plausıble 1ın Order LO be
entant SINNEFrS correspond LO the sSuccessful’. eale confirms that
eturnıng prodigal SOI an! the er SO  - 15 plausıble portrayal INanYy respects’
represents the attılLude of the Pharısees 1! ] (zbıd.) How Ca  » they be al the samne
Oowards Jesus’ readıness LO celebrate LO eat tıme categorıcally dıfferent) an yet °‘1m1-

larıth the SINNers. (Neale’s attempted dis- 1ın their| attıtude Owards plety
ınction between allegory and analogy LD (17410)? The claım that the abbinıc advıce
163| 1S5 practic. terms neglıg1ıble.) g]ıven bBer 28h 1S fundamentally dıffer-
It 1S therefore diıfhcult LO aBree wıth Neale, ent from 15 SIMPLY untenaDble
Sınners, 162 that ere W äas 1TONY &6 (F Borg, Conflıct, 56—61 and 68—70 HKor
5.3  N assessment of Neusner’s research into

ontefiore, INLC Literature and Hrst-century Pharısalsm cf: De aCcey, ‘In
Gospel Teachıings New ork Ktav, Search of Pharısee’ ndale Bulletin
an Schottroi{f, ‘Die rzählung VO 439 (1992) especlally
Pharısäer un! Zöllner als eisple. für die 87 It 15 ell documente: that cautıon 1S due
theologische uns des Überredens’ eds when abbınıc SOUTCES aTre sed LO 185

Betz Schottro({f) Neues Testament STITrUC first-century Pharısaism for Teca-
und Christliche Exıstenz ingen Mohr SONS of atıng, theological filter etc)
Sıiebeck, 96 clearly sSEeE the DOTI- However, COM  NCE of evıdence from
Tay of the Pharısee thıs Lext. varıety of SOUTCEeS such 4as the Gospels, the
carıcature. 1tzmyer, Luke, Qumran hlıterature, abbıiniıic SOUTCES, 0OS@-
Marshall, Luke, 677 dısagree. phus, Phıiılo an pseudepigraphical works

phrase sed by Charlesworth, Jesus has to be regarde A4as OIl of the moOost
wıithın Judaism London SPCK, valuable clues for such reconstruction.
relatıon LO Q9.1. 88 Neale, Sınners, 189
Perhaps Tannehill’s Category of recall and Ibıd
enriıchment as Lukan eature m1g be White, ‘A g0o0d word for Zacchaeus?
adapted—a eas the CAase of Luk:  D Exegetical comment Luk:  D YY

18123 recall and focalısatıon. LTQ (1979) &9—96 an 1tzmyer, Luke,
Neale, Sınners, 14772 ere Succumbs LO the 19} 2002920
temptatıon of finding EVeTr increasıng 91 Neale, Sınners, 18B5f.
egree of i1deolog1iziıng by Luke In fact, he 992 Ibid 183
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93 Tbid 184 based the change from third DersonN vV7)
However, cf Bultmann' claım that v9 to Zacchaeus’ OW. statemen v8) back
must follow from v7 Die Geschichte der LO third person v9)

95 Especlally that collected an interpretedsynoptıischen Tradıtion |Göttingen: Van-
denhoeck Ruprecht, 330) 'T hıs 15 by Borg, Conflıct.
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