Luke 4:16-30 (Again!)

We have been looking at structures in Luke 4:16-30. In this article I would like to return to the overall structure, and then to “focus in” once again on some of the sub-structures.  

As noted earlier, this passage consists of 280 words. The interlinear Greek-English text has been given in part 1 of this series of articles. 

I have found it difficult to arrive at a definitive structural analysis for this passage, and I would like to put forward two suggested analyses for the consideration of the reader. For both analyses, however, the introduction to the section consists of 22 words found in Luke 4:16:
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And He came to Nazareth
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 where He was brought up

 

B

 

And He went in
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  as (was) the custom to Him   on the day of the Sabbaths

 

B`

 

 into the synagogue

 

A``

 


This introduction section seems to me to have some internal structure since the first 8 words describe Jesus’ entrance into Nazareth, and the remaining 14 words describe his entrance into the synagogue and in both cases, the movement of Jesus is accompanied by a reference to Jesus’ past—to the fact that He was brought up in Nazareth, and to Jesus’ custom of going into the synagogue on the Sabbath. If we recognise that Jesus’ act of going into the synagogue is split between A` and A``, whereas His coming to Nazareth is confined to A, and we divide B` into its two component parts, the “custom” aspect and the Sabbath aspect, we can see that there has been a sort of “doubling” in the second half of the structure compared with the first half. This “doubling” aspect thus divides some of our structural components in the ratio 2:1, or 1:2 both thematically and numerically. (Here, 8:14 or 8:7+7, is as close to 1:2 as we can get with a 22 word 
total)—and we have already noted some other examples of this.

Before presenting the two proposed structural analyses for Luke 4:16-30, I would like briefly to mention a question regarding the interpretation of the passage that is discussed—often in detail—in the commentaries. This concerns the initial response of the people in the synagogue of Nazareth to Jesus’ reading from Isaiah. A view described in in bible commentaries is that the response was initially positive, or perhaps ambivalent, but that it was only after Jesus’ later words, including “Physician, heal thyself” and the sermon on Elijah and Elisha, that they became violently angry. An alternative view (see for example, Jesus Through Middle Eastern Eyes by Kenneth Bailey) is clear that the hostility was present from the very start. The evidence for and against these views is both contextual and linguistic. For example, in v. 22 we read, not that “all spoke well of Him” (ESV) -which is an interpretation rather than a translation— but that “all bore witness concerning Him” - where the “witness” could actually be either positive or negative. (There are examples of both in the NT). Again, we are told that the people marvelled or were amazed at Jesus’ gracious words, and this is frequently said to indicate initial approval of Jesus and his message. However, the amazement may not necessarily indicate approval, and reference to Jesus’ gracious words may be not perhaps so much about Jesus’ “gracious way of speaking”, as opposed to Jesus’ speaking words about grace, (rather than about vengeance: after all, as K. Bailey emphasises, Jesus finished his reading from Isaiah immediately prior to words about vengeance in Is. Ch. 61).  A “mediating” view between initial approval and initial hostility is to say that these initial statements about witnessing and amazement “ . . represent the crowd’s positive reaction to the message’s rhetorical power and hopeful character”, but that “the question about sonship is the product of the crowd’s reflective thought since Jesus’ heritage does not match, in their view, the nature of the claim” (quoted from Darrell Bock’s excellent commentary). 

However, I think that focussing on the “initial approval/initial disapproval by the crowd” aspect of these verses misses an important negative aspect about the crowd which Luke hints at in the previous sentence—namely that the eyes of all in the synagogue were fixed upon Jesus. This is usually presented as a piece of  narrative which heightens the dramatic effect of the scene, (e.g. “Everyone senses the moment and is attentive” (D. Bock)) and this is undoubtedly true, but I suggest that the main reason that Luke has recorded this is to give us important piece of information about of the people of Nazareth with regard to the criterion by which they responded to Jesus and his message. What is significant about the eyes? Biblically, they are the organ of evaluation and judgement—for example, Acts 13:9-11. Here is a comment by James Jordan to this effect, “In Luke 4:20 we read that after Jesus finished reading from Isaiah, "the eyes of all in the synagogue were fixed upon Him." This is usually taken in a psychological sense: They were amazed at Jesus somehow. I suggest that, as always, a merely psychological reading is a modern invention. Reading theologically, we recall that the eye is the organ of judgment in Genesis 1 and throughout Scripture, while 
the ear is the organ of reception. This is why our relationship to God is through the ear, not through the eye. When the text says that they fixed their eyes on Jesus, it says that they prepared to judge Him, to evaluate His message. This, as I understand it, was fairly typical: a sermon was evaluated and discussed after it was delivered. But Jesus turned the tables on them: He passed judgment on them, and then they tried to kill Him.”

I think then that the probability is that the people of Nazareth were neither initially hostile nor initially approving. I suggest that they were intent, at least in their own perception, of judging Jesus fairly. However, that is precisely the problem—they had set themselves up as judges over the Lord Jesus! As far as they were concerned He was a product of their upbringing, and they were entitled, even required, to give or withhold approval on the basis of their greater wisdom and experience and spiritual insight. Jesus had just explained that He would give sight to the blind, but in their intense gaze, it was clear that they did not believe they were blind! Elsewhere, Jesus explained, “For judgment I have come into this world, so that the blind will see and those who see will become blind” (John 9:39).

The false basis of their judgement was brought out into the open by them when they said, “Is not this Joseph’s son?” and further exposed by Jesus when He said that “no prophet is acceptable among his own people”.  These sentiments were only voiced after Jesus signally failed - in their estimation—to give an appropriate interpretation of Is. Ch. 61—an interpretation which would elevate the standing of the pious people of Nazareth and bring judgement on the wicked Gentiles who were currently their oppressors. It was, I suggest, at this point that the false basis for their judging of Jesus became evident. It would never have been uncovered if Jesus had simply presented them with the “conventional” pro-Jewish interpretation of Is. 61. They would have been able to bask in the reflected glory of their own successful and famous local preacher - one of whom they could be proud and who gave honour to their town: in the language of the social sciences, they wished to be His patron—to patronize Him, and, from their perspective, this was Jesus’ opportunity to seek and acknowledge such patronage which would have readily been given. However, He would not have been acting prophetically if He had done this!

Jesus proceeds to “read their thoughts” - and say to them that they will  now require Him to produce some signs: do here that which was done in Capernaum. I think this shows that Jesus, the Word of God can reveal the thoughts and intentions of the heart. There is perhaps too a sort of underlying logic—after all, Jesus says, “Surely you will say to me . . “ as though this next step in their attempt to judge and control, or to exonerate and support, Jesus was naturally to be expected.  Since Jesus, one of their own, has just said things about His person and programme that went contrary to their own religious viewpoint, then He must now justify this step by showing that He has divine power, and with it God’s approval. They probably feel that they are giving Jesus every chance to explain
and justify His words, and actions about which they have heard reports, but in attempting to grant this, they are also claiming a sort of hegemonic authority over Jesus and His work—the two statements that Jesus attributes to them are actually commands. Jesus announces in advance, by His references to Elijah and Elisha, that He will not be obliging them however: miraculous signs are visual things, but they are for people whose ears have heard, and who have accepted, the word. 

There is an underlying tension within the collective mindset of such religiously superior people as these and, when their pretensions are exposed, they can quickly turn violent and attack the one who exposes them. This was not a happy society, and there is a wealth of our human pride and folly compressed in these verses. We have here, in microcosm the wider attitude amongst Jesus’ Jewish hearers who reject blessing for themselves if that blessing will be shared with the Gentiles. In truth, the blessing is for those who believe themselves to be poor and needy—so needy that they will accept Jesus’ help on His terms, not theirs!

Well, let us looks at two possible ways analysing the structure of the passage.

Analysis No. 1

Notes: 

 1) In this analysis, I propose that the overall structure of the passage consists of the 22 word introduction already discussed, followed by the account of Jesus’ reading from Isaiah which takes 60 words (which has been analysed previously). This is then followed by the “outworking” of the consequences— and this outworking, I suggest, has an intrinsic chiastic structure of the form ABBA. However, this thematic analysis is superimposed on a symmetrical word count pattern that occupies the whole passage from verses 16-30. Here (next page) is the proposed structure: 

 2) In this proposed structure, the 280 words consist of two sections each of 123 words separated by a 34 word section in the middle. Furthermore, within this pattern, each of the 123 word sections is divided 82:41—that is in the ratio of 2:1 since 82 =  41x2. Thus, the pattern is symmetrical and involves an emphasis on 41 words, or 82 = 41x2 words.

 3) Let us look first in some more detail at the central part of the above chiasm, namely, BB`. This central section covers Luke 4:22c-27. On the next page but one is a proposed structural analysis. The basis for this analysis is that the verb “to say” occurs three times in B and a corresponding three times in B`. In both of these sub-sections, the verb appears once without an indirect object, and twice with an indirect object. B and B` have been further subdivided into XY and X`Y` components respectively.
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4) The two sub-sections, labelled X and X`,  have a basically parallel structure, but that within this parallelism there are also chiastic aspects. Thus, within X and X`, the P and P` elements  are parallel since P comes at the beginning and P` at the end of both X and X`,  but Q and Q`  .are reversed in X` relative to X. I have illustrated this with a little blue arrow in the diagram. The Y sections of B and B` are chiastic relative to each other, and I’ve also indicated this with a little blue arrow. 

 In B, we are given the things that the people of Nazareth say (though most of this is Jesus saying what they will say - a double “saying”!) There are basically three things that are said—1) “Is this Joseph’s son?”, 2) “Physician heal thyself” and 3) “Do here what was done in Capernaum”. Within this however, sayings 2) and 3) are linked since these are Jesus saying what the people of Nazareth will say. In B`, according to this analysis, Jesus gives  a “point-by-point” reply to these three sayings, but with the replies to 2) and 3) presented in reverse order (i.e. chiastically).

In X and X`, XP and X`P correspond since they introduce the sayings of the 
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people of Nazareth (XP) and the reply of Jesus (X`P).  They both consist of two words, and there is  a “contrastive” element since, not only is Jesus the one 
speaking in X`P, as opposed to the people of Nazareth in XP, but kai is used in XP but de in X`P.  In neither case is there an indirect object of the verb “to say”.

 We can also note the contrastive aspect between XP` and X`P` - regarding the inferred words of the people of Nazareth Jesus says “surely (pantos) you will say to Me . .”, but in Jesus’ reply, we have the emphatic “of a truth (ep alethias) I say to you . .”.  Not only is there are contrast in who is speaking, but Jesus responds to their “surely” (the Greek word is based on the word “all” - so “in all events” etc. might be a rather colloquial equivalent) with a solemn reference to truth—Jesus is making a sort of “witness statement in a trial situation” (in the divine courtroom) here. Jesus is thus pointing out the deep significance of their “commands” to Jesus in BY by showing, in B`Y, that the attitude of the  people of Nazareth  indicates that they are in danger of being rejected by God in the same way that Israel was by-passed during the times of Elijah and Elisha.) 

Now, let us look briefly at  the words of the people of Nazareth, “Not this is Joseph’s son?” (XQ) and Jesus’ reply, “No prophet is acceptable in the native place of him”. (X`Q). (It is noted in the commentaries that the Greek word for acceptable (dektos) is the same adjective as that used in Luke 4:19 for “an acceptable (dekton) year of the Lord”. Perhaps this points to some structural connections between these two parts of Luke 4:16-30, but I have not  attempted to explore this possibility.)

Both these sayings contain a negative: ”not” (oux) in XQ and “no” (oudeis) in X`Q. “This” in  XQ corresponds to “prophet” in XQ` and “son of Joseph” corresponds to “native place of him” - the latter being a chiastic correspondence since “son” corresponds to “him” and “native place” (patridi!!) to “Joseph” (both structurally and etymologically!) Structurally, the two sayings are differentiated by the additional word dektos in X`Q and by the fact that XQ is a rhetorical question whereas X’Q is a statement—a statement which the structure leads us to believe answers the original question. Structurally also, the word “this” - used by the people of Nazareth to refer to Jesus—could be seen as an indignant dismissal—”this one”! Jesus is not given a name! Thus the sense would be, “Is not this one, this person, the son of Joseph?” (The expected answer is, “yes, he is the son of Joseph” with the added implied meaning, “so how dare he say such things about himself”?!) This understanding makes Jesus’ reply  - preceded by the solemn “Amen!” - entirely appropriate: on their own admission they have rejected Jesus the prophet as unacceptable, and in doing so are not only unable to participate in the acceptable year of the Lord prophesied by Isaiah, but they are behaving like Israel at the time of Elijah and Elisha—as Jesus immediately proceeds to point out.  Nazareth is thus a microcosm of the Jewish authorities who would later reject Jesus. 

This structural analysis sees Jesus’ statement about the non-acceptability of prophets as a response to the question, “Is not this the son of Joseph?”  rather than to the immediately preceding command to “do here what has happened in 
Capernaum”. This former (structural) approach seems to me to fit the narrative better than the linear reading, and thus to provide evidence for its plausibility

[An aside: I think that this saying about a prophet being unacceptable in his native place is sometimes not really applied correctly. Sometimes a local person who becomes successful in a wider sphere arouses jealousy amongst his former childhood playmates and amongst older people who remember him as a boy. The jealousy arises because he has done what they would have liked to do. The saying about a prophet is sometimes applied to this sort of situation, but I don’t think that is really quite the situation that Jesus is addressing here, and indeed very often there is also local pride (mixed with some jealousy by some people) —after all, one of “our boys” has “done good” and shown “them Lun’non folk” that “we are as good as them any day”! Rather, I think that the critical feature of Jesus’ saying is that He is talking about prophets and prophets in the Bible bring an ethical message that is frequently uncomplimentary to the audience. This is where the synergy between being a prophet and being a “local” produces the unacceptability of which Jesus speaks: the returning prophet can praise his audience and be lionised by them at the expense of his prophetic message, or he can speak prophetically and be unacceptable.]

 5) Let us now consider Y and Y`. These sections are sub-divided into Y1, Y2 and Y`2,Y`1. In this structural analysis, we have assumed that the overall structure is chiastic, and so the shorter command “Physician heal thyself” corresponds to the healing of Naaman the Syrian by Elisha, and the longer command “What things we have heard happening in Capernaum, do also here in the native place of you” corresponds to Elijah’s ministry to the widow of Zarephath. (Interestingly, the ratio of word lengths of Y1 to Y2 (6:13) and the ratio of word lengths  of Y`1 to Y`2 (20:43) differ by less than 1%.) 

The command in Y1, “Physician, heal thyself” is, as Jesus points out, a parable, - something that is “thrown alongside” - and the meaning is explained in Y2—”What things we have heard happening in Capernaum, do also here in the native place of you”. In this parable, the physician’s (assumed) ability to heal others thus corresponds to miracles in Capernaum, and the physician’s healing of himself would thus correspond to Jesus doing miracles in His native place, Nazareth.

The two commands in Y1 and Y2 represent a challenge to Jesus by the people of Nazareth, and one could discuss this in terms of a challenge to Jesus’ honour (e.g. as described in Bruce Malina’s book The New Testament World). Jesus has made an astounding claim for Himself, and the people of Nazareth respond by challenging Jesus to justify or prove his claim by performing miracles, and as noted in the “aside” above, gain popularity (and seem to gain power) by putting himself in their power by letting them patronise Him. (This reminds us of Satan’s temptation of Christ earlier in the chapter, and so presents the people of Nazareth in a very poor light). Alastair Roberts has a really insightful comment 
about this: 

“I have already suggested that verse 22 should be related to Jesus’ rejection of the first temptation in verse 4. Jesus is ‘fed’ by the scroll of the prophet and bears those words on his mouth. Jesus is the one by whom the true bread of God’s Word is given, rather than the bread of the devil. I believe that the attempt to throw Jesus over the brow of the hill in verse 29 should be related with the third temptation. Jesus’ own people seek to ‘cast him down from the Temple’, but he does not allow Israel to cast him away, which would have been the easy way out of the situation. This leaves us with the question of whether the second temptation is alluded to between these two. I believe that it is. Specifically, Jesus rejects the attempts of his own people to get him to serve them, serving God alone. Rather than seeking demonic mastery over the world, he chooses to minister deliverance to Gentiles, as Elijah and Elisha did.”

(from https://alastairadversaria.com/2014/04/26/luke2acts-some-notes-on-luke-3-and-4/

This analysis, linking Jesus’ return to Nazareth to the earlier temptations of Christ in the wilderness, I think actually fits better with the second of the two analyses of Luke 4:16-30 that I am suggesting in these articles, and so I hope to mention it again soon.

Jesus responds to these commands, as with the temptations in the wilderness previously, by referring to Scripture—in this case, first to Elijah and then to Elisha. 

According to this present analysis, Jesus answers these two related commands in reverse order. If we compare Y2 and Y2`, we see that Capernaum corresponds to Zarephath in Sidon ( where miracles occurred) and Nazareth corresponds to Israel (where miracles did not occur). Jesus has been challenged to do miracles, but Jesus will not do miracles on that basis, and so risks losing honour and being shamed by the encounter with the people of Nazareth. His reply, correctly, puts the blame for the lack of miracles on the people of Nazareth themselves since they are behaving like faithless Israel of old. It is now the people of Nazareth who risk being shamed, and, having lost the verbal argument respond by violent actions which in effect attempt to enact a sentence of death upon Jesus. 

Y1 and Y`1 similarly correspond since “physician heal thyself” would correspond to Elisha healing lepers in Israel, but Elisha, who comes from Israel, only heals  Naaman the Syrian. This again is a rebuke to the people of Nazareth, who correspond, in Jesus’ reply, to Israel: if Elisha, who comes from Israel only heals a Syrian, and not Israelites, it is unreasonable, scripturally, to expect Jesus, who comes from Nazareth, to heal people of Nazareth!

Coming back to the longer of Jesus’ two OT examples, that of Elijah, we have
seen that Capernaum corresponds to Zarephath. Interestingly, this connection is (sort of) worked out later in Luke ch. 4:  Elijah is provided with a meal by a widow in Zarephath who has a son and who benefits from a healing miracle. After Jesus’ successful visit to the synagogue in Capernaum (4:31-37), Jesus’ heals a widow in Capernaum who has a son (actually a son-in-law) (i.e. the widow is Peter’s mother-in-law) and the first thing she does after “rising up” (anastasa—a “resurrection”?) is to wait upon table for them all (corresponding to the supply of food for the widow’s“household” in the Elijah narrative).  Both of these accounts have, I suggest, typological significance regarding Christ and the Church, but will need to think more about this. This is particularly true with regard to the Elijah narrative: the mother’s life is preserved by a miraculous supply of food, there is a three and a half years time period in the narrative, and  her son is raised up from death. All these correspond to the woman and her Son  - the (?OT) Church and Christ - in Revelation Ch. 12. Likewise, perhaps Peter’s mother-in-law represents the OT church struggling and near death through the Sabbath of the Old Covenant, whose dead husband represents the condemnation of the Old Law (e,g, Rom.Ch. 6) but who is given new resurrection life just as the Sabbath is about to end, and the new week of the New Covenant begins as the sun sets on the old order.  She is mother to Peter who represents the NT church, and in rising, she now becomes “Jerusalem above”, the mother of us all, able to serve and nourish us all with spiritual food!  

 6) Finally, let us look briefly at A and A`. These sections are 41 words each. There are a number of ways of structuring these sections, and one of these is given on the next page.

These two sections do not appear to have a close structural correspondence apart from the previously mentioned word count aspect. However, I suggest that they correspond to the opening stage of a trial (A) and to the passing sentence and attempting to enact that sentence (A`). It is, as mentioned earlier (in the quotation from James Jordan), also possible to see this as a trial of the people of Nazareth by Jesus. In this respect, this event near the start of Jesus’ ministry matches Jesus’ actual trial later when the negative judgement against Jesus was also reversed, but it was the judges who were also on trial, and found guilty.

However, let us see this initially as a trial of Jesus by the people of Nazareth. 

 In A, (please refer to the diagram!), we have the setting—all eyes are on Jesus (M) and, as mentioned earlier, the eyes are the biblical organ of judgement -  and so “court is in session”. N gives us the opening stage of the trial. First, (Nx and Ny), Jesus states that He is the fulfilment of the Is. 61 passage, although He does not do this in an ostentations way—He makes scripture the subject of his announcement and uses the passive voice “it has been fulfilled”. The people of Nazareth bear witness that Jesus has said this. Then (in Ny` and Nx`) we have their intense emotional response (amazement) that Jesus is saying these words of grace. The first word, and the last word of this chiasm refer to Jesus, and so it is 
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fitting that centre of the chiasm, Nz, is the Greek word for  “about Him”. Some commentators suggest that the people were amazed by the grace of the words, 
but, structurally, the emphasis seems to me to be on the fact that it is Jesus who is the one who is saying these words. The people of Nazareth would already have been familiar with the words of grace found in Is. 61, so the words themselves would probably not have occasioned amazement: amazement is more usually a response to some new and startling event, and the people of Nazareth were certainly witnessing that.

Thus, Jesus is at the centre (z), and the reactions of the people of Nazareth are on either side—bearing witness (y) and being amazed (y`) - and these reactions are responses to the words of Jesus (x and x`).

We note that eyes and ears (pl.) are associated with the people of Nazareth,  but mouth (sing.) with Jesus. The contrast between the singularity of Jesus and the plurality of  the people of Nazareth is emphasised by the repeated reference to “all” the people in vs. 20 and 22 (panton and pantes). We also note that it is Jesus’ words going into their ears that condemn Him in their eyes, but that they themselves are condemned by Jesus by their unbelieving and antagonistic response to what they have heard. (We perhaps see this attitude of unbelief in the next section (i.e. B) too since they want Jesus to perform the sort of miracles that they have heard about (v. 23) in Capernaum. Interestingly, the word translated “surely” or “doubtless” in v. 23 is in fact pantos which could perhaps also be seen as an indirect reference, or a “punning” reference by Jesus to all the people of Nazareth—they will say “in a unified way”, “Physician heal thyself etc.”) The theme of “all the people is continued on into v. 28: all rise up in anger etc.

I think that this section, A, is structured in a number of ways, and an alternative analysis is  presented on the next page and described briefly below:

In the earlier analysis, I divided A into two subsections, M and N. However, there is also, I suggest, an inclusio present in A: at the start of A, we are told that the eyes of all were fixed on Jesus. The word for “fixed” here, (ateneizo) literally means stretching or straining towards something, and so the eyes have a metaphorical movement outwards towards Jesus. At the end of A, we are told that words of grace proceed from the mouth of  Jesus—so again we have movement outwards from an organ of the face, but this time going outwards from Jesus to his hearers, i.e. in the opposite direction (as befits a chiastic type structure). This approach—that of analysing the direction of movement of the various actions in A - then would be the basis for an alternative, but complementary, analysis of A—illustrated (approximately) in the diagram below:

Let us now consider briefly the structure of A` (please see previous page for diagram).

A` is “chiastically opposite” to A, but it is also the conclusion to ABB`A`, as well as being the conclusion to the entire passage describing Jesus’ visit to 
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Nazareth which goes from 4:16-30. I suggest that it also corresponds chiastically to some aspects of the temptation narrative. I think this accounts for the “truncated” way in which it “wraps up” each of these trajectories. In addition, A` records the reversal of the attempted sentence of death passed by the Nazareth synagogue “court”.

I have attempted, (with some difficulty!) to indicate all of these suggested aspects of A` in the diagram on the previous page, and these are described briefly below:

 i) A` as the chiastic counterpart to A.
· “and all were filled with anger” A`(N`y`) corresponds to “and (all) were amazed” in A(Ny)

· “hearing these things” A`(N`x/x`) corresponds both to A(Nx) (“scripture has been fulfilled in the ears of you”) and A(Nx`) (“words proceeding . . from the mouth of Him”)

· “in the synagogue” in A`M` corresponds to “in the synagogue” in AM.

· “hearing these things” in A`M` corresponds to “the eyes of all” in AM

“And rising up . .” in A`M` perhaps corresponds to “the eyes of all  . . were fixed on Him” in the sense that these events correspond to the end and start of the “trial” of Jesus by the people of Nazareth. After the expression “And rising up”, the people of Nazareth proceed to attempt to enact the “guilty” verdict—indicated by their anger—that they have reached. A similar failure of “due process” was evident in the trial of Stephen in Acts Ch. 7 (see especially 7:58 where Stephen also is thrown outside the city. )

Thus we can also see that, actually, A`L and A`K also correspond chiastically to A` since A describes the opening part of the trial, and A` describes not only the conclusion to the trail, (A`M`), but also the attempt to carry out the sentence—described in A`L and its reversal in A`K. However, A’L and A`K do not appear to have any verbal connections with A—the connection is thematic, and A` completes the following sequence:  Court in session (AM)—the case to be tried - the witness statements/impact on witnesses (AN)—further investigations (B/B`) – anger/verdict/sentence (A`M`) - court rises (A`M`/L`) - attempted execution of sentence (A`L)—reversal of sentence and vindication of defendant (A`K). 

 ii) A` within the wider chiastic context of Luke 4:16-30.
· In Luke 4:16, Luke describes the movement of Jesus into Nazareth (eis ten Nazareth) and then into the synagogue (eis ten sunagogen). Now, (A`M`/L) near the end of the passage, Luke describes how the people in the synagogue (en te sunagoge) rise up and throw Jesus outside the city (exo tes poleos) (v. 29). Luke has, I suggest captured the sense of haste by compressing Jesus’ movement from being inside the synagogue to outside the city into a single movement on the part of Jesus—corresponding to His two-stage entry into Nazareth, but nevertheless, Luke has clearly contrasted eis in v. 16 with exo in v. 29. This sense of haste contrasts markedly with Jesus’ gradual departure from the Capernaum synagogue and then from Capernaum itself later in Ch. 4—which is very definitely a two-stage process!

· There is a consistent pattern of standing (v. 17), sitting (v. 20) and then rising (A`M`/L), v. 29, within the narrative. 

 iii) A` within the wider context of Luke 4:1-30

· As noted previously, A` also completes some structures relating to the temptation on the wilderness described in Luke 4:1-13. (Thus Luke seems to have structural links operating at different “frequencies”, and we are now looking at some “lower frequency” links which operate across, rather than within, narrative sections). As has already been mentioned, (following Alastair Roberts), it is possible to see the “words from Jesus’ mouth”, described at the end of A, as corresponding to Jesus’ refusal to turn stones into bread (the first temptation)—since Jesus says to Satan that 
· man lives by every word of God. Now, A`L, we have events corresponding to Satan’s second two temptations. In A`Lb the people of Nazareth led (egagon) Jesus to the brow of the hill just as Satan led (anagagon) Jesus up into a high mountain. Similarly, in the third temptation, Satan led (egagen) Jesus to Jerusalem, to the pinnacle of the temple—the highest point– and in A`Lb`, Luke refers to the brow of the hill on which the city—had been built. (The use of the word “built” also reminds us of the building of the temple in Jerusalem.)

· I think that these last two temptations also correspond to the demand of the people of Nazareth to Jesus that Jesus perform miracles (section B). We note that this was presented as a command to Jesus, (see e.g. Alastair Robert’s analysis) and this giving allegiance to the people of Nazareth matches Satan’s (second) temptation in which Jesus is tempted to give His allegiance to Satan. We also note that it was a command to do miracles, and so this corresponds to Satan’s third temptation which was for Jesus to be miraculously preserved when throwing himself from the temple. Thus the first temptation is in a slightly different category from the subsequent two temptations, just as Jesus’ preaching (A) is set off in the Nazareth narrative from the B and  A` sections which jointly correspond to the second and third temptations.  

· The punishment for an unruly and rebellious son in Deuteronomy ch. 21 was for the son to be stoned by the men of the city. In Luke however, we only read that the people of Nazareth were intending to hurl Jesus down, and stoning is not specifically mentioned. However, given the link with the third temptation, we can see that stones are involved, since Satan quotes Psalm 91 v. 12 which speaks of “not striking one’s foot against a stone” in the context of being hurled down. 

· Section A’L describes Jesus’ departure from the people of Nazareth: it is Jesus who goes away from them, and this links with, but also contrasts with, Luke 4:13 where it is Satan who departs from Jesus. 

In the next article, I wish to look at a second analysis of Luke 4:16-30, and then to make some comments about the theological significance of this passage as well as offering some further thoughts about its relationship to other events in Luke’s Gospel.

