
Postmodernity and New Testament History  

Postmodernity, whether we like it or not, cannot be ignored. Perhaps this is because it permeates the 

culture around us and has displayed itself through Art and Architecture for some years. Perhaps, also, it 

is because, during the last 25 years, it seems to have stood knocking at the door of every academic 

department. Many academic disciplines, it seems, opened the door to postmodernity years ago, 

particularly in the areas of philosophy and literature criticism, and welcomed its arrival, while others 

just wait for it to go away.  It is my view that, before opening the door to postmodernism, we should at 

first see who it is, if possible, that is knocking.  Although I am aware that whilst we stand puzzled, 

asking ‘who is this figure who stands knocking?’, its influence is already being felt within all academic 

communities.

My task in this paper will be to critically analyse the influence and character of postmodernity, and to 

look at what impact this may have on the writing of history, particularly the writing of New Testament 

(N.T) history. It may be helpful to define what I mean by N.T history. N.T History is the product of a 

historian who has sought to construct a narrative of Christian origins using the N.T text as a source. I 

will approach this task by discussing four distinct areas that seek to show how (a) ‘modern 

historiography’ is being challenged, by (b) postmodern approaches. I will then try to show, sharing 

company with leading historians, what the (c) strengths and weaknesses of postmodernity are. The 

closing part of this paper will seek to (d) relate these insights to the specific subject of N.T history. 

a) Modern Historiography

Postmodernity is a movement that is very difficult to define1, however, as the word suggests, it is a 

movement that seeks to distance itself from modernism. At the risk of painting a caricature of 

‘modernist historiography’2 we can describe it as an approach to writing history which includes the 

following traits; i) realism  ii) empiricism  and iii) objectivity 

i) ‘Modern Historiography’ is ‘realist’ in that it starts from the presupposition that 

reality does really and physically exist. Similarly, the historical past exists not as the 

figment of a historian’s imagination but as physical happening within space and time. 

The ‘modern historian’ seeks to access this past reality through the use of primary, 

and sometimes secondary, sources. After research a narrative is constructed which 
1 “Like, Nietzhe, the postmodern intellectual situation is profoundly complex and ambiguous- perhaps this is its 
very essence. What is called postmodern varies considerably according to the context, but its most general and 
widespread form, the postmodern mind may be viewed as an open-ended, indeterminate set of attitudes that has 
been shaped by great diversity of intellectual and cultural currents.” Richard Tarnas, The Passion of the Western  
Mind (Pimlico 1997), 
2 Throughout the first part of this essay I have enclosed the phrase ‘modern/ist historian/historiography’ within 
inverted commas. I have done this to draw attention the fact that it is of much debate as to whether the modern 
historian is really described with this description of the ‘modern historian’. It should be noted that the description 
of  ‘modern historian’ which I give is the description of the ‘modern historian’ which postmodernity gives. Not all 
historians share the following picture of ‘modern historiography’ with some scholars saying that postmodern 
historians have misrepresented them as being ‘naïve realists’ as there has always been an emphasis, at least since 
Thucydides, of being critical with sources. In particular see Lawrence Stone, History and 
Postmodernism, (ed. Keith Jenkins, Postmodern History Reader, Routledge, 1997), pg. 255.
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seeks to represent this reality to others. The work of ‘modern historians’ was, and 

continues to be in some quarters, as Keith Jenkins explains “directed towards 

describing that hitherto existing reality rather than constructing it, and the reality so 

disclosed in their accounts typically takes the form of discrete/unique events distilled 

into historical facts.”3 

ii) ‘Modern Historiography’, sharing ground with a traditional scientific approach, was 

based upon empiricism. Reality, which to the ‘modern’ really exists, could within the 

academic disciplines of biology, physics, and chemistry, simply be observed. For the 

historian this ‘reality’ can be observed, however indirectly, through the critical use of 

sources and artefacts. 

The work of the ‘modern historian’ can be compared to that of the scientist. 

Appleby, Hunt and Jacob, in trying to assess the problems within modernist 

methodology explain, 

“If Newton could hold a mirror up to nature and explain its workings, then 

historians ought to be able to do the same for the past. To be scientific, 

consequently, history needed something like a laboratory and something like 

physical evidence. The seminar rooms and archives where university 

scholars taught and did research became the laboratories of history; 

historians sought there evidence amid the dust of actual documents and 

other traces left from the past.”4 

Facts were simply observed and the ‘modern historian’ would, as a detached observer 

avoiding any bias or personal preferences, seek to describe past events as they really 

were;

“When professional historians wrote according to the scientific model, they 

employed the distant voice of the omniscient narrator, familiar from the 

realist novels of the nineteenth century and modelled on the voice of the 

scientists in their laboratory reports. The omniscient narrator stood above 

the superstition and prejudice to survey calmly and dispassionately the 

scenes of the past and tell a truth that would be acceptable to any other 

researcher who had seen the same evidence and applied the same rules.”5

iii) ‘Modern Historians’ while studying the real past, using the standard scientific 

approach of empiricism, were keen to stress that the results of their research was not 

3 Keith Jenkins, The Postmodern History Reader (Routledge, 1997)  pg. 9 
4 Appleby, Hunt, Jacob, Telling the Truth About History, (Norton and Company, 1994), pg. 73
5 Appleby, Hunt, Jacob, Telling the Truth About History, (Norton and Company, 1994), pg. 73
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simply subjective interpretative ponderings but were objective facts. That is the 

‘modern historians’ saw themselves as presenting the real past to their respective 

audiences. They believed that the words on the pages of their histories referred to real 

people and to real events that had taken place and that language was used to access 

and represent this reality. The ‘modern historians’ saw themselves as presenting, not 

‘a’ truthful account of the past, but ‘the’ true account of the past. Truth was not seen 

just as a matter of perspective but as being absolute and, as ‘modern historians’ 

presumed, their findings had universal significance, as objective truth is true 

whatever the race, gender or nationality of the enquirer. Georg Iggers, who sketches 

out a portrait of ‘modern historiography in his book History in the Twentieth Century, 

describes this quest for objectivity

“History dealt with concrete persons and concrete cultures in time. But the 

historians shared the optimism of the professionalized sciences generally 

that methodologically controlled research makes objective knowledge 

possible. For them as for other scientists truth consisted in the 

correspondence of knowledge to an objective reality that, for the historian, 

constituted the past as it had actually occurred.” 6

b) Postmodern Historiography

Postmodern Historiography is not a single unified methodological approach, but is rather a collection 

of approaches that unite in their rejection of the ‘old’ modernist approach of realism, empiricism and 

objectivity which they questioned for the following reasons:

i) In this multicultural society with a plethora of customs, worldviews, histories and 

truth claims the Postmodern has come to realise that reality, whether or not it does in 

some way exist in a concrete form, is a construct of the mind.  Richard Tarnis, who 

traces the development of the postmodern worldview in The Passion for the Western  

Mind, sketches out the thinking which underlines their methodological approach to 

history;

“The inherent capacity for concept and symbol formation is recognised as a 

fundamental and necessary element in the human understanding, 

anticipation, and creation of reality. The mind is not the passive reflector of 

an external world and its intrinsic order, but is active and creative in the 

process of perception and cognition. Reality is in some sense constructed by 

6 Georg Iggers, Historiography in the Twentieth Century: From Scientific Objectivity to the 
Postmodern Challenge, (Weslyan University Press 1997) pg. 2.  See also P. Novick, That Noble 
Dream: The Objectivity Question and the American Historical Profession, (Cambridge University 
Press, 1988)
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the mind, not simple perceived by it, and many such constructions are 

possible, none necessarily sovereign.”7

Postmodern historiography, rejecting the view that the historical past is waiting to be 

discovered or reconstructed, accepts the view, taking lead from postmodernist 

philosophers, that reality is something which the subjective person constructs; 

ii) Empiricism which is closely related to realism is likewise rejected by the postmodern 

historian because, it is believed, humankind can no longer be the ‘omniscient 

narrator’ who can simply view the past from a neutral perspective. Reality is so 

complex that any selection of sources, whether they be artefacts or textual, involves 

the negation of other sources. The selection of sources is guided by an historian’s 

worldview which is predisposed to bias some sources over others and, therefore, 

cannot produce any totalising picture of a world out there. There is no point from 

which an historian can get a ‘God’s-eye view’ of the world, for the historian must 

always look through the distorting lens of their own worldview.

The historian’s task, according to postmodernist thought, is no longer to seek the 

stories from the past, but to create the stories. Hans Keller who advocates a move 

away from ‘getting the story straight’ to getting the story crooked writes,

“However, I do not believe that there are ‘stories’ out there in archives or 

monuments of the past, waiting to be resurrected and told. Neither human 

activity nor the existing records of such activity take the form of narrative, 

which is the complex cultural forms and deep-seated linguistic conventions 

deriving from choices that have traditionally been called rhetorical; there is 

no ‘straight’ way to invent a history, regardless of the honesty and 

professionalism of the historian.”8

iii) Postmodern historiography as well as rejecting the realist empiricist approach also 

rejects any claims to objectivity. Postmodern historians in moving away from any 

claims to absolute truth draw attention to the subjectivity of the historian and the 

histories which are produced. The historian Gabrielle Spiegel describes this paradigm 

change, 

“One thing is clear: the paradigms that have governed historical and literacy 

study since the nineteenth century no longer hold unquestioned sway. The 

confidant, humanist belief that a rational ‘objective’ investigation of the past 

7 Richard Tarnis Passion of the Western Mind (Pimlico 1997) pg. 396
8 Hans Keller, Langauge and Historical Representation, (Postmodern History Reader, Routledge 
1997), pg 127
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permits us to recover ‘authentic meanings’ in historical texts has come under 

severe attack in postmodernist critical debate.”9

This threefold rejection of modernist claims has brought forward a series of new directions for 

historians, which is reflected in their thinking about ethics and linguistics10. 

‘Ethical History’

Postmodern thinkers in recognising the error of objectivity are quick to see that histories, whether they 

claim it or not, have ethical consequences. For history brings power, and power can either raise the 

cause of the marginalised or silence it. 

“..normal history orders the past for the sake of authority and therefore power over its 

audience. Such power is asserted through voice and viewpoint in the paradigm of normal 

history….by assuming a third person voice and an omniscient viewpoint, authors, be they left 

or right or in between politically, assert their power over their readers in the name of 

REALITY.”(emphasis in original)11

History, as story, has the power to change or reinforce a person’s worldview. Worldviews answer basic 

existential questions, (Who am I? What is wrong with the world? What is the solution? Where are we 

going?) Worldviews are not just simply theoretical frameworks but are firmly related to a person’s or a 

community’s praxis. This can be represented diagrammatically,

Written Histories        Worldview          Praxis

Foundational stories of A way of looking at the world A way of living in the 

Communities           world.

The writing of history, as postmodernists have highlighted, always has ethical consequences and is 

always written, whether the author accepts it or not, from a certain ideological perspective12. The 

writing of history in being able to destroy or sustain worldviews functions ideologically, in that it will 

9 Gabrielle Spiegel ‘History, Historicsm and the social logic of the text in the Middle Ages’ The 
Postmodern History Reader ed. Keith Jenkins (routledge 1997) pg.180
10 Refer to accompanying notes for a discussion of the ‘linguistic’ turn as the size of this paper forbids 
its inclusion. 
11 Robert Berkofer, ‘The challenge of poetics to historical (normal) practice in Postmodern History 
Reader’, ed. Keith Jenkins (Routledge 1997)
12During the rise of the Nazism in Germany it was the task of sympathetic academic historians to write 
the history of the nation which would provide a basis for Arian supremacy and the theoretical 
foundations of the Holocaust. It is both interesting and saddening to note that the German professor of 
history, Leopold von Ranke, who was a leader in teaching and advocating the ‘modernist history’ of 
objectivity, empiricism and realism wrote his histories in support of German Nationalism.  Leopold 
Von Ranke believed that “history has been attributed the office to judge the past and to instruct the 
present to make the future useful… at such high functions this present work does not aim- it merely 
wants to show things really were.”  Cited in Appleby,Hunt and Jacob, Telling the Truth about History,  
(Norton 1994) pp. 74-75
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always have a bias towards gender, economic situations, nationality or ethnicity. Within American 

history departments in recent years the ‘television myth’ of the good cowboy and bad Indian is being 

challenged. A history written from the perspective of a Native American Indian will look different from 

those written from the viewpoint of ‘pioneer settlers’. Being fully aware of this ethical side to their 

writing, postmodernists are confused, it seems, about how to respond. Two distinct responses can be 

seen:  I) writing of new histories  II) abandonment of history

I) Some Postmodernists, in realising that history is always subjective and can never corresponds with a 

reality (which may or may not exist outside of language), have realised the power of histories in their 

ability to shape a person’s worldview. In recent years histories have been written which deliberately 

undermine the ‘normal’ histories. Far from being written from the perspective of the white, male, 

western capitalist, histories are now being written by those that represent the viewpoints of those who 

have traditionally been oppressed and marginalised.

 

II) Some Postmodernists prefer, instead of writing new, subjective histories, to abandon the writing of 

history altogether. Keith Jenkins, amongst others, believes and argues that “postmodern ways of 

thinking probably signal the end of history.” He goes on to clarify what he means by this; he not only 

recommends the collapse of the ‘uppercase’ meta-narratives, but he also sees ‘lowercase’ history, 

which is what is practised by most academic historians, as coming to an end. For Jenkins the writing of 

history always exerts power, and this power from truth claims, whether objective or subjective, is a 

form of oppression.

“However irreducible, stubborn, painful, comic or tragic the past may have been, it only 

reaches us through fictional devices which invest it with a range of highly selective and 

hierarchical readings which are ‘always subservient to various powers and interests.”13

Jenkins advocates a view that seeks to free the mind from the grasp of stories, for these stories which 

shape worldviews should be abandoned. In this abandonment of history the individual and community 

become free and, instead of looking to the past for help, face ‘reality head on’ in a Nietzhean fashion;

“There may be no reason at all why we cannot gather together the strength, as Nietzhe put it, 

to unburden ourselves of the past and past ethics, and to build future measurements of radical 

emancipation from current imaginaries and, more particularly in our own space and time, from 

postmodern ones.”14

If Jenkins, and others. are to be taken seriously then the abandonment of New Testament history is 

required. Clearly this extreme postmodern position is different from revisionist historians who seek to 

rewrite histories from the perspective of different genders, races, nations and ideological position.

13 Keith Jenkins, Why History? Ethics and Postmodernity, (Routledge 1999) 3, See also Keith Jenkins, 
Introduction in The Postmodern History Reader (Routeldge 1997)
14Keith Jenkins, Why History? Ethics and Postmodernity, (Routledge 1999) 5
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c:  Critique of Postmodern Historiography

In this brief sketch of postmodern historiography we have become aware that postmodernity is not a 

single unified movement, for not all postmodern historians wish to abandon the task of history and 

some see it, rather, as an opportunity to re-write history from a different perspective. Yet what are we 

to make of postmodernity in its many forms? Should this mysterious new figure be allowed to enter 

into the academic discipline of New Testament history?

Given that this task of description has taken place, the time has come to offer a critique, however brief, 

of the main points described. Within this critique it will become clear that I am also seeking to flesh out 

an appropriate methodology that can be used for N.T. history. 

This methodology will be ‘my methodology’ and may differ (already showing my rejection of 

modernism) from others.  I cannot help but write it from a white, male, European, Christian 

perspective. However much I seek to counteract this in my research it is an essential part of my 

subjective worldview. Following the main points of my previous description of postmodernity, I will 

offer a brief comment and critique.

a) Postmodernity’s Threefold Critique of Moderist History: Realism, Empiricism, and Objectivity:-   

Postmodernity seeks to distance itself from the naïve realism of modernist thinking, and in this 

I would follow. We can never know reality as it simply is because it is always mediated to us 

via our own worldview and perspective. Reflecting my theological presuppositions, we are not 

capable of a ‘God’s-eye view’ whereby we can know things in their totality. A distinction 

must always be made between the all-knowing God and finite limited perspective of 

humanity. 

Yet I would part company with some postmodernists as I think that all methodology should be 

rooted in a realism of some sort, for there is a world that exists outside of the mind of the 

historian and outside the realm of language. In short, a hermeneutical realism is needed. The 

past did indeed once exist and is not merely a construct of the historian.

I also stand in opposition, as with postmodern thinkers, to a ‘pure empiricism’ as reality can never 

be simply observed but is always mediated to us via subjective worldviews and cultural 

perspectives.  However I disagree with some postmodernists in that I believe that a greater 

emphasis should be made placed on a reality which does exist outside the mind of the subjective 

knower. Absolute historical truth is not possible for the finite historian but this doesn not 

necessarily mean the abandonment of any truth claims. While rejecting the modernist approach, I 

share sympathy with Himmblfarb’s take on postmodernity, when she says  “the presumption of 
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postmodernism is that all of history if fatally flawed, and because there is no absolute, total truth, 

there can be no partial, contingent truths.”15

The aim and task of the historian should be to describe the real past in such a way that the historian 

is a faithful witness. A faithful witness need not claim to be inerrant or simply objective, but 

describes things which reason and senses have brought to their attention. Historical research will 

never achieve absolute truth but I contest that it must always have its goal in presenting, as well as 

possible, a picture of things as they actually were. Naïve empiricism is to be rejected but, as 

practical experience shows, empiricism is a vital part of human existence. Empirical research, such 

as the observation of events and the analysis of sources and artefacts, will always take place from a 

subjective worldview, but if correctly pursued, will lead back to objective verifiable events. .  An 

archaeological site, a personal memoir or an ancient text can give us subjective access to an actual 

past. My methodological approach can be represented diagramatically:

          Historian

R
E
A
L

P
A
S
T

Sources.

Artefacts

Texts

Constructed
History

A real past exists (large blue rectangle) which leaves traces of its existence in the form of 

evidence, texts and Artefacts (white box).. 

Historians can only observe reality from within their own worldview (represented by green). They 

have no direct access to the past but by the use of critical thinking are able to offer a construction 

(represented by small blue box) from the evidence of what they perceive the past to be. It is to be 

noted that the construct of the historian can bear resemblance to the real past but can never fully 

represent it in its totality. 

b) History and Ethics, revisionist(I), abandonment(II)  

15 Gertrude Himmelfarb ‘Telling it as you like it: postmodernist history and the flight from fact’  ed. K. 
Jenkins Postmodern History Reader (London, Routledge 2001) pg. 158

8



Previously we looked at how history writing functions in the ethical domain with some postmodernists 

pushing towards a revisionist approach while others think that historical pursuit should be abandoned. 

What is to be made of these two different approaches? 

The writing of history, as already stated, is always done from a particular methodological framework, 

This framework functions from within an historian’s worldview. As a Christian I seek to defend a 

worldview which is not only theistic but is ethical. The greatest commandments are to love God and 

your neighbour. The Christian historian must ask ‘How in the writing of history we can be show love to 

our neighbours and be ethical?’ I reject the views of the radical postmoderns who seek to abandon 

history altogether.

I agree that the writing of history does give power, as a controlling story is introduced which has the 

power to shape cultures and worldviews. Three guidelines, I believe, can be given which show how 

history can function ethically.

• The writing of history is an opportunity to give a voice to the more marginalised of society. 

History can function ethically if it challenges the controlling metanarratives of western culture that 

traditionally have taken away the voice of women, other races and other economic perspectives.

• The writing of history can help cultures to learn from the past. The past has been the theatre for 

both beautiful and horrendous human acts. The historian in recording these events allows us to see 

both the strengths and weaknesses of humanity and can enable us to prevent atrocities such as the 

Holocaust, taking place again. The denial of history takes away the opportunity to learn from the 

past.

• The writing of history can not only give a voice to the marginalised of society but also has the 

opportunity to shape culture. Historians have the opportunities to write their histories in such a 

way that they can inspire humanity towards being more ethical.

Ethics should be high on the agenda in all human endeavour but the controlling factor in history 

writing, unless we move history into the fiction category, is whether the written history bears a 

resemblance to the way things really were. For historians to speak against injustice it is important that 

truth is still sought after. Sharing company with Norman Geras I believe that an absolute relativism in 

historical practice removes the truth claims from the cries of the oppressed. 

“If there is no truth, there is no injustice… if truth is wholly relativised or internalised to 

particular discourses or language games…final vocabulary, framework of instrumental 

success, culturally specific set of beliefs or practises of justification, there is no injustice… 

The victims and protesters of any putative injustice are deprived of their last and often best 

weapon, that of telling what really happened. They can only tell their story, which is 

something else. Morally and politically, therefore anything goes.”16

16 N. Gerrin, ‘Language, Truth and Justice’ The New Left Review 209,1995  pp.110-135 as cited in 
Keith Jenkins ‘Introduction. Being open about our closures’,  ed. K. Jenkins Postmodern History 
Reader (London, Routledge 2001) pg. 23
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d: New Testament History

N.T history faces a clear challenge with the rise of postmodernity as N.T historians realise, or should 

realise, that the naïve modernist approaches of realism, empiricism and objectivity have been seriously 

challenged. For some N.T historians there is no going back to simply telling the story straight, whether 

that be reading Acts in a way that gives us direct access to the early Church, or the use of traditional 

historical critical tools.  For some this means that the entire project of N.T history needs to be 

abandoned, as it is recognised that there is no God’s-eye view to be had of the events as they actually 

occurred.  I suggest that the task of N.T history, as traditionally pursued, should be abandoned but that 

a more methodologically self-conscious N.T history should take its place, which takes into full account 

the strengths of postmodern thinking but also seeks to avoid many of its pitfalls. In closing, it is 

necessary to sketch out some of the paths which N.T historians are taking in the light of postmodernity.

1. Disclosed Methodology   - The N.T historian can now no longer simply get straight to the facts. A 

self-consciously aware historical methodology must, I believe, be disclosed to the reader. If a 

methodology is not disclosed then the modernist myth of objective history is perpetuated.17

2. Worldview Analysis   - In the light of postmodernity we must say that the book of Acts does not 

give us direct access to the past. Luke, assuming that he did intend to write an accurate account of 

the earliest days of the Church, writes from a limited perspective and from within his own 

worldview. The task of the N.T historian is to be aware, if possible, of Luke’s worldview and thus 

be able to see what biases and presumptions are at work. In a recent article Loveday Alexander 

suggests that we should be aware of the mental maps of ancient writers as this allows us to see how 

their reconstruction of events has taken place. For as Alexander says “the teleology implicit in this 

global map ensures that the place where the historian stands in the present always remain the 

endpoint to which history is pointing.”18 To understand the texts of the N.T we must understand the 

mental maps and worldviews of the authors, for in doing so we are able to see the subjectivity of 

the writings, which will aid the N.T historian in speaking more accurately about the real past.

3. Non-Totalising Narrative   - Epistemological humility is needed on the part of the N.T historian as 

postmodernity has shown that a totalising picture of the past can never be given.  A N.T historian 

reflecting the image of Christian origins from the book of Acts should be aware that by bringing 

Peter and Paul into the spotlight the result is that other figures and communities are ignored. The 

N.T historian should allow the reader to see that their picture of N.T history is fragmentary and can 

17 Historical Jesus scholars such as N.T Wright, J.D Crossan and J.P Meier, who have produced 
contrasting pictures of Jesus, have all declared their methodological positions. This allows the reader to 
see that they are not simply seeing ‘how it really was’ but that the past is being approached from 
different subjective hermeneutic processes. 
18 Loveday Alexander ‘Mapping Early Christianity: Acts and the Shape of Early Church History’ 
Interpretation: A Journal of Bible and Theology, April 2003 (Union Theological Seminary and 
Presbyterian School of Christian Education, Virginia 2003) pg.167
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never, even if it wanted to, give us the complete depth and detail of the way things really were. 

Loveday Alexander, commenting on Luke’s lack of interest in internal church affairs, shows this 

epistemological humility when she says, “much of the information we would like to find in Acts is 

simply not there.”19 N.T Historians need to be content with the fact that we can never know all of 

the facts of what really happened and that any narratives will contain gaps and lack a totalising 

coherent picture.

4. Reliability -   Wayne Meeks highlights in his article teasingly entitled ‘Assisting the Word by 

Making (Up) History’ that the historian’s aim should not be certainty but reliability. Meeks points 

out that when Luke, in his preface, uses the word ‘asphaleia’ he is not “saying that this telling of 

the story is flawless, or that there are not other reliable ways it could be told, or that this telling 

may not have negative consequences that only become apparent in the passage of time.”20 Luke 

seeks to be reliable and, likewise, the N.T historian should seek to be ‘faithful witnesses’ to the 

way things actually were no matter which perspective they choose to write from.

In this paper I have sketched out a picture of postmodern historiography and have sought to show how 

some of its insights can be used in the task of N.T. history.  These insights should not, I believe, 

necessarily lead to the abandonment of the quest for Christian origins, but should rather act as a catalyst 

for guiding research which is neither methodologically naïve nor subjectively dismissive. 

19 Loveday Alexander ‘Mapping Early Christianity: Acts and the Shape of Early Church History’ 
Interpretation: A Journal of Bible and Theology, April 2003 (Union Theological Seminary and 
Presbyterian School of Christian Education, Virginia 2003) pg.168
20 Wayne. A. Meeks ‘Assisting the Word by Making (Up) History’ Interpretation: A Journal of Bible 
and Theology, April 2003 (Union Theological Seminary and Presbyterian School of Christian 
Education, Virginia 2003) pg. 161
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