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TWO TYPES OF DISCIPLESHIP IN EARLY CHRISTIANITY
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The goal of Kyoung-Jin Kim’s Glasgow PhD dissertation is to understand the relationship between wealth and discipleship in Luke-Acts. Kim, whose work contains much capable criticism of the principal monographs on wealth and poverty in Luke–Acts, follows the common judgement that none adequately explains how Luke’s theme of renunciation of property interacts with his stress on the right use of possessions. The apparent praise of communal ownership in the early chapters of Acts only further complicates the issue. 
 Kim’s own study turns out to be an attempted refinement of the view expounded by Han–Joachim Degenhardt, who argued on a redaction–critical basis that Luke made a firm distinction between the narrow circle of ‘disciples’ in the Gospel, who were required to renounce property completely, and the wider circles represented by the ‘people’ and ‘crowds’. Some of these non–disciples in Luke’s Gospel come faith in Jesus, but are not required to renounce property. Degenhardt went on to argue that in Acts a change occurred with the foundation of the Church. Now the ‘disciple’ term describes both the narrow circle of the apostles, who actually renounce property, but is also applied to baptised believers, who practise a high degree of charitable almsgiving but do not formally renounce property nor formally enter into arrangements of communal ownership. 

Kim also argues that Luke thought in terms of two types of discipleship. He classifies as ‘itinerant’ the discipleship of those who actually left all for the sake of preaching the Gospel in peripatetic service. He calls his second type ‘sedentary’ discipleship, occasionally also using the term ‘local’. This type of discipleship is represented by those believers of Luke’s Gospel who do not literally follow Jesus in his journey to Jerusalem. These figures, however, are properly called disciples, and model the life expected of local believers in the churches for which Luke writes. Despite his commands that disciples should renounce all (e.g. Lk 14.33), Jesus does not rebuke his ‘sedentary’ disciples in the Gospel for retaining property. In fact, he willingly enjoys their hospitality and expects those whom he sends out on mission to be supported in the same way. Even Levi, who is said to have left everything to follow Jesus (Lk 5.27–28), immediately lays on a banquet in his own house for his new master (v. 29), and reveals this acceptable ‘sedentary’ type of discipleship which only in an attenuated sense involves renunciation of property. Degenhardt’s mistake was to tie Luke’s concept of two types of discipleship too closely to specific terms. Kim ably demonstrates how Degenhardt’s distinctions cannot absorb Lucan phrases such as ‘a great crowd of his disciples’ (Lk 6.17, cf. v.13, 5.30) and ‘all the crowd of his disciples’ (19.37). Kim finds other examples of his ‘sedentary’ or ‘local’ type of disciple in Mary and Martha (10.38–42), Zacchaeus (19.1–10) and Joseph of Arimathea (23.50–54). 

In order to understand how a Lucan disciple of Kim’s ‘sedentary’ type can still, in some sense, surrender all his possessions for the sake of the Gospel, his study focuses on the concept of stewardship in Luke’s Gospel. This he finds in the parables of the faithful steward (Lk 12.42–48), the unjust steward (16.1–13) and the ten minas (19.11–27). He suggests that stewardship is an important concept in the Lucan understanding of discipleship. He emphasises terms in Luke’s Gospel which imply a master–servant or master–slave relationship between Jesus and the believer, especially the prominent oikonomos term (Lk 12.42; 16.1, 3, 8, cf. oikonomia, 16.2,3,4, and oikonomein, 16.2). A slave, who is his master’s property, cannot own property independently of his master. A steward merely administers his master’s property. For Luke, the believer does not own  property, but is only a steward. The stewardship of the believer over the possessions in his charge is in fact always provisional, for he may be called to account for his use of material wealth at any time. The believer must therefore be constantly alert in the administration of the possessions given into his charge. In the final judgement he will inevitably be called to account for his handling of his Lord’s goods, and will receive reward or punishment accordingly. This is an interesting emphasis in Kim’s work, and one which could be taken in a direction other than the personalist, private morality of property which Kim espouses. Was, for example, the feetwashing ritual of Jesus (Jn 13.1–17) intended as a foundation ritual of a community whose members lived in an an actual mutual slave–relationship (cf. vv. 14–17)? Was the relationship initiated an established cultural  form which resulted in the full community of goods of what became an inner group of the Jerusalem church (cf. Acts 2.44–46, 4.32–5.13)? Philo emphasises that amongst male celibate Essenes ‘there are no slaves, not a single one, but being free they perform menial services for each other.

While Kim’s scheme, developed especially by means of comparison and contrast with the discipleship materials of Mark’s gospel, contains useful clarifications on the Lucan theme of possessions, his own reformulated version of Degenhardt’s thesis is open to criticism. Kim’s intent in classifying his two types of discipleship as ‘itinerant’ and ‘sedentary’ is to relate Luke’s theme of renunciation of property purely to the exigencies of missionary work. However, the cleavage of ‘local’ versus ‘itinerant’ which Kim presses as part or the solution to the problem will not cope with the diversity of materials in Luke, for not all who travel with Jesus renounce property. Kim connects the wealthy women who accompany Jesus (Lk 8.1–3) with the women who are said to have ‘followed’ Jesus in the passion narrative (23.49, 54). Thus they serve his purpose of finding figures justifiably regarded as ‘disciples’ in the Gospel who have retained private property. However, since they have retained property, Kim has to classify them as ‘sedentary’ disciples (pp. 103, 109), though this group of travelling figures rest uneasily in this category. The awkwardness suggests that Kim has not gotten to the heart of the problem. It would be better to classify the wealthy women as patrons of Jesus’ travelling party, who financed the lodgings and common meals which they also shared, and to leave the matter there.

Kim’s system also has no place for the important possibility, given the attested strength of the communitarian (Essene) stream of Judaism in Jesus’ day, that groups of Christian believers who resided together in one place may have chosen to formally renounce property and live together from a common purse. The possibility of at least one local, fully property–sharing community is posed in Acts 2–5, perhaps as what eventually became an ‘inner group’ of the Jerusalem church. This possibility would immediately link together two of the three aspects of the Lucan materials which Kim finds it difficult to synthesise: renunciation of property and community of goods. Generosity to the poor, the third strand of Luke’s teaching, could be expressed by such groups corporately, in formal structures for the carrying out of good works by designated officers. Those who believed in Jesus but who did not join such groups formally could give to the poor through the mechanisms organised by the more tightly structured groups, as well as informally as occasion suggested by private action. Kim’s intent to relate renunciation only to the exigencies of missionary travel precludes his taking these possibilities into account.

 Might there not have been in early Christianity an ideal of renunciation, linked with ideal of community of property, to which certain believers, whether active in missionary work or not, might aspire? Kim has not contemplated the possibility that the religious orders of Christianity may have certain historical and ideological precedents for their renunciation of property and communal life in earliest Christianity. He belongs to the long line of Protestant interpreters who see the communal life of the religious order as a perversion, rather than a legitimate and imitative expression of the life of Jesus and some amongst his earliest followers. While the Catholic Degenhardt sought to legitimate the vision of the ‘apostolic life’ by his classification of two types of discipleship, Kim is intent to avoid it, evacuating the Gospel statements about renunciation and the Acts account of community of goods of anything but banal content.

When Kim comes to consider the property-sharing which figures in the early chapters of Acts his approach is neither well informed nor well thought out. He correctly resists the commonly pressed case that the Utopian topoi found in Acts 4.44–45 and 4.32–34 demonstrate that Luke’s account is ‘fanciful idealisation’. He offers as evidence against this position the communal sharing of Essenism, an aspect of Palestinian Jewish culture contemporary with the early Jerusalem church (pp. 230–231). However, when he comes to consider the case for an analogy between the Rule of the Community (1QS) and the earliest church in Acts, he denies the possibility of any closely similar practice in Jerusalem. Indeed, he completely rules out the possibility of a central common fund in the Jerusalem church (pp. 234–252).

Kim makes these deductions while working with a distinction between ‘the Qumran community’, which fully shared property, and ‘town–based Essene communities’ who in his view followed only the stipulations of the ‘Rule of Damascus’ (CD). The ‘desert sect’ at Qumran had a different lifestyle from the ‘town sect… revealed in the Zadokite document’ (pp. 236–237). The lifestyle of the early Christians can be thought of as analogous to that of ‘town Essenes’, but not Qumran.

Here the axes of Kim’s treatment are again falsely set up, after a fashion that keeps the life of renunciation attested in Essenism well away from the first believers in Jerusalem. A distinction between a fully property-sharing community at Qumran, and Essenes in the towns and villages of Judaea who retained private property, is not infrequent in popularist introductions to the ancient Jewish context. It is often also found in writers on the New Testament with only a passing acquaintance with the relevant materials.  This view is, however, contradicted by a close reading of the ancient sources. Josephus is quite clear that there were over four thousand celibate male Essenes. He writes: ‘…they hold their possessions in common…the men (andres) who practice this way of life number over four thousand. They do not bring wives into the community…’
 Josephus states that these celibate male Essenes live ‘in no one town (polis), but settle in large numbers in every one.’
 Philo explicitly links these male celibate Essenes to Judaea. They live ‘in many towns of Judaea, and in many villages in large and numerous societies.’

The naïve picture which Kim reproduces reflects the excessive focus on the Qumran site alone which resulted from the discovery of the Rule of the Community in the Qumran caves. It also reflects the ill–judged relish with which popularising writers write of the extreme and separatist life of the ‘desert sect of Qumran’. The falsehood is perpetuated by writers who assume or wish to demonstrate that the Rabbis of Mishnah and Talmud were the natural or only legitimate heirs of first century Judaism. These writers in consequence both overemphasise the importance of the Pharisees, and prefer to represent Essenism as only a marginal social phenomenon. This is an inertial hangover from older scholarship. More recent New Testament scholarship has been rightly cautious about presentations of first century Judaism in which Pharisaism is portrayed as predominant. However, it has not yet allowed the Essenes to reenter the general social scene in Jerusalem and rural Judaea, thought the ancient sources stress their activities in both.
 One must also suspect that the popularist picture suits the unarticulated assumptions of Protestant scholars who do not wish to tolerate the possibility of Essene influence on nascent Christianity. From the Protestant viewpoint, the phenomenon of Essenism is unpalatably legalistic. Its celibate male order is also too much like the life of the religious orders of historic Christianity rejected at the Reformation. The sharp dualism of Essenism (cf. 1QS III–IV), so unmodern in its tone and irreconcilable with the liberal stance of the university faculty, is also best kept somewhere far away from the early Jerusalem church. The false, popularist restriction of celibate male Essenes to Qumran suits this broad set of hermeneutical presuppositions and leads to the misrepresention of the celibate Essene ideal, and of Essenism as a whole,  as marginal features of Judaism. Thus nascent Christianity and Essenism are held well apart, despite acknowledged theological similarities.

This approach does not take account of the known persistence of a Jewish Christian church which continued in extreme loyalty to the Torah, centred on Jerusalem and led by Jesus’ ascetic brother James. The sources clearly demonstrate that powerful elements in early Jewish Christianity did not advocate for Jewish believers the more ambivalent position on the Law which served Paul well in the context of the gentile mission. Many in the Jerusalem church were embarrassed that Paul accepted the admission of gentiles into the church without requiring circumcision and full obedience to the Torah (cf. Acts 15.5; 21.17–26). These early Jewish Christians anticipated the later position of Ebionite Jewish Chrisianity that full obedience to the Torah remained incumbent on all who believed in Jesus’ messiahship. Nazarene Jewish Christianity, by contrast, accepted the legitimacy of gentile believers who did not keep the ritual Law.

We must take seriously the possibility of a rapprochement between James, or those Jewish Christians who took an even stricter view of Torah obedience than him, and some elements of Essenism in Jerusalem and the Judaean heartland. Such a rapprochement would explain the emergence of those Jewish Christian groups termed by the Church Fathers ‘Ebionites’, and help to explain the division of Jewish Christianity into ‘Ebionite’ and ‘Nazarene’ sectors. It is likely that the Ebionites originated in Judaea, but that the Nazarenes represent the continuation of Galilean Jewish Christianity. The features of strict Torah piety, exaggerated Armenfrömmigkeit (poverty–piety), and sharp anti–gentile attitudes which characterise Ebionite Christianity, in fact suggest close proximity to Essene circles, and raise the possibility of significant numbers of converts from Essenism in Judaea to belief in Jesus. 

A first indication that Kim has not weighed all the evidence for a connection between the Rule of the Community and the community of goods of the early Jerusalem church is his omission of any discussion of the possible connection between the yachad terminology 1QS and the awkward uses of ejpi; to; aujtov  in Acts 2.44 and 2.47, the context of Luke’s first mention of community of property in Acts, despite the increasing prominence of this point in scholarly comment.

From the stipulation in 1QS VI.3 that a priest shall be present in every community of ten, it is clear that male celibate Essenes who lived according to this Rule could be found in many relatively small communities, as well as at the major Essene centres located (in different periods) in Jerusalem and at Qumran.
 Most of these smaller communities were probably scattered throughout the Judaean heartland of the Shephelah, the hills of Benjamin and Judah, and the Jerusalem ‘saddle’ (the probable sense of Philo’s reference to ‘Judaea’). The evidence suggests that family groups which lived according to the Damascus Rule were connected with a community of celibate males in most of the towns and villages of the Judaean heartland. There were probably no Essene celibates in Samaria, and few if any in the coastal plain or Galilee.

The figures given in the ancient sources cohere with archaeological and other data to confirm this corrected view. Since Josephus and Philo taken together suggest the presence of celibate male Essenes in most if not all of the villages of the Judaean heartland, it is useful to enquire about the number of villages and towns in this region in the first century. If we exclude the essentially unpopulated wilderness of Judaea and the only sparsely populated Beersheba–Arad valley (the Biblical Negeb), the number of villages and towns in the remaining, densely populated parts of Judaea can be estimated, with some confidence, to around two hundred.  Josephus tells us that there were two hundred and four villages in Galilee in his day.
 E.W.G. Masterman, who lived in Palestine for many years,
 estimated the area of Galilee as enclosed by the borders which Josephus describes at nine hundred square miles (2,300 square kilometres).
 We can think of every piece of terrain of about eleven square kilometres, or about two miles by two miles, containing a village or town (2,300/204 = c. 11.3). Avi Ofer found in his archaeological survey of the hills of Judah, an area by his reckoning of some 1,000 square kilometres, ninety village or town settlements from the early Roman period.
  Again, the figures imply one village to about every eleven square kilometres of terrain (1000/90 = c. 11.1). If we extrapolate from Ofer’s survey to the whole of the semi-fertile region of Judaea (the Shephelah, the Benjamin and Judaean hills and the Jerusalem ‘saddle’, a total area by Ofer’s reckoning of some 2,250 square kilometres), we can deduce that in the first century before the war of AD 66–70 there were perhaps a little over two hundred villages in the region (2,250/11.1 = c. 203). This is unsurprisingly about the same number of villages and towns as reported by Josephus for Galilee, which covered an almost identical area.

Roland De Vaux, the excavator of Qumran, estimated that at most two hundred people could have lived in huts and caves associated with the desert site.
 The vast majority of the over four thousand celibate male Essenes probably lived in the villages and towns of Judaea. The descriptions of Josephus and Philo can be satisfied if there were Essene community houses accommodating, say, between ten and twenty celibate males in most or all of the towns and villages of the densely populated regions of Judaea. Only three thousand celibate males would have been enough to provide a staff of about fifteen for the Essene community house in each of the villages and towns of Judaea. The figures allow for the scenario to be recast significantly without damage to the essential point about widespread Essene presence and influence in Judaea. Let us assume that only two thousand celibate male Essenes, or less than half the number of over four thousand given by Philo and Josephus, were resident in the towns and villages of rural Judaea. This minimal scenario represents about the lowest number likely on the basis of the statements of these authors. Even this low estimate still allows a community of about fifteen celibate males in two thirds of the villages and towns of the region, or smaller communities of about a dozen in five-sixths of them. The large number of communities of celibate male Essenes implied by these sources must have had an immense influence on the religious and social life of the peasantry, artisans and labourers of rural Judaea. Most of the able–bodied Essenes in the region will have found employment outside their community houses in the local rural economy, as emphasised by Philo.
 They brought home their wages each evening and shared them with each other and those they supported through their common purse.
   

The present author would suggest that there were probably only about a thousand celibate male Essenes who were not resident in the villages and towns of the Jewish heartland. These included the occupants of major communities of perhaps one or two hundred in Jerusalem and at Qumran, and the  staff of other, smaller Essene settlements in the lower Jordan valley, the wilderness of Judaea, the Beersheba–Arad valley, and perhaps further flung areas of Jewish settlement.
 

Associated with these male celibates in each location in rural Judaea were an unknown, but probably not inconsiderable, number of family groups who supported the poor-care work of the celibates at the ‘beth-cheber’ with at least two days’ pay per month (cf. CD XIV.12–17). This passage makes it clear that Essene care for the poor extended outside the ranks of those who had joined the ‘New Covenant’ (VI.19). The work of the Essene community house in caring for ‘orphans’ (XIV.14) is reflected in Josephus’ statements that the Essenes adopted the children of others.
 The Essene community houses of rural Judaea will have adopted the unwanted children of those labourers and smallholders who did not earn or produce enough to feed all the children they produced, including unwanted children from local families who did not belong to the Essene associations.
 Care for the ‘poor and needy’ (also CD XIV.14) similarly indicates care for those outside the Essene associations as well as those within; Josephus  explicitly states of the male Essene celibates that ‘two things only are left to individual discression, the rendering of assistance and compassion. Members may, of their own motion, help the deserving, when in need, and supply food to the destitute.’

Support for the ‘wanderer’ in CD XIV.15 points to the common problem of the labourers in antiquity who wandered in search of work, and who figure in Jesus’ parable of the labourers in the vineyard (Mt 20.1–16).
 (One must ask if the artisan Jesus himself, and many of his fellow artisans in Galilee, had availed themselves of such assistance when travelling in the south). The ‘girl who has no redeemer and the youth who has no teacher’ of XIV.16 appear to be teenagers taken in by the central house of the local Essene fellowships because the possibilities for their support within local kinship structures had been exhausted. The danger for a poor girl whose family was unable to support her was that she might be sold into slavery or prostitution. Thus the Essene practice of taking in teenage girls helped avoid the phenomenon of prostitution in Judaea, and bears comparison with Jesus’ social interaction with prostitutes in Galilee, for prostitution was essentially a consequence of poverty.

Teenage boys taken in by the Essenes would be given a training which would eventually enable them to become contributory members, and perhaps found viable families of their own. This Essene work meant that fewer young men accumulated in bandit groups. It is probable that a period of temporary celibacy, imposed during training, or the alternative choice of lifelong celibacy, acted as a helpful population limiting factor in rural Judaea. The Essene community houses of Judaea absorbed surplus local population and cared for the wandering, the unsupported elderly (CD XIV.14–15), and the abandoned. These Essene community houses were staffed by celibate males who observed the Rule of the Community. However, these central groups, which lived in full community of property and were found in most if not all the villages and towns of Judaea, were supported in their social ministry by associated families. These families lived according to the Rule of Damascus, and made regular contributions to the work of the community house. They accepted the responsibility of assuring that ‘the community house shall not be deprived of its means’ (XIV.17). It may be that the local Essene community house also received support on a grander scale from local wealthy patrons. This understanding of the widespread, and probably highly effective, work of the Essene network in limiting the consequences of poverty in Judaea gives the cultural and socio-economic backdrop for the (from the modern context unexpected) appearance of community of goods amongst the first followers of Jesus in Acts.

This understanding of the distribution and socially involved character of the Essene movement in Judaea is actually of service to Kim’s thesis that Luke has the notion of two kinds of discipleship. To understand the analogy between the two types of discipleship in early Christianity, however, we need to recast Kim’s categories. The Essene celibate life in renunciation of property was largely local, and community–based; moreover, there was no separation between renunciation of property and community of goods, since the celibate male Essene renounced his property to a community. The community administered a work of care for the poor corporately, taking in regular contributions from those who were not immediate members. The travelling celibate male Essenes in Judaea, on account of the dense network of communities on which they could rely, ‘consequently carry nothing whatever with them on their journeys, except arms for protection against brigands.
 The closest literary and historical analogy to the mode of travel enjoined in the mission charge passages of the Gospels is the possessionless mode of travel of the celibate male Essene. The celibate male Essene travels without possessions because he knows that the Essene community in the village or town where he ends his journey will provide for all his needs.
 The celibate male Essene’s mode of travel without possessions anticipates Jesus’ requirement that the disciple commissioned to preach should travel with a minimum of accoutrements. Since in the Judaean heartland there were probably few (if any) villages or towns without a community of his fellow celibates, and since towns and villages were scattered so densely across the rural landscape, the celibate male Essene could travel without money and provisions in complete confidence.

The life of the apostles of early Palestinian Christianity was, like that of the travelling Essene, community–based. The evidence of Acts suggests that the community of the apostles (cf. Acts 8.1) practised community of goods, and that at least some early believers formally joined the property–sharing arrangements. This inner community in Jerusalem, which Paul refers to as ‘the poor among the saints in Jerusalem’ and ‘the poor’,
 provided a base for the apostles, including food, fellowship and practical assistance when they were not travelling. When travelling the apostles could rely on the temporary support of local communities and individual hosts, and therefore carried no purse (unlike the Cynic philosopher). This category of discipleship is best understood as a renunciation of property and worldly calling for the sake of the Gospel, but did not demand constant travel. The apostles of Judaea probably made regular circuits of local congregations, and then returned to the life of prayer and fellowship in Jerusalem. It is likely that this pattern of oversight had already connected together the Essene network of Judaea for a century or more. Essene officers had probably long made circuits through the local communities, exercising oversight, teaching and disseminating information. The pattern was already established, but the apostles of Jerusalem carried the Jesus tradition, and their witness to his resurrection.

Within Essenism, groups of celibates were associated with linked, supporting local communities consisting of married members and their children. This linked, supporting structure of local Essene family groups anticipates the life of the ordinary Christian believer, whose contributions to local common funds helped support the local poor and visiting peripatetics. It is of course worth emphasising that all involved understood these structures of mutual support as essential to, and in part constitutive of, what it meant to belong to the ‘New Covenant’ (CD VI.19 cf. 1QS I.16–II.18).

Kim also reveals himself captive to the popularist view which restricts celibate Essenism to the ‘desert community of Qumran’ in his failure to mention the probable presence of an Essene community on the southwest hill of Jerusalem. This has been argued by Bargil Pixner in various publications since 1976, but there is no reference at all to Pixner’s case in Kim’s treatment of the community of goods of the early chapters of Acts. The omission appears to have to do with the frequent, unreflected repetition phenomenon in treatments of first–century palestinian Judaism known to him of the false view of Essenism as a socially marginal. Such was certainly not the case in Jerusalem and Judaea. Pixner himself considered a connection with the community of goods in Acts 2.45 and 4.32 a possibility from his first publication.
 Omission of consideration of Pixner’s work is all the more lamentable since the traditional site of the upper room, on which the life of the early Jerusalem community was based, is also located on the southwest hill of Jerusalem.
 This coincidence has for some years been drawn into the discussion of the community of goods of the early Jerusalem community. Rainer Riesner emphasised the connection as early as 1985.
 In 1992 Christian Grappe also closely considered the issue of a link between Pixner’s proposed Jerusalem Essene Quarter and the community of goods of the early church in Jerusalem.
 In the same year Rainer Riesner published a treatment of possible Essene connections with the early Jerusalem church, earlier read before the the Eichstatt symposium which discussed theories of connections between early Christianity and the Qumran literature.
 In 1995 two linked articles in Aufstieg und Niedergang der Römischen Welt, one by the present author, sought to assess the connection.
 The present author’s treatment of the question for the important series The Book of Acts in Its First Century Setting also appeared in 1995.
 The present author has argued strongly for a connection of Peter’s words in Acts 5.4 with the regulations for the Essene novitiate in 1QS VI.13–23. Kim’s omission of discussion of both the possible reflection of the Essene terminology of the yachad in Acts 2.44 and 47, and the possible association of an Essene group formerly linked with Qumran with the early Jerusalem church of the ‘Hebrews’ (Acts 6.1)
 on the southwest hill of Jerusalem, enables him to condemn the observations which lead to regarding Acts 5.4 as evidence for an Essene-type novitiate within the earliest Jerusalem church as ‘too imaginative’ (p. 243–246).

In fact, the present author’s arguments concerning Acts 5.4 actually serve Kim’s case about two kinds of discipleship in early Christianity. While an outer group of the earliest community of believers in Jerusalem merely made contributions to a central fund, a more rigorously controlled inner circle actually practised full community of property. Hence Peter points out that after Ananias’ property was ‘sold’ (and  handed over to the community), it remained as much his own as while it ‘remained’, i.e. before it was handed over to the community. This procedure of provisional surrender of property to a property–sharing community, as part of a prolonged process of entry, is not merely attested in column VI of the Rule of the Community from Qumran, but has been developed independently in more than a few groups down the centuries which have aspired to full community of property.
 The apostolic community in Jerusalem, which, as we have noted,  served as a base for the apostles when not travelling to oversee the congregations of the region, included both the apostles and their most intimate supporters in a fully property–sharing community, as is reflected in Acts 2–5. The boundary between the two types of believer is seen to emerge as early as Acts 5.13–14, where ‘None of the rest dared join’ the apostolic community, but ‘more than ever believers were added to the Lord’. Daniel Schwartz argued in 1983 for a distinction between full disciples and ‘non-joining sympathisers’ in this passage.
  The immediate community of the apostles was surrounded by a penumbra of believers who did not fully renounce property.

These second–order disciples soon included the body of believers who comprised the ‘hellenist’ congregations first mentioned in Acts 6.1–6, whose looser community–form became that of the churches of the gentile mission.
 Ananias and Sapphira were aspiring to transfer between two forms of discipleship, forms which were more radically distinguished than Kim’s disctinction between ‘local’ and ‘itinerant’ disciples. They wished to leave behind a life in which they retained private property (from which they could minister to those following the apostolic life),
 for a more intimate community with the apostles. The apostles opened the common purse which they had shared with Jesus before Easter (cf. Jn 12.6 and 13.29) to those who wished to join this ‘higher’ life of discipleship. Ananias and Sapphira aspired to this life of complete renunciation, but retained some of their property, which was against the rules of the entry procedure (cf. 1QS VI.24–25, where a regulation concerning deception in matters of property follows on immediately from the description of the Essene novitiate).

As noted above, Kim develops his overall thesis about stewardship and possessions in Luke by a comparison with discipleship in Mark’s Gospel. He may be correct that Luke’s perspective represents a development observable if a traditional understanding of synoptic relations is applied (assuming Luke’s use of Mark). However, this perspective does not fully account for the ‘ebionism’ which so many scholars have detected in Luke’s writing. If Luke has adjusted Mark, he has probably done this because of an interaction with traditional material and the approach to possessions taken by believers in Judaea. Martin Hengel has ably demonstrated that while Luke may betray no exact knowledge of Galilee and Samaria, he appears to have travelled the road from Caesarea to Jerusalem, which passed through rural Judaea, and to know key features of Jerusalem.
 Luke will thus at first hand have observed the two forms of discipleship acceptable amongst believers in Judaea. His personal interaction with Judaean Christianity contibuted to the ‘ebionism’ of his writing. In Jerusalem and Judaea the ideal of renouncing all, which was followed by teachers who came from the school of Jesus, had its precursors in practices which were firmly established in the Essene culture of the region. Especially in Judaea, those believers who followed the ‘apostolic’ life were able, from a position of having renounced all, to preach boldly that those who retained possessions must set them in the service of the poor (who included, by identification, the apostles themselves) and the believing community. Those who heard them understood their message well, because it was based in established cultural patterns. Luke observed these cultural patterns in Judaea, and they influenced him to present a dual pattern of discipeship, as Kim finds.

Kim concludes with a useful chapter on the practice of benefaction in the Graeco–Roman world. Here he attends to socio-economic insights which form the necessary context for understanding the theme of wealth and poverty in the New Testament, and Luke’s constant attention to the theme. Kim provides sufficient material to support his contention that the majority of people in the ancient world often faced hunger, and sometimes the danger of starvation. He follows Uhlhorn (whose seminal work
 is not cited), Bolkestein, Hands and others in stressing that the benefactions of the elite in the Graeco–roman world were largely self-motivated. Against the expectation of reciprocity, which conditioned much social interaction around the ancient mediterranean, Luke emphasised an open-handed support of the poor by the wealthy. This is a natural conclusion from reading Lk 14.1–14 against its ancient social context. The same conclusion was drawn some years ago in an important article by Mitchell on the portrayal of property–sharing in Acts 2 and 4, which Kim also does not cite. 
 The patronage of the wealthy women of Lk 8.1–3, and the complaint over the apparent misuse of Mary of Bethany’s costly perfumed oil (Mk 14.5), suggest that some of the wealthy of Judaea may already have expressed concern for the poor by generous donations to the Judaean poor–houses.

Kim could take his reasonings from the subsistence existence of the vast majority of the population of the ancient world further. What would his proposed ideal of stewardship mean in a world in which most, as he argues lived at subsistence level and often experienced hunger? In Judaea the experience of poverty had already contributed to the development of an ideal of male celibacy. A man who wished to study to improve himself might choose a life of day–time labour and evening prayer and study in a celibate Essene conventicle. Hence one instruction of the early Essene Sapiential Work A from Qumran begins ‘You are poor. Do not say: I am poor, I cannot become wise...’
 Similarly, we find the early Essene disciple is exhorted not to avoid duties to parents on account of poverty.
  The statement ‘you have taken a wife in your poverty’
 appears to point forward to the later Essene practice of celibacy, when many Essene disciples gaves up the unequal struggle to maintain a family of their own and incorporated themselves together in celibate male conventicles for mutual support. In these conditions of extreme poverty, the ideal of stewardship to which Kim points went so far as to become an ideal of minimal consumption. The true disciple only used what he needed, on account of the equally pressing needs of his co–religionists. The ebionite Pseudo–Clementine Homilies evidence the teaching that a believer should restrict his consumption of resources to only what he needs.
 This point of view is attested as early as Sapiential Work A, in which the concept arises in the previously unattested Hebrew phrase, hkrwsjm πrt, ‘the food of your need [i.e. the food of which you need, your subsistence diet].’

Kim is indeed correct to stress that the meagre diet of the great mass of ordinary folk in the ancient world is the proper context for understanding the prominence of the theme of wealth, poverty and possessions in Luke–Acts. In the Qumran wisdom fragments the term rwsjm, ‘need’, appears eight times, which contrasts dramatically with only five appearances in the whole Hebrew Bible. This comparison alone suggests that economic survival was often a pressing concerning for the Essene instructor and his students. Otto Betz has suggested that the appearance of the phrase ‘money of your need [i.e. for your needs]’, in the wisdom fragment 4Q424, frag. 1, line 8 is related to the cooperative economic structures of Essenism, and points forward to the principle of distribution according to need in the descriptions of the community of goods of the early Jerusalem church in Acts 2.45 and 4.35.
 Luke aimed to set the ‘ebionite’ ideal of using only what one genuinely needed from one’s possessions before the congregations of the wider empire. His purpose was to promote in the gentile churches a social ethic as effective as the ideal which was applied in Judaea, amongst the Essenes, from long before the beginnings of the Christian church.

BRIAN J. CAPPER
�  Cf. J.R. Donohue, ‘Two Decades of Research on the Rich and Poor in Luke–Acts’, in D.A. Knight and P.J. Paris (eds.), Justice and the Holy (Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1989), pp. 129–144.


� Lukas Evangelist der Armen (Stuttgart, Katholisches Biblewerk, 1965).


�  Quod omnis probus liber sit, 79.


�  Ant. 18.1.5 §§20–21.


� B.J. 2.8.4 §124.


� Apologia pro Judaeis (=Hypothetica) 11.1.


� It is important that a major scholar of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Hartmut Stegemann, judges Essenism to have been the ‘major Jewish union of the second Temple period’, The Library of Qumran (English translation Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1998, of 1993 German original), pp. 140–153. On Essene activity in Jerusalem, cf. Schürer–Vermes–Millar, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, vol. 2 (Edinburgh, T. & T. Clarke, 1979), p. 563 n. 5: ‘There were certainly Essenes in Jerusalem, where they appear many times in history…’ (with references to Josephus).


�  Cf. Jerome, De vir. illustr. 3.


� Brian J. Capper, ‘The Interpretation of Acts 5.4’, Journal for the Study of the New Testament 19(1983) pp. 117–131, see p. 128. The usage ei\nai ejpi; to; aujtov at Acts 2:44 reflects the idiom  djyl twyhl (1QS V:2); the idiom djyl πyswhl (1QS V:7) is reflected in the usage prostiqevnai ejpi; to; aujtov at Acts 2:47. Cf. M. Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1965) pp. 93-100. C.K. Barrett, The Acts of the Apostles, Vol. I (Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1994) pp. 167-168, some time ago cited with apparent approval Wilcox's views on the proximity of ejpi; to; aujtov at Acts 2:44 to the use of djy  in the Rule of the Community, commenting: 'It is... undoubtedly true that at the time of Christian origins various forms of communal rather than private ownership were practised, and it is quite reasonable to conclude that the christians followed a similar plan.' On Acts 2:47 Barrett expresses a degree of caution (see pp. 172-173).


�  We may compare how the minyan of ten seems to feature in Josephus’ description of the celibate male Essenes, B.J. 2.8.9 §146. On the question of Essene settlements at diffferent periods at Qumran and in Jerusalem, see Brian J. Capper. “‘With the Oldest Monks…’ Light from Essene History on the Career of the Beloved Disciple?”, Journal of Theological Studies,  NS 49 (1998) pp, 1–55, see pp. 19–29, 47, and 54–55.


�  Hence Stegemann, op. cit., p. 153, writes: ‘The union of the Essenes was certainly, from its foundation onward, the most numerous religious group in the Judean heartland of Israel’. 


� Vita §235.


� Cf. C.C.McCown, ‘The Density of Population in Ancient Palestine’, Journal of Biblical Literature 66 (1947) pp. 425–436, see p. 426.


� Studies in Galilee (Chicago, 1909) pp. 131–134.


�  Cf. Avi Ofer, art. ‘Judah’, Oxford Encyclopaedia of the Archaeology of the Near East, (New York, Oxford University Press, 1997), Vol. 3, pp. 253–257, see p. 256. The estimates used above for the area of the Judaean heartland are taken from this article, see p. 253.


�  Roland De Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls (London, Oxford University Press, 1973) pp. 24–27.


� Philo emphasises the rural occupations of the male Essene celibates in his description in Apologia pro Judaeis (=Hypothetica) 11.8. All the occupations mentioned by Philo were typical of the day–labourer in the agricultural economy of Palestine, cf. Arye Ben–David, Talmüdische Ökonomie (Hildesheim, 1974), pp. 65–69. 


�  Philo emphasises the daily receipt and pooling each evening of wages by the celibate male Essenes in his description in Apologia pro Judaeis (=Hypothetica) 11.10. On this passage cf. Brian J. Capper, ‘The Palestinian Cultural Context of Earliest Christian Community of Goods’ in Richard Bauckham (ed.), The Book of Acts in Its First Century Setting, vol. IV, Palestinian Setting (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1995), pp. 323–356, see pp. 331–332.


� Bargil Pixner has suggested that there was an area of Essene settlement in Batanaea, related to Herod’s settlement of Jews in this region, cf. his Wege des Messias und Stätten der Urkirche (Giessen, Brunnen Verlag, 1994) pp. 159–169, where his other publications relevant to this theme are cited.


�  B.J. 2.8.2 §120.


�  The problem of surplus children is common in agararian societies. It is attested in the post-exilic period in Judaea as early as the fifth century BC (cf. Nehemiah 5). Jews refused to resort to infanticide as a solution, a common remedy in the Graeco–roman world, cf. J.R. Sallares, art. ‘infanticide’, in S. Hornblower and A. Spawforth, Oxford Classical Dictionary (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 757, with bibliography.  


� B.J. 2.8.6 §134.


�  Cf. the writings of Isocrates in the fourth century BC. See Alexander Fuks, ‘Isokrates and the Social–economic Situation in Greece’, in his posthumously edited collection, Social Conflict in Ancient Greece (Jerusalem, The Magnes Press, 1984), pp. 52–79.


� Cf. Herodotus’ picture of poor Lydian women earning money for their dowries by prostitution, 1.93.


� Josephus, B.J., 2.8.4 §125, cf. §124.


�  Mt 10.1–15; Mk 6.7–13; Lk 9.1–6, 104-11; cf. Josephus, B.J. 2.8.4 §§124–127. Like the travelling disciple of the Gospels, but unlike the travelling Cynic (cf. Arrian, Epictetus 3.22 §10), the celibate Essene carries no wallet, for he does not need to acquire or carry possessions on his journeys. The Rabbi took bag, staff, and cloak, Mishnah Yeb. 16.7, bBaba Bathra 133b.


�  Roman 15.26, Galatians 2.10; cf. 1 Corinthians 16.1, and 2 Corinthians 8–9.


�  ‘An Essene Quarter on Mount Zion?’, Studia Hierosolymitana (Jerusalem, Franciscan Printing Press, 1976) pp. 245–285. On the community of goods, see pp. 280–281. For full bibliography of Pixner on this and related topics up to 1994 see B.Pixner, Wege des Messias und Stätten der Urkirche (Giessen, Brunnen Verlag, Giessen. 1994), pp. 327–334 and 430–434.


� See most recently the present author, Journal of Theological Studies, NS 49 (1998), pp, 36–42.


� ‘Essener und Urkirche in Jerusalem’ Bibel und Kirche 40, 2 (1985) pp. 64–76; cf. Pixner, ‘An Essene Quarter on Mount Zion?’, p. 276. Rainer Riesner has now fully worked out his case in his Essener und Urgemeinde in Jerusalem. Neue Funde und Quellen (Giessen, Brunnen Verlag, 1998). 


� D’un Temple à l’autre (Paris, Presses Universitaires de France, 1992) pp. 51–69.


� ‘Essener und Urkirche in Jerusalem’, in Bernhard Meyer (ed.), Christen und Christliches in Qumran?, Eichstätter Studien N.F. XXXII (Regensburg, Verlag Friedrich Pustet, 1992), pp. 139–155.


� ‘Brian J. Capper, ‘Community of Goods in the Early Jerusalem Church’, and Rainer Riesner, 'Das Jerusalemer Essenerviertel und die Urgemeinde', Aufstieg und Niedergang der Römischen Welt, ed. H. Temporini und W. Haase, II.26.2 (Berlin, De Gruyter, 1995), pp. 1730–1174 and 1775–1922. These articles were ten years in press.


� ‘The Palestinian Cultural Context of Earliest Christian Community of Goods’ in the collection edited by Richard Bauckham, The Book of Acts in Its First Century Setting, vol. IV, Palestinian Setting (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1995), pp. 323–356.


� The large number of priests, Acts 6.7, who join the ‘Hebrew’ community after the establishment of poor-care arrangements within the ‘Hellenist’ community (6.1–6) may have included converts from amongst the priestly elements of Essenism.


� Examples include the Pythagoreans as presented in hellenistic sources, Pachomian monasticism, the Hutterites of the Reformation era, and the Society of Separatists at Zoar (Ohio) in the nineteenth century. Cf. most recently the present author, Journal of Theological Studies NS 49 (1998), pp. 42–47.


� Cf. Daniel R. Schwartz, ‘Non–joining Sympathisers (Acts 5.13–14)’, Biblica 64 (1983), pp. 550–555; also the present author in Journal of Theological Studies, NS 49 (1998), pp. 46–47.


� Cf. Capper, ‘Community of Goods in the Early Jerusalem Church’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der Römischen Welt, ed. H. Temporini und W. Haase, II.26.2 (Berlin, De Gruyter, 1995), pp. 1730–1174, see pp. 1760–176.


� Cf. Especially the patronage offered by rich women to the travelling party of Jesus in Lk 8.1–3.


� ‘The Geography of Palestine in Acts’, in Richard Bauckham (ed.), The Book of Acts in Its First Century Setting, vol. IV, Palestinian Setting (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1995), pp. 27–78.


�  G. Uhlhorn, Christian Charity in the Ancient Church (Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1883).


�  ‘The Social funtion of Friendship in Acts 2.44–47 and 4.32–37’, Journal of Biblical Literature 111 (1992) pp. 255–272. The present author has more recently made the same point in relation to the presentation of community of goods in the early chapters of Acts, Brian J. Capper, ‘Reciprocity and the Ethic of Acts’, in Witness to the Gospel. The Theology of Acts, ed. I. Howard Marshall and David Perterson  (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1998) pp. 499–518.


�  Bethany was probably an Essene centre for the care of the poor of Jerusalem, pilgrims, and the sick. The only exact equivalent to the name Bhqaniva is the Aramaic ayn[ tb, ‘house of the poor’ or ‘house of the afflicted.’ Jerome gives the equivalent domus adflictionis in his Onomasticon. The location corresponds to the requirement of the Temple Scroll that a place for lepers should be created three thousand cubits to the east of Jerusalem (11QT XLVI. 16–18). In Mk 14.3–10 Jesus is found in the house of Simon the leper in Bethany, where Jesus accepts his anointing from Mary as the Messiah of the poor. He defends her action as a properly a good work of the kind women supporting the bethany usually undertook (which would include preparing the poor for burial), but observes that the role she has confirmed upon him will lead to his death. He observes that in this location, where the destitute gathered at a respectful distance from the Holy City to ask for alms, ‘the poor will always be with you’. 


�  4Q416 frag. 2, col. III, lines 12–13


�  4Q416 frag, 2, col. III, lines 15�–16, ‘Honour your father in your poverty, and your mother in your ways…’


�  4Q416 frag. 2, col III. line 20.


� Peudo–Clementine Homilies, 15.5–11. Further H.–J. Schoeps, Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums (Tübingen, Mohr, 1949), pp. 351–352.


� 4Q417, Frag. 1, Col 1, line 17


�  'Kontakte zwischen Christen und Essenern', in Bernhard Mayer (ed.), Christen und Christliches in Qumran? (Regensburg, Friedrich Pustet, 1992) pp. 157–175, see p. 165.





18

