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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 History of Research

When St Antony sold his parents’ estate and trudged off into the Egyptian
desert to tussle with the devil, he was influenced by the writings of Luke
(Athanasius, Vit. Ant. 1)." When Cyprian of Carthage demanded profound
generosity of the affluent members of his congregation, he preached par-
ticularly from Luke’s Gospel (see especially de Opera et Eleemosynis).
And when Karl Kautsky, the former secretary of Friedrich Engels, argued
that Christianity demanded communism (Kautsky, 1925:331-47), he ap-
pealed to Luke. Luke’s teachings on wealth and possessions have also been
a bone of contention in the past half-century. Outside of the theses, ar-
ticles, and monographs dedicated to Lukan ethics in se, historical studies
on the life Jesus have examined the moral paradigm Luke transmits,” bibli-
cal theology has entered the fray,’ theological ethicists have discussed the
question,* and liberation theology has demanded that an account be given
for the neglect and oppression of the poor in the Majority World. No single
study can hope to summarize all of the related literature; conversely, a de-
fense must be offered for any new investigation hoping to add to the con-
versation. The present chapter will schematize previous research on Lukan
wealth ethics, and close by offering a brief outline of the body of this dis-
sertation.

" In this passage, three New Testament accounts are mentioned: the divestiture of the
apostles, the Rich Ruler, and the sharing of the Jerusalem community. Athanasius quotes
Matt 19.21 when narrating the account of Antony’s divestiture, which is not strange in
light of the wider usage of Matthew’s Gospel in the early Church. But only in Luke’s
Gospel do the apostles leave “all,” as Athanasius narrates was influential for Antony’s
asceticism (in Matthew they only leave their nets), and of course the account of the Jeru-
salem community only occurs in Acts. While it is impossible from Athanasius’ second-
hand account to be sure of which Gospel inspired Antony, the evidence seems to indicate
that Luke was at least jointly influential alongside Matthew.

2 Such as Oakman, 1986; Stegemann, et al., 2002.

3 Most notably Blomberg, 1999:111-46, 60-75.

4 Stassen and Gushee, 2003; Verhey, 1984; significantly in Sider, 1997:52-63, 75-82,
93-105; Kraybill, 1990; Yoder, 1972:26-77.
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The present thesis does not intend either to recreate the wheel or to
overturn all of the interpretation of previous scholarship. A great deal of
beneficial work has already taken place in clarifying Luke’s attitude to-
wards property. But at the heart of the debate there remains one significant
issue which has not yet been sufficiently addressed: the apparent inconsis-
tency in Luke’s ethical paradigm. Scholars have long observed the internal
tension in Luke’s admonitions regarding possessions. In certain passages,
he appears to demand absolute divestiture of wealth (Luke 14.33; 18.22),
at other junctures, only 50% of one’s belongings (Luke 3.11; 19.8). Luke
occasionally enjoins almsgiving (Luke 11.41; 12.33). Still elsewhere he
depicts what has often been interpreted as a form of “love communism”
(Acts 2.44-46; 4.32-35), and throughout both the Gospel and Acts he
warmly portrays the extension of hospitality to Jesus and the disciples
(Luke 9.4-5; 10.5-8; et passim). Such a diversity of prescriptions might be
construed as self-contradictory, and a number of theories have been prof-
fered towards a solution.

Consequently, this Forschungsgeschichte will focus on the manner in
which various studies of wealth in Luke (and Acts) account for the hetero-
geneity of prescriptions. I do not propose to make an exhaustive survey of
all prior interpretations of Lukan wealth ethics; such an endeavor would
have limited returns, since many positions merely recycle and recombine
the observations of former scholars. For the sake of brevity, I eclectically
engage with major voices in this debate, and cannot give attention to all
major works. For example, this Forschungsgeschichte passes over Halvor
Moxnes’ Economy of the Kingdom, since it never directly addresses the
polyvalence in Luke’s teachings (Moxnes, 1988). Hostility to Wealth in the
Synoptic Gospels, by Thomas Schmidt, will be omitted, as it primarily dis-
cusses the twin themes of criticism of wealth and reliance on God, and
does little in the way of positively constructing a Lukan view of the rich
per se or of wealth in general (Schmidt, 1987).° I do not summarize Martin
Hengel’s landmark work Property and Riches in the Early Church, be-
cause he focuses on Jesus’ teachings on wealth (Hengel, 1974:23-30;
slightly updated in Hengel, 2008:353-423), not specifically on Luke; he
devotes only four pages to Acts (3 1—34).6

By and large the influential suggestions hitherto proffered engage one
or more of four different strategies, which I have categorized as: bi-

> He also freely admits that he is not interested in the harmony of the teachings on
wealth ethics in Luke and Acts (Schmidt, 1987:136).

® A more exhaustive survey of scholarship on Lukan wealth ethics is provided by
Phillips, 2003:231-69.
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vocational, interim, literary, and personalist.” The bi-vocational solution
accounts for the variance in Luke’s injunctions by specifying distinct prac-
tices for disciples depending on the manner in which they are summoned
to follow Jesus, while the interim explanations restrict the divestiture im-
peratives to a discrete temporal period. Literary resolutions appeal to sour-
ces in order to ameliorate the disharmony in Luke, and personalist expla-
nations permit a variety of praxes based upon individual life-situations.
More detailed interaction with the other major tenets of the authors dis-
cussed, or with their interpretations of individual passages, will occur as
appropriate in the exegetical examinations of the salient pericopae.

1.1.1 Bi-vocational Solutions
1.1.1.1 Hans-Joachim Degenhardt

Hans-Joachim Degenhardt provides a fitting starting point for our review,
since his 1964 book Lukas: Evangelist der Armen constituted the first full-
length study of Lukan property ethics in modern critical scholarship.® In-
deed, it was Degenhardt who first brought the problem of the diversity in
Luke’s teachings and descriptions onto the academic center stage.

Degenhardt generates his bi-vocational thesis by positing a technical
distinction between the pofnrai and the Aadg; the former group refers to
the radically dedicated inner circle of Jesus, loosely equivalent to the
Twelve and the Seventy-(Two), while the latter encompasses all believers
in Jesus (Degenhardt, 1965:31). Interpreting the Luke’s teachings on
wealth through this lens, Degenhardt concludes that the demands for com-
plete divestiture of possessions fall only upon the padntai, while the more
moderate injunctions to hospitality and almsgiving are incumbent on the
Ahadc. Degenhardt contends that the lexeme pafntmg serves as a shorthand
referent to those in “full-time ministry,” the so-called Amtstréger: mis-
sionaries, apostles, itinerant preachers, etc. (39). Thus, one’s vocation de-
termines the degree to which divestiture of assets is necessary. Nonethe-
less, he contends that after Jesus’ earthly ministry ended, disciples aban-
doned this form of radical divestiture (33); scholars offering inferim solu-
tions picked up and expanded this latter interpretive maneuver, as we will
see below.

7 Some of the interpreters discussed will exhibit features of more than one category.
They have been classified according to the interpretive maneuver of greatest neuralgic
import in characterizing their solution.

8 His solutions were followed closely by Hornung, 1975:436-37, 4850, 52—53.
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The criticism Degenhardt sparked largely owes to his tightly circum-
scribed reading of padntg in contrast to the Aadc.” Without rehearsing the
entire lexical critique and discussion of the relationship between Jesus’
nodntai and rabbinic BTSN (see Seccombe, 1982:101-05), a few other
problems warrant mention.

Degenhardt’s interpretation of pafng forces him to limit the reference
of the parable of salt (Luke 14.34-35) to Amtstriiger; those who are re-
jected by God and damned (“cast outside”; see p. 134) are not disciples
who fail to act as disciples, but full-time ministers. This, however, implies
that abdication from a position of full-time ministry results in damnation, a
somewhat troubling interpretation of the parable. So also, as we will argue
below (p. 86), the women who follow Jesus in Luke 8.1-3 should be
counted among the disciples, and yet they clearly do not divest themselves
of all their goods before coming to follow Jesus, but rather support the dis-
ciples from their wealth.

Conversely, Degenhardt’s positive estimation of the Aaog as referring to
the entire body of Jesus’ adherents (38) lacks sobriety; the Aadg, like the
people of Israel the term evokes through its LXX roots (cf. Strathmann,
1967:34-37), vacillates in its allegiance to Jesus. The Aadg demands Jesus’
death (Luke 23.13) and Jesus describes the destruction of Jerusalem as
“wrath on this Aaog” (Luke 21.23). Moreover, in contrast to the triumphal
entry account in Matthew in which the cheering crowds'” spread their coats
out for Jesus, Luke ascribes the adulation to “crowd of disciples” (mAfifog
t®v podntdv; Luke 19.37). In sum, Degenhardt’s rigid delineation be-
tween the terms poOntng and Aadg, rather than arising from the text, seems
incompatible with its contents.

1.1.1.2 Hans-Josef Klauck

With the essay “Die Armut der Jinger in der Sicht des Lukas” Hans-Josef
Klauck highlights the interrelatedness of the themes of poverty and celiba-
cy in the Lukan books (Klauck, 1989:1284), comparing Luke’s wealth eth-
ic analogically to the theme of celibacy. Though Luke holds celibacy in
high regard, he never betrays a universalizing tendency toward the practice
(187-90); celibacy and marriage are both viable alternatives. Klauck sug-
gests that Luke permits a similar diversity in wealth ethics, that appropriate
use of possessions depends upon the individual’s life circumstances (192).
Where others have overlooked it, Klauck rightly perceives the crucial
interconnection of wealth renunciation and hostility towards family,

° Jacques Dupont provides a helpful correction to Degenhardt’s hard distinctions be-
tween the disciples and the crowd in Luke; Dupont, 1973:22-25; cf. Kim, 1998:16—17.
12 "0yAot, a term Degenhardt thinks is generally coterminous with Aadg (31).
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though celibacy only functions as part of a larger discussion of discipleship
and family obligations. But Luke does not discuss celibacy per se in terms
as specific as Klauck implies. Additionally, as I have argued elsewhere, the
interconnection of these themes in Luke derives not from a common plu-
rality of viable lifestyle decisions, but from the shared theological consid-
erations which inform both of these ethical issues (Hays, 2009b:47-68).
The ambivalence towards family in Luke does not intimate the endorse-
ment or foreclosure of either matrimony or celibacy, but rather underlines
the danger of being distracted from discipleship by family concerns. More-
over, appealing to an analogy between celibacy and renunciation of pos-
sessions does not, in itself, justify a plurality of viable ethical decisions,
since Luke makes more exclusivist statements about wealth than family
(e.g. Luke 14.33).

Klauck’s solution straddles the personalist and bi-vocational camps. He
avoids Degenhardt’s flat-footed bifurcation between pafntig and raog,
and, at the level of the reader’s moral response, he recognizes with the per-
sonalists the importance of each individual discerning how they appropri-
ate the Lukan teaching as their own situation requires (see pp. 17-19).
Still, Klauck’s underlying way of dealing with the diversity in Luke’s texts
is basically bi-vocational, as he accounts for all the teachings on complete
divestiture by means of the disciple’s vocation in following Jesus, while
allotting the injunctions to generosity to the non-itinerant disciples.

1.1.1.3 Kyoung-Jin Kim

Kyoung-Jin Kim’s doctoral thesis Stewardship and Almsgiving in Luke’s
Theology, makes an eclectic set of appeals that does not fit easily into just
one of the interpretive categories I have described. His most significant
contribution is to renew Degenhardt’s observation that the characters of the
Gospel can be divided into two groups: itinerant disciples (like Peter,
James, John, and Jesus) and “sedentary” disciples (such as Mary, Martha,
Levi, the women from 8.1-3) (Kim, 1998:100-10). I discuss Kim’s bi-
vocational schema in more detail in chp. 4 (pp. 179-180).

One of Kim’s agendas is to isolate a specific practice that Luke wants to
endorse. Kim concludes repeatedly that the one concrete behavior that
Luke enjoins for his audience is “almsgiving.”'' This requires Kim to flat-
ten out or overlook a number of the other behaviors that Luke enjoins. He
gives no weight to Luke’s teachings on debt remission (Luke 6.34-35;
7.41-43; 11.4) or meal sharing (Luke 14.12-24; Acts 2.43, 46). He does

" The same homogenization of Luke’s teachings into an endorsement simply of
almsgiving is also characteristic of Mineshige, 2003:243, 64.
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not seem to differentiate between sharing and almsgiving (though see Luke
3.11; Acts 2.44; 4.32).

In highlighting Luke’s exclusive concern with almsgiving, Kim argues
that Luke 14.33 does not call for an actual renunciation of goods. Kim
avers that Luke meant renunciation “metaphorically,” referring to the sur-
render of “ownership to God,” who is the Christian’s spiritual master
(111-130), while not completely surrendering use. “Luke seems to keep
and even emphasize the radical notions of total renunciation of goods, but
understand that as the renunciation of the ownership of goods” (109). With
advocates of the literary strategy (see below), he claims that the renuncia-
tion commands were embedded in his sources owing to the historical prac-
tices of the Twelve, and that Luke could not therefore remove them. Still,
he is confident that “Luke is not preoccupied with total renunciation of
possession in a literal sense because it would not have meant anything in
his community” (109, italics mine; cf. Dupont, 1971:570). This maneuver
is predicated upon the assumptions that Luke’s audience is largely affluent
(40—44) and that renunciation is incompatible with the “day-to-day living”
now necessitated by the delay of the parousia (108, citing Luke 9.23). 1
critique this aspect of Kim’s proposal on pp. 179-180.

Although significant problems accompany Degenhardt and Kim’s propos-
als, their recognition that vocation influences the practice of the disciples
remains meritorious. In chp. 4 I will argue that diversity of vocations does
account, in part, for the disharmony in Luke’s teaching. In addressing the
afterlife of the second half of Degenhardt’s proposal, namely, that the de-
mands for radical divestiture applied only to the epoch of Jesus’ ministry,
we turn to our next section.

1.1.2 Interim Solutions
1.1.2.1 David Peter Seccombe

Published in 1982, David Seccombe’s doctoral dissertation Possessions
and the Poor in Luke-Acts remains to date the most formidable and distinc-
tive work on our topic in the English language. Seccombe is a prominent
advocate of what this thesis will refer to as interim solutions, viz., ap-
proaches that limit Jesus’ statements on renunciation and divestiture to the
brief historical period of his ministry.'> The unique strokes of his interpre-
tation fall broadly into two categories.

"2 T will pass over the 1974 article of Walter Schmithals “Lukas — Evangelist der Ar-
men,” which contended that the radical teachings on wealth derive from Luke’s concern
with persecution. According to Schmithals, Luke fears that attachment to this world
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First, Seccombe understands most references to the “poor” in Luke as
referring, not literally to the socio-economically disadvantaged, but figura-
tively to Israel, flowing in the stream of Isaiah’s usage (Seccombe, 1982:
35-43; but see below pp. 111). Consequently, he reads passages such as
the Magnificat (Luke 1.46-55), Jesus’ sermon at Nazareth (4.16-20), and
the Beatitudes (6.20-26) as emphasizing the arrival of God’s salvation for
Israel qua a nation.

Second, Seccombe interprets the major statements on renunciation of
possessions (especially 14.25-35) within the thematic framework of the
Travel Narrative (9.51-19.28). Seccombe contends that Jesus’ conscious-
ness of his own impending death dominates these chapters. Where he con-
troversially parts ways with general scholarly opinion is in his elaboration
that Jesus expects his disciples to die with him in Jerusalem as the ultimate
expression of “following” him (112-13), an interpretation largely depen-
dent on Seccombe’s stark reading of Luke 14.27."° On these grounds Sec-
combe argues that the imperatives to radical divestiture are situationally
conditioned. “In the extreme situation of the last journey to Jerusalem, all
this was literally necessary. Normally it will not be necessary, but at any
moment it could be” (116).

For now, it will suffice to flag only my concern with Seccombe’s under-
standing of the Travel Narrative section. Seccombe accurately affirms that
Jesus’ coming death occupies Luke’s attention in this narrative; Luke re-
peatedly exposits Jesus’ suffering messianic vocation, as well as the cor-
responding behavior required of the disciples. Where we differ is in our
understanding of the specific shape of the behavior expected of the dis-
ciples.

Against Seccombe, I might invoke Luke Timothy Johnson’s ground-
breaking narrative-critical analysis of Luke and Acts (see below). Johnson
argues persuasively for the predominance of a “Prophet and the People”
pattern, tracing continuity between Moses, Jesus, and the disciples as they
all create division in Israel and incur the rejection of the religious elite.
This rejection of Jesus’ message of salvation by the Jerusalem leadership
created a “leadership vacuum” to be filled by the Twelve as the new lead-

might tempt a Christian to fold under threat of persecution; the Christian must be pre-
pared (“muB bereit sein”) to give up all his or her possessions, and even his or her own
life (Schmithals, 1974: 164). As such, Schmithals considers the instructions on divesti-
ture to be historically situated teachings, and not abiding imperatives. Though taking an
important step in the history of scholarship on Lukan wealth ethics, Schmithals has not
gained many followers.

'3 The promise of many-fold reward to the disciples for leaving their homes and fami-
lies in 18.29-30 clashes with Seccombe’s contention that Jesus intended the disciples to
come die with him in Jerusalem (Seccombe, 1982:112—13), for how could the disciples
receive their earthly recompense if their demise were imminent?
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ers of Israel (Johnson, 1977:124). As such, it is far more natural to reason
that Jesus’ ethical injunctions, expounded at such length in the Travel
Narrative, do not constitute interim ethics in order to ensure the martyrdom
of the Twelve at Jesus’ side, but rather functioned as abiding ethical prin-
ciples, laying the groundwork for the faithful people of God who would
continue to follow Christ after his death.

1.1.2.2 Vincenzo Petracca

Vincenzo Petracca’s dissertation Gott oder das Geld: Die Besitzethik des
Lukas (published 2003) is among the most lucid expositions of Lukan
wealth ethics to date. Nevertheless, with respect to the tension in Luke’s
teachings on wealth, Petracca’s account differs only slightly from most
previous interim solutions. Rather than limiting the applicability of the di-
vestiture imperatives to the time of Jesus’ earthly ministry (like Seccombe,
Horn, Degenhardt, and Stegemann), Petracca draws the line between the
eyewitnesses of Jesus’ ministry and the later disciples, thus explaining why
Barnabas and Paul hold private property (Petracca, 2003:326). Only the
original disciples persisted in their radical renunciation of wealth (Acts
3.6).

While accounting for some of the textual evidence of Luke and Acts,
Petracca’s interpretation allows other passages to fall through the cracks.
For example, the women in Luke 8.1-3 were obviously not without pos-
sessions, but perpetually providing for the needs of Jesus and the Twelve.
Moreover, Luke 14.33 extends the demand of renunciation to “anyone”
who would be Jesus’ disciple.'

Perhaps the most significant influence in Petracca’s decision to invoke
an interim solution was his adoption of the position, common in German
scholarship, that the disciples became “poor” (ntwyoi) as followers of Je-
sus. Much of this is a consequence of accepting Stegemann’s somewhat
outmoded description of the social classes of the ancient world, in which
the upper classes (1-5% of the population) are parsed into minute sub-
groups, but the lower classes (95-99% of the population) are said to con-
sist only of mévnteg (the poor, who live above the subsistence minimum
and work for a living) and wtoyoi (the poor, who live under the subsistence
minimum)."’

' Petracca attempts to soften this passage by reading dmotéocopar as “sich trennen
von” (“to separate oneself from”; 160), but see the lexical discussion on pp. 135-137.

15 See, e.g. Aristophanes, Plut. 551-552; Marcus Aurelius, Med. 4.29.2; Petracca,
2003: 19; Stegemann and Stegemann, 1999:88—-89; Moxnes, 1988:165; Stegemann also
falls broadly in line with the work of Justin Meggitt, who suggests a similar binary cate-
gorization of the Roman economy; see Meggitt, 1998:1-7, 41-74. Stegemann cogently
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The latter distinction is categorically artificial and derives exclusively
from the perspective of the elite. Notwithstanding this homogenizing elite
perspective, there certainly were members of the non-elite who could not
be considered névnteg or mtwyoi from the perspective of Luke, Matthew,
and the first-century Palestinian audience of Jesus.'® In 2004 Steve Friesen
propagated a more judicious account of ancient socio-economic strata,
eschewing the binary perspective and elaborating a seven-layered poverty
scale (PS 1-7). In Friesen’s scale, the top three strata (PS 1-3) subdivide
what the binary schema refers to as the “rich.” A fourth level (PS 4) refers
to those with a moderate surplus, while the lower three strata (PS 5-6) de-
scribe those who live below, at, or just above the subsistence line (Friesen,
2004:321-61). The broad strokes of Friesen’s works have been hailed by
John Barclay (Barclay, 2004:363—66), whose main criticism of Friesen was
that Friesen was relatively arbitrary in assigning 7% and 22% of the popu-
lation to PS 4 and 5, respectively (Barclay, 2004:365). Recently, Bruce
Longenecker has offered a remedy to this shortcoming, and adjusted Frie-
sen’s scale so that PS 4 and 5 comprise 17% and 25% of the population
(Longenecker, 2009a:243-78).

Petracca’s adoption of a binary socio-economic model is problematic in
its own right, but Petracca and his predecessors go on to engage it as part
of a larger effort to identify the disciples with the nttwyoi of the Sermon on
the Plain, on the grounds that, by their divestiture of possessions, they be-
came mtoyoi. Notwithstanding my arguments regarding the lack of com-
plete divestiture by the disciples (see p. 93), it is not accurate to think of
them as beggars (“Bettelarmen”; 96). While the Twelve may not have pos-
sessed significant liquid capital (Acts 3.6) and had left behind most of their
possessions (Luke 18.28), Acts 4.34 avers that they were not needy.17 It
would be a mistake to classify the disciples, who were adequately fed and
clothed (Luke 22.35-38), in the same category as beggars and severely im-
poverished day laborers; I doubt that the beggars would have made the
same mistake. Moreover, it is an over-reading of the Sermon on the Plain
to contend that the Beatitudes are addressed exclusively to the Twelve dis-
ciples as mtwyoi, not only because the Woes use second person plural verbs

describes and categorizes intra-clite relations, but the grounds on which he derives the
categories for the non-elite are lacking.

'8 The non-elite would not have identified, for example, a successful merchant or tra-
desman as “poor” (by either Greek lexeme), and conversely those in the Roman social
elite would not count those in Luke’s Gospel those designated “rich” (Pharisees, leaders
in small villages) as members even approximating their own ranks.

17 Though normally we should not bring the text of Acts to bear on interpretations of
Luke’s Jesus, Petracca invites just such a maneuver by asserting that the original dis-
ciples persisted in the practice of “poverty” that had characterized their years wandering
with Jesus.
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and pronouns, but also due to the fact that the term “disciples” encom-
passes a group larger than those who voluntarily divest themselves of
wealth (a point which Petracca himself argues; 103-5).

In conclusion, attempts to ameliorate the inconsistency in Luke’s moral
paradigm by limiting certain teachings to a temporary episode in history
invariably run aground either on the rocks of contrary textual evidence or
the reefs of artificial narrative interpretations. We can now turn our atten-
tion towards various literary solutions, by which I refer inclusively to ap-
proaches that emphasize source, tradition, redaction, and narrative-critical
elements.

1.1.3 Literary Solutions
1.1.3.1 Gerd Theissen

Gerd Theissen expounds a /iterary solution to the apparent incoherence in
Lukan wealth ethics; he accounts for the diversity in Luke’s teaching by
assigning the material endorsing divestiture to Luke’s sources that do not
reflect his own views. Theissen’s contribution to this discussion resulted
indirectly from a larger argument he made about the sociology of early
Christianity in his 1973 article “Wanderradikalismus.”'® Based largely on
analogies to the Cynics, inference from the Synoptics, and the Didache’s
reference to itinerant prophets, Theissen reconstructs an ascetic group of
wandering charismatics, who were characterized by homelessness, an afa-
milial ethic, and criticism of wealth (Theissen, 1973:249-51). This radical
behavior attempts to “seek first the Kingdom,” as Jesus admonished (260).
Theissen contends that the modern shape of the Church lacks direct conti-
nuity to Jesus, whereas the itinerant radicalism practiced by the apostles,
missionaries, and Theissen’s “wandering charismatics” is rooted directly in
the teachings of Jesus (257).

The element of Theissen’s thesis which is most significant for our pur-
poses is his assertion that the radical ethical portions of the Synoptics alle-
gedly derive from the teachings of the itinerant radicals, in large part via
the “Logieniiberlieferung.”" Although Luke conveys these traditions, ow-
ing to the influence of his sources, he distances himself from the wander-
ing charismatics (cf. Luke 22.35-38), perceiving them to be false prophets,

'8 That Theissen still holds to this theory of Wanderradikalimus is clear in his more
recent work A Theory of Primtive Christian Religion (Theissen, 1999:95-99, 240-42).

' Theissen describes the teachings of the charismatic itinerants in terms of a Lo-
gieniiberlieferung, which is not coextensive with Q, but seems to overlap substantially
and essentially transmit the unmoderated teachings of Jesus; cf. Tuckett, 1996:356-59.
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in contradistinction to the Twelve genuine itinerant missionaries (270). In
response, he offers the voluntary community sharing of the early Church
and the behavior of Barnabas as exemplars of Christian ethics.

Although the present study certainly cannot elaborate a full-scale re-
sponse to Theissen’s reconstruction of Christian origins, I might highlight
some of the points of rebuttal that other scholars have raised.”’ Suffice it to
say that Theissen’s basic hypothesis regarding the itinerant radicals who
transmit Q-like material essentially follows the research of Paul Hoffmann
(as also do Louise Schottroff and Wolfgang Stegemann, see below). None-
theless, few Q scholars still consider these itinerant radicals to be the pri-
mary traditors of the Q traditions.”’ The weight of opinion within Q-
scholarship seems to have shifted in favor of the proposals exemplified by
John Kloppenborg, namely, that Q is a document composed by the lower-
class scribes residing in Galilean towns, who endorse local renewal and
resistance to Roman authority and the Jerusalem elite (see Kloppenborg
[Verbin], 2000:172-75, 200-13; cf. Horsley, 1989:116719).22 While peo-
ple in these towns certainly knew and supported itinerant teachers, they
were not under the leadership of those teachers (Kloppenborg [Verbin],
2000:182; Tuckett, 1996:360).23 Now, the present author does not sub-
scribe to the existence of Q; I instead endorse the Farrer-Goulder-
Goodacre hypothesis (see below, pp. 70—72). Nonetheless, I summarize
this development within Q scholarship to underscore that I am not attempt-
ing an “end-run” around this (and other) /iterary solutions on the basis of
my affiliation with a minority camp within Synoptic scholarship.

Some supplementary points of critique are in order. Theissen’s recon-
struction depends in part on the analogy to the Cynics. Although Luke does
seem to portray Jesus and his disciples in a manner reminiscent of the Cyn-
ics (see below, pp. 91-93), that literary evocation hardly permits us to read
additional elements of Cynic behavior back onto the historical Jesus
movement (so Schottroff and Stegemann, 1984:156; cf. Dunn, 2003:293—
302). Theissen’s direct historical evidence for these wandering charismat-

2 See Tuckett, 1996:356-67; Kloppenborg [Verbin], 2000:179-84; Horsley, 1989:43—
50.

*! See the critiques of Kloppenborg [Verbin], 2000:179—84; Tuckett, 1996:356-267.

22 There is another school of thought among Q scholarship, represented especially by
F. Gerald Downing (Downing, 1992a), as well as Burton Mack and Leif E. Vaage, which
sees more direct connections between the Q document and the Cynics than do Theissen,
Schottroff, and Hoffmann (see summary and critique in Tuckett, 1996:368-90; Kloppen-
borg [Verbin], 2000:184-88).

» One should also note Dunn’s sage criticisms about both the implausibility of recon-
structing a Q community and the uncertainty that the hypothesized community would
only have possessed a single gospel or colletion of Jesus’ teachings (Dunn, 2003:149—
58).
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ics derives exclusively from the Didache (especially 11-13). But the Di-
dache depicts these wandering charismatics as rather eccentric figures on
the margins of the Christian movement, and hardly as the primary tradents
of authoritative teaching. In fact, Did. 11.1-2 indicates that apostolic
teaching functioned as the litmus test for the claims of the itinerants. So
also, the book of Acts depicts the apostles as the source of the teachings
about Jesus (though Theissen assumes, much in the tradition of Baur, that
Acts is a big “cover-up”). Finally, it seems inconsistent that Luke would be
so vehemently opposed to the traditors of the Logia materials, considering
them “false prophets” (270), and yet simultaneously utilize their tradition
as the basis for so much of the distinctive material in his Gospel. Why
would Luke not at least file the sharp edges off of their ascetic tradition, as
Matthew allegedly did? Surely Luke was not so redactionally hapless at to
be incapable of that. Because of its controversial historical underpinnings
and its anemic account of Lukan redaction, Theissen’s source-critical the-
sis does not offer a satisfactory account of the ethical variegation in Luke.

1.1.3.2 Wolfgang Stegemann

Luise Schottroff and Wolfgang Stegemann proffer a variation on Theis-
sen’s literary solution. First published in German in 1978, their book Jesus
and the Hope of the Poor progresses in three parts. Schottroff penned the
first two chapters, dealing respectively with the earliest traditions about the
wealth teachings of Jesus and the exhortations of the wandering prophets
preserved in the “Sayings Source.” The final chapter, composed by Stege-
mann, proposes that Luke moderates the radical teachings of the Jesus
movement and the wandering prophets in order to pastor his affluent au-
dience. Because of his accurate transmission of traditions, certain tensions
persist in his treatment of wealth and possessions (Schottroff and Stege-
mann, 1986:68). Nonetheless, Luke’s larger narrative recasts the require-
ment of complete divestiture, received from the Sayings Source, as being
exclusively applicable to the disciples. For a time, the disciples lived in a
way appropriate to the Kingdom of God, which was only present during
the time in which Jesus was on earth, and is thus no longer literally appli-
cable to Luke’s readers (76). Luke maintains the accounts of divestiture in
order to criticize the lifestyles of the rich, similar to the method adopted by
the Cynics (82—87). In response, he expects the rich to pursue almsgiving,
benefaction of the lower class, and debt forgiveness (109-15), with Zac-
chaeus’ 50% divestiture serving as a heuristic guideline (117). In short,
Stegemann arrives at the same destination as interim solutions, albeit along
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a different route.” I am inclined to lay much of the German partiality to-
wards an interim solution at the feet of Conzelmann’s three-epoch view of
Lukan history.”

Part of Stegemann’s thesis rests on his association of the disciples with
“the poor,” a notion critiqued briefly in the discussion of Petracca’s thesis
and to be addressed at greater length below (p. 107). So also, Schottroff
and Stegemann’s view of the Q community (or better, “Q people”; Klop-
penborg [Verbin], 2000:170-71), as indicated above (p. 11), has not won
the day in Q scholarship. For the sake of brevity, then, I will simply dis-
cuss my disagreement with Stegemann’s thesis that the Kingdom of God
was present only among the disciples during the three-year ministry of Je-
sus.

Stegemann offers no explicit support for this thesis that the Kingdom
did not persist after the time of Christ; the texts he mentions are Luke 6.20;
12.32; 17.21, which merely establish that the Kingdom of God was indeed
present among the disciples. Conversely, Luke 13.18-21 describes the
slow and steady growth of the Kingdom. In the same vein, Luke 17.21 pre-
faces a discourse about the eschatological arrival of the Kingdom, affirm-
ing that the Kingdom had already begun in the midst of the disciples and
thus they should not be looking for a future coming after Jesus is gone. In
conjunction with the evidence from the Gospel, Acts depicts the Kingdom
of God both as a future hope and a present reality inaugurated with Chr-
ist’s ministry (Acts 8.12; 28.23, 31; cf. Acts 2.16-36).

Stegemann expounds his position at length in his discussion of the ac-
count of the Rich Ruler. He claims that the command that the Ruler re-
nounce his possessions is “a call to the present kingdom of God” (76) in
which the ruler becomes one of the new poor. But Luke says that the ruler
sought “eternal life” (18.18). As such Jesus’ command to “sell all” should

2 At this juncture, it would be appropriate to mention Walter Pilgrim’s Good News to
the Poor and John Gillman’s Possessions and the Life of Faith. Both of these volumes
target pastors and educated laity rather than scholars, but need to be located in our
framework. Pilgrim picks up Stegemann’s conclusion that the wealth ethics of Jesus were
limited in their application to the ministry of Jesus (Pilgrim, 1981:101). Gillman briefly
notes the positions of Degenhardt and Schmithals, and then throws his hat into the ring
with Pilgrim, basing his conclusion, not so much on source criticism, as on Luke 22.35—
38 (Gillman, 1991:72).

» The same perspective is evident in another recent proponent of the interim view,
Kiyoshi Mineshige, who argues along lines similar to Horn and Seccombe: “Fiir Lukas
gehort die Aussendungsrede zur Vergangenheit. Frither musste man zwar nicht arbeiten.
Von nun an (Lk 22,36) beginnt aber die Zeit der Kirche. In dieser neuen Zeit wird
aufgefordert, sich durch eigene Erwerbarbeit den Unterhalt zu verdienen” (Mineshige,
2003:259). The role of Luke 22.35-38 in historicist readings of Luke will be discussed at
length on pp. 93—100.



