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Study Aids section.  A note about the blue, underlined material: These are hyperlinks that allow you to click them 
on and bring up the specified scripture passage automatically while working inside the pdf file connected to the 
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**************************************************************************
   Quick Links to the Study
 I. Context         II. Message
  a. Historical   a. A Request, v. �3
  b. Literary   b. Jesus’ response, vv. �4-2�
     

***************************************************************************

	 In	Luke’s	parable	of	the	rich	fool	we	are	con-
fronted	face	to	face	with	the	corrupting	influence	
of	wealth	and	the	American	passion	for	accumu-
lating	things.	Whether	we	acknowledge	it	or	not,	
there’s	some	degree	of	the	rich	fool	in	every	one	
of	us	who	live	in	American	culture.	The	material-
istic	culture	that	saturates	American	life	impacts	
every	person	in	that	culture,	Christian	or	not.	
	 The	biblical	story	builds	off	legitimate	material	
concern,	an	inheritance	and	the	just	disposition	
of	the	dead	father’s	wealth.	But	Jesus	saw	in	the	
request	 to	 arbitrate	 the	 settlement	 something	
very	troubling.	The	individual	making	the	request	
was	focused	on	acquiring	things,	even	though	they	
were	his	father’s	things.	The	perceived	wrongful	
distribution	imposed	by	the	(older	--	most	likely)	
brother	 was	 the	 legitimizing	 of	 the	 quest	 for	
things.	 We	 are	 all	 like	 that.	 As	 Christians	 we	
can’t	be	so	brash	to	display	raw,	crass	material-
ism.	It	needs	a	just	cause	so	it	can	be	legitimate.	
Usually	we	scratch	around	until	some	such	“just	
cause”	can	be	turned	up.	Then	our	quest	for	things	becomes	socially	and	
outwardly	justifiable	religiously.
	 But	Jesus’	parable	in	Luke	12	butt	heads	with	such	quests	and	demands	
a	different	approach	for	those	who	would	be	His	disciples.

I. Context
 As is typical, we will draw upon previous studies in Luke’s gospel for the background material. New 
material will be developed to supplement this earlier material. 

 a. Historical
  External History. Regarding the compositional history of the Gospel of Luke, let me summarize a 
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lot of Lukan scholarship by the following. 
William Beard in the Interpreter’s One Vol-
ume Commentary on the Bible (iPreach 
online) summarizes the basic issue this 
way:

According to tradition this gospel was written 
by Luke, “the beloved physician” and travel 
companion of Paul (Col. 4:�4; Philemon 
�:24; 2 Tim. 4:��). Actually the tradition is 
not very old. It appears first in the writings 
of Irenaeus, who was a theologian living in 
Gaul during the latter part of the 2nd cent. 
The Muratorian fragment (ca. A.D. 200), 
a document which presents an official list 
of Christian scriptures, supports the same 
conclusion.

With the acceptance of this early church tradition 
-- although not all do and since the gospel itself 
makes no effort internally to identify its author -- then 
the issue becomes trying to locate a setting for the 
writing of this gospel. Again Prof. Beard summarizes 
quite effectively these questions:

 The exact date and place of the writing of this gospel 
cannot be ascertained. Since the author uses Mark as 
a source and since he seems to have accurate knowl-
edge of the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans 
(�9:4�-44; 2�:20-24; see pp. �029-3�) he evidently 
wrote after A.D. 70. He must have written before �40, 
when his gospel was included in the canon of the heretic 
Marcion. Since the situation of the church reflected in 
the gospel fits well the political situation of the reign of 
the Emperor Domitian (8�-96), a date from about 85 to 
95 is most likely.
 According to one tradition Luke wrote his histo-ries 
in Rome. Another locates his writing in Greece. Since 
there is a correlative tradition that the evangelist died 
in one of the Greek provinces, this latter tradition has 
better support. Any of these locations assumes the 
traditional authorship and bears the same burdens. 
Perhaps all we can say is that the gospel was written 
from some locale where Greek was the primary lan-
guage and where cultured readers like Theophilus (�:3) 
would be at home.

 According to Luke �:�-4, this gospel -- and sub-
sequently the book of Acts (cf. Acts �:�) -- were dedi-
cated to a Theophilus who as a patron supported the 
cost of producing these documents as well as the 
making of copies of them for distribution to various 
Christian communities in the late first century world. 
Evidently Theophilus was a wealthy Roman who had 
become a Christian and wanted to contribute to the 
spread of Christianity by supporting Luke’s writing of 
these two documents. The gospel preface (Lk �:4) 
suggests the purpose of the document was “so that 
you may know the truth concerning the things about which 

you have been instructed” (i}na ejpignw/÷¿ peri; 
w|n kathchvqh¿ lovgwn th;n ajsfavleian).
     The Gospel of Luke and the book of 
Acts together stand as a two volume tes-
timony to the beginning of the Christian 
religion with its founder, Jesus Christ, 
and the first three decades of the begin-
ning of this movement in its spread from 
Jerusalem to Rome from AD 30 to AD 6�. 
The author was closely associated with 
the apostle Paul. For the gospel account 
Luke made use of a variety of sources, 
as he indicated in Lk �:�-3, since he was 
not personally present with Jesus during 

his earthly ministry. Modern scholarship generally 
concludes that among these sources are the gos-
pels of Mark and perhaps also Matthew, although 
more likely the material in Luke, that is also found 
in Matthew, may very well be drawn from a com-
mon, unknown source. That is generally called the 
Q document from the German word Quelle meaning 
source. Thus with at least Mark and Q in front of 
him, along with notes from interviews with various 
people around the earthly Jesus, Luke set out to 
tell his story of Jesus in a way that would enhance 
understanding of the enormous significance of this 
Jewish carpenter from the little village of Nazareth 
in the northern Palestinian province of Galilee. As 
best as we can determine, this happened sometime 
in the 70s or perhaps early 80s of the first Christian 
century, possibly while Luke was living in Rome. Or, 
perhaps not too many years after Luke had migrated 
eastward out of Rome once Paul had been executed 
by Nero in the mid-60s.     
 Internal History. The time and place markers 
inside the passage are limited. And they occur at 
two levels: �) those having to do with the histori-
cal setting of this episode; and 2) those inside the 
parable dealing with the first century Jewish setting 
of agricultural practices of harvesting and storing 
the wheat and barley from the harvest, along with 
agriculturally based wealth in Palestine. 
 Regarding the historical setting of the episode, 
only one indicator surfaces: someone from a crowd 
of people with Jesus made a request to Jesus. We 
are told nothing beyond this vague reference about 
where this took place, when it happened etc. For 
further insight one must turn to the surrounding 
passages for possible signals of time and place. 
But, as is addressed below under Literary Context, 
�2:�3-2� is but one of several stories that Luke has 
collected about Jesus and is inserted here largely 
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for illustrating Jesus’ understanding of various topics 
rather than being a historical indication of time and 
place occurrence. 
 The reference to the crowd in verse �3 seems 
to allude back to the crowd reference in verse � 
(NRSV): “Meanwhile, when the crowd gathered by the 
thousands, so that they trampled on one another, he 
began to speak first to his disciples,...” The allusion to 
this crowd of people seems to undergird the next 
several episodes down to �3:�0 where a location 
shift takes place (NRSV): “Now he was teaching in one 
of the synagogues on the sabbath.“ Luke �3:22 provides 
a general setting for all this material (NRSV): “Jesus 
went through one town and village after another, teaching 
as he made his way to Jerusalem.“ 
 Thus this general conclusion can be 
reached with some certainty: this episode 
took place in Jesus’ ministry somewhere 
between the end of his ministry in Galilee 

in northern Palestine and his arrival in Jerusalem for 
the Passover celebration in southern Palestine. That 
would place it sometime in late winter / early spring 
of AD 30. 
 The events described in chapters �2 and �3 of 
Luke are also positioned as an offshoot of Jesus 
having eaten dinner in the house of a Pharisee as 
described in ��:37-52. This is then marked by the 
statement in ��:53-54 (NRSV): “53 When he went 
outside, the scribes and the Pharisees began to be very 
hostile toward him and to cross-examine him about many 
things, 54 lying in wait for him, to catch him in something 
he might say.“  
 Regarding the historical setting of Jewish agri-

cultural practices inside the parable, the 
details of this tradition will be treated in 
the exegesis of the passage. They form 
the essential historical key to correct un-
derstanding of the parable.

 b. Literary
  Genre. Multiple elements of literary pattern 
are contained in �2:�3-2�. As a whole, the pericope 
constitutes an episodic narrative depicting an event 
that took place on one particular occasion. Some will 
see the entire pericope, or more often, vv. �3-�5, as 
taking on the form of a Pronouncement Story (e.g., 
John Nolland, Word Biblical Commentary). Typically 
such ancient stories were episodic narratives in a 
dialogical pattern of conversation between Jesus 
and an individual or group of people such as the 
Pharisees. Normally the conversation is hostile 
rather than friendly. What the other person says 
and/or does provides Jesus with the opportunity to 
make a pronouncement of timeless spiritual truth 
as the highlight of his response to the other party. 
�2:�3-2� bears some of these marks but they are not 
so well structured as in most of the Pronouncement 
Stories in the synoptic gospels. D.L. Harmann (“Say-
ings of Jesus, Forms of,” Interpreter’s Dictionary of 
the Bible, iPreach) provides this helpful analysis:  

Some of the sayings are placed in brief scenes, where a 
question, either from Jesus’ disciples or his opponents, 
or the conduct of Jesus or of his disciples, occasions a 
question which the saying of Jesus then answers. This 
corresponds to the “apophthegm” form familiar from 
Greek literature; the classification of such material as 
“pronouncement story” expresses more emphatically 
the fact that Jesus is here portrayed more as a preacher 
than as a teacher.

 Embedded inside the pericope and as a part of 
Jesus’ response to the request about inheritance is 
both an axiom and a parable. 

 The axiomatic saying is in verse �5: “one’s life 
does not consist in the abundance of possessions.“ Such 
principle oriented sayings are a major element in the 
synoptic gospel record of what Jesus taught during 
his public ministry. This stands in the OT Jewish Wis-
dom Saying as found in the Psalms and Proverbs.  
Some indication in the awkwardness of the Greek 
sentence suggests that this sentence may represent 
Luke bringing together two elements of Jesus tradi-
tion into a single statement. The Block Diagram of 
the Greek text highlights the awkwardness of the 
sentence, which is almost always smoothed out in 
English translations. Literally the statement reads 
“because not in the to abundantly possess some things 
is one’s life out of what is being possessed by him”:
                                       
                         ejn tw/ perisseuvein tini;
o{ti oujk...hJ zwh; aujtou ejstin 
                         ejk twn uJparcovntwn aujtw/ 

The two modifiers -- infinitive and prepositional 
phrases -- are redundant and rather clumsily put 
together. To most commentators this signals Luke’s 
use of existing tradition and an effort to combine two 
pieces of that tradition. Whether this is correct or not, 
the net effect is a timeless saying about where the 
core definition of life can not be found. 
 The parable, vv. �6-2�, forms the heart of Jesus’ 
response to the request. This particular parable 
stands as a Narrative Parable in the Contrast Para-
bles group that have apocalyptic overtones. (See my 
Guidelines for Exegeting Parables at Cranfordville 
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These stories form part of the so-called Travelogue 
narrative in Luke’s Gospel in 9:5�-�8:�4. Luke plac-
es these stories between Jesus’ final departure from 
Galilee and his arrival in Jerusalem for the Passover 
in the spring of AD 30. Almost none of this material 
has parallels in either Matthew or Mark, meaning that 
Luke is drawing upon sources different from either 
Mark or the Q document. The evident purpose of 
including this material is to provide the reader with 
insights into Jesus’ teaching on a variety of topics not 
directly addressed in other stories about His actions 
and words. Thus we learn much about Jesus from 
this material that we would not otherwise know.  

for details.) All of this to assert that the Kingdom of 
God in Jesus’ teaching includes divine accountability 
and eternal judgment by God Himself. To preoccupy 
oneself with things in this life is to jeopardize one’s 
eternal destiny. 
 The story grows out of the agriculturally oriented 
society of first century Palestine. Wealth in general 
for Jews at that time and in that particular part of 
the Mediterranean world was based on agriculture 
more than anything else. In Diaspora Judaism 
outside of Palestine, wealth could, for instance, 
also be grounded in one’s successful operation of 
a business, especially as a merchant -- that which 
provided most Jewish wealth in the Diaspora of this 
era.  
 Literary Context. The literary setting of �2:�3-2� 
is easy to determine. This pericope is surrounded 
by a collection of stories in Luke’s gospel found in 
9:57 through �3:2�. 

67.  Conversation with would-be follower 9:57-62
68.  Seventy sent out �0:�-�6
69.  Seventy returned �0:�7-20
70.  Jesus’ thanksgiving �0:2�-24
7�.  Parable of the Good Samaritan �0:25-37
72.  Visit to Martha and Mary �0:38-42
73.  Teaching on prayer ��:�-�3
74.  Beelzebub accusation ��:�4-26

75.  True blessedness ��:27-28
76.  Demand for a sign ��:29-32
77.  Light and darkness ��:33-36
78.  Denouncing the Pharisees ��:37-54
79.  Fearless confession �2:�-�2
80.  Parable of the rich fool 12:13-21
8�.  Earthly possessions and Heavenly treasure 

�2:22-34
82.  Watching for the return of the Son of Man �2:35-

48
83.  The coming crisis �2:49-59
84.  Need for repentance �3:�-9
85.  Crippled woman healed �3:�0-�7
86.  Parable of the mustard seed �3:�8-�9
87.  Parable of the leaven �3:20-2�

II. Message
 Literary Structure. The internal thought flow of 12:13-21 is simple. An individual makes a request of 
Jesus (v. �3) and Jesus responds to it (vv. �4-2�). The Block and Semantic diagrams, as summarized in 
the Summary of Rhetorical Structure section, clearly illustrate this structure. This will provide the organiz-
ing structure for our discussion of the passage.  

 a. A Request, v. 13
Greek NT

 12.13  Ei\pen dev tiÀ ejk 
tou÷ o[clou aujtw÷/, Didavs-
kale, eijpe; tw÷/ ajdelfw÷/ mou 
merivsasqai met! ejmou÷ th;n 
klhronomivan.  

NASB
 �3 Someone in 
the crowd said to Him, 
“Teacher, tell my brother 
to divide the family in-
heritance with me.” 

NRSV
 �3 Someone in 
the crowd said to him, 
“Teacher, tell my brother 
to divide the family in-
heritance with me.” 

NLT
 �3 Then someone 
called from the crowd, 
“Teacher, please tell my 
brother to divide our fa-
ther’s estate with me.” 

Notes:
 The request made to Jesus is couched in very 
simple terms, and reflects Jewish traditions of the 
first Christian century. In a crowd of people gathered 
to listen to Jesus teach, an individual verbalizes a 
request that was typically made to Jewish scribes / 
rabbis of the beginning Christian century.
 The exact location and time of this gathering is 
left undefined by Luke, as discussed above under 
Internal History. About as close as we can come 
to locating the event is that it took place sometime 

between Jesus’ departure from Galilee as he headed 
to Jerusalem for the Passover celebration of AD 30. 
Since Luke’s narrative allows for a much longer pe-
riod than does Mark and Matthew at this point, the 
event could easily have taken place somewhere in 
Judea during that period. 
 Not even the individual is identified by Luke, 
since for him this detail is not significant to the story. 
All we know about the man was that his father had 
died and his older brother, who had taken charge of 
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his father’s estate, was not sharing the inheritance 
with the other children. At least, not according to this 
son’s understanding of the guidelines for inheritance 
division in the Jewish Torah, the Law of God. Thus 
the man turned to one perceived to be an expert in 
that Law, Jesus, to give his brother the correct inter-
pretation of the Law and thus help force his brother 
to more appropriately divide up his father’s wealth.
 To request a religious teacher to settle a legal 
dispute on a civil law issue presents a custom and 
tradition radically different from anything remotely 
resembling American legal tradition. Thus deeper un-
derstanding of this ancient Jewish practice becomes 
necessary for better interpretation of the passage.
 First, the matter of inheriting property in ancient 
Judaism needs to be addressed. 

 In the U.S. legal sys-
tem, how a person’s prop-
erty is to be distributed at 
his or her death ideally is 
determined by a legal docu-
ment called a will, which 
the individual has set up 
with the help of an attorney. 
At the person’s death, the 
individual named as the 
executor of the will takes 
the leadership in having the 

will probated through the court. This formal process 
helps guarantee that the provisions contained in the 
will are properly carried out. The key here is the will. 
If the individual has not provided a will, then most 
states in our country have laws defining in general 
terms how an estate is to 
be distributed. While a more 
complex procedure, these 
state laws do, however, at-
tempt to make an equitable 
distribution of the property 
to the legal heirs of the indi-
vidual.
 In ancient Judaism, the dynamic was radically 
different. The legal system bore little resemblance 
to a modern American system. The customs about 
who got what were generally defined in the legal 
codes of the Old Testament Law. These had been 
interpreted and expanded over time through scribal 
interpretative tradition.
 Looking at the terminus of this tradition at the 
time of the New Testament writings, the idea of in-
heritance in the NT mainly revolves around a word 
group that includes the verb klhronomevw (I inherit), a 

personal noun klhronovmo¿, oJ (heir), and an abstract 
noun klhronomiva, hJ (inheritance). Beyond these one 
finds sunklhronovmo¿, oJ (fellow-heir; joint-heir) and 
kataklhronomevw (I give in possession). 
 The usage of this word group in the New Testa-
ment does on occasion allude to property distribution, 
but more often the concept is extended figuratively 
to refer to spiritual inheritance. Note W. Forester’s 
description (“kleros et als,” Theological Dictionary of 
the New Testament, Kittel, Logos Systems) of the 
literal reference of the words:

�. The Usage. klēronómos means “heir” in Mk. �2:7, 
“heir” religiously in Gal. 4:�; Rom. 8:�7, and “recipient” 
of the divine promises in Rom. 4:�3-�4; Tit. 3:7; Heb. 
6:�7; Jms. 2:5. synklēronómos occurs for “fellow heir” in 
Rom. 8:�7; Heb. ��:9; � Pet. 3:7; Eph. 3:6. klēronoméō 
means “to inherit” in Gal. 4:30; Heb. �:4 (Christ) and 
“to receive” God’s gifts or promises in Mt. 5:5; �9:29; 
Lk. �0:25; � Cor. 6:9-�0; Gal. 5:2�; Heb. �:�4; 6:�2. 
kataklēronoméō means “to give in possession” (Acts 
�3:9). klēronomía means “inheritance” in Mk. �2:7 and 
Gal. 3:�8, “possession” in Acts 7:5; Heb. ��:8, and 
“eternal inheritance” in Acts 20:32; Eph. �:4, �8; Col. 
3:24; Heb. 9:�5; � Pet. �:4.

The usage of these terms in their literal meaning 
as described above provide little insight into legal 
guidelines and practices that were followed. The NT 
usage assumes traditional Jewish practices at the 
beginning of the Christian era, but doesn’t spell out 
these with details.
 Thus, the Jewish practices of the first century 
have to be studied in order to gain understanding. 
The difficulty here is one of primary sources. To be 
certain, these customs have their roots in the OT 
legal code, but centuries of interpretive tradition 
typically extend and/or modify the legal codes in 
the OT Law. How these OT codes were interpreted 
in the first Christian century by Jews could be -- 
and often was -- very different from how they had 
been understood at vari-
ous times in the OT era. 
Thus just quoting the OT 

texts in the Pentateuch as 
the definition of Jewish 
inheritance customs in the 
first Christian century is 
not only inaccurate but a 
distortion of the first cen-
tury Jewish tradition. The 
basic written source for 
first century Judaism is the 
Talmud, but it did not take 
written form until the 300s 
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AD and later. The scholar faces a huge obstacle in 
deciding which of the accumulated material over 
the five or so centuries contained in the Talmud re-
lates to the first Christian century. Thus, most of the 
details of functioning Judaism in the first Christian 
century represent an educated guess based upon 
later documented sources. This is our challenge and 
these limits must frame any conclusions reached 
about details.
 The OT texts link inheritance primarily to land, 
and in particular to the portion of the Promised Land 
allotted to individual clans and then to particular 
families inside the clan. J. Herrmann (Kittel’s TDNT,  
vol. 3, pp. 769-776) summarizes the OT perspective 
this way:

a. The references show that the Hebrew terms denote 
allotment, and possession only on this basis. They thus 
express the element of divine ordination. b. The sense 
of apportionment is also present. Tribes, families, and 
individuals have their own shares by sacred lot, and 
hence also by divine appointment. c. The basic concept 
is that of possession of land, and the law takes vari-
ous steps to safeguard this (Ex. 20:�7; Lev. 20:5; cf. 
Is. 5:8; Mic. 2:2). d. Since God promised the land to 
the patriarchs, it could be called an inheritance even 
though it was not possessed or handed down, but given 
by God at the conquest. The individual portions then 
become inheritances, as in the case of Naboth in � 
Kgs. 2�:3. While an inheritance may embrace goods, 
it consists primarily of land (Num. 27:�ff.; Ruth 4:5ff.). 
e. The above developments explain why Israel may be 
called God’s portion and heritage. f. They also explain 
the use for destiny as one’s “lot” — a lot which may be 

equated with God himself (Ps. �6:5-6).  
 Implied in this are several considerations. An-
cient Israelites did not “make out a will” in order to 
specify the division of property. As 2 Sam. �7:�3; 2 
King. �0:�; and Isa. 38:� suggest, the father “set his 
house in order” toward the end of his life by issu-
ing verbal instructions about apportionment of the 
property at his death. But this division of property 
had to conform to set guidelines laid down in the 
Torah. Deut. 2�:�5-�7 illustrates one of the principles 
regarding division of property for sons of two wives. 
Numbers 27:�-�� deals with daughters inheriting 
their father’s property when he had no son. This 
brings up the point that inheritance past from father 
to son(s), but not to daughters when sons existed. 
The firstborn son was to receive a double portion of 
the father’s inheritance according to Deut. 2�:�7. 
Roland de Vaux (Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institu-
tions, p. 53) surmises that “probably only the movable 
chattels were shared, and the house, with the ancestral 
holdings, would be allotted to the eldest, or at least not 
divided. This would keep the family property intact, and 
might explain the text of Dt 25:5 about brothers who ‘live 
together’.”   
 From these very generalized depictions we can 
better understand the probable situation behind the 
issue posed to Jesus: “Teacher, tell my brother to divide 
the family inheritance with me.” In some way the OT 
guidelines were not being followed, or, at least this 
son didn’t think so. Exactly what the brother had 
done with his father’s property isn’t spelled out. No 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talmud
http://books.google.com/books?id=A42yVk8kj8kC&pg=PA53&lpg=PA53&dq=property+inheritance+in+ancient+judaism&source=web&ots=FkhCb2njmZ&sig=q7fBuTzKTbUYACrOOOhJtRl-yV0#PPA53,M1
http://books.google.com/books?id=A42yVk8kj8kC&pg=PA53&lpg=PA53&dq=property+inheritance+in+ancient+judaism&source=web&ots=FkhCb2njmZ&sig=q7fBuTzKTbUYACrOOOhJtRl-yV0#PPA53,M1


Page 7 of Luke �2:�3-2� Bible Study

division may have been made. The brother may not 
have given his brother the appropriate third of the 
father’s property. Or something else. 
 Second, how could a religious teacher appropri-
ately and legally resolve a civil law dispute? Here is 
where the cultural differences between then and now 
take a huge leap. The man’s request, if put forth in 
our day, would have to be done to a judge in a legal 
court setting. Darrell Bock (Luke Volume 2: 9:51-
24:53, Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New 
Testament, p. ��49, Logos Systems) observes:

The request comes from someone in the crowd. Jesus 
is addressed as teacher (διδάσκαλε, didaskale), a title 
that shows people view him as a respected rabbi. A 
rabbi would often settle such disputes about inheritance 
because the regulations on them appear in the Penta-
teuch and the rabbi interpreted Torah (Deut. 2�:�5–�7; 
Num. 27:�–��; 36:7–9; m. B. Bat. 8–9; Fitzmyer �985: 
969; Wiefel �988: 236; SB 3:545).

As experts in interpreting the legal code of the 
Old Testament the rabbis could render an “expert” 
opinion on how specific OT laws applied to this situ-
ation. This would put tremendous pressure on the 
brother to re-define his apportionment of the father’s 
inheritance in order to bring them into conformity 
with God’s Law. Thus the issue was both legal and 
religious at the same time.
 The addressing of Jesus as “Teacher” implies 
the individual viewed Jesus as a trusted rabbi who 

would know the Law and how to apply it to his situ-
ation. 
 But careful consideration of the wording of the 
request (eijpe; tw÷/ ajdelfw÷/ mou merivsasqai met! ejmou÷ th;n 
klhronomivan) can suggest the conclusion of Alfred 
Plummer (Luke, in the International Critical Com-
mentary, Logos Systems): “He does not ask Jesus to 
arbitrate between him and his brother, but to give a deci-
sion against his brother.“ If this is a correct reading, it 
may further explain the abruptness of Jesus’ initial 
response in verse �4. 
 In seeking to compare ourselves to this indi-
vidual, what should we do in the settlement of an 
inheritance, especially when a dispute over the terms 
is underway? Because so little about the individual 
and his motives behind the request is provided, we 
should be cautious about seeing too much here. One 
positive thing can be gleaned; the man attempted 
to follow correct procedure in seeking a solution to 
his problem. He didn’t resort to violence or illegal 
actions in seeking what he perceived as rightfully 
belonging to him. Although what was appropriate 
procedure for him would be radically different for 
us, we can see in his action a respect for the Law of 
God and an appeal to it for resolution of his problem. 
In that stands a worth while example. As Christians 
we must seek God’s leadership in our quest for just 
settlement. 

 b. Jesus’ Response, vv. 14-21
Greek NT

12.14  oJ de; ei\pen aujtw÷/, 
#Anqrwpe, tiv¿ me katev-
sthsen krith;n h] meristh;n 
ejf! uJma÷¿_   12.15  ei\pen de; 
pro;¿ aujtouv¿, @Ora÷te kai; 
fulavssesqe ajpo; pavsh¿ 
pleonexiva¿, o{ti oujk ejn 
tw÷ / perisseuvein tini; hJ 
zwh; aujtou÷ ejstin ejk tw÷n 
uJparcovntwn aujtw÷/.   12.16  
Ei\pen de; parabolh;n pro;¿ 
aujtou;¿ levgwn, !Anqrwvpou 
tino;¿ plousivou eujfovrhsen 
hJ cwvra.   12.17  kai; dielo-
givzeto ejn eJautw÷/ levgwn, 
Tiv poihvsw, o{ti oujk e[cw 
pou÷ sunavxw tou;¿ karpouv¿ 
mou_   12.18  kai; ei\pen, 
Tou÷to poihvsw, kaqelw¿ 
mou ta;¿ ajpoqhvka¿ kai; 

NASB
�4 But He said to him, 
“Man, who appointed 
Me a judge or arbitra-
tor over you?” �5 Then 
He said to them, “Be-
ware, and be on your 
guard against every 
form of greed; for not 
even when one has an 
abundance does his life 
consist of his posses-
sions.” �6 And He told 
them a parable, saying, 
“The land of a rich man 
was very productive. �7 
“And he began reason-
ing to himself, saying, 
`What shall I do, since 
I have no place to store 
my crops?’ �8 “Then he 

NRSV
�4 But he said to him, 
“Friend, who set me to 
be a judge or arbitra-
tor over you?” �5 And 
he said to them, “Take 
care! Be on your guard 
against all kinds of 
greed; for one’s life does 
not consist in the abun-
dance of possessions.” 
�6 Then he told them 
a parable: “The land of 
a rich man produced 
abundantly. �7 And 
he thought to himself, 
“What should I do, for I 
have no place to store 
my crops?’ �8 Then he 
said, “I will do this: I will 
pull down my barns and 

NLT
�4 Jesus replied, 
“Friend, who made me a 
judge over you to decide 
such things as that?”  �5 
Then he said, “Beware! 
Don’t be greedy for what 
you don’t have. Real life 
is not measured by how 
much we own.” �6 And 
he gave an illustration: 
“A rich man had a fertile 
farm that produced fine 
crops.  �7 In fact, his 
barns were full to over-
flowing.  18 So he said, 
‘I know! I’ll tear down 
my barns and build big-
ger ones. Then I’ll have 
room enough to store 
everything.  �9 And I’ll 
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meivzonaÀ oijkodomhvsw kai; 
sunavxw ejkei÷ pavnta to;n 
si÷ton kai; ta; ajgaqav mou  
12.19  kai; ejrw÷ th÷¿ yuch÷¿ 
mou, Yuchv, e[cei¿ polla; 
ajgaqa; keivmena eijÀ e[th 
pollav:  ajnapauvou, favge, 
pive, eujfraivnou.   12.20  
ei\pen de; aujtw÷ / oJ qeov¿, 
#Afrwn, tauvth/ th÷/ nukti; 
th;n yuchvn sou ajpaitou÷sin 
ajpo; sou÷:  a} de; hJtoivmasa¿, 
tivni e[stai_   12.21  ou{tw¿ oJ 
qhsaurivzwn eJautw÷/ kai; mh; 
eij¿ qeo;n ploutw÷n.  

said, `This is what I will 
do: I will tear down my 
barns and build larger 
ones, and there I will 
store all my grain and 
my goods. �9 `And I will 
say to my soul, “Soul, 
you have many goods 
laid up for many years 
to come; take your ease, 
eat, drink and be merry.” 
20 But God said to him, 
`You fool! This very night 
your soul is required 
of you; and now who 
will own what you have 
prepared?’ 2� So is the 
man who stores up trea-
sure for himself, and is 
not rich toward God.”

build larger ones, and 
there I will store all my 
grain and my goods. �9 
And I will say to my soul, 
Soul, you have ample 
goods laid up for many 
years; relax, eat, drink, 
be merry.’ 20 But God 
said to him, “You fool! 
This very night your life 
is being demanded of 
you. And the things you 
have prepared, whose 
will they be?’ 2� So it 
is with those who store 
up treasures for them-
selves but are not rich 
toward God.”

sit back and say to my-
self, My friend, you have 
enough stored away for 
years to come. Now 
take it easy! Eat, drink, 
and be merry!’ 20 “But 
God said to him, ‘You 
fool! You will die this 
very night. Then who 
will get it all?’ 2� “Yes, a 
person is a fool to store 
up earthly wealth but 
not have a rich relation-
ship with God.”

Notes:
 The nature of Jesus’ response has occasioned 
considerable discussion. As the passage stands, his 
response is set forth in a three fold manner. First, 
he disavows any desire to arbitrate legal disputes 
(v. �4). Second, he issues a warning about greed (v. 
�5). Third, he tells a parable about the rich fool (vv. 
�6-2�). Verse 2� may or may not have been a part of 
the story about the rich man, since it serves only to 
apply the point of the parable to Jesus’ audience.
 The shift from inheritance to greed in v. �5 has 
prompted some to see two separate and rather un-
related issues on the table in vv. �3-2�. Yet, in my 
opinion most of this uncertainty reflects a modern 
mind assuming (falsely, I might add) that Jesus’ mind 
would have followed modern patterns of thought 
development and flow. When the text doesn’t go a 
modern direction, the conclusion is reached that the 
topics have little connection to one another. But this 
way of thinking reflects modern western arrogance 
more than honest inquiry into the text. Even modern 
life experience unquestionably illustrates the pro-
found connection between inheriting property and 
materialistic greed. Anyone having gone through 
the probation of a will dealing with substantial sums 
of wealth knows exactly what the text is getting at. 
Such moments inevitably bring out the dark side of 
at least some family members. “Poor old, beloved 
daddy must have wanted me to have more than this 
measly sum!” 
 Although “seams” in Luke’s use of sources ap-

pear, one can clearly conclude that Luke’s under-
standing of Jesus’ teaching on this matter followed 
the three-fold pattern as set forth in vv. �4-2�. And 
as such provides us with the “mind of Jesus” on this 
matter.
 Disavowal of legal responsibility, v. 14. The 
first reaction of Jesus to the man’s request seems a 
bit abrupt: “Friend, who set me to be a judge or arbitra-
tor over you?” (#Anqrwpe, tiv¿ me katevsthsen krith;n h] 
meristh;n ejf! uJma÷¿_). The obvious answer assumed 
here is “No one did.” 
 John Nolland (Word Biblical Commentary, Logos 
Systems) provides helpful insight here:

The address, “man,” is forceful, but need not be insulting 
(cf. 5:20; 22:58, 60). The reply echoes in an inverted 
manner wording from Exod 2:�4 (cf. Acts 7:27, 35). “Di-
vider” is not a separate designation but only a particular 
function of a judge. While “judge” comes from Exod 
2:�4, “divider” appears here because of the particular 
request addressed to Jesus. Is Jesus rejecting a role 
as second Moses (as Leaney, �99)? Is he identifying a 
fundamental difference between his own role and that 
of Moses (as Maier, TB 5 [�974] �5�–54)? Or is there 
an irony involved here, based on a view that the person 
appealing wants to make use for his own ends of a 
perceived status and authority in Jesus without facing 
the claim upon his own life implicit in that status and 
authority? (While it did not suit the protagonists in Exod 
2:�4 to have Moses intervene and intervention did suit 
in the Gospel episode, in neither case is there a proper 
recognition of the role of the intervening/called-upon-to-
intervene figure.) The last of the three options identified 
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is the most likely. The allusion suggests that the logic 
of the man’s request should press him to discipleship 
and so to the values promulgated by this new “Mosaic” 
figure (cf. Deut 18:18–19).  

 Warning against greed, v. 15. Although the 
English translation obscures it, Jesus addresses 
the crowd in verse �5, not just the man making 
the request. The Greek text makes this very clear 
by using the second person plural form of the two 
verbs: Ora÷te kai; fulavssesqe ajpo; pavsh¿ pleonexiva¿, 
o{ti oujk ejn tw÷/ perisseuvein tini; hJ zwh; aujtou÷ ejstin ejk 
tw÷n uJparcovntwn aujtw÷/ (“Take care! Be on your guard 
against all kinds of greed; for one’s life does not consist 
in the abundance of possessions.”). Two commands are 
given which are grounded in a timeless truth about 
the nature of life.
 The comments of Darrell Bock (Baker Exegeti-
cal Commentary on the New Testament, Logos 
Systems) are helpful:

Jesus adds a warning about excessive focus on possessions. 
The warning is given to all, not just to the man (so pro;¿ aujtouv¿, 
pros autous, to them). Disciples are broadly warned to “be on 
their guard” (φυλάσσω, phylassō; Bertram, TDNT 9:240 §C�), 
not just against money but all forms of greed, of “the desire to 
have more,” which is what πλεονεξία (pleonexia; BAGD 667; 
BAA �342–43) means. Greed receives mention because it can 
fuel disagreement and disharmony. The danger of the pursuit 
of possessions is that it can make one insensitive to people. 
Greed can create a distortion about what life is, because 
the definition of life is not found in objects, but relationships, 
especially to God and his will.7 To define life in terms of things 
is the ultimate reversal of the creature serving the creation 
and ignoring the Creator (Rom. �:�8–32). In Col. 3:5 and 
Eph. 5:5, greed is called idolatry because it tends to become 
a god that drives one to do things that are not good (Liefeld 
�984: 96�). (How often are modern disputes over estates 
motivated by the same idolatry?) Jesus will tell a parable to 
illustrate just how foolish this position is. Real life, he argues, 
possesses a far different focus. Real life is tied to God, his 
offer of forgiveness of sins, his values, and his reward (T. 
Schmidt �987: �46, noting Derrett �977b). It is being faithful 
in response to God’s goodness. Real life, which is truly rich, 
is rich toward God, not things (Luke �2:2�; Marshall �978: 
523).     

 The parable of the rich fool, vv. 16-20. The 
heart of Jesus’ response comes in the narrative par-
able that Jesus told the crowd. The core structure 
of the story revolves around a 
wealthy man making plans for 
himself and God condemning 
those plans with a reminder of 
the nature of life:

1. The land of a rich man produced 
abundantly. And he thought to him-
self, “What should I do, for I have no 
place to store my crops?’  2. Then 
he said, “I will do this: I will pull down 
my barns and build larger ones, and 

there I will store all my grain and my goods. And I will say to 
my soul, Soul, you have ample goods laid up for many years; 
relax, eat, drink, be merry.’ 
3. But God said to him, “You fool! This very night your life is 
being demanded of you. And the things you have prepared, 
whose will they be?’.  

 Fred Craddock (Interpretation: a Bible Commen-
tary for Teaching and Preaching, Logos Systems) 
provides these helpful observations about the par-
able:

 The parable calls covetousness folly. It could also have 
said it was a violation of the law of Moses (Ex. 20:�7) and of 
the teachings of the prophets (Micah 2:2). Even so, it seems 
to have been a widespread problem in the church (Rom. 
�:29; Mark 7:22; Col. 3:5; Eph. 5:5; I Tim. 6:�0). This craving 
to hoard not only puts goods in the place of God (in Pauline 
theology, covetousness is idolatry, Rom. �:25; Col. 3:5) but is 
an act of total disregard for the needs of others. The preacher 
will want to be careful not to caricature the farmer and thus 
rob the story of the power of its realism. There is nothing here 
of graft or theft; there is no mistreatment of workers or any 
criminal act. Sun, soil, and rain join to make him wealthy. He 
is careful and conservative. If he is not unjust, then what is 
he? He is a fool, says the parable. He lives completely for 
himself, he talks to himself, he plans for himself, he congratu-
lates himself. His sudden death proves him to have lived as 
a fool. “For what does it profit a man if he gains the whole 
world and loses or forfeits himself?.” (9:25).
 We have known since Mary sang of the reversal of fortunes 
of the full and the empty (�:53) that Luke would again and 
again raise the seductive and difficult subject of possessions. 
He will hold up as the standard for disciples the voluntary 
sharing of one’s goods. This, says Luke, was the message 
of John the Baptist (3:�0–�4) and of Jesus (6:30; �6:�9–3�) 
and was the practice of early Christians (Acts 4:34–37).

     The point of the parable is reached in God’s 
words to the rich man. Just as Jesus’ timeless truth 
in v. �5 claimed, one’s life isn’t made up of what is 
possessed. Life is far deeper than that. This wealthy 
man didn’t realize it and thus is declared a fool by 
God Himself.
 Application of parable, v. 21: “So it is with those 
who store up treasures for themselves but are not rich 
toward God” (ou{tw¿ oJ qhsaurivzwn eJautw÷/ kai; mh; eij¿ 
qeo;n ploutw÷n.). 
 Howard Marshall (New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary, Logos Systems) underscores 

in his comments both the 
meaning of the statement as 
well as the variations in word-
ing of the Greek text down 
through the early centuries 
of copying:
    The closing verse is omitted by 
D a b, probably by accident, the 
omission would produce an awk-
ward transition from v. 20 to v. 22 
(Metzger, �60f.; Jeremias, Words, 
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�49). The comment brings out the latent meaning of the par-
able. The rich man gathered treasure (θησαυρίζω, Mt. 6:19f.) 
for himself ( aujtw/÷, א B pc; eJautw/÷, rell; TR; Diglot), but failed to 
grow rich as regards God. He thus failed in the end even to 
gather wealth for himself. The phrase appears to mean the 
same as laying up treasure in heaven; Jeremias, Parables, 
�06, suggests that it means entrusting one’s wealth to God. 
Jeremias (ibid.) is inclined to regard the rest of the verse as a 
moralising addition to the parable, changing it from an escha-
tological warning to a warning against the wrong use of riches. 
Creed, �73, sees it as a transition to the next section; but the 
thought of treasure in heaven is so far away (v. 33) that this 
is unlikely. The comment fits the message of the parable ac-
cording to our interpretation of it, and can be original. Various 
late MSS add to the end of the verse the stereotyped phrase 
tau÷ta levgwn ejfwvnei oJ e[cwn w\ta ajkouvein ajkouevtw  (cf. 8:8 and 
similar additions at 8:�5; �3:9; 2�:4; cf. Mt. 25:29, 30); it is due 
to lectionary usage and is not original, despite the presence 
of a similar addition in G. Thomas 63 (J. N. Birdsall*).

 The summary of �2:�3-2� by John Nolland 
(WBC, Logos Systems) is quite insightful:

 T h e  f o c u s 
of answerabil-
ity moves now 
from the need for 
a clear-cut ac-
knowledgment 
of Jesus to the 
need for a right 
evaluation and 
use of material 
wealth. The ap-
peal to Jesus to 
intervene in an 
inheritance dis-
pute threatens to 
be a bizarre and 
inverted repeti-
tion of what hap-
pened when Mo-
ses intervened in 
Exod 2:�4. The 
rich man, feeling 
that all his life’s 
needs are fully 
satisfied by his 
recent bumper crop, finds that he is in for a rude surprise.
 The rights and wrongs of the claims of the person who 
asks for Jesus to intervene remain unimportant and out of 
sight in the Gospel account, though no doubt he will have 
considered that he had a good case. The story emphasizes 
this person’s attempt to turn to his own ends Jesus’ status 
and moral authority.
 Jesus declines to intervene, and says so by means of an 
allusion to Exod 2:�4. The tone is ironical, and Jesus seems 
to challenge the petitioner to recognize whether he is trying to 
make use of a perceived status and authority in Jesus without 
facing the claim upon his own life implicit in that status and 
authority. If Jesus is some kind of “new Moses,” then he needs 
to be heard and obeyed (Deut �8:�8–�9).
 This challenge gives way to teaching on greed and the 
nature of life. Greed is the desire to have more, to get one’s 
hands on whatever one can, to acquire without reference to 

one’s own specific needs or the situation of others. The greedy 
person is confused about life, since a humanly meaningful and 
satisfying life has very little to do with how extensive one’s 
possessions are. The “greed” clause relates most pointedly 
back to the concern over inheritance; the clause about the 
abundance of possessions corresponds more closely with the 
parable to come.
 The farmer of our story was already rich before his claim to 
economic sufficiency is sealed by the bounty of one of those 
very special years when everything has gone right. His barns 
have no capacity to contain all the produce of this bountiful 
year, so with clear-sightedness and practical wisdom he 
upgrades his storage capability so that all his stores can be 
maintained most efficiently.
 When the work is done, he will be in a position to relax and 
enjoy his good fortune. All his responsibilities in life will have 
now been met, and all the needs of his life will now be satisfied, 
or so he thinks. (The “soul” by which the farmer addresses 
himself is the “self” but with overtones of the life-force that ani-
mates the body.) But God bursts in upon the self-satisfaction of 
his life. At this point, with so much wealth at his disposal, this 

person should 
r i g h t l y  h a v e 
seen that his 
responsibilities 
had only begun. 
(There may be a 
[negative] echo 
of how Joseph 
dealt with the 
bumper crops of 
Egypt in the sev-
en good years.) 
This farmer has 
not reckoned 
on his answer-
ability to God 
for his life. The 
life-force, from 
which stems all 
our power to act 
(see Gen 2:7), 
one has as a 
trust from God, 
and he may ask 
for its return at 
any point. As the 

parable ends, the foolishness of the farmer’s narrow aims is 
highlighted by the contrast between his many years of supply 
and the few hours that remain to him of life. Did he think that 
in securing his economic future he had secured the future of 
his life as well?
 v 21 offers a final application of the parable. It is re-
ally a compressed expression of what we find in Matt 
6:�9–2� (and compare Luke �2:32–33). The farmer was 
right to the extent that he saw that life is about the ac-
cumulation of wealth, but what kind of wealth should we 
be primarily concerned with accumulating? To “become 
rich with God in view” refers in the present context pri-
marily to the use in obedience to God of one’s material 
wealth for the relief of real needs in the world. The point 
could be generalized to all acts of compassion.
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Greek NT
 12.13  Ei\pen dev tiÀ ejk 
tou÷ o[clou aujtw÷/, Didavs-
kale, eijpe; tw÷/ ajdelfw÷/ mou 
merivsasqai met! ejmou÷ th;n 
klhronomivan.   12.14  oJ de; 
ei\pen aujtw÷/, #Anqrwpe, tiv¿ 
me katevsthsen krith;n h] 
meristh;n ejf! uJma÷¿_   12.15  
ei\pen de; pro;¿ aujtouv¿, @
Ora÷te kai; fulavssesqe 
ajpo; pavsh¿ pleonexiva¿, 
o{ti oujk ejn tw÷/ perisseu-
vein tini; hJ zwh; aujtou÷ ejs-
tin ejk tw÷n uJparcovntwn 
aujtw÷/.   12.16  Ei\pen de; 
parabolh;n pro;¿ aujtou;¿ 
levgwn, !Anqrwvpou tino;¿ 
plousivou eujfovrhsen hJ 
cwvra.   12.17  kai; dielo-
givzeto ejn eJautw÷/ levgwn, 
Tiv poihvsw, o{ti oujk e[cw 
pou÷ sunavxw tou;¿ karpouv¿ 
mou_   12.18  kai; ei\pen, 
Tou÷to poihvsw, kaqelw¿ 
mou ta;¿ ajpoqhvka¿ kai; 
meivzonaÀ oijkodomhvsw kai; 
sunavxw ejkei÷ pavnta to;n 
si÷ton kai; ta; ajgaqav mou  
12.19  kai; ejrw÷ th÷¿ yuch÷¿ 
mou, Yuchv, e[cei¿ polla; 
ajgaqa; keivmena eijÀ e[th 
pollav:  ajnapauvou, favge, 
pive, eujfraivnou.   12.20  
ei\pen de; aujtw÷ / oJ qeov¿, 
#Afrwn, tauvth/ th÷/ nukti; 
th;n yuchvn sou ajpaitou÷sin 
ajpo; sou÷:  a} de; hJtoivmasa¿, 
tivni e[stai_   12.21  ou{tw¿ 
oJ qhsaurivzwn eJautw÷/ kai; 
mh; eij¿ qeo;n ploutw÷n.  

NASB
 �3 Someone in 
the crowd said to Him, 
“Teacher, tell my broth-
er to divide the fam-
ily inheritance with me.” 
�4 But He said to him, 
“Man, who appointed 
Me a judge or arbitra-
tor over you?” �5 Then 
He said to them, “Be-
ware, and be on your 
guard against every 
form of greed; for not 
even when one has an 
abundance does his life 
consist of his posses-
sions.” �6 And He told 
them a parable, saying, 
“The land of a rich man 
was very productive. �7 
“And he began reason-
ing to himself, saying, 
`What shall I do, since 
I have no place to store 
my crops?’ �8 “Then he 
said, `This is what I will 
do: I will tear down my 
barns and build larger 
ones, and there I will 
store all my grain and 
my goods. �9 `And I will 
say to my soul, “Soul, 
you have many goods 
laid up for many years 
to come; take your ease, 
eat, drink and be merry.” 
20 But God said to him, 
`You fool! This very night 
your soul is required 
of you; and now who 
will own what you have 
prepared?’ 2� So is the 
man who stores up trea-
sure for himself, and is 
not rich toward God.”

NRSV
 �3 Someone in 
the crowd said to him, 
“Teacher, tell my broth-
er to divide the fam-
ily inheritance with me.” 
�4 But he said to him, 
“Friend, who set me to 
be a judge or arbitra-
tor over you?” �5 And 
he said to them, “Take 
care! Be on your guard 
against all kinds of 
greed; for one’s life does 
not consist in the abun-
dance of possessions.” 
�6 Then he told them 
a parable: “The land of 
a rich man produced 
abundantly. �7 And 
he thought to himself, 
“What should I do, for I 
have no place to store 
my crops?’ �8 Then he 
said, “I will do this: I will 
pull down my barns and 
build larger ones, and 
there I will store all my 
grain and my goods. �9 
And I will say to my soul, 
Soul, you have ample 
goods laid up for many 
years; relax, eat, drink, 
be merry.’ 20 But God 
said to him, “You fool! 
This very night your life 
is being demanded of 
you. And the things you 
have prepared, whose 
will they be?’ 2� So it 
is with those who store 
up treasures for them-
selves but are not rich 
toward God.”

NLT
 �3 Then someone 
called from the crowd, 
“Teacher, please tell 
my brother to divide 
our father’s estate with 
me.” �4 Jesus replied, 
“Friend, who made me a 
judge over you to decide 
such things as that?”  �5 
Then he said, “Beware! 
Don’t be greedy for what 
you don’t have. Real life 
is not measured by how 
much we own.” �6 And 
he gave an illustration: 
“A rich man had a fertile 
farm that produced fine 
crops.  �7 In fact, his 
barns were full to over-
flowing.  18 So he said, 
‘I know! I’ll tear down 
my barns and build big-
ger ones. Then I’ll have 
room enough to store 
everything.  �9 And I’ll 
sit back and say to my-
self, My friend, you have 
enough stored away for 
years to come. Now 
take it easy! Eat, drink, 
and be merry!’ 20 “But 
God said to him, ‘You 
fool! You will die this 
very night. Then who 
will get it all?’ 2� “Yes, a 
person is a fool to store 
up earthly wealth but 
not have a rich relation-
ship with God.”
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Greek NT Diagram
   12.13       dev
A       Ei\pen ti 
           ejk tou o[clou aujtw/,
 
                       Didavskale, 
 1                eijpe; tw/ ajdelfw/ mou 
                                     merivsasqai...th;n klhronomivan. 
                                        met! ejmou   

    12.14        de;
B       oJ ei\pen aujtw/, 
                         #Anqrwpe, 
 2                   tiv me katevsthsen 
                          krith;n 
                               h] 
                          meristh;n 
                                   ejf! uJma_ 

    12.15        de;
G       ei\pen pro; aujtouv, 
 3                        @Orate 
                                kai; 
 4                         fulavssesqe 
                              ajpo; pavsh pleonexiva, 
                                                      ejn tw/ perisseuvein tini;
                              o{ti oujk...hJ zwh; aujtou ejstin 
                                                      ejk twn uJparcovntwn aujtw/ 

    12.16       de;
D       Ei\pen parabolh;n pro; aujtou; 
           levgwn, 
 5               !Anqrwvpou tino; plousivou eujfovrhsen hJ cwvra.
   12.17                 kai; 
 6                dielogivzeto 
                     ejn eJautw/ 
                     levgwn, 
                            Tiv poihvsw, 
                                 o{ti oujk e[cw pou sunavxw tou; karpouv mou_
   12.18                 kai; 
 7                ei\pen, 
                         Touto poihvsw, 
                         kaqelw mou ta; ajpoqhvka 
                              kai; 
                         meivzona oijkodomhvsw 
                              kai; 
                         sunavxw ejkei pavnta to;n siton kai; ta; ajgaqav mou  
   12.19                        kai; 
                         ejrw th yuch mou, 
                                                Yuchv, 
                                           e[cei polla; ajgaqa; keivmena 
                                              eij e[th pollav:  
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                                           ajnapauvou, 
                                           favge, 
                                           pive, 
                                           eujfraivnou. 
   12.20                 de; 
 8                ei\pen aujtw/ oJ qeov, 
                                         #Afrwn, 
                                                      tauvth/ th/ nukti; 
                                     th;n yuchvn sou ajpaitousin 
                                                      ajpo; sou: 
                                          de;
                                     a} hJtoivmasa, 
                                                 tivni e[stai_   
 9 12.21            ou{tw oJ qhsaurivzwn eJautw/ 
                               kai; 
                             mh; 
                             eij qeo;n 
                          ploutwn.  

Semantic Diagram
	 	 de;
			A-------------------------	A	 	 2	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	ti
I--|	 	 Didavskale
|		B-------------------------		1		 2	Aor	Act	Imp+	2	S	(su)
|	 de;
|					1----------------------	B	 	 2	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	oJ	(Jesus)
|		A--|	 	 ]Anqrwpe
|		|		2----------------------		2		 1	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	tiv
|		|	 	 de;
|		|		1----------------------	G	 	 2	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	(Jesus)
II-B--|	 	 ---
			|		|		a-------------------		3		 1	Aor	Act	Imp+	2	P	(uJmei)
			|		2--|	 	 kai;
			|					b-------------------		4		 Pres	 Mid	Imp+	2	P	(uJmei)
			|	 	 de;
			|		1----------------------	D	 	 2	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	(Jesus)
			|		|	 	 ---
			|		|		a-------------------		5		 1	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	hJ cwvra
			C--|		|	 	 kai;
						|		|					a)------------		6		 Imperf	Dep	Ind	 3	S	(rich	man)
						|		|		i--|	 	 kai;
						2--b--|		b)------------		7		 2	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	(rich	man)
									|		|	 	 de;
									|		ii---------------		8		 2	Aor	Act	Ind	 3	S	oJ qeo;
									|	 	 ---
									c-------------------		9		 (Pres	---	Ind	 3	S		oJ qhsaurizwn...kai; 
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 					mh; ploutwn

Summary of Rhetorical Structure:
 The pericope revolves around a question and answer. An unnamed individual from within the crowd 
of people asked Jesus to arbitrate the settlement of an inheritance (statement A). Jesus’ answer is pre-
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sented in a three part response (statements B - D). First, Jesus disavows any intention of intervening in the 
dispute over an inheritance (statement B). Second, he issues a two fold challenge to the crowd, not just 
the individual, to avoid greed, pleonexiva¿ (statement G). Third, he tells a parable to illustrate his warning 
about greed (statement D). 
 The parable structure is somewhat more involved (statements 5-9). Statement 5 is a topic sentence 
setting up the story. Statements 6-7 record the rich man’s inward development of a plan to handle his 
anticipated wealth. Statement 8 records God condemnation of the rich man’s plan. Statement 9 applies 
the story to Jesus’ audience. 
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