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INTRODUCTION
Money drives the modern Western society. Where we sleep at night, what we wear, how we get around, and even the size of our family can all be related to how much money we have. We call it consumerism, or capitalism, or greed: but we simply must have more. The only way to get more is to have more money, which we promptly spend. 

The Bible is certainly not silent on the topic of money; Jesus frequently talks about money – or does He? The American church suffers from the same financial pressures as the American culture resulting in an unlimited number of weekly applications pulled from the pages of the Bible. The Gospel of Luke discusses more frequently the times when Jesus discusses money and the poor than do the other Gospels. The result is a strong sociopolitical tone to the Gospel of Luke. This is especially highlighted in the modern times of awareness and missiology. 

What lies ahead is a glimpse into the Gospel of Luke and what can be gleaned regarding the poor and the rich; or about money in general. It will be seen that Jesus did not care about currency as much as modern Western civilization does. Jesus rather cared about something that can be easily grasped by both a very wealthy person and one who is destitute: dependence on God. There are at least twenty passages in Luke that can be glanced at through the lens of monetary responsibility and/or greed, but this paper will focus on five of the more explicit passages. There will be a short discussion on terminology and sociology followed by an exegesis of these five passages. Following the conclusion will be an application for the modern Western culture – a shift of view. 
TERMINOLOGY
Of all the terms used in the Bible which are typically translated in English as money, wealth or possessions, one stands apart as a mystery. It is the word, “mammon” (mamwna/j). The word is derived from Aramaic and is used to define property, earthly goods, or possessions (including money) but always in a derogatory manner. It carries with it a sense of the ungodly, the materialistic and the sinful.
 Mammon is not inherently evil given that Jesus commands the disciples to make use of it.
 Jesus also personifies mammon later stating that man can either serve God or mammon, but not both.
 The word is unique, further, as it is only found in the Bible on the lips of Jesus.
 Mammon represents any form of wealth and power that tempts the disciple and may be directly related to the temptations Jesus endured in the wilderness.
 Since mammon is translated as “money” and “wealth” and “riches” it is important to understand that Jesus was not simply referring to dollar bills when saying “You cannot serve God and money” (Luke 6:13).

The word Luke uses for poor, “ptochoi” (ptwco,j) also deserves some attention. It is used twice as frequently in Luke as it is in the Synoptics, but is completely absent from Acts.
 This word would have brought with it a certain amount of pity as there were social implications tied in with the financial lack.
 Any discussion of the poor in the Bible is difficult, though, due to the inability to grasp completely or exclusively what the term means. A simple paradox illustrates the fact that the hungry are not always poor and the poor may not necessarily be hungry.
 
Typical thought in modern laity places the Jews as a poor group and the Gentiles as wealthy. In reality, both cultures had their share of wealth and poverty – some scholars posit the Jews as wealthier than their Greek neighbors.
 Even without knowing the exact breakdown of rich versus poor, it can be known that debt was a part of daily life.
 It is also noteworthy that there is disparity between Luke’s two volumes concerning the socioeconomic classes. In the Gospel of Luke, we do not see the established middle class (craftsmen, traders, etc.) that is visible in the Acts of the Apostles.
 The perception of the wealthy in the Greco-Roman world is different than our modern American perception. It may be seen in Western culture that the wealthy have somehow attained their wealth through devious means, as power corrupts. This is contrary to the ancient mentality that only the rich can afford to be honest; a poor person will do whatever is needed – even the illegal – in order to survive.
 Given that there is no overarching definition of poverty in the New Testament, the onus falls on the exegete to apply correct hermeneutics. Modern liberation [and feminist] theologies, as well as other more conservative theologies, have interpreted biblical poverty to solely mean the financially poor – oppressed by politics and economies. This tactic obscures the true biblical teaching.
 Given this foundation, we will now take a deeper look at five passages in Luke. 
PASSAGE #1: LUKE 6:20; 24
And He lifted up His eyes on His disciples and said: “Blessed are you who are poor, for yours is the kingdom of God… But woe to you who are rich, for you have received your consolation.
Luke gives an account of a sermon of Jesus, often called the Sermon on the Plain. This account is most likely an interpolation of the more familiar Sermon on the Mount in Matthew 5-7,
 but it is clearly written from Luke’s point of view. In other words, there are clear socioeconomic patterns that stand apart from the Synoptics. Much has been said regarding the difference between Matthew’s “poor in spirit” and Luke’s “poor” in the first Beatitude. Is Matthew over-spiritualizing or is Luke over-secularizing what Jesus said? 
One extreme is to see that Jesus was strictly referring to a financial situation: those who have nothing today will be blessed later. In other words, the passage cannot be interpreted according to Matthew 5:3.
 This view is easily held to as a form of hope by those who are presently in said financial situation. A person struggling financially will see this passage as a form of hope or a promise for restitution. This stance, as mentioned above, will be more common in liberation theology circles where the eschatological reward may be blurred with a present reward. So some say, “While the spiritual poor may exist, they are not those intended by the beatitude.”
 Therefore we are left with those who say that Luke’s passage more correctly reflects what Jesus intended.
 An overly secularized view leaves us with too much of a correlation between poverty and happiness.
If we are to sit on this end of the extreme, then we must wonder when the fulfillment of these promises was to occur. Were they strictly eschatological or were they immediate? The favorite modern interpretation of the kingdom of God is one of already, but not yet.
 In other words, there are certain aspects of this kingdom that are visible in the present world, but ultimate fulfillment will only take place after the Second Coming. Inheritance of the kingdom is relatively intangible compared to a present hunger. Some see the benefits of this inheritance resulting in immediate results: “The blessings upon the poor as recipients of the kingdom are made concrete in what follows; their present hunger will be satisfied, and their present afflictions will turn to laughter.”
 
On the other extreme, we could understand that Matthew reflects more accurately what Jesus intended: that the poverty mentioned is strictly spiritual. This concept is not absolutely held to because of the obvious language dealing with materialism. It is possible, however, to over-spiritualize the concept and have a disregard for the poor. This is not so much a scholarly belief,
 but rather a practical way of life for many. 

The most common approach to this disparity is the concept that Jesus is referring to both. The two Evangelists chose to emphasize different facets – the spiritual and the material.
 The term itself, ptochoi, is consistently framed in religious terms.
 The problem lies in the recurring intangibility with this mentality. God blesses the materially poor and He blesses the spiritually poor. Therefore modern Christians reflect on their possessions and struggle with an application: “I am not poor; I have lots of money and lots of stuff – but I am also inheriting the kingdom… right?”
It is helpful, then, to reinvestigate what Jesus meant. Jesus was addressing His disciples in their community.
 The “you” in His address would then have been primarily towards the disciples. When we notice that Jesus addresses both “you who are poor” (Luke 6:20) and “you who are rich” (Luke 6:24), we can infer that the disciples may well have spanned social lines. We can see elsewhere that spiritual wealth fluctuated with several of the disciples. 

The simple solution, then, is to read Jesus speaking of poverty as referring to utter dependence. The implications are wide, but need not be focused on solely material, financial, emotional, spiritual, or any other sort of need.
 Humans are intertwined with a variety of needs and it is not necessary to split them all apart. Jesus understood something about His modern culture: the poor were more responsive to the will of God.
 The poor rely more on God in the Bible due to a lack of pride that gets in the way.
 Jesus is promising freedom, but not just to those who are financially destitute. The freedom comes from a lack of dependence on possessions and status and a dependence on God.
 
The focus, then, is on dependence on God, not on poverty. Poverty cannot be an ideal or a prerequisite for the kingdom of God.
 It is most likely that Jesus is reiterating a pattern in His time: the poorest were the most trusting in Him. Jesus is not counseling the auditors of His sermon to be poor just as He is not appealing them to be hungry. These terms are used as hopeful terms; a natural loyalty to Jesus would ensue.
 If given a choice between being poor and being rich, it seems illogical to choose the former. Jesus indicates in this passage that choosing wealth – or being wealthy – is not a problem as long as that choice also includes a higher level of activity in working for the good of others.
 The blessing for the poor is in the context of trusting in God and the woe for the rich is in the context of rejecting God.
 
The theme here is to reverse the thinking that when Jesus discusses money, poverty, and wealth, He is exclusively speaking of our modern bank accounts and checkbooks. The idea of dependence is embedded in the Gospel message and is, in fact, a requirement for salvation (cf. Luke 18:17). If we understand dependence in the sense that we are completely dependent on God – materially, emotionally, and spiritually – we can then read the passage again as:
And He lifted up His eyes on His disciples and said: “Blessed are you who are exclusively dependent on God, for yours is the kingdom of God… But woe to you who are independent, for you have received your consolation.

PASSAGE #2: LUKE 12:33-34
“Sell your possessions, and give to the needy. Provide yourselves with moneybags that do not grow old, with a treasure in the heavens that does not fail, where not thief approaches and no moth destroys. For where your treasure is, there will your heart be also.” 
In another discourse with His disciples, Jesus appeals for almsgiving. Giving alms to the poor was a centerpiece of Jewish piety, along with prayer and fasting.
 As usual, the Pharisees had put more emphasis on the act itself than the motivation behind it. In an earlier passage, Jesus rebukes the Pharisees and encourages them to “give as alms those things that are within,” (Luke 11:41) referring to the importance of an inner attitude. 
The idea of ridding oneself of possessions has been interpreted differently. It may be that this was a counter-cultural moment for Jesus in opposing the traditional Roman idea of sharing treasures for personal gain – gifts that are given in order to advance one’s position in the community.
 Or it may be a more immediate reference to the idea of living frugally. Missionaries who travel light would have little use for surplus at home.
 It seems clear that the passage as a whole centers on the disciples sustaining total dependence on God.

In another passage, Jesus commands a rich ruler to sell all that he has and give it to the poor (Luke 18:18-25). The implication, once again, is that possessions got in the way of dependence on God. The question can be posed: Is the distribution of all wealth a command for all believers at all times, or is it simply a nearly unattainable perfection? Giving of everything that one has is the greatest expression of dependence (cf. Luke 21:1-4). It may be that Jesus was referring to a reestablishment of capital similar to the Jubilee laws of Moses.
 

We should take care not to avoid the teaching of Jesus here; it is much simpler to evade the teaching altogether.
 The rich ruler was really commanded to sell all that he had. In Jewish tradition, there was a set amount or percentage that should be given to alms.
 Jesus individualizes the concept: we are all responsible for our own giving. Giving should be as much as is needed to retain dependence on God.
 The temptation for the wealthy or financially comfortable is to focus more on how much they give. The focus, instead, should be on what they give. The wealthy should note well the state of their souls as evidenced by their practices.
 

It seems best not to generalize with regards to money. There is no specific amount that results in the ideals that Jesus taught. Instead it seems best to make a practice of the far more difficult analysis of personal introspection. Each believer is responsible for their own relationship with God – a relationship based on dependence. A continual introspection should yield the necessary response with regards to money and possessions. 
PASSAGE #3: LUKE 16:9, 13
“And I tell you, make friends for yourselves by means of unrighteous wealth (mammon), so that when it fails they may receive you into the eternal dwellings… No servant can serve two masters, for either he will hate the one and love the other, or he will be devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and money (mammon).”
As discussed above, the word “mammon” is unique in the New Testament. It seems most appropriate, given the global Lukan view of material possessions, to interpret the friendship as acquired by means of the unrighteous mammon.
 This is different than making friends with the unrighteous wealth (as in KJV). Therefore the friends are distinct from the wealth; said wealth is the catalyst for the friendships. 
It is generally accepted that the friends and the eternal dwellings are both eschatological references of a heavenly nature. Who the friends are, though, is debated. Some see the friends as divine passive: God will receive you.
 A similar view attaches the angels to the role of friends, as a circumlocution for the name of God.
 It is also possible that these friends are clients or allies that share a common and reciprocal obligation.
 Another option is the poor recipients of the alms.
 In the parable of the great banquet (Luke 14:12-24), the poor are the first to be admitted to the feast; they would be in a position to receive the subsequent arrivals.
 
The focus should probably not lie on who the friends actually are; the reciprocation in the previous parable appears to have no direct parallel in His admonition to the disciples. Jesus makes it clear that His followers are not to expect return on their giving (cf. Luke 6:32-35) and it is obvious that the recipients of the giving are by definition incapable of reciprocating.
 
The shrewdness that is lauded in this parable is best seen as a process or a means to an end, not the end itself.
 Modern Western culture wants to see the end as quickly as possible in order to grasp it. Shrewdness, though, has an air of nefariousness about it. It may then be that Jesus is not intending an abandonment of possessions, but rather a challenge for the right use of wealth.
 In an economic situation that appears wicked, Jesus shows how there can be kingdom benefits – how much more in non-wicked situations.
 
There is, then, an eschatological and eternal benefit to the proper use of wealth today. Dispersing wealth – in this case the proper use – has salvific connotations. It is best to think of the actions taken towards the poor as the proof or the fruit of existing salvation, as opposed to the basis of salvation, i.e. salvation by works. Here we come back to the thesis of dependency and a mantra of Jesus: You cannot serve God and money.
If we depend on God, then our security in possessions should be non-existent. If we depend on wealth, then we are lacking the vital component for an established relationship with God. The service Jesus talks about can be practically seen as dependence: You cannot depend on God and depend on money.
PASSAGE #4: LUKE16:19-21
“There was a rich man who was clothed in purple and fine linen and who feasted sumptuously every day. And at his gate was laid a poor man named Lazarus, covered with sores, who desired to be fed with what fell from the rich man’s table. Moreover, even the dogs came and licked his sores.”
In a story unique to Luke, Jesus tells the story of two men: one rich and one poor, named Lazarus. The fortunes of these two men are reversed in the afterlife and the listener is to assume there is a direct correlation to their actions in the earthly life. The primary theme of the story is debated. It could be that the reversal of fortune is directly tied to the wealth of the rich man.
 Or to a more extreme point, it could be said that heaven will be filled “primarily, if not exclusively, by the poor.”
 It is more likely that the ultimate consequence is not tied to wealth, but rather to the neglect the rich man had to Lazarus.
 
Beneath the reversal of status lies a more subtle distinction in the way Jesus presents the story. The rich man, who would have had a lavish funeral, is described as simply dying, being buried, and then being in Hades. This is contrary to Lazarus who appears to not even have a burial, but is “carried by the angels to Abraham’s side.”
 The rich man wears purple while Lazarus has dogs lick his sores. The symbolism is clear. Some of the descriptions used of the rich man’s earthly life are elsewhere used to describe heavenly events
 and yet this man experiences this extravagance every day.
 The rich man truly experiences his reward in this life (cf. Luke 9:25 and Luke 12:13-21). 
The rich man and Lazarus may well be on opposite ends of the economic spectrum. It is important to note that Jesus does not find fault in the rich man’s wealth. There is no way to know if the rich man came about his wealth unscrupulously.
 Jesus also does not give a reason for Lazarus’ poverty and ailments. 

Luke consistently returns to his previous material, although subtly. Perhaps the best way to describe the story is to note that the rich man is an example of one who servers mammon instead of God.
 The story of Lazarus and the rich man well narrates the earlier blessings and woes in Luke 6:20, 24.
 It is interesting that this concept was culturally unsound, yet historically present. The eschatological impact of this story is paralleled in the Jewish Apocalyptic writing:  

1 Enoch 94:8 – “Woe to you, ye rich, for ye have trusted in your riches, and from your riches shall ye depart, because ye have not remembered the Most High in the days of your riches.”

There is a clear point to this entire story. It was directed at the Pharisees who made a habit of justifying their lifestyles – and thus, their wealth – with Torah. They scoffed or “turned up their noses” at Jesus after hearing they cannot serve both God and money.
 Jesus points out that the same law shows how wrong they were. The rich man cannot be seen as a godless, materialistic exaggeration, for it would lack the power Jesus intended. The rich man was a portrait of one who saw his wealth as evidence of God’s favor; a man after the Pharisees own heart.
 
The question might be asked: what could the rich man have done to enter heaven? Here it is important to recognize the lack of salvific merit within this story. We cannot know what Lazarus or the rich man believed about God, so we simply push our soteriological evidence on them; the point of the story is missed. The rich man is never declared wicked just as Lazarus is not declared virtuous.
 Lazarus is completely passive in the story – he never speaks and never outwardly acts.
 The rich man is not completely selfish – he later pleads for his five brothers.
 The story is not told as a means to eternal life in heaven, but rather a means to life on earth. If we truly depend on God, then our willingness to use our wealth for the good of others becomes natural. 
Eternal fate, then, is tied directly to one’s pompous attention to their own affluence. The theme of dependence is visible again: dependence on wealth is antithetical to dependence on God and therefore a surefire way to avoid eternal bliss. It is the “inebriated unconcern”
 of the rich man for his neighbor that results in his eternal downfall. 

The believer in Jesus – and therefore one who depends on God – should not have a conditional approach to giving. There can be three types of reciprocity: generalized reciprocity, balanced reciprocity, and negative reciprocity.
 The first is as in family relationships where there is no obligation to return the favor. The second is as in a marketplace where common interests are served. The third is as the Pharisees where self-interest rules; the receipt from another is attempted without giving anything in return.
 
It becomes clear, then, that the ultimate goal for the believer is to practice this generalized reciprocity. God provides the example of giving without expectation of return; this concept is very close to that of unconditional love. Dependence on God is primary. When that is sustained, a God-like giving ensues to our neighbors. 
PASSAGE #5: LUKE19:8-10
And Zacchaeus stood and said to the Lord, “Behold, Lord, the half of my goods I give to the poor. And if I have defrauded anyone of anything, I restore it fourfold.” And Jesus said to him, “Today salvation has come to this house, since he also is a son of Abraham. For the Son of Man came to seek and to save the lost.”
A real-life example concludes this brief look at passages in Luke. The story of Zacchaeus also culminates the travel narrative in Luke and summarizes the theology therein.
 The short man desires to see Jesus and quickly finds himself hosting Jesus for dinner. Jesus has an affinity for tax collectors: He calls one to be a disciple (Luke 5:28)
 and later makes one the hero of a parable (Luke 18:9-14). In a sudden statement, Zacchaeus announces his intentions for the future.
 He will give half of his goods to the poor – alms – and then repay fourfold to any whom he has previously wronged. 
The amounts mentioned in the narrative are large. Jesus does not specify the amount (as in Luke 18:22) rather Zacchaeus himself is committing to this recompense. The rabbis were content with 20% of one’s possessions going to the poor;
 50% was astonishing. Similarly, repayment for wrongdoing was typically the amount plus one-fifth; four-fold repayment in the case of severe rustling.
 

The emphasis of the story is not on the method of the salvation that Zacchaeus receives, but rather on the results of his reception of that salvation.
 Zacchaeus is not the model on which a doctrine of salvation is built – which would be one of works. Zacchaeus was saved because of his encounter with Jesus.
 Zacchaeus becomes a model of an appropriate response to that salvation. Or is he the model? He must not be the only model available to believers; why would Jesus demand 100% from the rich ruler if 50% would suffice? Zacchaeus is a model of how good works flow from true repentance.
 Here there is the possibility that this worldly influence by means of wealth may directly tie into the unrighteous mammon earlier discussed.
 
The theme of dependence once again underlies this story. While the main application tends to be on determining an appropriate way of following in Zacchaeus’ footsteps, the actuality of his situation must not remain hidden. The narrative states that he gave half of his possessions to the poor and also repaid fourfold where he had wronged others. The order of this equation is important. As stated, there is significantly greater sacrifice. Reversed, the retributions could have been made and then the 50% to the poor would be a smaller number. It has been said that “half a bundle can still be a bundle.”
 It could also easily be that fourfold restitution with half a bundle would result in no more bundles. Regardless of how large Zacchaeus’ bundle was at the end, it is safe to say that he would be now living on much less than he used to – resulting in an exponential increase in dependence on God. His spiritual dependence on God not only resulted in salvation arriving at his house, but also opened the door for dependence in a material sense. 
CONCLUSION
The theme of dependence runs thickly through the Gospel of Luke. The passion that Luke has for the poor and downtrodden is often misunderstood by modern readers as an instruction set to appease God. Instead, Luke’s patterns should be seen as focused on the exclusive and unhidden result of salvation. 
Wealth and entrance into heaven are not mutually exclusive, but wealth can be a deterrent. The concept of wealth in Luke should be seen as independence. Those who rely on their own wealth – and therefore are independent – stand warned of the impossibility of their heavenly welcome. Those who are dependent solely on God receive the salvation promised in the Gospel. The result of this dependence extends to possessions, as well, which, in turn, results in a more thorough sharing. 

APPLICATION
All believers in Jesus desire (or they should!) a method for applying that which they have learned from the Bible. It appears likely that modern Western believers are ultimately interested in that which will bring highest yield for the least amount of investment. There is nothing inherently wrong with this outlook as long as honesty prevails: the individual must be honest with themselves in order to accurately practice what is needed.
In the West, there are three general economic categories of people, and therefore of believers. There are those who are considered wealthy and those who are considered poor. The third group is the largest group made up of the middle-class. Each type of believer is under the same guidelines to be responsible with their finances regardless of how much there happens to be. The Gospel of Luke provides a framework for understanding better what the responsibility of each type of believer is. 
The theme of this paper is centered on the idea of complete dependence on God. We have seen that this dependence is not just simply for the material; spiritual dependence on God is the only way to become a believer. There is also a communal dependence that stretches out to our families and our communities. These same ideas are directly related to our wealth, or the lack thereof. 

The first rule of dependence, then, is on the spiritual level. The initial dependence on God for salvation is followed by dependence on Him in perpetuity. We are to continually lean on Jesus. During traumatic or stressful times, this leaning may happen more readily, but we must rely on God at all times. 

Successful (read: total) dependence on God begets an aura of dependability within our communities. As a second rule, we learn to depend not just on God, but also on God’s people. Those believers around us become the tangible vessels of providence. It is here that we concurrently become dependable ourselves. What we see happening is the dependence on God is fulfilled through our dependence on others and also in our own dependability towards others. In other words, the fruit of our collected individual relationships with God becomes tangible within the community.
The third rule deals with our material possessions. As we have seen above, there is no general rule given to all that satisfies an attitude of dependence on God. Instead, we have seen that God demands whatever is needed to retain the complete dependence on Him. The personal introspection is difficult and unattractive for the Western believer. Yet this must be the formula. When we understand what is needed of us to depend on God and add to that the idea that this must be a continuous assessment, we are only then truly headed down the path that Jesus teaches in the Gospel of Luke.

With these three rules of dependence in mind, the individual must assess (again: continually) how much is required of them. That end amount can be dispersed in one of four ways – or ideally in all four. The local established church requires support. This is typically the tithe, but the percentage should be increased, as necessary, given the above three rules. Global missions require support. This is either through the local church (distinct from the tithe) or some other form of giving. The focus can be truly global or simply another point on the globe that extends awareness from the local area. The community requires support. This again can be through the local church and/or independent of it. The focus for the community includes the downtrodden and the poor, but also the community itself. The circle of friends becomes the fourth group of recipients. This last category may seem odd. Regardless of wealth, need exists. In other words, any believer may go through a time of need where tangible wealth is the only remedy. It can be argued that the local church should provide for its members, but this is rarely the case, especially for members who are wealthy or in the middle-class. This fourth category is probably the only one of the four that is not regularly dispersed, but rather set aside for future use, as needed. 
When we read Luke, we see that what we do with our wealth is directly tied to what we believe. Our dependence on God transcends our spirituality and threads through our entire existence. May we learn to depend on God, to depend on others, and to be dependable with our wealth. May we regularly support our local church, global evangelization, our local communities, and our closest friends. May we be ultimately dependent on God and be so perpetually through regular audits. 
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