John 1:1
Luke 11:17


 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the nominative subject form the third person masculine singular intensive pronoun AUTOS, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “He” and referring to Jesus.  Then we have the nominative masculine singular perfect active participle of the verb OIDA, meaning “to know.”

The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes the existing state as a result of a past action.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action of knowing.


The participle is circumstantial.

This is followed by the possessive genitive from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “their” plus the accusative direct object form the neuter plural article and noun DIANOĒMA, meaning “their thoughts.”  Next we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.

The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them” and referring to the Lord’s critics.

“However, He, knowing their thoughts, said to them,”
 is the nominative subject from the feminine singular adjective PAS, meaning “All, Every or Any.”  With this we have the noun BASILEIA, which means “kingdom.”  Then we have the preposition EPI plus the accusative of relationship (opposition) from the third person feminine singular reflexive pronoun HEAUTOU, which means “against itself.”  This is followed by the nominative feminine singular aorist passive participle of the verb DIAMERIZW, which means “to be divided.”

The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The passive voice indicates that the kingdom receives the action of being divided.

The participle is circumstantial.
Next we have the third person singular present passive indicative from the verb ERĒMOW, which means “to be brought to ruin; to become desolate; to be devastated; to be destroyed; to be ruined.”


The present tense is a customary present of that which is reasonably expected to occur.


The passive voice indicates that the kingdom receives the action.



The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.

“‘Any kingdom being divided against itself is destroyed;”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular noun OIKOS, meaning “a house.”  Next we have the preposition EPI plus the accusative of relationship from the masculine singular noun OIKOS, meaning “against a house.”  There is an ellipsis here of the main verb, which does not need to be repeated, since it is so obvious.  Thus we add the verb “[divided].”  Finally, we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb PIPTW, which means “to fall.”

The present tense is a customary present for what normally or typically occurs.  This could also be considered a gnomic present for a universal truth.


The active voice indicates that a house against a house produces the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.

“and a house [divided] against a house falls.”
Lk 11:17 corrected translation
“However, He, knowing their thoughts, said to them, ‘Any kingdom being divided against itself is destroyed; and a house [divided] against a house falls.”
Mt 12:25, “And knowing their thoughts Jesus said to them, ‘Any kingdom divided against itself is laid waste; and any city or house divided against itself will not stand.”
Explanation:
1.  “However, He, knowing their thoughts, said to them,”

a.  In contrast to the others, who kept on demanding from Him a sign from heaven, Jesus told them a proverb.  This proverb is designed to refute the claim that He was exorcizing demons through the power of Satan.

b.  They demanded a sign from Him, and He gave them a sign without them knowing He had done so.  He gave them a silent sign—knowing their thoughts.  There are two ways of looking at this: (1) Jesus used His omniscience to ascertain what they were thinking.  This is unlikely for two reasons: (a) He was not allowed to use His deity to benefit Himself per the doctrine of Kenosis, and (b) what they were thinking was rather obvious from what they had already said; (2) Without using His deity Jesus knew what they were thinking through His brilliant common sense.  Someone might argue that Jesus was permitted to use His deity because it was an evil attack on Him from satanic enemies, but that principle is stated nowhere in Scripture and thus becomes speculation, which is a dangerous thing to do in interpreting a passage.  Only deity knows the hidden thoughts of other people.  So the real question becomes: Were the thoughts of these men actually hidden, or were their thoughts easily deduced by what they had already said in demanding a sign?  We have to decide if Jesus was allowed to use His deity to protect Himself from the evil attacks of Satan to kill Him before His time.  The fact Jesus knew people’s thoughts is also mentioned in:


(1)  Lk 5:22, “However, Jesus, knowing their reasonings, answering said to them, ‘Why are you reasoning in your hearts?”


(2)  Lk 6:7-8, “Now the scribes and the Pharisees kept watching Him closely [to see] whether He would heal on the Sabbath, in order that they might find an accusation against Him.  However He knew their thinking.”



(3)  Mt 9:3-4, “And some of the scribes said to themselves, ‘This fellow blasphemes.’  And Jesus knowing their thoughts said, ‘Why are you thinking evil in your hearts?’”
You will notice that whenever the Scripture mentions Jesus knowing someone’s thoughts, those thoughts are coming from the enemies of Jesus.  The emphasis here is on Jesus knowing what they were thinking, not on understanding what they said.  The phrase “knowing their thoughts” strongly implies that the Lord was using more than just His common sense.  Otherwise Luke would have simply wrote “He said to them” and left out the qualifying phrase about knowing their thoughts.  There is no purpose for adding the phrase unless it indicates something more than normal human cognition of a given situation.

c.  There were other occasions where it is possible that Jesus may have been allowed to use His deity to protect Himself.  But again we have the problem of Him not being able to use His deity to benefit Himself.  So the real answer may be in the supernatural protection, guidance, and power of God the Father and the Holy Spirit allowing Him to know their thinking and be protected from their actions.


(1)  Lk 4:28-30, “And all the people in the synagogue were filled with rage as they heard these things; and they got up and drove Him out of the city, and led Him to the brow of the hill on which their city had been built, in order to throw Him down the cliff.  But passing through their midst, He went His way.”


(2)  Jn 10:39, “Therefore they were seeking again to seize Him, and He eluded their grasp.”



(3)  Jn 7:30, “So they were seeking to seize Him; and no man laid his hand on Him, because His hour had not yet come.”

d.  A.T. Robertson says concerning the noun DIANOĒMA: “This substantive is common in Plato, but occurs nowhere else in the N.T.  It means intent, purpose. Jesus knew that they were trying to tempt him.”
  That sounds more like common sense from our Lord’s brilliant intellect than the use of his omniscience.
2.  “‘Any kingdom being divided against itself is destroyed;”

a.  Jesus uses the example of a generic kingdom.  In our way of thinking today this would refer to a country.  A country divided against itself is destroyed.  There are several examples of this in our history: the Civil War almost destroyed the United States; the Korean war destroyed Korea.  There are many examples in European history, beginning with the fall of the Roman Empire with the split between the Eastern and Western Roman Empires in the 4-5th centuries.

b.  Our Lord’s example refers to the ‘spiritual’ kingdom of Satan.  One part of Satan’s kingdom cannot be at war with another part of His kingdom, without the entire kingdom being destroyed.  Satan cannot fight against himself without destroying himself.  In this analogy, hypothetically Jesus would be on Satan’s side in the war, and yet He would be destroying Satan’s kingdom with every demon who is cast out.  Satan loses control over the subjects in his kingdom by permitting and helping Jesus cast his demons out of the kingdom.  At some point there is nothing left for Satan to rule.  Therefore, logically Jesus can’t be attacking Satan’s functioning demons as the agent of Satan.  It is illogical and contrary to common sense.

c.  Nobody in the crowd could or would argue against this proverbial statement.

3.  “and a house [divided] against a house falls.”

a.  The Lord adds another example, which parallels the previous example.  Instead of a kingdom we have a house.  This does not refer to a literal house, but to the people in the household.  For example, a mother and father divided against each other ends in divorce—the house has fallen apart, when the marriage falls apart.

b.  No group of people can live together and constantly be at odds with one another.  Eventually someone is going to leave and the household falls apart.  This is true of families as well as marriages.  Children at war with their parents and vice versa destroys the family, whether they are living in the same house or not.

c.  A good historical example of this is the house of David after the rule of Solomon.  Israel was split into the Northern and Southern kingdoms, because the house of David was divided against itself.  Again no one in the crowd could or would argue against this proverbial statement.
4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Jesus is again portrayed as knowing the thoughts of his audience (Lk 5:22; 6:8; 7:39–47).  Whenever Jesus is reading someone’s thoughts, there is controversy coming. I n addition, there is irony here: the crowd seeks a sign and Jesus’ knowledge reveals one!  How did He know what they were thinking?  Somehow he knows that the crowd’s thoughts are hostile!  Jesus appeals to what was in all likelihood a common illustration: the divided house.  His point is that if Satan is in the business of casting out his own demons, then the demonic world is a divided house—a sure formula for defeat.  The unasked question is whether Satan would do this to himself.  The implied answer is, ‘of course not,’ at least not by design.  So the satanic proposal is excluded by logic.  Behind the remark is the assumption that Satan is out to destroy humankind.  His influence is seen in disease and death.  So, when disease and death are reversed, this cannot be the work of the arch-demon because then Satan is working against himself.  The picture may well allude to Israel’s history.  The nation’s greatest period was when it was united in rule.  When it divided, chaos entered, followed by destruction.  The house of the nation collapsed under the strain. The phrase oikos epi oikon piptei literally means ‘house falls upon house’ and graphically depicts the destructive internal conflict that has a domino effect on the divided community.  The imagery would be clear to those questioning Jesus.  Mt 12:25 is even more condensed than Mark but has three pictures: a divided kingdom, a divided house, and a divided city.  The point in the accounts is the same: division leads to destruction.  Civil war at any level, even among spiritual beings, is counterproductive and devastating.”


b.  “Jesus answered their charges with three arguments.  First, their accusation was illogical.  Why would Satan fight against himself and divide his own kingdom?  (Note that Jesus believed in a real devil who has a kingdom that is strong and united.)”


c.  “Jesus gave a twofold response. First, He said it would be ridiculous for Satan to drive out his own demons, for then he would be weakening his position and kingdom.”


d.  “As before, Jesus discerns the inner thoughts of his opponents—indeed, Jesus’ role is, in part, to make public those who oppose God.  In verses 17–22, Jesus presents a series of counterarguments, the first of which is an error in the logic of his opponents.  Jesus’ reply presupposes: (1) that the names Beelzebul and Satan refer to the same entity, (2) the correctness of referring to Satan as the head of a kingdom, (3) the marshaling of demons under the command of Satan and in the service of his aim, and, thus, (4) the unity of Satan’s dominion.  To imagine that Jesus was one of Satan’s deputies and that he was casting other satanic agents from people, then, would be to pit Satan against himself.  Why would Satan himself endorse a civil war in his own domain?”


e.  “Jesus’ detractors had accused Him of being in cahoots with Satan in this miracle.  For the sake of argument, let’s grant them a thread of plausibility.  Suppose Satan here allowed one of his demons, who was holding a man mute, to be cast out by Jesus, so that Jesus would gain credibility, thus enabling Satan and Jesus together to win Israel to Jesus, a false Messiah.  What if they accepted a little loss (one demonized man set free) in order to take many more captives (those who witnessed the miracle).  That may sound plausible.  But what is implausible, and indeed impossible, is that Jesus’ entire ministry could be devoted to casting out demons and that he could at the same time be in league with Satan. Luke alone records at least ten instances of healing, and four of them explicitly involve exorcisms—on one occasion, wholesale exorcisms: Lk 4:3, 9, 40-41; 8:26–39; 9:37–45.  We must conclude in the light of Jesus’ wholesale ongoing attack on Satan that it was impossible for an evil league between Savior and Satan to exist.  Jesus’ detractors stood on shaky logic, and Jesus mercifully reasoned with them with two parable-like utterances.  The first word picture Jesus gave was that of a divided kingdom.  No kingdom, no house, no army, no business, no team, no movement can survive an internal war.  Impossible! There was no way Jesus and Satan could be marching together.”
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