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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now; Then.”  With this we have the preposition EN plus the locative of time from the neuter singular articular aorist active infinitive of the verb LALEW, which means “to speak.”


The culminative aorist regards the action in its entirety as a fact with emphasis on its completion.  This is brought out in translation by use of the English auxiliary verb “had.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus had produced the action.


The infinitive is a temporal infinitive of past time.  It is translated by use of the word “when.”

“Now when He had spoken,”
 is the third person singular present active indicative from the verb ERWTAW, which means “to ask.”


The present tense is a historical present, which describes the past action as though occurring right now for the sake of vividness or liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the English past tense.


The active voice indicates that a Pharisee produced the action.


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

Next we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun PHARISAIOS, meaning “a Pharisee.”  Then we have the coordinating conjunction HOPWS, meaning “that” after verbs of asking.
  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb ARISTAW, which means “to eat a meal; to dine.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus might produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a deliberative subjunctive, which is used in this indirect question to ask what is possible or desirable.

Next we have the preposition PARA plus the instrumental of association from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “with him” and referring to the Pharisee.

“a Pharisee asked Him that He might eat a meal with him.”
 is the transitional/continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb EISERCHOMAI, which means “to enter; to go into.”


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 participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb and can be translated “after entering.”

Finally, we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANAPIPTW, which means “to recline [to eat].”  The words ‘to eat’ are necessary, so that someone reading the translation does not think that they were taking a nap.


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, after entering, He reclined [to eat].”
Lk 11:37 corrected translation
“Now when He had spoken, a Pharisee asked Him that He might eat a meal with him.  Then, after entering, He reclined [to eat].”
Explanation:
1.  “Now when He had spoken,”

a.  Luke transitions to an event that followed Jesus’ speech to the scribes, Pharisees and other critics of Him and His ministry.  This event occurred as soon as Jesus was done speaking.


b.  The previous section went from Lk 11:14 with the casting out of the demon that was causing a man to be mute and ends in verse 36 with the illumination of the whole body (soul and spirit) by the critics of Jesus seeing who He really is.  We will now see how the critics reacted to the message of Jesus by the example of this Pharisee.

2.  “a Pharisee asked Him that He might eat a meal with him.”

a.  The subject of this section is one Pharisee, who had listened to Jesus’ entire message and seen the exorcism of the demon.  He watched and heard everything as an eyewitness to the ministry of Jesus.  He heard the message and saw the validation of the message in the casting out of the demon.


b.  Therefore, this man politely asks Jesus to dine with him.  Whether it was breakfast, lunch, or dinner is irrelevant to the main point of the story.  The point is that the Pharisee, who is probably still an unbeliever invites Jesus to a social event and the Lord accepts the invitation.  Why?  The Lord accepts because He is not willing that any should perish and this man is going to get the greatest opportunity he will ever have to talk directly to Jesus and believe in Him.


c.  Notice that Jesus is accepting an invitation to socialize with a possible unbeliever and He does not consider it to be wrong in any way.  It is an opportunity for evangelism.  The Pharisee is an arrogant, self-righteous legalist (as we shall see shortly), but that doesn’t deter Jesus from making the attempt to save the man.


d.  Men like this Pharisee accused Jesus of eating with sinners and harlots, but we see here that He also dined with moral degenerates as well.

3.  “Then, after entering, He reclined [to eat].”

a.  Luke then tells us that Jesus entered the man’s home and reclined on the low couches that were provided in the dining room.  Imagine a square or rectangular table with rectangular couches that extended back away from the table.  The person reclining on the couch had their head toward the dinner table with their feet extended back behind them away from the table.  They laid on their left side and ate with their right hand.


b.  We don’t notice the point Luke is making here until the next verse, but a couple of things didn’t happen as far as we can tell.  No one offered water or a towel to wash the feet of the Guest of honor, and Jesus didn’t bother to ceremoniously wash His hands.  This was done deliberately by Jesus.  He was not ignorant of the customs.



(1)  Mk 7:3-4, “(For the Pharisees and all the Jews do not eat unless they wash their hands with the fist, holding fast to the tradition of the elders; and from the market place they do not eat unless they wash themselves; and there are many other things which they have received in order to hold fast to: the washing of cups and of pitchers and of copper pots.)”



(2)  Lk 7:44-46, “And after turning toward the woman, He said to Simon, ‘Do you see this woman?  I entered your house; you did not give Me water for [My] feet; however, she has wet My feet with her tears and wiped [them] with her hair.  You did not give a kiss to Me; however, she, since I entered, has not stopped kissing My feet.  You did not anoint My head with olive oil; however, she anointed My feet with perfume.’”  Apparently this Pharisee did none of these things.  He was rude to Jesus from the beginning.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The verb is from ariston (=breakfast).  See the distinction between ariston and deipnon (=dinner or supper) in Lk 14:12.  It is the morning meal (breakfast or lunch) after the return from morning prayers in the synagogue (Mt 22:4), not the very early meal called akratisma.  The verb is, however, used for the early meal on the seashore in Jn 21:12, 15.”
  The verb is also used for any meal eaten during the day, including dinner (1 Kg 13:7 LXX; Josephus; Lk 15:29 in Codex D).  So it really doesn’t matter which meal it was.


b.  “As Jesus completes His remarks about the need to be responsive to God’s teaching, a Pharisee invites him for a meal.  Jesus accepts.  The meal is probably the early morning or midday meal.  Other meal scenes in Luke have no such detailed information about the type of meal.  There is no indication of hostility at the start.  It is clear from the subsequent remarks that the meal is not a private one, but that others, especially other leaders, have been invited as well (Lk 11:45).”


c.  “At this stage in Christ’s ministry, when the religious leaders were bent on destroying Him, why would a Pharisee invite Him to his home for a meal?  If he had been sincerely seeking truth, he would have talked with our Lord privately.”


d.  “The fact that a Pharisee would even invite Jesus to dinner suggests a certain openness to him, though we should also recognize that the extension of hospitality might itself serve as a test.  The extension and acceptance of an invitation signaled the abeyance of hostility, a social contract whereby host and guest were to act with honor toward one another.  This would require, for example, that Jesus prepare for the meal in the way prescribed by the Pharisees and that He withhold any negative (insulting) valuations of the host or His treatment in the home of the host; to perform otherwise would signal a breach in the implicit social contract.  Unlike the parallel scene in Lk 7:36–50, in this account no evidence is brought forward to suggest that Jesus has been snubbed [this does not prove that He wasn’t snubbed].  To the contrary, the cryptic form of Luke’s narration—Jesus ‘went in and took his place at the table’—at first masks what the Pharisee cannot miss: Jesus snubbed His host [is this conjecture or fact?  It is clearly conjecture on the commentator’s part] by failing to wash before the meal.  Even then the Pharisee maintains social propriety [this is another assumption], for he does not call attention to his guest’s behavior, in spite of its aberrant quality.”


e.  “As in Lk 7:36–50, a dinner becomes the occasion for moral instruction (this practice was so common in antiquity that it became a frequent setting in a type of philosophical literature called a symposium).   This meal also becomes the occasion for confrontation.  The Pharisee’s behavior appeared honorable.  Prominent teachers would be invited to lecture at such meals, discoursing on wise topics with others who also liked to show off their education.”
  Perhaps the Pharisee wanted to show off his education.


f.  “The invitation to breakfast with the Pharisee could have been an attempt to find fault with Jesus, for Jesus here did what previously only His disciples had done; and by flaunting the Pharisaic tradition, He made an opening to point out the error of their ways and the hypocrisy which needed condemning.  It seems that Jesus purposely provoked this conversation by Himself doing what His disciples had upset the Pharisees with on that earlier occasion.  Consider this point carefully, for despite His earlier admonition the Pharisees and scribes had done nothing to mend their ways; now He rebuked them unequivocally.  So these two incidents are unquestionably linked.”


g.  “Jesus had just warned the people against the danger of spiritual light becoming darkness within them, and a Pharisee’s inviting Jesus to join him for lunch immediately afterward was not accidental or congenial—there was a hidden wickedness behind it.  And Jesus knew it.  The omission of ritual washing was a premeditated, calculated affront on Jesus’ part.”
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