John 1:1
Luke 12:13



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus 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 someone produced the action.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “someone.”  With this we have the preposition EK plus the adverbial genitive of place or the ablative of origin from the masculine singular article and noun OCHLOS, meaning “from the crowd.”  Next we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him” and referring to Jesus.

“Then someone from the crowd said to Him,”
 is the vocative masculine singular from the noun DIDASKALOS, meaning “Teacher.”  Then we have the second person singular aorist active imperative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say, speak, or tell.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus is expected to produce the action.


The imperative mood is an imperative of entreaty.

This is followed by the dative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun ADELPHOS with the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, which means “my brother.”  Next we have the aorist middle infinitive of the verb MERIZW, which means “to divide.”


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


The middle voice is a dynamic, intensive middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the subject (the man’s brother) in producing the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose.

Then we have the preposition META plus the genitive of association from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “with me.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun KLĒRONOMIA, which means “the inheritance.”

“‘Teacher, tell my brother to divide the inheritance with me.’”
Lk 12:13 corrected translation
“Then someone from the crowd said to Him, ‘Teacher, tell my brother to divide the inheritance with me.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then someone from the crowd said to Him,”

a.  Luke transitions to a new event, but we are still located outside the Pharisee’s house where the ‘dinner party’ was held and there is still a crowd around Jesus composed of His disciples, the scribes and Pharisees, and other people from the town.  We do not know the exact location of this town, but it is likely somewhere in Judea rather than in Galilee.

b.  Luke introduces this event with a statement from some unknown man in the crowd, who speaks to Jesus, making a request of Him that is somewhat odd.  The crowd was mentioned in verse one as being many thousands.  The crowd must have quickly formed as word spread of Jesus’ encounter with the antagonistic scribes and Pharisees.

2.  “‘Teacher, tell my brother to divide the inheritance with me.’”

a.  The man calls Jesus “Teacher,” which is not a sign of disrespect, since Jesus’ own disciples often use this title in reference to Him.  However, in all the previous uses of this title in Luke, we see it on the lips of those who are either neutral to Jesus or antagonistic toward Him.  He is respected as a Rabbi, but not as the God of Israel, the Messiah, or Savior of the world.

Lk 7:40, “And answering, Jesus said to him, ‘Simon [a Pharisee, not Peter], I have something to say to you’.  Then he said, ‘Say [it], Teacher.’”

Lk 8:49, “While He was still speaking, someone came from [the house of] the ruler of the synagogue, saying, ‘Your daughter has died; bother the Teacher no longer.’”

Lk 9:38, “And behold a man from the crowd shouted, saying, ‘Teacher, I beg of You to look at my son, for he is my only child,’”

Lk 10:25, “Then notice, a certain lawyer stood up, intending to entrap Him by saying, ‘Teacher, by doing what will I inherit eternal life?’”

Therefore, we can conclude that this man’s request was that of an unbeliever, expecting a favor from Jesus, but not recognizing Him as his savior or Lord.

b.  The man then makes a bold request of Jesus.  It is an imperative mood in the verb, but this is an imperative of entreaty that comes close to being a demand.  It is stronger than an entreaty, but weaker than a command.  He is making a demand on Jesus, which is out of line, inappropriate, crass, gross, ridiculous and stupid.


c. The man demands that Jesus enforce His will on his brother.  He is telling Jesus to make his brother do something that may be the wrong thing to do.  The man is demanding that Jesus violate the free will of his brother and force him to share his brother’s inheritance with him.  There are a lot of things wrong with this request:



(1)  Jesus hasn’t heard the other brother’s side of the story.



(2)  For all Jesus knows, the father may have intentionally not given any part of the inheritance to the younger son, because the father his younger son would spend it all on his pleasures (like the prodigal son).



(3)  Jesus has no right to violate the will of the father in giving the entire inheritance to his eldest son.



(4)  The younger brother is trying to ‘use’ Jesus to get what he wants regardless of whether or not it is the right and just thing to do.



(5)  The younger brother knows that the father has ever right to do whatever he wants with his inheritance and also knows that Jesus has no right to interfere.  Therefore, the younger brother is demanding that Jesus interfere in the business of a family to which He is not a part and where He has no right to interfere.


d.  The Lord could have easily fulfilled the man’s request by saying, “Go tell your brother I said to give you one denarius (one day’s pay)” and that would have fulfilled the man’s demand without fulfilling his desire.  But Jesus didn’t even do that, because it was none of His business.  There is a great lesson here: stay out of other people’s business!


e.  Another important lesson here is that the Church has no business getting involved in the financial affairs of believers.  What people do or don’t do with their money is their private business and is a matter of the privacy of the priesthood.


f.  In Greco-Roman culture as well as in Jewish culture, the father could distribute his inheritance in whatever manner he determined.  He was not obligated morally or otherwise to distribute the inheritance evenly among his children.  And he was especially not obligated to give any of it to his daughters.  Judaism in the first century A.D. was clearly a male dominated society.  People often distributed the inheritance among the children, but it was not mandated.  And normally the full inheritance went to the firstborn son.


g.  Clearly this ‘younger’ brother (I have called him younger, because would normally be the case) feels slighted, unfairly treated, and wants his ‘justice’.  However, for all we know this man many have been a criminal, a con artist, or something else, making him totally unworthy of any share of the inheritance.  Whatever the father did in deciding not to give him any part of the inheritance may have been a wise decision on the father’s part.  Jesus will honor that decision.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “He does not ask for arbitration and there is no evidence that his brother was willing for that. He wants a decision by Jesus against his brother.  The law (Dt 21:17) was two-thirds to the elder, one-third to the younger.”


b.  “There is no indication of time or place for this event.  An indefinite ‘certain one’ starts the account.  The request comes from someone in the crowd.  Jesus is addressed as teacher, 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 Pentateuch and the rabbi interpreted Torah (Dt 21:15–17; Num 27:1–11; 36:7–9).  The dispute centers on the estate.  A brother has refused to divide the inheritance, and this other brother hopes that Jesus will prevail upon him to be more generous.  Possessions were often held jointly as undivided shares.  But it is not clear whether the complainant was getting nothing or whether he wanted his own piece of the pie, independent of the family.  No more details are given concerning the problem.  Is the one making the request the younger brother?  Is the fault simply that of the other brother (Ps 133:1 raises another perspective on the dispute)?  The man is not really asking Jesus to arbitrate, but to decide against the other brother.  Jesus will not honor such a partisan request.”


c.  “A man in the crowd interrupted Jesus and asked Him to solve a family problem.  Rabbis were expected to help settle legal matters, but Jesus refused to get involved.  Why?  Because He knew that no answer He gave would solve the real problem, which was covetousness in the hearts of the two brothers.”
  We have no indication in the context that the other brother was also greedy.  That is wishful interpretation, but not accurate interpretation.

d.  “The stage is set for Jesus’ discourse on possessions by a man in the crowd who intrudes into Jesus’ tutelage of his disciples with an attempt to recruit Jesus’ assistance.  The man presents himself as one of two brothers, now unable to live in harmony together.  As a consequence he seeks his share of the family holdings.  Presumably, the one who comes to Jesus is the younger of the two, who, because of his lesser position in the household, requires outside assistance in his attempt to achieve a settlement.  The laws of inheritance are put forward in Num 27:1–11; 36:7–9; Dt 21:16–17; as these did not cover all imaginable situations a request such as this man’s would not have been novel.  He addresses Jesus as ‘teacher,’ acknowledging Jesus’ authority to render a decision in his case, but his is less a request, more a directive.  He knows already the ruling he expects and needs only for Jesus to place on it his imprimatur.”


e.  “People often called upon rabbis to settle legal disputes.  The eldest son would always receive double what any of the other sons would receive.  The proportion of inheritance was thus fixed, and the plaintiff in this case has every legal right to receive his share of the inheritance.”
  This is a false conclusion without knowledge of all the facts of the case.  We have not heard the reason why the father withheld a portion from this brother or why the other brother is the same.  They may be doing so with good reason.  We don’t have all the facts and cannot just arbitrary rule in favor of the younger brother’s request.  Jesus certainly did not do so as we see in the next verse.

f.  “Jesus was in the midst of a deep spiritual discourse, when a member of the crowd, rather insensitively interjected a mundane material question.  We can readily criticize him, but how often do we allow material or worldly concerns to eclipse our spiritual commitments?”


g.  “Jesus was commonly regarded as a teacher, and thus a member of a class which dealt with both religious and civil matters.  It is not surprising, then, that his opinion was sought in a legal dispute over property.  Possibly a younger brother was claiming that he was being defrauded of his share in an inheritance.  Jesus, however, refused to settle the matter.”
  Because Jesus refused to take sides in the matter, so also we have no right to take sides in the matter.  Jesus didn’t have all the facts and neither do we.  We might also consider that Jesus refused to get involved because He did have all the facts and knew that the younger brother shouldn’t get a dime of that inheritance.

h.  “The demand here came from an anonymous individual who was so obsessed with getting what he considered his rightful portion of the family inheritance that he rudely accosted Jesus right after Jesus’ passionate call to confess Him before men.  His interjection was out of sync and disruptive.  He didn’t ask Jesus for a reasoned decision regarding the fairness of his claim but just demanded, ‘Tell my brother to divide the inheritance with me’.”


i.  “This man’s personal affair was the supreme concern for him and not the teaching of Jesus.  Whether his brother was holding the entire inheritance for himself or was curtailing his brother’s portion cannot be determined; nor can we say how just his claims were.”


j.  “The brother does not ask Jesus to arbitrate between him and his brother, but to give a decision against his brother.  There is no evidence that the brother consented to arbitration.”
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