John 1:1
Luke 12:14



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then,” used as a switch-reference device, indicating a new speaker on stage in the drama.  With this we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article HO, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “He” and referring to Jesus.  With this we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, meaning “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.

This is followed by the dative indirect object from the third person singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him,” referring to the man who asked Jesus to do something for him.

“Then He said to him,”
 is the vocative masculine singular from the noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “in address, varying from a familiar tone to one that is more formal: friend indicating a close relationship between the speaker and the one addressed Lk 5:20; sir, where the woman speaking is a stranger to the person named Joseph whom she addresses [this use is found only in secular Greek literature]; and with a reproachful connotation, man! Lk 12:14; 22:58, 60.”
  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “Who?”  With this we have the accusative direct object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “Me” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb KATHISTĒMI, which means “to stand between; to make or appoint.”


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


The active voice indicates that the indefinite subject “who” produced the action.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information

Next we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun KRITĒS, meaning “judge.”  With this we have the coordinating conjunction Ē, meaning “or” plus the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun MERISTĒS, meaning “arbitrator.”
  Finally, we have the preposition EPI plus the accusative of place from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “you: you all, both of you, the two of you.”  Note the plural.

“‘Man, who appointed Me a judge or arbitrator over you [two]?’”
Lk 12:14 corrected translation
“Then He said to him, ‘Man, who appointed Me a judge or arbitrator over you [two]?’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then He said to him,”

a.  Luke continues the story of a certain brother who has demanded that Jesus tell the man’s brother to share the family inheritance with Jesus’ reply to the brother, who has made this demand.


b.  Jesus’ reply is neither rude nor harsh, but it is stern and pointed.  Jesus does not grant the brother’s request, nor support his request in any way.  Jesus stays neutral on the issue, keeping His nose out of other people’s business.  The Lord doesn’t ridicule the man’s request or take sides with him against his brother.  In addition, Jesus doesn’t support the other brother, because He doesn’t know if the other brother is unjustly hoarding the inheritance or just trying to protect it from his out of control brother.  Not having all the facts, the Lord cannot sit in judgment regarding what is going on in that family.


c.  In addition, a judgment of this kind should not be made by Jesus, but by the local Rabbi, who has the responsibility to handle such matters.  The fact the man is asking Jesus publicly to do this puts Jesus in the uncomfortable place of possibly overruling what the local Rabbi has already decided or preempting the ruling of the local Rabbi before it is given.  In either case, Jesus would be usurping the authority of the local Rabbi, which He is not inclined to do and does not this situation to be used against him by the religious authorities in Jerusalem.  You can just hear them say, “If this Jesus can usurp the authority of one local Rabbi, who’s next?  Will He usurp the authority of all of you Rabbis?”  Things would just get uglier from then on.

2.  “‘Man, who appointed Me a judge or arbitrator over you [two]?’”

a.  So Jesus answers the brother with the word ANTHRWPOS, which was used three ways in Greek literature: (1) meaning friend indicating a close relationship between the speaker and the one addressed as in Lk 5:20; this is impossible, since Jesus had no relationship with the man; (2) meaning sir, which use is found only in secular literature; and (3) with a reproachful connotation, man!  Jesus is not slandering, criticizing, or ridiculing the man, but He is letting the man know in no uncertain terms that his demand is wrong for all kinds of reasons:



(1)  Jesus is not the person to arbitrate this case.



(2)  This is the wrong place to arbitrate this case.   It should be done before the Rabbi in the local synagogue.



(3)  This is the wrong time to arbitrate this case.  It should not be done while interrupting Jesus’ teaching to His disciples and indirect warnings to His enemies.



(4)  This is the wrong way to arbitrate this case.  The father (if still alive) and the other brother, and all other witnesses (if there are any) should be available to state their side of the issue.

b.  Rather than give the man a direct answer, Jesus does what He typically does—He asks the man a rhetorical question with all the innuendos of what the man should do.  The literal answer to Jesus’ question is ‘No one appointed Him as the judge or arbiter in this case’.  Jesus directs the man’s attention to the fact that Jesus doesn’t have the legal authority to act as judge.  So if Jesus doesn’t have the legal authority to settle this dispute, who does?  The local Rabbi.  The brother is asking the wrong person to be the judge.  Perhaps the local Rabbi has already given his judgment or refused to hear the case.  We don’t know.  But the jurisdiction belongs to the local Rabbi, not to Jesus.


c.  Since no one has made Jesus the judge in this case, Jesus does not usurp the authority of whoever rightfully belongs as judge of this case.  Jesus has perfect authority orientation.  This man does not.


d.  In English the word “you” can refer to either one person or more than one (both brothers).  We don’t have this problem in Greek.  The Greek has an accusative singular word SE and an accusative plural HUMAS.  We have the plural here.  Jesus is talking about having authority to judge both brothers, not just one brother.  By using the plural, Jesus very subtly points out that the other brother should be there for any judgment.  Jesus, in effect, throws the case out of court before it ever begins, because the one brother made the mistake of not bringing the other brother with him.  Jesus’ subtlety is this: “If I were the judge, I would be judging between both of you, not just for or against you alone.”


e.  This man has come to Jesus with wrong motivation—the motivation of greed, and this wrong motivation is obvious to Jesus.  The man in his greed just wants what may or may not rightfully belong to him (we don’t really know, because we don’t have all the facts).


f.  The apostle James understood the lesson of this incident and applied it in writing his epistle, “You ask and do not receive, because you ask with wrong motives, so that you may spend it on your pleasures,” Jam 4:3.  The man asked Jesus and did not receive the judgment he wanted from Jesus, because he asked with wrong motives, and it highly likely that he only wanted his share of the inheritance so he could spend it on his pleasures.
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Since Jesus of Nazareth was no official judge in criminal actions, even as He made clear in an attempted civil case, this attempt to remand the case to Him was an obvious farce, devoid of legal justification, and intended only to embarrass the Teacher from Nazareth whom they hoped to discredit.”


b.  “Jesus repudiates the position of judge or arbiter in this family fuss.  Jesus is rendering unto Caesar the things of Caesar and shows that His kingdom is not of this world.”


c.  “Jesus refuses to get involved in the dispute.  The vocative ‘man’ can be harsh (Lk 22:58, 60; Rom 2:1, 3; 9:20; Jam 2:20) or gentle (Lk 5:20; 1 Tim 6:11, depending on the context.  Here it is a rebuke.  No one has appointed Jesus to be judge or arbiter in a personal dispute.  Jesus’ refusal is not intended to establish any universal principles.  He simply is choosing not to act in this dispute, for His current mission is not to settle personal disputes.”


d.  “Jesus refused to settle the matter.  He was not an ordained rabbi, and He preferred to go to the root of the matter by giving a stern warning against greed.”


e.  “Jesus didn’t like his impertinence at all because he addressed him as ‘man,’ as if he were a stranger.  Jesus would not be drawn into settling domestic accounts.  One day, of course, He will be the ultimate judge and arbiter when He returns to judge the quick and the dead, but that was not His task during His three years of earthly ministry.  Besides, getting one’s legal fair share is not a good thing if one is motivated by a covetous spirit, and Jesus sensed such a spirit here.”


f.  “Jesus abstains from invading the office of constituted authorities.  No one appointed Him to any such office.”


g.  “Jesus offers an indignant refusal as the way in which he addresses him and as the self-answering question of the reply indicate.  If this man thought that he was honoring Jesus by appealing to His authority he was really doing the opposite, trying to draw Jesus into an affair that was no concern of His.  The Jews had rightful judges for disputes about property.  Jesus had no appointment of that kind, His office and His work were vastly higher, and He was the last person to interfere with the secular authorities.”
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