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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative of the verb EIPON, which means “to say: he said.”


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


The active voice indicates that the younger brother produced the action.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and comparative use of the adjective NEOS, meaning “the younger.”  With this we have the ablative of the whole from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “of them.”  Next we have the dative indirect object from the masculine singular article, used as a possessive pronoun, and noun PATĒR, meaning “to his father.”

“And the younger of them said to his father,”
 is the nominative used as a vocative from the masculine singular noun PATĒR, meaning “Father.”  Then we have the second person singular aorist active imperative of the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give.”


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


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


The imperative mood is an imperative of entreaty.

This is followed by the dative indirect object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “to me.”  Next we have the accusative direct object from the articular neuter singular present active participle of the verb EPIBALLW, which means “to belong to.”


The article functions as a relative pronoun, meaning “that.”


The present tense is a customary present for that which is reasonably expected to occur or what typically happens.


The active voice indicates that the brother’s portion of the estate produces the state of being his portion.


The participle is circumstantial.

With this we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun MEROS, meaning “part, share, or portion.”  Then we have the ablative of the whole from the feminine singular article and noun OUDIA, meaning “of the property; of the wealth.”
  English grammar demands that we add the object “[me]” after the imperative verb to indicate to whom the giving is being done.  The Greeks understood who the object was from the dative case of EGW and didn’t need to repeat it.

““Father, give [me] the part of the wealth that belongs to me.””
 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article HO, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “he” and referring to the father.  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative of the verb DIAIREW, which means “to distribute; to divide.”


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


The active voice indicates that the father produced the action.


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

Next we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article, used as a personal pronoun plus the noun BIOS, meaning “his subsistence; property; the means of sustaining life.”

“Then he distributed his property to them.”
Lk 15:12 corrected translation
“And the younger of them said to his father, “Father, give [me] the part of the wealth that belongs to me.”  Then he distributed his property to them.”
Explanation:
1.  “And the younger of them said to his father,”

a.  The Lord continues the parable with the action of the younger brother.  He has a request of his father.  We are not told how old the brother is, but he is obviously at least thirteen years old and more likely over twenty years old (the age for military duty).


b.  We are also not told how old the older brother is or the age of the father.  We cannot assume that the father is near death (which would explain the ease with which he gives the two sons their inheritance).  Nor are we told how much older the older brother is.  None of these details matter in the illustration.  We must assume that the father is in good health and both brothers are in their twenties, that is, supposedly old enough to ‘know what they are doing’.


c.  As this analogy progresses we will see that the father in the story is a picture of God the Father.  The younger brother is analogous to the unbelieving tax collectors and sinners.  The older brother is analogous to the self-righteous scribes and Pharisees, who think they are in good standing with God the father, but are not.

2.  ““Father, give [me] the part of the wealth that belongs to me.””

a.  The younger brother addresses his father with a polite and respectful title, because he wants something from him.  Do unbelievers make selfish requests to God?  Sure they do.  ‘Oh God help’ is one of their favorites.


b.  The younger brother makes a request, not a demand.  The imperative mood is use for both commands and entreaties.  The younger brother is making an entreaty to his father.  Had he made a demand, the answer would have been a firm no, because of his disrespect.  The father honors the request, because it is a request rather than a rude demand.


c.  The younger brother wants his portion of the family inheritance.  In this case with only two sons, the older brother gets the double portion and the younger brother gets his single portion.  Therefore, the older brother gets 2/3 of the inheritance and the younger brother gets 1/3.


d.  The younger brother is not wrong in saying that the inheritance ‘belongs’ to him.  It does as stated in Dt 21:17, where the double portion is allotted to the eldest son.  If there were three brothers, then the eldest would get 1/2 the inheritance and each of the other two brothers would get 1/4.

3.  “Then he distributed his property to them.”

a.  The father then distributes or divides his property, subsistence, wealth, inheritance between the two sons.  The older gets double what the younger brother gets.  Let’s say for example the inheritance amounted to $90,000.  The older would get $60,000 and the younger $30,000.


b.  Does this mean that the father left himself destitute with nothing to live on?  No, of course not.  The father still owns his home, his farm, his land, his livestock, etc.  And the older brother hasn’t taken his money and run off.  It is still in the temple treasury (the Jewish bank).  Nowhere in the story is the father said to suffer by giving the sons their inheritance.  He isn’t making his wife a beggar by giving away all they own.


c.  The father gives them what rightfully belongs to them without financially ruining himself or the rest of the family.  We must also remember that the sons were obligated to take care of their father and mother as long as they were still alive.  This is what the elder son was doing with his portion of the inheritance.  The younger son did not do this.


d.  Once the younger son receives this portion of his inheritance, he has no further right to any additional wealth the father and other brother may acquire.  He has cut himself off from any future prosperity that might come to the family.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Jewish law allotted one-half as much to the younger son as to the elder, that is to say one-third of the estate (Dt 21:17) at the death of the father.”


b.  “The story begins with the younger son requesting to receive the assets that will eventually be his so he can go his own way.  The boy is probably in his late teens, since he is still single.  The son requests his portion of what his father’s life will leave him.  The request’s historical and legal background is much discussed, since estates usually were not divided until the father’s death.  If Jewish law prevails, the son would receive half of what the elder son receives, or one-third of the estate.  Some Jewish texts suggest the right of a father to break up his holdings before his death, because they exhort him not to do it too early.  Some argue that the son’s request treats the father as if he were already dead.  This is not certain, but the son clearly looks to sever his relationship to his father and go away.  Nonetheless, the key element is that the son’s request is graciously granted.  Once the son receives his portion, all other claims to the estate are abrogated.  Each son receives his due and the young son is free to go.  Apparently, the elder son chose not to go his own way, but to keep his holdings at home.  This image pictures the heavenly Father letting the sinner go his own way.”


c.  “According to Jewish law, an elder son received twice as much as the other sons, and a father could distribute his wealth during his lifetime if he wished.  It was perfectly legal for the younger son to ask for his share of the estate and even to sell it, but it was certainly not a very loving thing on his part.  It was as though he were saying to his father, ‘I wish you were dead!’”


d.  “The younger son requested an unusual thing when he asked his father to give him his share of the estate.  Normally an estate was not divided and given to the heirs until the father could no longer manage it well [not according to Bock’s comment]. This father acquiesced to his son’s demand [this commentator called it a request and now calls it a demand, which is it?] and gave him his share of the inheritance.”


e.  “That such a disposition is undertaken at the initiation of the younger son (and not by the father) is strikingly presumptuous.  Read on its own terms, his request is highly irregular; read as the first of a series of actions that lead to his characterization as ‘dead and lost’, his request clearly signifies his rejection of his family.”


f.  “To ask one’s father for one’s share of the inheritance early was unheard of in antiquity; in effect, one would thereby say, ‘Father, I wish you were already dead.’  Such a statement would not go over well even today, and in a society stressing obedience to one’s father it would be a serious act of rebellion for which the father could have beaten him or worse.  That the father grants the request means that most of the hearers will not identify with the father in this parable; from the start, they would think of him as stupidly lax to pamper such an immoral son.  The eldest son always received a double portion; in this case, he would have received two-thirds of the inheritance and the younger brother one-third.”


g.  “The narrative situation is that property could be disposed of either by a will or by a gift during one’s lifetime.  The younger son demanded [more likely a request] immediately the full rights of possession over his portion (about one third) of his father’s estate which he could expect to inherit when the father died.”


h.  “The story begins with a young man who wanted to break away from the nest.  Like thousands before and after, he had his reasons and was not shy about expressing them.  He wanted to be his own man—his own boss.  He longed for a life where he could get up when he wanted to, go where he wanted to, and return when he pleased.  He probably also reasoned that he was only going to be young once—and that under the present arrangement he would be ‘ancient’ (probably thirty at least!) before he would be able to enjoy his wealth.  And as he followed that train of thought, he minimized present joys and freedoms.”


i. Marshall says that the father retained the usufruct (yes, this is a real legal term).
  The word is a Civil Law term referring to the right of one individual to use and enjoy the property of another, provided its substance is neither impaired nor altered.  The father could retain the use of the elder son’s inheritance as long as he was still alive.
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