John 1:1
Luke 15:30



 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” with the temporal conjunction HOTE, meaning “when.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun HUIOS with the possessive genitive of the second person singular personal pronoun SU and the nominative masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, used as an adjective, meaning “this son of yours.”  Next we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to come: came.”


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


The active voice indicates that produced the action.


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

“However when this son of yours came,”
 is the appositional/explanatory nominative from the masculine singular articular aorist active participle of the verb KATESTHIW, which means “to devour.”


The article functions as a relative pronoun, translated “the one who.”


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


The active voice indicates that the prodigal son produced the action.


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

Then we have the possessive genitive from the second person singular personal pronoun SU plus the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun BIOS, meaning “your property.”
  Next we have the preposition META plus the genitive of association from the feminine plural noun PORNĒ, meaning “with prostitutes.”

“the one who, after devouring your property with prostitutes,”
 is the second person singular aorist active indicative from the verb THUW, which means “to kill: you killed.”


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


The active voice indicates that the father produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of advantage from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “for him” and referring to the younger brother.  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and adjective SITEUTOS with the noun MOSCHOS, meaning “the fattened calf.”

“you killed the fattened calf for him.””
Lk 15:30 corrected translation
“However when this son of yours, the one who, after devouring your property with prostitutes, came, you killed the fattened calf for him.””
Explanation:
1.  “However when this son of yours came,”

a.  The older brother of the prodigal son continues his angry tirade in explaining to his father why his father has been so unfair to him all these years.  The older son continues with a contrast between what the father has done for the worthless son when he came home with what the father has never done for the older son, who stayed at home and ‘faithfully’ served him.


b.  The phrase “this son of yours” is a declaration of ridicule and contempt.  The added demonstrative pronoun “this” is often used this way in the New Testament.  The polite way would have been to say “your son” or “my brother,” which emphasizes family relationship, which is a critical theme in what the Lord is teaching.  The title “this son” is so packed full of resentment, it indicates the older brother’s ongoing rejection of his younger brother from the time he left home.  He has no love for his brother, only contempt.


c.  “The elder brother’s complaints are expressed in extravagant language.  He could not bring himself to say ‘my brother’ and spoke contemptuously of this son of yours.”

2.  “the one who, after devouring your property with prostitutes,”

a.  The resentful older brother then adds a further description of his brother, which is a half-truth with an added verbal sin of slander.  The older brother describes his younger brother as the person who devoured, ate up, used up, consumed one-third of the father’s property.  This was his portion of the inheritance that he turned into cash and squandered in the far country.  This property, that is, money is gone forever and can never be recouped.  This criticism of the younger brother is a true statement, but it is also a judgmental statement that the older brother has no authority to make.  The older brother is telling his father something the father already knows and has already forgiven.  What does the older brother expect his father to do?  He expects him to stop the party, punish his younger son, and perhaps send him off again as a permanent exile from the family.  That isn’t going to happen.  So the older brother has an unrealistic expectation.  The father has been gracious, loving and forgiving to his younger son.  He can’t just turn that off like it didn’t matter and never occurred.  So reminding his father of the past sins and evils of his brother doesn’t accomplish anything.  It doesn’t help the situation or change the present situation.  It is just useless slander and judging.


b.  And on top of this judging and slander comes a speculative lie.  The older brother suggests that the younger brother has wasted all his inheritance on prostitutes.  There is not a shred of evidence in the story that this is the case.  How does the older brother know this?  What is his source of information?  He hasn’t talked to his brother.  There has been report from abroad.  He is projecting his own desires on his brother.  This is what the older brother would do, given the same chance as his brother.  The older brother transfers his sin nature desires on his brother and accuses him of what he wishes he had the chance to do.  So whatever sins the younger brother may or may be guilty of, the older brother is committing the worse sin by lying about something that is likely not true.  Slander has given way to lying.  Chain sinning leads to greater sinning.

3.  “you killed the fattened calf for him.””

a.  Finally, the petty reason for the older brother’s discontent comes out.  He blames his father for giving him one of the family’s prized possessions—the fattened calf for a feast with the family, friends and neighbors.


b.  The older brother resents what his father has done for someone he hates and considers worthless.  And in the process the older brother feels that he has been slighted, ignored, and taken advantage of.  In his mind his father has been grossly unfair to him, while giving his brother more than he could possibly deserve.  As far as the older brother is concerned his father has rewarded his worthless brother for bad behavior and take advantage of all his own good behavior all these years.


c.  Not stated, but certainly the attitude of the older brother is: ‘You’ve been terribly unfair to me.  Now what are you going to do to right this wrong?’


d. The self-righteous arrogance of this son is totally lost as an illustration to the scribes and Pharisees with their hardness of heart and blackout of the soul.  They hear, but do not comprehend.  They see, but do not perceive.  The tax collectors and sinners hear and weep with joy; they see and humble themselves in gratitude.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The contemptuous use of HOUTOS (= this) is rather common in the NT: Mt 26:61, 71 (parallel Lk 22:56); Mk 2:7; Lk 15:2; Jn 6:42; 9:24; 12:34; Acts 7:40; 19:26; 28:4; Lk 15:30; 18:11; Acts 5:28.”


b.  This statement if full of “contempt and sarcasm.  He does not say: ‘my brother.’ The statement about harlots may be true, but the elder son did not know it to be true.  He may reflect what he would have done in like case.”
  In psychology this is known as ‘projection’ and ‘transference’.

c.  “The complaint continues.  The elder son now turns from the father’s lack of support for him to his gracious treatment of his brother.  His anger is clearly apparent, as he will not even acknowledge his relationship to his brother: he calls him ‘your son’ and ‘this one.’  He contrasts the son’s activity and the father’s response in an unfavorable light.  Describing the lifestyle of the brother in most unflattering terms, he charges him with devouring the father’s earnings with immorality, namely harlots.  Given the younger brother’s move to a distant land, how did the older know what his brother did when he was away?  Had they heard about his behavior and subsequent plight through some grapevine?  Is the elder brother engaging in purely hostile speculation?  Does he simply know his brother so well that he can guess what had happened to him?  None of these questions are directly answered in the narrative, but the elder’s attitude is clear: his brother is the rebellious son of Dt 21:18–21 who should be disowned, not honored.  How can his father give such a celebration, including a precious fattened calf, for such a despicable character?  In effect, the brother is complaining that immorality holds more merit with the father than faithfulness.  Where is justice?”


d.  “The elder brother was angry with his father because his father had given the younger son the feast that the elder brother had always wanted.  The elder brother’s dreams were all shattered because the father had forgiven the prodigal.  Of course the elder brother was angry at his younger brother for getting all that attention and receiving the father’s special gifts.  As far as the elder brother was concerned, the younger brother deserved none of it.  Had he been faithful? No!  Had he obeyed the father?  No!  Then why should he be treated with such kindness and love?”


e.  “The elder son has social propriety on his side.  The younger son had shamed his father and deserved to be shunned.  Why is it that recklessness and shamelessness are rewarded with jubilation when responsibility and obedience have received no recognition?”


f.  “The elder son was separated from his father through sins of attitude.  He was even farther away than his younger brother and he had not even left the farm!  The older son was a good man in his community.  He was a respectable, correct, exemplary, obedient, dutiful son.  He was steady, dependable, industrious, and thrifty.  He also had a high sense of moral rightness.   None of these things could be said about his younger brother.  The older brother was good on the outside, but something was missing.  As Mark Twain’s saying has it: ‘He was a “good man” in the worst sense of the word.’  The older son did not share his father’s loving heart.  In fact, he was sorry his little brother had come home.  He called him ‘this son of yours,’ not ‘this brother of mine.’  Why?  Rather than sharing his father’s wide-ranging affection, he cared only about himself.  The elder brother was judgmental.  Deep down inside, he may even have wished he could blow it like his younger brother did and get away with it.  No one had said his little brother was with prostitutes, and yet the elder son accused him of this.  This may be an unconscious confession of the older brother’s voyeurism.”
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