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

 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “No one” plus the nominative masculine singular noun OIKETĒS, meaning “a house slave, domestic, and slave generally Acts 10:7; 1 Pet 2:18; Lk 16:13; Rom 14:4.”
  Then we have the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able.”


The present tense is a gnomic present, which describes a universal truth.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form but active in meaning with the subject (no house slave) producing the action.


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

This is followed by the dative direct object from the masculine plural cardinal adjective DUO plus the noun KURIOS, meaning “two masters.”  Next we have the present active infinitive of the verb DOULEUW, which means “to serve.”


The present tense is a customary present, describing what typically or normally occurs.


The active voice indicates that the house slave is not able to produce the action of serving.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the meaning of the verb ‘to be able’.

“No house slave is able to serve two masters;”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for” plus the coordinating conjunction Ē, meaning “either” plus the repetition of this conjunction at the beginning of the next clause, meaning “or.”  Ē…Ē, means “either…or.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and cardinal adjective HEIS, meaning “the one.”  Next we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb MISEW, which means “to hate: he will hate.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that the house slave will produce the action.


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

Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and adjective HETEROS, meaning “the other.”  Next we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb AGAPAW, which means “to love.”  The morphology of this verb is the same as the previous verb.

“for either he will hate the one and will love the other,”
 is the repetition of the coordinating conjunction Ē, meaning “or.”  Then we have the genitive object from the masculine singular cardinal adjective HEIS, meaning “one.”  This is followed by the third person singular future middle indicative from the verb ANTECHW, which means “to have a strong attachment to someone or something: to cling to, hold fast to, be devoted to.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the house slave in producing the action.


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

This is followed by the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the genitive object from the masculine singular article and adjective HETEROS, meaning “the other.”  Then we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb KATAPHRONEW, which means “to look down on, despise, scorn, or treat with contempt.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that the house slave will produce the action.


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

“or he will be devoted to one and will despise the other.”
 is the absolute negative OU, meaning “not” plus the second person plural present deponent middle/passive indicative of the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able.”


The present tense is a static and gnomic present for a universal truth that does not change.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form but active in meaning with the subject (the believer) producing the action of not being able.


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

Then we have the dative direct object from the noun THEOS, meaning “God” plus the present active infinitive of the verb DOULEUW, which means “to serve.”


The present tense is a customary present, describing what typically or normally occurs.


The active voice indicates that the believer (the house slave) is not able to produce the action of serving.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the meaning of the verb ‘to be able’.

Finally, we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the dative direct object from the masculine singular noun MAMWNAS, meaning “wealth.”
“You are not able to serve God and wealth.’”
Lk 16:13 corrected translation
“No house slave is able to serve two masters; for either he will hate the one and will love the other, or he will be devoted to one and will despise the other.  You are not able to serve God and wealth.’”
Mt 6:24, “No one can serve two masters; for either he will hate the one and love the other, or he will be devoted to one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and wealth.”

Explanation:
1.  “No house slave is able to serve two masters;”

a.  The Lord adds one final principle of application that summarizes both the parable of the prodigal son and the parable of the unrighteous steward.  The house slave is used as the example in this application principle.  Since we don’t have house slaves today in our culture, this would be equivalent to a butler or the chief maid.  The existence of two masters is a hypothetical situation, since most houses do not have two masters.  In this hypothetical situation we might imagine the father of the house and his eldest son, who is the heir of the estate.


b.  The principle is simple—a servant cannot take orders from two masters and satisfy both equally, faithfully, accurately, or any other way.  The reason why is explained in what follows in the verse.  The problem is usually conflicting orders.  For example, a senior officer tells a junior officer on his staff that he needs x done in the next hour.  A few minutes later another senior officer comes along and says he need y done in the next hour.  It takes a whole hour to do x and a whole hour to do y.  The junior officer can’t serve two masters.  One of them will not get what they want.  This happens frequently in the Armed Services and in the business world.


c.  The spiritual application is obvious here.  We cannot serve God and Satan.  We also cannot serve God and the things of this world that are part of Satan’s system.

2.  “for either he will hate the one and will love the other,”

a.  The Lord continues with an explanation of why the house slave cannot serve two masters.  On the one hand he will hate one of the masters and on the other hand will love the other master.  “Hate” and “love” are used to emphasize the extremes that will result over a long period of time of receiving conflicting orders from the two masters.  Jesus loved to exaggerate to make a point and we probably have a bit of hyperbole here.


b.  The unbeliever ‘loves’ Satan by loving Satan’s world system—the things of this world—and hates God.  The believer loves God and ‘hates’ this world and the things of this world (Satan’s system of kingdom).  The believer in perpetual carnality is ‘lukewarm’.  That believer can’t make up their mind who they love or hate or who they will obey or disobey.

3.  “or he will be devoted to one and will despise the other.”

a.  The Lord continues with a milder illustration/explanation.  Instead of love and hate, the Lord uses the verbs ‘devoted to’ and ‘despise’.


b.  The house slave/servant will be devoted to the master that treats him/her well and appreciates the work he/she does for the master.  In contrast the house slave/servant will despise the second master who does nothing more than add to their burden of work.  They will grow to resent the second master.  Imagine how a child must feel when they get conflicting orders from mom and dad.  Over time the child will become devoted to one and despise the other.  That is why parents must act as a unit in raising children.


c.  Obviously God expects us to be devoted to Him and ‘despise’ Satan.  It is obvious that the unbeliever is devoted to Satan by being devoted to the things of this world, and it is equally obvious that the unbeliever despises God, because God interferes with the unbeliever’s enjoyment of the things of this world (guilt is terribly annoying to the unbeliever, because it detracts from their enjoyment of Satan’s cosmic system).

4.  “You are not able to serve God and wealth.’”

a.  The Lord concludes with the ‘bottom line’.  The things of this world are summed up in the word “wealth,” which refers to money, property, etc.  Everything in this world is related to money: having money, acquiring money, spending money, saving money, and inheriting money.


b.  God and money are the two masters.  We cannot serve both.  We will either love God and hate money or love money and hate God.  There is nothing wrong with having money, using money, spending money, saving money, etc.  But money is nothing more than a tool to accomplish the will of God in this life.  Money is not our master.  We are the masters of our money.  If we use money in the service of taking care of our family and providing for the service of God, then we have been faithful in a little thing.


c.  God doesn’t expect us to be poor, but expects us to help the poor.  God doesn’t expect us to go without, but expects us to help provide for those without.  God expects us to use money to keep ourselves from becoming a burden on the church and others and to help others from becoming a burden on the church and others.  This requires us to take care of our family first and then do what we can in generosity toward others.


d.  We serve God through our prudent use of money, so that our money serves God rather than we serving our money.  If we choose to serve money, then it is impossible to serve God.  The pastor who wants a private jet, a bigger limousine, a fancy car, a bigger mansion, or a bigger church is serving money. 

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “There is no real reason for objecting to the repetition of a favorite saying by Jesus.”


b.  “The last illustration is the most distant of the implications.  Money is not and cannot be the ultimate priority.  A steward cannot be faithful to two masters at once.  There comes the moment when one must choose a priority: loving and being devoted to one, while hating and despising the other.  ‘Mammon’ [the Aramaic word for property] here is personified and treated as if it could be an idolatrous threat to God.  The parallel structure equates the paired verbs love and hate with each other and produces a rhetorical contrast.  The thing loved has priority over the thing hated.  It is impossible to serve both God and mammon, for there are times when the pursuit of money will necessarily mean that God is slighted.  Or there will come a time when a choice for God will mean that the pursuit of money is slighted.  There might even be a time when a choice for God is a choice not to have money or not quite so much money.  In this context, money is a litmus test about greater issues and responsibilities, and it is clear that one should choose to serve God.  Indeed, to be generous with money—as the basic parable advises—is a way to choose God over money.  One can serve God by putting one’s resources to use for others.  The attitude of giving, sharing, and meeting of needs as exemplified in the Book of Acts (2:44–45; 4:32–37) pictures such service through money.  It may well be that the relationship between money and service is why this final remark is present.  One always serves something; it had better be God, not the things of the creation.”


c.  “Finally, the Lord admonishes us to be wholly devoted to God and single-minded.  We cannot love or serve two masters, any more than we can walk in two directions at one time.  If we choose to serve money, then we cannot serve God.  If we choose to serve God, then we will not serve money.  Jesus is demanding integrity, total devotion to God that puts Him first in everything (Mt 6:33).  If God is our Master, then money will be our servant, and we will use our resources in the will of God.”


d.  “The third application Jesus drew from the parable was that a person cannot serve both God and money.  As masters the two are mutually exclusive.  Love for money will drive one away from God (1 Tim 6:10); conversely, loving God will cause one not to make money his primary concern in life.”


e.  “Wealth is either used faithfully—that is, in the service of God and thus in solidarity with and on behalf of those in need—or, as in verse 13, it takes on a personified, cosmological status in which case its claims for service are as unyielding as they are perverse.  According to Luke, the rule of Wealth is manifest in theft and exploitation, hoarding, conspicuous consumption, and the more general disregard for outsiders and persons of low status and need.”


f.  “Jesus ended with a solemn warning to them against materialism.  The last sentence of verse 13 is a flat [dogmatic] statement; it allows for no moderation, it brooks no argument.  Jesus said it: riches have a unique ability to interfere with a man’s spiritual service.”


g.  “It is totally impossible to serve both God and money.  This is radical.  There is no middle ground. If we are devoted to money, we will ‘despise’ God with our intellect and ‘hate’ him with our emotions—the totality of our being.  New-Agers feel no tension about this because God, self, and money are all tied up together in one profound idolatry (Col 3:5).  We Christians are the ones who feel the tension because duty pulls us in one direction and the pressures of daily life in the other.  We all go through times when a material focus is required—the purchase of a home, remodeling, redecorating, buying a car, the management of investments, etc. We live in a material world, which requires attention.  Also, the possession of wealth, even great wealth, does not make one a materialist, though it dramatically increases the danger.  I am sure that while as a group we subscribe to the truth that we cannot serve God and mammon, we nevertheless attempt to do both.  And we are good at it.  Perhaps the best in the world.  We are so good that we think we are serving only God.”


h.  “If a man tries to serve mammon as well as God, he will fail to give God the exclusive loyalty that God demands.”
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