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

 is the transitional/continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then.”  With this we have 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 the lord/master/owner 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 article and noun KURIOS, meaning “the lord, the master, the owner” plus the genitive of identity or descriptive genitive from the article and noun AMPELWN, meaning “of the vineyard.”

“Then the owner of the vineyard said,”
 is the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “What?” plus the first person singular aorist active subjunctive (or the deliberative future—the same form) from the verb POIEW, which means “to do: shall I do?”


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


The active voice indicates that the owner of the vineyard will produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a deliberative subjunctive, which is used in questions of possibility, necessity, or desirability.

““What shall I do?”
 is the first person singular future active indicative from the verb PEMPW, which means “to send: I will send.”


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


The active voice indicates that the owner will produce the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun HUIOS plus the adjective AGAPĒTOS plus the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “my beloved son.”

“I will send my beloved son;”
 is the adverb of manner ISWS, which means “perhaps; probably.”
  Another possible translation is “‘probably, likely.’  “A number of translators have rendered ISWS as ‘perhaps’ or ‘maybe,’ though the Greek term would certainly imply a considerably higher degree of hope for a successful outcome.”
  Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “him” (literally ‘that one’).  Finally, we have the third person plural future passive active indicative from the verb ENTREPW, which means “to have regard for; to respect.”


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


The active voice indicates that the tenant-farmers will produce the action.


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

“they will probably respect him.””
Lk 20:13 corrected translation
“Then the owner of the vineyard said, “What shall I do?  I will send my beloved son; they will probably respect him.””
Mk 12:6, “He had one more to send, a beloved son; he sent him last of all to them, saying, ‘They will respect my son.’”

Mt 21:37, “But afterward he sent his son to them, saying, ‘They will respect my son.’”

Explanation:
1.  “Then the owner of the vineyard said,”

a.  The parable continues and switches reference (note the DE) from what the tenant-farmers are doing to what the owner of the vineyard is doing.  They are beating and killing the owner’s slaves.  The owner is trying to figure out what to do next to solve the problem.


b.  The owner of the vineyard is analogous to God the Father, and Jesus allows us to see a little of the reasoning of God the Father.  However, we must remember that the analogy is not exact; for God the Father is omniscient, but a human vineyard owner does not share the same mental ability.  Therefore, we must remember that in reality God the Father doesn’t actually think exactly like this landowner, since He knows exactly what to do at all times and has known exactly what to do before the creation of the universe.


c.  What this parable does show us is the persistent attempt of God the Father to graciously give every opportunity for the leaders of Israel to change their minds about what they believe and conduct themselves accordingly.  God the Father is going to give them every opportunity to be reconciled to Him in spite of their past bad behavior.  So now we see a little of God’s anthropopathic reasoning.

2.  ““What shall I do?”

a.  The question is a rhetorical question for our benefit.  It does not describe the fact that God doesn’t know what to do.  It describes the idea that God reasons to Himself and considers all alternatives before taking action.  God knows what to do.  He always knows what to do.  There is never a time when He does not know what to do.


b.  However, for the sake of human reasoning and human action, Jesus portrays the owner of the vineyard as any typical man in this same position.  He thinks before he acts.  And that is the important lesson here.  Most men in this situation would have already launched a squad of soldiers to arrest and convict these evil tenant-farmers.  But this owner demonstrates unbelievable restraint and calm in the face of unbending evil.


c.  The owner of the vineyard (like God the Father) considers his options and decides on a course of action compatible with his virtue, honor, and integrity rather than a knee-jerk reaction of revenge.

3.  “I will send my beloved son;”

a.  The conclusion of the owner is that he will send his beloved son.  The beloved son is an obvious analogy to Jesus as the Son of God.  The title “beloved son” has been used before in Luke’s gospel to identify Jesus as God’s uniquely born Son.  Whether or not the leaders of Israel immediately recognized the identification of this title with Jesus is impossible to know from the context of Luke.  But since no reaction by them is mentioned, it is likely that they didn’t see the analogy.  Typically in the gospels, when an illusion is made by Jesus to His being the Son of God the reaction of the leaders is to pick up stones to stone Him.  Nothing like that occurs here.


b.  The future indicative is not a wish or hope, but a fact.  God the Father planned to send His Son to be the King of the Jews and Savior of the world.


c.  The vineyard owner trusts his son to do his will and resolve the situation to the satisfaction of all parties.  The son goes as the representative and ambassador for the father.


d.  The father sends the one thing/person who is most precious to him.  This gesture of sending the son is the ultimate demonstration of unconditional love, patience, kindness, and forgiveness that the owner could possibly demonstrate toward the wicked tenants.

4.  “they will probably respect him.””

a.  This statement is made by the human landowner and should not be used to attribute to God the Father a lack of foreknowledge about what will occur.  In reality God the Father knew exactly how His Beloved Son would be treated by the leaders of Israel and the word “probably” illustrates the future expectation or hope that the owner has that the tenants will change their minds and behavior.


b.  The father sincerely believes that the tenants will respect his son.  This is not wishful thinking, but rather a confident expectation.  The owner reasons that it is most likely, most probable that his son will be respected, honored, welcomed, and obeyed as the direct representative of the owner.


c.  The translation ‘perhaps’ or ‘maybe’ used by some translators missing the mark of the indicative mood in the verb.  This is not a subjunctive idea.  Had the subjunctive mood been used, then ‘perhaps’ would make sense in the context of what is being said.  However, since the mood is indicative, the idea is that the tenants probably or likely will respect the son.  The owner is giving the tenants the benefit of the doubt.  He believes that it is more likely that the tenants will respect his son than it is that they will disrespect him.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The master still has a final option, and with great patience, reflection, and some uncertainty, he exercises it.  This uncertainty in the soliloquy shows how a parable often does not correspond to reality, since God is never said to be hesitant or uncertain about the fate of his Son.  What the delay and reflection indicates is that the tenants’ behavior has brought a dilemma.  The owner figures that perhaps he has not sent someone with sufficient rank, so he decides to send his ‘beloved son’.  This expression recalls Jesus’ baptism (Lk 3:22), as well as His transfiguration (Lk 9:35), and may imply that the man in the parable has only one son.  The point is that he can send no one more important without going himself.  Jesus is telling the story with some parallelism to what is happening in Israel.  The adverb ISWS expresses the hope that this outcome might be different.  The master’s mood adds to the story’s tension.  Maybe this solution will work.  The verse pictures God’s patience and tenacity, and the son represents His sending of Jesus.”


b.  “In the light of Lk 3:22, the ‘beloved son’ clearly represents Jesus.  Ancient hearers of the parable would regard the landowner as abnormal; naively benevolent, he counted on a kindness in his tenants that their behavior had already disproved.  Rich or poor, all hearers at this point would agree that the landowner was in the right, and that he was benevolent—indeed, strikingly, foolishly benevolent.”


c.  “We must not miss the huge distinction that Jesus made between Himself and the prophets and the religious leaders.  The prophets were servants, but He was the Son.  The leaders were tenants, but He was the heir and joint-owner with the Father.”


d.  “This man represents God, not by his perplexity, but by his long-suffering and mercy.”


e.  “On the one hand we have the incomprehensible love and patience of God that are exhibited in all these sendings; on the other hand we have the justice of God which lets the Jewish leaders fill the measure of their guilt to the very brim, even to overflowing.”
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