John 1:1
Luke 20:14



 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb EIDON, meaning “to see.”


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


The active voice indicates that the tenant farmers produced the action.


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

Next we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to the son of the owner.  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun GEWRGOS, meaning “the tenant-farmers.”

“However, after seeing him, the tenant-farmers”
 is the third person plural imperfect deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DIALOGIZOMAI, which means “to consider; to reason; to ponder and discuss.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuous, past action without reference to its conclusion.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form but active in meaning with the subject (the tenant-farmers) producing the action.


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

Next we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of relationship
 from the third person masculine plural reciprocal pronoun ALLĒLWN, which means “with one another.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine plural present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what they did at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the tenant-farmers produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“reasoned with one another, saying,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “This (man; one).”  Then we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which regards the present state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the son of the owner produces the state of being something.


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

This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular article and noun KLĒRONOMOS, which means “the heir.”

““This is the heir;”
 is the first person plural aorist active subjunctive from the verb APOKTEINW, which means “to kill: let us kill.”


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


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


The subjunctive mood is a hortatory subjunctive, in which the speaker invites the hearers to join him in a course of action.

With this we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to the son.  Next we have the conjunction HINA, which introduces a purpose clause and should be translated “in order that.”  Then we have the genitive of possession and predicate genitive from the first person plural personal pronoun EGW, meaning “ours.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist deponent middle subjunctive from the verb GINOMAI, which means “to become.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form but active in meaning with the subject (the inheritance) producing the action.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of purpose with HINA and indicates what potentially of probably will happen according to the thinking of the tenant-farmers.  The potentiality or probability is brought out in translation by use of the auxiliary verb “might.”  Finally, we have the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and noun KLĒRONOMIA, which means “the inheritance.”

“let us kill him, in order that the inheritance might become ours.””
Lk 20:14 corrected translation
“However, after seeing him, the tenant-farmers reasoned with one another, saying, “This is the heir; let us kill him, in order that the inheritance might become ours.””
Mk 12:7, “But those vine-growers said to one another, ‘This is the heir; come, let us kill him, and the inheritance will be ours!’”

Mt 21:38, “But when the vine-growers saw the son, they said among themselves, ‘This is the heir; come, let us kill him and seize his inheritance.’”

Explanation:
1.  “However, after seeing him,”

a.  Instead of doing what the owner expected of the tenant-farmers, the farmers, after seeing the arrival of the son, decided on a different course of action than anticipated by the owner.


b.  The brevity of this description tells us that the son didn’t bring a police escort with him to arrest the murderous tenants.  There is no indication that the son came with any kind of revenge motivation or desire for justice against the farmers.  Like the coming of Jesus in His first advent, the son comes with no malice or retribution against the tenants, but only wants what his father rightfully expected from them.


c.  There is another implication behind this statement.  The tenants recognized the son as being the son of the owner, but refuse to recognize his authority as the son of the father.  So it is secretly with the leaders of Israel.  They know that Jesus is the Son of God, but don’t care and want Him dead anyway.  There has been more than enough testimony to Who Jesus is for the leaders to be ignorant of the fact He is the Son of God.  They are exactly like the tenant-farmers in their recognition of the rightful heir to the land.

2.  “the tenant-farmers reasoned with one another, saying,”

a.  Therefore, seeing and knowing the person who has come this time is the actual son of the owner, the tenant-farmers hatch begin to reason, discuss and plot an evil plan against him.


b.  Notice that they don’t act on impulse.  Their plan is well thought out.  They take the time to consider their options and decide on the course of action they believe is most beneficial to them.


c.  There is no honor, virtue, integrity, justice, or honesty in their plan.  It is based on pure evil, greed, hatred, and lust for power.

3.  ““This is the heir;”

a.  The tenant-farmers recognize that the man who has come to them is the heir of the property.  By analogy, the leaders of Israel fully recognized that Jesus was the heir of the kingdom of God.  They knew that Jesus was the Son of God.


b.  Imagine the scene before us.  Jesus is looking right into the faces of the members of the Sanhedrin, led by the high priests (former and current), and telling them through this parable that He is the heir of the kingdom of God and they fully well know it and have secretly acknowledged it among themselves.  They know Jesus is the Son of God and He knows that they know.  And now they know that He knows that they know.


c.  This is as though Jesus said openly to them, “I am the heir of God the Father and you know that I am.  You can’t deny it and I won’t deny it.”  The Lord has thrown down the gauntlet before them.

4.  “let us kill him, in order that the inheritance might become ours.””

a.  Jesus then exposes their evil plan for all to see.  The reasoning of the tenants has come to the conclusion that they will kill the heir.  This is the same secret reasoning of the leaders of Israel.  They plot to kill Jesus, but don’t want it to occur until after the Passover feasts, when the crowds have begun the journey back home and will not be there to support or protect Jesus.


b.  The purpose of the tenants is also revealed by Jesus—they want to keep the power they have over the nation of Israel.  Just as the farmers wanted to keep control of the vineyard, so the leaders of Israel do not want to give over the kingdom of Israel to the rightful heir—the Son of God.  This is pure greed, avarice, lust for power, and the evil motivation that can only come from their father—the devil.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The vinedressers have a two-part plan: first murder, then inheritance.  It is hard to understand the logic here.  How can murdering the son set up the tenants’ inheritance?  This absurdity is an important point, since it illustrates the foolishness of their rejection.  The hope was that without a clear heir and without discovery of the murderer, the land might revert by default to those working it, assuming that the son was sent because the owner had died.  Their greed is stressed by the emphatic position of ‘ours’: a predicate genitive of possession.  The truth behind this murderous attitude would have been lost on most of Jesus’ original audience, but would become manifest in just a few days.  The parable pictures total rejection.  Nonetheless, the detail might be startling for those plotting against Jesus.  They would know what is happening and catch the implication.  They may secretly seek to arrest Him, but Jesus knows that He is their target.  The exchange heightens the drama, for clearly there are no surprises in what is taking place.”


b.  “Jesus gave His own death announcement.”


c.  “In the Lukan narrative, the act of ‘discussing among themselves’ is typical of those who oppose the redemptive purpose of God at work in Jesus.  This detail only serves further to mark the tenants as persons who are thoroughly hostile to the vineyard owner.”


d.  “The logic behind the homicide lay in the fact that it was possible for a tenant farmer to claim land for himself if the landlord was gone for three years, the presumption being that he had lost interest or was dead.  Possibly the appearance of the son gave them the notion that the father was dead, and that if they killed the son, the vineyard would be theirs.  The bottom line was, the leadership of Israel was portrayed (prophesied) as going as far as murder to maintain their authority.  This allegory is rooted in God’s love.  In the face of Israel’s hard-heartedness, He persisted and persisted and persisted.  One prophet after another was abused.  But instead of turning His back on the world, God continued sending servant after servant.  Rebuffs, insults, beatings did not stop Him.  And finally He sent His Son.”


e.  “Jesus tells His murderers exactly what they are on the point of doing.  They are keeping it under cover.  Jesus tells them openly to their faces before the assembled pilgrim crowds.  They would kill Jesus because they feared to lose their position and power over the nation.  After Jesus was out of the way, who was there to dispute the religious rule of the nation with the Sanhedrists?  After He was dead, the inheritance was theirs.”
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