John 1:1
Mark 12:9



 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative use of the indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “what?”  Then we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb POIEW, which means “to do.”


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


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


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.
This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun KURIOUS, meaning “the owner; lord, the master.”
  With this we have the descriptive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun AMPELWN, meaning “of the vineyard.”

“Therefore, what will the owner of the vineyard do?”
 is the third person singular future deponent middle indicative from the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to come.”


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


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


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

Next we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular future active indicative from the verb APOLLUMI, which means “to destroy, ruin; kill, put to death.”
  The morphology of this verb is the same as the previous verb (the deponent middle voice = an active voice).  Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun GEWRGOS, meaning “the vine-dressers; tenant-farmers.”

“He will come and kill the vine-dressers”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular future active indicative from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give.”


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

 
The active voice indicates that the owner of the vineyard 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 AMPELWN, meaning “the vineyard.”  Finally, we have the dative of indirect object from the masculine plural adjective ALLOS, meaning “to others.”

“and will give the vineyard to others.”
Mk 12:9 corrected translation
“Therefore, what will the owner of the vineyard do?  He will come and kill the vine-dressers and will give the vineyard to others.”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, what will the owner of the vineyard do?”

a.  Jesus concludes the parable of the evil tenant vine-dressers with a conclusion based upon all the previous events of the story; and introduces the conclusion with a rhetorical question.  Jesus doesn’t expect the leaders of Israel to answer this question.  He knows the answer and He knows that they already know the answer as well.  The question is designed to make a point, and the point is that the owner of the vineyard (God the Father) is not going to stand idly by and do nothing about the murder of his son.


b.  By asking this question, Jesus is making the point that the owner is still alive and capable of action.  If the evil tenants had any thoughts that the owner was already dead and they would inherit the vineyard by killing the son, that hypothesis is put to rest at this point.  The owner is still alive with the implication that he is going to do something about the murder of his only beloved son.  And what is the typical response of a father to the murder of his son?  The father will hunt down the killers and bring them to justice.

2.  “He will come and kill the vine-dressers”

a.  Jesus then answers His own question by telling the leaders of Israel exactly what to expect from God the Father, after they carry out their plan to murder Him.  God the Father is coming to kill the vine-dressers; that is, to kill the leaders of Israel, which is exactly what He will do in forty years with the fall of Jerusalem at the hands of the Romans.


b.  Jesus is predicting what will happen to Him and what will happen to them as a result.  “Vengeance is Mine; I will repay” is no idle threat.  It is a divine guarantee that God will not allow anyone to get away with murder.

3.  “and will give the vineyard to others.”

a.  In addition to avenging the murder of the owner’s only beloved son, the owner of the vineyard (God) will give the vineyard to others.  Commentators have suggested two possibilities for the interpretation of the vineyard: (1) that it represents Jerusalem, or (2) that is represents the nation of Israel.  So either the city of Jerusalem was given to others or the nation of Israel was given to others.  And then we have to answer the question: ‘Who are ‘the others’?’


b.  When the Romans were finished with the siege of Jerusalem, there was hardly any city left to give to anyone.  The city was pretty much abandoned for several decades, to the point that the center of Jewish life and religion was in Alexandria, Egypt.  In this case, the others would refer to the Romans, who took full possible of the city for the next four hundred years.


c.  If the vineyard refers to the nation of Israel (the southern kingdom of Judea), then what was left of that ‘nation’ (which could hardly be called a nation) was taken over by the surrounding enemies of the Jews (the Romans, Edomites, Arabs, etc., that is, to the Gentiles), who would make war over it for the next two thousand years.


d.  The problem with this interpretation is that the vineyard survives to be given to other tenants to harvest.  The other tenants are the Church Age believers and the harvest is the souls of Gentiles and Jews throughout the world.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Here we have the prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem and the world-wide dispersion of the Jews a.d. 70, the call of the Gentiles, and the Church of Jesus Christ, the latter being the channel through which God is operating temporarily while Israel is in dispersion, and until Israel will be regathered at the Second Advent, and restored to fellowship with and usefulness to God.”


b.  “Jesus’ rhetorical question invited His audience to share in deciding what action the owner should take.  This was a strong appeal for those plotting His death to consider the serious consequences of their actions.  He saw Himself as the ‘only Son’ sent by God (Jn 3:16).  The rejection of the owner’s son was really a rejection of the owner who would come with governmental authority and kill the murderous tenants and give the vineyard to others.  Likewise the Jewish leaders’ rejection of John the Baptist and of Jesus, God’s final Messenger, was a rejection of God Himself.  This would inevitably bring His judgment on Israel and would transfer their privileges to others temporarily (Rom 11:25, 31).”


c.  “Verse 9 serves up a rhetorical question, inviting the audience to contemplate how the owner will respond to the shocking abuses of his servants and son.  But the question then is answered directly by Jesus himself.  It is not hard to understand why, on the basis of a parable like this and the teaching in Mark 13, the early church concluded that the judgment that befell Jerusalem in a.d. 70 was God’s response to the rejection and death of Jesus by the Jewish leaders (see Eusebius, Church History 3.7.7–9).”


d.  “This parable’s purpose was to condemn the nation’s leaders for continuing Israel’s history of rejecting God’s messengers, to unmask the plot to murder Jesus, and to warn where the opposition by the Jewish leaders was leading.  Each of the three Gospels records only a portion of what Jesus had to say on that momentous day.  By carefully combining all three records we can see how relaxed Jesus was in the face of this opposition, an opposition that wanted nothing less than His life-blood, and we can reconstruct a fuller picture of this scene of our Lord in action.  Combining the three Gospels suggests the parable was fairly long, for it started with three individual servants and then proceeded to many others.  Consider the dynamic scene and particularly the masterful way in which Jesus told the story and turned this malicious clique into a spellbound audience.  Jesus wove and told His story with no sense of pressure; indeed, He so absorbed His audience in His tale that they momentarily forgot their purpose and protested in indignation against these wicked vinedressers (Mt 21:41).  I imagine Jesus paused, looked around at the nation’s leaders, and then made the solemn retort of Lk 20:16 [“He will come and destroy these vine-growers and will give the vineyard to others.” When they heard it, they said, “May it never be!”].  The scales dropped from His audience’s eyes as they recognized that He had trapped them; so they exclaimed, ‘God forbid!’ [May it never be!].  At this stage Jesus’ opponents recognized the point of the parable.  The mistreated servants were the prophets; the son was Jesus Himself, and He had revealed that He was aware of their secret plot to kill Him (Jn 11:47–53).  To add to their discomfort Jesus quoted Scripture to warn them that their rejection of Him had been foreseen and prophesied in Psalms.  And as if that was not enough, He then prophesied that Israel’s privilege would be taken from them (Mt 21:43).  Now, His supernatural perception into the plot to kill Him should have been further warning to the nation’s leaders that they were dealing with an extraordinary person.  There could be only one of two results: they could respond to the conviction in repentance, or they could rebel.  They chose the latter course (Mk 12:12).  The question which this parable answers is: ‘Where is the opposition the Jewish leaders are displaying leading?’  So it gives the ultimate explanation of why the Jewish leaders rejected Christ: they wanted His inheritance, the rulership of Israel for themselves (He was the rightful heir to David’s throne).  They did not want to relinquish their ruling office, so dragged the nation down to doom with them.  Once again Jesus had addressed the question of authority; in this parable He had claimed to be the Son of God, and that itself was all the authority necessary to do what He had done.”


e.  “Those who rejected the king would themselves be rejected, and their specially privileged position would be taken away and given to others.  Mark’s readers would have recognized the fulfillment of Jesus’ words in the church, where Gentile shared with Jew on equal terms at last.”


f.  “The prediction that the owner would destroy the husbandmen [tenants] was fulfilled in A.D. 70, when the Romans under Titus destroyed Jerusalem and put an end to any semblance of self-rule which the Jew had previously enjoyed. The others unto whom the vineyard was to be given are further described in Mt 21:43; where Jesus is quoted as saying, ‘The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof.’  This is an obvious reference to the Gentiles and the Church.”


g.  “The question invites the hearers to adjudicate the case.  Matthew produces an ironical effect by having Jesus’ interlocutors [debaters] answer the question themselves and in so doing pronounce their own fate.  The destruction of the tenants does not mean the end of the vineyard; new tenants will be installed.  Mark’s readers would have had no difficulty in identifying the ‘others’ as the church.  The destruction and replacement of the tenants remains enigmatic [a mystery to those hearing the parable](should this bracket have been after “a mystery”?).”


h.  “The parable is a deliberate appeal to those who were plotting Jesus’ death to understand the ultimate seriousness of what they were doing.  Jesus directed His words specifically to the leaders of the people, and not to the people themselves.  The inevitable consequence of the rejection of the son was decisive, catastrophic judgment.  Without declaring His own transcendent sonship, Jesus clearly implies that the Sanhedrin has rejected God’s final messenger and that disaster will ensue.  The sacred trust of the chosen people will be transferred to the new Israel of God.”
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