John 1:1
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

 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” with the temporal use of the adverb HUSEROS, meaning “finally.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb APOSTELLW, which means “to send: he sent.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the owner produced the action.


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

Next we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them.”  With this we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun HUIOS with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his son.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what will occur at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the owner produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“Then finally, he sent his son to them, saying,”
 is the third person plural future passive indicative from the verb ENTREPW, which means “to respect.”


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


The passive voice is used in an active sense with the farmers producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun HUIOS with the possessive genitive of the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “my son.”

““They will respect my son.””
Mt 21:37 corrected translation
“Then finally, he sent his son to them, saying, “They will respect my son.””
Explanation:
1.  “Then finally, he sent his son to them, saying,”

a.  The Lord continues the parable with the next action taken by the landowner (who represents God the Father in this illustration).  The word ‘finally’ indicates the exasperation of the landowner at all he has attempted to do to tolerate the evil men he is dealing with.  This is the final attempt to do what is right.


b.  So the owner of the vineyard sends his own son (which means his firstborn son, since we find out in the next few verses that this son is the heir).  Of all the people and things most precious to any father, there is nothing greater than his children.  The owner sent the thing/person he valued the most, in order to get a just and reasonable outcome to this situation.


c.  The owner’s son represents the Lord Jesus Christ.  Being sent is a reference to His first advent, His incarnation.  The leaders of Israel do not yet recognize that Jesus is talking about Himself, but that revelation will come shortly.

2.  ““They will respect my son.””

a.  The Lord then tells us the thinking of this landowner, which is also a glimpse into the actual thinking of God the Father in sending God the Son in His first advent.


b.  The owner (God the Father) believes and hopes that the tenant-farmers (the leaders of Israel) will respect his son and pay the portion of the harvest that is due him.  The portion of the harvest due God the Father from the leaders of Israel are all those Jewish people who believe in the God of Israel, because of the evangelization conducted by the leaders of Israel.  The leaders of Israel should have been harvesting a crop of believers on behalf of the God of Israel.  Instead they were ‘evangelizing’ the people to follow their corrupt system of legalism.


c.  The owner wants the tenants to honor and respect the son, but they have no intention of doing so.  They have no respect for the son, just as they have no respect for the servants (prophets) sent prior to the son.  This also shows they have no respect for the owner.  Their arrogance is overflowing the cup of their iniquity.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “What should the householder do?  He could have sent his armies to destroy these wicked men.  But instead he sent his own son to them.  The reference, of course, is to Jesus Christ, the Son of God.  He is ‘the Heir’ (Heb. 1:2).”


b.  “The farmer hopes that his own kin will gain more respect than did the hired help.  The ‘son’ seems to be a veiled self-reference by Jesus.”


c.  “Whether this was in the same year or the following year is not clear.  But finally the owner sent his son (in Mark and Luke he is said to be ‘beloved’).  In real life, of course, this is unlikely. The owner would have had the law on his side, and he would have taken strong action to eject his defaulting tenants.  But Jesus is telling a story that would illustrate the way a compassionate and loving God acts toward sinners, not the way a businessman would act to protect his investment.  The owner knew that his slaves had been rejected with force and his rights totally disregarded.  Apparently he was reasoning that slaves are one thing, the son of the house quite another.”


d.  “On the one hand is the incomprehensible love and patience God exhibited in all these sendings; yet on the other hand is the justice of God which lets the Jewish leaders fill the measure of guilt to the very top, yes, to overflowing, by killing even His Son.”
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