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Matthew 25:27



 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative of the verb DEI, meaning “to be necessary: it was necessary.”


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


The active voice indicates that putting money with the bankers produced the action.


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

With this we have the accusative subject of the infinitive from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “you.”  This is followed by the aorist active infinitive of the verb BALLW, which means “to throw; cast; put/place.”


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


The active voice indicates that the slave should have produced the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose, which requires the addition of the word “that” in the translation to indicate purpose.

Next we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural article and noun ARGURION with the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “my money.”  Then we have the instrumental of association from the masculine plural article and noun TRAPEZITĒS, meaning “with the bankers.”

“Therefore, it was necessary that you put my money with the bankers,”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the first person nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to come.”


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


The active voice indicates that the master produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle, which precedes the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after coming.”

Next we have the nominative subject from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I” plus the first person singular aorist middle indicative of the verb KOMIZW, which means “to get back.”


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


The middle voice is an indirect or dynamic middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the subject in producing the action.


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

This is followed by the indefinite particle AN, which makes the statement conditional instead of factual.  In English we use the word “might” to express this indefinite conditionality.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and adjective EMOS, meaning “my thing” or “what [is] mine,” the idiom deliberately omitting the verb ‘to be’ = [is].  Finally, we have the preposition SUN plus the instrumental of association from the masculine singular noun TOKOS, meaning “with interest.”

“and after coming, I might get back what [is] mine with interest.”
Mt 25:27 corrected translation
“Therefore, it was necessary that you put my money with the bankers, and after coming, I might get back what [is] mine with interest.”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, it was necessary that you put my money with the bankers,”

a.  The master continues his judgment and rebuke of the third slave by stating an obvious inference and consequence of what this man should have done, knowing what he knows or believing what he falsely believes.  The logical thing and right thing that this slave should have done as a minimum is to put the talent in the bank.  Entrust the money to a banker who will use it to make a loan to someone else and then take a portion of the profits as their commission and pay a portion of the payment on the loan to the slave who has invested the money.


b.  The master declares that this was an absolute necessity.  It was the very least this slave could do with the talent.  If the slave was too lazy to risk using an investment firm, then he could have simply opened a savings account and let the money accrue interest during the master’s ‘long journey’.


c.  The bankers in Israel were the Levitical priests, who safeguarded the money in the best guarded place in the country—the Jerusalem Temple.  It was all part of the high priest’s money making operation, using the money-changers as his ‘front men’.  Peoples’ money was ‘guarded’ in the Temple for a modest fee, but was earning interest while on deposit.  The slave knew this and could have taken advantage of this service, if he were not so evil.

2.  “and after coming, I might get back what [is] mine with interest.”

a.  At some point in the future the master was going to return.  And after coming back to the estate, he fully expected to get back what was his (the single talent) and get it back ‘with interest’.


b.  Even if the return on investment was a modest 1%, the third slave could have made $3000 on a one-talent deposit for one year.  This statement by the master implies that he expected the money to be invested somewhere, somehow, in some way, and that this was clearly understood by the three slaves as what was expected.  This slave clearly knew he was not supposed to do nothing.  This is why he is judged to be lazy.  But the greater wrong is his evil of disobeying what he knew the master wanted done.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Disobedience would surely elicit a severe master’s wrath. He should have invested the money as his fellow servants did. His tragic error lay in allowing himself to be paralyzed by his fear.”


b.  “The master points out how easily the servant could have made some gain, even if he mistrusted his own ability to trade profitably.  The master is thinking of the easiest possible way of getting a profit, and at the very least this is something that the man was under an obligation to do.  So he says that the servant should have put his money with the bankers, a procedure that he could have undertaken with safety and no great personal exertion.  The result would have been that his master would have profited from the interest earned.  As it was, he got his money back, but nothing more.”


c.  “The master states what is the very least that truly follows from the premises.  If he really thought his master ‘hard’, he should have felt compelled to deposit the money with the bankers and allowed it to earn a bit of interest.  This would have involved no risk and even less labor than digging a hole.”
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