John 1:1
Matthew 18:31



 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore, plus the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb EIDON, which means “to see.”


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


The active voice indicates that the fellow-slaves/servants produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action of the participle preceding the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after seeing.”

Next we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun SUNDOULOS with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his fellow-slaves.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural articular aorist deponent middle participle of the verb GINOMAI, which means “to happen, take place, or occur.”


The article is use as a relative pronoun, meaning “what.”


The culminative aorist views the action in its entirety with emphasis on its conclusion.  It is translated by use of the English auxiliary verb “had.”


The deponent middle voice is middle in form but active in meaning with the situation producing the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“Therefore, his fellow-slaves, after seeing what had happened,”
 is the third person plural aorist passive indicative from the verb LUPEW, which means “to become distressed, sad, sorrowful.”


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


The passive voice indicates that the fellow-slaves received the action.


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

With this we have the adverb of degree SPHODRA, meaning “extremely or greatly.”

“became extremely distressed;”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the nominative masculine plural 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 fellow-slaves produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action of the participle preceding the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after coming.”

Next we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb DIASAPHEW, which means “to report in detail.”


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


The active voice indicates that the fellow-slaves produced the action.


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

This is followed by the dative indirect object from the masculine singular article, used as a possessive pronoun and noun KURIOS, meaning “to their master.”  Then we have the genitive masculine third person plural reflexive pronoun HEAUTOU, which means “themselves.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural adjective PAS plus the articular aorist deponent middle participle of the verb GINOMAI, which means “to happen; to occur; or to take place.”


The article functions as a relative pronoun, and combines with PAS to means “all that.”


The culminative aorist views the action in its entirety with emphasis on its conclusion.  It is translated by use of the English auxiliary verb “had.”


The deponent middle voice is middle in form but active in meaning with the situation producing the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“and after coming, they themselves reported in detail to their master all that had happened.”
Mt 18:31 corrected translation
“Therefore, his fellow-slaves, after seeing what had happened, became extremely distressed; and after coming, they themselves reported in detail to their master all that had happened.”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, his fellow-slaves, after seeing what had happened,”

a.  The Lord continues the parable of the two debtors with an inferential conclusion that resulted from the action of the first slave.  The first slave failed to forgive his fellow-slave, who owed him a small debt and had him imprisoned.  The other fellow-slaves in the household saw what had happened to the second slave.  They were witnesses to all that took place.  The implication is that the head slave gathered together all the fellow-slaves to witness his actions against the second slave, so they would know what to expect, when their debts came due.


b.  By having the other slaves on the estate witness the punishment of the second slave, the rest of the slaves/servants would be indirectly threatened and intimidated.  They would fear the same happening to them, if they didn’t promptly pay whatever they might owe.

2.  “became extremely distressed;”

a.  The result of this gathering of slaves/servants to witness the harsh treatment of the second slave is the extreme distress of the rest of the slaves/servants who work for the head slave/servant.  He has shown them all what they can expect in the future.


b.  They are distressed because they fear they will find themselves in the same situation as the second slave.  They too have debts that are difficult to pay, and they see the same thing happening to them.  There is no other logical reason for their distress.


c.  Even though the head slave/servant has made no verbal threat against any of his subordinates, his actions speak for themselves.  His harsh, public treatment of one of them is a message to all of them.  And if this punishment was given to the servant owing the least amount that would account for the extreme distress and anxiety of those owing more.

3.  “and after coming, they themselves reported in detail to their master all that had happened.”

a.  Out of fear of the head slave and worry about what he might do to them, (since he has already abused his authority against one of their fellow-slaves) the entire household of slaves/servants goes to the only person who can help—the king/master of the estate.  They come to him and report everything that has been going on behind his back.  Not only do they present the evidence, but report in detail, which means that they testify to everything that was said and done.  The addition of the word “themselves” not only makes this very personal, but indicates their taking individual responsibility for their testimony against the head slave.  They are not gossiping or giving hearsay accounts, but eyewitness accounts of what has taken place.


b.  The word “all” indicates that they leave nothing out of their testimony.  They tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.  And it is not a couple of men testifying, but the entire group of witnesses.  The first slave gathered the entire household of slaves in order to intimidate them, but that course of action has now backfired on him.  They are all testifying against him.


c.  These slaves/servants know their king to be a kind, thoughtful, reasonable, and just man.  They come to him in the confidence that he will do the right thing.  They have no one else to turn to, and do what has to be done to protect themselves and their fellow-slave, who is now in prison.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The other servants are outraged and report the matter to the king.”


b.  “Attention moves to the other servants of the king, here described as the fellow servants of the man just thrown into jail.  When they saw what had happened, they had a deep feeling of grief.  The imprisoned man may or may not have been popular, but there was no doubting that he had been treated very shabbily.  So these servants went to the king (still spoken of as lord [master]; that was his relation to all the other people concerned in this story).  They explained to him all that had happened; they left him in no doubt but made a clear and full explanation of the whole situation.”
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