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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular articular present active participle of the verb THELW, which means “to wish, will, want, or desire.”


The article is used to identify the subject as the man in context—the lawyer, meaning “the one desiring.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what was happening at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the lawyer was producing the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Next we have the aorist active infinitive form the verb DIKAIOW, which means “to justify.”


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


The active voice indicates that the lawyer produced the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, completing the action of the verb ‘to will, wish, desire’.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular reflexive pronoun HEAUTOU, meaning “himself” and referring to the lawyer.  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”


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


The active voice indicates that the lawyer produced the action.


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

Next we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “to Jesus.”

“Then the one desiring to justify himself said to Jesus,”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” plus the nominative subject from the interrogative use of the indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “who?”  Next 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 views the entire state of being as a static fact.


The active voice indicates that someone produces the state of being the man’s neighbor.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Finally, we have the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW plus the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adverb PLĒSION, used as an adjective, meaning “my neighbor.”

“‘And who is my neighbor?’”
Lk 10:29 corrected translation
“Then the one desiring to justify himself said to Jesus, ‘And who is my neighbor?’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then the one desiring to justify himself said to Jesus,”

a.  After Jesus graciously and kindly informs the lawyer that his answer was correct, the man replies to Jesus with a snide, sarcastic, rude, unkind remark.  Notice that Luke does not call the man ‘the lawyer’ but uses a descriptive phrase (‘the one desiring to justify himself’) to identify him.


b.  For what reason is the man desiring to justify himself?  He is trying to justify the fact that he has kept the Law perfectly with regard to loving others as the commandment of Lev 19:18 states.  The man believes that not everyone he comes into contact with in life is his neighbor.  Therefore, he can pick and choose who his ‘neighbor’ is.  By this methodology he can exclude Arabs, Samaritans, and Gentiles from the category of neighbor, and therefore, he is not required to have unconditional virtuous love toward them or anyone else that doesn’t fit into his definition of neighbor.


c.  By picking and choosing who his neighbor is or is not, the man can then justify why he has not had love toward some of those he has come into contact with in his life.  This allows him to justify himself before God with regard to his conscience regarding the second greatest commandment in the Law.


d.  Why does he have to justify himself to Jesus?  The man believes he must justify himself to Jesus, because he knows that Jesus’ next statement to blow away the man’s house of cards will be something like: “Then why don’t you love Me enough to believe in Me, since I am your ‘neighbor’ as I stand here before you offering you eternal life?”  The man and Jesus both know that the man was trying to entrap Jesus.  Therefore, the man is certainly not treating Jesus with the love commanded by the Law.  Therefore, the man is a transgressor of the Law, and as such is in need of salvation.  That salvation can only be provided by the man’s Neighbor standing before him.  But the man has rejected Jesus as being his neighbor, and therefore, makes the snide, sarcastic remark to justify his own lack of love.


e.  The lawyer wanted to justify himself, but he was unable to do so.

2.  “‘And who is my neighbor?’”

a.  This is said with total rejection of any thought of Jesus being the man’s neighbor.  It is an indirect way of saying, “You are not my neighbor.”  If the man had accepted the spirit and intent of the command in Lev 19:18, then he would consider Jesus to be his ultimate neighbor.  Who is the ultimate neighbor of all Jews?  Their Messiah, their God, their King, their Savior.


b.  The man has totally rejected Jesus as his neighbor.  Therefore, he can justify his antagonistic, rude, unkind attitude toward Jesus instead of having the unconditional virtuous love demanded by God in the Law.  The lawyer’s selection of who he has as neighbors excludes Jesus and all the followers of Jesus.  This was the same thing Saul of Tarsus did in his terrorization of believers prior to his conversion.  Saul used the same self-justification excuse his approval of the murder of Stephen and subsequent persecution of the Jewish believers in Judea.


c.  So who really is our neighbor in life?  It is whomever we come into contact in life regardless of their race, color, creed, religion, or lifestyle.  We owe them the unconditional virtuous love that only God the Holy Spirit can motivate and produce (“The fruit of the Spirit is unconditional love” Gal 5:19).  We don’t get to pick and choose our neighbors.  God picks and chooses them by who he sends into our lives.  This is the point of the illustration that Jesus next provides for this lawyer.  The story of the good Samaritan is the story of unconditional love for one’s neighbor.  It is an illustration in answer to the lawyer’s snide remark.  By using this illustrative story Jesus will show the self-righteous lawyer that the good Samaritan was really keeping the Law far better than he was.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The lawyer saw at once that he had convicted himself of asking a question that he already knew [the answer to].  In his embarrassment he asks another question to show that he did have some point [by asking the first question].  The Jews split hairs over this question [who is my neighbor?] and excluded from ‘neighbor’ Gentiles and especially Samaritans.  So here was his loop-hole.  A neighbor is someone living near you, but the Jews made racial exceptions as many do today.”


b.  “This transitional verse gives the lawyer’s response to Jesus’ command and sets up the parable.  The question looks innocent enough.  It seems to be an effort to clarify how extensive the demand is that one love one’s neighbor. Given the Jewish restrictions that apply such love only to people of the covenant, the question is a natural one.  But Luke’s comment clarifies how one should judge the lawyer’s question.  The lawyer ‘wished to justify himself’.  To what does this qualification refer: (1) Did he ask it to justify his past conduct? (2) Was he anxious to correct his past neglect? or (3) Was he seeking a clarification that would allow him to feel confident about where he stood?  The implication is clear that he wished to soften the demand and not feel a sense of obligation to respond.  If the demand were expressed softly enough, he could rest in his interpretation.  But if challenged, the lawyer would need to examine how he responded in love to God and to people [especially to the Man standing before him].  He would be exposed through Jesus’ demand [‘do this’].  In fact, the parable’s layout, with its negative use of the priest and Levite, suggests what the danger is for someone of traditional Jewish religious orientation.  It is here that Jesus turns the discussion into a confrontation with broader application than just this religious leader or his circle.  Jesus rejects all attempts to shrink the scope of responsibility.  The lawyer is looking for the minimum obedience required, but Jesus requires total obedience.  That the lawyer seeks the minimum shows that something is wrong in approaching God on human terms and not on God’s.  Jesus refuses to allow this limitation.  The view, that the lawyer was seeking to be confident of his position, is the most likely.  The parable leaves no doubt that the man is challenged by God’s demand.  The question becomes whether he loves God enough to respond to His demand.  Does he love others by being a neighbor to them regardless of their origin?  [We can] paraphrase the lawyer’s question this way: ‘How can I spot others who belong to God’s people so that I can love them?’  Jesus rejects this limitation.  The lawyer’s question about identifying his neighbor is really an attempt to say there is such a person as a ‘non-neighbor.’  Jesus’ answer to the lawyer’s real question is, ‘Do not worry about spotting God’s people first, just be a neighbor to all, as this Samaritan was.’  The scope of the demand is greater than the lawyer might have anticipated.  All people are to be loved and treated fairly.  By choosing the Samaritan as the model, Jesus shows that neighbors may be found anywhere, among any racial group, even in those groups despised by the Jewish leadership.  Jesus’ exposition develops Dt 6, Lev 19, and Hos 6.”


c.  “The scribe gave the right answer, but he would not apply it personally to himself and admit his own lack of love for both God and his neighbor.  So, instead of being justified by throwing himself on the mercy of God, he tried to justify himself and wriggle out of his predicament.  He used the old debating tactic, ‘Define your terms!’”


d.  “Refusing the standard of God’s purpose, this legal expert is bent on self-justification—that is, the assertion of his status based on the wrongheaded but widely held rules of his day, and the use of his knowledge and position to invoke for himself the respect of others.   In its context in Lev 19, love for the neighbor is love for fellow Israelites, though love for others is extended to ‘resident aliens’ who embrace the covenant with God (Lev 19:33–34).  As a consequence of Hellenistic imperialism and Roman occupation, it could not be generally assumed in the first century A.D. that those dwelling among the people of Israel qualified as ‘neighbors.’”


e.  “Jewish teachers usually used ‘neighbor’ to mean ‘fellow Israelite.’  Lev 19:18 clearly means ‘fellow Israelite’ in the immediate context, but the less immediate context applies the principle also to any non-Israelite in the land (Lev 19:34).”


f.  “The lawyer was flustered and wanted to save face.  His response itself was deeply telling.  He obviously had been thinking about the breadth that is implicit in the demand to love others as oneself.  Certainly it must be restricted to Israel, and even further to those who are of character, he thought to himself.  ‘We can’t love everyone!  Where do you draw the line?  What about tyrants?  What about blasphemers?  Really, Jesus, who is my neighbor?’  His questioning was reasonable enough.  But it also shows that ‘wise and learned’ as he was, he was not completely tracking with Jesus.”
  More than not tracking with Jesus, the man was clearly antagonistic toward Jesus.  Jesus didn’t fit his category of ‘neighbor’, Jesus was a blasphemer and the man was trying to entrap Jesus in His blasphemy.

g.  “Realizing that he had been caught by his own words, since he had not kept the Law, the lawyer began to quibble over a definition.  Strict Jews would not acknowledge that any non-Jew was a neighbor.”


h.  “The lawyer is depicted as wishing to justify his earlier question and regain the initiative after the command which he has just received.  He looks rather foolish having asked a question to which he himself has been forced to give the answer; Jesus has said in effect, ‘You have no need to ask Me the question about eternal life; as a lawyer you know the answer.  All you have to do is to practice what you preach.’  So the lawyer professes inability to practice the law until its meaning has been clarified.  The commandment speaks about loving one’s neighbor.  But where are the limits of duty to be set?  The question implies that there can be a non-neighbor.”


i.  The lawyer wanted to justify himself for asking his original question.  If the answer was as simple as Jesus had made it, it appeared as if a man who was a lawyer and versed in the law should have known that answer himself without needing to ask Jesus.  The fact that he did ask with an ulterior purpose the man would not want to betray.  It is thus that he now tacks on the second question about who his neighbor is as if meaning to say regarding the answer which Jesus had given him that it was not quite so simple after all.  It is because he wanted to justify himself for asking his original question that he joins his new question to the previous question.”
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