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 is the continuative/transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now; Then.”  With this we have the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of manner from the feminine singular noun SUGKURIA, which means “by chance Lk 10:31.”
  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular noun HIEREUS with the indefinite adjective TIS meaning “a certain priest.”  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb KATABAINW, which means “to go down: was going down.”


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


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


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

Next we have the preposition EN plus the locative of place from the feminine singular article and noun HOLOS with the adjectival use of the demonstrative pronoun EKEINOS, meaning “on that road.”

“Now by chance a certain priest was going down on that road,”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb EIDON, meaning “to see.”


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


The active voice indicates that the priest produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb and can be translated “after seeing.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to the man who had been robbed and beaten.  Finally, we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANTIPARERCHOMAI, which means “to pass by on the opposite side Lk 10:31-32.”
  This compound verb is made up of the preposition ANTI, meaning “against/opposite,” the preposition PARA, meaning “alongside” and ERCHOMAI, meaning “to go.”


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


The active voice indicates that the priest produced the action.


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

“and after seeing him, he passed by on the opposite side.”
Lk 10:31 corrected translation
“Now by chance a certain priest was going down on that road, and after seeing him, he passed by on the opposite side.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now by chance a certain priest was going down on that road,”

a.  Jesus continues his illustrative story to the Jewish lawyer that is designed to demonstrate who a real neighbor is in God’s estimation.  Jesus has set the scene with a man traveling from Jerusalem to Jericho and being robbed and beaten half to death by a group of gangsters.  The Lord continues the story by introducing an illustration of someone who is not treating the beaten man as though he were a neighbor.  That ‘someone’ is a Levitical priest; someone who is supposed to not only know the Law of God but live the law of God.


b.  The priest was going down the same road to Jericho, but was probably a couple of miles behind the man who got robbed.  This priest was also traveling alone on the road.  We can only guess that the robbers were so delighted with what they got from robbing the first man that they were nowhere to be found when the second, third, and fourth travelers came along the same place in the road.


c.  The most interesting part of this clause is the phrase “by chance.”  I have often heard theologians and pastor’s proclaim that “there are no accidents in the plan of God” and “nothing happens by chance in the plan of God.”  And they are correct!  So is Luke and/or Jesus refuting the theology of divine sovereignty?  No, not at all.  Jesus is using language of accommodation to express a thought that is commonly used in human language.  We think in terms of chance.  God does not.  There are no “chance” circumstances with God, since He knows the end from the beginning.  Jesus uses our way of thinking and speaking to express the idea that the action of the priest was not planned or calculated, but seemed to be just a random occurrence.  We call this type of situation in life a ‘coincidence’, where two things come together in life that seem to happen without any prior planning or purpose.

2.  “and after seeing him, he passed by on the opposite side.”

a.  The priest sees the hurt man lying at the side of the road as he approaches.  He can see that the man is naked, battered and has been bleeding.  There is no question that the man is in dire need of immediate help.


b.  Therefore, the priest does what any self-righteous, arrogant, ceremoniously clean priest, scribe, lawyer or Pharisee, who is fastidious about keeping the Law, would do—he avoids the man by passing by as quickly as possible on the far side of the road, so as to not come into contact with the man.  He probably also didn’t even look at the man, since it was a violation of the Law to look on another person’s nakedness.  The priest saw from a distance the man was naked and made every effort not to look at the man as he passed by.  The priest is doing everything he can to avoid any type of contact with the man.  He treats the victim of robbers as if he does not exist.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  The phrase KATA SUGKURIAN is used “only here in the N. T., meaning ‘by way of coincidence’.  The priest stepped over to the opposite side of the road to avoid ceremonial contamination with a stranger.  This is a vivid and powerful picture of the vice of Jewish ceremonial cleanliness at the cost of moral principle and duty.”


b.  “The priest coming down the road by chance appears to be fortunate; help is around the corner.  Having a priest on the road would not be entirely surprising, since many priests lived in this region.  Here is God’s servant who ministers in His temple and represents the height of piety.  When the priest sees the man, he passes on the other side of the road.  There will be no help from the priest.  Many motives have been suggested for the priest’s refusal: fear of becoming unclean from touching a corpse, hesitation to help someone who may be a sinner, fear of being robbed while giving aid.  However, the text gives no motive, nor is it concerned with the reason.  Although Lev 19:16b might encourage the priest to offer aid, later Judaism exhibited efforts to get around the text.  Jeremias (1963a: pages 203–4) refutes any attempt to excuse the priest on grounds of potential defilement.  The point is that he gave no help.”


c.  “Priests were supposed to avoid especially impurity from a corpse; Pharisees thought one would contract it if even one’s shadow touched the corpse.  Like the man who had been robbed, the priest was ‘going down’, hence he was heading from Jerusalem and did not have to worry about being unable to perform duties in the Temple.  But rules were rules; although the rule of mercy would take precedence if the man were clearly alive, the man looked as if he might be dead, and the priest did not wish to take the chance.  The task was better left to a Levite or ordinary Israelite.”


d.  “Jericho was one of the main country spots where priests lived.  So the priest was likely returning from performing holy service in the temple.  If the man lying on the roadside was dead and the priest touched him, the priest would be ceremonially defiled (Lev 21:1ff).  So rather than risk defilement, he passed by on the far side of the road.  To preserve legal cleanliness, he heartlessly transgressed the entire second table of the Law.  Oh, was he pure!”


e.  “The essential point is the attack on failure to show love whatever the pretext.”


f.  “A priest, and even one who was fresh from the Sanctuary where the law of love is taught the people, so frightfully violated this love.  Here was one of his own people in the extremity of need (if the sufferer had not been a Jew, Jesus would have had to say that, for the priest would have justified his heartless action by that fact) and this priest’s own exposition of the Law made the sufferer his ‘neighbor.’  But he hurried by; for nobody saw him, perhaps not even the sufferer—nobody but God.”
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