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

 is the transitional/continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the adverb of manner HOMOIWS, which means “likewise.”  Next we have the adjunctive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun LEUITĒS, meaning “a Levite.”  The verb GINOMAI in brackets is not found in the oldest and best manuscripts: p75, Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus; even though found in the later manuscripts Codex A and C, which suggests a scribal addition for ‘clarification’ or ‘correction’ of the grammar.  This is followed by the preposition KATA plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular article and noun TOPOS, which means “to the place.”  Next we have the 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 action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the Levite produced the action.


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

“Then likewise a Levite also, after coming to the place”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus 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 Levite produced the action.


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

The direct object “[him],” referring to the robbed man is not repeated in the Greek, since it is so clearly understood that they felt it need not be repeated.  But English grammar requires the repetition of direct objects as part of correct grammar and way of speaking.

Finally, we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANTIPARERCHOMAI, which means “to pass by on the opposite side.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Levite produced the action.


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

“and seeing [him], passed by on the opposite side.”
Lk 10:32 corrected translation
“Then likewise a Levite also, after coming to the place and seeing [him], passed by on the opposite side.”
Explanation:
1.  “Then likewise a Levite also,”

a.  Jesus continues telling his story about a certain man, who was traveling from Jerusalem to Jericho and was robbed by a gang of criminals and left for dead.  A Jewish priest, who was supposed to demonstrate the Law in all he did, passed by the injured man as if he were not there.  He wanted nothing to do with the man or his pitiful situation.  Jesus continues by introducing another character into the drama, who behaves the same way as the priest.


b.  This man is a Levite, meaning that he is from the tribe of Levi.  This was the tribe from which all the Levitical priests were selected, as long as they were in the family of Aaron.   The tribe of Levi was supposed to be the ‘spiritual people’ of Israel, whether they were part of the priesthood or not.  We might call them ‘the devout church goers’ for lack of a better description.  Only the Levites in the family of Aaron could be selected to serve as a priest.   And even then, not all were qualified.  For example, if they had a birth mark on their skin, they were disqualified from becoming a priest, but they were still members of the tribe from which the priests were selected, which set them apart as ‘special’.


c.  Jesus’ point here is that the most ‘holy’ group of Jews, the priests, wanted nothing to do with helping their neighbor.  And again the next most ‘holy’ group of Jews, the Levites, also wanted nothing to do with helping their neighbor.

2.  “after coming to the place and seeing [him], passed by on the opposite side.”

a.  This Levite does exactly the same thing as his ‘more holy’ counterpart: he came to the same place in the road where this man lay suffering, saw that he was suffering, didn’t have to worry about becoming ceremoniously unclean, since he wasn’t a priest having served or about to serve in the Temple, and passed by the man on the opposite side of the road, just like the Levitical priest had done.  This Levite is less worried about uncleanness; he just doesn’t want to get involved.


b.  This man had less reason to act as he did than the Levitical priest, but shared the same uncaring, thoughtless, selfish attitude as his fellow Levite.


c.  Jesus’ unspoken point here is that the lawyer, with his similar attitude about his ‘neighbors’, would have acted no differently than these two men.  He would have also side-stepped and avoided the man lying half-dead on the side of the road.


d.  Notice that attitude determines actions.  What we think and believe determines how we act in all situations.  Selfishness and self-righteousness was the real motivation behind the actions of these two men avoiding their neighbor.  R. Kent Hughes relates the following story as an illustration of this principle:

“Some years ago CBS anchorman and reporter Hugh Rudd was mugged outside his New York City apartment complex.  He lay conscious, eyes open, but unable to move. All he could do was moan and mumble, though he was quite lucid.  Rudd lay from 2:30 until dawn at the doorstep, watching life pass by.  Returning theatergoers walked past him into the building.  The milkman came and left.  No one even stopped to see what was wrong—despite his pathetic attempts to ask for help.  His experience was as old as history.”

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Luke has a searching criticism of the priestly caste in Lk 10:31f, where it is shown that the heretical Samaritan is superior to the priest and Levite by virtue of his display of love.”


b.  “A second Jewish religious leader also comes down the road.  He too passes on the other side and offers no help.  A Levite was a member of the tribe of Levi but not of Aaron’s family.  He was responsible for the less important tasks at the temple and could be thought of as a priest’s assistant.  It is possible that he took a closer look at the man and the place where he lay, and then he walked away.  If so, then the disappointment with the lack of help is heightened.  A second refusal by a supposedly exemplary person is a literary way to speak of a generalized condemnation of official Judaism.  The lawyer, as a part of this group, would recognize this.  At a minimum, it shows that the priest’s response was not unique.  Official, pious Judaism had two tries to respond and did not.  The drama remains, ‘Who will love this dying man?’”


c.  “The priest left it to the Levite, and then the Levite did what the priest did—nothing!  Such is the power of the bad example of a religious man.”


d.  “Priests and Levites shared high status in the community of God’s people not because they trained or were chosen to be priests but because they were born into priestly families.  They participated in and were legitimated by the world of the temple, with its circumspect boundaries between clean and unclean, including clean and unclean people.  They epitomize a worldview of tribal consciousness, concerned with relative status and us-them cataloguing.  Within their world, their association with the temple commends them as persons of exemplary piety whose actions would be regarded as self-evidently righteous.  They are accustomed to being evaluated on the basis of their ancestry, not on the basis of their actions.  Accordingly, their failure to assist the anonymous man would have been laudable in the eyes of many [this lawyer and other scribes].”


e.  “Rules for Levites were not as strict as for priests, but the Levite also wished to avoid defilement.”


f.  “The priests and the Levites were the representatives and custodians of the Law on which the lawyer was fixing his hope of eternal life; so Jesus told the Parable of the Good Samaritan to depict God’s view of their effectiveness.  By depicting them as not helping the one in need, their handling [application] of the Law had proved inadequate.”


g.  “Levites were not as high-ranking as priests, though they were highly privileged.  They were the temple liturgists [men who read the Scripture to the people].  They oversaw the temple cultus [religious activities] and services.  The language of the text gives the sense that the Levite actually went up close to the man to see him, and then passed by on the other side.  As Jesus told the story, the lawyer and his hearers were expecting something other than what they got.  They expected the threefold rhythm of the Semitic story form to reveal that an Israelite layman came by and helped the man.  Many people were unhappy with the clergy, and they expected Jesus to say that an average good-guy Jew came along and showed the clergy up.  That would be a slap at the establishment, but many, perhaps most, would applaud it.”


h.  “In NT times the Levities were an order of religious officials, inferior to the priests but nevertheless a privileged group in Jewish society.  They were responsible for the liturgy in the temple and for policing it.  It may be assumed that the same kind of motives for not helping were in the mind of the Levite as in the case of the priest.”
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