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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular pronoun noun SAMARITĒS with the adjectival use of the indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “a certain Samaritan.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb HODEUW, which means “to be traveling; to be on a journey.”


The present tense is a historical present, which views the past action as occurring now for the sake of vividness and liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the past tense.


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


The participle is circumstantial, but can be translated as a relative clause: “who was on a journey.”

Next we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to go; to come: came.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Samaritan produced the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition KATA plus the accusative of place from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to, on, upon him,” referring to the injured man.

“Then a certain Samaritan, who was on a journey, came upon him;”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb EIDON, which means “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 Samaritan produced the action.


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

Greek grammar doesn’t require mention of the direct object, when the direct object is obvious from the previous context, but English grammar does.  Therefore, I include the direct object “[him]” but put it in brackets to indicate that the word is not in the Greek text.

Finally, we have the third person singular aorist deponent passive indicative from the verb SPLAGCHNIZOMAI, which means “to have compassion toward someone; to feel sorry for someone; to feel sympathy for someone.”


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


The deponent passive voice is passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (the Samaritan) producing the action.


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

“and after seeing [him], he felt sympathy for [him],”
Lk 10:33 corrected translation
“Then a certain Samaritan, who was on a journey, came upon him; and after seeing [him], he felt sympathy for [him],”
Explanation:
1.  “Then a certain Samaritan, who was on a journey, came upon him;”

a.  Jesus continues the story by introducing the main character in the drama—a certain Samaritan.  As with the indefinite, average, everyday priest and Levite, so we have an average, everyday, indiscriminate Samaritan.  There is nothing extraordinary about him.  He could be anyone picked out of a crowd.  The important thing about this man is that he is hated by the Jews because of his half Jewish/half Gentile racial mixture, which occurred during the Assyrian invasion of the Land.  The Samaritans were Jews who compromised their racial purity by intermarrying with Assyrian invaders.  Not only that but the Samaritans rejected all of the Old Testament Scriptures except the Torah (the first five books of the OT written by Moses) and they rejected the worship of God on the temple mount in Jerusalem.  The racial hatred of the Jew against the Samaritans, the neighbors of the Jews was as bad as the hatred between the Jews and Hamas or the Iranians or ISIS.


b.  This Samaritan was on a journey (perhaps a vacation).  He too was traveling toward Jericho, which means he wasn’t headed to Jerusalem to worship, nor was he headed north to Samaria.  He was going East-Northeast, which indicates he was traveling for either business or pleasure.  An interesting side-note, which is only speculation, is that he might have eventually run into Jesus, since Jesus was headed to Bethany beyond Jordan, which was across the Jordan River from Jericho and this man would have heard that Jesus was there, when he got to Jericho.  They might have met ‘by chance’, which would quiet a postscript to this story.  But again, it is only my wishful thinking, even though it is not out of line in how God works His wonderful plan.



(1)  Jn 1:28, “These things took place in Bethany on the other side of the Jordan, where John was baptizing.”



(2)  Jn 10:40, “And then He went away again to the other side of the Jordan to the place where John was baptizing the first time, and He was staying there.”

c.  Like the priest and Levite, this Samaritan came upon the half-dead man lying on the side of the road, but he did not pass by him on the other side of the road.

2.  “and after seeing [him], he felt sympathy for [him],”

a.  This Samaritan, like the priest and Levite, also saw the naked man lying on the side of the road.  But instead of ignoring the man and walking on, the Samaritan had compassion for him; took pity on him; felt sorry for him; felt sympathy for him.  There are many ways we can describe the mental attitude of the Samaritan, but they all come down to a mental attitude of unconditional love for the man.


b.  The Samaritan’s pity, sympathy, and compassion didn’t stop there, but turned into action to help the man.  He didn’t just feel something for him, but did something for him.  We see the actions in the rest of this sentence in the next verse.  But here we must pause and consider the Samaritan’s correct mental attitude toward someone who probably hated him and wanted nothing to do with him; someone who probably would have passed him on the road, if their situations had been reversed.  Someone who knew he was supposed to love his neighbor, but wouldn’t think of doing so in the case of a Samaritan.  In fact, it was beginning to dawn on the lawyer to whom Jesus is speaking that it could just as easily been him lying in the road half-dead.  Slowly it is becoming clear that not only should this lawyer have the same kind of unconditional love as this Samaritan, but that all men should have this kind of unconditional love toward all others.  Not only could the lawyer take the place of the Samaritan in the story, but he could also take the place of the victim of the robbers.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Everything changes as a new man arrives on the scene.  The emphasis is on the Samaritan, for Samaritēs is thrown forward [in the sentence] (unlike the relative position of the previous terms for priest and Levite) and should be translated something like ‘a certain one, that is, a Samaritan’.  For a Jew, a Samaritan was among the least respected of people.  Such people were unclean and to be avoided.  The Samaritan would be the last type of person the lawyer would expect to be the climactic figure who resolves the story.  What he likely expected was a reference to an Israelite layperson, thus yielding a story that was anticlerical in focus.  Again the parable’s twist in the story is key.  It is such a despicable person, who helps the man, outshining the ‘exemplary’ Jews.  It is he who ‘showed compassion’ to the half-dead man.  Here is the essence of being a neighbor: having the sensitivity to see a need and act to meet it.  Contextually, it also is a way to define love.  By choosing this example, Jesus may not only be instructing the lawyer but also His disciples about how they had responded to the Samaritans (Lk 9:51–56; Plummer 1896: 287).  Such racial outcasts may respond to God correctly.  Enemies can be loved.  The account focuses on the Samaritan’s activity as a neighbor, not on his entering the kingdom.  While the others scurried past, this man lingered over the one who needed aid.  Some question the parable’s authenticity by saying that it is unlikely a Samaritan would be on the Jericho road.  If the Samaritan is a business man, which seems likely, he might well be traveling through the region (Marshall 1978: 449). His presence in the story suggests that he should be seen as a traveling merchant, though this is not explicitly stated.”


b.  “By using a Samaritan as the hero, Jesus disarmed the Jews, for the Jews and Samaritans were enemies (Jn 4:9; 8:48).  It was not a Jew helping a Samaritan but a Samaritan helping a Jew [that is an assumption; the passage never states the victim is a Jew] who had been ignored by his fellow Jews!”


c.  “What distinguishes this traveler from the other two is not fundamentally that they are Jews and he is a Samaritan, nor is it that they had high status as religious functionaries and he does not.  What individualizes him is his compassion, leading to action, in the face of their inaction.  Having established this point of distinction, his status in comparison with theirs becomes shockingly relevant, for it throws into sharp relief the virtue of his response.  For the same reason, his actions condemn their failure to act.  Unlike them, he has compassion, and this is the turning point not only of his encounter with the wounded man but, indeed, of this entire narrative.”


d.  “Jews and Samaritans traditionally had no love for each other; although violence was the exception rather than the rule, the literature of each betrays an attitude of hostility toward the other.  Jesus’ illustration would offend Jewish listeners, striking at the heart of their patriotism, which was religiously justified.”


e.  “No one expected Jesus’ to finish the story the way He did.  A Samaritan?  Not long before, James and John had urged the Lord to call down fire from Heaven to destroy some inhospitable Samaritans (Lk 9:54).  The hatred between Judea and Samaria went back over 400 years and centered around racial purity, because while the Jews had kept their purity during the Babylonian Captivity, the Samaritans had lost theirs by intermarrying with Assyrian invaders.  In the Jews’ eyes the Samaritans were compromising mongrels.  Also, the Samaritans had built a rival temple on Mount Gerizim only to have it destroyed by the Jews in Maccabean times.  Add to this the fact that in Jesus’ day some Jewish travelers had been murdered in Samaria, and that some Samaritans had defiled the temple with human bones, and you can begin to imagine the shock of Jesus’ introducing a Samaritan not as a villain but as a hero!  Indeed, if the Jew in the story were not half-dead, he would probably push away the loathsome Samaritan.”
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