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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the preposition EPI plus the adverbial accusative of measure of extent of time from the feminine singular article and adverb AURION, meaning literally “on the tomorrow” or “on the next day.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb EKBALLW, which means “to take out.”

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


The active voice indicates that produced the action.


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

Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give: he gave.”


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 accusative direct object from the cardinal adjective DUO and the noun DĒNARION, meaning “two denarii.”  (A denarius was one day’s pay for a common workman or laborer.)  Next we have the dative indirect object from the masculine singular article and noun PANDOCHEUS, meaning “to the innkeeper.”
  Next we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus 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 Samaritan produced the action.


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

“And on the next day, after taking out, he gave two denarii to the innkeeper and said,”
 is the second person singular aorist deponent passive imperative from the verb EPIMELEOMAI, which means “to take care of; to look after.”


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 innkeeper) producing the action.


The imperative mood is a request.

Then we have the genitive direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to the robbery victim.

“‘Take care of him;”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular relative pronoun HOSTIS, which combines the relative pronoun HOS and the interrogative pronoun TIS plus the indefinite particle AN, meaning “whatever.”  Then we have the second person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb PROSDAPANAW, which means “to spend besides; to spend in addition.”


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


The active voice indicates that the innkeeper might produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, which indicates possibility.

“and whatever you might spend in addition,”
 is the nominative subject from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I” and referring to the Samaritan.  Then we have the preposition EN plus the locative of time from the neuter singular articular present deponent middle/passive infinitive of the verb EPANERCHOMAI, which means “to come back again; to return.”


The preposition EN plus the infinitive is a temporal construction indicating contemporaneous time and is translated “when I return.”


The present tense is a futuristic present, describing a future event as though happening right now for the sake of vividness.


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


The infinitive is an infinitive of contemporaneous time.

With this infinitive we have the accusative ‘subject of the infinitive’ from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I.”  This is followed by the first person singular future active indicative from the verb APODIDWMI, which means “to give back; to repay.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that the Samaritan will produce the action.


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

Finally, we have the dative indirect object from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “to you” and referring to the innkeeper.

“I, when I return, I will repay to you.’”
Lk 10:35 corrected translation
“And on the next day, after taking out, he gave two denarii to the innkeeper and said, ‘Take care of him; and whatever you might spend in addition, I, when I return, I will repay to you.’”
Explanation:
1.  “And on the next day, after taking out, he gave two denarii to the innkeeper and said,”

a.  The Lord concludes the story of the Good Samaritan by telling the lawyer how the Samaritan went way above and beyond anyone’s imagination in the application of unconditional love.  The phrase “on the next day” shows that the Samaritan stayed the night with the injured man, tending to he needs.


b.  After the Samaritan was satisfied that the man was comfortable, rehydrated, well fed, and had his bandages changed, the Samaritan went to see the innkeeper and take care of business.  The Samaritan takes two days wages out of his money bag/purse and gives them to the innkeeper.  A denarius was a day’s wage for a common laborer or field-hand.  For example, if the minimum wage today was $10 per hour and the workday eight hours, then the Samaritan gave the innkeeper $160.

2.  “‘Take care of him;”

a.  The money was a down payment for the purpose of taking care of the all the man’s needs, while the Samaritan was gone.  The Samaritan was paying in advance for the man’s food, shelter, and medical care (nursing as needed) for two full days.  The Samaritan expected to make it to Jericho that day, conduct whatever business he had to take care of there and return the next or following day.


b.  While the Samaritan was gone, he expected the innkeeper to use the money to pay for whatever expenses might be incurred in the care of the wounded man.  The Samaritan was taking a risk in trusting that the innkeeper would be honest and do what was expected of him.  The Samaritan expected the same honesty and integrity from the innkeeper that he was demonstrating toward the injured man.


c.  The imperative mood of the Samaritan’s statement is a request, not a command.  A command would have insulted the innkeeper.

3.  “and whatever you might spend in addition,”

a.  Then the Samaritan makes another startling statement that the lawyer certainly didn’t imagine or see coming.  Whatever additional costs might be incurred during the time the Samaritan was gone should be paid for by the innkeeper.  The additional spending is beyond the two denarii, which has to come out of the pocket of the innkeeper.


b.  Therefore, the Samaritan is asking the innkeeper to trust the Samaritan’s word that he will come back and will pay for all additional expenses upon his return.  Now the innkeeper is forced to act from his own honesty and integrity to do so without defrauding the Samaritan upon his return.

4.  “I, when I return, I will repay to you.’”

a.  The Samaritan then makes an emphatic statement to the innkeeper that he will return.  The emphasis is in the three uses of the subject “I.”  The Samaritan fully intends to return and do so as soon as he can.  He doesn’t expect to be gone more than three or four days at most.  He is clearly not asking the innkeeper to incur expenses for a week or more before his return (otherwise, he would have provided more money up front).


b.  Finally the Samaritan guarantees he will repay the innkeeper whatever it costs to fully care for the man while he is gone.  The Samaritan is trusting that the innkeeper will not overcharge him.  He is trusting that the injured man will not leave before he gets back.  And he is trusting that God will allow him to live long enough to keep his word.  His unconditional love is full of a lot of trust toward others.


c.  This statement also forces the innkeeper to trust the Samaritan, even though the innkeeper is most likely a Jew, who has zero trust of any Samaritan.  The injured man also has to trust that the Samaritan will return and pay the bill, otherwise, he would be responsible for paying his own bill, and remember he has lost everything.


d.  All of this is so overwhelming to the mind of the lawyer, he has no rude remark, no smart-aleck question or retort.  He stands there in complete silenced awe of the words of Jesus.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “What he had paid was merely by way of pledge.   He was a man of his word and known to the innkeeper as reliable [this last statement is pure conjecture, which assumes the Samaritan was well known to the Jewish(?) innkeeper].”


b.  “The Samaritan insures the continued care of the man by laying out two days’ wages and offering to pay additional expenses.  The innkeeper is to look after the man until the Samaritan returns.  The money was enough to take care of the man’s room and board for twenty-four days, since the daily rate for a poor man was about one-twelfth of a denarius [that is seriously wrong; a denarius was one day’s wage!].  The deal is a rather formal one between the innkeeper and the Samaritan.  That the Samaritan plans to foot the entire bill is made clear by ‘I’ plus ‘me’, which has an emphatic force.  The sense is, ‘I will repay, not the man.’  Of course, the man has been robbed, so it is unlikely that he could pay.  The Samaritan has taken care of this problem, as well as helping with the man’s physical wounds.  This compassionate act, as many compassionate acts do, involved a concrete price that the Samaritan was willing to pay.  The text gives no basis for reading the parable symbolically. Jesus’ exhortation to go and do likewise shows that the point is not christological.  Jesus is not telling the lawyer to look for Him in the parable, but to be this kind of caring person.”


c.  “The Samaritan loved those who hated him, risked his own life, spent his own money (two days’ wages for a laborer), and was never publicly rewarded or honored as far as we know.”


d.  “The care the Samaritan offers is not a model of moral obligation but of exaggerated action grounded in compassion that risks much more than could ever be required or expected.  He stops on the Jericho road to assist someone he does not know in spite of the self-evident peril of doing so; he gives of his own goods and money, freely, making no arrangements for reciprocation; in order to obtain care for this stranger, he enters an inn, itself a place of potential danger; and he even enters into an open-ended monetary relationship with the innkeeper, a relationship in which the chance of extortion is high.”


e.  “The Good Samaritan of Jesus’ parable left two denarii with the innkeeper to pay for food and care for the man attacked by robbers; this sum was two days’ wages (Mt 20:2, 9f, 13).”
  “The workers in the vineyard of Mt 20:1–16 each receive a denarius, which was the standard wage for a laborer.”


f.  “‘I will repay’ was a standard formula guaranteeing a debt.”


g.  “The equivalent of two days’ wages. He was paying the expenses of a perfect stranger, simply because of good will.”


h.  “The illustration is so beautiful and effective in its native sense that it ought to be left unspoiled by any attempt at turning it into allegory.”
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