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

 is the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus was producing the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the predicate nominative subject from the masculine singular noun KRITĒS plus the indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “a certain judge.”  This is followed by the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: there was.”


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


The active voice indicates that a certain judge produced the state of being something.


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 indefinite pronoun TIS and the noun POLIS, meaning “in a certain city.”

“saying, ‘There was a certain judge in a certain city,”
 is the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun THEOS, meaning “God.”  With this we have the negative adverb MĒ, meaning “not” plus the nominative masculine singular present passive participle of the verb PHOBEW, which means “to fear; to be afraid of.”


The present tense is a static present, which describes a state of being that does not change.


The passive voice indicates that the certain judge received the action of not being afraid of God.


The participle is circumstantial.

“not being afraid of God”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “a man.”  Finally, we have the negative adverb MĒ, meaning “not” plus the nominative masculine singular present passive participle of the verb ENTREPW, which means “to show deference to a person in recognition of special status.”


The present tense is a static present for a state of being that continually exists.


The passive voice is used in a middle sense, emphasizing the personal responsibility of the judge in producing the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“and not showing deference to a man.”
Lk 18:2 corrected translation
“saying, ‘There was a certain judge in a certain city, not being afraid of God and not showing deference to a man.”
Explanation:
1.  “saying, ‘There was a certain judge in a certain city.”

a.  Jesus now begins the parable of the judge and the widow by introducing one of the main characters in the story.  The judge is called “a certain judge” indicating the indefiniteness in identifying exactly who this man is.  In parables hypothetical people are not identified by name.  The man’s privacy is not being protected by not giving him a name.  He is simply a non-descript generic judge that could theoretically be any judge in Israel.


b.  Jesus also doesn’t identify the city in which this man functions as a judge, since this would not only identify the judge, but also criticize the city needlessly.  Jesus is not trying to ridicule or criticize any particular known individual or place.

2.  “not being afraid of God”

a.  The main characteristic of this judge is twofold—he is not afraid of God, which means he has no fear of what God can or will do to him.


b.  This man has no respect for God, but also probably does not believe in God.  The problem with saying that the man doesn’t believe in God is that logically a person cannot and does not disrespect something or someone that does not exist.  In the same respect, a person typically is not afraid of something or someone they do not believe exists.


c.  So we may consider this man to be an atheist.  He is certainly not a believer and that is the point of our Lord’s statement.

3.  “and not showing deference to a man.”

a.  In addition to not being afraid of God, this judge also shows no deference to any man.  This is a statement of the judge’s impartiality, which is a characteristic necessary in judges and typically applauded by others.


b.  This statement is another way of saying that the judge is also not afraid of any man.  In other words, he shows no partiality to the rich and powerful over the poor and weak.  This becomes an important consideration in the case of a widow before the judge.


c.  So one of the main characters of our story is an indefinite judge in an indefinite city, who is not afraid of God and doesn’t show deference to anyone appearing before him in court.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “This was a ‘hard-boiled’ judge who knew no one as his superior.”


b.  “The story begins with a judge whose reputation is clearly stated.  The judge is probably a Jew and may have been a powerful man, since the Romans allowed the Jews to manage many of their own legal affairs.  The Romans stayed out of most matters, except those involving capital punishment.  Many concerns were left to religious authorities (e.g., the Sanhedrin and synagogue elders), but because this man is described as one who does not fear God it is unlikely that he is a religious leader.  He is possibly a political type of judge.  The dispute is probably financial.  The judge is not known for his compassion: he does not fear God or respect people, a description common in extrabiblical materials of people with fiercely independent wills.  This type of person was often an authority with enough power not to worry about how others responded to him.  Ideally, judges should defend the poor and widowed (Ex 22:22–24; Dt 24:17–18; Ps 68:5; 82:2–7; 146:9).  This judge, however, did not care what people thought.  This judge was not the type to be moved out of compassion.  Neither the laws of God nor public opinion can stir his conscience.  Appeal to this man would be difficult.”


c.  “Both characters [in this story] appear as prototypes of different ends of the continuum of power and privilege.  Presumably no more than a local magistrate, this judge is nonetheless a male of notable status in his community.  His characterization as one ‘who neither feared God nor had respect for people’ is ambiguous, at least on the surface.  He may thus appear to us as a judge ought to appear—unbiased, objective, neutral.  Even a quality like impartiality is a matter of perspective, however, one that must be understood within a particular cultural context.  In the one imagined by Jesus’ parable, someone thus characterized is actually presented quite negatively.  First, Jesus’ valuation echoes analogous phrases employed in the wider Roman world as proverbial invectives.  Within this world, the world of Luke, neither fearing God nor having regard for persons signified one’s thorough wickedness.  In addition, elsewhere the Third Evangelist portrays those who ‘fear God’ in positive fashion.  Second, when Jehoshaphat appointed judges throughout Judah his charge to them included the admonition to “let the fear of the Lord be upon you” (2 Chr 19:7); clearly this is an attribute not shared by the judge of this parable.  Finally, even with appeals to divine and human impartiality dotting its pages, the LXX gives no impression that the scales of divine justice are blind.  The God who liberated Israel from Egypt is the God who directs His people to show special regard toward, partiality on behalf of, the oppressed among them—specifically for the alien, the orphan, and the widow.  In this respect, it is not accidental that Luke habitually portrays widows as persons of exemplary piety and/or as recipients of divine beneficence.”


d.  “The judge admitted he did not fear God or care about men.  If he was a Jew, he was openly defying the primary qualification for judges—the fear of God. This qualification had been made famous when, after the death of Ahab, a chastened King Jehoshaphat took steps to restore order by appointing judges with these orders: ‘Consider carefully what you do, because you are not judging for man but for the Lord, who is with you whenever you give a verdict. Now let the fear of the Lord be upon you. Judge carefully, for with the Lord our God there is no injustice or partiality or bribery’ (2 Chr 19:6-7).  A fear of God is essential for a good judge.  Conversely, a judge with no fear of God recognizes no universal ethic outside his own self-interest, and his mistaken belief that he will never stand before God’s bar relieves him of any burden to render just decisions.  The judge in the parable was such a man.  He was capable of anything except justice.”
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