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5.1.4. The Parable of the Compassionate Samaritan (1 0:25-37)
25 Just then a lawyer stood up to test Jesus. “Teacher,” p, i
: : e o : ; id,
“what must I do to inherit eternal life?” 26 He said 1, him, “Whay ;
written in the law? How do you read it? 91 27 He answered, “Yo, Shalxl
love the Lord your God with all your heart, and wish all yoyr sou]
and with all your strength, and with all your mind; and your "eighbo;
as yourself.” 28 And he said to him, “You have given the right ansyer:
do this, and you will live.”

29 But wanting to justify himself, he asked Jesus, “And who is my
neighbor?” 30 Jesus replied, “A man was going down from Jerusalem
to Jericho, and fell into the hands of robbers, who stripped him, beat
him, and went away, leaving him half dead. 31 Now by chance a priest
was going down that road; and when he saw him, he passed by on the
other side. 32 So likewise a Levite, when he came to the place and saw
him, passed by on the other side. 33 But a Samaritan while traveling
came near him; and when he saw him, he was moved with compas-
sion.”2 34 He went to him and bandaged his wounds, having poured
oil and wine on them. Then he put him on his own animal, brought
him to an inn, and took care of him. 35 The next day he took out tWo

89. See Kom, Geschichte Jesu, 99-104, 122-24; Wolter, “Reich Gottes”; L%
“Boothetio,” 204.
90. On HoxGipog, see above, 1:45; 6:20-22; 7:23.

91. NRSV: “What do you read there?”’
92. NRSV: “pity.”
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i gave them to the innkeeper, ang said. ¢
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when se three, do you think, was g neighbor ¢, i Spend,’3¢
of the nds of the robbers?” 31 He saiq, “The one ar
Ihz rzl; » Jesus said to him, “Go and do likewise, »
mercy:
int in the narrative portrayal of Jegyg’ relationghin . -

The hi® Cﬁgg iln vv 20-24, is abruptly interrupteq by ?12\‘:,83,}25 IV.‘V;;:I his dis-
ciples: red scene, so he pictures the lawyer breaking in on whe.n h § records
10 shift 11 onversation between Jesus and the seventy-two p 233 become
 private © resent at all raises questions about the boyp i b)‘ That the
laWXer 18 and others outside the circle of Jegug followers botﬁtvt:een the
diSClpleSe in the journey narrative.93 CIe and
elSEWhe]{o Jabel the lawyer’s question as abrupt is not to Sy it is out of p)

. or that it moves the narrative in a fresh direction, Jegyg hasp}?ce'
owe\/g1 é task of presenting faithfulness to God ag hearing ang doing G:g“
about This motif is served well, even advanced, by his dialogue wit this
word’;4 Jesus has just affirmed the genuine insight of the Seventy-two manifesst
meb i faithful service in the mission. Will he find simlas faithfulness in bis
in ounter with the legal expert?
e That the practice of God’s word is the centra] issue in this narrative
unit is obvious from the repetition agd placen}ent of Fhe verb “to do.” The
jawyer inquires, ““What must I do?. ; following their exchange, Jesus re-
sponds, “‘Do this” (vv 25, 28.). In this way the first Segment of this unit (vy
25-28) is bound together with references to praxis. The question of the
identity of one’s neighbor leads into a further exploration of appropriate
behavior, however, with the conclusion drawn by the lawyer himself. The
one who was a neighbor, he acknowledges, is “the one who did mercy”:95
Jesus responds, “Do likewise” (v 37). Jesus’ closing words, then, do not
summarize the parable of the compassionate Samaritan (as though the pur-
pose of the parable were to present a moral obli

gation to act in such-and-such
a way). Rather, they return to the original question of the lawyer: “What

must I do to inherit eternal life?”” The parable thus serves a hermeneutical
function. It interprets the summation of the law provided by the legal ex-
pert.% Although it is too easy to

pit “obedience to the law” over against

93. See above on 9:51-19:48.

944 Thisxisstans all the more when the coherence of this narrative unit with
Eeuteronomy 6-7 is re

cognized — cf. Wall, “Martha and Mary,” 21-24; C. A. Evans,
Luke 16:1-18,» 138-39.

a 3. 8 movicag 1o Ereog; NRSV: “the one who showed mercy.” A form of noe®
PRS0 VY 25, 28, and 37 (2 i e

Y Through Peasant Eyes, 41; Hedrick, Parables, 94-95.
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6:46—49T’hiila)r.ticu1ar focus of the kind of praxis leading to Clerna] g, :
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ateh. unit, the other external. First, located at .the midpoint of Lukery 'Nteryy
to Ihlsresp(,)nse of the Samaritan to the condmo,n of the one assaulte cEllccoum
% z:dfe “he was moved with compassion.”” Luke S Presentation of the § L
{:n’s. comportment thus replicates that o G(,)d 0 DS covenan fay 1aﬂ\
(1:78) and of Jesus in the face of a widow’s lossi of her only sop (THIess
Employing compar able language, e lawyef el “mercy> cha 2
terizing the Samaritan’s behavior N s 'mportant reminge, of thy

message of the Sermon on the Plain (63 1749); tiat practicestas Manifesta, :
of one’s character and disposmor}s; in the language of the current paggy ng
love of neighbor flows out of radical love of God. Second, the parbye gy
is framed with questions concerning the identification o.f “neighbor” (w29
36). Whereas Jesus’ teaching in the Sermon on the Plain had elimy, :

L PR s 5 ated the
lines that might be drawn between one’s friends”” and one’s « e

Tac.

STy e es,” this
legal expert hopes to reintroduce this distinction. He does so by inquiring
“Who is my neighbor?” — not so much to determine to whom he must sh,

love, but so as to calculate the identity of those to whom he need not showy
love. By the end of the story, Jesus has transformed the focus of the original
question; in fact, Jesus’ apparent attempt to answer the lawyer’s question turns
out to be a negation of that question’s premise. Neighbor love knows no
boundaries. Third, the geography of the parable (on the road from Jerusalem),
and the identification of two of its characters as temple personnel and a third
as a Samaritan, provide reminders of the geography of Jesus’ mission.% Jesus
has already attempted to involve himself with a Samaritan village (9:51-56),
and he is now on the way to the center of the Jewish world, Jerusalem, which,
with its temple, had come to perpetuate and determine the boundaries of

97. For example, Salo, Luke’s Treatment of the Law, 108-9: “Thus Luke wishes
to concentrate on the practical application of the law leading to eternal life, not on
philosophical discussion of legal issues.” Similarly, Wilson, Luke and the Law, 14-15.

98. “Narrative exegesis” is an exposition of a text that takes the form of a storl
rather than of a prose-oriented argument or presentation — cf. Banks, ““Narrative Exc8

o i Of
sis,” 570 (though Banks’s discussion does not deal with the presence of this form
explication already in the Gospels).

: tral Of
99. This, of course, reminds us that geographical markers are not ne

e ing the
objective, but are social products that reflect and configure ways of understanding

hies;
world (cf. m. Kelim 1:6-9; Pred, Human Geographies; Soja, Postmodern G
Wetlen, Society, Action and Space). :
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Ol‘ked to
What wag
to Jemseﬂem_

thits two parts
Presented in parallel:
Part 1 Part 2.
Identification of the Lawyer’s Motive v 25 v 29
The Lawyer’s Question v 25 v 29
Jesus’ Answer and Counterquestion v 26 v 30-36
The Lawyer’s (Appropriate) Reply v 27 v 3Ta
Jesus’ Final Word, in the Imperative v 28 v 3Tb

25-28 Luke’s presentation of an unnamed lawyer is mixed. On the
one hand, he stands before Jesus, a sign of esteem, and addresses Jesus
respectfully as “teacher.”” On the other hand, his identification as a “lawyer”
accesses earlier information provided by the narrator: (1) Legal experts have
been present to monitor Jesus’ faithfulness to the law. (2) Legal experts are
among those identified as persons responsible for Jesus’ pending rejection and
suffering. 1! When it is recalled that priests functioned as experts on the law
when not performing their priestly duties at the temple,'®2 this adds to the
drama of the unfolding encounter — not least since the ensuing parable will
have as one of its primary characters a priest returning from duty at the temple
(v31). That is, within the socio-historical context imagined by the narrative,
the identification of this lawyer and the temple staff of the parable may be
more immediate than normally thought. Moreover, Luke explicitly portrays

1576 Tl ol See Mazamisa, Beatific Comradeship, 106; Crossan, “Parable and Exa:th;ﬂeif
electic l}ls Point is registered in a more focused way, with reference to t'he ca .
*HOn inJ. A, Sanders, “Ethics of Election,” 113; C. A. Evans, “Luke 16:1-18,” 138,
and “scrliglvns ee above on 5:17-19; 9:22. Luke uses ““lawyers,” ‘“teachers of the law,
" Interchangeably (cf. on 9:22))¢

i 2.
102, See Schwartz, Jewish Background, 89-101; E. P. Sanders, Judaism, 170-8
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enging” Jesus.'?* On the other hapg. the
estion employs another Of LEhan e of terms [y,
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ife of the coming epoc . W
;};(e)vlild z the platform for Luke to expound on the behavior ADProprigge (o |

jentation to the resurrection. Yet, the encounter as a whole jg formulated
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:+h respect to his status as a teg ;
d with resp cher, Maingyjp,

s expert on the law wl}ile at the same time Tedirecy;
the challenge with a counterque.stion. Inqui.ripg into thg content of the law, Je sﬁs
assumes and endorses its ongoing normativity. Wh?[ 15 at stake for him jg not
the law per se, but its cons.t:rual. Hence, he mqulres’ into the nature of pg
antagonist’s legal interpretation. 0> Just as the lawyer’s question had derjyeg
from the axiomatic connection between obedience to the law and Inheritance/jif
resident in Deut 6:16-25,106 so his answer reflects the Shema (Deut 6:5)
passage that was fundamental to Jewish life and worship in the home, the
synagogue, and the temple.!7 To the Shema the. lawyer attaches, inexorably, the
law of neighbor-love found in Lev 19:18. In its co-text in Leviticus, love of
neighbor is a disposition of the heart expressed in tangible behaviors — related,
for example, to a neighbor’s honor and possessions. Jesus concurs with the
lawyer’s answer, and rightly so, given the impressive degree to which it meshes
with Jesus’ own message. Indeed, the lawyer has stated more succinctly than
Luke has recorded of Jesus the need for a comprehensive love of God,!%
encompassing uncompromising allegiance and conformity to his purpose, from
which springs love for others. Of course, it is one thing to interpret the law
correctly, another to internalize and perform it. Returning to the lawyer’s original
question concerning behavior appropriate to eternal life, then, Jesus counsels not
only this representation of the law but also its practice.

103. éxmepbito — cf. 4:12.
104. See Bultmann, “Concept of Life,” 856-57. This question is repeated in 18:.18'
y 105 For the use of Gvomvaboxa in Lukan co-texts where the issue of interpretatio®
18 at stake, see 6:3; Acts 8:28-35 (vv 28, 30, 32); 13:27; 15:21.
106. Wall, “Martha and Mary,” 21-22; see also Psalms of Solomon 14. ;
107. See the discussion in E. P. Sanders, Judaism, 195-96; Schiirer, Jewish PeoP's
ot clz?& tﬁhhough 1o clear line can be drawn between these four aspects ‘?f [hle,,h?:;:{lsy
vitality),” el fuance —e.g., “heart” (the seat of one’s emotions), soud'ng an
dispositi'ons)s-t[r}‘:ngﬂ-1 (one’s drive and energy), and “mind” (one’s undersia? i)f one’s
love for Gog, int?]m?ry purpose of this fourfold inventory is to stress the [‘{mlg Z us’
Exposition, 123.95, ¢ text-form of Luke’s citation vis-a-vis the LXX, cf. Kim>&™

454-55
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level of concordance between Jesug
SIef ;gzma] indications marking this as at leastznsottzztilzl‘ivyer has
i tho ¢, Luke’s second reference to the lawyer’s mo Y antag-
0 ic exchane > "o ising the standard of God’ 'L VS provides
B (peninder R VIS Sy S Purpose, this lega] expert
4 poin e g f-justification — that is, the.assertlon of his statug based on the
s be orlde J but widely held canons of his day, and the use of hj knowled
wrong ,e? 1o invoke for himself the respect of others, 109 His question .
i “Znoe of Lev 19:18 as a summary of the law, 110 byt a0 explogi:sa?:s
: %r/t/ at least, the ambiguity tl?gt came to be attached to it in Secons
e Judaism- In its co-text in Leviticus 1?, love for the neighbor is Jove
o [sraelites, though loye for the other is extended to “resident alieng”
for fel prace the covenant with Yahweh (Lev 19:33-34). As a consequence
fhg:ﬁzniﬁic imperialism and Roman occupation, it could not pe generally
Zssu med in the first cen'ttfry of gle _Commog E'ra that thqse dwelling among
(he people of Israel qualified as neighbors. D1ff§rent attltud.es toward these
foreign intrusions developed into a fractured soc1.al context in which boun-
uished not only between Jew and Gentile but also between Jewish

daries disting
ctions.111 How far should love reach?

P 30-32 Like other contemporary Jewish teachers, Jesus employs a
parable in order to expound a scriptural text — in this case, Lev 19:18.112 The
details of the parable are true-to-life!13 and therefore may be elucidated in
light of the socio-historical context in which the parable is set.

The choice of opening, “‘a certain man,” constitutes a powerful rhe-
torical move on Jesus’ part. In light of the debate surrounding the reach of
love, grounded in how one reads Leviticus 19, the impossibility of classifying
this person as either friend or foe immediately subverts any interest in ques-
tions of this nature. Stripped of his clothes and left half-dead, the man’s
anonymity throughout the story is insured;!14 he is simply a human being, a

neighbor, in need,

109. See 7:29-301 Also, 18:9; 20:46-47.
; 11 ? gn the popularity of Lev 19:18 in this role, see E. P. Sanders, Judaism, 257-60.
the children.ofe]ﬁ3 Jeremias, Parables, 202-3; he notes, e.g., the division between love for
5 Mlim and hate for others in 1QS 1:9-10. i
Tabbinjc Pariiblecs fgh‘lr_ and Johnston (Parables, 112-13) note that Fhe.majonty of ex.tant
113, Thig nction exegetically, to explain a scriptural text, incident, or narrative.
114, See Cl; hEIPfuuy emphasized by Hedrick, Parables, 93-116. .
Parabl"’sn 10 ampion, “Parable,” 32; Bailey, Through Peasant Eyes, 42-43; Hedrle,
1 JeSus’\ th~ough they do not make the connection to Leviticus 19. This is 'no.t to
UaTatiye gap th auditor might not identify the wounded man in some Way, for this isa
rlha} Deithey esat Can be filleq easily enough by one’s imagination; rather, it is to recognize
o COmmius nor Luke provides any support for one reading of his nationality or

tmentg over another.
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The care the Samaritan offers is not a mode] of mo
of exaggerated action grounded in compassion that risks
could ever be required or expected.'?’ He stops on the Jerichg Morg th
someone he does not know in spite of the self-evident peri] Ofrgaq a
gives of his own goods and money,!28 freely, making itk Oln
reciprocation (cf. 6:32-36); in order to obtain care for this
an inn, itself a place of potential danger; and he even enters j
monetary relationship with the innkeeper, a relationship in
of extortion is high.!2?

36-37 Having completed his exposition—parable,
counters the question of the legal expert with a question of
ingly, however, his counterquestion proposes a focal shift,
again, Who is my neighbor? Jesus inquires, Who acteq
lawyer’s question would have focused on whether the woy
neighborly status, but the parable has failed to provide th,
for conjecture on this matter. It is a nonissue. Rephra
presupposes the identification of “anyone” as a neighbor, then pregge

3 £ : 3 : S the
point that such an identification opens wide the door of loving actiop 130

By leaving aside the identity of the wounded man and by portraying
the Samaritan traveler as one who performs the law (and so ag one whose
actions are consistent with an orientation to eternal life), Jesus has nullifieg
the worldview that gives rise to such questions as, Who is my neighbor? The
purity-holiness matrix has been capsized. And, not surprisingly in the Third
Gospel, neighborly love has been concretized in care for one who is, in this
parable, self-evidently a social outcast (“the poor” — cf. on 4:18-19), and in
the uncalculated disposition of one’s possessions.

The lawyer seems to agree with Jesus; at least, he follows the point of
the parable, noting (1) the quality (*“‘compassion,” “mercy’’) of the Samar@tan
that set him apart from the priest and Levite, and (2) the action of the Samarl@
over against the inaction of the others. How does he respond to Jesus’ directive
to “do” likewise? What we do know is that the lawyer has received the' answer
for which he originally sought; indeed, with his own mouth he has articulated
the response. What we know also is that Jesus’ exegesis of neighborly 10‘:
subverts the world system shared by this lawyer and by SOClety'at'laragn&
Beyond this, though, Luke’s description of the encounter between Jes(‘ils o
this expert on the law is open-ended. He has heard the word; will h? 0
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. parable,” 345
127. Cf. Coote, “What Is a Person Worth?”’” 208; Champion, Py

.0-13).
128. Two denarii would be equal to two days’ wages (cf. Matt 20,;31 1“)Samfifi
129. The negative image of inns in antiquity is noted by Oakmat

Story,” 122-23; Royse, “ITANAOXEION.”
130. Cf. 6:27!
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