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INTRODUCTION AND
METHODOLOGY



1.1 Preliminary remarks and research-question

Since the inception of modern New Testament exegesis in the 19th century
ce,' Luke 1:5-2:52 has received systematic scrutiny from a range of both dia-
chronic and synchronic research-methods.> This on-going academic interest
has resulted in an impressive body of scientific literature dealing with, for
example, the sources of Luke 1:5-2:52 and the so-called Lukan Sondergut, with
the text-unit’s development, structure and composition, and with its syntac-
tic and narrative unity,® not only independent of, but also within the frame-

1 Seee.g. the seminal studies: Marsh, First Three Canonical Gospels (1801); Schleiermacher, Uber die Schriften
des Lukas (1817); Weisse, Die Evangelische Geschichte (1838); Holtzmann, Die Synoptischen Evangelien (1863). For
the history of Heinrich Meyer’s Kritisch-Exegetischer Kommentar iiber das Neue Testament and its introduction
in 1829, see: Becker, Horn, and Koch, Kritisch-Exegetischer Kommentar (2018). For an overview of the history
of New Testament exegesis see: Bruce, “History of New Testament Study” (1979).

2 For methodological developments in biblical exegesis see Van Wieringen, “Methodological Develop-
ments” (2020); see also, Estes, “Literary Approaches to the Bible” (2017); Pontifical Biblical Commission,
L’Interprétation de la Bible (1993), I.A.1-1L.A.2. See for the development of specifically narrative criticism in
biblical studies Estes, Temporal Mechanics of the Fourth Gospel (2008), 16-19.

3 For some important studies from the previous century regarding Luke, see: Antoniadis, L'Evangile de
Luc (1930); Burrows, Gospel of Infancy (1940); Laurentin, Structure et Théologie de Luc (1957); Conzelmann,
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work of the remainder of Luke and Luke-Acts.*

Being a text, Luke 1:5-2:52 functions as an instrument of communication be-
tween a sender and a receiver.s The communicative aspect of a text being such
an important factor in its raison d’étre, the analysis of a text from exactly a com-
munication focussed perspective offers an important means to its understand-
ing,® supplying insight into:

1. what (information) is (not) communicated by the text’s sender to his
receiver;

2. how this (information) is (not) communicated by the text’s sender to
his receiver;

3. the development in the communicative relationship between the
text’s sender and his receiver.®

Theology of St. Luke (1961); Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981); Talbert, Reading Luke (1982); Tannehill,
Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts (1986); Esler, Community and Gospel (1987); Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas:
1:1-9:50 (1989); O Fearghail, Role of Lk 1:1-4:44 (1991); Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993); Green, Gospel of
Luke (1997); Lee, Luke’s Stories of Jesus (1999). For some larger studies from the 21st century regarding
Luke, see e.g. Talbert, Mediterranean Milieu (2003); Jung, Original Language (2004); Kavin Rowe, The Lord
in Luke (2006); Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006); Denaux, Studies in the Gospel of Luke (2010); Bock,
Theology of Luke’s Gospel and Acts (2011); Reich, Figures of Speech in Luke (2011); Welzen, Lucas (2011); Aletti,
Il Gesu di Luca (2012); Carroll, Luke: A Commentary (2012); Dillon, Narrative Strategy in Luke 1-2 (2013);
Dinkler, Silent Statements (2013); Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018); Riemersma,
Lucasevangelie (2018); Aletti, L’Evangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022); Elbert, Luke’s Rhetorical
Compositions (2022).

4 For the function of text-unit 1:5-2:52 within Luke-Acts, see Busse, “Das “Evangelium” des Lukas” (1991).

5  Cf e.g. Van Wieringen, “Communication in Amos” (2017), 9o; Herman and Vervaeck, Handbook of Narrative
Analysis (2005), 16; Suleiman, “Audience-Oriented Criticism” (1980), 7-8; Weinrich, Sprache in Texten (1976)
45. See also Van Wolde, Words Become Worlds (1994), 181.

6  Seethe scheme and discussion offered by Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics (1998), 50-54 in the
context of their text-centred communication analysis of 1 Corinthians 2; see also Schékel and Bravo, Manu-
al of Hermeneutics (1998), 64: ‘Since it is communication, the text involves the reader. These two elements
may be methodically separated for analysis but they are always related. The correct way of thinking is
intersubjective, correlative, one subject that communicates with another. The text cannot be understood if
itisisolated.’

7 For how communication cannot be reduced to solely the transferral of information by an author, but that it
also includes the conveyance of e.g. passion, and the vibrancy of experience (to a reader), see Schokel and
Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics (1998), 65-66. In the context of my study into the function of questions in the
communication between the ‘text-internal author’ and the ‘text-internal reader’ (see for these terms para-
graph 1.3), one example the authors give regarding the above is noteworthy as it consists of two questions (see
Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics (1998), 65): ‘A prophet may proclaim: ‘great is the wrath and anger
with which the Lord threatens his people’ (Jer. 36.7). Sentiment is thematized, that is, it is converted into the
object or subject of a proposition. In such a case, language enunciates the fact of sentiment. But God may say
to God’s people, ‘You do this, and am I going to hold my peace? Do you think I am like you?’ (Ps. 50.21). Here
wrath is not thematized and enunciated, but rather expressed in the form of questions.’ (my italics).

8  Seeregarding the development in literary studies of scholarly interest from being almost exclusively
concerned with the sender (‘story-teller’) and the text (‘story’), to also include the receiver (‘audience’),
Suleiman, “Audience-Oriented Criticism” (1980), 3—4.
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Studying texts from a communication focussed perspective is a relatively new
approach in the field of biblical exegesis and has, as far as I have been able to
ascertain, not yet been employed for academic research into specifically Luke
1:5-2:52.° Making a complete communication analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52 using a
communication focussed method would, however, involve a great deal of work
and I have, therefore, decided to limit myself to researching the function that
questions have in the communication between the sender and his receiver in
the text.*® The publication of two monographs by Douglas Estes, The Questions
of Jesus in John and Questions and Rhetoric in the Greek New Testament,™ has indeed
generated interest among exegetes to further study the role of questions in
biblical texts. The role that questions play in these texts is, as of yet, an area
that one could refer to as ‘fairly uncharted territory’.s

9 Inhis study of Luke, Reich {...) attempts to attempts to answer two questions. (1) How does the Lukan
Jesus communicate, and (2) what does such a mode of communication accomplish?’; see Reich, Figures of
Speech in Luke (2011), 1. Riemersma, Dodenopwekking in Lucas (2016), studies the communication process of
Luke 7:11-17 and its relation with 1 Kings 17:17-24 and Vita Apollonii IV,45, however without distinguishing
strictly between the ‘text-external world’ and the ‘textual world’ (see for these terms paragraph 1.3); see
especially 21-23. Van Wieringen, “Who is the Aobhog” (2023), studies Luke 2:29 from a communicative
perspective. For my study of Luke 4:14—22 from a communicative perspective see Sinninghe Damsté,
“Jesus and the Scroll of the Prophet Isaiah” (2024). For examples of the study of texts in the Hebrew Bible
from a communicative perspective see Hekman, “Jeremiah 29 and Its Communicative Implications”
(2023); Van Wieringen, “Communication in Amos” (2017);. Studies regarding biblical intertextuality from
a communicative perspective are: Van Wieringen and Bosman “Reading Melchisedek” (2022); Van Wierin-
gen and Bosman, “Intertextual Relation” (2023). In their theoretical reflection on the understanding and
interpretation of texts, Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics (1998), the authors focus almost entirely
on biblical texts.

10 See fora short exposition regarding questions as vehicles of communication, Miiller, “Fragen im Erzihlw-
erk des Lukas” (2003), 31-34. See also Elbert, “Luke’s Style of Questions” (2003), 104: ‘One may also suggest,
further, that Luke fully realized that appropriately composed narrative-rhetorical questions can have a di-
rect bearing on the comprehension of future words that are to be recorded after them. A number of Luke’s
dual-element questions (e.g. Acts 8:31) function directly to set the stage for further explanation, dialogue,
instruction, action, prophecy, or speeches by his characters, just as a number of the short, one-clause
questions do in both his books. Such questions allow a narrator to present further information through
his characters that is of didactic value to his readers.” Van Oyen, “Questions in the Gospel of Mark” (2022),
184, remarks on the ancient interest in the function of questions: ‘Paying attention to questions in a first
century story like Mark’s is not a strange thing to do. Ancient rhetoric contemporary to Mark’s Gospel was
always interested in questions, as can be illustrated by a famous passage in Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria
(9.2.6-16)

1 Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017); Estes, Questions of Jesus (2013).

12 The recent publication of Koet and Van Wieringen, Asking Questions in Biblical Texts (2022) has greatly
augmented the available literature dealing with questions that can be found in biblical texts.

13 SeeElbert, Luke’s Rhetorical Compositions (2022), 99, who writes: ‘Looking over the landscape of syntacti-
cal and related studies of Luke’s two-volume work, from Sophie Antoniadis’s sketch of Lucan grammar
and style (1930) to the present, I am not aware of an investigation into this author’s narrative use of
questions.’ Biblical exegesis regarding questions is mostly found in the commentaries in loco; separate
studies on questions are not numerous; many of these deal specifically with so-called ‘rhetorical’ ques-
tions. See for an assessment of the status quo of contemporary research Koet, “Counter-Questions in
Luke” (2022), 210-212. Regarding the treatment of questions in Old Testament exegesis, recent studies
are: the above-mentioned Koet and Van Wieringen Asking Questions in Biblical Texts (2022); Craig, Asking for
Rhetoric (2005); Moshavi, “Questions in Classical Biblical Hebrew Prose” (2013); Moshavi, “Interrogative
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Regarding Luke 1:5-2:52, my study will, thus, break new ground in two ways:
firstly by applying a communication focussed method in reading the text-unit

and, secondly, by investigating the ‘questions’ occurring in the text-unit, and

asking how these function in the communication between the ‘text-internal

author’ and the ‘text-internal reader’.# This thesis is, therefore, essentially a

new literary analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52. In view of the above, I have given my
study the title:

*  “Questions in Luke 1:5-2:52: their function in the communication
between the text-internal author and the text-internal reader”.

I have formulated my research-question as follows:

* How;, in Luke 1:5-2:52 (the ‘research-text’), are questions used by the
text-internal author to communicate his message to the text-internal
reader?

In addition, I have formulated the following three sub-questions:

1. What is the syntactic structure of Luke 1:5-2:52?

2. Which questions does Luke 1:5-2:52 contain?

3. Which communication participants are concerned with the questions
that Luke 1:5-2:52 contains, and how?

These three sub-questions are directly related to my research-question.

The method I apply (see paragraph 1.2) requires a syntax analysis of the re-

search-text (sub-question 1), and my research-question itself requires me to

determine the questions contained in the research-text (sub-question 2), as

well as which communication participants pose or are addressed by these

questions (sub-question 3).

14

20

Clause, Biblical Hebrew” (2013); Moshavi, “Positive Rhetorical Question,” (2011). For studies in the context
of New Testament exegesis see, besides Koet and Van Wieringen, Asking Questions in Biblical Texts (2022),
Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), and Estes, Questions of Jesus (2013),
also the following fairly comprehensive list of studies: Koet, “Contrapreguntas en Lucas” (2022); Koet,
“Making Friends with the Mammon (Luke 16:1-13)” (2022); Estes, “Variable Questions in New Testament
Greek” (2021); Koet, “Over Vragen in het Lucasevangelie” (2020); Schwiebert, “Jesus’s Question in Mark
15:2” (2017); Thompson Prince, “Questions in the Lukan Resurrection Narrative” (2016); Doble, ““Are these
things so?” (Acts 7:1)” (2013); Leutzsch, “Biblische Theologie der Gegenfrage” (2010); Von Bendemann,
““Was Wollt Ihr, dass Ich Euch Tue?’ (Mk 10:36)” (2010); Wanak, “Jesus’ Questions” (2009); Elbert, “Luke’s
Style of Questions” (2003); Miiller, “Fragen im Erzahlwerk des Lukas” (2003); Neyrey, “Questions in Mark’s
Gospel” (1998); Watson, “1 Corinthians in Light of Greco-Roman Rhetoric” (1989); Wuellner, “Questions in
First Corinthians” (1986).

I deal with these terms in paragraph 1.3.
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My research-text is part of the text of Luke as it is found in the 28th edition of
Nestle-Aland (NA28), including its division into verses, its punctuation, and
its use of accents,s although without taking into consideration the implica-
tions that its layout sometimes appears to suggest.® When referring to the text
traditionally known as (the Gospel of ) Luke, I always use the designation ‘Luke’
as is used in the Handbook of Style published by the Society of Biblical Litera-
ture (SBL).” I use Septuaginta: Id est Vetus Testamentum Graece Iuxta LXX Interpre-
tes when referring to the Septuagint (LXX),* and Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia
to refer to the Hebrew Bible (MT).»

In order to arrive at an answer to my research-question, I have applied the
Communication-Oriented Method to study the research-text.° Because it is
the text’s syntax that forms the underlying structure on which all the textual
communication is based,” it is only after the syntactic details of this ‘textual
world> have been studied that the communicative aspects of the text can be
properly dealt with. Taking this insight into consideration, the Communica-
tion-Oriented Method is, therefore, comprised of two analyses:

1. the first step is the making of a syntax analysis of the research-text
(see paragraph 1.2);
2. the second step is the making of a communication analysis of the

15 Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013). Even when citing (single) words from NA28, I always retain
the accents that are determined by the position of these words within the text of NA28. Cf. the presenta-
tion of the (single) Greek words discussed by Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010).

16 InNA28, direct speech sometimes receives a wider margin-layout compared to the remainder of the text,
though at other times it does not. For example, the direct speech in Luke 1:13a-1:17d is presented with
awide margin, but the immediately following direct speech in 1:18b-d is not. This difference in mar-
gin-width sometimes even occurs within a single direct speech, for example in 1:42c-44b (or, if 1:45a-c is
notread as an ‘aside’, in 1:42¢-45c¢).

17 Buller, Collins, and Kutsko, SBL Handbook of Style (2014), 8.3.2.

18 Rahlfs, Septuaginta (1979).

19  Elliger and Rudolph, Biblia Hebraica (1990).

20 See for the application of the Communication-Oriented Method to biblical texts e.g. Van de Wiel, Tekst-Im-
manente Lezer in Ps 120-124 (2023); Thumpanathu, Communication and the Role of the Lord (2019); Van Wierin-
gen, “Two Reading Options in Psalm 114” (2015). For the application of the Communication-Oriented Meth-
od to other vehicles of communication besides written texts, e.g. video games: Bosman and Van Wieringen,
Video Games as Art (2022); or a television series: Bosman, “The Orange-Bearing Lemon Tree” (2020).

21 See Weinrich, Sprache in Texten (1976), 17-18 for a concise exposition on the function of syntax for the com-
munication between what he here calls ‘die Sprechender-Rolle’ and ‘die Horer-Rolle.”

22 The ‘textual world’ is the term used to denote the space in which all text-internal communication takes
place. I deal with this term in paragraph 1.3. See also the title of Van Wolde, Words Become Worlds (1994).

23 See the introduction to their analysis of Psalm 64, Erwich and Talstra, “Participant Tracking in Psalm 64”
(2017), 30-32.
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research-text, in my case focussed on the questions occurring in my
research-text (see paragraph 1.3).

In the descriptions of both my syntax analysis and my communication analy-
sis, I refer to the Koine Greek of NA28 as well as to my English working-trans-
lation.>* I have rendered all proper names, including toponyms, with a Roman-
ization of the Greek letters of their nominative form.> These Romanizations
are not only used in (citations of ) my working-translation, but also in my gen-
eral discussion of the research-text.>

1.2 Methodological step 1: the syntax analysis

In this paragraph, I deal with:
* The delineation of the research-text based on its syntax (see paragraph
1.2.1);
* The syntax analysis of the research-text (see paragraph 1.2.2);
* The presentation of the syntax analysis of the research-text in the
Appendix (see paragraph1.2.3).

1.2.1 A macrosyntactic delineation of the research-text

It is necessary to determine the exact boundaries of the text-unit to be re-
searched before venturing out on a more detailed syntax analysis. My mac-
rosyntactic delineation of Luke (see paragraph 2.1), marks my research-text
as Luke 1:5-2:52. Besides considering other syntactic issues, my delineation is
primarily based on the macrosyntactic sign éyéveto (it came to pass; there was;

24 For an exposition on Koine Greek see, Thackeray, Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek (1909), 16-25. See
also Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 49-75; see for the place of the New Testament in
Koine Greek, Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 76-139.

25 Indoing so, I adhere to the scheme and notes contained in Buller, Collins, and Kutsko, SBL Handbook of
Style (2014), 5.3.

26 However, in my general discussion, but not in (citations of ) my working-translation, I have made one ex-
ception: I use Jerusalem’ for both Ileposéivpa (Hierosolyma; 2:22b) and lepovooinp (lerousalem; 2:25a, 38d,
41, 43¢, 45b), which both refer to the same city. See footnote 123, where I refer to Sylva, “lerousalem and
Hierosoluma” (1983). See regarding Tepocéiupe and Tepovoaip also Antoniadis, LEvangile de Luc (1930),
4: ‘La forme en -1y, qu’affectionne Luc, parait évoquer dans son esprit tout ce que cette ville représente
comme centre du judaisme et comme lieu predestine de la Passion. Aussi n'est-ce que TepovcoAip qu'on
trouve dans la bouche de Jésus.”
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there appeared).”” Narrative elements, such as place of action, time of action, and
characters, are then brought into play in order to confirm the delineation of

the research-text at these points in Luke. I also present this macrosyntactic

delineation schematically in Chapter 2, Scheme II.

1.2.2 A syntax analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52

Having, thus, first delineated my research-text based on macrosyntactic mark-

ers as Luke 1:5-2:52, I proceed to analyse it using further ‘hard’ syntactic crite-

ria. These are:

* (again) the macrosyntactic sign éyévero (it came to pass; there was; there
appeared);

* the (superfluous) renominalisation of proper nouns and toponyms,
and of common nouns designating ‘characters’;*

* verbal tenses intimating foreground or background action;»

 verbal tenses, moods, voices, persons, and subject-numbers;*°

* the use of the conjunctions kai and 3¢;

27

28

29
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For the different ways ¢yéveto is used in Luke see e.g. Plummer, Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902),
115-116; cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 118-120. See also Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A
Handbook (2010), xxi, 10. For how éyéveto functions specifically as a marker of new information see Culy,
Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 7. See for a description of éyéveto as ‘a marker of new infor-
mation, either concerning participants in an episode or concerning the episode itself (occurring normally
in the formulas éyéveto 8¢ or koi éyévero), Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Do-
main 91.5. For how éyéveto in the Septuagint very often, in imitation of the Hebrew, introduces an entire
sentence, see: Conybeare and Stock, Grammar of Septuagint Greek (1905; repr. 1995), 51; cf. Robertson, Gram-
mar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 95, where, in his discussion of ‘direct Hebrew influence’ on the Koine
Greek, he states ‘kai éyéveto translates 277’; cf. Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 316; cf. Peldez,
“Entry FINOMALI” (2021), 186-187. See especially Gault, “Kai Egeneto in Luke and Acts” (1990), 388-399, who
deals with all the points mentioned above; Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018), 297-346.
In discussing superfluous renominalisation, Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114 uses the term ‘redundant
quotative frame’: ‘There are two different uses of redundant quotative frames. (...); the second concerns
reintroducing the same speaker within a single speech, i.e. where there has been no change of speakers (e.g.
The angel said... the angel continued, saying...).’ For renominalisation as a means of structuring a text-unit,
see Talstra, Oude en nieuwe lezers (2002), 127. See also, Van Wieringen, “Reader in Genesis” (1995), 295.

See for an extended discussion on ‘foreground’ (also called ‘mainline’ or ‘storyline’) and ‘background’
information, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), xxiii-xxviii, 766, 767. See, related to this,
Schneider, Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (2015), 140-141, 148, 162-164; Talstra, “Text Grammar and Biblical
Hebrew” (1992), 269-297. See also Van Wieringen, “Reader in Genesis” (1995) 289-304. See Melisse, Cogni-
tief-Semantische Studie (2020), 66-68, especially Scheme 2 (‘Schema 2’), for an overview of tenses and their
corresponding function of offering foreground (‘voorgrond’), or background (‘achtergrond’) information.
See Weinrich, Sprache in Texten (1976) 134-138.

See Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), xxviii-xxix for a discussion on the use of conjunc-
tions introducing new narrative action in Luke, especially their position that ‘the use of kai or 8¢, then, is an
important indicator of how Luke chose to portray the relationship between events in his narrative’. See also
Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 671, where they describe the use of 52 as ‘in
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* case, number, and gender of nouns and pronouns;*

* the occurrence of verba dicendi, marking direct speech;

* the occurrence of Aufmerksamkeitserreger, demanding attention for the
subsequent clause(s);

* accentuation attained through occupying the first position in a clause;

e the alternation of the narratives® and discursive worlds;”

* changes in the time of action that are found at the start of a sentence;

* changes in the place of action that are found at the start of a sentence,
especially where toponyms are used.

32
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narrative: in moving to a new step in the story, shifting to a different character, etc.’; Van Emde Boas, et al.,
Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 674, where they describe the use of kai ‘for connecting sentences
(i.e. beginning a sentence), indicating that the new sentence is closely linked to the previous one; for instance
in narratives to indicate that one action closely follows upon, or is the direct consequence of, another.’

See Weinrich, Sprache in Texten (1976) 48-49.

Averbum dicendi is any verb of communication introducing a direct speech or an indirect speech. See for ‘verbs of
speaking’ e.g. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 591-592, 621. Related to the above,
see for the function of verba dicendi in introducing direct speech in Biblical Hebrew, Meier, Speaking of Speaking
(1992), 59-140. Regarding ‘reference in direct and indirect speechy, see Panhuis, Latin Grammar (2006), 137-138.

An Aufmerksamkeitserreger is a deictic interjection (also called a ‘Demonstrativpartikel’ or ‘presentative par-
ticle’), sometimes with an imperative function, that calls attention to the immediately following part of
the text. See for this varied terminology and some examples e.g. Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009),
331; Koehler and Baumgartner, Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti Libros (1985), 238-239; Lettinga, Grammatica van
het Bijbels Hebreeuws (1976), 151; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), ¢. 733-734; Robertson, Grammar of
the Greek New Testament (1919), 1193. Related to this, see for how an interjection can also function as a dis-
course marker in Biblical Hebrew, Lyavdansky, “Deictic Adverbs as Discourse Markers” (2010), 24.

See Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 217-219, for how Koine Greek generally emphasises the most im-
portant elements by placing them in first position in a clause. Related to the above, see Culy, Parsons, and
Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), xxxi-xxxiii.
Weinrich, Besprochene und Erzéhlte Welt (1977), 3840, distinguishes between the narrative and discursive
worlds, which each have their own system of verbal forms. Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Hand-
book (2010), xxvii-xxviii, for their discussion of the verbal forms particular to ‘narrative’ and ‘reported
speech’['discourse’. Prince, “Narrative Analysis and Narratology” (1982), 179-182 offers some examples of
narrative texts and summarises their common features. See for how the ‘narrative world’ of a text features
both ‘contingent temporal succession’ and ‘agent orientation’, Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 25. See also
regarding temporal succession marking narrative, Estes, Temporal Mechanics of the Fourth Gospel (2008),
9-10, who speaks here of ‘time sequence’; cf. Prince, “Narrative Analysis and Narratology” (1982), 179, who
defines narrative as ‘the representation of real or fictive situations and events in a time sequence.’ See also
Bal, Theory of Narrative (2017), 5 for her definition ‘a narrative text is a text in which an agent or subject con-
veys to an addressee (“tells” the reader, viewer, or listener) a story in a medium, such as language, imagery,
sound, buildings, or a combination thereof. A story is the content of that text and produces a particular
manifestation, inflection, and “colouring” of a fabula. A fabula is a series of logically and chronologically
related events that are caused or experienced by actors.’; Bal, Theory of Narrative (2017), 67-88 for her expo-
sition on ‘sequential ordering.’ Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis Narrativo (2011), 9, underline action over
description as marking a biblical narrative: ‘la prioridad de la accién sobre la descripcién es una de las
primeras particularidades importantes de los relatos biblicos.’ Hartvigsen, “Reception of Luke 1:5-2:52”
(2021), 555-556, uses the term ‘narrative world’ in a completely different way, employing it to describe the
end-result of the reception of a text by a text-external reader: ‘The contributions of readers and listeners

to the construction of the narrative world are essential because an author cannot provide all information
about the events, characters, and environments that are present in the narrative’ (see page 556).

Irefer to any non-narrative text as a ‘discursive text’, belonging to the ‘discursive world.” Discursive texts
do not feature action and agency, but argumentation, discussion, and description. Chatman, Story and
Discourse (1978), 146, describes discourse as ‘nonnarrated stories.’
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In view of my focus on the questions in the research-text, I give extra atten-
tion to the occurrence of:
* interrogative pronouns, interrogative adverbs, and interrogative
adjectives;
* the subordinating conjunction &i (if or whether).*

My syntax analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52 is made down to the level of its clauses,®
which are the smallest text-units in this analysis. A general description of nar-
rative elements, such as place and time of action, as well as characters, aug-
ment the syntactic arguments for the delineation of the smaller text-units
making up Luke 1:5-2:52.

1.2.3 The presentation of the syntax analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52 in the
Appendix

My syntax analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52 is presented in Chapter 2 in a running
commentary. In view of my focus on questions, a separate chapter, Chapter 3,
deals with the (syntactic) identification of questions. An overview of my entire
syntax analysis, together with the Koine Greek of NA28, as well as my work-
ing-translation, are found in the Appendix. In the following, I first describe
how this Appendix is constructed, and then how it can be read.

Once the research-text has been divided up into its clauses, adjacent clauses are
then paired off using syntactic arguments. The resulting pair is then connect-
ed, again for syntactic reasons, to the next clause, and so on, thus continuously
building up the text, as it were from the bottom up’. The connections between
the text-units are made visible through the use of a binary bracket-system.
Each bracket can only consist of two text-units.

The traditional division of the text of Luke into numbered verses has been
maintained to serve as reference points in the research-text, however the syn-

38 For eiintroducing an (indirect) interrogative, see e.g. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical
Greek (2019), 518; Conybeare and Stock, Grammar of Septuagint Greek (1905; repr. 1995), 89.

39 A clause usually contains one predicate and its subject. See further Dana and Mantey, Grammar of the Greek
New Testament (1967), 269303, for an overview of the various kinds of clauses in the Greek New Testament,
and their functions. See also Quirk, Grammar of the English Language (2010), 38-40.
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tactic division of the text into clauses does not necessarily align with the tra-
ditional verse-notation. Each clause is referred to by the number of the verse it
has traditionally been part of.

If a verse includes more than one clause, the clauses are given an additional
alphabetical notation. For example, verse 1:5 consists of three separate clauses
called 1:5a, 1:5b and 1:5¢. Due to the anaphoric reference of avtiig (her; 1:5¢) to
yowvn (wife; 1:5b),% clause 1:5b and clause 1:5¢ are syntactically more closely con-
nected to each other than to 1:5a, and the two of them, therefore, form text-unit
1:5b—c. This resulting text-unit 1:5b—c is then connected to clause 1:5a, in view
of the anaphoric reference of avtd (his; 1:5b) to iepevg tig (a certain priest; 1:5a),
in turn forming the new text-unit 1:5a—c.

1:5a r5a ‘Eyéveto év toig Nuépaig Hpoddov Pacihémg tiig Tovdaiag iepeig
| 115 ovopatt Zoyapiog €€ Epnuepiog Apid,
| There was, in the days of Hérades, King of loudaia, a certain priest,
| with the name Zacharias, out of the section Abia,

1:5b | 5b kol yoviy avtd £k T@V Buyatépwv Aapov

| and his wife was out of the daughters of Aaron,

| Sc kol o Gvopo ovtiic EModpert.

L Land her name was Elisabet.

Occasionally, a single clause encompasses (parts of) two continuous verses.
The clause is then referred to using both (parts of ) the verses separated by a
slash (|). See for example clause 1:8b/9a. Clause 1:8a and clause 1:8b/9a form the
text-unit 1:8a-8b/ga.

40 A demonstrative pronoun used anaphorically refers to a (proper) noun mentioned previously in the text.
See the definition used by Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 352: ¢(...) when
a demonstrative refers to an element in the text itself it may refer backward to something introduced
before (anaphoric use) or point forward in the text to something about to be introduced (cataphoric use)’;
cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 765-766. See also Robertson, Grammar of the Greek
New Testament (1919), 697-698, 707, for an exposition on the demonstrative pronoun and its anaphoric use.
Related to this, see Weinrich, Sprache in Texten (1976), 168171, for how articles and demonstrative pronouns
can offer ‘Vorinformation’ and ‘Nachinformation’ in French and German.
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1:8a r8a Eyévero 6¢
| Now, it came to pass,

1:8b/9a | 8b/ v 1@ lepatedey avtov &v i Ta&et Thig £pnuepiog avTod
| £vavtt Tod 0goD,
| while he executed his priestly office in the turn of his section
| in the presence of God
| 9a katd 10 £00g Ti¢ iepateiog

Laccording to the custom of the priestly office

In some instances, a clause is interrupted by another clause. In this case the
second part of the interrupted clause is denoted with an additional apostrophe
()- See for example verse 2:11, where 2:11a and 2:112’ in fact make up one and the
same clause, but are interrupted by a second clause 2:11b. Due to the anaphoric
reference of the relative pronoun 8¢ (who; 2:11b) to cwtp (a Saviour; 2:11a), 2:11b
is syntactically directly connected to 2:11a and not to 2:11a’. Although 2:11a and
2:113° together form a clause, clause 2:11b is, therefore, first connected to 2:11a
and, with it, forms text-unit 2:11a-b. This text-unit is then connected to 2:11a’,
resulting in a new text-unit 2:11a-a’.

2:11a r rlla &t étéybn Huiv orjpepov coTp

| | that there was given birth for you (plural) today a Saviour
2:11b | | 11b 6¢ €0ty ¥p1oToOg KHPLOG

| Lywho is the Anointed Lord
2:11a | 11a’ év morer Aavid.

Lin the city of Dauid.

In the research-text, there are only two instances of a (part of a) clause en-
compassing parts of two different verses while being interrupted by a second
clause. These instances are 1:27a, which forms a clause together with 1:26a, and
2:32, which forms a clause together with 2:30. In these two cases, the second
part of the clause is first referred to using its traditional verse-number and
then connected with an ‘equals sign’ (=) to the verse-number of the first part of
the clause, and modified by an apostrophe (). See below where clause 1:27a is in
its entirely part of clause 1:26a and is thus referred to as 1:27a=26a’.
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1:26a r r26a’Ev 8¢ ¢ unvi 1@ &kt anestdn 6 dyyedog FaPpmh rod tod Heod

| | gig oMy g adkaiog
| | Then, in the sixth month was sent the Messenger Gabriél by God
| | to a city of Galilaia
1:26b | | 26b § dvopa Nalapid
| Lthe name of which was Nazareth
1:27a | r r27a =26a’ npog napOévov
=26a’ | | | to a virgin
1:27b | | | r r27b éuvnotevuévny avopi
| | | | | betrothed to a man
1:27¢ | | | | | 27¢ & 8vopa Toonge
| | | | Lwhose name was 1oséph,
1:27v’ | | | | 27b’ €€ oikov Aawid
| | L Lirom the house of Dauid
1:27d | | 27d xai 10 6vopa Tig mapBEvov Mapiéip.

L Land the name of the virgin was Mariam.
See below where verse 2:32 is in its entirety part of clause 2:30 and is thus

referred to as 2:32=30".

2:30 r 30 811 £idov ot dpbupot pov 0 GOTIPIGY Gov,
| | Because my eyes have seen your salvation,

2:31 | 31  froilacog KoTh TPOCOTOV TAVIMV TV AUV,
| Lywhich you prepared before the face of the peoples
2:32 | 32=30" pdg €ig amokdAvyv £0vdv kot d6&av Aaod cov Topan.
=30’ Llight for the revelation of the gentiles and glory of your people Israel.”

There are six instances* of the use of a vocative in the research-text, all occur-
ring within a direct speech. Although not forming a clause, vocatives are for
practical reasons mentioned separately in the syntax analysis visualised in the
Appendix.* They are referred to and dealt with in the same manner as a clause.

41 These are proper noun Zayopia (Zacharias; 1:13¢); perfect participle feminine singular kexopiropévn (emi-
nently favoured one; 1:28d); proper noun Mapiap (Mariam; 1:30¢); diminutive noun noidiov (little boy; 1:76b);
noun déomota (Master; 2:29b); noun tékvov (child; 2:48d).

42 See Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 461, regarding the vocative: ‘It is wholly outside
of syntax in that the word is isolated and has no word-relations.’
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By doing so, the addressee of the direct speech is immediately made visible. The
vocative moudiov (little boy; 1:76b) can be used to illustrate this. Without itself be-
ingaclause, it refers to o0 (you)in the first part of clause 1:76a (76a), and is there-
fore syntactically more closely connected to 1:76a than to the second part of
clause 1:76a (762). Although 1:76a and 1:76a’ together form a clause, the vocative
in1:76bis, therefore, connected to1:76a, and together they form text-unit 1:76a—
b. This text-unit is then connected to 1:76a’, resulting in a new text-unit 1:76a-a’.

1:76a r r76a Koi ov 08,
| | And then you,
1:76b | | 76b madiov,
| Liintle boy,
1:76a’ | 76a’ mpoering LYicTov KANONoN

La prophet of the Highest you will be called.

The research-text contains twenty-five direct speeches. Direct speeches, part
of the discursive world, belong to one of three groups:

1. direct speeches with an explicit addressee, followed by a reciprocal
direct speech;

2. direct speeches with an explicit addressee, but no following recipro-
cal direct speech;

3.  direct speeches without an explicit addressee.

Direct speeches are standardly introduced by a verbum dicendi and are visual-
ised in the Appendix by using a double-lined bracket. An example is text-unit
1:24c-25¢, where 1:24c¢ is the clause containing the verbum dicendi and text-unit
1:25a—c is the direct speech itself.
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1:24¢ r24c Aéyovoa:

| while saying:
1:25a | F r25a 6t obtog ot memoinkey KOPLOG £V HUEPALG
| || | “Thus, the Lord has done for me in the days
1:25b | I | 25b oig éneidev
| ” Lin which he deigned
1:25¢ | || 25¢ apehelv Gveldog pov Ev avOpmTOLG.
L

1o remove my disgrace among human beings.”

In three instances of a direct speech, either the singular Aéywv (saying) or the
plural Aéyovteg (saying) present participle in the nominative case, therefore re-
ferring to the speaker, occurs directly after the ‘primary’ verbum dicendi (1:63b—
¢; 1:66a-b; 1:67b—c). Taken together, these two verba dicendi form a Hebraism,*
whereby the Greek participle can be considered equivalent to the Hebrew 7xn1
(saying).# In my working-translation, the participle is translated between
brackets followed by a colon (saying): immediately following the ‘primary’ ver-
bum dicendi, although as a separate clause.

1:63b r r63b &ypayev
| | he wrote

1:63¢ | | 63¢ Aéyov
| Lisaying):

1:63d | F63d Twbvyng €otiv dvopo avtod.
L L“15annés is his name.”

Besides being a Hebraism, the use of paired verba dicendi has communicative
consequences.” I deal with these in my communication analysis of the re-

43 See Conybeare and Stock, Grammar of Septuagint Greek (1905; repr. 1995), 96-97. See, however, Hogeterp and
Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2014), 217-219.

44 For detailed information on the function of %X (saying) in the Hebrew Bible, see Meiet, Speaking of Speak-
ing (1992), 94-140. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 370, explicitly notes 1:63b—c as being a Hebraism;
Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 381, describes Aéywv in 1:63c as ‘the stereotyped LXX equivalent of
Hebrew in.fin. le'mor, which introduces direct discourse.” Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 114, denotes
the construction drokpifeis elnev (1:19a-b; 1:35a-b) or dmokpibeica einev (1:60a-b) as a ‘Septuagintism’,
remarking that it is ‘often related to Hebrew wayya’an ... wayyo’mer; it is found often in the LXX, some-
times simply for wayyo’mer (e.g. Gen 18:9).” See also Muraoka, “Luke and the Septuagint” (2012), 13, who
remarks, regarding the use of ‘Septuagintalisms’ in Luke: ‘Many of these Septuagintalisms are mainly
concerned with grammatical structures and Semitic lexical calques. e.g., Aéyov introducing direct speech.’

45  Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-118, maintains that when more than one verbum dicendi is employed
in introducing a direct speech ‘the pragmatic effect is to accentuate a discontinuity or transition in the
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search-text (see Chapter 4, Chapter 5, and Chapter 6).

The research-text contains two direct quotes that are dealt with as direct
speeches in this analysis. These are found in 2:23b—c and in 2:24c and they are
introduced respectively by kabag yéypomron (as is written; 2:23a) and by kotd 10
eipnuévov according to what is told (2:24b). In my syntax analysis these two for-
mulas are each considered to function as a verbum dicendi introducing direct
speech. Text-unit 2:23a—c illustrates this: the verbum dicendi in 2:23a introduces
the direct speech in 2:23b-c, which is visualised using a double-lined bracket.

2:23a r23a kabmg yéypamtar &v voum kvpiov dti:
| as is written in the law of the Lord that:
2:23b | [F23b mév éipoev Sovoiyov pTpoy
" ‘Every male opening the mother-womb
2:23¢ || 23c¢ Gyov 1@ Kupim KAndioetat,

L Lshall be called holy for the Lord’

The interjection idov occurs ten times in the research-text,* where, influenced
(via the Septuagint) by the Hebrew 1 and m17,+ it functions as an Aufmerksam-
keitserreger, drawing the attention of the text-internal reader and the characters
(though when occurring in the narrative world only that of the text-internal

dialogue, thereby directing attention to the speech that follows.” (Runge, 118). Runge also notes how this
communicative function is often missed by biblical exegetes (Runge, 114).

46 1300 (behold!) is the most common Aufmerksamkeitserreger used in the research-text, occurring nine times
in direct speeches (1:20a; 1:31a; 1:36a; 1:38b; 1:44a; 1:48b; 2:10¢; 2:34¢; 2:48f), and once in the narrative world
(2:25a). See Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 20-21, regarding i500: ‘the particle (often
preceded by kai in narrative texts) is used to seize the listener’sreader’s attention and/or emphasize the
following statement.’; cf. Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 95. See for the diacritical acute accent distin-
guishing i500 from the aorist imperative of £idov, i50%, Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), . 733-734,
where it is categorised as a ‘Demonstrativpartikel’ with one of its functions described as ‘um die Auf-
merksamkeit d. Horer od. Leser zu erregen’, and translated as ‘siehe, sehet’; cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-English
Lexicon (2021), 414; Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 819, who also note
the diacritical accent and offer ‘lo!” and ‘behold!” as translations. Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009),
331, calls idov ‘a presentative particle used to draw the hearer’s or reader’s attention to what follows, ‘Now
look!, Pay attention!, Behold!”

47  See for especially the Aufmerksamkeitserreger iS00 when it is preceded by the conjunction koi, Hogeterp and
Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018), 205214, where they conclude: ‘Among Luke’s uses of kai 800 (26
times), the employment in narration (15+1) constitutes the clearest case of a biblical Hebraism.’ See also Koe-
hler and Baumgartner, Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti Libros (1985), 238-239 describe 17 as a ‘hinweisender Aufruf
deicticinter;., ‘meist tibersetzt mit: siehe! ... commonly translated as behold!,’ and 737 as ‘meist unterbrechender
Aufmerksamkeitserreger in most cases interrupting call for attention.’ Regarding this, cf. for discourse markers in
Biblical Hebrew, Lyavdansky, “Deictic Adverbs as Discourse Markers” (2010), 22-42, especially page 4o for m.
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reader) to the immediately following part of the text.#* In my working-transla-
tion idov is, therefore, translated accompanied by an exclamation mark (!) as

behold!.

1.3 Methodological step 2: the communication analysis

Using the results of my syntax analysis of the research-text I can then take the
second step belonging to the Communication-Oriented Method, the making
of a communication analysis. I do so with a focus on the questions occurring in
the research-text. Based on the syntax analysis, which confirms who commu-
nicates with whom while asking ‘questions’, I will in this second methodolog-
ical step additionally study the semantic and communicative context of these
‘questions’.

1.3.1 Distinguishing between the text-external world and the textual
world

As I have already noted in paragraph 1.1, texts are instruments that commu-
nicate a message from a sender to a receiver. A communication analysis dis-
tinguishes strictly between the text-external communication in the text-exter-
nal world and the text-internal communication within the textual world.# This
enables the researcher to ‘bracket’ the hermeneutical filters connected to the
text-external world and take a synchronic perspective in studying the commu-
nication within the textual world: the text itself is the only ‘lens’ through which
the communication is analysed (see Scheme I below).

48 For the communication participants ‘text-internal reader’ and ‘character’, see Scheme I and paragraphs
1.3.3and 1.3.4.

49 A comparable (though terminologically different) distinction is made between the ‘artistic pole’ of the text
and the ‘aesthetic pole’ of the reader, in Iser, “Interaction Between Text and Reader” (1980), 106. Thump-
anathu, Communication and the Role of the Lord (2019), 12, uses ‘extra-textual world” and ‘extra-textual realm’
where I use ‘text-external world’. Van Wieringen and Bosman, “Intertextual Relation” (2023), 106, employ
‘real world’ where I use ‘text-external world. In their theoretical reflection on the understanding and
interpretation of texts, Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics (1998), the authors do not appear to dis-
tinguish strictly between the text-external and textual worlds, but do acknowledge that ‘there is a complex
movement on the sender-work-receiver line’ (see Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics (1998), 64).
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Scheme I Communication worlds, communication levels, communication partici-
pants, and a shared reference paradigm

text-external world
textual world
textual stage
| h Text-Internal ch 5 ch o Text-Internal | d
Text-External Author Author aracters <« Characters Reader Text-External Reader
Reference Paradigm Reference Paradigm

In the following sub-paragraphs, I deal with the two communication worlds,
with the three levels of communication,*® with the different participants in
the communication, and with the shared reference paradigm, all visualised in
Scheme L.

1.3.2 First level of communication: flowing from the text-external author
to the text-external reader in the text-external world

Outside of the text, which fabricates its own textual world, lie both the text-ex-
ternal author (TEA) and the text-external reader (TER). The TEA communi-
cates with the TER using the text as an instrument of communication in the
text-external world. This TEA is the ‘historical’ or ‘real’ (group of) author(s)
or redactor(s) who once composed the text in the text-external, ‘historical’, or
‘real’ world.s' The TER is any (group of ) ‘historical’ or ‘real’ reader(s) reading the
text in the text-external, ‘historical’ or ‘real’ world. The text-external commu-

50 Cf. for these three communication levels also Sinninghe Damsté, “Jesus and the Scroll of the Prophet
Isaiah” (2024) (forthcoming); see also, although in a different order and using different terms in referring
to some of the communication participants (namely, ‘real author’; ‘text-immanent author’; ‘real reader’;
‘text-immanent reader’) Van Wieringen, “Communication in Amos” (2017), 90-91.

51 Biblical scholars making a communication analysis often refer to the TEA as the ‘historical author’ or ‘real
author,” and to the TER as the ‘historical reader’ or ‘real reader’. However, in order to express the text-centredness
of the Communication-Oriented Method, I have chosen the designations ‘text-external author’ and ‘text-exter-
nal reader’. Besides, within the theological context of biblical scholarship, the term ‘real’ in ‘real author’ and
‘real reader’, is ambiguous and can best be avoided here. Pace e.g. Van Wieringen and Bosman, “Intertextual
Relation” (2023), 106, who use ‘real author’ and ‘real reader’; Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis Narrativo (2011),
16, who use ‘autor real’. See for the terms ‘textual director’, ‘narrator,’ and ‘discursor’, which are sometimes used
to refer to the TEA, Van Wieringen, “Communication in Amos” (2017), 90-91. In its resumé of the methods and
approaches for biblical interpretation, Pontifical Biblical Commission, L'Interprétation de la Bible (1993), L B.2,
notes the use by exegetes of the terms ‘real author’ for what I call the TEA, and ‘real reader’ for what I call the
TER. See for an example from the field of non-biblical communication analysis, Brooke-Rose, “The Reader-
hood of Man” (1980), 120, who prefers ‘Actual Reader’ to ‘Real Reader,’ and who also uses ‘Actual Author.’
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nication between the TEA and TER is a one-way communication from the TEA
to the TER. This is the first level of communication encountered in the making
of a communication analysis.

Belonging to the diachronic aspect of a textual analysis, this first level of com-
munication is only registered as such by my communication analysis and is
not further commented upon in any way.>* Although not strictly an object of
my synchronic study, when necessary, I refer to this first level of communi-
cation taking place in the text-external world as ‘the level of communication
between the TEA and TER.

Luke has an intricate history.s* Composed in Koine Greek, most likely some
time between 80-90 CE, there is evidence that it was still being revised well
into the 2nd century CE.* The oldest complete texts of Luke are from the 4th
century CE. A complete text from the 5th or 6th century CE, written in Koine
Greek with a Latin translation, is also extant.s

Although some ancient witnesses provide the text of Luke with a heading
(sometimes referred to as an inscriptio) mentioning a certain Aovkdg (Loukas)
as the author of Luke,” Luke’s author(s) and further redactors remain, as of

52 For the unimportance of the identity of the TEA of Luke for its interpretation, see Green, Gospel of Luke
(1997), 20. See also the reflections on this matter in Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics (1998), 44-45.

53 For an overview, description, and analysis of the earliest papyri of Luke see Herddndez, “Early Text of
Luke” (2012). For an overview of important papyri and codices containing (parts of ) the text of Luke, see
Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 128-129.

54 See Knight, Luke’s Gospel (1998), 10, who states ‘the generally-agreed date is in the 80s or 9os.’; cf. Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 57, ‘the best solution is to adopt the date for Luke-Acts that is used by many
today; ca. A.D. 80-85.” However, some scholars suggest an earlier dating, e.g. Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 30,
who posits ‘overall an early to mid-60s date is likely’; Mehat, “Les Ecrits de Luc” (1992), 149, who concludes
‘antérieur aux Actes, eux-mémes antérieurs  + 64, 'Evangile de Luc pourrait étre de + 60’; Nolland, Luke:
1-9:20 (1989), xxxix, who dates Luke ‘between the late sixties and the late seventies of the first century.’;
Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 33, who suggests a date ‘zwischen 70 und 80’; Morris, Luke: Intro-
duction and Commentary (1974), 28, who states that ‘there seems most to be said for a date in the early 60s.’

55 See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 36.

56  See for an overview of the historical development of Luke, Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels (1990), 332-348.
Cf. also e.g. Aletti, LEvangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022), 9-10; Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006),
44-48; Knight, Luke’s Gospel (1998), 11-16; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 19—22; Ernst, Das
Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 22-30. See for especially Luke 1:5-2:52, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 28-29.

57  See Bock, Theology of Luke’s Gospel and Acts (2011), 32: {(...) the earliest manuscript of Luke’s gospel that we
have is the Bodmer papyri XIV from about c. AD 200, which has a title pointing to Luke as author at its
conclusion (my italics) (...)’. Cf. eg. Tannehill, Luke (1996), 16; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 35-36. See
for especially the Bodmer papyri (P75), Durracy, “Py5 (Pap. Bodmer XIV-XV)” (1973). See also the ancient
witnesses discussed by Wolter, Lukasevangelium (2008), 1-3. See for further ancient witnesses and their
various headings, Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 177.
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yet, anonymous and unknown.®* Because NA28, the text-critical edition I have
chosen for my research, provides the text of Luke with such a heading,® I con-
sider this heading to be part of the textual world, and deal with its syntactic
consequences in my syntax analysis (see paragraph 2.1.1).

The text of Luke that is published in NA28 is a hypothetical text constructed
with the help of many ancient witnesses.® Strictly speaking, the TEA of my
research-text is, therefore, made up of the editors of NA28, the text-edition of
Luke 1:5-2:52 that I have chosen for my research.®

1.3.3 Second level of communication: flowing from the text-internal
author to the text-internal reader in the textual world

The textual world, fabricated by the text, contains the text-internal author
(TIA) who communicates with the text-internal reader (TIR). Both the TIA and
the TIR are theoretical textual constructs and, therefore, do not exist outside of
the textual world.® They are, thus, completely and perfectly accessible to the
researcher studying the text.®® Being a textual construct, the TIR has perfect

58  See for an extended discussion on the identity of the author of Luke, Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
35-53. For further discussions see e.g. Aletti, LEvangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022), 9; Bock, Theology
of Luke’s Gospel and Acts (2011), 35-36; Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006), 62-67; Knight, Luke’s Gospel (1998),
9-11; Tannehill, Luke (1996), 16-18; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989) 22-24; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20
(1989), xxxiv—xxxvii; Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 30-32; Morris, Luke: Introduction and Commen-
tary (1974), 16-24. See especially for the ‘diction and style’ of the author of Luke, Winter, “Language in the
Birth and Infancy Stories of the Third Gospel” (1954), 111.

59 Cf. Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 177, ‘'KATA AOYKAN’. I translate this heading as ‘Ac-
cording to Loukas’. Cf. Merk, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine (1933), 187; Bodin and Hetzenauer, Novum
Testamentum D.N. Iesu Christi (1918), 131; Hort and Westcott, New Testament in the Original Greek (1890), 114;
Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece (1886), 200.

60 Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 9*.

61 Inone instance in this study, I myself become the TER when I divert from the interrogative punctuation of
NA28 and discuss a second reading-option for Luke 2:49c-¢’, as a statement and not as a question.

62 Pace Darr, “Reader-Oriented Approach to Narration in Luke-Acts” (1993), 47, who posits that the TIR is
always influenced by the TER: ‘An interpreter’s search for “the reader” should always begin with a look in
the mirror, for critics naturally tend to create readers in their own image. To a certain extent, “the reader”
will always be my reader, a projection of my reading experience and a reflection of my own cultural condi-
tioning. Appeal to a pristine, zero-degree, objective reader is wishful thinking; it cannot help us avoid the
ultimate subjectivity of interpretation (cf. Fowler). In other words, the readers to whom critics refer are
heuristic constructs whose design invariably imitates the individual critic.”

63 Biblical scholars making a communication analysis often refer to the TIA as the ‘text-immanent author’ and
to the TIR as the ‘text-immanent reader’. However, the use of the term ‘immanent’ would then imply its ant-
onym ‘transcendent’ (i.e. ‘text-transcendent’) be used to designate the ‘text-external author|reader’. Within
the theological context of biblical scholarship ‘transcendent’ and ‘immanent’ have other connotations,
therefore they can both best be avoided here. Pace e.g. Van Wieringen and Bosman, “Intertextual Relation”
(2023). In its resumé of the methods and approaches for biblical interpretation, Pontifical Biblical Com-
mission, L'Interprétation de la Bible (1993), 1 B.2, notes the use by exegetes of the terms ‘implied author’ for
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knowledge of the communication strategies used by the TIA and, therefore,

undertakes no normative evaluation of the TIA’s communication.® The TIR is,

however, completely dependent on the TIA regarding the textual world.* The
TIA, of course, has access to all the information in the textual world. If the TIA
does not supply certain information regarding his narrative, a so-called ‘in-

formation discrepancy’* arises for the TIR. In this study, I use the term ‘infor-

mation discrepancy’ to denote differences in the information at the disposal

of the TIR and the characters, and between the characters. These information

discrepancies are, after the fact, text-bound. They constitute a narrative ‘mo-

tor’, and have a communicative function.”” The TIR can sometimes resolve an

64

65

66

67
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what I call the TIA, and ‘implied reader’ for what I call the TIR. There is a development in Van Wieringen’s
use of the term ‘implied reader,’ which he initially uses to refer to what I call the communication partici-
pant TIR [see e.g. the title of his monograph Van Wieringen, The Implied Reader in Isaiah (1998)], and which
he now uses to refer to one of the poles of the reference paradigm shared by both the TIA and TIR (see e.g.
Van Wieringen and Bosman “Reading Melchisedek” (2022), 328. Ska, Sonnet, and Weénin, Andlisis Narrativo
(2011), 17, use the term ‘autor implicito’ to describe an entity in the text that, although very different to
their ‘autor real’, reflects the ‘autor real’: (...) el autor implicito es el autor tal como se refleja en la obra’; ‘éste
“refleja” un autor a veces muy diferente del autor real (...)". In doing so, they indeed distinguish between
the text-external world and the textual world. They distinguish this ‘autor implicito’ from a communi-
cation participant that they call the ‘narrador’ [see Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis Narrativo (2011), 17].
Complementing their ‘autor real’ and ‘autor implicito,” Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis Narrativo (2011), 21,
use the terms ‘lector real’ and ‘lector implicito’ for what I call the TER and TIR. Bal, Theory of Narrative (2017),
12-13, uses the terms ‘speaking agent’ and ‘narrator’ for what I would call the TIA in the examples she
offers. See also Chatman, Story and Discourse (1978), 147-151, for the terminology he uses. Van Moere, “Taal,
Tekst en Oeuvre” (2011), 51-64, discusses nine terms referring to readers of varying levels of abstraction.
See Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke-Acts (1992), 25-32, for further considerations
regarding ‘the reader as heuristic construct’.

See Iser, “Interaction Between Text and Reader” (1980), 110, where he states (...) now, if communication
between text and reader is to be successful, clearly the reader’s activity must also be controlled in some
way by the text. The control cannot be as specific as in a face-to-face-situation, equally it cannot be as deter-
minate as a social code, which regulates social interaction. However, the guiding devices operative in the
reading process have to initiate communication and to control it. This control cannot be understood as a
tangible entity occurring independently of the process of communication. Although exercised by the text,
itis not in the text.’ Although I agree with Iser’s stance that the control of the communication with the TIR
(Iser’s ‘reading process’ implies a ‘reader’) is in the hands of the TIA (‘the guiding devices operative in the
reading process’), and not in those of the TEA (‘a tangible entity occurring independently of the process of
communication’), I do not agree with his position that the TIA’s control is ‘by the text and not in the text.’
presume that by formulating the matter in this way, Iser is trying to distinguish between the textual stage
(‘in the text’) and the wider textual world (‘by the text’), but although the TIA does not communicate with
the characters on the textual stage, he all the same exerts control over the communication with the TIR via
the characters that are communicating on the textual stage (Iser’s presumed ‘in the text’).

See Pfister, Das Drama (2001), 79-87, for an exposition on what he calls ‘diskrepante Informiertheit’, ‘Infor-
mationsvorsprung der Zuschauer’, ‘Informationsriickstand der Zuschauer’ and ‘Kongruente Informiert-
heit’. For a first exegetical application of Pfister’s ideas, see: Van Wieringen, “Jesaja 40,1-11” (1989), 82-84,
and especially page 89. Cf. Van Wieringen, “Bible Text and Bible Illustration” (1998), 129-135, where he
discusses ‘narratological gaps’. See Bal, On Story-Telling (1991), 74, where she discusses the discrepancy in
information available to what she calls ‘the narrator,” and ‘the characters.’

Sternberg, Poetics of Biblical Narrative (1987), 236, distinguishes between information ‘gaps’ (what I refer to as
‘information discrepancies’) and information ‘blanks’. Sternberg describes the text’s ‘gaps’ as ‘what was omit-
ted for the sake of interest’, while its ‘blanks’ are, on the other hand ‘what was omitted for lack of interest’.
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information discrepancy by using information that is provided by the TIA
somewhere else in the text. The text-internal communication between the TIA
and the TIR is one-way communication from the TIA to the TIR. This is the
second level of communication encountered in a communication analysis and,
being text-internal, it is ipso facto the object of my study.

Although the TIR is a textual construct, he is described in this study with the
reactions of a ‘human’ reader to the TIA’s communication. To give an example:
if a question appears in the text, the TIR in most cases expects an answer,* and
ifitis withheld, he himself searches for one, perhaps retracing his reading-steps.
The same goes for the TIA who, for example, manipulates, goads, engages or sur-
prises his TIR, all with the objective of communicating his message.® All this
‘action’ at the communication level from the TIA to the TIR takes place in the
textual world and, thus, within the constraints imposed by the syntax, the se-
mantics and the pragmatics™ (in that order) of the research-text.”

1.3.4 Third level of communication: flowing between the characters on
the textual stage

The TIA can communicate either directly with the TIR, or indirectly with the
TIR via ‘characters’ on the ‘textual stage’” This indirect communication by

68  Cf. Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 289: ‘One of the foundational expectations of dialogue in natural
language is the question-answer pair: When a question is asked, an assumption is made by hearers that the
next utterance will be an answer to that question (...).

69 See Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics ((1998), 68. Although without distinguishing between the
TIR and the TER, the authors describe how the reader develops through reacting to the text: ‘if I seek an
answer to my questions in the text, it will very possibly reply with another series of questions and ask
me to pose my enquiries in a different way;” and ‘the text speaks to me according to that mutual position,
and it will very possibly provoke me, producing in me a restlessness that will impel me to read again. The
subsequent contact with the text will be different from the first. My position as reader has changed: the
adaptation to the situation for which the text was calling.’

70 Panhuis, Latin Grammar (2006), 223-224 gives the following definitions: ‘Syntax: area of grammar dealing
with formal relations between constituents.’; ‘Semantics: area of linguistics dealing with meaning. Either
lexical (vocabulary) or grammatical (semantic role in a construction).’; ‘Pragmatics: part of linguistics that
deals with the relation between linguistic expressions and their users.’ In this study, I use the terms ‘commu-
nication’ or ‘communicative function’ rather than ‘pragmatics’. The macrostructure of Estes, Questions and
Rhetoric (2017), is ordered along ‘syntax’ (Chapter 3), ‘semantics’ (Chapter 4), and ‘pragmatics’ (Chapter 5).

71 See for how the interpretation of a text must be legitimated by the text’s own norms, Kavin Rowe, The Lord in
Luke (2006), 37-38: ‘No interpretation can claim cogency; therefore, if it clashes with some of the givens of the
text, or fills in what the text itself rules out, or ignores textual particulars, for example. Instead, the success of
gap-filling as a hermeneutical process depends on its “congruity” with the text’s own norms and directives.’

72 See Elbert, “Luke’s Style of Questions” (2003), 104, who remarks on this indirect flow of communication
from the TIA (whom he refers to as ‘narrator’) to the TIR (whom he refers to as ‘reader’) via the characters,
while discussing questions in Luke: ‘Such questions allow a narrator to present further information
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the TIA to the TIR is in fact the third level of communication encountered in
a communication analysis. Taking place at a different communication level
than the direct text-internal communication from the TIA to the TIR, this indi-
rect text-internal communication all the same remains part of the TIA’s overall
communication to the TIR. This third level of communication is two-way, tak-
ing place between the characters on the textual stage.

In this study Iuse a syntax-anchored definition for ‘character’: any participant
in the verbal or non-verbal communication on the textual stage.” Although
these characters are textual constructs, they are all the same described in my
study with ‘human’ (re)actions regarding their mutual communication within
the text. Except in (citations from) my working-translation, I always denote
characters between single apostrophes, e.g. ‘Elisabet’.

1.3.5 Bridging the text-external and textual worlds: the shared reference
paradigm

Although a communication analysis distinguishes strictly between the
text-external world with its TEA and TER, and the textual world with its TIA
and TIR, these two worlds do indeed meet. It is, namely, through the TIR (but
not through the characters on the textual stage) that the TER enters into the
textual world and is able to read the message it communicates, although do-

through his characters that is of didactic value to his readers.’

73 Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke—Acts (1992), 45, however, employs mostly non-syn-
tactic criteria in determining and distinguishing between what he refers to as ‘figures’, ‘actors’, and ‘char-
acters”: ‘Based on the magnitude and diversity of their roles and the degree to which they are delineated,
characters fall along a continuum from simple to complex. The simplest - or “flattest” - figures have a
single function (...). The reader is given little or no personal information (like name, appearance, family,
status, etc.) about them, and they appear but once and for a short period only.

74  The characters appearing on the textual stage of Luke 1:5-2:52 are: ‘Elisabet’; ‘the Messenger (of the
Lord’)[‘Gabriel’; ‘God’['the Highest’['the Lord’[‘the Mighty One’|'Master’; ‘Hanna’; ‘the hearers’; Iésous’;
‘Ioannés’; I6séph’; ‘Kaisaros Augoustos’; ‘many, who were waiting’; ‘Mariam’; ‘the messengers’/a multitude
of the heavenly army’; ‘(the multitude of ) the people’; ‘(the neighbours and) the relatives (and the acquain-
tances)’; ‘the shepherds’; ‘Symeon’; ‘the teachers’; ‘Zacharias’. Sometimes characters with a proper name
are not referred to as such. In that case, in my commentary I also use the relevant proper name when clar-
ity is called for, e.g. ‘the baby (= ‘I6annés’). Although the following proper names are mentioned in Luke
1:5-2:52, they are not participants in the verbal or non-verbal communication on the textual stage, and
1, therefore, do not consider them to be characters: Aaron; Abia; Abraam; Asér; Béthleem; Dauid; Elias;
Galilaia; Herodeés; Hierosolyma; Ierousalém; Iouda; Ioudaia; Israél; Jakob; Moyseos; Kyrénios; Nazareth;
Passover; Phanouél; Syria. Because Loukas (mentioned explicitly in the heading of Luke) and Theophilos
(mentioned explicitly in Luke 1:3) do not communicate on the textual stage of Luke 1:5-2:52, I refer to them
as ‘communication participants’. See for an exposition on the ‘narrator’ as a ‘character’ in Luke-Acts, Darr,
“Reader-Oriented Approach to Narration in Luke-Acts” (1993), 43-60.
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ing so through the lens and filters of the TER's own historical and socio-re-
ligious-cultural make-up.”s This interface between the text-external world and
the textual world is expressed in Scheme I by the term ‘reference paradigm’.’®
The TEA shares this historical and socio-religious-cultural reference paradigm
with the TIA and TIR, enabling the TIA to express his message in terms that the
TIR can comprehend. The TER is free to enter into this shared paradigm. For
example, the Koine Greek syntax of my research-text is a set of rules occurring
in the text-external world of the TEA. This set of rules is provided by the shared
reference paradigm to the TIA and TIR, according to which the TIA can express
his message, and the TIR is able to read it. To the extent that the TER chooses
to join this aspect of the shared paradigm, the TER is able to read the text. A
second example regarding Luke 1:5-2:52 is a shared basic understanding by the
TEA, the TIA and the TIR of the historical and socio-religious-cultural context
of the text-external Roman Empire, Jewish liturgy, messianic expectations,
and so forth, of the 1st century CE, and of the texts contained in especially the
text-external Septuagint, all of these again provided by the shared reference
paradigm. The more the TER knows regarding this historical, biblical and so-
cio-religious-cultural context, the more he shares in the reference paradigm,
and the better he can understand the TEA’s message.

It is exactly at this interface that the importance becomes clear of on-going
academic research in the text-external world” for an ever-greater understand-
ing of the textual world. New insights gained by, for example, archaeology, pa-
laeography, diachronic and synchronic biblical research, and religion studies,

75  See the scheme in Weinrich, Sprache in Texten (1976) 45, in which he calls the reference paradigm a ‘Kode’.
See also Suleiman, “Audience-Oriented Criticism” (1980), 8: ‘the transmission and reception of any mes-
sage depend on the presence of one or more shared codes of communication between sender and receiver.’
Cf. Van Wieringen, “Reader in Genesis” (1995), 300. For the difference between the shared paradigm (‘frame
of reference’) that is found in dyadic interaction (‘face-to face situation’) on the one hand, and the shared
paradigm that is found in textual communication, see Iser, “Interaction Between Text and Reader” (1980),
108-109. See, in general, for the ‘link’ between the text-external world and the textual world, van Wierin-
gen, “A Tale of Two Worlds?” (2021), 179-192.

76  Some researchers applying the Communication-Oriented Method use the terms ‘implied author’ and
‘implied reader’ to denote the shared reference paradigm, thereby unfortunately suggesting a fourth com-
munication flow (between ‘author’ and ‘reader’), which bridges the text-external world and the textual
world. Such a flow would, however, abolish the strict distinction made by the Communication-Oriented
Method between the communication within the text-external world and the communication within the
textual world. Pace e.g. Van Wieringen and Bosman, “Intertextual Relation” (2023), 106.

77 See Schokel and Bravo, Manual of Hermeneutics ((1998), 40-50, regarding the importance of, but also regard-
ing the limitations of the ‘historical-critical method’ for the ‘adequate comprehension and interpretation
of the literary work’ (see page 50).
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all contribute to the biblical researcher’s knowledge of the shared reference
paradigm and, thus, assist him in analysing the text-internal communication
between the TIA and TIR.

To summarise the three levels of communication visualised in Scheme I:

* The TEA has one-way communication with the TER via the text con-
taining the textual world;

* The TIA has direct one-way communication with the TIR within the
textual world; the TIA has indirect one-way communication with the
TIR via the characters on the textual stage within the textual world;

* The characters have two-way mutual communication on the textual
stage within the textual world.

1.4 The presentation of this study

Besides this introductory Chapter 1 containing my research-question and
three sub-questions and dealing with the Communication-Oriented Method,
which is applied to answer these questions, my thesis contains a further six
chapters, an academic summary in English and in Dutch, a bibliography, and
an appendix.

1.4.1 Chapter 2: a syntax analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52

* Based on macrosyntactic observations, the largest text-units of Luke
are first delineated and the research-text is then determined to be main
text-unit Luke 1:5-2:52.

* The largest eight main text-units of Luke 1:5-2:52 are then dealt with
one by one in a running commentary focussing on the syntactic as-
pects of the smaller text-units that make up these main text-units.

* This clause-based syntax analysis is visualized in a bracket-system
laid out in the Appendix.

* AnEnglish working-translation of the research-text is supplied together
with the Koine Greek of NA28 in the Appendix.
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A summary of the conclusions arrived at with the help of the syntax
analysis rounds off the chapter. The answer to sub-question 1 “What
is the syntactic structure of Luke 1:5-2:52?” is described, as well as
visualized in Scheme IIT and Scheme IV.

1.4.2 Chapter 3: identifying questions in Luke 1:5-2:52

Different kinds of questions, being ‘open questions’, ‘yes-no questions’,
‘direct questions’, ‘indirect questions’, and ‘implied questions’, are
defined and described. An explanation is given as to how these questions
can be identified.

Questions are then identified using syntax (‘t-words’ and the subordi-
nating conjunction &i).

Further questions are identified using semantics (the word-pair
‘question—answer’, the verb ‘to request’, and the word-pair ‘yes-no’).
The identified questions are cross-checked with the academic consen-
sus regarding their punctuation.

Sub-question 2 “Which ‘questions’ does Luke 1:5-2:52 contain?” is
answered.

In Scheme V an overview is given of all the questions identified,
augmented by an act of questioning, an act of requesting, and an act
of answering, as well as the occurrence of the noun ‘answers’.

Chapter 3 is concluded by explaining how these identified questions, the
acts of questioning, requesting, and answering, as well as the occurrence
of the noun ‘answers’, are dealt with in the subsequent chapters.

1.4.3 Chapters 4, 5 and 6: three communication analyses

Chapter 4 deals with direct open question 1:18b, indirect question
1:62b—c, direct open question 1:66¢, one act of answering, and one act
of requesting, from a communicative perspective.

Chapter 5 deals with indirect question 1:29c, direct open question
1:34b-c, and direct open question 1:43a-b, from a communicative
perspective.

Chapter 6 deals with direct open question 2:48e, direct open question

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 41



2:49b, direct yes-no question 2:49c—¢’, one act of questioning, and the
occurrence of the noun ‘answers’, from a communicative perspective.

* Ineach of these three chapters further syntactic remarks regarding
the above questions, the acts of answering, requesting, and questioning,
and the noun ‘answers’ are also given.

* Ineach of these three chapters the textual world in which the questions
are posed is discussed. My focus is on whether questions occur in the
narrative or the discursive world, by which character they are posed
and to whom they are addressed, whether they receive an answer or
not, and how these questions function in the communication between
the characters and in the communication between the TIA and TIR.

* Sub-question 3 “Which communication participants are concerned
with the questions that Luke 1:5-2:52 contains, and how?” is answered.

1.4.4 Chapter 7: conclusions of this study

Based on the communication analyses made in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, I draw con-
clusions. The research-question “How, in Luke 1:5-2:52, are questions used by
the text-internal author to communicate his message to the text-internal read-
er?” is reconsidered, answered, and a general conclusion is given. An area for
further research is also proposed.

1.4.5 Academic Summary in English and Dutch, Bibliography, Appendix

* Academic Summary; Academische Samenvatting.

* Bibliography.

* The Appendix offers an overview of the syntax analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52
in the form of a scheme. This scheme also contains my English working-
translation.
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1.5 Concluding remarks

Having formulated a research-question and sub-questions, as well as having
described the two steps (a syntax analysis and a communication analysis) be-
longing to the Communication-Oriented Method, which is applied to answer
these questions, I am equipped to embark upon my study. After having delin-
eated my research-text, I will enter into the textual world of Luke 1:5-2:52 (via
the TIR) and study the message that the TIA is communicating to the TIR. In
doing so, I will assess the function that ‘questions’ have in the communication
that takes place between the TIA and the TIR, both directly and indirectly (via
the ‘characters’).
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A SYNTAX ANALYSIS
OF LUKE 1:5—2:52



2.1 The delineation of the research-text

Before embarking on the syntax analysis of my research-text, I need to first

determine the boundaries of the text-unit that will then be analysed.” My

delineation is primarily based on occurrences in Luke of the macrosyntactic
sign éyévero (it came to pass; there was; there appeared), an aorist third person
singular of the verb yivopou (to become).” This verbal form introduces new ac-

78

79

See for the various approaches that have been used to delineate Luke 1:1-24:53 into main text-units, De-
naux, Structure, Language and Theology (2010), 3-8.

See further for éyévero, footnote 27. See for a detailed overview of the dynamic and static meanings of the
verbal lexeme yivopau, Peldez, “Entry [INOMAI” (2021). See also Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009),
130-132; Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 349-350; Bauer, Worterbuch zu
den Schriften (1963), c. 313-318. See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 119, who bases his translation of kai
éyévero/éyéveto 8¢ on a stylistic argument: ‘The reader should note the frequency of this kai egenetofegeneto
de construction in Lucan Greek. It occurs so often as to be monotonous. In my translation of the Lucan
Gospel I have constantly rendered the various forms of this construction with the English verb “happen.”
This means that my translation of Lucan Greek acquires some of the monotony of the original. Other
translations have changed the phrasing; but I have judged that fidelity to Luke’s Greek style demands the
retention of some sign of this monotony.’ I, myself, consistently translate kai éyéveto as and it came to pass,
and éyévero 8¢ as now, it came to pass. When éyéveto stands alone (without one of the two conjunctions), my
translation is based on whether a dynamic meaning (e.g. there appeared) or static meaning (e.g. there was) is
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tion completed in the past, and marks the commencement or continuation of
a narrative, especially when in first position in a clause. Following upon this
macrosyntactic analysis of Luke, I consult narrative elements, such as place of
action, time of action, and characters, in order to confirm the syntactic argu-
ments for the research-text’s exact boundaries.®

Scheme I visualises the result of my macrosyntactic analysis of Luke. The crit-
ical edition of Luke that I'use, NA28, positions the fully capitalised preposition
(KATA) followed by the fully capitalised proper noun in the accusative case
(AOYKAN) before Luke 1:1-24:53, and refers to this prepositional phrase KATA
AOYKAN (According to Loukas) as an inscriptio.* This heading may be consid-
ered as belonging to the so-called ‘paratextuality’ of Luke 1:1-24:53.2 All the
same, the heading, together with the text that follows upon it (Luke 1:1-24:53),
form the complete textual world of the text that is listed in the index of NA28
under ‘Luke.® I, therefore, include this heading in Scheme Il in order to visual-
ise its syntactic position regarding Luke 1:1-24:53.

The first syntactic delineation is made at Luke 1:4/1:5, dividing Luke into
main text-unit A (discursive world) and main text-unit B (narrative world).
The second syntactic delineation is made at Luke 2:52[3:1, dividing main text-
unit B (narrative world) into two smaller text-units, main text-unit C (the re-
search-text) and main text-unit D.

more appropriate in view of the context.

80 See for an overview of the positions held by g5 different (biblical) scholars regarding the macrostructure of
Luke, the ‘Appendix’ in Riemersma, Lucasevangelie (2018), 29-36.

81 See for NA28s use of the term inscriptio, Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 177.

82  See for the paratextuality (paratextualiteit) of a text, Van Moere, “Taal, Tekst en Oeuvre” (2011), 44. Exam-
ples he gives are the title, foreword, footnotes, and illustrations that may belong to a text.

83 For this index, see Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013). The undesignated index follows immedi-
ately upon the ‘Foreword’ in NA28 (pages are also unnumbered). The text formed by the heading and Luke
1:1-24:53 is listed as ‘Luke’ under the index-heading ‘Text and Translatior’, and runs through pages 177-291.
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Scheme I Main text-units in Luke

r heading

| r 1:1 r 1:1

| | |

| | | A = discursive world

| | |

| | L4

| | rl:s r1:5

| | | |

| I | | C = research-text
| | Luke | |

| | | L2:52
| I | r 3:1

| | | B = narrative world |

| | | |

| | | |

| | | | D

| | | |

| | | |

| | | |
L24:53 L24:53 L24:53 L24:53

2.1.1 Scheme II: main text-units A (1:1-4) and B (1:5-24:53)

A reading of Luke 1:1-24:53, attentive to macrosyntactic signs, reveals a major
syntactic break early on in Luke, with the occurrence of the macrosyntactic
sign éyévero (it came to pass; there was; there appeared) in 1:5. Main text-unit 1:1-4
can be viewed as a short discursive introduction to the entire remainder of
Luke (1:5-24:53), which is the narrative proper.*

84 Bock, Theology of Luke’s Gospel and Acts (2011), 64, 67, refers to main text-unit 1:1-4 as ‘Luke’s preface’ and
‘the Lucan prologue’. Wolter, Lukasevangelium (2008), 57, refers to 1:1-4 as ‘Prodmium’. O Fearghail, Role
of Lk 1:1-4:44 (1991), 96, calls 1:1-4 the ‘Proemium to Luke-Acts’. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50
(1989), 45, describes 1:1-4 as ‘Der kurze Prolog (1:1-4) mit seiner metalinguistischen Ebene.’ See for some
further examples of how 1:1-4 is designated by scholars, e.g. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 135;
Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), v; Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 27, who all three use ‘The Prologue’; Godet,
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The introductory discursive main text-unit (1:1-4), called main text-unit A
(discursive world) in Scheme II, contains an anonymous first person singular
addressing a second person singular. In light of the heading KATA AOYKAN
(According to Loukas) that directly precedes Luke 1:1-24:53, this anonymous first
person singular is identified with the proper noun Loukas. His addressee is
explicitly addressed with the proper noun in vocative form ©c6¢uke (Theophi-
los; 1:3).% This proper noun is immediately preceded by a superlative adjective,
also in vocative form, kpdriote (most excellent; 1:3). Besides with these vocative
forms, Theophilos is also addressed using the second person singular personal
pronoun oot to you (1:3). This addressee singular (Theophilos) is also present
in the verbal forms second person singular émyvég (you may know; 1:4) and
kotnnOng (you were instructed; 1:4). These two textual communication partic-
ipants (the addresser Loukas, and the addressee Theophilos) are together re-
ferred to as a we-group by the addresser (Loukas), who twice uses the personal
pronoun first person plural nuiv (among us; to us; 1:1-2). Besides being present
as a member of this we-group, the addresser (Loukas) is otherwise directly
present in the first person singular personal pronoun found in the contraction
Kkaypol (and to me; 1:3)* and, indirectly so, in the masculine singular participle
Topnkorovdnikott (having been acquainted; 1:3).

Evangelium des Lukas (1890; repr. 1986), 45, who uses ‘Prolog’; Koet, “Tale of Two Teachers” (2017), 139, who
refers to 1:1-4 as ‘the preface of the Lukan Gospel’; Esler, Community and Gospel (1987), 24, who also refers
to 1:1-4 as ‘the preface’; Esler, Community and Gospel (1987), 131, where he refers to 1:1-4 as ‘the dedication to
Theophilus’; and Esler, Community and Gospel (1987), 184, where he refers to 1:1-4 as ‘the Prologue’; Nolland,
Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 3, who calls 1:1-4 a ‘Dedicatory Preface’; Talbert, Reading Luke (1982), 7, refers to ‘Luke’s
preface in 1:1-4’; Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts (1986), 9, calls 1:1-4 ‘the formal introduction to

the work’, thereby implying main text-unit 1:5-24:53 to be ‘the work’. Riemersma, Lucasevangelie (2018), 15,
states that the opinion held by almost all biblical scholars is that main text-unit 1:1-4 has a special posi-
tion regarding what follows in main text-unit 1:5-24:53, and that 1:1-4 is, therefore, often called a ‘proloog’
(prologue) or ‘proémium’ (proemium) to the ‘verhaal’ (story) found in 1:5-24:53. See also Alexander, “Luke’s
Preface” (1999), 90-116. Notwithstanding the various designations given to 1:1-4, the general consensus is
that it forms a distinct text-unit that stands in relation to 1:5-24:53.

85 Because 1:1-4 does not belong to the research-text (1:5-2:52), I do not deal with the communicative conse-
quences of the proper noun Theophilos, especially regarding the position of the TIR. See for these conse-
quences Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke—Acts (1992), 55: ‘Theophilus will represent
the ideal (kratistos) reader, that potential/incipient believer (“friend of God”), whose very name implies that
he is well-disposed toward, receptive of and, indeed, eager to witness and understand (epignos) the divine
agenda as it is revealed in the upcoming narrative. Pseudo-Cicero, an ancient expert on rhetoric, was well
aware of the technique of setting up an ideal reading role in the prologue so as to predispose readers to a
literary piece.’

86 See Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 4, where they refer to this contraction as a ‘crasis’.
See for some examples of a crasis, Nuchelmans, Kleine Griekse Grammatica (1976), 10.
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This discursive main text-unit A (1:1-4) does not offer, or even hint at, a con-
crete place of action. Regarding time of action, one can only say that this dis-
course takes place after the compilation of a dmynow (narration; 1:1) has been
made concerning events that have already been accomplished. It appears that
this narration will be retold daxpiBag (carefully; 1:3) and kaBe&iig (methodically;
1:3) in the narrative to follow (1:5-24:53), which is referred to in Scheme 1II as
main text-unit B (narrative world).®

Main text-unit B commences in 1:5 with the macrosyntactic sign €yéveto (there
was; 1:5),% which is a third person singular aorist form introducing the com-
pleted action of the narrative to come, and marking the entire main text-unit
as a narrative text. This long narrative — the entire remainder of Luke - starts
with information concerning the time of action at which the narrative com-
mences: &v toig Nuépaig Hpddov Pactréng tiig Tovdaiag (in the days of Herodes,
King of Ioudaia; 1:5).% Besides giving the time of action, this temporal phrase
also hints at the general place of action, Ioudaia.*

The following points summarize the reasons for delineating Luke at verses
1:4/1:5, resulting in the two main text-units A (discursive world) and B (narra-
tive world).

87 The discursive main text-unit 1:1-4 in fact refers to the narrative proper (main text-unit 1:5-24:53), using
dujynow (narration; 1:1). See for the meaning of dujynoig, Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains
(1996), Domain 33.11: ‘Sujynotg, £og f: a discourse consisting of an orderly exposition or narration—‘ac-
count, report, narration.” Cf. Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 427, who
translate dmjynoig as ‘narration, narrative’; Reiling and Swellengrebel, A Translator’s Handbook (1971), 8, who
translate dujynoic as ‘narrative’ or ‘account’.

88 Besides noting that éyéveto (1:5) marks a new syntactic text-unit (1:5-24:53), Bovon remarks that éyéveto
here also marks a new narrative style: see Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 51-52, where he
states ‘¢yéveto ohne 8¢ markiert den Anfang, der nach dem griechischen Prolog stark semitisch klingt*®,
and adds in footnote 28, ‘Verschiedentlich wird ein Stilwechsel zwischen Lk 1:1-4 und 1:5ff vermerkt.” Cf.
for the differences in literary style between main text-unit 1:1-4, main text-unit 1:5-2:52, and the remainder
of Luke (3:1-24:53), Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 109; see also Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
109, regarding the literary style of 1:1-4 (‘the prologue’): ¢...) though the prologue shows that Luke could
have written the Jesus-story in cultivated, literary Greek, he chose for some reason not to do so.”

89 See Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018), 189-191, for an overview and analysis of the use
of év taig uépoug + proper name in Luke.

90 See Robbins, “Bodies and Politics” (2005), 826-827, who states, regarding Luke 1:5a: ‘Lukan narration uses
eight Greek words to name Herod and refer to the location of the story in “Judea” during “the days of King
Herod.” Political boundaries within time and geo-physical space establish the location for the opening
part of the Lukan story: A time and place in which a man named Herod reigned as king.’
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Main text-unit A (1:1—4):

e Isadiscursive text;

* Contains an anonymous addresser singular (indirectly identified by
the heading), who addresses an identified addressee singular;

* Gives no place of action, and no definite time of action;

* Introduces a narrative: main text-unit B.

Main text-unit B (1:5-24:53):

e Isanarrative text;

* Isintroduced by the macrosyntactic sign &yéveto (there was; 1:5) in first
position in the first clause of the main text-unit;

e Isasyndetic;»

* Starts with a definite time of action and a general place of action.

2.1.2 Scheme II: main text-units C (1:5-2:52) and D (3:1-24:53)

Main text-unit B (1:5-24:53), the narrative proper of Luke, can further be sub-di-

vided at 2:52[3:1 into two smaller main text-units, called main text-unit C (the

research-text: 1:5-2:52) and main text-unit D (3:1-24:53) in Scheme II.

Main text-unit D is introduced in Luke 3:1-2 with information giving a com-

pletely new time of action that is apparently many years after the time of action

(1:55 2:1) given in main text-unit C.** This long lapse in narrated time® forms

91
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See for a discussion on the function of asyndeton in the Greek New Testament, Runge, Discourse Grammar
(2011), 13-15; cf. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 665; Culy, Parsons, and
Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 765. Related to this, see for the distinction between syndetic, asyndetic
and polysyndetic coordination, Aarts, Modern English Grammar (2011), 164. For syndetic and asyndetic
coordination, see Quirk, Grammar of the English Language (2010), 918.

Based on the information offered firstly by éyéveto év taig fipépoug Hpddov Bustiéms tiig Tovdaiag (there-
was, in the days of Herodes, King of Ioudaia; 1:5), and secondly by éyéveto 8¢ év toig Nuépaig €ketvong e&iroev
86ypo mapa Kaisapog Adyovstov (now, it came to pass in those days (that) a decree went out from Kaisaros
Augoustos; 2:1), and then afterwards by év &te1 8¢ meviekadexdare tiig Myepoviag Tipepiov Kaisapog (in the
fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberios Kaisaros; 3:1-2), the identified addressee Theophilos (1:3), as well as the
TIR, can calculate that at least 14 years lie between the action in 1:5-2:52 and the action in 3:1-24:53. See for
the synchronisms in 1:5, 2:1-2, and 3:1-2, and their narrative function, Yamazaki-Ransom, Roman Empire in
Luke’s Narrative (2010), 71-79.

See for the difference between narrated time (denoting the time span in a story) and narrating time (denoting
the time the TIA needs to narrate a story), Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis Narrativo (2011), 28, who distin-
guish between ‘el tiempo narrado’ and ‘el tiempo en que se narra’: {...) el tiempo narrado corresponde ala
duracién de los acontecimientos relatados (...)’; and ...) el tiempo en que se narra es el tiempo material nece-
sario para el acto de narrar (...)’; cf. Herman and Vervaeck, Handbook of Narrative Analysis (2005), 60-61. See
also the discussion regarding ‘fiktive gespielte Zeit’ and ‘reale Spielzeit’ in Pfister, Das Drama (2001), 369-370.
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a major narrative break in main text-unit B. The temporal phrase év £tet 3¢
neviekondekdroin tiig Nyepoviag Tipepiov Kaicopog (in the fifteenth year of the
reign of Tiberios Kaisaros; 3:1) evokes a Roman imperial perspective. It is linked
by participles to the toponyms Tovdaiag (of loudaia, 3:1), Tohhaiag (of Galilaias
3:1), Trovpaiog (of Itouraia; 3:1), Tpaywvitdog (of Trachonitis; 3:1), and ABknviig
(of Abileng; 3:1). It is further linked via the temporal preposition éni (during;
3:2) to apyepéwg Avva kai Kaideo (the high priesthood of Hanna and Kaiapha;
3:2), which evokes the temple in Jerusalem. It, thereby, also offers information
about the general place of action throughout the narrative, such as the Ro-
man empire,* loudaia, Galilaia, Jerusalem and the temple.® In 3:2, the third
person singular aorist form éyévero (it came to pass; there was; there appeared),
introduces new completed action, while a new verbal subject pijpa ©cob (the
utterance of God; 3:2) is introduced for the first (and only time)* as such in Luke.

In view of these two delineations made primarily on the basis of syntax, firstly
at 1:4[5 and secondly at 2:52[3:1, Luke 1:5-2:52 can be considered to be a distinct
and coherent main text-unit of Luke, denoted as main text-unit C (the ‘re-
search-text’) in Scheme IL.%® This main text-unit C furthermore distinguishes

94 See Yamazaki-Ransom, Roman Empire in Luke’s Narrative (2010), especially 69-105.

95 See for Galilaia during the time of Herod (47-4 BCE) and Antipas (4 BCE-39 CE), Freyne, Galilee (1980), 57-97,

96  Esler, Community and Gospel (1987), 58-59 describes Luke’s ‘sensitivity’ to his contemporary Umwelt: ‘Many
features in the text testify to Luke’s interest in the relationship between Christianity and the wider social
and political system in which it was located. At the literary level, for example, Luke’s appropriation of
Hellenistic prose style and historiographical techniques indicates a sensitivity to the wider cultural con-
text which is unique among New Testament writers. Secondly, he presents Christianity as being a signifi-
cant historical phenomenon by the introduction, for example, of synchronisms setting the beginnings of
the Christian era within the wider history of the period, especially of imperial Rome (Lk 1:5; 2:1-2; 3:1-2).
Related to this, see Talbert, Mediterranean Milieu (2003), who, in this monograph, studies Luke while espe-
cially focussing on its contemporary audience of Graeco-Roman antiquity: ...) even when not explicitly
stated, the method used when discussing Lukan theology is a reading in terms of the authorial audience.
The question is: How would ancient auditors have heard this text?’ (see page 18).

97 The expression piipa @cod (the utterance of God) is found in a variant witness of Luke 4:4; see regarding
the various ancient witnesses of Luke 4:4, Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 192. In a direct
speech (Luke 2:29a-32=30") addressing the character ‘Master,’ (= ‘God’), the character ‘Symeon’ states katd
70 pijpé cov (according to your utterance; 2:292°). Van Wieringen, “Who is the AovAog” (2023), 153, under-
stands the character ‘Master’ in Luke 2:29b as indeed referring to ‘God’; he views ‘your (= ‘God’s’) utterance’
in 2:292’ as referring to Exodus 13:1-16, and to Leviticus 12, (see pages 156-157). See also e.g. Bock, Theology
of Luke’s Gospel and Acts (2011), 102-103, and Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 454—456, who both also un-
derstand ‘God’ as being the addressee of ‘Symeon’s’ direct speech. Related to this, see Berger “Canticum
Simeonis” (1985): 27-39. Regarding the possible translation here of pijja as ‘word,” thing,” and ‘matter’, in
the sense of the Hebrew 723, see Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 115. T have opted to translate pfjpo as
‘utterance’ in order to distinguish it from Adyog, which I translate as ‘word”.

98  See scholars who also deal with 1:5-2:52 as a distinct main text-unit, e.g. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas:
1:1-9:50 (1989), 45, who states: ‘Lk 1:5-2:52 bildet eine Einheit.’ Cf. Hartvigsen, “Reception of Luke 1:5-2:52”
(2021); Riemersma, Lucasevangelie (2018), 27, who delineates three main text-units, 1:1-4, 1:5-2:52, and 3:1—
24:53, in Luke; Dillon, Narrative Strategy in Luke 12 (2013); Jung, Original Language (2004), 1; Green, Gospel of
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itself from the rest of the narrative of Luke (3:1-24:53) by ten characters that

nowhere else in Luke appear as characters.”

2.1.3 Conclusion and following step

To

conclude paragraph 2.1: main text-unit 1:5-2:52 forms the research-text.*

99
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Luke (1997), v, 47; Tannehill, Luke (1996), 8; Green, “Israel’s Scriptures in Luke 1-2” (1994); Stein, Luke (1992),
69; Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), v; Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts (1986), 15; Davis, “Literary
Structure” (1982), 218; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 134-135, who states here (...) the Lucan Gospel
is easily divided into the following eight parts on which there is general agreement among commentators
today (...)’; Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 55; Morris, Luke: Introduction and Commentary (1974), 65;
Laurentin, Structure et Théologie de Luc (1957); Burrows, Gospel of Infancy (1940); Godet, Evangelium des Lukas
(1890; repr. 1986), 52. Just organises his collection of patristic commentary on Luke along the lines of text-
units, amongst which text-unit 1:5-2:52; see, Just, Luke (2003), 4. Some scholars make other delineations,
e.g., Talbert, Reading Luke (1982), 15, who writes (...) following the preface of 1:1-4, 1:5-4:15 comprises the
first major unit in the third gospel (...)’; Talbert’s delineation is not based on syntactic arguments, but on
‘literary organisation’ and ‘literary genre’. See for further delineations not primarily based on syntax, e.g.,
Dinkler, Silent Statements (2013), 50, who delineates a text-unit 1:5-4:13 based on narrative arguments. Cf. 0
Fearghail, Role of Lk 1:1-4:44 (1991), especially 154, 181, who endeavours to demonstrate that there is a major
narrative break at 4:44/5:1, and that 1:5-4:44 is a ‘preparatory narrative unit’ found between 1:1-4 and the
‘narrative proper’, unifying all of Luke-Acts. See also Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006), 7-13, who divides
his commentary into four sections, based on narrative and theological themes, but who all the same states
‘Die beiden ersten Kapitel des Lk heben sich von den anderen deutlich ab’ (see page 81), thereby distin-
guishing (text-unit 1:1-4 and) text-unit 1:5-2:52 from text-unit 3:1-24:53. Conzelmann, Theology of St. Luke
(1961), e.g. 172, posits that text-units 1:1-4 and 1:5-2:52 do not form a homogenous whole with 3:1-24:53 [cf.
Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 241: ‘The most famous modern analyst of Lucan theology, H. Conzelmann
(-..) virtually ignores the infancy narrative, for he has found it different from and even contrary to the main
thought of Luke/Acts.”]. In doing this, Conzelmann, all the same, distinguishes 1:1-4 and 1:5-2:52 from the
remainder of Luke. For how text-units 1:5-2:52 and 3:1-4:22 are both ‘systematic rewriting(s)’ of ‘the Chron-
icler’s work’, demonstrating their unity and complementarity, see Brodie, “Unity and Chronicler-based
Nature of Luke 1:1-4:22a” (1979), 21: ‘The arguments for the separation and relatively late dating of Luke’s
infancy narrative are not conclusive. On the contrary, while Luke 1 and 2, on analysis, turns out to involve a
systematic rewriting of the first part of the Chronicler’s history, Luke 3:1-4:22a emerges as its compliment
- a systematic rewriting of the second part of the Chronicler’s work (Ezra-Nehemiah).”

These ten characters are: ‘Elisabet’; ‘Gabriél’|'the Messenger of the Lord’; ‘Hanna’; 1oséph’; ‘Kaisaros
Augoustos’; ‘Mariam’; ‘the messengers’; ‘the shepherds’; ‘Symeon’; ‘Zacharias’.

Text-unit 1:5-2:52 is very often referred to as ‘the infancy narrative’. Cf. Choi, Luke’s Thematic Characteriza-
tion (2014), whose thesis’ full title reads ‘Luke’s Thematic Characterization: The Infancy Narrative (Luke
1-2) and Beyond’; Jung, Original Language (2004), whose monograph’s full title reads ‘The Original Lan-
guage of the Lukan Infancy Narrative’; Tannehill, Luke (1996), 23; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), whose
monograph’s full title reads ‘The Birth of the Messiah: A Commentary on the Infancy Narratives in the
Gospels of Matthew and Luke’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), e.g. 303. Burrows, Gospel of Infancy
(1940), calls his entire work ‘The Gospel of Infancy: The Structure and Form of Luke Chapters 1and 2. Cf.
also Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 13, who calls main text-unit 1:5-2:52 ‘The Infancy Prologue’. These various
designations do not reflect the fact that 2:41-2:52 deals with the twelve-year-old boy ‘Iésous’, who is no
longer an infant. See regarding this Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 434: ‘The Lucan infancy narra-
tive concludes with a story of Jesus’ childhood which has nothing to do with his “infancy.” In a sense, it is
ill-suited to the rest of the two chapters at the beginning of this Gospel. A greater difficulty is putting an
adequate title on the subform of the tradition with which this Gospel begins. It is precisely this episode
that raises the question whether the first two chapters are rightly called an “infancy narrative.” Many
scholars, however, use designations that do take into account the fact that text-unit 1:5-2:52 also deals with
events that lie beyond the infancy of ‘Iésous’: cf. e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 47, who designates 1:5-2:52
as ‘The Birth and Childhood of Jesus’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 43, who uses ‘Das
Kindheitsevangelium’. Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 65, reserves ‘infancy narrative’ for text-unit 1:5-2:40.
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Having determined definite boundaries for this main text-unit, the next step
is to submit the research-text to a syntax analysis. The most important syn-
tactic elements emerging from this analysis and structuring the research-text,
are commented upon in paragraph 2.2. Though not immediately belonging to
syntax, in paragraph 2.2 I also deal with various narrative elements (place and
time of action; characters) that feature in the smaller text-units of which the
research-text is made up.

2.2 A syntax analysis of the research-text

My syntax analysis of the research-text is made at the level of the clauses, which
thus form the smallest text-units in this analysis (see paragraph 1.2.2 and para-
graph1.2.3). A schematic visualisation of this clause-by-clause analysis is given
in the Appendix. Both the narrative and discursive worlds of the research-text
are included in this analysis. In the following paragraphs, each of the main
text-units making up the research-text are dealt with in turn. First, I discuss
the macrosyntactic observations that are the criteria on which the delineations
of the relevant text-unit are based, and then I give a summary of issues featur-
ing in the text-unit. These main text-units are visualised in Scheme IIL.**

101 The further division of 1:5-2:52 into smaller text-units by other scholars is not always based on syntax. See
e.g., Davis, “Literary Structure” (1982), 218, who deals with 1:5-2:52 as a single text-unit, and then, based on
literary arguments, subdivides it into six sections, based on three ‘appearances’; Burrows, Gospel of Infancy
(1940), 3-6, who within his primary syntactic divisions of 1:5-2:52, divides the text-unit into eight ‘scenes’.
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Scheme III Main text-units making up the research-text (1:5-2:52)
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2.2.2 Scheme III: division of the research-text at 2:40/2:41

There are macrosyntactic reasons for dividing the research-text at clauses
2:40/41, resulting in one long main text-unit 1:5-2:40 and one much shorter main
text-unit 2:41-2:52 (see Scheme III). Main text-unit 2:41-52 concludes the re-
search-text. The most important reasons for dividing the research-text at 2:40/41
are the renominalisation of the character oi yoveig (the parents) in clause 2:41, the
occurrence of the macrosyntactic sign kot éyéveto (and he was) in clause 2:42a,
and a major change in the time of the action. These observations are dealt with
in greater detail in paragraph 2.2.16. I now first deal with main text-unit 1:5-2:40,
which encompasses the greater part of the research-text by far (see Scheme III).

2.2.3 Scheme III: main text-unit 1:5-2:40

The macrosyntactic observations giving the reasons for delineating this text-
unit at 1:4/1:5, are dealt with in paragraph 2.1, and those for delineating the text-
unit at 2:40[2:41, are dealt with in paragraph 2.2.2 and in the discussion of main
text-unit 2:41-52 in paragraph 2.2.16. Because main text-unit 1:5-2:40 consists of a
number of shorter, though important, text-units, each of which is dealt with sep-
arately and in more detail further on, I will firstly only discuss the macrosyntactic
observations giving reason to divide main text-unit 1:5-2:40 at 1:80/2:1 into two
text-units 1:5-80 and 2:1-40 (see paragraph 2.2.4), and then discuss the reasons to
further divide these two shorter text-units into two text-units each at 1:56/57 (see
paragraph 2.2.5) and at 2:21/22 (see paragraph 2.2.6).

2.2.4 Scheme III: division of main text-unit 1:5-2:40 at 1:80/2:1

In clause 2:1a, the macrosyntactic sign &yéveto 8¢ (now, it came to pass; 2:1a) is used
in first position and sets the new action in main text-unit 2:1-40"°* in motion.’s

102 Concerning 8¢ in 2:1, see Levinsohn, Discourse Features (2000), 76, where he explains that the use of ¢ here
indicates that this episode ‘as a whole represents a new development in the larger story’.

103 My translation of éyéveto 8¢ in 2:1 as a dynamic now, it came to pass, conveys the sense of action being set in
motion. For the dynamic meaning of éyéveto 8¢ in 2:1, see Mussies, “Matthew 2:1, 3:1, and Luke 2:1” (2003), 89,
who translates éyéveto 8¢ év taig pépong Eketvang (2:1) as ‘and it happened in those days’. Cf. the same English
translations in Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 63, and in Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 96.
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The temporal phrase év taig quépoig éxeivaug (in those days; 2:1a) gives the time
of the action in main text-unit 2:1-40.* It is an almost exact repetition of the
temporal phrase év taig nuépaug (in the days; 1:5a) used together with the same
macrosyntactic sign éyéveto (there was; 1:5a) in the introductory clause of the
research-text.>s This repetition in 2:1a, however, does not qualify the temporal
phrase with Hpddov Baciiéng tiig Tovdaiog (of Herodes, King of Ioudaia; 1:5a),
but does so using the demonstrative pronoun of distance ékeivoug (those).®

The two temporal phrases év taig fuépoig (qualified in 1:5a by Hpddov Bacirémg
tiig Tovdaiag, and in 2:1a by ékeivaug), combined with the macrosyntactic sign
éyéveto (1:5a; 2:1a), act, as it were, as two ‘stepping stones’, linking the events
starting with the situation described in 1:5a and the events starting in 2:a.
These events together form the narrative of main text-unit 1:5-2:40, namely
the annunciation, conception, birth, circumcision, and naming of the charac-
ter ‘Ioannés,” as well as those of the character ‘Iésous’ (with the additional event
of his presentation in the temple in Jerusalem).

The location of this new action, starting in 2:1a, is given indirectly in two ways.
Clause 2:1b uses two proper nouns Kaicapog Avyotvotov (Kaisaros Augoustos;

Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 124; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 393; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
391, all also offer translations that express the development of new action. Cf. the German in Klein, Das
Lukasevangelium (2006), 126, who translates it as ‘es geschah’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989),
114, who translates it as ‘da es geschaly’.

104 See Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018), 186-188, for an overview and analysis of the use
of év toig Nuépaug éketvaug in Luke.

105 Thereis, however, a difference between éyévero (there was; 1:5), which is asyndetic, which introduces Luke
1:5-24:53 in its entirety; and which describes a static condition, and éyéveto 8¢ (now, it came to pass; 2:1a), which
is not asyndetic, and which, in view of its dynamic meaning here, describes a development in the narrative of
the research-text. Pace Pelaéz, “Entry 'INOMALI” (2021), 181, who, without explanation, reads éyéveto in 1:5a as
the dynamic ‘there appeared’, which, in his words, describes ‘instantaneous action,’ as opposed to reading it in
its static meaning (e.g. ‘there was’), which, again in his words, does ‘not denote fulfillment, but conditions or
situations that are not fleeting but perceived as an uninterrupted continuum.’ This results in Pelaéz’s following
translation of 1:5: ‘Luke 1:5: Eyéveto &v taig fuépoug Hpddov Paciiéng tig Tovdaiog iepedg tig dvoportt Zoyapiog...
In the days of King Herod of Judea, appeared a priest named Zechariah...” Other scholars opt here, just as I do, for
the static meaning ‘there was’. Cf. Jung, Original Language (2004), 135-149, who translates éyéveto in 1:5 as ‘there
was’ after a meticulously detailed study of the matter. Cf. further e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook
(2010), 6; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 63; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 256; Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 31;
Fitzmyer, According to LukeI-IX (1981), 303, who also all translate £yéveto in 1:5 as ‘there was’.

106 Clause 1:39a employs a very similar temporal phrase to that found in 2:1a, namely v taig fipépaig TadTong
(in these days; 1:39a) but uses the demonstrative pronoun of nearness tattoug (these), implying that the ac-
tion starting in 1:39a begins almost immediately after the preceding action. The temporal phrase in 1:39a,
however, is not combined with the macrosyntactic sign (kai) éyéveto (8¢), thereby relegating the break at
1:38/39 to a lower syntactic level than that of 1:80/2:1. See for the temporal phrase év taig fipépoug in general,
Mussies, “Matthew 2:1, 3:1, and Luke 2:1” (2003). Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 124, considers that the opening
phrase &v taig quépong (in those days; 2:1a) suggests (...) the narration of events of eschatological import.’
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2:1b) preceded by the preposition mopd (from; 2:1b), to refer to the indirect object
of the subject of an active verb describing the new action: é&fjA0ev 30yua (a de-
cree went out; 2:1b). The proper nouns ‘Kaisaros’ and ‘Augoustos’ were two of the
titles of the first Roman emperor.*” Therefore, mentioning these two imperial
honorifics, and linking them to the new action, implies that this new action
will take place within that emperor’s area of hegemony, the Roman empire.*®
Clause 2:1c contains the second instance of information indirectly implying the
location of events as in the Roman empire; it uses the noun with corresponding
adjective ndoav Ty oikovpévny (all the world; 2:1¢), referring here to the cultural,
religious, and political hegemony of the Roman empire.*® This qualified noun
is the object of the present infinitive droypapecou (to register; 2:1c).

The macrosyntactic sign &yéveto 8¢ (now, it came to pass) in 2:1a is then, as it
were, ‘reinforced’ by a second éyévero (there was) in 2:2a. These two instances of
éyévero (it came to pass; there was) in close proximity to each other can be con-
sidered to, together, form a single macrosyntactic sign introducing the new ac-

107 Avyovotog (Augoustos; 2:1b) is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament. See for Kaisapog Adyovotov (2:1b),
Yamazaki-Ransom, Roman Empire in Luke’s Narrative (2010), 72-74. Morris, “Why AYTOYZTOZ?” (1992),
142-144, suggests that, despite Luke’s inclination to remove Latinisms, Luke uses the Greek transliteration
of the Latin title ‘Augustus’ in order to here avoid using the Greek Zefootog, which Luke does indeed use
in Acts 25:21, 25: “There in fact seems to be on the part of Luke a determination to avoid the use of ZeBootdg
in the Gospel at any price, even if the price is understanding.” Morris suggests that this would be to avoid
(-..) the basically sacred connotation it would have evoked from its Greek audience (...)’ regarding the
Roman emperor, while the primary purpose of the Gospel was to make ‘Christological affirmations’ about
exactly the character Iésous’. However, not using the ‘proper nomenclature’ (i.e. Zefaotoc) in Acts, would
have rung ‘unnatural’ and ‘unhistorical’ in the ears of its audience. Whatever the case may be, Avyovotog
(Augoustos; 2:1b) is used here as a title, and not as a personal name. During his lifetime, Gaius Octavius was
known by various names that were linked to his political status. He himself adopted the name ‘Caesar’,
Kaisapog (Kaisaros; 2:1b), which would later on develop into an imperial title, as well as the title ‘Impera-
tor’, and was furthermore granted the title ‘Augustus’ by the Roman senate on January 16th, 27 BCE. See
further regarding the title ‘Caesar Augustus’, the witnesses listed in Braund, Sourcebook on Roman History
(2014), 25-26: e.g. EJ 22 (27 BCE) ‘The Senate and people of Rome gave Imperator Caesar Augustus, son of a
god, consul eight times, a shield of virtue, clemency, justice and piety towards the gods and the country.’
Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 399. See in general, Goldsworthy, Augustus: Revolutionary to Emper-
or (2014). Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 125; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 394-

108 See Fitzmyer, According to Luke IIX (1981), 393-394-

109 Seeregarding ndocav T oikovpévny (2:1¢) Yamazaki-Ransom, Roman Empire in Luke’s Narrative (2010), 73.
See also Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 400: ‘Though oikoumené means “inhabited earth” (originally
a ptc., with the noun g¢, “earth,” understood), the substantived adj. was often used with hyperbole in the
official rhetoric of decrees and inscriptions for the Roman empire itself (...) It was meant to include Italy
and the provinces. There is no evidence that it designated only the latter, as distinct from Italy, much less
Palestine alone (for which Luke uses pasa hé gé in 4:25)." Cf. Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 138; Brown, Birth of
the Messiah (1993), 395; Marshall, A Commentary (1978), 83. See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 124-5, where he
also suggests that the chronological and political references to the Roman emperor ‘further the solemn
tone’ of the eschatological innuendo of év taig uépoug éxeivaig (in those days; 2:1a). See in general, Jung,
Oikoumene in Luke-Acts (2017), i, 133-34: ‘For Luke, the oikoumene is the world ruled by Roman hegemony in
terms of politics and the pagan cult in the terms of religion (...)’
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tion of main text-unit 2:1-40: the first, in its dynamic meaning, sets the action
in motion; the second, in its static meaning, describes the event connected to
that action." The new action that is first given in 2:1a—c is, thereafter, referred
to in clause 2:2a by nominalizing the infinitive dnoypagpesou (to register; 2:1c),
to create the noun dmoypagn (registration; 2:2a), which is intensified by the de-
monstrative pronoun abtn (this),™ and is further qualified using the adjective
npa (first): ‘this first registration.” The time during which this respecified
action (2:2a) takes place, is given in 2:2b with the temporal participle clause
fyepovedovtog tig Zupiag Kvpnviov (when Kyrenios was governing Syria; 2:2b)."s
It is noteworthy that the temporal clause is here (in comparison to 1:5a) not
linked to Ioudaia. This creates a textual ‘vacuum’ regarding the King of Iou-
daia, while it is exactly in Ioudaia where all the pending action in 2:1-40 is lo-
cated.™ This ‘vacuum’ is created in two clauses:

1. Firstly, in 2:1a, by omitting the qualification ‘Hérodeés, King of Ioudaia’
from the temporal phrase repeated from 1:5a;

2. Secondly, in 2:2b, by explicitly linking the time of the new action to
Kyrénios’ governing of Syria (which lies outside of Ioudaia).

The title ‘Augoustos’, the proper name ‘Kyrénios’, and the toponym ‘Syria’, used
in the introductory clauses of main text-unit 2:1-40, are not mentioned else-
where in the research-text or, for that matter, elsewhere in Luke.”s

10 See for the epexegetical function of clauses 2:2a-b regarding clauses 2:1 a—c, Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 395, where he suggests that clauses 2:3a—c follow straight on from clauses 2:1 a-c, with 2:2a-b hav-
ing a bracketed character: ‘The sequence is from vs. 1, the intermediary verse is parenthetical’

11 Empbhasis is inherent to the deictic function of a demonstrative pronoun.

12 See for the possible meanings of np@tn here, in view of Greek syntax and textual variants that include an
article, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 395.

13 See for discussions regarding the historical identity of Kvpnviog (Kyrenios; Luke 2:2b), Dgbrowa, “Census
of Quirinius” (2011); Smith, “Of Jesus and Quirinius” (2000); Pearson, “The Lucan Censuses, Revisited”
(1999). See also Aletti, LEvangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022), 68-69; Mussies, “Lucas 2:1-6 in Enig
Recent Onderzoek” (1997).

114 The consequences of this textual vacuum for the communication between the TIA and the TIR are not
dealt with in extant literature and are a matter for future study.

115 However, the proper noun ‘Kaisaros’ is also used in conjunction with the proper noun ‘Tiberios’ in Luke
3:1, and a further five times on its own in Luke 20:22, 24, 25; 23:2, where the payment of taxes to the Roman
authorities is discussed.
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Although the occurrence of the macrosyntactic sign éyéveto 8¢ (now, it came
to pass) in 2:1a, as well as the other syntactic observations dealt with above are
decisive for dividing main text-unit 1:5-2:40 at 1:80/2:1, a syntactic observation
can also be made ‘on the other side’ of this division, in 1:80, supporting the
arguments to divide the main text-unit at 1:80/2:1 into text-units 1:5-80 and
2:1-40 (see Scheme III).

In clause 1:80c, the temporal phrase £wg fuépag (until the day) is constructed
using the temporal adverb &g (until), which together with the genitive of time
of the noun Npépa (= Huépog), gives a terminus ad quem to the action described
in 1:80a-80c. This action is described using three verbs third person singular
in the imperfect tense: nd&avev (he continued to grow; 1:80a); ékpatorovto (he
continued to become strong; 1:80b); fv (he continued to be; 1:80c). Each of these im-
perfect verbs offers general information about continuous action completed
in the past. The subject of these three verbs is 10 moudiov (the little boy; 1:80a), a
renominalisation of the vocative noudiov (little boy) in 1:76b, who has just been
given the name Twavvng (Ioannés; 1:63d).

In view of the above, clauses 1:80a—c form a separate main text-unit of the
research-text (see Scheme III), and offer general information about the con-
tinuous actions completed in the past of the character Ioanneés’ wg Muépog
avadeitens avtod npog tov Toponh (until the day of his appearance to Israel; 1:80c¢).
This temporal phrase refers to a time beyond text-unit 1:80a-c, and rounds off
main text-unit 1:5-80. After this information has been given, the character
‘Ioannes’ is no longer mentioned in the research-text. He is neither mentioned
in text-unit 2:1-40, nor in text-unit 2:41-52, and only reappears in Luke 3:2, be-
yond the scope of the research-text.

Summing up: the macrosyntactic observations made in 2:1a and 2:2a, support-
ed by the macrosyntactic observation made in 1:80a-c, give reason to divide
main text-unit 1:5-2:40 at 1:80/2:1 into two shorter main text-units 1:5-80 and
2:1-40. These two text-units can, in their own turn, be further divided into two
text-units each: 1:5-56 and 1:57-80 at 1:56[57, and 2:1-21 and 2:22—40 at 2:21/22
(see Scheme III). The macrosyntactic observations giving reason for these divi-
sions are dealt with below.
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2.2.5 Scheme III: division of main text-unit 1:5-80 at 1:56[57

Clause 1:56a renominalises the proper noun Mapip (Mariam) from1:46a, where
the character ‘Mariam’ is the subject of a verbum dicendi introducing a direct
speech (1:46b-s55). Because 1:56a follows immediately upon this direct speech,
this renominalisation is, in fact, superfluous, drawing attention to ‘Marian?,
and in this way it marks the conclusion of text-unit 1:5-56. In the concluding
clauses 1:56a-b, ‘Mariam’ is the subject of two verbs third person singular in
the aorist tense:

1. ‘Mariam’s’ first action éuewev (she stayed; 1:56a) is qualified by an indi-
rect object constructed with a feminine singular personal pronoun pre-
ceded by a preposition cdv abtf] (with her; 1:56a), and a temporal phrase
oG pijvag tpeig (about three months; 1:56a). The antecedent of the personal
pronoun adti is the character ‘Elisabet’ (1:41d). The location ‘with her (=
‘Elisabet’)’ refers to the location &ig tov oikov Zayapiov (into the house of
Zacharias; 1:40a), where all the action in 1:40a-56a takes place.

2. ‘Mariam’s’ second action vnéotpeyev (she returned; 1:56b) is connected to
the locational phrase of direction &ig tov otkov abtiig (to her house; 1:56b).
The antecedent of the personal pronoun avtiig is the character ‘Mariam’
in clause 1:56a. The location ‘her (= ‘Mariam’s’) house’ indirectly refers to
the location &ig noAv tfig Fathaiog 1 Svopa Natapsd (to a city of Galilaia
the name of which [was] Nazareth; 1:26a-b).

The indirect objects of the two successive verbs of which ‘Mariam’ is subject, to-
gether constitute a change of location by ‘Mariam’ from ‘Elisabet’ (‘the house of
Zacharias’) back to ‘Nazareth’. This change of location temporarily removes the
character ‘Mariam’ from the immediate narrative, and ‘Mariam’ does not appear
in the subsequent main text-unit 1:57-80, only reappearing beyond it, in clause
2:5a. The superfluous renominalisation of the proper noun Mapwip (Mariam) in
1:56a accentuates the actions of ‘Mariam’ and, therefore, also the change of loca-
tion her actions imply. This renominalisation, taken together with the change
of location, supports rounding off main text-unit 1:5-56 with clauses 1:56a-b."¢

116 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 105: ‘Why would Mary extend her stay up to the moment of Elizabeth’s
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This change of location only holds for ‘Mariam’, and the narrative itself con-
tinues without ‘Mariam’ at the same location (the implied ‘house of Zacharias’)
in the opening clause 1:57a of the new text-unit. This continues up until main
text-unit 1:80, where a new location is mentioned.

Clause 1:57a uses the temporal clause énhioOn 6 ypovog (the time was fulfilled;
1:57a) to introduce action described in the adjectival clause tod tekeiv ovtiy
(that shewould give birth; 1:57b)."” The feminine singular personal pronoun ot
refers to the character ‘Elisabet’, who is explicitly mentioned in the preceding
clause 1:57a. The new action itself starts in 1:57¢ with kai éyévvnoev viov (and she
bore a son; 1:57¢). This new action fulfils the action announced in 1:13e: 1| yovi
cov 'Elodpet yevviioet viov oot (your wife Elisabet will bear a son for you; 1:13e).
Clause 1:57a reintroduces ‘Elisabet’, using the proper noun 'Elcéfet (Elisabet),
preceded by the definite article (feminine singular) tfj (for her), thereby slight-
ly stressing the proper name and accentuating the character ‘Elisabet’.*® This
reintroduction of ‘Elisabet’ is clearly a necessary renominalisation, employed,
together with the accentuating definite article, in order to avoid confusion
with the character ‘Mariam’ in the directly preceding clauses 1:56a-b, which
conclude text-unit 1:5-56. The accentuated reintroduction of ‘Elisabet’ here in
1:57a, supports the start of a new text-unit 1:57-80.

Clause 1:58a introduces a new character oi repioucot kai ot cuyyeveis avtiig (her neigh-
bours and relatives). The two plural nouns are qualified by the personal pronoun
awtiig (of her). The antecedent of this feminine singular personal pronoun is ‘Elis-
abet’ (1:57a). The character ‘her neighbours and relatives’ is the subject of two dif-
ferent verbal tenses: the aorist fikovoav (they heard; 1:58a), and, giving background
information to the narrative, the imperfect cuvéyaupov (they were rejoicing; 1:58¢).

delivery (6 months [v 36] + 3 months [v 56]), then depart? The answer may lie in Luke’s predilection to
clear the stage of all but the primary actor(s) prior to narrating a new scene (italics by me).” Related to this,
see Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 391, about Luke’s ‘technique’ of removing one character in order to
highlight another (here regarding 1:80): ‘I would make the brief additional comment that vs. 80 is a good
example of Luke’s technique of removing one person from the scene in order to give the spotlight to an-
other.” Regarding clauses 1:56 and 1:57, ‘Mariam’ is removed in 1:56b, at the end of text-unit 1:5-56, in order
to give ‘Elisabet’ the spotlight in 1:57a, at the beginning of text-unit 1:57-80.

117 See for 1od + the accusative adyv + the infinitive texeiv here forming a simple adjectival clause that de-
scribes 6 ypovog, Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 174-

18 See for the use of the definite article with proper names, Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament
(1919), 759-761. This accentuation of the proper noun ‘Elisabet’ by the definite article is the last time in the
research-text (and in Luke) that the character ‘Elisabet’ is referred to using her name. She is referred to one
more time as 1) pfimp avtod (his mother; 1:60b), focussing on her motherhood.
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Immediately after the information given in 1:57a-58¢, the macrosyntactic sign
kol éyéveto (and it came to pass), found in first position in the temporal clause
1:59a, introduces the new narrative action that will continue until main text-
unit 1:80. Together with the superfluous indirect renominalisation of viév (a
son) in 1:59¢ (from 1:57¢), using 10 moudiov (the little child), and coming directly
after the information offered in 1:57a-58c¢ (the reintroduction of ‘Elisabet’ and
the introduction of the character ‘her neighbours and relatives’), this mac-
rosyntactic sign marks 1:57-80 as forming a new text-unit."

2.2.6 Scheme III: division of main text-unit 2:1-40 at 2:21[22

Clause 2:22a supplies a change of time in the narrative, marked by the temporal
adverb 6te (when; 2:22a). The temporal clause kai &te énhiotnoav ai Huépat Tod
kobapiopod avtdv (and when were fulfilled the days of their [feminine plural] puri-
fication; 2:22a)*° gives the time of this new action as after the events narrated in
the previous text-unit 2:1-21. The temporal clause is, namely, qualified by kot
0V vopov Moboéng (according to the law of Moyseos), which proscribes a period
of thirty-three days of further purification for the mother after the circumci-

19 See for the division of text-unit 1:5-80 at 1:56/57 into text-units 1:5-56 and 1:57-80, also e.g. Green, Gospel
of Luke (1997), 105-106; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 251, 341, 367; Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 44;
Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 89; Laurentin, Structure et Théologie de Luc (1957), 23, 26; Burrows,
Gospel of Infancy (1940), 4; Godet, Evangelium des Lukas (1890; 1986), 76.

120 Iread avtdv (their; 2:22a) as a feminine plural, referring to women in general. See regarding this, the de-
clension of the ‘pronomen determinativum ovt6¢’, Nuchelmans, Kleine Griekse Grammatica (1976), 24. Pace
Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 436, where, in his notes, he sums up the various ways ovt@v can be trans-
lated here (himself opting for their purification as referring to the purification of ‘lésous” parents), however,
without mentioning the option of translating ovt@®v as a feminine plural as I do. He writes: ‘their purification.
This is the best attested reading; and it means the purification of both parents, even though there is no
Jewish tradition for the purification of the father. The alternative readings, such as “her purification” or “his
[Jesus’] purification,” found in the Codex Bezae, Greek cursive ms. 76, 0S81n, and some OL witnesses, rep-
resent scribal attempts at improvement. Origen’s interpretation that the “their” referred to Mary and Jesus,
and the modern suggestion that the “their” is subjective (“their purifying Jesus”) are implausible, since the
child was to be presented or consecrated to the Lord, but not purified.’ Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 156-157,
also offers a detailed overview of the translation options, also opts for the purification being that of the
parents, and also omits the possibility of translating abt@v as a feminine plural. Fitzmyer, According to Luke
I-IX (1981), 421, without explicitly dealing with the matter, assumes that the purification is that of ‘Mary’.
Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 139, 140, assumes that the purification is that of ‘Mary’, while asking ‘Why speak
of their purification, when the purity law applied only to Mary?’ Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 117, reads in
Luke’s use of the plural ovt@v the portrayal of the purification as ‘a family matter’. Thiessen, “Parturient
Impurity” (2012), argues that in the Second Temple Period, parturient impurity regarded both the mother,
as well as the newborn. After analysing various possible readings, Robert, “Comment Comprendre “Leur
Purification™ (1990), 455, opts for reading avtdv as referring to both parents, and views this historical
‘méprise grossiére de 'evangéliste’ as an ¢...) invention littéraire conforme a son dessein de laisser dans
Pombre I'inutile purification de Marie au profit, non du rachat du premier-né, lui-méme sans objet comme
rite d’expiation, mais de la triomphale Présentation.’ See also Hatch, “The Text of Luke 2:22” (1921), 377-381.
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sion of the male child on the eighth day after his birth.

Clauses 2:21a-e, which conclude main text-unit 2:1-21, start with a temporal
clause 6te énhobnoav Nuépar okt (when eight days were fulfilled; 2:21a) giving
the time of the action that is described in the clause of purpose tod neprrepeiv
a0tov (to circumcise him; 2:21b). The qualification ‘according to the law of Moy-
seds’ (2:22a) at the beginning of main text-unit 2:22-40, therefore, implies that
the new action in this main text-unit starts a good month (thirty-three days)
after the action in main text-unit 2:1-21 ends.*?

Clause 2:22b supplies a change of location in the narrative. The verb of action
third person plural in the aorist avrjyayov (they brought up; 2:22b) has as object
the masculine personal pronoun o0tov, followed by the preposition of place &ig
(to) and the toponym Tepocoivpo, reading avijyayov adtov eig Teposdivpa (they
brought him up to Hierosolyma; 2:22b). This is the first time in the research-text,
and for that matter in Luke, that Jerusalem is mentioned, here using the top-
onym ‘Hierosolyma’.s The object avtov (him; 2:22b) refers to the character who
receives the name ‘Incodg (Iesous) in clause 2:21c at the end of main text-unit
2:6—21. The name ‘Iésous’ does not occur in main text-unit 2:22—40. Clause 2:22¢

121 Cf. Leviticus 12:2-4: ‘Speak to the sons of Israel, saying: “When a woman conceives and bears a male child,
then she shall be unclean for seven days; as in the days of her usual impurity she shall be unclean. And
on the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised. Then thirty days and three days she shall
remain in the blood of her purification; she shall not touch any holy thing, nor enter the sanctuary until
are completed the days of her purification.” See also Thiessen, “Parturient Impurity” (2012), 19-23.

122 Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 424: ‘According to Lev 12:2-8 a woman who bore a male child was
considered unclean for forty days; after seven days the child had to be circumcised (on the eighth), and the
mother had to wait at home for thirty-three days, “until the days of her purifying were completed” (heos an
plérothosin hai hémerai katharseos autes, 12:4), before she could touch anything sacred or enter the Temple
courts. The time was doubled for a female child, fourteen + sixty-six days.’

123 Two toponyms are used in the research-text to refer to the same city ‘Jerusalem’: Tepocoivpa (Hierosolyma;
2:22b) and Tepovouiny (lerousalém; 2:25a, 38d, 41, 43¢, 45b). See Sylva, “lerousalem and Hierosoluma” (1983),
211-212, for his reader-oriented argument for Luke’s variation, sometimes in close proximity (here in 2:22b
and 2:25a), between both toponyms: ‘In order to understand Luke’s variations of these terms, a principal
effect of literary variation on the reader must be understood: the continuation of what is expected allows
the reader greater freedom in the interpretive process, whereas the change from the expected to the
unexpected aids in constraining the reader to the author’s message as incarnated in the text. (...) It is my
contention that in his use of two different terms for Jerusalem, Luke created an unpredictability which
gave his readers pause in order to convey his message about Jerusalem.” Sylva’s conclusion summarises his
point of view with clarity (pages 220-221): ‘Luke uses each term for Jerusalem close to the other the first
time he uses these terms in both his gospel and in the Acts. The terms are spelled in a very similar way, and
this use of similarly spelled terms close to each other is designed as an indirect etymology which provides
Hierosoluma as a “holy Salem” etymology of Ierousalem.” See for general information on Tepocoivpia
(Hierosolyma; 2:22b), e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 436—437; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
425. See also footnote 26 where I cite Antoniadis, LEvangile de Luc (1930), 4, regarding Tepocéivpe and
‘TepovcarnL.
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is a clause of purpose nopactijoot (to present; 2:22c) connected to the active verb
avipyayov (they brought [him] up; 2:22b) with the indirect object t@ xvpie (to the
Lord; 2:22c¢).

The above syntactic observations clarify the textual structure in which the se-
mantics can further develop. Clauses 2:21b—e mention the three requirements
for bearing a male child, namely conception, giving birth (circumcision), and
naming: 100 meprepelv avtov (to circumcise him; 2:21b), £xAin 10 Gvopa ovTod
‘Incodg (his name was called Iesous; 2:21c—d) and cvAApEOTvor avtov (he was
conceived; 2:21:e), fulfilling the message given by ‘the Messenger’ in 1:31b—d.
Clause 2:21d emphasizes this fulfilment by reintroducing ‘the Messenger’ from
2:15b with Ond 100 dyyélov (by the Messenger; 2:21d), and mentioning the part of
his message already given in 1:31d kai karéoerg 10 dvopo avtod Incodv (you will
call his name Iesous; 1:31d).2s

To sum up: the change in time and the change in location in 2:22a-c give rea-
son to divide main text-unit 2:1-40 at 2:21/22 into two text-units 2:1-21 and
2:22-40.12°

124 See Van Wieringen, “The Immanu-El in Isaiah and Matthew” (2023), 16: “The process of pregnancy and
birth is standardly expressed in a combination of three verbs: 77 to become / be pregnant + ¥27 to give birth +
PR wn to call the name.” See also Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 51: “The trio of conception, birth, and naming
come together frequently in the OT (Gen 16:11; 19:36-38; 21:2-3; 1 Sam 1:20; Isa 8:3; Hos 1:3—4; etc.).’; Avishur,
Stylistic Studies (1984), 559-560.

125 Inbiblical literature there are instances of both men and women naming their children; cf. Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 380. Women may also choose the names of their own children, as well as some-
times name children born to their husband’s concubine. ‘Mariam’ is told by ‘the Messenger’ (1:31d) that
she will call her son ‘Iésous’, however, when her son is named, (2:21c) the passive voice ki 10 dvopa (the
name was called; 2:21¢) is used to describe the action of naming. In the research-text, ‘Elisabet’ reveals that
her son ‘will be called I6annés’ (1:60d), directly before his father ‘Zacharias’ names him. I offer the fol-
lowing examples of women in the Hebrew Bible who are the subject of the action p7x wa (to call the name).
‘Leah’ names five of her six sons (‘Levi’ is named passively), and also names her daughter: ‘Reuben’ (Genesis
29:31), ‘Simeon’ (Genesis 29:33), Judah’ (Genesis 29:35); ‘Issachar’ (Genesis 30:18), ‘Zebulon’ (Genesis 30:20),
and ‘Dinah’ (Genesis 30:21). ‘Leah’ also names her slave ‘Zilpah’s’ two sons, begotten by her husband Jacob’:
‘Gad’ (Genesis 30:11) and ‘Asher’ (Genesis 30:12). ‘Rachel’ names her slave ‘Bilhah’s’ two sons, begotten by
her husband ‘Jacob’: ‘Dan’ (Genesis 30:6), and ‘Naphtali’ (Genesis 30:8). She also names her own two sons
‘Joseph’ (Genesis 30:24), and ‘Ben-Oni’ (Genesis 35:18), the latter being named ‘Benjamin’ by Jacob’ (Genesis
35:18). ‘Pharaoh’s’ anonymous daughter names the boy she finds ‘Moses’ (Exodus 1:10). ‘The women’ name
‘Ruth’s’ son ‘Obed’ (Ruth 4:17). ‘Hannah’ names her son ‘Samuel’ (1 Samuel 1:20). The anonymous wife of
‘Manoah’ names her son ‘Samson’ (Judges 13:24).

126 O Fearghail, Role of Lk 1:1-4:44 (1991), 14, gives the following reasons to delineate at 2:21/22: ‘Since the birth,
circumcision and naming are linked in the case of John, and the phrase v tij koAig of v. 21 recalls ooy
£yKk00 of v. 5, it seems best to take 2:1-21 as a unit.’ For the division of main text-unit 2:1-40 at 2:21/22,
see e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), e.g. 138; Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), e.g. 154; Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), e.g, 393, 435; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 112, 134; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 93,
113; Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 112; Plummer, Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902), 129.
However, see Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 420, where he sums up his reasons for his delineation
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2.2.7 Scheme III: main text-units 1:5-25, 1:26-56, 1:57-79, 1:80, 2:1-5, 2:6-
21, 2:22-39 and 2:40

Based on the syntactic observations described in the previous paragraphs,
main text-unit 1:5-2:40 can be divided at 1:80/2:1, 1:56/57 and 2:21/22, resulting
in the shorter main text-units 1:5-56, 1:57-80, 2:1-21 and 2:22-40. Once again,
based on syntax, each of these four main text-units can be divided. The result-
ing eight main text-units 1:5-25, 1:26-56, 1:57-79, 1:80, 2:1-5, 2:6-21, 2:22-39 and
2:40 (Scheme III), are all analysed from a syntactic perspective in the following
paragraphs 2.2.8 t0 2.2.15.

2.2.8 Scheme III: main text-unit 1:5-25

Clause 1:53, introducing the entire narrative of the research-text (and, for that
matter, also the entire narrative of Luke), is analysed in detail in paragraph 2.1,
where the delineation of the research-text is dealt with. The macrosyntactic
sign éyéveto (there was; 1:5a), in first position in this asyndetic clause 1:5a also
begins the narrative in main text-unit 1:5-25.1

Clauses 1:5a-5¢ supply general information about the time of the action and in-
troduce two characters into the narrative. The temporal phrase év toig uépaig
‘Hpdhdov Baciréag tfig Tovdaiog (in the days of Herades, King of loudaia; 1:5a),
which explicitly gives the time of events, also implicitly gives the location of
events by qualifying the proper noun in the genitive case Hp®dov (of Herodes)
with a title containing a toponym, Baciiéwg tiig Tovdaiag (King of Ioudaia). The
character Zoyopiog (Zacharias), ‘a certain priest ... out of the section of Abia’, is
introduced in clause 1:5a. His wife EAoaet (Elisabet) is introduced in 1:5¢ with
the parallel construction ‘out of the daughters of Aaron’.

Clause 1:8a introduces the action proper of main text-unit 1:5-25, using, once

of the text-unit at 2:20[21 instead of at 2:21/22: ‘For these reasons I prefer to regard vv. 21-40 as a unit in the
infancy narrative’; Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 49, 53, also divides text-unit 2:1-40 at 2:20/21.

127 For the division of main text-unit 1:5-56 at 1:25/26, see e.g. Harmon, “Form and Structure” (2001); Green,
Gospel of Luke (1997), 62; Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 66; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 256; Bovon, Evan-
gelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 48; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 13; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
303; Plummer, Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902), 84; Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 31. Ernst,
Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 55-64, treats 1:5-25 in two separate paragraphs of his commentary: ‘Die
Verheiflung der Geburt Johannes’ des Taufers 1:5-22’ and ‘Der Anfang der Erfiillung 1:23-25).
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again, the macrosyntactic sign éyéveto 8¢ (now, it came to pass). Clause 1:8bj9a
gives the time of this action with the temporal clause £&v 1@ iepatedew avtov
(while he executed his priestly office; 1:8b/9a), and the action itself is described using
the third person singular of the active verb in the aorist tense &hoyev (he obtained
by lot; 1:9b), which is connected to the clause of final purpose 100 Bvudoco (to
burnincense; 1:9c). The antecedent of the third person singular in 1:9b is the prop-
er noun Zayopiog (Zacharias; 1:5a). This is supported by the use of the infinitive
iepatevev (to execute a priestly office) — used in an accusativus cum infinitivo con-
struction - in the temporal clause 1:8b ‘while he executed his priestly office’, as
well as by the use of the noun tfig iepateiog (of the priestly office; 1:9a), both refer-
ring to iepeig tig ovopott Zoyapiag (a certain priest, with the name Zacharias; 1:5a).

Clause 1:9d gives the location of this action using the directional preposition
elg (into; 1:9d) connected to the noun tov vaov (the sanctuary; 1:9d), itself quali-
fied by the proper noun tod kvpiov (of the Lord; 1:9d), reading ‘into the sanctu-
ary of the Lord’. This ‘sanctuary of the Lord” implies the sanctuary of the tem-
ple in Jerusalem, and therefore implicitly introduces the location Jerusalem
into the narrative. All the action in 1:8a—20g takes place inside the sanctuary of
the temple in Jerusalem.

The character 6 Gyyehog (the Messenger) is referred to in the research-text ten

128 Ihave chosen to translate 6 Gyyehog as the Messenger in order to make visible the noun’s connection to the
verb dyyéhw (to bear a message), and, thereby, this character’s function of conveying a message. Cf. the verb
ebayyeAicacBai (to proclaim as a good message; 1:19g; 2:10c¢) of which ¢ &yyehog (the Messenger) is the subject.
See Beekes and Van Beek, Etymological Dictionary of Greek (2010), 9, who translate dyyehog as ‘messenger’;
Chantraine, Dictionnaire Etymologique de la Langue Grecque (1999), 8, who translate éyyehog as ‘messager’;
Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 7, who give ‘messenger, envoy’ as the
primary meaning of the noun 6 &yyehog; Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996),
7, who give ‘to bear a message’ as the primary meaning of the verb dyyéhw; Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based
on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.189: ‘dyyéAAe: to provide otherwise unknown information—‘to
tell, to inform.” Cf. Hartvigsen, “Reception of Luke 1:5-2:52” (2021), 567, who translates éyyehog kvpiov in
1:11a as ‘messenger of the Lord’; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 78, who, although translating 6 &yyehog here
as ‘the angel’, once refers to it as ‘the messenger’. See, however, Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 32, who
remarks regarding &yyehog kvpiov (the Messenger of the Lord; 1:11a): ‘angel of the Lord: Literally, a “messen-
ger from the Lord,” but by the time of Luke’s writing, the conception of “angels” as “ministering spirits”
(see Heb 1:14) was well advanced in Jewish apocalyptic literature (e.g., 1 Enoch 3:1; 4:1-2; 5:1).” Regarding
Johnson’s remark, I would say that ‘ministering spirits’ can also be ‘messengers’, for the two functions are
not mutually exclusive. See also for Gyyehog in 1:1a, and elsewhere, as ‘messenger’ (not capitalised), some
translations that explicitly call themselves ‘literal’, e.g. The Holy Bible: Literal Standard Version (2020); Mod-
ern Young’s Literal Translation New Testament (2005). Cf. Van Wieringen, “The Book of Job” (forthcoming),
where he explains that the Hebrew »7X7 1737 can best be translated as the Messenger (capitalised, as I do) of
the Lord, being a ‘function designation’; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 262: ‘The word for “angel” in
Hebrew (mal’ak) has the sense of messenger.” Oussoren, Naardense Bijbel (2014), 1301, translates &yyehog in
1:11 as ‘aankondig-engel’ (announce-angel); Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006), alternates between ‘Engel des
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times as ‘the Messenger’ with only a definite article.** This character is further-

more twice referred to as ‘the Messenger of the Lord’, once as ‘the Messenger

Gabriel’, and once as ‘Gabriel’:

1. Inclause 1:11a, the character ‘the Messenger’ is introduced for the
first time in the research-text with the anarthrous phrase éyyehog
Kupiov (the Messenger of the Lord; 1:11a). The two undetermined nouns
dyyerog and kvpiov here form a Hebraism, imitating a Hebrew
construction where the determined second noun (nomen rectum) - in
this case the genitive kvpiov (of [the] Lord), which self-evidently has no
need of a definite article — determines the first noun (nomen regens),
giving two determined nouns: ‘the Messenger of the Lord’.>°

2. Further on in main text-unit 1:5-25, ‘the Messenger’ refers to himself as
TCappuk, 6 mapeotnimg évdniov 1od Oeod (Gabriel, the one standing before
God; 1:19¢~d).

3. ‘The Messenger’ is referred to for the second time as ‘Gabriel’ at the begin-
ning of main text-unit 1:26-58 (see paragraph 2.2.9): dmeotén 6 Gyyehog
Tafpuh o 100 Ocod (was sent the Messenger Gabriel by God; 1:26a).

4. ‘The Messenger’ is referred to for a second time as Gyyehog kvpiov (the
Messenger of the Lord; 2:9a) when he appears to ‘the shepherds’ in main
text-unit 2:6-21 (see paragraph 2.2.13).

The designations ‘the Messenger’, ‘the Messenger of the Lord’, and ‘Gabriel’,

therefore, all refer to the same character.

129

130

131

Herrn’ in his translation of the Greek (e.g. 82) and ‘Gottesbote’ in his commentary (e.g. 96). See for &yyerog
in general, and for its meanings of ‘messenger’ and ‘representative of the heavenly world’, Kittel, Theologi-
cal Dictionary of the New Testament (1964), vol. 1, 74-87.

These occurrences are: ¢ &yyehog (the Messenger; 1:13a, 19b, 30a, 35b, 38d; 2:10a), Tpog tov Gyyedov (to the
Messenger; 1:18a, 34a), 6OV 1@ &yyéAo (with the Messenger; 2:13a), 010 100 dyyéhov (by the Messenger; 2:21d).
See, however, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 13: ‘tyyeAog kvpiov. (...) While in many
cases the anarthrous phrase can refer to “the angel of the Lord” (i.e., an OT way of describing the presence
of Yahweh among people [...]), the fact that the angel is later given a name (v. 19) suggests that the phrase is
indefinite here (...). The genitive kvpiov thus probably denotes source.”

The character ‘the Messenger’ is included in the plural character ‘the messengers’, occurring once in the re-
search-text: oi &yyehot (the messengers; 2:15b). This plural character is made up of mAfiBog otpatiig odpaviov
(a multitude of the heavenly army; 2:13a) and o0V 1@ Gyyého (with the Messenger; 2:13a).
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Clauses 1:13a—20g contain communication between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Zach-
arias’. This communication consists of three direct speeches, each of which is
introduced by the verbum dicendi einev (he said; 1:13a; 1:18a; 1:19b). For each of
these three direct speeches, the speaker is made visible by explicitly naming
the subject of the verbum dicendi: ‘the Messenger’in 1:13a, ‘Zacharias’in1:18a and
then again ‘the Messenger’ in1:19b. The character ‘the Messenger’ is renominal-
ised as the indirect object (addressee) of the second verbum dicendi (1:18a). In
the first and third direct speeches, however, after the preposition npog (to), the
addressee is only referred to using the personal pronoun avtov (him), thereby
accentuating the already explicitly mentioned speaker ‘the Messenger’.

‘The Messenger’ is the speaker of the first direct speech (1:13b-17d), and his ad-
dressee, ‘Zacharias’, is the only character on the textual stage to hear his words.
‘The Messenger’ addresses ‘Zacharias’ directly, using the vocative form of his
name Zayopio (Zacharias; 1:13¢), and uses the second person singular negative
imperative piy @opod (do not fear; 1:13b) in the immediately preceding clause
1:13b. The clause of reason linked to this imperative, 161t gionkovcOn 1 dénoig
oov (because your prayer has been heard; 1:13d), follows in 1:13d. The second per-
son singular personal pronoun cov (your; 1:13d), refers to the addressee of this
first direct speech, Zacharias’. In this direct speech, Zacharias’ is addressed
four more times.s* After clause 1:14a, the second person singular is no longer
used. Clause 1:13¢ introduces the character 'Ehoafet (Elisabet; 1:13¢), who is the
subject of the third person singular verbal form in future tense yevviicet (she
will bear; 1:13¢) with the object vi6v (a son; 1:13e), whom the addressee ‘Zachari-
as’will call Toavvnv (Ioannés; 1:13f ). From 1:14a until the end of the direct speech
in 1:17d, this son ‘Ioannes’ is the subject of six third person verbal forms, five
in the future tense and one in the subjunctive mood.’* The conjunction of 00
un with the subjunctive mood is used here to emphatically describe a nega-
tive future action by ‘I6annés’s+ Broadly speaking, the first part of this direct

132 Besides being addressed with his name Zayopia (Zacharias; 1:13¢), and with the negative imperative pm
@oPod (do not fear; 1:13b), ‘Zacharias’ is addressed with cov (your; 1:13e), oot (for you; 1:13e), karéoeig (you will
call; 1:13f) and oo (for you; 1:14a).

133 These six verbal forms are: &otou (he will be; 1:14a, 1:15a), (00 py) min (he shall [not] drink; 1:15b), tAncOioeTo
(he will be filled; 1:15¢), émotpéyet (he will turn; 1:16), tpoededoetar (he will go forth; 1:17a). The last of these is
connected to three infinitives of purpose: émotpéya (to turn; 1:17b, and elliptically present in 1:17¢) and
éropdoon (to make ready; 1:17d).

134 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 17; Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis
(1993), 170.
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speech by ‘the Messenger’, using a second person singular, concerns his ad-
dressee ‘Zacharias’, while the second part, employing a third person singular,
gives ‘Zacharias’ information about his son to be I6annes’.

The second direct speech (1:18b-d) is spoken by ‘Zacharias’. He is the subject of
the verbum dicendi in 1:18a. His addressee is ‘the Messenger’, who is accentuated
by being renominalised, and who is the only character who can hear the words
spoken by ‘Zacharias’. This direct speech by ‘Zacharias’ contains a question,
introduced with a preposition connected to the neuter singular interrogative
pronoun katd T yvdoopat todto (by what will Iknow this?). I deal with this ques-
tion, including its further syntax, in greater detail in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4.
After posing his question to ‘the Messenger’, ‘Zacharias’ continues his direct
speech with the reason for his question (1:18c-d). The conjunction of reason
yap (for; 1:18c) rules clauses 1:18c—d, which contain three first person singu-
lars,ss among which the emphatic personal pronoun first person singular &y
(I; 1:18c¢) in first position.s®

The third direct speech (1:19c—20g) has as speaker ‘the Messenger’, who is the
subject of the verbum dicendi einev (he said; 1:19b). This primary verbum dicendi is
coloured by another verbum dicendi in the masculine participle form dmokpifeig
(answering; 1:19a), found in the previous clause. The addressee is ‘Zacharias’,
who is the only character in the narrative to hear these words spoken by ‘the
Messenger’. ‘The Messenger’ is qualified by the masculine singular participle
amokpeig (answering; 1:19a), which connects his words to the preceding di-
rect speech by ‘Zacharias’ not only syntactically, but also at a semantic level.
Parallel to the statement (1:18c—d) by ‘Zacharias’ following upon his question
(1:18b), clause 1:19¢ also opens with an emphatic personal pronoun first person
singular éya ([; 1:19¢), highlighting the subject (‘the Messenger’) of the verbal
form eipu (I am; 1:19¢). The predicate of clause 1:19¢ is the proper name of ‘the
Messenger’, Tafpui) (Gabriel; 1:19c), followed by a relative clause (1:19d), ex-

135 These are the personal pronoun first person singular £y (I; 1:18¢) in first position, followed by iy (Iam;
1:18¢), and pov (my; 1:18d).

136 The first position of ¢ya in clause 1:18¢ increases its emphatic significance; cf. footnote 35, where I point
out how occupying first position in a clause signals emphasis, citing Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011),
217-219. See for the emphatic significance of personal pronouns in Greek, Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge
Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 339. Related to this, see Jotion and Muraoka, Grammar of Biblical Hebrew
(1991), 538-540, for how in Biblical Hebrew separate personal pronouns always convey emphasis.
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plaining that he is 6 napeotnkdg Evdmov tod Beod (the one standing before God;
1:19d).” This third direct speech contains various forms of the first and second
person singular (personal pronouns and verbal forms), marking the speech as
expounding on the relationship between the speaker ‘the Messenger’ and his
addressee ‘Zacharias’. This direct speech is marked midway by the Aufmerk-
samkeitserreger idov (behold!; 1:20b), lending emphasis to the remainder of the
direct speech (1:20c-g), which comes to an end with a return to the narrative
world in 1:21a, where the character ‘(the multitude of ) the people’ is reintro-
duced from 1:10.

Clause 1:22a gives a change in location, expressed by the directional prefix of
the participle é&-eA0ov (having come out; 1:22a). This aorist participle is a mas-
culine singular and refers to the renominalised proper noun Zayapioag (Zacha-
rias; 1:21a), which is the object of the action of 6 Aaog (the people), occurring in
v 6 Ladg Tpocdokdv oV Zayapiav (the people were expecting Zacharias; 1:21a).3
The character ‘the people’ is introduced further back in clause 1:10 as nav 10
mAfi00g 1v 10D Aaod (all the multitude of the people; 1:10), and is indeed located in
that clause with the adverb of place £&w (outside; 1:10) the sanctuary.™ This con-
firms the change in location of ‘Zacharias’ from inside to outside the sanctuary
in1:22a.

Clause 1:23a introduces new action with the macrosyntactic sign kai éyéveto
(and it came to pass). This new action is described using the third person sin-
gular of the active verb (aorist tense) dn-filOev (he departed; 1:23¢), expressing a
change of direction through the directional prefix 4nd (away from). This move-
ment is then immediately explicated with the preposition of direction &ig (to;
1:23¢), connected to the noun tov otkov (the house; 1:23¢), itself restricted by the
personal pronoun masculine singular avtod (of him; 1:23¢): ‘to his house’. The
subject of this action is ‘Zacharias’ (1:21a). The time of this action is supplied in
1:23b with the temporal clause dg éndiobnoav ai Nuépar tig Aettovpyiag adTod

137 See paragraph 4.5 for an analysis of clause 1:19d from a communicative perspective: the character ‘Zacha-
rias’ is furnished here by the character ‘the Messenger’ with information that the TIR has already directly
received from the TIA in 1:11a, namely that ‘the Messenger’ is ‘the Messenger of the Lord (= ‘God’),, thereby
resolving an information discrepancy between the TIR and ‘Zacharias’.

138 See for a discussion on the use of 6 Aaog (the people) in Luke, Minear, “Jesus’ Audiences, According to Luke”
(1999), 40-43.

139 See for a syntax analysis of clause 1:10, Bentein, Janse, and Soltic, “A Note on Luke 1:10” (2012).
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(when were fulfilled the days of his priestly service; 1:23b), and it simultaneously
rounds off the action that is started with the temporal clause év 1@ iepotevew
o010V (while he executed his priestly office; 1:8b[9a).

Clause 1:24a reintroduces the character ‘Elisabet’ from 1:5¢c. She is the subject
of two new actions:

1. ‘Elisabet’s’ firstaction is described with the verb (aorist tense) cuvérapev
(she conceived; 1:24a);

2. Her second action is described with the verb (aorist tense) nepiékpupev
[€ovtiv] (she covered [herself] completely; 1:24b),° which has as its object
the feminine singular reflexive pronoun éavtiv (herself; 1:24b).

The temporal preposition petd (after) introduces the temporal phrase peta 8¢
tadtag tog Nuépog (then after these days; 1:24a), giving the time of both these
actions. ‘These days’ refers to ai uépar (the days) used in the temporal phrase
in1:23b.

Clause 1:24¢ consists solely of a verbum dicendi in the form of a feminine sin-
gular participle Aéyovoa (while saying[:]; 1:24¢), introducing a direct speech
(1:25a—c). The subject of this verbum dicendi is ‘Elisabet’ (1:24a); no address-

140 The verb nepicpdnta/nepucpdPo is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament. It does not occur in the
Septuagint. For my translation of tepiékpoBev éontnyv (1:24b) as she covered herself completely, instead of
as the usual she hid herself, see Strelan, “Elizabeth, Are You Hiding?” (2003), who makes a good case for
translating as ‘she veiled herself’, based (1) on an analysis of the very few extant witnesses that use the verb
neptkpvPm, (2) on etymological arguments, and (3) on the narrative cohesion of Luke 1:5-80. Strelan also
suggests (page 92): ‘The imperfect tense form (nepiékpupev) could indicate a customary or habitual cover-
ing on Elizabeth’s part during the five months.’ Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr.
1996), 1377, translates nepucpinto (referring to the late imperfect form nepiékpupov) as ‘conceal entirely’.
Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 712, translate the verb nepicp0fw as ‘to keep private, hide, conceal
(entirely)’; Reiling and Swellengrebel, A Translator’s Handbook (1971), 46, also translates the verb mepucpdpem
as ‘to conceal (entirely). Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 1285, translates mepiékpuPev Eavtijv as
‘sie hielt sich verborgen’. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 329, notes, regarding ‘Elisabet’ in 1:24b, that
‘It might seem puzzling that Luke should note that she hid herself during the first part of her pregnancy;
no Palestinian custom is known that would call for it (...), and he, therefore, views Elisabet’s ‘seclusion’
solely as a literary device. Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 81.

141 See for the function of 611 (1:25a), Winter, ““Oni Recitativum in Luke” (1955). See also Bovon, Evangelium
nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 61, who assigns 611 (1:25a) the value of a colon, but who should have pointed out
that this colon would then conclude clause 1:24¢: ‘611 in V25 hat den Wert eines typographischen Doppel-
punkte.” See also, Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 329: ‘The hoti at the beginning of this verse in the
Greek text creates something of a problem. It is best taken as hoti recitativum, despite the Latin Vg. which
translates it as quia, “because,” and makes the rest sound like a reason why Elizabeth has secluded herself’
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ee is mentioned. This direct speech could, therefore, besides being spoken to
an addressee or addressees that go unmentioned, also be an ‘interior’ direct
speech by ‘Elisabet’ to herself.> ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech is about the charac-
ter kOpog (the Lord; 1:25a). He is the subject of the third person singular verbal
form in perfect tense nenoinkev (he has done; 1:25a) giving continuing present
action started in the past, with as indirect object the first person singular per-
sonal pronoun pot (to me; 1:25a), referring to the subject of the verbum dicendi,
‘Elisabet’. The temporal phrase concluding the same clause (1:25a) év uépaig
(in the days), gives the time of the reported action by ‘the Lord’. These ‘days’
are further described in the following clauses 1:25b—c where the corresponding
relative pronoun oig (in which; 1:25b), connects the third personal singular ver-
bal form in aorist tense éneidev (he deigned; 1:25b) and the infinitive of purpose
apeAElv (to remove; 1:25¢), to év iuépaug (in the days; 1:25a). The antecedent of the
subject of the third person singular verbal form ‘he deigned’, giving completed
action in the past, is ‘the Lord’ in the previous clause 1:25a. This direct speech
by ‘Elisabet’ ends here because the following clause 1:26b reverts to the narra-
tive world, initiating the new main text-unit 1:26-58.143

To sum up: main text-unit 1:5-25 first introduces the narrative of the entire
research-text using the macrosyntactic sign &yéveto (there was). Furthermore,
it introduces its own sub-narrative, giving its time of action, and introducing
the characters ‘Zacharias’, ‘Elisabet’, ‘the Messenger of the Lord” and ‘(the mul-
titude of ) the people’. The location of this action is for the larger part inside
and outside ‘the sanctuary’ (of the temple in Jerusalem) and, furthermore, at
‘the house’ of the character ‘Zacharias’. Main text-unit 1:5-25 contains commu-
nication between the characters ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Zacharias’, consisting of
three direct speeches. The second contains a question posed by ‘Zacharias’ to
‘the Messenger’. Main text-unit 1:5-25 also contains a direct speech by the char-

See also Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 25, regarding 1:25: ‘611 Introduces the clausal
complement (...) of A£yovoo.’ Levinsohn, Discourse Features (2000), 264-265, posits that when 8t is used
in this way in Luke/Acts, it always signals the speech that follows as terminating or culminating a unit or
sub-unit of the narrative.

142 Dinkler, “Lukan Interior Monologues” (2015), 384-385, unfortunately does not include (as a possible candi-
date) the direct speech by ‘Elisabet’ in 1:25a—c in her overview of ‘interior monologues’[‘inner speech that is
explicitly quoted’ in Luke.

143 That clauses 1:25a-c form the conclusion of main text-unit 1:5-25, is supported by the fact that they com-
mence with étuin first position in 1:25a, functioning here as a so-called ‘6t recitativum’. See footnote 141,
where I refer to Levinsohn, Discourse Features (2000), 264-265.
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acter ‘Elisabet’ to an unknown addressee (that could be herself) or to unknown
addressees. Her direct speech concludes this main text-unit.

2.2.9 Scheme I1I: main text-unit 1:26-56

Main text-unit 1:26-56 is introduced by the temporal phrase év 8¢ 1@ unvi @
gkt (in the sixth month; 1:26a), placing the action in this new text-unit directly
after the events concerning ‘Elisabet’, which are spoken of in 1:24b, where the
temporal phrase pijvag névte (five months; 1:24b) is used. Clauses 1:26a-b not
only mark the time of this new action, but also give the location of this action
with the toponyms ‘Galilaia’ and ‘Nazaretl’, both used for the first time in the
research-text: gig o tiig [alhaiog i Svopa Nalape (to a city of Galilaia, the
name of which [was] Nazareth; 1:26a-b).

The subject of this new action is 6 &yyehog TaBpui) (the Messenger Gabriél; 1:26a),
who is reintroduced from 1:19b-c.4 The indirect object of his action is a new
character in the research-text. This character is first referred to as nap8évov (a
virgin; 1:27a=262’), and is further on called ‘Mariam’ in the nominal clause 1:27d:
70 dvop Tiig TapBévov Mapiap (the name of the virgin was Mariam; 1:27d). A sec-
ond new character ‘Iosépl’, the betrothed of the character ‘Mariam’, is intro-
duced in clauses 1:27b—c: guvnotevuévny avépi @ dvopa Toone &€ ofkov Acwid
(betrothed to a man, whose name was I6séph, from the house of Dauid; 1:27b—c).
However, ‘Ioseph’ is not the subject of action here. It is only beyond this main
text-unit 1:26-56 that I16séph’ indeed becomes the subject of action, when he is
reintroduced in clause 2:4a.

A direct speech by ‘the Messenger’ is introduced in 1:28b using only the verbum
dicendi ginev (he said; 1:28b). This direct speech is directed to ‘Mariam’ (without
using a personal pronoun or (proper) noun). ‘Mariam’ is the only character in
the narrative who can hear the words spoken by ‘the Messenger’. It is the first
direct speech in the communication between the characters ‘the Messenger’

144 See paragraph 5.2 for an analysis of clause 1:26a from a communicative perspective. In 1:26a ‘the Messen-
ger’ (as being called ‘Gabriél’) is introduced to the TIR by the TIA, whereas in 1:19¢ it is the character ‘the
Messenger’ who introduces himself as being called ‘Gabriel’ to the character ‘Zacharias’ (and via ‘Zachari-
as’ to the TIR).
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and ‘Mariam’. This communication consists of five direct speeches.*s The loca-
tion where this communication takes place is not further specified other than
with ‘Nazareth’ (1:26b). However, the participle eiceA0ov (having entered; 1:28a),
referring to action by ‘the Messenger’, which is then connected to the preposi-
tion mpog (to; 1:28a) and the feminine personal pronoun avtiv (her; 1:28a), can,
inview of the absence of any further toponym or noun, be understood as form-
ing the additional locational phrase npdg avtiv (to her (= ‘Mariam’; 1:28a).14¢ This
locational phrase highlights ‘Mariam’: she herself is the location at which her
communication with ‘the Messenger’ takes place.”+”

The opening direct speech (1:28c—e) by ‘the Messenger’ addresses ‘Mariam,
firstly using a second person singular imperative yoipe (rejoice; 1:28¢), secondly
using a substantivized participle in the vocative case keyaprropévn (eminently
favoured one; 1:28d), and finally employing a second person singular person-
al pronoun petd cod (with you; 1:28¢). ‘Mariam’s’ narrated reaction (1:29a—c) to
this greeting, contains an indirect open question.* I deal with this question
posed by ‘Mariam’ in Chapter 5.

‘The Messenger’ is then superfluously renominalised in 1:30a as the subject of

145 These five direct speeches are in clauses 1:28c-¢, 1:30b-33b, 1:34b—c, 1:35¢-37, and 1:38b-c.

146 Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 28, regard npog adtiv (1:28b) as ‘Spatial, modifying
eioedddv’. See Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 87, who, regarding icerdav npog avtiv (1:28a), notes in footnote
15 that the verb can speak of entering a house or a person: ‘EiceAfdv suggests an entry into a room or a
house. Most of the fifty uses in Luke’s Gospel speak of entering a house or a city or of demons entering a
person. The term simply means “to enter.” Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr.
1996), 494-495, offers as primary translation of cicépyopat, ‘come into’ and ‘enter’; in conjunction with
mpdg Twva it can mean ‘enter his house’ or *visit him’; it can also mean ‘to come upon the stage’. Bauer, et al.,
Greek-English Lexicon (2021) 260, also offer the meaning of ‘to enter into persons or animals enter into some-
one’. Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), ¢. 461-462, translates eic£pyopot in conjunction with mpog tva
as ‘zu jmdm. kommen’; in conjunction with ¢ig tva as ‘in jmdn. hinein’. Pope, “Gabriel’s Entrance” (2018),
especially 701-704, understands cicehdov mpdg avtiv (1:28a) to mean the sexual penetration of ‘Mariam’
by ‘the Messenger’; see Koet and Lietaert Peerbolte, “Times of #MeToo” (2022), for their rebuttal of Pope’s
arguments. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 286, translates eiceAfav (1:28a) as a plain ‘he came’, disregard-
ing the verbal prefix (gig), and for some unspecified reason, does not translate pog a0tV (1:28a); he does
not deal with clause 1:28a in his commentary. Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997); Johnson, The Gospel of Luke
(1991); and Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), who also do not deal with clause 1:28a.

147 In contrast to the location of the communication between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’ being described
here in 1:28a as being one of the characters, the location of the communication between ‘the Messenger’ and
‘Zacharias’ (1:13b-13g) is described in terms of spatial decor, namely &ig Tov vaov 1od kvpiov (into the sanctu-
ary of the Lord; 1:9d). See further my communication analysis of clause 1:28a in paragraph 5.2.

148 From a communicative perspective, it is noteworthy that ‘Mariam’s’ reaction is only reported directly by
the TIA to the TIR. This return to the narrative world creates a ‘delay’ in the flow of the communication,
giving the TIR, together with ‘Mariany’, a moment to reflect upon the greeting by ‘the Messenger’. I deal
with this delay in my communication analysis in paragraph 5.4.
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the verbum dicendi einev (he said; 1:30a), introducing the second direct speech
(1:30b-33b) in main text-unit 1:26-58. This renominalisation highlights the
brief return to the narrative world (1:29a-30a). ‘The Messenger’s’ addressee
is now addressed using her proper name ‘Mariam’ (1:30c). This second direct
speech is marked by the Aufmerksamkeitserreger i5ov (behold'; 1:31a), focussing
attention onto the immediately following clauses 1:31b-d, in which second
person singular verbal forms in the future tense are used three times in a row:

1. ovdfuyn (you will conceive; 1:31b);
2. Kkoi té&n viov (and you will give birth to a son; 1:31¢);
Kol kadéoelg 10 Gvopa avtod Tncodv (and you will call his name Iesous;

1:31d).

The remainder (1:32a—33b) of the direct speech uses third person singular per-
sonal pronouns and verbal forms, and deals with this son to be, the character
‘Tesous’.

Clause 1:34a introduces the third direct speech (1:33¢b—34c¢) in the communi-
cation between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’, using the verbum dicendi ginev
(she said: 1:34a) with as subject the proper noun Mopiap (Mariam; 1:34a). Her
addressee ‘the Messenger’ is unnecessarily renominalised here, parallel to the
superfluous renominalisation of ‘the Messenger’ as addressee (1:18a) in the sec-
ond direct speech in the communication between the characters “Zacharias’
and ‘the Messenger’. This first direct speech (1:33¢b—c) by ‘Mariam’ consists of
a single question introduced by the interrogative adverb ndg (how?; 1:34b) fol-
lowed by the statement that is questioned &otot tovto (this will be; 1:34b): how
will this be?”# The question is connected by the conjunctive énei (since; 1:34¢),
to the reason for the question Gvdpa 00 ywdokm (a man I do not know; 1:34c¢).
I deal with the syntax of this direct question and its reason in more detail in
paragraph 5.1.

Clause 1:35b introduces the fourth direct speech (1:35¢-37) in the communica-
tion between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’, using the verbum dicendi einev (he

149 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 32: Tl®c. Introduces a direct question. The interrog-
ative adverb serves as the predicate of £ctar’
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said; 1:35b), with as subject ‘the Messenger’. Parallel to 1:19a-b (in ‘the Mes-
senger’s’ communication with ‘Zacharias’), this primary verbum dicendi is ‘co-
loured’ by another verbum dicendi in the masculine participle form anokpifeig
(answering; 1:35a). This participle qualifies the action of ‘the Messenger’, con-
necting his words to the immediately preceding direct speech, namely the
question asked by ‘Mariam’. The direct speech by ‘the Messenger’ offers an ex-
planation to the question posed by ‘Mariany’, by making her twice the (indirect)
object of divine action, using second person singular pronouns (1:35c-d). The
son she will give birth to, 10 yevvodpevov (the one born; 1:35¢), will therefore be
‘called holy, son of God’. This direct speech contains the Aufmerksamkeitserre-
ger 300 (behold!; 1:36a),° focussing attention onto the immediately following
clauses 1:36b—d, which offer support for the explanation by ‘the Messenger’.
‘The Messenger’s’ direct speech is concluded in clause 1:37.

Clause 1:38a introduces the fifth and final direct speech of this communication
between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariany, using the verbum dicendi cinev (she said;
1:38a), with as subject the proper noun Mapwip (Mariam; 1:38a). ‘Mariam’s’ ad-
dressee is not explicitly mentioned, neither using a noun, nor a personal pro-
noun and, thereby, does not distract from the speaker ‘Mariam’. In view of the
communicative context, ‘Mariam’s’ addressee must be ‘the Messenger’. Her di-
rect speech opens with the Aufmerksamkeitserreger ido (behold!; 1:38b), focussing
attention onto the rest of the clause, a nominal sentence constructed by using a
feminine singular noun with corresponding article 1) §00An xvpiov (the maidser-
vant of the Lord; 1:38b), implying that the female speaker ‘Mariam’ (ipso facto also
in the nominative case) is the predicate of this statement. Clause 1:38c concludes
this direct speech, as well as the entire communication, referring to its two par-
ticipants: the speaker ‘Mariam’ refers to herself using the first person singular
personal pronoun pot (to me; 1:38¢), and refers to her addressee ‘the Messenger’
using the second person singular personal pronoun cov (your; 1:38c).

Clause 1:38d confirms the conclusion of this communication by returning to
the narrative world. It introduces new action, removing ‘the Messenger’ by
making him the subject of the active verb (aorist tense) anijAdev (he departed;

150 Clause 1:36a reads in full koi idov (and behold!) with the conjunction kai connecting clause 1:35e to 1:36b. See
Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018), 205-214, for a detailed overview and analysis of the
use of kod 180V in Luke.
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1:38d). The verb implies a change of direction through its directional prefix dmo
(away from), and this is reinforced through the use of the same preposition éno
(&m0’ after elision preceding avtiig) directly after the verbal form. The indirect
object of this verb of action is the feminine singular personal pronoun avtijg
(her; 1:38d), referring to ‘Mariam’.

Clause 1:39a uses the temporal phrase év taig fuépoig tawvtoug (in these days) to
introduce the time of new action in the narrative world. The use of the demon-
strative pronoun tataug (these) syntactically connects the time of the action
in clauses 1:39-56 to the action in clauses 1:26-38. The immediately following
clause gives a change in location, using the Hebraising proper noun ‘louda’ in
the locational phrase gig molv Tovda (to a city of Iouda; 1:39b).* Subject of this
new action is a renominalised Mapip (Mariam; 1:39a), accentuating her action.
Clause 1:40a zooms further in on the narrative’s new location with sic tov oikov
Zoyapiov (into the house of Zacharias), and the following clause 1:40b reintro-
duces the character ‘Elisabet’ from 1:24a as the object of action by ‘Marian,
who greets ‘Elisabet’.”s>

Clause 1:41a uses the macrosyntactic sign kai &yéveto (and it came to pass) to
introduce new action. Clause 1:41b, a temporal clause, renominalises both
characters ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ and, by doing so, highlights the interaction
between the two women. Besides being renominalised, both proper nouns
‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ are given a feminine singular definite article, the nom-
inative 1 (she; 1:41b) for ‘Elisabet’ and the genitive tfig (her; 1:41b) for ‘Mariam’.
These definite articles add to the highlighting of both renominalised names.'
Not only is this meeting of the two characters accentuated, but so is ‘Mariam’s’
donacpov (greeting; 1:41b) of ‘Elisabet’, which is mentioned explicitly as the ob-
ject of the renominalised ‘Elisabet’s’ action of hearing and which, in addition,
is qualified by the renominalised ‘Mariam’. The temporal adverb ®g (when;
1:41b) connects ‘Mariam’s’ greeting to clause 1:41b £oxiptnoev 10 Bpépog &v i

151 See Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 332, where he remarks regarding the use of Tovda in 1:39b: “The
dependency on OT phrasing would help to explain why Luke speaks of “Judah” rather than of “Judea.”

152 The TIA does not inform the TIR about the content of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting. In Chapter 5, I deal with the
communicative implications of this information discrepancy between the TIR and the characters ‘Elisabet’
and ‘Mariam’.

153 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 38: (....) the use of the full noun phrase 1 "E sdpet
in verse 41 rather than a pronoun is another highlighting device, as is the full noun phrase tfjg Mopiag.’
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Koig avtiig (the baby leaped in her womb; 1:41c), where the antecedent of avtiig
(her) is ‘Elisabet’.

Using the verbum dicendi ginev (she said), clause 1:42b introduces a direct speech
(1:42c-44b) by the character ‘Elisabet’ without explicitly naming her as speaker
but, in view of the communicative context, the antecedent of the subject of
this verbum dicendi is the renominalised ‘Elisabet’ in 1:41d. The addressee of her
direct speech is not given, neither using a noun nor a personal pronoun. How-
ever, ‘Elisabet’s’ use of the second person singulars ov (you; 1:42c), cov (your;
1:42d), and oov (your; 1:44b) points at ‘Mariam’ being her addressee. Besides,
the content of ‘Elisabet’s’ words makes clear that ‘Mariam’ is the only possible
addressee.s*

Clauses 1:42c-d open ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech in which she uses two second
person singular personal pronouns to address her addressee ‘Mariam’.ss In
clauses 1:43a-b, the speaker ‘Elisabet’ no longer uses second persons singular
to address ‘Marian?, but refers to her using the singular form of the noun 7
uip (the mother; 1:43b) connected to tod kvpiov pov (of my Lord; 1:43b), while
referring to herself using three first person singular pronouns.* It can be con-
ceived that ‘the mother of my Lord’, functioning as a programmatic designa-
tion, also has a certain ‘vocative’ function here.’ In this case ‘Mariam’ remains
the explicit addressee throughout ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech. A second option
is that in 1:43a-b ‘Elisabet’ addresses herself about who ‘Mariam’ and her child
are, while ‘Mariam’ remains able to hear her words. A third option is that the
first and second options are both valid.*® Clause 1:43a is a direct question that
is introduced by n60ev (from where?; 1:43a). It is connected to clause 1:43b by the
subordinating conjunction iva (that). Clause 1:43b supplies the content of the

154 From a communicative perspective it should be noted that the TIR has already been informed by the TIA
in 1:41¢ (and will be so a second time in this same direct speech via the character ‘Elisabet’ in 1:44a—c) that
the character ‘the baby’ (= ‘Ioannés’) reacts to ‘Mariam’s’ greeting. It can, therefore, be argued that ‘the
baby’ is also able to hear his mother ‘Elisabet’s’ words. I deal with this possibility in my communication
analysis in paragraph 5.15.

155 These pronouns are: o0 (you; 1:42c); Gov (your; 1:42d).

156 These pronouns are: pot (to me; 1:43a); pov (my; 1:43b); £pé (me; 1:43b).

157 See Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 462, regarding the vocative as programmatical:
‘Indeed the vocative is sometimes as much a sentence as a case, since the word stands to itself and forms a
complete idea. Thus Mopiap and ‘PapBovvei (John 20:16) tell the whole story of recognition between Jesus
and Mary. When Thomas said ‘O Kopog pov koi 6 ©@dg pov (John 20:28), he gave Christ full acceptance of
his deity and of the fact of his resurrection.’

158 Ideal with the communicative implications of these three different reading options in paragraph 5.15.
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demonstrative pronoun todto (this; 1:43a). I deal with the syntax of this direct
question (1:43a) together with its explanation (1:43b) in more detail in para-
graph 5.1.

Clause 1:44a opens with the Aufmerksamkeitserreger i5ov (behold!), focussing at-
tention onto both the following temporal clause 1:44b, as well as clause 1:44c.
Once again, the ‘greeting’ (1:40b; 1:41b) by ‘Mariam’ is mentioned, as well as the
reaction it elicits: éoxiptnoev év dyadldoel 10 Ppépog (the baby leaped in exul-
tation; 1:44c¢).” Clause 1:44b reverts to the second person singular addressing
‘Mariam’, while also referring to the speaker ‘Elisabet’ by using a first person
singular, and therefore making an explicit link between the speaker and her
addressee in a single clause. The following clause (1:44c) again refers to the
speaker ‘Elisabet’ using a first person singular personal pronoun. ‘Elisabet’s’
direct speech now ends, having linked the two pregnant women syntactically,
as well as having mentioned both ‘Mariam’s womb tfjg kotAiog cov (your womb,
1:42d) and ‘Elisabet’s’ womb tfj kotkig pov (my womb; 1:44c¢). The programmatic
designation 1 pjmp t0d kvpiov pov (the mother of my Lord; 1:43b) is situated at
the centre of this direct speech.

Clauses 1:45a—c are a macarism, a genre that belongs to the discursive world: kai
poakopio 1 motedcoca 6Tt Eotol TELEImO1G Tolg AeAUANUEVOLS QT Tapd KLPiov
(and happy is she who had faith that there will be a completion to the things spoken to
her from the Lord.; 1:45a—c).®> Two syntactic observations can be noted regard-
ing these clauses:

1. They no longer employ the first and second persons singular that mark
‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech addressing ‘Mariam’ (1:42c—44c), but commu-
nicate using the third person.’ Functioning in the discursive world,

159 Ideal with the communicative implications of this reaction by ‘the baby’ to hearing ‘Mariam’s’ greeting in
paragraph 5.17.

160 See for clauses 1:45a—c being a macarism, e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 334; Johnson, The Gospel of
Luke (1991), 41; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 87, footnote 46.

161 In his effort to include clauses 1:45:a—c (belonging to the discursive world) as part of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct
speech to ‘Mariamy’, Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 80, inserts the second person singular
pronoun ‘du’ into his translation of 1:45a. In doing so, Bovon demonstrates that he indeed notes the dif-
ficulty of the switch from the second person to the third person, but also that he does not grasp the fact
that the communication in clauses 1:45a—c is not taking place at the communication level of the characters.
See for attempts to use motevouca (she who had faith; 1:45a) as a vocative, Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX
(1981), 365: ‘Sometimes the attempt is made to understand the ptc. pisteusasa with the def. art. as a vocative,
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these clauses discuss a feminine third person singular, using the sub-
stantivized aorist participle in the nominative case 1 moteboooco (she
who had faith; 1:45a), as well as the feminine personal pronoun in the
dative case avtj (to her; 1:45¢).

2. The aorist motevoaca (she who had faith; 1:45a), being a tense that looks
backwards at completed action,* would not be used here by the char-
acter ‘Elisabet’ to describe ‘Mariam’s’ action of ‘having faith’ that, in
fact, is still taking place in the now-moment of the textual stage of the
research-text.®

In view of the above two syntactic observations, clauses 1:45a—c must (be-
cause they neither address ‘Mariam’, nor are spoken by ‘Elisabet’) be read as a
so-called ‘aside’,*+ in which the TIA directly addresses the TIR in the discursive

“blessed (are you), O believing woman” (...); cf. Vg. beata quae credidisti. However, the translation in the
lemma is preferred because of the third sg. fem. pron. in the following subordinate clause.’

162 See for the perfective aspect (not to be confused with the perfect tense) of the aorist, Van Emde Boas, et al.,
Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 406: ‘The aorist stems (aorist stem, aorist passive stem) pres-
ent an action as complete, as a single (uninterruptable) whole: it ignores any component parts by looking
only at the boundaries of the action, rolling beginning, middle and end into one. This is called perfective
aspect.” Cf. in 1:20f the use of the aorist tense of the same verb ovk énictevoag (you had no faith; 1:20f ), used
by ‘the Messenger’ to describe ‘Zacharias” completed action of not having ‘had faith’ in ‘the Messenger’s’
words (1:13b-f). Without explicitly using the verb ‘to have faith’, ‘Mariam’s’ direct speeches in 1:38b—c and
1:46b-55, however, communicate that she still ‘has faith’, making it implausible that ‘Elisabet’ would refer
to ‘Mariam’ as having ‘had faitly, if clauses 1:45a—c were to indeed be part of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech. Cf.
regarding ‘Mariam’s’ continuing ‘faith’, Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 67: ‘Luke has probably formulated
this verse out of v 20 in light of v 38.’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 365: (...) because Luke’s story is
abbreviated; he has not yet said anything about Mary’s “faith” (except to imply it in 1:38).’

163 In their endeavour to include clauses 1:45a—c as part of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech, Johnson, The Gospel of Luke
(1991), 40; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 61; and Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 356, all translate the
aorist tense of motevouca (she who had faith; 1:45a) as uncompleted action within the now-moment of the
textual-stage (‘has believed’). Their efforts demonstrate that they indeed register the problem posed by the
aorist tense, while not grasping the fact that clauses 1:45a—c occur at a different communication level than
the narrative of the research-text. All three, however, do not otherwise comment on the aorist tense used
here. Other commentaries, e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 37; Green, Gospel of Luke
(1997), 94; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 330, translate the aorist tense of moteboaca (she who had faith;
1:45a) indeed as completed action outside of the now-moment of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech while, all the
same, including clauses 1:45a—c as part of her direct speech. See also Kavin Rowe, The Lord in Luke (2006),
45, who considers 1:45a—c to be part of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech, without offering arguments for doing so.

164 Idefine an ‘aside’ as a parenthetical communication (whether from the TIA to the TIR, or between charac-
ters) that momentarily suspends the flow of either the narrative or the discourse. An ‘aside’ can have var-
ious communicative motives, but in all cases it demands extra attention from its addressee. An example
of an ‘aside’ can be found in John 20:16, where the TIA explains the meaning of the word ‘Rabbouni’ to the
TIR: ‘She turned and said to him in Hebrew: “Rabbouni” ~-Which means ‘Teacher’.~” Without supplying a
definition of an ‘aside’, Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), gives four examples from the New Testament of
what he refers to as an ‘aside’ 139 (1 Timothy 3:5), 164-165 (twice in Romans 10:6-7), and 286 (Luke 7:29-30).
Only a single lexicon of linguistics contains the lemma ‘aside’; Wales, Dictionary of Stylistics (2011), 33,
states: ‘A dramatic and theatrical convention in which an actor turns to address the audience directly. (...),
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world.’s In my working-translation, I have, therefore, bracketed clauses 1:45a—c
using em-dashes.

Clause 1:45b commences with the conjunction &t (that; 1:45b), giving the ob-
ject of the feminine singular’s ‘faith’.*

I deal with the communicative implications of clauses 1:45a—c as an ‘aside’ in
paragraph 5.18.%

After this discursive ‘aside’, clause 1:46a returns to the narrative world of the
research-text, and uses the verbum dicendi sinev (she said; 1:46a) to introduce a
direct speech (1:46b-55) by the character ‘Mariam’, who is renominalised us-
ing her proper name Mapwin (Mariam; 1:46a). This renominalisation of ‘Mari-
am’ points at the immediately preceding clauses 1:45a—c being an ‘aside’, for if
1:45a—c were part of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech to ‘Mariam’, the renominalisation
of ‘Mariam’ in 1:46a would be unnecessary. Because no addressee is mentioned,
the speaker ‘Mariam’ is accentuated. Nowhere in her direct speech (1:46b-55)
does ‘Mariam’ use second person forms implying an addressee.®® Clauses
1:46b—49a are marked by the use of first person singular forms referring to
the speaker of the direct speech, ‘Mariam’. Clauses 1:49b—55 no longer use the
first person singular and continue with third person singular forms, referring
to the character ‘the Lord’ (1:46b)['the Mighty One’ (1:49a). ‘Mariam’s’ direct

thereby not distinguishing between the communication levels between the TIA and TIR on the one hand,
and between the characters on the other.

165 Despite forcing 1:45a—c into ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech (1:42c-44c¢) by inserting a second person singular ‘du’
into his translation, Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 86, all the same describes clauses 1:45a-c
as functioning at a metanarrative level: ‘In V 45 wiederholt Lukas, der den Unglauben des Zacharias (1:20)
gebrandmarkt hatte, auf der metanarrativen Ebene der Seligpreisung die glaubensvolle Einstelling von
Maria aus 1:38 (...)." In commenting on clauses 1:45a—c from a narrative point of view, Fitzmyer, According to
Luke I-IX (1981), 365, despite understanding them to be part of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech to ‘Mariam’, affirms
more communication taking place here than only at the level of the characters ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam:
‘Elizabeth’s extolling of Mary is to be understood from the standpoint of the reader of the Gospel (...).”

166 See for the function here of 61t (that; 1:45b), e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 334; Johnson, The Gospel
of Luke (1991), 41; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 68; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 365: ‘It is not easy
here to say whether the conj. hoti introduces the object of Mary’s faith (“that”) or expresses the cause of the
blessing (“because”).”

167 Inmy discussion of the communicative implications of clauses 1:45a—c in paragraph 5.18, I offer a further
semantic argument supporting these clauses being an ‘aside’ by the TIA to the TIR: ‘Elisabet’ does not know
that ‘the Messenger of the Lord” has spoken to ‘Mariam’, and she can therefore not state ‘and happy is she who
had faith that there will be a completion to the things spoken to her from the Lord’ (1:45a—c). Indeed, nowhere in
the research-text is ‘Mariam’ directly spoken to by ‘the Lord’, but only by ‘the Messenger of the Lord".

168 See e.g. Plummer, Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902), 88: ‘This beautiful lyric is neither a reply to
Elisabeth nor an address to God.’
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speech comes to an end with a return to the narrative world in clause 1:56a,
where ‘Mariam’ is (again) renominalised as the subject of new action. Clauses
1:56a-b (see paragraph 2.2.5) round off main text-unit 1:26-56.

To sum up: the use of the temporal phrase év taig Nuépag tavtoug (in these days;
1:39a) unites the time of events in this main text-unit 1:26-56, which can be
further divided into two text-units, 1:26—38 and 1:39-56. The action in the first
text-unit is located in Galilaia, in a city called Nazareth, and more specifically
at/in ‘Mariam’, and involves two characters ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’ who
communicate with each other. The action in the second text-unit takes place
in ‘the city of Iouda’ in the house of Zacharias, directly after the action in the
first text-unit, and contains the characters ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ who are each
the subject of one verbum dicendi, introducing a direct speech. ‘Mariam’s’ direct
speech is separated from ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech by an ‘aside’ (1:45a—c).

2.2.10 Scheme III: main text-unit 1:57-79

The macrosyntactic sign kai éyéveto (and it came to pass), found in first position
in the temporal clause éyéveto év tij fuépq tf] 0y30n (it came to pass on the eighth
day; 1:59a) is the most important reason to delineate main text-unit 1:57-79 at
1:57 (see paragraph 2.2.5). The delineation at the other end of this main text-
unit, at 1:79, is based on three syntactic observations occurring in the immedi-
ately following clauses 1:80a—c. A shift to the imperfect verbal tense, the intro-
duction of a new location, as well as the superfluous renominalisation of the
character ‘thelittle boy’ (= ‘Ioannes’), together result in clauses 1:80a—c forming
a new main text-unit (see Scheme III). Besides these observations concerning
1:80a-c¢, 1:79 itself rounds off a direct speech made by “Zacharias’ who, there-
after, is no longer mentioned in the research-text (see for further details para-
graphs 2.2.4 and 2.2.11).

Using the macrosyntactic sign kai éyéveto (and it came to pass; 1:59a) connected
to the temporal phrase év tfj fuépa tf] 0y301 (on the eighth day; 1:59a), clause 1:59a
gives the time of all the new action taking place in 1:59-79. The initial action is
described using the aorist tense and infinitive nA0ov mepirepsiv (they came to
circumcise; 1:59b—c), with the object of this action being 1o maudiov (the little boy;
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1:59¢). Clause 1:59d uses the imperfect tense to give background information
to the main action in 1:59a—c. The third person plural continues with éxdiovv
(they were calling; 1:59d). The object of this continuous background action is
the neuter avto (him; 1:59d) referring to the neuter noun o moudiov (the little
boy; 1:59¢). The antecedent of the anonymous aorist third person plural verbal
formnABov (they came; 1:59b) and the imperfect third person plural verbal form
éxahovv (they were calling; 1:59d) is oi mepiotkot koi o cuyyeveis avtiig (her neigh-
bours and relatives; 1:58a). Their action is directly connected to the events nar-
rated in clause 1:57¢ through the temporal phrase év tfj uépa tij 6y56m (on the
eighth day; 1:59a), namely after the birth of ‘Elisabet’s’ son (1:57¢).* Clause 1:59¢
indirectly renominalises vidv (a son; 1:57¢), using 10 moudiov (the little boy; 1:59d)
to refer to him. The proper name Zayapiov (Zacharias; 1:59d) - in the accusative
case — is part of the indirect object of the action of ‘calling’, and ends the clause:
EKGAOLY 00T Emi T@ OvOpoTL Tod TaTpdg aTod Zayapiav (they were calling him
after the name of his father Zacharias; 1:59d).7°

Clauses 1:60c-61d form a communication between ‘the mother’ (= ‘Elisabet’)
and the third person plural group, the subjects of the action in 1:59b—d. This
communication contains two direct speeches. Clause 1:60b introduces the first
direct speech (1:60c-d), using the verbum dicendi €inev (she said; 1:60b). Parallel
to 1:19a-b and 1:35a-b, this primary verbum dicendi is coloured by another ver-
bum dicendi, the (feminine) participle form anoxpiOeica (answering; 1:60a). The
use of two verba dicendi draws attention to the ensuing direct speech (1:60c-d).”
The subject of this direct speech is 1§ pfitnp avtod (his mother; 1:60b), qualified
by the neuter singular personal pronoun avtod (his), referring to 10 noudiov
(the little boy; 1:59¢). Because ‘mother’ is qualified by ‘his’, ‘the little boy’ is also
brought into focus. The subject ‘the mother’ is an indirect renominalisation,
and refers to the familial function of the proper noun 'Elcéfet (Elisabet), who
gives birth to vidv (a son) in clauses 1:57a—c. This indirect renominalisation ac-
centuates ‘Elisabet’s’ new role as ‘the mother’. ‘The mother’ is further qualified

169 See e.g. Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006), 117: ‘Am achten Tag wird das Kind beschnitten.’; Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 380, where he states ‘According to the injunction given to Abraham (Genesis
17:12; cf. 21:4), taken up and formalized in the Mosaic Law (Leviticus 12:3), the newborn boy was to be
circumcised on the eighth day.’

170 Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 380, suggests that ékdlovv could also be read as a conative imperfect
‘they were trying to call’.

171 See footnote 45, where I refer to Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-118, regarding the communicative
function of the employment of two verba dicendi.
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by the feminine participle dnoxpisica (answering; 1:60a), the verbum dicendi
that is connected to the verbum dicendi einev (she said; 160b). Because the ad-
dressee of ‘the mother’s’ direct speech is not given, the renominalised speak-
er ‘the mother’ is accentuated even more. Her direct speech opens in clause
1:60c with the adverb ovyi (no),” negating the action of ‘calling it after the
name of his father Zacharias’ by the anonymous third person group in 1:59d.
Here, ‘Zacharias’ is also named together with his familial function as ‘father’.
Clause 1:60d offers alternative action, and therefore starts with the adversative
particle GAAa (but), functioning as a conjunction connecting the two clauses.
The alternative action follows immediately after this conjunction: kKAnfnicero
Toavvng (he will be called Ioannés; 1:60d).

Clause 1:61a introduces the second direct speech (1:61b—c)7 of this commu-
nication, using the third person plural verbum dicendi einav (they said; 1:61a),
implying that the addressee of ‘the mother’s’ preceding direct speech is this
third person group. The addressee of this direct speech (1:61b—c) is 1) prinp (the
mother; 1:60b), here referred to using the feminine singular personal pronoun
a0tV (her; 1:61a). Clause 1:61b uses the second person singular cov (your) to ad-
dress ‘the mother’: This direct speech, and with- it the communication; comes
to an end in 1:61d.

Clause 1:62a then switches to action in the narrative world and can be de-
scribed as indirect speech containing a question that is marked by the neuter
singular interrogative pronoun ti (what?; 1:62b). The subject of the action is
the third person plural found in the imperfect verbal form évévevov (they were
gesturing; 1:62a), describing continuous action in the past. The indirect object
of this action is t@ motpi avtod (to his father; 1:62a), again accentuating the fa-
milial function of ‘Zacharias’, who is referred to in the indirect question itself
with the third person singular found in the optative verbal form 6£Lot (he would
wish; 1:62b). This verbal form is followed by the infinitive of purpose kaieicOon
(to call; 1:62¢) connected to the object 0016 (it = him = ‘the little boy’; 1:62¢): ‘they
were gesturing to his father what he would wish to call him’. The speaker of

172 The adverb ovyi (no; 1:60c) is a separate clause connected to clause 1:60d by the conjunction aAra (but;
1:60d).

173 See for the function of 6t (1:61b), Winter, ““Ott Recitativum in Luke” (1955). Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall,
Luke: A Handbook (2010), 51, regarding 1:61: ‘6tw. Introduces the clausal complement (...) of inav.’
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this indirect speech is the third person plural group and the addressee is ‘the
father’. I deal with this indirect question in clause 1:62b in Chapter 4.

Clause 1:63b introduces a direct speech (1:63d) using the verbum dicendi £ypayev
(he wrote; 1:36b) immediately followed by Aéywv ([saying]:; 1:63c), a Hebraism
equivalent to the Hebrew 9Xn (saying). The antecedent of the subject of this
verbum dicendi is ‘the father’in 1:62a. This direct speech has no explicit address-
ee, however in view of the indirect question posed by the third person plural
group in 1:62a, this group can be considered to be the addressee. This direct
speech Toavvng éotiv dvopa avtod (Ioannés is his name; 1:63d) answers the in-
direct question described in 1:62b-c, and confirms the content of the direct
speech spoken by ‘the mother’ in 1:60c-d.

Taken together, the indirect question by the third person plural group (1:62b-
c), followed by the direct speech by ‘the father’ (1:63d) can be considered to be
communication containing a question and an answer. I deal with their com-
municative function in Chapter 4.

After this short direct speech, the research-text returns to the narrative world,
using the aorist tense for successive verbs. Clauses 1:63e-1:66a lay out the ac-
tion, ending with the verbum dicendi £€6evto followed by év tfj kapdig adtdv
(they placed (put into words) in their heart; 1:66a), itself followed immediately
by Aéyovteg ([saying]:] in clause 1:66b.7 The subject of this verbum dicendi is
mavteg ot axovoavreg (all the hearers; 1:66a). No addressee is mentioned. This di-
rect speech consists of one direct question, introduced by the neuter singular
interrogative pronoun ti (what?). The predicate of this pronoun is 0 moudiov
10070 (this little boy). The question reads: ‘what then will be this little boy?’, and
I deal with its communicative function in Chapter 4.

Clause 1:67b introduces a direct speech (1:68a—79c) using the verbum dicendi
énpognitevcey (he prophesied; 1:67b) immediately followed by a second verbum dicen-

174 See Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1790-1791, where it states how the
verb tiBnt can be used ‘in reference to mental action’, e.g. ‘to bear in mind’, ‘to assume’. See Culy, Parsons,
and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 54, for how the construction tifnu év tij kapdiq ‘appears to be an
idiom meaning something like “to ponder, think about carefully””. Cf. Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on
Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 30.76 and Domain 29.2. Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis
(1993), 175, translates the construction as ‘lay to heart’ and ‘impress on one’s memory’.
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di Mywv ([saying]:; 1:67¢), drawing extra attention to the ensuing direct speech.”s
The subject of these verba dicendi is Zayapiog 6 matip adtod (Zacharias his father;
1:67a). The proper noun ‘Zacharias’ precedes the noun denoting the familial func-
tion ‘his father’. Here the syntax accentuates the name of “Zacharias’ over and above
his function as father, while in 1:59d the reverse is the case. Because ‘father’ is qual-
ified by ‘his’, the character ‘the little boy’ is also brought into focus. No addressee
is mentioned, highlighting ‘Zacharias’ as the speaker of the direct speech. Clause
1:68a opens the direct speech with a blessing-formula in the form of anominal sen-
tence: ehA0YNTOG kVP1G 6 O£dG 100 Topom. (blessed be the Lord, the God of Israél; 1:68a).
Clauses 1:68b—c are clauses giving the reasons for ‘the Lord’s’ blessedness, and refer
to him using forms of the third person singular. Clauses 1:69-75 then introduce
forms of the second person plural to refer to the addressee of this direct speech,
an inclusive we-group (of which the speaker is a member). Clause 1:76a then uses
the second person singular, and makes this addressee concrete by using the voc-
ative moudiov (little boy; 1:76b). Clauses 1:76a’—c continue using the second person
singular, addressing ‘the little boy’, before reverting to the second person plural in
1:78a-79c¢, including ‘the little boy’ in this we-group, and thereby also strengthen-
ing his bond with ‘his father’ who is also a member of this we-group. This direct
speech by ‘Zacharias’ (1:68a—79c), rounds off main text-unit 1:57-79.

To sum up: there is no mention of any change of location in main text-unit
1:59—79. All the action takes place eight days after the birth of the character ‘the
little boy (= I6anneés) in 1:57¢, and does so implicitly at the house of ‘Zacharias’.
The active characters in this main text-unit are ‘his mother’, who is no longer
referred to using the proper noun ‘Elisabet’, ‘Zacharias’ who is also referred
to as ‘his father’, and various groups of bystanders, who are referred to using
forms of the third person plural and a substantivized participle.

2.2.11 Scheme III: main text-unit 1:80
Main text-unit consists in its entirety of clause 1:80a—c. Because I deal with

the syntax of these clauses in detail in paragraph 2.2.4, a summary of my ob-
servations is sufficient here. Main text-unit 1:80 offers general information

175 See footnote 45, where I refer to Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-118, regarding the communicative
function of the employment of two verba dicendi.

86 QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



about the actions of the renominalised character ‘the little boy (= I6anneés’)
Eog NuEpag avadeitems avtod mpog tov Topanh (until the day of his appearance to
Israél; 1:80c), referring to a time beyond the text-unit. The action takes place
in a new location in the narrative world, év taig éprjpoig (in the deserted places;
1:80c¢), and is described using the imperfect tense. After this information has
been given, the character ‘I6anneés’ reappears in Luke 3:2, beyond the scope of
the research-text.”®

2.2.12 Scheme III: main text-unit 2:1-5

Main text-unit 2:1-5 forms a unity and is, as it were, ‘wedged’ in between two
macrosyntactic signs éyéveto 8¢ (now, it came to pass):

1. The first occurs in 2:1a and forms a single macrosyntactic sign with
éyévero (there was) in 2:2a (see paragraph 2.2.4);

2. The second macrosyntactic sign éyéveto 8¢ (now, it came to pass) occurs
in 2:6a, starting a new text-unit 2:6-2:21 (see paragraph 2.2.13).

Clauses 2:1a and 2:2a together set new action in motion, and give the time and
location (see paragraph 2.2.4) of the action taking place in the following main
text-unit 2:6-21.77 Using the imperfect tense in combination with a perfect in-
finitive, together giving continuous action in the past, clause 2:3a gives back-
ground information with énopedovto névteg dmoyphpesda (all were going to be
registered; 2:3a).

Clause 2:4a reintroduces the character ‘I6seph’ from 1:27c. Clause 2:4a makes
‘loséph’ the subject of the aorist verbal form third person singular avépn (he
went up; 2:4a).”® The directional prefix dvd, modifying this verb of motion,
describes a movement upwards, implying a direction towards Jerusalem.” Je-

176 Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006), 126, refers to 1:80 as a ‘biographischen Schlulbemerkung’. In his treat-
ment of main text-unit 1:57-80, Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 94-112, deals with 1:80 separate-
ly, calling it ‘Der Sammelbericht’ (see especially page 110). Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 120. Pace Nolland,
Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 81, who confusingly includes 1:80 under the heading ‘Zechariah’s Prophecy (1:67-80)..

177 Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 393, where he describes 2:1-5 as the ‘setting for the birth of Jesus’.

178 Clause 2:4a is the only instance in the research-text where the proper name ‘I6séph’ is the explicit subject of
averb. Besides this single instance, the character ‘I6séph’ only belongs to the subject of third person plural
verbs, e.g. ‘they went’ (2:44c), ‘his parents went’ (2:41), and ‘your father and I (...) were seeking’ (2:48f, g’).

179 See e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 396: ““To go up” (anabainein) is a standard OT expression, carried
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rusalem is, however, not explicitly mentioned in the elaborate locative phrase
(2:4a) amd tiig FoMhaiog €k morems Nolaped ig Ty Tovdoiav gig mOAMV Aovid
(from Galilaia out of the city of Nazareth to Joudaia to the city of Dauid). The top-
onyms ‘Galilaia’ (1:26a), ‘Nazareth’ (1:26b) and ‘Joudaia’ (1:65¢) are all reintro-
duced here, however the nominal phrase ‘city of Dauid’ occurs here for the first
time. It occurs a second time in the research-text in 2:11a’.* The immediately
following clause names this ‘city of Dauid’ using the toponym Bn0réep (Bethl-
eem; 2:4b).

Clause 2:5a is a clause of purpose dnoypayactor cOv Mapup (to register with
Mariam; 2:5a), and is linked to the aorist infinitive verbal form évépn (he went up;
2:4a). The character ‘Mariam’is reintroduced here from 1:56a. She is described in
2:5b as tf] épvnotevpévn adtd (who was engaged to him; 2:5b), with the masculine
personal pronoun singular a0t (to him; 2:5b) referring to I6séph’. In the follow-
ing clause, ‘Mariam’ is further described as oton &yxvo (being pregnant; 2:5¢c).*

To sum up: main text-unit 2:1-5 employs the macrosyntactic sign €yévero 8¢
(now, it came to pass; 2:1a) to introduce new action in the narrative world of
the research-text. It reintroduces two characters Ioséph’ and ‘Mariam’, and
prepares the way for the unfolding of events in the following main text-unit
2:6-21.

2.2.13 Scheme III: main text-unit 2:6-21

The macrosyntactic sign éyéveto 8¢ (now, it came to pass) found in first position
in the temporal clause 2:6a, and introducing new action in the narrative, is the
most important reason to delineate main text-unit 2:6-21 at 2:5/6. At the other
end of this main text-unit, the macrosyntactic observations made in the ini-
tial clauses (2:22a—c) of the following main text-unit 2:22-39, namely a change
in time and a change in location (with the toponym Tepocdivpa (Hierosolyma;
2:22b) being explicitly mentioned), give reason to delineate main text-unit
2:6-21at 2:21/22.

over to the NT, for ascent to mountainous Judea, especially to Jerusalem (Mark 10:32; John 2:13; Luke 2:42).”
180 For ‘city of Dauid’, see e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 396: ‘to the city of David. Normally this is the
designation of Jerusalem, asin 2 Sam 5:7, 9.’
181 See for a discussion on the syntax of 2:5b-c, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 67.
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The new action in main text-unit 2:6-21is located using the adverb of place éxei
(there; 2:6b), referring to ‘the city of Dauid, which is called Béthleem’ in clauses
2:4a-b of the previous main text-unit. The new action is prepared using the
temporal clause énAjoOncav ai fpépar (the days were fulfilled; 2:6¢) connected to
a clause of final purpose tod tekeiv avtv ([that] she give birth; 2:6d).”*> The fem-
inine singular personal pronoun (as part of an accusativus cum infinitivo con-
struction)®™ avtrv (she), refers to ‘Mariam’ in clause 2:5a of the previous main
text-unit.

The initial action proper of main text-unit 2:6-21 is given sequentially in claus-
es 2:7a—c with three verbs in the aorist tense.’®* The subject of this action is
‘Mariam’, and the object of her action is her ‘firstborn son’. The three third per-
son singular verbal forms are:

1. £rekev (she gave birth; 2:7a), with as object Tov vidov avtiig TOV TpwTOTOKOV
(her firstborn son; 2:7a);

2. €onapyGvooev (she wrapped in bands of cloth; 2:7b) with as object avtov
(him; 2:7b);

3. avéxhvev (she laid; 2:7¢) with as object avtov (him; 2:7¢).

Clause 2:8a introduces a new character to the narrative of the research-text,
nowéveg (shepherds; 2:8a), who ficav &v tfj xdpe tfj adtf (were in the same re-
gion; 2:8a), namely in the region of ‘the city of Dauid, which is called Béthleem’
(2:4a-b). Besides introducing a new character, clause 2:8a, therefore, also in-
troduces a new location. Clause 2:9a reintroduces the character &yyshog xvpiov
(the Messenger of the Lord) from 1:38d, where he is called ‘the Messenger’ (see
paragraph 2.2.8). Clause 2:10a then introduces a direct speech by ‘the Messen-
ger’ (2:10b-12d) using the verbum dicendi einev (he said; 2:10a). The addressee of
this direct speech is ‘the shepherds’, to which the indirect object of the verbum
dicendi, the third person plural personal pronoun avtoig (to them; 2:10a), refers.
This direct speech opens by immediately addressing (the) shepherds’ using

182 Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 68, translates énifcOnoav ai nuépat 100 texelv avtmv as
‘the days for her to give birth were completed’.

183 See for this construction Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 176.

184 For a discussion on the translation of clause 2:7d, see Carlson, “Kotéivpa in Luke 2:7” (2010). See also the
remarks made by Derrett, “Luke 2:7 Again” (1999).
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the second person plural negative imperative uiy poPeicte (do not fear; 2:10b).
After telling them not to fear, ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ does not explicitly
address them as ‘shepherds’, using the vocative of the noun. This is in contrast
to:

* Clause 1:13b-c, where ‘the Messenger’ addresses ‘Zacharias’ by name,
using a vocative after also telling him not to fear: uf| pofod, Zayapio
(do not fear, Zacharias; 1:13b—c);

e Clause 1:30b-c, where ‘the Messenger’ addresses ‘Mariam’ by name,
using a vocative after telling her not to fear: i opod, Mapiap (do not
fear, Mariam; 1:30b—c).

In paragraph 5.9, I deal with this contrast from a communicative perspective.

Clause 2:10c starts with the Aufmerksamkeitserreger idov (behold!; 2:10¢) in first
place, stressing the reason for the negative imperative: ‘the Messenger’ refers
to his function as a ‘Messenger’ using the first person singular verbal form
evayyehiCopou (I proclaim as a good message; 2:10c) with the indirect object sec-
ond person plural personal pronoun vpiv (to you; 2:10¢), referring to his ad-
dressee ‘the shepherds’. ‘The Messenger’ continues addressing ‘the shepherds’
using various forms of the second person plural until the end of the direct
speech in 2:12d. The temporal phrase orjuepov (today; 2:11a) links the time of the
direct speech to the time of the action in 2:7a-d. It also gives extra emphasis to
the proximity of ‘(the) shepherds’ to that action: they are not only ‘in the same
region’ (2:8a), but are there on the same day (‘today’).®® The content of ‘the Mes-
senger’s’ direct speech links ‘the baby’ (2:12b), who is the ‘firstborn son’ (2:7a),
born in ‘the city of Dauid’ (2:11a, and also in 2:4a), who is ‘wrapped in bands of
cloth’ (2:12¢, and also in 2:7b), and who is ‘lying in a trough’ (2:12d, and also in
2:7¢), to the titles cotip (Saviour; 2:11a) and ypiotog KOprog (Anointed Lord; 2:11b).

Clause 2:13a introduces a second new character into the narrative, mAfj0oc
otpatidg ovpaviov (a multitude of the heavenly army; 2:13a), which is the subject

185 See for the theological significance of ‘today’ e.g. Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 135; Bovon, Evangelium nach
Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 212; Morris, Luke: Introduction and Commentary (1974), 117. See for how onjuepov (today)
conveys a sense of eschatological immediacy in Luke 4:21, Sinninghe Damsté, “Jesus and the Scroll of the
Prophet Isaiah” (2024) (forthcoming).
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of the third person singular verbal form in aorist tense &yéveto (it appeared;
2:13a), used here with the dynamic meaning of the verb yivopau (to appear). This
‘multitude of the heavenly army’ occurs only one time in the research-text and
is the speaker of a short direct speech (2:14a-b). This direct speech is intro-
duced by two verba dicendi, namely aivoovtaov (praising; 2:13b) and Aeydvtov
(saying; 2:13c), both being a present participle neuter plural in the genitive
case, modifying the character ‘a multitude of the heavenly army’, and giving
continuous action in the present. The plural form of these participles is em-
ployed in accordance with the sense of the singular noun nijfog (multitude).*
The use of the present tense describing continuous action, suggests that this
direct speech is spoken more than once. No addressee is mentioned, but ‘the
Messenger’ who is explicitly mentioned in the introduction of the new nar-
rative action in 2:13a, and the character ‘the shepherds’, are both able to hear
the direct speech by ‘the multitude of the heavenly army’. This direct speech
consists of two nominal sentences that differ syntactically, and are joined by
the conjunction kai (and; 2:14b). Clause 2:14a opens with the noun 56&a (glory;
2:14a), is followed by a locational phrase &v vyiotoig (in the highest places; 2:14a),
and by an indirect object 0e@® (to God; 2:14a): 86&a €v Vyiotolg Oed (glory in the
highest places to God; 2:14a). After the conjunction ‘and’, clause 2:14b opens with
a locational phrase £xi yfig (on earth; 2:14b), followed by the noun &iprvn (peace;
2:14b), and then adds a second locational phrase év avBpdmoig evdokiag (among
human beings of goodwill; 2:14b): éni vfig eipfivn &v avBpdmoig evdokiag (on earth
peace among human beings of goodwill; 2:14b).**”

After this short direct speech, clause 2:15a uses the macrosyntactic sign kai
éyévero (and it came to pass; 2:15a) to herald new action in the narrative world.
The temporal adverb g (when; 2:15b), describing the action in 2:15b as occur-
ring simultaneously with a direct speech (2:15d-g), together with the imper-
fect tense of the verbum dicendi (2:15¢) introducing the direct speech, indicate
that clauses 2:15b-c give background information to the new action proper.
The third person plural é\drovv (they were speaking; 2:15¢) is the verbum dicendi

186 See for the plural verbal forms (2:13b—c) connected to the singular subject ‘multitude of the heavenly
army’, Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 177. See further regarding mAfifog otpatidig
ovpaviov (2:13a), Winter, “Language in the Birth and Infancy Stories of the Third Gospel” (1954), 117-118.

187 See for a detailed discussion on the syntax of the direct speech (2:14 a-b) by ‘the multitude of the heavenly
army’, Kilpatrick, “The Greek Syntax of Luke 2:14” (1988), 472-475. See also for its syntax, as well as for its
style, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 404—405.
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introducing the direct speech spoken by oi nowéveg (the shepherds; 2:15¢), and
it describes continual action in the past, suggesting that this direct speech is
spoken more than once. This is supported by the ‘to-and-fro’ connotations of
the addressee of the direct speech, the masculine plural reciprocal pronoun
aArAovg (one another; 2:15¢). This direct speech contains various forms of the
first person plural, referring to ‘the shepherds’ as a we-group.

The new action proper is introduced in 2:16a by switching to the aorist tense
with fA6av (they came; 2:16a) connected to the masculine plural participle
onevoavtes (having hurried; 2:16b), also in the aorist tense, both giving complet-
ed action in the past. The third person plural of the verb refers to oi mouéveg
(the shepherds; 2:15¢), and this is supported by the masculine gender of the con-
nected participle. The narrative action continues in 2:16¢ with a second verbal
form évedpav (they found; 2:16¢), also a third person plural in aorist tense with
as subject ‘the shepherds’. The objects of this action are ‘Mariany, reintroduced
from 2:5a (she is also present in the third person singular verbal forms in 2:7a—
c), and ‘I6séph’, reintroduced from 2:4a. ‘Mariam’ and ‘I6séph’ are emphatically
connected to each other in 2:16¢ through the use of two conjunctions, namely
t¢ (both; 2:16¢), and kai (and; 2:16¢). Only after this initial connection has been
made, is the third object of the action, 0 Bpépog (the baby; 2:16d), mentioned.

The action of ‘the shepherds’is continued using the aorist tense with éyvipioav
(they made known; 2:17b). The subject of the narrated action changes in 2:18a
with the introduction of a new character navteg oi dxovoavteg (all the hearers;
2:18a), a substantivized masculine plural participle connected to a correspond-
ing definite article, and adjective. This character is the subject of the third
person plural verbal form in the aorist tense é0avpacav (they wondered; 2:18a),
continuing the action of the narrative. Clause 2:18b renominalises ‘the shep-
herds’ as the indirect object connected to the substantivized participle, tov
LoAnBévtav (the things spoken; 2:18b), which is used adjectively. This renominal-
isation clarifies the original subject of the action of ‘speaking’ - éyvipioav (they
made known; 2:17b) -, namely ‘the shepherds’.

Clause 2:19a reintroduces ‘Mariam’ from 2:16¢ as the subject of the third person
singular verbal form in the imperfect tense cuvetpet (she continued to closely
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keep; 2:19a) describing continual action in the past. The proper noun ‘Mariam’
is slightly accentuated through the use of the feminine singular definite article
1 (she; 2:19a),"®® indicating that ‘Mariam’ (and not the other characters) is the
subject of the action. The object of her action is mavta & pripato tadto (all these
matters [pl]; 2:19a)), in any case also referring to pripatog (matter [sg); 2:17b). Her
action is connected to the feminine singular participle (with locational phrase)
ovpParlovoa &v Tij kopdig avtiig (while deliberating in her heart; 2:19b).

Clause 2:20a explicitly reintroduces oi mowpéveg (the shepherds; 2:20a) as the sub-
ject of the third person plural verbal form in the aorist tense vnéotpeyav (they
returned; 2:20a), continuing the narrated action, and removing ‘the shepherds’
from the narrative. After this, ‘the shepherds’ are no longer mentioned in the
research-text. The temporal adverb 6te (when; 2:21a) introduces the temporal
clause 6te énhioBnoav Ruépar oxted (when eight days were fulfilled; 2:21a), which
is connected to the epexegetical clause tod nepitepeiv avtov (to circumcise him;
2:21b) explaining the ‘eight days’.® The time of new action in these final claus-
es 2:21a—e of main text-unit 2:6-21 is, therefore, eight days after the events oc-
curring in 2:6-20. The masculine singular personal pronoun avtov (him; 2:21b)
refers to ‘the baby’ (2:16d)/‘the little boy’ (2:17¢), who is the object of the ac-
tion described by the aorist infinitive. The masculine gender of the personal
pronoun corresponds to the biological gender of ‘the baby’ and of ‘the little
boy’, rather than to the grammatical gender of the two neuter common nouns.
The action proper, rounding off main text-unit 2:6-21, is given (using a passive
verbal form in aorist tense) kai éxAOn 10 Svopa avtod Inoods (his name was
called Iesous; 2:21¢),*° with the masculine singular personal pronoun again re-
ferring to ‘the baby’(2:16d)/‘the little boy’ (2:17¢). Clauses 2:21d-e, using the aor-

188 See footnote 118, where I refer to Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 759-761, regarding
the use of the definite article with proper names.

189 Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 77, consider tod nepurepeiv as being epexegetical to
Nuépay, and offer the following translation: ‘the eight days for circumcising hinr’; cf. Grosvenor and Zer-
wick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 178. See, however, Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018)
346-364, who, after a thorough analysis, conclude that ‘The use of tod with infinitive to denote result or
purpose may tentatively be discerned in 21 cases in Luke’s Greek (Luke 1:9, 57, 73, 77, 79; 2:6, 21, 24, 27; 4:10;
5:7; 8155 9:51; 10:19; 12:42; 17:1; 21:22; 22:6, 31; 24:29, 45).” In this case, 2:21b could be read as a clause of purpose
instead of as an epexegetical clause.

190 Ihave left koiin clause 2:21c untranslated. Cf. the translation given by Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A
Handbook (2010), 69, and the reason they give: ‘Nowhere else in Luke/Acts (though perhaps Acts 22:20) is
the main clause introduced with xaf after a 6te clause, though xai is often present when the main clause
follows an infinitival temporal clause with éyéveto (see, e.g., 2:6, 28; 9:18, 51; 14:1; 19:15; 24:15).” See also
Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 178.
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ist participle kKAn0&v (was called; 2:21d), refers to 1:31d, where the name ‘Iésous’
is mentioned for the first time in the research-text by ‘the Messenger’ (1:30a,
and 2:21d) in his second direct speech to ‘Mariam (1:30b—33b). As I deal with in
paragraph 2.2.6, these final syntactic observations clarify the textual structure
in which the semantics of main text-unit 2:6-21 is further developed. Clauses
2:21b-e list the three requirements (conception, giving birth [circumcision],
and naming) for bearing a male child.** Together with ‘she gave birth’ (2:7a)
these two actions fulfil the message given by ‘the Messenger’ in 1:31b—d. Clause
2:21d then emphasizes this fulfilment by reintroducing ‘the Messenger’ from
2:15b, and repeating part of his message given in 1:31d.

To sum up: main text-unit 2:6-21 shares a general unity of time, the eight days
between the birth and circumcision of ‘Iésous’, and a general unity of place,
‘the city of Dauid, called Bethleen, and ‘the same region’. It is the only main
text-unit in the research-text in which the characters ‘the shepherds’ and ‘a
multitude of the heavenly army’ are mentioned, the latter in a so-called ‘cameo
appearance’.®

2.2.14 Scheme III: main text-unit 2:22-39

I deal with clauses 2:22a-b in detail in paragraph 2.2.6. These clauses supply a
change in time, as well as a change in location from the previous main text-
unit 2:1-21, introducing the time and location of the action in main text-unit
2:22-39.'93

This action starts with aviyayov avtov eig Tepocdivpa (they brought him up
to Hierosolyma; 2:22b) and is connected to two clauses of purpose mapootijcot
@ Kupio (to present [him] to the Lord; 2:22c), and 100 dodvon Busiav (to offer a
sacrifice; 2:24a).% The subject of the third person plural of the active verb
avipyayov (avtov) (they brought [him] up; 2:22b) is clearly the character ‘the
parents’ (= ‘Mariam’ and ‘I6séph’ in 2:16¢). The object of their actions is the

191 See for these three stages, footnote 124.

192 See for so-called ‘cameo appearance characters’, Bautch, “Questions Posed in Deuteronomy 6” (2022), 41-44.

193 See, regarding the syntactic structure of clauses 2:22a-39b, also Koet, “Holy Place and Hannah’s Prayer”
(2006), 135-136.

194 See Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018), 364, for tod + infinitive as a clause of purpose.
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masculine singular personal pronoun a0tov (him; 2:22b), referring to the male
child who is circumcised in 2:21b and called ‘Iésous’ in 2:21c. Up until clause
2:27b, the research-text has only referred to the parents of ‘Iésous’ as ‘Mariam’
and ‘Ioséph’, or by using a third person plural verbal form or plural person-
al pronoun. In 2:27b they are referred to as ‘the parents’ for the first time.’s
This occurs within the temporal clause év 1§ gicayayeiv Todg yoveig 10 noudiov
‘Incodv (when the parents had brought in the little boy Iesous; 2:27b).9¢ They are the
subject (within an accusativus cum infinitivo construction)” of the same verb
as in 2:22b, which is however, in the two instances (2:22b and 2:27b), qualified
by differing prefixes of direction: av-Gyeiv (to bring up; 2:22b), and eic-oyelv
(to bring in; 2:27b). The object of this action by ‘the parents’ is the same o010V
(him) as in 2:22b, although it is here unnecessarily renominalised to read 10
moudiov ‘Incodv (the little boy Iésous; 2:27b), emphasizing the moment at which
‘lesous’ is for the first time located (in the temple) in Jerusalem (here as ‘Hi-
erosolyma’).s®

Clause 2:39ais a temporal clause kai dg £téAecov TavTo T8 KOTA TOV VOOV KUPiov
(and when they had performed everything according to the law of the Lord; 2:39a) and
completes the action started by the third person plural (= ‘the parents’) in 2:22a.
The subject of the third person plural of the verb étédecav (they had performed;
2:39a) is the same subject as of the verbs avijyayov (they brought up; 2:22a) and
eloayayeiv (to bring in; 2:27b), the infinitive belonging to the accusativus cum in-
finitivo construction in 2:27b, namely ‘the parents’. The object of the action of
‘the parents’ in 2:39a is wavta & KoTd TOV VOOV Kpiov (everything according to
the law of the Lord; 2:39a). This mavto to (everything), refers to the infinitives of
(final) purpose for bringing ‘him up to Hierosolyma’ (2:22b):

195 Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 83, postulates that the fact that ‘the parents’ is used
here instead of ‘Mariam’ and ‘I6séphy, ‘helps keep the focus of attention on Jesus rather than on his par-
ents.” See also Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 257-258, about how so-called ‘anchoring relations’ can be
switched as the participant’s most relevant relation to the discourse changes.

196 See Hogeterp and Denaux, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek (2018), 364378, for év 1@ + infinitive introducing a
temporal clause.

197 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 83.

198 Clause 2:22b is the first time that the city of Jerusalem is explicitly mentioned in the research-text, and it is
referred to here with Teposdivpa (Hierosoluma; 2:22b), as opposed to Tepovsaiu (lerousalém; 2:25a, 38d, 41,
43¢, 45b). Besides the unnecessary renominalisation of ‘the little boy Jesus’, this contrast also draws atten-
tion to the first time that the character ‘Iésous’ is located in the temple. See also footnote 123, where I cite
Sylva, “lerousalem and Hierosoluma” (1983), 207221, especially 211-212. See also footnote 26 where I cite
Antoniadis, L’Evangile de Luc (1930), 4, regarding Tepocoivpa and Tepovsodip.
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1. mopaotijoat @ Kupi (to present [him] to the Lord; 2:22¢);

2. 100 dodvau Buciav (to offer a sacrifice; 2:24a);

3. 10D motfjoat adTovg (...) mept avtod (in order that they do [...] concerning
him; 2:27c¢).

These three infinitives of (final) purpose are each qualified by references to
the ‘law (of the Lord):

4. ‘to present (him)’ is qualified by kafdg yéypamtar v vouw kvpiov:
(as is written in the law of the Lord; 2:23a);

5. ‘to offer a sacrifice’ is qualified by kot 10 ipnpévov &v 1@ vop® kupiov
(according to what is told in the law of the Lord; 2:24b);

6. ‘to do concerning him’ is qualified by katd 10 €ibiopévov tod vopov
(according to the custom of the law; 2:27c).

The clauses of comparison kafdg yéypamta (as is written; 2:23a) and kotd O
eipnuévov (according to what is told; 2:24b) both function here in the same way
as a verbum dicendi would, and introduce, respectively, ‘every male opening the
mother-womb shall be called holy for the Lord’ (2:23b-c),* and ‘a pair of tur-
tle-doves or two chicks of pigeons’ (2:24¢). All three references to the ‘law (of the
Lord)’ are summarised by névto & koté Tov vopov kupiov (everything according to
the law of the Lord; 2:39a), thus rounding off the action started in 2:22a.2°°

Clause 2:28¢c introduces a direct speech (2:29a—32=30) using the verbum dicen-
di einev (he said; 2:28¢), referring to the character Zvpeov (Symeon; 2:25b). This
verbum dicendi follows immediately upon the action of ‘blessing God’ (2:28b),
of which the speaker of the direct speech (= ‘Symeon’) is also the subject. The
addressee of this direct speech is the character ‘Master’ (= ‘the Lord’),>* who is
addressed by the speaker ‘Symeon” with the vocative d¢omota (Master; 2:29b),
as well as with second personal singular personal pronouns and verbal forms.
The second person verbal form dnolieig (you are releasing; 2:29a) with the ob-
ject 30UAOv (manservant; 2:29a), which itself is qualified by the second person

199 See for the function of &1t (2:23b), Winter, ““Ott Recitativum in Luke” (1955).

200 For ‘the meanings of vopog as a translation of Torah’ in clauses 2:22b, 2:23a, 2:24b, and 2:27¢, see Koehne,
Septuagintal Isaian Use of Nopog in Presentation Narrative (2010), 25-37.

201 See footnote 97, where I refer to Van Wieringen, “Who is the Aodrog” (2023), 153.
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personal pronoun cov (your; 2:29a), precedes the vocative ‘Master’. This con-
struction accentuates the object of the addressee’s action, ‘your manservant’,
rather than the name of the addressee.>* The characters ‘the parents’ (= ‘Mari-
am’ and ‘I6séph’) and ‘the little boy’ (= ‘Iesous’), who is held in the speaker’s
arms, are able to hear ‘Symeon’s’ words.

Clause 2:34b introduces a direct speech (2:34¢c-35b) with the verbum dicendi ginev
(he said; 2:34b). The subject of this verbum dicendi is the renominalised ‘Symeon’
in the preceding clause 2:34a, accentuating ‘Symeon’s’ action as speaker. The
addressee of ‘Symeon’s’ direct speech is the character ‘Mariam’ who is explicit-
ly referred to with her proper name, while her familial function as v pntépa
o0tod (his mother; 2:34b) is also mentioned. By qualifying ‘mother’ with the
masculine personal pronoun ‘his’, ‘the little boy’ (= ‘Iésous’) is also brought into
focus. Parallel to 2:28b, the speaker ‘Symeon’ is here also the subject of the ac-
tion of first blessing his addressee before starting to speak: ‘he blessed them’ (=
‘the parents’, one of whom is his addressee ‘Mariam’). Clause 2:34¢ opens with
the Aufmerksamkeitserreger i5ov (behold!; 2:34¢), accentuating the entire direct
speech, and is immediately followed in the next clause by oOtog (this one; 2:34d)
(= ‘the little boy’ = ‘Ieésous’) in first place, once again bringing ‘Iésous’ into fo-
cus.> Clause 2:35a uses a second person singular pronoun in the genitive case
00D (of you; 2:35a) in referring to the addressee ‘Mariam’, and then emphasises
her by using the feminine singular personal pronoun in the same genitive case
a0Tig (your own; 2:35a): —kai 6ob [8¢] avtiig TY yoxnv dieheboetar poppaio— (-
And [now] through your own soul will go a sword.—; 2:35a).°* Clause 2:35a can be
considered to be an ‘aside’ by ‘Symeon’ to his addressee ‘Mariam’ within his
same direct speech to her.>>s In view of this ‘aside’ (2:35a), the clause of purpose

202 See Van Wieringen, “Who is the AodAog” (2023), regarding two possible options for the object of the
addressee’s (8¢omoto in 2:29b) action: ‘Symeon’ or ‘Iésous’.

203 See, regarding the syntactic structure of clauses 2:34c-35b, also Koet, “Simeons Worte (Lk 2:29-32, 34¢, 35)”
(2006), 109-110.

204 The square brackets ([ ]) enclosing 6¢ (2:35a) in the text of NA28, indicate that textual critics are not
convinced of the authenticity of the enclosed words. See Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013),
9*,188. Cf. e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 441: ‘The de is missing in Vaticanus and is not translated
in some of the versions.’ See for the other three instances in the research-text of words enclosed between
square brackets by NA28: [t09] in 1:153, []] in 2:26¢, and [év tfj] in 2:52a.

205 See for my definition of an ‘aside’, footnote 164. Following the punctuation of NA28, I use em-dashes in
my working-translation to mark ‘Symeon’s’ ‘aside’ to ‘Mariam’ (2:35a). This punctuation makes it clear that
clause 2:35b syntactically follows upon 2:34d, supported by the semantic repetition of oAAdv (2:34d and
2:35b), as well as by the stylistic parallel between noAA&dv &v 1@ Topan (of many in Israél; 2:34d) and morAdv
kapdiv (of many hearts; 2:35b). Cf. for clause 2:35a as an ‘aside’ by ‘Symeon’ to ‘Mariam’ within the same
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dnwg Gv amokadvebOoY ék TOAGY KopddV Stwhoyiopot (so that the thoughts
of many hearts may be revealed; 2:35b) gives the purpose of what is narrated in
clause 2:34d, and concludes this direct speech.

Clause 2:36a returns to the narrative world using an aorist tense to indicate

new action and introduces a new character ‘Hanna’. Clauses 2:36b-37c supply

background information to the action proper. ‘Hanna’ is the subject of the ver-

bum dicendi éAdet (she continued speaking; 2:38c)°° with indirect object the mas-

culine personal pronoun avtod (him; 2:38¢c) preceded by the preposition nept

(about; 2:38¢).27 This personal pronoun avtod (him; 2:38¢) refers to @ 0ed (to

God; 2:38b), found in the immediately preceding clause.>*® The addressee (plu-

206

207

208
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direct speech to her, e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 87: ‘The editors of the UBS4

are likely correct to mark this clause off, taking the conjunction as introducing a parenthetical comment,
particularly since the text moves “from a broad audience in 2:34, to a personal referent in 2:35a, and then
back to a broad audience in 2:35b” (...)’; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 149, where he refers to my clause 2:35a

as a ‘co-text’; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 465-466, where he defends his interpretation of 2:34¢-35b:
“This makes perfect sense if 35a is taken parenthetically so that 35b continues 34d, (...)’; and ‘In this negative
sequence, the reference to Mary is parenthetical because Luke knows that, while she cannot be spared the
sword of discrimination, she will decide positively.’; Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 56, regarding the
Greek of 2:34¢—35b and his translation thereof: “The syntax here is difficult. The translation retains the struc-
ture of the Greek, with the personal statement to Mary (with singular and feminine pronouns) interrupting
the broader proclamation concerning Jesus. This sandwich effect makes the two statements mutually in-
terpretive.’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 148, where he states regarding 2:34¢-35b: ‘So kann
der mit 6nog eingeleitete Nebensatz nur von V 34b abhingig und V 35a als Parenthese zu verstehen sein.’;
Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 423: ‘Verse 35b is to be understood as the continuation of v. 34bc, with
the saying about the discriminatory sword in v. 35a being directed solely to Mary (in the second sing.).” Fitz-
myer’s use here of ‘v. 34bc’ refers to my own clause ‘2:34d’. See, however, Reeder, “Mary’s Sword: Women and
War in the Gospel of Luke” (2021), 447, who questions whether clause 2:35a can, from a narrative perspective,
indeed be viewed as ‘parenthetical’; Plummer, Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902), 116, regarding 2:35a:
‘From kai 60D to poppaia is not a parenthesis; there is nothing in the construction to indicate that it is one,
and a statement of such moment to the person addressed would hardly be introduced parenthetically.

Cf. Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization” (2014), 473, footnote 37: ‘Whereas the actions of Anna are
described in the imperfect, Simeon’s actions are in the aorist. Consequently, Simeon’s actions (vv. 28, 34:
£0MOYNGEY ... Kol glnev) are punctiliarly related to the direct discourse. Anna’s action has a repetitive-fre-
quentative aspect (v. 38: av@poA0YETTO ... kai EAGAel); it is continuous and therefore is not restricted to a
single discourse.’

The verb LaAéo is sometimes connected to the speaking by prophets, and ‘Hanna’ is indeed here described
as being a mpogiitig (prophetess; 2:36a). See Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 915-917. Cf. e.g. Mat-
thew 10:20, Luke 1:70. See also Koet, Scripture in Luke-Acts (1989), 66-67.

Pace those who hold that avtod (him; 2:38¢) refers to o0tog (this one; 2:34d) or to 10 maudiov Tnoodv (the little
boy Iesous; 2:27b), and then epexegetically translate avtod as ‘the child’, while the syntax points to avtod

as referring to 1§ 6c® (to God; 2:38b), e.g. Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the Baptist’s Nativity” (2017), 255;
Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 150; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 436; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
419; Reiling and Swellengrebel, A Translator’s Handbook (1971), 144. None of these commentaries offers a
reason for choosing this translation/interpretation. Pace also Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization”
(2014), 473, who notes: ‘Anna’s last actions, praising God and speaking about the child (&vBoporoyeito 1@
0e® and €Ldhet mepl avTod; v. 38a), are placed together and directly related. It seems that they are two com-
ponents of the same action. The way in which Anna praises God is by speaking about Jesus.’ Pace Plummer,
Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902), 138, who makes note of the syntax but who, also without giving
areason, opts for ‘the Child’: ‘Grammatically nepi avtod may refer to 1@ ®c®, but it evidently refers to the
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ral) of ‘Hanna’s’ indirect speech is ndow (to many; 2:38¢). Hanna, therefore, first
thanks ‘God’, and then continues to speak ‘about him’ (= ‘God’) ‘to many’. These
‘many’ are ‘waiting for the ransoming of Ierousalem’.>

Clause 2:39b concludes main text-unit 2:22-39 with a change of location. The
third person plural of the verb énéotpeyav (they turned back; 2:39b) refers to the
character ‘the parents’ (= ‘Mariam’ and ‘I6séph’) who are also the subject of the
verb étéhecav (they had performed; 2:39a), which refers to the action described
in 2:22 a-24b of which ‘the parents’ are also the subject. These two verbs of ac-
tion in 2:39a and 2:39b are linked by the temporal adverb &g (when) at the start
of 2:39a. The action in 2:39b therefore starts ‘when’ the action in 2:39a has been
performed. ‘The parents’ turn back implicitly away from Jerusalem, which is
mentioned first as Tepocoivpa (Hierosolyma; 2:22b) and then as Tepovoanp
(Ierousalém; 2:25a), and where all the action in text-unit 2:22a-39b takes place.
They turn back eig v Fadhaiov gig ol Eovtdv Nalapéd (to Galilaia to their
own city Nazareth; 2:39b). The directional preposition &ig (to; twice in 2:39b)
is coupled firstly with the larger area v F'oAiaiov (Galilaia), and thereafter
with the more specific 7oAy avtdv Nalapéd (their own city Nazareth; 2:39b).
This repetition of the directional preposition has a zooming-in effect. Due to
the direct temporal link between the active verb in 2:39a, of which the plu-
ral character ‘the parents’ is subject, and the active verb in the immediately
following clause 2:39b, the character ‘the little boy Iesous’ is not part of the
third person plural subject of énéotpeyav (they turned back; 2:39b).° An addi-
tional syntactic argument supporting this is the fact that the character ‘the
little boy’ (= ‘Iesous’) is always an (indirect) object of the action of ‘the parents’

Child.’ Pace also Marshall, A Commentary (1978), 102, who notes: ‘Like the shepherds, Anna includes in her
praise proclamation about him (sc. Jesus) to those who were looking for the redemption of Jerusalem (cf.
1:68; 2:25).” The textual tradition does not offer a reason to epexegetically translate avtod (him; 2:38¢) as ‘the
child’: cf. Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 187.

209 Following the possibility offered by the Koine Greek of NA28, I have translated Tepovcahi (of Ierousalem;
2:38d) as an objective genitive. See for the possibility of opting for the dative of location év Iepovouinp,
based on the textual tradition, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 90: “Iepovcainjt. The
indeclinable proper noun could be an objective genitive, modifying a verbal noun (Aotpoow). The textual
tradition, however, suggests that most scribes understood it as a dative of location: ADEGHKLNXA®
W 053 0130 f 28 33 M Lect and others all read év Tepovsaip.’ NA28 is based on W, N and B. Cf. Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 419; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 436; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 150, who
all three translate as ‘of Jerusalem’.

210 Pace Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 443, who offers no arguments for stating, regarding clauses 2:39a-b:
‘39. they had finished. The OS*™" specifies the subject as Joseph and Mary, which is almost certainly Luke’s
intention, even though the next “they” includes the child.” See Brown Birth of the Messiah (1993), 20, for the
abbreviation ‘0S*™: ‘The Sinaitic Tradition of the Old Syriac Version of the Bible’.
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in this main text-unit 2:22a-39b: avijyayov ovtov (they brought him up; 2:22b),
év 1 eloayayelv tovg yovelg 10 moudiov Incodv (when the parents had brought
in the little boy Iesous; 2:27b), and 100 motfjcat avTodg KaTd 1O €ifopévov 10D
vopov mept avtod (in order that they do concerning him according to the custom of
the law; 2:27¢). To summarize: the character ‘the little boy’ (= ‘Iésous’) is never
part of the third person plural of the active verbs of which ‘the parents’ are the
subject.

In this main text-unit the character ‘the little boy’ is furthermore the object of
the action by the character ‘Symeon’: £36&uto a0 &ig tag drykahrog (he [Symeon]
received it in the bent arms; 2:28a). This is in fact the last action described in text-
unit 2:22-39 concerning the character ‘the little boy’, once again as an object.>"
‘The little boy’ only becomes the subject of action for the first time in the imme-
diately following clauses, main text-unit 2:40a-4o0d.

The change of location in 2:39b is characterised by two toponyms v Falkaiov
(Galilaia) and Nalop£6 (Nazareth) that are both connected to the preposition of
direction &ig (to). The toponym ‘Nazareth’ is qualified by the noun now (city;
2:39b), in its turn restricted by the reflexive pronoun genitive plural éavtdv
(their own; 2:39b) that is used here for emphasis. This reflexive pronoun refers
to the subject of the verb énéotpeyav (they = ‘the parents’ turned back) in the
same clause 2:39b, and emphasizes the fact that ‘Nazareth’ is the city where they
belong. The character ‘the parents’ turn back to ‘their own city Nazaretl’, im-
plying that the character ‘the little boy (= Iésous)’ remains in his city Jerusalem.
Main text-unit 2:41-52, therefore, opens with a renominalisation of oi yoveig
(the parents; 2:41), restricted by ovtod (of him = ‘Iesous’), emphasizing that it is
the character ‘the parents’ (and not ‘lesous’), who travel to Jerusalem every year
for the feast of the Passover.

Besides introducing the toponym Jerusalem (using ‘Hierosolyma’) for the first
time in the research-text in 2:22b, main text-unit 2:22-39 introduces the noun

211 The character Iesous’ does appear as a subject of a passive verbal form in the direct speech (2:33d-35b) by
the character ‘Symeon’ to the character ‘Mariam’: obtog keiton &ig atdow Koi dvéotacty ToArdv (this one
is appointed for falling and rising of many; 2:34d). Here, neither ‘Iésous” name, nor a noun is used to refer
to him, but only the anonymous masculine demonstrative pronoun obto (this one; 2:34d). Besides being
marked by anonymity and passiveness, this reference to ‘Iesous’ is embedded in a direct speech and is,
therefore, not directly part of the narrative world, but rather of the discursive world.
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10 iepov (the temple; 2:27a).22

In brief: main text-unit 2:22-39 begins with a movement towards Jerusalem
by the character ‘the parents’ bringing the character ‘the little boy (= ‘Iésous’)’
with them, and concludes with a movement away from Jerusalem by ‘the par-
ents’. All the other action takes part in Jerusalem and in ‘the temple’, both of
which are introduced for the first time in the research-text. Two new charac-
ters, ‘Symeon’ and ‘Hanna’, unique to this main text-unit, or for that matter to
Luke, are introduced.

2.2.15 Scheme III: main text-unit 2:40

Clauses 2:40a-d, which together form main text-unit 2:40, supply a change in
the use of verbal tenses. Whereas main text-unit 2:22-39 employs the aorist
tense for the narrative action, main text-unit 2:40 only uses imperfect tenses
denoting continuing action in the past: nb&avev (he continued to grow; 2:40a),
éxpatatodto (he continued to become strong; 2:40b), and v (he continued to be;
2:40d). A neuter present participle minpodpevov (while being filled; 2:40c) re-
fers to the neuter subject of the imperfect verbs in 2:40a and 2:40b. Clause 2:40a
reintroduces 1o moudiov (the little boy; 2:40a) from 2:27b as the subject of these
three active verbs in the imperfect tense. It is the first time in the research-text
that the character ‘the little boy (= Iésous’) is the subject of action.”

AsIdeal with above (see paragraph 2.2.14), in view of the subject of the verbs in
aorist tense in the immediately preceding clauses 2:39a-b, namely the charac-
ter ‘the parents’, as well as the renominalisation of oi yoveic (the parents) at the
beginning of the immediately following main text-unit 2:41-52, the location of
the action in main text-unit 2:40 is implicitly Jerusalem, where the character
‘the little boy (= ‘Iésous’)’ has ‘continued to be’ (= remained).

In brief: main text-unit 2:40 supplies general information about the character

212 The noun 10 iepév (the temple) is used three times in the research-text: in 2:27a, 2:37b, and 2:46b. The noun
0 vaog (the sanctuary) is used three times in the research-text: in 1:9d, 1:21b, and 1:22¢, and is in each of these
three instances connected to ‘Zacharias’.

213 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 91.

214 See footnote 211.
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‘the little boy (= ‘Iésous’), explicitly regarding his first actions and implicitly
regarding his location (Jerusalem), and rounds off main text-unit 1:5-2:40 (see
Scheme IIT and paragraph 2.2.2).

2.2.16 Scheme III: main text-unit 2:41-2:52

Using the macrosyntactic sign kai €yéveto (and he was), clause 2:42a sets the
action in text-unit 2:41-52 in motion.>s

Clause 2:42a offers a temporal change in the narrative, marked by the tempo-
ral adverb &te (when). The temporal clause kot 8te &yéveto étdv dddeka (and
when he was twelve years; 2:42a) gives the time of this new action as being twelve
years after the events narrated in the previous main text-unit 1:5-2:40. It can be
noted that the time of action for text-unit 2:41-52 is referred to using the age
(twelve years) of the character ‘Iesous’ (mentioned in 2:43c). By doing so, main
text-unit 2:41-2:52 highlights the character Iésous’.

After this narrative time-lapse of twelve years has been given in 2:42a, the ac-
tion proper starts in clause 2:43c where Incodg (Iesous; 2:43¢) is, for the first time
in the research-text, mentioned using his proper name as the subject of a verb,
namely vnépewvev (he stayed; 2:43c). This is the first time in the research-text
(and thus in Luke) that the character I€sous’ is the subject of completed action
in the past. The proper noun ‘Iésous’ (2:43¢c) is followed by a common noun,
giving the combination Incodg ¢ moig (Iesous the boy; 2:43c). The combination
‘Incodg and (the diminutive form of ) 6 moig is found in only one other instance
in the research-text, earlier on in clause 2:27b, but then in the reversed order:
70 woudiov Tnoodv (the little boy Iesous; 2:27b), where ‘the little boy I€sous’ is the
object, and not the subject, of action, as ‘Iesous the boy’ is in clause 2:43¢. In fact,

215 For the treatment of text-unit 2:41-52 as a main text-unit, cf. e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Hand-
book (2010), 92; Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 171; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 471; Bovon, Evangelium nach
Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 151; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 126; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 434; Ernst,
Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 121; Plummer, Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902), 138. However,
Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 152, includes clause 2:40, resulting in his dealing with 2:40-52 as a main text-
unit. Riemersma, Lucasevangelie (2018), 50-51, does the same, explicitly delineating the text-unit 2:40-52
based on stylistic arguments (2:40 and 2:52 form an inclusion) rather than syntactic arguments: ‘Het
verhaal van de twaalfjarige Jezus staat ingeklemd - inclusio — tussen twee samenvattende notities (v. 40 en
v. 52).’; cf. Glombitza, “Der Zwolfjdhrige Jesus” (1962), 1, footnote 1. See for a diachronic analysis of text-unit
2:41-52, Van Iersel, “Finding of Jesus in the Temple” (1999), 1-13.
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the noun 6 noig in clause 2:43c is a superfluous renominalisation of the dimin-
utive 10 8¢ moudiov in clause 2:40a (here not combined with the proper noun
‘Inoodg), at the very end of the previous main text-unit 1:5-2:40. This shift from
the diminutive form of the noun 0 noudiov (the little boy; 2:40a), to the standard
form 6 moic (the boy; 2:43¢c), accentuates the fact that indeed twelve years have
passed since the action in the previous main text-unit 1:5-2:40.

Clause 2:41, which introduces text-unit 2:41-2:52, renominalises and reintro-
duces oi yoveig (the parents) from the previous text-unit 1:5-2:40. There they are
explicitly mentioned as todg yoveig in 2:27b and, thereafter, implicitly in, for
example, the third person plurals of étéhecav (they had performed; 2:39a) and
énéotpeyav (they turned back; 2:39b), as well as in the reflexive personal pro-
noun genitive plural éovt@v (their own; 2:39b).6

Clause 2:41 makes the renominalised oi yoveig (the parents) the subject of the
third person plural énopevovro (they [= ‘the parents’] went). Using the imperfect
tense, implying continuous action in the past, clause 2:41 gives the following
introductory background information to the action of main text-unit 2:41-52:
the parents of ‘Iesous’ annually went to Jerusalem for the feast of the Passover.
The renominalisation of oi yoveig (the parents), accentuates the character ‘the
parents’; it is their yearly custom to travel to Jerusalem.

Besides renominalising ot yoveig (the parents), this introductory clause also
renominalises the toponym ‘IepovcoAnp (lerousalem). In the research-text,
Tepoosorvpa (Hierosolyma) is first explicitly mentioned in 2:22b, giving the lo-
cation of the action at that part of the narrative, and it is repeated in 2:25a and
2:38d (although as Tepovouinu), respectively confirming and emphasizing
this place of action. Jerusalem is also implicitly present in 2:40 (see paragraph
2.2.15). Through renominalisation, clause 2:41 therefore emphatically reintro-
duces Jerusalem as also being the location of the new action in main text-unit
2:41-52.

216 Areflexive pronoun emphasizes the (pro)noun. See Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919),
287, where he states that the reflexive personal pronoun ‘is nothing but the personal pronoun plus the in-
tensive 00t6¢’. See also Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 345: ‘Reflexivity is
the phenomenon whereby a pronoun is used to ‘reflect’ (i.e. refer back or forwards to) another constituent
of the sentence or clause, nearly always the subject.’
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In clause 2:46b, the text-unit zooms in onto the temple év 1@ iep® (in the temple;
2:46b), reintroducing it from the previous text-unit, where the character ‘Han-
na’ is described as not leaving tod iepod (the temple; 2:37b). Clause 2:46¢ then
zooms in further onto ‘Iesous’, who is sitting év péoe t@v didackdrov (in the
centre of the teachers: 2:46¢). The character ‘the teachers’ is mentioned here for
the first and only time in the research-text.

Two direct speeches between the characters ‘the mother’ (and ‘the parents’)
and ‘Iésous’ then ensue in the temple in Jerusalem. The only characters able to
hear these direct speeches are 1dv d1baokarov (the teachers; 2:46¢), and mavteg
ot dxovovteg avtod (all his hearers; 2:47). The character ‘Ioseph’ is also able to
hear the first direct speech (2:48d-g’) by ‘Mariam’, and is one of the addressees
of the second direct speech (2:49b—¢’) by ‘Iésous’.

The first direct speech is introduced by the verbum dicendi einev (she said; 2:48c).
The addressee of the direct speech, avtov (him; 2:48¢c), referring to ‘Iésous’
(2:43¢), is highlighted by mentioning him immediately following the verbum
dicendi, and before the speaker 1 uijnp avtod (his mother; 2:48¢c). ‘Mariam’ is
here reintroduced from 2:34b in her familial function as ‘mother’. ‘Mother’ is
qualified by the masculine personal pronoun ‘his’, again bringing the address-
ee ‘lesous’ into focus.

‘Mariam’s’ direct speech opens with the vocative tékvov (child; 2:48d), referring
to ‘Iesous’ and accentuating his familial function. This is the first and only
time in the research-text that I€sous’, or for that matter any other character, is
referred to as a ‘child’. The speaker ‘the mother’ (= ‘Mariam’) then poses a direct
question (2:48e), opening with the interrogative pronoun ti (why; 2:48¢). I deal
with (the syntax of) this question in Chapters 3 and 6. The following clause
contains the Aufmerksamkeitserreger i50v (behold!; 2:48f), drawing attention to
the remainder (2:48g-48g’) of ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech. The speaker ‘Mariam’
first refers to ‘Iésous” father, stressing his familial function, and then connects
him to a first person singular personal pronoun, referring to herself: 6 matip
o0V K&y® (your father and I; 2:48g). ‘Father’ is qualified by the second person sin-
gular personal pronoun cov (your; 2:48g), accomplishing two things: it brings
the addressee (‘I€sous’) into focus, and it connects the addressee explicitly to
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‘the father’ (= 16sépk’). The character ‘the father’ and the speaker ‘the mother’
are together the subjects of the verbal form élntobpév (were searching; 2:48g’),
an imperfect tense, which describes continuous action in the past. The object
of their action is the addressee ‘Iesous’, referred to using the second person
singular personal pronoun ot (you; 2:48g’).

Clause 2:49a uses the verbum dicendi inev (he said; 2:49a) to open a new direct
speech. The subject of this verbal form is the character ‘Iésous’. This is the first
time in the research-text that the character ‘I€sous’ speaks a direct speech.>”
His addressee is the third person plural personal pronoun avtovg (them; 2:49a),
referring to both the speaker of the previous direct speech, ‘Mariam’, and to one
of the hearers of her direct speech, the character ‘Ioséph’. Clause 2:49b opens
with the interrogative pronoun ti (why; 2:49b), introducing a direct question.
I deal with (the syntax of ) this question in Chapters 3 and 6. Clause 2:49b em-
ploys the second person plural verbal form é{nteité (you were seeking: 2:49b) in
the imperfect tense, describing continuous action in the past, and referring to
‘lesous” addressees. The object of their action is the first person singular per-
sonal pronoun pie (me; 2:49b), referring to the speaker ‘Iésous’. Clauses 2:49c—€’
also use a second person plural verbal form to refer to ‘lesous” addressees, and
two first person singular personal pronouns to refer to ‘Iesous’ the speaker.

The action in main text-unit 2:41-52 takes place in the context of the feast
of the Passover, giving temporal unity to the text-unit. The adverbial phrase
10 00 Tfig éoptiig (according to the custom of the feast; 2:42b), which describes
‘the parents” action of ‘going up’, refers to tfj £optij 100 ndcya (for the feast of
the Passover; 2:41). This is the only time the Passover is mentioned in the re-
search-text.»®

Text-unit 2:41-52 concludes with a descent by ‘lesous’ katépn (he went down;
2:51a) with ‘the parents’, implicitly away from the temple in Jerusalem, and his

217 The direct speech in clauses 2:49b-€’ is the first time that ‘Iesous’ speaks in Luke; cf. e.g. Choi, Luke’s
Thematic Characterization (2014), 228. ‘Iesous” first words consist of two questions (of which the second
can also be read as a statement). Cf. John 1:38 where the first words of ‘Iésous’ in John are also a question,
namely, ti {nteite; (what do you seek?; 1:38). Both questions (Luke 2:49b and John 1:38) contain the verb (ntéo
(to seck). For further discussion on ‘Iesous” question in John 1:38, see Estes, “Unasked Questions” (2022),
229-230; Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 17, 210, 267, 282; Estes, Questions of Jesus (2013), 104-107.

218 Elsewhere in Luke, ndoya (Passover) is only mentioned in Chapter 22, and then six times (22:1, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15).
It occurs once in Acts 12:4.
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explicit arrival nA0ev gic Nalaped (he came to Nazareth; 2:51b). This descending
movement kotéPn (he went down; 2:51a) by ‘I€sous’ contrasts with the ascending
movement avofawvoviov (going up; 2:42b) by ‘the parents’ — implicitly towards
Jerusalem - used in the introductory information given in clause 2:42.2¢

The text-unit concludes in 2:52 with the renominalisation of the proper noun
"Incodg (Iesous) who, since vmépevev Tnoods 6 mois (Iesous the boy remained behind;
2:43c), has only been referred to using various verbal forms,*° using various
personal pronouns,® and using the vocative form of a noun, namely, tékvov
(child; 2:48d). This concluding renominalisation reemphasizes the focus on the
character ‘Iesous’ found in main text-unit 2:41-52. This emphasis is moreover
augmented here by making the character ‘Iesous’ the subject of the imperfect
verbal form npoéxontev (he continued to progress; 2:52a), followed by its indirect
objects [€v 1] copiq kai nhkiq ([in the] in wisdom and stature; 2:52a).> The ac-
tive verb also (elliptically) describes the continuing development of ‘Iésous”
relationships in the widest possible sense — kol yéptrt Tapd Oed kol avOpdToLg
(and [he continued to progress] in favour with God and human beings; 2:52b) — and
rounds off this main text-unit with general information about ‘Iesous’.

Based on the macrosyntactic observations I have described above, clauses 2:41-
52 can be delineated as a main text-unit. This main text-unit is also marked by
the fact that:

* The characters ‘Iésous’ and ‘the parents’ are renominalised and (re)
introduced;

e The characters ‘Mariam’ and ‘Ioséph’ are not referred to with their
names, but are designated by their familial relationship to ‘Iesous’;

219 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 99: ‘Given the characteristic manner in which travel
to and from Jerusalem was spoken of, i.e., going up to (dvafaive, e.g., 18:31; 19:28; Acts 11:2; 15:2; 21:12, 15;
24:11; 25:1, 9) or going down from (katuBoive, e.g., 10:30; Acts 8:26; 25:7), reference to Jerusalem was some-
times left implicit (see, e.g., 18:14; John 12:20; Acts 8:15; 18:22; 24:1).” See also, Van Wieringen, “Jerusalem as
an Aposiopesis” (2021), 363.

220 These verbal forms are: kafelopevov (while he sat; 2:46¢); dxovovta (while he heard; 2:46d); énepatdvta (while
he questioned; 2:46e); énoinoog (you have done; 2:48¢); érainoev (he spoke; 2:50b); kotéfn (he went down; 2:51a);
1ABev (he came; 2:51b); v vmotaccopevog (he was subject to; 2:51c).

221 These pronouns are: adtév (him; 2:44d, 45¢, 46b, 48a, 48¢); adToV + €lvan (that he was; 2:44b); avtod (his; 2:47,
48¢); pov (my; 2:49€); pe (me; 2:49b); elvan + pe (that I am; 2:49€’); cov (your; 2:48g); oe (you; 2:48g’).

222 The square brackets ([ ]) enclosing év tfj (2:52a) in the text of NA28, indicate that textual critics are not
convinced of the authenticity of the enclosed words. See Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 9%,
188. See also footnote 204.
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* The time of action is twelve years later than the action in main text-
unit 1:5-2:40, and is referred to by the age (twelve years) of the
character ‘Iesous’;

e The action takes place in the context of the feast of the Passover, the
only time the Passover is mentioned in the research-text, giving
temporal unity to the text-unit;

e The place of action is Jerusalem and its temple, both renominalised
and reintroduced, giving locational unity to the text-unit;

* The character ‘Iesous’ is introduced as the subject of completed
action for the first time in the research-text, including speaking
his first direct speech; he is also addressed for the first time in the
research-text.

e The character ‘Iesous’ is positioned at the centre of the action and at
the centre of the temple in Jerusalem, using a zooming-in technique;

* There is a cameo appearance of the character ‘the teachers’ who, ipso
facto, appear nowhere else in the research-text (or for that matter in
Luke);>

* Thereis an introductory ascent by ‘the parents’ (implicitly from
Nazareth) to Jerusalem in 2:42, and a concluding descent by ‘Iésous’
(implicitly away from Jerusalem) with ‘the parents’ to Nazareth in 2:51;

* The main text-unit is framed by imperfect verbal tenses giving general
continual action in the past, the first time in 2:41 introducing the
narrative, and the second time in 2:52a-b, concluding the narrative;

e The main text-unit ends in 2:52 with the spotlight remaining on a
renominalised ‘Iesous’ as the subject of an active verb.

To sum up: the character ‘Iésous’is the central character in main text-unit 2:41-
52, with the time of events referred to by his age. Iésous’ is found at the centre
of the action in the temple in Jerusalem during the festivities surrounding the
feast of the Passover. Central to this action is communication consisting of two
direct speeches between ‘Iésous’ and ‘his mother (and also ‘the parents’)’ con-
taining two (or three) questions.

223 See footnote 192 for ‘cameo appearance characters’.
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2.3 Luke 1:5-2:52: a ‘triptych’ with an extra ‘panel’

In light of the above syntax analysis of the research-text, its macrostructure
can be discerned. Main text-unit 1:5-2:52 has, for the greater part by far (claus-
es 1:5-2:40), a triptych structure, made up of three ‘panels’>+ This ‘triptych’,
together with an extra ‘panel’ (clauses 2:41-52), can be visualised schematically
as follows (see Scheme IV). In this scheme I also provide the semantics that is
developed within this macrostructure.

Maint-unit 1:5-2:40 consists of two ‘panels’ (1st Panel and 2nd Panel in Scheme
IV), each dealing with the annunciation, conception, birth, naming, circumci-
sion, and boyhood years of either the character ‘I6annés’, or the character ‘Te-
sous’, which are linked by a third ‘panel’ (3rd Panel in Scheme IV).

224 Cf. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 34-35; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 313314, who, like I do, both
posit a triptych structure for text-unit 1:5-2:40 (without calling it so), which is then followed by text-unit
2:41-52. However, because Nolland and Fitzmyer respectively call 1:39-59 ‘B’/'Complementary Episode’, and
2:41-52 ‘B’[‘Complementary Episode’, the impression could arise that they both draw a parallel between
text-units 1:39-56 and 2:41-52, which - from the point of view of syntax - cannot be maintained. Brown,
Birth of the Messiah (1993), 248249, offers a schematical summary (‘Table IX’) of macrostructural analyses
of Luke 1:5-2:52 made by six biblical exegetes. Pace Laurentin, Structure et Théologie de Luc (1957), 32-33, who
discerns the following macrostructure of Luke 1:5-2:52: a first ‘Diptyque des Annonciations’ consisting of
two annunciations (1:5-25 and 1:26-3 8) followed by an ‘Episode complémentaire: Visitation + Conclusion’
(1:39-56), parallel to a second ‘Diptyque des Naissances’ consisting of two births (1:57-80 and 2:1-2:40)
followed by an ‘Episode complémentaire: Recouvrement + Conclusion’ (2:41-52). In doing so he draws
a structural parallel between 1:39-56 and 2:41-52, however, without regard for the macrosyntax of Luke
1:5-2:52. Pace Burrows, Gospel of Infancy (1940), 5-6, who discerns three ‘parts’ in Luke 1:5-2:52, namely, Part
1: ‘The Annunciations’ (1:5-56), Part 2: ‘The Nativities’ (1:57-2:21), and Part 3: ‘The Temple Mysteries’ (2:22—
52). In doing so, he disregards the macrosyntactic break between 1:5-2:40 and 2:41-2:52. Pace also Bovon,
Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 46, who states ‘Symmetrie herrscht also in zwei Hauptwellen (1:5-25
|/ 1:26-38 und 1:57-66 || 2:1-40); die erste wird durch die Begegnung der beiden Miitter und die zweite
durch den Bericht von der Uberlegenheit des zwélfjahrigen Jesus im Tempel (2:41-52) abgeschlossen.’, and,
thereby, disregards the macrosyntactic break between 1:5-2:40 and 2:41-2:52.
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Scheme IV The macrostructure of the research-text: a ‘triptych’ with an extra ‘panel’

r1:5 r1:5 1st Panel 3rd Panel 2nd Panel
‘Idannés’ text-units linking text-unit ‘Ieésous’ text-units
A 1:5-25 B | 1:39-56 A’ | 1:26-38
annunciation/ the two annunciation/
conception mothers conception
C :Elisz‘ibet” and [ 5.1 5
Mariam introductory events
greet and 2:6-20
speak birth
1:57-58 2:21
birth circumcision/
1:59-79 naming
circumcision/ 2:22-39
naming presentation in the
temple
D 1:80 D’ | 2:40
‘now, the little boy ‘now, the little boy
continued to grow continued to grow
and continued to and continued to
become strong’ become strong’ +
-2:40 + whereabouts whereabouts of
of ‘Idanngs’ are ‘I€sous’ are not
mentioned, but his mentioned, but his
relationship with relationship with
‘God’ is not ‘God’ is
2:41 Extra Panel
E 2:41-52
the appearance of I€sous’ to Israél in the temple in Jerusalem
Lo:sp | ~232

Roughly speaking, every text-unit dealing with ‘Ioannés’ (A, C,and D in Scheme
IV) has its counterpart text-unit dealing with ‘lesous’ (A, C’, and D’ in Scheme
IV). These two parallel ‘series’ are, however, not isolated from each other, but
are linked to each other in three ways.>*

225 Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke-Acts (1992), 66-69, discusses ‘the rhetoric of sygkrisis
(comparison and contrast) regarding ‘I6annés’ and ‘Iésous’ in 1:5-80, and how this rhetoric goes beyond
differentiating between the two by breaking ‘the pattern of parallel scenes’ in the meeting between ‘Elisa-
bet’ and ‘Mariam’ in 1:39-56.
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1. Firstly, the series regarding ‘I€sous’ commences with a temporal
reference to the series regarding ‘Toannés’. In clause 1:26a, the time of
the conception of ‘Iésous’ is given as ‘in the sixth month’ (after the con-
ception of I6annés’). The conceptions of both ‘Ioannés’ and ‘lesous’ are
announced by the same character ‘the Messenger (of the Lord) |Gabriel.

2. Secondly, with the information given to ‘Mariam’ in clause 1:36b
(‘Elisabet your relative’), it becomes clear that ‘Mariam’, the mother of
‘Iésous’, is a relative of ‘Elisabet’, the mother of ‘I6annes’.

3. Thirdly, the two series are linked by one text-unit (B in Scheme IV),
where the pregnant ‘Elisabet’ and the pregnant ‘Mariam’, the mothers
of respectively ‘I6annes’ and ‘Iesous’, meet and speak. This ‘linking’
text-unit (3rd Panel in Scheme IV) completes the ‘triptych’.¢

The series regarding the character ‘I€sous’ contains a text-unit (2:22-39) that
has no counterpart in the series regarding ‘Ioannes’. This text-unit deals with
the presentation of ‘Iesous’ in the temple in Jerusalem.

The two parallel series of text-units (1st Panel and 2nd Panel), one for ‘Ioannés’
and one for ‘Iésous’, are each concluded by a very short main text-unit: respec-
tively 1:80 (D in Scheme IV) and 2:40 (D’ in Scheme IV). Main text-unit 1:80
(D) offers general information about ‘Ioannés’ growing up; main text-unit 2:40
(D’) offers general information about ‘Iesous’ growing up.>” The macrosyntactic
parallel between 1:80 and 2:40, as both being short concluding main text-units,
is emphasized semantically, through introducing them both with exactly the
same words: 10 8¢ nadiov nbiEavev kai Ekpoatarodro (now, the little boy continued
to grow and continued to become strong; 1:80a-b; 2:40a-b).>* Clause 1:80c then ex-
plicitly states that the character I6annés’ ‘continued to be (= remained) in the
deserted places until the day of his appearance to Israél’. However, its parallel
text-unit 2:40, regarding the character ‘Iésous’, remains silent about ‘Iesous”

226 Cf. Wojcik, “Narrative Frame of Luke’s Gospel” (1976), 17: ‘The two stories come together in the next scene
(1:39-56) as Mary visits Elizabeth. The narrative dovetailing reinforces Gabriel’s announcement that the
lives of John and Jesus are to be intertwined (...).

227 Pace Riemersma, Lucasevangelie (2018), 50-51; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 152, who by delineating a main
text-unit 2:40-2:52, instead of determining 2:40 to be the concluding text-unit of 1:5-2:40, miss the
macrosyntactic parallel between text-units 1:80 and 2:40. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 50, therefore, in his
analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52, draws a parallel between his text-units 1:80 and 2:40-52.

228 Cf. O Fearghail, Role of Lk 1:1-4:44 (1991), 17. See for an exposition on various ‘techniques of repetition’ and
their (communicative) function in biblical narrative, Alter, Art of Biblical Narrative (1981), 88-113.
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whereabouts until his appearance to Israél while growing up. In view of the
syntactic observations that I describe regarding the clauses flanking text-unit
2:40, namely 2:39a-b and 2:41 (see paragraphs 2.2.2, 2.2.14, and 2.2.16), text-unit
2:40 implies that ‘Iesous’ continued to be (= remained) in the temple in Jerusa-
lem after his presentation there, parallel to Ioannés” continuing to be (= re-
maining) in the deserted places (1:80).

‘lesous” ‘appearance to Israél™® occurs in the immediately following main
text-unit 2:41-52 (E in Scheme IV).2° Here, in the context of the Passover (2:41),
where the age of ‘Iésous’ determines the time of events (2:42), through a zoom-
ing-in technique, the twelve-year-old ‘Iésous’ is given centre stage in the tem-
ple in Jerusalem (2:46b—c), becomes the subject of completed action for the
first time (2:43¢), and speaks his first words in Luke in the form of one (or two)
questions (2:49b—¢’).

In brief: on the basis of macrosyntactic observations, the research-text can be
divided into:

1. Main text-unit 1:5-2:40, which has a ‘triptych’ structure comprised of
two series of text-units about the annunciation, conception, birth,
circumcision, naming, and boyhood of respectively ‘I6annes’ and
‘Iesous’, and a ‘shared’ text-unit connecting these two series.

2. Main text-unit 2:41-52, which deals with ‘Iesous” appearance to Israél
in the temple in Jerusalem.

229 Cf. Bock, Theology of Luke’s Gospel and Acts (2011), 64, who deals with Luke 2:41-52 under the heading Jesus’
Revelation of His Self-Understanding (2:41-52)’; Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts (1986), 47, 53, who
holds that ‘Iésous’ begins his mission in Luke 2:41: John and Jesus Begin Their Mission (Luke 2:41-4:30)".
On page 54, Tannehill states: “The scene of the boy Jesus in the temple anticipates Jesus’ public ministry
by presenting to the reader a twelve year old with precocious understanding of religious questions and
with a developing sense of his own special destiny.’; cf. Koet, “Contrapreguntas en Lucas” (2022), 140; ‘Sin
embargo, el pasaje en el que Jests se queda de nifio en el Templo de Jerusalén también puede verse como
un anticipo de lo que Jestis hard en el resto del evangelio.” See also Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 153, where he
states that ‘Iesous” ‘public ministry to Israel’ is ‘proleptically present in the temple scene.” See also Kilgal-
len, “Foreshadowing of Jesus, Teacher” (1985), 553-559, who views 2:41-50 as an ‘introduction’, a ‘clarifica-
tion’ and a ‘foreshadowing’ of ‘Iésous’ as being the ‘teacher of the teachers of Israel’, in order to prepare
‘Mary’, Joseph’ and ‘the reader’ ‘to encounter the element of Jesus’s public life’.

230 Pace Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 479, who states: ‘The story in 2:41-52 is not the fulfillment of any-
thing that precedes.’I contend on the other hand, that 2:41-52 is exactly the fulfilment of what is implied
in 2:40. Pace, therefore, also Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), who states: ¢...) the story of the finding
of Jesus in the Temple is only loosely connected with what precedes.’
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3.1 Definitions and the identification of questions

Having come to grips with the syntax of my research-text (see paragraph 2.2,
Scheme III, and the Appendix) and, through it, with its macrostructure (see
paragraph 2.3, and Scheme IV), I am now able to turn my attention to the more
specific focus of my study, namely the communicative function of the ques-
tions® occurring in Luke 1:5-2:52.23

231 Brook O’Donnell, Porter, and Reed, Fundamentals of New Testament Greek (2010), 79, define a ‘question’ as
follows: ‘An inquiry regarding (1) information or (2) assent or dissent.’

232 Elbert, Luke’s Rhetorical Compositions (2022), 100, counts 152 questions in Luke: ‘There are 152 questions in
the Third Gospel. Most are single-clause questions, often functioning to introduce further explanation,
instruction, dialogue, action, prophecy, or narrative comment. Of the 152 questions, sixty-five may be
characterized as two-clause questions; that is, they have a dual focus determined either by two verbal
expressions or two distinct concepts.’ Copenhaver, 307 Questions Jesus Asked (2014), xviii, counts a total of
307 questions asked by ‘Iesous’ in Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John; cf. Dear, Questions of Jesus (2004), xxii.
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Questions, whether they be ‘direct questions’,* ‘indirect questions™* or ‘im-
plied questions’, can broadly speaking be:

* Open questions, which invite more information than an affirmative
(‘yes’) or negative (‘no’);s
* Yes-no questions;=*

Douglas Estes gives the following definition of a direct question, which is al-
ways found in direct speech: ‘a [direct] question is any utterance with inter-
rogative force that asks not says, that always applies some rhetorical effect and
that invites a reply of some sort’.” Estes describes indirect questions, usually
found in indirect speech,*® as having ‘interrogative force that an interpreter
needs to account for in the interpretation of the text’, although ‘their primary
force is anything other than interrogative’.s

233 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 25-26, who estimates that the number of direct questions in the
Greek New Testament is approximately 980, tallying 154 in Luke.

234 See for the difference between direct questions (direct speech) and indirect questions (indirect speech)
e.g., Estes, “Unasked Questions” (2022), 231: ‘In contrast to questions in direct discourse (...), indirect
discourse occurs when the narrator speaks for the character, summarizing the words of the character (...);
Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 517; Panhuis, Latin Grammar (2006), 134.

235 See for what I call ‘open questions’, Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019),

476, who note that they may be called ‘wh-questions’. See also Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 93, who
distinguishes between ‘variable questions’ (containing ‘a variable, x, in its formatior’), ‘alternative ques-
tions’ (imposing ‘a preselected number of options’), and ‘set questions’ (imposing ‘a limited set of possible
answers’), all three of which indeed invite more information than an affirmative or negative answer, and
thus fall under my ‘open questions’; cf. Estes, Questions of Jesus (2013), 69-80, for a detailed discussion of
what he here, indeed, calls ‘open questions’. See also Aarts, English Grammar (2011), 167-169, who calls open
questions ‘open interrogative clauses’ (soliciting ‘an unrestricted set of answers’); Quirk, et al., English
Language (2010), 81, who calls open questions ‘wh-questions’.

236 See for yes-no questions e.g., Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 476, 518.
See also Estes, “Unasked Questions” (2022), 232, where he refers to yes—no questions as ‘decision ques-
tions’; Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 93, where he calls yes—no questions ‘polar questions’ (contain-
ing ‘a binary opposition’ in their formation); Estes, Questions of Jesus (2013), 113-118, for a more expansive
exposition on ‘polar questions’. See in addition, Aarts, English Grammar (2011), 169-170, who calls yes-no
questions ‘closed interrogative clauses’; Quirk, et al., English Language (2010), 81, who uses the same term I
do (yes—no questions). See Romero and Han, “Negative Yes-No Questions” (2004), for their discussion on
negative yes-no questions; Miiller, “Fragen im Erzihlwerk des Lukas” (2003), 30, who calls yes-no ques-
tions ‘Entscheidungsfragen’, adding ‘Die entsprechende Antwort besteht aus einem Ja oder Nein.’

237 Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 20.

238 Anindirect question can also be found in the discursive world of a text, e.g.: ‘Robert said to Sebastian: “My
mother asked whether you could visit her this afternoon.”

239 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 17 (footnote 1), and 54-61 for a more detailed discussion of indirect
questions. See also Sufier, “Indirect Questions” (1993), 4651, for the theoretical background to her discus-
sion on indirect questions in Spanish.
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My study concerns both the direct questions and the indirect questions found
in Luke 1:5-2:52. The direct questions occur in the discursive world of my re-
search-text, while the indirect questions occur in its narrative world. Besides
investigating the communicative role of these direct and indirect questions,
which are explicitly formulated in the research-text, my study also includes
so-called ‘implied’ questions, which are not explicitly formulated in the text,
but are alluded to by the semantics of the context.* For example:

* The description by the TIA of action as e.g. ‘answering’ or ‘questioning’,
implies, respectively, a question being answered or a question being
posed, even if the question itself is not supplied by the TIA;>

* Anaffirmative ‘yes’ or a negative no’ can imply that a yes—no question
has been posed, even if the question itself is not supplied by the TIA.>*

Because their contents are not described by the TIA, implied questions con-
stitute an information discrepancy between what the characters do know, and
what the TIR does not know. Implied questions are an integral part of the nar-
rative, and should not be confused with questions that may be inferred by a
character or the TIR from what is stated in the text.>s

Regarding Koine Greek, most direct open questions can be identified as such ata
syntactic level by their use of a so-called ‘n-word’ (or ‘question-word’).># These

240 WhatI call an ‘implied question’ should not be confused with a so-called ‘unasked questior’, which Estes
defines as ‘a question that is thought by a character or narrator but never actually asked with voice’; see Estes,
“Unasked Questions” (2022), 237. My ‘implied question’ is, in contrast, a question that is indeed ‘asked with
voice’, and is therefore an integral part of the TIA’s narrative; it is however, not communicated to the TIR.
See for a list of verba dicendi that can introduce indirect questions, Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Gram-
mar of Classical Greek (2019), 517. See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 64-65, for the issues surrounding
the verbal discourse markers (verba dicendi) ‘ask’ and ‘say’ used to introduce direct questions in Koine Greek.
242 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 89-92, for how answers to questions, even if they do not supply
the information asked for, indeed imply a question as having been asked. See regarding answers to yes-no
questions, Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 480—-481.
243 Animplied question should not be confused with ‘implicature’, which Estes defines as ‘the intentional com-
munication of more than the stated meaning of an utterance’; see Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 77-79.
244 In this study, I use the term ‘t-word’ to refer to words that introduce a direct or indirect question. Cf.
Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 50: ‘II-word is a shorthand expression for one of several types of in-
terrogative variable words that serve as strong indicators of interrogativity in clauses. The reason we call
them n-words is because almost all of them start with the letter n.” Two common n-words, tig (who) and ti
(what; why), which are used in direct questions in Classical and Koine Greek, but also in indirect questions
in Koine Greek, indeed do not start with the letter n. In Classical Greek, t-words used in indirect questions
almost always start with an 6 (an omicron preceded by a spiritus asper), but Koine Greek has dispensed with
this almost entirely: see Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 57-60. Quirk, et al., English Language (2010), 77,
refers to m-words as ‘wh-words’.
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interrogative pronouns, adverbs and adjectives (m-words) always demand
more than a simple affirmative (‘yes’) or negative (‘no’). Estes offers a resumé
of all the n-words used in the Greek New Testament.* A n-word is usually po-
sitioned at the start of an interrogative clause in a direct speech.*¢ It is mainly
found directly after or closely following upon the verbum dicendi introducing
the direct speech containing the open question.

In contrast to direct open questions, direct yes—no questions are difficult to iden-
tify via syntax because they do not require any type of syntactic interroga-
tive marker,* such as a n-word. A yes-no question can sometimes contain a
marker indicating whether the question expects an affirmative or a negative
answer, facilitating its identification as a question.>** However, if completely
unmarked, semantics can then be of help in identifying a yes—no question.>#

Open questions reported in indirect speech (indirect open questions) are also
usually marked by a t-word, mostly found at the start of the relevant subordi-
nate clause. Indirect yes—no questions are in almost all cases able to be identified
via syntax and are marked by the subordinating conjunction &i (if or whether) at
the start of the subordinate clause.>

245 Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 50-51, 57. See for other overviews of n-words, Van Emde Boas, et al.,
Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 478, who call n-words ‘question words’; Muraoka, Syntax of
Septuagint Greek (2016), 91-94; Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 735-741.

246 See Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (1999), 136; Decker, Reading Koine Greek (2018), 208.

247 The use of interrogative particles such dpo and 1) in Classical Greek to mark yes-no questions was almost
completely dispensed with by Koine Greek; cf. Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 96. See for the use of &pu
and 1 to mark yes—no questions in Classical Greek, Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical
Greek (2019), 476-477. See for the absence in Koine Greek of interrogative particles in some direct ques-
tions, Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 1075. See for markers of yes—no questions in
Biblical Hebrew, Hawley, “Linguistic Markers of Polar Interrogatives in Biblical Hebrew” (2015).

248 See Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 477: ‘By using a question introduced
by 0v, &p’ 0v, or ovkodv (...), a speaker signals that he expects or desires the answer to be ‘yes’(...)’; ‘By
starting a question with 1 (seldom dpo i) or pév, a speaker signals that he is reluctant to accept a posi-
tive answer as true, often to convey apprehension or surprise (...)’; ‘Occasionally, questions are introduced
by ndv ob, indicating that the speaker is reluctant to accept a negative answer as true (...). See regarding
the negation particles pfi(tt) and ov(xi) that can introduce ‘rhetorical’ questions, and the answers they
intimate, Zimmermann, “Q Document” (2022), especially 172: ‘The negation particles have a specifically
rhetorical function in questions because they indicate the rhetorical nature of the question. They are
so-called ‘rhetorical questions’ that intend to suggest a particular answer. Basically, the principle is that
ovyi (not ...?) expects an affirmative answer (yes!), while prjti aims at a negation (of course not!).” See also
Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 1075.

249 See Lietaert Peerbolte, “An Erotesis in Romans” (2022), 263-279, here 265-266: ‘If a clause contains an interrog-
ative pronoun, it is likely to be a question, be it direct or indirect. This does not mean, however, that a clause
without an interrogative pronoun cannot be a question. Here, the context of the clause is decisive (...).

250 See for the subordinator ¢i (whether; if) introducing indirect yes-no questions, Van Emde Boas, et al.,
Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 518.
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Implied questions, remaining themselves entirely unformulated in the text,
can only be located with the help of the contextual semantics. Once a possi-
ble implied question has been located through semantics, the syntactic context
can then be studied in order to gain further insight. If the implied question is
located within the narrative world of the text, it can be fairly assumed to be an
implied indirect question; if located in the discursive world it can be assumed to
be an implied direct question. However, nothing can be assumed with certain-
ty. In some cases, semantics can offer insight into whether the located implied
question tends towards being an implied open question or an implied yes—no
question, although which of the two can also never be established with cer-
tainty. The contextual semantics in which an implied question is located can
sometimes offer information concerning its content.

To sum up:
* Direct open questions:
explicitly in the text —identified through syntax (n-word).
* Indirect open questions:
explicitly in the text —identified through syntax (n-word).
* Direct yes—no questions:
explicitly in the text - in some cases identified through syntax
(negation particles),»' and semantics.
* Indirect yes—no questions:
explicitly in the text — identified through syntax (subordinating
conjunction &i).
* Implied questions:
implicitly in the text —located through semantics.

In order to identify the direct and indirect questions, as well as locate the implied
questions found in Luke 1:5-2:52, I take the following three steps:

1. Firstly, I study the syntax of the research-text (paragraph 3.2);

2. Secondly, I make a semantic analysis, limited to studying the context
of the word-pair ‘question-answer’, the verb ‘to request’ and the
word-pair ‘yes-no’ (paragraph 3.3);

251 For example, ov, Gp’ ov, odkodv, pi, Gpa Wi, L@v, pdv ov, ui(tt) and od(xi); see also footnote 248.
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3. Finally, I cross-reference the research-text with the most recent
academic consensus regarding its punctuation (paragraph 3.4).

As explained in Chapter 1, the New Testament Koine Greek text used for my
study is the text constructed by NA28.

3.2 Identifying questions using syntax

The first step I take to identify the questions in my research-text is based on
syntax, noting the occurrence in the research-text of n-words, of the subordi-
nating conjunction &i, and of negation particles at the beginning of clauses in
direct speech.

Using my syntax analysis (paragraph 2.2 and the Appendix), I can determine a
total of eight instances of the use of a n-word in Luke 1:5-2:52.

1. Six of these occur in the discursive world, mostly in first or second
position in a direct speech, and they can each be viewed as marking a
separate direct open question. These six instances are:

* Four times the interrogative pronoun ti
(what; why; 1:18b; 1:66¢; 2:48¢; 2:49b);
* Once the interrogative adverb ndg (how; 1:34b);
* Once the interrogative adverb n60gev (from where; 1:43a).

2. The remaining two n-words are found in the narrative world of the re-
search-text, and each of them marks an indirect open question. These
two are:

* The interrogative adjective notomdg (what kind; 1:29¢);
* The interrogative pronoun ti (what; 1:62b).

The critical apparatus offered by NA28 lists no witnesses that either add to, or
exclude any of these eight instances of the use of a t-word in the research-text.
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The research-text does not contain a subordinate clause starting with &i (if or
whether), marking an indirect yes—no question, and the critical apparatus of-
fered by NA28 lists no further witnesses containing such a clause.

The negation particle o0k (not; 2:49¢) occurring in direct speech at the begin-
ning of clause 2:49c-€’ could indicate that these clauses form a direct yes—no
question that expects an affirmative answer. The negation particle pn (not) oc-
curring at the beginning of three direct speeches, however, always negates an
imperative poBod/poPeicde (do not fear; 1:13b, 1:30b, 2:10b) and, therefore, does
not indicate a direct yes—no question expecting a negative answer. The critical
apparatus offered by NA28 lists no witnesses that either add to, or exclude
these instances of negation particles found at the beginning of clauses in di-
rect speech in the research-text.

3.3 Identifying questions using semantics

Leaving aside syntax, I then apply the prism of semantics in order to identify
possible direct yes-no questions and implied questions in Luke 1:5-2:52. To do
s0, I limit myself to the semantic domains ‘ask for-request’, ‘question-answer’,
and ‘affirmation-negation’, as defined by Johannes Louw and Eugene Nida in
their Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains.>*A
thorough reading of the research-text results in the following:

3.3.1 The verb éngpwtaom (to ask a question)

There is only one occurrence of the verbal root énepwtdo (to ask a question)* in
the research-text. It occurs in clause 2:46e, where the masculine participle in

252 See Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domains 33.161-33.177 (‘Ask for, Request’);
Domains 33.180-33.188 (‘Question, Answer’); Domains 69.1-69.16 (‘Affirmation, Negatiorn’).

253 See Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.161: ‘¢potde; énepotdw: to ask for,
usually with the implication of an underlying question—to ask for, to request.”; Domain 33.180: ‘¢pot.®;
émepmtdo: to ask for information—‘to ask, to ask a question.”; cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021),
319 (for énepwtam), 348 (for épotin); Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996),

618 (for énepwtim), 695-696 (for Epwtaem); Bauer, Warterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 564 (for énepotim), c.
616-617 (for épwtiw). Pace Van Emde Boas, “Rhetorical Questions in Ancient Greek” (2005), 6, who appears
to consider a request not to be a question: ‘a critical analyst must also look at many other uses of the ques-
tion-form (such as requests disguised as questions, e.g. “Can you pass the wine?”).’ The example he gives
is clearly a direct yes—no question.

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 119



present tense énepot@dvta (while questioning) refers to the character ‘Iesous’ as
the subject of a narrated act of questioning. This act of questioning by ‘Iesous’
takes place in the following context: the parents of ‘Iésous’ are seeking him,
and after three days they find him in the temple ‘sitting at the centre of the
teachers hearing them and questioning them’ (2:46a—e). The participle ‘ques-
tioning’ implies the presence of questions being asked on the textual stage.
The contextual semantics of clauses 2:46a—e does not imply the form (whether
open or yes—no) of these (implied) questions that ‘Tesous’ poses ‘the teachers’.
Neither is their content offered by the TIA, confronting the TIR with an infor-
mation discrepancy compared to what the characters know.

3.3.2 The verb vitéo (to ask for; to request; to demand)

There is only one occurrence of the verb aitéw (to ask for; to request; to demand)>*
in the research-text. In its meaning of ‘to ask for’ or ‘to request’, it implies the
formulation of a question.> Besides being formulated as an interrogative (e.g.
‘Could I have a little writing-tablet?’), a request can also be formulated as a
statement (e.g. I would like a little writing-tablet.”), or even as an imperative
(e.g. ‘Give me a little writing-tablet’!).>® Taken in the meaning of ‘to demand’,
the verb’s imperative force wins out over its interrogative force. In my work-
ing-translation, I have translated aitém with its meaning of ‘to request’.

A derivation of the verb aitéw occurs in clause 1:63a, where the masculine par-
ticiple in aorist tense aitfoog (having requested) refers to the character ‘Zachari-
as’ as the subject of a narrated act of requesting. This act of requesting by ‘Zach-
arias’ takes place in the following context: the mute ‘Zacharias’ has been asked
a question (indirect open question 1:62b—c) and he answers in writing (1:63d),
after ‘having requested a little writing-tablet’ (1:63a), implying a yes—no question
being posed on the textual stage.>” The content of this (implied) question that

254 See Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.163: ‘aitém; maportéopo: to ask for
with urgency, even to the point of demanding—to ask, to demand, to plead for.”; cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-En-
glish Lexicon (2021), 26 (for aitéw), 679 (for mapartéopar); Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon
(1940; repr. 1996), 44 (for aitéw), 1310-1311 (for napartéopar); Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 50-51
(for aitéw), c. 1222-1223 (for Tapartéopar).

255 For what he refers to as ‘request questions’, see Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 245-252.

256 Cf. Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 245: ‘Even though requests seek a response from a hearer and carry
some degree of interrogative force, requests are not always punctuated as a question.’

257 Arequest always expects either an affirmative or a negative answer. Therefore, a request cannot be an open
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‘Zacharias’ poses is not supplied by the TIA, and this, therefore, confronts the
TIR with an information discrepancy between what the characters know, and
what he does not know.

3.3.3 The verb amoxpivopar (to answer a question)

Variations of the verbal root dmokpivopon (to answer a question) are found four
times in the research-text:

* This occurs once as the noun taig dmokpiceow (the answers; 2:47),%
which is qualified as belonging to the character ‘Iesous’ ‘his answers’.
These ‘answers’ given by ‘Iesous’ imply that ‘Ieésous’ has been asked ques-
tions. The context, however, does not hint at whether these implied
questions are open or yes—no questions. The content of these implied
questions is ipso facto not supplied by the TIA, and this confronts the
TIR with an information discrepancy compared to the characters who
can hear these questions. Neither does the TIA supply the content of the
answers that ‘I€sous’ gives, confronting the TIR with a second informa-
tion discrepancy.

* Three times the verbum dicendi dnoxpivopar (to answer a question)** oc-
curs as a participle modifying the verbum dicendi einev (he/she said): twice
as the masculine participle dnokpiBeig (answering; 1:19a; 1:35a), and once
as the feminine participle droxpi€ica (answering; 1:60a).2%

Because the verb means ‘to answer a question’, the context in which it is used
by the TIA could indeed contain a question that is syntactically unmarked as

question, but is always a yes-no question.

258 See Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.185: ‘énokpioig, eog: (derivative of
amokpivopat ‘to reply;’ [...]) that which is said in response to a question—‘answer, reply.”; cf. Bauer, et al.,
Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 99; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 18s.

259 For example, the content of the answers that the character ‘Iesous’ gives could help pinpoint whether the
implied questions are open or yes—no questions, however, it is also not supplied by the TIA.

260 See Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.184: dmokpivopat: to respond to
a question asking for information—°to answer, to reply.”; cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 99;
Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 184-185. For dmokpivo, see Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-
English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 204.

261 Ideal with the communicative consequences of the use of the two connected verba dicendi émoxpivopau (to
answer a question) and &inev (he/she said) in Chapters 4 and 5.
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such. I, therefore, proceed to study the context in which the above-mentioned
three participles meaning ‘answering’, all of which are found in the introduc-
tions to direct speeches, occur.

In order to come to grips with the TIA’s use of dmoxpivopay, I first ascertain
when it is and when it is not used in a response to a direct speech that is clear-
ly marked as a direct open question by a n-word. I, therefore, compare all the
(lack of ) responses to the six syntactically marked direct open questions in the
research-text. If the narrative introductions of responses to these direct open
questions use a derivation of dmokpivopau (to answer a question), then (a part of)
the ensuing direct speech can be termed as an answer to the preceding marked
direct open question (simultaneously reaffirming it to be a question). If the nar-
rative introductions to direct speeches following upon a marked direct open
question do not use the modifying participle ‘answering’, then perhaps there
is areason for them not to do so. Points 1-6 below each give a short description
and analysis of the (lack of)) responses to the six syntactically marked direct
open questions in the research-text:

1. Marked by a n-word, direct open question 1:18b is spoken by ‘Zacharias’
to ‘the Messenger’, who immediately responds with a direct speech in
clauses 1:19c-20g. This direct speech is introduced with: ‘and answering,
the Messenger said to him’ (1:19a-b). The use of the modifying partici-
ple ‘answering’ describes (part of ) ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech as an
answer to ‘Zacharias” direct open question, simultaneously reaffirming
1:18b to be a question.

2. Marked by a n-word, direct open question 1:34b—c is spoken by ‘Mariam’
to ‘the Messenger, who immediately responds with a direct speech in
clauses 1:35¢-37. This direct speech is introduced with: ‘and answering,
‘the Messenger’ said to her’ (1:35a-b). The use of the modifying parti-
ciple ‘answering’ describes (part of ) ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech as
an answer to ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question, simultaneously reaffirming
1:34b—c to be a question.

3. Marked by a n-word, direct open question 1:43a-b is spoken by ‘Elisabet’
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to ‘Mariam’. ‘Mariam’ speaks a direct speech in 1:46b-s55. This direct
speech is introduced with ‘and Mariam said’ (1:46a) without using the
modifying participle ‘answering’. ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech is, therefore,
not described as an answer, and indeed does not give an answer to ‘Elis-
abet’s’ direct open question in 1:43a-b (see paragraph 5.18).

4. Marked by a n-word, direct open question 1:66¢ is an ‘interior’ question
spoken by ‘all the hearers’ with no addressee (except the individual
speakers themselves). This direct open question is not responded to and
is therefore not answered.

5. Marked by a m-word, direct open question 2:48e is spoken by ‘Mariam’
to ‘Iesous’, who immediately responds with direct speech 2:49b in the
form of a direct open question. This direct speech is introduced with ‘he
said to them’ (2:49a), without using the modifying participle ‘answer-
ing’. The response by ‘Iesous’ (being itself a direct open question) indeed
does not appear to contain an answer to ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question
(see paragraph 6.5).

6. Marked by a n-word, direct open question 2:49b is spoken by ‘Iesous’ to
‘Mariam’ and ‘I6séph’. They do not respond, and therefore the direct open
question posed by ‘Iesous’ is not answered.

Summing up:

1. There are reasons for four of the six syntactically marked direct open
questions in the research-text not to be responded to using the modify-
ing participle ‘answering’, namely:

* Two of the six direct open questions (1:66¢; 2:49b) receive no
response and, therefore, they contain no answer;

* One of the six direct open questions (2:48¢) is itself responded
to by a direct open question, not an answer;

* One of the six direct open questions (1:43a-b) receives a delayed
response that does not answer the question.
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2. The remaining two syntactically marked direct open questions, both fol-
lowed immediately by a narrative introduction to a direct speech con-
taining the modifying participle ‘answering’, indeed do receive an answer
to the question posed (1:18b; 1:33b—c).

I have now arrived at the fruit of my investigation of the immediate context of
the participle ‘answering’ in order to identify possible syntactically unmarked
questions (yes—no and implied questions) in the research-text through seman-
tics. Of the three times ‘answering’ is used in the research-text, twice this is in
response to a marked direct open question (1:18b and 1:34b—c). The third time
(1:60a), this follows immediately upon clauses 1:59a—d that, however, are not
syntactically marked as containing a direct open question. In view of the use
of amoxpivopou (to answer a question) by the TIA in the research-text to indicate
the answering of a direct open question when an answer is indeed given (1:18b;
1:34b—c), it could be concluded that ‘answering’ used in 1:60a also introduces
an answer to a question, in this case to a syntactically unmarked question in
clauses 1:59a-d.

However, the syniax of clauses 1:59a—d kol &yéveto év 1f] quépe tff OydoM
NABov TEp1TEpSiy TO mondiov Kol EKGAovY adTO &Ml ¢ OVOLATL TOD TOTPOS GHTOD
Zoyopiav (and it came to pass on the eighth day they came to circumcise the little boy
and they were calling him after the name of his father Zacharias), which immedi-
ately precede 1:60a, does not offer the opportunity to interpret these clauses
as containing a question. The proper noun ‘Zacharias’ is, namely, in the accu-
sative case Zayapiav, rendering it an object of the action éxdhovv (they were
calling; 1:59d),*> and erasing the possibility to read ‘Zacharias’ as the direct
yes—no question: ‘Zacharias?’. The critical apparatus offered by NA28 lists no
witnesses giving ‘Zacharias’ in the nominative case. Because syntax precedes
semantics, I must conclude that — despite the action immediately following
upon clauses 1:59a—d being described as ‘answering’ - these clauses do not con-
tain a question.

262 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 50; Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis
(1993), 174.
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The semantics of 1:60a (‘answering’) does, however, indeed imply a question.
This implied question is not explicitly formulated by the TIA and, therefore,
constitutes an information discrepancy for the TIR.

To round off my enquiry into possible questions marked by the verb ‘to answer
a question’, the following must be said about the two indirect open questions
posed in the narrative world of the research-text (1:29¢ and 1:62b—c). These two
are not responded to using a variation of the verbal root dmoxpivopau (to answer
a question).

* Indirect open question 1:29c is, namely, an ‘interior’ question, which can-
not be heard by anyone else than the speaker ‘Mariam’ and which does
not elicit any - direct or indirect - response, whether described as an
answer or not.

* The direct speech immediately following indirect open question 1:62b-
c is a response that is introduced by an extraordinary verbum dicendi,
Eypayev Aéyov (he wrote (saying):) with its own special communicative
import (see paragraph 4.10).

3.3.4 The affirmation vai (yes) and the negation ovyi (no)

Direct and indirect yes—no questions are answered by either an affirmative voi
(yes) or a negative ov(k), 0y, or oy (no).> The affirmation ‘yes’ occurs nowhere
in the research-text. On the other hand, the negation ovyi (no!y** does occur,
albeit only once. This is in 1:60c, where it is the first word of a direct speech
(1:60c-d) by the character ‘Elisabet’ (= ‘his mother’). AsIdeal with in paragraph
3.3.3, this direct speech is introduced as being an answer to an implied ques-
tion. The fact that this answer starts with the negation ‘no’, suggests that this
implied question could be an implied yes—no question. Thus, the semantics of
the action directly following upon clauses 1:59a-d, namely, kai dmokpiBeioa 1

263 Converting the yes—no question into the statement it questions, is equivalent to the affirmation ‘yes’, e.g.
“Canyou read?” - “I can read.” Conversely, negating the statement the question contains, is equivalent to
the negating ‘no’, e.g. “Can you read?” - “I cannot read.”

264 See Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 69.4: ‘ovyi: a marker of a somewhat
more emphatically negativized proposition—not, not indeed.’; cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021),
658-659; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 1186.
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unnp avtod elnev (and answering, his mother said;1:60a-b), taken together with
the semantics of the direct speech it introduces ovyi d¢Ard KAnOioeton Todvvng

(“No!, but he will be called Johannes”; 1:60c—d) both imply a yes—no question that

is negatively answered by the character ‘Elisabet’ in 1:60c. This implied yes-no

question would appear to suggest that ‘the little boy’ is called ‘Zacharias’, and

that ‘Elisabet’ corrects this suggestion with her answer.>s

3.3.5 Summing up the results of my semantic analysis

The results of my semantic analysis can be summed up in three points:

* The semantics does not point at any indirect yes—no questions to be
found in the research-text.

* The semantics suggests two possible implied yes—no questions, the
first implied by 1:60a and 1:60c, and the second implied by 1:63a.

* The semantics confirms two direct open questions (1:18b and 1:34b—c),
already identified through syntax, to indeed be questions.

3.4. The academic consensus

Since direct yes—no questions and implied questions are not directly marked

syntactically, I proceed to check my findings described in paragraphs 3.2 and

3.3 against the punctuation used by NA28.2 Modern editions of the Greek New

Testament, such as NA28, use a (;) to mark a direct open or direct yes—no ques-

265

266

Cf. for the function here of 6AL (but; 1:60d), Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 50-51: ‘The
adversative conjunction introduces a clause that runs counter expectation. More specifically, ¢AAd func-
tions as “a ‘global marker of contrast,” one that ‘introduces a correction of the expectation created by the
first conjunct; an incorrect expectation is cancelled and a proper expectation is put in its place.” It provides
a corrective to whatever it stands in contrast with in the preceding context, even if it is positive rather than
negative”(...).

See for an overview of punctuation marks used in modern editions of Greek texts, Van Emde Boas, et al.,
Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 5; Morwood, Oxford Grammar of Classical Greek (2001), 5. See,
regarding punctuation, some challenges confronting editors of Greek New Testament editions, Robertson,
Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 244-245; cf. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical
Greek (2019), 474: ‘It is sometimes not straightforward to determine the sentence type of an individual
utterance: our knowledge about the intonation of Greek utterances is limited, and written punctuation
and accents were added only after the classical period (...). Modern editions of texts are typically based on
the evidence provided in medieval manuscripts.’
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tion.>” This question mark is placed at the end of a clause or series of clauses
making up the direct question. The results of my check are the following:

1. The six direct open questions (1:18b; 1:34b—c; 1:43a-b; 1:66¢; 2:48€; 2:49b),
identified by me through their being marked by a n-word, are indeed
marked by NA28 as a question, using a (;).

2. The two indirect open questions (1:29c; 1:62b—c) that I identified as such
through their being marked by a n-word are, being part of the narrative
world, not marked with a (;) by NA28.

3. Inonly one instance does NA28 interpret as a question a series of claus-
es (2:49c—¢’) that is neither marked by a n-word, nor implied as such
by its semantic context. It is only the negation particle ovk (not; 2:49¢)
with which it commences that suggests that it could contain a question
expecting an affirmative answer. NA28 punctuates this series of clauses
with an interrogative (;), marking it as a direct yes—no question. I trans-
late these clauses as such in my working-translation. However, due to
the lack of a n-word syntactically marking them as a question, clauses
2:49c—€’ can also be translated as a statement in the discursive world, thus
offering the TIR more than one reading option.

As a final check, I then cross-reference the punctuation used by NA28 with
two other renowned Greek New Testament editions. I do this in order to con-
firm whether these editions also consider the clauses punctuated as direct open
questions (1:18b; 1:3¢b—c; 1:43a-b; 1:66¢; 2:48e; 2:49b), and the series of clauses
punctuated as a direct yes—no question (2:49c—¢’) by NA28 to indeed be ques-
tions. During this check, I can additionally ascertain whether no other (series
of ) clauses, besides the seven instances mentioned above, are punctuated as
questions by these editions. These editions are: the United Bible Societies’ 5th

267 See for how modern editions of Greek texts use a (;) to render a question mark (?), Van Emde Boas, et al.,
Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 5. Cf. Decker, Reading Koine Greek (2018), 17; Nuchelmans, Kleine
Griekse Grammatica (1976), 8. For the development of the épompotikov (question mark), see Robertson,
Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 242. See for the determination of questions using question
marks supplied by the editors of the Greek New Testament text (here for Romans 8:31-39), and the chal-
lenges involved in doing so, Lietaert Peerbolte, “An Erotésis in Romans” (2022). Implied questions, lying
outside of the text (but within the narrative world of the text), can - ipso facto - not be punctuated.
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edition (UBS5)® and the edition by the Society of Biblical Literature (SBLGN-
T).2*® Regarding Luke 1:5-2:52, the interrogative punctuation used by USBs and
SBLGNT is indeed identical to that of NA28.

3.5 Questions identified in Luke 1:5-2:52

To round off this chapter, I briefly summarise the steps taken to identify direct,
indirect, and implied questions in the research-text and, after having done so, I
present my findings in Scheme V.

Using syntax (n-words and the subordinating conjunction &i) I first identified:
*  Sixdirect open questions (1:18b; 1:33b—c; 1:43a-b; 1:66¢; 2:48¢; 2:49b);
* Two indirect open questions (1:29¢; 1:62b—c);
* No indirect yes—no questions.

I then searched for direct yes—no questions and implied questions using seman-
tics. Iidentified:
* No direct yes—no questions.

Ilocated:
* Two implied yes—no questions, the first implied by 1:60a and 1:60c;
the second by 1:63a;
* Implied questions at two other points in the research-text, the first
implied by 2:46e; the second by 2:47.

Ireaffirmed:
* Two syntactically marked direct open questions as questions
(1:18b; 1:34b—c).

Ifinally cross-referenced the academic consensus in its use of interrogative
punctuation and reaffirmed:
* Six syntactically marked direct open questions as questions

268 Aland, et al., United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (2014).
269 Holmes, Greek New Testament: SBL Edition (2010).
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(1:18b; 1:34b—c; 1:43a-b; 1:66¢; 2:48€; 2:49b).

e The academic consensus also punctuates one series of clauses
(syntactically unmarked as a question) as a direct yes—no question
(2:49c-€).27°

A summary of these findings can be found in Scheme V below:
Scheme V Direct, indirect, and implied questions in Luke 1:5-2:52*

Six direct open questions:

clause(s) textual world syntax: 7-word  semantics academic consensus
1:18b discursive gt ‘answering’
(1:19a) ?
1:34b—c  discursive oG ‘answering’
(1:35a) ?
1:43a-b discursive mo0ev --- ?
1:66¢ discursive T - ?
2:48e discursive ot - ?
2:49b discursive o - ?

270 The interrogative punctuation used here by NA28, USBs, and SBLGNT may be influenced by the fact that
clauses 2:49c—¢’ start with ovk fjdeite, while also immediately following upon a direct open question that
is marked by ti (61) (here the previous clause 2:49b); cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010),
97, regarding clause 2:49c: ‘obk fjdette. The construction expects an affirmative response.” Compare the
parallel construction ti (611) ... oVk fiderte occurring twice in LXX 2 Kingdoms, where the editor (Rahlfs)
has also inserted interrogative punctuation after the second sentence: i 811 jyyicate mpdg v nOA
nokeptioat; ovk fiderte 11 To&gvc0VoY dmdvabey Tod Teiyovs; (Why did you move near the city to fight? Did you
not know that they would shoot from the wall?; 11:20); tva ti Tpocnydyete mpog v A 10D mokepiioor; odk
fiderte dn mnynoesbe amod Tod teiyovg; (Why did you go near the city to fight? Did you not know that you would
be wounded from the wall?; 11:22). In some measure comparable to their redactional punctuation of Luke
2:49c—€’ as an interrogative, NA28, USB5, and SBLGNT also punctuate Romans 11:2 and 1 Corinthians 3:16;
5:6; 6:3, 9, 15, 16, 19; 9:24 (all containing ovk oidate [not fideite] and no n-word) as questions. These are,
however, not preceded by a question that is marked by a n-word, as Luke 2:49c—¢’ is. See further for ques-
tions in 1 Corinthians: Tilma, “Questions in 1 Corinthians 11:22” (2022); Watson, “1 Corinthians in Light of
Greco-Roman Rhetoric” (1989); Wuellner, “Rhetorical Questions in First Corinthians” (1986). Besides NA28,
ABSs5, and SBLGNT, various older text-critical editions of the text of the New Testament also punctuate
clauses Luke 2:49c—€’ as a question: cf. Merk, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine (1933), 198-199; Bodin and
Hetzenauer, Novum Testamentum D.N. Iesu Christi (1918), 139; Hort and Westcott, New Testament in the Origi-
nal Greek (1890), 122; Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece (1886), 212. See paragraph 6.5 for the commu-
nicative consequences of reading clauses 2:49c—€’ as a direct yes—no question, and as a statement.

271 The sign 2’ in Scheme V signifies that the academic consensus punctuates the clause(s) as a question.
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Two indirect open questions:

clause(s) textual world syntax: 7-word  semantics academic consensus
1:29¢ narrative TOTUTOG — —
1:62b—c  narrative t - ——

One narrated act of answering confirmed by the answer ‘no?” implying a yes—no question:

clauses  textual world syntax: 7-word  semantics academic consensus

1:60a/c  narrative - ‘answering’/‘no!’ ---

One narrated act of requesting implying a yes—no question:

clause textual world” syntax: 7-word  semantics academic consensus

1:63a narrative - ‘requesting’  ---

One narrated act of questioning implying question(s):

clause textual world syntax: 7-word  semantics academic consensus

2:46e narrative - ‘questioning”  ---

One occurrence of the noun ‘answers’ implying (a) question(s):

clause textual world syntax: 7-word  semantics academic consensus

2:47 narrative - ‘his answers’  ---

One direct yes—no question

clause textual world syntax: (00K) semantics academic consensus
2:49c—¢’ discursive -—- — ?

(can also be interpreted as a statement in the discursive world)
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3.6 Dealing with the questions identified in Luke 1:5-2:52

In the following Chapters 4, 5, and 6, I discuss the seven direct and two indirect
questions found in Luke 1:5-2:52. In these chapters I also deal with the one act
of questioning, the one act of requesting, the one act of answering, and the sin-
gle use of the noun ‘answer’, which all allude to one or more implied questions.
Belonging to a single text (Luke 1:5-2:52), all of these questions are syntactical-
ly connected, some of them occurring in the same main text-unit, while others
occur in different main text-units. From a communicative perspective they are
related to each other in three clusters. This is explained in more detail when
these three clusters are each dealt with separately in the communication anal-
yses made in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.

* Chapter 4 deals with direct open question 1:18b, found in main text-unit
1:5-25, together with the narrated act of answering occurring in 1:60a (i.e.
an implied yes—no question), indirect open question 1:62b—c, the narrat-
ed act of requesting occurring in 1:63a (i.e. an implied yes—no question),
and direct open question 1:66c¢, all found in main text-unit 1:59-79 (see
Scheme III).

* Chapter 5 then deals with indirect open question 1:29c and direct open
question 1:3¢b—c, together with direct open question 1:43a-b, all three oc-
curring in main text-unit 1:26-58 (see Scheme III).

* Finally, Chapter 6 deals with the narrated act of questioning occurring in
2:46e, the use of the noun ‘answers’ in 2:47, the two direct open questions
in 2:48e and 2:49b, and the direct yes—no question in 2:49c—€’ (which can
also be interpreted as a statement in the discursive world). These are all
found in the same main text-unit 2:41-52 (see Scheme III).

In my treatment of the above questions, I focus on their function in the devel-

opment of the communication between the characters, and between the TIA
and the TIR.
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A COMMUNICATION
ANALYSIS:

DIRECT OPEN QUESTION 1:18B, THE
ACT OF ANSWERING IN 1:60A, IN-
DIRECT OPEN QUESTION 1:62B—C,
THE ACT OF REQUESTING IN 1:63A,
AND DIRECT OPEN QUESTION 1:66C



4.1 Preliminary syntactic remarks

This chapter deals with the communicative function of the following ques-
tions:

 The direct open question posed in 1:18b;

* The narrated act of answering occurring in 1:60a (pointing at an
implied yes—no question);

* The indirect open question found in 1:62b-c;

* The narrated act of requesting occurring in 1:63a (pointing at an
implied yes—no question);

* The direct open question in 1:66¢.

The reason these questions are dealt with together is the following: the answer

given to direct open question 1:18b (found in main text-unit 1:5-25) is devel-
oped further on in the narrative of the research-text, namely in main text-unit
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1:57-79, which contains indirect open question 1:62b-c, direct open question
1:66¢, as well as the two yes—no questions implied by, respectively, 1:60a and
1:63a.

Before discussing the communicative function of these questions at the dif-
ferent communication levels of the research-text, I make some brief syntactic
remarks pertaining to the three (in)direct open questions. In view of the fact
that the two implied questions ipso facto have neither a syntactic structure nor
syntactic markers, I remark upon the semantics pointing at their presence in
the narrative.

The direct open question posed by ‘Zacharias’ to ‘the Messenger of the Lord’
constitutes his first words in the research-text. Clause 1:18b, xatd. i yvdcopon
10010; (by what will I know this?), is an interrogative clause containing the
n-word (an interrogative pronoun) ti (what?) in second position. This clause
starts with the preposition kot (according to), which refers to the n-word im-
mediately following upon it.”> Taken together, they can be translated as ‘ac-
cording to what?’, ‘by what?’, or how?” and, positioned immediately preceding
the statement yvdcopor todto (I will know this), they convert it into an open
question: ‘By what will I know this?’.> This open question is part of the dis-
cursive world and is part of the first direct speech spoken by ‘Zacharias’. ‘The
Messenger of the Lord’ is his addressee. Clause 1:18b is therefore a direct open
question, and is indeed punctuated as a question by NA28, UBSs5, and SBLGNT.

Clause 1:60a contains the narrated act of answering kai dnokpieica (and an-
swering), a verbum dicendi in the form of a feminine singular participle in the
nominative case. This participle is connected to a second verbum dicendi (with
explicit subject) | pymp adtod einev (his mother said; 1:60b), introducing a di-
rect speech (1:60c—d). The participle describes ‘the mother’s’ (= ‘Elisabet’) act of
saying as an act of answering a question, implying that a question has just been
asked by one of the characters (see paragraph 3.3.3). ‘The mother’s’ answer to

272 See for what he refers to as ‘means questions’, while giving the direct open question in clause 1:18b as an
example, Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 89-90: ‘Means questions will almost always use how to con-
struct their question; in the GNT, speakers employ nd to ask means questions. Rarely, a speaker will use
tig plus a preposition (for example, kotd i in Luke 1:18).”

273 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 18-19; Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis
(1993), 170.
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this question starts with the negation o0y (no'; 1:60c), implying that this ques-
tion is a yes—no question. In other words: the semantics of the action directly
following upon clauses 1:59a-d, namely, koi drokpifeica 1 pRp adTod einev
(and answering, his mother said;1:60a-b), taken together with the semantics of
the direct speech it introduces ovyi 6AAd kKinBMoetar Twavvng (“No!, but he will
be called Ioannes.”; 1:60c—d) imply a yes—no question being posed in the narrative
before 1:60a, which is then negatively answered by ‘the mother’ in 1:60c.

Clauses 1:62a—c, &vévevov 8¢ 1@ matpi adTod 10 Ti Gv BEhoL KuheicHar avTo (then
they were gesturing to his father what he would wish to call him), are part of the
narrative world and contain an indirect question. These three clauses are in-
troduced by the third person plural verbal form évévevov (they were gesturing;
1:62a) functioning as the verbum dicendi. The antecedent of the subject ‘they’ is
‘her neighbours and relatives’ (1:58a).* The indirect object of their action is 1@
motpl 00Tod (to his father; 1:62a), their addressee. The imperfect tense of this ver-
bal form indicates continuous action in the past. The following clause, 1:62b,
commences with the neuter singular accusative article t0 in first place,s and
then marks the actual indirect question with the n-word (an interrogative pro-
noun) ti (what?) in second position. This n-word is immediately followed by
the untranslatable article Gv, denoting the contingency of the statement about
to be made, and introducing the third person singular verbal form 6¢hou (he
would wish; 1:62b) in the optative mood.”” This is followed in the third and final
clause, 1:62¢, by the infinitive of purpose koAgicBat (to call) and the neuter per-

274 See Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 47, 49, for the possibility of avtfg (her; 1:58a) re-
ferring to both oi nepiotkot (the neighbours; 1:58a) and oi cuyyeveig (the relatives; 1:58a). Cf. the translations
by Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 106; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 367; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas:
1:1-9:50 (1989), 95; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 372.

275 See Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 52, who view 10 in 1:62b as a nominalizer ‘chang-
ing the interrogative clause, i &v 6éhot kokelobot avtd, into the accusative direct object of évévevov (...).”
Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (1994), 275, suggests that the article 16 is used to distinguish the
indirect question from a direct question. Regarding 10 in 1:62b, Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Anal-
ysis (1993), 174, remark that Luke is ‘inclined to introduce indir. questions with the art. which in such cases
is untranslatable.’

276 See Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 52, who refer to 6éAotin 1:62b as a ‘potential
optative’, and for the use of the article dv together with this optative form; cf. Grosvenor and Zerwick,
Grammatical Analysis (1993), 174. See also Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 102, regarding the
indirect open question directed here at ‘Zacharias’: ‘Die an ihn gerichtete Frage ist gut lukanisch und
gut griechisch mit Hilfe eines vorangestellten Artikels und einem Optativ potentialis ausgedriickt.” See
further in general, Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 441, for the potential
optative mood; 479, for the use of moods in questions. See also Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testa-
ment (1919), 1043. Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 44, footnote 23, remarks on the fact that the optative
mood occurs in indirect questions, mentioning Luke 1:62 as an example.
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sonal pronoun a6 (it = him) in the accusative case. The antecedent of o010 (it =
him; 1:62¢) is the neuter 0 moudiov (the little boy [= ‘Ioannes’]; 1:59¢). All together,
these three clauses (1:62a—c) read as a statement introducing and containing an
indirect open question: ‘Then they were gesturing to his father what he would
wish to call him.

The indirect open question found in clauses 1:62a—c, posed by an anonymous
‘they’ (= ‘the neighbours and relatives’; 1:58a) to ‘his father’ (= ‘Zacharias’), is
immediately followed by the act of requesting aitroag (having requested: 1:63a)
in the form of a masculine singular participle in the nominative case. This par-
ticiple is connected to the verbum dicendi &ypawev (he wrote; 1:63b), introducing
a direct speech in writing Todvvng éotiv évopa avtod (“Ioannes is his name.”;
1:63d) by the mute ‘Zacharias’. This direct speech is ‘Zacharias” answer to the
question posed of him in 1:62a-c, but in order to give it, he himself, being un-
able to speak, must first pose a question (unspoken), requesting a mwvaxkidiov
(a little writing-tablet; 1:63a).>”” The semantics of ‘Zacharias’ act of requesting a
little writing-tablet implies him asking a yes—no question (a request), however,
the research-text does not explicitly supply this yes-no question. This implied
yes—no question is itself not explicitly answered, although the affirmative an-
swer is implied by the fact that “Zacharias’ can indeed give a written answer
(1:63b) to the indirect open question posed to him in clauses 1:62a—c, on a writ-
ing-tablet that he has just received as an answer to his request (1:63a).

Clause 1:66¢, i dpa 10 mardiov todto Eotar; (“What then will be this little boy?”),
is an interrogative clause containing the n-word (an interrogative pronoun) ti
(what) in first position. It is followed by the illative (or inferential) particle &pa
functioning as a conjunctive to previously mentioned events and intimating
that something is either so, or can become so, under the aforementioned
circumstances.”® Further on (see paragraph 4.14), I deal with these three cir-

277 See for requests being questions, footnote 255, and footnote 256, where I cite Estes, Questions and Rhetoric
(2017), 245-252.

278 The illative (or inferential) particle &pa in 1:66¢ should not be confused with the untranslatable
interrogative particle dpo, distinguishable from it by the diacritical circumflex above the initial alpha. See
Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 685, who explain that &pa indicates ‘that
the speaker, in view of the preceding context, cannot but make the contribution he/she is making’, while
also noting that in later usage &po ‘occasionally appears to develop a connective function, linking sentenc-
es.” Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 175, translate Gpa in 1:66¢ as ‘then, therefore’. See
also, Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 1089-1090.
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cumstances, found in 1:57¢-64d, to which this particle is connected. Taken to-
gether, ti §pa can be translated as ‘what then?’ and, positioned immediately
preceding the statement 0 noudiov todto &otau (this little boy will be), they con-
vert it into a question: ‘What then will be this little boy?’. Clause 1:66¢ is part of
the discursive world and is a direct speech made by ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) with
no specific addressee and introduced by the verba dicendi £€bevto (they placed
in their heart; 1:66a) and Aéyovteg (saying; 1:66b).>° The use of two verba dicendi
draws attention to the ensuing direct speech (1:60c-d).*** Clause 1:66c¢ is there-
fore a direct open question.>® This clause is indeed punctuated as a question by
NA28, UBSs5, and SBLGNT.

4.2 The communicative setting of direct question 1:18b

Direct question 1:18b is found in main text-unit 1:5-1:25 of the research-text. The
action in this main text-unit is for the greatest part located in the sanctuary of
the temple in Jerusalem.* The question initiates a direct speech (1:18b-d) by the
character ‘Zacharias’ that, in its turn, is part of a wider communication between
the character ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ and “Zacharias’ (1:13a-1:20g).>* The
communication between the two takes place near the altar of incense inside ‘the
sanctuary of the Lord™* during a liturgical act in which “Zacharias’ is officiat-

279 Regarding the verb tifnut (to place) as a verbum dicendi ‘to put into words’, see Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A
Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1790-1791; cf. also footnote 174.

280 See footnote 45, where I cite Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-118.

281 Pace Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 48, 55, who, regarding ti in 1:66¢, incorrectly state
that it introduces an indirect question, while correctly translating 1:66¢ as the direct question: ““What
then shall this child be?””. Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 158, refers to direct open question 1:66¢ as a
‘speculative question’, describing these kind of questions as ...) a legitimate, information-seeking ques-
tion to which the hearer does not and often cannot know the answer (...).’

282 See for the central significance of the temple in Jerusalem for First-Century Judaism, Lanier, “Luke’s Dis-
tinctive Use of the Temple” (2014), 437-439. See also regarding this, Botterweck and Ringgren, Theological
Dictionary of the Old Testament (1977-2004), vol. 3, 386-388.

283 See for the name ‘Zacharias’ and its meaning ‘Yuws has remembered’, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993),
258; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 322.

284 The sanctuary of the temple, where the altar of incense was located, should not be confused with the
Holy of Holies, which was entered once a year by the high priest. See regarding the location of the Holy
of Holies in respect to the sanctuary, Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 70: ‘The “altar of incense” was located in
the sanctuary itself, in the outer chamber or Holy Place. On the one side was a curtained doorway leading
to the inner chamber or Holy of Holies. This was the locus of God’s glory and could be entered on only one
day each year, the Day of Atonement, and then only by the high priest.” See Lanier, “Luke’s Distinctive Use
of the Temple” (2014), 435, for Luke’s use of vaog (1:9d, 21b, 22¢) for the ‘inner sanctuary’, and iepov (2:27a,
37b, 46b) for ‘the temple complex as a whole’. For the difference between 6 vaog and 10 iepév, see also
Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 259-260, and Fay, “Temple in Luke-Acts” (2006), 256. See further, Gnuse,
“Temple Theophanies” (1998); Van der Waal, “The Temple in Luke” (1973).
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ing in his intercessory or mediating function as a Levite priest, representing the
people of the Lord.** This liturgical act, which is itself a form of communication
between the divine and the human realms, forms the setting in which the com-
munication between ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ and ‘Zacharias’ takes place.

The TIA introduces ‘Zacharias’ first and foremost as an intercessory or mediat-
ing priest, with his priestly status mentioned before his name ‘Zacharias’: iepetg
TG ovopatt Zayapiag (a certain priest, with the name Zacharias; 1:5a).2* ‘Zacharias”
priestly status is then immediately re-emphasised in the introduction of his
wife, for indeed, before her name is given by the TIA to the TIR, her connection
to the priestly tribe of Levi is stated with the words ¢k t@v Bvyatépeov Aapav
([she was] out of the daughters of Aaron; 1:5b).2” Only after this information has
been given, is her name ‘Elisabet’ mentioned (1:5c). The TIR is, therefore, from
the very start presented with a character who has a special mediating function
between the Lord’s ‘people’ and ‘the Lord’. ‘Zacharias” first actions are presented
to the TIR as liturgical and therefore highlight ‘Zacharias” intercessory func-
tion before ‘the Lord’ for ‘the people’. This could not be made more clearly to the
TIR, as Zacharias” first actions are described by the TIA as taking place ‘while
he executed his priestly office (...) in the presence of God’ (1:8b/9a), once again
confirming the communicative setting embracing both the divine and the hu-
man realms. For good measure, the same clause repeats this information in a
slightly different way using the words ‘according to the custom of the priestly

285 See Van Wieringen, Seven Sacraments of the Catholic Church (2022), 64-81, for the differences between ‘medi-
ating priesthood’, ‘community priesthood’, and ‘ministerial priesthood’. See regarding the mediative role
of the priests of Yuwn during the monarchy, especially during the Second Temple period, Botterweck and
Ringgren, Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament (1977-2004), vol. 7, 70: “The various priestly duties share
the common basis of mediation: in oracles and instruction, the priest represents God to the people; in sac-
rifice and intercession, he represents the people to God.’; and 74: ‘The priests represent Israel’s relationship
with God; in a sense, they are mediators of the covenant. The high priest, bearing the names of the twelve
tribes on his breastplate, represents as it were the entire nation.” See further e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997),
64; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 53-54. See for the noun npespitepog in the writings of
Flavius Josephus and in Luke-Acts, Koet, “Ilpespotepot in Flavius Josephus and Luke-Acts” (forthcoming).

286 See for the use of the Greek igpeig in translating the Hebrew 11, Botterweck and Ringgren, Theological
Dictionary of the Old Testament (1977-2004), vol. 7, 66: ‘The LXX translates kohén more than 700 times with
hierus or one of its derivatives (...)". See for an exposition on the differences between the apyiepeis (‘leading
priests’ or ‘chief priests’) and the iepeic (‘ordinary priests’), Ndekha, “Zechariah the Model Priest” (2018),
2-3.In Acts 6:7, the phrase 8xLog 1@V iepéwv (the multitude of the priests) is used to describe how many medi-
ating priests (connected to the temple) ‘were becoming obedient to the faith’.

287 Regarding the priests of Yaws being descendants of Aaron, see Botterweck and Ringgren, Theological Dic-
tionary of the Old Testament (1977-2004), vol. 7, 70. For the expression éx 1@v Quyatépav Aapav, see Kittel,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (1964), vol. 1, 4; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 322, who
states: John’s parents are thus both described as being of priestly stock (...)". See footnote 530 for the name
‘Elisabet’ and its connection to the high priest Aaron in Exodus 6:23.
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office’ (1:8b/9a). The location of this first action is within ‘liturgical space’, name-
ly inside the sanctuary of the temple (1:9d), close to the altar of incense (1:11b).

The ‘sanctuary of the Lord’ is a restricted space,>® but the TIR acquires access
to this sacred area through the TIA’s direct communication with him, lending
him a privileged status as an ‘insider’, witnessing a private communication be-
tween the divine and human realms. This intimacy is accentuated by the fact
that everyone besides ‘Zacharias’, ‘the people’ (1:10), is excluded from entering
the sanctuary: koi niv 0 TAfj0og v 10D Laod TpocevyOpevoy EE Tf dpe ToD
Bopapotog (and all the multitude of the people were praying outside at the hour of the
incense; 1:10). The information given by the TIA that ‘the people’ whom ‘Zacha-
rias’ is representing are waiting outside (1:10), once again highlights ‘Zacharias”
status as an intercessory priest who, as such, is permitted to be inside the sanc-
tuary ‘in the presence of God’ (1:8b/9a).>* The mention of ‘God’, ‘the people’, and
the mediating priest ‘Zacharias’ taken together, again point to communication
between the divine and the human realms.

The time that the communication between ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ and
‘Zacharias’ takes place, is also described from the perspective of the liturgy as
‘at the hour of the incense’ (1:10). The fact that ‘Zacharias’ ‘obtained by lot to
burn incense’ (1:9b—c) points away from anything suggesting his actions to be
his own initiative: ‘Zacharias’ is clearly present in the sanctuary not of his own
accord, but in his function as a mediating priest.

The TIA, having adequately informed the TIR of the liturgical location and
time, now starts the action. In ‘the sanctuary of the Lord’ ‘the Messenger of the
Lord’ appears ‘standing at the right of the altar of the incense’ (1:11a-b).>° It is

288 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 70 (footnote 31): ‘Jewish men might approach the sanctuary by entering the
Court of Israelites, but were not able to climb the steps to the sanctuary itself; Jewish women were kept
further away, being allowed only so far as the Court of Women; and Gentiles were held even further back,
forbidden on pain of death from passing beyond the barricades separating the Court of Gentiles from the
inner courts.” See for the separation of the people from the sanctuary of the temple also Brown, Birth of the
Messiah (1993), 260: ‘The people would have been in the courts of the men and the women, separated from
the Temple sanctuary by the court of the priests.’

289 Cf. Bentein, Janse, and Soltic, “A Note on Luke 1:10” (2012), 8, who conclude their analysis of clause 1:10
by positing: ‘We concluded the article by noting that by using nAj6og, Luke evokes a feeling of contrast
between the praying mass outside and Zacharias inside the temple.’

290 Cf. Exodus 30: 7-8: ‘Aaron must burn fragrant incense on the altar every morning when he tends the
lamps. He must burn incense again when he lights the lamps at twilight so incense will burn regularly
before the Loro for the generations to come.” See for the incense offering e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997),
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noteworthy that, at this point in the narrative, only the TIR is informed that
the character standing near the altar is ‘the Messenger of the Lord’. ‘Zacharias’
does not yet know this, although the liturgical context could give him reason
to immediately associate the figure beside the altar of incense as having some
connection to ‘the Lord’» The TIR is then told that ‘Zacharias’, beholding this,
is struck by awe while seeing ‘the Messenger’ (1:12a—c). This extra information
gives the TIR a brief moment to let the liturgical context that has just been
described sink in properly before the communication between the characters
commences.

4.3 ‘The Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’

‘The Messenger of the Lord’ initiates the communication between the two
characters with a direct speech addressing ‘Zacharias’, firstly reassuring him,
then addressing him with his name, and finally stating that the reason for him
not to be awed is ‘because your prayer has been heard’ (1:13d).»* In every as-
pect, this first part of the communication by ‘the Messenger’ is, therefore, pos-
itive.>s He then communicates that ‘Zacharias” wife ‘Elisabet’ will bear him a
son, and that ‘Zacharias’ will call this son ‘Ioannes’ (1:13e—f ).»** “The Messenger’
then moves from discussing ‘Zacharias’ and ‘I6annés’ in clause 1:14a (‘and he
will be a joy for you and exaltation’), to discussing a wider group and ‘I6annés’

68-69; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 259; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 324. See for ‘Zacha-
rias’ here ‘carrying out the incense portion of the afternoon Tamid service’, Hamm, “Tamid Service in
Luke-Acts” (2003), 220-221; cf. Bttrich, “Lukanische Doppelwerk im Kontext Friihjiidischer Literatur”
(2015), 175: ‘Die Erzdhlung setzt wahrend eines abendlichen Tamidopfers ein (Lk 1:8-23), wobei Lukas die
Lokalitdten, den Ablauf, die beteiligten Funktionstriger oder die priesterlichen Dienstklassen prazis zu
benennen versteht.”

291 See Judges 13:3 where the TIR is informed that ‘the Messenger of the Lorp’ appears to the anonymous wife
of ‘Manoaly’, prior to her interpreting her visitor in a direct speech to ‘Manoaly’ as being ‘a man of God’
(Judges 13:6) with a face being like ‘the Messenger of God’ (Judges 13:6).

292 Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 73, considers eionkovotn (it has been heard; 1:13d) to be a ‘divine passive’, i.e.
‘Zacharias” prayer has been heard by God.

293 For the importance of the first words spoken by a character see Estes, Questions of Jesus (2013), 1: ‘the first
words spoken by a narrative’s protagonist carry extra degrees of significance.’ See e.g. regarding God’s first
words to Job (Job 1:7) Alter, Art of Biblical Narrative (1981), 74.

294 Regarding the meaning of the name ‘Ioanneés’ see Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 74: ‘In the Jewish culture in
which this narrative is set, names often have further significance derived from their etymological mean-
ing. “John” means “God is gracious,” but only later will Luke show by his play on words that this etymolo-
gy is of importance to him: the birth of a son is proof that “the Lord has shown great mercy” to Elizabeth
(1:58), and his name is “God is gracious” (1:60).” See also Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 261; Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 325.
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in clause 1:14b (‘and many will rejoice at his being born’). From clause 1:14b on,
‘the Messenger’s’ message indeed no longer mentions ‘Zacharias’, but concen-
trates on ‘I6annés’ and his relationship to ‘the Lord’ and to ‘the people’, and on
the relationship between ‘the people’ and ‘the Lord’. ‘The Messenger’s’ message
culminates in the final clauses (1:16-17d) of his direct speech with him men-
tioning all three characters (16annés’, ‘the people’, and ‘the Lord’) together:
‘And many of the sons of Israél he (= I6annés’) will turn back to the Lord their
God (1:16); ‘he (= ‘Ioannes’) will go forth (...) before Him (...) to make ready for
the Lord a prepared people’ (1:17a-d). By concluding his message in this way,
‘the Messenger’ climactically, and implicitly, refers to the advent of ‘the Lord’.

It should be noted that, even though he is privy to private communication,>s
the TIR is only informed via the first direct speech of ‘the Messenger of the Lord’
to ‘Zacharias’ that ‘Zacharias’ has been praying (1:13d). However, the TIR does
not hear about the contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer, leading to an information
discrepancy between what the TIR knows, and what the characters ‘the Mes-
senger’ and ‘Zacharias’ know. This information lies outside the research-text,
‘Zacharias” prayer having apparently been prayed before the start of the nar-
rative.®® Confronted with this information discrepancy, the TIR is invited by
the TIA to ponder on what the contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer could be. Has
‘Zacharias’ been praying for a son? Has he been praying that the people will be
prepared for the Lord? Or has he maybe even been praying for everything listed
by ‘the Messenger’?>” The TIR can only guess. The two characters, however,
both do know what the contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer are.

All the same, the TIR does possess some information he can use to ponder on
the possible contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer.

295 See Sheeley, “Narrative Presence in Luke 1-2” (1993), 106, who notes: ‘Zechariah’s encounter with Gabriel
takes place within the sanctuary of the temple (1:8-20), and no one else is there to hear their conversation.
The narrator’s willingness to report the conversation makes his readers more knowledgeable about the
event than anyone else for the next nine months, for Zechariah will leave the holy place in silence.’

296 Cf. Robbins, “Bodies and Politics” (2005), 831, regarding the opening of ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech
to ‘Zacharias’ (1:13b—d): ‘At this point the hearer or reader becomes aware of three preceding events the
narration has not recounted: (a) Zechariah has prayed to God; (b) God has heard his prayer; and (c) God has
sent the messenger with a special word for Zechariah.’

297 See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 325: ‘The object of Zecharial’s prayer is not specified, but the
immediate context and the following words of the angel would imply that he had been praying not only
for the good of Israel but also for a child (vv. 6-7).’
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1. Afirst clue for the TIR, could be the way ‘the Messenger’ syntactically
formulates his message to ‘Zacharias’. He states that ‘Zacharias” wife
will bear him a son and that he will call this son ‘Ioannés’, directly
after mentioning that his prayer has been heard: 8161t ionkovc6n
1M 0énoic cov kai 1 yovr} cov 'EAcaPet yevvioet vidv 6ot Kol KOAEGELG
70 dvopa avtod Twavvny (because your prayer has been heard and your
wife Elisabet will bear a son for you and you will call his name Ioannes;
1:13d-f). The fact that ‘your prayer has been heard’ (1:13d) is linked by
the conjunction kai (and; 1:13e) to ‘Elisabet will bear a son for you’
(1:13¢) and ‘you will call his name I6annés’ (1:13f ), both statements
themselves being linked to each other by the second conjunction kot
(and; 1:13f), is indeed a plausible reason for the TIR to conclude that
this is what ‘Zacharias’ has been praying for.

2. Secondly, the TIR has been told that ‘Zacharias’ and his wife ‘Elisabet’
do not have a child, that ‘Elisabet’ is barren, and that they are both
advanced in years (1:7a—c). This could be a reason for ‘Zacharias’, as one
who is ‘righteous in the presence of God’ (1:6a), to want to place his
faith in God and to pray to God for a child. By doing so, ‘Zacharias’
acknowledges the fact that, in view of his and his wife’s age, and his
wife being barren, matters lie completely in God’s hand regarding the
conception of a child.»®

For the time being, however, the exact contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer remain
unknown to the TIR.

298 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 65-66, who states: “The answer to the problem of childlessness is not to
be found in Zechariah. He, like Elizabeth, is too old for childbearing. By going on to mention Elizabeth’s
barrenness, Luke reminds us that God controls the womb. Zechariah cannot make Elizabeth pregnant;
ultimately, her having a child (and having her honor restored) cannot depend on him. Her situation is
impossible, hopeless, apart from miraculous intervention.’
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4.4 ‘Zacharias” first direct speech: responding to ‘the
Messenger’

A new direct speech (1:18b-d ) ensues, this time with ‘Zacharias’ as the speak-
er and ‘the Messenger’ as the addressee. ‘Zacharias’ immediately poses a direct
open question: kot ti yvdoopar todto; (by what will I know this?; 1:18b).3°° These
words are his first in the research-text.* The interrogative neuter pronoun
i (what) used by him asks for information about an unspecified thing (not a
person). However, ‘Zacharias” not only asks for information, but his question
simultaneously requests action on the part of ‘the Messenger’. Zacharias’ is
in fact asking ‘the Messenger’> for a ‘sign’ by which ‘T will know this’3s It is
important for the TIR to try and determine what the demonstrative pronoun
10010 (this) refers to. This neuter pronoun stands in the accusative case, being
the object of ‘Zacharias” future action of knowing, and stands in the singular.
It could, therefore, refer to:

299 See Harmon, “Form and Structure” (2001), 12-13, who points out that a structural analysis based on the
main clauses of the Greek text reveals that main text-unit 1:5-25 is made up of ‘a complete six-level chiasm’
with ‘Zacharias” response to ‘the Messenger’ (1:18b-d) at its centre, thereby concluding: ‘Zechariah’s unbe-
lieving response rather than the narrative conclusion constitutes the conceptual climax of the pericope (...).

300 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 18-19: ‘Katé: ti yvdoopat todro. Lit. “according to
what will T know this?” This interrogative expression, which occurs only here in the NT, is also found in
LXX Gen 15:8, where the context likewise involves a response to an outlandish divine promise. This form
of the question may imply a stronger challenge (perhaps something like, “How can I believe this?”) than
Mary’s question, I1&g £ctat Tod1o0 (V. 34).” See also e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 67, who translates 1:18b as
‘How will I know this is s0?’; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 257, who translates 1:18b as ‘How am I to know
this?’; Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 170, who translate 1:18b as ‘How can I be sure of
this?’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 50, who translates 1:18b as ‘Woran soll ich das erken-
nen?’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 327, who translates 1:18b as ‘How shall I know that this is so?”.
Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 32, remarks: ‘katé: ti yvdoopat, “how shall I know,” is clearly meant to reflect
the question of Abraham in Gen 15:8 and has been conformed to the LXX wording.’; cf. Brown, Birth of the
Messiah (1993), 257: ...) the Lucan wording of Zechariah’s objection, “How am I to know this?”, is a verbatim
quotation from Abraham’s reaction to divine revelation in Gen 15:8.’; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 78.

301 For the importance of the first words spoken by a character see footnote 293.

302 See for how requests expect a response from the addressee in the form of action, Estes, Questions and Rheto-
ric (2017), 245. See further footnote 339.

303 Cf. Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the Baptist’s Nativity” (2017), 250, for ‘Zacharias’ requesting a sign with
his direct open question (1:18b). For ‘signs’ in the Hebrew Bible and in Luke, see Green, Gospel of Luke (1997),
79: ‘On the face of it, the giving of a sign is not extraordinary in the biblical tradition; we may recall the
signs given Abraham (Gen 15:7-16), Moses (Exod 4:1-17), Gideon (Judg 6:36—40), Hezekiah (2 Kgs 20:1-11),
and Ahaz (Isa 7: 10-17). (...) In Luke, God may of his own initiative give a sign (1:36; 2:12), but requests for
signs are consistently interpreted negatively (11:16, 29-30; 23:8).” Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50
(1989), 58-59, states: ‘Vom Gemiitszustand des Zacharias wird in V 18 nichts gesagt, allein seine Unsicher-
heit wird erwihnt sowie sein Verlangen nach einem Zeichen. Im Alten Testament wird ein solches Zeichen
oft von einem Engel gegeben, jedoch dokumentiert eine Zeichenforderung hier und da einen schwachen
Glauben.’ Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 410, points out that, besides here in 1:18-20, where ‘Zach-
arias’ asks and receives a sign from ‘the Messenger’, ‘Mariam’ receives a sign from ‘the Messenger’ in 1:36,
and ‘the shepherds’ receive a sign from ‘the Messenger’ in 2:12. The character ‘Symeon’ refers to ‘Iésous’as a
‘sign’ in 2:34d. In the research-text, onuelov (sign) is explicitly used only in 2:12 and 2:34d.
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1. A singular noun or event mentioned in ‘the Messenger’s’ preceding
direct speech (1:13b-17d);

2. Inamore general way, it could refer to the singular ‘veracity’ or ‘truth’
of ‘the Messenger’s’ entire message (1:13b-17d).%

After posing this question, ‘Zacharias’ immediately continues with the rea-
son for his question, using the conjunction yap (for; 1:18¢c), employed here to
express the reason for the preceding question: &yo yap eip mpeoPing kai
yovn pov mpoPePnkuia év tais nuépong adtig (for I, I am an old man and my wife
is advanced is her days; 1:18c—d).3* Giving both his and his wife’s old age as the
specific reason for his question, ‘Zacharias’ appears to be primarily concerned
with the second (1:13¢) and third (1:13f) statements made by ‘the Messenger’
in his first direct speech (1:13d-17d). These two statements concern two of the
three biblical stages regarding having a child (conception, giving birth, and
naming), namely the act of bearing by the mother, and the act of naming by
the father: xai 1 yovi cov Ehodpet yevviioet vidv oot (and your wife will bear
a son for you; 1:13e) and kai koAéoelg 10 dvopa avtod Todvvny (and you will call
his name Ioannés; 1:13f).3°¢ ‘Zacharias” reason for his question seems to imply
that he views ‘Elisabet’s’ and his old age as an impediment for begetting and
conceiving a child.

The emphatic use by ‘Zacharias’ of the personal pronoun &y (I; 1:18¢) in first
position, together with the verb &ipu (I am; 1:18c) when he describes himself as
being npecpitng (old; 1:18¢c), should be pointed out.>” He highlights his old age
even a second time by then mentioning the advanced age of his wife. Due to all
this emphasis on old age, it becomes clear that “Zacharias’ is indeed concerned
with his and his wife’s advanced age in relation to the message given him by
‘the Messenger’ that ‘your wife Elisabet will bear a son for you’ (1:13¢) and ‘you
will call his name I6anneés’. This could be a third clue for the TIR as to the con-
tents of ‘Zacharias” prayer (1:13d). Because ‘Zacharias’ may have been praying

304 See, regarding what todto (this; 1:18b) refers to, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 19:
‘tovto. Accusative direct object of yvcopor. The antecedent is the angel’s speech.” See also Grosvenor and
Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 170, who interpret todto (this; 1:18b) as ‘the truth of this prediction’.

305 For yap (for; 1:18c), see Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 19: “yép. Causal (...) introducing
the reason for Zecharial’s scepticism concerning the angelic predictions.’

306 Regarding the three stages (conception, bearing, and naming) surrounding pregnancy and birth in the
biblical tradition, see footnote 124.

307 See footnote 136 for how éya in first position in clause 1:18c increases its emphatic significance.
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to God for a child as an act of faith, due to his and his wife’s advanced years, he
now seems focussed on old age, deeming it unlikely that he could beget a child
and his wife conceive a child despite his prayers to God. However, once again,
for the time being at least, the precise contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer (1:13d)
remain unknown to the TIR.

The use by ‘Zacharias’ of the personal pronoun £y (I; 1:18¢) together with the
verb i (I am; 1:18¢) focusses away from his addressee ‘the Messenger’, onto his
and his wife’s age, without mention of anything else whatsoever, and this sug-
gests a certain disinterest in the remainder of ‘the Messenger’s’ words, especial-
ly in their climax implying the advent of ‘the Lord” himself (1:17a-d).3* ‘Zach-
arias’ has of course not yet heard who his addressee is (only the TIR has been
informed that ‘Zacharias” addressee is ‘the Messenger of the Lord’), but the li-
turgical context must colour ‘Zacharias” perception of whom he is speaking to.

At this point in the narrative, it therefore still remains unclear to the TIR as to
what the demonstrative pronoun todto (this; 1:18b) in “Zacharias” question (‘By
what will I know this?) refers.>*® Confronted with this lack of information, the
TIR is required to remain alert to any further clues he can glean, and is thereby
drawn by the TIA further into the narrative.

It should be noted that the reason that ‘Zacharias’ gives for his question (1:18c-
d) generally confirms the information the TIR has already directly received
from the TIA in 1:7a—c as to ‘Zacharias’ and ‘Elisabet’ being childless, ‘Elisa-
bet’s’ barrenness, and their advanced age. Herewith, the TIR learns that he can
thus rely on the information given him by the TIA, contributing to a growing
and positive communicative relationship between the TIA and TIR 3

308 Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 73: (...) from Zechariah’s point of view; the focus is apparently only on a son;
references to Israel (cf. “many” in vv 14, 16) seem not to have entered his mind.’

309 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 73: ‘On the other hand, the question remains, Whom has God remembered?
That is, what prayer has been heard by God?’

310 For an exposition on the establishment of narrative authority in Luke, see Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of
Characterization in Luke-Acts (1992), 50-53.
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4.5 ‘The Messenger’s’ second direct speech to ‘Zacharias’

‘The Messenger’ (renominalised in 1:19b) then addresses ‘Zacharias’ for a sec-
ond time with a direct speech consisting of two parts: 1:19c-g and 1:20a—20g.
This direct speech is introduced in 1:19a-b with the verbum dicendi einev (he said;
1:19b), which itself is modified by the participle drokpibeic (answering; 1:19a).3"
From a communicative perspective, this extra verbum dicendi ‘answering’, used
here at the communication level of the TIA to the TIR, does two things:

1. It firstly affirms the words by ‘Zacharias’ in 1:18b as indeed being a
question;

2. Itsecondly draws the TIR’s attention to the direct speech by ‘the
Messenger’ that is about to follow.s

The first part of this direct speech (1:19c—g) starts parallel to the manner
in which ‘Zacharias’ formulated the reason for the question that he posed
to ‘the Messenger’ in 1:18c-d. “The Messenger’, namely, now also emphat-
ically uses the personal pronoun &y (I; 1:19¢) in first position together
with the verbal form e (I am; 1:19c) when he describes himself as ‘stand-
ing before God™: éyd el ToPpmi 6 mopeotnkdg Evdmov 00 Ogod (I, I am
Gabriel the one standing before God; 1:19c—d). Paradoxically, by drawing at-
tention to himself, ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ points to ‘God’. By stress-
ing that his name is ‘Gabriél’ (= strength of God)*s and that he ‘stands before

31 Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-129, here 114 and 118, deals in detail with the use of more than one
verbum dicendi to introduce a direct speech (one of the two ways of applying so-called ‘Redundant Quota-
tive Framing’ to a text), and remarks: ‘The use of multiple verbs of speaking to frame a quotation is widely
acknowledged, but NT scholars have placed more interest in explaining its origins or proper translation
than in explaining its exegetical contribution to the discourse. (...) Redundant quotative frames in
Mathew, Mark and Luke typically consist of a participial form of droxpivopat with a finite verb of speak-
ing.’ See also footnote 45.

312 See for the communicative consequences of the two verba dicendi in 1:19a-b, Runge, Discourse Grammar
(2011), 118: “The most commonly occurring multiple-verb frame consists of a form of drokpivopon with
a finite form of Aéyw. The pragmatic effect is to accentuate a discontinuity or transition in the dialogue,
thereby directing attention to the speech that follows. This usage is most typically found in contexts
where there is a change in the direction of the conversation initiated by the new speaker, or that the new
speaker is about to make what Levinsohn describes as “an authoritative pronouncement.” Cf. regarding
Runge’s quote from Levinsohn, Levinsohn, Discourse Features (2000), 231.

313 See for the meaning of the name ‘Gabriél’, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 262: ‘The name, a typical
formation in the angelic onomasticon (similar to “Michael, Raphael, Phanuel”), means “Man of God” or
“God has shown Himself strong”; and in his only previous biblical appearances (Dan 8:15-16; 9:21) he is de-
scribed as a man. Enoch 40:2 describes him as one of the four presences who look down from heaven (9:1),
a holy angel (20:7), set over all powers (40:9). He is the angel set over Paradise, over the serpent and the
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God’,» ‘the Messenger’ twice implies that God is present together with him and
‘Zacharias’ in the sanctuary of ‘the Lord’ (1:9d), refocussing ‘Zacharias’ (and,
through him, also the TIR), back towards ‘God’, to whom he has prayed and
who has even heard his prayer.3s Here in 1:19d ‘Zacharias’ is furnished by ‘the
Messenger’ with information that the TIA has already directly given to the TIR
in 1:11a, namely that ‘the Messenger’ is ‘the Messenger of the Lord (= ‘God’)’. This
new information for ‘Zacharias’ resolves an information discrepancy between
the TIR and ‘Zacharias’ as to the identity of ‘the Messenger’. By positioning
himself ‘before God’ (1:19d), ‘the Messenger’ also implies that he is indeed able
to give the sign that ‘Zacharias’ has requested.

By then using the passive verbal form aneotaAny (I was sent; 1:19¢)* ‘the Mes-
senger’ confirms the fact that it is indeed God who is the active agent here: kai
ameotdAny AoAfioat Tpog o€ Kol gvoyyelicactai oot tadta kai evayyelicacOai
oot tadta (and I was sent to speak to you and to proclaim as a good message to you
these things; 1:19e—g).

The use by ‘the Messenger’ of more than one explicitly communicative verb, the
two verba dicendi ‘to speak’ and ‘to proclaim as a good message’, and twice direct-
ly addressing his addressee, firstly with o¢ (you; 1:19f) and then with cot (to you;
1:19g), narrows the communicative distance created by ‘Zacharias’ in his response
(1:18b-d) to ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech (where ‘Zacharias’ focusses away
from ‘the Messenger’, onto himself ), and re-establishes closer communication.

‘The Messenger’s’ use of the word ebayyelicacHai (to proclaim as a good message;

cherubim (20:7), with the power to destroy the wicked (9:9-10; 54:6).” On the other hand, Fitzmyer, Accord-
ing to Luke I-IX (1981), 328, states: “The name Gabri-’€l means, not “Man of God” or “God has shown himself
strong” (...), but “God is my herojwarrior.” See also Winter, “Language in the Birth and Infancy Stories of
the Third Gospel” (1954), 115: “We may next consider verses Luke 1:26, 35. In good Hebrew fashion the name
of the angel contains his message. The name is Gabriel, and the message: ovag dyictov émokiboet cot.”

314 For the notion of ‘standing before God’ see also Job 1:6 and Daniel 7:16.

315 For an example of how ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ manifests the presence of ‘God’, see Judges 13:2-23,
where ‘Manoaly’ and his anonymous wife communicate with »7x7,"77 (the Messenger of the Lorn). When
‘Manoalh’ realizes with whom they have been communicating, he says to his wife: »in 10 > X370 Wwn
(we will surely die because we have seen God; Judges 13:22). See also Robbins, “Bodies and Politics” (2005), 832:
‘Gabriel identifies himself through his close relation to God. Gabriel’s persona is a full representation of
the “presence of God” (1:19, enopion tou theou) as he stands before Zechariah.”

316 Just as eionkovotn (it has been heard; 1:13d) can be held to be a ‘divine passive’, implying that ‘Zacharias”
prayer has been heard by God, so can also dmestéAny (I was sent; 1:19€), implying that ‘the Messenger” has
been sent by God. Cf. Wolter, Lukasevangelium (2008), 81; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 328. See also
footnote 292, footnote 414, and footnote 432.
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1:19g), to which &yyehog (messenger) is syntactically and semantically related,
firstly adds extra emphasis to his own function as ‘the Messenger of the Lord’,
and secondly, through its prefix &b (good), accentuates the positive import of
his first direct speech (1:13b-17d) to ‘Zacharias’, as described in paragraph 4.3.37

‘The Messenger’, however, does not make clear to ‘Zacharias’ to which ‘things’
the demonstrative plural pronoun tadro (these things; 1:19g) exactly refers. Be-
ing a plural form, this pronoun in any case refers to two or more parts of ‘the
Messenger’s’ message (1:13b-17d).

The second part of ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech (1:20a-g) is introduced by
the Aufmerksamkeitserreger i8o0 (behold!; 1:20a), drawing attention to the impor-
tance of his words to come. The character ‘Zacharias’, as well as the TIR are thus
both called to be extra alert. “The Messenger’ addresses ‘Zacharias’ by directly
using the verbal form second person singular &on (you will be; 1:20b) and then
connects this verb to two predicates that semantically express the inability to
communicate, namely ‘silent’ (1:20b) and ‘not able to speak’ (1:20c-d). These
both convey the very opposite of the two verba dicendi ‘the Messenger’ has just
used to describe his own mission, namely ‘to speak’ (1:19f) and ‘to proclaim as
a good message’ (1:19g) and, through this contrast, highlight the validity of ‘the
Messenger’s’ words in his function as ‘the Messenger of the Lord’, as opposed
to the imminent muteness of “Zacharias’.

Nothing is said here about when ‘Zacharias” muteness will exactly start, but in
view of the fact that ‘Zacharias’ does not speak again from this moment on in
the narrative until his muteness has ended (1:64c and 1:68a), and that he leaves
the temple sanctuary already being unable to speak (1:22a—c), the future tense
‘you will be’ (‘silent and not be able to speak’) must be interpreted as conveying
imminence. ‘The Messenger’, however, does gives a temporal limit to ‘Zacha-
rias” imposed and immediate muteness, stating £on cion@®v kol pn duvipevog
Aarfioar dxpt fig Nuépag yévnron tadta (you will be silent and not be able to speak
until that day these things come to pass; 1:20b-e). ‘That day’ is qualified by ‘these
things will come to pass’ (1:20¢e), however ‘the Messenger’ does not explain to

317 For evayyehicacbai (to proclaim as a good message; 1:19g) and its link to Isaiah 40-66 (especially 40:9; 52:7;
61:1), see Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 79.
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‘Zacharias’ which ‘things’ are concerned, leaving the TIR just as ignorant as to
which ‘things’ (1:20e) are meant here, as to which ‘things’ are meant in clause
1:19g. I return to these information discrepancies further on in paragraph 4.7.
‘The Messenger’s’ words create narrative suspense for both ‘Zacharias’ and the
TIR: when exactly will the day arrive when ‘these things’ come to pass, and
‘Zacharias” muteness is ended? This suspense increases the TIRs interest in the
unfolding of events, maintaining his attention for the TIA’s narrative.»* ‘Zach-
arias” question in 1:18b has, therefore, set further plot-development in motion.

4.6 ‘Zacharias’ imposed muteness

It should be noted here that ‘Zacharias” imposed muteness is not a way of con-
cealing information about the conception of ‘Zacharias” and ‘Elisabet’s’ son
‘Ioanneés’ from other characters in the narrative. Before ‘Zacharias” muteness
is lifted, the characters ‘Elisabet’, ‘Mariam’, and ‘the neighbours and the rela-
tives’ all know that ‘Elisabet’ has either conceived or given birth to a son.>? In
the following main text-unit (1:26-58) the character ‘Mariam’ is explicitly told
by ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ that Elcafet 1} cuyyevig cov kai avti cuveilngev
viov év ypet avtiig (Elisabet your relative, also she has conceived a son in her old
age; 1:36b).2° “The Messenger’ himself gives ‘Zacharias’ the exact reason for

318 See for the communicative consequences for the TIR of ‘the Messenger’s’ response to ‘Zacharias” question,
Miiller, “Fragen im Erzdhlwerk des Lukas” (2003), 34: ‘Auf einer ganz andere Ebene, namlich fiir die Leser
des Lukasevangeliums, hat sie allerdings eine weitere, sehr wichtige Bedeutung. Das nach der Frage einset-
zende Schweigen bzw. Verstummen des Zacharias wird in narratologischer Hinsicht zu einer Prolepse. Der
Leser wird in Spannung versetzt: Wann kommt der Tag, an dem sich die Worte Gabriels erfiillen werden?’

319 Pace Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 328, who, despite this, sees ‘Zacharias” muteness as God’s way of
concealing from other human beings what he is about to do.

320 Neither should the imposition of muteness onto ‘Zacharias’ be primarily seen as a form of punishment. This
would detract from the imposed muteness being first and foremost a sign. See, regarding this, Green, Gospel of
Luke (1997), 79: ¢(-..) Zechariah’s silence must be seen above all as a “sign” - that is, as the proof he requested.’;
Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 280, where he states: “The recognition of the extent to which Luke is following
a stereotyped pattern and an OT background makes otiose the question of whether Zechariah’s punishment
was just. Many of the Church Fathers wrote severely about the stubborn disbelief implied in Zechariah’s
question (vs. 18); and yet it is not noticeably different from the objection that Mary will pose in 1:34, and she is
not punished. The literary pattern virtually required a sign, and the parallel with Daniel suggested the sign of
being struck mute.’ Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 32-33, suggests that the imposition of ‘Zacharias” muteness
may have three functions: it is a punitive measure, it creates certainty, and it contains an eschatological secrecy
motif. See, however, Robbins, “Bodies and Politics” (2005), 832, who does view ‘Zacharias” imposed muteness as
apunishment: a punishment that compromises his ability to function as a priest: ‘The punishment of Zecha-
riah is not as severe as death, which came upon Uzzah when he reached out and touched the ark of God (2 Sam
6:6-7). Rather, it is the removal of his ability to function as a priest (Deut 21:5). Without speech he can neither
bless God nor pronounce a blessing on the multitude of people gathered in prayer outside the Temple.’; Fitz-
myer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 328, also views ‘Zacharias” imposed muteness as ‘a punitive miracle’.
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the imposed muteness saying 4v0> @v ovk émictevoag Toig Aoyolg Lov oftiveg
mAnpodncovtot ig OV kapdy avtdv because (in return for which) you had no
faith in my words, which will be fulfilled in their proper time;*' 1:20f-g)*** and with
this he ends the communication between ‘Zacharias’ and himself. ‘Zacharias”
muteness is confirmed by the TIA in clauses 1:22a—c and 1:22g: when ‘Zacha-
rias’ comes outside, he is 00k £8Vvato haAfjoon avtoig (not able to speak to them
[= ‘the people’]; 1:22b—c), and kai Siépevev kwpdg (and he thoroughly remained
mute; 1:22g). The people waiting outside recognize that ‘Zacharias” muteness
means &t ontociov ébpakev &v 1@ vad (that he had seen a vision in the sanctuary;
1:22¢).3%

‘Zacharias” himself thus becomes the sign he has asked for,+but in such a way
that his question (1:18b), as well as his words (1:18c-d) that immediately fol-
low upon his question, focussing upon himself and implying lack of faith in
the words of ‘the Messenger of the Lord’, are indicated as being inopportune:s*
other words would have been more suitable regarding a message ‘from the
Lord’ (1:13b-17b), which contains, amongst other things, an answer to ‘Zach-
arias” prayer, and implicitly proclaims the advent of ‘the Lord” himself. ‘Zach-
arias” question and request ‘By what will I know this?’ (1:18b) has now been
answered by ‘the Messenger’: the moment ‘Zacharias” muteness has ended and
he speaks again, ‘Zacharias’ will know ‘this’.

321 Here, Luke does not employ ypovog (time), but rather konpdg (proper time; 1:20g). See regarding kapdg in
connection to ‘time’ the translations given by Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr.
1996), 859: ‘exact or critical time, season, opportunity’; and by Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 779-781,
amongst which ‘d. geeignete, rechte, giinstige Zeit’, ‘bestimmte, festgesetzte Zeit’. See also the translations given in
Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 441-442; Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996),
Domains 67.1, 67.4-8. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 79, points out the possibility of Luke linking ka1pog to the
divine world: ‘Subsequently, he uses a term for “time” that can signify “the divinely appointed time.”

322 See Robbins, “Bodies and Politics” (2005), 832: ‘In the Lukan sequence, Gabriel takes great offense at Zech-
ariah’s inquiry. He does not answer Zechariah’s question by focusing on God’s power to do remarkable
things or by reminding Zechariah of Abraham and Sarah, or some other barren couple who had a child
late in their lives. He interprets the inquiry as a personal assault on his reliability.’

323 Seeregarding visions as a form of communication with the divine realm, Koet, “Divine Communication in
Luke-Acts” (2006), 12.

324 Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 328: ‘you shall become mute, and be unable to speak. This is the sign
by which Zechariah is to know.’

325 Cf. Miiller, “Fragen im Erzahlwerk des Lukas” (2003), 34, regarding 1:18b and 1:20f: ‘Die Riickfrage des
Zacharias wird also als Unglaube kommentiert.’
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4.7 Four information discrepancies for the TIR

Up until now, the TIR’s confidence in the TIA has been confirmed in various
places: he has been privy to a private communication between the divine and
human realms, and he has also been given access to restricted sacred space.
However, the TIA has not given the TIR all the information necessary for him
to understand events completely. The entire communication between ‘the Mes-
senger’ and “Zacharias’ leaves the TIR with four important deficits in informa-
tion, thereby making him work at searching for clues and trying to find answers.
This effort on the TIR’s part, draws him closer into the communication between
‘the Messenger of the Lord’ and ‘Zacharias’ that is unfolding before him.

The first deficit in information (information discrepancy 1) holds only for the
TIR and regards the contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer to which ‘the Messenger re-
fers in his first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’: ‘your prayer has been heard’ (1:13d).
As already stated above, there is a discrepancy here between what the char-
acters ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Zacharias’ both know (the contents of ‘Zacharias”
prayer) and what the TIR does not know.

The second deficit in information (information discrepancy 2) holds for both
the TIR and ‘the Messenger’. This concerns what the demonstrative neuter sin-
gular pronoun toro (this; 1:18b) refers to in the question that ‘Zacharias’ poses
to ‘the Messenger’: ‘By what will I know this?’. An information discrepancy is
thereby formed between, on the one hand, the character ‘Zacharias’, who being
the speaker, of course knows what he himself is referring to with his use of
‘this’, and, on the other hand, his addressee ‘the Messenger’, and also the TIR,
who do not know.

The third deficit in information (information discrepancy 3) holds for the TIR
and ‘Zacharias’, and concerns what the demonstrative neuter plural pronoun
todta (these things; 1:19g) refers to in ‘the Messenger’s’ response to ‘Zacharias”
question. Of course, the character ‘the Messenger’ knows what he himself is
referring to as speaker, however, his addressee ‘Zacharias’ and the TIR do not
know what the plural ‘these things’ refers to. Many different things contained
in ‘the Messenger’s’ message (1:13d-17d) could be referred to:
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1. Does ‘these things’ (1:19g) refer to the two specifics that could be con-
nected to ‘Zacharias” prayer being heard:
* ‘your wife Elisabet will bear a son for you’ (1:13¢);
* and ‘you will call his name I6annés’ (1:13f)?

Regarding this first option, the character ‘Zacharias’ has an advantage
over the TIR: he at least knows what the contents of his prayer were,
while the TIR does not know them.

2. Does ‘these things’ (1:19g) perhaps refer to two or even more other
‘things’ ‘the Messenger” has summed up between 1:13d-17d?

The fourth deficit in information (information discrepancy 4) holds for the TIR
and ‘Zacharias’, and concerns what the second use of the demonstrative neuter
plural pronoun tadta (these things; 1:20e) refers to in ‘the Messengers” response
to ‘Zacharias” question. There is a syntactic argument to consider that both
instances of tadta (these things; 1:19g; 1:20e) used in the same direct speech re-
fer to the same antecedents. Once again, the speaker ‘the Messenger’ of course
knows what he himself is talking about, but his addressee ‘Zacharias’ and the
TIR, yet again, both do not know what tadro (these things: 1:20e) refers to.

The TIR (encountering information discrepancies 1, 2, 3 and 4) and the char-
acter ‘Zacharias’ (encountering information discrepancies 3 and 4) will both
have to wait until much further on in the narrative (1:64a—d) — in narrated time
about nine months later — to receive information with which the information
discrepancies they have come across can be resolved. The character ‘the Mes-
senger’ (encountering information discrepancy 2) appears to have for him-
self resolved what ‘Zacharias” tovro (this; 1:18b) refers to, and gives a response
based on his interpretation in 1:19c—20g (his second direct speech addressed to
‘Zacharias’).
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4.8 Preparing the TIR for the restoration of ‘Zacharias”
ability to speak

Much further along in the narrative of the research-text, the TIA describes how
‘Zacharias” imposed muteness is ended: dvedyOn 3¢ 10 6o AOTOD TOPOLYPTIHO
Kkoi 1 YAdooa ovtod kot Eddrel eDAOY®Y TOV Oeov (then his mouth was opened im-
mediately and his tongue (was opened) and he spoke blessing God; 1:64a-d). This
happens immediately after ‘Zacharias’ has named his son ‘I6annés’ with the
help of a little writing-tablet: kai aitioag nvakidov &ypayev Aéyov: Tadvvng
éotiv Gvopo ovtod (and having requested a little writing-tablet, he wrote (saying):
‘Toannés is his name’; 1:63a—d).

This is important information for the TIR because in 1:20e ‘the Messenger’
told ‘Zacharias’ that his muteness would last ‘until that day these things come
to pass’. However, what exactly ‘these things’ refers to was not made clear to
‘Zacharias’ (information discrepancy 4). ‘Zacharias’ and the TIR, at that point
of the narrative, both do not know when ‘Zacharias” muteness will be ended.
However, apparently ‘that day’ has now arrived, for directly after ‘Zacharias’
has named his newly born son ‘Ioannés’, he can speak again.

The naming of Ioanneés’ by Zacharias’ immediately precedes the restoration of
‘Zacharias” ability to speak and, taken together, they mark a transitional mo-
ment in the narrative. For the benefit of the TIR, the TIA stresses the impor-
tance of this moment by accentuating the two components defining this new
development in the narrative, namely:

1. The naming of ‘Ibannés’ by ‘Zacharias’ (1:63d) (see paragraph 4.10);

2. The restoration of ‘Zacharias” ability to speak (1:64a—d) (see paragraph
4.1, paragraph 4.12, and paragraph 4.13).

The TIA highlights the naming of ‘Ioannes’ through a combination of firstly

semantics (word-repetition), and secondly plot-development (the action sur-

rounding the naming of ‘I6annés’) in three steps:

1. Regarding semantics, the TIA emphasises the act of naming by
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three times using the noun dvopo (name; 1:59d, 61c, 63d), and four
times using the verb kakeiobou (to call; 1:59d, 60d, 61c, 62¢).3*¢

2. Regarding plot-development, the text first describes a short
discussion between ‘the little boy’s’ ‘mother’ and ‘her neighbours and
relatives’ concerning the naming of ‘the little boy’ as either Zacharias’
or ‘Ioannes’, before ‘the little boy’ is named ‘Ioannés’ by his father
Zacharias’. ‘The little boy’ is thus ‘named’ no less than three times.
Besides emphasising the act of naming, this repetition increases the
suspense for the TIR:3> will ‘the little boy’ be named with the name that
‘the Messenger’ revealed in 1:13f?

* Step 1: ‘the little boy’ is first called ‘Zacharias’ by ‘her neighbours
and relatives’: £&kalovv anTod £rl T OGvOuTL TOD TATPOG DTOD
Zoyopiav (they were calling him after the name of his father Zacharias;
1:59d).328

* Step 2: ‘the little boy’s’ ‘mother’s’ response to this sounds as if she is
naming ‘the little boy’ herself: o0yi, aAAa kAnbnoeta Todvvng (“No,
but he will be called Ioanneés”; 1:60c—d).

I deal with steps 1and 2 in paragraph 4.9.

* Step 3: finally, ‘the little boy’ is named by “Zacharias’ his father a
little further on in 1:63d.

I deal with step 3 in paragraph 4.10.

4.9 The communicative function of the act of answering (1:60a)

‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech in 1:60c-d is introduced by two verba dicendi:
dmokpidgica (answering; 1:60a) and ginev (she said; 1:60b). From a communica-
tive perspective, the use of the extra verbum dicendi ‘answering’ at the commu-
nication level of the TIA to the TIR does two things:

326 See regarding various ‘techniques of repetition’ and their (communicative) function in biblical narrative,
footnote 228.

327 Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis Narrativo (2011), 25, who explain: ‘En la Biblia, la construccion del sus-
pense toma muchas veces la forma de una repeticion, generalmente en tres o cuatro etapas donde las
variantes pueden ser significativas.’

328 Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 380, suggests that ‘the little boy’ was being called a diminutive ‘little
Zecharial’.
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1. Itfirstly describes ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech (1:60c—d) as being an answer
to a directly preceding implied question.

2. Itsecondly draws the TIR’s attention to the direct speech by ‘Elisabet’
that is about to follow.3»

Having neither a syntactic structure, nor syntactic markers, this implied ques-
tion forms an information discrepancy for the TIR. The TIR is, however, given
some clues as to what this question could be: the first word ovyi (No!; 1:60c) of
‘the mother’s’ direct speech ovyi 6ALd kKAnOoeton Twavvng (No!, but he will be
called Ioanneés; 1:60c—d) points at this implied question being a yes—no question.s*
The remainder of her words point to this question as positing a name for her
‘little boy’ that she negates. The speaker of this implied question would be the
same anonymous ‘they’ — ékGAovv (they were calling; 1:59d) — that is found in the
clause immediately preceding the introduction to the implied question’s answer.
The antecedent of this verbal subject is ‘her neighbours and relatives’ (1:58a).

This implied question is ipso facto not part of the ‘surface’ text, but is all the same
present in the narrative, lying ‘somewhere between’ clauses 1:59c and 1:60a. The
narrative action in this text-unit surrounding the discussion about ‘the little
boy’s’ name is, therefore, as it were ‘telescoped’ by the TIA, and moves direct-
ly to ‘the mother’s’ answer in the form of a direct speech (1:60c-d), passing
over the question posed to her. Because this implied question does not explicitly
sound in the narrative (neither in a direct speech, nor in an indirect speech),
the only words that the TIR hears directly are ‘the mother’s’ words stating ‘No!,
but he will be called I6annés’. This direct speech, therefore, highlights her son’s
true name ‘Ioanneés’, and confirms what the TIR has overheard much earlier on
in the narrative (clauses 1:13a-17d) about the name that ‘the little boy’ will re-
ceive. At the altar of incense in the sanctuary of the Lord, the TIR was, namely,
privy to ‘the Messenger of the Lord’s’ first direct speech to “Zacharias’ in which
he states that ‘Zacharias’ will call his son ‘I6annés’ (1:13f). The TIR, therefore,
knows more than ‘her neighbours and relatives’ (1:58a), who are calling ‘the lit-
tle boy’ ‘Zacharias’, after his father. However, nowhere in the narrative has the

329 See footnote 45, footnote 311, and footnote 312, where I quote Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-129.

330 For ‘no!” in 1:60c¢ as being an answer to a question, see ‘Kuhn, “Deaf or Defiant?” (2013), 489: ‘The Greek,
ovyi, is an adverbial form of ¢ALd, likely emphatic when followed by o0 and used in response to a question
when an affirmative answer is expected (see also Luke 12:51)."
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TIR heard that ‘the mother” has been told that her son shall be called ‘I6annés’,
causing the TIR to wonder from whom ‘Elisabet’ received this information.
The TIR realises that he is partly in a privileged position, knowing more than
some characters. However, he now also realises that there is also information
that he is not privy to, besides the four information discrepancies that he has
already encountered in the narrative. This new information discrepancy is
formed by an ellipsis in the narrative: how does ‘Elisabet’ know that her son is
to be called ‘Toannés’? Both the TIR’s reconfirmed realisation of being privy
to ‘classified’ information, as well as his wondering as to ‘Elisabet’s’ informa-
tion-source, draw the TIR further into the naming-action that is unfolding.

4.10 Indirect question 1:62b-c, and the act of requesting
(1:63a)

Just before the third and final step in the naming of ‘Ioannés’ (1:63d), indirect
question 1:62b-c is encountered. After having been told by ‘the little boy’s’
‘mother’ ‘No!, but he will be called I6annés’ (1:60c—d), ‘her neighbours and rela-
tives’ say to her that no one among her relatives ‘is called with this name’ (1:61c).
Their words contain new information for the TIR: apparently the name ‘I6an-
nes’ is a new name in the priestly family. Confronted with this unexpected
development, ‘her neighbours and relatives’ now address the mute ‘Zachari-
as’ who, as father, is designated to name his son,* and they ask him ‘what he
would wish to call him’ (1:62b—c). The TIA refers to the addressee of their indi-
rect question here as ‘the father’, not as ‘Zacharias’, highlighting the fact that it
is the task of the father to name his child. By focussing on ‘Zacharias” agency
in the naming of ‘Ioannés’, the TIA refreshes the TIR's memory regarding the

331 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 109, who remarks: ‘And Luke does not tell us how Elizabeth knew that
“John” was the name designated by Gabriel (by revelation to her? by means of a communique from her
husband?) - or, indeed, whether Elizabeth had this information.’

332 Cf. Aletti, UEvangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022), 64.

333 Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 381, notes, however: John/ Y&hohanan was a name in use among
priestly-family members in the postexilic period as Nehemiah 12:13, 42; 1 Maccabees 2:1-2 make clear.” See
also Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 369.

334 Cf. Brown Birth of the Messiah (1993), 369: ‘In patriarchal times the child could be named by either father
or mother (...), but in NT times it is generally thought that naming was the right of the father.” See for
name-giving in antiquity (especially for sons, and amongst Jews), Mussies, “Vernoemen in de Antieke
Wereld, de Historische Achtergrond van Luk 1:59-63” (1988). See for biblical mothers naming their chil-
dren, footnote 125, and footnote 48s.
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fact that ‘the Messenger of the Lord’, in his first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’
(1:13b-17d), proclaimed that it would be ‘Zacharias’ (and not anyone else) who
would name the newly born boy ‘Ioannés’: ‘you (singular = ‘Zacharias’) shall call
his name I6anneés’ (1:13f ). ‘Zacharias” naming of his son will complete the three
biblical stages in having a child: conception, giving birth, and naming.3s

The TIA uses the third and final step (1:63d) in the plot-development surround-
ing the naming of Ioannes’ to stress to the TIR ‘Zacharias” muteness, which is
the first component of the transitional moment in which the mute ‘Zacharias’
regains his ability to speak. Through stressing ‘Zacharias” muteness, which un-
beknownst to ‘Zacharias’ and the TIR, is about to be ended, the TIA highlights
the importance of the approaching transitional moment in the narrative, from
muteness to speaking. This transitional moment is important for both ‘Zacha-
rias’ and the TIR, as it marks ‘that day these things come to pass’ (1:20e). The TIA
draws the TIR’s attention to ‘Zacharias” muteness in the following ways:

1. The TIA takes time in clauses 1:62a—63d to describe the difficulties posed
by ‘Zacharias” muteness for normal communication with ‘her neigh-
bours and relatives’, as well as for the vocal naming of ‘the little boy’, and
to explain how these difficulties will be solved practically with the use
of a little writing-tablet.

2. Indoing so, the TIA refreshes the TIR's memory regarding the fact that
‘Zacharias’ indeed cannot speak (last communicated by the TIA to the
TIR back in 1:22b—c: ‘he (= “Zacharias’) was not able to speak to them’.

3. ‘Zacharias” muteness is further accentuated by the TIA by exaggerating
his handicap through making ‘her neighbours and relatives’ treat him
as if he were also deaf.3* The verbum dicendi introducing indirect ques-
tion 1:62b—c has the meaning of ‘nodding with the head’, ‘signalling’, or

335 See for these three stages, footnote 124.

336 Clause 1:22g describes ‘Zacharias’ as koi diépevev kopog (and he thoroughly remained mute; 1:22g). For the
broader meaning of ko@dg as being ‘deaf” besides being ‘dumb’, see Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-En-
glish Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1019-1020. Cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 514, who defines
Koo as ‘pert. to lack of speech capability, mute’, ‘pert. to lack of hearing capability, deaf’, and ‘deaf and
mute’; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 914, who translates ka@og as both ‘stumm’ and ‘taub’.
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‘gesturing™¥ and suggests that vocal communication with ‘Zacharias’
was not possible, implying his deafness: évévevov 8¢ 1@ matpi adtod 10
i 8v 0éhot kodeioBar avto (then they were gesturing to his father what he
would wish to call him; 1:62a—c).3* This non-vocal communication with
Zacharias’ in any case enhances ‘Zacharias” muteness.

4. Indirect question 1:62b-c, posed by ‘her neighbours and relatives’ to
‘Zacharias’, marks an exciting moment for the TIR, who (in contrast to
‘her neighbours and relatives’) knows that ‘Zacharias’ has been told by
‘the Messenger of the Lord’ that he will call his son ‘Ioannés’. The TIA,
therefore, offers the TIR a short pause to wonder whether the mute
“Zacharias’ will indeed heed ‘the Messenger’s’ words and break with
tradition by calling his son Ioannés’ rather than ‘Zacharias’. This pause
is created by the TIA through mentioning ‘Zacharias” act of requesting a
little writing-tablet: aitoog mvakidiov (and having requested a little writ-
ing-tablet; 1:63a). This ‘little writing-tablet’ again draws the TIR’s atten-
tion to ‘Zacharias” muteness.

5. The TIA, however, does not report the content of the mute ‘Zacharias”
request (thus qualifying it as an implied question). At the level of the com-
munication between the TIA and the TIR, this omission (an information
discrepancy for the TIR) also contributes to the ‘silence’ surrounding
Zacharias” muteness. The TIR is, namely, only informed that “Zachari-
as’ communicates with his questioners, ‘requesting’ a little writing-tab-

337 Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 570, translate évvebw as ‘nod or make signs to’.

338 See, however, regarding the use of évévevov as not implying ‘Zacharias’ to also be deaf, Kuhn, “Deaf or De-
fiant?” (2013), 487: ‘In my view, however, this proposal fails for two main reasons. First, it seems to me un-
likely that if Luke intends us to see Zechariah as both mute and deaf he would have waited until this point
in the narrative to indicate this to the reader and would have chosen to do so in such an indirect fashion.
What Luke has instead repeatedly and singularly identified as the consequence of Gabriel’s punitive sign is
Zecharial’s inability to speak (vv. 20, 21, 22) including here in vv. 63 (writing tablet) and 64 (tongue loosed).
Consequently, a more plausible explanation is that Luke intends us to view the crowd’s motioning to
Zechariah not as an attempt to communicate in rudimentary sign language because Zechariah is deaf, but
simply as their attempt to get his attention so that they may inquire of him concerning the child’s name.
This is consistent with the meaning and use of évvebo, which basically means to gesture or signal with
the hands. Narratologically, it functions to bring Zechariah in from the periphery of the account and now
place him at its center.’ Kuhn argues his points from the perspective of the TEA (whom he calls ‘Luke’).
However, at the communication level of the TIA and the TIR, the act of gesturing by the ‘neighbours and
relatives’, besides being interpreted as an act of drawing ‘Zacharias” attention, can also be viewed as im-
plying ‘Zacharias’ to indeed be deaf. The narratological implications that Kuhn mentions, also hold in this
case. For ‘Zacharias’ being deaf besides mute, see e.g. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 381.
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let, but is neither privy to the exact content of his question, nor to how
he poses it.

6. The TIR is, however, given a clue to his question’s answer, for ‘Zachari-
as’ is then indeed able to write down his second direct speech Twdavvng
éotiv 6vopa avtod (Ioannés is his name; 1:63d). In giving ‘Zacharias’ a lit-
tle writing-tablet,® ‘Zacharias’ initial questioners answer his request
for a little writing-tablet positively: an implied ‘yes’ is given by them to
‘Zacharias’ implied yes-no question. This ‘little writing-tablet’ that is given
to ‘Zacharias’ draws the TIR’s attention to ‘Zacharias” muteness.

7. ‘Zacharias” second direct speech in the research-text is his written an-
swer to the indirect open question found in 1:62b-c.3* The fact that ‘Zach-
arias’ has to name his son through a written statement, highlighting his
incapacity to speak, is doubly stressed by coupling the verb &ypayev (he
wrote; 1:63b) in an ironic way to the superfluous Hebraism Aéyov ((say-
ing):; 1:63¢),3 as it were ‘rubbing salt’ into ‘Zacharias” muteness.>

To summarize: the TIA draws the TIR’s attention to ‘Zacharias” muteness (also

emphasised by the non-vocal naming of ‘the little boy’) in various ways. He does

this in order to prepare the TIR for the transition from a mute ‘Zacharias’ to a

speaking ‘Zacharias’, the moment (‘the day’) in which ‘these things come to pass’

(1:20e).

339

340

341

342

See for how requests expect a response from the addressee in the form of action, Estes, Questions and Rhet-
oric (2017), 245: ‘Requests are a unique form of interrogative in that instead of asking for a reply through
words they ask for a reply through actions. Requests ask hearers to do something.’ See for the communica-
tive effects of a request, Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 245: ‘Request questions have, in a sense, infor-
mational qualities in that the information they seek is relayed to the asker through the performance of an
action. Requests are also rhetorical, in a sense, because they persuade the hearer to perform the action.’
Cf. Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the Baptist’s Nativity” (2017), 252, where he refers to ‘Zacharias’ with ‘his’
and ‘he’: “The solicitation of his decision is expressed in a substantivized indirect question (with article
10), and he answers (£ypayev Aéyov) by reiterating the name that had been stipulated by Gabriel: Todvvng
£otiv [10] dvopa avtod.

Cf. LXX 2 Kings 10:6, where Aéyov (saying) is used together with a form of the verb ypapew (to write). See
footnote 45, footnote 311, and footnote 312, where I quote Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-129, for how
the use of more than one verbum dicendi to introduce a direct speech draws attention to that direct speech,
in this case ‘Zacharias” (non-vocal) second direct speech 1:63d.

See Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 102, regarding 1:63¢: ‘Aéywv dient formal als Doppelpunkt
und ist damit semitisch geprégt (....).” My working-translation (see the Appendix) renders this Hebraism
between brackets, however, there is indeed also good reason not to do so, in order to make the intended
irony more visible. The alternative translation would then dispense with the brackets, reading: ‘he wrote,
saying’. See also footnote 44.
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The TIA finally concludes the entire naming-action with a short communica-
tion to the TIR: kai é0avpacay navreg (and they all wondered; 1:63e). This remark
offers the TIR a brief pause during which the non-vocal naming of ‘Ioannes’,
emphasising the muteness of ‘Zacharias’ can sink in, preparing him for the
transition to speaking that is about to occur. The TIR, now fully focussed on
‘Zacharias” incapacity to speak, will be extra surprised when he hears from the
TIA about ‘Zacharias’ being able to speak again, described in the immediately
following clauses 1:64a—d.

It can be noted that the above-mentioned clause 1:63e shifts from the specific
‘her neighbours and relatives’ to the more general ‘all’ (névteg) as the subject
of the action ‘they all wondered’. This more inclusive ‘all’ enables the TIR to
more readily identify with this action of ‘wondering’. The TIR, however will
not particularly ‘wonder’ at the new name ‘Ioanneés’ being given by ‘Zacharias’
to his son, having received this information via ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct
speech (1:13b-17d), but he will be interested to hear that ‘Zacharias’ is now im-
plementing the programme regarding his son as proclaimed by ‘the Messen-
ger’ (1:13d-17d).

4.11 Resolving information discrepancies 4 and 3

Immediately after the short preparatory pause in 1:63e, the TIR is informed by
the TIA that ‘Zacharias” muteness has now ended and that he can speak again
(1:64a—d). This restoration of ‘Zacharias” capacity to speak is, through the use
of the adverb napoypfipo (immediately; 1:64a), strongly linked to his non-vocal
naming of ‘Ioanneés’: naming the little boy ‘Ioannes’ immediately leads to the res-
toration of ‘Zacharias” ability to speak.

The TIA highlights the fact that “Zacharias’ can now indeed speak with a
slow-motion ‘cascade’ of four clauses all pertaining to his newly found capac-
ity to speak: dvedyn 8¢ 10 otopa adtod mapaypfipa (then his mouth was opened
immediately; 1:64a); kai 1| YAdooa avtod (and his tongue (was opened); 1:64b);343

343 Regarding the translation of avedyfn 8¢ 10 oTépa abTod Tapuypiipa kai 1) YAdooa ool (1:64a-b) as ‘then
his mouth was opened immediately, and his tongue (was opened)’, see Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A
Handbook (2010), 53: | yYA@coo. Nominative subject of an implied verb. The two ideas, mouth and tongue,
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kol €hdAet (and he spoke; 1:64¢); ebAoy®V OV Oedv (blessing God; 1:64d). It could
indeed not be made clearer to the TIR that ‘Zacharias’ can now speak again,
and that ‘the day’ that ‘the Messenger’ referred to in his second direct speech to
‘Zacharias’ with his words ‘you will be silent and not be able to speak until that
day’ (1:20b-e), has now finally arrived.

As dealt with in paragraph 4.5, ‘that day’ is — very importantly for the TIR (as
well as for ‘Zacharias’ of course) — further qualified by ‘the Messenger’ with
the words ‘(that day) these things come to pass’ (1:20e). Seeing that, directly after
the naming of his son, ‘Zacharias” ability to speak has immediately been re-
stored, the TIR can now look back at the first direct speech of ‘the Messenger’
(1:13b-17d) and consider which things enumerated by him there have indeed
now ‘come to pass’.

Using this new information imparted by the TIA in 1:64a-d, the TIR can now
resolve information discrepancy 4 (see paragraph 4.7): to which ‘things’ does
the demonstrative neuter plural pronoun tadrto (these things; 1:20e) refer?

The only ‘things’ (plural) listed by ‘the Messenger’ in his first direct speech to
‘Zacharias’ (1:13b-17d) that have ‘come to pass’ in the narrative between ‘Zach-
arias” becoming mute and the restoration of his speech are that (1) ‘Zachari-
as” wife ‘Elisabet’ has given birth to a son for him, and that (2) ‘Zacharias’ has
called his son ‘Ioannés’. None of the other statements made by ‘the Messenger’
in his first speech to ‘Zacharias’ have yet come to pass.

1. Directly after addressing ‘Zacharias’ in his first direct speech, ‘the Mes-

» ¢

senger’ states that ‘Zacharias” ‘prayer has been heard’ (1:13d). He then
directly follows this introductory statement, using the conjunction xai
(and; 1:13e) with the words 1j yovii cov ‘Elicafet yevviioet vidv oot (your
wife Elisabet will bear a son for you; 1:13e). This first specified ‘promise’
indeed comes to pass much further on in the narrative, where the TIA

states kai £yévvnoev viov (and she bore a son; 1:57¢).

are joined together with a verb that only makes sense with the former, forming a zeugma. The idea of a
tongue being opened does not occur anywhere in the biblical corpus.’ Cf. also Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 370; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 381; Plummer, Critical and Exegetical Commentary (1902), 108.
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2. Then, immediately after telling ‘Zacharias’ that his wife will bear a son
for him, ‘the Messenger’ continues with kai kaAéogig 10 dvopa avtod
‘Toavvnyv (and you [singular = ‘Zacharias’] shall call his name Ioanneés; 1:13f ).
This second specific ‘promise’, linked to the first by the conjunction kot
(and; 1:13f), also indeed ‘comes to pass’ further on in the narrative where
the TIA states &ypayev Aéyov- Toavvng éotiv dvopa avtod (he [= Zach-
arias’] wrote (saying): “Ioannés is his name”; 1:63b—d), with the fulfilment
of this second ‘promise’ being the very moment immediately prior to
‘Zacharias’ regaining his ability to speak.

Therefore, it is exactly these two future events promised by ‘the Messenger’ to
‘Zacharias’ in his first direct speech (1:13b-17d) that ‘the Messenger’ is referring
to when in his second direct speech (1:19c—20g) he says to ‘Zacharias’ ‘you will
be silent and not be able to speak, until that day these things come to pass.’ For
the TIR (and also for ‘Zacharias’), information discrepancy 4 has now been re-
solved.

Seeing there is also a syntactic reason to consider that ‘these things’ in clause
1:20e refers to the same antecedents as ‘these things’ in clause 1:19g, men-
tioned slightly earlier on in ‘the Messenger’s’ same direct speech (1:19c—20g),
the TIR can now also resolve information discrepancy 3 (see paragraph 4.7):
to which things does the demonstrative neuter plural pronoun todta (these
things; 1:19g) refer? In informing ‘Zacharias’ that dneotéiny Aaifjcon mpodg o¢
Kol edayyericaoBai oot tadta ([ was sent to speak to you and to proclaim as a good
message to you these things; 1:19e-g), ‘the Messenger’ means that he was sent to
proclaim as a good message to ‘Zacharias’ that (1) his wife ‘Elisabet’ would bear
him a son and that (2) he would call him ‘I6annés’. Information discrepancy 3 is
in this event now also resolved for the TIR (and also for ‘Zacharias’).

4.12 Resolving information discrepancies 2 and 1
Using all this new information, the TIR can now go further back in the narra-

tive to ‘Zacharias” question ‘By what will I know this?’ (1:18b), and once again
consider what could be meant by ‘Zacharias” use of the demonstrative pro-
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noun ‘this’ (1:18b) — information discrepancy 2. To briefly recapitulate: the TIR
now knows for sure that ‘the Messenger’ means that ‘Zacharias’ will be silent
until (1) his wife has given birth to his son, and (2) he calls this son ‘Ioannés’.
The TIR also knows that it is highly likely that ‘the Messenger’ was especially
sent by ‘the Lord’ to ‘Zacharias’ to proclaim to him that (1) his wife ‘Elisabet’
would bear him a son and that (2) he would call him ‘I6annes’. Because both
these statements (1) and (2) are made directly after each other, and linked by
the conjunction kai (and; 1:13f), by ‘the Messenger’ in his first direct speech to
‘Zacharias’, and because he speaks them both immediately following upon his
opening statement ‘your prayer has been heard’ (1:13d), linking them to this
statement using the conjunction kai (and; 1:13e), the TIR can assume that ‘Zach-
arias’ is referring to these two promises (plural) that together constitute his
‘prayer’ (singular), when he uses the demonstrative neuter singular pronoun
10010 (this; 1:18b) in his question. This assumption by the TIR is furthermore
supported by the following three facts:

1. It is precisely these two linked statements (and not any of the other
statements made in ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech) that are re-
ferred to by ‘the Messenger’ in his second direct speech when he states
‘these things’ (1:19g and 1:20e);

2. It is explicitly these two statements that ‘come to pass’ later on in the
narrative (‘she bore a son’ in 1:57¢ and ‘he wrote (saying): “Ioannes is his
name” in 1:63b—d);

3. Itisexactly their ‘coming to pass’ that plays the decisive role in the end-
ing of ‘Zacharias” muteness.3#

Having resolved information discrepancies 4, 3 and 2 (in that order), the TIR can
now go on to resolve information discrepancy 1 (information that is referred to,
though not specified, within the narrative of the research-text, but lying outside
of the research-text), namely the content of ‘Zacharias” prayer: ‘Zacharias’ has
been praying for his wife ‘Elisabet’ to conceive and bear him a child.

344 Cf.Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 375, where he states: ‘Zechariah’s regaining his power to speak is
understandable to the reader because now the things predicted by the angel have happened(...).
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413 ‘Zacharias” first words after regaining his ability to speak

Discussing ‘Zacharias” first words after regaining his ability to speak is not
a straightforward matter, but it is important. The regaining of his ability to
speakis after all, a salient part of the sign that ‘Zacharias’ asked for in his ques-
tion (1:18b), and which he himself has become. This sign is not restricted to
his muteness, but includes the act of speaking that ends his muteness.> In
‘the Messenger’s’ reaction to ‘Zacharias” question (1:18b), this is made clear by
the occurrence of the verb Aakfjoou (to speak; 1:20d), followed by the use of the
temporal preposition dypt (until; 1:20e): ‘you will not be able to speak until...’,
implying spoken words directly after ‘these things come to pass’ (1:20e).

In discussing ‘Zacharias’ regaining his ability to speak, it is important to keep
in mind that in the research-text there are four speaking acts of which ‘Zacha-
rias’ is the subject, three of which are direct speeches.3+

1. The first time that ‘Zacharias’ speaks is a direct speech (1:18b-d), occur-
ring directly before his becoming mute. It is at the beginning of this first
direct speech that ‘Zacharias’ poses his direct open question (1:18b).

2. The second time that ‘Zacharias’ is the subject of a verbum dicendi is
when he communicates via a little writing-tablet: Ioannes is his name’
(1:63d). This is his second direct speech.

3. The third time Zacharias’ speaks (1:64c—d) is immediately after his ‘mouth’
and ‘tongue’ have been ‘opened’ (1:64a-b). This act of speaking is, however,
not found in the form of a direct speech, but is described at the communi-
cation level between the TIA and the TIR, and is part of the slow-motion
‘cascade’ of four clauses highlighting ‘Zacharias” sudden return to vocal
communication (see paragraph 4.1 and paragraph 4.12). The TIR is here
only informed koi éLdAer eboy@v OV Ocdv (and he [= Zacharias’] spoke, bless-

345 See for the function of the adverb napaypfipa (immediately; 1:64a) regarding the transition from ‘Zacharias”
muteness to his regaining his speech, Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 110. See also Bovon, Evangelium nach
Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989): ‘Plotzlich, d.h. wunderhaft, kann Zacharias wieder sprechen. Er versteht dies als
Abschlul des Zeichens (1:18-20), (...)”

346 Of ‘Zacharias” three direct speeches, two are vocal (1:18b-d; 1:68a—79¢), and one is non-vocal (1:63d).
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ing God; 1:64c—d). The content of ‘Zacharias” spoken blessing of God is not
divulged by the TIA, creating an ellipsis in the narrative (an information
discrepancy between what the characters know and what the TIR knows).

4. Itisonly slightly further on in the narrative, in 1:68a-79c, that ‘Zachari-
as’ speaks for the fourth time, his third direct speech.

Itis tempting to read ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a—79c) as being intro-
duced by the two verba dicendi éAéiet and eddoydv connected to the addressee
10V 0e6v (he spoke, blessing God; 1:64¢c—d), which conclude the above-mentioned
slow-motion waterfall of four clauses describing the moment “Zacharias’ re-
gains his ability to speak.3* This is because ‘Zacharias” third direct speech in-
deed starts with him blessing God: ebAoyntog kvplog 6 H£0g 0D Topon (blessed
be the Lord, the God of Israel; 1:68a).3* However, there are two important syntactic
reasons not to consider ‘Zacharias” speaking act that is reported by the TIA in
1:64c—d as the introduction to his third direct speech in 1:68a—79¢.3%

1. The first and most important syntactic reason is the use of the mac-
rosyntactic sign kai &yéveto (and it came to pass; 1:65a) starting a new
text-unit (1:65a-66d), containing new action, immediately after ‘Zach-
arias” act of speaking described by the TIA to the TIR in clauses 1:64c—d.

2. The second syntactic reason is the renominalisation of ‘Zacharias’ with
Zoyopiog 6 matip adtod (Zacharias his father; 1:67a) as the subject of two
new verba dicendi énpogritevcev Aéyov (he prophesied (saying):; 1:67b—c),
introducing his third direct speech.

347 Based only on semantics, Dillon, “Benedictus in Micro and Macrocontext,” (2006): 458, indeed views the
introduction to ‘Zacharias” third direct speech as ‘bipartite’ “The introduction to the Benedictus is bipar-
tite, matching the two strophes of the song. First, Zechariah’s “mouth was opened, and he began to speak
the praise of God” (v. 64, c0Aoydv; cf. v. 68, c0doynto). This introduces vv. 68-75, the lyrical thanks-giving.
Second, the chorus of Judean compatriots inquires, “what then will this child be?” and their question is
answered by vv. 76-79, the ode to the newborn (...).” Cf. for the same double introduction, Irigoin, “Compo-
sition Rythmique des Cantiques de Luc” (1991), 8-9.

348 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 115, footnote 28: ‘Note the verbal continuity: v 64: kai éAdhet bhoydv oV
0edv; v 68: dhoyNTOG KUpLog 6 Bede.

349 See Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006), 118, who regards 1:64c-d, as a preparation for (not as the introduc-
tion to) ‘Zacharias” third direct speech in 1:68a—79¢: ‘Damit wird 1:68—79 vorbereitet. Bevor aber Lk diesen
bringt, schlieft er die Erzihlung sachgemiR ab.’ Pace Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993),
174, who, without offering syntactic arguments, state regarding 1:64c—d: ‘The Benedictus must be under-
stood to come at this point but Luke prefers first to finish his story.’
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These two syntactic markers delineate a text-unit that has its own specific dy-
namics, describing new action between the moment of “Zacharias’ regaining
his speech (he spoke, blessing God; 1:64c—d), and the narrative introduction by
the TIA to ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (and Zacharias his father was filled with
holy spirit and he prophesied (saying):;1:67a—c). It is in this text-unit 1:65a-66d
that direct open question 1:66¢ occurs.

4.14 Direct open question 1:66¢

Asmentioned above, text-unit 1:65a—66d is introduced in 1:65a—b with new action:
‘and awe came to pass upon all those who lived around them’. This ‘awe’ (p6Bog)
can be a reaction to three ‘surprising’ things that have occurred in the narrative:

1. Thefact that in their old age ‘Zacharias’ has begotten and ‘Elisabet’
has given birth to a ‘little boy’;

2. The fact that this ‘little boy’, in a break with tradition, has been given
the name ‘Ioannes’;

3. The fact that the mute ‘Zacharias’ has suddenly regained his ability
to speak, directly after having naming his ‘little boy’.

All three events have in common the newly born ‘little boy’, leading the TIR to
conclude that the ‘awe’ of ‘all those who lived around them’ primarily has to do
with the little boy ‘Ioannes’. The TIR’s conclusion is confirmed and highlighted
by the direct question posed in 1:66¢: ‘What then will be this little boy?’3° The
illative particle &pa (then; 1:66), strengthens the connection between the ques-
tion and the preceding events.s'

350 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 108, who, while discussing text-unit 1:59a-66d, lists three ‘miraculous’
reasons for the awe that comes over ‘all those who lived around them’ (1:65a-b): ‘Repeatedly, this scene is
bathed in the light of the miraculous - recognized already in the Lord’s expression of mercy to Elizabeth
(1:58), now evident in the processes by which the child is named (1:59-63) and Zechariah regains his voice
(1:64). (...) These events also lead to pondering, “What then will this child become?” (...).” Cf. Bock, Luke: 1:1—
9:50 (1994), 121, who lists the same three reasons. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 375, names only two
reasons for ‘all the hearers’ to ask direct open question 1:66¢: “The crucial question is asked by the relatives
and neighbors not only because they realize that God has removed Elizabeth’s barrenness in her old age, but
because they see that Zechariah’s deafness and dumbness have been cured. Thus God has intervened twice.”

351 See for the illative (or inferential) particle dpa footnote 278.
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By ‘zooming out’ from the more specific circle of ‘her neighbours and relatives’,
via ‘all those who lived around them, to the even wider ‘all the hill country
of Ioudaia’, text-unit 1:65a—66d lifts the action to a broader and more general
narrative plane. The three events regarding ‘the little boy’ that inspire ‘awe’ in
‘all those who lived around them’, are then referred to as wévta ta prjpata todto
(all these matters; 1:65c) and are discussed ‘in all the hill country of Ioudaia’. It
is noteworthy that the verbum dicendi Siehoeito (1:65¢),%* employed here to de-
scribe how ‘all these matters were much talked about’ (1:65¢), has the imperfect
tense, implying continuous action in the past. Who exactly does this talking
remains unspecified, but these talkers most likely belong to ‘all those who
lived around them’ (1:65a-b).

Both this temporal continuity, as well as the anonymity of the characters do-
ing the talking, enhance the above-mentioned spatial ‘zooming out’ with an
extra temporal ‘zooming out’. This textual dynamic temporarily removes the
TIR from the location and time of the previous action surrounding the nam-
ing of ‘the little boy’ (1:59a—64d), giving the TIR the opportunity to look back
upon events and reflect upon all that has occurred surrounding the birth and
naming of the little boy ‘Ioanneés’. The TIR’s reflection on these successive past
events is then refocussed regarding the future course of events by the direct
open question posed in 1:66¢3% by névteg oi dxovoavteg (all the hearers; 1:66a):35
‘What then will be this little boy?’.3% The TIR, having been privy to ‘the Messen-
ger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’, where the future role of ‘Ioannes’ is pro-
claimed, knows the answer to this question.* Having witnessed many of the

352 Cf. Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 400, who translate the passive voice
of Stuhal£éw as ‘to be much talked of”. The nominative subject of the third person singular Sicholeiro (1:65¢)
is the third person plural navta té prpota tadta (all these matters; 1:65¢); cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke:
A Handbook (2010), 54: ‘mévra t& pripate tadto. Nominative subject of Siedadgito. Neuter plural subjects
characteristically take singular verbs’.

353 Cf. Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke—Acts (1992), 62, who reaches a conclusion similar
to mine: ‘A question raised by John’s neighbors shortly after he is circumcised and named focalizes the
issue of how John is to be construed: “What then will this child become?””

354 Regarding the character ‘all the hearers’ as a ‘choral “character”, see Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the
Baptist’s Nativity” (2017), 246.

355 See Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke-Acts (1992), 62, regarding the communicative
function of the characters who pose the question in 1:66¢: ‘These tertiary characters serve as performative
paradigms for the reader, modeling the tasks of retrospection (by “pondering” what they have seen and
heard) and anticipation (by articulating the question that readers are to ask concerning what will occur
in the upcoming narrative). Or course, the audience has received much more information than have the
story’s characters. The reader’s task is clear: assemble all this information concerning John with an eye to
how he will function later.’

356 Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 121, posits that the use of the neuter ti (what) in introducing direct open ques-
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events proclaimed by ‘the Messenger’ indeed ‘come to pass’ (the conception,
the birth, and the naming of Ioanneés’, as well as “Zacharias” imposed mute-
ness and the restoration of his ability to speak), the TIR can be almost sure that
the rest of ‘the Messenger’s’ message will also ‘come to pass’. This prepares the
TIR for the action to come further on in the narrative.s

It is important to point out that direct question 1:66¢ is presented by the TIA
as an ‘interior’ question®® and not as part of explicit communication between
characters. It functions, therefore, mainly in the communication between the
TIA and the TIR. The first verbum dicendi used to introduce question 1:66c is
the aorist £€0evto (they placed (put into words); 1:66a), which is followed directly
by év tfj kapdiq avtdv (in their heart; 1:66a).3 This is then followed by a second
verbum dicendi, the Hebraism Aéyovteg ((saying):; 1:66b).3 Connected to direct
question 1:66¢, this reads as: ‘They placed (put into words) in their heart (say-
ing): “What then will be this little boy?”. In other words, each individual taking
part in the ‘much talking’ between the characters in the previous clause 1:65¢,3
ask themselves direct question 1:66¢. The TIR is therefore the only one who ac-
tually hears this ‘interior’ direct question, offering him an intimate position
regarding each individual ‘hearer’3® Because the TIR is the only one (besides of

tion 1:66¢, rather than ‘who’, ‘shows that the focus of concern is the role that John will have in God’s plan.”
Cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 370, who suggests the same.

357 See Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 45, where, regarding the introduction (1:67a-c) to ‘Zacharias” third
direct speech (1:68a—79c), he states: ‘What follows is a classic example of a “programmatic prophecy”: it
guides the reader’s understanding of the narrative to follow.” Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 375,
suggests that although direct open question 1:66¢ is only explicitly asked regarding ‘I6annés’, it also pre-
pares the TIR for the pending narrative developments regarding ‘Iésous’: ‘The question that the relatives
and neighbors pose at the end of the episode (before Zechariah’s canticle) is important in the infancy nar-
rative as a whole, “Now what is this child to become?” (1:66). It is asked explicitly of John, and the reader
implicitly asks the same question - though it is never posed by the evangelist - of Jesus.’

358 See Estes, “Unasked Questions” (2022), 231, footnote 8, who would call direct open question 1:66¢ a ‘de-
liberative question’: ‘If a character in a story speaks to themselves, and in doing so asks a question of
themselves (a deliberative question), then that is not a monologue in the purest sense since the person has
(artificially) created a dialogue with themselves.”

359 Seee.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 108, who translates 1:66a-b as ‘All who heard them pondered them and
said’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 382, who translates 1:66a-b as ‘All who heard of them pondered
them and asked’. See also footnote 174.

360 See footnote 45, footnote 311, and footnote 312, where I quote Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-129, for
how the use of more than one verbum dicendi to introduce a direct speech draws attention to that direct
speech, in this case direct open question 1:66c¢.

361 Note the prefix 816 (back and forth; between) of the verbum dicendi Siehadeito (they were much talked about;
1:65¢), intensifying the dynamics of the continuous action of ‘talking’.

362 See for the communicative consequences of an ‘interior’ question, Sellew, “Interior Monologue as a Nar-
rative Device in the Parables of Luke” (1992), 240: ‘When a narrator renders his or her characters’ thoughts
and decision-making processes so directly, the reader or dramatic audience is able to grasp their self-un-
derstanding and moral dilemmas with increased psychological depth and empathy.” See for further occur-
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course ‘Zacharias’ and ‘the Messenger’) who knows the answer to it,® question
1:66c manoeuvres him into the position of wondering whether the discrepancy
between his knowledge and that of the character ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) will be
maintained or not. The TIR will shortly find out that the information needed to
answer direct open question 1:66¢ is supplied by none other than ‘Zacharias’ in
his first narrated words after having regained his ability to speak: ‘Zacharias”
third direct speech (1:68a-79c).3

In the final clause of this text-unit (1:65a-66d), which has removed the TIR
from the action surrounding the naming of the little boy ‘I6anneés’ to a more
general narrative plane, the TIA cements the bond between himself and the
TIR with information meant for the TIR alone in an ‘aside’ (1:66d).3% This clause

rence of ‘interior monologue’ or ‘soliloquy’ in Luke 1:5-2:52, whether they be interrogative or not, Sellew,
“Interior Monologue as a Narrative Device in the Parables of Luke” (1992), 243.

363 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 158, where he remarks regarding Luke 1:66c: ¢(...) Luke records the
speculative question of those who heard about the impending birth of John the Baptist, “What then will
this child be?” In asking this question, the villagers in Judaea asked a legitimate question to which they
do not know and could not give an answer.” (Estes mistakenly states here that direct open question 1:66¢
regards ‘the impending birth of John the Baptist’.)

364 Regarding direct open question 1:66¢ and its answet, see e.g. Dillon, “Benedictus in Micro and Macrocon-
text” (2006), 458: (...) the chorus of Judean compatriots inquires, “what then will this child be?” and their
question is answered by vv. 76-79 (...)’; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 106: ‘Verse 66 focuses the central issue:
“What then will this child become?” Verses 57-65 lead up to and raise this question, and vv 67-80 begin
the process of answering it, locating John in the story of God’s redemption.’ See also Green, Gospel of Luke
(1997), 112, where, while discussing the relationship between direct open question 1:66¢ and ‘Zacharias”
third direct speech in 1:68a-79c (which he refers to as ‘Zechariah’s Song’), he states: ““What then will this
child become?” Zechariah’s Song draws time to a halt in order to answer this question.’ See also Brown,
Birth of the Messiah (1993), 370, where, while dealing with the introduction (1:67a—c) to ‘Zacharias” third
direct speech (1:68a-79c), he suggests that ‘Zacharias’ knows the answer to direct open question 1:66¢:
‘The Greek word order contrasts Zechariah with the “all who heard,” the literal subject of the previous
verse: they ask what the child will be, but Zechariah knows.” In discussing direct open question 1:66¢ by
‘all the hearers’, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 376, adds, while calling ‘Zacharias” third direct speech
(1:68a—79¢) the ‘Benedictus’: ‘Well may they wonder, “What then is this child going to be?” In the present
sequence of the story, Zechariah answers that question with the Benedictus, a prophecy that repeats
Gabriel’s promise that JBap will go before the Lord (l:17a).” Cf. also Welzen, Lucas (2011), 34; Bovon, Evan-
gelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 103, who, while calling ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a-79c) the
‘Benedictus’, states: ‘In V 66a lautete die erwartungsvolle Frage aller Zuhorer: “Was wird wohl aus diesem
Kind?”. Auf diese Frage antwortet — formal gelungen - die zweite Halfte des Benedictus.’; Fitzmyer, Ac-
cording to Luke I-IX (1981), 376, who posits that ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a-79c) answers direct
open question 1:66¢ (which he refers to as ‘1:66b’): it acts as an answer to the question posed (1:66)’; further
on he adds: ‘Verses 76—77 give an answer to the question posed by the neighbors and relatives in v. 66b.;
Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 96. However, Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 82-83, without offering
syntactic arguments, states, regarding 1:68a-79c, which he calls ‘the hymn’ or ‘the Benedictus’: “The infor-
mational content of the hymn, however, plays no role in the story line (the Benedictus neither answers the
question of v 66, nor, located in time at v 64, makes such a question unnecessary).’

365 See for my definition of an ‘aside’, footnote 164. In my working-translation, I have, therefore, bracketed
clause 1:66d using em-dashes. See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 110, who, while referring to my clause
1:66d as ‘v 66¢’, and to the TIA as ‘Luke’, states: ‘With v 66¢, Luke speaks to the reader directly, in an aside
designed to draw the reader more fully into the narrative. Luke, not the people of Judea, affirms what the
narrative has already made abundantly clear - namely, God is actively present in these events. By asserting
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of reason kai y&p yeip kvpiov fiv pet” avtod (for indeed the hand of the Lord was
with him; 1:66d) confirms the special relation between the little boy’ with ‘the
Lord’, knowledge that has already been communicated by the TIA to the TIR
via ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’ in 1:13b-17d. This ‘aside’
again reminds the TIR that he knows the answer to direct open question 1:66¢,
which has just been posed.>*®

4.15 The introduction to ‘Zacharias’ third direct speech

After text-unit 1:65a-66d, the narrative does not first explicitly return to the
location and time of the action surrounding the naming of Ioannes’, but claus-
es 1:67a—c immediately introduce ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a—79c¢).3
‘Zacharias” first narrated words after the restoration of his ability to speak are,
therefore, spoken to a more general audience than the specific ‘her neighbours
and relatives’ (1:58a),5® who were present during the action surrounding the
naming of the little boy I6annes’3* From a communicative perspective, this

for the reader in this summary way the significance of the events surrounding the birth of John, Luke
invites the reader to join in this pondering, highlighting Luke’s desire to lead his audience into a proper
interpretation of these events.” Cf. e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 376, who refers to 1:66d as ...)
Luke’s assurance to the reader that the hand of the Lord was with JBap (the end of vs. 66) (...)’; Nolland,
Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 80: ‘The final yap, “for,” clause is a little awkward. It is better taken as a narrative com-
ment than as a continuation of the people’s reflection (...). The clause functions to extend the scope of the
earlier part of the verse: the ponderings of the people are kept alive because of the impression made by the
growing child - an impression that Luke explains by saying, “the hand of the Lord was with him” (cf. Acts
11.21).’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 382.

366 Pace Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 112, who (referring to the TIA as ‘Luke’) understands the communicative
function of the ‘aside’ in 1:66d as an invitation by the TIA to the TIR to join the people in pondering what
‘Ioannés’ will be: ‘Through a narrative aside in v 66, Luke invited the reader to join the people within the
Gospel who ponder what to make of the extraordinary phenomena accompanying the arrival of this baby.
“What then will this child become?”. The TIR, however, has already been given the information to answer
this question by the TIA via ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’ (1:13b-17d); the TIR’s ponder-
ing on this question can only confront him with the discrepancy between his knowledge and that of the
characters who pose the question.

367 Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 112, calls ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a-79c), together with its introduc-
tion (1:67a—c) a ‘narrative pause’: ‘As a narrative pause, 1:67-79 brings the movement of the narrative toa
halt in order to promote reflection on the events just described.”

368 However, Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the Baptist’s Nativity” (2017), 246, views ‘her neighbours and
relatives’ (1:58a) and ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) (whom he refers to as ‘the “whole region of Judea™), as different
ways of denoting a single ‘choral “character” that assists ‘the narrator as an expressive character over the
whole course of the nativity: ndv 0 7Af{fog Tod Aaod (“the whole assembly of the people,” v. 10); 6 hadg
(“the people,” v. 21); “neighbors and relatives” in joyous acclamation (v. 58); the parents’ interlocutors in vv.
59-62; again the “wondering” névteg (“all”) of v. 63, who become the “neighbors” seized by “fear” in v. 65;
and, finally, the “whole region of Judea” rapt in debate over “who, then, this child might be” (v. 66).”

369 Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 376, also remarks on this, while comparing ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech
in 1:46b-55 (which he refers to as ‘the Magnificat’) to ‘Zacharias” third direct speech in 1:68a-79¢ (which he
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facilitates a further invitation to the TIR to consider his own position regard-
ing the addressees of ‘Zacharias” third direct speech.

‘Zacharias’ is renominalised in clause 1:67a as “Zacharias his father’, with odtod
(his [= ‘Ioannés’]; 1:67a) bringing the ‘little boy’ into focus, while highlighting
‘Zacharias” name, by placing it in first position. ‘Zacharias’ is further described
as émo0n mvevparog Gyiov (filled with holy spirit; 1:67a), and is the subject of the
verbum dicendi énporitevcev (he prophesied; 1:67b). Here again, the verbum dicen-
di is connected to the Hebraism Aéyov ((saying):; 1:67c). I suggest that, from the
perspective of the communication between the TIA and TIR, this construction
isused here, besides in order to highlight the pending direct speech,°as away
to emphasise the return to normal spoken communication. It, thus, has a dif-
ferent function than &ypayev Aéywv- (he wrote (saying):; 1:63b—c). where, besides
also drawing the TIR’s attention to the pending direct speech, the construction
is used in an ironic way to highlight ‘Zacharias” muteness.

The TIA’s introduction to ‘Zacharias” third direct speech offers the TIR a
wealth of information. It prepares him for the fact that ‘Zacharias” words fo-
cus on the divine realm: koi Zoyapiog 6 mothp avtod Enifcedn nvedpatog dyiov
kol émpogritevoey Aéywv- (and Zacharias his father was filled with holy spirit and
prophesied (saying):; 1:67a—c). The introduction refers to the divine realm in
three ways.

1. With the proper noun ‘Zacharias’ in first position, it is now not
‘Zacharias” new fatherhood that is highlighted, but rather his name,
which means ‘the Lord remembers’”” When ‘Zacharias’ was introduced
with this name at the very start of the narrative of the research-text, it
was syntactically subordinated to his function as a mediating priest:”>
‘a certain priest, with the name Zacharias’ (1:5).

2. After regaining his speech “Zacharias’ is ‘filled with holy spirit’.

refers to as ‘the canticle’): ‘Like the Magnificat, the canticle is separable from its present context, and v. 80
could follow smoothly on v. 66b (or 66c).”

370 See footnote 45 for how the use of more than one verbum dicendi to introduce a direct speech draws atten-
tion to that direct speech, in this case ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a-79c).

371 See for the meaning of the name ‘Zacharias’, footnote 283.

372 See for the mediating function of priests, footnote 285. See for the social status of ‘Zacharias’ as a mediat-
ing priest, Autero, “Social Status in Luke’s Infancy Narrative” (2011), 40-44.
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3. Thirdly, Zacharias” action of speaking is described as prophesying:
mediating between the divine and human realms.’”

‘Zacharias’ is now ready to speak the first words (that the TIR has access to)
after regaining his ability to speak. These will communicate information by
which ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) can answer their direct open question 1:66¢, but
not before the priest ‘Zacharias’, now prophesying, blesses ‘the Lord, the God
of Israél’ (1:68a),7* and mentions the ‘redemption’ (1:68c) and ‘salvation’ (1:69,
71a) that ‘the Lord’ will bring to his people.

4.16 Contrasts between ‘Zacharias’ third and first direct
speeches

‘Zacharias” third direct speech (spoken after his ability to speak has been restored)
contrasts with his first direct speech (spoken before becoming mute) in four ways.

1. The narrative introduction (1:67a—c) to ‘Zacharias” third direct speech
(1:68a-79c) focusses on the divine, and this is indeed confirmed by the
first words ‘Zacharias’ utters, all belonging to the semantic field of the di-
vine realm: bhoyntog kvprog 6 Hedg tob Topomh (blessed be the Lord, the God
of Israel; 1:68a). Here, ‘Zacharias’ uses an extended name for ‘God’, men-
tioning in it, ‘God’s’ people Israel. It can be noted that during ‘Zacharias”
direct speechin the sanctuary of the temple (1:18b-d), while communicat-
ing with the ‘Messenger of the Lord’, and after having been implicitly told
about the advent of the Lord (1:17a-d), ‘Zacharias’ nowhere refers to ‘the
Lord’ or to ‘God’. However, now, after regaining his speech he mentions
‘the Lord’ and ‘the God of Israel’ with his very opening words, and then
goes on to refer to ‘the Lord’ eleven times* in various forms of the third

373 See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 382, who states regarding ‘Zacharias” action of ‘prophesying’ in
1:67b: ‘Zechariah is cast in the role of a mouthpiece of God.’

374 See for the hortatory aspect of ‘Zacharias” action of blessing ‘the Lord’, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993),
370. L have therefore translated evloyntog kbprog 6 cdg 100 Topani (1:68a) as ‘blessed be the Lord, the God
of Israél’ rather than ‘blessed is the Lord, the God of Israel’.

375 These instances are: k0ptog (the Lord; 1:68a); 6 6c0¢ 100 Iopanh (the God of Israél; 1:68a); éneokéyato (He has
visited; 1:68b); £énoincev (He has made; 1:68c); & Aad avtod (for His people; 1:68¢); fiyeipev (He has raised; 1:69);
Aoid To1dog avtod (His boy Dauid; 1:69); EMdAnoev (He has spoken; 1:70[71a); mpogntdv avtod (His prophets;
1:70[71a); SwbnKng dylog adtod (His holy covenant; 1:72b); dpooev (He swore; 1:73a); Aotpevey adtd (to serve
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person singular in the first part of his direct speech.® In the second part
of it, he refers to ‘the Lord’ twice using the genitive form of the third per-
sonsingularas wellas mentioning ‘the Highest’, ‘the Lord’ and ‘our God’”

To summarise: ‘Zacharias’ does not refer to ‘the Lord’ before becoming
mute (his first direct speech in 1:18b-d) despite being in the temple (of
‘the Lord’) and being spoken to by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’, while his
words after regaining his speech (his third direct speech in 1:68a—79c¢) are
drenched with reference to ‘the Lord’. ‘Zacharias” words after regaining
his speech are clearly focussed upon the divine realm. His words before
becoming mute were focussed on himself, using various forms of the
first person singular: ‘will [ know?’, T, ‘T am, ‘my wife’ (1:18b-d).+7®

2. This use of various forms of the first person singular in ‘Zacharias” first
direct speech stands in contrast with the use of various forms of the
first person plural throughout the first part of ‘Zacharias” third direct
speech.? These plural forms express ‘Zacharias’ as being part of a ‘we-
group’, namely ‘God’s’ people Israel, mentioned in his opening words.s*
From a communicative perspective, this repeated use of forms of the
first person plural invites the TIR to consider his own position regard-
ing the content of “Zacharias” third direct speech.s®

376

377
378

379

381

Him; 1:742’[75); évdmov avtod (before Him; 1:742°[75).

My syntax analysis of the research-text divides ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a-79c¢) into two smaller
text-units: 1:68a—75 and 1:76a—79c. Cf. Irigoin, “Composition Rythmique des Cantiques de Luc” (1991),

8: “Tous les auteurs sont d’accord sur un point: le cantique de Zacharie se divise en deux parties, une
bénédiction pour la réalisation de la promesse faite par Dieu a Israél (v. 68-75) et une prophétie relative a
Jean-Baptiste (v. 76-79) (...).” Cf. also Dillon, “Benedictus in Micro and Macrocontext” (2006), 458; Green,
Gospel of Luke (1997), 113; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 378, 385. Auffret, “Structure Littéraire de

Lc 1:68-79” (1978), however, structures 1:68a-79c along literary lines, especially based on the repetition of
words, resulting in different subdivisions.

These instances are: Oyiotov (of the Highest; 1:76a’); évdmiov kupiov (before the Lord; 1:76¢); 680dg owtod (His
ways; 1:76d); 1® Aad ovtod (to His people; 1:77[78a); 6eod Nudv (of our God; 1:77/78a).

These four instances of the first person singular are: yvdcopat (I will know; 1:18b); éyé (I; 1:18¢); el (I am;
1:18¢); pov (my; 1:18d).

These ten instances of the first person plural are: fiiv (for us; 1:69); Nudv (our; 1:71a); Nudg (us; 1:71b); Nudv (our;
1:72a); NudV (our; 1:73a); Nuiv (to us; 1:73b); NudV (our; 1:75); Nudv (our; 1:77/78a); Mindg (us; 1:78b); qudv (our; 1:79¢).
In fact, nowhere in ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a—79c) do forms of the first person singular occur.

See for how ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) are part of this we-group, Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the Baptist’s
Nativity” (2017), 246, where he refers to ‘all the hearers’ as ‘This choral “character”, and ‘Zacharias” third
direct speech as ‘the father’s hymn’: “This choral “character” will also participate in the triumphal conclu-
sion of the nativity drama via the plural voice of the father’s hymn.’

Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 115, where while discussing the character ‘Zacharias’ and his third direct
speech (1:68a-79c), he states: ‘His repeated use of the first person plural pronoun - “for us,” “that we,” “to
our,” et al. - also invites his audience (the neighbors - v 63) and Luke’s (readers and hearers of his narra-
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3. A further contrast between ‘Zacharias” words before his muteness and
after regaining his speech is the fact that in his first direct speech he
makes no mention of the role that his newly born son will play regard-
ing the advent of the Lord, despite just having heard about this future
task for ‘Ioannés’ from ‘the Messenger’ (1:16-17d). However, in his third
direct speech and while directly addressing his newly born son, he pro-
claims ‘Ioannés’ to be a ‘prophet of the Highest’ (1:762’), and that he ‘will
go before the Lord’ (1:76¢) to ‘prepare His ways’ (1:76d).

4. A fourth contrast between “Zacharias” first direct speech (1:18b-d) and
his third direct speech (1:68a-79c) is that ‘Zacharias” first direct speech
takes place in a specified location, ‘the sanctuary of the Lord’ (1:9d), and
at a specified time, ‘the hour of the incense’ (1:10), while his third direct
speech is neither spatially nor temporally anchored, giving it a general
character and rendering it more accessible for the TIR to consider his
position regarding the addressed ‘we-group’.

4.17 ‘Zacharias’ supplies information with which question
1:66¢c can be answered

The words of ‘Zacharias” question in clause 1:18b, introducing his first di-
rect speech, are ‘Zacharias” first words in the research-text, while his words
to his newly born son in the second part (1:76a—79c¢) of his third direct speech
(1:68a—79c) are his last. These last words by “Zacharias’ supply information
with which ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) can answer their direct open question
1:66¢.3 After concluding his third direct speech, ‘Zacharias’ nowhere reap-
pears as an acting character, and he is in fact only mentioned one more time
in passing in Luke.3 In view of this, I am here able to assess the development
of the character “Zacharias’ throughout the research-text. This is relevant to

tive) to adopt his interpretation.’

382 Cf. Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the Baptist’s Nativity” (2017), 253, where he refers to ‘Zacharias” third
direct speech as ‘the delayed hymn’, and to ‘all the hearers’ as ‘“Their’: “Their query, “who then will this child
be?” (v. 66), gets its answer in the delayed hymn.’

383 The character ‘Zacharias’ is mentioned in Luke 3:2: £ni dpyiepéog Avvo. koi Kaidea, £yéveto pfipa Ocod &ri
Todvvny 1oV Zayapiov vidv &v tfj épiue (during the high priesthood of Hanna and Kaiapha, the word of God came
upon Ioannés, the son of Zacharias, in the deserted place; 3:2).
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my study, because how ‘Zacharias” supplies the information with which direct
open question 1:66¢ can be answered by ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) is a constitutive
part of this process.

The character ‘Zacharias’ occurs in clauses 1:5-79c of the research-text. Over
the course of the narrative, four developments can be determined regarding
‘Zacharias’. These are:

1. ‘Zacharias” development from speaking, via muteness, to finally
regaining his ability to speak.

2. ‘Zacharias” development from being childless to being the father of a son.
The movement in the narrative from describing ‘Zacharias’ as func-
tioning as a mediating priest to his speaking as a mediating prophet.

4. ‘Zacharias” development from focussing on himself to focussing on
belonging to a ‘we-group’ that is connected to ‘the Lord’.

These four movements all culminate in ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a—79¢):

1. Clauses 1:68a-79c are ‘Zacharias” first words that are accessible to the
TIR after the mute ‘Zacharias’ has regained his ability to speak.

2. ‘Zacharias’ speaks these words as a father, and directs part of them to
his newly born son.

3. The speaking by ‘Zacharias’ of these words is described as ‘prophesy-
ing’ (1:67b—c).

4. Clauses 1:68a—79c contain no singular first person forms, but only
plural first person forms.s%

As mentioned above and in paragraph 4.14,% the second part (1:76a—79c) of
‘Zacharias” third direct speech communicates information with which direct
open question 1:66¢ “What then will be this little boy?” can be answered by
‘all the hearers’ (1:66a). From a communicative perspective, eight points can be
made regarding this:

1. Strictly speaking, this information is found in clauses 1:76a-a" “And

384 Cf. Dillon, “Narrative Analysis of the Baptist’s Nativity” (2017), 254: ‘Verses 72—75 proclaim, in the first
person plural that unites Zechariah and his listeners, the deliverance of faithful Israelites from the grip of
their enemies.’ See also footnote 380.

385 See especially the literature listed in footnote 364.
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then you, little boy, a prophet of the Highest you will be called.” The
following clause of reason mpomopebvon yap €vimov kupiov (for you will
go before the Lord; 1:76¢) and the four infinitives in 1:76d-79c that are con-
nected to it,*¢ expound in various ways on what the ‘little boy’s’ being ‘a
prophet of the Highest’ will entail 3#

It should be noted that ‘Zacharias’ has not actually heard direct open
question 1:66¢ being posed, because it is an ‘interior’ question: ‘and all
the hearers placed (put into words) in their heart, saying: “What then
will be this little boy?™ (1:66a—c). It is, therefore, only the TIR (and each
individual ‘hearer’) who knows that this question is posed. ‘Zacharias”
words in 1:76d-79c are strictly speaking, therefore, not a direct reaction
to direct open question 1:66¢. All the same, they supply the information
with which ‘all the hearers’ can answer the question that each of them
has posed to himself or herself.

Text-unit 1:76a—79c starts with a shift from ‘Zacharias’ using inclusive
first person plural forms**® in text-unit 1:68a—75 (the first part of ‘Zach-
arias” third direct speech), to addressing his son with a second person
singular pronoun and a vocative: kai od 8¢, naudiov (and then you, little
boy; 1:76a-b).3* The information with which direct open question 1:66¢
can be answered is, therefore, not given directly to those who pose the
question (‘all the hearers’ [1:66a]), and who are part of the we-group in
the first part (1:68a-75) of ‘Zacharias” third direct speech. They only re-
ceive this information via the words that “Zacharias’ speaks directly to
the ‘little boy’. From a communicative perspective, this focusses the TIR's
attention (as well as that of ‘all the hearers’) on the little boy ‘Toannés’.

386 These infinitives are: étowdaoat (to prepare; 1:76d), Sodvau (to give; 1:77/78a), émpéva (to shine; 179a), and
korevddvau (to direct; 1:79¢).

387 Foradiscussion on the Greek composition of 1:76d-79c, and how the four infinitives are related to each other,
see Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 377. See also Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 60-62.

388 ‘Zacharias’, being a mediating priest (1:5) and ‘righteous in the presence of God’ (1:6a), includes himself and
his addressees (‘all those who lived around them’ [1:65a-b] and ‘all the hearers’ [1:66a]), in a we-group that
shares a relationship with ‘the Lord’: ‘Israél’ (1:68a); ‘His people’ (1:68¢). See Van Wieringen and Bosman,
“First Contact” (forthcoming): ‘A first person plural always demands special attention, because it can be
used both exclusively and inclusively. In the case of an exclusive first person plural, the one/ones speaking
is[are only referring to himself/themselves. But in the case of an inclusive first person plural the address-
ees are involved as well.” See also Van Wieringen, The Implied Reader in Isaiah (1998), 137-140.

389 For the shift to the second person singular, see e.g. Klein, Das Lukasevangelium (2006), 121; Johnson, The
Gospel of Luke (1991), 45.
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4. ‘Zacharias” addressee ‘Ioanneés’ is included in “Zacharias” we-group
through his use of first person plurals in clauses 1:77[/78a—79¢.3*° From
a communicative perspective this facilitates an invitation to the TIR to
consider his own position regarding ‘Ioannes’, and regarding the we-
group that ‘Ioannes’ belongs to.

5. The shared reference paradigm,*' however, includes the fact that a new-
ly born baby (‘the little boy’) can neither understand words spoken to
it, nor speak. All the same, ‘Zacharias’ can address his infant son. Be-
cause ‘Zacharias’ knows that the ‘little boy’ cannot understand him, his
addressing him functions here, from a communicative perspective, as
supplying information to the we-group (= ‘all the hearers’) who can hear
his words addressing the ‘little boy’.

6. Although ‘Zacharias” son’s name ‘Ioannes’ plays animportant role in the
narrative, especially regarding ‘Zacharias’ regaining his ability to speak,
‘Zacharias’ does not use this name when he now addresses his son. He
addresses him with the words ‘and then you, little boy’ (1:76a-b). From a
communicative perspective, this communicates two things to the TIR:
* The fact that ‘Zacharias’ addresses his son as ‘little boy’ rather than

as ‘Ioannes’, marks his subsequent words in 1:76a’ (‘a prophet of the

Highest you will be called’) as supplying the information that can

answer direct open question 1:66¢. This question is, namely, explicit-

ly about the little boy’: “What then will be this little boy?”. Direct open
question 1:66¢ is indeed the last time in the research-text that moidiov

(little boy) is used, before it is again used here in 1:76b as a vocative.

The fact that ‘Zacharias’ addresses his son as ‘little boy’ rather than as

‘Ioannes’, draws the TIR’s attention to the fact that ‘Zacharias’ imme-

diately goes on to inform his ‘little boy’ what he will be called: mpognng
vyiotov kAnnon (a prophet of the Highest you will be called; 1:76’). In
other words, by avoiding calling his addressee by his name ‘Ioannes’,
‘Zacharias’ emphasises what the ‘little boy’ will be called, namely ‘a
prophet of the Highest’. Just asin the introduction to the research-text,

390 These first person plurals are: Nu@v (our; 1:77/78a); Nuds (us; 1:78b); fudv (our; 1:79¢).
391 For the function of the shared reference paradigm at the different communication levels belonging to a
text, see paragraph 1.3.5.
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where ‘Zacharias” name was subordinated to his priestly status (1:5),
here his son’s status as a prophet has precedence over his (unmen-
tioned) name. The line of prophets, already mentioned by ‘Zacharias’
in the first part of his third direct speech tov dyiov én’ aidvog
mpoenTdV avtod (of His holy prophets from the age; 1:71a), is continued
by ‘Zacharias’, who himself is ‘prophesying’ (1:67b), through to his
‘little boy’ who ‘will be called a prophet of the Highest’ (1:76).

7. Although the information given to ‘Ioannes’ by ‘Zacharias’ supplies an
answer to the question posed by ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a), it is only for
them that it is indeed new information. The TIR, namely, was already
privy to this information via ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to
‘Zacharias’ (1:13b-17d), in which the special relationship between ‘Ioan-
nes’, ‘the Lord’, and ‘the people’ is communicated.* From the point of
view of the TIR (and ‘Zacharias’), the information that ‘Zacharias’ gives
his ‘little boy’ in 1:76a’ (‘a prophet of the Highest you will be called’) and
in1:76¢ (‘for you will go before the Lord’), reaffirms the information that
‘Zacharias’ is given about ‘I6annés’ by ‘the Messenger’ in 1:17a (‘and he
will go forth before Him in the spirit and power of Elias’).3 It confirms
the importance of ‘Ioannes’ being a prophet.

8. However, what is indeed new for the TIR is that he is now confronted
with ‘I6annes” special relationship with ‘the Highest’ (1:762’) and with
‘the Lord’ (1:76¢) after having heard ‘the Messenger’s’ message to ‘Mariam’
where ‘lesous’ is referred to as ‘son of the Highest’ (1:32b), and after having
heard ‘Elisabet’ greet the pregnant ‘Mariam’ while referring to ‘Iesous’ as
‘my Lord’ (1:43b).3 The meeting between the pregnant ‘Elisabet’ and her

392

393

394

See for how the relationships between ‘the Lord’, ‘the people’, and ‘16annés’ are communicated to ‘Zach-
arias’ by ‘the Messenger’: £otat yop péyog évomov [100] kupiov (for he will be great before the Lord; 1:15a);
nvedpotog dyiov mhnobnoetar (he will be filled with holy spirit; 1:15¢); ToALovg @V VIV Topomh émoTpéyet

7t KOpov 1oV Oedv avt@v (many of the sons of Israel he will turn back to the Lord their God; 1:16); npogheboetar
gvomov avtod (he will go forth before Him; 1:17a); £toyudont kupie Aaov kateckevacuévov (to make ready for the
Lord a prepared people; 1:17d).

See for ‘Ioannés” action of ‘going forth’ described as being ‘in the spirit and power’ of the prophet ‘Elias’
(1:17a), e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 77; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 326-327. See also Culy, Par-
sons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 18: ‘€v mvebpatt koi duvapet. Probably manner rather than means
() “HAfov. “The spirit and power that were associated with Elijah.”

Regarding clauses 1:76¢ and 1:43b, see Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 385: ‘Who is the kyrios in this
verse, Yahweh or Jesus? When we posed this question at 1:17, we identified “the Lord” as Yahweh, since
there was not yet any reason in the infancy narrative up to that point to think that Jesus was meant by it.
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‘relative’ (the pregnant ‘Mariam’), has already established the relation-
ship between ‘I6anneés’ and ‘Iesous’ for the TIR.3* However, ‘Zacharias”
direct speech to his ‘little boy’, supported by ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct
speech to “Zacharias’, gives further content to this relationship. The TIR
now knows that I6annes’, who ‘will go before ‘the Lord’ (1:76¢), a title by
which ‘Iésous’ is referred to (1:43b), will be called ‘a prophet of the High-
est’ (1:76’), who is the same ‘Highest’ of whom ‘Iésous’is ‘the son’ (1:32b).

To summarize: the TIR hears via the prophesying ‘Zacharias’ how ‘the prophet
of the Highest’, his son ‘I6annés’, will ‘go before the Lord to prepare His ways’
(1:76c~d), reminding him of how, much further back in the narrative, ‘the Mes-
senger of the Lord’ stated that ‘Zacharias” son would come ‘to make ready for the
Lord a prepared people’ (1:17d), going ‘before Him in the spirit and power of Elias’
(1:172).¢ In this way, the TIR, positioning himself within (or outside of ) the ad-
dressed ‘we-group’ in ‘Zacharias” third direct speech,*” is himself further ‘made
ready’ and ‘prepared’ for the plot-developments to come. The use here of the
words ‘little boy’ for I6annes’, who will be called ‘a prophet of the Highest’, also
prepares the TIR for a new and important character in the unfolding narrative,
namely the ‘little boy’ ‘Tesous’;** who will be called ‘son of the Highest’ (1:32b).3

However, even though this verse echoes Mal 3:1 (and 3:23 indirectly), where kyrios in the LXX is used of
Yahweh, the title has been given to Jesus in 1:43, “the mother of my Lord.” If we are to understand kyrios
here as a title for Jesus, then John'’s role as a precursor of Jesus is clear.”

395 See Chapter 5 for my communication analysis of text-unit 1:39a-56b, in which the characters ‘Elisabet’ and
‘Mariam’ communicate with each other.

396 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 111, where he posits, regarding ‘Zacharias” third direct speech: ‘It stresses the
import of John as forerunner to and preparer for the coming of the Lord (cf. 1:1 6-17, 76) and as prophet (1:1
5-17, 76).” Cf. also Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts (1986), 33; Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 96.

397 See for the communicative consequences for the TIR of the use of first person plurals in ‘Zacharias” third
direct speech, footnote 381.

398 The character ‘Iésous’ is referred to as moudiov (little boy) in 2:18a, 2:27b, and 2:404a.

399 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 111, where he posits, regarding ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a-79c):
‘It subordinates John to Jesus, especially in its reference to John as “prophet of the Most High” (1:76; cf.
1:32: “Son of the Most High”)’; cf. Ernst, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1977), 96-97: ‘Der Gottesname “der
Hochste” erinnert an 1:32, 35. Vielleicht wird hier die Hand des christlichen Endredaktors erkennbar, der
dem “Sohn des Hochsten” den “Propheten des Hochsten” bewul3t gegentiberstellt.

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 179



A COMMUNICATION
ANALYSIS:

INDIRECT OPEN QUESTION 1:29C,
DIRECT OPEN QUESTION 1:34B—C,
AND DIRECT OPEN QUESTION 1:43A-B



5.1 Preliminary syntactic remarks

This chapter deals with the communicative function of the following ques-
tions:

e the indirect open question found in 1:29c¢;
* the direct open question posed in 1:3¢4b—c;
e the direct open question posed in 1:43a-b.

Three reasons for dealing with these three questions together in one chapter,
are the following:

1. Indirect open question 1:29c and direct open question 1:34b-c are both
part of the same text-unit 1:26a-38d (see Chapter 2, Scheme III), in which
the characters ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ and ‘Mariam’ are the subject of
direct speeches. During their communication with each other, ‘the Mes-
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senger Gabriel’ first greets ‘Mariam’ and, thereafter, gives her a message.
This greeting and this message respectively lead to ‘Mariam’ posing first
an indirect open question (1:29c) in the narrative world (her reaction to
‘the Messenger’s’ greeting), and then a direct open question (1:334b—c) in
the discursive world (her reaction to ‘the Messenger’s’ message). ‘The
Messenger’ answers ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question, and she assents.

2. The communication between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’ is, both in
narrating time and in narrated time,*° immediately followed by text-
unit 1:39a-56b (see Chapter 2, Scheme III). ‘Mariam’ travels to and meets
the character ‘Elisabet’, and new communication subsequently aris-
es in the form of a direct speech by ‘Elisabet’ to ‘Mariam’ in which she
poses direct open question 1:43a-b. ‘Elisabet’s’ question alludes to the
content of the message that ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ gives to ‘Mariam’ in
his communication with her. This establishes a link between ‘Mariam’s’
communication with ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech to
‘Mariam’.

3. All three questions can, therefore, be found in main text-unit 1:26-58
(see Chapter 2, Scheme III).

Before analysing the three questions from a communicative perspective, I
make some brief syntactic remarks regarding each.

The indirect open question posed by ‘Mariam’ in clause 1:29c is part of the
narrative world: 1 8¢ &mi 1@ Aoy detopdydn kai Siehoyileto motomde €in 6
donacpdg 00tog (she, now, at the word was extremely troubled and she kept ponder-
ing what kind this greeting could be; 1:29a—c). These three clauses are introduced
by the nominative feminine singular definite article 1 (she; 1:29a), highlight-
ing the subject of the passive verbal form dwetapdydn (she was extremely trou-
bled; 1:29a). The preposition éni (at; 1:29a), connected to Sietapdydn, precedes
this verb’s indirect object, 1@ A6y (at this word; 1:29a). What ‘this word’ refers
to, is dealt with in detail in paragraph 5.4. The antecedent of the verbal sub-

400 See for the difference between narrated time (denoting the time span in a story) and narrating time (denot-
ing the time the TIA needs to narrate a story) footnote 93, where I refer to Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis
Narrativo (2011), 28.
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ject ‘she’ is the character Mopiap (Mariam; 1:27d). Clause 1:29b is connected to
clause 1:29a by the conjunctive koi (and), with the verbal form Siehoyileto (she
kept pondering; 1:29b) immediately following upon it, and functioning here as
the verbum dicendi leading up to the actual indirect open question (1:29¢). The
nominative feminine singular definite article 1 (she; 1:29a), also lends a cer-
tain emphasis to the subject of this action. The imperfect tense of the verbal
form denotes continuous action in the past. This durative aspect of ‘Mariam’s’
‘pondering’ is augmented by the verbal prefix 816 (back and forth; between)**.
The third and final clause, 1:29¢, introduces the indirect open question prop-
er, using the n-word (an interrogative adjective) notomdg (what kind?) in first
position.+* This n-word is immediately followed by the third person singular
verbal form ein (it could be; 1:29¢) in the present tense of the optative mood.
The subject of this verb is 6 donacpog (the greeting; 1:29¢), followed and speci-
fied by the demonstrative pronoun obrog (this; 1:29¢). Together they form the
statement: ‘this greeting could be’. Fronted by the interrogative motanog (what
kind?), this statement reads as a question: ‘what kind this greeting could be’.+
To what exactly o0tog (this; 1:29¢) refers, is dealt with in paragraph 5.4.

The direct open question posed by ‘Mariam’ to ‘the Messenger’ constitutes her
first words in the research-text. Clause 1:34b, nd¢ £otat todto (how will this be?),
is an interrogative clause containing the n-word (an interrogative adverb) nig
(how?) in first place. Positioned immediately preceding the statement &oton
10070 (this will be; 1:34b), it converts it into a question: ‘How will this be?*+
What todto (this; 1:34b) refers to is discussed in paragraph s.11. Interrogative
clause 1:34b is followed by the clause of reason 1:34¢,4s with the subordinating
conjunction énel (since, because) in first place, and employed here to link the

1

For a discussion on composita made with 816, see Moulton, Howard, and Turner, Grammar of New Testa-
ment Greek (1976), 300-303, where they also state: “There remain the compounds in which s16=dis, between
or to and fro.

402 The spelling of the interrogative adjective nodomog as motandg is found in later Greek; cf. Liddell, Scott,
and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1426, who translate modandg as ‘from what country?”,
‘whence?’, ‘where born?’, and ‘of what sort?’. Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), translate
notamog as ‘what kind of?”. Cf. also Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 759-760; Bauer, Worterbuch zu
den Schriften (1963), c. 1378, who translates motomog as ‘von welcher Beschaffenheit, von welcher Art’.

403 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 29: ‘motomog. Predicate adjective of ¢in. This inter-
rogative adjective introduces an indirect question (...).’

404 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 32: ‘Tldc. Introduces a direct question. The interrog-
ative adverb serves as the predicate of £ctar’

405 Cf. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 547: ‘The temporal conjunctions énet,

éneidn, 61e and (less frequently) ondte are also used with causal force.

40
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motivation for the question (1:34¢) to the question proper (1:34b).+° Clauses
1:34b—c are part of the discursive world and together form a complete direct
speech by the character ‘Mariam’, with ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ as her address-
ee. These two clauses are together punctuated as a question by NA28, UBSs,
and SBLGNT: ndg £otat tobt0, £mel Gvdpo o ywvdokw; (how will this be, since a
man I do not know?; 1:34b—c).+7

In the following text-unit 1:39a-56b, ‘Elisabet’ poses a direct open question to
‘Mariam’ in clauses 1:43a-b. Clause 1:43a, koi 60ev pot todto (and from where to
me is this?; 1:43a) is an interrogative clause containing the n-word (an interrog-
ative adverb) n60ev (from where)*® in second position followed directly by the
nominal sentence pot todto (to me is this).«° Together they form the direct open
question ‘From where to me is this?’.#° Using the subordinating conjunction
iva (that), this question is in fact extended into the following clause (1:43b),
which is used epexegetically to supply the content of the demonstrative pro-
noun tod1o (this; 1:43a).#* This subordinative clause describes action using the
third person singular verbal form &10n (she should come; 1:43b) in the aorist
tense of the subjunctive mood with 1 pfnp (the mother; 1:43b) as its subject
and éué (me; 1:43b) as its object. The interrogative clause 1:43a taken together
with the epexegesis found in the subordinative clause 1:43b, therefore, read as
the following direct open question: koi 760ev pot todro iva EAON N TN 00

406 Cf. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 548: ‘When such a clause with énei or
énewdn follows its matrix clause, it nearly always expresses the motivation for making the preceding utterance.’

407 Strictly speaking, the direct open question is found in 1:34b. However, as explained in paragraph 3.4,
Ifollow the punctuation of NA28, which punctuates clauses 1:34b—c as a single sentence, ascribing a
strong conjunctive function to éxei (since; 1:35¢), and thereby positioning the question mark after 1:35. See,
however, Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 549: ‘When used to provide
amotivation for the preceding utterance, énei and ¢ regularly introduce a new sentence (as printed in
modern editions), and may occur after a change of speaker: (...).” The alternative layout for clauses 1:34b—c,
separating, through punctuation, the question proper from its motivation, would then be: ‘How will this
be? Since a man I do not know.’

408 Cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 744, who translate n60ev as ‘from where, from which, whence’;
Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1427, who translate n60ev as ‘whence?’,
‘wherefore?’; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 1349, who translates ©60ev as ‘woher?”.

409 See for tobto (this; 1:43a) being ‘the subject of the complement’, Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 173; cf.
Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 40: ‘todto. Nominative subject in a verbless equative
clause.

410 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 40: ‘m60ev. The adverb functions as an “interrogative
expression of cause or reason” (...) and introduces a direct question.” See also Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based
on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 89.38, who translate clauses 1:43a-b as: ‘why does it happen to me that
the mother of my Lord comes to me?”.

411 Cf. Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 173: “tva. (= “viz., namely”) w. subj. for epexeg. info
providing explanation of todto (...).” Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 364: ‘A clause, introduced by
hina with the subjunc., replaces the epexegetical infin. usual in this construction (...).
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Kupiov pov mpog Epé; (and from where to me s this, that the mother of my Lord should
come to me?; 1:43a-b). Clauses 1:43a-b are indeed also punctuated together as
a question by NA28, UBSs5, and SBLGNT. The three first person singular pro-
nouns contained in the question, pot (to me; 1:43a), pov (my; 1:43b), and épé (me;
1:43b), all refer to the speaker ‘Elisabet’.

5.2 Clauses 1:26a-27d: the introduction to the communica-
tion between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’

Indirect question 1:29c and direct question 1:34b—c both occur during a com-
munication between the characters ‘the Messenger Gabriél’ and ‘Mariam’. This
communicationis found in clauses 1:28b—38d and consists of five direct speech-
es, three by ‘the Messenger Gabriél, and two by ‘Mariany’. These two characters
are the only characters present in this text-unit, and are, therefore, the only
characters having direct access to the information exchanged between them.

Clauses 1:26a-27d contain information about the time and place of the pend-
ing communication, while they also reintroduce the character ‘the Messenger
Gabriel’, and introduce the character ‘Mariamy’. A third character, ‘Toseph, is
also introduced, though he does not take part in the communication. These
introductory clauses together read as follows: &v 8¢ t@ pnvi 1@ £kt drectdin
6 dyyehog TaPpmh amd 1od Beod sic oty tiic Talhaiog 1y Svopa Nalopsd mpog
napOévov Epvnotevpévny dvdpi @ dvopo Toone &£ ofkov Aavid koi 1o dvopa Tfig
mapbévov Mapiap (then, in the sixth month was sent the Messenger Gabriél by God
to a city of Galilaia, the name of which was Nazareth, to a virgin betrothed to a man,
whose name was Ioseph, from the House of Dauid, and the name of the virgin was
Mariam; 1:26a—27d).

This introduction links text-unit 1:26a—38d in two ways to the previous main text-
unit 1:5a-25¢, where the character ‘Zacharias’ was told by the ‘Messenger of the
Lord’ that his wife ‘Elisabet’ would conceive and bear him a son, whom ‘Zacharias’
would call Toannes’.+2 The link between the two text-units is made in two ways:

412 For parallels between text-units 1:5a-25¢ and 1:26a-38d, see the discussions in e.g. Koet, “Ecce Ancilla Do-
mini” (2024) (forthcoming); Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 82-8s, especially as to ‘language’ and ‘form’; Brown,
Birth of the Messiah (1993), 292-297, especially Table X and Table XI; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 40—41. Cf.
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It is firstly made by using the temporal phrase év 82 1@ punvi 1@ ékto (in
the sixth month; 1:26a), implicitly referring to the two important events
recounted in main text-unit 1:5a-25c, namely the communication be-
tween ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ and “Zacharias’, as well as ‘Elisabet’s’
conceiving of a child.#s In the introduction to text-unit 1:26a—38d, the
TIR therefore learns that this new main text-unit (1:26a-56b) starts
about half a year after the two events found in the previous main text-
unit 1:5a—25¢ have taken place.

It is secondly made through the reintroduction of the character 6
dyyehog TaPpuid (the Messenger Gabriel; 1:26a). In contrast to the pre-
vious main text-unit (1:5a—25¢), this character is no longer called ‘the
Messenger of the Lord’. Instead, his function of being a ‘messenger’ is
now qualified by the proper noun ‘Gabriél’. This is the same name that
‘the Messenger of the Lord’ revealed to “Zacharias’ when he stated I, I
am Gabriel, the one standing before God’ (1:19c-d) in his second direct
speech to “Zacharias’ in main text-unit 1:5a-25c. Therefore, here, in
the narrative world, the TIA confirms the information the TIR received
from the mouth of the character ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ in the dis-
cursive world of the previous main text-unit (1:5a—25c). This second way
of linking the two main text-units is further strengthened by the TIA
when, in the introduction to text unit 1:26a—38d, he uses the verbal form
aneotain (he was sent; 1:26a) to describe ‘the Messenger Gabriél’s’ action.
This same verb was namely used, and indeed also in the passive voice,
by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ in his direct speech to ‘Zacharias’, where
he stated dneotaAny (I was sent; 1:19¢).4 In both instances, the passive

413

414
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also Fenik and Lapko, “Annunciations to Mary” (2015), 498: ‘Features such as the arrival of a messenger,
the identification of the addressee, and the delivery of the message are easily discernible in both 1:5-25
and 1:26-38, providing for the commonality of the two pericopes.’; Davis, “Literary Structure” (1982), 220.
Regarding these parallels, as well as the function of their differences, see Kuhn, “Step-Parallelism in Luke
1-2,” (2001).

Cf. e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 82: ‘First, the opening reference to “the sixth month” (v 26; cf. vv 24, 36,
56) ties the report of Elizabeth’s conception and response to this account.’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas:
1:1-9:50 (1989), 72: ‘Das Datum kniipft an die voranstehende Geschichte an.’; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989),
48; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 343: ‘In the sixth month. Le. of Elizabeth’s pregnancy. This dating
not only opens a new episode but also links it with the preceding (see 1:24), preparing for the announce-
ment to be made in 1:36.’

The passive voice of dneotdhn (he was sent; 1:26a) can be understood as functioning as a divine passive. See
regarding the further use of the divine passive in the research-text, footnote 292, footnote 316, and foot-
note 432.
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voice emphasises the fact that it is the character ‘God’ who has agency,
and that the one and the same ‘Messenger of the Lord/Messenger Ga-
briel’ is at ‘God’s’ service.#s In main text-unit 1:5a—25c, the relationship
between ‘God’ and ‘the Messenger’ is confirmed by the words describing
‘Gabriel’ as 6 mopeotnkdg Evdmiov Tod Beod (the one standing before God;
1:19d) used immediately before the passive ‘I was sent’, while in 1:26a, the
relationship between the two characters is confirmed by the phrase dno
100 Oe0d (by God, 1:26a) following immediately after the passive ‘he was
sent’.#®

Taken together, this confirmation of matters once again strengthens the TIR’s
confidence in the veracity of the TIA’s reporting, while also contributing to the
structure and narrative coherency of the research-text. With the reassurance
of this ‘old’ information being confirmed by ‘then, in the sixth month was sent
the Messenger Gabriél by God’ (1:26a), the TIR can now confidently continue
with the remainder of the introduction (1:26a-27d), in which he receives com-
pletely new information.

This new information regards, firstly, the location of the action in text-unit
1:26a—38d and, secondly, the introduction of two new characters, ‘Mariam’ and
‘Toseph’. By using first a ‘panning’ technique, and then a ‘zooming-in’ tech-
nique, the TIA transports the TIR from the divine realm (‘sent by God’), via ‘a
city of Galilaia, the name of which was Nazaretl’, to ‘a virgin: 4md 109 8cod eig
mohv tiig Tohaiag 1 Svopa Nalaped npog napbévov (by God to a city of Galilaia,
the name of which was Nazareth, to a virgin; 1:26a—27a=26’). The following two
points regarding clauses 1:26a-27a=26a’ can be made:

415 Cf. Fenik and Lapko, “Annunciations to Mary” (2015), 500: ‘The second episode in Luke, unlike the first,
begins directly with the sending of the same angel under divine dispatch to Mary in the town of Nazareth.’

416 Seeregarding the function of ¢n0 in 1:26a, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 27: ‘4mo
700 0£00. The preposition could refer to either the source (...) or the agent of the passive verb (...). Many
scribes showed that they understood it as agency by changing én6 to the more typical vn6 (A CD © 33
9N al).’ Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 343. I, myself, understand émo here as conveying ‘God’s’
agency, thereby slightly enhancing the meaning of the divine passive dneotoin (he was sent; 1:26a). I have,
therefore, translated Gnd tod Beod (1:26a) as ‘by God’ rather than as a locational phrase ‘from God. 1 opt for
agency for the following reason: ‘the Messenger’s’ being sent to ‘Zacharias’ (dmestéAny [l was sent; 1:19€]) is,
namely, compatible with the fact that he simultaneously napeotiag évomov 10d Oeod (stands before God;
1:19d). In other words, the fact that ‘the Messenger’ is sent to ‘Zacharias’, does not remove ‘the Messenger’
from ‘God’. I understand the same dynamics to hold for ‘the Messenger’s’ being sent to ‘Mariam’. See for a
general discussion about ¢r6 and vr6 as marking agency, also James, “The Overlap between ¢n6 and v76 to
Mark Agents” (2022), especially 48-64.
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1. The first locational phrase, gig mohv tijg F'aihaiog (to a city of Galilaia;
1:26a), is qualified by the subordinate clause fi Svopa Nalaped (the name of
which was Nazareth; 1:26b).#” The two toponyms ‘Galilaia’ and ‘Nazareth’
both indicate that the new action in text-unit 1:26a-38d takes place in a
location far removed from the action found in main text-unit 1:5a-25c.
Although main text-unit 1:5a—25c entirely lacks toponyms regarding the
location of its action, the mention there of ‘the sanctuary of the Lord’
(1:9d, 21b) implies that the action there takes place in Jerusalem.

2. As the destination of ‘the Messenger Gabri€l’, the TIA homes in on an -
as of yet — anonymous ‘virgin’, thereby highlighting her virginity above
her name.*® This second locational phrase, tpog napBévov (to a virgin;
1:27a=262’), is qualified by the subordinate clause épvnoteopuévnyv avdpi
(betrothed to a man; 1:27b), describing the betrothed state of the ‘virgin’,
and introducing an — as of yet — anonymous ‘man’.# In the immediately
following subordinate clause, @ dvopa oo (whose name was Ioseph;
1:27¢), this ‘man’ is introduced as the new character ‘Ioseph’. The phrase
&€ oikov Aavid, (from the House of Dauid; 1:27b’), belongs to clause 1:27b
and, though syntactically speaking a locational phrase, it is not one
of the locational phrases employed here to supply the location of the
pending action.#° ‘From the House of Dauid’ is used here to describe

417

418

419

Even if 6md tod Oeod (1:26a) is also read as a locational phrase, meaning ‘from God’, describing the source
from which ‘the Messenger’ is sent (see footnote 416), then both ‘the Messenger’s’ point of departure dmo
10D 00D (from God; 1:26a), as well as ‘the Messenger’s’ destination npog mapbévov (to a virgin; 1:27a=26a’), are
not toponyms. In this case, ‘the Messenger’s’ basic movement is from the character ‘God’ to the character ‘a
virgin’ (= ‘Mariam’).

Cf. Sheeley, “Narrative Presence in Luke 1-2” (1993), 103: ‘The virgin’s name is withheld until the narrator
has placed the emphasis on what is—for the sake of the story—the more important facet of her character:
her virginity. Only after the reader is reminded of this woman’s virginity does the narrator reveal that her
name is Mary (Mariam/Miriam), (...).”

See for what éuvnotevpévny avdpi (betrothed to a man; 1:27b) entails, Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
343-344: ‘In Palestine of the time the marriage of a young girl took place in two acts: (a) the engagement
(Hebrew ‘eriisin = Latin sponsalia) or formal exchange of agreement to marry in the presence of witness-
es (cf. Mal 2:14) and the paying of the mohar, “bride price”; (b) the marriage proper (Hebrew nissii’in) or
the “taking” of the girl to the man’s home (see Matt 1:18; 25:1-13). The engagement gave the groom legal
rights over the girl, who could already be called his “wife” (gyne, see Matt 1:20, 24). It could only be broken
by his divorcing her, and any violation of his marital rights by her was regarded as adultery. After the
engagement the girl usually continued to live in her family home for about a year before being taken to
her husband’s home.” See also e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 86 (footnote 17); Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 287; Stein, Luke (1992), 82; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 49.

See the Appendix, where I link clause 1:27b’ to 1:27b, rather than to clause 1:27a=26a’. The reading ‘to a
virgin’ (1:27a=26a’) (who is) from the House of Dauid’ (1:27b) is indeed a syntactic possibility, however the
narrative coherency supports my reading (see also footnote 421).
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the familial origins of ‘Ioseph’.+* From a syntactic perspective, Ioséph’
is subordinated to ‘a virgin’, implying this ‘virgin’ as being more im-
portant in this text-unit. Regarding the locational phrase npog nap@évov
(to a virgin; 1:27a=26a’), it is also noteworthy that the TIA describes the
destination of ‘the Messenger Gabriél solely as ‘a virgin’, without fur-
ther elaboration.* There is here no mention of a ‘house’, as in for ex-
ample ‘he (= Zacharias) departed to his house (1:23c), or ‘she (= ‘Marian)
entered into the house of Zacharias’ (1:40a). The location of the action
that is about to unfold is, therefore, primarily at the character ‘a virgin’
(= ‘Mariany).

It is indeed only at the very end of these introductory clauses to text-unit
1:26a-38d that the TIA supplies the name of the new character ‘a virgin’: koi
10 Gvopa tig mapBévov Mapiap (and the name of the virgin was Mariam; 1:27d).43

This final introductory clause repeats the noun ‘virgin’, thereby again under-

lining ‘Mariam’s’ virginity.#* The TIA has climactically positioned her name

at the end of the introduction, highlighting ‘Mariam’ as being an important

character in the pending action.

=
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For a discussion on whether £& ofkov Aowid (from the House of Dauid; 1:27b’) refers to ‘Mariam’ or to ‘Ioséph’,
see Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 287: ‘Luke’s phrasing is not totally clear (...). Grammatically it stands
closer to Joseph; and if Luke meant it to refer to Mary, he would not have needed to reintroduce her as
subject in the next clause (“and the virgin’s name was Mary”). Elsewhere Luke refers only to Joseph as a
Davidid, e.g., in 2:4 he tells us that Joseph went to Bethlehem “because he was of the house and lineage

of David,” and in 3:23 it is Joseph whose genealogy is traced to David.’ See also e.g. Stein, Luke (1992), 82;
Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 73: ‘Nach Lukas stammt Josef von David ab (...).’; Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 344. Regarding the ‘Davidic line’ of ‘Iesous’ through ‘Ioséply, see Levin, “Adop-
tion of Jesus into the Davidic Line” (2006): 415-416.

For an exposition on the meaning and connotations of napbévog here, see e.g. Bovon, Evangelium nach
Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 72-73. See also Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 86; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
343: ‘to a virgin. Luke does not call Mary pais, “girl” (cf. 8:51), paidiske, “little girl, maid” (cf. 12:45), or kora-
sion, “maiden” (cf. ms. D of 8:51), but rather parthenos, the normal understanding of which is “virgin” (...).
Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1339, translate the feminine napbévog as
‘maiden, girl’, and ‘virgin’.

See for the meaning of the name ‘Mariam’, Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 344: ‘Miryam, from which
Maria(m) developed, is a Semitic name, of Canaanite origin, and most likely was related to the noun mrym,
found in both Ugaritic and Hebrew (cf. Prov 3:35), meaning “height, summit.” As the name of a woman, it
probably connoted something like “Excellence,” and is to be related to other abstract fem. names, such as
Hannah, “Grace,” or ‘Ednah, “Pleasure.”

Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 85: ‘Mary’s status as a virgin is accented by its dual affirmation inv 27 (...).;
Landry, “Narrative Logic in the Annunciation to Mary” (1995), 78: ‘Luke mentions the fact that Mary is
avirgin twice in his introduction of her character precisely because this will become important for the
reader’s understanding of the plot.’; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 49, regarding ‘Mariam’s’ virginity: ‘Her
virginity is repeatedly stressed (twice here and inv 34) (...)”

>
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To summarize: in the introduction to text-unit 1:26a-38d, the TIA first ‘re-
assures’ the TIR with information connected to the previous main text-unit
(1:5a—25¢) before supplying him with new information. While giving the time
of the pending events, past events are implicitly referred to, and a character,
‘the Messenger Gabriel’, with whom the TIR is already acquainted, is reintro-
duced, once again with the task of bringing a message from the character ‘God’.
After this, the newlocation of the action is given, Nazareth in Galilaia, and then
two new characters are introduced. ‘Mariam’ is emphasised as being a virgin,
and it is she to whom ‘the Messenger Gabriél’ has been sent. She is betrothed
to Ioséph’ who, from ‘the House of Dauid’, is of royal lineage.*s Prepared with
this new information by the TIA, the TIR is now ready for the narrative that is
about to unfold.

5.3 Clauses 1:28a-e: ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to
‘Mariam’

Text-unit 1:26a-38d consists of five direct speeches. The first direct speech is
comprised of three clauses, namely 1:28c-e, and it is introduced by the verbum
dicendi sinev (he said; 1:28b). The antecedent of the subject of this verbal form is
0 tyyehog Tafpuih (the Messenger Gabriél; 1:26a). No addressee is mentioned. The
verbum dicendi is qualified by the participle eiceA@dv (having entered; 1:28a) in
aorist tense, describing ‘the Messenger Gabriel’s’ action immediately preced-
ing his first direct speech. This participle is connected to the locational phrase
1pdG vtV (to her; 1:28a)° without any further elaboration. Taken together, the
introduction to ‘the Messenger Gabriel’s’ first direct speech reads: kol eiceA0cv
Tpdg adtiv elnev (and having entered (to) her, he said; 1:28a-b).#” The TIR’s atten-
tion is, thus, not distracted by any extra information, focussing him fully on
‘her’ (= ‘Mariam’), who is here presented by the TIA as the addressee of ‘the
Messenger’s’ direct speech. This sparseness of detail,** focussing the TIR’s at-

425 See for the royal status of the Davidic line, Levin, “Adoption of Jesus into the Davidic Line” (2006), 415-417.

426 See regarding mpog avtiv (to her; 1:28a), footnote 146 and footnote 147. See, related to this, also footnote 417.

427 See for the ancient witnesses that insert 6 éyyehog either before or after npog avtyv (1:28a), Aland, et al.,
Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 179.

428 Kavin Rowe, The Lord in Luke (2006), 36, also notes this sparseness of detail when he compares text-units
1:5a-25¢ and 1:26a-38d (‘the annunciation scene’): ‘This detailed seamlessness contrasts with the annuncia-
tion scene, where there is a comparative sparseness of detail.”
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tention on only the speaker and addressee, enhances the ‘interpersonal’ setting
of text-unit 1:26a—38d.

‘The Messenger Gabriel’s’ first direct speech addresses the virgin ‘Mariam’ as
follows: yaipe, kexaprropévn, 6 kbprog petd cod (rejoice! eminently favoured one:
the Lord (is/be) with you; 1:28c—e). The character ‘Mariam’ does not know who is
speaking to her, for it is only the TIR who has access to the information giv-
en by the TIA in the introductory clauses 1:26a—27d. Therefore, in contrast to
‘Mariam’, the TIR indeed does know that the speaker of 1:28c—e is ‘the Messen-
ger Gabri€l’ who has been sent ‘by God’ to ‘Mariam’. This discrepancy between
what ‘Mariam’ knows and what the TIR knows, is in fact even much greater
than just knowing the identity of the speaker of clauses 1:28c—e. This is because
the TIR also knows that ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ is the one and the same ‘Mes-
senger of the Lord’ who, in the previous main text-unit 1:5-25¢c, proclaimed
to ‘Zacharias’ that his wife ‘Elisabet’ would bear him a son, whom ‘Zacharias’
would call Ioannés’. The TIR also knows that ‘Elisabet’ has indeed conceived
and is now pregnant (confirming the veracity of the message of ‘the Messenger
of the Lord’), and he knows that these events took place about six months be-
fore. Knowing that he can depend on the efficacy of ‘the Messenger Gabriel’s’
words, the TIR will now be extra alert as to what ‘the Messenger Gabriél has to
say half a year onwards here in Nazareth to his new addressee ‘Mariam’.

‘The Messenger Gabriel’s’ first direct speech opens with the second person sin-
gular verbal form yoipe (rejoice!; 1:28¢) in the imperative mood. From a strict-
ly syntactic point of view, the ‘Messenger Gabriél’, using this imperative, ex-
horts ‘Mariam’ to ‘rejoice!’.#* From a communicative perspective, however, the

429 Cf. Kozlowski, “Intertextuality of Luke 1:28” (2021), 133, posits, regarding yaipe (1:28¢): ‘Although yoipe
is a greeting here, the claim that in Luke 1:28 the verb yaipo has no connotation of its first etymological
meaning (“to rejoice’), is a misunderstanding, especially in light of such passages from the Old Testament
as Lam 4:21, Zech 9:9 or Zeph 3:14 (...).’; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 86-87, where he refers to yaipe as ‘the
initial word’: ‘Many translations read the initial word as a common greeting rather than as an invitation
to rejoice and this is possible. However, apart from the use of the word in openings to letters intended
for Greek audiences in Acts 15:23; 23:26, Luke uses the Semitic term “peace” as a formula for greeting.’
For a discussion on interpreting yaipe (1:28¢) either as a common greeting, or as ‘rejoice!’, see Bovon,
Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 73. For another exposition on the use of yaipe (1:28¢), also regarding
interpreting it as an imperative ‘rejoice!’, see Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 344-345. De la Potterie,
“Keyxoprropévn en Le 1:28: Exégétique et Théologique” (1987), 490, interprets yaipe (1:28¢) as an invitation
to ‘Mariam’ to rejoice: (...) la joie (xoipe) a laquelle I'ange I'invite (...).” Discussing the use of the imperative
xoipe in the Septuagint, Delebecque, “Sur la salutation de Gabriel a Marie” (1984), 352, notes: ‘Il est remar-
quable que quatre “saluts” de la Septante fassent exception a cet usage: Zacharie 9:9-10; Sophonie 3:14-17;
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imperative yoipe (singular) is very often used in (Koine) Greek as a standard
greeting, thereby also conveying the secondary meaning ‘hail’ or ‘welcome’.
Furthermore, being the opening word of this first direct speech, as well as an
imperative, yoipe also immediately draws the attention of the addressee. Tak-
ing this all into account, yoipe can best be viewed as simultaneously function-
ing at different linguistic levels. I translate it as ‘rejoice!”: it is an introducto-
ry joyful greeting that demands ‘Mariam’s’ attention (‘rejoice!’), while it also
prepares her (and the TIR) for a positive communication by the speaker. This
positive opening of the communication by ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ will not re-
ally surprise the TIR, who knows that the same character - about six months
previously — gave “Zacharias’ a positive message. Then, ‘the Messenger of the
Lord/Gabriel’ indeed portrayed his message to ‘Zacharias’ explicitly as positive
when describing his being sent as evayyehicacoi cot tavta (to proclaim as a
good message to you these things; 1:19g). Half a year previously, ‘the Messenger’s’
‘good message’ for ‘Zacharias’ regarded the conception and birth of a son. Now,
however, matters still remain unclear for the TIR, seeing that the communica-
tion between ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ and ‘Mariam’ has barely started. Howev-
er, from the introduction to text-unit 1:26a-38d given by the TIA in 1:26a—27d,
the TIR does know two important things:

Joél 2:21-27; Lamentations 4:21. Les quatre passages méritent I'attention. Ils se distinguent de tous les au-
tres comportant le verbe yaipeuv, parce que, chaque fois, ce verbe est employé a 'impératif pour introduire
une annonce messianique, celle de la présence de Dieu sauveur au milieu de son peuple, une annonce qui
accompagne une invitation a la joie.; cf. Strobel, “Der Grul} an Maria” (1962), 87-88.

430 Cf. Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009), 727, who translates the verb yaipw as ‘to rejoice, be cheerful’, who
denotes yaipew as ‘an opening formula of a letter’, and who translates it ‘in a welcoming situation’ as ‘Wel-
come’; Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1969-1970, who translate the verb
xoipw basically as ‘rejoice, be glad’, and the imperatives yoipe (singular), xaipetov (dualis) and yaipete (plural)
on meeting, as ‘hail, welcome’ ‘especially in the morning’; Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains
(1996), Domain 33.22: “yaipe: to employ a formalized expression of greeting, implying a wish for happiness
on the part of the person greeted—‘hail, greetings.’ The imperatives yaipe or yaipete occur only six times
in the New Testament. In Matthew 26:49, 27:29, 28:9, Mark 15:18, and John 19:3, they are used clearly as a
common greeting, and not as ‘rejoice”. It is only in Luke 1:28 that the translation ‘rejoice!” can be main-
tained in view of the narrative coherence. The singular imperative (u7) xaipe occurs only seven times in
the Septuagint (Proverbs 24:19; Hosea 9:1; Joel 2:21, 23; Zephaniah 3:14; Zechariah 9:9; Lamentations 4:12),
and always with the meaning of (do not) rejoice!’; cf. Hatch and Redpath, Concordance to the Septuagint
(1897; repr. 1987), 1452. The plural imperative yaipete occurs once in the Septuagint, in Tobit 7:1, and then
only in the shorter version of the book (found in Codex Vaticanus and in Codex Alexandrinus), where it is
used as a common greeting; cf. Rahlfs, Septuaginta (1979), 1002. Having considered the above, as well as the
discussions noted in footnote 429, I have opted to translate yoipe (1:28¢) as ‘rejoice!’, while maintaining its
communicative function as a greeting.
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1. Inview of ‘Gabriél’ having once again been introduced together with
his function as a messenger (‘the Messenger Gabriel’) the TIR knows that
a message is again involved;

2. The TIR also knows that ‘Mariam’ is a virgin and that she is betrothed
to a man.

In view of the above two points, combined with his knowledge that ‘the Mes-
senger Gabriel’s’ previous message to ‘Zacharias’ involved the conception and
birth of a son, the TIR can now speculate whether ‘the Messenger Gabriel’s’
direct speech to ‘Mariam, initiated with the positive greeting ‘rejoice!’, will
perhaps also regard the birth of a child. However, especially in view of the TIR’s
knowledge of ‘Mariam’ being a betrothed virgin, the TIR will have to wait for
the rest of the direct speech to find out. All the same, his attention has already
been caught. Whatever the message may be, the joyful overture (‘rejoice!’) to
‘the Messenger Gabriel’s’ very first words to ‘Mariam’, confirms what the TIR
has so far experienced regarding the positive character of ‘the Messenger of the
Lord’s/Gabriél’s’ messages.

After this first greeting, ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ then continues with the fem-
inine singular participle in the passive voice kexaprropévn (eminently favoured
one; 1:28d), used here as a vocative to address ‘Mariam’. ‘The Messenger Gabriel’
does not yet use the name ‘Mariam’ here, while he did use ‘Zacharias” name in
his opening address to him (1:13¢) in the previous main text-unit. Here, ‘the
Messenger Gabriel’ addresses ‘Mariam’ as ‘eminently favoured one’. The fol-
lowing three points are worthy of note regarding this term:

1. Due to the shared root of the verb yopwwow (to eminently favour), from
which kexaprropévn (1:28d) is derived, and the verb yaipo, from which
xoipe (1:28¢) is derived, ‘the Messenger Gabriél’s’ introductory joyful
greeting ‘rejoice!’ is, in a certain way, enhanced by the vocative use of
this nominalised participle ‘eminently favoured one’.+* Besides having

431 See Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 288: ‘In the Greek expression chaire kecharitomene, words of closely re-
lated stems are involved. Chaire is related to the noun chara, “joy.” Kecharitomené is from the verb charitoun,
a factitive verb, “to make one favored, to give one grace,” of the same stem as charis, “grace, favor.”. See for
the use of these two verbs from a stylistic perspective, Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 86: ‘Gabriel’s opening
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a syntactic link, the two clauses are, therefore, also linked at a basic se-
mantic level.

2. The passive voice of ‘eminently favoured one’ implies that someone
favours ‘Mariam’. For the TIR it is not yet clear who this ‘someone’ is,
although the passive voice can be interpreted as a divine passive, by
which ‘God’ would here be the subject of the action of ‘eminently fa-
vouring’ ‘Mariam’.#* ‘Mariam’ is here addressed from a relational per-
spective, as being ‘eminently favoured’ by an unspecified ‘someone’.

3. The substantivized participle kexaprropévn (eminently favoured one;
1:28d)* is used here instead of the addressee’s name ‘Marian’, and
therefore functions as a title.#* ‘Mariam’s’ status as ‘eminently favoured
one’ is, thereby, given precedence over her name by ‘the Messenger Ga-
briel’, highlighting her as being the ‘eminently favoured one’.

After having joyfully greeted ‘Mariam’ with ‘rejoice!’, followed immediately by

addressing her with the title ‘eminently favoured one’, ‘the Messenger Gabriel’

then states 6 k0ptog petdt 6od (the Lord (befis) with you; 1:28¢).45 This statement

432

433

434

435

words to Mary - “Rejoice, favored one!” - are related by alliteration in the Greek (...).; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20
(1989), 50: “yaipe is chosen here over joy words for the sake of alliteration with the following keyaprrmpév,
“favored one,” (...).

See regarding kexoprropévn (1:28d), Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 345: ¢(...) here it rather designates
Mary as the recipient of divine favor; it means “favored by God,” another instance of the so-called theo-
logical passive (...). Wolter, Lukasevangelium (2008), 88, also views the passive voice of keyaprtopévn (1:28d)
as a ‘Passivum divinum’. See regarding the further use of the divine passive in the research-text, footnote
292, footnote 316, and footnote 414.

See Delebecque, “Sur la salutation de Gabriel a Marie” (1984), 354, for how the participle kexapirropévn
(1:28d) supplies the reason for ‘Mariam’ to ‘rejoice!” (1:28¢): ‘Ce participe est I'équivalent d’un complément
direct: il complete immédiatement I'idée du verbe principal sans étre séparé de lui par quelque idée inter-
médiaire. Il confére au verbe principal, dont il dépend, et qui serait incomplet sans lui, son sens et sa force.
Visible est la différence de sens entre les mots “réjouissez-vous, pleine de grice”, et “réjouissez-vous d’étre
pleine de grace”. Dans le premier cas, rien ne dit pour quelle raison Marie est invitée a se réjouir: elle peut
croire a un simple “bonjour”. Dans le second, elle sait d’abord pour quelle raison elle est priée de se réjouir;
elle sait ensuite qu'elle est, déja, dés I'instant méme, pour toujours, pleine de grice.’; Delebeque’s position
is supported by Strobel, “Der Grufl an Maria” (1962), 89, who in his analysis of the use of yaipe (‘Der Imp.
Pris.’) in the Septuagint states: ‘Der Imp. Pris. steht allein dort, wo die Weise des Freuens beschrieben oder
die Freude als eine dauernde Haltung und Lebensform ins Auge gefalt ist.’

For keyapurropévn (eminently favoured one; 1:28d) functioning as a name or title, see e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke
(1997), 87: “Favored one,” then, functions as a name for Mary, designating her as the object of divine bene-
faction.’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 345: ‘favored woman. This phrase functions here almost as a
proper name; cf. Judg 6:12 for a similar use of an epithet.’ For kexupiropévn (eminently favoured one; 1:28d) in
general, see Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 50. See also the two detailed studies, De la Potterie, “Keyopiropévn
en Lc 1:28: Philologique” (1987); De la Potterie, “Keyaprrmpévn en Le 1:28: Exégétique et Théologique” (1987).
See for the ancient witnesses that insert ebhoynuévn od év yovan&iv after 6 kopog petdn cod (1:28¢), Aland, et
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has the form of a nominal sentence, with ‘the Lord” as subject and with the in-

direct object ‘with you’ as predicate. The second person singular pronoun 6od

(you; 1:28¢) refers to ‘the Messenger Gabriél’s’ addressee, ‘eminently favoured

one’ (= ‘Mariam’). Being a nominal sentence containing no verbal form, clause

1:28e can be read either as an optative statement, ‘the Lord (be) with you’, or as

an indicative statement, ‘the Lord (is) with you’.+¢

1. If taken out of its immediate context, 6 k¥Opio¢ petd cod can indeed
be read as ‘the Lord (be) with you’, which is, from a communicative
perspective, a greeting in the form of a blessing. After yaipe (rejoice!;
1:28¢), this interpretation would add a second salutation to this short
direct speech (1:28c—e). Taken together, ‘rejoice!” and ‘the Lord (be) with
you’ would form a communicative inclusio framing the addressee ‘emi-
nently favoured one’ (= ‘Mariam’), thereby highlighting her person, as
well as the title used to address her. This option frames clause 1:28d with
two greetings: ‘rejoice!’ (1:28¢), and ‘the Lord (be) with you’ (1:28e).

2. However, when taken within the immediate context of the direct speech
and its speaker ‘Gabriel’ (meaning ‘strength of God’), who is ‘the Mes-
senger of the Lord’, the indicative interpretation ‘the Lord (is) with you’
is more appropriate here.*” Bearing in mind that ‘Mariam’ has received
no information about who is speaking to her, the indicative ‘the Lord
(is) with you’ functions - in a certain way - as an introduction by ‘the
Messenger Gabriél’ to ‘Mariamy’, communicating to her his close con-
nection to ‘the Lord’. For the TIR, this connection between ‘the Messen-
ger Gabriel’ and ‘the Lord’ is of course already evident for two reasons:

From the information given him in the narrative world of text-

436

437

al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 179; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 288, regarding ¢ kopiog petd
c0D (1:28¢): ‘After this phrase the Codices Alexandrinus, Bezae, and many of the versions, including the
Latin, add: “Blessed are you among women.”

Cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 288: ‘the Lord is with you. The Greek has no verb, and some translators
would give it a subjunctive tone (“be with you”).” For an analysis of the indicative or subjunctive meaning
of *mj y»7in the Hebrew Bible and (6) k0piog petd 6od in the Septuagint, see Van Unnik, “Dominus Vobis-
cum” (1959). Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 288, summarises Van Unnik’s findings as follows (referring
to 1:28e as ‘here’): ‘(a) in the instances where a verb is supplied, the note of certainty is stronger than the
subjunctive note of wish or possibility; and (b) when a verb is not found (as here), the phrase is practically
always a declaration.”

See Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 50, regarding 6 k0ptog pieta cod (1:28¢) and the notion of ‘the Lord’s’
presence: ‘This is no conventional or pious greeting but announces the dynamic power of God’s own
presence, the effects of which will be spelled out particularly in v 35.
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unit 1:26a-38d, ‘the Messenger Gabriel was sent by God’ (1:26a),
the TIR has much more information at this point than the char-
acter ‘Mariam’. The TIR thus already knows that ‘the Messenger’
has been sent by ‘God’. ‘The Messenger’s’ connection to ‘God’['the
Lord’ is further enhanced by his name ‘Gabriél’ (‘strength of God’).*
Besides this, the TIR knows from the discursive world of main text-
unit 1:5-25c¢ that ‘the Messenger of the Lord/Gabriél” ‘stands before
God’ (1:19b).

Further on in the research-text, in 2:9a-b, the strong connection between ‘the
Messenger of the Lord’ and ‘the glory of the Lord’ is confirmed through infor-
mation given by the TIA to the TIR. There, the TIA describes the appearance
of ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ to ‘the shepherds’ as follows: koi &yyehog kvpiov
Em€atn avTolg Kol 06&a Kupiov TeptEAaUYEY a0 TOVG Kol d6E0 Kupiov TepléEAayeY
a0t00¢ (and the Messenger of the Lord stood by them and the glory of the Lord shone
around them; 2:9a — b). Here, the appearance of ‘the Messenger’ is accompanied
by the shining glory of ‘the Lord’.#*

Considering this strong connection between ‘the Messenger of the Lord’/'Ga-
briel’ and (the ‘glory’ of ) ‘God’['the Lord’ (see point 2 above), it would indeed
come across as rather peculiar if ‘the Messenger Gabriél’ were here to use the
optative ‘the Lord (be) with you’ in addressing ‘Mariam’. Furthermore, in addi-
tion to primarily introducing to ‘Mariam’ ‘the Messenger’s’ connection to ‘the
Lord’, the indicative ‘the Lord (is) with you’ also implies that it is ‘the Lord’ who
favours the ‘eminently favoured one’ (= ‘Mariany’). This implication is support-
ed by the passive voice used in clause 1:28d, if it is indeed interpreted as a divine
passive.

In view of the above considerations, I have chosen to translate clause 1:28¢ as
‘the Lord is with you’, a statement that, from a communicative perspective,

438 See footnote 313 for the meaning of the name ‘Gabriel’.

439 See Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 403, regarding 56&u kvpiov (the glory of the Lord; 2:9b): ‘In 2:9 the “glo-
ry of the Lord” has a connotation of the visible manifestation of divine majesty; (...).; cf. Fitzmyer, Accord-
ing to Luke I-IX (1981), 409: ‘God’s glory. In the LXX doxa translates Hebrew kabdd, the “splendor, brilliance,”
associated with Yahwel’s perceptible presence to his people (Exod 16:7, 10; 24:17; 40:34; Ps 63:3; cf. Num
12:8).” See also for 50&a in Luke and Acts, Kilgallen, “Jesus, Savior, the Glory of Your People Israel” (1994),
322-325.
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conveys the presence of ‘the Lord’, while simultaneously offering a (second)
greeting.+° The entire first direct speech by ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ to ‘Mari-
am’ therefore reads: ‘Rejoice!, eminently favoured one: the Lord is with you.’
(1:28c-e).

5.4 Clauses 1:29a-c and indirect open question 1:29c

Clauses 1:29a—c return to the narrative world. This transition is marked by the
nominative feminine singular article 1 (she; 1:29a) in first position, referring
to the same character who is addressed with the second person personal pro-
noun cod (you; 1:28e) in the last position of the previous clause (1:28¢). From a
communicative perspective, this juxtaposition of the second person ‘you’ (the
addressee ‘Mariam’) with the article ‘she’ (also ‘Mariany’), keeps the TIRs atten-
tion focussed on the character ‘Mariam’ during the switch from the discursive
to the narrative world.

Clauses 1:29a-c read as follows: 1} 8¢ éni 1@ AOy® Setapdydn kol diehoyilero
notamdg £ O donacpdg 0vtog (she, now, at the word was extremely troubled and
she kept pondering what kind this greeting could be; 1:29a—c). They contain indirect
question 1:29¢, which is marked by the interrogative adjective notanog (what
kind?) in first position in clause 1:29¢. The verbal form dweloyiCeto (she kept pon-
dering), found in clause 1:29b, functions as the question’s verbum dicendi, and its
subject is the character ‘Mariam’; the verbum dicendi implies that her addressee
is herself.* ‘The Messenger’ is, therefore, not privy to her question; ‘Mariam’s’
question functions mainly in the communication between the TIA and the

440 For (0) k0piog petd cod (1:28e) in general, see e.g. Kozlowski, “Intertextuality of Luke 1:28” (2021). See
Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 87, who calls clause 1:28¢ ‘a declaratory promise’: “This message is confirmed by
the angel’s declaratory promise, “The Lord is with you.” This is much more than a greeting, for this lan-
guage is often used in the OT with reference to a person chosen by God for a special purpose in salvation
history; in such contexts this phrase assures human agents of divine resources and protection.’; Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 346: ‘The Lord is with you! This is a frequently used OT phrase, but it occurs as a
greeting only in two places in the OT, Ruth 2:4 and Judg 6:12. In both cases it lacks a verb, as here in Luke.
The phrase in Ruth 2:4 has been understood as a wish, “May the Lord be with you!”(...), whereas in Judg
6:12 it is rather a declaration (...). The appearance of the angel of the Lord to Gideon in the latter passage
and the similarity of greeting there to what one finds in Luke suggests that the phrase be understood here
too as a declaration. Moreover, it supplies a better explanation for Mary’s perplexity in the following verse.’
See also Kozlowski, “Intertextual Analysis of Luke 17 (2022), 414.

441 See footnote 358 for what Estes, “Unasked Questions” (2022), 231, footnote 8, calls a ‘deliberative question’.
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TIR.“* The content of ‘Mariam’s’ pondering is the question as to what kind 6
domacpdg ovtog (this greeting; 1:29¢) could be.

It should be noted that clauses 1:29a—c are only a brief excursion back into the
narrative world. They make up a single sentence with ‘Mariam’ being the primary
subject of action, and form a short narrative interlude between ‘the Messenger Ga-
briel’s’ two direct speeches (in 1:28c-e€, and in 1:30b—33b). Although indeed brief,
this interlude has, from a communicative perspective, four important functions:

1. In clauses 1:29a—c, the TIA informs the TIR of ‘Mariam’s’ very first ac-
tions. Up until now, she has been only described as a virgin, somewhere
in Nazareth, called ‘Mariam’, who is ‘betrothed’ (using the perfect passive
form of the verb pvnotedw)*s and she has been greeted by ‘the Messen-
ger Gabriél’ with the title (the passive participle keyapirtopévn) ‘eminent-
ly favoured one’. Now, however, for the first time in the research-text,
‘Mariam’ becomes the subject of agency. Both of her first two actions in
the research-text (1:29a, 29b) are a reaction to being addressed, and the
second one of them contains indirect open question 1:29¢.4#

2. Indescribing ‘Mariam’s’ first actions as reactions to being addressed, the
TIA immediately refocuses the attention of the TIR back onto ‘the Mes-
senger Gabriel’s’ first words to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—¢). ‘Mariam’s’ actions of
being ‘extremely troubled’ about ‘the word’ and her continued ‘ponder-
ing’ about ‘what kind this greeting could be’, both draw the TIR’s atten-
tion to the fact that ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech is anything but
an average everyday greeting.+s

442 For the communicative consequences of ‘interior’ questions, see footnote 362, where I cite Sellew, “Interior
Monologue as a Narrative Device in the Parables of Luke” (1992), 240.

443 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 27; ‘¢pvnotevpévny. Prf pass ptc fem acc sg pvnotedo
(attributive).”

444 Cf. Fenik and Lapko, “Annunciations to Mary” (2015), 500, who describe 1:29a—c as a ‘reaction’ to 1:28¢c-¢ by
‘Mariam’: ‘Mary’s reaction to what she hears is reported in the following verse (1:29).”

445 Cf.e.g. Aletti, LEvangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022), 48. Pace Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50
(1989), 74, who posits that ‘Mariam’s’ reactions of being ‘extremely troubled’ and ‘pondering’ are not linked
to ‘the Messenger’s’ appearance or greeting, but rather to his message: ‘In V29 zeigen die verschiedenen
Korrekturen, daf die Abschreiber mit der gesuchten Sprache dieses Verses nicht ganz zufrieden waren.
Wenn die Jungfrau verwirrt und zum Nachdenken veranlaft wird, liegt das weder an der ungewohnten
BegriiBung noch an der Erscheinung des Engels, sondern am Inhalt seiner Botschaft.” ‘The Messenger’s
message is, however, only communicated further on in the narrative (1:30a-33b). ‘Mariam’ can of course
not react (1:29a—c) to something she has not yet been informed of.

>
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3. Clauses 1:29a—c, highlighting the unusualness of ‘the Messenger Ga-
briel’s’ words via the description of ‘Mariam’s’ two reactions to them,
offer the TIR a short breathing space to, together with ‘Mariam’, reflect
upon what has just been said by ‘the Messenger’.

4. The TIR is confronted here with uncertainty as to what the TIA exactly
means with the phrases éni 1@ Aoy® (at the word; 1:29a), and ¢ domacpdg
ovrog (this greeting; 1:29¢). In fact, one could say that the TIR is confront-
ed here with two discrepancies between the TIA’s knowledge and his
own. These information discrepancies can be seen as part of the TIA’s
communication strategy, encouraging the TIR to go back and study
clauses 1:28c—e with the information offered in clauses 1:29a-c, and then
— together with the character ‘Mariam’ - to ‘ponder’ upon the mean-
ing of the words used by ‘the Messenger’ when he addresses her. The
‘breathing space’ described in point 3 above, gives the TIR the opportu-
nity to do so.

5.5 The two information discrepancies found in 1:29a-c

The TIR is twice confronted with incomplete information offered by the TIA
(see paragraph 5.4, point 4):

1. What exactly does the TIA refer to with 1@ Adyw (at the word; 1:29a)? (In-
formation discrepancy 1);

2. What exactly does the TIA refer to with ¢ domacuog ovtog (this greeting;
1:29¢)? (Information discrepancy 2).

In order to gain insight into what the TIA is referring to in these two cases, the
TIR can study the information offered in both the discursive world of clauses
1:28c—€, and the narrative world of clauses 1:29a—c.

The following information can be used by the TIR to find out what ‘the word’

(1:29a) is that ‘Mariam’ is ‘extremely troubled’ at:
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1. Although éni 1@ Moyw (at the word; 1:29a) is not qualified by a demonstra-
tive pronoun like ‘this greeting’ is in 1:29c¢, its syntactic status as being
part of the clause immediately following upon ‘the Messenger’s’ first di-
rect speech (1:28c—€), supports the supposition that it refers to (part of )
this direct speech.

2. The prefix 14 (back and forth; between) connected to the verb tapdoon
(to trouble) intensifies its meaning, giving ‘to extremely trouble’.+¢ The
verbal form detapdydn (1:29a) in the passive voice, together with its
indirect object @ Aoyw (at the word; 1:29a) therefore means that ‘Mari-
am’ was ‘extremely troubled at the word’. Therefore, ‘the word’ (1:29a)
spoken by ‘the Messenger’ gives ‘Mariam’ reason to be ‘extremely trou-

bled’.#

3. It is not likely that ‘Mariam’ would be ‘extremely troubled” at being
greeted with the standard salutation yoipe (rejoice!; 1:28¢), which besides
being a common greeting, conveys that there is reason to be joyous. It
is, however, linked both syntactically, semantically, and stylistically to
kexoprropévn (eminently favoured one; 1:28d),+* which is, in contrast, an
unusual word, in fact occurring nowhere else in the New Testament.*®
Clause 1:28d could, therefore, likely give reason to be ‘extremely trou-

bled’.s°

446
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450

In their discussion on composita made with 814, Moulton, Howard, and Turner, Grammar of New Testament
Greek (1976), vol. 2, 302, suggest that ‘the prefix may be rendered thoroughly’, and they offer as an example the
verb used in 1:29a ‘Siatapdoocn (perturbo). See also Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 288, regarding the use
of the intensifying prefix 816 here for ‘Mariam’s’ reaction, in comparison to the standard verb used for ‘Zach-
arias’ reaction in 1:12a: ‘she was startled. A stronger variant of the verb which was used in 1:12.’; cf. Nolland,
Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 50; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 346, who translates: ‘was quite perplexed. Lit. “was
greatly troubled.” The Greek verb is a compound of the verb used to express Zechariah’s alarm in 1:12.”

Cf. Kozlowski, “Intertextuality of Luke 1:28” (2021), 133: ‘The difference between Zechariah’s tapoyy and
Mary’s diotapayn is clear. In the first case, its cause is expressed by the participle id@v, while in the second
by the prepositional expression éni @ Ady (...).”

See, regarding how yaipe (rejoice!; 1:28¢) and kexoprropévn (eminently favoured one; 1:28d) are linked from
syntactic, semantic, and stylistic perspectives, footnote 431.

In the New Testament, the verb yapitoo (to eminently favour) is used only twice: (1) the passive feminine par-
ticiple in vocative case kexopiropévn (eminently favoured one; Luke 1:28d); (2) the active aorist third person
singular éyapitwocey (he eminently favoured; Ephesians 6:1); cf. Aletti, Evangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire
(2022), 48; Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 963; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 1738.

See for the connection between ‘eminently favoured one’ (1:28d) and ‘Mariam’s’ being ‘extremely troubled’
(1:29a), Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 288: (...) Mary’s wonderment is a reaction to the great grace or
favor that the angel has announced.” See also footnote 444, where I cite Fenik and Lapko, “Annunciations
to Mary” (2015), 500.
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4. It is likely that the statement 6 k0Optog petd cod (the Lord is with you;
1:28e), conveying the presence of ‘the Lord’, as well as the relationship
between ‘the Lord’ and ‘Mariam’, gives reason to be ‘extremely troubled’.
In fact, this sense of ‘Mariam’ experiencing something like ‘fear’ is con-
firmed by the first words ‘the Messenger Gabriel’ uses in his second di-
rect speech (1:30b-33b) to ‘Mariam’: un poPod Mapiau (do not fear, Mari-
am; 1:30b—c).

5. The TIA has used the same noun Aoyog (word) once before, namely while
recounting the second direct speech by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’
to ‘Zacharias’ in main text-unit 1:5-25c. There, ‘the Messenger’ uses
the plural toig Adyoig pov (in my words; 1:20f ) in referring to his direct
speech(es) to ‘Zacharias’. However, it cannot thereby be inferred by the
TIR that the singular 1@ Aoyw (at the word; 1:29a) thus only refers to a sin-
gle word in ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e). In fact,
the noun A6yog (word) very rarely refers to a single word.#' The noun
Loyog (word), also in its singular forms, rather conveys the meaning of
‘spoken words in a speech-act’.*

In view of the above five points, the TIR can make a well-argued decision as

to what ‘the word’ refers to when the TIA ambiguously informs the TIR that

‘she (= ‘Mariam’), now, at the word was extremely troubled’ (1:29a). ‘The word’

(1:29a) refers to the entire first direct speech yaipe, kexaprropévn, 6 koprog

petd ood (rejoice! eminently favoured one: the Lord is with you; 1:28c—€) by ‘the

451
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Cf. Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1058 (V1), regarding the meaning of
Aoyog: ‘verbal expression or utterance (...), rarely a single word, v. infr. b, never in Gramm. signf. of vocable
(...), usu. of a phrase (...).” See for the noun pfjpa that does refer to a single word, Louw and Nida, Lexicon
Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.9: ‘pfipa, tog n: a minimal unit of discourse, often a single
word—word, saying.”

Cf. Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.99: ‘Adyog, ov m: the act of speak-
ing—speaking, speech.’ The noun A6yo¢’, signifying an act of speaking, can be translated in many differ-
ent ways; cf. besides the translations given in footnote 451, Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon
(1940; repr. 1996), 10571059, e.g. under III ‘explanation’, ‘statement of a theory’, ‘argument’, ‘reasort’, ‘formula’;
under IV ‘inward debate’; under V ‘continuous statement’, ‘narrative’, ‘story’, ‘speech’; under VII ‘a particular
utterance, saying’, ‘divine utterance, oracle’; under VIII ‘things spoken of, subject matter’; under IX ‘expression,
utterance, speech’; Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 530-533; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963),
C. 942-944, e.g. ‘Das Sprechen’, ‘d. Wort’, ‘d. Ausspruch’, ‘d. Rede’. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 82, translates té
Aoyo (1:29a) as by his words’; Bock, Luke: 1:1-9:50 (1994), 84, as ‘at this saying’; Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 286, as ‘at what he said’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 63, as ‘Das Wort’; Nolland,
Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 39, as ‘by what he said’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 334, as ‘at his words’.
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Messenger’ to ‘Mariam’.*3

Having resolved this first information discrepancy, the TIR can now try and

find out what the TIA means with ‘this greeting’ (1:29c) that ‘Mariam’ ‘kept

pondering’ about. It should be pointed out, that the question the TIR must

pose to resolve the second information discrepancy is in two ways an entirely

different question from the character ‘Mariam’s’ own question (narrated by the

TIA as indirect open question 1:29c).

1.

In the first place, the two questions are asked at different communica-
tion levels:#* the TIR’s question (what do the TIA’s words ‘this greeting’
refer to?) is asked at the communication level of the TIA and TIR. ‘Mari-
am’s’ question (‘what kind this greeting could be?’; 1:29¢) takes place at
the communication level of the characters, namely ‘the Messenger Ga-
briel’ and ‘Mariam’.

Secondly, the question the TIR must pose to resolve information dis-
crepancy 2 (to what is the TIA referring with ‘this greeting’?) asks for
different information than the question posed by ‘Mariam’, narrated by
the TIA as indirect question 1:29c (‘what kind this greeting could be’).

In resolving information discrepancy 2, the following two points can be of as-
sistance to the TIR:

‘Mariam’s’ two actions in clauses 1:29a-b, are linked by the coordinating
conjunction kai (and; 1:29b). Her being Sietapdydn (extremely troubled;
1:29a) at 1@ Aoyw (the word; 1:29a) is, therefore, connected to her contin-
uous dichoyileto (pondering; 1:29b) about 6 domacpog 0vtog (this greeting;
1:29C). 45

453 Cf. Kozlowski, “Intertextuality of Luke 1:28” (2021), 133: {(...) the prepositional expression £xi 1@ A6yo,

which refers the reader to yaipe, keyoprropévn, 6 Koprog petd cod.” See also Strobel, “Der Grull an Maria”
(1962), 92: ‘War aber, so fiigen wir hinzu, die Art des Grufles merkwiirdig, dann kann damit nicht nur das
xoipe gemeint sein, sondern die gesamte Engelaussage, also: yoipe, kexapirmpévn, 6 koplog petd 6ov.”

454 For the different communication levels regarding a text, see paragraph 1.3 and Scheme L.
455 The two verbal forms SietapdyBn (extremely troubled; 1:29a), and 8iehoyileto (pondering; 1:29b), describing
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‘Mariam’s’ two actions, are also connected stylistically through the alliteration formed by &ie- (= 814, the
prefix of both verbs).

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



2. The demonstrative pronoun ovrog (this; 1:29¢) is connected to the noun
0 domoopog (the greeting; 1:29¢); it usually points the qualified noun to
the nearest previous noun or statement.*° In this case, that would be t®
L0Y® (the word; 1:29a) in the same sentence, but two clauses previously.

‘This greeting’ in1:29¢, therefore, refers to ‘the word’ in 1:29a, which itself, as the

TIR has already discovered while resolving information discrepancy 1, refers to

‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech (1:28c—e) to ‘Mariam’. Being his first words

to

‘Mariam, they can indeed be described as ‘a greeting’. The three different

clauses making up this direct speech indeed each convey an aspect of greeting:

1. yaipe (rejoice!; 1:28¢) is a common greeting,*” conveying that there is rea-
son for ‘Mariam’ to be joyous (see paragraph 5.3);

2. keyopropévn (eminently favoured one; 1:28d), used exactly as a vocative to
address ‘Mariam, is an unusual title, functioning from a communica-
tive perspective as a greeting (see paragraph 5.3);

3. 0 KOprog petdr ood (the Lord is with you; 1:28e) is a statement, while simulta-
neously evoking the greeting ‘the Lord (be) with you’ (see paragraph 5.3).*

Therefore, being ‘extremely troubled’ by ‘this greeting’ (= 1:28c—e), ‘Mariam’

kept pondering as to motanog (what kind; 1:29¢) this greeting could be.#* ‘Mari-

am’s extremely troubled reaction to 1:28c—e thus leads to her question, which

is recounted by the TIA as indirect open question 1:29c.

456

457

458

459

Cf. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 354, states, regarding demonstrative
pronouns: ‘As a general rule, when referring within the text, otog is the pronoun used anaphorically
(pointing backwards) (...).

Cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 321: ‘While “rejoice” is the literal meaning of the verb chairein, the
imperative is the normal Greek secular salutation: “Hail, hello, good day, greetings.” See also Strobel,
“Der Grufl an Maria” (1962), 90, where he views 6 donacpog obtog (this greeting; 1:29¢) as referring to yoipe
(rejoice!; 1:28¢): ‘Die Uberlegung, Lukas kénnte yaipe als Gruf bewult vermieden haben, erscheint nicht
minder abwegig. v. 29 werden die Worte des Engels ausdriicklich als aonacpog bezeichnet. Die erzédhleri-
sche Situation, derzufolge Gabriel in das Haus tritt, stimmt damit zusammen.’

See Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 325: ‘The Lucan “The Lord is with you” is an ordinary greeting, as
exemplified in Ruth 2:4 in the exchange between Boaz and the reapers.’

Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 86 (where he refers to ‘Mariam’ as ‘her’ and ‘she’): ‘Nothing has prepared
her (or the reader) for this visit from an archangel or for such exalted words denoting God’s favor. It is no
wonder that she is perplexed and silently questions the meaning of this encounter.’ I, however, disagree
here with Green, where he suggests that ‘the reader’ is also as unprepared as ‘Mariam’: the TIR is, namely,
prepared in main text-unit 1:5a-25c, where he learns that ‘Zacharias’ is also spoken to by ‘the Messenger’.
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5.6 The development of the TIR’s relationship with the
character ‘Mariam’

From a communicative perspective, the TIA’s brief excursion to the narrative

world in 1:29a-c functions in different ways as a catalyst for the development

of the TIR’s relation to the character ‘Mariam’:

1.

204

The ambiguity of the terms ‘the word’ and ‘this greeting’ stimulates the
TIR to return to ‘the Messenger Gabriél’s’ greeting (1:28c—e) of ‘Mariam’
and to reread it in the light of ‘Mariam’s’ two reactions: her feelings of
being ‘extremely troubled’ and her ‘pondering’ as to what kind of greet-
ing it could be. This focus on ‘Mariam’s’ reactions, while the TIR endeav-
ours to resolve information discrepancies 1 and 2, strengthens the TIR’s
relation to ‘Mariam’.

Having resolved the two information discrepancies, the TIA can also
look more closely at the unusual title ‘eminently favoured one’ (1:28d),
the vocative used in ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’. Together
with ‘Mariam’, and thereby reinforcing his relationship to her, the TIR
can ask himself what ‘eminently favoured one’ could mean.

In this ‘pondering’ on the meaning of ‘eminently favoured one’, the TIR
has a great advantage over ‘Mariam’. She has only just entered the nar-
rative and has very little information at her disposal. In fact, ‘Mariam’
does not even know who has just addressed her, although ‘the Messen-
ger Gabriel’s’ concluding words ‘the Lord (is) with you’ suggest he has
some connection with ‘the Lord’. The TIR, however, has a great deal of
information at his disposal. He knows that the speaker is ‘the Messen-
ger Gabriél’, whom he has already encountered as ‘the Messenger of the
Lord’ communicating with ‘Zacharias’. The TIR also knows that ‘the
Messenger of the Lord/Gabriél’ promised ‘Zacharias’ the conception of
a son, a promise that has indeed come true with ‘Elisabet’ conceiving
(1:24a). This discrepancy between the information available to the TIR
and to ‘Mariam’ is an aspect of the TIR’s relation to ‘Mariam’.
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4. There is also a second information discrepancy - at least initially — be-
tween the TIR and the character ‘Mariam’, but in this case it is ‘Mari-
am’ who has more information than the TIR. ‘Mariam’ of course knows
what she is ‘extremely troubled’ at, as well as what she keeps ‘pondering’
about. The TIR at first does not know. However, with the information
provided in the discursive world of 1:28 c—e and the narrative world of
1:29a—¢, the TIR can (so good as) resolve this discrepancy. This devel-
opment from ‘Mariam’ knowing more than the TIR regarding her own
feelings and thoughts, to both of them being in the know, is an aspect of
the development in the relation that the TIR has to ‘Mariam’.

5. The narrative interlude in 1:29a-c creates even a third discrepancy in
knowledge. In this case, it concerns a discrepancy between what, on the
one hand, the TIR and ‘Mariam’ know, and what, on the other hand, ‘the
Messenger Gabriel’ does not know. The fact that the TIR and ‘Miriam’
both know that she keeps ‘pondering’, while ‘the Messenger Gabriel’
does not, again strengthens the relation of the TIR to ‘Marian’. Perhaps
the same can be said for ‘Mariam’s’ feeling of being ‘extremely troubled’,
which the TIR is also privy to via the TIA. Here again ‘the Messenger
Gabriel’ does not explicitly have this information. However, his words
in1:30b-c ‘do not fear, Mariam’, imply that he has at least an inkling that
she is ‘extremely troubled’.

6. Because the unusual ‘eminently favoured one’ is used exactly as a title
for ‘Mariam, it offers clues to her identity, however the complete answer
to ‘Mariam’s’ (and the TIR’s question) (‘what kind this greeting could be’)
remains - as of yet — unanswered. Both the TIR and ‘Mariam’ will have
to wait and see what happens next, as the action of text-unit 1:26a-38d
continues to unfold. Both being confronted with an unanswered ques-
tion, again reinforces the TIR’s relation to the character ‘Mariam’.

As the above six points illustrate, the brief excursion to the narrative world
in 1:29a-c plays an important role in the development of the TIRs relation to
the character ‘Mariam’. This process is enhanced by the fact that these are the
clauses in which for the very first time in the research-text the TIR encounters
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‘Mariam’ as the subject of action. The TIR’s relation to ‘Mariam’ is reinforced

right from the very beginning of the TIR’s encounter with her.

5.7 Indirect open question 1:29c: a summary

The following has been dealt with in the above paragraphs:

206

With the brief return to the narrative world (1:29a—c) after ‘the Messen-
ger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c-e¢), the TIA offers the TIR a
short pause giving him the opportunity to reflect on the significance of
‘the Messenger’s’ words.

The TIA’s ambiguous use of the phrases éni 1@ Aoy (at the word; 1:29a)
and 6 domaopdg ovtog (this greeting; 1:29¢) in describing ‘Mariam’s’ reac-
tion to 1:28c—e, create two information discrepancies for the TIR.

These two information discrepancies give reason for the TIR to go back
to ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech (1:28c—¢) and examine it in the light of
‘Mariam’s’ reactions to it (1:29a—c).

The TIR’s examination of ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech in the light of
‘Mariam’s’ reactions (among which indirect question 1:29c), strength-
ens the TIRs relation to the character ‘Mariam’.

The phrases ‘at the word’ (1:29a) and ‘this greeting’ (1:29¢) both refer to
‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e).

Having resolved the two information discrepancies, the TIR can now
focus on indirect open question 1:29c and, together with the character
‘Mariam’, ‘ponder’ as to ‘what kind this greeting’ could be. This move-
ment by the TIR further strengthens his relation to ‘Marian’.

The indirect open question posed by ‘Mariam’ in 1:29¢ remains unan-
swered, although a positive turn of events can be expected by both the
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TIR and ‘Mariam’ in view of ‘the Messenger’s’ first word to ‘Mariam’, ‘re-
joice!’. The TIR is able to back his expectations up with the information
he possesses from ‘the Messenger’s’ encounter with ‘Zacharias’ in main
text-unit 1:5a-25c.

8. By ‘pondering’ upon indirect question 1:29c together with ‘Mariam’, the
TIR is prepared for the action about to unfold in the remainder of text-
unit 1:26a-38d.

5.8 Clauses 1:30b-33b: ‘the Messenger’s’ second direct speech
to ‘Mariam’

After the brief, but salient, narrative interlude in 1:29a—c, clauses 1:30b—33b re-
turn to the discursive world. Together they make up the second of three direct
speeches by ‘the Messenger’ in text-unit 1:26a—38d. All three of these have the
character ‘Mariam’ as their addressee. ‘The Messenger’s’ second direct speech
to ‘Mariam’ is introduced by the verbum dicendi &inev (he said; 1:30a) connected
to the subject 0 dyyehog (the Messenger; 1:30a). In contrast to the narrative intro-
duction of ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Mariam’, where only the ver-
bum dicendi elnev (he said; 1:28b) is used (the subject of which refers to 6 éyyehog
Lappuh (the Messenger Gabriel;1:26a), here in clause 1:30a, the subject of the ver-
bal form is explicitly mentioned as 6 &yyehog (the Messenger; 1:30a). This noun is
the renominalisation of ¢ Gyyehog TaPpmi (the Messenger Gabriél; 1:26a), found
in the TIA’s narrative introduction (1:26a—27d) to text-unit 1:26a—38d. This re-
nominalisation serves two functions in the TIA’s communication with the TIR:

1. Firstly, with the (seemingly superfluous) use of the noun 6 éyyehog (the
Messenger), the TIA accentuates the speaker of this direct speech in his
very function as a ‘messenger’. “The Messenger’s’ second direct speech
to ‘Mariam’ is, therefore, introduced by the TIA to the TIR as having
the quality of a message. In contrast to this, ‘the Messenger’s’ first di-
rect speech to ‘Mariany’, which is only introduced by the verbum dicendi
(without the nominalised subject) is explicitly described by the TIA as
a greeting. This description of ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech as a
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greeting is given while the TIA reports to the TIR on ‘Mariam’s’ question
regarding ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech (1:29c). I return to the
difference between these two very proximate direct speeches by ‘the
Messenger’ (1:28¢c—e; 1:30b—-33b) in paragraph 5.9, where I compare and
analyse the similar openings of four direct speeches by the character
‘the Messenger’.

2. Secondly, the renominalisation of the noun 6 &yyehog (the Messenger;
1:30a) marks the return to the discursive world as being a separate and
second direct speech (1:30b-33b) by ‘the Messenger’ addressing ‘Mariam’,
and, therefore, distinct from his first one (1:28¢c—e). This implies that,
although clauses 1:29a-c indeed form only a short narrative break by
the TIA in ‘the Messenger’s’ communication with ‘Mariam’, they are all
the same an important pause, as I have argued above in paragraph 5.4.
Clauses 1:29a—c namely divide ‘the Messenger’s’ communication with
‘Mariam’ into two separate direct speeches, a greeting followed by a mes-
sage, before ‘Mariam’ herself communicates with ‘the Messenger’.+°

In the TIA’s introduction to ‘the Messenger’s’ second direct speech, the ad-
dressee (‘Mariam) is referred to by the feminine personal pronoun ot (to her;
1:30a), keeping ‘Mariam’, who is the subject of the immediately preceding ac-
tion, in the TIRs focus. All together the narrative introduction to ‘the Messen-
ger’s’ second direct speech (1:30b-33b) reads: kai &inev 6 dyyehog avtij (and the
Messenger said to her; 1:30a).4"

‘The Messenger’s’ second direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:30b-33b) is divided
into two text-units by the Aufmerksamkeitserreger io0 (behold!; 1:31a), which is
preceded by the coordinating conjunction koi (and; 1:31a). The first text-unit
(1:30b—30d) of this direct speech is entirely focussed on the addressee ‘Mari-
am’, and it opens with the negative imperative (singular) pui ¢opod (do not fear;
1:30b). This clause is followed by a vocative, the addressee’s name Mapiip

460 Cf. Kozlowski, “Intertextuality of Luke 1:28” (2021), 133, who refers to 1:28c—e as ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘greeting’
and 1:30b-33b as ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘message’.

461 See Fenik and Lapko, “Annunciations to Mary” (2015), 500, where in comparing text-units 1:5a-25c and
1:26a-38d, they state: ‘As was the case in the previous episode, the identification of the messenger (6
Gryyehog), the reference to the addressee (adtf}), and the use of a verbum dicendi (gfnev) converge to indicate

that an annunciation is starting to unfold.”
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(Mariam; 1:30c), and then by the clause of reason gbpeg yop xGpwv mopd 1 0ed
(for you have found favour with God; 1:30d).4* I continue discussing ‘the Messen-
ger’s’ second direct speech to ‘Mariam’ in paragraph s.10.

5.9 A comparison of the opening words by ‘the Messenger’
to his addressees

In the research-text, the character ‘the Messenger’ communicates in a total
of six direct speeches with three different characters: two direct speeches to
‘Zacharias’, three to ‘Mariam’, and one to ‘the shepherds’.® His first direct
speech to ‘Zacharias’, his first two direct speeches to ‘Mariam’, and his direct
speech to ‘the shepherds’, are all opened in similar ways. A comparison of ‘the
Messenger’s’ opening words of these four direct speeches can offer the TIR in-
sight into the opening words (1:30b-d) of his second direct speech to ‘Mariam’.

In the four points below, I, therefore, first delineate each of these four open-
ings, and discuss their narrative introductions (containing the verbum dicendi,
speaker, and addressee).+5*

1. Clauses 1:13b-d open the first direct speech of the research-text, and
give the first words spoken by ‘the Messenger’, being his first words to
‘Zacharias’. The narrative introduction to this direct speech reads: sinev
8¢ mpdG avTOV O Gyyehog (then the Messenger said to him; 1:13a). The use of
the noun 6 dyyehog (the Messenger) accentuates the speaker in his func-

462 Kozlowski, “Intertextuality of Luke 1:28” (2021), 133, suggests that 1:30b-31b (which he refers to as 1:30-30a)
offer an interpretation of 1:28c—e: ‘The opening words of the angel’s message (1:30-31a) can be read as
an interpretation of the content of his greeting which Mary tried to understand (Luke 1:29: Sichoyieto
7TOTAmOG £ 6 AOTAGHOG OVTOG):

yoipe = i popod Mapap

KEYUPITOUEV = EDPEC YaP YGPLV TapdL Td O

0 KOPLog petd 60D = Kai 1801 GLAA LYY &V YooTpi.
See also Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 321: ‘Often the phrases of 1:28 are seen as expanded and interpret-
ed in the second angelic statement of 1:30-31(...).”
The direct speech (2:14a-14b) spoken by ‘a multitude of the heavenly army’, also referred to as ‘the messen-
gers’, can also be read as including ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ among its speakers. The addressee is not
mentioned here, but no other characters other than ‘the shepherds’ are present on the textual stage. In this
case, ‘the Messenger’ speaks two direct speeches to ‘the shepherds’
464 For a detailed syntax analysis of the ‘opening words’ to these four direct speeches by ‘the Messenger’, see

my syntax analysis of Luke 1:5-2:52 in Chapter 2.
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tion as a messenger, and this first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’ as being a
message. This is confirmed by ‘the Messenger’ in his second direct speech
to ‘Zacharias’, where he states: ‘and I was sent to speak to you and to
proclaim as a good message to you these things’ (1:19g).

2. Clauses 1:28c—e are the first words by ‘the Messenger to ‘Mariam’ and
constitute the entire first direct speech by ‘the Messenger’ to ‘Mariam’.
The narrative introduction to this first direct speech reads kai siceA0cv
Tpdg adThY etnev (and having entered (to) her, he said; 1:28a-b). I explain in
paragraph 5.8 that this introduction does not qualify the ensuing direct
speech as being a message; rather, in clause 1:29c¢, the TIA describes text-
unit 1:28c—e as a greeting.

3. Clauses 1:30b-d open the second direct speech by ‘the Messenger’ to
‘Mariam’. The narrative introduction reads: xoi einev 6 &yyehog ovTh
(and the Messenger said to her; 1:30a). Just as with the introduction to text-
unit 1:13b—d, the use of the noun 6 éyyehog (the Messenger) highlights the
speaker of this direct speech in his function as a messenger, and his sec-
ond direct speech to ‘Mariam’ as a message.

4. Clauses 2:10b-c open the direct speech by ‘the Messenger’ to ‘the shep-
herds’. The narrative introduction to this direct speech reads: kai ginev
a0T0ig O dyyerog (and the Messenger said to them; 2:10a). Just as with the in-
troduction to ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’, and to
his second direct speech to ‘Mariany, the use of the noun 6 dyyekog (the
Messenger) highlights the speaker of this direct speech in his function as
a messenger, and his direct speech to ‘the shepherds’ as a message. This
is confirmed by ‘the Messenger’ further on in the same direct speech,
where he states: for behold!, I proclaim as a good message to you great

joy (2:10¢).

I have laid the openings to these four direct speeches out in Scheme VI below,
in order to facilitate a syntactic comparison.
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Scheme VI The parallel syntactic structure of clauses 1:13b—d, 1:28¢c—e, 1:30b—-d and

2:10b—c.
Negation Imperative Vocative Clause of reason
1:13b-d @opod Zayopio S1011 glonkovedn 1 dénocig cov
1:28c—e [-] xoipe Keyaprtopévn [0 kdprog petd 6od]
1:30b—d  pn popod Maprap EVPEC YO YGPV TTaPdL TG DD
2:10b—¢  pn @oPeiobe [-] 80V yap edayyekilopot duiv (...)

In the following six points I make observations regarding the syntax, seman-

tics, and communication of the openings to these four direct speeches by ‘the

Messenger’:4%s

1. All four groups of clauses start with an imperative, whether they are
preceded by a negation or not. From a communicative point of view,
these imperatives all immediately draw the attention of the address-
ee: ‘Zacharias’; ‘Mariam’ (twice); ‘the shepherds’. Three of these initial
clauses (1:13b; 1:30b; 2:10b) are syntactically speaking negative imper-
atives starting with pn (not), but convey, from the point of view of se-
mantics, positive communication: piy gopod (do not fear).+¢ The im-
perative in 1:28¢ is a positive imperative regarding both syntax and

465
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The commentaries I have consulted, make note of the fact that three of the direct speeches by ‘the Messen-
ger’ open with either the imperative pm oBod (do not fear [sg]; 1:13b, 30b), or piy poPeicde (do not fear [pl];
2:10b), but do not compare this with the fact that ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech in 1:28¢-e also starts with
an imperative, namely, yoipe (rejoice!; 1:28¢). Neither do they note that the syntactic similarities between
these four direct speeches extend beyond the initial imperative, which in three cases is directly followed by
avocative, and in all cases then by a clause of reason (see Scheme VI above). See e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messi-
ah (1993), 260, 297; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 313, 325, 346, 396, 409. Riemersma, Lucasevangelie
(2018), 42, does note that the first direct speech by ‘the Messenger’ to both ‘Zacharias’ and ‘Mariam’ opens
with pm oBod (do not fear [sg]; 1:13b, 30b), followed by a vocative and a clause of reason. However, he does
not note the syntactic parallel (imperative + vocative + clause of reason) between these two direct speeches
and ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech to ‘the shepherds’(2:10b-c).

Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 72-73: ‘The phrase “Do not be afraid” appears elsewhere in Luke-Acts usual-
ly by way of communicating the certainty of God’s care. Even when the context is one of divine visitation,
the ensuing message confirms that this encounter is for the purpose of providing comfort and good news,
not judgment.” See for an exposition on 1 gopod (do not fear) in the New Testament, Conrad, “Annuncia-
tion of Birth” (1985), 659-662.
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semantics: ‘rejoice’. From a semantic point of view, ‘the Messenger’
therefore always initiates the communication with his three different
addressees positively (‘do not fear’, and ‘rejoice’)*” offering all three
addressees, from a communicative point of view, immediate reassur-
ance.*®

2. Three groups of clauses, 1:13b—d, 1:30b-d, and 2:10b-c, begin with ei-
ther the negative imperative piy popod (do not fear (sg); 1:13b, 30b) or
poPeiode (do not fear (pl); 2:10b), thus all using the same verb gopéw (to

fear).

e The first instance of this negative imperative ‘do not fear’ used by
‘the Messenger’, addressing ‘Zacharias’, is an explicit reaction to kai
@oPog énéneoev én’ avtov (and fear fell upon him; 1:12¢), describing
‘Zacharias” reaction to the appearance of ‘the Messenger’ (1:11a).
Here, the TIR is first informed how ‘Zacharias became troubled
beholding (‘the Messenger of the Lord’)’ (1:12a-b) before receiving
further information that ‘Zacharias’ was overcome by ‘fear’. The
action &tapbydn Zayapiog (Zacharias became troubled; 1:12a) is tem-
porally linked to ‘Zacharias” action of i8@v (beholding [him]); 1:12b).
This double action of ‘becoming troubled’ (while or after) ‘behold-
ing’ is subsequently, through the use of the conjunction koi (and;
1:12¢), linked to the action ¢opog €nénecev én’ avtov (fear fell upon
him; 1:12¢). The text, therefore, contains an explicit syntactic link
between ‘Zacharias” becoming troubled and fearful, and his behold-
ing ‘the Messenger of the Lord™: ‘And Zacharias became troubled,

467 Three of these four direct speeches by ‘the Messenger’ indeed use either the noun yapd (joy) or the verb
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xoipw (to rejoice), or both: ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Zacharias’ (1:13b-17d) in clauses 1:14a-b;
his first direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e) in clause 1:28¢; his direct speech to ‘the shepherds’ in clause
2:10¢. ‘The Messenger’s’ second direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:30b-33b) uses a form of the verb yopirow (to
eminently favour), which is related to the verb xoip (to rejoice), in 1:28d. All four of these direct speeches are
therefore linked from a semantic perspective. See also footnote 431.

See Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 260, regarding p#| poBod: ‘Do not be afraid. Since the fear of the vi-
sionary is one of the five standard steps in the biblical annunciation of birth (...), the revealer must urge the
visionary not to be afraid (Matt 1:20; Luke 1:30; 2:10).’; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 402, regarding
2:9¢: ‘Fear is the standard reaction to angelic appearances (...).” See Conrad, “Annunciation of Birth” (1985),
657, in his discussion with Brown: ‘It will be observed that while the phrase “fear not” does not occur in

OT annunciations of birth, it does occur in an OT form which announces or promises “off-spring” (zera‘),
especially to the patriarchs. This observation undergirds another primary thesis of Brown’s argument: that
the NT annunciations of birth, especially in Luke, are strongly evocative of the patriarchal narratives.’
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beholding (him) and fear fell upon him’ (1:12a—c). In brief: the rea-
son for ‘Zacharias’ fear is seeing ‘the Messenger’.+%

* The second instance of the negative imperative pi gofod (do not fear;
1:30b) is used by ‘the Messenger’ when addressing ‘Mariam’ for a sec-
ond time.#° The information given in the brief narrative interlude
(1:29a—c) between ‘the Messenger’s’ first and second direct speeches
to ‘Mariany’ inform the TIR that ‘Mariam’ was ‘extremely troubled at
the word’ (1:29a) spoken to her by ‘the Messenger Gabriél’ in his first
direct speech to her. In contrast to ‘Zacharias” ‘becoming troubled’
being explicitly connected to his ‘fear’, the TIA does not explicitly
connect ‘Mariam’s’ becoming ‘extremely troubled’ to ‘fear’ befall-
ing her. The TIA, however, does imply that this is indeed the case,
by letting ‘the Messenger’ open his second direct speech to ‘Mariam’
with the words ‘do not fear’ (1:30b). The TIR can conclude: ‘Zachari-
as” explicit ‘fear’ is the result of his beholding ‘the Messenger’, while
‘Mariam’s’ implicit fear is the result of ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘word’ (1:29a),
which refers to 1:28c-e.”

* The third case of the negative imperative used by ‘the Messenger’,
the plural pn gopeioBe (do not fear; 2:10b), addresses ‘the shepherds’,
and is an explicit reaction” to kai épofriOncav eopov péyav (and they
feared with great fear; 2:9c).#s The introductory clauses 2:9a—gb first
describe ‘the Messenger’ as ‘standing by them (= ‘the shepherds’),
and secondly that ‘the glory of the Lord shone around them (= ‘the
shepherds’). Then, with the help of the coordinating conjunction
ko (and; 2:9¢), these two visible actions of ‘standing’ and ‘shining’
are connected to ‘the shepherds” action of becoming ‘fearful with

469
470
471
472

473

See for the reason for ‘Zacharias” fear, footnote 447.

See regarding pm goPod (do not fear; 1:30b), Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 51: ‘The reassuring w5} popot, “do
not fear,” is found in Judg 6:24, in Dan 10:12, in the Zechariah parallel (Luke 1:13), and often in divine visita-
tions (cf. at 1:13).”

See footnote 447, for the different reasons for ‘Zacharias” fear on the one hand, and for ‘Mariam’s’ fear on
the other.

Cf. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 106: ‘The angelic messenger first deals with the fear provoked by this
supernatural visitation and assures the shepherds that God’s intentions are gracious (cf. at 1:12, 30).’

For the construction épopribnoav opov péyav (2:9c), see Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 409: ‘struck
with great fear. Lit. “feared (with) a great fear,” another cognate acc. (see v. 8), this time with an aor. pass.
verb used intransitively (...).
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great fear’. Therefore, in contrast to ‘Mariam’, but parallel to ‘Zacha-
rias’, ‘the shepherds’ are overcome with fear before hearing the words
of ‘the Messenger’. This once again indicates that ‘Mariam’s’ reaction
has to do with the content of ‘the Messenger’s’ communication, and
not with ‘the Messenger’s’ appearance. Clauses 1:29a—c confirm this
by describing ‘Mariam’s’ actions in 1:29a—c as reactions to ‘the Mes-

2.9 ¢

senger’s’‘word’ and ‘greeting’ (see paragraph 5.4 and paragraph s.5).

3. The opening words of ‘the Messenger’ to ‘the shepherds’ (2:10b—c) lack
the central vocative clause that the other three groups of clauses all con-
tain. This omission is connected to the wider import of the content of
‘the Messenger’s’ message,“* which is indeed immediately and explicit-
ly qualified as such by the relative clause (2:10d) connected to the clause
of reason (2:10c): for behold!, I proclaim as a good message to you great
joy, which will be for all the people’.#”s By indicating the wider import of
‘the Messenger’s’ message, the TIA makes it easier for the TIR to consid-
er ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘good message’ as also directed at him.

4. Three of these four ‘openings’ end with a clause of reason:
* Clauses 1:13b—d end with a clause of reason marked in first position
by the conjunction of reason 10t (because; 1:13d).
* Clauses 1:30b—d end with a clause of reason, marked by the conjunc-
tion of reason yap (for; 1:30d) in second position.
e Clauses 2:10b—c also conclude with a clause of reason, marked here
by the conjunction of reason yap (for; 2:10¢) in second position.

These three clauses of reason all give the reason for the negative impera-
tives used in the three opening clauses. As an exception, clauses 1:28¢c-e,
however, end with a nominal clause (1:28¢). There are two ways of inter-
preting this clause:

474 For the wider import of ‘the Messenger’s’ message, see Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 132, where he discusses
the announcement of the birth of ‘Iésous’ to ‘the shepherds: “This portends the considerable ramifications
of this birth, which cannot be conceived as a family affair, and may also anticipate the redefinition of
“family” in Jesus’ ministry.’

475 The wider import of ‘the Messenger’s’ good message is also communicated by the use of the second person
plural dpiv (for you; 2:11a), which includes both ‘the shepherds’ and ‘all the people’; cf. Brown, Birth of the
Messiah (1993), 402, regarding 2:11a: “To you. Presumably to the shepherds and the people.’
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* As an implicit clause of reason, giving the reason for the imperative
‘rejoice!” used in 1:28¢. This interpretation would, however, not suf-
ficiently reckon with the importance of this clause being a nominal
clause. This interpretation can, therefore, best be rejected.

* The information given in this nominal clause refers to the content
of the joy’ alluded to in the imperative ‘rejoice!” in 1:28¢c. I opt for this
interpretation.

5. The clause of reason (1:13d) concluding ‘the Messenger of the Lord’s’
opening words to ‘Zacharias’ (1:13b—d) alludes to prior communicative
action (praying) by ‘Zacharias’. ‘Zacharias’ is namely told here by ‘the
Messenger’ not to fear’ ‘because your prayer has been heard’. The fact
that ‘the Messenger’ was sent to him — ‘T was sent to speak to you’ (1:19e-
f) - is, therefore, ultimately a reaction to ‘Zacharias” prayer. In other
words: ‘Zacharias” previous communicative action of praying, which in
fact occurs outside of the research-text, is the ‘motor’ leading up to the
communication by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’. It can be noted, howev-
er, that the opening words of ‘the Messenger’s’ first and second direct
speeches addressing ‘Mariamy’, nowhere mention any prior communi-
cative action by ‘Mariam’, such as praying. The reason for ‘the Messen-
ger’ being sent to ‘Mariam’ is, therefore, not a reaction to any previous
action on her part, be it communicative or otherwise. In fact, the nar-
rative introduction to text-unit 1:26a—38d explicitly places the ultimate
initiative with ‘God’, stating that ‘the Messenger Gabriel was sent by God’
(1:26a). This fact supports the lack of agency that ‘Mariam’ has had so
far in text-unit 1:26a-38d.#° The clause of reason (2:10c) concluding ‘the
Messenger of the Lord’s’ opening words to ‘the shepherds’ (2:11b—c) also
does not allude to any prior communicative action (such as praying) by
‘the shepherds’. Just as with ‘Mariamy’, the initiative for ‘the Messenger’s’
communication with ‘the shepherds’ appears to lie completely with
‘God’['the Lord”.

6. ‘The Messenger’s’ communication with ‘Mariam’ contains two similar
‘openings’: ‘the Messenger’s’ first words to her in 1:28c-e, and then in

476 See paragraph 5.4, point 1, for more on the character ‘Mariam’s’ initial lack of agency.
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1:30b-d, which are the opening words of his second direct speech to her.
These two ‘openings’ are only separated from each other by the brief
return to the narrative world in 1:29a—c (see paragraph 5.4). ‘The Mes-
senger’s’ second ‘opening’ runs, syntactically speaking, entirely parallel
to the opening words by ‘the Messenger’ to ‘Zacharias’ in 1:13b-d. Both
start with the singular negative imperative pn @opod (do not fear), they
then continue with the name of his addressee ‘Zacharias’ and ‘Mariam’,
and they both conclude with the reason for the employed negative im-
perative (see Scheme VI above). These two ‘openings’ run, by and large,
parallel to the opening words of ‘the Messenger’ to ‘the shepherds’,
which also start with a negative imperative ‘do not fear’ (plural), and
then conclude (after omitting the vocative) with the reason for the em-
ployed negative imperative. Of the four similar ‘openings’ communicat-
ed by ‘the Messenger’, his first words to ‘Mariam’ are, however, ‘the odd
man out’ in view of the following:

* They start with a positive instead of a negative imperative;

* They then employ a substantivized verbal form as a vocative rather than
the relevant proper noun;

* They conclude with a nominal sentence instead of with a clause of reason.

From a communicative perspective, these deviations draw the TIR’s at-
tention to ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e). The
TIR’s attention is also drawn to 1:28c—e through the information given
directly at the communication level functioning between the TIA and

3¢

TIR in 1:29a-c: ‘Mariam’s’ reported reaction to ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘word’

and ‘greeting’.

Because the direct speeches by ‘the Messenger’ to his addressees “Zacharias’,
‘Mariam’, and ‘the shepherds’ each take place without any other characters being
present on the textual stage, the analysis and comparison of ‘the Messenger’s’
opening words to each can only be made by the TIR. The most the character
‘Mariam’ can do is compare ‘the Messenger’s’ first and second direct speeches to
her, but of course only after the second one has been spoken by ‘the Messenger’.
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My analysis of the narrative introductions to four of the direct speeches by ‘the
Messenger’ (points 1-4 in the first series of points found above), as well as of
the syntax, semantics and communicative function of the opening words of
these four direct speeches (Scheme VI, and points 1-6 in the second series of
points found above), offer new insight into the research-text, especially re-
garding the communication between the TIA and the TIR. I offer the following
conclusions:

1. Through the (re)nominalisation of the subject of their verbum dicendi as
‘the Messenger’, direct speeches 1:13b-17d (first direct speech to ‘Zacha-
rias’), 1:30b—33b (second direct speech to ‘Mariam’) and 2:10b-12 d (the
direct speech to ‘the shepherds’) are accentuated as messages. The intro-
duction to direct speech 1:28¢c~e, however, does not contain a nominal-
ised subject and this direct speech is indeed described by the TIA as a
greeting.

2. Besides being a greeting as opposed to a message, the first words by ‘the
Messenger’ to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—¢) deviate from ‘the Messenger’s’ other
three openings, setting it apart from them, and thereby drawing the
TIR’s attention to it.

3. The communication by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ to “Zacharias’ is a
reaction to previous communication by ‘Zacharias’ (found outside of the
research-text). In contrast to this, the communications by ‘the Messen-
ger’ to ‘Mariam’ and to ‘the shepherds’ are not a reaction to any commu-
nicative action on their part, but are entirely initiated by ‘the Lord’.

4. The ‘fear’ of ‘Zacharias’ and ‘the shepherds’ is a result of their seeing ‘the
Messenger’, before they have heard him communicate anything, while
‘Mariam’s’ (implicit) fear is a result of ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘word’ directed
to her, emphasising the content of ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting rather than

his appearance.

5. Allfour direct speeches by ‘the Messenger’ are opened in a positive vein,
offering his addressees immediate reassurance. ‘The Messenger’s’ use of
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an imperative in the opening clause, draws the attention of his address-
ees (and that of the TIR) from the very start of his communication with
them.

6. Incontrast to the other three ‘openings’ by ‘the Messenger’, his opening
to ‘the shepherds’ does not employ a vocative. It is omitted to avoid ad-
dressing a specified character, accentuating that his message is ‘for all
the people’. Besides emphasising the wider import of the message, the
omission of the vocative facilitates an easier access for the TIR to ‘the
Messenger’s’ message.

5.10 A return to clauses 1:30b-33b: an answer to indirect
question 1:29¢?

Ireturn here to where Ileft off in paragraph 5.8 in my discussion of ‘the Messen-
ger’s’ second direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:30b—33b). My analysis in paragraph
5.9 has made clear that clauses 1:30b-33b are accentuated by the TIA as being
a message. This direct speech is divided into two text-units (1:30b-d; 1:31a-33b)
by the Aufmerksamkeitserreger i5ov (behold!; 1:31a). The first text-unit of this di-
rect speech is entirely focussed on the addressee ‘Mariamy’, with the speaker
‘the Messenger’ reassuring her with the negative imperative ‘do not fear’ (1:30b)
and by using her name ‘Mariam’ (1:30c). After having done so, he gives her the
reason for her not having to fear: ebpeg yop yapw napd 1@ 0ed (for you have
found favour with God; 1:30d).4 This clause of reason uses the same verbal root,
namely yapiroo (to eminently favour), as found in the vocative he uses to ad-
dress ‘Mariam’ in his first direct speech to her, keyoprrwpévn (eminently favoured
one; 1:28d).4® “The Messenger’s’ two different direct speeches to ‘Mariam’ are
therefore linked at a semantic level. The information given in clause of reason
1:30d is important for three reasons:

477 See for the phrase napé ¢ 6cd (with God; 1:30d), Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 29-30:
‘napd 1 Oed. The sense may be locative (“favor in God’s presence”), but more likely napd introduces “a
participant whose viewpoint is relevant to an event”(...). Thus, “favor in God’s estimation.”

478 See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 346, regarding e0peg yap yépwv mapd 16 0ed (1:30d): ‘you have been
favored by God. Lit. “you have found favor (charis) with God,” an OT expression (see Gen 6:8; 18:3; cf. 1 Sam
1:18). It explains the real sense of the ptc. in v. 28.” See also e.g. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 50.
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1. Here, in ‘the Messenger’s’ second direct speech, the clause of reason con-
firms the implication raised by the vocative used to address ‘Mariam’
in his first direct speech (‘eminently favoured one’; 1:28d) that she is
favoured by someone. ‘Mariam’s’ title, therefore, implies a relationship
with someone.

2. The clause of reason also reveals that the passive voice of this vocative is
a divine passive: it is ‘God’ (1:30d) who favours ‘Mariam’.

3. Despite the active voice of the verbal form of which ‘Mariam’ is the sub-
ject, edpeg (you have found; 1:30d), the full clause of reason reaffirms the
lack of agency that ‘Mariam’ has so far had in the research-text.

The clause of reason (1:30d) offers a possible answer to ‘Mariam’s indirect ques-
tion ‘what kind this greeting could be’ (1:29¢). However, the following should
be noted: the character ‘the Messenger’ does not know that ‘Mariam’ has posed
aquestion. That she has done so, is only reported at the level of communication
between the TIA and the TIR. The only character to know that this question has
been posed is ‘Mariam’ herself. This means that ‘the Messenger’s’ words ‘for
you have found favour with God’ are not spoken by him to her as an answer.
‘The Messenger’ speaks these words to ‘Mariam’ strictly to give her the reason
not to fear. ‘Mariamy’, however, can use clause of reason 1:30d not only as the
intended reassurance, but also as giving information that can help answer her
question.*” She is, thus, reassured by ‘the Messenger’ that she has no need to
fear, because his greeting to her is formulated the way it is (‘rejoice! eminently
favoured one: the Lord is with you’; 1:28c—e) due to the fact that she has ‘found
favour with God’ (1:30d). The semantic link between ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting
in his first direct speech and the clause of reason in his second direct speech
via the verbal root yoprtow (to eminently favour),* lends weight to the clause
of reason indeed providing the information with which ‘Mariam’ can answer
her question (1:29c). However, nowhere does the TIA divulge whether ‘Mariam’

479 Although they are not his answer to ‘Mariam’s’ question (reported by the TIA as indirect open question
1:29¢), ‘the Messenger’s’ words in clause of reason 1:30d, can be interpreted by both ‘Mariam’ and the TIR as
epexegetical of ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e), especially of keyaprrapévn (emi-
nently favoured one; 1:28d). Cf. footnote 462.

480 See footnote 467.
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considers this to be in fact so. The TIR, who in various ways has been invited by
the TIA to reflect upon ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting to ‘Mariam’ (see paragraph
5.7), can himself use the information provided in clause of reason 1:30d (‘you
have found favour with God’) to form his own opinion as to whether her ques-
tion (and his) has been answered.

As already noted above, the start of the second text-unit of ‘the Messenger’s’
second direct speech is marked by the Aufmerksamkeitserreger ido0 (behold!;
1:31a). Just like the negative imperative ‘do not fear’ (1:30b), found at the start
of the first text-unit of this same direct speech, draws both ‘Mariam’s’ and the
TIR’s attention to ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting, this second imperative also func-
tions, from a communicative point of view, in drawing the attention of the ad-
dressee ‘Mariam’ (and of the TIR) to ‘the Messenger’s’ immediately following
words (1:31b—d).#*' These three clauses can, thus, be considered as lying at the
heart of his message. Step by step, they climactically introduce a new character
in the research-text, concluding with his name ‘Iesous’.

1. Clause 1:31b starts with a reference to the addressee (‘Mariam’), but only
by using a second person singular verbal form and not using a personal
pronoun, let alone her name. ‘The Messenger’ thereby starts the heart
of his message by now ‘playing down’ the character ‘Mariam’. She ‘will
conceive’, alluding to her carrying a child, although the child is not ex-
plicitly mentioned as such.

2. The same clause 1.31b then zooms in to the location where the conceived
child is to be found, by using the locational phrase ‘in the belly’. This lo-
cational phrase is, from a semantic perspective superfluous (where else
would a woman conceive a child?), and is employed to gradually shift the
focus onto the child, without actually mentioning it.

3. Clause 1:31¢, still using a second person singular verbal form, commu-
nicates that ‘you will give birth to a son’, now indeed explicitly mention-
ing the child, while specifying its male gender.

481 Cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 74, regarding clause 1:31a: ‘Ko idov ist Signal des begin-
nenden, hier prophetisch vorausgesehenen Geschehens. Empfingnis, Geburt und Namengebung sind die
menschliche Entsprechung der géttlichen Absicht.”
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4. Clause 1:31d, still using a second person singular verbal form, commu-
nicates that the addressee will name her son ‘Iésous’.+®

These three clauses each mention one of the three biblical stages involved in
bearing a child: conception (1:31b), bearing (1:31c), and naming (1:31d).#s Al-
though in New Testament times, it is the father who traditionally names the
child,#+ ‘the Messenger’ informs the mother ‘Mariam’ that it is she who will
name her son.*s In fact, the research-text does not exactly state who actually
names ‘Iesous’ during his circumcision eight days after his birth. Clauses 2:21c—
e read xai £kKA0N 10 Svopo anvtod Incodg T KOV vId Tod dyyéhov mPd oD
LA uEBTivar avTov &v Tij kotkia (his name was called Iesous, which it was called by
the Messenger before he was conceived in the womb). The passive voice of the verbal
form éxhq0n (was called; 2:21¢) can be interpreted as a divine passive (supported
by its subject being ‘the Messenger (of the Lord)’), by which ‘God” would here
be the subject of the action of ‘calling’ the child’s name.** The child’s familial
titles ‘son of the Highest’ (1:32b)*” and ‘son of God’ (1:35¢)#® indeed both imply
that ‘God’ is the child’s father who, as father, would traditionally be the one to
give the child its name. Whatever the case may be, the TIA avoids connecting
the character ‘Ioséph’ to the naming of ‘Iésous’.+*

482 See for the meaning of the name ‘Iésous’ e.g. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 347: ‘The name Iesous is a
Greek form of the late development of the Hebrew name for Joshua. In Hebrew the latter is Yehéstia“ (Josh 1:1),
a theophoric name, the first element of which is a form of Yahii (=Yahweh) and the last the impv. of sw’, “help.”
The name would mean, “Yahweh, help!”, expressing the cry of the mother in childbirth. In time Yehésiia‘ was
contracted to Y6siia‘ and then to Yestia“ (e.g. Ezra 2:6), transcribed in the LXX as Iesous. But because the name
Yesiia‘ sounds like yehsii‘ah, which is from a different root ys‘, and means “salvation”, Jesus’ name came to be
popularly understood as a form of ys*, “save.” It is this popular etymology to which Matt 1:21 alludes. But the
real root of the name of Jesus(Joshua is Sw’, “help.” Cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 130-131.

483 Regarding the three stages (conception, bearing, and naming) surrounding pregnancy and birth in the
biblical tradition, see footnote 124.

484 Cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 369: ‘In patriarchal times the child could be named by either father or
mother (...), but in NT times it is generally thought that naming was the right of the father.”

485 See Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 289, who notes: (...) there are many OT antecedents for the naming of
children by divinely favored women, e.g., Hagar (Gen 16:11), Leah (Gen 30:13), the mother of Samson (Judg
13:24), and the mother of Samuel (1 Sam 1:20).” See also footnote 125.

486 Seeregarding the further use of the divine passive in the research-text, footnote 292, footnote 316, foot-
note 414, and footnote 432.

487 For vidg byiotov (son of the Highest; 1:32b), see Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 89: ‘According to the angel’s words,
Jesus will be “Son of the Most High,” a designation synonymous with “Son of God” (see the parallel - vv 32, 35).”

488 See for eleven points that can help illuminate the meaning of ‘son of God’ (1:35¢), Kilgallen, “The Concep-
tion of Jesus (Luke 1:35)” (1997).

489 In contrast, Matthew (1:21, 25) goes to great measures to emphasise the character I6séph’ as naming the
character ‘Iesous’. See for the same view also Van Wieringen, “The Immanu-El in Isaiah and Matthew”
(2023), 20, footnote 39: ‘While Matthew puts all emphasis on Joseph giving the name, Luke puts all empha-
sis on the fact that Joseph does not give the name.’
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The TIR, who with the reintroduction of ‘the Messenger Gabriél’ in 1:26a-27d,
is reminded of ‘the Messenger’s’ message to ‘Zacharias’ (1:13b-17d) about ‘Elis-
abet’ conceiving and bearing a son, and “Zacharias’ naming him, has had time
to deliberate on whether ‘the Messenger’s’ second appearance could mean a
new message — perhaps also about conceiving a child -, this time to ‘Mariany’.
The TIR’s speculations are now indeed confirmed by ‘the Messenger’ in clauses
1:31b—d, boosting the TIR’s confidence and whetting his appetite to find out
how this new message will be implemented. For, he has also heard that ‘Mari-
am’ is not yet married, but is ‘a virgin’ (1:27a=262’, 27d), who is ‘betrothed to a
man’ (1:27b).

After clauses 1:31b—31d have gradually introduced the child to be born, ‘the Mes-
senger’ then fully focusses upon the new character ‘Iésous’. Clauses 1:32a-33b,
therefore, no longer use the second person singular verbal form, addressing
‘Mariam’. These five clauses, making up the remainder of ‘the Messenger’s’ sec-
ond direct speech, immediately start with the masculine demonstrative pro-
noun ovtog (he; 1:32a), and then consistently use third person singular verbal
forms together with third person pronouns, referring to ‘lesous’ as being ‘great’
(1:32a), as being called ‘son of the Highest’ (1:32b), as receiving from ‘the Lord
God’ ‘the throne of his father Dauid’ (1:32c), as being ‘king over the House of
Jakob’ (1:33a), and finally, the last clause 1:33b states that there will be ‘no end’ to
‘his kingdom’. Much is said here about the new character ‘lesous’. From a com-
municative perspective, the use by ‘the Messenger’ of two expressions contain-
ing familial nouns, vidg vyictov (son of the Highest; 1:32b) and Aawid 100 motpog
a0tod (of his father Dauid; 1:32¢), is interesting. ‘Mariam’ and the TIR know that
she is betrothed to ‘Ioseph’ (1:27b—c), while she has just been told that she will
conceive, bear, and name a son. It seems obvious that her betrothed, ‘Ioséph’
will, once he has married her, beget and be the father of the promised child.«°
However, immediately after the central part of the message (1:31b-31d), ‘Mari-
am’ confusingly hears that her son ‘Iesous’ will be called ‘son of the Highest’,
implying that ‘God’ will beget the child, and be the child’s father. Furthermore,

490 Cf.Lincoln, “A Case of Double Paternity?” (2013), 643, where he refers to ‘Mariam’ as ‘She’: ‘She is betrothed
to Joseph (1:27) and therefore should be expected to think that, although they have not been intimate yet,
that will occur and the child who is to be the Davidic king will be the fruit of their future union.’; Green,
Gospel of Luke (1997), 89, where he refers to ‘Mariam’ as ‘a betrothed virgin’: ‘What is more natural than for a
betrothed virgin to expect to conceive and bear a child in the near future?’
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she also hears that the child’s father is Dauid. The TIR is barely given time to re-
flect on matters before ‘Mariam’ indeed asks for clarification of matters: ‘How
will this be?’ (1:34b), her first words in the research-text.

5.11 Direct open question 1:3gb-c: ‘Mariam’s’ first words

‘Mariam, at least from her position as being betrothed to ‘Ioséph (1:27b—c), has
been confronted with confusing information from ‘the Messenger’ in his sec-
ond direct speech to her (1:30b-33b). She now speaks for the first time, asking
‘the Messenger’ an open question in the hope of receiving extra information in
order to clear things up. Her question is found in the first clause (1:34b) of her
first direct speech to ‘the Messenger’ (1:34b—c). This entire direct speech is made
up of two clauses: the question proper (the interrogative clause 1:34b), followed
by a clause of reason (1:34¢). ‘Mariam’s question follows immediately upon ‘the
Messenger’s’ second direct speech to her (1:30b-33b), with the TIA making only
a brief return to the narrative world in order to supply the TIR with information
regarding the speaker, the addressee and the verbal action: ginev & Mopiip mpog
oV &yyehov (then Mariam said to the Messenger: 1:34a).%* The speaker of the verbum
dicendi einev (she said; 1:34a) is introduced as ‘Marian?, and her addressee is re-
ferred to as ‘the Messenger’. The use of the proper noun Mopiy (Mariam, 1:34a)
accentuates ‘Mariam’ as speaker, as well as her first words. The renominalisation
of her addressee as ‘the Messenger’ immediately after his second direct speech
to her, again accentuates his role as being a messenger, marking his second di-
rect speech as being a message. His second direct speech (1:30b-33b) is, in fact,
framed as a message by the narrative world surrounding it (1:30a; 1:34a), namely
through first using the noun ‘the Messenger’ for the speaker in its own narrative
introduction (see paragraph 5.8), and secondly for the addressee in the narrative
introduction to ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech immediately responding to it. ‘Mari-
am’s’ question is clearly a reaction to ‘the Messenger’s’ message.

491 See for the use of 82 (then; 1:34a) in the narrative introduction to ‘Mariam’s’ first direct speech, Culy, Par-
sons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 32: ‘32. Although the context is analogous, Mary’s question is
introduced with 8¢, while Zechariah’s (v. 18) is introduced with kai. The choice of conjunction suggests
that Mary’s question is a significant development in the narrative, precipitating the important declaration
by the angel in verse 35, while Zechariah’s question does not contribute to the advancement of the primary
storyline. In other words, the choice of conjunctions reflects the fact that Mary should have asked her
question, while Zechariah should not have done so.”
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The syntax of ‘Mariam’s’ first direct speech (1:34b—c) is described in detail in
paragraph 5.1: clause 1:34b, ndg £otat Todto (how will this be?), is an interroga-

tive clause. Positioned immediately before the statement &oton Tobto (this will

be), it converts it into a question: ‘How will this be?’ This question is followed

by a clause of reason (1:34¢), linked to the question proper by énei (since). In full,

‘Mariam’s’ first direct speech reads: nidg £otot 10070, &mel Gvdpa 00 yvdoKm;*>

(how will this be, since a man I do not know?; 1:33b—c).

‘Mariam’ is given a lot of information in ‘the Messenger’s’ second direct speech
(see paragraph 5.10). The following points can be made regarding ‘Mariam’s’
reaction (1:34b—c) to all this information:

1. Firstly, it should again be noted that ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question with
its clause of reason (1:3¢b—c) constitute her first words in the research-text.
Up until now ‘Mariam’ has played a silent role in the narrative. Although
her (unspoken) reactions to ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting indeed mark her
first real actions (1:29a—c), now in speaking, she for the first time becomes
an explicitly communicating character in the narrative.*+

2. ‘Mariam’s’ reaction (1:3¢4b—c) to ‘the Messenger’s’ message (1:30b-33b)
communicates with an addressee (‘the Messenger’). In contrast, ‘Mari-

492

493

See for my translation of 00 ywdoko (I do not know; 1:34¢), Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains
(1996), Domain 23.61: “ywvédoko (a figurative extension of meaning of yvdoke ‘to know;’ [...]); suvépyopon (a
figurative extension of meaning of cuvépyopat ‘to come together,’ [...])— ‘to have sexual intercourse with.’
YWVOOK®: TdG EoTal T00T0, £nel Gvpa o0 yvdok; how can this happen, for I have not had sexual
intercourse with aman?’ Lk 1:34

GuVEPYOMaL: TPV T GuVEABETV 0vToDG EDPEDN &v YaoTpi Exovoa ‘before they had sexual intercourse, she was
found to be pregnant’ Mt 1:18.

In almost all languages there are euphemistic ways of speaking about sexual intercourse, and the use of
ywooko and cuvépyopon is illustrative of this in the Greek NT. It is possible to translate ywooko in Lk 1:34
as simply ‘for I am not married to a man,” and likewise, cuvépyopon in Mt 1:18 may be rendered as ‘before
they were married.” Cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 76, regarding 1:34¢: ‘Dall yvdoke
semitisch die intime Ehebeziehung bezeichnet, bezweifelt niemand.’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX
(1981), 348, regarding 1:34¢: ‘since I have no relations with a man. Lit. “since I do not know a man (or a husband
[Greek andra, not anthropon]).” The verb gindskein is used euphemistically of marital relations, a usage

well attested in Hellenistic Greek and in the LXX (e.g. Judg 11:39; 21:12; Gen 19:8); cf. Matt 1:25. Mary’s words
explain the description of her in 1:27.” The character ‘Zacharias’ uses the same verb ywdoko in his direct
open question (1:18b) to ‘the Messenger’, however in the sense of ‘having information’; cf. Louw and Nida,
Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 28.1: ‘yvdokw; 0100; yvepilw; yvdotg, og f: to possess
information about—to know; to know about, to have knowledge of, to be acquainted with, acquaintance.”
For discussions regarding ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question and its clause of reason (1:34b—c), see e.g. Estes,
Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 182-183; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 298-309; Fitzmyer, According to Luke
I-IX (1981), 348-350; Gewiess, “Die Marienfrage Lk 1:34” (1961).

494 For the importance of the first words spoken by a character see footnote 293.
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am’s’ unspoken reaction ‘to ‘the Messenger’s’ earlier greeting in 1:28c-e,
did not explicitly communicate with ‘the Messenger’, or for that matter,
with any other addressee (than herself). In other words: ‘Mariam’s’ re-
action to ‘the Messenger’s’ message now initiates a new turn in what has,
up until now, been one-way communication (in two direct speeches)
from ‘the Messenger’ to ‘Mariam’. In fact, her reaction, being exactly a
question and not a statement, invites a further response by ‘the Messen-
ger’. ‘Mariam’s’ question can, therefore, be characterised as promoting
and prolonging the communication between both characters.#s

3. ‘Mariam’s direct open question (1:34b—c) articulates the same question
that the TIR is also left with after being confronted with the informa-
tion contained in ‘the Messenger’s’ message to ‘Mariam’ (1:30b-33b). Her
question also offers the TIR a short pause in the flow of information be-
ing communicated by ‘the Messenger’.+¢

4. ‘The Messenger’s’ greeting (1:28c—¢) and his message (1:30b-33b) are inter-
rupted by ‘Mariam’s’ being ‘extremely troubled’ and by her ‘pondering’
on the meaning of his greeting. This narrative break offers the TIR the
opportunity to reflect upon ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting (see paragraph
5.4). However, the continuation of the communication between ‘the
Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’ — his message (1:30b-33b), followed by her
question (1:334b—c) — are not interrupted by any narrative action, except
for the brief introduction to ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech. Indeed, after ‘the
Messenger’” has rounded off his message in 1:33b, ‘Mariam’ immediately
poses her question. This immediacy leaves the TIR no real opportuni-
ty (besides the short pause offered by her question itself) to digest the
great amount of information ‘the Messenger’ has just supplied in his
message. The TIR is, thus, ushered along by ‘Mariam’s’ immediate re-
action (with her question) and his attention is, thereby, diverted away

495 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 332, where he discusses the function of questions in narrative dia-
logue: ‘Thus, questions in narrative dialogue will greatly contribute to the flow of information - not only
between characters, but also between the narrator and the reader.’ See also footnote 68, where I cite Estes,
Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 289.

496 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 332: ‘When a reader reads statement after statement, their attention
drops as the monotony begins to inhibit the flow of information. In contrast, when the text regularly
prompts the reader to answer questions (even if the questions are intended for the characters), it wakes
the reader and improves their understanding of what they are reading.’

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 225



from what he has just heard about the new character ‘I€sous’ and is fo-
cussed upon what ‘Mariam’ wants to know and why. ‘Mariam’s’ immedi-
ate reaction has consequences for the TIR: it is she who remains in his
focus, and it is she who sets the agenda regarding the further commu-
nicative development.

‘Mariam’s’ question only pertains to a small part of the large amount of
information she has been given by ‘the Messenger’ in 1:30b—33b. The de-
monstrative pronoun tobto (this; 1:34b) contained in her question ‘how
will this be?’ is narrowed down through her use of a connected clause
of reason ‘since a man I do not know’ (1:34¢). By posing a question con-
cerning ‘knowing’ a man, ‘Mariam’ asks for information regarding one
single aspect of ‘the Messenger’s’ message, namely about her conceiv-
ing in the belly.*” The various elements of ‘the Messenger’s’ message
given in clauses 1:31c-33b, however, do not assume her ‘knowing’ a man.
It is only the information given in the first clause 1:31b that does do so:
‘you will conceive in the belly’. ‘Mariam’s’ conceiving in the belly (1:31b)
will of course, over time, lead on to the information communicated in
1:31¢-33b, but it is only her ‘conceiving’ that requires ‘knowing’ a man.
By posing her question ‘how will this be’ in connection with the clause
of reason, she, therefore, asks ‘the Messenger’ how she, not ‘knowing’
a man, will all the same ‘conceive’. ‘Mariam’s’ (indirect) specification of
‘this’ as referring to her conceiving in the belly, through her addition
of the clause of reason ‘since a man I do not know’, is important for her
addressee ‘the Messenger’ because it enables him to give her the cor-
rect information she requires. Regarding the TIR, ‘Mariam’s’ use of this
clause of reason confirms the information already given to him twice by
the TIA in his narrative introduction to text-unit 1:26a-38d, namely that
‘Mariam’ is a ‘virgin’ (1:27a=26a’, 27d) i.e., having no sexual relations with
a man.*® This confirmation of matters reaffirms the TIR’s confidence in
veracity of the TIA’s information.

497 The information given to ‘Mariam’ by ‘the Messenger’ cuAAuyn v yaotpi (you will conceive in the belly;
1:31b) supposes sexual intercourse between her and a man: it supposes her ‘knowing’ a man; cf. footnote
492 for the figurative extension of the meaning of ywdoka (to know) as ‘to have sexual intercourse with'.

498 See regarding napbévog (virgin) as conveying the meaning of having had no sexual relations with a man,
footnote 422, where I refer to Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 86; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989),
72-73; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 343.

226

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



6. Ihavepointed outthat ‘the Messenger’s’second direct speech (1:30b—33b)
initially gradually builds up to the new character ‘Iésous’, and then re-
mains focussed on him (see paragraph 5.10). However, ‘Mariam’s’ reac-
tion to ‘the Messenger’ does not at all refer to what he has just told her
about ‘Iesous’, but is rather focussed upon her how she herself will con-
ceive.#”

7. ‘Mariam’s’ question (1:34b—c), asking how she will conceive, does not in
fact ask who will beget (be the father of ) the child she is to conceive. Her
question as to how she will conceive is quite understandable from the
fact that she does not ‘know’ a man. Although the question as to ‘who
will beget?” her child is never asked, there are indeed two reasons for
‘Mariam’ to pose it.

* Firstly, ‘the Messenger’s’ message, in communicating that ‘Iesous’
will be called ‘son of the Highest’ (implying ‘God’ being his father),5*°
and that ‘Tésous’ will receive the throne of ‘his father Dauid’,** seems
to be at odds with her being betrothed to ‘Ioseph’ (betrothal imply-
ing future sexual relations with him and, therefore, ‘Ioseph’ being
the father of her first child). Even if ‘Mariam’ understands ‘his father
Dauid’ (1:32¢) as referring to her conceiving a child by ‘I6séph’, who is
of the ‘House of Dauid’ (1:27b’),5 she is still left with the information
that her child will be called ‘son of the Highest’ (implying ‘God’ being
her son’s father).

499 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 182, where he refers to ‘the Messenger’s’ second direct speech
(1:30b-33b) as ‘this weighty pronouncement’: ‘Upon hearing this weighty pronouncement, Mary raises a
practical question: “How will this be, since I am a virgin?” Mary’s question turns the dialogue away from
the epic toward the need for a simple explanation to a complex question.’ Pace Fitzmyer, According to Luke
I-IX (1981), 335, who refers to ‘Mariam’s’ question (1:34b-c) as ‘Mary’s objection’.

500 See for vidg VyioTov (son of the Highest; 1:32b) and vidg 6cod (son of God; 1:35€), footnote 487, and footnote 488.

501 Inreferring to Mariam’s’ child as receiving tov 6povov Aowid 10d natpog avtod (the throne of his father Dauid;
1:32¢), ‘the Messenger’ implies that her child will receive the messianic title ‘son of Dauid’. Cf. Fitzmyer,
According to Luke I-IX (1981), 338: ‘In the two-stage declaration made to Mary, Jesus and his future role are
set forth. In the first stage (vv. 32-33) his extraordinary character is set forth in terms of his Davidic and
messianic role with clear allusions to the dynastic oracle of Nathan in 2 Samuel 7.’ See also Nolland, Luke:
1-9:20 (1989), 52, where he remarks: ‘In vv 32-33 there is a strong affirmation of Davidic messianism, an
affirmation which Luke sustains consistently (cf. Acts 1:6) despite the fact that he understands the ful-
fillment in terms that transcend traditional Jewish messianism (cf. Luke 19:14, 27, 38; 23:2, 3, 37-38; Acts
2:30-365 13:34-37).

502 See for £ otkov Aawid (from the House of Dauid; 1:27b%) and the familial origins of ‘I6séph’, footnote 421.

-
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* Secondly, ‘the Messenger’s’ message contains an internal contra-
diction, implying that both ‘God’ as well as Dauid** (or via Dauid,
‘Ioséph’) will be the child’s father. However, ‘Mariam’ (as well as the
TIR) can also opt to take ‘the Messenger’s’ message at face value and
understand the child as simultaneously being ‘son of the Highest’
(1:32b) and having a ‘father Dauid’ (1:32¢).5%

Despite these two reasons for warranting a clarification of matters as
to who exactly will be the father of her son, ‘Mariam’ does not ask who
will beget her child.s> The TIR is, of course, also confronted with the
question as to who will be the father of ‘Mariam’s’ son. The TIR is ad-
ditionally confronted by a further question: why does ‘Mariam’ indeed
not ask ‘the Messenger’ who will be the father of her son? The ambiguity
regarding the child’s father here, prepares the TIR for main text-unit
2:41-2:52b, where once again the identity of ‘Iésous” father is at issue.

Finally, there are similarities as well as differences between ‘Mariam’s’
first direct speech containing her question (1:33¢b-c) and ‘Zacharias”
first direct speech containing his question (1:18b-d).5* The TIA, there-
by, invites the TIR to compare ‘Zacharias” and ‘Mariam’s’ reactions (and
questions) to ‘the Messenger’s’ message.

* Both “Zacharias” and ‘Mariam’s’ first direct speeches are a reaction
to a message by ‘the Messenger’ that opens with three syntactically
similar clauses, namely the negative imperative ‘do not fear’ + a voc-
ative proper name (‘Zacharias’ or ‘Marian’) + a clause of reason (see
paragraph 5.9). Both these messages by ‘the Messenger’ concern the
birth (conception, giving birth, and naming) of a first child, a son,

503 Because Aawid (Dauid; 1:32¢) is not a character (a participant in the verbal or non-verbal communication on
the textual stage), I do not bracket Dauid between single apostrophes; cf. paragraph 1.3.4, and footnote 74.

504 Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 339, where he refers to ‘Mariam’s’ child as ‘he’: ‘If he is the Davidic
Messiah (as vv. 32-33 seem to suggest), he is not simply “Son of God” in a messianic sense. That is the point
of the second stage of the angel’s announcement: he is not only the Davidic Messiah, he is also God’s Son.”

505 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 89, where he refers to ‘Mariam’ as ‘her’ and ‘she’: ‘What her question does
not account for fully, however, is the information that she was betrothed to Joseph. As such, and since
Joseph is “of the house of David,” it might have been evident how she would conceive and bear a son of
David to whom God could give the throne.’

506 See for a comparison of ‘Zacharias” first direct speech (1:18b-d) and ‘Mariam’s’ first direct speech (1:34b-c),
Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 82-8s.
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to the addressee, and give further information about who this son
will grow up to be. However, the implicit presence of the father of
‘Mariam’s’ son in ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech to ‘Mariam’ con-
trasts with the explicit role of the mother of ‘Zacharias” son in ‘the
Messenger’s’ direct speech to ‘Zacharias’.

* Despite receiving a great deal of information about their respective
sons to be born (‘Ioannés’ and ‘Iesous’), both ‘Zacharias’ and ‘Mari-
am’ focus on themselves in their reaction to ‘the Messenger’, using
first person singulars: ‘for I, I am an old man’; ‘since a man I do not
know’. Their sons to be are not mentioned by them in their reaction.

* The reactions by ‘Zacharias’ and ‘Mariam’ to ‘the Messenger’s’ mes-
sage both start with an interrogative clause, followed by a clause
of reason: both ‘Zacharias” and ‘Mariam’s’ first words in the re-
search-text are, therefore, a question. Their question and the reason
they give for it, together constitute their entire first direct speech.

* The clause of reason used by ‘Zacharias’ is not sufficiently exact to
clarify what he is referring to with his question ‘by what shall I know
this?’, resulting in a temporary information discrepancy for the TIR
(see paragraph 4.7). In contrast, the clause of reason used by ‘Mari-
am’ does clarify exactly what she is referring to with her question

‘how shall this be?’.

* While ‘Zacharias’ asks for confirmation about part of the message he
has received (‘your prayer has been heard’), ‘Mariam asks about the
implementation of part of the message she has received (‘you will con-
ceive in the belly’).57

The TIR’s comparison of ‘Zacharias” first direct speech (1:18b-d) and ‘Mariam’s’

507 For how ‘Zacharias” question asks for confirmation, while ‘Mariam’s’ question asks for implementation, see
Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 32: ‘Tldg £otat todto. Zechariah questions the veracity
of the angel’s announcement (Katé i yvooopat todo, v. 18); Mary merely asks how the announcement will
come about.’; Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 182: ‘Mary does not actually ask how this is possible but
how this will proceed.’
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first direct speech (1:334b—c) leads to three considerations regarding what he
can expect in the unfolding narrative:

1. The similarities between the two messages and the reactions by the two
addressees to them can lead the TIR to entertain certain expectations
as to ‘the Messenger’s’ reaction to ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question: will
‘Mariam’, just like ‘Zacharias’, perhaps now also be temporarily struck
mute?

2. The TIR can consider whether the two differences between the two reac-
tions will perhaps lead to a different reaction to ‘Mariam’s’ question by
‘the Messenger’.

3. The TIR can ask himself whether the two messages are connected in
any way besides being communicated by the same ‘Messenger’. Will a
connection between the two messages be revealed in ‘the Messenger’s’
response to ‘Mariam’s’ question?

In contrast to the TIR, the character ‘Mariam’ can, of course, not compare ‘the
Messenger’s’ message and her own reaction to the earlier communication be-
tween ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Zacharias’. Although both communications take
place at the level of the characters, they take place at different times (six months
separating them) and at different locations (in the temple in Jerusalem, and in
Nazareth). Besides this, ‘Mariam’ is not informed by ‘the Messenger’ about his
earlier communication with ‘Zacharias’.

After posing her question, the character ‘Mariam’ and the TIR both expect a
response from ‘the Messenger’.5>* How will he answer her request for informa-
tion as to how she will conceive in the belly since she does not know a man?
The TIR, through his comparison with ‘the Messenger’s’ earlier communica-
tion with ‘Zacharias’, is additionally interested to see whether ‘Mariam’ will be
struck mute, and whether there is a connection between ‘the Messenger’s’ mes-
sages to ‘Zacharias’ and ‘Mariam’.

508 Regarding the objective of ‘Mariam’s’ question (1:34b—c), see Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 182: ‘Mary’s
goal is to elicit whatever information she can of a practical nature. Any information that the angel would
be willing to provide would be well received by Mary.’
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5.12 Clauses 1:35¢-37: ‘the Messenger’s’ third direct speech to
‘Mariam’

‘The Messenger’s’ third direct speech to ‘Mariam’ is found in clauses 1:35¢-37.
It is introduced by clauses 1:35a-b, reading koi dmoxpifei 6 dyyehog einev o0t
(and answering, the Messenger said to her).>® The speaker is here again renomi-
nalised as ‘the Messenger’, accentuating his function as a messenger. His ad-
dressee (= ‘Mariany’) is only referred to using a feminine pronoun. It is note-
worthy that the verbum dicendi cinev is preceded and qualified by the participle
amokpeig (answering), describing ‘the Messenger’s’ imminent words as an
answer and, therefore, confirming ‘Mariam’s’ immediately preceding direct
speech (1:34b—c) as indeed containing a question (see also paragraph 3.3.3).

‘The Messenger’s’ direct speech is rounded off by a clause of reason (1:37), per-
taining to the rest of the direct speech (1:35c-36d), which itself is divided into two
text-units (1:35c—e; 1:36a—d) by the Aufmerksamkeitserreger i3o0 (behold!; 1:36a).

The first part of ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech describes ‘Mariam’ as the in-
direct objects° of future action by nvedpa @yov (holy spirit; 1:35¢) and SHvapug
vyiotov (power of the Highest; 1:35d).5 Clause of result 1:35e, introduced by 810
Kkoi (and therefore; 1:35€),5 explains that it is the qualification of ‘spirit’ as ‘holy’
and ‘power’ as connected to ‘the Highest’ that will lead 0 yevvdpevov (the one

509 See for the communicative consequences of the two verba dicendi in 1:35a-b, footnote 45, footnote 311, and
footnote 312, where I quote Runge, Discourse Grammar (2011), 114-129.

510 For ‘Mariam’ as the object of the agency of both nvedpa 8yiov (holy spirit; 1:35¢) and Sovapug dyictov (power
of the Highest; 1:35d), see Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 312: ‘But the way these ideas are combined in
1:35 takes us out of the realm of Jewish expectation of the Messiah into the realm of early Christianity. The
action of the Holy Spirit and the power of the Most High come not upon the Davidic king but upon his
mother.’

51 Being Hebraisms, the constructions nvedpa éywov (holy spirit; 1:35¢) and dvvapug dyictov (power of the Highest;
1:35d) can be translated as ‘the holy spirit’ and ‘the power of the Highest’; cf. for the Hebrew construction
with its nomen rectum and nomen regens, paragraph 2.2.8. See also Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 289, re-
garding nvedpa dywov (1:35¢): ‘The Holy Spirit. This expression is anarthrous as it was in the Matthean annun-
ciation (1:18)." L have, however, opted to omit the article in my working-translation (see the Appendix).

512 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 33: ‘310. The inferential conjunction is an emphatic
marker usually denoting that the inference is self-evident (...).” See also e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 291: ‘Therefore. Of the nine times dio kai occurs in the NT, three are in Luke/Acts. It involves a cer-
tain causality; (...).; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 55: “The 810 kai, “therefore,” spans more than one logical
step, and the text does not allow us to give it a precisely determined sense. The use of kin6foeron (“will
be called”; cf. at v 32) suggests a reading of 510 kai along the lines “from what God here begins will flow
consequences leading to ...” rather than as the “therefore” of a strictly logical inference.’
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born; 1:35¢) to be called &ywov (holy; 1:35¢)+ and viog Heod (son of God; 1:35€).
Therefore, strictly speaking, it is only clauses 1:35c—d that form the answer to
‘Mariam’s’ question as to how she will conceive a son seeing that she has no
sexual relations with a man. She will apparently conceive through ‘holy spirit’
actively coming upon her and ‘the power of the Highest’ actively overshadow-
ing her.ss The initiative here lies with ‘the spirit’ and ‘the Highest’; ‘Mariam’ has
no agency.”

The clause of result 1:35e offers ‘Mariam’ extra unasked for information by ‘the
Messenger’. He communicates that ‘Mariam’s’ son will be called ‘holy’ and ‘son
of God’. From a communicative perspective, this surplus information is im-
portant in two ways:

1. It consolidates previous information supplied to ‘Mariam’:

* It confirms in different and clear terms, by employing the title ‘son
of God’, what ‘Mariam’ has already heard in ‘the Messenger’s’ second
direct speech to her, where he tells her that the son that she will
give birth to will be called viog vyiotov (son of the Highest; 1:32b). The
‘power of the Highest’ (1:35d) causes ‘Mariam’ to bear the ‘son of the
Highest’.

e It reaffirms that the action described in 1:35¢-d will indeed lead to
the conception and birth described in 1:31c-d (‘you will conceive in
the belly and you will give birth to a sor).

513 Regarding the translation of the determined participle 10 yevvdpevov (the one born; 1:35€), see e.g. Brown,
Birth of the Messiah (1993), 291; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 351.

514 For &ytov (holy; 1:35€), see Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 351: ‘holy. The function of the adj. hagion
is not easily determined. I have taken it as the predicate of a verbless clause preceding the naming clause,
“will be holy; he will be called Son of God.” But it could also be rendered, “will be called holy, Son of God”
(as predicate of the verb kléthésetai), or even substantivally, “the Holy One to be born will be called Son of
God” (as the subj. of the verb kléthésetai).” Cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 76-77.

515 For the verbal forms énehevoeton (he will come upon; 1:35¢) and émiokidoet (he will overshadow; 1:35d), see Nol-
land, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 54, where he suggests that, influenced by the Septuagint, the verbs respectively
refer to the ‘eschatological coming of the Spirit that will cause the wilderness to become a fruitful field” (cf.
Isaiah 32:15), and associate Mary’s experience with ‘the dramatic way in which God’s glory and the cloud
marking his presence came down upon the completed tabernacle’ (cf. Exodus 40:35). Nolland also argues
that neither verb ‘has ever been used in relation to sexual activity or even more broadly in connection with
the conception of a child (...).” Cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 76; Fitzmyer, According to
Luke I-IX (1981), 351.

516 Cf. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 56: ‘The emphasis of the text is on the total initiative of God (...).
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2. Secondly, this extra information explaining that ‘Mariam’s’ son will be
called ‘holy’ and ‘son of God’ refocuses ‘Mariam’s’ attention (as well as
that of the TIR) back onto the son she will conceive and give birth to.

‘The Messenger’s’ third direct speech continues in text-unit 1:36a-d, which

starts with the Aufmerksamkeitserreger 500 (behold!; 1:36a), drawing ‘Mari-

am’s’ attention to the words to come. These buttress ‘the Messenger’s’ mes-

sage about how ‘Mariam’ will conceive and give birth to a son. “The Messen-

ger’, namely, offers the example of ‘Elisabet’, who has conceived a son in her

‘old age’ (1:36b) and who is now in her sixth month: 'Ehodpet 1 cvyyevig cov

Kol aOTH ovveiAneev VIOV v YMpel adTic Kol 0VTO¢ PNV £KToC £6TIV OVTH TH

kohovpévn oteipq (Elisabet your relative, also she has conceived a son in her old age
and this month is the sixth for her, who is called barren; 1:36b—d).5” The TIR can
make note of the following:

1. ‘The Messenger’ describes the character ‘Elisabet’ as being ‘Mariam’s’
relative (1| cuyyevig cov your relative; 1:36b). This is new information for
the TIR. The parallels the TIR has already drawn regarding the commu-
nication between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Zacharias’ and the communica-
tion between the same ‘Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’ (see paragraph 5.11) are
herewith further strengthened:s® apparently ‘the Messenger’s’ two ad-
dressees both belong to the same family.

2. This new information also prepares the TIR for ‘Mariam’s’ visit to ‘Elis-
abet’, and for the communication between the two women (1:39a-56b).
‘Mariam’, therefore, does not travel to ‘Elisabet’ as a mere stranger or
acquaintance, but as a family member.5

517

518

519

The layout of NA28 suggests that clauses 1:36a-d are not part of ‘the Messenger’s’ third direct speech
(1:35¢-37), but rather belong to the narrative world of the research-text. Cf. Aland, et al., Novum Testamen-
tum Graece (2013), 180. The research-text is based on the Koine Greek of NA28, including its division into
verses and its punctuation; however, I do not take into consideration the implications that the layout of
NA28 sometimes suggests (see paragraph 1.1, and footnote 16).

Cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 77: ‘Die Anndherung der Uberlieferungen bringt eine
Verwandtschaft zwischen beiden Miittern mit sich: Der Hinweis auf die “Verwandte” schldgt eine Briicke,
ohne dabei zu prézisieren.’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 352.

Besides the two narrative functions of introducing ‘Elisabet’ as a relative of ‘Mariam’ (see my points 1
and 2 here), Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 91, offers a third function: ‘The description of Elizabeth as “your
relative” serves three functions. Most obviously, it is one more way in which the stories of John and Jesus
are interwoven. Second, it serves as a bridge back to the story of Elizabeth, preparing for the encounter
between Elizabeth and Mary (vv 39-56) and John’s birth (v 57). Finally, it is a further indication of how

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 233



3. Although the TIR already knows that ‘Elisabet’ is pregnant, it is not
made clear to him whether the information offered by ‘the Messenger’
(1:36b-d) is new for ‘Mariam’.

4. ‘Elisabet’s’ ‘old age’ (1:36b) is here again referred to by ‘the Messenger’,
reconfirming the information that the TIR has already been given di-
rectly by the TIA in 1:7¢, and via “Zacharias’ in 1:18d.5*° This confirmation
advances the TIR’s confidence in the credibility and consistency of the
TIA, strengthening their communicative relationship. It also does the
same for the communicative relationship of the characters: ‘Zacharias’,
‘Mariam’, and ‘the Messenger’ all know that ‘Elisabet’ is ‘old’. The TIR
knows that all three characters are aware that ‘Elisabet’ is old.

5. ‘The Messenger’ also communicates that ‘Elisabet’ ‘is called barren’
(despite having already conceived).> ‘Elisabet’s’ pregnancy, now in its
sixth month (1:26a, 36¢) is apparently still not public knowledge, and
she is thus still called ‘barren’. ‘The Messenger’, thereby, offers ‘Mariam’
information that is not yet known by those who still call ‘Elisabet’ ‘bar-
ren’. The fact that the wider public does not yet know that ‘Elisabet’ has
conceived is also new information for the TIR.

6. ‘The Messenger’ also refers to the fact that ‘Elisabet’ is in her ‘sixth
month’ (1:36¢). The TIR can, thereby, corroborate that the temporal
phrase év 8¢ 1@ punvi 1@ &kt (in the sixth month; 1:26a) used by the TIA
in his introduction to the communication between ‘the Messenger’ and
‘Mariam’ (1:26a-38d), indeed implicitly refers to the communication be-
tween ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ and ‘Zacharias’, as well as to ‘Elisa-

520
521

carefully Luke has staged his characterization of Mary. Only at the end of this scene do we learn that she
belongs to the family of Elizabeth and may thus share her ancestral heritage; the timing of this disclosure
is significant, for the most memorable quality of Mary for Luke is her relation to God, a relationship God
initiated.’

Cf. e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 292.

For the present tense of the feminine participle katovpévy (she who is called; 1:36d), see Culy, Parsons, and
Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 35: ‘kakovpévn). Pres pass ptc fem dat sg kaléo (attributive).’ Despite the
present tense used here, some exegetes translate the participle using a past tense, without offering a reason
for doing so; cf. e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 286: ‘who was deemed barren’; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20
(1989), 40: ‘who was called barren’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 334: ‘who has been called barren’.
However, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 26, do translate the present tense of the
participle: ‘who is called barren’; cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 64, who does the same:
‘die unfruchtbar genannt wird".
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bet’s’ pregnancy, both of which are reported in main text-unit 1:5a—25c.
The TIR now knows for certain that he here, during the communica-
tion between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’, finds himself on a time-line
about half a year after the start of the TIA’s narrative.

‘The Messenger’s’ final words to ‘Mariam’ are 61t 00k Gdvvatioel mopd 100 Beod
ndv piipo (because not will be impossible for God every matter; 1:37). This clause
of reason pertains to both the first part (regarding ‘Mariam’) and the second

part (regarding ‘Elisabet’) of ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech. After explaining

to ‘Mariam’ how she will conceive without knowing a man, and stating that

‘Elisabet’ has conceived in her old age, ‘the Messenger’ turns away from the two

women and refocuses on ‘God’: nothing is impossible ‘for God’. ‘The Messen-

ger’s’ final statement indicates two things:

1.

He implicitly alludes to ‘God’s’ power: the noun &ovaypug (power; 1:35d)
is namely linked to the verb (ovx) ddvvarfioet ([not] will be impossible;
1:37).52 The use of the negative particle ook (not; 1:37) with the negative
prefix in d-8vvarrioet (im-possible; 1:37), together reading ‘not will be im-
possible’, anticipates a tentative, though unspoken, reaction of ‘impos-
sible!” by ‘Mariam’. The double negative indeed strengthens the infor-
mation that the §ovapug Oyiotov (power of the Highest; 1:35d) is capable of
v pripa (every matter; 1:37).5

‘The Messenger’ accentuates the extraordinary circumstances of ‘Elis-
abet’s’ and ‘Mariam’s’ pregnancies, again by using the verb advvatoet
(will be impossible; 1:37), however negating the action with the negative
particle ovk (not; 1:37).

522 Cf.Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 24, for 43vvatéwm, which they

translate as ‘lack strength’,

523
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‘powerless’, ‘to be unable’, ‘impossible’; 452, for Svapug, which they translate as

‘strength, power, ability’. See also footnote 313, where I refer to Winter, “Language in the Birth and Infancy
Stories of the Third Gospel” (1954), 115, who points out that ‘the Messenger’s’ name ‘contains his message’
dovapug vyiotov Emokidoet oot ((1:35d).

For 811 ovk Gdvvotroet Tapd 10D Bcod ndv Piipa (1:37), see Winter, “Language in the Birth and Infancy
Stories of the Third Gospel” (1954), 115.
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5.13 Clauses 1:38a-d: ‘Mariam’s’ second direct speech to ‘the
Messenger’

‘Mariam’ reacts to ‘the Messenger’s’ information without asking a further
question, but by making a short statement, her second direct speech to ‘the
Messenger’ (1:38b—c). ‘Mariam’s’ communication is introduced in 1:38a with the
verbum dicendi einev (she said), and she is referred to by the TIA with her proper
name ‘Mariany’. Her addressee ‘the Messenger’ is not mentioned, neither using
a noun, nor a pronoun. ‘Mariam’s’ second direct speech starts with the Auf-
merksamkeitserreger 1500 (behold!; 1:38b) marking that what she has to say is im-
portant. The first part of ‘Mariam’s’ statement consists of a clause containing
no predicate: 1| 00An kvpiov (the maidservant of the Lord; 1:38b).5* This is fol-
lowed by a clause expressing desire y&votto pot kot 0 piipé cov (may it come to
pass to me according to your utterance; 1:38c).>* The female gender of the speaker
(= ‘Mariam’), the female gender of the singular noun ‘the maidservant’ (1:38b),
and the lack of a predicate, all taken together in light of the deictic character of
the Aufmerksamkeitserreger (1:38b),** characterise clause 1:38b as a self-presen-
tation by ‘Mariam’. She manages, thereby, to present herself in a relationship
with ‘the Lord’ (as ‘the maidservant of the Lord’), without reference to her per-
son.5 In the following clause 1:38c, ‘Mariam’ gives substance to her relation-
ship with ‘the Lord’ as his maidservant. She refers to herself as the indirect
object (uot) of the verbal form yévourd (may it come to pass to me; 1:38¢), and refers
to her addressee ‘the Messenger’ with a second person singular katd o pijpé
oov (according to your utterance; 1:38c). As ‘the maidservant of the Lord’ she will
undergo what ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ (= ‘Gabriél’) has communicated to her
in 1:35¢—d (‘your utterance’). This ‘utterance’ by ‘the Messenger’ communicates
that ‘holy spirit’ will come over her, and ‘power of the Highest’ overshadow her.

524 For my translation of 800 1 500An kvpiov (1:38b), cf. e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010),
36: “I500 1 00N kvpiov. Lit. “Behold! The servant of the Lord.” See for an interpretation of {50V 1§ 500An
kopiov (1:38b) in the context of slavery and prostitution, Hoke, “Slavery, Prostitution, and Luke 1:38” (2018).

525 Regarding the use of the optative mood yévorté (may it come to pass; 1:38¢), cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 292: ‘An element of wishing is involved.’; Grosvenor and Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 172:
“yévortd aor. opt. expressing a desire’.

526 See for the deictic function of an Aufmerksamkeitserreger, paragraph 1.2.2, footnote 34.

527 Seeregarding ‘Mariam’s’ use here of | 800An (the maidservant; 1:38b) as referring to herself, Culy, Parsons,
and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 36: ‘When used for self-identification this term highlights the speak-
er’s acknowledgment of his or her humble status vis-a-vis the addressee.” For an exposition called ‘Mary
as Handmaid (1:38)’, see Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 316-319. ‘Mariam’ also refers to herself as ‘his (=
‘God’s’) maidservant’ in clause 1:48a.
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Thelack of a direct reference to ‘Mariam’ in clause 1:38b, as well as her syntactic
status as an indirect object in clause 1:38¢, are both consistent with ‘Mariam’ so
far being reactive, rather than proactive (see paragraphs s.4 and 5.9).2* In fact,
so far in the narrative ‘Mariam’ is only the subject of the passive dietapdydn
(she was extremely troubled; 1:29a), of diedoyileto (she kept pondering; 1:29b), and
of her two direct speeches (1:34b—c; 1:38b—c), all of which are reactions to ‘the
Messenger’s’ communication. ‘The Messenger’ does not reply to ‘Mariam’s’
second direct speech.

Text-unit 1:26a—-38d, containing the communication between ‘the Messenger’
and ‘Mariam’ is concluded in clause 1:38d with a return to the narrative world
after ‘Mariam’s’ second direct speech. The TIR is informed by the TIA: kai
aniiABev G’ athg O Gyyehog (and the Messenger departed from her). Once again it
is not ‘Mariamn’, but rather ‘the Messenger’ who is proactive. It is he who ends
the communication with her by departing from her (1:38d), just as it is he who

initiated the communication with her after ‘having entered (to) her’ (1:28a).5

5.14 ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech to ‘Mariam’: its introduction
and her first words

Text-unit 1:39a-56b deals with the communication between the characters
‘Mariam’ and ‘Elisabet’.s* This text-unit is one of the three ways the TIA links
the two series of text-units dealing with respectively ‘Ioannes’ and ‘Iesous’ in
order to mould the research-text into a single narrative (see paragraph 2.3, and
Scheme IV).5*

528 See Herman and Vervaeck, Handbook of Narrative Analysis (2005), 52, where they deal with ‘the two funda-
mental roles’ (active and passive) of ‘actants’.

529 Cf. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 49: ‘ciceA0mv mpdc, “going into,” is Lukan idiom (Acts 11:3; 16:40; 17:2; 28:8;
and cf. esp. 10:3) and is balanced by the anfjr0ev an” ovtiig, “he departed from her,” of v 38.”. Welzen, “Exe-
getical Analyses and Spiritual Readings of the Story of the Annunciation” (2011), 28, remarks upon a ‘chias-
tic structure’ framed by 1:28a and 1:38d: ‘It is striking that after the introduction of the acting characters in
the story (God, Gabriel and Mary), a chiastic structure follows. In this chiastic structure, God disappears as
an acting character. The extreme poles of this sandwich structure are formed by the movements of coming
in (eioehOmv in verse 28) and departing (6mfjAfev in verse 38). Within these two poles, the communication
between Gabriel and Mary takes place.”

530 Regarding the name ‘Elisabet’, see Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 258: ‘The only Elizabeth mentioned in
the OT was Elisheba, the wife of the high priest Aaron (Exod 6:23); (...)

531 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 92: ‘The scene of Mary’s visit to Elizabeth is Luke’s most obvious affir-
mation of the way the two stories of these women are intertwined within the singular story of God’s
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It starts with ‘Mariam’ for the first time in the research-text taking the initia-
tive (1:39a). Up until now, she has been reactive rather than proactive (see para-
graph 5.4, paragraph, 5.9, and paragraph 5.13). Now, however, a renominalised
‘Mariam’ is first connected to the active participle avootioa (having risen; 1:39a)
and is then consecutively the subject of three active verbs émope0én (she went;
1:39b), eiofjABev (she entered; 1:40a), and fondoato (she greeted; 1:40b). The se-
mantics of the participle ‘having risen’ marks the transition from a reactive
to a proactive ‘Mariam’.s* Her rising takes place év taig fipépaug (in these days;
1:39a), indicating that her action takes place not long after the departure of
‘the Messenger’ (1:38d).5 ‘Mariam’s’ action of ‘going’ (1:39b) after having ris-
en is petd omovdic (with haste; 1:39b), accentuating her transition to action.s
She zooms in to her destinations via first v opewnyv (the hill country; 1:39b),
here mentioned without a toponym,=° to the more specific ‘the city of Iouda’

redemption.’; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 40, where (referring to I6annés’ and ‘Iésous’ as ‘the two heroes’)
he describes text-unit 1:39a-56b as: (...) an encounter scene between the two mothers which marks the
intertwining of the destinies of the two heroes (...).

532 For a functional rather than semantic value of dvactéca (1:39a), see Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A
Handbook (2010), 37: ‘Avactdod . . . nopeddn . . . petd omovdiic. Lit. “getting up . .. went .. . with haste.” Culy
and Parsons (161) have suggested that when dvictnuuis used with mopgbopon, it may reflect “a common
Semitic construction. The Hebrew verb i (lit. “arise”; Greek, dvéom6t) was sometimes used as a helping
verb. In the phrase pin 77 (lit. “arise, go!”) in Jonah 1:2, for example, P10 appears to carry functional rather
than semantic value, adding a connotation of urgency to the second verb (...).” This may be the case here
as well, particularly given the use of petét omovdiic. It is also possible, though, that the function is not to
convey haste but rather to highlight the onset of a journey.” In the above, they refer to Culy and Parsons,
Acts: A Handbook on the Greek Text (2003), 161. Cf. Mueller, “Nature and Purpose of Mary’s Travel” (2023), 287;
Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 332; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 65; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981),
362. Even if dvaotdoa only has a functional value, it still marks ‘Mariam’s’ transition to proactiveness.

533 Regarding év toig uépaug (in these days; 1:39a), see Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 38:
‘év taig Nuépang Tovtong. Temporal. The phrase sets the broad temporal context for what follows within the
general time frame of the preceding events.” Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 94, who translates the tempo-
ral phrase as ‘about that time’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 356, who translates it as ‘About the
same time’.

534 Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 95, also notes ‘Mariam’s’ proactiveness here: ‘Moreover, Mary’s journey is ap-
parently unmotivated. She does not go in obedience to the angel, who gave her no such instructions.’ See,
however, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 341, who is of the opinion that ‘Mariam’s’ journey to ‘Elisabet’ is
not proactive, but reactive, and made ‘under a divine imperative’ (referring to ‘the Messenger’ with ‘His’):
‘His words, “Nothing said by God can be impossible,” were an implicit directive to Mary, with the result
that the visitation comes under a divine imperative.” See for a discussion on the ‘nature’, ‘motivatior’, and
‘purpose’ of ‘Mariam’s’ action of going to ‘Elisabet’, Mueller, “Nature and Purpose of Mary’s Travel” (2023).

535 Cf. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 65: ‘The three ¢ic, “into,” phrases indicate with increasing degrees of preci-
sion Mary’s destination (...) and help to mark the duration of a considerable journey.’

536 For the TIR, tiv opewiv (the hill country; 1:39b) evokes the hills of Galilaia, where ‘Mariam’ begins her jour-
ney, as well as the hills of Iouda, ‘Mariam’s’ destination in 1:39b. If ‘Mariam’ were to travel the most direct
route between Galilaia and Iouda, ‘hill country’ would also evoke the hills of Samaria. See regarding v
Opewiy (the hill country; 1:39b), Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 331, where he also notes: ‘Some scholars
have found Luke’s geographical description too telescopic to do justice to a journey of several days from the
Galilean hills south across the plain of Esdraelon, through the mountains of Samaria, into the Judean hills.’
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(1:39b)*” and ‘the house of Zacharias’ (1:40a), and she finally arrives at ‘Elisabet’
(1:40b), whom she greets. The mention of ‘the house of Zacharias” here refresh-
es the TIR's memory by evoking ‘Zacharias” communication with ‘the Messen-
ger’ and its follow-up: ‘Zacharias” muteness and the conception by ‘Elisabet’ of
‘loannes’ (1:5a-25¢).

Directly after the communication between ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Mariam’ (text-
unit 1:26a-38d), the TIR hears from the TIA that ‘Mariam’ goes to ‘Elisabet’
(1:39a—40b). Nowhere is the TIR informed that ‘Ioséph’, to whom ‘Mariam’ is
betrothed (1:27b), learns of ‘the Messenger’s’ message to ‘Mariam’. In fact, in
‘the Messenger’s’ communication with ‘Mariam’, he does not refer to ‘Ioséph’,
but only mentions ‘Mariam’s’ relative ‘Elisabet’, and the fact that ‘Elisabet’
herself has ‘conceived a son in her old age’ (1:36b). Having arrived at ‘Elisabet’,
‘Mariam’ greets her, thereby consolidating the link between the two series of
text-units regarding ‘I6annés’ and ‘I€sous’ respectively (see paragraph 2.3, and
Scheme IV).

Thislinkis made evident in 1:41b where the mothers of both boys, ‘Elisabet’ and
‘Mariam’, are mentioned together in a single clause: &g fixovcev 1OV domacudv
i Mapiog 1 'EAcafet (when Elisabet heard the greeting of Mariam; 1:41b). It is
important to note that the TIR himself does not hear ‘Mariam’s greeting to
‘Elisabet’, creating a discrepancy between his knowledge and the knowledge
of the characters ‘Mariam’ and ‘Elisabet’.s3® The TIR does, however, hear that
‘Mariam’s’ greeting has an effect on the baby in ‘Elisabet’s’ womb: the baby
leaps (1:41c). Furthermore, the TIR is informed that ‘Elisabet’ ‘was filled with
holy spirit’ (1:41d), and then makes ‘aloud sound with a great cry’ (1:42a). Being
presented with the effects of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting by the TIA, but not with its con-
tent, stimulates the TIR to look back at the only other time in the research-text
that a ‘greeting’ is explicitly mentioned. This is the greeting of ‘Mariam’ by ‘the

537 Besides three times using forms of the toponym Tovdaiog (loudaia; 1:5; 1:65¢; 2:4a), the research-text only
once uses the similar toponym Tovda (Iouda; 1:39b), both referring to the region where Jerusalem is locat-
ed. See also footnote 151, where I cite Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 332. Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke
I-IX (1981), 363.

538 Cf. Mueller, “Nature and Purpose of Mary’s Travel” (2023), 283: ‘That Elizabeth hears Mary’s greeting is
mentioned by the narrator and spoken of by Elizabeth (Luke 1:41, 44). Mary’s own greeting to Elizabeth is
absent. The narrator is concerned with Elizabeth’s reaction, not Mary’s confirmation of Elizabeth’s condi-
tion.’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 363, regarding ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’: ‘Luke does not
tell us what the greeting was or how it was phrased.’
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Messenger’ (1:29c—e), a greeting that causes her to keep pondering and to ask
herself a question as to its meaning. Could ‘Mariam’ perhaps have used the
same or a similar greeting to greet ‘Elisabet’? The TIR’s reflections remain con-
jectural and cannot help him resolve the information discrepancy, but he has
been stimulated by the TIA to once again reflect on the greeting contained in
‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e): ‘Rejoice! eminently
favoured one: the Lord (is) with you.’

The syntax of clauses 1:41b—42b makes it clear that six actions occur either si-
multaneously or consecutively in four steps during and directly after ‘Mari-
am’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’:

1. The particle &g (when; 1:41b) temporally connects ‘Elisabet’s’ action
of hearing to ‘the baby’s’ action of leaping in her womb. The object of
‘Elisabet’s’ action of hearing (= ‘Mariam’s’ greeting), implies ‘Mariam’s’
action of greeting: therefore, all three actions (‘Mariam’s’ greeting, ‘Elis-
abet’s’ hearing and ‘the baby’s’ leaping) occur at the same time (1:41b—c).

2. ‘Elisabet’ is then ‘filled with holy spirit’ (1:41d).

3. ‘Elisabet’ then makes ‘aloud sound with a great cry’ (1:42a).

4. ‘Elisabet’ then starts speaking: cinev (she said; 1:42b).
In distinguishing these four steps, the TIR understands that ‘Elisabet’s’ action
of speaking her direct speech (1:42c-44b) is separate from her preceding action

of making ‘a loud sound with a great cry’. The verb used here dvepdvnoev (she
made a loud sound; 1:42a) is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament® and is

539 Cf. Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 126, for the verb dvagovéo occurring in the New Testament
only here in 1:42a. The verb appears five times in the Septuagint (1 Chronicles 15:28; 16:4, 5, 42; 2 Chronicles
5:13); cf. Hatch and Redpath, Concordance to the Septuagint (1897; repr. 1987), 85. See Bauer, et al., Greek-En-
glish Lexicon (2021), 66, who translate dvagovéw as ‘cry out’s Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009), 48,
who translates avagovéwm as ‘to make a loud sound: + dat. (musical instrument)’. In all five instances in the
Septuagint, the context for the ‘making of a loud sound’ is either the presence of ‘the ark of the covenant’
(1 Chronicles 15:28; 16:42), ‘the ark of the Lord’ (1 Chronicles 16:4, 5), or ‘the Lord’ (2 Chronicles 5:13). See
regarding the use of avagwvéo in 1:42a, Kozlowski, “Mary as the Ark of the Covenant” (2018), 110: (...) we
should note that the verb avepdvnoev (1:42), which expresses the cry of the mother of John the Baptist, is
used [scil. in the Septuagint] exclusively for liturgical exclamations, and more precisely for those which
accompany the transport of the Ark of the Covenant; (...).; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 67: ‘Gvapmviw,
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intensified here using kpovyf) peyain (with a great cry; 1:42a).5¢° Only after mak-
ing this loud sound with a great cry does ‘Elisabet’ start speaking. Her direct
speech is introduced by the verbum dicendi cinev (she said; 1:42b). Her addressee
(= ‘Mariam’) is not explicitly mentioned. ‘Elisabet’s’ first words to ‘Mariam’ con-
tain two blessings, the first concerning her addressee, while the second con-
cerns the fruit of her addressee’s womb (1:42c—d). It is important to point out
that at this stage in the narrative, only ‘Mariam’ and ‘the Messenger of the Lord’
(as well as the TIR) know that ‘Mariam’ ‘will conceive in the belly’ (1:31b). How-
ever, nowhere has the TIR been informed that this has actually taken place.*
‘Elisabet’s’ blessing of the fruit of ‘Mariam’s’ womb, however, presupposes her
knowledge of ‘Mariam’s’ pregnancy. Confronted with this unexpected fact,
the TIR can deduce that either ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’, or ‘the baby’s’
(= ‘I6annés’) leaping in ‘Elisabet’s’ womb, or ‘Elisabet’s’ being filled with holy
spirit, or all of these together, have communicated the fact of ‘Mariam’s’ preg-
nancy to ‘Elisabet’.

‘Elisabet’s’ first words to her addressee (1:42c-d) can, from a communica-
tive perspective, be considered her own greeting of ‘Mariam’.5# The TIR, who
has just pondered on the possible content of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’

“to cry out,” is used in the LXX (5 times) only in connection with the loud noise of worship, but that is
probably not in view here.’; Laurentin, Structure et Théologie de Luc (1957), 79-80: (...); on notera dans le
méme sens que le verbe dvepdvnoev (1:42) qui exprime le cri de la meére de Jean Baptiste est exclusivement
employé pour designer les exclamations liturgiques (...) et plus spécialement celles qui accompagnent le
transport de I'arche d’alliance (...)

540 For avepdvnoey kpavyf] ueyoin (she made a loud sound with a great cry; 1:42a), cf. e.g. Fitzmyer, According to
Luke I-IX (1981), 364: ‘Luke makes use of an exaggerated expression to stress the importance of the event.’

541 See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 364: ‘blest is the fruit of your womb! An OT phrase is used here (see
Gen 30:2; Lam 2:20; cf. Deut 7:13; 28:4) to convey to the reader that Mary’s conception has already taken
place. Luke has not mentioned this, whereas he did in the case of Elizabeth (1:24).’ See Kavin Rowe, The Lord
in Luke (2006), 36, regarding the narrative ‘silence’ surrounding ‘Mariam’s’ conceiving (which he unfortu-
nately refers to as ‘Mariam’s’ ‘conception’): ‘There follows absolutely no narration of Mary’s conception. In-
stead, the narrative suddenly shifts. From her closeted encounter with the angel Gabriel, Mary is next seen
hastening to a small Judaean town. The shift is from private to public, and its effect is to create a profound
silence regarding what has happened or not yet happened in the secret of Mary’s womb.” For a detailed
analysis of the various options offered by Luke 1-2 regarding the moment at which ‘Mariam’ conceives, see
Wolter, “Wann Wurde Maria Schwanger?” (1987).

542 See Wilson, “Jael, Judith, and Mary in Luke 1:42” (2006), for how she explores the communicative function
of ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting (1:42c—d) when viewed in conjunction with allusions to Judges 5:24 and Judith 13:18.

543 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 94, where he gives his paragraph 2.3.1. the heading ‘Mary and Elisabeth
Exchange Greetings (1:39-45)’; and where he notes regarding 1:42c—d: ‘What is surprising, then, is Elizabeth’s
greeting to Mary.’; see also 96, where he states: ‘Elizabeth’s first words are reminiscent of the greeting and
praise given to a superior in recognition of her or his advanced status and of the fact that God had blessed
this person.’ Cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 341: ‘And Elizabeth is now given in turn a revelation of
Mary’s status, so that she can return Mary’s greeting.’
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(1:41b), is hereby now offered a second possibility regarding its content. Could
‘Mariam’ have greeted ‘Elisabet’ using the same or similar words with which
‘Elisabet’ now greets ‘Mariam’: bdoynuévn ob &v yovau&iv kai g0hoynuévog o
Kkoprdg Th kotkiag cov (blessed are you among women and blessed is the fruit of your
womb; 1:42¢-d)?5+ ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting introduces the character ‘Iesous’ (= ‘the
fruit’) onto the textual stage.ss ‘Mariam’ has of course heard from ‘the Messen-
ger’ that ‘Elisabet’ is in the sixth month of her pregnancy (1:36¢).5* If ‘Mariam’
indeed greets ‘Elisabet’ with these or similar words, then this would be the mo-
ment that ‘Elisabet’ realises that ‘Mariam’ knows of her (‘Elisabet’s’) pregnancy.
However, from whom ‘Mariam’ has received this information, would constitute
adiscrepancy between the information at ‘Elisabet’s’ disposal and that at ‘Mari-
am’s’. ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’ (1:42c—d) invites the TIR to ponder once
again what the undivulged content of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’ could
be, returning his attention once again to the moment that ‘Mariam’s’ greeting,
‘Elisabet’s’ hearing, and ‘I6annés” leaping all coincide (1:41b—c).

To sum up:

1. The fact that the content of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’ (1:40b, 41b)
is not communicated by the TIA, invites the TIR to reflect on what this
content could be, and refocuses him on the explicit content of ‘the Mes-
senger’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’ (1:28¢c—e) as being a possible option for
‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’;

2. ‘Elisabet’s’” explicit greeting of ‘Mariam’ (in the form of two blessings
presupposing her knowledge of ‘Mariam’s’ pregnancy) invites the TIR to

again reflect on the possible content of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’.

3. The TIR’s two moments of reflection link the three greetings: ‘the Mes-

544 See for the participial form of both ebXoynuévn (1:42c) and evhoynpévog (1:42d), Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 333.

545 See, regarding the introduction of ‘Iésous’ onto the textual stage, Kavin Rowe, The Lord in Luke (2006),
43 (where he refers to text-unit 1:39a-56b as ‘this scene’): ‘Prior to this scene, we have heard great things
about the baby to be born, but only through angelic pronouncement: Jesus himself does not yet exist in
the narrative because he has not been conceived. But now, in 1:42 we learn that Mary is pregnant, (...) Jesus
himself now actually exists in the narrative.’

546 See Mueller, “Nature and Purpose of Mary’s Travel” (2023), 283: ‘Certainly, Mary did see Elizabeth’s preg-
nancy and was able to corroborate Gabriel’s words, though such action is left unnarrated.’
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senger’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e), ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’
(1:40b;41b), and ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’ (1:42c—d).5

4. The connection of these three greetings, made at the communicative
level between the TIA and the TIR, functions in two ways from a com-
municative perspective:

* Firstly, it consolidates the narrative for the TIR (while linking the
three characters ‘the Messenger’, ‘Mariam’, and ‘Elisabet’);
* Secondly, it indicates to the TIR the importance of these three greetings.

5. ‘Elisabet’s’ explicit greeting of ‘Mariam’ introduces the character ‘Té-
sous’ onto the textual stage as ‘the fruit’ of ‘Mariam’s’ womb.

5.15 Clauses 1:43a-b: ‘Elisabet’s’ direct open question

After greeting ‘Marian’, ‘Elisabet’ poses ‘Mariam’ a direct open question (1:43a).
This question is in fact extended into the following subordinate clause (1:43b),
which is used epexegetically to explain the content of the demonstrative pro-
noun used in the question proper. I deal with the syntax of both the question
and its subordinate clause in more detail in paragraph s5.1. Taken together, the
question and its subordinate clause read: koi m66ev pot todto va EAON 1) pRTP
100 Kvpiov pov mpog éué (and from where to me is this that the mother of my Lord
should come to me?; 1:43a-b). To understand ‘Elisabet’s’ question, the TIR must
ascertain to whom the nominal phrase ‘the mother of my Lord’ refers, as well
as to whom the question is addressed.

1. The immediate context makes clear that ‘Elisabet’ refers to ‘Mariam’
as ‘the mother of my Lord’ (1:43b). ‘The mother’ is namely the subject
of the verb ‘to come’ (1:43b), which has as its indirect object ‘to me’ (=
‘Elisabet’), and ‘Mariam’ has indeed just arrived and greeted ‘Elisabet’.

547 Various ancient witnesses extend ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’ (1:28¢c-¢) with words found in
‘Elisabet’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’ (1:42c-d): dloynuévn ob &v yovai&iv (blessed are you among women; 1:42c).
These witnesses, thereby, link ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’ with ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting of ‘Mariam’
at an additional semantic level. See for these witnesses, Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 179;
see in addition, footnote 435.
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Besides this, directly before posing her question, ‘Elisabet’ has already
implied that ‘Mariam’ is a ‘mother’ in blessing ‘the fruit’ (1:42d) of ‘Mari-
am’s’ ‘womb’ (1:42d).5 The TIR can thus conclude that ‘Elisabet’s’ direct
open question (1:43a-b) communicates information about ‘Mariam’
(‘the mother of my Lord’), as well as about ‘Mariam’s’ child (‘my Lord’).
‘Elisabet’s’ question confirms the information supplied by ‘the Messen-
ger’ to ‘Mariam’ in text-unit 1:26a—38d.

2. The TIR can then consider who the addressee is of ‘Elisabet’s’ question.
There are three options:#

* ‘Elisabet’ could be addressing herself with her question.>* An argu-
ment in support of this is that after addressing ‘Mariam’ using sec-
ond person singular pronouns in 1:42c—d, ‘Elisabet’ uses a third
person singular (in the form of the nominal phrase ‘the mother of
my Lord’) in 1:43a-b, thereby speaking not to ‘Mariam’, but about
‘Mariam’. Because there is no other character on the textual stage
to whom ‘Elisabet’ can pose a question besides ‘Mariam’, ‘Elisabet’
must be addressing herself. In this case, the addressee of ‘Elisabet’s’
direct speech (1:42c-44c) changes twice: ‘Elisabet’ first addresses
‘Mariam’ (1:42c—d), then herself with her question about ‘Mariam’
(1:43a-b), and then again addresses ‘Mariam’ (1:44a—c). In her ques-
tion, ‘Elisabet’ refers to herself three times, using first person sin-
gular pronouns, thereby accentuating herself as the addressee of
her question. From a communicative perspective, ‘Mariam’ (without
being addressed) all the same hears the question that ‘Elisabet’ poses
to herself, including the information it contains about her (= ‘Mari-
am’ = ‘the mother of my Lord’), and about her child.

548

549

550
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See for how kaprog (womb; 1:42d) is identified with kvpiov (of the Lord; 1:43b) via ‘a sophisticated chiastic con-
struction’, Kozlowski, “Luke 1:42 as Judith 13:18” (2017), 340-341, as well as his footnote 7, and his footnote 9.
See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 173, who, regarding the addressee of ‘Elisabet’s’ question in 1:43a-b,
suggests: ‘Elizabeth asks her question to herself and to Mary and to her “audience” at large.” Estes, howev-
er, does not further clarify to whom he refers with ‘her “audience™.

See Kozlowski, “Mary as the Ark of the Covenant” (2018), 112, where he notes that ‘Elisabet’ directs her
question to herself: ‘Both in Luke 1:43 and in 2 Sam 6:9 we are dealing with a rhetorical question directed
to oneself, (...).

These second person singular pronouns used by ‘Elisabet’ in referring to ‘Mariam’ are: o0 (you; 1:42¢); sov
(your; 1:42d); cov (your; 1:44b).

These first person singular pronouns used by ‘Elisabet’ are: piot (to me; 1:43a), pov (my; 1:43b), and £ué (me; 1:43b).
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 ‘Elisabet’ could be addressing ‘Mariam’ with her question. An argu-
ment in support of this is that ‘Elisabet’ also addresses ‘Mariam’ in
the clauses immediately preceding her question (1:42c—d), as well as in
the clauses immediately following her question (1:44a—c), using sec-
ond person singular pronouns.ss ‘Elisabet’s’ use of the unexpected
third person singular (the nominal phrase ‘the mother of my Lord’)
in1:43a-b, can be considered as ‘Elisabet’ using a title for ‘Mariam’. If
this is the case, from a communicative point of view, the nominative
‘the mother of my Lord’ takes on a certain vocative sense here. There
is indeed a syntactic argument supporting a vocative sense of the
nominal phrase ‘the mother of my Lord’. The conjunction of reason
yap (for; 1:44a) links clause 1:43a-b, in which the phrase ‘the moth-
er of my Lord’ occurs, to clause 1:44b, in which the second person
pronoun cov (your; 1:44b) is used by ‘Elisabet’ in referring to ‘Mari-
am’. In this case, ‘Elisabet’s’ addressee remains ‘Mariam’ throughout
her direct speech (1:42c—44c¢). In view of the above, ‘the mother of my
Lord’ can be termed a programmatic designation that is used to ad-
dress ‘Mariam’: it communicates information about ‘Mariam’ (and
her child) while addressing her as ‘the mother of my Lord’.ss

* ‘Elisabet’ could be addressing both ‘Mariam’ and herself simulta-
neously with her question. In this case, the syntactic arguments
mentioned above, as well as the vocative sense of the programmatic
designation ‘the mother of my Lord, are all considered. ‘Mariam’ re-
mains the addressee of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech (1:42¢c-44c) through-
out, while ‘Elisabet’ herself becomes an additional addressee for the
question she poses in 1:43a-b. Besides the communicative conse-
quences described for the two options above, the fact that ‘Elisabet’s’
question is directed to both ‘Mariam’ and herself, also strengthens
the narrative link between the two pregnant women.

553 See for these second person singular pronouns, footnote 551.

554 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 40: “yap. Causal (...), introducing the reason that
Elizabeth knew that Mary was pregnant with the Messiah.’

555 See footnote 157, where I refer to Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament (1919), 462, regarding the
programmatic use of the vocative.
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* Besides ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’, there are two other characters pres-
ent on the textual stage here: the unborn ‘I6annés’ (= ‘the baby’ in
1:41¢, 44c¢), and the unborn ‘Iesous’ (= ‘the fruit’ in 1:42d; ‘Lord’ in
1:43b).5° The shared reference paradigm,™ however, includes the
fact that children in utero can neither understand words spoken to
them, nor speak. ‘Elisabet’ can, all the same, address one or both of
the two boys (together or without addressing ‘Mariam’ and|or her-
self) with her direct open question. Because ‘Elisabet’ knows that
the boys both cannot understand nor answer her question, her ad-
dressing them functions here, from a communicative perspective,
as supplying information to ‘Mariam’ (who can hear her question).

By using the programmatic designation ‘the mother of my Lord’ instead
of a second person singular pronoun to refer to ‘Mariam’, ‘Elisabet’ des-
ignates ‘Mariam’ as being a ‘mother’ with some emphasis.>* This pro-
grammatic designation of ‘Mariam’ as a ‘mother’ broadens the TIR’s per-
ception of ‘Mariany’, who has so far been described:

* Directly by the TIA as ‘betrothed to I6séph’ (1:27b—c);

* Directly by the TIA as ‘a virgin’ (1:27a =26a’; 1:27d);

* Indirectly by the TIA via the character ‘the Messenger’, who addresses
‘Mariam’ as ‘eminently favoured one’ (1:28d);

* Indirectly by the TIA via the character ‘the Messenger’, who while
addressing ‘Mariam’ with the words ‘Elisabet your relative’ inversely
implies ‘Mariam’ as being ‘Elisabet’s’ ‘relative’(1:36b).

The programmatic designation ‘the mother of my Lord’ (1:43b) and the
words used in ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting, ‘the fruit of your womb’ (1:42d), both

556 A character is any participant in the verbal or non-verbal communication on the textual stage of the
research-text. Cf. paragraph 1.3.4, and footnote 74. The character ‘I6annés’ is addressed in 1:76a-79c by the
character ‘Zacharias’. The character ‘Iésous’ is addressed in 2:48d-g’ by the character ‘Mariam’; he himself
addresses the characters ‘Mariam’ and 16séph in 2:49b-e’; he is described by the TIA as communicating
with the character ‘the teachers’ in 2:46d-e. Pace Wolter, Lukasevangelium (2008), 97, who states regarding
text-unit 1:41a-55: ‘Jesus ist szenisch tiberhaupt nicht présent (...).”

557 For the function of the shared reference paradigm at the different communication levels belonging to a
text, see paragraph1.3.5.

558 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 96, regarding 1:42¢c-43b: ‘Employing language reminiscent of Judg 5:24 and
Jdt 13:18, Elizabeth keeps Mary’s motherhood in primary focus.’
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describe the link between ‘Mariam’ and her child, though the former
first names ‘Mariam’ (‘the mother’), while the latter first names the child
(= ‘the fruit’).

5. The words ‘my Lord’ (1:43b) and the words used in ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting,
‘the fruit of your womb’ (1:42d), both refer to ‘Iésous’. ‘Elisabet’s’ greet-
ing and question together introduce ‘Iésous’ (= ‘the fruit’) onto the tex-
tual stage as the ‘Lord’.

6. Inconferring the programmatic designation ‘the mother of my Lord’ on
‘Mariam’, while at the same time speaking to her, ‘Elisabet’ communi-
cates four things to her addressee:

* Having first blessed the fruit of ‘Mariam’s’ womb (1:42d), ‘Elisabet’
now, by using the noun ‘the mother’ in referring to ‘Mariany, reaf-
firms that she knows that ‘Mariam’ is pregnant. This confronts the
TIR for a second time with the question as to how ‘Elisabet’ knows
‘Mariam’ is pregnant. In contrast to ‘Elisabet’ being in her sixth
month, and thus in all probability visibly pregnant, ‘Mariam’ has,
namely, only just conceived (see paragraph 5.14).5%

* In qualifying ‘the mother’ with ‘of my Lord’ ‘Elisabet’ establishes a
relationship between ‘Mariam’ and ‘the Lord’.

* In qualifying ‘the Lord” with ‘my’, ‘Elisabet’ establishes a relation-
ship between herself and ‘the Lord’.

* By establishing relationships between ‘Mariam’ and ‘the Lord’, and
herself and ‘the Lord’, ‘Elisabet’ establishes a relationship between
herself and ‘Mariam’, via ‘the Lord’. This relationship is of a differ-
ent order than the relationship described by ‘the Messenger’ in his
words to ‘Mariam’ ‘Elisabet your relative’ (1:36b).

559 See especially footnote 543, footnote 546, and footnote 554.
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7. The programmatic designation 1 pfimmp tod kvpiov pov (a feminine
noun qualified as being in a relationship with ‘the Lord’) with which
‘Elisabet’ refers to ‘Mariam’, is similar to how ‘Mariam’ refers to herself
as 1 300N kvpiov (the maidservant of the Lord; 1:38b), which also uses a
feminine noun qualified as being in a relationship with ‘the Lord’. While
communicating with ‘the Messenger’ (1:38b—c), ‘Mariam’ managed to
present herself in a relationship with ‘the Lord’, without reference to
her person (see paragraph s5.13). Here, ‘Elisabet’, manages to communi-
cate the points dealt with in point 6 (see above) to ‘Mariam’ in a brief
and direct way, without having to revert to more elaborate explanations.
‘Elisabet’s’ use of this programmatic designation summarises in five
words who ‘Mariam’ is in her relation to ‘the Lord’ and to ‘Elisabet” her-
self, as well as her own relationship to ‘Mariam’s’ child.s®

8. ‘Elisabet’s’ blessing of the fruit of ‘Mariam’s’ womb and her use of the
programmatic designation ‘the mother of my Lord’ communicate three
things to the TIR:

* They confirm that the message that ‘the Messenger’ gave to ‘Mariam’
regarding her conceiving ‘in the belly’ (1:31b) has indeed been imple-
mented: ‘Mariam’ is pregnant;

e They inform the TIR that the child that ‘Mariam’ is pregnant with is
considered by ‘Elisabet’ to be her ‘Lord’ and ipso facto a male child;

* They twice confront the TIR with the question as to how ‘Elisabet’
knows that ‘Mariam’ is not only pregnant, but pregnant with a son
(see point 6 above).

9. The programmatic designation ‘the mother of my Lord’ contains the title
Kk0pog (Lord; 1:43b), with which ‘Elisabet’ refers to ‘Mariam’s’ unborn son.
Regarding this title, the TIR has the following information at his disposal:

560 See for ‘Elisabet’s’ direct open question in 1:43a-b as having a ‘phatic’ function (maintaining or establish-
ing social relationships), Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 173.
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* Sofarin the narrative, the title k0piog has been used by the TIA (1:6b,
9d, 11a), as well as by the characters ‘the Messenger’ (1:15a, 16, 17d, 28e,
32¢), ‘Elisabet’ (1:25a) and ‘Mariam’ (1:38b) to refer exclusively to the
character ‘God’ s

* The use of the title kbpiog to refer to ‘Mariam’s’ son is not only used
by ‘Elisabet’ before his birth (1:43b), but also by the character ‘the Mes-
senger of the Lord’ in a direct speech after his birth. This occurs later
in the narrative (2:11b), where ‘the Messenger’ uses k0ptog in con-
junction with a second title ypiotog (Anointed; 2:11b), both of which
he directly connects to a third title cotp (Saviour; 2:11a) while refer-
ring to ‘Mariam’s’ newly born son: &t étéy6n Opiv orjuepov cwtip 6¢
goTwv xp1otdg KOpLog (that there was given birth for you (plural) today a
Saviour who is (the) Anointed Lord; 2:11a-b).

¢ In the remainder of the research-text the noun 6 x0piog is used an
additional fifteen times, exclusively in reference to ‘God’.5*

* Nowhere else in the research-text is this title used for any other char-
acter than ‘Mariam’s’ son.

* The use of the title kOplog (twenty-five times for ‘God’, twice for
‘Mariam’s’ son (= ‘Iesous’), and never for any other character), by the
TIA in his direct or indirect communication with the TIR, strongly
links the characters ‘God’ and ‘Iesous’ The link between these two
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See Kavin Rowe, The Lord in Luke (2006), 34, where he notes the following instances of ¢ kbptog in Luke
1:5-2:52: ‘The divine identity as narrated in the opening of the Gospel is one in which to be God is to be
K0p10g 6 Bedg 10D Topamh (1:16, 32, 68), or simply and more frequently, 6 kopog (1:6, 9, 11, 17, 25, 28, 38, 45, 46,
58, 66, 76; 2:9 [2], 15, 22, 23, 24, 26, 39).” In his tally, Kavin Rowe omits the occurrence of 6 kbpiog in clauses
1:15a and 2:9¢, where it is also omitted by some ancient witnesses; cf. for these ancient witnesses, Aland, et
al., Novum Testamentum Graece (2013), 178, 184. However, ¢ koptog is indeed included in clauses 1:15a and 2:9¢
of the research-text. See regarding ‘Luke’s use of “Lord””, Dawsey, “Characterization in Luke” (1986), 145-146.
These instances are: eleven times by the TIA (1:45¢, 58b, 66d; 2:9a, 9b, 22¢, 233, 23¢, 24b, 26¢, 39a), twice by
the character ‘Zacharias’ (1:68a, 76¢), once by the character ‘Mariam’ (1:46b), and once by the character ‘the
shepherds’ (2:15g). Cf. Kavin Rowe, The Lord in Luke (2006), 34.

See Kavin Rowe, The Lord in Luke (2006), 31-32 (where he refers to 1:5-2:52 as ‘the birth-infancy narrative’):

‘In the birth-infancy narrative alone kvpiog is used approximately twenty-five times. Of these twenty-five
uses, only two refer directly to Jesus (1:43; 2:11). Yet these two instances carry such weight that they shape
profoundly the interpretation of the rest of the narrative. Indeed, if one misses the significance of these two
verses, the distinctive features of the Lukan k0piog phenomenon will go undetected. In order to compre-
hend precisely in what way 1:43 and 2:11 can bear such weight, it is necessary first to grasp certain aspects of

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 249



characters is further strengthened for the TIR by his knowledge that
‘the Messenger’ has explained to ‘Mariam’ that her son will be called
‘son of the Highest’ (1:32b), ‘holy’ (1:35¢), and ‘son of God’ (1:35¢€).

* Finally, in his introduction to ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech, the TIA de-
scribes ‘Elisabet’ as ‘making a loud sound’, employing a verb that is
only used in connection to ‘(the ark of ) the Lord’, thus evoking the
presence of ‘the Lord’ (= ‘God’) in the communication between ‘Elis-
abet’ and ‘Mariam’ for the TIR, though not at the level of the charac-
ters themselves.**

5.16 Clauses 1:44a-c: the reason for ‘Elisabet’s’ direct open
question

After posing her direct open question, ‘Elisabet’ continues her direct speech to
‘Mariam’ by giving her the reason for this question. She accentuates her rea-
son by opening with the Aufmerksamkeitserreger 1500 (behold!; 1:44a), and then
follows with the conjunction yap (for; 1:44a), which syntactically connects the
reason she is about to give, to her question. Her reason proper starts with the
temporal adverb dg (when; 1:44b), which connects two actions (‘to come’ and
‘toleap’) and one implied action (‘to greet’) as all occurring simultaneously (see
paragraph 5.14). These actions are described in clauses 1:44b—c. All together
this reads o¢ &yéveto 1 oV 0D domacpod Gov &i¢ T0 OTE Hov éokiptnoey &v
dyodhdoet o Bpéeog v tf) kotkig pov (when the sound of your greeting came in my
ears, the baby leaped in exultation in my womb; 1:44b—c). This reason that ‘Elisa-
bet’ gives ‘Mariamy, is a repetition of the information the TIR has received from
the TIA in his narrative introduction to ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech: &g fixovoev
TOV domacpov g Mapiag 1 'EAMcafet éokiptnoey 10 Ppépog €v Tf] KotMa adTiig
(when Elisabet heard the greeting of Mariam the baby leaped in her wombj 1:41b—c).
The repetition of this information lends it extra weight.s ‘Elisabet’s’ words

Luke’s reading of Jewish Scripture.” See footnote 561 for why Kavin Rowe mentions kipiog being used ‘ap-
proximately twenty-five times’ in 1:5-2:52, instead of the twenty-seven times it occurs in the research-text.
564 See for ‘the ark of the covenant’ and text-unit 1:39a-56b, Kozlowski, “Mary as the Ark of the Covenant”
(2018). See also paragraph 5.14, and footnote 539.
565 Seeregarding 1:44a—c, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 345: ‘In vs. 44 Elizabeth goes on to express in her
own words what was already told the reader in the introduction — a Lucan technique that we have seen in
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mention ‘Mariam’s’ greeting for the third time, confirming the veracity of the
TIA’s narration to the TIR.5* So, despite not knowing the content of ‘Mariam’s’
greeting, the TIR now does know that an important aspect of ‘Mariam’s’ greet-
ing lies in the fact that it indirectly leads to ‘Elisabet’s’ direct open question
(1:43a-b): for it is indeed the sound of ‘Mariam’s greeting to which ‘Elisabet’s’
baby reacts,’” which itself is the reason ‘Elisabet’ gives ‘Mariam’ for her direct
open question. The repetition in 1:44b—c of the information communicated
by the TIA in 1:41b—c also frames ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting (1:42c-d) and her direct
open question (1:43a-b), and, thereby, additionally draws the TIR’s attention to
them. s

The differences between the information given in the narrative world by the TIA
(1:41b—c), and the discursive world of ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech (144b—c), can
also be noted by the TIR, increasing his knowledge of what has occurred:

1. The TIA uses the proper nouns ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ in referring to the
two characters; he also uses the third person pronoun avtig (her; 1:41c)
to refer to ‘Elisabet’. ‘Elisabet’ uses two first person personal pronouns
in referring to herself, and a second person pronoun in referring to her
addressee ‘Mariam’.

2. TheTIA describes ‘Elisabet’s’ action of hearing (1:41b), but ‘Elisabet’ her-
self circumscribes this action in a rather technical fashion: she makes
‘the sound of your (= ‘Mariam’s’) greeting’ the subject of ‘to come in’, and
uses the two hearing organs ‘my ears’ as a pars pro toto to refer to herself

(1:44D).

the two annunciations (1:7 and 18; 1:27 and 34; [...]). The repetition is designed to underline that it is through
the prophetic action of JBap in Elizabeth’s womb that she knows Mary as “the mother of my Lord.”

566 Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 94: ‘Luke places great emphasis on Mary’s greeting, mentioning it three
times (Vv 40, 41, 44).”

567 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 94 (where he refers to ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’ using ‘its’): ‘Since we
are not privy to its contents, its primary significance seems to be on the response of Elizabeth’s unborn
child to it, mentioned twice (vv 41, 44).” Cf. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 75: “The importance of the action of
the unborn John is underlined by the extra attention drawn to it in v 44.”

568 For the framing of ‘Elisabet’s’ greeting (1:42c-d) and direct open question (1:43a-b) by clauses 1:41b-c and
1:44b-c, see Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 95: ‘Both from the hand of the narrator and the mouth of Elizabeth
we have evidence of the remarkable character of this encounter. In fact, the report of Mary’s greeting +
the child leaping in Elizabeth’s womb, repeated in vv 41, 44, forms an inclusio around Elizabeth’s opening
greeting and query. This draws our attention to Elizabeth’s words and underscores the supramundane
quality of this encounter by creating a pause in the narrative action.’

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 251



3. In ‘Elisabet’s’ communication of events, she — compared to the TIA’s
communication - additionally describes her child’s action of ‘leaping’
as being év dyalhidoet (in exultation; 1:44c).

The TIR can also note that in clauses 1:44b—c ‘Elisabet’ resumes her use of the sec-
ond person singular in addressing ‘Mariam), in this case employing the second
person singular pronoun cov (your; 1:44b). Her direct speech to ‘Mariam’ started
out by doing so in clauses 1:42c-d, where she uses two second person singular
pronouns.s® ‘Elisabet’s’ use of the noun ‘the mother of my Lord’ in addressing
‘Mariam’ in the middle of her direct speech in 1:43b is, therefore, framed by her
use of second person singular pronouns. This framing does three things:

1. It supports the vocative sense of ‘Elisabet’s’ programmatic designation
of ‘Mariam’ as ‘the mother of my Lord’, as is described above in para-
graph 5.15 point 2;

2. It accentuates the role of ‘mother’ that ‘Elisabet’ attributes to ‘Mariam’
(see paragraph 5.15 point 3);

3. Itconfirms to the TIR that the question posed at the centre of ‘Elisabet’s’
direct speech is in any case posed to ‘Mariam’ (who is clearly ‘Elisabet’s’
addressee in 1:42:c-d and in 1:44a—c); there is indeed no other character
than ‘Mariam’ on the textual stage from whom ‘Elisabet’ can expect an
answer to her question (see paragraph s.15, point 2).5°

Besides the relationships established by ‘Elisabet’ between:

1. ‘Mariam’ and ‘the Lord’ (= ‘Iesous’);

2. ‘Elisabet’ and ‘the Lord’ (= ‘I€sous’);

3. ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ with her pragmatic designation of her addressee
‘Mariam’ as ‘the mother of my Lord” in 1:43b (see 5.15 point 6);

569 These second person singular pronouns are: o0 (you; 1:42¢); cov (your; 1:42d).
570 Because the characters ‘Ioannés’ and ‘Iésous’ are present on the textual stage at this stage of the narrative
in utero, they cannot yet communicate; cf. footnote 556, and footnote 557.
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‘Elisabet’s’ reason (1:44b—c) for her direct question (1:43a-b) establishes
a fourth, a fifth, and even a sixth relationship. It does so twice within itself
(1:44b-c), establishing a relationship between:

4. ‘Elisabet’s’ unborn child ‘I6annés’ and ‘Mariam’, by linking ‘Mariam’s’
greeting to the leaping of ‘the baby’ in her own womb using é¢ (when;
1:44b);

5. ‘Elisabet’ and her own child ‘Ioannes’, through speaking of ‘the baby’ in
‘my womb’.

Furthermore, a relationship is established between:

6. ‘Elisabet’s’ unborn child ‘I6annés’ and ‘Mariam’s’ unborn child ‘Iésous’

(= ‘the Lord),

through the clauses of reason (1:44b-c), which mention ‘the baby’ (= ‘Ioannés’)
being syntactically linked by yap (for; 1:44a) to the preceding direct question
(1:43a-b) mentioning ‘my Lord’ (= ‘Iesous’).

‘Elisabet’s’ question (1:43a-b) and the clauses of reason (1:44b—c), therefore, to-
gether function as a mechanism for establishing and strengthening relation-
ships between the characters ‘Elisabet’, ‘Marian, I6annés’, and ‘Iésous’ (= ‘the
Lord’).s” In doing so, they strengthen the link between the two parallel series
regarding the annunciation, conception, birth, naming and circumcision of,
respectively, Toannes’ and ‘Iesous’.5> Nowhere in Luke do ‘Ioanneés’ and ‘Iésous’
ever directly interact.”s The meeting here between their respective mothers

571 Seeregarding the entrance of ‘Iésous’ onto the textual stage (1:42d) and the different relationships established
by ‘Elisabet’s’ question (1:43a-b) and its reason (1:44b—c), Kavin Rowe, The Lord in Luke (2006), 42-43: ‘Literarily
speaking, it would be hard to overstress the importance of a character’s first introduction into what Harvey
called “the web of human relationships.” Kavin Rowe refers here to Harvey, Character and the Novel (1965), 52.

572 See regarding this, Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke-Acts (1992), 67-68: ‘The rhetoric
of Luke 1-2, however, goes beyond differentiating between John and Jesus. The intersection of the birth
stories is the symbolic meeting of the two protagonists in utero. Because it breaks the pattern of parallel
scenes, the tale of Mary’s trip to see Elizabeth (1:39-56) commands attention.’

573 The TIA nowhere explicitly informs the TIR that ‘Ioannés’ baptizes ‘Iesous’. It is only after ‘Herodeés’ has shut up
‘I6annés’ ‘in prison’ (Luke 3:20), that the TIR is informed in Luke 3:21 that ‘Iesous”has been baptised, via the genitive ab-
solute construction Tncod BanticBévrog (after he had been baptised; 3:21); cf. Aland, et al., Novum Testamentum Graece
(2013), 190. In contrast, Matthew 3:13-16 and Mark 1:9-10 both explicitly mention that ‘I6annés’ baptizes ‘lésous’.
In Luke 7:18-23, ‘Ioannés’ and ‘Iésous’ communicate with each other, though solely through intermediaries.
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‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ is indeed the closest the two will ever come to each oth-
er on the textual stage of Luke, and even so, during this meeting they are both,
as of yet, unborn and unnamed.s*

In these last words of her direct speech, ‘Elisabet’ communicates to ‘Mariam’
that she herself is also pregnant. ‘Mariam’ has in fact already received this
information from ‘the Messenger’ (1:36b—c), and the TIR has also heard so di-
rectly from the TIA in 1:24a and in 1:41c, but now matters are out in the open
between the two mothers. ‘Elisabet’ mentions both 6 kapnog tfig kokiog cov
(the fruit of your [= ‘Mariam’] womb; 1:42d), and 10 Bp£pog év Tf] Kowkig pov (the
baby in my womb; 1:44c). The two women are not only linked via being related in
a familial way (1:36b), and via ‘Elisabet’s’ ‘my Lord’ being carried in ‘Mariam’s’
womb (1:43b), but they also share in both being pregnant.

The following points can be made in addition regarding the reason ‘Elisabet’
gives for her direct question:

1. The noun gavn (sound; 1:44b) is used by ‘Elisabet’ to describe ‘Mariam’s’
greeting. This could imply that ‘Mariam’s greeting is wordless. Indeed,
‘Elisabet’s’ initial reaction to ‘Mariam’s’ greeting is described by the TIA
as wordless, only consisting of making ‘a loud sound with a great cry’
(1:42a). Her baby’s reaction of leaping to the ‘sound’ of ‘Mariam’s’ greet-
ing entering ‘Elisabet’s’ ears is also wordless.

2. The fact that ‘Elisabet’s’ baby reacts to ‘Mariam’s’ greeting, means that,
besides ‘Elisabet’, her baby is the only other character who hears ‘Mari-
am’s’ greeting. Like ‘Ioannés’, the character ‘Iésous’ is also present in
utero, however, the TIR has no information at his disposal regarding
whether he has also heard ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’.

3. ‘Elisabet’ informs ‘Mariam’ that her baby’s leaping is made év dyoAlidoet
(in exultation; 1:44c), conveying that the child has a positive reaction to
the sound of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting (see further in paragraph 5.17).

574 Cf. Darr, Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke-Acts (1992), 67-68, where he refers to text-unit
1:39a-56b as ‘It: ‘It provides the setting for the only fully dramatized encounter between Jesus and John in
the Lukan corpus (...).
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Despite all the above information, the TIR is still confronted with two informa-
tion discrepancies, which he cannot resolve:

1. Whatisthe content of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting? (a discrepancy between what
the characters ‘Mariam’ and ‘Elisabet’ know, and what the TIR knows).

2. How does ‘Elisabet’ know that ‘Mariam’ is pregnant with a son? (a dis-
crepancy between what ‘Elisabet’ knows, and what the TIR knows).

Furthermore, the TIR is still not clear on why the reason ‘Elisabet’ gives for her
question, indeed leads her to pose it. In paragraph 5.17 I deal with the steps the
TIR can take, using the information at his disposal, in order to clarify matters.

5.17 Understanding the reason ‘Elisabet’ gives for her direct
open question

Although the syntacticlink between ‘Elisabet’s’ question (1:43a-b) and its claus-
es of reason (1:44b—c) is clear, namely the conjunction yap (for; 1:44a), the se-
mantic link between ‘Elisabet’s’ question and the reason she gives for it is not.
Why does the leaping ‘in exaltation’ by the baby in ‘Elisabet’s’ womb lead ‘Elis-
abet’ to ask ‘Mariam’ why ‘the mother of my Lord’ has come to her? The TIR is
thus set the task of trying to uncover the semantic link between 1:43a-b and
1:44a—c, in order to better come to grips with the content of the TIA’'s commu-
nication to him. The TIR has the following information at his disposal:

1. The TIR has noted that, compared to the TIA’s description of events re-
garding the moment of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting of ‘Elisabet’ (1:41b—c), ‘Elis-
abet’ herself qualifies her ‘baby’s’ action éokipmoev (he leaped; 1:44¢)7s
with the nominal phrase év ayoAhdoet (in exaltation; 1:44¢).57

575 See for the connotation of the verb ckiptéw (to leap) with joyful’ and joy’, Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on
Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 25.134; ‘okiptdo: (a figurative extension of meaning of oxiptée ‘to jump
for joy;’[...]) to be extremely happy, possibly implying in some contexts actually leaping or dancing for
joy—"to be extremely joyful, to dance for joy.”

576 See for the connection between the noun dyariooig (exultation) and body movement, Louw and Nida,
Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 25.132: ‘@yaiAiaoic, eog f: a state of intensive joy and glad-
ness, often implying verbal expression and body movement (for example, jumping, leaping, dancing)—to
be extremely joyful, to rejoice greatly, extreme gladness.”

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 255



2. The noun dyoAliaoig (exaltation) is rarely used in profane settings. It
is connected to the verb dyoAldo (to exalt),”® which is mostly used to
denote religious exaltation.s

3. ‘Mariam’ herself indeed uses the verbal form fyyoaAriooev (it exalts; 1:47)
in her direct speech (1:46b-s55)*° when describing how her ‘spirit’ ‘exalts’
éni 1® 0ed 1@ cwtiipt pov (in God my Saviour; 1:47), thereby also linking
this verb with ‘God’ (= ‘the Lord’).

4. Beingtheideal reader, the TIR can verify that the verb dyoido (to exalt)
is used in LXX Psalm 131 to describe the action of ‘the pious’ regarding
‘the Lord’ and his ‘ark’s*

5. For the TIR, the presence of ‘the Lord’ and ‘the ark of the Lord” have al-
ready been evoked by the TIA through his use of the verb avepdvnoev
(she made a loud sound; 1:42a) to describe ‘Elisabet’s’ reaction to hearing
‘Mariam’s’ greeting in his introduction to ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech (see

paragraph5.14).

6. Inview of the above points, the TIR can speculate on how the leaping
‘in exaltation’ by ‘the baby’ in ‘Elisabet’s’ womb (1:44c) at the sound of
‘Mariam’s’ greeting, evokes the presence of ‘the Lord’ and his ark for
‘Elisabet’ in her meeting with ‘Mariam’.

At the communication level of the TIA and the TIR, the use of the noun
ayodrioog (exultation) by ‘Elisabet’ to describe her ‘baby’s’ reaction to the preg-

577

578

579

580

581

Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 6: ‘Nicht b. Profanen (...) d. Jubel (v. lauten Freudenbezeigungen)
(---)” The noun dyaAioois is also used by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ in his communication with ‘Zacharias’
in 1:14a: I6annés’ will be for ‘Zacharias’ joy’ and ‘exaltation’, for his son will ‘be great before the Lord’ (1:15a).
Cf. Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009), 3.

Regarding the use of dyoAhdo, cf. Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009), 3: ‘used mostly of religious
ecstasy’. See also Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 5, for the translation and
use of dydAhw: ‘glorify, exalt (...) esp. pay honour to a god (...).’; Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Do-
mains (1996), Domain 25.133; ‘dyaliido: to experience a state of great joy and gladness, often involving verbal
expression and appropriate body movement—to be extremely joyful, to be overjoyed, to rejoice greatly.”
See for an overview of the discussion about whether ‘Mariam’ or ‘Elisabet’ is the speaker of the direct
speech in 1:46b-s55, Benko, “The Magnificat: A History of the Controversy” (1967). See also the notes in
Aletti, LEvangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022), 51-52.

These two instances are dyoilidoovtat (they exalt; LXX Psalm 131:9) and the Hebraism dyoAlidoet
dyorhdoovra (in exaltation they exalt; LXX Psalm 131:16).
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nant ‘Mariam’s’ greeting, especially in the context of the verb avepdvnoev (she
made a loud sound; 1:42a) used by the TIA, evokes the presence of ‘the Lord’ (and
his ark) for the TIR in the meeting and greeting of ‘Mariam’ and ‘Elisabet’.

At the communication level of the characters, ‘Elisabet’ interprets her ‘baby’s’
reaction to the greeting of the pregnant ‘Mariam’ as a ‘leaping in exultation’
that signals the presence of ‘the Lord’, and she therefore asks ‘Mariam™: ‘and
from where to me is this that the mother of my Lord should come to me?”.

5.18 Is ‘Elisabet’s’ direct open question (1:43a-b) answered?

In determining whether ‘Elisabet’ receives an answer to her direct open ques-
tion (1:43a-b),5* the TIR can consider the following three points:

1. The character ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech (1:42c—44c) containing her direct
open question is directly followed by an ‘aside’ (1:45a-c).5® This ‘aside’
returns from the communication between the characters, to the com-
munication level from the TIA to the TIR. I summarize here the syntac-
tic reasons to consider clauses 1:45a—c as an ‘aside’:

* Clauses 1:45a—c no longer employ the first and second persons sin-
gular that are found in ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech (1:42c-44c);

* Theydiscuss a third person singular in the form of the feminine par-
ticiple 1) moteboaca (she who had faith; 1:45a);

* The aorist tense used in this participle cannot be used by the charac-
ter ‘Elisabet’ to describe action taking place in the now-moment of
the textual stage.

582 See Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 86, who reads 1:43a-b as an exclamation that, therefore,
does not require an answer: ‘VV 43-44: Auf die Frage n60ev (“weshalb”, nicht “woher”) ... todto (durch
iva expliziert) folgt keine Antwort, da es sich um eine Exklamation handelt, die mit dem Unterschied
zwischen der Wiirde Johannes’ und Jesu spielt.” Cf. for how the question ‘who will feed us meat?’ in Num-
bers 11:4 can also be read as the exclamation ‘would that we had meat to eat!, Barter, “Questions in Num-
bers 117 (2022), 26.

583 See paragraph 2.2.9 for the syntactic arguments for considering clauses 1:45 a-c being an ‘aside’ to the
narrative of the research-text. See also especially footnotes 161-167.
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The narrative flow of the research-text is briefly broken off by this ‘aside’,
creating a syntactic and communicative distance between ‘Elisabet’s’
direct speech (1:42c—44b) before the ‘aside’, and ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech
(1:46b-s55) after it. This distance makes it difficult to interpret ‘Mariam’s’
direct speech as being an answer to ‘Elisabet’s’ question. ‘Mariam’s’ di-
rect speech rather prolongs the halt in narrative action initiated by the
TIA’s ‘aside’, offering the TIR a further pause to reflect upon what ‘Elisa-
bet’ has communicated.s*

‘Mariam’s’ direct speech (1:46b-s5), which is introduced directly after
the ‘aside’ (1:45a—c) by renominalising ‘Mariam’ (1:46a), does not have an
addressee. Nowhere in text-unit 1:46b—55 does ‘Mariam’ use a vocative,
a second person pronoun, or a second person verbal form.s* ‘Mariam’s’
direct speech, therefore, has a general audience that is not further spec-
ified. ‘Elisabet’, being present on the textual stage, does hear ‘Mariam’s’ di-
rect speech.

The content of ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech (1:46b—55) offers no information
with which ‘Elisabet’ can answer her direct open question. Nowhere
does she refer to ‘Elisabet’. In clause 1:49a &1t émoincév pot peydra 6
dvvatog (because the Mighty One has done great things for me; 1:49a), ‘Mari-
am’ could be referring to herself as being ‘the mother of my (= ‘Elisa-
bet’s’) Lord’ (1:43b), but she offers no reason as to why she then came to
‘Elisabet’.

Based on the above, the TIR can conclude that ‘Elisabet’ receives no answer to

her direct open question.

584 See for how ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech (1:46b-55) brings the narrative action to a standstill, Tannehill, “The
Magnificat as Poem” (1974), 265, where he refers to ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech as ‘the Magnificat’: ‘Viewed
in its narrative context, the Magnificat is like an aria in opera. The artistic conventions of opera allow the
composer to stop the action at any point so that, through a poetic and musical development exceeding the
possibilities of ordinary life, a deeper awareness of what is happening may be achieved.’ See, for the poetic
form of ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech, especially regarding clauses 1:46a-47 and 1:55, Mendéz, “Semitic Poetic
Techniques in the Magnificat” (2016).

585 None of the commentaries I have consulted interprets the Aufmerksamkeitserreger idov (behold!; 1:48b) as
being an imperative singular, addressing ‘Elisabet’.
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The TIR can also study the information given by the TIA in the ‘aside’ (1:45a—c),
and consider whether this offers information with which he himself can an-
swer ‘Elisabet’s’ question.

1. The three clauses making up the ‘aside’ that separates ‘Elisabet’s’ di-
rect speech from ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech read as follows: kai poxopia
N motevoaco 6t Eotal Telelmotg Tolg AehoAnpévolg adTi mapd Kupiov
(and happy is she who had faith that there will be a completion to the things
spoken to her from the Lord; 1:45a—c). In directly addressing the TIR, the
TIA draws the TIR’s attention to the fact that this extra information is
important.

2. In the ‘aside’ (1:45a—c), the TIA discusses the female character ‘she who
had faith’ (1:45a), and the character ‘the Lord’ (1:45¢). It is not immediate-
ly clear to the TIR who this female character is, but the only female char-
acters who have been introduced by the TIA are ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’.
Besides this, they have both just communicated in the narrative world
preceding the ‘aside’. The TIR must, therefore, decide whether the TIA is
referring to ‘Elisabet’ or to ‘Mariam’.

3. The TIA describes how things from the Lord’ have been spoken ‘to her’
(= ‘she who had faith’). The TIR knows that it is ‘Mariam’ (and not ‘Elis-
abet’) who has been spoken to napa kvpiov (from the Lord; 1:45¢), how-
ever only via ‘the Messenger (of the Lord)’ (1:26a-38d).* The TIA must,
therefore, be referring to ‘Mariam’. It is in fact only the TIR who knows
that ‘Mariam’ has been ‘spoken to (...) from the Lord’ (1:45c) via ‘the Mes-
senger’. ‘Elisabet’ does not know this, and, therefore, she cannot state:
‘the things spoken to her from the Lord’ (1:45¢). Besides the strictly syn-
tactic reasons described in paragraph 2.2.9 and here above, this is an
additional (semantic) reason to consider 1:45a—c as being an ‘aside’.

4. In his ‘aside’, the TIA describes ‘she who had faith’ (= ‘Marian’) to the
TIR as being paxopio (happy; 1:45a), and this fact is indeed confirmed at

586 Cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 334, regarding 1:45¢, where he refers to the TIA as ‘Luke’: ‘Although
the “words” were actually spoken to Mary by an angel of the Lord, Luke can refer to them as spoken by the
Lord(...)”
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the communication level of the characters on the textual stage, where
‘Mariam’ in her direct speech communicates to her unspecified audi-
ence that all the generations poxapiodoiv (will call me happy; 1:48¢).5
The ‘aside’ by the TIA, therefore, positions the TIA himself as belonging
to ‘all the generations’ who will call ‘Mariam’ ‘happy’.

With his ‘aside’, the TIA implicitly invites the TIR to become part of ‘all
the generations’ (1:48c) who will call ‘Mariam’ ‘happy’, and to share in
‘Mariam’s’ faith.5*

In his ‘aside’ to the TIR, the TIA communicates that ‘there will be a com-
pletion to the things spoken to her from the Lord’ (1:45b—c). The future
tense &oton (there will be; 1:45b) used at this communication level, con-
veys to the TIR that ‘the things spoken’ to ‘Mariam’ ‘from the Lord” have
not yet all been completed.s®

However, in his ‘aside’, the TIA does not offer information to the TIR
with which he can answer the direct open question posed by ‘Elisabet’.

The following points summarise the communicative consequences of the TIA’s
‘aside’ (1:45a—c) for the TIR:

1.

From a syntactic, semantic, and communicative perspective, the ‘aside’
creates a clear narrative break between ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech to
‘Mariam’ (including ‘Elisabet’s’ direct open question), and ‘Mariam’s’
direct speech; this break is a reason that the TIR cannot view ‘Mariam’s’
direct speech as an answer to ‘Elisabet’s’ question.

The ‘aside’ draws the attention of the TIR to ‘Mariam’ and to ‘the things
spoken to her from the Lord’.

587 Cf. Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (1991), 41: (...) notice, for example, how the “all generations will call me
blessed” (1:48) picks up the “blessed is the woman” of 1:45.”

588

589
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Without explicitly mentioning the TIR, in discussing the use of the third person in referring to ‘Mariam’
in clauses 1:45a—c, Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 97, notes: ‘Thus are others invited to respond, like Mary,
with faith.’

See Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 86: ‘Trotz der in diesem Kapitel herrschenden Atmo-
sphire der Erfiillung erinnert das futurische £otor diskret daran, dal der Plan Gottes bei weitem noch
nicht verwirklicht ist.”

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



3. By referring indirectly to ‘Mariam’, the ‘aside’ prepares the TIR for the
ensuing direct speech, which is spoken by ‘Mariam’.

4. The ‘aside’ does not offer information with which the TIR can answer
‘Elisabet’s’ direct open question.

The TIR can also study the information given by the TIA in the narrative proper
of the research-text and consider whether this offers information with which
he himself can answer ‘Elisabet’s’ question.

1. In contrast to ‘Elisabet’, the TIR indeed does have the information at
his disposal to figure out why ‘Mariam’ travels to ‘Elisabet’. The TIR
is, namely, privy to the communication between ‘the Messenger’ and
‘Mariam’, and in it he hears how ‘the Messenger’ communicates to ‘Mari-
am’ that her relative ‘Elisabet’ has conceived in her old age (1:36b). ‘The
Messenger’ gives ‘Mariam’ this information as an example of ‘God’s’
power. He concludes his communication with ‘Mariam’ with the words
‘because not will be impossible for God every matter’ (1:37), thus imply-
ing that ‘God’s’ power is behind both ‘Mariam’s’ as well as her relative
‘Elisabet’s’ pregnancy. Directly after ‘Mariam’s’ reply to ‘the Messenger’
that ‘may it come to pass to me according to your utterance’ (1:38¢), ‘the
Messenger’ departs from her, and ‘Mariam’ then travels to ‘Elisabet’.

2. With the above information, the TIR can attempt to answer ‘Elisabet’s’
direct open question to ‘Mariam’: ‘and from where to me is this that the
mother of my Lord should come to me?’ ‘Mariam’ travels to ‘Elisabet’ be-
cause she has heard that ‘Elisabet’” has unexpectedly also conceived and
that, as also in her own case, ‘God’s’ power is behind ‘Elisabet’s’ preg-
nancy.*°

590 See Kozlowski, “Intertextuality of Luke 1:28” (2021), 131, footnote 2.
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A COMMUNICATION
ANALYSIS:

THE ACT OF QUESTIONING IN 2:46E,
THE NOUN ANSWERS’ IN 2:47, DIRECT
OPEN QUESTION 2:48E, DIRECT OPEN
QUESTION 2:49B, AND DIRECT YES—
NO QUESTION 2:49C—FE’



6.1 Preliminary syntactic remarks

In this chapter I deal with the following three questions, all of which occur in
main text-unit 2:41-52b:

e the direct open question posed in 2:48e;
* the direct open question posed in 2:49b;
e the direct yes—no question posed in 2:49c—¢€’.

In addition, I deal here with:
* the occurrence of one act of questioning in 2:46e (implying one or
more questions being posed by the subject of this action);

¢ the occurrence of the noun ‘answers’ in 2:47 (implying one or more
questions being answered).
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In Chapter 2, I point out why main text-unit 2:41-52b can, for syntactic reasons,
be considered as an extra ‘panel’ following upon main text-unit 1:5a-2:40d,
which itself has a triptych structure describing the annunciation, conception,
birth, naming, and circumcision of ‘I6annés’ and ‘Iesous’ (see especially para-
graph 2.3 and Scheme IV). The action in main text-unit 2:41-52b takes place
twelve years after the events described in main text-unit 1:5a—-2:40d. This time-
lapse is referred to using the age (twelve years) of ‘Iésous’ (2:43c).

The reasons that I deal with these three direct questions, with the act of ques-
tioning, and with the noun ‘answers’ together, is the fact that they all occur in
main text-unit 2:41-52b, and are also either otherwise syntactically, or seman-
tically closely linked to each other:

* theact of questioning in 2:46e, and the noun ‘answers’ in 2:47 both
occur in the narrative world, which describes the context in which the
three direct questions are posed;

* direct open question 2:49b and direct yes—no question 2:49c—€’
together constitute an entire direct speech and are a reaction to direct
open question 2:48e.

Clause 2:48e, ti £€noinoag Nuiv obtwg; (why have you done like this to us?), is an
interrogative clause containing the m-word (an interrogative pronoun) ti
(why?) in first position, and is indeed punctuated as a question by NA28, UBSs,
and SBLGNT. Positioned immediately preceding the statement éroincog fuiv
obtog (you have done like this to us), the interrogative pronoun ti converts it into
the direct open question: ‘Why have you done like this to us?’.* Clause 2:48e is
found in the discursive world and is part of a direct speech made by ‘Mariam,
with ‘Iesous’ as her addressee.

Clause 2:49b, ti 811 é{nteite pe; (why is it that you [plural] were searching for me?),
is an interrogative clause containing the n-word (an interrogative pronoun) ti
(why?) in first position, and is indeed punctuated as a question by NA28, UBSs,

591 Cf. e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 92, who translate direct open question 2:48e as
‘why did you act this way towards us?’; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 471, who translates it as ‘why have
you done this to us?’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 152, who translates it as ‘weshalb hast
du uns so getan?”.
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and SBLGNT. The combination of ti (why?) with the conjunction &t (that)»* is
a construction equivalent to i éotwv 611 (eliding the verbal form éotwv), and can
be translated as ‘why is it that’.s Positioned immediately preceding the state-
ment é(ntetné pe (you [plural] were seeking me), ti (éotv) 611 converts it into the
direct open question: ‘why is it that you (plural) were seeking me?’5+ Clause
2:49b is found in the discursive world and is part of a direct speech made by
‘lesous’, with ‘the parents’ (= ‘Mariam’ and ‘I6seply’) as his addressee.

Clauses 2:49c—¢’, which immediately follow upon the direct open question in
clause 2:49b, are not marked by a n-word, but are all the same punctuated as a
question by NA28, UBS5, and SBLGNT Punctuated interrogatively, these clauses
form the only instance of a direct yes—no question in the research-text: ook fjdette
11 év 101G 10D MaTPOG pov Sel etvar pe; (you [plural]) had, had you not, known that at
my father’s it is necessary that I be?).5*° However, because the syntax does not compel
an interrogative reading of clauses 2:49c—¢’, they can also be read as a statement:
‘You [plural] had, had you not, known that at my father’s it is necessary that I be.’
I deal with both these reading-options in my communication analysis. Clauses
2:49c—¢’ are found in the discursive world and are part of a direct speech made by
‘Iesous’, with ‘the parents’ (= ‘Mariam’ and ‘I6séph’) as his addressee.

Clause 2:46e contains one act of questioning, namely énepotdvta (while he was
questioning; 2:46e), a masculine singular present participle in the accusative

592 See for the epexegetical function of 6t here, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 97: ‘61t
Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to ti(...).

593 See for i 6tuin clause 2:49b, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 97: ‘T{ &1t This same
construction occurs in Acts 5:4, 9 and is probably a shortened form of ti yéyovev 6ti: “Why has it happened
that...”; cf. Culy and Parsons, Acts: A Handbook on the Greek Text (2003), 87. However, Grosvenor and Zer-
wick, Grammatical Analysis (1993), 181, views ti 8tuin clause 2:49b as a shortened form of i éotv é11: “1i 610
= 1i éonwv, &11; why is it that? why?’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 160, mentions the elision
of either éotiv or yéyovev: ‘Ti &1 (V 49) ist selten (vgl. Apg 5:4, 9) und fordert eine Ergédnzung durch ein
unausgesprochenes Verb (¢otiv oder yéyovev [vgl. Joh 14:22]).

594 Cf. e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 92, who translate direct open question 2:49b
as “Why is it that you were searching for me?””; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 471, who translates it
as ‘Why were you looking for me?’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 152, who translates it as
‘Wieso suchtet ihr mich?”.

595 See footnote 270, where I discuss a possible reason for the interrogative punction of clauses 2:49c—€’ by
NA28, USBs5, and SBLGNT.

596 Cf. e.g. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 92, who translate direct yes-no question 2:49¢—
¢’ as ‘Were you not aware that I have to be in my father’s (house)?’; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 471,
who translates it as ‘Did you not know that I must be in my Father’s house?’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas:
1:1-9:50 (1989), 152, who translates it as ‘Wultet ihr nicht, daf ich im Bereich meines Vaters sein muf3?’. See
for the translation, meaning, and narrative function of clause 2:49c-¢’, Sylva, “The Cryptic Clause” (1987).
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case. This participle refers to the masculine singular personal pronoun in the
accusative case aytov (him; 2:46b) (= I€sous’), who is, therefore, the subject of
this act of questioning. The prefix éni (on; at) of the verb énepwtdw can be inter-
preted as focussing the action of ‘questioning’ onto its object.>” ‘Iesous’ action
of ‘questioning’ is found in the narrative world and has as its object the mas-
culine plural personal pronoun in the accusative case avtovg (them; 2:46e€). The
antecedent of this personal pronoun is v Siackdrwv (of the teachers; 2:46c).
‘Iesous’ action of ‘questioning’ thus implies one or more questions being posed
by him to the character ‘the teachers’.

Clause 2:47 contains the feminine plural noun taig dnoxpicecwv (the answers;
2:47), which is part of the construction £xi 7] cvvéoet kol Toig dmokpiceocty
a0tod (at his comprehension and answers; 2:47). This noun is qualified by the
masculine singular personal pronoun in the genitive case avtod (his; 2:47),
which itself refers to the masculine singular pronoun avtov (him; 2:46b) (=
‘lesous’). These ‘answers’ are, therefore, the answers of the character ‘Iésous’.
They are the object of the third person plural subject of the verb é&ictavro (they
were astounded; 2:47), which is in the imperfect tense, describing continuous
action in the past. The subject of this action of being astounded is the mas-
culine plural noun ot dxovovteg (the hearers; 2:47) in the nominative case. This
noun is qualified twice: once by the corresponding masculine plural adjective
mavteg in the nominative case, and once by the masculine singular personal
pronoun in the genitive case avtod (his; 2:47), which itself refers to the mascu-
line singular pronoun avtov (him; 2:46b) (= Iésous’): ‘all his (= ‘lesous’) hearers
were astounded at his (...) answers’s* These answers of ‘Iésous’ imply one or
more questions having been posed to ‘Iesous’.

597 In their discussion on composita made with the preposition éri, Moulton, Howard, and Turner, Grammar
of New Testament Greek (1976), vol. 2, 312, deal with this preposition’s function of concentrating the verb’s
action on its object: ‘Closely akin to these are the composita in which the preposition may be described as
directive, indicating the concentration of the verb’s action upon some object: in these cases the simplex
will be general and the compositum special in its force, the one may be abstract and the other concrete.”
For the possible intensifying sense of the preposition éri in verbal compositions, see Liddell, Scott, and
Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 623: ‘to give force or intensity to the Verb’.

598 See for how this construction can be viewed as a hendiadys, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook
(2010), 96: “émi 17] cLVESE Kai Taig dnokpicesty. Cause. The phrase could be taken as a hendiadys or doublet
(---): “his intelligent answers” (...).” See also Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 157: ““Sein Ver-
standnis und seine Antworten” ist insofern Hendiadyoin, als das Verstandnis sich in den Antworten zeigt,
doch will Lukas mit cOveoig nicht nur die Antworten, sondern auch die Person Jesu beschreiben.”

599 Regarding the noun drnokpioig used in clause 2:47, see Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 130: ‘Luke 20:26 has
Luke’s only other use of émokpioic, “answer,” and there also in connection with the language of amazement.’
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My communication analysis first deals with the narrative world of text-units
2:41-45¢ and 2:46a—47 (paragraph 6.2). In paragraph 6.3, I analyse the mainly
discursive world of text-unit 2:48a—50b (including its short narrative introduc-
tions, and its conclusion).

6.2 The narrative world containing ‘Iesous”’ act of question-
ing and his ‘answers’: clauses 2:41-47

Main text-unit 1:5a—2:40d ends with the TIA communicating (albeit implicitly)
to the TIR that ‘Iesous’, while continuing to grow, to become strong, and to
be filled with wisdom (2:40a—c), continues to be in the temple in Jerusalem
until the day of his appearance to Israél. I deal with the syntactic context of
this implicit communication at the level of the TIA and the TIR in paragraph
2.3 and Scheme IV. In 2:39b, the TIR is informed by the TIA that a third person
plural (with antecendent ‘the parents’) turns back to ‘their own city Nazareth’
in Galilaia. ‘Iésous’ is not mentioned as being a subject of this action. It is with
this information in mind, that the TIR starts reading main text-unit 2:41-52b.

It can be noted that, in main text-unit 2:41-52b, ‘Mariam’ and ‘I6seph’ are no
longer referred to with their names, but are designated by their familial rela-
tionship to Iesous’ (‘his parents’, ‘his mother’, ‘your father’), thereby focussing
the TIR on the character ‘Iésous’.®® In clauses 2:41-47, the TIA first informs the
TIR that oi yoveig avtod (his parents; 2:41) go xat’ £10g €ig Tepovoalnp Tfj £0ptij
100 hoyo (every year to lerousalem for the feast of the Passover; 2:41). The imperfect
tense of the verbal form énopevovro (they went; 2:41), especially in view of the
temporal phrase ‘every year’, describes this action of ‘the parents’ as habitual.®*

600 These instances are: oi yoveig a0tod (2:41, 43d), 1| ujmp avtod (2:48¢, 51d), 6 Tatip cov (2:48g). Cf. Choi,
Luke’s Thematic Characterization (2014), 230.

601 Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 92-93, view only the temporal phrase kat” &tog (every
year; 2:42) as conveying that énopebovro (they went: 2:47) is habitual action, while they view the imperfect
tense of the action itself as marking the action as background information to the pending narrative:
‘¢mopebovro. Impf mid ind 3rd pl mopevopar. This verse provides a helpful example of why it is inappropri-
ate to argue that the imperfect signals a series of events or a customary event (...). The imperfect portrays
the event as a past/remote process, here background information for what follows, while the phrase kat’
gtog specifies that it was a customary process.” See, however, regarding the imperfect tense of énopgbovro
(2:47) as conveying customary action, Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 439: ‘The impf. of poreuesthai
here has iterative force; (...).’; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 471, who translates énopgbovto (2:47) as
‘used to go’, implying customary action in the past.
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After offering this background information, the TIA then informs the TIR

about the time at which the first new action of main text-unit 2:41-52b takes
place. The TIA does this in three steps:

Temporal clause 2:42a 8te £yéveto Etdv dmdeka (when he was twelve years;
2:42a) connects the time of this new action to the age of ‘lesous’,*>> who
is here not yet referred to with his proper name, but only with the third
person singular éyéveto (2:42a), as well as with the personal pronoun
avtod (2:41).

* By mentioning the age of ‘Iesous’, the TIA confirms the information
that he gives the TIR in 2:40a: ‘the little boy continued to grow’.

* By linking the time of action to ‘Iesous” age, the TIA draws the TIR’s
attention to ‘Ieésous’, suggesting that this character will in some way
be involved in the coming action.

* By linking the time of action to ‘Iésous” age, the TIA situates all the
new action (even action of which ‘Iésous’ is not the subject) in the
context of Iésous” being twelve years old.

* By mentioning the age of I€sous’, the TIA positions the new action
on a narrative time-line: the new action that is about to unfold takes
place twelve years after the birth of ‘Ieésous’ (2:7a).

* By mentioning the age of ‘Iésous’, the TIA evokes for the TIR the past
events of the annunciation, conception, circumcision, naming, birth,
and presentation of ‘lesous’ (1:26a—56b; 2:1-39).

After first establishing that the events that are about to unfold take
place when ‘Iesous’ is twelve years old (2:42a), the TIA further refines the
time at which this new narrative action takes place by stating in clauses
2:42b—43a that it occurs after ‘the parents’ have, as usual, gone up (to
Jerusalem) and have completed the days (of the feast of the Passover).®s

602 See for ‘Ieésous” being ‘twelve years’ old (2:42a) and contemporary customs and Mishnaic regulations re-
garding boys of about that age, e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 472—473; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989),
129; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 440-441; Van der Horst, “Aramaic Background of Luke 2:41-52”
(1980), 61-62; De Jonge, “Sonship, Wisdom, Infancy” (1978), 319-321. See for a detailed exposition on the
probable connection between ‘Iesous’ here being described as ét@v dddexa (twelve years; 2:42a), and the
bios of the Roman Emperor Caesar Augustus, Billings, “The Boy Jesus, the Emperor Augustus” (2009).

603 See for the use of the present participle avafowvoviov (going up; 2:42b), followed by the aorist participle
tehelwoaviov (having completed; 2:43a), Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 156: ‘AvaBavéviav
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Having also described how ‘the parents’ go up to Jerusalem every year
for the feast of the Passover (2:41), the TIA situates all the new action in
the context of this feast.

3. Clause 2:43b then gives the exact time of the first new action in main
text-unit 2:41-52b: this action occurs €v 1@ vYmooTpépey adtovg (on their
returning; 2:43b). The plural personal pronoun avtovg refers to the char-
acter ‘his (= ‘Iésous”) parents (= ‘Mariam’ and ‘Ioseph’)’.

By leading up to the new narrative action with a step-by-step specification of

the time of this action, as it were ‘zooming in’ on the action in a temporal sense

(2:42a—43b), the TIA delays revealing the new action and whets the TIR’s in-

terest as to what this new action will be. In fact, two new actions, both in the

aorist tense, and both with renominalised subjects, then take place simultane-

ously (2:43c—d):%+

1. In clause 2:43c, the TIA describes action with ‘Iésous the boy’ (renomi-
nalised from ‘the little boy’ in 2:40a) as its subject: Vnépewev ‘Incodg 6
oG &v Tepovooinu (Iesous the boy remained behind in Ierousalem; 2:43c).

2. In clause 2:43d the TIA describes action with ‘the parents’ (renominal-
ised from 2:41) as its subject: kai 00k &yvocav oi yovelg avtod (and his
parents knew not; 2:43d).

I deal with these two simultaneous actions in the following seven points:

604

und tehelocGviov stehen nicht im gleichen Tempus. Das erste Partizip bezeugt im Prisens die Dauer, das
zweite fallt im Aorist eine abgeschlossene Handlung zusammen und eré6ffnet die Episode (...).” Cf. Nol-
land, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 129: “The participle dvapavévtav, “going up,” is probably in the present tense to
mark reiteration.’

See Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 93, where, in discussing the temporal setting of
2:41-52b, they also remark upon this zooming-in technique and its communicative function: ...) The
temporal setting for this pericope is located using a complex series of temporal constructions. The first
one, &1e éyéveto E1dv dddeka (V. 42), provides the broad temporal setting. This is then narrowed with two
conjoined genitive absolute constructions (vv. 42-43), which are followed by a fourth temporal construc-
tion: &v 1@ vmootpépew (v. 43). All of these background temporal elements serve to raise increasingly the
question for the reader: What’s going to happen? In the middle of verse 43, we finally find out, as Luke
resumes the storyline with two conjoined aorist verbs (0népewev, yvacav): This account is about Jesus
being left behind and his parents not knowing it had happened.’
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1. Clause 2:43c (‘Iésous the boy remained behind in Ierousalény) is the
first time in the research-text (and in Luke) that the character ‘Iésous’
is the subject of completed active action in the narrative (see paragraph
2.2.16).%5

2. By describing ‘Iesous” action of ‘remaining behind’ in 2:43¢c, and then
stating in 2:43d that ‘the parents’ do not know about this, the TIA, in
his direct communication with the TIR, makes sure that the TIR is
aware of a discrepancy between the TIR's knowledge and ‘the parents”
knowledge as to ‘lesous” whereabouts. The TIR, thus, shares in the TIA’s
knowledge, and this strengthens their relationship. This information
discrepancy lasts until clause 2:46b, where the TIA describes how ‘they
(‘the parents’) found him (‘Iésous’) in the temple’.

3. In clause 2:43c, the TIA describes ‘Iésous’ for the first and only time in
the research-text as 0 naig (the boy; 2:43¢).°® The TIA’s switch from the
diminutive 10 moudiov (the little boy; 2:17, 27b, 40a) to the standard form
of the noun, confirms to the TIR that twelve years indeed separate the
events of main text-unit 1:5-2:40 and main text-unit 2:41-2:52.57

4. The information given by the TIA in clause 2:43c (I€sous’ the boy re-

605

60

(=)

607

See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 156, where he refers to text-unit 2:41-52b as ‘the scene’: ‘As the scene opens,
Mary and Joseph are the subjects of the action, but as it unfolds Jesus takes on an active role - for the

first time in the Gospel.’; cf. Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts (1986), 53: ‘Jesus takes an active role

in 2:41-52, the story of the boy Jesus in the temple.’ Earlier on in the narrative, ‘the little boy’ [= ‘Iésous’)

is once the subject of continuous active and passive action in the past (2:40a-c), and once of middle voice
action: éyéveto étdv dddeko (he was twelve years; 2:42a). Furthermore, ‘Iesous’ is the subject of active and
passive action in embedded clauses contained in two direct speeches by ‘the Messenger’ to ‘Mariam’: &éotat
uéyag (he will be great; 1:32a), KAndrjoetar (he will be called; 1:32b), Bactievoet (he will be king; 1:33a), KAnBrjoeTa
(he will be called; 1:35¢), and in one embedded clause contained in a direct speech by ‘Symeon’ to ‘Mariam:
ketrat (he is appointed; 2:34b). The character ‘Elisabet’ introduces the character ‘Iésous’ (= ‘the fruit’) onto
the textual stage in clause 1:42d, where 6 kopnog (the fruit; 1:42d) is the nominative subject of a verbless
equative clause; cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 40.

In the Septuagint and the New Testament, the noun noig can also convey the meaning of ‘servant’ or ‘slave’.
Cf. Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 666667, who offer the following meanings for mouic: ‘a young
pers. normally below the age of puberty, w. focus on age rather than social status, boy, youth’, ‘one’s own
immediate offspring, child’, ‘one who is committed in total obedience to another, slave, servant’; Muraoka,
Lexicon of the Septuagint (2009), 520, who translates raic, besides as ‘child’ and as ‘a period of life when one is

a child’, also as ‘person of servile status’; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 1198-1200, who translates
naig as ‘Knabe’, Jiingling’; when it refers to people in general in relation to God as ‘Diener, Knechte, Sklaven’;
and when it refers to ‘Christus in seiner Beziehung zu Gott’ as ‘Knecht’ and ‘Sohn’.

Cf. Riemersma, “Een Noodzakelijke Breuk” (2009), 20; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 129: “The dimin-

utive form naudiov, “[little] child,” used in vv 17, 27, 40 gives way now as Jesus gets older to naig,
“child”[“boy”[“servant.”

270 QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



mained behind in Ierousalém’), supports the TIR’s understanding that
the infant ‘Iésous’ indeed remained in Jerusalem after having been pre-
sented to the Lord there (2:22¢), and did not turn back to Galilaia (2:39b)
with his parents (see paragraph 2.2.14 and Scheme IV). The TIR goes
about confirming this in the following steps:

* From a semantic point of view, the fact that Iésous’ remains in
Jerusalem (2:43c) means that he is in Jerusalem when the action of
‘remaining’ starts.

* From a semantic point of view, the fact that Iésous’ remains in

Jerusalem (2:43c) means that he is not part of the third person plural

personal pronoun avtovg (them) forming an accusativus cum infinitivo

construction with the verb vnootpépew (to turn back) in the temporal
clause 2:43b.%® ‘Ieésous’ can, namely, not ‘remain’ (in Jerusalem) and

‘turn back’ (to Galilaia) at the same time.

Because ‘[esous’ indeed remains in Jerusalem (2:43c), it is, therefore,

‘the parents’ who constitute the third person plural in the temporal
clause év 1@ vmootpépety avtodg (on their returning; 2:43b).

If ‘the parents’ are the subject of the infinitive in clause 2:43b, then it
is only ‘the parents’ who can be referred to by the two plural

participles, avafowoviov with avtdv (going up; 2:42b), and
telewcavtov (after having completed; 2:43a), forming the two genitivus
absolutus constructions in 2:42b—43a. The fact that there is no reno-
minalisation of ‘the parents’ (2:41) in clause 2:43b, supports this.*

It is, therefore, only ‘the parents’ (thus without ‘Iésous’), who ‘go up’
(to Jerusalem) in 2:42b. This information confirms the habitual
action by ‘the parents’ of yearly ‘going up’ to Jerusalem (2:41). Clause
2:41indeed explicitly mentions only ‘the parents’ as the subject of
this action of ‘going up’ to Jerusalem.

If only ‘the parents’ travel to Jerusalem annually (2:41), and if only
‘the parents’ ‘go up’ (to Jerusalem) in 2:42b when ‘Iésous’ is twelve

608 See for ovtovg (them; 2:43b), Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 94: ‘adtove. Accusative
subject of vmoctpépewv.

609 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 154, where he discusses ‘the feast of the Passover’ (2:41): ‘Did Jesus attend
with his parents each year? Luke does not say so explicitly, but neither does he document explicitly in
2:43a that Jesus went with his parents at age 12; (...)
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years old (2:42a), then ‘Ieésous’ must have remained in Jerusalem for
twelve years after having been presented there as an infant (2:22b—c),
for the twelve-year-old boy is present in Jerusalem in clause 2:43c,
where he remains behind.

5. The two actions described in 2:43c¢—d (‘I€sous” remaining in Jerusalem
and ‘the parents” not knowing this) occur simultaneously ‘on their (=
‘the parents”) returning’.®° These actions are not only connected in
time, but are also linked semantically: the action of ‘not knowing’ by
‘the parents’ means ‘not knowing’ the action of ‘remaining behind’ by
‘Iesous’.

6. In contrast to clause 2:42a, where the TIA only uses a third person sin-
gular verbal form to refer to ‘lesous’ (‘and when he was twelve years’),
when describing ‘Iésous” first completed active action in the research-text
(2:43¢), the TIA explicitly uses his proper name ‘Iésous’, and in doing
so he accentuates this new verbal development regarding the character
‘Iesous’ to the TIR.

7. The first time that ‘Iésous’ is the subject of completed active action in
the research-text (‘he remained behind’), this action explicitly concerns
Jerusalem (2:43c). One other clause in the research-text, clause 2:22b,
mentions ‘Iésous’ in connection with Jerusalem (spelled ‘Hierosolyma’),
but without using his proper name, and not as the subject of action: he
is here rather the object of ‘the parents’ action of ‘bringing’: vrjyayov
avtov eig Tepocdivpa (they brought him up to Hierosolyma; 2:22b). In
clause 2:43c, the TIA, therefore, uniquely combines the proper name of
‘Ieésous’ with his first completed active action and links these both to
Jerusalem. This accentuates the connection that the character ‘Iesous’
has with Jerusalem.® From a semantic point of view, the action of ‘re-

610 Regarding how év 1@ functions in the temporal clause év 1 vmootpépery abtodg (2:43b), Culy, Parsons, and
Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 94: ‘“Omoctpégetv. Pres act inf vnoctpépw. Used with év 1@ to denote con-
temporaneous time (...).

611 Is his discussion of ‘the idea that Jerusalem lies at the heart of the narrative flow of Luke’s gospel’, Fay,
“Temple in Luke-Acts” (2006), 264, notes: ‘The story of Jesus remaining at the temple when his parents
had left uses Jerusalem three times, giving it a near-poetic feel, driving home the emphasis in Luke 2 on
the city’

272 QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



maining behind’ suggests a durative connection between ‘Iésous’ and
Jerusalem.®*

The TIA continues the narrative, describing the further actions of ‘the parents’
in clauses 2:44a-46b. At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR,
these actions are all described within the context of two information discrep-
ancies between ‘the parents’ and the TIR:

1. In the first case, the TIR knows that ‘Ieésous’ remains behind in Jerusa-
lem, while ‘the parents’ do not know that ‘Iésous’ has done so;

2. In the second case, it is rather ‘the parents’ who know something that
the TIR does not know. What is not clear to the TIR, namely, is why ‘the
parents’ presume that ‘Iésous’, age twelve, would now accompany them
to Galilaia, after his having remained in Jerusalem since being present-
ed there twelve years before (2:22b—c). The only information the TIR has
at his disposal that could help resolve this information discrepancy is
the age of ‘Iesous’. The TIR can consider that it was presumed by ‘the
parents’ that ‘Iésous’, having indeed reached the age of twelve, should
thus leave Jerusalem and travel with them to Galilaia.

Confronted with these two information discrepancies, and whether they will
be resolved, the TIR’s interest in the unfolding of the narrative is whetted by
the TIA.

The TIR can observe the development of ‘the parents’ from (1) ‘not knowing’
that ‘Iésous’ has remained in Jerusalem, via (2) becoming aware of not knowing
where he is, to (3) finding him’.*s

1. First, the TIA confirms ‘the parents” action of ‘not knowing’ that ‘Iesous’
remained behind in Jerusalem (2:43d) by describing where they pre-

612 Cf. Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 1888-1889, who, beside ‘stay behind’,
offer as possible translations of vropéve the intransitive ‘to be permanent’, and the transitive ‘abide or await
another’.

613 See for a discussion on three intratextual links between clauses 2:44a—46b and Luke 24:13-35, James,
“Intratextuality in Luke” (2020), 65-66.
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sume him to be: vopicavteg 88 avtov givan &v fj cuvodia (because they
supposed him to be in the company; 2:44a-b).+ This also confirms the first
information discrepancy between ‘the parents’, who do not know that
‘Iésous’ has remained in Jerusalem,® and the TIR, who indeed knows
that ‘Tesous’ is in Jerusalem (2:43c).

2. Secondly, by describing that ‘they were searching for him’ (2:44d),%¢ that
they did not find him (2:45a), and again that ‘they returned to Jerusalem,
searching for him’ (2:45b—c),®” the TIA three times again accentuates
the first information discrepancy between what ‘the parents’ know and
what the TIR knows. The TIR, however, can discern a development here:
although ‘the parents’ still do not know where ‘Iesous’ is, they are now
aware that they do not know, hence their second action of ‘searching
for himy’. By highlighting this three times, the TIA makes sure the TIR
perceives this growing awareness on the part of ‘the parents’.**

Clause 2:45b explains that ‘the parents’ vnéotpeyav €ig Tepovoainu (they
returned to Ierousalem; 2:45b). The TIR knows that ‘the parents’ are now
‘searching’ in the right direction, but he can still ask himself whether
they will indeed find ‘Iésous’ in Jerusalem, thus ending the first infor-
mation discrepancy between them.

614

615
616

617

618

See, regarding the use of the same verb vopiCw (2:44a) in Luke 3:23, Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 189: ‘Other
appearances of the verb “to think” or “to assume” in Luke-Acts show that Luke has in mind an assump-
tion, wrongly made, that leads to persons acting as if it were true.” See also Frilingos, “Parents Just Don’t
Understand” (2016), 35, who, in discussing text-unit 2:41-52b remarks: ‘The Lukan story revolves around
what others know (or think they know) and do not know about the child Jesus.’

Cf. Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 129; ‘V 44 will explain how it was possible for the parents not to know that
Jesus had stayed behind.’

See for the imperfect tense of avelyjrovv (they were searching; 2:44d), Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 130: “The im-
perfect tense dvelritovy, “they were looking for,” may suggest that the parents spent the day looking for him.’
The compound verb dvelntéo is used in clauses 2:44d and 2:45¢, while in 2:48g” and 2:49b the verb {(ntéo
(without the prefix) is used. Cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 160: ‘Lukas verwendet in den
VV 44 und 45 ave{ntéo, da die Eltern ihren Sohn auf dem Weg zuriick (Gvé) suchen, in den VV 48 und 49
hingegen, wo sie sich in Jerusalem befinden, notiert er das einfache (ntéw.” See Liddell, Scott, and Jones,
A Greek-English Lexicon (19405 repr. 1996), 104, who translate ave{ntéw as ‘investigate’, ‘search out, discover’;
Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 756, who translate (ntéo as ‘seek’, ‘inquire
for’, “search or inquire into, investigate, examine’. I have opted to translate ave(ntéw as ‘search for’ and (ntéo as
‘seek’ in my working-translation (see the Appendix).

See for the communicative function of specifically clauses 2:44c-d, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 486:
(...) the fact that “they had gone a day’s journey before they began to search for him among their relatives
and acquaintances” needs no historical explanation: it is a literary device to heighten for the reader the
anxiety of the parents.’
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3. By using the macrosyntactic sign xai éyéveto (and it came to pass; 2:46a)
in the temporal clause ‘and it came to pass after three days’ (2:46a), the
TIA gives a strong signal to the TIR that important new action is about
to begin, making sure that his attention is drawn to this action. Clause
2:46b then describes how ‘the parents’indeed find ‘Iésous’, and they find
him év 1® iep® (in the temple; 2:46b). With the finding of ‘Iesous’ by ‘the
parents’, the first information discrepancy between the TIR and ‘the
parents’ is indeed resolved. Now both the TIR, as well as ‘the parents’
know that ‘Iésous’ is in Jerusalem. However, the second information dis-
crepancy between ‘the parents’ and the TIR has not been resolved: the
TIR still does not know why ‘the parents’ presumed that ‘Iesous’ would
now, after twelve years, accompany them to Galilaia.

In describing that ‘the parents’ find ‘Iesous’ ‘in the temple’, the TIA not only
resolves the first information discrepancy between ‘the parents’ and the TIR,
but he also reveals new information to the TIR. Although the TIR indeed did
know that ‘Iésous’ had ‘remained behind in Ierousalém’ (2:43c), he had not yet
been explicitly informed by the TIA that ‘Iésous’ remained behind in the temple.
This new information should, however, not come as a complete surprise to the
TIR, because 10 iep6v (the temple) is mentioned twice (2:27a, 37b) earlier on in
the TIA’s narrative, both times in connection to ‘Iesous’:*°

1. The first time that the TIA offers a connection between ‘Iésous’ and the
temple is in 2:27a-b. The TIA describes how ‘Symeon’ came &ig 10 iepdv
(into the temple; 2:27a), v 1@ eloayayelv Todg yovelg 1O maudiov Incodv
(when the parents had brought in the little boy Iésous; 2:27b). Here, ‘the par-
ents’, ‘Iesous’, and ‘Symeon’ are all simultaneously inside the temple.®

619 See for an exposition on the temporal phrase peta nuépag tpeis (after three days; 2:46a), De Jonge, “Sonship,
Wisdom, Infancy” (1978), 324-327.

620 The noun 10 iepdv (the temple) should not be confused with 6 vaog (the sanctuary), which occurs three times
(1:9, 21b, 22€) in main text-unit 1:5a-25¢, where it is always connected to the character ‘Zacharias’, and never
directly connected to ‘Iesous’.

621 ‘Symeon’ receives ‘Iésous’ in his ‘bent arms’ (2:28b); the TIR is, however, never informed that ‘Iésous’ is hand-
ed back. See for ‘Symeon’, and ‘the little boy Iésous’ being brought into the temple, Lanier, “Luke’s Distinctive
Use of the Temple” (2014), 450-451. See also Aletti, LEvangile selon Saint Luc: Commentaire (2022), 81-82.
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2. This first connection is linked to the second connection by the tempo-
ral phrase a0tf] i dpa (in that hour; 2:38b).¢> This time the TIA offers a
connection between ‘Iésous’ and the temple via the character ‘Hanna’
(2:37b—c): Avva mpogiitic, Buydtnp Pavovnd, €k euAilc Acfip (Hanna a
prophetess,® daughter of Phanouel,® of the tribe Aseér;®s 2:36a). ‘Hanna’ is,
therefore, also in the temple while ‘the parents’, ‘lesous’, and ‘Symeon’
are inside. The TIA describes that ‘Hanna’ f ook dgiotato tod iepod (she
did not leave the temple; 2:37b),% while ‘I€sous’ has just been brought into
the temple (2:27b). Besides this information, the TIA offers the TIR a
summary of ‘Hanna’s’ life,7 in which the numbers ‘seven’ and ‘eighty-
four’ are mentioned. The first number describes how many years ‘Han-
na’ was married: £tn éntd (seven years; 2:36¢). The second describes how
many years she has been a widow: &wg étdv dydorkovta tecctpwv (for
eighty-four years; 2:37a).%® The TIA’s relatively extensive biography of

622

623

624

625

626

627

628

Cf. Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization” (2014), 475: ‘Finally, there is a formal indicator that under-
lines the simultaneity of Simeon and Anna’s reaction: kol abtfj tfj dpe (“and at the same time”). Because
narrative is sequential, simultaneous actions must be recounted consecutively.’

See Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization” (2014), 468: ‘The most important description of Anna is the
first one given by the narrator: she was a prophetess (Luke 2:36a). Apart from Jesus, only Anna is called “a
prophet” in the Gospel of Luke.’ See also, Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 149: ‘Besonders in-
teressant ist die Beschreibung der Hanna als Prophetin. Das Alte Testament kennt nur vier solche Gestalten,
und das Neue verhilt sich der prophetischen Aktivitat der Frauen gegentiber wortkarg.’ For ‘Symeon’ and
‘Hanna’ as ‘prophetic figures in the Temple’, see Koet, “Holy Place and Hannah’s Prayer” (2006), 137-138. See
for how ‘Symeon’ and ‘Hanna’ evoke characters found in the Hebrew Bible and the Septuagint, e.g. Derrett,
“The Hidden Context” (1993); Visser, “Waarom Hanna Trekken van Judit Meekreeg” (1992); Wilcox, “Anna
bat Phanuel” (1992); Visser, “Laatsten die Eersten Zullen Zijn” (1987); Visser, “Hier is Meer dan Jozua” (1986).
For narrative similarities between text-unit 2:41-52 and 1 Samuel 1-3, see Aus, Samuel, Saul and Jesus (1994).
See Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization” (2014), 468: ‘Phanuel is the Greek form of Penuel or Peniel,
“face of God,” “for he has seen God face to face” (Gen 32:31; Judg 8:8; 1 Kgs 12:25). In addition to Jacob (Gen
32:31), Moses (Exod 33:11; Num 12:7-8; Deut 34:10) and Elijah (1 Kgs 19:11-12) are prophets because they have
seen God face to face. The name Phanuel recalls those prophets who could speak about their vision of God.”
See also e.g. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 431.

See for a detailed exposition of ‘Hanna’ belonging to the tribe of Asér, Bauckham, “Anna of the Tribe of Ash-
er” (1997). See also e.g. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 441-442; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 431.
See for the communicative function of ‘Hanna’ being in the temple, Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 151, where
he refers to the research-text as ‘these early chapters’: ‘Verse 37b holds in parallel two clauses: “she never
left the temple” and “but worshiped there with fasting and prayer night and day.” The latter spells out the
importance of the former, and both make their point - the extraordinary devotion of Anna (like Judith) to
the God of the temple - by hyperbole. Her continual presence in the temple emphasizes again the import-
ant and positive role this architectural space plays in these early chapters; (...).”

Cf. Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization” (2014), 464: ‘Luke 2:36-38 deals exclusively with Anna, who is
the subject of each verb. This is a remarkably lengthy segment with a high concentration of verbs for such
aminor character, who never reappears. Throughout Luke’s Gospel, no other character, aside from Jesus,
receives such biographical attention.’

For my translation of the preposition £wg + genitive (2:37a) as ‘for (a time)’, thus giving the length of
Hanna’s widowhood, see Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 752, under IL.
However, there are also scholars who regard £wg étdv dySonkovta tesoépov (2:37a) as giving Hanna'’s age;
cf. Biermann, “Just a Number?” (2023), 705, footnote 2, where she lists scholars taking this position, as well
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‘Hanna’ (compared to that of other characters in the research-text), cou-
pled with the fact that, although described as ‘a prophetess’ (2:36a), and
as ‘giving thanks’ (2:38b) and ‘speaking’ (2:38¢), her words are not giv-
en, together draw the TIR’s attention to ‘Hanna’, including the numbers
used in describing her.®® The number ‘eighty-four’ divided by the num-
ber ‘seven’ gives the number ‘twelve’, which is the age of ‘Iesous’ when
he is found by ‘the parents’ in the temple (2:46b). There is, therefore, a
narrative link between ‘Hanna’s’ remaining in the temple and ‘Iesous”
remaining in the temple, via their respective age, in both cases a multi-
ple of ‘twelve years’. The TIR can consider whether this information can
be of aid in resolving the second information discrepancy between him
and ‘the parents’: why did ‘the parents’ presume that ‘Iésous’ would now
accompany them to Galilaia, having reached the age of twelve? The TIR
knows that, in the biblical context, the number ‘twelve’ may express per-
fection and completeness.®° Perhaps ‘the parents’ held ‘Iesous” period
at the temple to have reached perfection after twelve years and was thus
completed? The information offered by the TIA is, however, insufficient
for the TIR to draw any conclusions. The fact that ‘Iésous’ remains in the

629

630

as scholars taking my position. Some scholars read £wg as @g (about), whether based on variants or not.
See for these variants Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 89; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah
(1993), 442; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 431. See for a comparison of the different options regard-
ing ‘Hanna’s’ age, Elliott, “Anna’s Age (Luke 2:36-37)” (1988). See also Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Character-
ization” (2014), 477, who draws attention to the fact that the use of &wg (2:37a) may convey that ‘Hanna’ is
from this moment in the narrative no longer a widow: ‘In Luke 2:37a it functions as a preposition (£wg étdv
dydonkovta tesodpmv). Does this mean that Anna is no longer a widow? Does the text say anything about
her marital status after her meeting Jesus? The different variants deal with this “until” by either altering it
(e.g., to &) or deleting it. The Greek text is not clear on this matter, but the preposition £&wg marks a change
of status, a difference between before and after. Luke seems to present Jesus as redeeming Anna, who
represents all of Israel, by her metaphorical marriage.’

Cf. Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization” (2014), 464: “The biographical information about her, ample
for a minor character, has special significance, at least because of its length. Perhaps her extensive de-
scription compensates for her narrative silence and subsequent disappearance from view and gives great
significance to her characterization. Anna’s silence indicates to the reader that the description of her life is
in fact a synthesis of her prophecy.’ See also footnote 62;7.

Cf. Garcia Serrano, “Anna’s Characterization” (2014), 470, regarding ‘Hanna’ and the numbers used in her
biography: ‘Why does Luke insist on the numbers, even saying that she was married seven years? Both
seven and eighty-four have a symbolic meaning. The number seven is a well-known expression of abun-
dance. The number twelve expresses perfection. It is therefore striking that eighty-four is seven times
twelve.’; Elliott, “Anna’s Age (Luke 2:36-37)” (1988), 100: ‘Not only is the figure ‘seven’ significant for the
number of her years’ of marriage but the figure ‘eighty-four’ is of especial significance, being a multiple of
two symbolic numbers, seven and twelve, both of which are made use of in several Biblical narratives.’ Cf.
Biermann, “Just a Number?” (2023), 712-717; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 122, regarding ‘Hanna’s’ biogra-
phy: ‘There may be symbolism in the twelve-times-seven years (...). Besides in clause 2:42a, ‘twelve years’
occurs in Luke two other times: in Luke 8:42 (‘because an only daughter was to him, about twelve years
old’), and in Luke 8:43 (‘a woman being with a flux of blood for twelve years’).
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temple, while ‘his parents knew not’ could be seen as a first example of
how the character ‘Iesous’ does not act the way that other characters in
the narrative of Luke 1:5-24:53 may presume him to act.®

Besides these two explicit connections between ‘Iésous’ and the temple, the TIR
has also received implicit information in the context of main text-unit 2:40 that
‘lesous’ continued to be in the temple in Jerusalem (see paragraph 2.2.14, para-
graph 2.3, and Scheme IV). It should, therefore, come as no surprise to the TIR
that ‘Iesous’ is found by ‘the parents’ ‘in the temple’ (2:46b).

In clause 2:46¢, the TIA goes on to specify that ‘Iesous’ is found ‘in the temple’
kobelopevov év péow tdv didackdlmy (sitting in the centre of the teachers; 2:46c¢).
Beside his action of ‘sitting’, ‘I€sous’ is also described in clauses 2:46d-e as
arovovta (hearing them [= ‘the teachers’]; 2:46d) and énepotdvta avtoig (ques-
tioning them [= ‘the teachers’]; 2:46e). In all three cases, a participle is used,®*
describing the three actions as all occurring when ‘Iésous’ is found by ‘his
parents’. Clause 2:47 follows, describing that é&iotavto 8¢ névteg oi drovovteg
a0Tod éni Tf] ovvéoe kai taig dnokpiceoty avtod (all his hearers were astounded at
his comprehension and answers; 2:47).

In the context of my study, ‘Iésous” act of questioning (2:46¢) and ‘Iésous” ‘an-
swers’ (2:47), which imply questions being posed of him, require further anal-
ysis from the perspective of their semantic and communicative context (see
paragraph 6.1 for my syntactic remarks regarding this verbal form and noun).

‘Iesous” act of questioning is the last of three actions by ‘Ieésous’ that take place
while he is found by ‘the parents’, all three occurring in the temple, and all
three concerning ‘the teachers’:

631 Seeregarding the difference between the presumption ‘of the parents’ and the action of ‘Iésous’
(2:43c—44b), Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 159, where he refers to ‘Iésous’ as ‘Er’: ‘Er tut
nicht, was seine Eltern erwarten, und tut, was sie nicht wollen.’ See e.g. Luke 4:14-29, where ‘those present
in the synagogue’ have certain expectations of ‘Iésous’ (4:22), but who, when they hear his further words
(4:23-27), become angry, drive him out of their town, and try to hurl him over a cliff (4:29); cf. regarding
Luke 4:14—29, Sinninghe Damsté, “Jesus and the Scroll of the Prophet Isaiah” (2024); see also Luke 9:12-16,
where ‘the twelve’ presume that ‘the people’ should be sent away (9:12), then hear from ‘Iésous’ that they
should feed ‘the people’ (9:13), then presume that they are supposed to buy bread (9:13), then are told by
‘lesous’ to arrange the people in groups (9:14), and then, after ‘Iésous” has prayed a prayer of blessing (9:16),
told to hand out bread and fish to ‘the people’ (9:16).

632 Regarding these three participles, see Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 96.
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1. Inthe temple, I€sous’ sits in the centre of ‘the teachers’ (2:46¢);
2. Inthe temple, I€sous’ hears ‘the teachers’ (2:46d);
3. Inthe temple, ‘Iésous’ questions ‘the teachers’ (2:46e).

Regarding the participle kafelopevov (sitting; 2:46c), the TIR can consider the

following four points:

1. InLuke, the verb xaféCopou (to sit) occurs only here in 2:46c. It is used
a further six times in the New Testament: once in Matthew, three
times in John, and twice in Acts.®

2. It can be used to describe the posture of someone who teaches.+

3. Comparable to 2:46b-c, where it is used in conjunction with (1) ‘in
the temple’, (2) ‘Iesous’, and (3) ‘the teachers’, Matthew 26:55 uses
kobéCopat (to sit) together with (1) the verb 8i13doko (to teach),
describing action (2) by ‘Iesous’, (3) ‘in the temple’.%s

4. Acts 6:15 uses kaféCopau (to sit) together with the preposition év (in)
to describe the person(s) ‘sitting in’ as being a member of a group.®°

The noun 88dckadog (teacher) occurs seventeen times in various forms in

Luke.®” The TIR can consider the following three points:

633
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In the New Testament, besides here in clause 2:46¢, ka8¢Copou (to sit) only occurs in Matthew 26:55; John
4:6; 11:20; 20:12; Acts 6:15; 20:9.

See for kaBéCopa (to sit) as the posture of a teacher, Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940;
repr. 1996), 851: ‘remain seated’, in various senses: (...) ‘of a teacher’ (...)." See for the related verb ka6ilw (to
sit) used in conjunction with Sidcka (to teach) to denote the posture of ‘Iesous’ while teaching e.g. Luke 5:3
(-..) having sat down, he (= ‘Iésous’) was teaching (...)’; John 8:2 (...) and he (= ‘lésous’) sat down and began
to teach (...). For the use of kabilw (to sit) in the general context of ‘Iésous’ while teaching see e.g. Matt 5:1
(...) when he (= Iésous’) was seated, his disciples came to him’; Luke 4:20 ‘and having rolled up the scroll
(...) he (= ‘Iesous’) sat down (...). Cf. regarding Luke 4:20, Sinninghe Damsté, “Jesus and the Scroll of the
Prophet Isaiah” (2024) (forthcoming); Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 198. Cf. regarding Luke 5:3, Brown, Birth
of the Messiah (1993), 474-

Part of Matthew 26:55 reads: kaf’ uépav &v 10 iep®d ékabelopmy diddokamv (every day in the temple I [= ‘Té-
sous’] sat teaching; Matthew 26:55). With presumably no other reason than ‘Iésous” being twelve years old,
Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon, 434, describes ‘Iésous’ as the subject of the action of sitting in the temple
in Luke 2:46 as being a pupil, while he, however, describes ‘Iesous’ as the subject of the action of sitting in
the temple in Matthew 26:55 as being a teacher; cf. Bauer Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), ¢. 767, who also
makes this distinction without offering a reason for doing so: ‘kaféCopa (...) sitzen (...) &v 1@ iep®d von
Lehrenden Mt 26:55. V. Lernenden Lk 2:46 (...

Part of Acts 6:15 reads: mavteg oi kabelopevor &v 1@ cuvedpie (all those who were sitting in the council; Acts
6:15).

See for Sidaokalog, Bauer, et al., Greek-English Lexicon (2021), 213, who translate this noun as ‘teacher’;
Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 421, who translate the noun as ‘teacher,
master’ (...).’; cf. Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.243: ‘S36ckahog,

ov m: (derivative of 518Gk ‘to teach,’ [...]) one who provides instruction—‘teacher, instructor.”; Bauer
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1. Twelve times it is used in the vocative form by various characters
explicitly addressing ‘I€sous’ with 8i3dokae (teacher);®

2. Once (Luke 8:49) it is used by a character in referring to I€sous’.%

3. Inone case (Luke 22:11), ‘Iésous’ refers to himself as 6 813GoKkohog
(the Teacher).%+

Regarding the verb 8i8dokew (to teach),’ the TIR can consider the following
points:

1. Of the seventeen times the verb is used in Luke,* ‘Iesous’ is its
subject fourteen times. Ten times this occurs in the narrative world
as part of the direct communication between the TIA and TIR. The
other four times, this occurs in direct speeches by various characters
who describe ‘Iesous” action of ‘teaching’.

2. InLuke19:47, 20:1, and 21:37, the TIA explicitly describes how ‘Iesous’
was teaching év 1@ iep® (in the temple).

3. The direct speech by ‘the scribes and chief priests’ (20:21-22), in which
they address ‘Iesous’ as ‘Teacher’, and refer to his action of ‘teaching,
takes place ‘in the temple’ (Luke 20:1).

4. Acts 1:1 summarizes Tésous” activity in Luke 1:5-24:53 as ‘doing’ and
‘teaching’ (S3dokew).o

Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 380381, who translates the noun as ‘Lehrer’.

638 ‘Iésous’is addressed with the vocative Si3dokake (teacher) in: Luke 7:40; 8:49; 9:38; 10:25; 11:45; 12:13; 18:18;
19:39; 20:21, 28, 39; 21:7, although never by one of his disciples. Cf. Blenkinsopp, “Jesus the Teacher” (2021),
51: ‘It was as teacher (didaskalos) that he was addressed and acknowledged by the public (Luke 9:38; 12:13;
21:7) and by members of elite groups like Pharisees (7:40; 19:39), Sadducees (20:28), revenue officers (3:12),
and the ruling class (18:18) and also by scribes (20:21, 39) and lawyers (10:25; 11:45).”; Winter, “Lc 2:49 and
Targum Yerushalmi” (1954), 178-179, who notes that the ‘title’ s18Gokahog is ‘painstakingly avoided in
references by the disciples to Jesus in the body of the Third Gospel.’ Cf. also Dawsey, “Characterization in
Luke” (1986), 144-145.

639 InLuke 8:49, the character ‘someone from (the house of ) the synagogue ruler’ refers to ‘Iésous’ as ‘the Teacher’.

640 In Luke 22:11, which is part of a direct speech by ‘Iésous’ (Luke 22:10-12), ‘Iésous’ says, addressing ‘Petros’

and ‘Ioannés’, while referring to himself: ‘and say to the owner of the house: “The Teacher says: ‘Where is

the guest room where I may eat the Passover with my disciples?””

See for 813dokew, Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 421, who translate

the verb ‘in causal sense’ as ‘to instruct a person, or to teach a thing’ (...).; cf. Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based

on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 33.224: ‘Si3doka; d18ayn, fig f; d18ackaria, og f: to provide instruction

in a formal or informal setting—"to teach, teaching.”; Bauer Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 381, who

translates the verb as ‘lehren’.

642 Forms of the verb &iddokew (to teach) occur in Luke 4:15, 31; 5:3, 175 6:6; 11:1 (twice); 12:12; 13:10, 22, 265 19:47;
2011, 21 (twice); 21:37; 23:5.

643 Cf. O Fearghail, Role of Lk 1:1-4:44 (1991), 139, who states regarding ‘Iésous’ being presented as a teacher in

oy

64
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5. Nowhere in the research-text is I€sous’ referred to as being a pofntig
(pupil, student, disciple).®+

In view of the above points, the TIR can argue that the TIA, in describing ‘Te-
sous’ being found ‘sitting in the centre of the teachers’ (2:46c) ‘hearing them
and questioning them’ (2:46d-e), is communicating to him that ‘Iésous’ can
be viewed as sitting in the posture of a teacher®s in the centre of ‘the teachers’
in the temple, while ‘Iesous’ and ‘the teachers’ are communicating with each
other.®¢

The act of ‘questioning them’ (2:46€) implies that ‘Iesous’ poses ‘the teachers’
one or more questions. The TIA, however, does not communicate the content
of this/these question(s) to the TIR. This results in an information discrepancy
between what the characters that are present know, and what the TIR knows,
challenging the TIR to reflect on what this ‘questioning them’ could concern.
The following three points can assist the TIR:

1. ‘lesous’is sitting ‘in the temple’;
2. ‘Iésous’is connected to ‘God’[‘the Highest’|'the Lord’ on various
occasions in the research-text;®

Luke: ‘Not surprisingly it is this aspect of his ministry that is mentioned in the summary of the contents
of Luke’s first volume in Acts 1:1-2 (cf. Luke 24:19).’

644 In fact, nowhere in the New Testament is ‘Iesous’ referred to as a pabng (pupil, student, disciple). Besides
the few instances where the noun is used to refer to ‘a disciple’['disciples’ in general, or to ‘the disciples’
of ‘I6annés’, the many forms of pantg always refer to ‘a disciple’[‘the disciples’ of ‘Iesous’. See Louw and
Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 27:16: ‘pafntig, od m: (derivative of pavdéave ‘to
learn, to be instructed,’ [...]) a person who learns from another by instruction, whether formal or infor-
mal—(disciple, pupil.” Pace Koet, “Counter-Questions in Luke” (2022), 224, who suggests that ‘Iésous’ ‘is
presented as a disciple’ in clauses 2:46b—e: ‘First of all, Jesus is presented as a disciple who asks questions.
He is a maug (2:43), sitting in the midst of the teachers (2:46), listening to the teachers and asking them
questions (kai énepotdva avtovg). Asking questions is part of being a disciple and the fact that in this
passage Jesus is a disciple is also suggested because it is said that the listeners are amazed by his answers.
Asking the right questions and giving answers that lead to amazement or even bewilderment makes a
person a special learner.” However, on page 209, Koet states: ¢...) although Jesus is primarily a teacher,
through his questions, he is, in a certain sense, also a learner, as rabbis are in the later Rabbinic literature.”

645 Cf. Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 157, where he refers to ‘Iésous’ as ‘Er’: ‘Er sitzt nicht wie
ein Jiinger zu den Fiillen dieser Lehrer (...). Seine Position ist eher die des Lehrers.’

646 See Miiller, “Fragen im Erzihlwerk des Lukas” (2003), 35; O Fearghail, Role of Lk 1:1-4:44 (1991), 138-140, for
how ‘Iésous’ ‘appears in the role of a teacher’ in 2:46-47, as well as elsewhere in Luke.

647 The use of the title k0piog to refer to ‘Iésous’ is not only used by ‘Elisabet’ (1:43b), but also by the character
‘the Messenger of the Lord’ (2:11b); pace Winter, “Language in the Birth and Infancy Stories of the Third
Gospel” (1954), 113, who only mentions the occurrence of k0ptog in 1:43b as referring to ‘Iesous’: ‘With
the sole exception of 1:43 where it appears as a designation of Jesus, k0piog stands throughout for *mn.”
Different from NA28, Winter reads k0ptog in 2:11b as a genitive kvpiov: (the Anointed) of the Lord’. There
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3. The verb énepotao (to question) is used six times (of its seventeen
occurrences in Luke) by characters to pose questions to ‘Iésous’
pertaining to ‘the kingdom of God’, ‘eternal life’, ‘the way of God’,
‘marriage’, ‘the resurrection of the dead’, and ‘the temple’.*+*

4. InLuke 6:9, Iesous’, while ‘teaching’ (Luke 6:6), ‘questions’ ‘the scribes
and the pharisees’ regarding: the ‘lawfulness’, of doing good or bad on
‘the sabbath’; saving or destroying life on ‘the sabbath’.®

Inview of the above, the TIR can assume with near certainty that Iésous” act of
‘questioning’ ‘the teachers’ ‘in the temple’ implies that he is asking one or more
questions concerned with ‘God’ and his people Israel.

In clause 2:46d, the TIA informs the TIR that ‘Iésous’ was ‘hearing them (= ‘the
teachers’).° However, again the TIA does not communicate to the TIR the
content of what, in this case, is being spoken by ‘the teachers’, resulting in a
second information discrepancy for the TIR, and challenging him to resolve it.
Using the same three points made above regarding the TIR’s reasons for being
able to assume with near certainly that ‘Iesous” question(s) regard(s) ‘God” and
his people Israél, the TIR can assume that what is spoken by ‘the teachers’ also
regards ‘God’ and his people Israel, and most likely consists of, at least part-
ly, answers to ‘Iésous” question(s). Besides this, clause 2:47 describes how ‘all

are, however, no ancient witnesses that attest to this reading. The use, by the TIA, of the title kOptog (twen-
ty-five times for ‘God’, twice for ‘Iésous’, and never for any other character), strongly links the characters
‘God’ and ‘Iésous’. The link between the characters ‘God’ and ‘Iésous’ is further strengthened for the TIR by
his knowledge that ‘the Messenger’ has explained to ‘Mariam’ that her son will be called ‘son of the High-
est’ (1:32b), ‘holy’ (1:35€), and ‘son of God’ (1:35e).

648 The verb énepwtdw (to question) is used as a verbum dicendi introducing an indirect speech in Luke 8:9
(subject: ‘the disciples’, in the context of a discussion about ‘the kingdom of God’), and introducing direct
speeches in Luke 17:20 (subject: ‘the pharisees’, discussing ‘the kingdom of God’), Luke 18:18 (subject: ‘a cer-
tain ruler’, using the vocative ‘Teacher (= ‘Iésous’), discussing ‘eternal life’), Luke 20:21 (subject: ‘the scribes
and chief priests’, using the vocative ‘Teacher (= ‘Iésous’), discussing ‘the way of God’), Luke 20:27 (subject:
‘the Sadducees’, using the vocative ‘Teacher (= ‘Iésous’), discussing ‘marriage’ and ‘the resurrection of the
dead’), Luke 21:7 (subject: ‘the disciples’, using the vocative ‘Teacher (= Iésous’), discussing ‘the temple’).

649 Luke 6:9 reads: einev ¢ 6 Incodg mpog avtovg: Enepwtd vudc el Eeotv 1 coPPdtm dyodomotficat i
Kokomotficat, Yoy odoat fj dmoréoat; (then Iesous said to them: I ask you (plural) whether it is lawful on the
sabbath to do good or to do bad, to save or to destroy life?; Luke 6:9).

650 None of the commentaries I have consulted offer the option of reading kai dxovovta adtdv Kol EnepmTd@vTo
adTo0g (2:46d-e) as a hendiadys (translated as such as e.g. ‘attentively questioning them’).
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his (= ‘Iesous”) hearers’ ‘were astounded’® at ‘his comprehension™* and ‘his
answers’, implying that questions are posed to ‘Iesous’ by ‘the teachers’, and,
therefore, that at least a part of what ‘Iesous’ is ‘hearing’ (2:46d) consists of
one or more questions posed by ‘the teachers’.® The TIA does not make clear
who ‘all his (= ‘lesous”) hearers’ (2:47) are, but ‘the teachers’ belong in any case
to this group, because they are the object of ‘Iesous” question(s). Whether ‘the
parents’ (= ‘Mariam’ and ‘Ioséph’) belong to this group is unclear for the TIR,
however, the fact that they are described in clause 2:48a as ‘having seen’ (not
‘having heard’) ‘Iésous’, is an argument the TIR can use to exclude them from
the group of ‘all his (= I€sous”) hearers’ (2:47).

To sum up:

1. The TIR knows with certainty that ‘Iesous’ poses one or more questions
to ‘the teachers’ (2:46¢);

2. The TIR knows with certainty that ‘the teachers’ pose questions to
‘Tesous’ (2:47);

3. The TIR knows with certainty that ‘lesous’ answers questions posed
by ‘the teachers’ (2:47);

4. The TIR can assume with a great deal of certainty that ‘the teachers’
answer ‘Iésous” question(s) (2:46d);

5. The TIR can assume with a great deal of certainty that the questions
and answers of both ‘Iesous’ and ‘the teachers’ deal with ‘God” and his
people Israel.5s

651 Regarding éiotavro (they were astounded; 2:47), see Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 474—475: ‘This is the first
instance of existanai (existemi), a verb Luke[Acts uses eleven times — more than twice the usage of the rest of
the NT. Very strong in classical Greek (“out of one’s mind”), in the NT it has an attenuated sense of amazement
at the miraculous or extraordinary (...).” Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 442: ‘Luke will use the verb
existanai again either intransitively or in the middle voice in 8:56; 24:22, and often in Acts (2:7, 12; 8:13; 9:21;
10:45; 12:16) to express a reaction of wonder or surprise at something in the life of Jesus or the sequel to it.’

652 See for éni 17 cuvéoel (at the comprehension; 2:47), Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 157: ‘Toveoig
ist die intellektuelle Fahigkeit, Zusammenhénge zu sehen und Urteile zu fallen, kann also mit Versténd-
nis, Verstand, Urteilskraft oder Einsicht tibersetzt werden.’

653 See Glombitza, “Der Zwolfjahrige Jesus” (1962), 2, who understands taig dnokpiceotv (the answers; 2:47) as
instrumental in teaching the teachers, referring to ‘Iésous’ here as ‘thm’: ‘V 47 beschreibt die Wirkung, die
von ihm ausgeht: Alle geraten ausser sich iiber seine Auffassungsgabe und seine Antworten. drokpioig
hat bei Lukas offenbar die Bedeutung: Antwort, die Lehrende belehrt. Diese Bedeutung liegt zweifellos
bei 20:26 vor und diirfte auch hier einzusetzen sein.” See, however, Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 475,
regarding ‘his answers’ (2:47): ‘We were not told in vs. 46 that Jesus was asked questions. “Answers” does
not necessarily imply that Jesus was teaching the teachers. Like “relatives and acquaintances” in 45, “un-
derstanding and answers” may constitute another example of Lucan double expression.’

654 See Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 157, for the subject matter of the communication between
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In view of the above five points, as well as the previous points, the TIR can

assume that ‘Iesous’ (sitting in the posture of a teacher) and ‘the teachers’ are

discussing ‘God’ and his people Israél with each other: questioning each other

and answering each other. Although the TIA positions ‘Iésous’ as part of the

group of ‘the teachers’,®s he does make a distinction between ‘Iesous’ and ‘the

teachers’ in his communication with the TIR. He does this in three ways:

1. TheTIA describes ‘I€sous’ as being év péco@ tdv d1dackdrwv (in the centre
of the teachers: 2:46¢), giving ‘Iésous’ a unique (there can only be one cen-
tre) position regarding ‘the teachers’;®

2. The TIA describes how ‘all his (= ‘Iésous”) hearers were astounded at his
(...) answers’ (2:47), but he refrains from stating whether ‘the teachers’
give answers, let alone whether there is any reaction to them.

3. While the TIA describes ‘Iésous’ as ‘questioning them’ (2:46€) and giving
‘answers’ (2:47), he refrains from explicitly stating whether ‘the teach-
ers’ ask questions or give answers.

These distinctions that the TIA makes between ‘Iésous’ and ‘the teachers’ serve

to focus the TIR’s attention on ‘Iésous’: it is clearly ‘Iesous’ who, seated in a cen-

tral position, is the centre of communication between himself, ‘the teachers’,

and ‘all his hearers’.

655
656

‘Iesous’ (whom he refers to as ‘Kind’) and ‘the teachers’ (here specifically regarding ‘his answers’ in clause
2:47, which he refers to as ‘Der redaktionelle Vers’): ‘Der redaktionelle Vers erweitert auch die Weisheit des
Kindes, das es sogar wagt, schwierige Fragen, an diesem Ort natiirlich religiéser Natur, zu beantworten.’
Cf. Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 442: ‘The instruction and questioning concerned the Torah and
its place in Jewish life.’

See for 1@V SidackdAwv (2:46¢) as a partitive genitive, Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 96.
See for how év péo@ tov S1dackdrev (2:46¢), from a stylistic perspective, forms the mathematical centre of
text-unit 2:42a-51d (not of my main text-unit 2:41-51d), De Jonge, “Sonship, Wisdom, Infancy” (1978), 338,
footnote 5, where he refers to 2:42a-51d as “The pericope’: “The pericope contains 170 words. The word péoo
in 46 is the 8sth word and the phrase év péow tov didackdrov therefore forms the mathematical centre of
the pericope.” Cf. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 155: ‘With regard to location and pure mathematical count,
the center of the story is 2:46: (...).
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6.3 The narrative introduction to the direct speech by
‘Mariam’ to ‘Iesous’

Main text-unit 2:41-52b also contains two direct speeches (2:48d-g’ by ‘Mariam’
and 2:49b-€’ by ‘Iesous’), together with their narrative introductions, 2:48a—c
and 2:49a.57

In clauses 2:48a-b, the TIA describes action by ‘the parents’ that takes place
between finding ‘Iesous’ communicating with ‘the teachers’ in the temple
(2:46a—47) and ‘Mariam’ direct speech to ‘Iésous’ (2:48d-g’): xai i80vteg adTov
gEemhaynoav (and having seen him, they were amazed; 2:48a-b). These clauses are
then followed by the clause containing the verbum dicendi einev (she said; 2:48c)
that introduces ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech to ‘Iésous’.

The main action of ‘the parents’ is described using the indicative é&enhaynoav
(they were amazed; 2:48b),* which is qualified in the previous clause by the par-
ticiple id6vteg (having seen; 2:48a) and its object avtov (him [= Iesous’]; 2:48a). By
using the personal pronoun ‘hinm, clause 2:48a describes the action that leads
up to ‘the parents” amazement as having to do with ‘Iesous’: ‘and having seen
him’. By first describing that ‘the parents’ ‘have seen’ ‘Iesous’, the TIA evokes for
the TIR his earlier description of ‘Iesous’ ‘sitting in the centre of the teachers’,
while ‘hearing them and questioning them’ (2:46b-e).

After this ‘reminder’ of where ‘Iesous’ is (in the centre of ‘the teachers’ in the
temple), and what he is doing (communicating with ‘the teachers’), the TIA

657 See for chiastic and parallel elements regarding the direct speeches by ‘Mariam’ and ‘Iésous’, Bovon, Evan-
gelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 160: ‘Formal wird die doppelte Reaktion der Mutter (V48) vom Sohn mit
einem doppelten Spruch beantwortet (V49). Die Konstruktion zeigt sowohl chiastische wie parallele Ele-
mente.’; and 160, footnote 47: ‘Chiastisch sind die Subjekte der Verben (Sohn - Eltern in 2:48b und Eltern
- Sohn in 2:49) gesetzt, parallel die beiden die Fragen einleitenden ti und die Erwdhnung des “Vaters”.’

658 See for the ‘the parents’ being the subject of é&enhaynoav (2:48b), Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Hand-
book (2010), 96-97: ‘6Eemhdynoav. Aor pass ind 3rd pl ékntifcce. The implied subject is clearly Jesus’ par-
ents.’; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 475, where he presumes the TEA (‘Luke’) to have been ‘careless’
here: ‘Literally, “they”; and grammatically this “they” should refer by proximity to “all who heard him” of
vs. 47. However, Luke is simply careless here, for clearly he means to refer to the parents last mentioned
invs. 46.’; Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 442: ‘When his parents saw him. Lit. “seeing him (they were
startled).” The verb is in the third pl., without a subject expressed. The subject of it, however, is scarcely
the “all who heard him” of v. 47. The sense of the verse demands that “his parents” be introduced from
VV. 41:43-46; (...).” See for the meaning of ékmAfooopar, Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains
(1996), Domain 25.219: ‘éknAfccopat: to be so amazed as to be practically overwhelmed—to be greatly
astounded.”
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then describes the amazement of ‘the parents’. The verbal form éEemldynoav
(they were amazed; 2:48b) has a passive voice,® implying that ‘the parents’ are
amazed by ‘Iesous’. The verb éknijoow (to amaze) occurs thirteen times in the
New Testament:

* Itoccurs twelve times in the synoptic Gospels (including here in 2:48b),
and is always connected to ‘Iésous’;*®

* Outside of the synoptic Gospels, it only occurs in Acts 13:22, where it is
connected to éni tfj Soyfj T00 Kvpiov (to the teaching of the Lord
(= Iesous’); Acts 13:22).

* Eight of these thirteen times it is directly connected to the root
31860k (to teach), always regarding ‘Iesous’ (in Acts regarding ‘the
Lord’ = ‘Iesous’);*

* Herein 2:48b it is linked to ‘Iésous’, and, through him, to t@v
318acKkGhay (theteachersi2:a6) in the centre of whom he is sitting, and with
whom he is communicating’

e Itisused in Matthew 19:25 and Mark 10:26, which both describe how
‘Tesous” disciples ‘were amazed’ at his discussion on ‘eternal life’,
with someone addressing him in both cases as d1dokake (teacher);

* Twiceitis used in connection to a healing[exorcism by ‘lesous™***

With the above information regarding the use of the verb ékminoow (to amaze)
at his disposal, the TIR can now with near certainty assume that ‘the parents’
are amazed (2:48b) at how ‘Iésous’ is ‘sitting’ at the centre of ‘the teachers’
(2:46¢), ‘hearing the teachers’ (2:46d), ‘questioning the teachers’ (2:46€), and
giving ‘his answers’ (2:47). Interpreting all these actions collectively as an ac-
tion of ‘teaching’, ‘the parents’ are ‘amazed’. What the TIR has initially conclud-
ed for himself on the basis of 2:46c—47, is now (implicitly) confirmed by the
amazement of ‘the parents’. In describing ‘the parents” action using precisely

659 See for the passive voice of é&enhdynoav (2:48b), Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 96-97:
‘¢Eemhaynoav. Aor pass ind 3rd pl éknicco (...).

660 See Matthew 7:28;13:54; 19:25; 22:33; Mark 1:22; 6:2; 7:37; 10:26; 11:18; Luke 2:48; 4:32; 9:43.

661 See Matthew 7:28; 13:54; 22:33; Mark 1:22; 6:2; 11:18; Luke 4:32; Acts 13:12.

662 See Mark 7:37, which describes how ‘they (= ‘the multitude’) were amazed’ at how ‘Iésous’ cures someone
who is deaf and mute, and Luke 9:43, which describes how ‘Iésous” disciples and others ‘were amazed at
the power of God’ when ‘Iésous’ drives out an unclean spirit.
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the verbal form é&emhaynoav (they were amazed; 2:48b), which is elsewhere so
often used in conjunction with the action of ‘teaching’ by ‘Iesous’, the TIA re-
assures the TIR that he has drawn the correct conclusion and that ‘Iesous’ is in-
deed ‘teaching’ (sitting in the posture of a teacher, in the centre of the teachers,
hearing, asking questions,*® and giving answers) in the temple.%

Clause 2:48c introduces the direct speech found in 2:48d-g’ with the verbum
dicendi einev (she said; 2:48¢). The speaker is 1 pimp avtod (the mother of him;
2:48¢), referring to ‘Mariany, and her addressee is avtov (him; 2:48¢c), referring
to ‘Ieésous’. In this introduction to ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech, ‘Iesous’ is, thereby,
referred to twice with a personal pronoun. It is the first and only time in the re-
search-text (and in Luke) that ‘Mariam’ addresses her son. The use of the noun
‘mother’ accentuates ‘Mariam’s’ familial relationship to her addressee. Of the
two ‘parents’, it is not ‘I6séph’ who addresses ‘Iésous’, but ‘the mother of him’.%%

663 The act of ‘teaching’ also entails the act of ‘questioning’; cf. Luke 6:9 where ‘Iésous’ poses questions,
while he is ‘teaching’ (Luke 6:6). See Koet, “Counter-Questions in Luke” (2022), 221: ‘In his own material
Luke presents Jesus again and again as someone who uses questions as part of his teaching strategy. For
example, in 12:13-21 (Sondergut) Jesus answers a request concerning whether he wants to be judge over a
brother (12:13) with a question (12:14) and with a parable (12:16-21).’; Koet, “Tale of Two Teachers” (2017), 153,
where he posits that ‘the teachers’ (2:46¢) learn from ‘Iesous’ through his act of ‘questioning them’ (2:46e):
‘According to Luke Jesus himself (Incodg 6 moig; Luke 2,43) is seated in the midst of the teachers, listening
to them and asking them questions, and all who heard him were astounded at his understanding and his
answers (2,46-47). Jesus is an example of how teachers can learn something from a youngster.’ See also
Koet, “Counter-Questions in Luke” (2022), 209: ‘It is common knowledge that Socrates teaches by asking
questions. However, less attention is given to the fact that according to all the Gospels, Jesus, like Socrates,
also frequently uses questioning as a strategy for learning and teaching.’ See for a comparison of Socrates
and ‘Iésous’ as teachers, Zimmermann, “Fragen bei Sokrates und Jesus” (2011).

664 See Sylva, “The Cryptic Clause” (1987): 136-137, footnote 15, where he refers to clause 2:46¢ as ‘Lk 2:46a’:
‘Luke did not present Jesus as a pupil of the Jewish teachers, as scholars often suppose. (...) The fact that
Jesus is said to have questioned the teachers and answered questions does not necessarily mean that Jesus
is presented as a student of the Jewish teachers. Luke often presents the adult Jesus as asking questions and
answering them without portraying him as a student. See e.g., Lk 20:1-8, 19-26. Further, Luke writes that
the child Jesus was kathezomenon en meso ton didaskalon (Lk 2:46a). By way of contrast, Luke writes about
how Paul “was taught at the feet of Gamaliel” (Ac 22:3). Still further, the fact that in subsequent chapters in
the Lukan narrative Jesus is presented as condemning many views of the Jewish teachers makes it highly
unlikely that Luke would present Jesus as a student of the Jewish teachers in Lk 2:41-51.” Cf. Green, Gospel of
Luke (1997), 155, and footnote 10, who views text-unit 2:41-52b as presenting ‘Iésous’ ‘on equal footing with
the Jewish teachers’: ‘Nothing in this text serves to portray Jesus as a pupil - contra most commentators (...).

665 The character ‘Ioséph’is nowhere in the research-text (or Luke) the explicit or implicit subject of a verbum
dicendi.
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6.4 The direct speech by ‘Mariam’ to ‘Iesous’ containing
direct open question 2:48e

The direct speech proper starts with ‘the mother’ addressing ‘lesous™® with
the vocative tékvov (child; 2:48d), referring to the addressee’s (‘child’) familial
relationship to her (‘the mother’).5 It is the only time in the research-text that
the noun tékvov (child) is used to refer to ‘Iésous’.*®

After addressing the ‘child’ (= ‘Iesous’), ‘the mother’ poses a direct open ques-
tionin clause 1:48e (see paragraph 6.1 for a more detailed syntax analysis of this
clause): ti émoincag Nuiv obtwg; (why have you done like this to us?; 2:48e). In this
question, ‘the mother’ refers to her addressee using a verbal form in the second
person singular énoincag (you have done; 2:48¢), and to herself as part of a we-
group (= ‘the parents’) that is the indirect object of the addressee’s action of
‘doing’: niv (to us; 2:48e). The adverb obtwg (like this; 2:48e) refers to the verbal
form énoinoag (you have done; 2:48e). ‘lesous’, the addressee of the question, and
the TIR, can solve what ‘the mother’s’ question refers to in three steps:

1. First, ‘Iésous’ (and the TIR) must find out to which action by ‘Iésous’
énoinoag (you [= Iésous’] have done; 2:48e) refers. The only actions with
‘Iesous’ as their subject so far in main text-unit 2:41-52 are:

* ‘he remained behind’ (2:43¢c);
* ‘he was sitting’ (2:46c¢);

* ‘he was hearing’ (2:46d);

* ‘he was questioning (2:46e).

666 In the research-text, ‘Mariam’ only addresses ‘Iesous’ once (2:48d-g’) and in doing so, does not use his
name. Although ‘the Messenger’, while addressing ‘Mariam’, states kuAéoeig 1o Svopa avtod ‘Incodv (you
will call his name ‘Iesous’; 1:31d), this is never actualised in the research-text, neither in the narrative world,
nor in the discursive world. For, when the TIA narrates that the infant ‘Iésous’ is named (2:21c), a passive is
employed: &xAin 10 Svopa avtod ‘Incods (his name was called Iesous’; 2:21¢); and when ‘Mariam’ addresses
her son for the first and only time, she calls him tékvov (child, 2:48d). See also footnote 125.

667 Cf. Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 10.36: ‘tékvov, ov n; maic, Tadog m
and f: one’s immediate offspring, but without specific reference to sex or age—child, offspring.”

668 The narrated time of the research-text follows the biological development of ‘Iésous’. He is introduced onto
the textual stage as kopndg tiig koiog (fruit of the womb; 1:42d), and is subsequently referred to as Bpégog
(baby; 2:12b, 16d), mondiov (little boy; 2:17¢, 27b, 40a), and finally as naig (boy; 2:43¢). Besides tékvov (child,
2:48d), from a more relational point of view ‘Iésous’ is referred to as viog vyictov (son of the Highest; 1:32b),
vidg B£0D (son of God; 1:35¢€), and viog (son [born to ‘Mariam’]; 1:31¢, 57¢; 2:7a). Regarding the difference between
narrated time (denoting the time span in a story) and narrating time (denoting the time the TIA needs to
narrate a story), see footnote 93, where I refer to Ska, Sonnet, and Wénin, Andlisis Narrativo (2011), 28.
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‘lesous” actions of ‘sitting’, ‘hearing’ and ‘questioning’ are all three
explicitly connected to ‘the teachers’ (see paragraph 6.2). The only
action of ‘Iesous’ that is connected to the we-group nuiv (to us [= ‘the
parents’]; 2:48¢), is his action of ‘remaining behind’: ‘Iésous the boy re-
mained behind in Ierousalém’ (2:43c), and ‘his parents knew not’ (2:43d).
‘The mother’s” addressee ‘Iesous’ and the TIR can, thus, conclude that
émoinoag (you have done; 2:48¢) refers to Iesous” action of ‘remaining be-
hind’.

2. Their second step is to find out what the adverb ottwg (like this; 2:48¢)
refers to, regarding ‘I€sous” action of ‘remaining behind’. In what way
did ‘Iesous’ remain behind? There are three options:

* ‘Iésous” action of ‘remaining behind’ is qualified by the locational
phrase ‘in Ierousalem’ (2:43c);

* ‘Iésous” action of ‘remaining behind’ (2:43c) is temporally connected
to ‘the parents” act of ‘their returning’ (2:43b);

* ‘Iésous” action of ‘remaining behind’ (2:43c) is connected by the con-
junction kai (and; 2:43d) to ‘the parents” act of ‘not knowing’ (2:43d);

The second and the third options are connected to the anonymous we-
group fpiv (to us [= ‘the parents’]; 2:48e).

3. Combining the conclusions drawn in steps one and two, ‘Iesous’ and the
TIR can conclude that ‘the mother’s’ question ‘Why have you done like
this to us?’ (2:48e) asks why, ‘on their (= ‘the parents”) returning’, Iésous’
remained behind while they (= ‘the parents’) did not know.

After posing her question, ‘the mother’ (= ‘Mariam’) continues her direct speech
to the ‘child’ (= ‘Iesous’). Clause 2:48f in its entirety consists of the Aufmerksam-
keitserreger idov (behold!; 2:48f). It is used by ‘the mother’ to draw attention to
the second part of her direct speech (2:48g-g’). Although, after addressing her
addressee (2:48d), she immediately poses her question (2:48¢), thus lending it
a certain priority in her communication with the ‘child’, ‘the mother’, explicitly
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demands his attention for the second part of her direct speech (2:48g-g’), sig-
nalling the importance of what she is about to communicate. These are ‘Mari-
am’s last words in the research-text (and in Luke). She states: 6 natip cov k&yo
odvvdpevol Eintodpév oe (your father and I, being greatly distressed, were seeking
you; 2:48g-g’). Her addressee and the TIR can note the following:

1. While the direct speech is explicitly only from ‘the mother’ to ‘Iesous’,
the other characters who are present (‘Ioseph’, ‘the teachers’, ‘all his
hearers’) can also hear the communication.

2. The subject of the action of ‘seeking’ (2:48g’) is given in clause 2:48g and
is described as ‘your father and I’, mentioning both parents separately:
‘your father’ (= 16séph’) and the speaker T (= ‘the mother’ = ‘Mariam’).
The speaker ‘the mother’ first mentions ‘your father’, using the definite
article and noun 6 motp (the father; 2:48g). ‘The father’ is then qualified
by the second person singular personal pronoun cov (your; 2:48g), refer-
ring to the addressee ‘Iesous’. Formulated this way, clause 2:48g:

* accentuates ‘Ioseph’ (compared to the speaker ‘the mother’) by
mentioning ‘the father’ first;*®

* accentuates Toseph’s’ familial function as a father by using the noun
‘father’ instead of the proper noun ‘Ioseph’;

* accentuates ‘Toseph’s’ relationship to ‘Iesous’ with ‘your’.

This is the only time in the research-text (and in Luke) that ‘Mariam’
refers to Toseph’.

3. Byusing the imperfect tense, clause 2:48g’ é{ntoduév oc (we were seeking
you; 2:48g’) describes the action of ‘seeking’ by both ‘the father’ and the
speaker ‘the mother’ as continuous action in the past. For ‘Iesous’, this

669 Cf. regarding ¢ matfp cov kdyd (your father and I; 2:48g), Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 156, footnote 14:
‘Note that Mary’s statement, idov 6 matmp cov kay®, places “your father” in the initial position, notas a
requirement of courteous style but as a point of emphasis.’; Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 130: ‘Note the
prominence given to “your father” by what is, for Greek, the odd word order “your father and 1.” De Jonge,
“Sonship, Wisdom, Infancy” (1978), 330-331, discusses the word order of 6 motiip cov kéyd (your father and
I; 2:48g) in detail, and concludes: ‘The prominent place taken by ¢ tatfip cov in 48 clearly announces the
important role which the word ‘father’ is to play in the direct sequel.’
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is new information. However, for the TIA this confirms the information
that he has heard from the TIA in:

* Clause 2:44d, where ‘the parents’ are described for the first time as
‘searching for’ ‘I€sous’. This action takes place while ‘the parents’ are
moving away from Jerusalem;

* Clause 2:45c, where they are described for the second time as still
‘searching for hiny’. This action takes place while ‘the parents’ are
returning to Jerusalem.°

4. Clause 2:48h offers background information to the action of ‘seeking’
by ‘the parents’ with the participle 6dvvdpevor (being greatly distressed;
2:48h). This clause offers new information to the TIR, who, up until
here in the narrative, only knows that ‘the parents’ were ‘searching for’
‘lesous’, and not that they were ‘greatly distressed’. This new information
suggests to the TIR that this ‘being greatly distressed’ is the reason for
the second action of ‘searching for’ by ‘the parents’ (2:45c), while return-
ing to Jerusalem. After all, the first time they were ‘searching for’ ‘Iesous’
(2:44¢), while they were moving away from Jerusalem, ‘they supposed
him to be in the company’ (2:44a-b). Parallel to the growing awareness
of ‘the parents’ regarding ‘lesous” whereabouts, already discerned by the
TIR (see paragraph 6.2), the TIR can now, by combining the new infor-
mation given by ‘the mother’ (2:48h) with previous information supplied
by the TIA (2:48b), discern a second process that ‘the parents’ go through:
on finding ‘Iésous’ in the temple (2:46b), ‘the parents” action of ‘being
greatly distressed’ (2:48h) turns into their ‘being ‘amazed’ (2:48b).

5. Although the second part of ‘the mother’s’ direct speech (her statement in
2:48g-g’) is not explicitly linked to its first part (her question in 2:48e) by
a (subordinating) conjunction (of reason), her statement can indeed also
be read as her offering her addressee ‘Iésous’ a reason for her question:

670 See footnote 617 for my translation of the compound verb dve(ntéw as ‘to search for’ (2:44d; 2:45¢), and the
verb (ntéo (without the prefix) as ‘to seek’ (2:48g’; 2:49b).

671 See for the participle 63vvdpevor (being greatly distressed; 2:48h), Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 443:
“The verb odynasthai is used exclusively by Luke in the NT (see 16:24, 25; Acts 20:38); it expresses mental
torment or anguish.’; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 475.
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* From a semantic point of view the ‘great distress’ and the ‘seeking’
of ‘the parents’, both give occasion to pose a question regarding the
action of ‘remaining behind’ by ‘Iesous’ that, in their view, is the
reason for their ‘great distress’ and ‘seeking’.

* From a communicative point of view, ‘the mother’s’ use of the
Aufmerksamkeitserreger idov (behold!; 2:48f), functions in a certain
way as a conjunction of reason, linking her statement (2:48g-g’) to
her question (2:48¢) and drawing her addressee’s attention to the fact
that the ‘great distress’ and the ‘seeking’ of ‘the parents’ are the
reason for her question regarding her addressee’s action.

6. Being a direct open question posed by ‘Mariam’ of ‘Iésous’, clause 2:48¢e
anticipates an answer from him. The TIR is, thereby, prepared for a con-
tinuation of the communication between ‘Mariam’ and ‘Iesous’.*”>

6.5 The direct speech by ‘Iesous’ to ‘Mariam’ and ‘Ioseph’
containing direct open question 2:49b and direct yes-no
question 2:49c-€’

Confirming the expectation of continued communication held by the TIR due
to ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question in 2:48e addressing ‘Iésous’, clause 2:49a in-
troduces a direct speech by ‘Iésous’ as the subject of the verbum dicendi inev (he
said; 2:49a). His addressee is the third person plural personal pronoun avtovg
(them; 2:49a). Seeing that ‘Ieésous’ was addressed in 2:48d-g’ only by the singular
‘the mother’, the TIR must try and find out who ‘Ilesous” plural addressee is. Be-
cause the communication is taking place in the temple in the presence of ‘the
teachers’ (2:46c), ‘all his (= ‘Iesous’) hearers’ (2:47), and ‘the parents’ (2:48g), there
are several options. However, the content of ‘I€sous” direct speech (2:49b—¢’)
makes it clear that it is ‘the parents’ whom ‘Iésous’is addressing (see points 2 and
3 below). The other characters who are present on the textual stage are able to

672 See Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 289: ‘One of the foundational expectations of dialogue in natural
language is the question-answer pair: When a question is asked, an assumption is made by hearers that the
next utterance will be an answer to that question (...).’; cf. Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 489, where,
dealing with clauses 2:41b—50b, he uses the heading ‘“The Mother’s Question Leads Jesus to Speak about
His Father (48b-50)’.
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hear ‘Iésous” words, and have also heard the words contained in ‘Mariam’s’ direct
speech (2:48d-g’) addressing ‘Tesous’, including her direct open question (2:48e).

Clause 2:49b in its entirety constitutes one of the questions my study focusses
on (see paragraph 6.1 for a further syntax analysis of this clause). ‘I€sous’ asks:
i 811 8neite pe; (why is it that you [plural] were seeking me?; 2:49b). The TIR can
note the following:

1. ‘Iesous” question is the first time that he speaks in the research-text
(and in Luke).” The fact that he speaks these words in the temple in
Jerusalem, and does so within the context of the feast of the Passover,
further confirms for the TIR the link already made between ‘Iésous’ and
the temple (2:27a-b; 2:37b, 38¢), and between ‘Iésous’ and the feast of the
Passover (2:41-43c).*

2. The second person plural used in the verbal form é{nteité (you [plural]
were seeking; 2:49b) confirms the plural form of the personal pronoun
‘them’ used by the TIA for ‘Iesous” addressee in his narrative introduc-
tion (2:49a).

3. The semantics of ‘you (plural) were seeking me’ (2:49b) corresponds to
the semantics of ‘we were seeking you’ (2:48g’). Because ‘the father’ and
‘the mother’ are the only characters that have been ‘seeking’ Iésous’, the
TIR now knows for certain that ‘Iésous’ is addressing only ‘the parents’
with his question, and not ‘the teachers’, and ‘all his hearers’.

4. The TIR should keep in mind that ‘the teachers’ (2:46c) and ‘all his (= ‘Té-
sous’) hearers’ (2:47) are present on the textual stage and are witnesses
to both the communication between ‘the mother’ and ‘Iesous’ (2:48d-
g’), and between ‘Iésous’ and ‘the parents’ (2:49b—¢’).

673 For the importance of the first words spoken by a character, see footnote 293. See regarding ‘Iésous” direct
open question (2:49b) being his first words, Koet, “Counter-Questions in Luke” (2022), 224: ‘We have seen
that both in the synoptic tradition and in Luke’s own material Jesus quite often poses counter-questions.
Itis therefore significant that Jesus’ first words in the Gospel of Luke are counter-questions. (...) These
questions prepare the reader for the fact that Jesus will quite often ask counter-questions in the Gospel.”

674 Besides here in clause 2:41, nooya (Passover) is only mentioned again towards the end of Luke in 22:1, 7, 8, 11,
13, 15, always linked to ‘Iésous’.
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5.

‘lesous” question ‘why is it that you (plural) were seeking me?’ (2:49b),
does not give the information requested by the question posed by ‘the
mother’ ‘why have you done like this to us?’ (2:48e). His direct speech
is, indeed, only introduced with the verbum dicendi einev (he said; 2:49a).
This verbum dicendi is not modified with the participle dmokpiBeig (an-
swering) as in, for example, clauses 1:19a and 1:35a, which introduce an-
swers to a direct open question (see paragraph 3.3.3). In fact, instead of
offering his addressees the requested information, or communicating
different information via a statement, ‘Iésous’ asks ‘the parents’ a ques-
tion.*”s

By, directly after having been posed a question, himself posing a ques-
tion, ‘Iesous’ deviates (with his very first words in the research-text)
from what is expected of him by his addressees ‘the parents’ (and by
the TIR).”® From a communicative perspective, his direct open ques-
tion (2:49b) disrupts the expected flow of communication. This creates
a communicative pause, it establishes ‘Iésous’ here as proactive rather
than as reactive, and it fosters some uncertainty as to the direction that
the communication will take.” Regarding its content, ‘lesous” question
refocuses ‘the parents” (and the TIR’s) attention back to ‘Mariam’s’ state-
ment in 2:48g-g’.

‘lesous” question (2:49b) is a reaction to the remainder of ‘the mother’s’
direct speech, namely, her statement ‘your father and I, being greatly
distressed, were seeking you’ (2:48g—g’).%® The TIR knows that clauses

675

676

677

See Koet, “Contrapreguntas en Lucas” (2022), 125-144, for what he refers to as a ‘contrapregunta’; cf. Koet,
“Counter-Questions in Luke” (2022). See also Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 289-295, for what he
refers to as ‘opposing-turn questions’; Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 301-305, for what he refers to
as ‘echo-questions’. Cf. Leutzsch, “Biblische Theologie der Gegenfrage” (2010), for what he calls a ‘Gegen-
frage’; Miiller, “Fragen im Erzahlwerk des Lukas” (2003), 32, who observes that, in Luke-Acts, Jesus often
responds to a question with a question, offering some examples: Luke 12:13; 13:2, 4; 13:14; 14:5.

Cf. Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 289: ‘When a responder violates the expectations of a question-an-
swer pair, the greater discourse pattern and interpretation is affected.’

See for some of the possible consequences of the disruption of the communication flow caused by what

he calls an ‘opposing-turn question’, Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 291: ‘Because the turn-two speaker
violates the rules of dialogue, the reader will react to this violation in a number of ways, including pausing
in reading, feeling uncertain as to the discourse direction, rereading the turn-one question, and reconsid-
ering or even rejecting the turn-one question.’

678 See Jung, “An Ambiguous but Wise Response” (2009), 6, who suggests that, besides referring to the

294

remainder of ‘Mariam’s’ direct speech (2:48g-g’), 1esous” direct open question (2:49b) also implicitly
refers to the adverb ottog (like this; 2:48¢) in ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question (2:48e): ‘At this juncture, also
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10.

2:48g-g’ are indeed the section of ‘the mother’s’ direct speech that she
explicitly draws ‘Iesous” attention to, using the Aufmerksamkeitserre-
ger ‘behold!’ (2:48f). This is an argument for why ‘I€sous’, with his first
words, reacts to ‘the mother’s’ statement (2:48g-g’), and not to her ques-
tion (2:48e).

‘Iesous” question ‘why is it that you (plural) were seeking me?’ (2:49b)
communicates that he does not know why ‘the parents’ were seeking
him, and that he, therefore, supposed they indeed knew where he was
(in Jerusalem). Despite focussing on ‘Mariam’s’ words in 2:48g-g’, rath-
er than explicitly answering her direct open question in 2:48e, ‘Iésous”
question (2:49b) can all the same be viewed by ‘the parents’ (and by the
TIR) as an implicit answer to ‘Mariam’s’ question ‘why have you done
like this to us?’ (2:48¢): because ‘Ieésous’ thought that ‘the parents’ knew
where he was, he did not remain in Jerusalem thinking that ‘the parents’
did not know where he was.

‘lesous” question again confronts the TIR with the discrepancy between
his knowledge of ‘Iésous” being in (the temple in) Jerusalem and ‘the par-
ents” not knowing that ‘I€sous’ remained in (the temple in) Jerusalem.

‘lesous” question confronts the TIR with the discrepancy between his
knowledge that ‘the parents’ did not know that ‘Iésous’ was in (the tem-
ple in) Jerusalem, and ‘lesous” not knowing that ‘the parents’ ‘did not
know’ (2:43d) he had ‘remained behind in Ierousalém’.

After posing his question in 2:49b, Iésous’ continues his direct speech to ‘the
parents’: o0k fidette 611 év 101G 10D maTpds pov €l eivai pel;] (you [plural] had,
had you not, known that at my father’s it is necessary that I be?; or you [plural] had,
had you not, known that at my father’s it is necessary that I be; 2:49c—¢’). These

remarkable is the use of o¥twg in Mary’s question in v.48 which means ‘like this.” Jesus’ question, which is
the counter question to Mary’s may be intended to convey the same connotation:

why have you treated us like this?
why were you seeking me like that?

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52

In this case, it refers to the way Jesus’ parents sought Him, paralleling Mary’s remark in v.48: “Child, why
have you treated us like this? Look, your father and I have been searching for you in great anxiety.” Jesus
now speaks about the manner of their searching for him, i.e., ‘anxiously.”
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clauses can be read either as a question or as a statement (see for my syntax

analysis of clauses 2:49c—€’ paragraph 6.1). After also dealing with the seman-

tics of these clauses, I continue with their communicative implications, first as

a question, and then as a statement.

The TIR can note the following eight points regarding clauses 2:49c—¢”:

1. ‘Iesous’ addresses ‘the parents’ using the second person plural of the
pluperfect verbal form fidette (you had known; 2:49¢),° which is preced-
ed by the negative particle o0k (not; 2:49¢).%° This is the first and only
time in the research-text that the verb oido (to know) is used. In six other
instances variations of the root ywdoko (to know)® are used by either
the TIA or characters.®

2. Clause 2:49e contains the locational phrase v toig (among those; 2:49e).
The plural definite article toig in the dative case is not explicitly demon-
strative but, being a definite article, has a certain demonstrative func-
tion.® Because it is not connected to a noun, it is not clear what toig
is referring to.*™ This creates an information discrepancy between the

679
680

681

682

683

684

Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 97, regarding fjdette (2:49¢): ‘fidetre. Plprf act ind 2nd
ploida.

Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 97, regarding clause 2:49c: ‘ovk fjdette. The con-
struction expects an affirmative response.’; Jung, “An Ambiguous but Wise Response” (2009), 1.

Cf. Liddell, Scott, and Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (1940; repr. 1996), 483 (sub &(3@®): ¢(...) but pf. 0ida, in
pres. sense, know.’; Louw and Nida, Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains (1996), Domain 28.1: ywdoke; 0100;
yvopilo; yvdotg, cog f: to possess information about— to know, to know about, to have knowledge of, to
be acquainted with, acquaintance.’; Bauer, Worterbuch zu den Schriften (1963), c. 1100, who translates oi3a as:
(...) ‘wissen, kennen’(...).

Forms and derivatives of the verb ywdokw are used by ‘Zacharias’ in his direct open question (‘by what
will T know this?’) to ‘the Messenger’: yvacopon (I will know; 1:18b); by ‘Mariam in her question to ‘the
Messenger’ (how will this be, since a man I do not know?’): ywdoke (I know; 1:34b—c); by ‘Zacharias’ in his
direct speech (‘to give knowledge of salvation’) to the ‘little boy’ (= I6anneés’): yvaouw (knowledge; 1:77/78a);
by ‘the shepherds’ in a direct speech (‘which the Lord has made known to us’) to each other: &yvapioev (he
has made known; 2:15g); by the TIA to the TIR in the narrative world (‘they made known about the matter’):
gyvapioav (they made known, 2:17b); by the TIA to the TIR in the narrative world (‘among the relatives and
the acquaintances’): yvootoig (acquaintances; 2:44d).

Cf. Van Emde Boas, et al., Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek (2019), 328: ‘The article is ‘definite’ because
it refers to someone/something that is identifiable: the article expresses that it is clear who/what is meant,
and that it can be distinguished from other people/things.’

Cf. Aletti, Il Gest di Luca (2012), 67-68: ‘I v. 49 resta enigmatico, perché manca una parola. Si deve qui rico-
noscere una tecnica narrativa che consiste nel far condividere al lettore la difficolta dei genitori a compren-
dere cio che Gesti vuole dire. Questi, infatti, risponde a Maria: “Devo essere nelle [?] del Padre mio”. Indica
in questo modo la dimora di Dio, in altre parole il tempio? O dichiara doversi occupare delle faccende di
Dio, come pensano altri esegeti? Cambiguita dell'indicazione invita a esaminare piti da vicino I'insieme
della frase.’
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knowledge possessed by, on the one hand the character Iésous’, and on
the other the TIR, ‘Iesous” addressee (‘the parents’), ‘the teachers’, and
‘all his hearers’, who are all present on the textual stage and who can,
therefore, hear ‘Iesous’. Being either a masculine or neuter form, toig
does not refer to a feminine noun.

The preposition év (infamong) that precedes toig can help the TIR in find-
ing out what this plural masculine/neuter article toig used by ‘Iésous’
could refer to. The preposition év is, namely, used six other times (al-
ways at the communication level between the TIA and the TIR) in main
text-unit 2:41-2:52, before it is used here (2:49¢) by ‘Iésous’:

* Itis used temporally in the phrase év 1® vnootpépetv avtodg (on their
returning; 2:43b), to link ‘their’ (= ‘the parents”) act of ‘turning back’
(to Galilaia), to ‘Iesous” act of ‘remaining behind’ in Jerusalem.®
‘lesous’ is, thus, not part of ‘the parents” act of moving away from
Jerusalem.

¢ Itis used in the locational phrase év Tepovooinp (in Ierousalém; 2:43c),
where the TIA explains that ‘Iesous the boy remained behind in
Jerusalem’.®* In other words, ‘Iésous’ is in Jerusalem.

* Itis used associatively in the phrase £v t{j cuvodiq (in the company;
2:44b), where the TIA explains that ‘the parents’ ‘supposed him to be
in the company’ moving away from Jerusalem.* ‘Iesous’ is, thus, not
part of the company that is moving away from Jerusalem.

* It is used associatively in the phrase év toig cuyyevedow kai Toig
yvwotoig (among the relatives and the acquaintances; 2:44d), where the
TIA describes how ‘the parents’ were seeking him among the rela-
tives and acquaintances moving away from Jerusalem.**® However,
they do not find him there (2:45a). ‘lesous’ is, thus, not part of ‘the
relatives and acquaintances’ who are moving away from Jerusalem.

* Itis used in the locational phrase év 1@ iep@® (in the temple; 2:46b),
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For év 1¢ in 2:43b, see Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 94: ‘“Onoctpépew. Pres act inf
vmootpépam. Used with év 1§ to denote contemporaneous time (...)."

Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 94, regarding clause 2:43c: ‘v Iepovoanp. Locative.”
Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 95, regarding clause 2:44b: ‘év tij cuvodiq. Association.’
Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 95, regarding clause 2:44d: ‘év toig ovyyevedow koi
101G YvootoiG. Association.”
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where the TIA describes how ‘the parents’, after returning to Jeru-
salem, find ‘Iesous’ ‘in the temple’.®® ‘Iesous’ is, thus, in the temple in
Jerusalem.

* Itis used in the locational phrase év péow t1@v 8idackarmv (in the
centre of the teachers; 2:46c), where the TIA describes how ‘Iesous’ is
sitting in the centre of the teachers in the temple in Jerusalem.%°

The TIR can conclude that three of the above ‘¢v-phrases’ are used by the
TIA to describe where ‘Iésous’ is not (he is not moving away from Jeru-
salem), and that three are used to describe where ‘Iesous’ indeed is (in
the centre of the teachers in the temple in Jerusalem). This information
offers the TIR insight into what the locational ‘¢v-phrase’ év toig (used
by ‘Iésous’) could refer to: (a) thing(s) or (a) person(s) connected to the
temple in Jerusalem.

4. The plural definite article toig is not only modified (dative case) by the
preposition év (infamong), but is also qualified by the noun in genitive
case tod matpog (of the father; 2:49e), itself qualified by the first personal
pronoun personal pronoun in genitive case pov (of me; 2:49¢) referring
to the speaker ‘Ieésous’. Discovering to whom ‘Iésous’ is referring with
his words ‘the father of me’, can further lend the TIR insight into what
the locational phrase v 10ig 100 Tatpdg pov means.>*

* The noun natnp (father) is used four times (1:32¢; 2:33a, 48g, 49¢) in
the research-text explicitly in connection with ‘Tesous’:®2

* In1:32¢, where ‘the Messenger’, in his second direct speech to ‘Mariam,
refers to Dauid as the father of ‘Iesous’: kai Smoet 0dTd KOpLog 6 O£0g
70V Opovov Aovid Tod matpdg avtod (and the Lord God will give him the
throne of his father Dauid; 1:32¢);%3

689 Cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 95, regarding clause 2:46b: ‘év 1@ iep@. Locative.’

690 Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 96, regarding clause 2:46¢: ‘év péc@. Locative.”

691 See Jung, “An Ambiguous but Wise Response” (2009), 7.

692 Various forms of the noun natip (father) are used a further seven times in the research-text. Three times a
form is used to refer to the character ‘Zacharias’ (1:59d, 62a, 67a), and three times a form is used to refer to
the progenitors (amongst whom Abraam) of ‘Mariany’, ‘Zacharias’, and their people (1:55, 72a, 73b); once the
plural ‘fathers’ is used as part of the word-pair ‘fathers—children’ (1:17b).

693 Because Aavid (Dauid) is not a character (a participant in the verbal or non-verbal communication on the
textual stage), I do not bracket Dauid between single apostrophes; cf. paragraph 1.3.4, and footnote 74.
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* In 2:333, where the TIA communicates directly with the TIR, descri-
bing that the father and mother of ‘Iesous’ were wondering at the
words spoken by ‘Symeon’: kai v 6 Totip adtod kai i pinp (and his
father and mother were (there); 2:33a);%*

* In 2:48g, where ‘Mariam’, while communicating with ‘Iesous’, refers
to ‘Ioséph’ as the father of ‘lesous’: 6 matrp cov kay® (your father and
I; 2:48g);%s

* In 2:49¢, the clause under discussion here, where ‘Iesous’ speaks of
his father while communicating with ‘Ioséph’ and ‘Mariam’: £v toig
100 matpdg pov (at my father’s; 2:49e).

* In Luke, ‘Iesous’ addresses ‘the Lord’['God’ four times as ‘father”:
three times using the vocative motp,*° and once using the nomina-
tive 0 motfp as a vocative.” ‘Iesous’ addresses no character other
than ‘God’ as ‘father’.

* In Luke, ‘Iesous’ refers to the ‘the Lord’/'God’ as his ‘father’ nine
times.®® He refers to no character other than ‘God’ as his ‘father’.

* In Luke 6:36, while addressing his ‘disciples’, ‘lesous’ refers to ‘the
Highest’ (= the Lord’['God’) as their father’.

The TIR can conclude that, in Luke, it is only the character ‘the
Lord’[‘God’ whom ‘Iesous’ addresses as ‘father’, or speaks of as his (or
his ‘disciples”) ‘father’.

In order to augment the information regarding the use in Luke of notp
(father) for ‘the Lord’|'God’ by ‘Iésous’, the TIR can study the use in Luke
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695

696
697

Besides here in 1:32¢ (‘the throne of his father Dauid’), the proper name Dauid is used five more times in
the research-text: ‘the House (and lineage) of (his boy) Dauid’ (1:27b’, 69; 2:4¢); ‘the city of Dauid’ (2:4a, 112’).
In all six cases, it is used by either the TIA, or by the characters ‘the Messenger’ and ‘Zacharias’ to com-
municate the link between ‘Iésous’ (three times by the TIA via I6séph’) and Davidic royal power with its
messianic connotations; cf. footnote 421, and footnote 501

The use of the singular verbal form 7jv (he was; 2:33a) can indicate that the two nouns 6 matp ovt0d kait
pnnp (his father and mother; 2:33a) are treated by the TIA as if they were a single entity (‘the parents’), with
the participle Bovpdalovteg (while they wondered; 2:33b) being plural; cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A
Handbook (2010), 85-86

See for a discussion on ‘I6séph’ being the father of ‘Iésous’, Lincoln, “A Case of Double Paternity?” (2013),
640-641.

Cf. Luke 10:21; 22:42; 23:34; 23:46.

See Luke 10:21, where the nominative noun with a definite article is used as a vocative: vai 6 Tatnp (yes, father;
10:21); cf. Culy, Parsons, and Stigall, Luke: A Handbook (2010), 357, where they note that, although not uncom-
mon in classical Greek, the nominative case functioning as a vocative greatly increases in the New Testament.

698 Cf. Luke 10:22 (three times); 11:2; 11:13; 12:30; 12:32; 22:20; 24:49.
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of one of its semantic counterparts viog (son) to link ‘Iésous’ and the
Lord’['God’.

* In the research-text, ‘the Messenger’ refers to ‘I€sous’ as ‘son of the
Highest’ (= ‘God’) in 1:32b, and as ‘son of God’ in 1:35¢ in his commu-
nication with ‘Mariam’.

* In Luke 3:22, the character ‘a voice from heaven’ (= ‘God’) addresses

‘lesous’ as ‘my son’; in 9:35 the character ‘a voice’ (= ‘God’) comes out

of the cloud and refers to ‘I€sous’ as ‘my son’ while addressing three

of ‘Iesous” disciples. Apart from ‘God’, neither ‘Mariam’ nor ‘Ioseph,
let alone any other character in Luke, addresses or refers to ‘I€sous’ as

‘my son’.®

In Luke 4:3 and 4:9, the character 6 d1Gorog (the False Accuser), while

addressing ‘Iesous’, refers to him as ‘son of God’.

In Luke 4:41, the character ‘demons’ addresses ‘Iésous’ as ‘son of God’.
In Luke 8:28, the character ‘a man who had demons’ addresses
‘Iesous’ as ‘son of God the Highest’.

* In Luke 10:22, while speaking of ‘my father’, I€sous’ three times
refers to himself as ‘the son’ in relation to ‘the father’.

Based on the information listed under point 5, the TIR can conclude that
‘Tesous’, in Luke, is called ‘my son’ exclusively by the character ‘God’. In
doing so, ‘God’ implies that he is the father of Iésous’. ‘God’s’ being the
father of ‘Iésous’ (= ‘the son of God’) is, in turn, confirmed by ‘Iésous’
himself, by ‘the Messenger’, by ‘(a man who had) demons’, and by ‘the
False Accuser’.7®®

Taken together with the conclusion drawn from the information listed un-
der point 4, the TIR can conclude that in the phrase &v toig o motpog pov (at
my father’s; 2:49€) ‘Tesous’ is referring to ‘God’, when speaking of ‘my father’7>!

699 In this respect, it can be noted that the only time that ‘Mariam’ communicates with ‘Iésous’ in the re-
search-text (2:48d-g’), she addresses him, not as ‘son’, but as tékvov (child, 2:48d); cf. paragraph 6.4. I6séph’
is never the subject of a verbum dicendi in Luke and, as such, thus never addresses, or refers to ‘Iésous’.

700 Infact, in Luke it is only characters belonging to the divine realm (‘God’, ‘the Messenger of the Lord’,
‘demons’, and ‘the False Accuser’) who refer to ‘Iesous’ as ‘the son (of God).. See for ‘Luke’s use of “Son of
God”, Dawsey, “Characterization in Luke” (1986): 146-147.

701 See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 444, who concludes his discussion of év toig 100 motpdg pov
(2:49€) with: ‘In any case, it is clear that Jesus is referring to God as his heavenly Father.’
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6. Inspeaking about ‘my father’ in 2:49e, exactly while addressing ‘Ioseph’
(and ‘Mariam’), ‘Iésous’ excludes ‘Ioséph’ from being identified with the
character to whom he is referring as ‘my father’. However, the TIR is also
confronted with the fact that both ‘Mariam’ as well as the TIA indeed
refer to Ioseph’ as the father of ‘Iesous’.

* ‘Mariam’, while addressing ‘Iesous’, refers to ‘Ioseph’ as ‘your father’
(2:48g). The TIR knows that ‘Mariam’ has heard ‘the Messenger’ refer
to ‘Iesous’ as ‘son of the Highest’ (1:32b), and as ‘son of God’ (1:35€),
in his answer to her first question in the research-text (1:34b—c).
‘Mariam’ has also been told by ‘the Messenger’ that ‘Iesous’ will
receive ‘the throne of his father Dauid’ (1:32c). This leaves the TIR
with, on the one hand, ‘Mariam’s’ knowledge of ‘Iesous’ as being ‘the
son of God’ and of Dauid as being his father, and, on the other hand,
her words ‘your father’, which imply that ‘Iesous’ is the son of ‘Ioséph’.

By letting ‘Mariam’ in her communication with ‘Tesous’, refer to
‘Ioséph’ as ‘your father’ (2:48g), the TIA creates for the TIR a contrast
with ‘Iesous’ reference to ‘at my father’s’ (2:49¢), implying that it is
‘God’ who is his father. This contrast is enhanced by the two different
possessive pronouns ‘your father’ (by ‘Mariam’) and ‘my father’s’ (by
‘Iesous’). The former draws the TIR’s attention to ‘Mariam’s’ reference
to ‘Ioséph’ being ‘Iesous” father, and the latter to the implied
self-identification by ‘Iésous’ as being the ‘son of God’.*>

* The TIA refers to ‘Ioséph’ as ‘his (= Ieésous”) father’ in 2:33a, and in
doing so, links ‘Iésous’ (via ‘I6séph’) to Dauid, who is referred to as
‘lesous” father by ‘the Messenger’ (see also point 4 above). The TIA
makes sure that the TIR knows that ‘Ioseph’ and Dauid are related,
mentioning three times that (1) I16séph’ is ‘from the House of Dauid’
(1:27b), (2) that he travels to ‘the city of Dauid’ (2:4a), and that he does
so (3) because he is from the ‘House and lineage of Dauid’ (2:4¢). By
doing this, and by referring to ‘Ioséph’ as the father of ‘Iesous’ further
on in the narrative (2:33a), the TIA jolts the TIR's memory regarding
the fact that Dauid has also been called the father of ‘Iésous’ (1:32¢).

702 Cf. Tannehill, Narrative Unity of Luke—Acts (1986), 54-55: Jesus’ sense of special destiny and obligation is
related to his recognition of God as “my Father.” Here we find Jesus recognizing and affirming that he is
God’s Son, as the angel said before his birth (1:32-35).”
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Further on in Luke 3:23, the TIA explains to the TIR that it ‘was sup-
posed’ that ‘Iesous’ was the ‘the son of ‘Ioseply, thereby underlining the
discrepancy between the TIR’s knowledge that ‘God’, Dauid, and ‘I6séph’
are all referred to as ‘Iésous” father, and the general supposition by the
characters in Luke that (only) ‘Ioséph’ is ‘lesous” father.”*s This gen-
eral supposition is confirmed to the TIR when in 4:22 the TIA offers a
direct speech by ‘all’ in which they ask ‘is he (= ‘Iesous’) not the son of
‘Toseph’?’.704

7. The TIR knows that the construction év toig + a (proper) noun meaning
‘in the house of X’ occasionally occurs in biblical as well as extrabiblical
literature written in (Koine) Greek.”>s The TIR also knows that the temple
in Jerusalem is commonly referred to as 3:n 7 (the house of the Lorp) in the
Hebrew Bible, and as otkov kupiov (the house of the Lord) in the Septuagint.”*®

8. The TIR knows that ‘Ieésous’ speaks the words o0k fjdette d11 &v 101G 10D
Tatpog pov del eivad pel;] (you [plural] had, had you not, known that at my
father’s it is necessary that I be [?]; 2:49¢c—€):

703 See, regarding Luke 3:23, Lincoln, “A Case of Double Paternity?” (2013), 646-647; Green, Gospel of Luke
(1997), 189-190: ‘At the outset, Luke provides a deliberate aside to his audience: Jesus “was the son (as was
thought) of Joseph” (3:23). (...) This suggests that, while characters within the story will view Jesus as an
ordinary human, the son of Joseph, Luke’s auditors should share with the narrator a different (and correct)
view. Jesus is only the apparent son of Joseph; in fact, his identity as Son of God need not be traced back
through Joseph to Adam at all, but rests on his miraculous conception. Thus, the genealogy provides Jesus
with the legitimation needed in the world in which he will carry out his mission. As those possessing an
insider’s vantage point, however, Luke’s readers are aware of a more direct means by which to ascertain his
exalted status.’

704 See, regarding Luke 4:22, Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 214-215: ‘It is true that some interpreters have read

the people’s question, “Is not this Joseph’s son?” in a negative way, but this reading fails to grapple suffi-

ciently with the development of Jesus’ identity by the narrator to this point. Luke has already informed

us that people assumed that Jesus was son of Joseph (3:23); Mary herself had acted on this presumption

(2:48-49). In this way, Mary and now the congregation at Nazareth are caught in a case of situational irony,

for they respond to Jesus according to their own parochial understanding. (...) We (Luke’s readers outside

the narrative) know that their understanding of Jesus is erroneous, for we know that Jesus is Son of God,
not son of Joseph; he comes to fulfill the purpose of God, not to be restricted either by the demands of the
devil (4:1-13) or, now, by those of his own townspeople.” See also Sinninghe Damsté, “Jesus and the Scroll
of the Prophet Isaiah” (2024) (forthcoming).

See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 443: ‘In support of the version that I have preferred, “in my Fa-

ther’s house” (= chez mon Pére), a number of instances have been found in biblical and extrabiblical Greek

texts of the neut. pl. of the def. art. followed by a gen. (sg. or pl.) in the sense of “the house| household of

X.” Thus Gen 41:51; Esth 7:9 (en tois Aman, “in Haman’s house”); Job 18:19; Josephus Ag. Ap. 1.18 § 118 (en tois

tou Dios, “in the temple of Zeus”); Ant. 16.10,1 § 302 (en tois Antipatrou, “(lodged) in Antipater’s home”); (...).

706 Cf. for example Psalm 23:6 (LXX Psalm 22:6); Psalm 122:1 (LXX Psalm 121:1).
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* In the context of the feast of the Passover (2:41);

* While sitting in the temple in Jerusalem (2:46b—c);

* Following upon a question by his ‘parents’ regarding his remaining
in Jerusalem after having sought and having found him (2:48d-g’).

Drawing upon the information listed in points 2 through 8 the TIR can:

1. Resolve the information discrepancy regarding what ‘Iesous’ is referring
to with the dative article toig, and can decide that v t0ig t0d maTpdg pov
(2:49¢) can best be read as ‘in the house of my father’ (= ‘at my father’s’);”

2. Conclude that ‘Iesous’ is referring to the character ‘God’ with his words
‘my father’, thereby self-identifying as the ‘son of God’;**

3. Conclude that with év t0ig 10d natpdg pov (at my father’s [= in the house
of my father]; 2:49¢), ‘Iésous’ is referring to the temple in Jerusalem (the
house of ‘God’), the location in which he speaks these words.”

With clarity as to the semantics of clauses 2:49c—¢’, I can now study the com-

municative implications of ‘lesous’ words, firstly taken as a question,” and

subsequently as a statement.”™
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I have opted to translate év toig 10D motpdg pov (2:49€) as ‘at my father’s’, which conveys the meaning of ‘at
my father’s’ house’; cf. the Appendix, clause 2:49e. See for discussions about the possible interpretations
and translations of v toig T0d matpdg pov (2:49€) e.g. Riemersma, Lucasevangelie (2018), 50-59; Aletti, Il Gesit
di Luca (2012), 67-69; Jung, “An Ambiguous but Wise Response” (2009), 3-4; Green, Gospel of Luke (1997),
156-157; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 474—477; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50 (1989), 160-161;
Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 131-132; Sylva, “The Cryptic Clause” (1987); Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX
(1981), 443-444; Van der Horst, “Aramaic Background of Luke 2:41-52” (1980), 63-64; De Jonge, “Sonship,
Wisdom, Infancy” (1978), 331-337.

See Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 437: ‘In any case, the first words attributed to Jesus in the Lucan
Gospel form a statement about his relationship to his heavenly Father. What is significant is that it is
uttered by him somewhere in the Jerusalem Temple. This is true, no matter what interpretation is given to
en tois tou patros mou — for the sense of the relationship comes through no matter which interpretation of
these words is used (...). The link is based not only on the translation “in my Father’s house,” although that
enhances Jesus’ manifestation of himself.”

Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 156-157: “The emphasis on place (where Jesus was; where they found him; why
would anyone look elsewhere?) encourages a rendering that is spatial: “in my Father’s house.”

As punctuated by the TEA (the editors) of NA28; cf. footnote 266, footnote 267, and footnote 270.

Read as a statement, without the interrogative punctuation given by the TEA (the editors) of NA28, I
myself become the new TEA of clauses 2:49c—¢’; cf. footnote 61.
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If o0k fderte 1 v Toig 10D maTpdg pov Bel elvad pe is read as a question, ‘you

(plural) had, had you not, known that at my father’s it is necessary that I be?’,

the following five points regarding its communicative implications can be
made. Each of the points deals firstly with the communication at the level of
the characters, and then deals with the direct communication between the TIA
and the TIR.

1. At the communication level of the characters, ‘Iesous’, with his yes—no
question (2:49c—€’), implies that he does not understand why his par-
ents were seeking him,” and is confirming his first question to them
‘why is it that you (plural) were seeking me?’ (2:49b).

At the communication level between the TIA and TIR, the confirmation
of ‘Iesous” first question (2:49b) by his second question (2:49c—€’) draws
the TIR’s attention once again to the fact that there was a discrepancy
between ‘the parents” knowledge and the TIR’'s own knowledge regard-
ing where ‘Ieésous’ was. ‘The parents’ did not know that ‘Iésous’ was in
Jerusalem until they found him in the temple, while the TIR had already
been informed by the TIA (2:43¢c) that ‘Iésous’ was in Jerusalem (see
paragraph 6.2).

2. At the communication level of the characters, ‘I€sous” yes—no question
can, besides being considered as (most likely) requesting an affirmative
answer,” also be understood as communicating an element of accusa-
tion: ‘the parents’ should have known where ‘Iesous’ must be.”+
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See Reiling and Swellengrebel, A Translator’s Handbook (1971), 153, who note an element of surprise con-
tained in ‘Iésous” second question (2:49c—¢€’). While discussing i elvai pe (it is necessary that I be; 2:49d—¢’),
Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 132, notes a possible element of surprise in ‘Iésous” yes-no question as well:
“The time-frame here for the present tense 8¢f, “it is necessary,” is likely to be, not the moment of Jesus’
words, but rather the earlier time (...) in which Jesus had expected that his parents would have had the
awareness: “He must be in his Father’s house.” Jesus expected that they would realize that if he were not
with them (metaphorically in Joseph’s house?) he would be in the temple. (...) To his surprise, this was not
so obvious to Mary and Joseph.’

See for clauses 2:49c—€’ expecting an affirmative answer, footnote 248, footnote 270, and footnote 680.

See for an element of rebuke in ‘Iésous” direct yes-no question, Jung, “An Ambiguous but Wise Response”
(2009), 7: ‘Thus, Jesus blamed his parents for unnecessarily searching on the way to and in the city of Je-
rusalem. They should have expected to find Jesus in the Jerusalem Temple, if the phrase év toig tod matpdg
pov is understood as ‘in my Father’s house,” so that searching on their way to or within the city of Jerusa-
lem was superfluous. They should better have come to the sanctuary of Jerusalem directly. If the locution
refers to ‘about my Father’s business,” the implication is as follows: they should have come to the place
where his Father’s business is going on - precisely at the Temple.’; Bovon, Evangelium nach Lukas: 1:1-9:50
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At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR, ‘Iésous” ac-
cusatory tone towards ‘the parents’ confirms to the TIR that his own
knowledge is correct: ‘Iésous’ must be in Jerusalem. In view of the in-
formation ‘Mariam’ received from ‘the Messenger’, the TIR understands
‘lesous’ accusatory tone: ‘the parents’ (in any case ‘Mariam’) knew that
‘Iesous’ is the ‘son of God’, and therefore, should have known of his rela-
tion with the temple.

At the communication level of the characters, ‘Iésous’is simultaneously
implying that he thought that his parents knew where he must be, and
that he did not wish to cause them the great distress that ‘Mariam’ de-
scribes them as having had (2:48f-g’).”

At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR, ‘Iésous” im-
plication that he did not wish to cause ‘the parents’ distress, influences
the TIR’s relation with the character ‘Iesous’ in a positive way.

At the communication level of the characters, ‘lesous’ is asking infor-
mation from his ‘parents’ as to whether they did not know that he must
be in the temple. Because this is a direct yes-no question, ‘the parents”
answer can, at first sight, be either affirmative (most likely),” or nega-
tive. There is however a third option: not to give an answer; and indeed,
‘the parents’ do not give ‘Iesous’ an answer. The communication be-
tween ‘Iésous’ and ‘the parents’ ends with ‘lesous” question in 2:49c—¢’.

One can, however, argue that silence is also a form of communication. ‘The
parents” silence, can communicate various things to ‘lesous’: that they un-
derstand his question, but have no answer, or do not wish to answer, or
that they do not understand his question and, therefore, have no answer.

715

(1989), 160: ‘Ovk in einer Frage (V49) 1Rt eine positive Antwort erwarten: Nach Meinung des Evangelisten
hitten die Eltern Jesus nicht suchen miissen, da sie hitten wissen sollen, wo er sich aufhilt.” See also how
Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 200, treats clauses 2:49c—e” as what he refers to as an ‘Endoxical Ques-
tion’, containing ‘a Semantic Appeal to a Common Knowledge Base’.

See regarding ‘the parents’ ‘being greatly distressed’ (2:48h), Nolland, Luke: 1-9:20 (1989), 132: Jesus had
not betrayed his sonship. In fact he had had no intention of dishonoring either of his sonships. Here, how-
ever, in the encounter with his distressed parents, this maturing child has set before him something of the
complexity of the relationship between his identity as Son of God and as son in the family of Joseph.’

716 See for clauses 2:49c—€’ expecting an affirmative answer, footnote 248, footnote 270, and footnote 680.
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At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR, the TIR is
confronted with whether he himself knows that Iésous’ must be ‘at his
father’s’, i.e. in (the temple in) Jerusalem. Because the TIR knows that
‘lesous’ is the son of ‘God’ (1:35¢) and that ‘Iesous’ self-identifies as the
son of ‘God’ (2:49¢), he himself can answer affirmatively that the temple
(the house of God) is the place (‘at my father’s’ [house]) where the ‘son
of God’ indeed must be: 8¢ eivoi pe (it is necessary that I be; 2:49d—€’).77

At the communication level of the characters, ‘Iesous’ clarifies to his
‘parents’, as well as to all those present, that he understands ‘God’ to be
his father (and not ‘Ioseph’).”®

At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR the following

occurs:

* The TIR’s knowledge that ‘Iesous’ is the ‘son of God’ (1:35€) is
confirmed here by the character ‘lesous’ himself.

¢ Up until now in the narrative, none of the three fathers of ‘lesous’
(‘God’, Dauid, ‘Ioséph’) has been especially emphasised as such
(compared to the others) for the TIR. However, the self-identification
by ‘Iesous’ as being the son of ‘God’, now for the first time emphasises
that ‘God’ is the father of ‘Iésous’, over and above I6séph’ and Dauid’.*

If o0k fidette 811 &v T0ig T0D TOTPOG pov €T givad pe is read as a statement ‘you

(plural) had, had you not, known that at my father’s it is necessary that I be’, the

following five points regarding its communicative implications can be made:

717 See regarding 8¢l (2:49d), Miiller, “Fragen im Erzdhlwerk des Lukas” (2003), 36: ‘Das kleine Wortchen ¢ in

718

719
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V. 49 deutet an, dass der eigentliche Initiator und verborgene Hauptakteur des von Lukas Erzahlten Gott
selbst ist.”

Cf. Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 200, where, regarding clauses 2:49c-¢’, he posits: Jesus does not
respond in a simple manner; instead, he asks his parents a question that presupposes a certain accepted
truth of common knowledge in the ancient world, namely, that a son should be about his father’s business.
By appealing ever so slightly to this accepted truth, Jesus links his paternity to God instead of to Joseph,
which is why his parents did not understand what he was saying (v. 50).’

See e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 156: ‘Jesus’ words, then, are pivotal, and contain within them both an
affirmation of his particular relation to God and his commitment to God’s purpose. The first is empha-
sized by the dramatic development of the story, wherein Luke repeatedly refers to Jesus’ parents, Mary
refers to Jesus as child and speaks of Jesus’ father, and Jesus counters by naming the God of the temple as
his Father. That is, Luke has staged this interchange so as to pinpoint as the primary issue, Who is Jesus’
father? To whom does he owe primary allegiance?’; Brown, Birth of the Messiah (1993), 490: ‘The climax of
the story and the core of this biographical apophthegm comes at the end of Jesus’ second question: “Did
you not know that I must be in my Father’s house?”
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1. At the communication level of the characters, ‘Iesous’ is stating that he
thought that his parents knew where he must be.

At the communication level of the TIA and the TIR, the statement by ‘Te-
sous’ that his parents ‘had known’ where he must be reveals a discrepan-
cy between the information the TIR has at his disposal, and what ‘Iésous’
thought to be the case. The TIR is, namely, told in 2:43d that the parents
of ‘Iesous’ indeed did not know that he had remained in Jerusalem.

2. Ifunderstood as being accusatory, ‘I€sous” statement functions commu-
nicatively in the same way as it does as a question, at both the level of the
communication between the characters and between the TIA and the TIR.

At the communication level of the characters: ‘the parents’ should have
known where ‘Iésous’ must be.

At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR, ‘Iésous” ac-
cusatory tone towards ‘the parents’ confirms to the TIR that his own
knowledge is correct: ‘Iesous’ must indeed be in Jerusalem.

3. At the communication level of the characters, ‘Iésous’ statement is in
fact his answer to the question ‘Mariam’ poses him in 2:48e: ‘why have
you done this to us?’. ‘Mariam’, namely, follows up her question to ‘Ie-
sous’ by giving him the reason for it in 2:48f-g’: ‘behold! your father
and I, being greatly distressed, were seeking you’ (see paragraph 6.4).
‘Iesous’, by stating that he thought they knew where he was, is implying
that he did not wish to cause them the great distress that ‘Mariam’ de-
scribes them as having had.

At the communication level between the TIA and TIR:
* The confirmation of ‘lesous’ question (2:49b) by his statement (2:49c-
¢’) draws the TIR’s attention once again to the fact that there was a

discrepancy between ‘the parents” knowledge and his own know-
ledge regarding where ‘Iésous’ was. ‘The parents’ did not know that
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‘lesous’ was in Jerusalem until they found him in the temple, while
the TIR indeed did know that ‘Iesous’ was in Jerusalem (see para-
graph 6.2).

* ‘lesous” implication that he did not wish to cause ‘the parents’
distress, influences the TIR’s relation with the character ‘Iésous’in a
positive way.

4. At the communication level of the characters, ‘Iésous’ statement ends
the communication with ‘the parents’. Not being a question, his state-
ment does not explicitly ask them for an answer. The lack of reaction by
‘the parents’ to ‘Iesous’ statement, can communicate to him that they
agree with him, that they do not agree with him, or that they do not
understand him.

In a very similar way as when ‘Iésous’ statement is understood as being
a question (see above), the following occurs here at the communication
level between the TIA and the TIR. The TIR is confronted with whether
he himself knows that ‘Iésous’ must be ‘at his father’s’, i.e. in (the tem-
ple in) Jerusalem. Because the TIR knows that ‘Iesous’ is the ‘son of God’
(1:35€), he himself can agree with ‘Iésous’ statement that the temple (the
house of ‘God’) is the place (‘at my father’s’ [house]) where the ‘son of
God’ indeed must be.

5. At the communication level of the characters, ‘Iésous’ with his state-
ment clarifies to his ‘parents’, as well as to all those present on the tex-
tual stage, that he understands ‘God’ to be his father (and not ‘I6séph’ or
Dauid) and, in doing so, self-identifies as the son of ‘God’.

At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR, the TIR’s
knowledge that ‘Iésous’ is the ‘son of God’ (1:35€) is confirmed here by
the character ‘Iésous’ himself.

As noted above, ‘the parents’ do not react to ‘Iésous” two questions (or ques-

tion and statement); they remain silent. The TIA returns to the narrative world
where he gives the TIR a possible reason for ‘the parents” silence. The TIA states
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Kol 00Tol 00 cuvijkav To Pipa & EAdAncev avtoig (and they did not understand the
matter that he spoke to them; 2:50a-b). The character ‘Tesous’ does not receive this
information. ‘The parents” silence can, thus, be interpreted by ‘Iésous’ in vari-
ous ways (see the first point 4 above for 2:49c—¢’ as a question; and the second
point 4 above for 2:49c—€’ as a statement). The fact that ‘Iésous’ accompanies
‘the parents’ to Nazareth (2:51a-b)* can be interpreted by ‘the parents’ as an an-
swer to ‘Mariam’s’ question: Iésous’ realises he should have accompanied them
to Nazareth, instead of remaining in Jerusalem, while they did not know this.

At the communication level between the TIA and the TIR, the following occurs
with the information given by the TIA in 2:50a-b. The TIR is now confronted
with a new discrepancy: his own understanding of why ‘Iesous’ must be in the
temple (he self-identifies as the son of ‘God’), compared with ‘the parents” lack
of understanding.”

Knowing that ‘lesous’ must be at his father’s (= at the temple in Jerusalem), the
TIR can expect a future movement by ‘Iésous’ away from Nazareth and towards
the temple in Jerusalem. And indeed, further on in the narrative of main text-
unit 1:5-24:53, after arriving in Nazareth a second time (4:16),7* and a period of
teaching, ‘Iésous’ starts travelling towards Jerusalem (9:51),”2 where he teaches
in the temple (19:47, 20:1, 21:37), and is arrested and executed in the context of
the feast of the Passover.

720 See Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 156, where he discusses clauses 2:51a—c, referring to ‘Iésous’ as ‘he’: ‘As the
scene closes, he went to Nazareth, accompanied by them; he has become the subject of the verbs.’

721 See, regarding the communicative function of clauses 2:50a-b at the level of the TIA and the TIR, also
Fitzmyer, According to Luke I-IX (1981), 439: “This is Luke’s way of getting across to his readers the difficulty
of understanding who Jesus is or was.’

722 In Luke, ‘Iésous’ arrives twice in Nazareth, the first time in 2:51b (Nolope6), after having been found in the
temple in Jerusalem by ‘the parents’, and the second time in 4:16 (Nalapd), after his communication in the
wilderness with ‘the False Accuser’.

723 Cf. e.g. Green, Gospel of Luke (1997), 394.

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 309



CONCLUSIONS



7.1 Preliminary remarks

In this final chapter of my dissertation, I set out and discuss the conclusions
that I draw based on the communication analyses I make in Chapters 4, 5, and
6. I deal with these conclusions in paragraph 7.2 (the questions surrounding
the naming of ‘Ioannés’), paragraph 7.3 (the questions by ‘Mariam’ and ‘Elisa-
bet’, and the conception and identity of ‘I€sous’), and paragraph 7.4 (the ques-
tions posed in the temple in Jerusalem). In paragraph 7.5, I offer my general
conclusions, as well as a suggestion for further research.

Before doing the above, I wish to reprise the research-question that I formulate
in Chapter 1: How, in Luke 1:5-2:52, are questions used by the text-internal author to
communicate his message to the text-internal reader?

In order to answer my research-question, I further formulate three sub-ques-

tions in Chapter 1. My answers to these three sub-questions are not dealt with
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here in Chapter 7, because I offer these in various preceding chapters:

1.

What is the syntactic structure of Luke 1:5—2:522 I describe the steps taken to
answer this sub-question in Chapter 1 (paragraph 1.2), I analyse the re-
search-text from a syntactic point of view in Chapter 2, and I present its
syntactic structure in the Appendix. I offer my conclusions regarding
the macrosyntactic structure of Luke 1:5-2:52 in Chapter 2 (paragraph
2.3, and Scheme IV): the greater part of the research-text (1:5-2:40) has
a triptych structure, containing two parallel ‘panels’ (two series of text-
units that deal with the conception and birth of, respectively, ‘Ioannes’
and ‘Iésous’), and a third ‘linking’ ‘panel’ that connects these two paral-
lel series. This triptych is concluded by an extra ‘panel’ (2:41-52) dealing
with ‘Iesous’ in the temple in Jerusalem. My communication analysis of
the research-text is based on the result of this syntax analysis.

Which questions does Luke 1:5-2:52 contain? In Chapter 3, I identify the
questions that the research-text contains, using first syntax, followed
up by semantics, and finally by cross-checking the results with the con-
temporary academic consensus. The questions that I identify are pre-
sented in paragraph 3.5, Scheme V.

Which communication participants are concerned with the questions that
Luke 1:5-2:52 contains, and how? In the communication analyses I make
in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, I deal with the sender and the receiver of the
identified questions, as well as with any other characters present on the
textual stage. If there is a response to a question, I additionally deal with
the communication participants involved in this response.

7.2 Conclusions based on the communication analysis of the
questions surrounding the naming of ‘loannes’

Based on the communication analysis made in Chapter 4, I draw the following

conclusions regarding the function of five identified questions (see paragraph
3.5, Scheme V) for the communication between the TIA and the TIR of Luke

312
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1:5a-2:52b. These questions are narratively closely connected, and regard the
naming of the character I6annes:

* Direct open question 1:18b: “By what will I know this?”

* Implied yes—no question 1:60a: marked by both the narrated act of
answering (1:60a), and the negation “No!” (1:60c).

* Indirect open question 1:62b—c: (...) what he would wish to call him.’

* Implied yes—no question 1:63a: marked by both the narrated act of
requesting (1:63a), and the fact that the act of requesting is implicitly
affirmed (1:63b).

* Direct open question 1:66¢: “What then will be this little boy?”

My communication analysis also offers insight into some general aspects of
the communication between the TIA and TIR that are not directly linked to
the above five questions. At the communication level of the characters, I also
draw conclusions regarding the development of the character ‘Zacharias’ that
are not directly related to the above five questions.

7.2.1 Direct open question 1:18b: “By what will I know this?”

Direct open question 1:18b functions in the direct communication between the
characters ‘Zacharias’ and ‘the Messenger of the Lord” and, via them, in the in-
direct communication between the TIA and the TIR.

Direct open question 1:18b constitutes the first words spoken by the character
‘Zacharias’ in his first direct speech (1:18b-d) in the research-text. ‘Zacharias’
poses his question to ‘the Messenger of the Lord’ at the beginning of his reac-
tion to ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech (1:13b-17d), which itself addresses
‘Zacharias’. ‘Zacharias” question not only directly asks ‘the Messenger’ for in-
formation, but also indirectly requests action on the part of ‘the Messenger’. In
doing so, “Zacharias” question firstly elicits a verbal response from ‘the Mes-
senger’ (his second direct speech in 1:19c-20g), promoting and prolonging
the communication between these two characters. ‘The Messenger’ interprets
‘Zacharias” question as a request for a sign, which he then gives to ‘Zacharias’.
Direct open question 1:18b, therefore, also functions as the ‘motor’ for further
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plot-development, specifically regarding ‘Zacharias” imposed muteness, and
his regaining his ability to speak (together forming the sign he is given).

Using ‘Zacharias” question in 1:18b, the TIA inspires the TIR to look back at the
programme that ‘the Messenger’ has outlined for Ioannes’ in his first direct
speech (1:13b-17d). This question also indirectly reinforces the TIR's awareness
of his not knowing the contents of ‘Zacharias” prayer (mentioned in 1:13d),
while ‘Zacharias’ and ‘the Messenger’ both indeed do possess this knowledge.
This forms an information discrepancy between the TIR and the two commu-
nicating characters.

Direct question 1:18b itself contains an information discrepancy: ‘Zacharias’
knows what he is referring to with ‘this’ (“By what will I know this?”), while his
addressee ‘the Messenger’, as well as the TIR, do not have this information. Via
direct question 1:18b, the TIA, therefore, challenges the TIR to try to resolve this
information discrepancy, and in the process of this endeavour, the attention
of the TIR is refocussed onto the character ‘Ioannes’ in a roundabout way. In
its turn, ‘the Messenger’s’ response to direct open question 1:18b also contains
two information discrepancies. ‘The Messenger’ knows what he means when
he twice refers to ‘these things’ (“and to proclaim as a good message to you
these things” in 1:19g; “until that day these things come to pass” in 1:20e), while
Zacharias’, as well as the TIR, do not possess this information. ‘The Messen-
ger’s’ response to ‘Zacharias’ question, creates suspense for both “Zacharias’
and the TIR: when exactly will the day arrive when ‘these things’ come to pass,
and “Zacharias” muteness is ended? This suspense increases the TIR’s inter-
est in the unfolding of events, maintaining his attention to the TIA’s narrative.
The ending of the sign that ‘Zacharias’ requests with his direct open question
1:18b offers the opportunity to the TIR to finally resolve the four information
discrepancies he has encountered in the communication between ‘Zacharias’
prayer’ (1:13d):
‘Zacharias’ has been praying for his wife ‘Elisabet’ to conceive and bear a child.

»c

and ‘the Messenger’, amongst which the contents of ‘Zacharias

In the process of resolving these four information discrepancies, the TIR’s at-
tention is, again and again, refocussed onto the character ‘I6annes’.

314 QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



7.2.2 Implied yes-no question 1:60a: marked by both the narrated act of
answering (1:60a), and the negation “No!” (1:60c)

The implied yes—no question, lying ‘somewhere between’ 1:59d and 1:604a, ipso
facto does not sound in the TIA’s narrative. It ‘occurs’ in the communication be-
tween the characters ‘they’ (= ‘her neighbours and relatives’) and ‘his mother’ (=
‘Elisabet’) and, via these characters, functions in the communication between
the TIA and the TIR.

The fact that this question is not explicitly mentioned by the TIA, ‘telescopes’
the action surrounding the discussion about the naming of the character
‘Ioannes’. The TIA’'s omission of the yes-no question in the text, focusses the
TIR on its answer, which indeed explicitly communicates what ‘Ioannes’ will be
called: “No!, but he will be called Ioanneés” (1:60c-d). ‘Elisabet’s’ answer to the
yes—no question, in its turn, focusses the attention of the TIR onto the charac-
ter ‘Ioanneés’. In addition, ‘Elisabet’s’ answer “No!, but he will be called Ioanneés”
(1:60c-d), confirms the information that the TIR has received from the TIA via
the character ‘the Messenger’ in 1:13f (“and you will call his name I6annés”),
thus promoting the trust that the TIR has in the veracity and consistency of
the TIA’s communication. ‘Elisabet’s’ answer to the implied yes-no question,
“No!, but he will be called I6annés” (1:60c-d), also confronts the TIR with the
fact that he has not been made privy to how ‘Elisabet’ knows that her son will
be called ‘Ioanneés’. The TIR cannot resolve this information discrepancy, but
the effort in doing so engages him further with the action surrounding the
naming of the newly born ‘I6annes’.

7.2.3 Indirect open question 1:62b-c: ‘(...) what he would wish to call him.’

An open question by the character ‘her neighbours and relatives’ to the charac-
ter ‘Zacharias’ is reported by the TIA directly to the TIR in the narrative world,
forming indirect open question 1:62b-c. This question functions, therefore, in
the direct communication between the TIA and the TIR. In explicitly referring
to the newly born boy (‘it’), indirect question 1:62b—c focusses the attention of
the TIR onto the character ‘I6annes’. It also creates suspense for the TIR, who
knows from 1:13f that ‘the Messenger’ has told ‘Zacharias’ that he will name his
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son ‘Ioannes’: will ‘Zacharias’ disregard what ‘her neighbours and relatives’ are
calling his newly born son? Will he call him ‘Ioannes’, thereby implementing
part of the programme outlined for ‘Ioannés’ by ‘the Messenger’ (1:13f)?

Indirect question 1:62b—c is answered by “Zacharias’ in 1:63d: “Ioannes is his
name.” Therefore, besides indirect open question 1:62b-c focussing the TIR
onto the character ‘16annés’, ‘Zacharias” answer to this question also focusses
the TIR’s attention onto the character ‘Ioannes’.

The verbum dicendi (‘they were gesturing’) that is used by the TIA to introduce
indirect open question 1:62b—c, refocuses the TIR onto ‘Zacharias” muteness, re-
freshing the TIR's memory as to the fact that ‘Zacharias’ indeed cannot speak (or
hear). The question itself reminds the TIR that ‘the Messenger’ informed ‘Zacha-
rias’ in 1:13f that he would call his son ‘Ioannés’ (“and you will call his name Ioan-
neés”). This question, thus, reveals a discrepancy between what ‘her neighbours
and relatives’ know, and what the TIR knows regarding the newly born boy’s
name (I6annes’). ‘Zacharias” answer “Ioannés is his name” (1:63d) to indirect
open question 1:62b—c, resolves this information discrepancy between what ‘her
neighbours and relatives’ know, and what the TIR knows regarding the newly
born boy’s name (‘Ioannés’). ‘Zacharias” answer thereby promotes the trust that
the TIR has in the veracity and consistency of the TIA’s communication.

7.2.4 Implied yes-no question 1:63a: marked by both the narrated act of
requesting (1:63a), and the fact that the act of requesting is implicitly
answered (1:63b)

In the narrative world, the TIA reports to the TIR that the character ‘Zacha-
rias’ requests a little writing-tablet (1:63a). ‘Zacharias” request itself is not
supplied by the TIA, but “Zacharias” request implies that he poses a yes-no
question. The implicitness of this yes—no question (1:63a) for the TIR, creates a
discrepancy between what ‘her neighbours and relatives’ and ‘Zacharias’ know
regarding ‘Zacharias” exact request for ‘a little writing-tablet’, and what the TIR
knows. At the level of the communication between the TIA and the TIR, the
implicitness of the yes-no question contributes to the ‘silence’ surrounding
‘Zacharias” muteness on the textual stage.
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Implied yes-no question 1:63a is also implicitly answered (affirmatively): in
1:63b. Zacharias’ is indeed able to write on the little writing-tablet he has re-
quested and then received.

The omission of the yes-no question that is referred to by the act of requesting
in 1:63a, as well as the omission of its affirmative answer (the presentation of
a little writing-tablet to ‘Zacharias’), both ‘telescope’ the action surrounding
the discussion about the name of the character ‘I6annés’. The TIA’s omissions
of the request (implied question 1:63a) and its affirmative answer (the presen-
tation of a little writing-tablet), focus the TIR onto ‘Zacharias” answer to the
question reported in 1:62b—c: “Ioannés is his name” (1:63d). In its turn, ‘Zacha-
rias” answer focusses the TIR onto the character ‘I6annés’. In addition, the ref-
erence to the implied question by the narrated act of requesting (1:63a), creates
a brief pause directly after indirect question 1:62b-c, enabling the TIR to won-
der whether ‘Zacharias’ will disregard what ‘her neighbours and relatives’ are
calling his newly born son, and instead call him ‘Toannes’, thereby implement-
ing part of the programme outlined for I6annés’ by ‘the Messenger’ (1:13f).

7.2.5 Direct open question 1:66¢: “What then will be this little boy?”

Direct open question 1:66¢ is a question that each of ‘all the hearers’ only poses
to himself or herself. Although it functions at the communication level of the
characters, being an ‘interior’ question, it does not do so in the communication
between the characters. This question also functions, via the character ‘all the
hearers’ in the indirect communication between the TIA and the TIR.

Through this ‘interior’ question, the TIA offers the TIR the unique position of
being the only communication participant who knows that all the individual
‘hearers’ pose this question regarding ‘Ioannes’ to themselves, while ‘Zachari-
as’does not hear the question at all. This strengthens the bond of trust between
the TIA and the TIR.

In explicitly referring to the ‘little boy’ (“What then will be this little boy?”),

direct open question 1:66¢ focusses the attention of the TIR onto the char-
acter ‘Ioannes’. Additionally, direct open question 1:66¢ reveals a discrep-

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 317



ancy between what ‘all the hearers’ know about ‘I6annés’, and what the TIR
knows about ‘I6annés’ from part of ‘the Messenger’s’ programme for Ioannes’
(1:14a-17d). The TIA, thereby, manoeuvres the TIR into the position of won-
dering whether the discrepancy between his own knowledge, and that of the
character ‘all the hearers’ (1:66a) will be resolved or not.

‘Zacharias” words in the second part (1:76a—79c) of his third direct speech offer
information to ‘all the hearers’ by which they are able to answer their direct
open question (1:66¢), although ‘Zacharias’ indeed does not know that each one
of them has posed direct open question 1:66¢ (an ‘interior’ question). The fact
that ‘Zacharias” words (1:76a—79c¢) are explicitly addressed to ‘the little boy’ (=
‘Ioannes’), while he knows that his newly born son cannot understand him,
means that at the communication level of the characters, his words only sup-
ply information to ‘all the hearers’ (not to ‘the little boy’). His words (1:76a-79¢)
resolve the information discrepancy between ‘all the hearers’ and the TIR re-
garding ‘Ioanneés’.

‘Zacharias’ does not address his newly born son using his name ‘I6annes’, but
rather as little boy’ (1:76b), thereby, drawing the attention of the TIR to the fact
that ‘Zacharias” words (1:76a—79c¢) offer information with which direct open
question 1:66¢ “What then will be this little boy?” can be answered. By not ad-
dressing his son with his name ‘Ioannés’, but rather as ‘little boy’, ‘Zacharias’
emphasises what the ‘little boy’ will be called, namely: “a prophet of the Highest
you will be called” (1:762’).

‘Zacharias” words (1:76a-79¢), which supply information with which ‘all the
hearers’ can answer their direct open question 1:66¢, also offer the TIR addi-
tional information about ‘Ioanneés’, confirming the information the TIR al-
ready has about ‘I6annés” special relationship with ‘the Lord’ (1:15a- 17d), and
therefore with ‘Iesous’, who is referred to as ‘Lord’ (1:43b). ‘Zacharias” use here
of the words ‘little boy’ for ‘Ioannes’, who will be called ‘a prophet of the High-
est’, prepares the TIR for a new character in the unfolding narrative, namely
the little boy’ ‘Iésous’,”* who will be called ‘son of the Highest’ (1:32b).

724 The character ‘Iesous’ is referred to as noudtov (little boy) in 2:18a, 2:27b, and 2:40a.
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7.2.6 General aspects of the communication between the TIA and TIR

The communication analysis also offers insight into some general aspects of
the communication between the TIA and TIR, by which the TIA engages the
TIR with narrative developments, and with the characters involved.

Firstly, by confronting the TIR with various information discrepancies, the TIA
challenges the TIR to resolve them and, thereby, engages him more thorough-
ly with the narrative, even though some of these discrepancies remain unre-
solved: e.g. as to how ‘Elisabet’ knows that her son is to be named ‘Ioannés’, and
regarding the contents of ‘Zacharias” first blessing of ‘God’ (1:64c—d). Secondly,
the information supplied to the TIR by the TIA, either directly by the TIA, or
via the characters, is in various instances later confirmed (directly by the TIA,
or by the characters), promoting the trust that the TIR has in the veracity and
consistency of the TIA’s communication. Thirdly, in various instances the TIR
receives information, either directly from the TIA, or via the characters, that
is pertinent to the further unfolding of the narrative, thereby preparing the
TIR for future events. Lastly, in various instances the TIA offers the TIR a short
‘breathing pause’ giving him an opportunity to digest information, or become
aware of his lack of information.

7.2.7 The development of the character ‘Zacharias’

The character ‘Zacharias’ occurs in clauses 1:5-79c of the research-text. Over
the course of the narrative, four developments can be determined regarding
‘Zacharias’, all culminating in ‘Zacharias” third direct speech (1:68a—79c). First-
ly, ‘Zacharias’ develops from speaking, via muteness, to finally regaining his
ability to speak. Secondly, ‘Zacharias’ develops from being childless to being
the father of a son. Thirdly, there is the movement in the narrative from de-
scribing ‘Zacharias’ as functioning as a mediating priest, to his speaking as a
mediating prophet. Lastly, there is ‘Zacharias” development from focussing on
his own person, using the first person singular in his first direct speech (1:18b-
d), to focussing on belonging to a ‘we-group’ that is connected to ‘the Lord’,
using the first person plural in his third and last direct speech (1:68a-79c).
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7.2.8 Summary and final conclusion

Direct open question 1:18b, indirect open question 1:62b—c, and direct open ques-
tion 1:66¢, all three focus the attention of the TIR onto the character Toannés’.

1. Direct open question 1:18b does so after the TIR has resolved the infor-
mation discrepancy contained in it, discovering what ‘this’ refers to
in ‘Zacharias” question ‘By what shall I know this?’. ‘This’ refers to two
statements made by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’: ‘your wife Elisabet will
bear a son for you, and you will call his name Ioannes’.

2. Indirect open question 1:62b—c “They were gesturing to his father what
he would wish to call him.’, does so by firstly directly referring to ‘Ioan-
nés’ (= ‘him’), and secondly by refreshing the TIR's memory that ‘the
Messenger’ proclaimed to “Zacharias’ that he would call his newly born
son ‘Ioannes’. The answer to indirect question 1:62b—c (“Ioannes is his
name.”), also focusses the TIR onto the character Toannes’.

3. Direct open question 1:66¢ ‘What then will be this little boy?’ does so
by drawing the TIR’s attention to the fact that he, in contrast to ‘the
Messenger’s’ and ‘Zacharias” co-characters, is privy to the programme
spelled out by ‘the Messenger’ to ‘Zacharias’ regarding his son ‘Toannes’.

The two implied questions are omitted by the TIA, shortening the text, and,
thereby, focus the TIR onto two direct speeches, which are both in their entire-
ty answers that state the name of the character Ioanneés’ “No!, but he will be
called Ioannes” (1:60c—d); “Ioannés is his name.” (1:63d).

Final conclusion: the TIA employs the above two direct open questions (1:18b;
1:66¢), the single indirect open question (1:62b—c), and the two implied questions
(1:60a; 1:63a), to repeatedly refocus the TIR onto the character ‘Ioannés’. For it
is ‘Ioannes’, though he is not proactive in the research-text, who is the main
subject of the programme proclaimed firstly by ‘the Messenger of the Lord’,
and then again by ‘Zacharias his father’: Ioannés’ will be a prophet to ‘make
ready’ and ‘prepare’ ‘the people’ for the advent of ‘the Lord’. By drawing the TIR

320 QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52



repeatedly into reflecting upon ‘I6annés’, the TIA ‘makes ready’ and ‘prepares’
the TIR for events to come.

7.3 Conclusions based on the communication analysis of the
questions by ‘Mariam’ and ‘Elisabet’, and the conception
and identity of ‘Iesous’

Based on the communication analysis made in Chapter 5, I draw the follow-
ing conclusions regarding the function of three identified questions (see para-
graph 3.5, Scheme V) for the communication between the TIA and the TIR of
Luke 1:5a-2:52b. These questions are narratively closely connected, and regard
‘Mariam’, ‘Elisabet’, and the conception and identity of the character ‘Iésous™

* Indirect open question 1:29c: ‘what kind this greeting could be’.

* Direct open question 1:34b—c: “How will this be, since a man I do not
know?”

* Direct open question 1:43a-b: “And from where to me is this, that the
mother of my Lord should come to me?”

My communication analysis also offers insight into some general aspects of
the communication between the TIA and TIR that are not directly linked to
the above three questions. At the communication level of the characters, I also
draw conclusions regarding the development of the characters ‘Mariam’ and
‘Elisabet’ that are not all directly related to the above three questions.

7.3.1 Indirect open question 1:29c: ‘what kind this greeting could be’

Indirect open question 1:29¢c, posed by the character ‘Mariam’ to herself, is part
of a brief return to the narrative world (1:29a—c), separating the first (1:28c—e)
and second (1:30b-33b) direct speeches by ‘the Messenger’ to ‘Mariam’. At the
communication level of the characters, only ‘Mariam’ knows that her question
(1:29¢) has been posed. Because the TIR is informed about ‘Mariam’s’ ‘interior’
question by the TIA, his bond with ‘Mariam’ is strengthened from the very en-

trance of ‘Mariam’ onto the textual stage. With this excursion to the narrative

QUESTIONS IN LUKE 1:5-2:52 321



world, forming a break in the communication at the level of the characters, the
TIA offers the TIR a pause, giving him the opportunity to reflect (together with
‘Mariam’) on the significance of ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech to ‘Mariam
(1:28¢c—e), which contains a ‘greeting’.

In the narrative world (1:29a—c) containing indirect open question 1:29c, the
TIA creates two information discrepancies for the TIR, inviting him to ponder
firstly as to what the TIA is referring to with ‘the word’ (1:29a), and, secondly,
as to what the TIA is referring to with ‘this greeting’ (1:29¢). “This greeting’ is
the object of ‘Mariam’s’ question. Using these two information discrepancies,
the TIA manoeuvres the TIR to return to ‘the Messenger’s’ first direct speech
to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e), and to examine it in light of ‘Mariam’s’ reactions and her
question, once again strengthening the TIR’s relation to ‘Mariam’, as well as
refocussing his attention onto ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘greeting’. By resolving these
two information discrepancies, the TIR discovers that ‘Mariam’s’ question per-
tains to ‘the Messenger’s’ entire first direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:28c—e), again
focussing the TIR’s attention onto this ‘greeting’.

After resolving the two information discrepancies, the TIR can now himself,
together with ‘Mariany’, pose her question as to ‘what kind this greeting could
be’ (1:29¢). Because indirect question 1:29c is an ‘interior’ question, which, at
the communication level of the characters, only ‘Mariam’ knows of, it does not
function in promoting and prolonging the communication with her addressee
‘the Messenger’. Its function lies mainly in the TIA’s communication strate-
gy regarding the TIR: strengthening the TIA’s bond with the character ‘Mari-
am’, and inducing the TIR to reflect upon the significance of ‘the Messenger’s’
‘greeting’. Strictly speaking, indirect question 1:29c, therefore, remains unan-
swered by ‘the Messenger’. However, the character ‘Mariam’, as well as the TIR,
can both interpret part of ‘the Messenger’s’ second direct speech (1:30b-33b)
not only as intended to reassure ‘Mariany, but also as supplying information
that can help answer ‘Mariam’s’ question as to ‘what kind this greeting could
be’: ‘the Messenger’s’ ‘greeting’ describes ‘Mariam’ as being in a special rela-
tionship with ‘God’ (1:30d). This information prepares the TIR for the further
unfolding of the TIA’s narrative.
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7.3.2 Direct open question 1:34b-c: “How will this be, since amanIdo
not know?”

Direct open question 1:34b—c functions in the direct communication between
the characters ‘Mariam’ and ‘the Messenger’ and, via them, in the indirect com-
munication between the TIA and the TIR. This question constitutes the first
words spoken by the character ‘Mariam’ in the research-text. ‘Mariam’s’ entire
first direct speech (1:34b—c) is made up of this question, together with the rea-
son she gives for it. ‘Mariam’ poses her question to ‘the Messenger’ as her im-
mediate reaction to ‘the Messenger’s’ second direct speech to her (1:30b-33b),
in which she has received confusing information. ‘Mariam’s’ question asks ‘the
Messenger’ for further information, endeavouring to promote and prolong the
communication between the two characters and, indeed, eliciting a verbal re-
sponse from ‘the Messenger’, his third direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:35¢-37).

With the reason she gives for her question, ‘Mariam’ homes in onto only part
of the information given by ‘the Messenger’ in his second direct speech to her
(1:30b—33b). The reason she gives for her question makes clear to her addressee
‘the Messenger’ (and to the TIR) that her question focusses on how she will con-
ceive (‘since a man I do not know’). This reason confirms the information given
directly by the TIA to the TIR earlier on that ‘Mariam’ is a virgin, strengthening
the trust that the TIR has in the veracity and consistency of the TIA's communica-
tion. ‘Mariam’ and the TIR both expect a response from ‘the Messenger.” How will
he answer her request for information? This expectation involves additional sus-
pense for the TIR, who (contrary to ‘Mariam’) knows of ‘the Messenger’s’ commu-
nication with ‘Zacharias’. Will ‘Mariam’ also be struck mute? Is there a connection
between ‘the Messenger’s’ messages to ‘Zacharias’ and ‘Mariam’? ‘Mariam’s’ ques-
tion elicits an answer from ‘the Messenger’ that indeed describes how ‘Mariam’
will conceive; the manner in which she will conceive once again positions her in
a special relationship with ‘God’. ‘The Messenger’s’ answer to ‘Mariam’s question
also refocuses ‘Mariam’ and the TIR back onto ‘Mariam’s son to be, ‘lesous’. Seeing
that ‘the Messengers’ answer to ‘Mariam’s’ question (as well as his second direct
speech to her) refer to Dauid being ‘Iésous” father, and ‘Iésous’ being the ‘son of
the Highest’ and ‘son of God’, while ‘Mariam’ is betrothed to Ioséph, the TIR is
prepared for further developments regarding the identity of ‘lesous” father.
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7.3.3 Direct open question 1:43a-b: “And from where to me is this, that
the mother of my Lord should come to me?”

Direct open question 1:43a-b functions in the direct communication between
the characters ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ and, via them, in the indirect commu-
nication between the TIA and the TIR. With her question, ‘Elisabet’ refers to
‘Mariam’ using the pragmatic designation ‘the mother of my Lord’, thereby de-
scribing ‘Mariam’ as being in a special relationship with ‘the Lord’ (= ‘Iésous’).
By doing so, ‘Elisabet’ introduces ‘Iésous’ onto the textual stage as ‘the Lord’ in
her direct open question 1:43b—c. ‘Elisabet’s’ use of the pragmatic designation
‘the mother of my Lord’, establishes further relationships between the charac-
ters ‘Elisabet’, ‘Mariam’, and ‘Iésous’ (= ‘the Lord’).

The TIA creates two information discrepancies for the TIR in the context of
direct open question 1:43a-b: firstly, what is the content of ‘Mariam’s’ greeting
to ‘Elisabet’? (a greeting that indirectly leads to ‘Elisabet’s’ question); and, sec-
ondly, how does ‘Elisabet’ know that ‘Mariam’ is pregnant? Although these two
information discrepancies remain unresolved for the TIR, they stimulate him
to work at trying to resolve them, drawing him closer into the TIA’s narrative.

Direct open question 1:43a-b itself reaffirms the information discrepancy for
the TIR as to how ‘Elisabet’ knows ‘Mariam’ is pregnant, and invites him to,
once again, return to ‘the Messenger’s’ three direct speeches to ‘Mariam’. The
TIA also creates an additional information discrepancy for the TIR in ‘Elisa-
bet’s’ question, regarding how ‘Elisabet’ knows ‘Mariam’s’ child is a son. In do-
ing so, the TIA invites the TIR to, once again, return to ‘the Messenger’s’ three
direct speeches to ‘Mariam’.

Clauses 1:44a-c, in which ‘Elisabet’ offers ‘Mariam’ the reason for her question
(1:43a-b), syntactically link the characters ‘Ioannés’ and ‘Iésous’ (= ‘the Lord’).
In giving her reason (1:44a—c) for her question (1:43a-b), ‘Elisabet’ establishes
relationships between the characters ‘Elisabet’, Ioannes’, and ‘Mariam.

Although the syntactic link between ‘Elisabet’s’ question (1:43a-b) and the rea-
son she gives for it (1:44a—c) is clear to the TIR, their semantic link initially re-
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mains unclear. The TIA, thereby, invites the TIR to uncover this link, encour-
aging him to study his narrative about the meeting and greeting of ‘Mariam’
and ‘Elisabet’ more closely. The TIR can conclude that (in the communication
between the TIA and the TIR) this narrative evokes the presence of ‘the Lord’
(and his ark), and that (at the communication level of the characters) ‘Elisabet’
interprets her ‘baby’s’ reaction to the pregnant ‘Mariam’s’ greeting as signal-
ling the presence of ‘the Lord’.

‘Elisabet’ does not receive an answer to her direct question 1:43a—b, however,
by returning to ‘the Messenger’s’ third direct speech to ‘Mariam’ (1:35¢-37), and
exploring the ‘aside’ (1:45a—c) that follows upon ‘Elisabet’s’ direct speech to
‘Mariam’, the TIR can attempt to answer it himself: ‘Mariam’ travels to ‘Elisabet’
because she has heard that ‘Elisabet’ has also unexpectedly conceived, and that
‘God’s’ power is also behind ‘Elisabet’s’ pregnancy.

7.3.4 General aspects regarding the communication between the TIA and
TIR

My communication analysis also offers insight into some general aspects of
the communication between the TIA and TIR, by which the TIA engages the
TIR with narrative developments and with the characters involved.

Firstly, by confronting the TIR with various information discrepancies, the
TIA challenges the TIR to resolve them and, thereby, engages him more thor-
oughly with the narrative, even though some of these discrepancies remain
unresolved: e.g. as to how ‘Elisabet’ knows that ‘Mariam’ is pregnant with a
son. Secondly, the information supplied to the TIR by the TIA, either directly
by the TIA, or via the characters, is in various instances later confirmed (direct-
ly by the TIA or by the characters), promoting the trust that the TIR has in the
veracity and consistency of the TIA’s communication. Thirdly, the TIR receives
information, either directly from the TIA, or via the characters, that is perti-
nent to the further unfolding of the narrative, thereby preparing the TIR for
future events. Lastly, in an ‘aside’ (1:45a—c), the TIA focusses the TIR onto the
character ‘Mariam’ and ‘the Lord’. This ‘aside’, together with ‘Mariam’s’ subse-
quent direct speech (1:46b—s55), both offer the TIR a pause in which to reflect
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upon ‘Elisabet’s’ words, amongst which her question in 1:43a-b (introducing
‘lesous’ as ‘the Lord’), and its reason (1:44a—c).

7.3.5 The development of the characters ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’

From a communicative perspective, the character ‘Elisabet’ develops from con-
cealing herself and speaking only to herself (1:24b—c), to communicating with
‘Mariam’ (1:41a-55), and with ‘her neighbours and relatives’ (1:59a-61c).

The character ‘Mariam’ gradually develops from being mainly reactive to being
proactive, e.g. with her direct open question (1:34a-b), with her travelling to
‘Elisabet’ and greeting her (1:39a-40b), and with her direct speech in 1:46b-ss5.

7.3.6 Summary and final conclusion

Indirect open question 1:29¢, direct open question 1:34b (and its clause of rea-
son 1:34¢), and direct open question 1:43a-b (and its clause of reason 1:44b—c)
all three focus the attention of the TIR onto the character ‘Mariam’ and her spe-
cial relationship with ‘God’[‘the Lord’, as well as on the identity of the character
‘lesous’ (= ‘the Lord’).

Indirect open question 1:29¢ does so by being an ‘interior’ question to which
only the character ‘Mariam’ and the TIR are privy, as well as by creating in-
formation discrepancies for the TIR, thereby inviting him to reflect on ‘the
Messenger’s’ greeting (1:28c—e), which implies ‘Mariam’s’ relationship with an
anonymous character, who further on in the research-text is revealed as being
the character ‘God’[‘the Lord’.

‘Mariam’s’ direct open question 1:34a-b does so by eliciting an answer that de-
scribes how ‘holy spirit’ will come over ‘Mariam’, how ‘the power of the High-
est’ will overshadow her, and how the son (= Iésous’) she will conceive and give
birth to will be called ‘holy’ and ‘son of God’.

‘Elisabet’s’ direct open question 1:43a-b does so by using the pragmatic desig-
nation ‘the mother of my Lord’ in referring to and addressing ‘Mariam’: the son
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she has conceived is introduced onto the textual stage while being referred to
using a title (‘Lord’) that is used only for ‘God’ in the research-text.

Furthermore, direct question 1:43a-b and its clause of reason 1:44b—c togeth-
er function as a mechanism for establishing and strengthening relationships
between the characters ‘Elisabet’, ‘Mariam’, ‘Ioannes’ and ‘Iésous’ (= ‘the Lord’).
By doing so, they link the two parallel narratives about the annunciation, con-
ception, birth, naming, and circumcision of respectively ‘Ioannes’ and ‘Iésous’.

Final conclusions:

1. The TIA employs one indirect open question and two direct open ques-
tions to repeatedly draw the TIR’s attention to the special relationship
that the character ‘Mariam’ has with the character ‘God’ (= ‘the Lord’).
This relationship develops to the point where ‘Elisabet’ calls her ‘the
mother of my Lord’, thereby introducing ‘Iesous’ onto the textual stage
as ‘the Lord’.

2 TheTIA uses one direct open questionand its clause of reason to strength-
en and establish relationships between four characters, and to link the
parallel narratives regarding the characters I6anneés’ and ‘Ilesous’.

7.4 Conclusions based on the communication analysis of the
questions posed in the temple in Jerusalem

Based on the communication analysis made in Chapter 6, I draw the follow-
ing conclusions regarding the function of the three identified questions (see
paragraph 3.5, Scheme V) for the communication between the TIA and the TIR
of Luke 1:5a-2:52b. Furthermore, an act of questioning and the use of the noun
‘answers’ both imply that questions are posed by characters, although the con-
tent of these questions is not supplied by the TIA. All these (implied) questions
are narratively closely connected, taking place in the temple in Jerusalem in
the context of the feast of the Passover:
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* The act of questioning in 2:46e, implying one or more questions.
* The noun ‘answers’ in 2:47, implying questions.

* Direct open question 2:48e.

* Direct open question 2:49b.

*  Direct yes—no question (or statement) 2:49c—€’.

The act of questioning (2:46€) and the noun ‘answers’ (2:47) are found in two
consecutive clauses (both part of the narrative world) and are dealt with by
me in paragraph 7.4.1. Because direct open question 2:48e (and its reason), direct
open question 2:49b, and direct yes—no question (or statement) 2:49c—¢’, together
constitute the entire communication between the characters ‘Mariam’ and ‘Ie-
sous’ (2:48d-49¢’), I deal with them together in paragraph 7.4.2.

7.4.1 The act of questioning in 2:46e, and the noun ‘answers’ in 2:47

The act of questioning (2:46€) and the noun ‘answers’ (2:47) are both used in the
TIA’s description of ‘Iesous’ being found by ‘the parents’ in the centre of ‘the
teachers’ in the temple in Jerusalem in the context of the feast of the Passover.
The act of questioning (2:46e) communicates to the TIR that I€sous’ poses one
or more questions to ‘the teachers’, while the noun ‘answers’ (2:47) implies that
‘the teachers’ pose ‘Iesous’ questions. Together with ‘Iesous” acts of ‘sitting’
and ‘hearing’, ‘the parents” act of being ‘amazed’, as well as the presence of ‘the
teachers’, both the act of questioning (2:46e) and the noun ‘answers’ (2:47) offer
the TIR clues by which he can conclude that ‘Iésous’ is presented by the TIA as
teaching (asking questions and giving answers) in the centre of the teachers
in the temple in Jerusalem. The TIA, thus, describes ‘Iésous” first actions in
the research-text as remaining in Jerusalem, and teaching in the temple. This
presentation of ‘Iésous’ by the TIA as a teacher (in the temple), prepares the
TIR for the teaching-activity by ‘I€sous’ further on in the TIA’s narrative (Luke
3:1-24:53), where ‘Iesous’ is often addressed by characters as ‘Teacher’, where
he once refers to himself as ‘the Teacher’, and where ‘Iésous’ is often described
by the TIA and characters as teaching, both within the temple and elsewhere.
In presenting ‘Iesous’ to the TIR as a teacher exactly within the context of the
temple in Jerusalem and the feast of the Passover, the TIA also further prepares
the TIR for the link between ‘Iesous’ and the temple in Jerusalem, and the feast
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of the Passover. This link will again be made further on in the TIA’s narrative,
especially towards its end (Luke 19:1-24:53).

7.4.2 Direct open question 2:48e: “Why have you done like this to us?”

Direct open question 2:48e functions in the direct communication between the
characters ‘Mariam’ and ‘Iésous’ and, via them, in the indirect communication
between the TIA and the TIR. At the level of the characters, ‘Mariam’s’ ques-
tion initiates, and endeavours to prolong her communication with ‘Iesous’,
asking him for information. ‘Mariam’s’ question to ‘Iesous’, challenges the TIR
to investigate what she is referring to with ‘this’, inviting the TIR to return to
the preceding narrative action in order to study it more closely. The TIR can
then conclude that ‘this’ refers to the fact that Iésous’ remained (in the tem-
ple) in Jerusalem during the feast of the Passover while his ‘parents’ did not
know. Because ‘Mariam’s’ direct open question 2:48e and its reason (2:48f-g’)
are ‘Mariam’s’ first and only words to ‘Iésous’ in the TIA’s narrative, they high-
light the relationship between ‘Iésous’ and the temple in Jerusalem for the TIR:
her question is not only spoken in the temple, but also in itself draws the TIR’s
attention to the temple in Jerusalem (‘Why have you done this (= remain in [the
temple] in Jerusalem) to us?’). The fact that ‘Mariam’s’ first word to ‘I€sous’ (in-
troducing her direct open question 2:48e), is the vocative ‘child’ (2:48d) and not
the vocative ‘son’, together with the fact that in the TIA’s narrative (Luke 1:5-
24:53) it is only the character ‘a voice (from heaven) who addresses ‘Iésous’ as
‘my son’ (3:22; 9:35), highlights for the TIR that ‘Iésous” implied self-identifica-
tion as ‘son of God’ (calling ‘God’ ‘my father’ in his question/statement 2:49c—€’)
sketches a unique relationship between the characters Iésous’ and ‘God’.

7.4.3 Direct open question 2:49b: “Why is it that you (plural) were seek-
ing me?”; direct yes—no question (or statement) 2:49c-e’: “You (plural)

had, had you not, known that at my father’s it is necessary that I be(?)”

The character ‘I€sous’ reacts to ‘Mariam’s’ question with two questions of his
own (of which the second can also be read as a statement). Direct open ques-
tion 2:49b “Why is it that you (plural) were seeking me?”, therefore, functions
in the direct communication between the character ‘lesous’ and the characters
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‘Mariam’ and ‘I6séph’ and, via them, in the indirect communication between
the TIA and the TIR. ‘I€sous” ‘counter-question’ in 2:49b creates an unexpected
pause for both his addressee ‘the parents’, as well as for the TIR. It confronts
the TIR with two information discrepancies. Firstly it, once again,” confronts
the TIR with the fact that there was (until ‘the parents’ find ‘Iesous’ in the tem-
ple in 2:46b) an information discrepancy between the TIR’'s own knowledge of
‘lesous” being (in the temple) in Jerusalem, and ‘the parents” not knowing that
he was (in the temple) in Jerusalem. Secondly, it also confronts the TIR with a
discrepancy between his knowledge of ‘the parents’ not knowing that ‘Iésous’
was (in the temple) in Jerusalem, and ‘Iésous’ not knowing that ‘the parents’
did not know (2:43d) that he had remained behind in (the temple in) Jerusalem.
Both these confrontations focus the TIR on ‘Iésous” connection to (the temple
in) Jerusalem, as well as on the fact that ‘the parents’ do not know this. That
‘lesous’ with his first words in the research-text (and Luke) unexpectedly re-
sponds to ‘Mariam’s’ question (2:48e) with a question, prepares the TIR for the
fact that ‘Tesous’ will not always act as expected in the rest of the TIA’s narrative
(Luke 3:1-24:53).

) Cc

Direct yes-no question (or statement) 2:49c—¢’ “You (plural) had, had you not,
known that at my father’s it is necessary that I be(?)”, posed (or stated) by ‘Te-
sous’ to ‘the parents’, once again’* focusses the TIR on ‘I€sous” connection to
(the temple in) Jerusalem, as well as on the fact that ‘the parents’ do not know
this. It also confronts the TIR with ‘Iésous” reference to ‘God’ as being his fa-
ther, and therefore with his self-identification as being the son of ‘God’. ‘Te-
sous” self-identification as the son of ‘God’ confirms what the TIR has heard
in ‘the Messenger’s’ direct speech to ‘Mariam’: ‘son of the Highest he will be

called’ (1:32b) and ‘he will be called holy, son of God’ (1:35€).

The fact that direct open question 2:48e, direct open question 2:49b, and direct
yes—no question (or statement) 2:49c—e’ all take place in the temple in Jerusa-
lem, enhances their focussing the TIR on the relationship between ‘Iesous’ and

725 The TIR is confronted with this information discrepancy more than once, the first time in 2:43¢-d, and
subsequently in 2:44a—45c¢, 2:48-48’, and here in 2:49b.

726 The TIA connects ‘Iésous’ to the temple in different ways: clauses 2:27a-b and 2:46b offer a direct connec-
tion; clauses 2:37a—c offer an indirect connection; and clause 2:40 offers an implicit connection (see para-
graph 2.3 and Scheme IV; paragraph 6.2),
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the temple in Jerusalem. The same goes for the fact that they are all posed with-
in the context of the feast of the Passover: this focusses the TIR on the link be-
tween ‘Iesous’ and the feast of the Passover, which will be made again towards
the end of the TIA’s further narrative (Luke 19:1-24:53). Because ‘Iésous” direct
open question 2:49b and direct yes-no question (or statement) 2:49c—¢’, with
their focus on ‘Iésous” relationship with the temple in Jerusalem and on his
implied self-identification as ‘son of God’, are ‘Iésous” first words in Luke, they
highlight this relationship and his self-identification for the TIR.

7.4-4 Information discrepancies, and apparently conflicting information
that directly pertain to ‘Iesous” identity

In employing the three questions (or two questions and one statement), as
well as the act of questioning and the noun ‘answers’, which are all posed in
the temple, the TIA confronts the TIR with two information discrepancies
surrounding the identity of ‘Iesous’ as the teaching ‘son of God’, and his re-
lationship with the temple in Jerusalem (and the feast of the Passover). The
first discrepancy is found at the communication level of the characters, name-
ly ‘Iésous’ and ‘the parents’ (specifically ‘Mariany). In view of the information
‘Mariam’ received from ‘the Messenger’, the TIR is able to understand ‘Iesous”
expectation that ‘the parents’ should know of his relation to the temple, and
should know that he is the ‘son of God’, however ‘they do not know’ (2:43d),
and ‘they do not understand’ (2:50a-b). The second discrepancy is between the
TIR, who knows of ‘Iésous” relation to the temple, and that he is the ‘son of
God’, and the character ‘the parents’ (especially ‘Mariam’) who, despite having
received the pertinent information from ‘the Messenger’, ‘do not know’ (2:43d),
and ‘do not understand’ (2:50a-b).

By confronting the TIR with these information discrepancies via the questions
posed in the temple in Jerusalem, the TIA prepares the TIR for developments
surrounding ‘Iesous” identity further on in his narrative (Luke 3:1-24:53).

Throughout the research-text, in both the communication between the char-

acters, as well as the communication between the TIA and the TIR, apparently
conflicting information is given about who ‘Iésous” father is. The characters
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‘Ioséph, ‘God’, and Dauid are, namely, all three, and in various ways, linked to
‘Iesous’ as being his father:

1. ‘The Messenger’ communicates to ‘Mariam’ that ‘Iesous’ will receive
‘the throne of his father Dauid’ (1:32c);

2. ‘The Messenger’ communicates to ‘Mariam’ that ‘Tesous’ ‘will be called
son of God’ (1:35€);

3. The TIA communicates directly to the TIR that ‘his father (= I6seph’)
and mother were (there)’ (2:33a);

4. ‘Mariam’ communicates to Iésous’ that ‘your father (= ‘Ioséph’) and I
... were seeking you’(2:48g);

5. ‘Iésous’ communicates in his direct yes—no question (or statement) to
‘Mariam’ and ‘16séph’ that he must be ‘at my father’s (= ‘God’)’ (2:49€).

This alerts the TIR to the fact that the question regarding the identity of ‘Te-
sous” father (and, therefore, the identity of ‘Iésous’) is an issue in the further
narrative of the TIA (Luke 3:1-24:53). In fact, ‘Mariam’s first direct question
(1:34b—c), as well as her second direct question (2:48¢) in the research-text, both
lead to responses that regard the identity of ‘I€sous’”” In the first case, it is ‘the
Messenger’ who states that the child she will bear will be called ‘son of God’
(1:35€); in the second case, it is ‘Iésous’ himself who, in his own question (or
statement), implies that he is ‘son of God’ with his words ‘my father’s’ (2:49¢).”*

7.4.5 Summary and conclusions

Prepared in such a way by the TIA, including his use of the (implied) questions
that are posed in the temple, the TIR can, having now understood that ‘Iesous’
self-identifies as the ‘son of God’, that he teaches, and that he has a special rela-
tionship with the temple in Jerusalem (and the feast of the Passover), continue
reading the TIA’s narrative (Luke 3:1-24:53), where he will encounter:

727 This is emphasized by Fitzmyer, “Virginal Conception” 568-69: “Mary’s query is merely a Lucan stage-prop
for the dramatization of the identity of the child.”

728 See Riemersma, Lucasevangelie (2018), 54, where he notes how ‘Mariam’s’ first question (1:34b-c) accen-
tuates the strangeness (‘'vreemdheid’) of ‘the Messenger’s’ message, while her second question (2:48e)
accentuates the strangeness (‘vreemdheid’) of ‘Iésous” remaining in the temple. In both cases ‘Mariam’s’
question leads to enigmatic words (‘raadselachtige woorden’) regarding ‘Iésous” identity.
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Further ‘misunderstandings’ (information discrepancies) between the
characters, regarding ‘lesous” identity and the identity of his father;
Further acts of teaching by ‘Iesous’;s°

A movement by ‘Iesous’, while teaching, away from Nazareth, to the
temple in Jerusalem, where he indeed continues to teach, and is then
arrested and executed in the context of the feast of the Passover.

7.5 General conclusions and a suggestion for further research

In view of the above conclusions drawn from my communication analyses, I

can posit that the questions in Luke 1:5-2:52 function in the communication
between the TIA and the TIR as follows:

1.

At the communicative level of the characters, questions function as a
‘motor’ that endeavours to promote and prolong the communication
between the characters involved. A question is asked, and a response by
the addressed character is expected by both the speaker of the question,
and by the TIR 7

The posing of a question by a character offers the TIR a brief pause,
which can then be used to reflect upon information that has been sup-
plied before the posing of the question, challenging the TIR to go back
and reread the TIA’s narrative.”

The posing of a question by a character can summarise a question that
the TIR himself has due to the same confusing, incomplete, or lack of
information at his disposal as at the character’s disposal. This stimu-
lates the identification of the TIR with the character posing the ques-
tion.”s

729 Cf. e.g. Luke 3:23 (‘as was supposed the son of Ioséph’); Luke 4:22 (‘is this not Ioséph’s son?’); and Luke
22:70 (‘are you the son of God?’).

730 Cf. e.g. Luke 4:15, 31; 5:3, 17; 6:6; 13:10; 13:26; 19:47.

731 See footnote 68, where I refer to Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 289, and footnote 495, where I refer to
Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 332.

732 See footnote 496, where I refer to Estes, Questions and Rhetoric (2017), 332.

733 Seee.g. ‘Mariam’s’ question in 1:34b—c.
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4. The posing of a question by a character can itself contain confusing or

incomplete information for the TIR, creating an information discrep-
ancy, which the TIR is then challenged to resolve. The work involved in
resolving these information discrepancies, whether successfully or not,
engages the TIR more intensively with the TIA’s narrative.s

The posing of a question by a character can make the TIR aware of the
fact that he is privy to information he has received elsewhere, promot-
ing the trust that the TIR has in the veracity and consistency of the TIA’s
communication, as well as creating narrative suspense for the TIR.7

At the level of communication between the TIA and the TIR, a question
by a character can function as a motor driving the TIA’s narrative, set-
ting further action (and communication) in motion.”

I suggest applying the Communication-Oriented Method to the remainder of

the TIA’s narrative (Luke 3:1-24:53) to discover whether and, if so, how ques-

tions continue to drive the communication between the characters, as well as
drive the unfolding narrative, both as part of the TIA’s overall strategy in get-

ting his message across to the TIR.7

734 Seee.g. ‘Zacharias” question in 1:18b.

735 Seee.g. the question posed by ‘her neighbours and relatives’ in 1:62b—-c.

736 Seee.g. ‘Zacharias” question in 1:18b.

737 See for the function of the first and last questions in Mark as a narrative ‘motor’, Van Oyen, “Questions in
the Gospel of Mark” (2022), especially his ‘Conclusion’ on page 198.
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Being a text, Luke 1:5-2:52 functions as an instrument of communication from
a sender to a receiver. Applying the Communication-Oriented Method to 1:5—
2:52 for the first time, I analyse the function of questions found in the text in
the communication between the text’s sender and the text’s receiver. Because
it is the text’s syntax that forms the underlying structure upon which all tex-
tual communication is based, it is only after the text’s syntactic details have
been studied that the communication conveyed by the text can be properly an-
alysed. The Communication-Oriented Method is, therefore, comprised of two
analyses made in the following order: the first step is the making of a syntax
analysis of the research-text; the second step is the making of a communica-
tion analysis of the research-text. Both my analyses of 1:5-2:52 are based on the
Greek as found in NA28.

My syntax analysis first delineates the research-text based on its macrosyn-

tactic markers. It then divides 1:5-2:52 up into its clauses. Employing a binary
bracket-system, the clauses are then connected to each other, resulting in a vi-
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sual representation of the syntactic structure of the research-text at the level
of its clauses.

Based on my syntax analysis, the macrosyntactic structure of 1:5-2:52 can be
described as follows: 1:5-2:40 has a ‘triptych’ structure with one ‘panel’ dealing
with the character ‘Ioannes’ (1:5-25; 1:57-79; 1:80), a second ‘panel’ dealing with
the character ‘Iesous’ (1:26-38; 2:1-39; 2:40), and a third ‘panel’ dealing with the
meeting of the characters ‘Elisabet’ and ‘Mariam’ (1:39-56) and linking the oth-
er two ‘panels’. This triptych is complemented by 2:41-52, which deals with the
twelve-year-old ‘Iesous’ in the temple in Jerusalem.

Having thus come to grips with the syntax of the research-text, my communi-
cation analysis can then be made. As to this analysis, the Communication-Ori-
ented Method distinguishes between three communication levels regarding
a text. The text-external author (a historical entity) communicates with the
text-external reader (a historical entity) via the text in the text-external world.
A further two levels of communication are found within the textual world: the
communication flowing from the text-internal author (a textual construct) to
the text-internal reader (a textual construct), as well as the communication
flowing between the characters (also textual constructs) found on the textual
stage. The text-internal author communicates both directly, or indirectly (via
the characters), with the text-internal reader. My communication analysis
deals with the two levels of communication within the text.

Because my communication analysis focusses on the questions found in 1:5-
2:52, these questions are then identified based on syntactic and semantic ar-
guments. This step results in the identification of six direct open questions
(1:18b; 1:34b—c; 1:43a-b; 1:66¢; 2:48e; 2:49b), two indirect open questions (1:29¢;
1:62b—c), and one direct yes—no question or statement (2:49c—¢’). Based on the
semantics of 1:60a—c, 1:63a, 2:46€, and 2:47, several implied questions can also
be identified. Where applicable, these identified questions are then confirmed
as such by cross-checking with the punctuation used by NA28, and by two oth-
er text-critical editions of the New Testament.
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Based on syntactic and narrative considerations, I divide the identified ques-
tions into three groups for further analysis: one group of questions regard-
ing the conception and naming of the character Ioannes’, a second group of
questions regarding the conception and identity of the character ‘Iésous’, and
a third group of questions posed in the temple in Jerusalem. In my communi-
cation analysis, I identify the communication participants involved in each of
these three groups.

My communication analysis of the first group of questions regarding the char-
acter ‘Ioannes’ reveals so-called ‘information discrepancies’ between what
the text-internal reader and the characters know, as well as information dis-
crepancies between what the characters themselves know. These information
discrepancies encourage the text-internal reader to resolve them, stimulating
him to reread the information supplied either directly or indirectly (via the
characters) by the text-internal author. In some cases, these questions create
narrative suspense for the text-internal reader, engaging his interest in the
text-internal author’s message. I conclude that the text-internal author uses
the various (implied) questions in this group to focus the text-internal reader
onto the character ‘Ioannes’.

My communication analysis of the second group of questions regarding the
character ‘Iesous’ again reveals information discrepancies between what the
characters and the text-internal reader know, encouraging the text-internal
reader to reread the information supplied either directly or indirectly (via the
characters) by the text-internal author. It is especially to the greeting of the
character ‘Mariam’ by the character ‘the Messenger’ that the text-internal au-
thor wishes to draw the text-internal reader’s attention. ‘Mariam’s’ questions
regarding ‘the Messenger’s’ greeting and message stimulate the identifica-
tion of the text-internal reader with the character ‘Mariany’. ‘Mariam’ (and the
text-internal reader) receives ‘confusing’ information from ‘the Messenger’
about the identity of ‘Iésous” father, prodding the text-internal reader to pon-
der upon the identity of ‘Iesous’, and preparing the text-internal reader for fur-
ther misunderstandings regarding ‘Iésous” identity in the narrative to come.
The character ‘Elisabet’s’ question introduces the character ‘Iésous’ onto the
textual stage as ‘the Lord’, supplying the text-internal reader with new infor-
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mation regarding the identity of ‘Iesous’. Information offered earlier on by the
text-internal author is confirmed, promoting the trust that the text-internal
reader has in the veracity and consistency of the text-internal author’s com-
munication.

My communication analysis of the third group of questions, which are posed
in the temple in Jerusalem, again reveals information discrepancies between
what the characters and the text-internal reader know, encouraging the text-in-
ternal reader to reread the information supplied either directly or indirectly
(via the characters) by the text-internal author. Via the use of the (implied)
questions that are posed in the temple, the text-internal author presents the
twelve-year-old ‘Iésous’ to the text-internal reader as a teacher, as having a spe-
cial relationship with the temple in Jerusalem (and with the feast of the Pass-
over), and as self-identifying as ‘son of God’. Prepared in this way, the text-in-
ternal reader can continue reading the text-internal author’s further narrative
in Luke 3:1-24:53.

Generally speaking, the questions found in Luke 1:5-2:52 function at the level
of the characters as a communication ‘motor’, with the objective of promoting
and prolonging, as well as intensifying the communication between the speak-
er and addressee. At the level of the text-internal author and the text-internal
reader, the questions found in Luke 1:5-2:52 function as a narrative ‘motor’,
driving the text-internal author’s narrative by setting further action and com-
munication in motion.
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De tekst Lucas 1:5-2:52 functioneert als een instrument van communicatie tus-
sen een zender en een ontvanger. In mijn dissertatie wordt voor het eerst met
gebruikmaking van de Communication-Oriented Method de functie van de
vragen in de communicatie tussen zender en ontvanger in deze tekst geanaly-
seerd. Omdat de syntaxis van de tekst de onderliggende structuur vormt waa-
rop alle tekstuele communicatie is gebouwd, kan de communicatie binnen de
tekst pas goed worden geanalyseerd nadat de syntactische details van de tekst
zijn bestudeerd. De Communication-Oriented Method bestaat daarom uit
twee elkaar opvolgende analyses: de eerste stap is het maken van een syntax-
is-analyse van de onderzoekstekst; de tweede stap is het maken van een com-
municatie-analyse van de onderzoekstekst. Mijn beide analyses van 1:5-2:52
zijn gebaseerd op NA28.

In mijn syntaxis-analyse baken ik eerst de onderzoekstekst af op basis van

macrosyntactische markers. Vervolgens wordt 1:5-2:52 opgedeeld in clauses.
Met behulp van een binair hakensysteem worden de clauses vervolgens met
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elkaar verbonden, wat resulteert in een visuele weergave van de syntactische
structuur van de onderzoekstekst op clause-niveau.

Op basis van mijn syntaxis-analyse kan de macrosyntactische structuur van
1:5-2:52 als volgt worden beschreven: 1:5-2:40 heeft een drieluikstructuur met
één ‘paneel’ dat gaat over het character I6anneés’ (1:5-25; 1:57-79; 1:80), een
tweede ‘paneel’ dat gaat over het character ‘lesous’ (1:26-38; 2:1-39; 2:40) en een
derde ‘paneel’ dat gaat over de ontmoeting tussen de characters ‘Elisabet’ en
‘Mariam’ (1:39-56) en dat de voornoemde twee ‘panelen’ verbindt. Dit drielu-
ik wordt aangevuld met 2:41-52, dat handelt over de twaalfjarige ‘Iésous’ in de
tempel in Jeruzalem.

Nadat ik aldus grip heb gekregen op de syntaxis van de onderzoekstekst, kan
de communicatie-analyse gemaakt worden. Voor deze analyse maakt de Com-
munication-Oriented Method onderscheid tussen drie communicatieniveaus
met betrekking tot een tekst. In de tekst-externe wereld communiceert de
tekst-externe auteur (een historische entiteit) met de tekst-externe lezer (een
historische entiteit) via de tekst. Verder zijn er twee communicatieniveaus bin-
nen de tekstuele wereld: de communicatie die van de tekst-interne auteur (een
tekstuele entiteit) naar de tekst-interne lezer (een tekstuele entiteit) gaat, en
de communicatie die tussen de characters (eveneens tekstuele entiteiten) op
het tekstpodium plaatsvindt. De tekst-interne auteur communiceert zowel di-
rect als indirect (via de characters) met de tekst-interne lezer. Mijn communi-
catie-analyse gaat over de twee communicatieniveaus binnen de tekst.

Omdat mijn communicatie-analyse zich richt op de vragen in 1:5-2:52, worden
deze vervolgens geidentificeerd op basis van syntactische en semantische ar-
gumenten. Dit resulteert in de identificatie van zes directe open vragen (1:18b;
1:34b—c; 1:43a-b; 1:66¢; 2:48e; 2:49b), twee indirecte open vragen (1:29¢; 1:62b—c),
en één directe ja-nee vraag of uitspraak (2:49c—¢’). Op basis van de semantiek
van 1:60a—c, 1:63a, 2:46e en 2:47 kan ook een aantal impliciete vragen worden
geidentificeerd. Waar van toepassing, worden deze geidentificeerde vragen
vervolgens als zodanig bevestigd door een vergelijkende controle met de in-
terpunctie die wordt gebruikt door NA28 en door twee andere tekstkritische
edities van het Nieuwe Testament.
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Op basis van syntactische en narratieve overwegingen deel ik de geidentifi-
ceerde vragen in drie groepen in voor mijn verdere analyse: een groep vragen
met betrekking tot de conceptie en naamgeving van het character ‘Ioannes’,
een tweede groep vragen met betrekking tot de conceptie en identiteit van het
character ‘Ieésous’ en een derde groep vragen die worden gesteld in de tempel
in Jeruzalem. In de communicatie-analyse identificeer ik voor elk van deze drie
groepen vragen de betrokken communicatiedeelnemers.

Mijn communicatie-analyse van de eerste groep vragen over het character
‘Ioannes’ brengt zogenaamde informatiediscrepanties aan het licht tussen wat
de tekst-interne lezer en de characters weten, evenals informatiediscrepant-
ies tussen wat de characters onderling weten. Deze informatiediscrepanties
moedigen de tekst-interne lezer aan om ze op te lossen, waardoor hij gestimu-
leerd wordt om de informatie die direct of indirect (via de characters) door de
tekst-interne auteur wordt verstrekt, opnieuw te lezen. In sommige gevallen
creéren deze vragen narratieve spanning voor de tekst-interne lezer, waardoor
hij betrokken raakt op de boodschap van de tekst-interne auteur. Ik concludeer
dat de tekst-interne auteur de verschillende (impliciete) vragen in deze groep
gebruikt om de tekst-interne lezer te richten op het character I6annes’.

Mijn communicatie-analyse van de tweede groep vragen over het character
‘lesous’ brengt opnieuw informatiediscrepanties aan het licht tussen wat de
characters en de tekst-interne lezer weten, wat de tekst-interne lezer aan-
moedigt om de informatie die direct of indirect (via de characters) door de
tekst-interne auteur wordt verstrekt, te herlezen. Het is vooral op de begro-
eting van het character ‘Mariam’ door het character ‘de Boodschapper’ dat de
tekst-interne auteur de aandacht van de tekst-interne lezer wil vestigen. De
vragen van ‘Mariam’ naar aanleiding van de begroeting en de boodschap van
‘de Boodschapper’ stimuleren de identificatie van de tekst-interne lezer met
het character ‘Mariam’. ‘Mariam’ (en de tekst-interne lezer) krijgt ‘verwarrende’
informatie van ‘de Boodschapper’ over de identiteit van de vader van ‘Iésous’,
wat de tekst-interne lezer aanzet tot nadenken over de identiteit van ‘Iesous’ en
de tekst-interne lezer voorbereidt op verdere misverstanden over de identiteit
van ‘Ieésous’ in het vervolg van het verhaal. De vraag van het character ‘Elisabet’
introduceert het character ‘Iésous’ op het tekstpodium als ‘de Heer’, waarmee
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de tekst-interne lezer nieuwe informatie krijgt over de identiteit van ‘Iésous’.
Eerder door de tekst-interne auteur verstrekte informatie wordt bevestigd, wat
het vertrouwen van de tekst-interne lezer in de geloofwaardigheid en consis-
tentie van de communicatie van de tekst-interne auteur bevordert.

Mijn communicatie-analyse van de derde groep vragen, die worden gesteld in
de tempel in Jeruzalem, onthult opnieuw informatiediscrepanties tussen wat
de characters en de tekst-interne lezer weten, waardoor de tekst-interne lezer
wederom wordt aangemoedigd om de informatie die direct of indirect (via de
characters) door de tekst-interne auteur wordt verstrekt, opnieuw te lezen. Via
het gebruik van de (impliciete) vragen die in de tempel worden gesteld, presen-
teert de tekst-interne auteur de twaalfjarige ‘Iesous’ aan de tekst-interne lezer
als leraar, als iemand die een speciale relatie heeft met de tempel in Jeruzalem
(en met het Paschafeest), en als iemand die zichzelf identificeert als ‘zoon van
God’. Op deze manier voorbereid kan de tekst-interne lezer doorgaan met lezen
in het verdere verhaal van de tekst-interne auteur in 3:1-24:53.

Over het algemeen functioneren de vragen in Lucas 1:5-2:52 op het niveau van
de characters als een communicatieve ‘motor’ met als doel de communicatie
tussen de spreker en de geadresseerde te bevorderen en voort te zetten, alsook
te intensiveren. Op het niveau van de tekst-interne auteur en de tekst-interne
lezer functioneren de vragen in Lucas 1:5-2:52 als een narratieve ‘motor’ die het
verhaal van de tekst-interne auteur aandrijft door verdere actie en communi-
catie in gang te zetten.
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