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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” with the third person singular aorist deponent middle indicative from the verb GINOMAI, which means “to occur, happen, take place, or come to pass.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form but active in meaning with the situation producing the action of happening.


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

Then we have the temporal use of the conjunction HWS, meaning “when.”
  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb AKOUW, which means “to hear: heard.”


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


The active voice indicates that Elizabeth produced the action.


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

 Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun ASPASMOS with the possessive genitive from the feminine singular article and proper noun MARIA, meaning “the greeting of Mary.”  Next we have the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and proper noun ELISABET, transliterated as “Elizabeth.”

“And it happened when Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary,”
 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb SKIPTAW, which means “an exuberant springing motion: to leap, spring about as a sign of joy Lk 6:23; of sheep gaily skipping about; of the movements of a child in the womb (Gen 25:22), which are taken as an expression of joy Lk 1:41, 44.”
  The fetus cannot literally ‘leap’ in the womb since there is not enough room for an actual leap.  Nor is there room for actual skipping or jumping.  Therefore, the fetus kicked or moved in the womb.


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


The active voice indicates that the fetus produced the action.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the neuter singular article and noun BREPHOS, meaning “a child that is still unborn: fetus, child Lk 1:41, 44.”
  This is followed by the preposition EN plus the locative of place from the feminine singular article and noun KOILIA with the possessive genitive from the third person feminine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “in her womb.”
“the fetus moved in her womb;”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the third person singular aorist passive indicative from the verb PIMPLĒMI, which means “to be filled.”


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


The passive voice indicates that Elizabeth received the action of being filled.


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

Then we have the genitive of content from the neuter singular noun PNEUMA and adjective HAGIOS, meaning “with the Holy Spirit.”  Finally, we have the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and proper noun ELISABET, transliterated as “Elizabeth.”

“and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit.”
Lk 1:41 corrected translation
“And it happened when Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary, the fetus moved in her womb; and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit.”
Explanation:
1.  “And it happened when Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary, the fetus moved in her womb;”

a.  Luke continues the story of the meeting and greeting of Mary and Elizabeth by telling us the reaction of Elizabeth and the fetus in her womb, when Mary greeted her.  Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary, which makes it appear as though Elizabeth was in a different room of the house, when Mary came to the front door or entered the house.  We have no way of knowing if Elizabeth saw Mary at the same time as the greeting or after she heard the greeting, but Mary’s greeting produced a physiological response in Elizabeth.  Notice that Luke doesn’t say that Elizabeth got excited upon seeing Mary, which implies that she only heard her voice, which caused her to become emotionally excited.


b.  The emotional excitement of knowing that Mary was there gave Elizabeth a tremendous rush of adrenalin.  This excited state of mind resulted in instant hormonal changes in Elizabeth, which caused the fetus to leap, jump, spring about, kick, or move in the womb.  The verb SKIPTAW means “an exuberant springing motion: to leap, spring about as a sign of joy Lk 6:23; it is used of sheep gaily skipping about; of the movements of a child in the womb (Gen 25:22), which are taken as an expression of joy Lk 1:41, 44.”  The fetus cannot literally ‘leap’ in the womb since there is not enough room for an actual leap.  Nor is there room for actual skipping.  There is also not room for the fetus to actually jump.  Therefore, the fetus kicked or moved in the womb in reaction to the biological stimulation from the emotional excitement of Elizabeth.



(1)  “In Lk 1:41 SKIPTAW may be regarded as an instance of figurative usage.”



(2)  “In Lk 6:23 the word [SKIPTAW] is used to denote joy.  It has become a pure metaphor and the connection with the original sense no longer plays any part.  In the two other instances in Lk 1:41 and 44 it describes the movements of the child in the womb.  In 1:44 these movements express joy, jubilation.  This use is not attested in non-biblical Greek.”


c.  It is asking too much of the Greek to suggest that this proves that there is human/soul life in the womb.  The fetus has the biological/physiological apparatus for the containment of the soul, which we call ‘the brain’, but the soul and human life are immaterial and do not exist until God imputes soul life to the physiological brain (the spark of life) causing human life to exist.  The fetus has a brain, but no soul life.  Soul life is given by God at physical birth, not at conception.  Therefore, the fetus in Elizabeth’s womb reacted to the physiological and emotional stimulation of Elizabeth and not to a cognitive and psychological recognition of the presence of Jesus in the womb of Mary.  John was not yet “alive,” just as Jesus was not yet “alive.”  Both would not be “living souls” until God the Father imputed soul life to their biological life at the point of physical birth, just as God did with Adam, who did not become a living soul until God breathed into his nostrils the breath of lives (soul life and spiritual life [Adam was born spiritually alive; therefore the plural word ‘lives’ in the Hebrew]).


d.  Therefore, the best we can say for this Greek verb is that Elizabeth’s fetus kicked really hard or moved greatly because of the excitement of Elizabeth.  Was this some sort of miracle?  Probably not.  Was it more than a coincidence?  Probably.  But we cannot be dogmatic theologically, when the evidence from the Scripture is so little and based on a lot of implications.  To say that there is human life at conception requires more than inference and assumptions, and we have no direct statement of human life here.


e.  Elizabeth had a natural reaction to the sound of Mary’s voice, not a supernatural reaction.  However, in addition to her natural reaction, God provided a supernatural reaction—the filling of the Holy Spirit.
2.  “and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit.”

a.  In addition to the physiological reaction of Elizabeth to the sound of Mary’s voice, God produced the action of filling her with the Holy Spirit.  The Greek verb here is the verb PIMPLĒMI, which means “to be filled.”  Paul uses a synonym in the word PLĒROW.


b.  Was Elizabeth filled with the Holy Spirit in the same sense as Church Age believers are said to be filled with the Spirit (Eph 5:18)?  Possibly.  There are good arguments on both sides of the issue.  Elizabeth was certainly under the influence of the Holy Spirit at this point, and how much different could that be from the same effect the Holy Spirit would have on a believer at Pentecost?  We don’t really know; therefore, it is impossible to be dogmatic.  Luke uses this verb for the filling of the Holy Spirit in Church Age believers in Acts 2:4 [Pentecost]; 4:8, 31; 9:17; 13:9.  Based on Luke’s usage here and in Acts 2:4, we would have to conclude that the filling was identical.  “The Spirit-filling (with PIMPLĒMI) in Acts is never commanded, nor is it related particularly to sanctification.  Rather, it is a special imbuing of the Spirit for a particular task (similar to the Spirit’s ministry in the OT).”


c.  The question then becomes: ‘What was the purpose or reason for the Holy Spirit’s filling at this point and how long did it last?’  The purpose was undoubtedly for Elizabeth to hear, understand, and accept all that Mary had to say about the visit by Gabriel and her resultant miraculous conception (this would be part of the teaching ministry of the Holy Spirit) and also for Elizabeth to be able to respond with the proper spiritual replies.  The filling of the Holy Spirit was probably temporary (certainly so until Elizabeth committed some sin that put her out of fellowship with God), so that she could appreciate all that would be revealed to her in Mary’s speech/song/declaration.  Elizabeth had to accept the fact that Mary’s child was conceived by the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit was going to make that fact a reality in her soul by what Mary told her.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  Here is a good example of a commentator interpreting this passage based upon his preconceived notions, resulting in the misapplication of what is said make his erroneous point.  “Lk 1:15 brings out a similar point concerning John the Baptist: ‘he will be filled with the Holy Spirit even from birth’.  [Wrong translation.  Correct translation is: ‘he will be filled with the Holy Spirit continuously from the womb of his mother.’]  We are not told at what stage in his mother’s pregnancy that greatest of all human prophets (John) began to be filled with the Third Person of the Trinity [Notice his assumption that John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit at some point during Elizabeth’s pregnancy.  There is no direct statement that John was filled with the Spirit during her pregnancy, but rather from the point of his birth.]; but it may well have been earlier than the stage set by the Supreme Court as being ‘viable’.  What we do know for certain is that at about six months of gestation John’s mother, Elizabeth, felt him leap in her womb when Mary entered the room; for Elizabeth cried out with joy after Mary greeted her.  The Third Person of the Trinity responded with joy [WHAT?  This commentator makes the illogical jump that God the Holy Spirit was already in John the Baptist in the womb of Elizabeth and the Holy Spirit was the One jumping with joy!] when the future mother of Jesus Christ, the Second Person, came into the same room.”
  The passage says that the Holy Spirit filled Elizabeth, not John in the womb.  What a horrible distortion of what the passage actually says.

b.  “Both women and their children are in the sphere of the operation of the Spirit [The passages do not say that the children are involved in the same way as the mothers.].  Hence a hearing ear is given them, and hence, too, they give a witness in the Spirit. [This is true of the mothers but not the fetus’.]”


c.  Regarding the verb SKIPTAW, this is “A common enough incident with unborn children (Gen 25:22), but Elisabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit to understand what had happened to Mary.”


d.  “Elizabeth’s response to Mary’s greeting has three subjects: Mary and her child Jesus (1:42), Elizabeth and the response of her son (1:43–44), and Elizabeth’s blessing of Mary (1:45).  Mary’s greeting brings a ‘leaping’ response from the baby in the womb.  The term for leaping occurs in Gen 25:22 of fetal movement…the struggle of Esau and Jacob for position within Rebekah.  The baby’s response is taken as a sign by Elizabeth (1:44).  Many speculate that Elizabeth’s excitement caused fetal movement.  But such attempts at physiological explanation miss the point of the narrative.  John is seen as beginning his forerunner ministry by his response.   [Note the assumption here that John as a fetus has a conscious/cognitive response to the sound of Mary’s voice or the presence of Jesus in her womb.  Does John himself actually have a response as a fetus?]   Some see the supernatural work of the unborn John’s identification of Jesus as contradicting the teaching of the other Gospels about John not knowing Jesus (Jn 1:31, “Indeed I did not know about Him,…”).  But does such an objection over-press the narrative?  [This commentator’s suggestion of John having a cognitive response “over-pressed” the narrative.]  Elizabeth interprets the significance of the movement.  [She declared the movement to have occurred, but gives no interpretation as to its significance.]  She functions as a prophetess, declaring the divine significance of an action.  John’s reference [in Jn 1:31] is about not knowing Jesus before the sign was given to him at the baptism (Jn 1:31).  This remark may relate only to knowing Jesus’ position in God’s plan through the confirmation of a divine sign.  John’s later question whether Jesus was ‘the one who comes’ (Lk 7:18–22) was raised because Jesus was not the kind of Messiah that John expected, causing him to wonder if he had it right.  Elizabeth is filled with the Holy Spirit as she speaks to Mary.  Such filling is common in the infancy account as various people address the key figures of the account and explain God’s plan (Zechariah in 1:67; Simeon in 2:27 is led by the Spirit).  Thus, her response is not only an enthusiastic welcome of Mary, but it is a revelation of God’s mind.  The Spirit for Luke is a Spirit who reveals, speaks, and guides.”


e.  “This was probably the time when John was filled with the Spirit as the angel had promised (Lk 1:15).  Even before his birth, John rejoiced in Jesus Christ, just as he did during his earthly ministry.”
  This comment is full of assumptions not supported by the actual words of the Scripture.

f.  “Prior to the day of Pentecost, believers were filled with the Holy Spirit for specific tasks.”


g.  Based upon a mistranslation of the words of Lk 1:15, which actually say: ‘he will be filled with the Holy Spirit continuously from the womb of his mother’, this commentator interprets the preposition to mean “from inside the womb of his mother” with the result of an awful conjecture and misinterpretation of the passage.  “John, we have been told, would be filled with the Holy Spirit even before birth [wrong!] and anticipate the coming of the Lord (Lk 1:15).  Here is the purpose of his prenatal experience of the Spirit embodied in his joyful leaping [the commentator’s assumption is that John the Baptist is filled with the Spirit in the womb of Elizabeth and John’s kicking/moving/leaping is the testimony of the Holy Spirit in John of the presence of Jesus as the Messiah]: Even from the womb he prophesies, implicitly transferring the designation of ‘Lord’ to Mary’s unborn baby, recognizing in this baby the eschatological coming of God.  The association of ‘joy’…with ‘leaping’ encourages this reading [interpretation] of John’s act.  The Spirit that fills him prompts his recognition and certifies for us the trustworthiness of his prophetic action concerning Jesus.  The same can be said of Elizabeth’s being filled with the Holy Spirit at this instant.  The Spirit enables her to discern the significance of her baby’s movements in her womb and to give voice to her child’s recognition of Mary and her unborn baby.


h.  “John’s activity is a result of his prenatal sensitivity to the prophetic Spirit.”
  The passage says that John’s activity was a result of Mary’s greeting, not the prophetic Spirit.  Another wrong interpretation.


i.  “The Greek word [SKIPTAW] suggests that John cavorted [pranced] in her womb for joy at hearing his Messiah’s mother’s voice!  God had promised Zacharias that John would be filled with the Holy Spirit in his mother’s womb—here was proof!”
  Notice another wrong conclusion based on the misinterpretation of the preposition—Lk 1:15 does not say “in his mother’s womb” but “separated from his mother’s womb.”


j.  “Why did Elizabeth’s baby react in this way?  The answer is twofold.  First, there was a prophet in her womb, and this was his first prophecy.  John the Baptist’s ministry was beginning three months before his birth.  The Holy Spirit, with whom he was filled before birth [wrong translation], prompted his inner vault.  John leapt because he was overcome with the emotion of joy.  [Notice the assumption that John has the mental/cognitive function of ‘joy’ in the womb.  This is based on the phrase “jumped with joy” in verse 44.]  The more exact sense is that he ‘leaped with delight.’  Do not miss the point: this fetus, yet to see the light of the world, experienced the emotion of joyous delight.  [Or was it Elizabeth’s joy and delight?]  This is incontrovertible testimony to the pre-birth personhood of John the Baptist.  John was then about nine inches long and weighed about one and a half pounds.  He looked like a perfect miniature newborn.  His skin was translucent.  He had fingerprints and toe prints.  Sometimes he opened his eyes for brief periods and gazed into the liquid darkness of the womb.  As a fetus of six months, John was an emotional being.  He had the capacity to be filled with the Spirit.  He was so overcome that he leapt for joy.  This is a sobering revelation for anyone who countenances abortion, but especially for Christians.”
  There you have the argument for the theological position that human life begins at conception rather than at birth.  It is totally based on the argument given here, and comes down to the misinterpretation of the Greek preposition EK meaning “from inside the womb” (which is totally incorrect) versus its actual meaning, “from outside the womb.”


k.  “Although it is said that an emotional experience of the mother can cause a movement of the fetus, it is more likely [why is it more likely?] that a miraculous expression of the emotion of the unborn child is meant than that Elizabeth simply saw her own joy reflected in the unconscious movement of her child.  [There’s the big assumption.]  If the child can do no more than jump for joy, his mother gives verbal expression to the significance of the scene, and for this purpose she receives prophetic inspiration from the Holy Spirit.”


l.  Lenski takes the same position as others, saying that John was filled with the Spirit while inside his mother’s womb at this moment and therefore, leaped as the sign of his joy and filling.  Lenski further assigns cognitive ability to John as a six-month old fetus.  He also asserts that John is prophesying by his leaping.  John’s filling of the Spirit then led to Elizabeth’s filling of the Spirit.
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