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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And then,” followed by the nominative feminine singular aorist deponent passive participle of the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”


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


The deponent passive voice is passive in form but active in meaning with his mother producing the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that is coterminous with the action of the main verb and is translated “answering.”

Then we have the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and noun MĒTĒR with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his mother.”  Next we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”


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


The active voice indicates that his mother produced the action.


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

“And then answering, his mother said,”
 is the negative adverb OUCHI, meaning “No” in answer to a previous statement.
  Then we have the adversative conjunction ALLA, meaning “but” plus the third person singular future passive indicative from the verb KALEW, which means “to be called; to be named.”


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


The active voice indicates that John will receive the action of being named something.


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

Finally, we have the nominative of appellation from the masculine singular proper noun IWANNĒS, meaning “John.”

“‘No; but he shall be called John.’”
Lk 1:60 corrected translation
“And then answering, his mother said, ‘No; but he shall be called John.’”
Explanation:
1.  “And then answering, his mother said,”

a.  Luke continues the story of the circumcision and naming of John the Baptist by telling us Elizabeth’s reaction to the neighbors and relatives assuming and suggesting that the child be named after his father Zacharias.


b.  The subject “his mother” from the context is obvious Elizabeth.  Apparently the suggestions of the neighbors and relatives were directed toward her, since Zacharias could not hear anything and could not answer.  Therefore, Elizabeth is emphasized by Luke as the parent “answering” the suggestion of the others.

2.  “‘No; but he shall be called John.’”

a.  Elizabeth dogmatically and decisively says “No!” to the suggestion or assumption that the child be named after his father, Zacharias.  She is not angry, but she ‘puts her foot down’, an idiom to indicate that she will absolutely not name the child after its father.  OUCHI is “the intensifying compound negative.  OU can be made stronger by CHI.”
  “This could be rendered ‘absolutely not’ or ‘by no means’.”


b.  In strong contrast [ALLA = but] she faithfully states that the male child will be called or named ‘John’, obeying the directions of the angel Gabriel and the will of God the Father.  The name “John” means “JHWH has shown favor.”


c.  How did she know what the child’s name should be, since Gabriel appeared to her husband and not to her?  Zacharias wrote the name done on a tablet for her, just as he was about to do for the crowd.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Elizabeth knows what the child is to be called and surprises the crowd. The Hebraic redundancy ‘replying … she said’ introduces her response.  Luke records her rejection of the crowd’s suggestion.  Rather, the child’s name is John.  She shows her obedience to Gabriel’s giving of the name (Lk 1:13).  That Elizabeth knew the name has caused some discussion.  How did she know [since the answer told Zacharias, not her]?  Surely would not Zechariah have somehow communicated with his wife [like writing on a tablet, which he is about to do] about his experience in the temple?  Such communication is natural to expect as background to this event.  It might also explain how Elizabeth knew about Mary in Lk 1:39–45.  The passage highlights the family’s obedience in the face of societal custom (custom explains the crowd’s reaction).  As with significant figures in the OT, this is a special child, so he receives a special name.”


b.  “On the face of it, nothing unusual resides in the mother’s having the leading role in the naming of her child.  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.  In fact, the marvel of the narrative is that this collusion between Elizabeth and Zechariah is unmotivated and unexpected.  What we have before us to this juncture is the command of Gabriel to Zechariah, raising the narrative possibility of the child’s being named ‘John,’ followed by Elizabeth’s independent witness to this name, raising that possibility to a probability.  The opposition of the relatives and neighbors presents itself as an obstacle to Zechariah’s obedience and raises the suspense of the narrative.”


c.  “The father rather than the mother had ultimate say in the matter; in Roman (as opposed to Jewish) society, the father even had the legal right to decide whether the family would raise the child or throw the infant out on the trash heaps.”


d.  “The Greek text makes it clear that the relatives and neighbors who gathered for John’s circumcision took it for granted that his name was Zacharias, as would be expected in the light of this custom.  So when Elizabeth named her son John and not Zacharias she caused quite a stir (verse 61)!  The Greek word translated ‘answered’ requires a precedent, so when no direct question precedes it, it necessarily becomes a remonstrance.  Elizabeth, then, was arguing with the relatives that her son’s name was not to be Zacharias but John.  John’s Hebrew name would have been ‘Jochanan’ (it means ‘God is gracious’) and thus bore significance both for his parents and for the nation of Israel.”


e.  “The relatives assumed that the boy would be ‘little Zechariah’—’big Zech and little Zech.’  That was a nice thought, but a wrong one because Luke informs us that ‘his mother spoke up and said, “No! He is to be called John”’.  She was firm, almost fierce.  The relatives were, of course, unaware that the angel Gabriel had specified that the boy be named John and that Zechariah had written it out for Elizabeth, and, further, that upon Mary’s arrival the two women had hardly passed a day without mentioning the divinely given names of the sons they were carrying.  Not understanding, the relatives persisted.”


f.  “Great astonishment must have followed this declaration.”
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