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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb ENNEUW, which means “to signify by bodily movement: nod, make signs to someone Lk 1:62.”
  The idea here is that they are making gestures with their hands.


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuous, past action without reference to its conclusion.  Robertson calls it a customary/iterative imperfect for repeated past action.  In either case the translation “kept on making signs” is appropriate.


The active voice indicates that the officials at the baptism kept on producing the action.


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

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular article and noun PATĒR with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine/neuter (the masculine and neuter forms are identical for the genitive; this could be translated “its” as well as “his” and notice the neuter of AUTOS in the next clause below) singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to his father.”
“Then they kept making signs to his father,”
 is the accusative neuter singular articular present passive infinitive of the verb KALEW, which means “to be called.”


The present tense is tendential present, describing what is about to take place.


The passive voice indicates the baby will receive the action of being named.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, completing the meaning of the main verb THELW = to wish, will, or want.

With this we have the adverbial accusative of reference from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “concerning what.”
  Then we have the indefinite particle AN, which introduces the concept of indefiniteness but is often untranslatable.  Here it could be translated “whatever.”  This is followed by the third person singular present active optative from the verb THELW, which means “to wish, will, or want.”


The present tense is a descriptive/tendential present for what is now about to happen.


The active voice indicates that Zacharias might produce the action.


The optative mood is a voluntative optative, which is used to express a wish.  Wallace calls this a potential optative.
  This can be translated by use of the English auxiliary verb “he would want.”  “The optative with AN is here because it was used in the direct question, and is simply retained in the indirect. What would he wish him to be called? (if he could speak), a conclusion of the fourth-class condition.”

Finally, we have the double accusative of the person from the third person neuter singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “it” and referring to the baby.

“concerning whatever he would want it to be called.”
Lk 1:62 corrected translation
“Then they kept making signs to his father, concerning whatever he would want it to be called.”
Explanation:

1.  “Then they kept making signs to his father,”

a.  Luke continues the story of the circumcision and naming of John the Baptist.  The subject “they” refers to the neighbors and relatives of Elizabeth and Zacharias, who didn’t believe Elizabeth, when she said that the child would be named ‘John’.  The word “his” refers to the John the Baptist (the child) and the word “father” refers to Zacharias.


b.  The verb in the imperfect tense indicates a continuing past action.  They kept on making signs, trying to communicate with Zacharias.  They were not successful by making signs, nor was Zacharias successful in answering them, which is why he eventually got a tablet and wrote out the child’s name.  The signs they were making were an attempt to discredit what Elizabeth had said the name should be.  These ‘well-wishers’ were attempting to overrule her demand and get Zacharias to agree with them against her.  They were in effect attempting to create discord in the family where there was none.  The “help” they were providing was no help at all.

2.  “concerning whatever he would want it to be called.”

a.  Luke then tells us the nature of the communication these people were attempting to make with Zacharias.  They were trying to get him to understand that the child should be named after him.  They wanted his suggestion for the name, in order to overrule Elizabeth’s suggestion.  What they did not know was that Zacharias and Elizabeth had already agreed on the name as given by Gabriel, which suggests that Zacharias had long ago written out the story of his encounter with Gabriel, so Elizabeth would know what to do when the time came for naming the child.


b.  Zacharias wanted the child to be named exactly what Elizabeth said it should be named.  The amazing thing is that Zacharias had to resort to writing the name on a tablet.  Why didn’t the people in the crowd, who were trying to communicate with him, do the same thing?  Why didn’t they pick up a tablet and write the simple question “TI ONOMOS?” (= ‘what name?’)  And yet the neighbors and relatives kept on making signs, which were ineffective.  This goes to show that crowds don’t always think fast or straight.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The appeal is made to Zechariah through the signing of a message to him. KWPHOS can mean deaf and mute and refers to idols that cannot hear or speak (Hab 2:18–19; 3 Macc 4:16).  Certainly if Zechariah could be addressed, why go to the trouble of signing the question to him?  The term here suggests that Zechariah is deaf and mute.  Luke presents the crowd’s question in his common style of using the article τό for a repeated question (Lk 9:46; 19:48; 22:2, 4, 23, 24).  The less definite mood of the optative indicates that Zechariah has many names from which to choose.  With this expectation they ask him, ‘What would you wish to call him?’ Zechariah demonstrates his faith by his choice.”


b.  “The way the people put their question to Zechariah reminds us of the condition in which the narrative left him—‘mute, unable to speak’ (Lk 1:20).  Muteness and deafness were interrelated in antiquity, so that these people communicate with Zechariah via hand motions.  This recalls Zechariah’s affliction, but also reveals that Zechariah has not heard his wife’s choice of a name for their son.”


c.  “Zacharias was oblivious to the details of the argument between Elizabeth and their relatives until they made signs to him, so we learn he was both deaf and dumb.  The old man had suffered ten months of absolute silence as punishment for disbelieving God’s word.”


d.  “The neighbors refuse to accept the word of a mere woman, especially when she went against custom, and they appeal to the deaf and dumb father by means of signs.”


e.  Lenski says Zacharias was not deaf and heard everything.  There is no point in making signs to a person who heard everything; they would simply ask him what he wanted the child to be named, if he could here, and all he had to do what point at Elizabeth and nod his head ‘yes’ to indicate she was right that the name of the child should be ‘John’.  The only purpose for making signs would be because the man was deaf.
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