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 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And then,” followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say: He said.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them” and referring to Jesus’ parents.  Then we have the interrogative adverb TIS, meaning “Why?” plus the conjunction HOTI, used to introduce a purpose clause and translated “that.”  There is an ellipsis here of the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: [is it].”  This is followed by the second person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb ZĒTEW, which means “to look for.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuous, past action without reference to its conclusion.


The active voice indicates that Jesus’ parents were producing the action.


The interrogative indicative is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Next we have the accusative direct object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “Me” and referring to Jesus.

“And then He said to them, ‘Why [is it] that you were looking for Me?”
 is the negative adverb OUK, meaning “not” plus the pluperfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, which means “to know.”


“The pluperfect tense indicates a past state which had resulted from a previous action.  The pluperfect looks back on the past from the standpoint of the past.  It looks upon the action as perfected in relationship to some point in the past.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus’ parents were supposed to have produced the action.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Then we have the conjunction HOTI, which is used after verbs of mental activity to indicate that what follows is the content of that mental activity, and is translated “that.”  This is followed by the preposition EN plus the locative place from the neuter plural article with the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun PATĒR with the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “in the things of My Father,” which is an idiom, meaning “in My Father’s house.”
  This is followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb DEI, which means “to be necessary; one must.”


The present tense is a customary present for what is reasonably expected to occur.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the action.


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

With this we have the present active infinitive from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be.”


The present tense is a customary present, describing an action that is typically expected.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive with DEI, which always requires an infinitive to complete its meaning.

Finally, we have the accusative ‘subject of the infinitive’ from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, which means “I” and refers to Jesus.

“Did you not know that I must be in My Father’s house?’”
Lk 2:49 corrected translation
“And then He said to them, ‘Why [is it] that you were looking for Me?  Did you not know that I must be in My Father’s house?’”
Explanation:
1.  “And then He said to them, ‘Why [is it] that you were looking for Me?”

a.  Luke continues the story of Mary and Joseph’s encounter with Jesus in the temple when He was twelve years old by giving us Jesus’ reply to His mother’s blame of Him and her question: “Son, why have You treated us in this way?  Behold, Your father and I were distressfully looking for You.”

b.  Jesus’ reply is respectful and curious.  Jesus was not an indignant, self-righteous, know-it-all teenager.  He was not arrogant, rude, or defiant to His parents.  There was not a disobedient bone in His body.  His question reflects His genuine curiosity.  He really didn’t understand why His parents wouldn’t know that obviously He could only be one place in Jerusalem, if He was not with them.  There was nowhere else He wanted to go and nothing else He wanted or needed to see.  There was only one thing on His mind and one thing He most cared about and that was the teaching of the word of God.  And there was no better place in the world to find that than in the halls and classrooms of the temple in Jerusalem.


c.  In Jesus’ mind His parents should have known Him well enough to know His love for the teaching of the word of God.  After all, they were the ones most responsible for that teaching and saw His positive volition to their teaching every day for twelve years.  From His viewpoint all they had to do was think about what He enjoyed most and they would have found Him quickly and easily.  Thus there would have been no need for distress, worry, or any fear on their part.


d.  Behind the question ‘why were you looking for Me?’ is the implication that they didn’t need to look for Him, as if He was in the same place that day as He had been every day since they arrived in Jerusalem.  If Jesus had been going to the same classroom in the temple every day for the past eight days, then shouldn’t His parents have known where to look for Him?  And if all He did was go where He had consistently gone before, and they knew it and gave Him permission, then whose fault is it really for them not knowing where He was?  He was where He had always been.  They were the ones not thinking clearly and coming to tell Him it was time to go.  It is like a kid going to the park to play baseball all day with his buddies.  He doesn’t just stop in the middle of the fourth inning with bases loaded, no outs, and it is his turn to bat.  He isn’t going to just stop playing and head home.  If anything, Jesus’ parents should have been with Him in the temple listening to what He had to say and the questions He asked.  He wasn’t supposed to be with them.  They were supposed to be with Him!

2.  “Did you not know that I must be in My Father’s house?’”

a.  Then Jesus asks a reasonable and thought provoking question.  The implication behind this question is that Jesus had been in the temple so many times before at the same classroom with the other boys and teachers that His parents should have obviously known He was there.  This wasn’t a one-time occurrence, but His habitual practice.


b.  The answer to the question is “Yes, they did know; and should have known.”  How did they know?  There were four major festivals that the Jews went to each year: Passover/Unleavened Bread (about 1 April), Pentecost (early June), Tabernacles (late September), and Dedication/Lights also known as Hanukkah (late December).  Being devout Jews, Joseph and Mary would have attended them all.  Therefore, Jesus could have spent as much as thirty days a year at the temple in the same classroom discussing theology with the doctors of the Law.  This was probably not the first and only day He had been at the temple.


c.  The phrase “I must be” is significant; for it indicates that Jesus is obeying a higher will than His own.  He is obeying the will of the Father under the filling and influence of the Holy Spirit.  He is not just doing what He wants in total disregard of His parents.  He had to be where the Father wanted Him, doing what the Father wanted Him to do.



(1)  Jn 4:34, “Jesus said to them, ‘My food is that I should do the will of the One who sent Me and accomplish His work.’”



(2)  Jn 5:30, “I can do absolutely nothing on my own authority.  As I hear, I judge; and My judgment is just, because I do not seek My will, but the will of the One who sent Me.”



(3)  Jn 6:38, “For I have come down from heaven, not to do My own will, but the will of the One who sent Me.”


d.  Joseph (in a dream) and Mary (face to face) had been told by the angel Gabriel that Jesus was the Son of God and understood clearly from Simeon and Anna that He was the Messiah.  Therefore, where else would the Messiah be and what else would the Messiah be doing than obeying the will of God the Father and be where God the Father wanted Him?  The problem was not Jesus’ location, but Joseph and Mary not thinking about Who Jesus was and what He was supposed to be doing at that point in His life—preparing Himself doctrinally for His manhood.


e.  Notice that Jesus calls the temple “My Father’s house” and not “His own house.”  The Lord Jesus Christ, the God of Israel was the One who occupied the Holy of Holies as the Shekinah Glory.  And yet He does not call the temple ‘His house’.  This suggest that the temple had either always been the house of God the Father and God the Son on earth or that because of the incarnation, the temple was now the house of God the Father alone.  A similar statement was made by Jesus regarding the temple at the beginning of His ministry in Jn 2:16, “and to those who were selling the doves He said, ‘Take these things away from here; stop making My Father’s house a place of business.’”  God the Father also has a heavenly house that has nothing to do with the temple, Jn 14:2, “In My Father’s house there are many rooms; now if [it were] not so, I would have told you; for I am going to prepare a place for you.”


f.  Therefore, Jesus was exactly where He was supposed to be and doing exactly what He was supposed to be doing.  His parents should have known this and He respectfully points this out to them.  Jesus did nothing wrong and said nothing wrong.  The problem is with the parents, not the Son of God doing the will of the Father.


g.  It is amazing that the doctors of the Law, the scribes, didn’t jump up and demand Jesus be stoned when He referred to the God of Israel as “My Father.”  Perhaps this was said privately to Mary and Joseph as they led Him away.  It is also possible that the scribes and Pharisees could excuse this ‘indiscretion’ on the part of a twelve year old, because He was not yet considered ‘a man.’
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “This crisp Greek idiom expresses the Boy’s amazement that His parents should not know that there was only one possible place in Jerusalem for Him.  Messianic consciousness of the necessity laid on Him.  Of all the golden dreams of any boy of twelve here is the greatest.  Not ‘about my Father’s business,’ but ‘in my Father’s house’.  And note ‘my,’ not ‘our.’  When the boy first became conscious of His peculiar relation to the Father in heaven we do not know.  But He has it now at twelve and it will grow within Him through the years ahead in Nazareth.”


b.  “Jesus’ reply represents his first statement in the Gospel.  It reveals Jesus’ sense of priority and includes a reference to the necessity of His task.  This is the only use of DEI [=it is necessary] that suggests Jesus’ relationship to the Father.  His parents need to understand His mission.  The thrust of the reply has been debated.  The issue turns on filling in a missing element in the passage.  The key phrase is literally translated ‘in the … of my Father.’  What is to be supplied in the ellipse is at issue:



(1)  The least held view is that Jesus says that He must be among those of His Father’s house, that is, among the Jewish teachers of the law.  But the fatal blow against this view is that it is highly unlikely that Jesus would refer so positively to teachers of the law (or that the church would retain such a tradition).  There is too much conflict with these figures later in Luke’s account for them to be so exalted here (Lk 11:37–54; 20–23).



(2)  Another view, reflected in some translations, is a reading that translates, ‘I must be about my Father’s business’ (kjv; nkjv).  This view can amass many parallel texts: Mk 8:33; 1 Cor 7:32–34; 1 Tim 4:15.  The idea then becomes that God’s ministry is paramount to Jesus and that His parents must understand this.  But this reading is contextually less than satisfying.  The issue up to this point was the pain in searching for Jesus.  Why should Jesus raise the broad issue of the Father’s business when Mary simply wanted to know why He stayed behind at the temple?  To put it another way, Jesus could do the Father’s business in lots of places other than the temple, as His ministry will prove.  Thus, this reading is not clearly supported from the context.  This view is unlikely to be correct.



(3)  The most widely held view today is that the phrase translates, ‘I must be in my Father’s house.’  Jesus must be involved with instruction in divine things, since the temple as presented by Luke is above all a place where instruction occurs (Lk 20–21).  An additional point here is that Jesus’ parents should have known where to look.  The construction of EN, the neuter plural definite article, and a genitive fits is an idiom for being in one’s house (Gen. 41:51; Esther 7:9; Job 18:19; Josephus).  Thus, Jesus declares the necessity of being in God’s house, where God’s presence is held to reside and where instruction about God is given.


The way in which Jesus asks His question is really designed to make a statement.  The ‘do you not know’ introduction is designed to produce an affirmative reply.  The parents need to see that Jesus must be about the work of discussing what God desires.  Surely the point of ‘it is necessary’ and the mention of God’s house is to emphasize that Jesus must discuss what humankind’s task before God is.  But the reply has another additional element of teaching.  When Jesus refers to the temple as his Father’s house, a note of intimacy is raised that is significant.  This idea of sonship has been variously explained:



(1)  Some suggest that the idea of God as Father is the language of the pious and faithful.  Jesus is alluding to His relationship to God as a faithful follower.  But given Jesus’ emphasis on His task, His being a faithful follower cannot be the major point.



(2)  Others limit the reference to a messianic sense since the ‘Son of God’ in the OT is a regal idea (Ps 2:7).  This connection is possible, but nowhere else does the king address God as his Father as Jesus does here.



(3)  It seems best to see an intimate allusion to the filial relationship that Jesus has to God.  ‘My Father’ suggests the mystery that is a part of Jesus’ person.  Jesus has a strong sense of identity with the Father and is committed to the mission God sent Him to do.  The reference here is personal versus messianic, for it is not clear why Messiah would be needed in the temple.  [Messiah was needed in the temple because it fulfilled Jewish prophecy.]  Like the Gospel of John’s portrayal, Jesus recognizes himself as sent by the Father to reveal His will.  How this view of Jesus fits into the trinitarian language and discussion of the postapostolic church, however, is not Luke’s explicit concern.  The relationship is merely presented; it is not developed or explained. Thus, Jesus introduces Himself to the reader for the first time.  Jesus declares that He is called to instruct humans because He has a close, personal relationship to the Father and has a mission to carry out from Him.  The implication for the reader is clear, ‘Let anyone who has ears listen to what is taught by the Son!’  As for Jesus’ parents, they too must come to understand this mission that Jesus’ reply was not so much a reproach about having the right priorities as it was a declaration of mission.  Of course, Jesus’ parents were not alone in trying to come to grips with who Jesus was.  The disciples also came along very slowly in perceiving that following God’s will took priority for Jesus (Lk 9:59–62; 14:26; Mk 10:29–30).”


c.  “Mary’s loving rebuke brought a respectful but astonished reply from Jesus.  Jesus was affirming His divine sonship and His mission to do the will of the Father.”


d.  “In response to Mary’s question about why He had treated them in this manner, Jesus drew a sharp distinction between them and God, His true Father.  His statement confirmed that He knew His mission and that His parents also should have known about His mission. However, His parents did not understand this.”


e.  “Jesus’ words 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 emphasized 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 [obedience]?  Jesus’ aligning himself first with God’s aim comes to the fore especially through His use of the expression ‘it is necessary’.  This dramatic unfolding in the narrative has important repercussions for our understanding of the phrase in 2:49b, ‘in my Father’s house’.  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.’  However, the issue is not simply a matter of location.  Recalling that the notion of ‘household’ in the Greco-Roman milieu was not only a designation of place but also of authority, we may gain a more helpful view of what this scene portends.  Jesus is in the temple, the locus of God’s presence, but He is there under divine compulsion engaged in teaching [listening and asking questions, not necessarily teaching].  The point is that He must align Himself with God’s purpose, even if this appears to compromise His relationship with His parents.”


f.  “Luke significantly portrays Jesus as conscious of sonship before His baptism when He visits the temple, which He calls ‘My Father’s house’.”


g.  “Remarkably, at the age of twelve, Jesus knew who He is and what was required of Him.  Clearly, the Bible denies the liberal theologian’s theory of ‘a growing messianic consciousness’ in Jesus: it was mature at twelve!  Scripture gives no indication of just when in His boyhood Jesus realized that He was special.”


h.  “Jesus called the temple where he stood His ‘Father’s house,’ and in doing so He asserted that God was His Father and that He stood in unique relationship to God—that he had a relationship to God that no other human has ever had.  There is no parallel in the Old Testament for the phrase ‘my Father’ in speaking of God.  Rather, some equivalent was used.   As a twelve-year-old, one year before becoming ‘a son of the commandment,’ Jesus had come to understand that He had a unique relationship with God the Father, one far deeper and more profound than any that had ever been known before.  Namely, He now knew that He was the Son of God—the Messiah—God become man.  Eighteen years later, when Jesus began his public ministry, His awareness of God as His Father would become a trademark of His ministry.  To catch the idea of how radical this self-understanding was, we need to understand that in the huge library of the Old Testament’s thirty-nine books, God is only referred to as Father fourteen times—and then rather impersonally.  In those fourteen references ‘Father’ is always used in reference to the nation, not to individuals. God was referred to as Abraham’s Father, but Abraham did not speak of God as ‘my Father.’  But when Jesus came on the scene, He addressed God as His Father and never used any other term.  In all His prayers He addressed God as Father.  The Gospels record His using Father more than sixty times in reference to God.  This was a watershed experience for the twelve-year-old.  The awareness of His divine paternity was explicit in the very first of His recorded words in all of Scripture.  This awareness was announced in the Jewish temple, the very heart of Israel’s faith.  What is the point? Jesus is God’s Son!  God is His Father!  One year before officially entering manhood, Jesus knew who He was—and that realization would open like a flower and become evident to the whole world eighteen years later.”


i.  “The youth [Jesus] had a keen realization of His relation to God.  He was astounded that Mary and Joseph had not understood that relation, and He reminded them that since God was His true Father, He belonged in God’s house.”


j.  “The words of Jesus are difficult.  His parents were bound to look for Him when He was lost, and it was hardly right for a boy to leave His parents in this way without telling them what He was going to do.”
  Jesus’ answer to Mary’s question insinuates that it was very right for Him to be doing the will of His heavenly Father.  And it is possible that Jesus had gone to the temple so many times before this that His parents should have known where He was.  It is also possible that the parents had left all the festivals on the day after each festival was over that they just assumed (incorrectly) that Jesus would join the caravan as He always had before.  Instead of Jesus being wrong for not telling His parents what He was doing, Jesus’ answer suggests that they were wrong for not realizing that He had to do the will of God the Father no matter what they wanted.  Therefore, the error and blame is theirs, not His.
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