John 1:1
Luke 2:50



 is the adversative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And yet,” followed by the nominative subject from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “they” and referring to Jesus’ parents. Then we have the negative adverb OU, meaning “not” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb SUNIĒMI, which means “to understand.”


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


The active voice indicates that produced the action.


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

“And yet they did not understand”
 is the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun HRĒMA, meaning “the statement.”  Then we have the appositional accusative direct object from the neuter singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “which.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb LALEW, which means “to speak: He had spoken.”


The culminative aorist views the action in its entirety from the viewpoint of its completion.  This is brought out in translation by the auxiliary verb “had.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


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

Finally, we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them.”

“the statement which He had spoken to them.”
Lk 2:50 corrected translation
“And yet they did not understand the statement which He had spoken to them.”
Explanation:
1.  “And yet they did not understand”

a.  Luke continues the story of Joseph and Mary finding Jesus in the temple at age twelve by explaining that they did not understand what Jesus meant when He said, “Did you not know that I must be in My Father’s house?”

b.  Did they understand that Jesus was the Son of God?  Yes.  Did they understand that Jesus was the Messiah?  Yes.  Had they forgotten what angels and prophets had said to them about the child?  No.  What they didn’t understand was that their constantly obedient ‘boy’ was on the verge of becoming a ‘man’ and that process required a transfer of loyalty and obedience from them to God the Father.  That process would occur in the next year.  The fact that Jesus must be in the Father’s house indicates that Jesus must do what the Father requires above and beyond what His parents require.


c.  The next eighteen years would be His preparation for His three plus year ministry.  He would still help His father in the carpentry shop and still help His mother around the house and watching over the other children, but His main focus would be on studying the word of God in preparation for what He would tell the people who came to listen and learn from Him.

2.  “the statement which He had spoken to them.”

a.  Notice that Luke calls Jesus’ question a ‘statement’.  Rhetorical questions are statements, designed to provoke thought in the hearer.  Jesus wasn’t asking them a question for an answer, but making a statement about His relationship to God the Father, which was critical for them to understanding, because it impacted the nature of His obedience—would it be toward Joseph and Mary or toward God the Father?  His question is an indirect statement that His transfer of obedience is now beginning from them to the Father.


b.  Another way to phrase Jesus’ question to make it read more like a statement is: “Certainly you know that I must be in My Father’s house, don’t you?”  The obvious answer is “Yes, they certainly should know that the Son of God’s loyalty and obedience go first and foremost to God the Father.”  The Father’s Messiah can be obedient to no one else, but the One who sent Him.  This was basic Jewish theology, which every Jew was expected to know, just as we, as Christians, are expected to know that Christ is the Son of God.  That is a basic tenant of Christianity regardless of denomination.


c.  Jesus’ parents didn’t understand what He said to them.  They didn’t understand His explanation.  Why?  It wasn’t lack of intelligence on their part.  They were not stupid and they had not forgotten what angels and prophets had said to them.  They spent three days fretting and worrying about Him and that emotion didn’t just float away in an instant.  Their emotions got the better of them and kept hold of them for a time, so that they were not able to understand what He said while filled with these emotions (fear, worry, anxiety, anger, being upset, and judgmental).
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The parents do not understand Jesus’ remarks.  Their ignorance relates to the exact nature of Jesus’ mission as well as to His identity.  If they had understood His mission better, then His presence in the temple would not have been so surprising.  [I disagree!  How could anyone understand Jesus’ mission yet?  His mission had not yet been revealed by John the Baptist—‘the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world’.  And they hadn’t forgotten His identity as the Son of God.  They hadn’t forgotten what the angel and prophets had said to them.]  The parents’ ignorance will be matched by that of the disciples, showing that understanding God’s calling is not a natural thing into which one falls.  [I disagree!  The disciples knew from the beginning that Jesus was the Messiah and said so, “We have found the Messiah,” Jn 1:41 and were told by John the Baptist Jesus’ mission, Jn 1:29, “Behold, the Lamb of God, Who takes away the sin of the world!”]  This ignorance, especially Mary’s, has caused problems for some commentators, who find it hard to believe that Mary, in light of all she experienced, could have failed to understand Jesus’ mission.  The parents’ ignorance demonstrates that it was hard to fathom the new ground Jesus was breaking.  One is hard pressed to see the need to explain away a person struggling to accept the identity of a Man who had a unique relationship to God and to understand as well all the aspects of His mission.  Is it any wonder that those around Jesus were slow to realize fully who He was?  The parents may well picture the struggle of Luke’s readers [to understand Jesus and His mission].”
  Notice that Bock doesn’t mention a word regarding Jesus’ loyalty and obedience as an issue in this story, when that is the central issue of the story.  Jesus had to be (DEI) in God the Father’s house even though living in Joseph’s household.  The key to understand and interpretation of the passage is the transfer of obedience from one household to another household—a theme very clear to Luke’s Roman/Greek reader, Theophilus.


b.  “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.”


c.  “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.  The point is that He must align himself with God’s purpose, even if this appears to compromise His relationship with His parents.”
  In other words the issue is authority, not location.

d.  “Despite her great humility and faith, it would take years for Mary to finally put it all together.  But the divine twelve-year-old understood, and His understanding of His divine position produced an unexpected and amazing phenomenon: human obedience.”


e.  “This inability to understand has been found inexplicable in view of the revelation that Joseph and Mary had received concerning the conception of the child.  But this objection misses the point.  [No it doesn’t.  Luke purposefully described the situation exactly as it was—the parents didn’t understand what they should have understood.  That is the exact implication of Jesus’ question/statement to them.]  The implication is that up to this time the Boy had never made an utterance like this, and for Him now to speak thus about Himself passes the understanding of His parents.  [But Jesus’ point is that it should not have passed their understanding.]  In fact, to this day the mental and spiritual development of the boy, who was the God-man, lies beyond our psychology and our experience. [No it doesn’t.  That’s a cop out for failure to interpret the passage correctly.]  It is still true: ‘Never man speak like this man,’ Jn 7:46.”
  The Scriptures were written for our understanding, not so that the contents would lie beyond our psychology and our experience.  This issue of the context is obedience as proven by the main thought of the next verse: “and He kept on being obedient to them.”
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