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Introduction

The Greek perfect participle plays an important role in the New Testament
and yet there are many questions surrounding it that have yet to be settled by NT
scholarship. Some questions revolve around the meaning of the perfect tense itself: Is
there inherent to the perfect tense a reference to a past action?' Is the contribution made
by the perfect tense over against the aorist the concept of continuing effect of that past
action?” Is the ongoing state that is expressed by the perfect that of the subject or of the
object of the verb?® Are there perfect verbs such as oida that function as present verbs?*
And finally, what in general do Greek tenses grammaticalize — temporality? the kind of
action? the author’s subjective portrayal of the action?’ These questions are compounded

when we look at the perfect participle. Does the use of the perfect tense indicate that the

! According to McKay this is generally true, though there are exceptions, such as oida (K.
L. McKay, “On the Perfect and Other Aspects in New Testament Greek,” Novum Testamentum 23 [1981]:
289-329). Porter, on the other hand, argues that “whether a previous event is alluded to or exists at all is a
matter of lexis in context and not part of aspectual semantics” (Stanley E. Porter, Verbal Aspect in the
Greek New Testament, with Reference to Tense and Mood (Studies in Biblical Greek 1; New York: Peter
Lang, 1989), 259.

% So Blass and Debrunner say that “the perfect tense combines in itself, so to speak, the
present and the aorist in that it denotes the continuance of completed action” (F. Blass and A. Debrunner, 4
Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, trans. Robert W. Funk
[Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961], 175 [§340]).

3 Blass and Debrunner argue that the perfect sometimes denotes the continuing effect on
the subject and sometimes on the object (176 [§342]). McKay, on the other hand, says, “My researches
have convinced me that the state signalled by the perfect aspect is properly and always that of the subject”
(310).

*So A. T. Robertson, 4 Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical
Research, 4™ ed. (New York: Hodder & Stoughton, 1923), 881, and N. Turner, Syntax, vol. 3 of A
Grammar of New Testament Greek, ed. J. H. Moulton (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), 82. McKay,
however, argues that oida is rightly seen as functioning as a perfect tense verb (298-303, cf. Porter, 282-
287).



action described by the participle is antecedent in time to the main verb?® Or does the
placement of the participle before or after the main verb in a sentence indicate the
temporal relationship between the two actions? To address these questions and
contribute to the discussion of the perfect participle, we will investigate the verbal uses of
the perfect participle in Luke-Acts. Limiting our investigation to the Lukan corpus has

its drawbacks, but it allows us to form an understanding of the verbal perfect participle
that can be tested by further studies of other NT books.

Sixty-eight (65%) of the 103 perfect participles in Luke and 49 (50%) of
the 98 perfect participles in Acts are functioning adjectivally. These will not be dealt
with in this paper. Of the 84 remaining participles, 48% are periphrastic (18 in Luke and
22 in Acts), 28% are adverbial (8 in Luke, 15 in Acts), 21% are indirect discourse (8 in
Luke, 10 in Acts), and 2% are attendant circumstance (2 in Acts). While Luke’
sometimes uses a participle in a complementary sense (e.g., Luke 5:4; Acts 5:42; 6:13;
12:16; 13:10; 20:31; 21:32), he never uses a perfect participle this way. Similarly there
are no examples of pleonastic perfect participles in Luke-Acts, though pleonastic
participles can be found in other tenses (e.g., Luke 5:22; 7:22; 12:17; 13:2; 19:40). The
fact that there are no independent verbal perfect participles in Luke-Acts is insignificant
because nowhere in the Lukan corpus do we find an independent verbal participle in any

tense. This paper will look first at perfect participles functioning adverbially or as

> Zerwick argues “that the choice between aorist and perfect is not determined by the
objective facts, but by the writer’s wish to connote the special nuance of the perfect; if this be not required,
the aorist will be used” (Maximilian Zerwick, Biblical Greek Illustrated by Examples, trans. Joseph Smith
[Rome: Scripta Pontificii Instituti Biblici, 1963], 97).

® This is the argument of Robertson, 909, but it is challenged by Porter, 394-401.
7 Throughout this paper I will refer to the author of Luke-Acts as “Luke.” It is beyond

the scope of this paper to address authorship of Luke-Acts and the decision made regarding authorship has
no effect on our discussion of perfect participles.



attendant circumstances, then at perfect participles functioning in indirect discourse, and
finally at perfect participles in periphrastic constructions, but before commencing this

study a discussion of the word 0ida. is necessary.

Oido. and TI'vedroxw in Luke-Acts

A number of scholars have argued that though oida is perfect in form, it
functions as a present tense verb.® This view is largely rooted in a poor understanding of
the perfect tense. If the perfect tense refers to a past action with present effects, then oida
does not function like a perfect, because as McKay has observed, “as a perfect, oida. is
remarkable in that although it is one of the most commonly used perfects it rarely, if ever,
conveys any clear implication of the action by which its state (of knowledge) was
established.” If, as it is argued in this paper, the perfect tense grammaticalizes stativity
with no necessary reference to a past action, then it is not surprising that oida would
regularly occur in the perfect tense. A comparison of the 44 occurrences of 01da and the
44 occurrences of yivdooko in Luke-Acts will demonstrate the differences between these
two words and reveal one reason why o0ida always occurs in the perfect or pluperfect
tense in Luke-Acts'® while ywvdoko never occurs in these tenses. !

The perfect participle of 0ida occurs eight times in Luke-Acts and the

aorist participle of yivookw four times. In the eight former cases, there is no thought of

8 E.g., see Robertson, 881, and Turner, 82.
* McKay, 299.

12 Outside of Luke-Acts oida occurs in the future tense in Heb 8:11, which is taken from
Jer 38:34 LXX (=31:34 MT/EVV). In the Septuagint, 259 of the 273 occurrences of 0ida (95%) are in the
perfect or pluperfect tenses (compared to 7 aorist, 6 present, and 1 future tense occurrences).

" Qutside of Luke-Acts yvdokm occurs in the perfect tense in 1 Cor 8:2-3 and 2 John 1
and in the pluperfect tense in Matt 12:7 (quoting Hos 6:6). These three occurrences account for slightly
more than 1% of the occurrences of yivdok in the NT.



the acquisition of the knowledge. In Luke 8:53 the people were merely in the state of
knowing that the little girl was dead. In Luke 9:33 Peter was in the state of not
understanding what he was saying when he spoke at the transfiguration. In Luke 9:47
and 11:17, Jesus knew people’s thoughts — his acquiring of this knowledge is of no
concern. In Acts 2:30 the idea is David’s being in the state of knowing about the promise
of a descendent to sit on the throne, not his acquisition of that knowledge. Acts 5:7 and
20:22 both express someone being in a state of not knowing something, and again there is
no thought of the acquisition of knowledge itself. In Acts 24:22, what is important is that
Felix had a knowledge of the Way, not the obtaining of the knowledge itself.

In the four occurrences of participial forms of yivookm, however, the idea
of acquisition of knowledge is often present. So in Luke 9:11 there is a temporal idea
that when the crowds /learned that Jesus had gone to Bethsaida, they followed him.
Similarly in Acts 23:6, it is when Paul realizes that the council was one part Sadducees
and the other part Pharisees that he gets the idea of bringing up his belief in the
resurrection of the dead. Luke could have used the perfect participle of 0ida here if he
merely wanted to communicate that Paul’s prior knowledge led him to speak, but perhaps
the implication is that this knowledge (and its application) suddenly struck Paul and led
him to change his tactic. The exception that shows that this is not a hard-and-fast rule is
Luke 12:47-48. Here the aorist participial form of yiviook® is used where there is
seemingly little or no thought of the acquisition of knowledge. Notably Luke 12:46 is
identical to Matthew 24:50-51a with the exception of one word and uses the present
indicative of ywvdokm. Whether Luke 12:47-48 is original to Luke or comes from a

different source is uncertain. But the uses of yvdokm and 0ida in other moods will



further demonstrate that in general when Luke uses 01da his desire is to communicate the
state of knowledge and when he uses ywvooko his desire is to communicate the
acquisition of knowledge.

The perfect infinitive of oida occurs twice in Luke-Acts, whereas the
aorist infinitive of yivdoke occurs seven times. In Luke 20:7, oida is used because the
Pharisees are saying that they are in the state of not knowing where John came from, not
that they have not had a learning experience of this. Similarly, in Luke 22:34 the
expectation is that Peter would deny that he is in the state of knowing Jesus, not that he
has not had an experience of coming to know him. It would not have been as helpful for
Luke to use the perfect infinitive of 0ida in Luke 8:10, however, because the disciples
were not in a state of knowing the meaning of the parables, but it was “given to them to
come to know the secrets of the kingdom of God.” In Acts 1:7, it was not for the
disciples to come to know the times or seasons that the Father has fixed. In Acts 17:19-
20, the philosophers at Athens wanted to come to know Paul’s new teaching. In Acts
21:34, the Roman soldier could not figure out the facts about Paul and the rioting of the
Jews in Jerusalem. In Acts 22:14, Paul recounts how Ananias had told him that God had
appointed him to come to know God’s will. In Acts 22:30, the commander wanted to
come to know the real reason Paul was being accused by the Jews. In all of these cases
Luke uses the aorist infinitive of yivddokw because he is communicating the obtaining of
knowledge rather than the state of having knowledge, as in Luke 20:7 and 22:34.

Luke never uses an imperatival form of oida in Luke-Acts, but he uses the

aorist imperative of yivdookw once (Luke 21:10) and the present imperative of yivddokw



four times (Luke 10:11; 12:39; 21:31'%; and Acts 2:36). In all of these cases the idea of
obtaining knowledge is communicated. So Luke 21:10 gives the occasion on which they
are expected to learn that Jerusalem’s destruction has come near. In the other four
passages something is being taught and the imperative that is given by the speaker is that
they would learn a lesson. So again the idea of acquiring knowledge tends to lead Luke
to use ywvdokm, whereas the idea of having knowledge tends to lead him to use oida.

A comparison of the subjunctive uses of yvdokw and 0ido shows that
Luke uses the former twice and the latter once. In Luke 5:24, the perfect subjunctive of
oido occurs when Jesus heals the paralytic, tvo 8¢ gidfite dt1 6 VIOG T0D AvOpdTOVL
g€ovoiav &yet €mi tg Y1|g dpévar apaptiag (“so that you may know that the Son of Man
has authority on earth to forgive sins”). Here the idea of acquiring knowledge is clearly
communicated, so the distinction between yvdokm and oido cannot be pressed too hard,
but it should be noted that this verse is identical to Matt 9:6 and Mark 2:10 with the
exception of word order, so the choice of 0ida over yvdoko likely did not originate with
Luke. The fact that Luke does not change the word (though he is free to change word
order) shows that Luke is free to use oida in contexts where obtaining knowledge is
clearly communicated, but it seems that his natural tendency is to choose yivook® in
such contexts. In Luke 8:17 and 19:15, which have no direct parallels in Matthew and
Luke, Luke uses the aorist subjunctive forms (once passive, once active) of yivookw, and

again the idea of obtaining knowledge is clearly communicated.

2 Some scholars take ywvdokete in Luke 21:31 to be a present indicative rather than a
present imperative (see e.g., J. Reiling and J. L. Swellengrebel, 4 Handbook on the Gospel of Luke [UBS
Handbook Series; New York: United Bible Societies, 1971], 675). Fitzmyer is probably correct to take it
as a present imperative (Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke, vol. 2 [The Anchor Bible 28A;
Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1985], 1351).



Conclusion. Luke’s tendency is to use a perfect form of 0ida when
communicating the state of having knowledge and to use a non-stative form of ywvodokw
when considering the acquisition of knowledge. While this distinction does not hold up
in every use of the two words (especially when Luke uses external literary sources), it is
so prevalent that it is clearly intentional at least at a subconscious level. Therefore to
consider oido. to act as a present tense verb is to miss the distinction between the perfect
tense of 01da and the non-perfect tenses of yivdokw. Oida is a stative idea, and Luke will
use this word when he wants to communicate the state of knowing something. Therefore
uses of the perfect participial form of 0ida will be considered along with other perfect
participles, under the assumption that Luke could have chosen a form of yivooxo if he

did not want to communicate the same idea that the stative aspect communicates.

Adverbial/Circumstantial Perfect Participles

The first category of verbal perfect participles we will investigate is those
that function adverbially or circumstantially. The first among these of these is Luke 1:3:
£00&e Kol mapnkorovONKoTL dvebev Tiow akpBdS kabeliic oot ypayon (“it seems
good for me also, having followed everything closely from the beginning, to write to you
in an orderly manner”). Here we have a participle giving the cause of the finite verb it
follows — €do&e (Luke’s having followed everything closely is not the cause of his writing
but the cause of his perception that writing an orderly account would be a good exercise).
Luke does not seem to be intent on expressing temporality in this participle, but
contextually we can discern that Luke’s following everything closely happened prior to
his realization that it would be good to write about it (one strike against the theory that

placing a participle after the main verb tends to imply subsequent action). Regarding



aspect, the perfect participle expresses Luke’s condition — he is in the state of having
followed everything closely. Had Luke wanted to discuss the event or the process of
following things he could have used an aorist or present participle, but the perfect

participle looks at the state Luke is in rather than the action that put him in that state.

In Luke 6:40, Jesus says, o0k £o6Ttv Lontig VP TOV S10ACKAAOV:
KaTnpTIopEVoG 08 ag Eotal d¢ 0 d10dokarog avtod (“A disciple is not above his
teacher, but everyone, being fully trained, will be like his teacher”). Here the verb that
the participle modifies is a future tense verb and the idea is perhaps one of means (“by
being fully trained”) or temporality (“when he is fully trained”). Temporally the state of
being fully trained is a concurrent with the future tense verb — while the disciple is in the
process of being trained, he is still not like his teacher, but once he is in the state of being
fully trained, he will be like his teacher. The activity of being trained is not in view or
Luke could have used the present or aorist tenses. Instead he is speaking of being in the
state of “full-trainedness,” so he uses the perfect participle. Here the participle precedes
the main verb.

The next four adverbial perfect participles in Luke are all forms of oida.
In Luke 8:53 it says, koi KateyéAmv avtod €idoTeg 8Tt dnéboavev (“And they laughed at
him, knowing that she was dead.”) Here again a causal participle follows the verb it
modifies, and it gives the state out of which the laughter of the people arose. In Luke
9:33, eidaxg is a participle of concession, also following the main verb: einev 6 ITétpog . . .
, L eldmg 0 Aéyet (“Peter spoke, not realizing what he was saying”). Whereas Peter’s
speaking is viewed as a complete action (aorist indicative), his lack of knowledge is

viewed as the state from which he spoke, rather than as an event. In Luke 9:47 it says, 0



0¢ Incodg eidmg TOV O10A0YIGLOV THG Kapdiog avtdv, EmAapouevog tadiov Eotnoev
a0t o’ £0VTH Kad elmev odTois . . . (“but Jesus, knowing the reasoning of their hearts,
took a child and placed him beside him and said to them . . .”). Similarly, Luke 11:17
says, a0TOG 82 £ldMG oTdV TO Slovorpota gimey avTois . . . (“but he, knowing their
thoughts, said to them . . .””). In both cases €i0ac¢ is a causal participle that precedes the
finite verb. In all four examples the perfect tense grammaticalizes stativity, so the
acquisition of knowledge is not in view (i.e., it is not “when Jesus discerned their
thoughts he said to them . . .”). The state of knowledge is an ongoing state that was the
condition before, during, and after the action of the finite verb. Word order has no

13 relative to the

bearing in any of these examples on the time of the participle’s “action
time of the action of the finite verb.

In Luke 11:21, Jesus says, 6tav 0 ioyup0g Kabomiopévog puAdcon v
€auTtod aVANY, &v gipnvn €otiv T Vmdpyovta avtod (“when the strong man, fully armed,
guards his palace, his possessions are at peace”). Here we have a participle of means that
precedes the verb it modifies. The stative aspect does not highlight the activity of the
strong man fully arming himself, but the state of being fully armed."

In Luke 18:13-14 we find two perfect participles. The first is an attendant
circumstance: 0 d¢€ TeEAOVNG HokpOBev £6TAG 0VK T0eAeV 0V0E TOLG OPOAALOVS Emdpat
€lg Tov ovpavov (“the tax collector stood far off and did not want to even lift up his eyes

to heaven”). This is not to say, however, that the participle has equal weight with the

I put “action” in quotes because throughout this study the picture that emerges is that
the perfect participle not expressing actions, but states. Therefore it is really out of place to discuss
temporality — the states are ongoing, at least beginning before and ending after the actions of the verbs that
the participles modify.

' This participle almost has the feel of an adjective, but without the article it should be
seen as modifying the verb pvAdoon.
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verb 10eAev, much less that the perfect participle is more emphasized because it is more
heavily marked."> On the contrary, fifc)ev is the main verb of the sentence with £6tag
modifying it by expressing the state of the speaker while he was not wanting to lift up his
eyes to heaven.

The second participle in this passage would perhaps best be labeled a
participle of manner: katéPn oOtog dedikampévog ic TOV oikov avtod (“this man went
down to his house justified”). While this participle could be seen as adjectival,
describing the man himself, it clearly, at least in some sense, defines the manner in which
the man returns to his house. This time the participle follows the finite verb. The stative
aspect is not surprising, as Jesus was describing the man’s state in going down to his
house rather than the justifying action itself.

The next adverbial perfect participle is found in Acts 2:30: Tpo@HiNG OOV
VIapy@V Kol gidMg &1L dprm drocev avTd 0 Be0¢ €k kapmod THig 0cPvog avTod Kabicat
émi 1OV Bpdvov avTod, Tpoidmv ELdANGeY mepi THg dvactdoemg Tod Xpiotod (“therefore,
being a prophet and knowing that on oath God had promised him that one from the fruit
of his loins would sit on his throne, he foresaw and spoke about the resurrection of the
Christ”). Eidmg here is used in much the same way as in Luke 9:47 and 11:17 discussed
above, but one additional element of this example is the string of participles. There is a
present participle (Vndpywv), followed by the perfect participle (eidac), followed by an
aorist participle (mpoidav). The first participle is present because vapyw is aspectually
vague and never occurs in the aorist or perfect tenses in the New Testament. It may,
however, pick up the aspect of the participle that follows it, as it expresses the state from

which David spoke. The final participle is aorist because it is viewing the action of

" For a defense of the stative aspect as the most heavily marked, see Porter, 245-251.
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foreseeing as a whole and there is no need to use a more heavily marked form. One may
observe that the “actions” are listed in the order in which they occur temporally, but this
is likely not Luke’s intention in placing them in this order. Luke’s point seems to be that
David’s state was 1) being a prophet and 2) knowing the promise, and from this state he
foresaw (attendant circumstance) and spoke (perhaps concurrently — when he foresaw the
resurrection of the Christ he immediately spoke it). The participles may be in the order in
which we find them because the reader can follow the logic more easily when placed in
that order, and it may be a coincidence that they seem to line up in the proper temporal
order (an observation that only holds if actions and not states are in view).

In Acts 3:12, Peter asks his audience, npiv ti dtevilete o¢ idig duvdpet
evoefelq memomkooy 100 mepitatelv avtov; (“why do you stare at us, as if by our own
power or piety we have made him walk?”). Here the participle is part of a o¢ clause, but
it expresses the possible cause for the main verb drtevilete, so it could be considered a
causal participle that follows the main verb in the sentence, even though if it were
considered an “action” one would argue that it temporally precedes the action of the main
verb. Instead it is a state. Perhaps Luke chose to use a perfect tense form here to add
emphasis by using a more marked form and to consider the condition of the apostles that
would warrant such stares.

In Acts 5:2 there is a genitive absolute with a perfect participle: Avaviog
.. . évocoioato amd g TS, oVVELdLING Kol THS Yuvoukos, Kol EVEYKag LEPOS TL TOPAL
TOVG TOOOG TV AmocTOA®V E0nKkev (“Ananias kept some of the value for himself, with
his wife also knowing about it, and bringing a certain portion, he laid it at the feet of the

apostles”). The participle here gives the state of Ananias’ wife as a circumstance
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surrounding the keeping back of some of the money, so the participle follows the verb it
modifies and describes a concurrent state. The perfect is not used to add emphasis by
using a more marked form; rather it is used because it is a stative aspect that Luke wants
to communicate. The verbs of this sentence are not in the order they are in because of
temporal relationships (the wife likely knew what he was doing before he kept some of it
or at least during that process), but because of logical flow — the reader grasps the full
weight of what is happening as each successive verb is laid out.

The next adverbial perfect participle is in Acts 9:2: fjticato Tap’ avtod
EMGTOANG €1¢ AQUAGKOV TPOS TAG GLVAYWYAS, OTWS £V Tvag gVpn ThG 000D dvtag,
dvopag te kal yovaikos, dedgpévoug aydyn eig Tepovsainu (“he asked him for letters to
the synagogue in Damascus, so that if he found some belonging to the Way — men or
women — he might bring them bound into Jerusalem™). This would probably be best
understood as a participle of manner, expressing the manner in which the disciples (the
object of the participle) would come to Jerusalem. Because Luke wants to depict the
state of being bound rather than the action itself, he uses the perfect tense.

The same perfect passive participle — dedepévog (“the state of being
bound”) — occurs five other times in Acts (Acts 9:21; 12:6; 20:22; 22:5; 24:27).'° In Acts
9:21 and 24:27 it is used in the same way as in 9:2. The only major difference is that in
Acts 24:27 the main verb is katélmne (“he left”) instead of aydyn (“he might bring”) and
in Acts 24:27, the participle succeeds the main verb. In Acts 12:6 and 20:22 the word
occurs in the nominative case instead of the accusative case, and one time it comes before
the main verb (20:22), whereas the other time it comes after the main verb (12:6). The

other occurrence of this participle in Acts (22:5) is periphrastic, but it functions almost

' It also occurs in Luke 19:30, but it is functioning adjectivally there.
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identically to the occurrences in 9:2 and 21. Notably the periphrasis follows the main
verb. From this we see a freedom to move the participle to where it fits best rhetorically
rather than to place it somewhere that communicates its temporal relationship to the main
verb. This is what we would expect if the perfect participle expresses a state with no
concern for the action itself.

In Acts 9:8 there is a genitive absolute that functions concessionally and
precedes the main verb: @ve@ypévav d¢ T@v 0QO0ANDY adTod ovoev ERAemey (“although
his eyes were open, he saw nothing”). The stative aspect is expected because Luke is
speaking not about the action of Paul opening his eyes, but about the state of openness
that the eyes are in.

In Acts 11:11, Peter says, referring to when he was at the house of Simon
the tanner, Tpeig dvopec Enéotoay . . . drestaipévor and Kooapeiag npog pe (“three
men approached, sent from Caesarea to me”’). Here the participle could be considered
adjectival, because it gives a fuller picture of who the men are (their status). But it could
also be modifying the verb énéotnoav, as if to say “they came because they were sent to
me.” This advances the thought that their coming was no coincidence (a thought
introduced by the word é€avtiic [“instantly’’] earlier in the sentence). The perfect tense
allows Luke to speak to their “sentness” without speaking of the specific act of sending
that occurred.

In Acts 16:34, the Philippian jailer yoAA1dG0oTO TOVOIKEL TETIGTEVKAG
1@ Oed (“rejoiced with his family, having believed in God”). The participle here is
causal and therefore the action behind it is antecedent in time, and yet the participle

follows the main verb. Luke uses the perfect participle because it describes the jailer’s
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state from which he was led to rejoice. In other words, Luke is not so concerned with the
action of believing as he is with the state of being a believer.

In Acts 20:7, Luke says, 'Ev 6 1] pud t@v cofpfdtov covypévey nudv
KAaoo aptov, O [Tadrog deréyeto avtoig (“On the first day of the week, as we were
gathered together to break bread, Paul reasoned with them”). This perfect participle
would often be labeled a temporal adverbial participle, but the basic idea is that the
context for Paul’s discussion was the regular gathering on the first day of the week. The
activity of gathering is not in view, just the state of gatheredness, therefore the perfect
tense is the best one for communicating this idea. The gatheredness is concurrent with
Paul’s reasoning with them (likely it spans the entire time of Paul’s instruction plus
additional time), and yet a perfect participle precedes an imperfect indicative verb.

Acts 20:22 has already been mentioned in the discussion of 0ida and in the
discussion of dedepévoc (on 9:22 above). Is there significance to the word order, though?
Kai viv 1600 8gdgpévog £y 1@ mved ot mopevopar €ic Tepovcainp T év ot
oLVOVTCOVTA pot pn €iddg (““And now, behold, I, being bound by the Spirit, am going
to Jerusalem, not knowing the things that will happen to me there). Both dedepévoc and
€ldm¢ communicate the circumstances under which he goes (present indicative) to
Jerusalem. Viewing each verb as separate events, we could say the order of events is: 1)
Paul is bound by the Spirit, 2) Paul cannot figure out what will happen to him there, and
3) Paul goes to Jerusalem. Clearly #2 as an event precedes #3 because once Paul
accomplishes #3, #2 is no longer true. One could argue that dedepévog precedes €i0mG in
the sentence because the event described by the former precedes the event described by

the latter. But if the past action is not necessarily conceived of in the use of a perfect
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participle, then this argumentation is faulty. Instead Paul describes the condition in
which he goes to Jerusalem. Word order does not establish temporality in this sentence
any more than in any other sentence. Rather word order gives Paul a way to
communicate his message in a rhetorical way. First he gives the fact that he is
dedepévog . . . 1@ mvedpott, because this expression sets the stage for the indicative verb
in such a way that everyone knows they cannot prevent Paul from doing what he says he
is going to do. It is out of a state of boundedness to the Spirit that Paul is going. Then
Paul actually says what he is doing — mopgvopan €ig Tepovsainy — and finally he
climaxes with an expression that communicates the full weight of this decision — ta év
avTf] cvvavtioovtd pot pn €idmwg. Perhaps the word order does not establish relative
temporality so much as rhetorical effect.

In Acts 21:40, it says émrpéyavtog 6¢ avtod 0 [Tadrog Eé6TMg Enl TdV
avaPabudv katéseioey T xepl T® Aad (“when [the commander] gave him permission,
Paul, standing on the steps, motioned to the crowd with his hand”). Here we have an
adverbial aorist participle followed by an adverbial perfect participle followed by an
aorist indicative. Rather than viewing the standing as being antecedent to the motioning
to the crowd, it is best to see standing as the state Paul was in when he began his speech.
The action itself is not in view. Whether that state began before or after the commander
giving permission is irrelevant and cannot be deduced from this sentence.

In Acts 24:21, Paul says he éxékpaa v avtoig éotmg (“cried out while
standing among them”). Here again the perfect participle describes Paul’s state while he

was crying out. He happened to be in that state both preceding and following the action
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of the aorist indicative verb. If temporality is a concern at all in this expression, it is
merely to say that this was his state concurrent with the action of the main verb.

In the following verse (24:22), Luke says, AveBdAieto d& avtovg 0 PRME,
axpiéotepov eidmg ta mepi T 060D (“But Felix adjourned them, accurately knowing
the things concerning the Way”). As in 24:21, the perfect participle follows the aorist
indicative verb and it describes the state Felix was in when the action of the main verb
transpired. There is no interest in the past action (how Felix obtained this knowledge);
Luke merely wants to make it known that Felix was familiar with the Way when he
responded to Paul in Acts 24:22. Notably, this verse is one of many that presents
evidence against the argument that 0ido. is functionally a present tense verb, because
under that model a present participle following an aorist indicative is typically understood
to give concurrent action, but Felix accurately knew about the Way before this began.
Verses like this make better sense when the meaning of the perfect participle is properly
understood.

Conclusion. By way of summary of the twenty-five instances in Luke-
Acts where the perfect participle functions adverbially, we can make a number of
significant observations. First, Daniel Wallace’s claim that adverbial perfect participles
are “almost always” causal'’ does not hold for Luke-Acts. Of the twenty-five adverbial
perfect participles, eight (32%) function causally, six (24%) communicate manner, three

(12%) communicate means, two (8%) give concessions, two give attendant circumstances

" Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 631.



17

(8%), one (4%) gives the reason, and three (12%) function more generally in giving
circumstances surrounding the action of the main verb.'®

Second, viewing the perfect tense as a means for grammaticalizing
stativity gives a better model for understanding adverbial perfect participles. In each case
the state expressed by the participle is an ongoing state that began before the action of the
main verb and continues on beyond the action of the main verb. This calls into question
temporal models, which cannot be sustained by this data. Any attempt to argue for
temporal relationships to be expressed by word order cannot stand. The following chart

demonstrates the flexibility with which Luke orders adverbial participles.

Function of Participle Participle Participle
Precedes Follows
Main Verb Main Verb
Causal 3 5
Manner 1 1
Means 2 1
Concession 1 1
Attendant Circumstance 1 1
Reason 0 1
General 2 1
Total 12 13

This leads to the third observation, that word order is a rhetorical tool that
may or may not coincide with temporal relationships.

The final observation to be made is that the action that brought about the
state is often not in view when the perfect participle is used in Luke-Acts. This in itself is

evidence that Porter’s argument that the perfect tense grammaticalizes stativity is a

'8 While some would categorize these last three “temporal,” it is better to view them as
giving more general circumstances surrounding the main verb, because they do not express temporality any
more than any of the other adverbial perfect participles. To be sure, the state is coincidental with the action
(and therefore the action that brought about the state is antecedent) in each of these three cases, but that can
be said to be true of all twenty-five adverbially perfect participles in Luke-Acts.
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stronger argument than Campbell’s, which holds that stativity is more a matter of lexis
and that the perfect tense grammaticalizes imperfective aspect with heightened proximity,
intensity, or prominence.” Campbell’s model does not work if the action that brings
about the state is not considered in perfect participles. These four observations will be

further confirmed as we look at other verbal uses of the perfect participle in Luke-Acts.

Perfect Participles in Indirect Discourse

The perfect participle is used in indirect discourse eight times in Luke and
ten times in Acts. In each occurrence the participle follows the main verb and is in the
accusative case, with the exception of Luke 1:11, which puts the participle in the
nominative case because it uses a passive main verb. Of the fifteen clauses that contain
these participles, eight have gdpickm, two Oeopém, two £idov, one Opdw, one BAénm, and
one ywmoko as the main verb. Luke 1:11 is the first example of indirect discourse in
Luke that uses a perfect participle: d@0n 6¢ avtd® dyyehog kupiov £6TMGS £k de&LDV TOD
Buoclactnpiov tod Bupdparog (“And there appeared to him an angel of the Lord
standing at the right side of the altar of incense”). The perfect participle éotag is the
most common perfect participle in indirect discourse in Luke-Acts (five out of eighteen
occurrences [28%]). In fact, the present and aorist participles of iotnpt never occur in
indirect discourse in Luke-Acts, because in all five texts where this word occurs in
indirect discourse it is speaking to the state of the person who is seen or found. In none

of the cases is there evidence that a specific past action is in mind.

' Constantine R. Campbell, Verbal Aspect, the Indicative Mood, and Narrative:
Soundings in the Greek of the New Testament (Studies in Biblical Greek 13; New York: Peter Lang, 2007),
172-4, 185-187, 207.
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In Luke 2:12, the angel says to the shepherds, evpricete Bpépog
gomapyovopévov kol keipevov &v eatvn (“you will find a baby swaddled and lain in a
manger”). Here the first participle is perfect and the second is present. While it is
strange that the second participle is not in the perfect tense, even though it clearly
communicates a stative idea in the context, it should be noted that nowhere in the New
Testament or in the LXX does keipat occur outside of the present and imperfect tenses.
Perhaps the stative aspect of éomapyavouévov carries over, then, to keipevov. Also
noteworthy in this verse is that the actions behind these states would chronologically
have occurred in the order that the participles are presented, but again it is context rather
than syntax that reveals this, although statistically it seems to be more likely for the first
participle to be antecedent to the second because this is the normal order of presentation
when telling a story or making a logical argument.

In Luke 8:35, it says of the Gerasenes, e0pov kaOfpevov OV &vOpmmov
4’ o0 T Sonpovia EERAOEY ipaTiopévov Kai cogpovodva mapd tovg mddag Tod Incod
(“they found the man from whom the demons had gone out sitting, dressed, and sane by
the feet of Jesus™). Here the first and third participles are present, while the middle one is
perfect. If one were to consider the actions involved — sitting, dressing, and becoming
sane — they likely would have occurred in the opposite order from which they are
presented. This is further evidence that word order in participles communicates rhetoric
rather than temporality. One would expect all three participles to be in the perfect tense,
but neither kOt nor coepovém ever occurs in the perfect tense in any mood in the
New Testament or in the Septuagint, so it may be that it is standard for these words to

occur in the present tense. It cannot be held that the perfect tense denotes antecedent
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time and the present tense denotes contemporaneous time. All three participles — if
viewed as states — are contemporaneous (as well as at least slightly antecedent and
subsequent) to the discovery by the Gerasenes. If viewed as actions that bring about the
states, all three are antecedent.

Luke 8:46 is an interesting example because the subject of the participle is
the word dvOvapig: &ym yap Eyvov dvvapy éEginivOvoiay an’ €pod (“for I know that
power has gone out from me”). One way of understanding this syntactically would be to
suggest that Jesus is in the state of having had power leave him, but Jesus is not the
subject of the participle, dvvapg is. How could dvvapug be in a state or condition?
Perhaps the idea is that the power Jesus had in him is now in the state of having gone out.
The use of the perfect instead of the aorist could also add emphasis, since the perfect is
the more heavily marked form.

In Luke 11:25 we find two perfect participles in indirect discourse: kai
ENOOV evpiokel oecapopévov koi kekoopnuévov (“and when [the unclean spirit] comes,
it finds [the house] swept and put in order”). Because the emphasis is on the state of the
house when the unclean spirit returns and not on the actions themselves of sweeping and
ordering, it is not surprising for Luke to use perfect participles. Similarly, in Luke 24:2,
being “rolled away” is the state of the stone by the tomb. Because the rolling away itself
is not what the women saw, it makes sense for Luke to use a perfect participle to depict
the “rolled-awayness” of the stone. In Luke 24:33, the two men who went to find the
disciples did not see that they were gathering together, but found them in the state of

already having gathered together, so again Luke uses the perfect participle.
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Acts 4:14 is similar to Luke 1:11 with the use of iotnut and so it does not
need to be dealt with again. Acts 5:23 also uses the perfect participle of iotnut but has a
second perfect participle in the construction: 10 deoU®OTNPIOV EVPOUEV KEKAELGUEVOV £V
Thon AoeaAeiq Kol TOVG PUANKOC E6TATOG £l TV Bupdv (“we found the prison
securely locked and the guards standing at the doors”). Both of these participles make
sense as perfect tenses since they describe the state things were found in. In Acts 7:55,
Stephen saw Jesus ““standing at the right hand of God.” Again, standing was his state, not
an action that Stephen was watching. Then in the following verse Stephen says, idov
Bewpd TOLG OVPOVOVS BIMVOLYREVOLG Kai TOV VIOV ToD AvBpdTOoL €K de&LdV E€oTdTA TOD
Beod (“behold, I see the heavens opened and the Son of Man standing at the right hand
of God”). He does not see the event in which the heavens open up or Jesus first comes to
stand at the right hand of God, but he is seeing this state of affairs.

In Acts 10:11 Peter Oewpel TOv 00pavov ave@ypévov Kai kotofoivov
oKkedOG TL ¢ 000V peydAny téocapoty dpyoic kabiépevov émi thg yNg (“sees heaven
opened and something like a great sheet descending, by its four corners being lowered to
the earth”). This verse is very similar to Acts 7:56, but the participles in the second part
of the verse are in the present tense because he is witnessing the process unfolding,
whereas heaven itself he is just seeing in the state of openness. In Acts 10:27, Peter went
into Cornelius’ house and gvpickel ovveAnivBotog mtolhovg (“found many gathered”).
As in Luke 24:33, the gathering was not an action witnessed by Peter; rather it is the state
of gatheredness that Luke is depicting. Similarly in Acts 16:27, the jailer saw that the
prison doors were opened, and in Acts 24:18, Paul was found fjyviepévov (“purified”) in

the temple — the actions of opening and purifying are not in view, but the resultant state.
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Conclusion. In this survey of perfect participles functioning in indirect
discourse, we see further confirmation of the thesis that the perfect tense grammaticalizes
stativity without regard for the initial action that brought about the state. We also see that
in the Lukan corpus the participle always follows the verb of perception in indirect
discourse and that it is always in the accusative case, except when the verb of perception
is passive. And finally we have seen more evidence that word order is a rhetorical

device, not a method of communicating temporality.

Periphrastic Perfect Participles
We will not be able to deal with periphrastic perfect participles as
rigorously in this paper, but a few observations should be made. It can be difficult to
distinguish between a periphrasis and an giui verb with a participle functioning as a
predicate adjective, and perhaps lines should not be so neatly drawn, but Boyer gives
some guidelines that are helpful:

First, those places where the verbal sense seemed to be
primarily in the participle, where the connecting verb was
“semantically empty,” were classified as periphrastic.
Those in which the copulative verb seemed to be
predicating to the subject some quality, act or state
expressed by the participle were classified as predicate
adjectives. This factor also explains why the periphrastic
construction is made a part of the "verbal" uses of the
participle, for in such instances the participle does in fact
express "the verb" of the clause. Second, where the
participle appears in a list of predications along with
predicate adjectives or predicate complements, its
parallelism with the other predicates was taken to indicate
its own predicate nature, even when it could well have been
taken as periphrastic if it had stood alone.”

0 James L. Boyer, “The Classification of Participles: A Statistical Study,” Grace
Theological Journal 5 (1984): 163-179, quotation from 167-168.
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According to this model, one can find forty periphrastic perfect participles
in Luke-Acts, but again, it is difficult to distinguish a periphrastic from an &iui verb with
a participle functioning as a predicate adjective. This is especially complex with the
perfect participle since it expresses the state of the subject rather than an action that the
subject is performing. So in Luke 5:18 and Acts 9:33, is fjv mapaielopévog (“was
paralyzed”) functioning more verbally or adjectivally? If it is merely an adjective with
no verbal idea, why not use mtapoivtikdés? Then again, Luke never uses mopaivticog, but
twice uses mapaielvpévog substantivally. At the same time, Porter has argued
convincingly that adjectival participles retain their aspectuality,” so we would expect
even adjectival participles to carry verbal connotations. But if this were merely
functioning adjectivally, why place it in a 0¢ clause at all? In Luke 8:2 there is a similar
construction: kai yovoikéc Tiveg ol foav Tedepamevpévar 4nd TveLpdTOY ToVNP®V Kol
dcOeveidv, Moapio 1) kakovpévn Moydainvi, 4’ fig Sopdvia émta EeAniobst . . . (“and
some women who were healed from evil spirits and diseases: Mary who is called
Magdalene, from whom seven demons had gone out, . . .”). The parallelism between the
o clause and the &’ Tc clause here suggests that the perfect participle is functioning
similar to the perfect indicative £é£gAnA00et. So there seems to be more of a verbal feel to
this kind of d¢-fv clause. But even here the distinctions cannot be pressed hard, for really
the participle functions like a verb in many ways and also like an adjective in many ways.

In the forty periphrastic perfect participles it is easy to see stativity as the
idea that is communicated. So in Luke 5:1 the point is not that Jesus stood up by the lake
of Gennesaret, but that he was in a state of standing by the lake. In Luke 5:17 the point is

not that the Pharisees were in the process of coming, but that they were in the state of

21 Porter, 454.
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having come from every town. In Luke 5:18 there is no thought of the act of becoming
paralyzed, but what is in view is the state of being paralyzed. In Luke 8:2 it is not the
coming out of the evil spirits and the diseases that is in view, but the state that the women
were in of having been delivered. In Luke 9:32 Peter was in the state of sleepiness. In
Luke 9:45 it is not an action of concealing the meaning of the saying that is in view, but
the state of its concealedness. And most of the other periphrastic perfect participles in
Luke-Acts are just as clearly stative.

The few examples where this is a little less certain are Luke 2:26; 4:16,
17; 23:15; Acts 20:13; and 21:29. Luke 2:26 is perhaps stative in that the emphasis is not
on the revelation to Simeon itself, but on the fact that the state of this knowledge was that
it had been revealed. Luke 4:16 (. .. Nalapd, od fiv 1e@papupévoc, . . . [. . . Nazareth,
where he was brought up, . . .”’]) is more difficult to understand statively, but perhaps the
idea is that when Jesus is in Nazareth he is in the state of being in the place where he was
brought up. In Luke 4:17 Jesus finds the place in Isaiah where the prophecy is written.
Because what is important is the current state of the prophecy (its writtenness) rather than
the writing itself, he uses the perfect participle.

Luke 23:15 (1000 00d&v d&lov Bavatov €otiv mempayuévov avtd, “behold,
nothing warranting death has been done by him”) is difficult because the ongoing state
seems to apply to the object rather than the subject, but perhaps Luke uses the perfect
participle because he is not looking at specific events, but a condition which involves
both the subject (00d¢v) and the indirect object (avt®). When Luke wants to address the
action itself, he uses the aorist participle, such as in Acts 19:19 (1dv 10 mepiepya

npalaviov, “those who practiced witchcraft™). Acts 20:13 is also difficult because the
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ongoing state seems to apply more to the object than to the subject: €keibev péArovteg
avorapBavery Tov Iadrov- obtwg yop Sratetoypévoc nv (“we had intended to take Paul
aboard there, for thus he had arranged”); but again the act of Paul’s arranging things is
not in view so much as the state of the arrangedness, and this state applies to the subject
as well as to the object — not only was this plan in the state of having been arranged, but
Paul was in the state of having arranged this plan.

Finally, in Acts 21:29 Luke could have used an aorist participle to speak
of the people having previously seen Trophimus with Paul in Jerusalem, but Luke is not
highlighting the event, but the state the people were in of having seen this and how that
state affected them in their present actions. So while a few examples are not as easily
explained by the idea of stativity it can still account for all of them.

A few other periphrastic constructions are noteworthy. In Acts 5:25 the
periphrasis also contains both a perfect participle and a present participle: 5oV ot Gvdpeg
ol¢ £€0e0Be &v 11| pLAaK) eloiv &v 1@ 1epd EoTATES KOl d10doKovTes TOV AoV (“behold,
the men whom you put in prison are standing in the temple and feaching the people”).
Here ot occurs as a perfect participle because the activity of standing up is not in
view, but the state of standing is. On the contrary, the teaching is an unfolding process
that warrants the present tense. It is difficult to determine which is to be more
emphasized — is it more significant that the men who were locked up are now standing
somewhere else or that they are doing the very thing the chief priests did not want to
happen, teaching? Both are likely emphatic here, which is probably why they are both
placed in this periphrastic construction, and neither tense form highlights one over the

other 1in this case.
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Acts 12:12 is very similar with a perfect participle and a present participle
standing together in a periphrastic construction. Again it is difficult to establish which is
more emphatic. It is clearly significant that the people were praying for Peter, as this was
emphasized already in verse 5. So when Luke says that the house of Mary is o0 fjcav
ikavol cuvnBpoisuévor kai mpocsevyopevol (“where many were gathered together and
were praying”), he wants to communicate why Peter went there, what was going on there,
and that it happened to be in a moment of earnest prayer. Whether the perfect participle
or the present participle receives more weight is unclear.

In Acts 16:9 it says a man from Macedonia 7|V £6TMg K01 TOPUKAADY
avTOV Koi Aéyov . . . (“was standing and urging him and saying, . . .”). Again the perfect
participle establishes the state of the man while the present participles express his
activities. And similarly in Acts 22:20, Paul says, a0t0g fjunv £9e6TMS Kol GLVELOOKDY
Kol QUAGGGOV Ta ipdtia T@V dvalpodvtov avtdv (“I myself was standing and approving
and guarding the clothes of the men who were killing him”). Here again the perfect
participle highlights the state of Paul, while the present participles show the actions that
were unfolding from that state — Paul was there, and this is how he responded to their
conduct.

One last observation to be made regarding periphrastics in Luke-Acts is
that the participle typically follows the auxiliary verb (33/40=83%). It may be that the
exceptions to this are ordered as they are to emphasize the participle. So in Luke 20:6,
the chief priests and scribes say of the people, mereiopévog . . . Eotv Todvvny Tpoennv
givo (“they are convinced that John was a prophet™), and in Luke 24:38, Jesus asks, ti

TeETAPOYREVOL £0TE Kol 01d Ti dtaAoyicpol avapaivovoty €v 1) kapdig dudv; (“Why are
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you troubled, and why do doubts arise in your hearts?”’). But Luke may have other
reasons for placing the participle first.

Conclusion. In these examples we again see the stative aspect
communicated by the perfect participle, often with no regard for the action that brought
about the state. Sometimes periphrasis is used to add emphasis to the idea of the
participle, but sometimes it is not. For example, in Luke 5:1 there does not seem to be a
reason to emphasize £otmg, whereas in Acts 25:10 Paul’s state of standing before the
Caesar’s tribunal is something to be highlighted.”> More work needs to be done on
periphrastic perfect participles in Luke-Acts, but this brief study lays a foundation with

some preliminary observations.

Conclusion

Having considered all of the verbal perfect participles in Luke-Acts, we
see evidence that Porter’s conception of the perfect tense as grammaticalizing stativity
and as having no temporal meaning is correct. We also see that perfect participles
describe a state that is usually, if not always, concurrent with the action of the main verb.
That state may have been initiated by a past action, but the past action itself is not in view
when the perfect participle is used. We see that word order does not indicate a temporal
relationship, nor does it suggest how the participle is functioning in relation to the main
verb (what type of adverbial use is being employed). Rather, word order is a rhetorical
device, which often coincides with temporal relationships only because an author is more
likely to present things in the order in which they occurred. We have challenged the

thesis that adverbial perfect participles are usually causal. And finally it should be noted

2 So Turner, 88, and C. K. Barrett, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Acts of
the Apostles, vol. 2 (New York: T. & T. Clark, 1998), 1128-1129.
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that there were places where an aorist participle would have described an event just as
accurately as the perfect participle, which suggests that the difference between the two is
not Aktionsart, but the author’s subjective portrayal of the action (aspect).

More work needs to be done on the perfect participle. A survey of the
adjectival uses would further the discussion. Do adjectival participles maintain the
aspectuality of their tenses? A comparison of the results of this study with studies of
other corpora would also illuminate how standard these principles are and how much of

t.2 A deeper exploration of the periphrastic participles may

this is related to idiolec
produce rich results as well. The perfect participle has a wide range of functions in Luke-
Acts, as it does throughout the New Testament, and it has been commonly misunderstood
by scholars and translators. Therefore it is imperative for scholars to continue to explore

this grammatical form to understand its significance and assist in unlocking the depths of

the message of Scripture.

2 For one such study of the book of Galatians with similar conclusions, see T. R. Hatina,
“The Perfect Tense-Form in Recent Debate: Galatians as a Case Study,” Filologia Neotestamentaria 8
(1995): 3-22.
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