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The Usage of avip [anéer] and avBpwmog
[anthropos] in the Healing of the Gerasene
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Abstract: The study takes into consideration the alternating usage of two nouns
avnp and &vBpwtog in the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac (Luke 8:26-39). The
author briefly analyzes the use of those two nouns in the Gospel of Luke in order to
find a logic behind the choices made by the evangelist. Both nouns are frequently
used by Luke, and there are cases where he employs them as synonyms, although
he displays a preference for the first at the expenses of the second. What at first
may seem to be a haphazard usage of words and expressions, with no logic behind
it, reveals itself to be a methodical and well-thought strategy to underline the
impact of the encounter with Jesus on man'’s live from now on. The use of rhetorical
techniques such as inclusio in Luke 8:27 and 8:38 and repetition in Luke 8:29.33.35
awakes the audience’s alertness, serves to underscore the restored humanity of the
once-demonized man and pinpoints the most important character of the narrative.
The distinction between the two nouns avrp and &vBpwtog, as intended by the
"beloved physician” Luke should, therefore, be preserved in modern translation of
the Bible, which is not always the case.

Keywords: Luke's vocabulary, Gerasene Demoniac, Gospel of Luke, narrative
criticism

Introduction

11 three Synoptics have the episode of the healing of demoniac
in the region opposite Galilee (Matt 8:28—34; Mark 5:1-20; Luke
8:26-39).! The insertion of the passage in the Galilean section of the

' The actual place where Jesus journeyed and where he healed the demoniac

is still disputed. The manuscripts are divided, whereas I'epaonvdv has a major
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Third Gospel is surprising, to say the least. It upsets an almost perfect
blueprint on which Luke composed his two-volume work.

The plan of Luke-Acts, as we understand it today, is very precise.
The story of Jesus’ childhood (1:5-2:52) is followed by the period
of preparation for the ministry (3:1-4:13) and leads to the itinerant
ministry in Galilee (4:14-9:50). Jesus’ long and meaningful journey to
Jerusalem (9:51-19:46) culminates with his activity in the temple and
in the holy city (19:47-21:38) and ends with the story of the passion,
death, and resurrection (22:1-24:53). Luke concludes his Gospel with
the ascension of Jesus and the return of the disciples to Jerusalem.
In other words, the Gospel that begins in the temple of Jerusalem
(1:8-9) with the announcement of the birth of John the Baptist finds
its fulfillment in the same temple of Jerusalem (24:53), where the
disciples of Jesus come together to glorify God. Their presence in
Jerusalem and in the temple does not signal the end of the mission.
In Jerusalem, the disciples are waiting to be filled with the power
from above. Since the Gospel itself does not describe the mission to
the Gentiles, such mission will be carried out later on by the apostles
and described in the second volume of Luke’s work.

Luke dedicates a lot of space to describe the actions of the
apostles and their mission. It begins with the account of the Church
of Jerusalem (Acts 1:6—5:42), and then moves on to the presentation
of the first missions that eventually lead the preachers of the gospel
from Jerusalem to Antioch (6:1-12:25). Subsequently, the missions of
Paul will bring the message of salvation from Antioch to the people
in Cyprus, Asia Minor, Greece (13:1-21:26) and finally to Rome
(21:27-28:31). The mission of the apostles presented in the book of
Acts is carried out in accordance with the command given to them by
the Risen Lord “you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, throughout
Judea and Samaria, and to the ends of the earth” (Acts 1:8).

support (B B D latt sy"™¢) some other have the region of T'epyeonvov (according
to N L ® 2 f!33. 579. 700*. 1241) or the region of 'udapnvev (according to AW
W f13 9 sy). Bruce M. Metzger (Textual Commentary, 121) notes that the reading
Tepaonvdv is preferred for the following reasons: a) it has a superior external
attestation; b) the reading I'undapnvev could be a scribal assimilation to the text of
Matthew; c) ['epyeonvav is most likely correction proposed by Origen.
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In his “orderly account” of Jesus’ public life, Luke avoids
references to the pagan regions and to the mission of Jesus outside
Palestine.? In fact, unlike Matt 16:13-20 and Mark 8:27-30, Luke
9:18-21 does not inform that Peter’s profession of faith took place in
Caesarea Philippi. Likewise, he does not inform of Jesus’ journey
to the region of Tyre and Sidon and of the healing of the daughter of
a Greek woman, a Syrophoenician by birth (Matt 15:21-28 // Mark
7:24-30). Hence, it is startling at least, that Luke reports of Jesus’
mission in the pagan territory in the midst of the Galilean section as
he ventures into the land opposite Galilee to heal a man possessed by
a legion of demons. An attentive reader of the Gospel of Luke may
find it surprising that Jesus does not welcome the exorcised man’s
plea to let him follow his benefactor. Instead, he dismisses the man,
tells him to go home and orders: “recount what God has done to you”
(8:39). Such unexpected finale stands in apparent contrast to what
Jesus said to a leper once he was cleansed of his infirmity — “he
ordered him not to tell anyone” (5:14).

Rationale for the inclusion of this passage in the Galilean section
or the “Messianic secret” aside, it is likewise surprising that Luke
made at first glance some inexplicable alternations to the vocabulary
when he adopted the episode of the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac
from Mark.? Such changes seem to have no logic at all. Within the

2 Despite the attempts to avoid references to Jesus’ mission in the pagan region,
the Third Gospel contain a series of episodes which foretell and anticipate the mis-
sion of the apostles among the Gentiles. For example, in Luke 6:17-18 a large crowd
came to hear Jesus. In this crowd, there were people “from all Judea and Jerusalem
and the coastal region of Tyre and Sidon.” The healing of the centurion’s servant
in Luke 7:1-10 underscores the Roman officer’s incomparable faith and probably
prepares for the account of the baptism of another centurion named Cornelius,
a God-fearing man in Acts 10.

3 The author of this paper accepts and follows the “two source hypothesis” (the
Gospel of Mark and the hypothetical source Q) to explain the synoptic problem.
Although the hypothesis may not be wholly satisfactory as it, for example, fails to
address the so-called minor agreements, it seems to be the best possible answer
for the time being. For the synoptic problem and different attempts to solve it, see
Reicke, The Roots of the Synoptic Gospels; Stein, The Synoptic Problem; Farmer,
The Synoptic Problem. For the so-called minor agreements see Neirynck, The
Minor Agreements.
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healing of the Gerasene Demoniac, Luke uses once avnp (Luke 8:27)

where Mark has dvOpwmog (Mark 5:2); once preserves dvOpwmnog he

inherits from his source (Mark 5:8 // Luke 8:29); once adds the noun

avOpwmog (Luke 8:33) which has no counterpart (see Mark 5:12);

once uses dvOpomoc (Luke 8:35) for tov Sapovilopevov (Mark 5:15)

and once uses avnp (Luke 8:38) for 6 dapovicBeic (Mark 5:18). To

complete the whole picture, it is necessary to add that Luke once

uses a participle 6 daipovicOeig (Luke 8:36) where Mark has t@®
dapovilopéve (Mark 5:16). The following table illustrates the above-
mentioned differences that exist between the two Gospels.*

Mark Luke

avOpwmoc (5:1) avnp 116 (8:27)

100 avOpdmov (5:8) ano tod avOpomov (8:29)
Ao Tob avOpmmov (8:33)

OV darpoviiopevov (5:15) 1OV vOpOTOV G’ 0 Té Sapdvio
£ENADev (8:35)

@ Soupovilopéve (5:16) 0 dopovicBeic (8:36)

0 dapovicdeig (5:18) 6 avip G’ o EEEANAV0EL T Soupdvia
(8:38)

* Modern translations often make no distinction between the nouns and trans-
late avnp and dvOpomog in the same manner. For example: New American Bible
and New Revised Standard Version — “man”;, Bibbia CEI — “uomo’; La Bible de
Jerusalem — “homme”; Nueva Version Espaiiola — “hombre”; Einheitstibersetzung
der Heiligen Schrift — “Mann”; Biblia Tysigclecia — “cztowiek™; Chinese Transla-
tion of the blessed Gabriele Allegra, ofm —“N’ (“man”). Surprisingly, the Modern
Greek makes a distinction between the two nouns but only in the introductory
verse — “avtpag” in Luke 8:27 but dvOpwnog in Luke 8:38. In all other instances
it has dvBpomoc. To complete this survey, it should be remembered that Vulgata
makes a clear distinction between the two Greek nouns. It translates avnp as “vir”
in Luke 8:27 and 8:38, whereas ¢vOpwmog as “homo” in Luke 8:29.33.35. Interes-
tingly, Syriac Peshitta also makes a distinction and employs two different nouns
(=2 “man” and <145 “human”), but their usage is far from being coherent.
Thus, it has <12 in Luke 8:27.33.35.38 and <=4 in Luke 8:29. Additionally it
has <se.s e a2 in Luke 8:36 where the Greek text has the participle used as
a noun 0 dotpovicOeic.
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While in recent years biblical studies have seen a tangible
proliferation of commentaries, monographs, articles and various
studies on Luke-Acts, none of them seems to dedicate adequate
attention to the alternating usage of avnp’® and GvOpwmoc® in the
healing of the Gerasene Demoniac.” Hence, the following study is
required inasmuch as it aims to fill that lacuna and shed some light on
Luke’s usage of the two nouns within the healing of the Demoniac.?

1. AvAp in the Gospel of Luke

The noun dvnp appears two-hundred sixteen times in the New
Testament. Twenty-seven times in Luke and one hundred in Acts.’
This simple analysis indicates that 58.79% of all the occurrences of
that noun in the New Testament fall in Luke-Acts. In Mark there are
only four occurrences (6:20.44; 10:2.12) whereas in Matthew eight
(1:16.19; 7:24.26; 12:41; 14:21.35; 15:38). Such a significant usage of
the noun in Luke-Acts could indicate that it may be one of the favorite
words used by the Third Evangelist. However, before such a hasty
conclusion is drawn, one should remember that Luke is responsible
for a substantial part of the New Testament. Therefore, the significant
number of the occurrences of the noun within his Gospel may be due
to the vastity of the material and not necessarily to the preferences of
the author. In order to understand the large quantity of the occurrences

5 There are several studies on av1p in Luke-Acts, but none of them focuses on

the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac. See Bauer, “Philologische Bemerkungen,”
535-540; Craghan, “Redactional Study,” 353-367; Dickerson, “The New Character,”
291-312.

¢ Similarly, there are several studies on &vOpwnog in Luke-Acts, but none
of them focuses on the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac. The majority of them
investigates the expression “the Son of Man.” See Bauckham, “The Son of Man,”
23-33; Casey, “The Son of Man,” 147—-154; Derrett, “GvOpomot evdokiog (Lk 2:14b),”
101-106; Kilpatrick, “The Greek Syntax,” 472—475.

7 See for example Klutz, The Exorcism Stories, 82—151; Boxall, “Reading the
Synoptic Gospels,” 51-65; Garcia Pérez, “El endemoniado de Gerasa,” 117-146;
Konieczny, “Teologia dziatalnosci Jezusa,” 139-154.

8 The study makes use of the introduction to the narrative-criticism by Res-
seguie, Narrative Criticism.

 Denaux — Corstjens — Mardaga, The Vocabulary of Luke, 44—47.
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of this noun in the Gospel of Luke, it is imperative to analyze its
usage and not simply its frequency.

According to BDAG the noun dvrp can assume different meanings. '
Among other meanings, it can be construed as 1) an adult man or
husband (Acts 5:1); 2) it can be used as an equivalent to indefinite
pronoun tic (someone); 3) or it can be used in a figurative sense to
denote a transcendent figure." The first meaning can further be
used to express a whole array of linguistic nuances. For example,
it can be used in sense of maturity (Eph 4:13); can be used in
expressions indicating someone’s provenance (Acts 8:27); or can be
used to emphasize one’s characteristics either negative or positive
(Acts 11:24).2

Fourteen, out of twenty-seven occurrences of the noun évrp in
the Gospel of Luke, are unique (1:27.34; 2:36; 5:8; 7:20; 11:31-32;
14:24; 17:12; 19:2.7; 22:63; 24:4.19). They have no counterpart in
the Gospel of Mark and, therefore, most likely come from Luke’s
own source. One occurrence (Luke 11:31) is shared with Matt 12:42
and could belong to the hypothetical source Q."* Two, with some
stylistic changes to the text, are preserved from Mark (Mark 6:44
// Luke 9:14 and Mark 10:12 // Luke 16:18). The remaining eleven
occurrences (Luke 5:12.18; 6:8; 8:27.38.41; 9.30.32.38; 23:50 [x2]),
fall into a category of changes made by Luke to his original source,
namely the Gospel of Mark. Since two of those changes appear in the
story of the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac (8:27.38) and will be

10 BDAG, “avnp,” s.v.

" Similar meanings the noun d&vnp has in the Septuagint: 1) male person/
husband; 2) person (maleness not being prominent)/people belonging to a certain
location; 3) pleonastically, (usually) preceding another noun denoting class of men
of some profession or disposition; 4) each. See Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint,
50-51.

12 The present study intends to analyze Luke’s alternating usage of the nouns
avnp and dvOpomog within the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac. It does not have
the slightest pretense to exhaust the topic of different meanings and nuances of the
nouns. Such a study of different meanings of those two nouns goes well beyond the
goal of this paper. Here, the basic meanings are provided as a guide for the study
as it is intended.

13 Robinson — Hoffmann — Kloppenborg, The Critical Edition of Q, 252-253.
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treated separately at the end of this paper, let us briefly analyze the
remaining nine occurrences of the noun dvnp in the Gospel of Luke:

(D) In the story of the cleansing of a leper (5:12—16) Luke changes
the adjective Aempdc used as a substantive into Gvip TAPNG AETPOC
(5:12)." The change is most likely to be considered a stylistic
improvement. Since one of the meanings of the adjective mAnpng
is “being complete and with nothing lacking,”" the change made by
Luke emphasizes much better the precarious state of the man, his
dire need to be cleansed (Mark 1:40 // Luke 5:12) and to be eventually
restored into community.'®

(2) In Luke 5:18 there are two changes to the text of Mark which
most likely are also to be considered as stylistic improvements. First
of all, Luke adds the noun dvdpeg making it clear that those who were
carrying the paralyzed were in fact males and not some unspecified
subjects. Adding the noun Gvdpec made the mention of the number of
those who were carrying the man superfluous and unnecessary, which

4 According to Parsons, Culy and Stigall (Luke, 317) the expression koi id00

avnp Tanpns Aémpog should be understood as “the nominative subject of an impli-
cit equative verb or to recognize that nominative nouns can be used to construct
nominal clauses that do not contain a verb.” See also Porter, /dioms, 85.

5 BDAG, “mApng,” s.v. William Hendriksen (Luke, 78) notes, “his leprosy
must have reached a very advanced stage.”

16 Leper is a frequent character in Luke-Acts. See the following passages: the
Syrian general Naaman in Luke 4:27; the cleansing of a leper in Luke 5:12-16;
a general reference to Jesus’ cleansing the lepers in Luke 7:22; and the cleansing
of ten lepers in Luke 17:11-19. While according to the traditional view the lepers
in the time of Jesus were forced and confined to live at the margins of the society
and could not have regular interactions with other members, Myrick C. Shinall
(“The Social Condition,” 915-934) argues, that “the evidence for the exclusion of
the leprous from first-century Jewish society is much less certain than is generally
realized. Without this assumption, the gospel texts themselves do not convey the
message that lepers were excluded.” The diversity of opinion may derive from the
fact that in the Hebrew Bible, the term leprosy might have included various skin
diseases. Not all cases of ny1¥ are true leprosy (known today as Hansen’s disease).
The priest, who declares the individual to be sick or healed, is neither a medic
nor miracle-worker. He simply follows and applies the prescription of the Torah
(Lev 13), which surprisingly is far more optimistic on the matter than one may
think. It contemplates (centuries before an actual cure was found) a possibility to
recover from leprosy (!). See also Green, “Healing and Healthcare,” 330-341.
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in fact Luke omits. Second, Luke adds the noun dvOpwmog followed
by the subordinate relative clause with perfect middle participle
napoiervpévog which better portrays the condition of the sick man;
effect in the present of the past action. Such a change is a substantial
improvement over a simple and common 0 Tapaivtikdg (Mark 5:4)."7
Those changes make the text smoother and more elegant.

(3) In the healing of the man with a withered hand (6:6—11), Luke
substitutes the noun &vOpwmrog with aviip. There is no apparent reason
for such a change. In fact, Luke faithfully follows his source and
introduces the character of the story in the same way as Mark. In
both Gospels the man is introduced as dvOpwmog who had a withered
hand (Mark 3:1 // Luke 6:6). Since there is no apparent reason why
Luke made such a change when he mentions the man for the second
time, it is probably licit to assume that he used a synonym to avoid
repeating the same noun.

(4) In the healing of Jairus’ Daughter (8:40—42.49-56) Luke
avoids a technical and probably unknown to his implied reader
term apylovvaymyog and substitutes it with a more intelligible
expression for his Greek audience.' Thus, instead of a mouthful gig
TOV apylovvaydymv, dvopartt Tdipog (Mark 5:22) Luke has a more
comprehensible and elegant reading' of dvip @ dvopa Tdipog kai
obTo¢ &pymv Tfig cuvaywytic vVrfipyev (Luke 8:41). The retention of
the noun dpyiovvaymyog at the end of the same passage in accordance
with the version of Mark (Mark 5:35 // Luke 8:49) does not invalidate
the hypothesis of substitution of an unfamiliar term with a more
intelligible and recognizable one. Quite the contrary, the occurrence
of dpyiovvaymyoc in Luke 8:49 makes this conjecture even stronger.

17 Bovon, Luke, 179. According to Plummer (Luke, 152), “Luke’s use is in strict
agreement with that of the medical writers.” See also the classical study on the
matter (published originally in 1882) of Hobart, The Medical Language, 6.

18 According to BDAG (“dpyiovvaymyoc,” s.v.), “the term was used only with
reference to the Jewish synagogue, of an official whose duty was to take care of
the physical arrangements for the worship services.”

19 A similar construction may be seen in the following passages of Acts 5:1; 8:9;
10:1; 13:6; 16:9; 17:5; 25:14. Their presence in the second volume of Luke’s work
confirms the hypothesis that such a change should be assigned to Luke’s editorial
work and stylistic improvement of sources at his disposal.
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The more difficult and unfamiliar word dpyiovvéaywyog is elucidated
in the light of the first dpywv tMc cvvaywyig. It proves that Luke,
although faithful to his sources, wants to provide a text which is
beneficial to every reader regardless of his/her previous background.
Therefore, it is plausible that once the unknown term is introduced
and explained, Luke goes back to the original term to avoid repetition.

(5—6) In the transfiguration scene (9:28-36), Luke accepts the
tradition inherited from Mark but makes some interesting changes.
As far as the use of the noun avnp is concerned, Luke first informs
the reader of the appearance of the two characters and then explains
who they are. He introduces them by the way of particle kai id00,%
a prompter of attention, which is then followed by the expression
dvopec dvo (Luke 9:30). Although at first glance the inclusion of the
whole expression seems to have no actual bearing on the meaning
of the passage, it has a tremendous impact for the rest of the Luke-
Acts narrative. Since there are some undeniable links between the
transfiguration and the resurrection narratives,? the inclusion of
seemingly unnecessary expression prepares the reader for what will
follow and provides a key to interpret such an unheard-of event as
the resurrection of Jesus. In the same way, as a preparation for the
resurrection narrative, should be considered the second addition of
the noun &vnp in the rest of the transfiguration narrative (Luke 9:32).

(7) In the healing of a boy possessed by a spirit (9:37-43) Luke
uses &vip amd tod Syhov (Luke 9:38) instead of €ic £k tod dyhov
(Mark 9:17). In this way, he not only underlines better the distance
that separated the man from Jesus but also details that it was a male
who begged Jesus to help his necessitous son. Such a change stands
in unison with the later comment of the narrator who declares that
after the exorcism, Jesus returned the boy to his father kai dnédwrev
avtov @ matpi avtod (Luke 9:42).2> The way Luke manages here the
material at his disposal recalls the way he introduces Jairus in one of

2 For the Hebrew origin of such expression see BDR, § 442.5 with its respective
footnote 15.

2l The exact phrase, 1500 Gvdpeg 800, also occurs in Luke 24:4 and Acts 1:10.
See Parsons — Culy — Stigall, Luke, 317.

22 James R. Edwards (Luke, 286) notes, “this is the third and final reference to
an only child in Luke.” The other two are Luke 7:12 and 8:42.
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the previously discussed episodes (Luke 8:41). In both instances he
uses &vnp instead of eic. Does it stand as a counter-piece to a woman
who shouted from the crowd in Luke 11:27 (yvvr) éx oD dyhov eimev
avt®)? Answer to this question aside, it is rather noteworthy that also
Matthew felt the need to make some changes in this episode. In his
version (Matt 17:14) it was dvBpwmog who begged Jesus to help his
son. The use of two different nouns &vrp and dvOpwmog to describe
the same situation hints at Luke’s preference in using the first noun
at the expense of the second.

(8-9) In the narrative of the burial of Jesus (23:50-56) Luke adds
twice the noun dvnp to the text he inherits from Mark — koi 1500
avnp ovopatt Toone Povievtng vmdpywv [Koi] dvip dyadog Kol
dikatog (Luke 23:50). The first time it is used as the nominative
subject of a nominal clause, whereas the second avnp is used as
appositive to the first one. In order to understand the rationale behind
this double insertion of the noun éavmp, it is important to look closer
at the text of Mark and Matthew. The first simply informs of the
arrival of Joseph without any need to specify who he was, other than,
he was a respected member of the council — EA0mv Twone [0] dro
Apyobaiog evoynumv povievtng (Mark 15:42). Matthew, for his part,
feels the need to supplement the story and specifies that he was man
of considerable wealth; JA0sv dvOpwmoc Thovotoc amd Apoadaiog,
tobvopa Toone (Matt 27:57). Now, since also Luke modifies the
Markan source and adds a noun — in fact, he adds the same noun more
than once in the same verse — it is probably licit to consider avnp as
his preferable choice of vocabulary. Moreover, it is rather noteworthy
that Luke defines here Joseph of Arimathea not as affluent man but
as “a good and upright man.” In a similar way he already introduced
Simeon calling him “righteous and devout man” — 6 &vOpmmog 0vT0g
dtkonog kai evAafng (Luke 2:25) or Zechariah and Elisabeth calling
them “righteous in the eyes of the Lord” — dikaiot dppdtepot Evavtiov
toD Oeod (Luke 1:6). Since those expressions seem to be standardized
in the Gospel of Luke and sound as a refrain to indicate person’s
good standing in front of God, one would intuitively expect to hear
600 dvlpwmog ovopatt Toone Bovdevtnig VIdpy®V Kol dvipwmog
ayaBog kai dikaiog. The usage of dvip and not dvBpwmog in Luke
23:50 makes the hypothesis of évnp as Luke’s preferable choice of
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word all the more plausible. However, it would be amiss not to mention
that Luke’s choice of dvnp instead of dvOpmmog might have also
been dictated and counterbalanced by the presence of the women at
the burial of Jesus oi yvvaikec, aitiveg oav cuveknivduion €k tiig
ToAhoiog avt®d (Luke 23:55). Thus, Luke once again preserves the
male — female pair in the parallel presentation of events.? Either way,
it is probably prudent to assume that the noun dvnp in this passage
comes from Luke himself and not his own source(s).

2. AvOpwmog in the Gospel of Luke

The noun dvOpwmoc is much more frequent in the New Testament
than the previously analyzed noun davnp. It appears five-hundred
fifty times. Ninety-five times in Luke and forty-six in Acts. These
numbers indicate that 25.63% of all the occurrences of that noun in
the New Testament fall in Luke-Acts. In Mark there are forty-six
occurrences, whereas in Matthew one-hundred fifteen. This simple
analysis indicates that Luke’s usage of dvBpwmog does not deviate
much from that of Matthew and might be comparable to Mark, given
that his Gospel is much shorter than the other two Synoptics.

According to BDAG the noun @vOpwmog can assume different
meanings.** Among other meanings it can be construed as: 1) a person
of either gender with focus on participation in the human race, i.e.,
a human being; 2) a member of human race with focus on limitations
and weaknesses; 3) a male person, man; 4) a person who has just
been mentioned in a narrative; 5) or it can be used in a figurative
sense to denote a transcendent figure, a heavenly being that looks
like a person.?

2 The male — female pairs in the Gospel of Luke have been the subject of
many different approaches and studies. Those studies include: Talbert, Literary
Patterns; Forbes — Harrower, Raised from Obscurity; Gonzalez, The Story Luke
Tells; Witherington, Women in the Ministry of Jesus; Goulder, Luke.

2 BDAG, “8v0pwmog,” s.v.

%5 Similar meanings the noun dvOpwnog has in the Septuagint: 1) man (with
no particular reference to maleness)/human being/mankind, humanity; 2) man
(with special reference to males in generic statements); 3) with weakened force:
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Twenty-five, out of ninety-five occurrences of the noun ¢v6pwmrog
in the Gospel of Luke, appear in 6 viog tod avOpmmov sayings (5:24;
6:5.22; 7:34; 9:22.26.44.58; 11:30; 12:8.10.40; 17:22.24.26.30; 18:8.31;
19:10; 21:27.36; 22:22.48.69; 24:7). Some of them come from the
triple tradition and are present in all three Synoptics, some come
from Q, still others are present only in the Gospel of Luke. Five
times the noun GvOpwmog appears in the infancy narrative (1:25;
2:14.25[x2].52). Ten times dvOpwmog (t15)* appears in Luke’s special
parables or proverbs which are preserved in the journey narrative:
the Parable of the Samaritan (10:30); the parable of the Rich Fool
(12:16); the proverb of the man building a tower (14:30); the parable
of the Prodigal Son (15:11); the parable of the Dishonest Steward
(16:1); the parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (16:19); the parable
of the Persistent Widow (18:2.4); and the parable of the Pharisee and
the Tax Collector (18:10.11). Five times GvOpwmog (t1g)*” appears in

like English one and qualified by adjective or participle. See Muraoka, Lexicon of’
the Septuagint, 52,

¢ Tt is noteworthy that many of so-called “L-parables” in the journey narrative
open in the same way. Joachim Jeremias (Die Sprache, 191) argues that dvOpwmog T1g
comes from one of the Lukan sources, whereas avip tig comes from Luke himself.
According to Fitzmyer (Luke, 886), “this, however is far from certain [....] anthropos/
anér with indef. #is is exclusive to Luke among the evangelists; both should be
reckoned as part of his own style.” It is possible that the anonymity of characters
in the parables was intended. It enables a wider audience to be identified with the
main character of the story. Since many of the Lukan parables are open-ended it
is possible to envisage that such a technique was intended by the author. Simon
J. Kistmaker (“Jesus as Story Teller,” 52) notes, “some of Jesus’ parables seem to
have a conclusion that is open-ended [...] but these omissions reveal the express
purpose of the parables, namely, to confront the reader with hidden sins that must
be uncovered to bring him or her to repentance.”

27 Albeit the noun dvOpwmog does indeed occurs in the parables common to
Matthew and Luke, none of these occurrences in the Gospel of Matthew can be
comparable to the introductory formula as we know it from the parables of Luke:
avOpdT® Pactrel in Matt 22:2; tivi avOpdne in Matt 18:12; dvOpwmog dmodnudv
in Matt 25:14 or okAnpog dvOpwmnog in Matt 25:24. Almost all the parallel passages
in the Gospel of Luke (except Luke 19:21 — dvOpwmog avotnpog, which is in the
middle of the parable) functions as an introductory formula introducing a new
character. Once the introductory formula dvOpwmog ti¢ introduces not a character
of a parable but a man who needs to be healed (Luke 14:2).
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the parables common to Matthew and Luke: the parable of the Great
Feast (Luke 14:16 // Matt 22:2); the parable of the Lost Sheep (Luke
15:4 // Matt 18:12) and the parable of the Minas or Talents (Luke
19:12.21-22 // Matt 25:14.24). Twice dvOpwmoc (Tic) appears in the
triple tradition; in the parable of the Mustard Seed (Matt 13:31- 6v
Mapov avBpomog / Mark 4:31 — 6¢ dtav / Luke 13:19 — 6v Aafav
avOpomog)®® and in the parable of the Tenant Farmers (Matt 21:33 —
dvOpmmog v oikodeomdtng / Mark 12:1 — dvOpwmog // Luke 20:9 —
avOpwmdc [T15]).

Twelve times the noun dvOpwmog appears in the material Luke
inherited from Mark; some of it made its way into the triple tradition
inasmuch as it is present in all three Synoptics (4:33; 5:10; 6:6; 9:25.44;
18:27; 19:30; 20:4.6; 22:10.22; 23:47); also twelve times the noun is
found in the material attributed to the hypothetical source Q (4:4;
6:31.45; 7:8.25.34; 11:24.26.44.46; 12:8-9) and thirteen times the
noun is found in lukanisches Sondergut (6:26; 12:14.36; 13:4; 14:2;
16:15 [x2]; 21:26; 23:4.6.14 [x2]; 24:7%). Besides those occurrences,
eight times the noun dvBpwmog appears in the passages that seem to
be modified by Luke (5:18.20; 6:22.48-49; 7:31; 22:58.60). Finally,
the noun dvOpwmog appears thrice in the passage under present
scrutiny, i.e., the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac (8:29.33.35)
and these occurrences will be examined separately below.

8 Noteworthy is the minor agreement between Matthew and Luke, but it is
most likely an independent correction or improvement of style. The rest of the
story in Matthew and Luke is very much different. According to Matthew, the
man gomelpev €V 1@ aypd ovtod (Matt 13:31), whereas in Luke the man &Baiev €ig
kfmov éavtod (Luke 13:19). Had there been a dependence of Luke on Matthew or
vice versa, one would have expected a much better word agreement. The addition
of GvOpwmog in the Gospel of Luke could be construed as assimilation with other
L-parables which frequently open with a typical formula dvOpwmoc (T1g).

2 This last occurrence, although present only in Luke, does reiterate verbatim
the second prediction of the passion. Thus, d&l Tapadodfjvar eig xeipag avbpodnov in
24:7 recalls Jesus’ words spoken to his disciples in Galilee 6 yap viog T0d dvOpdTOL
pérrer apadidoohan gig yeipog avOpommv in 9:44. Note that this second prediction
of the passion was preceded by the command to pay attention, or literally, “you put
in your ears” (04c0g Ousgic ei¢ To ®Ta). No wonder that, once Jesus’ words were
carried to the letter and fulfilled, Luke feels the need to repeat it verbatim at the
end of his Gospel.

A
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Since the vast majority of the above-listed occurrences of the
noun dvOpwmnog in the Gospel of Luke come either from Mark, the
hypothetical Q or are the result of Luke’s own diligent research for
information (lukanisches Sondergut), it is rather challenging to
study Luke’s particular way of using the noun &vBpwmog. Out of
ninety-five occurrences of the noun dv0pwnog in the Gospel of Luke,
the only passages that may shed some light on the matter seem to
be the passages that fall into category of alteration made by Luke
(5:18.20; 6:22.48-49; 7:31; 22:58.60). It may be promising to study
these alternations by comparing them with their parallel passages in
the Gospel of Mark and Matthew to see whether a rationale or logic
behind those changes may be discovered.

The first occurrence of the noun dv0pwnog that require a further
investigation comes from the healing of the paralytic (5:17-26). The
passage has already been studied above, for Luke uses avnp (5:18)
instead of @épovteg (Mark 2:3), and resorts to a more complex
form &vOpomov 6¢ fv mapaielvpévog (5:18) in lieu of mapatvticdv
(Mark 2:3). Both instances, the use of dvnp at the very beginning of
the pericope as well as the use of &vOpwmog d¢ v mopodelvpévoc are
most likely a stylistic improvement. The above study proved that Luke
has preference for avnp over dvOpwmog and often introduces new
characters with the former, except when it comes to a standardized
parabolic formula. The preference for dvip does not preclude the
possibility to use a different noun or synonym should such a need
arise. Although &vOpwmnog d¢ fv mopaielvpévog may seem too
complex, it is far more suitable and accurate than a simple and
somehow common mapoivtikdy used by Mark.*® First of all, the
perfect middle participle mapaieivpévoc “having been paralyzed”
conveys the idea of the effect in the present of the past action. Second,
it is also a form preferred by Luke as its use in his second volume
indicate (see Acts 8:7; 9:33).

30 According to Wolter (Das Lukasevangelium, 221), “dass Lukas den Begriff
nopoivuticog durch mapaielvpévog ersetzt, hat nichts damit zu tun, dass er den
Eindruck vermeiden will, es handele sich um einem von Geburt an gelahmten Men-
schen. Letzteres ist in der medizinischen Fachliteratur einfach der gebrauchlichere
Ausdruck.”
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The same passage, the healing of the paralytic, contains the second
occurrence of the noun gvOpwmog that needs to be examined. It may
come as a surprise that Luke drops a kind and warm address tékvov
found in Mark 2:5 and opts for a much formal vocative dvOpwre
(5:20).*' Such a change is astonishing, for Luke does indeed have cases
where he uses tékvov in the vocative (2:48; 15:31; 16:25). In order to
understand this change, one should remember that besides this case,
Luke has three other passages where he employs the vocative dvOpwmre
(12:14; 22:58.60). In the first case, Jesus replies to unknown individual,

“someone in the crowd” (12:14). In the second and third cases, Peter
replies to “someone else” who was asking whether he was one of
Jesus’ disciples (22:58), or to “still another” who was asking the same
question (22:60). All those examples of how Luke uses the vocative
dvOpone and tékvov indicate that as a rule of thumb, he limits the
use of Tékvov to mother — child or father — child relationship, either
real or metaphoric,*? and reserves the use of GvOpwne to unknown
individuals.*

In Luke 6:22 there is a remarkable addition of the noun oi
dvOpwmotr which is absent in the parallel text of Matthew. In this way
an impersonal form pokdpioi éote dtov dverdicooy Dudg (Matt 5:11)*
with an implied agent of hatred, becomes more intelligible in pokdaptoi
€01e OtOv pionomotv vudg ot avlpwmot (Luke 6:22). The agent of
such hatred is clearly identified as o1 &vOpwmot. Further on, this broad
and somehow general oi dvBpwmot is understood as hatred from the
Jews. In fact, in Luke 6:23 a persecution of the prophets by “their
fathers” is brought to mind.

Another passage that may be helpful in understanding Luke’s use
of dvBpwmoc is the proverb on building well and poorly (6:47—49),

31 Franciszek Mickiewicz (Ewangelia Lukasza, 298) argues that the change
dvOpone instead of tékvov underlines the dignity of the man. Although, it may be
true, it is possible that such a change has a more profound meaning.

32 In the parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus, the former sees Abraham from
the netherworld and cries out wétep APpadp (Luke 16:24) and Abraham replies
tékvov (Luke 16:25).

3 Nolland, Luke, 235-236.

3% Jacques Dupont (Les Béatitudes, 228-243) argues that the impersonal form
of Matthew is more original.
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a passage that is also present in Matt 7:21-27. It is an almost impossible
task to establish beyond a reasonable doubt who of the two evangelists
holds the laurel of priority and transmits the original form and who
might have changed (either improved or impoverished) it.>> However,
given that many so-called L-parables begin with dvOpwnog (T1g) it
is quite plausible and convincing that Luke might have changed
the original form and opted for a more general term &vOpwmog in
conformity with the rest of his parables and proverbs. In this way, the
proverb on building well and poorly does not apply to a single and
concrete situation but assumes a more general meaning as a golden
rule to be followed.

Finally, the last occurrence of the noun dvOpwmnog that may shed
some light on how Luke employs that noun is found in Jesus’ testimony
to John the Baptist (7:24-35). The passage has its parallel in Matt
11:7-19. All the differences that exist between the two passages aside,
it is noteworthy that Luke feels the need to add the noun &v6pwmoc.>®
Thus, the comparison deals not with the generation as it is in Matthew
(tivi 8¢ opowdow TNV yeveav tavtny Matt 7:16), but with the men
of that generation (tivi 00V OLOLOG® TOVG AVOPOTOVG THG YEVEDS
tavtng Luke 7:31). In this way the statement resembles other forms
of proverbs or parables which are present in the Gospel of Luke. It
also assumes a more personal dimension. The men of that generation
are compared to John whom they call 1300 dvOpwmog pdyog Kol
otvomotng (Luke 7:34).

3. The alternating usage of aviip and &vOpwTog
in Luke 8:26-39

After this tedious yet necessary survey of how Luke uses avip and
dvOpwmog in the rest of the Gospel, it is time to look into the usage

35 In the critical edition of the hypothetical Q, Robinson — Hoffmann — Klop-
penborg (The Critical Edition of O, 96—101) do not indicate clearly which form
could be original. In their reconstruction the proverb in Q had év[Bpdne] which
means “Luke’s dvOpodrm or Matthew’s vopi.”

3 According to Nolland (Luke, 343) “the addition (tovg avOpdmovg) may be
a Lukan since elsewhere he adds the term (eg, 6:22; 5:18, 20; and see 11:31 cf. Matt
12:42).”
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of these two nouns in the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac. To
facilitate this endeavor, each occurrence of those two nouns as well
as one additional form (6 dawpovicBeig in Luke 8:36) of presenting
the possessed man in the passage will be studied separately.

The first time Luke introduces the possessed man into the
narrative, he presents him as avip t1c¢*’ (8:27). Mark, the most likely
source for this episode, has gvOpwmog (5:1), whereas Matthew has
dvo darpovifopevot (8:28). The latter can scarcely be the source of
that mysterious alternation. The above study on the use of dvnp in
the Gospel of Luke has shown that the “beloved physician™ often
changes dvBpwmog and prefers to use avnp instead. Therefore, it is
plausible that in that particular case, Luke also could have made the
same change for some unknown reasons. One can only speculate
what those reasons might have been. No clear indication is provided.
Given the immediate context of the passage, the calming of the storm
(8:22-25), the raising of Jairus’ daughter (8:40—42.49-56) and the
healing of the woman with hemorrhage (8:43—48), it may not be out
of place to see in this inexplicable change, Luke’s tendency to present
a male — female pair as beneficiaries of Jesus’ ministry. To support
this impression, one should remember that Luke 8:22—56 presents
a series of passages that portray Jesus and his sovereignty over the
forces of nature (8:22-25); over the demons (8:26-39); over illness
(8:40—-48) and finally over death (8:40—42.49-56). The presence of
two avnp (possessed man in 8:27 and Jairus in 8:41) is balanced by

37 Besides the Third Gospel the expression Gvnp Tig can be also found in Acts 5:1;
8:9; 10:1; 13:6; 16:9; 17:5; 25:14. For example, in Acts 5:1 — dvnip 8¢ tig Avaviog
ovopoTt 6OV Zameipn tf] yovaiki avtod (here in contrast to his wife); in Acts 17:5 —
Gvdpog Tvag movnpovg Kol Oxyromomoavteg (with focus on personal characteristics);
Acts 10:1 — avnp 0é tic év Kawoapeia ovopatt Kopvihiog, Ekotovtdpyng éx omeipng
ig kahovpévng Tralikiic or Acts 16:9 — aviyp Makeddv ti¢ v 6tde (With words
indicating national origin).

3% Patrick L. Dickerson (“The New Character,” 293-300) proposes that such
a change is due to a new character entering the scene whom Luke often introduces
with 11g (i800) dvnp or yuvn or six possible variants thereof.
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the presence of two yvvn (the first at the age of twelve®® in 8:42 and
the second suffering from hemorrhage in 8:43).

The second case that needs a further investigation is Luke 8:29.
Having presented the man, his precarious condition, and his dire need
to be saved, for no one could hold him fast, Luke reports of Jesus’
command directed to the demons. Both Mark and Luke agree that
Jesus ordered the demons to come out of the man (dvBpwmog Mark
5:8 // Luke 8:29). Mark speaks of the command to come out £k ToD
avOpdmov. While Luke speaks also of the command to come out,
he uses a different preposition arnd tod avOpdmov. The preposition
amo denotes a “separation from a place or person,”*® whereas the
preposition €k implies a separation “from out of,” or “away from.”
In other words, the first preposition conveys the idea of “removal
from,” whereas the second preposition has the meaning of “exit from’
or “out of.”** Luke’s decision to choose a different preposition might
have been dictated by the way he presents the man at the mercy of
the demons that exercise their power over man in cycles; possession
comes and goes.* Thus, Luke is more interested in presenting
the power of the demons over the man than the power of the man

)

3 Although the Greek text has here a different noun Ovydnp and not yvovn as
one would naturally expect, the reader is told that Jairus’ daughter is twelve years
old. The age of the young girl serves to emphasizes the duration of the other woman’s
illness (the woman who suffered from the excessive flow of the blood has been
sick the entire lifespan of the young girl). The information of the young girl’s age
also serves to inform that Jairus’ daughter was at the point of puberty. According
to Green (Luke, 345), who bases his observation on Roman law of that time, “the
minimum age of marriage for girls was 12 (for boys, 14). Jewish practices were
comparable, so that marriage for a female usually took place before she reached
12 Y» years of age.” For the betrothal and wedding customs at the time of Jesus see
m. Ketubbot 4.4-5; Bock, Studying the Historical Jesus, 117-119.

4 BDAG, “and,” s.v. According to Thayer (Greek-English Lexicon, “4nd,” s.v.),
the preposition ano signifies “local separation, after verbs of motion from a place
departing, fleeing, removing, expelling.”

4 BDAG, “ék,” s.v. According to Thayer (Greek-English Lexicon, “éx,” s.v.), the
preposition £k signifies “universally, of the place from which; from a surrounding
or enclosing place, from the interior of.”

2 Jay, Grammatica greca, 40—45.

4 The reference to his being seized many times suggests such a conclusion.
See Bock, Luke, 773.
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possessed by the demon.** According to Mark, “no one could restrain
the man [...] no one was strong enough to subdue him” (Mark 5:4),
while in Luke “it (demon) had taken hold of him many times [...]
he would break his bonds and be driven by the demons into deserted
places” (Luke 8:29). The difference in presenting the state of the man
is an important factor for the correct understanding of the text and
the vocabulary choices made by Luke.

In Luke 8:33 there is another case of complement of separation
a0 100 avOpdmov.* This complement has no counterpart neither in
Mark nor in Matthew. All three Synoptics concur that the demons
obeyed Jesus’ command and came out oi 0& £€€el0ovTec (Matt 8:32);
kol £EeABovTa T0 mvevpata T dkabapta (Mark 5:13) and EgAB6vTal
0¢ ta dapovia o tod avOpmmov (Luke 8:33). However, only Luke
specifies that the demons came out of the man.

Such an addition may seem out of place, unnecessary or even
gratuitous. One may even object that it contributes nothing to the story
and may be seen as nothing more than a simple desire to improve
the style of the narrative. Quite the contrary, the complement of
separation dmo tod dvOpdmov has an important role for the whole
narrative. In fact, from the very beginning as Luke introduced the
character of the demoniac, he painted a rather gruesome picture
of him. For a considerable period of time,* the demoniac was not
living in a house but stayed in the tombs. This behavior made him
an outsider, impure or even uncivilized being.*” He wore no clothing
but was bound with chains and shackles as restraint. Such an intense
image of the terrifying state of the man must have given Luke’s
implied reader more an idea of an animal than that of a man. To
correct this impression and restore the man to his lost humanity, the

4 1In this way Rossé (Luca, 300): “Luca porta la sua attenzione sull’uomo in
preda al male, sottolinea la condizione penosa di quest’uomo disumanizzato, vittima
delle forze del male.”

4 Chrupcata, Luca, 246-258.

4 Note that Luke has the dative of time (toALoig yap yxpovoig Luke 8:29), where
the accusative was to be expected. Zerwick, Biblical Greek, § 54.

47 According to Parsons (Luke, 139), “he is physically violent and destructive,
socially alienated, and ritually unclean.” See also Menéndez Antufia, “Of Social
Death,” 643—-664.
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author resorts to all kinds of rhetorical techniques and means at his
disposal. Repetition of words, phrases or actions for emphasis is one
of them.* Repeating the complement of separation dnod tod dvOpdTOL
confirms that Jesus’ command had been carried out to the letter. It
also reminds the implied reader of the humanity of the possessed man.
With this in mind, it is no wonder that, having portrayed the man in
such “beastly” colors, Luke makes it a point of honor to underline
that the demons came out of the man ££gA06vta d¢ ta Saupovie dwo
t0D avOpmmov (8:33). Had Luke wanted to show that Jesus’ command
was obeyed, he could have used a simple complement of separation
arm’ avtod or even could have used a different noun, for example
his favorite word évrp for the sake of variation. Since he chose to
repeat the same noun dvOpwmnog, there must have been a particular
reason behind it. A desire and need to present the humanity of the
healed demoniac comes naturally to mind. In other words, it seems
that Luke has a “hidden agenda.” He wants to correct the “wildly” or
even “beastly” image he depicted in the eyes of his audience when
he introduced the demoniac at the very beginning of his narrative.
Probably in the same way, as restoration of the human condition
stripped by the power of the demon, the next occurrence of the noun
avOpwmog in Luke 8:35 should be understood. Also, in this case
Luke most likely changes the form he inherited from Mark and opts
for a more elaborated form which expresses better the idea of the
exorcism that took place. According to Luke, the people who came
from the city to see what had happened to the demoniac saw him
KaOYpeVoV TOV &vOpomov de’ o o daupdvia EFADeV ipaticuévoy
Kol cOEPOVOLVTO TTapd TOVE TOd0G ToD Incod, kai Epofndncav
(Luke 8:35). Such a long and complex expression contrasts with the
much shorter and sober information provided by Mark xai Oempodotv
OV dopoviCopevov Kadnpevov iHaticpévov kai cmepovodva
(Mark 5:15). Both accounts agree that the man was seating (Mark
and Luke koOnuevov), was dressed (Mark and Luke ipatiopévov)
and was of sound mind (Mark and Luke cw@povodvta).* Luke’s

8 Resseguie, Narrative Criticism, 42—45.
4 The Greek verb coppovém (used here as present active participle) means
“to be able to think in a sound or sane manner” or “to be prudent, with focus on
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account, however, differs in two places. First of all, Luke states
that the man was seating at the feet of Jesus; a hint to a customary
posture of a disciple or pupil who follows his master’s teaching? (See
other examples in Luke-Acts; Luke 10:39; Acts 22:3).>° Second, Luke
forfeits the present middle participle Tov darpovilopevov for the sake
of a more complex construction. He continues to call the demoniac
dvOpwmnog even though it is the third time in a row he uses the same
expression — 1OV &vOpwmov 4@’ o to Soupovia EERAIeV! (Luke 8:35).
Such a persistent repetition of the same noun dvOpwmog most likely

self-control.” Given the way the narrator presented the man under the dominion
of demons (Luke 8:29), it is licit to assume that the second meaning is meant here.
Thus, after the exorcism, the man regained self-control and he is not driven by
the demons into the desert any more. BDAG, “co@povéw,” s.v. Luke T. Johnson
(Luke, 137) notes — “the term denotes sobriety and clear-sightedness.” As a virtue,
cwepocHivn was very highly esteemed in the antiquity, see for example Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics 3, 10—12.

50 Since only Luke has this particular information of the man seating at the
feet of Jesus it is possible that this detail functions as a preparation or anticipation
of man’s request to follow Jesus and be with him (see Luke 8:38). The author of
Luke-Acts often anticipates or introduces characters not mentioned in the narrative
so far. It prepares the reader to what will follow in the course of the narrative. See
Bartnicki — Ktosek, Metody Interpretacji, 241. Luke-Acts, thrive of such prepara-
tions. For example, the inaugural speech of Jesus in Nazareth prepares for the whole
series of healings and miracles such as the cure of a Demoniac (4:31-37), healing of
Simon’s mother-in-law (4:38-39), or a series of other healings (4:40—41) which will
take place later on once Jesus settles in Capernaum. The cure of Simon’s mother-

-in-law (4:38-39) prepares for the calling of the first disciples (5:1-11) inasmuch
as it introduces a new character into the narrative (so far never mentioned and
unknown), namely, Simon. Such allusions to a so far unknown episodes or charac-
ters are a frequent feature in Luke’s presentation of his double work. It is seen not
only in the Gospel but in the book of Acts as well. For example, according to Acts
7:58 “the witnesses laid down their cloaks at the feet of a young man named Saul.”
This unknown Saul “was consenting to his execution” (Acts 8:1). Such simple yet
unexpected, out of the blue, entrance into the scene of a new character finds its
completion and fulfillment in the following episodes (Acts 9). For other examples
of seating at the feet of a teacher see 2 Kgs 4:38 or m.Avot 4,1.

1 Some codices A CLW @ Z ¥ f''* 33 read the pluperfect e£ehnivOet instead
of the aorist €éfjAOgv. The former may be an attempt to harmonize the text either
with Luke 8:38 or Luke 8:2. The aorist é£7|A0¢gv has a good support of the witnesses
PB7 KA B pe aur fvg™:, therefore, it should be considered as a preferred lectio.
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is intentional and sooner or later should raise a question or at least
increase the implied reader’s awareness.>

Surprisingly in 8:36 Luke preserves the participle used as
a substantive though changes its case and voice.” Instead of the dative
present middle participle T® darpovilopéve (Mark 5:16) Luke uses
the nominative aorist passive participle 0 dopoviodeic (Luke 8:36).%
Different cases aside (the dative is required by the verb £yéveto which
in constriction with the dative expresses the person affected),” it
is noteworthy that Luke decides to preserve the participle found in
Mark and call the man “demonized.” Such a decision is remarkable,
for Luke has already called twice the man dvOpwmog (8:29.33). As
already pointed out, he most likely did so to underline the man’s
restored humanity. Moreover, Luke made it perfectly clear to his
implied reader that he was the man from whom the demons departed —
dvOpomov &g’ ob T Sopdvia A (8:35). In this last case, he even
forfeited the very same present middle participle (tov dapoviCopevov)
he chooses now, and opted for GvOpwmog. Such an unexpected return
to a participle form catches the attention of the audience, but more
importantly it has to be understood in the light of the main verb used
by the author.

Luke is not shy in using the verb yivopot which is precisely the verb
used here by Mark.>® In Mark’s account “those who saw explained to

2 According to Resseguie (Narrative Criticism, 42), “repetition is a stylistic
device that reiterates words, phrases, themes, pattern, situations, and actions for
emphasis.”

3 For use of the participle as substantive see BDR, § 413.

% Note that at the end of the passage, Mark has the same aorist passive par-
ticiple 0 dapovicBeic (Mark 5:18). It is possible that Luke was influenced by its
presence in Mark and included the participle datproviceic in his account (although
in a different position). In fact, Luke ends the passage in a different manner. He
ends it with avip (8:38) which reminds of aviip in 8:27 and creates a rhetorical
technique known as inclusio.

5 BDR, § 188; BDAG, “yivouat,” s.v.

¢ There are 669 occurrences of the verb yivopat in the New Testament, 131 of
them in the Gospel of Luke and 125 in Acts; only 55 in the Gospel of Mark and 76
in the Gospel of Matthew. Moreover, Luke, frequently begins a new episode with
€yévero 8¢ or different variations thereof, which is most likely to be ascribed as his
intention to imitate the language and style of LXX. See Fitzmyer, Luke, 118—119.
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them what happened to the possessed man and to the swine.” Luke,
although frequently uses the verb yivopar throughout Luke-Acts,
employs here a different verb. He uses one of his favorite words
o®{®.%” Such a choice informs the reader that what happened to the
man was not accidental but an intended action. The use of a passive
voice indicates that God is a hidden actor of the whole scene and true
benefactor of the man. The use of the aorist participle 6 dopovicdeic
reminds the reader of the previous precarious state of the man. It
indicates that God saved the man who was possessed by the demons.
One of the common uses of the aorist participle is to indicate an
action that occurs before the action of the main verb. The use of
the participle doupovicBeig in this particular case indicates that the
man was possessed in the past but because of God’s intervention he
is now saved. The ending of the story underlines who restored the
man into his “human” condition. At the man’s beseeching to let him
follow Jesus, the Lord replies “return home and recount what God
has done for you.” In this way the man, who at the very beginning of
the story was presented as someone who did not live in a house (ko
€v oikig o0k Euevev 8:27) but stayed in the graves, therefore, had no
contact with the living, now is dismissed and told to go home (gicg
1OV 01k6V cov 8:39) and to recount what God has done to him 8ca
oot €noincev 0 0e6¢. Note the emphatic position of 6 0g6g at the end
of the words of Jesus directed to the healed man. It would be amiss
not to mention that according to Luke, those who saw “told how the
demonized was saved.” In Luke’s account there is no mention that
those who witnessed the healing (oi i06vteg in Luke 8:36) told the
people who came from the city what had happened to the herd of
the swine. It is rather a remarkable shift of attention. Healing the
demonized man becomes the center of the narrative.*

57 For the use of this noun and its derivatives in Luke-Acts, see Marrow, “Prin-
ciples for Interpreting,” 268-280; Wells, The Greek Language, 180—191; Fitzmyer,
Luke, 222-223.

8 Michael Wolter (Das Lukasevangelium, 321) notes, “mit dieser Themaangabe
identifiziert er die Erzdhlung als Geschichte von der Befreiung eines Menschen
von ddmonischer Besessenheit und macht damit auch das Geschick der Schweine
zu einem Bestandteil dieser Geschichte.”
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Finally, in Luke 8:38 there is long and complex construction 6 avnp
4@’ o0 EEenAv0et o Soupdvia, whereas in Mark there is participle
used as substantive 0 dopovieOeic (5:18). The first noteworthy
difference between the two Gospels is the presence of noun avnp
in Luke. At first it seems to be out of place, and it may be difficult
to explain such a change made by the evangelist. However, it is
possible that Luke replaces the participle he inherited from his source
with a noun to create an inclusio.” This rhetorical technique, used
frequently by the Third Evangelist, helps to identify the beginning
and the ending of a narrative. Furthermore, it serves to underline and
pinpoint the most important concept of the story. In this way avnp
in 8:38 reminds the reader of dvip in 8:27 creating a well-organized
unit. Not without significance is the rest of the expression.

The statement that demons had left that man (6> 00 £€eAnA00et
ta doupovie Luke 8:38) stays in evident contrast with the way Luke
introduced the demoniac at the very beginning of the story.®® In fact,
in introducing the possessed man into narrative, Luke provided
a series of information about him. He was a “certain man,” “from
the city,” “who had demons,” “from a long time had not worn clothes,’

“did not live in a house” and “lived among the tombs™ (8:27). After the
healing, Luke presents him also as an évip but whose condition is
strikingly different from his previous state. He does not have demons
anymore. Note the use of the present active participle &ywv in 8:27
and the use of the pluperfect active indicative £éEeAnivbet in 8:38.

Although it is true that Mark also insisted on the metamorphosis
between then and now, there is a slight yet significant difference in
the way Mark and Luke express the idea of the change. Mark uses
a participle as a substantive 0 daipovicOeic (Mark 5:18), whereas
Luke resorts to a more complex expression &’ o0 &EeAnAvOet TdL
dopovio (Luke 8:38). In this way Luke not only encapsulates the
whole unit in an inclusio, but also puts more emphases on the final
state of the man. The legion of demons left the man who is now safe
and sound. The use of pluperfect é£eAndv0el, a tense that describes
an action that was completed and whose effects are felt at a time after

)

% Resseguie, Narrative Criticism, 57-58.
0 Grasso, Luca, 255.
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the completion,® expresses that idea in the best possible way. Thus,
Luke underlines more the effect of the healing than the process of
the healing itself or the state of the man before that healing.

Summary

This study proves that it is rather a challenging task to understand why
such a careful and meticulous writer as Luke decides to use different
terms to describe the man possessed by the legion of demons in the
region opposite Galilee. For the most part, Luke builds upon the story
found in the Gospel of Mark. Though Luke respects the blueprint
provided by Mark, he does not follow it submissively. Occasionally, he
makes some changes and adapts the text as the circumstances require.
It confirms Luke’s double tendency. On the one hand he accepts and
respects the sources at his disposal and on the other hand he improves
the style and grammar to make the narrative more acceptable and
pleasing to the ears of his predominantly Greek audience. With
his implied audience in mind, Luke resorts from time-to-time to
rhetorical techniques and narrative strategies which make the reader
appreciate the narrative as it unfolds and want to dig deeper and
follow the rest of the story.

Such a procedure by no means should be considered a misrep-
resentation of the tradition received but rather its adaptation to the
needs of the implied reader. Since the noun &vnp is most likely Luke’s
favorite word, it should not come as a surprise that he uses it to intro-
duces a new character in the narrative (8:27). In like manner, Luke
concludes his healing of the Gerasene Demoniac with the same noun
(8:38). In this way, dvnp in 8:27 and avnp in 8:38 create a rhetorical
technique known as inclusio, Since the passage concerns the heal-
ing of the man possessed by the legion of demons, no wonder Luke
wanted to put emphasis on the man making a reference to him at the
beginning and the end of the story.

As arhetorical strategy used by the author of the Third Gospel
a triple repetition of the noun &vOpwmoc (8:29.33.35) should be also
considered in the center of the narrative. In all probability, it is

" Mounce, Biblical Greek, 234; Corsani, Greco Biblico, 163—167.
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intended to awake the audience’s alertness, and direct their attention
to the extraordinary result of the encounter between Jesus and the
demoniac. In fact, in order to emphasize the effect of that encounter,
Luke repeats the noun dvOpwmoc (8:35), used here as the direct object.
Literarily, “(they) came to Jesus and discovered the man.” This time,
the noun &vOpwmog is followed by the relative clause which puts
emphasis on the effect of the exorcism ¢’ o0 o Saupdvio EERAOEV.

As a result of Luke’s editorial work and rhetorical strategies used in
the composition of the narrative, the reader obtains a well-organized
and logically written account that keeps him interested in the story of
the man living among the tombs, who at the end becomes an “apostle,”
first in his household, then, throughout the whole town (8:39).

To summarize, the alternating usage of two nouns &vfp and
dvOpwmog in the healing of the Gerasene Demoniac reveals Luke’s
intention. Both nouns are frequently used by Luke and there are cases
where he uses them as synonym, although he displays preference
for the first at the expenses of the second. Luke introduces a new
character into the narrative by way of his favorite word dvnp. Faithful
to his source—the Gospel of Mark—he pictures a rather gruesome
portrayal of that male who did not live in a house but stayed among
the tombs. He wore no clothing but used to be bound with chains and
shackles as a restrain. The encounter with Jesus and the exorcism
restored to the once-demonized man to his human condition. In other
words, what at first may seem like a haphazard usage of words and
expressions, with no logic behind it, reveals to be a methodical and
well-thought strategy to underline the impact of the encounter with
Jesus on man’s live from now on. As a matter of fact, the story ends
with the narrator’s comment on the vicissitudes of the man and not
on the actions of Jesus and his followers as one would expect; “the
man went off and proclaimed throughout the whole town what Jesus
had done for him” (Luke 8:39).

Uzycie avnp [anér] i avOpwTog [anthropos] w opowiadaniu
o uzdrowieniu opetanego z Gerazy (tk 8,26-39)
Abstrakt: Niniejsze studium uwzglednia uzycie rzeczownikdéw &vnp i &vBpwtog

w uzdrowieniu opetanego z Gerazy (tk 8,26—39). Na wstepie autor analizuje ich wy-
stepowanie w Ewangelii tukasza. W ten sposéb pragnie zrozumie¢ logike wyboréw
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dokonanych przez ewangeliste. Oba rzeczowniki sa czesto uzywane przez tukasza
i zdarzaja sie przypadki, gdy stosuje je jako synonimy. To, co na pierwszy rzut oka
moze wydawac sie przypadkowym uzyciem stéw i wyrazen bez zadnej logiki, okazuje
sie metodyczna i przemyslang strategia. Wykorzystanie dwdch réznych rzeczownikdw
avnp i dvBpwmog podkresla bowiem jaki wptyw na zycie opetanego z Gerazy miato
spotkanie z Jezusem. Techniki retoryczne, takie jak inclusio w tk 8,27 i 8,38 oraz re-
petitio w tk 8,29.33.35 zwracaja uwage czytelnika i uwrazliwiaja go na przywrdcone
cztowieczenstwo niegdys opetanego mezczyzny z Gerazy. Tym samym wskazuja naj-
wazniejsza postac tukaszowego opisu uzdrowienia. Rozréznienie pomiedzy dwoma
rzeczownikami avnp i &vOpwTog, zgodnie z intencja ,umitowanego lekarza” tukasza,
powinno zatem zosta¢ zachowane we wspotczesnych ttumaczeniach Biblii, co nie
zawsze ma miejsce.

Stowa kluczowe: stownictwo tukasza, opetany z Gerazy, Ewangelia tukasza,
krytyka narracyjna
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