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

 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “he” and referring to Peter. With this we have the third person singular aorist deponent middle indicative from the verb ARNEOMAI, which means “to deny.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Peter) producing the action.


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

There is no direct object in the Greek, but it is required for proper English grammar.  Therefore the insertion of the object “[it].”

Then we have the nominative masculine singular present active participle from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what occurred at that moment.


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“However, he denied [it], saying,”
 is the negative coordinating conjunction OUTE…OUTE, meaning “neither…nor.”  With this we have the first person singular perfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, which means “to know: I know.”


The perfect tense is a perfect with present force, meaning that the resultant state is the action.
  For example, the result of standing is standing; the result of persuading is persuading.


The active voice indicates that Peter claims to produce the action.


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

Then we have the first person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb EPISTAMAI, which means “to understand.”


The present tense is an aoristic or static present, which views the action as a static fact.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Peter) producing the action.

This is followed by the nominative subject from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “you” and referring to the female servant.  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what?”  Next we have the second person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say; to talk about; to mean: you are talking about.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, which describes what is happening right now.


The active voice indicates that the female servant is producing the action.


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

“‘I neither know nor understand what you are talking about.’”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EXERCHOMAI, which means “to go: he went.”


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


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


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

Then we have the adverb of place EXW, which means “outside,” followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the neuter singular article and noun PROAULION, meaning “into the forecourt: the place in front of a house Mk 14:68.”

“And he went outside into the forecourt.”

The Greek words in brackets [“and a rooster crowed”] are not in Codex Sinaiticus and Vaticanus among other manuscripts; however it is found in Codex C and A among others.  It is more likely that it is not part of the original.  “It is difficult to decide whether these words were added or omitted from the original text. It is easy to explain their addition: copyists would have been tempted to insert the words in order to emphasize the literal fulfillment of Jesus’ prophecy in verse 30 (perhaps copyists would also have reasoned that Peter could not have known that a crowing of the cock was the second if he had not heard the first). It is also easy to explain the omission of the words: copyists wished to bring the Markan account of two cock-crowings into harmony with the narratives of the other three Gospels, which mention only one cock-crowing (perhaps copyists also asked themselves why, if Peter had heard the cock, he did not at once repent).  In the face of such conflicting possibilities, and with each reading supported by impressive external evidence, the Committee decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was to include the words in the text, but to enclose them within square brackets.”

Mk 14:68 corrected translation
“However, he denied [it], saying, ‘I neither know nor understand what you are talking about.’  And he went outside into the forecourt.”
Explanation:
1.  “However, he denied [it], saying,”

a.  Mark continues the story of Peter’s three denials of any association with Jesus by describing the first of the three denials.  In contrast to the female-slave’s accusation that Peter was one of the men who was with Jesus, Peter denies this fact.


b.  Regardless of how we might want to characterize this act by Peter it is a lie.  We can sugarcoat it by saying he was only trying to protect himself, but it is still a falsehood, a deception, and dishonest.  It is a sin no matter how you look at it.


c.  What exactly was it that Peter denied?  He denied having any association with Jesus whatsoever, which means that Peter was denying that Jesus was the Messiah, the Son of God, God incarnate, and everything else that Jesus had already demonstrated and proven about Himself.

2.  “‘I neither know nor understand what you are talking about.’”

a.  Mark then quotes what Peter said in his denial.  Mark most certainly got this information from Peter himself, and was aided by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (All Scripture is God-breathed).


b.  Peter flatly asserts that he does not know what this female-slave is talking about.  In addition Peter flatly asserts that he does not understand what she is talking about.  This double denial of not knowing or understanding was a formal, legal way of stating that something was not true.



(1)  “Peter’s meaning is, ‘I am neither conscious of the fact, nor is the statement intelligible to me.’”
  “Peter denied the charge, using the form common in rabbinical law for a formal, legal denial.  Denial implies a previous relationship of obedience and fidelity.”



(2)  “Peter’s response…might be seen as pretending not to understand the girl’s Judean dialect, or perhaps what was meant by the accusation.  In fact, however, Lane has shown how Peter is using the technical form for a legal denial of something.  As we shall see, Peter is going to go to any length to deny this connection, including invoking a curse upon himself.  We in effect see the situation of denial snowballing.  The first lie leads to a more emphatic series of lies and denials in order to save face and appear to be consistent.”


c.  By this statement Peter reveals his Galilean accent.  Imagine that you grew up in the southern United States and spoke with a southern drawl.  And then you hear some stranger from the Bronx in New York City speak with their northern accent.  You could tell they were not from where you lived.  This is exactly what happened with Peter.  His northern accent gave away the fact he was from Capernaum in Galilee.


d.  The fact that Peter did know and did understand exactly what this woman was talking about proves that he was lying.  He knew and understood that he had followed Jesus every day for the past three plus years.

3.  “And he went outside into the forecourt.”

a.  Peter then makes a strategic move to hide himself in the shadows.  He moves from the courtyard of the house into the forecourt of the house.  He is moving farther away from Jesus physically as he is moving farther away from Him spiritually.  There is great symbolism and irony in this action.



(1)  A forecourt is “the area in front of an entrance to a building.”



(2)  “A room or hall by which entrance is gained to a structure.”



(3)  “Here it means the vestibule to the court.  Mt 26:71 has pulwna, a common word for gate or front porch.”



(4)  “Proaúlion is the space between the outer gate (pylṓn) and the house proper. The two Greek words are used imprecisely by Matthew and Mark to speak of the general courtyard area.”


b.  Peter is getting away from the light of the fire, so he cannot be easily recognized.  However, the woman is still keeping an eye on him, and Peter still can’t disguise his accent.


c.  Why didn’t Peter just leave at this point?  He undoubtedly thought that at some point Jesus would do or say something that would force the high priest to let Him go.  Peter still had hope that everything would turn out alright just as it had on the many previous occasions when the leaders came after Jesus, but He walked away from them.  Peter was probably thinking that if Jesus could walk on water, couldn’t He just disappear again as before or say something that would knock all these people to the ground as He did in the garden of Gethsemane?  Jesus was probably going to do something dramatic to free Himself, Peter thought, and he wanted to be there to see it.  Peter had completely forgotten Jesus’ prediction of what he would do in denying Jesus.  Peter was intently thinking about how this was all going to end for the ‘good’ with Jesus being free and establishing His kingdom.  “We do not know why Peter had come to the courtyard; perhaps he had some mad idea of rescuing Jesus by the violence that Jesus had already rejected in the garden.”


d.  “Peter was in flight; it was his intention to get away unobserved.  But this very move precipitates a second and severer denial.”

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Her charge correctly identified Peter as a disciple but he denied it, refusing to acknowledge his relationship to Jesus out of fear for his safety.  His denial was a common Jewish legal expression, literally.  To avoid further exposure he went out into the entryway, the covered passageway leading to the street.”


b.  “It was a complete disavowal of all knowledge of the Lord Jesus Christ, and this from the lips of one who had made such great protestations of loyalty.”


c.  “Evidently the disciples had expected Jesus to contest the authority of the Romans when He went up to the feast at Jerusalem, just as many aspiring messianic kings had done before Him.  Had He led a military revolution, there were those, like Peter, who would have been willing to die with Him in battle (Mt 26:33; Mk 14:29–31; Lk 22:33f).  It was only after it became clear that Jesus was not going to lead an insurrection that Peter denied Jesus.”


d.  “Peter’s withdrawal from the court to the vestibule perhaps anticipates the need to escape.”


e.  “It took only a menial maid to fell the chief of the Twelve.  Gone were all his high and heroic protestations to Jesus; gone all the spurious courage from his heart and from the hand that had drawn the sword in Gethsemane.  Here stands the arrogant coward, unable to confess his heavenly Lord, cringing in lying denial.  Some think that Peter was frightened without real cause, that he misjudged the situation and could have confessed without danger. But whether with or without adequate cause, fright operates nevertheless.”
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