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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 third person personal pronoun, meaning “he” and referring to Peter.  With this we have the temporal adverb PALIN, meaning “again,” followed by the third person singular imperfect deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb ARNEOMAI, which means “to deny.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, incomplete action.


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


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

Again the Greek does not require the direct object, since it is clearly understood, but English grammar requires that we add it in brackets “[it].”

“However again he denied [it].”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the preposition META plus the adverbial accusative of measure of extent of time, meaning “after a little while.”  This is followed by the temporal use of the adverb PALIN, meaning “again.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and perfect active substantival participle of the verb PARISTĒMI, meaning “the bystanders.”  This is followed by the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: kept on saying.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuous past action.


The active voice indicates that the bystanders kept on producing the action.


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

Then we have the dative indirect object from the masculine singular article and proper noun PETROS, meaning “to Peter.”

“And after a little while the bystanders again kept on saying to Peter,”
 is the adverb of manner ALĒTHWS, meaning “Truly.”  Then we have the preposition EK plus the ablative of source from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “from them.”  This is followed by the second person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: you are.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which views the present state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Peter produces the state of being from the disciples’ group.


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

Then we have the adjunctive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also” plus the explanatory use of the conjunction GAR, meaning “for.”    This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective GALILAIOS, meaning “a Galilean.”  Finally, we have the second person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: you are.”  The morphology is the same as the previous EIMI.

“‘Truly you are from them; for you are also a Galilean.’”
Mk 14:70 corrected translation
“However again he denied [it].  And after a little while the bystanders again kept on saying to Peter, ‘Truly you are from them; for you are also a Galilean.’”
Explanation:
Mt 26:73, “A little later the bystanders came up and said to Peter, ‘Surely you too are one of them; for even the way you talk gives you away.’”
1.  “However again he denied [it].”

a.  This is the second denial of Peter at the house of Caiaphas, the current high priest.  In contrast to the declaration/questioning of the female-slave and bystanders, who assert that Peter is an associate of Jesus, Peter claims that he is not.


b.  The object “[it]” in neither stated in the Greek nor directly mentioned by Mark.  It has to be logically deduced from the context of the story.  What Peter denies is not knowing, and therefore not being, an associate, friend, followers, or companion of Jesus.  Peter is desperately trying to make it appear as if he has never met Jesus, never talked to Him, or had any kind of dealings with Him.  This is Peter’s second time lying.

2.  “And after a little while the bystanders again kept on saying to Peter,”

a.  The story moves along to a short time later that night.  The phrase “after a little while” is more than five or ten minutes but less than an hour.  During this time we can safely assume that the female-slave of the high priest and perhaps some of her co-workers and friends were busy discussing whether or not and where they had seen Peter before.  They chatted with other bystanders and people at the fire, who then approached Peter as a group and began and continued to interrogate him about where he was from and how they could associate him with Jesus.


b.  The fact that they kept on saying what follows (and similar statements along the same lines) indicates that this conversation extended for at least a few minutes.  There were more things than just what we have recorded here.  Remember that we are just getting the Reader’s Digest version of the events.


c.  The fact that the subject of this action is in the plural (“the bystanders”) explains how one account in the gospel records says that it was the same female-slave, while another account says it was another female-servant and a third record says it was a man.  All three accounts are correct, because these three people and probably several others are all confronting Peter at the same time as a group, which are here called ‘the bystanders’.  Each of them said something to Peter and different gospel writers record the different accounts of the story as known by different witnesses to the events.  John saw one thing from his location, while Peter remembered something else from his involvement, while Luke may have had another account from a young Pharisee, named Saul, who might have been in the courtyard of the high priest that night watching these events unfold.  Remember that as a Hebrew of the Hebrews, who “kept on making progress in Judaism beyond many contemporaries in my nation, having been a far greater adherent of the traditions of my forefathers” (Gal 1:14), it is not unthinkable that Paul was not a witness to these events as an unbeliever or investigated and interrogated many people, who could give him information in his pursuit of persecution of followers of Jesus.

3.  “‘Truly you are from them; for you are also a Galilean.’”

a.  Mark then gives of the gist of what was said by these bystanders.  Remember that one person would say one thing and someone else would say something similar, so that Mark doesn’t give us everything that was said, but the condensed version and composite of what was said.  The exact meaning is conveyed in perfect accuracy even though much more than this was probably said.


b.  The word “Truly” is an indirect accusation against Peter that he is lying and these bystanders are telling the truth.  They are indirectly calling Peter a liar to his face.


c. There are two allegations or pieces of evidence that the bystanders use to accuse Peter of lying.  The first is that he is one of the disciples.  The bystanders have conferred with one another and now agree that they have seen Peter with Jesus and the other followers of Jesus several times and over the course of several years at all the festivals.  The phrase “from them” indicates Peter’s association with Jesus.  So the first accusation is that Peter is lying about not being a close companion and associate of Jesus.


d.  The second allegation against Peter is that he is lying about not being from Galilee.  Two obvious things give him away: his northern accent and his manner of dress.  Regional accents in speaking are many and easy to detect.  In the United States alone we have the following accents: New England (Boston), New York, Southern, Western, Northern Minnesota (Canadian), and others.  As far as dress is concerned it is not hard to tell the difference between someone in a T-shirt, shorts, and flip-flops (who says ‘like’ and ‘dude’) in every sentence as being from Southern California versus someone all bundled up in boots, long pants and a heavy coat being from northern Maine, Northern Michigan, or Northern Minnesota, who says “eh” frequently.  In other words Peter couldn’t disguise his origins either by his dialogue or his dress.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “About an hour later (Lk 22:59) the bystanders again confronted Peter with the charge.  Galileans spoke an Aramaic dialect with noticeable differences in pronunciation (Mt 26:73).  So they concluded he was a follower of that heretic Galilean, Jesus.”


b.  “The servant girl is persistent, however, and tells the bystanders that Peter is definitely from among the crowd of Jesus’ followers, a more specific charge of being a disciple of Jesus. Peter again denies the connection.  The woman then plays a sort of trump card—‘Truly you are from them for you also are a Galilean.’  We are not told how the woman knew this, but it surely must be because of Peter’s accent. Even in such a small country there were regional accents.”


c.  “Galilean accents differed from Judean accents, certainly in Aramaic and presumably (as undoubtedly here) in Greek.  The high priest’s servants and temple guard would have lived in Jerusalem and regarded themselves as Judeans.”


d.  “We find the following sequence of denials:



1.  Peter was outside in the courtyard when a slave girl (presumably of Caiaphas this time) saw him and quite positively identified him as being with ‘Jesus of Galilee.’  Peter brushed her accusation aside by saying he did not know what she was talking about (Mt 26:69–70).



2.  Peter then moved from that trouble spot to the entrance, where another girl, the same one who had earlier recognized him in Annas’ house, saw him again, and began telling all around her, ‘he is one of them’; ‘this fellow was also with Jesus of Nazareth.’  This time he denied Jesus (Mt 26:71, 72; Mk 14:69, 70a).  The phrase ‘Jesus of Nazareth’ (Mt 26:71) agrees with that used in Mk 14:67, so links this girl with Mark’s passage, a fact confirmed by Mk 14:69 saying the girl saw him ‘again.’



3.  The final denial came a little while later (Matthew and Mark) and about an hour after the final denial in Annas’ house (Lk 22:59).  This time, a man confidently denounced Peter to his companions on account of his accent (Lk 22:59) and the group then took up the denunciation (Mt 26:73; Mk 14:70) until Peter began to place himself under a curse and to vow that he did not know Jesus in order to make his denial sound more convincing.  It was then that Jesus looked straight at Peter.”


e.  “The Galileans are often mentioned in the Talmud because of their dialect.  They were unable to distinguish between the several guttural sounds that are so important an element in Semitic languages.”


f.  “In view of the generally low view which Judeans held of Galileans there is probably a note of contempt, possibly also of menace, in the phrase ‘you are a Galilean’.


g.  “Peter promptly gave up trying to get out through the passageway. Twice he had been positively recognized and challenged.  We can imagine the uneasiness and the fear with which he returned to the courtyard and tried to efface himself in the crowd.  Luke makes the interval ‘about an hour’.  And the most decisive effort is now made to identify Peter as a disciple of Jesus.  Mark and Matthew mention only the fact that those standing by, who had evidently again been discussing Peter, came up and confronted him.  Luke designates one man as the spokesman, and John adds that he was a relative of Malchus, whose ear Peter had cut off.  Here was danger indeed.  Peter had not succeeded in allaying suspicion regarding himself, he had only strengthened it.  In fact, his accusers have observed him closely and have detected by his peculiar brogue that he is a Galilean.  John adds the detail that the relative of Malchus was able to add more to this personal point and circumstantial evidence: he is almost sure that he saw Peter in Gethsemane.”
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