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

 is the preposition EN plus the locative of time from the feminine singular article and noun ANASTASIS, meaning “In the resurrection.”  The following phrase (‘when they rise again’) is not found in Codex Sinaiticus, B, C, D, L, W and many other manuscripts or translations.  It is found in the fifth century Codex A and some translations.  It is most likely not a part of the original text, but a scribal insertion for the purpose of explaining what ANASTASIS means.  “The absence of  from B C* D L W and other manuscripts is probably deliberate, having been omitted by copyists as superfluous (Matthew and Luke also omitted the words, probably for the same reason).”

“In the resurrection”
 is the genitive of identity (or predicate genitive according to Robertson or a partitive genitive according to Blass DeBrunner and Funk’s grammar) from the masculine singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “of which” plus the ablative of the whole from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “of them” and referring to the seven brothers.  Then we have the third person singular future deponent middle indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: will she be?”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


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


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Then we have the predicate nominative from the feminine singular noun GUNĒ, meaning “woman; wife.”  Literally this says: “the wife of which of them will she be?,” which can be translated into our English idiom: “whose wife will she be?”

“whose wife will she be?”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and cardinal adjective HEPTA, meaning “the seven.”  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb ECHW, which means “to have: had.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the seven brothers produced the action.


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

This is followed by the double accusative of the object from the third person feminine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “her” and referring to the woman.  Finally, we have the double accusative of the complement from the feminine singular noun GUNĒ, which means “as a wife.”  “One should normally translate the construction with “as.”

“For the seven had her as a wife.’”
Mk 12:23 corrected translation
“In the resurrection whose wife will she be?  For the seven had her as a wife.’”
Explanation:
1.  “In the resurrection whose wife will she be?”

a.  The representative of the Sadducees pops the question, which is designed to make Jesus look like a fool, because no matter who He says will be the husband of the wife, the others are left wifeless.


b.  The Sadducees assume that there is no resurrection.  They also assume that the woman in the story has to be married to someone forever, since she was married to someone during her life.  And since she has to be married to someone forever, then is she placed in the ridiculous situation of being married to seven men forever?  Their assumption is ‘once a wife, always a wife’.


c.  The Sadducees also assume they have trapped Jesus in having no logical answer to this (very unreal) possible situation.  The question had behind it the attitude: “Gotcha.”

2.  “For the seven had her as a wife.’”

a.  The Sadducees add the final explanation that the seven brothers all had her as their wife at one time, which assumes that she must be the wife of one of them forever.  This statement is probably made more for the benefit of the crowd overhearing the conversation rather than Jesus, who clearly understands the implication of their question.


b.  The Sadducees believe they have sprung the trap and no matter what Jesus says, He will be made to look foolish by His answer.  They think they have proven the irrationality of the resurrection by describing the irrationality of this hypothetical situation.  The irrationality of the situation is that the woman has to be married to someone, but which brother gets preference—the first or last (which are the only two logical choices), and then what about the other five brothers?  Are they left spending eternity without a wife?  How unfair is that?


c.  Therefore, by creating an eternally unfair situation for at least six of the seven brothers, the Sadducees believe they have proven that resurrection cannot exist, since God wouldn’t create an eternally unfair situation for anyone.  And since God cannot be unfair, then resurrection must not exist.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The question of the Sadducees in Mk 12:23 is malicious.”


b.  “Jesus had to take issue with the representatives of the official theology of the temple government.”


c.  “Clearly they were ridiculing belief in the resurrection.”


d.  “The Sadducees’ question is predicated on the assumption that the life to come has significant continuity with this life, at least in regard to marriage.  Apparently they thought it was impossible to believe in a notion like resurrection that led to the ridiculous situation of a woman having to choose between seven husbands!”


e.  “The problem which is raised seems unanswerable.  The possibility of a resurrection is only assumed by the Sadducees as a basis for their argument.  The purpose of the question was to attempt to prove the impossibility of a resurrection by reducing it to an absurdity.”


f.  “We may suppose that the Sadducees tried this proof in controversy with many a Pharisee and had made a laughingstock of every opponent.  Jesus was to be the next victim.”
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