John 1:1
Mark 14:47
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 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However,” followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular cardinal adjective HEIS, meaning “one” and the indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “someone, man, person; a certain.”  Together these two words mean: “a certain one of the bystanders Mk 14:47; Lk 22:50; Jn 11:49.”
 Then we have the ablative of the whole from the masculine plural articular perfect active participle of the verb PARISTĒMI, which means “to stand by; as a noun ‘of the bystanders.’”  This participle is an ascriptive participle, being used as a noun.  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist middle participle from the verb SPAW, which means “to draw; to take a sword out of its scabbard.”


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


The middle voice is and indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the subject (a certain one) producing the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after drawing.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article, used as a personal pronoun and noun MACHAIRA, the Greek name for the Roman short sword: “his sword.”

“However, a certain one of the bystanders, after drawing his sword,”
 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PAIW, which means “to strike: struck.”


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


The active voice indicates that the certain one produced the action.


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

Then we have the accusative masculine singular from the masculine singular article and noun DOULOS plus the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the servant of the high priest.”

“struck the servant of the high priest”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb APHAIREW, which means “to cut off.”


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


The active voice indicates that ‘the certain one’ produced the action.


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

Finally, we have the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun WTARION, meaning “ear.”

“and cut off his ear.”
Mk 14:47 corrected translation
“However, a certain one of the bystanders, after drawing his sword, struck the servant of the high priest and cut off his ear.”
Explanation:
Mt 26:51, “And behold, one of those who were with Jesus reached and drew out his sword, and struck the slave of the high priest and cut off his ear.”

Lk 22:49-50, “When those who were around Him saw what was going to happen, they said, ‘Lord, shall we strike with the sword?’  And one of them struck the slave of the high priest and cut off his right ear.”

1.  “However, a certain one of the bystanders, after drawing his sword,”

a.  Mark continues the story of Jesus’ arrest in the garden of Gethsemane with a contrast between the willingness of Jesus to allow this to happen and the unwillingness of one of the Lord’s disciples to let this happen.  Jesus was doing the will of the Father; a certain one of the disciples was not.


b.  Who are the bystanders?  There are only two possibilities:



(1)  One of the Roman soldiers, one of the temple guards, the captain of the temple guard, or one of the members of the Sanhedrin.  None of these people would have attempted to cut open the head of the servant of the high priest for doing what they came there to do—arrest Jesus.



(2)  One of the disciples other than Judas, who has slithered away into the background.


c.  Therefore, when we look at the other gospel accounts of this event, we find that Peter is the “certain one of the bystanders” who had a sword, drew it, and used it, Jn 18:10-11, “Simon Peter then, having a sword, drew it and struck the high priest’s slave, and cut off his right ear; and the slave’s name was Malchus.  So Jesus said to Peter, ‘Put the sword into the sheath; the cup which the Father has given Me, shall I not drink it?’”  Notice that the right ear was cut off.  This indicates that Peter was probably standing to the left of Jesus, when this occurred.

d.  Notice that Peter had the ‘right to bear arms’ and he didn’t have to register his sword with the government.  Notice the personal pronoun “his,” which indicates that this was Peter’s personal property, which he had every right to buy, own, keep, and use, if necessary.  The weapon was available for self-defense, but Peter made the mistake of using it for an unwarranted attack.  The Lord never told him ahead of time to get rid of the sword.  Nor after using it, did He tell him to get rid of it.  To have it, keep it or not keep it was a free will decision that Peter had to make on his own.

2.  “struck the servant of the high priest and cut off his ear.”

a.  Peter then used his sword to try and kill the servant and/slave of the high priest.  The Greek word DOULOS is used for both ‘slaves’ and ‘servants’.  However, since the Jews were not supposed to have slaves, it is more likely that this man was the servant of the high priest rather than his slave, since the high priest was supposed to set the example for the nation.


b.  This man was the personal representative of the high priest and was acting on his behalf and on his orders, which is why he and not the captain of the temple guard seized Jesus.  The Romans are not involved in the actual arrest of Jesus.  The Jews arrested Jesus.  The Romans were only there backing them up and making sure there was no revolt by Jesus’ followers.  They are guarding against an ambush or riot or some other unexpected event.  The Jewish authorities are the main players in the drama at this point.


c.  This attack by Peter was a criminal act for which he deserved to die.  The Jewish authorities at that point had every right to kill Peter and the rest of the disciples.  That is why Jesus immediately said, “‘Stop! No more of this.’  And He touched his ear and healed him.  ‘Put the sword into the sheath; the cup which the Father has given Me, shall I not drink it?  For all those who take up the sword shall perish by the sword.  Or do you think that I cannot appeal to My Father, and He will at once put at My disposal more than twelve legions of angels?  How then will the Scriptures be fulfilled, which say that it must happen this way?’”  Jesus was in complete control of the situation, even though Peter was out of control and the arresting authorities had lost control of the situation.  Jesus had to act fast to restore order and protect the disciples.


d.  We might wonder why the Jewish and Roman authorities didn’t just charge Jesus, Peter and the rest of the disciples and slaughter them all at that moment.  I believe they were scared to death of Jesus and His power because of a previous event that happened moments before this that established who had the real power in this situation.  Jn 18:4-9, “So Jesus, knowing all the things that were coming upon Him, went forth and said to them, ‘Whom do you seek?’  They answered Him, ‘Jesus the Nazarene.’  He said to them, ‘I am He.’  And Judas also, who was betraying Him, was standing with them.  So when He said to them, ‘I am He,’ they drew back and fell to the ground.  Therefore He again asked them,  ‘Whom do you seek?’  And they said, ‘Jesus the Nazarene.’  Jesus answered, ‘I told you that I am He; so if you seek Me, let these go their way,’ to fulfill the word which He spoke, ‘Of those whom You have given Me I lost not one.’”

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Mark does not tell that it was Peter.  Only Jn 18:10 does that after Peter’s death.  Peter really tried to kill the man, Malchus by name.  Mark does not give the rebuke to Peter by Jesus in Mt 26:52ff.”


b.  “The article appears before the word ‘sword’.  It was ‘his sword,’ the article here having the force of a possessive pronoun, as if each disciple was armed.  Evidently, Peter was not intending a surgical operation on the man’s ear, but purposed to split his skull.”


c.  “Peter did a foolish thing by attacking Malchus (Jn 18:10), for we do not fight spiritual battles with physical weapons (2 Cor 10:3–5).  He used the wrong weapon, at the wrong time, for the wrong purpose, with the wrong motive.  Had Jesus not healed Malchus, Peter would have been arrested as well; and there might have been four crosses on Calvary.”


d.  “Mark recorded a single-handed attempt at armed resistance by an unnamed bystander (Peter).  The Greek wording implies Mark knew who it was.  As one of two disciples with a sword (Lk 22:38), Peter drew it and struck Malchus, the servant of the high priest, Caiaphas.  But Peter managed to cut off only his right ear.  Only Luke recorded that Jesus restored it (Lk 22:51).  Peter’s attempted defense of Jesus was a wrong deed in a wrong place.”


e.  “Why was Malchus struck?  Was it an act of defense or defiance?  The high priest’s servants were noted for their high-handed violence (Josephus Ant. xx.8.8, 9.2 [181, 206]).  Peter may have lashed out to defend Jesus in the spirit expressed in Jn 13:37.  On the other hand, it is quite possible that this was a symbolic act of defiance deliberately directed against the servant of the high priest who was present as his representative.  An insult could be directed against the master by contemptuously striking his surrogate.”


f.  “Being well-to-do, high priests had ample servants.  Although the servant mentioned here is probably not a Levite and thus unable to minister in the temple anyway, it is worthy of note that those who were missing appendages such as ears were barred from serving in the sanctuary.  (Jesus’ disciple is probably aiming for the neck or something more substantial than an ear, however.)  Although the object of the expedition was only to arrest Jesus, had the sword struck again many of the disciples would likely have been killed in the ensuing conflict.”


g.  “I wonder whether Malchus became a believer; he certainly had grounds for conviction every time his ear itched!  The fact that His name was given six decades after the event suggests that he was well known to the initial readers of John (his name does not appear again in the New Testament), so this may indicate that he did indeed place his faith in Jesus as the Messiah.”


h.  “‘The slave of the high-priest’ (not just a slave) may suggest a person of some consequence, perhaps singled out for attack because he was in charge of the arresting party.”
  France goes on to give all the reasons why this bystander might be someone other than Peter, making no mention of Jn 18:10, which is puzzling, to say the least, and outright poor scholarship to say the most.


i.  “Lk 22:38 tells us that two Roman short swords were in the hands of the disciples, and we are not surprised to learn that Peter had one of them.  Lk 22:49 tells us that about at the same moment the other disciples asked whether they should smite with the sword—like Peter.  Had Peter not protested his readiness to lay down his life for Jesus; and had not the others, stimulated by Peter done the same?  So Peter is now redeeming his word.  Jesus is to see that he meant it.  Peter acts as though Jesus meant none of the things He said.  Peter’s love does not listen and obey, it assumes to dictate and to rule.  Malchus is in a class by himself, as the article indicates.  He is not one of the attendants of police force; he belongs to Caiaphas himself.  He must have been a trusted and important member of the high priest’s household, who had been sent with this expedition as the high priest’s personal representative to see and to report everything to his master.  That explains why he is out in front under Peter’s sword.”
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