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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” plus the temporal use of the adverb EUTHUS, meaning “immediately.”  Then we have the preposition EK plus the adverbial genitive of time from the neuter singular ordinal adjective DEUTEROS, meaning “for the second time Jn 3:4; 9:24; 2 Cor 13:2; Rev 19:3; Mk 14:72; Acts 11:9; Heb 9:28.”
  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular noun ALEKTWR, meaning “a rooster.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PHWNEW, which means “to make a sound; to crow in the case of a rooster.”


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


The active voice indicates that a rooster produced the action.


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

“And immediately a rooster crowed for the second time.”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And then” plus the third person singular aorist passive indicative from the verb ANAMIMNĒISKW, which means “to be reminded of; to remember.”


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


The passive voice indicates that Peter received the action of being reminded.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper name PETROS, meaning “Peter.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun HRĒMA, meaning “the statement, saying, word, remark, etc.”  This is followed by the conjunction HWS, which has three possible meanings that all work here:

1.  As a comparative conjunction, meaning “Peter was reminded of the statement as Jesus had said to him”

2.  “Practically equivalent to the relative pronoun HOS, which is a variant reading for it in Mk 14:72.”
  “Peter was reminded of the statement, which Jesus had said to him.”  This is based on the confusion of HOS with HWS, since both Greek letters, Omicron and Omega, have an “O” sound and the scribes often confused them in copying texts as they were verbally dictated by the head of the scriptorium.

3.  As a temporal conjunction, meaning “Peter was reminded of the statement when Jesus had said to him.”

Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: had said.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact with emphasis on its conclusion. This is brought out in translation by use of the English helping verb “had.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus had produced the action.


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

This is followed by the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to Peter.

“And then Peter was reminded of the statement when Jesus had said to him,”
 is the conjunction HOTI, used to introduce direct discourse and translated as quotation marks.  Then we have the temporal use of the conjunction PRIN, meaning “Before.”  This is followed by the accusative subject of the infinitive from the masculine singular noun ALEKTWR, meaning “a rooster.”  Then we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb PHWNEW, which means “to make a sound; to crow, when used of a rooster.”


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


The active voice indicates that a rooster will produce the action.


The infinitive functions like a finite verb in the accusative-infinitive construction.

This is followed by the adverb DIS, meaning “twice” and the adverb TRIS, meaning “three times.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “Me” and referring to Jesus.  Next we have the second person singular future deponent middle indicative from the verb APARNEOMAI, which means “to deny.”


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 (Peter) producing the action.


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

“‘Before a rooster crows twice, you will deny Me three times.’”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb EPIBALLW, which means “to begin; to think about something.”


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


The active voice indicates that produced the action.


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

With this we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb KLAIW, which means “to weep; to cry.”


The imperfect tense is an ingressive imperfect, which describes entrance into or the beginning of an action.  It is translated “he began to cry.”


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


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

“The meaning of KAI EPIBALLW KLAIW in Mk 14:72 is in doubt.  The variant reading ĒRXATO KLAIEIN (=began to cry) supports the meaning to begin.  The translation would then be and he began to weep.  Others proceed from the expressions EPIBALLW TON NOUN or TĒN DIANOIAN (=he began to think) and from the fact that EPIBALLW by itself, used with the dative can mean think of, to the meaning and he thought of it, or when he reflected on it, that is, Jesus’ prophecy.”
  This leaves us with two possible translations:

1.  “And after beginning, he began to cry.”  Logically this could have been simply stated by the expression KAI EKLAIEN without the use of EPIBALLW.

2.  “And after thinking about [it], he began to cry.”  This makes perfect sense and explains the addition of the aorist participle preceding the action of the main verb.
“And after thinking about [it], he began to cry.”
Mk 14:72 corrected translation
“And immediately a rooster crowed for the second time.  And then Peter was reminded of the statement when Jesus had said to him, ‘Before a rooster crows twice, you will deny Me three times.’  And after thinking about [it], he began to cry.”
Explanation:
Mt 26:75, “And Peter remembered the word which Jesus had said,  ‘Before a rooster crows, you will deny Me three times.’  And he went out and wept bitterly.”

Lk 22:60, “But Peter said, ‘Man, I do not know what you are talking about.’  Immediately, while he was still speaking, a rooster crowed.”

Jn 18:27, “Peter then denied it again, and immediately a rooster crowed.”
1.  “And immediately a rooster crowed for the second time”

a.  Mark concludes the story of Peter’s three denials at the house of Caiaphas, the high priest during the ‘grand-jury’ hearing at night by telling us what happened immediately following Peter’s third and final denial of having any association with Jesus.  “For most people in the ancient Mediterranean, rooster’s crowing marked daybreak.  Some scholars have suggested that this reference is to an earlier Palestinian rooster crowing between 12:30 and 2:30 a.m.”


b.  Luke says that while Peter was making his third denial a rooster crowed for the second time.  None of the gospel records say anything about the first time a rooster crowed.  It is only mentioned in later manuscripts as a scribal addition at the end of Mk 14:68.  Just because Mark says a rooster crowed a second time is no demand to mention a first crowing of a rooster.


c.  The implication, which is not stated here, is that Peter paid no attention to the warning, when the rooster crowed the first time.  There is a principle of doctrine here that we should all remember and pay attention to: God always warns us before the worst thing we could do happens.  The warning may come in the form of hearing a Bible lesson or seeing something trivial go wrong in our life or even seeing a disaster befall someone else.  Regardless of the method or manner the warning signs are there.  Like Peter we often ignore them to our detriment.  Peter received a direct verbal warning from Jesus, which he completely brushed aside.  Then he ignored the first crowing of the rooster.  In addition he ignored his own first two denials of Jesus, which should have alerted him to the danger in which he had put himself.  So altogether Peter had four warnings before his third denial of Jesus (one by Jesus, one from a rooster, and two from his own mouth).


d.  Another implication from this story is the lesson that God gives us second chances to say ‘no’ to temptation.  After the rooster crowed the first time, Peter could have remembered and walked away from the high priest’s house.  God gave him time to leave before the second crowing.  Even after we fail, God gives us a chance to change our mind and recover from our failure.  It is our persistence in failure that gets us in deep trouble with God.  God knows we are going to fail; what He cannot put up with is our willful, persistent failure.


e.  “Peter’s emphatic denial was punctuated by the crowing of the cock a second time.  It was the peculiar habit of the cock crowing, with comparative regularity, at three times during the period between midnight and 3:00 A.M. that accounts for the designation of the third watch of the night as ‘cock-crow’ (Mk 13:35b).  An early rabbinic tradition speaks of people setting out upon a night journey, departing at the first cock-crow, or the second, or the third.  Observation over a period of twelve years in Jerusalem has confirmed that the cock crows at three distinct times, first about a half hour after midnight, a second time about an hour later, and a third time an hour after the second.  Each crowing lasts from 3-5 minutes, after which all is quiet again.”

2.  “And then Peter was reminded of the statement when Jesus had said to him,”

a.  At the same moment as Peter was making his third denial and the rooster was crowing, Peter received the action of being reminded of what Jesus had said to him earlier that evening.  Since Peter received the action of being reminded, the subject of who was producing the action of reminding him needs to be identified.  The subject is probably not the Holy Spirit, since the Spirit ‘had not yet been given’.  That would not occur for another 53 days.  Was it the Lord Jesus Christ reminding Jesus?  Probably.  Some might even conjecture that it was Satan reminding Peter for the purpose of creating tremendous guilt in his soul as even further failure.


b.  Peter remembers Jesus’ words in:



(1)  Mt 26:33-35, “But Peter said to Him, ‘Though all may fall away because of You, I will never fall away.’  Jesus said to him, ‘Truly I say to you that this night, before a rooster crows, you will deny Me three times.’   Peter said to Him, ‘Even if I have to die with You, I will not deny You.’”



(2)  Mk 14:30, “And Jesus said to him, ‘Truly I say to you, that today, this night, before a rooster crows twice, you will deny Me three times.’”


(3)  Lk 22:34, “And He said, ‘I say to you, Peter, the rooster will not crow today until you have denied three times that you know Me.’”



(4)  Jn 13:38, “Jesus answered, ‘Will you lay down your life for Me?  Truly, truly, I say to you, a rooster will not crow until you deny Me three times.’”  Notice that Luke and John imply that there would be only one crowing of the rooster and that not until after Peter had denied Jesus three times.

3.  “‘Before a rooster crows twice, you will deny Me three times.’”

a.  Mark quotes directly from his previous statement in verse 30.  Mark is the only writer who mentions Jesus stating a rooster crowing twice.  Matthew appears to follow Mark’s account by simply saying ‘before a rooster crows’ without mentioning that it is the second time.  However, Luke and John both say that a rooster would not crow until after Peter’s third denial.


b.  How do we reconcile this apparent difference?  Luke may be thinking in terms of Roman time, where the new day began at midnight with the second crowing of the rooster coming after midnight as the only crowing of that day.  John is not suggesting that there was no previous crowing made by a rooster.  He is simply emphasizing the fact that there was no crowing while the three denials were occurring.  The implication by John is that the first crowing occurred before the first denial of Peter and the second crowing occurred as Peter made the third denial.


c.  All the gospel accounts can be reconciled as long as we recognize that the statement about the first rooster crowing in Mk 14:68 is a bogus fifth century A.D. scribal addition to the original text, which creates all the problems.  The accounts harmonize as long as we recognize that the first crowing of a rooster occurs before Peter begins his three denials and the second crowing occurs as the third denial is made.

4.  “And after thinking about [it], he began to cry.”

a.  Someone (unnamed in the text—the passive voice of the verb; could it have been John?) reminded Peter of Jesus’ words, and Peter remembered exactly what Jesus had said to him.  Then he thought about it, which means that he thought about how much Jesus loved him and how much he supposedly loved Jesus and what he had just done to this Person he so vehemently claimed to love.  Did Peter’s soul fill with guilt and remorse or regret?  Probably; that would be the normal human reaction to these events.  Did Peter feel sorry for himself and ashamed of himself?  Probably a mixture of both.  Was Peter horrified by what he had said and done?  Certainly.  Peter came face to face with the reality that he had denied, rejected, repudiated and renounced the Son of God, the God of Israel, the Messiah, His best friend, and the only person in his entire life who he had ever met that loved him unconditionally no matter what he said or did wrong, and all just to save his own miserable hide.  At this moment Peter probably thought of himself as really no different than Judas.  Judas denied Jesus for profit.  Peter denied Jesus to save himself.  But Judas did it as an unbeliever and Peter as a believer—the whole angelic conflict is illustrated in these two men.


b.  Peter didn’t weep.  He cried.  His reaction to his own failure was greater than a couple of baby tears.  Peter had failed as badly as a believer could fail.  (Paul failed as badly as an unbeliever could fail—which earned him the title ‘chief of sinners’ with the word ‘sinners’ being a technical term for unbelievers.)  Peter went as low as a believer could go and he realized it.  His emotions of guilt, regret, self-incrimination, etc. overwhelmed him.  He was without excuse and he knew it.  The look of Jesus probably hurt more than anything, because that look was not one of condemnation, but one of “I still love you.”


c.  Peter is not mentioned again in Mark’s gospel until the final verse (Mk 16:7).

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “It was not the crowing of the cock that convicted Peter; it was the remembering of Christ’s words.  It is always the Word that penetrates the heart and brings about true repentance.  Peter pondered what Jesus had said and what he himself had done; and then Jesus, on His way to Pilate’s hall, turned and looked at Peter.  It was a look of love, to be sure, but injured love (Lk 22:61).  His heart broken, Peter went out quickly and wept bitterly.”


b.  “Peter’s third denial in less than two hours was immediately punctuated by the rooster’s second crowing.  This time he suddenly remembered Jesus’ prediction of his denial made earlier that night.  Peter also saw Jesus looking down at him (Lk 22:61).  Overwhelmed, he broke down and wept.  In contrast with Judas Peter’s remorse opened the way for true repentance and a reaffirmation of his loyalty to Jesus as the risen Lord (Mk 16:7; Jn 21:15–19).  Peter had a faith in Jesus that could be renewed, but Judas did not.”


c.  “The crowing of a cock (the second time that early morning) brought Peter to his senses, and he remembered with grief the words of the Lord Jesus, who had forewarned him of this very failure.”


d.  “The cock crows again, and Peter then remembers what Jesus had said about the cock.  Notice that Peter did not react to the first crowing of the cock.  Peter then bursts into tears, realizing the magnitude of his sin and failure, which his Master had correctly foretold.  Peter is inconsolable over his moral failure at this point.”


e.  Gould makes an astounding observation that no one else noted, “Peter does not take back his denial.”
  Indeed!  Peter was still face to face with his accusers, heard the rooster, saw the look of Jesus, remembered the prediction and said nothing to correct his lie.


f.  “Between the first crowing and the second only an hour had passed, but Peter had been provoked to deny solemnly and emphatically his relationship to Jesus three times.  He remembered Jesus’ prophecy of his faithlessness and the circumstances in which it had been uttered and was overwhelmed with grief.  It was like awakening from an evil dream that had begun with the failure to stay awake in Gethsemane.  Peter fled in shame from those who had witnessed his ignominious denial and wept tears of remorse.  The tradition of Peter’s denial was undoubtedly included in the Gospel to provide a sober example to the Christian community in Rome.  The fact that it is intimately tied to the account of Jesus before the Sanhedrin emphasizes the integrity of Jesus and his confession and the faithlessness of His disciple who refused to acknowledge his Lord.  Preparation for this pointed contrast was provided in the account of the sleeping disciples in Gethsemane who failed in the disciplines of vigilance and prayer, in the reference to the futile attempt to defend Jesus with the sword, and to the distant and hesitant ‘following’ of Peter.  This was of primary significance to Mark’s readers, whose faith was tested by the measures adopted in imperial Rome to stamp out an unwanted sect.  The fact of Peter’s denial constituted a solemn warning that a bold affirmation of fidelity did not guarantee faithfulness.  It constituted a plea to hold fast to one’s confession of Jesus.  But it also provided a word of encouragement that one who failed his Lord through denial could be restored, for the episode recounted in Mk 14:66-72 remains incomplete without the promise to Peter in Mk 16:7 that he will experience forgiveness and restoration in Galilee.”


g.  “It is debated as to how Jesus could look upon Peter at this moment.  The best answer is that He was being led by the Temple police from the hall of trial through the courtyard to a place of safekeeping until He should again be wanted [early that morning, when the legal trial was held].  With His face contused and black and blue from the blows He had received, with spittle still defiling His countenance, Jesus looked upon poor Peter.  No wonder that look went home.  It seems that Peter had no difficulty whatever in getting out of the courtyard.  Some jump to the conclusion that he would have had no difficulty at any time.  But the maid kept the door locked, and Peter did not risk it to make a demand for exit.  It was the transfer of Jesus that changed the situation.  The crowd of the attendants and Temple police, that had been kept waiting in the courtyard until this time, were ordered out, and so Peter, too, could leave without difficulty; in fact, if he had tried to stay he would have been ordered out.”
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