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 is the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to come.”


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


The active voice indicates that Joseph of Arimathea produced the action.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun IWSĒPH meaning “Joseph” plus the article, meaning “the one.”  With this we have the preposition APO plus the ablative of origin from the feminine singular proper noun ARIMATHAIA, meaning “from Arimathea.”  This is followed by the appositional nominative from the masculine singular adjective EUSCHĒMWN, meaning “prominent, of high standing/repute, noble Acts 13:50; 17:12 (well-to-do); a prominent counsellor (Joseph of Arimathea) Mk 15:43.”
  With this we have the nominative masculine singular noun BOULEUTĒS, meaning “a member of an advisory or legislative body, councillor [also spelled councilor and counsellor]; of Joseph of Arimathea: a member of the Sanhedrin Mk 15:43; Lk 23:50.”

“Joseph, the one from Arimathea, a prominent councillor, …after coming,”
 is the apposition nominative subject from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “who” plus the adjunctive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also,” followed by the nominative subject from the reflexive use of the third person masculine singular intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “himself.”  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI plus the nominative masculine singular present deponent middle/passive participle of the verb PROSDECHOMAI, meaning “to wait for,”
 which together form an imperfect periphrastic construction.


The imperfect tense of EIMI plus the present tense of the participle combine to describe what was continuing to occur at that time in the past.


The active voice of EIMI plus the deponent middle/passive voice of the participle combine to indicate that Joseph was or kept on producing the action of waiting for something.


The indicative mood of EIMI plus the circumstantial participle combine to declare a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun BASILEIA plus the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun THEOS, meaning “the kingdom of God.”

“who himself was also waiting for the kingdom of God;”
 is the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb TOLMAW, which means “to dare to; be courageous 2 Cor 11:21; 10:2; he summoned up courage and went in Mk 15:43.”


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


The active voice indicates that Joseph of Arimathea produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb and can be translated “after summoning up the courage.”

Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EISERCHOMAI, which means “to enter into.”


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


The active voice indicates that Joseph produced the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular article and proper noun PILATOS, meaning “to Pilate.”  Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular aorist middle indicative from the verb AITEW, which means “to ask for; to request.”


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


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the subject in producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun SWMA plus the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “the body of Jesus.”

“after summoning up the courage, went in to Pilate, and asked for the body of Jesus.”
Mk 15:43 corrected translation
“Joseph, the one from Arimathea, a prominent councillor, who himself was also waiting for the kingdom of God, after coming, after summoning up the courage, went in to Pilate, and asked for the body of Jesus.”
Explanation:
Mt 27:57, “When it was evening, there came a rich man from Arimathea, named Joseph, who himself had also become a disciple of Jesus.”

Lk 23:50-51, “And a man named Joseph, who was a member of the Council, a good and righteous man (he had not consented to their plan and action), from Arimathea, a city of the Jews, who was waiting for the kingdom of God;”

Jn 19:38, “After these things Joseph of Arimathea, being a disciple of Jesus, but a secret one for fear of the Jews, asked Pilate that he might take away the body of Jesus; and Pilate granted permission.  So he came and took away His body.”

1.  “Joseph, the one from Arimathea, a prominent councillor,”

a.  This verse is the continuation of the sentence begun in the previous verse.  The entire sentence now reads: “Now since evening had already come, because it was the preparation day, which is, the day before the Sabbath, Joseph, the one from Arimathea, a prominent councillor, who himself was also waiting for the kingdom of God, after coming, after summoning up the courage, went in to Pilate, and asked for the body of Jesus.”

b.  Mark now introduces another new character into the drama of the life of Jesus—Joseph, a Jewish man from the town/city of Arimathea, which was located about twenty miles northwest of Jerusalem (according to the best guesses of biblical archeologists)


c.  Mark further identifies Joseph as being a councillor (councilor, counsellor; you will find it spelled all these ways in the literature), which means that he was a member of the Council of Israel in Jerusalem better known as the Sanhedrin, as mentioned by Luke (see above).  Not only was he a member of the Sanhedrin, which explains how we know so much about their secret meetings and plans to do away with Jesus, but he was also a believer according to the statements by Matthew and John.


d.  “In the Davidic account, the home of Samuel is called Ramah (1 Sam 19:19) and Ramathaim (1 Sam 1:1), always with the definite article.  Often the word is formed with he- directive (‘toward Rama’), hence the Hebrew hārāmāṯâ, which becomes in the LXX Armathaim.  This agrees with the early identification of Arimathea and Ramathaim-zophim (by Eusebius).  Arimathea is mentioned in 1 Macc 11:34, and, as Ramatha, in Josephus (Antiquities of the Jews xiii.4.9).”

2.  “who himself was also waiting for the kingdom of God,”

a.  This phrase is somewhat technical.  It indicates that Joseph believed in the Messiah, because the kingdom of God cannot come without the Messiah.  It means that Joseph was positive to the teachings of the Old Testament Scripture and prophecy.  The implication is that he believed that Jesus was the Messiah and that Jesus was going to establish the kingdom of God on earth, which is confirmed by the fact that the other gospel writers state that Joseph was a believer.


b.  Joseph believed in the promises of God and was waiting for Jesus to fulfill those promises.  He was the total opposite of those who called for and approved the crucifixion of Jesus.


c.  Therefore, in summary, according to the various statements of the gospel writers we have the following picture of Joseph:



(1)  he was a believer and disciple of Jesus from a city of the Jews;



(2)  he was a rich man; (his wealth didn’t prevent him from becoming a believer)



(3)  he was a member of the Sanhedrin;



(4)  he was a good and righteous man;



(5)  he did not consent to the plan and action against Jesus;



(6)  he was waiting for the kingdom of God (he believed Jesus was the Messiah);



(7)  he had the courage to ask for the body of Jesus to bury it.

3.  “after coming, after summoning up the courage, went in to Pilate, and asked for the body of Jesus.”

a.  The implication of the words “after coming” is that Joseph was somewhere else before he came to the residence of Pilate to ask for the body of Jesus.  That somewhere else had to be the cross.  Otherwise, he would not know that Jesus was dead, and therefore, would have no thought of coming to Pilate to ask for the body.


b.  Why did Joseph have to summon up courage?  What was the threat?  There are two possible answers both of which Joseph had to overcome.



(1)  The Jews had just carried out their plan to kill Jesus, and they gloated over Jesus for six hours while doing it.  It would take nothing for them to turn against Joseph and put a few knives in his back as he walked back into the city from Golgotha.  The rest of the disciples besides John were still in hiding and that alone proves the potential threat of violence against anyone else who might offer to do anything for Jesus.  However, Joseph could overcome this threat by making it appear that he was simply burying the dead body, so that the land of Israel would not be defiled during Passover by having a dead body still hanging on the wood.



(2)  The second threat could come from Pilate himself, who hated the Jews anyway and might react violently to Joseph’s request and have him thrown in prison to be dealt with after the eight day festival.  Pilate was no friend of the Jews and had a special dislike of the Sanhedrin and its members.  In addition, Joseph was not even a member of the family of Jesus, who really were the only ones who had any right to beg for the body, which did not have to be granted to them.  Again, Joseph could play the card that he was only trying to fulfill the Scripture and keep the land undefiled, so there would not be a riot from the people against Rome for allowing the land to be defiled by the dead bodies.  Pilate would have seen the wisdom in this suggestion and was probably grateful for this offer to prevent another possible disturbance of public order.


c.  Therefore, Joseph had to overcome the possible negative consequences of his action and take no council of his fears.  After doing so, he immediately went to Pilate’s residence, the Praetorium, which was only about a five minute walk from Golgotha (a quarter mile), and asked Pilate for the permission to take the dead body of Jesus and bury it in a grave nearby that he himself owned.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “We must not think there was any risk here or that something unusual and hence venturesome was done.”
  If there was no risk, then why did Joseph need to summon up the courage to do what he did?  This comment is so totally wrong.

b.  “Joseph had evidently taken no public stand for Jesus before now.  It is the glory of Joseph and Nicodemus, secret disciples of Jesus, that they took a bold stand when the rest were in terror and dismay. That is love psychology, paradoxical as it may seem.”


c.  “God had a wealthy member of the Sanhedrin, Joseph of Arimathea, ready to take care of the body of Jesus.  He was assisted by Nicodemus, also a member of the council (Jn 19:38–42).  We must not think that these two men suddenly decided to bury Jesus, because what they did demanded much preparation.  To begin with, Joseph had to prepare the tomb in a garden near the place where Jesus died.  This tomb was probably not for Joseph himself, since a wealthy man would not likely choose to be buried near a place of execution.  The men also had to obtain a large quantity of spices (Jn 19:39), and this could not be done when the shops were closed for Passover.  And all of this had to be done without the council’s knowledge.  It seems evident that God prepared these two men and directed them in their activities.  It was important that His body be prepared for burial so that the empty grave clothes could be left behind in the tomb.  Also, the way He was buried fulfilled prophecy (Isa 53:9).  The fact that He was buried is proof that Jesus actually died on the cross, for the Roman officials would not have released the body without proof that Jesus was dead.”
  This statement is the ultimate proof that Jesus did actually die.  The Romans would never have released the body of Jesus unless they had absolute certainty that Jesus was dead.


d.  “Under Roman law the release of a crucified man’s corpse for burial was determined only by the imperial magistrate.  Usually such a request by a victim’s relatives was granted, but sometimes a body would be left on a cross to decay or be eaten by predatory animals or birds and the remains were thrown into a common grave.  Jewish law required a proper burial for all bodies, even those of executed criminals.  It also dictated that those hanged were to be taken down and buried before sunset (Dt 21:23).  Aware of these regulations, Joseph of Arimathea went to Pilate and requested Jesus’ body for burial.  He did this ‘when evening had already arrived,’ (i.e., probably about 4 p.m.).  This gave urgency to his intended action.  Though Joseph probably lived in Jerusalem he was originally from Arimathea, a village 20 miles northwest of the city.  He was a wealthy, reputable member of the Council, a non-Jewish designation for the Sanhedrin.  He had not approved of the Sanhedrin’s decision to kill Jesus (Lk 23:51).  He was personally waiting for the kingdom of God (Mk 1:15) which suggests he was a devout Pharisee.  He regarded Jesus as the Messiah though so far he was a secret disciple.  But he took courage and went to Pilate boldly, a description unique to Mark.  His action was bold because: (a) he was not related to Jesus; (b) his request was a favor that would likely be denied on principle since Jesus had been executed for treason; (c) he risked ceremonial defilement in handling a dead body; (d) his request amounted to an open confession of personal loyalty to the crucified Jesus which would doubtless incur his associates’ hostility.  He was a secret disciple no longer—something Mark impressed on his readers.”
  This last point is debatable.  If Joseph presented the suggestion to Pilate that the bodies needed to be buried according to the OT Scriptures and not risk public disapproval by the crowds, then Pilate might have readily agreed without incurring any risk of hostility or tipping Joseph’s hand to the other members of the Sanhedrin.


e.  “The mention of bravery suggests that Pilate was not really disposed to be that friendly toward Jesus and his sympathizers.  This act could have branded Joseph as a Jesus sympathizer, a dangerous condition to be in when the man had not merely died but had been publicly executed by the Roman authorities.”


f.  “That the Sanhedrin included pious members like Joseph, and not just the sort who appeared in the trial narrative (as pious as even they may have supposed themselves), fits the known diversity within even the Jewish aristocracy of the period.  Because he awaited the future kingdom, Joseph was probably not a Sadducee, unlike many of his colleagues.”


g.  “Arimathea’s location is uncertain, but it is thought to have been 20 miles northwest of Jerusalem (the modern Rentis).  Joseph’s expectation of the Kingdom was shared by a number of Jews in those days, for many took Daniel 9 seriously (secular history confirms this).  But Joseph went further, for he believed Jesus to be that Messiah and therefore the King of the Kingdom.  He certainly proved the mettle of his faith in his act that afternoon.  Luke is specific in recording that Joseph of Arimathea had not consented to the Sanhedrin’s action of condemning Jesus.  So, by requesting Jesus’ body from Pilate, he served notice that the Sanhedrin’s decision was improper, for their rules were that the death penalty could only be imposed by a unanimous vote.  Nicodemus, by supporting Joseph, confirmed this fact.  This was indeed a brave act, for it would have guaranteed incurring the wrath of the rest of the Sanhedrin.  [Not if Joseph told them he was doing this to keep the land from being defiled.]  However, it is not recorded in Scripture to primarily praise their bravery, but to establish that the death sentence imposed on Jesus was illegal.”


h.  “No pious Jew would leave the body of an executed man exposed after sundown, particularly if the next day was a Sabbath.  God had, as He always has, the right man for the moment.  He was Joseph, influential enough to ask for the body (normally, the property of the Roman government in such cases).”


i.  “It is possible to attribute Joseph’s intervention to concern over the impropriety of leaving a corpse on the cross rather than a specific concern for Jesus, though even this would be apparently to step out of line (there is no indication that the establishment as a whole would have provided for a burial).  Moreover, Joseph is not said to have concerned himself with the other crucified men”
 [probably because knowing that the Romans broke their legs in order to kill them quickly, the Roman soldiers may have already planned to throw the dead men in a common grave].


j.  “Joseph had kept his faith in Jesus hidden [because] the Jews had officially threatened to expel any man from the synagogue who confessed Jesus, and this meant cutting the man off from all connection with the Jewish religion and ostracizing him from his nation.”
  Lenski also mentions that the fact that Joseph would not have worried about being concerned ceremonially unclean by entering the Praetorium (the house of a Gentile) to talk to Pilate, since Joseph would be ceremonially unclean anyway by handling the dead body of Jesus.


k.  “The release of a corpse for burial depended solely upon the generosity of the magistrate.  In actual practice, if the relatives of a condemned man sought permission for burial, the body was normally given to them.  Philo reports that before a great festival, like the emperor’s birthday, the bodies of those who had been crucified were given to the relatives for proper burial.  From such examples of legal practice as have been preserved in documents from this period the practice in Palestine under Tiberius can be estimated.  In most instances the request of relatives for the body of one executed was honored. The major exception to this was that permission to bury one convicted of high treason was denied on principle.  Whenever such a request was granted the action represented a special dispensation by the imperial magistrate.  The burial of the dead as an act of piety is attested in the OT and later Jewish sources.  Josephus says explicitly, ‘we consider it a duty to bury even enemies’.  Jewish law prescribed that those hung should be taken down and buried before sundown (Dt 21:23).  Although cursed of God, a body was not to hang on a cross after dark lest there be a defiling of the land, and it was considered unthinkable that burial should be denied to anyone, not even a convicted criminal.  An area far outside the city of Jerusalem had been consigned for the burial of executed criminals.  The request for the body of Jesus would normally have come from a member of his family or from his disciples (Mk 6:29).  Mary, however, must have been emotionally exhausted by the course of events, and there is no evidence that Jesus’ brothers or sisters were in the city [they probably were, since everyone attended this festival].  The disciples had fled.  In the absence of those related to the crucified Messiah, Joseph of Arimathea courageously asked permission to bury the body of Jesus.  His surname indicates that he was originally from the village of Ramathaim-zophim (1 Sam 1:1), about 20 miles northwest of Jerusalem.  His earnest expectation of the coming redemption had apparently attracted him to Jesus and his teaching concerning the Kingdom of God.  His request was daring because it amounted to a confession of his commitment to the condemned and crucified Jesus.  As a member of the council undoubtedly he was familiar with the Roman regulations governing the disposal of a corpse.  Despite the fact that Jesus had been crucified for high treason and that Joseph was unrelated to him, he boldly petitioned the prefect for the right of burial.  The approach of the Sabbath, which began at sundown, lent urgency to his action if burial was to be completed within the time prescribed by pentateuchal law (Dt 21:23).”
  An excellent summary.
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