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1. Introduction

St. Mark in his Gospel does not want to present Jesus’ confrontation with the 
vaôç but rather he refers to the Lepòv. In his account of the Sanhedrin trial of Jesus 
(Mk 14,53-65) he includes false and contradicting evidence (Kat tlvcç avacravreç 
è4feuôopapTupouv Kar’ aùroû Àéyovreç —  Mk 14,57). The response of Jesus con
tains an ominous prediction for the Jerusalem sanctuary (Mk 13,14-23). He warns 
the Jews of what is coming and calls them up to repentance because of the im
minent cessation of the temple era.

2. False and contradictory evidence in the trial of Jesus

The main point of accusation at the Sanhedrin trial of Jesus are the following 
words: ot i 'Hpelç i)Koóoapev auroû Àéyovwç o n  ’Eycu KaraÀuoto tòv vaòv toûtov 
top xeLpoTTOLTTOv KaL òux Tpuùv fipepóìv àÀÀov àxeipoiTOLr|Tov o’iKOÒop.f|OGù (Mk 
14,58). This is false and contradictory evidence (Kat Tiveç àvaaTavTeç èitteuôopap- 
rupouv Kar’ aîrcoû Àéyovreç —  Mk 14,57).

The true and accurate account of the Sanhedrin trial of Jesus except for the 
introductory information about bringing Jesus up to the house of the high priest 
(Kai. aTTfiYayov tòv Tqooûv trpôç tòv àpxtepéa, Kai ouvép/ovrai iTavreç ol àpxte- 
peîç Kal ol TTpeoßbTepoL Kal ol ypapparelę. —  Mk 14,53) and about a multitude 
of people demeaning and deriding Jesus after the trial (Kai ppCavTÔ Tiveç èpit-
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TueLv aGrcò Kai JTepiKaÀbìTTeiv auroG tò -npoaanrov Kal K0Àa4u(ei.v auròv Kal 
ÀéyeLV abitò, Ilpo^riTeuoop, Kal ol bTrriperai paTTiapaoiv aùràv eÄaßov. —  Mk 
14,65) is inserted between the two references to the death sentence for Jesus 
Christ:
—  ol ôè àpxiepeîç Kal òÀov tò obvéôpiov è(r|TObv Kara toG Tqaoû paprupiav 

eiç to OavaTÛaai aùrôv, Kal oGx ribpioKov (Mk 14,55);
—  f|KOuaaTe Tfjç ßÄaacJrripiac;- tl bpîv (jjaiperai; ol ôè iTavreç KaréKptPav aùràv 

evoxov eivai Oavdrob. (Mk 14,64).
These verses present these elements which helped the judges achieve their goal 

and which link the beginning and end of the trial from the narrative point of view 
(Mk 14,55.64).

In Mk 14,55-59 the selected vocabulary helps to adequately describe the trial:
—  papiopta (“testimony”) —  this noun is used three times (Mk 14,55.56.59);
—  ifiebóopaprbpĆG) („to testify falsely”, „to testify against truth”) —  this verb is 

used twice (Mk 14,56.57).
In the narrative of Mk 14,55-59 the whole procedure of interrogating witnesses 

is presented. Witnesses are the members of the Sanhedrin. Their testimony is con
tradictory and incompatible [Kal laai a l pap w p ła t oGk fjoav - “(...) but their 
witness agreed not together”] thus confirming the fact that the trial was not per
formed in a solemn and serious manner.

In Mk 14,60 the evangelist introduces the second phase of the trial (Mk 14,60- 
62), e.g. questioning of the Accused by the high priest (Kal àvaoràç ó apxiepeix; 
elç péoov èirripGùrriaev top TqooGv Àéytùv, OGk dcTTOKpivr) obôèv tl olito l aob 
Karapapwpobo tv).

The lexis is dominated by the following expressions:
—  words posing a question and query;
—  words of reply and refutation;
—  words pointing to perversity of the question.

The high priest questions Jesus twice urging him to reply (Mk 14,60). Jesus 
is silent and does not answer the first question: ObK à-iïOKpivri obôèv tl outol oob 
KarapapTbpobOLV (Mk 14,60b). But the high priest persistently continues his inter
rogation asking Jesus the second question: 2b ei ó Xpiorôç ó blôç Wb ebÀoyriToG 
(Mk 14,61c). Jesus answers his second question describing the vision of the Son 
of Man: ó ôè Tqaobç ei-nev, ’Eytó dpi., Kal oi|f€a0e top blòp toO àp0pcóiTOb èk 
ôeÇlgùp Ka0f|pevov Tiję ôbpàpetùç Kal epxópepop pera tûp pe^eÀtûP roû oGpapoG 
(Mk 14,62)’ Mk 14,60 confirms the theme of the “testimony”

Cf.Dn 7,13; Ps 110,1.
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In Mk 14,63-64 the final phase of the trial of Jesus is presented. St. Mark de
fines the alleged crime of Jesus: T l 4tl xpetav exopev papTuptov; T l cti xpeiav 
exopev paprupcop; — Mk 14,63b-64b. In such circumstances, after such a trial Jesus 
is sentenced to death (ol ôè -navreç KareKpivav avuòv ’évoxov eîvai OavaTou.—  
Mk 14,64c). Is it not an ironie and paradoxical trial where false and contradictory 
evidence of Jesus’ “crime” is presented and where the high priest and other mem
bers of the Sanhedrin are both witnesses and at the same time judges pronouncing 
a sentence?

Accusations of false witnesses and judges are of different importance. Their 
testimony concerns the Jerusalem temple although the evangelist does not present 
it clearly. Their evidence is contradictory. False witnesses accuse Jesus of usurping 
the right to the messianic mission as the Son of the Blessed One (Mk 14,61-62). 
The result of the trial is the death sentence.

Of two questions which constitute the accusation of Jesus it seems that only 
the first one Oùk cgtokplvti oùôév tl outol oou KaTapapTupoûoLv; (Mk 14,60b) 
refers to witnesses’ testimony. Jesus refuses to answer the question by remaining 
silent (ô öe éaLGÓira «aï oûk àïïeKpCvaTo oùôév.—  Mk,6 la) which causes the high 
priest to leave the matter raised by false witnesses and to raise a new, and as it turns 
out, major accusation against Jesus. His question: el ó XpLOTÔç ó u'lôç toû

eùÀoyTiToû; (Mk 14,61c) allegedly marks a new beginning of the trial. But the 
structure of the whole narrative of Mk 14,55-64 does not confirm the existence of 
a dividing line in the interrogation:
—  Mk 14,55-59 —  looking for and questioning witnesses (participants: witnesses 

and the Sanhedrin members);
—  Mk 14,60-62 —  questioning of the Accused (participants: the high priest and

Jesus);
— Mk 14,63-64 —  court’s sentence (participants: the high priest and members of 

the Sanhedrin).
The form of two parallel questions of the high priest proves that there is a link 

between false accusations of witnesses and accusations of the high priest con
cerning the messianic claim of Jesus. By asking a question: “W hat [is it which] 
these witness against thee?” (Mk 14,60b) the high priest does not want to learn 
what the accusers testify against Jesus because the accusation of false witnesses 
contains the answer to this question. The high priest’s question: tl outol oou kcctcc- 
papwpoûoLv; actually means: “Why are they testifying against you?”2

2 Cf. W. Bauer, Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der 
übrigen urchristlichen Literatur, Berlin -  New York 1971, p. 1621.



182 Ks. M ieczysław M ikołajczak

W e can refer here to:
—  an earlier teaching of Jesus in Capernaum where he healed a demon possessed 

man [Tt êoriv toûto; (...) Kai toîç -nveupaai tolç aKaôàpTOiç e-niraoaei, Kal 
uTTaKououoLV avrò). —  Mk 1,27];

—  Jesus’ great wisdom admired by the inhabitants of Nazareth where he taught 
in the synagogue on Sabbath (tiç q ootjna q ôoOeîaa toutco —  M k 6,2).
During the trial Jesus is demanded to explain his challenge against the temple.

But Jesus remains silent. The high priest does not give up. He continues the 
investigation and asks the second time: ndÀiv éirripûka aÙTÓv. These words cannot 
be paraphrased in a sense: “He asked him another, different question”

The structure of the questioning of Jesus by the high priest can be summarised 
in the following way:
Mk 14,60-61a:
— Introduction: Kai àvaaràç ó àpxiepeùç elç péaov èiTripcó-criaev tov Tqaoöv

Àéycuv, (Mk 14,60a);
—  The high priest’s question: ObK anoKpivT] ouöev tl outol oou KarapapwpoDoiv;

(Mk 14,60b);
—  Jesus’ response: ô ôè èaicrra Kal ouk ancKpCvaro oûôév. (Mk 14,61a).
Mk 14,61b-62:
—  Introduction: ndÀLv ó àpxLepeùç èîTqpcûTa aÙTÒv Kal À-éyei aureo, (Mk 14,61b);
—  The high priest’s question: Su eî ó XpLOTÔç ó uloç roû eùÀoyqToù; (Mk 14,62a);
—  Jesus’ response: ó ôè Tqaoûç elirev, ’Eyco elpi, (Mk 14,62b).

The second question is a repetition of what Jesus has been already asked in the 
first question.

Jesus claimed that he had authority over the temple and thus he confirmed that 
he was the anticipated Messiah3 Testimony of false witnesses though contra-dic

3 Some authors negate the possibility of linking the temple theme and the question asked by the high 
priest. They maintain that the authority to destroy and rebuilt the temple has been never attributed to the 
Messiah; cf. L. GASTON, No Stone on Another. Studies in the Significance o f the Fall o f Jerusalem in the 
Synoptic Gospels, (Supplements to Novum Testamenten 23), Leiden 1970, p. 102-112. In a few heatedly 
debated and carefully analysed texts the act of destroying the temple is enumerated as one of the Works 
of the Messiah. A role of the future builder of the temple has not been certified in any Jewish text. Cf. also 
E. LlNNEMANN, Studien zur Passionsgeschichte, in: FRLANT 102 (1970), p. 127: the destruction and 
building of a new temple has never been seen as an eschatological event; also: D. Juel, Messiah and 
Temple. The Trial o f Jesus in the Gospel o f Mark, Missoula -  Montana 1977, p. 117-215: He points to 
a relationship between the Messiah and the destruction of the temple and claims that this question is best 
explained on the basis of editorial efforts of St. Mark in Mk 14,58-62. He believes that tradition does not 
exist in a pure form but is bom and passed on assuming various forms in different situations; according 
to J. Jeul St. Mark or someone before him could have developed such Jewish tradition of general cha
racter, i. e. accounting for a unique experience of the Church as a Christian fellowship; common tradition
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tory was not necessarily doomed to fail because of the implications. As a matter 
of fact the point was to prepare the next question, to find a pretext to the high 
priest’s inquiry. He was going to demand from Jesus to openly say whether he was 
Si) el ó Xpiorôç ô ulôç rob €bÄoyr|TOb; (Mk 14,61c).

Jesus answers only the second question. He seems to be reluctant to accept the 
titles quoted in the questions. Only in St. M ark’s account is his answer explicitly 
confirmatory.

According to St. Mark and other synoptics in the next part of his answer to the 
high priest’s question Jesus “corrects” and thus reinforces the meaning of the title 
ascribed to him by the high priest. He does it by replacing Lì) et ó Xpiorôç ó blôç 
rob 6bÀoyr|TOb; (Mk 14,61c) with tòv blòv xob àvOpcóiTOb (Mk 14,62c).

Thus we may infer that the title Jesus is asked about by the high priest should 
be interpreted according to the Sanhedrin’s understanding: that it would be true of 
Jesus only if others see him as “the Son of Man” This interpretation refers to and 
expounds on Jesus’ words spoken against the vaôç quoted by false witnesses during 
the trial.

If truly the high priest accepts false accusations of witnesses then the fact that 
Jesus breaks the silence is well-grounded. In his response Jesus exposes falsehood 
of their claims that he accepts messianic titles he is being asked about provided that 
the interpretation of the Sanhedrin is accepted. Jesus claims he has authority over 
the temple and demands the right understanding of his mission as the Messiah. The 
Sanhedrin’s interpretation of Jesus’ words reveals their hypocrisy, slyness and 
falseness. Their thinking is cunning and devious.

Analogically we can refer to the episode of the first announcement of Jesus’ 
Passion and Resurrection in Caesarea (Mk 8,31-33). Jesus rebuked Peter for his way 
of thinking: ô ôè ĆTTLOTpacJjelę Kal Löcov wùç pa0r|T<xę abrob èîTexiprioev nérpcp 
Kal Àéyei, "Yïïaye ôitlocû pob, Laravâ, otl ob cf)povéi.ç xà xob 0eoî) àÂÀà xà xcûv 
àpôpcÔTTGûv. (Mk 8,33) to which Peter responded Lì) et ô Xptaxôç. (Mk 8,29)* * 4. If we 
compare the two excerpts we can explain Jesus’ amendment to the Jewish un
derstanding of his words on the vaôç and the titles: “Christ the Messiah” and “the 
Son of the Blessed One”

concerning the temple has been experienced and expressed in Qumran in a different way than it has been
in the Jewish circles.

4 Cf. B. Prete, Formazione e storicità del detto di Gesù sul tempio secondo Me 14,58, in: „Bibbia 
e Oriente” 27 (1985), p. 9-12; G. BlSOLl, Tempio e „falsa testimonianza ” in Marco, in: „Liber Annus” 
35 (1985), p. 36; A. VÖGTLE, Das markinische Versändnis der Tempelworte, in: „Die Mitte des Neuen 
Testaments”, Göttingen 1983, p. 366; D. SENIOR, The Passion o f Jesus in the Gospel o f Mark, Wilming
ton -  Delaware 1984, p. 91-93.
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The messianic concept from Caesarea and the Sanhedrin’s understanding is 
correct:
— in Caesarea Peter opposes the necessity of the suffering the “Christ — the

Messiah — the Son of the Blessed One”;
— the Sanhedrin and Judaism properly understand the Messiah’s authority; Jesus ’ 

response to the high priest’s question proves that indeed “the Son of Man sits 
on the right hand side” of God and therefore he shares the authority and rule 
of YHWH God. Jesus does not use his name but says of him: “Almighty -  
Mighty” (Auvapiç); and also top utop toû àpOpoSnob (...) épxópepop peTÙ t o p  
P€(f)€Àôp toû oùpapou. (Mk 14,62c) just as inMk 13,26: «ai. róre ói|/0PTaL top 

u 'lÒp  toû àp0pcóiTOb e p x ó p e p o p  ép pe<j)éÀai,ç pera ôbpàpeœç itoààtk «aï ôô£r|ç.5 
Jesus is “the Son of Man sitting on the right hand” as in Mk 12,36 where his 
is not only “the son of David” but also Kbpioç (Lord) like YHWH God.
St. Mark discusses the nature of messianic authority of Jesus. He wants to spe

cify whether it is a “theocratic -  Davidic” type of authority or rather a “heavenly -  
transcendental” authority. Jesus asked about the authority he claims over the paóę 
responds in the same way he did when he demanded authority over the lepòp. He 
claims that his authority comes from the heaven, from God the Father -  YHWH 
and not from people. Jesus reveals that it is him as the Kópioę (Lord) and not 
a “theocratic -  Davidic” descendent who will destroy the Jerusalem temple to
gether with YHWH God.

We can conclude that in Mk 14,58 the temple theme is presented by St. Mark 
once again as a question to be resolved by the reader because the evangelist wams 
us against the insufficiency of Jewish institutions and their vision of the Messiah.

3. Jesus and two sanctuaries

The paóę mentioned in false witness against Jesus is the Jerusalem temple. The 
unfortunate fate of the sanctuary confirms the reproachful and hostile attitude of 
Jesus towards the temple. It is also a reprimand for the temple. The Sanhedrin 
members do not remain indifferent. They begin to defend themselves as the spi
ritual leaders of the chosen nation. One should analyse correctly the verb forms in 
the utterances where Jesus announces his action: ’Eycò KaTaÀóocù top paòp toûtop 
top xeiponoLTiTOP Kai. ôià TpLGJP qpepœp àÀÀop àxeipoTTOir|TOP oiKoóopf|oa) (Mk 
14,58). These are two verbs: KaTaÀôocû and oLkoôopt|oü) which have:

5Cf. Dn7,13.
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— the initial èycó as the only subject on one hand;
— the vaôç as the object on the other hand.

Thus we can conclude that Jesus has a special relationship with the temple:
—  when it is the Lepòv in M k 11-13; 14,48-49;
— when it is the vaôç in Mk 14,58.

First of all Jesus is the one who will destroy the Jewish vaôç where a ritual of 
offering incense is carried out daily and a ritual of an offering for sins is carried 
out every year. Jesus is the subject demolishing the vaôç. The same KaraÀueiv verb 
is used by the evangelist in Mk 13,2 in the prophetic announcement of Jesus about 
the destruction the Lepòv of but in the passive voice which grammatical form cannot 
be interpreted as a theological passive form. KaraÀôeiv is presented in a form of 
a paraphrase où p.Tj à<J)e0fi toôe Ài0oç ètri àl0ov (Mk 13,2c). Writing about the de
struction of the temple St. Mark does not suggest that it will be a miraculous event, 
instantaneous and unusual, but rather it will be “a blow after a blow and a stone 
after a stone” . Jesus’ speech after Mk 13,2 announces war unrest, suffering almost 
beyond human endurance which only God will be able to shorten (Mk 13,5-13). 
And finally the speech on the “abomination of desolation” in the temple (Mk 13,14) 
points to people as perpetrators of the destruction of the Lepòv. The evangelist seems 
to be using not a theologically passive voice but rather an impersonal passive 
voice. In this impersonal passive voice the prime mover is unspecified due to the 
complexity of action and prophetic genre used by Jesus. In Mk 14,58a Jesus pre
sents himself as the author of the destruction of the vaôç which may give us an 
impression that he himself is going to carry out this negative action. It is not so. 
Jesus is also the builder of another vaôç: (...)Kai ÔLa xpicôv -qpepcôv aÀÀov a^eupo- 
ttoCt|tov OLKoôop/pocû (Mk 14,58b).

So we conclude that also the second part of Jesus’ speech (Mk 14,58) can be 
described as positive because of the announcement of rebuilding the temple “not 
made with human hands” We do not find lexical items of this type referring to the 
lepòv in Mk 11-13. An idea of another Lepòv predicted in advance is found in se
veral testimonies of western tradition in which a phrase Kai ôià rp iûv  fipepcôv 
aÀÀoç avaarfioeraL aveu /eipcov6 is added after Mk 13,2. The context of this edito
rial interference shows that masculine gender of aÀÀoç can only agree with àl0oç. 
But there would be no sense of talking about future appearance of a “stone” in the 
place of the destroyed Lepòv. St. Mark using the masculine gender is announcing 
a new temple in resurrected Jesus. This conclusion is based on the verb used in the 
text ruled by aÀÀoç which is not oLKOôopécû as in Mk 14,58 but traditionally refers

6 This logion is found in Beza and Washington Codices as well as in Latin version called Itala with 
the exception of three manuscripts.
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to resurrection àÀÂoç àvaorrioeTaL. Then the meaning of Mk 14,58 can be repre
sented in the following way: “And in three days another (Jesus will built a new 
lepòv) will build (a work) without hands (with no human input)”

The context does not confirm that Jesus and the temple were supposedly to re
appear three days after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple. Mk 11-13 does not 
mention a new lepòv and that Jesus is to be its builder.

According to some scholars there is no promise of a new vaôç in M ark’s Gospel. 
For some unexplained reason they omit and do not notice the role o f the meaning 
of Kai. aÀÀov In their opinion in Mk 14,58 Jesus “is going to destroy and rebuilt the 
same temple”7. Still another group interprets Mk 14,58b in the same way but takes 
into consideration all possibilities. According to them both the old and new temples 
will always remain the same Jerusalem sanctuary. This rebuilt temple will actually 
be another (àÀÀoç) if only its renovation is going to be deep enough.

But this interpretation of àÀÀoç is problematic from the lexical point of view. 
For St. Mark the adjective aÀÀoç never means “the same identity but of different 
quality” . It always means “different in quantity”. In classical Greek quite often the 
adjective has the meaning “a different one of many”8. Sometimes aÀÀoç is used in 
the sense of êrepoç, i.e. „a different one of the two”9. If Mk 14,58 were to predict 
the reconstruction of the Jerusalem sanctuary it would be contradictory to the 
eschatological picture presented in Mk 13,14. It is there where St. Mark describes 
the fate of the temple as “abomination of desolation”

Jesus who visited the lepòv as the Messiah in Mk 11-13 could not see any po
sitive results of his teaching. Christ announced the destruction of the lepòv and it 
is confirmed by the witnesses before the high priest and the Sanhedrin. He himself 
will destroy the holiest part of the lepòv i.e. its vaôç to build another sanctuary in 
its place, a sanctuary which will not be made with human hands but will be the 
work of the spirit.

4. The “man-made temple” (xeipoTToir|Toę) 
and “not made by man” (àxetpoiToir|Toç)

Right now in our study we are going to explain the reason why both vaói will 
be objects of contradictory actions of Jesus. St. Mark presents them as contrary:

7 Cf. R.W. Taylor, The Gospel according to St Mark, London 1966, p. 566.
8 See: the teaching of Jesus: the parable o f the sower; the goal o f the parable; the explanation of 

the parable; the storm on the lake; the parable o f the tenants (Mk 4,5-7.8.18.36; 12,5).
9 See: the teaching of Jesus on indissolubility o f marriage; the parable o f the tenants (Mk 10,11.12; 

12,4).
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XeipoiToiTycoç “as the first” and àxeLpoiTOLTïcoç “as the second” . I w ould like to stress 
that it is o f  u tm ost im portance to com bine both  “precise  m eaning” and “theological 
scope” o f the tw o adjectives in o rder to be able to understand  correctly  the phrase 
in M k 14,58 and its log ic10.

XeLpo-noLTïcoç cannot have the sam e m eaning as it does in ex tra  b ib lical G reek. 
T here the adjective in question m eans “som ething that is artific ial and not m ade 
by nature” :

—  for H erodotus xeipoiTOLTiToç is an artific ial lake M eris in Egypt;
—  for T hucydides xetpoiTOLriToç is a fire started  in order to conquer a city;
—  for P lato  xeipo-noir|Toç is a d itch  around the p lateau  o f  A tlantis w hich chan

nelled w ater to the sea;
—  for Josephus F lavius xéipottoititoç is an  artific ial h ill o f  E rod ion11.

W hen St. M ark  uses the adjective xeipoiToiriToq he does not seem  to exclude 
the possibility o f  the fact that the vaôç in Jerusalem  is a natural place o f refuge. It is 
a fact that in M k 14,58 as w ell as in other five usages o f  the term  in the New T esta
m ent it refers to the popular m eaning o f  the adjective but in the L X X  translation.

T he G reek B ible uses the adjective xélpoitolt|toç six teen tim es (Lev 26,13; Is 
2,18; 10,11; 16,12; 19,1; 21,9; 31 ,7f; 46,6; W is 14,8; D an  5,4.23; 6,28; Jud  8,18) 
and it describes negative features o f pagan idols w hich  are no m ore than w ood and 
metal shaped by a craftsm an. In D n 5,23 (in the LX X ) those pagan idols are “gods” 
(eïôcoÀa xeLpoTTOirpa) “m ade o f  silver and gold, copper and iron, w ood and stone, 
who cannot see nor hear, nor understand” . In the LX X  the term  is used in a religious 
sense or to be m ore precise  an apologetic sense to express contem pt for idols —  
pagan gods.

In the O ld T estam ent (in the L X X ) xei-po'novriToç is used polem ically  against 
the idolatrous practices o f  gentile  peoples. Its function changes in  the N ew  T esta
m ent. C hristian  theologians d irect their charge o f xeLpo-noLTyroQ against Israel and 
its institutions. E specially  A cts 7 ,48, H br 9 ,11 .24  and our tex t o f M k 14,58 the 
adjective xeipoiroiriToc in the L X X  used o f  the idols are d irected  against the Jeru 
salem  vaôç. A ccording to E ph 2,11 the Israelites are the “circum cised” o r “the ones 
who define them selves as c ircum cised” bu t they are circum cised  xeipoTroiriwç 
because they are circum cised in body only.

10 There are numerous and varied opinions on interpretation o f these two adjectives: /eipoTTOLTiwę 
“as the first one” and àxeipoTTOLr|Toç “as the second one” . I am going to quote only some o f them which 
in my opinion are the most useful in our study of M k 14,58: G. B lG U Z Z I, M k 14,58: Un tempio  xeipo- 
iToir|Toç, in: „Rivista Biblica” 26 (1978), p. 225-240; F. LEFEV RE, De Tempelpolemik in deRedactie van 
Marcus, Leuven 1975, p. 574-577; E. LOHSE, xeipoiTo[r|roę, àxtipoTroiT|Toç, in: TWNT, vol. IX, Stuttgart 
1973, p. 425—426; B. PR ETE, Formazione e storicità del detto di Gesù sul tempio secondo M e 14,58, in: 
„Bibbia e Oriente ” 27 (1985), p. 3-16.

11 Cf. J. Flawiusz, Starożytności żydowskie (15,9,4); and: O wojnie żydowskiej, (1,21,10).
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But the meaning of the term^eipoiTOLriToę in St. M ark’s Gospel is not the same 
as in the Greek Bible where it is used interchangeably with the notion of “idol” 
XeLpoiToiTiToç circumcision or temple is not necessarily an idolatrous temple or 
idolatrous circumcision.

And it is so because the meaning of the adjective in these three different con
texts is defined by contrasting entities. For extra biblical authors it describes the 
things which are artificial as opposed to those which are naturally made. Thucy
dides for example contrasts xeipoTTOLT|TOç fire with spontaneous fire. The fire star
ted by the Peloponnese legion on the walls of Plateia is compared to the column 
of fire which lit on its own (ccttò rauToparou) in a forest and was kindled by winds.

In the LXX xeipoîToiriToç is a contemptuous adjective whose aim is to dispa
rage “idols” in the eyes of those who worship them. Idols should not be adored 
because they are a product of human hands and are much lower than man. The 
most characteristic text here is Is 46,6 where gods who are worshipped by bowing 
before them are in fact artefacts made by a goldsmith paid to do so (“They lavish 
gold out of the bag, and weigh silver in the balance, [and] hire a goldsmith; and he 
maketh it a god: they fall down, yea, they worship”).

And finally in the New Testament xeipoiToir|Toę is contrasted with its antithesis 
àxeipoiTOLriToç. This adjective is used for the first time in the New Testament in our 
text of Mk 14,58 (2 Cor 5,1 ; Col 2,11-12). Apart from the new vaôç which Jesus 
is going to “rebuilt” (Mk 14,58) there is àxeipo-noir|Toç.

In the expression òló rpLcnv fipepüv Mk 14,58 specifies what temple is not 
a work of human hands. The three days in which the temple will be rebuilt and the 
three days of the Passion and resurrection of Jesus Christ are identical12 for some 
commentators.

But the phrase ölcc tplwv fyepov from Mk 14,58 is not the same as the one in 
Mk 8,31 ; 9,31 ; 20,34: perà rpe lç rpépaç. The latter can be translated as „after three 
days” (so on „the fourth day”) which makes it different not only because of rf| 
rpirr) ripépa (cf. Mt 16,21; 17,23; 20,19; Lk9,22; 18,33; 24,7.24). The expression 
ÖLtx rpLGùv ripepcòv is characteristic for St. Mark. If we assume that ôta with a ge
nitive may also mean “after” as we see in ôta ôeKareooàptov ercov from Ga 2,1 
then I dare say we must exclude a possibility of such meaning in Mk 14,58. We 
also read about building the vaôç and the three days in Mk 15,29. In Mk 14,58 the 
evangelist interprets and clarifies the ambiguity of the phrase év rpioiv ripépaiç 
(which in this context is unambiguous). In St. M ark’s account the resurrection will 
take place “after” three days and so the sanctuary will be built in three days.

12 Please compare with the texts of the authors who have studied the text in question; cf. E. Nœ- 
NEHAM, Saint Mark, London 1963, p. 407.



If we analyse the phrase kv TpLoiv TpepaLę the third interpretation seems to be 
the most accurate. Some biblical scholars remark that there is no equivalent of our 
terms dividing “time” in the Aramaic language so the meaning is conveyed by the 
term “day” Aramaic also lacks equivalents of indefinite pronouns such as “se
veral, many (days)” and an expression “three (days)” is used instead. Consequently 
a phrase “three days” does not necessarily mean three actual days in a calendar but 
has a more indefinite sense of “soon, shortly” 13. And in particular ôia rpLcov qpepeov 
from Mk 14,58 does not convey any precise date but like the adjective âxeLpo- 
TToćr|Toę it stresses the wonderful character of the work and its divine origin.

Theological meaning of the vaôç in the Sanhedrin trial of Jesus (Mk 14,58) 189

5. Structural analysis of Mk 14,58

Mk 14,58 juxtaposes the Jerusalem temple with a new temple, the lepòv with 
the vaôç, the demolishing of the existing system with building a new order. The 
same logic inspires Mk 14,58. Because the lepòv cannot be changed to establish 
the vaôç there is only one solution left: to demolish the lepòv.

Despite a possible narrow parallelism between the lepòv and the vaôç they do 
not have opposite equivalents. First of all the initial eyco is the unchanged subject 
of the negative part (“demolishing”) as well as the positive part (“building”). In the 
former case the subject is expressed, in the latter it is an implied one. Thanks to 
this pronoun Jesus, who is a judge of the vaôç and a maker of another one, domi
nates the whole of M k 14,58.

On the other hand neither ôia xpiwv fipepdiv is repeated nor does it have an 
implied equivalent. Aia rpicòv qpepcûv is preceded by Kat which specifies it as be
longing to the second element: “three days” are the period of time necessary for 
the second work to be completed as soon as the first one is finished. As we have 
noticed before it is the supplementary element in which the superiority of the new 
vaôç over the old vaôç is stated.

This absence of the central element differentiates the “chiastic structure” from 
the “concentric one” . Indeed the central element of the “concentric structure” has 
a decisive value.

Therefore analysing expressive force of different literary structures one can 
add that if a “concentric structure” is suitable for didactic organization according 
to hierarchic value or if a “linear structure” is appropriate for story-telling, then com
bining these strands expresses comparison, contrast, and antithesis. The verse from 
the second Gospel —  Mk 14,58 —  is a typical example of this and its confirmation.

13 Cf. J. JEREMIAS, Die Drei-Tage-Worte der Evangelien, in: Tradition und Glaube. Das frühe Chri
stentum in seiner Umwelt, Göttingen 1971, p. 226-229.
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6. Comparing Mk 14,58 with Matt 26,61 in context of J 2,19

Mk 14,58 can be also compared with other texts of the New Testament in other 
contexts and with different emphasis e.g. Matt 26,61 and J 2,19 (see also Matt 
27,40; Mk 15,29). Such a comparison with different versions and especially with 
St. Matthew’s version helps us to notice the uniqueness of our text (Mk 14,58).

In Matt 26,61 Jesus Christ also expresses his readiness to destroy the temple 
and rebuild it (Matt 26,61c). In St. John’s Gospel his attitude is different. Accor
ding to the evangelist the Jews provoked by Jesus are to demolish the temple and 
then he will rebuild it (J 2,19).

I would like to demonstrate that Matt 26,61 differs considerably from Mk 
14,58 in three aspects:
— In Matt 26,61 instead of the indicative mood (expressing the future) as in Mk

14,58 we find a verb öövapai followed by an infinitive kcctocXucü and oLkoöo|i 4ü).
It means that both Mark and Matthew do speak of destroying and rebuilding the 
temple but only hypothetically. In this context according to Matt 26,53 Jesus 
could ask God the Father to send the hosts of angels to defend him (q ôokéÎç 
on  où ôôvapai irapaKaÀéoai tòv îTarépa pob). But it is not what Jesus intends 
to do, just as it is not his plan to destroy the temple because it is not in God’s 
plans and therefore it is not going to be fulfilled.

— On the other hand the vaôç is presented quite differently by St. Matthew. The 
vaôç, is not only presented as made with human hands but also as a dwelling 
place of Jahwe God (vaôç too 0eoó).

— And finally according to Matt 26,61 Jesus would destroy and rebuild the same 
temple. The lack of àÀÀoç occurring in Mk 14,58 in Matt 26,61 is replaced by 
a contrast between the two different vaÓL. Mk 14,58 focuses on the vaôç; at the 
same time it disperses the threat of the second vaôç replacing the first vaôç
Two versions of Jesus’ logion in Matt 26,61 and Mk 14,58 go in two different 

directions. According to St. Matthew (Matt 26,61) Jesus does not question the 
need of the Jerusalem temple. He does not announce its destruction or its reform. 
The vaôç is not an object of Jesus’ action but only an example, a hypothesis pro
posed by the evangelist.

As far as the Mk 14,58 version is concerned it does not confirm Jesus’ power 
as it were but heralds his specific intervention into the history of Judaism. What 
Matt 26,61 presents as a purely hypothetical possibility in Mark is a sure reality. 
Therefore the scope of Christ’s logion according to Mk 14,58 is broader than that 
of Matt 26,61. Mk 14,58 does more than just present a statement on Jesus (as in 
Matt 26,61) — It contains a statement about the temple and its temporariness.
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7. The testimony of false witnesses (Mk 14,58) 
during the Sanhedrin trial of Jesus

The last words spoken by Pilate during the trial of Jesus declare the innocence 
of the Son of God: “Why, what evil hath he done?” (Mk 15,14ab). The death of 
Jesus on the cross has no other logical explanation than that one: Jesus was sup
posed to die to be proclaimed the Messiah and the Son of the Blessed One during the 
Sanhedrin trial. The testimony of false witnesses allegedly quoting the statement 
of Jesus against the institution of vaôç is the point of departure for the whole judi
cial component of the Passion narrative up to the execution of the death sentence.

It is not any point of departure, randomly chosen or to be replaced by any other. 
The Jerusalem vaôç is the most sacred thing for the Jews; it defines Judaism and 
constitutes the essence of its religious and national life. On the other hand the claim 
of Jesus and the fact that he stresses his power over the vaôç lays the question open 
of whether Jesus is the Messiah.

Therefore we posit that in M ark’s account of the Sanhedrin trial of Jesus (Mk 
14,53-65) the question of the temple just as in the preceding chapters of Mk 11-13 
cannot be interpreted in isolation from the central questions of the Gospel accor
ding to St. Mark. At the trial of Jesus the temple issues are closely connected with 
questions concerning Judaism and the Messiah. Utilizing the question of the temple 
St. Mark demonstrates profound differences between Judaic and Christian under
standing of messianism.

In St. M ark’s narrative the problem is more realistically presented than in the 
Gospel according to St. Matthew. The first evangelist presents the high priest’s 
question concerning the messianic identity of Jesus as independent of the testimony 
of the witnesses and thus does not stress Jesus’ polemics against the temple but 
becomes a rather theoretical speculation on the power of the Messiah. Mk 14,58 
is a solemn (not only hypothetical) warning. Reading St. M ark’s account one may 
expect the realisation of this threat. The question of the vaôç in Mk 14,58 intro
duces the final chapters in which the evangelist develops his vaôç theology.

8. Final conclusions concerning the vaôç theology in Mk 14,58

On reading the Gospel according to St. Mark and Mk 14,58 in particular we see 
the vaôç in the context of the account of the Sanhedrin trial of Jesus or, to be more 
precise, in the context of the presentation of the main charge levelled against Jesus. 
The testimony of false witnesses points to alleged negative attitude of Jesus towards 
the Jerusalem sanctuary. But this narrative means is used by the author only to
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increase suspense and to present a contrast between the accusers who represent 
Judaism and who become Jewish heroes of the account and Jesus.

But it is rather the Mk 14,53-65 pericope than the narrative excerpt that reveals 
the true identity of Jesus Christ. In my opinion Mk 14,53-65 is just one of many 
elements which built the climax of the Gospel according to St. Mark. M k 14,53-65 
is the height of M ark’s Gospel in which the messianic character of Jesus Christ 
and his supernatural, divine identity are revealed. But during the Sanhedrin trial 
of Jesus [(Mk 14,53-65) and especially Mk 14,58] his identity and rank are disre
garded and rejected only to be later humbly accepted at Calvary. But his rank and 
messianic identity are nevertheless presented during the trial in a covert way. They 
are disclosed in the question of the nature and value of the Jerusalem vaôç. We learn 
from Mk 14,58 that the vaôç is the work of humans not of God and also that Jesus — 
the King and the Messiah —  is going to destroy the vaôç and replace it with the 
everlasting temple of his body.

In Mk 14,58 the subject of vaôç is emphasised very strongly. The editorial de
fects of the text are not of great importance here because they result from initial 
assumptions: to present an inevitable fall of the present Jerusalem sanctuary and 
an emergence of the opposite and completely new vaôç which is going to replace 
the former temple. But everything stays in the state of limbo —  we are waiting for 
the coming of a new reality. In Mk 14,58 the details of the time and manner of tran
sition from the Jewish vaôç to eschatological vaôç remain undisclosed.

At the trial Jesus corrects the titles used by the high priest: Art thou the Christ, 
the Son o f the Blessed? (Mk 14,61c) not because they are wrong but because they 
sound ambiguously. The high priest interprets them from the Jewish point of view 
as Davidic and theocratic titles. And in my opinion this allows us to supposes that 
the evangelist wants to draw our attention to the vaôç.

St. Mark undertakes the problem of vaôç in a slightly problematic way just as he 
does with the central theme of his Gospel: namely the revelation of Jesus Christ. 
Namely he compiles right and wrong opinions without any comments and then he 
ascribes them at random to the disciples and the opponents, to the demons and the 
multitude. In the next stage little by little he takes correct definitions out of the 
mouths of evangelical characters who disagree with them and puts them into the 
mouths of more proper persons to thus present evangelical truth in accordance 
with God’s idea.

The Gospel according to St. Mark in its comprehensive presentation of the plan 
of salvation of man as well as in the analytical and detailed account of different 
evangelical truths is also a theological and educational work (showing the way of 
salvation and teaching about it). I am deeply convinced that it is “a perfectly struc
tured, sophisticatedly didactic, apt story”
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Teologiczne znaczenie świątyni (vaôç) w procesie Jezusa przed Sanhedrynem  
(Mk 14,58)

Streszczenie

Autor zamierza ukazać w artykule, że św. Marek nie usiłuje przedstawić konfrontacji 
Jezusa z vaóę, lecz odnosi się w tym kontekście do lepòv. W relacji z procesu Jezusa przed 
Sanhedrynem (Mk 14,53-65) zawarte są fałszywe i niezgodne świadectwa (kœl riveç àva- 
oxâvxeç è4reuôo|iapTÔpouv Kar’ aùtoû ÀéyovTeç —  Mk 14,57). Odpowiedź Jezusa stanowi 
szczególnie groźną perspektywę dotycząca sanktuarium jerozolimskiego (Mkl3,14-23). 
Słowa te są przestrogą dla Żydów oraz wezwaniem do opamiętania się, że nadchodzi dla 
świątyni koniec jej czasów. W Mk 14,58 temat vocóę jest wyakcentowany w sposób szczególny 
i bardzo wyrazisty. Nie rażą wynikające z istoty tejże relacji braki będące rezultatem jego 
programowych założeń ewangelicznych, a także (co wyakcentował w sposób szczególny 
nieunikniony i konsekwentnie, zbliżający się upadek aktualnego sanktuarium jerozolim
skiego) kwalifikacje diametralnie przeciwstawne nowego vaóę, które zastąpi poprzedzającą 
je świątynię. Autor opracowania podkreśla (jak wynika z kontekstu relacji ewangelicznej), 
że wszystko pozostaje jakby w oczekiwaniu na nadejście „nowej rzeczywistości”. Nie tylko 
w Mk 14,58 nie są wyjawione („odsłonięte”) czasy i sposób przejścia od vaóę żydowskiego 
do vaóę eschatologicznego, ale również słowa Jezusa odnośnie tej kwestii odnoszą się w spo
sób wyj ątkowy do Sanhedrynu, a także w znaczeniu ponadczasowym do wszystkich, podda
jących lekturze i studium tekst procesu Jezusa przed Sanhedrynem w szczególności werset: 
Mk 14,58, czyli fragment relacji przedstawiający m.in. (wspominane już powyżej) zeznanie 
fałszywych świadków.


