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Prepositions

Joe Viel answered

by Gerhard Ebersöhn

Eighth Delivery 

Joe Viel:   

Some final Notes on 3 days/3 nights
Now the Catholic Church has used the fact the scriptures that said he would rise "on the 3rd day" as 'proof' that the crucifixion took place on a Friday. This is recorded in Matt 16:21, 20:19, Mark 14:58, Luke 18:33, 24:7 and John 2:19. In Mark 8:31 (and Matt 27:63) it says, "after 3 days". Is this a conflict? Well, when you read it in English, it certainly sounds like the verses conflict, doesn't it? But the KJV, NIV, and other popular modern translations came from the Greek texts. When reading it in the Greek texts, it doesn't conflict. But before I resolve this, let me try to discourage ANYONE from trying to build a doctrine around tense, prepositional words, or grammatical words when you read them in English, because they often don't translate well or don't translate at all into English. If the correct interpretation of a verse hinges on whether it says "on" verses "in" verses "into" or "upon" or "before" or "after" or "when", you could be heading down the wrong road of conclusions. "And" and "But" come from the same Hebrew word but can mean opposite things in English. So if you're reading in the Tanakh (Old Testament) and changing "but" to "and" or vice versa changes the meaning of a sentence, don't hang a doctrine on it or you could be headed for error.
But the entire "smoking gun" for a Friday crucifixion is based on the idea it happened "on the 3rd day". The "3 days and 3 nights" explanation gives us a mental picture of the proper length of time that does not involve resting our interpretation on grammatical words, and may have been why it was included in the Bible, so that translation into various languages didn't rest on interpretting words that don't translate into another language. The English word "DO" has no equivalent in any language I know of (Spanish, Swedish, Hebrew or Greek). I use to be able to read Swedish faster than I read English (though I haven't used Swedish in about 7 years and have forgotten most of what I learned once). Swedish has MANY grammatical words that don't translate at all or have to be translated into a variety of English words because they just don't map. Hebrew is weak at expressing tense and Greek grammatical words don't map into English well a lot due to the Greek case structure, which explains a lot of things that get lost in translation. So don't hang a doctrine on translated grammar.
Matt 27:63 is not authoritative since it was spoken by a soldier who could have been saying something wrong, mistaken, or misquoting Y'shua. Mark 8:31 was spoken by Y'shua, so it is authoritative, since He could never say something wrong. The word for "after" here in the KJV is translated from the Greek word "meta" () which is usually translated "with" when it occurs in the Genetive and "after" when it occurs in the Accusitive and however someone decides it fits when it occurs in other cases. In Mark 8:31, it's used in the genetive, but "with" didn't fit in the English translation, so I guess the KJV folks decided to go with "after", even though that's inaccurate. Chalk another verse up to your errors in the KJV notes!
But this verse does give us another perspective on when the Resurrection would occur that the phrase "on the 3rd day" does not. "On the 3rd day" is ambiguous, since one can argue whether the first day is included or excluded in the way the "day" is being counted. Do you mean "on the 3rd day since it happened" or "on the 3rd day after it happened"? What's the reference point? Until a phrase qualifying this with "since" or "after" is presented, we have an ambiguous term. {And in English, even "since" can be used ambiguously, though "after" is not.}
Also, "on the 3rd day" doesn't preclude the fact that the event in question can't happen on the 1st or 2nd day in addition to the 3rd day, although in the case of the Resurrection, obviously the event would preclude this, if not the grammar. {Unless you're a wacky new ager who's open to the plethoria of strange ideas they come up with like maybe He died and was Resurrected many times during this period or something weird like that :-) .} "Within 3 days" is ambiguous because it could mean 1 or 2 days or 3 days. "after 3 days" is ambigous since it could mean 3, 4 or more days. "meta 3 days" far less ambiguous than any of these english phrases, but doesn't translate so great.
"On the 3rd day" is a reference mark. "meta 3 days" is a measurement of time. "Meta" seems to suggest it did not happen before 2 days and/or until the fullment of the measurement in question, but could include the measurement indicated. "After" would be an error because it would imply "the 4th day or more".
Now if we really believe the scriptures to be inspired, them we must believe that the 3 phrases "on the 3rd day", "meta 3 days" and "3 days and 3 nights" are all mutually true, not that one phrase rules over the other. The arguments presented for a Friday crucifixion require us to disgard what is said about "3 days and 3 nights" because that conflicts with the 'preferred' interpretation presented for "on the 3rd day". But if we truly believe ALL the verses, we need an interpetation that agrees with all 3 of these phrases and not just an explanation that works for one phrase but doesn't fit another.
The Thursday crucifixion explanation is the only one I know of that makes all 3 phrases work. It counts 3 days and 3 nights without ignoring any part of a day or night, and without counting any part of a day or night as a full day/night in order for the count to come out. It's "on the third day" by two points of reference. On the 3rd calendar day after the day of the crucifixion and on the 3rd "day/night" time period since the crucifixion. It's the only explanation that fits "meta 3 days" since it also is the only explanation I know of that gets the women back to the grave before 72 hours finished but counts 3 full days and nights (the turning of night to day and day to night) at the same time. 
Perhaps the reason the Bible words it this way, instead of being more explicit, is that maybe doubters would never have counted the 3+ hours from 3pm (when the 12-3pm darkness stopped and Y'shua finally died) to sunset as a 'day', even if you pointed out the Genesis 1 definition of a "day" to them. So it's left for the faithful to figure out. After all, this is the reason the Bible gives for why Y'shua often spoke in parables.
Also, "3 days and 3 nights" is reported to the nearest day/night, not to the nearest hour. It does not say "72 hours". Often, the most common argument against Yeshua's haven risen on a given day is that it doesn't fit a 72 hour scenario. For example.... 

	Argument 1
	Yeshua could not have died on a Thursday, because 72 hours before the 1st day of the week would be less than 72 hours.

	Argument 2
	Yeshua could not have died on a Wednesday, because 72 hours before the 1st day of the week would be more than 72 hours


Either way you examine this issue, it won't fit a 72 hour period and the information isn't given to us to the nearest hour. Also, a count that is less than 72 hours is preferred over a count that exceeds 72 hours for several reasons:
· Jewish tradition that prevents us from handling a dead body more than 72 hours dead. 

· Talmud tells us to ROUND UP our counting of days by saying, "part of a day is like a whole day" (Talmud, Pesachim 4a - See also Shabbat 9.3 of the Jerusalem Talmud) 

But trying to make an argument based on using a more finite level of accuracy than scripture reports information is only likely to confuse. If He died at 3pm, and rose ANY TIME on the first day of the week, then it won't be exactly 72 hours no matter how you examine the issue. And if it exceeded 72 hours, then it is either 4 days/3nights or 4 nights/3days, since "part of a day is like a whole day". 
2 Kings 9:29 says Ahaziah became king in the 11th year of Joram. 2 Kings 8:25 says it happened in the 12th year of Joram. Now if it was 11 years, 7 months, we could call either way of reporting it accurate. But it obviously could not have been 11x12=132 months or 12x12=144 months. We can't do math based on a more detailed level of accuracy than we are given. All reporting of measurements of time have some level of margin of error to them based on what was the nearest unit used. If its measured in days, the information is accurate to the nearest half day (or nearest day/night), not the nearest hour. Now if He died at 3pm and "part of a day is like a whole day", then the day He died counts as the first "day" or half day (day/night).
Shalom,
Joe        
Prepositions

Joe Viel answered

by Gerhard Ebersöhn

Eighth Delivery 

Joe Viel:   

“.....  before I resolve this, let me try to discourage ANYONE from trying to build a doctrine around tense, prepositional words, or grammatical words when you read them in English, because they often don't translate well or don't translate at all into English. If the correct interpretation of a verse hinges on whether it says "on" verses "in" verses "into" or "upon" or "before" or "after" or "when", you could be heading down the wrong road of conclusions.”    
GE:   

Sound advice!   My experience has been especially the most learned of men are trapped and stuck in everyman’s and traditional theology and linguistics when it comes to the issue of the use of Prepositions to the phrases “three days” and “the third day” in which Jesus rose from the dead.   
Joe Viel:   

“Now the Catholic Church has used the fact the scriptures that said he would rise "on the 3rd day" as 'proof' that the crucifixion took place on a Friday. This is recorded in Matt 16:21, 20:19, Mark 14:58, Luke 18:33, 24:7 and John 2:19. In Mark 8:31 (and Matt 27:63) it says, "after 3 days". Is this a conflict? Well, when you read it in English, it certainly sounds like the verses conflict, doesn't it? But the KJV, NIV, and other popular modern translations came from the Greek texts. When reading it in the Greek texts, it doesn't conflict.”    

GE:   

Yes, but not only the Roman Catholics; virtually all Protestantism as well, including even, Sabbath keepers!   Take the Seventh-day Adventists; if you want to make them angry, you tell them how they mimic and follow after the Sunday-worshippers through adhering to a Friday Crucifixion Sunday Resurrection.   

Nevertheless, when you read the English with the least of a feeling for the idiom of the English language, it certainly need not sound like the several Prepositions “conflict”.  When reading English it should be as had one been able to read Greek.  All languages have what is linguistically or philologically called ‘idiom’, which in many respects and areas of language, in most languages is virtually identical.  ‘It doesn't conflict’, no matter which Translation one may use, and no matter the fact the Translation “came from the Greek texts”.  The problem starts with the reader’s predisposition; whether he will throw overboard all true feeling for expression through words of language just to strut his own weird religious ideas.   
Illustration: 
I have only once in all my many encounters had to do with someone who argued for a literal interpretation in the case of the two Scriptures Mk8:31 or Mt27:63 that contain the Preposition “after” – ‘meta’ – in the phrase, “after three days” (‘meta treis hehmeras anastehnai’), in order to say Jesus was raised on a fourth day. How would that have helped a Friday Crucifixion Sunday Resurrection viewpoint?   It would have ‘proved’ a Sunday Resurrection because it would have been a Thursday Crucifixion.  Not if it had been a Friday Crucifixion and Sunday Resurrection though.   Give credit to the honesty of the man, but to determine which day of the week was the day of Jesus’ resurrection, it begs the question only to say ‘meta’ means ‘literally after the third day’.    

When reading “after three days” in Mt27:63 (or in Mk8:31), won’t the honest person see, “after three days” is the very “third day” of only the following verse, verse 64, in the phrase “for / until the third day” – ‘heohs tehs tritehs hehmeras’?  (3 occurrences now)
He in the least familiar with the Scriptures, must know “after three days” has to do with the more than familiar “three days and three nights” written about in Jonah 1:17 and Mt12:40. How on earth is he going to think a fourth day is meant?  (plus 2 occurrences)  
If maybe this person knew of Hosea 6:2 which says “after two days He will heal us; in the third day we shall rise”, how would he not know he is reading of the ‘third day’ meant in 1Cor15:4 and Lk13:32?  (+2)
How would he not know he is reading of the “three days / in three days”, mentioned in Mk14:58, 15:29, Mt26:61, 27:40, Jn2:19 (+5) .....

also numbered  “the third day rise / be raised again”) in Mk9:31, 10:34, Lk18:33, 24:7, 46, Mt20:19;  Mk16:21, 17:23 and Lk9:22? (+9, total: 21 occurrences!)  

Ah! This is no conjured ‘question’; here’s where the catch is:  There are those who exactly from the basis that they accept the idiomatic meaning of the Preposition in the ‘expression’ “after three days”, argue that the Jonah quotation by Christ about the “three days and three nights” must be ‘figurative speech’ or an ‘idiomatic expression’ (e.g. Samuele Bacchiocchi) and shouldn’t be taken for ‘literal’ or actually “three days and three nights”. 

Question therefore:   

I present an old study of mine:

“Three Days and Three Nights”: 'Idiomatic' Expression?

Only the issue of idiomatic use is here not a repeated issue, but I had to take into consideration the context, obviously.

Quote, Seventh Day Adventist ‘Sabbath School Lesson 12, ‘Friday’, December 19, 2003,

“Jesus said that He would spend “three days and three nights” in the heart of the earth; yet, He was buried late Friday and rose Sunday morning, which isn’t three full days and nights; that is, a complete 72-hour cycle. Obviously, then, the phrase “three days and three nights” doesn’t automatically mean exactly 72 hours. Instead, it’s simply an idiomatic expression meaning just three days, such as (in this case) Friday, Sabbath and Sunday (see Luke 23: 46-24:3, 13, 21). It doesn’t have to mean a complete 24-hour Friday, a complete 24-hour Sabbath, and a complete 24-hour Sunday. In other places, Jesus said that “in three days” He would raise His body temple (John 2:19-21) or that He would be “raised again the third day” (Matthew 16:21). These references mean the same thing as the “three days and three nights”; that is, Jesus would be crucified and raised from the dead over a three-day period, even if only one of those days, the Sabbath, encompassed a complete 24-hour day. He was crucified late Friday, spent Sabbath in the tomb, and rose Sunday.” 

Is the “expression”, “three days and three nights”, an “idiomatic expression”? 

It is not an “idiomatic expression”.

The possibility it could have been an “idiomatic expression”, would have been real, were it true – I extract from the quote from Bacchiocchi, p. 129 in this book, 

“… the phrase “three days and three nights”” had “abundant Biblical … evidence”. The possibility would have been real, were it true “three days and three nights” is “used in the Scriptures idiomatically to indicate … complete 24-hour days” as a rule. 

Matter of fact is, the claim of “abundant Biblical evidence” simply is not true, and the expression “three days and three nights” is used in the New Testament but this once, in Matthew 12:40. Bacchiocchi’s claim is false! 

Meanwhile the ‘rule’ is to use the related ‘prophetic’ and strictly New Testament ‘idiomatic’ expression, “the third day”, eleven times. It is a strictly New Testament ‘idiomatic expression’ or phrase because every time it is used the reference actually is to the full description, “the third day according to the Scriptures”. 

 

 What IS an “idiomatic” expression?
Collins supplies the following explanation of an ‘idiomatic’ expression:

“… a linguistic usage that is grammatical and natural to native speakers of a language – the characteristic vocabulary or usage of a specific group …”.

A word or phrase may be an ‘idiomatic expression’ if used representatively, that is, ‘for’ something in the greater whole. E.g., “day” for the whole cycle of night and day; “Passover” for the whole of the eight day feast of Passover.

An ‘idiomatic’ expression is a shorter reference to an assumed familiar complexity.

An ‘idiomatic’ expression is a general, constituent of specifics.

It usually is the colloquial or vernacular.  

It not necessarily is symbolic or metaphoric.

Eleven times the expression “the third day” is used in the New Testament, and once only the specific, “three days and three nights”. That makes the ‘expression’ used twelve times, every time prophetically / eschatologically / metaphorically for the definite day of Jesus’ resurrection “according to the Scriptures the third day” – not once in any one instance “idiomatically”. Except if, as above pointed out, considered an ‘idiomatic expression’ or natural, endemic New Testament compendium for “the third day according to the Scriptures”, implying the ‘Passover Scriptures’.  

Some prepositions though, are used with the ‘expression’ “the third day”, like “in” and “after” – one idiomatically indicating what the other may indicate literally. See in this book considered.

 

Therefore: Jesus meant what he said in Mt.12:40; He meant it as written and read. He does not say ‘hours’, so does not mean ‘hours’; He does not say ‘days’ simply, and therefore does not mean ‘days’ simply, but specifically “three days, and, three nights”. 

 

Taking the phrase or ‘expression’ “three days and three nights” means “three days and three nights”, the traditional Friday crucifixion and Sunday resurrection thesis, “meaning just three days”, does not hold. It “isn’t three full days and nights” no matter what our cleverness. Where is our Christian honesty when dealing with this Scripture? It seems it lies with our true loyalty – with popish error and lying to make a case for Sunday.

Are these accidental errors, or negligence, or carefully framed errors? No matter which, they are inexcusable, and must be attended to if we are serious about the Bible and Christianity:-

“Three full days and nights” is not what Jesus said or meant. What did Jesus mean then? What He said!

“Jesus … was buried late Friday…” Ah yes! But don’t  say “crucified” or “died”, because on Sunday, it had been “the third day since these things”!

“and rose Sunday morning…” Not true, no accident, but a fabricated lie – the lie of lies on which Sunday observance thrives. If you or I persist in parroting this lie, we in chorus with the devil who from the beginning was the father of lies, stand father to it.

“three full days and nights; that is, a complete 72-hour cycle…” I have never heard of the phenomenon called a “72-hour cycle”. Seventy two hours – as propagated by Armstrong-disciples – involve five days!  

“…Friday, Sabbath and Sunday (see Luke 23: 46-24:3, 13, 21).”

The passages “Luke 23: 46-24:3, 13, 21” include four days. Lk.23:49 tells how the day of crucifixion ended; verse 50 how the next day began – the day that ended after Joseph had closed the grave – Friday. Friday was the second of the three days.

“… the phrase “three days and three nights” …  doesn’t have to mean a complete 24-hour Friday, a complete 24-hour Sabbath, and a complete 24-hour Sunday.” It’s not the hours, but the parts, “night”, and, “day” Jesus mentioned and meant. And Sunday’s night – Saturday night – and Sunday’s day were not included in the days and the nights of which Jesus spoke and which He meant. It is simply – that’s the word, “simply” – asserted, presumed, alleged, falsely so. 

 

“In other places, Jesus said that “in three days” He would raise His body temple (John 2:19-21) or that He would be “raised again the third day” (Matthew 16:21). These references mean the same thing as the “three days and three nights”…” (Emphasis CGE) Why then did Jesus not again in Mt.12:40 say, “in three days”, or, “the third day”? Was it for no reason He used the unusual, specific, of one time occurrence, “three days and three nights”? I don’t believe!  
 

“… that is, Jesus would be crucified and raised from the dead over a three-day period…”. Yes, but “three days and three nights” would constitute that “three-day period” – each day constituted of its night part and its day part. Jesus says, not only His crucifixion per se and His resurrection per se would constitute those three days and three nights, but His being “in the heart of the earth”. Jesus’ being “in the heart of the earth” would make up the entire content of the “three days and three nights”. Jesus would suffer – dying, death, interment and grave – and be raised “the third day” from His suffering – from His being “in the heart of the earth three days and three nights”. Every word of Jesus is meant and is meaningful “according to the Scriptures” because the Scriptures are the “sign” of Passover – the sign of redemption. The Scriptures witness of Christ, every word of it, especially these in Mt.12:40, because it happened exactly so. Exactly so and never as by every Word of God we must live, “… even if only one of those days, the Sabbath, encompassed a complete 24-hour day…”. 

Therefore, what error and falsity it is that “He was crucified late Friday, spent Sabbath in the tomb, and rose Sunday”! Every Scripture in the New Testament that has to do with the chronology of events about Jesus’ suffering and triumph are so wrangled by ‘translation’ as to do service to the instigator of this error and falsity, the Vatican. 

 

“He was crucified late …”. If 9 am – morning of day – means “late Friday” relative to the whole (Jewish reckoned) cycle of the day that started sunset the previous evening, then “late” may be the accepted time of day supposed for Jesus’ crucifixion. But if 3 pm – “late” afternoon of day – the hour of Jesus’ giving over the spirit is meant, it of course cannot have been the hour He had been crucified.

“He was crucified … Friday …” Jesus wasn’t crucified on Friday – the Sixth Day – but on the day before, on Thursday – the Fifth Day.

“He … rose Sunday …”, Wrong; He rose “In Sabbath’s-time” – Mt.28:1.

“He spent Sabbath in the tomb …”, Jesus did spend part of the Sabbath in the tomb, but, “In fulness (“late” opsé) of Sabbath’s-time (sabbátohn) in the very being of light (epiphohskóúsehi) the First Day approaching … (eis mían sábbaton)”, rose from the dead.

“On the First Day of the week, early, He appeared to Mary Magdalene (of all), first.” (Mark 16:9) 
What gross nonsense then is it to declare, 

“The expression “three days and three nights” is used in the Scriptures idiomatically to indicate not three complete 24-hour days, but three calendric days of which the first and the third could have consisted of only a fraction of a day.” Bacchiocci TCR p. 22/23/24 The first and the third, as the second, consisted of what Jesus in so many words said they would, namely, of a night and a day, each. The first began where Jesus said His hour was come, and that of evil men and of the power of darkness – there, Jesus’ first night of woe had begun. The second night would find Jesus on the cross, hanging there – dead! Jesus’ second night of suffering for man the death of sinners had begun “when it was evening already” – Mt.27:57, Mk.15:42, Lk.23:50, Jn.19:31, 38. “The third day according to the Scriptures” “in the slow hours of Sabbath’s-time, it being the essence of light, the First Day of the week afar off”, saw come true Jesus’ word, that “the third day I finish!”

The phrase “a day and a night” does not exist in the Scriptures of concern. The phrase “three days and three nights” however, it is true, does not refer to an exact number of hours or minutes, but “according to the Scriptures” to the precise “calendrical” days, completed. A fraction of a day whether of the night or of the day was reckoned inclusively as representing the whole day. The moments of giving over the spirit, and of taking it up again, are the moments marking the first and the third of the “three days”. Joseph’s whole undertaking to have the body buried, marks the second of the “three days”.

Paragraph 5.1.1.6.2.2.2.

Prepositions and Case

The phrase “of three days and of three nights” used with a preposition or without, or with prepositions of different meaning, will mean the same irrespective. Three days and three nights constituted the “three days” of which “on the according to the Scriptures third day”, Jesus rose from the dead. 

5.1.1.6.2.2.2.1.

Prepositions

5.1.1.6.2.2.2.1.1.

“After” – Meta
When the Jews heard that Pilate gave Joseph permission to bury Jesus, they came to talk to him about the matter. Joseph’s actions were so important for them that they came as soon as possible “on the morning after their preparations” notwithstanding the fact that it was the Sabbath. On Friday afternoon they were so preoccupied with “their preparations”, Mt.27:62. “After the third day” of his death (meta treis hehmeras), the Jews said, Jesus when still alive predicted that He would rise again. The Jews called Jesus a deceiver but still would not be taken by surprise because his disciples might steal the body. Their suggesting the possibility that the disciples would steal Jesus was a false excuse for sealing the tomb. They for sure feared Jesus to be resurrected and wanted to prevent it. The Jews expected Jesus to rise on that very day, the third of the three days – any time on it. So they asked Pilate, “Command therefore that the sepulchre be made sure until the third day” – heohs tehs tritehs hehmeras. That was as good as asking to have the tomb secured till the third day “was over”, or, “had passed”, or, “had gone through”, or, “had run out”, or, “had ended”. An ellipse of verb occurs in the text. Heohs tehs tritehs hehmeras diagenomenehs, or, heohs teleiohthehsetas hehmeras tritehs. “Until the third day has passed” is in terms of time the same as saying “till after the third day”. Literally “after the third day” would imply “on the fourth day”. But the Jews being so anxious about the third day proves that the meaning of the preposition meta should be understood according to the idiomatic thrust of the phrase, i.e., “any time on the third day” and before the twenty-four hours of that day would have elapsed by sunset. “After the third day” therefore actually means “before the third day is over”. 

Meta treis hehmeras – with the Genitive – means “lasting over three days”, or, “through three days”. Compare “after two days”, Jn..4:43 “after eight days”, Jn.20:26 “not many days after”, Lk.15:13 “after a time”, Lk.22:58 Mt.26:73 Mk.14:70 Acts 15:36 where “after” simply means “during” or “over the period of …”. 

Says Bacchiocchi, TCR p. 26b “Evidence for the basic identity of the two phrases (“after three days” and “on the third day”) is provided by Matthew 27:63-64. In verse 63 the Jewish leaders tell Pilate that Christ had said, “after three days I will rise again”. In actual fact, up to this point only the expression “on the third day” occurs in Matthew (16:21; 17:23; 20:19), which suggests the identical meaning of the two phrases.” (Emphasis CGE) It may be added that since also the expression “of three days and of three nights” occurs in 12:40, the identical meaning of all three phrases is a matter of course. The part represents the whole. 

5.1.1.6.2.2.2.1.2.

“By” – Dia 
Dia triohn hehmerohn Mt.26:61 Mk.14:58 means any time “during / after / as a result of / for / by means of three days”. Jesus “used three days to rise”. Twenty-four hours for each day is a foreign idea. 

5.1.1.6.2.2.2.1.3.

“In” – En
En trisin hehmerais Mt.27:40 Mk.15:29 Jn.2:19 means “with”, or, “by means of”, or, “in three days”. It functions the same as does the dative only, tehi tritehi hehmerai. Mt.16:21, 17:23, 20:19, Lk.24:7, 46, 18:32, 33, 9:22 Acts 10:40 1Cor.15:4 
5.1.1.6.2.2.2.2.1.

The Dative

The Dative means “with / within / in / on / by means of / requiring three days”. Three days and three nights of 12 hours each unit were not needed and were not instrumental in themselves. Christ could rise and did rise “by three days” of, a night and a day each, simply.    

Joe Viel:   

“..... the entire "smoking gun" for a Friday crucifixion is based on the idea it happened "on the 3rd day".    

GE:    

Sorry, but I don’t understand or see why I should understand this.   

Joe Viel:    

“The "3 days and 3 nights" explanation gives us a mental picture of the proper length of time that does not involve resting our interpretation on grammatical words, and may have been why it was included in the Bible, so that translation into various languages didn't rest on interpretting words that don't translate into another language.”    

GE:    

I must say I still don’t understand you; but it doesn’t matter, except perhaps that I think it essential that “our interpretation” should “involve resting our interpretation on grammatical words”. On what else?  

Also, to say, “The "3 days and 3 nights" explanation gives us a mental picture of the proper length of time” means just the same thing as Armstrong’s theory it must be no less than 72 hours.  No, The "3 days and 3 nights" “explanation” gives us a mental picture of the proper interpretation of grammatical words which say what they say, and with that, Period!  Nevertheless, the "3 days and 3 nights" ‘explanation’ gives us a mental picture of what three ‘Biblical’ days – seen retrospectively – look like.    

Joe Viel:    

“..... Hebrew is weak at expressing tense and Greek grammatical words don't map into English well a lot due to the Greek case structure, which explains a lot of things that get lost in translation. So don't hang a doctrine on translated grammar.”   

GE:   

That I can agree with: “don't hang a doctrine on translated grammar”; hang it on the Greek ‘grammar’!   
Joe Viel:   

“Matt 27:63 is not authoritative since it was spoken by a soldier who could have been saying something wrong, mistaken, or misquoting Y'shua. Mark 8:31 was spoken by Y'shua, so it is authoritative, since He could never say something wrong. The word for "after" here in the KJV is translated from the Greek word "meta" (meta) which is usually translated "with" when it occurs in the Genetive and "after" when it occurs in the Accusitive and however someone decides it fits when it occurs in other cases. In Mark 8:31, it's used in the genetive, but "with" didn't fit in the English translation, so I guess the KJV folks decided to go with "after", even though that's inaccurate. Chalk another verse up to your errors in the KJV notes!”    

GE:    

No; I think Joe Viel should revise a few things he has said. Matthew 27:63 is authoritative despite it was spoken by a soldier.  Somewhere in the Scripture a donkey spoke with authority. And the soldier was not “saying something wrong”, and wasn’t “mistaken, or misquoting Y'shua”.  He quoted Him verbatim correctly, Mk8:31, “He (Jesus) taught them ..... the Son of Man must ..... after three days rise again”.  See note on the Dative above. Both Mark and Matthew used the Accusative with Idiomatic meaning, ‘meta treis hehmeras anastehnai / egeiromai’.  So what’s the issue? Even though both saw fit to use different Verbs, both found the Accusative with Idiomatic force useful and clear enough to say the same thing they in other places have said using other ways and other Prepositions.   
Joe Viel:    

“But this verse does give us another perspective on when the Resurrection would occur that the phrase "on the 3rd day" does not. "On the 3rd day" is ambiguous, since one can argue whether the first day is included or excluded in the way the "day" is being counted. Do you mean "on the 3rd day since it happened" or "on the 3rd day after it happened"?”    
GE:    

“But this verse”: Which one of Mk8:31 or Mt27:63 now? The last one mentioned, Mk8:31?  Or did you mean that, verse, Mt12:40?   

O! You must have meant Mk8:31 or Mt27:63, but must have used some translation; not the Greek ..... 

No— since “Do you mean "on the 3rd day since it happened" or "on the 3rd day after it happened"?”  So you’re actually referring to your own phrases, “on the 3rd day since it happened” and “on the 3rd day after it happened”; not to “this verse” or ‘these verses’ anywhere in the Bible.    
Joe Viel:    

“What's the reference point? Until a phrase qualifying this with "since" or "after" is presented, we have an ambiguous term. {And in English, even "since" can be used ambiguously, though "after" is not.}”   

GE:    

Sorry, but just the opposite is the case!  ‘After’ can be used ‘ambiguously’ in English like just about any other word in English only when one forget he’s talking of “THE third day” of “the THIRD day according to the Scriptures”— the Passover-Scriptures: Abib 16. Therefore when ‘after’ is used ‘idiomatically’ as in the ‘expression’ “after three days” as in Mk8:31 and Mt27:63, the meaning of “after three days” is least ‘ambiguous’ because idiomatically used, ‘after three days’ can only refer to “the third” ‘literal’ “day” of the “three”  ‘literal’ “days”, “according to the Scriptures” that Jesus would suffer dying and death and be buried and raised up again.    

Joe Viel:    
“Also, "on the 3rd day" doesn't preclude the fact that the event in question can't happen on the 1st or 2nd day in addition to the 3rd day, although in the case of the Resurrection, obviously the event would preclude this, if not the grammar. {Unless you're a wacky new ager who's open to the plethoria of strange ideas they come up with like maybe He died and was Resurrected many times during this period or something weird like that .}”    
GE:    
Once again, only, when one forget he’s talking of “THE third day” of “the THIRD day according to the Scriptures”— the Passover-Scriptures.  “(I)n the case (of)  the event .... of the Resurrection”, the Resurrection would “obviously .... preclude ...."on the 3rd day"” could mean “the event in question” – the Resurrection – could “happen on the 1st or 2nd day in addition to the 3rd day” or in place of “the third day according to the Scriptures”.  From the nature of the reality of the Resurrection, yes!   And the same as well, from the nature of the “grammar” determining the meaning of the phrase “after three days”— from the nature of the linguistic force of ‘idiom’, in any language.   
Joe Viel:    

“"Within 3 days" is ambiguous because it could mean 1 or 2 days or 3 days. "after 3 days" is ambigous since it could mean 3, 4 or more days. "meta 3 days" far less ambiguous than any of these english phrases, but doesn't translate so great.”    
GE:    

Ja, If you forgot you have to do with “after”, “the third day according to the Scriptures”— if you forgot you have to do with Resurrection-day, and if you forgot there’s something like idiomatic but / and very realistic idiomatic speech in whichever language.    

Joe Viel:    

“"On the 3rd day" is a reference mark. "meta 3 days" is a measurement of time. "Meta" seems to suggest it did not happen before 2 days and/or until the fullment of the measurement in question, but could include the measurement indicated.”     

GE:     

Absolutely, yes! You’re quite right this time, taken “the fullment of the measurement in question”, “Of the Sabbath Day”, ‘according to the Scripture’ of Matthew 28:1, namely, “the fullment of the measurement in question” “Of the Sabbath’s mid-afternoon when towards the First Day of the week .....”, “include(d) the measurement indicated” of the day and time of day “..... when suddenly there was a great earthquake and the angel of the Lord coming down from heaven rolled away the stone from the sepulchre” and Christ indeed “from the dead rose”— “IN”, “the fullment of the measurement in question”, “IN”, “the third day according to the Scriptures”, 1Cor15:4— “IN the Sabbath Day”!   Alleluia!    
Joe Viel:    

“"Meta" seems to suggest it did not happen before 2 days and/or until the fullment of the measurement in question, but could include the measurement indicated. "After" would be an error because it would imply "the 4th day or more".”     
GE:    

Considered out of context, therefore, "after" would be an error because it would imply "the 4th day or more”, SUNDAY! and WOULD not take into account which “third day” the Scriptures, is talking about.  Here are no mere ‘ordinary use of words’; it’s the Scriptures here, speaking through words of human language – any and all human language – TO BE UNDERSTOOD for the REAL meaning of human language that sometimes even are superior to that of the words in isolation— what is called ‘idiomatic expression’ of essential, inner, possibly hidden, meaning, ‘EXPRESSED’, that is, which is ‘said with emphasis’.      
Joe Viel:    

“Now if we really believe the scriptures to be inspired, them we must believe that the 3 phrases "on the 3rd day", "meta 3 days" and "3 days and 3 nights" are all mutually true, not that one phrase rules over the other.”    

GE:    

Thank you very much, Joe Viel!   

Joe Viel:    

“The arguments presented for a Friday crucifixion require us to disgard what is said about "3 days and 3 nights" because that conflicts with the 'preferred' interpretation presented for "on the 3rd day". But if we truly believe ALL the verses, we need an interpetation that agrees with all 3 of these phrases and not just an explanation that works for one phrase but doesn't fit another.

The Thursday crucifixion explanation is the only one I know of that makes all 3 phrases work. It counts 3 days and 3 nights without ignoring any part of a day or night, and without counting any part of a day or night as a full day/night in order for the count to come out.”    

GE:    
I answer in all humbleness of my deceitful sinful heart, dear Joe Viel, and ask you to be faithful to your own explanation and the conditions of it for finding the true meaning of Jesus’ promise, “So the Son of Man shall be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth”.  Please do not ‘count 3 days and 3 nights’, or, ‘any part of a day or night’ that belong to or represent any ‘three days’ that cannot be of passover’s significance, and can be any dissected and separated ‘night’ or ‘day’ that belong to or represent any day or days OTHER, BEFORE OR BEYOND THAN THOSE “three days” of passover’s significance, “according to the Scriptures”, the passover-Scriptures of 14, 15 and 16 Abib.  
The “three days and three nights” MUST be these ‘LEGAL’ “three days”— “counting any part of a day or night .....as a full day” of these particular passover’s “three days” — the same in both Old– and, New Testament “..... in order for the count to come out” “on”, or “in”, or “with”, or “by”, or “according to”— yes, grammatically correct, “according to”—‘meta treis hehmeras’, “while being THE third day” : “SABBATH’S-TIME”— WHICHEVER PREPOSITIONS are being used!    
Joe Viel:    

“It's "on the third day" by two points of reference. On the 3rd calendar day after the day of the crucifixion and on the 3rd "day/night" time period since the crucifixion. It's the only explanation that fits "meta 3 days" since it also is the only explanation I know of that gets the women back to the grave before 72 hours finished but counts 3 full days and nights (the turning of night to day and day to night) at the same time.”    
GE:    

It is most unfortunate l must differ with you on this one point, that it cannot be “3 full days and nights”, ‘counted’, by way of “the turning of night to day and day to night”, merely; but that “3 full days”, must be so ‘counted’, that “It's "on the third day" by ‘point of reference” of “the 3rd calendar day” of Abib 16 or day of the Resurrection or day of the Waving of the First Sheaf.  “By ‘point of reference” of “the 3rd calendar day” is exactly saying, “the third day according to the Scriptures”, 1Cor15:4!   That, and that only, is “on the 3rd "day/night" time period since the crucifixion ..... by ‘point of reference” of “the 3rd calendar day”, “the third day according to the Scriptures”.   
Your sequence: “the 3rd "day/night" time period since the crucifixion” just as well and truly is ‘the 3rd "night / day"’-time period” since the Resurrection!  It just as well and truly is ‘the 3rd "night / day"’-time period’ of “the third day according to the Scriptures” by the principle of method and ‘Law’: “It counts 3 days and 3 nights without ignoring any part of a day or night, ..... and ..... counting any part of a day or night as a full .....” ‘DAY’— not ‘ignoring’ a ‘full day’ is a “full .... calendar day” (not by ‘our’ calendar days of now-a-days, but), a “full .... calendar day” by first, its own opening ‘night-part’, then, its own closing ‘day-part’— ‘DAY’, reckoned, ‘sunset to sunset’, “in order for the count to come out .... on the third day” “according to the Scriptures”, THE passover-Scripture of passover-Scriptures Matthew 28:1, “In the Sabbath Day”.    
Nor can any ‘part of’ any of these “three days”, be just ‘ignored’ and not be ‘counted’— like you do, Joe Viel with Wednesday night the first halve-part of the Fifth Day and first – or last – ‘night’ of the “three days and three nights”. 

Nor can any ‘part’ or ‘full day’ of any of these “three days” be just ‘ignored’ and to its ‘full’ ‘count’ another ‘part’ (and by principle of its part another full day) be added— a ‘part’ and ‘full day’ that don’t belong to, or are ‘part’ or ‘full day’ of these “three days”.  Like you, do, Joe Viel, with adding Saturday night the first halve-part of the First Day of the week and A FIFTH day that is no ‘part’ or ‘full day’ of any of these “three days” the “three days and three nights” “according tot the Scriptures”, the passover’s three first days and days of “How that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and that He rose again the third day according to the Scriptures.” 1Cor15:3b-4.  
Joe Viel:    
“Perhaps the reason the Bible words it this way, instead of being more explicit, is that maybe doubters would never have counted the 3+ hours from 3pm (when the 12-3pm darkness stopped and Y'shua finally died) to sunset as a 'day', even if you pointed out the Genesis 1 definition of a "day" to them. So it's left for the faithful to figure out. After all, this is the reason the Bible gives for why Y'shua often spoke in parables.”    
GE:    

This must be your last straw to grab at, Joe Viel, it seems!  But did you not think, by making that darkness-interruption on Thursday cause two days, besides destroying your ‘calendar’-condition “in order for the count to come out .... on the third day”, you have created further ‘calendar’-problems for yourself, because now, the Resurrection had to have occurred on 18th of Abib, on the fifth day, or five days after, the Crucifixion!    

You also must have forgotten the ‘Bible-day’ is determined from sunset to sunset by sunset, that did not occur on that fateful day of Jesus’ crucifixion, so “the 3+ hours from 3pm (when the 12-3pm darkness stopped and Y'shua finally died)”, can “never have counted ..... a "day" (to) the Genesis 1 definition of a "day"”.   

And finally, “the 3+ hours from 3pm (when the 12-3pm darkness stopped and Y'shua finally died)”, was not, “to sunset”. “When the sixth hour was come (9 AM), there was darkness over the whole land until the ninth hour (noon, 12 AM) .... and Jesus gave up the ghost.” Mk15:33,37.  After, three hours elapsed before sunset ..... as discussed before.
Joe Viel:   

“Also, "3 days and 3 nights" is reported to the nearest day/night, not to the nearest hour. It does not say "72 hours". Often, the most common argument against Yeshua's haven risen on a given day is that it doesn't fit a 72 hour scenario. For example.... 
Argument 1 Yeshua could not have died on a Thursday, because 72 hours before the 1st day of the week would be less than 72 hours. 

Argument 2 Yeshua could not have died on a Wednesday, because 72 hours before the 1st day of the week would be more than 72 hours    

Either way you examine this issue, it won't fit a 72 hour period and the information isn't given to us to the nearest hour.”    

GE:    

What you say, Joe Viel, is correct, but also not exactly correct. ‘The-according-to-the-passover-Scriptures-view’ (to which I believe ‘my’ view answers), by the principle of ‘the part of a unit represents the full unit’, does indeed result in 72 hours total, the time it took from the sunset onset of it on Wednesday until the sunset end of it on Saturday.  Those 72 hours in between cover the “three days” and the “three days”, only.  What happened exactly when DURING and ON and IN and WITH these three days and 72 hours, of course not in the least depends on the fact the “three days” were together 72 hours long.  But no other ‘interpretation’ of either the “three days” or the “three days and three nights”, satisfies an enquiry after 72 hours of duration like ‘The-according-to-the-passover-Scriptures-view’ does.   

Joe Viel:    
“A count that is less than 72 hours is preferred over a count that exceeds 72 hours for several reasons:

Jewish tradition that prevents us from handling a dead body more than 72 hours dead. Also, a count that is less than 72 hours is preferred over a count that exceeds 72 hours .....”    

GE:   

Yes. Actually it should be less, because the moment you go over 72 hours, you go over the limits of the prophetic “three days” of passover.  

Putting the Resurrection on Sunday must therefore violate this principle and condition set by yourself, dear Joe Viel.    

Joe Viel:    

“..... Talmud tells us to ROUND UP our counting of days by saying, "part of a day is like a whole day" (Talmud, Pesachim 4a - See also Shabbat 9.3 of the Jerusalem Talmud) 

But trying to make an argument based on using a more finite level of accuracy than scripture reports information is only likely to confuse. If He died at 3pm, and rose ANY TIME on the first day of the week, then it won't be exactly 72 hours no matter how you examine the issue .....”    
GE:    

Sure, it would at least be 12 hours after “the third day according to the Scriptures” ended, and at least 15 hours after Jesus resurrected “The Sabbath’s proper Day midst of afternoon” – 3 PM, Mt28:1.    

Joe Viel:    

“If He died at 3pm, and rose ANY TIME on the first day of the week, then it won't be exactly 72 hours no matter how you examine the issue. And if it exceeded 72 hours, then it is either 4 days/3nights or 4 nights/3days, since "part of a day is like a whole day".”    
GE:    

Dear Joe, thanks for having explained that to us!  Try and get it clear to yourself, by placing the Resurrection on Sunday morning, you have “exceeded 72 hours”, and have placed the Resurrection ‘on’, “4 nights/3days”, even ‘on’, 4 nights / 4 days  and “AFTER” ‘3 nights/3days’! Incredible!    
Joe Viel:    

“2 Kings 9:29 says Ahaziah became king in the 11th year of Joram. 2 Kings 8:25 says it happened in the 12th year of Joram. Now if it was 11 years, 7 months, we could call either way of reporting it accurate. But it obviously could not have been 11x12=132 months or 12x12=144 months. We can't do math based on a more detailed level of accuracy than we are given. All reporting of measurements of time have some level of margin of error to them based on what was the nearest unit used. If its measured in days, the information is accurate to the nearest half day (or nearest day/night), not the nearest hour.”   
GE:   

Yes, “If it’s measured in days, the information is accurate to the nearest half day ......”  Even to the nearest one eighth day; even “the nearest hour” in fact, the Passover Lamb of God having died “the ninth hour”, 3 PM; having been closed in the grave “mid-afternoon” ‘3 PM’; having resurrected from the dead “mid-afternoon” ‘3 PM’. Most remarkable!  But not surprising, at all, since thus was it all foretold and since thus was ‘based on a more detailed level of accuracy we are given’ “according to the Scriptures” centuries before through the passover-Scriptures— and for centuries expected by some, and even by some afterwards, believed.  .... which certainly contradicts your notion in or by the Bible “reporting of measurements of time (must) have some level of margin of error to them”.   No it’s us who always must have some level of margin of error to ourselves.  
Joe Viel:   

“Now if He died at 3pm and "part of a day is like a whole day", then the day He died counts as the first "day" or half day (day/night).”    
GE:   

Sorry to say goodbye like this, dear Joe, but “..... if He died at 3pm and "part of a day is like a whole day", then the day He died counts as the first "day"”: "day" IN “FULL”; ‘DAY’, "like a whole day", and NO, “half day”, “or”, “day/night” sequence.   The “three days” began here: ‘At the table’, John 13:1, “before the Feast”, indeed, the ‘Feast referred to in “Six days before the days of Passover’s Feast ” (John 12:1) of "days" of night then day cyclic sequence.  
I wish we could have closed with greater agreement.  Trusting the opportunity shall arrive for it,

Conversation closed.     

GE
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