John 1:1
John 11:50


 is the negative adverb OUDE, which means “nor” when used after a previous negative (OUK in the previous verse).  With this we have the second person plural present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb LOGIZOMAI, which means “to take into account; think about; consider.”
  BDAG suggests the second meaning (think about), but I think the translators of the NASB got it right with the first meaning.

The present tense is a descriptive present for what is happening right now.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the members of the Sanhedrin producing the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
“nor do you take into account”
 is the conjunction HOTI, meaning “that,” when it is used after verbs of mental activity to indicate the content of that activity.  Then we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb SUMPHERW, which means “to be advantageous: help, confer a benefit, be profitable/useful Mt 5:29f (followed by KAI MĒ to denote, by way of contrast, what is not advantageous; here and elsewhere; it is well translated it is better … than); Mt 18:6; Jn 11:50; 16:7; it is better not to marry Mt 19:10.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which describes the state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Jesus’ death produces the action of being better for the leaders of Judea.

The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
This is followed by the dative of advantage from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “for you” and referring to the members of the Sanhedrin.  Then we have the conjunction HINA, used to introduce a purpose clause.  It is translated by the word “that.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular cardinal adjective HEIS, meaning “one” and the noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “man.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb APOTHNĒISKW, which means “to die.”


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


The active voice indicates that ‘one man’ produces the action.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of purpose.
This is followed by the preposition HUPER plus the genitive of advantage from the masculine singular article and noun LAOS, meaning “for the people.”

“that it is better for you that one man die for the people,”
 is the conjunction KAI with the negative MĒ, used after the previous verb SUMPHERW, meaning “than” (see the BDAG quote above).  Another way to take these words is to translate them literally, meaning “and not.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the nominative neuter singular adjective HOLOS plus the article and noun ETHNOS, meaning “the whole nation.”  Finally, we have the third person singular aorist middle subjunctive from the verb APOLLUMI, which in the middle voice means “to perish; be destroyed.”


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


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the whole nation in producing the action of not perishing.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of purpose.
“and the whole nation not perish.’”
Jn 11:50 corrected translation
“nor do you take into account that it is better for you that one man die for the people, and the whole nation not perish.’”
Explanation:
1.  “nor do you take into account”

a.  This is the continuation of Caiaphas’s statement begun in the previous verse.  The entire statement reads: “You know absolutely nothing, nor do you take into account that it is better for you that one man die for the people, and the whole nation not perish.”

b.  The members of the Sanhedrin didn’t know what they were talking about as far as Caiaphas was concerned.  Nor did that take another course of action into account.  In other words Caiaphas is telling them that they aren’t thinking about all the available possibilities here.  There is something they can do, which no one but He has thought about.
2.  “that it is better for you that one man die for the people,”

a.  Caiaphas now states his “brilliant” plan—that it is better for these men and their positions of power that one man, Jesus, die as a substitute for the people.  In other words, instead of all the people dying from an invasion and conquest by Rome, let’s blame this one man for our desire for rebellion and save the nation.  Let’s make Jesus the scapegoat for our hatred of Rome and let Him die instead of all of us.

b.  The phrase “it is better for you” insinuates that if Jesus continues in popularity, then the people will eventually accept Him as the Messiah and no longer listen to or obey these Jewish leaders.  They will be set aside by the people as of no importance.  Besides Jesus has already ridiculed and criticized them for their burdens on the people.  It has no come down to a situation of it being Him or us.  Therefore, it is to the benefit of the members of the Sanhedrin if Jesus die, since this is the only way they can maintain their positions of power and respect with the people.

c.  The phrase “for the people” is substitutionary.  It means that Jesus will die as a substitute for all the people and the nation dying at the hands of the Roman army.  It could also be translated “instead of the people” or “as a substitute for the people.”  The preposition HUPER in the phrase “for the people” is correctly translated, since “In the papyri HUPER is the usual preposition used of one who writes a letter for one unable to write.”
  The high priest does not have in mind the substitutionary sacrifice of Jesus for sins when he says this.  In his mind it is either Jesus who must die or the people of the nation who must die, if everyone follows Him.  
d.  “That it was better for one man to die than for the whole nation to perish may seem a counsel of prudence, but John sees it as establishing a principle that one man might substitute for the people, so fundamental to the NT doctrine of atonement.  It is all the more noteworthy because it was uttered by the religious representative who helped to put it into effect.”

3.  “and the whole nation not perish.’”

a.  The high priest has come to the erroneous conclusion that if Jesus is permitted to perform miracles, the people will all embrace Him as the Messiah.  This will then arouse the suspicion of the Romans that there is insurrection, and the Roman legions will destroy the nation and people.  Therefore, the members of the Sanhedrin will be left without a nation or people to rule.  So it is better for them if Jesus dies and all this is prevented from happening.  Caiaphas presents this as the only possible course of action without any other possible alternatives.  It is satanic thinking at its finest.


b.  “What Caiaphas has in mind is the giving of Jesus to death to keep the nation from perishing at the hands of the Romans.  Politicians are often willing to make a sacrifice of the other fellow.”
  “The question of right and law is not in view at all.  God was not in their thoughts.  He spoke as a clever politician, like the politicians of the world to this day, it was not the question of right with him, but the question of profit.”


c.  “This entire story is filled with irony and perhaps none more than the words of Caiaphas.  He declared his perspective in one of those time-honored arguments concerning ‘the end justifying the means.’  The Jews might here have argued that if a person were regarded as worthless then that person could be sacrificed for the common good and even handed over to the hostile Gentiles.  Otherwise such an act should have been contrary to Jewish principles.  However the Jews might have argued their case, the evangelist saw something quite different involved here.  John sensed that God was at work in the words of the high priest, in spite of himself.  If any human words in history could be described as an ex cathedra statement (words coming from the throne or ‘seat’ and representing the mind of God), it was these words of Caiaphas, who John indicated ‘did not say this on his own’ (11:51).  It was for the evangelist a prophetic act, but it was laced with irony because Caiaphas did not realize the vast import of his own words.”


d.  “Caiaphas presented them with a false either/or dilemma, giving them two extreme alternatives as if there were no other options.  Either Jesus dies, Caiaphas argued, or the nation perishes.  His outward veneer of patriotic concern masked his seething hatred and jealousy of Jesus.  Such pious hypocrisy would reach its apex during Jesus’ trial.  Caiaphas would tear his robes in feigned shock and sorrow over Jesus’ ‘blasphemy,’ while secretly being delighted that he had found a way to condemn Him (Mt 26:64–65).  Ironically, though the Sanhedrin was successful in crucifying Jesus, the nation did not escape.  The whole nation did perish at the hands of the Romans in the massacre of A.D. 70 and the years that followed.”


e.  “The problem is exceedingly simple for him: Jesus must die.  Yet even this overbearing Sadducee uses an abstract form of statement in proposing the death of Jesus to the Sanhedrin in order at least in some degree to hide the criminality of the proposal.  He implies that the thing they have overlooked is under certain circumstances perfectly in order and acknowledged as right and proper.  It is advantageous to you as the Sanhedrin, the ruling body charged with the care of the nation, who must in the interest of the nation choose and use the best means available in meeting the responsibilities of your office.  Cunningly Caiaphas identifies the personal interests of the Sanhedrists with the national interest - what is advantageous to them in preserving their position and their power is the very thing that will conserve the nation placed in their charge.  It is an old trick to present two extreme alternatives in order to force acceptance of the one desired, as though no third possibility exists.  Here either one man dies, or the whole nation is destroyed.  What aids Caiaphas in holding the Sanhedrin to these alternatives, extreme though they are, is the inability of his colleagues in all their previous deliberations to find a feasible middle course.  Thus he claims that only this choice is left: one man’s death or the death of the nation.  One ‘instead’ of the other leaves no third choice.  One ‘instead’ of the other also removes the appearance of a forced choice between two evils.  To die ‘instead’ of another is a vicarious sacrifice - his death would save the nation, keep it alive.  For how is this ‘one man’ Jesus to die?  Caiaphas carefully avoids even a hint on this point.  A moment’s thought reveals that his abstract proposition contemplates nothing less than cold-blooded, judicial murder, either secret assassination by a tool of the Sanhedrin or a mock trial with the verdict being settled in advance.  Unscrupulous as the high priest was, he leaves this vital point in abeyance.  Did Caiaphas encounter dissent?  Luke 23:51 reports that Joseph of Arimathea did not consent to their counsel and deed.  We have no word about Nicodemus.  It is a fair conclusion that a minority of the Sanhedrin protested, although to no avail.”
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