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
 is the parenthetical/explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this.”  Then we have the preposition APO plus the ablative of origin/source from the third person masculine singular reflexive pronoun HEAUTOU, meaning “from the source of himself.”  BDAG suggests: “to do something of one’s own accord Jn 5:19; to speak on one’s own authority Jn 7:18; 16:13.”
  This is followed by the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say: he did not say.”

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


The active voice indicates that Caiaphas produced the action.


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

“Now he did not say this from the source of himself,”
 is the adversative use of the conjunction ALLA, meaning “but” plus the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “high-priest.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular present active participle from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: being.”

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


The active voice indicates that Caiaphas produced the state of being the high-priest that year.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the genitive of time
 from the masculine singular article, noun ENIAUTOS, meaning “year” and adjective EKEINOS, meaning “that.”  It can be translated “during that year” or simply “that year.”
“but being high-priest that year,”
 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PROPHĒTEUW, which means “to prophesy.”


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


The active voice indicates that Caiaphas produced the action.


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

Then we have the conjunction HOTI, meaning “that.”  This conjunction is used after verbs of speaking to indicate that content of what is said.  This is followed by the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb MELLW, which means “to be inevitable, be destined; must, will certainly Jn 11:51; 12:33; 18:32.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past action without emphasis on its completion.


The active voice indicates that Jesus will produce the action.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “Jesus.”  This is followed by the present active indicative from the verb APOTHNĒISKW, which means “to die.”

The present tense is a customary present, which describes an action that is reasonably expected to occur.  This could also be considered a futuristic present.


The active voice indicates that Jesus will produce the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the action of the main verb MELLW.

Finally, we have the preposition HUPER plus the genitive of advantage from the neuter singular article and noun ETHNOS, meaning “for the nation.”
“he prophesied that Jesus was destined to die for the nation,”
Jn 11:51 corrected translation
“Now he did not say this from the source of himself, but being high-priest that year, he prophesied that Jesus was destined to die for the nation,”
Explanation:
1.  “Now he did not say this from the source of himself,”

a.  John continues with a parenthetical explanation about the statement of the high-priest, Caiaphas.  Caiaphas said that it was for the benefit of the leaders of Israel that Jesus die instead of the people.  John now explains that Caiaphas did not say this from the source of himself.   Caiaphas spoke “not wholly of himself, John means. There was more in what Caiaphas said than he understood.  But [it was] certainly unconscious prophecy on his part and purely accidental.  Caiaphas meant only what was mean and selfish.”


b.  To say something from the source of oneself means that the thought does not originate with the person, but comes from outside him or her.  In this case the thought comes from the source of the Holy Spirit.  This does not infer that the high-priest is indwelt or filled with the Holy Spirit as believers of the Church Age are.  It simply means that the Holy Spirit influenced the high-priest without his knowing it to make a theological or spiritual statement, which he did not know what he was saying.


(1)  “Here, in virtue of his office, Caiaphas so utters his own thoughts as to pronounce a sentence of God unconsciously.  By a mysterious irony he interpreted the results of the death of Christ truly, though in a way directly opposite to that which he apprehended.”



(2)  “God used Caiaphas as an instrument, the same as Balaam, who hated Israel, was used to pronounce Israel’s blessedness.  However, Caiaphas was not aware that he was made the mouthpiece of the Spirit of God and that his words were prophetical.  Being miraculously compelled by the Holy Spirit, Caiaphas spoke that same thing Isaiah had written over seven hundred years before (Isa 53).”



(3)  “John’s comment shows that he understands the statement as having implications far beyond Caiaphas’s limited understanding, for the principle was to have universal consequences.”



(4)  “God controlled his utterance.  His wickedness is left wholly intact, his murderous intent and his cunning way of expressing it in order to bring the Sanhedrin to action.  Caiaphas is not forced in any way, but the words that come to his lips and that say just what he wants to say are words that also say just what God wants said in this assembly of the chief representatives of the Jews.  They want to slay Jesus for their purpose, God will let them slay Jesus for his purpose.  In stating his purpose so as to win the consent of the Sanhedrin Caiaphas so formulates his words that he unconsciously states also God's purpose.  This, John says, was not accidental but due to God.  The best formulation that Caiaphas could find to meet the situation he faced was the very formulation God wanted him to find for a purpose of which Caiaphas never thought.”

2.  “but being high-priest that year,”

a.  In contrast to saying what he said from the source of himself, he said what he said because he was he high-priest at the time, and as such, God was providing a prophetic statement through him without his being aware of it.

b.  The implication here is that God often spoke through the statements of the high-priest to the leaders and people of Israel without knowing that he was being a spokesman of prophecy.

c.  For a second time John uses the phrase “that year” to indicate that Caiaphas was the high-priest at that time.  Some scholars suggest that John’s statement is extraordinarily accurate, because the Roman authorities maintained such a tight control on the Jews by renewing the high-priest’s appointment on an annual basis.  In this way they could remove the high-priest at the first sign of trouble, which is what happened after both Pontus Pilate and Caiaphas were removed from office at the same time (36 A.D.).  From then on the Roman governor changed the high priest on an annual basis for the next several years.

3.  “he prophesied that Jesus was destined to die for the nation,”

a.  Caiaphas prophesied without knowing that he was prophesying.  His prophecy was that Jesus was destined to die for the nation; that is, for the personal sins of the nation.  Even though he was the high-priest, he prophesied without knowing that he was prophesying.

b.  This is an indirect reference to the theological concept of atonement.  Caiaphas had no clue that Jesus was going to atone for the sins of the people.  Thus he prophesied, but not from the source of himself.

c.  The death referred to here is not the physical death of Jesus on the Cross, but His spiritual death of bearing our sins and being judged as a substitute for us.  Jesus not only died spiritually for the nation of Israel, but also for the sins of the world.

d.  “The startling footnote that Caiaphas did not say this on his own initiative does not mean that he was forced to act against his will; he was no puppet, and was responsible for his own wicked words.  But God providentially invested those words with a meaning that he did not intend.  In his capacity as high priest and hence technically by office God’s spokesman (cf. Num 27:21; 2 Sam 15:27), God ordained an opposite meaning when Caiaphas prophesied that Jesus was going to die for the nation.  He spoke cynical words of political expediency, claiming that Jesus must die to preserve the Sanhedrin’s power and the nation’s existence.  However, Caiaphas unwittingly spoke prophetically of Christ’s sacrificial death (2 Cor 5:21; 1 Pet 2:24).  God sovereignly turned his wicked, blasphemous words into truth (cf. Gen 50:20; Ps 76:10; Prov 16:9; 19:21; Acts 4:27–28).”


e.  “Caiaphas meant nothing more than that the way to prevent the apprehended ruin of the nation was to make a sacrifice of the Disturber of their peace.  But in giving utterance to this suggestion of political expediency, he was so guided as to give forth a divine prediction of deep significance; and God so ordered it that it should come from the lips of the high priest for that memorable year, the recognized head of God’s visible people, whose ancient office, symbolized by the Urim and Thummim, was to decide in the last resort, all vital questions as the oracle of the divine will.”
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