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

 is the parenthetical use of the postpositive conjunction DE, and should be translated by parenthesis marks “ ( ).”  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: was.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, incomplete state of being.


The active voice indicates that Caiaphas produced the state of being something.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun CAIAPHAS, transliterated as “Caiaphas.”  Then we have the nominative masculine singular articular aorist active participle from the verb SUMBOULEUW, which means “to give advice; to advise.”


The article functions as a relative pronoun, translated “the one who.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the action in its entirety with emphasis on its conclusion.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “had.”


The active voice indicates that Caiaphas had produced the action of advising someone.


The participle is circumstantial.

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “to the Jews.”

“(Caiaphas was the one who had given advice to the Jews”
 is the explanatory use of the conjunction HOTI, which is used after certain verbs to indicate that content of those verbs.  It is translated “that.”  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 1 Cor 6:12; 10:23; 2 Cor 8:10; Mt 5:29f; 18:6; Jn 11:50; 16:7; 18:14.”


The present tense is an aoristic/gnomic present, which describes the action or state of being as a fact that is always true.


The active voice indicates that the situation being described (one man dying for the people) produces the state of being advantageous.


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

This is followed by the accusative subject of the infinitive from the masculine singular cardinal adjective HEIS plus the noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “one man.”  Then we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb APOTHĒISKW, which means “to die.”


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


The active voice indicates that one man should produce the action.


The infinitive functions like a finite verb in the accusative-infinitive construction.  The word “that” is used in the translation in the accusative-infinitive construction: “that one man die.”

Finally, we have the preposition HUPER plus the genitive of advantage from the masculine singular article and noun LAOS, meaning “for or on behalf of the people.”

“that it was advantageous that one man die on behalf of the people.)”
Jn 18:14 corrected translation
“(Caiaphas was the one who had given advice to the Jews that it was advantageous that one man die on behalf of the people.)”
Explanation:
1.  “(Caiaphas was the one who had given advice to the Jews”

a.  John continues with a parenthetical remark about Caiaphas, explaining that he is the high priest who advised the members of the Sanhedrin that it was a good thing that Jesus should die.  The “Jews” here refer to the members of the Sanhedrin, to whom Caiaphas was speaking, when he made this remark.  It definitely does not refer to the entire population of Israel or Jerusalem.


b.  This statement looks back to Jn 11:49-51, “But a certain one of them, Caiaphas, being high priest that year, said to them, ‘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.’  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.”

2.  “that it was advantageous that one man die on behalf of the people.)”

a.  Caiaphas’ advice to the Sanhedrin was to have Jesus arrested and put to death.  This would be a benefit to the people of Judea, because it would take away any excuse the Romans might have to dismantle the Sanhedrin and take all power away from the high priest.


b.  As far as Caiaphas and his family were concerned, it was better for Jesus to die than for his family to lose the money making operation they had going with the selling of animal sacrifices and money-changing and collecting the temple tax.  The profits from those enterprises were certainly providing the salaries of the officials of the Sanhedrin.  Therefore, it was to their advantage financially that Jesus die instead of all of them losing their livelihood.


c.  However, the emphasis of Caiaphas’ argument was the deception that it was in the best interest of the people of Judea for Jesus to die, when in reality it was in the best interest of the members of the high-priestly family.  What Caiaphas did not realize was that God would use the wrath of Annas and Caiaphas to have one Man, the Man Christ Jesus, die on behalf of the people as the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world.  Jesus would die on behalf of the people, but not in any way planned by Caiaphas and his father-in-law.  The advantage would be God’s in the resolution of the angelic conflict and defeat of Satan at the Cross.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “However one might regard the role of this hearing, as far as John was concerned it was fundamentally a sham because a verdict had already been rendered by Caiaphas to the effect that Jesus had to die as an expedient sacrifice.  This event, therefore, hardly began as anything akin to a fair trial.  The way the evangelist presents the story, it is more like a biased police investigation or witch hunt from which most decent people would recoil in horror.  Yet the ancient Middle East was not necessarily known for fairness, even though among the Jews the judicial procedures of the Sanhedrin were supposed to be weighted in favor of innocence.  But John notes that Nicodemus earlier had complained that such procedures were not being following in the council (Jn 7:50–51).”


b.  “John’s parenthetical note (verse 14) refers to the incident recorded in 11:49–52.  Joseph Caiaphas’s tenure as high priest was one of the longest in the first century, which reveals his cunning and opportunistic nature.  That he proposed killing Jesus to preserve his and the Sanhedrin’s power demonstrates his utter ruthlessness.  With Jesus in the custody of His enemies, the scene now shifts to Peter.”


c.  “John reminded his readers of Caiaphas’ unconscious prophecy.”
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