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 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the third class conditional particle EAN, meaning “if and it may or may not be true.”  With this we have the first person plural aorist active subjunctive from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: we say.”


The aorist tense is a futuristic aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the Jewish leaders might produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, indicating possibility.

Next we have the preposition EK plus the ablative of origin from the masculine plural noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “From men.”

“However, if we say, “From men””
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun LAOS with the adjective HAPAS, meaning “all the people.”  Next we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb KATALITHAZW, which means “to stone to death.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that all the people will produce the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the first person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “us” and referring to the leaders of Israel. 

“all the people will stone us to death;”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for” plus the nominative masculine singular perfect passive participle of the verb PEITHW, which means “to be persuade; to be convinced; to be certain.”


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes the present state of being as a result of a past action.


The passive voice indicates that all the people received the state of being convinced that John the Baptist was a prophet from God.


The participle is circumstantial.

With this participle we have the third person singular present active indicative of the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: are.”  The participle and finite verb EIMI form a periphrastic construction.


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


The active voice indicates that all the people produce the state of being.


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

Then we have the accusative subject of the infinitive from the masculine singular proper noun IWANNĒS, meaning “John” and referring to John the Baptist.  Next we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun PROPHĒTĒS, meaning “a prophet.”  Finally, we have the present active infinitive from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: was.”


The present tense is a historical present, which describes the past action as though occurring right now for the sake of vividness or liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the English past tense.


The active voice indicates that John produced the state of being a prophet.


The infinitive is an infinitive of indirect discourse as well as an infinitive explaining the content of their mental activity, which is translated by the word “that.”

“for they are convinced that John was a prophet.’”
Lk 20:6 corrected translation
“However, if we say, “From men” all the people will stone us to death; for they are convinced that John was a prophet.’”
Mt 21:26, “But if we say, ‘From men,’ we fear the people; for they all regard John as a prophet.”

Mk 11:32, “But shall we say, ‘From men’?”—they were afraid of the people; for everyone considered John to have been a real prophet.”
Explanation:
1.  “However, if we say, “From men””

a.  Luke continues to describe the discussion that the members of the Sanhedrin are having with each other regarding Jesus’ question to them about who provided the authority for John the Baptist’s ministry—God or man?  In the previous verse we saw the leaders of Israel discussing the ramifications of their answering ‘from God’.  If they answer that John’s authority was from God (i.e., ‘from heaven’), then Jesus will counter, ‘Then why didn’t you recognize his divine authority as a prophet from God and submit to his baptism?’


b.  Now we see the other possible answer—‘From men’.  There are only two possible answers that Jesus has given the leaders to choose from—either John’s authority was from God or it was from some man (for example, from John himself or someone else).  Since there is no way the leaders can answer ‘from God’ without the crowd rising up against them for their blasphemy of rejecting the authority of God, the leaders are forced to default to the answer ‘from men’.  However, this answer has its own dangers, which the leaders also recognize and discuss among themselves.

2.  “all the people will stone us to death;”

a.  If the leaders say that John’s authority came from some man rather than from God, all the people (meaning the crowd standing there listening to this exchange) will stone the leaders of Israel to death.  The reason is given in the next phrase ‘for they (all the people) are convinced, believe that John was a prophet, which means that his authority was God-given, which puts the leaders right back in the same position of rejecting the authority of God as manifest in the person of John.


b.  Blasphemy against God was punishable by death—death by stoning.  The leaders of Israel knew that there was one thing they absolutely could not do and that was to blaspheme against God.  Rejection of the authority of God was the ultimate blasphemy; for this is exactly what Satan had done in his rebellion against God.


c.  Therefore, by rejecting the authority of God’s representative, John, the leaders of Israel would be rejecting the authority of the One who sent John.  So if the leaders deny the God-given authority of John, they are guilty of rejecting the authority of God, and such blasphemy demands their immediate execution.  Thus they are terrified to state that John gave himself his own authority to conduct his ministry.

3.  “for they are convinced that John was a prophet.’”

a.  Finally, the leaders of the nation correctly reason what the result will be if they impugn John’s God-given authority.  The people all recognized that John the Baptist was a prophet, which meant that he was a direst messenger from God.  And notice that the people recognized this because of his message and not because he performed miracles; for he never performed a single miracle.  However, his lifestyle, behavior, morality, virtue, honor, integrity, and divine message about salvation and the coming Messiah made it obvious that he was a messenger from God, that is, a prophet to Israel.  The people were absolutely correct in their belief that John was a prophet to Israel from God.  And they likely already hated the leaders of the nation for allowing John to be imprisoned by Herod Antipas and doing nothing to demand his release.


b.  The people were completely convinced that John was a messenger from God, and therefore, to malign John or his ministry in anyway was tantamount to maligning God.  And maligning God is blasphemy.  Therefore, to malign John is to commit blasphemy, which is deserving of death by stoning.


c.  So no matter what the leaders of Israel answered, they were dead men, and they knew it.  Jesus had given them a choice in dying—they could either blaspheme God and die by stoning or they could blaspheme God’s prophet and die by stoning.  So Jesus patiently waited for their answer.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The second option is what the leaders really believe, but this is not palatable to the public.  If they argue that John’s authority was human-based, they will face popular wrath.  Luke alone mentions the possibility of stoning, which is the punishment for regarding a true prophet as a false one.  The reason for hesitation is that the populace was convinced that John was a prophet from God.  Jesus agreed with this assessment (Lk 7:28).”


b.  “Now it was the religious leaders who were in the dilemma!  No matter what answer they gave, they were in trouble, so they decided to ‘play dumb’ and not answer at all.”


c.  “Because the crowds venerated John the Baptist, the religious leaders were afraid to deny his authority and therefore refused to answer Jesus’ question.”


d.  “If the leaders attribute divine origin to John’s message, they will stand self-condemned—both because, in the past, they rejected his message and because, now, they refuse to accept the divine character and origin of Jesus’ ministry, prophesied by John.  If they fail to acknowledge the divine origin of John’s message, they will fall victim to mob action.  Such a stoning, instituted by the people, would have no legal warrant, though it may be that the people would thus be accusing the Jerusalem leadership of blasphemy.  That this prospect is noted by members of the Sanhedrin is an indication of the widening chasm between themselves and those they were allegedly to have led.  For their part, in their assessment of John as a prophet, the people distinguish themselves sharply from the Jerusalem leadership and align themselves with the point of view shared by unimpeachable spokespersons for God—the Spirit-anointed Jesus.”


e.  “Could they recognize divine authority when it was expressed in the actions and teaching of John?  If so, they might be expected to recognize it when it was manifested in the deeds and words of Jesus.  But they professed themselves unable to say what the source of John’s authority was.  So Jesus said to them in effect, ‘If you cannot recognize divine authority when you see it in action, no amount of argument will convince you of its presence.  If you cannot tell me by what authority John baptized, I will not tell you by what authority I do these things.’  There are some people who will demand authority for truth itself, forgetting that truth is the highest authority.”


f.  “The penalty for a false prophet was stoning; here the same penalty is inflicted on those who deny the legitimacy of a true prophet, and the people appear as the representatives of the true Israel in threatening to stone unworthy leaders.”


g.  “The people’s intense joy at the reappearance of a Prophet after three centuries of silence would be the measure of their fury against a hierarchy which should declare that John had not been a Prophet at all.”
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