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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “they” and referring to the members of the Sanhedrin.  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: they said.”


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


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin produced the action.


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

Next we have the interrogative adverb TIS, meaning “What?” plus the temporal adverb ETI, meaning “yet; still; further.”  This is followed by the first person plural present active indicative of the verb ECHW, which means “to have: we have.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what is now occurring.


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin produce the action of having something.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Next we have the objective genitive from the feminine singular noun MARTURIA, meaning “of testimony” plus the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun CHREIA, meaning “need.”

“Then they said, ‘What further need do we have of testimony?”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For” plus the nominative subject from the first person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, used as a reflexive pronoun, meaning “ourselves” and referring to the members of the Sanhedrin.  This is followed by the first person plural aorist active indicative of the verb AKOUW, which means “to hear: we have heard.”


The culminative aorist regards the action in its entirety as a fact with emphasis on its completion.  This is brought out in translation by use of the English auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin have produced the action of hearing.


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

There is no direct object in the Greek, but English grammar requires one.  Therefore, we add the object “[it].”  Then we have the preposition APO plus the ablative of origin/source from the neuter singular article and noun STOMA with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning  “from His mouth.”

“For we ourselves have heard [it] from His mouth.’”
Lk 22:71 corrected translation
“Then they said, ‘What further need do we have of testimony?  For we ourselves have heard [it] from His mouth.’”
Mk 14:63-64, “Tearing his clothes, the high priest said, ‘What further need do we have of witnesses?  You have heard the blasphemy; how does it seem to you?’  And they all condemned Him to be deserving of death.”

Mt 26:65-66, “Then the high priest tore his robes and said, ‘He has blasphemed!  What further need do we have of witnesses?  Behold, you have now heard the blasphemy; what do you think?’  They answered, ‘He deserves death!’”

Explanation:
1.  “Then they said, ‘What further need do we have of testimony?”

a.  The leaders of Israel react to the declaration of Jesus that He is the Messiah, the Christ, the Son of God, and will sit in the place of honor next to God the Father on His throne.


b.  They react with a rhetorical question that, in effect, is a declaration that the trial is over, because the defendant is self-condemned.  As far as they are concerned, Jesus has condemned Himself by His own words.  Therefore, there is no need to keep producing more witnesses that cannot agree with each other in their testimony against Him.  Jesus has provided all the testimony of blasphemy and sedition they need to proceed forward with the next step in their plot to do away with Him.


c.  There is total agreement among the members of the Sanhedrin as to the answer to this question.  No one objects or comes to the defense of Jesus.  This raises an issue regarding the membership of the Sanhedrin at this moment.  Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathea were both members of the Sanhedrin and both were believers in Jesus.  Why didn’t they speak up on His behalf or object to the proceedings?  I think they would have had they been there.  If I were Caiaphas, I would have made sure that none of my servants that went to wake up the members of the Sanhedrin and assemble them at my house that night bothered to inform Nicodemus and Joseph of the meeting.  I would have arranged for them to be left alone and allowed to ‘sleep-in’ that morning.  Thus they would not be around to cause any dissent in the proceedings.  Therefore, there would be no objections to this rhetorical question.

2.  “For we ourselves have heard [it] from His mouth.’”

a.  The leaders (Annas and Caiaphas) then give the explanation why there is no need for any further testimony.  All the members of the Sanhedrin have heard from Jesus’ own mouth that He is the Messiah, the Son of God, and therefore, the king of the Jews, which makes Him a de facto revolutionary.  They don’t think of His messiahship in spiritual terms, but in political terms.  Therefore, as a political messiah He is a danger to the nation, because Rome is intolerant of political messiahs.  In the trial before Pilate, the difference between Jesus being a political messiah versus a spiritual messiah will be revealed, which is why Pilate will find no guilt in Jesus.  The Jewish leaders will bring Jesus before Pilate and charge Him with being a political messiah.  After questioning Jesus, Pilate will find Him innocent of this charge.  The Jewish leaders will press the issue of Jesus being a political messiah with their declaration, “We have no friend but Caesar.”


b.  The direct object “it” does not occur in the Greek, because they understood clearly what the object was.  The object of what they heard was Jesus’ answer to their question, “Are You the Son of God?”  “I am.”  The leaders accuse Him of blasphemy, because they don’t believe He is the spiritual Messiah.  And yet they will charge Him before Pilate with being a political messiah.  Jesus cannot deny that He is the spiritual Messiah, but the leaders of Israel will twist this truth into charging Him before Rome as a political messiah (a revolutionary).
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “They were right if Jesus is not what he claimed to be. They were eternally wrong for he is the Christ, the Son of man, the Son of God.  They made their choice and must face Christ as Judge.”


b.  “The council’s response is that the trial need proceed no further.  There is no need for any more testimony.  The point is made in the form of a rhetorical question.  The unstated, but clear answer is that no more testimony is needed.  Jesus has condemned Himself.  Luke boils the testimony down to what really counts—Jesus’ testimony against Himself.  The leadership cannot convict Jesus without the aid of the teacher Himself.  He chooses to go to the cross by His own words, words that bring His death, even though they are true.  In this situation, the truth is deadly, because it is not properly perceived.  The remark that Jesus’ testimony is all that is needed ends the trial scene.  The leaders can now take him to the Romans.  Unlike Mk 14:63–64 = Mt 26:65–66, Luke does not mention the blasphemy specifically, the rending of clothes, or the verdict that Jesus is worthy of death.  To achieve Jesus’ death, the charge of blasphemy and the rending of clothes were irrelevant to the Romans and to Luke’s readers.  The key charge in terms of the attempt to get rid of Jesus is the political one that the Jewish officials will bring to Rome.  Roman officials must be given adequate grounds for them to execute.  Luke is simply focusing on the remarks that create the opportunity to take the indictment to Rome.  The omission of the verdict is equally understandable.  The verdict in the other Synoptics is not a declaration of the Sanhedrin’s authority to carry out such a sentence; it is a statement of resolution to proceed with the process that would end in Jesus’ death.  The Synoptics contain a statement of the leadership’s resolve, while Luke gives a summary presentation of the key factors in the morning meeting that allowed the resolution to move forward.  The leaders are now free to go to Rome so that foreigners can execute this religious agitator, while allowing the leadership the opportunity to deny ultimate responsibility for the death.”


c.  “The Jewish religious leaders knew what Jesus was talking about [that He was the spiritual Messiah], and this is why they condemned Him for blasphemy.  The ‘religious trial’ was now over.  The next step was to put Him through a civil trial and convince the Roman governor that Jesus of Nazareth was a criminal worthy of death.”
  In order to accomplish this, the Jewish leaders would have to convert the Jewish charge of Jesus being a spiritual false-Messiah into the charge of His being a political messiah.


d.  “The council decided they had received all the testimony they needed. In their view Jesus was guilty of blasphemy.  So they were ready to hand Him over to the Roman authorities.  The council could give a guilty verdict, but the Jews at that time were not allowed to impose the death penalty. Only Rome could sentence to death.”


e.  “Jesus’ opponents had hoped to catch Jesus in his own words (Lk 11:53–54); now their hopes have come to pass.  Dramatically clear is that the Sanhedrin now has enough evidence to embrace Jesus as God’s emissary [Messiah] or to repudiate His claim.”


f.  “The religious authorities serve as their own witnesses that Jesus claims to be a subversive, a revolutionary.”


g.  “The Jews clearly understood Jesus’ claim.  The charges made earlier that night were repeated formally, and Jesus was condemned with alacrity.  The illegal doings of the past night had been ‘legalized.’  The Jewish nation’s rejection had been formalized; all that remained to do was to escort Jesus to Pilate to have the sentence confirmed and executed.  The choral response indicates that the preceding night’s plot had been well rehearsed.”


h.  “The political charge will be used to incriminate Jesus before Pilate; the theological claim drops into the background.”
  This is because Rome could care less about Jesus being a blasphemer.  They only carried about political revolutionaries who called themselves ‘the Messiah’.


i.  “The fact that Jesus might be ‘the Son of God,’ that His miracles, His teaching, His 

personality, the Scriptures themselves, God’s own voice from heaven on three occasions, even the Baptist had attested the fact of Jesus’ Sonship counted as nothing with this court. This witness they had no need of it.  It is still shown by all who agree with the Sanhedrin.”
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