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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the chief priests” plus the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” with the nominative subject from the neuter singular adjective HOLOS plus the article and noun SUNEDRION, meaning “the entire Sanhedrin.”   Then we have the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb ZĒTEW, which means “to seek; to try; to look for; to search for.”

The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuing, past, incomplete action.


The active voice indicates that the chief priests and entire Sanhedrin kept on producing the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition KATA plus the genitive/ablative of opposition from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSUS, meaning “against Jesus.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun MARTURIA, which means “testimony.”

“Now the chief priests and the entire Sanhedrin kept seeking testimony against Jesus”
 is the preposition EIS plus the accusative of purpose from the neuter singular articular aorist active infinitive of the verb THANATOW, which means “to put to death; to condemn to death.”


The preposition with the infinitive is a standard idiomatic expression of purpose in Greek grammar.
  The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose and can be translated “for the purpose of putting…to death.”


The active voice indicates that the Sanhedrin is attempting to produce the action.


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

With this we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.

“for the purpose of putting Him to death,”
 is the adversative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and yet” plus the negative OUCH, meaning “not” and the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb HEURISKW, which means “to find: they were not finding.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, continuing, incomplete action.


The active voice indicates that the entire Sanhedrin could not produce the action.


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

There is no direct object “any” in the Greek, because it is clearly understood from the context.  However, English grammar requires we complete the thought, using something to refer back to the previous direct object already mentioned (‘testimony’); thus the bracketed words “[any].”

“and yet they were not finding [any].”
Mk 14:55 corrected translation
“Now the chief priests and the entire Sanhedrin kept seeking testimony against Jesus for the purpose of putting Him to death, and yet they were not finding [any].”
Explanation:
1.  “Now the chief priests and the entire Sanhedrin kept seeking testimony against Jesus”

a.  Mark introduced the actions of Peter in the last verse and now switches to the preliminary hearing of Jesus before the Sanhedrin to show us that two actions in the drama were occurring simultaneously.  Jesus was being interrogated inside the house of the current high priest, Caiaphas, while Peter was outside in the courtyard warming himself, deceiving others, and denying any association with Jesus.  Mark will return to the actions of Peter in a few verses.


b.  The subject is two-fold: (1) the chief priests include the former high priest, Annas, and the current high priest, Caiaphas, along with the senior chief priests from the Levitical priesthood; (2) the entire Sanhedrin, which is composed of the leaders or elders of the most influential (richest) families in Jerusalem, who were mostly Sadducees; and composed of the scribes, who were mostly Pharisees, and the legal experts in Jerusalem.  Among these seventy-one members of the Sanhedrin were Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathea.


c.  These men were trying to find something to accuse Jesus of, so they would have justification to ask the Roman authorities to have Him put to death.  This required two or three witnesses to agree in their testimony against Jesus that He actually did something that violated Jewish law that deserved the death penalty.  They couldn’t find Him guilty of a lesser charge.  They had to find something He said or did that was worthy of death.  The imperfect tense tells us that this continued for a while without success.  Witness after witness was brought forward and testified varying and contrary things against Jesus with the implication that all of the witnesses either lied or contradicted themselves while giving their testimony.  There is no indication that Jesus had anyone stand in His defense or speak on His behalf.  Another implication here is that the high priest had already arranged ahead of time to have these false witnesses come forward and make their false statements.  It was all set up in advance, but still didn’t work out the way the high priest thought it would.

2.  “for the purpose of putting Him to death,”

a.  Mark then tells us the purpose for all this testimony.  The leaders of Israel were trying to come up with anything they could to justify a guilty verdict against Jesus that warranted the death penalty.


b.  Charging Jesus with disorderly conduct wasn’t going to work.  Even finding Him guilty of treason was going to be difficult, if not impossible.  They needed a charge of blasphemy that would stick and be irrefutable.  So in the end, when they couldn’t come up with one, Jesus would give them one from His own lips to help them out.


c.  We all realize that the Sanhedrin couldn’t find Jesus guilty of anything worthy of death.  But few of us realize that Jesus had to give them the words from His own lips (“I am”) that they could use for their justification of His guilt-worthiness.  

3.  “and yet they were not finding [any].”

a.  Mark then states the fact that none of the witnesses against Jesus could come up with anything He said or did that wrong and worthy of death.


b.  The subject ‘they’ again refers to the leaders of the Israel.  The imperfect tense of the verb tells us that they kept on trying without success.  Though the object ‘any’ is not stated, it is obvious from the context and refers to any testimony that could be agreed upon that justified our Lord’s death.


c.  So we have an illegal proceeding at an illegal time in an illegal place on an illegal day with false witnesses in a kangaroo court, who can’t even get their act together.  Satan is not doing well in orchestrating all this.  Actually the Jewish leaders need God’s help, and so eventually the Lord Jesus Christ will help them out by telling them the truth—that He is the Messiah.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “After questioning and insulting Jesus, Annas sent Jesus bound to his son-in-law Caiaphas, the high priest.  The Sanhedrin was assembled and the witnesses were ready.  It was necessary to have at least two witnesses before the accused could be declared guilty and worthy of death (Dt 17:6).  Many witnesses testified against Jesus, but since they did not agree, their testimony was invalid.  How tragic that a group of religious leaders would encourage people to lie, and during a special holy season!”


b.  “Mark is quite frank in saying that both the high priest and the whole Sanhedrin were seeking witnesses to testify against Jesus so that they could have him killed.  It means that the basic intent of this emergency meeting called on the eve of the festival was prejudicial.  Justice was not the aim of this assembly.  The majority of the audience was surely not open to the possibility of Jesus being exonerated. Indeed, they wished to see the opposite happen.  The members of this assembly would have included both the high priest and his family; the elders, who were members of prominent families in the Jerusalem area; and the scribes, some of whom would have been attached to Pharisaic groups.  Nonetheless, the dominant orientation of this group would surely have been Sadducean and would have had a special concern for the temple.  It is thus no surprise, if Jesus was believed to have made some threatening remark about the temple being destroyed, that this group would want to have seen Jesus out of the way.”


c.  “Despite the high priest’s certainty of Jesus’ subversiveness, at least some members of the council, perhaps scribes, follow the virtuous Jewish tradition of diligent cross-examination of witnesses.  But once these witnesses had contradicted one another, all understandings of Jewish law unanimously demanded that they be declared false and the case be rejected as contrived; under Jewish law, in a capital case, false witnesses were to be put to death (Dt 19:16–21).  Even though Rome had not given the Sanhedrin jurisdiction to execute false witnesses, the Sanhedrin should have at least disciplined them; that the case just goes on demonstrates severe bias among the council members gathered there.”


d.  “The text says all the Sanhedrin were there (Mt 26:59; Mk 14:55), so presumably Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathea were there too (they could only be excluded if they were not members of the Sanhedrin).  For some reason, these two supporters of Jesus did not speak in His defense.  Could it be that they were cowed by the vicious mood of hate and feared for their own safety?  One point is clear, however, the leadership of the nation was fully represented.  Could it be that Nicodemus and Joseph were present in order to make the point that believer and nonbeliever alike sentenced Jesus to death?  It certainly is the case that He died for all men (1 Jn 2:2).  This trial’s purpose was to formalize the charges against Jesus for presentation to Pilate, for only Rome could impose the death penalty (Jn 18:31).  A charade was made of adhering to proper court procedure, for witnesses did not testify in front of each other, yet there is something disgusting about mankind’s disposition to whitewash its basest actions in legal rectitude.  It is no wonder they could not agree—they were trying to twist the truth to their ends.  So we find the conundrum of the high priest trying to use legal processes to perpetrate an illegal act!”


e.  “When the Sanhedrin was in judicial session it sat on a raised platform in a semicircle with the prisoner under guard facing the judges from the floor.  The enormity of the action against Jesus appears when we recall that, first of all, the Jewish law required an indictment and then only on the strength of that indictment the arrest.  The trial then began with that indictment and with the testimony on which the indictment had been issued.  But here there was a prisoner against whom no indictment had been found, and no witnesses had been heard in order to arrive at an indictment.  He had been arrested in an illegal way, and as He faces His judges for trial, no crime has been charged against Him.  And so, unindicted, illegally arrested, He stands at this illegal hour before this illegally convened court.  The situation is legally frightful.  Any number of the judges should have risen up and protested against such outrageous proceedings.  But the Sanhedrin had already drawn far more than a mere legal indictment; without witnesses, indictment, or anything else; it had decreed its victim's death.  Those who could decree that 

death would certainly not be squeamish about the means.  Yet it is an old observation that the most villainous judges still cling to a show of legal formalities.  So the Sanhedrin here acts as if it is conducting a real trial, and it brings in witnesses as if an indictment had been duly lodged, and proceeds as if an actual crime were to be established by proof that is sufficient for a verdict of no less than death.  But the whole farce goes to pieces.”


f.  “Since in Jewish judicial procedure the witnesses functioned as the prosecution, they gave their evidence individually and verbally in the presence of the judges and the accused.  If their respective depositions differed one from the other even in trivial details, they were inadmissible as evidence.  The ready availability of witnesses for the prosecution suggests that they had been alerted that the arrest of Jesus could be expected momentarily and that they were to appear on call.”


g.  “It was a hearing in search of a charge, not a trial based on an already formulated accusation.  And while the charge was not yet decided, the verdict was!  In putting the matter in this way Mark has already declared the ‘trial’ to be more a kangaroo court than an impartial judicial hearing.  The objective of killing Jesus already declared in Mk 14:1 rules this gathering, so that whatever procedure is followed will be designed to produce the required capital charge to bring before the Roman prefect.”
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