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 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And then,” followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb ANISTĒMI, which means “to stand up.”


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


The active voice indicates that the high priest produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “after standing up.”

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priest.”  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the neuter singular adjective MESOS, meaning “in the middle.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EPERWTAW, which means “to ask; to question as part of an official interrogation.”


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


The active voice indicates that the high priest produced the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “Jesus.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what occurred at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the high priest produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“And then after standing up in the middle, the high priest questioned Jesus, saying,”
 is the negative adverb OUK, meaning “not,” followed by the second person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”


The present tense is a customary or tendential present, which describes a normal or typical action that is reasonably expected to occur or is intended but not yet taking place.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Jesus) potentially producing the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “nothing.”  This Greek double negative (OUK…OUDEN) equals to an English grammar positive: “not…anything.”

“‘Are you not going to answer anything?”
 is the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what” and is also used “as a substitute for the relative as in Mk 14:36.”
  In this case the relative meaning would be “that which,” which can be reduced in English grammar to simply “that.”  Therefore, we don’t have two sentences here as translated by the New American Standard Bible, but one sentence.  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “these men.”  This is followed by the genitive/ablative of opposition from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “against You.”  Finally, we have the third person plural present active indicative from the verb KATAMARTUREW, which means “to testify against someone.”


The present tense is a descriptive and progressive present, describes a continuing action.


The active voice indicates that the subject (these men) is producing the action.


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

“To take the sentence as a single question, with the TI doing duty for a relative pronoun, while awkward, would achieve the same sense [as translating the sentence as two questions].”

“that these men are testifying against You?’”
Mk 14:60 corrected translation
“And then after standing up in the middle, the high priest questioned Jesus, saying, ‘Are you not going to answer anything that these men are testifying against You?”
Explanation:
1.  “And then after standing up in the middle, the high priest questioned Jesus, saying,”

a.  Mark continues the story of the ‘grand jury’ investigation of Jesus at night after His arrest at the house of Caiaphas, the current high priest by telling us about the third step in the inquisition of Jesus.  The first step was bringing in witnesses from the outside.  They couldn’t agree on any of their testimony.  The second step was to bring forward two witnesses that had already discussed their testimony with each other, and they still couldn’t get their lies to agree.  Now we have the third step in the process with the high priest interrogating Jesus directly.


b.  The act of standing up was a signal for the rest of the members of the Sanhedrin to be quiet and pay attention to what the high priest was about to say.  The phrase “in the middle” does not refer to the middle of the room (where Jesus was standing with His guards), but to the middle of the semi-circle in which the Sanhedrin sat.  The high priest was in the middle of that semi-circle facing Jesus.


c.  So after standing up, the place got quiet and the high priest began his questioning of Jesus.  Mark then tells us what was said.  Mark’s knowledge of this information came from members of the Sanhedrin, who were already believers or became believers, like Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathea or from the servant of the high priest, Malchus, who may have become a believer after Jesus restored his ear, or from the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  The point is that Mark had accurate information regarding what the high priest asked.

2.  “‘Are you not going to answer anything that these men are testifying against You?’”

a.  It is difficult to decide if this is a rhetorical question or not.  The high priest probably wanted Jesus to say something in the hope that Jesus would incriminate Himself.  However, this could just as easily be a question of distain, ridicule, and insult from a man who wanted Jesus dead in the worst way.  “The use of OU may suggest indignation (Mk 14:60).”


b.  Since everything that these men had testified against Jesus was inconsistent, a pack of lies, and prearranged perjury, what did Jesus need to say?  What good would it have done for the Lord to call all these false-witnesses a bunch of liars?  He didn’t need to say anything, since these false-witnesses incriminated themselves with their own inconsistences.  When the witnesses have already proved themselves to be liars and wrong, what need did have to point it out.  It was already obvious to everyone in the room, which is why the high priest had to intervene to stop the proceedings from getting any worse than they already were.


c.  Jesus never did address any of the lies against Him by these false witnesses.  He remained silent as mentioned in:



(1)  Jesus was not silent before the former high priest Annas, Jn 18:19-24, “The high priest then questioned Jesus about His disciples, and about His teaching.  Jesus answered him, ‘I have spoken openly to the world; I always taught in synagogues and in the temple, where all the Jews come together; and I spoke nothing in secret.  Why do you question Me?  Question those who have heard what I spoke to them; they know what I said.’  When He had said this, one of the officers standing nearby struck Jesus, saying, ‘Is that the way You answer the high priest?’  Jesus answered him, ‘If I have spoken wrongly, testify of the wrong; but if rightly, why do you strike Me?’  So Annas sent Him bound to Caiaphas the high priest.”



(2)  However, Jesus was silent during the initial questioning of Caiaphas, Mt 26:62f, “The high priest stood up and said to Him, ‘Do You not answer? What is it that these men are testifying against You?’  But Jesus kept silent.”

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  The high priest standing up is “a graphic feature in Mark, suggesting…the action of an irritated, baffled man.  Robertson says that he stood up for greater solemnity, and tried to make up by bluster, the lack of evidence.”


b.  “The high priest Caiaphas asked Jesus two questions to get information that could be used against Him.  In Greek the first question expects a positive answer: ‘You are going to answer Your accusers, aren’t You?’”


c.  “Caiaphas challenged Jesus as to why He did not reply or seek to clear Himself of these false accusations, but there was no answer.”


d.  “Add to this the consternation caused by Jesus’ refusal to grace these false charges (cf. Ps 27:12; 35:11) with a rebuttal (for he would be expected to answer the charges), and we have a very frustrated assembly.  It may be that Mark is portraying Jesus as the righteous sufferer who suffers in silence (Ps 38:13; 39:9; Isa 53:7).”
  “In many regards the trial before Pilate is simply a rerun of the trial before the Sanhedrin, but the charges which prompt action in each case differ.  Myers points out the following parallels:

	Mk 14:60–62

	Mk 15:4–5, 2


	… the high priest

questioned Jesus saying,

“Have you no answer to make?

What about the things

charged against you?”

But he was silent

and made no answer.

And again the high priest

questioned him and

said to him,

“You are Messiah,

son of the Blessed One?”

And Jesus said,

“Am I!”


	And again Pilate

questioned him saying,

“Have you no answer to make?

See what they

are charging you?”

But Jesus answered nothing

further at all.…

And Pilate

questioned him,

“You are the king

of the Jews?”

And Jesus answered him and said,

“You said!”




Not only are there these parallels, but in each case the trial is followed by a consultation first between the high priest and the Sanhedrin, then between Pilate and the crowd as to what is to be done with Jesus.  Both scenes end with a verdict and then a mocking and torturing scenario. Jesus is thus rejected and treated in similar manner by both Jewish and Gentile authorities.”


e. “Embarrassed by the disagreement of the witnesses, the high priest attempted to involve Christ in the discussion, apparently hoping that His answer would prove His guilt.”


f.  “Jesus was required by law to answer the accusations brought against Him, and His failure to do so frustrated the Council.  By His steadfast silence He deprived the court of exploiting, for its purposes, the evidence that had been given against Him.  This brought the proceedings to a deadlock, and prompted the high priest to seek a decision by direct means.”


g.  “By standing up and taking center stage the High Priest signals that the hearing has reached its decisive phase.  The first question does not introduce a new subject, but challenges Jesus to respond to what has already been alleged.  In one sense there was nothing to respond to, since no agreed testimony had yet been offered.  But Jesus’ silence in the face of a growing list of allegations may have seemed contemptuous, and certainly did not make it any easier for the hearing to reach its desired end.”
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