John 1:1
Mark 14:61



 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article HO, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “He” and pointing to the proper noun Jesus.  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb SIWPAW, which means “to be silent; to keep silent.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus kept producing the action.


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

This is followed by the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the negative OUK, meaning “not” with the third person singular aorist deponent middle indicative from the verb APOKRIOMAI, which means “to answer.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Jesus) producing the action.  “In the middle the verb connotes a solemn or legal utterance.  This is in keeping with the genius of the middle voice, for a legal defense is more than a mere response—it involves a vested interest on the part of the speaker.”


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

“However, He kept being silent and did not answer.”
 is the temporal adverb PALIN, meaning “Again” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priest.”  Then we have the first person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EPERWTAW, which means “to ask, question.”

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


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


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

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him,” referring to Jesus.  Next we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: said”


The present tense is a historical present, which views the past action as occurring now for the sake of vividness and liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the past tense.


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


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

Next we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him” and referring to Jesus.

“Again the high priest questioned Him, and said to Him,”
 is the nominative subject from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “You” plus the second person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: are.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the state of being something.


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

With this we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular article and proper noun CHRISTOS, meaning “the Christ; the Messiah.”  Then we have the appositional/explanatory nominative from the masculine singular noun HUIOS plus the genitive of relationship and identity from the masculine singular article and adjective EULOGĒTOS, meaning “the Son of the Blessed One.”

“‘Are You the Christ, the Son of the Blessed One?’”
Mk 14:61 corrected translation
“However, He kept being silent and did not answer.  Again the high priest questioned Him, and said to Him, ‘Are You the Christ, the Son of the Blessed One?’”
Explanation:
Mt 26:63, “But Jesus kept silent.  And the high priest said to Him, ‘I adjure You by the living God, that You tell us whether You are the Christ, the Son of God.’”
1.  “However, He kept being silent and did not answer.”

a.  In contrast to the questioning of the high priest the Lord did not answer.  He kept on being silent.  The imperfect tense indicates continuous action, which implies that the high priest asked this more than one time or asked many more things than are recorded here.  Therefore, it seems that the high priest might have been badgering the witness with his repeated questions, trying to get Jesus to react to him emotionally and say something they could use against Him.


b.  Since the witnesses lied and perjured themselves with their false testimony, Jesus had nothing to which He could or should answer.  The witnesses had contradicted themselves, which was painfully obvious to everyone in the room.  Therefore, what could Jesus add to their false testimony?  Could He add that they were right, when they were not?  No, of course not.  Could He add that they were wrong, when everyone already knew that?  No, of course not.  So there was nothing He could or needed to say in response to all the false-testimony against Him.  His best course of action was to say nothing and let the false testimony be what it was—self-condemning of those who testified.


c.  No answer Jesus could give at this point would advance or support the plan of God the Father.  And any answer given by Jesus at this point would have only played into the hands of Satan.


d.  What’s the principle of application to us?  Sometimes it is best to say nothing, especially when you are right and have no need to defend yourself against blatant evil and lies.

2.  “Again the high priest questioned Him, and said to Him,”

a.  Since the previous line of questioning didn’t work, the high priest tried another line of questioning related to the destruction and rebuilding of the temple.


b.  It was believed at that time by the Jews that only the Messiah could or would rebuild the temple, if it were destroyed.  Therefore, if Jesus actually did claim to be able to rebuild the temple made with hands, then He must also believe that He is the Messiah.  Therefore, the high priest thinks that if he can get Jesus to claim that He is the Messiah, then the high priest can accuse Jesus of blasphemy.  Thus the next question is the attempt to do just that.

3.  “‘Are You the Christ, the Son of the Blessed One?’”

a.  This is a point-blank question at the heart of the issue before all Israel.  Either Jesus is the Christ; that is, the Messiah, or He is not.  And if He is not the Messiah, then by what authority does He oppose the religious leadership of Israel?  And if He is the Messiah, then the leadership of Israel expects Him to do something to prove He is indeed the God of Israel.


b.  Notice that the high priest considers the Christ or Messiah to be the Son of God.  The “Blessed One” is a title for God the Father.  The Christ is the Son of the Father.  Notice that even the Jewish leadership recognized a plurality in the Godhead—there was a definite distinction between God the Son and God the Father.  They were not the same person.


c.  This question is intended to put Jesus ‘on the spot’.  If He says “No,” then the Sanhedrin will accuse Him of revolution against the established religious/political authorities in Jerusalem.  If He says, “Yes,” then they will accuse Him of blasphemy, since they didn’t believe in Him or believe Him to be the Son of the Blessed One.


d.  Jesus is not ‘trapped’ by this question.  This was the opportunity He had been waiting for to reveal Himself once and for all to the entire leadership of Israel, so that there would be no misunderstanding and no way they could claim that they did not know the truth.  Jesus is about to tell them the truth of who He is, so that they will forever have no excuse for not believing in Him.  They think they have trapped Him, but in reality they have trapped themselves.  For if He declares Himself to be the Messiah and they reject Him, then they condemn themselves to the lake of fire.  They are about to follow in the footsteps of Satan.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Lord refused the opportunity of either denying the charge, or justifying the words if they were His.  This was not the time for serious instruction, nor were these the men to whom it could be profitably addressed; nor could He admit the authority of an assembly which was following up an unjust arrest by the employment of perjured witnesses.  In asking this question, Matthew records that the high priest put Jesus under a solemn oath.  This he did to force Jesus to incriminate Himself, a thing unlawful in Jewish jurisprudence.  But to refuse to answer this question would be tantamount to a denial of His deity.”


b.  “Throughout this time of false accusation, our Lord said nothing (Isa 53:7; 1 Pet 2:23).  But when the high priest put Him under oath, Jesus had to reply, and He testified clearly that he was indeed the Son of God.”


c.  “The high priest changed tactics and kept asking Jesus pointedly, ‘Are You the Christ (the Messiah; cf. 1:1; 8:29), the Son of the Blessed One?’  The title ‘Blessed One,’ found in this sense only here in the New Testament, is a Jewish substitute for ‘God’ (cf. Mishnah Berachoth 7. 3).  These two titles of Jesus both refer to His claim to be the Messiah.”


d.  “These two titles are in fact just two different ways of saying the same thing, but there is irony that the priest is so cautious about the name of God but quite careless about God’s honor and justice in the way he adjudicates these proceedings.  One source for messianic thinking about Messiah as God’s Son was Ps 2, perhaps coupled with 2 Sam 7:14.  Though these texts do not really imply the divinity of the person in question, Jesus’ response certainly appears to do so.  The high priest is only asking ‘Do you claim to be Messiah?’ not ‘Do you claim to be divine?’  Thus the response of Jesus is shocking, suggesting that the Son of Man will fulfill the divine role as final judge, indeed as judge of the high priest and the Sanhedrin!”


e.  “The impression is inescapable that the success or failure of the conspiracy on the part of the Sanhedrin to secure Jesus’ death depended upon the response which follows.  If Jesus answered affirmatively, they had won their case; if He replied negatively, they must discover some new stratagem.  This means that if Mark has described the course of the investigation correctly in its essentials, the council was prepared to regard the open and unequivocal claim of Jesus to be the Messiah a capital crime.  Judaism expected the Messiah to provide proof of His identity.  A Messiah imprisoned, abandoned by His followers, and delivered helpless into the hands of His foes represented an impossible conception.  Anyone who, in such circumstances, proclaimed himself to be the Messiah could not fail to be a blasphemer who dared to make a mockery of the promises given by God to His people.  Moreover, there is some rabbinic evidence that God alone had the right to announce and enthrone the Messiah, so that one who claimed the messianic dignity before God had crowned Him could be regarded as having infringed the majesty of God.  For these reasons, Caiaphas’ question is decisive, and demands a forthright ‘Yes’ or ‘No.’”


f.  “What did this silence actually say?  The Sanhedrin had not as yet admitted the false and conflicting testimony as being competent.  Until that was the case any reply on the part of Jesus would be disorderly just as were the interference and the show of acting on Caiaphas’ part.  To testimony of this kind, however Caiaphas might play it up, the only competent reply on the part of Jesus was absolute silence.  Innocence and dignity could make no other reply.  This was then a loud silence that actually spoke volumes.  As it grew and grew in the ears of all those 

present it fairly shouted that the whole proceeding plus this last act of Caiaphas’ were absolutely illegal.  That this was, indeed, the significance of Jesus’ silence is shown by the sudden abandonment of the testimony of the last two witnesses and by the new turn to which Caiaphas resorts.  Caiaphas sees how flimsy all the testimony of the many witnesses was, how futile also the last two efforts at testimony; there was no hope in that direction.  So he boldly and in the most dramatic way presents the main and real issue full and square.  Unscrupulous type of man that he is, he leaps directly and by no devious route at the main issue.  We see him doing the very same thing in Jn 11:49-50.  The testimony of the two witnesses, even if it is accepted by the Sanhedrin, which was not yet the case, could hardly lead to what Caiaphas really wanted.  So he makes his bold new stroke.  The supreme objection to Jesus on the part of all the Jewish leaders was His claim to be ‘the Son of God.’  With this went His claim that He was ‘the Christ,’ the promised Messiah.  Jesus avoided this title because of its political and nationalistic implications in the minds of the Jews, but this never implied that He repudiated the title, Jn 4:25-26.  In the mind of Jesus the two were a unit: He, the Son of God, was the Messiah.  No less a person could be the Messiah.  All His miracles (Jn 10:37-39) and His speaking as no man ever spoke (Jn 7:46) attested His Sonship and Messiahship.”
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