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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priest.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb DIARRĒGNUMI, which means “to tear.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action 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 and can be translated “after tearing.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun CHITWN with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his clothes.”  This is 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 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 the high priest produced the action.


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

“Then, after tearing his clothes, the high priest said,”
 is the interrogative adverb TIS, meaning “What?” plus the temporal adverb ETI, meaning “yet, still, further.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun CHREIA, meaning “need.”  This is followed by the first person plural present active indicative from the verb ECHW, which means “to have.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is occurring right now.


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin are producing the action.


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

Finally, we have the genitive of advantage from the masculine plural noun MARTUS, meaning “for witnesses.”

“‘What further need do we have for witnesses?”
Mk 14:63 corrected translation
“Then, after tearing his clothes, the high priest said, ‘What further need do we have for witnesses?”
Explanation:
1.  “Then, after tearing his clothes, the high priest said,”

a.  Mark continues the story of Jesus’ preliminary ‘grand jury’ hearing before the Sanhedrin at night by telling us the reaction of the high priest to the declaration of Jesus that He is the Christ and will be seated on God’s throne at His right side and that they will see Him coming from heaven in honor and glory to judge them.  The high priest has two reactions: one physical and one verbal.


b.  The physical reaction of the high priest was the unauthorized tearing of his clothes (Lev 10:6, 21:10).  The act of tearing his clothes symbolized great disaster, and the high priest was to have confidence in God and demonstrate that confidence under all circumstances.



(1)  “This tearing of garments was an old sign of mourning or sorrow first mentioned in Gen 37:29.  The law forbad the high priest from rending his garments in the case of private troubles (Lev 10:6, 21:10) [the passage says nothing about private troubles], but when acting as a judge, he was required by custom [not by Law, he was forbidden by Law to do this] to express in this way his horror of any blasphemy uttered in his presence.”
  This commentator’s statement is wrong and misleading.  The high priest was NOT authorized by the Mosaic Law to tear his clothes.  Custom did not overrule the Law.



(2)  “By tearing his clothes, probably his inner garments rather than his official robes [conjecture], the high priest showed that he regarded Jesus’ bold declaration as blasphemy.  To him, Jesus’ words dishonored God by claiming rights and powers belonging exclusively to God.  This symbolic expression of horror and indignation was required of the high priest whenever he heard blasphemy [the Law doesn’t say this; the Law says the opposite].  His reaction also expressed relief since Jesus’ self-incriminating answer removed the need for more witnesses.”
  Did it remove the need for defense witnesses, who were never called to testify?



(3)  “Filled with indignation and appearing to be horror-stricken, Caiaphas forgot the law that forbade a high-priest to rend his garments, and he tore his robe, as he declared that there was no need of any further witnesses, for all had heard the blasphemy uttered by the lips of Jesus.”
  This commentator got it right.
2.  “‘What further need do we have for witnesses?”

a.  The second reaction of the high priest was the verbal reaction of asking this rhetorical question, which amounted to a declaration that the hearing/trial was concluded.  Who would bring forward any further witnesses after the high priest said this?  As far as the high priest was concerned there was nothing else needed from two or three witnesses agreeing with each other; the prisoner had incriminated Himself as far as the high priest was concerned.  There was also no need for further interrogation of the prisoner; for example, to have Him call for witnesses on His behalf, or to correct any misstatement He may have made.  The case was closed at this point with no further opportunity for anyone, especially Jesus to say anything that might change things.


b.  The obvious answer to this rhetorical question is “No” in the opinion of the high priest.  And by this question (which is really a backhanded declaration), the high priest shuts off all further proceedings.  And apparently no one objected or said anything further.  The prisoner had condemned Himself and now the court merely had to get the approval of the Roman government to put Him to death.


c.  Jesus never received another opportunity to defend Himself or have anyone else speak on His behalf.  And the high priest wasn’t interested in finding out if what Jesus said about Himself was true.  Having more witnesses at this point would only be a disadvantage to the high priest, because someone might come forward and declare that they agree with Jesus that He is the Son of God (for example, Nicodemus or Joseph of Arimathea or the disciples John).


d.  “No further witnesses were needed, since Jesus had been forced to bear witness against himself, an illegal procedure under Jewish law.”

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “When Jesus, in answer to the high-priest’s question whether he was the Christ, confessed that He was the Son of Man of Daniel, the high-priest cried out in relief, for this blasphemy in the very ears of his fellow-members on the council made it unnecessary to proceed by the method of proof by witness, hitherto attempted in vain.”


b.  “Another problem is why the affirmative answer [of Jesus that He is the Messiah] should rank as blasphemy.  Jewish tradition never says a Messianic pretender was regarded as a blasphemer. But this is readily explicable in the light of the situation of the Christian community in confrontation with the Synagogue.  For in fact the confession of Jesus’ Messiahship was the point of bitter controversy between Jews and Christians and the reason why the disciples of Jesus were persecuted by the Jews.  In describing the trial of Jesus before the Sanhedrin the community emphasized the part of the Jewish authorities in the execution of Jesus and showed plainly that the difference between Church and Synagogue was over the question whether Jesus is the Son of God or not.”


c.  “There may be irony here, since in Mk 3:29 Jesus said that one who blasphemes against God’s Spirit is guilty of unending sin.  By implication the high priest has accused the Spirit working in Jesus of blasphemy, and thus paradoxically he is the one guilty of blasphemy, not Jesus.”


d.  “Jesus is not technically guilty of blasphemy (certainly not as it came to be defined by second-century rabbinic teaching but also not by the broader popular sense).  A Jewish court would have been more likely to have pronounced Him insane.”


e.  “The hypocrisy of the trial is highlighted by the high priest’s breach of the Mosaic Law and of Jewish tradition, for:



(1)  He was not permitted to tear his clothes (Lev 21:10).



(2)  The Sanhedrin’s own rules forbade meeting at night.



(3)  He was supposed to be the last to condemn a man.”


f.  “According to mishnaic rules [written 200-220 A.D.], when blasphemy has been proven using euphemisms in open court, the chief witness is asked to repeat the offending words verbatim in a closed session so that the people as a whole do not hear them, and then ‘the judges stand up on their feet and rend their garments, and they may not mend them again’ (Mishnah Sanhedrin 7:5); for tearing of clothes in response to blasphemy 2 Kg 18:37; 19:1).  In this case no witnesses are needed, as the judges themselves have heard the offending words, and the dramatic gesture by the High Priest (who was already standing) speaks for them all.”


g.  “Only in the post-Christian period, through the deliberations at Jamnia (the city where the Jews met in 135 A.D. to codify their rules after the second and final revolt against Rome) and elsewhere, did ‘blasphemy’ acquire the technical significance defined in the Mishnah: ‘The blasphemer is only guilty if he pronounces the name of God distinctly (Mishnah Sanhedrin 7.5a).  God’s covenant name must be distinctly uttered and must be openly dishonored according to a recognized curse formula.  It may be accepted as certain that this narrow definition of blasphemy had no validity in the proceedings described in Mk 14:53ff.  The action of the high-priest in tearing his garments, together with the explicit declaration ‘You have heard his blasphemy,’ indicate that Jesus’ open avowal of His messiahship was regarded by Caiaphas and the court as an infringement of God’s majesty and a diminishing of His honor.  Under the circumstances in which Jesus asserted His claim God appeared to be mocked.”


h.  “Caiaphas finally has exactly what he wants, and he makes the most of it.  His dramatics are hypocritical and histrionic and are intended to sweep the whole Sanhedrin along past all the legal requirements of trials to the one goal, on which he knows all are set, the condemning of Jesus to death.  So instead of submitting the sworn statement of Jesus to the 

court for its judicial decision, as the law required, Caiaphas himself makes that decision.  In great excitement he shouts as one who can hardly believe his ears, ‘He blasphemed!’ (Matthew), and then, suiting the action to the word, he in the Jewish fashion rent his tunics in symbolism of outraged feeling.  The inner or the outer garments and sometimes both, as seems to have been the case here, were gripped at the neck by both hands and were with a jerk torn in a rent about the 

width of a man's hand down over the chest and exposing it so that all could see that something terrible had happened.  This custom was followed by Greeks, Romans, and barbarians as well as by Jews.  The latter were expected to rend their garments on hearing blasphemy, all except the witnesses.”
  It may have been the custom to do this, but the Law directed the high priest not to do this.
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