John 1:1
Matthew 12:34



 is the vocative neuter plural from the noun GENNĒMA, which means “offspring; brood.”
  With this we have the genitive of relationship or genitive of identity (descriptive genitive) from the feminine plural noun ECHIDNA, meaning “of vipers.”  The vocative case of GENNĒMATA allows us to insert the word “You” as the objects of Jesus’ direct address.

“You brood of vipers,”
 is the interrogative adverb PWS, meaning “how” plus the second person plural present deponent middle/passive indicative of the verb DUNAMAI, meaning “to be able: can.”


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


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form but active in meaning with the subject (the Pharisees and scribes) producing the action.


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

Next we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural adjective AGATHOS, meaning “good.”  With this we have the present active infinitive of the verb LALEW, which means “to speak.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees and scribes are producing the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, always used after the verb DUNAMAI.

This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine plural adjective PONĒROS, meaning “evil, wicked, bad, etc.”  Then we have the nominative masculine second person plural present active participle of the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: being.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees and scribes produce the state of being.


The participle is circumstantial.

“how can you, being evil, speak good?”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For,” followed by the preposition EK plus the genitive of origin from the neuter singular article and noun PERISSEUMA with the possessive genitive from the feminine singular article and noun KARDIA, which means “from the abundance of the heart, what the heart is full of Mt 12:34; Lk 6:45.”
  Next we have the nominative subject from the neuter singular article and noun STOMA, meaning “the mouth.”  This is followed by the third person singular present active indicative of the verb LALEW, which means “to speak.”


The present tense is a customary present, describing what normally occurs.


The active voice indicates that the mouth produces the action of speaking.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.
“For the mouth speaks from the abundance of the heart.”
Mt 12:34 corrected translation
“You brood of vipers, how can you, being evil, speak good?  For the mouth speaks from the abundance of the heart.”
Explanation:
1.  “You brood of vipers,”

a.  Jesus continues to address the scribes and Pharisees with a direct address pointed right at them and no one else.


b.  The viper was one of the deadliest snakes in the Middle East, and was an appropriate description of them as the children of the original Snake in the Garden of Eden.  The word “brood” is the term to describe a group of children of a snake.  The Pharisees were a bunch of snakes with nothing but poison coming from their mouths.  Being snakes, they were of no use to anyone, and only brought danger to others they hurt.  They were agents of death and destruction like their head snake—Satan.


c.  This title was a subtle warning to others listening to Jesus to beware of listening to anything these ‘snakes’ had to say.

2.  “how can you, being evil, speak good?”

a.  Jesus then asks another rhetorical question which shows the dichotomy between what these religious hypocrites are and what they say.  Being ‘religious’ in all they supposedly did, the Pharisees claim to be more holy than others.  They attributed their ‘goodness’ to all their obedience to all their man made laws.  The more laws they could make and obey, the better than others they considered themselves to be. The problem was that all this production of ‘good’ was really only man made ‘evil’.  They were also ‘evil’ because they refused to obey the will of God by believing that Jesus was the Messiah.  Their rejection of Him was their ultimate evil.  They were also evil as a part of and function of their total depravity as unbelievers.  They were born spiritually dead and remained so by their refusal to believe in Jesus.


b.  Therefore, being totally evil in their state of being and in their thinking and in their actions, nothing they said could come from the ultimate source of absolute or divine good.  The best they could say could only come from their own human good, which was no ‘good’ at all in comparison with the perfect righteousness of God.


c.  Therefore, being evil, whatever ‘good’ they spoke could only produce or result in evil.  No matter how good their good was, their good could only result in evil.  All their ‘good’ was only evil continually.  No ‘good’ could come from the source of their evil state of being.

3.  “For the mouth speaks from the abundance of the heart.”

a.  Jesus then explains why this question is true.  Whatever the heart is thinking, the mouth speaks.  The mouth can only speak what a person is thinking.


b.  The heart is the thinking part of the soul.  The heart is where thoughts are formed.  Out of the heart of man comes everything he thinks and says.  When the heart is full of a thought, that thought springs forth in sound—the sound of speaking.


c.  When the Pharisees’ thoughts are full of evil, hatred, wickedness, evil, etc., then their mouths spew forth what is fully developed in their soul.  They cannot help but declare the evil they are thinking.  They couldn’t stop themselves from declaring that Jesus was casting out demons by the agency of Satan, because their souls were filled with the idea that Jesus was in league with the devil.  They couldn’t stop their blasphemous tongues from making a venomous strike at Jesus, because their hearts were so full of their evil.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Jesus condemned the Pharisees as a brood of vipers who could never say anything good because their hearts were evil.”


b.  “John the Baptist’s metaphor of the brood of vipers (Mt 3:7) is used here to indicate their basically wrong orientation; compare Mt 15:17–20 for the theme that the root of evil words and deeds is in what a man is in himself.”


c.  “John the Baptist used the expression offspring of snakes to describe the Pharisees and Sadducees who came to his baptism.  Jesus takes up the same words to bring out the venomous nature of the opposition with which He was confronted.  They are evil, and therefore they are simply unable to say good things.  It is with the tree and the fruit as with the fathers and their offspring.  Being what they are, they can produce only rotten fruit, or follow in the steps of their impious forebears.  From another angle Jesus brings out the importance of the source when He proceeds to affirm that what one says proceeds from the abundance of the heart.  It is what the heart is full of (abundance) that determines what anyone says.  People do not speak out of character.”


d.  “When they claimed that Jesus’ expelling the demons proved His connection with Satan, they revealed only with that their wicked hearts were overflowing—real devil’s thoughts.  The overflow from the mouth shows what is in the reservoir of the heart.”
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