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

 is the vocative masculine plural from the adjective MWROS, meaning “Fools” and the adjective TUPHLOS, meaning “blind men!” with an additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and.”  Then we have the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “which?”  Next we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular comparative use of the adjective MEGAS, meaning “greater; more important.”  This is followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which views the state of being in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that “which” 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.

“Fools and blind men!  For which is more important,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun CHRUSOS with the coordinating conjunction Ē plus the nominative masculine singular article and noun NAOS, meaning “the gold or the temple.”  Next we have the appositional nominative masculine singular articular aorist active participle of the verb HAGIAZW, which means “to make holy; to sanctify: sanctifying.”


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


The active voice indicates that the temple produces the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun CHRUSOS, meaning “the gold.”

“the gold or the temple sanctifying the gold?”
Mt 23:17 corrected translation
“Fools and blind men!  For which is more important, the gold or the temple sanctifying the gold?”
Explanation:
1.  “Fools and blind men!  For which is more important,”

a.  Jesus has just said, “Woe to you, blind guides, who say, ‘Whoever takes an oath by the temple, that is nothing; however, whoever takes an oath by the gold of the temple is obligated.’”  Now He adds the declaration that these legalistic religious leaders are also “Fools,” which is a technical title used in the Old Testament to identify a person as an unbeliever.  A person has to be a fool not to believe in God or believe in the Son of God.  Unbelief in the creator of the universe and savior of our souls is pure foolishness.  Unbelievers are fooling themselves when they choose not to believe in the Messiah.  And these blind guides were certainly fooling themselves, just as modern day atheists and agnostics are fooling themselves.  Only a fool talks themselves into saying in their heart “There is no God.”


b.  Jesus then explains why these particular men are fools regarding the issue of taking an oath by the temple or by the gold in the temple.  The Lord asks the significant and defining question: “Which of the two is more important?”  Is the residence of God more important or the gold that has been donated or temporarily stored in the temple?  The gold comes and goes into and out of the temple.  God resides permanently in His temple (that was the intended purpose for the temple, even though Jesus was not physically dwelling there at the moment).  Since the temple is the house of God, which is more important, His house or someone else’s gold stored there, or a donation given to Him that would be used in the future for the upkeep of the building?


c.  The answer is obvious that the temple was far more important in the area of holiness and sanctification than the gold, which provides no holiness or sanctification.  Now Jesus points this out.

2.  “the gold or the temple sanctifying the gold?”

a.  The choice is between money or something representing the God of Israel.  Which is more important to the spiritual life of Israel?  Obviously the temple meant everything to the spiritual life of Israel.  The gold meant nothing.  The gold could be taken any day by the next conquering nation.  There could be a run on the bank and most of the gold could be withdrawn in a day.  Gold value could plummet on the stock exchange and become worthless.  The gold was meaningless in comparison to the temple.


b.  The gold didn’t make the temple valuable.  The temple made the gold valuable.  The gold had no power, ability, or authority to sanctify anything.  But the temple sanctified the gold, because the contents of the temple were holy as God is holy.  The presence of God or the representation of God had an effect on the gold.  The gold had no effect on God or His temple.


c.  The priorities of the scribes and Pharisees were wrong and backwards.  The temple should mean everything to them and the gold meaningless.  An oath sworn on the basis of the temple should be as binding as an oath sworn on the basis of God Himself.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Pharisees were blind to the true values of life.  Their priorities were confused.  They would take an oath and use some sacred object to substantiate that oath—the gold in the temple, for example, or the gift on the altar.  But they would not swear by the temple itself or the altar.  It was the temple that sanctified the gold and the altar that sanctified the gift.  They were leaving God out of their priorities.”


b.  “Jesus said they were wrong in suggesting that gold was greater than the temple and a gift greater than the altar. Jesus pointed out that any oath based on the temple or things in it was binding for behind the temple was the One who dwelt in it.”


c.  “The Jews apparently reasoned that, because a lien could not be put on the temple or altar, then oaths invoking those objects were meaningless.  Jesus maintains that temple, gold, altar, and gift all point to God and remain equally sacred, so that oaths taken in their name remain equally binding.”


d.  “It is preposterous to think that God is going to be concerned with the precise form of words a man uses in swearing an oath, so that he would take seriously an oath sworn by the gold of the temple, but would not regard an oath by the temple itself in the same way.  To maintain such a distinction is both foolish and blind.  Anyone who does so takes insufficient notice of the fact that God demands complete truthfulness in his people so that any pledge is to be discharged.  We cannot escape any legitimate pledge by quibbling about the form of words in which the pledge is expressed, oath or not.  Jesus further points out that the distinction is illogical.  Gold is not a sacred object by itself; there is no reason for regarding an oath sworn by gold as having any particular validity.  It could be argued that ‘the gold of the temple’ is different; it has been put into the holy place for the service of God, but it is the temple that makes the difference, not the gold in itself.”
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