John 1:1
Matthew 26:60



 is the adversative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And yet”
 plus the negative adverb OUCH, meaning “not,” followed by the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb HEURISKW, which means “to find.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that leaders of Israel produced the action.


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

Next we have the ellipsis of the direct object; thus we must supply the word “[any].”  This is followed by a genitive absolute construction.  The subject includes the genitive masculine plural adjective POLUS, meaning “many” and the noun PSEUDOMARTUS, meaning “false-witnesses.”  With this we have the genitive masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb PROSERCHOMAI, which means “to approach; to come” and in a legal settling as we have here, “to come forward” is an excellent translation.


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that many false-witnesses produced the action.


The participle is a concessive participle, which indicates the unfavorable circumstances despite which the action of the main verb takes place.  This can be translated by use of the word “although.”

“And yet they did not find [any], although many false-witnesses came forward.”
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the comparative use of the adverb HUSTEROS, used in a superlative sense, meaning “finally.”
  Next we have the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb PROSCRCHOMAI, which means “to come forward.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that two false-witnesses produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action being performed prior to the action of the main verb.  This is normally translated “after coming forward.”

Finally, we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural cardinal adjective DUO, meaning “two.”

“However, finally two, after coming forward,”
Mt 26:60 corrected translation

“And yet they did not find [any], although many false-witnesses came forward.  However, finally two, after coming forward,”
Mk 14:56-57, “For many were giving false testimony against Him, and yet their testimony was not consistent.  And some, after standing up, began to give false testimony against Him, saying,”

Explanation:
1.  “And yet they did not find [any], although many false-witnesses came forward.”

a.  In contrast to what the Jewish leaders tried to make happen, they were not initially able to succeed.  Their plan was to bring forward each witness, one at a time according to the Law, and have them testify to what they knew that Jesus had said or done that was illegal or blasphemous.  None could do so.  Try as they might, the leaders repeated efforts brought forth only inconsistences and testimony they couldn’t use to justify Jesus’ guilt.


b.  Matthew adds the point that many false-witnesses came forward to testify, but none of them had any convicting ‘truth’ that condemned Jesus.  Nothing could be proven against Jesus, and nothing ever was proven against Jesus.  As Pilate would later proclaim, “He is innocent.”  This was completely true through all Jesus’ trials.


c.  Consider for a moment what effort must have gone into finding all these false-witnesses in the middle of the night and pulling them out of their homes and bringing them before the leaders of Israel and trying to get something from them that could indict Jesus.  Even this coordinated effort in a moment’s notice failed in this rush to judgment.

2.  “However, finally two, after coming forward,”

a.  In contrast to the many failed attempts to get two ‘witnesses’ to agree on something useful, finally two false-witnesses after coming forward (one at a time), made the statement we see in the next verse.  These two false-witnesses didn’t testify together at the same time, but they both agreed about what Jesus said about Temple as recorded in the next verse and elsewhere.

b.  Notice that this ends without a main verb.  The verse break occurs in the wrong place.  Verse breaks are not inspired, but often the failure of translations and translators.  The main verb “said,” which begins the next verse, really belongs here, so that this verse break should have been as follows:

Mt 26:60, “And yet they did not find [any], although many false-witnesses came forward.”

Mt 26:61, “However, finally two, after coming forward, said, ‘This man said, “I am able to destroy the temple of God and to restore [it] within three days.”’”

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Since no honest witnesses could be found (which in itself proves our Lord’s innocence), the leaders arranged for false witnesses to testify.  The Law of Moses warned against false witnesses (Dt 19:15–21), but even the religious leaders twisted God’s Word to accomplish their selfish purposes.”


b.  “While many false witnesses volunteered, none of them could agree on anything against Jesus.”


c.  “A charade was made of adhering to proper court procedure, for witnesses did not testify in front of each other, yet there is something disgusting about mankind’s disposition to whitewash its basest actions in legal rectitude.”


d.  “They were genuinely convinced that Jesus was a blasphemer and worthy of death, so it was just a matter of time before the court could demonstrate it, even if all of the charges were not as seriously investigated as they might otherwise have been.  As it turns out, it takes a while to find this testimony, probably surprisingly long from the authorities’ standpoint.”


e.  “One would have thought that if the testimony was to be false there would be no great difficulty in persuading someone to present it.  There was no lack of readiness to help, for many false witnesses came forward.  But the authorities could scarcely say to them, “This is what we want to hear from you.”  And not being sure of what was expected, the false witnesses were not able to come up with what the authorities were looking for.  Presumably part of the trouble at least lay in getting the agreement among the false witnesses that would stand up in a court of law (Dt 17:6).  In the end two witnesses were found who were apparently held to be of a different caliber: Matthew does not say that they were ‘false,’ and the high priest called on Jesus to reply to them as he had apparently not done to the earlier witnesses.”

� BDAG, p. 495, suggests ‘but’; however, ‘and yet’ is better and does not conflict with the use of ALLA or DE.


� See Brooks & Winbery, Syntax of NT Greek, p. 148f.


� BDAG, p. 1044.
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