John 1:1
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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “Then,” followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb ANISTĒMI, which means “to stand up.”


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 with the action being performed prior to the action of the main verb.  This is normally translated “after standing up.”

Next we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priest.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”


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 indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

This is followed by the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him.”

“Then, after standing up, the high priest said to Him,”
 is the accusative direct object from the neuter singular negative cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “not one; nothing.”  This is followed by the second person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative of the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what was occurring at that moment.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Jesus) 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 singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “which.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “these men.”  Then we have the ablative of opposition
 from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “against You.”  Finally, we have the third person plural present active indicative of the verb KATAMARTUREW, which means “to testify against.”


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


The active voice indicates that these men are producing the action.


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

“‘Do You answer nothing which these men are testifying against You?’”
Mt 26:62 corrected translation

“Then, after standing up, the high priest said to Him, ‘Do You answer nothing which these men are testifying against You?’”
Mk 14:60, “And then after standing up in the middle, the high priest questioned Jesus, saying, ‘Are you not going to answer anything that these men are testifying against You?’”

Explanation:
1.  “Then, after standing up, the high priest said to Him,”

a.  Two false-witnesses have just testified that they once (three years ago) heard Jesus say that He could destroy the temple and rebuild it in three days.  They neither heard Him correctly or understood correctly what He actually said.  Each false-witness testified separately and alone, as required by the Law.


b.  Upon finishing their ‘testimony’ the high priest (Caiaphas) expected Jesus to say something in His defense.  When Jesus does nothing and says nothing in His defense, the high priest stands up to address Him.  There was no need for Caiaphas to stand up.  He could have asked his question while continuing to sit.  His act of standing indicates his irritation with the accused, who isn’t cooperating with the legal proceedings.  By saying nothing, Jesus is making the statement that the court has already come to a decision of His guilt, whether He defends Himself or not.  Jesus could easily refute these false-witnesses, but doing so will not change the outcome of the verdict, which has already been decided.

2.  “‘Do You answer nothing which these men are testifying against You?’”

a.  Matthew then quotes the question asked by Caiaphas.  Then question is not rhetorical, but expects a legitimate answer.  The answer to the question is “No.”  Jesus has no intention of defending Himself against false-testimony in a kangaroo court with a predetermined verdict.  There is no point in wasting His time or anyone else’s time.


b.  Jesus’ silence is divine testimony against the illegality of the court, which is meeting at night, which was against the Law.  The court has done nothing to permit defense witnesses to testify on behalf of Jesus.  And no lawyer represents Jesus to cross-examine the witnesses against Jesus.  There is no point in saying anything in this sham trial.  Therefore, Jesus’ silence is rejection of the authority of the illegal proceedings.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “When confronted with this charge, Jesus remained silent.  This was a fulfillment of Isaiah 53:7.  Jesus could not deny that He made the statement [Yes, He could; He could have said, ‘they misquoted Me and misunderstood Me’], and yet neither could He explain the spiritual meaning of the statement to this group of worldly minded men [Yes, He could.  He could have said, ‘I was referring to My death and that I would be resurrected after three days.’].”


b.  “Jesus refused to answer any of the charges brought against Him because He was never officially charged with any crime.”


c.  “Jesus remained silent through all this, simply allowing their own fabrication to collapse around them, and only answered the high priest when called upon to do so in God’s name.”


d.  “As he presides over the court, the high priest demands a reply from the accused, but Jesus refuses to speak.  He is not here to defend himself legally any more than he defended himself physically in Gethsemane.”


e.  “Jesus apparently did not think this testimony worth refuting, so He said nothing (Ps 38:12–14).  But this did not suit the high priest, who tried to get Him to respond.  He stood up, which is unusual for the president of any assembly; apparently he wanted these words to be given all the emphasis he could give them.  Clearly Caiaphas felt that he was making progress with this accusation, and he was annoyed that Jesus did not respond.  Perhaps he felt that although the two false witnesses had not said anything that in itself justified the death sentence, any response Jesus might make would be bound to make things worse for Him, and therefore he tried to goad Him into saying something.”


f.  “The object of Caiaphas is transparent: he aims to hasten Jesus into some explanation that may be distorted into a corroboration of the perverted testimony of the last two witnesses.  He thus snatches the right to pass on the legitimacy of that testimony from the Sanhedrin.”
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