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 is the temporal conjunction TOTE, meaning “Then,” followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priest.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb DIARRĒGNUMI, which means “to tear: tore.”


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


The active voice indicates that high priest produced the action.


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

Next we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural article and noun HIMATION with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his robes.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


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


The active voice indicates that the high priest produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“Then the high priest tore his robes, saying,”
 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb BLASPHĒMEW, which means “to blaspheme.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the action in its entirety with emphasis on the end of the action.  It is translated by the addition of the auxiliary verb “has.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus has produced the action.


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

“‘He has blasphemed!”
 is the nominative subject from the interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “What?,” followed by the temporal adverb ETI, meaning “yet, still, further.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun CHEIA, meaning “need.”  This is followed by the first person plural present active indicative of the verb ECHW, which means “to have: do we have.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what is now occurring—no further need.


The active voice indicates the leaders of Israel produce this state of being—having no need.


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

Next we have the genitive following verbs/substantives denoting ‘need’, perhaps closely related to the genitive of content, from the masculine plural noun MARTUS, meaning “of witnesses.”

“What further need do we have of witnesses?”
 is the particle of attention IDE, meaning “See, Notice, Behold,” followed by the temporal adverb NUN, meaning “now.”  Then we have the second person plural aorist active indicative of the verb AKOUW, which means “to hear: you have heard.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the action in its entirety with emphasis on the end of the action.  It is translated by the addition of the auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin have produced the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun BLASPHĒMIA, which means “the blasphemy.”

“Behold, you have now heard the blasphemy;”
Mt 26:65 corrected translation

“Then the high priest tore his robes, saying, ‘He has blasphemed!  What further need do we have of witnesses?  Behold, you have now heard the blasphemy;”
Mk 14:63-64a. “Then, after tearing his clothes, the high priest said, ‘What further need do we have for witnesses?  You have heard the blasphemy;…’”
Lk 22:71, “Then they said, ‘What further need do we have of testimony?  For we ourselves have heard [it] from His mouth.’”

Explanation:
1.  “Then the high priest tore his robes, saying,”

a.  Upon hearing Jesus’ ‘Yes’ answer to the question whether or not He was the Messiah, and the Son of God, the high priest did what was expected of him in these circumstances.  He tore his garment (the Greek word is used for many types of garments, including a tunic or robe or coat, etc.).  This was the mock histrionics of feigned outrage.  He was putting on a show for the members of the Sanhedrin.  His anger at Jesus was real enough, but to suggest that it just suddenly overcame him was a lie.  He had hated Jesus for years for what Jesus had done to his moneychangers and temple business.


b.   The high priest was not allowed to tear his clothes: “The high priest, the one among his brothers who has had the anointing oil poured on his head and who has been ordained to wear the priestly garments, must not . . . tear his clothes,” Lev 21:10.  So Caiaphas was in direct violation of the Mosaic Law, when He did this.

2.  “‘He has blasphemed!”

a.  In his feigned outrage, Caiaphas, then declares that Jesus has blasphemed by admitting He is the Messiah and the Son of God.  The problem is that Caiaphas is the one doing wrong here, not Jesus.


b.  Jesus has told the truth.  Caiaphas accuses Jesus of a sin He has not committed.  Caiaphas has committed a mental attitude sin (anger/hatred), a verbal sin (slander), and an overt sin (tearing his clothes).  Jesus remains sinless.

3.  “What further need do we have of witnesses?”

a.  Caiaphas continues with an indirect verbal attack on Jesus, posing a rhetorical question to the members of the Sanhedrin.  The question expects a negative answer.  The search for witnesses is over and the two false witnesses already found will never be used again in testimony against Jesus.


b.  The witness of Judas and the two false-witnesses can now be ignored as irrelevant.  As far as he is concerned the high priest now has a self-condemned witness in Jesus.  Thus there is no need of any other witnesses.

4.  “Behold, you have now heard the blasphemy;”

a.  The high priest further points out to the Sanhedrin that they are the eyewitnesses of Jesus’ blasphemy.  They can all testify against him, because of what they themselves have heard.


b.  Without giving it a second thought, the high priest accuses Jesus of blasphemy.  He never considers for a moment that Jesus might indeed by the Son of God and therefore the Messiah.  No amount of miracles or fulfillment of prophecy is going to change his mind.  He believed Jesus to be a blasphemer before Jesus was brought before him, and nothing said or done was ever going to change his mind.


c.  Caiaphas has blackout of the soul and scar tissue of the soul.  His locked in negative volition prevented him from seeing or hearing any truth about the Lord Jesus Christ.  Jesus’ crime is blasphemy and Caiaphas expects the Sanhedrin to unanimously vote for condemnation.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Without even considering the evidence, Caiaphas passed the sentence.”


b.  “He said there was no further need of witnesses for the Lord’s lips had revealed His guilt.”


c.  “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.”


d.  “Jesus has equated himself with God or at least associated Himself much too closely with Him.  This is a capital offense.  The high priest tears his clothes in the traditional sign of outrage and/or grief.  The proceedings need continue no longer.”


e.  “Jesus’ words gave Caiaphas all he needed.  These words represented a far-reaching claim; the ordinary first-century Jew would not concede anything remotely resembling what Jesus had just said.  He had affirmed a kinship with God closer by far than any human could possibly claim in the judgment of Caiaphas and his helpers.  So the high priest tore his robes, an act that signified horror at what he had just heard and repudiation of the Man and His words.  A high priest must not normally tear his clothes, not even in mourning for the dead (Lev. 21:10–11); it was an action reserved for extreme cases, and, of course, blasphemy was such an extreme case.  Caiaphas went on to say, He has blasphemed (only Matthew records this verdict).  According to the Jewish law recorded in the Mishnah this was incorrect—blasphemy involved the use of the sacred name of God, the name we transliterate as Yahweh.  The Mishnah is explicit on this: “‘The blasphemer’ is not culpable unless he pronounces the Name itself” (Sanhedrin 7:5).  Jesus had not used that name; thus according to the Jewish law what He had said might be inadvisable, but it was not blasphemy.  But we have seen that this tribunal was looking not for justice but for a guilty verdict; so what Jesus had said sufficed them.  Caiaphas led them in viewing the words as blasphemy.”


f.  “Caiaphas’ dramatics are hypocritical and histrionical and are intended to sweep the whole Sanhedrin along with him over all legal requirements 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.  These were not the high priest’s official robes.  Those robes were kept locked up by the Romans and passed out only at the time of the three greatest festivals.  With his last remark Caiaphas gets rid of all the ineffectual testimony and reveals the hollowness of his previous demand that Jesus make a reply to these witnesses.”
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