John 1:1
Matthew 26:67



 is the temporal conjunction TOTE, which means “Then,” followed by the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EMPTUW, which means “to spit: they spat.”


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


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


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

Next we have the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the neuter singular article and noun PROSWPON with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular/plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “in His face.”

“Then they spat in His face”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb KOLAPHIZW, which means “to strike sharply with the hand: strike with the fist, beat, cuff.”
  “To punch” is a better translation.


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


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


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

Next we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him.”

“and punched Him;”
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE plus the masculine plural article used as the last half of the Attic Greek idiom HO MEN…HO DE, meaning “the ones… the others.”
  Finally, we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb HRAPIZW, which means “to slap.”


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


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


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

The previous use of the direct object AUTOS is not repeated, since it is already understood, but English grammar requires we repeat it, but with brackets to indicate a word not actually in the text.

“others slapped [Him],”
Mt 26:67 corrected translation

“Then they spat in His face and punched Him; others slapped [Him],”
Mk 14:65, “And some began to spit on Him and to cover His face and to beat Him and to say to Him, ‘Prophesy!’  And the attendants received Him with slaps in the face.”

At the night trial, Luke describes the following: Lk 22:63, “Now the men holding Him were ridiculing Him, while beating Him,”  Verse 66 goes on to say, “And when it was day…” and Luke continues by describing the same trial as found in Matthew and Mark.
Explanation:
1.  “Then they spat in His face”

a.  The subject of the action is the assembled members of the Sanhedrin.  They spit in the face of Jesus.  A clear insult and repudiation of the deity of Jesus.  One by one they filed by and did this or came up in groups of three.  This was an illegal procedure in a court of law as well.


b.  Jesus did not react to this or retaliate in any way.  He expected worse and would get worse.

2.  “and punched Him; others slapped [Him],”

a.  Then comes the ‘worse’.  Some of the men who came up to Jesus punched Him, while others slapped His face.  Imagine seventy blows to the face with the resultant bloody nose, swollen eyes, bruised cheeks, jaw, ears, etc.  Imagine the terrific headache from the cheap shots.


b.  Remember that that not a bone of His body was broken.  Therefore, He received no broken nose or jaw or teeth.  And all this while His hands were tied and He was defenseless.  He didn’t even try to dodge the blows.  This was another illegal act in the courtroom.  Notice that Mark tells us that they covered His face, so He could not see the blows coming or who was delivering them.


c.  Mark tells us that it wasn’t just the members of the Sanhedrin, but other attendants got to slap Jesus.  We can only wonder if the slave of the high priest with the healed ear participated?  I think, after receiving that miracle, he remained in the background.

A note on the trials as described by the Synoptic gospels:

Matthew:

Mt 26:59-68 describes the night trail as found in Mark.

Mt 26:69-75 describes the denials of Peter as found in Mark.

Mt 27:1 says, “Now when morning came, all the chief priests and the elders of the people conferred together against Jesus to put Him to death;”  Conferred together describes the day trail mentioned in Luke.

Mark:

Mk 14:55-65 describes the night trial with all the questioning, answers, charges, and abuse as repeated by Luke in describing the day trial.

Mk 14:66-72 describes the denials of Peter.

Mk 15:1 says, “And early in the morning the chief priests with the elders and scribes and the whole Sanhedrin, immediately after making a plan, after binding Jesus, led [Him] away and delivered [Him] over to Pilate.”
Luke:

Lk 22:54-62 describes Peter’s denials of Jesus.

Lk 22:63-65 describes the abuse of Jesus at the night trial.

Lk 22:66-71 describes the day trial with Caiaphas’ question if Jesus is the Christ and Jesus’ answer about being seated at the right hand of God and that He is the Son of God; His being charged with blasphemy.  This is a repetition of the trial at night for ‘legal’ purposes.
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “These actions they continued doing, seemingly enjoying every moment of it. The Lord remained silent throughout this terrible ordeal, submitting Himself to His Father’s will.”


b.  “The range of Greek words used for the blows rained on Jesus depicts the severity and extent of the beating inflicted on Him.  This was preliminary to the crucifixion; man was pouring its hate out on its Creator.  The spittle that God placed in their bodies, the strength He gave them, were all harnessed in their vilification of God the Son, their Creator.  What a travesty of reason, of sensibility, of decency. This is the absolute opposite of thanks for the blessings God bestows; this is a dog biting the hand that not only feeds it, but made it.  Marvel at our Savior’s restraint; for He could so easily have destroyed those reprehensible representatives of humanity.  We can thank Him for His mercy in not punishing us as we deserve: how shabby we humans are; how gracious He is!”


c.  “In verses 67–68 the authorities’ disgust leads them to spit in Jesus’ face (a serious insult), physically abuse Him (punching and slapping him around), and mock His prophetic reputation.  Mk 14:65 adds that ‘they blindfolded Him,’ which explains their charade a little better.”


d.  “There was no excuse for their spitting in Jesus’ face (Isa 50:5–6) and hitting Him.  Perhaps we should see in these actions the denial of Jesus’ claims: the spitting on Him refutes the claim that He has authority, the blows show that He has no power, and the failure to prophesy as to who hit Him is for them clear proof that He has no gift of prophecy about what will happen in the future.  On the whole it appears that we should understand this scandalous behavior to be a vigorous repudiation of Jesus and all He stood for.”


e.  “Here the members of the Sanhedrin reveal what they really are: low-down rabble of the coarsest type [thugs].  We now see what is in the hearts of these men who pretended to try Jesus.  They cannot act vile enough toward Him.”
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