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Matthew 12:14



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb EXERCHOMAI, which means “to go out.”



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


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees produced the action.


The participle is temporal with the action of the aorist participle preceding the action of the main verb.  This can be translated “after going out.” 

“Now after going out,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and proper noun PHARISAIOS, meaning “the Pharisees.”  Next we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun SUMBOULION, meaning “a plan.”  With this we have the third person plural aorist active indicative of the verb LAMBANW, which means “to take; to receive,” but is used idiomatically here, meaning “to form.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees produced the action.


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

Then we have the preposition KATA plus the ablative of opposition from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “against Him.” 

“the Pharisees formed a plan against Him,”
 is the conjunction HOPWS, meaning “how,” followed by the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him.”  Finally, we have the third person plural aorist active subjunctive of the verb APOLLUMI, which means “to ruin, destroy; to kill.”


The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which views the entire future action as a potential fact.


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees might produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, which emphasizes the possibility of producing the action.  This can be translated by use of the English auxiliary verb “might.”

“how they might kill Him.”
Mt 12:14 corrected translation
“Now after going out, the Pharisees formed a plan against Him, how they might kill Him.”
Mk 3:6, “And after going out, the Pharisees immediately devised a plan with the Herodians against Him, [as to] how they might kill Him.”
Lk 6:11, “However, they were filled with fury, and were discussing with one another what they might do to Jesus.”

Explanation:
1.  “Now after going out,”

a.  Matthew continues the story of the life of Jesus with some background information regarding what happened after Jesus healed the man with the withered hand on the Sabbath.


b.  Apparently the scribes and Pharisees immediately left the synagogue and Jesus stayed in the synagogue with the healed man, His disciples, and the rest of the people who had come to synagogue that day.


c.  Mark tells us that sometime shortly after the Pharisees left, Jesus departed and went to the shore of the lake, which indicates He must have been in the synagogue of Capernaum.  Mk 3:7-8, “And then Jesus withdrew to the lake with His disciples; and a great crowd from Galilee followed; and from Judea, and from Jerusalem, and from Idumea, and on the other side of the Jordan, and the region around Tyre and Sidon, a large number [of people], hearing everything that He was doing, came to Him.”
2.  “the Pharisees formed a plan against Him,”

a.  Luke tells us the mental attitude of the Pharisees upon leaving the synagogue—they were filled with fury.  Mark tells us that they plotted with the Herodians, their mortal enemies, against Jesus.


b.  Matthew tells us that the Pharisees formed or made a plan in opposition to Jesus.  From this point on, the Pharisees and scribes and Herodians were all committed as enemies of Jesus.  Here we have another case of the attitude of negative Jews against the Son of God, the God of Israel.  Like the Jews of the Exodus generation that spent forty years opposing God in the desert, so they periodically rejected God with the child sacrifices and worship of Baal.  Now, with the Messiah living among them, their hatred of the God of Israel knew no bounds.  They form a plot against their Messiah, their King, their Savior, and their God.

3.  “how they might kill Him.”

a.  And what was there plan?  Their plan was how they might kill Him.


b.  When, where, and how would they do it without causing the retaliation of the crowds against them?  They couldn’t do it openly as a case of cold blooded murder.  It had to be done somewhat secretly.  Should they pay one of the ‘assassins’ to stab Him in the back, when the crowds are pressing around Him?  (The Sicarii were a splinter group of the Jewish Zealots who, in the decades preceding Jerusalem's destruction in 70 CE, heavily opposed the Roman occupation of Judea and attempted to expel them and their sympathizers from the area.)  Should His death occur in Galilee, on the road to Jerusalem, or in Jerusalem during one of the festivals?  Or should it be after the festivals, when the crowds of His supporters have departed?  There were many options that had to be considered.  And most of all, how could this be done without the Pharisees and scribes or Herodians being blamed for it?  They couldn’t just pick up stones and murder Him in public for no reason.  And so far they couldn’t form a legitimate legal reason to attack Him publicly.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Pharisees responded to this deliberate challenge by plotting to kill Him. They had accused Him of blasphemy when He healed the paralytic (Mt 9:1–8), and of lack of separation when He ate with Matthew’s friends (Mt 9:11–13).  But this deed was even worse.  He had deliberately violated the law of God!  He had worked on the Sabbath by harvesting grain and healing a man.”


b.  “This foolishness drove these very religious Pharisees into the arms of the ungodly Herodians (politicians associated with Herod) simply because Herod had the right to impose the death penalty in Galilee, something which the Pharisees did not have.  So these Pharisees, filled with foolishness in their maddened desire to accuse Jesus, consorted with their despised enemies, the Herodians.  Their hate caused them to abandon their principles, and they reported Jesus to Herod’s administration in the hopes that He would be sentenced to death!  This action is filled with irony; for they despised the Herodians for pandering to a half-breed Jew who served the Romans; and now their hate for their purebred Jewish Messiah, of the house of David, irrationally united them with this despised half-breed usurper.  Jesus’ ministry was little more than a year old, already the vicious hate for God’s righteous One is clearly moving towards venting itself in killing Him.”


c.  “This first mention of their plans to destroy him shows the breach is now irreparable.”


d.  “God had done a wonderful thing for the formerly crippled man, but it was not this that impressed the Pharisees.  Rather, they were concerned with a breach, not of the commands of God, but of their own understanding of what the command of God required.  They took counsel [with one another and the Herodians].  The expression indicates a determination to explore all the possibilities.  Their opposition was so bitter that nothing less than death for Jesus would satisfy them, a curious reaction to a miracle of healing, even if it was done on a Sabbath.  And it was a curious action for men who were so keen on keeping the Sabbath lawfully.  But, of course, what Jesus did called in question their understanding of the law of God, and thus their whole theological position.  If his popularity led people to follow him in this, then their leadership was threatened; they could lose everything.  More was at stake than the health of an unknown cripple.”


e.  “To heal of the Sabbath—a mortal crime; but to plot murder—a perfectly lawful act!”
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