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

 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun HĒRWIDĒS, meaning “Herod.”  Next we have the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle of the verb KRATEW, which means “to arrest; to take hold of.”


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


The active voice indicates that Herod produced the action.


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

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun IWANNĒS, meaning “John.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative of the verb DEW, which means “to bind: bound.”


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


The active voice indicates that Herod produced the action.


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

The word = ‘[him]’ is not found in the two earliest uncial manuscripts, but is a later scribal addition, including the second corrector of Codex Sinaiticus.  Even if it is not part of the original, it is strongly implied and thus included in brackets.

“For Herod, after arresting John, bound [him]” 
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the preposition EN plus the locative of place from the feminine singular noun PHULAKĒ, meaning “in prison.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist middle indicative of the verb APOTITHĒMI, which means “to put.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form but active in meaning with the subject (Herod) producing the action.


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

Again we have the implied direct object AUTON, meaning “[him].”

“and put [him] in prison”
 is the preposition DIA plus the accusative of cause from the feminine singular proper noun HĒRWIDIAS, meaning “because of Herodias.”  Next we have the appositional accusative from the feminine singular article and noun GUNĒ plus the genitive of relationship for the masculine singular proper noun PHILIPPOS, meaning “the wife of Philip.”  Finally, we have the appositional genitive from the masculine singular article and possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his brother.”

“because of Herodias, the wife of Philip his brother.”
Mt 14:3 corrected translation
“For Herod, after arresting John, bound [him] and put [him] in prison because of Herodias, the wife of Philip his brother.”
Explanation:
1.  “For Herod, after arresting John, bound [him]”

a.  Matthew continues the story of Herod and John by giving us the background of what happened.  Herod Antipas had John arrested, but Matthew does not state on what charge John was arrested.  The only trumped up charge Herod could make would be sedition against him as the king.  Speaking publicly against the king could be twisted into committing treason or attempting to start a revolution, but John did nothing like this.  John only spoke about the king’s sinfulness, not his political maleficence.


b.  As with the future arrest of Jesus, the prisoner is first bound or having his hands tied with ropes.  The same practice is still used today with handcuffs.  The binding of the hands is done to prevent a dangerous criminal from striking out against the arresting officer(s).  John was no danger to anyone, and binding his hands was all done for show.  He made no attempt to resist his arrest.

2.  “and put [him] in prison”

a.  The second thing Herod did against John that was wrong and evil was to imprison him.  Prison was not a comfortable place to stay for any person.  There were no comforts like we have in modern prisons.


b.  The prisoner was usually chained to a wall in a sitting position with their legs spread in a V shape with a wooden plank holding their ankles apart.  They were not fed by their jailers, but had only the food brought to them by family and friends.  The prisoner had no bed, blankets, or warm clothes unless provided for by family and friends.  They received no medical care if they got sick.  In other words, prisoners were pretty much left in prison to die.  If their crimes were considered serious enough, they were crucified within a short time after being imprisoned.  The Romans didn’t believe in keeping people in prison for long periods of ‘rehabilitation’.  They preferred a quick execution to get rid of the person.


c.  John was an exception to this rule, because Herod’s conscience bothered him terribly, knowing he was not being just to an innocent man of God.

3.  “because of Herodias, the wife of Philip his brother.”

a.  Matthew then tells us the reason behind the arrest of John.  Herod’s wife was named Herodias.  She had formerly been the wife of Philip the half-brother of Herod Antipas.  Herod and Herodias had an affair, which culminated in Herodias leaving her husband Philip and entering into an adulterous marriage with Antipas.


b.  John called out Herod for this evil and sinful thing, and did so very publically.  John was so vociferous in this public proclamation of Herod’s wrongdoing that Herod had John arrested to ‘shut him up’.  If was impossible for John to make public Herod’s adultery while languishing in prison.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Herod Antipas was guilty of gross sin: He had eloped with Herodias, the wife of his half-brother Philip I, divorcing his own wife and sending her back to her father, the king of Petra.”


b.  “John had publicly condemned Herod, who was living with Herodias, his sister-in-law. She was his brother Philip’s wife so this was an immoral relationship.”


c.  “Besides unjustly divorcing his first wife (and thus provoking war with her father, the king of Petra) in order to marry Herodias, Antipas broke Jewish law by marrying his half-brother’s wife (Lev 18:16).  John’s protest would therefore represent orthodox Jewish opinion, and would be damaging to Antipas’ prestige among his Jewish subjects.  [John’s protest] was perhaps more than a passing remark: the word said is in the imperfect tense, which may indicate a continuing ‘campaign’.  Josephus’ view that Antipas executed John for ‘sedition’ may not be entirely unconnected with the motive the Gospels record.”


d.  “Verses 3–12 interrupt the sequence of events with a flashback to explain how John had been arrested and executed.  He had spoken out too bluntly against Herodias when she divorced Antipas’s half-brother Herod Philip (probably not the same individual as Philip the tetrarch) in order to marry Antipas himself, in violation of Lev 18:16.  Mark paints a more nuanced and detailed picture of Herod, who combines anger with admiration for John.”


e.  “Herod and Herodias had both divorced their former partners in order to marry.  It was not only a politically imprudent marriage but religiously scandalous, and John’s outspoken condemnation would have been damaging to Herod’s reputation among his Jewish subjects.  John was therefore not only an embarrassment to Herod but also (as Josephus’ history confirms) a threat to his political security.”


f.  “Now Matthew slips in an account of the events that led up to the death of John.  Herod had arrested John, we read, bound him, and imprisoned him.  He did this because of Herodias.  This lady was a granddaughter of Herod the Great, being the daughter of his son Aristobulus.  She married her uncle Herod Philip (who is to be distinguished from the tetrarch Philip, Lk 3:1), who was half-brother to Herod Antipas.  Herod Philip and Herodias had a daughter, Salome.  Herod Antipas married a Nabatean princess (whose name is not known), the daughter of King Aretas, but he and Herodias fell in love.  They agreed to marry, and Herodias left his half-brother Herod Philip (as Matthew says, she was the wife of his brother Philip; she was also his niece).  The daughter of Aretas got wind of what was happening and fled to her father, who promptly went to war with Herod and defeated him (which provoked Roman intervention).  It was a tangled and complex situation, but what is clear is that the marriage of Herod Antipas and Herodias was contrary to Old Testament law (Lev 18:16; 20:21).”


g.  “An effort has been made to remove ‘of Philip’ from the text, and its presence in Mk 6:17 is called ‘a historical error’ on the assumption that Herod the Great had only one son by the name of Philip.  But he had two: one (the husband of Herodias) the son of Mariamne, the high priest Simon’s daughter; and the other (the tetrarch) the son of Cleopatra.  Salome, the daughter of Herodias, married the tetrarch Philip, her half-uncle.  Two of the sons of Herod the Great were also called Antipas.  The fact that two half-brothers were called Philip does not prove the presence of an error in the text.”
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