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John 18:13



 is the additive/continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb AGW, which means “to lead: led.”


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


The active voice indicates that the commander of the Roman cohort and the Jewish assistant plus the soldiers produced the action.


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

There is no direct object “[Him]” in the Greek.  It is implied, but not stated and should be in brackets.  Then we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular proper noun HANNAS, transliterated incorrectly as ANNAS.  The rough breathing “ ‘ ” requires the letter “H” in transliteration: “to Hannas.”  This is followed by the temporal adverb PRWTOS, meaning “first.”

“and led [Him] to Hannas first;”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for” plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: he was.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, incomplete action.


The active voice indicates that Hannas produced the state of being something.


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

Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun PENTHEROS, meaning “the father-in-law.”
  With this we have genitive of relationship from the masculine singular article and proper noun KAIAPHAS, meaning “of Caiaphas.”

“for he was the father-in-law of Caiaphas,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “who” and referring to Caiaphas.  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be:  was.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, incomplete action.


The active voice indicates that Caiaphas produced the state of being something.


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

Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high-priest.”  This is followed by the adverbial genitive of time from the masculine singular article and noun ENIAUTOS plus the demonstrative pronoun EKEINOS, meaning “during that year.”

“who was the high-priest during that year.”
Jn 18:13 corrected translation
“and led [Him] to Hannas first; for he was the father-in-law of Caiaphas, who was the high-priest during that year.”
Explanation:
1.  “and led [Him] to Hannas first;”

a.  After arresting Jesus the Jewish authorities led Him first to Hannas, which is the correct spelling and pronunciation of the rough breathing “ ‘ ” in the Greek name .  Translators five hundred years ago, who were lazy or unskilled, transliterated the name as ANNAS, and this has been followed ever since, but it is wrong.


b.  Who was ANNAS or better HANNAS?  As John explains in the next clause, he was the father-in-law of Caiaphas, but we need to know more than this.  He had to be someone significant in the politics of Jerusalem for the Roman authorities to go back to their barracks and allow the Jews to just take custody of Jesus and march Him off to this man’s residence in middle of the night.  Whether Jesus went to the residence of Annas or another pre-arranged meeting place we are not told.  Annas was probably alerted that the group was going out to arrest Jesus, and was waiting for Him when the deputies arrived with Him.


c.  Annas was “a high priest of the Jews, the virtual head of the priestly party in Jerusalem in the time of Christ.  He was a man of commanding influence.  He was elevated to the high-priesthood by Quirinius, governor of Syria, a.d. 7.  At this period the office was filled and vacated at the caprice of the Roman procurators, and Annas was deposed by Valerius Gratus, a.d. 15.  But though deprived of official status, he continued to wield great power as the dominant member of the hierarchy, using members of his family as his willing instruments.  That he was an adroit diplomat is seen in that five of his sons and his son-in-law Caiaphas held the high-priesthood in almost unbroken succession, though he did not survive to see the office filled by his fifth son Annas or Ananus II, who caused James the Lord’s brother to be stoned to death.   Another mark of his continued influence is that long after he had lost his office he was still called ‘high priest,’ and his name appears first wherever the names of the chief members of the high-priest’s family are given.  For example Acts 4:6, ‘with Annas the high priest and Caiaphas and John and Alexander, and all who were of the high-priestly family.’  Annas is almost certainly called high priest in Jn 18:19, 22, though in verses 13 and 24 Caiaphas is mentioned as the high priest.  Note especially the remarkable phrase in Lk 3:2, ‘in the high-priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas,’ as if they were joint holders of the office.  The cases in which Josephus gives the title ‘high-priest’ to persons who no longer held the office afford no real parallel to this.  The explanation seems to be that owing to age, ability, and force of character Annas was the virtual, though Caiaphas the titular, high priest.  Annas belonged to the Sadducean aristocracy, and, like others of that class, he seems to have been arrogant, astute, ambitious, and enormously wealthy.  He and his family were proverbial for their rapacity [avarice; love of money] and greed.  The chief source of their wealth seems to have been the sale of requisites for the temple sacrifices, such as sheep, doves, wine, and oil, which they carried on in the four famous ‘booths of the sons of Annas’ on the Mt. of Olives, with a branch within the precincts of the temple itself.  During the great feasts, they were able to extort high monopoly prices for their goods.  Hence Our Lord’s strong denunciation of those who made the house of prayer ‘a den of robbers’, and the curse in the Talmud, “Woe to the family of Annas!  Woe to the serpent-like hisses” (Pesahim 57a).  As to the part he played in the trial and death of Our Lord, although he does not figure very prominently in the Gospel narratives, he seems to have been mainly responsible for the course of events.  Renan’s [a 19th century French commentator] emphatic statement is substantially correct, ‘Annas was the principal actor in the terrible drama, and far more than Caiaphas, far more than Pilate, ought to bear the weight of the maledictions of mankind’ (Life of Jesus).  Caiaphas, indeed, as actual high priest, was the nominal head of the Sanhedrin which condemned Jesus; but the aged Annas was the ruling spirit.  According to Jn 18:12f, it was to him that the officers who arrested Jesus led Him first.  ‘The reason given for that proceeding [“for he was father-in-law of Caiaphas”] lays open alike the character of the man and the character of the trial’ (Westcott).  Annas (if he is the high priest of Jn 18:19–23, as seems most likely) questioned Him concerning His disciples and teaching. This trial is not mentioned by the Synoptists, probably because it was merely informal and preliminary and of a private nature, meant to gather material for the subsequent trial.  Failing to elicit anything to his purpose from Jesus, ‘Annas then sent him bound to Caiaphas the high priest’ (Jn 18:24; the AV “had sent” is incorrect and misleading) for formal trial before the Sanhedrin, ‘but as one already stamped with a sign of condemnation’ (Westcott).  Doubtless Annas was present at the subsequent proceedings, but no further mention is made of him in the NT, except that he was present at the meeting of the Sanhedrin after Pentecost when Peter and John defended themselves for preaching the gospel of the resurrection (Acts 4:6).”


d.  Annas functioned as the ‘god-father’ of the high-priestly ruling family.  “Annas, who had been replaced at this time, was still influential; five of his sons and his grandson as well as his son-in-law, held the office.”


e.  The word ‘first’ is John’s way of indicating that this appearance before Annas occurred prior to the appearance of Jesus before Caiaphas, which is mentioned in the Synoptic accounts.  The Synoptic gospels do not mention the appearance of Jesus before Annas.

2.  “for he was the father-in-law of Caiaphas,”

a.  John continues by explaining for his readers long after the deaths of Annas and Caiaphas, who Annas was.  From the other gospel accounts John’s readers were very familiar with Caiaphas, the high priest that year in Jerusalem.  Now they are informed that Annas is the father-in-law of Caiaphas.  Not only was Annas able to persuade the Romans to have his own sons hold the office of high priest, but he was also able to get his son-in-law in office.


b.  Who was Caiaphas, other than the son-in-law of Annas?  “The son-in-law of Annas, who filled the post of high priest ca a.d. 18–36, and then was deposed by Vitellius.  He is mentioned by Luke as holding office at the time of John the Baptist’s preaching in the wilderness (Lk 3:2).  Caiaphas took a leading part in the trial and condemnation of Jesus.  It was in his court or palace that the chief priests (Sadducees) and Pharisees, who together constituted the Sanhedrin, assembled ‘in order to arrest Jesus by stealth and kill him’ (Mt 26:3f; Jn 11:49).  The regal claims of the new Messiah and the growing fame of His works had made them dread both the vengeance of imperial Rome upon their nation, and the loss of their own personal authority and prestige.  But Caiaphas pointed a way out of their dilemma: let them bide their time till the momentary enthusiasm of the populace was spent (Mt 26:5), and then by the single sacrifice of Jesus they could at once get rid of a dangerous rival and propitiate the frowns of Rome (Jn 11:49f; 18:14).  The commentary of John upon this indicates how the death of Jesus was indeed to prove a blessing not only for Israel but also for all the children of God; but not in the manner which the cold-blooded state-craft of Caiaphas intended.  The advice of the high priest was accepted by the Sanhedrin, and they succeeded in arresting Jesus. After being led ‘to Annas first’, Jesus was conducted thence in bonds to Caiaphas.  According to Matthew He was led immediately upon His arrest to Caiaphas (Mt 26:57).  Mark and Luke do not refer to Caiaphas by name.  Caiaphas is also mentioned in Acts 4:6 as being among those who presided over the trial of Peter and John.”

3.  “who was the high-priest during that year.”

a.  John continues with another explanation; that is, who Caiaphas was.  He was the high priest during that year.  This doesn’t mean that he was high priest for only a year; for Josephus says that Caiaphas was high priest from about 18-36 A.D.  When Pilate was deposed and replaced by Vitellius, the new governor replaced Caiaphas as high priest.

b.  This particular year was 30 A.D.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Synoptists tell about Jesus’ appearance before Caiaphas, but say nothing about Annas in this connection.  The word ‘first’ calls attention of the reader to material now being supplied supplementary to the Synoptic accounts.  Though Annas’ son-in-law, Caiaphas, was the actual high priest at this time, Annas himself was far from inactive.  In addition to Caiaphas, Annas had several sons who succeeded him in this office, giving this one family a monopoly on the high priesthood for over half a century.  Luke is the only other writer who mentions Annas (Lk 3:2; Acts 4:6). Jewish sources label the regime of Annas as corrupt.”


b.  “Annas was the ex-high priest and father-in-law of Caiaphas the actual high priest.  Then Jesus was subjected to a preliminary and superfluous inquiry by Annas (given only by John) while the Sanhedrin were gathering before Caiaphas.”


c.  “Jesus was first brought bound before Annas.  John is very specific here, which some find difficult to reconcile with the Synoptics.  Annas was appointed high priest by the legate Quirinius in a.d. 6, approximately at the same time Archelaus the ethnarch was removed from office and sent into exile.  Normally Annas should have held that office for life, but the procurator Valerius Gratus, Pilate’s predecessor, found him intolerable and deposed him in a.d. 15.  Nevertheless, Annas simply became the power behind the throne of his son-in-law Caiaphas and five other family members who also held that position.  Although it was unusual, Annas was still called high priest because Josephus had no difficulty referring to him by that designation in describing events in which he was involved long after being deposed. There is therefore no reason to think that Annas would not be involved in such a hearing, as some scholars have thought.  The statement that Caiaphas was the high priest ‘that year’ is not meant to suggest that the high priesthood changed every year.  Rather, for John it meant that in the determinative year of salvation and world history Caiaphas was the high priest.  He would be remembered for what he said and did.”


d.  “After seizing Jesus, they led Him to Annas first.  This preliminary hearing, recorded only by John, marked the first of the three phases of Jesus’ religious trial before the Jewish authorities.  The second phase was before Caiaphas and the Sanhedrin (Mt 26:57–68; Mk 14:53–65; Lk 22:54); the third was after sunrise the next morning as the authorities confirmed the decision reached at the earlier hearing (Mt 27:1; Mk 15:1; Lk 22:66–71).  The Lord’s civil trial also had three phases: before Pilate (Mt 27:2, 11–14; Mk 15:1–5; Lk 23:1–5; Jh 18:28–38); before Herod (Lk 23:6–12); and then before Pilate again (Mt 27:15–26; Mk 15:6–15; Lk 23:13–25; Jn 18:39–19:16).  (For further information about Jesus’ trials, see Robert L. Thomas and Stanley N. Gundry, A Harmony of the Gospels [Chicago: Moody, 1979], p. 329–37.)  Although he no longer held office at the time, Annas was the most powerful figure in the Jewish hierarchy.  He had been the high priest from a.d. 6 to a.d. 15, when he was removed from office by Valerius Gratus, Pilate’s predecessor as governor.  He could still properly carry the title of high priest in much the same way that former presidents of the United States are still referred to as president after they leave office.  Annas’s title, however, was more than a mere courtesy.  Many Jews, resentful of the Romans’ meddling in their religious affairs, still considered Annas to be the true power (especially since according to the Mosaic law high priests served for life; cf. Num 35:25).  Further, after his removal from office, five of Annas’s sons and one of his grandsons served as high priest.  He was also the father-in-law of Caiaphas, who was high priest that year (i.e., at that time; John is not implying that the high priests served for only one year).  Thus, Leon Morris concurs, ‘There is little doubt but that…the astute old man at the head of the family exercised a good deal of authority.  He was in all probability the real power in the land, whatever the legal technicalities’ (The Gospel According to John, The New International Commentary on the New Testament [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979], p. 749).  The New Testament places the beginning of John the Baptist’s ministry “in the high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas” (Lk 3:2; cf. Acts 4:6), as though they jointly held the office.  Annas was a proud, ambitious, and notoriously greedy man.  Evidently a significant source of his income came from the concessions in the temple.  He received a share of the proceeds from the sale of sacrificial animals; frequently those brought by the people would be rejected and those for sale at the temple (for exorbitant prices) would be approved as an offering.  Annas also profited from the fees the money changers charged to exchange foreign currency into the Jewish money that alone could be used to pay the temple tax.  So infamous was his greed that the outer courts of the temple, where those transactions took place, became known as the Bazaar of Annas (see Alfred Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974], 1:371–72).  Annas had a special hatred for Jesus, who had twice disrupted his business operations by cleansing the temple (Jn 2:13–16; Mt 21:12–13).  Perhaps he had Jesus brought to him because he ‘wanted to be the first to gloat over the capture of this disturbing Galilean’ (William Barclay, The Gospel of John, vol. 2 [Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001], p. 264).”


e.  “What was the purpose of the appearance in the house of Annas.  It was, above all, to serve the purpose of drawing from the mouth of Jesus some compromising expression suited to furnish a reason for His condemnation; for there was embarrassment on this subject, as the summoning of the false witnesses in the Synoptics proves.  Besides, the judicial customs required this formality.  A capital sentence could be pronounced by the Sanhedrin only on the day which followed that on which the accused had appeared in court.  In this case it was impossible to observe this rule fully, since the decision had been made to hasten the time (Mk 14:2).  But they must at least try to save appearances as far as possible, and to offer the semblance of a first preliminary meeting, before that at which the sentence should be pronounced.”
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