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
 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter plural demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “these things.”  (The singular translation in the NASB is incorrect.)  Then we have a genitive absolute construction, in which the third person masculine singular intensive pronoun AUTOS is used as a personal pronoun (translated “He”) and functions as the subject from the genitive masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say: said.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


The participle is temporal and precedes the action of the main verb.  It is translated by the word “when.”

“Now when He said these things,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular cardinal numeral HEIS, meaning “one” plus the ablative of the whole from the masculine plural article and noun HUPĒRTĒS, meaning “of the deputies.”  With this we have the nominative masculine singular perfect active participle from the verb PARISTĒMI, which means “to stand alongside, by, near or next to someone or something.”


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes the present state of being as a result of a past action.


The active voice indicates that one of the deputies produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give.”


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


The active voice indicates that one of the deputies produced the action.


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

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun HRAPISMA, meaning “a blow on the face with someone’s hand; a slap in the face; ‘give someone a slap in the face’ Jn 18:22.”
  With this we have the dative of direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “Jesus.”  Then we have the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say.”


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


The active voice indicates that the deputy produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“one of the deputies standing near gave Jesus a slap in the face, saying,”
 is the adverb of manner HOUTW, meaning “the manner, the way, thus; in this manner; in that manner: “is that the way (=so shamelessly) you answer the high priest? Jn 18:22.”
 Then we have the second person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer; reply.”


The present tense is a customary present for what typically or customarily occurs.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (any person) producing the action.


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

This is followed by the dative of direct object from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priest.”

“‘Is that the way You answer the high priest?’”
Jn 18:22 corrected translation
“Now when He said these things, one of the deputies standing near gave Jesus a slap in the face, saying, ‘Is that the way You answer the high priest?’”
Explanation:
1.  “Now when He said these things, one of the deputies standing near gave Jesus a slap in the face, saying,”

a.  The moment Jesus told the high priest to ask the people of Israel what He had been teaching, Jesus got an immediate reaction from one of the deputies of the high priest.  The deputy abuses his authority and slaps Jesus in the face.  This was not a punch in the face, since that would be the Greek verb KOLAPHIZW, which occurs in Mt 26:67, but not here.  The Greek noun HRAPISMA means “a blow on the face with someone’s hand,” typically the palm of the hand.  “The noun comes from the verb, meaning to smite with a rod or with the palm of the hand.  It occurs only three times in the N.T. (Mk 14:65; Jn 18:22; 19:3), in each of which it is uncertain whether the blow is with a rod or with the palm of the hand (probably the hand, a most insulting act).”
  Micah 5:8, “They shall smite the Judge of Israel with a rod upon the cheek.”

b.  The deputy who slapped Jesus was probably standing next to Him rather than behind Him.  The blow to the face apparently didn’t knock Jesus down, but it may have bruised Him.  We know that it did not break His nose or any of His feet, since not a bone in His body was ever broken throughout the ordeal of the Cross.


c.  Someone might wonder how this man will do at the last judgment.  He will not be condemned for the sin of hitting the Son of God in the face; for that sin will be judged and forgiven on the Cross.  Such is the magnificent grace of God.  We can only wonder after the resurrection of Jesus and after the demonstrations of the power of the Holy Spirit in the miracles performed at and after Pentecost whether or not this man believed in Christ.  We can only hope so.  Can you imagine spending the last two thousand years in Hell knowing that you punched the Son of God, the Messiah in the face, and thinking about what awaits you in eternity?


d.  By slapping Jesus, this man was attempting to ingratiate himself with Annas.

2.  “‘Is that the way You answer the high priest?’”

a.  Then the deputy adds insult to injury.  He asks a question that is really a rebuke of Jesus.  The rebuke is: ‘You have no right to speak that way to someone superior to you.’  The implication is that Jesus is no one compared to the high priest of Israel, when in fact Jesus is superior to the high priest of Israel in every possible way.


b.  The deputy is also insinuating that if Jesus speaks in any other way other than the most respectful and humble fashion, He will get another punch in the mouth/face.  Therefore, the question is also a warning and a threat as well as a rebuke and reprimand.


c.  Jesus didn’t say anything insulting or wrong to the high priest.  Jesus pointed out that what the high priest was asking wasn’t what the high priest really wanted to know.  Jesus had pointed out the hypocrisy and deception of the high priest and made him look like the fool he was by his own illegal words and actions.  The deputy clearly saw this as an insult to the high priest though Jesus didn’t do it to insult the man.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The fact that Jesus had pointedly confronted the high priest is clearly supported by the reaction of one of the assistants of the high priest, who gave Jesus an insulting open-handed slap on the face.  The assistant followed this demeaning slap with a questioning demand for Jesus to be more humble in answering the high priest.  This servant reminds us of contemporary assistants to important people who often take it as their duty to make people cringe before their bosses.  It is their way of displaying their derivative sense of power.”


b.  “Embarrassed by his master’s loss of face (and likely seeking to curry Annas’s favor), one of the officers standing nearby struck Jesus.  To strike a prisoner, especially one not accused of a crime, was illegal.  Years later when Paul stood before the Sanhedrin, he too was illegally struck, in his case by order of the high priest (Acts 23:2).  Angered at this egregious violation of the law, Paul retorted, ‘God is going to strike you, you whitewashed wall!  Do you sit to try me according to the Law, and in violation of the Law order me to be struck?’”


c.  “One of Annas’ assistants did not like Jesus’ answer so he struck Him in the face.  The preliminary hearing had several illegalities, and this was one of them.  It was improper to try to induce self-accusation, and it was wrong to hit an un-convicted person.”


d.  “The blow with the hand was considered especially shameful.  It was an outrage to strike a prisoner in the presence of the judge while the former was making his defense.  This underling dared to strike Jesus only because he knew with certainty that his action would please Annas, especially at the moment when Annas was cornered and knew no way out.  The man receives no rebuke of any kind.  By his silence Annas seconds the blow.  The hands of Jesus are bound, so that He cannot raise them to ward off the blow.  He receives its full impact.”
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