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
 is the third person plural aorist deponent passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, meaning “to answer: they answered.”


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


The deponent passive voice functions in an active sense with the Jewish accusers producing the action.


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

Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative 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 the Pharisees produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to Pilate.

“They answered and said to him,”
 is the first class conditional particle EI, meaning “If” plus the negative MĒ, meaning “not” plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: were.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, incomplete state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the state of being something in these people’s eyes.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this man.”  This is followed by accusative direct object from the neuter singular adjective KAKOS, meaning “evil” plus the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb POIEW, which together with EIMI forms an imperfect periphrastic construction (two verb forms used together to form a single verbal idea).  The verb POIEW means “to produce, manufacture, make, etc.”


The present tense is a retroactive progressive present, for a continuing past action that is continuing in the present.


The active voice indicates that Jesus has allegedly been producing the action.


The participle is complementary, completing the periphrastic construction.

“‘If this man were not producing evil,”
 is the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the indefinite particle AN, which is used in the apodosis of a second-class conditional statement to indicate what would or would not have happened had circumstances been different.  The English helping verb “would” brings out this indefiniteness.  Then we have the dative of indirect object from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “to you” and referring to Pilate.  This is followed by the first person plural aorist active indicative from the verb PARADIDWMI, which means “to deliver over.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a past, fact with emphasis on its conclusion.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that the Jewish leaders have produced the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.

“we would not have delivered Him over to you.’”
Jn 18:30 corrected translation
“They answered and said to him, ‘If this man were not producing evil, we would not have delivered Him over to you.’”
Explanation:
1.  “They answered and said to him, ‘If this man were not producing evil,”

a.  The Jewish leaders answered the question of Pilate, in which he asked what their accusation was against Jesus.  The answer they give is filled with arrogant, self-righteous indignation.  These leaders speak as if they are being challenged for wrongdoing and are indignant that Pilate would even suggest such a thing.


b.  Notice that the answer of these Jewish leaders does not state any accusation against Jesus.  They had no legal case against Jesus; that is, they had nothing that would hold up in court.  Jesus had done nothing to break any Roman law and the Jews knew it.  Therefore, all they can say is that Jesus has produced some sort of undefined evil.  The reality is that they are the ones producing evil.  Their motivations and actions were nothing but evil.


c.  The Jews are attempting to justify their actions, and not doing a very good job of it.

2.  “we would not have delivered Him over to you.’”

a.  The Jews have delivered Jesus over to Pilate for judgment.  They have taken the judgment of Jesus out of their own jurisdiction and given that jurisdiction to Pilate.  Their justification here is that they would never surrender the jurisdiction of any Jew to the Roman governor unless it was warranted.  Therefore, the mere fact that they have delivered a Jew over to him should be justification enough for Pilate to find ‘this man’ guilty of wrongdoing.  This is no different than suggesting that a person is guilty because of the color of their skin, or because of their race or nationality or some other bogus reason.


b.  The Jewish leaders are suggesting that they wouldn’t waste their time or Pilate’s time with some person unless that person deserved it.  In effect, Jesus is guilty because the Jewish leaders say so, not because anything can be proved against Him.  That is the ultimate evil here.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Sanhedrin had not prepared a formal indictment against Jesus to submit to Pilate.  They expected the governor to take their word for it that this man was a doer of evil.  The answer was flippant.  Pilate was disliked by the Jews.”


b.  “This is a pious pose of infallibility not [found] in the Synoptics.  Here the periphrastic present participle ‘doing evil’ emphasizes the idea that Jesus was a habitual evil-doer.  It was an insolent reply to Pilate.”


c.  “The accusers’ answer was not only evasive but insolent.”


d.  “The Jews’ peremptory reply was not only insulting, but also skirted the issue.  Their false, blasphemous assertion that He was an evildoer was an assault on His character, but not an accusation of a specific legal violation.  Quite unintentionally, their utter inability to bring one legitimate charge against Him affirmed Jesus’ innocence.  Still, they made it clear that they expected Pilate simply to confirm their decision and sentence Jesus to death.”


e.  “The Jews’ reply to Pilate revealed the hostility between them.  (Pilate was hated by them for his harshness and the fact that he was a Gentile ruling over them.  Pilate despised them and eventually in the year a.d. 36 they were able to get Pilate recalled to Rome.)  At this time Pilate refused to be their executioner.  He knew what was going on.  He had seen the Triumphal Entry a few days earlier.  He knew that envy was the cause of their accusation against Jesus (Mt 27:18).  So Pilate decided to play a game with the Jews with Jesus’ life as the prize.  He refused to do anything without a sufficient charge.  The Jews’ accusation of blasphemy would be difficult to prove and would not impress Pilate as worthy of death under Roman civil law.”


f.  “The demonstration the Sanhedrists were putting on certainly looked as though Jesus must be a terrible criminal.  And yet, if his criminality was so enormous and so unquestionable, why all this demonstration, the appearance of the high priest in person accompanied by all these other dignitaries?  Why not state the charge and the evidence if everything is so terrible and also so assured and let Pilate see for himself?  With their negative conditional sentence the Sanhedrists do not state what they want Pilate to do in the case.  This they leave entirely to inference.  Pilate is to sign the Jewish verdict and to make it his own by ordering the execution of Jesus forthwith.  They are the judges, Pilate is to be the executioner.  By their numbers and their great show of certainty the Sanhedrists hope to crowd Pilate into assent.  Their statement implies that the Sanhedrin has tried Jesus and has in due legal form condemned him as a criminal so dangerous that they are now delivering him up to Pilate for immediate execution.  To Pilate’s ear the term ‘evildoer’ could mean only one thing, namely that Jesus was a great criminal against the Roman law.  This is what the Sanhedrists intend Pilate to understand.  But this charge against Jesus and this report of the trial to which the Sanhedrin had subjected him are a barefaced lie.  No criminality against Roman law had been even as much as intimated against Jesus at his trial.  The death sentence had been pronounced upon him for calling himself the Son of God in the presence of the Sanhedrin, this self-designation being construed by his judges as an utterance of blasphemy.  They had not even attempted to prove that Jesus was not the Son of God.  They dared not reveal the facts to Pilate, for he would at once have turned them away from his tribunal.  The Romans would never entertain a religious charge that lay outside of Roman law and pertained only to the religious notions of a subject nation.  That is why these Sanhedrists come to Pilate with a bold lie.  Yet they flatter Pilate.  They come to him as recognizing his authority, for are they not delivering Jesus up to him?  Can Pilate ask more of them?  These Sanhedrists, however, safeguard themselves in the event that after all Pilate should investigate the case or should insist on something like a trial by himself.  By calling Jesus an ‘evildoer’ they make it possible to bring any number of charges against Jesus that would condemn him under Roman law.  If they must they will yet prove Jesus guilty under this alien law.”


g.  “They answered Pilate in a disrespectful manner, which the proud Roman must have resented very much.  The shrewd character of the Jews comes here to the front.  The answer insinuates that the governor had said something foolish in demanding the nature of the accusation.  They tried to get the sentence of death signed without any hearing whatever before the civil court.”
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