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

 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “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 Pilate 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 plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them” and referring to the Jews.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PILATOS, meaning “Pilate.”  Then we have the second person plural aorist active imperative from the verb LAMBANW, which means “to take.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that the Jewish leaders are to produce the action.


The imperative mood is a command.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.  Then we have the nominative subject from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “you” and referring to the Jewish leaders.

“Therefore Pilate said to them, ‘You take Him,”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of reference from the masculine singular article and noun NOMOS plus the possessive genitive from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “according to your law.”  Then we have the second person plural aorist active imperative from the verb KRINW, which means “to judge.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that the Jewish leaders are to produce the action.


The imperative mood is a command.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.

“and judge Him according to your law.’”
 is the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “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 Jewish leaders produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to Pilate.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “The Jews.”  Then we have dative of indirect object from the first person plural personal pronoun EGW, meaning “to or for us.”  With this we have the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EXESTIN, meaning “to be authorized for the doing of something: it is right, is authorized, is permitted, is proper.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of the present state of affairs that exist.


The active voice indicates that the current state of affairs produces the state of being what it is.


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

Then we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb APOKTEINW, which means “to kill.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that the Jewish authorities are not permitted to produce the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which always follows this impersonal main verb in order to complete its meaning.

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “no one,” but because of the double negative (OUK, OUDEIS) English grammar requires us to translate this as a positive “anyone.”

“The Jews said to him, ‘It is not permitted for us to kill anyone,’”
Jn 18:31 corrected translation
“Therefore Pilate said to them, ‘You take Him, and judge Him according to your law.’  The Jews said to him, ‘It is not permitted for us to kill anyone,’”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore Pilate said to them, ‘You take Him, and judge Him according to your law.’”

a.  As a consequence of statement of the Jews that Jesus was producing evil, Pilate tells the Jewish leaders to take Jesus and judge Him according to their law.  This is an interesting statement.  Pilate had been in the Roman province of Judea since 26 A.D.—four years.  He knew that the Jews handled their own legal affairs according to their own law.  He either had intelligence information or guessed that the Jews had already judged Jesus according to their law and found no charge against Him, since no accusation was made by them.

b.  The Jews had only called Jesus ‘evil’.  They did not call him a thief, murderer, robber, criminal, revolutionary or anything by which Jesus could be considered worthy of death under Roman law.


c.  Pilate was telling them that unless they had a reasonable charge against Jesus, he wasn’t going to condemn the man to death just because the Jews wanted him dead.  Pilate saw through their scheme and wasn’t going to play their game.  By telling them to judge Jesus, Pilate was indirectly telling them that he didn’t believe Jesus had done anything worthy of death.  Pilate is telling them, “Just because you say he is evil, doesn’t mean I have to find him guilty of something worthy of death.”  The Jews came to Pilate because they wanted Pilate to pronounce the death penalty and carry out the sentence, so that they would not be defiled by killing someone during the Passover festival.  This is why the Jews didn’t even attempt to stone Jesus as they later did to Stephen.  Stephen was not murdered during a festival.  In addition, Stephen was murdered by a mob that the Sanhedrin had no control over (according to them).  And the Sanhedrin could not afford to have Jesus killed by a mob during the festival; for the Romans wouldn’t stand for mob violence.  The Romans had destroyed entire cities on account of just such mob violence.  The Romans had no tolerance for mob violence, and the members of the Sanhedrin knew that if they permitted such violence to occur then they risked losing their power, their city, and their country.


d.  Therefore, the Jews need Pilate to be their executioner for them.  But he realizes that the Man standing before him, whose career during the past three years was well known to him was certainly not an evil person and not worthy of death.  This man was said to heal hundreds, feed thousands, and love everyone.  What was so evil about that?  Pilate wanted no part of the Jewish plot.

2.  “The Jews said to him, ‘It is not permitted for us to kill anyone,’”

a.  The Jewish leaders answer Pilate with information they think he needs to be reminded of.  They do not have the power of death over a condemned person.  They are reading Pilate’s own decree back to him.  The Roman authorities had long ago taken the power of executing the death penalty away from the Jews.  Now the Jewish leaders are throwing this edict back in the face of Pilate.  They are rubbing his nose in the fact that they cannot kill Jesus, because the Roman authorities have told them they couldn’t take anyone’s life.  They had to bring the condemned person to the Roman governor for execution of criminals.  The Jews are playing the card: “We are only doing what you told us to do.”  Their attitude is still one of contempt, arrogance, and self-righteousness.


b.  “As the supreme Jewish court the Jerusalem Sanhedrin governed secular and religious matters affecting the Jewish population.  It had the right to try capital cases and execute the sentence.  This is why it summoned Herod to account when he ordered executions in Galilee without consulting the Jerusalem court at all.  When Herod became king, he could not be high priest or preside in the Sanhedrin because he was not of priestly descent.  He packed the Sanhedrin with supporters and let it carry on.  But in fact he dispensed royal justice without bothering in the least about the priesthood or the High Council.   The power of the Sanhedrin remained de jure [by the law] but de facto [in fact] the ruler alone exercised the ‘power of the sword’.  The situation changed after 6 a.d. when a Roman governor was appointed for Judaea and took the place of the Jewish ruler.  The official sphere of the Sanhedrin was limited to Judaea and the governing power lay with the procurator.  The latter, whose seat was at Caesarea rather than Jerusalem, allowed the Sanhedrin to control matters relating to the native populace.  But how wide were the powers of the Sanhedrin in the Roman period, and what rights did the procurator reserve to himself?  Undoubtedly the Sanhedrin could decide all matters relating to the religious community and it could punish offences against the Torah so long as these did not involve the death penalty.  It was even conceded the right to punish with death a pagan—even a Roman—who went across the temple barrier and entered the sacred precincts.  But one should not deduce from the granting of this special privilege that under the rule of the procurators the Jewish court maintained the right to impose and execute a capital sentence.  This is contradicted by Jn. 18:31, according to which the death sentence lay in the hands of the procurator alone and not with the Jews.  Nevertheless, some executions were carried out on the orders of the Jewish court between 6 and 70 a.d. (1) The daughter of a priest who had committed fornication was burned to death.  This was probably during the short reign of Agrippa I (41–44 a.d.) in which the Jews had again their own independent state. (2) The death of James (Acts 12:2) undoubtedly took place at this time. (3) When Porcius Festus had died and his successor had not yet been nominated the high priest Ananus seized the chance to have James, the Lord’s brother, condemned by the Sanhedrin and stoned.  Because of this arbitrary deed, Ananus was later called to account and deprived of his office. (4) Stephen, whose martyrdom is recounted in Acts 7:54–8:2, was obviously not condemned by due process but was the victim of an enraged mob.  If the Romans did not stop lynch law or grant free protection to the Jews, their consent was by no means the rule.  The Jews did not cease to claim that the power of the sword was theirs by divine right.  But during the whole period they were under Roman procurators its free exercise was checked.”

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Pilate was satisfied that the very vagueness of the statement by the Jewish leaders indicated that the case was not one he needed to hear.  All the Jews wanted was a verdict of death, the authority of the governor to cover their own decision against Jesus.  The taking away of the right to inflict the death penalty made the Jews realize they were a subject people.  This had exceptions, as in the case of a person, even a Roman, who transgressed the barrier that separated the Court of the Gentiles from the inner portion of the temple area. Stephen’s death seems to violate John’s statement, but it may have been based on the knowledge of the Jews that the governor would not interfere in that case.”


b.  “Pilate shrewdly turns the case over to the Sanhedrin in reply to their insolence, who have said nothing whatever about their previous trial and condemnation of Jesus.  He drew out at once the admission that they wanted the death of Jesus, not a fair trial for him, but Pilate’s approval of their purpose to kill him.”


c.  “Obviously Pilate was aware of the fact that the Jews were upset, otherwise why would they disturb him at a high feast time?  But John seems to picture Pilate as not wanting to get involved in a mere Jewish problem.  Could Pilate have been trying to “toy” with the Jews?  We know from Josephus and others that Pilate and the Jews were not on very friendly terms.  So Pilate tried to deflect their concern by reminding them that they were given the rights of a nation during the time of Herod and that they could handle most criminal cases.  Therefore his opinion was to let them follow their legal system with this apparent Jewish misfit in their society.  The Jewish leaders probably expected that if the Romans had helped in Jesus’ arrest Pilate would accept any decision they would make concerning him and ‘rubber stamp’ their views.  Accordingly, the Jewish leaders would not be put off by this dismissive attempt of Pilate.  Instead, they called for dealing with Jesus by means of Roman law because their hostility against Him could only be assuaged by a sentence of death.”


d.  “Stung by their haughty, disrespectful, disdainful treatment of him, Pilate fired back a barb of his own.  He taunted them to judge Jesus according to your own law.  Pilate knew full well that they wanted him to execute Jesus.  Though he would soon cave in to their demands, Pilate initially stood his ground.  “If the Jews expected a capital sentence to be handed down they were going to have to speak up and convince him, since, as they themselves conceded, they could not legally proceed without him” (Carson, John, p. 591).”


e.  “Pilate’s reply, accordingly, was both ironic and humiliating for the Jewish leaders.  If by their answer they wished to give the impression that Jesus was offending against their laws, let them judge him according to those laws.  If however they wanted to bring about His death, they must speak up and state their case clearly, for as they themselves acknowledged, they had no power to carry out the death penalty.”


f.  “The Sanhedrists have appeared before the tribunal in full force, from which fact Pilate could, and no doubt did, conclude that the Sanhedrin had already tried Jesus.  But their spokesmen had as yet failed to inform Pilate of this important fact.  Like other vital points, Pilate is to also take this from granted.  He is aware of the omission and therefore acts as though he thinks the Sanhedrists have not yet tried Jesus in their own court.  They are not here to have the governor try this ‘evildoer.’  They say that they are delivering him up, but fail to say why.  This omission also has not escaped Pilate.  Pilate, therefore, declines to receive the man delivered up to him in such a manner.  He is ready to act as a Roman judge, namely to hear and to try the case.  If this is not what the Jews want, Pilate very properly turns the case back to the Sanhedrists.  Now at last they reveal, although still indirectly, what their purpose is in coming to Pilate.  Jesus is to be put to death and Pilate alone has this power.  The fact that Jesus has already been tried by the Jews is only intimated, and the order that they try Him is thus represented as being pointless.  They are concerned only about the execution of Jesus, and Pilate is to infer that they are delivering Jesus up to him only for the purpose of being executed.”
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