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

 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI (=to be) plus the nominative feminine singular perfect passive participle of the verb EPIGRAPHW, which means “to be written,” which together form a pluperfect periphrastic construction
 that is translated “had been written.”


The imperfect tense of EIMI plus the perfect tense of EPIGRAPHW combine to indicate a past, completed action.


The active voice of EIMI and the passive voice of EPIGRAPHW combine to indicate that  the subject (the inscription) received the action of being written.


The indicative mood of EIMI and the circumstantial participle of EPIGRAPHW combine to indicate that this is a fact.

With this we have the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and noun EPIGRAPHĒ, which means “the inscription.”  With this we have the genitive of identity or descriptive genitive from the feminine singular article and noun AITIA, meaning “of the charge, ground for complaint Acts 23:28; Jn 18:38; 19:4, 6 reason/grounds for capital punishment Acts 13:28; 28:18; Mt 27:37; Mk 15:26.”
  This is followed by the ablative of opposition
 from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “against Him” and referring to Jesus.
“And the inscription of the charge against Him had been written,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun BASILEUS, meaning “The King.”  Finally, we have the ablative of rank from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “of the Jews” or “over the Jews.”

“‘The King of the Jews.’”
Mk 15:26 corrected translation
“And the inscription of the charge against Him had been written, ‘The King of the Jews.’”
Explanation:
Mt 27:37, “And above His head they put up the charge against Him which read, ‘THIS IS JESUS THE KING OF THE JEWS’.”
Lk 23:38, “Now there was also an inscription above Him, ‘THIS IS THE KING OF THE JEWS’.”

Jn 19:19-22, “Pilate also wrote an inscription and put it on the cross. It was written, ‘JESUS THE NAZARENE, THE KING OF THE JEWS.’  Therefore many of the Jews read this inscription, for the place where Jesus was crucified was near the city; and it was written in Hebrew, Latin and in Greek.  
So the chief priests of the Jews were saying to Pilate, ‘Do not write, “The King of the Jews”; but that He said, “I am King of the Jews.”’ Pilate answered, ‘What I have written I have written.’”

1.  “And the inscription of the charge against Him had been written,”

a.  We know from John’s gospel that Pilate wrote (or had someone write for him—more likely since he probably could not write Hebrew or Aramaic) this inscription.


b.  The inscription states the formal charge against Jesus for which He is being crucified.  That charge is that He is or claimed to be ‘The King of the Jews’.


c.  We also see from Matthew and John’s gospels that Pilate identified Jesus by name and, so that He would not be confused with anyone else by the same name, Pilate mentioned His place of residence—the Jesus from the city of Nazareth.


d.  Jesus was so battered by the punches and slaps in the face that He was hardly recognizable.  Therefore, this placard above His head was an important identification to the people from Galilee who knew Him best and had followed His ministry the longest.


e.  Notice that nowhere does Pilate charge Jesus with being “the Messiah.”  Pilate never uses the title CHRISTOS.  That was a religious matter, which was not a subject over which he had legal jurisdiction.

2.  “‘The King of the Jews.’”

a.  The full version of what Pilate wrote is: THIS IS JESUS, THE NAZARENE, THE KING OF THE JEWS.  Mark gives us the shortest version and John the longest.  Luke gives us a shortened version of Matthew’s title.


b.  The importance of this title is that it is the charge that the leaders of Israel brought against Jesus to try to convince Pilate that Jesus was guilty of something.  Pilate writes this title for two reasons: (1) to spite the Jews, whom he hated, and (2) to protect himself from being accused of putting an innocent man to death.  The title implies that Jesus claimed to be a political king that was a threat to Roman power and authority.  Thus the title suggests that Jesus was a political enemy of Rome deserving of death.  Pilate knew this wasn’t true as did the Sanhedrin, but the common people walking by the cross and seeing the title would understand that this is what happened to those who opposed Rome.  “The claim to be a king would be sufficient to incur Roman wrath; ironically, however, Jesus is called not a royal pretender but ‘King of the Jews,’ perhaps reflecting an anti-Jewish sentiment of Pilate or his agents.”


c.  By writing this title Pilate is fulfilling the will of God unwittingly; for this title is the Father’s declaration that His Son, the Messiah, has come and is there as the Lamb of God who is taking away the sins of the world.  The fierce opposition of the leaders of Israel to this title is directly motivated by Satan, who wanted no one to know who this really was.  For in a few days word would begin spreading that Jesus had risen from the dead—the same Jesus who had hung on the cross north of the city only a few days before.  And this would occur while the festival of Unleavened Bread was still in full swing, and all the former followers of Jesus from Galilee would know exactly who this was, what happened to Him, and the fact that His disciples are now declaring that He is alive.


d.  “The title was also meant as a Roman warning to the Jews and as a taunt against them.  It was placed prominently so that all could see it, and was translated into three languages so that all could read and understand it.”
   In addition, this title was the beginning of the published message of the gospel in writing to the world.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The slight differences between the four Evangelists in the exact wording of the criminal charge, against Jesus that was composed by Pilate and affixed as a titulus over Christ’s head on His cross have puzzled Bible students for years, especially since biblical inerrancy has become prominent in recent discussion.  The only element common to all four citations is ‘King of the Jews.’  How are these to be reconciled?  John contributes a valuable clue: ‘Many of the Jews read this sign, for the place where Jesus was crucified was near the city, and the sign was written in Aramaic, Latin and Greek’ (Jn 19:20).  If the sign was written in three languages it is quite certain that Pilate himself, however well versed in Latin (his native language) and Greek (the language he used in conversing with all non-Italians in Palestine), would scarcely have been able to write in either Hebrew or Aramaic.  (Jn 19:20 uses for this the adverbial form Hebraisti, which in gospel usage did not mean ‘in Hebrew’ but in the Jewish dialect of Aramaic.  We know this because wherever Hebraisti is used elsewhere, as in Jn 5:2; 19:13, 17; 20:16, the word is given in its Aramaic form, transcribed into Greek letters.)  It is quite conceivable that Pilate first wrote in Latin in brief form.  Then as he wrote beneath in Greek, he may have felt like adding the name of Jesus and the city that He belonged to, since the Greek form would be legible to all bystanders of whatever race.  The Aramaic version may have copied the Greek with the omission of ‘Nazarene’.  This could account for the variations reported in the four versions.  I venture to suggest a possible format for the title on the cross as follows: Mt 27:37 probably contained the Aramaic wording, since Matthew’s gospel, according to Papias [Papias, like Polycarp, was traditionally believed to have been a disciple of the apostle John (according to the Christian writer Irenaeus c. 200 A.D.).  He was bishop of Hierapolis in Phrygia during the first half of the 2nd century a.d. (according to Eusebius, the Christian historian, c. 325 A.D.)
], was originally composed in Aramaic.  Mk 15:26 seems to be an abridged form of the Latin wording—a reasonable supposition if indeed Mark assisted Peter in Rome and wrote down Peter’s oral teaching after Peter was martyred.  We cannot be sure how reliable this church tradition may be, but at least there is some basis for supposing that Matthew would have inclined to Pilate’s original Latin form (dropping the demonstrative pronoun HIC; “This”).  As for John, his ministry seems to have been confined to a Greek-speaking population, wherever he served.  The last decades of his life were almost certainly spent in or around Ephesus.  We might therefore expect him to have inclined to the Greek form of the title.  This indicates the following as the exact wording on the cross, following the order in Jn 19:20: Aramaic, Latin and Greek:

(Aramaic) 
(Latin) REX IVDAEORVM HIC
(Greek) .”


b.  “The superscription was the board on which was written the charge on which the one to be crucified had been condemned. It was carried before the criminal or affixed to him and later put on the cross.”


c.  “The victim usually wore a placard that declared his offense. Pilate wrote the one that Jesus wore and that was later hung above Him on the cross: ‘This is Jesus of Nazareth, the King of the Jews.’  The Jewish leaders protested, but Pilate for once stood his ground.”


d.  “It was a Roman custom to write the name of the condemned man and a description of his crime on a board and attach it to his cross.  All four Gospels record the words of Jesus’ notice but with minor variations, probably because it was written in three languages.  Mark recorded only the official charge against Him … the king of the jews.  Pilate’s wording was intended as an insult to Jewish aspirations for independence.”


e.  “A ‘contradiction’ of which the infidels make a great deal, and by which not a few believers are puzzled, is that found in the four accounts of the superscriptions on the cross.  No two of these agree absolutely in the words used.  How can all four possibly be right?  It is said that at least three must be wrong, at least in part.  A great deal is made of this difficulty by those who argue against the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures.  The answer is found so plainly stated in the very passages cited that it is surprising that any careful student should have overlooked it. John tells us in Jn 19:20 that in order that all the different nationalities present might read it, the charge upon which Jesus was crucified was written in Hebrew [Aramaic], Latin and Greek; in Hebrew for the common people, in Latin for the Romans, and in Greek, the universal language.  The substantial part of the charge was that Jesus claimed to be ‘the King of the Jews’ and was crucified for making this claim, so these words, ‘The King of the Jews,’ appear in the Hebrew and Latin and Greek.  They also appear in all four accounts of the four Gospels.  Matthew (writing for the Jews) would naturally give the inscription as it appeared in Hebrew; Mark (writing for the Romans) would be likely to give it as it appeared in the Latin; and Luke as it appeared in the Greek.  Presumably John gives it in the full Roman form, ‘Jesus of Nazareth’ being a full and explicit statement of who Jesus was, and the charge being His claim to be ‘the King of the Jews.’  The only thing left to account for is the difference between Mark and John.  But if we carefully read Mk 15:26 we see that Mark does not claim to give the full wording that appeared on the cross.  He simply says, ‘The superscription of His accusation was written over.’ The accusation was ‘the King of the Jews,’ and this Mark gives, and this alone.  The words ‘This is Jesus of Nazareth’ were not the accusation, but the name of the accused.  So all this difficulty, of which so much is made, disappears altogether when we notice exactly what is said and all that is said.”


f.  “Verse 26 speaks of the inscription nailed to the cross above the victim.  This would be a wooden board whitened with chalk on which letters were written in ink specifying Jesus’ crime.  In Jesus’ case it suggested he was executed as a rebel, an insurrectionist.  Now this inscription is important, for it indicates clearly that Jesus had to have done or said something, however badly misinterpreted, to justify this charge of being King of the Jews.  In other words, the idea that Jesus was Messiah or King could not have been an invention of the early post-Easter community.  Doubtless the Jewish officials found this galling.  Jesus was being ironically proclaimed to be who he was in public and by Gentiles!  But as we shall see, this becomes a verbal proclamation by a centurion in a moment.”


g.  “It was Roman custom to post on the cross the crime of the one being executed.  When we read Jn 19:19, it seems very clear what was written on the cross: ‘Jesus of Nazareth, the King of the Jews.’  What was the crime that was posted over Jesus?  It is clear that the Gospels agree on the charge: ‘king of the Jews.’  That is, officially He was being executed as one who had proclaimed Himself a king, specifically, king of the Jews, and so was being executed for rebellion against Caesar.  This charge is consistent with the trial accounts and consistent with what we know of the concerns of the Roman government of the day about any popular Jewish movement.  It is further reinforced by the fact that those executed with Jesus are called ‘thieves,’ for the Jewish historian Josephus uses the same term to describe revolutionaries.  In fact, Jesus may well have replaced Barabbas, who is clearly described as a revolutionary and could have been the leader of the other two.  What about the rest of the charge?  Did it identify Jesus by name?  How much of his name did it use?  In all probability it did identify Jesus by name.  A crucified person was not easy to recognize, given how brutally he or she had been treated.  Furthermore, the purpose of crucifixion was not simply execution, but terror, for by crucifying a person in a public place (usually along a road leading into the city), the dying (and usually afterward, rotting) person would be a warning to anyone contemplating doing what the victim had done.  Obviously identifying the victim would serve as more of a warning than leaving them unidentified.  Why, then, the differences in the Gospel accounts?  First, each of the Gospel writers knows that words are precious.  Papyrus only came in certain lengths, and three of our four Gospels fill the longest papyrus scrolls of the day.  Mark, of course, could have bought a longer scroll, but by the time he came to this point in the story the scroll was already purchased and mostly used.  The readers of the Gospels have no doubt about who is on the cross, so the only reason to include the name is for effect, if one has space.  John includes the full name for he is going to make a comment on the accusation and the reaction it caused among the Jews (Jn 19:20–22).  The other Gospels have not chosen to discuss the charge, so they can use a shortened form.  Second, while the accusation, according to John, was written in Aramaic (or Hebrew), Greek and Latin, we do not know in what form it passed into the Gospel tradition.  Did one person remember the Aramaic and another the Greek? Or was the Aramaic the only form in which the charge was remembered?  There is plenty of room here for various versions to be passed on, especially since only the charge itself was the essential part of what was written.  Thus this passage reminds us again of the process of writing the Gospels.  The early oral accounts probably circulated in Aramaic and were then translated into Greek as needed.  The significant point is that despite their history of transmission they agree on the central issue.  This reminds us to focus on the core point, that Jesus was crucified as a revolutionary, and not on the details, which did not bother the writers of the Gospels.”


h.  “The only charge man could bring against Jesus after thorough investigation and six trials was that He is the Messiah!  Despite the chief priests’ efforts to alter this superscription, the accusation stood, recording for all time that Jesus was crucified because He is the promised King of the Jews—the Messiah.  Man could not accuse Jesus of any crime or sin; He was crucified because He is the Messiah.  Pilate’s superscription, in the three common languages of that part of the Roman Empire, was public notice that the Messiah had been crucified.  Pilate’s refusal to alter the title in his inscription was better thought through than the Jewish request. Pilate could only justify crucifying Jesus because He was recognized as King of the Jews (and was thus a threat to Rome), and not simply on the charge that He harbored delusions of being a king.  To have admitted the latter would have brought Roman justice into serious question.  Jesus’ kingship has been carefully established in the two genealogies given in Matthew and Luke, so even if Pilate was unaware of the truth of what he had written, it was nevertheless precisely correct and true.”


i.  “Now Jesus’ kingship was plain for all to see, on the placard nailed to the cross as Pilate’s last taunt to the priests.  The crowds mockingly called him the Messiah, the king of Israel; only a Gentile would speak of a king of the Jews.  The jeers of the priests and people at the crucifixion are the strongest possible proof that Jesus did indeed claim to be king and Messiah and savior.  Otherwise, the bitter mockery would have had no point.”


j.  “On the way to the execution site the condemned man wore or had carried before him a wooden board whitened with chalk on which letters were written in ink or burned in specifying his crime.  After the execution this summary statement was fastened to the cross above the head of the crucified (cf. Juvenal, Satires VI. 230; Pliny the Younger, Epistles VI. x. 3; IX. xix. 3; Suetonius, Life of Caligula 32; Life of Domitian 10).  The notice attached to the cross on which the tortured body of Jesus hung bore, in black or red letters on the white ground, the inscription ‘King of the Jews.’  It declared that Jesus had been sentenced to death as politically subversive of the authority of imperial Rome.  The wording was designed to convey a subtle insult to Jewish pretensions and to mock all attempts to assert the sovereignty of a subject territory.  The detail concerning the inscription, which conforms to Roman penal procedure and must reflect eyewitness report, is a solid historical fact.  It provides the unimpeachable information that Jesus went to his death as the Messiah.”


k.  “Throughout the trial before Pilate, Jesus figures as ‘the king of the Jews’ whom the Jews disown most violently and finally declare that they have no king but Caesar.  They forced Pilate to condemn Jesus as ‘the king of the Jews.’  To the very last they had hurled the charge at Pilate: ‘King! King!’, which he knew was false, and which he knew they knew was false.  So Pilate now has his revenge on these Jews.  They shall have Jesus on the cross, but only as a king, only as their king.  Let all the world read: ‘The King of the Jews’.  By adding nothing further Pilate really proclaims the innocence of Jesus right here on the cross.  Pilate sets it down as a simple fact that Jesus is, indeed, the king of the Jews, and Jesus had fully explained what kind of a king He is.  So this accusation was at the same time a vindication.”


l.  The charge against Jesus “does not directly describe Jesus as a rebel or insurrectionist, but a claim to be a king under the Roman empire (unless confirmed in such an office by Rome) was treasonable.  Placed over a man dying in agony and disgrace it was both a cruel joke and a powerful deterrent.”
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