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
 is the third person singular aorist deponent passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”


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 subject (Jesus) producing the action.


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

Then we have the dative of direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to the deputy who slapped Him.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “Jesus.”
“Jesus answered him,”
 is the first class conditional particle EI, meaning “if (and assuming for the sake of argument that something is true)” plus the adverb of manner KAKWS, meaning “badly, wrongly, incorrectly.”  Then we have the first person singular aorist active indicative from the verb LALEW, meaning “to speak.”


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


The active voice indicates that Jesus has produced the action.


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

This is followed by the second person singular aorist active imperative from the verb MARTUREW, which means “to testify; to witness.”


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


The active voice indicates that the deputy is to produce the action.


The imperative of a command/request.  As the king of the Jews it is a command; as the man Christ Jesus it is a request.

Then we have the preposition PERI plus the adverbial genitive of reference from the neuter singular article and adjective KAKOS, meaning “concerning the wrong.”

“‘If I have spoken incorrectly, testify of the wrong;”
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “but” plus the first class conditional particle EI, meaning “if (and it’s true).”  Then we have the adverb of manner KALWS, meaning “correctly, rightly.”  This is followed by the interrogative adverb TIS, meaning “why” plus the accusative direct object from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “Me” and referring to Jesus.  Finally, we have the second person singular present active indicative from the verb DERW, which means “to beat (severely) Mk 12:5; Lk 22:63; Jn 18:23; Acts 22:19; 1 Cor 9:26; 2 Cor 11:20.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what has just happened.


The active voice indicates that the deputy produced the action.


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

“but if correctly, why do you strike Me?’”
Jn 18:23 corrected translation
“Jesus answered him, ‘If I have spoken incorrectly, testify of the wrong; but if correctly, why do you strike Me?’”
Explanation:
1.  “Jesus answered him, ‘If I have spoken incorrectly, testify of the wrong;”

a.  Jesus answers the deputy who struck Him on the face with a conditional statement that is an assumption of fact for the sake of argument.  Jesus takes the position of the man who struck Him and says, “Let us suppose for a moment that I have spoken incorrectly or wrongly.  If I have, then tell Me what I said that was wrong, incorrect, bad, or evil.”


b.  Jesus is asking the man to prove Him wrong.  The man cannot, and he knows he cannot, which is why he has no reply to Jesus’ statement.


c.  The Lord is not angry about being hit in the face while His hands are tied behind His back and He is defenseless.  He does not rebuke the man, nor does He turn and offer him His other cheek.  Jesus is not going to incite or tempt the man to commit another sin.  The Lord offers no mental attitude sin or verbal sin in response to this man’s sin against Him.  If He had wanted to He could have spoken a word (“I am”) and everyone in the room (except John) would have been thrown to the ground and remained there.

2.  “but if correctly, why do you strike Me?’”

a.  Then Jesus continues with the other side of the argument.  “Let us assume for the sake of argument that I did speak correctly, rightly.  If I did so (and I did), why do you strike Me for doing what is right?”  The man had no reply to this conditional question either.


b.  It was totally illegal to strike a person while testifying.  The deputy was wrong and he knew it, but didn’t care.  We can only hope that the deputy’s conscience bothered him so badly that he never got another good night’s sleep until he died or believed in Christ.


c.  This may have not been the last time this man struck Jesus; for Mt 26:67 tells us that at the conclusion of the trial before Caiaphas, “Then they spat in His face and beat Him with their fists; and others slapped Him.”  This deputy may or may not have been involved in this second beating, but it is more likely that he was.  Before Annas Jesus is making it clear is wrong and illegal.  The fact that this occurs again before Caiaphas indicates that the Jewish leaders didn’t care about right or legal in the case of Jesus.  They just wanted Him dead.


d.  Imagine how John felt as he saw Jesus hit in the face.  Peter, sitting at the fire, saw this too.  We can only wonder if his hand tightened around the handle of the sword he was still carrying (or perhaps he cast it away in the dark as they fled into the night) before turning to follow Jesus again.


e.  Since Annas cannot provide Jesus with a fair trial and now knows he can’t get any self-incriminating statements from Him, he sends Jesus off to Caiaphas, his son-in-law and current high priest of Israel.
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Jesus’ comment in verse 23 was calmly demanding a fair hearing.”


b.  “Jesus, however, did not back down to this minor official.  Instead, he challenged the man to be a witness himself to how Jesus was wrong or pernicious.  But if Jesus was correct, in terms of his rights in such a hearing, then the man himself needed to answer to the question of why he struck Jesus.  Accordingly, from a legal perspective in reading this segment of the story, it seems quite evident that John was seeking to make a point that Jesus stood completely within his rights and also that people of power like Annas (and later Pilate) hardly unnerved Jesus.  Annas’s goal was obviously one of questioning Jesus, and in so doing he attempted to reduce Jesus to a whimpering defendant.  But that procedure did not work with Jesus.  In John it is clear that Jesus stands serene throughout the entire story as the legitimate Messiah or King of Israel.”


c.  “Jesus, however, maintained a majestic calm; ‘while being reviled, He did not revile in return; while suffering, He uttered no threats, but kept entrusting Himself to Him who judges righteously’ (1 Pet 2:23).  Christ’s logic was impeccable.  If He was wrong about the proper legal procedure, they should have corrected Him instead of hitting Him.  But if (as He did) the Lord spoke accurately, what justifiable reason was there for striking Him?  Once again Jesus demanded a fair trial—which His opponents had no intention of giving Him.”
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