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

 is the third person plural present active indicative from the verb AGW, which means “to lead: they led.”


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


The active voice indicates that deputies of the temple guard produced the action.


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

Then we have the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Then” plus the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “Jesus.”  This is followed by the preposition APO plus the ablative of separation from the masculine singular article and proper noun KAIAPHAS, meaning “from Caiaphas.”  Then we have the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the neuter singular noun PRAETORIUM, meaning “into the Praetorium.”

“Then they led Jesus from Caiaphas into the Praetorium;”
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “however.”  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: it was.”


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


The active voice indicates that the situation produced the state of being what it was.


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

With this we have the temporal adverb PRWI, meaning “early in the morning.”
  Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus nominative subject from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “they.”  This is followed by the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EISERCHOMAI, which means “to enter; to go or come into.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jewish deputies produced the action.


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

Then we have the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the neuter singular article and noun PRAITWRION, meaning “into the Praetorium.”

“however, it was early in the morning; and they did not enter into the Praetorium”
 is the conjunction of purpose HINA, meaning “in order that” plus the negative MĒ, meaning “not” plus the third person plural aorist passive subjunctive from the verb MIAINW, which means “to cause someone to be ritually impure: to stain, defile Jn 18:28.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jewish deputies produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of purpose with an element of contingency, which is expressed by the helping verb “would.”

Then we have the conjunction of contrast ALLA, meaning “but” plus the third person plural aorist active subjunctive from the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jewish deputies produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of purpose with an element of contingency, which is expressed by the helping verb “might.”

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun PASCHA, which means “the Passover.”

“in order that they would not be defiled, but might eat the Passover.”
Jn 18:28 corrected translation
“Then they led Jesus from Caiaphas into the Praetorium; however, it was early in the morning; and they did not enter into the Praetorium, in order that they would not be defiled, but might eat the Passover.”
Explanation:
1.  “Then they led Jesus from Caiaphas into the Praetorium;”

a.  John has just concluded telling us about Peter’s three denials of Jesus in the courtyard of the home of Caiaphas (or in the courtyard of the building where the Sanhedrin met).  Caiaphas has concluded his interrogation of Jesus and found Him guilty of blasphemy.  Now the plan is to take Jesus to the Roman authorities and have them put Jesus to death, so that no Jew is defiled during the Passover festival.


b.  Therefore, the deputies and Jewish delegation leads Jesus from the home of Caiaphas to the home of Pilate, called ‘the Praetorium’.  “The term praetorium (a Latin loanword in Greek) originally designated the commander’s (praetor’s) tent in camp and later was applied to the official residence of the Roman governors in various cities in the provinces.  Such a residence could also have barracks for soldiers and guardrooms for the keeping of prisoners.  In Acts 23:35 the term refers to Herod’s residence in Caesarea, where Felix placed Paul under custody following his removal from Jerusalem by Claudius Lysias.  The references in the Gospels relate to the trial of Jesus before Pilate.  Following the judgment by the Sanhedrin, Jesus was taken to the praetorium, but for fear of defilement the Jews did not enter the place.  Hence, the ensuing conversations between Pilate and the Jews were outside the praetorium, while Pilate’s discussions with Jesus were inside the building.  Mt. 27:27 and Mk. 15:16 indicate that the soldiers’ mocking of Jesus took place in the praetorium shortly before the crucifixion.  Mark uses the term AULĒ (‘hall, palace’) to identify the praetorium.  Jn 19:13 states that outside the praetorium proper was an area known as The Pavement.  In this area was located the Judgment Seat (BĒMA) where Pilate was seated when he conversed with the Jews.  Two locations have been proposed for the praetorium in Jerusalem.  One is the Fortress or Tower Antonia, located just Northwest of the temple area.  In honor of Mark Antony, Herod the Great erected the fortress.  This structure was a feat of engineering excellence and architectural magnificence, with unusual and elaborate appointments.  Functionally, it was an effective military stronghold, with impregnable walls and high towers allowing surveillance over the city, and especially over the temple, by the Roman legion permanently stationed there.  The other suggested location for the praetorium of the Gospels is the palace of Herod near the Jaffa Gate at the westernmost part of the old city of Jerusalem.  Support for this view includes the use of Greek AULĒ in Mk 15:16, because Josephus uses this term frequently for the palace of Herod but never for the Antonia.  The palace, surrounded by three magnificent towers, was one of the most elaborate and beautiful structures in Jerusalem, according to Josephus.  The Roman procurators frequently used this building for their residence and administrative office while in Jerusalem.  Early pilgrims to Jerusalem generally identified the praetorium with the Fortress Antonia. Moreover, the traditional Via Dolorosa begins at this location. These factors, along with the archeological evidence and the tense situation requiring Pilate to be near the temple, the center of activity at the time of Passover, favor locating Pilate at the Fortress Antonia for his trial of Jesus.”


c.  “John gives no details of the trial before the Sanhedrin (only the fact, Jn 18:24, 28) when Caiaphas presided, either the informal meeting at night (Mk 14:53, 55–65=Mt 26:57, 59–68=Lk 22:54, 63–65) or the formal ratification meeting after dawn (Mk 15:1=Mt 27:1=Lk 22:66–71), but he gives much new material of the trial before Pilate (18:28–38).”

2.  “however, it was early in the morning; and they did not enter into the Praetorium”

a.  John isn’t telling us that it is early morning just so we can know the time of day.  The first thing Romans did in the morning was conduct the official business of the day, such as court hearings, trials, business affairs, legislation, and other such matters.  The Jews took Jesus to Pilate at the time of day when he conducted judicial hearings.  The Greek word translated ‘early in the morning’ is “technically the fourth watch (3 a.m. to 6 a.m.).  There were two violations of Jewish legal procedure (holding the trial for a capital case at night, passing condemnation on the same day of the trial).  Besides, the Sanhedrin no longer had the power of death.  A Roman court could meet any time after sunrise.  Jn 19:14 says it was ‘about the sixth hour’ when Pilate condemned Jesus.”


b.  John then makes an important point that only a Jewish eyewitness would find significant.  These legalistic Jews did not and would not step one foot into the residence of a Gentile, because this was considered to defile them, which meant that they could not participate in the rituals of their religious festival.  These hypocrites were willing to wrongly accuse and abuse an innocent man, but not set foot in the home of a Gentile.


c.  Notice the contrast with the Jewish unwillingness to set foot in the home of a Gentile with Peter’s willingness to go into the home of the Roman centurion Cornelius and give the gospel to him and his family (Acts 10).


d.  Pilate would have certainly already been briefed by the Tribune who went to the garden of Gethsemane of the outcome of the arrest of Jesus, Jesus speaking the words “I am” and everyone being thrown to the ground, the cutting off of the ear of a servant of the high priest and Jesus miraculously restoring it.  He would also have already been told that the Jews intended to judge Jesus accordingly and were probably going to bring Jesus to him.  Therefore, even though Pilate did not know the Jews were coming, he was probably alerted by the soldiers on the guard posts at Antonia towers that a crowd of Jews was coming and bringing a man with his hands bound behind him.  Pilate could put together the report of his Tribune and the report of the tower guards and have a general idea that the two events involved the man named Jesus, whom everyone was talking about after He apparently raised someone from the dead a little over a week ago.

3.  “in order that they would not be defiled, but might eat the Passover.”

a.  John then tells us the reason why these self-righteous, legalistic hypocrites would not enter the official residence of Pilate—in order that they would not be defiled, so they could participate in the Passover festival.  “This phrase [‘might eat the Passover’] may mean to eat the passover meal as in Mt 27:17 (=Mk 14:12, 14=Lk 22:11, 15), but it does not have to mean that.  In 2 Chr 30:22 we read: ‘And they did eat the festival seven days’ when the paschal festival is meant, not the paschal lamb or the paschal supper.  There are eight other examples of PASCHA in John’s Gospel and in all of them the feast is meant, not the supper.  If we follow John’s use of the word, it is the feast here, not the meal of Jn 13:2 which was the regular passover meal.  This interpretation keeps John in harmony with the Synoptics.”


b.  If the Jews did something to legitimately defile themselves (such as touching a dead body or a person with leprosy), then they could not participate in the religious rituals involved in the Passover.  They were considered ‘unclean’.  There was nothing in the Mosaic Law that said that a Jew was unclean by contacting a Gentile.  That was a self-righteous, legalistic addition to the Law made by the Rabbis and Pharisees.  John knew this and wanted to make sure his audience understood the vileness of this attitude of the Jews toward Gentiles.


c.  This detail could only be added to a story like this by a Jew who was present and witnessed these events as they happened.  This is one of the best pieces of evidence that the disciple John personally wrote this gospel.  This kind of detail also tells us that John probably was allowed permission to come into the ‘court’ of Pilate and listen to the interrogation, which the other Jews refused to do.  Roman judicial hearings were always public affairs and John would be allowed to enter and observe the proceedings.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Nothing is said about what took place in the house of Caiaphas.  The assumption is that the readers are acquainted with the Synoptic tradition of the nighttime deliberations and the formal decree of the council arrived at in the early morning.  ‘The hall of judgment’, a rendering of Latin praetorium, was the headquarters of the governor.  The Jewish leaders, to be ceremonially clean, could not enter a pagan’s quarters.  They were more concerned with ritual cleanness than with the execution of justice.  They were out for blood!”


b.  “John’s account of Jesus before Pilate is more detailed than the account in the synoptic gospels.  He brings out the irony of the contrast between the scrupulousness of the Jews over Sabbath keeping and their lack of scrupulousness in manipulating the system to achieve their own purposes.  The first episode took place outside the praetorium (the governor’s residence).  Pilate examined both the accused and the accusers.  By remaining outside in the colonnade the Jews avoided ritual uncleanness.  But they were already defiled in their hearts through their plot to kill Jesus.”


c.  “The transfer of Jesus from [the place] of Caiaphas (the Greek here is not specific but probably refers to his palace) to the praetorium probably took place sometime during or at the end of the fourth night duty watch.  The praetorium where they led Jesus was the official headquarters, judgment seat, and command center of the military leader in an area. In the sub-province of Judea and Samaria the governor’s headquarters was normally at Caesarea Maratima (by the sea), but during festival periods, which attracted flocks of visitors to Jerusalem, the governor moved his command center to Jerusalem, either to the Antonio Fortress north and next to the Temple or to the site of Herod’s palace with its three great towers that served as part of the defense system for the Western (Jaffa) Gate.  The most likely site for this stay by Pilate was not the Antonio but the great triple tower fortress palace.  In the second half of this verse the evangelist provides an ironic contrast between the Jews who were seeking Jesus’s death and their unwillingness to enter the praetorium for fear of defiling themselves lest they would not be able to eat the Passover.  The Mishnah suggests that courtyards and some other outlying buildings did not always come within the definition of Gentile places where Jews would be contaminated and rendered religiously unclean.  Although the laws of clean and unclean in respect to eating the Passover were complex, it seems that entering the residence of a Gentile would have been a major problem and would likely have rendered a Jew unclean for at least seven days and required the postponement of eating Passover for a month.  The basic logic seems to have grown out of an interpretation of the rule of contamination from the dead in Num 19:11–13.  It was widely believed that Gentiles aborted babies in their homes and either buried them within their homes or ran them down through their sewers.  The uncleanness here was hardly the usual uncleanness of public encounter that could by sunset have been removed through a regular lustration or bath as an appropriate purification rite (Lev 15:5–11).”


d.  “John did not record the second and third phases of the Lord’s religious trial, though he mentioned that Annas sent Jesus to Caiaphas (Jn 18:24).  The Sanhedrin had met at Caiaphas’s house during the night (Mt 26:57–68) and decided that Jesus should die (Mt 26:66).  Then in a nod to legality (since Jewish law did not permit capital trials to be held at night), the Sanhedrin reconvened after daybreak and formally pronounced sentence (Mt 27:1).  John picked up the story at that point, noting that they led Jesus from Caiaphas into the Praetorium, Pilate’s headquarters (probably either at Fort Antonius or Herod’s palace) where he stayed when he visited Jerusalem (Pilate’s permanent headquarters were in Caesarea).  The Jewish leaders’ motive for bringing Jesus before Pilate was obvious.  Out of envy, jealousy, and hatred, they had been plotting to kill Him for a long time (Jn 5:18; 7:1; 11:53).  Their murderous designs had been frustrated until now because ‘His hour had not yet come’ (7:30; 8:20).  At last, in God’s timing, with the help of the traitor Judas Iscariot, they had managed to seize Jesus.  After giving Him a sham trial, they had sentenced Him to death.  But having done so, they were powerless to carry out that sentence; the Romans did not permit them to execute anyone (Jn 18:31).  That was standard Roman policy in the territories they ruled; they did not want nationalists executing those who were loyal to Rome.  Early Jewish sources differ as to when Rome removed the right of capital punishment from the Jews.  The first-century Jewish historian Josephus states that it was in a.d. 6 when Judea became a Roman province.  The Talmud (second century), however, dates it about forty years before the destruction of the temple (i.e., about a.d. 30).  Perhaps, as F. F. Bruce suggests, ‘it may be that the remembrance persisted of a situation around a.d. 30 when the deprivation of this right was of special significance’ (The Gospel of John [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983], p. 351).  By way of further setting the scene, John noted that it was early.  The Greek word PRWI (early), refers technically to the fourth watch of the night (3:00–6:00 a.m.), though it can also be used in a more general sense.  Roman officials often began their duties at dawn and finished by late morning, so there is no reason why the Jewish leaders could not have brought Jesus to Pilate before 6:00 a.m.  Their goal was to have him rubber-stamp their decision to kill Jesus, and carry out the execution before the crowds were aware of what was happening.  When they arrived at Pilate’s headquarters, the Jewish leaders remained outside.  They had ceremonially cleansed themselves in preparation for the Passover meal they would eat later that day, and could not risk a defilement that would bar them from that important meal.  Most likely, the defilement they feared was contamination from a dead body, which would render them unclean for seven days (Num 19:11, 14, 16).  That concern stemmed from the common Jewish belief that Gentiles disposed of aborted or stillborn babies by throwing them down the drains (Leon Morris, The Gospel According to John, The New International Commentary on the New Testament [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979], 763, n. 59).  Thus, the Mishnah declared all Gentile homes to be unclean (Morris, John, 763, n. 58).  Entering the colonnade or courtyard outside Pilate’s residence, however, would not defile them.  Illustrative of the twisted devotion of religious legalists, the Jewish leaders expected to please God through their legalism expressed in physical separation from a Gentile house, while at the same time illegally murdering God’s Son.  They fastidiously avoided any superficial ceremonial defilement, but cared nothing about the profound moral defilement they incurred from rejecting and condemning the Holy Son of God to death.  ‘The Jews take elaborate precautions to avoid ritual contamination in order to eat the Passover, at the very same time they are busy manipulating the judicial system to secure the death of him who alone is the true Passover’ (D. A. Carson, The Gospel According to John, The Pillar New Testament Commentary [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991], p. 589).  John’s account of this phase of Jesus’ trial unfolds in three acts: the accusation, the interrogation, and the adjudication.”


e.  “Trials at night were illegal; and the death sentence could not be pronounced on the day of the trial, at least one day had to intervene.  In the case of Jesus both of these legal provisions were violated.  A semblance of legality was secured by holding a second session of the Sanhedrin in the morning.  This was not an adjourned session, nor was its object only to decide on how to carry out the death sentence upon Jesus; it was a formal second session, conserving the point of having two sessions in capital cases, and in this second session Jesus was made to repeat His alleged blasphemy, thereby sealing His fate in a kind of legal manner.  It seems that the Sanhedrin accepted the legal plan of obtaining the Roman governor’s confirmation of the Jewish verdict.  The Praetorium must have been the castle Antonia and not Herod’s palace, since Herod himself occupied that residence at this very time.  Roman courts were open from dawn to sunset.  A great procession arrives at the Praetorium: Jesus guarded by a heavy contingent of the police force of the Sanhedrin, all the Sanhedrists, their personal servants, and a crow of common people who had discovered the extraordinary proceedings that were in progress.  The heavy police force and the presence of the high priests and the Sanhedrists is to prevent a rescue of Jesus by His numerous friends among the Passover pilgrims, and at the same time to impress the governor with the gravity of the case against Jesus.  The Jews are using all their resources to gain their end.  It is unwarranted to think that only representatives of the Sanhedrin or a small delegation went with Jesus.”
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