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

 is the third person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: said.”

The present tense is a historical present, which describes a past action as happening in the present for the sake of vividness in a narrative.  It is translated as a simple past tense.


The active voice indicates that Pilate produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PILATOS, transliterated as “Pilate.”  Then we have the predicate nominative from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “What,” followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which views the entire state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that truth produces the state of being something.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the feminine singular noun ALĒTHEIA, meaning “truth.”

“Pilate said to Him, ‘What is truth?’”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this.”  Then we have the nominative masculine singular aorist active participle from the verb EIPON, meaning “to say.”


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 participle is a temporal participle, translated either “when he said” or “after saying.”  The action of the aorist participle precedes the action of the main verb.

This is followed by the temporal adverb PALIN, meaning “again” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EXERCHOMAI, which means “to go out: he went out.”


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 preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “to the Jews.”  With this we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, meaning “to say: said.”


The present tense is a historical present, which is used in narrative discourse to enliven the action by getting the reader/hearer to imagine that they are present and witnessing the action as it happens.  It can be translated using the English past tense.


The active voice indicates that Pilate produced the action.


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

This is followed by 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.

“And after saying this, he went out again to the Jews and said to them,”
 is the nominative subject from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I” plus the accusative direct object from the feminine singular negative cardinal adjective OUDEIS, meaning “not one.”  Then we have the first person singular present active indicative from the verb HEURISKW, which means “to find.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.  This could also be considered an aoristic present, which presents the action as a simple fact without any reference to progress.


The active voice indicates that Pilate produces the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition EN plus the dative of disadvantage from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “against Him”
 and referring to Jesus.  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun AITIA, “a basis for legal action, a legal technical term: charge, ground for complaint Acts 23:28; Jn 18:38; 19:4, 6; reason/grounds for capital punishment Acts 13:28; 28:18.”

“‘I find no charge against Him.”
Jn 18:38 corrected translation
“Pilate said to Him, ‘What is truth?’  And after saying this, he went out again to the Jews and said to them, ‘I find no charge against Him.”
Explanation:
1.  “Pilate said to Him, ‘What is truth?’”

a.  After Jesus tells Pilate that His purpose for coming into the world is to testify to the truth, Pilate responds with a legitimate question: ‘What is truth?’.   The most difficult thing about interpretation of the Scripture is trying to determine the mental attitude of the speaker at the time he spoke, when we have no tone of voice, inflection or facial expressions to help us understand the speaker’s mood.  There are two ways of looking at this question:



(1)  The question can be looked at as a rhetorical question.  The pessimist or glass-is-half-full interpreter will look at Pilate as having an arrogant, haughty, insolent attitude that says this with sarcasm and bitterness.  The thought would be: there is no truth, no absolute truth, and even if there is, who could possibly know it?  What is true for you is not true for me.  Therefore, just because you think something is true doesn’t make it so.  So don’t tell me about truth.



(2)  The question can be looked at as a legitimate, real question.  The optimist or glass-is-half-full interpreter will look at Pilate as having an honest, open desire to know the truth.  In this case, he is really asking Jesus to explain to him what this ‘truth’ is that Jesus is talking about.  What is the message of truth that Jesus has come into the world to proclaim?  If this was Pilate’s attitude then he opened the door for the gospel to be presented to him and Jesus would have certainly done so.


b.  Because Pilate is characterized by extra-biblical historians as arrogant, haughty, and a typical Roman ruler most interpreters reject the idea that Pilate was really searching for the truth with this question.  These interpreters also suggest that John would not have failed to say something about Jesus’ answer, if Jesus had given the gospel at this to Pilate.


c.  However, John has already given Jesus’ answer to Pilate.  In answer to this question Jesus would have naturally responded: “I am the way, and the truth, and the life; no one comes to the Father except through Me,” Jn 16:6.  We must remember that Pilate thought and proclaimed that Jesus was innocent and that he found no guilt in the Man.  What made Pilate not threatened by Jesus?  The loving, honest, open, and truthful character of Jesus came pouring forth in that interview.  Also we must remember that even though Jesus was silent before the hateful, locked-in negative volition of the Jewish leaders, He would not be so before someone legitimately asking Him what His truth was.  Jesus was not willing that any should perish.  And this was Pilate’s moment in life when he was face to face with the reality of God on earth and the divine offer of eternal life and eternal salvation.  Jesus would not have let that opportunity go.  He would have given the gospel to this man, whom He loved unconditionally.  I believe Jesus gave the gospel message to Pilate at this moment, and as is John’s practice, he does not record what his readers can take for granted based upon other things they already know.


d.  We have no record or indication that Pilate ever believed in Christ, and most people assume that had he believed John surely would have recorded that.  I agree with this, but who knows for sure?  I can easily imagine that Pilate must have thought about this interview with Jesus thousands of times during the rest of his life.  And who is to say he didn’t believe in Jesus just before he died.  None of us know.


e.  But one thing we do know.  We know what the truth of the gospel is—that God offers eternal life in a resurrection body to anyone who believes in the Lord Jesus Christ.  And we know that God is not willing that any should perish.  And we know that Pilate believed that Jesus was innocent and therefore, asked the question: What is truth?  Therefore, we can believe that Jesus continued to answer Pilate’s questions and told him the real answer to his question.

2.  “And after saying this, he went out again to the Jews and said to them, ‘I find no charge against Him.”

a.  After asking his question (and probably hearing Jesus’ answer), Pilate came to the conclusion that Jesus was innocent.  Therefore, he went outside his residence (the Praetorium) and spoke to the Jewish leaders and told them what he thought.  He found no charge against Jesus.


b.  The Jews had brought up three charges against Jesus. Lk 23:2 lists three ‘official charges’: (1) He led the nation astray; (2) He opposed paying tribute to Caesar; and (3) He claimed to be the Jewish Messiah and King.  Pilate concluded that Jesus was not guilty of opposing paying taxes to Caesar, though no part of that interrogation is mentioned by John.  Why didn’t John record this?  He didn’t record it because it was obvious from the Synoptic gospels story of Jesus telling Peter to “Give unto Caesar that which is Caesar’s.”  John didn’t need to record what his readers/listeners already knew.  Pilate also did not find Jesus guilty of being a political king.  That is the point of John’s gospel story in this passage.  As to whether or not Jesus had led the nation of Israel astray, Pilate was not qualified or prepared to answer that charge and apparently ignored it.  However, if ‘leading the nation astray’ can be reduced down to ‘He is a liar’, then Pilate was able to find Jesus ‘not guilty’ of this charge as well.


c.  In effect, when Pilate tells the Jewish leaders that Jesus is innocent, he is telling them that Jesus is not a liar or deceiver, not a revolutionary against Rome, and not a political king in any sense of the word.  The high priests Annas and Caiaphas must have been dumbfounded.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Pilate saw that Jesus had no concern for politics or affairs of state and was far removed from a warlike spirit, and so he terminated the interview, saying rather disdainfully, it seems, ‘What is truth?’  He was no philosopher nor religionist, but a man of action.  Satisfied that the prisoner was not dangerous to Rome, he announced this to the Jews outside.  ‘No fault’ does not refer to sinlessness in this context, but to innocence of any wrongdoing the Jews had charged against him.”


b.  “This famous sneer of Pilate reveals his own ignorance of truth, as he stood before Incarnate Truth.  Pilate turned with indifference from his own great question and rendered his verdict.  Pilate therefore should have set Jesus free at once.”


c.  “Since the royalty of this world is not generally linked to the idea of truth, Pilate’s question What is truth? is understandable, although it is clear that he did not ask out of any real desire to know the answer.  Nevertheless, he recognized no basis for the serious charge brought against Jesus by his accusers.”


d.  “For politically motivated people, truth is frequently sacrificed on the altar of expediency.  Many politically oriented people pretend they are interested in truth.  But Pilate summarizes his politically oriented life pattern with the haunting question: ‘What is truth?’  The implications of that question are exceedingly far reaching for any person.  For Pilate that question was an attempt to resist taking Jesus’ statement seriously in his own life, but it did make an initial impact on his view of Jesus during this first interrogation session.  Strategically John does not include any response on Pilate’s part.  Pilate has revealed himself by his question to be an advocate of expediency, just as the Jewish high priest Caiaphas had done earlier.  Whether to outfox the Jewish leadership or because he actually believed Jesus to be innocent, Pilate developed what he thought would be a successful plan to release Jesus and dismiss the interrogation.  Accordingly, he went outside the Praetorium and rendered his verdict of Jesus’ innocence.  Pilate probably recognized that the Jewish leaders were simply trying to use him to dispose of someone who threatened their religious prestige.  It is also highly unlikely that Pilate would have been uninformed about Jesus’ popularity with the people.  But it is also most probable that he was at that point convinced that this Jesus offered no threat to Roman political authority in that region.  That was hardly the point of the Jewish leadership’s concern.”


e.  Jesus’ words were an implied invitation to Pilate to hear and obey the truth about Him.  But they were lost on the governor, who abruptly ended his interrogation of Christ with the cynical, pessimistic [an assumption by the interpreter] remark, ‘What is truth?’  Like skeptics of all ages, including contemporary postmodernists, Pilate despaired of finding universal truth. This is the tragedy of fallen man’s rejection of God.  Without God, there cannot be any absolutes; without absolutes, there can be no objective, universal, normative truths.  Truth becomes subjective, relative, pragmatic; objectivity gives way to subjectivity; timeless universal principles become mere personal or cultural preferences.  Pilate’s flippant retort proved that he was not one of those given by the Father to the Son, who hear and obey Christ’s voice.  Having finished interrogating Jesus, Pilate pronounced his verdict.  He understood enough to realize that Jesus posed no threat to Roman rule.  He made it clear that Jesus was innocent of the charges of sedition and insurrection leveled against Him by the Jewish leaders.  No valid indictment of Him at the beginning; no conviction of Him at the end.  The Lord of glory was maligned, hated, and falsely accused, but nevertheless found to be perfect, faultless, and innocent.”


f.  “Pilate’s question has echoed down through the centuries.  How his question was intended is problematic.  Was it a wistful desire to know what no one could tell him?  Was it philosophical cynicism concerning the problem of epistemology?  Was it indifference to anything so impractical as abstract thought?  Or was it irritation at Jesus’ response?  [Or was it a legitimate question wanting to know the real answer?]  These are all possible interpretations of his words.  But the significant thing is that he suddenly turned away from the One who is ‘the Truth’ without waiting for an answer [We don’t know that for certain; that is total speculation].  Pilate’s declaration of Jesus’ innocence is important.  He would die like a Passover lamb, a male in its prime without blemish (Ex 12:5).”


g.  “We do not know with what attitude Pilate asked his now-famous question.  In his classic essay ‘Of Truth,’ Francis Bacon wrote, ‘“What is Truth?” said jesting Pilate; and would not stay for an answer.’  But we are not certain that Pilate was jesting.  Perhaps he was sincere.  For centuries, Roman and Greek philosophers had discussed and debated this very question and had come to no settled conclusions.  Whether Pilate was sneering or sighing as he asked the question, we do not know; so it would be unwise to pass judgment.”


h.  “Others think that Pilate’s question was a sneer.  He may have shrugged his shoulders as he arose to leave.  He does not sneer, his word is not one of contempt, for the sequel shows too plainly that Pilate was deeply impressed by Jesus.  His word is simply that of the practical pagan skeptic.  The educated Roman world had many men of this type.”


i.  “Pilate’s exclamation [question] is neither the expression of a soul eager for the truth (the Church Fathers), nor that of a heart in despair, which has long sought the truth in vain.  It is the profession of a frivolous skepticism.”


j.  “Pilate's response is probably not a great philosophical remark, but a dismissal of the whole subject as irrelevant.  Pilate has heard enough to determine that Jesus is not a political threat, and, therefore, he has gotten from the interview what he was after.  Jesus has sown seed, but it has fallen on a beaten path.  Pilate does not listen to Jesus, so, according to what Jesus has just said, he is not of the truth.  The judge has been judged and found self-condemned through his response to Jesus. The Jewish opponents had come to this same place during the course of Jesus’ ministry.  So now both Jew and Gentile have been given a chance to respond to the one come from God, and they have rejected him.”

Between John 18:38 and 39 you have the events recorded in Lk 23:5–12, “Then Pilate said to the chief priests and the crowds, ‘I find no guilt in this man.’  But they kept on insisting, saying, ‘He stirs up the people, teaching all over Judea, starting from Galilee even as far as this place.’  When Pilate heard it, he asked whether the man was a Galilean.  And when he learned that He belonged to Herod’s jurisdiction, he sent Him to Herod, who himself also was in Jerusalem at that time.  Now Herod was very glad when he saw Jesus; for he had wanted to see Him for a long time, because he had been hearing about Him and was hoping to see some sign performed by Him.  And he questioned Him at some length; but He answered him nothing.  And the chief priests and the scribes were standing there, accusing Him vehemently.  And Herod with his soldiers, after treating Him with contempt and mocking Him, dressed Him in a gorgeous robe and sent Him back to Pilate.  Now Herod and Pilate became friends with one another that very day; for before they had been enemies with each other.”
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