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
 is the negative OU, meaning “not,” followed by the preposition PERI plus the adverbial genitive of reference from the masculine plural adjective PAS plus the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “with reference to, concerning, or about all of you.”  Then we have the first person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, meaning “to speak: I am not speaking.”

The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what is now going on.


The active voice indicates that Jesus is not producing the action.


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

“I am not speaking about all of you.”
 is the nominative subject from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I” plus the first person singular perfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, meaning “to know.”

The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes the present state as a result of a past action.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine plural indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “who.”  This is followed by the first person singular aorist middle indicative from the verb EKLEGW, which means “to choose, select.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire past action 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.

“I know who I have selected;”
 is the adversative use of the conjunction ALLA, meaning “but,” followed by the conjunction HINA, which is used to introduce a purpose clause and is translated “in order that.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and noun GRAPHĒ, meaning “the Scripture.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist passive subjunctive from the verb PLĒROW, which means “to be fulfilled.”

The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which views the entire future action as a fact.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “may.”

The passive voice indicates that the Scripture receives the action of being fulfilled.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of purpose with HINA.

“but in order that the Scripture may be fulfilled,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular articular present active participle of the verb TRWGW, which means “to eat.”


The article functions as a relative pronoun and can be translated “The one who” or “He who.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for an action that is now going on.


The active voice indicates that a person produces the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “my” plus the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun ARTOS, meaning “bread.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EPAIRW, which means “to lift up.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire past action from the viewpoint of its completion.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “has.”


The active voice indicates that the person who eats the speaker’s food has produced the action.


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

Then we have the preposition EPI plus the accusative of relationship (hostile relationship) from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “against me” Acts 7:57; Lk 14:31; Mt 10:21; Mk 13:12; Mt 24:7; Mk 13:8; Mt 12:26; Mk 3:24f, 26; Lk 11:17f; Jn 13:18.”
  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun PTERNA, meaning “heel” plus the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his.”
“‘He who eats My bread has lifted up his heel against Me.’”
Jn 13:18 corrected translation
“I am not speaking about all of you.  I know who I have selected; but in order that the Scripture may be fulfilled, ‘He who eats My bread has lifted up his heel against Me.’”
Explanation:
1.  “I am not speaking about all of you.”

a.  This statement refers directly back to the previous statement in Jn 13:10, “Jesus said to him, ‘He who has bathed does not have the need except to wash his feet, but is completely clean; but not all.”  It is also indirectly related to the previous statement: “If you know these things [and you do], you are blessed [happy], if you do them.”  Judas knew the same exact things as the rest of the disciples, but he was not about to do them.  The thing he was most unwilling to do was to be obedient to the person of the Lord Jesus Christ.  Judas was of his father, the devil.  Therefore he was intent on doing the deeds of his father, the devil.

b.  So when Jesus talked about the disciples being happy because of their willingness to be obedient to their Lord and Master, this did not include Judas.  He was miserable in his preoccupation with self.  The disciples were the rule; Judas was the exception.
2.  “I know who I have selected;”

a.  This statement relates back to John’s previous observation in Jn 2:24-25, “But Jesus himself was not entrusting Himself to them, because He Himself knows all men, and because He had no need that anyone testify concerning man; for He Himself knew what was in man.”

b.  The singular “who” refers to only Judas here.  Jesus knew what kind of person Judas was when He selected him to be a member of the team.  Jesus did not become aware of the treachery of Judas over time.  Jesus knew of the coming treachery of Judas from the beginning.

c.  Jesus knew the character of Judas, just as He knew the character of Nathaniel, Jn 1:47-48, “Jesus saw Nathanael coming toward Him, and said concerning him, ‘Behold, a true Israelite, in whom there is no deceit!’  Nathanael said to Him, ‘How do You know me?’  Jesus answered and said to him, ‘Before Philip summoned you, while you were under the fig tree, I saw you.’”  In the case of Judas, Jesus said nothing, but probably thought to Himself, “Behold, a false Israelite, in whom there is nothing but deceit.”
3.  “but in order that the Scripture may be fulfilled,”

a.  In spite of the fact that Jesus knew ahead of time that He had selected Judas to be the member of the team that would eventual betray Him, Jesus did this in order that the Scripture would be fulfilled.  This contrast could also be connected with the first clause, “I am not speaking about all of you, but in order that the Scripture may be fulfilled…”


b.  Jesus did hundreds of things in order that the Scripture might be fulfilled.  Jesus didn’t select Judas to betray Him.  Judas made that decision all on his own.  But Jesus permitted Judas to betray Him in order that the Scripture might be fulfilled.

b.  The Scripture cited next is Ps 41:9, “Even my close friend in whom I trusted, who ate my bread, has lifted up his heel against me.”  The thought is taken from the Hebrew rather than from the Septuagint.
4.  “‘He who eats My bread has lifted up his heel against Me.’”

a.  In this Psalm “David is picturing the traitor Ahithophel.  This man, who stood so high in the king’s confidence, turned traitor to him, threw in his lot with the rebel Absalom, and evolved a scheme that would indeed have crushed David utterly, 2 Sam 16:15-17.  Ahithophel is the Old Testament prototype of Judas, even to the extent that after his traitorous act he hanged himself (2 Sam 17:23).”

b.  The person eating bread with Jesus was Judas, just as Ahithophel was eating bread at the table with David.  Lifting up the heel against someone is not only a gesture of complete disrespect, but is also a gesture of intent to do violence to someone; that is, stomp on their head as they lie on the ground.

c.  Jesus was indicating the one person in the group who was not clean.  Jesus knew he was not clean, and yet Jesus personally selected him to be a member of the team, in order that the Scriptures might be fulfilled.  The Scriptures predicted that this man would be a traitor and act in the same way as the traitor who betrayed the great ancestor of Jesus.
5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “In Eastern culture, where sharing bread and salt bound people together in covenant support, such betrayal signified the depth of depravity.  …it would suggest that in his inmost attitudes he really despised his Master.”


b.  “It was a gross breach of hospitality to eat bread with any one and then turn against him so.  The Arabs hold to it yet.”


c.  “In contrast to his authentic servants, Jesus here noted that he was not identifying everyone in His company as genuine.  Indeed, among those whom He chose, one was/became a traitor.  The idea that Jesus chose such a one has created a problem for some interpreters.  Barrett thinks that Jesus did not actually choose Judas.  But the statement at Jn 6:70 (‘Did I Myself not choose you, the twelve, and yet one of you is a devil?’) would argue that even though Judas could be designated as a devil-man, he nevertheless had been chosen by Jesus as a member of the company.  On the other hand, one must not move in the opposite direction to assume that the choice of Judas by Jesus was a determination of his role as betrayer.  The statement of Carson to the effect that ‘the reason Jesus chose one who would betray him was to fulfill Scripture’ is close to the wording but not exactly the way the text is focused.  The text says that Jesus knew whom he chose—not that he knew who they were but that he knew them.  The next word is ‘but’, which suggests that there would be a sad, negative side or implication to that choice.  Nevertheless, in the working out of the events there was indeed a purpose or result in that choice, which indicated that Scripture was being fulfilled.  And tying all these facts together, Jesus told his disciples that he was informing them about what would happen before it took place.  The theme that the facts involved in the coming of Jesus actually represent the fulfillment of Scripture is repeatedly expressed in Matthew (Mt 1:22; 2:17, 23; etc.).  In John it is not used in the first eleven chapters.  But at the transition to the rejection of Jesus, this expression is introduced for the first time, and it is employed thereafter an additional five times in the Farewell and Death Story in reference to the fulfillment of an Old Testament text (15:25; 17:12; 19:24, 36) and twice in reference to the fulfillment of Jesus’ words (18:9, 32).  John wanted his readers to understand that the death of Jesus was no accident and that the sacrifice of the Lamb of God was God’s means for dealing with the sin of the world.  The fulfillment here described is a reference to Ps 41:9 in which David bemoans the fact that a trusted friend, who shared his bread, had lifted up his heel against him.  The long-term sharing of bread in the Middle Eastern context was normally interpreted as referring either to a family member or a permanent guest at the table.  To eat at one’s table was regarded as a symbol of acceptance growing out of the ancient camp context where acceptance of a stranger into the camp was symbolized by the sharing of a meal.  To lift up the heel, therefore, in a culture where displaying the bottom of the foot has been regarded as a breach of honor, especially after one had enjoyed acceptance at the meal, was the epitome of shaming the host and the equivalent to being a traitorous scoundrel, after the manner of Ahithopel and his betrayal of David.”


d.  “Jesus wanted to make sure that the rest of the disciples understood when the betrayal and arrest took place that He was not a surprise victim of Judas’s treachery.  They might wonder why He chose Judas, and how He could have so completely misjudged his character.  Therefore the Lord clarified His earlier declaration that the disciples were spiritually clean.  However He did not speak of all of them; in His omniscience ‘He knew the one who was betraying Him’.  Jesus was not caught off guard; ‘He was not the deceived and helpless Victim of unsuspected treachery, but One sent by God to effect God’s purpose going forward calmly and unafraid, to do what God had planned for Him to do’ (Leon Morris, The Gospel According to John, The New International Commentary on the New Testament [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979], p. 623).  The Lord deliberately chose Judas so that the Scripture may be fulfilled.  In Ps 41:9 David lamented his betrayal by a close, trusted companion (one who had shared a meal with him; a symbol of intimate fellowship), possibly Ahithophel (2 Sam 15:31), as rabbinic sources suggest.  Another psalm that may refer to David’s betrayal during the dark days of Absalom’s revolt is Psalm 55. In verses 12–14 David wrote, ‘For it is not an enemy who reproaches me, then I could bear it; nor is it one who hates me who has exalted himself against me, then I could hide myself from him.  But it is you, a man my equal, my companion and my familiar friend; we who had sweet fellowship together.’  In both psalms David’s experience points forward to Messiah’s betrayal.  Zech 11:12–13 also predicts Judas’s betrayal—even giving the exact amount of money he would receive and what he would do with it afterward (Mt 27:3–10).  Thus long before Judas was born, his duplicity was foreseen and designed into God’s eternal plan.  But Judas’s role in the divine plan was not something apart from his own desire; he was no robot, programmed to betray Jesus against his will.  Judas freely chose to do what he did, and was fully accountable for his actions.  The same tension between divine sovereignty and human choice is evident in Judas’s becoming a disciple.  He chose to follow Christ, yet he became a follower of Christ only because Christ chose him.  Judas’s betrayal was predetermined, but that in no way contradicts the truth that he acted of his own volition.  Jesus affirmed both truths when He said in Lk 22:22, ‘For indeed, the Son of Man is going as it has been determined [God’s sovereignty]; but woe to that man by whom He is betrayed [Judas’s responsibility]!’  The sovereign God, ‘who works all things after the counsel of His will’ (Eph 1:11), used the evil plans of Judas’s wicked heart to bring about the good of redemption (cf. Gen 50:20; Ps 76:10).”


e.  “Jesus had just said that blessedness comes through obedience.  Now He added that there would be no blessedness for one of the disciples.  His selection of Judas was not an accident or a failure in God’s plan. Jesus chose a betrayer among His 12 disciples in order to fulfill the Scripture, namely, Ps 41:9.  As David was betrayed by his trusted table companion Ahithophel, who then hanged himself, so Judas, Jesus’ close companion, betrayed Him and then hanged himself.  Though Judas’ deed was foreknown by God, he was fully culpable.  The fact that Jesus knew all this in advance (before it happens) and that it fit the Scriptures helped the disciples after the fact to believe God sent Jesus (Jn 13:19; 14:29).”


f.  “A dark shadow now fell across the scene as Jesus dealt with Judas, the traitor.  It is important to note that Judas was not a true believer; he was a hypocrite.  He had never believed in Jesus (Jn 6:64–71), he had not been bathed all over, and he had not been among the chosen ones whom the Father gave to the Son (Jn 17:12).  How close a person can come to salvation and yet be lost forever!  Judas was even the treasurer of the group (Jn 12:6) and was certainly held in high regard by his fellow disciples.  At that hour, Jesus had two great concerns: to fulfill the Word of God (Jn 13:18–30) and to magnify the glory of God (Jn 13:31–35).  …It is significant that both Judas and Ahithophel committed suicide by hanging themselves.  However, Judas did not commit suicide in order to fulfill biblical prophecy, for that would make God the author of his sin.  Judas was responsible for his own decisions, and those decisions fulfilled God’s Word.  Jesus was concerned that Judas’ treachery would not weaken His disciples’ faith.  This is why He related it to the Word of God: when the disciples saw all of this fulfilled, it would make their faith stronger.  The remarkable thing is that the others at the table with Jesus did not know that Judas was an unbeliever and a traitor.  Up to the very hour of his treachery, Judas was protected by the Savior whom he betrayed.  Had Jesus openly revealed what He knew about Judas, it is likely that the men would have turned on him. Remember what Peter did to Malchus when soldiers came to take Jesus!  From the very beginning, Jesus knew what Judas would do (Jn 6:64), but He did not compel him to do it.  Judas was exposed to the same spiritual privileges as the other disciples, yet they did him no good.  The same sun that melts the ice only hardens the clay.  In spite of all that our Lord said about money, and all of His warning about covetousness, Judas continued to be a thief and steal from the treasury.  In spite of all our Lord’s warning about unbelief, Judas persisted in his rejection.  Jesus had spoken before about a traitor (Jn 6:70), but the disciples did not take it to heart.  Now when He spoke openly about it at the table, His disciples were perplexed.”
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