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
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” plus a genitive absolute construction, consisting of the genitive neuter singular noun DEIPNON, meaning “dinner, supper” and referring to the principal meal of the day, which was eaten in the evening.  With this we have the genitive neuter singular present deponent middle participle from the verb GINOMAI, which means “to happen, occur; become; to be.”

The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what was happening at that moment.


The deponent middle voice is middle in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Jesus—mentioned at the beginning of the next verse) producing the action.


The participle is a temporal participle, with the action of the participle being coterminous with the action of the main verb.  The temporal participle is translated “while the supper is occurring,” which is simplified in some English translations as: “during supper.”
“And while the supper is occurring,”
 is the genitive absolute construction in which the article and adjective DIABOLOS, meaning “the devil” in the genitive masculine singular functions as the ‘subject’ of the genitive masculine singular perfect active participle of the verb BALLW, which means “to throw; to put.”


The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes a past, completed action.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “having.”


The active voice indicates that the devil produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

With this genitive absolute construction we have the temporal adverb ĒDĒ, meaning “already.”  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular article and noun KARDIA, meaning “into the heart.”

“the devil, having already put into the heart,”
 is the conjunction HINA, which introduces a purpose clause and is translated “that.”  With this we have the third person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb PARADIDWMI, which means “to deliver over; to deliver up.”

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


The active voice indicates that Judas might produce the action.


The subjunctive mood indicates a potential purpose in the future.  It is translated by the word “might.”
Then we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular noun IOUDAS, meaning “Judas.”  Finally, we have the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular proper noun SIMWN, meaning “[the son] of Simon” plus the appositional genitive masculine singular from the noun ISKARIWTH, meaning “Iscariot.”

“that Judas, [the son] of Simon Iscariot, might deliver Him up,”
Jn 13:2 corrected translation
“And while the supper is occurring, the devil, having already put into the heart, that Judas, [the son] of Simon Iscariot, might deliver Him up,”
Explanation:
1.  “And while the supper is occurring,”

a.  John continues the description of the last night before our Lord’s crucifixion by telling us something that happened during the last supper Jesus had with His disciples.

b.  This clause is connected with the implied subject [Jesus] in the next verse and the statement in verse 4 as follows: “And while the supper is occurring, [Jesus] got up from supper,…”  The other statements in this verse and the next verse are additional notes, qualifiers and parenthetical statements.  The essence of the thought here is that Jesus got up from the supper as it was occurring to wash the disciples feet.

c.  The cleaning of the feet was normally done at the beginning of the supper.  “In the Orient the wearing of open sandals on dusty roads made it necessary to wash the feet frequently; therefore a host would customarily provide water for his guests upon their arrival, so that they might wash their feet (Gen 18:4; 19:2; 24:32; 43:24; Jud 19:21).  Sometimes a servant performed this service for the guests (1 Sam 25:41).  It was considered the most menial task a servant could perform (Mk 1:7).  Not washing one’s own feet, on the other hand, was a sign of deep mourning (2 Sam 19:24).  Luke records an incident in which Jesus rebukes Simon the Pharisee for not having shown the common courtesy of providing Him with water, while at the same time He commends the woman who has washed His feet with her tears, wiped them with her hair, and anointed them with ointment (Lk 7:36–50).”


d.  This tells us several things.



(1)  No servant was there to wash the feet of the disciples.



(2)  The foot washing occurred near the beginning of the supper.



(3)  The foot washing symbolized Jesus as the servant of His disciples, who was willing to perform the most humbling task on their behalf.  An even greater humbling task would be performed on the Cross, which would cause Peter to understand this act of humility after Jesus was sacrificed for his sins on the Cross.


(4)  No where is it indicated that anyone washed Jesus’ feet, which could indicate his deep mourning in having to face the reality of coming into contact with our sins.
2.  “the devil, having already put into the heart, ”

a.  John continues with a side note or additional background information that was also occurring while Jesus was washing the disciples feet.  The “devil” refers to Satan, who performs the action about to be described.

b.  The devil put the idea into the thinking of Judas to deliver Jesus over to the Jewish authorities.  The important point here is that Judas didn’t think this up on his own.  Satan put the idea into the heart or thinking of Judas.  The heart is that part of the soul that believes things.  It is where the information a person considers true resides.  The idea of delivering Jesus over to the authorities to be the right thing to do came from Satan.

c.  This tells us that Satan has the ability to put ideas into people’s thinking.  He cannot make us act on those ideas; we do that of our own free will.  But what Satan can do is persuade us that doing a certain thing is right, good, o.k., or in our best interest.  Satan persuaded Judas that delivering Jesus over to the Jewish authorities was the right thing to do, that it was in the best interest of him and the nation.


d.  The word “already” tells us that what Satan did in influencing Judas occurred before this last supper and not during it.  “Lk 22:3 says that Satan entered Judas when he offered to betray Jesus.  Hence John’s ‘already’ is pertinent.  John repeats his statement in verse 27 (“After the morsel, Satan then entered into him”).  In Jn 6:70 Jesus a year ago had seen that Judas was a devil.”

3.  “that Judas, [the son] of Simon Iscariot, might deliver Him up,”

a.  This clause tells us the content of what the devil put into the thinking of Judas—that Judas might deliver Jesus up.  There was only one group of people that Jesus could be delivered up to and that was the Jewish authorities of the Sanhedrin, the ones who had put out an arrest order for Jesus.

b.  John clearly identifies Judas as the “Judas of Simon Iscariot,” which indicates that this Judas is the Judas who is the son of Simon Iscariot, so there will be no mistaking him with any other Judas or any other person.
4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The foot washing depicted in John’s (pre-Passover?) meal event does not appear in the Synoptics, and what occurs in the Synoptics related to the institution of the Lord’s Supper does not occur here in John.  Nevertheless, there is little reason to doubt that the meal experience should be understood to be the same meal in both John and the Synoptics.  One reason we can make such an identification is that in both John and the Synoptics, Jesus announced at the meal the presence of the betrayer, which resulted in a sense of uneasiness among the disciples (13:21–22; cf. Mt 26:21–22; Mk 14:18–19; Lk 22:21–23).  Moreover, Jesus also identified Judas at the meal through the event of ‘dipping’ (baptein is the verb used in Jn 13:26; cf. Mk 14:20; Mt 26:23, where embaptein is used).  The occasion described here, therefore, must be the so-called ‘Last Supper’ even though the Synoptics do not speak of a ‘supper,’ and John does not speak of an upper room (cf. Mk 14:15; Lk 22:12; Matthew does not use the designation).  The dark side of the story is also introduced in this verse with the mention of the devil.  Although John indicates that the devil had thrown (perfect participle of ballein) ‘into the heart’ the betraying of Jesus by Judas Iscariot, the son of Simon, such an idea in no way is said to excuse Judas.  Rather the heart that is inspired by the devil wills what the devil wills.  Some manuscripts read ‘the heart of Judas’ (the genitive Iouda), but the nominative Ioudas here is to be preferred.  Following the basic rules of textual analysis, the more difficult reading is to be preferred and thus can explain the others; the harder reading actually turns out here to be theologically significant because it presents Judas clearly as the responsible actor in the betrayal of Jesus and the devil as the one who inspires the evil heart.”


b.  “The attention abruptly shifts from the brilliant light of Christ’s love to the satanic darkness of Judas’s heart.  Even before this final supper began, the devil had already put into the heart of Judas to betray Him.  The contrast between Christ’s love and Judas’s hatred is stark; the latter provides the black backdrop against which the former appears all the more glorious.  By humbly washing Judas’s feet, which He would shortly do, Jesus met the greatest injury and insult imaginable with humble love.  Consistent with His command to show love to one’s enemies (Mt 5:44), He did just that.  But tragically, Judas was unmoved by the Lord’s manifestation of love for him; the same act that drew the other disciples to Christ repelled him.  Judas’s greed and ambition had long since opened the door to the Devil’s influence.  Although Satan inspired his betrayal of Jesus Christ, Judas was fully responsible for his heinous act.  His own evil heart desired the same thing Satan did—Jesus’ death.  Satan and Judas were in complete accord; they were coconspirators in the plot to kill Jesus Christ.  Soon, Judas would be under Satan’s complete control (verse 27) and would carry out his plan to betray the Son of God (verse 30; cf. Mt 26:24).”


c.  “When our Lord and His disciples ate together, foot washing would be discharged by the youngest, or by the disciples in turn; but this evening the disciples had been disputing which of them was the greatest (Lk 22:24) and consequently no one could stoop to do this menial office for the rest.  …Had Jesus unmasked Judas [as a traitor] before such fiery spirits as John and Peter, Judas would never have left that room alive.  Peter’s sword would have made surer work than with Malchus.”


d.  “The observation that this scene with its minutest features was impressed upon John’s memory because he felt so deeply the guilt of all the disciples in bringing it to pass that Jesus, their own Lord and Master, found it necessary to stoop to this lowest service, is surely correct.  None of them volunteered for this work; each declined to stoop beneath the rest.  So Jesus himself stepped in and shamed them all.  …The decisive circumstance is the fact that with the Jews the washing of the hands (a mere ceremonial act) and of the feet (a custom of propriety and politeness on entering a house, due to the wearing of sandals) always took place before the meal began and never during its progress or at its end.  Quietly Jesus and the disciples had come from Bethany, proceeding at once to the upper room which a friend of Jesus had reserved for them.  Since this important meal was to be entirely private, no host or no servant was present to do the honors, untie the sandals and wash the feet.  Yet the water in a jug, the basin and the linen apron, intended to serve also as a towel were in place.  After a brief delay the company proceeded to recline upon the couches in the fashion common at that time for dining. No one had said or done anything about the feet.  The words in verse 4, ‘he rises from the supper,’ read as though Jesus waited until the last moment when Peter and John, who had been ordered to make all things ready and had done so earlier in the day (Mk 14:15-16; Lk 22:8-13), set the food on the tables.  Then at last Jesus proceeded to act.  As far as Peter and John are concerned, they probably thought that they had done enough.  Certainly, the omission in regard to the feet must have been in the minds of all.  Perhaps some expected that Jesus would designate one of their number to play the part of the servant.   None of them volunteered.  Washing the feet, of course, had nothing to do with the matter of dining as such; its necessity and its propriety were due to the long walk from Bethany, whether a meal followed or not.  It was commanded neither by the law nor by the traditions of the Pharisees; it was only a matter of propriety.  As such, however, it was most fitting to be observed by men who came from a distance to partake together of the most sacred feast known to their religion.  Whatever the disciples felt, Jesus would not neglect a custom that was just now so eminently in place.  Yet not the mere custom as such prevailed on him to observe it at this time but the spirit of his disciples who would not stoop to render each other a service so menial.  This spirit made it quite imperative for Jesus to act.  When it is said that He proceeded only on the spur of the moment, we observe that this would be wholly unlike Jesus; his action is thoroughly considered.  The assumption that some servant of the house had already attended to the washing before the company reached the upper room, is contradicted by the provisions for the washing placed in readiness right in this room.  This assumption also makes the act of Jesus unnecessary, artificial, if not actually theatrical.  Some would call the act symbolical; but this is contradicted by Jesus himself in verse 15.  His act was an example; it was not staged as a symbol, it was performed as an actual service upon feet that actually needed washing.  Not by turning it into a mere symbol can it be fitted into the progress of the supper or placed at the end as being proper there.  …Although Judas had already planned the betrayal, Jesus stooped to wash the disciples’ feet—Judas among them.  Even the machinations of hell cannot interfere with the love which Jesus shows to the very last.”
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