John 1:1
John 13:6


 is the inferential/consequential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Consequently.”  Then we have the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to come: came.”

The present tense is a historical present, which describes a past action in the present for the sake of vividness.  It is translated like an English past tense.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (Jesus) producing the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition PROS plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular proper nouns SIMWN and PETROS, meaning “to Simon Peter.”

“Consequently He came to Simon Peter.”
 is the third person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: He said.”

The present tense is a historical present, which describes a past action in the present for the sake of vividness.  It is translated like an English past tense.


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the vocative masculine singular noun KURIOS, meaning “Lord.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “You” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “my” and referring to Peter.  Then we have the second person singular present active indicative from the verb NIPTW, which means “to wash.”

The present tense is a tendential present, which describes what is about to take place, but has not yet begun.  It could be translated “do You intend to wash” or “are You going to wash.”
  One grammarian says this is a “Conative present.  Inasmuch as the description of the occurrence in the durative present is bound up with the notion of incompleteness, the present itself can denote an attempted but incomplete action.”
  Wallace says it is a futuristic present: “To be sure, some examples can be taken as either conative or futuristic present.  Fanning, for example, regards NIPTW in Jn 13:6 as tendential (thus, you are not about to wash my feet, are you?), while we take it to be a negatived futuristic present (you will not wash my feet, will you?).  There is little difference between the two.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus is about to produce the action.


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

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun POUS, meaning “feet.”

“He said to Him, ‘Lord, are You going to wash my feet?’”
Jn 13:6 corrected translation
“Consequently He came to Simon Peter.  He said to Him, ‘Lord, are You going to wash my feet?’”
Explanation:
1.  “Consequently He came to Simon Peter.”

a.  The conjunction OUN, which begins this clause in Greek, indicates that Peter was not the first disciple to have his feet washed.
  Verse 25 tells us that John was sitting next to Jesus on His right.  Judas was seated behind Jesus (“get behind me Satan” applies here) to His left (since they could both dip the morsel of food into the same cup).  Next to John (on his right) was either his brother James or Peter.  So Peter was probably second or third in line to have his feet washed.

b.  The table was either a rectangle or oval and the people reclined on their left side with their heads toward the table and their feet away from the table.  Jesus was then going from person to person and subsequently came to Simon Peter.  John identifies Peter by using both his man-given name (Simon) and his God-given name (Peter).
2.  “He said to Him, ‘Lord, are You going to wash my feet?’”

a.  Peter then says something to Jesus, which is a protest in the form of a question.
  Notice how the possessive pronoun is ‘pulled’ out of place away from the direct object POUS which it modifies by coming before the verb.  “Closely related elements in the sentence, e.g. noun and attributive, noun and dependent gen., several subjects or objects connected by KAI, etc., are usually placed together in simple speech.  Poetic language and that rhetorically stylized in any way frequently pulls them apart in order to give greater effect to the separated elements by their isolation.  Such a word, torn out of its natural context and made more independent, is emphatic even when placed at the end of the sentence (whereas an early position in the sentence carries emphasis with it in any case).”
  This tells us that the emphasis in this statement is on the word “my.”  We do this is speech by raising the volume on that word.  So that Peter is saying, “Lord, are You going to wash MY feet?”  Thus, his protest.


b.  Peter addresses Jesus as “Lord,” indicating his recognition that Jesus is God.  Peter’s protest is that God is going to wash his feet.  His attitude is: “Not in my lifetime!”  Peter wasn’t about to let the God of the universe function as a menial slave at his feet.

c.  Peter knew what Jesus was going to do.  Peter had already seen Jesus wash John’s or someone else’s feet.  He was not going to permit Jesus to go on demeaning Himself like this.


d.  Peter was not being arrogant at this point.  He was not protesting that he didn’t need his feet washed.  He just didn’t want to see his “Lord” doing such a thing.  He may even have been a little embarrassed by Jesus’ action.
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The literal translation ‘Lord, are you washing my feet?’ would either convey amazement or ignorance. “
  Well, Peter certainly wasn’t ignorant of what Jesus was doing.

b.  “It cannot be determined whether or not Christ came to Peter first of all.  What is clear is Peter’s sense of the unfitness of having the Lord perform this service on him.  The pronouns You and my are emphatic.  Boldly the disciple said what he was thinking.”


c.  “There is no need to suppose that Jesus started with Simon Peter.  Peter’s reactions here are fully in accord with our knowledge of him from other NT accounts.  His question, his emphatic refusal and his impetuous and extravagant reversal of attitude are all characteristic of him.”


d.  “The participants at the meal could ignore the one [a servant] washing their feet.  But it was hardly possible for the disciples to ignore Jesus.  There is no reason to assume from the text that Peter was either first (Augustine) or last (Origen) in the washing.  But it is quite clear that Peter voiced for the disciples the sense of shock by his question.  That was not merely a question.  It was more like a challenge [I used the word ‘protest’] based on a confusing set of circumstances.  It did not make sense to the disciples.  Thus this question is like the questions asked by the Jews when Jesus spoke of their seeking him and not finding him (Jn 7:33–36) did not make sense to them, or when he spoke to them about making them free (Jn 8:31–33), or when he spoke to them about never seeing death (Jn 8:51–59).”


e.  “Not surprisingly Simon Peter, never at a loss for words, was the first to protest.  When Jesus came to him, Peter, displaying the embarrassment of them all, asked incredulously, ‘Lord, do You wash my feet?’  The disciples were still fervently expecting the inauguration of the kingdom (cf. Acts 1:6), and Peter was appalled at this act of self-abasement on the part of the divine King.  For a superior to wash the feet of an inferior was unheard of in either Jewish or Roman culture.”


f.  “Jesus’ act violates cultural status boundaries so thoroughly that Peter finds it unthinkable.”


g.  “Our language cannot bring out the intensely vivid contrast between the “You” and the “my,” which, by bringing them together, the original expresses.  But every word of this question is emphatic.  Thus far, and in the question itself, there was nothing but the most profound and beautiful astonishment at a condescension to him quite incomprehensible.  Accordingly, though there can be no doubt that already Peter’s heart rebelled against it as a thing not to be tolerated, Jesus ministers no rebuke as yet, but only bids him wait a little, and he should understand it all.”
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