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

 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Then” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper nouns SIMWN and PETROS, meaning “Simon Peter.”  Then we have the nominative masculine singular present active participle from the verb ECHW, which means “to have.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what was occurring at that moment.


The active voice indicates that Peter produces the action of having.


The participle is circumstantial and coterminous with the action of the main verb.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun MACHAIRA, meaning “a sword,” the Roman eighteen-inch short sword, called “the machaira.”

“Then Simon Peter, having a sword,”
 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb HELKW, which means “to draw a sword; to tug on something.”


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


The active voice indicates that Peter produces the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the third person feminine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “it” and referring to the sword.   This is followed by the additive/continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb PAIW, which means “to strike.”


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


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun DOULOS, meaning “the slave” plus the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “of the high-priest.”

“drew it and struck the slave of the high-priest,”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb APOKOPTW, which means “to cut off.”


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


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


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

Then we have the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun WTARION, meaning “ear” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and adjective DEXIOS, meaning “right.”

“and cut off his right ear;”
 is the additive use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “and” plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: was.”


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


The active voice indicates that the name of the slave produced the action of being something.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the neuter singular noun ONOMA, meaning “the name.”  With this we have the dative of possession from the masculine singular article and noun DOULOS, meaning “belonging to the slave.”  Finally, we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular proper noun MALCHOS, meaning “Malchus.”

“and the name belonging to the slave was Malchus.”
Jn 18:10 corrected translation
“Then Simon Peter, having a sword, drew it and struck the slave of the high-priest, and cut off his right ear; and the name belonging to the slave was Malchus.”
Explanation:
1.  “Then Simon Peter, having a sword,”

a.  John continues the story of the events in the Garden of Gethsemane by describing what Simon Peter did in reaction to the official’s identification of Jesus as the person they intended to arrest and the slave of the high priest laying hands on Jesus.  This event is noted in Mt 26:50b, “Then they came and laid hands on Jesus and seized Him.”

b.  But before John tells us what Peter did, he tells us what Peter had—a sword.  The word used to describe this sword is MACHAIRA, the famous eighteen-inch Roman short sword that was carried by all Roman soldiers.  It was the primary weapon used by the Romans.


c.  Not stated here, but implied, is that Peter had to go somewhere and buy this sword from someone or borrow it from someone.  Being a fisherman, he had no need for the sword, and therefore, probably didn’t carry it around with him from the time before his association with Jesus.  This means that at some time in the recent past, Peter acquired this sword for express purpose of protecting Jesus and himself.  This probably occurred during the last few months, when the Sanhedrin published the arrest warrant for Jesus and were openly looking for Him (cf. Lk 22:38).

d. Also implied here, but not stated, is the fact that Jesus certainly knew that Peter had the sword and intended to use it, yet never confronted him prior to this time, nor warned him before these events not to use it.  Jesus wasn’t suddenly shocked when Peter produced the sword and tried to kill the servant of the high priest.  He wasn’t taken by surprise by any of the events that evening.

2.  “drew it and struck the slave of the high-priest,”

a.  John then tells us that Peter drew the sword from its sheath and struck the slave of the high priest.  We don’t know if the slave of the high priest had his hands on Jesus or was even near Jesus, but he was near Peter and Peter was probably right next to the Lord.


b.  The slave of the high priest would have been the representative of the high priest who was acting on his behalf and under the orders of the Captain of the Temple Guard.  The slave of the high priest would be similar to a Sergeant, acting on behalf of his commanding officer, who was under orders from the commanding General.  Peter was clearly reacting to the slave of the high priest putting his hands on Jesus to arrest Him.  Based upon our Lord’s response to Peter’s action, Peter was clearly out of line.


c.  This is another incident in Scripture that shows the impulsive nature of Peter prior to being filled with the Spirit.  We never hear of any impulsive acts by Peter after Pentecost and can conclude that the fruit of the Spirit was a calming influence on his soul.

3.  “and cut off his right ear;”

a.  Peter probably wasn’t aiming for the man’s right ear.  Peter was not an expert swordsman.  Peter’s intent was the kill the man, which was clearly not in line with anything Jesus ever taught him.  Peter missed his mark and instead of splitting the man’s head open only cut off his right ear.


b.  John (nor any other gospel account) tells us nothing of the reaction of Roman officials, the Captain of the Temple Guard, or the scream in pain of the man just struck.  Certainly there was some sort of reaction, but most importantly an all out battle did not ensue, which is hard to explain, since the Roman soldiers would have been completely ready for combat.


c.  Whether it was the power of the presence of Jesus or the restraining of God the Father we do not know, but some sort of divine intervention held these soldiers and officials back at this moment for just a second—long enough for Jesus to handle the situation.  Normally there would have been an instantaneous counterattack against Peter and the others.  But that didn’t happen.  Luke adds a detail not found in the other gospel accounts, which explains why the arresting crowd did not react to Peter’s action.  “But Jesus answered and said, ‘Stop!  No more of this.’  And He touched his ear and healed him,” Lk 22:51.


d.  Seeing the blow coming, Malchus would have naturally moved his head to the left to avoid being hit.  This would account for Peter catching only his ear, but it also tells us that Peter was probably standing to the left of Jesus.  John was probably standing to the right of Jesus.
4.  “and the name belonging to the slave was Malchus.”

a.  John adds a tidbit of information that tells us two very important things:



(1)  John was an eyewitness to the events he is writing about.  A second century writer would have no idea what the man’s name was.



(2)  John knew the man personally or someone in the crowd said something like “Malchus, are you alright?”  And this helps confirm that John is the other disciple mentioned with Peter in Jn 18:15-16, since “that disciple was known by the high priest,” which means that disciple also knew the slave of the high priest.


b.  Malchus is not mentioned again in Scripture, but one has to wonder if he did not believe that Jesus was the Messiah after Jesus replaced his ear without doing any stitching.  
c.  The parallel accounts of this incident are found in Mt 26:51; Mk 14:47; and Lk 22:49-50, where Peter is not mentioned by name, but Luke adds an interesting additional comment: “When those who were around Him saw what was going to happen, they said, “Lord, shall we strike with the sword?  And one of them struck the slave of the high priest and cut off his right ear.”  This implies that more disciples than just Peter had a sword.


d.  Therefore, putting the various accounts together we see the following picture by piecing together the various gospel accounts:

Then they came and laid hands on Jesus and seized Him.  When those who were around Him saw what was going to happen, they said, ‘Lord, shall we strike with the sword?’  Then Simon Peter, having a sword, drew it and struck the slave of the high priest, and cut off his right ear; and the name belonging to slave was Malchus.  Therefore Jesus said to Peter, ‘Put the sword into its sheath; for all those who take up the sword shall perish by the sword.  The cup which the Father has given Me, shall I not drink it?  Or do you think that I cannot appeal to My Father, and He will at once put at My disposal more than twelve legions of angels?  How then will the Scriptures be fulfilled, which say that it must happen this way?’  At that time Jesus said to the crowds, ‘Have you come out with swords and clubs to arrest Me as against a robber?  Every day I used to sit in the temple teaching and you did not seize Me.  But all this has taken place to fulfill the Scriptures of the prophets. 

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “It was unlawful to carry a weapon on a feast-day, but Peter had become alarmed at Christ’s words about His peril.  They had two swords or knives in the possession of the eleven according to Luke (22:38).  After the treacherous kiss of Judas the disciples asked: ‘Lord, shall we smite with the sword?’ (Lk 22:49).  Apparently before Jesus could answer Peter with his usual impulsiveness jerked out his sword and cut off the right ear of Malchus, a servant of the high priest.  Peter missed the man’s head as he swerved to his left.  Luke also (22:50) mentions the detail of the right ear, but John alone mentions the man’s name and Peter’s.  There was peril to Peter in his rash act as comes out later (Jn 18:26), but he was dead long before John wrote his Gospel as was Lazarus of whom John could also safely write.”


b.  “It is surprising that Peter was carrying a sword.  It is possible that it was some kind of dagger [hardly, it was the Roman short sword, used by every Roman soldier—the Machaira]. The act of striking the servant’s ear was clearly one of desperation, courageous but pointless.”


c.  “There is a sense in which Peter’s action is almost ridiculous, if it were not so tragic.  I find him to be a comic-tragic figure who often lacks a perspective of realism about a given situation.  In that sense he is like many humans who blunder through life without taking time for reality checks.  What could Peter’s puny sword do against the force of a Roman ‘detachment’ [It was a cohort, not a detachment.] led by a chiliarch (the usual commander of a thousand soldiers)?  But the evangelist was making an important point that should be recognized by well-meaning Christians who often think that everything depends on them and their own actions.  Jesus had already shown that He could control the arresting band, if He wanted to do so. Yet that was not what the Father chose for the Son’s mission on earth (the cup the Father had given him to drink).  Doing God’s work in God’s way is absolutely crucial.  The perspective in these two brief verses together with their Synoptic parallels was extremely important for the early Christians because they were faced with issues of how to deal with force.  Should they join the Jewish revolt of ‘God’s chosen people’ against the Romans, or was there another way?  The way they chose when the Romans were marching south was to leave Jerusalem and the provinces of Israel and flee to Gentile territories: to Pella and the cities of the Decapolis, following the eschatological instructions of their Lord (Mk 13:14–18; Lk 21:20–24) as the new people of God.  A comparison of the present Johannine verses with parallels in the Synoptics has led some scholars to think that John was adding names to more general statements about the ‘ear-cutting’ episode to enhance the historicity of the text, but such a view is unnecessarily skeptical.  Only in John do you find that the ear cutter is Peter, but that action is certainly not out of line with his blundering style elsewhere.  Only in John do you also discover that the person who was attacked is Malchus, but both Matthew and Luke also indicate that the man was the servant of the high priest.  Luke, who seems to have some interest in physical aspects of people, notes along with John that it was the right ear that was severed.  Moreover, Luke also adds with the rebuke of Peter that Jesus restored the ear (Lk 22:51).  Matthew, with his typical interest in angelic and spiritual forces, includes a different focus to Jesus’ rebuke by informing Peter that he could counter the arrest with twelve legions of angels, if that was his will (Mt 26:53).  Clearly the focus of the three rebukes (Mark does not have this story) is different in each Gospel. But the rebuke is similar in each Gospel, although each evangelist chooses an aspect of the rebuke that is in conformity to his own interests and his own particular way of testifying to the basic concern of Jesus.  Bloodshed is not the mission of Jesus.”


d.  “Sensing what was about to happen, the disciples cried out, ‘Lord, shall we strike with the sword?’ (Lk 22:49).  Without waiting for the Lord’s reply, Simon Peter, emboldened by the awesome display of Christ’s divine power he had just seen, impulsively (and needlessly) charged to the Lord’s defense.  Having a sword (one of the two the disciples had with them according to Lk 22:38), Peter drew it.  Rather than allow Jesus to be arrested, and feeling invincible in the wake of the Lord’s display of ‘flattening’ power, he intended to hack his way through the entire detachment.  His first target was the high priest’s slave, Malchus.  (Although all four Gospels mention the incident, only John notes that it was Peter who attacked Malchus.  Perhaps since Peter was already dead by the time John wrote, John did not need to protect him from reprisals.)  Peter aimed for Malchus’s head, but missed (or Malchus managed to duck) and cut off his right ear.  Peter’s reckless act threatened to start a battle that could wind up getting the disciples either killed or arrested—the very thing Jesus was trying to prevent.  The Lord moved immediately to defuse the situation.  Sharply rebuking him, Jesus said to Peter, in effect, ‘Stop! No more of this’ (Lk 22:51).”


e.  “Peter had promised that he would die for Jesus (Mt 26:33-35) and he thought he perhaps could save Jesus or at least go down fighting.  Undoubtedly he was better at fishing than at swordplay, for he no doubt tried to take off the head of the high priest’s servant not just his ear.  Both Luke (22:50) and John recorded that it was his right ear which is an incidental evidence of the historical reliability of these Gospel books.  (Luke added that Jesus healed the man’s ear, an amazing touch of love for His enemies!)  Peter’s blind loyalty was touching, but it missed God’s plan.  Zeal without knowledge in religion often leads men astray (Rom 10:2).”


f.  “Peter, by this act, had almost taken away from Jesus the right of saying to Pilate (verse 36): ‘If My kingdom were of this world, my servants would have fought for Me.’”


g.  The instant healing of the slave’s ear by Jesus is the only explanation for Peter not being immediately killed or arrested according to several commentators.
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