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 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb AKOLOUTHEW, which means “to follow.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a past, incomplete action.


The active voice indicates that Peter was producing the action.


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

Then we have the instrumental of association from the article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “with Jesus.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper nouns SIMWN and PETROS, meaning “Simon Peter.”  With this we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular adjective ALLOS and the noun MATHĒTĒS, meaning “another disciple.”

“Now Simon Peter and another disciple were following with Jesus.”
 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “And” plus the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun MATHĒTĒS plus the adjective EKEINOS, meaning “that disciple.”  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: was.”


The imperfect tense is an aoristic imperfect, which views the past, incomplete state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that ‘that disciple’ produced the state of being something.


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

This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective GNWSTOS, meaning “familiar or known: known of persons: an acquaintance, friend, intimate Jn 18:15f; Lk 23:49; 2:44.”
  Then we have the dative/instrumental of agency from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “by the high priest.”

“And that disciple was known by the high priest,”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb SUNEISERCHOMAI, which means “to enter with; to go into with.”


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


The active voice indicates that John produced the action.


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

Then we have the instrumental of association from the masculine singular article and noun IĒSOUS, meaning “with Jesus.”  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular article and noun AULĒ, meaning “an area open to the sky, frequently surrounded by buildings, and in some cases partially by walls; an enclosed open space, courtyard Mt 26:58, 69; Mk 14:54, 66; Lk 22:55; Jn 18:15; Jn 10:1, 16; Rev 11:2.”
  Finally, we have the genitive of possession from the masculine singular article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “of the high priest.”
“and entered with Jesus into the courtyard of the high priest.”
Jn 18:15 corrected translation
“Now Simon Peter and another disciple were following with Jesus.  And that disciple was known by the high priest, and entered with Jesus into the courtyard of the high priest.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now Simon Peter and another disciple were following with Jesus.”

a.  John continues the story of the night of the arrest of Jesus by giving us some more background material, telling us what happened after Jesus was taken away from the garden of Gethsemane to the home of Annas, the former high priest, and ‘god-father’ of the ruling family in Jerusalem.  The incident about to be described here is not found in the Synoptic gospel accounts.  Matthew, Mark, and Luke describe what Peter did after going from the house of Annas to the meeting of the Sanhedrin, Mt 26:57-58, “Those who had seized Jesus led Him away to Caiaphas, the high priest, where the scribes and the elders were gathered together.  But Peter was following Him at a distance as far as the courtyard of the high priest, and entered in, and sat down with the officers to see the outcome.”  (Mk 14:53-54 and Lk 22:54-55 say the same thing.)  The Synoptics skip over the events as the home of Annas, probably because John was the only eyewitness to these events, the other disciples having fled into the night.

b.  Mt 26:56 tells us that “all the disciples left Him and fled.”  Nine of them went to the homes of friends and relatives.  For example, to the home of Lazarus.  But two of the disciples hid in the darkness and grove of olive trees until they were certain they were not going to be pursued and arrested.  Then seeing the group arresting Jesus leave with Jesus, they followed the lights from the torches and lanterns back into the city.  At this point other people in the city would have been aroused to the fact a large group of Roman soldiers and deputies of the temple guard had gone out into the night across the Kidron Valley to the garden of Gethsemane and returned.  So there was probably at least a small crowd following the deputies from the east gate of Jerusalem to the house of Annas.  At this point Peter and John could catch up with the group leading Jesus away and follow them right to the house of Annas.


c.  John tells us directly that Simon Peter was one of the two disciples, and in his typical non-descript fashion refers to himself as “another disciple.”  There is no evidence anywhere for this other disciple being anyone other than John, the author of this gospel, who never refers to himself by name.

2.  “And that disciple was known by the high priest,”

a.  John then tells us something fascinating: he, John, was known by the high priest.  How the high priest knew John is not mentioned, but as you can imagine there is a ton of speculation on the subject.  This statement does not necessarily imply that the two men were friends, but it does imply that they were acquainted with each other.  They may have known each other through James and John’s fishing business.  One thing is very much implied—that John had free access to the home of the high priest without danger even though a disciple of Jesus for the past three years.


b.  Scholars are divided again on John’s relationship with the high priest.  Some say they were friends; others say they were only acquaintances.  Annas became the high priest in 7 A.D., an office that he could not hold until as least 30 years old, which means that in A.D. 30, he had to be at least 53 years old.  John was in his early twenties, which rules out any idea that the two grew up together.  However, what if the reference to the high priest here is not to Annas, but to Caiaphas, the son-in-law of Annas.
  What if John was somehow a friend or acquaintance of Caiaphas before he married in to the family of the high priest, and was therefore know to Annas through his son-in-law Caiaphas?  Caiaphas would have been much closer to John in age.



(1)  “How well known the word does not say, not necessarily a personal friend, well enough known for the female door-keeper to admit John.”



(2)  “It is clear that in Jn 18:15 GNWSTOS implies much more than simply being ‘well known by.’  To have been simply well known by the High Priest could have been a source of danger for the disciple.  It was the fact of a relationship of friendship which made it possible for the disciple to view the proceedings.”


c.  The implication of the door-keeper letting John in seems to be that John was known to the door-keeper as well, which means he had been at the home of Annas before.
3.  “and entered with Jesus into the courtyard of the high priest.”

a.  The Roman soldiers have already gone back to their barracks.  Only a few deputies of the temple guard were necessary to escort Jesus.  They were being assisted by the servants of the high priest.  Whatever crowd of people may have been following would not have been allowed into the courtyard of the high priest and would have held back from intruding.  John, however, went right into the courtyard of the high priest at about the same time Jesus did.


b.  John may have simply acted like he was supposed to be there and ‘crashed the party’ or whether he was stopped and questioned by the door-keeper we do not know.  In any case, the door-keeper didn’t prevent him from entering the courtyard and being an eyewitness to the events that follow.


c.  The Lord certainly knew that John was there with Him and it was probably a comfort to Him to know that one of His disciples was with Him in spite of his fear and worry.  John probably wasn’t ‘fearless’, since we have already been told that he initially ran away with the others.  John was probably hoping that he could say something in defense of Jesus, though he would quickly learn that the verdict had already been decided before the arrest of Jesus.


d.  The courtyard would have been an open area outside the actual home, which had a wall around it and was open to the sky.  There would have been plenty of room for the people assembled there; certainly enough room to let another person inside.


e.  Notice that Annas is called ‘the high priest’ even though he was actually the former high priest.  He kept his title even though he no longer held the office, just as we still call former Presidents of the United States “Mr. President” after they are no longer in office.  It is simply a title of respect.  Jesus is now standing before the most powerful Jew in Jerusalem, Judea, and Israel—the real power behind the throne, the Jewish ‘god-father’.
4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Spurred by his declaration of loyalty to the Master in the presence of the disciples, Peter followed Jesus. ‘Another disciple’ may be assumed to be John himself.  The word ‘known’ is found again in Lk 2:44; 23:49.  This connection, to be traced, very likely, through his mother and her family, enabled John to secure admission for Peter to the inner court.”


b.  “Simon Peter and another disciple.  The latter may well have been John, although his acquaintance with the high priest is difficult to explain.”


c.  “The focus of attention here switches from the hearing scene to the courtyard outside the priestly residence, which Josephus states was on the hill west of the Temple Mount and which today is erroneously known as Mount Zion.  The use of the term ‘courtyard’ here implies a fairly substantial building.  The fact that a woman was guarding the door would indicate that the hearing did not occur at the Temple but at the home of the high priest.  To this setting Peter and ‘the other disciple’ came following Jesus and the arresting band.  Who this disciple was has been debated much by scholars.  Of particular significance in the debate is the issue of whether or not the unnamed disciple could have been John and whether this John, a Galilean fisherman, could have been known to the high priest.  The fact that the evangelist refers to almost everyone else in his Gospel by name suggests that the early readers must have had no difficulty identifying who this person was.  Moreover, it is highly unlikely that the so-called beloved disciple who was commissioned to care for Jesus’ mother (19:25–27) and who was reclining next to Jesus at the supper (13:23) would be different from this ‘other’ disciple here or the witness at the cross (19:35).  As I indicated in my introduction to this commentary, the likely person would have been the one who stands behind the basic text of this Gospel, John the son of Zebedee.  But could a Galilean fisherman have had access to the residence of the high priest, and could such a person have persuaded the female guard to let a companion outsider into the courtyard?  The answer to that question relates to one’s view of fishermen.  Peter and John in Acts 4:13 are called AGRAMMATOI KAI IDIWTAI.  The KJV had referred to them as ‘unlearned and ignorant,’ but more recent renderings have modified that to ‘unschooled, ordinary’ (NIV), ‘uneducated and ordinary’ (NRSV), and ‘ordinary men who had no special training’ (NLT).  But to understand the situation better one needs to get into the minds of those Pharisees who regarded themselves as elite and the people of the land or the people who worked with their hands as basically ignorant.  The stories of the rabbis are filled with condemnations of such people, and even this Gospel has one such castigation (Jn 7:49).  But if Mk 1:19–20 is any indication of John’s family, he was not a pauper.  The skepticism I find in some comments that the son of Zebedee could not have had access to the high priest’s residence is based on an unproven premise that he must have been both illiterate and unconnected.  I would stoutly challenge that premise.”


d.  “Despite his show of bravado in attacking and wounding Malchus, Peter had fled along with the rest of the disciples after Jesus’ arrest.  But he had managed to regain his composure and now was following Jesus and the arresting party—although at a distance (Mt 26:58; Mk 14:54; Lk 22:54).  Peter was not alone; another disciple had also mastered his fear and turned back with him.  The other disciple with Peter was most likely John, who never names himself in his gospel but instead describes himself as the disciple whom Jesus loved.  That identification receives support from Jn 20:2–8, the only other passage in John’s gospel where the phrase ‘other disciple’ occurs.  There the ‘other disciple’ is clearly identified as the disciple whom Jesus loved (Jn 20:2).  The disciple whom Jesus loved (John) is also associated with Peter in Jn 13:23–24 and 21:20–21.  Some object that a simple Galilean fisherman such as John could hardly be known (the Greek word suggests more than a casual acquaintance) to the high priest.  But it must be remembered that fishermen were entrepreneurs, not common laborers at the bottom of the social spectrum.  John’s father’s fishing business was large enough for him to have hired servants working for him (Mk 1:19–20).  According to the apocryphal gospel of the Hebrews, the apostle John used to deliver fish to the high priest’s house while he was still working for his father.  It is also possible that John, through his mother, Salome was of priestly descent.  She apparently was the sister of Jesus’ mother, Mary (Jn 19:25 with Mk 15:40).  Since Mary was related to Elizabeth (Lk 1:36; probably through her mother; she was of the line of David through her father [Lk 3:23–38]), who was from a priestly family (Lk 1:5), Salome would be too.  The early church historian Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History III.31.3) cites a letter from Polycrates, a late second-century bishop of Ephesus (where John spent his last years), in which Polycrates states that John had been a priest.  Whatever the case may be, John was sufficiently well known that he was allowed to enter with Jesus into the court of the high priest.  Peter, however, was not, and was left standing at the door outside.  Realizing what had happened, the other disciple, who was known to the high priest, went out and spoke to the doorkeeper and brought Peter in.  (The feminine form of the noun indicates that this was a woman, as verse 17 confirms.  That a woman was on duty at the entrance indicates that this incident did not take place in the temple complex, where only men manned such posts.)  That John was able to vouch for Peter shows again that he was well known in the high priest’s household.  Peter’s desire to be with Jesus overcame his fear, and he entered the courtyard.”


e.  “Peter followed the crowd when he should have been fleeing.  Had he gone his way, he would never have denied the Lord.  While we certainly admire his love and courage, we cannot agree with his actions; for he walked right into temptation.  This is what Jesus warned him about in the Garden (Mt 26:41).”
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