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 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the nominative masculine singular aorist middle participle of the verb PROSLAMBANW, which means “to take aside.”


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


The middle voice is a dynamic or intensive middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the subject (Peter) in producing the action.


The participle is temporal with the action preceding the action of the main verb.  This can be translated “after taking … aside.”

Next we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and proper noun PETROS, meaning “Peter.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist middle indicative from the verb ARCHW, which means “to begin: began.”

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


The middle voice is a dynamic or intensive middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the subject (Peter) in producing the action.


The indicative mood is declarative, indicating the fact or reality of the action.

With this we have the present active infinitive of the verb EPITIMAW, which means “to rebuke; to warn someone.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what occurred at that moment.


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive.

Next we have the dative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine singular present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what occurred at that moment.


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“And after taking Him aside, Peter began to rebuke Him, saying,”
 is the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective HILEWS, which means “gracious, merciful, Heb 8:12  may God be gracious to you, Lord, i.e. may God in mercy spare you this, God forbid!  Mt 16:22.”
  Then we have the dative indirect object from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “to You,” which is not translated as part of this idiom.  Next we have the vocative masculine singular from the noun KURIOS, meaning “Lord.”

“‘God forbid, Lord!”
 is the double negative OU MĒ, meaning “absolutely not” or “never.”  Then we have the third person singular future deponent middle indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: will be; will happen.”  “This will never be” = “This will never happen.”


The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will not take place.


The active voice indicates that “this” will not produce the action of existing or happening.


The indicative mood is declarative, indicating the fact or reality of the action.

Next we have the dative indirect object from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “to You.”  Finally, we have the nominative subject from the neuter singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “This.”

“This shall never happen to You.’”
Mt 16:22 corrected translation
“And after taking Him aside, Peter began to rebuke Him, saying, ‘God forbid, Lord!  This shall never happen to You.’”
Explanation:
1.  “And after taking Him aside, Peter began to rebuke Him, saying,”

a.  Peter reacts to Jesus’ explanation and prophecy of what is going to happen in the near future.  Peter thinks that Jesus is completely wrong about this prophecy.  Peter regards Jesus as the Messiah and the Son of God, which in Peter’s mind means that Jesus cannot have these things happen to Him, since He is divine.  Peter’s conception of who and what the Messiah is does not line up with the reality of what Jesus has just said.  Therefore, it is not Peter who is wrong, but Jesus, who has declared an impossible prophecy.  Therefore, Peter feels the immediate need to correct this situation before it gets out of hand.  Thus, Peter takes Jesus aside.  Peter doesn’t want the others to hear him correct the Messiah.  Peter had no good reason to take Jesus aside.  He may have thought it was the right thing to do in order to not embarrass Jesus in front of the others, but Peter’s presumption of Jesus being wrong, is just as evil as Satan’s presumption that Jesus is guilty of arrogance.  The arrogance of Peter is no different than the presumptive arrogance of Satan.  Taking Jesus aside is an act of presumptive arrogance on the part of Peter.  He presumes that what Jesus has said is wrong, and must be corrected.  His arrogance also lies in the fact that Peter thinks He has the authority and need to correct Jesus.  Peter is arrogant in his thinking and action.


b.  Having committed a mental attitude sin (arrogance) and an overt sin (taking Jesus aside), Peter continues down the path of sinfulness with a verbal sin—he rebukes God.  The verb EPITIMAW not only means to rebuke someone, but also to warn them.  Peter was both warning Jesus that He was saying things about the future that were wrong, but that He was wrong in doing so.  Peter recognizes that Jesus is divine and then turns around and declares the divine Jesus to be wrong.  Peter accuses Jesus of wrongdoing.  Thus Peter’s arrogance is complete.  His own wrongdoing accuses the Son of God of wrongdoing.  Thus Peter’s stupidity is complete.

2.  “‘God forbid, Lord!”

a.  Matthew then tells us what Peter said to Jesus.  How did Matthew know this, since Peter had taken Jesus aside from the other disciples?  Either Peter told Matthew what he said, or the Holy Spirit inspired Matthew.  The point is that Matthew didn’t make this up.


b.  The idiom can be viewed several ways: may God be gracious to you, or may God in mercy spare you this, or God forbid!  Peter’s point is that God the Father will never let this happen to His Son.  God will never permit the suffering and death of His incarnate Son.  Peter firmly believes that the Messiah cannot and will not die, because God the Father will not permit it.


c.  Peter continues his wayward statement by acknowledging the deity of Jesus, addressing Him as “Lord,” the title of deity.  Notice Peter’s inconsistency.  If Jesus is “Lord,” then there is no need to take Him aside to explain to Him that He is wrong, and there is certainly no need to rebuke Him, since deity does nothing that warrants rebuking.  You can’t have it both ways Peter.  You can’t declare Jesus to be divine and rebuke Him for being wrong.  That kind of thinking is the misplaced thinking of Satan.
3.  “This shall never happen to You.’”

a.  Peter then makes a justifying declaration.  The word “This” refers to what Jesus has said about His future suffering, death, and resurrection.  Peter dogmatically declares that Jesus isn’t going to suffer at the hands of the leaders of Israel, that He isn’t going to be put to death, and since He won’t die, there will be no need for a resurrection.


b.  The double negative OU MĒ is the emphatic, absolute negation of an action.  Peter believes it is thoroughly impossible for these things to happen to the Messiah, the Son of the Living God.  Peter’s conception of the Messiah and His mission on earth is a complete misconception.  The fact is that these things “must” happen for Peter and anyone else to have eternal salvation, eternal life, eternal security, and entrance into the kingdom of heaven.


c.  It is Satan’s great plan that Jesus die, but not in Jerusalem, not on the Cross, not at the Passover, and not according to God’s plan and timing.  Satan wants Jesus dead, but on his terms, not God’s terms.  Peter has expressed the will of Satan that Jesus not fulfill prophecy, not provide the sacrifice for the sins of the world, not demonstrate God’s unconditional love toward all, and not be the Savior of the world.  Peter has momentarily taken Satan’s side in the angelic conflict.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “What was Peter’s mistake?  He was thinking like a man; for most men want to escape suffering and death.  He did not have God’s mind in the matter.  Peter had enough faith to confess that Jesus is the Son of God, but he did not have the faith to believe that it was right for Jesus to suffer and die.  Of course, Satan agreed with Peter’s words.”


b.  “The disciple who had just been blessed by the Master obviously did not fully comprehend the Master’s plan.  Peter could not understand how Jesus could be Messiah and yet die at the hands of the religious leaders.  Peter probably was so shocked to hear Jesus speak of His death that he failed to hear Him mention His resurrection.”


c.  “Peter’s reaction was in fact Satan inspired, and this is significant, for it demonstrates that the believer is not safe from attack by Satan.  Peter’s remonstrance with Jesus was a demonstration that he had not yet understood the course of Jesus’ ministry; he was still looking for an earthly kingdom and was trying to entice Jesus to forsake the horror of the cross and all it meant, and rather to seek the glory of the millennial kingdom.  The temptation Satan put through Peter was for Jesus to curtail His humanity and immediately enter into His divine role as the Son of God.  This, of course, would have suited Satan perfectly, for then his defeat from the cross would have been averted, God would have been compromised because He would not have fulfilled His pre-announced plan, and Satan would have at last validated his claim to challenge God for the right to be God.  The gospel record of the temptation ends on the note that the devil ‘left Him until an opportune time’ (Lk 4:13); the very vehemence with which Jesus turned on Peter suggests that this was that opportune time to continue the temptation, or certainly one of several such times.”


d.  “God forbid represents a Greek idiomatic expression probably meaning ‘May God be gracious to you’, i.e. spare you this fate.  Peter cannot grasp that such a ‘disaster’ could be God’s purpose.”


e.  “Peter is now assuming that he knows better than Jesus does what the Master should do.  He does not accept what Jesus has said and presumes to criticize Him for saying it. ‘God forbid’ is a strong repudiation of what Jesus has just prophesied.  Peter has seen something of Jesus’ greatness, and because he has seen that greatness it is inconceivable to him that Jesus would undergo the humiliation of which he has just spoken.  For Peter it is unthinkable that the one he has just pronounced ‘the Messiah, the Son of the living God’ should be rejected and killed.  How could the Jewish nation reject the Jewish Messiah?  Peter’s double negative is very emphatic (and with the future indicative rather than the aorist subjunctive even more so).”


f.  “The very thing for which Peter started to rebuke Jesus afterward became the kernel, yes, the Alpha and the Omega, of his apostolic preaching.”
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