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
 is the third person singular present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: said.”

The present tense is a historical present, which describes a past event as though happening right now for the sake of vividness and liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated like a simple 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 nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun PETROS, meaning “Peter.”

“Peter said to Him,”
 is the double negative OU and MĒ, meaning “definitely not.”  Then we have the second person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb NIPTW, meaning “to wash.”

The aorist tense is a futuristic aorist, which views the entire future action as a fact.  It is translated with the word “will.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus will never produce the action as far as Peter is concerned.


The subjunctive mood is a subjunctive of emphatic negation.

This is followed by the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW with the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun POUS, meaning “my feet.”  Then we have the preposition EIS plus the adverbial accusative of measure of extent of time from the masculine singular article and noun AIWN, meaning literally “for the age” or “for ever,” but with the double negative, “never.”
“‘You will definitely never wash my feet!’”
 is the third person singular aorist deponent passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”

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


The deponent passive voice functions in an active sense with Jesus producing the action.


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

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “Jesus,” followed by the dative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to Peter.
“Jesus answered him,”
 is the third class conditional particle EAN, meaning “If” plus the negative MĒ, meaning “not,” but used in combination it could also be translated “Unless” or “Except.”  Then we have the first person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb NIPTW, which means “to wash.”

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


The active voice indicates that Jesus might not produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, indicating what may or may not happen.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “you” and referring to Peter.  Then we have the negative OUK plus the second person singular present active indicative from the verb ECHW, which means “to have.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which presents the action as a present fact without any reference to its progress.  This could also be a gnomic present to express a universal truth, a maxim or a commonly accepted fact.  It is also possible that this is a descriptive present, used to describe what is now actually taking place.  The aoristic present is most likely here.

The active voice indicates that Peter would produce the action of not having.


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

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun MEROS, meaning “part, portion; share ‘I will give them … a share of uprightness with my holy ones’ i.e. those rescued from perdition will enjoy the same redeemed status as those who are already in the divine presence Rev 20:6; 22:19.—Place: have a place with someone Jn 13:8.”
  Finally, we have the preposition META plus the genitive of association from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “with Me” and referring to Jesus.


“‘If I do not wash you, you have no place with Me.’”
Jn 13:8 corrected translation
“Peter said to Him, ‘You will definitely never wash my feet!’  Jesus answered him, ‘If I do not wash you, you have no place with Me.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Peter said to Him, ‘You will definitely never wash my feet!’”

a.  Peter responds to Jesus’ statement that Peter did not know what Jesus was doing now, but would understand in the future with a declaration of his own.  Peter declares in the most emphatic and dramatic way that he was never ever going to allow Jesus to function as a slave and wash his feet.  The issue was not about washing feet.  The issue was about servitude.  Peter wasn’t about to allow the God of the universe act like the lowest, menial slave to him.  Peter would not have his God be his slave.  He just wasn’t going to permit it, no matter what anyone thought.

b.  There are several ways of looking at Peter’s attitude here.  I seriously doubt Peter was being arrogant when he said this.  He certainly wasn’t thinking that he was too good to have his feet washed.  And it certainly would not have bothered Peter to have a servant or slave perform this duty.  However, it did bother him that the Son of God was humbling Himself to perform this service for him.  Another way of looking at this is that Peter felt he was too much of a macho man to permit this by another man.  He could be thinking that some woman ought to be doing this.  But this is also out of character for Peter.  His real motivation and thinking had to be concern for Jesus and what others would think of Jesus.

c.  When Peter says this, I can just see Jesus smiling chuckling to Himself.  Jesus wasn’t angry by this comment and did not chastise Peter for saying this.  Jesus didn’t react at all, but responded with another truth that Peter could and did understand.
2.  “Jesus answered him, ‘If I do not wash you, you have no place with Me.’”

a.  Jesus does not hesitate, but answers Peter immediately.  Jesus’ answer is not indignant, rude, critical, or judgmental.  Jesus answers Peter with a fact that cuts Peter’s heart to the core.

b.  Jesus answers Peter with a third class conditional statement, indicating this may or may not happen.  Jesus has just placed the responsibility for what happens next in the lap of Peter.

c.  The statement “you have no place with Me” can be taken several ways, which we must consider.  To what does it refer?



(1)  Some might think or say that “you have no place with Me” means that Peter is no longer a believer.  Is salvation lost, if we don’t have our feet washed by Jesus?  No, of course not.  There are billions of believers both past and present who have never had their feet washed by Jesus.  So the literal foot washing is not the issue.



(2)  Therefore, the phrase “wash you” is not referring to literal foot washing, but to the figurative washing of being cleansed of sin.  “Jesus’ answer in makes no sense unless the act was symbolic.”
  Lenski says it is not symbolic but figurative.  There is hardly a difference between the two words worth debating.  Therefore, there are two ways of looking at this:




(a)  If Jesus does not bear the sins of Peter on the Cross and be judged for them, then Peter has no place with Jesus.  But this is not up to Peter.  It is not Peter’s decision whether or not Jesus goes to the Cross.



(b)  If Jesus does not cleanse Peter from his daily sins, then Peter is not in fellowship with Jesus.  (A.T. Robertson says: “Not simply here at the supper with its fellowship, but in the deeper sense of mystic fellowship as Peter was quick to see.”
)  This is certainly true and is dependent on Peter agreeing to Jesus doing this.  Jesus was not offering Peter a bath, which is a picture of the total cleansing from sin at the moment of salvation.  Jesus was offering the cleansing of the feet only, which is a picture of the cleansing of the sins produced on that day’s walk in the cosmic system.



(3)  The word MEROS, translated “place” here also means “part” or “portion” and might refer to not having a portion of inheritance in the coming kingdom of God.  An example of this is found in Rev 22:19, “and if anyone takes away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God will take away his part from the tree of life and from the holy city, which are written in this book.”  Lk 15:12 also illustrates this principle.  Notice that this is not loss of eternal life; it is just the loss of that person’s part from the tree of life and from the holy city.  In other words Jesus is saying, if you don’t let me cleanse you of your daily sins, then you don’t have any eternal inheritance or rewards.  This is equally true with the idea of being out of fellowship with Jesus in time, so that both concepts may apply here.  If we do not allow Jesus to cleanse us from our daily sins, then we have no fellowship in time and lose out on eternal rewards and blessings.  Both concepts are taught clearly in the epistles of the New Testament, which Peter did not know about now, but would understand later.


(4)  Therefore, the meaning here is more likely to be that if Jesus does not cleanse Peter from the sins he has committed that day, then Peter would have no place of fellowship with Jesus right then and would lose out on his eternal inheritance (but not his eternal life).  This wasn’t about loss of salvation, but about lack of fellowship.


d.  Jesus didn’t overrule the volition of Peter.  Jesus wasn’t going to force the foot-washing on him.  If Peter refused again, then Jesus would accept that rejection and move on to the next disciple.  This forced Peter to reconsider his position of protest and answer again.  The washing was now up to Peter and Peter had to make a right decision, which he does.
3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Jesus’ response was met with a forthright confrontation by Peter.  Peter had completely missed the point of Jesus’ words about knowing; and instead of pondering them, he undoubtedly thought he understood that the issue simply involved the code of shame and honor.  He was convinced he would ‘never’ (literally ‘not forever’) dishonor Jesus by having him wash his feet.  The contrast between Jesus’ knowledge of what was to come and Peter’s lack of understanding concerning eternity should not escape the reader.  Jeremias’s [another commentator] note to the effect that Peter’s statement is like an oath certainly moves in the right direction.  Jesus’ response was like a firm courtroom verdict that gave the offender a straightforward alternative that admits no bending.  It was a strict either/or that had to be accepted or rejected, and the consequences were clearly evident.  Either Peter would be washed or he would be excluded from being an heir of Jesus.  The thunderous force of ‘no part with Me’ is devastating.  The text here has obvious eschatological implications involving ideas of inheritance.”


b.  “Jesus’ reply served two purposes.  First, it corrected Peter’s (and the rest of the Twelve’s) misunderstanding of His messianic mission.  In His first advent, Jesus did not come as the conquering King but as the selfless sacrifice for the sins of His people (Isa 53:4–6, 10–12; Eph 5:2; Heb 9:26; 10:12); to humble ‘Himself by becoming obedient to the point of death, even death on a cross’ (Phil 2:8).  Peter needed to accept the reality of the Lord’s humiliation.  But the Lord’s words also mean that only those cleansed by Him have a relationship to Him.  Washing is a common biblical metaphor for spiritual cleansing (cf. Num 19:17–19; Ps 51:2; Isa 4:4; Ezek 36:24–27; Zech 13:1; Acts 22:16; 1 Cor 6:11; Eph 5:26; Titus 3:5; Heb 10:22), and only those who place their faith in Jesus Christ as Lord and confess their sins are cleansed by Him (Jn 15:3; 1 Jn 1:7–9) and are united to Him in eternal life.”


c.  “What Peter could not submit to was, that the Master should serve His servant.  But the whole saving work of Christ was one continued series of such services, ending with and consummated by the most self-sacrificing and transcendent of all services: The Son of Man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give His life a ransom for many. (Mk 10:45).  If Peter then could not submit to let his Master go down so low as to wash his feet, how should he suffer himself to be served by Him at all?  This is couched under the one pregnant word ‘wash,’ which though applicable to the lower operation which Peter resisted, is the familiar scriptural symbol of that higher cleansing, which Peter little thought he was at the same time virtually putting from him.  It is not humility to refuse what the Lord deigns to do for us, or to deny what He has done, but it is self-willed presumption.  The truest humility is to receive reverentially, and thankfully to own, the gifts of grace.”


d.  “No … You shall never wash my feet, Peter replied.  Apparently he did not feel that Jesus should act like a servant toward Peter.  This is another case of Peter’s thoughtless speech (Mk 8:32; 9:5).  Jesus responded, ‘Unless I wash you, you have no part with Me.’  This does not mean, ‘Unless you are baptized you cannot be saved,’ but, ‘Unless I wash your sins away by My atoning death (Rev 1:5) you have no real relationship to Me’ (1 Jn 1:7).”


e.  Lenski very accurately refutes two erroneous interpretations of this verse as follows: “Sometimes this is understood rather superficially as though Jesus says, ‘Unless I wash your feet. you hast no part with me.’  If, then, it seems strange that Jesus makes the salvation of Peter depend on his washing Peter’s feet, the remark is added that Peter’s refusal to have his feet washed by Jesus is rank disobedience, and persistence in this disobedience would exclude Peter from salvation.  Whoever, even in a minor matter, refuses Jesus obedience ‘forever’ certainly cannot enter heaven with him. [Lenski has presented the false interpretation, which he now refutes.]  Yet the reply of Jesus says nothing about washing the feet of Peter and nothing about disobedience on Peter’s part.  ‘If I wash you not’ is not the same as, ‘If you will not let me wash your feet.’  Others put this into a stronger form.  [This is the second false interpretation of the verse.]  Peter will not accept the self-humiliation of Jesus.  Yet by thus contending for the Lord’s greatness, which he will not have marred, he is really asserting his own greatness over against Jesus, as one who will not learn humility from the example Jesus is now setting him.  Thus by seemingly contending for the greatness of Jesus, Peter is destroying this greatness and is thus separating himself from Jesus.  In other words, by his refusal to have Jesus wash his feet, Peter repudiates the Lord as he is and demands a Lord who is otherwise.  This has the appearance of a profound interpretation and yet is beside the mark.  For the observation is correct: Jesus makes Peter’s having a part with him depend, not on anything Peter does, but on something Jesus does for Peter: ‘unless I wash you’.”
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